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ABSTRACT
The following dissertation consists of a study of an eighth
century A. D. Sanskrit text dealing with the soteriological implications
of the nature of "bhoga"--"mundane experience" or, more precisely,
"empirical consciousness". The dissertation can be subdivided into
- two major sections. The first section consists of a critical discussion

of the doctrine of bhoga in the Bhogakdrikavrtti; the second section

consists of an English translation of the Sanskrit text.

The following study of the Bhoga Karika and its commentary has

as its major concern the explication of the idea of "bhoga" put forth
- 4
in the text. According to the school of Saivism to which the author of

the Bhoga Karikd belongs, souls are by nature possessed of the two

"capacities" (Sakti) of consciousness and agency. Existing in a beginningless
condition in the Soult these two capacities are obfuscated by the
defiling power of a cosmic principle described as "mala". Due to

this defilement the soul 1is forced into experiencing things in a
limited manner, i.e.,solely as an ego-personality whose self-
understanding is both defined by and limited to the empirical sphere

of experience.

In explicating the doctrine of bhoga expressed by Sadyojyoti and
defended his commentator Aghora giva, the dissertation takes up a
discussion of the various polemics against other systems, such as the
Buddhists, Carvaka, Nydya and Samkhya. As well, an attempt is made to
point out the particular manner in which Sadyojyoti's doctrine of "bhoga"

shares close affiliations with the schools of MTmémsé and SEmkhya-Yoga.



The text was translated under the guidance of Dr. S. S. Janaki,
the Director of Kuppuswami Sastri Research Institute in Madras. The

Sanskrit text of the Bhoga K3arika consists of 146 verses by a renowned

Saivite author, Sadyojyoti (8th c.'A. D.) and a brief commentary by
another renowned Saivite author, Aghora §iVa (14th c. A. D.). ‘Although
by themselves the verses are difficult to understand without the aid of
the commentary, the commentary itself is written in simple Sanskrit

- {
prose. The Bhoga Karika is one of a host of Saivite "manuals" that

systematically define the essential teachings and particular themes of

- / ~ .y == . <
Agamic Saivism. Aghora éiva's commentary on the Bhoga Karika is typical

of the commentaries accompanying most of these manuals: it is brief
and polemical. ‘ '

Chapter I of the dissertation deals with the authors Sadyojyoti
and Aghora §iva in relation to the éaivite tradition; .as well, Chapter
I treats the basic concepts of "bhoga" and "tattva" employed in the

Bhoga Karika. Chapter II deals with the doctrine of the subtle and the

gross elements, emphasizing the concern of the tattvic doctrine that

each tattva is a sine qua non in the event of bhoga. Chapter III treats

the sphere of the motor, sense and intellectual organs and the polemics
against the Carvakas and Nyaya concerning the role of "consciousness"
in the sphere of empirical experience. The specific organs of the

"antahkarana", i.e.,manas, buddhi and ahamkara, are treated in Chapter

Iv. More epistemological issues are discussed in Chapter V, most notably
/

the Saivite doctrine that the soul has intrinsic to'it the dual capacities (akti) of

consciousness and agency. The last chapter, Chapter VI, deals

with the trans-buddhi conditions governing empirical consciousness,



.and includes a discussion of the soteriological import of maya and

mala. Appendix I consists of the translation of the Bhoga Karikd Vrtti

while the transliteration of the text appears in Appendix II.
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The known categories of the object cannot be
applied to what forms the very precondition of
objectivity itself. The self being a transcen-
dental condition of experience cannot be evidenced
in the same manner in which any content of experience
becomes evident to our understanding.

-K. ,Sivaraman,

Saivism in Philosophical
Perspective
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FOREWARD

The text which forms the basis of the following study stems from
approximately the eighth cent_ AD. and is a philosophical expression of a part--
ticular form of early Indian religiosity that is ultimately based on the wor-
ship of the god §iva. Thé worship of this god is thought by some to be
one of the earliest forms of worship indigenous to the Indian soil and
is also thought to predate the Sanskrit speaking culture whose gods and
mythology have been captured in the Rg Veda.

Historically, é%ivism developed along various lines according
to the respective social groups and local traditions in which and
through which it came to be cultivated. Basically, one can discern two
"forms" of Sgivism that ~an be described as "folkloric" and "orthodox".
The_§éivism of folklore has been captured, for example, in a work known
as the‘éilg_gggggg,which is a collection of tales and legends dealing
with the mythic proportions of §iva and the role of the devotee.

Throughout its expostion the Siva Purapa emphasizes the value of a fun-
damental devotion (bhakti) towards Siva and the consequential "grace"
soteriologically bestowed upon the devotee for such devotion. The
£g£§hg also emphasizes the transcendent nature of the teaching concer-
ning giva; in some cases, simply hearing a discourse on the nature of
Siva is said to guarantee a heavenly existence after death, as is the

case with a certain Devaraja who, shortly before his death, "just



happened" to hear a discourse on the nature of $iva:
Devaraja, the base brahmin, addicted to wine, enamoured of a
vile harlot, slayer of his own father, mother and wife and who
out of greed for money killed many brahmins, ksatriyas, va1§yas,
and Sudras and others, became a liberated soul instantaneously
> reaching the supreme Loka g
Other works of folkloric §éivism, such as the Tamil
Tiruvacagam by Mépikka VEgagar, emphasize a divine and cosmic "eros"
at the basis of the world and human existence; for example, in a moment
- V4
of ecstatic rapture, the poet Manikka VEEagar invokes Siva as a lover
would a beloved:2
Thee, Lord Supreme, with milk-ash adorn'd, meeting with grace su-
perne, thy servants true,
Who dost appear, and show the heaven of grace--
Thee, glorious light, I void of rightousness, extol as my ambro-
sia, praising Thee--praise, glorify, invoke with weepings loud!
Master, thus working in me mightily, in grace 0 speak, in pity
speak !
The "orthodox" expression of Saivism brings the Saivite tea-
chings more in line with the basic cultural and ritualistic forms of
s
Vedic religiosity. The literature of orthodox Saivism has been recor-

V4 ~
ded in the "revealed" writings known as the Saiva Agamas. The form

of Saivism expressed in the Agamas represents a totally self-contained
and self-explained "cosmos" wherein every aspect of the devotee's ex-
istence is understood according to the §5ivite teaching. In very pre-
cise detail the éﬁivite éggggg describe, for example, the accepted the-
ological doctrines concerning the nature of the god éiva; the mytholo-
gical sphere of the pantheon of §éivite demigods; the epistemological,
soteriological and eschatological natufe of the soul; the accepted
philosophical position of Kgamic Saivism and the refutation of

other systems; the exact architectural standards to be employed in the



building of temples and other sacred structures; the details govern-
ing /iconographical representations; the particular vows, rites and cere-
monies to be employed on the proper occasions; etc.

Although, like its folkloric counterpart, orthodox SEivism
accepts as fundamental a basic devotion towards §iva, orthodox
Saivism places a greater degree of importance on the inherent effica-
ciousness of the consecratory and sacramental rites (diksa) governing
the devotee's life and soteriological development. Coupled with this
notion of the importance of the purificatory rites the Saivite Eggmg§
also place a corresponding degree of emphasis on the soteriological
importance of "understanding" or "insight".(jnana).

The text that forms the basis of the following study falls
within the seope of "orthodox" §Eivism and is more concerned with the details
tdncerning the soteriological role of "understanding" rather than with
the details concerning the rites. The text specifically treats the
philosophical position of Rgamic gaivism concerning the nature of
consciousness and the refutation of other doctrines. The term
"philosophical" is applied to the main import of the text in order to
indicate fhe critical and thematic format employed by the authors in
the exposition of their views.

The text essentially treats the nature of the "soul" or "self"
in terms of its engagement in mundane existence, or what I have chosen,
for philosophical reasons, to designate as "empirical consciousness".

In the process of the discussion of the .import of the text it will
become increasingly clear to the reader that the text employs, or

perhaps it might be more appropriate to say "presupposes", two different



methods of interpreting the nature of the self and consciousness. On
the one hand, the self endowed with consciousness is treated and under-
stood in a definitively mythic manner as designating an "eternal soul" that is
completely separate from the "fallen" and "reincarnating" condition
of physical embodiment and mundane existence; soteriological "liberation"
in this mythic'&ense refers to the final release from reincarnating exis-
tence and to the consequent attainment of a heavenly and blissful existence.
On the other hand, however, the conscious self is also treated and under-
stood in a definitively literal manner as designating the principle of
individualized consciousness engaged in mundane experience; soteriologi-
cal Tiberation in this "literal" sense refers to a more experigntial state
of affairs according to which the self is understood as the pre-empirical
.condition of mundane or empirical experience itself.

Although one does-not find .a clearly drawn distinction between

these two manners of ingerpreting the self in the Bhoga Karika and its

commentary, and although it is clear that the authors would subsume the
literal under the mythical, according to both ways of interpreting the
self, liberation is soteriologically understood as a more "purified"

condition of experience (§hddha-bhoga).

In the study of the Bhoga Kirikd and its commentary which

follows,_I have chosen to treat the more literal interpretation of the
self in greater detail, as my interests lie more with philosophical
concerns. Although readers untrained in the classical Indian thought
of the more advanced texts may find that the following stud} contains
much that is unfamiliar, I have attempted to discuss‘the epjstemological

and ontological doctrines put forth in the text in .

the clearest possible terms.

viiV
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CHAPTER 1
AUTHOR, TEXT AND TRADITION

1. Author

We may speculate that Sadyojyoti flourished approximately during
the eighth century A. D. This date is arrived at through the more estab-.

lished dating of other ééivite authors and texts. The terminus ad quem

for Sadyojyoti's writings is placed prior to the beginning of the ninth
century, which is the time during which one of his commentators, Rama-
kaq?ha IT, has been established to have flourished.1 There are no

means to establish securely the earliest period of Sadyojyoti's writ-
ings except through the very general dating of the earliest ééiva

Kgamas, since Sadyojyoti is considered to have commented on at least two
of the Réamas. Scholars are divided as to the precise century the

Kgamas began to be composed; after a consideration of the available
theories concerning this period, J. Gonda has suggested the seventh cent.

A. D. as the earliest possible dating.2

Thus, as a compromise between
the earliest and latest datings of works having direct relevance to his
works, Sadyojyoti is established to have flourished approximately in the
8th century.3

Sadyojyoti's works fall into ‘two genres: either commentaries .on
Kgamas or manuals (prakarana) summarizing the §éiva "dar§ana{{i'e., view

of the world -- ‘"philosophy" in the classical sense.? He is said to have

written a commentary on the Raurava Rgama,;and claims himself to have

written a commentary on the Svayambhuva Eggma.5 Although more will be




said of Sadyojyoti's apparent commentary on the Raurava Kbama in the

vsequel, it is sufficient at this point to mention that the commentary
has not been recovered. His commentary on the Svayambhuva, which he
mentions in one of his own manuals, exists in an incomplete form and
remains unpublished.6 Although there is no way of knowing how many
philosophical manuals Sadyojyati composed, five have come down to us.
Originally, these manuals may have been written for inclusion in an
Aggmg_as specific treatments of certain topics. All the manuals are
written in very concise and complex argumentative verses (Eéfigé);
without the commentaries - that accompany each of the manuals, it is
doubtful whether modern scholars or traditionally trained Saiva pundits
could discern the intent of the verses, although this is not to suggest
that the early commentators are always correct in their interpretations
of the original verses. According to Sadyojyoti in the opening line

of the Bhoga Karika, the Moksa Karika and Bhoga Karika actually form one

complete text, althbugh the complete text was early on chosen by the
commentators as two separate texts.
' /
Aghora Siva (twelfth cent. A. D.) has com-

r

mented on the Bhoga Karika while RSmakag@ha II (ninth cent. A. D.) has com-

mented on the Moksd Karikd. While the Bhoga Karika opens with the ap-

propriate statement of obeisance (mangala), the Moksa Karik@ ends with a

traditional colophon stating some detail about the author. Aghora §iva

has also commented on the Tattva Samgraha7-and the Tattva Traya Nirpaya;

the former work summariiy treats the entire §éivite cosmology while the
later specifically deals with the relationship between the three basic

categories of God, bondage and the soul. The Paramoksa Nirasa Karika




deals with the refutation of other doctrines of release and has been
commented on by Rémakatha II.

In the works that still survive, neither Sadyojyoti nor his
commentators provide much in the way of biographical detail. In the

Tattva Samgraha the author refers to himself as "Sadyojyoti, the author
II8

: 7
of the Good Commentary (suvrttikrt). Aghora Siva takes this to mean

that Sadyojyoti is the author of the Sadvrtti, a commentary on the

9

Raurava Agama.” In his own conclusion to the Tattva Samgraha Aghora

A
Siva refers to Sadyojyoti as Khetakanandana; other authors also refer to

10

him by this name. In the closing verse of the Tattva Traya Nirnaya

Sadyojyoti refers to himself as the author of the commentary on the

11

Svayambhuva Agama.'' In the closing verses of the Moksa Karikd the au-

thor refers to himself as "Sadyojyoti" and to his.teacher as "Ugrajyoti".;
he further says that his teaching ultimately derives from $iva who
revealed it to the sage Ruru who passed it on the Afreya, from whom
Sadyojyoti received it.12 REmakapPha IT pays particular respect to

/
Sadyojyoti as one of the founders of the Saiva-dargéna:13

Among the masters one should pay particular respect to,Sadyojyoti

and Brhaspati,!4 who have illuminated the path of the Saiva position

through their accomplished virtues.

After Aghora Siva (twelfth cent. A. D.), Sadyojyoti's works no longer gained
the attention of serious commentators, although even during the fourteenth
century Sadyojyoti is still recognized as an authoritative representative

/ ,
of the Saiva doctrine, as he is quoted, for example, in both the Sata Ratna

Ullekha'® and in Midhava's Sarva Darfana Saggraha.16 In the later

development of the tradition, S&lyojoyti® 1S considered to be one of the

eighteen renowned authors of manuals.17



We can gather from such textual references that Sadyojyoti
considered himself and was considered by others to be an authoritative
7 .
and exalted spokesperson of the Saiva tradition. As well, it can be

concluded that he represented the tradition of the Raurava Kﬁama and

Svayambhuva Rqama. He may also have written his philosophical manuals

in order to clarify the éﬁivite position on points of doctrine that
the various Kgamas differed over. Whether he was from northern or
southern India remains an unanswered question, as both Aghora §Eva,
a Tamilian, and Ramakantha II, a Kashmiri, wrote commentaries on Sadyo-
jyoti's works; however, since REmakappha II predates Aghora é&va by two
centuries, one is led to believe that Sadyojyoti is originally from the
north and that his works travelled to the Soufh.18

Of direct concern to the work at hand is the relation between

Sadyojyoti's Bhoga Karika and the Raurava Rbama, as the Bhoga Karika

claims to describe bhoga in terms of the tradition established by Ruru,

the supposed sage of the Raurava Kgama. In the following section a more

detailed account of this connection between the two texts will be dealt

with.

2. The Relation Between the Bhoga Karika and the Raurava Kgama

In the second verse of the Bhoga Karika Sadyojyoti says that

he is going to describe empirical consciousness and liberation, i.e.,

bhoga and moksa, "in accordance with the teaching of Ruru (rurusiddhanta-
ul9

samsiddhau bhogamoksau sasadhanau vacmi). Aghora S&va

explains that this means "in accordance with the Raurava Kgama (§rT-

madrauravatantropalak§itasiddh§nta§éstre)."20 As will be pointed

out in the sequel, there are specific points of agreement between



Sadyojyoti and the philosophical position of the Raurava Agama to

/
warrant Aghora Siva's identification between Ruru's teaching and

the Raurava Kgama. However, there is less reason to accept, as 1is

generally accepted,2! Aghora $iva's and Ramakantha II's assertion that

/
Sadyojyoti is in fact the author of a Raurava Vrtti, which Aghora Siva

specifically refers to as the Sadvrtti. There are two problems with
this identification. Firstly, although Sadyojyoti refers to himself as
the author of "the author of the good commentary (suvrttikrt)" in the

Tattva Sarpgraha,22 he does not state which text he is the commentator

of; this statement could indeed refer to his commentary on the Svayam-

bhuva Rgama which he refers to in the closing verse of the Tattva Traya

Nifgaya, describing himself as the commentator (vrttikrt) of the Svayam-
- /
bhuva Agama.23 Secondly, there is a problem with Aghora Siva's descrip-

tion of the title of Sadyojyoti's Raurava Vrtti as the Sadvrtti since

/
Seratha in the closing verses of his Ratna Traya claims that his men-

tor, Rémakaqpha I, wrote a “Sadvrtti") which §eraqpha has modeled his

24

own Ratna Traya after. In his commentary on the Ratna Traya Aghora

/
Siva peculiarly says nothing about the reference to the Sadvrtti.2®

Although Rémakaqpha IT mentions a Raurava Vrtti in his commentary on the

Matanga Piramesvara Kgama, he does not actually quote from it; as well,

it is difficult to discern whether or not he is referring to his own

commentary on a certain Raurava Vrtti called the Raurava Vrtti Viveka

or to the position of the Raurava Vrtti itself.2® This confusion over

the authorship of the commentary on the Raurava ﬂéama is further com-

pounded by the fact that it no longer exists, or at least has not been

discovered. Nor is the "Raurava Vrtti" quoted by the commenta-
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tors most familiar with Sadyojyoti's works, i.e. Aghora Siva and Rama-
kantha II; an actual citation from a certain Raurava Kgama Vrtti
in the commentary on the Matanga Parameévara Rgama is actually a

verse from Sadyojyoti's Paramoksa Nirdsa Kdrikd.2’/ If there had been

such a Yrtti on the Raurava Agama and indeed if it had been written by

Sadyojyoti, the likelihood exists that it no longer existed by the time

Rémakaptha IT and Aghora §iva came to write their commentaries on

Sadyojyoti's manuals.

3. The Doctrinal Relation Between the Bhoga Karikd and the Raurava Agama

Ideally, each Kgama contains four sections which treat philos-
ophy (jndna-pada), yogic discipline (yoga-pada), ritual (kriya-pada)
and conduct (carya-pada). To date, only the sections dealing with ol

philosophy and ritual have been recovered from the Raurava Agama. The

philosophical section of the Raurava Bbama, which has been edited by N.

R. Bhatt of the French Institute of Indology, is most likely an incom-
plete, abridged version of a larger text; most of the manuscripts of the

Raurava Kgama actually refer to it as the Raurava Sutra Samqraha in the

colophon of each sub-section (patala).28 Bhatt suggests that the Raurava .

Sutra Samgraha has been taken for the Raurava Rgama itself since the

12th century, as is evident from the fact that the various commentators
of the philosohical manuals refer to it as if it were the_éﬁgmg; if the
text of the Raurava that we possess is actually the Aﬁgmg, it may be
referred to as a "summary" since, like other Aégmgg, it claims to be a
summary of a much larger teaching.29

In his discussion of the importance of the Raurava Aqama in

light of Kgam ic literature, Bhatt distinguishes three things which make
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its section on philosophy of interest in light of other R@amas; firstly,
the exposition of yoga lists just six members of yoga instead of the
traditional eight as passed down by Pataﬁjali;30 secondly, the tattvas
are listed as thirty whereas in most of the ﬂgamas and manuals they

are listed as thirty six--éakti, Sad5§iva, féVara, §uddhavidy5, Kala and

Niyati are omitted;31 thirdly, in the manuscripts of the Raurava Kgama

which have been discovered so far, there is no evidence that the twelve

verses which form the §iva-jﬁ§na Bodha, the locus classicus of the

Tamil "Meykandar School", come from the Raurava Kéama, a claim upheld by

commentators on the Sivajnana Bodha, although this is not to say that in

the future a more complete text of the philsophical section will be
found which will contain the twelve verses.32
0f more specific concern to the connection between the Bhoga

Karika and the Raurava Kggma one can point to Sadyojyoti's claim that he

is going to explain bhoga according to the teaching of Ruru. Concerning
Ruru we learn in the Raurava Kgama that he is the only one who can

cause the understanding of §iva (§ivajﬁ5naik5rapa).33 The object of

Ruru's discourse is the instruction of other sages in the understanding

4 - -
of Saivite doctrine. Like Sadyojyoti in the Bhoga Karika, Ruru speaks

in the first persdn. He says that other sages have come to him, i.e.
Bhargava, Aﬁgirasa, Rtreya and Marici, in great obeisance to ask him to
reveal the nature of the éﬁivite doctrine and the enumeration of the
tattvas.34
Another area we find some doctrinal similarity between the Bhoga
ﬁéfigé and the Raurava Aggma concerns the basic metaphysical view shared

7/
by both works, i.e. a pantheistic dualism wherein the Supreme Being Siva
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is both immanent in the world and at the same time transcendent to it, a
condition that applies to the soul as well. Although §&va is, on the
one hand, "beyond" the world and any connections to it, He is, in the fo-
form of ~ Sad3siva, engaged and immanent "in the world". Objectively,
sadifiva is described as the creator of the world and time--indeed, of
"everything" (sarvakrt), including the gdds Brahman etc.; subjectively,

He is described as residing in the self of all things (sarvabhutatma-
u35

bhutastha). Saddsiva is "the soul of the world (paratma).
Throughout the Vidyapada of the Raurava Kgama solar imagery is

employed to describe the relation between the world and §}va. éiva is
described as a source of light and the world as the light itself (qua
5é5§1)-36 $ivajiiana is said to cause the supreme "illumination" for
those who aré "blinded" by the darkness of the bonds. The primordial
impurity (mala or anjana) is the primordial darkness. Although giva is
devoid of this impurity he engages in it in-order to "purify" it and bring
about the "illumination" of the estranged souls. The dualism between
éiva and the world begins with the separation of §iva from a host of
lower gods who carry out the various worldly superintending activities;3”/
these gods are §iva's own "rays of illumination (svakirana)." The image-
ry of light and darkness is employed both cosmologically and soteriologi-
cally in order to explain the benefits conferred upon the initiate, as

the Raurava Kgama states:38

Just as darkness quickly disappears when it encounters sunrise,
thus after obtaining initiation one is freed from merit and demerit
(dharmadharma). Just as the sun illuminates these worlds with its
rays, thus God shines (becomes manifest) with his powers (sakti) in
the mantra sacrifice. Just as small sparks dart out of the fire, .
thus the powers come forth from Siva. When (ritually) urged (used)
they reach the bodies of those who aspire to success (sadhaka),
just as the sun with its rays removes the impurity which is on the




earth.
Concerning the spécific enumeratiqh of the tattvas, Sadyojyoti

is in close agreement with the Raurava Agama in léaving out "time" (k3la)

and "limitation" (niyati) from the account of the tattvas from kala to

‘the earth. In the Raurava Kgama the cosmic function of "time" is as-

cribed to §iva in his form as Sadigiva, who is "the instigator of all

time" (sarvakalapravartaka). add "the lord of time" (kélédhiga).39 A

similar approach to "time" as a pre-tattvic factor of creation is also

found in the Bhoga Karika. Although "limitation", the factor that

limits one to specific life experiences and temporal events, is not

mentioned in the Raurava Kgama, the Bhoga Karika discusses it in non-

tattvic terms as the working out of each soul's karma that is ultimate-

. / -
ly under the guidance of Siva. As well, neither the Raurava Agama nor the

Bhoga Karika treats the soul as a tattva, i.e. the purusatattva, as

- 4
do other forms of Agamic Saivism. .
For the above discussed reasons, there appears to be sufficient
reason to hold that the teaching of Ruru referred to in the Bhoga Karika

actually refers to the teaching established in the Raurava Kbama, as

Aghora giva asserts.

4. Aghora §1va, the Commentator on the Bhoga Karika

Aghora S&va, who flourished during the the 12th century,40:was
not only an accomplished poet, dramatist and commentator, but
also a religious leader as well, with a_very large number of fol- .

4

lowers.”" He tells us that he is from the Cola country; i.e. Tamilnadu;

although he is a southerner, in one of his works he claims to represent



10

the teachings of Ramakaptha IT, a Kashmiri.*?

As a testament to Aghora
giva's importance and authority in the §Eiva tradition, his works on
ritual are said to be conscientiously followed by all the §éiva priests
in the south to this day.43

Since Aghora giva choose to comment on three of Sadyojyoti's

works, we must consider that he was well acquainted with Sadyojyoti's

/ -
thought. From Aghora Siva's commentary on the Mrgendra Agama Vrtti by

4
REmakaq;ha IT it is evident that Aghora Siva was very well acquainted with the
/ -
Saivite philosophical doctrine and the positions of many other Agamas.
Although Sadyojyoti claims to represent one Kgamic tradition in the

- - ot / -
Bhoga Karika, i.e. the Raurava Agama, Aghora Siva appeals to many Agamas

to justify his views--eg. Kiragg, Raurava, Svayambhuva, Matanga,
44

o
Mrgendra, etc. As a commentator, Aghora Siva is clear and consistent.
His main aim is expository, usually word by word or phrase by phrase.

His own doctrinal concerns are always clear. Three such concerns

are often expressed in his commentary on the Bhoga Karika: dik;é and not
jiana is the major prerequisite for moksa; Siva has no direct material
contact with anything worldly, as §}va is solely the instrumental cause
and not the material cause of the world; and lastly, there are no
doctrinal contradictions among the various Kgamic teachings.

The particular style of Aghora §iva's commentarial writings on
Sadyojyoti's manuals is perhaps brought out through a comparison of his

commentary on the Tattva Prakasa by Bhoja Deva (11th century) with the

" /o ) ey Lo
commentary by ST Kumara, a clear exponent of Saiva monism. While Sri-
kumara quotes many Vedic texts (i.e., the Upanisads and Brahmanas),

PurEpas and Réamas, Aghora Siva ignorés the Vedic material and Purgpas



- / - i
and solely relies on the Agamas. Again, while Srikumara stresses logi-

11

cal and definitional clarity in his interpretation of the verées, Aghora

/ -
Siva stresses the scriptual authority of the Saivite Agamas to explain

and justify the ideas expressed in the verses.45

5. The Manner in Which "Bhoga" is Introduced in the Bhoga Karika
In the first four verses of the Bhoga Karika Sadyojyoti both
introduces and summarizes his treatment of the concept of "bhoga", i.e.,
empirical consciousness. He begins with a traditional obeisance

(maﬁdalﬁcarana) to §iva and an outline of the work (anubandha).46 The

outline is fourfold, describing the subject matter (visaya), the purpose
of the work (prayojana), the method of treatment (samgati) and, finally,
the person for whom the work is written (adhikarin). In due order, the
subject matter is said to be the dual topics of bhoga and moksa; the
purpose "the discernment" of these two topics; the method of treatment
is "by tradition, logic,47 and brevity"48; and the person for whom the
work is directed is described as "the sé'dhaka",49 i.e. the one engaged
in the quest for Siva-jnana.

Concerning the two fundamental spheres of experience described
as bhoga and moksa, giva is described as the one who "provides" or
"gives" both of these. By stating this at the outset of the Bhoga
Karika, Sadyojyoti is expressing a basic theological concern of Saivism
that the soul is not the sole ‘'cause" or "means" (nimitta) of
its soteriological station in life. Ultimatley, the §Eivite
argues, the supreme being, é&va, is the instrumental cause of all of

the soul's experiences.

In a cosmological sense, bhoga is said to arise when those souls
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that have the "triple bonds" come in contact with kala, the manifesting

agency of bhoga qua individual consciousness.50

The "triple bonds"
include mala, the original obscurational factor inhibiting the soul,
karma, the repository and instrumental agency of the particular defilements
of each individual soul, and maya, the more specific obscurational cause of

the soul's absorption in the condition of empirical consciousness. This bound condition
describes the more cosmic side of bhoga since Kala actually originates

from maya or can be said to be a further development of mayd--thus making
the three "bonds" characterize the bhoga-eondition of the soul. Ulti-
mately, according to the §aivites, there are only three basie¢ "categor-
ies" (padartha) of reality: God, Souls and Bonds.51 "Bond" in this
sense is another term to designate that which experientially limits the
full capacity of the soul's innate powers of consciousness and agency.
In Sadyojyoti's works one discovers a tendency to see mglg itself as
representative of the category of bond (ngg), i.e. as the obscurational
and defiling power (rodhafakti) responsible for the soul's predicament
in the condition of bhoga. Thus, all bonds are referred to as material‘
(jadatva) and unconscious (acetana) and are set in cosmic opposition to
the soul, which is of a non-material and conscious nature. Bhoga
simply represents the predicament of the soul when it is involved
in this cosmic opposition.

Sadyojyoti adds a further, more specific, description of bhoga
which brings out the psychological sense of the notion. The term
“bhoga" literally means "enjoyment" and in this psychological account of

bhoga the idea of "enjoyment" plays an important role. Sadyojyoti ex-

presses the classically yogic idea that bhoga is the "buddhi-vrtti-
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anuraffjana"--the (impassioned-) attachment to the modifications of the
mind.%2  The conception of the "modifications of the mind" (buddhi-
13331)'15 based nn the distinction between the soul gqua source of con-
sciousness and the mind as constitutive of the experiential "object"
of the soul's consciousness. The mind is simply that in which and through
which empirically circumscribed = consciousness comes to be; the mind
is that in which and through which the bonds of the triadically bound
soul come to form "empirical" or "mundane" forms of consciousness for
individual souls. The modifications of the mind act as the final in-
stantiation of the "limited" condition of the soul in its empirical pre-
dicament. The limitation is a result of the soul's empathetic identifi-
cation with the modifications of the mind; due to the establishment of
this empathetic identification circumscribed by the condition of bhoga,
the mind appears as anything but "unconscious" and "material".

The term Sadyojyoti uses for this condition of the soul's empa-

thetic identification with the “buddhi-yr;tti" is "anuraﬁjaka", which

literally means to be coloured by something, "enreddened" in the sense
of "passionately attached to" as well as "endarkened" in the sense of
"obscured". "Anurafijaka" is a condition of being not only "impassioned"
but also "deluded" by the modificationé of the mind. The term closely
approximates the conception of bhoga as enjoyment. Throughout the

Bhoga Karikd Sadyojyoti plays on the twofold sense of "bhoga" as both

"experience" and "enjoyment". As the empathetic identification with the

buddhi-vrtti, "bhoga" is something the soul "wants" and "enjoys" in spite

of the fact-that "bhoga" 1is essentially an "impure" condition of "self-

estrangement". It is precisely this element of pleasure constitutive of
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bhogic experience that the notion of anurafijaka addresses. Bhoga is

not only a certain kind of "experience" but at the same time the desire
for this experience.

If it were not for the grace of S&va the soul would be eternally
caught in the enjoyment of empirical experience through continual re-
births. Out of "graciousness", §iva grants the possibilty of the separ-
ation from bhoga for the snapping asunder of the obfuscating and empa-

thetic identification with the buddhi-vrtti. Bhoga is a privation of

the soul's innate capacities of consciousness and agency; moksa is the
overcoming of this privation. However, although bhoga is the only means

souls have open to them to bring about moksa, moksa cannot be considered

a more developed condition of bhoga, a more "cultivated" or "refined"

form of bhoga. Soteriologically, bhoga is only a "means" to moksa.

6. The Concept of a Tattva

The concept of a "tattva" plays an important role in the Bhoga

gErikH as it does in Sadyojyoti's Tattva Samgraha. In both works

Sadyojyoti begins with the lowest tattvas, defining and describing them
by providing a logical foundation for the postulation of their existence
as separate causative aspects of phenomenal reality; . no tattvas are

in themselves directly open to perception, except of course to vogi-

pratxak§a.53

"lowest" to the "highest", a genetic and constitutive link causally con-

In the case of all the tattvas there is a link from the

necting each stage of the creation and maintenance of the world. Even
the "subtle body" is considered to be a "set" or "collection" of a spe-

cific grouping of "tattvas", a personal "set" of tattvas said to trans-
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migrate into one of the various physical bodies employed in rebirth.

In spite of the importance of the conception of the notion of a

"tattva", neither the Bhoga Karikd nor the Tattva Samgraha offers a
clear definition of the concept of a tattva. The term is usually em-
ployed in two different senses that can be described as "general"

24 In a general sense the term is used to refer to the

and "specific".
formal and underlying constitution of the world as descriptive of the
ontological structures that the notion of "the world" can be reduced
to. The more specific sense of the term is used to describe the genesis

of the world-event and the consciousness of it; "tattva" in this sense

is a more causal notion which forms the basis of the satkEryavéda, the
doctrine that states that the effect pre-exists in the cause, or that
the "effect" is simply a "modification" (vptti) of the cause.
The more general use of the notion of a tattva is found in most
' §Eivite texts, although expressed in different ways. The §}vajﬁéna-
siddhiyar, for example, gives a clear expression of this use of the
term:°°
The whole universe, constituting all that has form, the formless,
and those that have form and no form, is the manifestation of the
tattvas.
Within this same work we find a concomitant idea of the general
conception of tattva when the author defines "other" doctrines according to
the tattva level they construe as fundamental; for example, the Carvakas

are said to remain within the sphere of the gross elements, the Buddh-

ists the sphere of the mind, etc.56 Again, in the dataratna Samgraha

we find a similar, more general conception of tattva:o/

Tattva, in reality, is only one, but in the process of creation



assumes different names as nada, bindu etc., in the same way as
gems of the same cutting assume different names in different
settings.

Abhinavagupta, for example, describes "tattva" as something akin
to a "form" or "universal":98

Tattva (the essential nature of that) means one that shines undi-
vided in the various groups of things, with distinctive features,
and so serves as the cause to justify their being represented as
belonging to one class. For example, a mountain, tree and city are
all, in their essential characteristic, earth, and so are river,
lake and sea water.

We find a more " specific" approach to the ontological status of a

tattva in the Tattva Prakdsa and a more detailed account of this concept

’ - / - cate .
by Srikumara and Aghora Siva. In the Tattva Prakaéa the specific notion

of a tattva is framed in temporal and spatial terms :59

A tattva is that which provides enjoyment (bhoga) for all beings

and which continues to exist up to the periﬁa_%? the periodic cos-

mic destruction. Thus, pots, physical bodies etc. are not consid-

ered tattvas.

ngkuméra explains that up until the period of the periodic

cosmic desrtruction, the tattvas act as the cause (karana) of the enjoy-
ment of all beings. He explains what he means by "cause": the tattvas
are pervasive over a certain amount of time whereas the objects such as
pots, bodies, etc. do not continue through time. He provides an anal-
ogy: just as the forms (rdpa) of the mind (buddhi) [i.e.,the eight dis-
positions] are responsible for the various "modifications" it assumes,
so are the tattvas responsible for the various modifications of pots etc
etc.60 §}ikum5ra further quotes a §%ivite text which gives an interpre-
tation of "tattva" based on an etymological interpretation of the term

"tattva" derived from the root tan which means "to extend":6!

The tattvas are so called because of their extensiveness and con-
stancy--extensiveness here has reference to their pervasiveness

16
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(vyapti) with regard to space while constancy refers to their per-
vasiveness with regard to time. The tattvas, which even have per-
vasiveness over millions of miles, exist up to the periodic cosmic
destruction. Otherwise, even pillars would be classified as
tattvas.

-/
According to the Tattva Prakasa) the tattvas continue to exist

"up to" the time of the cosmic destruction and survive this period in

embryonic form in maya; although the Tattva Prakasa does not further

explicate this notion of the embryonic form of the tattvas, the égixg
Paribhasa does, bringing out in more specific terms the exact relation
between the "form" and the "function" of the tattvas.62 During the em-
bryonic period of rest following the cosmic destruction, the tattvas
maintain a basic ontological status and are said to "exist" (vidyamdna-
tva); however, the "functions" or "activities" (vyapara) of the tattvas
are said to lack existence (ggﬂélg).63 After the period of the cosmic
destruction, the tattva can resume its activity only after the inter-
vention of a third element, the soul; in order for the functional as=:-
pect to become "engaged" and to take on the status of "existence", there
needs to be a "conjunction" (samyojana) between the soul and the tattva.
Like the tattva, the soul is also said to "exist" in embryonic form
during the cosmic destruction, and its "functioné" are also said to
lack existence. By first prompting the functional activity of the soul
through the prompting of each soul's karmic predispositions, §iva ulti-
mately prompts the activity of the tattva to serve the soul in the
bringing about of bhoga.

§iv5grayogin provides an analogy to explain this relation be-
tween the soul and the tattva: although both a fire and a piece of iron

may exist, due to the "non-existence" of the activities of a person to
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bring them together, the iron will not heat up:64

Just as there is conjunction of the fire with iron and disjunction

of iron from fire, similarly there is the dependence on karma of

the tattvas and (the conjunction and disjunction) of the soul from
akti.

In this description of the activity of the tattvas it is clear that

insofar as bhoga is concerned, the essential activity the soul is en-

gaged in occurs between the soul's karmically accumulated predispositions

and the tattvic forms. Both karma and tattva (qua sub-subspecies of maya)

are aspects of the category of pasa; thus, pﬁéé as circumscribed by
"bhoga" is essentially this specific relation between the two p5§as,

karma and maya [qua tattval.

Throughout the Bhoga Karika Sadyojyoti tends to employ the notion

of a "tattva" in its specific sense as a causal principle; through a
process of logical deduction he begins with the most phenomenally
"given“--i.e.)the qualities of the gross elements--to establish the ex-
istence of the lowest tattvas on the basis of which the higher tattvas
come to be explained. This more causal employment of the notion of a
tattva is most notable when Sadyojyoti does not include the soul under
the category of tattva, a sphere of being that is limited by the finite

conditions of temporal sequence and spatial restrictedness.



Chapter 1

NOTES

1Bhatt establishes the date of Ramakantha IT in an indirect
manner which is ultimately based on the dating'of Abhigavagupta. In
his MAV Nardyapakantha cites a verse from Utpaladeva 2vara51ddh1,
v. 55, KSTS, vol. 24, 1921, p. 30). Utpaladeva is known to be the peer
of Laksmanagupta who is the mentor of Abhinavagupta, who states in his
Tantrdloka, 12.25: “Utpaldeva is the master of my master "; Utpaladeva
is therefore established to have flourished around the second half of
the 9th c. As a result, it can be inferred that Narayanakantha and
Ramakantha II are prior to the _beginning of the 9th €.z cf.
Matangaparameévara Agama (Vidydpada), critically edited by N. R. Bhatt,
Publications de L'institut Francais d' Indologle, No. 56 (Pondicherry:
Institut Francais d'Indologie, 1977), pp. viii-vii. Since Ramakantha
IT commented on two of Sadyojyoti's works and since Ramakaptha II con-
siders Sadyojyoti to be one of "the venerable ancient masters" --
indicating that some time must have passed between Sadyojyoti and
Ramakantha II -- the latest date for Sadyojyoti can be set as approximate-
ly the 8th c¢c. This does not, however, rule out the possibility that
Sadyojyoti's date might be much earlier.

2A precise date for the oldest Agamas cannot be established al-
hough various dates have been suyggested. For example, K. S. Ramaswami
astri maintains that the early Agamic literature is pre-Vedic; cf. K.

S. Ramaswami Sastri, Vol C. (Adyar: Kunhan Rajg, 1946), p.74. Dasgupta,

on the other hand, suggests that the earliest Agamas began to be composed

in the second or third centuries A. D.; cf. Surendranath Dasgupta, A

History of Indian Philosophy (Varanasi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1975), II,

though Jan Gonda accepts that the earliest Agamas may have been
composed between the fifth and the ninth centuries A. D., he concludes
his discussion of the various datings put forth by other authors by re-
stricting the earliest dating to the seventh or eighth century; cf. Jan

Gonda, "Medieval Religious Literature in Sanskrit," Vol. II, Fascicle I,

A History of Indian Literature, ed. Jan Gonda (Wiesbaden;, Otto Harrassow1tz,
9777, pp-163-T65.  Tn passing it may be noted that the Saivite
vetasvatara Upanisad is generally held to have been compoged around the

TiTth or Ttourth century B.C.; cf. Jan Gonda, Vispuism and Sivaism: A

Comparison (New Delhi: Munshiram Manoharlal, 19;85, )

3Pandey suggests the ninth century, although he does not provide
the spec1flc reasons for this dating; however, he probably adopted it as
g§ compromise between Ramkantha II's dating and an early dating of the
Agamas; cf. K. C. Pandey, "BhaskarT," Vol. III, The Princess of Wales
Saraswati Bhavana Texts, ed. by T. P. Upadhyaya, No. 84 (Lucknow:
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Superintendent, Printing and Stationary, U. P., 1954), p. xv.

