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Introduction

Haribhadrastiri’s Identity and Diversity

The earliest theory of literary genre in South Asia may be found in the Jain Bhadrabahu’s
first-century CE Prakrit nijjutti (Sk. niryukti or nirvyukti) on the fourth-century BCE
Dasaveyaliyasutta (Sk. Dasavaikalikasiitra), a canonical Svétambara scripture. One of the
genres that Bhadrabahu theorizes is the “religious discourse” (dharma-katha), which he divides
into discourses that are expositive, dispositive, impelling, and repellent. Among these divisions,
the dispositive religious discourse is unique insofar as it intrinsically involves discussion of other
people’s traditions (samaya) alongside one’s own, and wrong doctrines (vada) alongside right
ones.!

But what is the point of discussing other people’s traditions in the first place? And why
discuss wrong doctrines if the right ones are thought to be readily available? What advantages
does such discourse have over a more straightforward exposition of one’s own tradition’s truth,
an exposition that works to impel its hearers toward the right path or repel them from the wrong
one? What is the purpose of engaging religious difference?

Haribhadrasiiri—in the first Sanskrit commentary upon this passage, probably composed
around the eighth century CE—tells us that the function of such dispositive religious discourse is

to “dispose the hearer from a good path toward a bad one, or from a bad path toward a good

' DS v. 197: kahiiina sa-samayam to kahei para-samayam aha vivaccasa | miccha-samma-vae eméva havamti do
bheya || Bhadrabahu’s taxonomy of expositive (akkhevana, Sk. aksepana), dispositive (vikkhevana, Sk. viksepana),
impelling (samvega), and repellent (nivveya, Sk. nirveda) follows the ancient Thanamga (Sk. Sthanangasiitra) 4.2
(Fliigel 2010b, 363).



one.”” Never mind why someone would want to turn another from a good path to a bad one at
all; what will be of interest for our purposes is Haribhadra’s notion that exposure to various
traditions—which he glosses as siddhantas, a word that casts traditions as systems of doctrinal
tenets, relevantly characterized as right or wrong and one’s own or another’s (DSNT 97)—can
impact the path that the audience of such a discourse pursues.
Haribhadra further explains how a dispositive religious discourse might engage another’s
tradition:
One can pose what has already been explained according to one’s own tradition—i.e.
what has been first conveyed by one’s own efficacious tenet—by means of showing the
faults in some other tradition. For example: dharma is characterized by non-harming and
so on for us; and it is for others such as the Samkhyas too, since a statement like
“harming never was and never will be dharma” is authoritative. But this doesn’t make
sense unless there is a self undergoing transformation, because of the absence of harm for
one who is one-sidedly permanent or impermanent. In other words, these other teachings
are incoherent.’
Haribhadra makes several interesting and important moves in this somewhat cryptic passage,
moves that the rest of this dissertation will elaborate. Distinguishing one’s own from another’s
tradition—as does Bhadrabahu—he first reckons traditions in terms of their tenets, and identifies
these doctrinal traditions in terms of recognizable schools of thought: Jainism and the Samkhya
others (as well as those like Buddhists who subscribe to radical impermanence). Between these
interlocutors, he then identifies the commonly accepted doctrine of ahimsda. And he finally points

out that this doctrine presupposes a view of the self as neither one-sidedly permanent (a la

Samkhya) nor impermanent (a la Buddhist), since the agency required by injunctions to

2 Dasavaikalikasitraniryuktitika (DSNT) 97: evam viksipyate ‘naya san-margat ku-marge ku-margdad va san-marge
Srotéty viksepaniti.

3 DSNT 98: ya sva-samayena sva-siddhantena karana-bhiitena piirvam akhyata, adau kathita tam ksipet para-
samaye kvacid dosa-darsana-dvarena yatha ‘smakam ahimsadi-laksano dharmah samkhyddinam apy evam, “himsa
nama bhaved dharmo na bhiito na bhavisyati” ity-adi-vacana-pramanyat, kimtv asav aparinaminy atmani na
yujyate, ekanta-nitydnityayor himsaya abhavad iti, athava para-sasana-vyaksepat. 1 have emended the text in three
places: this edition reads docasadarsanadvarena, samkhydadinamasyevam, and ekanta-nitvanityayor, all of which
clearly appear to be typos. See the following note on my translation of ekanta-nitydnityayor.
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nonviolence is unintelligible on either one-sided view.* His modus operandi throughout is
rational critique of others’ presuppositions: asking whether they “make sense”.

We have here in brief a kernel that is exhaustively elaborated in several of the most
famous philosophical works attributed to Haribhadrasiiri, and which will occupy the following
chapters of this dissertation. As I will argue in chapter 1, the primary function of Haribhadra’s
most famous work, the Saddarsanasamuccaya (henceforth SDS), is to differentiate the various
traditions from one another doctrinally within a common comparative frame and situate
Haribhadra’s own tradition amongst them. Meanwhile, Haribhadra’s most often-quoted work,
the Lokatattvanirnaya (LTN), is an exemplary exercise in setting the audience on the right path
by showing the faults in other traditions—as Haribhadra said the dispositive religious discourse
does—and I will argue in chapter 2 that one of the paramount values articulated in this exercise
and regulating all of Haribhadra’s interreligious argumentation is rationality, characterized
especially by the avoidance of uncritical partiality toward one’s own tradition. The rest of that
chapter will elucidate Haribhadra’s exposition of the rules for rational debate across traditions as
codified by the Buddhist logician Dignaga, wherein uncritical partiality is prevented by the
demand that debaters come to terms with one another upon common ground. I will seek to show
that Haribhadra is especially concerned to expose how the identitarian affiliations of debaters—
the traditions with which they are identified—set the presuppositions of their debate. When
common presuppositions are not forthcoming, they arrive at an argumentative impasse. It is

therefore necessary for Haribhadra to ground his own constructive arguments in appeals to

4 My translation of this passage has left it deliberately ambiguous as to whether one-sided permanence and
impermanence are being entertained with respect to the agent or instead the patient of harm. It is certainly a common
argument to say (as in the second chapter of the Bhagavad Gita) that something radically permanent cannot be the
recipient of harm. On the other hand, the only investigation of the metaphysics of akimsd in the entire archive of this
dissertation comes in the sixth chapter of the Anekantajayapataka and is chiefly concerned with the permanence-
cum-impermanence of the agent insofar as either one-sided view alone cannot make sense of intentional action, as
elaborated in chapter 4 below.



universally-shared common sense; and this, as I argue in chapter 3, is just what he does in his
philosophical magnum opus, the Anekantajayapataka (AJP). That work aims to establish the
Jains’ famous theory of anekdnta-vada (“non-one-sidedness”),> which I characterize as positing
the compossibility of contrary properties in a single thing. Unsurprisingly, this doctrine has often
been found radically counterintuitive; but Haribhadra presents it as being presupposed by various
doctrines despite their one-sided claims, and thus commonly accepted by all people whether or
not they admit it. The theory becomes particularly important when the question is whether there
is a permanent self or not. I argue in chapter 4 that what is at stake in this question is the very
possibility of normativity and intentionality—the spiritual path of proper awareness and its
development (including but not limited to practices such as nonviolence) that Haribhadra’s
philosophical interlocutors generally agree in upholding.

These are some of Haribhadra’s major interventions into interreligious South Asian
philosophical discourse, and they are foreshadowed in the obscure passage above concerning
“dispositive religious discourse,” even if its terminology and framing does not quite align with
scholastic idiom of the Sanskrit sastras within which much of the interreligious wrangling of
classical Indian philosophy is staged. Katha, first of all, while covering discourse of any sort,’
most usually involves narrative fiction (Detige 2019, 99-103), which will not be discussed in this
dissertation. More importantly, while I have translated dharma-kathd as “religious discourse,”

the question of whether premodern South Asia even possesses anything like the modern Western

5 The term anekdnta-vada has been translated in all and sundry ways, each of which (as an anekdnta-vadin might
say) illuminates some aspect of it but is liable to interpretive falsity when taken too far. When I translate it, I favor
the calque “non-one-sidedness” as best corresponding to the words in the Sanskrit compound as well as to the
philosophical reading that I give it in chapter 3. But I will generally prefer simply to use the Sanskrit term, which I
will henceforth simply write as “anekantavada” and “anekantavadin” without italics (except when quoting or
mentioning as opposed to using it), reflecting its frequency and centrality in this dissertation and in writing on Jain
philosophy generally.

¢ In Nalini Balbir’s assessment of its usage and theorization in Jain texts, “kaha [Sk. kathd] signifie d’abord
‘propos’, et non uniquement ‘récit, histoire, narration’” (1994, 226).
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category of “religion” is of course highly contested. It is now commonplace to observe that this
term does not map well onto any of the Sanskrit terms often used to translate it in the modern
period—neither dharma, nor words like darsana, mata, and vada that we will encounter anon
(cf. Halbfass 1988, chs. 17-18). Still, these terms and the discourses in which they participate
bear enough features that are recognizably religious to justify a heuristic use of the term.
Dharma-kathas generally concern what are widely (although not universally) accepted as being
religious social formations like Jainism, Buddhism, and Brahmanical varieties of what we would
now call Hinduism, sometimes taking aim at what the various traditions consider to be
authoritative scripture or normative practice. They are often accounts of conversion from one of
these communities to another and the soteriological consequences that ensue in this life and
beyond. They are generally meant, as Bhadrabahu’s theorization suggests, to strengthen faith in
Jainism, its path to liberation,” and the figures that it invests with transcendent charisma. As we
will see in Haribhadra’s corpus, these transcendent figures are often referred to with terms like
deva that connote divinity. And, as Haribhadra says in the passage above, dharma-kathas are
usually meant to set one on the right path—a path that, in Jainism, involves comprehensive
views and ascetic practices that are commonly called religious.® I think that we can avail

99 ¢

ourselves of these common usages of the terms “religious,” “religions,” and “religion” without

presuming that these features constitute exhaustive or stable essences for any of them (since

" The moksa-marga, said in the Tattvarthasitra (TAS 1.1) to be composed of darsana, jiana, and caritra, which
Bhadrabahu names as part of the teaching of the “impelling religious discourse” (samveyanif-dhamma-kahd], DS v.
201).

8 Olle Qvarnstrém has outlined the development through the late first millennium of the term dharma in Jain texts in
conversation with other Indian traditions: “From the earliest Sanskrit texts onward, the word dharma has been used
to indicate the Jain teaching in general. This, in fact, appears to be the most frequent use of the term” (2004, 599).
This usage covers more specific aspects that he picks out as gradually synthesized over this period: lay and
mendicant “religious and social behavior... in keeping with one’s intrinsic nature or essential self (svabhava),”
understood in connection with the transcendent “conception of the eternal self” and ultimately with “a universal
order governing all activity in the cosmos” (ibid., 599-600). These are elements that clearly track our common
understandings of religion and the features of dharma-kathas that I’ve mentioned above.

5



words can be used without knowing their definitions), without taking on all of their ambivalent
genealogical baggage (since words perpetually change their meanings), and without even raising
the quasi-metaphysical question (which strikes me as a red herring) of whether something called
“religion” really existed in premodern South Asia at all (cf. Fitzgerald 2010).

Nor, in any case, does “religion” fully capture what is at issue in this dissertation. My
philosophical® archive—interreligious in its sources, topics, and arguably even its audiences—
will reveal that the considerations raised in negotiations of darsana, mata, and vada are not
limited to the religious, although they relate to it. As we have already seen, Haribhadra tends to
default to discussion of doctrines (siddhantas, in his gloss of samaya) rather than what we would
consider full-blooded religious cultures; and the doctrines in question are often recognizably
religious, but need not be. And we will see (in chapter 1 and elsewhere) that while the various
traditions may be identified according to religious doctrines such as belief in certain divinities,
and while they may (as theorized in chapter 2) hit argumentative stalemates in virtue of such
specific commitments, Haribhadra aims to push past these impasses by appeal to what can be
accepted in common by people of every and no religious affiliation. As we will see in chapter 3,
many of his arguments appeal to everyday discourse and practice, things that everyone says or
does regardless of religious identity and acculturation—this is part of what it means for him to

forswear uncritical partiality in the name of rationality. Ultimately, as I will observe in chapter 4,

® The category of “philosophy” and its applicability to premodern South Asia is, of course, as contested as that of
“religion,” and may have been for much longer (cf. Halbfass 1988, chs. 1 and 15). This is as one should expect,
insofar as the mutual contrast that partly constitutes the two terms in the western tradition seems to be absent in
Sanskrit discourse. This latter observation is not, of course, to recapitulate the Orientalist stereotype of Indian
thought as incorrigibly dogmatic and irrational; as we will see, rationality and explicit reflection upon it are
commanding themes in the texts I will examine, which is one of their eminently philosophical features even if it
doesn’t uniquely differentiate them as “philosophy”. I will again abstain from attempting any definitions here—
contemporary philosophy itself having mostly desisted from this errand—with the promise that the reader will find
most of the texts discussed herein to be clear philosophical exempla, and I will begin by interrogating the label for
the one that is least so: the Saddarsanasamuccaya, which is ironically the only one containing the term most often
proposed as a Sanskrit translation of “philosophy,” darsana.
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although his exposition of anekantavada culminates in discussion of the soteriology of liberation,
his arguments turn not on a transcendent telos but on the most everyday experiences and
practices: having and seeking objects of awareness and action at all.

Therefore, while I will sometimes invoke religion in what follows—because there are
plainly religious dimensions and contexts to Haribhadra’s philosophical program—I shall prefer
to speak more specifically of doctrine, which is centrally what is at issue in the texts that I will
examine. Although very different from most of the dharma-katha genre with which I opened—
and of which Haribhadra’s Samaraiccakaha (Sk. Samaradityakatha) is an exemplar that I will
not examine—Haribhadra’s systematic argumentative works answer pointedly to some of the
basic questions addressed by his brief discussion of the “dispositive religious discourse”: What is
the philosophical significance of doctrinal diversity? How should a truth-seeking philosopher
proceed in the face of different traditions, each of which purveys its own claims that may
variously be true or false? How might the fact of the difference and disagreement between truth
claims reasonably inflect one’s own claims?

Doctrinal diversity has been a formative fact of Indian philosophy since antiquity, and
discussion and debate between the various doctrinal traditions has been formative of each of
them (Soni 1998a, 49; Clayton 2006, 36). This fact, however, has not received the focused
attention that it deserves (see Watson 2015). Especially in the period in which Haribhadra likely
lived and wrote—and as exemplified by the texts that I will examine in this dissertation—the fact
of religiously-inflected doctrinal difference is ineliminable from the activity of philosophical
argumentation. It was under conceptual pressure from their opponents that many of the
participants in this interreligious milieu developed their doctrines and publicly intelligible

justifications for them (Arnold 2005, 2). Wilhelm Halbfass—whose ideas on the dynamics of



diversity in Indian philosophy have stimulated many of the questions driving this dissertation—
summarizes the pattern well: “To refer to other standpoints and, moreover, to understand and
articulate one's own standpoint by relating it to other views—this is an essential, integral
ingredient of religious and philosophical thinking in classical India” (1988, 431).

This engagement with diversity seems to have been particularly essential for Jain
thought, perhaps owing to their perpetual minority status (Qvarnstrdom 1998, Granoff 2000). John
Cort avers that “Jain intellectuals had to recognize otherness in ways that could be avoided by
some Brahmanical and Buddhist intellectuals” (2001, 339). As I will observe in chapter 1, this
recognition of otherness is central to the project of the SDS. However, it operates hand-in-hand
with the recognition of commonality—not the commonality of tallying sameness, but rather that
of commensuration and the common ground of shared space, to speak somewhat metaphorically.
The crucial imperative that I find in Haribhadra’s philosophical corpus is to construct a publicly-
available sphere of contestation within which to identify and adjudicate doctrinal differences.

Such is not, to be sure, an impulse unique to him or to Jains. “In the Indian model, the
Other is necessary in that it is through engagement that both the Self and the Other construct
themselves,” according to the plausible assessment of the philosopher of religion John Clayton
(2006, 41), who reaps the moral that “the otherness of the Other must be protected, by every
means, but not at the price of abandoning public contestability of religious claims” (Clayton
2006, 35). I hope the reader will find here in Haribhadra an exemplar of Clayton’s model and an
upholder of his general good advice. I will show that the very texts in which Haribhadra is
sometimes read as seeking to minimize differences between traditions are in fact doing no such
thing—as far as I can tell, he does not attempt to portray others as “anonymous Jains” or even

partially but insufficiently Jain (cf. Schwartz 2016, 151-155). What he seeks is common ground



upon which to clarify and adjudicate differences. Indeed, his two-step dance of commonality-
cum-difference can be viewed precisely as an exercise in articulating a specifically Jain identity
in productive conversation with other traditions—an exercise, as Melanie Barbato (2019) has
dubbed it, of “dialogic identity-construction”.

There is thus no contradiction between sharpening this difference and the kind of
commonality Haribhadra seeks, the commonality that allows for dialogical discourse at all—
arguably, this commonality and difference are necessarily and mutually implicative complements
of each other.!® And while this conceptual connection between commonality and difference
applies far beyond premodern Jains and their South Asian milieux, it may be found in particular
evidence there. Joseph O’Connell (2000, v-vi), in his preface to a volume that well captures the
zeitgeist of Jain studies in North America at the turn of the twenty-first century, observes that
Jainism

for over two millennia has been deeply embedded in a composite Brahmanic Hindu-cum-

Buddhist-cum-Jain socio-cultural framework.... Jain relationships with environing

milieux seem always to have been of a ‘both/and’ character, both shared (similar) and

separate (different).... Jain thought would not be what it is were it not for the pervasive
influence, positive and negative, of co-existing yet competing systems of Indian religio-
philosophic thought.
This dynamic of commonality-cum-difference will be a central thread running through
Haribhadra’s various efforts surveyed in this dissertation, a constant theme manifesting amidst

their varieties of literary form and purpose, from doxography to commentary to the philosophical

apologetics of anekantavada. Indeed, the “both/and character” of the positive and negative co-

10°As one historian of medieval interreligious dialogue between Jews, Christians, and Muslims says, “the willingness
to learn from the other, as a characteristic of dialogue, is often greatest where the wish to define oneself over against
another is greatest as well. That is why so many incipient dialogues in the Middle Ages turned into polemical
defences of one’s own faith. But, on the other hand, one can only posit one’s identity if one knows about the identity
of one’s neighbor. Therefore, every form of religious polemics requires a willingness to learn about the other. In
short, dialogue requires polemics, and polemics require dialogue, since the formation of the self requires the
presence of others” (Valkenberg 2004, 382-383).



existing amidst competition—and of identity and difference—is an apt schema for Haribhadra’s
doctrine of anekantavada, as we shall see in chapters 3 and 4.

The doctrine of anekantavada is distinctively Jain. In fact, it is very frequently invoked in
encomia to the Jinas (e.g. in the first verse of the SDS)—worship of whom is as good a marker
of Jain identity as anything—and, in many texts, on/y mentioned there. That is to say that even in
contexts in which it does no other work, anekantavada arguably serves as a trope that defines
Jain identity insofar as it names the doctrine taught uniquely by the Jinas. When it comes to
examining the other work that it does do, then—when it is elaborated systematically as a
philosophical doctrine, and a rather exotic one—it is worth asking what connection it bears to the
ways in which Jains situate themselves with respect to other traditions. Among modern
commentators, this connection has seemed a bit of a no-brainer. Wilhelm Halbfass thought it was
“obviously” only “natural” that Jains should be both avid surveyors of the diversity of traditions
and also proponents of anekantavada (1988, 268), so much so that no sharp line ought to be
drawn between texts like the SDS and the AJP, leaving us with no surprise that Haribhadra
should have composed both of them (ibid., 355). Jayandra Soni (2019) gives pithy articulation to
the supposed continuity and its constitution of Jain philosophical identity:

The elaborated theory [of anekantavada], which has led to the emergence of Jain

philosophy being identified with it as its hallmark, was developed gradually on the basis

of Mahavira’s teaching as recorded in the Jain canon. It seemed to have been axiomatic
since ancient times that reality can be seen from different perspectives, which were
identified philosophically with the school concerned.
The thought here is that anekantavada recognizes and even reconciles the different perspectives
that are supposed to tally with the diversity of Indian philosophical traditions. This plausible

reading has become the unquestioned orthodoxy amongst philosophical commentators, both

scholarly and popular.
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However, the perceived obviousness of this connection between attention to the diversity
of schools, on the one hand, and the philosophy of anekantavada, on the other, has supplanted
serious investigation of the workings of either. In fact, it has led to serious misconstruals. One
contemporary commentator on the AJP makes the following interpretive claims:

The “Non-One-Sidedness (anekanta)” of the title manifests the Jainist attitude to abstain

from establishing a one-sided doctrine and to treat other schools’ views without

refutation by admitting the existence of multiple viewpoints.... The

Saddarsanasamuccaya arguably has the same intent: formatted as a digest or list of the

doctrines of multiple contemporary philosophical schools, it attempts to present an

integrated view based on “Non-One-Sidedness.” (Akamatsu 2017, 162; emphasis added)
There are a few crucial propositions in this reading that either are simply mistaken or, at best, far
outstrip the texts that it claims to interpret. Firstly, the AJP does not obviously in general “treat
other schools,” if by “schools” we mean to translate the Sanskrit darsanas, identifiably named
traditions such as the Jain, Buddhist, Mimamsaka, and so on. The AJP hardly ever addresses
itself to such blocs, focusing instead on particular doctrines that may or may not be attributable
to any particular darsana. Furthermore and more conspicuously, it certainly does not proceed
“without refutation”—indeed, as I will elaborate at the beginning of chapter 3, the entire work is
apologetical through-and-through, structured as a protracted series of refutations of wrong views
(as suggested by the second part of its title, “Victory-Flag”). On the other hand, while the SDS is
all about treating other darsanas’ views without refutation, it makes no attempt at all “to present
an integrated view” of them, based either on non-one-sidedness or anything else. This typical
scholarly interpretation, then, is an instance of reading two texts through each other incautiously
and thereby failing to see what either of them is doing, abetted by a certain received view about
how non-one-sidedness is supposed to work.

Once one does seriously examine each alongside the other, the relationship between these

two texts in particular—and between anekantavada and attention to doctrinal diversity in
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general—ceases to be obvious. The SDS makes neither mention nor use of anekantavada aside
from the perfunctory invocation that I’ve already noted in its first verse. Conversely, the AJP
does not conduct a survey so much as present a unique and constructive philosophical proposal,
and the most intensive attempt at interpretation of it yet attempted in modern scholarship—that
of Frank Van Den Bossche (1995)—manages to make no mention of the diversity of traditions.
Nor is there much reliance upon such phenomena of diversity in the classic English
introduction to Jainism, Padmanabh Jaini’s The Jaina Path of Purification, in the mere seven
pages it devotes to anekantavada (1979, 90-97). This is because, in Cort’s reading, “the Jain
theory of anekantavada arises of necessity from the Jain theory of the soul” (2001, 329). Paul
Dundas understands it as developing from the Jinas” omniscient report of the nature of reality
(2002, 229). Similarly, W. J. Johnson is concerned to emphasize “the way in which
anekantavada sustains a real connection between karmic matter and the soul (jiva) and so
maintains the rationale for identity defining ascetic practice” (1995, 41). He distinguishes this
socio-religious function and the basic metaphysical and soteriological view found in early Prakrit
texts, on the one hand, from “the developed doctrine [that] presupposes the systematic
presentation of rival philosophical schools” and which therefore “could not have been formulated
until Jaina scholars were in the business of conducting debates with other schools in the lingua
franca of Sanskrit” (ibid.). As I will argue, though, Haribhadra’s AJP is itself very much
preoccupied with the metaphysics and soteriology of anekantavada; indeed, it does not so much

as mention the apparatus that Johnson associates with the “developed doctrine,”!! despite its total

! The apparatus, namely, of naya-vada and syad-vada, if we understand the latter term to mean the sapta-bhangr as
Johnson likely does (since the use of syat in its Prakrit form, siya, is found already in the oldest Jain scriptures).
However, Haribhadra uses sydd-vada as a synonym for his metaphysics of anekantavada, which suggests that
something is awry with Johnson’s distinction between the metaphysics and what he calls the “methodology”. This
distinction between the metaphysics/ontology and the methodology/epistemology/logic/semantics of anekantavada
has been habitually drawn at least since Matilal (1981), but it seems to me misleading—at least, as we shall see, it
does not apply well to Haribhadra’s influential approach. Different interpreters also draw the distinction differently:

12



immersion (in various ways that each chapter of this dissertation will depict) in the mature
Sanskrit philosophical discourse of its day. But this threatens to leave us with a fissure between
anekantavada and attention to religious diversity: if the problems that anekantavada most
basically addresses arise in the first instance so squarely within Jain tradition, there would seem
to be no need to appeal to discursive interactions across religious boundaries to make sense of
them, and no need to presume any connection between (as a prime instance) Haribhadra’s
metaphysics and his attention to religious diversity. Indeed, there has been a retreat from
interpretations like Halbfass’s and Soni’s even among some of the scholars most interested in
anekantavada as a traditional resource for contemporary religious pluralism: for example, Jeffery
Long asserts that for traditional proponents, “these doctrines are logical entailments of the
metaphysical system accepted by the Jain tradition as a whole... and not primarily responses to
religious diversity" (2009, 163). This version of the history seems to be a direct repudiation of
the conventional opinion according to which anekantavada, “being itself a synthetic
development, historically presupposes the existence of many rival and well-developed
philosophical schools” (Matilal 1981, 2).

What is needed, then, is to ascertain the precise connections between religious diversity
and Jain anekantavada through careful attention (which has been remarkably slight in modern
Anglophone scholarship) to the tradition’s formative texts. There is surely no single, essential
relationship between Jain attention to religious diversity and the theory of anekantavada. It will
inevitably take various forms in different times and places for various thinkers in different

contexts, and it thus demands more historical granularity in our interpretations of it than has

while anekantavada is usually said to be the metaphysics or ontology and naya-vada the epistemology, with syad-
vada vacillating between the two but usually called the logic or semantics, some well-informed authors (e.g.
Qvarnstrom 1998, 35) reverse these alignments.
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hitherto been given. Much of the secondary literature on Jain philosophy is a composite picture
without clear delineation of sources; even one of the most faithful and enduring treatments of
anekantavada, that of Satkari Mookerjee, is avowedly of this ilk (1978 [1944], 6-7). Kendall
Folkert complained nearly a half-century ago that individual studies devoted to significant Jain
authors were badly needed (1976, 146), but few scholars have yet heeded the call. Haribhadra is
one of the handful of authors that Folkert called out by name; and almost fifteen years later, Paul
Dundas still found a full-scale investigation into his works “one of the most urgent tasks to be
undertaken by scholars of Jainism” (1992,115), a task that remained mostly unfulfilled in the
Anglophone literature two decades later (2002, 133) and remains so today (cf. Trikha 2015, 430
and n42).!2

This intellectual-historical task is particularly fit to address the interpretive and
philosophical questions that I am posing here. There is perhaps no corpus of texts more
important for both anekantavada and Jain approaches to religious diversity than that attributed to
Haribhadrasiiri. These works are often invoked as standing to “shed considerable light on the
nature of the doctrine of many-sidedness” (Ganeri 2001, 129, referring to Matilal 1981, 25), but
have not yet been adequately pressed into this service.!*> Although it has barely been studied in

the Anglophone literature—most often being simply ignored in the major modern treatments of

12 Dundas is primarily calling for a philological systematization of the entire corpus attributed to Haribhadra, but
even studies more focused on a circumscribed part of that corpus can help with the full-scale goal. Yet these too
remain lacking, although there have been several monographs on some of the yoga works attributed to him (e.g.
Desai 1983; Shastri 1995; Shaha 1998; Chapple 2003; Shah 2014) and a smattering of usually short articles on other
parts of the corpus (e. g. Van Den Bossche 1995 and 2000; Fujinaga 1998; Qvarnstrom 1999 and 2012; Kansari and
Tripathi 2014; Harada 2003 and 2007; Bouthillette 2015 and 2020). I leave out of account studies in Hindi, Gujarati,
and other Indian languages, which are in more plentiful supply but tend simply to synopsize the traditional
biographies and/or works rather than engage in detailed and critical interrogation and interpretation of any of them
(e.g. Sanghavi 1963; Prabha 1998). There will of course be exceptions to this trend, such as perhaps Nemicand
Shastri’s (1965) study of Haribhadra’s Prakrit narrative fiction. In English, the most extensive and useful study of
the Haribhadra corpus as a whole remains H. R. Kapadia’s introductions to each of the two volumes of the AJP
(1940, ix-xxxi; 1947, ix-cxxviii).

13 Indeed, much the same can be said about the large and “tremendously understudied” corpus of logical treatises by
arange of Jain philosophers (Trikha 2015, 428).
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anekantavada (e.g. Mookerjee 1978 [1944]; Tatia 1951)—the AJP sets some of the basic terms
for anekantavada in the centuries that follow. For its part, the SDS—which is more frequently
cited but no better interpreted—stands at the head of a long tradition of Svetambara
doxographies; virtually all of the others imitate it in central ways. These seminal roles are partly
why Halbfass invokes these two masterpieces jointly as exemplary of distinctively Jain
approaches to religious diversity. But given the fissure that I have scouted between the two
texts—an ostensible challenge to Halbfass’s hint that should become entirely clear in the course
of this dissertation—it is necessary to examine other parts of this corpus to discover the project
connecting them. This connecting thread I find in Haribhadra’s reliance on critical rationality and
its imbrication with identity as articulated in what is perhaps his most popular work, the LTN,
and theorized in his widely-used commentary upon a primer to the logic of the Buddhist Dignaga
that set the rules of rationality in medieval Sanskrit debate, the Nyayapravesa. Taking these four
important works together, I discover a preoccupation with rationally taxonomizing religious
differences within a doctrinally comparative frame, together with an awareness of the rational
limitations of erecting such identitarian boundaries. This dichotomy gives way to a search for the
commonly-shared presuppositions that we must all take for granted, a search that leads to
anekantavada and back to Haribhadra’s own Jain identity as an intentional knower and agent.
Speaking of Haribhadra’s identity, however, is a hazardous business. He may be the site
of the worst authorship problem in all of medieval South Asian literature (a landscape wild with
authorship problems even in the best cases). Not only is there great uncertainty regarding
Haribhadrasiiri’s biography and context, including basic questions of dating and geography:
there is in fact no scholarly consensus that the many works traditionally attributed to him were

all by the same person. None of these works declare anything substantial about the author; only a
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few of their colopha mention some bare details of his lineage (Jinavijaya 1988 [1919], 6). All of
the biographies of him were composed many centuries after he is generally supposed to have
lived; and these various hagiographical accounts tell different stories that are not always fully
consistent with one another, with some of them demonstrably originating from tales about other
people (Granoff 1989).

Some of the same features making the corpus attributed to Haribhadra important are the
very ones that make this attribution difficult. The big one is its sheer size and scope: he is
traditionally said to have authored around 1400 (sometimes 1440 or 1444) prakaranas.'* This
number is presumably a figure of speech (“familiar round numbers in Jainism” [Williams 1991
(1963), 5]) or possibly a product of creative accounting, and nowhere is there to be found a list
this long of his works. The longest list was collated by Muni Kalyanavijaya'> and runs to 88
credits; perhaps half of these are extant (Dundas 2019; Jain 1998, 664). Even this more
circumscribed corpus, however, exhibits “the most wide-ranging mind in Jain history” (Dundas
2002, 228), an enormously polymathic range encompassing narrative, satire, instructions for
monastic and lay practice, yoga theory, doxography, commentary, philosophical essays, and
more, in both Sanskrit and several registers of Prakrit. This corpus is so expansive that it may
appear dubious whether a single mind could have produced it all; and even if one could have, it
is hard to come by internal textual evidence connecting these very different works, given that

they never speak about their author beyond the colophon signatures.

!4 There is some ambiguity as to whether prakarana means a whole work as we conceive one, or rather a chapter or
some other sub-unit that would make the number somewhat more manageable. However, Haribhadra’s own usage of
prakarana in the introduction and conclusion to the AJP very clearly refers to the whole treatise (e.g. 1.2:
prarabhyate tata idam samyag anekanta-jaya-patakdkhyam | prakaranam ukta-guna-yutam jadavabodhaya
dharma-phalam ||). This was recognized by Kapadia, who adds in his note on the first occurrence of the term that
Haribhadra is the first known Jain author to call his work a prakarana (11.245).

15 In his introduction to the second volume of one of these works, the Dharmasargrahani (1916-1918, folios 12-19).
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The language found in the colopha is fairly heterogeneous, and so does not in itself
appear to provide a very reliable guide to authorship. But there are two conspicuous tropes that
do recur frequently in them and correspond to famous stories in the later hagiographies: that of
being the religious son of a certain nun named Yakini, and that of being bereft of something or
other (viraha, often of worldly existence itself, bhava). R. Williams (1965) influentially takes
these to signify two different authors separated by a couple of centuries. I do not myself place
much stock in colopha as proof of authorship; as Williams himself notes, they are easily
tampered with by scribes, which he thinks is why some texts possess both signature elements
(1965, 104; 1991 [1963], 5-6; cf. Dundas 2019). In any case, though, Williams’s two-
Haribhadras theory is most concerned to resolve contradictions (regarding matters of ritual
doctrine) between a few texts that [ will not even mention in this dissertation (1965, 101). And
he proceeds from the assumption that several of the texts that I do examine are indeed by the
same Haribhadra: namely, the SDS, the AJP, and the LTN (ibid., 101-102).'® The basis for his
working assumption is the general quality of broad interreligious erudition, and linguistic and
logical rigor, that these texts share—and these, of course, are the very features that have
motivated me to read them as a group. The one text figuring prominently in this group that
neither Williams nor Dundas addresses is the commentary on the Nyayapravesa. But Kapadia
declares that “there are no two differences of opinion” about its having the same author as the
AJP (IL.Ixvii). While he proceeds to name those whose opinions on this matter differ and abstains

from explaining his confidence, I do find the Nyayapravesatika (NPT) to speak in a similar voice

16 Williams also includes in this group the Sastravartasamuccaya and the commentaries on the Avasyakasiitra and
Nandisutra—all of which I will mention in passing—as well as the Sodasakaprakarana and the Astakaprakarana
(1965, 101-102). The last of these, he notes, shares the colophon’s viraha signature with, among other texts, the
Yogabindu, Lalitavistard, and the commentaries on the Dasavaikalika and Avasyaka (ibid., 102), which are also
mentioned in passing at various places in this dissertation.
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as does the AJP; it certainly manifests the same conspicuous feature of intimate interreligious
knowledge in a particularly pronounced form, as Jacobi observes (1909, v).

Nevertheless, rather than simply assume that these texts constitute a uniform bloc of texts
or rely upon their colopha, I prefer to adduce “signature elements” internal to the texts
connecting them pair-wise. I am not in possession of any direct evidence persuading me of the
common authorship of the SDS and the AJP. The concrete evidence that I have is mediated
through the NPT; but this mirrors my argument that this text is also needed to make sense of the
conceptual connection between Haribhadra’s survey of darsanas and anekantavada. A key
phrase in the SDS, as I will argue, is miila-bheda-vyapeksaya (v. 2), stating Haribhadra’s
promise to individuate darsanas “according to their root differences”. This phrase, which does
not appear to be particularly common, also occurs in the NPT (p. 43) in a very different context
but with essentially the same meaning. The signature element that I have found connecting the
NPT and the AJP, in turn, is the otherwise uncommon verb form nirlothayisyamah, which is
used repeatedly in both texts to indicate that Haribhadra is going to “unravel” a problematic line
of thought (NPT 15 and AJP 1.38,1.64, 1.217, 11.49, 11.118, 11.212, 11.218).!7 This is also
conceptually important, inasmuch as I will argue that both texts are concerned with the
argumentative consequences of doctrinal presuppositions. I unfortunately possess no persuasive
evidence connecting the LTN with any of the other texts, although the early biographers always
attribute it to Haribhadra, which a fourteenth-century commentator of the SDS also assumes.
One small point consistent with this assumption is that both the LTN and the AJP contain

denunciations of “partiality” (paksa-pata); and while this rhetoric is quite common in this period

17 There is other shared language between the NPT and other texts in the Haribhadra corpus; see chapter 2, note 28.
18



of Sanskrit philosophy, it indicates enough of a shared orientation to fruitfully read the LTN
alongside the other texts, as I will try to show.

These data admittedly amount to somewhat tenuous evidence of common authorship, but
I take these to be less suspect of later interpolation than colophonic language. Skeptics, though,
need not dismiss the findings of this dissertation. Each chapter focuses on one or at most two
texts, and can be read for their analysis of each text in isolation from the others, bracketing my
argument about the interconnections between them. Along the way, usually in footnotes, I will
also occasionally refer to other texts traditionally attributed to Haribhadrasiiri, for which
attributions I harbor no grave doubts. These tangential citations tend to reinforce my argument
but are not required by it, and the most cautious readers can simply ignore them.

An advantage of the kind of attributive evidence I favor is that it indicates not only
authorship but also certain shared concepts and orientations—and such shared approaches are, in
the final analysis, what are really at stake for me. Ultimately, the historicity of Haribhadra
(including dating, within a tolerance of several centuries, on which see below) and even certainty
regarding the common authorship of the handful of works in my purview are not crucial for my
purposes. To understand how a dominant strand of Jain tradition has conceived anekantavada
and its connection to religious diversity, more relevant than the historical person is the
traditionally received figure of Haribhadra. This figure is one of the most eminent of the
“exalters” (prabhavakas) in Svetambara history—arguably the very most exalted one, aside
perhaps from the “millennial omniscient” (kali-kala-sarvajiia) Hemacandra—his oeuvre
comprising some of “the greatest masterpieces of Jain literature” (Dundas 2002, 132). As Paul
Dundas (ibid.) explains, he is conceived to be

responsible for the creation of a truly autonomous Svetambara literary culture through the
integration into Jainism of both the style and some of the substance of the brahman
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tradition of learning from which he had emerged and, from the eleventh century,

[Haribhadra] was regarded as being the pivotal figure in the Svetambara teacher lineage,

a paragon of orthodoxy.!®
This is the figure that even to the present day is considered the “first great systematizer of the
Svetambara intellectual and ritual traditions” (Cort 2010, 156; Wiley 2004, 93-94). Even if we
discount the huge number of works traditionally attributed to him, Muni Jinavijaya’s learned
opinion is that Haribhadra contributed more to Jain literature than any other author (1988 [1919],
4). S. R. Goyal is convinced that “before Haribhadra’s time only one-eighth of the whole
Svetambara literature available today existed and to the remaining seven-eighths he was the
greatest contributor and inspirer by example” (1989, xi). Whether a historical person or not, this
is a figure casting an expansive shadow, one that covers and may be claimed to legitimately
represent a massive swath of Jain thought.

I cannot here tackle this towering figure in all of his dimensions, taking into account the
myriad attributed works in their many genres and two languages, not to speak of the mythos and
the reception history that has grown up around them. What I can do is focus on a few of this
oeuvre’s most important works relating to religious diversity and anekantavada, and interrogate
them in a philosophically-informed and rigorous manner. This is another of the desiderata that
Folkert identified a half-century ago (1975, 11 [reprinted 1993, 30]), one which has improved
slightly in the interim with a handful of philosophically-trained and -inclined scholars of Jainism

working today but still remains largely neglected (Trikha 2015, 423).

'8 As Dundas puts it elsewhere (2019), he “was the major intellectual force in the formulation of Svetambara Jainism
as a fully developed religious system in the second half of the 1st millennium CE.... Despite the efforts of many
scholars (in the main, Indian), truly insightful study of Haribhadra’s works is still in its infancy, and few of his
writings have been critically edited or adequately analyzed.... In Svetambara tradition, Haribhadra came to be
regarded through the wide-ranging nature of his philosophical and literary endeavor as the most distinguished
representative of Jain intellectual values, only rivaled as an authority by Hemacandra, who is not his predecessor’s
equal in the reach of his scholarly concerns.... Haribhadra is quintessentially Jain and in his scholarly reach his
tradition’s most eminent early medieval representative.”
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In addition to focusing on a particular oeuvre and engaging it philosophically, another
methodological intervention of this dissertation is to read Jain thought in robust conversation
with that of other traditions. In his programmatic preface already cited, O’Connell comments on
the importance of “studying Jain doctrine and practice, not in isolation but in relation to co-
existing analogous traditions of religious doctrine and practice” (2000, v) and “examining the
terms and contours of how Jains have maintained systematic relationships with environing non-
Jain religio-cultural and social systems” (ibid., vi). These are the “open boundaries” referred to
by the title of another important collection of studies on Jainism that came out around the same
time, which its editor, John Cort, heralded as a “new departure” (Cort 1998, 2) that promised to
significantly alter the scholarly understanding of both Jainism and other South Asian religions.
Such work is still in its infancy, however, and there is no better illustration of this immaturity
than the continued unclarity about anekantavada—which has been called the “central philosophy
of Jainism” (Matilal 1981)—and what it has to do with the boundaries and relationships between
Jains and non-Jains.

All of the texts that I will examine place themselves in vigorous conversation with the
ideas and texts of non-Jains, although each does so in a very different way. They all present a
wide range of interlocutors of various persuasions, and they all include more or less extensive
direct quotations of these sources, as we shall see. Perhaps the most consistent and concrete of
these sources is the Buddhist philosopher Dharmakirti, who thus gives us the surest terminus
post quem for the works under consideration here (except for the LTN). This has, indeed, been
an accepted lower limit for Haribhadra since Muni Jinavijaya’s revision of the traditional sixth-
century CE dating a century back (1988 [1919], 32 and 57). Jinavijaya also argues (ibid., 51-52)

for Haribhadra’s contemporaneity with Kumarila on the basis of quotations of him in the SDS
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and the Sastravartasamuccaya (which latter I do not examine) together with the terminus ante
quem generally pegged to Uddyotanasiiri, who says in his Prakrit Kuvalayamala (779 CE) that
the prolific author Haribhadra taught him logic (ibid., 60-61). However, Uddyotanasiiri does not
say there just which books Haribhadra wrote, leaving his identification ambiguous with respect
to this dissertation’s particular archive. I would have liked to fix the upper limit with texts that
directly quote the ones that I will examine; but that would require a reception history that I will
have to reserve for another book. For now, I am perfectly willing to provisionally accept
Jinavijaya’s estimate of Haribhadra’s dates as 700-770 CE (ibid., 62); but I also do not imagine
having to revise anything of consequence in my interpretation of Haribhadra’s philosophy if this
dating were pushed even three centuries later. I furthermore see no reason to doubt the traditional
placement of his activity in and around the fort town of Citrakiita (modern Chittor) in the Mewar
region of southern Rajasthan, which is where the Dhuttakkhana (Sk. Dhiirtakhyana) says it was
composed (5.123). However, I do not know of any very substantial historical information, nor
can I discern further clues in the texts under consideration here, that would make the context of
eighth-century Chittor very interpretively significant—and any such imputations would be too
tenuously speculative for my taste.!® Given the paucity of biographical data in Haribhadra’s
philosophical corpus and the many uncertainties regarding his historical placement, my best
option is to proceed with examination of the texts in the absence of contextual information

beyond the philosophical conversations in which they place themselves.

19 1t is worth mentioning that the tenth-century Digambara Harisena is also supposed to have been from Chittor. He
is credited with the first so-called “examination of religion” (Dharmapariksa) text, a genre of narratives satirizing
non-Jains much as does Haribhadra’s Dhuttakkhana (De Jonckheere 2019, 3). There thus seems to have been
something in the air of Chittor at the end of the first millennium that inspired Jain writers toward religious wrangling
with others; but I possess no further data about what this may have been. For those willing to look beyond the
archive of this dissertation, Uddyotana’s aforementioned Kuvalayamala and Siddharsigani’s
Upamitibhavapraparicakatha, both of which claim Haribhadra as guru, are the first literary narratives listed as
fruitful historical sources in Kailash Chand Jain’s Ancient Cities and Towns of Rajasthan (1972, 10-11).
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My aspiration, after all, is the somewhat trans-historical one of placing ourselves within
these philosophical conversations—making them ours, or us theirs, or maybe a bit of both—in
order to learn not only about them but from them as well. While I strive to be philologically
responsible with regard to the works attributed to Haribhadra as we have received them, I also do
not hesitate to make the decontextualizing comparative move of asking how they speak to
thinkers in the modern Western philosophical traditions that have given rise to current
Anglophone philosophical discourses. Conversely, since this dissertation has been written in a
modern Anglophone academic context, [ view it as a matter of methodological necessity that we
bring the best (or, at least, most influential) resources shaping contemporary discourse to bear on
materials from long ago and far away in order to produce the most robust possible readings of
them. There are, of course, hazards in such cross-cultural philosophical approaches, as there are
in all scholarship; but that is no reason not to try to have the conversation. I will say more about
this at the end of chapter 3.

This is the cross-cultural orientation that has emboldened me to open each of the
following chapters with an epigraph from James Baldwin. His essays have been my most
constant intellectual companion—ever since, as a teenager, [ discovered Nobody Knows My
Name in a box in my father’s basement; before I started to study philosophy in earnest; and long
before I even imagined undertaking scholarship on South Asia. I know of no better writer on
identity in any time or place than Baldwin. In this dissertation on premodern Sanskrit discourse, I
find myself coming around to the some of what seem to be the very same points that he
articulated regarding the radically different milieu of contemporary America. As a way of
acknowledging this influence and allowing him to say what I’m trying to say better than I can, I

begin each chapter with Baldwin’s words. Of course, there is always some transformation of
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meaning in such transpositional exercises. But, as far as I can see, cross-cultural comparison is
no less helpful or constructive for all that.

It seems to me a truism that one is always to some extent writing in, from, and for one’s
present situation, although that fact will have different ramifications for different writers and
readers. It is also my conviction that scholarship is always informed by and has significance for
the living of life, and that even philosophical scholasticism—whether of the premodern South
Asian or modern American varieties—can answer (however subtly or obliquely) to existential
questions of how we should live. My juxtaposition of Baldwin apothegms (ever surging with life
and lessons for it) alongside philosophical scholarship on medieval scholastic Sanskrit (which—
caveat lector—can at times be a bit dry) is meant as a reminder that vital lessons may yet be
found amidst even the most rarified intellectual exercises. I hope that the reader may find some

such lessons herein, however circumscribed or qualified they may be.
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1
Doxography, Philosophy, and Identity
in the Saddarsanasamuccaya

I wanted to find out in what way the specialness of my experience could be made
to connect me with other people instead of dividing me from them.

-James Baldwin,
“The Discovery of What it Means to Be an American”
in Nobody Knows My Name (1963, 17)

Haribhadrasiiri’s name is most widely associated with the classic Compendium of Six
Viewpoints (Saddarsanasamuccaya, henceforth SDS). Out of all the texts examined in the
present dissertation, this is the one for whose shared authorship with the Anekantajayapataka 1
possess the least evidence;!' however, I know of no one who has doubted this attribution, which
figures into Muni Jinavijaya’s authoritative dating (1988 [1919]) and serves as a basic
assumption for Robert Williams (1965, 102), the chief promulgator of the theory of two
Haribhadras. As I mentioned in my introductory chapter, one of the defining characteristics to
issue from this assumption is that of an author whose “erudition goes far beyond the purely Jaina
field” (ibid.), and this is the trait whose ramifications will occupy me in this chapter.

The question of its particular authorship aside, the SDS casts such a long shadow upon
the Jain tradition of intellectual engagements with non-Jains (see e.g. Truschke 2015, 1327,

1332, and passim) that it can well serve as a representative of one important mode of Jains’

! The sole data point from the text that I can present is the phrase miila-bheda-vyapeksaya, which (as I will discuss
below) occurs also in the Nyayapravesatika (v. 2), as well as in the Avasyakasiutraniryuktitika (11.5 ad v. 1059). 1
will discuss my evidence for the NPT’s authorship in the following chapter.
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approaches to non-Jains: it is the paradigmatic Jain doxography, which is to say a survey of
schools of thought. Jeffery Long (2009, 138) characterizes the Jain doxographical corpus as
follows:

The distinctive trait of these doxographies is their tendency to depict the Jain tradition as

one more tradition among many, and to depict the views and practices of other schools of

thought, to the best of our currently available scholarly knowledge, with almost no

polemical distortion, sometimes even displaying firsthand knowledge of the schools of

thought concerned.
I will shortly inquire into the implications of the rubric “doxography” when applied to the Jain
paradigm as set by the SDS. The rest of the chapter will consider what purposes might be served
by the traits that Long has pointed out, which we might encapsulate as a “juxtapositional” (cf.
Chapple 1999; 1998, 29; and 2003, 56) or “amalgamative” approach to philosophical traditions.
Gary Tubb has detected an amalgamative approach as “a distinctive feature of a whole body of
work by Jain scholars” (1998, 54), a tendency “to reach wide, to gather carefully, and to bring it
all together” (ibid., 63).2 What is the philosophical point of such juxtaposition or amalgamation
of various views?

Juxtaposition may seem philosophically natural, being amply exemplified in dialectical
exercises found from India to Greece and from antiquity until today. Jessica Frazier cautions,
however, that philosophical dialogues come in many shapes. In some dialogues, one interlocutor
is in the role of pedagogue while the other serves as a relatively passive sounding board—think
of Yajnavalkya and Maitrey1 in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, or, to various extents, Socratic

dialogues. “But other dialogues require the existence of multiple ideas that may initially seem

separate, yet through the conversation are assimilated into an overarching position that explains

2 Tubb’s immediate interest is the poetical theory of Hemacandra but is not limited to it: “Given the importance
placed by Jain philosophers on taking differing points of view into consideration, the question naturally arises of
whether the attitude of the Jain scholars toward poetics was a reflection of a more general intellectual stance” (ibid.,
61).
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or grounds them. These are plurilogues in which different theories come together to
collaboratively yield a new and better one” (2019, 87). If the intellectual journey of
intersubjective discourse is vital for philosophy as we know it, the fully juxtapositional
plurilogue arguably multiplies its effect: “The philosophical value of dialogism is that the
conversations are philosophically productive precisely because of the multiplicity of minds”
(ibid., 94), which is the chief feature that so-called plurilogues isolate. The multiplicity of views
provides more data to evaluate and account for, more proposals that may augment the
comprehensive power of the eventual conclusion.

Such evaluation does not occur in the SDS; the text does not yield any comprehensive
theory to encompass the various options it presents. This is one sense in which, as we will see, it
is a paradigmatic doxography, a very pure instance of the effort simply to survey doctrines. But
this puts us back to our question of the philosophical value of sheer juxtaposition devoid of
argumentative evaluation. The larger corollary question is what such doxography has to do with
philosophical argumentation at all—what, for example, does Jain doxography have to do with
constructive Jain metaphysics? The usual presumption is that anekantavada—the “central
philosophy of Jainism,” as B. K. Matilal (1981) dubbed it—relies upon doxographical inputs to
do its work. A philosophy of multiplicity, it is plausibly presumed, organically requires a
multiplicity of views to comprehend. “Quite obviously,” Halfbass says, “the Jaina tradition
provided a natural setting for the development of doxographic literature, as we find it represented
by Haribhadra’s Saddarsanasamuccaya” (1988, 268). Halbfass sees this “natural setting” as
consummating in the famous Jain theory of perspectives, naya-vada. And yet, the nayas are
utterly absent both from the SDS and from Haribhadra’s Anekantajayapatdaka (which for its part

makes no mention of the darsanas around which the SDS revolves). In fact, [ know of only a few
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invocations of nayas in the Haribhadra corpus, and these are generally off-handed commentarial
distinctions between ultimate (niscaya) and conventional (vyavahdara) perspectives—nothing that
would qualify as full-throated naya-vada. And so, however natural a setting for doxographies
like the SDS it might have provided, the historical fact is that classical doxographies were
generally not framed in terms of either this theory or other forms of anekantavada. We must
therefore look for different connections between Haribhadra’s doxography and his constructive
philosophical program in the texts as we have them.

I argue that the crucial feature of the SDS and its continuity with Haribhadra’s other
works is in its approach to negotiating difference, commonality, and identity: the doxography
serves to develop a Jain doctrinal identity in systematic contradistinction to other philosophical
schools by conceptualizing others and juxtaposing them with one’s own upon a common
taxonomical ground. Haribhadra is preoccupied with identity and otherness, but does not simply
stumble upon identities and diversity: he formulates and systematizes them. While the SDS is
customarily read as a sketch of various philosophical identities, the nature of the identification at
work and its reliance upon an effort of differentiation has been entirely ignored. Virtually no
attention has been given to we may call Haribhadra’s “heterological” concern: in Chakravarthi
Ram-Prasad’s Jainism-inspired elaboration of a “multiplist metaphysics and ethics”, this is

the pursuit of [an] understanding of the content of the Other’s schema and the affinity

between different—and alternative—schemas. The study of difference here is a study for

the sake of affinity; and heterology as study within, and of, circumscribed schemas of life

is therefore neither the overcoming nor the simple acknowledgement of alterity. (2007,

37)

It is such a conceptualization and preservation of difference, in tandem with an effort to find

common discursive ground on which to situate and engage it, that I will show to be central to

Haribhadra’s program in both its doxographical and its more constructive phases.
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The heterological lens not only helps to situate Haribhadra’s doxography within the
context of the corpus attributed to him; it also casts light on the larger intellectual context of
Indian discourse. As John Clayton somewhat gnomically encapsulates inter-darsana debate:
“Seeing the difference is the beginning of understanding” (2006, 57; emphasis in original).
Frazier has suggested that the principles of commonality and difference, and the relations
between them, can be used to analyze various Indian traditions of classification (2014, 158),
which in turn form part of a larger tendency in “classical Indian intellectual culture that...
cultivated ‘categorial structuring’ as a form of totalising knowledge of the perceptible universe”
(Frazier 2014, 154). The logic of what might otherwise be a somewhat mysterious connection
between classification and metaphysics can be clarified as we come in later chapters to ponder
some of the deep conceptual continuities between Haribhadra’s doxographical interest and his
constructive philosophical work.

Meanwhile, Chapple (2004) casts Haribhadra’s reckoning with difference as an exemplar
of some particularly Jain tendencies; and in that light, Haribhadra’s heterological approaches not
only formulate Jain identity as an object of study but also take part in Haribhadra own self-
fashioning as Jain. This chapter (and this dissertation), then, aims to contribute to what is now a
decades-old initiative amongst leading Western scholars of Jainism to study Jain identity-
formation in interaction with—rather than in isolation from—other Indian religions. In his
introduction to the conference proceedings that gave expression to this re-orientation, Open
Boundaries, John Cort credited its motivating insight to Richard H. Davis:

[A] sense of self-identity, whether in terms of the individual person or a social group, is

never constructed in isolation, but rather is always a contextualized process, in which the

sense of ‘self” is in dialogue, opposition, or dialectical relationship to a sense of what is
‘not-self’ or ‘other’. (Cort 1998, 1-2)
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Dialogical identity-construction, I shall argue, is ultimately the goal of the SDS, as Haribhadra
very nearly states at its outset and enacts throughout its doxographical unfolding. In this and the
following chapters, we will see how this reckoning with identity and difference sets some of the
basic constraints for philosophical debate in mid-first millennium India, and how Haribhadra’s
constructive philosophy of non-one-sidedness seeks to move past these same constraints to

achieve resolution of intractable philosophical disagreements.

Doxography, Argumentation, and Philosophy

There has been some scholarly handwringing about the applicability of the nineteenth-
century classicist Hermann Diels’s neologism “doxography” to premodern Indian texts. Much of
the controversy is over whether argumentative treatises can be considered doxographies. In the
narrowest sense of a mere catalogue of doctrines devoid of refutations, though, the SDS is
universally acknowledged to be the paradigmatic (and perhaps the earliest) Sanskrit
doxography.?

Their customary lack of argumentation and often flattening depictions of philosophical
positions have won Western doxography the reputation of a genre of historiography of
philosophy that, in Richard Rorty’s memorable phrase, “inspires boredom and despair” (1989,

261).* This overt “contempt” (ibid., 267) is partly premised on the assumption, prevalent in the

3 See Halbfass (1988, 263-286), Qvarnstrom (1999, 174), and Harter (2011, 95-98). Various recent authors such as
Nicholson (2010, 148 and 154) and have opted for this narrow definition, which Qvarnstrom sees as just one among
various subtypes of doxography, while some such as Gerschheimer (2000) have added further restrictions such as
that there be some particular structure to the survey. Despite his more expansive definition, Qvarnstrom also
stipulates that while texts like the Brahmajala Sutta and Dignaga’s Prajiiaparamitapindarthasamgraha also
enumerate various views, they are “not to be classified as doxographical treatises in the sense of a systematic
presentation of different fixed and consistent systems” but rather “constitute vorstufen to the doxographical genre”
(1989, 98n15). It is worth noting that there are quite the same controversies about the extension of the term in its
native discipline of classics (Runia 1999, 33ff.).

4 Leading doxography scholar David Runia thus laments, “This lack of argumentation has given the doxographical
tradition a bad name” (1998, 126), while fellow classicist Averil Cameron observes that “the cataloguing of heresy
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scholarship until quite recently, that a doxography should be read as an informative almanac of
schools of thought extant at the time of its composition. Recognizing the limitations that its
“tendency to schematize and stereotype” imposes upon its documentary usefulness, however,
Wilhelm Halbfass’s seminal application of the label to Indian texts pivots from doxographies’
historiographical value or lack thereof to “their role as expressions of Indian self-awareness and
as indicators of the Indian view of tradition and traditional knowledge” (1988, 351).> This
methodological reorientation anticipates 21%-century trends in the study of Western doxography,
as scholars have despaired of Diels’s original project of gleaning any very valuable historical
information from them.® Rather than look to doxography for a bare documentary image of
contemporaneous schools of thought, it will be fruitful to ask what other functions it might
perform.’

One of the elements of this “tendency to schematize and stereotype” taken for granted in
much discussion of doxography but usually paid little theoretical attention is the employment of
familiar school denominations. This particular feature must be responsible for much of the
skepticism that the enterprise has attracted: given the diversity that we know to obtain within the
customarily-named “schools,” it would seem more appropriate to taxonomize doctrines

according to the actual differences between them rather than to rely on school names as proxies

itself is a subject with which most of us in the post-Enlightenment West have little sympathy and which we are apt
to dismiss with disparaging remarks about superficiality and stereotyping” (2003, 473-74).

5 The despair of a historical-empirical reading of Indian doxography has become standard by the time of Nicholson’s
writing (2010, 191-192). Heleen de Jonckheere (2015) has found this methodological reorientation salutary even
with respect to a relatively historiographical doxography like Devasena’s Darsanasara.

¢ Cameron complains that “in general, it is distressingly difficult to deduce from heresiological texts what was really
happening” (2003, 475). On Diels’s project and objections to it, see Runia 1999, 36-39. On new orientations in the
study of classical doxography, see Brancacci 2005.

" Dominick LaCapra has influentially distinguished between the “documentary and ‘worklike’ aspects of the text,”
where the latter “supplements empirical reality by adding to and subtracting from it.... With deceptive simplicity,
one might say that while the documentary marks a difference, the worklike makes a difference” (1983, 30). This
articulation in terms of the role of difference will prove to be apt for Haribhadra’s procedure, which (as we will see)
makes conceptual differences in order to mark different schools.
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for doctrinal differences. We will see that although Haribhadra uses the stock school names in
the SDS, he and his tradition are well familiar with other taxonomical frameworks and employ
them thoroughly in other places. This too should impel us to ask what advantages the particular
approach of the SDS confers.

Pierre-Julien Harter’s reading of Tibetan siddhanta (grub mtha’) texts helpfully shows
how “participate in authentic philosophical inquiries” (2011, 95) insofar as they are “a way to
situate one’s own philosophical position and not just a way to categorize other people’s
opinions” (ibid., 113). This begins to sharpen Halbfass’s suggestion about the self-
representational function of such texts. However, Harter maintains the strict dichotomy between
philosophy and doxography and the pejorative evaluation of the latter, characterizing them as

99 <

“manuals devoid of philosophy,” “the conclusions or ‘dead thoughts’ as Hegel would say” (ibid.,
97). There still appears here an opposition between, in Rorty’s words, “mere doxographers” and
“seekers after philosophical truth” (1989, 247). This dichotomy raises a serious hermeneutical
aporia for reading the tradition of which Haribhadra stands at the head, inasmuch as it is full of
undeniable “seekers after philosophical truth” also credited with “mere” doxographies such as
the SDS.

I adopt Harter’s thesis without his strict dichotomy, reading Haribhadra’s doxographical
work as both “a way to situate one’s own philosophical position” and “a way to categorize other
people’s opinions” —indeed, as doing the former by way of the latter. In this chapter, I focus on
the function of “mere” doxography for mediating self and other in the field of philosophical
doctrine. In the following chapter, I turn to some of the ways in which “the various

doxographical hypostatizations” might “make possible creative philosophical work,” as Sara

McClintock (2018, 103) proposes, while also limiting those possibilities. Even if the SDS is

32



devoid of argumentation and philosophical grappling, I aim to show how Haribhadra’s
doxographical interest is deeply imbricated in his constructive philosophical program—that his
doxographical work functions not only pedagogically “to facilitate philosophical studies,” as
Qvarnstrom (1999, 171) rightly asserts, but also structures and limits certain philosophical
interests and possibilities.
Halbfass (1988, 355) posits that such philosophical continuity is especially visible in Jain

doxographies, owing to their particular constructive orientation:

It would be inappropriate to draw a sharp line between the doxographies and the other forms

of dealing with competing doctrines. Especially in Jainism... the treatment of “other”

doctrines has been integrated into “one’s own” philosophizing, so that the claim to

understand and master them has become a constituent element of Jainism’s own

philosophical standards. It is characteristic that Haribhadra, the author of the doxography

Saddarsanasamuccaya, also discusses the other systems in a different yet pertinent form,

e.g., in a work entitled Anekantajayapataka, the “Victory Flag of Perspectivism”.
He goes on to assert that “it is no accident that the doxographic literature developed within
Jainism and Advaita Vedanta. Here, the references to other systems and their synopsis,
comprehension, and neutralization had particular importance for the philosophical self-
representation” (ibid., 356). Halbfass’s hints are highly suggestive, and have indeed inspired the
guiding questions and approach of this dissertation. But it will take some unpacking and
investigation to see just how the various actions he names unfold in the SDS, what they have to
do with Haribhadra’s “philosophical self-representation,” and how doxography fits into Jain
argumentation and constructive philosophical programs.

It is much easier to see the philosophical upshot of the many other South Asian texts that

not only survey doctrines but also elaborate arguments for and against them. The more

argumentative doxographies associated with Madhyamaka or Tibetan Buddhism and Advaita

Vedanta—including that of Red mda’ ba in Harter’s study, as well as the
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Sarvadarsanasamgraha, which is the most famous exemplar aside from Haribhadra’s—shade
into the standard mode of objection and response that characterizes Sanskrit philosophical
writing generally. Haribhadra’s compendium, in contrast, reads as a bare register of the fact of
doctrinal diversity, presenting various opponent doctrines in a famously “impartial and objective
manner” (Qvarnstrdom 1999, 182). As Karl-Stéphan Bouthillette says, “the argumentative silence
of the SDS violates the expectations of its dialogical context, where similar philosophical
compositions, like [the Buddhist Bhaviveka’s Tarkajvala), extensively involved themselves in
refutation” (2020, 114). This is largely what gives it an appearance of “isolation” from more
programmatic Jain materials, as Kendall Folkert has noted in the most extensive study of Jain
doxographies to date (1993, 114), while initiating what Halbfass calls Jainism’s “remarkable
tradition of dealing with and relating to other schools and doctrines not just in order to criticize
and refute them, but to put them into a systematic order and framework” (1988, 266). This
feature of taxonomical systematicity—arguably characteristic of Jain scholasticism generally—
also has everything to do with the SDS’s most interesting characteristics, each of which I will
examine in the following sections: its identification of darsanas as the basic units of analysis; its
apparently arbitrary top-level order and placement of Jainism within it; its selection of tattva and
devata as the parameters by which to individuate and differentiate them; its representational
practice of quoting from each darsana’s foundational texts; and its ambiguous positioning of

nastikas both inside and outside its purview.
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Philosophy and Darsana, School and Thought

The unit of analysis in Haribhadra’s compendium is, as its title announces, the darsana®,.
True to its etymology, this loaded word often has the sense of “vision” as a so-called “factive” or
“success term™ in non-doxographical contexts in Jainism and elsewhere, conveying the
presumption that something is seen truly (Folkert 1993, 114-115). And although this sense might
sometimes be overtaxed to draw exaggerated consequences about the allegedly experiential
character of Indian over against Western philosophy (Halbfass 1988, 263), Malcolm David Eckel
(2008, 40-48) has displayed the robustness of the visual metaphor as wielded in one of the most
important Sanskrit precedents for Haribhadra’s doxography, Bhaviveka’s
Madhyamakahydayakarika and its Tarkajvala autocommentary.'® However, we cannot generally

use factive terms for the units of doxographical analysis, since the various doxa surveyed may

8 Since I will use this term constantly in this and the following chapter—and without translation, due to some of the
polyvalences and complexities explained in this and following paragraphs—I will no longer italicize it, except in
quoting others or (as I will also often do) when mentioning it rather than using it (i.e. to discuss the word itself rather
than its referent).

® The Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy (2008) defines a “factive” verb as one “that presupposes the truth of an
embedded clause”. I take it that the notion may also sometimes be applied to the referentiality of accusatives of
verbs as well as verbal nouns. Compare William Alston’s characterization of success terms like “perceive”: “I can’t
be truly said to be aware of an external object, X, or to have perceived X, unless X exists and unless I stand in
whatever relation to X is required for this” (Alston 1991, 11). Although Wilfrid Sellars doesn’t use this terminology,
his characterization of the grammar of the word “see” goes more directly to my point: “‘x looks green to Jones’
differs from ‘Jones sees that x is green” in that whereas the latter both ascribes a propositional claim to Jones’
experience and endorses it, the former ascribes the claim but does not endorse it” (1997, 40-41). Note, however, that
subtle changes in the grammar can deprive a term of this factive character—e.g. “Jones sees x as green” is not
factive. I do not presume factive or success terms to entail incorrigible foundations of knowledge, in the way that J.
L. Austin criticizes A. J. Ayer’s “invented sense” of the term “perceive” as barring any possibility of error, any more
than the use of the term “knowledge” itself presumes a foundationalist epistemology (Arnold 2001, 254-57). It is
perfectly intelligible to say “I saw x wrongly.” After all, the fallibilism allowable in the use of success terms is part
of what permits Sellars to make his distinction above between “looks-talk” and endorsement words even in the
course of his critique of the Myth of the Given, which cautions against invoking any episodes of awareness as
incorrigible foundations of knowledge.

10'See also Eckel 1992 and Bouthillette 2020, 34-35 and 82n71. As I will argue in chapter 3 on the
Anekantajayapataka, Haribhadra does lean heavily on experience in his own constructive philosophy; however, the
term darsana disappears in those contexts.
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very well be incompatible (in which case the use of a factive term to refer to them all would
commit us to affirmation of contradictions). But the visual metaphor can be preserved in more
aptly doxographical non-factive translations of darsana such as “view” or “viewpoint”!!; or,
with Dan Arnold (2005, 1), “perspective,” a particularly germane rendition in the Jain
philosophical context.

The deployment of darsana in the medieval Jain doxographies as a comparative category
comprising a plurality of views, each of which may or may not be true, represents a historical
achievement of which Haribhadra is the crystallization. Folkert (1993, 113-123) has outlined the
word’s development starting in early Svetambara scriptural contexts in which it (or rather, one of
its Prakrit equivalents) often refers to a state of the soul (jiva) entirely determined by the
workings of karma: samyag-darsana is the uniquely successful vision allowed by the elimination
of the karmic factors that had obscured it.!? As the curtain lifts on the medieval period of
Sanskrit scholasticism—the “Age of Logic” in K. K. Dixit’s periodization (1971)—darsana
takes center stage in the opening line of Umasvati’s Tattvarthasitra (TAS) as one of three
elements on the path to liberation (moksa-marga), where it is said to arise either innately
(nisargat) or as acquired (adhigamat).!> While nisarga preserves the earlier picture that had

closely bound dars§ana to the workings of karma in Folkert’s reading, adhigama opens a place for

1 Or “point of view”, as Diana Eck translates darsan in her classic book on the concept in Hinduism (1985, 24). Eck
adds that such points of view “represent the varied phases of the truth viewed from different angles of vision,” an
irenic flourish that is popular in contemporary Hinduism but may not be affirmed by many premodern doxographers.
Still, there are some Indian and Tibetan doxographies—such as the one that Harter (2011) has shown to preserve
some part of the truth of “lower” systems as they ascend to “higher” ones, or that of the 14" century Bhedabheda
Vedantin Vijfianabhiksu that Andrew Nicholson (2010) has read as attempting to unify disparate schools—that do
want to allow some measure of legitimacy to some rivals.

12 Something approaching this sense seems also to be in evidence in the Buddhist Dhammapada v. 217: sila-
dassana-sampannam dhammattham saccavadinam.

3 tan nisargad adhigamad va (TAS 1.3).
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extrinsic discursive influences from teachers of various persuasions.'* It is in this second sense
that dar$ana can refer to one option among others.!®> This is also one of the connotations of the
common translations “school” or “system,” terms that are also neutral with regard to truth.!®
Folkert finds inklings of this doxographical usage such that “any position can be called ‘a
darsana™ already in some of the oldest Jain texts available to us (1993, 131). But he also
suspects, and Halfbass corroborates (1988, 267-68, in an essay that was first published four years
after Folkert’s 1975 dissertation), that Haribhadra is furthermore appropriating wider
interreligious trends in the changing grammar of the term such that it comes to admit of
pluralization, as in “six dar§anas” in Haribhadra’s title or “all dar§anas” in its first verse and in
the Sarvadarsanasamgraha. Halbfass finds this pluralized usage attested earlier in a line from
Bhartrhari that “sounds almost like a motto and a programmatic justification of the future
doxographies” (1988, 268): “The intellect acquires sharpness by familiarity with different

traditional views. What conclusions can be reached by him who runs only after his own

14 See Folkert 1993, 115. Pijyapada Devanandin’s Sarvarthasiddhi, likely the earliest TAS commentary, says that
mithya-darsana in particular may arise innately (naisargika) or from the instruction of others (parépadesa-piirvaka)
(Tatia 1951, 145). It is also worth noting that TAS 1.6 defines adhigama as arising by warrants (pramana) and
perspectives (naya).

15 In Folkert’s pithy phrase, it transforms from “‘faith’ into ‘a faith>> (1993, 132). Folkert’s observation here is
perhaps influenced by Wilfred Cantwell Smith’s distinction between four senses of the word “religion,” only the
second and third of which admit of grammatical pluralization (1963, 49); but he further follows Smith in preferring
the term “faith” to “religion” for analytical purposes. This translation is also underwritten by TAS 1.2, which says
that darSana involves sraddhana. Although the term “faith” usefully brings out a religious dimension of darsana—
captured unmistakably, as we shall see, in Haribhadra’s decision to define each dar§ana partly according to the deity
to which it subscribes—it can be particularly misleading if it smuggles in the disjunction from the European
Enlightenment between blind faith and rational-empirical knowledge. (See the section “Foi et raison” in Balbir 2017
for a discussion of the connection of faith and reason envisioned in the Svetambara canon.).

