REMARKS ON THE SARVASARVATMAKATVAVADA!

by Albrecht Wezler, Hamburg

I. Scholars working in the ficld of the early history of
Indian philosophy only too frequently feel handicapped by the
deplorable fact that a large part of the once obviously much more
cxtensive literature of the different schools of thought scems to
have becen lost for ever. Thirst for knowledge , however, is not
easily quenched. Therefore, though the losses have to be accepted,
scholars arc naturally enough on the look out for a way to bridge
the gaps at lcast partially, that is to say, they search for fragments,
quotations or references, preserved in other texts, which might
light up, at lcast to some extent, the surrounding darkness.

Within such testimonial transmission of philosophical idcas of
ancient brahmanical thinkers, two groups of works prove cspccially
rewarding, viz. those composed by Buddhists and the philosophical
literature of the Jainas. As to the first, the situation is, however,
complicated by the well known fact that many of the relevant
texts have likewise not come down in their original language which
was, of course, Sanskrit, but arc preserved only in Tibetan transla-
tions which, although accurate on the whole, can, nevertheless, not
be regarded as having the same rank as the originals. In the case
of the philosophical works by Jaina authors no such difficulties
arise : whatever has survived the casualtics of time is in Sanskrit.
Yect not all of them have been published, not to speak of critical
editions, and not always can the state of preservation be considered
satisfactory.

2. Among the Jaina texts published in the last decades, there
is onc that is of particular intercst not only for thosc rather few
scholars who have specialised in the ficld of Jaina philosophy

1 This is essentially a comprehensive English recast of my contribution
to the “Studien Zum Jainismus and Buddhismus. Gedenkschrift fir
L. Alsdorf" published as No. 23 of the “Altfind Neu-Indische Studicn”,
Wiesbaden, 1981. With the discussion in ‘the Mahiibhisya on Pip.
1 43.155 (cf. p.1gop [ have dealt in the article, “Paralipomena Zum

Sarvasarvitmakatvavida. (1) : Mahabhisya zu Pip 4.3.155 und seine

einheimischen Erkliirer”, published in WZKS, XXVI (1982), pp. 140-166.
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itself, but also for the, of course, larger group “of Indologists who
‘are engaged in rescarch on brahmanical systems: what I am
referring to is- the Dvada$aranayacakra of the Svetimbara
Mallaviadin, and the edition I have in view is that of the learned
Muni Jambivijayaji.? The text of this work, too, is, however, not
preserved ; all that has come to light until now are several .manus-
cripts of a commentary upon it, called Nyayagamanusarini, writtcn
by Simhasiiri (probably 6th century A.D.), “and it is with its
help that to a wide extent the reconstruction of Mallavadi’s original
is made possible”.3 . '

The attempt to reconstruct the mala—necessary also for a
proper understanding of the Nyayagamanusarini itsclf—represents
a task which has rightly been characterized by Frauwallner* as
“difficult and somctimes almost impossible, because as a rule
Simphasiiri quotes only the first and last words of the sentence to
be explained”,® “allows wider space only to morc diflicult passages
and passes quickly over others with the remark ‘easily understood’
(sugamam). If, in spite of all these difficulties, Mallavadi’s text,
or at least his trends of thought arc reconstructed, also Simhasiiri's
text needs reconstruction, as it is faulty and demands numerous
corrections. But even then, the comprehension of the text is not
casy, as Mallavadi's work in itself is very difficult indeed.”

2 Dviadadiram Nayacakram of Acirya §ri Mallavidi  Ksamasramaga.
With the commentary Nyayagaminusaripi of Sri Simhasuri Gapi Vadi
Ksamasramaga. Fd. with critical notes by Muni Jambivijayayi, Pt |
(1-4 Aras), Bhavnagar 1966, Pt. 11 (5-8 Aras), Bhavaagar 1976 (Sri
Atminand Jain Granthamala No. 92 and 94). I always quote from
this edition (page and line) and without normalizing the orthography.

Regarding the date of Malluvadin, I am not yet convinced that
Jambiivijaya is right in accepting a Jaina tradition according to which
in a dispute in 357 A.D. Mallavidin defeated Buddhist adversaries. |
also hesitate to share his view that the dates of other philosophers
whom Mallavidin clearly refers to like Bhartrhari, Digniga etc., can
be reconciled with such an early date for him (cf. “Prikkathanam”,
p. 15£.).

