~

R philosopher, not merely those aspects of it that we choose (and remove from their
original context) because they remind us of issues in Western philosophy?

g | will argue that a deeper understanding, one that goes beyond mere historical
gnd sociological analyses, is possible in the case of an important part of Indian
Pohilosophy. This is due to a factor that too rarely draws the attention of modern
gicholars. | am speaking of the presence of a tradition of rational debate and inquiry. |
Use this expression to refer to a tradition that came to establish itself in India—or at
east in the main philosophical schools—and that obliged thinkers to listen to the
triticism of often unfriendly critics, even where it concerned their most sacred con-
ictions, such as those supposedly based on revelation, tradition, or inspiration.
[Confrontations between thinkers so radically opposed to each other were no doubt
acilitated by the debates organized from time 1o time by kings, about which we
jhave some firsthand information from the pen of Chinese pilgrims visiting India in
fihe middle centuries of the first millennium. Little is known about the reasons why,
_—-' d the date when, this tradition of critical debate came to establish itself in India. Its
fiects, however, are visible in the efforts made by Indian thinkers to systematize
eir positions, to make them coherent and immune to criticism.

b These reflections allow us to identify a particularly important factor in the de-
felopment of Indian philosophy. Under pressure from competitors, the Indian
inkers of the early classical period were forced to do more than just preserve the
achings they had received; they had to improve and refine them—perhaps in order
Bavoid becoming the laughingstock of those they might have to confront at a royal
ourt or on some other occasion. In doing so, they created systems of philosophy
bhat might deviate considerably from the pre-systematic teachings that they had
dnherited.

¥ The history of Indian philosophy, seen in this way, becomes the story of the
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Anyone who has ever opened a book on Indian philosoph}/ will have been struck by
the sometimes strange doctrines that were held by the different sd.wools,, gnd may
have wondered to what extent it is possible really to understand Indian phtlosgphy.:
And what do we mean when we say that we understand this or that {ndm.n thinker,
or Indian philosophy in general? Indeed, to what extent did mdnvnd_ual ph|losophers_
themselves understand the philosophies they wrote about? The Samkhya Phlloso-,
phy, to take an example, proclaims the existence of twenty-five factors (which theyj
call tattvas) that somehow evolve out of each other so as to create the ph‘enomenal‘
world. Did individual Samkhya thinkers know why exactly these twenty-five f?CtO ;
had to be accepted and not any others? Did they perhaps acggpt these factors simply;
because they had been sanctioned by their particular tradmgn, and beca}zse. ear :
exposure lent them a degree of plausibility that they are unh.kely to acquire |n.th.
case of those who do not become acquainted with them until later in I|f§? If this i§
50, how much understanding can we modern scholars ever hope to attain? Ar.e we
condemned merely to record what the Indian thinkers thought, perhaps adding &
historical dimension by investigating how some of these ideas suc;eed more of | 
similar earlier ones? Or a social dimension by pointing out that this or that position
served the interests of this or that particular philosopher and those of‘h|s group? Such | . en ‘ »
investigations, which put Indian philosophy in its historical and socng! contexts, a d ch for cqherence and |mmun'|t‘y to cntncus‘m, starpng ngfmally——bu.t nqt always,
to be sure, possible and extremely important. Historical continuities have been ms—vylth some form of traditloqaltegchlng. Thls ‘tradltl(.)nal teachmg is usually
studied and more will no doubt be discovered. But is this as far as we can go? If 0§ nonph:losophvcal qature. Buddhist phllpsophy in its various manlfestat:ons, for
our understanding of Indian philosophy will not be very different frqm that of myg .mple, based atsglf ultxmatel'y on the teaching (?f the Bgddha, wh:c.h concerned the
thology: a number of just-so stories that we can study in their historical and socizg scape from SL{fferlng and rebirth and had no phnlosophlgal pretensions whatsoevgr.
contexts. . ’eral centuries sgparate'the Bu‘ddha from the‘ beginning of Buddhist systerngtlc

Advocates of Indian philosophy will no doubt object that there is .much.more 0 vllos.op}?y, centuries during w_huch weH-rpean!ng monks orga.m.zed the original
indian philosophy than just this. They will point out that some of the discussions ang ing in various ways. .Buddhlst systematic philosophy, wben it flpally arose, was
analyses resemble, sometimes anticipate, certain discussions and analyseg foun‘d i on, and continued in a way, these attempls at organizing, It tred 1 intoduce
Western philosophy. Such advocates often have a tendency to take these discussiong herence and drew conclusions. BUddhlst ph}:losophy thus arose out of the attgmpt
and analyses out of their original context and concentrate, say, on the developmeq o introduce orcer dujd}‘.OhGrOnCU in the received teachings. Other schools of phi-
of logic in the Indian schools. There can be no doubt that Iogxc' undervyent a e} phy.proceeded .fnmhr!y. | | N
markable development in India that still draws far too little attention outside a h g hlsFory o.f Indxap philosophy wprth the name will ha\{e to deal in detail with
ited group of experts. But this logic was used—and this is too easily overloled  ways m‘wh;ch various early teachings were transformed into Foherent systems of
defend the basic doctrinal positions of the schools concerned. These doctrinal p ht. This is of necesgty a somewhat techmca} endgavor, which | do not plan to
tions themselves are often somehow taken for granted, or even played down, b ertake, at least not in this essay. However, in their search for coherence and
modern investigators. If we wish to give these positions their due, we are back wi