16 See Folkert 1993, 142. In considering the notion of “schools” of Buddhism, Sara McClintock distinguishes three
senses of the term—*1) actual institutions of teaching and learning; 2) broadly aligned communities of discursive
and nondiscursive forms of practice; and 3) doxographical hypostatizations of discursive practices” (2018, 77)—and
warns that conflating them leads to confusion, with the following observation: “Taking India from the fourth
through ninth centuries as an example, while we see a growing proliferation of school identities in philosophical
literature, we remain mostly in the dark as to how such labels functioned on the ground” (ibid., 75-76). Sociologist
of knowledge Randall Collins (1998, 64) undertakes a similar four-fold disambiguation that distinguishes between
purely intellectual and more social meanings of the term “school,” but without discussing it as a doxographical
abstraction.
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reasoning?”!” Bhaviveka echoes this verse and himself frequently uses the term darsana in a
doxographical sense, modified by a school denomination (e.g. vedanta-darsana, nastika-
darsana, nagnata-darsana), as well as in a more generic sense to mean “way of seeing” (Eckel
2008, 35). The Naiyayika Vatsyayana also mentions “kasyacid da¥sanam” (Halbfass 1988,
537n227 citing Nyayabhasya ad Nyayasiitra 3.2.34) and illustrates vipratipatti (“controversy”)
with this example: “According to one view, there is a self, according to another there is not.”!®
By appropriating the sense of darsana that can refer to any one of a plurality of views,
Haribhadra taps into non-Jain discourses to extract a term serviceable as the basic unit of the
doxographical taxonomy that will take Jain and non-Jain views into its ambit.

It is arguably unusual, however, for any Indian philosophers to use the term darsana in
its doxographical sense in reference to their own philosophical program (Halbfass 1988, 264-
265). One thinks here of the cognate term drsti (Pali: ditthi) that had already jettisoned
presumptions of factive success in much older Buddhist literature (ibid., 266); indeed, it
generally carried the opposite connotation of some sort of failure or pathology.!” Although
Halbfass does not see any such pejorative valence in Buddhist uses of darsana (ibid., 536n13),

we might expect ideologues to avoid any such non-factive terms that would set themselves

within the arena of contending views.?’ It is somewhat surprising, then, to read the first verse’s

7 Vakyapadiya 2.489: prajiia vivekam labhate bhinnair agamadarsanaih / kiyad va sakyam unnetum svatarkam
anudhavata (quoted and translated in Houben 1995, 58).

8 NBh ad NS 1.1.23 infra on samsaya (1896, 35): asty atméty ekam darsanam ndsty atméty aparam.

19 The term drsti appears in Jain contexts in the gunasthana systemization of levels of spiritual attainment, where the
soul begins by moving from mithya-drsti to various degrees and kinds of samyag-drsti (see Tatia 1951, 276-277).
This usage, like the TAS’s samyag-darsana, seems neither to presume success nor suggest failure (therefore
demanding the modifiers mithyd and samyak); nor does it yet partake of the fully pluralized doxographical sense.
Haribhadra is also credited with the Yogadrstisamuccaya, in which the drstis are pluralized but are in the first
instance not doxographical at all, referring to the eight limbs of yoga (vv. 12-13); although Tatia still manages to
translate the term with the vaguely doxic locution “attitude towards truth” (1951, 301), it remains without any
apparent doxographical import. In his preface to Dixit’s (1970) edition of this text, Malvania suggests that this usage
follows that in Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosabhdasya (1.41), where it occurs as instrumental to the ostensibly
factive notion of dharma-darsana.

20 This seems to be at least part of the reason for the early Buddhist aversion to ditthis; see Collins 1982, 127-131.
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collocation of the sad-darsana that belongs to the Jina alongside reference to the various
dar$anas that Haribhadra is about to catalogue, Jainism situated in their midst as a dar§ana among
others.?! The juxtaposition of what Halbfass characterizes as the “normative” with the “basically
neutral” senses of the term (1988, 266), both of them covering Jainism in a single verse, is
characteristic of Haribhadra’s argumentatively-neutral doxographical project that, as I shall
argue further below, seeks to make space for Jainism as equal to its rivals on the Indian
philosophical landscape.

The other word that Haribhadra employs more frequently to refer to the items in his
survey is mata. This term occurs not only in compound modified by almost every one of the
school’s names,?? but also picks out particular items “thought” or “believed” in each dar$ana.?
The centrality of the term in the SDS, and the absence of any account of embodied practices,
rituals, or institutions, characterizes this text as centrally about doxa, items of intellectual
doctrine, confirming the appropriateness of the label “doxography”.?* The prevailing academic
wisdom has now internalized Talal Asad’s thesis that intellectualist emphasis on belief in the

study of religion is a vestige of Protestant presuppositions (e.g. Asad 2001), a critique sometimes

2! Halbfass (1988, 265) tentatively interprets this juxtaposition as contrastive; but there is no language in the text to
suggest such a contrast. He goes on to say: “The combination and merger of these two meanings, or the
interpretation of the doxographic usage in the normative sense of "right vision," "realization, " is a symptomatic
innovation of Neo-Hinduism” (1988, 266). Haribhadra, I claim, has already initiated this merger. This seems to be
what Folkert is getting at with his (to me, rather opaque) distinction between “unitive” and “dual” senses of the term
darsana (e.g. Scripture and Community, 1421t.).

2 bauddha-mata (v. 4), naiyayika-mata (v. 12 and 33), samkhya-mata (v. 44), vaiSesika-mata (v. 69), jaiminiya-
mata (v. 77), lokayata-mata (v. 79).

B E.g. iardhvam samdeha-tarkabhyam pratyayo nirnayo matah (v. 29).

24 Cf. Bouthillette 2020, 42. Likewise, indeed, in his discussion of Greek doxography, Runia notes that we might
translate hairesis as “school,” but it would be preferable to say “school of thought” to make it clear that what these
texts emphasize is doctrine, not institutions (1999, 41). This is not to say that the term mata cannot embrace
institutional, social, or practical trappings in some contexts. For example, the Digambara in the Advaita Vedantin
Krisnamisra’s tenth-century play Prabodhacandrodaya taunts a Buddhist to “practice our sky-clad thought” (Pkt:
diambala-madam dcaledu bhavam; Skt: digambara-matam dcarayatu bhavan; Krsnamisra 3.65 [2009, 114]). Here
the term “mata/thought” is used in apposition with the apparently material-sectarian marker “digambara/sky-clad”,
governed by a verb that generally has a practical sense “a@+car/conduct oneself”.
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allied with an older analytic according to which Indian philosophies possess no “pure theory”
disinterested in practical and specifically soteriological concerns (cf. Halbfass 1988, 269ft.) as
well as the commonplace that the very notion of “orthodoxy” is a category mistake in this milieu
and should be replaced with “orthopraxy”. This line continues to the present day with even a
booster of classical India like Rajeev Bhargava able to pronounce flatly that “Indian
soteriologies... hardly ever speak of systematic intellectual doctrine” (2016, 191). Haribhadra’s
SDS suffices to show that this latter claim goes much too far, and that preoccupation with
doctrinal belief is not the exclusive province of the post-Reformation West. Admittedly, in his
fourteenth-century commentary on the SDS, Gunaratna (ad v. 1) does expand somewhat from
this focus, at least outlining some of the social formations associated with the various schools;
around the same time, the Jain Rajasekhara, although largely imitating Haribhadra’s SDS, also
includes items like modes of dress and conduct within his own Saddarsanasamuccaya remix
(Folkert 1993, 127 and 3591f.). Even around Haribhadra’s own time, a doxography like
Devasena’s Darsanasara takes social markers into its purview (Jonckheere 2015). But given that
his near-contemporaries and followers exercise these scholarly prerogatives, Haribhadra’s
circumscription of his inquiry to items of belief is all the more noteworthy.

The words “think” and “believe” are not only non-factive, they seem to have acquired
connotations of special controvertibility.?> Although it would require a study unto itself to
determine whether the same applies to “mata” in Sanskrit, a few observations may be relevant
here. Firstly, it may or may not be an accident that Haribhadra explicitly introduces every school
in the SDS as a mata except Jainism, which he calls a darSana when he comes to it (but then

again, just four verses later, he does refer to it as such pronomially in the compound “fan-

25 Cf. Folkert’s teacher, Wilfrid Cantwell Smith (1979, 117-127).
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mate”.2%) What is more, the term “mata” does not seem to figure at all in the intramural history
of Jain doctrine—unlike darsana—its significance being quite circumscribed to doxographical
contexts. At a minimum, however, the largely parallel usage of the more unambiguously
doxographical term mata alongside darsana confirms what sort of “visions” are at issue in
Haribhadra’s endeavor—to wit, intellectual views—and amplifies Folkert’s and Halbfass’s story
about the pluralization of darsana such that it can be applied to a range of options, no one of
which is assumed to be true by the grammar of the word and each worthy of consideration. John
Cort nicely makes this point in his encapsulation of Folkert’s findings: “In the philosophical
compendia, we see that some Jain authors were able to concede that non-Jains might have a
coherent worldview or faith/system, a darsana. This is a position all too rarely found in the
history of human interreligious understanding” (2000b, 338). The terms for the basic units of
Haribhadra’s doxographical approach, together with its argumentatively-neutral format, orient a
discursive landscape marked by the sheer fact of the plurality of dar§anas, in which Jainism is

one among many.

Order, Difference, and Individuation
Another element of the SDS’s vaunted argumentative neutrality is in its sequential
structure, or ostensible lack thereof. Many Indian doxographers arrange schools of thought

hierarchically, progressing from the most benighted ones to the supersessionist consummation

26 y. 47; see note 22 above for the list of the others. Haribhadra also characterizes Jainism as a mata in another of his
works, the Lokatattvanirpaya (v. 1.13). A caveat about my reading of this term is in order, however: every
occurrence (except one, which might easily be a scribal alteration) in the SDS pertaining to a school denomination
appears in compound, either with the school name (see note 22) or with a pronoun (tan-mate). Its syntactical role in
the compound and therefore its semantic value is thus underdetermined: we can’t know definitively whether these
compounds are designative karma-dharayas, which would make the term mata refer just to the school designated
(“the school of thought that is Jaina”); or instead determinative taf-purusa compounds, in which case it might refer
only to one component of the school of thought, namely, their doctrine (“the doctrine of the Jaina school”).
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that is their own doctrine. The Manimekalai presents rival systems as “paving the way” (Monius
2001, 66) for its own triumphal Buddhist siddhanta, and Tibetan doxographies often take a
similar tack (although their Indian forerunner Bhaviveka does not arrange his opponents in such
an ascending order).?” Advaita Vedantins are especially known for this pattern as exemplified
preeminently in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha.®®

Haribhadra, on the other hand, presents no obvious order in the SDS’s survey of
opponents, whose arrangement appears rather “horizontal” than hierarchically “vertical”
(Halbfass 1988, 414; cf. Qvarnstrom 1999, 174). Jainism comes fourth in his sequence of
exposition, and there is no language indicating any sort of graded hierarchy among the schools
surveyed. Of course, Haribhadra is clear about his allegiances: his very first words pay homage
to the Jina Mahavira, for whom he claims “true vision”?’; and he again waxes devotional when
Jainism’s turn comes, attributing a longer litany of excellences (stretching over almost two full
couplets, verses 45-46) than he devotes to any competitor (the closest second being the
Naiyayika Siva, who gets only three-quarters of verse 13, even though the treatment of the
Nyaya dar$ana overall is longer than that of any other school). He also calls the Jaina dar$ana

“faultless” and concludes that it contains no internal tensions,*® while he permits himself no such

27 Bouthillette (2020, 40-41) has perceptively suggested that the Madhyamakahrdayakarika is to the contrary
arranged in an order of descending compatibility with Bhaviveka’s Madhyamaka—which would make it an equally
hierarchical “inverted reflection” of the ascending model. Whether or not the sequence of Bhaviveka’s doxography
is deemed hierarchical, Eckel has elucidated the argumentative significance of the metaphors of motion—
“philosophers climbing palace steps in order to know reality or following a rational approach [naya] the way hunters
would search for a wild animal” (1992, 24)—that regulate Bhaviveka’s notions of philosophical “progress”
(pratipatti). 1 do not find such metaphors in evidence in the SDS; and as I have suggested, the metaphorical valences
of its watchword (so to speak) darsana have more to do with taking different perspectives on a subject matter than
finally arriving at a true vision of it, which is consistent with (as I will presently elaborate) Haribhadra’s
“horizontal” treatment that resists culmination in his own view.

28 See Halbfass 1988, 351-2; Nicholson 2010, 159. Nabanjan Maitra (2021, ch. 4) innovatively nuances the virtually
unquestioned scholarly assumption of a dialectical movement throughout the text by showing that in fact only the
first half conforms to an argumentative logic of ascent, while the second half abandons such a movement and
positions the dar$anas therein as standing solidly within the Vedic fold.

2 SDS v. 1: sad-darsanam jinam natva viram sydadvada-desakam |

30°SDS v. 58: jaina-darsana-samksepa ity esa gadito ‘naghah | piirvapara-pardghato yatra kvapi na vidyate ||
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valorizing language for any of the other schools. Still, there are no indications of a scale of truth
or value along which each school might be assigned a place.?!

Jainism’s placement exactly in the middle of the list raises the intriguing possibility that
its sequential order might in fact be arranged according to a mandala pattern.’? As D. Dennis
Hudson has written of this important figure:

Perhaps no map has been as pervasive in India’s indigenous religions as the mandala....
Whoever was enthroned at the center was light-wisdom-knowledge, radiating out toward
darkness-ignorance-delusion. Multiples of circles and squares moving away from the center
denoted degrees of dimming light and growing shadows up to the point where complete
darkness took over outside the mandala itself. The degree to which any element in that
mapping participated in light or darkness—in knowledge or ignorance, in wisdom or
delusion—was signified by its position between the center and the outer boundary. Among

those elements were competing religions. A Buddhist illustration of the mandala as a map
both for a city and for diverse religions is the Tamil courtly poem Manimekalai. (Hudson

1998, 60)*
However, even in the Manimeékalai, although the protagonist traverses the landscape of a city in
the shape of a mandala, encountering religious opponents along the way representing increasing
levels of knowledge, the Buddhist abode in the center of the city-mandala is where her journey
ends—and so the temporal order of the text is not in the form of (a linear projection of) a
mandala, with Buddhism in the middle of the narrative exposition, but rather the usual
monotonically increasing arc toward truth at the end, like the other Indo-Tibetan doxographies
already mentioned. Without further research, then, this mode of hierarchical arrangement in the

SDS must remain only a vague possibility.

31 Cf. Nicholson 2010, 156. This may or may not constitute a counter-example to Brian K. Smith’s postulate (made
in reference to the ancient varna system) according to which “since human beings are themselves inevitably
implicated in their own classificatory schemes, those who generated the categorical system also placed themselves
in an advantageous position within it” (1994, 4).

32 ] am grateful to Anne Monius for this suggestion.

33 Hudson (2010) has also identified a “barley-corn” (yuva) pattern—thick in the center, thin on the sides—in the
Purusa Sukta (Rg Veda 10.90) and the Bhagavad Gita, where the most important instructions or events come in the
middle of the exposition, preceded and followed by more penultimate ones. Note that the array in these cases is not
symmetrical as it is in the SDS.
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There is, however, a non-hierarchical reading of Jainism’s placement in the center of the
SDS that coheres better with the Haribhadra corpus and the ensuing tradition: Jainism as
“standing in the middle” (madhya-stha) of extreme rival views.** This term occurs in two texts
attributed to Haribhadra, the Sastravarttasamuccaya® and the Yogabindu®, to signify an
intellectual virtue that is a condition for clear-eyed adjudication of philosophical options.®” It is
also frequently touted by commentators such as Yasovijaya (Ganeri 2011; and Akihiko 2017,
164-165 and 169-70) and Gunaratna (Dundas 2004), the latter of whom aligns mdadhyasthya with
another notion that Haribhadra promotes in his other works: impartiality (nispaksapata).®® As 1
will elaborate in the next chapter, Haribhadra’s impartiality is fundamentally a matter of
subjecting identitarian claims to critical rationality, ensuring that one’s doctrinal allegiances
withstand rational scrutiny. And one of the favorite exercises of critical rationality of Jain
philosophers like Haribhadra comes in the form of anekantavada, which repudiates extreme one-
sided views. These spatial metaphors of not taking sides (anta) or fringe positions (paksa) would
seem to dictate a location in the middle (madhyastha) of the various extremes, just where we find
Jainism in the SDS. As Bouthillette puts it, its “dialectical model is one of equipoise”: “the jaina-

marga is the axis mundi of philosophy. It developed all the necessary conceptual tools to abide

by the salutary middle way” (2020, 180).

34 Bouthillette 2020: 114ff, and Akihiko 2017, 166. Thanks are due also to Andrew Ollett and Eric Gurevitch for
alerting me to this possibility.

35 E.g. v. 347: madhyasthyam avalambyaitat cintyatam svayam eva tu ||

36y, 297: arthyam vyaparam asritya na ca doso 'pi vidyate | atra madhyasthyam alambya yadi samyag niriipyate ||
When the phrase appears again in verse 300, the commentary (1911, 123) glosses it as “being situated between
attachment to one’s own position and aversion to the other’s position” (svapaksdnuraga-parapaksa-dvesayor
antarala-sthayitvam).

37 It occurs neither in the SDS nor the Anekantajayapataka. 1t is only attested in the verses that conclude Kapadia’s
edition of the latter text (I[.241)—verses that seem clearly to be a later addition by a certain Muni Yaksadeva (cf.
11.340n241), who follows the word madhya-stha with a salute to Haribhadrastri (namo ’stu tasmai Haribhadra-
siraye).

38 Tarkarahasyadipika §575, the final sentence of Gunaratna’s SDS commentary (1970, 461).
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This promising reading raises more questions than I will be able to resolve here. For one
thing, positioning Jainism as a middle way insinuates an association with Madhyamaka
Buddhism that has frequently tempted modern readers of Jain philosophy. Bouthillette inclines
toward a distinctly madhyamika construal of the SDS—or at least a Kundakunda-esque one, with
his talk of niscaya- vs. vyavahara-naya (2020, 118)—that relies on a two-truths theory positing
the mere “relative truth” of the various views that are “silenced” at the ultimate level of the
Jina’s absolute knowledge: “In the end, views are perspectives. The superior ‘perfect’ vision
(samyag-darsana) of the omniscient one (sarvajria) is no longer bound to them” (ibid., 180-81).
This interpretation casts the dar§anas of the SDS as mere drstis/ditthis in the pejorative Pali
sense. However, there is in the final analysis no internal evidence that the SDS drives at
transcending views altogether, as opposed to the more mundane aims of cataloguing them and
(perhaps afterwards) evaluating which elements thereof might be true. Indeed, the adjudication
of views seems to be just the project of Haribhadra’s Anekantajayapataka which, as I shall argue
in chapter 3, is firmly ensconced in conventional common sense and has no use for two levels of
truth.?® I think Matilal is onto something when he portrays Jainism as an “inclusive” middle way
that does not wholly exclude the extremes; nevertheless, as I will elaborate in chapter 3, |
disagree with his suggestion that the Jain philosopher identifies any “definite position” (1981,
18) as an extreme view. After all, the SDS treats Jainism as being precisely as definite a position
as any of the other dar$anas. This recognition does not disqualify Jainism as a middle way of
some sort—it just requires us to rein in some of the adventurous understandings of what that
middle way entails. Examination and criticism of extreme views does not obviously amount to

abandonment of views fout court.

39 Johnson (1995, 244ff.), on conceptual grounds, also sees an incongruence between anekantavada and two-truths
theories like that found in some parts of the Kundakunda corpus.
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In any case, though, these questions cannot be resolved within the highly circumscribed
bounds of the SDS. The more immediate problem internal to the structure of this short text raised
by the madhyasthya hypothesis is how it can dictate the sequence of the other dar$anas. For
example, why should Buddhism sit at one extreme end and Lokayata on the other? There
remains no apparent ordering principle according to which the various views would be
characterized as extremes.*® Any such proposed ordering would ultimately have to reckon with at
least two difficult problems. Firstly, how are we to assign scalar values to complex items like
dar$anas, other than through Haribhadra’s own highly distilled parameters (which are themselves
two-dimensional and therefore together not scalar)? Secondly, given that Haribhadra himself
ends up allowing that Nyaya and Vaisesika largely overlap and are even conflated by some
people, how can they be on opposite sides of Jainism (coming respectively second and fifth in
the SDS) in any significant ordering?

I fear that the search for an ordering principle might ultimately lead to a dead-end.
However, I would urge that even this null result might be entirely consistent with Haribhadra’s
agenda. As we have seen, his very deployment of the term darsana—the fact of its deployment
at this moment in intellectual history for a doxographical purpose, and the non-factive grammar
of its use in the text—plays on its pluralization, its ability to include any of a range of views as
one dar§ana among others. And perhaps this placement as one among others is exactly what
Haribhadra wants for Jainism. Whereas texts identified with other dar§anas sometimes do not so
much as deign to address Jainism, it is here positioned right in their midst, as if to announce,
“We are here, a dar§ana to be reckoned with.” Being placed right in the middle would seem to

de-marginalize Jainism while drawing as little attention to it as an outlier as possible.

40 In private correspondence, Andrew Ollett has astutely suggested a spectrum from anti-realism to realism, but
examining this tantalizing proposal would take me too far afield.

46



Even if Haribhadra does not rank or refute his interlocutors in the SDS, some observers
have picked out other aspects of the structure of his survey that might compromise its oft-touted
objectivity. Nicholson (2010, 147) thinks that Haribhadra proceeds “from accepted parameters.
The schools of philosophy are already defined; only minor variations of emphasis and
organization are open to the doxographers. Clearly, the organizational tool Haribhadra chooses to
employ is one that is extrinsic to the schools he is required to cover.” Now, it is not clear exactly
which schools Haribhadra is “required to cover,” since none of the texts that we could consider
to be a doxographical predecessor of his own count exactly the same set. Nor do we have any
extant precedents for the particular parameters he employs to identify them (about which, more
below). But he does seem to feel a certain obligation to count six schools, no more and no less.
He entertains the possibility that there might be a seventh—the Lokayata—but only says that we
can “throw” them in if we count Nyaya and Vaisesika as a single one.*! Haribhadra seems to
have a stronger commitment to enumerating six schools than he does to addressing any particular
set of them.*?

The trope of six schools will of course become quite canonical in Indian philosophical
discourse right down to the modern period (cf. Miiller 1899), which is part of the reason scholars
writing on Indian doxography are always compelled to address it. Soon after Haribhadra, it
would be standardly attested in texts and inscriptions of both Jains and non-Jains, most

commonly associated with the word farka (and, in fact, very frequently marginalizing not the

4SDS vv. 78-79: naiyayika-matad anye bhedam vaisesikaih sah | na manyante mate tesam paiicaivdstika-vadinah ||
sad-darsana-samkhyd tu piryate tan-mate kila | lokdyata-mata-ksepe kathyate tena tan-matam. Folkert is cautious
about this insistence on the number six, noting the long-standing problem that v. 79 is deficient a syllable, which
Gunaratna explains by saying that it is a different meter and not metrically problematic (§554 [1970, 450]).
However, even if the verse is corrupt as Folkert proposes, the fact that the Lokayata is only allowed in if we
assimilate the Nyaya and Vaisesika into a single system seems clearly to indicate that the count of six retains force
for Haribhadra, as he had already announced in v. 2, which I will discuss further below.

42 Put differently, Haribhadra presents a set of seven schools as six, which Gerscheimer considers an aporia
demonstrating a traditional obligation to conserve the number six (Gerschheimer 2000, 175 and 179).
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Lokayatas but the Mimamsakas)—so common, in fact, that the word “tarka” came to be used
metonymically in some mathematical texts to represent the number six itself (Gerscheimer 2007,
252). As Manibhadrasiiri will say in his commentary roughly half of a millennium later, “The
number six of dar§anas is commonly known throughout the world.”** But to my knowledge, the
SDS is the first place it is given unambiguously as a number of schools.

It is quite unclear where this number comes from and why Haribhadra is beholden to it.*
Bouthillette musters a long list of sextuples appearing in various corners of Indian thought,
discerning that many of them relate to human classification, groupings of belief, or else a general
“totality” or “cyclicity” (2020, 108-109). But to extract some numerological necessity from these
broad patterns would of course be “highly speculative,” as Bouthillette admits; there is no
obvious reason why this number rather than any other should be doxographically required. We
might think of the famous six “heretics” of the Samarniniaphala Sutta, which can be viewed as a
sort of early proto-doxography (with all of the requisite circumspection about documentary
accuracy); however, they have no connection to Haribhadra’s six dar§anas. There is perhaps a
case to be made that the Manimékalai conceives of the dar$anas as six, but only through a fairly

imaginative accounting that seems to have decided in advance what number it will find.*®

43 Ad SDS v. 2 infra (1970, 464): jagati prasiddhani sad eva darsanani. This commentary, known as the Laghuvrtti
and also often attributed to one Somatilakastri, preserves the text with some minor variants from the Gunaratna
recension, which is the one I cite unless otherwise noted.

# 1t is consistent with sociologist of knowledge Randall Collins’s transhistorical “law of small numbers” governing
the intellectual “attention space,” according to which “the number of active schools of thought which reproduce
themselves for more than one or two generations in an argumentative community is on the order of three to six”
(1998, 81). This general constraint does not, of course, explain why Haribhadra fixes on the number six rather than
any of the other possibilities, nor does it explain the larger numbers surveyed in many of his predecessors.

45 Manimékalai encounters many teachers, but the text cryptically refers to philosophical doctrines as five-fold
(Cattanar 1998, 27.289); and so if that number is taken to refer just to the non-Buddhist ones, there is a case to be
made that the text conceives of the darsanas as six. This may be how Daniélou’s translation (1993, 130-31) arrives at
the figure, as Anne Monius pointed out to me, which is where Nicholson gets it (2010, 149ff.). Halbfass (1988,
560n13) may have followed the same thought process; however, Varadachari (1971, 15), to whom he refers the
number six, thinks that the list includes Buddhism (with the title “Jina” referring in fact to the Buddha), which
leaves the count at five.
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Bhaviveka does consider six fattvas (in the doxographical sense that he gives this term as
discussed above), but he does not appear to assign the number any particular significance and
also considers various schools aside from the tattvas; nor is his list the same as Haribhadra’s
(Eckel 2008, 32; Bouthillette 2020, 42-43). Prem Pahlajrai (2004, 5) reports that “the expression
darsana-satka is first supported in fairly late brahmanical works (Vetalaparicavimshati and
Kularnavatantra [sic]), according to the Petersburg dictionary”; but to confirm the ramifications
of these references for our study would require philology that is not possible for me here. The
most promising influence on Haribhadra, then, would seem to be the six non-Jaina dar§anas
addressed (though again not explicitly enumerated as a group of six) in Siddhasena Divakara’s
Dvatrimsikas, which are identical to Haribhadra’s selection except for the inclusion of the so-
called “niyati-vada” instead of Jainism, and the term “veda-vada” instead of the Mimamsa
(Qvarnstrom 1999, 177). Haribhadra certainly knows of Siddhasena and quotes from his
Sanmatitarka in the Anekantajayapataka. Siddhasena’s own sources for this list, meanwhile, are
unknown (ibid.). The insertion of Jainism into the list would clearly reinforce my thesis that
Haribhadra’s catalog is a novel attempt to make a place for Jainism amongst the darS§anas where
before it had none.

But with no clear-cut precedents for Haribhadra’s formulation, it seems that inquiry into
the origin of the number six as the canonical count of schools must for now remain, like the
search for an ordering principle, as much a dead-end as it was for A. K. Warder in the inaugural
article of the Journal of Indian Philosophy a half-century ago (1970); and that, barring some
further discovery as to its origin, we should regard it as a brute set piece for Haribhadra. After
all, this sort of numerical trope is common in the Jain tradition (and perhaps in premodernity

generally [Nicholson 2012, 108n20]) and so should come as no surprise. A relevant analogue is
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the canonical Svetambara account(s) of 363 kinds of doctrine—a number also mentioned by
Bhaviveka to count drstis (Eckel 2008, 29)—which Haribhadra himself may have been the first
to systematize fully.*® Folkert (1993, 275, 300-302, and chs. 15-16 passim) traces how, along the
way to systematization, this much larger taxonomy is cobbled together out of apparently
arbitrary numbers of taxa, with their names and relationships retrofitted ad hoc to make the
numbers come out right—that is, come out according to the counts that are determined a priori
(180 + 84 + 67 + 32 = 363). In the Jain textual tradition, the subheadings and members change
over time before solidifying into their canonical form (ibid., 243). At no point do they
correspond in any explicit way to the six dar§anas of the SDS, even if both, as Folkert points out,
participate in a process of discerning “an orderly structure in the existence of other schools”
(1975 Summary, 6).4

Haribhadra is thus presumably well aware of a certain doxographical freedom he has,

despite his mysterious and possibly conservative insistence on the number six in the SDS. And

46 Although it’s not clear just how much he took from earlier sources and how much he made up himself (Folkert
1993, 243n), Haribhadra’s commentaries on the Avasyaka Niryukti and the Nandi Siitra are the earliest extant texts
with the 363-account in its final form (ibid., 238 and 327ff.). Folkert doubts whether the Nandr Siitra is in fact by the
Haribhadra that wrote the SDS (1975, 271n1), adding a further element of doubt to Haribhadra’s role in
systematizing the 363-account.

47 Both of these accounts endure side-by-side throughout the medieval period, with Gunaratna extensively
rationalizing (but not aligning) both in his commentary on the very first verse of the SDS (1970, 13-19). The fact
that there were (at least) two completely different doxographical systems in play at the same time for Haribhadra
and his tradition suggests that neither is to be conceived (by them, or by us) as a uniquely adequate documentary
reflection of the landscape of belief in this period. Nor are these two the only doxographical options: Haribhadra
himself, in his Sastravarttasamuccaya, addresses doctrines not mentioned in the SDS; and in the
Yogadrstisamuccaya also ascribed to him surveys Patanjali’s yoga (also not mentioned in the SDS) as well as the
yogic systems of two other named interlocutors lost to history, whom Christopher Key Chapple (2003, ch. 3) thinks
are representatives of Vedanta and Buddhism. Meanwhile, many have pointed to the absence of the Vedanta in
Haribhadra’s list to show that it had not yet become an important player at this moment in Indian intellectual history
(Folkert 1975, 257; Nicholson 2012, 107); but Bhaviveka does include them two centuries earlier, while omitting
Nyaya (which Haribhadra does include), and Siddhasena’s Vedavadadvatrimsika quotes extensively from the
Upanisads. Some have suggested, presuming a documentary use of the texts, that the difference reflects
geographical variation between the two authors’ provenance. Eckel responds reasonably that this can’t account for
the difference either, given the free circulation of texts throughout South Asia in this period—he proposes that the
reason is rather intellectual, a question of whom the Buddhists found most threatening (Bhaviveka 2008, 33). This
promising hypothesis coheres with Eckel’s reading of Bhaviveka’s doxography as preparatory for debate, which my
reading of the Nydayapravesa in the following chapter will also support.
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he displays a concern to justify the structure and selection of his survey: no later than the second
verse of the text, he says that there are just six dar$anas “according to basic differences”
(darsanani sad evatra miila-bheda-vyapeksaya, v. 2). 1 think we can read this as an explicit
acknowledgment of the possibility of carving up the doxographical terrain differently, especially
if one is willing to make finer or different distinctions than the ones he has chosen to use.*® He is
certainly aware that he is leaving out many groups that could find a place in his list, and his
commentators pick up this issue: Manibhadra says that even if many more sectarian distinctions
are commonly known, even those can ultimately be included in the six broad schools.*
Gunaratnasiri (the other major commentator) agrees,* even after actually naming the many sects
of Buddhists, Mimamsakas, and so on, as well as fully reviewing the 363-account at the very
beginning of his treatise. Of course, these commentaries come many centuries after Haribhadra’s
root text; but even closer to his time and also in North India, doxographies like the Digambara
Devasena’s 933 CE Darsanasara present an entirely different set of school denominations and
distinctions between them.>! A particularly conspicuous elision in the SDS is the division
between Svetambaras and Digambaras, which is important for Devasena and other authors in this
period. Haribhadra does not make the slightest mention of it, or even raise any of the wedge

1ssues between them.

48 See Qvarnstrom 1999, 181. Haribhadra recognizes in the Yogadrstisamuccaya v. 18 that a division (bheda) can be
less or more fine-grained.

4 Adv. 2 infra (1970, 464): yady api bheda-prabhedataya bahiini darsanani prasiddhani... tatha ‘pi paramarthatas
tesam esv evantar-bhavat sad evéti.

50840 ad SDS v. 2 infra (1970, 34): na punar avantara-tad-bheddpeksayddhikani, paramdrthatas tesam esv
evantar-bhavat.

5! Jonckheere 2015. Nor is the Darsanasara’s taxonomy simply orthogonal to the SDS’s: it also includes Buddhism,
indicating that it is scouting the same landscape but with very different mapping interests and tools. The other
schools listed are the Svetambara, the Vainayika, the Ajiianamata, and the Dravida, Yapaniya, Kastha, Mathura, and
Bhillaka Samghas.

51



To point to Haribhadra’s exercise of his doxographical freedom is not to paint him as a
nominalist who consider his analytical choices arbitrary and unconstrained by the facts of his
material. He seems to think that these “basic differences” are real and in some important sense
fundamental. He uses exactly the same phrase (miila-bheda-vyapeksaya) in the
Nyayapravesatika, which can give us a fuller sense of what he means by it. In that commentary,
he says that “as the example is two-fold, so also are its fallacies according to [their] basic
differences” (NPT 43; see variant in ibid., n17). Inasmuch as the fallacies of the example are
rooted in or based on the nature of the example itself, they should be divided as the example is
into two categories; and so Haribhadra divides both examples and their fallacies into similar and
dissimilar cases. Likewise, in his estimation, the six-fold taxonomy of dar$anas arises from
certain real differences underlying them.

Sociologist Andrew Abbott has argued that social entities are constituted by boundaries
that are themselves conceived according to “differences of character” (1995, 862),°? a notion that
Courtney Bender and Pamela Klassen have fruitfully applied to the study of religious diversity
and pluralism (2010, 14). Haribhadra’s explanation of how he individuates the six schools
according to the differences between them quite nicely supports Abbott’s point, which in return
helps to bring out the work that Haribhadra is doing to negotiate religious identities by
heterologically conceptualizing religious difference. Again, I am not proposing that Haribhadra
sees himself as (or in fact is) inventing the school denominations, which obviously preceded him.

But he does exercise his prerogative and, as far as we know, display originality in his particular

52 Abbot’s thesis is of course a social and historical one, which he admits may apply better to some cases than others
(ibid., 880). As I have said, I do not have the materials that would allow me to make historical claims about the
social world outside of and conditioning the SDS. Abbot is making a causal claim about the dynamics generating
certain social groupings, opposing the view that boundaries and entities are logically correlative and co-constituting
(ibid., 861). This controversy is not relevant to my aim, which is just to display the conceptual structure on offer in
the SDS—so either view (whether boundaries are causally prior to entities or simultaneous) is consistent with the
constitutive relationship between identity and difference dictated by Haribhadra.
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selection and arrangement of schools and conceptualization of their differences (to which I will
now turn in detail). He thus exemplifies the perpetual activity of re-inventing and maintaining
identities, imagining them anew with evolving resources. This constructive activity operates
even and perhaps especially with respect to his own Jain identity, as I will argue in the last two
sections of this chapter.

It is also worth pausing over some of the general features displayed here by Haribhadra’s
classificatory epistemology and their ramifications for longue durée Indian intellectual and social
history. There has been some polarization between scholars who posit that European colonialism
produced a radical rupture in processes of Indian identity-formation and those who discern more
continuity with pre-colonial India (cf. Peabody 2001). Peter Gottschalk—observing that the
claim that “the British administratively altered the on-the-ground reality” of identity categories
“would be undermined if pre-British states placed a similar emphasis on these categories in their
social measurements” (2011, 22)—attempts to stake out a middle position between these two
poles of colonial rupture and continuity by arguing that, while the British did adopt some
comparative categories continuous with precedents in Mughal and Marwari administrative
surveys, it is at the level of the form of classificatory epistemology derived from the natural
sciences that the rupture becomes apparent.

However, the example of Haribhadra’s own classificatory epistemology, recorded a
millennium before the arrival of the British, problematizes even this more circumscribed claim of
discontinuity. Following the sociologist Kenneth Bailey, Gottschalk identifies “three specific
qualities of classification as understood in modern Western science”: namely, classes should be
exhaustive, distinct, and non-trivial (ibid., 25). But far from uniquely typifying the Orientalist

epistemology that is supposed to have transformed indigenous thinking, we have seen that
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Haribhadra claims these very desiderata in his own taxonomy of darsanas in the opening verses
of the SDS: he says, signaling exhaustiveness, that the object of his survey should comprise “all
the darsanas” (v. 1: sarva-darsana-vacyo ‘rthah samksepena nigadyate) and proceeds to assert
that there are only six of them (v. 2a: darsanani sad evatra) according to their root-differences
(v. 2b: mitla-bheda-vyapeksaya)—which (as I have argued above) should be read as indicating
their distinctness (bheda) and non-triviality (not just any bhedas, but miila-bhedas). It turns out,
then, that what some scholars of modern Indian identity-formation take to be unique
contributions of the European Enlightenment have much older autochthonous precedents.

This is not, of course, to say that there were no discontinuities introduced by British
colonialism—Gottschalk, for example, also traces the impact of Linnaean classificatory
models—mnor is it to conflate Haribhadra’s philosophical project with the administration of
political bureaucracy. Although we do not know the purposes for which his doxography was
written, it is admittedly clear enough that Haribhadra was not a state actor engaged in social
measurement; and to even attempt to produce any evidence of influence of Haribhadra’s
classificatory scheme upon the politics of his time or later would of course take me far afield of
my project into what may be (given the limitations of the archive, as I discussed in my
Introduction) an exercise in futility. However, I take it that the discontinuity argument is in any
event supposed to concern broad discursive regimes well beyond social administration. John
Cort observes the general persistence of a “standard scholarly model” of modern developments

in Indian religions as entirely reactions to British colonialism (2000a, 168).>* As Sheldon Pollock

53 Cort says that the problem with such models is that “they locate agency primarily with the colonizing people and
institutions. They reduce South Asians themselves largely to passive objects who at best can only react, but who
cannot act in any significantly autonomous fashion” (2000a, 168). I agree that this is a major methodological and
ethical problem, but may also be consistent with certain philosophies of history. What must be interrogated in such
historiographies of radical rupture is the idea that anything can be made up out of whole cloth at the coming of
modern colonialism, or whether developments (even if reactive to novel events) build on indigenous resources in
interaction with novelty.
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advises, this argument that “colonialism reconstituted tradition” invites us to undertake “a careful
reading of the earlier tradition (or traditions) that was the object of transformation” (1993, 99-
100). Such reading is useful at least insofar as adducing relevant precedents of allegedly novel
phenomena can temper some theses of radical epistemological rupture and the conclusion that

pre-colonial epistemes are irrelevant to the historical development of modern Indian identities.

Parameters of Identification, Differentiation, and Comparison

Immediately upon introducing the dar§anas as six and before naming them, Haribhadra
declares that they are “to be known by the cognoscenti according to their differences of devata
and tattva.”>* Although Haribhadra has inherited the school denominations and much of the
language of their doctrines, he is the first author known to use these two parameters—what we
might as a first approximation translate as “deities” (devata) and “principles of reality” (tattva)—
to identify them in mutual contradistinction. More broadly, his explicitly self-conscious
adherence to such an architectonic scheme is, as far as I know, entirely original. While earlier
Buddhist and later Advaita Vedanta and Tibetan doxographers make very different formal
choices that generally do not involve explicit and uniform criteria for the differentiation of

dar$anas,> Haribhadra’s parametric approach sets the template for later doxographers identified

54 SDS 2: devata-tattva-bhedena jiiatavyani manisibhih. 1t may be noticed that I have translated the singular
“bhedena” as plural “differences”. Qvarnstrom translates this line in a rather different way that preserves the
singular: “The wise should understand these making a distinction between divinity and principles” (Qvarnstrom
1999, 189). This rendering seems to interpret the difference in question as being between the category devatda, on the
one hand, and the category tattva on the other. The difference, however, must be between darsanas according to
their various devata and tattva, which seems to be what Qvarnstrém means in his commentarial reference to the
darsanas’ “basic differences (mitla-bheda) in regard to their alleged founder or deity (devata) and the number and
nature of their fundamental principles (tattva)” (ibid., 181).

55 The Sarvadarsanasamgraha does not structure its exposition according to these parameters, but it does mention
that Buddhism’s deva is Sugata and that its tattvas are the arya-satyas (1924, 46). The five verses following this one
are very nearly identical with those in the SDS, which may have thus had a substantial piece-meal influence on this
most famous of doxographies even if not a wholesale structural one.
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with Svetambara tradition (Folkert 1993, pt. IIT). It is therefore worth inquiring into this
decision’s reasons and ramifications.

What can be read as a centering of theology (devata) and metaphysics (fattva) might
strike the modern Western student of religions as a natural comparative approach. But similarity
to Christian scholastic categories is, of course, not to be expected in the context of first-
millennium India. It seems quite opposed, for example, to at least one of the SDS’s
doxographical antecedents: Anne Monius says that “the Manimékalai does not direct its sarcastic
remarks at various characters for their views of reality, ritual, or the divine, but rather
concentrates on a perceived lack of moral integrity, [which] suggests that the points of departure
among various traditions (at least from a Buddhist perspective) were quite different in early
medieval South India than in the modern study of religion” (2001, 76n74). What, then, is
involved in Haribhadra’s distinctive comparison among doctrines of reality and the divine?

The category of tattva, a principle of reality, was already well-established for the Jain
tradition in Haribhadra’s time, and also already related to dar$ana. The second sitra of the
Tattvarthasiitra defines “samyag-darsana” as “tattvartha-sraddhana,” faith in the tattvas that are
enumerated two sitras later.’® It is clear that here, however, as in most Indian philosophical
discourse, tattva is used not as a doxographically-neutral comparative term but rather to refer to
the uniquely true principles of reality—those which dar§ana sees when it sees truly. It is literal
“that-ness” (fat-tva), the way things are, and is in this sense correlative to darsana as a factive

success term that assumes the truth of what is in its sights.>’

6 Note that Haribhadra’s list of nine Jain tattvas contains two that are not in the Tattvartha list, hearkening instead
to what is probably an older enumeration in Uttaradhyayana Sitra chapter 28 (even if the reliance on any such short
list of tattvas does not extend to the oldest strata of Jain scripture; cf. Dixit 1971, 5-6 and 21).

57 Folkert argues, however, that the TAS usage already represents a revolution in Jain doctrine that paves the way for
the doxographic use. It is crucially involved in “a radical shift away from an analytical approach dominated by
karma to one that sought to begin with a set of categories and a means of valid knowledge (pramana)” (1993, 134).
In Folkert’s reading, the TAS redefinition of samyag-darsana in terms of belief in these categories loosens the
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But this very valence of the term tattva also possesses a certain trans-dar§ana currency
that makes it ripe for comparison. The opening of the Nyayasiitra enumerates sixteen tattvas
(which Vatsyayana’s Bhasya defines as “the existent’s being existent, and the nonexistent’s
being nonexistent™?®). Haribhadra reproduces this list from the Nyayasiitra as well as the well-
known list of 25 from the Samkhyakarika in his accounts of those dar$anas. In light of the
resemblance of the Jain notion of tattva to that of other traditions, then, Folkert is justified in
saying that “the formulation of the tatfvas appears to have involved finding common ground in
terminology and structure between the Jaina position and the rest of Indian analytical thought”
(1993, 116; see also 134).

In the transposition of the traditional zattvas of the various dar$anas into a doxographical
context and juxtaposition with each other, the very notion of tattva is relativized to each member
of the plurality of dar§anas. Just as it now becomes possible to speak of the Vaisesika-darsana,
Samkhya-darsana, and so on, one might also speak of the Vaisesika-tattva and Samkhya-tattva,
as indeed Bhaviveka does right alongside the older non-doxographical usage referring to
“reality” simpliciter.>® The SDS continues and further articulates this doxographical evolution of
the term in references, for example, to the six fattvas of the Vaisesikas as opposed to the sixteen

of the Naiyayikas®®. Each dar$ana is given its own set of principles of reality (fattva in the plural)

default assumption of the connection between samyak and darsana, “while the status of darsana also changes
radically in that it becomes a general term for a position or viewpoint, subject to rightness or wrongness” (ibid.,
121).

S8 NBh ad NS 1.1.1 supra (1896, 1-2): kim punas tattvam? satas ca sadbhavo ’satas cdsad-bhavah

59 “With a vow to bring about the welfare of others and with a mind focused on great awakening, I say what I can to
introduce the ambrosia of reality. ‘Not giving up the mind of awakening, taking the vow of an ascetic, and seeking
the knowledge of reality’ are a practice that is meant to achieve the welfare of all” (mahabodhau krtadhiyam
pararthodayadiksayd | tattvamrtavataraya Saktitah kimcid ucyate || 1.4 || bodhicittaparityago munivratasamasrayah
| tattvajiianaisana ceti carya sarvarthasiddaye || Madhyamakahrdayakarika 1.5, quoted and translated at Eckel
2008, 19). See also Bouthillette 2020, 36. This Buddhist usage of fattva as well as darsana as factive terms
continues in Dharmakirti and his commentators (Eltschinger 2014, 254).

0 SDS vv. 59-60: vaisesikanam tattve tu (var: tattvesu) vidyate ‘sau nirdisyate || ... tattva-satkam tu tanmate ||

57



that is commensurable with and different from every other such set. Haribhadra fastens upon
tattva’s currency in the various darsanas (including his own) to construct a common comparative
frame within which it functions as a parameter of differentiation.

The other parameter, devata, is slightly more puzzling. While Haribhadra does not
explicitly identify the tattvas as such for every school in his survey—for example, the term does
not occur in his treatment of Buddhism, leaving the reader to wonder if the tattvas here are the
four arya-satyas, the five skandhas, the twelve ayatanas, or the two pramanas that he names, or
rather some combination or all of these®!—he punctiliously searches for the devata in the first
verse of each school’s section. However, he twice comes up empty-handed: not only in the case
of the Lokayata, whose status as one of the six darsanas is ambiguous (as I have already
mentioned and will elaborate below), but also for the Mimamsa (SDS vv. 68-77), whose
belonging in this survey seems nowhere in doubt. Such inconsistent applicability of one of the
parameters that was supposed to specify the basic differences between schools raises the
question of why it is called upon at all.

Ironically, Folkert has proposed that it is precisely this partial inapplicability of devata
that dictates the SDS’s elusive sequencing criterion, claiming that “the order of the schools in
Haribhadra is in perfect parallel with the descending presence of the darsana marks in those
schools” (Folkert 1993, 136; see also 124). This is a tantalizing conjecture that seems correct in
general outline, but doesn’t hold nearly as well as Folkert purports. There is no apparent
contribution to the trendline from the tattva parameter, which seems at least as applicable to the

Vaisesika (fifth in the sequence) as to the Buddhists (who come first and whose fatfvas are not

6! Manibhadra seems to think that taftva comprises only the first two of these groups: when he comes to the twelve
ayatanas, he indicates that he is moving on to a corollary topic with the phrase, “atha tattvani vyakhyaya tat-
samlagnany eva ayatanany aha” (ad v. 8 supra [1970, 466]), and likewise regarding the two pramanas, “tattvani
vyakyhayadhuna pramanam aha” (ad v. 9 supra [ibid., 467]).
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explicitly named as such); and intervening between them, as we’ve seen, are three schools whose
own texts call their principles tattvas.

Even devata’s partial inapplicability is not consistent enough to provide a sequencing
criterion. Folkert believes that the Vaisesika’s placement just before the atheist Mimamsaka fits
his curve of descending applicability, on the presumption that devatd means “deity”; however, he
does not explain why the Naiyayika should be listed separately from the Vaisesika, let alone with
such a large gap intervening, given that Haribhadra admits that the devata parameter doesn’t
distinguish the Naiyayika from the VaiSesika at all.> Conversely, Haribhadra says that some
Samkhyas are theists and some aren’t.®* On Folkert’s hypothesis, this half-applicability would
presumably put the Samkhyas toward the end of the sequence, if not splitting them into two
dar$anas altogether; but the Samkhya in fact precedes the Jain treatment, where the Jina’s
divinity is nowhere in doubt.

Many have, of course, considered the Jains (as well as the Buddhists) atheists, saying that
the Jina (and likewise the Buddha) should be regarded as the human founder of the tradition
rather than as divine; Folkert himself regards the use of devata as “strained” for exactly this
reason (1993, 125). However, this charge holds the Jains to an etic notion of divinity insofar as it
generally assumes that a deity must be a creator and superintendent of the world—a common
imposition not only in the modern West but also within the Indian tradition.®* Haribhadra (as we

will see in the next chapter) and many other Jains after him (with precedents in the oldest Jain

2. SDS 59: devata-visayo bhedo ndsti naiyayikaih samam |

3 SDS 34: samkhya nirisvarah kecit kecid i$vara-devata |

%4 See Doniger 2018, 133, and Balcerowicz 2009. Haribhadra is quite unconcerned about the applicability of the
term deva to the Jina(s). For example, in the Lalitavistara, his vrtti commentary on the canonical
Caityavandanasiitra, he lets pass a reference in the Siddhastavadandaka to Mahavira as deva by saying merely
pijyatvat—he is the lord due to being venerable, worthy of worship (1915, 108b).
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texts®) will strenuously contest this very assumption.®® In any case, whatever might be said for
Jainism’s “atheism” should be at least as true of Buddhism, which is placed first in the SDS, and
about which neither Haribhadra nor his commentators make any (a-)theological complaints (Cort
1995 and 2001, 23; and Truschke 2015). Therefore, we should expect not only Buddhists but
equally Jains to precede Samkhyas (or at least the atheistic ones) on Folkert’s descending scale
of applicability. In the end, devata appears untenable both as a parameter of identification of the
Samkhya or of their placement in the sequence of the dar$anas.

Although the Sanskrit commentators seem quite untroubled by all this, some modern
scholars have been critical of the adequacy of the two parameters. Qvarnstrom (1999, 174)
charges that they fail to deliver an exhaustive account of the six dar§anas, as testified by
Haribhadra’s need to list each school’s pramanas in addition to their devata and tattva. But this
practice seems defensible, inasmuch as pramana just is one of the fattvas for the Naiyayika, who
come first in the survey and whose usage arguably (together with the Jains’) helps to set the
terms for the meaning of fattva—that is, Haribhadra might simply respond to Qvarnstrom that
pramana is a sub-category of the more comprehensive parameter of fattva. Nicholson, for his
part, says that the two parameters are “obviously imposed on each of the philosophical schools in
order to present a cohesive overview of the different schools’ views” (2010, 147). But even to
the extent that this assessment is correct, it is relatively unproblematic; after all, to impose
extrinsic concerns for the sake of cohesive treatment of data is arguably a scholarly necessity that

should alert us to the particular functions of Haribhadra’s doxographical endeavor. The question

85 “The canonical Bhagavati Siitra [12.9; see Deleu 1970, 190-91], for example, contains a discussion of the five
kinds of beings to whom the word god (deva) can appropriately be applied: beings who will be reborn as gods,
kings, mendicants, Jinas [Pkt. devdhideva], and heaven-dwelling unliberated deities. Creating the universe and
effecting salvation have no place in this list. As Paul Dundas (1985, 185) has written in commenting on these verses,
‘divinity in these terms signifies status alone and does not entail any ability or desire to influence human events and
destinies’” (Cort 2001, 92).

% See Cort 1995 and 2001, 23; and Truschke 2015.
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would then be whether the parameters really are a helpful tool for the overview that Haribhadra
purports to provide, or whether they serve some other function. ¢’ More precisely disturbing than
their imposition or their incompleteness, then, is the fact that Haribhadra’s own methodological
claim in the second verse of the SDS—that there are just six dar$anas in respect of their basic
differences of devata and tattva—does not seem to be borne out by his treatment. If Haribhadra
could say that the Naiyayika and Vaisesika are to be differentiated despite sharing a devata
because their tattvas differ, how can he maintain that the two varieties of Samkhyas are not to be
differentiated despite sharing tattvas, owing to their devata differences?

This asymmetry indicates that it is in fact fattva that functions as the primary parameter
of differentiation between dar§anas, and that devata is there largely for some other reason. Since
the SDS does not provide any other justification for the two parameters other than their
differentiating function, it will be helpful to look beyond it to other texts attributed to
Haribhadra. I will do so in the next chapter, arguing that devatda is included as a proxy for
epistemic authority, an observation that prompts examination of Haribhadra’s views of
rationality and his more argumentative works. For now, it suffices to recognize the originality of
the SDS’s attempt to generate an architectonic scheme for the differentiation of dar§anas within
common parameters. Interrogating other features of Haribhadra’s taxonomical effort will help us

to come to some conclusions about its purpose.

671 am reminded of José Ignacio Cabezon’s dictum that “even imperfect categories have their uses, and so, on the
other hand, it is part of the scholar’s task to elucidate the (e.g., social) uses of such schemes, even when (perhaps
especially when) they are questionable” (2003, 290).
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Representation, Intertextuality, and Identity

My examination of the Saddarsanasamuccaya has until now been limited to the
analytical terms and taxonomical parameters that scaffold its architectonic scheme. Now we
must consider how Haribhadra fills in the content of this structure. Apart from its sequence and
framing categories, part of what makes his compendium the paradigm of an argumentatively-
neutral doxography is the famously “impartial and objective manner” in which it presents the
content of opponent positions (Qvarnstrom 1999, 182). Of course, Haribhadra does not do full
justice to their views—his treatment is necessarily highly flattening, simply listing what he takes
to be the central doctrines of each school, eliding almost all nuance and internal diversity, and
taking a few famous texts as proxies for entire schools. But it is hard to see how he could have
done much more than this in an 87-verse crib sheet. Haribhadra is indeed quite self-conscious
about his choice of format, recurrently referring to his treatment of each school as an abbreviated
summary (samksepa; v. 1, etc.). And although he doesn’t explain this literary choice in the SDS,
he does say in his Nyayapravesatikd (which I discuss in the next chapter) that he has there
similarly opted for brevity “with compassion for beings whose taste is for the abbreviated”
(samksipta-ruci-sattvanukampaya; NPT v. 2).

Having made this formal choice, Haribhadra’s usual practice of representing his
opponents is somewhere between quotation and paraphrase: he excerpts the loci classici of each
school almost verbatim, but alters their words just enough to fit his constraints of space and
meter (and perhaps other stylistic considerations). Comparison of his text with those of the
schools he cites (see Table 1 below) exhibits how faithful he is to their words, and also how
intellectually engaged. Haribhadra clearly had these other texts or something very close to them

before his eyes or mind, but was also able to tweak them while preserving their clear reference to
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a source; he is not merely parroting his opponents’ ipsissima verba, but rather taking up their
texts and rearticulating them with accuracy.®® This representational practice is emblematic of
what Lawrence McCrea (2013, 130) periodizes as a “sudden, widespread, and radical
transformation in the reading, citational, and discursive practices of Sanskrit philosophers” from
a norm of “minimal direct textual interface” with other traditions to frequent quotations of rivals.
The trend is visible in Jain authors such as Mallavadin and Akalanka and non-Jains such as
Kumarila Bhatta and Santaraksita; and, like so much else in Indian philosophy, it is arguably
precipitated by Dignaga, who sets the epochal paradigm for discourse between darsanas. [ will
show in the next chapter how Dignaga’s influential approach to debate is closely related to the
remarkable shift he catalyzed in representational practices, and how Haribhadra is an outstanding
exemplar of this relation: as we will see, he is preoccupied with the former, and as we see in the

SDS, he is a pronounced and relatively early practitioner of the latter.

8 Qvarnstrom (1999, 181) posits that the eleven SDS verses not in anusfubh meter are, in light of just that metrical
departure, presumably verbatim quotations from other texts; but this speculation appears somewhat tenuous.
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Table 1: Possible source-texts for the Saddarsanasamuccaya

SDS | SDS modified quote Corresponding text Possible source
verse
Bauddha
5 duhkham samsarinah duhkham samsarinah Dharmakirti’s
skandhah skandhah Pramanavartika -
Pramanasiddhi v. 149
7 ksanikah sarva-samskarah ksanikah sarva-samskarah Paramarthagatha v. 5
(of Asanga?)%’

9 pratyaksam anumanam ca dvividham samyagjfianam Dharmakirti’s
samyag-jianam dvidha pratyaksam anumanam ceti | Pramanaviniscaya 1.1
yatah

9-10 | pratyaksam anumanam ca dvidham samyagjianam Dharmakirti’s
samyagjnanam dvidha yatah |pratyaksam anumanam ca/ | Nyayabindu 1.2-4
|| pratyaksam tatra kalpanapodham
kalpanapodham abhrantam | pratyaksam
tatra

10 pratyaksam kalpanapodham | pratyaksam kalpanapodham | Dharmakirti’s
abhrantam abhrantam Pramanaviniscaya

1.4ab

10 tri-ripa-lingato tri-rtpal lingato Dignaga’s

Pramanasamuccaya
2.1b

11 paksadharmatvam sapakse | paksadharmatvam sapakse Nyayapravesa 2.2
vidyamanata vipakse nastita |sattvam vipakse casattvam

% Wayman 1984, 336.
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(Table 1 continued)

Naiyayika
13 nityaika-sarva-jiio | nitya- nityaika-sarvajfia-nitya- Santaraksita’s
buddhi-samasrayah buddhi-samasrayah Tattvasangraha v. 72
14 - | pramanam ca prameyam ca | pramana-prameya- Gautama’s
16 sams$ayas ca prayojanam | sams$aya-prayojana- Nyayasutra 1.1.1
drstanto 'py atha siddhanto | drstanta-siddhantavayava-
’vayavas tarka nirpaya | vado | tarka-nirnaya-vada-
jalpo vitanda ca hetvabhasas | jalpa-vitanda-hetvabhasa-
chalani ca | jatayo cchala-jati-
nigrahasthani nigrahasthananam
18 tatréndriyartha- indriyartha- Gautama’s
samparkdtpannam sannikarsotpannam jianam | Nyayasiitra 1.1.4
avyabhicari ca avyapadesam avyabhicari
vyavasayatmikam jianam vyavasayatmakam
vyapade$a-vivarjitam pratyaksam
pratyaksam
18- | itaran-manam tat-piirvam tat-purvam Gautama’s
19 trividham bhavet || trividham anumanam Nyayasiutra 1.1.5
plirvavac chesavac caiva plirvavac chesavat
drstam samanyatas tatha | samanyato drstam ca
23 prasiddha-vastu-sadharmyad | prasiddha- Gautama’s
aprasiddhasya sadhanam sadharmyat sadhya- Nyayasiitra 1.1.6
upamanam sadhanam upamanam
24 sabdam aptopadesas aptopadesah §abdah Gautama’s
Nyayasitra 1.1.7
24 prameyam tv atma- atma-Sariréndriyartha-buddhi- | Gautama’s
dehadyam buddhindriya- manah-pravrtti-dosa-pretya- | Nyayasiitra 1.1.9
sukhadi ca bhava-phala-duhkhéapavargas
tu prameyam
25 pravartate yad-arthitvat tat tu | yam artham adhikrtya Gautama’s
sadhyam prayojanam pravartate tat prayojanam Nyayasitra 1.1.24
27 pratijia-hetu-drstantopanaya | pratijia-hetidaharandpanaya- | Gautama’s

nigamas tatha avayavah

nigamanany avayavah

Nyayasitra 1.1.32
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(Table 1 continued)

Samkhya
35 prasada-tapa-dainyadi prity-aprity-visadatmakah I$varakrsna’s
Samkhyakarika §12
37 tatah samjayate buddhir prakrter mahams tato I$varakrsna’s
mahan iti yakocyate | "hamkaras tasmad ganas ca | Samkhyakarika
ahamkaras tato ’pi syat sodasakah §33ab
tasmat sodasako ganah ||
38- | spar$anam rasanam ghranam | buddhindriyani $rotra-tvak- I$varakrsna’s
39 caksuh $rotram ca caksu-rasana-nasikakhyani | | Samkhyakarika §26
paficamam | pafica vak-pani-paylpasthan
buddhindriyany atra tatha karméndriyany ahuh ||
karméndriyani ca ||
paylpastha-vacah-pani-
padakhyani manas tatha |
42 pradhana-narayos$ catra vrttir | purusasya... pradhanasya I$varakrsna’s
pangv-andhayor iva pangv-andhavad ubhayor api | Samkhyakarika §21
Jaina
46 krtsna-karma-ksayam krtva | krtsna-karma-ksayo moksah | Umasvati’s
Tattvarthasiitra
10.2/3
47 jivajivau tatha punyam jiva ajiva punnam pavo asavo | Sthananga 9.6
papam asrava-samvarau | samvaro nijjara bamdho
bandho vinirjara-moksau mokkho ||
nava tattvani tanmate ||
56 aparoksatayarthasya aparoksatayarthasya Siddhasena’s
grahakam jfianam 1dr$am | grahakam jfianam 1drsam | Nyayavatara v. 4
pratyaksam itaraj jicyam pratyaksam itaraj jieyam
paroksam grahanéksaya || paroksam grahanéksaya ||
57 yenoOtpada-vyaya-dhrauvya- | utpada-vyaya-dhrauvya- Umasvati’s
yuktam yat sat yuktam sat Tattvarthasiitra
5.29/30
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(Table 1 continued)

Vaisesika
60 dravyam gunas tatha karma | dravya-guna-karma-samanya- | Vaisesikasiitra 1.1.4
samanyam ca caturthakam | | vi§esa-samavayanam
viesa-samavayau ca tattva- | padarthanam...
satkam tu tan-mate ||
61 dravyam navadha bhii-jala- | prthivy-apas-tejo-vayur- Vaisesikasiitra 1.1.5
tejo’nilantariksani | kala- akasam kalo digatma mana iti
digatma-manamsi ca... dravyani |
62- | sparSa-rasa-riipa-gandhah riipa-rasa-gandha-sparsah Vaisesikasiitra 1.1.6
63 sabdah samkhya vibhaga- samkhyah parimanani
samyogau | parimanam ca prthaktvam samyoga-
prthaktvam paratvaparatve | vibhagau paratvaparatve
ca || buddhih sukha- buddhayah sukha-
duhkhéccha-dharmadharma- | duhkhéccha-dvesau prayatnas
prayatna-samskarah | dvesah | ca gunah |
sneha-gurutve dravatva-
vegau guna ete ||
64 utksepavaksepav utksepanapaksepandkuiicana- | Prasastapada’s Bhasya
akuficanakam prasaranam prasarana-gamanani pancaiva |2.2(11)
gamanam | paiicavidham karmani |
karmaitat. ..
64- | parapare dve tu samanye || samanyam dvividham param | Prasastapada’s Bhdsya
65 tatra param sattdkhyam aparam... | tatra param 2.2(11)
dravyatvady-aparam... satta... | dravyatvady-
aparam... |
66 ya ihayuta-siddhanam ayuta-siddhanam Prasastapada’s Bhasya

adharadheya-bhiita-
bhavanam | sambandha iha
pratyaya-hetuh sa hi bhavati
samavayah ||

adharyadhara-bhiitanam yah
sambandha iha pratyaya-
hetuh sa samavayah |

2.2(14)
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(Table 1 continued)

Mimamsa

71 nodana-laksano dharmo codana-laksano ’'rtho Mimamsasiitra 1.1.2

nodana... dharmabh ||
codana

72 nodana tu kriyam prati | codana, iti kriyayah Sabara’s Bhdsya ad
pravartakam vacah prahuh pravartakam vacanam ahuh Mimamsasiitra 1.1.2

73 tatra pratyaksam aksanam sat-samprayoge sati Mimamsasiitra 1.1.4
samprayoge satam sati | purusasyéndriyanam
atmano buddhi-janméty buddhijanma tat pratyaksam |

74 pramana-paficakam yatra pramana-paficakam yatra Kumarila’s
vastu-riipe na jayate | vastu-riipe na jayate | Mimamsaslokavartika
vastu-sattavabodhartham vastu-sattavabodhartham — Abhava-pariccheda
tatrabhava-pramanata || tatrabhava-pramanata || v. 1

75 drstarthanupapattya tu arthapattir api drstah $ruto Sabara’s Bhdsya ad

kasyapyarthasya kalpana |
kriyate yad-balendsav
arthapattir udahrta ||

vartho ’nyatha ndpapadyta ity
adrstartha-kalpana |

Mimamsasitra 1.1.5
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(Table 1 continued)

Lokayata

81

etavan eva loko’yam yavan
indriya-gocarah | bhadre
vrka-padam pasya yad
vadanty abahus$rutah ||

etavan eva puruso yavan
indriya-gocarah | bhadre
vrka-padam hy etad yad
vadanti bahus$rutah ||

Bhaviveka’s
Prajriapradipavrtti ad
Nagarjuna’s
Miilamadhyamakakari
ka 16.1 and 18.6 (see
Madhyamakasastra
1988, 11.3 and 11.64);
(see Bhattacharya
(2009, 85 [S1. 13]) for
more occurrences, and
[ibid., 178 n. 7] for a
caveat about the
reading)

82

piba khada ca caru-locane
yad atitam varagatri tan na te
| na hi bhiru gatam nivartate
samudaya-matram idam
kalevaram ||

sundari caru-locana-bhiitva
khada varagatri te atitam yat
tat na | bhiru gatam na
nivartate kalevaram idam
samudaya-matram ||

Bhaviveka’s
Prajriapradipavrtti ad
Nagarjuna’s
Madhyamakasastra
16.1 and 18.6, as
restored by
Bhattacharya (2009,
180)

83

prthvi jalam tatha tejo vayur
bhiita-catustayam |

prthivy-apas-tejo-vayur iti
tattvani |

See Bhattacharya
(2009, 78) for sources
of fragments (none of
which are likely to
predate the SDS)

&4

prthvy-adi-bhiita-samhatya
tatha deha-parinateh | mada-
saktih surangebho yadvat-
tadvac-cidatmani ||

tat-samudaye $ariréndriya-
visaya-samjiah | tebha$
caitanyam | kimvadibhyo
mada-$aktivat |

See Bhattacharya
(2009, 79) for sources
of fragments (none of
which are likely to
predate the SDS)

To call this representational practice “paraphrase” is not precise enough, since that can

also mean a thoroughgoing rearticulation that changes all of the vocabulary and syntax in the

source. Haribhadra does this sometimes, but at other moments it would be better to call his habit

“modified quotation,” following Payal Doctor’s (2015) work on the re-use of texts in early
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Nyaya. This is what Elisa Freschi, inspired by Ernst Steinkellner, calls “Cee: citatum ex alio
modo edendi—quotations with minor differences from the text quoted”. Now, as Freschi rightly
hastens to warn, “The distinction between Ce [literal quotation] and Cee is arbitrary, at least to
some extent, since we do not know which version of a certain text the author under examination
had studied, nor is the manuscript tradition always reliable as [to] small differences” (2015, 89).
Especially given that the first millennium was a time of transition from a largely oral literary
culture to one more heavily utilizing written texts, it would be difficult or impossible to specify
exactly whether any particular textual variant is due to authorial intent, the vagaries of memory,
scribal error, or some other cause. However, the occurrence of modified quotations in the SDS is
so extensive and takes shape along such a wide range of amendment from very minor to
substantial paraphrase that I find it implausible to imagine all such instances to be cases of exact
quotations that have been accidentally modified in our copies of the manuscripts either of the
sources or of the SDS—many of them must ultimately derive from deliberate choices in the
original composition of the text.

The similarity of Haribhadra’s text to his sources thus evinces the willingness and ability
to represent them very nearly as they represent themselves, within the constraints of his chosen
form. At the same time, the differences signal Haribhadra’s facility with the handling of their
doctrines and competency to engage with them. As Doctor observes, “the ability to paraphrase or
modify a quotation without altering its content is the hallmark of an authority on the material—
accurate paraphrase is difficult” (2015, 132). The fine balance of faithful representation and

intellectual authority sheds light on Haribhadra’s authorial agenda in the SDS: he seems to want
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to impress upon his audience a certain wide command of schools of thought, an “original
mastery, insisted on by Svetambara tradition” (Dundas 2002, 228).7°

It also illuminates the larger discursive space in which Haribhadra participates.’! The
SDS quite straightforwardly fits Julia Kristeva’s famous notion of “intertextuality”, according to
which “any text is constructed as a mosaic of quotations; any text is the absorption and
transformation of another” (1986, 37). Of course, literal quotation is only the tip of the iceberg of
the afterlife of the notion of intertextuality—for Kristeva’s followers, the idea was supposed to
point beyond the study of identifiable sources (Culler 1976), even if Kristeva herself seems not
to have been rigidly committed to this point (Alfaro 1996, 280). Haribhadra’s other works will
exemplify the broader notion of intertextuality in play; but it is important to see the most literal
sense first here.

Anne Monius has shown how the authors of the Manimékalai and Viracoliyam draw from
non-Buddhist texts in order to envision Buddhists as one among many different religious groups
and thereby “imagine a place for Buddhism” in Tamil literary culture (2001, 157-158). This
formal feature is in fact represented in the events of Manimeékalai’s plot, as the protagonist must
first survey other religions before being able to enter upon Buddhist mission.”? Similarly, I claim
that Haribhadra’s doxographical concern with quoting non-Jains is instrumental for him in

locating his own Jain identity in their midst. Adding into this intertextuality the ingredients of

70 The insistence on mastery of heretical doctrines goes all the way back to the earliest scriptural depictions of
Mabhavira, who is said in the Saitrakrtanga (1.6.27) to have “understood the doctrines of the Kriyavadins, of the
Akriyavadins, of the Vainayikas, and of the Ajiianavadins; he had mastered all philosophical systems, and he
practiced control as long as he lived” (trans. Jacobi 1895, 291).

"I Perhaps Haribhadra was influenced here by the highly intertextual and quite non-sectarian gatha anthologies, a
genre central to the Prakrit literature with which Haribhadra was deeply engaged as a commentator and author. See
Ollett 2016, 148-149.

2 Varadachari 1971, 9. Incidentally, this feature of doxographical work as preparatory for the formulation of one’s
own position is arguably present in Greek doxography, as Runia points out with respect to Aristotle’s “dialectical
method” that proceeds from the opinions of predecessors (Runia 1999, 49).
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fidelity and authority involved in Haribhadra’s quotational practice, we can see how the SDS
attempts to construct a discursive space in which Haribhadra is not only present among rivals but
is able to meet them as an equal to be taken seriously.

