CONCEPTUALIZATIONS OF ‘BEING’ IN CLASSICAL
VAISESIKA!

By Wilkelm Halbfass, Philadelphia

While ‘non-being’ and ‘negation’ are among the favourite topics
~ of recent Nydya and Vaifesika studies?, the corresponding theme of
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‘being’, although both historically and systematically more—or at least
equally —fundamental, has only met with a somewhat casual interest?.
The conception of sattd and bhiva as ‘highest universal’ (param samanyam)
is, no doubt, sufficiently familiar; yet, its exact implications in the
context of classical Vaiesika, its interrelations with astitva, sattisamban-
dha, svitmasativa etc., and its function and describability in terms of, or
in contrast to, such Western concepts as ‘existence’ have never been
thoroughly investigated. '

One of the consequences of this has been that discussions of abhiva
are often lacking in perspective and do not do justice to the full and
proper historical and systematic dimensions of their theme. It usually
remains unanswered or even completely unquestioned how and why
abhdva was “‘added” as a seventh paddrthal, and how, and to what
extent, certain ways of conceiving of ‘being’ may have been conducive
to certain corresponding ways of conceiving of ‘non-being’. — At any
rate: An exploration of the role and development of abhdva especially
in Nyiya and Vaisesika is necessarily incomplete as long as it does not
go hand in hand with an exploration of the theme and terminology of
‘being’ which forms its counterpart and background; and this, of course,

The following is & revised and considerably expanded version of a paper
read at the 29th International Congress of Orientalists, Paris 1973. In the
meantime, the stimulating discussions with the participants of my Seminar
in Indian Philosophy (Oriental Studies 711) at the University of Pennsylva-
nia, with whom I read some of the related texts, gave me a welcome oppor-
tunity to re-examine this complex of questions.

3 Cf., e.g., J. B. BEATTACHARYA, Negation (Calcutta 1965). — J. F.
Staar, Negation and the Law of Contradiction in Indian Thought. Bulletin
of the School of Oriental and African Studies 25/1 (1962) 52—71. —
B. K. MaTmLaL, The Navya-Nyaya Doctrine of Negation (Cambridge, Mass.
1968). — B. GupTa, Story of the Evolution of the Concept of Negation.

Beitrdge zur Geistesgeschichte Indiens, Festschr. f. E. FRAUWALLNER
“(Wien 1968; = WZKSO 12/13) 115—118. — D. SHARMA, The Negative

Dialectios of India (East Lansing, Mich. 1970).

3 See below, notes 26—28; more specific references to this theme are
to be found in D. N. 8HASTRI, Critiqué of Indian Realism (Agrs 1964), and
especially in R. R. DrRavip, The Problem of Universals in Indian Philosophy
(Delhi etc. 1972). ,

4 A satisfactory treatment of this intricate historical question would
require a more careful distinction of the Nyaya and Vaidegika traditions
than it is usually met with especially in Indian contributions. — Within
Vaidegika itself, it is remarkable that Candramati’s Dasapadarthadastra,
in which the Vaidegika system is restricted to a ‘doctrine of categories’,
presents ‘non-being’ as a separate paddrtha, while Prasastapada’s Padirtha-
dharmasamgraha, which re-emphasizes the more traditional ‘physicalistic’
aspects of the Vaifegika philosophy of nature, has no room for it.
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also requires an awareness of the implications of our own terminological
tools in the area of ‘being’ and ‘non-being’. It is certainly not very
helpful to use phrases like “negation as an entity”® or “non-existence
as reality”’$, as long as it remains unclarified how the “reality” with
which ‘non-being’ itself is credited has to be distinguished from, and
related to, that meaning of ‘to be’ according to which non-being is
not being.

The following remarks are meant to be preliminary and do not
claim to present anything like an exhaustive answer and solution.
They are by and large confined to classical Vaiesika texts of the 1st
millenium A. D., especially to Prasdastapida’s Padarthadharmasam-
graha and its commentaries, and they are focussing on the genesis,
meaning and function of that conceptual construction which is indicated
by the terms sattd, astitva, sattasambandha and svatmasativa. — Within
the Indian panorama, the VaiSesika way of dealing with ‘being’ is cer-
tainly not the most inspiring and convincing one; yet, it is illustrative
in its stubborn and honest one-sidedness, and moreover, it is one of the
most important catalysts for the development of Indian ‘ontology’, and
highly effective in terms of the critical responses which it stimulates.

As to the terminology of ‘being’ in the Vaidesikasiitras, the follow-
ing short reminders may be sufficient for the purposes of our present
discussion: In this text of notoriously unsatisfactory philological status,
two terms, satta and bhdva, represent the understanding of ‘being’ as
the highest sdmanya’, i. e. the most universal, all-pervasive common
feature—perceptible by all senses—, of ‘substances’, ‘qualities’ and
‘motions’ (dravya, guna, karman). It appears likely that at an earlier
stage Vaiéesika did not go beyond these three ‘categories’ or constitu-
ents of reality®. And if, in accordance with the testimony of Vyomadiva
and others®, Kanida actually announced his philosophy as a programme

. 2¥ K. H. POTTER, Presuppositions of India’s Philosophies (Englewood
'Cﬁﬂ's N.J. 1963) 200ff.

