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On Backward Causation in Buddhism
The following is an addition to reprint of Dharmakirti on Compassion and
Rebirth (forthcoming with Motilal Banarsidass). Comments are welcome.

In the introduction to the first edition (p. 11 above), I wrote that the
translation of Dharmakriti’s verses is accompanied by a complete
translation of Prajiiakaragupta’s commentary “except for one
digression [on backward causation] which I consider too interesting to
buried in a note and to which I hope to return on a different
occasion.” In fact, I was able to return to this topic on three different
occasions and in the following I draw heavily on three published
papers (Franco 2005, 2007 and 2015) and also present some new
materials.

The reliability of the Buddha and proofs of rebirth

Before entering the topic of this investigation, let me briefly
outline the background and context of the discussion. One of the most
important tasks for the Buddhist logicians was to provide a rational
justification of the Buddhist religion. However, they had to face the
problem that not all components of the Buddha’s teaching can be
rationally justified. For instance, because past lives usually cannot be
remembered, the law of karma cannot be directly verified, let alone
its intricacies brought to light.! These parts of the Buddha’s doctrine
can be neither directly perceived nor inferred. They had to be
substantiated indirectly by way of the establishment of the
trustworthiness of the speaker, that is, of the Buddha himself. This
problem is not particularly Buddhist; it was also dealt with by other
philosophical traditions such as Nyaya’ and Vedanta,® and other
religious traditions such as Saivism.* An important presupposition for
reliability, not only in the Buddha’s case, but also in the case of a God

! Similarly, certain precepts in the Vinaya also cannot be rationally justified. Cf.
Vetter 1984: 40, n. 1; Van Bijlert 1989 119; Tillemans, 1993: 38 and n. 12; see also
above pp. 34-35.

2 Cf. NBh 556.2-567.7 and NV thereon.

3 Cf. van Beutenen 1971 and Rastelli 2008.

4 Cf. SBhT 35.9-10.
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like Siva or of the Rishis who revealed the Veda, consists in great
compassion. However, in the Buddha’s case, unlike in the case of an
eternal God or the primordial Rishis, such compassion cannot be said
to be innate, but has to be acquired through repeated practice over
many lives. Thus, the proof of the Buddha’s reliability presupposes
the Buddha’s unlimited compassion, which presupposes, in turn, a
doctrine of rebirth.’

Further, the Buddhist logicians, from Dharmakirti onwards, had to
demonstrate that the process of rebirth occurs in the manner assumed
by the Buddhists, that is, without the assumption of a permanent soul
that repeatedly takes up new lives in various bodies. This meant that
they had to argue, on the one hand, against the Brahminical
philosophers who attempted to demonstrate the existence of a
permanent soul and who claimed that rebirth is impossible without its
assumption.® On the other hand, the Buddhist logicians had to argue
against the materialists who denied the very possibility of rebirth. The
materialist philosophers argued that the body is the base or support of
consciousness and that therefore, when the body is destroyed,
consciousness is also destroyed. Consciousness cannot survive
without a body, nor move on to another body, just as a fresco which is
supported by a wall cannot survive without the wall, nor move on to
another wall; or just as the colour of a mango fruit cannot exist
without the mango, nor move on to another mango when the fruit has
been destroyed.’

The Buddhist response to such objections was to establish the
autonomy of consciousness, that is, to show that consciousness is
independent of the body, or of particular parts of the body that are
traditionally associated with the phenomenon of life, notably, the
sense faculties and breath.® By showing that consciousness, especially
mental awareness in contradistinction to sense perception, is
independent of factors such as the body, breath and the senses,

3 See chapter 1 above; see also PV II 34. Compassion forms the positive motivation;
it is supplemented by a lack of negative motivation; namely, the Buddha does not lie
because he has nothing to gain by telling lies.

® On Dharmakirti’s response cf. ch. 5 above.

7 Cf. ch. 4 above.

8 Cf. Taber 2003.
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Dharmakirti and his followers attempted to establish a causal nexus
amongst moments of consciousness, namely, every moment of
consciousness has to be produced by the preceding moment of
consciousness. Thus, from the present moment of consciousness one
can infer its cause, the previous moment of consciousness; and from
that moment of consciousness its cause, and so on until one reaches
the first moment of consciousness in this life. But this moment of
consciousness too has to be the result of an anterior moment of
consciousness. And that anterior moment of consciousness cannot but
be the last moment of consciousness in a previous life.” The same
reasoning applies, of course, to the sequence of moments of
consciousness in the previous life, and thus one can infer the life
before the previous one. In this way, an infinite number of previous
lives are inferred. The process has no beginning, which tallies well
with the assumption that samsara has no beginning.

Backward causation and pratityasamutpada

The Buddhist logicians endeavoured to prove not only past lives,'”
but also future lives; otherwise, all religious striving would be futile.
Precisely at this point there arises a problem in connection with the
Buddhist doctrine of inference: By means of an inference based on
causal relation, one can infer only past causes because according to
Dharmakirti and his followers one can infer the cause from the effect,
but not the effect from the cause. For example, one can infer fire from
smoke, but not from fuel. Something can always occur to prevent a
cause from producing its effect, or more precisely, since what brings
about a result is not a single cause but a complex of causal factors,
some necessary factor may not occur and the causal complex may be
incapable of producing its result. This possibility was unalienable to
any causal theory in classical India except for the Lokayata tradition.

° Actually the Buddhists assume some intermediary states (antrabhava) between two
lives, but that does not change the argument.

10 For the proof of the Buddha’s compassion as a condition or a presupposition for
his reliability, which forms the context of the discussion of rebirth in the
Pramanasiddhi chapter, a proof of past life would suffice.
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Determinism and Accidentalism were not a viable option in the major
philosophical traditions that professed the possibility of liberation.

How then can future lives be proved?'! According to the Buddhist
logicians, only two types of inference are considered valid. The one,
just mentioned, is from effect to cause. The other is based on the own-
being of things, that is, on an essential property. The common
example for that type of inference is: This is a tree, because it is an
ASoka tree.'? In this inference, one infers from one essential property,
such as being an ASoka tree, another essential property, such as being
a tree, which always occurs together with the former property. Both
properties belong to the same thing in reality and are not
ontologically different from the thing itself or from each other.

If we were to conduct an opinion poll among all Buddhist logicians
who attempt to prove future lives, most of them would say that future
lives can only be proved with an inference based on an essential
property. Prajiiakaragupta stands almost alone in claiming that one
should infer future lives with an inference based on causality.!* The
audacity of this counter-intuitive position is clear: If one infers from
the present moment of consciousness as an effect a future moment of
consciousness as its cause, this means that the future is the cause of
something present, or that something present is produced by
something future. How could that be? Moreover, Prajiakaragupta

" Cf. PVABh 67.19-21 (Ms. 26bl-2): yadi vijianapiirvakam vijiianam,* tathapi
Jjanmadivijianat parvakajanmavijianam iti pratiyate® tasya tatkaryatvat. bhavi-
Jjanmavijiianam tu kuto 'numiyate? atha samarthakaranadarsanat karyanumanam, tat
tarhi hetvantaram prasaktam karanalaksanam.

* Ppe) 70b2 = Ppe) 5924, however, has no equivalent to vijiianam: gal te rnam par Ses
pa siion du ’gro ba can yin pa de lta na yan/. ° S.: pratiyatam.

“[Even] if a cognition is preceded by cognition, even so, one apprehends (i.e., infers)
the [last] cognition of a previous life from the cognition in the beginning of this life,
because it (viz., the cognition in this life) is its effect. But how is a cognition of a
future life apprehended? If one infers the effect [namely, the future cognition] from
seeing a capable cause, then a further reason [additional to karyahetu and
svabhavahetu], characterized as cause, would result.”

12 For a recent major study of Dharmakirti’s theory of inference see Steinkellner
2013.

13 Except for his commentators Jayanta and Yamatri, Jitari seems to be the only other
philosopher who endorses this tenet; see Franco 2015 and the summary below.
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presents this opinion not as his own, but as Dharmakirti’s and even
the Buddha'’s as is clear the comments on Pramanavarttika 11 49:
sattopakarini yasya nityam tadanubandhatah |
sa hetuh saptami tasmad utpadad iti cocyate ||
“The cause is that whose existence always assists [in the arising of the
effect] due to the [effect’s constant] attachment to it.

For this [reason the Buddha uses] the locative [case-ending in the
formula asmin satidam bhavati ‘“When this is present, that arises’] and
[for exactly the same reason he uses the ablative case-ending when] it
is said ‘because of the arising’ [in the formula asyotpadad idam
utpadyate ‘Because of the arising of this, that arises’].””!*

Thus, by reading the theory of backward causation into this verse,
Prajfiakaragupta assumes this doctrine to be not only Dharmakirti’s,
but also the Buddha’s in the general formulation of Dependent
Origination. Now let us take a closer look at this highly original,
fascinating and counterintuitive interpretation of Dependent
Origination. This interpretation does not concern the nature of any of
the twelve members of the causal chain. Rather, it is the causal
connection between them that is given a new dimension.

The discussion begins with a distinction between two kinds of
causes. The word heru is used for a special kind of cause (visista-
karana) as defined by Dharmakirti in the above-quoted verse. The
other kind of cause is a mere “helper” (upakaraka);" it is occasional
or accidental to the effect in the sense that even if it is absent, the
effect can arise from something else. The body is such a cause for the
series or succession of moments of consciousness (cittasantati). Thus,
such a succession can occur even without the body.'®

4 Cf. above p. 227.
15 Cf. PVABh 66.8 (Ms. 25b7):

nopakaraka ity eva hetus tasya ni(r)vartakah® |

visistam eva hetutvam karyasya vini(r)vartakam || 427 |
* Read nirvartakah, vinirvartakam and nirvartakatvam here and in the subsequent
lines, against Ms. 25b7 and the Tibetan translation (Pp. 6932 = P, 57b7: zlog byed,
zlog par byed pa, and zlog par byed pa iiid).
16 Cf. PVABh 66.13-17 (Ms. 25b8-26al): yasya tu kadacid upakarasamarthyam
tadabhave ’pi kadacid upakaro ’nyato 'pi bhavati, visesalaksanah sa nityam anu-
vartako na bhavatiti yuktam.* na tannivrityapi® tannivrttih. dehasya ca satta na

>

sarvadopakarini, piurvacittamatravikare® 'pi kadacid vikaradrsteh. tato dehabhave ’pi
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An opponent objects that Dharmakirti’s definition cannot be true.
The Buddha did not define causal relationships the way Dharmakirti
does. The Buddha characterized causal relationships in the form of
Dependent Origination. If Dharmakirti’s formulation were true,
surely the Buddha, who is the final authority in matters of causation,'’
would not have failed to communicate to us something so important
and useful.'® How can one reconcile the rigorous definition of a cause
formulated by Dharmakirti with the traditional canonical
formulation? Prajfiakaragupta bridges the gap between the two
formulations by interpreting the locative case-ending in the first
formulation as expressing a cause.'” According to this interpretation,
asmin sati would have to be translated “because of this existing” or
“because of this being present.”?

It is interesting to note that Prajiakaragupta was not the first to
interpret the locative case ending in the Dependent Origination

kadacic cittavikaravihitavikaratvat tadupastambhad astaiva® cittasantatir iti sam-
bhavyate.
* yuktam absent in Ms and S, but cf. Pp,y 69a6 =P, 58a4: rigs so. ° Perhaps
tannivrttav api? Pee) 6926 =P 58a4: de ni ldog kyan de ldog pa ma yin no. © Ppe
69a7 = P, 58a5, however, lacks an equivalent to -matra-. * Ms. and S.: dsta eva.
7 An ordinary human being cannot apprehend causal relationship pervasively
because such an apprehension presupposes the knowledge of all individuals, past,
present and future.
18 Cf. PVABh 67.11-14 (Ms. 26a7-8): nanu asmin satidam bhavaty asyotpadad idam
utpadyata ity etad eva hetulaksanam bhagavatoktam. na tu sadanuvartakam aparam
vicaritam. bhagavan eva ca paramarthatah karyakaranabhave paramarthikam
pramanam vyapyanvayavyatirekagrahanad iti pratipaditam. na ca sambhavy upa-
karavan artho nocyate bhagavata.
1 PVABh 67.16-17 (Ms. 26a8-26b1): asmin satidam bhavatiti sadanuvartanam aha.
satiti nimittasaptami. anyatha tadabhave ’pi bhavane na tannimittako ’sya bhavah.
? The use of the locative of cause (nimittasaptami) is relatively rare, but certainly
not unheard of. A well-known verse is often quoted by the Sanskrit grammarians to
illustrate this particular usage of the locative, in which all the words indicating
cause, namely, skin, tusks, hair and scrotum, appear in the locative (Cf. MBh 2.3.36;
cf. also KV 1.1.57):

carmani dvipinam hanti dantayor hanti kuiijaram |

keSesu camarim hanti simni puskalako hatah ||
“One kills a leopard because of its skin; one kills an elephant because of its tusks.
One kills the female yak because of the hair [of its tail]; the musk deer is killed
because of its scrotum.”
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formula as the locative of cause. Already Devendrabuddhi proposed
this interpretation,?! which may thus go back to Dharmakirti himself.
Whatever the case may be, Devendrabuddhi most probably relies on
an older tradition, which still needs to be traced.?

Prajfiakaragupta’s interpretation is probably not faithful to the
literal meaning of the formulation of Dependent Origination because
it is more natural to interpret asmin sati as a locative absolute
(satsaptami). Yet, at first sight, the interpretation does not seem to do
great violence to the original intention of the formulation. After all,
the statement in the locative absolute “when this is present” was in all
probability meant to convey the idea of a cause. Why is it so
important not only for Prajiiakaragupta, but also for Devendrabuddhi
and perhaps Dharmakirti himself to interpret the locative as a locative
of cause? The answer, I think, is that if one interprets the locative as
expressing a (necessary and) sufficient condition, there is a
contradiction between the canonical formulation and Dharmakirti’s
doctrine of inference. If one says, “When A is present, B arises,” one
implies that B necessarily arises when A is present. In other words, A
is a sufficient condition for B. For Dharmakirti, however, the cause is
a necessary but not sufficient condition of the effect, and the effect is
thereby a sufficient condition for the cause.”® Put in a locative

U PVP ey 25b6: rgyu mishan gyi bdun pa. Cf. also PVTpe) 96b3-4.