4A style of work which would not fit into these genres would be
the Mantravartika attributed to Sadyojyoti by Ramankantha II in his
commentary on the MK, p.4. The Mantravartika has not been recovered.

5In the closing verse of the Tattva Traya Nirpaya (v.32,
p. 21)_Sadyojyoti refers to himself as the commentator (vrttikrt) of
the Svayambhuva Agama and claims that the Tattva Trava Nirnaya 1s
written according to the teaching of the Svayambhuva Agama

6Ihe Institut Francais D'Indologie has an unpublished manuscript
of the Svayambhuva Agama -= entitled the Svayambhuvasutrasamgrahavrttih
-- whose 1ncomplete commentary is attributed to Sadyojyoti; the commen-
tary contains the first four sections gf Jnanapada which deal with Pati,
Pasu, Sakti and Adhva. Various other Saivite authors refer to this com-
mentary Dy Sadyojyoti as Svayambhuvasitratika, Sv5¥ambhuvav[tti,
Svayambhuvasutrasarigrahavytti and Svayambhuvasastratika, cf. Bhatt
Matangaparamesvara Agama, pp. Xvi-Xvii. It 1§ also referred to as the
éadxojxotlftTEE; cf. Pandit Panchan Sastri. "Sataratna Sapgraha with
Sataratnollekhani," intro. by Shrimat Svami Bhairabananda, lantrik Texts,
ed. Arthur Avalon,_vol. xxII (Calcutta: Agamanusandhan Samiti, 719447,
p.83. In terms of Agamic chronology, the Svayambhuva Agama is prior to
the Raurava Agama as Ruru refers to the former work in 3.14 of the
Raurava Agama.

/
7In his commentary on the TS, Aghora Siva_mentions a "long
commentary” (brhattik3) called the Sarannida by Narayanakantha of which
his own, which he describes as "a short commentary" (laghu;ikab is
modeled after; cf. IS, p. 1.

8. 575 15, p. 52

9TS, p. 52: "suvrttih sadvrttiriti rauravavrtternama
tatkartredam nirmittamityarthah."

10For example, cf. also MAV, p. 153. Sadyojyoti is also referred
to as Khetakabdla in MPV, p. 72.7 He is referred to as Khetapala in
Jayaratna's commentary on the Tantraloka (KSTS, XXIX, p. 74 and 211).

11

Tattva Traya Nirpaya, v. 32, p. 21.

_ 2voksa Karika . 155,p.63: Péivétparamparayatau bhogamok sau
sadhanau/atreydya munindrena ruruna samprakasitau." In the
ivamahapurana the twenty-eight original Yogacharyas are enumerated;
each of the twenty-eight had four disciples of which a certain "Ruru" is
said to be a prominent one; cf. VayavIya Samhitd, 2,9. The Raurava Agama
is said to be communicated by the sage Ruru To "Marici" who in general
mythology is "an ancient sage and demiurge; the mental son of Brahma" --

cf. E. Hopkins, Epic Mythology (Strassburg: Meiner and Co. 1915), p.189.
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13“Yabhyam pr‘akaSItam vartma siddhante siddhabhavatah gurunamapi

tau vandyau sadxolyotlbghasgat' ™ This mangalasloka 1s tound 1n both
TRV, p. an NMEv, P

14In his,commentary to 1.104A of the Tantraloka which states that
M'in the §3vatanusastra the Lord is revealed by the masters', Jayaratna
says that the term "masters' refers to Brhaspati (the plural being
honorific); gf KSTS, XXII, p. 146. One is thus led to conclude that
the Sivatanusastra !although lost) is by Brhaspati and that he is prior
to Abhinavagupta.

15The Moksa Karika is quoted in the commentary on v. 27 and the
Tattva Samgraha 1s quoted in the commentary on vv. 40, 41, and 76. Cf.
Sataratnasangraha of $ri Umapati Sivacarya, trans. P Thirugnanasambandan,
(Madras, University of Madras, 37

16Madhava quotes TS 24B-25A and Aghora Slva s commentary thereon;
cf. Madhava, Sarvadaréana Samgraha, trans. E. B. Cowell and A. E. Gough,
Chowk Sanskrlt Series Studies, Vol. X (Varanasi: The Chowk
Sanskrit Series Office, 1961), pp. 122-123.

17For‘ the list of the_eighteen renowned authors, of anuals,
i.e.,Ugrajyoti, Sadyojyoti, épmakantha, Somaéambhu, Aghora Sambhu, etc. ;
cf. H. Brunner-Lachaux, Somaambhu-Paddhati, Publications de L'Inst1tut
Francais d'Indologie, 2 Vol., No. 25 (Pondicherry: Institut Francais
d'Indologie, 1963, 1968), I, xxii. SrT Umdpati quotes from the Moksa
Karika, Tattva Tra a Nirpaya and Tattva Sapgraha: cf. the
Sataratnollekhani Commentary on verses 21, 27, 40, 41 and 76.

18Ramakan‘gha IT claims that he is from Kashmir in the last verse
of his Nada Kar1k3 (v. 25; AP, p. 14) and Aghora Siva claims that he
is from the region of the C'Té both in the TTNV (v. 32; AP, p. 22)and in
the Kriyakramadyotiki (Madras; Cintadripet, 1970), p. 437

Since Ramakantha II is earlier than Aghora Siva it is more
plausible that SadyOJyotl is also from Kashmir and that the worés of
Sadyojyoti and Ramkantha II were brought to the south. Aghora Siva
claims to remain faithful to the “teaching" of Ramakantha II (MAD b 1)3
cf. also Bhatt, MP, p. ix-x.

98K, v. 2A, p. 1.

20gkv, p. 2.

21Cf.‘for example, Pandey, Bhaskari p. xvi and Bhatt,
Matangaparamesvara Agama, p. xvi.

2

TS, v. 57, p. 52: "jtyavadattatvani tu sadyojyotift suvrttikpt."

23 Tattva Traya Nirpaya, v._32, . "uktah samasatoyam
atvatraxan1rnayas,ga.xiffik%fﬁ va ambhuvas vayambhuvasya..."
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24y . 319, Ratna Traya, p. 107: é}Trﬁmakauthasadvrttiﬁ
mayaivamanukurvatd." This problem is even further complicated by the
reference to a sadvcttih, by a certain Srirana; for a discussion of this
problem cf. Bhatt, MPA, p. xiV.

>
25 Ratna Traya, p. 107. Aghora Siva adds almost no commentary
to the last six verses.

26.¢. WPAV (3, 19), p. 68: "darsitamasmabhib...rauravavpttiviveke
iti." Bhatt takes this to refer to The Rauravavrttiviveka by
Ramakantha II.

27In the MPAV the quotation from the so-called "Rauravagama-
vrttip" actually refers to v. 52  of the Paramoksa Nirdsa Kﬁrlka; in

e MPAV REmakaEtha II may simply be referring to his commentary on
either this work'or the Moksa Karikd; cf. MPAV, p. 609.

28yith respect to the title of the Raurava Agama as the
Raurava-'"sutra-" sapgraha, Agamic writers loosely refer to the verses as
Sutras rather than g%oﬁas; cf. MA, I, 27.

29 ~ = Fy .
Compared to the Jnanapadas of other Agamas,such as the Matanga
T fE R In the

and Mrgendra,the Jianapada o e Raurava Agama 1s very paltry.

Raurava Agama itself Ruru says that the Agama was first revealed in
different forms py the five faces of Saddsiva and was later reconstituted
by Anantaparamesvara to form one crore of §lokas, which Ruru further con-
densed to 1200. The present edition of the Vidyapada contains 399
Slokas. If all the Slokas from the Kri¥agada are taken into account the
present Raurava Agama would contain we over 1,200 slokas. For a
summary of the ten sections of the Jnanapada of Raurava Kgama. cf. Gonda,
Medieval Religious Literature ig_SansEr1¥, p. 169=T70.

- 4
30Cf. RA, 7.5. For a discussion of the Saivite construal of "yoga"

cf. Dasgupta, op. cit. p. 204. Bhatt mentions the listing of the Angas

in other Agamas: Matangaparemesvara (Yogapada, patala 1) lists the

same Ssix; ﬁﬁ (yo a—gEﬂ » patala 3) lists the same six but adds japa; _
Kirandgama (yogapada, patala 1) lists six_but replaces the tarka of RA
with asana; and the Suprabhedagama (yogapada, pajala 3) 1ists the eight
given in the Yogasutras.

31Actually, an exact numerical enumeration of the tattvas does
not appear to be a concern of the RA; for instance, in some sections
"manas" is included among an enumeration of the tattvas while glsewhere
it is excluded. (cf. 1.13 and 4.49). _Although throughout the RA the five
Sivatattvas (Siva, Sakti, Sadasivg, ISvara, and Suddhavidya) are dis-
cussed in the exposition of the Saivadar<ana in 10, 98-1%1,they are not
included in a numerical exposition of the tattvas.

32

/ N~ -
Certain Tamil commentators on the Sivajnanabodha claim that
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4 Ava 2
the Sivjnanabodha is g portion of the twelfth adhyaya of the seventy-
third patala of the RA designated as the Pp3§av1mocanapatalaﬁ; as
well, 1n the Kannaga speaking area of the south there 1s a legend that
a teacher called Sivajnanabodha’_wrote the twelve verses as a condensed
version "of the essence™ of th RA. For a discussion of the Meykandar

literature, cf. K. Sivaraman, alvism in Philosophical Perspective
(varanasi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1973), pp. 30-39.

33

Raurava Agama, Upodghita ', v. 2; Vol. I, p.1.

341bid., wv. 3-5, p. 1.

$1bid., v.8; p. 2: "sarvakrtsarvavettdram sarvaifiamapardiitam/
sarvabhitatmabhltastham prancto 'smi sadasivam. Sadasiva is comparable
to the Vaisnavite "Vasudeva'; for a discussion of Vasudeva, cf. 71
Brunner-Lauchaux, SSP, p. 10 and the index, p. 335.

- 7/

, 30paurava Agama, Sivatattvani, v. 14, p. 5: 'tato ‘dhigihdya
vidyeso mﬁiﬁm‘gg_parameéVarab/ksobhayitva svakirgnaih sriate faijasim.
kalam."

37 v
Cf. v . 51B-52, p. 48 and MK, v. 117, p. 44. For the contra-
"ekatva' cf. TS, v. 54, pp 50 and MK, vv. 131-133, p. 51. The liberated
condition of Vidyesvaras is a lower type of liberation. The higher
moksa is Ehg,ﬂéﬁvaséhxaﬂ where all the bonds, are removed and the soul's

; -kriya-sakti" becomes manifest. Aghora Sﬁva is emphatic that this
, (S1va-) samyardpa is not a participation in a condition of “oneness'
in the way represented by a "universal', i.e.,the soul does not come
to participate in Sivahood'". Rather, it is a_ more negative condition
where every distinction between the soul and Siva "falls away'.

38For this translation, cf. Gonda, Medieval Religious Literature
in Sanskrit, p. 190.

39

Raurava Kgama, Upodghata , v. 18, p. 2.

/

40Agh‘ora Siva lists his date in the colophon of one of his
major texts as "the saka era 1080 [1157 A.D.]"; cf. Kriyakramadyotika,
p. 437 and Brunner-Lauchaux, SSP, I, XLII.

41

For a history of his works, cf. Bhaskari, p. XXIV.

!
) 42Cf; Tattvatrayanirpaya, v.32, p. 21 and Aghora Siva's opening
mangala to MAD.

43

Cf. Gonda, Medieval Religious Literature,p. 215.

- l
4ﬁThe majority of Agamic citations_described by Aghora Siva come

from the Srfimatsvayambhuva Agama, Myrgendra Agama and Matahga Agama.
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!

5cf Pierre- Sylvaln Filligzat, "Le Tattyagrakasa du Roi
Bhoja et les commentaires d'Aghorasivacarya et de Srikumdra, "Annee
1971, p. 249. ‘

46These four traditionally accepted anubandha' (eg.,tatra
anubandho nama adhlkarlv1§ayasambandhapray03a nani -- sadananda’s
Vedantasara, 1.5) are not always clearly evident in the original texts
as 1nferpr ted by the commentators;, for example, Kumarila Bhat{a in
the Eratglnanasutram, 11-25 of his Slokavartika draws all four from
Jaimini's fT1irst sutra, Pathato dharmajijnasa’ -

47By "logic" Sadyojyoti means something along the lines of includ-

ing "simple enumerat1on" (uddeda), definition (laksapa) and examination
(pariksd), which are con51aerea to be the characteristics good manuals
(samgraﬁa) should possess; ¢f., for example, Athalye's notes in the
larEasamgraha of Annambhatta with Author's DIpik3 and Govardhana's

Nyaya Bodhini, ed. by Y. V. Athalye and trans. by M. R. Bodas, 2nd ed.,
om ay SansE it Series, No. LV (Poona: Bhandarkar .Institute Press, 1963),
p. 71.

48Thls is the same claim made by Ruru in the RA, in fact, many
Agamlc authors claim that what they are presenting is a condensed ver-
sion of a larger and more detailed teaching.

49Aghora Siva takes the term "sadhakdh" to refer to the "dcaryah"
by playing on the etymology of the term "sadhaka'; the'caryah" &re the
ones wha "brlng to accomplishment (sadha anti) both bhoga and moksa.
Aghora Siva's comments do not, however, agree with Sadyojyoti's own re-
mark at the end of the MK that the work was written for the /'dull-
minded (mandabuddhayah), unlgss of course "manda has reference to all
who are "lower than the god Siva, and the sages Atreya and Ruru
mentioned in the karikd previous to this statement.

Concerning the term “"s3dhaka" in the Agamas, H. Brunner-Lauchaux
defines,the term in its technical Us sage in light of the four scales of
Agam1c Sa1v1sm initiation, i. e. samayin, putraka, sdadhaka and acarya.
The sadhaka "is the disciple who, after the initiations called samaya
and nirvana- d1k§a, chooses the path of powers (siddhi) and is given to ,
that effect a special consecration. Cf. 'Le Sadhaka, Personnage Oublie
du sivaisme du Sud," Annee, 1975, p. @43

Generally, samayadTksa and visesadiksa allow one to worship
Slva render service in the temples and observe obligatory duty. "But
the n1rvanad‘ksa is one which provides eligibility for the study, re-
flection etc. of the Agamas.ﬂ Ch. §PB p. 297 The SPB lists_seven
different kinds of diksa, althougﬁ"’f does not discUss acaryabhiseka.

50"Bhoga" as "enjoyment" also has reference to karma as the soul
is the one Who enjoys the effects of karmic fruits. "Anuranjlka" is
also etymologically used in describing raga; the soul is aftected/
coloured by raga" (ragena ranjitah), which attachment designates the
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attachment to objects (visaya-asaktih or visaya- anuraﬁjakam) In
Samkhya the term has the same sense; for example, in his commentary
~on SK 40, Gaudapada glosses "to be endowed with"(adhivasita) [with
respect to the subtle body being endowed with the eight Phavas] with

“anuranllta“.

51Although a distinction must be drawn between the three fundamental
categories or "padartha" -- i.e. pati, pafu and pasa -- and the concept of
the tattvas, qui%e often even the pa ar as are referred to as tattvas.

In the Ratna Traya and Tattva Traya Wirpaya, for instance, the three basic
“tattvas”™ which are discussed are actually the three padarthas (in_ the
ormer work, bindu is representative of asa while in the latter maya is).
According to the Tattva-Traya Nirpaya the three padarthas are said to be
aspatial, atempgral and possessed of agentive powers. In his commentary on
BK 145B Aghora Siva uses the term "tattva" to describe a "padartha". Therg
gs also an_unresolved problem over Which padartha the five Pure Tattvas (Siva
akti, Sadasiva, Isvara, Mantresa, and Sadvidya-mantra)should fall.  On the
one hand, qua tattvas, they are said to fall under The pati-padartha
while, on the other hand, As'higher” forms of maya (i.e. as bindu) they are
said to fall under the p3sa-padartha.

Different texts assume more than three padarthas; Slvagrayogln
enumerates the various extra padarthas, _ held by other Kga s, but concludes
that the extra tattvas fall under_the pasa padartha. cf. SPB, pp. 59-60; as
well, cf. Das Gupta, p. 29 and MPA xviii-xxiv. -

52The second sutra of the Yoga Siitras states the importance of
this concept in terms of the goal © yog1c practice:"yogaScittavrttinirodhah'i
cf. Patanjalasutrani with the Scholium of Vydsa and the Commentq;x,of
Vacaspati. Ed. Dajavam Shastri Bodas, Bombay Sanskrit series, XLVI.
(Bombay: Department of Public Instruction, 1892), p. 4.

53In this case "jogi-pratyaksa" is an exception; Sadyojyoti, how-
ever, begins his description and justification of the tattva theory from the
point of view of " laukika-pratyaksa". Even pratyaksa qua svasamvedana

in the form of a ahampratyaya is not a direct perception of the

ahamtattva as the pratyaya 1s an effect of the tattva and not the lattva
itse

54Th1s twofold manner of viewing the tattva, i.e. what is here
called the general and the specific, would be doubted by some. G.

Larson eschews the identification of the tattvavada with the Satkaryavada;
he claims that the concepts of cause and effect are inappropriate in
discussing the relation between the tattvas and the world. Larson argues
that even the early authors of the tattva theory "themselves confused"
the two by drawing causal analogies from '"the phenomenal space-time

level" to which the Satkaryavada applies -- such as the milk and curd or
water in different forms -- to apply to the theory of tattvas.

In place of this causal interpretation of the role that the
tattvas play in the tattvavada, G. Larson applies a structural model
which stresses the idea of rtransformational change" wherein the tattvas
are viewed as the "deep structures" of the surface reality and are those
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elements of the yogic world which provide "the idea of wholeness, the
idea of transformation and the idea of self- -regulation." Cf. G. Larson,
“The notion of satkarya in Samkhya Toward a Philosophical Reconstruc-
tion." Philosophy East and West, (1984 ), pp- 31-48. The major fault of
Larson's analysis is clear: he shows no concern for any possible compar-
able conceptions of the concept of "deep structure" in classical Samkhya.
In his short critique of Larson's article, Bhagawan B. Slngh also points
out that the conception of "kdrapa" in the tattvic view is "much richer"
than the specific concept of a cause; cf. Bhagwan B. Slngh "Commentary
on Gerald L. karson s 'The Notion of Satkarya in Samkhya and Frank
Podgorski's "Sampkara's Critique of Samkhyan, Causa11ty in the Brahma-
sutrabhasya'," Philosophy East and West,( 1984), p. 59-63. It might
further be argued that what Larson calls "the structuralist perspective"
simply brings out in greater relief the role that ontology and soteri-
ology play in the tattvic theory, especially classical Samkhya. According
to the Satkaryavada, the ontological conception of the tattvas postulates
that ail creation proceeds from prakrti as a "transformation" or "modi-
fication" (vrtti) and is connected to the teleological conception of the
soul's utilitarian engagement in the tattvas (i.e., nimitta-naimittika prasarigena) that have
their own soteriological purpose--which is "for the r reIease Of each soul™ (pratipunsavimoksartham).

Incidentally, the term "tattva" is mentioned only once in the
Samkhya Karikd; in verse 64 the study of the tattvas (tattva-abhydsa)
1s said to lead to the correct understanding of things.” A similar use of
the term is found in the Samkhya Sutras (1.107; 3.73; and 4.1) and is
mentioned incidentally in 5.30; 5.72 claims that everything but Prakrti
and purusa is anitya -- which would 1mply that if prakrti is considered
anitya so must "tattva" be. The term is not used in fEe a Sutras.

The analysis of the transformation of "structures™ from a deep
to a surface reality has also been used to explain forms of Ind1an
ritualism, cf. Frits Staal, "Ritual, Grammar, and the Orlglns of Science
in India," Journal of Indian Philosophy, 10’(1982) pp- 1-24.7

2 Vd ’ v a

55cf. Arunandi Sivachdrya, Sivajnana Siddhiyar, translation,
introduction and notes by J. M. Nallasvami Pillai (Madras: Meykandar
Press, 1913), p. 183. At this cosmic level the tattvas seem to operate
at the level of the "form" through which the srgfiEram operates, as
mHZa and not tattva is still considered the seed from which the whole
universe evolves after the pralaya. In the act of creation, Siva is the
ffec1ent cause, maya the ma er1a and Sakti the instrumental; cf.

ivajiana Siddhiyar, p. 129.

56Ibld., p. 184. This is the same approach to the various
"dar anas" found in other works, such as, for example, Madhava's Sarva
Darsana Samgraha, although this work does not treat the other systems
along té&tv1c Iines. One of the more detailed accounts of other systems
from a_Saivite point of view is found in Ksemaraja's Pratyabhijfia Hpdaya.
Ksemardja says that all the other doctrines are simply Siva's 'roles”
as the dramatic dancer disquising himself; the tattvic level reached
by the other doctrines follows these general lines: Carvaka remains on
the level of the Bhiitas; MNyaya, Mimamsa and the Saugata Buddhists remain
at the level of the Buadhl-tattva Vedanta, Madhyamikas and the

¢
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Pancaratras remain at the level of Prakrti; Samkhya remaing at the
level of Vijnanakala; the "Srutyanta™ affa;n the level of Idyara;

and the Vyﬁ%arana aftaln,the level of Sadasiva -- only the Saivites
attain the level of the Siva-tattva. Cf. Pratyabhijfahradayam, trans.
and intro. by Jaideva Singh (Varanasi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1980),
pp. 65-69.

Y81, p. 20.
SSKcT;amé’dnikara, Ahn. 1, "Tévara Pratyabhijfid VimarsinT,"
BhaskarT, . . ” .
| 59

Cf. Tattvaprakdsa with the Tq;paryad1p1ka of Srlkumaradeva
and Vrtti by Aghoradivacarya , ed. K. N. Mishra. (Varanasi: Chaukhamba

Orien 1976), 1437 "3 pralayam yat tisthati sarvesam bhogadayi
onutanam} tattvamltP proktam ng)sarg;agﬁ;taaTS%%f575ﬁgfgﬁfﬁ—____g___x" .
A very similar view of a tattva understood in temporal terms as the
essence (rlipa) of things wWhich is not affected by the manifestation and
u1t1mate 1sappearance of created objects, i.e. a distinction between the
"v a" and the "riipa" is found in the Yukti Dipika: cf. Yuktidipikd, ed.
R Chadra Pandeya (Varanasi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1967), pp. 57- 61.

For a discussion of this concept of the tattva in the Samkhya, cf. ‘
Pulinbihari Chakravarti, Origin and Development of the Samkhya System

of Thought (Delhi: Oriental Book”'Réprlnt Corporation, 1975), pp. 251-253.

60Ib1d,, p. 143. It should be added that, ultimately according
to sthe monist SrT Kumara, insofar as all the tattvas fall under the
Easa aspect of the tripartite, at asu an a, tattva is simply a
superimpostion (upadhi) on the 1c unlty of Siva. CF. 1 ttvaprakaﬁa,
p. 17 and61F111102a s D 263.
Tattva Prakaéﬁ p._144:
tatatvat sant‘tatvacca tattvaniti tato viduh
Tatatvam debato vyaptih santatatvam ca kalatah
Taksadiyojanavyapi tattvama pralayat Sthitam
anyatha stambhakumbhadirapl tattvam prasajyate

This play on the etymological sense of the term "tattva" being
linked to the root tan which means "to extend" and is meant to indicate
the spatial and temporal extensiveness aspect of the tattva [tan changing
to tat before -tva] is probably the very opposite of the ac td'T_étymo-
logical conceptlon of the literal meaning of "tat-tva" as "thatness®
[i.e.,tad-tva] in an immediately experiential Sense whose apod1ct1cal conno-
tation Tent itself to a conception of the aspatial and atemporal 'essence,
of a thing (i.e., as in the Mahabhagya 1.1.1, "tadapi nityam yasmlstattvam
na vihanyate. kim punastattva a havastattvam) Tn this sense, the
original meaning of the term tattva has 1ts more literal reference in
something comparable to the "foae Ti" in Aristotle's Categories (i.e.,
as in 3b.10: "z&oc 6& odola Soxet toée TL Onuanvezv )

52c¢. §pB, pp. 138-139. In the TP the tattvas are said to
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- /
dissolve (lTyante) into mayad (v.67); only mEga, Purusa and Siva contin-
ue to exist during the cosmic destruction (Vv.69)

63In the mapner in which Slvagrayogln describes the Mahapralaya, the
three abhdvas are: Slvasaktlprerana, Purusa-vydpdra and Tattva-vyapdra.
The real “Fuse is karma (1.e. "bhOJaEiarsfa")

64SPB p. 139: ,ayasagneryatha yogo viyego 'gneryathayasa/
tattvanamatmanascaiva §3 ya karmavasadbhavet.




Chapter II
DOCTRINE OF THE SUBTLE AND GROSS ELEMENTS

1. The -Teleological Concern Regarding the Elements

In the BK the gross and subtle elements are dealt with solely in
terms of a theology that construes all events as ultimately connected
to the will or intention of the Supreme Being, §Eva; within this con-
ception of the world the elements serve a specifically teleological
goal as contributory factors engaged in the final release of the soul.
The elements are thus exclusively treated in terms of their participa-
tion in and contribution towards bhoga; they are merely the

"ancillaries" of bhoga (bhogangatva) without which the soteriological
1

activity of bhoga could not be brought to fruition.
Once a soul is bound by "Egéé" qua m§x§, the foundational
material cause of the world, it is ipsofacto united with all the
ancillary members of maya. The "elements" -- specifically the material
elements -- are considered to be the final evolutes in the last stage of
the evolution of the world process (srstikrama). The gross element rep-
resents, in a more abstract manner, the final stage of "manifestation"
- (vyakta); it represents the experiential plenum of the vyakta, the
sphere of the world-experience on the grounds of which the whole
tattvic doctrine comes to be ,"inferred".2 If one were to set up a
cosmic duality in the §aiva doctrine between "matter" and "spirit", the
level of the gross elements certainly represents the final manifested

form of "matter"; since the ultimate calling of the spirit relates to
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its freedom from the connection to matter, the elements, and all they
teleologically entail, represent the basic "hindrances" which must

first be "overcome" in a soteriological sense.

2. The Origin of the Gross Element

The five gross elements (bhdta) are described as earth (prthivi)
water (jala), fire (agni), air (vdyu), and ether (ikisa). Sadyojyoti spe-
cifically deals with gross elements in terms of their functions (vrtti) and
their qualities (gggg)? The function of each gross element is either
“common" (sEdhEraga) or "unique" (asadhdarapa). The common function
describes the process whereby the gross elements collectively work to-
gether in constituting the physical body by means of which the sense
organs come to operate. The unique function describes the specific
activity,which is relative to each individual gross element. The
“qualities" of the gross elements are also considered in a two-fold
manner as either common or unique: each gross element has its unique
quality while at the same time sharing the qualities of the other gross
elements, except in the case of ether. The qualities are very important
in terms of the establishment the tattvic doctrine, since it is only
through the "perceptual" qualities that the imperceptible gross
elements are inferred.

In describing the origin of the gross elements in terms of the
process of tattvic evolution, Sadyojyoti employs biological terminology

applicable to organic genesis.4

The gross elements are said to be
"filled out" (pustapa) in the organic sense of being "nourished" or

fed". The source or cause (karanabhUta) of this nourishment is the
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subtle element (tanmatra). In an organic sense the process of material
creation is understood as an ongoing activity which brings the "cause"
and the "effect" into a concomitant and inseparable relation. The "cause"
qua cause continues to exist "in", so to speak, the effect.5 This under-

standing of causality is in direct opposition with the asatkéryav&da)

which holds that the cause ceases to have a direct ontological relation
with ﬁhe effect once the effect comes into existence.6

Aghora §Eva cites a text which emphasizes the twofold activity
of causation as well as maintenance involved in this organic creation:
"the activity of prakrti is [said to have two functions]: the increas-
ing of that which has already been accomplished and the acting as the

cause of that which has not yet been accomplished (akrtasya karanam

krtasya parivardhanam ca prakrtikarma yatat_\)."7 In this quoted passage

“prakrti" stands for the entire realm of the material world and the
manner in which all causality is governed by the concomitant inter-
connectedness of the cause and the effect. Both the original causation
and the ongoing maintenance of the material elements is due to the

subtle elements.

3. The Common and Unique Functions of the Gross Elements

As has been mentioned, the functions of the gross elements are
either common or unique. The common function of the gross elements is

said to involve the supporting of the sense and motor organs (indriyadharatva).

This function is not actually carried out directly by the gross elements
but takes place through the instrumentality of the physical body.

Through the commonly shared activity of constituting the physical body,
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the gross elements come to support the activity of the organs. Al-
though the sense organs are technically described as having their

8

"locus" (sthana) in the subtle body,~ the gross elements are said to

"bear!" them, i.e.,provide a receptacle for them, as a cup, for instance,

/
9 Aghora Siva argues for the necessity of postulating

does for water.
the existence of a specific medium to bear the organs, even though the
organs already have a supporting locus in the subtle body. He argues that
the organs are in themselves inactive and require a medium through which
they come to be active, i.e.,the physical body. In one sense this

common function precedes the actual unique functions of the gross elements,
since it is only when this common function exists that the unique
functions come into being. Teleologically, the specific functibns of

the gross elements do not come into being on their own account but

simply on account of bearing the sense organs; this bearing requires that
the collection of the unique functions of the gross elements work

together as a common function. However, it is not the physical body
understood as the totality of the unique functions working collectively

but the soteriological activity of karma that wultimately activates

the sense organs, since karma directly controls the activity of bhoga;
insofar as the gross elements are essentially considered to be

"ancillaries of bhoga" all their activity is directed towards bhoga

10 Since both the sense organs and

whose overriding cause is karma.
the gross elements (in their embryonic form as subtle elements) have
their locus in the subtle body, the sense organs and gross elements
share the common purpose of bringing about the enjoyment of karmic

effects. Although the subtle body is, in part, constituted by these



two separate groups of tattvas, it is said to carry out one goal, as

is the case with a lamp (bhinnaj5tTyamapyekaphalaﬁ_gipihgaVaStuvat)-y

In a word, all of the functions of the gross elements are subsumed
under this one goal of the subtle body, i.e. karmabhoga.

The following specific functions of the gross elements are
listed in verse six of the BK: 'supporting" belongs to the earth,
"bringing-together" to water, "maturing" to fire, "structuring' to air
and "providing space" to ether. In a very significant sense these
unique functions are the gross elements themselves, since it is as
these unique functions that the gross elements carry out the common
functions and possess the qualities. The gross elements exist in the
form of these specific functions and not as separate "entities" removed

from the activities of these functions.

4. The Qualities of the Gross Elements

In terms of understanding the relationship between the gross and
subtle elements and the ontological status of both, the qualities of the
gross elements serve a much more important role than the functions since
it is only by means of the qualities that the existence of the non-
perceptual gross and subtle elements can be pramébically established,
i.e. through inference.12

Sadyojyoti  first describes the qualities of the gross elements
before giving the logical proofs justifying this description. Each gross

element is said to possess one specific quality. Although ether only

possesses sound as its quality, each of the other gross elements possesses

at least one other quality besides its own specific qualitys earth,

33
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for instance, possesses all the qualities besides its own specific quality,
smell. From the most subtle to the most gross, the elements along with

their qualities are arﬁanged hierarchically as follows:

Gross Element (Bhita): Quality (Guna):
Ether (3kd$a)........ S Sound ($abda)
Air  (Vayu).eeeeo... AP— " Touch (sparsa)
Firg (80N}, .e.isssaninenns " " Colour (ripa)
Water (jalB)eawvecsonsannn - o " " Taste (rasa)
Earth (prthivi)eeeeeeeeeee. ™ " " Smell(gandha)

This ordering of the gross elements together with their qualities
should not be confused with a similar arrangement known as the
"paficikarapa" according to which each gross element accompanied by its
unique quality is conjoined with the other gross elements accompanied by
their unique qualities. The numerical ratio of this combination of gross
elements is very exact: each gross element constitutes half and the

13

other four one eighth each of the combination. ™ Ether, for example,is

the result of the following combination of gross elements and their

qualities:
RIT suwamn dliss “Touch
Fire ceeeceeee Colour
Water ...... .. laste
Earth «eivawss Smell
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According to Sadyojyoti each quality is itself subdivided into
various species which are differently associated with the various gross

14 For example, ''colour" is of six varieties in its specific

elements.
substratum earth, although it is said to be only "white" (§ﬁk1a) in
water. According to the manner in which the qualities are arranged in
the various gross elements, the specific "arrangement! of the gross
elements is inferred; Sadyojyoti demonstrates the reasoning process
that leads to the following inference (BK, v. 16-16A):

No cognition of earth is possible without a cognition of odour etc.,

while a cognition of water etc. takes place without a cognition

[of odour etc.]; consequently, earth is separate from water

etc. but is not separate from odour etc.

In this manner the necessary connection (avyatirekitva) between

the substratum and quality (i.e. the gunin and guna or vi§ésyatva and

visesana) comes to be inferred on the basis of the principle that
"the apprehension of the thing possessed by qualities is preceded by the

apprehension of the qualities (gunigrahanasya gunagrahanapurvakatvam)."

(BKV on v. 177 ) The order (krama) established at the level of the
"qualities' therefore establishes the order at the level of the possessor
of these qualities, i.e. ﬁhe gross elements. The Naiyayikas, who hold
that the substratum of the qualities and the qualities themselves are
both separately and perceptually cognized, argue against this §aivite
principle by citing the specific example. of the white crystal put next
to something red; the fact that the crystal takes on the "red" colour
of the object beside it indicates that there can be an apprehension of
the qualities of a thing apart from any necessary substratum-quality

15

connection belonging to the apprehension. In the case of the quartz
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the real "colour" quality is whiteness, not redness; however, if one is
to accept the principle put forth by the ééivites, then the quartz when
perceived as "red" would have to be naturally qualified by redness,
which is not, in fact, the case. This proves, according to Nyaya, that
the quartz qua substratum can in fact be perceived as separate from its
quality, as it is perceived in the second instance as qualified by redness.
To this specific argument against the §aivite's conception of the
connection between the substratum and quality, Sadyojyoti claims that the
quality "colour" should be understood as consisting of two things, both
the colour and the general configuration (samsthana) of the thing to
which the colour belongs. In other words, certain things possess certain
colours; hence, even when the crystal appears '"red", we remember that
this particular four cornered object originally possessed a white colour.

Hence, the principle is not violated.16

5. The Subtle Elements

The five subtle elements have the same names as the five
qualities and stand to the gross elements in exactly the same sequential

order as the five qualities

Subtle Element (Tanmatra): Gross Element (Bhuta):
DI 5 5w 0 i o i o e e 1 Ether
B TOUEH e sssn onmm bonmsmmnn s me ey o Air
! COLOUE saessssnsmssnnnninssansnnn Fire
" Tagtl swapsdiissivsans «e... Water
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The view that the subtle elements are established as the causes
of the gross elements is based on an argument initially founded on the
following principle: if an object is of an unconscious and manifold
nature, it should be considered an "effect'. From the condition of
being an effect, some cause must be inferred. Since the material
elements are considered to fall under the category of effects, a cause
must be postulated to account for these material elements. Furthermore,
the specific nature of'the cause is established through the nature of
the effect; in the case of the gross elements, the qualities of the gross
elements are thought to define the ontological.status of the gross
elements as effects. Hence, the nature of the cause of the gross
elements will be comparable to the nature of the qualities; as a result,
the subtle elements construed as the causes of the gross elements are
designated with the same characteristics as the qualities, sound etc.

One could almost say that the subtle elements are the unmanifested form
of the qualities themselves operating through the instrumentality of
the gross elements. The gross element, nevertheless, is still con-
sidered to be the "effect! of the subtle element; the gross element,
qua "substratum" (gunin) of the quality, cannot be considered apart

from the quality. The gunin-guna or bhuta-gupa complex is considered

to be the "effect" which explains the necessity for the postulation of
the subtle element as the cause. This explains why the subtle

elements themselves cannot operate as the substrata of the qualities;

- the subtle elements are those causal factors that are themselves

without manifested qualities (anabhivyaktavié%satva).17
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As the causes of the gross elements the subtle elements are

described as the "generating-loci" (yoni); although they are in essence
of the same nature as the manifested qualities of the gross elements,

they do not share the same functions of the gross elements. Accord-

ing to the idea already mentioned that all creation is a combination of

both causation and maintenance, the subtle elements function in a dual

role: as the "cause (karapa) the subtle element functions as the

material cause (upadana) in the bringing about of that which has not yet

emerged (akrtasya karanam) and as the "maintainer (Epﬁrana) the

subtle element is that which continues the maintenance (posaka) of that

which has already come into existence (krtasya parivardhanam).18

In concluding the discussion of the elements, it may be pointed out
that in the section of the BK that specifically treats the elements and
their contribution towards bhoga, Sadyojyoti does not describe the direct
origin of the elements as stemming from the individual instantiations of
the ego-principle, i.e., the tamasic aspect of the ahamkdra (from which

19 In.thus avoiding to discuss the

the subtle elements directly arise).
direct origin of the elements at this point in the discussion of the
tattvas, Sadyojyoti may be avoiding the possible charge by an opponent
that each individual soul both materially and experientially creates its
own world (bhuvana).20 Restricting the originating locus of the elements
to the ego, which is "specific" to each "individual" soul, may in principle
rule out the possibility of the independent status of an "external" and
"intersubjective" world. An opponent might argue that tHis ”individual
ego-creation theory" leaves us with a conception of the mundane "world"

as simply a totality of many individual, ego-experiencing worlds.
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This possible criticism never enters into the doctrine of elements
as described by Sadyojyoti and Aghora §iva, nor, for that matter, in the
works on Samkhya that hold asimilar doctrine of elements. Although both

the ééivite521

and the Sé’rpkhya22 assume the existence of a commonly

shared, "objective" world (whether its basic material cause is assumed to

be "mdyd", as according to the S%ivites,or "prakrti",as according to Samkhya),
the physical evolution of this world appears to end in the ego-based

creation of individually created and individually experienced worlds.

In short, an opponent may conclude that the ego-based origin of the
elements leads to a solipsistic conception of the world, i.e., in order
to account for an independent world, the tattvic doctrine would have

to avoid limiting the creation and genesis of the.elements to the

locus of the ego-principle.



Chapter I1I
NOTES

1The larger function of the elements concarns the role the ele-
ments play in bringing about bhoga; it concerns the "instrumentality"
(sadhana) of the elements. In these terms the elements are not consid-
ered in a specifically cause-effect relation with bhoga; "sadhana" is
not specifically causal in a purely instrumental manner as "karapa“.
Rather, "sdadhana" refers to the instrumental role of the elements as
“contributory factors" (anga)-- in the activity of bhoga.

2Although ordinary mortals who lack lordly powers cannot per-
ceive the elemental tattvas directly, yogins can, since their powers of
cognition are not limited to the bpuddhi. (BK, v. 8Ab-8B) MNor can
ord1nary mortals perceive the Pisacas, the H_1t1es who have yogic powers
(aidvarya) and who rule over the tattvas from the buddhi to earth: cf,
SPB, p. 239.

3More mythic and life-world associations that the material elements
possess are described in other works. For the deities, geometr1c forms,
colours, Tamil letters and symbols (sword of diamond for 3kada, lotus
for air, etc.), cf. §?vajﬁ§na Siddhiyar (3. 67-68), p. 182.

4Th1s more biological terminology is employed as well in describ-
ing maya, the ultimate material cause of the world, as the "seed" out of
which all created things arise. Such an organic model of the world is
in accordance with the conception of this manifestation as a single
source of both the matter and the form of things, of both the cause and
the effect -- in short, as a whole in spite of its formalization in a
numerical and tattvic manner.” The only "external factor" of the
"gagadbfja" is the TSvarecca which activates the activity of the seed;
ct. BK, v.4.

/
5Accordlng to Sivagrayogin, a change of something into something
else can only occur in five ways, according_to the ontological status
of the effect: Earlnam , transformation; arambha, a totally new
creation; samiha, a aggregation of something totally new and something
contributory; vivarta, ,an illusory manifestation and vrtti, a modifi-
%ationj In describing Siva's agency (pravartakatva 1n creation
srsti), the jagat qua karya is said to be a "vrtti'
erefore, Jusg as In the original state © B cloth (as folded)

and of the snake as coiled there is even without detriment to

the original nature (of the thing) the attainment of another

state, constituting vrtti, s1m11ar1x, the world, too, is but

a vrtt1 of the suddha— and asuddhamayds controlled by Siva."
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§pB, pp. 92-93.