Kristeva’s notion of intertextuality is a refinement of Mikhail Bakhtin’s dialogism,
according to which one’s own speech is constituted as conversational response to the speech of
others (Bakhtin 1986, 89ff.; see Alfaro 1996, 272). Bakhtin’s theoretical frame sharpens
Monius’s point about positioning one’s own community vis-a-vis others by re-using their texts:
within this frame, Haribhadra’s attempt to imagine a place for Jainism comes to appear as an
exercise in discursive identity-formation. The psychologist Hubert Hermans has amplified
Bakhtin’s dialogism by developing a full theory of the dialogical self:

The 7 fluctuates among different and even opposed positions, and has the capacity
imaginatively to endow each position with a voice so that dialogical relations between
positions can be established. The voices function like interacting characters in a story,

involved in a process of question and answer, agreement and disagreement. (Hermans 2001,
248)

We do not yet see the dynamics of “question and answer, agreement and disagreement” in the
SDS. It merely lays the groundwork for Haribhadra’s venture of dialogical—or more precisely,
plurilogical—identity-formation by exemplifying in a singularly stark form one of the central
features of Bakhtin’s “polyphonic novel,” namely, the juxtaposition of a “multiplicity of
divergent or opposite views of the world” (ibid., 247; cf. Black and Patton 2015, 18-19)—a

feature that we will find amply when we come Haribhadra’s more argumentative works.

Self and Other

Haribhadra’s representational practice tracks one dimension of discursive identity-

formation: the sources in dialogue with which one’s own identity is constituted. A dominant line
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of thought in recent decades, however, has focused on the negative dimension by which
identities are constituted through difference from what is other than them. We have seen how
central this differentiation is to the SDS, whose two doxographical parameters function to
identify dar$anas heterologically by marking their mutual differences.”® And while each of them
is therefore purportedly distinct from each other in the first instance, there is one that is
positioned as being more unlike than the others: the Lokayata. Also referred to as Carvaka (SDS
v. 85), this is the ultimate other that does not quite belong.

The SDS closes with the Lokayata, and its status is at first ambiguous: it is to come
within Haribhadra’s survey of dar§anas only if the Naiyayika and Vaisesika are merged, which
appeared to indicate a certain arbitrariness in his six-fold structure. Even if it is included in the
list of six, however, it is set apart from all of the other dar§anas on display, which Haribhadra
groups as dastika only when it comes time to introduce the one that is not (SDS v. 77). For
Haribhadra and his commentators, the ndastika is so called not only for its denial of deity (which
would not by itself distinguish it from the Mimamsa in the SDS account), but also for denying a
world hereafter and the transmigration of the soul to it, and denying even that actions can have

real merit or demerit.”* Although Jains, Buddhists, and Mimamsakas’> were also sometimes

3 Bouthillette (2020, 39) has observed that Indian doxographers are often especially concerned to differentiate
positions outside their fold rather than to detail intramural intricacies. Maitra (2021, ch. 4) also argues that a central
function of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha is to position non-Advaitic varieties of Vedanta as beyond the Vedic pale.

74 SDS v. 80: lokayata vadanty evam ndasti jivo (Manibhadra var.: devo) na nirvrttih | dharmdadharmau na vidyete na
phalam punya-papayoh || Haribhadra’s commentators ad v. 77 define dstikas by their endorsement of “para-loka-
gati-punya-papdstikya” (Manibhadra [1970, 498]) and “jiva-para-loka-punya-papddy-astitva” (Gunaratna §550
[1970, 449]). These, then, would be the items that the nastikas definitionally deny, which is consistent with one of
the oldest Jain understandings of the term ndstika. For example, in the Jain text Acaradasah from the beginning of
the common era, nastikas are taken as the definiens of akriyavadins and as such deny good and evil action and
results; nastikas, who are unambiguously depicted as lacking in both knowledge and ethics, are also said to deny all
manner of other things, including a world beyond (Folkert 1993, 314). There are many other definitions of Lokayata,
nastika, etc., found widely scattered around Sanskritic texts, but it is not pertinent to review them here. For wider
historical surveys, see Franco 2011 and Doniger 2018, ch. 6.

75 Kumarila Bhatta himself says that the Mimamsa has largely been made Lokayata, and that the Slokavarttika’s
project is to make it astika again (Bronkhorst 2016). For Kumarila, of course, one of the main criteria of orthodoxy
is adherence to the Veda, which will end up as a widespread sine qua non disqualifying Jains and Buddhists from
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branded nastikas by their opponents on account of their denials of a superintending deity, none
of them would ever self-identify as such; nastika has always been a term of abuse. This fact
begets what the Christian missionary Margaret Sinclair Stevenson in her pioneering European
ethnography of Jains calls “a strange mystery in Jainism; for though it acknowledges no personal
God... there is no more deadly insult that one could level at a Jaina than to call him a ndastika or
atheist” (1915, 298, quoted in Zydenbos 1993, 73). Of course, the mystery obtains only when
translating nastika rather slantedly as “atheist” and understanding theism as a very particular
belief in a certain kind of deity—since, as we have already seen (and will see again at the
beginning of the next chapter), belief in a deity properly understood and disbelief in the wrong
kind was indeed of great importance to Haribhadra and his tradition. The label “nastika,” on the
other hand, primarily signifies whatever is anathema to whomever is wielding it, rather than any
very specific doctrine that anyone was willing to claim.”®

We thus have a situation in which everyone is talking about the ndastikas, but we never
hear them talking about themselves—they are the perennial other. By the eighth century they
have become the permanent pirvapaksa who, in Doniger’s words, are “cited only as negative
examples” (2018, 131)”7 and “always cited with shock and disapproval but always cited, always

kept alive” even when they seem to have no more living representatives (ibid., 123). The SDS,

the ranks of the astikas. Depending on how widespread this criterion was in Haribhadra’s day, his silence on this in
favor of other marks of the nastika reinforces his concern to secure Jainism’s astika-status.

76 This makes the label formally similar to the term “heterodox” in the Christian tradition (see Folkert 1993, 215-
217). Indeed, like Folkert’s understanding of “heterodox,” Balcerowicz (2009, 36) suggests that originally the term
“nastika” had no substantial doxological content (such as atheism), but rather “simply meant someone who did not
accept the principles of ‘our’ religion or doctrine”. Cf. Doniger 2014.

7 In this and the following quotations, Doniger is either talking about skeptics, materialists, hedonists, Lokayatas,
nastikas, or Carvakas. Doniger helpfully distinguishes these various descriptors and writes an intellectual history of
their boundaries and mergers; in the SDS, however, they are all co-extensive.
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being one of the earliest elaborate accounts of Lokayata doctrines, is a crucial data point in this
intellectual history.”®

We must wonder why this darsana is perennially both present and absent: never speaking
in their own words (at least in texts extant for us) but virtually always addressed, often even
engaged at some length but invariably maligned when they are. Matthew Kapstein (2017) has
diagnosed their function thus: “Indian philosophers kept the Carvakas alive, even when there was
no such ‘school’ of thought still active on the Indian philosophical scene, not only because they
served as a strawman, but because the viewpoints attributed to them, satirically or not, disclosed
hidden problems upon which much of the Indian philosophical edifice reposed.” Lucas den Boer
has elaborated in detail how the presence of their doctrines in philosophical texts, even as
“primarily hypothetical positions,” was necessary for developing a given author’s own position
(2015, 12; see also 2014). For example, Gunaratna finds it useful to expand upon the Lokayata
argument for their denial of the soul as an excursus in his treatment of Jain doctrine, many
thousands of words distant from his main commentary on the Lokayata section of the SDS—
which indicates that, aside from any intrinsic interest they may or may not have held, their
counterpoint helps Gunaratna to draw out his best arguments for Jain metaphysics (2015, 13ff.).

Indeed, this contrapuntal function seems to be built into the very figure of the nastika
beginning in their genesis in Vedic hymns. J. C. Heesterman has located their oldest appearances

in depictions of the dialectical contest between sacrificers, “the (vi)vada, the disputation, where

8 Although Eli Franco (2011)—who considers the other main source to be the much later Sarvadarsanasangraha—
believes that the Lokayata was in fact a vigorous philosophical tradition in the late-first millennium, he concedes
that we have no extant attestations of a possible Lokayata work aside from the Tattvopaplavasimha of Jayarasi
Bhatta, who writes like a skeptic but doesn’t explicitly profess to be a Lokayata or nastika (and Bhattacharya [2009,
76n43] believes that he cannot be one). So it remains unclear whether there were any actual people or writings
representing this “school” present to Haribhadra or anyone else during this period. Bhattacharya (ibid., 69-104 and
passim) constructs a purported sifra and commentaries upon it only from fragments in non-Lokayata texts, many of
them by Jains.
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the ndastika confronts and competes with his opponent, the astika,” admitting that even the Vedic
nastika might not have been a stable ideological identity but rather “a role, a party in the game of
disputation free from any specific doctrinal content, both parties being bound by the rules of the
game that unites them” (1985, 70). These attestations “appear to converge in a coherent picture
of the verbal contest—question and rejoinder, praising and reviling, affirmation and denial”
(ibid., 79).7° Regardless of whether the Vedic nastika represents a real doctrinal position or not,
then, its oppositional presence concretizes the proto-philosophical agonistic process itself and
serves to constitute the protagonist through the action of the contest.

This dynamic is preserved, Heesterman suggests, when the “rules of the contest, the vada
manual, yield their place to the rules of abstract proof” in the course of the evolution of Indian
philosophical discourse (ibid., 80). Likewise, in Franco’s reading, “classical Lokayata was not
about materialism, but about opposition to any kind of religion, be it Brahmanism, Buddhism, or
Jainism” (2011). And since classical Lokayata was in fact ventriloquized by authors identified
with these other streams of thought themselves, we must say that these authors deployed the
Lokayata as a fundamentally oppositional element in their own expositions—the other against
which they are able to negotiate their own identity by way of rational argumentation. This
service of boundary-formation, as Andrew Nicholson (2010 and 2012) has repeatedly shown, is
the central role of the designation “nastika,” always applied to those considered other than
oneself. Folkert (1993, 284), building on the work of Walther Schubring, has located this

function in Jain doxographical endeavors stretching back into the Svetambara dgamas.

7 Heesterman ends this sentence by saying that this was “all turning on the essential enigma of being and
nonbeing.” He continues: “What the kavis, in the words of Rgveda 10.129.4, found was not objective truth or
absolute being (sat), separate from nontruth, nonbeing (asaf), but the connection between the two opposites, the safo
bandhum asati” (ibid., 80). I have not included these quotations in my body text because the issue of being and non-
being is not transparently pertinent here, but I note it because it will become entirely relevant when we come to
Haribhadra’s Anekdntajayapataka.

76



Whether or not there even were any Lokayatikas in late first-millennium India, then,
doxographers used their position as a helpful conceptual pole by which to navigate the terrain of
belief and locate themselves within it. John Clayton ventures that insofar as “the Carvaka
represented a philosophical position that is not otherwise present among the darsanic systems...
without the Carvaka the construction of philosophical systems would have been left unfinished
and the outer limit of credible philosophical reflection would have been left undefined” (2006,
73-74). Although I find these deterministic intimations a bit overstated, it seems quite right to
view the nastika as occupying a certain extreme position that serves as a comparative foil for
philosophers and doxographers (cf. Halbfass 1988, 368). As usual, I can find no better way of
putting this than in terms of James Baldwin’s assessment of the social role of the Black
American subaltern, who “tells us where the bottom is: because he is there, and where he is,
beneath us, we know where the the limits are and how far we must not fall. We must not fall
beneath him” (1963, 111). The editors of a volume of research on late antique Jewish and
Christian discourses of heresy and identity likewise adapt the same insight of Franz Fanon: “The
heretic is comparison. As the ultimate other, the concept of the ‘heretic’ allows for the
comparison, distortion, and dissimulation of ‘real’ Jews and Christians, turning their caricature
into an ideological tool whose main role is to evaluate and craft orthodox identities” (Iricinschi
and Zellentin 2008, 19). Haribhadra’s version might read: “The nastika is comparison.” This
insight suggests the function of Haribhadra’s portrayal of other philosophical schools generally:
insofar as all of them are doctrinal options (haireses) alongside his own school, their scrutiny and
classification as other—with the ndastika as the extreme other—serves as a tool for crafting his

own Jain doctrinal identity.
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Despite many radical historical differences, this situation rather resembles what Charles
Taylor has diagnosed as the early modern European “cross-pressure between extreme positions,
represented by orthodox religion on one hand... and hard-line materialistic atheism on the other”
such that “virtually all positions held are drawn to define themselves at last partly in relation to
these extremes” (2007, 676). A similar cross-pressure must have weighed upon the Jains in their
awareness of the many others who viewed them as unorthodox materialistic atheists. This
concern is visible long before Haribhadra’s doxographical tradition in much earlier surveys such
as the 363-account, which (in some of its iterations and commentaries) includes discussion of
nastikas. The Nandi Siitra, referring to one such survey, says that with the 363-account “having
been shown, one’s own doctrine is established.”®® Qvarnstrom has the following to say about
these early accounts:
Opposing ideas introduced in these texts served as hypothetical or authentic referents in
relation to which one defined one’s own (correct) ideological stance. This displays the
paramount importance that the shaping of a doctrinal identity had for these religious
traditions during their formative period. In contrast to the representatives of the
‘orthodox’ and ‘normative’ Vedic tradition, their Jaina and Buddhist colleagues were
virtually forced, as ‘rookies,’ to explain in what way their theoretical and practical
teachings were unique, which had both religio-philosophical and socio-political
implications. It improved their chance of survival and growth in an increasingly
competitive environment. (Qvarnstrém 1999, 173)
Several important Jainologists have similarly proposed that their incessant study of

others’ ideas is symptomatic of the Jains’ acute awareness of their minority status, a constant

need to explain themselves to and distinguish themselves from others.®! Phyllis Granoff notes

80 The Nandr Sitra is referring to the Siiyagadamga (11.2.79), one of the oldest texts in the Svetambara canon, in
which there is a category of thinkers that are said to declare “it is not” (considered again akriyavadis, as in note 74,
although the term “ndastika” is not used here); and this category comprises its fair share (84) of the 363 doxological
options, even though this view is categorically said to be false (Folkert 1993, 316-317). Folkert suggests that “we
may be justified in saying that [these verses show] that for Haribhadra, the presence of darsana marks is the
equivalent of a@stika-ness” (ibid., 129). See also Nicholson 2010, 168ff.

81 As John Cort puts it: “Since the Jains have usually been in the minority in any given region and time in India, a

strategy of defining oneself in terms of otherness makes sense” (2006, 80). Phyllis Granoff suggests that even where
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that in the medieval period, “the Jains took great pains to establish and maintain an identity for
themselves that was distinct from both Hindu society and from the Buddhists as well” (2000,
159). The narrative literature that is Granoff’s subject indicates that Buddhism was a particularly
challenging rival (ibid., 163), which may help to account for Haribhadra’s placement of them
first in his survey: he may be eager to address his most formidable rival without delay. Certainly,
the Lokayata seems to have been universally considered the most obviously wrong and therefore
least threatening, and are therefore safely placed last or even left out of the group of six if
necessary. And perhaps it is after all significant that Jainism, sensitive to the cross-pressure from
these various opposing positions, comes right in the middle.

Whatever the logic of the sequence, a clear picture emerges of cross-pressure between
various others—some imagined, some squeezed into fairly artificial parameters of analysis that
do not fit them very well, but all serving as reference points for the differentiation and
individuation of a Jain doctrinal identity. Sheldon Pollock (2015) describes the situation thus:

From an early date thinkers appeared on the scene—Buddhists, Jains, materialists, radical

renunciants of every stripe—who rejected the very foundations of what (in hindsight)

appears to us to have been a dominant view of the world, as found in Brahmanism;
thinkers who were really other and who attacked the scriptural heritage, the ritual
practices, the social hierarchy... ultimately everything in that philosophy from its
ontology to its theology.3?

A key phrase in this assessment is the parenthetical “in hindsight”: to attribute to this welter a

mainstream tradition of doctrines and institutions is unhelpfully anachronistic, particularly in a

study on Jainism. To hypostatically impute a global orthodoxy to any moment of premodern

they were locally strong, they would have been aware of the non-Jains that dominated beyond their borders (2000,
136-37).

82 Pollock sees in the classical history of Indian philosophy a persistent value of “‘argumentative pluralism,” saying
that it “is arguably in the end concerned with learning to live with others.”
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India—which, whatever it is, would not be Jain—would efface some of the very dynamics I want
to explore here. In Folkert’s words:

For the student of Indian religion, what is lost in this process is entrée to one of the vital

aspects of the Indian (or any other) tradition. That aspect is the actual dynamic process by

which any religious movement both identifies its own vision and deals with the fact that
there are other visions, or at least with the fact that there exists an ‘otherness’ that does

not conform to that vision. (1993, 216)

From this perspective, it becomes less important that Haribhadra’s comparative
parameters are imperfect and sometimes appear a bit arbitrary, and much more important that
they provide him a framework with which to compare at all. Folkert’s panoramic analysis of the
various Jain attempts to come to grips with non-Jains concludes that “the evolving Jain sense of
the relationships between their own and other positions seems to participate in an understanding
of themselves as being both like others in crucial respects and yet quite separate from them”
(ibid., 302), a “tandem operation of commonality and otherness” (1975, 306) imbricated in their
“reflection upon the actual problem posed by the existence of other viewpoints” (ibid., 302). This
is a pattern that Folkert finds in varying configurations over the longue duree of Jain intellectual
history, beginning with terms for non-Jains in the earliest extant Jain texts, continuing through
the 363-account, and culminating in the doxographies of Haribhadra and those following him.33
The comparative categories of the SDS mediate commonality and difference, constructing a
common ground by which they can be compared and contrasted, however imperfectly. Even if
they involve some distortion, they still afford Haribhadra a structure within which he is able to

quote others extensively and faithfully, and map their positions with respect to each other and to

his own.

83 Jayandra Soni says this of other Jain philosophers in the second half of the first millennium C.E.: “Their works
enforce the fact that no serious study of Indian philosophy is possible without reference to opponent views,
implicitly or explicitly” (2000, 58).
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On the model of the dialogical self, some such activity of the mapping of others is
necessary for the construction of Haribhadra’s Jain identity. Jonathan Z. Smith’s notion of the
“proximate other” is perpetually useful: “It is here that the real urgency of the ‘other’ emerges,
called forth not so much by a requirement to place differences, but rather by an effort to situate
ourselves. This, then, is not a matter of the ‘far’ but preeminently of the ‘near’. The deepest
intellectual issues are not based upon perceptions of alterity, but, rather, of similarity, at times,
even, of identity” (2004, 245). Succinctly put, “a theory of difference, when applied to the
proximate other, is but another way of phrasing a theory of ‘self’” (ibid., 245). Haribhadra’s
approach to doxography is, in his own terms, precisely a theory of difference; but now we can
see that this heterological placement of difference by way of juxtaposition and the commonality
of comparative categories is an effort to situate Jain selves among proximate others and another
other beyond the pale.

My invocation of totalizing theories of self and other is of course not meant to say that
anyone must negotiate doctrinal identity in just the way that Haribhadra does—we have seen that
he makes distinctive and sometimes inscrutable choices informed partly by the traditions that he
has inherited, and in later chapters concerning his more argumentative works we will see further
distinctive and idiosyncratic choices involved in his particularly Jain identity. But—quite in the
way that Haribhadra’s comparative activity helps to define both his own and others’ positions—
placing him in a larger landscape, comparing him with other doxographers and theories of
identity, helps to illuminate both his own project and our own.

The historians Rogers Brubaker and Frederick Cooper (2000) implore us to move beyond
the essentializing hypostatization involved in the notion of “identity”, in favor of more dynamic

agentive notions like “identification”. In terms of this distinction, we have found that Haribhadra
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is definitely involved in identification. But we will further see how such identification issues in
identities that are serviceable for the analysis of philosophical debates in the next chapter, as we
will also see how their hypostatized character tends to bring such debates to stalemate. This will
ultimately bring us to Haribhadra’s own constructive attempt in the Anekantajayapataka to move
beyond such hypostatizations, even as he intensifies his focus on the dynamics of metaphysical

identification.

82



2
Rationality, Debate, and Affiliation
in the Lokatattvanirnaya and Nyayapravesatika

This perpetual dealing with people very different from myself
caused a shattering in me of preconceptions I scarcely knew I held.

-James Baldwin,
“The Discovery of What it Means to Be an American,”
in Nobody Knows My Name (1963, 21)

Chapter 1 portrayed the Saddarsanasamuccaya as reflecting upon the sheer fact of the
diversity of dar$anas through its heterological analysis of the differences between them
according to the common parameters of tattva and devata. 1 observed, however, that devata does
not serve unambiguously to individuate darsanas, as Haribhadra declares that it should at the
outset of the treatise. Although each dar$ana has its own unique set of fattvas, this one-to-one
mapping does not obtain for the devata parameter, which must therefore be presumed to serve
some unstated purpose other than that of differentiation. To detect this function, it will be helpful
to unpack just what Haribhadra means by devata.

He unfortunately does not state a definition;! but his use of the term can give us some

sense of its significance for him. To wit, the depictions of each school’s devata are heavily

! Manibhadra glosses the introductory occurrence of the term (SDS v. 2) as “superintendent of dar$ana”
(darsanddhisthayika [1970, 464]), which he repeats in his discussion of the Naiyayika deity (ad SDS v. 13 infra
[1970, 468]) and in a minor variation for the Samkhya (sva-sasanddhistaty, ad SDS v. 34/35 infra [ibid., 479]). For
Buddhism and Jainism, the gloss is different: the Buddha is “the creator of the darsana and so on” or (more
probably) “the originator of the darsana” (darsanddikara, ad SDS v. 4 infra [ibid., 465]), and the Jina is the “first
person to promulgate the dar§ana” (darsana-pravartaka adi-purusa, ad SDS v. 45-46 infra [ibid., 483]). Nicholson
reads this commentarial drift as an equivocation pursuant upon Haribhadra’s “fluid” use of the term and the
inapplicability of the notion of superintendence to a Buddha and Jina liberated from worldly ties (2010, 157-8). It
may not be irrelevant to note that Haribhadra frequently uses the word deva for kings elsewhere (Shukla 1989, 30,
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gnoseological: many of the terms in the characterizations of each devata (where there is one at
all) concern features of that devata’s knowledge or teaching. The Buddha is described only in his
capacity as a teacher (prariipaka, SDS v. 4), for example, while the Naiyayika devata, Siva, is
said to be omniscient (sarva-jiia), the permanent abode of intellect (nitya-buddhi-samasraya).
Of the eight quarter-verses devoted to the Jina, three say that he has destroyed delusion (hata-

moha), attained absolute knowledge and vision (kevala-jiiana-darsana), and illuminates truly

existing objects (sad-bhitartha-prakasakah).®> And tellingly, even the negative characterization
of the Mimamsaka deity is entirely epistemological: this school is said to lack any omniscient
deity whose words would be a means of awareness (mana).* This last is the clincher for
interpreters such as Andrew Nicholson, Gerdi Gerscheimer, and Karl-Stephan Bouthillette
(2020, 121), who read the devata as simply an epistemic authority (pramana [Nicholson 2010,
158] or, more in conformity with Jain discourse, a@pta [Gerscheimer 2000, 178]). Such a function
is consistent with the general Jain view of divinity not as agentive savior but as soteriological
exemplar: while it is not clear (Cartesian considerations aside) why an actively salvific deity
should be a measure of epistemological authority for humans, the Jina who is the object of
worship (not to be confused with the lesser gods who are not, as described in TAS 4.1-13/14)
functions primarily as a model of liberation, which necessarily consists in the omniscience that is

the epistemological summum bonum for Jains.

referring to Samardaiccakaha ch. 8), which is itself not an uncommon usage. There is also a taxonomy of meanings
of the term in the Bhagavat Viyahapannatti (X11.9, summarized in Deleu 1996, 190), of which Haribhadra would
likely have been aware—see chapter 1, note 66.

2 SDS v. 13: aksapada-mate devah systi-samhara-krc-chivah | vibhur nitydika-sarva-jiio nitya-buddhi-samasrayah ||
3 SDS vv. 45-46: jinéndro devatd tatra raga-dvesa-vivarjitah | hata-moha-maha-mallah kevala-jiana-darsanah ||
surdasuréndra-sampijyah sad-bhutartha-prakasakah | krtsna-karma-ksayam krtva sampraptah paramam padam ||
4SDS v. 68: jaiminiyah punah prahuh sarvajiiddi-visesanah | devo na vidyate ko ’'pi yasya manam vaco bhavet ||
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Folkert was the first scholar to propose this valence of the notion of devata in the SDS,
unveiling it as the outcome of his historical story (summarized in the second section of chapter 1)
about the development of the notion of darsana from an intrinsic karmic state of the jiva to a
plural item that pertains variously to different people and may be imparted rightly or wrongly by
various external sources—chief among these sources being the person each school regards as its
devata. Once darsana is no longer automatically read as a factive term (as I put it in chapter 1),
one may call into question the correctness of each dar§ana, which would in turn reflect on the
devata that underwrites and is claimed by it. That is, no longer is the only question that of the
Jjiva and its karma; by the time of the Tattvarthasitra (TAS) and its earliest extant commentaries,
there arises “the problem of aptatva, the problem, in short, of true devata and false devata, of
true tattva and false fattva™ (Folkert 1993, 127). Folkert’s narrative shows that these usages of
darsana and devata are not aberrant or idiosyncratic to Haribhadra, but precede him in the TAS
and continue well after him in authors like Hemacandra.

As Folkert noticed, this is just the picture of authority-cum-divinity purveyed in one of
Haribhadra’s quasi-doxographical essays, the Lokatattvanirnaya (LTN). This work is
occasionally referred to as the Nrtattvanigama, the phrase used in its first verse’s self-
description, and these two titles taken together indicate its similarities and differences with
Haribhadra’s most famous doxography: it will address the principles of reality (tattva), as did the
SDS—but rather than the ones encoded in the philosophical dar§anas, the principles at issue here
are popular (loka) notions, those countenanced by everyday people (nr). These doctrines turn out
primarily to concern deities, linking the two parameters of devata and tattva that appeared to be
orthogonal in the SDS and raising the important question of the epistemological connections

between theology and metaphysics. Departing from the SDS’s argumentative neutrality, the LTN
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is an attempt to bring arguments to some conclusive settlement (nirnaya/nigama). While the
name Nrtattvanigama is thus a close synonym, Lokatattvanirnaya has been the standard title at
least since the fifteenth-century Gunaratna, whose commentary (§14 ad SDS v. 1 [1970, 11])
attributes the famous verses LTN 32 and 38 (the bookends of the excerpt reproduced below) to
Haribhadra himself. Beyond these traditional attributions, I do not possess any evidence for its
authorship; but Williams does not doubt it (1965, 102), considering the LTN to exemplify the
broad interreligious erudition characteristic of the author of the SDS and the
Anekantajayapataka.

By way of its effort not only to catalogue but also to adjudicate doctrines, the LTN offers
some critical reflections on the rational evaluation of theologies and the religious identities
attaching to them. As the SDS contemplates the sheer fact of diversity without attempting to
arbitrate it, the LTN offers guidance as to the proper stance for one seeking truth amongst the
various options. The overarching virtue that Haribhadra will encourage is to forsake partiality
(paksapata) in favor of rationality (yukti)—that is, to allow one’s reason to dictate one’s
doctrinal allegiances, rather than the other way around. These exhortations to rationality and its
relationship to identity are what will most interest me in this chapter.

If the LTN enjoins rationality, it does not specify canons for its regulation. The person
most responsible for injecting such canons into mid-first millennium Indian philosophical
discourse was the Buddhist Dignaga; and Haribhadra is credited with the only extant
commentary upon the most distilled early primer of his system of logic and debate, the
Nyayapravesa (NP). In this tika commentary, Haribhadra amplifies the NP’s preoccupation with
the dar$ana-affiliations of the particular parties to any given dispute and the way that these

allegiances modulate licit argumentative moves. As I mentioned in chapter 1, the compound
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“mitla-bheda-vyapeksaya” (which does not otherwise appear to be in widespread use) figures
importantly in the SDS’s promise (v. 2) to individuate dar§anas “according to their root
differences”; and it occurs again in the Nyayapravesatika (NPT 43; see variant in n17) to divide
fallacies into groups.® As this echo of the SDS suggests—and as I will show much more fully in
the second part of this chapter—Haribhadra’s doxographical orientation places him particularly
well to flesh out the dynamics of disputes between representatives of the various darsanas. It is
here that the argumentative stakes of doxography become appreciable; indeed, I would submit
that, regardless of the authorship of these texts, they are some of the most pronounced
participants in the common doxographically-inflected philosophical discourse of mid-first
millennium India.

John Clayton nicely characterizes this philosophical milieu as centrally concerned with
“clarification of publicly defensible difference” (2006, 74), and points out that these differences
were often “systemic,” which is to say, “dar$anic” (ibid., 73). As I will elaborate in the second
part of this chapter, one of the key demands of Dignaga’s logic of debate is that basic terms must
be accepted in common (prasiddha) between any two parties to a dispute—debates require some
common ground as a basis for proceeding. It is indispensable, then, for debaters to know the
doctrines to which their interlocutors’ allegiances commit them, and to use only terms that their
interlocutors can countenance, upon pain of failing to produce a persuasive argument:

This is the celebrated rule of Dignaga which lays down the fundamental principle that a

philosophic debate must have some common ground to start with. Neither the speaker nor

his opponent has the right of quoting facts or reasons that are not admitted as real by the
other party. This rule proved very embarrassing to such philosophers as the

5 This is the single piece of textual evidence that I can find for the common authorship of these two texts. [ am more
confident that the NPT came from the same hand that composed the Anekantajayapataka, their styles of prose being
fairly similar. To give one concrete example, the author uses the otherwise uncommon word nirlothayisyamah
repeatedly in both texts to indicate that he is going to “unravel” a problematic line of thought (NPT 15 and AJP 1.38,
1.64,1.217,11.49, I1.118, 11.212, 11.218). And so the NPT might serve as a connecting authorial thread, however
slender, from the SDS to the AJP.
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Madhyamikas who... pointed to the fact that Dignaga himself was obliged to admit that

in religious matters (@gama) it was impossible to find a common ground between two

opposed religions. (Stcherbatsky 1958 11.172n1)
The upshot of Haribhadra’s view of rationality as formalized by Dignaga’s system, then, is that
while impartiality demands the subjection of one’s doctrinal identity to rational interrogation and
not vice-versa, the prevailing canons of rationality themselves call for taking into account the
argumentative constraints set by prior commitments. What we are dealing with is a “rhetoric of
reason,” to adapt Sarah McClintock’s (2010) phrase that captures the audience-sensitivity of the
argumentation of Buddhist philosophers. But it is not only the audience of an argument to which
Dignaga’s logic is sensitive—it takes into account the prior commitments of both the proponent
and the opponent in a debate. And these prior commitments necessarily often track traditional
dar$ana-identities—this is what their priority generally consists in—which it was the job of the
SDS to delineate: as Eli Franco observes, “The importance of ‘schools,’ or philosophical
traditions, in Indian philosophy cannot be overestimated, for it is often difficult, not to say
impossible, to distinguish between what, in a given work, is the original philosophical
contribution of the author and what has been taken over from various previous sources” (Franco
2007, 290). In Clayton’s insightfully pithy diagnosis, public debate between dar§anas was both
tradition-constituted, insofar as the allowable arguments depended on the dar§ana-aftfiliations of
the parties involved, and tradition-constituting, inasmuch as “through contesting and being
contested, so to say, rationality constructed itself” (2006, 53-54). This is the delicate interplay

between rationality and identity that I will now investigate.
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Divinity, Authority, Rationality, and Affiliation in the Lokatattvanirnaya

Haribhadra’s most frequently quoted work is brief and broadly doxographical like the one
most familiar to students of Indian philosophy, the SDS; but it is different in form and content,
less schematically taxonomical and much more argumentative than the latter. The LTN is still
preoccupied with surveying the views of other schools and employs a similar quotational
practice to that of the SDS, copiously excerpting various Upanisads, the Bhagavadgitd, and the
Manusmrti, as well as the Buddhist Vasubandhu’s Vimsatika and the Samkhya Tattvakaumudi
and Tattvasamasitra. But rather than the SDS’s argumentatively-neutral survey of the dar$anas,
the LTN is a withering indictment of non-Jain views of divinity and cosmogony, together with a
demonstration that the Jina is uniquely worthy of worship owing to his moral and epistemic
virtues.® Its most famous passage confesses of the Jina:

This Lord is not our kinsman, nor are the others our enemies. We have not directly seen
any one of them any more than the others. But hearing of his various distinguished words
and good conduct, we betake ourselves to Mahavira out of enthusiasm for the eminence
of his moral virtues. The Sugata is not our father, nor are other sectarians our enemies.
They have not given us any property, nor has the Jina or Kanada and the rest taken
anything from us. Lord Mahavira, however, is only concerned about the welfare of the
world. His pure preaching removes all impurities. It is for this reason that we are devoted
to him!... If one—whether he be Brahma, Visnu, Varada, Sankara, or Hara—has given up
selfishness and delights in the welfare of others, and always knows everything, in all its
forms, in all its aspects, variously and preeminently, then I sincerely betake myself to
such a one whose mode of behavior is unequalled and inconceivable. I have no partiality
(paksa-pata) for Mahavira, nor do I hate Kapila et al. He whose words are rational is the
one who should be accepted.”’

¢ kam pijayamafh] (1.23).... samyag-vandyatvam arhati tu ko vicarayadhvam (1.26).... etan dosa-bhaydrditan gata-
ghrnan balan vicitrayudhan nanapranisu codyata-praharanan kas tan namasyed budhah (1.28).

" bandhur na nah sa bhagavan arayo ’pi ndnye saksan na dystatara ekatamo ’pi cdisam | Srutva vacah sucaritam ca
prthag-visesam viram gundtisaya-lolataya sritah sma || 1.32|| ndsmakam sugatah pita na ripavas tirthya dhanam
ndiva tair dattam ndiva tathd jinena na hrtam kimcit kanada dibhih | kim tv ekanta-jagadd-hitah sa bhagavan viro
yatas camalam vakyam sarva-maldpahartr ca yatas tad-bhaktimanto vayam || 1.33 || ... || tvakta-svarthah para-hita-
ratah sarvada sarva-riipam sarvikaram vividham asamam yo vijanati visvam / brahma visnur bhavatu varadah
Sankaro va haro va yasydcintyam caritam asamam bhavatas tam prapadye || 1.37 || paksa-pato na me vire na dvesah
kapiladisu yuktimad vacanam yasya tasya karyah parigrahah || 1.38 ||.
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This oft-cited passage®—which one Jain writer has deemed “the clarion call of Jaina philosophy”
(Jain 1977, 163)—has frequently and variously been taken as emblematic of Haribhadra’s
liberality (see Qvarnstrom 1999, 179), humanism (Lindtner 2004), or tolerance (see Folkert
1993, 127), usually with the bits extolling Mahavira’s virtues excised. In context, though, it is
quite clear that Haribhadra is not claiming indifference or equal acceptance of all schools’
deities: it is just the point of the LTN (and some other works attributed to Haribhadra, such as the
Dhuttakkhana/Dhiirtakhyana®) that the many popular deities celebrated by non-Jains,
particularly gods credited with the creation and manipulation of the world, are ignoble and
unworthy of worship.!°

However, Folkert’s further suspicion that “even impartiality may miss the mark™ here
calls for more explanation, since he himself has just translated the paksapata that Haribhadra
explicitly disavows as “partiality” (1993, 127).!! This notion of paksapata, which it is not

uncommon for philosophers of this period (particularly those of a doxographical bent, such as

8 A momentous instance of this passage’s far-reaching afterlife is the appearance of verse 1.32 as the epigraph for the
handbook of Jain doctrine prepared at the request of the first World’s Parliament of Religions in Chicago by the pre-
eminent nineteenth-century Svetimbara missionary Atmaramji, a.k.a. Vijayanand Siiri (1918, 1).

° Williams’s canonical article querying the common authorship of the works attributed to Haribhadrasiiri doubts
whether the Dhuttakkhana’s “sectarian violence and utter lack of measure in the treatment of Hindu legends
square[s] well with his usual balanced attitude” (1965, 108). The Dhuttakkhana is admittedly an unusual instance of
a satirical parable in Prakrit; but the basic polemical thrust seems closely consonant with that of the LTN. See also
note 17.

10 The text shares a number of lines almost verbatim (nearly all of 1.22-40) with the Buddhist polemical hymn
Devatavimarsastuti/Devatisayastotra attributed to a certain Sankarasvamin (edited and translated in Hahn 2000 and
Schneider 2014, see also La Vallée Poussin 1911). Although there has been wild disconsensus on the dating of the
Devatavimarsastuti, ranging from the 1% to the 10" century C. E. (see Krishan 1991), the existence of a commentary
on it from the second half of the eighth century (Schneider 1997, 47-48), likely during Haribhadra’s own lifetime,
suggests that it precedes him.

There is also an affinity with Buddhist systematic treatises, including (as usual) those of Bhaviveka (see
Bouthillette 2020, 59-60). What Malcolm David Eckel writes of his refutation of the notion of a creator God applies
here, mutatis mutandis: “Bhaviveka would not quibble about the words. But it would not be wrong also to detect a
sense of irony in his proposal. This is not just a shift of terminology. He is asking the opponent to abandon his
commitment to a single, divine creator and replace it with a pluralistic, impersonal concept of karma. In effect
Bhaviveka is asking his Brahmanical opponent to abandon the concept of God and become a Buddhist” (2019, 39).
! Shukla considers his Dhiirtakhyana’s display of anti-Brahminical satire to evince a bias at odds with his claim of
impartiality in LTN (1989, 5 and 116), whereas I view the two as quite consistent. See also note 9 above and note 17
below.
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Bhaviveka) to repudiate, is crucial for understanding how Haribhadra is positioning himself in
this text (cf. Qvarnstrom 1999, 180 and n83, and Bouthillette 2020, 49-50). Earlier in the LTN,
Haribhadra introduces the notion of paksapata by contrasting it with the authority of both
tradition (@gama) and reason (yukti): “When something is fully understood by tradition and
reason, having been tested like gold, then it is to be accepted. What’s the use of accepting
something out of partiality?”’!? This follows on the treatise’s opening discussion about the
educability of students, which culminates in a denigration of para-pratyaya—literally, the
“notions of others,” which we might gloss as “conventional opinion”: Haribhadra says that
“people who are learned only in conventional opinion are lost in a sea of madness.”'> What he
privileges instead is one’s own rational investigation according to the two canonical pramanas:
“If something does not make reasonable sense upon being investigated—neither according to
perception nor inference—what thinking person in the world should accept it? Milk is not
produced by the horn of a cow!”!* Partiality, then, is not merely holding doctrinal commitments,
or even holding them stridently—Haribhadra certainly will take forceful positions without
reservation in the course of this essay, but he apparently doesn’t think that this convicts him of
partiality. What characterizes partiality, for Haribhadra, is the uncritical adoption of conventional
opinion; impartiality is accepting something on the basis of rational criticism, which is what he
proceeds to exercise in the LTN. Lest “partiality” be taken to connote any sort of commitment or
allegiance, we could translate paksapata as “uncritical allegiance”; and, with Paul Dundas

(2002, 228), to read Haribhadra as expressing the “continual emphasis on conformity to reason

121.18: agamena ca yuktya ca yo ‘rthah samabhigamyate | pariksya hemavad grahyah paksapatagrahena kim ||
131.14: tathd para-pratyaya-matra-dakso lokah pramaddmbhasi bambhramatiti.

Y4 1.16: yac cintyamanam na dadati yuktim pratyaksato ndpy anumanatas ca | tad buddhiman ko nu bhajeta loke go-
Sragatah ksira-samudbhavo na //
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as being the prime determinant of what has truth” and a “remarkable willingness to evaluate rival
intellectual systems on the basis of their logical coherence alone.”!

Now, in the LTN’s first occurrence of paksapata already quoted, Haribhadra contrasts it
not only with reason (yukti), but also with tradition (@gama). And so one might worry that
rational criticism is in fact not the primary or the only criterion, and that Haribhadra is smuggling
paksapata in the back door even as he disavows it: after all, doesn’t agama just mean accepting
the authority of others? Haribhadra does not define or theorize dgama, yukti, or their relation in
either of the two texts we are considering in this chapter. We can, however, again observe how
the scriptural testimony of traditional authorities is used in the LTN to understand the role agama
plays in what Haribhadra is presenting as a critical investigation.

Jain dgamas, written in Prakrit and accepted as authoritative by Svetambaras, are
nowhere mustered in this text. The only traditional authorities quoted are those of opponents; and
they are adduced not as providing criteria of adjudication (naturally) but rather as data to be
judged. There is a clue to Haribhadra’s preoccupation with these opponents’ scriptures in his

passing comment at the beginning of the long passage quoted above that we have not seen any of

these gods: we must thus surmise that our only source of information about them is scriptural, if

15 Dundas has also written on the notion of madhyasthya, which (as 1 have mentioned in chapter 1, although not
figuring prominently in the Haribhadra corpus) parallels the notion of nispaksapata and has also often been read as
some sort of tolerance or impartiality with respect to various views. Dundas refers to the 13%-/14"-century
Gurutattvapradipa by Svetambara Tapa Gaccha teacher Nayaprabha Ganin that distinguishes proper madhyasthya
from the improper version of one who “goes along with every idea, statement and mode of practice and [whose]
supposed neutrality or ‘tolerance’ is rather a lack of intellectual discrimination” (2004, 96). On this understanding,
mddhyasthya shares the sense of critical rationality of nispaksapata. Ganeri describes Yasovijaya’s valorization of
this virtue in one who “follows wherever reason leads, rather than using reason only to defend prior opinions to
which they have already been attracted” (2011, 33). As Halbfass noticed (1988, 536n16), the opposition of
paksapata to yukti is maintained in the final line of Gunaratna’s commentary on SDS, where the notion of
mddhyasthya is also invoked in connection with being able to discern the truth by differentiating between matters of
truth and untruth (1970, 461: madhya-stha-vrtti-taya vimarsaniyah satydsatydrtha-vibhagena tattviko ‘rthah.
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we are to have any substantial information at all. Accordingly, Haribhadra spends the first two-
thirds of his essay arraying a welter of popular cosmogonical texts.

After mustering the textual evidence, Haribhadra undertakes his rebuttal: “What is
believed by these creationists is strange and unseemly. I will explain how it is contradicted by
reason.”!® It is just reason (yukti), then, that is the arbiter of contradiction; and indeed, in the
rebuttal, no further scriptures are adduced. Haribhadra’s rebuttal proceeds primarily by asking
rhetorical questions that draw out the absurd consequences of the doctrines previously arrayed.!”
The critical method that Haribhadra takes himself to be exemplifying without partiality, then,
does not rely on @dgama and yukti equally as criteria for the evaluation of doctrines; rather, it
consists of a serial process in which @gama supplies the content of doctrinal options to be

adjudicated by yukzi. 1®

6 11.1: tesam evanirjiiatam asadysam srsti-vadinam istam | etad yukti-viruddham yatha tatha sampravaksyami ||

17 This procedure has a close analogue in the polemical narrative of the Dhiirtakhyana, which attempts to show the
absurdity of stories of the gods in the Mahabharata, Ramayana, and puranas by putting equally absurd tall tales in
the mouths of con-men. The absurdum takes the form of a refrain with the form of rhetorical questions such as the
following: “Brahma, living in a lotus, emerged from a lotus-womb on Vishnu’s navel, holding a staff and pot; and
the lotus stuck. In that way, is it unreasonable if you together with the elephant exited from the neck of a pot and the
elephant was caught by the end of his tail?” (Pk: tassa kira pamkaya-ttho Bambho nahié pauma-gabbhdo | damda-
kamamdalu-hattho viniggao pamkayam laggam || 1. 56 || evam kamamdalu-givae niggao jai tumam gaya-samam pi |
hatthi val-agg-amte laggo to ettha kim ajuttam || 1.57 || [Sk: tasya kila parnkaja-sthah Brahma nabhyah padma-
garbhat | danda-kamandalu-hastah vinirgatah pankajam lagnam || 1.56 || evam kamandalu-grivayah nirgato yadi
tvam gaja-samam api | hasti valagrante lagno tato atra kim ayuktam || 1.57 ||]). Here we have the adjectival form
yukta rather than the noun form yukti, although the latter does also occur in the text’s opening (I.17) and conclusion
(V.119).

18 My hypothesis of Haribhadra’s view of the relationship between yukti and dgama is consistent with Eltschinger’s
assessment of a Buddhist trend in this period: “Dharmakirti [and his commentators] (and the remark is likely to
apply to Dignaga also) clearly distinguished between the material jurisdictions of reason(ing) and scripture. He
granted full epistemic autonomy to reason(ing) in the empirical sphere and comcomitantly restricted the legitimate
scope of scripture to the supersensible realm. The authority of scripture was now dependent on reason(ing) via a set
of evaluative criteria” (2014, 201). Eltschinger argues that this is a “paradigm shift” from earlier Abhidharma and
Yogacara literature that included @gama alongside other pramdanas under the heading of yuk#i (ibid., 196 ft.), and
that Buddhist “epistemologists’ yukti serves the polemical and apologetic purpose of assessing both Buddhist and
non-Buddhist scriptures (ibid., 198). Cf. Dharmakirti’s pronouncement that a treatise is to be accepted (only) if not
defeated by established reasoning (sastram yat siddhaya yuktya svavaca ca na badhyate / drste ‘drste ‘pi tad
grahyam iti cintd pravartate””; PV IV.108, given at Tillemans 2000, 152)
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This critical examination of scripture for the particular purpose of evaluating the deities
that they endorse is part of a transition that Marie-Héléne Gorisse (2020) has noticed in
scholastic Jain discourse during the centuries prior to Haribhadra: the displacement of basic
authority from deities to discourse, from utterers to utterances. In the Tattvarthasitra (as well as
in other early scholastic Sanskrit works such as the Nyayasiitra), authority is primarily a matter
of the authoritative person, the apta (ct. Soni 2000). This “religious” element (as Gorisse calls it)
of allegiance to authoritative persons gradually gives way to an increasing “logical” emphasis on
the authoritative quality of their words in seminal treatises like Siddhasena’s Nyayavatara and
Samantabhadra’s Aptamimamsa. This displacement must have occurred under pressure from
non-Jains like Dharmakirti, whose insistence on the rational appraisal of scripture has been
detailed by Tillemans (2000) and placed in the context of inter-dar§ana apologetics—
specifically, the Mimamsaka critique of omniscience, as well as the general atmosphere of
sectarian hostility and concomitant philosophical disputation—by Eltschinger (2010, 419-420;
2014, 210-218) and Hayes (1984). In Dharmakirti’s view, agama addresses trans-empirical
affairs that lie beyond the yukti’s jurisdiction, but is yet not a valid source of knowledge on its
own and so must be evaluated by yukti (Eltschinger 2013, 74-75; 2014, 201). Eltschinger argues
that this is a “paradigm shift” from earlier Abhidharma and Yogacara literature that included
agama alongside other pramanas as part of yukti (2013, 83-84; 2014, 196 ff.), and that the new
“epistemologists’ yukti serves the polemical and apologetic purpose of assessing both Buddhist
and non-Buddhist scriptures (2014, 198). That is, yukti can now be set to work in the evaluation
of “virtually all the dgamas and sastras that were available on the 6th-century religio-
philosophical market” (2013, 75). This paradigm shift must be connected to the Dignagian

revolution in citational practices that I mentioned in chapter 1, exemplified by Haribhadra’s

94



practice of extensively quoting scripture in both the LTN and the SDS (and other texts that we
will read next); and here we begin to see the argumentative philosophical purposes to which this
textual practice can be put.

For Dharmakirti, then, the epistemic qualities of discourse displace the authority of
persons; in the Jain works, the former become criterial of the latter. We see this move starkly in
Haribhadra’s LTN, which does not presuppose the Jina’s authority and then transfer that
authority to his words: rather, Haribhadra gives rhetorical priority to the qualities of the Jina’s
speech and conduct, taking them to both constitute and display the Jina’s divinity. This can be
viewed as a further sub-development of the movement that Folkert presents as rendering the
authority of divine persons crucially important in the first place, alongside and beyond the
gnoseological ramifications of a soul’s particular karmic state.

But the authority of Jinas is not solely a matter of philosophical epistemology or even
soteriology—it grounds Jain identity generally. “By definition,” John Cort says, “the Jains are
those who worship, venerate, and follow the teachings of the Jinas” (1998, 9); Lawrence Babb’s
classic ethnography of modern Svetambara ritual also defines a Jain as “someone who reveres
and follows these personages and regards their teachings as authoritative. This is the sine qua
non of all forms of Jainism” (1996, 5), which is to say that such a definition is not a mere
doxographical abstraction or applicable only to one sect or another. But if being Jain is basically
a matter of allegiance to the authority of the Jinas’ teaching, some might suspect
disingenuousness in Haribhadra’s posture of impartiality, writing it off as a smokescreen for pre-

existing commitments and prejudices: perhaps one cannot rationally adopt allegiance to a deity
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because one’s identitarian affiliation is pre-determined and non-negotiable, and has itself already
set the terms for any act of reasoning.!”

However, several influential identity theorists have lately, in various ways, warned of the
pitfalls in such a hard opposition between identity and rational autonomy (e.g. Appiah 2005, esp.
ch. 2; Bilgrami 2014, ch. §). Amartya Sen, who has been particularly interested in this issue in
the premodern Indian context, rightly admonishes: “There is no escape from reasoning just
because the notion of identity has been invoked” (2005, 352). He points out how it is
conceptually possible, empirically plausible, and normatively desirable both to admit the ways
that reasoning may be inflected by identity while still resisting the deterministic “illusion” that
identity is “destiny” (1999, 23; 2006). Rather than simply “discover” our identities, Sen claims
that to a great extent we should and do “choose” and “make” them, based not only upon
biographically given constraints but also rational deliberation (2005, 289-290 and 349-352;
2006, 15-19). And reason has a role to play in this self-fashioning: Sen is preoccupied with how
rational resources can be enlisted for the reconceptualization of identity in general and of
particular identities in the Indian context; indeed, his writings gesture at various premodern
philosophical and political resources to model this “priority of reason” to identity, including the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha, India’s most famous doxography aside from the SDS (2006, 35 and
1611t.). Jonardon Ganeri’s monograph Identity as Reasoned Choice (2012) fulfills Sen’s
program with a sweep of textual evidence for these processes of rational identity-formation

throughout Indian philosophy and politics from ancient to modern.

1% In Nalini Balbir’s words, “Le raisonnement est un procédé interprétatif pour analyser un corps de doctrine déja
accepté” (2017, in reference to Eltschinger [2014, p. 197]). Cf. Akeel Bilgrami’s (2014, 221) discussion of Bernard
Williams’s view that “principles that stand outside a man or woman’s fundamental projects and commitments... are
simply unavailable.”
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I submit that Haribhadra serves as an additional datum in this arc, and in fact a rather
sharper and richer one than most of those adduced by Sen and Ganeri. More than many of their
sources, Haribhadra is explicitly concerned with doctrinal identities, articulated and tabulated as
dar$ana denominations and deity allegiances. As we will see presently, Haribhadra is attentive to
the ways that prior affiliations can indeed furnish assumptions that should be recognized as
axiomatic for their adherents in the course of inter-dar§ana arguments, pace those who consider
identity as prior to reason; but we will also see further anon how he will critically interrogate
even the very axioms that are doctrinally central to one’s dar$ana affiliation.

Indeed, Haribhadra’s own story vividly depicts this complex rational negotiation of
identity. He is supposed to have been a Brahmin who fancies himself to know all there is to be
known, until hearing a Jain nun utter a verse that he cannot decipher.?’ He immediately
thereupon seeks initiation into Jainism, imploring the preceptor that he will not be able to
understand this verse until being authorized in the relevant ascetic practices;?! after which he
utters the same famous verse (and several others) from the LTN asserting the importance of
reason over partiality and the unreasonableness of worshipping the passionate puranic gods.

This story, recorded centuries after Haribhadra is supposed to have lived, is very likely
apocryphal.?? But regardless of their factuality, Haribhadra’s hagiographies clearly enough show

that Svetambara tradition reads the LTN as commending some aspect of rational self-fashioning

20 puratanaprabandhasamgraha §54 (2012, 103).

2 esa siddhanta-gatha pirvapara-sambandham paripsyate, sa ca diksam vina tapas-caranam ca vind na bhavati,
tarhi diksam diyatam (ibid., 104).

22 Phyllis Granoff (1989, 105—128) has shown that its sequel involving Haribhadra’s nephews’ infiltration of a
Buddhist monastery for the purposes of religious intelligence is derived from hagiographies of the Digambara monk
Akalanka. She goes on to say that “the account of Haribhadra in his pre-Jain days is no more exclusive to
Haribhadra than is the account of his two nephews” (ibid., 111). At least the image of a golden girdle retaining his
overwhelming knowledge, which we find in some other tellings of Haribhadra’s biography, occurs already in
Xuanzang’s seventh-century story of a South Indian man in the northern city of Karnasuvarna (which Jawaharlal
Nehru, in the first letter of his Glimpses of World History [1934, 1], claims to be near the modern city of Bhagalpur,
Bihar).
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(alongside ritual initiation and ascetic practice) as a religious ideal, rather than considering
religious identity to be absolutely given, prior and impervious to rational discourse. Dundas has
displayed the continuity of such stories with scriptural accounts of the “substitution of a new set
of views, established through argument, for the ritualist Veda-oriented world view of the
brahmans,” a phenomenon that he argues “must have represented a major dimension in the
spread of Jainism from the sixth century BCE” (2003, 130). Indeed, the common trope in
classical Indian literature of philosophers converting after losing debates suggests that the Indian
philosophical imaginaire generally accepted the susceptibility of identity to rational negotiation
(cf. Fliigel 2010b and 2010a, 191). Essays like the LTN enact what such negotiation of identity
looks like when the partiality of received opinion is subordinated to the critical demands of
rationality. In the rest of this chapter, we will consider how Haribhadra, following Buddhist
logicians of Dignaga’s school, theorize rationality and its limits within intersubjective argument

between parties of various doctrinal affiliations.

Logic and Inter-Darsana Debate in the Nyayapravesatika

Rationality and Logic in Inter-Darsana Philosophy

I have introduced the notion of rationality as a translation of yukti without defining either.
As we have seen, this is an undeniably preeminent regulative ideal for Haribhadra, as it is for all
Indian philosophers writing in Sanskrit during this period: it appears not only as the abstract
noun yukti and adjective yukta, but more commonly in the course of argumentation as the verb
(na) yujyate to pronounce that a particular line of thought is (not) reasonable (cf. Halbfass 1991,

135). Despite its prominence, however, I know of no place where Haribhadra explicitly defines
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or theorizes yukti; it is indeed much more common for Indian philosophers to help themselves to
using it, even occasionally to extol or denigrate it, than for them to tell us exactly what it is.

The situation is different with the more technical notion of nyaya. Beginning at least with
the Nyayasiitra attributed to Gautama Aksapada, there is a long line of handbooks that carefully
stipulate the logical, epistemological, and dialectical rules covered by the term nyaya; and we
find these norms actually appealed to in the course of scholastic argumentation. When a
philosopher of this period writes “na yujyate,” the reason given is often that a proposition
transgresses one of the rules laid down in these logical and epistemological handbooks—which
is to say that nyaya is frequently, even if implicitly, regulative of yukti. And so even if we lack a
theorization of the concept of yukti, the formalism of nydya can largely stand in for (whether or
not it fully exhausts) the former.?*

The widespread adoption of these nyaya standards as norms shared among different
dar$anas, moreover, facilitates rational debate across party lines. Although there is a particular
school whose name corresponds to the Nyayasiitra and takes them as canonical—the dar$ana that

Haribhadra’s SDS calls the Naiyayika (vv. 12 and 33), adhering to the Aksapada-mata (v. 13)—

2 Vincent Eltschinger (2013, 74; 2014, 193) has observed that nydya and yukti are deemed equivalent by
Dharmakirti and his commentators, who (as we will see momentarily) have heavily influenced the work of
Haribhadra I will now examine. That Haribhadra accepts that general equivalence in this commentary is visible in
his gloss on the Nyayapravesa’s sole occurrence of the term yukti. Although Musashi Tachikawa translates the final
line of the text, “ya 'tra yuktir ayuktir vda sa 'nyatra suvicarita” (NPT 55) as saying that “the arguments for and
against [the notions introduced in the text] are examined elsewhere” (1971, 129; emphasis and interpolation added)
Haribhadra (NPT 55) reads this line differently, glossing ayukti as “what has divisions of “unestablished’ and so on”
(asiddhadi-bheda) and yukti as “what is marked by constant conjunction and disjunction” (anvaya-vyatireka-
laksana). These, however, are just characteristic features of the nyaya introduced in this text: asiddha is the first of
three broad types of fallacious reasons given (NPT 31ff.); and one of the fundamental ways to characterize the
relationship between a reason and its probandum is in terms of constant conjunction and disjunction. Haribhadra
uses this terminology of anvaya and vyatireka to explain fallacious reasons (i.e. failures of the reason-probandum
connection) at least ten times in the course of his commentary, beginning with an unattributed quotation in his
discussion of the three kinds of reasons (trairipya-hetu; NPT 24). Contrary to Tachikawa’s translation of yukti,
then, Haribhadra’s interpretation of the NP’s closing line seems not to take yukti and ayukti as arguments in support
of and against the system of nyaya on offer in the text, but as referring to this regimen of proper and fallacious logic
itself. Haribhadra glosses the final words, “it is investigated properly elsewhere” as “it is considered elaborately in
the Pramanasamuccaya and so on” (sa 'nyatra pramana-samuccayddau suvicaritd praparicena nirupitéty arthah

[NPT 55]).
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authors identified with other schools also developed their own systems of logic and
epistemology, and tended to call them uniformly nyaya.>* These treatments differed from each
other in many details, divergences that would become wellsprings of centuries-long disputes; but
such disagreements were set against the background of enough shared vocabulary, doctrine, and
logical and rhetorical procedure to enable mutual intelligibility and render the stakes of their
arguments visible in the first place. Georges Dreyfus (1997, 15) describes this development of a
shared nyaya as decisively enabling intertraditional debate:

Starting from the discussions of the Nyaya-siitra and Vatsyayana's commentary, great

attention was paid to argumentation and the theory of inference. This resulted in the

establishment of a logic that gained wide acceptance, so much so that it provided
intertraditional standards of validation. These developments created the relatively neutral
framework within which competing claims of Indian philosophical schools, such as

Nyaya, Mimamsa, Jain[ism], and Buddhism, could be assessed.

Current scholarship has amply portrayed how such shared inter-dar§ana discourse
characterized the mid-first-millennium efflorescence of Indian philosophy—how, in Dan
Arnold’s nice description, representatives of the various darsanas “developed their arguments in
conversation with the claims and arguments of rival perspectives” under “the pressure of
dialectical scrutiny” (2005, 2). Eltschinger has characterized this as a heresiological and
apologetic turn, visible in both Brahminical and Buddhist discourses, from overwhelmingly

intramural hermeneutical conversations to preoccupation with the threats posed by ideologies

outside the fold (2014, 91 and passim). And it has become routine to enshrine the Buddhist

24 We have, to take just a few examples, the Dignaga’s Nyayamukha as well as the Nyayapravesa, and the Jain
Siddhasena’s Nyayavatara. (Cf. McClintock 2010, 67-73.) The term “pramana-sastra” has come into Anglophone
scholarship to refer to this discourse; as far as I know, it is a neologism. Sara McClintock thus prefers the term
“nyaya-vada,” which (as she pointed out in a talk at the Harvard Buddhist Studies Forum on April 8, 2019) was the
one used by classical authors such as Santaraksita. Modern scholars routinely observe that this discourse generally
does not distinguish between epistemology and logic as philosophy in the Greek tradition does. Some have therefore
dubbed it “logico-epistemology” (e. g. Dreyfus 1997, 12); one might even abbreviate this as “epistemo-logic”. I will
avoid such unwieldy hyphenations and instead refer to it with the standard shorthand “logic,” bearing in mind the
caveat that—as we will amply see below—it does not abstract semantic or empirical content from syntactic form as
Western logic does (ibid., 17).
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philosopher Dignaga as the linchpin of what Eli Franco calls this “Golden Period of Indian
philosophy”, characterized by “continuous debate” between representatives of various schools
(2013, 25): although the Naiyayikas paved the road for him, “the nature and intensity of this
interaction significantly changes with Dignaga” (ibid., n. 64). However, beyond these plausible
generalities, there have been few close examinations of precisely how Dignaga’s philosophy
manages to facilitate debate across discursive boundaries that had been built of ideological and
linguistic differences. Examination of Haribhadra’s commentary on the Nyayapravesa, a
handbook of Dignaga’s logic, can therefore shed light not only upon Haribhadra’s thought but
upon a pivotal moment in Indian philosophy generally.?’

Tibetan tradition ascribes the Nyayapravesa to Dignaga himself, while extant Chinese
commentaries attribute it to his purported pupil, a certain Sankarasvamin about whom nothing
else is known; Western scholarship seems to have settled with the latter (Tachikawa 1971, 111).
Haribhadra does not overtly stake a position on its authorship—it is not clear that he cares about
that question (or, for that matter, that classical Indian literature possesses anything like our
modern notion of authorship)—but he does understand the Nyayapravesa to be an articulation of
the thought associated with Dignaga.?® He is right to do so, insofar as it is indeed very nearly

identical to the system presented in works like the Pramanasamuccaya and the Nyayamukha

25 It bears mentioning that the Nydyapravesa can also boast a central role of the transmission of Indian logic both to
East Asian Buddhism—insofar as “Hsiian Tsang's translation has been one of the most important textbooks for the
science of Buddhist logic in China as well as in Japan,” according to Tachikawa (1971, 111)—and to the modern
West, with Tachikawa’s English translation appearing in the inaugural issue of the Journal of Indian Philosophy, the
same one in which A. K. Warder declares inquiry into the number six as the canonical group of darsanas a dead-end,
as discussed in chapter 1.

26 He cites Dignaga twice (NPT 19 and 51, the latter a quotation of Pramanasamuccaya 9.4). Although he does also
occasionally cite other authors to reinforce his readings of the Nyayapravesa, he never does so in conjunction with
the honorific dcarya, the title he uses at least four times to refer to the author of the root text (NPT 22, 33, 38, 39).
The only exception to this use of acarya to refer to the author of the root text is in one occurrence of the plural
compound “puarvacaryah” (NPT 26). It is also relevant that he points the reader to Pramanasamuccaya for further
explanation of the topics in the Nyayapravesa (NPT 55; see footnote 23 above).
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(Tucci 1928 and 1931). But since my primary subject here is Haribhadra’s thought, and since no
information is conveyed by the moniker of Sankarasvamin beyond the Nyayapravesa text itself, I

will avoid using this name and refer simply to “the root text”.?’

Dars$ana-Identity and Inter-Darsana Commentary

To compose what we might call an “inter-darsana commentary”—a dedicated exegesis of
a work associated with a rival dar§ana—is somewhat unusual in the history of Sanskrit literature:
the extraordinary Mandana Misra and Vacaspati Misra, with all of their ambiguities of
affiliation, are a few of the conspicuous exceptions that prove the rule; and even these are cases
of Brahminical philosophers commenting on other Brahminical schools. Instances reaching
beyond the Vedic fold are less common still; here the standout is Durveka Misra, a Brahmin who
never converted to Buddhism but taught it at Vikramasila (Hayes 1984, 664; and I do not know
why it happens that so many of these eclectic characters are appropriately named “Misra”).
Durveka wrote commentaries on Dharmakirti and Dharmottara, who also attracted a handful of
somewhat obscure Jain commentaries (Mittal 2014, 46). While their frequent commentarial
treatment is certainly indicative of their widespread eminence, Haribhadra may be the
fountainhead of this tradition of Jain commentaries dedicated to the Buddhist epistemologists.

Haribhadra does not draw any attention to this innovative inter-dar§ana aspect of his

commentary; it reads like a garden-variety intramural endeavor by a devoted student, with strong

27 If I had to refer to an author, I should prefer to call him (for he was almost certainly male) “quasi-Dignaga”, since
this author is almost all of the way there. The name “pseudo-Dignaga,” although more conventional, would have the
disadvantage of implying that Dignaga could not have been the author; I know of no reasons for such a definitive
conclusion. The arguments against his authorship mostly rely on elements of the system of the Pramanasamuccaya
(attested also in Chinese translations of the Nyayadvara) that are omitted from the Nyayapravesa, and vice versa;
but these may very well simply be instances of Dignaga changing his mind and streamlining his exposition (as A. B.
Keith [1928] argued).
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resemblances to his commentary on the quasi-canonical Svetambara Avasyakasiitraniryukti®®
(both, in fact, being commonly named Sisyahita, “[The Commentary] for the Benefit of the
Disciple”). Haribhadra not only dubs the Nyayapravesa’s author dcarya and Dharmakirti the
“Debater-in-Chief” (vadi-mukhya) when quoting from the latter’s Nyayabindu (NPT 21),% he
moreover credits the “fore-teachers” (pirvdcarya;, NPT 26) with its system of Buddhist logic and
paints it as a “venerable doctrine insofar as this text, however short, is an authoritative treatise

30 a commanding status

since it contains instruction about the logic that pervades everything,
that surely no detractor would allow. Haribhadra even closes by (in rather Buddhist form)

dedicating the merit from his effort—not just to any beings anywhere, but to those who stand to

28 Compare the opening mangala verses of each commentary:

“Having prostrated myself before the great God Jina Mahavira, the scripture-deities, the gurus, and the
sages, | recite the commentary of the Avasyakasiitra according to my guru’s instruction. Although commentary [on
it] has been done by others, this effort is still tersely made by me because of my empathy for beings who have a taste
for it” (ASNT vv. 1-2: pranipatya jina-varéndram viram Sruta-devatam guriin sadhiin | Avasyakasya vivrtim
guripadesad aham vaksye || yady api maya tatha ‘nyaih krta ’sya vivrtis tatha 'pi samksepat | tad-ruci-
sattvanugraha-hetoh kriyate prayaso ’yam ||).

“Having prostrated myself before the Lord Jina, speaker of right knowledge, I compose the commentary
laying open the meaning of the Nyayapravesa out of compassion for beings, although [commentaries, both]
abbreviated [and] elaborate, have been composed by those of true wisdom, and although I am not one of true
wisdom, but have a taste for the terse” (NPT vv. 1-2: samyag-jiianasya vaktaram pranipatya jinésvaram | Nyaya-
pravesaka-vyakhyam sphutartham racayamy aham || racitam api sat-prajiiair vistarena samasatah | asatprajio'pi
samksipta-rucih sattvanukampaya ||).

The prose of each commentary then also begins very similarly:

“Some might say, ‘It is pointless to discuss the motive and so on at the beginning of the treatise because the
motive and so on are of themselves thoroughly known for teachings whose meanings have already been understood.’
But that’s wrong, since it is justified to discuss them because this teaching’s meanings, which have not yet been
understood, cause activity; and the activity of prudent people follows upon discernment” (ASNT ad v. 2: kascid aha,
adhigata-Sastrarthanam svayam eva prayojanddi-parijiianat sastradau prayojanddy-upanydsa-vaiyarthyam iti. tan
na, anadhigata-sastrarthanam pravrtti-hetutvat tad-upanyasopapatteh. preksavatam hi pravrttir niscaya-pirvika.)

“Some say, ‘What’s the point of this discussion at the beginning?’” We respond that those who behave with
prudence do not act toward anything in the absence of a motive and so on; and hence this is for the sake of the
activity of prudent people by showing the motive and so on of the given teaching(/of one who is qualified in this
teaching)” (NPT ad v. 2: aha, asya kimartham adav upanydasa iti. ucyate, iha preksa-purva-karinah prayojanddi-
sinye na kvacit pravartanta ity ato adhikrta-sastrasya prayojanddi-pradarsanena preksavatam pravrtty-artham iti.).

Several scholars—including perhaps Haribhadra’s parijika sub-commentator Par§vadeva (NPT 58), the
edition’s editor Muni Jambuvijay (ibid., n3), and Whitney Cox more recently in discussion at the University of
Chicago’s Theory and Practice of Southern Asia workshop—have also noticed the similarity of Haribhadra’s
opening with that of Dharmottara’s Nyayabindutika.

2 In the Anekantajayapataka, Haribhadra also frequently refers to Dharmakirti—even as he deems his doctrine
unreasonable (ayukta, e.g. AJP 1.347)—simply as “The Logician” (nyaya-vadin), a phrase not unlike the honorific
plainness of medieval Christian scholiasts’ references to Aristotle as “The Philosopher”.

30NPT 17: $astrata casyadlpa-granthasyadpi visva-vyapaka-nyaydanusasanad iti vrddha-vadah.
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be educated by the system of logic that it presents.?! Haribhadra’s commentarial stance toward
this text and the Buddhist thinkers associated with its system is thus more that of a disciple than
of an opponent, and is particularly striking in comparison with the strident resistance he will
offer to other doctrines of the same thinkers in his Anekantajayapataka. But many scholars have
detected such a respectful attitude toward Buddhism in various other works attributed to him,
particularly those on yoga, where he often displays a willingness to acknowledge its efficacy and
parallels with Jain thought (Dundas 2002, 242; Granoff 1989, 108; Chapple 2004, 109 ff.).
Haribhadra’s Nyayapravesa commentary is such a thoroughly sympathetic reading of
Dignaga’s system of logic, so exceptionally devoid of polemics or even minor quibbles with any
of the doctrines therein—not unlike the SDS in this respect—that dar§ana boundaries seem all
but irrelevant here. Haribhadra is interested in good logic fout court, rather than constructing a
sectarian system or vindicating specifically Jain principles. This is not to say that there dar$ana
boundaries have nothing to do with opinions about logic in this period. For example, Dignaga’s
Pramanasamuccaya criticizes various logical doctrines of Naiyayikas, Vaisesikas, Samkhyas,
and those of his own teacher Vasubandhu’s Vadavidhi (Katsura 2003, 347). And Dharmakirti’s
Vadanyaya is largely a polemic against the “deceitful people” (§1) purveying Nyayasiitra
formalisms such as the inclusion of the pratijiia among the limbs of proof (§31). Haribhadra
likely knew and emulated this rhetoric of Dharmakirti’s, as we will see at the beginning of the
next chapter. However, in contrast to such sectarian contestations over logic itself, we will see

momentarily how Haribhadra deploys specific ideas from the Nyayasiitra without fanfare to

31 “Let deserving people obtain the happy nectar of understanding logic by whatever merit I have obtained in
commenting on the Nyayapravesa” (NPT 55: nyaya-pravesakam yad vyakhyaydavaptam iha maya punyam |
nyayddhigama-sukha-rasam labhatam bhavyo janas tenal|).
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prosecute this commentary on the system of Dignaga’s logic. He appears to want to promote a
universal system of logic acceptable to adherents of all dar§anas.

