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Abstract The paper examines available references to the Ājı̄vikas that are often
identified by scholars, notably by Basham (1951), as genuine quotations from Ājı̄vikas’
lost works. In addition, the paper analyses some additional material not previously
indentifed as possible quotations relevant to Ājı̄vikism. Unfortunately, none of such
references seem to be genuinely derived from an Ājı̄vika source: All of such passages or
verses previously considered genuinely taken from Ājı̄vika literature turn out to have
been composed by non-Ājı̄vika authors and usually derive either from Jaina works or
from fables and narrative literature. There is no clear proof that the Ājı̄vikas developed
their own Sanskrit literature (in addition to Prakrit works), much less philosophical
literature in Sanskrit. Further, the faithfulness and reliability of reports of the Ājı̄vikas
and paraphrases of their views cannot be assessed with any certainty.
Keywords Ajivikism · Ājı̄vikas · Materialists · Destiny · Fate · Fatalism ·
Niyati · Svabhāva · Niyati-dvātriṁśikā · Sāmañña-phala-sutta

1.
Very little is known about the ancient Indian religion and philosophical system of
the Ājı̄vikas. The doctrine, which predates the emergence of Jainism and Buddhism,
albeit by only a slight margin, flourished between the fourth and second centuries
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BCE. In the period between the fourth and second centuries BCE, it was perhaps
one of the most influential non-Brahmanical religions in India, second to
Buddhism.1 Despite attempts having been made by a number of scholars2 we still
have an impression that we know very little of Ājı̄vikism. The sources at our
disposal for reconstructing their doctrine are both very limited and unreliable.
Any attempt to reconstruct the views propounded by the Ājı̄vikas and the
founders of the system, one of them being Makkhali Gosāla, will face two major
difficulties. First, there are no extant complete texts (except one alleged candidate,
see below), or even fragments, which can be claimed reliably to have been written
by the Ājı̄vikas or which have been identified beyond doubt as directly stemming
from sources known as both closely linked and faithful to the Ājı̄vikas. This is
because there are no such sources; indeed, all references to the Ājı̄vikas in the whole
history of Indian philosophy originate from rather hostile environment. Secondly,
the process of a possibly reconstructing the views of the Ājı̄vikas must be based on
our decision about which of the preserved fragments (quotes, paraphrases etc.),
again from these hostile environments, that we encounter is original or faithfully
reproduces Ājı̄vika views. Our decision as to which of the preserved fragments we
are considering is original or faithfully reproduces Ājı̄vika views is necessarily
based on our knowledge of what the real doctrine of the Ājı̄vikas actually was (in
order to be able to ascribe a fragment to the Ājı̄vika school or not), which in turn is
based on the process of the reconstruction of authentic views of the Ājı̄vikas. And
this is clearly a vicious circle. There is, unfortunately, no logical and methodologically satisfactory way out except through a process of gradual approximation,
something that treads on the vicious circle itself. All we can do is to examine (or reexamine) the material which was produced by authors and traditions inimically
1

Its followers are mentioned three times in two Aśokan edicts. Two of these are inscriptions from
Barābār Hill in Bihar (BLOCH (1950, p. 159): 1. lājinā piyadassinā duvā-ḍasa-vassâbhisittenā iyaṁ
niggoha-kubhā dinnā ājīvikehi.—‘This Banyan Cave was donated to the Ājı̄vikas by [the king Aśoka]
Favourably Disposed, who was consecrated twelve years [ago].’; 2. lājinā piyadassinā duvā-ḍasavassâbhisittenā iyaṁ kubhā khalatika-pavvatassi dinnā ājīvikehi.—‘This cave of the Khalatika mountain
was donated to the Ājı̄vikas by [the king Aśoka] Favourably Disposed, who was consecrated twelve years
[ago].’). They are also mentioned in the seventh pillar edict from Toprā in Haryana (BLOCH (1950, p. 170):
saṁghaṭṭhassi pi me kaṭe, ime viyāpaṭā hohaṁti ti. hemeva bābhanesu ājīvikesu pi me kaṭe, ime viyāpaṭā
hohaṁti ti.—‘Also with respect to the matters of the [Buddhist] community, I decided that these [high
officers (mahā-mātra)] are occupied [with them]. Likewise, with respect to Brahmins and Ājı̄vikas, I
decided that these [high officers] are occupied [with them].’). In comparison, the Jainas are mentioned
only once in the latter inscription (BLOCH (1950, pp. 170–171): nigaṁṭhesu pi me kaṭe, ime viyāpaṭā
hohaṁti. nānā pāsaṁḍesu pi me kaṭe, ime viyāpaṭa hohaṁti ti.—‘Also with respect to the Jainas, I decided
that these [high officers] are occupied [with them]. Also with respect to various heretics, I decided that
these [high officers] are occupied [with them].’). The sequence reveals the hierarchy of importance: the
Buddhists (saṁgha), the Ājı̄vikas, the Jainas, followed by all the remaining heretics. The Buddhists and
the Ājı̄vikas, in precisely this order (which is the same as in the two Aśokan inscriptions), are mentioned
by Kautilya (AŚ 3.20.16: śākyâjīvakâdīn vrṣala-pravrajitān…), who is conspicuously silent on the Jainas
˙
(Nirgranthas).
Such as Hermann JACOBI (1880), Bunyiu NANJIO (1884), Ernst LEUMANN (1884), D.R. BHANDARKAR
(1912), K.B. PATHAK (1912), Jarl CHARPENTIER (1913), B.M. BARUA (1920), A.F. Rudolf HOERNLE (1926),
A. BANERJI SASTRI (1926), B.M. BARUA (1926–1927), N. AIYASVAMI SASTRI (1941), Arthur Llewellyn
BASHAM (1951), Arthur Llewellyn BASHAM (1971), Haripada CHAKRABORTI (1973), S.N. GHOSAL (1979)
and (1980), Pranabananda JASH (1982a) and (1982b), Gustav ROTH (1993), Johannes BRONKHORST (2000),
(2003) and (2007). The latest in the series is: Piotr BALCEROWICZ (2016).
2
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disposed to the Ājı̄vikas in the hope that a careful comparison and assessment of
such sources may reveal some dependable threads from which we will little by little
weave a fabric of more definite and tangible texture. In this way we may give a fresh
look to a source which we originally considered not quite related to Ājı̄vikas to
throw more light on the history of the system. A way to approach the extant material
is to first determine certain terminology or concepts which were traditionally
associated by other systems with the Ājı̄vikas and then, with the help of these
technical terms and notions, we may proceed to detect possible new sources for
further examination.
That the Ājı̄vikas had their early canon known as the eightfold Mahā-nimitta is
attested in Jaina canonical literature.3 But we also have evidence that the Ājı̄vikas
developed their canon containing 22 sūtras, with divisions rather similar to Jaina
canon. A reference to it is found in the Jaina Naṁdi-sutta:
Twenty-two sūtras are accepted to be the sūtras in the arrangement of the
Ājı̄vika sūtras, the sections of which are dependent [for meaning] on each
other.4
We may also suspect that they probably developed some literature in Sanskrit. The
question, however, is whether anything of this remains, preserved either in exact
citations, loose quotes paraphrases or references.
In this paper I will first re-examine the material which has already been analysed
by some scholars heretofore and determined to not only to be related Ājı̄vikism but
to represent genuine quotations from Ājı̄vika sources. Incidentally, I will also
evaluate the methodology so far applied by scholars in their ascribing the authorship
of certain passages to the Ājı̄vikas. Then, I will search for additional passages so far
overlooked by scholars and attempt to assess to what extent these can be considered
genuine quotations or faithful paraphrases. My intention is to establish a pool of
Ājı̄vika fragments, preferably citations, that is as broad as possible. In my analysis I
will concern myself primarily with Sanskrit passages that are possible candidates for
original quotations from Ājı̄vikas’ lost sources. The aim of this paper is not to
reconstruct the doctrine of the Ājı̄vikas. However, such reconstructory attempts will
be occasionally undertaken if they are necessary to judge whether a particular
fragment may be considered authentic or not.
2. The earliest reference (or, at least, one of the earliest such references) is the wellknown account found in the Buddhist description of the six ‘heretical’ teachers of
the Sāmañña-phala-sutta, which preserves what is known as ‘the doctrine of
3
This was already noticed by LEUMANN (1884, p. 249), BARUA (1920, pp. 20, 41), BASHAM (1951,
pp. 213–216) and others. See e.g. Viy 15.7–9 = Viy 15.4–5 = Viy 15.58 = Viy 15.77: tae ṇaṁ te chaddisācarā aṭṭha-vihaṁ puvva-gayaṁ magga-dasamaṁ saehiṁ saehiṁ mati-daṁsaṇehiṁ nijjūhaṁti,
nijjūhittā gosālaṁ maṁkhaliputtaṁ uvaṭṭhāiṁsu. tae ṇaṁ se gosāle maṁkhaliputte teṇaṁ aṭṭhagassa
mahā-nimittassa keṇai ulloyametteṇa savvesiṁ pāṇāṇaṁ savesiṁ bhūyāṇaṁ savvesiṁ jīvāṇaṁ savvesiṁ
sattāṇaṁ imāiṁ cha aṇatikkamaṇijjāiṁ vāgaraṇāiṁ vagareti… See also BALCEROWICZ (2016, pp. 55–57).
4
NaṁS1 105, p. 74.1–4: … iccheyāiṁ bāvīsaṁ suttaīṁ acchiṇṇa-cheyaṇaiyāiṁ ājīviya-sutta-parivāḍīe
suttāiṁ; see also NaṁCū 106, p. 74.6–18, ad loc. in the same spirit, esp.: ete cêva bāvīsaṁ achiṇṇacchedaṇatâbhippāyato ājīviya-sutta-parivāḍīe ṭhitā.
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Makkhali Gosāla’ (Makkhali-gosāla-vādo). While it is clearly not a citation, it does
seem to reveal certain terminological peculiarities characteristic of the Ājı̄vikas:
There is no deed [performed by the agent] himself, there is no deed
[performed by] someone else [than the agent], there is no deed [performed by]
humans [which could influence future births or determine the course of their
lives], there is no strength, there is no vigour, there is no human aptitude, there
is no human prowess [which could influence future birth or determine fate].
All animate beings, all breathing things, all living beings, all souls are without
power, without strength, without vigour; [instead] they are developed by
destiny, predetermined concurrence of factors and [own] nature, [and] they
experience pleasure and suffering in the six classes [of existence]. … The
following is not the case: on account of this virtue, or on account of this vow,
or on account of this austerity, or on account of this pure conduct, I will ripen
the unripened karman or will bring ripened karman to destruction by gradually
working on [it through such practices]. This is not the case. Happiness and
unhappiness are meted out with a measure, their final end is done in (i.e.
through) the cycle of rebirths; there is neither [their] diminishing nor
expanding, there is neither [their] increase nor decrease. Just like a ball of
thread, when thrown, exhausts itself, [simply] unwinding, exactly in the same
manner both the fool and the wise—having transmigrated, having gone
through the cycle of rebirths—will put an end to unhappiness.5
On the basis of this passage—followed in the Sāmañña-phala-sutta with a detailed
list of divisions of the world, living beings etc.—and a comparison of its vocabulary
with a number of other passages generally associated by Indian tradition and
scholars with the Ājı̄vikas we can tentatively identify four such ‘Ājı̄vika keywords’:
1.
2.
3.
4.