3 Quoted from E. Frauwallner's “Introduction” to Jambilvijaya's edition
of the NC p. 1.

4 Frauwallner’s “Introduction”, -p. 5.
. 8This is usually done in the following -way....ityadi yavat....(iti).
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It is precisely these difliculties which the previous editors,
Muni Catur’vijayaji and Lalcandra B. Gandhi® on the one hand
and Vijayalabdhistri' on the other, could not overcome in a con-
vincing manncr.  Besides, their editions were based on only a few
manusctipts, whereas Jambiivijaya succeeded in collecting a total of
8 codices, among them an “atidurlabhativisista ca pratih” in which
he says “avidyamana bahavo vifuddhal patha asmabhir labdhil,”.8

Anybody who goes through even the beginning or sclected
portions of the text in Jambivijaya's edition will, 1 think, subscribe
to the opinion cxpressed by Frauwallner in his “Preface” that by
it “a stable basis is supplicd for further rescarch”. For, Frauwallner
gocs on to say,” “his reconstruction of the original makes it possible
to follow Mallavidi's trends of thought also in passages where
absolute certainty cannot be achieved. It has been carcfully consi-
dered and descrves our full attention. At any rate, the text of the
commentary is reliable and has been made legible by means of
various corrections. Above all this text gains greatly by numerous
notes and cross-references to related texts, thus aiding in the com-
prchension of the original itsclf”.1

3. Regarding the value of the Dvida$aranayacakra as a source
for the history of non-Jaina philosophy—a valuc often pointed out
by Jambiivijaya with particular emphasis—Frauwallner, too, scems
to be quite as positive, and it was mainly for this reason that he
drew quite early the attention of scholars to this work which
“dating back to a time which is extremely lacking in information
as to philosophical systems, yields quitt a number of ncws on

8 Dvidaéiranayacakra of Srimallaviidisdri, with the commentary of Sri
Simhasori. Pt. 1 of Four Aras. Ed. by Late Muni Caturvijayaji (pp.
1-232) and Lalacandra B. Gandhi (pp. 233-314), Baroda 1952 (GOS
No. CXVI).—I do not know whether further parls are to be published.

TThe Dvadasharanayachakram of §ri Mallavadi Kshamasramana with the
Nyayagamanusarini Commentary by Sri Sinhasuragani Vadi Kshamasra-
mana. Ed. with Critical Introduction, Index and Vishamapadavivechana
by Acharya Vijaya Labdhi Suri. Pt. I-1V, Chhani 1948-1960 (Shri
Labdhisurishwar Jain Granthamili No. 20, 26, 35 and 44).

8 Jambivijaya's “Prakkathanam”, p. 9.

? Frauwallner’s “Introduction”, p. 6.

100nc has to distinguish between the foolnotes on the one hand and
detailed and most useful annotations on the other (cf. the chapter
“Tippananam dvaividhyam” in Jambiivijaya's “Pritkkathanam”, p. 38).

REMARKS ON THE SARVASARVATMAKATVAVADA 169

authors and works of which we know very little indeed”.!! But on
the other hand he characterizes Mallavadin  not only as “a
remarkable”, but also as “a somewhat sclfwilled thinker” ; speaks

" €«

- of his “peculiar but also headstrong way of thinking”, “his entircly

",

new way to see things”; attests to him to have tricd “to categorize
the old doctrine of the Naya or the various ways of considering
things in a new and more systematic order, so as to bring about
a refutation of all contradicting arguments” ; considers his method
to be “often reckless, even on the verge of forcefulness” and uscs
cven the cxpression “polemics (against other systems)”.12

Under the influcnce of these rather critical remarks one
wonders at first whether there is at all any objectivity to be
expected from Mallavadin so as to render his work a reliable
source in those parts, too, where he does not quote verbatim from
other  sources. The testimonial value of the [ Dvada&ira- |
N[aya~] C[akra] can of course, be finally judged only on the
basis of a careful and comprehensive investigation, a task that
has yet to be undertaken. Nevertheless it may be pointed out
that Frauwallner’s remarks, although open to misconstruction, were
not intcnded to suggest that one ought to be rather sceptical as to
Mallavadi's trustworthiness. For, as I have already stated above,
Frauwallner, too emphasized the testimonial value of the NC, and
it was with this in mind that he expressed the wish that “Mallavadi's
work. .. .should find the attention it deserves, and its rewarding
contents should bear fruit in further research”.??

In following Frauwallner’s suggestion I try to make a modest
contribution to the breaking of this new and fascinating ground ;
and T hope that the results achieved will indeed prove rewarding.

4. In accordance with Mallavadin's systematic arrangement of
the twelve world-views the 3rd chapter of the NC is entitled
vidhyubhayira, i.e. “spoke [ representing that world-view ] which
comprises both [ aflirmation as well as negation ] of the
[ general. ] affirmation”. The contents of this chapter have been

11 Frauwallner’s “Introduction”, p. 5. i
Ct. also Frauwallner's article “The Editions of Mallavadi's Dvidagara-
nayacakram” in: WZKSOA 1 (1957), pp. 147-151.