2 While commenting on the member vijiana (though discussing relationship
between vijiiana and manaskara, not between vijiiana and samskara) in his Pratitya-
samutpadavyakhya, Vasubandhu suggests the locative of cause as an alternative
explanation of the compound tajja (Muroji 1993: 70): yan na de’i ched du skyes pa
ni de skyed Zes rgyu mtshan gyi bdun pa yin pa’i phyir te. See also the translation by
Muroji, p. 149. Vasubandhu then quotes the above verse with an interesting variant
in pada d. Instead of “the musk deer is killed because of its scrotum” one reads “the
adulterer is killed because of a woman/wife” (bud med phyir ni byi pho bsad). On the
use of the locative of cause in Pali see von Hiniiber 1994: 32. Further on the use of
this locative, see Renou 1957: 177. For more details Franco 2007.

2 The effect may or may not be a necessary condition for the cause. For instance,
smoke is sufficient, but not necessary for fire. A necessary effect, however, is a
necessary condition for its cause; cf. the discussion below. Note that Dharmakirti
also allows a general or common effect (karyasamanya), which is neither sufficient
nor necessary for its cause, and in the case of which an inference from effect to
cause is not possible.
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absolute, Dharmakirti’s doctrine has to be expressed as follows:
“When this (effect) is present, that (cause) arises/has arisen.”

The case of the ablative formulation of Dependent Origination is
less problematic for Dharmakirti and his followers and is, therefore,
discussed very briefly. The ablative case-ending in the word utpadat
(“because of the arising”) in the formula asyotpadad idam utpadyate
conveys that from which a separation (apadana)* of the agent by way
of the verbal action takes place. If this action is the action of arising,
that from which the separation of the agent of arising takes place is
the source, and the source may be easily interpreted as the cause in
general

So far Prajfiakaragupta’s analysis is more detailed, but not
significantly different from Devendrabuddhi’s. However, at this point
he suggests an alternative explanation. Let us bear in mind
Dharmakirti’s definition of a cause as formulated above (PV II 49).
This definition does not address the temporal direction of the causal
relationship; nothing in it points to a necessary precedence of the
cause to the effect. This enables Prajfiakaragupta to claim that the
cause can sometimes lie in the future, and that one can therefore infer
a future life by means of an inference from its present effect, a regular
inference based on a causal relation.

How should one understand this statement? One possibility is to
assume that Prajiiakaragupta relies on one of the Sarvastivada
theories of time. The sources speak of four different Sarvastivada
theories of time that explain in what manner past and future things
can be said to exist.?® However, there is no need to enter into this
topic here because, as far as I can see, there is no direct reference to

2+ Cf. MBh 2.3.28: apadane paiicami.

3 Cf. PVABh 67.17-18 (Ms 26bl): paiicamy apadane ’padanata ca janikartuh
prabhava iti. prabhavas ca nimitam eva. Prajiiakaragupta combines here two
different, though similar sutras:1.4.30: janikartuh prakrtih, and 1.4.31: bhuvah
prabhavah. The examples given for these usages of the ablative case-ending are 1)
“The scorpion arises / is born from cowdung,” and 2) “The Ganga springs up /
originates from the Himalaya” (“The Vitasta springs up / originates from Kashmir”).
In the first case the ablative case-ending denotes the source in the sense of the matter
from which or out of which an effect arises, in the second case it denotes the source
as a point of departure.

26 These four theories are often referred to, e.g., already in Stcherbatsky 1923: 78-80.
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any of the Sarvastivada doctrines in Prajfiakaragupta’s discussion
here.”’

Rather than relying on a special scholastic metaphysics,
Prajiiakaragupta utilizes a popular belief for his purpose, namely, the
belief in omens. He maintains that according to the beliefs or
everyday practice of all people (sarvalokavyavahara), it is not the
good omens, such as special transformations of the mind, which cause
some good fortune (udaya, abhyudaya, dge legs) in the future, rather
the future good fortune causes the good omens to appear at the
present. Indeed people say that some good fortune must happen
because otherwise there would be no transformation of the mind etc.
In other cases too, one determines something as a cause in this
manner.?

It may be objected that according to Dharmakirti’s definition (PV
IT 49 quoted above), a cause is something that assists in the arising of
an effect, and that a future thing cannot assist because it does not yet
exist at the time of the arising. To this Prajfiakaragupta replies that
there would also not be a cause in the past, because a past cause no
longer exists at the time of the arising of the effect.”” What is the
difference between inexistence because something has already
perished and inexistence because something has not yet arisen?

The opponent can also not claim that the cause must immediately
precede its effect. In many cases it can be observed that the cause is

27 However, in the context of yogic perception one can detect certain similarities
between Prajfiakaragupta’s statements and Buddhadeva’s relativistic theory of time;
thus the possibility of a certain influence of Buddhadeva should be borne in mind
(cf. below n. 87).
2 Cf. PVABh 67.28-68.2 (Ms. 26b3-4) (my punctuation here and in the next note
differs from Sankrtyayana’s): karanam katham karyam iti cet, na, tasya karyatvat.
tatha hi

vikaras cetanadinam udayadeh prasadhakah |

tadvikaratayeksyante* tac ca karyatvam ucyate || 435||
ayam vikara eva na syat, yady abhyudayena na bhavitavyam. tatkrto 'yam vikara® iti
sakalalokavyavaharah. etavataivanyatrapi karyatvam. bhavi katham karanam?
tadavyabhicarad eva.
“ Ms: -ksyente ° -tavyam tatkrto ’yam vikara illegible in Ms.
» Cf. PVABh 68.3-5 (Ms. 26b4-5): nanu ya upakari sa karanam katham ca bhavy
avidyamanam upakari? atitam tarhi karanam na prapnoti. tad apy asan nopakariti.
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separated from the effect by some time interval. Prajiiakaragupta uses
here the example of two awarenesses occurring before and after deep
sleep without dreams.*

However, the opponent is far from being convinced. The general
formulation of Dependent Origination implies that the cause precedes
the effect. For instance, when the Buddha says “From the arising of
this, that arises,” he points out that “the arising of this” takes place
before “the arising of that.” Similarly, when the Buddha says “asmin
satidam bhavati,” he points out that “ayam” exists before “idam.”' In
other words, should it not be assumed that the general formulation of
Dependent Origination contains not only a definition of a cause as
something that is invariably concomitant with an effect, but also
indicates that the cause exists before the effect? According to the
opponent, the locative and ablative case-endings indicate a time prior
to the one conveyed by the nominative case-ending.*? Prajiiakaragupta
replies in the negative; the locative and ablative case-endings refer to
a cause, not to a specific time.*

The opponent also questions whether a present participle such as
sat (existing) can refer to a future object, or whether the word
“arising” can refer to something not yet arisen, but here again

3 Cf. PVABh 68.11 (Ms. 26b6-7):

gadhasuptasya vijiianam prabodhe piirvavedanat |

jayate vyavadhane 'pi* kaleneti viniscitam || 436 ||
* S.: vyavadhanena. This verse is quoted in NBhii 501.8-9 which also reads
vyavadhane ’pi. Note that the alayavijiiana, even though it is supposed to exist in
deep sleep as well (cf. Schmithausen 1987: 36), cannot serve as the
samanantaraprtyaya, for although it is immediately preceeding, it is not of the same
kind. See n. 123 below.
31 How should the locative be translated in this case? Since the possibility of locative
absolute is raised only later in the text, the locative here is either nimittasaptami or a
normal locative (adhikaranasaptami).
32 Cf. PVABh 68.18 (Ms. 26b8):

saptamya piirvabhavasya paiicamya ca nidarsanam |

parabhavah prathamaya tato ’pi ca nidarsyate || 438 ||
33 Cf. PVABh 68.21-22 (Ms. 27al): na khalu saptamya pirvabhavasyopadarsanam
paiicamya va. nimittatvamatratvasyopadarsanat®. etannimittako 'yam ity arthah.
* Delete at least one tva? P 71b6 = Py 60a4: rgyu mtshan tsam Zig iie bar bstan
pa’i phyir te.
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Prajfiakaragupta points out the symmetry between past and future
things inasmuch as both do not exist in the present.?

At this point Prajiiakaragupta suggests an alternative explanation
of asmin satidam bhavati, according to which the characteristic of the
being or arising (bhava) of the one is due to the being or arising of the
other.? The purpose of this alternative is not stated explicitly. Perhaps
Prajiiakaragupta wants to bring into line the locative and ablative
formulations. For according to the locative formulation, the cause is
the thing itself; according to the ablative formulation, it is the arising
of the thing. Or perhaps Prajiakaragupta tries to account for the word
sati, which is superfluous under the assumption of a nimittasaptami.
Whatever the case may be, this interpretation does not change the
main point, namely, that the locative case ending conveys only a
causal relation, not existence at a certain time.*® The same holds good,
of course, for the ablative formulation (utpadat). It does not convey
any division of time, and therefore a time difference, between the
objects referred to by the ablative and the nominative, because case
endings do not prescribe a certain time, but communicate that the
object referred to by the noun is simply a causal factor
(karakatvamatra) for the action referred to by the verb.?’

3% Cf. PVABh 68.24-26 (Ms. 27al-2): nanu satiti katham bhavi vyapadisyate
tasyavidyamanatvad evamvyapadeSanupapatteh? tatha cotpado® 'nutpannasya. nanv
atitasyapi katham satta yenasau satiti vyapadisyate? vinastasya ca katham utpadah?
*Ms and S.: tatha notpado; cf. Ppe) 71b8 = Pne) 60a5: de bZin du ma skyes pa la skyes
pa yan no Ze na.

3 Cf. PVABh 68.27-28 (Ms: 27a2): athava asmin satidam bhavatiti yasya ca®
bhavena bhavalaksanam ity anena saptami.

* ca should probably be deleted. It does not make sense to me and has no equivalence
in Py 72al = Ppe) 60a6: yarn na ’di yod na ’di ‘byun no Zes bya ba (Pe: ba la) gan gis
dnos pos dnos po mtshon pa Zes bya ba ’dis bdun pa yin no.

36 Cf. PVABh 68.28-29 (Ms. 27a2): tatah satity anena nimittabhavamatram laksyate.
na tu tada sattvam.

37 Cf. PVABh 68.31-32 (Ms. 27a3): na cotpadad iti kalavibhagah. na khalu
vibhaktayah kalavisesavidhayinyah karakatvamatrapratipadane* samarthyat.

* -tva- has no equivalent in the Tibetan; cf. Py, 72a4-5 = Ppe) 60b2: byed pa po tsam
7ig ston par nus pa’i phyir ro.
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Backward causation in omens

In the context of the above analysis, Prajiiakaragupta repeats the
example of omens, this time referring to bad omens (arista).®® It is
commonly said (vyavahara) among the people that an omen of death
(arista) is prompted or caused (prayukta, byas) by death. In other
words, a bad omen is not the cause of misfortune, but its result. This
implies that the misfortune that awaits us in the future is causing the
ill omen in the present.®

To fully appreciate the force of Prajfiakaragupta’s argument we
must recall the importance of omens in South Asian culture. The
belief in omens, good or bad, has been widely spread in all times. The
earliest sources for the interpretations of omens are the
Adbhutabrahmana of the Samaveda and the Kausikasitra of the
Atharvaveda. Further, this topic appears in practically all literary
genres: Epic, Puranic and narrative literature (e.g. Kathasaritsagara),
plays, astrological texts (e.g., the Brhatsamhita*’) in the grammatical
literature (already with Panini, e.g., AA 1.4.39), in philosophical
works such as the Yogasiitra,*! and so on. The Carakasamhita, the
influential medical compendium of the classical period, contains an
entire chapter (Indriyasthana) that deals with various signs of death,
some of which are quite astonishing. For instance, the appearance of
flower-like shapes on one’s nails or one’s teeth is a sure sign of
death.* Studies on omens, although not numerous, stretch over the

38 Confusingly enough, arista seems to signify both “auspicious” and “inauspicious”
omens (cf. Apte s.v., meanings 2 and 3). It is clear, however, that in the present
context Prajiakaragupta uses arista in the sense of a bad omen that forebodes death
(cf. next note: mrtyuprayuktam aristam).

¥ Cf. PVABh 68.29-30 (Ms. 27a2-3): mrtyuprayuktam aristam iti loke vyavaharah.
yvadi mrtyur nabhavisyan® na bhaved evambhiitam aristam iti.

*S.: na bhavisyan.

0 In the Brhatsamhita, eleven chapters deal with various omens (ch. 86-96).

4 Cf. YS 3.21 (in Wood’s translation 3.22). Cf. also further references to the
Mahabharata, the Markandeyapurana and Lingapurana in Wood’s translation p.
251, n. 3.

2 Cf. Indriyasthana 1.22: puspani nakhadantesu. The reason for the prominent
treatment of death omens in the Carakasambhita is clear. The physician should avoid
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entire field of South Asian studies, from Vedic studies, e.g., on the
Atharvavedaparisista,” to ethnographic studies of customs and beliefs
in present day Mumbay and Chennai. It is remarkable how the living
notions in South Asia about omens are still similar to those of the
early centuries B.C.E.*

As mentioned above, Prajfiakaragupta maintains that case-endings
do not express temporal relations between the referents of inflected
nouns in a sentence; they express various causal relationships
between the referents of the nouns and the action referred to by the
verb. To substantiate this point he uses the karaka-theory of the
Sanskrit grammarians and claims that this theory implies that a past
or future thing can be a cause.* According to this theory, the case-
endings, with the exception of the genitive ending,*® express the fact
that the referent of the inflected noun is a cause or a condition
(karaka) for the action referred to by the sentence verb. For instance,
in the sentence “John cuts wood with an axe,” the referent of “John”
is the agent, of “axe” the instrument, and of “wood” the object; they
all are causes or conditions for the action of cutting referred to by
“cuts.” Now, consider a simple sentence such as “The sprout arises.”*’
The agent of this sentence is the sprout, but it certainly does not exist
before the action of arising. Similarly, in the sentence “He makes a
pot” the pot - as object - is supposed to be a cause or a condition for
the action of making, but of course it does not exist prior to this
action. Therefore, it is not the case that the cause always and
necessarily precedes the effect. The opponent attempts to solve the
problem by claiming that the pot indeed exists before the action,
namely, in the mind of the speaker (buddhisthata).

treating patients who display death omens because their inevitable death will reflect
badly on him and his professional skills.

