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INTRODUCTION

1  Preliminary Remarks

The Paramoksanirasakarika® of Sadyojyotih (675-725CE)? is a text of 59
verses that lists and then refutes twenty positions regarding the nature of lib-
eration (moksa). Its commentary by Ramakantha (950-1000 CE) expounds
the twenty positions, not necessarily in the way Sadyojyotih understood
them, and then refutes them, occasionally just by elaborating Sadyojyotih’s
refutation, but frequently by adding long digressions and new arguments.

The twenty positions are listed in the left-hand column of Figure 1. They
are given there in the order in which they are listed by Sadyojyotih, and
expounded by Ramakantha (which happens to be different from the order in
which they are refuted).

The proponents of these positions are never named by Sadyojyotih, and
only very occasionally by Ramakantha. But enough evidence can be garnered
to propose identifications of the proponents in almost all cases. These are
listed in the right hand column.?

"The ‘Verses that Refute the Conceptions of Liberation Advanced by Others’.

2For this date, see SANDERSON (2006a) and WATSON (2006: 111-114).

3A question mark indicates that the evidence is weak. That Ramakantha took view 1
to be that of both Sankhya and Yoga is clear from a remark he makes in section 2.10. The
evidence that view 2 was a Sankhya and Yoga view is given in notes 114 and 84 respectively.
For view 3 see section 2 of the Introduction, and section 2.3 of the translation. For the
attribution of view 4 to the Pancaratrikas, see note 146. For the attribution of views g
and 6 to the Taustikas, see section 2.5 and note 163. For the attribution of view 7 to
the Pauranikas and Pasupatas, see note 167. For the attribution of views 8, 11 and 13,
see section 5.2 of the Introduction. The evidence to connect the Somasiddhantins with
view ¢ is given in note 200. For the attribution of view 10, see notes 201 and 203. The
evidence to connect view 12 with the Vaimalas is given on pp. 65-67. For the attribution
of view 15, see notes 223 and 224. That Ramakantha took Sadyojyotih’s words ‘Cessation
of everything’ (sarvanasah) to refer to the liberation doctrines of both the Buddhists and
Carvakas is clear from his commentary on verses 5d and 43—46; that Sadyojyotih intended
them in that way is clear from his refutation of the position in verses 43—46. The evidence
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VIEW OF LIBERATION

PROPONENT

1) Isolation (kaivalyam)

Sankhya and Yoga

2) Enjoyment of Sattva
(sattvasambhogah)

Sankhya and Yoga?

3) Dissolution into the supreme self
(vilayah paramatmani)

Advaita Vedanta

4) Dissolution into the supreme material cause Pancaratrikas
5) Dissolution into Prakrti Taustikas
6) Dissolution into Ahankara Taustikas

7) Becoming a great attendant of God
(mahagano mahesasya)

Pauranikas / Pasupatas

8) Being omniscient but lacking agency
(akarta sarvavedyavit)

Followers of the Pramana
Scriptures (Mahavratas)

9) Being an agent yet subject to the
control of God (kartrtve ’pi prayojyatvam)

Somasiddhantins?

10) Becoming the same as ‘The Treasury of Light’,
i.e. the sun or fire (samatvam tejasam nidheh)

Sauras, Agneyas, Vaisnavas

11) Becoming superior to God
(adhikyam paramedanat)

Lakulas? Saiddhantikas?
Saktas? Patafijalas?

12) Becoming devoid of Impurity
(nirmalatvam)

Vaimalas?

13) Taking on the role of God temporarily, then
retiring to a state of indifference (audasinyam)

Pravahanitye$varavadins

14) Going to a world in the stars (tarakabhuvana)
having acquired a refined body and faculties
(satkaryakaranopetas tarakabhuvane sthitah)

15) Cessation of cognition and agency
(jnanakartrtvayor nasah)

Naiyayikas and
Vaisesikas

16) Cessation of everything
(sarvanasah)

Buddhists
(Pradipanirvanavadins)

17) Cessation of everything
(sarvanasah)

Carvakas
(Bhutacaitanyavadins)

omnipotence and omniscience

18) The rise (utpatti) of Kalamukhas
omniscience and omnipotence

19) The transference (sarikranti) from God of Pasupatas
omniscience and omnipotence

20) Possession (avesa) by Kapalikas?