¢ D. N. SHAsTRI, Critique of Indian Realism (Agra 1964) 395fF.

7 Cf. V81,8 1, 2, 4ff.; on the pereept:blhty of bhava cf. VS* IV, 1, 14
(= VS'IV, 1, 13).

S VS' I, 1, 4—the only passage presenting an enumeration of all six
‘categories’ and using the term p&ddrtha—is neither found in VS?* nor in
the Sitra version of the anonymous commentary published by ANANTALAL
THAKUR (Vaidesikadardana, Darbhanga 1957); the authenticity of VS! I, 1, 4
was already questioned by M. R. Bopas in his introduction to Tarkasam-
graha of Annambhatta, ed. Y. V. ATRALYE (Bombay 1897; repr. of 2ad
ed. Poona 1963) XXXTIIff.

* Cf. Vy. 47: yad iha bhdvarupam tat sarvam mayd-upasomkhyaiovyom ;
Vy. 492: yad bhdvariipam tat sarvam abln@cyam L,‘Q



186 WiLaELM HALBrASS

of naming, enumerating whatever has the character of being (bhdvariipa),
we may assume that he was referring to this group of ‘categories’ which
" are obviously more suitable for being enumerated than the ‘universals’
(samanya) ete. It would, of course, be idle to speculate on whether
‘being’ was already an explicitly developed theme of thought in “original”
VaiSesika, or whether the idea of ‘being’, which forms the horizon of
this programme of exhaustive enumeration and classification’?, was
simply and commonsensically taken for granted. — How the way of
presenting asat and contrasting it with sa¢ in VS IX fits in with the
original bhdva-orientation, and whether or to what extent this section
of the text may at all be regarded as old and authentic, is 8 question
which we cannot enlarge upon here™’.

The most familiar rendering of sattd and its terminological equivalent
bhdva is ‘existence’’®; this translation demands some caution insofar
as it should not be taken as suggesting any contrast to ‘essence’. Although
the connotation of ‘actuality’ and ‘manifestness’ is undeniable in the
" actual usage of sat'3, sattd, as used thematically and terminologically,
Jeaves ‘essence’ and ‘existence’ undivided, just as it does not establish
any confrontation between ‘being’ and ‘nothing’. Rather, it puts what-
ever there is, or ‘exists’, on a common ground with anything else that
exists, thus providing a basis for comprehensive enumeration and
classification. We may also note here that the traditional verbal and
actional connotations of bhava, accentuated especially by grammarians
" and grammatically oriented philosophers®, do not affect the Vaidesika

1 On the implication of completeness and exhaustiveness in Kanada's
programme cf., e. g., NK 8—8: ... sarvajiiena mahargind sarvirthopadesdya
pravrtiena . . .; this formula is repeated on p. 149.

u See above, n. 4.

13 This translation is taken for granted in most of the general histories
of Indian philosophy; it is also used, e. g., in the majority of texts referred
to in notes 2—3 and 26—27. B. K. MATILAL, however (cf. n. 2), has “being-
neas’’s in his more recent publication: Epistemology, Logic, and Grammar
in Indian Philosophical Analysis (The Hague 1971) he paraphrases “existence
or being-ness”.—D. H. H. INGALLS, Materials for the Study of Navya-
Nyaya Logic (Cambridge, Mass. 1951)—generally & work of considerable
terminological impact upon English translations of philosophical Sanskrit
terms—gives “‘reality”.

13 This connotation in the understanding of sat is also evident in the
rejection of the implicit, potential ‘being’ which is implied by the Samkhya
dotrine of satkaryas; cf., e.g., NK 143f. — M. BIARDEAU states: “... la
pensée indienne ne distingue 3 aucun moment P'essence de 'existence”
(La philosophie de Mandana Miéra vue A partir de la Brahmasiddhi, Paris
1969, p. 71).

1 Cf. L. Rexou, Terminologie grammaticale du Sanskrit (Paris 1957)
243—244; 470—471.
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usage. — Although awkward, an expression like ‘beingness’ might
therefore be a more appropriate translation of salta.

While satt@ and bhdva, if and insofar as they are used terminologi-
cally, are obviously treated as synonyms in the VaiSesikasitras's, there
is, nevertheless, a functional difference which has to be taken into
consideration: While sattd has a strictly terminological role, to which
it remains basically confined also in later texts, bhdval® is much more
flexible and open to various other, less terminological functions, which
should not be taken as evidence for the Vaifesika doctrine of ‘being’
or ‘beingness’?”. Yet, this variety of other usages is by no means negli-
gible. The very fact that it exists and that it accompanies, and inevitably
intrudes into, the doctrinal and terminological statements about
‘being’ is itself a potential stimulus of raising questions and objections,
e. g. concerning such issues as the problem of self-reference, and it may
thus have its direct or indirect bearing on the thematic and doctrinal
level, too'®.