6The common criticism of the satkaryavada points to the apparent
contradiction in identifying the "cause™ with the "effect" as KamalasSila,
for example, points out: '
This cannot be right: as a matter of fact, it is not the same thing
that becomes changed (anyathatvam); because '"change" consists in
the production of another nature or character (svabhavantarotpattih);
now this '"change" that you speak of -- is it something different
from the Thing itself? Or is it the Thing itself? It cannot be
the Thing itself; as that has already been produced by its own
Cause [and hence could not be produced again by the cause of the
change]. If it is something different from the Thing, then the
Thing itself remains as before, retaining its permanence; so that
it has not changed." P
, Cf. The Tattvasamgraha of Santaraksita with the Commentary of
Kamalasila, trans. by Ganganatha Jha. Gaekhwad's. Oriental Series,
No. LXXXITI, 2 Vol. (Baroda: Oriental Institute, 1937), 243 ,and
Tattvasapgraha of §3ntarak§jta with the Commentary of Kamalasila, ed.
Embar Krishnamacharya. Gaekhwad's Oriental Series, No. XXX, 2 Vol.
(Baroda: Oriental Institute, 1926, p. 141.

7

Also quoted by Aghora Siva in the TSV, p. 5.

8The subtle body (suksmadeha) is also caliéd "the eightfold one"
(purastaka) in that it is constituted by the three inner organs (buddhi,
manas and ahamkara) and the five subtle elementsy the "organs'

(indriyani) can only be said to have their locus 12,tQ§ subtle body inso-
far as they fall under a species of the ahamkara. Sivagrayogin, provides

the)inference establishing the existence of the subtle body (SbB, pp.285-
286):

“The soul's going to another world, etc., is to be accomplished

by some instrument, since it is an act, like a member of the

gross body. MNor is this possible directly for the self which

is pervasive; hence it should be said to have an adjunct;

hence, that (subtle:body) is established as an adjunct.

9Since the gross elements are effects of the subtle elements,
the condition of bearing the sense organs belongs to_both kinds of
elements and is referred to as a joint state of "sthulasuksmatva".
Together, the two kinds of elements form a receptacle. As a receptle,
the subtle elements are like the pot itself and the gross elements its
[enamel] covering (tanmatraniha ghaﬁavadvi§é§a§ba pralepavat); this
analogy is provided by Hulin; cf. Mrgendragama: Sections de la Doctrine
et du Yoga, trans. by M. Hulin. Publications de T"Institut Francais
D'"IndoTogie, No. 63 (Pondicherry: Institut Francais D'Indologie, 1980),
pp. 266-267.

10N5r5yana Kantha presents a long argument defending the bhoga-
directed teleology of the gross elements through a consideration of the
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use (or purpose, upayoga) of the gross elements themselves. He presents
only four possibilities of this purpose.

Although God is the "creator" (kartp) of the gross elements,
they are of no use to God (qua upayogin), as God's comportment is not
self-directed ("svatmani") but s ra%ﬁer directed towards eternal plen-
itude (nityaparipUrpasvarupam); they cannot be of use to themselves
(svopayogin) because they are of an unconscious nature; they cannot
be "useless" (anupayogin) on account of the greatness of their creator,
God; consequently, they must serve the purpose of another (anyopayogin),
which upon further investigation turns out to be individually bound
souls. Cf. MAV, pp. 177-179.

1TMA (12.32A), p. 341. The introduction of the subtle body and
karma (qua "adysta") at this point of the discussion, especially the claim
Tn BAb-8b tha e subtle body is only perceptible by those who have
lordly powers,may be an argument against the Carvakas who argue that the
"cestg" of the organs is solely and self-evidently a product of the
physical body. :

- /
12In the MAV, p. 332, Aghora Siva holds that the five gross ele-
ments can be inferred on account‘pf their functions; he refers to the
five specific functions (samyavisesanam) of the five gross elements,
which are inferred by their effects, aryani), the functions (vrttayah).

13,“The compounding takes place thus: each of the five elements,
viz. ether etc., is divided into two equal parts; of the ten parts
thus produced five -- being the first half of each element -- are each
subdivided into four equal parts. Then leaving one half of each
element to the other half is added one of these quarters from each of
the other four elements." Cf. Vedanta Sara of Sadananda, trans.Swami
Nikhilananda (Calcutta: Advaita Ashrama, 1949), p. 58. A similar
description is found in the Pancadasi (1.27) and in the Brahma Sutra

Bhasya (on 2.4.22).

14An exact enumeration is not given in the BK; the commonly
accepted enumeration views rasa as sixfold, gandha as ninefold, riipa
as sixfold, vayu as fivefold and $abda as fourfold.

SThe Naiyiyika conception of rupa does not include the "form"
or "shape" of a thing_(akaravisesah) as, for example, roundness or
squareness. The Naiyayikas particularize this characteristic as a
"particular arrangement of parts (avayavasapsthanavisesah)." For
a discussion of this view, cf. Tarka-Samgraha of Annambhatta, ed. and
notes by Y. V. Athalye and trans. by M. R. Bodas . Bombay sanskrit
Series, No. LV (Poona: R. N. Dandekar, 1963), p. 155; Dharmendra
Nath Sastri, The Philosophy of Nydya Vaisesika and its Conflict with
The Buddhist Dignaga School (DeThi: Bharatiya Vidya Prakashan, 19647,
pp. 251-261: Bimal Krishna Matilal, Perception (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1986), pp. 250-254.



http:11cena.11

42

16The Naiyayikas argument is unconvincing since the crystal qua
gunin is cognized with the "changed colour" and not without colour,
1.e.,with a guna; cf. MAV, p. 187.

17Aghor'a é&va explains this conception in greater detail in

"Possessing the same properties as these gross elements,
the subtle elements are the material causes and sustaining agents of the gross elements; _
although the gross elements possess distinct properties, the subtle elements lack such properties.

- (tadbhUtasamanagupam karanam apurakam ¢d tasyaiva tanmatram bh@itasya
hyayam viseso visesarahitam tati.ﬂ =

18MA, 12.5, gives the etymology of the term "tanmatra" as "just
those things [their measures are such...tad-matram]" -- i.e., they are solely
what they are without the manifested distinctions or qualities
(anabhivyaktaviSesatvam), as the gross elements; Narayana Kantha describes
them as being of the nature of fundamental elements (bhutaprakrtirupam ). -
With the receptacle analogy already mentioned, the subtle elements are
themselves without manifested qualities, as a pot. Only the covering is
perceptible. a

In his gloss on SK, v. 38 Vacaspati Misra glosses "avifesa" with
respect to the subtle elements as ‘'suksma", which is in opposition to the
"sthdla", the gross element i.e.,"visesa". Srikumdra holds a similar
conception in his commentary on fP, v.61 (p. 124).

gesides vv. 5-20 of the BK, the elements are also treated in verses
30A-31 wherein a contra-prapantahkaranavada (which links the gross element
vayu with caitanya ) is refuted. 1In verses 37-42 the bautikendriyavadins
are also refuted. In verse 45 there is a description of the subtle
elements as they arise from the ego and in verses 68B-72A there is a
refutation of the view that the bhoktr is simply a modification of the
gross elements.

2(lThis is clearly brought out in the MA and MAV; in MA, 6.1 where-

in the atman is described as the cause or means (nimitta) of the universe,
the locus s not considered to be the ego but the atman itself. In MA, 5.
10 the mala-tainted souls are said to create the bhuvanas. In his
commentary Nardyana Kantha explains that the atman is the nimitta qua
ravartika, the instigafing cause, on account of the arising Las effects]
of the_"worlds, organs and bodies" -- all of which takes place for the
bhogasadhana.

21The specific manner of viewing the condition of "embodiment"
occurs on account of the "bhogasadhana" (BK, v. 4) and is threefold, consist-
ing of the subtle body which is specific To individual souls, the objective
and intersubjective world which is common to all bound souls, and the
“bodies born of their world" (bhuvanajadeha) which represents both a common
and restricted condition. A similar conception of embodiment is found in
the MAD. On the one hand, the physical body is said to be a 'product"
of the material world (bhautiko deha iti bhuvanajasarirasyopalaksanam,
p. 343) while on the other hand, material creation when discussed is



http:world.11
http:sthula.11
http:11tanmatra.as
http:colour.11

43

done only with respect to the elements constituting the body -- for
example, when the author of the MR comes to enumerate the qualities of
the gross elements in some detail, the discussion is restricted to the
qualities constituting the physical body (cf. pg. 339-340). In the

final analysis, the soul comes to share a common world and have its own
subjective world through a "specific" subtle body; however, the accept-
ance of the "common, shared world" (sadhdranabhuvana) is not ontologic-
ally explained given the ego-locus of the production of the elements,
which only accounts for the "bhuvanajadeha’creation of the body itself.
Vaisesika, it may be noted, avoids this problem with its doctrine of
"atoms" (paramanuvada); the material atoms in their state as "effects"
(of the eternal atoms) are threefold: in the form of the body,‘;he

sense organs and the objects of mundane consciousness (eg., Vaisesika
Sutras 4.2,1: "tatpunah prthivgadi karyam dravyam trividham §arirendriya-
visayasamjhakam" [only akasa does not fall under this threefold distinc-
tion]). Umesha Sastri STilT construes the ultimate creation of the atoms
and all they entail, i.e.,the entire sphere of the jada, in very
subjective terms: "The relation between 'Matter' and the 'Atman' is
vyangya-vyanjakabhava; so that, the harmony of the samsdrayatra under
the influence of adrsta becomes possible." Cf. Umesha Sastri, Conception
of Matter (Allahabad: Umesha Mishra, 1936), p.55.

22
The "bhautikasarga" mentioned in SK, 52 and 53 does not
elaborate on the evolution of the various 'worlds" in connectionwith the
elements. For a discussion of this problem in classical Sampkhya, cf.
Gerald James larson, Classical Samkhya (Santa Barbara: Ross Erikson,
1979), pp. 193-197.




Chapter III
THE SPHERE OF THE ORGANS

1. The Sense and Motor Organs: The "Organ' (indriya)Considered as a
"Capacity" (é%ktf)Distinct From its Corporeal-locus (sthana)

Both the sense and motor organs are dealt with by Sadyojyoti
independently of their originating-locus, the ego; a similar method is
adopted in the treatment of the elements. In the examination of the
organs, the argument is put forth that what is called an "organ" is
something quite distinct from the body part identified with the specific

1 a position dramatically opposed to the materi-

functioning of the organ,
alist, who holds that the organ is in fact just the corporeal functioning
of certain body parts. According to the materialist, in the case of both
the sense and motor organs, whenever there is a "defect" in the body part,
the "organ" is not seen to function; for example, in the case of the
motor organs, one may have legs and feet, which constitute the motor organ
of "locomotion", and yet one may be unable to walk. The person may be
crippled by a debilitating disease which prevents the body parts from
functioning, thus proving that the body part and the organ are one and
the same thing. In the case of the sense organs a similar argument
applies: when one is blind, i.e. when there is a defect with one's

eyes, one does not see, "the sense of sight" is absent.2 This absence of

the "sense“due to a "defect" in the body part, the materialist argues,

establishes that the sense organ is in fact identical with the body part.

~id
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The §aivite uses the same examples offered by the materialist to
prove the opposite conclusion, i.e., that the sense organs cannot be
identified with the body part. In the case of the motor organs and the
example of a "defect" in those body parts contributory to the locomotive
organ, i.e., the legs and feet, the fact that the body parts exist and
the motor ability is absent is proof that the two cannot be identified.
If the body part is to be identified with the motor organ, then the ex-
istence of the former necessitates the existence of the latter. The
same argument applies to the sense organs and the example of blindness:
one may have eyes yet one may not see. According to Sadyojyoti the cause
of the absence of the functioning of the organ even when the body part is
present is not due to a defect in the body part itself but rather in a
defect of the sense organ whose capacity to function (éiEEl) is separate
from the body part. Sadyojyoti appeals to a cause of this "organ defect"
which the materialists would be unable to accept: karmic influences.

Due to the '"imperceptible" (gQg;}g) karmic influences one may be given
eyes but not the ability to "see", legs but not the ability to "walk", etc.

In the case of the absence of the body part, the organ does not
function due to the fact that the organ depends on the physical body
part to provide it with a locus whereby it can be active. More specific
terminology is employed by Aghora §iva to describe the exact relation-
ship between the organs and their corporeal loci. The general purpose
of both the sense and motor organs is "vitality" or "activity" (gg;;i
or kriya). The organ (indriya) he describes as an instrument (karana)
which is essentially a faculty or capacity (akti) to function in a

specific manner; however, it can only function when dependent on the


http:11see.11
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corporeal-locus (sthana) which acts as a supporting-medium for the

3 Although the organ is distinct from

active functioning of the organ.
the corporeal-locus, it is dependent on this locus for its functioning.
The metaphysical underpinning of this view is clear: the corporeal-
locus (sth@na) is abstractly a representation of the sphere of material
creation, the sphere of the manifested '"qualities' of the gross elements;
it is only at the level of material creation that any real "activity" of

the sense and motor organs can occur since they both are only instru-

ments engaged in material activity.

2. The Tenfold Enumeration of the Organs

Sadyojyoti provides the following enumeration of the organs along

with their specific functions as:

MOTOR ORGAN (KARMENDRIYA): ACTIVITY(KRIYK)Q% ACTION (KARMAN)

Genitals (upastha) eeceecececccecens Joy (@nanda)

Foot {(PE0E)«essssssssnvnpmmnnnennsss Locomotion (gamana)
POUS [DEPU e nsosnssnanpuuvensn snaans Evacuation (utsarga)
Akl (pBOL) messussswnniivivrssnngaing Seizing (adana)
Mouth (mukha)..cesssscsscsccssvesses Speaking (vacana)

- SENSE ORGAN (JNANENDRIYA):  ACTIVITY (KRIYI-\) QUA SENSATION (ALOCANA)

Ear (i‘g_t_i) ......................... Hearing (s’abdagré’hakatva)
Bkin (tvaklessonsmnnonensons I .Touching (sparsagrahakatva)
Eye . (CHRGUB] » w s » i wtis scm i i dimid Seeing (ripagrahakatva)
Tongue (JihVa)eeeeeeeeeeeeeceanennenns Tasting (fasagréhakatva)
Nose (NaSikd)e.eeeeeonn. WO S Smelling (gandhagrdhakatva)

The "activities" or "functions" serve as the inferential marks



whereby the organs come to be inferred. The specific and observable
number of activities establishes the enumeration of the imperceptible
organs. The Naiydyika immediately.raises the objection that, with
respect to the motor organs, the reason (hetu) for inferring five organs
five activities is not justified; rather, the number of 'activities' is
limitless and therefore the so-called "organs" should also be limitless.
According to the Naiyﬁyikas all five activities fall under the category
of "activity"' (karman) and are a result of the soul's intentionality

affecting a certain circumscribed part of the body (§ér?raikade§hvrtti).

Raising the eyebrows, claims the Naiyéyika,is simply one of these activ-
ities:if we accept the principle that the "activities' are the hetu for
the inferential establishment of the organs, then there should be an
organ for every activity and in this case, for example, a specific organ
for raising the eyebrows.

By responding to the argument Sadyjoyjoti spells out his position
more clearly: the “activities' are said to be only five on account of
their own inherent characteristics (antarbhava). These fivé are the

“"basic factors" (pradhanabhita) in the whole variety of activities.

"Raising the eyebrows", for instance, is classified as a species of
"grasping" (égéhg) and is mediated by the organ designated as the hand;
in like manner, all forms of bodily evacuation, for example, are repre-
sentatively attributed to the organ designated as the anus. Such reason-
ing also applies to the sense organ and is most evident in the case of th
sense organ '‘skin" whose activity is "touching': this organ clearly per-
vades the whole body, including a variety of specific body parts which

all fall under the category of this organ.

47

from

e


http:111grasping.11

48

With the argument defending the limitlessness of the motor
organs having been rejected, Aghora §Eva turns his attention to a criticism
of the view that posits the singleness of the sense organs. The
Naiyayika queries:  why not have just one "organ" which senses every-
thing,and the separate "senses" acting as "aspects" of this one sense?4

The grasping of different kinds of objects (bhinnavisayagrahaka)can

simply be explained as taking place through the different loci of one

sense organ (ekamevaindriyamadhisthEnabhedena)? In his rebuttal Aghora

§iva first accepts the need to postulate the general category of "sense
organ" according to the principle that all activity is dependent on an
agent; all activity consists of an "“agent", "instrument" and activity"--
in this case, the soul, the sense organ and the sensing. Although this
provides the need for a general category of "organ" in the case of
"sensing", more than one sense organ must be postulated to account for
the various kinds of sensing. If one were to accept the opponent's view
then there would always be the necessity of appealing to another type of
organ to describe the separate acts of sensing: as it is already
established that there are only five kinds of "activities" and therefore
five kinds of organs, one would have to choose one of these five organs
to represent the various activities. However, if one were to choose

the "ear", for example, another organ would have to be postulated in
order to account for the sensation of smell etc. Although this argument
put forth by Aghora giva is based on the prior principle that there are
in fact only five types of sense activities and consequently five types
of organs, we find a more general criticism of the opponent's view, for

/ -
example, in the Slokavartika'.6
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If the sense organ were one only, in all cases, then either
everything or nothing would be perceived. If it be urged that
we postulate different capacities (or functions) of the same
sense organ -- then, these capacities themselves could be ‘said
to be so many distinct organs of sense.

The five sense organs, maintains Aghora §iva, are limited to the
sphere of those five phenomena which are '"grasped", the specific function
of the act of sensing. This 'grasping" is described as an act of sensing

7 which takes place when the organ is in the proximity (samnidhi)

(@alocand)
of its object. It can also be described in more general terms as an act

of "resembling" or"mirrowing" (samnibhatva)8 in terms of which the sense

organs, through the medium of the "internal organs' buddhi and manas,

provide the "vidya tattva" (the final "instrument" facilitating empirical

consciousness for the soul) with an internal "copy" (antarakara) of

the external counterpart (bahydkarasadysatva).

3. The Necessity of the Postulation of a Separate and Tripartite "Internal
Organ" (antapkarana) Distinct from the Sense with Motor Organs

The three internal organs -- buddhi, ahapkara and manas -- are in-

ferred on account of their activities: cognition (bodha) effort (samrambha)
and will (icchd). Sadyojyoti maintains that these activities cannot be explained by

the various elements or organs so far discussed; the internal organs,

for example,are not "products' of the material elements. Aghora §iva
provides three reasons for holding that the internal organs must be in-
ferred from the three stated activities. The first reason lays down the
general principle already enunciated that all the tattvas from<Egl§ to

the Earth are '"established" inferentially by means of their “effects",

in this case, cognition etc. Secondly, there is no other means of "proof"
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or "correct cognition" (pramapa) except inference to establish a correct
understanding of the observable "activities" or "effects". Thirdly, and
lastly, it is inappropriate to bring into the discussion more than three
tattvas to explain the three basic activities of cognition etc; thus,

buddhi, ahamkdra and manas each are said to have several functions,

each of which is a specific transformation (vrtti) of its respective

organ. However, each of the organs is considered to have a single function

(ekarthatva) encompassing all the various instances of its respective activ-
ity. In passing, it should be noted that the establishment of the nature of
the antahkarana rules out the bossibility of attributing this organ to just
one tattva as, for example, buddhi itself.

Sadyojyoti employs an analogy to explain the relation between the
internal organ and the sense organs in the act of cognizing (BK, v.28-29).
He says that the three internal organs and the five sense organs combine
together to carry out the activities which are specific to the internal
organs; the whole process is carried out for the soul in the accomplish-
ment of bhoga. The analogy given to explain the relation between the
internal and sense organs is that of the palanquin and the palanquin-
bearers: if either the palanquin or the palanquin-bearers is absent, no

10 The internal organs cannot carry out their

activity takes place.
functions without the sense organs nor can the sense organs carry out
their functions without the internal organs.

The internal organs are said to be dependent on the sense organs
because there can be no cognition of things (adhyavasaya) etc. without a

prior apprehension of some external object perceived through the senses;



b

even in the case of dreaming the images which constitute the dream are
ultimately derived from the senses even though during the activity of

the dream the internal organ is not immediately dependent on the senses,

11

i.e., on a perception of an external object (bahyarthdlocand). The

senses, on the other hand, are dependent on the internal organs since
"attentiveness!" (avadhana) and so forth are required in order to sense
things; the sense organs must be "directed" and "controlled" by an

. 12
instrumental and onto-epistemological faculty higher than themselves.

4. The Refutation of the View that the Internal Organ is a Modification
of The Vital Air (prapa)

V - e
According to Aghora Siva one school of the Carvakas maintains that

the internal organ is simply the life-force energy of "prapa" (prapantahkarana-

Xégi)- Although this doctrine came to be developed by Carvdka it is in
fact a doctrine which runs throughout the Upanisads,wherein prana is
regarded as the first principle of life in the body,and came to be used
as a synonym for "life" in general and '"consciousness' in particular.13
According to the Carvakas prapa is the cause of consciousness and is
something living organisms are endowed with. Bﬁggg itself, however, is
simply a transformation of one of the four basic material elements constitut-
ing the world.

Aghora §}va brings forth three reasons to refute the identifica-
tion of prapa with the internal organ. Firstly, since prapa, according
to the §;ivites, is ontologically dependent on "volitional activity"
(prayatna) which is one of the functions of the ego-principle qua internal

organ, ErEQa obviously presupposes the existence of an internal organ other

than itself. Secondly, if the function of prEna is said to emit
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consciousness, as the Carvaka maintains, then some "instrument! must
be postulated in order to account for the genesis of consciousness, i.e.
if prapa is said to be the 'origin" (utpatti) out of which conscious-
ness arises, then an instrument must be postulated through which this
activity can evolve. In this case, however, "air" (vdyu) is consider-
ed the cause and consciousness the effect; between the cause and the
effect there must be the medium of an instrument. Since prapna qua
tair" is considered to be the cause it cannot also be the instrument.
Thirdly, and finally, as the internal organ,prapa cannot be said to emit
consciousness as prana is simply a modification of the material element
‘'air/': something purely "material' cannot create something 'conscious."
With regard to the first two criticisms of the Carvaka view, the
first claims that prdpa itself will require an instrument and the second
that the production of consciousness will require one; in neither case
can prapa be considered the instrument. Although it begs the question,
the first criticism is based on the argument that consciousness in fact
precedes the biological functions entailed by prapa and is not, as the
Carvdka holds, a result of these functions. For example, in sleep we
do not engage in physical activities considered to be biological functions
of prana; such activities are only engaged in once there has been some
volitional motivation, which indicates that volitional activities pre-
cede activity based on prana. By implication, if volition precedes
prana, consciousness precedes prapa. Concerning the second criticism i.e.,
that one and the same thing cannot be considered to be both a cause and

an instrument, the C3rvakass might reproach the §éivite with the same
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charge, as many of the tattvas are often thought of in different casual
terms. The subtle elements, for example, are both "causes' and effects
at one and the same time: 'causes! of the material elements and "effects/

of mdyd. Buddhi, for example, is both the cause and the instrument of

"cognition" (bodha). The examples could easily be multiplied. The
Carvakas might also point out that,with respect to the third criticism,

their own view is in fact not much different from the satk3ryavada view

that the "gross' (sthdlatva) emerges as a modification of 'the subtle"
(suksmatva), except that in this case the subtle emerges as a modification

of the gross.

5. The Refutation of the View that the Internal Organ is a Quality of
the Soul (Atmagunatd)

Sadyojyoti proceeds to criticize the Nyaya conception of the
internal organ as represented by "buddhi”, i.e. iﬁggg, as a quality of
the soul considered as its substratum (dravya). The debate takes place
over the argument concerning the ontological status of buddhi as the
representative organ of the triadic internal organ. Both the Naiyayika
and the §;ivite agree that the soul is eternal; however, they disagree
over the explanation of the soul's connection to finite, limited con-
sciousness. According to Aghora §3va, the soul is intrinsically endowed
with consciousness -- without any limitations. However, when its powers
are limited by empirical consciousness, i.e., bhoga, the buddhi functions
as the means whereby the soul experiences. The soul 'grasps' the
objective content of the buddhi. The Naiyayikas, argues Aghora §}va,

establish too close a relationship between empirical consciousness and the
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consciousness of the soul when they describe empirical consciousness
as a quality of the soul; in doing so, they open their view to a host
of contradictions.

According to Aghora giva the Naiyayikas adopt a twofold conception

of the  means of experience (bhogasddhanata)that involves the sense organs

and material elements. Accordingly, the range of experience (bhogyatva)
is limited to the sphere (vigayatva) of the material elements and the
sense organs which grasp those material elements. As the instruments
whereby experience or bhoga occurs, the sense organs are the only factors
which could correspond to the role of an internal organ -- collectively
taking on the role of buddhi. However, for the Naiydyikas buddhi is

not considered a means of experience; it is simply the experience it-
self (samvedana) which arises in the soul when there is the triadic

14 The soul

contact of the soul with the senses with their objects.
exists _as the substratum wherein this experience arises as its "quality".
According to Sadyojyoti (BK, 48A) this establishment of the relationship
betweenithe soul and buddhi as substratum and quality creates the contra-
diction that "the known object" can in fact not be cognized, as the soul,
according to the Naiyayikas, can have no objective relation to the
"objects of experience. As well, attributing the transitory condition
of cognitive experience to the soul as its intrinsic property cannot make
sense since the soul is supposed to be Feternal.?15

In light of the fault with the Nyaya view Aghora giva elucidates
the Kgamic teaching concerning the relationship between the eternal soul
and the transitory empirical experience. Empirical cognition or ex-

perience [specifically designated as the buddhi-originated "bodha"]



55

is twofold: of the nature of'ascertainment" (adhyavasdya) and of the
nature of "grasping" (grdahakatva). Ascertainment is described as the
particular activity of the buddhi wherein there is the changing
cognitions "of this or that' and involves the representational activity

of buddhi as it carries on its role as the instrument of empirical

consciousness. The 'grasping" aspect of empirical cognition does not

belong to the buddhi but rather to the soul, as an intrinsic condition

of the soul. The soul grasps the ascertained object. The grasping

aspect remains an eternal character of the soul and the ascertaining

aspect remains a transitory character of the buddhi. Such a position

is meant to avoid attributing impermanent cognition to the soul.
According to Aghora §iva the buddhi -- qua representative organ

of the triadic antahkarana -- is indeed an "object" of experience; he

quotes the Tattva Samgraha which describes the buddhi qua "object-of-the-

soul's-consciousness as appearing to the soul in terms of an internal
experience of “the nature (rdpa) of joy etc.” and of "the appearing in
the form of the external object" (i.e.,the 3kara of the visaya). In
this case, there is no triadic Psaﬁnikar;a" between the soul, senses and
the objects. The relation the soul has to the discernment of the buddhi,

i.e. the modifications of the buddhi (buddhivrtti), does not alter the

intrinsic and eternal conditions of the soul but merely . covers them

over (anuranjakatva). In place of construing the internal instrument

as a /'gupa" dependent on the triadic sapnikarsa Sadyojyoti describes the
internal organ (together with the senses) as "the immediate means where-

by enjoyment is accomplished (saksat bhogasya sadhanam). (BK, 49)
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In this case there is a distinction between '"karana“ and "sadhana':

the internal and external senses act as a "karapa" that functions

a§ the immediate or direct “sadhana" whereby'the soul comes to grasp

the‘objects presented by the senses. !f the "instruments® were con-

sidered to be the direct "instruments" of the soul's cognition they

would be extensions of the soul's consciousness ---this would attribute

transitoriness to the soul. By describing them as the "means" whereby

this consciousness occurs, Sadyojyoti avoids drawing a direct ontological

relation between these instruments and the consciousness of the soul.
Sadyjojoti provides a number of analogies to explicate this

16

notion of the "saksat sadhanatva"'® role of the internal and external

Ve .
"instruments". As Aghora Siva points out, these analogies are meant to

17

illustrate a basic teleological principle of the satkaryavada: the

instruments, being by nature of an unconscious nature (acetanatva) can-

a conscious soul (cetanapurusartha). The discussion concerning the

instruments is hereby elevated from a purely causal framework to one
concerned with purpose (arthatva). Just as the king employs (prayuhkte)
soldiers for the purpose of conquering, so the soul is said to employ the
mentzal apparatus, i.e. the internal and external instruments. The second
analogy indicates that not only are the mental apparatus in themselves
purposeless, they are powerless: when soldiers are engaged in battle the
king is said to be the "agent', just as when the instruments are engaged in
experiencing, the soul is said to be the agent. The final analogy points out
that the instruments have no purpose of their own; they simply serve

the purpose of the soul in the same way as the conquest is not for the

cealbba AF +ha ceanlAdisave it £fAarr +hnecen *hinAae +ha inAa Aacsvaece fram +ha
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conquest.17 In short, the employment, agency and purpose of the internal

and external "instruments", i.e.,the totality of mental faculties, are
attributed to the soul.18

The mediating factor between the soul and the "instruments",
the mediating factor engaged in the bringing about of the employment,

agency and purpose of the instruments, is said to be bhoga. Bhoga is the

middle term thought to bridge the distinction between, on the one hand,
a complete separation of the soul from the instruments of empirical
consciousness and on the other, a limited involvement of the soul in
empirical consciousness. The main criticism of the Naiyayika doctrine
of the connection of the soul to empirical consciousness is based on the
Naiyayika's account of the soul's involveméﬁt in empirical consciousness:
it rules out the possibility of an explanation of the "separation" of the
soul from the condition of empirical <consciousness. One may,however,
query * the Saivite solution to this problem: does it overcome the
same difficulty the Naiydyika conception of the relation is claimed
to be in?19

Bhoga, as it has been painted out, is specifically defined as the

“buddhivrttf—anufaﬁjané?, i.e.,the obscuration or empassionment by the vari-

ous states of mind (i.e.,the collection of internal and external
instruments). The Naiyayika may very well argue that this description,
or perhaps more accurately "analogy", actually describes the soul along
the lines of a substratum qualified by a certain property. The triadic

- formula of "bhoktr-bhoga-bhogya" attributes an inseparable (samavaya)

relation of the bhoktr and the bhoga; in this case "bhoga" takes on
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the role that buddhi (qua<iﬁ§gg) plays in the Naiyayika system. For,
although the soul is always considered to be a bhoktr, once the bhogya
falls away in the released state, so also does the bhoga, even though
structurally the soul is by definition,still considered a bhokty.
Similarly, according to the Nyaya, the soul is still considered a sub-
stratum (gggng) even though the "quality" of empirical consciousness is
no longer active; the structure of the "inherent relation" (samavaya)

still exists.20



Chapter III
NOTES

1The sense and motor organs fall under the general category of
"indriya" -- "instrument" or "organ'. Although their specific functions
aré different, "sensing" (3locana) in the case of the sense organs and
"activity" (karman) in the case of the motor organs, much of what applies
to the one sét of organs applies to the other.

2The argument not only defends the bhautika nature of the sense
organs but also supports the view that the sense organ does not, as the
Saivite holds, come into contact (samnidhi) with its object; the eye
itself is said to be the sense organ on the grounds that we perceive
objects either reflected or embedded in crystals -- proving that the eye
"organ" does not come in contact with the object. For the Saivite
response, cf. SPB, pp. 260-264.

3The schematic representation appears as follows:

;KARMQNDRIYA)
DRIYA)

5According to the view which posits the singleness of the the
sense organs, the grasping of different objects (bhinnavisayagrahakatvam)
takes place through the different loci of the sense organ (ekam evaindriyan
adhisthanabhedena). The various deficient "conditions" (vyavasthd) such
as blindness, deafness, etc. are said to occur through the various and
respective capacities (Saktayah); cf. SPB. pp. 256-258.

6The §ioka Vartika criticizes this view in a more logical fashion:
If the sense organ were one only, in all cases, then either everything
or nothing would be perceived. If it be urged that we postulate
different capacities (or functions) of the same sense organ -- then
these capacities themselves could he said to be so many distinct organs
of sense." ekam yadi bpavedaksam sarvairgrhyeta va na va/
kalpyate égktiﬁﬁeﬂasce Saktirevendriy afi bhavet.

7/ -
"SAKTT" "CESTA"

KARANA |--3 STHANA |----y KRIVA |.....

eeececenvove

(INDRIYA)  (ADHARA)

“Taken up in Nydya Shtras, 3.1.52-61.
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CP §iokav5rtika, trans. by Ganganatha Jhi,éBibliotheca Indica, No.
1183 (Calcutta: Asiatic Society 1908), p. 97; Slokavartika of Sri
Kumirila Bhatta, ed. Swami Dvarikidasa $astrT, Pracyabharati Series,

10 (Varanasi: Tara Publications, 1978),p. 133.

3 78k, v. 25B: "Sabdidydlocanam tesam yrttih abdadisamnidhau.”
Sampkhya Karikda, v. 28A, is very similar: Y§a56§ﬂg§u pancanamalocanamatram
1syatevrttin."Cf. Mainkar, Samkhya Karika of 1¢varakrsna, p. 84.

8Aghor‘a §iva takes "samnibhatvam" ("mirroring" or "resembling") as
a variant reading of "samnidhih" ("proximity").

cnde———t

9The Tamil manual Tattuva-Kattalei", which is also known as the Tattuva-
Prakdsam, lists four internal organs, the fourth being "sittam (Sanskrit,
Tsiddhah"). Both the buddhi and sittam are said to evolve directly from
prakrti; buddhi is the cause of the ahamkara which is itself the cause of
manas while sittam creates no further tattvas and is described as "the will".
Cf. Henry R. Hoisington, "Tattuva Kattalei," trans. and notes by Henry
Hoisington, Journal of the American Oriental Society, IV (1854), pp 7, 15, 16.

/

10According to Aghora Siva, althougt. ‘it is not actually stated the
antahkarana must be the sibhika and the jndnendriyani the cdllective _
udvahin, together accomplishing the udvahana which 1s the various kriya,
iccha etc. But the soul, for whom this all takes place, is presumably the
enjoyer of %his udvahana. SK, v.%S'pr§sents the analogy of the function as the
gatekeeper (dvarin)and the gate (dvar), the former the antahkarana and the
latter thewjﬁanenariyéhi, the instruments of external perception. This analogy
plays more on the idea of the internal and the external. In the Katha Upanisad
1.3.3-4, the analogy of the @tman riding in a chariot plays on the same idea
of "bearing” and indeed on the interdependence of the various aspects which
?o'the biaring. In Maitri Up. (2.4) the 3tman is described as 'carted"

rathita).

11It is a generally held position by the various philosophical schools
that dreams are simply an activity of the internal organ; the mental
creations(vasana) being "modifications” ertta ah) of previous perceptions
(purvanubhutavastu) during waking activities. This epistemological approach
to dreams o a certain extent de-emphasizes the portentious aspect of
dreaming. For a discussion of the understanding of dreaming in Vedanta,
cf. Andres 0. Fort, "Dreaming in Advaita Vedanta," PEW 35, 4 (1985),
pp. 377-386. ' -

12The YuktidTgikE discusses a similar debate among the Samkhya
teachers concerning the status of the sense organs in the activity of
perceiving things. It is said that a certain "Paficddhikarana" holds that
they are due to the antagkaraga; according to Paﬁcédhikaraqa the organs are
destitute of activity, Iike a dry river -- external factors are re-
quired. For discussion of this debate within Simkhya, cf. Pulinbinhari
Chakravarti, Origin and Development of the Samkhya System of Thought
Delhi: Oriental Books Reprint, 1975), pp. 181-182. G
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13 . . g
Cf. Jadunath Sinha, Indian Psychology of Perception
(London: Trubner and Co., 19315;'5%. 230-247 and Paul Deussen,
The Philosophy of the Upanisads (New York: Dover Publications, 1966),
Pp. -280. Sinha sums up the psycho-biological conception of prana
that is shared by Carvaka as well (p.241).
The organism, however, is a material aggregate endowed with life
(prdpa), which is not the activity of an organ in particular, but
is recognized to be the total function of the body.

As Sinha points out, although both the motor and sensory organs
are dependent on prana, '"in order to perform their respective functions,
'prana", in any case, differs from the sense organs (indriya) is not
being an instrument, and consequently, is not in a position to interact
with physical phenomena as its objects (vigaya)." (p. 241).

14The catustaya-factor (3tman-manas-indriyani-arthani) is not
mentioned in Nyaya EU%ras 1.1.4 (Mndriyarthasannikarsoipannam...
ratyaksam").  According to Vatsydyana this sutra is not a complete
escription of perception but only mentions the most significant factors;
cf. Nayaya-stUtra with Vatsydyana's Bhasya, trans. Mrinalkanti Gangopadhyaya
with intr. by Debinprasad Chattopadhyaya (Calcutta: Indian Studies, 1982),
pp. 24-26. . According to Randle, the sUtrakara had obviously not
systematized manas as one of the four factors; cf. H.N. Randle, Indian
Logic in the Farly Schools (Oxford: The Clarendon Press,1930),

P67

15Mor‘eover, the Naiyayikas cannot attribute "dharma" etc. (i.e. the
dispositional qualities) to the soul, as this would attribute insentience
(jadatva) and mutability (avikaritva) to the soul. Dispositional
quallfles entail change through their refining activities and lasting
impressions.

16Aghora giva glosses "saksat sadhanam" with saksat karapam';
buddhi is not an 3tmagupa but a "saksat sadhanam', i.e. 'karana.

17For example, cf. Samkhya Siitras 3.58 and 6.40; prakrti is
"pumartham’.

18A similar analogy concerning the king, soldiers and the victory
is found in the Yogabhdasya. "The victory or defeat carried out by the
soldiers is attributed to the king in the same manner as bondage and
r elease are attributed to the soul, although they are carried out in
and by the buddhi:* The Bhoktr (soul) experiences the fruit of the re-
lease or bondage: bondage is of the thinking substance (buddhi) only
and is the failure to attain the purposes of the Self. Release is the
termination of the purposes of the self." cf. The Yoga System of Patanjali -
trans. James Haughton Woods (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1977), p. 11%.

19One may question the gaivite postulation of "bhoga" as the
intermediary link between the soul and the activities of the mental
faculties. It is clear in Vatsyayana, for example, that the cognitive
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and dispositional activities take place on the level of the ,gupa"
and not in the soul itself.

20 . S .= . —
In this respect, Saivism is in agreement with %%mkhya Karika,

v.37 wherein buddhi is described as the sadhana of all The "bhoga )
T guddhin.

of the guruga (Sarvam pratyupabhogam yasmat purusasya sadhayati
Vacaspati Misra, in his commentary on this verse, completely severs any
ontological link between the bhoktr-bhoga-bhogya triad. He states that
since the 'purusartha' is the only motivating factor (prayojikatva) of
the functioning of all the instruments, the most important (pradhapa)

is the one which is "the direct means of accomplishment (s3ksatsadhana)"
-- i.e. the buddhi, just as the king's chief minister in the collection
of taxes. Cf. Tattva-KaumudT, trans. Ganganatha Jha (Bombay: Tookaram
Tatya, 1896), p. 78.
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Chapter IV
THE SPECIFIC INTERNAL ORGANS: MANAS, BUDDHI AND AHAMKKRA

1. The Concept of Manas

The Sanskrit term ,"manas"1 is etymologically cognate with the
English term "mind". Generally speaking, in the oldest literature such
as the Vedas, "manas" is held to be the principle of sentiency. Through-
out the Upanisads "manas" stands for the "mind" in general; "manas"
also takes on mythic proportions, as Deussen points out:2
Originally manas had a more general meaning, and in its indefinite
character corresponded nearly to our "disposition", "feeling",
"heart", "spirit". As such manas represents not infrequently the
spiritual principle in general, and becomes sometim2s a name for
the first principle of things, Brahman or the Atman.
With the rise of the philosophical schools manas generally comes
to signify an inner faculty or "organ"; not all of the schools consider
P
manas a '"separate" organ.3 Sapkara, for instance, recognizes that the
"internal organ" (antahkarana) is called by different names in different

places in the Upanisads, such as manas, buddhi, vijfiana and cit; in

other places, he says, the internal organ is just subdivided into manas

and buddhi, the former describing a doubting activity (sam§éxa) and the

Yu?

/
latter an ascertaining activity (niécaxa Sankara himself does not

specifically establish the separate functions of a buddhi or manas but

merely wishes to establish the existence of an internal organ respons-
ible for the various mental activities, i.e., an intermal organ that acts as the

controlling factor over the "flow", so to speak, of perceptions, both
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5

apperceptive and external.” Moreover, in the formal definition of the

act of perception the author of the Nydaya Sutras does not include "manas"

as a factor in the perceptual act nor does it appear in the listing of

6 With those schools that accept manas as a separate

the sense organs.
factor responsible for empirical consciousness, manas is often assigned
the role of regulating the flow of perceptual activity at the level of

its genesis, as is the case in the Bhoga Karika.