4 Kohlbrugge 1938: 10-17, provides a short survey of omens in various works.

4 Cf. Kohlbrugge 1938: 11.

* For the karaka theory see the notes accompanying Joshi and Roodbergen 1980.

6 One has to note, though, that some verbs do govern the genitive, e.g., smr, when
one remembers with sadness or regret. Cf. Speijer 1980: §§ 118-123.

47 Cf. PVABh 68.32-33 (Ms. 27a3): karakatvam evasatah katham iti cet, katham
ankuro jayate, ghatam karotiti* kartrkarmabhavah.

* Ms: karokatiti.
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The tenet that the referents of words exist in the mind as well as
the example “The sprout arises” (arikuro jayate)® indicate that
Prajfiakaragupta has Bhartrhari and his theory of “metonymical
existence” (upacariki satta) in mind. This doctrine is developed by
him in Sambandhasamuddesa 39-51.%° According to Helaraja’s
commentary on v. 39, upacara is to be understood here in the sense of
superimposition (adhyaropa). When words are used, the existence of
their referents is made known by the words; this existence is different
from the one of the external objects and is superimposed by and on
the mind.® Thus, even referents of words denoting non-existing
objects, such as ‘“a hare’s horn,” have their “metonymical” or
superimposed existence and thus such words are capable to convey
their meaning.>!

Although the doctrine of “metonymical existence” agrees well
with the Yogacara point of view,> Prajiiakaragupta rejects it. In the
sentence “He makes a pot,” a real pot is referred to, not to an
imaginary one in the mind of the speaker. Not even the crows would

“ This example appears in Helaraja’s Vriri on VP IIL1, pp. 154.13, 155.9-10,
155.15-16, etc. Cf. also the discussion in Houben 1995: 265. For Bhartrhari the same
problem arises even when the object referred to by a word already exists; cf. Houben
1995: 267. The example of the pot was also used by SuneSa. According to Sunesa,
one speaks only metonymically (upacara) of the necessary antecedence of the pot to
the action of making; this antecedence is thus transferred from the knowledge of the
pot to the pot itself; cf. Chakravarti 1930: 218.

4 Cf. Houben 1995: 257ff. Cf. also the translations in Subrahmanya Iyer 1971: 98ff.
and Rau 2002: 182ff.; see also Subramania Iyer 1999: 209-212 and 312-313.

% Cf. Helaraja’s commentary in VP IIL.1, p. 150.11-13 commenting on v. 39ab
(vyapadesSe padarthanam anya sattaupacariki): vyapadeSe vyapadesanimittam
Sabdena pratyayane, padapratyayyanam arthanam bahyanam vastinam bahya-
vilaksana satta buddhyupacarita. bahyarthasattaya hi anya buddhisamaridha-
rthakararipa satta. ata evaupacarikiyam. upacaro 'dhyaropah.

SUCf. VP L1, p. 150.17: abhavavisayanam sasavisanadisabdanam apy akarol-
aviyogat sambandhanityatasiddhih.

52 This is pointed out in Houben 1995: 246. Cf. Helaraja’s Vi, p. 150.18-19:
buddhis ca bahir asaty apy arthe svabijavasanaparipakavasad akaravagraharipopa-
Jjayate vaikalpiki. “And the awareness arises as apprehending the form [of the object]
even when the object does not exist externally (i.e., outside the awareness) due to the
maturation of the impression from its own seed, [that is, it arises as] a conceptual
[awareness].”
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eat that, he adds, referring to the popular belief that crows eat
everything, even the most bitter and poisonous Kimpaka cucumbers.>?

The opponent further objects that causes always precede their
effects because one always sees the cause before seeing the effect. For
Prajfiakaragupta, this objection is clearly mistaken. Sometimes it may
happen that one first sees the effect or that the cause is not seen at all.
One may see the sprout without having seen its seed when it was
placed in the ground.’* When seeing something, one only apprehends
that it exists, not that it is a cause or effect. Therefore, there is no fault
in defining the relationship between cause and effect in terms of an
atemporal concomitance (or entailment) or non-deviation. If
something has another thing that does not deviate from it, precisely
this fact constitutes its being the cause of that other thing.>> This tenet
could be rephrased as follows: If the effect is, was or will be present,
the cause necessarily arises, has arisen or will arise because the effect
does not deviate from it. What is the use of defining cause and effect
as anterior and posterior respectively?

The opponent retorts that this temporal definition is certainly
useful because one cannot influence the past, only the future. A
motivation is possible only if a cause precedes its effect. As for the
inference of future objects or lives, one can use the capable cause as a

3% Cf. PVABh 68.33 (Ms. 27a3-4): buddhisthataya karakatve natra tasya kakair
bhaksanam. Cf. Boehthlingk 1870-73, nr. 754 (276):

asadbhir asatam eva bhujyante dhanasampadah |

phalam kimpakavrsasya dhvanksa bhaksanti netare ||
»Nur schlechte Menschen geniessen der Schlechten Reichthiimer: die Kimpaka-
Gurke essen die Kridhen und sonst niemand.”
Cf. also 1582 (615):

kavayah kim na pasyanti kim na bhaksanti vayasah |

madyapah kim na jalpanti kim na kurvanti yositah ||
,,Was sehen nicht die Dichter? Was fressen nicht die Krihen? Was schwatzen nicht
die Trunkene? Was thun nicht die Weiber?*
3 Cf. PVABh 69.4 (Ms 27a4):

yasyopalabdhih prathamam tat tasya yadi karanam |

na khalantargatam bijam hetuh syad ankurodaye || 439 ||
3 Cf. PVABh 69.9 (Ms. 27a5): avyabhicaravisayatve tad eva karanatvam. The
Tibetan translators may have read karanam instead of karanatvam. Cf. Pp.) 72b1 =
Py 60b5: de iiid rgyu yin no. However, NBhii 502.22-23: tad eva karanatvam.
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reason.”® For example, someone who wants a good life in the future
will be motivated to do something about it now. If, on the other hand,
causes were in the future and their effects in the past, one would be
powerless in regard to these causes, and this would lead to
determinism and fatalism. Not at all, replies Prajiiakaragupta, because
the concomitance between cause and effect does not imply that the
cause always exists before the effect; it could also be the other way
round. Something that exists before the effect can be a cause, but
inasmuch as it does not deviate from a future entity it can also be its
effect.”’

Of course, the other type of inference, which is based on an
essential property, could also be used to prove future lives. However,
this procedure would be cumbersome and tedious: If something is in
one’s hand, why should one try to hold it with the foot? If something
can be cut with a finger-nail, who would take the trouble to cut it with
an axe?®

Backward causation and general validity (pramanya)

The above does not exhaust what Prajfiakaragupta has to say about
backward causation; future objects play an important role in three
other contexts, namely, in the discussions of the relationship between
a valid cognition and efficient action, of the scope of vyapti, which as

% PVABhH 69.14 (27a6):

piirvatve karanasyesta upadanam tadarthinam |

paratve (ca)numanam yat samarthyat tad bhavisyati || 441 ||
* ca added by Sankrtyayana for metrical reasons.
7 PVABh 69.17-18 (Ms. 27a7): na hi pragbhavinah karanatvam na vidyate.
karyatvam api tu tasya bhavyavyabhicarapeksaya bhavatiti bhanyate. Thus, the
causal connection is not determined by a temporal aspect. For this reason, an
interpretation of “asmin sati” as parasaptami would be equally inadmissible for
Prajfiakaragupta. On parasaptami cf. Renou, Terminologie grammaticale, s.v.
8 Cf. PVABh 69.4:22 (Ms. 27a8):

ko hi hastagatam dravyam padagami karisyati |

parasucchedyatam ko va nakhacchedye sahisyate || 442 ||
On hastagata in the meaning of “in one’s hand” cf. Speijer 1980: § 197. Prajiakara-
gupta evokes perhaps KS 1.2.28: ko hy abaliso hastagatam paragatam kuryat. The
meaning is, of course, quite different.
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a universal concomitance covers objects in all three times, and of
yogic perception of past and future objects.

The discussions of efficient action and universal concomitance
appear in the extensive comments on PV II 5a: pramanyam
vyavharena (PVA(o) 63.13ff.): “The validity [of a cognition is
understood] by everyday practice.” “Everyday practice” in this
connection is understood as “‘efficient action” (arthakriyd) or more
precisely, if we follow Prajfiakaragupta’s understanding, the action of
the object that is attained. This action and its cognition obviously
occur after the valid cognition which brings it about (sadhanajiiana).
Earlier commentators, such as Arcata and Dharmottara, have already
dealt with the fact that valid cognitions do not always actually bring
about efficient actions, for they cannot force the perceiver to act; and
further, although these valid cognitions are called sadhanajiiana, they
do not actually produce the action, which consists, say, in the later
obtainment of a desired object. The discussion is philosophically
important, but I cannot do it justice here. After refuting his
predecessors, Prajiakaragupta proposes a different solution: A
cognition is valid because it makes known the own nature of the
action of the object (arthakriyasvaripa), which is determined identity
of nature or causality (tadatmyatadutpattiprabhavatah). Concerning
the second alternative, one could expect Prajiiakaragupta to say that
the object that produces the cognition also produces the object (or its
intended action) that is later obtained, but Prajiiakaragupta opts for
the opposite solution. The object that is later attained produces the
object that produces the cognition:

“Or a necessary effect is a cause because the cause is pervaded by that
[effect]. Whatever is a different®® pervader, is nothing but a cause
because without it the [effect] does not exist.

[Objection] How could something non-arisen be a cause?

[Reply:] How could something that has already arisen [and vanished]
be [a cause]? Thus, the fault is common to both.”®°

% The qualification is necessary in order to exclude a pervader that consists in own
nature.

% PVA(o) 70.10-13: atha va tad avasyambhavikaryam kdaranam eva, tena vyaptatvat
karanasya. yac ca vyatiriktam vyapakam, tat karanam eva, tena vinda tadabhavat.
anutpannam katham karanam, utpannam api katham iti samano dosah.
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The opponent quotes the Dependent Origination and other
formulations of causation that are used in everyday practice and
denies that a future thing can have existence, origination or activity.®!
Prajiiakaragupta responds first that existence, arising or production,
acticvity and so on are not something different from the thing itself,
that is, they are only properties of things that are not ontologically
different from the things themselves. Further, if the opponets claims
that the cause exists immediately before the effect, he will not be able
to account for the conceptual constructions of a person who awakes
after a long sleep, for they are due to repeated practice in a remote
past.? Therefore, if causal relation is understood in terms of
invariable concomitance alone, it applies to a future thing too, also
(especially?) for a cause which has a necessary effect. Therefore, a
future thing is also a cause.

Backward causation and vyapti

In connection with the discussion of future cause, Prajiiakaragupta
rightly points out that universal concomitance or entailment (vyapti)
is not restricted to certain places or times (pradesiki), and if it were,
that is, if it were not to apply to future things as well, it will not be a
universal concomitance.®* PVA(o) 72.10-11:

bhaviriipapratitau na vyapakatvam pratiyate |
pradesiki na hi vyaptir avyaptih sa tatha bhavet || 208||

1 PVA(0) 70.14-17: nanv asmin satidam bhavati, asyotpadad idam utpadyate, etad
atra vyapriyate, etad anena kriyata iti karyakaranabhavam avagacchanti laukikah.
na ca bhavinah sattd, napy utpdadah, na ca vyaparah, napi karanam tena,
avidyamanatvat tadanim.
82 PVA(0) 71.6-7: suptasya ciram utthitasya ye vikalpah, tesam piirvabhyasad utpado
na syat, anantarabhavitvabhavat.
8 PVA(0) 71.10-11: avinabhavitamatram tu bhaviny api vidyate 'vasyambhavikarya-
sya karanasyapi. tato bhavy api karanam.
% PVA(0) 72.10-11:

bhaviripdapratitau na vyapakatvam pratiyate |

pradeSikt na hi vyaptir avyaptih sa tatha bhavet |[208||
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“If the nature of a future thing is not perceived, [its] being a pervader
is not perceived. Indeed, pervasion is not local (i.e., is not limited to
place and time. [Were it to be local] it would be a non-pervation.”

Although the discussion is not further developed in this context,
this is one of the strongest arguments for the existence of future
things, at least in some form. When one claims for instance that there
is a concomitance between smoke and fire, one means, of course, that
the concomitance holds good also in the future, that is, also for future
smokes and fires. And if one maintains that such concomitance holds
between individuals, and not between the universals ‘being-somke’
and ‘being-fire’, which the Buddhists in any case reject, one has to
allow some form of existence (perhaps potential existence?) to such
individuals. Otherwise, one would have to accept that there is a
relation (vyapti) without relata (vyapaka and vyapya).

Future Cause and Perception of Yogis

Yogis were widely believed to have direct or immediate perception
of past and future objects.®> Should one understand that past and
future objects actually produce their perceptions? If so, how do they
act across time? And if not, how can they be said to be immediately
perceived? Doesn’t the notion of direct perception (pratyaksa) entail
the existence of the object that appears in it? Or if its object is said not
to exist, how can its perception considered to be true?
Prajfiakaragupta deals with these questions in his commentary on
Pramanasiddhi chapter verse 138. His comments are rather extensive;
they cover five and a half dense pages in Sankrtyayana’s edition. I
will therefore limit myself to the most important points.