Prasastapida goes on using sattd and bkdva in accordance with the
language of the Siitras, presenting ‘beingness’ as an attribute compar-
able with, and only more extensive in its scope, than ‘blueness’; insofar
as they are factors of unity and similarity, objective bases of recurrent
perception and linguistic repetition, they are on equal terms. In trying
to accentuate his point, Prasastapida even refers to the unity of the
blue liquid which can give blueness to many different things in the process
of dying: yathd parasparavidistesu carmavastrakambalddigy ekasman
niladravydbhisambandhdn nilam nilam sti pratyayanuvrttih, tatha para-
sparavidistesu dravyagunakarmasv avidistd sat sad it pratyayanuvrttih,
-8d ca- arthantarad bhavitum arhati-iti, yat tad arthdntaram sd sati-its
siddhi'*. — In addition to sattd, however, Prasastapida has a term
which is symptomatic of his way of restructuring and rounding off the
Vaisesika system: the ‘common abstract attribute’ (sddharmya) astitva,

.____.——,.4-———.

3

18 The synonymity of both is explicitly stated by Candrinanda on
VSt 1, 2, 4. — There is no evidence for equating Kanida’s bhdva with Pra-
éastapada’s astitva, as D. N. SHasTRI, Critique of Indian Realism (Agra
1964) 148, would like to do.

18 To a lesser degree, this may be said about saifva (not in V8), too,
which appears sometimes in terminologically less committed functions than
saud; cf. Vy. 126; NK 19.

17 In contrast with VS I, 2, 4, cf., e. h., the less terminological uses of
bhava and abhdva in VS I, 2, 9ff. (= I, 2, 104F.).

18 Cf. the two levels of using abhdva in locutions like abhdvasys prihag
anupadedo bhavaparatantrydn na tv abhdvat (NK 7).

1» PB 311—312.
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‘is-ness’®, which, together with jiieyatva (‘knowableness’) and abhi-
dheyatva (‘nameableness’), covers all six ‘categories’ and can accordingly
" be predicated of satta itself. ‘Beingness’, like all ‘universals’ (s@mdnya),
‘is’ itself in that sense of ‘to be’ which is represented by astitva; its
‘being’ in the sense of saitd would, of course, lead to an infinite regress
(anarastha). —. Although there is no such second-level term and concept
of ‘being’ in the Vaidesikasiitras, there are nevertheless certain locutions
—e. g. dravyagunakarmabhyo 'rthintaram sattd® —which may be taken
as presupposing or implicitly requiring it; the word arthintara, often,
but somewhat loosely used in the Siitras, is, as we have seen, explicitly
referred to by Prasastapada, and it is obviously one of the signposts
for his account of ‘being’23.

Subsequent to his introduction of the term astifva—sanndm api
padarthandm astitvabhidheyatvajieyatvini®® — Pradastapada characterizes
dravya, guna and karman as having sattdsambandha, ‘connection with
beingness’ ,and sdmdnya, videsa and samaviya as having svalmasattva,
" ‘beingness of, or by virtue of, the own nature'®. He does not explain
these terms, which—if we may disregard here the occasional use of
saltinusambandha® —occur only once in his text.—There have been
several usually rather incidental attempts to translate, paraphrase or
account for this conceptual structure and its constituents. M. HIRIYANNA ~
explains svitmasat as “intrinsically real” and contrasts it with the “bor-
rowed being” of dravya etc.; he adds: “This distinction is remarkably
~ like that between subsistence and existence’’—but without really
_clarifying his understanding of these Western terms. G. ParTr inter-
prets astitva as ‘essentia’ in the scholastic sense and salid as ‘existentia’,
and he paraphrases svitmasattva as “Wesen, das sich selbst geniigend
ist”?. T. VETTER finds intimations of a transcendental approach (in
the Kantian and Post-Kantian sense) in the Vaisesika formulations®.—
By and large, the implications of the fact that there is a twofold concep-

® On the conception of a mahdsdmanya as coinciding with paddrthatva
according to Jaina commentators cf. H.Ur, The Vaifeshika Philosophy
(*Varanasi 1962) 35f1.; it seems that Candramati himself does not have the
term and conoept of astitva.

nysreL, 2, 8.

1 See above, n.19.—In Candramati, eaitd appears as & separate
padartha. -

3 PB 16.

# PB 17; 19.

% PB 312.

% Indian Philosophical Studies I (Mysore 1957) 111.

# Der Samavaya im Nyaya-Vaifegika-System (Roma 1955) 143.

»# Erkenntnisprobleme bei Dharmakirti (Wien 1964) 94.
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svatmasativa on the other hand, have not really become thematic in
these discussions.