The relevant boundary for Haribhadra, then, seems to be between those who know good
nyaya and those who don’t, with both himself and the author of the root text (and apparently
Gautama Aksapada as well) positioned on the right side of nyaya as delineated by an
unattributed verse that he hastens to adduce: “He soon attains peace who, by indicating proper
nyaya, shows favor to beings outside of nyaya.”*? To be nyaya-bahya here is to lack the proper
nyaya (samyag- or sadhu-nyaya), but not to be altogether ignorant or irrational. Haribhadra
designates his addressee as the “preksa-pirva-karin” (NPT 14), the stated audience of many
writers in this period: the “rational agent,” as Eltschinger (2014, 219) translates this term in
Dharmakirti, who “make[s] use of reason (yukti) instead of blind faith (vyasana)” (2010, 405; see
also 2013, 76), and who is “one case of the 6- to 8"-century philosophers’ repeated appeals to
rationality as a criterion for the appraisal of their doctrines” (2013, 105). Sara McClintock (in the
context of Santaraksita’s Tattvasamgraha and Kamala$ila’s Pasijika thereupon) says that this
“judicious person” constitutes a work’s “ideal addressee,” who is “anti-dogmatic, in that he or
she will necessarily accept any position that is established through reasoning (nydaya), even if that
position does not accord with the dogmas of the community in which he or she stands” (2010,
60). The preksa-piurva-karin, then, is precisely opposed to the paksapata denounced in the LTN;
their intellectual activity is regulated by nyaya and yukti, a generalized impartial rationality
transcending and effacing dar§ana affiliations. Yet, even if it is not supposed to be dar§ana-
bound, this rationality should adhere to certain canons of nyaya that Haribhadra finds on offer in

this text.

32 NPT 17: samyag-(var: sadhu-)nyayépadesena yah sattvanam anugraham | karoti nyaya-bahyanam sa prapnoty
acirdc chivam ||
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Given the intensity of this investment in the Nyayapravesa and adoption of some of the
more specifically Buddhist elements of its idiom, it is even tempting to question its authorship:
perhaps the commentator either is not a Jain after all or, if he is, does not consider the root text to
be specifically Buddhist. But I think these doubts can be dispelled: what we have before us is, on
the one hand, a card-carrying Jain who is, on the other hand, perfectly happy to comment upon
and agree with an author that he understands as a Buddhist ideologue. Firstly, apart from the
intertextual evidence that I have adduced for the commentary’s attribution to the author of the
SDS and the AJP,? his Jain identity is insinuated even in his rather Buddhist dedication of merit
by its reference to bhavya-jana—the characteristically Jain soteriological notion of people
capable of liberation (also operative in the introduction to the L7N and the conclusion of the
Sastravartasamuccaya)—as well as the mangala’s pledge of allegiance to the Jinésvara and the
sarvajiia (NPT 13), both highly preferred terms for the Jain devata (even if they might
sometimes be used for that of other schools, especially Buddhism).

On the other hand, that Haribhadra countenances the specifically Buddhist affiliation of
the root text is evinced by his efforts to construe the author’s language in conformity with first-
order Buddhist doctrine and preclude any apparent inconsistencies therein. The opening verse of
the treatise announces: “Proof and refutation, together with their fallacies, are for informing
others. Perception and inference, together with their fallacies, are for informing oneself.”3* The
potential problem here is the reference to “self,” which Buddhists are supposed to deny.
Although he first glosses “atma” as “jiva” like a good Jain should (and as few Buddhists would),

Haribhadra then hastens to effect the classically Buddhist reduction to momentary episodes of

33 See Introduction and note 28.
3 NPT 13: sadhanam disanam cdiva sabhdasam para-samvide | pratyaksam anumanam ca sdbhasam tv atma-
samvide ||
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awareness, replete with technical Buddhist vocabulary: “A self is here accepted to have the form
of a succession of thought and its functions, not having the properties of permanence and so on
as imagined by others, because of the absence of a warrant to demonstrate such [properties].”
Similarly, when the root text seems to violate the cardinal tenet of impermanence in offering the
inference, “Whatever is permanent is seen not to be a product, like the ether,” Haribhadra more
explicitly anticipates the problem and tethers it to Buddhist affiliation: “Someone objects: ‘There
is nothing that can be called permanent for the followers of the Sugata. In the absence of that
[permanence], how can there be the dissimilar example [of the ether]?’ It is responded that by the
word ‘permanent’ is meant the absence of impermanence.”*¢ The clarification that permanence
simply means the absence of impermanence is in the root text; however, it is not obvious there
exactly what concern it takes up. For all we know, it might be an attempt to reduce a positive
predication to negation and thereby preserve Dignaga’s semantic doctrine of apoha—and this
interpretation might indeed better account for the parallel clarification that follows immediately:
“By the word ‘uncreated’ [is meant] the absence of createdness.”” It is Haribhadra—in his
doxographical preoccupation with basic doctrinal differences between darsanas—that makes the
clarification about permanence respond to a concern about the doctrine of impermanence, and it
is he that names that concern as generically Buddhist. Even if he somewhat overstates the
Buddhist case—insofar as classical Abhidharma and most later Buddhist philosophers do not
insist on the impermanence of uncompounded elements like ether—he also displays an impulse

to do justice to finer doxographical matters intramural to Buddhism when he goes on to explain

35 NPT 16: atma céha citta-caitta-samtana-riipah parigrhyate na tu para-parikalpito nityatvadi-dharma tat-
pratipadaka-pramandabhavat.

36 NPT 25: yan nityam tad akytakam drstam yathdkasam iti sugamam. aha, na saugatanam nityam nama kimcid asti.
tad-abhavat katham vaidharmya-drstanta ity? ucyate... nitya-sabdenanityatvasydabhavafh].

37 1bid.: akrtaka-$abdendpi krtakatvasydbhavah.

107



the root text’s ensuing elaboration that “absence is absence of presence” in order to avoid the
Mahayana anathema of svaripa: “There is no essence of a thing called ‘absence,” different from
presence. In the same way, this [clarification] ‘by the word “permanent” here’ and so on is
understood for the Darstantika too.”®

There is also a tantalizing moment in the body of the commentary at which Haribhadra
argues for a certain reading of the root text on the grounds that an alternative “doesn’t make
sense because it would fall into contradiction, and because of the unwanted consequence of the
philosophy of non-one-sidedness (anekdnta-vada).”*® This is the commentary’s sole mention of
the characteristically Jain topic of Haribhadra’s magnum opus, the Anekantajayapataka, which
will occupy us in the coming chapters—but the doctrine here functions in a reductio ad
absurdum, ruling out the proposed reading because it would entail anekdnta-vada as an
unwanted consequence. On the one hand, such a mention of anekantavada might be a bit
unexpected if the author of the commentary were not a Jain; on the other hand, the reductio only
works—Dby the lights of the NP’s own rules of argumentation—if the root text under
interpretation is understood as non-Jain.** Buddhists are among the people that indict
anekantavada with “falling into contradiction”—and although this is a charge that Haribhadra
will vociferously refuse in his defense of it (as we will see in the following chapter), he is here
writing not as Jain anekantavadin but as commentator on a Buddhist author. As such, the

hermeneutic of charity that guides his writing is concerned to avoid attributing Buddhist

38 NPT 26: bhavdabhavo'bhavah.... na tu bhavad anyo 'bhavo nama vastu-svariipo 'sti, evam nitya-Sabdendtréty-adi
darstantike 'pi bhavitam etat.

39 NPT 37: anye tu viruddhas cdsav avyabhicari ca viruddhdavyabhicariti vyacaksate. idam punar ayuktam, virodhad
anekdnta-vadapattes ca.

40 A private correspondent has proposed to me that “anekanta-vada” here refers to the fallacy of the equivocal reason
(anaikantika-hetu) rather than to the Jain doctrine of non-one-sidedness. But the reductio then would not be one of
contradiction (virodha)—since the fallacy under discussion here (viruddhdvyabhicarin) is indeed a species of
anaikdntika-hetu—but rather one of the redundancy of reiterating a class designation as a sub-class.
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anathema to a Buddhist logician, regardless of his own bona fide doctrinal commitments. In fact,
as we will soon see, one of the major lessons that Haribhadra will draw from the Nyayapravesa
is that, to put it most broadly, one’s own doctrinal presuppositions are not to be taken as
argumentatively binding on people who are identified with dar§anas other than one’s own and
who do not share those presuppositions.

What we find in Haribhadra’s NP commentary, then, is a triple movement that 1) attends
to doctrinal differences between darsanas; 2) seeks to learn across those differences by charitably
thinking with the opposing dar$ana; and 3) labors to construct a trans-dar$ana logic that
syncretizes Buddhist and Naiyayika elements. Such is Haribhadra’s energetic contribution—of
which we will explore many more examples in the next section—to a much larger philosophical
trend in this period. Eltschinger’s portrayal of the “apologetic turn” of the Buddhist
epistemologists entails a heightened attention to differences between Buddhists and other
religious options, simultaneous with an attempt to deploy “pan-Indian philosophical standards”
(Eltschinger 2014, 192) that do not rely on specifically Buddhist terminology, scripture, or
doctrine. Jayandra Soni (2019) has also observed that these very epistemological standards
themselves “became important issues regarding the emergence of the philosophical identity of
each school.” As we will see presently, Haribhadra takes up and propagates this orientation,
reinforcing and extending shared epistemological and logical terminology while simultaneously
emphasizing the dialectical salience of the doctrinal differences that mark the boundaries

between dar§anas and the argumentative need to find common ground between them.

The Inter-Darsana Logic of Inter-Dar§ana Debate
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Haribhadra signals his interest in the dynamics of inter-dar§ana debate early on when he
explains the term “questioners” (prasnika). He quotes the following unattributed verse, which
reads a bit like a personal ad for Haribhadra himself: “Questioners are said to be judicious, intent
on the ways of argument, forbearing, liked by (var.: established in) both sides, born in good
families, knowers of their own traditions and others’ traditions.”*! The root text has simply used
this term “questioner” without explanation in its thoroughly logical and epistemological
definition of proof: “Proof is utterance of the position and so forth. An object unknown to
questioners is communicated by statements of position, reason, and example.”*? It is Haribhadra
that sets these questioners in the dialogical context of argument (vada) between a two sides or
positions (paksa-dvaya) associated with their own and others’ traditions (sva-samaya-para-
samaya).

Haribhadra’s contribution here, as so often, lies not in invention but in juxtaposition.
Vada is how the Nyayasitra (whose central topic is sometimes encapsulated as vada-vidya)
introduces the five-limbed proof that corresponds to the Nyayapravesa’s three-limbed sadhana;
and vada involves a position and counter-position held in conformity with given tenets
(siddhanta),* which are themselves pegged to various doctrinal systems (fantra) and the
relations of agreement and disagreement between them.** Haribhadra is thus juxtaposing
Naiyayika notions with Buddhist logic, and we will soon see him make some hay of these

technical terms. For now, notice that his terminological interpolation of what is, in Ganeri’s

NPT 19: sva-samaya-para-samaya-jiiah kula-jah paksa-dvayépsitah(var: sthitah) ksaminah | vada-pathesv
abhiyuktas tula-samah prasnikah proktah ||

2 NPT 17: tatra paksddi-vacanani sadhanam. paksa-hetu-drstanta-vacanair hi prasnikanam apratito rthah
pratipadyata iti.

NS 1.2.1: pramana-tarka-sadhanépalambhas siddhantaviruddhah paiicavayavépapannah paksa-pratipaksa-
parigraho vadah |

44

1.1.26-27: tantradhikarandbhyupagama-samsthitih siddhantah | sarvatantra-pratitantradhikaranabhyupagama-
samsthity-arthantara-bhavat |
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words, “a resource of reason that a well-informed ‘argumentative Indian’ has at his or her
disposal, something that can shape the nature of participation in public debate” (2012, 8) makes
the agonistically dialogical setting of logical proof (sadhana) unmistakable. While we have seen
that the root text does distinguish at the outset between the means of acquiring knowledge for
oneself (viz., perception and inference) and the means of communicating it to another (viz., proof
and refutation), the ramifications of that distinction are underdetermined with regard to doctrinal
differences and logical standards. Although the root text does say that proof and refutation are
for informing others,* it does not use the important technical term of “inference for the sake of
another” (pardrthanumana) that Haribhadra invokes to define proof (NPT 16); but in any event,
even in the chapter on this topic in Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya, inference for the sake of
others is simply “that which makes others realize what one has experienced” (Katsura 2003,
343), which in itself presents no obvious agonistic implications or reliance on doctrinal
boundaries—that is, informative communication need not take the form of debate, much less
debate between people identified with different traditions. Although Dignaga does in practice
exemplify debate with a range of opponents in the course of his chapter, some of Dharmakirti’s
major contributions (as we will see presently) work to minimize considerations of the doctrinal
allegiances of debaters in favor of more purely logical ones.*¢ By infusing Buddhist logical
discourse with Naiyayika vocabulary that makes immediate reference to debate between
adherents of different doctrinal traditions, I submit, Haribhadra is emphasizing the agonistic
elements of inter-dar$ana debate that other leading logicians (who are at the front of his mind)

seek to minimize.

4 NPT 13: sadhanam diisanam cdiva sabhasam para-samvide
46 Or, rather than making a normative decision on what counts as “pure logic,” we could characterize Dharmakirti’s
project as an “ontological logic” (Steinkellner 1985, 1441) in contradistinction to more dialogical approaches.
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Haribhadra makes this agonistic setting essential to the notion of the questioner when he
answers the apparent paradox of how something unknown can be communicated to them, as is
posited in the root text’s definition of proof: Haribhadra clarifies that something previously
unknown “is not unknown once they have incorporated thorough knowledge of it. However, it is
included in that [which is unknown] when one cannot justify adhering to the position of a debater
or opponent.”*’ Haribhadra is here shifting the scenario demanding proof from what might be
imagined as a purely pedagogical one—in which a questioner would simply need to be informed
about something that they do not already know, including the reasons for believing it—to an
agonistic one presuming a disagreement between opposing positions. In this setting, proof is not
simply a means of communicating knowledge (and its inferential relations) to another, as
minimally stipulated by the root text’s initial definition; it is the means of convincing a
questioner otherwise unable to adjudicate a disagreement between opposing positions. And as we
have seen, Haribhadra’s characterization of a questioner associates this dilemma between
opposing positions with knowledge of one’s own and others’ traditions (samaya).*® I take this
association to conjure a scenario in which darsana affiliations are at play; and we will soon see
how deliberately Haribhadra brings them to the fore.

The Nyayapravesa next defines the position (paksa)—the first of the three limbs of
proof—as “a commonly-accepted property-possessor that one oneself (svayam) wants to prove

as being qualified by a commonly-accepted qualifier.”*” Haribhadra again interpolates debate

YTNPT 19: na tat-parijiianam angikrtydpratitah, kimtu vadi-prativadi-paksa-parigraha-samarthandsahas tad-
antargata ity apratito ‘rthah pratipadyate.

48 Although sva- and para-samaya figure prominently in the Digambara Kundakunda’s
Pavayanasara/Pravacanasara (1.1-2) and Samayasara (1.2) as purely metaphysical elements (namely, modifications
of pudgalas), they mean one’s own and others’ traditions in the Svetambara Siddhasena Divakara’s
Sammaitakka/Sanmatitarka (111.47-67; cf. “ku-samaya” in 1.1), which was a much more important influence on
Haribhadra (Sanghavi and Doshi 1939, 61).

Y NPT 20: tatra paksah prasiddho dharmi prasiddha-visesana-visistataya svayam sadhyatvenépsitah.
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into this definition, glossing the word “svayam” as “by the debater who gives the proof at that
time.”>" This is not Haribhadra’s innovation either—it is in fact a quotation of Dharmakirti’s
Nyayabindu 3.42-43 (and it is the occasion on which Haribhadra calls him the “Debater-in-
Chief”). But Haribhadra here plays the syncretizer, recurring in the same breath to Nyayasiitra
terminology: “By ‘svayam’he means accepting the presumptive tenet which is to be seen in
contradistinction to a tenet held in all systems, a tenet held by only some systems, and the
hypothetical tenet. The presumptive tenet is the statement of a debater, regardless of sastra, in
supposition of a property and property-possessor that are [each] commonly accepted by
people.”>! This taxonomy of tenets (siddhanta), as I have mentioned, comes directly from the
Nyayasiitra’s theorization of debate (vada) as partly involving agreement and disagreement
between systems (tantra). But Haribhadra’s definition in turn of the Nyayasiitra’s “presumptive
tenet (abhyupagama-siddhanta)” as being held by a debater “regardless of traditional teaching
(sastra-nirapeksa)” appears to refer back to Dignaga’s own explanation of “svayam isto” as it
occurs in Pramanasamuccaya 3.2: the auto-commentary says that it is an abhyupagama that is
sastranapeksa (Tillemans 2000, 5, citing vr#ti 125al). Haribhadra is attempting to square the
Nyayasitra and Dignaga’s own vocabulary by rapidly tacking back and forth between them,
defining the Nyayapravesa’s “svayam” in terms of the Nyayasutra’s “abhyupagama-siddhanta,”
and the latter in turn in terms of the Pramanasamuccaya’s explanation of “svayam isto,” which
also uses the word “abhyupagama” but not in the sense of the Nyayasiitra’s system of

siddhantas.

SONPT 21: svayam iti vadind yas tada sadhanam aha. “Vadina” is the instrumental agent of psitah in the root text.
SUIbid.: svayam iti anena cabhyupagama-siddhanta-parigrahena sarvatantra-pratitantradhikarana-siddhantanam
vyavacchedo drastavyah. iha sastra-nirapeksasya vadino loka-prasiddhayor dharma-dharminoh parigraha-
vacanam abhyupagama-siddhantah. tam svayam iti anendha.
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This attempt at rapprochement between Naiyayika and Buddhist logical terminology is
striking given that the very next lines of the Pramanasamuccaya are usually understood to be a
direct repudiation of the Nyayasiitra definition of a logical thesis (pratijiia; Katsura 1975, 69).
Moreover, Dharmakirti had already at length (in his Pramanaviniscaya and for dozens of verses
in the Pramanavarttika, at least the latter of which Haribhadra can be assumed to have known
since he quotes from it frequently in the Anekantajayapataka) rebutted Naiyayika objections to
Dignaga’s use of the terms svayam and Sastranapeksa (Tillemans 2000, 68ff.) and what
Tillemans deems the “strained interpretation” of these terms by some fellow Buddhists that
sought to reconcile Dignaga’s position in Pramanasamuccaya 3.2 with Naiyayika views (1999,
60).>2 Against them, Dharmakirti’s discussion seeks to “stress the proponent’s independence
from any doctrinal and dogmatic affiliations whatsoever” (ibid., 69). And Dharmottara follows
Dharmakirti’s way of thinking in his commentary on Nyayabindu 3.46, which elaborates the
meaning of “svayam’:

It is indeed quite wrong to suppose that if somebody ranges himself at the side of a

definite system, he is obliged to advocate every doctrine which is there admitted. This

(wrong view is here) cleared away. Many doctrines may be accepted, nevertheless that

topic alone which the disputant (at a given occasion) chooses himself to argue will

represent the thesis, but not any other one. (NBT 56.17, translated at Stcherbatsky 1958,

I1.157)

Stcherbatsky follows Dharmakirti and Dharmottara when interpreting Dignaga’s “svayam”:
[T]he disputant “himself” means “not the initiator of the system to which the disputant
adheres”. The point of Dignaga is apparently directed against dogmatism, he wishes to
vindicate the freedom of the philosopher to choose his arguments, he is not bound to
quote only the arguments accepted in the school to which he belongs (abhyupagama-
siddhanta). This is denied by the Naiyayikas. If, says Vacaspatimisra, someone known to

be an adherent of the Vaisesika system would appear in a learned society (parisad) and
advance the tenet that the sounds of speech are eternal entities, which is a tenet of the

52 Dharmakirti also uses the word “abhyupagama” without the NS trappings at Nyayabindu 3.44, which Haribhadra
quotes in full: “tac-chastra-karena tasmin dharminy aneka-dharma-abhyupagame ’pi yas tada tena vadina dharmah
svayam sadhayitum istah, sa eva sadhyo nétara ity uktam bhavati” (NPT 21). Nyayabindu 3.46 also contains the
word “adhikarana,” but again in a sense that appears quite distinct from the NS’s adhikarana-siddhanta.

114



Mimamsaka school against which the Vaisesikas always protested, neither the society nor
the official opponent would care to listen. He would not even be allowed to state his
argument, he would be declared beaten as soon as he had pronounced the thesis. (Ibid.,
I1.156 n. 2)
Like Haribhadra, Stcherbatsky connects Dignaga’s term “svayam” with the Nyayasiitra’s
“abhyupagama-siddhanta”. But while Stcherbatsky opposes them to each other and so opposes
the Buddhist to the Naiyayika view on what debaters’ dar§ana-affiliations require for their
arguments,>® Haribhadra’s virtual identification of the two serves to place Buddhist logic in the
frame of the Naiyayika taxonomy of tenets bearing various relations to doctrinal affiliations. As I
will elaborate presently, Haribhadra’s own preoccupation in his commentary is precisely to
emphasize the argumentative dictates of dar$ana-identities, continuous with this instance of
syncretization of NP with NS terminology and—despite the honor that he has accorded
Dharmakirti in this very passage—against the interpretations of Dignaga by Dharmakirti and
Dharmottara (and Stcherbatsky).>*

Notice that the usage of the term Sastra in the gloss of “svayam isto” that Haribhadra

takes from Dignaga’s auto-commentary on Pramanasamuccaya 2ab has a different emphasis

53 Incidentally, the counterpoint to Dignaga that Stcherbatsky cites from Vacaspati Misra is exactly the argument
with which the NP will illustrate the fallacy of agama-viruddha, as 1 discuss below. If Stcherbatsky’s reading is
correct, it would constitute another point against Dignaga’s authorship of the NP and indeed his irreconcilability
with it on some points. It would be useful to compare agama-viruddha in the NP with its appearance in the works
known to be by Dignaga, a study that is of course beyond the scope of this dissertation.

54 Dharmakirti’s very different approach that rather ignores dar$ana-dentifications can be seen in his
Pramanavarttika auto-commentary ad PV 1.215. He disqualifies opponent arguments on the grounds that the
Buddhist does not accept their scripturally-based presuppositions (abhyupagama), and proceeds to criticize the
internal coherence of these presuppositions; however, whereas in a parallel case Dignaga attributes these beliefs to
the Vaisesika, Dharmakirti seems studiously to avoid naming the scripture in question or its adherent (Moriyama
2013, 189-192). The question becomes less that of the arguments to which someone is entitled in virtue of their own
and their opponents’ darsana-affiliations—one of the primary concerns of the NP, as we shall see—and more that of
the soundness of arguments, regardless of the prior commitments of the parties to them. For Dharmakirti, as
Moriyama observes, “scripturally based inference only functions for invalidating the opponent’s scriptural
propositions by the force of other propositions within the same scripture” (2013, 202; emphasis added). Without
naming the opponent and their scripture, however, the scope of these presuppositions would seem to be
circumscribed to items adduced or implied in the course of a given argument itself, as opposed to the darsana-
internal but proof-external tenets that are allowable in the NS (ibid., 198-202).
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from the earlier occurrence cited in the previous section of this chapter, in which Haribhadra
deemed the Nyayapravesa to be Sdstra “since it contains instruction about the logic that pervades
everything” (NPT 17). This ambivalence recapitulates the disagreement between Dharmakirti’s
camp and the Naiyayika Uddyotakara’s rejection of the propriety of Dignaga’s term “svayam’ by
way of the objection that sastra should be understood as what is uncontradicted by pramana
(Tillemans 2000, 68 and 69n239). In the earlier occurrence, likewise, sastra was what is
authoritative because of its universal validity. This time, sastra is the particular teaching of a
particular school to which a debater might be expected to adhere on account of their doctrinal
affiliation, but which might be neither agreed-upon nor veridical and so must be bracketed
precisely when debating across dar$ana lines on terms that are to be commonly accepted by the
world (loka-prasiddha).>® 1t is clearly this latter sense of sastra that Prajfiakaragupta has in mind
in his own reading of the import of the term svayam: “Dignaga states that treatises in and of
themselves are of no use.”¢

These two senses of sastra are analogous to the two senses of darsana that I considered in

chapter 1: the factive sense presumes truth and universality; the non-factive sense allows for

pluralization of the word and disagreement about what qualifies as authoritative. This latter sense

55 The point of the phrase “Sastra-nirapeksasya vadino loka-prasiddhayor” to define abhyupagama-siddhanta seems
to signal Haribhadra’s concern about the fact that abhyupagama may very well in itself depend on the Sastra to
which a debater subscribes and need not be universally agreed upon. Dignaga’s Nyayamukha appears to understand
abhyupagama as sastra-dependent in this way—as Tillemans's commentary on PV book 4 says: "Dignaga, in NM ad
k.1, had indeed made a separation between svavacana and treatises, or more exactly, between svavacana and
purvabhyupagama (a previously accepted position).... Dignaga's point, according to Dharmakirti, is that in the case
of svavacana such as sarvam uktam mrsa, the very act of stating the thesis implies that the proponent accepts it to be
true; this accepted truth then clashes with what the statement itself asserts, viz., that it is itself false—in short, the
thesis clashes with itself. In the case of treatises, or piarvabhyupagama concerning perceptible subjects such as
sound, the thesis only clashes with some other statement” (2000, 145), i.e. a statement from some treatise considered
authoritative. This is indeed exactly how Haribhadra uses abhyupagama later in his commentary — see e.g. note 67.
Furthermore, as Dan Lusthaus observed at the annual meeting of the International Association of Buddhist Studies
in 2014, in order to avoid a fallacy, the parts of the thesis don't need to be universally accepted (loka-prasiddha, as
Haribhadra says), but only acceptable to the present pair of debaters (ubhaya-prasiddha), and so might very well be
grounded in one or the other's Sastra as long as the other also agrees to it.

56 kim $astra-matram eva prayojanam uktam dcaryena (quoted and translated by Hayes [1984, 656]).
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indicates the need for debate between people belonging to different dar§anas, subscribing to
different sastras, in order to establish which is true; but, as we will now see, by the very same
token, the assumption of divergent doctrinal identities forecloses some of the possibilities of

resolution of such debates.

The Necessity and Limits of Inter-Darsana Agreement

The bulk of the Nyayapravesa is occupied with the enumeration of argumentative
fallacies (sadhanabhasas). These are misfires that undermine the logical task of any of the three
limbs of proof: the position (paksa), the reason (hetu), or the example (drstanta). Whatever the
author’s reason for this preoccupation with argumentative failure, the fallacies present us with a
negative picture of the requirements for sound debate, thirty-three ways in which a debater might
fail to achieve the stated purpose of proof and refutation: informing another person on a given
matter. Many of these communicative failures turn out to depend on who is speaking and
especially who is listening—and, in particular, what prior commitments they can be assumed to
presuppose in virtue of their darsana-affiliations. In this section, I will examine a number of the
fallacies that most strongly display the salience of dar§ana-identifications in debate and that
accordingly allow Haribhadra to display his own doxographical predilections as a commentator.
Haribhadra’s contributions do not take the form of ostentatious doxographical digressions; they
are tightly controlled by the exegetical demands of the root text. His commentarial services range
from mere emphasis and amplification to indispensable explanations of fallacies that cannot be
made sense of without his doxographically-inflected analysis of the dar§ana-bound

presuppositions of the parties to the debate. Haribhadra will help show us how this system of
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nydya requires that debaters recognize these presuppositions and come to common terms, or else
forfeit the chance at constructive debate at all.

The first five fallacies of the position (paksabhasas) listed seem to present what we
would consider the straightforwardly logical fault of self-contradictory predication: Haribhadra
says that they suffer specifically from what the root text calls “undermining the essence of the
property” (dharma-svaripa-nirakarana; NPT 30). But here already, issues of dar§ana affiliation
arise and are articulated as logically central. In particular, the third paksabhasa—after
contradiction by perception (pratyaksa-viruddha) and inference (anumana-viruddha)—is when
the paksa is contradicted by tradition (@gama-viruddha). In this fallacy, what counts as a
traditional authority is tethered to the affiliation of the debater making the claim, “as for a
Vai$esika proving that sound is permanent.”’ Here it is the root text that is responsible for the
basic conception and the illustration naming a school by its standard denomination. But
Haribhadra is the one to substantiate the example by articulating the doctrine at issue and quoting
its actual basis in Sastra, in this case the Vaisesikasiitra (6.1.1 and 10.2.9, respectively): “When,
having taken the position, ‘I am a Vaisesika,” one proposes the permanence of the word, this is
then contradicted by tradition. Because in his scripture, the word’s impermanence is commonly
accepted, since it says, ‘Utterance requires sentience,” and ‘The reliability of received tradition
with respect to the Veda comes from its statements’, etc.”>® This comment not only tells us the
darsana of the debater and ties it to a particular quoted sastra, it presents a striking enactment of
the Vaisesika’s explicit self-identification, which is in turn what makes him accountable to the

fallacy-defining scripture. One who does not identify as a Vai$esika may not be thus

STNPT 28: agama-viruddho yatha vaisesikasya nityah Sabda iti sadhayatah.

8 1bid.: vaisesiko 'ham ity evam paksa-parigraham krtva yada $abdasya nityatvam pratijanite tadagama-viruddhah.
yatas tasyagame Sabdasyanityatvam prasiddham. uktam ca buddhimat-pirva vakya-krtir vede, tad-vacanad
amndya-pramanyam ity adi.
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accountable, and would therefore not necessarily commit a fallacy in arguing that sound is
permanent.>’

The last four of the nine fallacies of the position involve some part of the paksa being
aprasiddha. As we already saw, the notion of what is “commonly accepted” (prasiddha) is
central to a legitimate paksa; and it is in commenting on occurrences of this important term that
Haribhadra is most often able to pursue his interest in the dynamics of inter-dar§ana debate,
inasmuch as it signals agreement between debaters even across differences of doctrinal
affiliation. He glosses the first occurrence of the term—in the definition of the paksa given above
as “a commonly accepted property-possessor” (prasiddho dharmi)—with the phrase “intuited by
both debater and opponent”.%° This comes in the Nyayapravesa’s discussion of proof (sadhana),
which does in itself imply an interlocutor inasmuch as it is for informing others (para-samvit);
but Haribhadra supplies terms (taken from Dignaga’s Nyayamukha®’) to again remind us that this
is a situation of debate between a proponent and opponent rather than mere pedagogy.

Haribhadra later gives a slightly more elaborate version of the same definition of
prasiddha: “‘Commonly accepted’ means established without controversy between debater and

opponent.”? In introducing the notion of “controversy” (vipratipatti), this iteration encodes the

agonistic scenario that demands proof in the first place. It comes as part of the explanation of the

59 The distinctiveness of this emphasis on the argumentative salience of dar$ana-identities, as I will repeatedly point
out, is visible by contrast with Dharmakirti, who all but omits school denominations from his Nyayabindu treatment
of the fallacies. The single exception is the Samkhya for whom the proposition in 3.62 is “svayam asiddham”; and it
is not here quite clear why this fallacy does obtain specifically for the Samkhya, as evidenced by Stcherbatsky’s
somewhat contorted explanation (1958, I1.175n2). Dharmottara supplies some of the school names (such as that a
“Digambara” would fallaciously say to a “Bauddha” that “trees are animate beings” ad 3.61; and Buddhists,
VaiSesikas, Samkhyas ad 3.67, 3.69 and 3.91 respectively). But Stcherbatsky has to interpolate others, such as the
Mimamsakas saying that sound is eternal because it is visible to Buddhists in Dharmottara ad 3.60 (1958, 11.173).
80'NPT 20: vadi-prativadinoh pratito. See my next chapter for a discussion of pratiti and a justification of translating
it as “intuition”.

L Nyayamukha 2.2: paksadharmo vadi-prativadi-niscito grhyate (Katsura 1975, 76).

2 NPT 30: vadi-prativadinor avipratipattya sthitah.
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logical fallacy of the “commonly-accepted connection” (prasiddha-sambandha) between the
property-possessor and the qualifier attributed to it in the paksa—which is a fallacy because,
although the definition of the paksa stipulates both the property-possessor and its qualifier to be
commonly accepted, if the connection between them is already commonly accepted too, a
debater’s intention to prove it (also stipulated in the definition) is superfluous. Without any
controversy, there is no need of proof: Haribhadra indicates that the root text’s indictment of the
“fruitlessness of proof” (NPT 31: sadhana-vaiphalya) is what underwrites this fallacy in
particular. That Haribhadra’s interpretation is a constructive contribution not to be taken for
granted is shown by the fact that Dharmakirti’s PV—which, I repeat, Haribhadra knew well—
discusses prasiddha as primarily a linguistic matter of the conventional fixation of word usage
(i.e. sabda-prasiddha; see Tillemans 2000, 153ff.), rather than pertaining to agreement about
factual states of affairs such as property-possession. Dharmakirti seems rather uncomfortable
with the dialogical notion of what is prasiddha to both parties in an epistemological debate,
interpreting it where it appears in PS 3.11, for example, as a more generic ascertainment
(niscaya) of a more strictly logical connection between logical probans and probandum

(pratibandha) (Steinkellner 1985, 1429).93

%3 Dignaga himself uses niscita instead of prasiddha in some places, such as in Nyayamukha 2.2 and 2.4, and several
places in the PS. In all of those occurrences it is still firmly situated in the pardarthanumana context of a debater and
respondent (see text in note 61), whereas Dharmakirti’s contribution is to recast it in terms of the new logical theory
of essential connections (svabhava-pratibandha) that he seeks to elaborate as being implicit in Dignaga’s writing
(Steinkellner 1985, 1427-1433). Recognizing this suggests a more nuanced answer to Steinkellner’s question of why
Dharmakirti chose to cite the occurrence of prasiddha in PS 3.11 in connection with his use of niscaya rather than
the occurrences of niscita in NM: not that the two terms are simply synonymous, as Steinkellner hypothesizes (ibid.,
1429n9), but that Dharmakirti wants to present them as such in order to redefine prasiddha in terms of his new
apparatus around niscaya/niscita in order to obviate the strongly dialogical features of the former. As Steinkellner
himself says, “there was evidently no way left to Dharmakirti but to draw upon the few proof-related statements
using the term, and to present them as if they were meant to be statements defining the characteristics of a valid
logical reason” (ibid., 1433)—a reinterpretation forced upon Dharmakirti only by his decision to use niscaya/niscita
in a non-dialogical fashion, a contingent decision whose “essential purpose” is “the refutation of any logic” that is
not based upon a thoroughly “ontic foundation” (ibid., 1441). This recognition also helps to address the problem that
Watanabe raises of why Dharmakirti retrojects the prativadin into the non-dialogical context of svarthanumana
(2011, 465-66): he is seeking to reduce the argumentative distinction between the two kinds of anumana by
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This prasiddha-sambandha fallacy is the last in the set of four paksabhasa. The other
three involve the aprasiddhatva of either the property-possessor or its qualifier.* And it is in
exemplifying these three that the text ties the generally agonistic scenario we have seen to inter-
darsana disagreement in particular—indexed to the very same school denominations used in the
SDS. Taking first the qualificand (visesya, which Haribhadra spells out as referring to none other
than the property-possessor mentioned in the definition of the paksa®), the fallacy of
aprasiddha-visesya occurs if the property-possessor that is the subject of proof is not commonly
accepted, as when a Samkhya says to a Buddhist, “The self is conscious.”®® Although until this
point it has fallen mostly to Haribhadra to depict the agonistic setting of this system of nyaya,
here it is the root text that exemplifies the fallacy as a conversation between two debaters—
debaters that, furthermore, are named as representatives of different schools. But the root text
gives no account of just what has gone wrong here; this is left to Haribhadra, who explains that
“the position of the Samkhya toward the Buddhist [suffers from the fallacy of] a not-commonly
accepted qualificand due to the self’s not being commonly accepted, because of the [Buddhist]
presumption that all things are selfless.”®” Haribhadra has articulated the characteristically
Buddhist doctrine—Ilabeled a presumption (abhyupagama)—on account of which the qualificand
is not commonly accepted by the dar§ana-adherents that are named as the audience of this proof.

Likewise, the root text says that the fallacy of aprasiddhobhaya occurs if the both qualifier and

eliminating the logical ramifications of intersubjective disagreement, since in “rational arguments, one must rely on
a universally acceptable basis for ascertainment. And this very basis is, according to Dharmakirti, essential
connection” between a probans and probandum rather than mere agreement between debaters (ibid., 463).

% These four fallacies involving the notion of a-/prasiddha are the ones whose presence Tucci adduced as evidence
that the NP is not by Dignaga, since they do not appear in the latter’s Nyayamukha (Tucci 1928, 12); Chinese
commentator Shen T ai claims that they are reducible to other fallacies introduced elsewhere in the treatise (ibid.,
13).

8 NPT 29: tatra visesyo dharmity anarthantaram.

% Ibid.. aprasiddha-visesyo yatha samkhyasya bauddham prati cetana atméti.

87 NPT 30: paksah samkhyasya bauddham prati aprasiddha-visesyah, atmano 'prasiddhatvat. sarve dharma
niratmana ity abhyupagamat.
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qualificand are not commonly accepted, such as when a Vaisesika says to a Buddhist, “The self
is the condition of happiness and so on.” Here again Haribhadra articulates the characteristically
Buddhist doctrine of aggregative material causality that renders the qualifier “condition of
happiness” not accepted by the Buddhist interlocutor in common with the Vaisesika: “The
qualificand ‘self” is not established [for the Buddhist], nor is the condition established, because
of his presumption that only an aggregate produces [happiness].”®®

Finally, the aprasiddha-visesana fallacy is when the qualifier alone is not commonly
accepted, as when a Buddhist says to a Samkhya, “Word perishes.” Haribhadra’s explanation
here is the most complex of this set of three aprasiddha-paksa fallacies (which is why I have left
it for last, although the text gives it first). Haribhadra first identifies the tenet (siddhanta) of the
Samkhya that nothing is perishable—thus again explicitly setting this logical fallacy in the idiom
of the NS—and goes on to underwrite it with a quotation from Vyasa’s Yogabhdasya 3.13: “Thus
this triple world withdraws from manifestation... since we deny perishing.”® Here we have a
confluence of three aspects of Haribhadra’s doxographical style that we saw in the
Saddarsanasamuccaya: his use of school denominations, his identification of fundamental
principles associated with them, and his representational practice of quoting proof-texts for those
principles. In this instance, the root text dictates the first and implies the second, and Haribhadra
is responsible for bringing the third to bear on the first two. This is yet again not an entirely
original contribution but rather a synthesis drawing on the Nyayasiitra tradition: the same

quotation is deployed in Vatsyayana’s Bhasya on the definition of a contradicted tenet (viruddha

8 1bid.: aprasiddhébhayo yatha vaisesikasya bauddham prati sukhddi-samavayi-karanam atma iti.... na tasydatma
visesyah siddho napi samavayi-karanam siddham [var.: visesanam). samagrya eva janakatvabhyupagamat.

8 NPT 29: na hi tasya siddhante kimcid vinasvaram asti. yata uktam, tad etat trailokyam vyakter apaiti nityatva-
pratisedhat, apetam apy asti vinasa-pratisedhad ityadi. See the following footnote for an explanation of the clause I
have omitted from my translation.
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[siddhanta]) in NS 1.2.6.7° But we can see in this synthesis how Haribhadra’s doxographical
habits inform his elucidation of the rules of logical debate.

Haribhadra proceeds hence into an interesting commentarial digression, anticipating an
objection that, given the requirement that both the qualifier and qualificand be commonly
accepted, “no position would not be called fallacious. That is, the inference-schema is for the
sake of proving something intended in the face of disagreement. And it is just controversy that
creates this problem; so whence inference?”’! Disagreement, as we have seen, is a necessary
condition of proof: if there is no disagreement, there is no need of proof, and we have the fallacy
of prasiddha-sambandha. But the objector worries that it is precisely controversy about either
the qualifier or qualificand that characterizes the aprasiddha fallacies. Haribhadra responds: “It
is not mere controversy that creates this problem, because that would be contradicted by rational
argument. That is, an inference is formulated for the sake of proving the intended matter when
the probans and example are complete insofar as they make sense, not otherwise, since [if either
were incomplete, ] it would require a further probans. Hence the formulation of proof'is to be
made by adducing a commonly-accepted example. But when it has not been commonly accepted,

there is the fallacy of the position.””? It is not just any controversy that renders a proof fallacious;

"ONS 1.2.6: siddhantam abhyupetya tad-virodht viruddhah. The quotation actually makes much more sense for
Vatsyayana’s purposes than for Haribhadra’s, since Vatsyayana is pointing to the contradiction between the
statement in the first clause, “nityatva-pratisedhat,” and the second, “vinasa-pratisedhat” (NBh ad 1.2.6 infra [1896,
52]). Haribhadra simply ignores this contradiction, and seems to rely solely on the second statement as proof-text of
the Samkhya siddhanta that nothing is perishable, which is why I omitted the first in my translation above.

"UNPT 29: yady evam na kascid apaksdbhaso namdsti. tathd hi vipratipattau istartha-siddhaye 'numana-prayogah.
vipratipattir eva cditad-dosa-kartriti kuto 'numanam?

2 1bid.: atrécyate. na vipratipatti-matram tad-dosa-karty, yukti-viruddhatvat. tatha hi upapattibhir drstanta-
sadhane krte 'numana-prayogah (var.: krtsna-prayoge) istartha-siddhaye bhavati, nanyatha, punah
sadhandpeksitvat. ato drstantam prasadhya prayogah kartavya iti. aprasadhite tu paksdbhasah. 1t is puzzling that
Haribhadra discusses the example (drstanta) here, since the current topic is the position-fallacies and not the
example-fallacies discussed later. Perhaps this is another instance of interpolation of a Nyayasiitra sensibility, since
the drstanta is defined there as “a matter about which ordinary people and experts agree” (NS 1.1.25: laukika-
pariksakanam yasminn arthe buddhi-samyam sa drstantah); and so this is what counts for Naiyayikas as the
uncontroversial premises for debate and the closest thing (aside from the sarva-tantra-siddhanta) that the
Nyayasiitra has to what is prasiddha. But even on this hypothesis, it remains puzzling why Haribhadra would
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what does undermine proof is controversy about the basic terms presupposed by the proposition
that would admit of resolution by said proof. Haribhadra is explicitly articulating the precise
distribution of labor between agreement and disagreement: there need to be some uncontroversial
presuppositions agreed upon by two disagreeing parties in order for productive debate between
them to get off the ground.

The presuppositions in question are quite like what contemporary philosophers of
language call existential presuppositions or referential presuppositions (Soames 2006, 250): both
parties must agree that the subject and predicate terms in the debated proposition refer to existing
things. One might avoid the fallacies by a Russellian trick like Bertrand Russell’s (1905)
conversion of a singular proposition (e.g. “The self is the inherence-cause of happiness”) into a
quantified existential one (e.g. “There exists some x such that x is a self and x is the inherence-
cause of happiness”). But this does not solve the real impasse confronting the two debaters—it
only changes the topic of debate, so that now they must have separate debates about the items
presupposed (“The self exists,” and “The inherence-cause of happiness exists’) before getting
back to the debate at hand. While shifting the topic of debate to presuppositions is an important
philosophical move—the one that I will argue is just what Haribhadra undertakes in the
Anekantajayapataka—the basic philosophical problem that these fallacies highlight and leave
intact is not one of semantics: it is one of disagreement about basic tenets. Controversy is
inextricable from these fallacies and, indeed, from the account of non-fallacious proof on offer;
the disagreement cannot be eliminated, as I have just shown, by tricks of linguistic
reformulation. This is clear if we consider how to talk about this in Sanskrit: given the use of the

word abhyupagama that we have already seen in Haribhadra’s commentary to talk about

entertain its being aprasadhita, which seems ruled out almost by definition. The Pa7ijikd does not directly address
this issue.

124



presumptions, it would be reasonable to use that word for the presupposed items of belief in this
context also. But, unlike a presupposition, which philosophers of language tell us can be
“cancelled” by linguistic reformulations like Russell’s (Beaver et al. 2021, §1.3), an
abhyupagama is not so easily dismissed—I take it that, for example, the self can be considered
an abhyupagama in either of the above formulations, the one in which it is presupposed or the
one in which it is the subject of an existential claim. Abhyupagamas may be thematized as the
topic of argument, and confirmed if proven; they are to be dispelled only by refutation.

In the Nydayapravesa, proof is constituted by a debater and an opponent, and the
admissible terms of debate are set by the tenets acceptable to both of them. The fallacies that
we’ve seen so far are only intelligible as fallacies by taking account of who is involved in the
dialogical exercise of proof—to be precise, taking account of the doctrinal commitments not
stated in the proof itself but dictated by their dar§ana identities. If this were not already clear
enough from the structure and explanations of the various elements involved in the aprasiddha
fallacies, Haribhadra says that they are characterized by what the root text calls the
“impossibility of communication” (pratipadanasambhava, NPT 31). The problem is not that the
debated proposition is self-undermining in a way that can be determined simply by analyzing the
proposition itself; rather, the problem is that the proposition undermines debate between two
parties committed to opposing doctrines because it lacks currency for its target audience. And
proof in debate is (as the first line of the treatise says) “for informing others”; so it just will not
do to render such communication impossible.

This is clearly a system of logic, then, or at least some part of one; but it is a system of
logic from which the argumentative scenario of debate cannot be eliminated. It is a system of

proof and refutation, those eminently logical creatures that we might summarize by the term
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“argument”. As such, it includes the basic features of what Sarah McClintock has dubbed a
“rhetoric of reason” in order to capture the insight that argument “always involves a speaker or
author who, through discourse, tries to make an audience accede to a particular point of view. An
argument’s audience thus holds enormous power over the argument’s author, since to persuade
or convince an audience, the author must present arguments to which that audience can be made
to accede” (2010, 5). McClintock is inspired by the “New Rhetoric” of Chaim Perelman and
Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969, 65), who “emphasize the importance of audience agreement for
all stages of argumentation, but especially for the preparatory stages in which the premises of the
argument are presented” (McClintock 2010, 56n131). These stages are the site of the
presuppositions that must be “commonly known” (prasiddha) to both parties to a debate in the
system of the Nyayapravesa. In her study of the Tattvasangraha and Panijika commentary
thereupon, McClintock finds Santaraksita and Kamalasila “continually adjusting their premises,
reasoning, and language to accord with the premises, reasoning, and language of a wide variety
of audiences..... The indispensability of the author-audience relationship for the very existence
of rationality is the first and most important element in Santaraksita and Kamalasila’s rhetoric of
reason” (2010, 7). It takes a dissertation to excavate these dynamics implicit in the TS; but, as we
have seen, the “indispensability of the author-audience relationship” is explicitly formalized in
already Dignaga’s system of nyaya (although McClintock, surprisingly, does not mention it).
But while the system of the NP is intent on the importance of audience agreement, its
own rhetoric of reason is not limited to such audience-sensitivity. As we have seen, it also
considers the entitlements of the proponent of an argument on their own terms, such as in the
agama-viruddha-paksabhdasa that we reviewed first in this section. This fallacy required

consideration of the other (potentially conflicting) commitments of an argument’s author in
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virtue of their dar$ana affiliation; and this is ultimately one of the main features distinguishing
the NP treatment both from McClintock’s notion of a “rhetoric of reason” and from what we
would think of as pure logic. This is also one of the primary sites of value added by Haribhadra’s
commentary, as | have argued and will further show below: to make explicit the identitarian
dimension of a range of arguments and their fallacies, such that they can only be fully
understood by taking into account the dar§ana affiliations of their author and audience.
When we come to the reason-fallacies (hetv-abhdsa), we find essentially the same
audience- and author-sensitive rhetoric of reason developed around the notion of “asiddha”.”
Haribhadra treats it no differently than the term “prasiddha’: he again defines it as apratita
either for either a proponent (vadin), opponent (prativadin), or both (NPT 31), and the exposition
of these fallacies shows them to be just as obviously dialogical as the aprasiddha-paksdbhasas,
to which they are closely analogous. However, the root text no longer instantiates these as
debates between representatives of named dar$anas; it now takes a new tack of identifying the
proponents as adhering to specific doctrines, according to which doctrines a given term is
unestablished for one or the other of them. For example, “when the probandum is the
impermanence of sound’.... [if the reason given is] ‘due to being a product’ to a proponent of the
manifestation theory of word, it is unestablished for one of the debaters.”’* Haribhadra now takes
it upon himself to identify which darsanas might hold this doctrine: “The reason ‘due to being a
product’ is not established for one of the debaters, the proponent of the manifestation theory of

word like a Mimamsaka or a follower of Kapila. That is, for him word is not made by the

opening of the lips and palate, but rather it manifests.””> And to elucidate the fallacy of

73 This is consistent with Pramanasamuccaya 111.11-12, where the term “asiddha” also appears (Katsura 1975, 74).
" NPT 31: tatra Sabdanityatve sadhye... krtakatvad iti Sabdéabhivyakti-vadinam praty anyatardsiddhah.

5 NPT 32: krtakatvad ity ayam hetuh Sabdabhivyaktivadinam mimamsakam kapilam va praty anyatardsiddhabh.
tathd hi na tasya talv-ostha-putadibhih kriyate sabdah kintv abhivyajyata iti.
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asrayasiddha committed by a debater who purports to prove the substantiality of space by
appealing to its property-possession in the face of one who doesn’t think it exists at all,
Haribhadra specifies that the space-denying opponent is a Buddhist, and he adduces some
Buddhist scripture to underwrite that tenet (siddhanta).’® He even goes as far as introducing what
appears to be a bit of Vai$esika dogma to substantiate the reason given, without naming the
proponent as such and even though the root text does not so much as name the doctrine
propounded (since it only needs to instantiate the probans and the doctrine according to which it
is unestablished for the fallacy to make sense).”” For Haribhadra, then, dar§anas speak in the
background of debates, even when they go unnamed.”®

The dialogical inter-dar$ana setting is not at all visible in the root text’s exposition of the
other two divisions of reason-fallacies, the equivocal (anaikantika) and contradicted (viruddha).
But Haribhadra persists in supplying school denominations and doctrines to flesh out the
illustrations, which are in some cases almost unintelligible without them. For example, in the
case of the variety of contradicted-reason-fallacy (viruddha-hetv-abhasa) that involves proving
the contrary of a qualifier of the property to be proven (dharma-visesa-viparita-sadhana), the

root text gives the illustration and its own explication: “The eyes and so on are for the sake of

76 NPT 32-33: ayam hetur akasdsattva-vadinam bauddham praty asraydsiddhah. dharmina evésiddhatvat. tatha ca
tasyayam siddhantah. parica imani bhiksavah, samjiia-matram, pratijia-matram, samvrtti-matram vyavahara-
matram, kalpana-matram. katamani paiica? atitah addha, andagatah addha, pratisamkhya-nirodhah, akasam,
pudgala iti.

"I NPT 32: tatha dravyam akasam ity adi. akasam iti dharma-nirdesah. dravyam iti sadhyo dharmah. gundsrayatvad
iti hetuh. gunas cdsya sat. tad yatha samkhya, parimanam, prthaktvam, samyogah, vibhagas céti. gunanam asrayah
gundsrayah, tadbhavas tattvam, tasmat gundsrayatvad iti, ayam hetur akasasattva-vadinam bauddham praty
asrayasiddhah.

78 Interestingly, this fallacy is treated differently by Dharmakirti and the Gelug tradition, “which speaks of a triple
classification of asiddhahetu, those which are due to objective facts (don la ltos pa), due to attitudes (blo la Iltos pa)
such as doubt, and those which are due to the debaters (rgol ba la Itos pa) having incompatible views on the nature
of the subject. The ‘reason that is unestablished (asiddha) because of the nonexistence of the entity of the subject’
(chos can gyi ngo bo med nas ma grub pa’i gtan tshig) is a subdivision of the first category” (Tillemans and Lopez
1998, 116n7) as opposed to the third category as we would expect from the Nyayapravesa. This is consistent with
what I have claimed is Dharmakirti’s aversion to reasons and fallacies that revolve around the identities and
unarticulated commitments of debaters.
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another, because they are aggregated, like the parts of a bed or chair. Just as this reason proves
that the eyes are for the sake of another, it also proves that the other thing is an aggregate, which
is a qualification contrary to the property to be proved, because of its non-deviation from both.””
The proof given is a standard Samkhya argument for the unity of the self: as the argument
classically runs, there must be some unitary person over and above all of the various senses for
the sake of which they are aggregated.®’ The formulation in the NP, however, does not explicitly
specify that the other thing is purported to be an unaggregated unity; it says only that the
argument actually proves the contrary—aggregation—but it does not furthermore elaborate how
this contrary conclusion obtains. It is only Haribhadra’s comment depicting this as directed at a
Buddhist that explains just what the Samkhya’s argument is and where it goes wrong. He begins
by clarifying that “the qualification intended is being-for-the-sake-of another that is not itself an
aggregate. Otherwise there would be the absurdity of the pointlessness of the formulation by
requiring the provenness of what is to be proven.”8! If the other entity (for whose sake the eyes
and so on operate) is an aggregate, no proof is required for the Buddhist since she already
accepts that all things are aggregated according to cardinal Buddhist doctrine. So—given their
respective commitments—what the Samkhya needs to prove to a Buddhist about that other entity
is its unaggregated unity. But the proof given actually accomplishes the opposite conclusion, as
Haribhadra proceeds to explain:

Just as [a bed or chair’s] parts are for the sake of another like Devadatta because of their

aggregation, so also are the eyes and so on—that’s the meaning. Now he gives the

contradiction: Just as this reason, defined as aggregation, proves the eyes’ being for
another, so in the same way it also shows that that other, i.e. a self, has parts since the

NPT 39: pardrthas caksurddayah samghatatvac chayandsanddy-angavad iti. ayam hetur yatha pararthyam
caksurddinam sadhayati tatha samhatatvam api parasya sadhya-dharma-visesa-viparitam sadhayati
ubhayatravyabhicarat.

80 Samkhyakarika 17: samghata-pararthatvat... puruso ’sti....

8L NPT 40: asya ca viseso'samhata-pardrthatvam istam. anyathd siddha-sadhyatapattya prayoga-vaiphalya-
prasangah.
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same reason has invariable concomitance with that too; and so he says that it has
invariable concomitance with both, meaning it implies both being for another and
aggregation. And so it can also be said that the eyes and so on are for the sake of another
thing that is aggregated, because they are aggregates, like the parts of a bed or a chair.
Indeed, the parts of a bed or a chair are just for the sake of one who has hands, feet, torso,
neck, and so on—not for anyone else—because they are apprehended to be this way.??
Although Haribhadra doesn’t quite spell this out, it seems to me that the contrary conclusions of
aggregation and non-aggregation are urged by different views of the person: for the Samkhya,
the person that is conscious of the deliverances of the senses is fundamentally indivisible, while
for the Buddhist the person is simply an aggregate of parts. And so the structure of this
illustration seems to be that the argument of the proponent issues in the aggregation of the self in
accordance with that Samkhya presupposition, while the opposite obtains for the Buddhist
opponent. That is to say that the argument as formulated in the root text can go in very different
directions depending on the presuppositions of its audience. The way it is said to unfold here—
purporting to prove unity but proving the opposite—requires the scenario of opposition by
someone like a Buddhist toward a proponent like a Samkhya, as explicated only in Haribhadra’s
commentary.®’
For the fallacies of equivocation (anaikantika), Haribhadra echoes the root text’s silence

on possible dialogical contexts until the very last one, viruddhavyabhicarin. This fallacy,

however, occasions a particularly interesting comment that begins to theorize the epistemic

82 Ibid.: yathditad-angani samghatatvad devadattadipardrthani vartante evam caksurddayo'piti bhavarthah. adhuna
viruddham dha ayam ity adi. ayam hetuh samghatatva-laksano yatha yena prakarena pararthyam pardrtha-bhavam
caksurddinam sadhayati tatha tendiva prakarena samhatatvam api savayavatvam api parasydtmanah sadhayati
tendpy avinabhiitatvat. tatha caha ubhayatravyabhicarat. ubhayatréti pardrthe samhatatve ca avyabhicarad
gamakatvad ity arthah. tatha caivam api vaktum sakyata eva samhata-pararthas caksuradayah samghatatvat
Sayandsanddy-angavad iti. Sayandsanddy-angani hi samhatasya kara-caranoru-grivadimata evartham kurvanti
nanyasya. tathopalabdher iti.

8 Dharmakirti presents this argument as fallacious again in NB 3.89-93, but doesn’t say anything about debate
between two parties; it is up to Dharmottara (ad NB 3.91) to identify the Samkhya proponent and Buddhist
detractor. Dharmakirti ends up saying that this bad argument is in fact a special case of the other categories of
fallacy, not its own fallacy as Dignaga has it—yet another sign of Dharmakirti’s discomfort with fallacies resulting
from the disparate doctrinal presupposition of debaters.
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import of inter-dar§ana disagreement more than any other portion of the commentary. The
fallacy of viruddhdvyabhicarin means “not deviating from what is contradicted,” which the root
text illustrates with two opposing proofs in juxtaposition: ““Word is impermanent due to being a
product, like a pot.” “Word is permanent, due to being audible, like word-hood.” These two
combined are a single equivocal thing, due to both being a reason for doubt.”* Haribhadra
portrays this as a debate between a Vaisesika and a Mimamsaka (NPT 37). But, of course, mere
disagreement does not a fallacy make; as I’ve argued, Haribhadra insists that inter-dar§ana
controversy is the necessary setting for this system of proof and refutation at large, including its
non-fallacious forms. For this disagreement to issue in a fallacy, it has to be understood as more
than the sum of its incompatible parts.

Haribhadra anticipates the objection that each of the proofs presented separately, as they
could be by the opposing parties to a debate, appears to be proper. The objector alleges,
furthermore, that if taken together they might rather be considered an instance of the fallacy of
the reason occuring only in the locus under discussion (asadharana-hetu); this is an equivocal
probans that the root text earlier illustrates with the same proof that Haribhadra has here
attributed to the Mimamsaka, explaining (as is paradigmatically protested) that audibility is such
a reason because “leaving aside its own property-possessor, it occurs neither in the similar
position like space nor in the dissimilar position like pots; so there is occasion for doubt.”®?
Haribhadra observes, though, that this latter fallacy in fact obtains only for one of the proofs
taken singly in isolation from the other, and does not require the juxtaposition of the two given in

the instance. As the root text says, the viruddhavyabhicari tallacy occurs for both of them, which

8 NPT 34: yathdnityah sabdah krtakatvad ghatavat. nityah Sabdah Sravanatvat Sabdatvavat. ubhayoh samsaya-
hetutvat dvav apy etav eko 'naikantikah bhavati samuditav eva.

8 NPT 35-36: tatrédam Sravanatvam svadharminam vihdya na sapakse akasddau ndpi vipakse ghatadau vartata iti
samsaya-nimittam.
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Haribhadra glosses as “only the two together... in mutual relation. Singly in isolation there is the
[fallacy of the reason] occurring only in the locus under discussion. But it is in this particular
aspect [of mutual relation] that it is taken by the Teacher to be differentiated [from the former
fallacy].”®¢ It is obvious that the two proofs run counter to each other; but, by this very token, it
is difficult to imagine a single person offering both of them together.

Indeed, Dharmakirti understandably considers such a situation “impossible with respect
to an object of inference.”®” He thus dismisses it in his enumeration of herv-abhasas in the
Nyayabindu (Tillemans 2000, 94), saying that it relies on tradition rather than inference about
how things actually are.® Rather than taking intersubjective disagreement seriously, Dharmakirti
proceeds to say that the problem is simply that authoritative teachers (Sastra-kara) are often
mistaken (3.117). Dharmottara explains this somewhat pat remark by attributing the
contradiction to a single Sastra-kara that is not aware of the contradictory entailments of his own
commitments, rather than a conflict between two of them with opposing commitments.®® It is
only when Dharmakirti addresses the viruddhdvyabhicarin in PV 4.1171f. that he must finally
resort to a robustly dialogical picture, reinterpreting Dignaga’s term anumandbhava from a
simple lack of inference to a lack of sound inference on the part of a particular opponent on
account of the dictates of that opponent’s doctrines (Tillemans 2000, 174). For Dharmakirti,

though, such an opponent’s “dogmatic view cannot be accepted as the basis of an ascertainment”

8 NPT 38: samastayor eva... paraspara-sapekso viruddhdavyabhicari. ekakah asahdyo 'sadharanah. sa
canendmsendcaryena bhinna upatta iti.

8 NB 3.112-113: anumana-visaye 'sambhavat.

8 NB 3.116: avastu-darsana-bala-pravrttam agamdsrayam anumanam dsritya tad-artha-vicaresu
viruddhdvyabhicari. Dharmottara, for his part, raises the objection that agama might in fact rest on a pramana, but
then shelves it, simply repeating that it does not operate on the force of observation of things, and is thus mere
imagination.

8 ad NB 3.121: tatah $astrakarendiva viruddha-vyaptatvam apasyata viruddha-vyaptau dharmav uktva
viruddhdavyabhicary-avakaso datta iti. Cf. Moriyama 2013, 193-198
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(Watanabe 2011, 465)—hence his ambivalent treatment of the viruddhdvyabhicarin in his
various works and his hesitation to give it the status of a bona fide fallacy (ibid., 464).
Haribhadra, who is burdened with no such discomfort, has maintained an agonistic frame
all along. He thus depicts this fallacy as a problem of inter-dar§ana disagreement much more
explicitly than Dharmakirti can bring himself to do: the two opposing proofs must be understood
as offered by two opponents (whose respective dar§anas Haribhadra names for good measure). In
the face of Dharmakirti’s discomfort, Haribhadra again stakes his claim that an inter-dar§ana
dialogical frame is logically relevant, legitimate, and indeed indispensable for rationalizing the
good logic of Dignaga’s system. However, in this case, we would seem to be required somehow
to coalesce the oppositional dialogue into a single conjunctive claim; as Haribhadra reminds us,
“it was said in the root text that ‘although they are two [propositions], it is just when they are
united that they are a single fallacy of equivocation,” and they are not if not raised [together].”*°
And then, just on the verge of telling us how two contradictory propositions could possibly be
combined in one, he coyly demurs and reminds us of the bounds he had set himself at the outset
of this commentary: “Much could be said here, but it won’t be. Because this undertaking has
been for the sake of empathy for beings who have a taste for brevity.”! He has to leave
something for the Anekantajayapataka, after all—and an account of the compossibility of

contrary predicates,’”> untoward in a commentary on Buddhist logic, will require all of the
ry p ry g q

volubility that his magnum opus can muster.

9 NPT 38: uktam ca miila-granthe dvav apy etav eko 'naikantikah samuditav eva. anudbhavite tu tad-abhava iti.

oL 1bid.: atra bahu vaktavyam. tat tu nécyate. samksepa-ruci-sattvanugrahdrtho 'vam arambhah.

92 Dharmottara (ad NB 3.121) describes the contradiction that the viruddhdvyabhicarin engenders in language very
close to what we will see taken up in the AJP: “Indeed, a single thing cannot have mutually contradictory natures....
It is not reasonable for one thing to have existence and non-existence at one time in one place is not reasonable,
because they are contradictory ““ (na hy eko 'rthah paraspara-viruddha-svabhavo bhavitum arhati.... na
cdikasydikaddikatra sattvam asattvam ca yuktam, tayor virodhat).
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Satkari Mookerjee starts to conclude his classic treatment of anekantavada, The Jaina
Philosophy of Non-Absolutism (1978 [1944], 20), by reflecting upon philosophical disagreement:
The difference of philosophers is, however, a matter of conviction deeper than reason can
probe, though ratiocination is their common instrument. Although absolute unanimity has
not yet been achieved among different schools of thought, it may be claimed that
differences have been narrowed down and obscurities and confusion of thought have
been clarified to an appreciable extent.
These musings serve as an improbably apt segue from the situation that emerges in some of
Haribhadra’s doxographical and commentarial exercises to the project of his major constructive
philosophical essays. The Nyayapravesa is a systematization of the common instrument of
ratiocination for philosophers of the various Indian schools taxonomized in the
Saddarsanasamuccaya; but it leaves us with impasses in the form of illicit appeals to different
basic presuppositions. Neither the Nyayapravesa nor Haribhadra’s commentary upon it tells us
how rationally to probe these differences and resolve such impasses. In the next chapter, I argue
that the project of Haribhadrastiri’s Anekantajayapatakd is to move past disagreements between

dar$anas by dispelling confusion at the level of basic presuppositions, retrieving agreement from

the midst of difference.
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3
Critique, Contraries, and Common Sense
in the Anekantajayapataka

...each of us, helplessly and forever, contains the other—
male in female, female in male, white in black, black in white.

James Baldwin, “Here be Dragons,”
in The Price of the Ticket (1985, 209)

In chapter 1, I argued that Haribhadrasuri’s Saddarsanasamuccaya (SDS) seeks to make
darsanas commensurable and their differences intelligible by placing them in a common
comparative frame—doxography as juxtapositional heterology. I further portrayed this as an
exercise in doctrinal identity-formation: constructing the identities of darsanas within a
taxonomic scheme that sets them in contradistinction from one another, and making space for a
Jain identity among the others. In chapter 2, we saw the imbrication of these doctrinal identities
in Dignaga’s system of rational debate as amplified by Haribhadra in his commentary on the
Nyayapravesa (NPT). It turns out that some commonality is required not only in the description
of doctrinal difference but also in its adjudication according to the standards of mid-first
millennium philosophical debate in Sanskrit: some common terms must be agreed upon
(prasiddha) by the two parties in order for their dispute to admit of argumentation.

But what if even such minimal background of agreement is not forthcoming? How are we
to deal with disagreements about the most basic tenets, the most foundational premises about the
nature of the world? This, I propose, is where Haribhadra brings in the Jain theory of non-one-
sidedness (anekanta-vada, which I will henceforth cease to italicize and parse except in
quotations and when mentioning the term itself, as explained in note 4 of my Introduction).
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Matilal has said that “the essence of the anekanta-vada lies in exposing and making explicit the
standpoints or presuppositions of different philosophical schools” (1981, 23). As we will see in
the first section of this chapter, Haribhadra’s Anekantajayapataka (AJP) does indeed proceed by
the detection and critique of opponents’ presuppositions (abhyupagama). These opponents are
sometimes quoted; however, Matilal’s encapsulation of anekantavada is misleading in
Haribhadra’s case if the “philosophical schools™ are expected—as it is in most of the modern
scholarship on the subject, some of which I cited in the Introduction—to amount to broad
dar$anas. In the AJP, in fact, Haribhadra almost never names the dar$anas that he has
individuated in the SDS, which have played such an important dialogical role in the NP and its
commentary. This problematizes the relationship most commonly posited between doxography
and anekantavada, according to which the latter requires the former as providing the inputs for its
productive machinery. I will consider this problem in the penultimate section of this chapter.
Although Haribhadra does often quote his opponents in order to identify their
presuppositions, he just as often does not. Together with the fact that he never names their
darsana-affiliations, this literary feature exceeds the most literal sense of intertextuality as the
quotation of identifiable sources—the representational practice that we saw in the SDS and
Lokatattvanirnaya (LTN)—and moves into the subtler and more ubiquitous sense of “the general
discursive space which makes a text possible” (Culler 1976, 1385). Jonathan Culler considers
this subtler notion of intertextuality to be the literary substitute for social “intersubjectivity”
(ibid., 1382). And such a broadening of the presuppositional base beyond what is bound to
particular dar$anas would seem to be just what is required to surmount the impasses between
dar$anas that were encountered in the NP. The AJP’s initially unsettling silence about dar$anas,

then, begins to look like an asset. Whereas the NP required that the basic terms of a debate be
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accepted in common (prasiddha) between (only) the two disputants, the second section of this
chapter will show that the AJP insists on a much broader base of prasiddhi, one that gestures at
universality irrespective of dar§ana-affiliation or even education about any darsanas at all. In a
phrase, the AJP grounds its arguments in common sense: the presuppositions upon which we all
rely across the range of our cognitive activities—as I discuss in section three—starting with the
most everyday intuitions and extending even to doctrinal abjurations of anekantavada itself.
That Haribhadra’s exposition would ground anekantavada in common-sense intuitions
may be a surprising finding, given how counterintuitive the doctrine has appeared to virtually all
observers classical and modern (except, perhaps, for Jain scholiasts). In my reading,
Haribhadra’s anekantavada is most essentially the thesis that I will dub the “compossibility of
contraries’: contrary properties (dharma) are predicable of any real thing (vastu) without
contradiction (virodha). Contrariness here covers both non-exhaustive contraries—pairs of
properties that are in themselves mutually inconsistent but allow for a third option (e.g. red vs.
blue or, per the third chapter of the AJP, samanya vs. visesa)—as well as contradictories, which
are both inconsistent and exhaustive (e.g. red vs. non-red or, as in the other chapters, sat vs. asat,
nitya vs. anitya, and abhilapya vs. anabhilapya). To thus say that inconsistent properties are
predicable of any real thing consistently—or, in the special case, that contradictories are
predicable of any real thing without contradiction—would seem patently counterintuitive, if not
absurd. And yet, as [ will argue, Haribhadra wants not only to dispel the appearance of paradox
in such a claim but to position it as an article of common sense universally taken for granted. In
Haribhadra’s treatment, as I will delineate it in the fifth section of this chapter, the very
determinacy of concrete objects requires presuming the compossibility of contraries with respect

to them.
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This, then, is my distillation of Haribhadra’s anekantavada, the doctrine that has been
called the “central philosophy of Jainism” (Matilal 1981) and variously glossed as a theory of
non-one-sidedness, multiplicity, multiplexity, many-pointedness, non-absolutism, relativity,
absolute relativity, relativism, relative pluralism, non-radicalism, dialectical realism, and a bevy
of other isms (see Van Den Bossche 1995, 429-430). This variety in itself suggests a certain
unclarity and dissensus of interpretation, which is thoroughly confirmed in reading the
Anglophone scholarship. There is ambiguity even regarding just what classical ideas
anekantavada refers to. It is very frequently said to be a cover term for naya-vada, the theory of
perspectives, and syad-vada (e.g. Padmarajiah 1963, 273; Soni 1997, 280), which is itself often
identified with the system of seven-fold conditional predication, sapta-bhangi (e.g. Padmarajiah
1963, 334-335; Cort 2000b, 325-326). This latter conflation is one that Kapadia already
repudiated in introductory remarks to his edition (Il.cxvi-cxvii): Haribhadra uses the terms
anekantavada and syad-vada interchangeably (as do many medieval Jain writers) and nowhere so
much as mentions the sapta-bhangt, since his system of conditional predication involves only
pairs of contraries (entirely ignoring the avaktavya predicate—not to be confused with the pair
abhilapya-anabhilapya that is the subject of his fourth chapter—which is required by the seven-
fold scheme). Nor does Haribhadra engage the naya-vada at all. The AJP is circumscribed, then,
to what Van Den Bossche calls “anekanta-vada proper, the ontological foundation of Jain
Relativism” (1995, 429). This circumscription endows it with a certain simplicity that will allow
us to consider philosophical fundamentals of a complex of doctrines that are often lumped
together in the secondary literature. The AJP can help to dispel much of the confusion that grows
in this muddle, since it pares anekantavada down to some of its essentials and is highly

influential upon later treatments.
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Responding to Others: Critique of Presuppositions

Haribhadra’s prosecution of the AJP’s philosophical agenda is apologetical from top to
bottom: his positive proposals are framed entirely as responses to antagonistic interlocutors, real
or imagined. This much is of course the familiar dialogical form, virtually universal in Indian
philosophical writing, of the dueling piirva-paksa and uttara-paksa. Haribhadra enacts it in a
particularly pronounced form, however, yielding roughly the first tenth of the text to the voices
of his various opponents—as if the other team had won the coin toss for the kickoff—before
initiating his rebuttals. Haribhadra justifies this manner of proceeding in the very first line of
prose following his prefatory marngala verses: “There [can be] no refutation of fraudsters’
declarations if they have not been laid out—so now they will be laid out.”!