Sadyojyoti only devotes one verse to manas (BK, v. 32), qualify-
ing it by three characteristics: it urges the senses into action,7
causes volitional activity and functions rapidly. Aghora giva explains
these three functions in greater detail. The rapid activity of the manas
describes its ontological role in the genesis of perceptual activity.

Even though the soul is in itself omniscient, states Aghora éiva, it

cannot experience objects perceptually in a simultaneous manner; what
appears as an experience in which we are aware of different perceptions--
i.e.,seeing and smelling one thing at the same time 1is in fact an ex-
perience generated from two separate perceptions occuring in quick
succession. A unified perceptual experience based on all five sense

organs together with an apperception is in fact a collection of temporally
discrete perceptual events. Aghora éiva provides an analogy to explain this
conception of the sequentiality of perceptual experience (kramikajnana):
a needle piercing a large quantity of compactly stacked lotus leaves

appears as if it pierces each of the leaves simultaneously when in fact

it pierces each leaf separately. Another common analogy, although from a

Buddhist source, is based on the expzrience of a dance per‘formance:8
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Under such conditions as the witnessing of the dancing girl,
we find that each single sensation, even though intervened by
five other sensations, appears to be close to, and unseparated
from, the other; for instance, at the same time that one sees
the girl dancing, he also hears the song and its accompaniments,
goes on tasting the camphor and other spices, smells the sweet
fragrance of flowers placed before the nostrils, touches the
air proceeding from the fans and thinks of making presents of
- clothes and ornaments.
Manas 1is also said to have the function of prompting
/
(pravartaka) particular sense organs into activity; although Aghora Siva
is not specific concerning the relation between the '"quick action" of the
manas and its role as "the promptor" of the sense organs, one may assume
that the former function actually qualifies the latter, i. e. manas
prompts the particular sense organs into action in a rapidly sequential
fashion. As well, when Sadyojyoti describes the third characteristic of
manas as "the cause of volitional activity" (icch3@hetutva), the fact of
the rapid activity of the manas applies here as well. According to
/
Aghora Siva, manas has the twofold directedness of superintending over
the activities of the external (i.e.,sense) organs as well as supertend-
ing over the apperceptive activities. As the cause of volitional activi-

ty(iccha) manas is referred to as the cause of the "attention"

(avadhang or "intention" (samkalpa) involved in apperceptive acts.
Although it is only reasonable to consider the "rapid activity"
of manas as qualifying its involvement in both the external senses and
apperceptive conditions, the exact nature of the manas is not exactly
spelled out by either Sadyojyoti or Aghora §iva. Aghora §&va quotes the

Mrgendra Kgama which describes the manas in very similar terms as does

the Bhoga Karikd, i.e. that manas is the instigator of the senses, acts
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rapidly and is involved in intentional activity (devapravartakam

§3ghnac§ri samkalpadharmi gg);g Aghora §iva interprets this in the

sense that the manas is the superintending or controlling factor in-

volved in both external and internal perceptual acts. The Matahga
Eggmg)which Aghora $iva also quotes, states that manas is twofold as it
both superintends over the sense organs as well as "interiorizes" the sense
organs through intentional activity. The question concerning the basic
function of the manas is important since "volition" (iccha) is considered
to be the specific function of manas, as Sadyojyoti refers to volition,

effort and cognition as the three specific functions of manas, ego and

buddhi. If'volition" is the specific function of manas, then "rapid
activity" and'instigator of the sense organs" qualify the volitional
character of manas, which appears to be the most logical manner of interp-
reting the three functions. Ontologically, manas operates in a

manner that establishes a sequential order (kramika) in cognitive acts;
epistemologically, manas focuses through intentional activity (avadhana
qua "iccha") on which sense or apperceptive event will be engaged. The

Tattva Prakééa appears to hold this view that the volitional activity is

the central function of manas. The difficulty in viewing iccha as the
specific function of manas appears to be the exact nature of this iccha,
the wilful activity of choosing this or that perception or apperception.10
Another topic discussed by those doctrines that accept manas as a
separate organ concerns the "size or "magnitude" of manas, although
neither Sadyojyoti nor Aghora Siva discusses this point. The g%ivite

holds that manas has unlimited magnitude (vibhutva). To the objection
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that if manas manifests things sequentially it must be of a limited
magnitude (aputva), the §aivite responds that all limitation with respect
to manas is due to the obfuscation of external factors ultimately caused

by karmic influences.11

2. The Three Functions of the Ego

The ego (ahamkara) is perhaps the most significant aspect of the
process whereby bhoga is brought about; although the buddhi is the
locus wherein all the activities of the cognitive faculties of the
internal organ come to function synthetically, the ego as the principle
of individuation is ihe point at which the false identification of the
soul with the contents of the internal organ actually takes place. It is
the ego . that attaches a sense of legitamacy, authority and importance to

the modifications of the buddhi. Buddhi is simply the ascertainment of

external objects and internal cognitions; the ego "individualizes' this

ascertainment and attaches a ‘"personal” reality to it, thus creating the

s

conception that the internal organ is itself the principle of conscious-
ness. Soteriologically considered, the ego is indeed the most important

factor of the triadically constituted internal organ.

Sadyoyjoti subdivides the ego into three functions constitut-

ing two branches:12

ARAMRARA
(The Ego Principle)
T

(vrtti) (janakatva)
-
T —

Prompts tﬁg

Bin. fArArne

Source of I Generates the

Can A~rAan~crandt s Aarm 1 Avuaws Tadbdizn o
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These three functions correspond to the physiological, psychological
and ontological dimensions of the ego. Physiologically the ego
constitutes the vital functions of the body through the biological
instigation of the five vital airs (prana etc.); psychologically it is
the source of the conception (pratyaya) of the notion of "I" affixed to
cognitive acts; and ontologically it is the source or cause of all the
lower tattvas inclusive of manas, the sense and motor organs, and the
gross and subtle elements. Again, as in his treatment of manas,
Sadyojyoti does not specifically describe the relation between these
three subdivisions of the ego; although he does claim that the specific
function of the ego is physiological, i.e. the prompting of the bio-forces,
which may indicate that this aspect of the ego has a priority over the
other two functions in a temporal and constitutive sense.

As the cause of the lower tattvas the ego is sub-divided into

three branches according to the preponderance of one of the three gunas:

r_..; TAIJASA I_._ — — - - Sense organs and Manas

1 (Sattvika)

|

I —-—

[ AHAHKARA | — — + = VAIKARIKA | - — — — — - Motor Organs

, (Rajasa)

I

|_ s|BHUTADT | _ _ _ _ _ Subtle Elements
(Tamasa)

This classification of the ontological aspect of the ego is not
identical with the more well known classification given in the Samkhya
Karikd, according to which the Sattvika aspect is termed vaikarika and

the rajasa aspect taijasa; as well, in the Samkhya Karika both the




sattvika and t@masa aspects are said to arise on account of the

rajasa aspect (taijasa vibhaya), ~hich itself.hasno specific creative

function such as the creation of the "active" motor organs. The sattvika

aspect is said to be the source of the eleven organs, i.e. manas and the

13

sense and motor organs. The classification found in the Bhoga Karika

U
is also not identical with classifications found in other Saivite works

dealing with the tattvas. The Tattva Prakiéa, for instance, states that

the Taijasa aspect gives rise to manas, vaikarika gives rise to the senses

interprets this classification in a manner consistent with the Bhoga

and the bhutadi gives rise to the subtle elements. Aghora §iva

5§115§;15 éeruméra, however, alters the gunic constitution of the
taijasa and vaikarika aspects and assigns a different function to them:
vaikarika is said to be sattvika and gives rise to the motor and sense
organs; taijasa is said to be rajasa and is the cause of manas; and
bhutadi remains as tdmasa which,is the cause of the subtle elements.

The argument employed to prove that the various "results" -- i.e.,
the lower tattvas -- are in fact ontologically generated from the ego is
based on the principle that "an effect is seen to act in conformity with
its cause." In the case of the ego the gunic traits constituting it
are considered to be the causative elements contributing to the ontolog-
ical "status" of the "effects". Hence, since the sense organs and manas
are of an illuminating nature they must be derived from that aspect of the
ego which is of an illuminating nature, i.e. sattva. The motor organs
are active and are therefore inferred to be derived from the "active",

rajasic, aspect of the ego. The subtle elements are inferred to be

69
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derived from the "dark® or "obscuratioral”, i.e. tamasic, aspect of the

ego by process of elimination.16

Although this type of inference from the establishment of the
ontological status of the effect to the establishment of the status of
the cause is sufficient to establish that the sense organs, for example,
are derived from an illuminating, i.e. sattvic cause, it is not sufficient
to explain why these three different causes are necessarily co-existent
as one cause, the ego. Although this problem is not directly taken up
by either Sadyojyoti or Aghora éiva,it is obliquely addressed when
Sadyjojyoti states in verse 41 that karma is responsible for delegating
the restrictive scopes of the various sense organs, all of which are
derived from the ego and are therefore considered to behéf "one" nature.
The principle appealed to in establishing the gunic traits shared by the
organs, manas and elements, on the one hand, and the ego on the other,
cannot be used to explain why certain sense organs are restricted to

certain spheres of sensation. There is nothing in the ego to provide a

rationak forthe restrittiveness of the sanses; hence,Sadyojyoti

appeals to the notion of karma, the ontological raison d'Etre of the way

"things are". If Sadyojyoti were puéhed to explain why the three
gu?ically different "causes' of the lower tattvas are unified in the
ego-tattva, the answer would no doubt point to karma, as there appears to be
nothing in the nature of the ego itself that can explain its particular
ontological constitution as having three separate "aspects" each of which
contains a certain preponderance of one of the gunas.

A similar problem plagues the Sémkhya conception of the ego;
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at the stage of creation beginning with the ego there is a change in
“the manner of evolution from what Van Buitenen has described as a change

from a 'vertical" pattern to a "horizontal one.17 The tattvas, prior to

the ego, evolve in a vertical evolution, each tattva proceeding from the
former; however, beginning with the ego-'"this pattern is abandoned: its
evolution becomes a r‘amification,."18 Van Buitenen suggests that this
emphasis on the ego as the focal point of a separate kind of creation

has its source in the early creation myths as stated, for example, in
the Brahmanas and Upanisads, wherein the process of creation is set

u19 and the original sense

20

going when anoriginal being cries out "I am
of the term 'ahap-kara", i.e.,"self-maker", is most evident; the

Brhadara nyaka Upanisad describes this process:

The self was here alone in the beginning in the form of a man.

He looked around and saw nothing but himself: and he cried

out at the geginning: "Here I am." That is how the name "I"

came to be.21

Madeleine Biardeau takes this cosmogonic function of the ego as

found in the Upanisads in a sociological sense and argues that it
reflects the general sense of conflict within "Brahmanical religion"
between two different levels of religious thought and life; the more
individualistic, renunciatory and "yogic" ideal as opposed to the group-

based, sacrificial religion.22

“"Ahamkara" figures in the Upanisads,
she argues, whenever the yogic states of meditational discipline are
described;23 however, as one of the "levels" of the yogic states the
ego is transferred from a psychological principle to a cosmogonic one,
taking on mythic proportions in order to be a more "popular" medium

for sectarian beliefs.
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Although neither Van Buitenen's nor Biardeau's account of the
ego in the tattvic doctrine actually answers the question concerning

the reason the creation of all the tattvas below the ego have directly

evolved from the ego, their speculations, in any case, point out the
fact that the description of the ontological functions of the ego may
be a result of an understanding of the ego which was first established
outside of the framework of the tattvic doctrine.

The physiological aspect of the ego is described as "saprambha',
a term which has the three basic senses of ''seizing", "being empassioned'

24

7/
and "self-conceit."™" Aghora Siva describes it as that which "instigates'

(pravartakatva) the five-fold activities of véxu, i.e. the five vital

functions of the physical body.25 'Samrambha" is said to be the instigating
principle of the five vital fﬁnctions of the body "for the sake of keeping
it alive (jIvana)". This physiological function of the ego is the source
of "the will to live" as well as "the principle of life" within the

soul's embodiment in a physical body; as it describes the self-assertion
characteristic of the condition of physical embodiment governed by a
conception of selfhood, it seems more appropriate to identify this
function With the ego than with other cognitive faculties, as is done,

for example, by Praé%stapéda,who identifies it with the Manas, or

Tévara Kr;ga’who identifies it with the common function (Sémihx -

karana-vrtti) of the internal organ.

As the principle of psychological individuation the ego is said
to have two functions: one concerns the purely psychological attitude of
"self-pride" or arrogance' (garva) which involves the "erroneous self-

projection" whereby the empirical ego is itself taken for the soul,27
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and the other concerns the more a priori aspect of cognizing the "I"

as the inseparable component of every cognition. The cognition or
ascertainment (adhyavasaya) of the "I" is considered to be a radically
different kind of cognition than that assigned to the buddhi. The
difference between the two kinds of cognition is based on the nature of
the object; the "object'" of the ego's ascertainment is an object that al-
ways remains the same (ekarupa) while the object of the buddhi is always
different (bhinnarupa). As well, in the case of the ego the object of
the cognition is the subject, the one who does the grasping (grahaka),
while in the case of the ascertainment carried out by the buddhi, the object
is of the nature of that which is grasped (grahya). In short, although the
buddhi, and the ego both carry on an activity of ascertainment, the "effect"

(karya) is different in both cases.28

3. The Conflict with the Naiyayikas Over the Ontological Function of
the Ego
/7
The Naiyayikas criticize the Saivite view that the ego can have

the specific ontological function of being the cause of the sense organs

(ahamk@rendriyavada); the Naiyayikas rather claim that the sense organs

are products of the material elements (bhautikendriyavada). Sadyojyoti

first voices the Naiyayikas' major criticism of construing the ego as the
cause of the sense organs; coming from one single cause the five sense
organs ought to be of the same nature: if they are of the same nature,
it becomes impossible for the various sense organs to have different
'scopes or respective spheres of objects. As.Aghora §iva points out,

the Naiydyikas put forth this criticism since they hold the view that
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each particular sense organ is related to one specific sphere of objects:
the ear is limited to sound, the eye to colour etc. The sense organs,
maintains the Naiyayikas, have this restrictiveness because the gross
objects,which are the cause of the sense organs, possess the respective
qualities apprehendable by the respective sense organs. Sadyojyoti
criticizes this view on two accounts. Sadyjojyoti's first criticism is
based on the fact that the sense organs respective restrictiveness

(visayaniyama) cannot be reduced to a restrictiveness based on the

material elements putatively thought to constitute the senses (prakrtiniyama).

The Naiydyikas conception of a one-to-one correspondence between each sense
organ and the quality of its respective material cause is false according

to the §aivite, as all the senses are not related to one sphere of

material objects; the sense of touch, for example, grasps four spheres of
material objects. The Nyaya response to this criticism concerning the one-
to-one correspondence of the sense organ to its physical cause would be

that the material substances themselves become mixed together and as a result
the different sense organs perceive their respective objects in spheres:of
perception not materially connected to that sense organ. For example,
whenever water smells, it means that the earth and water elements have

29 In fact, this same argument based on the idea of a

become mixed up.
one-to-one correspondence between the senses and their objects can be
used to criticize the éaiva view that all the sense organs stem from
one cause, the ego, andhence should be of one nature with one respective

scope of objects.30

Aghora §iva's reply is based on an appeal to the basic principle

of the satkaryavada: the ego is "transformed" into the senses in such a
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manner that the senses become separate products in the same manner as
sugar is transformed into the various products, such as candy, sweet
drinks, etc. As has already been pointed out, Sadyojyoti ultimately
appeals to the notion of_karma as the determining factor in the restric-
tion of the senses to their objects; he further argues that the
Naiyayikas as well appeal to such a notion as is demonstrated by their
explanation of the relation between the sense organ and the element
§5§§g, ether. .Egéég is considered to be "ubiquitous" and of one nature;
it can not be the cause of the sense organ of hearing as this would contra-
dict the ubiquity and eternality of Eggég. According to the Naiyayikas
the organ of hearing is described as a certain part of the §5§é§

/
31 But, as Aghora Siva further elucidates,

circumscribed by the ear cavity.
there is no reason that the circumscribed part of the body could not also
be "the mouth", for example. Hence, in spite of maintaining that the
sense organs are constituted by their respective substances which act-as
the niyamaka-factor, the Naiyayikas ultimately appeal to karma to explain

the rationale behind this restrictiveness, as is most evident with the

sense of hear‘ing.32

The second criticism against the bhautikendriyavdada brought forth

by Sadyojyoti strikes more at the heart of the Naiyayikas methodological
first principles, the "categories" (Eadé'rtha).33 The "categories" would

become impossible to "sense" given the restrictiveness of the scope of

the sense organs to the material elements.34 In any way that the visaya-
niyama of the sense organs is tied to a "prakrti-niyama" one is
u35

A
faced with fan endless repetition of troubles., Although Aghora Siva

does not deal with such '"repetitious troubles", the Nyﬁya?Vai§e§ika authors
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certainly have addressed this problem. The "categories" can be per-

36

ceived as universals (jS%i). For ezample, the category "movement"

(karma) is perceived insofar as it is perceived as a universal concomit-

ant in the perception of moving things; the technical term for such a

37

perpetual contact (samnikarsa) is samyukta-samaveta-samavaya". Even

the category of “inherence" (samavaya),which is claimed to be impercep-
tible and only open to inference,does not exist in the substances in the
same way as universals, etc. and the other categor‘ies.38 "Inherence" is
inferred from the idea that "this is in that", i.e.,this 'subsists' in
that with respect to the relation between the five othér categories.
érfﬂhara explains the Naiyayika position: "Thus then, inherence should
be regarded as that whereby is brought about the coherence of distinct

u39 However, to over-

substances, and serves to set aside independence.
come the problem enunciated by the éaivites, for example, §rfahara

adds that "inherence'" nevertheless is still related to sensuous percep-
tion insofar as it is related to the other categories which are more
directly open to sense perception.

In choosing the traditional éaivite polemics against the Naiyayikas
to defend the ontological function of the ego in creating the lower
tattvas, Sadyojyoti has chosen the most vocal critic of the tattvic
understanding of the ego, especially where the generation of the sense
organs is concerned. The Naiyadyikas do not attribute a separate onto-
logical status to the ego; the ego is not listed among the aggregates of
experience which constitute the twelve "knowables". Vatsyayana, for
instance, simply considers "self-identity", i.e. "aham" to be a "quality"

of the self; in his commentary on the Myaya SUtra 3.1.1. Vatsyayana
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identifies the self (&tman) with the subject who wuses "aham" 1in the
various perceptions of things through a process of recognition

(pratyabhijﬁé).4o Egohood is simply the act of recognition which

takes place in the soul; recognition, in turn, is simply a form of
"smrti’ memory, which is itself one of the species of cognition, jﬁén s

a "quality" of the soul.

4. Cognition (Bodha) Understood as the Essential Modification (Vrtti)
' of the Buddhi

The buddhi is certainly the main organ'of the "internal organ"

(antahkarana).41 When Sadyojyoti describes the essential characteristic:

_of bhoga as the "buddhivrtti - anuraijana" it is clear that buddhi is
understood as the essential representative of empirical consciousness;
the "internal organ' is only obliquely assigned this role. In one sense,

one could say that manas and ahamkara are subsidiary aspects of buddhi

and that buddhi is itself the internal organ, as both manas and ahamkara

qualify the type of "cognition" the buddhi presents to the soul.

The buddhi is first and foremost of an unconscious nature (acit)
and is only the locus in which the empirical consciousness of the soul
comes to be manifested. The buddhi is inferred through “cognition”
(bodha) as its modification (vytti). While the sense organs carry out a
"manifesting activity" concerned with "external objects", which is
specifically described as "sensation" (@locana) (BK, v.25B), the buddhi
carries out the type of "manifesting activity" described as "ascertain-
ment" (adhyavasaya), such as is demonstrated in the cognition "this is

43

a pot." In fact, this "ascertainment" is the more specific definition

of "cognition" (bodha). Cognition is in turn subdivided into three types:
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understanding (jnana), imagination (klrpti) and memory (§m;§1).44
This triadic cognition is further qualified by certain "dispositions"
(bhava)and "conceptions'(pratyaya),which are to be discussed in detail
in the sequel.

As a modification of the "organ" buddhi, cognition is described
as a distinct type of manifestation that is in principle different from
the type of manifesting carried out by the sense organs,as it is consider-
ed to be the "ground" (bhtimitva) and "locus" (Eérzatva) for the manifesta-
tion of the '"cognition" -- i.e.,empirical consciousness -- of the soul

(pumbhodavyaktibhﬁmitva);45A it is called "bodha" in opposition to

“3locand" since it is directed internally (towards the soul) whereas
alocana is directed externally (towards objects). The cognition of the
buddhi serves a mediating role between the soul and the buddhi; on the one

hand, cognition is ascribed to the buddhi (buddhibodha) while on the other

hand it is ascribed to the soul (Eumbodha).46 At face value this appears
contradictory: technically the buddhi and,by implication,the buddhi-bodha
are both unconscious and A "objects of enjoyment" (bhogya) for the soul;
since the soul is neither unconscious nor an object of enjoyment,it

cannot be qualified by something possessing these attributes. In order to -
avoid this contradiction Aghora éiva more narrowly defines these two types
of"cognition". The cognition which belongs to the buddhi is, as has been
mentioned, of the nature of Pascertainment?47 This cognition is trans-
itory; it arises and perishes and is not considered an innate property of
the soul. The cognition which belongs to the soul is indeed considered

to be an innate property (svabhava) of the soul; in this case, however,
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it does not appear as '"ascertainment" (adhyavasaya) but rather as the
discerner (grdhaka), the one who grasps the ascertainment. Very similar
terminology is employed to describe the twofold nature of cognition

(bodha) in the Pauskara Kgama.48 The Agama begins by describing the

basic role of the buddhi as "that which ascertains the object (visaya-

adhyavasayin).The cognition (bodha) which arises on account of this ascer-

tainment is described as being twofoid; one aspect is the ascertainment

itself (visaya-adhyavasaka) and'belongs to buddhi " ‘while the other

aspect is the apprehension (vyavasaya-atmaka) of this ascertainment and
49 '

belongs to the soul. As the form of consciousness which "grasps" and
"discerns" the determination of the buddhi the soul is simply caught in an
empirical condition in which its original powers of consciousness and

activity are obfuscated

5. Introduction to the Doctrine of the Eight Dispositions (Bhava) and
Four Conceptions (Pratyaya)

The soteriological analysis of the buddhi rests with the doctrine
of the eight "dispositions" or ,bhEva. Sadyojyoti, like the author of the
Samkhya Karika, does not describe the eight dispositions of the buddhi

in terms of their specific varieties but rather in terms of the general
influence they have as contributory factors in the soteriological
development of the soul. However, in certain Kgamas such as the Matahga

Paramaresvara Kgama and the Pausakara Kgama we do find specific details

concerning the exact enumerations of the dispositional varieties, although

there appears to be very little agreement among the various authors concerning

the details of the enumeration.50
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The classification of the different configurations of Disposi-
tions into the well known distinctions of souls into "samsiddhika"
'vainayika'", and 'prakrta" is described by Sadyojyoti in such a manner
that these three distinctions are themselves Dispositions or extensions
of the Dispositions, as he refers to both the Dispositions and their triadic
classification as "bhava"(specifically 'rupa").In this case the emphasis is
on the type of soteriological Dispositions the various sﬁmsaric souls have.
Altheugh for the Sﬁmkhya these three types circumscribe the various
types of souls, for the éaivite the triadic classification merely applies
to the lowest soteriologically developed soul, the Sakala" soul.

The eight Dispositions are said to be the '"cause' of the four
‘'conceptions" (pratyaya). Although the various éaivite authors do not
appear to find the relation between the doctrine of the eight Dispositions
and four Conceptions problematic, viewing the Conceptions as more developed
forms of the Dispositions, modern scholars are at a loss to find a log-
ical consistency between the two doctrines. Upon examination of the
two doctrines in the Sﬁmkhya, Keith claims that it is a "hopeless" task
to try and reconcile the two doctrines as they are too identical to be

considered '"radically differ‘entf'.52

Keith argues that they cannot
represent two different views which developed in different ways, as they

are introduced in the text of the Samkhya Karika without any indication

as to their relationship -- resulting in the misleading idea, argues

Keith, that they are concerned with the same thing. Keith therefore

ud3

concludes that the "pratyayasarga is a later interpolation into the

text. In our discussion of the Conceptions a more detailed account of
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the relation between the two doctrines as understood by Aghora éiva and
other éaivite authors will be examined with Keith's critical observations
in mind.

Concerning the relationship between SEpkhya and Séivism over the
doctrine of the Conceptions it is interesting to note that Narayana Kantha

in his commentary on the section of the Mrgendra Kgama which enumerates

the Conceptions, expresses no qualms in citing the enumeration of the

Conceptions given in the Samkhya Karika as authoritative.s4 However,

Aghora §iva, in his commentary on Narayana Kantha, argues that the enumera-

tion given by Néréyané is actually a statement concerning one

of the false ways of construing the Conceptions "according to the other
u55

»

systems. Although a comparison of the éaivite and the Sémkhya doctrine

of the Conceptions clearly indicates that there is much agreement between
the two doctrines and that Aghora éiva is obviously over-zealous in his
denial of such an agreement, there is one very important difference be-
tween the two doctrines. For SEmkhya the Conception "Attainment"
(siddhi) is considered to be the model of soteriological perfection for
the aspirant, i.e. the discernment of "the manifest, unmanifest and
consciousness."56 “Attainment" is in fact "moska" for the Samkhya,

which is not the case for the éaivite. Although we find the same

description of "Attainment" in the Bhoga Karika Vrtti as is given in

the Samkhya Karika it must be remembered that this Attainment only

pertains to the soul at the level of the "sakala", i.e. at the level
where perfection is reached in the sphere of maya -- full Attainment can
Aonly be reached once the spheres of mala and karma no longer influence

the soul.
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7he relation between the three gupas and the eight Dispositions
appears more direct than it appears elsewhere in the description of the

tattvas below the gupas. The "gunas' are"manifested" in psychic form

57

as sukha, dubkha and moha. In their constitutive-genetic activity the

gunas function through the manifested character of the Dispositions.

In this psychological manner the gunas affect both "cognition" and the
"objects" of cognition, both the subjective, procreative aspect of the
buddhi as well as the manifested evolution of the buddhi into lower tattvas.

As the author of the éata Ratna Ullekha claims,

experience is related to the gunas in a twofold sense, both immediately

and mediately: sukha, duhkha and moha, he says, are immediate instantia-

tions of the gunas while the five spheres of objects relating to the

58

senses are "mediate" instantiations. In an attempt to trace the

historical development of the relation between the bhavas and gunas,

E.H. Johnston maintains that the "oldest accounts of this relation are
found in the ééntigarvan section of the Mahdabharata; he argues that the
activities of "psychical, moral qualities" are the original function of
the three gggg_.sg Van Buitenen, claiming to have more correctly 're-
constituted" a variety of sections and readings from the Mahabharata,
claims that the Qﬂéxgg are indeed found in connection with such "sensa-

tions, qualities and conditions" as are indicative of psychical, moral

60

qualities. However, and even more significantly, he claims there is

a second sense of the notion of bhava as a "form of being, cosmic phase

ub1

evolved under the influence of a guna. On this account, bhava is not

62

identical with the guna but a result of it; over time, however, the
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bhavas take on an independent psychical status of their own: 'at
exactly the same moment when we watch the evolutionary gupa-influenced
bhavas disappear, we see the 'psychical' bhavas appear‘.."63

It is wrong to think that the doctrine of the eight Dispositions
and four Conceptions is only held by those who espouse the tattvic
doctrine, such as Samkhya and Saivism. Prasastapada, for instance,
alludes to the doctrine of the eight Dispositions in his account of the
periodic creation and destruction of the world. In the creation of the
gods and mortals during the stage of creation,Méheé@ara employs the
services of Brahma who is said to be possessed of a high degree of the

64

"good" Dispositions jfana, vairagya and aifvarya. As his final act of

creation Brahma is said by Praéastapﬁda to connect both the gods and

mortals with the Dispositions of dharma, jﬁSna, vairagya and aiéVarya

according to their respectiveimpressured potentialities (sr§ty5§ay5hurﬁpa).

As well, sukha is said to be aided by the Agency of'"dharmadi" while

duhkha is aided by f'adharm'a'di".65 Finally, Praéastapéda describes moksa

as that which involves "dharma, jnana and vair"a'gya.,"66

6. Dispositions (Bhava)

Among the host of meanings that the term "bhava" has, all relat-

ing back to "being" or "state of being", "bhava" has the meaning of

disposition or inclination, specifically referring to emotional states.67

In the Sanskrit works on aesthetics (alamk3ra$3stra), “"bhdva" is closely
68

b4

related to "rasa' the sentiment, mood or emotional consciousness
produced by the various elements in an aesthetic work. The "bhavas" are

said to create the "rasa" (evam bhavd bhivayanti rasan).®? The bhavas,
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as A. K. Warder points out:70

From the Natya Sastra's account of the method used by actors to
produce rasa 1n an audience, we see that the object of this
perception is the bhdva-s, the states of mind or emotions, of
the characters in The play as they participate in its action.
These emotions are for the most part invisible and are under-
stood to be present only through the representation by the
actors of their causes and effects.

The eight bhavas as described by Aghora éiva perform a very
similar role as those described by Warder. The eightfold bhavas are
said to exist "in the buddhi" in a pre-conscious, motivational sense as
"vasanas" or "samskaras!,'impressions" left by previous acts and thoughts
whose soteriological import influences future acts. The "cognition" of
the buddhi comes to be 'manifested" through the latent influences of the
bhavas; the bhavas represent the most basic "level" of buddhi-based
consciousness.71 As a more developed "modification of maya, the three
gunas ‘appear” (udbhutatva) in the form of the bhavas through moha,

duhkha and sukha; the auxilliary cause (sahakarin) is said to be karma

(BK, v. 55).

The eight bhavas are schematically represented as follows:72
DHARMA (Merit -=----—-emmmmmmmeeeeee ADHARMA (Demerit)
JNANA (Knowledge) =--=--====-m=mcmmaeuun AJNANA (Ignorance)
VAIRAGYA (Nom-attachment) =------------ AVAIRAGYA (Attachment)
7
AI§VARYA (Lordly Powers) ====--=e-a--- ANAISVARYA (Powerlessness)

In a most mundane sense the four bhavas in the left hand column
represent the '"good" dispositions while the four in the right hand column
represent the "bad" dispositions. The four that have a positive

soteriological influence are all said to be of a sattvic orgin;while

of the four that have a negative influence, adharma, ajnana and anai§Varya
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have a tamasic origin while avairagya has a rajasic origin.
Jnana has for its sphere {gocara) five things: the three gunas,
prakrti and the soul (paficadha jnanam buddhyatmakam yattad

gunévxakténtagocara).73 This jﬁéha.is said to be the cause of the Con-

]
ception "Attainment" (siddhi); however, as Aghora Siva points out in

his commentary on the Mrgendra ibama Vrtti, this jﬁéha which is the cause

of "attainment" does not constitute the higher state of release (paramoksa),

as this can only come about through "initiation" (di§5).74 Ajfana is
75 i)

“obscurity" (tamas) is that jnana whereby there is the postulation of the

fivefold and is the cause of the Conception "viparyaya", error:

soul in that which is not the soul; '"obscurity" is tenfold according
to how the tattvas from the earth to prakrti are viewed, ii) "delusion"
(moha) is the self-interested fixation with the accomplishment of yogic

powers (animadisu labdhesu paratvapratipattitah...mohah); this delusion
d,76

is eightfold in that the yogic powers are eightfol iii) "extreme
delusion" (mahamoha) is the self-interested fixation with sensual ex-
perience; iv) "darkness" (tamisra) is the suffering (tapas), which results
when one is afflicted by both ‘'delusion" and "extreme delusionﬂ)which is
due either because of a defect in the means of mundane experience or be-

cause of the loss of yogic attainments; and v) "utter darkness"

(andhatamisra) one's sensual experience and yogic powers are experienced

by someone else.

77

Dharma””’ is twofold: Pyama“)i.e.)the abstaining from acts not

78

prescribed by the authoritative texts’~ and "niyama", i.e.,the engaging

in the prescribed acts as established in the authoritative texts. Both
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“yama" and "niyama" have five subdivisions: '"yama" includes non-injury
(ahimsa), truthfulness (satya), non-stealing (asteya), continence

(brahmacarya)and non-wickedness (akalkana); “niyama" is non-anger (akroda),

service to the guru (§u§rﬁs€), purity (éauca), contentment (santosa)
and straight-forwardness (Erjava).
"Aidvarya" is eightfold, three relating to the body and five re-

79 The three which are established on account of the

lating to the mind.
body are "anima", the ability to exist in a subtle form which is sub-
atomic in magnitude, PlaghiﬁEP quick movement and ﬂmgﬂj@Ef, pervasive
existence. The five powers relating to the mind are ﬁEEéEEL"’ the attain-
ment of whatever is desired; 9gr5k5hyaﬁ, freedom of will; Pjéjj@?, giv-
ing commands to Brahma and the other gods', ﬂ!géigggf‘ “the ability to
attract and create the world"; and "garima", "the non-interference of
the enjoyments of one's activities'.

"Vairagya" is the non-attachment to the body, objects, possess-

80 and "vairagya" constitute

81

. M
ions and loved ones. "Adharma", "anaisvarya'

! -
whatever is opposed to "dharma", "aisvarya" and "avairagya'.

According to Sadyojyoti the "effects" of the eight bhavas take on
three forms which are descriptive of the souls possessed by certain

configurations of the bhavas: the "prakgta", vainayika" and samsiddhika".

The eight bhavas with their respective "results" are schematically

represented as follows:82
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fPRRKEI& AND VAINAYIKAS" MSAMSIDDHIKA™
BHAVAS : RESULTS: RESULTS:
DA sevussonsns Svarga, Heaven Vaéyordhvasth‘iti, Higher
Superintendance
JNANA eeeeencanns Mukti, Release 'Saddystibhrtva, Correct Uhderstanding
VairRgya..ssssses Prakrtibhava, Material Bhogasprha, ,'bhoga-desirelessness
Existence
AiéVarya ......... Avighata, Absence of Svacintitesu Avighna, Freedom
Obstacles ‘ of Will
Adharma ......... Samsrti, Worldly Life Bhoganatikrama, Inability Over-
coming Bhoga
Anaié@arya ...... Vighata, Obstacles Vighna, Obstacles
»~ .
Avairagya ....... Bandha, Bondage Bhava, Samsaric Existence
Ajiana eeeeeeen.. Adhogat, Life in Hell Nyakkrti, Disgrace

Aghora §iva quotes the Mygendra Kgama which provides a description
83

of the three types of souls influenced by these bhavas. In the order

of sotefiological perfection the samsiddhika soul is the most developed,
the prakrta the least developed and the vainayika lying somewhere between
the two. The prakrta configuration of bhavas belongs to the soul whose
understanding of things is so poor (miUrcchana) that it is only
manifested during the embodied condition; the samskEric cultivation dur-
ing this particular embodied condition is of no consequence in the next
birth (gg_dehégéya). The soul which has the vainayika configuration
cultivates the good qualities through its deeds, words and bedy by means of
'wordly experience, reflection, a religious preceptor and éistra.f The

- ’_ ,, I— .
Pauskara Agama adds that 'Sastra" means Siva-Sastras and the exercise of
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/
Saiva duties. The samsiddhika is that special soul whose good qualities
are carried through the various embodiments; this soul hasAsamskéras

that are of a special virtue" (VisSistadharmasamskdrasamuddipitacetas)

and lead, as the Paugkara Kgama points out, to a transcendent sphere and
85

" the intuition of Siva:

Those who have performed hearing (of scriptures), reasoning and
gedltatlon in a previous life, but have not had the intuition of

iva originated in them and for the sake of that have taken on
bodies, like Sukla, Vamadeva, Jadabhavata etc., and because of the
impression of ,urirterupted mediatation, they come to have the
intuition of Siva.

7. The conceptions (pratyaya)

The term "pratyaya" generally signifies a mental event such as a
cognition, experience or belief; in particular it tends to refer to a
mental event involving a settled conviction or assumption. In some
instances the 'pratyaya" can refer to the mind itself. Etymologically the
term is derived from the verb "prati-i, i.e.,prati" which is based on pratT,

meaning to "go towards" or "return" and i, meaning "to go"; the verb

q-“

‘'prati,
one hand, and "to understand or believe" on the other. The term “pratyaya"

has the two basic meanings of "return, reach and attain" on the

, -
is used by both the Saivites and Samkhya in a manner to describe a mental

event involving a more settled condition than such terms as "jﬁEna," "bodha"

and "adhyavasaya" imply. The pratyaya is the psychologically more settled
condition of the latent bhavas. The bhavas, existing in a latent form
(vasanatva ) in the buddhi,become developed into a "gross form"
(sthilarupa), taking on a more settled or fixed nature of cognitive
aclivity, and are thus designated as pratyayas, wheraby they become
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objects of experience - bhogya" for the soul. In his commentary on the

Mrgendra Kgamqyéréyapa Kantha says that “the bhavas are established as

the pratyaya because the bha\)a_s cause:-thel fixed] cognition of the unreleased

souls (...te Thhavah] samsaryanoh pratyayanat pratyay3 is;ﬁh).ﬁBG

The Mrgendra Agama describes the bhava as the material cause

(upadana) of tha pratyaya, i.e., as the cause of the

pratyaxas,87

nell, etc., these latter ars effects that exist in an "objective’,

Howaver, as the "effects! of the bhavas, such as heaven,

situational level; for example, jnana causss relzase in the sensa of
"leading to it", just as dharma causes Heaven in the sens2 of leading to
it. The pratyayas however, are /'effects” that still exist in a connect-
ed subjective sense to the vasana-condition of the bhavas, although

in a more evolved stats (prakarsavastha).

The pratyayas are of four kinds: Accomplishment" (siddhi),
"Contentment" (tusti), "Incapacity" (gég&gi) and fError"(viQarxaza).
Sadyojyoti briefly describes 2ach of these: Accomplishment is the
awakened cognition (sambuddhi) of the manifest, unmanifest and soul;
Contentment is the discernment of satisfaction when one grasps the
soul; Incapacity is the lack of effectiveness (asamarthya) in attaining
prosperity etc, and Error is the discernment of an object otherwise than

it i3. In both the Bhoga Karika and Mrgendra Kéama the pratyayas are

dascribed in a manner that highlights their gunic proportions. Aczomp-
lishment is the only pratyaya that is basically coastituted out oF the
sattvic bhavas,with only a little connection with rajas; the remaining

three are basically caused by the tamasic bhavas, adharma etc., with

Contentment and Error being constituted by a little sattva and Incapacity
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by a little raja .88 "Accomplishment" is sattvic because it is the

illuminating factor (prakEéakatva) of the vyakta, avyakta and jna; it is

rajasa because it is active (pravrtti) for the sake of illuminating the
- Y

vyakta etc. Both Narayana Kantha and Aghora Siva explain the connec-

tion of "Accomplishment" to a rajasic element as a reference to the

connection to the bhava vairﬁbya -- even though vairagya is described

as being sattvic in both the Bhoga Karika and Mygendra ﬁgama: just

avairagya is rajasic. "Contentment" is derived from the tamasic bhavas

because it is of the nature of delusion (mithyasvarupa) wherein one thinks

one is accomplished when one in fact is not; it is also slightly sattvic
because it is of the nature of pleasure (sukha). "Incapacity" is rajasic
because it is of the nature of inactivity (apravrtti) and tamasic because
it is of the nature of suffering (duhkha). "Error" is tamasic because it is
of the nature of falsity and sattvic because it is a resemblance (samanya;
SEdhErané) -- although the wrong one, it still involves some kind of
manifesting agency.