niyati (destiny),
saṅgati / saṁgati (predetermined concurrence of factors),6
svabhāva (intrinsic nature),
daiva (fate)7.

The fourth one (fate, or daiva), being traditionally related to the Ājı̄vika and often
identified with destiny (niyati), is absent from the above passage. These—especially
in combinations such as niyati-vāda (‘the doctrine of destiny’, or determinism),
Saṅgati-vāda (‘the doctrine of predetermined concurrence of factors’), svabhāva5

Samañña-phala-sutta, DN 2.20, p. 53–54: n’atthi atta-kāre, n’atthi para-kāre, n’atthi purisa-kāre,
n’atthi balaṁ, n’atthi vīriyaṁ, n’atthi purisa-thāmo, n’atthi purisa-parakkamo. sabbe sattā sabbe pāṇā
sabbe bhūtā sabbe jīvā avasā abalā avīriyā niyati-saṅgati-bhāva-pariṇatā chass’evâbhijātīsu sukhadukkhaṁ paṭisaṁvedenti. … tattha n’atthi: iminâhaṁ sīlena vā vatena vā tapena vā brahma-cariyena vā
aparipakkaṁ vā kammaṁ paripācessāmi, paripakkaṁ vā kammaṁ phussa phussa vyantiṁ karissāmîti.
h’evaṁ n’atthi [.] doṇa-mite sukha-dukkhe pariyanta-kaṭe saṁsāre, n’atthi hāyana-vaḍḍhane, n’atthi
ukkaṁsâvakaṁse. seyyathā pi nāma sutta-guḷe khitte nibbeṭhiyamānam eva paleti, evam eva bāle ca
paṇḍite ca sandhāvitvā saṁsaritvā dukkhass’antaṁ karissantîti.
6
7

Equated with niyati, see e.g. SūyVr 1.1.2.30, p. 38.38: sā saṁgati niyatis.
˚
See §§ 11, 14.
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vāda (‘the doctrine of intrinsic nature’), or daiva-vāda (‘the doctrine of fate’, or
fatalism), which suggest that the usage of these terms is not casual but refers to
some kind of world view—will also be the terms which I will use in order to unearth
possible ‘concealed citations’ from the Ājı̄vikas or at least to identify passages that
may closely be linked to them, and then I will critically evaluate such passages with
an attempt to discard those which do not betray any closer link to Ājı̄vika doctrine
despite the use of one of the above technical terms. In addition, I will follow an
obvious procedure: I will examine the passages which are identified by Indian
authors with the Ājı̄vikas, either as describing (paraphrasing) their views or as citing
them verbatim.
In my critical enquiry I will make liberal use of a selection of passages listed by
BASHAM (1951) in his History and Doctrines of the Ājīvikas, especially a
chapter section ‘Quotations by the Commentators’, which he considers genuine
quotes from Ājı̄vika sources. He concludes his selection of quotations from
allegedly original Ājı̄vika Sanskrit sources8 as follows:
These verses indicate that, beside their early literature in Prakrit, and the
Tamil scripture Oṉpatu-katir, the Ājı̄vikas possessed a later literature in
Sanskrit, containing much philosophical poetry. It might be suggested that
these verses were composed by the commentators themselves, to illustrate the
views they were discussing. Yet here are eight verses, quoted by different
commentators in different centuries, and all attributed to Ājı̄vikas or
niyativādins. It is more probable that some at least are genuine, than that all
are spurious.9
3. With respect to these eight verses mentioned by BASHAM, I will start my critical
enquiry with a passage found in Gunaratna-sūri’s commentary Tarka-rahasya-dipikā
˙
(TRD) to Haribhadra-sūri’s Ṣaḍ-darśana-samuccaya (SDSa) which describes a
˙
fourth view out of various theories of ‘what makes the world
go round’ and which
contains two such verses:
For these [propounders of the fourth view] argue as follows: {A} There is
another category [which is responsible for change in the world], namely
destiny, [and] by its force all entities without exception manifest themselves in
a strictly determined manner, not otherwise. For it is as follows: if [object]
x arises from [factor] y [at time] t, then [object] x is understood to exist in a
strictly determined manner due to [factor] y [at time] t; otherwise there would
be no basis for [any talk about] efect and cause and about any individually
definite form [which an object assumes], because there would be no
determining factor [for things to occur this way and not otherwise]. Therefore,
in this way, who on earth, being expert in the method of cognitive criteria,
could possibly disprove destiny [as determining factor] which is [clearly]
apprehended on account of strict determinism of effect?! [There is] no way he
8

BASHAM (1951, pp. 220–223).