_ ki unity to criticism Indian philosophers were also confronted with the question to
our original question: to what extent can we understand the thought of an Indigf Rat extent their doctrines were compatible with certain convictions shared by all,
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or practically all, of them. Such shared convictions existed. Practically all philoss lknowledge all Indian thinkers of, say, the first five centuries of the common era did
phers of classical India, for example, believed in the doctrine of karma, and al Enot draw this conclusion. | have studied the question in some detail and consndered
believed in the close correspondence between language and reality. The reflectivglthe writings of authors belonging to all currents of Indian philosophy, belonging to
analysis of these two convictions exerted a profound influence on the doctrines d Lall three major religions of that period: Brahmanism, Buddhism, and Jainism.! TO my
the various schools. Some of these doctrines can indeed be looked upon as tidEsrowing surprise | found that all these thinkers held on to this position and tried in
direct outcome of this intellectual confrontation. In this essay | will concentrate offivarious ways to resolve the difficulties to which it gave rise. All of them believed tbat
the second of these two convictions: the belief in the close correspondence betweeqilBthe words of a statement correspond to the elements that make up the situation
language and reality. ] fdescribed, also in the case of statements like “John makes a pot” and “the pot comes
Correspondence between language and reality means first of all that the obiject into being.”
in the phenomenal world correspond to the words of language. This observatioflilll  Shortly | will discuss some of the solutions that were offered to the problems that
may sound innocent enough, but it was given quite amazing twists by ce aig ise in this manner. First, however, | wish to deal with a question that may Cross
thinkers. Many Buddhists, for example, had come to believe that the objects of ou your minds at this point. Why did the Indian thinkers of that period—all of them—
phenomenal world do not really exist. They do not exist because they are compositel hold on to a conviction that is so obviously in contradiction with everyday experi-
they consist of constituent parts. For reasons that cannot be dealt with at this momen 'énce? Is this another example of intellectuals accepting a position whose absurdity is
these Buddhists maintained that only the constituent parts exist, but anything t 78 visible to a child? Is this one more case of philosophers gone haywire?
is made up of them, that is, macroscopic—any of the things that fill phenomendl .. 1 am not at all inclined to draw any such conclusions, and I would like to drgw
reality—does not. This led them to ask the question: what are these macroscopicilll attention to two factors that no doubt encouraged the thinkers of that time not to give
objects, and why do we tend to think they exist? The answer is that they are nothinﬁ P up their position simply because it seemed to contradict everydav experience. For
but words—or, if you like, notions imposed upon reality by the words of languageJRB one thing, a number of thinkers, most notably the Buddhists, had already for other
Most Brahmanical thinkers disagreed with the imputed unreality of the phenome Beasons come to the conclusion that the phenomenal world is ultimately not real. A
world, but agreed that there is a close correspondence between words and thined contradiction between phenomenal reality and the conviction they cherished could
Some of them went to the extent of analyzing the use of words in order to arrive at] ot, therefore, endanger this conviction. Equally important is the presence in India at
deeper understanding of objective reality. 3 that time of a tradition of rational inquiry, which | mentioned earlier. Philosophers
All of these developments, although important, cannot be dealt with herd ~ad become convinced that their reasons and arguments were entitled to being
However, the belief in the correspondence between language and reality Faken seriously—as seriously or even more so than tradition, revelation, and insight.
extended, during the early centuries of the common era, from a mere belief in th We know that in ancient Greece one group of thinkers, the Eleatics, did not hesitate
correspondence between words and things to something more encompassing the} i reject perceived reality on the basis not of tradition, revelation, or special insight
includes the conviction that statements as well correspond to the situations they de but of mere argument. The early Indian thinkers, too, proceeded on the basis of their
scribe. Or, more precisely (but still not perfectly): the words that make up a statemen fnewly acquired confidence in the power of human reason. Those of us who feel
correspond to the “things” that constitute the situation described. Once again thi fsuperior to them might do well to recall that our phenomenal reality, too, hides a
conviction looks relatively harmless at first sight. After all, a statement like “John eals plethora of entities—molecules, atoms, subatomic particles—the existence of which
an apple” might be taken to describe a situation that is constituted of the three ele} fwe willingly accept on the basis of reasons provided and experiments carried out by
ments John, the act of eating, and an apple. Many, perhaps most, statements arg fothers.
such that they do not necessarily clash with this conviction. But some do. Takg . What solutions did the Indian thinkers offer to the difficulties they thus encoun-
“John makes a pot.” This statement describes a situation in which John and the act g bered, and which we might be tempted to consider to be of their own making? What
making have their place, but the pot is not yet there. In other words, the words tha oes the word “pot” refer to in the sentences “John makes a pot” and “the pot
make. up the statement “John makes a pot” do not correspond to the “things” P Fomes into being”? The literature concerned contains a variety of answers, as | said
constitute the situation described, The same difficulty arises whenever something;' Foarlier. Here | will concéntrate on only a few of them.
said about something coming into being. If we say “The pot comes into being) E Perhaps the simplest and in a way most obvious answer was adopted by the
there is clearly nothing in the situation described corresponding to the word ”po. 'mkhya school of Brahmanical philosophy, mentioned earlier. We are relatively
) am sure that many people nowadays would conclude from statements li well informed about the early history of this school. Most elements of its classical
“John makes a pot” and “the pot comes into being” that apparently the words of § fteachings figure in early works, such as the great epic of India, the Mahabharata, and
staterpent do not always correspond to the elements that make up the  situatio fother texts.-One important element, however, is never mentioned in these early
described. This would certainly be my reaction. Interestingly, to the best of my Faccounts and must have been a rather recent innovation. | am speaking of satkar-

>
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yavada, the doctrine according to which the effect exists before it is produced. Very
concretely, this means that the situation described by the statement “John makes a
pot” or “the pot comes into being” contains already a pot, be it that the pot at that
moment is still hidden in the clay from which it is being made. N v

Satkaryavada becomes an essential part of classical Samkhya philosophy; it is2
taken over by some schools and vehemently combated by others. The scholastic
debates about this issue in later texts make one easily forget how profoundly strange 1
this doctrine really is (not only for modern Western readers!). They may have the.
further effect that the doctrine becomes familiar, and that one stops being surprised 4
by its extraordinary content. Familiarity is easily mistaken for understanding. A better :
understanding, | submit, can be obtained by becoming aware of what specific §
problem the doctrine was meant to solve. In the case of satkaryavada this problem 4
was the direct consequence of certain ideas regarding the relationship between lan- ]
guage and reality shared by all thinkers of that time. b