This allowance of the opening arguments to his opponents—an approach he also takes in
the Lokatattvanirnaya—is furthermore accompanied by his usual representational practice of
quoting (at least some of) their ipsissima verba. This holds particularly of his main target,
Dharmakirti, the most frequently cited author in the AJP who had garnered repeated honorable
mentions in the Nyayapravesa commentary as the “Debater-in-Chief” (vadi-mukhya) and is here
often called the “Logician” (nyaya-vadin; e.g. 1.229). While the Pramanavartika’s treatment of
anekantavada is clearly “not a doxographic report” with any traceable sources, Haribhadra even
deigns to quote its “caricature” (Balcerowicz 2011, 27) of Jain doctrine, although replacing the

original slur “shameless” (ahrika) with the more matter-of-fact “anekantavadin” (ibid., 8).

Y1.10: iha ca ndnupanyastanam Sathoktinam apakarananiti ta evopanyasyante. | cite the AJP by volume and page
number of Kapadia’s edition.
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Haribhadra’s methodological preface quoted above is itself an unmistakable nod to
Dharmakirti’s Vadanyaya opener: “In debates, fraudsters trap even logical debaters by
improperly laying out their positions. This [work] is undertaken in order to preclude that.”?

Although Dharmakirti’s fraudsters are Naiyayikas, my second chapter discussed one of
Haribhadra’s attempts to reconcile these opposing camps by squaring Dignaga and Dharmakirti’s
usage of the term abhyupagama with its occurrence in the Nyayasiitra taxonomy of tenets. This
term, which I suggested might be translated as “presumption” or “presupposition,” now figures
in many of the AJP’s engagements with opponents. In the Nyayasiitra taxonomy, an
abhyupagama-siddhanta is an unexamined presumption on the basis of which particular matters
are examined.® For Dignaga, too, one’s “prior presuppositions” (piirvabhyupagama) are
distinguished from the claims that one thematizes in the course of an argument (Tillemans 2000,
145-146). Although “abhyupagama’ is often translated as an anodyne item of belief,
Haribhadra’s usage in the AJP takes up these somewhat more technical valences of a
commitment that is not (yet) examined. For example, he sometimes employs the locution of
“mere presupposition” (abhyupagama-matra): in one such occurrence, he contrasts mere
presupposition with what is established unproblematically by experience because we observe
everyday transactions that could not proceed if the supposition were not true;* as the commentary
says, rather than being mere presupposition, this supposition is justified.?

Abhyupagama, then, is not a factive term (see chapter 1). While it may well refer to

something that Haribhadra takes to be true,® it more frequently applies to the things that

2 §1: nyaya-vadinam api vadesu asad-vyavasthépanydsaih Sathd nigrhnanti, tan-nisedhartham idam arabhyate
(1993: 1).

3 NS 1.1.31: apariksitdbhyupagamat tad-visesa-pariksanam abhyupagama-siddhantah.

41.137: na cditad abhyupagama-matram... aviganatas tatha 'nubhava-siddheh, evam eva vyavahara-darsanad iti.
5 ad 1.137: yad uktam etat abhyupagama-matram api tu sépapattikam ity abhiprayah.

¢ See footnote 96 for an instance in which Haribhadra validates one of his own abhyupagamas.
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Haribhadra’s opponents believe in spite of his own reasonable counsel and, most importantly, it
often serves as the site of immanent critique of wrong beliefs.” As he has announced at the
outset, Haribhadra’s method is not simply to assert his own doctrines and produce arguments for
them, but rather to arrive at the truth by refuting fraudulent utterances. This initially puzzling
allegation of fraud, if not an empty insult, becomes intelligible as an indictment of
abhyupagamas. Haribhadra’s refutations very often proceed by interrogating his opponents’
pronouncements and uncovering the presuppositions thereof, which presuppositions turn out to
be unsustainable not by Haribhadra’s lights but by the opponents’ own. That is, Haribhadra
shows that the opponent’s claims and the presuppositions thereof issue in virodha, and so are
self-contradictory. This procedure of reductio ad absurdum—de rigeur in Indian philosophy—
shows the pitrva-paksin to have perpetrated the fraud of self-deceit by presuming a doctrine in
conflict with their own commitments, and leaves the opposing doctrine—Haribhadra’s—as the
only tenable one.

For example, taking up Dharmakirti’s famous characterization of perception as non-
erroneous and devoid of conceptualization (pratyaksam kalpandpodham abhrantam, the same
quotation that scholars have fixed upon as giving the best terminus post quem for the SDS),
Haribhadra charges that “the definition is illogical: it implies multiple problems according the

opponent’s own approach since the exclusion of conceptualization does not exhaust [perception]

7 Compare McClintock’s interpretation of appearances of the gerund form of this term in the
Tattvasangrahaparijika: “In many cases, Kamalasila signals the provisional status of an argument by means of the
technical term abhyupagamya, ‘having [provisionally] accepted’” (McClintock 2010, n155). McClintock proceeds
to characterize this approach (following Perelman and Olbrecht-Tyteca) as argumentation ad hominem, which
entertains various “styles of reasoning” (Ian Hacking’s term) depending on the audience being addressed (i.e. the
thinker being responded to) in any given moment of argument. This classical sense is different from its currently
more common sense of mere insult ad personam, which insults McClintock says are always leveled against people
that Kamalasila considers to be “simply beyond the pale of judiciousness”—i.e. non-preksavants—and are therefore
“superfluous to the argument of the work” (2010, 66-67). One way to understand what I suggest below about
Haribhadra’s allegation of “fraud” is that it is an argument ad hominem more than (as it may appear) an ad
personam insult.
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due to the presupposition that self-awareness is perceptible even when there is
conceptualization.” The presupposition alluded to here may come from the Pramanasamuccaya,
where Dignaga concedes that “if the self-awareness evident in states like attachment is

”9 which seems to be an admission

perceptual, then so is the cognition of a conceptual construct,
that at least some cognitive episodes are both perceptual and conceptual. Haribhadra is pointing
out that Dignaga’s supposition undercuts his and Dharmakirti’s own definition of perception as
devoid of conceptualization. Notice the maintenance of robust engagement with the textual
corpus belonging to another tradition (without interjection one’s own traditional authorities),
quite as we have seen in Haribhadra’s other works. Now, however, it is turned argumentatively
against the man Haribhadra called Teacher in his commentary on the Nyayapravesa: it is not that
(the Dignagian portion of) Dharmakirti’s definition of perception is in itself self-contradictory,
but rather that it is incompatible with other bits of text that it must presuppose.

Haribhadra continues: “the definition [of perception] as non-conceptual is unreasonable
for the ekantavadin because if conceptualization is absolutely excluded [from perception], there
is exclusion [of perception] even from the conceptualization [of the definition] that excludes

”10__that is, a definition is necessarily conceptual, and so cannot apply

conceptualization
absolutely to something purported to be absolutely non-conceptual. The opponent may very well
here object that verbal definition concerns a universal (samanya-laksana), not the perceptible

concrete individual (sva-laksana) from which universals are distinguished in the tradition of

Dignaga. Haribhadra responds: “If you say that the object of the definition is the universal

81.223: pratyaksam kalpandpodham abhrantam iti laksanam na cditan nydyyam para-nityd ‘neka-dosdpatteh
kalpand "podhatvasyavyapakatvat, kalpandayam api svasamvidah pratyaksatvabhyupagamat.

% ad 1.7: yadi ragadisvasamvittih pratyaksam, kalpandajiianam api.

101.224: ekanta-vadinah sarvatha kalpandpodhatve kalpandpodha-kalpandato "py apodhatvat kalpandpodhatva-
laksandyogah.
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‘perception’—no, that’s unreasonable, because there are only two options: the universal is either
separate or non-separate from that [perception]. If it is separate, then it is not the definition of

»11 insofar as

that perception; but if it is not separate, then the definition as stated is unreasonable
perception is ex hypothesi devoid of the conceptualization that definition involves. This fatal
dilemma could be avoided by acknowledging that perception is both separate and not separate
from its definition; but this solution would just be anekantavada. And so ultimately the notion of
non-conceptual perception presents a contradiction with having a single nature;'? but if non-one-
sidedness is accepted, the opponent must abandon their own presupposition of one-sidedness.!?

Haribhadra often labels these reductio arguments with the standard name “prasanga’;
and his heavy reliance upon them might remind some of Prasangika Madhyamaka or even
Pyrrhonian Skepticism.!* But, as I said in chapter 1 about Jainism’s purported madhyasthya and
as will become abundantly clear in the next section, Haribhadra’s endgame is most assuredly not
an abstention from positive theses or suspension of belief. As against some readings of
anekantavada as equipollent waffling or a philosophy of indeterminacy, the Jain is not a skeptic
(see Mookerjee 1978: 62). Haribhadra unleashes reductio arguments on one-sided theses in order
to validate non-one-sidedness.

What the anekantavadin does arguably share with the Prasangika Madhyamika and

Pyrrhonian Skeptic is a drive to defuse disagreement. The latter two do so by shunning theses

altogether—as Benjamin Zenk puts it in his dissertation comparing Haribhadra with Nagarjuna,

W Ibid.: pratyaksa-samanyam laksana-visaya iti cet, na, tasya tato vyatiriktétara-vikalpdyogat, vyatiriktatve na tad-
adhyaksa-laksanam, avyatiriktatve tiktaval-laksandayogah.

121.230: uktavat pratyaksendivasiddheh tad-eka-svabhavatva-virodhad iti.

131.224-225: anyatha anekantdpatteh svabhyupagama-parityagad iti.

!4 The use of prasangas is relied upon heavily throughout first-millennium Indian philosophy in Sanskrit, of course,
with Prasangikas being only the poster children of its radicalization. See Mookerjee (1997 [1935], chapter 25) for a
thorough discussion of prasanganumdana; and Matilal (1981, 30-31) for a comparison of some aspects of Jain and
Madhyamaka dialectics.
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the Prasangika “is able to avoid disagreement by avoiding making shared presuppositions with
his opponents” regarding things’ essences (2018, 72). We might say that Haribhadra takes the
opposite tack: he aims to upend self-contradictory presuppositions, but only in order to arrive at
the more satisfactory ones that we must all necessarily share whether we are inclined to

acknowledge them or not.

Experience and Common Sense

Immediately upon announcing his intention to lay out and refute his opponents’
pronouncements, Haribhadra states his thesis by framing it in opposition to their fraudulent
disavowals of the experience that they must themselves be understood to have: “Even though in
reality they experience a real thing as multiple—existent-cum-nonexistent, permanent-cum-
impermanent and so on, because it wouldn’t otherwise make sense insofar as they experience the
corresponding awareness—these fraudsters fail to comprehend it, as if the whole ocean of being
were qualityless.”!> By way of enunciating what it is that his opponents profess to reject,
Haribhadra has here posited the anekantavada that will govern the treatise to follow: any real
thing (vastu) possesses contrary properties including not only sat and asat (which will be the
subject of his first chapter) and nitya and anitya (second chapter), but also samanya and visesa
(third chapter) and abhilapya and anabhilapya (fourth),'¢ not to mention other pairs that will

come up along the way. The most rigorous textual scholarship has regarded this compossibility

151.10: tatra Sathah sad-asan-nitydnityddy-aneka-riipam vastu pratiniyatadi-samvedandnubhavendnyatha tad-
anupapatter anubhavanto 'pi vastu-sthitya... bhava-samudra-nairgunyam iva na pratipadyante.

16 This tetrad will become a classic template for treatments of anekantavada, even when phrased in slightly different
terms. Consider, for example, Hemacandra’s Anyayogavyavacchedadvatrimsika v. 25: “This is somehow perishable,
permanent; similar, dissimilar; utterable, unutterable; existent, nonexistent; O Lord, this is the tradition whose
stream flows like the effluent of reality imbibed by the learned (syan nasi nityam sadrsam virigpam vacyam na
vacyam sad asat tad eva | vipascitam natha nipita-tattva-sudhodgatodgara-paramparéyam || 1903, 354-355).”
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of contraries as the basic thesis of anekantavada during what K. K. Dixit has periodized as the
“Age of Logic,” the post-canonical scholastic discourse involving both Svetambaras and
Digambearas starting in the mid-first millennium C. E. (Dixit 1971, 109; Balcerowicz 2015).

To borrow a phrase from Graham Priest (1998) adapting Hamlet: To be and not to be—
that is the answer. The thesis is intrinsically and perhaps deliberately provocative, striking
commentators through the ages as a shameless endorsement of contradiction. We will return to
the allegations of contradiction in the next section; but we will better understand the content of
this anekantavada by first considering the kinds of justifications Haribhadra musters for it. It is
striking that this opening declaration not only stakes Haribhadra’s counterintuitive claim about
reality but moreover insists in the same breath, with two iterations of the verb anu-+bhii, that it is
experienced as such. It is this experience of real things, which Haribhadra imputes even to his
opponents despite their avowals to the contrary, that cannot be made sense of without
anekantavada. Anubhava will again be the very first reason he invokes at the start of his third
chapter for the sub-thesis that things have a universal-cum-particular form.!” Given its
positioning, it is clear that a certain kind of experience is largely what is supposed to constitute
the ultimate validation of Haribhadra’s doctrine, in tandem with the refutation of the views of his
opponents (cf. Zenk 2018, 105).

Now, invocation of experience as an interpretive category has become highly suspect in
contemporary religious studies. In a climactic statement of that suspicion, Robert Sharf has
charged that a particular modern rhetoric of “religious” and “mystical” experience is galvanized
by “characteristics of immediacy and indubitability” (1998, 104) but, by the same token,

valorizes “the subjective, the personal, the private” (ibid., 94); it is therefore “nonobjective” and

171.134: samanya-visesa-riipasya vastuno ‘nubhava-siddhatvat.

145



“cannot make ostensible a something that exists in the world” (ibid., 113; emphasis in original).
This movement from immediacy to privacy is ultimately the corollary of a Cartesian “tendency
to think of experience as a subjective ‘mental event’ or ‘inner process’ that eludes public
scrutiny” (ibid., 104). Sharf argues that, being a product of the philosophy of the European
Enlightenment, this orientation is foreign to Asian thought, introduced only lately by colonial-
period and Western-influenced Hindu and Buddhist reformers (ibid., 99, and Sharf 1995; cf. also
Halbfass 1988, 378-402 and Rambachan 1994).

In contrast, Haribhadra’s appeal is innocent of the dichotomy that Sharf has found to
structure the modern rhetoric of religious experience: anubhava is allied with immediate
awareness as well as objectivity, epistemic authority as well as public intersubjectivity.'® It is
amply clear already in Haribhadra’s thesis statement that experience is of real things: the object
of the verbal participle anubhavantah is vastu, and the experiencing itself is qualified by the
functionally adverbial vastu-sthitya. As the presumptive auto-commentary tells us in its
explanation of this compound, the experience is not limited to itself but rather “relies on reality

9919

both in relation to knowledge and to what is known”"”—which, I take it, is just to say that it is

not merely “a subjective ‘mental event’ or ‘inner process’ that eludes public scrutiny” (Sharf

18 By invoking immediate experience and epistemic authority here, I do not want to saddle Haribhadra with Wilfrid
Sellars’s “myth of the given™: as should become clear in the following exposition, he seems to consider experience
as already having conceptual content that can enter into inferential relations with further conceptual judgments, not
as standing apart from and over “the logical space of reasons” (Sellars 1997, 76). Nor should his view be dismissed
as the epistemological naivete of an unsophisticated or outmoded thinker unaware of the tensions in his position:
there are contemporary philosophers, having traversed the promises and pitfalls of the Cartesian heritage of dualism,
that too have sought to rehabilitate the notion of unmediated experience with full awareness of the relevant critiques.
One that comes to mind is Kevin Schilbrack (2014, 156-167), inspired by Donald Davidson’s guarantee that in
abandoning what he calls “the fourth dogma of empiricism,” namely, the dualism of conceptual scheme and
empirical content, “we do not relinquish the notion of objective truth... but re-establish unmediated touch with the
familiar objects whose antics make our sentences and opinions true or false” (1984, 198). Kapstein (2004, esp. 269-
272) clarifies how early modern empiricists too, in the thrall of the scientific revolution, sought experiential
knowledge that was simultaneously immediate and intersubjective; and he argues that such knowledge claims need
not be understood as being beyond contestation.

19 ad 1.10: jiiana-jiieydpeksaya ubhayathd vastu-sthitim asritya....
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1998, 104) but rather necessarily involves real things in the world to which the experience
corresponds (pratiniyata). Unlike some other classical Indian philosophers such as his pre-
eminent likely contemporary Sankara, Haribhadra will frequently appeal to anubhava to justify
his metaphysical claims;?° but he virtually never uses this term to refer to extraordinary inner
“spiritual” experience—and, as we will soon see, actually offers arguments against such
appeals—unlike the modern discourse that Paul Hacker has christened “Neo-Vedanta” (Halbfass
1988, 385-386 and 395ft.).

Haribhadra makes it explicit that he considers the experience of a real thing embracing
contrary properties to be both authoritative and very publicly available as soon as he begins to
respond to his interlocutors’ opening arguments: “Now, as to what was said in the first place—
‘How is a single real thing in the form of a pot, for example, both existent and nonexistent?’—it
is indubitably commonly accepted as such even by cowherds and women.”?! In this initial
rejoinder, Haribhadra does not bother to provide further analytical arguments for a thing’s non-
one-sidedness: he simply asserts that well-nigh everyone agrees about that fact, employing the
same term prasiddha that encoded the basic agreement requisite for rational inter-darsana debate
in the Nyayapravesa. And indeed, it might not be overly optimistic to find inter-darsana
agreement on some of the elements of Haribhadra’s claim. For example, Kumarila Bhatta seems
to have “held non-being (abhava) to be a real thing (vastu), i.e., a real aspect (amsa) of that
which is present. A thing both is what it is and is not what it is not; the non-being of a cloth, i.e.,

not-being-a-cloth, is a real aspect of a pot” (Taber 2001, 72), that is, a real property (ibid., 75)—a

20 See Rambachan (1994) and Halbfass (1988: 387-388). Mimamsaka, Naiyayika, and Buddhist arguments against
justifications by experience (ibid.: 392-394) show “how controversial and problematic this issue was in the Indian
tradition” (ibid., 392).

2L 1.36: tatra yat tavad uktam, katham ekam eva ghatadi-riipam vastu sac cdsac ca bhavati, tad etad a-
gopalanganddi-prasiddham andsankaniyam eva.
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claim quite like the rudiments of Haribhadra’s anekantavada.?> And there may be some
intimations of such a view in the introduction to Vatsyayana’s seminal Nydyasiitra commentary,
where both existence and nonexistence are treated as equally real: “What is reality? It is the
existent’s being existent, and the nonexistent’s being nonexistent.”? Even Dharmottara’s
commentary on Dharmakirti’s Nyayabindu—the latter being a main foil for Haribhadra—seems
to come perilously close to the AJP’s own doctrine:
A thing’s being and nonbeing have their forms established by mutual exclusion. But what
has a form different from blue is undeviating from the absence of blue, because we
ascertain that absence by non-apprehension of the blue, which would otherwise be
visible, when something like yellow is being apprehended.?*
Of course, neither Dharmottara nor Vatsyayana, nor perhaps even Kumarila, would want to
admit the necessary compossibility of all of the contrary predicates that Haribhadra offers, and
we will clarify some of the particular sites of disagreement as we proceed through the argument.
But it is worth noting here that there may be more consensus about the inevitability of
predicating that most basic pair of contraries, existence and nonexistence, than we tend to think
there is.

There is, to be sure, vociferous disagreement in this period about the epistemology of

nonbeing or absences (abhava), i.e., the non-apprehension of things (anupalabdhi). However,

22 Kumarila’s idea of the dual nature of objects also seems very close to Haribhadra’s; indeed, this passage from the
Akrtivada section of the Slokavarttika—which McCrea says is basic to his thinking—is virtually indistinguishable
from the thesis of the third chapter of the AJP on samanya-visesa: “In the case of all objects, our awareness arises
containing elements of differentiation and recurrence; and this is not possible without a duality of nature (dvy-
atmakatva). If one takes the position that there is only the particular (in this awareness), then the awareness of a
universal could not arise; if there were awareness of the universal alone, the cognition of the particular would be
without any basis” (translated at McCrea 2013, 136). He also adduces some of the same arguments for the soul’s
permanence-cum-impermanence (Uno 1999, 422) as does the AJP’s sixth chapter (on moksa); the Buddhist authors
Santaraksita, Jitari, and Karnakagomin all quote from the Slokavarttika in order to explain anekantavada (ibid., 419-
420 and 427-429).

23 NBh ad NS 1.1.1 supra (1896, 1-2): kim punas tattvam? satas ca sadbhavo ’satas cdsad-bhavah. Taber (2001,
75n11) recognizes the similarity of this view to Kumarila’s.

24 NBT (1918, 70) ad NB 3.77: vastuno bhavdabhavau paraspara-pariharena sthita-riipau. nilat tu yad anyat-riipam
tan nildbhavavyabhicari. nilasya drsyasya pitddav upalabhyamane 'nupalambhad abhava-niscayat.
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while there are clearly thematic continuities, that conversation—which especially preoccupies
Buddhists and Mimamsakas—is only obliquely relevant to the Jain conversation about the
ontology of contrary predication. A connection between the two is indicated in Dharmottara’s
statement just adduced: being and nonbeing are mutually exclusive because there is always
ascertainment of non-being when there is non-apprehension of being. But by the very same
token, one can see that the principal function of non-apprehension is inferential, and it is the
status of such inferences that is Dharmakirti’s chief concern. That issue, however, is at best
glancingly addressed in the AJP, and tends to arise in some of Haribhadra’s other texts only by
way of refutation of external-world skepticism (see Van Den Bossche 1995, part [; and Kapstein
2014, 1391f.); nor are most Jain philosophers after him any more interested in the issue than he is
(Gorisse 2020a, 115). The Nyaya-Vaisesika development of abhava as a basic ontological
padartha may be more relevant; however, it is difficult to tease apart that question from the one
about epistemological warrants (pramana) regarding abhava in scholarship on that topic.?> And
the most important pre-Haribhadra Vaisesika, Prasastapada, in fact “has very little to say about
nonbeing (asat, abhava) in general” (Halbfass 1992, 65n35).

In any case, however close other thinkers may come to the central issue of the AJP,
Haribhadra’s thesis would not on the face of it seem able to command universal assent—not, in
the first instance, from the imagined piirva-paksin who has posed the opening challenge of the
work, nor (as we will see) from such prominent peers as Sankara, Dharmakirti, and Dharmottara.

Whether or not all philosophers would accede to it, however, Haribhadra immediately declares

25 Witness D. N. Shastri’s (1976, 388-389) response to Stcherbatsky’s claim that Vatsyayana considered
nonexistence real insofar as the latter says that "a pramana which comprehends the existent also comprehends the
nonexistent (satah prakasakam pramanam asad api prakasayati)": Shastri responds that it is in fact not until the
Nyayavartika that we have the "first clear indication" of nonexistence as an objective reality, since Uddyotakara says
it is perceived by contact (sannikarsa) with the senses, and that Vacaspatimisra and Jayanta are the first to provide
the required arguments.
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that his thesis is commonly accepted even among people like cowherds and women (a-
gopaldnganadi), an image that Kapadia reads as a synecdoche for the illiterate (I1.272).26 This
trope, with its painfully obvious misogynistic and classist presumptions, is clearly employed by
Haribhadra (as by a variety of medieval Indian and Tibetan writers) to invoke a pre-philosophical
sense of reality shared by common people without access to scholastic Sanskrit discourse.

Now, although I am not myself prepared (either historiographically or theoretically) to
undertake such a critique, there surely would be much to say here about Haribhadra’s elite
ideology by way of deconstructively “measuring silences” (pace Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak’s
[1988, 286] use of Pierre Macherey’s phrase) between and underneath his use of the figures of
the cowherd and the woman. Haribhadra certainly does not “ask the question of the
consciousness of the subaltern woman” (ibid., 295) or peasant in any robust way—his
essentialized others appear as mere signifiers of deviation from the elite male ideal.
Nevertheless, his exploitation of this trope is noteworthy inasmuch as the elite Sanskritic ideal is
not functioning here as epistemologically normative: neither as a positive ideal over against the
usual outright denigration of what is known by cowherds and women;?’ nor even negatively by

way of romanticizing the consciousness of the “heterogeneous Other” (ibid., 288).2® However

26 Although Haribhadra does not use this particular term in this context, it is perhaps relevant here to recall Gary
Tubb’s (2015) examination of the Mahabharata’s “ordinary people” (prthag-jana), a figure that encodes
outsiderhood in its criss-crossing valences of social, ritual, and linguistic exclusion, as well as generally not being
“in the know”.

27 In contrast to Haribhadra, for example, Candrakirti's appeal to what is “commonly accepted by cowherds and
women-folk” (gopalarngand-jana-prasiddha) is put forward by a piirva-paksa, even if he will go on to provisionally
acknowledge that it is commonly accepted (kim khalv asmabhir uktam na prasiddham iti; PP 260; Arnold 2005,
200-201). In another occurrence of the term, after the pirvapaksa proposes as evidence for something’s existence
the fact that it is seen by cowherds and women—since chimera like the sons of barren women can't be seen (PP
418)—Candrakirti responds that cowherds and women see all sorts of illusions like fairy-cities due to sensory
impairment, like the delusion (moha) of the position for whose support his interlocutor had appealed to cowherds
and women (ibid., 419). Although Madhyamikas are arguably proponents of some sort of common sense, their
thought is largely positioned over against Buddhist reductionism, and “the ‘common-sense realism’ of Madhyamaka
therefore must not be simply that of the ordinary person” (Arnold 2008, 145).

28 An attitude more along these lines is visible in Haribhadra’s Prakrit parable Dhuttakkhana (Skt: Dhiirtakhyana)
whose denouement has a con-woman outwitting all of her male colleagues, at which point they burst into Sanskrit
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slight a gesture of solidarity, it is just the point that the knowledge in question is shared widely
across otherwise salient class or gender boundaries. Indeed, Haribhadra treats it as being held in
common with the highly learned (when they are not being willfully perverse), often replacing
cowherds with “scholars” (G-vidvad-anganadi).? This variant occurs no less than twelve times
throughout the text, much more frequently than the invocation of cowherds. It occurs once as a
commentarial gloss of the word “loka” (ad 11.59) in an appeal to how certain words are
commonly used in the world, and is itself glossed at one point as “commonly accepted by all
people” (sakala-loka-prasiddha, ad 1.78) and elsewhere as “uncontroversially” (avipratipattya,
1.175), the same term that Haribhadra uses in his definition of “prasiddha’ in the Nyayapravesa
commentary. The knowledge of reality to which Haribhadra is pointing, then, is a publicly
available experience in a rather literal sense: even if it is not acknowledged by everyone at all
times, it is knowledge available in common to various publics regardless of class, gender, or
education level.

This is just how Nicholas Rescher has recently characterized common sense, “what the
Germans call gesunder Menschenverstand—the plain man and woman’s natural understanding
of things” (2020, 208). Indeed, the term “prasiddha” is often casually translated as “common
sense” in Indological publications.>* However, I am aware of no attempts to justify this choice;

and meanwhile, there has been at least one piercing criticism of it, inspired by Spivak, to which I

exclamation (5.110): “Although having studied them and analyzed their meanings, men are not able to recite the
Sastras that women utter with syllables composed playfully at the time of response (adhitya sastrani vimrsya
carthan na tani vaktum purusah samarthah | yani striyah pratyabhidhana-kale vadanti lila-racitaksarani ||).”

2 1 have seen all three terms combined in Madhava’s fourteenth-century Jaiminiyanydayamalavistara to glorify the
Vijayanagara emperor Bukka: “This king's omniscience is eminently and indisputably displayed to all, from scholars
to women and cowherds” (sarvajiiatvam asya rajia utkarsendavidvad-angandgopalam avivadena pratibhasate,
Maitra 2021, 382). This occurrence too is clearly intended to apply equally to all three categories of people
(although Maitra reads it slightly differently).

30 E.g. in a Madhyamaka context by Malcolm David Eckel (2003, 178), who also gives the alternative “generally
accepted”.
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will return at the end of this chapter. It is therefore worth showing that Haribhadra’s appeal does
substantially overlap with the prevailing notion of “common sense” made philosophically
respectable in the modern Anglophone world by the eighteenth-century Scottish Enlightenment
philosopher Thomas Reid. In Roderick Chisholm’s nice encapsulation of this tradition, “the
'principles of common sense' are intuitive truths that all sane people accept when they are not
doing philosophy” (1998, 454); or, in the Blackwell Dictionary of Western Philosophy’s
definition, “the natural and ordinary beliefs that are taken for granted by people independent of
philosophical training” (Bunnin and Yu 2004, 121). Reid himself viewed common sense as pre-
philosophical both in that it does not require philosophy and that philosophy requires it.>! This
appears to be exactly the place occupied by the AJP’s opening appeal to what is prasiddha: it is
known without philosophical training or argumentation; and at the same time, it can underwrite
significant philosophical conclusions.

In Nicholas Wolterstorff’s reading of Reid, what is definitive of articles of common sense
is not only that they are self-evident or “held immediately” but that they “are common™ (2004,
84; emphasis in original). Although this aspect of socially intersubjective publicity is present in
the Scottish common sense philosophy—Alston lists a number of passages indicating Reid’s
recommendation of “general agreement” (1985, 441 and 450n26)—it is not generally theorized

there, or even repeated so insistently as in the AJP.3? Selwyn Grave, who was largely responsible

31 “In reality, Common Sense holds nothing of Philosophy, nor needs her aid. But, on the other hand, Philosophy (if
I may be permitted to change the metaphor) has no other root but the principles of Common Sense” (Reid 1846,
1.101).

32 Reid generally leans more heavily on the posit that common sense is a psychological faculty endowed by God
(Alston 1985, 442, quoting Reid’s Essay 6.4; see also Wolterstorff 2004, 97). Interestingly, this approach seems to
have been influential upon the Bengali reformer Debendranath Tagore’s notion of arma-pratyaya as introspective
truth that one finds in one’s “heart” (hrdaya; Halbfass 1988, 396), which presents a marked contrast to Haribhadra’s
emphasis on intersubjective publicity. Although pratyaya’s cognate pratiti figures centrally in the latter notion, as I
explain in the next section, the term atma-pratyaya doesn’t appear in the AJP, nor do I find in evidence anything
quite like what Tagore seems to mean by it.
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for the twentieth-century revival of interest in the philosophy of common sense (Madden 1998,
448), encapsulates it as “intuitively based common consent” (2006, 355); however, he accuses
Reid’s most influential followers with “crudely” taking up his appeal to common sense in a
fashion that “could easily be spoken of as appealing to ‘the judgment of the crowd’” (ibid., 357),
or—in Kant’s complaint against common-sense philosophers in the introduction to the
Prolegomena—"the opinion of the multitude” (1902, 6). Prominent theorists of common sense
seem not to have been very effective in delineating its connections with publicity and consensus
while forestalling the tyranny of the epistemological majority.

While the AJP’s frequent appeals to what is commonly known to all classes of people
might look like just such a crude populism—or, maybe worse, the universalizing projection of
one elite philosopher’s idiosyncratic view—considering it in conjunction with the NP’s
theorization of the logical dynamics of inter-darsana debate puts it in a softer and more
favorable light. As we saw Haribhadra strongly emphasize in his commentary on the NP,
rigorous argumentation is constitutively intersubjective. The arguments to which one is entitled
depend partly on the premises that one’s interlocutor can be expected to accept—that is, ideas
that are prasiddha. Where such common ground is missing, rational argument cannot get going.

Although Reid does not much elaborate this, one of his stray accounts of common sense nicely

33 G. E. Moore makes the social dimension more explicit than most have (e.g. 1962, 42-43); Grave reads him as
having “treated universal, or very general, acceptance as the identifying mark of a commonsense belief” (2006,
358). The Roman term “sensus communis” appropriated in the Enlightenment by Vico strongly brought out the
social component (consensus gentium); Hans-Georg Gadamer explains it as the “communal sense for what is true
and right, which is not a knowledge based on argumentation, but enables one to discover what is evident” (2004:
19). In Gadamer’s telling, though, the classical notion is not only translatable by “common sense” but as “the sense
of the community” (ibid., 20-21), an “element of social and moral being” (ibid., 29) that far outstrips the publicly
agreed-upon items of belief evident in Haribhadra’s usage of prasiddha. In contrast to the full-blooded political
sensus communis, the latter is perhaps more akin to what Kant imagined in his third Critique when he called “taste”
the “true common sense’: it is focused on the particular “communal quality” which “abstracts from all subjective,
private conditions,” as well as the “universality” that “involves the free play of all our cognitive powers and is not
limited to a specific area like an external sense” (ibid., 38).
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connects the AJP’s appeal to common knowledge with the NP theorization of what is prasiddha
in debate:
All knowledge, and all science, must be built upon principles that are self-evident....
Hence it is, that disputes very often terminate in an appeal to common sense. While the
parties agree in the first principles on which their arguments are grounded, there is room
for reasoning; but when one denies what to the other appears too evident to need or to
admit of proof, reasoning seems to be at an end. (Reid 1846, 1.422)
Or as the NP has it, an argumentative appeal to a notion that is not prasiddha issues in an
argumentative fallacy. But if premises can be found that are universally accepted, one might not
need to worry about hitting an argumentative impasse with any rational interlocutor.
Haribhadra’s commentary on the NP does not require what is prasiddha to be an article
of universally self-evident common sense—rather, his definition of it in terms of vadin and
prativadin (NPT 20) only stipulates that the rwo particular parties to a given debate agree about
its terms. But—aside from his comment on the fallacy in which an argument’s conclusion is
directly refuted by common knowledge (loka-viruddha, NPT 28-29)—there is one important
place in the NP at which Haribhadra does indicate the importance of widely-accepted popular
conceptions (loka-prasiddha): in his Nyayasiitra-inflected discussion of the definition of the
paksa, we saw that Haribhadra interpolates the notion of the presumptive tenet (abhyupagama-
siddhanta), which he defines as “the statement of a debater, regardless of sastra, in supposition
of a property and property-possessor that are [each] commonly accepted by people (loka-
prasiddha).”** Although it was not quite clear in the NP why Haribhadra would introduce such a
notion and define it in just these terms, we have now seen that his constructive philosophical

work is frequently propelled by the identification and refutation of unjustified presuppositions

(abhyupagama). However, he relies just as heavily on assumptions that he considers to be

34 NPT 20: $astra-nirapeksasya vadino loka-prasiddhayor dharma-dharminoh parigraha-vacanam abhyupagama-
siddhantah.
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presupposed by everyone under all circumstances and therefore irrefutable. He does not usually
label these abhyupagama, though, preferring to describe them with the factive term prasiddha.
The AJP’s opening rebuttal is the first of very many such arguments terminating in appeals to a
pre-philosophically self-evident article of public knowledge—i.e., to common sense. Such
appeals provide a common basis for debate in the face of fundamental differences with his
opponents—a point of agreement that “begs no metaphysical question” (Ganeri 2001, 128) and

commits no argumentative fallacies in inter-darsana debate.

Intuition and Everyday Practice
It may be helpful to characterize Haribhadra’s project as what P. F. Strawson calls
“descriptive metaphysics,” that is, an account of the “massive central core of human thinking”
comprising “the commonplaces of the least refined thinking” which “are yet the indispensable
core of the conceptual equipment of the most sophisticated human beings” (1964, 10). This
characterization clearly fits Haribhadra’s appeals to the common sense that is presupposed by all
regardless of education level, and it is a very different orientation from the Buddhism that serves
as Haribhadra’s chief foil. In David Tomlinson’s assessment, which is borne out by Haribhadra’s
various criticisms of it,
Buddhist philosophy is fundamentally revisionary: rather than seeking only to describe
phenomena like consciousness, the goal is in fact the transformation of the individual on
the basis of philosophical insight. This leads to the development of ideas and analyses
that are very often counterintuitive, conflicting with our commonsense view of the world
and our everyday phenomenology. (2019, 13)
While these competing metaphysical approaches may seem to be an equipollent pair requiring an

arbitrary choice between them, Strawson indicates that there is a basicality to descriptive

metaphysics that gives it priority to revisionary metaphysics: insofar as it is the “indispensable
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core” of human thought, it “needs no justification at all beyond that of inquiry in general.
Revisionary metaphysics is at the service of descriptive metaphysics” (ibid., 9). In the course of
this section, I will show how Haribhadra shows what Strawson only suggests: that revisionary
doctrines presuppose his own descriptive metaphysics of common sense.

For Haribhadra as for Thomas Reid, emphasis on common sense is part and parcel of a
thoroughgoing realism opposed, in each of their milieux, to ascendant idealisms whose tendency
is to revise ordinary views of the world (and arguably, as we’ve already seen voiced by Sharf, to
produce unstable epistemologies). As Reid’s primary foe is the army of idealisms from Descartes
and Locke to Berkeley and Hume, Haribhadra’s is mind-only Buddhism from Vasubandhu to
Dignaga and Dharmakirti®>: he devotes an entire chapter of the AJP to the Vijfianavada, the only
chapter traditionally named for an opponent doctrine rather than a pair of contraries. In one
revealing passage from this fifth chapter, Haribhadra addresses the skeptical non-dualism that
accuses all ordinary knowledge of error insofar as it is based on a false subject-object duality:

Perhaps [you think that] knowledge of ordinary people is simply erroneous since it takes

the form of the distortion that is the image of grasper and grasped, while that of yogis,

lacking this [distortion], is non-erroneous. ... But this too is wrong, because there is no
warrant [for this distinction between ordinary and yogic knowledge]. If yogic knowledge
is itself the warrant, then it is not how it is claimed to be, because of the implication that

it does have the image of a grasper and so on, since the idea that there is such [a

distinction of error from its opposite] is unreasonable for what lacks that [duality of

grasper and grasped]. If you say that the idea is that the capacity of yogis is
inconceivable: there is no warrant for that but partiality.3°

35 In drawing this broad analogy, I do not presume to pronounce upon the recent debate about the appropriateness of
either of the labels “vijriana-vada” or “idealist” for any of these thinkers or particular segments of their corpora,
much less to assimilate Buddhist idealisms to European ones wholesale (see Kapstein 2014, 126ff.). It is enough for
my purposes that Haribhadra adduces typically idealist quotations from each of them and addresses the doctrines on
offer variously (and, as it seems to me, indiscriminately) as “vijiiana-vada,” “bodha-matra-tattva-vada,” etc.

36 11.47: syad etat prthag-jana-jiianam akhilam bhrantam eva grahya-grahakdkarépaplava-riipatvat, abhrantam tu
tad-vikalam yoginam iti... etad apy asat pramandbhavat, yogi-jiiana-pramanatve tad-yathoktatvabhavah,
grahakakarady-apatteh, tad-vikala-tat-tad-avagamayogat. acintyd yoginam saktir ity avagama iti cet natra
pramanam anyatra paksapatat.
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As we saw in chapter 2, partiality (paksapata) is the failure of critical rationality (yukti), which is
here supplanted by the unfathomable yogic knowledge that is proposed as a justificational
warrant. It is significant that one of only a few occurrences of this term in the AJP is exactly an
assertion of the legitimacy of ordinary knowledge in the name of reason: for Haribhadra, critical
rationality requires the common sense of a grasping subject grasping mind-independent objects,
and is undermined by appeal to some purportedly transcendent or ineffable non-dual yogic
experience.

The only other occurrence of the term paksapata in the AJP comes in relation to an
iteration of an argument to which Haribhadra recurs repeatedly in dispelling doubts about his
basic thesis of the compossibility of contraries. He sometimes enunciates the thesis that a thing is
both existent and nonexistent by saying (to anticipate the full articulation of his thesis that we
will see below) that “a thing is experienced just as conforming with its own and conflicting with
the other’s form.”” Now the opponent voices the obvious proposal that “the exclusion of
another’s form just is the non-exclusion of one’s own form.”® The basic schema of this
objection—which we can characterize, following Laurence Horn (1989, 45ff., 63ff., and passim),
as an “asymmetricalist” attempt to privilege affirmation and to reduce negation to it**—comes
frequently with various contents, of which we will see several iterations below. Haribhadra’s
standard response is that to identify a negative with its contrary affirmative is to denude both the

affirmative and the negative of their sense.*® And therefore, he says, “a thing with an existent-

37 1.63: sva-para-ripdnuvrtta-vyavytta-riipam eva tad vastv anubhiiyate.

38 Ibid.: sva-ripdvyavritir eva para-ripa-vyavrttir iti.

39 Horn, citing Raju’s “The Principle of Four-Cornered Negation in Indian Philosophy,” considers Sankara the
earliest known asymmetricalist in history (1989, 64). If Haribhadra was contemporary with Sankara (as is likely)
and if the relevant pirva-paksas (who are unnamed and don’t obviously represent anyone in particular) reflect real
ideas in circulation at this time, perhaps the varieties of asymmetricalism have an older genealogy than Horn has
been able to trace.

40 E.g. 1.48: sarvatha ‘bhinna-nimittatve sad-asat-pratyaydnupapattih.
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cum-nonexistent form should be accepted by logicians who have been disabused of their
partiality, because it makes reasonable sense.”!

In keeping with the emphasis on critical rationality as opposed to partiality, every
moment of Haribhadra’s essay proceeds by adjudicating what conforms to reason: like most
Sanskrit philosophical writings, these arguments are usually articulated by saying that a given
proposition is or (more frequently) is not reasonable (na yujyate), conformable to reason (yukti-
yukta), or some other formation of the verbal roots Vywj or upa\pad (as in upapadyate, upapatti,
and so on). And as is standard for Indian philosophers in Dignaga’s wake, Haribhadra often
underwrites these arguments by appealing to warrants (pramanas). This type of appeal is
positioned most prominently at the beginning of the AJP’s second chapter, in tandem with a
reductio argument, for the sub-thesis that things are both nitya and anitya: he says that they are
known as such from a warrant (pramanatas), namely perception (adhyaksa), because neither
one-sided permanence or impermanence is able to account for both the variability and the
stability that we cognize empirically.*> He proceeds to cast this appeal to perception in terms of
the classic Jain idiom of substance (dravya) and modification (paryaya):

The permanence-cum-impermanence of a thing is established just by perception, because

it is grasped by an awareness whose images conform and diverge since [the thing] takes

the form of both substance and modification. That is, what is indistinguishably cognized

as everywhere conforming with a club, a bowl, a pot, a cup, and other things [made of] a

lump of clay is identified as clay, and divergence is modification according to their

respective differences. Likewise, there is not the same consciousness of a clump of clay

with respect to a club and so on as they appear, because of the experience of difference
between their images.*

4 1.64: tasmat samutsarita-paksapataih nyaya-vidbhir yukti-yuktatvat sad-asad-riipam vastv angikartavyam iti.
421.96: pramanatas tatha 'vagamat. tathd hi, adhyaksena nitydnityam eva tad avagamyate.... yady adyah paksah,
evam sati sarvatra sarvada sarvesam tadvijiana-prasangah, tasydika-svabhavatvat. na caitad evam kvacit kadacit
kasyacid eva tad-vijiiana-bhavat. This much refutes the thesis of one-sided permanence; most of the refutation of
one-sided impermanence involves very elaborate engagements with the Buddhist doctrine of momentariness.

43 1.113-114: nityénityatvam ca vastuno dravya-paryayébhaya-riipatvat, anuvrtta-vyavrttikara-samvedana-
grahyatvat pratyaksa-siddham evéti. tatha hi mrt-pinda-sivaka-sthasaka-ghata-kapaladisv avisesena
sarvatranuvrtto mrd-anvayah samvedyate, pratibhedam ca paryaya-vyavrttih. tatha ca na yatha-pratibhdasam mrt-
pindddi-samvedanam tatha-pratibhdsam eva sivakdadisu, akara-bheddanubhavat.
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The locus classicus for this analysis of reality according to the coordinating contraries of
uniformly permanent substance and diversely mutable modification is Siddhasena’s Prakrit
treatise Sammaitakka (Skt: Sanmatitarka), from whose appeal to what is empirically seen (drsta)
Haribhadra proceeds to quote (I.119, translating ST 1.12 into Sanskrit, to which I return in the
following chapter).**

However, these appeals to pramanas generically or to particular ones such as perception
comprise a small minority of Haribhadra’s arguments. He much more frequently appeals to a
more general notion: pratiti. Indeed, in his opening declaration that existent-cum-nonexistent
things are commonly accepted, the word prasiddha is replaced in the Anekantavadapravesa (an
abridgement of the AJP with some minor paraphrasing) by pratita. Nor is this an isolated scribal
variant: as recorded in chapter 2 and recalled here above, Haribhadra’s NP commentary defines
prasiddha in terms of what is pratita for both parties in a debate (vadi-prativadinoh pratito, NPT
20).

Now, pratiti presents a somewhat vexing semantic range. It is sometimes interpreted in a
quasi-perceptual sense as “apprehension,” and often in a more broadly doxastic sense as “idea”
or “notion”; Apte’s dictionary prefers “conviction, settled belief,” while Monier-Williams’s also
has “faith” and “trust”.*> But resting with any of these as a translation would make the refrain
“tatha-pratiteh” with which nearly every step of the AJP concludes its (sometimes long) chains

of reasons look a bit like what John Passmore (1917, 343) ribbed as the “‘I’m telling you’

4 ST I11.57 also invokes the same pair of contrary but jointly required standpoints, substance and modification, to
explain the compossibility of samanya and visesa, the subject of Haribhadra’s third chapter.

45 Although Stcherbatsky observes that Dignaga, Vinitadeva, and the Tibetan commentators all align pratiti with
prasiddhi, he himself also translates its occurrence in the Nyayabindu blandly as “conception,” even as he finds
himself compelled to interpolate the unhelpful modifier “(the identity of the corresponding) conception” (1958,
I1.163-64). Dharmakirti’s example of a thesis contradicted by pratiti is “the rabbit-faced one is not the moon”
(acandrah sasi, NB 3.53), which clearly trades on a certain sort of common-sense—namely, everyday word-usage,
which seems basically to be what Dharmakirti means by prasiddhi in the Pramanavarttika as well.
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method” of Whitehead, and risks confirming the conception, apparently already popular in Max
Miiller's day, that Indian philosophy “asserts, but does not prove, that it is positive throughout,
but not argumentative” (1899, xiii). This prejudice has survived in the open at least until Antony
Flew’s infamous pronouncement a half-century ago that “most of what is labelled Eastern
Philosophy” is not concerned with argument and can therefore be ignored wholesale (Kapstein
2001, 5), and it may still with varying degrees of overtness motivate the continuing exclusion of
Indian thought from departments of philosophy in the Western academe. Elucidating
Haribhadra’s use of the term pratiti, then, stands to put a chink in the armor of a racist trope. And
the effort is moreover critical for understanding his philosophical project because the term’s
centrality there is decisive not only for his expository approach but also, as I shall attempt to
show, the substance of his doctrine of anekantavada. Clarifying pratiti will help to dismantle
long-standing misconceptions both about Indian philosophy in general and anekantavada in
particular.

I propose to translate pratiti as “intuition” (and its cognates mutatis mutandis). 1 do
intend this term to include something like the technical Kantian notion of intuition
(Anschauung), articulated in the opening line of the body of his Critique of Pure Reason as
providing the immediate relation of thought to objects “given to us by means of sensibility”
(A19/B33), whether empirical a posteriori or pure a priori (A20/B34). However, pratiti is not
limited to sensibility, what most Indian epistemologists would call pratyaksa or adhyaksa, nor is
it opposed to conceptuality.*® Rather, Haribhadra tells us that it encompasses three classical

categories of warrants (pramana):

46 Cf. Stcherbatsky’s note on the term in the Nyayabindu: “pratiti = avagama = bodha = prapti = paricchitti =
niscaya = adhyavasaya = kalpana = vikalpa are all nearly synonyms.... They all contain an element of smrti or

=0

samskara” (1958, 11.39n2) as well as conceptuality.
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The division of intuition (pratiti-bheda) according to word (sabda), sign

(linga), and sensation (adhyaksa) with respect to a single thing is seen to

depend on a knower that is in some way single and multiple. That is, the

universal “fire” is intuited from word in “there is fire in the thicket” as

predicated merely of a suchlike place; but from seeing [the sign] smoke, its

particularity is [inferentially intuited] as predicated of a particular place;

while from sensation, fire and so on [is intuited even] more particularly. So

this [division of intuition] is unavoidable, because it is commonly accepted

even by cowherds and women.*’
This interesting passage is one of the few in the AJP to connect pratiti explicitly with the
pramanas, in one of its countless arguments for anekantavada marked by the indeclinable adverb
“in some way” (katharicit): a knower (pramatr) is in some way singular, qua a unitary knower of
a single thing, and in some way multiple, insofar as the means constituting knowledge are
multiple. Haribhadra here allies pratiti with the fully manifold epistemological apparatus of
nyaya, showing that it is not simply any old belief but is a logically warranted one, and he seals
this epistemological alliance with a repetition of his vivid appeal to pre-philosophical common
sense: intuition, as operative through the several pramanas, is familiar to everyone.*8

Furthermore, as we have already seen in the AVP variant cited above and will see again
within the AJP itself, pratita and prasiddha can be used interchangeably. This association fits

another aspect of the word “intuition”: its broader and more colloquial meaning of one's

immediate sense of what is the case, with no specification of the means of such cognition. In

471.215: drsyate ca kathaiicid ekatrdivdikaneka-pramatr-apeksah sabda-lingadhyaksaih pratiti-bhedah. tatha hi,
atra nikufije vahnir astiti sabdatas tathavidha-desa-matrdavacchinnam agni-samanyam pratiyate, dhiima-darsandt tu
visista-desavacchinnas tad-visesah, adhyaksatas tu visistataro jvaladi ity agopalangand-prasiddhatvad atydjya esa
iti.

8 It also bears re-emphasizing here what [ observed in the last section about Haribhadra’s invocations of
“experience”: my translation of pratiti as “intuition” is not meant to connote the more mystical senses of experience
that many boosters of Indian philosophy have intended, according to which “intuition is transcendental because it
emerges only after the senses have exhausted their functions” and can be achieved only by yogic perfection (Tatia
1951, xxix); much less do I mean to suggest that it is any less determinate than other forms of knowledge (ibid., 71;
cf. Halbfass 1988, 382). Perhaps Haribhadra’s usage can chasten such claims, in good anekantavadin style, by
showing that they are one-sided radicalizations of the classical appeals to immediate experience that they purport to
interpret.
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Richard Rorty’s genealogy—one of very few such theorizations in print—Kant’s technical term
“intuition” was a revival of the medieval European scholastic notion associated with the senses,
while intervening philosophers such as Descartes, Spinoza, and Locke worked with the expanded
connotation of any sort of noninferential knowledge, including non-sensory items such as
mathematical and logical axioms (Rorty 2006, 731). It is this latter connotation that brings us
closest to the understandings of contemporary Anglophone philosophers of intuition as, most
broadly, any sort of “immediate apprehension” (ibid., 722), “a certain kind of seeming” (Bealer
2006, 732) primarily aligned with rational a priori knowledge, or “a rational insight—that is
based solely on understanding the proposition that is its object” (Russell 2006, 733). These
meanings of the term are indeed largely co-extensive with the Scottish school’s notion of
common sense, and they accommodate the dictionary definitions of pratiti listed above while
also carrying implications that mitigate the appearance of arbitrariness that words like “trust” or
even “belief” tend to encourage. Pratiti is not just anything that anyone might happen to think,
but rather the widely-shared immediate apprehension that underlies the epistemological warrants
employed by systematic philosophers.*’

Whereas philosophers since Kant have tended to oppose the passive receptivity of
sensation to active rational judgment, however, the classical sensus communis was intimately
tied to judgment (Gadamer 2004, 27-31); Reid, too, noted that “in common language, sense
always implies judgment.... Common sense is that degree of judgment which is common to men
with whom we can converse and transact business” (1846, 1.421). Like Haribhadra, he brooked

no sundering of reason and common sense, having assigned to common sense the special office

4 Frank Van Den Bossche’s analysis of the first chapter of the AJP casually translates “prafiti” as “common sense”
(1995, 449 and 454) without theorizing the term, and reads Haribhadra’s opening thesis statement concerning
cowherds and women as appealing to the same (ibid., 445).
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of making self-evident judgments>®—things that, as Haribhadra would put it, are accepted even
by cowherds and women. This alliance between intuition and reason is important to emphasize
because classic treatments such Satkari Mookerjee’s The Jaina Philosophy of Non-Absolutism—
one of the best and most widely-cited (though poorly heeded) accounts of anekantavada in
English and one of the few that largely tracks Haribhadrasiiri’s own treatment, even though he is
not cited anywhere in it—sometimes suggest a certain privileging of empirical experience over
reason. Mookerjee rightly recognizes the importance of “the plain and unmistakable verdict of
intuition” in underwriting the compossibility of contraries (1978 [1944], 104). However,
Mookerjee’s discussion can be read as endorsing a strong empiricism, opposing sensory
experience to pure abstract logic and conflating common sense with the former: “it is from
experience and not from pure thought that we should derive our notion of opposition” (ibid.,
164) and indeed of “the natures of existence” generally, and “no a priori considerations should
be allowed to give a twist to the unmistakable deliverance” of experience (ibid., 6). Mookerjee
goes so far as to call Jain logic “empirical logic, which stands in irreconcilable opposition to pure
logic, and the advocates of the latter have to part company with the advocates of the former,”
whom he takes to be chiefly Buddhists and Vedantins (ibid., p. 165). But I see no evidence of
such a divergence over the nature of logic, either in the AJP or in medieval Indian philosophical
texts generally; we saw Haribhadra endorse Buddhist logic wholeheartedly in chapter 2, and the
passage above allies common sense with logic in the most general construal, respecting sensory

experience and inference equally.!

301846, 1.425. Unlike Haribhadra, Reid claims that “to draw conclusions that are not self-evident from those that
are” is not the province of the same capacity of common sense (ibid.). But surely there are some inferences that
should qualify as common sense, and Haribhadra treats many inferences as such.

51 Cf. Schwartz 2016, 124-127 on some of the philosophical problems with Mookerjee’s pronouncements suggesting
the priority of experience to logic, problems to which Padmarajiah (1963, 143 and 168, inter alia) may also be
vulnerable. Tatia appears to follow his teacher Mookerjee in this view in his frequent warnings against the “trap of
abstract logic” (1951, 27) and “pure logic” (ibid., 214, inter alia), although occasionally he speaks in a more
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Pratiti, then, is deeply intertwined with rational judgment and human experience broadly,
and constituted as socially intersubjective through its strong connection with prasiddhi. 1t does
not denote arbitrary idiosyncratic belief, nor should it be considered pure empirical experience as
opposed to ratiocination, much less a refuge for the credulous and uncritical. Both classically and
in contemporary philosophy, indeed, intuition has often been considered to be the distinctive and
indispensable tool of philosophical analysis conferring unparalleled authority (Gutting 1998, 7).
And so Haribhadra’s frequent appeals to pratiti, on my reading, put him in no worse an
argumentative position than a Saul Kripke, for example, who counted intuition as the most
conclusive evidence one can have (1972, 42). Of course, simply invoking the American
philosophical establishment does not tell us why intuition should possess such authoritative
status. But it is hard to see just what would count as defeating it if Haribhadra, not unlike many
contemporary philosophers, is right that intuition is itself what undergirds and unifies the various
means of knowledge.

And yet, to view intuition as uniquely conclusive need not imply its infallibility. It has

been suggested that intuition should be regarded as conferring prima facie justificatory force,

balanced way of the Jain “co-ordination of experience and reason” (ibid., 204). Mookerjee himself is sometimes
more circumspect: “The Jaina insists that our method of philosophical enquiry should be loyalty to experience and
also to logic in so far as it helps us to explain and to rationalize the data of experience” (1978 [1944], 71). However,
while such statements are more even-handed, they maintain a hard dichotomy and division of labor between
empirical experience and logic that I’'m not sure Haribhadra would countenance. In his recent work on the AJP,
Benjamin Zenk seems to echo this dichotomy when he says that Haribhadra prioritizes appeals to experience over
“metaphysical speculation” (2018, 104) and “mere logic” (ibid., 108). In my reading, none of these characterizations
are entirely on the wrong track, as long as the emphasis of the critique is placed on modifiers such as “pure,”
“mere,” and “abstract” (which would seem to exclude experience) rather than on the categories of “logic” or even
“metaphysical speculation” per se, which the anekantavadin should not be seen as seeking to overthrow. I dare say
that Haribhadra’s approach to logic and experience should be read as rather non-one-sided, refusing a dichotomy
between logic and experience that would require choosing one to the exclusion of the other. So Tatia gets closest
when he says that “the Jaina is not an adherent of uncritical experience, nor is he enamoured of logic alone. Logic is
blind without experience and the latter again is a cripple without the criticism offered by logic”; but his immediate
elaboration that “the Jaina is not a blind empiricist but a critical realist who subjects experience to logic and chastens
logic by the unmistakable verdict of experience” (1951, 215) strikes me as insisting upon an oppositional dichotomy
between two faculties that I do not find in Haribhadra’s language, either in the notion of pratiti or in others like
anubhava, yukti, or nyaya.
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defeasible by “widespread disagreement among people who understand the relevant propositions
equally well” (Russell 2006, 735). Such a suggestion fits well with Haribhadra’s view of pratiti
as largely amounting to what is prasiddha. And although, as I will now elaborate, common sense
is and must be taken for granted, contemporary theorists generally agree that any particular item
of it is defeasible (e.g. Woudenberg 2020b, 161).%2 Let us flesh out these interconnections
between intuition, intersubjectivity, common sense, and epistemic defeasibility by looking at
Haribhadra’s claim (I1.58) that the distinction of object and subject (grahya-grahaka) is “actually
indefeasible” (bhavato badhasambhavat) because it is “intuited by every living being”
(pratiprani pratiteh).

Now, one might wonder how Haribhadra can claim universal agreement about something
like the distinction between subject and object that is itself in contention with the idealist non-
dualism that Haribhadra is in the very thick of rejecting—the non-dualist interlocutor to whom
this very argument is addressed is apparently not among the living beings that intuits the
distinction of subject and object, after all. Rejecting that distinction is indeed one outcome of
Dharmakirti’s famous argument from the necessity of apprehending an object and the cognition
of it together (sahopalambha-niyama) that is Haribhadra’s target here. His argument begins by
quoting Dharmakirti’s Pramanaviniscaya 1.54ab: “Owing to the constraint [according to which
anything is known only] together with the apprehension thereof, there is no difference between
blue and the cognition thereof.”> We have no access to objects except by cognizing them,
which is to say that objects only obtain for us together with our grasping of them. The purported

external object is therefore otiose for us—all we can know is our grasping of the object, not the

52 This thought can also be found in Indian discussions of prasiddhi: for example, although Abhinavagupta’s

drdhata), he says that it can be contradicted (Torella 2013, 461-462).
33 11.51: sahépalambha-niyamad abhedo nila-tad-dhiyoh. Translation at Arnold 2012, 179.
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object external to the episode of grasping. Hence Dharmakirti’s doctrine that our awareness is
aware only of itself—awareness is non-dual self-awareness (svasamvitti), not a grasper grasping
something separate from itself.

Haribhadra responds with common sense considerations of ordinary language: the
argument actually proves the opposite of its intended conclusion simply by using the word
“together,” which implies the existence of two distinct things.>* This distinction is just what the
word “together” commonly means to people (loka) from scholars to women (a-vidvad-anganddi,
per the commentary), and popular acceptation (loka-prasiddhiy—glossed as “popular intuition”
(loka-pratitiy—is to be followed, upon pain of impropriety in abandoning it.>> The common
linguistic practice relied upon by the opponent’s own claim undermines the claim itself; the
ordinary language in which the doctrine is articulated presupposes its falsity.

Haribhadra also entertains the possibility that the interlocutor’s word “together” actually
means “one” (eka). First he offers the immanent critique that a certain way of reading this re-
interpretation makes problems for Dharmakirtian presuppositions regarding the omniscient
Buddha’s mind-reading abilities (I1.57-58)—a critique that applies to the Dharmakirtian corpus
as a whole, not limited to the sahdpalambha-niyama argument that is his immediate target. The

appeal to indefeasibility by universal agreement comes when he considers what is allegedly the

54 11.57: sahépalambha-niyamad ity ayam tavad viparyaya-sadhakatvad viruddhah, saha-$abdasydrthdntarena vina
prayogadarsanat, sahopalambhad eva bhinnatvam nilasya tad-dhiyah.

55 11.59: na casyokta-prakaratirikto ’arthah. na cayam apy ekartho laukikah.... loke ca ndrthdntarena vina saha-
Sabda-prayogo drsta iti katham ayam ekartha-vacako yukta-rapah syat? sanketike 'pi Sabddrtha-yoge loka-
prasiddhir eva anusarttavya tat-parityagendasamarnjasatva-prasangat. In the midst of this discussion, Haribhadra
produces a quotation that the commentary attributes to Dharmakirti and Kapadia says is from the Pramanavarttika’s
Svopajiiavrtti, but which I have not been able to trace there: “A word, which denotes an intuited element of reality,
is certainly to be taken up by this [speaker] who is communicating something else, because otherwise there is no
intuition” (pratipadayata ‘nena param avasyam pratita-padarthakah sabda upadeyah, anyathd pratiter abhavat).
Nagesa Bhatta’s Mahabhdasyapradipoddyota, his commentary on Kaiyata’s Pradipa explaining Patafijali, explains
this quasi-technical term pratitapadarthaka as “a word that is well known among the people as capable of indicating
precisely a certain object” (V. K. S. N. Raghavan in Coward and Raja 2015, 342]). Such appeals to common
referential practice recall Gadamer’s Aristotelian remark that in a natural linguistic community “we do not first
decide to agree but are always already in agreement” about semantics (2004, 443-444).
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only other possible reading of this re-interpretation of “together” as “singular”: if it means that
there is apprehension of the object by a lone, unmixed cognition (asamprktendiva grahya-
grahana), Haribhadra says, then “this is just repeating our own doctrine, since it is presupposed
that this [cognition] which is unbesmirched by the grasped causal series is the grasper insofar as
it has the nature of that [grasping of a distinct object].”>® Haribhadra’s imagined interlocutor
comes around to having to presuppose a duality of grasper and grasped, then, and so voices no
defeating exception to the universal intuition of the distinction between subject and object.

The agreement that Haribhadra extracts from his opponent is thus hard-won, since his
purva-paksa always (by definition) initially voices disagreement—so it usually takes some
unpacking to show how ostensible disputes in fact conceal shared presuppositions that resolve
the disagreement. This procedure extends all the way to his basic thesis of anekantavada. We
saw that Haribhadra asserted the compossibility of contraries as corresponding immediately to an
uncontroversial item of common-sense experience; however, we also saw that this very thesis
statement was pronounced as a response to his piirva-paksa’s stated incredulity of it. Most of his
first chapter, then, comprises rejoinders to the opponent’s attempts to explain away any
credibility the thesis might have with regard to the foundational pair of existence and
nonexistence (sad-asat). In response to the opponent’s rather plausible objection that we are not
in fact aware of any objects as existent-cum-nonexistent inasmuch as there is no awareness
having both forms,*” Haribhadra points out that we do indeed have such awareness: “When, for

example, you have a pot in front of you, this awareness arises in the form of a judgment of the

56 11.58: asamprktendiva grahya-grahane tv asman-matdnuvada eva, grahya-santandrisitasydivésya tat-
svabhavataya grahakatvabhyupagamat.
57 1.15: na ca sad-asad-riipam vastu samvedyate, ubhaya-riipasya samvedanasyabhavat.
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absence of the contrary of what is present”>®

—the judgment, namely, that “this is a pot, not a
cloth or something.”® Haribhadra concludes that this judgment is indeed an item of common
sense intuited by people from women to the wise, and is therefore not a subject of dispute
(vivada) after all.®®

Accordingly, Haribhadra then has the opponent concede that such an awareness of
contraries is unobjectionable—and then hasten to object that “the contrary conceptions produced
by that experience come only from the awareness itself in connection with the contrary concept.
They are not born of a real thing that is characterized by presence-cum-absence, because there is
absence insofar as activity has ceased with respect to intentional acts pertaining to the
absence.”®! Absence is not a real intrinsic characteristic of any thing, on this objection: it is
imagined by volitional agents according to their practical purposes, such as when one wants to
carry water with a pot rather than a cloth and therefore refrains from acts pertaining to cloth.?
Haribhadra, finding common ground upon which to refine his dispute, concurs with the
opponent’s association of absence with practical activity that relates to it. But he continues that
“this does not defeat us, because [on this view] no goal-directed action is effected by the other’s

9963

form, and because of the absence of that form with respect to the [thing].”*° He accepts the

8 1.76: samvedanam puro ’vasthite ghatadau tad-bhavétarabhavadhyavasaya-riipam evépajayate. He goes on to
spell out that “it should be realized by those with subtle intellects that it’s not the case that there is not awareness of
both, because there is the awareness of a thing qualified by discrimination from what is other than it, and
discrimination from what is other than something is absence [of the other thing]” (I.77: na cditad ubhaya-pratibhasi
na samvedyate, tad-anya-viviktata-visistasydiva samvittes tad-anya-viviktata cabhava iti siksmadhiya bhavaniyam).
3 1.78: ghato ’yam na patdditi.

60 1bid.: samvedanam a-vidvad-anganddi-pratitam ity avisayo 'yam vivadasya.

1 1.79: asty etad ubhaya-vidham samvedanam, ndsydpahnutir asthiyate, kintv etad apasta-kalpandnubandhena
samvedanendika-svabhave evavabuddhe bodhye tad-anubhava-samarthya-samutthapitam vikalpa-dvayam, na punar
bhavabhavdatmaka-vastu-prabhavam.... yato bhavasya krtya-kriyasu uparata-vyaparataya "bhavatvam. 1 wonder if
“yato ’bhavasya” should rather be read “yato bhavasya”.

2 Cf. NBT ad 3.37: “The non-apprehension of what is visible is pervaded by suitability for nonexistent transactions”
(drsyanupalambho ’sad-vyavahara-yogyatvena vyapto).

63 1.82: yad api coktam, “yato ’bhavasya krtya-kriyasu uparata-vyaparataya "bhavatvam” ity etad api na no
badhayai, para-rapenarthakriya "karanat, tad-ripasya ca tatrabhavat.
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introduction of practical activity as a criterion in metaphysical inquiry, but points out that this
criterion requires the opponent either to admit the reality of absence, or else to deny the intended
practical ramifications—an absence cannot motivate action with respect to something present
unless the absence too is metaphysically real.

)54 is not adventitious

The turn to goal-directed action or pragmatic efficacy (artha-kriya
to this particular objection; it is integral to Haribhadra’s arguments from common sense
generally. Haribhadra’s claim that the distinction of subject and object is reasonable and intuited
by all living beings means not only that it is always apprehended accordingly (sada
tathopalambhat) but also that we see people conduct themselves accordingly (tathartha-kriya-
darsanat, 11.58). This language is a reprise of the commentary’s gloss (tathopalambhdrtha-
kriyabhyam pratisthitam) of the very first occurrence of what is “commonly known even by
cowherds and women” (1.36). Practical action is thus constitutive of Haribhadra’s notion of pre-
philosophical common sense: it is not just what everyone apprehends intellectually—i.e.
explicitly believes or can be brought to acknowledge in light of their other beliefs—but what we
all take for granted in order to conduct our everyday lives.

As Wolterstorff observes in his reading of Thomas Reid, conscious belief is a different
propositional attitude from taking-for-granted (2004, 91), since there are many things we take for
granted in order to get through the day without ever bringing them to conscious awareness (ibid,
88). There may even be things about which we would disavow belief if they were brought to
awareness; “we may think we doubt them, say we doubt them; but our behavior indicates

otherwise” (ibid, 87). Wolterstorff argues that taking-for-granted is ultimately the central

meaning of common sense for Reid, though it has gone untheorized in his corpus, in scholarship

% On the two senses of this term in its locus classicus, Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika, see Arnold (2012, 186).
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on it (until very recently®®), and in Anglophone philosophical literature generally. For
Haribhadra, it is likewise exegetically and philosophically helpful to bring out this pragmatic
meaning of common sense as distinct from its doxastic meaning, such that he persistently
invokes the way people apprehend things separately from the way they behave practically, not
only in dual phrases like tathopalambhdrtha-kriyabhyam but also in the fuller articulation of his
arguments across his oeuvre. Matthew Kapstein’s apt summary of Haribhadra’s rebuttal of
Buddhist denials of the external world in the Sastravarttasamuccaya applies here: “Our common
notion of external reality makes sense to us not owing to a fully rationalized framework for our
affirmation of it, but rather in virtue of its coherence with the network of practices in which we
situate both ourselves and the objective world as it appears to us” (2014, 145). This distinction
between what we explicitly avow and what we take for granted in practice helps to make sense
of how Haribhadra can seem to want to extract agreement from his imagined opponents despite
themselves—how he can claim that everyone knows certain things with regard to which the
opponent “doth protest too much,” as Hamlet’s Gertrude would say.®® Perhaps this is the very
duplicity, the fissure between what some people acknowledge and what their actions belie, that

Haribhadra had in mind when indicting opponents as “fraudsters” (satha) in his opening verses.

%5 Van Woudenberg (2020, 172) picks this out as a criterion of common sense, although not a necessary one insofar
as there are many practical presuppositions that are not common sense (ibid., 173). It cooperates, however, with the
more central criterion of being widely accepted, since “the more widespread a practice is, and the less optional
engagement in it is, the more the presuppositions of that practice qualify as common sense propositions” (ibid.).

% In a paper delivered at the Harvard Buddhist Studies Forum on October 19, 2020 (and in an article forthcoming in
the Routledge Handbook of Indian Philosophy), Sonam Kachru located a similar dialectical move in the Pali
Buddhist Milindapariha, wherein the King Milinda is brought around to see that his initial professions of
incomprehension or disagreement were the result of not having considered carefully enough what his own practices
might mean. In Kachru's reading of the development of the drama, such moments help Milinda to become less
hostile and more open to Buddhist claims as a possibility for him. One message conveyed by these narratives, per
Kachru, is that differences of opinion need not issue in winners and losers in debate, but rather in clarifying ideas
and reaching truth in collaborative conversation—a moral that is amenable to the interpretation of anekantavada as a
mode of reconciling opposing philosophical camps.
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This crucial pragmatic dimension of common sense is what is signified by the name of
the philosophical collective The Cowherds in their appropriation of Candrakirti’s use of a phrase
nearly identical to Haribhadra’s trope: “commonly accepted by people like cowherds and
women” (gopalangana-jana-prasiddha). “What cowherds know, in this sense, is what you need
to know to do whatever you do” (2011, vi), as they pronounce in the introduction to their
inaugural volume addressing the notion of vyavahdara that appears in Buddhist theories of truth.
Haribhadra, too, invokes vyavahara, “everyday transactions,” much more frequently than artha-
kriyd but to essentially the same effect. We have already seen the initial appeals he makes for the
theses guiding his first three chapters: 1) existence-cum-nonexistence is intuited by common
sense (pratita/prasiddha); 2) permanence-cum-impermanence is warranted (pramana) by
perception (adhyaksa/pratyaksa); 3) universality-cum-particularity is established by experience
(anubhava-siddha). He then declares that his fourth chapter’s thesis—4) things are denotable-
cum-undenotable (abhilapyanabhilapya)—is “established by a warrant, due to the apprehension
of everyday transactions accordingly, since otherwise there would be the absurdity of
undermining everyday transactions.”®” The commentary glosses vyavahara here as artha-kriya,
explicitly connecting this to the discussions we saw just above. Vyavahara, however, often
concerns verbal transactions in particular; and common linguistic practice is naturally the focus
of this treatment of denotability-cum-undenotability, which is mostly devoted to debunking the
twin extremes of Bhartrhari’s notion of divine semantics (sabda-brahman, 1.365ft.) and
Dharmakirti’s nominalism (apoha, 1.318fY.).