Described as the discernment of the "vyakta—avyakta-jﬁaﬂ, "Accomplish-

1
ment" in this Saivite sense immediately reminds the student of Indian

Philosophy of the second verse of the S3amkhya Kdrika according to which

the aim of the Samkhya doctrine as the threefold suppression of duhkha

is described as "vyaktavyaktajna-vijnanat", even though in the Samkhya

Karika the account of Accomplishment only plays an incidental role as the

cause of one of the eight listed Accomplishments, i.e., as the threefold

89

/
suppression of pain. The Mrgendra Agama (11.2), which Aghora Siva

quotes in his commentary on the section of the Bhoga Karika dealing with
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Accomplishment, is more exact in its description of Accomplishment. The
Eggmg states that "Accomplishment" is the consciousness (buddhi) whose

object is the soul, prakrti, etc. Aghora éiva further points out that the
soul is not dependent on the buddhi for this illumination, as the soul is

in itself an "illuminating agent". Just the vyakta and avyakta, maintains

/ -~
Aghora Siva, are discovered by the buddhi; the "jna" -- i.e. "purusa",
'pumps" etc. -- is actually discerned by the soul itself in a kind of

"self-awareness" (tadd drastoh svarupe ‘vasthanam). Although Aghora éiva

accepts that "Accomplishment" is just a form or kind of the bhava "jnana",
he nevertheless argues that this jﬁéna is directly linked to dharma. -

4?5iddhi-jﬁ§naﬁ is, so to speak, a more elevated (prakarsastha) state of

mind brought about by the purification of the buddhi to the point where
one is no longer dependent on the master's teaching -- one has a direct in-

sight into the nature of the tenfold dharma (saksatkrtadharma). Those

who do not have this direct insight must "recite mantras etc. according to
the teaching." The eight causes of Accomplishment mentioned in the Mrgendra

and identified with the eight causes given in the Samkhya Karika by

NEréyapa Kantha are, according to Aghora giva, simply the eight kinds of
1§§h§ relatind to the eight various levels of understanding "Accomplish-
ment" -- i.e. "moksa" -- according to the other systems,90 beginning with
the C3arvakas and ending with the Vedantins, respective of the tattvic
level they attain to. In short, maintains Aghora éiva, these levels are
mere levels of "Contentment', not "Accomplishment'.

Being of an illusory and pleasurable nature tusti is described by

N 4
Aghora éiva as "a satisfying discernment" (krtarthavijnana). Aghora Siva
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quotes the Mrgendra definition of Contenment,which is said to be the

assertion of the unaccomplished soul that "I am accomplished (nurakrtarthasya

krtartho 'smi)." This soteriologically false sense of feeling accomplished

is a result of the bhava "vairagya", non-attachment, which is of a lower

- . ’
order (adhasthana viéayah). In his commentary on the Mrgendra Aghora Siva

describes vairagya as the cause of the various distinctions of Content-

/ —
ment; he quotes the Srimat Parakhya Agama which describes the manner in

which the ten vairagya cause the ten kinds of Contentment:

VAIRAGYA QUA BHAVA: TUSTI QUA PRATYAYA:

1. seeing living creatures bound
10 TOMmEAL cecsitnaninssrpuinmn ceeess.aversion

2. yoking to the 3 Duhkhas: internal ......abhorence of the Duhkha of: internal

3. * O : external ...... " - ® external
4. " ol : Aivine cxswecns : : o divine
5. acquisition of wedlth .cicecnssssnssnss detachment from poésessions

B lamentation .scsssasessnssoss P ...[things] born from lamentation

Tio WOMBN 5 s5assssrsnnnsbisnsinssnen@rnasss deception

i IrPItaLION sscsnsssensunsinsnsnsnsnn ...intoxication ’

9. Cognitions .cceccececcccceccccccccances things born from Karma
10.acceptance of gifts .cocassvssasscnsunns ascetic comportment

This classification of the ten Contentments is obviously very

different from the account given in the Samkhya Kérikégo which lists the

Contentments as nine: four internal (adhyatmikatva) -- prakrti, upadana,

kala, and bhégya -- and the five external -- i.e. those that result from

the abstinence from the five sense organs. The Samkhya Karikd text it-




93

self does not give the import of these nine Contentments or the
soteriological role they play,except to say that Contentment, along with
Incapacity and Error, is a "hindrance" (ankusa) to moksa. The commenta-

tors, however, interpret the Contentments as the way the other systems

construe moksa, i.e., ‘the error of confusing purusa with prakrti" etc.
"Incapacity" is described as the inability (asamarthya) in
obtaining prosperity etc. (égggg etc.) éue to the defects in one's"organs"
' and by extension,incxe's'Tndy291 'Prosperity" is glossed by Aghora
éiva as the joy which arises from the activity of the organ of generation”

( _upasthendriyavyapara ahlada ucyate). The “etc." is extended to include

the incapacity of the eightfold yogic powers as these are considered to

arise on account of the sense organs with the body. The Mrgendra Kgama

offers a broader definition of Incapacity: "the lack of power over

existent objects (sadarthépr‘abhavis_r]uté).f_'g2 Narayana Kantha lists the

number of Incapacities at twenty-eight: eleven defects of the sense
organs and manas and seventeen which are considered to be the contrarities

of Accomplishment and Contentment; he quotes the Samkhya Kdrika (v. 49)

to justify this view. Aghora éiva, on the other hand, quotes from a
gaivite text which enumerates twenty-one Incapacities: eight incapacities
of the yogic powers (which are caused by anai§varya), the incapacity of
the body, the ten organs, manas, the ego and the buddhi.

“Error" is described as "the discernment of a thing otherwise than

5 . - P
as it is (ayathavastuvijnanam). As based on a "resemblance", error is

on some truth as it is a Pjnéna? that involves the illuminating power

of construing one thing as another thing because of some common trait
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(kimcitsamanyato 'nyatra matiranya viparyayah). Narayapa Kantha gives

the example of seeing a mirage of water in a desert to explain the element
/

of truth in "error'. Aghora Siva states that "Error! is fivefold, all

consisting of varieties of ajnana.

/
8. The Relation Between the bhavas and pratyayas according to the Saiva
Darsana and Samkhya

As has been mentioned, both Keith and Larson think that the doctrine

of pratyayas is a later interpolation into the Samkhya Karika text, given

the disharmony between the bhava and pratyaya doctrines and the lack of

any explanation of the relation between the two doctrines in the text it-
1

self. The Saivite authors, as it has been pointed out, agree with the

Mrgendra Kgama that the bhavas are the "material causes' (ugédéhéni) of

the pratyayas; the pratyaya is a result of certain collocations of dis-
positional qualities which exist in a xééggé}state, a pre-cognitive and
affective condition prior to the ' more formal instantiation in the form
of pratyayas. Moreover, the bhavas function as the material causes of

the three character types (samsiddhika etc.); this threefold distinction

is said to apply to the pratyayas as well (ﬂé, 10.-25).

The various commentators on the Samkhya Karikas each has

developed a specific terminology and interpretation to discuss the re-
- /
lation between the bhavas and pratyayas. Perhaps closest to the Saivite

position is the author of the YuktTdTEiKS who regards the pratyayasarga
93

as the final "result" (phala) of the bhavasarga. Regarding the three-

fold division of the bhavas into samsiddhika, prakrta and vaikrtika, the

- Yuktidipika discusses the various interpretions of these given by the

early Samkhya teachers. A "Pancadhikarana", for example subdivides
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the bhavas. twofoldly into prakrta, innate, and vaikrta, acquired.94~

A certain "Vindhyavasin", on the other hand, denies that there can be

any innate (prakrta), bhgvically influenced cognition; rather, Vindhyavasin
maintains that there is only the "vaikrta", even for a sage such as Kapila.95
The author of the Yuktidipika argues against the positions of Paficadhikarana

and Vindhyav@sin, by upholding the view that the Samkhya Karikd puts forth

a threefold distinction wherein Samsiddhika relates to the sage Kapila,
prakrtika to certain Gods and vaikrtika to ordinary mortals. In this respect
the author of the Yuktidfgiké agrees with Gauqapé'da,g6 although they differ
with respect to the details of their expositions. Vacaspati Miéra, on

the other hand, agrees with Pancadhikarana and maintains that the bhavas

are only twofold.97

Gauqapéda introduces the pratyayasarga by stating that the nimitta

and naimittika aspects of the bhavas are described as the causes and

effects of the bhavas, i.e.,dharma leading to heaven etc.; the concept

of the pratyayasarga describes the "atmaka" of the bhavas, as a further

subdivision of their basic eightfold constitution. Vacaspati Misra denies
" : " = : pes
that the four pratyayas are a 'collection" (samasa) of the eight bhavas)
while the fifty varieties of the pratyayas represents an individual
(vyéEa) accounting of the bhavas. Vacaspati Miéra also appears to agree

with the Samkhya Sutras in emphasizing the soteriological aspect of the
98

- = ’ =~
Bhava-Pratyaya doctrine; Vacaspati Misra says that Isvarakrsna brings

in this analysis of the Bhavas and Pratyayas for the sage who is desirous
of moksa; the further distinctions of the doctrine are important for the

sage to conduct himself to this goal.
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Clearly, the SE@khya commentators each had a particular inter-
pretation of the ontological relation between the bhavas and
pratyayas,in spite of the fact that the SK text itself does not spell
out such a relation in much detail. As well, the éaivites do not find
an incongruity or incompatibility between the two doctrines. Although
there is no way to "prove" that the two doctrines are an unhappy and
unconvincing amalgamation of two doctrines that were originally de-
veloped as separate accounts of the psychological constitution of the
buddhi, one is struck, nevertheless, by the redundancy of having two
separate sets of psychological categories explaining the same phenomena.
Of more particular interest than the incongruity in viewing the pratyaya
as a more developed form of the bhavas is the fact that the bhavas are
considered to be the "form" in which and through which the samskaras
are manifested. The bhavas are the samskaric-form that marks all
empirical consciousness or "bodha". One does not discover a ‘'separate"
buddhi as a separate substratum harbouring the samskarically constituted

bodha. "Buddhi" is in fact the recognition that the bodha is consider-

ed to be a separate reality or phenomenon distinct from other phenomena
in the tattvic doctrine. The "buddhi" is simply the formal stucture

determining the samskarically constituted bodha.
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Chapter IV
NOTES

luManas" is also refereed to as ‘citta’y cf. TS, v.7.

2Deussen, p. 271. Deussen cites as examples the following
Upanisads: Aitareya 3.2; Brhadaranyaka 5.6.1: TaittirTya 1.6.1
7"36'%5‘ o |

Mupdaka 2.2.7 and Chandogya 3.14.2.

3As it has already been pointed out, the Nyaya Sutras, for in-
stance, does not include manas in the list of sense organs (1.1.12) nor
does it serve a role in the explanation of the act of perception (1.1.4).
However, in other sections of the Nyaya Sutras Manas is presupposed as
a mediating faculty in both external and apperceptive perceptions
(31.8;3.2.1 and 5.2.5), which led to the view among later Naiyayikas
that four factors are involved in the act of sense perception (i.e.
dtman, manas, indriyam and arthah) as well as the view that manas has two
functions, manasapratyaksa and bahyendriyapratyaksa. In the
Padarthadharmasamgraha, tor example, PraSastapada construes manas as a
dravya (as it has qualities) which functions as an instrument for the
manasapratyaksa of all internal states, including buddhi, which is on the
same footing as desire etc. As such, manas is a recognized quality of
the soul. On the contact of the soul with manas, “jivana" qua
"samrambha" arises. Cf. Padarthadharmasangraha of Pragastapada with the
Nydyakandall of Cridhara, trans. Ganganatha Jha (Benares: E. J. Lazarus
and Co., 1916), pp. and 563.

In the Samkhya Karika, verse 36, manas is described as an
indriya involved 1n both the motor and sense organs; its function is
said to be "samkalpaka", discernment. manas does not play a part in
Sabara's account of the cognitive act. ~Indeed, even the notion of a
separate gntahkarana is absent in his epistemology. However, both
Kum3rila Bhatta and Prabhdakara hold views concerning the manas; for a
discussion of such views, cf. Ganganatha Jha, Purva Mimamsa in its
Sources (Banaras: Banaras Hindu University, 1964), pp. 35-37. Stcherbatsky
claims that while the Madhyamika Buddhists generally consider manas to be
a special organ; cf.Stcherbatsky, Buddhist Logic, II, 318. '"Manas"is
mentioned three times in the Yoga SUtras (3.48 and 1.35), all with
reference to its "rapid activily with respect to the activity of mundane
consciousness. ‘

For a general discussion of manas in the various systems, cf.
%araswati Chennakaswami, Concept of Mind in Indian Philosophy.

New York:Asia PubllshingfﬂT§§é%.
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ber. Brahmasutrabhdsya, 2.3.32. The antahkarana is ultimately
considered an "upadhibhlita™ of the atman.

5After assigning manas a samsaya function, éamkara refers to
manas as the "controlling factor" (avadhana ) over perceptions; he
cites the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad. CF. Vedanta Sutras with the Commentary

of Sarikaracarya, trans. George Thibaut, Sacred Books of the East. .
2 VoI. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1904), p.
6

Cf. footnote 3 above.

‘Neither the BK, TS, MA, nor MPA adds that manas is also the
%ravartaka of the karmendriyani as well as the jhanendriyani, as does
e 3K, v. 36.

8The analogy of the dancer is given by KamalasTla to explain the
notion of the simultaneity of perceptions giving rise to a unified ex-
perience in vs. 1254-1256 of the Tattva Samgraha, trans. p. 631, where-
in the analogy of the whirling fire brand 1s given.

Ief. MA (10,7), p. 319
Manas, by rapid activity, sets in motion the senses and is character-
ized by "synthesis" (sampkalpa); with regard to hearing and the other
senses, it perceives, each one in its own domain, sound etc.

/. -
devapravartakam sighracari samkalpadharmi ca
manassabﬂivisaya grﬁﬁak§§§ravapad§yah

0cf. 1P, v. 56, p. 120, The TP claims that Manas is of the
“nature" of "iccha" (iccharupam) and that its function (vyapara) is
"samkalpa". Srikumara glosses icchd-rupa as icchd-svartpa. Aghora Siva
provides two synonyms for samkalpa, avadhdna and ekagrata, attention and
concentration; he further claims that icchd is the rupa of Manas by means
of the vyapara of sapkalpa. SrTkumara, on the other hand, describes iccha
as prartha, wish or desire, and sapkalpa more logically as anirdhara,
mental specification, and ultimately as samsa¥a, doubt, whose existence
provides the hetu for the inferential postulation of manas. ,In the SPB
Sivagrayogin d€§t?1bes_igpkalpaas niscaya and vilkapa as samsaya, boTh—
of which he describes’as the basic epistemological categories of the
-manas (cf. p. 250).

11The regulation of this flow of perceptual activity assigned to
manas i.e. the regulation of the yugapad or kramika nature of perception,
also concerns the question regarding the "magnitude" of manas. Some
think of manas as limited in its magnitude, i.e. as atomic (anutva ),
while others construe it as having an unlimited magnitude, i.e. as
pervasive (vibhutva ) [like 3kd4al. The basic argument in favour of its
anutva is based on the claim that the soul during empirical conscious-
ness would not kramikajnana if manas were vibhutva. The argument in favour
of its vibhutva Is based on the claim that since the soul is vibhutva,
so must the manas be. For example, according to the post-éibﬁ?ﬁ'ﬂTﬁEﬁEﬁkas,
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manas is said to be pervasive for a number of reasons: because it is
Tike 3kda’ as it is not open to sense perception; because it is a
substance which lacks a special quality, "like time"; and because it
is "like the soul", on account of being the adharatva of the
asamavay‘karana samyoga of jfiana. For a dlscussypn of the various argu-
ments, cf. larkasapgraha, p. 147. According to Sridhara manas is atomic
because it 1is the ipstrument governing kramikajnana; cf. Padarthadharmasamgraha
trans. p. 160. Prasastapada discusses The quality of "dimension", which
subdivides in a fourfold manner: atomically, pervasiveness, longness and
shortness. He says that atomicity (agutvam) is of an eternal and non-
eterpal form. Jhe eternal variety belongs to two realities only, manas
and atman (akasa, space, time and the atman have eternal pervasiveness as
well); cf. pp. 284-285. According to the Vaidesika SuUtras (7.23) manas
is atomic, like akdsa or atman.

Nelther Sadyojyoti nor Aghora Slva addresses the question concern-
ing the mahatva or anutva of manas. MNor do we find this discussion in
either the MA or MPA. Slvagrayogln however, discusses it, arguing that

manas must be atomic, since it is the cause of kramlkaJnana cf. SPB,
pp. 251-254.

SK v. 24, incidentally, describes the specific function of
Ahamkara or "grahakadhyavasax a" (qua abhimana), The TP also subdivides
apkara threefoldly into "jivana", the moai?1cat10n of _the five vital
airs, samrambha (qua prayatna, the locus of the prana/vayu movement in
the body, and garva, the determinative-cognition (adhyavasayah) of the
apprehender (grahaka) in the form of 'aham"; cf. 1P, v.54, p. 117

13Cf SK, v. 25. For the various interpretations of this verse

by the comment'fbrs, cf. V. V. Sovani, A Critical Study of the Samkhya
(Poona: Oriental Book Agency, 1935), p pp. 32-33. The author of the
Yuktidipika explains the schema in v.25 in a way that emphasizes the
priority of the eleven organs; he says that this three fold distinc-
tion of Ahapkara is a result of the sattvika element (in itself having
nlskr1yatva; requires the rajasa element as an instigating factor
(pravartakatva) and the tamasa element .as a differentiating factor
(bhedatva) in the tattva-srsti. Cf. Yuktidipika, p.98. The MPA follows
the same manner of classification given in tEe BK and also MA, al-
though it uses the same terminology as SK, v. 25 to de51gndf_ the
sattvika and rajasa aspects; cf. MPA, p. XXXI.

14"Aksanl“, the term used to describe the organs, seems more
fitting to describe the jnanendriydni. The sense of the term i
stretched to apply to the karmendriydni as well. Both Aghora Siva's
and Srikumara's interpretation of this verse depends on the meaning of
the term aksani in v.55. Srikumara's identification of sattva with
vaikarika and rajasa with taijasa certainly goes against the grain of

v. b4, but provides the basis for his interpretation of manas as
Pralas a" due to 1ts "cala svabhava"; cf. TP, p. 115,
15

Aghora Slva argues that in BK, v. 54, taijasa, vaikdrika and
bhutadi are respectively described as sattv1ka, rajasa and tamasa; as
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well, he says that they respectively create manas and the jnanendrlyanl,
the karmendr1yan1 and the tanmatrani.

16Thls is the same inference employed by MA 10.6, p. 318:
ﬂprakasakarmakmwarga vailaksanyattamobhavah." Another reason is also
given: prakasyatvat®, which Narayana and Aghora Siva take to mean that
the tanmatrani are open to the perception of the yogins.

173.A.8. van Buitenen, "Studies in Samkhya," JAOS, 76 (1956), I,
155-157; 77 (1957), 11, 15-25: 77 (1957), 111, 88-107. .

18van Buitenen, II, 16. In this process the ego is itself divided
into three different forms. from which the whole empirical cosmos evolves.

Van Buitenen maintains (III, 89) that in the Moksadharma section
of the Mahdbharata one finds an attempt to harmonize The vertical and
horizontal evolutionary schemes, as instances are found wherein the
buddhi evolves into manas that gives rise to the indriyani which then
give rise to the bhutdni. For a more general discussion of van Buitenen's
conception of the two different schemes.cf. Michel Hulin, “Samkhya Literature,"
A History of Indian Literature, ed. Jan Gonda. Vol. VI, Fasc. "3 (Wiesbaden:
Otto Harrasowitz, 1978),p-12 and Gerald James Larson Classical Samkhya
(Santa barbara: Ross ERikson, 1979), pp. 184-186.

19

van Buitenen, II, 16-17.

20"Self maker" stresses the -kdra aspect, as in kumbhakara; van Buit-
enen also points out other senses, as "the utterance of aham", as 1n om-
kara"; cf. van Buitenen, II, 17.

21atmalvedam agra 3sit purusavidah/so 'nuviksya nanyad atamano
pasyat/so "ham asmity agre vyaharat /tato ihamnamabhavat (Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad, 1.4.T); cf. S. Radhakrishnan, The Principal Qpanlsads, ed. and
trans. S. Radhakrishnan (London: GeorgéTKTlen and’th1nthd.a,1?53)
g. ;63 Van Buitenen also cites Katha Up. 3.10.11 and Svetasvatara Up.
« 13

22Madelexne Biardeau. "Ahamkara: The Ego Principle in the Upanisad,"
Contributions to Indian Sociology, 8 (1965), 62-84. Biardeau finds van
Buitenen's ph1lolog1ca1 analysis of the concept of ahamkara inadequate;
she argues that it is "meaningless to rearrange the texts so as to build
a continuous line of evolution for a given concept." (p.62) Her 1nterp-
retation of the Ahamkdra is a more specific application of Deussen's
interpretation of the ideological import of the Upanisads: '"They are
nevertheless radically opposed to the entire Vedic sacrificial cult, and
the older they are the more markedly does this opposition declare itself."
Cf. Deussen, p. 396.

23This is a purely individual process, that is, the practical
quest of one desiring the highest and eternal bliss, the liberation -
moksa -- from the bondage of perpetual rebirths. Still, at a certain
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point, the yogic process.leads beyond the limits of empirical individu-
ality [i.e. "ahamkdra"] to some kind of experience of the whole." cf.
Biardeau, pp. 66-67.

24Etymologically, sam-rabh derives from rabh, meaning to seize on
strongly desire. The concept of "samrambha' plays no part in the SK or
its commentaries, although it has much in common with the idea of the
five karmayonayah, as described in the Yuktidipika, comm. on vs. 23
and 24, wherein the karmayonih collection 1s said to instigate the five
vayu into action (gravarfafe}; for a discussion of the karmaéoni in
the Yuktidipika, cf. Chakravarti, Origin and Development of Samkhya,

Pp- 27U:277?__'

2SCf. MA, 11.20, p. 307:_"By its activities%_thevfive~pirs_pf
the body are set in motion (vyaparadyasya cestante $arirah panca vayavah)."

26CF. SK, v. 29, wherein it is claimed that each internal organ
has its own peculiar (asadharana) "vrtti" while combined the organs have
a general or shared (sTdharana) 'vrtti", which is said to be, the five
vital breaths. In his commentary on this verse Vacaspati Misra argues
that the vrtti which is sddharana to the three internal organs is the
"karana" for the five vital breaths -- i.e. "jTvapa", wzich is relegated
to a function of the Ahamkara by Sadyojyoti and Aghora Siva.

27Neither in the BK nor in the ME is more emphasis placed on this

aspect of the ego as the cause of the ego's onto-genetic activity, as is
the case in SK, v. 24 wherein it is stated that "on account of the
abhimana/ahamkara, there is the threefold creation (abhimano

Thamkdra Tasmaddvividhah pravartate sargah)"or the Yoga sttras (4.4)
that the "created, individualized forms of consciousness (nirmana-cittas)
are solely a result of the ego-sense." cf. James Haughton Woods, The
Yoga System of Pataffjali, Harvard Oriental Series, 17 (Delhi: MotiTal
anarsidass, 1977), p.303. This sense of ahapkdra involves the error
or illusion of "erroneous self-projection" whereby the empirical ego is
assumed-to be the self or soul. Van Buitenen points out that in the
early Upanisadic context this erroneous self-projection is not taken in

a negative sense but a positive one. The process of cosmic creation in-
volves the recognition of the "I AM" of the Supreme and is a result of a
sense of incompleteness being completed; cf. II, 20-21.

28Eor a detailed analysis of the difference between Fadgyavas§1§“
as a buddhikdrya and as a ahamkarakarya, cf. the discussion in SPB, p. 246.

29Annambhatta provides a proof for this: the anvaya example
given is "when the two gross elements (earth and water) are mixed up,
water smells" and the yyatireka example is given "when they are not
mixed, water does not smell." and the vyatireka example is given "when
they are not mixed, water does not smell.™ Cf. Tarkasamgraha, p. 43.

30

cf. Vatsydyana on 1.1.12: "The expression ‘originating from
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material elements' is used (to indicate that) the characteristic of being
restricted to the respective objects is possible only if these (senses)
'originate from different elements (nana-prakrti) and it is not possible
if these 'originate from a single substance™ (eka-prakrti). Each of the
senses receives a specific type of object and This characteristic of the
senses is explained only when there is 'the law of being restricted to
respective objects (visaya-niyama)." Cf. Nydya-sutra with Vatsyayana's

Bhasya, p. 24.

31This position leads to the conclusion as stated by Vatsyayana
(comm. on 3.1.73) that "3kasa is ultimately considered to be the auditory
organ." cf. ibid. p. 218.

32For Vaidesika all events which involve human experience involve

adrsta (karman); even in the experience of the quality of colour,the
- adpsta functions; cf. Prasastapada, p. 233: "After this the contact of

the selves with the atoms, as aided by the adrsta (destiny) of the selves
destined to experience (the effects of the jar), produces action in the
atoms in which the colourhas been produced by the baking." This brings
about the conjunction of the diadic atoms. Cf. also p. 109: "...the
unseen potential tendencies of all souls that are the causes of their
bodies, sense organs and gross elements."” The "adrsta" instru-
mentally brings about all creation through the conjunction of the souls
and atoms.

3BNeither the Nyaya nor the Vai§e§ika works have dedicated much
analysis to the epistemologically foundational status of the padarthas.
The padarthas are usually thought of in a neutral sense outside of any
connection to consciousness as consciousness as a reality is subsumed under
the category of a padartha. In his commentary on Nydya Sutras 1.1.1
Vatsyayana described the category [“padartha" termed Htaffva“l as 'what-
ever is known as what it is, either as existent or non-existent." This
description, however, doesn't explain why the sixteen accepted categories
are the basic ones nor does it address the epistemological question re-
garding their connection to consciousness. Pradastapada's basic
description of the VaisSesika padarthas also fails to answer this question
when he boldly describes their properties: "To all six categories belong
the properties of beingness, predicability and cognisability." Cf. p.

%4The same argument is taken up in some detail in MAV, p. 329.

36"Jétis" only exist in three padarthas: dravya, guna and karma;
therefore, no jati of "samavaya", for example, can exist. The samavaya
relations thought to exist between the jati and that in which it adheres
is considered t2 be perceptual by the Naiyayikas, although only infer-
able by the Vaisesikas. In BK, v. 40, Sadyojyoti singles out karma,
samanya and samavdya, which addresses the Nydya=Vaisesika view that
the "bhautika™ is ¥1mited to the sphere of dravya and ‘guna while karma,
samanya and samavaya are in principle out of the direct range of the senses.
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37This only applies to laukika-pratyaksa; presumably, in
yogipratyaksa the padarthas would be perceived directly.

én his commentary on section 99 of the Padarthadharmasamgraha
@.408) ridhara describes the manner in which karma can be perceived.

38

cf. Padarthadharmasamgraha, p. 161.

31pbid., p. 683.

40In the Nyaya Sutras the ego does not attain inclusion into the list
of the basic aggregrates of experience constituting the twelve "objects
of correct cognition" (prameyani): the self, body, organ, object, buddhi,
manas, motovational activity (pravrtti) after-life (pretyabhava),
result (phala) suffering and Tiberation. The ego technically falls
under the category of the buddhi although it doesgnot serve as the cause
of the motivational activity as it does with the Saivites. According to
the Nydya Sutras (1.1.17) ?otivational activity is the "setting into
engagement™ ("arambha'} -- Saivite works use the term "samrambha" to
describe this activity ' through speech, mind (Qggggl)‘ang body whose -
immediate cause are the sapskara-linked "faults™ of passion, hatred
and delusion. Vatsydyana comes to construe the ahapkara as a sub-category
of the buddhi:he attempts to prove the existence of a separate self (atman)
in his commentary on 3.1.1 wherein he appeals to the fact of egohood qua
self-identity as proof of a self-subsistent and persisting self. The
self is identified with the subject who uses "aham' in the various per-
ceptions of things through 'recognition" (pratyabhijnana ). In this
case the ahamkara is simply the act of recognition in the soul. Recog-
nition, in turn, is a form of “memory" (smyti) which is, qua "buddhi",-
simply a'guality" of the self (cf. comm. on 3.1.14 and 3.2.25).” Although
Vatsyadyana uses descriptions of this ahamk3ra activity suggest an
equiprimordializing of the self and the ego (“...it is the conscious self
which recognizes an object previously perceived...", p.220), the self has
egohood only insofar as it has mundane consciousness (i.e. buddhi).

{

41In the Samkhya Sttras. v. 1.99, we find such an attitude; the
"antahkarana" -- Ts  Tighted up_with the light of consciousness, as an
iron ball with fire; cf. The Sapkhya Sitra Vrtti, ed. and trans. Richard
Garbe (Calcutta: Bibliotheca Indica, 1888), p.56. -

%This is a clear instance where _"yrtti"” in the sense of "modifica-
tion" is considered to be an_"effect" (karya); "vrtti" and "karya" are
?ynonymous:) "ayam ghata ityadyadhyavasayatmana karyena buddhih siddha"

TPV, p.115). r

) . 4315 is more general in its characterization of buddhi as
"visayadhyavasdyardapin"; cf. TP, v. 52, p.103 .

4nghora §Eva adds to Sadyojyoti's definition of bodha that it
is a prakasa which is characterized by the bhavas and pratyayas, as this
is not stated by Sadyojyoti, as it is in the Mﬁ, V. 118, p. 195 .

~

e /.
Such topics as savikalpa- and nirvikalpa-jnana are dealt with by Aghora Siva
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in TSV, pp. 8-9.

The threefold division of memory, discernment and imagination
can also be interpreted in a temporal sense as being xrespectively re-
lated to the past, present and future, although the Saiva thinkers do
not draw such an analogy.

8K and M descriptions of this are almost identical:"bodhavyakti-
bhumitayd paoh" TMA, v. 11.8; p.295) and "pumbodhavyaktibhmitvat"
(BK, V. 6).

46The MAD describes this more clearly in terms of the bhdvas
which collectively act as the cause of the manifestation of the cognition
of the soul through acting as_the "objects of enjoyment" in_the sapsaric
sphere: "dharmddayo 'pi bhavah samsaravasthayam bhogyatvenatmano

inanavyaktihetavo bhavanti." Cf. MAD,p.295.

47Both buddhi and the ahamk3ara share this role of adhyavasaya,
although in the case of the former it applies to an external ascertain-
ment and in the latter an internal one.

48cr. B, pp. 226-229.

4955 buddhirudit3 tantre visayddhyavasayinT
boddho "tra dvividho prokto visayadhyavasayakah;
anyo 'nadhyavasayatma vyavasayatmakastu yah
sabuddhiritarastvatmasvabhavo gréhakatmaﬁEE; cf. ggg, p. 227.

. 50For' a detailed exposition of the bhdvas and Pratyayas, cf.
MPA, p.390 and SPB pp. 228-246.

51Tt is unlikely that the doctrine of the jnanakevala, pralaya
and sakala souls, whigh respectively apPIy to the dissolution oﬁ Mala,
karma and maya, is a Saivite "reworking” of the doctrine -- which Ts
more Samkhya 1n origin -- of the samsiddhika, vainayika and prakrta souls.

“2cf. A. B. Keith, The Saikhya System (Calcutta: YMCA Publishing House, 1949). p.
96. Larson also agrees that it 1s impossible to reconcile the two
doctrines. cf. Classical Samkhya, pp. 193-1%4.

5%§5, v. 46-51, contain the pratyayasarga.
SRV, p. 281.

S5MAD, p. 283.

. 5§§§; v. 63, states that the Qurusa, although bound by the seven
bhavas, is released by just one, i. e. “jnana", which is the cause of the
gﬁpfyaya "siddhi".

57In this case the basic principle is that "the quality which is
seen in the effect residgs as well in the cause ("...guno drstah karye
karapasamérayah)." Cf. MA, v. 11.6; p. 293.
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The Sk, v. 12, describes the nature of the gunas as constituted
by pleasu?é}‘pain and indifference (priti, apriti and visada), which
Vacaspati Misra glosses as sukha, duhkha and moha; in v. 38 even the
subtle elements are said to be constituted by these three more psycho-
logical aspects of the gunas. K. Sivaraman summarizes the manner in
which the author of the Tamil work. Cindanaiyura, a commentary on the
Sivaprakasam, analogically construes the three qunas qua sukha, duhkha
and moha in a direction beyond prakyti and the gunas themselves:

SUKHA----typical of----PATI and the ICCHA power of the self----ANANDA
DUPRFA---typical of----PASU and the TIT power of the self------ CIT
----- typical of----PASA and the KRIYA power of the self----~SAT

Ef s Ke §ivaraman, p. 563.

SBSﬁtaratnasamg[aha, p. 67. He further emphasizes that although ex-
perience (Dhoga) i1s of the nature of sukha, duhkha and moha, karma is
still the basis of all experience (p. 69).

59E. H. Johnston, Early Samkhya, (London: R. A. S. Prize fund,
1931), pp. 31 ff.

60

11bid.

62In I, 57 Van Buitenen says: "We find in the older portions of the
Moksadharma clear evidence that the "gunas" are indirectly responsible by
eir influence on a higher principle for the evolution of three bhavas,
'forms of being or becoming (bha) cosmic phases' which in one text we
have reconstituted correspond to manas, senses and elements.

®31bid., 1I, 25.

64

®51hid., p. 557. Sukha and dubkha are two of the eight qualities said
to belong to the soul; ~the other six are desire, diversion, effort, virtue,
vice and faculty (cf. p. 211).

®61pid., p. 601.

/ -
67In the various Saivite works the term "bhava" has a host of desig-
nations and synonyms, all of which are usually affixed to buddhi, i.e.
“-dharma" (BK, 64A), "-rupa' (BK, 55), "-vasand" (SPB, p. 238), "-sthita"
(%AQ onZ;;J?I), “-yptti™ (SPB, p. 234) and "-samskdra" and "-gupa"
MA, 11.23).

%8¢ ommon1y eight rasas are mentioned: love (§rngara), heroism (vira),
disgust (bibhatsa), - anger (raudra), mirth (hasya), terror (bhayanaka),

Van Buitenen, I, 56.

Padarthadharmasamgraha, p. 111.
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pity (Karuna wonder (udbhdta), tranquility (S3nta) and paternal
fondness ( vatsat a), éuch an enumera tion is found in Mammata's
Kavyaprakasa. In his rlngaraprakasa Bhojaraja classifies all the

rasas under one, love; cf. E. Gerow, Indian Poetics A History of Indian
Literature, ed. Jan Gonda, Vol 5, Fasc. 3 (Wiesbaden:” Otto Harrassowitz,

91bid., p. 249

70A. K. Warder, The Science of Criticism in India (Madras: Adyar
Library and Research Centre, 1978), p. 14-15. e

SK, v. 42 may be alluding to this psycho-aesthetic conception of the
bhavas ~when the subtle body (lifnga) is said "to play its part"
(vyavatistate)like an actor (nafavat Tavat) through the instruments of the bhdvas.

71

Cf. section 8 of this chapter.

72The Paugkara Agama describes the eight bhavas as the eight spokes
of a large wheel in which the souls repeatedly revolve in the samsaric
conditions; cf. $PB, p. 242.

73MA,10,v.65-66; p. 233. Devasenapatti, not citing his sources,
says that "jnana" is fivefold; laukika, vaidika, adhydtmika, adhimargaka
and mantra; cf. V.S. Devasenapathi, Saiva Siddhanta, Madras University
Phllosoghlcal Series, No. 7 (Madras, University of Madras, 1974), p. 154.
In the SPB Sivagrayogin says that jfiana is tenfold, although the descrip-
tion is not provided; although he claims that the details can be found in
the Muktiprakarana (ch. 5) no such description can be found in this
section. Cf. SPB, p. 231.

74

Cf. MAD, p. 288.

75In the Yoga SOtras these are respectively called avidyd, asmitd,
rag dvesa and abhinivesa; cf. The Yoga System of Patanjali,3.3-9.
denta y, the "asfaBﬁEvas“ are not spec1§1caTTy mentioned in the Yoga
Sutras, nor in the Yoga Bﬁasya or Tattva Vaidar adi.

76(I) anima, capac1ty to_penetrate all things; (II) mahima, ex-
tensive magnitu ude; (III) faghimd, extreme lightness so that one can rise

up on the rays of the sun; garimé, extreme heaviness; (V) prdpti,
extensive reach r‘kamya obtaining all objects of one's desire;
(VIII) va51tva, subJugagion of elemental forces: (VIII) yatra

kamavasayitva, infallibility of one's intentions, goals.

77?Adharma” is not described in the texts; the assumption is there-
fore made that adharma simply represents the opposite of dharma.

’8yama is further subdivided into ahimsa and satya.

79

These powers are said to be possessed by both gods and men; the
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gods are listed as Piéicas, Raksas, Yaksas, Grandharvas, Indra, Soma,
Prajdpati and Brahman. The $PB describes the manner in which the “"powers
are generated: "For that soul (anu) who is virtuous (dharmin), settled
in wisdom (jn3nanisthasya) desirous of non-attachment (virageccha),
endowed with a (keen) intellect, the constituent of sattva in the
intellect generates lordly powers according to his desires." SPB, p. 237.

8014 is clear that the four "bad" bhavas, adharma etc., are to
be thought of_as "privations" of the four "good™ bhavas, dharma etc.
The Pauskara Agama (cf. SPB, p. 245), for instance, construes the eight
bhdvas as the various aspects of the four pratyayas, which are also
designated as the four varieties of jﬁana. The four "good" bhavas are
described as "varieties of jnana" (jnanavisesa) while the four "bad" bhdvas
are described as varieties of ajhana, which is not the non-existence of
jfiana (jfidnabhdva) but "incorrect™ jhana (anyath3jnana).

81pccording to the MPAV (17.157; p. 417) there is a total of 220
bhavas; dharma has ten divisions; jnana 80; vairagya 100; , aisvarya 64:
adharma 10; ajnana 5, avairagya 10 and anaisvarya 18. The SPB Tists 149
phavas with another 463 subdivisions; cf. p. 289.

824 v. 44 and 45 and BK vs. 57-58 use identical termg to describe
the "results", "gamanamurdhva' etc. Neither the BK nor the MA attributes
the specific Bhava to the specific "result", i.e. "Dharma" specifically
causes svarga.etc. In the BKV Aghora Siva basis his coordination on that
given in tne MAV. _

83For example:

"svargomuktih prakrtibhavo vighﬁtaéca..." (BK, 57A)
"'svargomuktih prakrtatatvavighatau..." (MA, 10.28B)

”vaé&ordhvasthitisaddrstibhrtvam bhogasprha..." (BK, 58A)
"vasyadkrantistatparijnanayogo bhoganiccha..." (MA, 10.30A)

84vAv, p. 28s.

" /
85Paugkéra Agama; SPB, p. 280.

86-MAV, p. 28 . Bhavas play a more soteriological role at the phe-
nomenal level (linga)--they are said to "bring it about" (bhavayanti).
The pratyayas serve a more epistemological function by causing the con-
sciousness (pratydyayanti) of the soul and by thus serving as the bhogya.

87wk, 10.24; p.

881 both the BK and MA it is claimed that siddhi, although caused
by the sattvic bhavas, is slightly congﬁcted to that which is rajasic,
which both Narayapa Kantha and Aghora Siva explain as a reference to_
Vairagya, even though Vairdgya is described as_sattvic in both the MA and BK;
just %vairagxa is rajasic. %;_ MAV, p.291and MAD, p. 292. -
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89The eight are: oral instruction, study, threefo;d suppression
of pain, acquisition of friends, and purity. Vacaspati MiSra subdivides
these into principal (mukhya) and subordinate (gauhya); only the
suppression  of the threefold dubkha is mukhya -- the rest are only important
insofar as they act as a means (u a a) to the mukhya. Both Gaudapada and
Vacaspati Misra provide different escriptions o of the eight ,siddhis used
by other teachers. Cf. T.G.Mainkar, The Samkhyakdrika of Isvarakrsna
with the Commentary of Gaudapdda, trans. and comm. T. G. Mainkar (Poona:
Oriental Book Agency, 1964),pp.133-137. Tattva-kaumudT, text and trans.
Ganganatha Jhd (Bombay: Theosophical Publication Fund, 1896), p. 9%.

90MAD p. 282: 'ata eva sitrakarena-abhihitarthah samkhyamatadauEHE;
siddha 1ty—thah vrttikarena ‘pl tad apeksayaivoktam uktam ca s%hﬁhyalrh
1tx561.

91BK v. 62 uses the term "devavaikalyat" which Aghora éiva
glosses w1fﬁ'"sar1rava1ka1yat“ MA TTT.3; p. 292 ) describes it as
"karakdpaye" which ﬂérgyana Kantﬁ"glosses as "karakanamantahkarapabahikarananait
apaye vinase'.

92Nar‘ayana Kantha describes this as the inability to "see" colours,
hear sounds, etc.; cf. MAV p.