12 Frauwallner's “Introduction”, p. 1 ef passim.

18 Frauwallner's “Introduction”, p. 6.
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b.ricﬂy analysed by Frauwallner, viz. as follows: “Against this
ylcwpoinl", viz. that of the various forms of advaitavida put forth
in the preceding chapter, “stands a third which refutes the vehicle
of becoming as the sole principle. It manifests itself in two
doctrines : the Samkhya system and the doctrinc of a godhead as
the creator of all things (Tsvaravadah). And again Mallavadi
allows the first of the two doctrines to- be contradicted by the
sccond. The vicwpoint of the Samkhya system rcasons in the
following way : it differentiates two forms of being or becoming,
being present (sannidhi-bhavanam) and coming about (apattibha-
vanam). @Only an existent duplicity, however, makes them possible.
As concerns being present someone who knows (jiiata) presup-
poses something that is known (jiieyam), someone who enjoys
(bhoktd) presupposes something that is enjoyed (bhogyam) and
vice versa.  The coming about requires a manifold unity (anckam
ckam) which by changing again and again (parinamah) adopts a
new form. At the same time it requires a sccond principle on
account of which the change is being brought about. Thus, the
two principles of Samkhya, the soul (purusah) and original matter
(pradhdinam) are given. The doctrine of a godhead docs away
with the differentiation of being present and coming about. .. "M
) When comparing this analysis with that given by Jambi-
w;aya,"‘ one is struck by a particular divergence regarding the
dialectical- structure of chapter 3. For according to Jambl';vijaya
the detailed refutation of central tenets of the Samkhya represents
the argumentation of an opponent whom he calls “sarvasarvi-
nnakarvav_ﬁdin", who, he adds, is only thereafter in his turn criticized
by the Ifvaravadin. 1In addition to asking who this mysterious
j'.varvasarrﬁtmakalvavddin” might be onc cannot but wonder whose
is the error or, at least, inaccuracy, Frauwallner's or Jambiivijaya’s.
In order to solve these problems one has to re-examine the dialec-
tical structure of this chapter of the NC.

Y Frauwallner's “Introduction”, p. 3.

k{mlu samkhyena vidhividhinayanusarisp advaitavadesu ye dosa udbha-
m_ms tesdm  prakptikaranavide pl tadavasthyad Varsaganatantravarpite
.Efunkhyamale sarvasarvitmakatvaviding vistarena niraste tatrasvarasydd
Isvaravadi  bhavya-bhavitrbhedena Ivarefitadvaitavadam upanyasyati. . ..
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What Jambiivijaya has in mind is a passage of the Nyaya-
gamanusarini (NC 324.7-13)' where after summing up the refuta-
tion of Samkhya mctaphysics, the opponent concludes : tasmat
sarvasarvitmakatvaparigraha eva nydyyah, “thercforc (i.e. because

* your metaphysical positions are by and large unacceptable) the

only [ remaining ] position logically to be accepted is that of the
sarvasarvatmakatva”.

But he, in his turn, is immediately refuted by the ISvaravadin
who starts his criticism by stating that, on the contrary, the
acceptance of this view is logically not tenable (anyah punar ityadi/
na sarva’sarvatmakatvaparigraho nydayyal).

This does, indecd, allow of no other conclusion but that the
opponent who proves Samkhya metaphysics to be unsustainable
cannot be identical with the Tévaravadin. On the other hand, he
must, of course, be different also from the exponent of the Samkhya.
Thus, the problem to be solved is: who is the person for whony
out of the tenets of Samkhya no other view than the sarvasarvat-
makatva seems acceptable; and what precisely is mcant by this
term ?

5. Fortunately, other passages can be found in the NC itsclf
and its Vytti in which this doctrine is mentioned. A closer study
of them should be of help in answering these questions.

5.1. To begin with Simphasiiri’s comment on NC 383-4. Tt
runs as follows (NC 38.20-23) : ,
sthavarajanigamabhyavahrtanyonyarasarudhiradiriipadiparinamapattivai-
fvariipyadarsandt  sarvam sarvdtmakam, tata eva sarvam sarvasya
karanam karyam ceti krtva. ... “the manifoldness [ of the pheno-
menal world ] is an empirical fact; [ it comes about by a process
in which one ‘thing ] through transformation changes [ into
another ] like e.g. [in the casc | of vegetal and animal beings
which feed on each other whereby [ the consumed animal changes |
into sap etc., and [the consumed vegetal being changes ] into
blood ectc.. [ Because of this fact, easily to be observed ] cvery-
thing consists of everything [ clsc ] 5 for this very reason cverything
is the [ material | cause of everything [ clse ], and [ likewisc 1
the product of everything [clse J...."