Prajfiakaragupta’s first argues that the definition of perception is
not, as the etymology of the word pratyaksa would suggest, an
awareness that depends on the senses, but an immediate awareness of
a truly existing object,® or an immediate true awareness of an
object.” The words “perception” and “perceiving in an immediate

5 The perception of past and future objects is already mentioned in the Yogasiitra as
one of the siddhis. Cf. YS 3.16.

% PVABh 112.1, k. 604: saksatkaranam evasya bhavasyastitvam ucyate.

" PVABh 111.12: saksatsadbhiitapadarthavedana.
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manner” have the same referent.®®* Now, one may object that the
definition is too narrow because past or future object is remote, not
immediate. The surprising answer is that this is not so. If an object is
directly perceived, then it is not remote.®

A similar reasoning holds good for the existence of past and future
objects. If they are immediate objects of perception, they exist! The
immediate perception of a thing is called existence, or, in other
words, existence means to be perceived in an immediate manner. If
something is never perceived by anyone, it is like the horn of a rabbit,
it does not exist.”” Even the object of inference is something that has
been, is, or will be immediately perceived.”!

Some unnamed opponents argue that existence only means to be
connected with the present time, not to be immediately perceived;
otherwise this will undermine the assertion that perceptions of the
yogis are directed at past or future objects. Furthermore, seeing
present things is not something special for yogis; everybody does
that.”? Prajiiakaragupta answers that time in fact does not exist.

Prajiiakaragupta’s Notion of Time
At this point Prajiiakaragupta clarifies his notion of time. Time

taken as an independent and permanent entity does not exist. There is
no apprehension of time by any means of knowledge.”” What one

% PVABh 111.11: saksatkaranartho hi pratyaksarthah.
“PVABh 111.22:
saksatkaranasadbhave katham asya paroksata |
saksatkrtah paroksas ced aparokso na vidyate | 601
" PVABh 112.5-6: yadi tu na kenacid drstam drSyate draksyate va, tada ca(?)
Sasavisanayamanam asad eva.
" PVABh 112.3-4: tatrapi tathabhiitasyaivanumanam saksatkrtam kriyamanam
karisyamanam canumiyate ‘nyathanumanapravriteh.
2 PVABh 112.7-9: nanu vartamanakalasambandho ’stitvam, na saksatkaranam.
tatha ca yoginam atitanagatapadarthasaksatkaranam bhavadbhir isyate. varta-
manatamatradarsane tu nasav atitadidarsi. tatah sarvajanasamanata katham asya
sastrtvam yogitvam veti pare uktavantah.
BPVABh, 112.10:
na pramanena® kendpi gatih® kalasya vidyate |
ripadimatrasya gatih® pratyaksad anumanatah || 606 ||
*S: pramanana °S: gati
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apprehends are only visible objects; one does not apprehend any
connection of these with time.” Perception makes us aware of certain
forms of objects, but we do not perceive time. And without any
perception of time, there is also no inference of time, for the latter
depends on the former.”

The opponent objects that time can be grasped or inferred by the
awareness of slow (cira) and quick (ksipra) movements. Prajfiakara-
gupta replies that the awareness of a certain process as slow or quick
does not make time to stand before our eyes.”® And, again, if we do
not see time, we cannot infer it. Consider, for instance the production
of a pot. A pot is produced by putting together its constituent parts.
What we see is that the parts are assembled slowly or quickly; we do
not see time. But if this is the case, what is the referent or the meaning
of “slow” (cira)? Prajnakaragupta answers that it is a succession
(krama). When the pot is completed by way of a slow succession
(mandakrama) of parts, we say that it is produced slowly.””

The opponent objects: How is slow succession possible without
time? Prajiiakaragupta replies that it is possible because the cause that
would effect the assemblage of the parts is missing, and it is missing
because its cause is missing, and so on, without any beginning, for
samsara is beginningless.”® Furthermore, if slow or quick succession
occurred by the force of time, what would be the role of the causes? If
time were responsible for the effect, the causes would become
superfluous.”

" PVABh, 112.12: pratyaksena ripadinam svabhava eva kevalam upalabhyate na
kaladiyogah.

> Before time can be inferred its connection with the liriga has to be perceived at
least once. Thus, if time is never perceived, it cannot be inferred.

“PVABh, 112.17: ciram krtam ityadau ghatadikam evavabhdsate. na tu tatraparah
kalah.

7 PVABh, 112.21: mandakramena ya ghatadyavayavanam parinispattih samaptis
cirarthah sa.

BPVABh, 112.22-24: sadhandasannidhanamatrena tadupapatteh. sadhandasannidha-
nam ca sannidhanakaranabhavat. sannidhanakaranabhavo ’pi tatkaranabhavata ity
anadir esa hetuprakramah. tato na kalo nama kascit.

 PVABh, 112.26: kalah karyanam pravartakah kim atra karananam vyaparasya
phalam?
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One may object that time alone, without the causes, is not capable
of producing results or that the causes alone, without time, cannot
produce a result. But this is not correct, because this would only mean
that time is one of the causes of production, and this supposition
cannot be verified. The determination of something as cause comes
about by means of the determination that the effect is present when a
certain thing is present and that it is absent when that thing is absent.
But time is never absent because it is assumed to be an eternal and all-
pervading entity. Therefore, it cannot be determined as a cause.

Now, the opponent attempts to divide time into various time-units
that are brought together in a sequence.?! When this fails, he suggests
that succession itself is time.’?> Then he suggests that time is the
movement of the sun, etc., but Prajiiakaragupta replies in the same
manner as above that the movement of the sun is not something
different from the sun.®

So if time does not exist, and if to exist means to be perceived in
an immediate manner, what is the difference between past, present
and future objects? Prajiiakaragupta concludes that being a past object
means to have been seen, being a present one means being seen, and
being a future object means to be something that will be seen.®
Speaking of time as a separate thing, for instance, when one says: “the
time of this thing,” is similar to saying “the body of this torso.” In the
same manner people ask (k. 611): What [kind of] time has arisen for
you (kah kalo bhavato jatah) which simply means “Are you well?”

8% PVABh, 112.26-29: karanam antarena na kalah samartha iti cet.
karanabhavabhavabhyam eva tarhi karyanam utpadah, kalas tu na samarthah. yadi
tu kalabhave karananam asamarthyam, yuktah kalasya karanabhavah. na cabhavah
kalasya vyapinityatvat.
81 PVABh, 112.29-30: athaparaparakalasamavadhanapeksakaranad utpattis tad
evaparaparakalasamavadhanam kutah? karanantarad iti cet, tata eva tarhi
karyakramah kim kalena?
82PVABh, 112.30-31: krama eva kala iti cet, na, sahitasahitabhavasya kramatvat. sa
ca padarthariipa eveti naparah kalah.
8 PVABh, 112.31-33: athadityadigatir eva kalah. na, adityadisvariipavyatirekena
gatyabhavat. tac ca svariipam pratyaksagamyam eva.
% PVABh, 112.34:

drstatatitakalatvam drsyata vartamanata |

bhavita draksyamanatvam iti kalavyavasthitih || 609 ||
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This question is correct inasmuch as it refers to a particular state of a
person; it is not about time conceived as an entity.%

Past or future objects are, therefore, objects that are not seen now.
And to say that yogis see the past or the future means that they see
what is not being seen, that is, not being seen by other people.
Therefore, being past and being future depends on not seeing by
ordinary people. The yogi himself sees the past and the future objects
as present; only after coming out of the meditation he determines
them as past or future.5¢

Yamari on Faithfulness and Novelty in Commentaries

A manuscript of Yamari’s famous commentary on the PVABh, the
Pramanavarttikalankaratika Suparisuddha, also known as the
Pramanavarttikalankaranibandha, has recently become accessible to
us through a cooperation agreement with the China Tibetology
Research Center (CTRC) in Beijing. The first chapter of this
commentary, on the Pramanasiddhi chapter, is now in the process of
being edited for the first time by a team of scholars in Leipzig
University on the basis of photocopies that are kept in the CTRC. At
present, we have a preliminary edition of the section that covers PVA
on the first fifty verses of PV and I was able to read the commentary
on vv. 5 and 49, but not yet on v. 138. On the whole, Yamari contents
himself to explain Prajiiakaragupta’s words and does not digress
except for a single point, which concerns the novelty of
Prajiiakargupta’s theory and the freedom of commentators to develop
the theories of the text they comment on.

$PVABh, 113.4:

kah kalo bhavato jatah susthitatvadi kim tava |

tatsvariipavisesasya prasne yuktam idam vacah | 611 ||
8 PVABh, 113.7-9: tasmad atitadi pasyatiti ko 'rthah? anyenadrsyamanam pasyati
tad drSyamanataya vartamanam eva tavata tad iti na dosah. anyapeksaya
tasyatitaditvam. tasmad yad saksatkrtam tad evastiti natitad aksavyaparas tasya
saksatkrtatvendasthitvat. This theory may have been inspired by Buddhadeva’s theory
of time. However, there is a decisive difference between the two theories: For
Buddhadeva, the relative time relations are between objects; for Prajiiakaragupta
they are relative to the perceiver.
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Obviously, the doctrine of the future cause (bhavikaranavada) is
absent in Dharmakirti’s writings and it seems unlikely that he would
have accepted it. This novelty or creativity on the part of Prajfiakara-
gupta did not escape the notice of other Buddhist philosophers and
commentators, who accused Prajfiakaragupta of being unfaithful to
Dharmakirti.’” On this point, Yamari comes to Prajiakargupta’s
defence (ms. fol. 62b7f.):

“And this [PVABh] is a Bhasya on the Acarya (i.e., on the PV).
But this [doctrine of future cause] is not acceptable for the Acarya
because it is not stated anywhere [in his writings]. Therefore, this
fault of independence causes nothing but contempt for the Bhasyakara
(i.e., Prajiiakaragupta). Therefore, [the Bhasyakara] says: “We see
correctly” (PVA(o) 74.5-6). The following is the meaning: Indeed,
just because something is not stated directly, it does not [mean that it
is] not accepted. Nor [does it mean that] someone who says
[something not directly stated] commits the fault of independence
because explanations of things that do not appear in the miila is
observed everywhere [in all commentaries]. Why go far? Since all the
details stated in the [Pramanalvarttika are not stated directly in the
Buddha’s word, does [Dharmakirti himself commit] the dual faults of
stating something unaccepted and independence? Therefore, what
establishes/proves the own doctrine or does not contradict [and] is
pleasant in argumentation, should indeed be appropriated. Thus,
because [the doctrine of the future cause] is connected to [these] three
qualities, it is correct.”®

The same point is repeated in the commentary on v. 49. However,
here the opponent, like a good philologist, also quotes specific verses

87 This novelty is quite obvious and was also noted by Jaina philosophers who refer
to the bhavikaranavada, for instance, Anatavirya in the SVT p. 196: prajiiakara-
guptasyaiva matam na dharmottaradinam iti manyate. See also PKM 380.17: nanu
prajiiakarabhiprayena bhavirohinyudayakaryataya krttikodayasya gamakatvat ...

8 PVATS 62b7f: dacarye ca bhasyam etat. acaryasya canistam etat, kvacid anukteh.
tatah svatantryadoso bhasyakarasya nidakara evety aha — yuktam pasyamagpyac) 74.5-
6 iti. ayam arthah — na khalu saksan noktam ity evanistah. napi tadvadituh
svatantryadosah, mule ’nudbhinnarthakathayah sarvatra darsanat. kim va
ditragamanena? varttikoktaprapaiicasya sarvasya pravacane saksad anukteh, kim
nanistisvatantryadosau? tasmat svamatasya sadhanam avirodhi va vicararamyam
upadeyam eveti gunatrayayogad yuktam iti.
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from Dharmakirt’s work that contradict, or at least seem to contradict,
the doctrine of the future cause. The oppoenent thus makes twofold
charge: first, as above, that the doctrine was nowhere stated by
Dharmakirti® and second that there is a contradiction in it, namely, to
Dharmakirti’s teachings.”® On the first charge Yamari responds along
the same lines as above. A mere non-statement of the doctrine by
Dharmakirti cannot be used against Prajiiakaragupta. It is nowhere the
case that a commentary and the work commented on have exactly the
same wording (ekam evaksaram). Some parts of the miila are
inevitably developed by the commentator. Indeed, it is not the case
that all the particular statements of Dharmakirti can be found in the
Pramanasamuccaya or in the Buddha’s word.’!

As for Dharmakirti’s statements that contradict the doctrine of the
future cause, the opponent quotes the following: PV 17 = PVin III 64:
arthantaranapeksatvat sa svabhavo ’nuvarnitah. “The [arising of
an effect (karyotpada) is said to be the own nature [of the complete
cause] because [the cause] depends on nothing else.”? PV III 247
(=246) (see also TSP 204.21-22): asatah prag asamarthyad.
“Because something that does not exist before has no capacity”,
and perhaps the clearest statement in PV I 33c = PVin II 64c:
pascadbhavan na hetutvam. “Because it arises later, it is not a
cause.”

However, Yamari claims that there is no contradiction between
the above statements and the docrine of the future cause. The
intention of the statement (PV III 247a) “something unreal ...” is
only to negate that cause and effect arise at the same time.” This is
the case because the verse concludes with the statement (PV III
247d) “therefore, the object does not [arise] together with its

8 PVATS 106a2: svatantryam etad bhasyakarasya acaryenanuktatvat.

PO PVATS 106a2-3: virodhas ca tadvaci.

1 PVATS 106a3-4: tatha hy anuktimatram tavan na disanam. na hi vyakhyanavya-
khyayayor ekam evaksaram kvacit. pustakantaramdtram hi tada syat. avasyam hi
kificid vyutpadayitavyam vyakhyatra. na hi varttikoktavisesah sarve dignage
pravacane va saksat sambhavinah.

92 See also the annotated German translation in Steinkellner 2013: 17.

% PVATS 106a4: vyat tiicyate — asata ityadi tatra hetuphalayoh sahabhavanisedhe
tatparyam.
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cognition.” As for the statement (PV IIT 247¢c) “all causes exist
before [their effects]”, it is only an indication (upalaksana) or an
indirect statement that they do not arise at the same time.”