9

BASHAM (1951, pp. 222–223).
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can achieve it; otherwise there would be an undesired consequence of selfabortiveness of the method of cognitive criteria. So, accordingly, it is said:
V 1: “{B} Since all entities occur in a strictly determined form, therefore
[all of] them are produced by destiny in conformity with their own
intrinsic nature.
«The what» (i.e. the object), “«the when» (i.e. the time of its occurrence), «the because of» (i.e. its causal factor), «the as long as» (i.e. its
duration) occur as determined in a strictly specified manner. Who could
possible oppose this [destiny]?”10
Two layers are distinguishable at first glance in Gunaratna-sūri’s commentary:
˙
Section {A} is Gunaratna-sūri’s own paraphrase or account of the views of Ājı̄vikas
˙
the way he knew or understood them, whereas Section {B} seems to be a quotation
of two verses. These appear to be genuine, especially due to how they are
introduced: tathā côktam. However, upon closer inspection of Gunaratna-sūri’s
˙
introduction to the verses—Section {A}—it becomes obvious that he does not go
beyond the contents the two verses: Section {A} is basically their paraphrase and
does not bring in any new material or information. BASHAM (1951, p. 222)
introduces the two above-mentioned verses as follows: ‘Gunaratna … quotes further
˙
verses which he attributes to the niyativādins’.
As a matter of fact, the actual source of these two verses is the Śāstra-vārttāsamuccaya11 of Haribhadra-sūri (c. 740–800), the encyclopaedist and author of the
Ṣaḍ-darśana-samuccaya. The two verses occur in a niyati-vāda section consisting of
altogether four verses.12
That brief passage forms a part of a larger section which collects a number of
unorthodox views explaining the causality of the world and events and includes
kāla-vāda (‘the doctrine of time’), svabhāva-vāda (‘the doctrine of intrinsic nature’),
niyati-vāda (‘the doctrine of destiny’), karma-vāda (‘the doctrine of deeds’), kālâdisāmagrī-vāda (‘the doctrine of causal complex consisting of time and other
10
TRD 1 § 23, p.18.6–19.14: te hy evam āhuḥ— {A} niyatir nāma tattvântaram asti yad-vaśād ete
bhāvāḥ sarve ’pi niyatenâiva rūpeṇa prādur-bhāvam aśnuvate, nânyathā. tathā hi—yad yadā yato bhavati
tat tadā tata eva niyatenâiva rūpeṇa bhavad upalabhyate, anyathā kārya-kāraṇa-vyavasthā pratiniyatarūpa-vyavasthā ca na bhavet, niyāmakâbhāvāt. tata evaṁ kārya-naiyatyataḥ pratīyamānām enām niyatiṁ
ko nāma pramāṇa-patha-kuśalo bādhituṁ kṣamate. mā prāpad anyatrâpi pramāṇa-patha-vyāghātaprasaṅgaḥ. tathā côktam:

{B} niyatenâiva rūpeṇa sarve bhāvā bhavanti yat /
tato niyati-jā hy ete tat-svarūpânuvedhataḥ //
yad yadâiva yato yāvat tat tadâiva tatas tathā //
niyataṁ jāyate nyāyāt ka enāṁ bādhituṁ kṣamaḥ //
BASHAM (1951, p. 222, n. 4) notices that these verses are found in ‘Gunaratna to Ṣaḍ-darśnana˙
samuccaya, p. 12.’
11

ŚVS1 2.173–174, p. 45–46.

12

ŚVS1 2.173–176.
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factors’). This whole section (ŚVS1 2.164–193, pp. 45–53), which deserves to be
reproduced here in extenso primarily for the sake of stylistic analysis, reads as
follows:
[kāla-vāda:]
kālâdīnāṁ ca kartrtvaṁ manyante ’nye pravādinaḥ /
kevalānāṁ tad-anye tu mithaḥ sāmagry-apekṣayā // 2.164 //
na kāla-vyatirekena garbha-bāla-śubhâdikam /
˙
yat kiñcij jāyate loke
tad asau kāranam kila // 2.165 //
kālaḥ pacati bhūtāni kālaḥ saṁharati˙ prajāḥ /
kālaḥ supteṣu jāgarti kālo hi duratikramaḥ // 2.166 //
kiñca kālād rte nâiva mudga-paktir apı̂ṣyate13 /
sthāly-ādi-saṁnidhāne ’pi tataḥ kālād asau matā // 2.167 //
kālâbhāve ca garbhâdi sarvaṁ syād avyavasthayā /
parêṣṭa-hetu-sadbhāva-mātrād eva tad-udbhāvāt // 2.168 //
[svabhāva-vāda]
na svabhāvâtirekena garbha-bāla-śubhâdikam /
˙ tad asau kāranam kila // 2.169 //
yat kiñcij jāyate loke
˙ tathā tathā /
sarva-bhāvāḥ svabhāvena sva-svabhāve
vartante ’tha nirvartante kāma-cāra-parāṅ-mukhāḥ // 2.170 //
na vinêha svabhāvena mudga-paktir apı̂ṣyate (see footnote 13) /
tathā-kālâdi- bhāve ’pi nâśva-māṣasya sā yatah // 2.171 //
atas svabhāvāt tad-bhāve ’tipasaṅgo ’nivāritaḥ ˙/
tulye tatra mrdaḥ kumbho na paṭâdītya-yukti-mat // 2.172 //
[niyati-vāda]
niyatenâiva rūpeṇa sarve bhāvā bhavanti yat /
tato niyati-jā hy ete tat-svarūpânuvedhataḥ // 2.173 //
yad yadâiva yato yāvat tat tadâiva tatas tathā //
niyataṁ jāyate nyāyāt ka enāṁ bādhituṁ kṣamaḥ // 2.174 //
na ca rte niyatiṁ loke mudga-paktir apı̂kṣyate /
tat-svabhāvâdi-bhāve ’pi nâsāv aniyatā yatah // 2.175 //
anyathâniyatatvena sarva-bhāvaḥ prasajate /˙
anyônyâtmakatâpatteḥ kriyā-vaiphalyam eva ca // 2.176 //
[karma-vāda]
na bhoktr-vyatirekeṇa bhogyaṁ jagati vidyate /
na câkrtasya bhogaḥ syān muktānāṁ bhoga-bhāvataḥ // 2.177 //
bhogyaṁ ca viśvam sattvānāṁ vidhinā tena tena yat /
drśyate ’dhyakṣam evêdaṁ tasmāt tat karma-jaṁ hi tat // 2.178 //
na ca tat karma-vaidhurye mudga-paktir apı̂kṣyate /
sthāly-ādi-bhaṅga-bhāvena yat kvacin nôpapadyate // 2.179 //
[kālâdi-sāmagrī-vāda]
citraṁ bhogyaṁ tathā citrāt karmaṇo ’hetutânyathā /
13