Figure 1: The Views Refuted in the Paramoksanirasakarika and their Proponents
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The texts thus give us a view outwards on to what traditions Saiddhanti-
kas (= those belonging to Sadyojyotih and Ramakantha’s tradition, the Saiva
Siddhanta) in the final centuries of the first millennium saw surrounding their
own, whom they regarded as their rivals, and which doctrines and arguments
of these opponents they considered to require refutation. Of Ramakantha’s
nine surviving texts? five have up to now been partially translated into a
Western language® and one completely.® This publication adds a second
complete translation.

This is one of the most interesting of Ramakantha’s texts for Indologists
who are not specifically concerned with Saiva Siddhanta, because of the snap-
shot it provides of the religio-philosophical landscape of tenth-century India.
About half of the twenty positions are well known from other sources, but
the other half have left little trace elsewhere in Sanskrit literature. The text
thus offers a unique glimpse of certain forgotten conceptions that came to be
swamped by those of the classical traditions. Some of them seem to be un-
known even to Ramakantha, having presumably been pushed into obscurity
in the centuries between Sadyojyotih’s time and his own.” The value, for the
historian of ideas, of this record of archaic views is not only that it provides
a fuller picture of the variety of conceptions of liberation, but also that it
helps to explain the genesis of some of the more well-known classical views.®

concerning the attributions of views 18, 19 and 20 is given in notes 234, 235 and 238
respectively. We have included a question mark in the last case, since the only evidence
we know of regarding its proponents comes from the sixteenth century.

4(1) Matangavrtti, (2) Kiranavrtti, (3) Sardhatrisatikalottaravrtti (which includes the
Nadakarika), (4) Vyomavyapistava, (5) Paramoksanirasakarikavrtti, (6) Moksakarikavrtti,
(7) Tattvatrayanirpayavivrti, (8) Naresvarapariksaprakasa, (9) Agamapramanyopanyasa.

5The twenty-five verses of the Nadakarika have been translated by FILLIOZAT (1984),
the first six chapters of the Kiranavrtti by GOODALL (1998), the first eleven (out of twenty-
three) verses of the Agamapramanyopanyasa by GOODALL (1998: xxii-xxv), four sections
of the first chapter of the Naresvarapariksaprakasa by WATSON (2006: 125-346), and one
section of the sixth chapter of the Matarnigavrtti, vidyapada, by WATSON (2006: 349-382).

5The Tattvatrayanirpayavivrti has been translated by GOODALL, KATAOKA, ACHARYA
and YOKOCHI (2008).

7Unless the explanation of Ramakantha’s not being acquainted with them is that they
were not known in Kashmir, while being familiar in other parts of India. Which part of
India Sadyojyotih came from is not known. See SANDERSON (1990: 158) and WATSON
(2006: 111-112). Ramakantha regarded himself as Kashmirian, but, as his concluding
verses to the Tattvatrayanirnayavivrti and Kiranavrtti suggest, his usual working area
may have been Darvabhisara, an area often subject to Kashmir that lay to the South West
between the Vitasta and the Candrabhaga rivers: see GOODALL, KATAOKA, ACHARYA and
YOKOCHI 2008: 312, quoting BISSCHOP.

8Thus we can see, for example, that the Sankhya and Yoga view that liberation involves
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The verses and Ramakantha’s commentary contain sections only for the
twenty positions that are refuted, having no separate section giving the au-
thors’ own Saiddhantika view. This is presented in Sadyojyotih’s Moksa-
karika and its commentary by Ramakantha, the Moksakarika being consid-
ered to some extent a separate text, and to some extent part of a larger text
encompassing it, the Paramoksanirasakarika and others.? It should not be
thought, though, that our texts are of no value to those seeking to under-
stand the philosophy and theology of Saiva Siddhanta. We get insights into
Saiddhantika thinking at every stage of the refutations, for in refuting rival
traditions Sadyojyotih’s and Ramakantha’s own presuppositions are brought
to bear, and we see what separates their own thinking from that of their
opponents. The Saiddhantika view of liberation, furthermore, is expounded
in passing at several points in Ramakantha’s commentary (ad verses 6-7,
27, 31-32, 37-42).