10 According to a cross-reference given in footnote 5 on p. 27 of his
“Prakkathanam’}—This is one of those passages where the superiority
of Jambivijaya's edition becomes obvious.
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‘As this is said in the context of a critical discussion of the
satkdrya- and the asatkdrya-vada, and the peculiar * terminology,
too, points in this direction, one feels inclined to assume that the
sarvasarvatmakatvavada cannot but form an integral and specilic
part of Samkhya, :

5.2. This assumption is confirmed by another passage in the
Nydydgamanusirini where in  commenting on NC  107.2-108.2
Simhasiri cxplains (NC 107.20-23) :. .. .evap hé laksanadiisana-
tidesah—'sarvam sarvitmakam’ ity avifesam icchatalt samkhyasyapi
sarvitmakasyaikasya vastuno riiparasadibhedena §rotradibhedena ca
vikalpayitum - afakyatvad vifegaikantavading iva nirvikalpapara-
madrthaparanianusadharmyad  avikalpakatvam/...." . .for the
[above. J criticism dirccted against [ Dignaga’s ] dcfinition
[ of the pramana ‘direct perception’ | is extended in the following
manner [ by Mallavidin to be valid also for the definition given by
that philosopher who, claiming its absolute validity, holds the view
that phenomcena arc not different from cach other (avifesaikinta-
vidin) J': for the exponent of the Samkhya, too, who regards
[ the phenomenal world | insofar as non-diffcrentiated as cvery-
thing consists of everything [else ], a single thing consisting of
cverything [else Ji cannot be differentiated by the dillerentiation
of colour, flavour etc.,, [on the one hand ], and by that of the
organ of hearing ctc., [on the other ] ; therefore [ for him, too,
a single thing ] is without diffcrentiation just as for [ Dignaga |
who, claiming its absolute validity, holds the view that [all things]
arc non-different because they have tho common peculiarity that they
consist of nothing clsc but atoms which form the undillerentiated
ultimate reality....” ‘

Since Simbhasiiri explicity refers the sarvasarvitmakatva (o the
exponent of Samkhya there is hardly room for doubt that it
docs, indecd, belong to that school of thought.

5.3, And further proof, if still necessary, may be adduced from
the NC and its Vrtti. For Simhastiri again explicitly mentions the
exponent of Samkhya [cf. NC 11.23.] before outlining the
Tollowing view (NC 11.24-30) : sarvam ekam ekam ca sarvam,
kasmat ? kdaranasya  vaiivariipydt/ yalhﬁha-‘farvar‘n sarvatmakam/
yady evam kasmat sarvam ekatra nopalabhyate sarvatra caikam iti ?
ucyare;f;lciakdlakﬁranimillﬁvabandhal . na samanakdlam datmabhi-
vyaktilt/te manydmahe jalabhiimyor apy etad parinamikam rasa-
divaiSvariipyam  sthavarasya  jarigamatam gatasya jangamabhyava-
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hrtavanaspatyader  jarigamasariraparinamapannasya, jangamasyapi
sthavaratam gatasya sthavarabhyavahrtasya tatparinatasya, evam
sthavarasya sthavaratdm gatasya jarigamasya jarigamatdn gatasya/
/Imuit sarvam sarvdtmakam/v

“All things are one and onc, all. Why? Because of the manilo}d-
ness of the cause, as, indced, it has been said : Everything consists
of everything [ clse J—If this is true, for what rcason are. not all
things perceived in one, nor one [particular thing] in all?
The answer to this [objection ] is that individual things do not

- manifest themselves simultancously since [their manifestation ] is

bound by place, time, shape and condition. Therefore we tak‘c the
view that this [observable ] manifoldncss of flavour(s) etc., is the
result of processes of change which [the elements ] water and cart'h
undergo. In the case of a vegetal being that has become an ani-
mal, [what has happened is this] : a plant etc., eg., consumed
by an animal, has transformed itself into the body of [that vcr.y]
animal ; or in case of an animal that has become a vegetal being.
[what has happened is this ] : after having been consumed by a
“vegetal being it has transformed itself into it ; [this holds good h'kc-
wise ] for a vegetal being that has become [another ] vegetal being,
and for an animal that has become [another.] animal. Thercfore
everything consists of everything else”.

5.4. There are close parallels to this argumentation not only
in the Nyaydgaminusirin (cf. NC 320. 1-7), but also in the
Yopgabhasya on YS 3.14!7 as well as in the anonymous c.ommcnlnry
on Iévarakrsna's Samkhyasaptati (called “V," by its editor, E. A.
Solomon)!® on karika 15. Neither these parallel passages themsclv.es
nor the problems they pose, especially regardi'ng lh'elr. mutual his-
torical dependence, can bo taken up for discussion within the frame-

work of the present article.!®

17Cf. nlso Sankara's very interesting explanations, I’ﬁlnﬁjala-Y‘ognsmm-
Bhagya-Vivarapnm of Sankara-Bhagavatpada, critically ed. with Intro-
duction by Rama Sastri and S. R. Krishnamurtai Sastri, Mad'ras. 1952
(Madras GOS No. XCIV), p. 2571. '