Probably: apîkṣyate, cf. ŚVS1 2.175, 179.
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tasya yasmād vicitratvaṁ niyaty-āder na yujyate // 2.180 //
niyater niyatâtmatvān niyatānāṁ samanatā /
tathâniyata-bhāve ca balāt syāt tad-vicitratā // 2.181 //
na ca tan-mātra-bhāvâder yujyate ’syā vicitratā /
tad-anya-bhedakaṁ muktvā samyag nyāyâvirodhataḥ // 2.182 //
na jalasyâika-rūpasya viyat-ātād vicitratā /
ūṣarâdi-dharâbhedam antareṇôpajāyate // 2.183 //
tad-bhinna-bhedakatve ca tatra tasyā na kartrtā /
tat-kartrtve14 citratvaṁ tad-vat tasyâpy asaṁgatam // 2.184 //
tasyā eva tathā-bhūtaḥ svabhāvo yadi cêṣyate /
tyaktaḥ niyati-vādaḥ syāt svabhāvâśrayaṇānn anu // 2.185 //
svo bhāvaś ca svabhāvo ’pi sva-sattâiva hi bhāvataḥ /
tasyâpi bhakâbhāve vaicitryaṁ nôpapadyate // 2.186 //
tatas tasyâviśiṣṭatvād yugapad viśva-saṁbhavaḥ /
na câsāv iti sad-yuktyā tad-vado ’pi na saṅgataḥ // 2.187 //
tat-tat-kālâdi-sāpekṣo viśva-hetuḥ sa cenn anu /
muktaḥ svabhāva-vādaḥ syāt kāla-vādād aparigrahāt // 2.188 //
kālo ’pi samayâdir yat kevalaṁ so ’pi kāraṇam /
tata eva hy asaṁbhūteḥ kasyacin nôpapadyate // 2.189 //
yataś ca kāle tulye ’pi sarvatrâiva na tat-phalam /
ato hetv-antarâpekṣaṁ vijñeyaṁ tat vicakṣaṇaiḥ // 2.190 //
ataḥ kālâdayaḥ sarve samudāyena kāraṇam /
garbhâdeḥ kārya-jātasya vijñeyā nyāya-vādibhiḥ // 2.191 //
na câikâikata evêha kvacit kiñcid apı̂kṣyate /
tasmāt sarvasya kāryasya sāmagrī janikā matā // 2.192 //
svabhāvo niyatiś câiva karmaṇo ’nye pracakṣate /
dharmāv anye tu sarvasya sāmanenâiva vastunaḥ // 2.193 //
Interestingly, the niyati section contains no single other doctrinal element which
could, at least theoretically, be linked to the Ājı̄vikas.
The natural question is whether Haribhadra himself composed these two verses
(ŚVS1 2.173–174) quoted by Gunaratna himself, along with a number of others, or
˙
merely collected verses from original sources in one section, or whether he
composed some verses and interwove them with some genuinely original ones. It is
highly unlikely, it seems, that these verses are a compilation from original sources.
This is due to a number of reasons.
First, the exposition of the theories kāla-vāda, svabhāva-vāda, niyati-vāda,
kālâdi-sāmagrī-vāda has its own specific argumentative structure, e.g. ŚVS1 2.171
(exposition of the svabhāva-vāda) rejects the kāla-vāda, whereas ŚVS1 2.173
(exposition of the niyati-vāda) in turn discards the svabhāva-vāda, which is then
rejected in ŚVS1 2.180.
Second, in the exposition of the four respective theories the same patterns occur
as a kind of refrain. I have indicated the recurrent similar patterns in bold. For
instance, the refrain phrase mudga-paktir apîṣyate, with a variant apîkṣyate (167b,
14

ŚVS1 misprints: tat-katrtve.
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171b, 175b, 179b), or merely apîkṣyate (192b), occurs in the exposition of each of
the theories, and always in the same metrical pattern in pāda b; a range of verses of
all the subsections end with nôpapadyate (179, 186, 189) in pāda b; the expositions
of two theories contain the same phrase garbha-bāla-śubhâdikam (165b, 169b),
which is, in addition, in two cases (out of three) compounded with °vyatirekeṇa or
°âtirekeṇa (165, 169, 177) always in the same position in pāda a; the pāda c of the
exposition of two theories contains sthāly-ādi° (167c, 179c); the pādas cd of the
exposition of two theories have the same pattern °bhāve ’pi nâ° ……… °ā yataḥ
(171cd, 175cd); and a whole hemistich yat kiñcij jāyate loke tad asau kāraṇam
kila (165cd, 169cd) ) appears twice. It is for all practical reasons impossible for
these verses to be quotes from original sources, for it hard to imagine that the
proponents of different theories would use the same phrases or even identical
hemistiches or phrasal patters.
Third, in some arguments (e.g. ŚVS1 2.176) we have a clear use of the argument
of anyathânupapatti (‘inexplicability otherwise’), a specifically Jaina invention of
later times:15 had Haribhadra quoted from earlier sources, it would imply that the
opponents had known the Jaina argumentative structure before the Jainas!
Fourth, the structure of Haribhadra’s work is to present ‘a summary of the
accounts of (or colloquies among) [various] systems of teaching’ (Śāstra-vārttāsamuccaya), somehow along the lines of the doxographical text of his Ṣaḍ-darśanasamuccaya. Indeed the exposition of the theories of kāla-vāda, svabhāva-vāda,
niyati-vāda, karma-vāda, kālâdi-sāmagrī-vāda follows such a discursive pattern:
each subsequent theory serves to refute the former. It seems most probable that it
was Haribhadra’s own design to juxtapose all the theories in a dialectical structure
and explain them in his own words.
The question remains whether he had access to any original sources of the
Ājı̄vikas (svabhāva-vāda?, see below p. 30 ff.; niyati-vāda) and the exponents of the
other theories (kāla-vāda, karma-vāda, kālâdi-sāmagrī-vāda), or whether he
succumbed to, or delved on some hypothetical descriptions of certain theories
which one might entertain by way of a mere theoretical exercise. If this were the
case, Haribhadra’s account would be of no descriptive character (i.e. it would
present no description of actual views) and would have no actual value for our study
of the system of the Ājı̄vikas. Last but not least, we know that his versified works,
the most acclaimed being the Ṣaḍ-darśana-samuccaya, Haribhadra as a rule restricts
himself to his own paraphrases of the views he discusses without quoting original
sources. His Śāstra-vārttā-samuccaya does not appear to be an exception in
containing no quotations from external sources. For the above reasons it is quite
unlikely that the two verses are actual quotations from Ājı̄vika sources.
4. As the first of the list in BASHAM’s (1951, pp. 220–223) survey of the few Sanskrit
quotations from alleged Ājı̄vika sources, mention is made of the following verse:

15

See BALCEROWICZ (2003a).
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V 2: Whatever thing is to be gained, it—whether happy or unhappy—happens
to people in a necessary manner on account of the force of destiny. For
even if living beings make great effort, that which is not to be does not
happen, and there is no destruction of that which is to be.16
BASHAM (1951, p. 221, n. 1) traces the verse back to three sources: ‘Śı̄lāṅka to Sū. kr,
i,1,2,2 and ii,1,29; Jñānavimala to Praśna-vyākaraṇa, 7; Abhayadeva to Uv. Das.
vi,165.’ Let us examine these and other sources where these verses occur.
4.1. The first source mentioned by BASHAM is Śı̄lāṅka’s Sūtra-krtâṅga-vrtti (SūyVr
1.1.2.30, pp. 38.41–42), a Śvetāmbara text belonging to 9th century. The verse is˚
introduced there as follows:
The propounder of destiny [as the sole determining force] reveals his own
intention: Predetermined concurrence of factors, i.e. destiny, is that whose
course leads to a particular (yat) experience of happiness of unhappiness for a
particular person (yasya), at a particular time (yadā), place (yatra) due to a
particular transformation of righteousness (samyaktva)17; its condition is the
state of being determined. Further, in this way that due to which happiness and
unhappiness etc. are not caused by personal agency etc. is these living beings’
state of being determined, i.e. caused by destiny. So, accordingly, it is said…18
The above passage is, in fact, a part of the comment on two verses of the Sūyagaḍaṁga,19 which in themselves might at first glance be considered as genuine
quotes from Ājı̄vikas:

16

BASHAM’s (1951, p. 221):
prāptavyo niyati-balâśrayeṇa yo ’rthaḥ
so ’vaśyaṁ bhavati nrṇāṁ śubho ’śubho vā /
bhūtānāṁ mahati krte ’pi hi prayatne
nâbhāvyaṁ bhavati na bhāvino ’sti nāśaḥ //