Returning now to Prasastapida’s own text, we may first of all
‘observe that the terms in the immediate neighbourhood of satidsam-
bandha resp. svatmasaitva suggest some commonsensically obvious
implications of such a distinction. The bringing about of ‘merit’ and
‘demerit’, the status of cause and effect, impermanence, etc. (dharma-
dharmakartrtva, karanatva, karyatva, anityalva)—these features are
restricted to the realm of particulars, which are, and have a concrete,
‘manifest’ being, insofar as sattd is inherent in them?®. With regard to
the second group of ‘categories’—sc. ‘universals’, ‘individualities’ and
‘inherence’ — Prasastapada says: samanyddindm trayanam sviatmasattvam
buddhilaksanatvam® akdryatvam akdranatvam asimanyavisesavativam
nityatvam arthasabdanabhidheyatvam® ca-iti3*. ‘Universals’ etc. can be
said to be, insofar as they are genuine objects of knowledge; they are
irreducible constituents, parts of the world; they are, however, not
physically separable entities, nor metaphysically superior archetypal
powers.

As for astitva, which covers both groups of ‘categories’ and their
respective ways of being, the conjunction with ‘knowableness’ and
‘nameableness’, together with the whole context in which it appears,
gives us some hints: astitva means the applicability of the word ‘is’3,
i. e. the fact that there is an objective basis and condition for saying
‘it i8’, in the sense of its being identifiable, recognizable, distinguishable
from, not reducible to other entities, and thereby knowable, speakable,
suitable as truth-condition for thought and speech. — We may recall
here Pradastapida’s familiar practice of justifying the assumption of
entities by claiming them as indispensable causes or conditions (kirana,
hetu, nimitta®) of undeniable occurrences in thought and speech (pra-
tyaya, vyavahdra). The word asti may be used to accentuate the veridical
claim attached to such assumptions, as, e. g., in the following statement

® PB 17—18.

® The term buddhilakganatva obviously refers to the buddhyapeksam
of VS¥'* 1, 2, 3; cf. NK 19.

3 Arthasabdinabhidkeyatva reflects VSt VIII, 2, 3 (= VS? VIII, 14):
artha iti dravyagunakarmasu; as to the characteristic akdranatva, Sridhara
specifies that it can only exclude samavdyydsamavdyikadranatva, not, how-
ever, nimitiakdranatva as capability of ‘causing’ knowledge or apprehension
(NK 20).

3 PB 19.

3 Cf. Vy. 118. :

3 On ‘causality’ in the case of ‘universals’ eto. see above, n. 31.
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with regard to samavdya: . . . ¥ pratyayadarsandd asty esim sambandha
s jiidyate®.

Sridhara praphrases astilva as svaripavativa, and he determines
that it is the ‘characteristic nature’ of any entity which constitutes its
‘is-ness’ (yasya vastuno yat svaripam tad eva tasya-astitvam3¢). Obviously,
this is in keeping with the connotation of identifiability and recog-
nizability in Prasastapada’s use of astitva and, moreover, with his use of
the term svaripa, as in atmasvaripa, svaripabheda, svarupalocanamatra,
etc.¥. At the same time, however, the concept of svaripa, in its functional
openness and almost universal applicability, can hardly safeguard the
ontological positivity which Prafastapada connects with his notion of
astitva, which, according to the whole context and orientation of his
thought, is not supposed to include ‘non-being’ (abkdva).— Already
Udayana remarks: abhdvas tu svaripavin api ...%, and a critic like
Sriharsa can justly emphasize that identifiability and distinguishability,
. as constituted by svariipa, are no basis for contrasting ‘being’ and ‘non-
being’, reality and fiction®. — In spite of its veridical functions,
Pradastapdda’s astitva preserves a basically ‘existential’ connotation.
It is insofar characteristically different from tattva, as it is at home in
the more epistemologically oriented Nyaya, where it is explained as
including both sa¢ and asat: Both ‘being’ and ‘non-being’, ‘presence’
and ‘absence’ may be objective correlates of thought and speech, insofar
. 88 they may have a truth-conditioning function with regard to positive
resp. negative propositions®. Tativa is an essentially veridical term;
-and it indicates a framework and context of thought which was certainly
more conducive to the later development of abhdva than the original,
‘positively’ ontological world-orientation of Vaifesika.

The second group of ‘categories’, sc. ‘universals’ etc., may e&sxly
be subsumed under this all-inclusive notion of astitva: Their whole

+ 8 PB 325; ¢f. 311: yad anugatam asti . . . (on sdmdnya).

% NK 16..— Cf. the uses of svabhdvs, svaripa, svadharma in NBh
on IV, 1, 38 (ND* 707ff.; NS IVa 35 in Ruben’s edition).

 PB 311f.; 186f.

8 Kir. 8; Udayana discusses why abhdva has not been mentioned as
a special ‘category’ and adds: pratiyoginiripanddhinaniripanatvdi, na tu
tucchatvit cf. also Nydyakusumadjali on Karika I, 10. — Unlike later com-
mentators, Udayana does not, as it is sometimes maintained, take astiiva
as including abhdva, and insofar not as co-extensive with jfieyatva and
abhidheyatva; cf. Kir. 27.

» Cf. Khandanakhandakhadys, ed. with Hindi comm. by C.Suxia
(Benares *1961/62) 21f.; also 421ff. ‘

® Cf. NBh and NV on I, 1, 1 (ND* 1; 11f.); concerning VS I, 1, 4,
which may have been modelled on N8 I, 1, 1, see above, n. 8.
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‘is-ness’ is svitmasativa, often paraphrased as svariipasatta®!; as such,
it consists exclusively in their being identifiable natures, forms of their
_ own and is consequently, although implying ‘absence of beingness’
(sattaviraha ), eternal, unchangeable and independent.