The opponent objects that Dharmakirti could not have rejected
the doctrine that cause and effect may arise at the same time
because when the reason and the property to be proved belong to
two different entitites, the causal relation is nothing but
concomitance between two things, not the actual production.
Therefore, when color and flavor are concomitant with each other
in a certain object, they stand in causal relation even though they
arise at the same time.”

Yamari does not deny this Abhidharmic doctrine, but claims
that the rejection of cause and effect arising at the same time was
made by Dharmakirti only in dependence on everyday practice of
the people (lokavyavahara) and such practice does not recognize
anywhere causal relation between two things that arise at the same
time such as the left and right horn of a cow. On the other hand,
everyday practice does recognize the existence of a future cause.”’

Who are the targets of these negations? Perhaps the
Sarvastivadas, who profess the doctrine of sahabhii-hetu, but
certainly the VaiSesikas. Towards the end of the digression Yamari
mentions them explicitly: “According to the VaiSesikas, on the
other hand, the relation between cause and effect among entities
that arise together [is maintained] while relying on Agama, not [by
relying on everyday practice of] the people.” Unfortunately, no
further information is provided on this theory of the VaiSesikas and
we cannot be certain about what Yamari has in mind. I assume that

% PVATS 106a4-5: yad aha — nato ’rthah svadhiya sahe ti.

% PVATS106a5: pragbhavah sarvahetinam iti tipalaksanam asahabhavasya.

% PVATS 106a5: nanu bhede sati vyapyavyapakabhava eva karyakaranabhava iti
raso ’pi ripasya karyam. tat katham sahabhithetunisedhah?

TPVATS 106a5-6: satsamvrtyasrayo hi karyakaranabhavo lokavyavaharapeksah.

na ca sahabhavini savyetaravisanavat tatha vyavaharah kvacid asti lokasya, bhavini
tu darfita eva.

% PVATS106a6-7: vaisesikanam punah sahabhuvam hetuphalabhava agamam
asritya, na lokam iti.
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he refers to things that stand in samavdya relation to each other.
For instance, a substance like a pot arises together with its qualities
like color, and yet the pot is the samavayi-karana of the color. It is
interesting to note that in order to avoid this difficulty, certain
VaiSesikas assumed that an arisen substance exists for one moment
(i.e., the first moment of its existence) without any qualities.”

Jitari on future cause

Concerning the later literature, we cannot say that the
bhavikaranavada was a resounding success. Mostly it was not even
discussed,'® let alone accepted. However, one important exception
has to be noted here. The tenth century Buddhist scholar Jitari has
written an extensive work called Vadasthanani (the title is uncertain)
in which he discusses points of dispute between Buddhist, Brahmin
and Jaina philosophers. No complete manuscript of this generally
little-known work seems to have survived. The largest known
manuscript, photocopies of which are also kept at the China
Tibetology Research Center, Beijing, contains twenty chapters
discussing central philosophical topics such as the existence of
universals, substances (or wholes), the validity of the Veda,
philosophy of language (apoha), momentariness, idealism
(vijiaptimatrata) and so on. The work is modular, and each chapter
can be read as an independent short treatise. One such treatise is
dedicated to proving the doctrine of backward causation
(bhavikaranavada). My colleague Junjie Chu plans a diplomatic
edition of the entire manuscript in the next few years. For my part, |
presented Jitari’s work in Franco 2015 and hope to edit and translate
this work quite soon for John Taber’s felicitation volume. For the
time being, I can only present briefly the main points of the Jitari’s
treatise.

% See Shastri 1976: 290.
100 For a fairly detailed criticism, see NBhi, pp. 501-503.
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The treatise begins (folio 64a4) with dedicatory verse to
Mafijughosa followed by a formal inference (pararthanumana)
proving that all necessary effects (avasyambhavikarya) have positive
and negative entailments (anvaya and vyatireka) followed or
complied by their causes. While the former is unusual and shows
perhaps the particular importance of this topic—most of the chapters
in the Vadashtanani do not begin with a mangala verse—the latter is
common. All chapters begin with a formal inference, which forms the
main argument of the chapter. These inferences follow the form
adduced by Dharmakirti, namely, a statement of the concomitance
(vyapti) and of the fact that the reason is a property of subject of
inference (paksadharmata). In the present case, the concomitance is:
that which has positive and negative entailments that are followed by
something else is the cause of that thing, for instance, fire of smoke.!"!
And all necessary effects have positive and negative entailments
followed by their cause. The inference thus employs a reason based
on own nature.'” The implication is reversible. An effect (in general)
is a sufficient condition for its cause and a cause is a sufficient
condition for its necessary effect (i.e., for an effect that arises
necessarily from it). Therefore, each can be considered as a cause of
the other and each be used in an inference as an effect of the other.

The opponent objects that the reason is not established because an
effect, which does not exist at the time of its cause, for it is a future
entity in relation to its cause, cannot have positive and negative
entailments followed by its cause.!® Positive entailment is
characterized by existence, and the effect does not exist when the
cause arises.'™ The cause also cannot follow a negative entailment.

01 VS 64a4-5: iha yad yenanuvihitanvayavyatirekam, tat tasya karanam, yatha
dahano dhiimasya.

12 VS 64a5: svahetunanuvihitanvayavyatirekam cavasyambhavikaryam sarvam iti
svabhavahetuh.

183VS 64a5-6: nanv ayam asiddho hetuh karyasy bhavitvenasato® 'nvayavatirekanu-
vidhanayogat. *bhavitvena- : bhavatvena- Ms.

14 VS 64a6-bl: bhavalaksano® hy anvayo na cedam karanodayasamaye samastiti
katham tadiyam anvayam anviyad dhetuh? *bhavalaksano : bhavilaksano Ms.
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For if the cause would comply with the absence of the effect,'® it will
never arise because the effect never exists at the time of the cause.!%

In his reply, Jitari distinguishes between two possible positions of
the opponent; he could make the above objections while being a
ksanikavadin, 1i.e., while endorsing the Buddhist theory of
momentarines, or by being aksanikavadin, i.e., by rejecting it.!” This
distinction does not play a role in the PVABh; as we saw, Prajiiakara-
gupta conducts the discussion on the level of everyday practice and
the doctrine of momentariness plays no role in it. Now, if the
opponent subscribes to the theory of momentariness, then just as the
complying with positive and negative entailments is admitted for a
past moment, the same should be accepted for a future moment. As
Jitari mischievously puts it, the future moment has not committed any
offence (apardadha) that one should forbid it to have such
compliance.!'®

The opponent may object that even though a past thing does not
exist at the time of its effect, nevertheless it existed in the past and
thus it is not impossible for a present effect to comply with its
existence. Jitari answers that one could say the same thing for a future
cause: even though a future thing does not exist at the time of its
effect, nevertheless it will exist in the future and thus it is not
impossible for a present (or past) object to comply with its existence.
Both past and future causes exist in their own time and both do not
exist at another time, namely, the time of their effect. In this respect,
there is no difference whatsoever between them. And when there is
no difference, it is not appropriate to approve only one of the two.!%”

19 The vyatireka means: if the necessary effect is absent, the cause is absent.

06 VS 64b1-2: vyatirekam apy asya na hetur anuvidhatte. yadi hy esa tadiyam
abhavam anukuryat, na kadacid utpattim atmasatkuryat. na hy asya kadacid api
karanodayakale satta sambhavati.

7 VS 64b2: tatredan niripyate — anagatabhavabhanuvidhanabhavah ksanika-
vadina* va bhavatabhidhiyetaksanikavadina va. * ksanikavadina : ksanamkavadina
Ms.

18 VS 64b2-3: prathame pakse yatha bhavan atitasya karanaksanasyanvayavyatire-
kanuvidhanam icchati, tathanagatasyapi kim necchati? na hy andagatenaparaddham
nama kificit.

19°VS 64b4-5: atha manyase — yady apy atitasya satta karyakale nasti, tathapi
abhiit. tatah tadbhava<bhava?>nuvidhanam varttamanasya nayuktam. evam® tarhi
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If the opponent opts for the position that things are not momentary,
this would seem at first sight to allow an important distinction
between past and future causes, for a past cause may continue to exist
at the time of the effect. Jitari, however rejects this position. Even
though the cause may continue to exist, it is useless when the effect
already exists!!® and nothing remains to be done for it. Thus, even if a
past thing continues to exist, its nature of a cause no longer exists
when the effect is there. Thus, the parity between the past and future
cause remains.'!!

The opponent, presumably returning to the theory of monentari-
ness, claims that the perishing of the cause and the arising of the
effect happen at the same time. Thus, the two existences of the cause
and the effect are not separated by non-existence, and therefore, the
complying with the positive entailment is indeed established for a past
cause, but not for a future cause because it is separated in time from
its effect by non-existence. For if the effect would arise when the
cause has already perished (or is not yet existent), it would arise even
when the cause is non-existent.!!?

bhaviny api samanam® etat. tatha hi yady api karyakale satta nasti bhavisyati,
tathapi bhavisyati tatas tasyapi bhavabhavanuvidhanam varttamanasya nayuktam. na
hy atitdjatayoh svakale sattam kalantare vasattam prati kascid visesah. na casati
viSese 'nyataraparigraho jyayan.
*Ms. eva. * samanam : [kraJmanam Ms. © Read as loc. sing.
119 See also PV III 26 in Franco and Notake 2014: 83:

nispatter aparadhinam api karyam svahetuna |

sambadhyate kalpanaya ...
“Even an effect is related to its cause [only] by conceptual construction because,
since it has [already] arisen, it does not depend on something else.”
"'VS 65al-2: dvitiyapaksasrayo 'pi na Sreyan. aksanikapakse ’pi hi yad eva karyat
pragbhavikaranasya svariipam, tad eva tadutpattau nimittam. aksanike ’py rthe* tad
anupayujyamanam api karyakalam anuvarttate. na hi labdhatmanah karyasya
karyam kificid asti, yena tadatanah karandatmaupayogam asadayet. sa ca pragbhavi
svabhavo bhavi ca karyakale nasti. tato yathaitasyanvayavyatirekanuvidhanam®
tathandagatasyapiti katham asiddhir hetoh?
* aksanike ’py arthe : aksanikatvarthe Ms. ° -anvaya- : -arthaya- Ms.
12 VS 65a3-4: nanu nasotpadau samam dvayam iti. karanavyayakaryodayayoh
samanakalatvat, karyakaranasattayor asttaya vyavadhanabhavad, atitanvayanuvi-
dhanam upapadyata eva, na tv anagatasya, tasyasattaya vyavadhanat. yadi hi karane
naste karyotpattih syad, asaty eva karane syat.
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Jitari retorts that the same two alternatives are possible for the
future cause. It can be one that immediately follows the effect or be
separated in time from the effect. If the opponent insists that
separation in time between cause and effect is not acceptable, a future
cause can also immediately follow the effect.!!?

The opponent attempts to establish a difference between the two
types of causes by having recourse to different types of non-existence
(abhava). As is well known, the Nyaya philosophical tradition
distinguishes between four types non-existence, two of which are
previous absence (pragabhava) and absence after destruction (pra-
dhvamsabhava) or posterior absence (Jitari uses pascadasattva).
However, Jitari refuses to accept the difference between various kinds
of non-existence;!''* this point was repeatedly made in the PVABh.!!5

The opponent point out (65b2) the obvious fact that something
non-existing cannot produce; thus, there is indeed a difference
between past and so-called future causes, but here too, Jitari refuses
to acknowledge a difference. If the opponent claims that because
something non-existing cannot produce, the previous non-existence of
the cause in relation to the effect obstructs (i.e., makes impossible the
production of the effect), then one should question the notion of being
a producer (janakatva). If a producer is something, the existence of
which is necessary in the production of the effect, the fact that a
future thing is a producer is not contradicted because it too is
necessary in the production of the effect. If one claims that the
necessary existence of a future thing did not exist in the past, one
could equally say that the necessary existence of a past thing will not
exist in the future. Thus, the same rule applies to both cases.
However, the non-existence of the future cause at the time of the
effect should not be adduced as an argument against it because at that
time the past cause too does not exist. If it is maintained that a remote
future thing is not existing, a remote past thing also does not exist at

13 VS 65a6-bl: ratredam cintyate — kasyanagatasyasattvam ucyate? kim anantara-
sya kim va viprakrstasya? tatranantarasyandagatasyasattavyavadhanasiunyatvad
asannasyevatitasya katham asattvam?

4VS 65bl: karyar pragasattvam iti cet, atitasyapi pascadasattvam iti na visesam
pasyamah.

115 Cf. the summary above.



426

the time of the effect. Therefore the opponent’s objections are
nonsensical.!!®

The discussion then continues with the alternative that a past cause
is separated in time from the effect. Against the opponent who refuses
to admit this possibility, Jitari claims that he would not be able to
account for the arising of consciousness after one faints and so on,
given that the possibility of the body being the cause of consciousness
after the state of swoon and so forth has been rejected by the
reasoning employed in the proof of the other world (i.e., the proof of
rebirth, or more precisely, of previous lifes).!!” If the remote past
cognition is also not a cause, then how could the arising cognition
after swoon and so forth be without a cause?!!®

The opponent, here obviously not a Buddhist, opines that the Self
(atman) is the cause of the re-emergence of consciousness after
swoon and therefore the first cognition after swoon is not without a
cause.!" Jitari retorts with the usual arguments that the arman cannot
be a cause inasmuch as it is permanent. If the opponent argues that an
eternal thing is a cause, then there should be a cognition also in swoon
and so forth. Further, it would be futile to say that because the
auxiliary causes are incomplete, the cognition is absent at the time of
swoon. For even in association with other things, the atman is not an

16 VS 65b2-5: asato janakatvayogar® pragasatvam badhakam iti cet, kim idam jana-
katvam nama? karyotpattav avasyambhavah. yady evam anagatasyapi® janakatvam
aviruddham, tasyapy avasyambhavat. anagatasyavasyambhavo nabhiid iti cet,
atitasyapi na bhavaisyatiti samano® nyayah. karyakale tv anagatasyasattvam anupa-
nyasaniyam atitasyapi tadanim® asattvat. atha viprakrstam® andagatam asad ity
ucyate. viprakrstam atitam apy asad eveti na kificid etat.