The problem was shared by all thinkers, but they did not all propose the same 3
solution. An altogether different solution was proposed by a particularly famous
thinker, Nagarjuna. In order to understand his solution we have to take into account}
that Nagarjuna was a Buddhist. The Buddhists of his time, as | pointed out earlier, 3
had come to believe that the phenomenal world does not really exist. This belief had
not been part of the message taught by the historical Buddha. It was the result rather§
of subsequent elaborations and reinterpretations of the early teachings. Whatever
the details of this development—with which we cannot deal at this moment—thej
Buddhists had come to believe, on the presumed authority of the Buddha, that the
phenomenal world does not really exist—but they could not prove it. This changed,
however, with Nagarjuna, who could. The phenomenal world does not exist be-§
cause it cannot exist. And it cannot exist because it is self-contradictory. 3

The basic argument to prove this has already been sketched above. The state-¥
ment “the pot comes into being” describes a situation that must contain a pot. It3
does not. The statement is therefore contradictory, and nothing comes into being. I§
will cite one verse from Nagarjuna’s Malamadhyamakakarika that deals with this;
particular problem: “If any unproduced entity is found anywhere it could be pro-3
duced. Since that entity does not exist, what is produced?”2 In the case of our pot
this means: if there is a pot at the time it is going to be produced, it can be produced.§
If there is no such pot, the subject of “the pot is produced” has nothing to refer to,4
and the statement is empty. This is true if we assume, as Nagarjuna apparently did,_,
that the terms of a statement have to refer to something that is there in the situation &
described. R

Nagarjuna proved, with this and similar arguments, what a number qf Buddh!sts;’
had already believed before and without him. He did more, however. By introducing
these rather nihilistic arguments into Buddhist philosophy he created a ;chool of
philosophy, known by the name of Madhyamaka or Médhyamika{ that survived forg
long time in India and survives to this day among Tibetan Buddhists. o 3

My reflections so far have shown, | hope, that at least two crucially important
doctrines held by different schools of Indian philosophy found their historical origin

ot in meditative experience or supernatural revelation but in the need to deal with
dificulties arising from shared assumptions: The satkaryavada of Samkhya and the
ghihilism of Madhyamaka are both to be understood as responses to a conviction,
ghared by all thinkers of that time, concerning the relationship between language
and reality that at first view would barely seem to justify such encompassing meta-
physical conglusfons. ’

[ 1 will now turn to Bhartrhari, a Brahmanical thinker of the fifth century of the
¢ommon era who is best known today as a “linguistic philosopher.” Bhartrhari owes
this reputation to the fact that the Indian grammarians, who were and remained pri-
fmarily linguists with few or no philosophical aspirations, came to accept him as a—
or rather the—philosopher of grammar. They added his philosophy, or partof it, to
their own rather technical and nonphilosophical reflections, and now claimed-that
ferammar, too, had a philosophical dimension. Also, some madern scholars have
concentrated on aspects of Bhartrhari’s thought that, they claim, show similarities
with modern linguistics.

F But whatever we think of the reputation that Bhartrhari acquired in later times,
e was, first of all, a thinker of his own time who thought about the problems that
pere around at that time. One of the problems he had to confront is the one we have
dust discussed: how a pot can come into being if it is not yet there.

k. There can be no doubt that this problem played a central role in Bhartrhari’s
ghinking. He formulates it most clearly in the following verse: “If [something] exists
already], why does it come into being? But if it does not exist, how does it come
linto being?’3 What is more, he offers no less than four different solutions to this
problem in four different parts of his Vikyapadiya. The challenge, as you will recall,
s to find something that the word “pot” in the statement “the pot comes into being”
fefers to and that is part of the situation described. Unlike the Samkhyas, who claim
hat the pot already exists at the time it comes into being, and unlike Nagarjuna, who
tlaims that the very statement is self-contradictory, Bhartrhari presents objects that
Bre present in the situation described and that are, he proposes, referred to by the
jord “pot.” His first suggestion is that the word “pot” refers to the universal that
rheres in all pots. He borrowed this notion of universals from another school of
philosophy, but gave it an interpretation that was uniquely his own. For him the
Rniversal is not just an eternal and unchangeable “thing” that inheres in all pots; no,
jom Bhartrhari's point of view the universal plays an active role in manifesting the

A" His second solution to the problem at hand is that the word “pot" refers to the
Bubstance of which the pot is made—or better: is going to be made. This substance
g there while the pot is being made, so that the word “pot” does refer to something,
Bven at the time that the pot is being produced.

g Bhartrhari’s third solution is altogether different. He realizes that the demand that
e words constituting a sentence have to refer to something in the situation de-
ibed leads to major difficulties, for example in the case of negative existential state-
ments. If | say “Martians do not exist,” what does the word “Martians” refer to? Not

Philosophy East & West Johannes Bronkhorst



that words refer to a metaphorical reality (aupacariki satta), which is different from ;
absolute reality. He adds: “Metaphorical reality shows the own form of all [things] in ;
all their states.”# “In all their states” probably means in the past, present, and future. §
In other words, the word “pot” in “the pot comes into being” refers to the meta- §
phorical existence of the pot, which shows it in its future state; or, more 5|mp|y, !

although perhaps less accurately, it refers to the future pot.

Bhartrhari’s fourth solution, finally, is as simple as it is obvious: the word “pot” 2 1

refers to a mental reality, that is, to the pot that is in my mind (that | have in mind) §
when | pronounce the statement “the pot comes into being.” This final solution is 50 3
obvious, one would think, that one wonders why Bhartrhari has not offered it nght

from the beginning and, indeed, why others before him had not hit upon this solu- 4

tion much earlier. This peculiar absence may have to be explained by the fact that §
the thinkers | have mentioned so far were very concerned about distinguishing ¢

themselves from the idealistic concepts that were gaining influence at that time in’}

some schools of Indian philosophy.