The Saiddhantika view is that liberation consists in the manifestation of
the soul’s innate qualities of omniscience and omnipotence. The soul is then
the same as God (i$varasama), where ‘same’ means qualitatively identical
but numerically distinct. This is very close to views 18, 19 and 20, which
also hold that the liberated soul is the same as God, being omniscient and
omnipotent. They differ from each other and from the Saiddhantika view in
their explanations of how omniscience and omnipotence become associated
with the liberated soul. In view 18 those two qualities arise from scratch
(Utpattivada); in view 19 they are transferred from God (Sankrantivada); in
view 20 the soul is possessed by them, as one can be possessed by a spirit
(Avesavada); in the Saiddhantika view, omniscience and omnipotence already
exist in souls prior to liberation in an unmanifest state, and at liberation they
become manifest as a result of the removal of the soul’s Impurity (Abhivya-
ktivada). Sadyojyotih and Ramakantha divide views 18, 19 and 20 off from
the rest (see verses 6 and 7). Ramakantha describes the proponents of these
three views as ‘belonging to our own religion’ (samanatantrikas), meaning
not that they are quite Saiddhantikas but that, unlike the proponents of all
the other seventeen positions, they belong to the same wider (Saiva) religion.

going beyond the three gunas followed on from, and transcended, view 2 in our text,
according to which liberation involves experiencing sattva alone, without any rajas and
tamas. See also SANDERSON’s view (2006b: 197-199) that the Saiddhantika liberation
doctrine arose out of view 13.

9For the relation of the Paramoksanirasakarika and the Moksakarika, see section 6
below.
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The twenty views are not classified by our authors in any way other than
by this dividing off of the last three, and the aligning of them with the
Saiva Siddhanta. But here are two ways in which they could be arranged
thematically.

(1) The views can be differentiated through the following sequence of di-
chotomies (see Figure 2). First there are those that are theistic and those
that are non-theistic, a ‘theistic’ view being one according to which the liber-
ated soul exists alongside, below or, in one case, above God. Those which are
non-theistic can then be subdivided into those according to which not only
is there no God, but there is also no self, and those for whom what exists
in the liberated state is a self. Into the former category fall the Buddhist
and Carvaka views. Finally, those which accept a self can be subdivided
into those for whom individuality is preserved in liberation, and those for
whom liberation consists in the dissolution of the individual self. In the first
camp the principal proponents are Sankhya and Nyaya; in the second they
are Advaita Vedanta and Pafnicaratra.

(2) Liberation has been contrasted with another goal of Indian religion,
the acquisition of supernatural powers (siddhis), by regarding the pursuit
of the former as a search for ‘freedom from’, and the pursuit of the latter
as a search for ‘freedom t0’.'® There is no denying that the liberated states
of the Buddhists, Naiyayikas, VaiSesikas, Sankhyas and Advaita Vedantins,
involving as they do a complete lack of cognition and action, are strongly
marked by a propensity for ‘freedom from’. But this tendency was rejected,
and indeed ridiculed,* by other traditions, for example the theistic ones. In
many of these we find a pronounced predilection for ‘freedom to’ in the om-
niscience and omnipotence that they claim to be the culmination of the path
they teach. Once the diversity of liberation doctrines is taken into account,
the dichotomy of the two kinds of freedom becomes useful not because we
can equate one kind with liberation, but because we see how the two kinds
are differentially present within the various liberation doctrines. The twenty
views can be laid out on a continuum, the two poles of which are the two
types of freedom.

At one extreme we have the Buddhist view according to which liberation
consists not just in freedom from suffering but freedom from existence itself.
Here there is clearly no ‘freedom to’ know or do anything. This was not

°GELBLUM (1965).
"See Naresvarapariksaprakasa ad 1:66 and WATSON (2006: 96).
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the only Buddhist view,** but it is the one that is given in our text (view
16). With the Buddhists fall the Carvakas. They too maintain (view 17)
that the individual completely ceases to exist, though for them this ‘liber-
ation’ happens to everyone at death, and is not an achievement accruing
only to the enlightened. To the right of these two come the Naiyayikas and
Vaisesikas. They do maintain (view 15) that the individual continues to exist
in liberation, but without any consciousness or agency. Here we have free-
dom from knowing and doing, but not freedom from existence. Next come
the Sankhyas (view 1), Advaita Vedantins (view 3) and Paficaratrikas (view
4). Consciousness continues in liberation for these, but it is a consciousness
that is completely devoid of objects of experience. The light of consciousness
is switched on in the liberated souls of these traditions, unlike in liberated
Naiyayikas and VaiSesikas, but it is a light that, as it were, shines out into
empty space without illuminating anything.