93The author of the Yuktidipikd regards "creation", i.e. "the
manifested condition" (vyakta), as constituted by "form" (__g_) intention-
al activity (pravptti) and the results (;ggga) of this intentional activity.
The "form" represents all the tattvas from buddhi to prthivi; intentional
activity represents the level of the sentient and is circumscribed by the
bhavas; the "result" represents the sphere of the pratyayas. Cf.
Yuktidipika, p. 126-127 and Origin and Development of the Sampkhya System
of Thought, pp. 302-305.

94Prak[ta is threefold vaikrta is twofold; cf. Origin and Develop~
ment, p. 1 or the details.

95In the case of a sage such as Kapila, the proper dispositional
understanding is developed very rapidly upon birth, due to a predomin-
ance of sattva in such a being.

96

As well as Jayamangala and Mathara.

97V§baspati Mira's interpretation of v. 54 does seem to go
against the syntactical grain of the verse. He takes "prakrtika " and
"vaikrtika " as adjectival to samsiddhika: bhavas are either samsiddhika
or asamsiddhika; the former are "Erakrtlka", i.e. svabhdvika while the

latter are vaikrtika, i.e. naimittika.

98Samkhya Sutras 2.23-24, i.e. "jnana muktih" and bandho
viparyayat™, are stated in a context discussing the attaining of moksa, not
in dealing with the bhava-pratyaya doctrine specifically; in 2.37746 the
pratyayas are enumerated just after the notion of practice is discussed.
Neither the sitras nor An1rrudha s commentary specify any distinction be-

s aaie BB o B o e .
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Chapter V

THE TRIADIC STRUCTURE OF EMPIRICAL CONSCIOUSNESS

1. Introduction

With his doctrine of bhoga Sadyojyoti makes explicit his conception
of the triadic structure of empirical consciousness that is based on the
elements of the knower, knowledge and the known. With reference to the
soul the triadic structure refers to both the enjoyer, enjoyment and en-
joyed-object as well as the agent, the act and the-object-so-acted-upon.
Having made explicit his conception of the buddhi qua "the object of
empirical consciousness" Sadyojyoti turns to a description of the relation
between the consciousness of the soul and the buddhi vis-a-vis a criticism
of the views of consciousness as held by the Buddhists, Carvaka,
Sﬁmkhya and Nydya. Sadyojyoti does not enter into a debate with Advaita
Vedanta; in only one verse (BK, v. 108B) does he criticize Advaita when
he claims that the plurality of subtle bodies establishes the plurality
of souls. In the process of criticizing other doctrines Sadyojyoti
places himself at the center of the debate wfthin Indian Philosophy over
the nature of consciousness and clearly indicates his doctrinal affilia-
tion with the orthodox position of the MTmamsﬁ'doctrine of the soul as

expounded by §%bara and Kumarila Bhatta.

2. The Distinction Between Cognition and the Object-of-Cognition: The
Sakara-Jiana Vada Vrs.the Nirakara-Jfiana Vida

In the section of the Bhoga Karikd that he identifies as being
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directed against the Buddhists, mainly the Sautrantikas of the Dignaga-
Dharmakirti school [i.e., Svatantra Vijr‘fénavédins],1 Aghora Siva focuses the basic
arguments put forth by the Buddhists that are direct attacks on the
§aivite conception of the soul, i.e.,the doctrine of momentariness
(ksanikavdda), the doctrine that a valid means of proof (pramEna)‘only

relates to ‘unapprehended objects" (anadhigatdrthagantr pramanam), and

the doctrine that there is no distinction between a cognizer and cogni-

tion (jnatrjnanakarabhedavdda). The Buddhists use these arguments,

7
maintains Aghora Siva, in order to establish their position that the

buddhi itself is the source of conscigusness (buddhi-caitanyavada) and
that, furthermore, within buddhi no distinction between a separate cognizer
and cognition can  be drawn. Aghora §E§a attacks the view of the insepa-
rability of the cognizer and cognition by first establishing the distinc-
tion between cognition and the object of cognition.

Both Aghora §iva and Sadyojyoti illustrate the degree to which
they are in agreement with the Mimamsakas when they formulate their posi-
tion of the triadic nature of consciousness. In the next section of this
chapter the arguments put forth by the Mimamsa in support of the bhoktrtva
and kartyrtva of the soul will be examined in order to explicate more
clearly Sadyojyoti's own position regarding the nature of the soul;
hence, at this point of the discussion concerning the éaivite construal of
the triadic structure of consciousness it is important to illustrate the
similarity between Sadyojyoti's and the MTméWsEka's insistence that the
cognition and cognjzed-object are structurally separate objects in the

triadic formula of cognizer, cognition and the object of cognition. We
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begin our discussion with the position of §abara.

According to §$bara the Buddhist holds that the "cognized-thing"
and "“the cognition of it" cannot be structurally separated. Although the
Buddhists and §$bara agree that "external objects" -- pots, tablés, =
-- are always to be considered, at least in their ontological status, as
"objects of consciousness", i.e. as pure objects outside of any relation-
ship to consciousness and not dependent on consciousness for their onto-
logical status; these 'objects" are furthermore only revealed not as they
are Pin‘themselvesﬁ but only as "objects of consciousness'. The Buddhist
and §5bara disagree, however, over the exact relationship between "the
objects of consciousness" and "the consciousness of such objects-of-con-
sciousness. The Buddhist position has come to be known as the "S3karavada",
the doctrine that "the form of the object" and "the object

so cognized" are two aspects of one conscious act (ekam eva sakaram jnanam

- . /
grahyam grahyam gg)-z According to Sabara the Buddhist argues that there

is no apprehended distinction between the "form" of an object and the

- = . - 3
“form" of its cognition(arthajnanayoh akdrabhedam na upalabhamahel™ he
"

quotes the Buddhist:
What is perceived (pratyaksa) is the cognition'(buddhi), hence we
conclude that there 1s no form of any object (artﬁargﬁa) apart
from that object itself.
This view is wrong, argues §abara, since it mistakenly identifies

the form (3kdra) of an object with its cognition (buddhi or jnana). Only

the "object" is perceivable as an "“akara" -- not cognition itself, which

is the central tenant of the Nirak3ravada.> "Akara" only applies to

"external objects" and is perceived as existing in "external space"

(bahirdeé%sambaddha); "cognition", jﬁgna, does not exist in external



http:space.11
http:objects.11

113

space and is not an external object.6 Only external objects can enter
cognition as specified objects; the property of akara is clearly a ‘
spatial property indicative of the three dimentional extension of objects
of perception. Consciousness simply represents the form of an objact
but does not in itself possess this form; in all the various cognitions,
cognition itself remains of one nature (ekarﬁpa).7

Having attacked the Buddhist conception of the inseparability
of consciousness and the object of consciousness on structural grounds,
§abara turns to a criticism of this view on temporal grounds. The
Buddhist maintains that the object and the consciousness of it arise to-
gether, i.e. simultaneously, likea lamp which illuminates itself and other

objects (utpadyamdnaivdsau [buddhih] jhayate jhapayati ca arthantaram

pradipavat iti).8 When the cognition arises it causes the cognized

object to be cognized; the emphasis is placed on the arising of cognition
just as the emphasis is placed on the light in the illuminating of objects.
This viaw is considered false by gabara since the Buddhist is actually
claiming that first there is the cognition and then there is the cogni-

tion of an object; in fact, when an object (artha) is uncognized

(gjﬁé&g) there can be no simultaneous apprehension of a cognition. Thus,

it is only aftier an object has been cognized, i.e. only after it has

arisen (utpatti) as a known object, that the fact of the cognition of it

can be postulated, and then only through inference. It is from the cognized-

object having arisen that the cognition is itself cognized (buddhijnayate).
9

Since a cognition cannot in principle be perceived, it must be inferred.

In the verses from 64Ab to 64B Sadyojyoti specifically indicates



that the cognition--here considered as "bhoga" -- is distinct
from the object-of-cognition, "bhogya"; he makes it
clear that the bhoga i's not coterminous with -

the apprehended object. Rather, he says, once an apprehended object

has arisen and has been so established as an apprehended-object

(bhogyatvam casya sapsiddham) the cognition that arises on account of

this apprehended-object is technically designated as the object ofAbhoga

(yenotpanno 'nubhuyate ég_capyanuthVo bhogo...). The crucial term is

“arising" (utpatti) which implies a constitutive distinction between the
bhoga and the-object-of-bhoga; constitutively the two do not arise
simultaneously (yugapad) nor can they be considered to be of one nature
(ekarupa).

In the face of such an argument the Buddhist would continue to
argue that the sheer fact of the-object-of-bhoga already entails the
presence of some bhog/a and that to begin with this object-of-bhoga is
really to begin with a complex of the two, which implies that the bhoga
is not a secondary element in the equation but one more coterminous with
the object-of-bhoga. In Sadyojyoti's terminology, §Ebara, for instance,
would allow that in order for there to be an object-of-bhoga there must
first be the presence of bhoga--but that in order for there to be the
bhoga of this connection between the two, a different cognitive event
must occur, i.e. an inference. According to MImamsa principles,gébara

is interested in driving a wedge between the object and its cognition in

114
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order to establish a basic pramanic realism between the cognition and
its object; he does this in a manner agreeable to the Buddhist idiom

and ontology. In the Bhoga Karika Sadyojyoti is more interested in

pointing out that bhoga can be -established from the fact of the presence
of the-object-of-bhoga in order to drive a wedge between the two. The-
object-of-bhoga, i.e.,the "bhogya, is in fact the buddhi and is only

one member in the triadic complex of the bhogya, bhoga and bhokt;:.10

3. The Soul Considered as the Enjoyer (bhoktr) and the Agent(karty) of
Empirical Consciousness

Having established the separate existence of '"bhoga" Sadyojyoti
concludes that this bhoga is sufficient for explaining the existence of
a separate "enjoyer'", i.e.,bhoktr. Such a position agéin conflicts with
the Buddhists who claim that,not only are the bhoga and the-object-of-
bhoga two aspects of one event, but also that the so-called bhoktr is
simply an aspect of this single phenomenon. In light of the Buddhist
position, Sadyojyoti establishes the existence of a separate and active
bhokty as the apprehending agent (grahaka) involved in the activity of
bhoga.

In explicating Sadyojyoti's position Aghora S}va spells out the
Buddhist positon concerning the structural "unity" of the act of con-
sciousness‘.11

Consciousness appears solely as of one nature (ekamevedam
sapvidrupam); we see a 'modification' (vivarta) of manifold
Tforms? Eanekakara) such as joy, depression, etc. In this
case you can use any name you desire [to describe one of the
manifold 'modifications' of consciousness].

/
According to this view, as Aghora Siva points out, the notion of

continuity or permanence attributed to a substratum behind the cognitions --
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a notion which corresponds to a concept of a separate cognizer -- is

itself simply a modification (vivarta) of impermanent cognition. In his

12

/
commentary on the Mrgendra Agama -~ Aghora Siva cites more psychological

arguments to bolster the Buddhist view of '"the manifold self-modifications
of the one cognitive event." The Buddhists, he says, argue that to
postulate a separate "apprehending-self qua agent" outside of the sole

fact of the cognitive event (jfana) is to set up a basic epistemological
and soteriological distinction between "one's self" -- i.e. what belongs

to "oneself" -- and "the other", what inalienably belongs to another
person; this possessive attitude, argues the Buddhist, is ultimately de-
rived from an egotistic desire which engenders further attachments and
passions -- thus impeding liberation. '3 The Buddhists further claim that the
postulation of a separate self is simply a result of "self deception":

"It is said that the superimposition (adhyaropitva) of permanence arises

on account of the similitude (sEdr§&a) of the successive moments which

uld

are arising., In the Bhoga Karikd@ and its Vrtti the epistemological

argument put forth by the Buddhists, i.e. that the cognitive event is one
reality with three basic aspects, is directly attacked while the psycho-
logical criticism is only addressed incidentally through a criticism of
the doctrine of mementariness.

Epistemologically, the Buddhists hold that the triadic elements
of consciousness are simply "aspects" of a single cognitive event; the
"cognizer" is simply one aspect of this event. The proof brought forth
by the Buddhists to prove that the cognizer is one aspect of the cognition

comes from the sphere of perception (pratyaksa), technically an "internal
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perception’ (manasapratyak§a) according to Dign'a"ga:15

Every cognition is produced with a twofold appearance, namely
that of itself [as subject] (svabhasa) and that of the object
(visayabhdsa). The cognizing of itself as Lpossessing] these
two appearances or the self-cognition (svasampvitti) is the
result [of the cognitive act].

In his Pramanasamuccdya Dignaga further describes this internal

perception as of two kinds; one is directed towards internal emotive

states, which he terms "svasamvedana',and the other « = is directed to-

wards other cognitions, which he terms Psvasamvittiﬁ.16 In the latter case

cognition can itself be its own object. This allows the Buddhist, who
holds that all things are momentary, to account for the continuity in
experience without postulating a "self" as a permanent substratum behind

17 it allows the Buddhist analysis of empiri-

the fluctuating cognitions;
cal experience to remain within the sphere of cognition itself and at the
same time to hold the doctrine of mamentariness. In place of the unique-
ness of each aspect of the triadic cognitive event the Buddhist holds a
similar formula except that in place of the cognizer he establishes
"self-cognition", instead of a subject's self-reflective state of con-
sciousness one discovers cognitionself-cognizing itself. This imperson-
alistic conception of the cognitive event is also discussed in terms of

the Eramﬁha doctrine whereby the object, instrument and the result, i.e.

the prameya, pramana and the Eramé are described as belonging to the one

cognitive event of the triadic state of consciousness.18 Epistemologically,

the "self-consciousness" (svasamvedana), according to Dignaga, is simply
19

a "result" (phala) of the cognitive activity:
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Regular Cogn§ﬁ10n1 Selt-Retlective Cognition
"Sakarajfana" | ________________ J "Svasamvedana" |
(visaya-jnana) | visayajfiana-jnana) l
of + ¥ ‘
object of’cognltlong the grasping of this ]
=T - R cogmitiomof this
(artha-akara) (sva-akara) f-~ cognition
""GRAHYA" "GRAHAKA" GRAHANA
(prameya) (pramana) (prama)
[i.e. pramdtr]
"cognized-object" "'cognition of the "cognition of 'the
cognized-object" cognition of the cognized
object'"

According to Dignaga the self-reflective cognition itself conforms
to the structure of a regular cognition, i.e.,as a "s3kara-jnana", which is
descriptive of every cognitive event. An opponent may indeed question the
necessity of postulating a distinction between a regular cognition and a
self-reflective cognition as the cognition of the object in itself is in-
dicative of self-awareness. Digndga begins his own description of self-
reflective cognition by pointing out the necessity of positing the dis-
tinction between the two types of cognition. He begins by pointing out
that since self-reflective cognition itself appears in the form of a
regular cognition it too has a cognizing and a cognized aspect. Its
specific "cognized" aspect appears as the cognition which is in conformity

with the original cognition (arthdnuripajnanabhdsa); its cognizer aspect

is simply the cognition of this cognized aspect. If the description of
the cognition of an object were limited to either the "cognized-object"
aspect or the "cognizing" aspect, argues Dignaga, the following calamitous

results would follow. In the former case there would only be the cognized
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object and the self-awareness of it while in the latter case there would
onlybe the cognition of the object and the self-awareness of it -- in
both cases there would be no distinction between the original cognition

of the object (visaya-jnana) and the cognition of this original cognition

(visayajfanajiana)! To explain: if we postulate just the cognized-object

and the self-reflective cognition involving it, the self-reflection would
not have another cognition for its object (which it by definition requires)
but simply the cognized-object -- and thus by Dignaga's definition it
would be a simple "cognition" (svakara) and not a self-reflective cogni-
tion; if, on the other hand, we postulate just the "cognition" or "cog-
nizing" aspect and the self-reflective cognition, there will be no distinc-
tion between these two types of cognition as the objectless '"cognition"
will remain self-identically contentless and the self-reflective cognition
will have nothing to distinguish itself from.20
In attacking this epistemological position of the Buddhists and
in the consequent establishment of the triadic structure of conscious-
ness in which the cognizer is the soul endowed with enjoyership and agency,
the outline of Sadyojyoti's argument rests on the same premises as the
MImamsaka attack of the Buddhist position. §abara, for instance, first
establishes the separate existence of the soul qua cognizer by drawing a
distinction between, on the one hand, the body with its physical properties
such as colour, weight, etc., properties which are "observable by all",
and, on the other hand, the soul with its emotive and cognitive properties

of "pleasure, pain, etcfﬂ which are only‘bbservable by oneself". He then

gives a number of arguments to prove that the "internal properties" must
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belong to the soul qua cognizer‘:21

1) Personal pronouns lead one to assume the existence of a
separate cognizer,

2) 'Desire" leads to the inferential postulation of a cognizing
self. Desire depends on memory which depends on a self-
subsistent cognizer, i.e., in order to desire (x) one must
first recognize (x) to be desirous, which itself involves the
memory of (x) and which entails a subject who remembers.

3) Self-reflective cognition (svasamvedana qua pratyaksapramana)

proves that the cognizer, in cognizing, is self-cognized.

4) Scriptural texts (i.e. the'Upanisads and Brahmapas qua

§Ebdapr5mana) also recognize that the soul is the cognizer

possessed by internal properties.

5) By analogy: '"just as you perceive yourself (identity), so I

perceive my self (-identity)."

In explaining the MTmamsaka's conception of the soul in this anti-
Buddhist manner, $abara both describes the natdre (rdpa) of the soul --
i.e.,as something which possesses !properties" in the way the body possess-
es properties, albeit radically different kinds of properties -- and he
as well establishes the nature of this soul in pramapic terms. There is,
however, a lacuna in §abara's response to the Buddhists. S%bara is not
precise enough in his description of the nature of the soul; he is not
precise enough in describing the exact ontological relationship between
the "eternal" and "self-illuminated" soul and its "transitory" properties,
emotions and cognitions. Kumdrila attempts to spell §ébara's position

out more clearly and in doing so he helps to explain Sadyojyoti's position
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more clearly as well.

For Kumarila Bhatta it is clear the enjoyership and agency are
attributed to the soul in order to explain its engagement in the sphere
of karmic activity occurring most basically at the "property" level of
“pleasure, cognition, etc." Kumarila expands upon this "property" con-
ception found in éabara but changes it to include two sets of properties,
those that are intrinsic to the soul and that which are incidental: enjoy-
ership and agency belong to the former class of properties and pleasure,
cognition etc. belong to the latter class.22 In explaining the indirect

connection (laksanasambandha) as opposed to the direct connection (saksat

sapbandha) the soul has with the body in the accomplishment of karmically
determined activity=-i.e<¢;such "activities" meant to sotefiologically
"change" the soul -- Kumarila claims, contra the Buddhists, that the self

is not just of the nature of consciousness (vijhanamatratva) but rather
23

enjoyership and agency as well. Agency applies to the soul in order
that it may "carry out" (sadhana) injunctions; enjoyership applies to
the soul that it may reap the effects (sadhya) of the karmically determin-
ing injunctions. Furthermore, being possessed of eternality the soul is

separated (vyatiriktatva) from the buddhi, sense organs and body, which

are "finite" -- i.e. "open to destruction". Kumarila explains the soul's
engagement in karmic activity which involves the specific description of
the soul's connection to the fruits of the activities tied to the sphere
of finitude (anityatva).

Kumarila first addresses the Buddhiﬁt criticism that if the soul

is in fact eternal and yet possessed (pratipannatva) of enjoyership and
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agency, then at the time of its enjoyment it must be directly connected

to the fruits of its karmic activities (karmaphalasambandha). In res-

ponse Kumarila argues that in such activity the soul indeed undergoes a
"modification" (vikriya) -- but not a total transformation which actually
leads to the "destruction", i.e. non-existence, of a former condition

24 The modification is not in opposition to the aspect of

ucchedatva).
the agency of the soul. Due to its "active character" (sakriydtva) the
soul comes to be "the performer of sacrifices" (yajamanatva); the
"instrument" for this activity is the body understood in a metaphorical
sense,which refers to the sphere (avasthd) of the "means" whereby this

25 All change at the level of embodiment occurs at this

activity occurs.
level (avastha) itself while "the common character of the soul"
(samanydtma) never gives up its character as the "superintending factor"
(adhisthana) and "instigator" of this change. This is definitely a very
similar account of the soul's connection to karmic fruits that Sadyojyoti
accepts. For Sadyojyoti the closest this "modification" comes to the
soul is at the level of the "buddhivrtti". Basically the transformation
aspect occurs at the level of Favasthéﬂ)which is essentially altered by

26

the yajnasadhana occurring through the §arTra-dvara. For Kumarila the

,"§arTra-dv5raF essentially includes the triadic complex of buddhi,

indriya and §arTra)which in Sadyojyoti's view would simply include the

sphere of "buddhi etc." For Sadyojyoti the "yajnasadhana" would entail

dealing with the three bonds -- mala, karma and maya -- at the level of

embodiment characterized by "kaladi". Both Kumarila and Sadyojyoti

construe the soul as "jfana-sakti-sadbhava", attributing jhanatva with
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bhoktrtva and §aktitva with kartrtva.

In his confrontation with the Buddhists over the nature of con-
sciousness Sadyojyoti follows the MImdmsakas in attributing conscious-
ness to the soul but he differs with the Mmmﬁs&as over the nature of the
third order cognition described by the Buddhists as self-reflective

cognition", svasapvedana. Both the Mimamsakas and the Nyayayikas attach

a certain personalism to the soul; for both systems the notions of "I
cognize" and "I am self-conscious" attribute a self-subsistent entity be-

27 In this case the "I" is considered to be a

hind the act of cognizing.
permanent quality of the soul whereas the act of cognizing is itself a
product of an impermanent process carried out at the level of the buddhi.
In the context of the debate with the Buddhists over the substratum of
cognition §%bara quotes scriptural evidence in support of the view that the
self is the substratum of consciousness, i.e.,that it is the self which is

self-aware in the act of svasamvedana. Kumarila spells this out more

clearly when he states that there is an immediate intuitional insight of

the soul by the soul through a conception of "aham" (ahampratyayavijfeyah

svayamatmopapadyate), which is neither a perception nor an inference in
28

the stritt sense. According to Aghora §iva,Sadyojyoti clearly indicates
that self reflective cognition is simply a form of perception (manasa-
pratyaksa), which serves as the basis for an inference regarding the exist-
. ence of the soul; it is impossible to attribute a conception of "ahamkara"
to the soul. Moreover, since cognition at the level of the buddhi occurs
due to the obfuscation of the soul's Fjﬁhnaé%kti” there can be no “self-

illumination" of the soul through the notion of "I" or 'ahamkara".
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, _
Aghora Siva explains the inferential process whereby the soul is

established on the grounds of '"svasapvedana". The act of dreaming, he

maintains, is a perceptual event which falls under the definition of per-
ception,since it involves ftouching?(égggéé)-- not of an external object
(visaya) but of an "internal" one. This perception, argues Aghora §iva,
must depend on a permanent "internal" cognizer involved in the continued
perception of the internally perceived objects. This internal cognizer
cannot be attributed to consciousness itself as the Buddhist conceives of
it, i.e.,as a momentary event which ultimately is based on the momentary
world of "objects.". The Buddhist claim; that the internal experience of
phantasmal objects in fact proves that consciousness is momentary and ot
that there is a separate self, since there are no phantasmal appearances

separate from internal experience itself.29

Internal momentary experience
which projects imaginary objects appears to have a stable base (i.e. a
self) because of the "illusion" produced by the similitude of the successive
arising of the'objects -- as is the casé in the continuous flow of water.30
Aghora éiva reiterates his position that the phantasmal object is in fact
internally perceived in a permanent or constant mannef)which indicates that the
grasper must also be permanent.

A second inference is brought forward to prove the existence of a
separate soul qua enjoyer. In this case it is maintained that "desire"
(or Pinténtion"--,i.e. samihita) cannot be explained without the
postulation of one who does the desiring; similarly, enjoyment, bhoga,
cannot be explained without one who does the enjoying, the bhoktr. Al-

though such an argument is similar to the one proposed by Vatsyayana

whereby desire is considered to be a quality requiring:a substratum, i.e.
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terms of a notion of the "inherence" of the quality in the substratum.
Aghora §Eva adds that the argument from "desire" also proves that the soul
is an agent, since the activity-of-bhoga implied by "desire" cannot be
logically explained without the postulation of an active enjoyer.(BKV,99B)
These two inferences which Sadyojyoti employs to prove the
existence of the soul qua enjoyer and agent are categories of the

samanyatodrsta inference according to which something imperceptible

(adrsta) is inferred from something perceptible (drsta); this inference

is described by Vatsydyana in his commentary on Nyaya Sdtras 1.1.5:

"When the relation between the probans and the probandum being impercept-

ible, the probandum is known from a probans having the same nature with
ll31

any other object., Taken together, these two inferences satisfy the
requirements that a positive concomitance (vydpti) in an inference be
complimented by an example of negative concomitance. For example, the
constant concomitance of smoke and fire that we find in the kitchen, for
instance, must be complimented by its co-absence in water, for instance.
The standard charge brought against the Buddhists by the §Sivites and
others is based on this criterion of a proper inference; regarding the
Buddhists' doctrine of momentariness the critic claims that the Buddhist
cannot provide a negative instance (vipaksa) to prove permanence -- i.e.,
non-impermanence. To establish impermanence from existence there should
be a negative instance in which the non-existence (gggéyg) of impermanence
would be concomitant with the non-existence of existence. However, since
'everything is considered to be impermanent according to the Buddhist, no

counter instance can be cited. When the Buddhist brings a similar charge

against the S%ivité% inferential establishment of the soul, Aghora §3va,
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for example, maintains that the positive concomitance is provided by the

inference based on the svasapvedanapratyaksa and the negative concomit-

ance by the inference based on the activity of bhoga. This latter

(samanyatodrsta) inference is a negative concomitance as it is an in-

ference based on presumption (arthapatti, termed anyathanupapatti by

Sadyojyoti), which, according to Nyaya, is an inference based on nega-

/
32 In this case the Saivite infers that, since all

tive concomitance.
actions require an agent, given the fact of the activity of bhoga, an
active Enjoyer must be presumed.

The final criticism the Buddhist brings forth concerning the
Saivites doctrine of the soul is based on the doctrine of impermanence.

/ -
According to Aghora Siva in both his commentaries on the Bhoga Karika and

on the Mrgendra Kggma the Buddhist establishes the doctrine of momentari-

ness in the following manner:

1) All things are either momentary or permanent.

2) All things occur either sequentially or simultaneously.

3) If all things are permanent, sequentiality is ruled out.

4) If all things are permanent and simultaneous, the sequentiality

- established by practical experience (arthakriya) [the ultimate

criterion of logical truth according to the standard of
Buddhist pramanic theory] is ruled out.

5) Consequently, all things must be momentary and occur sequentially.
Néréyana Kantha succinctly states the Buddhist position: "All

being (yat sat-tat-sarvam) is momentary on account of the unestablish-

ment of the "being" (satta) which is due to the impossibility of having

an "arthakriyd" -- correspondence with practical experience -- of
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sequentiality and simultaneity."““The Pramdnavartika states this clearly

The higher truth (paramarthasat) is that which relates to

whatever is "for the purpose of the correspondence (samartham)

with the practical situation (arthakriyasamartha); the non-
existents are the non-mementary things--this position is established
by the conflict with [holding] simultaneity and sequentiality.

It is quite clear that sequentiality falls on the side of momentari-
ness. As D. N Shastri points out, the doctrine of practical efficiency is
actually equated with "reality" or '"existence" (sattd) itself. Consequent-
ly, when the Buddhist claims "everything is momentary, on account of [the

nature of ] existence" (sarvam ksanikam sattvat), the claim is simply be-

ing made that in terms of practical experience, everything is in fact

35

momentary. Of course the equation that “arthakriyd=sattd" goes one

step further and identifies this "arthakriydasattd" with sequentiality

(krama) -- i.e.,flux, continual change. Hence, in a more temporal sense
of the Law of Non-contradiction, concerning moments A, B and C, if (x)
exists at moment A it cannot also exist at moment B,as the existence of
(x) at A cannot include its existence at B--as "existence" at one moment
implies non-existence at another'.36
Aghora §iva brings forth two arguments against the doctrine of

momentariness. The first argUment is based on what can be described as
the "gem analogy". A "gem", an entity which the gaivite considers to be
"permanent", i.e. non-momentary, can be involved in two "activities" at
one and the same time: the gem can ''reflect" various separate objects
occupying various separate spaces at one and the same time and in one and

the same place,i.e. the gem.37

This is an example of a permanent thing
carrying out two things simultaneously; by implication the "illumination"

of the gem is meant to parallel the manner in which being or existence
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itself can manifest things both simultaneously and sequentially, i.e.,
the soul and impermanent cognition.38

The second argument brought against the déctrine of momentariness
is more properly directed against the doctrine of arthakfiy&: given the
position of universal momentariness entailed by this doctrine the ability
to relate to anything becomes impossible as everything is being destroyed
the moment it is arising -- consequently there is nothing to relate to.
In principle, pramEpic knowledge becomes an impossibility for the
Buddhists, even if they define pramEpic knowledge as "the comportment to-

u39

wards an unapprehended object (anadhigatarthagantr),, as even an un-

apprehended object becomes an impossibility.

4. The Carvaka Doctrine of Consciousness Understood as a Purely Empirical

Phenomenon
Immediately after treating the Buddhists Sadyojyoti treats the
Carvakas solely in terms of their doctrine of consciousness. The most
notable difference between the Buddhists and the Carvaka is that "moksa"
is the first priority for the former while "jivana", life, is the first
priority for the latter. As lying outside the sphere of brahmanical
orthodoxy, i.e. as "nastika" doctrines, the Buddhists are more intent in

upholding a "nastyatmavada" while the Carvakas are more intent in uphold-

ing a Pnéstiparalokavéda”.40 However, both the Buddhists, who espouse

buddhicaitanyavdda, and the Carvakas, who espouse the dehatmavada, begin

with the sphere of the "drsta" as the starting point of their views of
consciousness; the Buddhists construe this "drsta" mainly in terms of

momentariness while the C3arvakas construe it in terms of the "modifica-
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tion" (vikara) of the material substances. While Sadyojyoti restricts
his criticism of the Dehdtmavada to the more ontological framework of

{
the four elements accepted by Carvaka, we find Aghora Siva in his commen-

tary on the Mrgendra Vrtti criticizing this doctrine for epistemological

reasons, i.e. that there is only one praméha-;pratyakéa. Unfortunately we

do not possess an extant text of the Carvaka doctrine. In limiting his
criticism of the dehdtmavdda to the doctrine of elements Sadyojyoti is
obviously dealing with the C3rvaka doctrine according to what he considers
to be its essential position. We know from other authors, however, that
the Carvaka doctrine had many different "schools'; for example, in his
Vedantasara Sadananda claims that there are four schools of Carvaka each
of which holds a different interpretation of the origin of the conscious-

self:41 1) the physical body is the self(sthiilasarTramatma), 2) the sense

organs are the self (indriyanyatma), 3) the bio-force is the self (prana

atma) and 4) manas is the self (mana atma). As well, we know from a late

Carvaka text, the Tattvopaplavasimha, that there also existed two main

branches of Carvaka, one with a more materialistic and the other with a

more sceptical orientation; in his examination of the Tattvopaplavasimha
42

Eli Franco “argues that the "original" Carvaka doctrine of the four

material elements, i.e. the lost "Brhaspati Sutra", apparently rejected

the validity of inference, mainly as a rejection of the attempt to

establish some "other worldly" foundation of the phenomenal world, such

3

as God.4 It was probably the weakness in this original 'pratyaksa only"

position of Brhaspati, maintains Eli Franco, that led to the postulation

of .anumana,as it became increasingly clear that more than perception is

43

required to establish the four elements. After the rise of the hyper-



130

critical epistemology inaugurated around the time of Dignaga, Carvaka
was faced with the serious charge that it was founded on a petitio

principii V(Etméé}aya): after all other means of valid cognition are

denied, perception, in order to be established as a valid source of know-
ledge,must establish itself.44 According to Franco there were only

two ways to solve this problem: either to accept inference, albeit in

a limited sense, or to accept a radical scepticism and deny the validity

of both perception and inference, as did the author of the Tattvopaplavasimha.

The charge that Carvaka must employ inference in order to establish

its doctrine of the four elements, the cause of consciousness, is found

45

in Naréyapa Kanpha's commentary on the Mrgendra Agama. In order to

correctly ascertain the manner in which the four elements constitute the
body as well as the world as a totality, argues Nardyana Kantha, the

Carvaka must adopt a means of cognition other than mere perception --

46

i.e., inference. According to the Carvadka position we in fact only

"perceive" the , differences in the qualities (gunabheda) of the gross
elements (bhutani); the gross elements, as a result, must be inferred.
Inference must be employed, for instance, when '"earth" is discerned to be
the "element" constituting clay, stones, etc. and "water" of such things
as ponds, rivers, the ocean etc.:47
There where "hardness" is known, there is earth, as in the case
of a plateau, rock, mountains etc.; there where the earth element
is absent, as in the case of the wind, etc., hardness is likewise
absent. Or, everything which is liquid is [in the final analysis]
constituted by water, as oil, ghee, milk etc. have the nature of
water.
Néréyapa Kantha concludes, with respect to the body, that it is

not immediately clear "by perception alone" exactly which "qualities"
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that are manifested in the appearance of the body belong to which
elements: "one may not conclude, without the aid of inference, which of
the four elements, earth etc. constitute the body.48
It is also pointed out by NE?Eyapa Kap}ha that the pramana-
pratyaksa itself cannot justify the denial of other means of correct
cognition, anumana etc. He quotes DharmakIrti in this respect: "As what
is both the means and what is not the means of correct cognition are in
a similar situation, i.e.,isolated from anything else, another means of
correct cognition in fact exists..“49 In other words, the very truth of

the validity of perception is based on a petitio principii. The Carvaka

response to this criticism is typical of the central debates between the
various schools of Indian thought: Carvaka chargesthe upholders of

anumana with a petitio principii themselves. Carvaka maintains that in

the case of inferring fire from smoke -- based on the vydpti '"where there
is smoke, there is fire, as in the kitchen but not in the lake" -- what
is actually being apprehended is not the real fire but the /fire" as part

of the universal formula of the vyapti. Hence, we are simply apprehend-

ing what has already been apprehended:50

If a particular object is to be established then the relation

of invariable concomitance between it and the reason cannot be
established. We may infer fire but cannot infer the particular
fire which belongs to the hill in question. If we infer fire in
general then we apprehend what has been already apprehended. It
is like doing what has- been done. Moreover, fire, having no
peculiar trait of its own exists nowhere. Hence the talk of
inference is an absurdity.

In the Bhoga Karikd and its commentary the rebutal of the Carvaka

position is restricted to ontological issues concerning the dehatmavada.

Sadyojyoti introduces the Carvaka position in opposition to the



Buddhisté’unwillingness to accept a separate cognizer; the Carvakas
accept that there is a separate and conscious "bhoktr" of cognitive

acts -- however, they identify this conscious Enjoyer with the body.

The "body" is understood by Carvaka in a twofold sense as both "body" and
"'consciousness!. The body is specifically defined as a modified aggre-

grate (vikara -samahdra) of the four material elements, earth, water,

fire and air (with 3k3éa apparently being left out because it is impercept-

tible).51 Consciousness is said to be manifested (abhivyakti) as a "mod-

ified characteristic of the body, (kayasyaiva parin'émaviéésana).52

Aghora §}va provides the example traditionally used to explain the manner
in which a phenomenon like /‘consciousness can arise from something "uncon-
scious” and material'; fermenting agents in the production of alcohol
are said to have the "ability" or capacity (55531) to intoxicate. The
fermenting agents qua 'material elementsﬁ)when in one state,do not exhibit
the "quality" of being able to intoxicatejwhile in another state,they do.
Likewise, argues Carvaka, the material elements cambine 'togef,herto form the
body; once the proper cambination is reached, the elements posséss the ability
to manifest consciousness.53 The Carvaka base this analogy on the per-
ceptual observation that consciousness is seen only so long as the body
is infused with the vital forces (i.e. prana etc.).

The principle appealed to by the Carvaka in the identification of
consciousness with the body is simply stated: “it is improper to postulate
something imperceptible when something [perceptible already] exists

(drste  sambhavatyadrstaparikalparia na nyayya i}}).?54 Elsewhere this

principle is expressed in a manner which emphasizes the conception of
causality: 'that in the presence of which is seen something else is

recognized to be the cause of the latter (yadyasmin satyeva sandystam
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tadistam tasya kEngpam).PSS Sadyojyoti begins his verse introducing the

Carvaka position with the statement, "just on account of the cause" which
stands for both this principle as well as the body.

Sadyojyoti criticizes this view on the grounds of the pratyaksa-
Eramina that consciousness cannot be identified with material, perceptual
objects like pots and so forth. He claims that the Carvdka can provide no
proof of such an identification between consciousness and the body,as the
Preasonf'-- wherever there is the body, there consciousness is seen -- is
too general, as in the case of the corpse: the body is present but there
is no consciousness. Ultimately Sadyojyoti is basing himself on the
position that the body's vital activity (cestita) or non-activity is
dependent on the presence or non-presence of the self, which is separate
from the body.56 This criticism is particularly directed against the
Carvdka position that "consciousness'" is seen to arise only as a result
of conceptioh, i.e.,the material conjunction of sperm and ovum which
develops into the foetus qua the locus of consciousness. The §éivite
ar‘gues57 that conception does not indicate that the conjunction of conscious-
ness and the body are : coterminous, but merely indicates that conscious-

ness is prior to the body; as "memory' exists prior to conception

(§hklaé&nitasamyogﬁtprgéapi)?8 since at the time of the animated activity

of the newborn child, the child's movements presuppose a memory of beneficial or

harmful things, indicating that intentional activity (prayatna) precedes

bodily behavior (pravrtti). The newborn child, for instance, immediately
y

wants to breastfeed and cries when not allowed to do so. Aghora Siva

adds the further argument, again based on the pratyaksa-pramana, that
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consciousness and the body cannot be identified as one and the same
entity based on the example of the perception of pain caused by some ex-
ternal factor; the sensation itself is experienced "in the body;'
proving that there can be no strict “identification’ of the body and con-
sciousness -- i.e.,being of the same nature (Etmakatva),_ If )
there were this identification,pain would always be experienced exactly
and only at the locale of the body where the cause of the pain occurs.59

The body itself, together with the experiences of "sukhaduhkhadi"

associated with it as bhavas of the buddhi and so forth, is /an object of

60 As an object of the soul's con-

\enjoymentﬂ (bhogyatva) for the soul.
sciousness, the body is what is |"grasped; therefore, the body cannot be that which
does the grasping or enjoying. Arguing against the Carvaka in this manner,
Sadyojyoti employs an argument shared by the Advaitin éamké?a,who points
out the logical necessity in there being a radical distinction between

the "subject' and the object". For §ajrl<ara, consciousness cannot be a

"quality" (dharmatva) of the body as the body is an robject! (vi§azatva)

of consciousness. §a1kara brings forth a simple argument to defend this view:

it is contradictory for something to act upon itself (svatmani

kriyavirodhat): "Fire is hot indeed but does not burn itself, and the
ub1

acrobat, well trained as he may be, cannot mount his own shoulders.!

In his §%ivism in Philosophical Perspective K. Sivaraman describes this
62

notion in more exacting terms:

The known categories of the object cannot be applied to what
forms the very precondition of objectivity itself. The self
being a transcendental condition of experience cannot be
evidenced in the same manner in which any content of experience
becomes evident to our understanding. It is like the sense organ
being expected to turn its gaze at the seer by whom and at whose
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service it is able to see.
Concerning the nature of consciousness, the é%ivite and the
Carvdka view certain "evidence" in a manner which leads to different
conclusions. Take, for instance, the two statements, "I am short" and
"This is my body." According to CErkaa,PI am short" appositionally
indicates that the self and the body are one entity, i.e.,belong to the

same locus (samanadhikarana); while "This is my body!(mama deho 'yam)

does not indicate the separation of the body and the self but is merely a
"metaphorical" (aupacarika) manner of referring to the embodied self. The
§;ivite, on the other hand, claims that the first statement "I am short"
is actually the metaphorical statement while the second statement, "This
is my body" actually describes the correct state of affairs, i.e.,the
separation of the soul and body.63

Aghora §3va states the final argument against the Carvaka concern-
ing the théory of consciousness. This argument is centered around the
"four stages of life': infancy, adolescence, adulthood and old age.