Having briefly considered the four solutions offered by Bhartrhari to the problem §
connected with the coming into being of a pot, you may wish to know which of 3
these four is Bhartrhari’s own. To my knowledge the Vakyapadiya contains nothing 3
that would allow us to make such a choice. And indeed, it seems that Bhartrhari did §
not express, and may not have had, any preference. This is the peculiar feature of his 3

phtlosophxcal writings, which the Dutch scholar Jan Houben has called Bhartrhans
“perspectivism”: different positions are correct from different points of view.

This should not be taken to imply that Bhartrhari had no philosophy of his own,
and that all he does is present various points of view without choosing between§
them. It seems quite clear that Bhartrhari has drawn at least one very clear, and im:3
portant, conclusion from his various lucubrations about pots that do or do not come;

into being, namely that phenomenal reality is unreal, and different from absolute

reality. Bhartrhari’s conclusion is in one important respect different from the one;

drawn by Nagarjuna. The latter, if Claus Oetke’s analyses are correct, had come to

the conclusion that nothing exists, nothing is absolutely real. Bhartrhari agrees thaf}
phenomenal reality is unreal, but differs from Nagarjuna in claiming that there is3
another reality that is real. After our reflections about the coming into being of the
pot, it goes without saying that absolute reality for Bhartrhari does not come intoj

being, and indeed does not change.
Bhartrhari’s concept of absolute reality is interesting, especially if one contrast3|

with the position of many Buddhists of his time and before him. Those Buddhists3 '
claimed that the objects of the phenomenal world cannot be real, because they argj
composite. These composite objects are in the end nothing but words; that is to say§

phenomenal reality is in the end nothing but a trick played upon us by Ianguag
Bhartrhari agrees with the last statement. Phenomenal reality is indeed the result o
language, but language does not combine the ultimately real constituents (as somé
Buddhists believed). On the contrary, it divides the ultlmately real totality of all the
is, which is absolute reality.

Bhartrhari here introduces the notion that a whole, a totality, can be more re
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k than its parts. This sounds at first rather strange, but here his background in grammar

and linguistics came to his help. It is a well-known fact, noted by thinkers long

f before Bhartrhari, that a word in language is more than the mere accumulation of the
E sounds that constitute it. Some Buddhist thinkers had, perhaps for this very reason,
postulated, already before the beginning of the common era, that words are entities
; that are different from their constituent sounds. They had claimed the same for whole
- sentences, which are more than the combination of the words that constitute them.
£ The important grammarian Pataijali (ca. 150 8.C.t), too, had made similar claims
¢ with regard to words. Here, then, Bhartrhari found examples of objects that are more
- than their combined constituents. Words are more than their constituent sounds, and
E sentences are more than the words in them. Strictly speaking, sounds are not parts of
g words, because the latter are altogether different entities, and words are not parts of
£ sentences that, once again, are different entities. It is in this context that Bhartrhari

ngs in the example of the peacock’s egg, mentioned in the title of this essay. The
ord, which in itself has no parts and no sequence, unfolds itself so as to give rise to

Fsomething that appears to have both, just as the vital essence (rasa) of a peacock’s
" egg, which does not possess the variety of colors of a peacock, unfolds itseli so as to
give rise to a peacock that does.> Bhartrhari generalizes this idea, and claims, for
Lexample, that pots, too, have no parts.6

: For Bhartrhari, then, the world, and each object in it, has two aspects: the one
teal, the other unreal. Vikyapadiya 3.1.32, for example, speaks of “the real and the

Junreal parts that are present in each thing.”” The phenomenal world is unreal. It is

the result of an (unreal) division of the undivided absolute.8 The essential reality of
fhings, we read elsewhere in the Vakyapadiya, is beyond differentiation: “With re-
fr d to things (bhava), whose reality is beyond differentiation (vikalpatita), the world
s followed in linguistic expressions (vyavahara) that are based on conventions
amketa).”? Here it is stated that linguistic expressions correspond to the unreal
Mivisions of reality. Another verse tells us more about the division at stake here:
fHeaven, earth, wind, sun, oceans, rivers, the directions, these are divisions of the
reality belonging to the inner organ, [even though] they are situated outside it.”10
Note that this verse does not prove that Bhartrhari was an idealist, that he denied the
existence of the outside world. It states rather that the divisions of the outside world
gare produced by the inner organ, and therefore by words, as we shall see.

. Words separate things from each other: “By force of the [fact that understanding
nas the form of words), every produced thing is distinguished [from other things].” !
\ ords are the only basis of the nature of things and of their use.”'? It follows that
fihose who know the nature of things see the power of words.”'3 Bhartrhari elabo-
ates on the power of words in the following verses: “The power residing in words is
fie basis of this whole universe. ... Since the difference between sadja and other
Busical notes] is perceived [0nly] when explained by words, all categories of
]ects are based on the measures of words.”'* The creative power of language is
plified by the illusion of a circle created by a firebrand turned around: “It is
f erved in the case of a torch-wheel et cetera, that the form of an object is per-
y'ved on account of words (sruti), even though the basis [of the perception] is
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'g.fhe wor.ld are based on words; even a child knows them because of the mental
E:Impres.smns (samskara) acquired earlier.”25 The intuition (pratibha), which is called
g “meaning of the sentence” and which makes us know our duties, either can be th
»result of verbal instruction or it can be inborn: “Whether the [inltuition] is directle
] Produced by the word or by the result of impulsions (bhavand), no one deviates fr .
.;ttw'ft)‘ere duéie(sj--(itil;‘arravyéré) are concerned.”26 Even anims;ls are guided by t(;\r:
fintuition: “Under the influence of that [intuition] ev i