% janakatvayogat : janakatvat yogat Ms. ° andagata- : anagagata- Ms. °© samano :
samano Ms. 9 tadanim : tadanimMs. © viprakrstam : viprakrastam Ms.

7 This could be a reference to a chapter that is not included in the available manu-
script. The same is proved at length in the Pramanasiddhi chapter of the Pramana-
varttika; cf. chapter 3 above.

U8 VS 65b5-6: tasyajanakatvad asattve py adosa iti cet, na tarhi mircchadivyapa-
game vijiianena bhavitavyam, Sarirasya karanatve paralokasdadhanoktena nyayena
nisiddhe, vijiiane ca tadanin nirudde.

19 VS 65b6: yadi ciratitam api vijianam na hetuh, tada katham ahetuka
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agent of production.'?® The own nature of a permanent thing is exactly
the same at all times. Thus, how could its action of producing
cognitions stop in a state of swoon? By this, the complete cessation of
cognition in a state of swoon is contradicted. Since the atman depends
on its own form alone, it cannot act only sometimes.!?!

Another opponent—this one seems to be a Buddhist!?>—suggests
that consciousness actually exists even in a state of swoon, but if so,
the opponent should also accept that that there is consciousness in the
attainment of suppression (nirodhasamapatti) and the attainment of
consciouslessness (asamjiisamapatti).'*

Yet another alternative would be to claim that consciousness
indeed exists in all these states, i.e., also during the attainment of
suppression etc., because the universal concomitance is established
between cognitions. Therefore, every cognition is preceded by
another cognition which is its immediately preceding homogenous
cause (samanantarapratyaya). Thus, the first cognition when one
awakes from swoon, nirodhasamapatti, asamjiiisamapatti and so forth
is established to arise from the immediately preceding cognition.
However, this is not a tenable position, Jitari says, because every
cognition is pervaded by the precedence with a cognition as such, not
with a precedence by a cognition which immediately precedes it.!**

120 VS 65b6-66al: nityatvad dhetor miircchadav api tarhi vijianena bhavitavyam.
sahakaripratyayasya vaikalyat tada tasyabhava ity api varttam. na hi sa sahitye ’pi
parariipena karta.

2L VS 66al-2: svaripam canyadapi tad eveti katham kadacit kriyaviramah? etena
parisamah pratyuktah. tasyapi svaripamatradhinatvar* kadacitkatvayogat.

* -dhina- : -dhina-

122 There is no indication in the text to a change in the identity of the opponent; my
assumption is based on the opinion that nirodhasamapatti and asamjiiisamapatti are
typically Buddhist meditations and that Jitari would not use them when arguing with
a Brahmana who accepts the existence of a permanent atman.

123 VS 66a2-3: atha miircchadav api jianam abhyupagamyate, nirodhasamjiisam-
apattyor api kim nabhyupagamyate?

124 Jitari must be referring here to a previous cognition as a samanantrapratyaya. The
position that the Ilast cognition before entering nirodhasamapatti and
asafjiiisamapatti produces the first cognition coming out of these states
(vyutthanacitta) is clearly expressed YaSomitra, AKV, vol. 1, p. 347.13-14:
samdapattivyutthanacittam samapattipravesacittajanitam. atas cittasamanantaram na
cittanirantaram samapattiksanavyavahitatvat. “The cognition of coming out of the
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And the immediate precedence is not observed in the example of
swoon, nirodhasamapatti and so on. Thus, the previous arguments are
to be applied to all these cases.'? Therefore, from the cognition in the
state of awakening, which is an effect, its cause is being established,
and consequently a remote past cause must be established.

Further, if one claims that the remote past cause does not exist at
the time of the effect and for this reason cannot be a cause, then the
immediately preceding cognition also does not exist at the time of the
arising of the effect and would also not be a cause. Both exist before
the effect and both do not exist at the time of the effect. The property
of being a cause is not affected by the fact that the cause is in the
remote past or in the immediately preceding moment.'?°

The opponent now introduces a distinction between only existence
or existence alone (for the immediately preceding cause) and not only
existence but also non-existence (for the remote cause). “Existence
alone” (kevalam sattvam, sattvam eva) means that as soon as the cause
exists, the effect arises, and thus there is no interval of non-existence
between the cause and the effect. This alternative too is rejected by
Jitari because each cause is limited to its own time and causes cannot

[two] samapattis is produced by the cognition of entering the samapattis. Therefore,
[this cognition of exiting the samapattis] has a cognition as a samanatnara, but not
cognition without an interval, because it is separated [from its samanantarapratyayal
by the moments of the samapattis.” See also La Vallée Poussin, La Siddhi, pp. 248-
249: “Le Manovijiiana est interrompu dans les états exempts de pensée
(acittavastha) ; lorsqu’il reprend, il a pour kranta-asraya le moment antérieur de sa
sorte, c’est-a-dire le dernier moment précédent de Manovijiiana. — De méme pour
les cing Vijianas : ce qu’on nomme samanantarapratyaya, « antécédent pareil et
immédiat », n’est pas le moment précédent immédiatement et d’une autre sorte
(cittanirantara), c’est le dernier moment de méme sorte : le moment qui n’est pas
séparé par un moment de méme sorte. (Comparer Kosa, ii, 306).”

125 VS 66a3-4: atha sarvatraitad isyate, jianasya samantarapratyayapiirvakatvena
siddhayam vyaptau miircchadiprabodhaprathamabhavino vijiianasya tathdasiddheh.
tad asat. jiianam hi jiianamatrapiirvakatvena vyaptam, na tv anantarajianapirvaka-
tvena®. na canantaryam drstantena drstam iti sarvatra tad anuvarttaniyam.
*anantara- : anutara- Ms.

126 VS 66a5-b2: ciratitasyasattvad akaranatvam iti cet, anantarasyapi tarhy asattvad
akaranatvaprasangah. karyakale hy asattvam prak tu sattvam anayor dvayor apy
avisistam. na hy anantarasyapi pragbhavad anyad eva hetutvam, tac canantaravato®*
’pi samanam. * cantaravato : canantaravato Ms.
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be limited to immediately preceeding causes. Precedence could count
at most for being an auxiliary cause (sattvopayoga). Therefore, one
cannot infer that there is consciousness in the state of swoon.'?’

However, how is the non-existence of cognition in a state of swoon
etc., determined?'?® The problem is clear, for to determine that there
is no cognition, one needs a cognition, in which case there would be
no non-cognition. Jitari says that it is determined simply because
there is no awareness. He quotes the Bhasyakara (i.e., Prajiiakara-
gupta): “Indeed the form of non-awareness is not accepted as
awareness. If nevertheless (i.e., in spite of having the form of non-
awareness) it [would] be [accepted as awareness], there would be
awareness in a dead body too.”'?

However, this assertion seems indeed problematic. To begin with,
there is no determination of the absence of awareness when one is in a
state of swoon because this is impossible when one is in this state.!*°
Therefore, it has to be determined in a later time. How does this
happen? For the one who awakes from swoon and so forth, the
following determination indeed arises: “During all this time, I did not
cognize anything.”'3! One may object: This determination, namely,
that one did not cognize anything for some time, is indeed possible
because the experiences one had at the time of swoon etc., although
they were cognized by themselves, are simply not remembered later.
Thus, the later determination “during all this time, I did not cognize
anything” cannot in itself be a proof that there is no awareness in a

127 VS 66a5-bl: ciratitasya karyat prag asattvam® api na kevalam satvam,
anantarasya tu sattvam eveti ayam anayor bheda ity api nihsaram, tasyapi
niyatakalatvat svariipalabhasya tatah pragbhavat, kevalam sattvopayogat. tasman
naiva mircchadyavasthasu jianam anumatum Sakyam.
18 VS 66b1-2: asattvam api® katham nisciyata iti cet. *api : ami Ms.
12 PVABh 75.10:

asamvedanam riipam hi na samvedanam isyati |

tathapi yadi tadbhavo mrtasyapy astu vedanam || 466 ||
130 VS 66b3-4: nanu na* tavat miircchadikale samvedanabhavaniscayo ’sti, tathatve
tadayogat. “nanu na : na nanu Ms.
Bl VS 66b4-5: utpadyata eva tavan miircchadivibuddhasyayam niscayo naham
iyantam kalam kim apy ajiiasisam iti.
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state of swoon and so forth.!** It is possible to have an experience and
not to remember it.

Jitari retorts that if this position is accepted, the consequence
would be that the absence of cognition is never established. For
instance, when one concentrates on another object or one is absent-
minded, the non-determination of an object connected to one’s senses
would not be established. However, it is indeed possible to state the
following: The person whose mind is strongly connected to another
object or the one overcome by drowsiness has no immediate cogni-
tion of an object connected to his/her senses.'*?

If one accepts that cognitions arise in a state of drowsiness and so
forth, one may also accept that there are cognitions in a state of
swoon. But it is preferable to accept that there are no cognitions in
such states because this would contradict the immediate experience.
Therefore, in a state where a cognition is not perceived, it simply does
not exist. And when this is the case, just as there is complying with
positive and negative entailments by a present cognition to a remote
past cause, in the same manner, there is also complying with positive
and negative entailments to a remote future cause. Therefore, the
reason in the inference at the beginning of this treatise (namely, the
compliance with positive and negative entailments by the cause) is
not unestablished.!**

One may object: The proponent wants to establish a property-
possessor that is a necessary effect as a cause here by having
positive and negative entailments that are complied to its own
cause. But the necessity of the effect is future, and therefore
uncertain, because there is no necessity that the causes will undertake

132 VS 66b5-6: tadatananam anubhavanam svasamviditanam® api svavisayasmarana-
karanaghatanabhavad ayam adhyavasayo ghatata eva. tad ayam na samvedanavi-
rahasadhanaya paryapnoti.

* svasamviditanam : .. samviditanam Ms. ° -ghatanabhavad : -ghata{va}bhavad Ms.;
{} enclose deletions by the scribe.

13 VS 66b6-67a2: na tarhidanim kadacid api jianabhavah. sidhyati visayantarava-
dhanadivaigunyayor api yogyadeSaparicchedasiddhiprasangat. Sakyam eva hittham
abhidhatum visayantaratyantasaktamanaso nidropadriitasya nasty eva sannikrsta-
rthasaksatkari jiianam.

134 VS 67a5-6: yatha ciratitakarananvayavyatirekanuvidhanam adhunatanasya, tatha
cirabhavyanvayavyatirekanuvidhanam apiti na tad apeksayapy siddhir hetoh.
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the production of the effect. As Prajfiakaragupta said: “Causes do not
necessarily have effects.”’® Consequently, the reason is not
established in the support, that is, in the subject of the inference.

However, the objection is unfounded. It cannot be assumed that an
effect that follows immediately upon the cause is uncertain because
there is no lapse of time and therefore no obstacle (pratibandha) is
possible. Jitari quotes here PV I 8, which states that one cannot infer
the effect from the cause because there may be an obstacle to the
transformation of the capable causes.!*® This may seem surprising, but
the reason for the quote is probably its negative implication, namely,
that if there is no obstacle, or if the obstacle is not possible, then one
may well infer the arising of the effect, at least of a necessary effect.
Therefore, the reason is not inconclusive. If it is assumed that even
when there is no obstacle, the cause does not produce the effect, why
not assume that the mother is also barren? Not every effect is
uncertain, even if it is remote in time, simply because some effects
are observed to be certain. As in the example of omens of death,'’
even remote effects can be definitive.!*8

How could a remote effect arise necessarily? Precisely because
one makes one infer its cause. For the necessary existence of
something cannot be denied. And it is not correct to consider that it is
without a cause. And if something future is established as a cause,
other causes need not be assumed just because the cause is remote in

135 PVABh 175.1: navasyam karanani karyavanti bhavantiti.
13 For an annotated translation of this verse see Steinkellner 2013: 18.
137 On the example of arista in PVABh above pp. 405-406.
138 VS 67a6-b5: syad etat — avasyambhavinah karyasya dharminah svahetvanukrta-
nvayavyatirekataya karanatvam iha sisadhayisyata eva. karyasyavasyambhavita
bhaviki karananam tadarambhaniyamabhavat. yathaha. navasyam karanani karya-
vanti bhavantiti. tad ayam dharmasiddher asrayasiddho hetur iti. tad etad asat. na hi
tavad anantarakaryam anavasyambhaviti Sakyam vibhavayitum, tatra kalaksaya-
bhavena pratibandhabhavat. tatha hi

samagriphalaSaktinam parinamanubandhini |

anaikantikata karye pratibandhasya sambhavat || PV 18 ||
hetusattasannidhanamatradhine tu karye, pratibandhakakiiicitkaratvat,  kuto
‘naikantikata? athasaty api pratibandhe samarthasyapi karyakaranam sambhavyate,
matur api vandhyatvam kim na sambhavyate? viprakrstasyapi na sarvasya
karyasyavasyakabhavah kasyacid avasyakasyapi darsanat, aristad viprakrstasyapi
drstantasya drstaikantatvat.
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time.'* Therefore, the reason in the above inference is well
established.

As for the determination of the reason as being contradictory, this
should not be maintained, for those who understand define a
contradictory reason as what exists awry (lit., “differently”) in the
sapaksa and vipaksa.'* And the existence of the reason of the
inference (having positive and negative entailments complied to by
causes) in the sapaksa (i.e., in causes that have necessary effects) is
observed. Thus, no learned person assumes that it is contradictory.'*!

Inconclusiveness (anaikantikata) is also not possible for this
reason. For if this inconclusiveness existed, it could be either because
the deviation is being determined or because the deviation is assumed,
for any other alternative is included precisely in these two.'*? In
respect to these, the first alternative is not tenable because there is no
determination of the existence of the reason in the vipaksa.'* Nor
should one adhere to the second alternative. First of all, the speaking
in everyday practice about a cause is not without a reason, for
otherwise one would not be able to allocate the content of cognitions
to their corresponding objects. And in relation to the effect as well,
one does not assume another cause in proximity for it, which goes
beyond compliance of existence and non-existence (i.e., beyond
positive and negative entailments). In the case of fire too, it is said to

13 This is stated very tentatively. The text is slighty corrupt.

140 .e., is absent in the sapaksa and present in the vipaksa.