Accordingly, each "bodily" stage is considered to be separate (vibhinna)

because of the difference in the transformation (parinamavisesana);

these changes are said to involve the destruction of the previous stages

due to the repeated transformations. Aghora §3va puts the question before
the Carvaka: if you identify the self with the body, how can and does one
remember previous stages in one's life)since these former stages no longer

. exist? The Mrgendra Agama, for instance, voices this same criticism:

"[The body] exists as a characteristic of a transformational process

(parinamasya vaigistyét); No! This would not account for memory'.,"s4
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According to this criticism the §€ivite is taking the Carvaka extremely
literally: '"transformations" of the body apply to particular cognitions
as well as life stages. The CéYvékas,claims Narayana Kantha, maintain
that "consciousness' in the condition of living beings is an !effect

of the transformation of a collection of elements (vidhabhUtaparinamakrta);

as these respective changes are repeated effects of the transformations of
the elements which constitute the body, the successiveness in experience
and the destruction of former experiential '"states" is just a character-
istic or quality of transformation (Earinima) itself -- there is no reason
to attribute cognitive and experigntial changes to anything else, such

as the soul. The §Eivite replies that,if one holds that the transforma-

tion is itself a quality of the successive cognitions (samkramasamvedana

videsasya), i.e.,if one claims that the particular consciousness which
accompanies each object is a product of a certain transformation, memory be-
comes an impossibility: in order for there to be memory transitory cogni-
tions cannot be based on something unstéble (Earinématva)Jdue to the
separateness of each successive moment which is characteristic of some-

thing unstable or transformative (parindmavi$esanam kramabh3vinim

bhinnatvat). This clearly means that it becomes impossible to remember
an experience which no longer exists in another experience and even
whether the former experience belonged to someone else or not

(asamviditasyanya-viditasya canyanasmaranat). In addressing this argument

/ N -
against the Carvaka the Saivite is almost attributing a ksanabhangavada

at the basis of the Carvaka's dehatmavada,
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In concluding the argument against the Carvaka over the role

of memory and the self qua consciousness, the Mygendra Kgama puts forth
65

the §aivite view succinctly:
And the self may not be said to be without memory, for it is
evident to all. Hence, there must be one who remembers, apart
from the body.

Since the Mr.gendra Agama describes "memory" as based on some-

thing "stable", i.e.,the self, and describes memory as a "quality" of the
self, a certain amount of clarification is called for. Nardyana Kantha ex-

plains that the successively occurring cognitions (sankramajnana) belong

to the buddhi and not technically to the soul's consciousness. Aghora Siva
further adds the quote: "The one who unites (anusanghatr) these cognitions
is just of the form of an agent (kartr)... established as the soul."
According to this quote "the body", which is characterized by continuous

transformation or alteration (asakrtpariuﬁmitva),is set in opposhion‘

to the stable experiencer (anubhavitr), the "conjoiner" who,in the
presence of certain objécts,"joinsﬁ certain cognitions or joins different
cognitions together. "Memory'is thus just a conjoining activity.66
Sadyojyoti closes his criticism of the Carvdka with a criticism
of the doctrine which holds that the senses are sufficient for explain-

ing the origin of consciousness, the Indriyacaitanyavada. (BK, 72B<73A).

The senses, argues Sadyojyoti, cannot be considered to be identical with

consciousness,or be consciousness itself qua thoga“’as they are simply

)
the means (karana) in the presentation of the object of consciousness

(bhogyatva). Aghora §iva adds that the sense organs qua "karapa"

cannot be the agents whereby consciousness comes about since the agent
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must be distinct from the agency as the sword, for example, is distinct
from the one who engages it. The soul is the agent and is said to be
the cause of the "engagements in" and "cessations of" all agentive

- - 2
acts (sarvanyakaraka-pravrttinivrttihetutva). Aghora Siva quotes a

passage to illustrate this "non-engaged engagement" on the analogy of
God's participation in agentive activity: "The Lord is the one
responsible for the engagements in and cessations of agentive activities;
the Lord is the unengaged one who is the agent responsible for the causa-

tive acts.,"67

5. The Debate with Samkhya

The §5ivite authors including Sadyojyoti tend to deal with
Sﬁmkhya within a purely ontological context as a criticism of the Samkhya
conception of prakrti and its relation to "purusa", which the Saivites
interpret as the individual soul. From the context of this criticism
the argument between the two doctrines either remains more epistemo-
logical and treats the specific relation between the soul and buddhi
or it becomes more soteriological and deals with the conception of
gggig. The §éivite is willing to accept points of agreement with the
Samkhya doctrine and even, in the case of Narayana Kantha, to quote sec-

68

tions of the Samkhya Karika as authoritative. However, in matters

)
which they disagree over, all Saivite authors agree in condemning the

Samkhya for the same reasons.
[
In the Bhoga Karikd and its commentary Sadyojyoti and Aghora Siva

criticise the Séﬁkhya epistemological doctrine that the buddhi is itself
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/
the locus of empirical consciousness. Aghora Siva cites Sapkhya Karika,

verse 20, at the outset of the epistemological criticism of Sﬁmkhya;
the verse describes "purusa" as a "witness"(sdksitva), as possessed
of isolation or freedom (kaivalya), as "indifferent" (madhyasthyd), as

a mere "spectator" (dragty) and as inactive (akar‘t{bha).69

According
to the §;ivite interpretation of the Sﬁmkhya,the soul or "purusa"

is thought of as a"bhoktp" of empirical consciousness but not as a
'kartr" involved in this empirical consciousness.70 The Samkhya ex-

plains its notion of the "purusa" as bhoktr by means of a doctrine of

"reflection" (pratibimbavada)according to which the buddhi is construed

as the means or matrix (dvaram) through which "the subject" and "the

object", i.e.,"the soul" and "the contents of the buddhi", are brought

71

together as if in a mirror. The buddhi functions as the mirroring

factor (chdyd) for the conjunction of its contents and the soul; as a
result of this conjunction of the two reflections, the buddhi appears as

. - - - ,o - -
if it is of a conscious nature: Aghora Siva summarizes the Samkhya

doctrine of "reflection': 72

{he "formal connection' (akaranusangag1s just a "contact"
samélesa) of the two "images™ (chdya) or 'reflections" which

are of the nature of the conscious and the unconscious; due
to this connection, the souls ,enjoyers and bonds are transformed
into objects of enjoyment through the instrumentality of the
cognitive activity of the buddhi)which itself functions in a
mirroring manner and is called enjoyment. It is Jjust for this
reason that the Samsarlns make the mistake of seeing the soul
and so forth in what is not the soul etc.

One of the analogies used by the SEmkhya to describe this
doctrine of reflection is given as the reflection of the moon in water;
in this case the water itself appears to manifest the light which actual-

73

[4
ly belongs to the moon. Aghora Siva criticizes this on the grounds
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that it draws a false comparison, since the soul and the buddhi are

of radically different natures -- one of a conscious - and one of an
unconscious nature -- while the moon and the water are of the same
nature both are by nature unconscious. The moon anélogy is meant to
explain more than just the connection between the soul and the buddhi

in terms of the idea of the soul's consciousness; although the soul is,
according to the Samkhya, "in some sense" a bhokty, it is a completely
uninvolved bhokty. The Samkhya "soul" has no real connection to bhoga.
The buddhi is said to be the locus of bhoga. All soteriological activity
occurs in the buddhi itself as the reflection of the soul qua bhoktr
and the buddhi qua locus of the bhoga.

With the criticism of_the moon analogy Aghora §3va has the
Samkhya appeal to another analogy in order to explain the unengaged
enjoyment of the gg£g§_;74

Just as there takes place a movement in the iron in the proximity
of the unmoved magnet, so there takes place a movement in Nature
in the proximity of the unmoved soul.

In upholding the uninvolvement of the soul in the activity of
the buddhi Samkhya appeals to this magnet analogy in order to avoid
attributing agency, kartrtva, to the EEEEii: ‘"agency"entails engagement
in activity (kriyd-vesa); if agency is attributed to the soul, the soul

."75 The objection

becomes subject to transformation (parinamatva)
brought against the magnet analogy adopted by the Samkhya is based on a
theory of causality. According to the éaivite the agent is not to be
identified with the activity (kriya); the terminology adopted to
describe this state of affairs is rather that the agent "does not re-

side in (veéé) or have its locus in the activity". Rather, just the
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power or ability (é%ktitva) to effect activity resides in the activity.
In the case of the magnet, the magnet:has the ability to cause the irtn filings

to move; in the movement of the iron filings the magnet remains the
agent and its ability to cause the movement becomes engaged in the activ-
ity of the movement. Hence, the soul qua agent remains ontologically
unmodified (Earigéta) in the activity of empirical consciousness.

In a last attempt to defend the Kkartrtva of the soul and to
attribute kartrtva to the buddhi, although the buddhi itself is not by
nature constituted by consciousness, Sé@khya appeals to the analogy of
the calf: "As the non-conscious milk ,'acts' for the sake of the growth
of the calf, so prakrti [qua buddhil ‘acts' for the sake of the release

u76 According to Samkhya, as long as the purusa has not

of the purusa.
attained soteriological perfection through the "discernment" (vivekajﬁEna)
of the separation of purusa from prakrti, the prakrti-based buddhi con-

tinues to function or act "for another" (paré?thapray[tti))as it is

dependent on the purusa. However, even though it is for the sake of
another)it still functions by itself for this purpose, just as the milk
flows by itself for the benefit of the cow. Aghora §3va turns the analogy
around and argues that buddhi qua prakrti is not "“autonomous" because --
even though it is unconscious-- it is superintended over by consciousness,
just as the flowing of the milk is superintended over by the conscious

cow. Superintendance (adhigthitatva) in this case implies "instigation"

(pravartakatva); even though the activity is unconscious, the "instigator"

must be considered to be conscious, as the cow-milk analogy points out.

These arguments against the Samkhya conception of the relation
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4
of the soul to the buddhi which Aghora Siva brings forth in his comm-

entary on the Bhoga Kdrikd are based on his commentary on the Mrgendra

Agama Vrtti. Narayapa Kantha offers arguments defending the notion that
the soul is actively engaged in the activity of the buddhi; as an

illustration of the succinctness of Nérﬁyapa Kapyhafs argumentation we

cite the following passage:77

If the soul is not the bhoktyr, what is the purpose of the body
that = is the locus of bhoga (bhogayatana), the sense organs
that are the instruments of This bhoda (bhogasadhana) the
objects of bhoga (bhogartha) and finally [as the culmination
of all this], the bhoga, itself which is constituted by ex-
perience which is pleasurable or painful? As bhoga is
necessarily accompanied by its locus (adhikarapa)and its in-
struments (sadhanasahitatva) it is impossible to deny to the

> soul the status of being a bhoktr. Moreover, if the soul is a
bhoktr, how can it not be an agent, karty? If it is purely
inactive (akarty) there is no justification for its conjunc-
tion with the instruments etc. (karapa etc.). Furthermore,
since the soul is essentially constituted by both conscious-
ness fqua being a bhoktr] and activity, to deny its agency is
ipso facto to deny 1ts consciousness.

Sadyojyoti and Aghora §Eva conclude the critique of Samkhya with
a soteriological criticism of the Samkhya conception of moksa. According
to Samkhya all soteriological activity takes place on the level of the
buddhi. Although the soul or purusa is said to be of a soteriologically
'pure nature (nirmalatva))the process of '"moksa" that is restricted to
the prakrti-based sphere of the buddhi is said to be "for the purpose
of the purusa". Moksa is thus defined as the ceasing of the activity
that arises on account of prakrti; this cessation arises out off account of the discrimination
‘that is instigated by the buddhi through the “J;n'?_irw'i designated bhdva. Verses 62

and 63 of the Sapkhya Karika describe the Sémkhya doctrine of moksa:’S

Verily, not any spirit is bound, nor released, nor migrates;
it is Prakrti, the Primal Nature alone, abiding in manifold
forms, that is bound, is released, and migrates.
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By seven forms Prakyti, the Primal Nature, binds herself by

herself, by one form she releases herself for the deliverance

of the Spirit.

The first objection brought forth against this conception of

moksa is stated by Sadyojyoti in verse 76A-76B: given that the soul
or "purusa" is considered undefiled (nirmalatva) at all times, whether
in the bound state or the liberated state, there can be no distinction
between the bound and the liberated soul,since the soul is at all times
ﬂunconnectedﬁ to that which could defile it. As a result, the liberated
and the unliberated states cannot be distinguished. Secondly, even if
we allow the Samkhya position that the activity of the buddhi and
prakrti "are for the sake of the soul, which remains "unconnected" to
this activity, there is nothing to prevent the activity
from taking place for one who is already liberated, as the soul has no
control over the activities of the prakrti. Thirdly, and finally, if
all karmic activity were limited to fhe sphere of the prakrti-constituted
buddhi, this activity would apply to all souls indiscriminately, as there
would be no restricting-factor involved in linking a certain soul with
a certain buddhi. As a result, liberation again becomes an impossibil-

ity given the Samkhya doctrine.
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NOTES

1Most of the quotes taken from Buddhist sources that appear in
the BKV are found as well in the MAD and are identifigd by M. Hulin as
taken from Dignaga's Pramapasamuccaya. Since Aghora Siva also discusses
the arthakriyavada we must assume that Dharmakirti is as well criticized
as Dignaga was unfamiliar with the concept of arthakriyd; cf. Digndga
On Perception, trans. and annotation by Massaki Hattori, Harvard Orien-
tal Series, Vol. 47 (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press,
1968), p. 80. It may be argued that the concept of arthakriya .as con-
ceived by later Buddhist writers was actually latent in Dignaga's concep-
tion of the distinction between the "svalaksana", the unconceptualized
particular, and the "samanyalaksapa", the conceptualized object or event.
One of the marks of the svalaksana, according to DharmakIrti, is its
arthakriydéakti while the samanyalaksapa possesses no such capacity; cf. -
Hattori, p. &U. )

Concerning epistemology, the Sakarajnanavada is held by the
Sautrantikas and some Yogacaras (some Yogacaras also hold a Nirakara-
 _jnanavada);cf. Hattori, p. 88.
For a discussion of the distinction between the two doctrines, cf. also

Bimal K. Matilal,Perbe tion (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986), p.151 .
Kamalasila, for insfgnce, maintains that both schools accept the basic
principle of the sakaravijfianavada; the Sautrantikas, however, accept the

independent existence of external objects while the Yogacaras do .not SR
(cf. TS, v. 1344). o
2

The Nyayamafijari of Jayanta Bhatta, ed. Surya Narayana Sukla.
Kashmir Sanskrit Series No. 106 (Benares: Jaya Krishna Das Haridas Gupta,
1935), p. 15.

’ 3The Aphorisms of the MImamsa by Jaimini, with the Commentary of

Savara-Svamin, ed. Pandita Mahesvarachandra Nyayaratna (Calcutta: ‘—_
Bibliotheca Indica, 1873), p. 9.

4Ibid., p. 9 and Shabara-bhasya, trans. Ganganatha Jha. Gaeknwad's
Oriental Series, Nn. LXVI, 2 Vol. (Baroda: Oriental Institute, 1933),
e 13

5Matilal points out that the terminological distinctions used by
Digndga in his Pramanasamuccaya to designate the "object-aspect" and the
"cognizing-aspect™ are, respectively, "arthabhdsa" and "svabhdsa", which
are_more commonly referred to as 'grahyakara" and "grahakakara' by the
Yogacara authors: "Later on this arthabhasa transpired as arthakara,
the 'object-form' of the cognition, in the writings of post-Dinnaga expo-

A 1 n
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nents and hence the nickname s3k3ravadin (s3akara = 'awareness with an
object') was given to this school.™ Cf. Matilal, Perception, p. 151.

6The context of this debate concerns the theory of the relation
between conscipusness and its object. Sabara extends the self-evidential
character of Sabda qua Vedic “scripture" into other spheres of cognition;
hence, in the sphere of perception he upholds a type of realism
(arth@alambanah pratyayah) wherein actual perceptions are in themselves
valid (satpratyaksam) -- and can only- be proven to be 8
false "after the fact" of the cognitive event. Kumarila describes this
state of affairs: "Therefore, the authoritative character of a concep-
tion recognized through the mere fact of its having the character of
‘cognition', can be set aside only by the contrary nature of its object
or by the recognition of discrepancies of its causes." Cf. Slokavarttika,
trans. p. 46. '

The Buddhists, on the other hand, because of their more ontolog-
ical commitment to the ksapnikavada, hold that perception has no ontological
support (niralambanah pratyayah) and in itself simply represents the
false sphere of the unng?erentiated and unconceptualized svalaksana.

ilhg Aphorisms of the MImamsa, p.9: "yadyarthakarabuddhih syat; nir-

akdri tu no buddhi akaravan bahyo rthah sa hi bahirdesasambaddhah
pra yéﬁsamupafabndgfe.ﬁ
8

Ibid., p. 9.

9§abara says that the cognition becomes cognized (buddhi jhayate);
terminologically, the buddhi becomes "jnata". Buddhi (@lambhana) 1s -
apratyaksa -- because 1t has no "akdra™; (therefore, it 1s only open to anumana.
Buddhi can only be said to have akara) when it has an object: “Further, the
form of the cognition is never_apprehended except in terms of the object
(sakdram cartham pratyaksam evavagacchamah." cf., ibid. p. 10.

101 we were to speak of it in terms of "levels", level one con-

gtéggtin vyavaséXgﬂjﬁhna and level two constituting avyavasadya-jfana,
uddhi-jhana qua ogya" would be comparable to the Tevel of vyavasaya-
fiana. Such is the manner in which Aghora §?va tends to constF%E‘tﬁT%‘
activity. The buddhi is the locus for a certain type of cognition (jﬁEna)
which leads, so to speak,"a life of its own". The jfhana terminology 1s
used to explain the events which take place in the %ﬁaaﬁ"; this "buddhi-
jnana" then becomes an object of the soul and comes under the category
of "atma-jnana“, i.e. "bhoga" or '"anubhava" and is more comparable to a
avyavasaya-jnana. Of course, in this section of the BK under discussion
this 1s not Sadyoyjoti's concern; rather, the separate existence of
bhoga is meant to establish the radical distinction between the bhoktp
and the bhogya.

o Mpky. p. 30 quoted from Dharmakirti, Pramanavarttika, ed. Swami
Dwarikadas Sastri (Varanasi: Bauddha-Bharati, 1968), p. 78.

12

The MA is very conscise in its criticism. The first and no
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doubt most important argument attributes a 'category mistake" to the
Buddhists who are said to confuse consciousness with the instruments
whereby consciousness becomes manifested (i.e. senses, manas, etc.)

and thus confuse the impermangnce of the instruments with the imperman-
ence of consciousness. The MA employs two other basic arguments: it

is wrong to attribute impermanence to the self since we in fact enjoy the
fruits of previous activities and since we remember previous experiences.

13MAV, p. 100: "If the soul exists, there is a conception of
an "other!; this distinction of the'self! [i.e.,as "what is mine"] and
the "other" _engenders the attachment to possessions and animosity
(yaduktam atmani sati parasamjfia svaparavibhagatparigrahadvesau.
anayossampratibaddhassarve dos prajayante” iti)." The quote is from
Pramanavarttika, p. /7.

14MAV pp. 102-103: "nanu sadrsaparaparaksanotpattivipralabdhatvat
stha1r'yama'd'ﬁ"'arop1tam1tyuktam."r

15

16Ibld., p. 28 (v.9a): 'or [it can be maintained that] the self-
cognition or the cognition cognizing itself (svasamvitti) is here the
result [of the act of cognizing]." Dharmaklrf describes the inner per-
ception of emotive states as manov11nana and the self-cognition as
sarvacittacaitanam dtma samvedanam. ere is a sense in which svasapvedana
1s co-temporal with every cognitive state, which thus provides the con-
tinuity in experience, as Dharmakirti states: "All (simple) conscious-
ness, as well as all mental phenomenon, are self-conscious." Cf.
Stcherbatsky, Buddhist Logic, I, 163. For a discussion of the Buddhist
notion of svasamvedana, cf. Hattori, pp. 93-94 and Matilal, Perception,
pp. 149-153.

170f course there is a difficulty in explaining cont1nu1ty in the
svalakgana sphere of experience, as svasapmvedana qua manovijnana appears
to infuse some kind of conceptuality into the svalaksana experience.
It is exactly this cryptic problem in Digndga which Eas led M. Nagatomi
to refer to it as "a conundrum in the Buddhist pramanpa system." Cf. M.
Nagatomi, "Arthakriyd," Adyar Library Bulletin, 31-2, (1967-1968),
243-260.

Dignaga, On Perception, p. 28.

18"The resulting cognition arises bearing in itself the form of
the cognized object and [thus] is understood to include the act of [of
cognizing] (savyapara)." Cf. Hattori, p. 28. The Buddhist is arguing
against the Nydyayika who construes the kdrapa qua karana as separate
both ontologically and temporally from the kdrya.

19

20For the reasons behind the two alternatives, cf. Matilal,
Perception, pp. 151-152

v. 10; Hattori, p. 29.
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22nlike Sabara, Kumarila Bhat;g does not construe Sukhaduhkha
etc. as "properties" of the soul; cf. Slokavarttika, trans. p, 385.

23Bhoktr_‘tva and kartrtva must be included if the sadhana-sadhya-
sapbandha is to be established (v.4).

24These two positions are respectively known as vikriyanityatva
and ucchedanityatva. Kumarila states: "The applicability of the term
anitya applied to the atman is not rejected if the non-eternality is
one of modification fof the eternal soul] and not of its destruction.”
Cf. p. 385. Parthasarathi uses more standard philosophical vocabulary
to describe this state of affairs: the soul is nitya in its svarfpa
and anitya and anitya in its upadhi.

25In order to explain the specific ontological manner in which
the soul qua kartracts(kriyate) in activity (kriya), v.75 lays down the
principle that the kartr need not always be the locus in which the activ-
ity adhers; actions are on%y brought about by the so?l in its gaEacit%
as a superintending factor . (adhisthana or instigator (prayojika) [v.75
and is so involved in activities qua karty in a different manner: for

example, through movement, language, proximity etc. (vs. 95-96).

26Kumir‘ila does not accept a subtle body (cf. v. 62); transforma-
tion occurs at the level of "avastha" with the soul taking on different
physical bodies qua "avastha™.

/ "

, 27Cf. Santaraksita, Tattvasamgraha (contra Nyaya), pg. 213-214).
KamalasTla quotes Uddyotakara (Nydyavarttika,3.1.1). Santaraksita
objects to this view since nityatva and vibhutva etc. do not become mani-
fest in ahamkara; rather, the cognitions of physical attributes, like
"fair complexion" etc., become manifest.

Cf. note 40 for chapter IV above concerning the notion of ahamkara

as held by Vatsydyana. In Vatsyayana's case it can be argued that he
does attribute a , certain’personalism" to the soul, even though this is
not his intention. On the one hand, in his commentary on 4.2.44 he
makes it clear that the "I" notion is only constitutive of the soul in-
sofar as it has cognition; in the state of release there is no cognition.
All cognition is a result of the condition of embodiment: "The conditions
(necessary for the production of knowledge) are there only if there is a
body produced as a result of adrsta which is the substratum of actions
(cesta), senses (indriya) and pleasure and pain. Thus cognitions are
invariably produced (only in the prescence of such a body)." Cf.
Nydya-Sutra with Vatsydyana's Bhasya, p. 370. In his commentary on 1.1.22
Vatsyayana further argues against construing moksa as the svasamvedana
[which would definitely involve a form of ahamgraf¥axa] of eternal DbIliss.
On the other hand, however, Vatsyayana describes "the eternal soul" as

sarvadrastrtva, sarvabhoktytva, sarvajnatrtd and sarvanubhavin (comm. on
e ; since the ahampratyaya Ieads to the inferential conception

Cf. §Ebara, trans. pp. 26-31.
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of a permanent self qua substratum of the fleeting cognitions, it
appears that this ahampratyaya also applies to the '"more eternal"
qualities of the soul such as sarvadrastrtva etc.

P
2841 okavarttika (atmavada, v. 107), trans. p. 401: [According
to the Bhasyal the soul is directly cognizable by the notion of 'I'."
In v. 132 a similar idea is expressed: '"The notion of 'I' must always
(be accepted to) refer to the soul (atmabhimanenetyahambuddhirdhruvatmani)."

29MKV, p. 99: "cideva hiyam ksanika tattadarthaprakigérﬁpi
anubhaxgsiaaﬁa natvetadvyatirikta atma vidyate samvedanavyatiriktasya
bhedandpratibhasanat.,

30Ibid.}' "samvedana eva ksanike Jpladhé?ébravéhavatsaddré%pgraparot-
pattibhramat vikalpena sthairyamaéﬁyaropyata ityavidyajanita seyamatmadystih."
Also see Kamala$iIa's commentary on vv. 1920-19%2 wﬁic% argue against the
position of the Carvaka that all consciousness proceeds from sense-organs
and objects: "If all cognition were apprehended only through the sense
organs and the objects, -- then our assertion would have been an audac-
ious one; as a matter of fact, however, in Dreams and other states
there appears Subjective Consciousness envisaging the Blue and objects,
which subjective consciousness is apprehended even when there is no Sense-
organ nor any object in the shape of colour , etc. (yadi sarvameva
jnanamindriyarthabalenaiva jfidyate tada sahasam bhavet, yavata
svapradyavasthayam niladipratibhasam manovijnanamasatyapi caksuradindriye
yina 'pi rOpadinarthena samvedyate).™ Cf. Tattvasamgraha of Sant araksita
with the Commentary, trans. pp. 919-921, ed. p. 345-347.

31Ny§ya Sutras, p. 18. The two inferences Sadyojyoti employs to
prove the existence of the soul are categorized as the samanyatodrsta
form, i.e.,inferring something imperceptible (adrsta) from something per-
ceptible (drsta). Gautama (1.1.5) subdivides 1n¥erence into three
categories: purvavat (lit. "that which has the antecedent") is an in-
ference from the cause to the effect, as from the viewing of clouds one
infers that it will rain; &esavat is from the effect to the cause, as when
one infers that it has rained from the viewing of swollen rivers; and
samanyatodrsta inference occurs when the perception of an object which
1S perceptible provides the basis for the establishment of something
imperceptible, as the movement of the sun is inferred from the percep-
tion of its location in different places. Both the plrvavat and $esavat
inferences concern perceptual objects while the samanyatrodyrsta only
concerns imperceptible objects. In his commentary on 1.1.5 Vatsyayana
subdivides these basic three kinds of inference into two alternative
ways of viewing them, i.e. temporally and spatially (or logically). With
respect to the samanyatodrsta inference, the temporal manner would concern
the movement of the sun whereas the spatial or logical manner would con-
cern something like the postualation of the soul from the fact of cog-
nitive qualities, which is more in line with Sadyojyoti's use of the
samanyatodrsta inference: "When the relation between the probans and the
probandum being imperceptible, the probandum is known from a probans
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having the same nature with any other object. As, for example, self

from desire, etc. Desire etc. are qualities. Qualities reside in sub-
stances. Therefore, that which is the substratum of these (i.e. desire
etc.) is the self." Cf. Nyaya Sutras, p. 18. With respect to the example
of the sun's movement as given by Gautama, Keith claims that the sun is
inferred to move based on the analogy of ordinary motion

even though the sun's movement is not open to perception; cf. Arthur
Berriedale Keith, Indian Logic and Atomism (New York: Greenwood Press,
1968), p. 89. Kisor Chakraborti, however, argues that the:samanyatodrsta
is an inference based on seeing or proving (drsta) the universal
(samanyatd) two things must necessarily share and not on an analogy; cf.
Kisor %umar Chakraborti, The Logic of Gautama, Society for Asian and
Comparative Philosophy, Monograph no. 5 (Honolulu: The University Press
of Hawaii, 1977), pp. 14-31.

The samanyatodrsta inference is generally accepted by the other
schools. For example, in v. 6 of the Sapkhya Karika ISvarakrsna accepts
this form of inference: “samanyatastu drgt%ﬂhtindriyéhém pratitiranumanat.."
Cf. The Samkhyakarikd of ISvarakrsna, p. 19. Sabara, as we have seen,
accepts,it when he uses the fact of "desire" to establish the nature of the
soul; The Vaié%sika Sutras (2.2.15 and 2.1.16) as well accept it. Even
a Buddhist text, the Uﬁgyahrdaya, a pre-Dignaga work, accepts the
séménxatodgsﬁa inference; cr. G. Tucci, Pre-Dignaga Buddhist Texts on

ogic from Chinese Sources, G.0.S., no. XCIX T(Baroda: Oriental insti-
fu%e, 1929), p. 14.

328y the later tradition, following Uddyotakara, the sdmanyatodrsta
inference was seen to include many forms of inference, including
arthapatti; cf. The Logic of Gotama, p. 16.

3§ME!, Pe 10Q:yatsattatsarvah ksapikam aksanikasya
kramayaugapadyabhyam arthakriys mupapatteh sattayah evasiddhatvat."

34ME!, p. 100; quote from Pramapavarttika, p. 100:
"arthakriydsamartham ¥§E_tadatra paramarthasat asanto 'ksanikdastasmat
kramakramavirodhatah. '

35Sastri, The Philosophy of Nyﬁya-Vaiéésika, pp. 191-194.
36

T. Stcherbatsky, I, 86-87.

37The same argument is put forth in the MAD, p. 104. As well,
Narayana Kantha gives the example of a "pot": it is both involved in
many things and is one thing (MAV, p. 104).

38T_he "jewels and the thread" example (manisuUtravat) that many
jewels are related to one thread is meant to illustrate the point that
one object can be related to three different temporal events, the past,
present and future; cf. Padarthadharmasamgraha, trans. p. 81-82. The
classic example is that a ruby (padmaraga) remains the same and does
not become different due to its association with the past and present;
For a well presented discussion of this in a Buddhist
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context, cf. Stcherbatsky, I. 203 and II, 21-24, 33-34.

3nother formulation of this is ajnatarthajnapakam pramanams;
since the object is always momentary, it always appears as a new event.

40Besides presenting the basic philosophical position of the C@yvika
as is corroborated by such works as the Brahmasutrabhasya, Nyayamanjari
and Tattvasamgraha, Madhava in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha gives: an account
of the Carvaka as an anti-Brahmanic and anti-theistic social movement
dedicated to a form of hedonism. Madhava sees this "social" aspect of
Carvaka as the expression of those who neglect the four traditionally
accepted "purusartha", i.e. kama, artha, dharma and moksa -- accepting
only the firsf two; cf. Sarvadar§anasamgraha, pp. fO=TT. In the
Brahmasdtrabhasya (3.3.53) Samkara sees Carvaka, through its denial of a
Tseparate’ self, as denying the possibility of bondage and release both
for the Purvamimamsa, as it would deny the possibility of a separate
self attaining heaven and for the Vedanta, as it would deny the possibility
of the identification of _the self with Brahman: cf. Vedanta Sutras with
the Commentary of Sankaracarya.

41Cf. Sadananda, Veddntasara, trans. Swami Nikhilananda (Calcutta:
Advaita Ashrama, 1974), 39.  AIthough Jayanta Bhatta treats the
sarTratmavada, indriya-caitanyavada and the manascaitanyavada, he only
attriBU@ps the %arTratmavada to the Carvaka. He also discusses
the "Susiksita Tarvakas'™ who accept a "soul" which is distinct from the
body but which perishes with the death of the body; cf. Nyayamafijari of
Jayanta Bhatta, ed., II, 39. ,

42cf. Eli Franco, 'Studies in the Tattvopaplavasimha," Journal of
Indian Philosophy, 11 (1983), 147-166. '

43

Ibid., p. 148.

44It was generally assumed by the other schools that the

ratyaksa - only Carvakas slipped anumana in the side door. For example:
BWﬁen he [Carvaka] denies the existence of another world, he actually has
resort to a proof called negation (anupalambha) [which is inferential
knowledge]. Therefore, how can the Carvaka be sane when he argues by means
of inferential knowledge, while saying that inference is not valid know-
ledge." Cf. Moksakaragupta, Tarkabhasa, trans. Y. Kajiyama (Kyoto: .
Rinsen Books,1966), p. 31. In his commentary on vv. 1482-1483 KamalaSila
identifies a certain Puranda who is quoted as claiming that the Carvaka
accept inference in a limited sense as that which is held by most people
in everyday affairs (lokaprasiddha-anumana) but does not accept it to

rove things beyond the worldly sphere (Taukikamargatikramya-anumana).
antaraksita observes that the notion such as "the effect arises from
the cause" etc. is accepted "in the world" -- i.e. by the person in the
street; however, it is exactly such an idea, says Santaraksita, that the
early logicians used to found anumdana on. Consequently, he argues, if one
accepts anum@hg in a laukika sense one accepts it in a paralaukika sense
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as well; cf. Tattvasamgraha, p. 738.

“wav, pp. 181-189.

46N5réyaqa Kantha attacks the pratyaksaikapramanavada mainly in
terms of the discernment of the four elements constituting the body;
without inference, it is impossible, he insists, to have a "synthetic
view" (anvaya-grahanatva) of the totality of things within sphere of ex-
perience; cf. ﬁxv, pp. 188-189.

4vav, p. 188: M"api ca yatra kathinyam sa prthivi
sthalopalaparvatadivat. prthivya ve’EﬁThlnﬁaSYEb ap. vayvadaviva.
yacca dravasvarupam tajjalam tailagrptaksiraderapyudakatvadityadyanvayagr-
ahanamanumanangam kKalpaniyam."

_ “MAv, p. 188: "[dehe] prthivyddibhitacatustayarabdhatvamapi
nanumanai vina 'vagantum $akyam."

B ~49ME!, p. 189: 'pramapetarasamanyasthiteranyaviyogatah
pramanantarasad bhava iti."

50 e ~ . - .
Jayanta Bhatta's Nyaya-Mafijari, trans. Janaki Vallabha Bhattacharya,
Vol. I (DeThi:_ Motilal Banarsidass, 1978), p. 247; cf. ed. p. 208:
l"xgégﬁi'nugamabhavatséhégxg siddhasadhanat/ tadvato
'nupapannatvadanumanakatha Kutah.n
- /4

51FprthivyapastejovayuritiP, Tattvasamgraha of Santaraksita, ed.
p. 520. -

52

Just as "kaya eva" appears to be an original maxim or nydya of

the Carvaka school, as 1t is cited by many commentators, so also this manner
of describing consciousness as a "viSesa" of the body; eg.,
"caitanyavi§istah kayah purusa iti™ --cf. The Brahmasutra$amkarubhasyam,
ed, Narayan Ram,Acharya (Bombay: Satyabhamabal Pandurang, 1943), p.424

(on 3.3.53). Samkara also refers to the Carvaka notion of consciousness

as a "quality" (dharmatva) of the body. Kamala$fla on vv. 1858-1859

points out that some Carvakas hold that consciousness is "produced out of"

(utpadyate) the body while others hold that it js "manifested by"
(abhivyajyate) the body; cf. Tattvasaparaha of Santaraksita, p. 887.
53

Kamala$Tla proffers an interesting argument against this Carvaka
position: "For instance, when one sees such disgusting things as the

blood of a tiger, etc., there appears a manifestation in the mind of a
cowardly person, in the shape of savour and so forth; and yet this does
not make the said Subjective Consciousness a material effect of that blood."
Cf. Tattvasamgraha, trans. p. 900.

kv, p. 3¢.
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55Pauskara Agama, paSupatala, v. 6): SPB, p. 100 (yadyasmin

sati sandystam tadigtam tasya karanam). Sivagrayogin expressés this
sIightly differently: “if something is seen where there is something
else, the latter is sure to be the cause of the former (yadyasmin
satyeva drfyate tattasya karapam drstam)." SPB, p. 97 . ﬁé?iyapa Kantha
expresses 1t as: yasmin satl yasya gﬁﬁVaﬁ yadabhave cabh3vah
tattasyakaryam, MAV, p. 184. He gives the example of cold and the winter
season. In the BrahmasUtrasamkarabhdsya (3.3.51 and 3.3.52) we find a
similar explanation of the reason adduced by the Carvaka to defend their
position, although the emphasis in this case is placed more on the re-
lation between localities or loci than on the relation between cause and
effect: wherever x exists only when y exists and does not exist when
y does not exist, x is considered to be an "quality" (dharma)of y;
for example, light and heat are considered to be qualities of fire
(yadi yasminsati bhavatyasati ca na bhavati tattaddharmatvendadhyavasiyate
yﬁfﬁi'%gn1dharmiVaU§gyaprakH?éET}'B?aﬁma§ﬁfrasankEYabha§yam, ed. p. 427%.
The two sutras which appear as 3.3.57 in Srikantha's Bhasya do not
criticize Carvaka but are treated as a reference in the relationship of
individual and supreme consciousness in light of proper meditation. In-
deed, nowhere in his Bhasya does Srfkantha take up a criticism of Carvaka;
cf. The Brahma-Mimamsa with Srikantha-Sivdcharya's Commentary, ed L.
Srinivasacharya. Government Oriental Library Series, Bibliotheca Sans-
krita No. 30 (Mysore: Government Oriental Library, 1903), pp.

_ 5%or instance, cf. Paugkara Agama, paSupatala, v. 68; SPB, p. 99 ;
"'yadbhavayadabhavabhyam cestacesie bhajettanu accaitanyamiti

proktamvyatiriktah tu dehatap.”

57w, p. 190.

81n this case the “Sukladonita" implies the foetus (kalana), a
term sggcificglly referring to_fﬁe embryo a short time after conception
(karyasrayipaSca kalaladyah, Samkhya Karikd, v. 43). _

59N§r5}ana Kantha uses a similar example: we see a small cog-
nition (alpajfana) in"a large body (mahdkaya) and a large thought
(mahdmati) in a small body (alpakaya); cf. MAD, p. 187. M. Hulin gives
the 1lTustration of a mouse being smaller than the crocodile, which in-
dicates that consciousness is not in direct proportion to bodily size;
cf. Mrgendragama; Sections de la Doctrine, p.164.

60In BK, v. 72 provides the reason, using the phrase
"jTvacchayopabhogyatvdt" as a reason for holding that the body is an un-
conscious material object; the term "-upabhogyatvdt" is clear enough
although "jTva-chaya" is more difficult™to understand in this context
as_it smac&s of the Samkhya doctrine which construes the buddhi as a
chaya of the puruga; this doctrine is criticized by Sadyojyoti in vv.
74B-77B. Aghora §1va explains the idea of the chayd in v. 72 as referr-
ing to the reflective or mirroring activity of The buddhi in its
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“presentation" of objects to the soul; qua "object", therefore, the
body has the same status as any other "object" and no more privileged
gccess to consciousness than any other "object. 'Chayd" in this
Saivite sense is a one-way mirroring, the presentation of objects in the
buddhi, whereas with the Sagkhya, the ch3yd is a two-way mirroring, the
pbuddhi presenting objects and the subject in one activity.

61yedanta Sutras, p. 271.
62§

ivaraman, Saivism in Philosophical Perspective, p. 271.

/’
63Cf. SPB, pp. 97-99. The 'corpse" provides a similgr use of
the same phenomenon to prove the opposite conclusions. The Saivite sees

the corpse as proof that the physical body is dependent on consciousness

for its continued existence. The Carvakas, on the other hand, claim that
when the body is no longer functioning as a body, ie. when the "prana"

is no longer in tact, there is no consciousness; death is said to be the

departure (nirgama) of the elemental bio-force.

64MA, p. 186: "parinamasya vaisistyadasti cenna smrtistada."

65Ibid., p. 187: "ndpyevam supratItatvat smarta kayetaro
'styatah."

66The Carvaka, however, might reply that the fact remains, the
cognitions according to the Saivites are themselves transitory: if
memory neither belongs to the unstable cognitions nor to the soul, then
who or what actually remembers?

%7pkv, p. 35

58wav, p. 281.

69The differences among the various commentators concerning the

interpretation of this kdrika are typified by the debate between
Vacaspati Misra and Vijffana Bhiksu over the concept of Hnngkxﬁxya“ in
their commentaries on the Yoga-SUtras. For Vacaspati Miéra the purusa
is really a non-experiencer assuming the pose of an experiencer while
for Vijndna Bhiksu the guru§a is a real experiencer; for a discussion
of the various interpretations cf. Latika Chattopadhyaya, Self in
Sampkhya Philosophy (Calcutta: Roy and Chowdhury, 1982), pp. 43-46.