Haribhadra’s reliance on the metaphysical import of the presuppositions of our thought

and action again exemplifies the thoroughgoing realism professed in his contestations with

7 1.317: abhilapydnabhilapyasydiva pramana-siddhatvat, tatha-vyavaharépalabdheh, anyatha vyavaharéccheda-
prasangat.
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Buddhist idealism. Zenk charges that “it is taken for granted by Haribhadra that insofar as any
given object must be understood as having an intermixture of logical opposites, it really
possesses an intermixture of logical opposites” (2018, 122). I am not sure that Haribhadra simply
takes this for granted; this is apparently just what his Vijianavada chapter is meant to prove in
the first place, by way of refuting the idealist thesis that “this existence-cum-nonexistence and so
on has been stated in reference to an external object; but this has no object at all, like the beauty
of the son of a barren woman, because it doesn’t exist.”®® Already in his first chapter’s discussion
of existence-cum-nonexistence, he had considered precisely the objection that a separate
nonexistence is only imagined to accompany existence, while the real nature of the imagined
nonexistence is in fact no different from the existence itself to which we impute the former—for
example, the nonexistence of water is only imagined to accompany the existence of this piece of
clay, while in fact water’s nonexistence just is this clay’s existence, not a discrete property. But
this is just another example of what we’ve called “asymmetricalism,” in response to which
Haribhadra reminds us of the incoherence of identifying a negative (nonexistence) with its
contrary affirmative (existence) in order to reduce the former to the latter. He thus turns the
tables on the objector: it is not Haribhadra himself that is making undue assumptions, but rather
the opponent that is guilty of incorrigible attachment to their own view (sva-darsana).®’

What Haribhadra does seem to take for granted, though, is that our everyday transactions
(vyavahara) track reality, and are not to be denigrated as merely empirical or conventional. This

is a marked contrast with the two-truths theory implicated by the Madhyamaka notion of

8 11.1: bahyam artham adhikrtyditat sad-asad-aditvam uktam. etac ca vandhya-suta-saundaryavad avisayam eva,
tasydivdsattvat.

9 1.57: syad etat parthiva-dravya-sattva-vyatiriktam ab-ady asattvam parikalpitam, parthiva-dravya-sattvam eva

punar ab-ady-asattva-svabhavam isyata evéti, ato ‘naparadha iti. aho durantah sva-darsananurdagah. pratyuktam
api navadharayati, yato na ca tad yendiva svabhavena parthiva-dravyatvena sat tendivab-adi-dravyatvendsat ity

adi.
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vyavahara-satya, which the Cowherds take to be at least in some senses “characterized as
entirely false, misleading, to be taken seriously only by fools and cowherds” (2011, vi),”* a
pejorative view of empirical reality akin to that also famously taken up by the Advaita Vedanta
of Sankara.”' Without entering into the difficult subtleties of the senses in which the vyavahara-
satya can be understood as some sort of truth after all, perhaps even the only sort that can be
demanded’?>—the question to which much of the Cowherds’ volume is devoted—it suffices for
my purposes to observe that for Haribhadra, vyavahara seems to carry no such ambivalence.
Conventional transactions are simply part of the common sense that is a decisive arbiter of
philosophical judgment, criterial for the descriptive metaphysics that Haribhadra’s revisionist

opponents presuppose.’?

70 See note 27 above in this chapter on Candrakirti’s use of the cowherds trope.

"' As Mookerjee puts it in his characteristically (and, as I have argued, unduly) empiricist key: “The empirical
reality of the Vedantist called vyavaharikasatta is the absolute truth of the Jaina, and the latter refuses to accompany
the Vedantist in his philosophical excursion into the transcendental plane, which the Jaina thinks to be an airy
abstraction hypostatized, as it lacks the sanction of experience, which is the only proof of existence” (1978 [1944],
153).

2 Cf. Arnold 2001 and 2005, especially chapter 5.

3 This deployment of vyavahara is consistent with some segments of Jain scholastic philosophy and departs sharply
from others. The term shows up in a very different sense as a naya: whether that of Kundakunda, where it is opposed
to niscaya-naya, not unlike the Madhyamaka/Vedanta two truths; or in later systematizations in which it appears as
one of six or seven nayas (see Balcerowicz 2003, 47n28), where “limitations of practical dealings and verbal
communication by necessity abstract any given thing or facet of reality from all its temporal, spatial, causal and
other relations, and emphasise but one aspect, relevant in a given moment” (ibid.: 38). As we have seen and will see
more fully below, it is exactly the opposite for Haribhadra: vyavahara is what requires us to specify the various
aspects in which a thing has contrary properties.

This constitutive connection between vyavahara and anekantavada is not entirely idiosyncratic to
Haribhadra, though. For example, the Prakrit verse that serves as the epigraph to Kapadia’s edition of the AJP (I.ix)
reads as follows: “I bow to anekdnta-vada, the world’s sole guru, without whom even worldly transactions cannot
be carried out (jena vina logassa vi vavaharo na nivvadai | tassa bhuvanékka-guruno, namo anegamta-vayassal|)”
(SMT 3.69, which Sanghvi and Doshi [1939, 126] regard as a post-Abhayadeva interpolation because it appears only
in some manuscripts of the root text and not in the commentary.) This verse also opens the “Anekantasutta,” section
37 in Jinendra Varni’s Samanasuttam. The Svetambara Mallavadin wrote a few centuries before Haribhadra: “It is
the height of confusion to think that there is rightness in something for which even mundane convention is not
settled” (DANC p. 3: laukika-vyavaharo 'pi na yasminn avatisthate | tatra sadhutva-vijianam
vyamohopanibandhanaml||). Prabhacandra’s Prameyakamalamartanda 6.74 also appeals to “contradiction with
everyday practice based on words that consecutively express notions of existence or nonexistence (sad-asattva-
vikalpa-sabda-vyavahara-virodhat)” (Balcerowicz 2015, 194 and n25 for text and translation of the larger passage).
Peter Fliigel (2010a, 134) observes that syad-vada generally is based on the conventional point of view, vyavahara-
naya in Kundakunda’s terminology. Taking a wider perspective, Christoph Emmrich (2009) traces discussions of
vyavahdara from the grammarian Katyayana in the third century B.C.E. to the Advaitin Nilakantha Diksita in the
seventeenth of our era and finds it often characterized as “an intellectual enterprise to remove doubt” and “a
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That everyday practice constitutes Haribhadra’s ultimate court of appeal is confirmed by
his employment of another trope that occurs frequently in treatises of this period, especially
those of Madhyamikas: items that are only “satisfactory if not critically investigated” (avicarita-
ramaniya). Post-Dharmakirti sources such as Santaraksita’s Madhyamakalamkara and Atisa’s
Satyadvayavatara (as well as some non-Buddhist texts such as Jayarasi’s Tattvopaplavasimha)
take this feature, often together with artha-kriya, as one of the definitive marks of vyavahara
(Eckel 2003, 189-191). For them, the conventional is that which might work well enough for
practical purposes, but does not withstand critical investigation. Haribhadra inverts this picture:
far from being debunked by vicara, vyavahara and artha-kriya are criterial for the sort of
investigation that untenable opponent proposals (such as the sahopalambha-niyama argument for
idealism on I1.57-59) are unable to withstand. If a doctrine turns out upon investigation to
contradict accepted practice, it is the doctrine that falls and the conventional practice that is to
remain. Haribhadra’s critical investigation does not even begin to threaten common sense and
practice—rather, it thoroughly relies upon them. Nor is there anywhere in evidence here the
allegedly “profound anxiety the Jainas felt towards the limitations of language and conventional
thought, and how cautious they were about truth claims” (Bouthillette 2020, 100)—a sort of

skeptical quietism that is sometimes supposed to motivate anekantavada.’” It is just the

pragmatic attempt to settle a dispute” that functions to adjudicate between conflicting alternatives. Triangulating
these discussions with its legal background, Emmrich’s preferred translation of the term is “interpersonal
negotiation”—a phrase that resonates with Haribhadra’s emphasis on intersubjective agreement.

4 That Haribhadra has little patience for an ultimate truth transcending everyday practices is clear enough in one of
the conversations he imagines with a non-dualist idealist: ““Ultimately reality is non-dual, mere awareness; so there
is no discrimination of inferential [mark] from inferred.” But this too is wrong, because it doesn’t bear scrutiny. That
is, what is this everyday practice? ‘It is understanding one thing from another.” But if that is so, how is reality is
non-dual, mere awareness? ‘Ultimately, there is no [understanding].” So there isn’t; then what is the point of
delineating an inferential mark? “Well then, that doesn’t exist either.” But then, why compose a teaching? ‘That too
is just nonexistent.” Well, this is just a retreat into the monastic apartments; so enough with this obstinacy!” (II.115-
116: paramarthatas tv advayam bodhamatram tattvam iti nanumandnumeya-vyavasthd. étad apy asat,
vicaraksamatvat. tatha hi ko 'yvam samvyavaharah? anyato 'nya-pratipattih. yady evam katham advayam bodha-
matram tattvam? na sa paramdrthata iti. nasty eva tarhi kim tad-artham anumana-laksana-prarapanaya? atha sa

174



examination of the pragmatic presuppositions of everyday practice that allows Haribhadra to
meet disagreement with appeals to universal agreement, and also keeps his common-sense
appeals from coming out as either hopelessly conservative or philosophy by mob rule. This is no
appeal to the “mere conventional opinion” (para-pratyaya-matra) that Haribhadra himself
denounces along with paksa-pata in the Lokatattvanirnaya (1.14, as 1 discussed in the first
section of chapter 2). Assuming that practical success is constrained by the real nature of things,
appeal to the former gives some epistemic purchase on the latter. It preserves the possibility of
criticism of even widespread notions, on the grounds that they fail to do justice to the concrete
reality that our actions (including verbal behavior) take for granted.

We have now seen how Haribhadra deploys appeals to everyday practice and ordinary
language to combat radical philosophies such as, especially, skeptical idealism. Treading similar
ground, Dan Arnold (2001) has argued that the anti-skeptical arguments of Candrakirti resemble
the ordinary-language philosophy of J. L. Austin, and that both can be understood fruitfully as
involving so-called transcendental arguments. Without bogging down in the unresolved
problems around the distinctive nature and ends of such arguments (see Stern 1999, Stroud 2002,
and Pihlstrdom 2004), it will be useful to tally some of the features of Haribhadra’s reasoning
with how Arnold has found transcendental arguments operating in Indian philosophy. Like
Haribhadra’s appeals to common-sense intuition to support his apparently less intuitive thesis of
anekantavada, transcendental arguments often address skeptical doubts by invoking some
features of experience as uncontroversial premises that presuppose less obvious conclusions (see

Arnold 2001, 254). It is the logical necessity of presupposition that makes the conclusions

'py asati, katham sastra-pranayanam? tad apy asad evéti. tad idam vihara-kaksa-pravesanam ity alam atra
nirbandhéna.)
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indefeasible—not that no opponent might purport to doubt them or attempt to defeat them, but
that no one can coherently do so without again presupposing them (Arnold 2005, 124-125). This
is the sense in which Haribhadra accuses his opponents of supporting his thesis despite
themselves and how he can rely upon such agreement, despite the appearance of contestation, to
undergird its indefeasibility. Since “the truth of the conclusion is itself a condition of the
possibility even of any such denial” (Arnold 2008, 136), such arguments can be seen to wring
agreement from the jaws of disagreement as Haribhadra seems to do. This particular structure is
what allows the necessity of transcendental arguments to avoid the pretensions to incorrigibility
(see Arnold 2012, 255-57) associated with the foundationalist “myth of the given”, which I have
cautioned against imputing to Haribhadra’s appeals to experience (see note 18). Insofar as any
given intuition is constituted partly by intersubjective agreement, it might always prove to be
wrong pending changes in social or other conditions; and yet we cannot help but to presume it
veridical, since any attempt to abjure it would require it again. Moreover, as we have seen in
Haribhadra, the nature of the presuppositional agreement involved is as often pragmatic as it is
strictly logical—to be precise, the contradiction threatening an opponent’s claim often comes not
from other claims in their argument as stated but from the prior conditions of their performing
that argument at all—as is arguably characteristic of many transcendental arguments (Arnold
2008; Pihlstrom 2004, 303). Whether or not it is fully appropriate to characterize Haribhadra’s
arguments as transcendental, the similarities listed above are sufficient to make sense of the
simultaneous indefeasibility and reluctant agreement that Haribhadra seeks in the face of overt
contestation, through his appeals to common sense, practice, and language use. Bearing these
broad features in mind will help to address both classical and modern objections to anekantavada

as we proceed to further investigate its substance.
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Contradiction and the Compossibility of Contraries
Now that we have looked in some detail at the argumentative structure of Haribhadra’s
thesis, we can consider the details of its content. As Haribhadra does, let us first give a full airing
of the piirva-paksa’s original query:
How can a single real thing like a pot be both existent and nonexistent? Existence is
posited by excluding nonexistence, and nonexistence by excluding existence; otherwise
there would be no distinction (avisesa) between them. Therefore, if the pot is existent,
how is it nonexistent, and if it is nonexistent how is it existent, since there is contradiction
(virodha) between existence and nonexistence with respect to a single locus? Thus is it
said:
Since the pair existence and nonexistence are mutually contradictory,
A single real thing with an existent-cum-nonexistent form doesn’t make sense.”
The opponent quite sensibly claims that contrary terms such as existent and nonexistent—as well
as permanent and impermanent (I.17), universal and particular (1.20), expressible and
inexpressible (I1.27), and so on—contradict each other, and that a single real thing therefore
cannot be both. Encapsulating dozens of pages of unremitting objections, the opening
purvapaksa section concludes: “In this way, if everything in reality comes with its opposite for
the syad-vadin, nothing at all makes good logical sense.”’® This is the basic complaint against
anekantavada that shows up classically in various guises: Sankara’s Brahmasitrabhdsya says

that such predication of contradictory (viruddha) properties is impossible since it would leave

everything indeterminate (anirdharita),”’ for example, while Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika

5 1.11: katham ekam eva ghatddi-riipam vastu sac cdsac ca bhavati? tatha hi sattvam asattva-pariharena
vyavasthitam asattvam sattva-pariharena; anyatha tayor avisesah syat. tatas ca tad yadi sat katham asat? athasat
katham sad iti? ekatra sad-asattvayor virodhat. tathda coktam, yasmat sattvam asattvam ca viruddham hi mitho
dvayam | vastv ekam sad-asad-riippam tasmat khalu na yujyate ||

76 1.35: evam sa-pratipakse sarvasminn eva vastu-tattve ‘smin | syad-vadinah sunityd na yujyate sarvam evéha ||
77 BSB ad BS 2.2.33: na hy ekasmin dharmini yugapat-sad-asattvadi-viruddha-dharma-samavesah sambhavati....
nirankusam hi anekdntatvam sarva-vastusu pratijananasya nirdharanasyadpi vastutvavisesat, syad asti syan ndsti
ityddivikalpopanipatad anirdharandtmakatdiva syat.
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(Svarthanumana-pariccheda vv. 180ff., which Haribhadra quotes and rebuts) advocates ekanta-
vada with the rhetorical question of why one told to eat yogurt does not go chasing after camels,
since there is no distinction between them on the view that everything has the form of a pair of
contraries.”® Dharmottara more directly repudiates the thesis of the AJP’s second chapter: “Since
permanence and impermanence are (qualities) exclusive of one another, it would be a
contradiction to assume their (simultaneous) presence in the same place. In such cases, if one of
the two contradictory qualities is present, the presence of the second must be eo ipso denied."”
Even many modern well-wishers in the Anglophone literature have interpreted the theory as
embracing contradiction and paradox, usually intending this as a compliment.®°

The first thing to be said here is that all major medieval exponents of anekantavada
unanimously and explicitly reject any imputations of virodha.®' And Haribhadra falls right in
line; after all, as we saw at the beginning of this chapter, contradiction is the chief disqualifier of
philosophical proposals. No card-carrying anekantavadin would embrace contradiction
shamelessly (ahrika, per Dharmakirti’s slur). And the disavowal of contradiction is no empty lip

service: Haribhadra will soon concede the opponent’s claim that virodha obtains between a

8 etendiva yad ahrikah kim apy aslilam akulam | pralapanti pratiksiptam tad apy ekanta-sambhavat || 181 ||
sarvasyobhayariipatve tad-visesa-nirakrteh | codito dadhi khadéti kim ustram nabhidhavati || 182 || (edited and
translated with auto-commentary at Balcerowicz 2011, 1ff., together with a comprehensive treatment of the
argument and responses to it). Cf. Aristotle’s Metaphysics: “If all contradictory predications of the same subject at
the same time are true, clearly all things will be one. For if it is equally possible either to affirm or deny anything of
anything, the same thing will be a trireme and a wall and a man" (1007b, 19-23; trans. at 1933, 173).

7 Stcherbatsky’s translation (1958, 11.94) of NBT (1918, 33) ad NB 2.37: nitydnityatvayos ca paraspara-
pariharendvasthanad ekatra virodhah. tathd ca sati paraspara-parihara-vator dvayor yaddikam drsyate tatra
dvitiyasya tadatmya-nisedhah karyah. Dharmottara frequently (e.g. ad 3.77) makes very similar statements about the
pair “being and non-being” (bhavabhavau)—see note 85 below.

8 For a brief compilation of such, see Balcerowicz 2015, 189. Another recent example is Schwartz 2016.

81 Balcerowicz 2015, 197ff., citing examples from the Digambara Samantabhadra to the Svetambara Hemacandra’s
commentator Mallisena, who nicely bookend the period centering on Haribhadra. See also Padmarajiah 1963, 166;
and Balcerowicz 2011, 17-18, in connection with the first extant occurrences of the phrase “anekdnta” in the sixth-
century writings of Plijyapada Devanandin.
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property and its negation with respect to a single thing,®? at least when understood in a certain
way, and he thus rules out the non-distinction (avisesa) between them that the opponent alleges
his position to entail.?

Note that this usage of the term “virodha”—and its participial form “viruddha”—is closer
to modern grammatical discourse, which allows for contradictory predicates (Horn 2018, §3),
than to the Aristotelian notion of contradiction, which technically obtains only between
propositions (Horn 1989, 8). Sanskrit does have a perfectly good word for contrariety: viparyaya,
which the Tattvarthasiitra characterizes as resulting partly from “haphazard apprehension due to
not distinguishing between what is existent and nonexistent, like a madman.”®* Haribhadra is
clearly rooted in this line of thought that rejects the conflation of contraries. However, Indian
philosophers standardly use the term “virodha” as well, especially logicians (Staal 1962, 68) but
also grammarians (ibid., 56), not generally differentiating between its application to properties
versus propositions (Stcherbatsky 1958, 11.192-193n2) or contrary versus contradictory negation
(Horn 1989, 80). Haribhadra’s favor of the idiom of virodha over the TAS’s viparyaya allows
him to leverage a term with wider currency in order take up the common charges of self-
contradiction against anekantavada and rigorously elaborate the respects in which contrariness
does and does not entail contradiction. Although I will sometimes have to translate viruddha
with the non-Aristotelian locution “contradictory (terms/predicates)” in the following discussion
I will mostly speak more generally of pairs of “contrary” terms, which it is the project of the AJP

to juxtapose without contradiction.

82 1.44 (in the case of the properties of existence and nonexistence): ekatra sad-asattvayor virodhdt... sac ca asac
ceti viruddham etat. The first clause concedes part of the opponent’s own original objection verbatim.

8 1.62: na cdnayor avisesa eva.

8 TAS 1.32: sad-asator avisesad yadrcchépalabdher unmattavat.
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The presumptive auto-commentary defines the opponent’s opening invocation of virodha
as “the state of mutual exclusion” (paraspara-parihara-sthiti), quoting Dharmakirti’s
Nyayabindu—a text that, as we saw in chapter 2, Haribhadra knew well—which cites being and
non-being as the prime example of (one type of) virodha.®> Stcherbatsky regards Dharmakirti’s
articulation as “a definition of the Law of Contradiction” (1958, 11.192-193n2); and, perhaps
following him, Van Den Bossche’s commentary on AJP deems it a typically “Indian
formulation” of the same (1995, 444). Widely repeated by Jains in this period (e.g. the southern
Digambara Akalanka, the other great Jain philosopher contemporary with Haribhadra, in his
Astasati commentary ad Samantabhadra’s Aptamimamsa v. 14), this formula’s centering of
mutual exclusion supports the translation of “virodha” as “contradiction”.

Haribhadra, however, will go on to claim that there is no such contradiction in the
attribution of existence and nonexistence to a single thing: “existence is not established by
absolutely excluding nonexistence, nor nonexistence by excluding existence.”® At first blush,
Haribhadra would seem to have committed himself to an inconsistent triad: 1) as we saw above,
existence and nonexistence are contradictory (viruddha); 2) contradiction (virodha) involves
mutual exclusion (paraspara-parihdara); and yet, 3) there is no such mutual exclusion between

existence and nonexistence as predicated of a single thing. He will go on to adduce approvingly

8 NB 3.77: paraspara-parihara-sthita-laksanataya va bhava-abhava-vat. Although I won’t go into it here,
Haribhadra seems not (contra Padmarajiah 1963, 168 inter alia) to treat bhava and abhava as predicates to be
logically investigated—it seems to be only sat and asat that are thematized in this way, whereas bhdava signifies the
reality of any vastu, requiring the compossibility of contraries like sat and asat.

8 1.62: na sarvatha sattvam asattva-pariharena vyavasthitam na casattvam sattva-pariharena. This way of
articulating anekantavada’s avoidance of contradiction will hold sway for many centuries: Mallisena’s
Syadvadamaiijari ad AYVD v. 24 (SVM 1903, 349) even more explicitly has it that “Where two things occur with
mutual avoidance, like cold and hot, there is contradiction, defined as non-abiding together. And here it is not so;
because existence and non-exitence occur without mutual separation” (paraspara-pariharena ye vartete tayoh
Sitosnavat sahanavasthana-laksano virodhah. na catrdivam, sattvasattvayor itarétaram avisvag-bhavena vartanat,
trans. at Thomas 1968, 142). This definition of contradiction is an interesting amalgamation of Dharmakirti’s notion
of mutual exclusion (paired with the example that Dharmakirti gives for his other type of contradiction) with a
different articulation found in Jayanta Bhatta: “The meaning of contradiction is just two [things] not abiding in one”
(Stcherbatsky Buddhist Logic 11.191n4, quoting Vizianagar ed. of Nyayamaiijari p. 60).
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(without attribution) the following verse, that appears to renege on the concessions he had made
to his initial opponent: “Since existence and nonexistence are not a mutually contradictory pair,

doesn’t a single thing with an existent and nonexistent form make sense?’8” Haribhadra appears
to be contradicting himself, which, as we’ve seen—whatever his ontology of contrary properties
says—is one of his own criteria for disqualifying philosophical options.

The opponent had argued that contrary terms contradict each other because otherwise
there would be no distinction between them. This objection is very close to Aristotle’s canonical
claim that “the term ‘to be’ or ‘not to be’ has a definite meaning; so that not everything can be
‘so and not so’” (Metaphysics 1006a30-32, translated at 1933, 165). And it is indeed the classical
Aristotelian principle that many modern commentators have in mind when they glorify
anekantavada (or the “Eastern mind” generally [Horn 1989, 79]) as transcending the strictures of
bivalent logic. In Graham Priest’s encapsulation of a common reading of the classical Law of
Non-Contradiction (LNC), “one can take Aristotle to be arguing that if utterances are to make
sense, as they do, the LNC is necessary” (1998, 100)—in a word, semantics provides the
ultimate ground of (non-)contradiction. And Haribhadra concurs that contraries such as existence
and nonexistence must have definite meanings distinct from each other: immediately upon
disavowing the absolute mutual exclusion (quoted in the previous paragraph) that his primary
purva-paksa had set as a necessary condition of their distinction, he demurs, “Nor is there just
non-distinction (avisesa) between them, because they have different bases of application

(nimitta).”%®

87 1.65: yasmat sattvam asattvam ca na viruddham mitho dvayam | vastv ekam sad-asad-riipam nanu tat kim na

yujyate ||
88 1.62: na cdnayor avisesa eva bhinna-nimittatvat.
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This last clause explaining why contraries have distinct meanings is key to understanding
how he can maintain their difference while challenging their mutual exclusion. Haribhadra is
recruiting a Vaiyakarana philosophy of language according to which words are (extensionally)
synonymous if and only if their bases of application (pravrtti-nimitta or simply nimitta) are
identical (Ganeri 1996, 6; cf. Padmarajiah 1963, 353ff. on Jain ekdrthatva-niyama). As
Haribhadra puts it, “it is not logical to apply a different word without a differentiated basis of
application.”® Haribhadra motivates this semantics in various ways, justifying this first
articulation with a linguistic analysis employing some classic examples of what some would call
“folk etymologies”.”® Much later, in the Vijianavada chapter, he produces another argument that
hews more closely to the contours of his project, grounding the doctrine in common-sense
everyday practice and indicating its stakes for anekantavada by way of refuting the Buddhist
reductionism of the identities of medium-sized dry goods to the canonical five skandhas of
matter and so on:

It is unreasonable for the proponent of a thing with an absolutely singular nature to say “a

pot is just matter and so on,” because it would entail that the meaning of this sentence is

“matter and so on are just matter and so on”. The use of a different word [“pot” versus

“matter and so on”] is then unreasonable because there is no basis of application for one,

since [if “pot” had the same basis of application as “matter and so on,”] a difference in

what they do wouldn't make sense. And it is unreasonable to dispense with that

[difference in what they do], because it is accepted by all people just because there is

cognition of carrying water and so on.’!

As everyone knows, matter and so on—the five Buddhist skandhas—don’t carry water; pots do.

To say that “pot” just means “matter and so on” therefore fails to reflect the reality of actions

8 1.45: na ca bhinna-pravrtti-nimittam antarena Sabddntara-pravrttir nydayya, atiprasangat.

0 ibid.: indra-$akra-purandarddi-Sabdanam api indana-$akana-pirdaranddi-bhinna-pravrtti-nimittattvat.
9V 11.37-38: sarvathdika-svabhava-vastu-vadino ripadaya eva ghata ity ayuktam. ripddaya eva ripddaya iti
vakyarthdpatteh bhinna-sabda-prayogdyogat pravrtti-nimittabhavat karya-bheddanupapatteh, tasya ca prati-
ksepayogat sakala-loka-siddhatvat udakady-aharana-jiianddi-bhavat.
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(like carrying water) that pots perform but mere matter and so on do not, which is to say that pots
and matter are the bases of application of different words (“pot” versus “matter”).

This philosophy of language, according to which distinct meanings entail distinct bases
of application to things, dooms the asymmetricalist attempt to reduce negations to their
corresponding affirmations. “There is contradiction between existence and nonexistence in the
same thing when their bases of application are not different. That is, it is contradictory for

¥92__4

something to be both existent and nonexistent according to the very same nature
purportedly singular nature that the Buddhist proponent above cannot coherently maintain, for
example, but which the anekantavadin picks out as just one of its multiple natures—"“and so it is
not the case that the nature according to which a thing is existent... is just that according to

which it is nonexistent.””?

Haribhadra’s preoccupation with distinguishing contraries from each
other is precisely why he ends up rejecting his asymmetricalist pirva-paksas’ various attempts to
reduce nonexistence to existence. We already saw one instance of this in the opponent’s claim
that the nonexistence of water belonging to an existent clay thing is only imagined to be a
distinct property, because the nonexistence (of water) just is the (clay’s) existence (1.57);
Haribhadra summarily rejected this asymmetricalist proposal exactly because it conflates
contrary predicates that must be distinguished.

However, the anekantavadin does not accomplish this one-to-one ontology and semantics

by what Ganeri characterizes as the “separatist” metaphysics of splitting individuals into multiple

discrete things, each corresponding to a singular nature that is the locus of a different property

92 1.44: abhinna-nimittatve saty ekatra sad-asattvayor virodhat. tatha hi, tendiva svabhavena sac casac céti
viruddham etat. Cf. Padmarajiah 1963, 155-156.

93 Ibid.: na ca tad yendiva svabhavena parthiva-dravyatvena sad vartate tendivabddi-dravyatvendsat. The meaning
of the compounds involving “dravya” will be discussed shortly.
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(Ganeri 2001, 129), a solution characteristic of Buddhist logicians.** Against the background of
the doctrines of these foremost among Haribhadra’s interlocutors, it is clear how provocative is
his own claim that the experience of a single thing with a pair of pravrtti-nimittas of contrary
properties is a matter of common sense. An anekantavada slogan upon which Haribhadra
repeatedly insists is that things have multiple natures (aneka-svabhava), exactly the ontological
picture precluded by the “separatist” approach.”> The multiple natures of things are articulated as

the contrary properties predicable of them,”® whose multiplicity is ineliminable in that they can

94 “According to the Buddhists a thing can never possess two contradictory qualities. If it seems to possess them, it
is not really the same thing, but there are two altogether different things, the cold thing and the hot thing”
(Stcherbatsky 1958, 1.411). As Murti (1955, 134-135) aphorizes it (although without citing the source of the
Sanskrit), “that is not one which is invested with two or more opposed characteristics” (vo viruddha-
dharmddhyasavan nasadv ekah; cf. Padmarajiah 1963, 19). Mookerjee points up the centrality of this idea to
Buddhist philosophy in the opening line of his second chapter on the tradition of Dignaga: “The doctrine of flux
rests on the fundamental principle that co-existence of two contradictory qualities is impossible in one and the same
substratum and that this fact alone constitutes the ground of difference of mutually different objects™ (1975, 20).
That is, the non-compossibility of contraries implies the doctrine of momentariness since Buddhists need to make
sense of a thing apparently being one way at one time and different at another, as can be detected in this passage
from Dharmottara ad NB 3.21: “Being and non-being are established by mutual exclusion. If there could be a unity
between what has already appeared and what has not yet appeared, then there could be simultaneous being and non-
being for the same thing. However, unification of being and non-being, which are contradictory, is unreasonable
because absence of unity is characterized by the confluence of contradictory properties” (bhavabhavau ca
paraspara-pariharena sthitau. yadi ca pirva-nispannasya, anispannasya cdikyam bhaved ekasydivarthasya
bhavabhavau syatam yugapat. na ca viruddhayor bhavabhavayor aikyam yujyate, viruddha-dharma-
samsargdtmakatvad ekatvabhavasya).

95 For example, the seventh-century Madhyamika Srigupta is, in Allison Aitken and Jeffrey McDonough’s reading,
an upholder of Leibniz’s “principle of unity”--“what is not truly one entity is not truly one entity either” (Aitken and
McDonough 2020, 1023)—and what is not one possesses non-unity (anekatva, ibid., 1038n6). Compare
Santaraksita’s Tattvasangraha 326 (translated at Jha 1.211: “Indicating a dual form requires several objects, because
the term ‘form’ signifies the nature of something” (nanu dvi-ripam ity eva nandrtha-vinibandhanah | nirdeso ripa-
Sabdena svabhavasyabhidhanatah||). Commentator Kamalasila makes this line’s stakes for our conversation
especially clear: “One and the same thing cannot have ‘two natures,” as that would deprive it of its one-ness. What
you have proved is only that there are two forms or characters, and not that there is a single entity with two forms;
and that for the simple reason that the characters of being one and being many are mutually contradictory” (na
cdikasya svabhava-dvayam yuktam ekatva-hani-prasangat. kevalam dvav eva svabhavau bhavata pratipaditau, na
punar ekam vastu dviripam, paraspara-parihara-sthita-laksanatvad ekatvanekatvayoh). And again in verses 1722-
23 (translation from Jha I1.839, with minor modifications): “It cannot be possible that every entity has two forms. If
they are not of the nature of each other, then they are diverse” (nédam dvairipyam upapadyate ||
paraspardasvabhavatve ‘py anayor anusajyate | nanatvam...), which Kamalasila explains as follows: “Thus there
would be no confusion between the two only if the two were entirely different; but even so—if the two are
different—there are two things, and not two forms of the same thing” (evam hy anayor asamkaryam bhaved yady
anayor nandatvam syat, tatas caivam-bhave 'py nanatve ‘pi vastu-dvayam eva kevalam jatam iti ndaikasya vastuno
dvairapyam yuktam).

%6 Haribhadra makes this clear in the line immediately preceding the objection and rejoinder cited in the previous
footnote: “My presupposition is therefore established that the existence of the earthen substance that has the nature
of the nonexistence of water has the property of the nonexistence of water, not merely its own existence” (1.47-48:
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neither be assimilated to one another nor divided between different individuals—they must
remain differentiated by their different bases of application, even as they constitute the unity of a
single concrete thing.”’

B. K. Matilal thus appropriately presents the AJP as exemplary of “how contradictory
pairs of predicates can be applied to the same subject with impunity and without sacrificing
rationality or intelligibility” (1998, 131). In his understanding of the solution, though, “the direct
and unequivocal challenge to the notion of contradiction in standard logic comes when it is
claimed that the same proposition is both true and false” (ibid., 137), thus making anekantavada
seem to anticipate the rudiments of paraconsistent, non-bivalent, or many-valued logics (ibid.,
138-139; cf. Schwartz 2016). Matilal is technically referring to the purported “third truth value”
of avaktavya/avacya that the saptabhangi combines with truth and falsity to make its famous
seven syat-statements—none of which Haribhadra ever so much as mentions, I repeat, limiting
his discussion to the pair of a predicate and its contrary. But where Matilal’s influential reading
goes off the rails in the first place is in making anekantavada about truth values at all. As
Balcerowicz observes, no major anekantavadin’s exposition directly addresses the ascription of
truth values to sentences; rather, like Haribhadra’s, the discussion of multiplicity always
concerns the ascription of properties to things (2015, 192). In the scholastic Latin terms adopted

by Anglophone analytical philosophers, anekantavada is a claim de re—i.e. a claim “about a

parthiva-dravya-sattvam abady-asattva-svabhavam ab-ady-asattva-dharmakam, na tu sva-sattva-matram iti
samasritah tarhi madiyo "bhyupagamah).

7 “If you say that one’s nature is one’s own being, so that things have just a single nature such that the nonexistence
of water is just earthen substance’s characteristic existence and not an additional property... this is not so, because
there is no establishment of the notion of existent and nonexistent based only on that [single nature] due to the
absence of a basis of application for the pair, and because this [notion of the pair] is established by experience”
(1.48: svo bhavah svabhava iti parthiva-dravyasydivdtmiya satta abddy-asattvam, na dharmdntaram ity eka-
svabhavataivéti cet, na, tatah sad-asat-pratyayasiddher dvaya-nimittabhavat, asya canubhav/a]siddhatvat). 1 have
emended what appears to be a typo in Kapadia’s edition of the root text, which is corrected in the iteration in the
commentary below it.
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particular res (or thing) that it has a certain property”—not a claim de dicto “that a certain dictum
(or proposition) is true” (Sosa 1970, 883); and it is not obvious that the former can be reduced to
the latter (cf. Chisholm 1976, 5-6, although he does proceed to propose such a reduction).

It is important to recognize the centrality of this logical and ontological framework of
properties (dharma) and their possessors (dharmin). Discursively, it turns the adversaries’ tools
against themselves: it is inherited from the Nyayapravesa’s definition of paksa that we saw in
chapter 2 (“a commonly-accepted property-possessor that one oneself wishes to prove as being
qualified by a commonly-accepted qualifier”®; cf. Van Den Bossche 1995, 431, referring to
Tachikawa 1971: 112-13), which is also inherited by Haribhadra’s esteemed foe Dharmakirti.
But it also makes possible Haribhadra’s particular (and decidedly anti-Dharmakirtian) view of
the compossibility of contraries, which the truth-functional semantics of atomic propositions
cannot: on the one hand, contrary properties contradict each other and are not to be conflated—
this, as we’ve seen, has to do with what it is for them to have the discrete meanings that they do
at all; but on the other, it does not obviously follow that a property-possessor cannot possess both
contrary properties. We might also imagine some background in Vaisesika discussion of the
question of “bare things” (vastu-mdatra), which can serve as the substratum for universals
including satta (Halbfass 1992, 180). The source-texts are mostly lost to us outside of quotations
in an important naya-vada text, the Dvadasaranayacakra of the Jain Mallavadin and Simhastiri’s
commentary thereupon (ibid., 97-98 and 175ft.), but the discussion appears to be part of an
attempt to address Prasastapada’s concept of connection with existence (satta-sambandha) and
his “dilemma of existence and nonexistence” (sad-asad-vikalpa), which does not assume that to

be is to be existent (ibid., 180). And so by syncretizing Buddhistic dharma-dharmin logic with

9% NPT 20: tatra paksah prasiddho dharmi prasiddha-visesana-visistataya svayam sadhyatvenépsitah.
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Vaiyakarana semantics of pravrtti-nimitta and possibly Vaisesika ontology in his distinctive
way, Haribhadra is able to say that a single thing can possess contrary properties as long as their
bases of application differ. Their respective bases of application need not (and on Haribhadra’s
model, must not) be assumed to be themselves co-extensive with distinct property-possessors
each with its own “singular nature”.

However, even if it is crucial to see that Haribhadra is concerned primarily with the
assignment of properties to things rather than of truth-values to propositions, Balcerowicz’s own
interpretation of “the real problem which the sydd-vada posits... namely how to assert and deny
a property of a thing at the same time and not to bypass the law of non-contradiction” (2015,
197) might not quite apply to the AJP either. Haribhadra’s doctrine as we have seen it seems to
concern not assertion and denial, but solely the double assertion of a thing’s possession of a
property and its contrary. Although the contrary affirmed is usually articulated as another
property’s negation (via the alpha-privative affix), this does not necessarily amount to the
speech-act of denying the subject’s possession of that property. Linguist Laurence Horn’s
authoritative work—tracking “a great deal of the post-Aristotelian history of logical negation
[which] can be read as an extended commentary on the distinction in the Prior Analytics [51b5-
32]” (Horn 1989, 40) between “‘not to be this’ and ‘to be not-this’” (ibid., 16)—demonstrates the
viability and importance of distinguishing between “predicate denial (the operation of
contradictory negation taking scope over the entire predication) and predicate term negation (a
contrariety-producing operation[)]” (ibid., 50). Although post-Fregean formal logic typically
effaces this distinction altogether with its single wide-scope sentential negation operator,
philosophical logicians at least as far back as “the Peripatetics and the Stoics, for whom so-called

privative statements—A is un-B—were affirmative in nature” have “universally agreed that
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affixal negation... [usually] produces a contrary affirmation” rather than a contradictory denial
(ibid., 33); and contemporary linguists “have marshaled syntactic and semantic evidence” for this
view (ibid., 42). The negative poles in the pairs of contraries that Haribhadra attributes to any
vastu thus appear to be term negations of positive predicates rather predicate denials—he wants
to maintain affirmation of the positive predicate even as he affirms the negative.

Drawing mostly on treatments other than Haribhadra’s, Balcerowicz relatedly thinks that
the anekantavadins’ statements of existence (asti/astitva/sattva) and nonexistence
(ndsti/ndstitva/asattva)—not to mention the third option, avaktavyatva/avacyatad—are copulative
rather than predicative, and therefore “are incomplete sentences in which predicates should be
supplied” (2015, 197).” However, I find this interpretation too both exegetically and
philosophically untenable for the AJP. Unlike the typical syad-vada schema found in the
Anglophone literature, Haribhadra never makes syat-statements like “syat ghatah asti” or “syat
ghatah ndsti; in fact, he rarely casts his anekantavada in terms of finite verbs and their denials,
sticking very closely to sentences that predicate contrasting adjectives such as “sat” and
“asat”.'"® At no point in his entire first chapter on existence and nonexistence is there any hint
that these contraries are functioning copulatively in need of a further predicate to complete an
attributive proposition; “saf” and “asaf” seem to be just the predicates wanted, and are indeed

conjoined with the copulative verb “vartate” in the very first argument for his claim that any

% This would indeed tend toward an interpretation of the negative statements in terms of predicate denial, the
negative copula presumably functioning to deny the predicate to be supplied (assuming it not to be a “term copula”
that is “inside the predicate” [Sommers 1970, 6], which seems a safe assumption since on this reading the predicate
has not been supplied yet). But the semantics of predicate denial arguably entail propositional negation (Horn 1989,
138); and it is another short step to interpret propositional negation truth-functionally as an assignment of truth
values. It would seem hard, then, to interpret syad-vada in terms of assertion and denial but not assignment of truth
values as Balcerowicz wants.

100 Incidentally, instead of the syat particle, he virtually always prefers the hedge kathamcit, a standard substitute at
least since Samantabhadra’s Aptamimamsa.
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thing is both (1.36, which argument I translate in full below).'°! Nor do the other chapters express
their contrary predications—which Haribhadra articulates in his main thesis statement as entirely
parallel to the pair sat-asat—Dby asserting a predicate (e.g. nityam asti) and denying it (nityam
nasti), but rather dependably assert both the predicate and its negation (“nityam anityam ca”). It
is admittedly hard to diagnose such usage definitively since Sanskrit, like many natural
languages including English, lacks an explicit assertoric sign (Sommers 1970, 5).!92 But while
many leading writers both before and after Haribhadra have cast anekantavada in terms of vidhi
and pratisedha/nisedha/niyama,'”® which might approximate propositional assertion and denial
(see Staal 1962, and critical response in Horn 1989, 86-87), he does not. Haribhadra’s
affirmation of contraries, then, appears to be structured predicatively rather than copulatively;
and in the light of the predomination of the negative alpha-privative affix in his treatment, this
strongly indicates that his are predicate term negations rather than denials (ibid., 66).

It seems, then, that Haribhadra wants to affirm both the positive predicate and its

negative—not assert the first and then cancel that assertion with a denial of it. The affirmation of

101 Cf. Padmarajiah’s related claim that “sattva and asattva are, according to [the anekantavadin], the attributes of
substance (vastu) itself and cannot, therefore, be treated as further attributes of attributes which they would be if the
opponent is right. This principle is clearly stated by Gunaratna: sattvasattvadayo vastuna eva dharmah, na tu
dharmanam dharmah, dharmanam dharma na bhavantiti vacanat. ... Sattva and asattva, the attributes of a vastu
only, cannot, therefore, give rise to further pairs of similar attributes” (1963, 169-170). If this is exegetically correct,
as [ think it is, it might make problems for Van Den Bossche’s mereological formalization (1995, 433 and passim)
of the first chapter of the AJP according to which sattva and asattva not only qualify vastus but in turn are
themselves dharmins qualified by the dharmas “own form” (svaripa) and “other form” (parariipa). In my reading,
the latter are best understood not as properties or qualifications, but rather parameters according to which the
properties sat and asat are applied. Indeed, Haribhadra never speaks of such parameters as dharmas and almost
always invokes them in the instrumental case as auxiliary to contrary pairs of properties like sat and asat, which are
designated in direct cases as attributive of vastus.

102 There is perhaps a case to be made that the emphatic particle eva used after the verb asti in some articulations of
syad-vada (particularly the saptabhangi) serves as an assertoric sign (Ram-Prasad 2007, 28); however, Haribhadra
does not employ this technique.

13 E g the Svetambara Mallavadin and Digambara Samantabhadra (Balcerowicz 2011, 16), Dharmakirti in his
criticism of anekantavada (PVSV ad 3.184 [Balcerowicz 2011: 4]), Akalanka (Padmarajiah 1963, 336n3), and a
purvapaksa in Hemacandra’s Pramanamimamsa 1.1.§130, ad v. 32: “dravya-paryayayor aikantika-bhedabheda-
pariharena kathamcid bhedabhedavadah syad-vadibhir upeyate, na casau yukto virodhddidosat vidhi-pratisedha-
riapayor ekatra vastuny asambhavan nilanilavat.”
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the positive property stands alongside the affirmation of the negative one.!** This reading best
accounts for his various articulations of anekantavada, including the claim that things admit of
contradictory properties without contradiction.!% If sar and asat are not themselves predicates
but rather copulas to be completed by other predicates, Haribhadra’s thesis becomes utterly
trivial, even intellectually dishonest (Ram-Prasad 2007, 16). These other predicates must not
themselves be contraries of each other, since that predication of contraries (and a fortiori
contradictories) is just what the copulative interpretation is supposed to avoid. But if two
properties are not contraries, then to say that a thing is one and not the other is not a predication
of contrary properties. This is one trivializing interpretation of Haribhadra’s anekantavada that
obviates the thesis of the compossibility of contraries altogether; we shall see related ones further
below.

Of course, the philosophical problem with the affirmation of contraries is that it would
appear to fly in the face of at least one version of Aristotle’s LNC: “If it is true to say ‘it is not-
white,’ it is true also to say ‘it is not white’: for it is impossible that a thing should
simultaneously be white and be not-white” (Prior Analytics 51629-52a4, quoted at Horn 1989,
17). In the litany of Western thinkers (and even the few prominent non-Western ones) that Horn
surveys (1989, 142), every single one seems to agree with Aristotle on this implication of

predicate denial by term negation.!°® And so Haribhadra’s anekantavada would seem prima facie

104 Haribhadra reaches the same conclusion even when he entertains an objector’s proposal (1.57-59) that his
predication of nonexistence is a prasajya-pratisedha, the Sanskritic equivalent of propositional negation (Kajiyama
1973, 168): he responds that “even if ‘nonexistent’ means that it is not existent” (yady api san na bhavatity asat), as
suggested by prasajya-pratisedha denial, “it’s not the case that nonexistence is not interpenetrated by existence with
respect to that [thing], considering which it has the form of both” (na sattvananuviddham asattvam nama tatra yad-
apekayditad ubhaya-riipam iti).

105 11.206: virodhi-dharmadhyasita-svariipabhidhanam nyayyam, atatha-bhave tad-abhava-prasangato
virodhasiddher iti nidarsitam.

106 Fred Sommers notes that in the subject-predicate term logic that dominated the Western tradition until recently,
“the relation between the term copulas and the term signs of quality is given by the classical laws permitting us to
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to violate an ontological articulation of the LNC: “it is impossible for contrary attributes to
belong at the same time to the same subject” (Metaphysics 1005b26-28, translated at 1933, 163).
Paul Redding dubs this the “law of non-compossibility of contraries,” and has suggested that it is
the conceptual basis of Aristotle’s other formulations (2007, 209-10).

However, Aristotle always includes a clause through which Haribhadra escapes classical
contradiction. The Metaphysics’s first assay at the LNC in terms of predicate assertion and denial
reads: “It is impossible for the same attribute at once to belong and not to belong to the same
thing and in the same relation” (Metaphysics 1005b19-21, translated at 1993, 161; emphasis
added), or as it is often translated, “in the same respect” (e.g. Balcerowicz 2015, 199). Priest has
observed that apparent contradictions are very easily dissolved by qualifications such as this one;
however, while “Aristotle is rather vague about what qualifications may be made to save the Law
from apparent counter-examples” (Priest 1998, 93), this is just where the action is for Haribhadra
(cf. Fliigel 2010a, 168-169). In answer to his initial objector’s incredulity, Haribhadra says that a
real thing “is existent and nonexistent because it is existent in the form of its own substance,
place, time, and state, and is nonexistent in the form of another’s substance, place, time, and
state.”!%” Given these qualifications, Balcerowicz (2015, 199) and Horn (1989, 83) following his
reading take anekantavada to remain in full compliance with the Aristotelian LNC as provided

for by Aristotle’s standard codicil.!*®

substitute 'isn't coloured' for 'is colourless' and 'is coloured' for 'isn't colourless’” (1970, 5). See also Thompson
(1953, 255-6) and Redding (2007, 207-8).

107 1.36: yatas tat sva-dravya-ksetra-kala-bhava-riipena sad vartate, para-dravya-ksetra-kala-bhava-riipena ca asat,
tatas ca sac ca asac ca bhavati.

108 Ganeri, by way of recognizing the centrality of common sense as regulative of anekantavada, reads
Hemacandra’s Pramanamimamsa thus: “Objects are by nature subject to both stability and instability, to
modification and non-modification—these are facts which cannot be denied. So stability and instability cannot after
all be contradictory properties, appearances nothwithstanding. At stake is the notion of contradiction itself” (2001,
132). As we’ve seen, the first claim is straightforwardly Haribhadra’s, while the second is definitely not. As
Balcerowicz observed, Ganeri’s neglect of the centrality of the dharma-dharmin model requires him to envision a
more radical revision of the notion of contradiction than anekantavadins seem to want.
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We have already seen that both Haribhadra and Aristotle ground the contradiction
between contraries in semantics. Unlike Aristotle, though, Haribhadra theorizes how contraries
might avoid this contradiction by drawing attention to the various “hidden parameters”
(Balcerowicz 2015, 214; Ganeri 2001, 132-133) of predication. Aristotle only ever picks out the
temporal parameter, as far as I know—always either off-handedly without thematizing it, or in
discussions tangential to the LNC itself!®—and this is the only qualifier that most of the
tradition following him regularly invokes. Haribhadra, in contrast, names not only the parameter
of time (kala) but also space (ksetra, since a pot here is existent in this place but not in other
places like Pataliputra), substance (dravya, since it is existent as earthen but not as being made of
water and so on), and state (bhava, since a fired pot is existent as black but not as other colors
like red).!'® Parameterization is a further elaboration of the semantic basis of contradiction, a
way of showing that contradictory terms do not issue in contradiction when the parameters of
their application are spelled out finely enough.!!! Such theorization is an important direction to
take if, as Aristotle suggests, non-contradiction is at the basis of rational discourse and is itself

based upon semantics. The most rigorous Anglophone interpretations of anekantavada read it as

109 An example of the first is in the conclusion of his first argument for the LNC at Metaphysics 1006b28-34: “it is
not possible that the same thing should not be, at that time, a two-footed animal.... Consequently it is not possible
that it should be simultaneously true to say that the same thing is a man and not a man” (translated at Priest 1998,
102; emphasis added). An example of the second is his definition of an individual substance as what is subject to
contrary qualities at different times (Categories V 3b25-4a10).

101 37: tad dravyatah parthivatvena sat, nab-aditvena, tatha ksetrata ihatyatvena, na pataliputrakdaditvena; tatha
kalato ghata-kalatvena, na mrt-pindddi-kalatvena, tathd bhavatah syamatvena, na raktatvadinéti.

! These parameters encode “context” for Balcerowicz (2015, 199)—as in Horn’s diagnosis of Aristotle’s
qualifications (1989, 83)—and a “hidden indexical element” for Ganeri (2001, 133) and Barbato (2017, 81). While
these readings seem to cover at least some of Haribhadra’s parameter values—e.g. the place “here”—it would take
us unnecessarily far afield to inquire just how “contexts” and “indexical elements” would apply to the AJP. It is
sufficient for our purposes to see that Haribhadra’s parameterization (whatever the general logic of the choice of
parameters comes to) defuses contradiction.
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fundamentally a way of clarifying uses of language, placing this linguistic analysis at the center
of Jain views of rationality and the task of philosophy.!!?
In Horn’s telling, it is common for apparent violations of the LNC to involve the

2 ¢

suppression of parameters such as “context of evaluation,” “viewpoint,” or “modal or epistemic
operators” (2018) whose introduction dissolves the apparent contradiction. Now, Brook Ziporyn
objects that the parameterization allowed by Aristotle’s standard codicil exposes the LNC “as a
world-historical instance of gerrymandering hand-waving.... Whatever leads to a contradiction I
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simply relegate to another ‘respect.”” (Ziporyn 2015, 263). Ziporyn’s critique comes with a
suspicion of the essentialism of substance metaphysics generally, to which Haribhadra’s picture
(and that of his prime foils including Dharmakirti) of discrete property-possessors may very well
be susceptible. But the notion of a concept applying to a thing “in a certain respect” also
arguably raises general linguistic and logical issues not bound to a particularly unfashionable
metaphysic. George Lakoff observes that this particular hedge in everyday discourse commonly
gives rise to apparently contradictory sentences such as “Nixon is a murderer and he's not a
murderer”:
The usual sense of [this sentence] is not either a statement of a contradiction nor a
statement that Nixon is a murderer to a degree. Rather it would usually be understood as
saying that if you take into account certain criteria for being a murderer, Nixon qualifies,
while if you give prominence to other criteria, he doesn't qualify.... What criteria should
be considered important in conferring membership in the category of murderers? The

issue is by no means trivial. Similar cases arise every day in most people's speech.
(Lakoff 1973, 487-478)

12 As Ganeri puts it: “Rationality, in the hands of the Jaina, is a method for exposing the underspecification implicit
in ordinary language use” (2001, 133). And Balcerowicz: “Thus, the primary task of a philosopher, as Jaina thinkers
understood it, is to develop adequate tools that should make our language precise” (Balcerowicz 2015, 201); “This
is, perhaps, the most crucial aspect when it comes to the proper understanding of the syad-vada” (ibid., 199).
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"Any serious account of human reasoning will require an understanding of such cases,” Lakoff
continues, and leaves it to other logicians to investigate the “important problem” of “truth in a
certain respect” (ibid., 488). Jain scholastics anticipated this call by over a millennium.!!3

But while the criteria of category-membership are part of what anekantavada’s apparatus
of parameterization delineates, we should not conclude that the specification thus achieved is
merely the identification of ambiguity in certain predicates such that predication of a property
and its contrary would be unmasked as mere equivocation on the property name (see Ganeri
2001, 132-133).!!* Reviewing materials that are often nearly verbatim quotations of the AJP,
Balcerowicz avers that “what is denied in a negative sentence of the syad-vada is never one and
the same predicate, but always a different predicate than the one which has previously been
asserted” (2015, 187).!!> Such a reading enables anekantavada to escape contradiction at the cost
of trivializing it, very much along the lines of term-splitting that we have already seen Jains keen
to avoid: just as apparently contradictory predications are not to be divided between allegedly
separate subjects as Buddhist logicians are wont to do, the predicate itself that is both affirmed
and negated is also not to be divided into two unrelated predicates that do not stand in a mutually
negative relation (see Zenk 2018, 110-111). The former proposes an equivocation on the subject

term, the latter on the predicate—which indeed seems to be just how Matilal (1981, 11) reads the

113 Balcerowicz (2011, 19) explicates a statement of existence-cum-nonexistence and identity-cum-difference from
Jinabhadra’s 61/7" ¢. Visesavasayakabhdsya and Hemacandra’s commentery thereupon in vaguely Lakoffian terms
of parameterized qualities criterial of an object’s class membership.

114 “According to Jain logic, linguistic ambiguity should not be confused with vague or incomplete description,
which Jain naya philosophy contrasts with the epistemic ideal of definite description” (Fliigel 2010a, 135; cf. ibid.,
n258).

115 When Balcerowicz comes around to offering his own formalization of sydd-vada, he does use the same symbol
for the predicates that are asserted and negated, with super- and sub-script parameters, which better reflects
Haribhadra’s enunciation of his thesis (2015, 221). However, he proceeds to say that if these uniform “compound
predicates” were replaced with “simple predicates” in the asserted and negated propositions, they would require
differentiated symbols (ibid., 222), which indicates that his notation ultimately reflects that the predicate in each
proposition is merely “homonymic” (2003, 44), i.e., ambiguous.
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Jain approach in contradistinction to the Buddhist. However, under-specification of terms is not

necessarily equivocation, and the identification of hidden parameters does not necessarily change

116

aterm’s sense. '° If mere equivocation on predicates were at issue, it would be hard to make

sense of Haribhadra’s (and every other anekantavadin’s) persistent predication of both a term
and that very same term’s negation, as well as his admission (cited above from 1.44) that the two
are genuinely viruddha when not parameterized.'!”

That we are dealing with genuine contrariness between (in the first instance) existence
and nonexistence rather than equivocation on the predicate “existent” is clear in Haribhadra’s
first argument for the compossibility of contraries with respect to a thing (vasfu) such as a pot:

Since it is existent in the form of its own substance, place, time, and state, and is
nonexistent in the form of another’s substance, place, time, and state, it is both existent
and nonexistent, because otherwise there would be the absurdity of its absence. That is, if
it were to exist in the form of another’s substance and so on in the way that it is existent
in the form of its own substance, place, time, and state, then the thing would not exist as a
pot, due to being existent in the form of another’s substance and so on as if it had another
identity. Likewise, if it were to exist [as nonexistent] in the form of its own substance and
$0 on just as it is nonexistent in the form of another’s substance, place, time, and state,
then too in the same way the thing would not exist as a pot, due to being nonexistent in
the form of its own substance and so on, like the horn of a mule. Thus, because of the
absurdity of its absence in that case, its existent-cum-nonexistent form is to be
accepted.... Otherwise, there would be the absurdity of abandoning its own form by
implying [that it has] something else’s form.!!®

116 Cf. Arnold (2012, 254) on Austin’s rejection of Ayer’s notion that the semantic complexity of a speech act
requires us to give it multiple senses. Compare also Nelson Goodman’s recognition of cases very much like ours as
ways that “apparently conflicting truths can be reconciled by clearing away an ambiguity of one sort or another”,
e.g. “the statements that the Parthenon is intact and that it is ruined are both true—for different temporal parts of the
building”—however, “the two ranges of application combine readily into a recognized kind of object; and the two
statements are true in different parts or subclasses of the same world” (Goodman 1978, 111). Goodman does not say
that the ambiguity results from interpreting the “intact” in the first statement as anything but contrary to “ruined” in
the second—in his example, “ruined” clearly means “not intact,” and the meaning of the predicate “intact” as
substituted in the second statement is just the same as that in the first.

17 A widely-adopted account of ambiguity is that of Bhartrhari, whose Vakyapadiya Haribhadra quotes in the AJP.
Bhartrhari’s list of the factors that can disambiguate terms gives a very different picture of specification of
homonyms than does Haribhadra’s anekantavada; and the homonyms in question for Bhartrhari are things like
“Hari” to mean either Vishnu or a monkey (Matilal 1990, 25-26). Clearly, the under-specification of terms picked
out by Haribhadra’s approach is a far cry from this sort of gross ambiguity.

18 136-37: yatas tat sva-dravya-ksetra-kala-bhava-riipena sad vartate, para-dravya-ksetra-kala-bhava-riipena
cdsat, tatas ca sac casac ca bhavati, anyathd tad-abhava-prasangat. tatha hi yadi tad yatha sva-dravya-ksetra-kala-
bhava-ripena sat, evam para-dravyadi-ripendpi syat, tatas ca tad ghata-vastv eva na syat, para-dravyddi-ripendpi
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In short: a thing is existent-cum-nonexistent insofar as it exists as what it is, and does not exist as
what it is not.!!” When put this way, Haribhadra’s thesis seems utterly obvious—which is exactly
as it should be, since (as I argued in the preceding two sections) it is supposed to be an article of
common sense, known indubitably to everyone.!? And yet it ceases to be obvious under the
trivializing reading that alleges equivocation on the term “existent”: this reading severs the
obvious intensional connection that Haribhadra’s argument requires in order to infer a pot’s “not
existing as a pot” from its “being existent in the form of another’s substance and so on” and its
being “nonexistent in the form of its own substance and so on”. That is, the point of alleging
equivocation on the term “existent” is precisely to eliminate the contrariety between “existent (in
the form of its own substance, place, time, and state)” and “nonexistent (in the form of another’s
substance, place, time, and state)”’; but without that contrariety, it is not obvious that not being
existent as a pot follows either from being existent as something else, or even from being

nonexistent as a pot. In other words, the obvious complementarity between a term and its

sattvat tad-anya-svatmavat. tathd yadi yatha para-dravyddi-ripendsat, evam sva-dravyddi-ripendpi syat, ittham api
tad ghata-vastv eva na syat, sva-dravyddi-ripendpy-asattvat khara-visanavat. ity evam tad-abhava-prasangat sad-
asad-ripam tad-angikartavyam.... anyathd itara-ripdpattyd tat-svariipa-hani-prasanga iti.

119 This indeed is exactly how Mallisena will much later put it in the Syadvadamarijart (1903, 349) ad AYVD v. 24:
sva-rigpena hi sattvam para-riipena cdasattvam. And the southern Digambara Akalankadeva, the other great Jain
philosopher contemporary with Haribhadra, says in his Astasati commentary on Samantabhadra’s Aptamimamsa v.
16 that “a real thing is constituted as existent and nonexistent in relation to its own and others’ respective forms and
so on” (sva-para-ripddy-apeksam sad-asad-atmakam vastu). Haribhadra doesn’t tend to put it quite so pithily,
although this inaugural argument and the lines that follow, which I discuss below, clearly amount to just the same.
Padmarajiah deems this the “idea which forms the nucleus of almost the entire defensive or refutational as well as of
the constructive metaphysical endeavour of the Jainas” (1963, 148).

120 As Samantabhadra rhetorically asked prior to Haribhadra, “Who would not believe that everything is existent
according to the tetrad of its own form and so on, and nonexistent according to the opposite? If not, it is not
determined* (Aptamimamsa v. 15: sad eva sarvam ko nécchet sva-riipadi-catustayat | asad eva viparyasan na cen
na vyavatisthate ||). Indeed, even Kumarila Bhatta seems to have accepted, in John Taber’s paraphrase (2001: 75),
that “a thing has two aspects: from one point of view, ‘according to its own form,’ i.e., qua itself, it can be
considered something that is; from another point of view, ‘according to the form of something else,’ (qua something
else) it can be considered something that is not” (Mimamsaslokavarttika Abhava-pariccheda v. 12: sva-ripa-para-
rupabhyam nityam sad-asad-atmake vastuni jayate kaiscid riipam kificit kadacana). The agreement between
Kumarila and Haribhadra is based on the shared symmetricalist commitment to the reality of nonexistence, which in
turn proceeds from their shared common-sense realism—as Taber puts “the fundamental principle of Kumatrila's
epistemology”: “What you see is what you get” (2001: 76).
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negation that drives anekantavada disappears if the apparent negation is hiding an equivocation.
That Haribhadra’s thesis appears obvious therefore does not make it trivial; at least this one
trivializing interpretation of it actually undermines its obviousness.

Several scholarly criticisms of Haribhadra’s first argument fail to take adequate account
of what the obviousness of Haribhadra’s thesis entails. Frank Van Den Bossche, in the most
detailed analysis of AJP’s first chapter yet produced in the Anglophone literature, rightly
recognizes Haribhadra’s claim as “a matter of common sense” (1995, 445). But he doesn’t take
seriously enough the argumentative import of this obviousness: that for things to be both existent
and nonexistent is a condition of the possibility of there being things at all. And so Van Den
Bossche goes on to say that this argument for any object’s existence-cum-nonexistence is “of
course fallacious” insofar as it presupposes “what he has to prove as a means to prove it” (ibid.,
446), that is, it presupposes that things are existent as what they are and nonexistent as what they
are not in order to prove their existence-cum-nonexistence. But this is very much how a
transcendental argument should work, for example, and this is the point of Haribhadra’s appeal
to common sense: we must necessarily presuppose this fact about things in order to make sense
of there being anything at all. One wishing to deny that a thing exists as what it is and does not

exist as what it is not would lose track of the very things that are to be explained.

Identity and Determinate Negation

The AJP’s first argument—which we finally developed the tools to be able to read and
understand at the end of the previous section—would turn out to be highly influential upon many
centuries’ worth of anekantavadins. But not everyone buys it. Reading Mallisena’s close crib of

Haribhadra, Pragati Jain (2000, 395) finds the argument unconvincing not because it is circular
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(as Van Den Bossche does) but for the different reason that “it fails to acknowledge the
difference between ‘exists’ and ‘exists as.”” However, as [ will argue presently, it is just
Haribhadra’s point that there is no such difference: that things only exist determinately, as
determinate things, and to talk of the unqualified existence of any concrete thing is vague and
one-sided. It is in this articulated vision of ontological identity—what it is for a thing to be
determined as the thing it is—that the non-trivial significance of Haribhadra’s common sense
thesis lies. While it is easy to grant the relativization of a thing’s existence and nonexistence to
different parameters, Haribhadra’s more controversial point is that, as Zenk puts it, “existence
and nonexistence are co-present and interdependent in every object so that there would be the
consequence of absence of the object itself if either was taken absolutely” (2018, 117). An
underdetermined object is nothing, and both contraries are required for the full determination of
an object’s identity (ibid., 111). The determinacy of ontological identity—an object’s being the
particular thing that it is—is thus central to Haribhadra’s anekantavada. This is what Haribhadra
is getting at in the next step of his opening argument:
The pot, then, is constituted as substance and so on since it is absent without them. That
is, the pot is not merely, for example, clay-substance, not imbricated with such-and-such
a place, without being present at that time, or empty of a black condition and so on—
because it is not apprehended as such since it wouldn’t make sense, being only a certain
one of them, to have just that essence as opposed to any of the others. For it is not
possible for [these parameters to be] separated; and if it were possible, there would be the
absurd consequence of the absence of awareness of a pot, because it would only cause
awareness of its substance, for example, if it were only that.!?!

In Haribhadra’s view, a thing’s various determining parameters taken together are what make it

what it is; no concrete thing consists of any of them alone in abstraction from the others.

12V1.37: dravyddy-atmakatvam ca ghatasya, tair vina ‘bhavat. tatha hi na mrd-adi-dravya-matram eva tatha-vidha-
ksetrananuviddham rte tat-kala-bhavitam krsndadi-bhava-sinyam ghatah, tathdnupalambhat tat-tad-anyatama-
matratve tad-itara-vaikalyena tat-svarupatvanupapatteh, viviktanam asambhavat, sambhave pi tan-matratvena tad-
dravyatvadi-buddhi-hetutvato ghata-buddhy-abhava-prasanga.
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Consider what would obtain if one of the parameters were omitted: if place were ignored, for
example, there would be underdetermination as to whether the thing in question is this pot here
or that pot there—in which case it is not uniquely this pot that is present to awareness. The
presence of a particular concrete thing requires the full determinacy of its identity, which
requires the full complement of determining parameters.

That is to say that the different values assigned to each parameter distinguish the thing
from what it is not. “Determinatio est negatio,” as Spinoza will almost a millennium later
famously summarize the medieval European consensus (Horn 1989, 41): a thing is determined as
what it is by what it is not. Or as Robert Brandom puts it nicely a few centuries later yet: “The
way things objectively are must be definite or determinate. Determinateness is a matter of
identity and individuation. It concerns how one thing is distinguished from others” (Brandom
2002, 179). This is Brandom’s characterization of the primary insight motivating the so-called
“determinate negation” that he deems “Hegel’s most fundamental conceptual tool” (2002, 180).
Brandom explicates this in terms of the notion of “material incompatibility” between two
properties, which is “the impossibility of one and the same thing simultaneously exhibiting both”
(ibid., 179). This way of determining ontological identity by property-exclusion relations well
describes much of pre-modern Indian metaphysics: Balcerowicz (2015, 211) points out that
Indian scholastics of various stripes—from Buddhist proponents of anydpoha to Naiyayikas—
shared the “considerably common conviction” that “any definition determines the nature of a
thing by indicating ‘a property which excludes all that is not the thing’s nature,’” in the words of
Vatsyayana’s Nyayabhasya.'*? Indeed, Dharmakirti would appear to align with Spinoza’s dictum

and come treacherously close to Haribhadra’s own position when he pronounces in the

122 Ad Nyayasiitra 1.1.2: tatréddistasydtattva-vyavacchedako dharmo laksanam. Balcerowicz cites this reading from
Thakur’s 1997 edition; the Tailanga edition (1896, 6) reads fattva-vyavacchedako, without the alpha-privative.
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Vadanyaya that “thatness and otherness abide in a real object by excluding each other
essentially, because abandoning one of them is immediately entailed by accepting the other.”!23
This “idea of significant or determinate negation” is the “pivot” of anekantavada, as
Padmarajiah says (1963, 379); but Haribhadra subverts this tradition of his rivals even as he
appropriates it, not unlike Hegel’s project of sublating the tradition of rationalist metaphysics
expressed in Spinoza’s dictum. As taken up by Kant, determination as negation means “to posit a
predicate such that the opposite predicate is excluded” (“Determinare est ponere praedicatum
cum exclusione oppositi’’) which, in the telling of Terje Stefan Sparby (2015, 21), amounts to
saying that “of two opposite and contradictory predicates, only one can apply to the thing,” a /d
the classical LNC (ibid., 23). In “this traditional framework of determination,” Sparby says,
there was no known way of conceiving opposite predicates as meeting in the same
subject without this resulting in a contradiction. The problem for Hegel is that if we
conceive reality in a way where we remove negation from the “content” of reality, reality
itself becomes—precisely because negation is given no affirmative significance—devoid
of all determinateness. The idea is simple: If anything is posited, any affirmative reality,
then its negation is negated. If A is posited, then not-A is excluded. If, when positing A,
not-A is thereby not excluded, then A must be indeterminate, since not-A is just as
possible (ibid., 198).
In Hegel’s view, negations are affirmations of a real content attaching even to the things of
which they are negations, not a mere “lack of reality” or utter exclusion of a corresponding
affirmation (ibid., 315). The Hegelian determinate negation of a property, in other words, is “a

unity of opposites, based on the simple but essential insight that the negative is just as much

positive” (ibid., 178). While Hegel’s logic is infamously obscure,'?* his response to the

123 VN §26: na hi sato vastunas tattvanyatve muktva anyah prakarah sambhavati, tayor vastuni paraspara-
parihara-sthiti-laksanatvendika-tyagasydaparopadana-nantariyakatvat (modified trans. at Gokhale 1993, 41).

124 Sparby says that there are inconsistencies among interpretations of Hegel’s determinate negation that have “gone
unnoticed” (2015, 11): “some interpretations emphasize that the determinate negation concerns the exclusion of
opposites, while others emphasize inclusion and even indicate that the determinate negation is a unity of opposites.
This is not only due to the different approaches of the different interpreters of Hegel’s philosophy, but also that
Hegel himself is not consistent in his use of the term. Furthermore, this seems to be a reflection of what is perhaps a
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scholastic background of determination-as-negation appears to come very close to what I have
argued is Haribhadra’s (for my money, more perspicuous) affirmative use of negative properties
as necessitated by positive predicates. Both thinkers face interlocutors who presume that all is
indeterminate if the predication of a property does not simply exclude the predication of its
opposite.