The application of ‘is-ness’ to the particular ‘manifest’ ‘substances’
(dravya) etc. and their way of being is more intricate. In order to avoid
confusion, we have to keep in mind that there are two kinds or levels
of ontological dichotomy in Pradastapdda (saitd—astitva and sattisam-
bandha — svatmasattva), and we have to take into consideration that in
the passage under discussion he uses the word sattdsambandha, not simply
satta*®. Within the context of his thought, this is by no means negligible:
Dealing with the common and specific attributes of all six ‘categories’,
he can, according to his own principles, only speak in terms of sidharniya
and vaidharmya, not in terms of sdmanya resp. sdmanyavisesa. Therefore,
any use of sa#td in this context and on this level of discourse would be
illegitimate. The ‘categories’ and their instances, such as sattd itself,
represent his way of naming and enumerating the components of the
real world; they are immediately world-oriented (‘infentio prima’). The
dharmas (sddharmya— vaidharmya) as abstract attributes, on the other
hand, do not present any further separable or juxtaposable world-
components, but ways and viewpoints of comparing and conceptually
relating the actual world-components. They constitute a kind of second
level of the system, which still deals with the real objective world, but
is less immediately world-oriented, more concerned with systematic
and structural devices and without the crudely hypostasizing ontological
commitment of the ‘first level’. — Prasastapada does not have a theory
of semantic levels, but he has a keen systematic mind and is keeping
himself constantly aware of the danger of anavasthd, ‘infinite regress’.
He carefully avoids confusing his two levels of discourse and never
treats & samanys and a sidharmya as commensurable or comparable.
Consequently, the question what satid and astitva have in common
remajns unasked; and the ‘ontological dichotomy’ which is involved
here does not become explicitly thematic.—The term sattdsambandha.
- which is used in the sddharmya analysis, does not refer to saltd, ‘being-

4 Cf. NK 19: ... svarupam yat sdmdnyddindm tad eva tesdm sativam.
In Vyomaéiva's ‘ontological’ sections, the notion of svaripa plays a less
prominent role than in Sridhara and Udayana. Vyomasiva seems to be more
interested in psychological explanation than in conceptual analysis.

4 Kir. 30. )

4 Although this distinction is not really carried through by the com-
mentators.

4 On the use of dharma, of. NK 16: yady api dharmah patpadarthebhye
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ness’ as such, but rather to the condition of being related to it, which,
though being common to all the individual ‘substances’ etc., is not an
actually pervasive and ontologically separable factor of community like
saitd itself: Being found in all particular ‘manifest’ entities (vyakis),
it nevertheless leaves them confined to their particularity. It is the
universality of ‘beingness’ in the particularity of its being ‘manifested’
by individual entities.

In a sense, sattasambandha comes closer to ‘existence’ than saftd
itself*s, insofar as there is a more notable connotation of actuality and
temporality : ‘Connection with beingness’ is the, in itself temporal and
in the more ordinary cases impermanent, condition of being qualified
by the qualifying universal ‘beingness’, which is as such eternal or rather
_ atemporal. — In Pradastapada commentaries and other later texts, the
formula ‘connection with beingness’ often serves—especially in the
compound svakdranasatiGsambandha, ‘connection with the beingness of
the own cause’#—the purpose of explaining ufpatti, ‘genesis’, and
karyatva, the destructible contingent being of effects, i.e. composite
. entities. The question of its applicability to the ultimately simple and
indestructible components or causes, such as the atoms, remains out
of consideration or is, obviously not quite in agreement with Prada-
stapdda’s own position, explicitly dispensed with’. — It may be noted
- that in later texts not only sattdsambandha tends to coincide with
‘destructibility’ resp. ‘producibility’; also satta itself, not being distin-
guished from saftdsambandha, appears in a more temporal perspective,
and its role is often reduced to serving as a counterpart and presupposi-
tion of pradhvamsibhdva, i. e. non-being resulting from destruction®.—
For a Vaisesika critic of the 1st millenium like Silikanatha, on the other
hand, saita still represents an understanding of ‘being’ which leaves no
room for temporality and change*°.

. Accepting Prasastapada’s own terms, the structure of his system
and hig way of not explicitly touching upon certain questions, one
may concede that a conceptual settlement has been reached, and that

4 The basic unsuitability of ‘existence’— ‘essence’, ‘contingent’ and
‘necessary’ being, ‘esse ab alio’— ‘esse a se’ ete. for the translation of Pra-
hst.ap&da's ‘ontological’ terminology should, however, always be kept in

mind. — On the temporality of sattsambandha cf. Bhisarvajiia, Nyiya-
bhigana (Varanasi 1968) 468.

« E.g. Vy. 126; 129; 143; NK 18.

¢ E.g. NK 17; Vy. 126.