17
This is a typically Jaina understanding of the saṁsāra and its mechanism. However, we cannot
exclude that the Ājı̄vikas maintained the same opinion, which is however rather unlikely.
18
SūyVr 1.1.2.30, p. 38.36 ff.: niyati-vādī svâbhiprāyam āviṣ-karoti—“saṁgaiyaṁti” samyak-khaa˚ gati yasya yadā yatra yat sukha-duḥkhânubhāvanaṁ sā saṁgati niyatis tasyāṁ bhavam
pariṇāmena
sāṁgatikaṁ, yataś câivaṁ na puruṣa-kārâdi-krtaṁ sukha-duḥkhâdi atas tat teṣāṁ prāṇināṁ niyati-krtaṁ
sāṁgatikam ity ucyate. tathā côktam.
a
Recte: samyaktva?
19
For an alternative translation of these two verses as well as for a discussion of this passage, alongside
Śı̄lāṅka’s comments, see: BOLLÉE (1977, pp. 80–84).
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V 3: But misery (and pleasure) is not caused by (the souls) themselves; how
could it be caused by other (agents, as time, &c.)? Pleasure and misery,
final beatitude and temporal (pleasure and pain) are not caused by (the
souls) themselves, nor by others; but the individual souls experience
them; it is the lot assigned them by destiny. This is what they (i.e. the
fatalists) say. (2, 3).20
However, despite the initial impression of being genuine quotes, these two Prakrit
verses (V 3) are rather a paraphrase at most, not a direct quote. This is because of
the reference to ‘those some [thinkers] who proclaim such [a theory]’ (iham egesi
āhiaṁ). The directly following verse of the Sūya-gaḍaṁga, critical of the fatalists,
also confirms such a conclusion:
V 4: Those who proclaim these opinions, are fools who fancy themselves
learned; they have no knowledge, and do not understand that things
depend partly on fate, and partly on human exertion.21
This particular verse, critical of the straightforward fatalists—which is still not the
view accepted by the Jainas, as the subsequent verse (Sūy2 1.1.2.32, JACOBI (1895,
p. 240; § 1.1.2.6)) suggests—is further commented by Śı̄lāṅka:
These, i.e. the above mentioned opinions based on the doctrine of destiny …
[They are] those who have no knowledge, i.e. are ignorant … because [they
do not understand that] things depend partly on fate, and partly on human
exertion, i.e. some things such as happiness etc. are determined by destiny, i.e.
their occurrence is caused as something necessary, similarly some things are
not determined, i.e. their occurrence is caused by the agency of the soul,
person etc.; i.e. they onesidedly conceive existence as caused by destiny. For
this reason not knowing the [real] cause of happiness and unhappiness they
become those who have no knowledge (abuddhiyā), i.e. they become devoid
of knowledge. For it is as follows: certain happiness and unhappiness etc. of
the followers is strictly determined.
It is said [by them] that karman is caused by destiny on certain occasions
inasmuch as its coming into being occurs necessarily. Similarly [there are] some
[things which] are not caused by destiny: they are caused by personal agency,
time, god, intrinsic nature, karman etc. In such cases, certain instrumentality of
20

Sūy2 1.1.2.29–30:
na taṁ sayaṁ-kaḍaṁ dukkhaṁ kao anna-kaḍaṁ ca ṇaṁ /
suhaṁ vā jai vā dukkhaṁ sehiyaṁ vā asehiyaṁ // 29 //
na sayaṁ kaḍaṁ na annehiṁ vedayaṁti puḍho jiyā /
saṁgatiyaṁ taṁ tahā tesiṁ iham egesi āhiaṁ // 30 //

Cf. the translation of JACOBI (1895, pp. 239–240; § 1.1.2.2–3).
21

Sūy2 1.1.2.31:
evam eyāṇi jaṁpaṁtā bālā paṁḍya-māṇiṇo /
niyayâniyayaṁ saṁtaṁ ayāṇaṁtā abuddhiyā //
Cf. the translation of JACOBI (1895, p. 240; § 1.1.2.4).
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personal agency with respect to happiness and unhappiness etc. is the basis. That
one is struck dead is the fruit on account of an action, but the action proceeds as
dependent on the agency of the person. So, accordingly, it is said:

V 5: “Thinking that [things are caused by] fate, one does not renounce his own
exertion. How could one get sesamum oil from sesamum seeds without
exertion?”22
On the one hand, this view of ‘compromised determinism’—viz. some things are
determined by destiny, whereas some are not—seems to be principally in agreement
with what we think we may actually know of Ājı̄vikas.23 On the other hand, the
verse quoted by Śı̄lāṅka serves as an illustration of a view which modifies the theory
of strict determinism generally ascribed to the Ājı̄vikas; it is the view attributed to
those who claim that things are determined by destiny with the participation of other
factors, such as the soul, personal agency24, god etc. (ātma-puruṣa-kārêśvarâdiprāpitaṁ sat niyati-krtam ekāntenâśriyanti). It seems, therefore, that Śı̄lāṅka himself
did not take the verse to stem from an Ājı̄vika source: neither the authors of the
Sūya-gaḍaṁga nor Śı̄lāṅka himself establish any connection between the views
expressed in V 4 and V 5 to the Ājı̄vikas and do not use the ‘key word’ niyati-vāda,
generally associated with the Ājı̄vikas in Indian tradition, in the context of the
‘compromised determinism’.
It seems that the description of the ‘compromised determinism’, which in some
ways may indeed better correspond to what the Ājı̄vikas really claimed, cannot be
attributed to Śı̄lāṅka (and of the authors of the Sūya-gaḍaṁga) having real
22
SūyVr 1.1.2.31, p. 39.3 ff.: etāni pūrvôktāni niyati-vādâśritāni vacanāni … bālā ajñāḥ … yato
˚
niyayâniyayaṁ
saṁtam iti sukhâdikam kiṁcin niyati-krtam—avaśyaṁ-bhāvy-udaya-prāpitaṁ tathā
aniyatam—ātma-puruṣa-kārêśvarâdi-prāpitaṁ sat niyati-krtam eva-kāntenâśriyantia, ato ’jānānāḥ
sukha-duḥkhâdi-kāraṇam abuddhikā buddhi-rahitā bhavantîti, tathā hi ārhatānāṁ kiñcit sukha-duḥkhâdi
niyatita eva bhavati.
tat-karaṇasya karmaṇaḥ kasmiṁścid avasare ’vaśyaṁ-bhāvy-udaya-sadbhāvān niyati-krtam ity ucyate,
tathā kiñcid aniyati-krtaṁ ca—puruṣa-kāra-kālêśvara-svabhāva-karmâdi-krtaṁ, tatra kathañcit sukhaduḥkhâdeḥ puruṣa-kāra-sādhyatvam āśrīyate, hataḥ kriyātaḥ phalaṁ bhavati, kriyā ca puruṣa-kārâyattā
pravartate, tathā côktam:

na daivam iti saṁcintya tyajed udyamam ātmanaḥ /
anudyamena kas tailam tilebhyaḥ prāptum arhati? //
a

Recte: niyati-krtam ekāntenâśriyanti (not evâikāntenâśriyanti, another option).

See BRONKHORST (2003, p. 163): ‘The Jaina ascetic, by practising immobility, aspired to bring about a
twofold effect: the annihilation of former actions, and the non-performing of new actions. The inactivity
of the Jaina ascetic was not only meant to avoid producing karmic effects in the future, but also to destroy
actions carried out in the past. The Ājı̄vika denied that present inactivity can destroy actions carried out in
the past. For him these former actions will carry fruit whatever one does. However, there is no reason to
believe that he rejected the possibility of non-performance of new actions. We may therefore formulate
the hypothesis that both Jainism and Ājı̄vikism interpreted the doctrine of karman in the same way,
believing that bodily and mental movements were responsible for rebirth. But whereas the Jainas believed
that motionlessness might destroy past karman, the Ājı̄vikas did not think so.’
23

24
I deliberately stray from taking the term puruṣa in the standard Sāṁkhya way ‘the conscious principle’
because although often Sāṁkhya view is implied in the discussions on the prime cause of the world, this
is not necessarily always the case.