41 VS 67b5-68al: vyavahitasya karyasya katham avaSyambhava iti cet, ata eva
hetutvam anumapyate. na hi bhavasyavasyambhavo nihnotum Sakyah. sa canimittako
na yujyate. na ca nimittatvad anyanimitta<tvam adhyava>syate. tad evam na
kathamcid asiddho hetur iti. viruddhatvadhyavasayo ’'pitha na nidheyah. yo hi
sapaksavipakse param asti sa viruddha iti buddhir buddhimatam. asya ca hetoh
sapakse sambhavadrsta iti na viruddhatam sambhavayati vipascit kascit.

142 VS 68al-2: anaikantikantikatapy® asya na sambhaviya. sa hi sambhavanti nisciya-
mand vyabhicarataya va syat sambhavyamanavyabhicarataya va, prakarantara-
syatraivantarbhavat. * anaikantikantika- : anaikantikantika- Ms.

3 VS 68a2-3: atra na tavad adyo vikalpah kalpanam® arhati. niscite vipakse vrttinis-
cayabhavat, tasyan (a lacuna here?) tenanuvihitanvayavyatirekata ca bhavisyati.

* kalpanam : kalapanam Ms.
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be a cause only because of the smoke’s complying with its existence
and non-existence. !

Now, the opponent proposes a different approach to causal
relation. It should not be defined in terms of positive and negative
entailments; rather, to be a cause is to have an operation/action
(vyapara) in relation to the effect.!* Jitari rejects this alternative by
pointing out that it would lead to an infinite regress. This operation,
because it arises sometimes (kaddcitka), is itself an effect. Therefore,
it also must have a cause, which has another operation and so on.
Thus, when a series of operations is assumed, there would be an
infinite regress. On the other hand, when something is a cause only by
positive and negative entailments, that should hold good in other
cases as well. Therefore, enough with this false assumption of an
operation. !4

The opponent who seems to be now at the end of his wits suggests
that the cause be what is perceived before the effect.'¥’” We saw this
suggestion raised in the PVABh and Jitari quotes Prajfiakaragupta in
reply. The proposition is unacceptable because things that are not
perceived would not be causes. As Prajiiakaragupta said: “If perceiv-
ing first [is the condition that] one thing is the cause of another, the
[invisible] seed inside the earth would not be the cause of the
sprout.”'*® Further, if a cause is something that exists and is perceived
before the effect, all previous things would be causes for all effects.!*

144 VS 68a3-6: na ca dvitiyaprakaraparigrah® karyah. na casau yujyate. na hi tavad
ayam anibandhana eva tatkaranavyavaharo visayapratiniyamayogat. na ca karye 'py
anuvihitabhavabhavatatiriktam asya gocaracarinimittantaram sambhavayati. daha-
nader api hi dhamadikaranatavyavaharo dhiimadibhavabhavanuvidhanadhina® eva.
 dvitiya- : tadvettateti dvitiya- Ms. ° -bhavanuvidha- : -bhavan na vidha- Ms.

Y5 VS 68a6: na* krtanvayavyatirekatasya nimittam, api tu karye vyapara iti cet.

* na : na{r} karyan na; presumably after making a mistake, the scribe started this
sentence again.

146 VS 68a6b-2: nanv asav api vyaparo ’sya kadacitkatvatr karyam eva. tatas tatrapi
karanatavyaparavatteti vyaparaparamparaparikalpandayam anavastha syat. anvaya-
vyatirekamatrena tatkaranatve tad anyatrapi tathaivastam alam. altkavyapara-
kalpanaya.

W7'VS 68b2: karyat prag upalabhyate tarhi nimitta astv iti cet.

148 VS 68b2-3 quoting PVABh v. 439 (on 49cd); cf. above.

149°VS 68b3-4: upalambhopalaksitam pragbhavamatram nimittam iti cet, sarvasya
tarhi pragbhavinah sarvatra karye karanata syat.
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The opponent now suggests restricting or limiting positive and
negative entailments by the previous existence of the cause.!> That is,
positive and negative entailments alone or as such are not enough to
establish causal relation, but only when causes exist before the
effects. Jitari claims that the addition of precedence of the cause to the
definition of causality is superfluous. Again he quotes Prajiiakara in
his support: “What is the contradiction if the relationship between
cause and effect is due only to arising of the effect if that cause
exists? [None!] Then what purpose does previous and posterior
existence serve?”!>!

The opponent maintains that there is a purpose. If there is no
qualification that the cause exists before the effect is admitted, an
inadmissible consequence would arise that there will be a future
cause. Jitari repeats his previous ironic question: what offence has the
future thing done to you, due to which it should not be accepted as a
cause?'3 He also points out the advantage of the doctrine of future
cause for the proof of life after death.!>® People in everyday practice
perceive the relation of cause and effect only as arising if something
else exists.!® In this occasion Jitari seems to quote Dignaga’s
definition of the relationship between cause and effect, which also
does not contain any indication that the cause must exist before the
effect: “That by whose existence and non-existence another thing
exists and does not exist is the cause; the other is the effect. In this
way the logicians explain the characteristic of cause and effect.”!>

130VS 68b4: niyamavatah pragbhavasya nimittatvad ayam aprasanga iti cet.

51'VS 68b6 quoting PVABh v. 440 (on PV 1I 49cd).

132 VS 69al: asati visesane bhavisyati bhavisyakaranatvaprasanga® iti cet, kim punar
atra bhavato ’nagatenaparaddham yenasya hetutvan necchati. * bhavisya- : bhavisya-
Ms.

133 VS 69al-2: andgatakaranavade ca bhaviparalokanumanam anavadyam syad iti
gunam eva yavat pasyamah.

134 VS 69a2-3: radbhave bhavitamatram eva ca karyakaranabhavam lokah
pratipadyate.

155 VS 69a3-4: tathahur dacaryapadah. yasya bhavabhavabhyam yasya bhavabhavau
sa hehur itaro hetuman iti hetuhetumator laksanam dcaksete hetuka (read haituka)
iti. Cf. AP on 7a: 'di Itar gtan tshigs pa dag ni yod pa dar med pa dag gi de dan ldan
pa fiid ni rgyu dan rgyu dan ldan pa rim gyis skye ba dag gi yan mtshan iiid yin par
smra’o. This statement of Dignaga seems to have been taken directly from the
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Jitari also quotes Dharmakirti’s definition of causal relation in terms
of positive and negative entailments.!>® Therefore, to be a cause is not
related to the concept of activity, but only to the complying with
positive and negative entailments. If one considers that to be a cause
means to have an activity, and not to have positive and negative
entailments, then the pervasion between the reason and the property
to be proved could not be established.

Thus, the reason of the inference is free from the three faults of
being non-established, doubtful and contradictory.'>’

Jitari concludes that the relation of between cause and effect has
been well proved by the Ornament (viz., PVABh) in relation to the
future cause. Further, when things in everyday practice are well
penetrated, they can be enjoyed without philosophical deliberation
and one should not be strongly attached to false conceptualisations.
Whatever merit has been gained by the author, he says, let it make
people victorious. A short colophon mentions the title of the work or
the chapter, attributes it to Jitari and mentions the name of the scribe
or the commissioner of the manuscript as Jambhaladhara.'>3

AbhidharmakoSabhdsya. In the context of the controversy of Vaibhasikas and
Sautrantika on sahabhithetu, the cause which arises together with its effect. The
Vaibhasika defends his position by refering to the following definition (AKBh
84.24-25 on 2.51d): etad dhi hetuhetumato(r) laksanam dcaksate haitukah. yasya
bhavabhavayor yasya bhavabhavau niyamatah sa hetur itaro hetuman iti. “For the
logicians say: The mark of cause and effect is this: Cause is that from the absence
and presence of which the absence and presence of the [other] is determined; the
other is the effect.”
156 VS 69a4: kirtipadas ca na hy anvayavyatirekabhyam anyo hetuphalayos tadbhava
ity ahuh. Cf. PVin I 3.12f.
57 VS 69bl: tad evam amunasiddhadidosatrayaviyogina hetunda yat [siddham
sattvat] tad upadeyam. (Words in [ ] are barely legible.)
18 VS 69b1-3: anagatam® sadhayatapy® alamkarena karanam |

karyakaranabhavasya vistatatvam prasadhitam |
vicaravirahenaiva ramaniyesu vistesu te nabhinivestavyam ity eva siicayaty ayam ||
Samayitva yathanyayam avamanam manisini, yan mayadhigatam punyam tendstv esa
jano jinah. bhavikaranavadas samapto mahapanditasrinam jitaripadanam. likhitam
idam jambhaladharasya. * anagatam : anagata Ms. ° -tapy : -tady Ms.
One expects Jambhaladhara to be the name of the scribe, but normally it would have
appeared in the instrumental. Thus, perhaps the name refers to owner or the person
who commissioned the manuscript.
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Although Jitari’s work basically restates Prajfiakaragupta’s
theory,'” we notice some differences in emphasis and structure. The
most conspicuous one is, of course, the systematic arrangement of the
material as an independent treatise. Further, as is typical for all
chapters of the Vadasthanani, the doctrine of the future cause is
presented as a formal inference and the entire discussion is structured
around this inference, or more precisely, around the validity of its
reason (hetu). The inference is: All necessary effects are causes (of
their own causes) because they have positive and negative entailments
are complied with by their own causes.

Jitari’s thesis which identifies a necessary effect with a future
cause can be found in the PBABh, but interestingly, not in the context
of the main discussions of backward causation, but appears as an
alternative suggestion in the discussion of efficient action (arthakriya)
PVA(o) 70.10-13: “Or a necessary effect is nothing but a cause
because [its] cause is pervaded by it. And a pervader that is different
[from the pervaded is nothing but a cause, because without it the
[effect] does not exist/arise. [If one object:] How could something
non-arisen be a cause? [We answer] How could something already
arisen be a cause? Thus, the fault is common.”'" The argument is
clear: Given that a necessary effect fulfils the condition of being a
cause (namely being a necessary condition) in respect to its cause,
necessary effects are the causes of their own causes; in other words,
necessary effects and their causes are causes of each other. Further,
given that causes and effects are separated in time, in each pair of two
mutual causes, one cause must exist before the effect, the other after
it, and thus be a future cause.

% We do not know anything on the doctrine of future cause in the time that
separates Jitari from Prajiiakaragupta. As far as I can see, Jitari uses the PVABh
directly and does not seem to rely on any other source (the quotations from Dignaga
and Dharmakirti do not indicate, of course, that they were concerned with backward
causation).

160 PVA(0o) 70.10-13: atha va tad avaSyambhavikaryam karanam eva, tena
vyaptatvat karanasya. yac ca vyatiriktam vyapakam, tat karanam eva, tena vind
tadabhavat. anutpannam katham karanam? utpannam api katham iti samanah
dosah. also 71.10-11:
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However, we find in Jitari’s work some arguments that are absent
in the PVABh and vice versa. For instance, the rejection of the
activity (vyapara) as a necessary characteristic of a cause is discussed
by Jitari in some detail, but as far as I can see, it is absent in the
PVABh. On the other hand, the discussion of the karakas is entirely
absent in Jitari’s treatise. We also note difference in emphasis; the
argument from omens that played an important role in the PVBh is
barely mentioned by Jitari and the explicit connection of the doctrine
of the future cause to the doctrine of pratityasamutpada, which was
the starting point for the discussion in the PVABh on PV II 49, is
equally absent. Jitari may have found that reading the doctrine of the
future cause into the general formulation of pratityasamutpada to be a
bit far-fetched.

More difficult and important is the question whether the future
cause is conceived to produce by the two authors. To be sure, the
main idea that anvaya and vyatireka suffice for the determination of
causal relations is common to both authors. However, the crucial
question remains: Does a future cause actually act in some way upon
a past or present object or is it merely a necessary and/or sufficient
condition? Perhaps the clearest statement that the future cause
actually acts backwards in time can be found in Prajfiakaragupta’s
treatment of omens. In PVABh 68.1-2 he says (my punctuation differs
from Sankrtyayana’s): ayam vikara eva na syat, yady abhudayena na
bhavitavyam. tatkrto ’yam vikara iti lokavyavaharah. “This
transformation [of consciousness (cetana) at present] would not have
taken place, if the [future] good fortune would not necessarily arise.
People say: ‘This transformation is caused/made (krta) by it.”” One
has to note, however, that Prajiiakaragupta attributes and
substantiates!®' this opinion by “everyday practice of (common or
ordinary) people” (lokavyavahara). He does not endorse it as being
entirely or absolutely correct. In a different context Prajhakaragupta

161 The interpretation of Prajfiakaragupta’s may vary according to one’s

understanding of the scope of the particle i#i, namely, namely whether it stops with
tatkrto or includes also sentence ayam vikara eva na syat, yady abhudayena
na bhavitavyam. In my understanding, he both attributes and substantiates the
theory in relation to everyday practice.
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uses the perception of yogis (yogipratyaksa) as an argument for future
cause. Indeed if the yogi perceives a future object directly, then the
object must be counted among the factors that produce his cognition.
This too may suggest that for Prajiiakaragupta the future cause is not
only a necessary condition, but can also, to use the modern
terminology, fulfils the past (on the difference between fulfilling the
past and changing the past, cf. below). However, this statement has to
be interpreted in relation to Prajfiakaragupta’s notion of time as
sketched above, which states that the past and future objects seen by
the yogi are actually present and merely cannot be seen by ordinary
people. Thus, in the final analysis, the actual operation of a future
cause on a past entity remains unexplained, nevertheless we see in the
PVABh a conscious effort to find convincing examples for backward
causation. In Jitari’s work, on the other hand, I fail to see that he
considers the future cause to be anything other than necessary (and in
some cases sufficient) condition. His rejection of the notion of
activity of causes seems to point in this direction.