fchanges the sound of the male cuckoo in spring? ll-iowe;azxzeai?r’nn:slslez‘;:t.t‘. t\)/w;g
f nests and the like? Who induces wild animals and birds to eat, love. hate sw'o N d
fso on, activities well known among the descendants of each ;pecie:d’(“"', e
; . These verses have been interpreted to mean that the hereditary\ Fnowled € one
,\fln.ds among animals and in children is the result of the use of language in angear(;'nt
existence.?® Nothing in the text supports this point of view. It is true th%t living bei .
e are born with impulsions (bhavand! or mental traces isamskdra) whu_‘h re I; f'ngs
'by nature, but it would appear that these linguistic impuléions a;e not o; not a?U'SUL
.the F§Sults of instructions in an earlier life.2% One could here re éat Bhartrr\/ay’s,
j question: what verbal impulsions would change the sound of thepmale cucl;oa”' S
fspring? Bhartrhari himself answers this question, and the others that accompan '(tJ i
.the following verses: “It comes from tradition (dgama) only, which followF/)s ti:lel o
pulsions (bhavana). As for the tradition, it is different [for each individual] de endl'm-
on the proximity or distance.3° Six forms of intuition (pratibhd) are known (Fi)e e”:jg
ging on whether they are produced by the own nature, the Vedic school, ra‘ztin -
_Yoga, by the invisible (adrsta), or by a special [cause].”3 It follows thelxtptherec?/
& rra'tural k‘nowkﬁijge: “Since knowledge is natural, the traditional religious and scie:
,_EIfIC‘ treatises (sastra) serve no purpose whatsoever.”32 This also applies to morality:
‘ ’Wlth.rt‘egard to the two positions ‘this is virtuous’ and ‘this is sinful,’ there s little .
§ for religious and scientific treatises (sastra) right down to the untou,chables "33 -
: Bhartrf\ari uses the word bhavana, “impulsion,” at several other occasi.ons in th
: kyapadiya. The “impulsion of the word” (sabdabhavand) is required to set the
spgech organs in motion, to emit an upward breath, and to make the points i
‘aftl.cglatlon strike each other.34 The impulsions, moreover, cause the ir’;a in i
divisions of the sentence, which has, in reality, no parts: ”Allthough the meanfi;n aryf
Ethe sentence is without divisions, the imagined divisions are based on bhavani ”g“o
. The direct link between words and things explains the effects words can ha(Qe o
gthings: “Just as it is observed that colors et cetera have well-defined capacities witlr:
,regard. to certain things, in the same way one observes that words (have well-defined
jcapacities] to remove snake poison et cetera. Just as they have a capacity to do tl?’
(to remove snake poison et cetera) it should be understood that they also [hav X
-';apacny] to [produce] merit. Therefore, good people desiring elevation (abh udae ¥
‘ ;-_should use correct words.”¢ The capacity to produce merit belongs to correc}tlw }:)
only: “On the basis of traditional knowledge [received] from the well-educa?rdS
% correct words are established as a means toward merit. While there is no differe:ce,

i" expleSSi lg tlle “'ea“i“g il corre p i
E ’ ct WOrdS are the o 0St i m
? h rit)'llj] p te (|.e., not a eans

entirely different.”'> “There is no cognition in the world that does not tollow words.
All knowledge appears as.if permeated by words.”"® “It is from words that things
proceed; [words] create the distinctions (in the phenomenal world].”'” One might§
be tempted to think that this last line speaks about meanings rather than things;;
both are called artha in Sanskrit. Bhartrhari speaks, however, about things in the
objective world. This is particularly clear from a passage of his commentary on the
Mahabhisya, often called Mahabhasyadipika, where the perception of words such
as “heaven,” aparva, and “divinity” are presented as means to infer (anumana) the
existence of the corresponding objects: “Just as the words ‘heaven,” apirva, and
divinity,” when perceived, are the means to infer the existence of objects neve
observed.”18 The same three objects—"heaven,” aparva, and “divinity"—adre mens
tioned in the following, slightly obscure, verse of the Vakyapadiya: “The sign of the
thing denoted is that there is an object corresponding to all words. In the case of
words like ‘cow,” they say, it is similar to ‘heaven,’ apirva, and ‘divinity.” 19
It will be clear from these quotations that the connection between language and
phenomenal reality is close. And the language concerned is Sanskrit. But Bhartrhari{
goes further. The fundamental unit of language is the sentence; this is equally true of
the Vedic sentence.20 This is important: it shows that Bhartrhari does not merely
postulate a correspondence between individual words and elements of the pheg
nomenal world, The link between statements, Vedic statements in partjcular, and the
phenomenal world is as important, or even more important. We shall return to thig
point shortly. First we consider some of Bhartrhari’s observations with regard to
role of the Veda in the unfolding of phenomenal reality: “Different sciences unfold$
based on the primary and secondary limbs of that [Veda] which is the organiz
ing principle (vidhaty) of the worlds, [sciences] that are the causes of the mental}
traces (samskdra) of knowledge.”2! The context of this verse leaves no doubt that i
actually concerns the Veda, and that therefore the Veda is the organizing principle
or perhaps one is entitled to translate: creator, of the worlds. A comparison wif
Vakyapadiya 3.14.198ab, cited above (“It is from words that things proceed; [words
create the distinctions [in the phenomenal world]"), which, too, uses the verb vi-dh3
shows that the creation of the world is essentially a division, a differentiation, of
undivided absolute. Another verse explains the relationship between the Veda a §
the world in the following terms: “Those who know the sacred tradition know tha
this [universe] is a transformation of the word. In the beginning this universe pro
ceeds exclusively from Vedic verses.”? 4
The world having been created, or organized, by the Veda, tradition (égam
smrti) bases itself on the Veda: “The texts of tradition (smrti), which are multifor
and have visible as well as invisible aims, have been arranged by knowers of the
Veda on the basis of the [Veda] with the help of indicators.”?> This implies, 0g
Bhartrhari, that the link between tradition and the world is close, too. The
follows the rules of the word: “Even if [all] philosophies had disappeared, and therg
would not be other authors, the world would not deviate from the rules expressedb
the Veda (éruti) and by the tradition (smrti).”2# This implies, among other things, thal
the rules of behavior are in a way inherent in the world: “All duties (itikartavyatd) ig
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¢ schools during this early period. This does not necessarily mean that there were no
; Vedantins during the early centuries of the first millennium,*® but it does strongly
k suggest that they did not yet participate in the philosophical debate, that they did not
E yet expose, and improve, their positions in the light of criticism received (and per-
F haps even solicited) from others. Bhartrhari may have been one of the first truly
. “Vedic” philosophers. He joined the philosophical debate, took up the challenges
¢ that occupied the other thinkers of his time, and constructed a system that gave a
i place of honor to the Veda and to the way of life it represented to its followers. In-
£ deed, Bhartrhari maintains that the world has been created in accordance with the
k Veda, including the Vedic injunctions. Correct Brahmanical behavior is therefore
anchored in the nature of the world itself, no less than the song of the cuckoo.