“ Cf., e.g. DmskaﬁonV:évmltha'uKlnklvsll v.9; ed.Sulen
Rauxa SasTrY (Mylapore, Madras 1923) 114.

# Cf. Rjuvimald on Prabhikara’s Brhati, ed. A. CHINNaswaAMI SasTRI
(Benares 1929) 120f.; also PP 97ff.



Conceptualization of ‘Being’ 193

his treatment of the problem of ‘being’ has its peculiar consistency.
There are at least two ways and levels of talking about ‘being’: There is
‘being’ as saitd, the most comprehensive instance of the ‘category’
sdmadnya, hypostasized ‘somethingness’ which has itself become & some-
thing, a datum of sense-perception, one real and ontologically separable
factor and component among others which constitute the world as it
is given to us; and there is ‘being’ as astitva, which merely, and in a sense
tautologically, states that whatever is, is (asti), i. e. has a certain charac-
ter of positivity, identifiability.—Acceptance of this framework is, of
course, not what we may expect from an opponent; and in the following
centuries, this whole complex of ‘being’ was a highly welcome target
of criticism and ridicule especially for Buddhists, Jainas, and Mimamsa-
kas, then also for Vedintins®. The commentators—I am mainly re-
ferring to Vyomaséiva, Sridhara, and Udayana—are forced into some-
times rather desperate conceptual efforts; occasionally, however, they
cannot avoid to lay bare and make explicit the inherent tensions and
ambiguities of Pradastapida’s apparently well-closed system.

It is beyond the scope of our present discussion to give a detailed
account’! of the origin and systematic implications of the objections to
sattd as they are stated in the pirvapakss sections of the Vaisesika
commentators. Consequently, we cannot fully explicate how these com-
mentators try to defend and justify both saitd and astitva, nor can we
analyze their attempts to rephrase the conceptual relationship between
saltasambandha and svitmasattva; it may suffice here to recall their
practice of utilizing the concept of ‘metaphorical being’ (upacdrasatid,
aupacdriki sattast) and of applying the principle of ‘co-occurrence’
(samanddhikaranya®; cf. also sidharanadharmadhikaranata®), which
accounts for the extrapolation of ‘being’ to whatever has a common
substratum with ‘beingness’, i. e. also to ‘universals’ etc.—At any rate,
‘beingness’, saltd itself is stubbornly defended against epistemological,
-pragmatistic and other decompositions (pramdnasambandhayogyaid,

‘arthakriyakaritva, vartamanakalasambandhitos®). The argumentation is

# Such as Sriharsa (see above, n. 39).

8 Exemplary materials from these discussions will be presented and
analysed in & monograph now under preparation.

18 Cf. Vyomaéiva’s use of upacdrasatd, Vy. 124ff.; on the function of
this concept in the philosophy of grammar see K. A.SusraMawia Ivxs,
Bhartrhari (Poona 1969) 209ff.

 Cf. Kir. 24: sattaikdrthasamavdya.

“ Vy. 142f.

8 E. g. Vy. 126f.; NK 12; vartamdnatva becomes sgain prominent in
Raghunatha; cf. K. H. Porre, The Padirthatattvaniripapam of Raghu-
pétha Siromagi (Cambridge, Mass. 1957) 61f.
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largely ad hominem; and all the opposing interpretations of ‘being’
are charged with leading to an infinite regress (anavasthd, anavasthana ™).
However, it is evident that the positive establishment of saétd@ as common
denominator of whatever exists and its defense in terms of ‘supreme
similarity’ becomes increasingly difficult and awkward in this atmosphere
of discussion. Sridhara incidentally concedes that this alleged similarity
of all ‘beings’ ultimately consists in their being distinguishable from
non-being®. In this way, he obviously weakens the old claims con-
cerning the independence (svatantrya) of the conception of ‘being’ % and
consequently the defense-line against the Buddhist epokavdda. —Astitva,
being more of a functional concept, is in general more open to re-definition
and re-interpretation, and accordingly subject to a process of semantic
evaporation which is due to an increasingly epistemological and reflexive
attitude. Its positivity is eventually relegated to the positivity, the
‘affirmative character of the apprehension of which it is the object or
content: Sridhara explains astitva occasionally as vidhipratyayavi-
sayatva®; Udayana’s widely accepted formula is vidhimukhapratyaya-
visayatva®. The difficulties and potential consequences of defining
astitva as svaripavativa, as identifiability, distinguishability of what-
ever may ‘be’ identifiable or distinguishable, have already been referred
to®.

The problems inherent in Prasastapiada’s ‘ontological’ construction
and generally in the conception of sattd as pervasive and qualifying
samanya of whatever is sat are further illustrated by a question which
was not explicitly considered by Pradastapada himself, but, as one of
stock arguments of the Vaisesika critics, had to be faced and discussed
by his commentators: Does that which is connected with ‘beingness’
have any ‘being’ in itself or not$?? Pursuing the implications of this
question we may add: ‘Is there’ anything like an individual entity in
“itself of which ‘beingness’ would just be a further ‘real predicate’®?