123

Fragments from the A-jīvikas

knowledge of or first-hand acquaintance with the tradition of the Ājı̄vikas but is
merely a result dictated by a dialectical structure of the argument along the lines of
typically Jaina strategy of the Anekānta-vāda: we first analyse the pure niyati
position, then the ‘compromised’ version of niyati-aniyati, then the aniyati position
etc.
The only thinkable link of verse V 5 to the Ājı̄vika tradition could perhaps be the
mention of the production of sesamum oil (taila) from sesamum seeds (tila). It is the
precisely the story of the sesamum shrub (tila-thaṁbha)25 that provides the
legendary setting for Gośāla to formulate an obscure theory of ‘discontinuance /
stoppage [of a subsequent birth in a new body] through / due to continuation [in the
same re-animated body]’ (pauṭṭa-parihāra)26 in defiance of Vardhamāna Mahāvı̄ra’
prediction of the future fate of the sesamum shrub, which had been uprooted by
Gośāla to prevent the future birth of its flowers and seeds. However, just as not
every mention of fire and smoke in India has to be treated as a direct hint to the
classical model of inference, so should the innocuous mention of sesamum not
necessarily be understood as a reference to Ājı̄vikism. Furthermore, in the story of
the sesamum shrub there is not mention of the sesamum oil or of its production from
the seeds. The story exemplifies a belief that one-sensed living beings will
necessarily be reborn.
Now, the question arises as regards Śı̄lāṅka’s reliability as the source on the
Ājı̄vikas with respect to verse V 2 (prāptavyo niyati-balâśrayeṇa…). We may verify
his credibility, reliability or accuracy by comparing what he writes about the
Ājı̄vikas, or actually the propounders of determinism, with how he describes
systems better known to us. In his commentary (SūyVr 1.1.2.28, p. 37) he provides a
˚ and the Buddhists. This is
short account of other śrāmaṇas, including the Ājı̄vikas
what he has to say about the former:
In the opinion of the propounders of destiny there exists no bondage of the sort
that one would reflect on it and would destroy it.27
For the propounders of the fourfold diminution of the karman through the
knowledge of those ignorant of destiny (?) the very same desire for [a new]
birth in the transmigration in the cycle of rebirths is established, [as for the
Buddhists].28
The compound niyaty-ajñāni-jñāna-catur-vidha-karmâpacaya-vādin clearly is an
extension of the typical phrase niyati-vādin (‘the propounder of the doctrine of
destiny’), especially in view of the fact that the whole passage is an introduction to
See Viy 15.46–47, 55–56; pp. 698–470, 702–703; for the translation, see: BALCEROWICZ (2016, pp. 23–
26); for the discusison of the passage, see: BASHAM (1951, pp. 47–49) and BALCEROWICZ (2016: 27 ff., 80–
82).
25

See: BASHAM (1951, pp. 48–49, 57–58, 250–252), SCHUBRING (1954, p. 258) = (1977, p. 470),
BALCEROWICZ (2016, pp. 23–28, 45–46).
26

27
SūyVr 1.1.2.28, p. 37.5–6: ‘bandhanaṁ buddhyeta tac ca troṭayed” iti tad eva ca bandhanaṁ niyati˚
vādy-abhiprāyeṇa
na vidyate…
28

SūyVr 1.1.2.28, p. 37.13–14: niyaty-ajñāni-jñāna-catur-vidha-karmâpacaya-vādināṁ tad eva saṁsāra˚
cakra-vāla-bhramaṇa-garbhânveṣaṇaṁ
pratipādyate.
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the niyati-vāda (‘the doctrine of destiny’). This extended phrase may contain a clue
to some doctrinal elements of the Ājı̄vikas, but the actual resolution of the
compound cannot be conclusive, for it allows for other interpretations as well.
However, if we suppose that it is a credible reflection of an authentic belief, the
compound would suggest that the Ājı̄vikas may have accepted four kinds of
decrease of karman (of which other sources, e.g. the Sāmañña-phala-sutta, are
silent) through which one could somehow mitigate the influence of destiny. Now,
this is what Śı̄lāṅka has to say about the Buddhists:
The propounders of the five aggregates (skandha) of elements (bhūta), with
their inner self obstructed by a false view of reality (mithyātva)—being
attached to unreal apprehension [and entertaining] a concept of an awakening
to ultimate reality, go to high and low states in the cycle of rebirths
characterised by a multitude of disease, death and old age—desire or seek a
[new] birth innumerable times.29
The terminology in the above passage is certainly not quite Buddhistic, but does not
contain anything which goes directly counter the Buddhist doctrine either, except
for a strange claim the Buddhists desire new birth (garbham eṣyanti). The passage
does contain some typically Buddhist expressions, e.g. ‘disease, death, old age’
(vyādhi-mrtu-jarā), or echoes certain Buddhist expressions (pañca-bhūta-skandha,
paramârthâvabodha), but are not identical with those used in Buddhist texts
(*pañca-skandha; *yathā-bhūtârthâvabodha (ABhK, Naiṣkarmya-siddhi)). However, the passage could hardly be maintained to faithfully represent what the
Buddhists said. In addition, it contains some typically Jaina terms, e.g. mithyātva.
The author does not refer to Buddhists directly but as the exponents of a particular
doctrine (pañca-bhūta-skandhâdi-vādinaḥ). Further, both accounts, of the Ājı̄vikas
and of the Buddhists, contain similar expressions (saṁsāra-cakra-vāla-bhramaṇa /
saṁsāra-cakra-vāle … gacchanto, garbhânveṣaṇaṁ / garbham … anveṣayanti),
which may imply what Śı̄lāṅka thinks of both these groups: despite their beliefs and
practices, what they actually achieve is in effect a continuous circle of rebirth. In
view of the above comparison, it would not be too wise to grant Śı̄lāṅka much
credibility with regard to accuracy as a source of information, and we cannot rely on
what he says about the niyati-vādins, i.e. most probably the Ājı̄vikas.
4.2. The second source for BASHAM’s (1951, p. 221, n. 1) identification of verse V 2
is Jñānavimala and his Praśna-vyākaraṇa 7. Since the work dates from the time
around 1688 (?), we may safely assume, that the author no longer had any first-hand
acquaintance of the Ājı̄vikas, and he merely reproduced a verse from earlier sources
without probably any knowledge of who the Ājı̄vikas actually were.
For the same reason we can safely dismiss the usefulness of another source of the verse,