E Bhartrhari did not take his task lightly. In his effort to find a place for the Veda in
 the philosophical debate of his time, he read everything he could lay his hands on,
fand borrowed elements from practically all his sources (without acknowledgments,
funfortunately). Vaiesika elements are particularly abundant, and Buddhist elements
f are important, but scholars have also traced elements from Samkhya and even from
Jainism in Bhartrhari’s work. No doubt from Buddhist sources Bhartrhari took the idea
sthat the phenomenal world is not ultimately real. This allowed him to postulate a
B highest reality, which on one occasion he calls Brahman. He might in this way have
€ claimed highest reality for the Vedic tradition and left ordinary reality (which is ulti-
Emately unreal) to the various philosophical schools that existed in his day. But he did
ot do s0. He accepts the relative validity of those schools of thought in the realm of
fthe phenomenal world (this is his perspectivism), but adds an important element
fof his own: phenomenal reality is determined by the Veda. The Veda is its creator
or organizer), and this means, in the end, that only the Vedic Brahmins know its
iature and are really in a position to influence it. Seen in this way, Bhartrhari's
ideas on language and reality, and on the relationship between these two, are really
the result of a Brahmanical twist given to ideas that had been around for a while.

The link between words and things having been established, the study of lan-
guage, and of Sanskrit in particular, enables one to reac.h cgnclusm‘ms —abouslthe 4
world. Bhartrhari uses the words of Patafjali, who says in his Mahabhasya: “We
accept the word as authority. What the word says is authoritative fo.r us.”38 E).<actl‘y
the same phrase can be found in the Sabara Bhasya,3® but Bhartrhari clearly gives it 1
a wider interpretation. His Vakyapadiya observes: ”People accept the W?[d as Ii:.l(; 3
thority; they are followed [in this] by the religious and scientific treatises (sa.stra).. "

We return to Bhartrhari’s acceptance of the sentence as the primary linguistic 3
unit. This implies that the phenomenal world corresponds to statements, first of all ]
Vedic statements. This explains that, according to Bhartrhari, injunctions and other
rules are somehow built into the phenomenal world. Individual words do not con- 4
stitute injunctions, or $astras, or rules of behavior for animals and humfms. And itis 3
through its sentences that the Veda becomes what it is. If the world is created,. or
organized, in accordance with the Veda, Vedic sentences must be meant, not just
individual Vedic words. ~

I hope that what | have said so far shows the extent to which Bhartrhari was b.oth ad
philosopher who dealt with current problems and challenges .and a traditionalist. In 4
fact, his writings are quite specific about his respect for tradition. We read here, for §
example: “Without tradition, logic cannot establish virtue (dharma); even the 3
knowledge of seers derives from tradition.”*" And again: “He who l?ases h@self on *
tradition ... is not hindered by logical arguments.”#? His grammatical writing rep-
resents a change of attitude which Madhav Deshpande (1998, p- 20), from thfe Unf- 3
versity of Michigan, does not hesitate to characterize as a parafdlgm shift. U-n,l,lke his 2
main predecessors, who lived a number of centuries earlier, with Bha.rt(han an en-
tirely new tone has set in. There is a strong feeling that the current times are.deca}-
dent, and that there are no truly authoritative persons around. Grammarians in 'thls
decadent period must look back to the golden age of the great ancient grammarians 4§
and seek authority in their statements.” _ 3
One might be tempted to accuse Bhartrhari of using the philosophical debate of 4
his time to try to gain respectability for the Vedic tradition to which he. belonged, i
and one might very well be right in this. Let us not forget that philos.ophucal det_>ate -
during the first half of the first millennium was almost totally confined to Nyaya,:;
Vaidesika, Samkhya, and a number of Buddhist schools. None of thfese schools had
any direct link with the Vedic textual corpus or with its ritual traditnong The oppo-
sition of Samkhya to the Vedic tradition is testified to by texts from various perlods,.:
some as old as the Mahabharata, others much younger.43 And the early te>‘<ts of ;.
Nyaya and Vaisesika—although later categorized as orthodox, that is, ”.Vedlc"-—\:
show little evidence of having any particular link with Vedic texts and rites;* the 4
evidence we have points rather to a link with the worship of Siva.4>
The most orthodox schools of philosophy are, of course, Pirva- and Uttara=
Mimamsa. The former does not really join the philosophical debate until Kumrilay
Bhatta, one or two centuries after Bhartrhari. The latter, bétter known by the na'me
Vedinta (or Vedantism), is perspicuous by its absence in listings of philosophlcal\‘

iThis essay, initially foreseen to be a lecture only, draws heavily on material which |
thave published elsewhere and that is brought together in my article “Sanskrit and
Reality: The Buddhist Contribution” (Bronkhorst 1996b).

i the Notes, the abbreviation Vkp is used for the Wilhelm Rau cdition of the
Vikyapadiya by Bhartrhari. See Rau 1977 in the References section below. Wi reiers
o the Word Index to the Prasastapadabhdsya by Johannes Bronkhorst and Yves
;mseier (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1994).

1 - The results of this investigation have now come out in a small monograph,
E  Langage et réalité. See Bronkhorst 1999 below.