% Vy. 124ff.; NK 12f.
# NK 12: ... tesdm abhdvavilakganena rupena tulyatdpratibhdsands;

in his defense against Prabhakara objections (cf. PP 97ff.), Sridhara has to
face the fundamental difficulties which Aristotle avoided by not accepting
‘being’ as ‘highest genus’ (nor any summum genus at all).

88 Cf. NV? 11f.; this passage is referred to by Sridhara, NK 226.

8 NK 15; cf. NK 226: vidhirapata.

® Kir. 27; Udayana adds pratiyogyanapekganiripanaiva.

41 See above, notes 38—39.

*t Vy. 126: kim salta saldm atha-asatam; NK 17: kim sattdsambandhah
#ato 'sato v3. — But see also below, n. 76.

8 According to Kant’s formulation, Krmk der reinen Vernunft B 626:
“Sein ist offenbar kein reales Pridikat .
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Is there an astitva of ‘substances’ etc. apart from their sattd ! And does
sattd actually add anything to what an individual thing ‘is’ as such?
One method of reacting to this notorious dilemma (vikalpa) had
been not to accept it as such and to deny any temporal, ‘phyxical’
implications of the idea of a ‘connection with beingness’: na sitih
aaudsambaﬂdhall, na- asatah | yadd-eva tad vastu tadd-eva saltayi sam-
baddham . — The Vaifesika commentators are familiar with kind
of reply and refer to it in their argumentation®; yet this does not
take care of all their problems: The basic Vaifesika attitude of dis-
section and juxtaposition precludes them from simply and firmly
grounding the meaning and unity of ‘being’ in the concrete unity of
the vastu; as their reactions demonstrate, the difficulties caricatured
by this ‘dilemma about being or non-being’ (sadasadvikalpa) are, indeed,
deeply rooted in the ontological orientation of the system.
Especially Sridhara, blurring in a sense Prasastapada’s distinction
~ of two levels of discourse, goes rather far in suggesting an actual onto-
logical cleavage. Arguing that both astitva and saitd are necessary ‘v
adequately describe and explain the world as it is, he says that while
saltd is necessary to account for our apprehension of ‘being’ in its unity
and universality, astitva or svarépavattva is indispensable insofar as
sattd would never inhere in what does not have a svaripa, a characteristic
nature of its own®. Arguing against the attempt of the Pribhiakaras to
understand ‘being’ in terms of the mere vastusvaripa, the ‘characteristic
nature’ and self-identity of each single entity, and without the assump-
tion of a real sattdsimdnya (sattd being reduced to an ‘extrinsic quali-
fication’—upddhs, sc. pramanasambandhayogyatd, ‘suitability for being
oonnected with a means of knowledge’*’), Sridhara never says, nor does
he presuppose, that there is no such thing as an independent vastu-
svaripa. Instead, his whole emphasis is on that it would not be sufficient
to explain our apprehension of the unity of ‘being’ in the different en-
tities®®. Vice versa, the Pribhikara’s denial of an independent real

-

. “ NV? 322; cf. NM I 286.
. @ Cf. Vy. 126: tad asat, nigpadasambandhayor ekakalatvat; cf. also
NK 15 (concerning samasfya in general): svakdranasdmarthydd upajaya-
manam eva tatra sambadhyate, yathd chidikriyd chedyem . Vy. 690 has:
nigthasambandhayor ekakalatvad ti; this may go back” the Viékys and
" Bhagya commented upon m Pradastapdda’s lost Ttkl see below, n. 76.
¢ NK 16.
¢ See the references given in n. 49; a long dxscumxon concerning this
point is found in Mandana, Brahmasiddhi, ed. 8. KurruswaMz SasTRI
(Madras 1937) 85ff. Cf. also pp. 289ff. (on svariipamadtra as ekaki bhdvah).
# NK 11f.; of. Kir. 23.
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sattd, by reducing it to pramanasambandhayogyatd, does not at all affect
his acceptance of the independent extramental existence of things
(vastu) as such. And, of course, no Vaifesika author ever says that
without sa#a there would simply be nothing; the very idea of ‘nothing’
or ‘nothingness’ is, in fact, quite outside their horizon. — On the other
hand, to predicate sa#td of ‘universals’ etc. is regarded as mistaken only
insofar as it superimposes a factor of unity and universality upon what
has, or ‘is’, just its ‘own form’, svarilpa®.

Sattd, thus reduced to a factor of unity-in-diversity, appears as
a kind of extra to the individual existence of each particular (dravya
etc.); and according to its status as a real, epistemologically and onto-
logically separable ‘universal’, it cannot simply coincide with, and not
even completely depend upon, the fact that things are or exist™. Satid
is not the being of the world, which is as such never really thematized;
satta is and remains an occurrence in the world.