So all of these conceptions of liberation deny the presence of any chang-
ing states of consciousness, something that attracted comment from André
BAREAU. Having said of Buddhist nirvana (1973: 94) that it either must
be pure nothingness in which nothing of the person remains, or ‘must have
resembled a profound and dreamless sleep, a complete unconsciousness’, he
goes on to write:

To people who, like all Indians,*3 believed themselves to pass
without ceasing, without rest, immediately, from one existence to
another, that is to say from one series of states of consciousness to
another, that eternal and complete peace of psychic nothingness
must have seemed desirable, whereas it has always terrified people
in the West."4

This is an important reflection on the question of why a complete lack of
experience was promoted by some as the highest aspiration and the upper

2See WATSON and KATAOKA (2010: 323, note 82).

131t hardly needs to be stated that this is an exaggeration: it was certainly not the case
that all Indians believed in reincarnation.

*4We cite here COLLINS’ (1982: 11) translation. BAREAU’s own words were (1973:
94-95): ‘A des gens qui, comme tous les indiens, croyaient passer sans cesse, sans repos,
immédiatement, d’une existence a l'autre, c’est-a-dire d’une série d’états de conscience
a une autre, cette paix éternelle, définitive, du néant psychique devait sembler désirable
alors qu’elle a toujours terrifié les hommes d’Occident.
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limit of human achievement.'> But as we continue along the continuum, we
will see that such a contentless liberation was desirable neither to all Indians,
nor even to all of those who believed themselves to pass ceaselessly from one
incarnation to another.

Next comes view 12 in our text, according to which liberation consists
just in freedom from impurity (mala). Here we reach the first view that
postulates knowing and doing in the liberated state. Then in views 8, 11
and 13, which are examined in some detail in section 5.2 of this Introduc-
tion, the power of knowing becomes expanded in liberation into omniscience,
though the power of action is not found. In the views dealt with before this
paragraph, the goal of freedom from suffering is taken to necessitate freedom
from all cognitive experience, including that which is either pleasurable or
neutral. In the views so far mentioned in this paragraph, cognitive activ-
ity continues, but it is not clear whether pleasure is present. Pleasure may
have been regarded as only possible if alternating with suffering, its nature
and existence deriving from a contrast with the latter. But in view 2 we
find an explicit rejection of the presupposition that freedom from suffering
requires also freedom from pleasure; the upholders of this view maintain that
in liberation souls experience pure, uninterrupted, unexcelled and unbounded
($uddhanirantaraniratisayanavacchinna) pleasure.

With the postulation of this kind of pleasure and of omniscience, we have
arrived at views according to which liberation entails not just the removal of
life’s possibilities (such as suffering), but the addition of things not possible
in the life of the unliberated. In other words we have arrived at conceptions
of liberation that involve an element of ‘freedom to’. This becomes more
pronounced as we continue through the remaining views. These last two
views still deny any action on the part of the liberated; though cognitive
powers may increase, agency decreases. That changes at this point of the
continuum.

Liberation as conceived of by the proponents of view 7 involves becoming
one of God’s principle attendants (mahagana), with all the extra powers and
privileges that this promotion involves. This and view 14 are the only two
of the twenty that conceive of liberation as an embodied state. According

5 An additional point is that freedom from suffering was considered by many to be
impossible while cognition continued. If the latter is inevitably imbued with suffering,
to continue to desire cognitive experience is arguably akin to continuing to desire milk,
in spite of knowing that it contains poison (a Naiyayika comparison). Given that the
imbibing of one without the other is not possible, it is better to renounce both.
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to the latter, the liberated soul sheds its samsaric body and sense facul-
ties, but takes on new, highly elevated (prakrstatara) ones. This new body
and sense faculties, which unlike the previous ones are not caused by karma
and not characterised by pain, allow a liberated existence on another planet
(tarakabhuvane, literally ‘in a world in the stars’).

We are nearing the end of the continuum, and the advocates of all of the
remaining four views claim that the liberated soul is omnipotent. For these
proponents, to leave behind one’s body and sense faculties as one enters the
liberated state is not to leave behind the possibility of action; rather it is to
expand its potential range. It is not the body that acts, nor is the body a
necessary instrument of agency. It is the agent, i.e. the soul, that acts; and
its agency consists not in moving, but in causing movement, as a magnet
causes movement in iron-filings without itself moving.*® Having thrown off
the bonds that limit the full expression of its power of action, and without a
spatially limited body to restrict its sphere of operation (its ‘magnetic field’),
this sphere becomes equal in extent to that of the soul itself, i.e. all-pervading.