3 - Malamadhyamakakarika 7.17: yadi kascid anutpanno bhavah samvidyate
+ kvacit / utpadyeta sa kim tasmin bhave utpadyate sati :/ (Nagarjuna 1977).
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3 - Vkp 3.3.43cd: yadi saj jayate kasmad athasaj jayate katham. 20- See Houben 1995.

4 - Vkp 3.3.39: vyapadese padarthanam anya sattaupacdriki | sarvavasthasul
sarvesam atmardpasya darsika // o
5- Vkp 1.52: andabhavam ivapanno yah kratuh Sabdasamjiiakah | vrttis tasyg
kriyarapa bhagaso bhajate kramam // The Vrtti explains: .. . bahyo vyévahénka[)
sabdo ‘ntahkarane mayaradyandarasavat . .. pratiliyate. i

1 - Vkp 1.10: vidhatus tasya lokanim angopanganibandhanah | vidyabhedsh
®  pratiyante JAdnasamskarahetavah //. Halbfass translates vidhatr as “organizing
_ princiBJg" (1 991a, p. 5) or “Organisationsprinzip” (1991b, p. 126).

22 - Vkp 1."124':A5‘s’abdasya parindmo ‘yam ity amnayavido viduh / chandobhya eva
b prathamam etad visvam pravartate /!

b3 — Vkp 1.7: smrtayo bahurapas ca drstadrstaprayojanah | tam evasritya lingebhyo

- Vkp 3.6.15ab: nirbhagatmakata tulya paramanor ghatasya ca. /
° P o =r vedavidbhih prakalpitah //

7 - Vkp 3.1.32ab: satyasatyau tu yau bhagau pratibhdvam vyavasthitau. CE.
Bronkhorst 1991, pp. 12-13. E
8 - Vkp 3.3.72: yatra drasta ca drsyam ca darsanam cavikalpitam / tasyaiva'nhasyg
satyatvam sritds trayyantavedinah // ' i

24 - Vkp 1.149: astam ydtesu vadesu kartrsv anyesv asatsv api / srutismrtyuditam
dharmam loko na vyativartate //

. 5- Vkp 1.129: itikartavyata loke sarva sabdavyapasraya ; yam parvahitasamskaro
. . . . ‘S balo 'pi pratipadyate //

9 - Vkp 3.6.25: vikalpatitatattvesu samketopanibanchanah | bhavesu vyavahara e o .
lokas tatranugamyate // 6 - Vkp 2.146: saksac chabdena janitam bhavananugamena va | itikartavyatayam

tam na kascid ativartate //

4
10 - Vkp 3.7.41: dyauh ksama vayur adityah sagarah sarito disah antabkara;

_ 9 _ . = 5 - C s . S
patattvasya bhaga bahir avasthitah |/ .7 Vkp 2.147¢d and 149-150: samarambhah pratayante tirascam api tadvasat /,

... Svaravrttim vikurute madhau pumskokilasya kah / jantvadayah kulayadi-
karane siksitah katham // éhéraprityapadvesap/avanédikriyésu kah / jatyan-
vayaprasiddhasu prayokta mygapaksinam //

11 - Vkp 1.133cd: tadvasad abhinispannam sarvam vastu vibhajyate. Tad- referg
back to vagrapata avabodhasya in verse 132.

12 - Vkp 1.13ab: arthapravrttitattvanam sabda eva nibandhanam. 48 - Biardeau 1964, pp. 317-318; Subramania lyer 1977, p. 62.

13 = Vkp 1.171cd: svabhavajfais tu bhavanam drsyante sabdasaktayah.

A

9-One is reminded, of course, of the abhilapavasana of the Yogacaras,
b which is responsible for a number of percepts (vijiapti) besides the one
of linguistic usage (vyavahravijiapti). Cf. Lamotte 1973, pp. 88-89, 108
(= Mahayanasamgraha 11.2, 11.16).

14 - Vkp 1.122-23: sabdesv evasrita Saktir visvasyasya nibandhani | ... sadjig
dibhedah $abdena vyakhyato rapyate yatah / tasmad arthavidhah sarvah sabs
damatrasu nisritah //. On the exact reading of this verse, see Bronkhorst 198§'
p. 124. :

15 - Vkp 1.142: atyantam atathabhate nimitte Srutyapasrayat / drsyate ’/étacakréda:
vastvakaranirapand // (trans. Houben).

$0- The commentator Punyaraja explains: the tradition is sometimes acquired in
j  this life, sometimes in another life.

i - Vkp 2.151-52: bhavananugatad etad agamad eva jayate | asattiviprakar-
sabhyam agamas tu visisyate // svabhévacarana'bhyésayogéd,r,s{opapéditém /
visistopahitam ceti pratibham sadvidham viduh //. The reading carana instead
of varana is here accepted, with Rau's hyparchetype n and the Vrtti.

16 — Vkp 1.131: na so 'sti pratyayo loke yah sabdanugamad rte / anuviddham ivg
jAdnam sarvam Sabdena bhasate //

17 - Vkp 3.14.198ab: sabdad arthah pratayante sa bhedanam vidhayakah. 82 - Vkp 1.150ab: jidne svabhavike narthah Sastraih kascana vidyate.

18 - Bhartrhari, Mahabhdsyadipika (Manuscript, p. 11a.1.1; “Critical Editiop_
Ahnika 1, p. 28, 1.8-9; ed. Abhyankar-Limaye, p. 33, 1.24-p. 34, 1.1; )
Swaminathan, p. 40, 1.11): tatra yathaiva svargdpiirvadevataabda upalabhyad
mand atyantaparidrstinam arthanam astitvanumanam. . .. Bhavya's Madhya3
makahrdayakarika 9.5 ascribes to a “Mimamsaka” the position according
which the existence of such objects is known from the Veda; see Kawasak]

1976, pp. 6-7.