18 Samkhya-Saptati-Vitti (VI). Ed. by Esther A. S@ldmon, Ahriedabad
1973, T R Co

- 19 This I have done in the above (fn. 1) imentioned mlt:lef dn P 374 M.
-Cf. also the "Summaty” added to it." 3 :
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5.5. The concept of sarvasarvdtmakatva was associated with
the Samkhya also by Prajiiakaragupta. For in his Pramanavarttika-
bhasya*® he remarks (180.21) : '

Samkhyamatam avalambya sarvam _sarvatra vidyate, “if onc
takes as support the doctrine of the Samkhya, evérything is found
in everything clse (or: everywherc)”; and according to Yamari's
(alias Jamdri’s) undoubtedly correct explanation®' Prajfiakaragupta
has this very school of thought in mind also when he says in a
verse on PV 2331 :

vipramosah smrter istah kaifit tu viparitacit/
asatkhydtih parair anyaili sarvam sarvatra vidyate//,

Intcrestingly enough, he refers to this doctrine in the context of
different theories of error. It is, of course, possible to follow up
his indication and reconstruct tentatively a theory of error developed
on the basis of the sarvasarvatmakatvavada : so-called crror con-
sists in cognizing in onc thing somcthing else, and this is possible
precisely because it contains all things : taking a pcarl-oyster for
silver is possible because a Sukti does in fact also contain rajata ;
-and this cognition would have to be explained by taking rccourse
to the concept of similarity.

The lack of even allusions to this theory of error in older texts,
however, suggests rather that it docs ncither represent the specific
theory of crror the exponents of Samkhya adhered to, nor a further
development to be attributed to Samkhya philosophers themselves.
Onc feels induced to assume that it originated in theistic circles,
perhaps influenced by tenets of the Samkhya (cf. Prajiakaragupta’s
cxpression “samkhyamatamm avalambya. . ..").

This assumption is corroborated by Ramidnujn who—again in
conncction with the problem of crror—starts the exposition of a

20 Praménavarttikabhishyam or Varttikalankarah of Prajiiakaragupta (Being
a commentary on Dharmakirti's Praminavarttika), deciphered and ed.
by R. Sinkrtyiyana (=Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series, Vol. 1), Paina
1953.

21Ct. Tibetan Tripitaka (Peking) B 132-170-3.5:
dran pa brjod (recte: brjed) pa nl dran pa fiams pa ste/’od byed pa
rnams kyi'o/log par rig pa ni 3‘20n nu ma len pa rnams kyi'o/med pa
snan ba ni rigs pa can la sogd pa rnams kyi'o/thams cad thams cad la
yod 'dod ces bya ba ni grans can pa rnams kyi'o/,
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theory. hc himsclf apparently looks upon as a plausible alternative ;
he says :** athayj -

yathartham sarvavijiianam iti vedavidam malam/
§rutismptibhyah sarvasya sarvdatmatvapratititah//
‘bahu syam’ iti samkalpapiirvasrsiyadyupakrame/
‘tasam trivetam ekaikam’ iti Srutyaiva coditam//
trivrtkaranam evam hi pratyaksenopalabhyate/

yad agneh rohitam riipam tejasas tad apam api/
Suklam krsnam prthivyas cety agndav eva tririipata/
Srutyaiva darfita tasmat sarve sarvatra samgatah//*3

Since a mere fortuitous coincidence is highly improbable in
this casc, onc would decide in favour of the alternative that Rama-
nuja, too, refers to the same theistic circles as Prajiiakaragupta, viz.
those which on the basis of the doctrine that everything is contained
in everything clse have made a very peculiar and interesting contri-
bution to the discussion on the nature of error. For according to
them there is no error at all, every cognition being a right cognition.

6. To sum up: the sarvasarvatmakatvavida is time and
again spoken of in the relevant portions as belonging to the Sim-
khya. At the samc time, however, one must also take into account
certain circumstances which point to its not forming an element of
the Samkhya only.

Yet, in order to be ablc to answer the initial question of the
dialectical structure of chapter 3 of the NC, i.c. the now cven more
puzzling question of the identity of him who has been named “sarva-
sarvatmakatvavadin” by Jambiivijaya, one has to look a bit closer
at this vada and to analyse it both as to its essential philosophical

#2 Bhagavad Badarayana’s Brahma Sutra or Sariraka with Sri Bhashya by
Sri Bhagavad Ramanuja  and its commentary named Bhashyartha
Darpana by Sri Uttamur T. Viraraghavacharya, Pt. I, Madras 1963,
p. 1321, )