I do not want to suggest that Haribhadra is isomorphically the Hegel to Sankara’s
Spinoza or Dharmakirti’s Kant; although these alignments have been vividly imagined in modern
scholarship on Indian philosophy, it is important to note that the apoha-vadin that is perhaps
Haribhadra’s chief opponent would seem to privilege negation over affirmation, inverting Kant
in Sparby’s story. What their predecessors and interlocutors do share that Hegel (in Sparby’s
reading) and Haribhadra (in mine) both seek to surmount is the asymmetricalism that privileges
either side of the affirmative-negative polarity of ontological determination. Meanwhile, the
similarities between them—their reliance on a logic of terms rather than propositions (Redding
2007, 204) and preoccupation with the pitfalls of asymmetricalism and ultimately one-
sidedness—would seem to break down completely at Hegel's famous historicism: even at its
most rarified, Hegel’s logic of determinate negation is “thoroughly dynamic and processual”
(Sparby 2015, 12), of which there is no hint in Haribhadra.

The Hegelian analysis of logic into dialectical moments performs the useful service of
teasing apart the ways in which contraries do and do not exclude each other. One first considers a
predicate in itself, “apart from its relations to other properties,” in Brandom’s account:

Next, one sees that the property is determinate only insofar as it strongly differs from

other properties, excluding them in the sense that it is impossible for one object (at one

time) to have two properties that are incompatible in this sense.... In the final stage, then,
one returns to the determinate content of the property, but now understands its identity as

deep inconsistency inherent in Hegel’s thinking” (ibid., 2-3). I dare say that Haribhadra’s writing is somewhat less
mystifying than Hegel’s and can indeed help us to understand what Hegel might have been driving at.

201



essentially consisting in its relations of exclusion of or difference from those it contrasts

with (as well as its relations of inclusion to those it entails or that entail it). (Brandom

2002, 204-205)

Brandom’s analysis helps somewhat to clarify cryptic Hegelian talk of the dialectical
“transformation of an original determination into its opposite” (Sparby 2015, 7), or in Hegel’s
own words that Brandom strives mightily to interpret: “The two distinguished moments both
subsist; they are implicit and are opposites in themselves, i.e. each is the opposite of itself; each
has its 'other’ within it and they are only one unity” (translated at Brandom 2002, 186). This is
the line of thought that ends up in Hegel’s grand paradox: “All things are in themselves
contradictory (Alle Dinge sind an sich selbst widersprechend)” (quoted and translated at Sparby
2015, 249).

Haribhadra’s more static dharma-dharmin model accomplishes the reconciliation of
inclusion and exclusion that Hegel’s dialectical model vivifies without generating mysteries
about exactly what is processing through stages (embodied mind? abstract thought? reason in
social history? everything in the universe?), how something can be its own opposite, or how
everything or anything can violate the LNC. For Haribhadra, contrary properties implicate each
other by excluding each other—exclusion or incompatibility is the implicative relation that
constitutes contradiction. And it is just therefore that their possessor necessarily includes both—
since one implies the other by exclusion—without thereby being self-contradictory or (in Hegel’s
koan above) “the opposite of itself” in any moment, since the contrary properties’ meanings (i.e.
their bases of application, as specified parametrically) are stipulatively different.

Haribhadra thus manages to avoid falling into Hegel’s enigmas while sharing something
of his dialectical vision of inclusion-cum-exclusion, that is, the sublation of what is negated in a

“unity of opposites” (Sparby 2015, 12). This dialectic is fundamental both to Hegel’s

202



metaphysical doctrine and his philosophical method (ibid., 1), a way of appropriating and
expanding intellectual tradition (ibid., 120) by repudiating one-sidedness (see the Encyclopedia
Logic §81 [1874, 126]). Much as Hegel adopts and sublates the scholastic tradition of
determination as negation, Haribhadra too accepts his predecessors’ idea that contrary properties
exclude each other—that they are viruddha and that this virodha means some sort of paraspara-
parihara, as we saw early in this section—but the anekantavadin advances this conversation with
the nuance that while contraries exclude each other insofar as they are not to be semantically
conflated, this exclusion is itself a strong mutual implication such that they yet can and must
abide together precisely because of the invariable concomitance that Dharmakirti maintained
between a property and its exclusion. This is just why Haribhadra convicts his opponents of
adopting anekantavada despite themselves:
Even though conveying it with their own words, the many-sided is not understood [by
them]. And so they say that the nonexistence of water is just the particular existence of
earthen substance, but do not understand a thing as existent and nonexistent. This is
unheard-of error. Indeed, a thing’s particularity is not possible without having the form of
being itself and not being another.!??
A thing’s particularity (visistata)—its being what it is and not something else—requires it to be
determined according to the various parameters of predication. If a thing were not determined as
existent according to its own substance, place, time, and state and nonexistent according to the
same parameters with respect to another thing, Haribhadra says, “there would be the absurdity of

giving up its own form by implying the other’s form.”!?® Insofar as these determining parameters

are what define the sense in which it exists and does not exist, then, the determinacy of any thing

125 1.44: sva-vaca ’pi pratipadayann anekdantam na pratipadyate. tatha ca parthiva-dravya-sattvam eva visistam
abddy-asattvam iti vakti, na ca sad-asad-ripam vastu pratipadyata ity apiirvo vibhramah. na hi sva-para-satta-
bhavabhavobhaya-ripatam vihaya vastuno visistataiva sambhavati.

126 1.37: anyatha itara-ripdpattya tat-svaripa-hani-prasanga iti.

203



implies the compossibility of contraries required by the common sense according to which a
thing exists as what it is and not as what it is not:
Since an existent that is not intermixed with nonexistence is merely [existent], it doesn’t
make sense for there to be any particular [existent different from any other]; so there is
intermixture of [existence] with its opposite. How, then, can there be establishment of
having a single nature?'?’
And while opponents like Dharmakirti worry that the compossibility of contraries leaves us with
a confusion in which we cannot make even the most patent distinctions like yogurt from camels,
Haribhadra responds that we cannot make such distinctions without it:
A thing is constituted as existing and not existing—there is neither the nonexistence of
the other’s form apart from the existence of its own form, nor is there the existence of its
own form unmixed with the nonexistence of the other’s form. Nor is there simply unity
between these two because we properly apprehend both without discord. Nor is there
simply diversity, because we don’t apprehend them like that, due to the connection of
their states. Thus that [thing] is simply both [existent and nonexistent] mutually
intermixed, particularized as having the nature of the presence of difference and non-
difference; otherwise, the particularity of things would not make sense.!?8
This might serve as Haribhadra’s answer to Hegel’s “unity of opposites™: it is a unity-cum-
diversity that integrates a thing’s identity and otherness via the compossibility of contraries, all
without contradiction or processual mysteries. If [ have done my job successfully, this passage’s
rapid roll-call of some basic facts of anekantavada, which might at first seem mutually
inconsistent or at least slightly bewildering, should now make good sense. It should also be clear
how these pronouncements take up and sublate some of his opponents’ views of the ontology of

negation and contrary properties by arguments from common-sense experiences to which, if

pressed, they might be expected to assent.

1271.56: asad-ananuviddhasya ca satas tan-matratvad visesanupapatter itarétaranuvedha iti kuta eka-svabhavatva-
siddhih.

128 1.59-60: vastv eva tat sad-asad-atmakam, na tatra svaripa-sattva-prthak-bhiitam para-ripdsattvam, na ca para-
riipdsattvasamprktam svariipa-sattvam. na canayor ekatvam eva, aviganatah samyag-ubhayopalabdheh. na ca
nananatvam eva tad-vyavastha-yogat. ity anyonyanuviddham bhedabheda-vrtti tat-svabhavam visistam ubhayam
eva tat, anyathd vastianam vaisistyanupapattir iti.
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Hermeneutics and Doxography

Haribhadra thus elaborates his anekantavada in terms of the necessary determinacy of
real things according to the various parameters of predication: by parameterizing things
according to their substance, place, time, and state, Haribhadra is able to maintain the common-
sense compossibility of contraries without contradiction.

The reader may by now wonder where this particular tetrad of parameters comes from. It
is by no means Haribhadra’s invention, being one among several permutations of the so-called
niksepas, the most widespread subset of anuyogadvaras emerging from the Svetambara dgamas
and increasingly regularized and deployed in post-canonical commentaries thereupon (Dixit
1971, 7 and 25; see Balcerowicz 2011, 18, for a list of other scholastic treatises that deploy
them). In Jayandra Soni’s explication of these terms,

the canonical ‘anuyogadvaras’, the “gateways of investigation”... “set down” or “put

forward” (niksepa) the context in which the investigation of the object applies. These

'niksepas’ were lists of factors that needed to be taken into consideration in an

investigation and were mentioned in the canon. Originally it was a technique used when

dealing with words, especially those that appear as titles or chapters of the canon. The
technique later took on an epistemological significance by making assertions about

entities generally (1997, 280).

There are inklings of anekantavada in the canonical uses of this apparatus, especially in
the Viyahapannatti/Bhagavai (Sk: Vyakhyaprajiiapti/Bhagavatisitra). For example, the world,
soul, liberation and liberated are there said to be finite or singular according to dravya and ksetra
but infinite according to kala and bhava (11.1; Deleu 1996, 89; cf. also 1.i.20; Ganeri 2001, 132-

3; and Kapadia II.cxi-cxii). Attestations like this one, though, are fairly few and far between.

And the particular tetrad that predominates in the medieval period and is used by Haribhadra is
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not yet standardized in the older texts (Balcerowicz 2015, 208),!?°

where the niksepas generally
seem to be deployed for a wider range of purposes than in later medieval anekantavada (Dixit
1971, 24-25).

What is most interesting for our purposes is the gradient that Soni identifies between the
niksepas’ predominantly hermeneutical use in the context of canonical exegesis and their
epistemological-metaphysical use in later texts. Marie-Héléne Gorisse has remarked upon “the
importance of theories of interpretation, and especially hermeneutics, in Jain philosophy”
(2020b, 182). Jainism is not the only tradition to repurpose originally hermeneutical tools for
metaphysical ends: the two-truths theories of Buddhism (cf. Collins 1994, 66ff.) and Advaita
Vedanta (Miiller 1899, 251) come immediately to mind. Against this background, the
genealogical transit of the niksepas through canonical exegesis suggests that even their use in the
analytical ontology of classical anekantavada may have acquired a constitutively hermeneutical
aspect. Haribhadra’s very appeal to common sense in constructing the compossibility of
contraries is thus arguably constituted by an eminently sectarian scholastic apparatus—what is
offered as something known by everyone regardless of philosophical background is framed in
terms of the jargon of Svetambara scriptural hermeneutics.

This somewhat aporetic hypothesis is intriguingly borne out in Haribhadra’s corpus,
where the exegetical and the epistemological are each found respectively predominating in

different texts. Haribhadra was himself a prolific commentator on the Svetambara agamas—

129 Even as late as the transitional Tattvarthasiitra, the seven tattvas are said to be analyzed according to the tetrad of
“name, typical form, substance, and condition” (nama-sthapana-dravya-bhavatas tan-nyasah [TAS 1.5]), a set
which shares half of its members with Haribhadra’s. However, Bansidhar Bhatt’s survey of the canonical literature
finds that Haribhadra’s tetrad predominates in the sub-category of the davvao/dravyato niksepas (1978, 45), and
that, although “there are only very few features which are shared by all niksepas,” this subset is particularly
representative insofar as “what is true of the davvao niksepa is to a greater—or lesser—extent true of all the
niksepas” used in the agamas (ibid., 42). This is also the set foregrounded at the beginning of Mallavadin’s
Dvadasaranayacakra several centuries before Haribhadra (DANC 14-17).
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indeed, he is widely considered to be the most influential one in Jain intellectual history (Dundas
2002, 24), partly due being the first to prefer the lingua franca of Sanskrit. In those
commentaries, the niksepas tend to be deployed in a strictly exegetical fashion, very different
from the use we’ve seen in the AJP. This discrepancy is not due to any wholesale lack of concern
for the metaphysics of anekantavada in this genre. Haribhadra’s voluminous commentary on the
Avasyakasitraniryukti, for example, opens with the philosophically incisive pronouncement that
the root text is eternal and authorless with respect to its abiding meaning from the perspective
(naya) of substance, while it is ephemeral and authored with respect to its workly composition
from the perspective of modification; it is in reality, then, permanent-cum-impermanent.!3° This
is, of course, quite consistent with the dictates of the second chapter of the AJP, where it is
argued (as a solution to debates over ontological stability and change) that all real things are both
permanent and impermanent, and where there are several quotations of Siddhasena’s formative
handling of the perspectives of substance and modification.

What we see across the genres of Haribhadra’s corpus, then, is a tantalizing double-
movement integrating Jain with non-Jain discursive elements: the use of the lingua franca to
comment on sectarian scriptures, and the use of sectarian commentarial tools to intervene in
going inter-darsana concerns. Both movements evince an effort to make a discursive place for
Jainism and bring Jain thought into intellectual contact with the regnant dar§anas of the day, a
continuation of the same motive I detected at the heart of Haribhadra’s doxographical project.
This effort is aided by Haribhadra’s literary style, which is generally more accessible to non-
Jains than that of many of his coreligionists (Qvarnstrom 1999, 181). Admittedly, his efforts may

not have had much impact beyond Jainism, as measured by the degree to which later non-Jain

130 ASNT 1 ad v. 1 supra: tattvdalocandayam tu sitrarthobhaya-ripatvad agamasya arthépeksaya nityatvat sitra-
racandpeksaya canityatvat katharicit kartr-siddhir iti .
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texts generally continue to avoid serious reckoning with Jain doctrines. Balcerowicz wonders if
the sectarian idiosyncrasy of the niksepas and allied apparatus presented an obstacle to critics’
adequate comprehension and representation of anekantavada (Balcerowicz 2011, 25). On the
other hand, the very fact that such prominent critics as Sankara and Dharmakirti attempted to
represent it at all indicates that the increased production of anekantavada treatises in Sanskrit was
being felt during Haribhadra’s time; and Frauwallner (1963, xii) observes that Buddhist authors
start to pay more attention to Jainism after Akalanka, which is likely also the time of Haribhadra.
There may also be an incremental intensification of non-Jain engagements with the substance of
Jain thought in the second millennium, although much more research would be required for any
progress on this question.

On the Jain side of things, though, Haribhadra’s oeuvre definitely made a splash. Most
authors before him do not display the intensive concern with non-Jain philosophy that he does in
his extensive quotational, commentarial, and argumentative endeavors. Dixit opines that
although Samantabhadra and Siddhasena do engage thought beyond Jainism, they do so at a
rather superficial level, while Mallavadin’s engagements are more serious but do not much
employ specifically Jain tools (1971, 139). Although this characterization especially of
Mallavadin is questionable, it is true that the latter does not use canonically Svetambara
apparatuses like the niksepas and still manages to be somewhat more obscure in its messages and
references. One must also give Akalanka his due credit for profound engagement with non-Jain
philosophy, especially that of Dharmakirti, right around the same time as Haribhadra (see Shah
1967, Balcerowicz 2005, and Gorisse 2020a). At any rate, though, it is well acknowledged that
the Haribhadra corpus—from the pure doxography of the Saddarsanasamuccaya, through the

inter-dar§ana commentary on the Nyayapravesa and even his intramural commentaries at some

208



prominent moments, to his programmatic argumentative treatises—represents one of the seminal
sustained Jain philosophical interventions across darsana lines. He is arguably the pivotal
Svetambara author after whom all others are preoccupied with evaluating non-Jain views (Dixit
1971, 107).

It is therefore very tempting, pace Halbfass’s hint that I cited in chapter 1,'3! to read these
various works as part of a single unified project of appraising and organizing the various
darsanas within a Jain perspectivism that reconciles their apparent disagreements by specifying
the various senses in which each doctrine is respectively true. However, the first problem with
such a synthesis is that the AJP is not organized according to dar$anas at all and hardly ever even
names doctrinal divisions by the SDS denominations.!3 Its taxa are now often the more granular
vadins named for their specific doctrinal commitments, such as “bodha-matra-tattva-vadin”
(I1.12, etc.), “bahydrtha-vadin” (11.54), or “sabda-brahma-matra-tattva-vadin® (1.382), and
whose connection to any actual school is sometimes opaque, such as the “asad-visesa-bhavana-
vadin” (11.144, in the commentary). Unlike the NP’s use of school denominations that we saw in
the previous chapter, then, it is not immediately obvious how the AJP systematically utilizes the
doxographical work done in the SDS.

This doxographical silence is an instance of a more general rule: anekantavada
understood as syad-vada (which terms Haribhadra uses interchangeably) is a metaphysical

doctrine of the compossibility of contraries that “is never applied to doxographical analysis or as

131 It would be inappropriate to draw a sharp line between the doxographies and the other forms of dealing with
competing doctrines. Especially in Jainism... the treatment of “other” doctrines has been integrated into “one’s
own” philosophizing, so that the claim to understand and master them has become a constituent element of Jainism’s
own philosophical standards. It is characteristic that Haribhadra, the author of the doxography
Saddarsanasamuccaya, also discusses the other systems in a different yet pertinent form, e.g., in a work entitled
Anekantajayapataka, the ‘Victory Flag of Perspectivism’” (Halbfass 1988, 355).

132 See Kapadia’s index of non-Jain school names (“ajaina-sampradayanam namani”) on page 14 of his appendices
to the first volume of his edition of the AJP. The vast majority of the occurrences of SDS darsana-denominations are
found in the commentary, whose attribution to Haribhadrasiiri himself I somewhat doubt.
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an instrument to construct typologies of various doctrines” (Balcerowicz 2015, 227)—which is
somewhat as we should expect since, as we have seen in Haribhadra’s case, the subject of
anekantavada is not doctrines or even propositions but rather objects and the various properties
by which they can be determined.!*? Balcerowicz points out that it is instead the separate
doctrine of naya viewpoints—which the AJP does not so much as mention—*that was
exclusively used by the Jainas to handle doctrinal divisions and allocate them within particular
compartments” (ibid.) and to “correlate particular theories and views represented by particular
thinkers and philosophical schools” (2003, 39).

However, even if they are not used in an overtly doxographical fashion, the niksepas on
which syad-vada relies can be seen as functioning to relativize and reconcile statements in a
manner that anticipates the younger apparatus of the nayas (Balcerowicz 2015, 183; cf.
Malvania’s Hindi introduction to the SDS [1970, 8]). In Jinabhadra’s Visesavasyakabhdsya, for
example, the four niksepas “serve the same purpose as the doctrine of the nayas, that is, the
purpose of categorising and assessing one-sided philosophical views” (Dixit 1971, 126). Despite
the differences in their typical deployments, it is worth noting the deep affinities between the two
sets of tools. A little-recognized fact is that, like the niksepas, the nayas are also in the first

instance supposed to be a hermeneutical tool for scriptural interpretation.!3* Siddhasena even

133 In Balcerowicz’s synoptic appraisal, sydd-vada (including the saptabhangi doctrine of seven-fold predication that
only becomes very prominent after Haribhadra) concerns three fundamental metaphysical issues: that of the real
concomitance of “‘origination, continuation and decay’, that of the relation between the universal and the particular,
and that of the relationship between the substance and its properties/modes,” (2003, 39), which “pertain to one and
the same problem: how to relate the whole and its parts, the problem entailed by the question of the relation between
permanence and change” (ibid., 40).

134 The locus classicus, Siddhasena’s SMT, famously says that there are as many opponent doctrines as there are
nayas (I1L.47cd: javaiya naya-vaya tavaiya ceva para-samayd) and (111.48) tallies Samkhya and Buddhist darsanas
with nayas (while criticizing the Vaisesika’s allegedly confused attempt to integrate them); but what is almost never
remarked is that in the immediately preceding verse (I11.46ab) he says: “The only subject of pure Naya-vada is the
exposition of the Canon (parisuddho naya-vao dgama-mettatthasahao hoi)” (translation at SMT 164), and the
treatise closes (I11.63-65) by discussing the nature of scriptural knowledge (sutta, siddhanta) and declaring the
indispensability of the naya-vada for attaining it.

210



aligns the two, with the nama-, sthapanda-, and dravya-niksepa belonging to the dravya-naya and
bhava belonging to paryaya-naya (1.6).

And so the now-standard interpretation among English and Hindi commentators that
anekantavada and syad-vada reconcile disagreements between the various schools of thought by
conditionally validating each of them is not entirely wrong-headed, even if it is consistently
over-extended beyond what many of the classical texts display. One of the seminal statements of
this interpretation—and one that still best reflects the AJP’s approach—is Mookerjee’s
imputation of the “non-absolutism” that avoids the Scylla of Vedantic monism and the Charybdis
of Buddhist siznyavada nihilism by affirming both existence and nonexistence (1978 [1944],
164). In addition to trading on what seems a bowdlerized misreading of Madhyamaka Buddhism
of just the sort that Madhyamakas were constantly on guard against, this reading doesn’t apply to
the AJP insofar as the latter entirely ignores both sinya-vada and Advaita Vedanta, and does not
tabulate either of them or any other schools of thought with the sat- or asat-paksas.

More promising, though, is Mookerjee’s remark that anekantavada, while novel among
philosophical proposals populating the Indian scene, seizes upon the “points of agreement among
the different philosophies and their implications... and makes them proof of the inevitability of
the truth of anekanta™ (1978 [1944], 174). Even if the AJP is not obviously doxographical and
the anekantavada on offer there does not directly operate on opponent dar§anas, we have seen
that at the center of its thesis is an insistence on universal agreement, extracted even from
opponents whose claims turn out to presume anekantavada despite themselves. As I argued in the
second section of this chapter following the interpretations of Wolterstorff and others, these are
the two elements—intersubjective commonality and the presuppositions taken for granted—that

underlie Reid’s notion of common sense and might be brought out more consistently in
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Haribhadra than in the Scottish tradition. These also relate to two of the primary discursive
features of Haribhadra’s works examined in chapters one and two respectively. Namely, he
echoes with his niksepas what he did with tattva and devata in the SDS and the resultant school
designations in the NP commentary: he deploys common comparative parameters to individuate
items (whether particular vastus in the AJP or darsanas elsewhere) by their differences from
others, and then specifies what those individuations implicitly presume (whether suppressed
parameters of predicates or premises of proofs).

Note that none of this requires, or even particularly encourages, reading anekantavada as
some sort of “metaphilosophy” (Gopalan 1991) peering down upon the welter of doctrinal
disagreement and “held at a slightly different level” from other doctrines (Matilal 1991, 1). I take
it that to be so positioned does not mean belonging to entirely different category from other
doctrines (hence Matilal’s hedge “slightly”); a metaphilosophy may still be a doctrine, but one
that operates upon other doctrines. However, if anekantavada were most basically a doctrine
about doctrines—e.g. one to the effect that various doctrines are partially true, or true according
to some parameters—it is soon tempting to ask whether it applies to itself, thus immediately
landing one in the usual paradoxes of self-reference and relativism (cf. Schwartz 2016, 218ff.). Is
it only partially true that all doctrines are partially true? Is anekantavada then only partially true,
and partially false? Is it only true according to some parameters? Then what is the meaning of
holding it? However, these questions never arise in the AJP (and I'm not quite sure how even to
express them in Haribhadra's idiom) because this doctrine is not about doctrines but about things

(vastus) and basic properties that they possess!3>—as I put it earlier, a set of claims de re rather

135 Matilal reviews the Vaisesika Vyomasiva’s objection that if the statement “the thing has anekanta nature” is
parameterized, we will be led into a paradoxical situation (1981, 57). Haribhadra, though, seems perfectly willing to
recognize that any vastu is in some way singular (ekam) as well; after all, recall that he does not respond to the
purva-paksa’s basic question about how a single thing (ekam vastu) can admit of contrary predicates by repudiating
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than de dicto—and it is a doctrine that Haribhadra purports to make better sense of things
(including even things that other doctrines take for granted) than alternative doctrines do.

Therefore, even if we detect formal similarities between Haribhadra’s taxonomy of
darsanas and his theorization of vastus and even if we recognize a hermeneutical background to
his ontology, I find it more helpful to read Haribhadra’s approaches in terms of the determination
of identity amidst difference than as a split-level philosophy about philosophies. The
hermeneutical character of the niksepas and the intensity of the AJP’s engagement with the texts
of others point less to a metaphilosophical character and more to an elaboration of the “dialogical
self” whose rudiments I saw at work in the SDS’s exemplification of the intertextuality of
Kristeva and the dialogism of Bakhtin. Haribhadra’s continued representational practice of
modified quotation of others, his robust dialogue with these pitrva-paksas, and his insistence on
interrogating their presuppositions and recuperating those that are necessitated by common
sense, together go to constitute a distinct doctrinal identity by negotiating commonalities with
and differences from his opponents. Recall Hubert Hermans’s (2001, 248) synopsis of his
Bakhtinian theory of the dialogical self, which is even more applicable to the AJP than it was to
the SDS:

The [ fluctuates among different and even opposed positions, and has the capacity

imaginatively to endow each position with a voice so that dialogical relations between

positions can be established. The voices function like interacting characters in a story,

involved in a process of question and answer, agreement and disagreement.

Recall also that the prime oppositional other in the SDS was the nastika. This position of

the ultimate foil for one’s own doctrinal identity, as I argued in chapter 1, is dramatized starkly

in the SDS but is shared widely throughout Sanskrit texts not only of that period but all the way

its singularity. Perhaps the appearance of paradox can be avoided simply by renaming the doctrine ekdnekdnta-vada,
which is perhaps more reflective of its workings.
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back to the Vedic sacrifice. As Heesterman proposed, the verbal contest with the nastika turned
on the “essential enigma of being and nonbeing... not objective truth or absolute being (sat),
separate from nontruth, nonbeing (asat), but the connection between the two opposites, the sato
bandhum asati” (1985, 79-80). Although the nastika does not appear onstage in the AJP, the
fundamental concern about the connection between saf and asat can be read as inscribing the
dynamic of agonistic identity-formation into its inquiry.

Now, recognizing that the immediate subject of the AJP is the ontology of the concrete
real thing and its properties does not rule out anekantavada’s applicability to propositions,
doctrines, and schools of thought, even if the latter are not explicitly the direct inputs to its
apparatus. After all, predicating a property of a thing constitutes a proposition; and surely, “a
thing is existent” (ekam vastu sad bhavati) is a proposition, as is “a thing is nonexistent” (ekam
vastv asad bhavati). Each of these could be maintained by particular philosophers in certain
contexts and entailed by their doctrines under certain interpretations. Indeed, these general
formulae can importantly be instantiated as contentious doctrines concerning, for example, the
atman, the nature of parts and wholes, and so on.!3® And it is just such doctrines that we saw
Haribhadra picking out in his commentary on the Nyayapravesa as the unshared presuppositions
that short-circuit debate between adherents of different darsanas, such as when a Samkhya says

to a Buddhist, “The self is conscious™: although Haribhadra did not put it in exactly these terms,

136 Indeed, Murti (1955, 10-11)—avowedly inspired by Jain philosophy, especially Siddhasena’s SMT—contrasts
the Advaita Vedanta atrma-vada, which he characterizes as a “substance-view of reality,” with the Buddhist andtma-
vada, which he calls a “modal-view”. As I mentioned above, the AJP does not discuss Advaita Vedanta or align it
with the sat-paksa, as Murti does (ibid., 130), although it does address the sabddadvaita of Bhartrhari as an instance
of a one-sided abhilapya-view (but not saf). Matilal (1977, 92) gets closer to the doxography implicit in the AJP by
opposing Buddhists not to Vedantins but to the Nyaya-Vaisesika as advocates of “continuity and sameness
underlying change”—this, as we’ll see in the following chapter, is one of the basic debates that Haribhadra stages in
his treatment of nityata and anityata. Matilal connects this issue with “the old dispute over Sat-cosmogony versus
Asat-cosmogony” via the doctrines of sat- vs. asat-karya-vada, which Haribhadra does address but which do not
clearly capture what he means by the basic opposition of sat and asat.
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the problem there is that the Buddhist does not accept that the self is existent. The Samkhya and
the Buddhist, in this case, can be seen to maintain contrary existential presuppositions—which
can be cast in terms of the respective predication of the contrary properties sat and asat to the
subject atrman—expressive of their opposing doctrines of the self.

It is thus a fairly small step from thinking in terms of the incompatibility of properties to
that of propositions and doctrinal positions. Indeed, Brandom does not clearly distinguish the
two, and ends up characterizing Hegel’s philosophy, which he interprets in terms of the material
incompatibility of concepts, in terms of “processes of resolving incompatible commitments”
(2002, 208). Kenneth Westphal, in a similarly dialogical key, says that “Hegel’s ‘determinate
negation’ concerns the role that internal criticism of alternate views plays in the justification of a
philosophical theory” (Hegel’s Epistemology [Indianapolis: Hackett, 2003], 65, quoted at Sparby
2015, 5 n. 19). And Sparby, in what sounds very much like the usual line of thought in the
current anekantavada scholarship, moves from delineation of concepts and their negations to the
problem that “any discursive approach seems to result in a more or less explicit form of
dogmatism” (ibid., 121), which Hegel’s approach is ultimately supposed to solve: “When we are
dealing with a specific position (a judgment) or a determination, it can either be opposed to
another specific position, or it is combinable with the other position. The novel idea in Hegel’s
philosophy is that we can both oppose and unify different positions™ (ibid., 308).

I have already conceded that Hegel is much more a dialectical thinker than Haribhadra (a
difference that I felt to redound to the greater plausibility of the latter). I suspect that an
underappreciation of this fact and a general background influence of Hegelian hierarchical-
evolutionary thinking on comparative scholarship of religion both in the West and in popular

neo-Hindu discourse in India in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries are partly responsible for
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the common reading of anekantavada as a synthesis of religions (each in its own stage of
partiality and subsumed in the universal religion that includes them all while pointing out each’s
limitations). But I have also wagered that exploring some striking parallels can help illuminate
both philosophers’ projects, despite the many gulfs that separate them; and I again revert to
Hegel interpretation here simply to suggest that the move of Hegel interpreters from things and
properties to judgments, positions, and philosophical theories might legitimately be made in
interpretation of Haribhadra as well. Indeed, we have already had hints of Haribhadra’s treatment
of Brahmanical and Buddhist theories of the soul as radically permanent and impermanent
respectively, and in the next chapter we will see how he dialectically unifies these contrary

predications with reference to the philosophers who propound them.

Comparison and Colonialism

There are admittedly hazards in comparisons such as I have made of Haribhadra with
Hegel, the Scottish common-sense school, and contemporary Anglo-American philosophical
discourses. In this concluding section, I will respond to some pointed warnings about the pitfalls
of such a comparative approach.

I have ventured to characterize Haribhadra’s frequent invocations of what is “commonly
known even among cowherds and women” as appeals to common sense. | claimed that
Haribhadra’s use of the trope of knowledge available to anyone—irrespective of class, gender, or
education level—resists the expected normativity of elite Sanskritic intellectuals. But even if not
overtly asserting the epistemological privilege of elite knowledge, Haribhadra’s gesture remains
consistent with Gayatri Spivak’s portrayal of the “epistemic violence” involved in exploiting a

caricatured subaltern, and the consequent erasure of the particularity of subaltern experiences, in
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the face of the universalization of the hegemonic intellectual’s subjectivity. Amy Donahue
(2016, 622) lucidly summarizes Spivak’s thesis and its application to philosophical uses of this
trope as follows:
Such philosophies, she contends, must claim to speak for, or represent (vertreten),
everyone in a domain, including those who are marginalized (they must include “even
cowherds and women”). Yet for such philosophies to work, a subset of persons needs
to appear to embody, or re-present (darstellen), this abstract subjectivity. Because
members of this subset are particular and not abstract, they cannot appear as
exemplars of ordinary, shared subjectivity without also differentiating others from
this subjectivity, including others on whose behalf they claim to speak (they must
exclude marginal persons such as “cowherds and women”).
Haribhadra’s trope seems very closely to fit the bill of Spivak’s critique of the use of the figures
of “the peasant” and “the feminine” (1988, 287). The setting of her critique, however, is
thoroughly post-colonial and cross-cultural: while Spivak mines the Rgveda and Dharmasastras
for background material on widow-immolation, her central interest in such materials is the
colonial and post-colonial appropriation of so-called “suttee”. Likewise, Donahue’s reading
interestingly applies Spivak’s critique—which was in the first instance directed at contemporary
post-structuralist thinkers—to “modern common sense philosophies,” and especially to their
application in comparative studies of pre-modern Indian philosophical traditions such as the
Cowherds’ of Madhyamaka. From this perspective, it is not Haribhadra’s own “cowherds and
women” trope so much as the modern Western scholar’s reading of it as an appeal to common
sense that is to be indicted for epistemic violence.
Admittedly, interpretations of premodern Indian thought in terms of common sense
philosophy have sometimes been allied with colonialism. For example, Debendranath Tagore,
one of the pivotal figures of the so-called Bengal Renaissance and Hindu Reformation, seems to

have adopted some of Reid’s notions into his modernized Hinduism (Halbfass 1988, 223-225

and 396). Halbfass reads ““a radical reinterpretation” in Tagore’s translation of the term arma-
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pratyaya—which refers to non-dual absolute awareness in the Mandiikya Upanisad—in terms of
“intuition” and “self-evidence" (ibid., 570n86; cf. ibid., 223-24 and note 32 above). We have
also already reviewed some of the scholarly critiques of the colonial genealogy of the rhetoric of
experience in modern Asian religious discourse. The role of the Christian imperium—including
Scottish Presbyterian mission (Constable 2007)—in constructing what has been called a
“Protestant Hinduism” is undeniable, and well worth criticism for its occlusion of indigenous
epistemologies.

But this history cannot foreclose appeals to common sense resembling those made in the
modern West as philosophical possibilities for premodern non-Western thought, such that any
reading of classical Indians as appealing to common sense should be thought ipso facto to wreak
epistemic violence. Surely, we should presume anyone from any time and place to be capable of
making any sort of appeal, barring particular linguistic and socio-historical constraints that can
only be determined by particular historical investigations. To suppose otherwise would be to
commit precisely the epistemic violence that we were trying to avoid: gagging the subaltern’s
speech. Indeed, one of Donahue’s own programmatic attempts to frame a sound comparative
philosophical methodology (2015) takes its cue from Jonardon Ganeri’s call for a decolonial,
cross-cultural “Institute of Cosmopolitan Philosophy” with the following orientation:
“Cosmopolitanism in philosophy is the view that cognitive assets (styles of thinking, modes of
attention, bodies of ideas and arguments) are not the preserve of any group, not the group within
which they first arose nor the group in whose language they are first expressed” (Ganeri 2014).
Arguments appealing to common sense, although associated with an Anglophone discourse
extending from the Scottish enlightenment to twentieth-century America, are not to be treated as

the exclusive property of the modern West, especially in the face of evidence to the contrary.
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To the extent that a thinker from another time and place does develop arguments that are
largely similar to Western arguments from common sense, then, it may well be appropriate to
use the English phrase “appealing to common sense” to describe what they are doing (at least as
long as a more appropriate English phrase is not available). A translational move of this sort
simply comes with the territory of undertaking Anglophone scholarship on materials not written
in modern American English—indeed, as Donald Davidson has observed, it comes with the
territory of any interpretation, even arguably intra-linguistically (2001, 125). Any such
interpretation, of course, can and should be treated as a hypothesis subject to scrutiny. And it is
hard to see how better to evaluate such a hypothesis than to compare the evidence of the text
under interpretation to the best, or at least the most influential, philosophical theorizations of the
English phrase “common sense”.

Note that the point of such comparison ought not be to privilege the modern Anglophone
materials. I fully agree with Donahue (as do the Cowherds in their 2016 response to her and their
various prior programmatic statements) that we must be ever vigilant against the chauvinism of
(explicitly or implicitly) making Western philosophies the standard-bearers of rigor and good
sense against which non-Western philosophies, ethnocentrically presumed to be crude and
absurd, are to be judged (Donahue 2016, 603). However, for exactly the Davidsonian reasons
alluded to above, there is a case to be made that wherever there is interpretation—even of one’s
closest neighbor, and all the more so across differences of language, time, culture, and so on—
comparison is inevitable (Mundra 2018 and 2017, 3-7). On this theory of interpretation, there is
admittedly always the risk of domestication or, worse, intellectual imperialism. But as the
hermeneutical tradition from Dilthey to Gadamer has taught us, preunderstandings are not purely

a pitfall—they are a necessary condition of interpretation (see Kapstein 2001, 1). And one good

219



thing about both the Quine-Davidsonian and the Gadamerian theories of interpretation is that
both imply that preunderstandings can be challenged and revised in the interpretive encounter.
To be a responsible interpreter is to test the fit of one’s interpretations, fashioned with the
materials always already given in the target language and tradition, against the source material
and then return to revise one’s interpretations, and so on in a perpetual hermeneutical circle.
Moreover, the result may be not only a different interpretation, but a rectification of conceptual
categories belonging to the subject (i.e. target) language in the light of their failure to adequately
map the data of the object (i.e. source) language (see Arnold 2005, 7-9). And given that Jainism
has already been interpreted in terms of common sense and Hegel’s absolute idealism with
various degrees of intensity by various authors, pursuing such comparisons rigorously stands to
correct antecedent excesses and uninterrogated assumptions.

2 <6

Donahue reproaches the Cowherds’ “common sense” reading of Madhyamaka with being
a “mischaracterization” (622). This is a legitimate interpretive claim for which she duly adduces
textual arguments (on which I here pronounce no judgment). In this chapter, I have adduced my
own textual evidence and arguments that I take to show the opposite legitimate interpretive
hypothesis: that Haribhadra’s fundamental arguments are aptly characterized as appeals to
common sense, similar to but not exactly the same as that of the Scottish school; and likewise for
my comparison of his view of the compossibility of contraries with Hegel’s determinate
negation. It is up to my readers to judge whether my interpretations fit his textual data; if (and
only if) they do not, they should be deemed mischaracterizations. I have put his writing in more
robust conversation with Anglophone common sense philosophy and Hegelian logic than I have

seen in any other scholarship on Indian philosophy to date. And in so doing, I have found that

Haribhadra improves upon them in several ways: for example, his interest in intersubjective
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agreement amplifies and clarifies the important social feature that is traditionally
underemphasized in modern common sense philosophy; and his compossibility of contraries
captures what state-of-the-art philosophical interpretations of Hegel consider to be the central
insights of the determinate negation without its more mystifying aspects. I have also thereby
managed to show how Haribhadra is able to surmount a number of classical and modern
criticisms and sympathetic compromises that have been imposed upon anekantavada, as well as
displaying how he gives the lie to Hegel’s own pejorative and flattening portrayals of Indian
thought as one-sidedly immature philosophies of “substantiality” that elide all difference
(Halbfass 1988, ch. 6), a calumny that will be even more clearly debunked in my next chapter.
The moral is clearly not that any value in classical non-Western materials is to be measured
exclusively by the standards of the modern West (even if I do occasionally point out, for
primarily rhetorical and historically corrective purposes, that the non-Western materials can hold
their own by such standards too). To the contrary, it is that the modern Western discourse that is
the site of this dissertation research has often failed to muster enough of its own best resources to
adequately interpret materials written long ago in a distant language; and that the more it does so,
the more it stands to learn lessons of philosophical value from a premodern South Asian like

Haribhadrasuri.
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4
Identity and Intentionality
in the AJP’s Chapter on Liberation

It is the responsibility of free men to trust and to celebrate what is constant...
and to apprehend the nature of change, to be able and willing to change.

-James Baldwin, “Down at the Cross: Letter from a Region in My Mind”
in The Fire Next Time (1993 [1963], 92)

Throughout this dissertation, we have seen various iterations of the identification of an
individual through differentiation from other individuals according to some specified parameters.
In the Saddarsanasamuccaya (SDS), the individuals were dar$anas, differentiated from one
another with respect to the doctrinal parameters of devata and tattva. This identification was
important for the logic of debate systematized in the Nyayapravesa (NP), which required
knowledge of the interlocutors’ doctrinal commitments as indexed by their dar§ana affiliations
(which identification was most diligently supplied by Haribhadra’s commentarial reports). In the
Anekantajayapataka (AJP), on the other hand, the individuals are real things (vastus), their
identities differentiated from other things with respect to the ontological parameters of place,
time, substance and state. We will soon see that this identification particularly matters when the
individual is a person: in the AJP’s climactic final chapter, Haribhadra seeks to provide
assurance that one’s activity and awareness—especially, but not only, in relation to the telos of
liberation—are tethered to their intended objects and not to irrelevant things. Each of these
iterations, I have proposed, are endeavors in the determination of identity through engagement

with difference.
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Now, one may worry that my use of the word “identity” across these various contexts is
hopelessly equivocal. Indeed, many philosophers and theorists have doubted whether there can
be any rigorous concept of identity generalizable throughout the various settings in which it is
customarily called upon (cf. Bilgrami 2014, 241-244), or whether it is even possible to stipulate
the concept without either circularity or incoherence. Rogers Brubaker and Frederick Cooper, for
example, have argued that the analytical use of the term “yields little more than a suggestive
oxymoron—a multiple singularity, a fluid crystallization” (2000, 34). One problem toward which
they are pointing, I think, is that the notion of identity involves the hypostatization and reduction
of what is always complex and changing. This apparent problem, however, is the very solution
proposed by Haribhadra’s theory of non-one-sidedness, as we began to see in the last chapter and
will come to appreciate fully in this one. Haribhadra will show why any thing’s identity must
appear somewhat internally contradictory, unifying a changing manifold into an integral whole
without dissolving its internal diversity, determining a thing as the singular thing it is through its
various qualifications. In particular, Haribhadra will argue, the basic conditions of the
intelligibility of action and awareness require that persons be conceived as (for example) both
self-identical and different from others, both perduring and changing, both singular individuals
and instances of the multiple qualities they exhibit.

It is in the final chapter of the AJP that these ultimate stakes of Haribhadra’s
anekantavada are put on the table. This sixth chapter is the only one devoted not to a pair of
contraries (as were the first four) or a rival school of thought (as was the fifth on the
Vijiianavada), but rather to an overarching telos that any respectable religio-philosophical system
of late first-millennium Sanskrit discourse must be able to ratify: liberation (mukti/moksa). The

central concern in this chapter is to specify the metaphysical conditions of possibility of
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liberation. But it soon turns out that this soteriological question reposes upon much broader
issues of identity and personhood. As Haribhadra will say, “if the one who is bound is not the
very one liberated, the concern about bondage and liberation is pointless.”! The chapter on
liberation gives Haribhadra his opportunity to elaborate a vision of the identity of a person,
individuated in contradistinction to other persons, as underpinning the things that matter most to
Indian religious philosophers.

In the SDS, we saw the wages accruing to those who fail to espouse the most
transcendently prestigious of dar$anic notions: nastikas—who are defined, recall, by their denial
of a soul and its release, dharma and adharma, and the fruits of meritorious or demeritorious
action’—are allowed at best a marginal status, only ambivalently admitted to the ranks of the
dar$anas. This status coded their true place, I argued, as the ultimate other marking the doctrinal
boundary beyond which Jains must be sure not to tread. (In this chapter, it will become clear that
such nihilism is a special case of forfeiture of the ability to make sense of human action,
awareness, and identity generally.)

Of all of the trenchant criticisms of anekantavada that Haribhadra has rebutted, then, this
one would be among the very most threatening: that it renders the Jain path to liberation itself
unintelligible and the Jains a species of ndastika (as they have, in fact, frequently been called).
Near the end of his treatise, indeed, Haribhadra takes up the charge of undermining his own

professions about liberation. He summarizes his apologia for non-one-sidedness by responding to

V11.193: yada ca baddha eva na mucyate tada vyarthdiva bandha-moksa-cintéti.

2 SDS v. 80: lokayata vadanty evam nasti jivo (Manibhadra var.: devo) na nirvrttih | dharmddharmau na vidyete na
phalam punya-papayoh || As I mentioned in chapter 1, it is partly owing to the Plirva Mimamsa’s relative lack of
concern with liberation that they were also sometimes cast as Nastikas; but by the time of Kumarila and Prabhakara,
Mimamsakas too felt the need at least to address the topic and incorporate it into their systems in their own ways.
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one of his early piirva-paksas’ allegations that his theory fails to determine unambiguously
whether an individual is liberated or not:

There was the following objection:

“On this view,’ there is no provision for liberation because there is no escape
from the confusions of non-one-sidedness. That is, the liberated is not—upon pain of
abandoning the theory of non-one-sidedness—only liberated but rather also unliberated,”
and so on.*

But that too is unreasonable. The theory of non-one-sidedness does not establish
as a rule that “he is also unliberated”—it is useful insofar as it just denies the restriction
[in the phrase “he is only liberated’] by saying “he is not only liberated”.

Now, you may say, “How is it useful that the theory of non-one-sidedness says
‘he is not only liberated’?”

We respond that it is because it implies the statement “he is liberated in some
way.” And this statement is implied due to one’s being liberated just insofar as one is
oneself liberated, because that [liberation] doesn’t make sense as the liberation of
something other than the liberated one, since, as has already been demonstrated, all things
are what they are because they are subject to both being themselves and not being other
things.’

Haribhadra’s response here builds on the basic theory of the compossibility of contraries that he
had mounted for the pair existent-nonexistent, as we saw in the previous chapter: any thing is
both existent and non-existent, insofar as it exists as itself and does not exist as something else.
More precisely—although Haribhadra does not review this here—any thing is existent with

respect to its own parameters of predication (its particular place, time, substance, and state) and

® The particular Jain view in question here is that ascesis (tapas) can eradicate karma, an issue to which I will return
in the final section. In this moment, the pirva-paksa’s complaint is just that ascesis, conceived as unitary, cannot be
thought to act against the multiple varieties of karma—so the problem is at bottom the compossibility of contraries
in non-one-sidedness fout court, which is where the pirva-paksa now takes the objection.

4 The Vaidesika Vyomasiva seems to have pressed this objection (Matilal 1981, 57).

511.227-228, quoting from 1.31: yac céktam, na casmin saty api moksa-sauvihityam anekdantépadravanivrtteh. tatha
hi mukto pi na mukta eva, anekanta-vada-haneh, api tv amukto ’pi, ity adi tad apy ayuktam, na mukta evéty
avadharana-nisedhendiva, anekanta-vada-saphalyat amukto ‘piti vidhanasiddheh. aha, katham na mukta evéty
anekdnta-vada-saphalyam. ucyate, syan mukta iti vakyarthapatteh. vakyarthapattis ca sva-muktatvendiva muktatvat,
muktantara-muktatvena tad-ayogat, sva-para-bhavabhavobhayddhinatmakatvat sarva-vastinam iti nirnitam etat.
There is a manuscript variant reading vidhana-siddheh, which would mean that the theory of non-one-sidedness
“does establish as a rule” that “he is also unliberated”. This apparently opposite alternative also seems to me
intelligible in terms of the usual compossibility of contraries—here liberated-cum-unliberated—and would, in any
case, leave the interpretation of the overall argument intact. On the reading that Kapadia chooses and I have
followed, Haribhadra is not reneging on the compossibility of contraries but simply emphasizing that “unliberated”
cannot also be taken one-sidedly as the piarva-paksa risks doing—the usual qualifier syat is required.
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nonexistent with respect to another’s. Likewise, the liberated individual is “liberated in some
way,” that is, liberated just as the liberated individual that one is and not as something else.

I argued in the previous chapter that what was most basically at stake in the
parameterization giving rise to this compossibility of contraries was an interest in determining
the particularity of things as the things they are—in brief, a concern with ontological identity—
insofar as what things particularly are is imbricated with what they are not, which is to say that
identity is inextricable from difference. The AJP is thus a case in point of Padmarajiah’s thesis
that identity-in-difference is the basic ontological insight of anekantavada (1963, 124). The fact
that Haribhadra now answers what we might hear as the most fundamental misgiving about the
sheer intelligibility of a non-one-sided take on liberation with essentially the same tack—by
saying that individuals are liberated just as what they are, not as what they’re not—suggests that
there are broader metaphysical issues than soteriology at play in this inquiry into liberation.®
While the soteriology of liberation is a crucial ideal regulating the AJP’s mukti chapter—an ideal
that secures its relevance to the religious concerns of Jains and others in India—it also continues
the broader philosophical inquiries into ontological determinacy and identity that I have
delineated in the earlier parts of the treatise, and it displays their urgency. We will see how
Haribhadra moves on from his basic thesis of the compossibility of existence and nonexistence
under parameterization to address other pairs of contraries in different ways. Beyond simply
determining what a thing is and is not, there are more substantive considerations of the
metaphysics off identity involved in Haribhadra’s non-one-sided treatment of liberation, to

which he devotes great energy and which I will soon examine.

® In fact, Haribhadra does not bother to discuss the precise nature or phenomenology of the liberated state at all.
While discussions of anekantavada often raise the issue of the content of the liberated Jina’s omniscience—usually
making the point that it compromises a certain understanding of anekantavada’s non-absolutism (Cort 2000b, 332;
Dundas 2002, 229; Long 2000, 21; Schwartz 2016, 154)—this question simply does not arise in the AJP.
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Some of these considerations have to do with the various pairs of contraries taken up in
the preceding AJP chapters, especially chapter 2 on permanence-cum-impermanence
(nitya/anitya). This pair is particularly salient for a range of debates between Indian
philosophical schools: recall that several of the examples of argumentative stalemates that we
saw in the NP (surveyed in the final section of my chapter 2 on that text) involved a debater
claiming that something was permanent or impermanent. These properties have rather broad
metaphysical salience—in the NP, they were usually predicated of “word” (sabda)—but, as we
will see, they are particularly pressing with regard to the self. Needless to say, the various
schools disagree vehemently about the nature of the self, a set of controversies that supplied
other instances of argumentative stalemates in the NP, as when a Samkhya says to a Buddhist,
“The self is conscious” (NPT 29).

In this chapter, we will see the fulfillment of what I have argued is anekantavada’s
project to push past such argumentative impasses between those adhering to various doctrinal
identities. We will now finally be equipped to understand Haribhadra’s elliptical example of a
“dispositive religious discourse” (viksepani-dharma-katha), adduced at the very beginning of
this dissertation: that it is not coherent to consider the self one-sidedly either impermanent or
permanent, as a Samkhya would, and still maintain such commonly accepted shared norms as
that of non-violence. Haribhadra will excavate the presuppositions undergirding the various
opponent doctrines and show how none of them can one-sidedly address the vital shared
concerns of all of his South Asian philosophical interlocutors. These are concerns about
continuity, causality, and intentional action and consciousness, upon which the aspiration to
liberation can be seen to repose but which are not at all limited to seeking that transcendent telos.

These various issues can themselves be understood under the rubric of identity as well: no longer

227



bare ontological identity, but now (in devolving upon the continuance, agency, and awareness of
sentient beings) personal identity.” I will now attempt to clarify further the notion of identity, its

relation to non-one-sidedness, and where identity gets personal.

The Multiplicity of Identity

We can begin to clarify some of the apparent instabilities to which theorists have pointed
in the notion of identity by distinguishing two basic senses of the term. The first sense is what
philosophers call “numerical identity” or “self-sameness”: “the relation each thing has to itself
and to no other thing” (Shoemaker 2006, 40); this is what Sydney Shoemaker, like most
metaphysicians, consider to be the “primary” or “strict” meaning of “identity”. The second sense
is what we can call “qualitative identity,” a sortal that places the individual possessing it into a
class, and so in some way and to some extent constitutes that individual as the kind of individual
it is (but does not necessarily identify a numerically unique individual). This is the more
“popular conception” of identity (particularly in the age of a vocal identity politics), the sense in
which “one can speak of identities in the plural, and of an identity” (ibid., 41). What I have
referred to previous chapters as “doctrinal identity” or “dar$ana affiliation” is thus an instance of
qualitative identity (as suggested by the fact that both admit of pluralization).

This disjunction between numerical and qualitative identity may descend from an
Aristotelian metaphysic that tends to cleave substance from attribute; indeed, it is perhaps the

continuing thrall of this picture that inclines philosophers like Shoemaker to enthrone numerical

identity as the primary sense of the word, presuming substance to constitute identity more

7 On the applicability of the Western philosophical rubric of “personal identity” to premodern Indian discussions,
and a resumé of the contours of the latter, see Kapstein 2001, part 1. See note 13 below on whether these
considerations apply only to humans.

228



fundamentally than quality does. Aristotle tethers substance to numerical identity in the
Categories (4al0-12): “What is most characteristic of substance appears to be this: that, although
it remains, notwithstanding, numerically one and the same, it is capable of being the recipient of
contrary qualifications” (2014, 33). He further says in the Metaphysics (1028a10-15) that the
primary sense of a thing’s “being” is its “substance,” while its qualities are what it is only
secondarily. “Hence that which is primarily, not in a qualified sense but absolutely, will be
substance” (1028a32; translation at 1933, 313).

Jain philosophers, however, tend to resist this presumption of the priority of substance.®
Not only does the tradition following Umasvati’s Tattvarthasiitra (TAS) and Siddhasena’s
Sanmatitarka (Pk: Sammaitakka, SMT) accord “equal reality to substance and its modes,” (Murti
1955, 11), there is a way in which it refuses to “maintain a rigid distinction between substance
and quality” at all (Matilal 1977, 101; cf. Tatia 1951, 231). We will shortly see how Haribhadra,
for one, views them as thoroughly intertwined, mutually implicative to the point of being

inextricable or even in some sense conceptually included in one another.® Many of the chief

81 should note that the Jain metaphysical categories are more elaborate than the simple dichotomy between
substance and quality: “By substance the Jaina understands a support or substratum (@sraya) for manifold qualities
(gunas). These qualities are free from qualities of their own (otherwise they would themselves become substances),
but invariably they undergo modifications (parinama) in the form of acquiring (utpada) new modes (paryaya or
bhava)” (Jaini 1979, 90). However, while Jain metaphysicians do thus distinguish between what can be translated
“quality” (guna), “mode” (paryaya), “transformation” or “development” (parinama), and “state” (bhava), there is an
argument to be made that Jains following Siddhasena (who himself takes himself to be following Mahavira’s lead)
are not concerned with these differences in the context of the discussion of substance as a persistent substratum of
potentially mutable attributes: “Lord Mahavira has once for all acknowledged only two points of view, namely
dravyastika and paryayastika. If the idea of guna were altogether different from the idea of paryaya, he would
certainly have admitted a third viewpoint, namely that of gundastika.... Gunas are not different from paryayas....
These words are synonyms but not interchangeable, for the word paryaya is propagated by Lord Mahavira” (SMT
3.10-12; translation emended from Sanghavi and Doshi 1939, 120-21). Padmarajiah (1963, 259) observes that, while
there is debate within the tradition on this issue, Haribhadra follows Siddhasena in disavowing difference between
guna and paryaya. In any case, all that matters for my purposes is that substance “remains the abiding common
ground of support for the qualities and their modes,” and that (for example) “an atom will never be found without
[some] qualities or without some mode of each one of them” (Jaini 1979, 90)—all Jain philosophers agree about
these features (Padmarajiah 1963, 262-263). A generic term that might capture all of these attributes possessed by
substance is “attribute” or “property” (dharma).

9 Before delving into Haribhadra’s own arguments, I here note one succinct statement of his understanding of Jain
tradition on this point: “Indeed, substance and quality are not regarded as belonging to entirely different classes by
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modern interpreters of anekantavada (Murti 1955, 10-11; Padmarajiah 1963; Matilal 1981, ch. §;
Jaini 1979, 90-91; Balcerowicz 2017, 77-78) rightly recognize the centrality of this metaphysic
to Jain philosophy as a whole, positioning it as one of the basic teachings of anekantavada in
particular. Matilal furthermore points out that the TAS is equally concerned with “1. substance as
the core of change or flux and 2. substance as the substratum of attributes” (Matilal 1977, 101)—
equally concerned, that is, with numerical identity and the basis of qualitative identity. If
substance and the qualities that it possesses are equally real and inseparable, we would seem to
be pushed toward a view according to which numerical identity and qualitative identity are, like
substance and quality, mutually implicative and inextricable.
Haribhadra, as we have seen in the previous chapter, stands solidly in the tradition of the
TAS and especially the SMT. He takes up this tradition of fusing substance and mode together to
underwrite the compossibility of his second fundamental pair of contraries, nitya and anitya:
[A thing] is impermanent just because it is permanent, since it is permanent insofar as it
has the character of substance and because modification is intrinsic to that. And just
because it’s impermanent, it is permanent, since it is impermanent insofar as it has the
character of modification and because substantiality is intrinsic to that. And this is
because both aspects are established by experience, and due to the absence of each if
differentiated [from each other] one-sidedly, since they are not apprehended in that way.
So it is said [SMT 1.12]: “Where, when, by whom, in what way, and by what warrant is
substance seen to be unhinged from modes and modes bereft of substance?’!?
In Haribhadra’s argument, it is because a thing is substantial that it perdures, which is to say that

it is numerically identical to itself. And it is also because a thing is substantial that, as

Siddhasena reminds us, it is a substrate of modifications—which is to say that it possesses

the Jains, as they are by the Vaisesikas, but rather [only] in some way; substance is not partless, but rather has a
single-cum-multiple nature” (1.362: na khalu jainair vaisesikair iva dravya-guna-jatayo bhinnd evésyante. kim
tarhi? kathamcit. na ca niramsam eva dravyam, api tv ekaneka-svabhavam).

191.119: tad yata eva nityam ata evéanityam, dravydtmana nityatvat, tasya cabhyantarikrta-parydyatvat. yata eva
cdanityam, ata eva nityam, paryaydtmananityatvat, tasya cabhyantarikrta-dravyatvat, ubhaya-ripasya canubhava-
siddhatvat, ekanta-bhinnasya cobhayasya abhavat, tathanupalabdheh. uktam ca — dravyam paryaya-viyutam
paryaya dravya-varijitah | kva kadd kena kim-ripa drsta manena kena va ? ||
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qualitative identities. But since modifications are both definitionally impermanent and possessed
by a substance, it is just because a thing is substantially permanent that it also changes and vice
versa. And that is to say that a thing is constituted both as numerically identical to itself (being a
stable core of change) and as possessing qualitative identities (being the substratum of
attributes), and this for the single reason that to be a thing is (as Matilal finds stipulated in the
TAS) to be the stable substratum of changing attributes.

This ontology of permanent-cum-impermanent substance-cum-modification clearly
requires non-one-sidedness. But Haribhadra’s anekantavada goes quite a bit beyond the TAS and
perhaps even the SMT, incorporating it as a special case of a more elaborate system of
compossible contraries and synthesizing other Jain intellectual resources to address a range of
prevalent philosophical concerns. One way to get at what is added by the AJP is to consider the
relation of a thing’s identity to its substance and attributes. To say that substance and attributes
are equally real or inseparable, as the TAS and SMT say, does not yet quite tell us what either
has to do with the identification of a thing as just the thing it is. Perhaps a thing’s identity is
constituted by its substance, while its attributes (although perfectly real and always
accompanying its substance) are accidental and adventitious; this is roughly the sort of view that
privileges numerical identity as the “primary” meaning of “identity”. Conversely, perhaps a
thing’s identity is constituted by its attributes, while its substance (although equally real and
inescapably present) is a cipher that cannot serve to individuate it; on this view (which may very
well be the more “popular” view, as Shoemaker suggests, except among philosophers),
qualitative identity is the only identity worth the name. Haribhadra’s anekantavada does not rest
at telling us that substance and qualities are equally real or inseparable: its prime concern, I have

argued, is to insist that both are equally necessary for the constitution of a thing’s identity. As we
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saw in the previous chapter, the initial thesis of the AJP is that any real thing is what it is and is
not what it is not, being existent according to its own attributes—the values of the parameters of
predication applied to itself—and non-existent according to another’s.!! I argued that what is at
stake in this non-one-sidedness—and part of what saves it from the ostensible triviality of the
truism that a thing is what it is and not what it is not—is a certain view of the determinacy of
things: that to be is to exist as something and not to exist as something else. The AJP tells us that
a thing’s reality is intimately determined by its qualitative identity; that for something to be real
is for it to be determinate; that a vastu is what it is and not what it is not, as given by the values
of specifiable qualitative parameters, or else it is nothing at all.!?

This non-one-sidedness of determinate identity applies to all real things, in Haribhadra’s
exposition. But the manifest complexity and qualitative richness of an individual’s identity
becomes especially crucial when the individual in question is a person. In Jain metaphysics, the

locus of personal identity is the soul (jiva)—this is what individuates a person. The defining

! Note that Haribhadra’s classical tetrad of parameters (niksepas) gives equal place to substance (dravya) and state
(bhava, which we will shortly see corresponds closely to quality in the crucial context of a person), as well as the
other parameters of time (kala, which tracks what is usually considered to be the central parameter of numerical
identity) and place (desa), which supports my reading that his anekantavada makes numerical and qualitative
identity equally constitutive of what a thing is.

12 Recall the AJP’s first argument for anekantavada, a reading of which I arrived at toward the end of the fourth
section of chapter 4: “Since [a thing] is existent in the form of its own substance, place, time, and state, and is
nonexistent in the form of another’s substance, place, time, and state, it is both existent and nonexistent, because
otherwise there would be the absurdity of its absence” (1.36: yatas tat sva-dravya-ksetra-kala-bhava-ripena sad
vartate, para-dravya-ksetra-kala-bhava-ripena cdsat, tatas ca sac casac ca bhavati, anyatha tad-abhava-
prasangat).

This would seem to fly in the face of a certain interpretation of David Hume, according to which the only
parameter that yields “informative judgments of identity” (Shoemaker 2006, 42) is time (“We cannot, in any
propriety of speech, say, that an object is the same with itself, unless we mean, that the object existent at one time is
the same with itself existent at another time.... Thus the principle of individuation is nothing but the invariableness
and uninterruptedness of any object, thro’ a suppos’d variation of time” [4 Treatise of Human Nature, 1.4.2].) On
this view, Haribhadra’s talk (in my reading) of qualitative determinacy according to various parameters (including
but not limited to time) would only muddy the waters. However, Shoemaker points out that this reading of Hume
itself flies in the face of common sense: there are everyday identity judgments that make no reference to time, such
as the judgment that “the building with the imposing stone pillars in the front is the same as the one with the rusty
fire escape in the rear” (Shoemaker 2006, 42). This proposition is a complex instance of the use of a spatial
parameter, and moreover evokes the compossibility of contrary predicates according to different parameter values.
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characteristic of all souls is upayoga, a term that is difficult to translate but represents a sort of
generalized consciousness (see Johnson 1995a, 97-110).!3 This view aligns the Jain soul (jiva) or
self (@tman) with that of other Indian atrma-vadins, particularly the pluralistic Nyaya-Vaisesika,
who view the self as essentially conscious. Kapstein has persuasively compared the latter with
the “Cartesian Pure Ego as conceived by John Locke; it is to all intents and purposes a ‘bare
particular,” virtually devoid of intrinsic properties but serving as the elusive something in which
psychological and other properties associated with personhood inhere” (Kapstein 2001, 41). The
Jain soul fits this description too insofar as it is a substrate of properties including, essentially
and above all, consciousness (TAS 2.8).

However, I have been arguing that Jain metaphysicians resist the notion of a “bare
particular”: any substantial thing is the particular thing it is partly because of the qualities it
instantiates. This is especially clear in the case of the soul. In its career toward liberation, the jiva
will take on various qualities and forms depending on its configuration of dispositions (bhavas,
the same word that Haribhadra uses for the state-parameter alongside substance, place, and time).
Tellingly, the last of the five states listed in the TAS’s opening line on the soul (2.1) is the
parinamika, which Johnson explains as “the inherent nature/capacity of the jiva (independent of
karmas)” to undergo modification (Johnson 1995a, 103). A text like Kundakunda’s
Pravacanasara (albeit standing at a remove from the mainstream of scholastic Jain metaphysics)

radicalizes this idea such that “the jiva is not essentially different from its modification

13 “Persons” here means in the first place “humans,” but many of the most important considerations of personal
identity to be adduced here may apply well beyond humanity. Insofar as humans are not the only beings with souls
and all souls are essentially characterized by upayoga, Jain metaphysics posits no radical qualitative distinction
between the souls of humans and those of other ensouled beings, all the way down to single-sensed microscopic
nigodas. Jains do, however, consider humans to be uniquely capable of the self-control required for liberation
(Vallely 2014), which we will find to be important to Haribhadra’s treatment of personal identity but not exhaustive
of it. My discussion of personal identity therefore particularly concerns humans but may also apply more widely,
depending on the capacities imputed to any given non-human being.
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(parinama),” even in the absence of any external or adventitious influences (Johnson 1995a,
118). Haribhadra, as we will see anon, makes a similar move (although without challenging
Svetambara orthodoxy as Kundakunda tends to do). I argue that the basic Jain metaphysics of
personal identity—captured in the notion of the temporally-extended jiva that intrinsically
possesses various attributes, some of which are subject to change—casts numerical and
qualitative identity as mutually inextricable.
Such an imbrication of qualitative identity with numerical self-sameness need not make a
morass of Shoemaker’s distinction between the two. As he himself says of qualitative identity:
There is still a connection with identity in the strict sense. What makes a set of traits an
identity is its being such that, normally, numerically different individuals have different
sets of traits of this sort, and, normally, an individual retains the set of traits over time—
where this means that numerical identity between an individual existing at a certain time
and an individual at a later time goes, normally, with the individual having (more or less)
the same set of traits at both times. (Shoemaker 2006, 41)
On the view of the self as a “bare particular” and of personal identity as primarily numerical,
these normal trends of qualitative identity appear somewhat mysterious: Why might an
individual’s traits not appear haphazardly and disappear as quickly as they have come? And why
should we expect numerically distinct individuals also to be qualitatively distinct? However, on
the Jain view of things as constituted equally by substance and attributes—or Haribhadra’s
determination of things by parameterizing their properties—these tendencies are not surprising.
It is just as we should expect that different individuals tend to differ in their traits, because this is
just part of what we mean for individuals to be distinct. We should also expect a single
individual to conserve many traits over time, because this is what “single individual” and “trait”

mean: individuals are constituted partly by their traits, which may very well modulate and

ultimately pass away but also surely tend to a certain degree of stability.
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These tendencies are again applicable to all things, living or not. But Shoemaker observes
that they become particularly pressing in the case of humans, for whom “identity seems to matter
in a way it doesn't matter in the case of other things” owing to our “desire to continue in
existence with a life worth living” (2006, 44). And what anyone regards as a life worth living is
determined at least in part by one’s traits—in particular, one’s “self-conception and structure of
goals, tastes, and values,” qualities that tend to be fairly stably connected with a numerically
identical individual over time (ibid., 47). These traits may evolve and sometimes radically
transform; but even such transformations can virtually always be cast in some narrative of why
they have occurred and how they are intelligible in a larger frame of identitarian qualities, if they
are to be intelligible at all as constituting a single “life worth living”. If such qualitative
coherence could not be found, we might be inclined to say that one’s life had “fallen apart,” or
that one had become “unrecognizable” (perhaps even to oneself).!* As Charles Taylor has
argued, we necessarily make sense of ourselves by narrativizing our identities according to
“qualitative distinctions” that orient individuals toward whatever they ultimately take to be good
(Taylor 1989, 191f.). And these “discriminations” constitute the aspect of one’s “mattering” to
oneself that looms full-bloodedly above Locke’s flat “punctual” or “neutral self” whose only

criterion is self-consciousness “defined in abstraction from any constitutive concerns” (Taylor

4 We may conceive such phenomena not only diachronically (as the preceding processual language implies) but
also synchronically: as when, in Shoemaker’s Parfitian brain-fission thought experiment, we ask not only whether
the two half-brained people are (diachronically) identical with the original pre-fission person but whether they
(synchronically) share an identity with each other (ibid., 45; cf. Parfit 1971); or when we say that someone has a
split personality or is living a “double life,” with all of the discomfiture that these phenomena bring. Although
perhaps not in a different category altogether, such phenomena are a far cry from the usual complexity and
mutability of human lives. Discussing Asvaghosa’s telling of the story of the Buddha’s brother Nanda, Kapstein
comments on “the fragility and mutability of the self. A person may be rent by profound conflict, and may change in
unanticipated ways. In such circumstances, to know a person means not to know some fixed and determinate thing
but to be familiar with some part of a narrative” (2001, 143). I think that Shoemaker and the Jains alike would agree
to the mutability of the self against its fixity, and affirm that narrativizing a life involving even surprising
transformations—such as religious conversions, in Shoemaker’s example (2006, 47)—renders a continuing
individual recognizable and therefore largely qualitatively determinate.
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1989, 49). It is a certain perdurance of traits and concerns that cannot be accounted for by an
inherently bare consciousness; and, what’s worse—as Hume discovered—it begins to appear
incoherent to accede to such a bare consciousness’s perdurance even by itself, in abstraction
from such constitutive traits and concerns.

As I have argued, Jain metaphysicians recognize the intrinsic connections between
numerical and qualitative identity in all things, and the ontological paradigm in which they
exhibit these connections is the soul along its karmic career toward liberation. While the Jain
soul is most basically defined as being conscious, its temporally-extended and qualitatively-rich
career toward mukti is the frame in which they tend to narrativize what matters for it—liberation
is ultimately what makes a Jain life most worth living. It is accordingly in Haribhadra’s
discussion of liberation that he elaborates the stakes of personal identity, integrating both the
continuity of numerical identity over time and the qualitative identities by which individuals live

and act.

The Ontology of Liberation

A certain ideal prevalent in premodern South Asia of the normal life worth living is the
elite male householder’s “self-conception and structure of goals, tastes, and values” (Shoemaker
2006, 47) involving a wife, home, jewels, gold, money, food, and so on.!> For all philosophers of
Haribhadra’s milieu, however, the life most worth living is one apparently at odds with this ideal:

one whose ultimate goal is liberation. For Buddhists (as well as Patafijala yogins and others!¢),

15 Nor is such a notion of identity confined to premodern South Asia: “In its widest posible sense, however, a man’s
me is the sum-total of all that he can call his; not only his body and his psychic powers, but his clothes, and his
house, his wife and children, his ancestors and friends, his reputation and work, his lands and horses, and yacht and
bank account” (William James, Psychology [New York, 1920: 176], quoted at Bhargava 1968, 45-46).

16 Yogasiitra 2.5: anitydsuci-duhkhdnatmasu nitya-Suci-sukhdtma-khyatir avidya. Even some Jains, such as the
unknown author of the Jiignasara (Bhargava 1968, 95), can be found making similar claims. And the Naiyayika

236



attainment of this summum bonum requires realization of the awareness that the person
customarily identified with the sources of value constituting one’s life is in fact selfless
(anatmaka), impermanent (anitya), impure (asuci), and painful (duhkha).!” At the outset of the
AJP’s mukti chapter, however, Haribhadra admonishes that if such a person
is one-sidedly considered to be connected with properties like selflessness and so on as
the object of realization, then surely it should be explained whence and for whom there is
the elimination of faults: due to the absence of what is realized and the one who is
realizing it insofar as they are selfless in every way, there is absence of the realization
that follows from the recognition of that [selflessness].!®
Haribhadra’s point, clearly, is that the purported truth of total selflessness would undermine the
metaphysics of realization—including the realization of the said truth itself—because realization
presumes a self to undergo the process of realizing something (bhavaka). If the failure to realize
the same is a fault to be eliminated, there must be some person whose fault it is to eliminate.!
Note that in order to make this basic argument, Haribhadra did not need to bother with all
of the business about wife, home, jewels, and so on. He could have brought out the incoherence
of the doctrine of selflessness much more directly and generally—and avoiding the androcentric,
heteronormative objectification of women and the vaguely bourgeois materialism of his

examples to boot—by simply stating that all things and persons are selfless, impermanent, and so

on.?’ Instead, he chooses to specify the locus of these properties as a certain sort of concrete life

Vatsyayana agrees with at least the first part of this diagnosis: kim punas tan mithya-jianam? andatmany atma-
grahah.... tenaviyogan natyantam duhkhad vimucyata iti (Nyayabhasya ad IV.2.1 supra [1896, 225]).