19 - Vkp 2.119: asty arthah sarvasabdinam .iti praryé);yalaksanam | aparvadeva;
tasvargaih samam ahur gavadisu // -

B - Vkp 1.40: idam punyam idam papam ity etasmin padadvaye / acandilamanu-
¥ syanam alpam sastraprayojanam //. This verse belongs to the Vitti according to
" Aklujkar 1971, p. 512,

24 - Vkp 1.130: adyah karanavinyasah 'prénasyordhvam samiranam / sthananam

L abhighatas ca na vina sabdabhavanim /

B - Vkp 2.116! avikalpitavakyarthe vikalpa bhavanasrayah.

86 - Vkp 1.155-156: rapadayo yatha drstah pratyartham yatasaktayah | sabdas

tathaiva drsyante visapaharanadisu // yathaisam tatra samarthyam dharme ‘py

Inhannnc Rranbhares
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evam pratiyatdm | sddhanam sadhubhis tasmad vacydm dollyuddydriindii {_
(tran's. Houben). ‘ “
37 - Vkp 1.27: Sistebhya agamat siddhah sadhavo dharmasadhanam | arthap
tyéf/anlibl;edé.vipan'tés tv asadhavah // (trans. Houben). x
38 - Patafijali 1880-1885, vol. 1, p. 11, 1.1-2; p 366,, 1.12-13: sabdapramana ,
vayam / yac chabda iha tad asmakam pramanam / A
39 - $3bara Bhasya 3.1.36 (p. 184); cf. 6.1.3 (p. 183), 6.2.6 (p. 228), 10.5.7
(p. 431). _
40 - Vkp 3.7.38cd: Sabdapramanako lokah sa sastrenanugamyate.

2 - A number of thinkers of the “old” school of Nydya-Vaisesika—viz. Pradasta-
pada (probably), Uddyotakara, Bhasarvajiia, and Vadi Vagisvara—were Sai-
vites, or, more specifically, Pasupatas. See Bronkhorst 19962 (Prasastapada);
the final colophon of the Nyayavarttika (Uddyotakara): Ingalls 1962, p. 284
Raghavan 1942 (vadi Vagisvara); and Sarma 1934 (Bhasarvajiia). The Jaina
doxographer Haribhadra, in his S attributes the devata
Siva to the adherents of Nydya and Vaisesika (Qvarnstrém 1999, p.181).
E'46 - When, for example, Kilidasa (V/‘kramorvas'iya 1.1) states vedantesu vam dhur
; ekapurqgar,n, he refers to the Upanis 4

ads, but by doing so he may reveal the
existence of people who looked upon the Upanisads with reverence.

}

addarsanasamucca ya,

41 - Vkp 1.30: na cagamad rte dharmas tarkena vyavatisthate / rsinam api ., 1
jfidnam tad apy agamaparvakam // - 4 "References
42 - Vkp 1.41: caitanyam iva yas cayam avicchedena vartate [ agamas tam upasi ,
hetuvadair na badhyate // ]

43 - Cf. the passage in the Mahabharata (12.260-262) tPll(:;t recorjsﬂi;l d{j;:giszl
" be i | “founder” of Samkhya, and the ¥
- between Kapila, the supernatura T khya, and the Ved

amaraémi. Syamaraémi rejects the possibility of liberation a q
Syamaraémi. Syamarasmi rejec . pion and xhore
i i iberation through restraint and absten
action; Kapila preaches liberation . bstention o 14
i ari's Tarkarahasyadipika on Hari ;.
ity. A late example is Gunaratnasari’s : . g
gddars’anasamuccaya (fourteenth century), which states the s)glzx:)v;zig i::ﬁ
he S i . 141): “They are numerous in Varanasi. ‘
the Samkhyas (Jain 1969, p. 14 n varioa Mt
i i llow the way of smoke which is opposed fg
Brahmins, fasting for a month, fo . 15 opposed
i a follow the way of light. For that very reasg
the way of light. But the Samkhyas ! )
i is dear, follow the way of sacrifice.
the Brahmins, to whom the Veda is , acriice. 1Y
i from the Veda which is rich j
Samkhyas, on the other hand, turning away from th |
vioiencye, proclaim the self” (varanasyam tesar,n. pracuryam /hbah:a;ihmés_
pavasika brahmana arcirmérgaviruddhadhamfan_varginug:amr-na, {hs(; 'gm)ll(h r-
arcirmarganugah / tata eva brahmana vedapriya yajiamarganugah / san ;
tu himsadhyavedaviratd adhyatmavadinah /). B .
44 - Here one could draw attention to the “proof” in th.e Va/?etséka VS:érj (0\/;,'5'2;:
i ; i he composition of the Vedz sike .
istence of seers (rsi) responsible for t ‘ e
ij d Wezler 1985), as well as to the ocJ.:"
Gtra 6.1.1-2; see Jambuvijaya 1982 an : ’ :
izrrence still in Prasastapada’s Padérthadhfarmasangra{v:ftyzfloz/jdlulfh:?jo
ical loka, “'the world of Varuna”; aai , g
s o oot 1 g Id of the Maruts.” See W under thesg
of Aditya”; and marutam loka, “the wor of the Its.” S "
expresZons). These or related terms occur in the Vi-:‘dlC Brahmanas (sci?a:ﬂ !
1920, pp. 5-6), a few times in the Mahabharata (Sérensen 1904, s.v. : ",
loka, ’v;;yuloka), but apparently only rarely, some gf them perhaps Fr’\ort—i i : t,h
the later Puranic literature. The Padérthadharmasangr.?ha does use tljda bu; th ®
is, non-Vedic, material in the context of God's creation of tlje wo[d, . e
ap’>pears' to be new material brought into(the schoot by Pradastapa a'b im
(Bronkhorst 1996a).

3 ‘.':Aklujkar, Ashok. 1971. “The Number of Karikas in Trikdndr, Book I.”
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i Biardeau, Madeleine. 1964, Théorie de /3 connaissance et philosophie de la parole
E dans le Brahmanisme classique. Le Monde d'Outre-Mer Passé et Présent, Pre-
miére Série: Etudes 23. Paris and La Haye: Mouton.
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