Backward causation in Western philosophy and science

The doctrine of future cause seems absurd at first sight, but it may
be reminded that there exists voluminous literature outside the Indian
philosophical context on the question as to whether effects can
precede their causes. Various viewpoints, often accompanied by
highly imaginative examples, have been discussed by such doyens of
philosophy as A.J. Ayer, Antony Flew, Michael Dummett, Roderick
Chisholm and many others.'®> The examples involve constructed
beliefs of African ritual dancers, orthodox Jewish rabbis and pious
Calvinists, as well as magical powers of Houdini and other magicians,
and, of course, imaginary adventures of time travellers.

Although the vast majority of philosophers deny the existence of
backward causation, there is no general agreement as to why this is
not the case. Certainly we usually associate causality with a particular

162 The literature on this subject is vast; I mention here only a handful of papers that I

have found the most interesting (no doubt a purely subjective criterion): next to
Dummett’s papers referred to below cf. also Lewis 1976, Putnam 1975, Gusking
1955, Chisholm and Taylor 1959-60, and Dray, 1959-60.
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temporal relation, but is this association a logical necessity? Can we
conceive of a world in which a notion of causality associated with the
opposite direction is more appropriate? Michael Dummett, for
instance, sees no conceptual difficulty in backward causation,
especially in areas where we are mere observers and not agents, like
the realm of movement of heavenly bodies.!> However, even where
we are agents, i.e., where we can perform intentional acts, we can
conceive of special cases where the future affects the past. In this
connection Dummett argues against the attitude of orthodox Jewish
theologians who forbid retrospective prayer. Their attitude is that
even God can only affect the future, not the past. One cannot affect
the past, because once a thing has happened or not happened, one
cannot make it not to have happened or to have happened. Thus, it is
blasphemous, these theologians say, to pray that something should
have happened, for although God is omnipotent he cannot do what is
logically impossible, and to utter a retrospective prayer is to mock
God by asking him to perform a logical impossibility.!¢*

Dummett contradicts this position with the following example.
Suppose I hear on the radio that a ship has gone down in the Atlantic
some days ago and that there are only a few survivors. My son was on
that ship, and I immediately utter a pray that he should be among the
survivors. This is, of course, a most natural reaction, but in fact my
prayer seems pointless. Either my son is already among the survivors,
in which case the prayer is not necessary, or he has already drowned,
in which case my prayer cannot be answered any longer. Thus, if |
pray in such a manner, and if — unknown to me — my son has already
drowned, I am in fact asking God that he should make him not to have
drowned. However, there is a way to construe a rationale for this type
of prayer, namely, to assume that God is omniscient, that is, that he
also knows the future. In this case my retrospective prayer makes
sense because God knew that I would be going to pray later on and
may therefore have answered my prayer even before it was actually
uttered. Thus, the problem with the assumption of backward causation
is not that it is logically impossible, but that it is incompatible with

163 Cf. Dummett 1978b: 334.
164 Dummett 1978b: 335ff.
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our knowledge of the past once it has been attained without doubt.
Could we know the future in the same way that we know the past, the
assumption of forward causation would also be impossible in certain
cases.

However, Dummet oversimplifies the Jewish orthodox attitude
towards the unchangeability of the past. The opinion that the past
cannot be changed was not shared by most Jewish theologians and
Rabbis. A fascinating case is the Talmudic interpretation of the story
of David and Bat-Sheba (2 Samuel 11).

The biblical story is well-known. Israel and Amon are fighting
again. David sends Joab and the Israeli army and they destroy the
children of Amon and besiege the city of Rabbah, today the capital of
Jordan. David, however, remains in Jerusalem. One evening he arose
from his bed and walked upon the roof of his palace. We are not told
why he got up so late, but I think the biblical author insinuates that
while sons of Israel are fighting David is partying all night. Whatever
the case may be, David walks on the roof, and from his roof he sees a
woman washing herself, and the woman was very beautiful to look
upon. David inquired about the woman and was told: This is Bath-
Sheba, the daughter of Eliam, the wife of Uriah the Hittite. David
sends for her, sleeps with her and she becomes pregnant. David tries
to conceal his act and the simplest way would have been to let Uriah
believe that the child is his. So David sends for Uriah, asks him for
news about the war and then sends him home. But Uriah, who may
have got wind of what happened, refuses to go home, and sleeps at the
door of the king’s house together with the other servants. Although
David keeps him for another day in Jerusalem and asks him to go
home, Uriah refuses to do so, saying that he is not going to sleep at
home as long as his comrades in arms sleep in tents in the battle field.
Then David makes him drunk, but even drunk, Uriah does not go
home. According to the Talmudic interpretation, this refusal of Uriah
is punishable by death because he disobeys the king’s orders. Finally
David sends Uriah back to the war with a letter to Joab, saying “Set
Uriah in the forefront of the hottest battle, and retire from him that he
may be smitten and die.” And this came to pass. After the mourning
period David and Bat-Sheba got married.
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The Biblical story is not sparing of David. It clearly describes him
as an adulterer and murderer, and the parable of the ewe lamb that is
pronounced by Nathan the prophet on this occasion is one of the most
upsetting in the Bible. David is severely punished by God. His son
from this adultery has to die and his other beloved son, Absalom,
commits adultery with the king’s own wives in public. And yet it is
said in the Talmud: Whoever says that David has sinned is mistaken.

How could David’s story be understood in such manner? Let’s
have a closer look at the Talmudic interpretation.'®> First something
has to be interpreted away. In the Bible it is said that David did
something evil (2 Samuel 12.9). Without entering into the intricacies
of Hebrew grammar, let me just say that this statement is ingeniously
(and wrongly) interpreted to say that David had the intention of doing
something evil. Further, Uriah deserves to die because he refuses to
obey the king’s orders. But if Uriah deserves to die, why is David
being admonished and punished? Well, he committed a procedural
error. Uriah should have been brought to trial before being killed.
And what about the adultery? There was no adultery. This is
explained as follows. At that time when the sons of Israel went war
they got divorced first, so Bath-Sheba was a divorced woman when
she slept with David. But this sound improbable because anyone who
goes to war would destroy his family first. Therefore, Rashi, the great
Talmudic commentators of the 10" c. says that the divorce was
conditional. If one returned from war, the divorce was invalid; if one
died at war the divorce took place retroactively at the moment it was
given. In other words, when David slept with Bath-Sheba she was still
married, but as soon as Uriah died, it turned out that she was already
divorced. So David did not commit adultery because he caused the

1 Talmud Bavli, Shabat, 56, 61. A lively discussion by Admiel Kosman, David
hamelech al hagagot [King David on the roofs], Haaeretz 24.4.98 and 8.5.98.
According to the Talmud, Bath-Sheba was destined for David since the six days of
creation (Sanhedrin 107a). In the Cabalistic literature David and Bath-Sheba are two
halves of a single androgynous soul. On the cosmological level, Bath Sheba
represent Sefirat Malkhut and it was almost completely purified; it only had to spend
a short time in the prison of the Serpent Uriah, but because of David’s premature act,
it could not be completely purified, and thus his reign could not become the reign of
Messiah. Cf. Gikatila 1994 : 10ff., 38ff., and passim. I owe this reference to my
friend Saralev Hollander. Cf. also The Zohar, Mishpatim 2, 107.
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husband to be killed at war, and as we now know this killing was a
just punishment because Uriah disobeyed David’s command. So now
we understand why the Talmudic commentators say that David did
not sin. He only had the intention of doing something wrong because
when he slept with Bath-Sheba he did not know yet that she was a
divorced woman.

The case of David and Bath Sheba is not unique. There are other
cases were a backward causation is assumed not only in legendary
province but also in modern life. Here is an example of each. Can the
wife of Elija the prophet marry again? Elija did not die but went to
heaven alive in chariot of fire. Consequently his wife is not a widow.
She can nevertheless remarry because Elija’s trip to heaven makes
him an angel; this changes his marriage retroactively into an angelic
marriage, and there is nothing in the Bible to prohibit the wife of an
angel to marry another man. An example from modern life: What
happens when a woman changes her sex? Can her husband divorce
her? He cannot because only a woman can receive a divorce. The
solution is to annul the original marriage contract.'

%6 An example of backward causation in Christianity would be the Immaculate
Conception. Marry’s own birth is free from the original sin by virtue of the the
merits of her son.
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Jean-Léon Gérome, Bethsabée (ca. 1889)

Returning to Dummett, one may observe that the pattern of his
analysis is typical for other examinations of backward causation.
According to these analyses backward causation is not logically
impossible or self-contradictory, but only problematic in conjunction
with additional assumptions. Thus, Bryson Brown, who argues in
favour of backward causation and the possibility of time travel,
concedes that backward causation is incompatible with a certain
freedom of action assumed by Libertarians.'” Consequently, he says,
the arguments usually raised against backward causation are nothing
but arguments against specific types of determinism. But determinism
is not a logical impossibility. In this way he solves some of the well-
known paradoxes that were construed against the possibility of
backward causation and time travel. For instance, what happens if one
travels back in time and shoots one’s own previous younger self?
Another version of this paradox adduces the imaginary construction
of a self-detonating machine, which is programmed to send a signal to
itself in the past that causes its own explosion. But if the machine
succeeds to send the message and responds to it, then it cannot exist

167 Cf. Brown 1992.



444

in the future and thus cannot send the message.!®® Brown replies that
the combination of backward causation with the exercise of certain
capacities may indeed lead to trouble, but that there is no need to
assume that such capacities are exercised or even possible. If the
machine exists in the future, then it does not and cannot detonate
itself in the past. What happens or does not happen must be consistent
with other facts. In other words, if time travel is permitted, the laws of
physics should be augmented by a principle of self-consistency.'®

While the majority of philosophers remains sceptical about
backward causation, its possibility has been seriously discussed and
elaborated by physicists ever since Kurt Godel has found a disturbing
solution to Einstein’s equations of general relativity in 1949, which
showed that a certain forms of time travel were permitted. If one
followed the path of a particle, it could eventually come back to meet
itself in the past. “By making a round trip on a rocket ship in a
sufficiently wide curve,” wrote Godel, “it is possible in these worlds
to travel into any region of the past, present and future, and back
again.”'”° In more recent times, one attempted to account for the
possibility of time travel with black holes and wormholes. If
spacetime is curved, as generally assumed, there could also exist
passages, called wormholes, which link regions of spacetime removed
from each other and allow shortcuts, that is, rapid or immediate
transition between different points in spacetime.

The theoreticians of time travel distinguish between changing the
past, which is contradictory and therefore impossible, and fulfilling
the past which is self-consistent and therefore possible. An
entertaining example of the first kind of time travel occurs in Back to
the Future. The hero goes back to a time before his mother falls in
love with his father, and to his dismay he finds out that he prevented

1% This often discussed example comes from Davies 1997.

19 Brown relies on several studies in theoretical physics such as Friedman et al.
1990, Deutsch 1991, and Echeverria et al. 1991. The principle of self-consistency is
formulated clearly by Friedman et al. 1990: 1915. Cf. also pp. 1916-1917: "... a
principle of self-consistency, which states that the only solutions to the laws of
physics that can occur locally in the real Universe are those which are globally self-
consistent.

170 Cf. Godel 1949: 447, quoted in Kaku 1994: 242,
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the fateful encounter between his parents. Moreover, his mother
becomes enamoured with him, and if he will not be able to divert her
affections, he will disappear because his birth will never take place.
This scenario is considered impossible.

On the other hand, it would be possible, as in a short story by
Robert Heinlein “All You Zombies—" for a person to change his sex,
go back in time, meet and fall in love with herself, conceive a baby
with her own previous self, take the baby further back in time, deposit
it at an orphanage, where she will grow to become that very person.
In other words, the baby, the mother and the father are all the same
person.'”! Thus, in such a world Herclitus would be wrong. One can
step into the same river twice, but at the same time, and if one steps
into the same river twice, one cannot step into it once.

The distinction is nicely illustrated figure 6 in Friedman et al.
1990: 1925, which depicts two possible trajectories of a billiard ball:

FIG. 6. Spatial trajectories of a billiard ball that travels back-
ward in external time by traversing a wormhole, and then col-
lides with itself. The evolution depicted in (a) violates the prin-
ciple of self-consistency; that in (b) does not.

' T simplify here Heinlein’s story which involves also a bartender who is the same
person as the others. For a graphic presentation of the temporal relations in this story
cf. Kaku 1994: 241.
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By travelling backwards in time, the ball can collide with itself.
Figure 6a presents a version of the paradox of killing one’s younger
self. The initial position and velocity of the ball are such that the ball
enters hole 2 at point A, and comes from hole 1 at point B. It moves
along trajectory f3, collides with itself coming along trajectory o and
changes its own trajectory to vy, thereby preventing itself from
entering hole 2. According to the principle of self-consistency this is
impossible. In figure 6b, on the other hand, the movement of the ball
is self-consistent. The ball come out from hole 1 in a slightly different
place B’, and moves along trajectory [’. It strikes itself gently,
changing its trajectory to o’ and enters hole 2 at poinbt Al. This
description involves no inconsistencies.

So far we have tacitly assumed with Brown that a world where
time travel is possible would be, at least partly, deterministic. In a
recent book, Briane Greene suggested a solution as to how time travel
and free will can be compatible.!”> The solution is based on the so-
called Many Worlds interpretation of quantum mechanics. According
to this interpretation, every potential possibility is realized in a
separate parallel universe. Our universe is just one of endless others,
in which every possible evolution that is permitted by quantum
mechanics takes place. Freedom of will, of which we are conscious,
consists in our ability to move from one universe to another. Thus, if |
go back to 1953 and shoot my own mother before I was born, then
she really is dead before I was born, but not in that universe in which
I was born, and from which I started my time travel.

Of course I do not wish to argue that Prajiiakaragupta and Jitari
have somehow prefigured the latest developments in Quantum
mechanics or theory of relativity. That would be even more absurd
than the assumption of plastic surgery on Ganesha. However, I do
believe that studying backward causation in different cultural contexts
thickens its description and deepen our understanding of it.

172 Cf. Greene 2004: 456-457. His solution is based on Deutsch 1997.
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