171.27-28: etad atmarngana-bhavana-mani-kanaka-dhana-dhanyddikam andtmakam anityam asuci dubkham iti
kathaiicid vijiiaya bhavatas tathdiva bhavayato vastutas tatrabhisvangaspadabhavad bhavana-prakarsa-visesato
vairagyam upajayate, tato muktih.

B 11.124: yadi taddtma 'ngana-bhavana-mani-kanaka-dhana-dhanyddikam ekdnténdivanatmakatvadi-dharma-
kala-bhavi-bhavanabhavatah kutah kasya va dosa-prahanam iti kathyatam idam.

1% The basic worry is, of course, the familiar one anticipated already in Pali Buddhism: King Milinda wonders, “If,
most reverend Nagasena, there be no permanent individuality (no soul) involved in the matter, who is it... who lives
a life of righteousness? Who is it who devotes himself to meditation? Who is it who attains to the goal of the
Excellent Way, to the Nirvana of Arahatship?” (Milindapariha 11.1.1, trans. Rhys-Davids 1890, 41).

20 For example, elsewhere in the AJP he straightforwardly has the Buddhists say, “All things are momentary” (1.402:
ksanikah sarva-samskara ity apta-vacanam vrtha).
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connected with certain values. That is, the self that he is fashioning as the locus of certain
temporal processes (such as realization and the elimination of faults) is constituted (at least in
part) by the objects with which it normally identifies as making its life worth living (at least in
some penultimate sense). And this is to say that one’s self is a matter of both the perdurance of
numerical identity and the qualitative identity that involves one’s “structure of goals, tastes, and
values”.

Haribhadra proceeds to frame this connection between numerical and qualitative identity
in more explicit philosophical terms immediately after this opening argument of his mukti
chapter, and he does so in the service of a non-one-sided view of the self. He has already set the
terms for the question of the numerical continuity of the self all the way back in the AJP’s
opening pirva-paksa section on the contrary pair that will become the subject of its second
chapter, nitya and anitya: “What has the singular nature of being stable, unarisen, and
undiminished is said to be permanent, and what by nature has the property of perduring for only
a single moment is impermanent.”! This definition of permanence is a Vai$esika one (cf. 11.264-
5) and the definition of impermanence is, of course, the Buddhist’s radical momentariness—
which will preoccupy his discussion of liberation and to which we will return shortly—and
Haribhadra stages the opposition between the polar camps. A proponent of permanence argues
that “only modes cease—in virtue of their form as modes—but substance doesn’t, so it is
presumed permanent,” to which a detractor responds:

This is unreasonable because permanence is impossible for [substance] too, since

substance is not established apart from its modes. That is, there is no substance apart

from modes, because we have no experience like that; or if there were [substance] apart

[from modes], there would be the absurdity of abandoning [your] doctrine that a single

thing has a manifold nature . As it is said: ‘If substance is not different from modes, then
it would be impermanent like their own essence / but if the two are diverse, it would spell

2 1.17: apracyutdnutpanna-sthirdikasvabhavam nityam akhyayate, prakrtydika-ksana-sthiti-dharmakam cénityam
iti.
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the end of sydad-vada.” And the position of separate-cum-non-separate is not to be
addressed at all because it is beyond the pale of logic since it stinks of contradiction.??

This (fairly eloquent) ventriloquized opponent of permanence acknowledges the syad-vadin’s
commitment to the inseparability of substance and mode, but balks at the compossibility of this
inseparability with its contrary predicate, “separate” (vyatirikta). Favoring only one side of the
relation between substance and mode, this ekdnta-vadin ally is only able to see substance as
impermanent like the modes with which it is supposed inseparable, without acknowledging
substance’s separate permanence. But this, as Haribhadra will elaborate, is a confusion:
substance is definitionally permanent, while the modes that it definitionally possesses are
definitionally impermanent. What the confusion of this one-sided opponent of permanence
exhibits is the need for view of substance that fully captures its dual nature as both the stable
basis of numerical identity through change and also the substratum of potentially mutable
qualitative identities, as in the TAS and SMT.

The reason that we must view things in this way, Haribhadra says, is that we directly
perceive the compossibility of permanence and impermanence as grounded in the relation
between substance and modification being both separably different and inseparably identical:

A thing is permanent-cum-impermanent since it takes the form of both substance and

modification; this is indeed established by perception, because it is grasped by an

awareness having aspects of both conformity and divergence. That is, what is cognized as
conforming with a lump of clay, a statue, a bowl, a pot, a cup, and so on without
distinction is invariably clay, and there is divergence between their modifications
according to their respective differences. But by the same token, the cognition of a lump
of clay does not appear in just the same way with respect to a statue and so on, because of

the experience of difference between their images. Nor is the difference of appearance
among things of another kind—such as water and fire and wind—just the same as the

22 1.18-19: paryaya eva hi paryaya-riipena nirudhyante, na tu dravyam iti nityam abhyupagamyate. iyam apy ayukta
yasmad esa ‘py atra nityatda na sambhavati, paryaya-vyatiriktasya dravyasyasiddheh. tatha hi na paryaya-
vyatiriktam dravyam asti tatha "nubhavabhavat, vyatirikta-bhave va aneka-rupdika-vastu-vada-hani-prasangah.
tatha coktam, paryaydbhedato ‘nityam dravyam syat tat-svaripavat | syad-vada-vinivrttis ca nanatve samprasajyate
|| vyatiriktavyatirikta-paksas tu virodhdghratatvan nyaya-bahir-bhiitatvad anudghosya evéti.
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difference of appearance among a statue and so on, because of the experience [of the
latter] as invariably clay.?

A lump of clay may be modified in many ways, but it remains the clay, even as it is formed into
various objects: we observe its persisting identity as clay—to be distinguished from things
identified as other substances—even as we also observe its diverse, changing forms. It is the
same lump of clay, and it is what it is in contradistinction to other substances.

This passage displays the imbrication not only of permanence-cum-impermanence with
substance-cum-modification, but further connects these pairs with identity and difference. As we
saw in the previous chapter, identity and difference were central to the predication of the
contrary pair existent-cum-nonexistent, insofar as that compossibility was derived by
understanding things as existing according to their own parameters of predication and not
existing according to those of other things. That provided what the reader might have felt to be a
rather thin analysis of identity and difference—a thing’s being what it is and not what it is not—
but the apparatus of parameterization contained some of basic categories for the richer
metaphysics developed in the ensuing chapters. The parameter of time (kala) broaches the
subject of the permanence of things, as taken up in the second chapter; the parameters of
substance (dravya) and state (bhava) make it possible to talk of the same thing as both
substantial and modal, and they evoke the compossibility of universal (samanya) and particular
(visesa) that Haribhadra takes up in the third chapter. And as we see in this passage, the
compossibility of contraries gives us various ways to identify something as the thing it is and to

distinguish it from other things.

B 1.113-114: nitydnityatvam ca vastuno dravya-paryayébhaya-ripatvat, anuvrtta-vyavrttakara-samvedana-
grahyatvat pratyaksa-siddham evéti. tatha hi mrt-pinda-sivaka-sthasaka-ghata-kapaladisv avisesena
sarvatranuvrtto mrd-anvayah samvedyate, pratibhedam ca paryaya-vyavrttih. tathd ca na yatha-pratibhasam mrt-
pindddi-samvedanam tatha-pratibhdsam eva sivakdadisu, akara-bheddanubhavat. na ca yatha-pratibhasa-bhedam
tad-vijatiyesu udaka-dahana-pavanddisu tatha-pratibhasa-bhedam eva sivakadisu, myd-anvayanubhavat.
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This braid of substance-cum-modification, permanence-cum-impermanence, and identity-
cum-difference allows the anekantavadin to affirm the perdurance of substantial things while
guarding against an untenable absolutization of this permanence that Haribhadra thinks would
result in the effacement of all identity and difference. Now that we have seen several of his
arguments for substance-cum-modification and identity-cum-difference, let us consider some of
his direct arguments for the permanence-cum-impermanence of all things. His first argument in
the nityanitya chapter (the second chapter of the AJP) repudiates the early piirva-paksin that had
advocated one-sided permanence, raising considerations with particular relevance to conscious
souls:

If [a thing that] is absolutely permanent is presumed to have a singular nature that is

perdurant, unarisen, and undiminished, then as such it would either have the nature of

producing consciousness or the nature of not producing it. Given the first option, there
would be the absurdity that consciousness of it would obtain for everyone everywhere at
all times, because it has a singular nature. And that is not so, because only some, at some
time and place, have consciousness of it.2*
An absolutely permanent thing that produces consciousness would produce it always and
everywhere—since if it didn’t, it must undergo some change that would account for this
variability of effect—and one that doesn’t produce consciousness, of course, would be
uncognizable. The point is that if permanence simpliciter were all there were to say about
objects, we could not explain facts about our various cognitions of them: that we experience now
some objects, now others; that we can distinguish various objects from each other; that different
cognizers experience different objects. In order to make sense of these features, we will have to

specify each object’s properties more carefully, aided by the apparatus of parameterization that

the anekantavadin offers. And similar considerations about objects of consciousness apply also

241.96: yadi tad apracyutdnutpanna-sthirdika-svabhavam sarvatha nityam abhyupagamyate, evam tarhi tad vijiiana-
Jjanana-svabhavam va syat, ajanana-svabhavam va. yady adyah paksah, evam sati sarvatra sarvada sarvesam tad-
vijiana-prasangah, tasydika-svabhavatvat. na cditad evam kvacit kadacit kasyacid eva tad-vijiiana-bhavat.
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to its subject, which is the chief concern of the mukti chapter: even if the soul is essentially
conscious, the permanence of consciousness—its perdurance, unarisenness, and
undiminishment—must not be the only thing to say about it. It must be somehow qualified or
modulated, or else we would be unable to distinguish between one soul and another and between
souls and non-souls.

For the anekantavadin, of course, the rejection of one-sided permanence does not require
acceptance of its opposite pole, one-sided impermanence. Haribhadra refuses to embrace either
horn of the purported dilemma between a “self of a singular and undiminished nature as
conceived by others” and a “self that perishes each moment™;? and it is the second bad option,
the pole of radical momentariness, that most occupies him in his mukti chapter. Coming back to
that climactic chapter, then, we find that immediately following his opening argument against
Buddhist selflessness, he takes up their doctrine of the momentariness of anything that we might
try to conceive as a perduring self:

Would it perish each moment in some way, or in every way? If it is only in some way,

then that is just repeating the thought of the Jinas, because it is said by those who follow

the thought of the Worthy Ones: “There is necessarily otherness in each individual from
moment to moment; and yet, because of the stability of form and genus, there is no
distinction, despite its emergence and dissolution.”?®

Here Haribhadra makes essentially the same point about substance and modification and

permanence and impermanence again in different terms. We must admit both the impermanence

of things—in the sense of their change from moment to moment—and also their stability, which

% 11.124-5: syad état para-parikalpitdvicalitdika-svabhavatmadpeksaya tad-andatmakam abhyupagamyate, na punah
pratiksana-nasvardtmapeksayéti. etad apy asaram, vikalpanupapatteh... (continued after the following footnote).

26 11.125: tatha hi tat kathaficit pratiksana-nasvaram syat sarvatha va? yadi kathaficid arhan-matdnuvada éva. tatha
coktam arhan-matanusaribhih, sarva-vyaktisu niyatam ksane ksane 'nyatvam atha ca na visesah | satyos city-
apacityor akrti-jati-vyavasthanat || ity adi. The verse is later quoted in chapter 21 of Mallisena’s Syadvadamarijari,
and Thomas (1968, 130) translates it there thus: “In all particulars regular, or, if there is moment by moment
otherness, no difference; / Because, despite increase and decrease, there is a settled shape and genus.” Cf.
Samantabhadra’s Aptamimamsa v. 57 and Matilal’s (1976, 9) paraphrase thereof.
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is now exhibited by their being recognizable as belonging to certain classes. We are thus
presented here with another convergence of numerical and qualitative identity: although any
individual does evidently change from moment to moment, we are yet able to recognize it as the
selfsame individual owing to some persisting qualities that it manifests. If this is the doctrine of
ksanikavada, Haribhadra says, then it quite agrees with Jain metaphysics.

This is another outcropping of Haribhadra’s strategy to find points of agreement amidst
apparent disagreement—discussed at length in my previous chapter as part of a philosophy of
common sense—provided that the points of agreement are appropriately qualified. What he is
not willing to do is to fully endorse the one-sided assertions of his opponents without
qualification. He proceeds in this passage to clarify that it wouldn’t make sense for the self to be
so radically momentary as to resist any qualification by persisting features at all:

If it perishes in all ways, then there is the absurdity of the absence of all worldly

transactions whether here or yonder. That is, if there is complete destruction each

moment, then interest and disinterest, memory and recognition, and the relation of
grasper and grasped and so on, don’t make sense for an object like the self, even though
they are intuitively known by scholars and women alike.?’
Haribhadra here again deploys his customary appeal to widely-shared intuitions. But notice a
particular feature of the articles of common sense named in this passage: they all concern
phenomena of consciousness, the essential feature of the jiva. The arguments in this section of
his treatise, then, will not necessarily serve to establish the permanence-cum-permanence of just
any thing; they apply particularly to a conscious soul.

These various arguments may be of interest for studies of Haribhadra’s philosophy of

mind; but it turns out not to be necessary for my present purposes to review them in any detail.

27 11.125: atha sarvatha, hanta tarhy dihikamusmika-sakala-loka-samvyavahardbhava-prasangah. tatha hi
pratiksana-niranvaya-nasvaratve saty atmadi-vastuno 'grahya-grahaka-bhava-smarana-pratyabhijiiana-kutihala-
viramanddi a-vidvad-anganddi-pratitam api nopapadyate.
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Since the greatest goal for a conscious soul is moksa, Haribhadra’s ultimate aim is to secure the
possibility of attaining that end. The upshot of his many (and sometimes exceedingly protracted)
arguments, then, is the intuitive soteriological one that momentariness undermines any
possibility of liberation from the bondage of samsara, just as we saw it undermine the possibility
of realizing some purportedly liberating truths at the beginning of the chapter. Simply put:
Without continuity, it doesn’t make sense for bondage and liberation to have a single
locus. And if the one who is bound is not the very one liberated, the concern about
bondage and liberation is pointless. And with this refutation, the proof of
momentariness. .. is entirely disposed of.?
Haribhadra here levels the standard objection to the effect that the Buddhist ksanika-vadin’s
soteriology cannot in principle secure the liberation that it valorizes, since the very idea of
becoming liberated is a temporal process requiring the transformation of an individual from a
state of bondage to a state of liberation. If such transtemporal individuals are illusory—if they
are a specious superimposition of unitary identity onto a long chain of momentary beings—the
moment of liberation occurs for a being that is not numerically identical to the one that was
previously bound. The one that seeks release from bondage can never achieve that goal, because
what is liberated is always numerically different from it.
Now, the ksanika-vadin might attempt a soteriological rescue operation by positing a
connection between bondage and liberation through a causal relation between the bound and
liberated moments.?® Haribhadra therefore devotes almost a tenth of the AJP to refuting the

possibility of such a causal relation in terms of momentary point-instants. Although he obviously

considers this to be an important piece of his argument, it is again neither possible nor necessary

B 11.192-3: na vihaya anvayam ekddhikaranau bandha-moksav api yujyete. yada ca baddha eva na mucyate tada
vyarthdiva bandha-moksa-cintéti. etena... ksana-bhanga-sadhanam nirakrtam eva.

2 11.133: syad etad visista-karya-karana-bhava-nibandhanah sarva evayam aihikdmusmika-vyavaharah. This causal
theory of course applies not only to bondage and liberation, but rather more generally to all prior and posterior states
and actions standing in a certain causal relation.
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for my purposes to review it in detail.*° It is enough to appreciate the plausibility of Haribhadra’s
thought that a mere causal relationship between bound and liberated moments is not in se
adequate to the kind of perduring identity presumed by a bound individual seeking their own
future liberation, the liberation of the individual numerically identical to the one that was
previously bound.

Haribhadra’s ksanika-vadin aims to win this war for liberation by undercutting the
plausibility of such efforts at perduring identity. The target is the one-sidedly permanent
alternative that Haribhadra has already refuted, but now inflected with consciousness and other
qualities befitting an animate soul. If the momentariness is rejected, the ksanikavadin objects,
“since the self would be stable, liberation would be impossible due to its lack of experience; and
because even if it had the latter, it would lack other modifications. So its special quality [i.e. the
capacity for liberation] would have no basis, even by repeated practice of the antidotes [to
worldly existence]."! This exemplifies the typical Buddhist argument that it is only
momentariness that can make sense of any change at all: unarisen and undiminished stability
renders modification impossible. While some monists might ultimately endorse just such a view,
their detractors point out that if the substance in question is the conscious soul seeking liberation,
this picture leaves no place for the experiential modifications and other processes that
presumably make liberation possible—processes like spiritual practices and realizations.

The arguments on both sides thus appear to show that neither radically permanent

substance nor radically impermanent modification alone can supply a metaphysical foundation

30 A good résumé of the issues can be found in Mookerjee (1975, ch. 3), and of Jain responses in Tatia (1951, 206-
213). See also Padmarajiah (1963, 52-56 and 172-180) on the anekantavadin’s adoption of ksanikavada critiques of
permanence and resistance to their own extreme doctrine of causality.

3U11.205: anyatha 'tmano vyavasthitatvad vedand "bhavad bhave api vikardntardbhavat pratipaksabhydasendpy
anddheydtisayatvac ca mukty asambhavah.
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for the path to liberation. The stage is thus set for Haribhadra to repudiate the one-sided
presuppositions giving rise to this impossible soteriological dilemma, and to affirm his
anekantavada as the uniquely satisfactory solution. He says that the immutably stable self that his
ventriloquized ksanika-vadin has refuted
brings no difficulty for us, because we don't presume it. That is, we do not countenance
any such thing as a one-sidedly permanent self. Rather, [it is only permanent] in some
way. It has already been explained [in the second chapter of the AJP] how it has
permanence-cum-impermanence. It is only for what is permanent-cum-impermanent that
enjoyment of results of action done by oneself and the relation between grasper and
grasped and so on make sense. For it is due to its being in some way perduring that these
phenomena [of the enjoyment of results and the grasping relation] occur as they do,
which is established by experience. Hence it is only for one who is an anekantavadin
about things—whose essences are beset by contrary properties—that there is
establishment of all everyday transactions, since liberation makes sense [only] insofar as
suffering, disgust, and the knowledge and realization of the path and so on have a single
locus in some way.*?
It is only by acknowledging the compossibility of various intertwining contraries (such as
permanence and impermanence, substance and modification, and identity and difference) that we
can tie together the conscious experiences required on the liberating path that begins in suffering
and ends in realization—tie them together as experiences on a single path, the path of a
conscious individual.
But even though the desideratum of liberation clearly sets a boundary condition for many
of Haribhadra’s arguments, it turns out that they often work quite well even without that lofty
end in play—even when liberation looms as a transcendent ideal, many of them actually trade on

much more local elements of mundane action and experience. Although the passage above

culminates in a vindication of the path to liberation, tellingly, it is in the first instance concerned

3211.205-206: na hy ekanta-nityam asmabhir atmddi vastv isyate. kim tarhi? kathaficit. yatha cdsya nitydnityata
tathoktam eva. nitydnitya eva grahya-grahaka-bhava-svakrta-karma-phala-bhogadayo yujyante, katharicid
avasthitatvat, tasyadiva tatha-vrtteh, anubhava-siddhatvat, ato virodhi-dharmddhyasita-svariapa eva vastuny
anekanta-vadina eva sakala-vyavahara-siddhih, pida-nirveda-marga-jiiana-bhavanddinam api katharicid
ekadhikaranatvena mukty upapatter iti.
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that everyday phenomena of action and awareness should be intelligible as the phenomena that
we experience them to be every day. As I will now argue, the philosophical importance of
seeking liberation in the AJP is not so much in the liberation as in the seeking, with seeking

understood in the broadest possible way.

Intentionality in Action and Awareness
Liberation is the summum bonum of the most ideal Jain life, the ultimate end that only
makes any sense as a person’s goal if, Haribhadra has argued, that person can be understood non-
one-sidedly as a permanent-cum-impermanent substance-cum-modification. Liberation thus
provides a horizon for making sense of a person’s identity generally, well short of the attainment
of liberation. He advocates the compossibility not only of certain contrary pairs of ontologically-
loaded predicates that connect the states of bondage and liberation; he also gives the non-one-
sided treatment to a person still identified with the normally-valued objects that the mukti
chapter’s first purva-paksa had denigrated with one-sided pejoratives:
One possessed of one's own wife, home, jewels, gold, wealth, food and so on is not
simply selfless, impermanent, impure, and painful. This is because one’s self just is one’s
continuance, and because the latter has stabilization. Likewise, it is not simply
impermanent, because it does not abide in that condition, since it wouldn’t make sense if
it did. In the same way, it is not simply impure, due to the reality of developing purity,
since we see things like that in the world [e.g. the purification of water]. In the same way
it is not simply painful, because [things like a monk’s accoutrements] produce the
happiness of liberation, so it inherits that nature.

This compact passage first confirms the confluence of numerical and qualitative identity that we

saw early on, insofar as anvaya, which here signifies continuation through time, is implicitly

3 11.207: na cditad atmangana-bhavana-mani-kanaka-dhana-dhanyddikam anatmakam anityam asuci dubhkham eva,
anvayasydivatmatvat, tasya ca vyavasthapitatvat. evam ndnityam eva, tad-atadavasthyat, anyathd tad-anupapatteh.
evam ndsucy eva, suci-parinama-bhavat, loke tathopalabdheh. evam na duhkham eva mukti-sukha-janakatvat,
paramparyena tat-svabhavatvad iti.
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identified with the person as characterized by the sources of value in one’s life. Then Haribhadra
invokes the upshot of the long arguments against one-sided impermanence that have occupied
various swaths of his treatise. Next, he appeals to an everyday example of purification to
problematize the notion that anything is one-sidedly impure. The intuitive accessibility of the
idea of purification is perhaps particularly important when the topic of discussion is the path to
liberation, insofar as the path requires purifying what was previously impure (for example, one’s
thoughts). And it is just this appeal to the concrete requirements of the path to liberation that
motivates Haribhadra’s last rejoinder: he expects even the Buddhist opponent to admit that all of
the objects that constitute one’s identity are not exclusively painful, since the objects that define
the monastic life produce and therefore take some part in the happiness of liberation.

Regardless of exactly what we make of the substance of each of Haribhadra’s rejoinders
here, their rhetorical forms point to the deeper structure of his argument. Although the main telos
at issue is ostensibly liberation from worldly existence and the examples accordingly relate to the
seeking of that end, all of the considerations adduced are in fact entirely this-worldly: one’s
enduring identification with worldly objects of value; the continuity through change that make
this enduring identification intelligible; processes of material purification familiar to everyone;
and the possessions of a monk in this world, on the way to liberation but not yet there. Liberation
is surely the ultimate ideal framing this discourse—in the context of his larger argument,
Haribhadra’s project here is to discredit the idea that liberation requires only a sudden blast of
insight, which would render an agent’s progressive development toward it otiose. However, all
of the arguments in this passage are firmly grounded in the things of this world. Even if
liberation is the summum bonum framing this path, the discussion in fact centers on the more

local requirements of progress along the path rather than the achievement of its ultimate end.
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That liberation is not the only relevant issue in Haribhadra’s argument is confirmed by
the language of the summary passage that I adduced at the end of the previous section (I1.205-
206). He concluded there—consistently with the argumentative grounding in common sense and
practice that I have excavated from other chapters of the work—that it is only for the
anekantavadin that there is establishment of all everyday transactions (vyvavahara). Even
mundane personal phenomena are only intelligible if we accept a non-one-sided account of the
agent seeking enjoyments and the epistemological subject (grahaka) having an intentional object
(grahya). These structures of action and experience clearly apply to contexts far wider than the
ascetic quest for liberation. They have to do with a central fact of human mental life of any
orientation: namely, intentionality, i.e. object-directedness, in both its cognitive sense of the
contentfulness of experience and its practical sense of the motivatedness of action.

Questions of intentionality are an important problematic in the Buddhist philosophy of
mind that is Haribhadra’s primary foil. Central to Dharmakirti’s project is the attempt to
“advanc[e] essentially causal explanations of the contentful character of thought” (Arnold 2012,
236), and this is the first of the scourges upon vyavahara that Haribhadra prosecutes in the mukti
chapter. After proclaiming the relation of grasper and grasped to be (alongside interest and
disinterest, and memory and recognition) an article of common sense, he protests the attempt to
reduce this relation to that between cause and effect as exemplified in the Pramanavarttika
(Pratyaksa-pariccheda v. 247 [1938, 193]), which reads: “Those who know reason know that to
be graspable is just to be a cause, which is to be capable of delivering a cognitive image.”
Haribhadra remonstrates that, given the presuppositions of momentariness, such a causal picture
makes the object disappear, since the supposed object causing a cognition will already have

flitted out of existence by the time the cognition is effected: “The object to be grasped will itself
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be absent if the grasping consciousness has arisen, since [that consciousness] comes into being in
the absence of that [object grasped]. [But then] how can [that consciousness] be a grasper? And
how can its counterpart be grasped?”3* The purport of Haribhadra’s rhetorical questions, I take it,
is that this causal relation does not adequately account for what we mean by the grasper of an
object that is presently grasped by it—if the cause that was supposed to be grasped is gone by the
time the resultant cognition arises, it has slipped out of the latter’s grasp and so it hardly makes
sense to call them “grasper” and “grasped” anymore. The intentional level of description in terms
of object-directedness cannot be reduced to a causal level of description without losing track of
the very notions that were to be explained.

Thence ensues a series of refutations of the causal reduction of intentionality comprising
a whopping ten percent of the total length of the AJP, which I will not begin to try to synopsize.
It is enough for my purposes to note that one of Haribhadra’s central arguments is that the
relation of cause and effect is intrinsically incompatible with radical momentariness (II.136ff.).
Of course, one of the main encouragements to momentariness itself is the opposite
incompatibility of causal flux with radical permanence. But this is why Haribhadra,
incorporating this Buddhist criticism, maintains the non-one-sided permanence-cum-
impermanence of all things.

General causality aside, we have also already seen Haribhadra (I1.205-206) assert that
permanence-cum-impermanence is uniquely able to make sense of a person’s agentive action
oriented toward results. And this is just what is indicated by the term “intentionality” in its

practical valence, alongside its cognitive valence of directedness at an epistemological object. In

34 11.126: uktam ca, grahyatam vidur hetutvam eva yukti-jia jianakardrpana-ksamam iti. evam ca sati
grahydrthabhava eva grahaka-samvedana-prasiuteh tad-abhava-bhavitvat kutas tasya tad-grahakatvam itarasya ca
tad-grahyatvam?
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G. E. M. Anscombe’s classical formulation, intentional actions are those “to which a certain
sense of the question “Why?’ is given application” (2000 [1957], 9), where what is being asked
after is a person’s motives, the reasons for which one acts, not causes that eschew reference to
that agent’s goals. Unlike mere causes, motives interpret action (ibid., 18-19) in terms of some
future state of affairs, and “the future state of affairs mentioned must be such that we can
understand the agent’s thinking it will or may be brought about by the action about which he is
being questioned” (ibid., 35-36)—understand, that is, the agent’s motivation to perform a certain
action in order to enjoy its results.

In other words, to demand motives for an intentional action is to ask for an agent’s
reasons for doing it. In Wilfred Sellars’s phrase, it is to situate its explanation in “the logical
space of reasons” (Sellars 1997 [1956], 76)—which is a normative framework of justification
and responsibility (McDowell 1994, xiv)—as opposed to explanation in terms of brute natural
causes. Although I was just now discussing practical explanations of action, Sellars and
(McDowell following him) are at least as interested in cognition as practice, and the notion of
normativity well captures both: the object-directed intentionality of both action and experience,
when an actor seeks an objective and a cognizer intends an object, informed (as they arguably
must be) by prior expectations and beliefs. This, then, is how we can most generally characterize
what Haribhadra thinks goes missing on some of the leading one-sided accounts of conduct and
cognition: the normative element that gives them their irreducibly intentional character of aiming
at an object.

The terminology of intentionality and normativity also gives us a precise way to
characterize the full-blooded personal identity that outstrips the mere perdurance of a bare

conscious particular. Applying the rubric “normative” to the sense of identity that comprises the
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various “sociopolitical” or “ethical” dimensions involved in qualitative identity, Akeel Bilgrami
(2014, 244) notes that the metaphysical question of identity has generally been a question of
the criteria of identity of a person over time, and if that question was answered wholly in
non-normative terms, then the answer would be disappointing in having no relevance to
evaluative questions such as why should a person accept responsibility for actions of a
past self that is identical with her, or why should a person particularly care—as she
does—for the well-being of a future self that is identical with her. To insist that any
answer to the metaphysical question should have such a relevance would be to begin to
unify the two sets of disparate interests in the notion of identity.
Mere numerical identity is, virtually by definition, sufficient to secure the perdurance of a person
over time. And insofar as that person exhibits certain behaviors and experiences their
consequences, bare numerical identity might also manage to secure the unity of that series of
events as constituting that person’s life. But then again, so might the reduction of a purportedly
self-same person to a causal series according to the stipulations of Buddhist metaphysics. What
goes missing from any such account is the normative element: it is not clear why a person should
care about the future results of present actions or accept responsibility for the consequences of
past ones, especially if past and future actions in fact attach to ontologically different momentary
individuals (or, on the other hand, if there is no real change, since cause and effect would then be
meaningless). And even presuming the numerical identity between such moments, to consider
such identity in abstraction from all of the “goals, tastes, and values” that Shoemaker names as
qualities attaching to a person (2006, 47) makes it equally hard to make sense of that person’s
caring about anything. To view a person’s action (and experience, insofar as it also unfolds in the
course of a single life) as intentionally directed toward an object is ipso facto to connect the
numerical with the normative aspects of that person’s identity.

This notion that if there is no perduring self, there is “neither merit nor demerit; there is

neither doer nor causer of good or evil deeds; there is neither fruit nor result of good or evil
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Karma” (II.1.1, trans. 1890, 41) was already anticipated in the Buddhist Milindapariha. But
Buddhist philosophers either do not take seriously enough what is needed from such a personal
self, beyond securing mere continuity, or else take these demands so seriously as to see in them
an incorrigible source of suffering. What is demanded, in Locke’s words, is the person as

a forensic term, appropriating actions and their merit; and so belong[ing] only to

intelligent agents, capable of a law, and happiness and misery.... In this personal identity

is founded all the right of reward and punishment; happiness and misery being that for

which every one is concerned for himself, and not mattering what becomes of any

substance, not joined to, or affected with that consciousness. (Essay I1.27.xxvi-xxviii)
As Kapstein explains it, Locke’s term “forensic” means “the entire nexus of nomic relationships
holding among intelligent agents, their actions, and the reward or punishment, divine or human,
which they receive therefore” (2001, 63). But this nomic nexus is nothing if not a normative
frame as [ have delineated it. In Haribhadra’s words quoted at the end of the preceding section,
what is demanded is something that is the “single locus” of such eminently intentional features
as “suffering, disgust, and the knowledge and realization of the path”; and, on a more quotidian
level, not merely causes and effects or minds and things but the “enjoyment of results of action
done by oneself and the relation between grasper and grasped” (11.205-206).

Locke and Dharmakirti alike resist the conclusion that such a person is a “single locus” in
the sense of being a substance possessing these various features. For Locke, it is simply the bare
consciousness aware of both its past and present actions (Essay 11.27); this is why Taylor
characterizes it as “punctual,” meaning that it is “extensionless” because it is not found in any of
the “particular features” that it takes as its arena of action (Taylor 1989, 171-72). But, if Bilgrami
is correct that its forensic character implicates a normative connection to such features, it is not

clear how, so to speak, Locke can both have his punctual cake and forensically eat it. This would

seem to require a stipulatively bare consciousness to be also a normatively motivated agent—a
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quandary worthy of anekantavada. Hume’s skepticism of any unified self at all can be read as the
logical consequence of this mismatch, perhaps even unmasking Locke as an anekantavadin
despite himself (although this must be left to Locke scholars to decide?®). Similar and more
pertinent, though, is Haribhadra’s complaint that Dharmakirti’s causal series of temporally
punctual instants fails to capture the central intentional features of a self directed toward objects
(whether mundane or transcendent)—a problem that ceases only by recognizing the self as being
both impermanent enough to change and permanent enough to maintain intentional directedness.

Yet again, this general problem of squaring stability with change is not one that the
Milindapariha failed to see, although it typically leaves it as an aporia of personal identity:
Nagasena and Milinda agree, for example, that the adult king is neither the same nor different
from the infant taken to be his younger self (I1.2.1, trans. 1890, 63). But (the anekantavadin
responds) why should they be neither, rather than both? In Kapstein’s very sensible reading, “the
discussion must be taken as turning on a certain ambiguity deriving from the failure to specify in
what respect they are the same or different” (2001, 118). This, I’ve argued, is just the sort of
ambiguity that the AJP seeks to resolve, such that predicates that would otherwise cancel each
other are rendered compossible.

The AJP accomplishes this specification in the first instance via the niksepas, the various
parameters of predication. In the previous chapter, I mentioned the niksepas’ canonical use in
scriptural hermeneutics, but was not quite able to articulate there how to align their exegetical
with their ontological deployments. In the context of the metaphysics of the self, however, we
can begin to see how one apparatus can serve hermeneutics and ontology simultaneously. For

interpretation would seem to be indispensable for making personal identity intelligible. As

35 Cf. Ruth Boeker’s recent (2021) reading of Locke’s multiple notions of identity—dependent on the kind of entity
at issue—with personal identity consisting in being the subject of accountability to divine judgment.
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Taylor says, “To ask what a person is, in abstraction from his or her self-interpretations, is to ask
a fundamentally misguided question, one to which there couldn't in principle be an answer”
(1989, 34). Encouraged by Taylor, I argued earlier for the necessity of being able to narrativize a
person’s identity according to some overarching criteria of intelligibility. Now, just as seeking a
summum bonum turned out to be a special case of intentional action generally, narrativization
appears to be part of a more general demand for interpretation. And to interpret is to give an
account of a person or an utterance in terms of normative commitments.*¢ Inasmuch as
anekantavada has allowed this normativity of self-interpretation to come into view, therefore, it

can be understood as both an ontology and a hermeneutics of the self.

Personal Identity and Jain Identity

I have argued in the preceding sections that what is most basically at stake in
Haribhadra’s treatment of liberation is the metaphysics of personal identity; and that this turns
out at bottom to be a matter not only of the soteriological summum bonum but of intentionality
most generally, that is, an agentive subject’s normative directedness toward epistemological and
practical objects. Since this normative frame involves an agent’s “self-conception and structure
of goals, tastes, and values” (Shoemaker 2006, 47), it begins to unify numerical identity with
qualitative identity, mere perdurance with the traits that constitute one’s lived integrity.?” It is
this confluence of the numerical with the normative that seems most fully to capture what we

generally mean when speaking of a human’s identity. Thus Taylor (1989, 27):

36 I provide an argument for this claim in Mundra 2017; see also Arnold 2021.

37 This is most apparent on the practical side of intentional action, which involves motives that are inevitably
informed by one’s history and commitments. But it may be discernible on the epistemological side of object-
cognition as well, if to experience is to be habituated to take an object in conformity with the rest of one’s beliefs
about the world—if, to paraphrase Wilfrid Sellars (1997 [1956], 117), empirical knowledge is not given but taken.
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To know who I am is a species of knowing where I stand. My identity is defined by the
commitments and identifications which provide the frame or horizon within which I can
try to determine from case to case what is good, or valuable, or what ought to be done, or
what I endorse or oppose. In other words, it is the horizon within which I am capable of
taking a stand.
This normative frame must be a complex and sprawling structure—not only of “goals, tastes, and
values,” but also of beliefs, presuppositions, habits, histories, affinities, and an array of other
qualities and possessions that identify a person as the one that one is, was, and may become.

But showing that Haribhadra’s philosophical interest in liberation reposes upon broader
issues—the metaphysics of identity, action, intentionality, and normativity—does not render
liberation redundant in his system. Insofar as it remains the summum bonum, liberation maintains
a consummately important position even in the context of the more sprawling normative
structure that characterizes a person’s identity, a position of relevance to the contours of the
structure at large. To his account of identity given above, Taylor adds that “the one highest good
has a special place. It is orientation to this which comes closest to defining my identity” (1989,
63), because even if I consider there to be many goods worth pursuing in a good life, this is one
that ultimately (by definition) matters most.

This seems to be the case, at least, for Jain identity. Leading contemporary scholars of
Jainism (Cort 1998, 9; Babb 1996, 5) have stipulated that to be Jain is to venerate certain beings
(Jinas) as exemplars of liberation through a certain program of ascesis (fapas) that is predicated
upon a certain doctrine of karma. This means, as Johnson says (1995, 303-4), that

it is external practice that distinguishes ‘Jainism’ as a religious tradition. Whatever the

philosophical rationale for doing so, such practices cannot be abandoned without

threatening the Jaina’s sense of identity.... It becomes crucial, therefore, to retain at some
level the reality of the connection between the soul and physical karman, and so keep
tapas as the primary means to liberation, otherwise the link with tradition is broken and
the monk’s discipline pointless. It is the logicians or scholastics, obliged to express

themselves in broadly philosophical terms, who are confronted by the full force of this
problem.
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Haribhadra certainly is so confronted. In his moksa chapter, He finds himself defending the TAS
(10.2/3) dictum that “liberation comes from the dissolution of karma,” which dissolution the
purva-paksa understands as being “due to the decay of previously accrued karma and stoppage
of that which has not yet come, through ascesis marked by bodily mortification.”*® In upholding
the doctrine of liberation from karma through a particular sort of ascesis, highly Jain in idiom,
Haribhadra stakes his claim to Jain identity.

This doctrine is a major wedge between Jains and Buddhist idealists and arguably
accounts for the AJP’s preoccupation with refuting the Vijianavada, the stakes of which come to
full flower in the mukti chapter. As Kapstein (2014, 146) puts it,

the real danger of idealism stems from its potential to undermine the distinction between

bondage and liberation. For the Jains, our impoverished spiritual state stems from

corruptions that can be purged only through long and painful ascesis. The fault of

Buddhist idealism is, in the final analysis, more soteriological than metaphysical, for it

seems to treat our spiritual predicament as a matter of illusion, to be removed, as if it

were mere morning mist, by the workings of insight alone.
Haribhadra had opened the mukti chapter by rebutting the claim that liberation requires simply

the cultivation of a certain awareness, a certain realization (bhavana).® And it is after voicing

incredulity at such a proposal—*“What’s the use of such impossible talk of realization that

38 This proclamation is directed at a detractor who argues that bodily mortification itself results in karma (I1.218:
krtsna-karma-ksayan moksah, sa ca kaya-santapa-laksanena tapasa prag-upattasubha-karma-

nirjaranato 'nagatasya cakaranenéty asankya tad apy asat kdya-santapasya karma-phalatvat). Haribhadra’s main
argument is that tapas is not primarily bodily mortification in the undesirable sense of simply “tormenting the body”
that the detractor imputes, where the implication is that this makes one miserable; rather it (among other things) “is
devoid of misery and anxiety; occurs with the ultimate happiness; is attended to by great beings; is the reason for
good conduct; and has the form of good development of the self” (11.219: dainydautsukya-varjitam paramarthika-
sukha-vrtti mahd-sattva-sevitam sad-anusthana-hétu subhdtma-parinama-ripam tapa iti.)

39 “Dispassion and thus liberation arises for one who really realizes this due to the absence of a place for actually
clinging to those [valued objects] owing to the particular excellence of realization” (1.28: katharicid vijiiaya
bhavatas tathdiva bhavayato vastutas tatrabhisvangdspadabhavad bhavana-prakarsa-visesato vairagyam upajayate
tato muktih).
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bewilders the perplexed?”**—that Haribhadra’s uttara-paksa first stakes his claim in support of
the TAS’s vision of the need for karma-purging ascesis.

But Haribhadra’s answer is not to dismiss spiritual realization (bhavand) altogether.
Rather, he strikes a compromise between it and purgative ascesis. He endorses the “spiritual
ascetic” (bhava-tapasvin) who

has properly undertaken the removal of [the disease of samsara] according to the

prescription of the pontifical spiritual doctors; who witnesses the removal of the suffering

of false concepts by doing the sort of practices enjoined; who enjoy the good spiritual

health of being aware of the principles of reality; and for whom a new and better

disposition has developed.*!
This depiction of ascesis is heavily gnoseological, but does not dispense with practices that
produce progressive development in favor of a sudden blast of enlightenment. The metaphor of
our spiritual predicament here is disease—a real problem to be cured by tangible treatments—
rather than an ethereal morning mist to be seen through or dissipated. To someone who objects
that even this spiritual asceticism is gnoseological enough to make bodily mortification otiose,
Haribhadra concedes that bodily mortification is not true ascesis, unlike practices such as
celibacy and begging that aid the positive development issuing from ascesis.** These latter are
commonly-accepted practices that even his idealist opponents can be expected to commend.
Perhaps Haribhadra is yet again appealing to shared presuppositions that give the lie to the
opponent’s avowed beliefs.

But even if Haribhadra wants to bring us back from excessive idealism to embodied

praxis, he does not want to make liberation an entirely physical matter—he does not, for

401.28: kim anenéttham asambhavind mugdha-vismaya-karena bhavanavadena?

4V 11.221: bhava-tapasvinah... bhava-vaidya-tirtha-karépadesat samyak tan-nivrtty-udyuktasya tatha-vidha-
vihitanusthanat mithya-vikalpa-duhkha-nivrtti-darsinah tattva-samvedana-bhavarogya-bhajah samudbhita-subha-
rasantarasya...

4211.222: yat parais codyate, bhavana-héyah klesah kim atra kaya-santapéna vyadhikaranatvat ity adi tad api
parihrtam eva, kdya-santapasya tattvatas tapastvanabhyupagamat tasyoktavat kusala-parinama-ripatvat, tad-
angatvéna tu brahmacarya-bhiksatanddivat tad-abhidhanad iti.
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example, envision it as operating entirely on the level of material karma with no connection to
the essentially conscious self. His ascesis does operate upon karma, but it is “not the result of
karma only”—the commentary glosses it as “one-sidedly”—"because it is truly a property of the
self since it proceeds from the dissolution and quiescence of karma. Nor does bodily
mortification generally even follow from the conduct of proper fasting and so on for one
possessed of such development.”*® This ascesis does involve physical practices such as fasting,
and yet transcends brute bodily mortification; it takes part in the causal order of material karma,
and yet remains a real property of the essentially conscious self. It can be both spiritual and
physical, Haribhadra seems to want to say, because anekantavada applies here too:
That [ascesis] is not established to have a one-sidedly single form since it has the form of
the various desirable developments of one’s self, because differences in the basis for
usage [of different words] according to the various statements about it make sense due to
the presupposition of differences such as fasting and penitence and so on.**
As he did in the initial arguments for non-one-sided existence-cum-nonexistence that we
reviewed in chapter 3, Haribhadra here again appeals to the realist philosophy of language that
supposes different words to track real differences. Insofar as one is said to engage in various
ascetic actions, including both physical and mental ones, ascesis really does take different forms
and issue in a variety of results—and yet, they all together constitute the unified ascesis of an
individual developing toward liberation. They cannot sensibly be conflated by reduction to a
single spiritual realization.

The picture of the self insinuated in Haribhadra’s depictions of the spiritual ascetic

(bhava-tapasvin) is the same one that we developed earlier. This person’s development presumes

$11.219: nédam karma-phalam eva, tat-ksayépasamatah prayrtteh tattvata atma-dharmatvat. na caivam-vidha-
parinamavatah sad-anasanddy-anusthanena prayah kaya-santapo 'pi bhavati.

¥ 11.225: tasydikantata ekarapatvasiddheh, citra-kusaldtma-parinama-ripatvat tat-tad-vacanddi-nimitta-
bhédopapattéh, anasana-prayascittadi-bheddabhyupagamad iti.
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that it both perdures and changes. It engages in intentional action—insofar as it develops foward
liberation by undertaking certain practices and enjoying their results**—and achieves intentional
awareness of reality. It is essentially conscious, transcending brute karma, and yet it is not a
punctually bare awareness: the intentional action of ascesis is a real property belonging to it.4¢
Recall that, in addition to its resonance with realization (bhd@vana), bhava was a technical TAS
term for a state of the soul, implicating an individual’s intrinsic qualitative identity that is not
reducible to the perdurance of its consciousness. In Haribhadra’s vision articulated above, bhdva-
tapas 1s likewise “truly a property of the self” (IL.219), neither extraneous nor reducible to the
soul’s essential awareness: it clearly encodes the soul’s intentionality of action (engaging in
practices aiming at liberation) and experience (knowing reality), and is a constitutive aspect of a
temporally developing soul. And this numerical-cum-normative identity of such a soul—its very
self-sameness and its capacity as a doer and knower—is only intelligible as non-one-sided. To
the objection that anekantavada severs the determinacy of even these basic capacities, such as
that connecting a knower’s means and object of knowledge (pramana-prameya) insofar as a
means of knowledge would also be a non-means of knowledge, Haribhadra responds: “It is only
the philosopher of X-cum-non-X for whom the determinacy of all real things is established
insofar as they are characterized by both presence of self and absence of other. Otherwise it is

not established, because there is the absurdity of a thing abandoning its essence, with its

45 Cf. Andrew Ollett’s comments on the teleological nuances in the Mimamsaka notion of bhdvana, which draws on
more widely shared ideas of action and semantics (2013, esp. 226-227).

46 This, of course, need only apply to the soul that is not yet liberated—reinforcing the point that this chapter is not
so much about liberation itself as a fait accompli but rather about the metaphysical conditions of the possibility of
becoming liberated for one who is not yet. I thus abstain from extending these findings to yonder side of that
horizon. I note, however, that unlike other Indian views of liberation as utterly transcendent of all familiar
phenomena and categories, Jainism has a rather idiosyncratically concrete view according to which, for example, the
liberated soul retains the shape of its last incarnation (Jaini 1977, 270). Although one can find plenty of accounts of
siddhas’ transcendence of worldly categories too (ibid., 271), there is also no shortage of attributions of various
qualities to them.
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mutualistic character,”’ the mutually-determining oppositional imbrication of self and other—
that is, the determination of a thing’s identity in contradistinction to what is different from it.

John Cort has pronounced that “a distinction between self and other lies deep at the heart
of Jain ontology” (1998, 12). Cort is discussing, in the first place, the conscious soul and the
karmic material that is other to it. But it should now be apparent that this oppositionality
outstrips the categories of karma theory into the fundamental ontology of anekantavada,
designating the identity of any individual as the being that it is and not what it is not. And non-
one-sidedness requires that this distinction between self and other implies an inextricable
conceptual connection: the consciousness of the self is intrinsically conceived in
contradistinction from the unconscious karma that is set over against it. One’s self is essentially
conscious, an intentional agent and experiencer. But insofar as it is not one-sidedly or punctually
conscious, this intentionality engages it in progressive ascetic development that necessarily
involves karma and its purgation. The ascetic’s involvement with karma is, of course, again not
one-sided—the soul is not incorrigibly infected with karma—since karmic material is essentially
other than the soul of the ascetic.

Cort also means for this opposition to outstrip metaphysics altogether, applying as well to
the sociology of the “contested Jain identities of self and other” (1998, 1-14). In the article
bearing this name (and introducing the volume Open Boundaries), the connection between
metaphysics and sociology shows up as a metaphorical one. However, we have at this point in
the dissertation developed the tools to be able to see the basis for a real, constitutive connection

between the metaphysics of personal identity and the sociology of Jain identity. I have been

4T11.235: sarvam eva pramana-prameyddi pratiniyatam na ghatate iti vacana-matram, tad-atad-vadina eva sva-
para-bhavabhavobhaydatmakatayad sarva-vastanam pratiniyatatva-siddheh, anyathd casiddheh, itarétardtmakatvéna
tat-svaripa-hani-prasangat.
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arguing that the Jain view of the person requires anekantavada. This non-one-sided view of the
person is partially definitive of what it is to be Jain and not other than Jain, and it does not end at
assent to certain beliefs—it ramifies in the practices that define the Jain ascetic life. Nor does
such religiosity necessarily pertain only to monastic specialists, since compromises between
physical and spiritual asceticism may be read as an attempt to include the laity who lack the
wherewithal to undertake the most rigorous bodily mortification but may hope to practice
spiritual ascesis to a greater extent (Johnson 1995a, 64 and passim). Such conciliations too can
be facilitated by anekantavada. Extrapolating from his study of Kundakunda, Johnson suggests
that anekantavada is religiously motivated by the need to maintain the “ascetic practices which
constitute Jaina identity” even as they are compromised by the demands of the laity (ibid.,
305)—or, for that matter, by the challenges of idealists who reduce liberation to a gnoseological
reorientation. Similarly, Qvarnstrdm sees anekantavada as historically providing for “stability
and adaptability” not only at the ontological level—at which it gave Jains a way to make sense of
the perdurance and development of identity—but at a sociological level too: “The fact that the
Jains, through such theories of perspectives, were both difficult to influence, and, at the same
time, sympathetic towards others, made them perhaps also better equipped to cope with matters
challenging their survival and growth” (1998, 35; see also Barbato 2017 and 2019).

As we have seen in this chapter, Haribhadrasiiri’s formative treatment of anekantavada
corroborates these suggestions, purveying a person that continues while it changes, lives and
strives in the karmic world even as it transcends it, and is ascetically Jain even as it both
repudiates and incorporates the spiritual orientations of others. Haribhadra has said that all things
(including persons) possess a “mutualistic character” (I1.235: itarétaratmakatva); and insofar as

this ontological model integrates the visions of different soteriological schools—some, for
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example, emphasizing permanence and some emphasizing change—perhaps we can detect a
certain mutualism between Jain and non-Jain views as well. Halbfass (1988, 412) puts it with
characteristically suggestive elegance: interrogating the notions of what is one’s “own” system or
doctrine and what is extrinsic to it, he observes that one’s own
is nothing static. It grows and changes in the historical processes of dealing with the
other, of trying to supersede it, etc., and it may reflect within itself in a more or less
significant manner the relationship to the other. It may itself be the result of dialectics,
debate, interaction with other systems, and reflection upon such interaction. The
perspectivistic coordination of other views in Mallavadin's version of Jainism is part of
its own identity.
Although we haven’t seen exactly the same “perspectivistic coordination of other views” as in
Mallavadin’s naya-vada, I hope to have displayed similar dynamics in the anekantavada of one
of Mallavadin’s chief successors, Haribhadrasiri. Indeed, insofar as he seems to be more
explicitly concerned with the exact relationship between self and other than many of his

predecessors—in the various ways we have seen throughout this dissertation—Haribhadra marks

a milestone in the formulation of a Jain identity.
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Conclusion

Identity and Difference, Pluralism and Toleration

Philosophically, this dissertation has been most generally concerned with the importance
of doctrinal difference: how does rationally engaging other people’s views help one to profess
one’s own? Through close investigation of several of the central works in the philosophical
corpus of Haribhadrasiiri, often considered to be one of the premodern South Asian philosophers
most intensively interested in others’ doctrines, we have discovered various modes and functions
of engagement with doctrinal diversity and have arrived at a deeper understanding of its relation
to anekantavada. [ have argued that, in various interlocking ways in these various works,
diversity is essential for the formation—or at least the formulation—of identity.

The systematic intertextuality of Haribhadra’s famous Saddarsanasamuccaya (SDS), 1
argued in chapter 1, is an effort to stake out a Jain identity in contradistinction from other major
religious-philosophical affiliations. His Nyayapravesatika (NPT) showed in chapter 2 that it is
essential to know these dar§anic identities in order to make sense of the arguments of different
parties to a debate; however, it also displayed the impasse that may occur when the parties lack
shared presuppositions upon which to base discussion. I proposed in chapter 3 that the
Anekantajayapataka (AJP)—reflecting the ideal of critical rationality over against identitarian
partiality as expressed in the Lokatattvanirnaya (LTN)—seeks to move past these deadlocks by
arriving at the shared presuppositions of apparently opposed doctrines through appeals to

common-sense intuitions. But built into anekantavada itself is another iteration of the
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differentiation of self and other, in the first instance insofar as any thing exists as itself and not as
another. That this is the basis of a full-fledged theory of the determination of identity became
most clear in the context of the path to liberation, assessed in the chapter 4: the presuppositions
of liberating self-formation—and indeed, it turns out, of any action and awareness at all—require
not only conceiving of the identity of a person in contradistinction from other people, but also as
embodying contrary properties that are only one-sidedly attended to by other traditions. In this
way, Haribhadra’s interest in diversity and identity-formation not only frames his concerns and
approach, but in fact constitutes the substance of his doctrine, the identity-in-difference that
Padmarajiah posited as the basic ontological insight of anekantavada (1963, 124) writ large.
Haribhadra could only articulate his non-one-sided vision of personal identity through the
interrogation and integration of the one-sided alternatives purveyed by other religions,
principally the radical impermanence of Buddhist momentariness and the radical permanence of
Brahminical visions of the soul’s transcendent immutability. My explication of anekantavada in
the context of Haribhadra’s overall argumentative program should be clearly seen as (among
other tasks) constituting a sufficient rejoinder to the modern scholarly charges (by such
prominent commentators as Radhakrishnan and Hiriyanna) of eclecticism, agnosticism, and
contradiction, which Padmarajiah summoned but left mostly unanswered (1963, 367) by his own
generally excellent reading (aside from his misleading talk of “indetermination”) of
anekantavada as a philosophy of identity-in-difference.

Although the identity of a dar$ana is a very different matter from the identity of a person,
I argued that Haribhadra’s first approach to both was formally similar: individuation through
differentiation from others according to systematically specifiable parameters of predication. I

also sought to delineate a more substantial continuity between these two kinds of identity in the
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chapter 4. Dar$anic affiliations are one sort of qualitative identity that people might possess,
whereas personal identity is often conceived as chiefly numerical, involving above all
perdurance through time. I contended that numerical and qualitative identity unify through the
normativity supplied by a person’s intentional attempts to realize the goals set by that person’s
values, structured as the kind of person one takes oneself to be. Identifying oneself as Jain entails
forming oneself by certain practices that presume a certain metaphysic of personal identity
according to which one’s soul can truly develop toward liberation.! Haribhadra, in fact, argues
that anyone seeking liberation—indeed, anyone seeking anything at all—presumes this
metaphysic of personal identity, whether they admit it or not. But this is just to say that he is a
convinced Jain and endorses the Jain view of the soul as the correct one, and is confirmed in its
unassailable truth—a truth based not on mere partiality but one that stands to reason and
criticism—by interrogating the various opposing non-Jain claims and showing how they are best
accounted for by Jain metaphysics as underwritten by common-sense intuitions.

I have admittedly been using the heuristic labels “Jain” and “non-Jain” too blithely. As
Lawrence Babb has observed, “The question of Jain identity in relation to other religious
identities is a complicated matter. For present purposes let it suffice to say that this remains an

ambiguous issue and that Jains are continuing to negotiate their identities—religious and

! Some readers may be skeptical of my framing of doctrinal discourses in terms of religious identities. They might
object that doxographical and philosophical texts cannot have very much to do with identity-formation—at best they
would concern canon-formation (Cabezon 1990), whereas identities embody material social and political processes
rather than intellectual ones. While I readily concede that a person’s identity is a matter of much more than doctrines
and that we would require much more social-historical information about Haribhadra and his milieu in order to
understand his Jain identity in the round, it is not therefore necessary to disqualify literary production from having
any relevance to religious identities. For example, heresiological discourse in Western late antiquity seems to have
had everything to do with real people’s identities: John Henderson observes in his study of such discourse in its
social context that “religious differences, particularly the distinction between orthodoxy and heresy, were the most
significant divisions in human society, even (or especially) in the multicultural, multiethnic, and multilinguistic
Byzantine empire” (1998, 8). Melanie Barbato’s ethnographic and historical research (2017 and 2019) has found
that anekantavada has been invoked frequently in Jains’ self-definitions throughout history and the contemporary
world. More generally, Peter Fliigel (2010a) reads Jain philosophy in terms of its “social functions” (ibid., 93),
contending that “philosophies are intrinsically connected with a selective range of matching life-forms” (ibid., 94).
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social—to the present day” (1996, 3). This complexity is largely what underwrites the
methodological imperative that I have followed to study Jains in the context of dialogue with
others, since Jain identity is not given unambiguously and eternally—nor, on the other hand, is it
a chimera—but it is rather always being determined in the dialogue between self and other. The
corpus that I have examined is fully amenable to such complexity: although the SDS creates the
impression of dar§anas as given monoliths, the NPT shows the pitfalls of this rigid
essentialization and the AJP demurs from naming such identities at all, even as it champions
unmistakably Jain views. What we are left with is the nuanced negotiation of identity and
difference through engagement with granular disagreements—fine points of doctrine that can
have major ramifications for religious life, such as the question (discussed at the end of my last
chapter) of whether physical asceticism is enjoined and how it is to be conceived in relation to
more internal practices (bhava-tapas). This has been a philosophical close-up on what Melanie
Barbato dubbed “dialogic identity-formation” (2019).

At the beginning of chapter 4, I cited Brubaker and Cooper’s suspicion of the concept of
“identity” as “little more than a suggestive oxymoron—a multiple singularity, a fluid
crystallization” (2000, 34). Not only is Haribhadra’s explicit theory of identity-in-difference a
doctrinal vindication of this complexity, the formal contours that I have drawn along the major
phases of his philosophical project also enact this complexity as he both develops his
metaphysical concept of a thing’s identity and positions his Jain social identity in thoroughgoing
conversation with others. Nor is such a positioning unique to Jainism—the theory of the
“dialogical self” that I introduced in chapter 1 proposes that this is a universal predicament, but it
seems particularly compelling for minority communities. In his introduction to W. E. B. Du

Bois’s novel Dark Princess, Henry Louis Gates Jr. posits that “cultural multiplicity is no longer
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seen as the problem, but as a solution—a solution to the confines of identity itself. Double
consciousness, once a disorder, is now the cure” (2014, xvi). Du Bois’s famous “double
consciousness” is the “sense of always looking at one's self through the eyes of others, of
measuring one's soul by the tape of a world that looks on in amused contempt and pity. One ever
feels his twoness” (1961, 16-17). We have seen some such dynamics in Haribhadra’s
philosophical insistence on finding common terms with and responding to philosophical
opponents—even those (like Dharmakirti) who are contemptuously dismissive—and (at least
figuratively) performing such twoness in anekantavada’s compossibility of contraries. Even
more concretely, though, do we see in Haribhadra how such an uncomfortable minority position
can be made an epistemic asset: knowing the dominant identities better than the dominant know
the minority, or even better than the dominant know themselves, to paraphrase Baldwin (2012
[1955], 28). Haribhadra’s doxography and constructive philosophy exemplify this pattern,
resolutely representing and interrogating others’ positions and demonstrating the implications
that they themselves refuse to acknowledge. The asymmetrical relation between Jains and non-
Jains continues to manifest in widespread quotational and archival practices in the centuries after
Haribhadra—IJains always responding to other thinkers although usually ignored, and often
preserving others’ manuscripts better than they do themselves—and can surely be found in other
practices beyond the textual as well.

“Every minority is forced to develop means of survival and growth,” says Olle
Qvarnstrom, and the Jains’ approaches arguably sit somewhere between the two extremes of “a
localizing, exclusive, ‘defensive’ strategy, in which one sets up high walls around one’s own
system” and “a cosmopolitan, inclusive, ‘offensive’ strategy of incorporating others within a

totalizing system” (1998, 45). These two poles invoke a standard tripartite typology of religious
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approaches to the question of whether other religions are true or salvific: exclusivism,
inclusivism, and pluralism. Ink has been spilled over which of these options the Jains prefer, and
I will not add to the spillage by rehearsing their definitions (which are somewhat contested and
conceptually problematic) or by venturing to classify Jainism. In fact, I doubt that there is any
sound answer as to where in the typology to place Jains in general (across all diversities of
history and thought) or even particular doctrinal streams such as anekantavada, or even particular
thinkers and texts such as the Haribhadra corpus that I have examined. These three categories
seem especially inapplicable if they demand a position on the truth or efficacy of other religions
as monolithic blocs, since that does not usually appear to be the unit at which Jains evaluate
truth: while Haribhadra did taxonomize dar$anas as blocs in the SDS, he did not evaluate their
truth; and when he came around to such adjudication in the AJP, his unit of analysis was no
longer the dar$ana, but particular doctrines that may or may not have been identifiably associated
with a named community, let alone what we would call a “religion”.

So while I think Qvarnstrom is right that Jains are not generally one-sidedly exclusivistic
or inclusivistic on almost any understanding of those terms, I do not think this implies that
Haribhadra is a religious pluralist. Aside from the ambiguity of these categories and the
difficulty of capturing Haribhadra’s various approaches within them, a further problem is that
they are they are usually understood as a priori answers to questions of whether religions other
than one’s own can be true or salvific—rather than determinations on the basis of study of
whether others in fact are (cf. Ogden 1992, 83)—and as such they have little need for actual
engagement with the particularities of any religions (Long 2000, 60). That will not do—if there
is one characteristic that I see in the variety of Haribhadra’s philosophical approaches as I have

interpreted them, it is that they seek to engage particular religious differences (at whatever level
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of specificity) and philosophize on the basis of this engagement rather than issuing blanket
pronouncements about others a priori. This is arguably a general feature of anekantavada that
distinguishes it from the pluralism of epistemological neutrality or suspension of belief as to
which religion is true (Vallely 2004). At no point, of course, does Haribhadra (or any Jain to my
knowledge) express any doubt about the truth of Jainism; but, as we saw in chapter 2, Haribhadra
maintains that this is because Jain doctrine withstands rational criticism, and he allows that
others might too, even if many turn out not to. Being a Jain does not automatically dictate one’s
particular position on the truth of others’ claims. It is only the critical interrogation of those
claims that produces significant conclusions, as Haribhadra insisted in his disavowal of
“partiality” (paksa-pata).

Perhaps better than the label of “pluralism” for Haribhadra’s approaches would be
“multiplism,” Chakravarthi Ram-Prasad’s anekantavada-inspired term for “a metaphysics and an
ethics that seeks to find the balance between granting the integrity of the Other and attempting to
negotiate beyond Otherness” (2007, 2). These two poles can be seen most clearly in the neutral
doxography of the SDS and the appeals to common sense of the AJP, respectively (with the
caveats that the first pole need not mean affirming the opponent position’s truth or even
justifiability, and the second need not mean homogenization). If the arc of this dissertation has
been persuasive, we might locate the multiplist balance in the intertwining of commonality and
difference, identity and diversity, and agreement and disagreement, that has shown up repeatedly
in various guises in the various texts we have considered. As I have had repeated occasion to
acknowledge, the Jains do not necessarily hold a monopoly on this balance. John Clayton finds a
model “in which the Other is neither made invisible nor just tolerated” in Indian philosophical

debate generally (2006, 35), the features of which closely track those spelled out in the NP and
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Haribhadra’s commentary thereupon. Arguably, however, the endeavors in doxography and
anekantavada that I have depicted as revolving around that tradition of interreligious debate are
especially pronounced exemplars of broader Indian philosophical tendencies detectable in
various forms and degrees in different thinkers.

If we are to insist on calling these tendencies a sort of pluralism, it would be “pluralism
defined as a commitment to recognize and understand others across perceived or claimed lines of
religious difference” (Bender and Klassen 2010, 2). It may be better yet to modify it as an
“agonistic” one that, in Jason Springs’s words, “seeks to facilitate and utilize the inevitable—
indeed necessary—roles that dissensus and contestation play” (2012, 19). The notion of
“agonistic pluralism” was coined by theorist Chantal Mouffe for the purposes of democratic
theory, a discourse far distant from the first-millennium metaphysical inquiries that have been
my focus. I therefore hasten to admit that the ethical and political ramifications of Haribhadra’s
approaches are not at all obvious—what I have been examining are ways of conceiving reality
and negotiating truth, not in the first instance directives for how to behave toward other people or
manage societies, and it would require another dissertation to delineate robust connections
between these two orders of concern. But entertaining this transposition (at least by way of
speculative conclusion) is called for in response to a currently dominant interpretation of
anekantavada that leans heavily on modern ethical and political notions: in the introduction to his
excellent edition of the AJP (on which this dissertation has been utterly reliant), Kapadia
influentially characterizes anekantavada as “an attitude of toleration towards the views of our
adversaries,” an attempt at “rapproch[e]ment between the seemingly warring systems of

philosophy” (AJP II.cxix).
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This interpretation has now become very widespread, spurred on by an inclusivistic line
of thought found in modern discourse on Indian philosophy and religion generally (see e.g.
Halbfass 1988, 383 and ch. 22). However, it contains (even bracketing the question of its
exegetical soundness) a potential instability. A. B. Dhruva, one of the early proponents of an
interpretation along these lines, says that anekantavada allows that “the errors of [other] schools
were only partial truths as seen from particular angles of vision—that none of them was wholly
wrong” (1933, Ixxiii). Contemporary Jains often take a rather stronger line to the effect that
“different religions are equally true” (Barbato 2019, 10). However, this sort of universalism in
fact presents a tension with toleration, which “is understood in contemporary moral and political
theory as principled noninterference in beliefs and practices of which one disapproves or, at
least, dislikes” (Spencer 2018, ix; emphasis added). Leaving aside the question of political
interference (which, as far as I know, simply does not arise in the classical scholastic
discussions), anekantavada’s tolerant quality is often presented as its ability to grant some
measure of approval to other schools—but to the extent that they are approved of, they do not
provide an opportunity for toleration as it is normally understood, since to the extent that they are
tolerated, they are (by definition) reproved. Toleration does not amount to validation—indeed, as
classically understood by philosophers, they are mutually exclusive.?

Kapadia’s own understanding may not have been vulnerable to this inconsistency—it is
hard to say, since he is so brief on this point—but it looms in the contemporary afterlife of his
declaration (Cort 2000b, 328 and passim). What deserves more consideration is his immediate

qualification that anekantavada goes beyond mere toleration (II.cxix). Here, it seems, he would

2 The same tension is present in many discussions of Haribhadra’s approaches to others generally, beyond
anekantavada, such as in his yoga works. Cf. Paul Hacker’s argument (1957) that much of what passes for tolerance
in Hinduism is better called “inclusivism” (Halbfass 1988, 403-405).
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find sympathy from the many recent Western theorists who have criticized toleration as “an
inadequate approach to cultural and religious pluralism” and who “have been engaged in
developing alternative and more positive approaches to diversity” (Spencer 2018, x). The notion
of agonistic pluralism is a step forward here, too:
Agonistically reconceived, tolerance is neither cultivated indifference, restrained
aversion, putting up with what one opposes in the interest of “getting along,” “agreeing to
disagree,” nor refusing to take sides. It entails recognition and engagement of—at times,
positively opposing and actively contesting—views and policies that one finds
objectionable or stands against. “Tolerance” comes to refer to the character of one’s
engagement with one’s opponent, rather than nonengagement or noninterfering
disapproval. It takes on the more refined meaning of recognizing those who champion
opposing ideas and viewpoints—perhaps irreconcilable with one’s own—as legitimate
opponents. To “tolerate” them is to respect them as one respects an adversary to be
contended with, rather than an enemy to be destroyed. (Springs 2012, 20)
This sort of active respect amidst contestation is closer to what modern interpreters should seek
in anekantavada than the tolerance of non-interference. Indeed, it is just the quality that many
scholars have found particularly in the figure of Haribhadra (e.g. Granoff 1989, 106; Dundas
2002, 227-228; Chapple 2003, 8; Long 2009, 156). Although this remains to be theorized—I
have not examined “attitudes” such as respect, but rather methods and doctrines—
impressionistically speaking, it has been visible in the arc of this dissertation, from
representationally-faithful doxography to vociferous contestation with others, in both
Haribhadra’s commentarial deference to Dignaga and Dharmakirti and his extensive disputation
with them, expressed in his famous denunciation of “partiality” (paksa-pata) and concomitant
promise to accede to any authorities who can withstand rational scrutiny. This is not the purely
“negative” or “laissez-faire virtue” that, in Richard Miller’s words, “permits toleration to settle
into incuriousness”: when “viewed in light of offering benefit-of-the-doubt respect, toleration

opens one to conversation and cross-cultural engagement” (2010, 103) and thus “serves as a

basic principle for an ethics of heterology” (ibid., 98).
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Kapadia opines that the anekantavadin’s “respect for the opinion of others” originates in
the cardinal Jain tenet of “respect for life (ahimsa)” (AJP Il.cxiv). Reading anekantavada as what
A. B. Dhruva dubbed “intellectual ahimsa (1933, 1xxiv) has the potential exegetical advantage of
connecting it with classically fundamental Jain principles rather than modern political discourses.
However, the enunciation of this connection is quite a modern innovation, not found in the AJP
or any other Sanskrit texts known to contemporary scholarship (Folkert 1993, 224-227; Cort
2001, 325). Furthermore, it arguably fails to do justice to the agonism of traditional Jain
philosophy (ibid., 334) as exemplified in the apologetics and denunciations we saw in the AJP.
This doesn’t render it hopeless as an interpretation, much less as an aspiration (Long 2009, 161).
I do suspect that there may be a route to ahimsa through my reading of Haribhadra’s
anekantavada as revolving around rescuing agreement from the midst of disagreement; as Peter
Fliigel notes in his theorization of Jain discourse ethics, “The respective ideals of consensus and
non-violence mutually implicate each other” (2010a, 193). But the bottom line, it seems to me, is
that substantiating such creative interpretations of anekantavada demands careful theorizations
and perhaps genealogies of both the etic and emic terms called upon as explanans—whether
toleration, pluralism, respect, ahimsa, or any other interpretive candidates that are not given in
the texts themselves under interpretation—vastly more careful analyses than have been
undertaken to date.’

However the details of such theoretical interpretations turn out, I think it is at least safe to
say that a merely negative tolerance is inadequate for those interested in constructive

conversations across difference—for Haribhadra or for us, in his time or in ours, in South Asia or

® Fliigel’s elaborate discourse-ethical treatment theorization of Jain rhetoric points in the right direction, although his
argument is ultimately somewhat inconclusive with respect to anekantavada (and nayavada) insofar as he considers
them to be basically semantic theories rather than instances of discourse ethics (2010a, 239).
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in North America, or all of the above. As Sugata Bose once declared in an address to the Lok
Sabha, “Tolerance is not good enough.... No, that is not my idea of India. We have to aspire for
something much higher. We must cultivate the value of cultural intimacy, saanskritik sannidhya,
among our diverse communities” (2017, 197). Or as Audre Lorde wrote in a famous essay that
might furnish a slogan for anekantavada, “Difference must be not merely tolerated, but seen as a
fund of necessary polarities between which our creativity can spark like a dialectic” (1984, 111).
I hope that this dissertation has displayed something like these values at work in the figure of the

philosopher Haribhadrasiiri, and perhaps even enacted them in its own work.
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