7oIn Sapkhya Karik@, v.17, one of the reasons postulated to
prove the existence of the purusa is the fact of an enjoyer
(bhoktrabhavat). The Samkhya Sutras, v. 6.54, explicitly states that
agency belongs to the ego, not_the puru a(ghamkérah kartd na purusah).
In his commentary on Samkhya Sutras 1.92 Aniruddha argues that kartrtva,
bhoktrtva and adhistartva are falsely ascribed to the self when in’
fact 1t is the Fgrakrtéﬁ [i.e. qua buddhi] which possesses these qualities.

71The pratibimbavada is _associated more with the Samkhya SUtras
and Yoga Sutras than with the Samkhya Karikda. The pratibimbavada 1s
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also expressed in Vedanta, as for example, in the Byhadaranyaka
Upanisad 2.4.12 and the Brahma Sutras 2.3.50; for a discussion of
fEe doctrine outside Samkhya, cf. Latika Chattopadhyaya p. 132. In
the Samkhya -Yoga writings the "reflection" doctrine is based on a
number ‘of analogles. In the Yoga Sutras 6.28 the analogy of the moon

in water is given; in Samkhya ras 2.35 and 1.96 the analogy of the
gem's proximity to the red flower 1s glven.
728k, p. 36.
_ 73Ibid., p. 37. The magnet analogy is given in Yoga Sutra
Bhasya on 1.4
748Ky, p. 36.

75Samkhya Karika, v. 57.
76

MAV, pp. 82-86.

77MAV pp. 84-85: "abhoktuh purusasya bhogayatanena dehena bho
sadhanalrl"a—yyalrbhoktavya1rlndrlyarthalrbhogena ca sukhadubkhavedana ana
phalena kim prayojanam. yatascasya bhogastaaaahlkaranatatsadhanasah1to
Tst1 ato bhoktrtvamapahatumasakyam. yasca Dhokta sa kathamakarta
akartari karapadisambandhasya nirarthakatvat. drkkriyatmakatvameva
svarflpam caltanyasa tataSca kartrtvanirasat jﬁﬁ%vamapl.

78The Samkhyakarika of Isvarakrsna, trans. Mainkar, pp.
159 and 158.




Chapter VI

THE TRANS-BUDDHI CONDITIONS GOVERNING EMPIRICAL CONSCIOUSNESS

1. Introduction

The §éivite doctrine of the thirty-six tattvas is often sub-
divided into three distinct groups.1 The first five tattvas are

characterized as "puref'2 and are designated as "prerakakapda", i.e.,

as those created by giva; they are also collectively referred to as
the Sivatattva. Inclusive within this more mythic group are the {iva-

tattva, $akti-tattva, sadasiva-tattva, Tévara-tattva and sadvidya-tattva.

The next group consists of eight tattvas and is characterized as "pure
and impure". This group of tattvas specifically governs the trans-buddhi
conditions which are a priori to empirical consciousness. For this
reason, they are collectively referred to as the "bhoktrkanda" (or

”bhgjayiti—kanQaP),i.e.)the group concerned with the enjoyer of empiri-

cal consciousness; éecondarily, this group is referred to as the

"vidxﬁtattva".3
tattva, niyati-tattva, kala-tattva, vidya-tattva, raga-tattvaand purusa-

Inclusive within this group are the maya-tattva, kala-

tattva. The final group of tattvas is known as the"bhogyakanpda" which
implies that this collection of tattvas constitutes the "object" for

the soul qua enjoyer of empirical consciousness. This group includes the
tattvas from prakpti to the earth and is referred to in a collective
fashion as the "dtma tattva'.

In line with the position of the Raurava Kbama Sadyojyoti does not
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4

consider kala and niyati, Time and Restriction, to be tattvas. Hence,

Sadyojyoti speaks of the threefold "vesture" of kald, vidya and raga,

which constitute the soul's "cloak" during the period of empirical con-
sciousness; elsewhere it is referred to as being fivefold.5 Sadyojyoti
also does not consider "purusa" to be a tattva in the strict sense. By

not accepting kala, niyati and purusa as tattvas, Sadyojyoti accepts only

/
thirty-three tattvas instead of the more common thirty-six. Aghora Siva
accepts the doctrine of thirty-six tattvas throughout his commentaries on

the Tattva Prakdsa and the Mrgendra Egama Vrtti; in his commen- -

taries on the Bhoga Karikd and Tattva Samgraha he argues for the inclusion

of kala, niyati and purusa as tattvas, even though Sadyojyoti, according to

Aghora §1va, only "assumes" them.
In this final chapter we shall first discuss the concept of prakrti
and the three gupas and then turn our attention to the threefold "vesture"

of kala, vidya and raga as well as the absence of kala, niyati and puruga

as tattvas. To conclude, the allied concepts of mayd, the foundational
ontological concept grounding empirical consciousness, and mala, the found-

ational soteriological concept, are treated.

2. The Concepts of Prakyti and the Three Gupas

The prakrti-tattva and the gupa-tattva -- the former the cause of

the latter -- immediately lie above the buddhi-tattva. The guna-tattva

is constituted by the three gupas: sattva, rajas and tamas. Although

imperceptible, the three gupas are inferrable through their immediate

effects, the buddhi and so for‘th.6 The gunas are described as the "material
{
causes" of the tattvas beginning with buddhi. Aghora Siva quotes the
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Sapkhya Karikd to explain the manner in which the three gunas combine

together to form the results such as buddhi, etc.,i.e.,"through mutual
ll7

subjugation, interdependence and co-operation. For example, in the

attainment of PsiddhiP,the guna "sattva" dominates over tamas and rajas.

Each entity,which is a result of the gupas,is a particular "blending of
the gupas'kgupasamprkta). The analogy provided by Sadyojyoti in the

Tattva Sapgraha to explain the manner in which the triadic gupa-tattva

forms different products is based on the relational manner in which the
"earth" qua substratum exists in many different products, such as pots,
skulls and so forth.8 The gupas, however, are not considered to be the

immediate causes (saksatkarapa) of all the tattvas below buddhi but take

on a mediate role by becoming “"transformed" (vikrti) into the lower
tattvas.

The gaivite disagrees with the Samkhya over the ontological status
of the gupas. For the éﬁivite,the gupas, although "causes of the lower
tattvas, are themselves “products” of prakrti, and in themselves do not
constitute self-subsistent realities. According to the Sémkhya, the gunas
and prakrti constitute one tattva. The gunas are simply the condition of

equipose (sdamanya-avastd) of the prakrti-tattva, considered to be the
foundational cause of the empirical world constitutive of buddhi and so
forth. Sémkhya argues that there is no evidence that prakyrti is in fact
an "effect" of some higher tattva. For example verse 3 of the Samkhya

Karika simply states that the "prakrti" qua"milaprakpti" is "avikrti',

i.e.,not a result of some causative transformation of a higher tattva.

8

Commenting on this conception of prakrti, Gaudapada” states that
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prakrti is not produced by anything and therefore cannot be considered
to be an"effect" of anything. Also commenting on this conception of
prakrti Vacaspati Misra offers a more interpretive explanation; he
says that if we were to ask for a cause of Erakrti)which is itself the
"root cause" (mulaprakrti) of the whole collection of effects, we would
be seeking a "root" of this "root" and such a mode of inquiry leads, in
the final analysis, to an infinite regress.10

Contrary to the Sﬁmkhya conception of prakyti and the gunas, the
§;ivite argues the prakrti is in fact the cause of the gunas, as the
gunas are both material (jadatva) and manifold (anekatva);'! since what-
ever is material and manifold must have a cause, the gupas cannot in them-
selves be considered to be fundamental uncaused causes, in spite of the
claim by the Samkhya that the gunas can only be considered "manifold"
in a transformed sense(Since they remain of one nature in their pre-
causative and pre-engaged condition of equipose qua Pgrakrtiﬁ),

The $aivite also disagrees with the Samkhya over the temporal
nature of the gunas. According to Samkhya the gunas are eternally in a
state of equipose in the prakrti state while in a transformed state in
their manifested condition. According to Sadyojyoti (BK, 89B-90A), on
the other hand, the gunas are said to be in an undivided state when in
Prakrti prior to their engagement in the manifested sphere. Moreover,
although prakrti is described as the material cause of the gunas, prakrti
does not constitute an eternally independent causal factor (svéfantryam)>
as it does with Samkhya, but must be "set in motion" or "agitated" into

activity by §iva, specifically operating through the instrumentality of

$rikantha. 12
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Commenting on the criticism of the Samkhya conception of the

gunas and prakrti in the Mrgendra Agama, NEréyapa Kantha summarizes the
13

§éivite position:

The followers of Kapila imagine that prakrti, which is of the
nature of the equilibrium (samya) of gﬁe ¥ﬁree gunas (sattva,
rajas and tamas), is a 'higher cause" (paramakarapatd). This
rakrti, first of all, is not something which 1s different from
%ﬁe gupas. Just the gunas themselves are prakrti. But, if
T1 1

rak s identified with the gupas, it is necessarily multiple
EaneEa); such a non-conscious and multiple thing depends on
another cause (tatk3ranat@ntarapurvaka) [other than itself], as
when there is the existence of threads, mud or clay. If it de-
pends on another cause, it cannot be a supreme cause.

The higher cause of prakrti that Narayapa Kantha has in mind is
the mglg;mgxg complex working through the instrumentality of Eglé. In
terms of serving as the ultimate and obfuscational cause of the world,
the Eéléﬁﬂili complex performs a similar function that prakrti serves in

the Samkhya.

3. The Exclusion of "Purusa" as a Tattva

The "purusatattva" is described differently in different works

and with varying degrees of detail. In the Tattva PrakS%%, for instance,

the purusa-tattva is technically described as "the soul circumscribed by

the five sheaves,":14

When prompted by these tattvas [the pancakafncukah, kald etcd
the soul is brought to the condition of Enjoyership; 1t receives
the designation of "purusa" and a place among the tattvas.

/
In his commentary to this verse Aghora Siva explains that there

is no real "purusatatta" apart from the soul,as all the vidyd tattvas --

of which the purusa tattva is one -- are of an unconscious nature (jadatva).

Puruga, i.e.,the soul, is, on the other hand, of a conscious nature, like

7
Siva. Placing the bound soul in the tattvic order would also be subjec-
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ing the soul to the causal process of the tattvas; the bound soul
would thus become a "product" of the tattva above it. Since the soul

pervades over all the vidya tattvas it is illogical to place it "as a

tattva" after réga and before prakrti. Aghora §iva maintains that Bhoja
Deva points this out when he states that the bound soul which is a result
of the five sheaves)becomes an Enjoyer and therefore is designated as

the purusa-tattva, as it is only after the investiture of the five

sheaves ending with the réga-tattva that it becomes an enjoyer. The

purusa-tattva is not, however,a "tattva" proper nor does it support a

"world" (bhuvana),as it is claimed in §%ivite works dealing with certain
initiatory and purificatory practices (i.e.7di55).15 In the §}rmat

Matanga Kéama, Mygendra Agama and other Kgamas, for instance, only the

raga-tattva is the locus for the worlds that apply to the soul yoked to

the five sheaves.16

Aghora §Eva states that "purusa" is counted as a
tattva in the works that deal with diksa because it serves a role in
the ritualistic purification of the soul xi§¢§7!1§ a sequential purifi-
cation of the tattvas beginning with the most gross, i.e.,the elements.17

In the works on disé;purusgﬂ is designated as the tattva that . follows

& - . -
‘ Qrakrt1.7because after the purification of the prakrti-tattva there must
take place the purification of the "impurity" (mala)that 1is a quality

of the bound soul (purusatva-mala); the "purusa-tattva" is simply the

designation of the bound soul whose "mala" needs purifying. In his

- - T
commentary on the Bhoga Karika Aghora Siva reiterates the same argument,

adding that the "purusa" qua soul cannot be considered to be a means-of-

18

bhoga and be of the form of a world, = since the soul=qua-bhokty is both
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conscious and unlimited (i.e. not limited by the pafcakancuka).

In Aghora Siva's description of the "purusa-tattva" one finds

a distinction between the soul considered as a 'fundamental category"

(padartha), i.e. as Pgaéhﬂ and as a tattva. The purusa-tattva only

applies to sakala souls and not to the vijnana-kala or pralaya-kala

- /
souls. In his commentary on the Mrgendra Agama Vrtti Aghora Siva adds

that it is not only the association (upabrmhitatva) with the five sheaves

that is the cause of the purusa-tattva but also the delusive attachment

to the objects belonging to the sphere of prakrti (prakytigocara-

prapyabhilasamoha). The soul thus becomes "deluded" and identifies itself

with the transitory prakrti: in this context Aghora éiva quotes Yoga SOtra
2.5: 'avidyd is entering the conviction (khydatipratipatti) that the perish-

ing is permanent, the impure pure, the unpleasant pleasant and the non-self

19

the self.' The Pauskara Kgama is even more adamant that the five sheaves

are in need of "avidy@" in order for there to be the connection to prakrti;
this Agama maintains that the five sheaves themselves cannot be the cause of
the enjoyment of prakrti since avidya which is a “"prakrta" phenomenon of
the buddhi, is a prerequisite to the attachment. Avidya, on the other

hand, requires the five sheaves, since there can be no agency (kartrtva)

in the absence of kala -- thus,it would become impossible for the soul to

become an enjoyer of grak[t'.zo

4. "Régq"‘QEEQ Trans-Buddhi Source of Engagement in Empirical Consciousness

—-— /
Commonly in Agamic Saivism one finds the purusa-tattva, kala-

tattva and niyati-tattva lying between the prakrti-tattva and the rEga—
21

tattva. However, in neither the Tattva Samgraha nor the Bhoga Karika

does Sadyojyoti include purusa, kdala and niyati as tattvas. Kala and
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niyati find their place more as extensions of the notion of karma or as

effects of karma, as Aghora §Eva explains:22

The Acarya [Sadyojyoti] has not taken up the tattvas designated

as k@la and niyati, which are discussed in the Agamas,because it

is self-evident from the context [of what has been discussed so far],
as nothing would transpire (anutpatti) without both the temporal
sequentiality (kal3dvaccheda) and individualized experience
(bhoktyniyama) of that Enjoyment (bhoga) which is a result of

karma.

v
One finds no attempt either by Sadyojyoti or Aghora Siva to bring
the trans-buddhi categories more in line with a Samkhya understanding of
empirical consciousness; there is no attempt to liken mSYE to a higher order

prakrti nor raga, vidya and kala to gunic qualities similar to tamas, sattva

and rajas, even though these tattvas share the qualities of the gupas.
Nor do we find Sadyojyoti, as Bhoja Deva for instance, attributing

the powers jnana, kriya and iccha to the soul with jﬁﬁha corresponding to
23

vidya, kriya to kald and icchd to raga.

For the soul there can be no experience (anubhava) of the objects
of enjoyment without the concomitant "attachment" (sakti) or ontological
relation to the object of enjoyment. Such an attachment requires a cause,

which is taken to be rﬁga, ""the desire for bhoga" (bhoga-anuranjaka).

(BK, v.90B-91A) In explaining rEga as a tattva Sadyojyoti begins with the

phenomenal "effect", the experience of the object with its concomitant

24

attachment to this object: the cause is postulated as the more general

"bhoga-anuranjaka’, the obfuscation by empirical consciousness. In the

triadic relationship of the bhoktr-bhoga-bhogya, jjggg stands more on the side

of the bhoktr. Directed more towards the subject, raga is what causes
the desire for bhog . Once there is this desire the connection to the

bhogya follows as a direct and necessary result.
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Réga cannot be considered to be a"bhava" or “pratyaya" of the

buddhi; raga is trans-buddhi not intra-buddhi. The classical éaivite

argument defending the postulation of a trans-buddhi cause of

the "attachment" to the activity of buddhi is simply that, if there is no
such cause, the attachment would arise even in the state of release. In
this case the éﬁivite argument rests on the formula that "causeless= bs-
ginningless = endless = without cessation". Sadyojyoti voices an objec-
tion raised by Sémkhya: the positing of this Iégi as the source of the
attachment is superfluous ! Sé@khya attributes this craving for bhoga to
the sphere of prakrti itself, more specifically,as one of the eight Eﬂ§!§§
of the buddhi, i.e. "bondage" (avaira“gxa).25 In the triadic configura-
tion of the bhoktr-bhoga-bhogya this locates the desire-fof—g_tlggg on the

side of the bhogya and not on the side of the bhokty, as Sadyojyoti holds.
Two objections are brought against the Sﬁmkhya position. Firstly,
it is pointed out that the prakrti-based "bhogya" is itself simply a means

whereby bhoga is accomplished (bhogasadhana); hence, as a means it too

requires some causative factor to explain the soul's desire for it. Second-
ly, the same argument employed defending the necessity of the postulation

of the trans-buddhi raga-tattva is sufficient for denying an intra-

buddhi cause of the attachment to buddhi: without raga being external to
the bhogya there could be no freedom from raga,since the bhogya itself
would be the determining factor of the attachment and not the soul. 1In
other words, the object and not the subject would determine the relation-

ship between the object and the subject. Thirdly, and finally, a more

direct attack is brought against construing raga as a buddhi-bhava
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instead of a "purusa-upakara" (an accessory in the experience of empir-

ical consciousness): if raga is said to have a 'vdsana" or bhava as

its cause, there will follew an infinite series of contradictory activ-
ities, since the vasanas are considered to be endless in their dormant
condition in the buddhi. In the face of this criticism, if Samkhya
attempts to identify the role of the §Eivite's Eéggggggzlg with a
pratyaya of the buddhi the same criticism as construing it as a bhdva will

follow.26

Aghora §iva concludes the defence of the postulation of a separate
I@ggfzgzzxg to explain the attachment to empirical consciousness with an
argument against construing régg as somehow ancillary to the activity of
karma, a position that makes the EéSEZEEEEXE a superfluous postulation.
Aghora §iva argues that karma is solely concerned with bringing about
specific results of specific causes. Karma is not responsible for bring-
ing about the general desire for bhoga. Although neither in the Tattva

Samgraha nor in the Bhoga Karikd does Sadyojyoti emphasize this more

"

"general" aspect of raga, the Tattva Prakisa, for instance, does: rﬁga

is of the nature of attachment, is the general cause of the activity in

27 It

the soul and is without distinction between particular objects..:"
is this general nature of raga as a cause of the soul's activity and this
general non-distinction between objects that ruies out the possibility

of raga taking on the function of karma. Aghora §Eva adds a final argu-
ment defending the separation of the raga-tattva for inclusion within the
notion of karma: if karma is accepted as the reason for the attachment to

each object, then in every case of this attachment karma would be considered
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a tattva. In order to avoid this problem, it is better to assume one

tattva, i.e. raga, to account for the multifarious activities.

5. The ﬁVidyéltattva"Agg the Facillitating Instrument for Empirical
Consciousness

As a tattva, "vidya" serves two interrelated functions. The

vidya-tattva functions both as the "instigating agent" of the soul's
28

power of consciousness (citéaktipravartaka), and as the "instrument"

whereby the cognitive events ofthe buddhi are discerned by the soul

(buddhibodhavivecana). These two functions are interrelated because they

entail each other: the specific manner in which the vidya-tattva prompts

i g s : B : . o :
the ‘Elifsaktl of the soul is through the discerning of the "buddhi-
bodha}'.29 It is impossible for the "buddi-bodha" to be discerned without
the soul's "cit-$akti" being “engaged-in" the discerning process.

Although neither in the Tattva Samgraha nor in the Bhoga Kdrika

ddes Sadyojyoti draw clear links to the "jfidna-kriyd-sakti" of the soul

and the functions of the collection of vidya tattvas, he does

establish the vidya-tattva itself on an argumant based on the conception

of the soul as intrinsically of the nature of Pkrix51§%kti“ -- he . thus,

by implication, establishes a unity between the soul's jnana and kriya

powers. In defining the nature and at the same time defending the

postulation of the vidya-tattva Sadyojyoti puts Forth the principle that

every activity which involves an agent requires an instrument in order
to carry out the activity. The activity of the agent is said to 'depend
on" an instrument. Sadyojyoti assumes that the soul's cognitive powers

are intrinsically related to its agentive powers when the argument is
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put forth that in the discrimination of the presented "buddhi-bodha"

the "instrument" of this discrimination is ﬂvidx"ﬂ. If the soul were
solely con;trued along SEmkhya lines as constituted by jﬁéna)there would

be no need to assume an instrument between the soul and the buddhi-bodha;

according to such an account the relation so established between the

soul and the buddhi-bodha would simply be accounted for by the discrim-

ination itself.30 However, since the Saivite considers the buddhi-
bodha itself as an act or activity,the postulation of an agent is
assumed; as a result,the necessity of construing the need for an "in-

7]
strument" between the soul and the buddhi-bodha is self—evident.31

As an "instrument" in the production of empirical consciousness
of which the soul is the discerning-subject, Pvidzé“ must be distinguished
from the other major "instruments" involved in the production of empirical

consciousness, i.e.,the internal organs (buddhi, ahamkara and manas)and

the five sense organs. The terminology adopted by the various authors

to describe the specific cognitive activity of Xlgli implies a certain
degree of objectivity on the part of this "instrument" or "organ" that the
others do not possess: the term "viveka" literally means "to separate"

or "split up"; as a term designating a cognitive act,'viveka!' connotes

a more objective discrimanatory and judgemental activity whereas "jnana"
and "bodha", for instance, connote a cognitive act in general. A '"vivekin"
is a“judge“or someone who examines the "facts" as so presented in an
objective manner.

At the level of the vidyd-tattva this "viveka-jfiana" is not con-

sidered a means whereby the soul attains the realization that it is in


http:buddhi-bodha.11

168

fact separate from the prakrti-based empirical consciousness, as is
/ —
the case with the Samkhya system. The Saivite conception of vidya as

"viveka-jfiana is not -equivalent to the Samkhya ideal of 'vyakta-

~ » o N . , . - .
avyakta-jna-vijnana." According to the Saivite, at the level of this

"viveka-jnana" both the vidya-tattva and the riga-tattva are combined

and thus limit the soul so it cannot actually discriminate itself from

"buddhi-bodha". In so rousing the ﬂgité%ktiﬂ of the soul the vidya-

tattva "taints" this citéakti with the fact of empirical consciousness

(bhogyoparaktacitvyakti), a process which leads to the'vidya-tattva"

being referred to as the "impure vidyd" (a§uddhavidyé7. The Mrgendra
32

Kgama provides the justification for this designation:
Affected by this [raga (as well as vidya)l], the soul desires
the objects of enjoymen% and, although they are impure, grasps
them. However, in the enjoyment of these objects of enjoyment,
the soul does not acquire the freedom from this passion for them.
It is imperative to point out that although "viveka" is actually

a function of the vidya-tattva, Sadyojyoti does not use the terminology

of "vidya-viveka" in a similar manner as he does when describing'"bodha"

as the function of buddhi as "buddhi-bodha". Rather, the terminology

employed is "buddhibodha-viveka" as if "viveka" is in some sense intrinsic

to the buddhi itself. Vidx& should not be thought of as a sort of
"higher" buddhi, as one sort of buddhi over-looking another; in-

stead of a 'visaya-akara' as buddhi is in a presentative manner; vidya

is a "buddhi-visaya-akara" of which the soul is conscious. Such an

analogy would of course needlessly entail the postulation of another

instrument through which the soul could grasp the original "buddhi-bodha".
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Samkhya is willing to accept the principle thatthis argument is based on
but will, however, take it one step further and argue that there is no
need to take the discriminative process any further than the buddhi,

i.e.,that the vidya-tattva is already superfluous. Sﬁmkhya will argue

that buddhi is itself self-illuminating in the way a light is self-
illuminating. The §%ivitevwill reply that a light is taken to be an in-
strument when we observe posts and so forth; however, in order to view
the light itself a further "instrument" is needed, i.e. !"the eye', a
receptor to light. In the same manner, Sadyojyoti grants that the buddhi
has "manifesting powers" as is the case with a light but in order for

the soul to grasp the buddhi, the buddhi itself cannot be considered to

be the instrument. Hence, the postulation of vidx". With this argument
based on the analogy of the eye, vidzé is given a purely instrumental

function whereas buddhi has the added character of being an agent in its

own right, an agent in the sense of reflectively "lighting objects up',

making them manifest (saksatbhogyatva) as well as serving the purely

instrumental function of being the means whereby "objects" are brought

forth in the process of bhoga (bhogasadhana). Thus, although buddhi is
capable of illuminating through a process of reflection (vi§ay5k5¥a),

it is incapable of manifesting itself. As well, the buddhi is con-

stituted out of the three gupas, i.e. prakrti, which is a"bhogya”

phenomenon. In terms of the difference between vidya and buddhi as in-

/ - .
struments to the soul, Aghora Siva describes "vidya" as the "highest" or
'most proximate" instrument of the soul's consciousness.33 Technically,

buddhi is described as an “"external" member in the process of empirical
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consciousness (bahirangatva) while vidyd is described as an "internal"
34

Moreover, vidyd acquires a certain “importance" in the event
35

member.
of empirical consciousness:

According to the maxim, "one travels by means of a horse, roadway
and lantern" [where one "means', i.e. the lantern at night is the
most important], a manifold number of _instruments go into bring-
ing about the effect; likewise, vidya is considered to be the
most important instrument.

6. The "Kal3d-tattva" as the Causative Factor Mediating Empirical
Consciousness

Sadyojyoti begins his discussion of kald by pointing out the more

causative nature of kala as opposed, for instance, to the more purely

instrumental nature of vidya. He begins by maintaining that when "bhoga'
takes effect there has to be an instigating-agent (prayoktr) involved in
the collection of agentive-factors (EEEEEE) involved in the activating

of the buddhi. By defending the necessity of an instigating-agent be-
tween the soul and buddhi, Sadyojyoti establishes proof for the existence
of the kald-tattva.

The term for "agentive-factor", i.e. "kdraka" quite literally
u36

means "that which carries out the activity. Sadyojyoti describes the
soul as "self-willed" and as an "agent"; kala is described as the "in-
stigating-agent" of the self-willed agency of the soul. Kald is not
itself self-willed (svatantrya) and is not therefore considered to be an
agent in its own right; rather, in the causal process which brings bhoga
about, 5gl§ functions as a subsidiary agent Aghora éiva attempts to

clarify the difference between a cause (kartr) and a subsidiary cause

(karaka) as well as the difference between the soul qua "self-willed"
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and the vidyd-tattva qua '"instigating-agent"; he bases his clarification
7.37

on Nardyana Kantha's discussion of Mrgendra Agama 10.

0 brahman, these two [the soul qua karty and kald qua prayojikal
in the effectuation of the activity of bhoga belonging to the
bound souls, stand together as if indistinguishably united --
and are designated [collectively] as the '"agent-concomitant'
(kartrkarmaka). - .

Nardyana Kantha explains that the soul cannot be actively engaged
inthe bhoga-experience until it is so affected by Eglé; as a result, the
soul is described as the agent and enjoyer while Eél§ is described as
the concomitant or auxilary  cause whigh serves to 'corroborate'
(upodbalana) the agentive power of the soul.38 The two "appear" as one
causative factor; Narayapa Kantha quotes Brhaspati who describes the
episfemological result of this unity in the manner in which the soul and
kala function: '"in the [bound] soul, it [i.e.,kala] appears as a second
consciousness, because consciousness is so united with it.,"39
Siva raises an objection by an opponent: how can there be a corrobora-

tional relation between the "kartr" and the “karaka" when agency is a

property of consciousness (i.e.,of the conscious soul, centanadharmatvam)

4
and kala is of a non-conscious nature? Aghora Siva replies that kala
can indeed have such a relation with the soul since kala is superintended

over and has its locus in the obscurational power (rodhanagakti) which
40

is considered to be of a conscious nature and of the nature of mala.
Since the agentive soul, maintains Sadyojyoti, is of a pervasive

nature (vxEEaka), something must be held responsible for "limiting its

pervasiveness; mala is designated as the limiting factor. Eélé; which

is likened to a light, '"rends apart" (vidarana) some of this mala and
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thus allows the agentive-power of the soul to be revealed. In the

Saiva Paribhdasa we find this role of kala described by the analogy of

moss in water: kala is like that which separates the moss which covers

41 In the analogy the moss is likened to mala and the

all of the water.
water to the soul. The "separation" is only partial, both temporally

and spatially. givigrayogin gives a detailed analysis of this analogy
through a precise explanation of the actual function of the removal of the

42

obscurational mala. He says that kala is a manifesting tattva

(abhivyafijakam tattvam) of both the active and conscious powers of the

soul. However, this manifestation takes on the form of that which termin-
ates or suspends (nivytti) the obscuring factor (acchddaka). But this is

not the destruction of the very nature of the obscuring factor (sapi

nicchddakasya svarlpavinddah); rather, it is the removal (vinaéa) of the

power (ééﬁil) to obscure -- it is the suspension of that which possesses
this ability. On the analogy of the rock thrown into a moss covered pond,
the rock is said to remove the moss; it does this not by destroying the
moss but by removing its power or ability (§é5£i> to cover the water.

In more technical terminology the féégziﬁ of the mala is removed but not
its, "existence" (sadbhava).

If the soul were not affected by Egli the soul would always be
considered omnipotent and omniscient; never having been in contact with
Eglé means never having been in contact with mala. But it is impossible
for any souls not to have been in contact with mala, for in order to be
rid of mala (i.e. for the liberated souls) it is necessary to '"work

through! the connection to the beginningless condition of mala-

obscuration which occurs in the empirical and samsﬁric sphere through
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kala. The soul is thus dependent "on the grace" of kald for soterio-
logical development; kala is therefore described as '"the gracious

tattva' (anugrahikam tattvam)l.l3 With the emergence of kala some of the

original mala is removed and the soul is on its way to the full de-obscur-
ation by the mala, i.e. on its way to moksa.

Sadyojyoti further discusses Eglé in terms of being the representa-
tive tattva most inclusive of circumscribing the tattvic range of the

subtle body. The group of tattvas (tattvasamhati) that begins with earth

and ends with kal3d constitutes the subtle body. It is this "group of
tattvas" that. is said to migrate from one body to the next in the round

of rebirths. In the soteriological development of each soul which takes
place on the level of this collection of tattvas all of the individual
tattvas are said to be ''gracious" in the sense of providing the opportunity
for moksa, kald is said to be the most gracious of all.

Sadyojyoti concludes his discussion of the Eglgfggzzxg with a
more detailed discussion of the relation between the subtle body (qua the
collection of tattvas beginning with Egli)and the soul; through this
discussion Sadyojyoti argues persuasively that the establishment of the
multiplicity of subtle bodies is sufficient for establishing the multi-
plicity of souls, which is a direct attack on the position of Advaita.

He as well includes a description of the spheres of existence or "bhuvana"
which are associated with this collection of tattvas. Unlike the in-
dividual collections of tattvas, which are relative to specific souls,

the worlds or spheres of existence related to this collection are of a

more general nature and are shared by all the souls associated with them.
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7. The Soteriological Implications of "Maya", the Fundamental Ontological
Principle Governing the Empirical Sphere of Consciousness and Being

Sadyojyoti discusses the nature cf the méyi-tattva44 from verse
117B to verse 123B; he restricts his discussion of mE!E to its role as
the fundamental matarial cause (paramopadana) of the empirical world

which is constituted by the tattvas beginning with kalé%s

He begins with
an argument defending the postulation of mEzE as the cause of the world
with reference to kala; in order for kala to carry out its role of provid-

46 This cause is desig-

ing "bhoga" for the souls, kala must have a cause.
nated as maya. Having established the necessity of this "cause" Sadyojyoti
proceeds to describe its specific characteristics: méx@ is said to be of
an unconscious nature, eternal, omni-pervasive and possessed of many
fﬁéﬁﬁﬂéf-47

Sadyojyoti does not defend the postulation of the unconscious
nature of maya although Aghora Siva provides an argument based on the Saivite
principle that an “effect" which is "manifold" is "unconscious". In
itself m§1§ is described as one phenomenon, the material cause of the
empirical world; however, in its transformation or modification into the
world of empirical experience, E§¥§ takes on many forms through a trans-
formation of its {géggl" or "innate potentiality". In this manifested state
of multifarious effects mixé itself is considered multifarious, and there-
fore unconscious.48

Sadyojyoti does defend the postulation of @é}E as that which
possesses manifold Pgégzii"; he maintains that maya possesses a manifold

of P§%ktis" both quantitatively and qualitatively. The proof of this
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postulation is based on the observation that the effects of E§¥§ are

both quantitatively and qualitatively of a manifold nature. This argument
is based on the accepted é%ivite principle that the cause must be of the
same nature as the effect. As Aghora §iva points out this principle is

basic to the satkaryavada: the "effect" does not come into being with

its own and "new' §§E§i separate from the one which is its cause.

Aghora é&va explains that the effects of méxé are simply "forms" (I:PQ)
maya takes on through a modification of its sakti; the ﬂééggl", maintains
Aghora §Eva, remains a property of Eéli in spite of the fact that it exists

49

in a transformed condition qua effect. Concerning this conception of

the relation between the cause and the effect, the Mpgendra Agama voices

an objection: since a cloth is produced out of a collection of threads,
the principle can be upheld that a single thing, i.e. the effect, can a-
rise from many causes. The reply to this criticism is typical of argu-

ments defending the satkaryavada: “But then, the plurality (viz.,the

threads in the instance given) is produced only from a single cause (i.e.,
cotton, out of which the threads were manufactured)."50
Defending the eternality of méy' poses more serious problems for

Sadyojyoti, especially given the satkdaryavada principle that the effect

is a transformation of the cause. In this case, the effect is the totality
of non-conscious and manifold things. Anything considered "unconscious"

is considered to be "material" and in principle non-eternal.

Sadyojyoti defends the eternality Of.m§1§ in the face of this criticism

in the same manner in which he defends the oneness of méxéz just as

mayd, although of one nature, possesses many {aktis, so maya is "eternal"
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even though it is '"unconscious." M§Z§ is "eternal" in the sense

of bossessing the continued existence which outlasts the manifold crea-
tions or'effects"; not only does £@1§_outlast the continued creation

and destruction of individual entities, but it continues to outlast and
provide both the "form" and the "matter for the creation, maintenance

and destruction of the continual succession of world orders. The etern-
ality of Eéli if further bolstered by the establishment of its omni-
pervasiveness (vgébaka) since ﬂélé affects all souls and since souls are
innumerable, mgzé must be omni-pervasive, This spatial pervasiveness
is thought by Sadyojyoti to lend credence to the notion of the temporal
pervasiveness of maya.

In summing up the conceﬁtion of méyé as a unitary phenomenon poss-
essed of temporal and spatial omni-extensiveness, Aghora éiva clarifies
the §aivite doctrine of causality: all "change" qua "transformation”
(Qarinémitva) is only "partial" (ékade§a). With respect to‘m§1§, its
transformation into an omnifarious and viciscitudinous = totality of various
effetts is simply a "partial" transformation of its intrinsic unity and

eternality.

8. "Mala" as the Fundamental Soteriological Concept

“Mala", literally "filth" or "defilement", is the fundamental
soteriological concept employed by the §aivites to explain the condi-
tion of the "fallenness" of the soul; the counterpart to mala in the
Advaita doctrine is Avidya and even more precisely the Avidya-Maya com-
plex. The cohmon argument put forth by all the éaivite authors defending

the postulation of mala as that which obscures the agency and conscious-
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ness of the soul is succinctly stated by Sadyojyoti: the soul is found
to be consciously engaged in the totality of that which is an effect of
mélé and is therefore in a defiled condition, i.e. "covered by‘mglg,"51
And more specifically, the soul's omnipotence and omniscience are

"limited" by mala. In the Bhoga Karika Sadyojyoti does not provide an

argument establishing the omnipotence and omniscience of the soul al-
/
though it is clear that,like other Saivite authors, he basis himself on

Péabdapraména?, i.e.,the authority of scripture, on the basis of which it

is maintained that the soul attains the state of §ivahood in the state of

52 Hence, the soul must

release, i.e., attains omniscience and omnipotence.
have these two qualities prior to the removal of the mala. Ultimately it
is the Lord who is responsible for the connection between the soul and

mala for soteriological reasons; the Mrgendra ﬂéama provides a graphic
53

analogy to illustrate this:
(The Lord is) like a surgeon, who through inflicting pain on
the patient by applying caustics and the like, cannot be said
to cause his pain, since in the end he compasses the desired
end.
Before engaging in a description of the specific characteristics

of mala Sadyojyoti makes clear the distinction between mala and karma.

The opponent immediately résponds to the Saivite conception of mala as
the defiling principle governing the soul's defiled condition by point-
ing out that karma itself can carry out this function. Karma, argues the
opponent, is sufficient for establishing the soul's engagement in the sphere
of maya, as Sadyojyoti states (BK, 125B-126A):

The Karma which is an effect of a previous existence provides the

soul's fruits at birth -- why then imagine that the soul is
defiled [i.e. covered by "mala"] when karma is already operative?
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The opponent is not offering a radical criticism of the doc-
trine of mala but rather stays within the sphere of the §aiva doctrine.
According to Sadyojyoti, giva is engaged in the world though the
quality of his_ég&;i; in the case of the obfuscation of the world Siva's
égﬁ}l becomes transformed into the three bonds, mala, karma and maya.
The opponent questions the necessity of postulating karma whose only
function is, as Aghora §3va points out, "to explain the variety of [the

differences] of bhoga (bhogavaicitranyathanvpatti). Given the very notion

of mala, mala should contain this westrictedness within itself if it
is indeed to serve a useful function! Responding to the opponent's first
criticism that karma is sufficient for explaining the bound condition of
the soul, Sadyojyoti replies that Karma cannot take effect without mala
being present as we never see anyone who is born free from ignorance or
limited consciousness, which is caused by a principle of obscuration --
i.e.,mala. In this case, karma only provides the connection to a partic-
ular condition of embodiment and obfuscation; ‘the obfuscating factor it-
self is something which is prior to the karmic activity.54
Responding to the second criticism that karma is a superfluous
postulation since mala can account for the embodied condition of the

bound soul, Sadyojyoti replies that there are souls who are only

possessed by the bond of mala, i.e. the vijianakevala souls. Since these

souls remain unconnected to the sphere of maya and embodiment, some other
cause besides mala must account for such a connection. Hence, the
postulation of karma.

A more radical criticism of the postulation of mala is addressed
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when the opponent argues that it is contradictory to attribute mala qua
Ignorance to the soul since the soul is by nature possessed of omni-
science and omnipotence and an intrinsic unity; to attribute mala to
the soul as a beginningless condition of its state of being is to con-
tradict the intention of the postulation of its three original stated
characteristics. Sadyojyoti responds that we in fact see souls who are
bound in the sphere of maya and its consequent limitedness; in order for
there to be the removal of this limitedness, there must be some cause be-
hind it. There must be something to account for the soul's consciousness
and agency being released from the bondage to the sphere of ﬂél:- The
'veil! over the soul is thus described by mala. If souls were not to be
originally covered by mala they would be equal to §}va; in fact mala

is the fundamental distinguishing mark between the souls and §iva, the

ﬁgaéﬁﬁ and the Pgati".ss

After having established the necessity for the postulation of mala
Sadyojyoti proceeds to describe the essential characteristics it possesses.
These characteristics are also shared by EEXE: eternality; onenness; un-
consciousness,and temporal and spatial pervasiveness. The arguments
given by Sadyojyoti defending these qualities of ﬂélé are quite similar
to those given in the discussion of mala. l

Mala is said to be eternal, i.e. "beginningless", because it is
a covering of that which is also eternal, i.e. the souls. Although it is
said to be of one nature and applicable to all souls alike, it affects

all souls individually through the application of its innumerable

capabilities or "daktis". This dakti doctrine is intended to silence the
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opponents who criticize the universality of mala. The opponent puts
forth two arguments: firstly, that if mala is eternally pervasive,

the souls will never be capable of ridding themselves of it, and
secondly, that even if we allow the possible freedom from mala,whzn one
soul attains the freedom from mala all souls will attain the same free-
dom, given the universality and unity of mala. These two criticisms

are brought forth by Sémkhya which locates the source of the connection
of that which defiles the soul in the buddhi, i.e. in the notion of the
‘pratyaya" designated as '"misapprehension" (viparyaya); the specific
"misapprehension" which causes this connection is "Great Delusion" or
"Mahdmoha" whose manifesting cause is accounted for by karma. The $akti
doctrine does not silence these two criticisms, argues the Séhkhya oppon-
ent, because the fact remains that mala is the universal and pervasive
veil over the soul prior to the evolution of the prakgti-based sphere of
objects.

Sadyojyoti replies to the Samkhya by bringing the same criticisms
against the Samkhya doctrine of locating<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>