8 The first pdda strongly reminds one of the beginning of the third
"Prakarapa  (called “Nayavithi”) in Salikandtha's Prakaranapaicika
(yathértham sarvam eveha vijiidnam iti siddhaye/prabhakaraguror bhaval
samicinah prakasyate//). Although most probably not a mere coinci-
dence, this correspondence does by no means permit the conclusion that
Ramanuja by “vedaviddm” refers to Prabhikara or his disciples. For
there are neither indications nor is there even any probability that
Prabhakara has made use of the ontological position stated in the
sarvasarvatmakatvavdda in order to prove his view that every cognition
is right cognition.
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content as also the relation it bears to other central tenets of the
Samkhya. But before doing so 1 should like to cmphasize that the
passages in which this vada. is mentioned, and that some of the
terms uscd, arc not explicit enough to allow by themsclves to draw
a distinct and complete picture, and that the exegete is, therclore,
thrown back upon his own understanding and his own endeavour to
think along the lines of the Samkhya. -Thus, the result cannot but
be hypothetical in part. -

6.1. Starting from the obscrvation that the scntence sarvam
sarvatmakam is paraphrased in the texts by the scntences sarvam
ckam ckap ca sarvam and sarvam sarvatra [vidyate/asti.], (his
- ontological statement can be shown to ‘mean that everyfnccessarily
nmtcrial;li;hcnomcnon contains in itsclf at least onc rcprescntative
of cach’and every species of things. Yet it should not be overlooked
that this vada is always cxemplificd or proved by explicitly referring
to what nowadays would be called the ‘alimentary chain’. The fact,
casily to be obscrved, that animal and vegetal lifc are mutually
dependent, has obviously been intcrpreted by Sdmkhya philosophers
on the assumption that e.g. a particular animal contains in itsclf
the matter of all those other animals and/or plants it consumes.
The peculiarity of this their conception consists in that they sup-
pose that all the individuals who have been consumed are ncverthe-
less still existent as such. On the other hand, it can be demonstrated
that the statement sarvam sarvatmakam does not imply that every
phcnomenon consists only of all the others, i.e. is not at the same
Aime also this very thing by itsell. Likewise it is conspicuous that
the validity of this vdda extends to the inanimate cvolutes of the
prakpti, too.

In conncction with this latter question a [ragment, assigned to
the Varsaganah by the author of the Yuktidipiki and dealt with
among others also by Frauwallner,® should be taken up for rc-
cxamination, Tt runs thus (YD, ed. R. C. Pandcy, 57.6-7) :

tad etat trailokyam vyakter apaiti na sattvad, apetam apy
asti vindiapratisedhdt/ asamsargic casya sauksmyan,
sauksmydc canupalabdhis tasmad vyaktyapagamo vinafal/
sa tu dvividhali/ dasargapralayat tattvanam, kimcitkalan-
taravasthanad itaresam ...... /,

- 24 Geschichte der. indischen Philosophie, Bd. I," Salzburg 1953, p. 352 and
fn. 195. ' '
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The first part of this quotation has been rendered by Frauwallner
as follows? : “These threc worlds pass out of being visible, because
it has been taught that they are not eternal. But they do not exist
also alter disappearing, because it has been taught that they are not
annihilated. Because of their dissolution a subtle state results and
because of this sublle state they are not visible. What is called
annihilation is therefore nothing but a passing out of being visible™.

That is to say, Frauwallner inadvertently contaminates the ver-
sion of the fragment as given in the YD with that attested to bv
Paksilasvamin Vitsydyana in his Bhiigya on NS 1.2.6,2® where we rcad
nityatvapratisedhat in the place of na satvad ; and he reads samsar-
gdc with the editio princeps of the YD This reading can in fact
be shown to be the only/one] acceptabloj,but Frauwallner has never-
theless misunderstood this term. For with the help of some pas-
sages of Sankara’s Yogasitrabhagyavivarapa®® it can be conclusively
demonstrated that the cxpression samsarga as a specific clement of
Sanikhya-Yoga terminology is used here to denote the rejoining of
a phenomenon with its cause(s) after having been manifest for

some time, whercas the opposite process is called visarga.

The remaining part of the fragment quoted above cannot but
be interpreted as follows: “This [passing out of being visible |,
however, is of two kinds : the [23] principles [have passed out of
being visible ] before the evolution [ of the phenomenal world ]
and after [its] dissolution ; the other [minor evolutes, ie. the
individual, animate as well as inanimate things, have passed out of
being visible.] before they subsist for some time and after having
subsisted for a [more or less limited ] period of time.”

The sarvasarvatmakatvavada was obviously attacked quitc early,
and the argument was that if it were true, everything would then be
visible everywhere or in everything else. As to the answer of the
cxponents of Samkhya, some of the relevant passages say that they
took recourse to their peculiar concept of abhivyakti, ie. they

26 Geschichte der indischen Philosophie, Bd. I, Salzburg 1953, p. 352.—The
English translation is mine.

20 This passage together with others has been discussed by O. Strauss in
his contribution to: Festgabe H. Jacobi, Bonn 1926, pp. 358-368.