The difference between the four views (9, 18, 19 and 20) is just that,
though they all postulate omnipotence and omniscience, in view g the oper-
ation of this omnipotence is subject to God’s instigation, so that such souls
lack complete autonomy.*”

We now introduce more detail about those views whose treatment by
Sadyojyotih and Ramakantha is of most philosophical or historical interest.

2 Vedanta

There is a difference between the kind of Advaita Vedanta expounded and
refuted in the verses by Sadyojyotih, and the kind of Advaita Vedanta ex-
pounded and refuted in the commentary. This difference is acknowledged
by Ramakantha (end of section 2.3), who labels the two kinds parinama-
vada or parinativedanta (‘transformationism’) and vivartavada or mayavada
(‘illusionism’).

The former is not widely known about, since it was superseded by the

6Gee section 2.8 (of the Edition and Translation).

TThree views have not been placed on this continuum—p5, 6 and 10: any specific
location for them would be controversial. On the first two see section 2.5. On one inter-
pretation of view 10, it involves omniscience and omnipotence (see section 3.2); in that
case it would fall with 18, 19 and 20 at the very end.



24 Paramoksanirasakarikavrtti

mayavada of Mandanamisra and Sankara, after which it soon became ob-
scure. Whose was this parinamavada? On which author was Sadyojyotih
basing his account? SANDERSON (2006a: 70—71) has argued that the pari-
namavada outlined and refuted by Sadyojyotih corresponds exactly with the
doctrine put forward by Bhartrprapanca in his commentary on the Brhad-
aranyakopanisat, composed according to NAKAMURA in the middle of the
sixth century (see SANDERSON 2006a: 71, note 42). That text does not sur-
vive, but Anandagiri cites fragments of it, which HIRIYANNA (1924) has col-
lected; SANDERSON demonstrates their close correspondence with the Veda-
nta known to Sadyojyotih.

What were the differences between parinamavada and mayavada? For
parinamavada brahman evolves into the world of plurality; for mayavada it
does not, all plurality being simply a product of ignorance. This means we
can isolate four kinds of difference between the two views.

(1) Difference in the status of brahman: For parinamavada
brahman undergoes transformation (parinamin); for mayavada
it does not. For parinamavada brahman is the Material cause
(upadanakarana) of the world; for mayavada it is not.

(2) Difference in the status of the world: For parinamavada
the world is not unreal; it is of the nature of brahman. For
mayavada the world is unreal: it is a dream-like illusion (maya)
resulting from our ignorance, and at liberation it simply disap-
pears, as a dreamworld disappears on waking.

(3) Difference regarding individual souls (jivas): For pari-
namavada the relation between brahman and individual souls
is (material-)cause and effect (karyakaranabhava); an individual
soul is one part (ekadesa) of brahman, as the clay in a pot is one
part of the larger lump from which it was derived. For mayavada
the relation is not karyekaranabhava or ekadeSatva, but aikya,
complete identity.

(4) Difference in the nature of liberation: For parinamavada
liberation consists in the dissolution of the individual soul into
brahman; for mayavada it consists in the realisation that one has
never been different from brahman. No merging into brahman
takes place; rather simply the ignorance that causes us to see a
world of plurality ceases.
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Parinamavada, incidentally, avoids a problem that arises for mayavada
as a result of the latter’s combining of non-dualism with illusionism: If ev-
erything is of the nature of brahman, then surely the reality of brahman
guarantees the reality of everything. In other words, a tension results if one
holds that X is not different from Y, yet also claims: Y is real, X is not. (In
the case in hand, X = the world; Y = brahman.) This tension does not arise
for parinamavada, since it does not make the second claim.

% %k k

That these two views are different, that Sadyojyotih was familiar with only
parinamavada, and that Ramakantha prefers to expound Vedanta in terms
of mayavada, since by his time mayavada had become the predominant kind
of Vedanta—mnone of these claims are new: all have been pointed out by
SANDERSON (1985: 210, note 41; 2006a: 68-73) and used by him as evidence
for an early date for Sadyojyotih.

But a new point to be made here is that the kind of Vedanta that
Ramakantha expounds is not precisely the mayavada of Mandanamisra and
Sankara, differing from it in not insignificant ways. The purpose of the rest of
this section is to clarify the difference and to show how the Vedanta outlined
by Ramakantha is in many respects a third kind.