29
SūyVr 1.1.2.28, p. 37.11–13: pañca-bhūta-skandhâdi-vādino mithyātvôpahatântarâtmano ’sad˚
grahâbhiniviṣṭhāḥ
paramârthâvabodha-vikalpāḥ santaḥ saṁsāra-cakra-vāle vyādhi-mrtu-jarā-kule uccâvacāni sthānāni gacchanto garbham eṣyanty anveṣayanti vânantaśa iti.
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i.e. Yaśovijaya-gani’s Śāstra-vārttā-samuccaya-ṭīkā (ŚVSV ad ŚVS2 2.62, vol. 2,
˙
p. 79.7–8 = ŚVS1 2.174), for the author belongs to the same late period of 17th century.
Both Jñānavimala and Yaśovijaya-gani postdate Śı̄lāṅka by eight centuries.
˙
For similar reasons we can also disregard the testimony of Abhayadeva-sūri (11th
century) who quotes verse V 2 at least twice: in his commentary on the Uvāsagadasāo (UvDVi 166, p. 57) and in his Tattva-bodha-vidhāyinī (TBV 3.53 ad niyati,
p. 714.11–27), as well as the testimony of another very late commentator Vijaya
Darśana-sūri, who quotes the verse in his Saṁmati-tarka-mahârṇavâvatārikā
(STPMAA, p. 352).
4.3. All other sources for verse V 2 postdate Śı̄lāṅka, and there seems to be just one
which predates him. It is Haribhadra-sūri (8th century), who mentions the verse in
his auto-commentary Yoga-bindu-ṭīkā (YBiT 313, p. 130.7–10). The verse is
˙
introduced, and rounded up, as follows:
And similar is the view of the doctrine of destiny [which stipulates]: “If
[something must happen at time] t, then [it happens at time] t; if [something
must happen at place] p, then [it happens at place] p; if [something must
happen] due to [factor] f, then [it happens] due to [factor] f; if [some thing]
y must occur, then [that thing] y occurs; if [some thing] y must not occur, then
[that thing] y does not occur.” Accordingly:
“Whatever thing is to be gained…”
Also [the world’s] being determined by destiny is nothing but dubious. In
order to show that, it is said…30
The context of verse V 2 mentioned in the Yoga-bindu (YBi 313) is the discussion of
the causality of god (īśvara), primordial factor (prakrti), souls (ātman) etc. Except
for this passage, the term niyati otherwise does not occur in the text of Haribhadra’s
Yoga-bindu-ṭīkā.
The term is paraphrased in YBi 313 as niyata-bhāvatva (anye niyata-bhāvatvād),
or ‘being determined by destiny’, which is further explained as follows:
[Thus speak] others, i.e. the propounders [of a theory that] the cause of the
world is only destiny because [the world] is determined by destiny; those
ford-makers (religious leaders) etc. whose nature, i.e. existence is due to
destiny, i.e. is strictly conditioned by the determinants such as substance,
place, time and condition are such [as described in verse 312].31
30
YBiT 313, p. 130.3–6: tathā ca niyati-vāda-matam. yad yadā tat tadā, yady atra tat tatra, yad yena tat
˙ asya tat tasya, yad bhavati tat bhavati, yan na bhavati tan na bhavatîti. tathā:
tena, yad

prāptavyo niyati-balâśrayeṇa yo ’rthaḥ …
and p. 130.11: iti. niyata-bhāvatvam api saṁsiddhikam evêti darśayann āhā…
31
YBiT 313, p. 129.26–130.2: anye niyati-mātra-jagat-kāraṇa-vādinaḥ niyata-bhāvatvāt niyatito
˙
dravya-kṣetra-kāla-bhāva-niyamena
pratiniyamavān bhāvaḥ sattā yeṣāṁ tīrtha-kārâdīnāṁ te tathā, tadbhāvas tattvaṁ, tasmāt.
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What is striking in the description of determinism associated with the Ājı̄vikas is the
quadruplet of substance (dravya), place (kṣetra), time (kāla) and condition (bhāva),
which are known to be standard parameters used by the Jainas, mostly in the context
of sapta-bhāṅgī.32 Therefore, it is rather unlikely that the paraphrase of determinist
doctrine actually rests on genuine Ājı̄vika terminology. It is equally unlikely that the
one who reproduces Ājı̄vika ideas does it both faithfully and with full knowledge of
them.
Further, as a rule, in the Yoga-bindu and the Yoga-bindu-ṭīkā, Haribhadra does not
quote from non-Jaina sources. In those rare cases where he apparently does, he
seems to quote quite consistently by specifically introducing the verses which he
draws from other sources.33 In addition, the principle seems to be that Haribhadra
does not specifically introduce his own verses, i.e. composed by him, in any
particular way, except for occasional (but not obligatory) tathā or iti at the end.
A similar case to the one currently discussed (V 2 quoted by Haribhadra) is Yogabindu-ṭīkā 290, in which a pratīka of Yoga-bindu (YBi 290a: saṁvignaḥ) is directly
followed by (Haribhadra’s own?) verse.34 There is still one more very similar case
(YBiT 78, vide infra, p. 50, n.73) of the same structure (a pratīka followed by a
˙
verse, with no iti), which however moderates our findings: that verse is an attested
quotation from an earlier source.
Nevertheless, considering all the above, it would seem quite likely that verse V 2
found in the Yoga-bindu-ṭīkā is not a genuine quotation from a lost Ājı̄vika source
but rather Haribhadra’s own paraphrase of deterministic ideas entertained by the
Ājı̄vikas the way he understood them.
4.4. There is, however, one difficulty with this conclusion, which in view of it would
seem now too hasty, namely that the verse is also quoted by Mallavādin
Kṣamāśramana in his Dvādaśâra-naya-cakra, a pre-Dharmakı̄rti text (most probably
˙
2nd half of the 6th century), a definitely pre-Haribhadra text. It is introduced there
as follows:
…[Consider the following objection:] “This very claim that it is inconsistent
to maintain that the [conscious principle (puruṣa)] is the knower etc. can
easily be corroborated. But also in the case if one acknowledged that it is
32
E.g. in RVār 4.42 (p. 254.14 ff.), SVM 23.113 (p. 143.12), JTBh1 1.22 § 63 ( p. 19) / JTBh2 1.22
(p. 19); see BALCEROWICZ (2015), n. 70).
33
E.g. YBiT 108, p. 48.1–2 (… sāṁkhya-samaya-prasiddhaḥ. tathā ca te paṭhanti…—this introduces
˙ 119, p. 42.4 (mato ’bhiprāhaḥ), YBiT 197, p. 83.16–17, 26 (yataḥ paṭhyate), YBiT 205,
SK 53), YBiT
˙
˙ 426,
p. 88.4 (yataḥ˙ paṭhyate), YBiT 213, p. 91.5 (yathôktam),
YBiT 217, p. 93.2 (yataḥ paṭhyate), YBiT
˙
˙
˙
p. 171.5 (tathā ca te paṭhyanti), YBiT 476, p. 190.11 (tathā ca bhavat-siddhāntaḥ—introduces
˙
to Buddhist Yogācāra), YBiT 476, p. 190.15–16 (tathā ca
Haribhadra’s own ŚVS1 5.404) with reference
paṭhanti—introduces PV1 3.35, p. 160; PV2 3.35, p. 22.21), YBiT 516,˙ p. 203.6–7 (prāg-abhāvâdi˙ (very few) cases, he rounds up a
lakṣaṇaṁ cêtttham avaseyam—introduces MŚV abhāva 2–3). In other
verse with an ‘extended’ iti-phrase (i.e. a phrase which contains iti alongside other elements), e.g. YBiT
˙
87, 40.14 (ity-ādi vacanaiḥ), YBiT 250, p. 105.18 (ity-ādinā granthena).
˙
34
YBiT 290, p. 119.14–18: … saṁvignaḥ
˙
tathye dharme dhvasta-hiṁsā prabandhe deve rāga-dveṣa-mohâdi-mukte /
sādhau sarva-grantha-saṁdarbha-hīne saṁvego ’sau niścalo yo ’nurāgaḥ //
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consistent [to maintain that the conscious principle (puruṣa) is the knower],
there is still the exactly same constraint which necessitates the need for the
existence of another agent [different from the conscious principle (puruṣa)].
[Suppose] there is an agent …, but it [again] is unconscious. The cause
necessarily has to put into effect this constraint, because these [causes (?)] are
either such or otherwise; therefore there is only one agent, namely destiny, for
occasional and random diversity of its aims is not a defeating argument against
the singularity of this [destiny as a single cause]. And it is said in support:
“Whatever thing is to be gained…”.35
The introduction to the verse is phrased in the context of a discussion on causality in
the world and contains a reference, cryptic in many ways (perhaps also due to
insufficiencies of the available text of the Dvādaśâra-naya-cakra restored on the
basis of the commentary, from which its portions were extracted), to destiny as the
only cause of world events. It is used as an argument against the causality exercised
by the conscious principle (puruṣa).
It is well known that Mallavādin Kṣamāśramana copiously availed himself of
˙
various works which he criticised but also quoted. the best known case is his use of
large portions of Diṅnāga’s Pramāṇa-samuccaya. It is very unlikely that the verse in
question was a product of Mallavādin who, in his prose text, normally refrains
himself from composing his own verses, and the verses found in his work are
generally taken from other sources.
Interestingly, in all the above references verse V 2 is quoted without any
modification or variant. In a number of other cases which are analysed in this paper
the alleged Ājı̄vika references are often found with some variants. It would,
therefore, seem plausible that verse V 2 could be a genuine Ājı̄vika verse due to the
lack of any contrary evidence (I have not traced the verse in any other earlier work,
e.g. of Jaina authorship).
However, it is most probably not the case. The source of the verse seems to be
fable tradition, from which the Pañca-tatra derives or a version of the Pañca-tatra
itself. The whole complete verse is found in one of the editions of the Pañca-tatra
with a slight modification (in bold), whereby the verse is adopted to the contents of a
story:
Whatever thing is to be gained, even a person who is unconscious lying in
bed will obtain it on account of the force of destiny. For even if living beings
make great effort, that which is not to be does not happen, and there is no
destruction of that which is to be.36
DNC, p. 193.3–4: nanu taj-jñatvâdy-ayuktatâivâiṣā samarthyate, yuktatvâbhimatatve ’pi câyam eva
niyamaḥ kartr-antaratvâpādanāya. bhavati kartā ******** acetano ’pi bhavati. tan-niyama-kāriṇā
kāraṇenâvaśyaṁ bhavitavyaṁ, teṣāṁ tathā-bhāvânyathā-bhāvād iti niyatir evâikā kartrī. na hi tasyāṁ
kadācit kathañcit tad-arthânyarūpyam ekatva-vyāghāti. anvāha ca:
35