27 Yyklidipikd. Critically ed. for the first time from Original Manuscripts
by P. Chakravarti, Calcutta 1938 (=The Calcutta SS. No. XXIHI).

28 Cf. p. 248 of the edition mentioned in fn. 17.
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accounted for the empirical fact that a particular thing is perccived
as this and only as this, and not everywhere, by rcferring to place,
time, shape ectc., as conditioning its manifestation. o

- 6.2, But there arc still more fundamental problems connccted
with this vada. Frauwallner has made the intercsting and im-
portant obscrvation that the origination of a given doctrinc lies elsc-
where than in the reasons adduced for it, and that the reasons arc,
on the contrary, adduced only later in order to prove the doctrine,
of which the origin lics in immcdiatc observation and perception of
things.*

From this it would follow that the sarvasarvatmakatvavada is
posterior in relation to the doctrine of prakrti, which, together with
other reasons, it serves to justify, both according to the testimony
of Simhastiri® as well as of I$varakrsna.®' Since it cannot have
heen solely deduced from empirical facts nor have itself been derived
from the concept of primary matter, it is more likely that it is
later merely in the sense that it was later uscd as one of the proofs
for the existence of prakrti. In quest of the origin of this vdda onc
has, therefore, to take into account the fact that it is closcly related
to the satkdryavada, i.e. that it forms an integral constituent part of
the special theory of causation the Samkhyas adherc to and propound :
according to the latter vada, a product already exists before it be-
comes manifest, and according to the former it is all the same
still existent after it has disappeared! And both these vadas can-
not be delinked from the peculiar Samkhya concept of being which
was formulaled by the Varsaganyah, as is clear from a fragment
thus preserved by Vasubandhu in his Abhidharmako§abhagya ;%
yad asti asty eva tad/ yan nasti ndsty eva tad/ asato nasti sambha-
vah/ sato nasti vinasah/.

Now, regarding the satkdryavida Frauwallner scems to have
taken the view that it was developed secondarily only, viz. in order
to meet adverse criticism directed against the rcasons brought for:
ward by Samkhya authors who wanted to prove the existence of

20 Cf. Geschichte der indischen Philosophie, Bd. 1, Salzburg 1953, p. 385.

0 Ct. NC 320. 1-7.

3L Cf. Karikd 15 of the Samkhyasaptati.

32 Abhidharma-Ko$a-Bhiisya of Vasubandhu, ed. by P. Pradhan, Patna
1967, p. 301.2. : . . .
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primary matter." Thus, if Frauwallner were right, it would mc:‘m
that the peculiar Samkhya concept of being, too, is of later origin,—
a consequence altogether improbable ! Against Frauwallner, as also
against the implications his ideas about this part of the historical
development of the Samkhya school of thought have, I should like
to statc that the whole problem stands in need of a thorough and
critical reconsideration which may well lead to quite diffcrent
results, :

_ The resulting new picture would, to be sure, likewise have the
character of a hypothesis ; yet, T think it would be a stronger one.’
It has, of course, yet to be drawn in full detail ; my own attempt
given in what follows is but a rough sketch. It starts from the
assumption that the Samkhya concept of being has arisen, among
other §ruti passages, out of Chand. Up. 6.2.1 f.:

sad eva somyedam agra asid ekam evadvitiyam/ tad dhaika

dahur asad evedam agra asid ekam evadvitiyam/ tasmad

asatah saj jayata//

kutas tu khalu somyaivam syad iti hovaca/ katham asatah

saj jayeteti/ sat tv eva somyedam agra asid ekam evidvi-

tiyam//
“This universe, friend, was, indeed, in the beginning something
existent [and neither something non-existent nor something that
ncither existed nor did not exist ], something all alone [and hence]
something that was without another. As to this some say: ‘This
universe was, indecd, in the beginning something non-existent, some-
thing all alonc [and hence ] something that was without another.
Then from this that was non-existent something existent was born'
But how, fricnd, could that be so, he (i.e. Uddilaka Aruni) said.
THow could something existent be born from something non-cxistent ?
Rather this universe, friend, was, indced, in the beginning something
existent [and ncither something non-existent nor something that
neither existed nor did not exist |, something all alone [and hence ]
something that was without another.”