Ramakantha’s account of Vedanta (section 2.3) begins with standard
mayavada, drawing on Mandanamisra through both paraphrase and direct
citation.”® But his characterisation of the status of individual selves (jivas)
differs from that of mayavada; he grants jivas less reality and less perma-
nence. He compares them to illusory figments of a dream experience and
states that liberation consists of their dissolution. The jiwa, then, is neither
real nor eternal. He denies, furthermore, that it can attain true awaken-
ing knowledge. It is not the jiwa that is compared to a person waking up,
but rather the supreme soul; the jivas are elements within the dream of the
supreme soul and cease to exist when the supreme soul wakes up.

Ramakantha’s assertion that individual souls are dissolved is more char-
acteristic of parinamavada than mayavada. But in parinamavada the disso-
lution is in the manner of effects being dissolved into their Material cause,
pots into an undifferentiated lump of clay. In Ramakantha’s Vedanta, by

18Ramakantha seems to have no knowledge of Sankara, another thing that has been
pointed out by SANDERSON (1985: 210, note 41).
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mayavada parinamavada Ramakantha’s
Vedanta

brahman is real / / /
the world is unreal / x /
jiwas are not different / / x

from brahman

Figure 3: Three kinds of Vedanta (1)

contrast, the dissolution is in the manner of illusory figments of a dream
dissolving when the dreamer wakes up.

In order to summarise how the kind of Vedanta outlined by Ramakantha
differs not only from parinamavada, but also from standard mayavada, we
can consider them from the point of view of what are often said to be the
three constituents of mayavada. These three constituents are the claims that:
brahman is real, the world is unreal, and jivas are not different from brahman.
All three, then, are assented to by mayavada. Parinamavada makes the first
claim, but not the second. How about the third? Yes, for it jivas are non-
different from brahman, ‘non-different’ at least in the sense that a pot is
non-different from the clay that constitutes its Material cause. As for Rama-
kantha’s Vedanta, it follows mayavada in making the first two claims, but it
rejects the third: see Figure 3.

It is not clear whether Ramakantha’s Vedanta reflects a doctrine put
forward by Vedantins known to him or whether it was made up by him. If
the latter, then the most plausible explanation is as follows. He wanted to
expound mayavada but also to combine it with the claim that individual
souls dissolve, since that is what is stated in the verse by Sadyojyotih on
which he is commenting. See Figure 4.

But in order to give ‘dissolution’ a mayavadic rather than a parinamavadic
flavour, he characterises it not as the dissolution of an effect into its Material
cause, but as the dissolution of a dreamworld on waking. Once he has made
the claim that the jiva dissolves in that sense, he has arrived at a view shared
neither by parinamavada nor by mayavada: the unreality of the jiva and its
fundamental difference from brahman.
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mayavada parinamavada Ramakantha’s
Vedanta

Jjvas dissolve x / /

Figure 4: Three kinds of Vedanta (2)

3 Pancaratra

The Pancaratrika opponent begins by mentioning one of the Sankhya proofs
of the existence of pradhana as the Material cause of bodies and sense-
faculties. We know, so the argument goes, that clay pots and other objects
made of clay, which have anvaya'® with clay, all have clay as their Material
cause (i.e. they are effects, in the sense of transformations, of clay). So this
suggests a general principle that anything that has anvaye with X has X as
its Material cause.

Observation: Things that have anvaya with clay all have clay
as their Material cause.

General Principle: Things that have anvaya with X all have X
as their Material cause.

Anwvaya, then, can be used to determine that a group of things all have
one common Material cause. The argument is often briefly stated as: ‘All
Ys have anvaya’ (the conclusion being that all Ys share the same Material
cause).?® To ‘have anvaya’ here is shorthand for ‘have anvaya with the same
thing (X)’,2* from which it follows that Ys all have that thing (X) as their
material cause.

9The precise meaning of anvaya here is discussed below.

2°Cft. asti pradhanam, bhedanam anvayadarsanat, ‘Because we find that [all] differ-
entiated objects have anvaya, pradhana exists [as their Material cause]’ (Sastitantra of
Varsaganya, p. 264 of FRAUWALLNER 1958); and ekaprakrtidam vyaktam, vikaranam an-
vayadarsanat, ‘Because its transformations are seen to have anvaya, this [whole] manifest
world has a single Material cause’ (Nyayabhasya ad §5.2.23, paraphrased by Dharmakirti
at Vadanyaya p. 65,13-14).

'For an example of the fuller formulation, see bhedanam ekajatisamanvayo drstah,
‘We find that differentiated things have samanvaya with the same type’ (from an unknown
commentary on Santaraksita’s Tattvasarigraha, the first fragment of which has been edited
and translated by HARIMOTO and KANO 2008; see p. 16).