What seems to be at the bottom of this understanding of ‘being’,
and especially of the conceptual bifurcation of sattd and astitva, is &
deep-rooted ambivalence in classical VaiSesika which again is the result
of an attempted integration of different historical levels,—that is of
an enumerative, physically oriented philosophy of nature and of a cate-
gorial analysis. In other words: It has to do with a tendency to present
findings of categorial analysis in the old and traditional shape of an
enumeration, juxtaposition of different entities. Initially, there may
have been an enumerative philosophy of nature in terms of ‘elements’
or ‘substances’. But then the substances themselves became subject
to what is actuall y a categorial and conceptual analkys and decomposition.
They were distinguished from, and stripped of, their qualifications resp.
qualifiers (videsana), which—sattd being regarded as one of them—
appear as separate entities, side by side with their qualificands (videsya).
. The Vaifesika’s dravya is insofar quite different from the Mimamsaka’'s
vastu or, e.g., Aristotle’s t63c 1. Nevertheless—and this adds to the
ambivalence—it continues being regarded as having its own, quasi-
complete nature and being, and even some kind of separate percepti-
bility™; it is never reduced to an unformed Ay, and not even to what is

® NK 19: bhinnasvabhdvesy ekdnujamo mithyd-eva, svar@pagrahanam
tu na mred, svarupasya yathdrthatvat.

™ Vyomasiva (Vy. 143) says about ‘universals’, in a oont«ext dealing
+ with sattd: samastdsrayavindée 'py avasthanam igyate.

" Cf. L. ScEMITRAUSEN, Zur Lehre von der vorstellungsfreien Wahr-
nehmung bei Pradastapida. Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 14
(1970) 125—129. — How the ‘facticity’ and ‘positivity’ implied in the per-
oeption of the actual thing (dravya) qua videgys has to be related to the
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called ‘bare particular’ by some recent and contemporary philoso-
phers™.—In spite of their conceptual courage, the Vaifesikas are too
commonsensical to enlarge upon the more startling ‘ontological’ con-
sequences of their system according to which, at the end of a process
of enumerative dissection into factors and constituents, the unity of
the world and each single thing has to be restored by postulating an
additional enumerable and juxtaposable factor, i. e. ‘inherence’, sama-
vaya.

In conclusion, we may say that astitva has not only the function of
circumscribing the whole realm of ‘categories’, but also of regaining
a meaning and type of ‘being’ which is not, like saftd, a logically, episte-
mologically and ontologically separable attribute of what there is.
Sattd and astitva represent two different levels of philosophical reflection
and thematization?™. In trying to integrate these in one system, Prasa-
stapada shows a sound systematic instinct. Nevertheless, his construc-
tion remains easily accessible to misunderstandings and attacks, and,
as the further development shows, it does not provide any firm and fertile
ground for a tradition of ontology: While the old concept of satta
appears more and more fossilized and obsolete?, astitva represents
a meaning of ‘being’ which tends to evaporate with the development
of epistemological reflection, insofar as it tends to coincide with the
mere objectivity or thematicity of whatever has been objectified and
is positively taken into account at any given level of thought?s.

However, in stating that the Vaidesika conceptualizations of ‘being’

do not really lead to a tradition of ontology, we should not forget what

apprehension of saitd qua videpana is & question which does not really become
thematic in Vaidegika; and there is nothing like the Veddnta attempt to
equate what is given to ‘indeterminate’ (nirvikalpaka) perception with ‘pure
" being’ (sanmatra, sattdmdtra).
. Cf. M. J. Loux (ed.), Universals and Particulars (New York 1970),
esp. 235f1.

7 Relatin® our discussion to the old theme of the one and the many,
we may say that sattd represents a meaning of ‘being’ according to which
it is basically one, while astitva posits what there is in its irreducible mani-
foldness. It is symptomatic that satd itself is understood in terms of astitva.

4 It is no longer acceptable to Raghunatha Siromani; cf. reference
given in n. 55.

. Insofar, it may be said to coincide with paddrthatva (cf. n. 20) and to
amount to a sense of ‘being’ as mere ‘somethingness’, as it is advocated by
what is known in our days as ‘allgemeine Gegenstandstheorie’.—On the
difficulties of defining astitva, cf. Vardhamina and Rucidatta on Udayana
in: Kirapavall by Udayandcaryya, ed. S. C. SaARvvasroUMA (Calcutta 1911)
J3IM.
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has already been emphasized in our introductory remarks—sc. the
historical role of this ‘ontological’ theory as an important, stimulating
and truly catalytical target of criticism™.

™ According to Mallavadin’s Dvadaddranayacakra, as presented by
Simhasiiri, it seems that Pradastapadda’s (= Pradastamati’s) lost Tikd on
a VaiSesikabhisya (by Atreya?) contained more detailed discussions of
‘ontological’ questions, esp. of the concept of sattasambandha; see the
extracts from Mallavadin's work in: VS' 147—152. Mallavadin explains
Prasastapada’s understanding of the formula nigthdsambandhayor ekaka-
latvat (also quoted by Vyomasiva, cf. above, n. 85) as follows: siddhasya
vastunah svakdranaih sattayd ca sambandha i prasastamato 'bhiprayah (loc.
¢it. 152). — The question to what extent Prasastapada’s ‘ontology’ may
have been prepared during the somewhat obscure period between VS and
PB, which was excluded from the present, more systematically oriented
sketch, will be taken up in the projected monograp , referred to in n. 81.

v
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