Though still in terms of rather cosmological than ontological
thought, as has been rightly obscrved by P. Hacker.™ Uddilaka
Aruni clearly states that a sat can only have originated out of a
sat.  And it was this very idea of the ur-sat that led to the peculiar

83 Geschichte der indischen Philosophie, Bd. T, Salzburg 1953, p. 385.
84 Kleine Schriften, hrsg. von L. Schmithausen, Wicsbaden 1978, p. 293. ‘
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concept of being, developed in the Samkhya and cchocd, to be sure,
also in the well known verse Bhagavadgita 2.16 ab :

ndsato vidyate bhavo nabhavo vidyate satal/,

Indeed, Ramanuja, too, refers to the very same Chind. Up. passage
as the central $ruti proof for the sarvasarvdtmakatva, though for
obvious reasons he quotes only the beginning of 6.2.3. But since
he in doing so cannot have intended the exponents of Samkhya (cf.
his expression “vedavidam™), what se¢ms plausible is that this pecu-
liar concept of being was also shared by the forerunncrs of that spe-
cific theistic school which later used it in its surprising theory of
error.  Both schools could have had this concept of being in com-~
inon, but should have greatly differed from each other as regards
their respective “Weltanschauung”, a dualistic and non-theistic one
in the case of (Proto-) Simkhya and a theistic and perhaps also
monistic one in the case of the others. That is to say, we should
assume that the tradition going back to' this teaching of Uddalaka
Arupi’s- evdlved into two views when some thinkers interpreted the
concept of sat in Chand Up. 6.2. 1f. as unintelligent materia prima
and basis (prakrti) of the phenomenal world, and others took it
to mean a personal god out of whom this world emanates.
. In.-other words, there were theistic thinkers for whom the
sarvasarvitmakatvavada was also characteristic, only that they did
not, of course, accept the metaphysical “superstructure” the Samkhyas
had crected upon it. - And the evidence suggests that it is these
thinkers whom Mallavadin has in view as refuting central tencts of
the Samkhya. Thus Mallavadin leaves us in no doubt whatsoever
as to the actual existence of this peculiar theistic school, an cxponent
of which may rightly be called sarvasarvatmakatvavadin.  And, again,
he reveals remarkable empathy -when he subsequently makes a
thinker appear on the stage whose philosophical positions are like-
wisc to a certain extent similar to those of the adversary he attacks ;
the Ifvaravadin who belicves in-a godhead, too, but conccives it as
creating the world out of matter.

6.3. Regarding the antiquity of the sarvasarvdtnakatvavada
and the plausibility of its having devcloped out of Chind. Up.

6.2., a passage of the- Mahabhagya proves extraordinarily instructive, -

one that seems to have eluded schalars’ attention until now. What

I am referting to ‘is the final sentence of the discussion on Pan.

4.3.155 (Mahabhasya ed. F. Kielhorn Il 325.18) : atha matam
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etat prakrtyanvayd vikard bhavantitihapi na dogo bhavati//. This

_is meant to answer the question preceding (I 325.16-17) : atha

yo'siv dadyah kapotaly salomakaly sapakso na ca samprati praniti
katham tatra pranisabdo vartata iti/, “the feathcred, winged pigcon
that was at the beginning, now (i.e. after having been killed) docs
not breathe anymore. How is it that with reference to it (i.e. the
plucked dcad bird) a word is, nevertheless, used that [primarily ]
denotes a breathing being (i.c. a living pigeon)?” o
Although Kaiyata and Nagojibha{fa® understand Pataiijali's
answer as referring to’ words denoting the product of a process of
transformation, one cannot fail to observe that Pataijali, on the
contrary, aims at explaining a linguistic fact by taking recourse to
a philosophical view he knew and considered apt to solve the ques-
tion under discussion. It was simply their unawareness of this phi-

. losophical view that led Kaiyala and Nagojibhatta to misunderstand

this passage which, to be sure, refers to extralinguistic facts. What
Pataiijali in fact says is this: “If one takes the view that the ori-
ginal [which undergoes a process of change ] is existent in its trans-

" formation(s), there is no room for any objection in this case, too,

(i.e. as regards the use e.g. of the word kapota to denote a dead
pigeon as it is a vikdra of the original living bird).”

Pataiijali does not refer here, as H. Scharfe® has asserted, to
the satkdryavdda, but obviously to a teaching that is intended to
meet the question as to what happens to the prakrti when a vikdra
has manifested itself. And this teaching cannot but be the sarvasar-
vitmakatvavada, according to which everything that represents a
prakrti, whatever the position it occupies in a given causal chain,
does not cease to exist as such when it passes out of being visible :

" “The individual pigeon as a living being does, indeed, still exist when

it has been killed ; and it is precisely this ontological “fact” that
accounts for the linguistic observation that a pranifabda can also
be used to denote that very animal, even when deprived of

 breathing !

Thus the sarvasarvdtmakatvavada can be traced back to the
'2nd century B.C.

86 Pataiijali's Vyakarapa-Mahabhasya with Kaiyala's Pradipa and Nagesa's
Uddyota, Vol. 1V, ed. by Pt. Bh, Joshi Sastricirya, Bombay 1942,
227 a Il

38 Die Logik im Mahabhasya, Berlin 1961, p. 155.
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