prāptavyo niyati-balâśrayeṇa yo ’rthaḥ so ’vaśyaṁ bhavati nrṇāṁ śubho ’śubho vā /
bhūtānāṁ mahati krte ’pi hi prayatne nâbhāvyaṁ bhavati na bhāvino ’sti nāśaḥ //
36

PañcT1 2.7, verse 2.152, p. 163:
prāptavyo niyati-balâśrayeṇa yo ’rtho niśceṣṭaḥ śayana-gato ’py upāśnute tam /
bhūtānāṁ mahati krte ’pi hi prayatne nâbhāvyaṁ bhavati na bhāvino ’sti nāśaḥ //

123

P. Balcerowicz

One may justifiably argue that the case is actually the other way round: a genuinely
Ājı̄vika verse found its way into the narrative literature and fables, and a verse of
originally philosophical pertinence was used and modified to serve fables. However,
that counter-argument is somehow weakened (albeit not overturned) by the fact that
portions of verse V 2 are found as parts of other verses of the Pañca-tantra.37
It would rather seem more justified to assume that a repository of fable verses
were freely used, recycled and modified as building blocks to serve the needs a of
particular story, and such originally narrative verses were later used by philosophical authors, such as Mallavādin Kṣamāśramana, Haribhadra-sūri and others, to
˙
illustrate certain points they wanted to make in their own philosophical works.
There are a number of verses found in the Pañca-tantra which are meant to
illustrate ‘worldly wisdom’, often with a fatalistic turn, such as this one:
On the other hand, in the world the fruition—earned through one’s life—of the
own deeds of humans, who always resort to each other, whose actions are
sinful, one is randomly happy or unhappy. Whatever is to be happens, there is
no reason to deliberate over it.38
This and similar verses (vide infra) were to illustrate the idea that one cannot really
influence the course of one’s life, that things are in a way predetermined; the poor
will remain poor, if they manage a change in their lives, this does not happen
through their work or effort but only by chance. In a way, such a pessimistic view is
‘common-sense wisdom’ that is encountered not only in India. It cannot in any way
be directly linked to a systematic deterministic thought of the Ājı̄vikas. Any
resemblance such fable verses bear to real characters of the Ājı̄vikas is therefore
purely coincidental.
That is why we should eventually dismiss verse V 2 as a genuine passage which
stems from the Ājı̄vika philosophical or religious literature, but is just a verse taken
from the Indian fable lore.
5. Let us examine the second of the passages that BASHAM (1951, p. 221) believes is
a genuine quote from an Ājı̄vika author:

37

PañcT3 2.1, verses 70, p. 324:
nâivârtho vyasana-gatena śocitavyo harṣo vā sukham upalabhya na prajoyjaḥ /
prāk-karma prati janito hi yo vipākaḥ so ’vaśya bhavati nr ṇā śubho ’śubho vā // 70 //

PañcT1 2.6, 2.160, p. 163 = PañcT3 2.1, verse 71, p. 324:
kartavyaḥ pratidivasa prasanna-cittaiḥ svalpo ’pi vrata-niyamôpavāsa-dharmaḥ /
praṇeṣu praharati nityam eva daiva a bhūtānā mahati kr te ’pi hi prayatne // 71 //
a
38

PañcT1: daiva ; PañcT3: mr tyur.
PañcT2 1.16, verse 1.403, p. 149 = PañcT4 1.16, verse 1.372, p. 98:
loke ’thavā tanu-bhrtāṁ nija-karma-pākaṁ nityaṁ samāśritavatāṁ vihita-kriyāṇām /
bhāvârjitaṁ śubham athâpy aśubhaṁ nikāmaṁ yad bhāvi tad bhavati nâtra vicāra-hetuḥ //

PañcT2: vihita-°; PañcT4 1.16: suhita-°.
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Some [people] say that that the world is brought to existence through destiny,
adding that what has to be is more dominant in all cases, as [these verses will
illustrate]:
V 3:

“A man obtains a thing that is to be obtained [by him]. What is the reason?
That is the inescapable fate. Therefore I neither grieve nor wonder that
what is my lot is not [the lot] of others.”
V 4: “Fateful ordinance instantly produces a desired thing, as if [it is standing]
in front [of the person], bringing it even from another continent, even from
the midst of ocean, even from the end of any direction [of the world].”
V 5: “Exactly such judgement materialises, and exactly such determination as
well as one’s allies in the form as they must be.”39
BASHAM (1951, p. 221, n. 2) traces the source: ‘Jñānavimala to Praśnavyākaraṇa
sū 7’ (Pan).
˙
The first of these verses, i.e. V 3, can be easily found in the Pañca-tantra, with a
minor variant (in bold):
V 3*: “A man obtains a thing that is to be obtained [by him]. Even god is not
capable of preventing this. Therefore I neither grieve nor wonder that
what is my lot is not [the lot] of others.”40
The way the verse is used confirms the conclusion of § 4.4. that we are dealing here
with one of a pool of verses which were recycled and applied to various contexts in
fables and narratives. As with verse V 2, it is hardly unlikely that the verse was
taken from an Ājı̄vika source.
The second verse, i.e. V 4, quoted by Jñānavimala is found in Harṣadeva’s
Ratnâvalī-nāṭikā.41

39

kecin niyati-bhāvitaṁ jagad iti jalpanti, bhavitavyatâiva sarvatra balīyasîti, yathā:
V 3: prāptavyam arthaṁ labhate manuṣyaḥ kiṁ kāraṇam daivam alaṅghanīyam / tasmān na
śocāmi na vismayāmi yad asmadīyaṁ na hi tat pareṣāṁ // 1 //
V 4: dvīpād anyasmād api madhyād api jala-nidher diśo ’py antāt / ānīya jhaṭ iti ghaṭayati
vidhir abhimatam abhimukhī-bhūtam // 2 //
V 5: sā sā sampadyate buddhir vyavasāyaś ca tādrśaḥ / sāhāyāsa tādrśā jñeyā yādrśī
bhavitavyatā // 3 //

a
Recte: sahāyās.
For an alternative translation see BASHAM (1951, p. 221).
40

PañcT1 2.4, verse 4.3, p. 147 = PañcT2 2.3, verse 2.111 / 113, p. 206 / 207 (repeated) = PañcT4 2.3,
verse 104 / 109, p. 22 / 26 (repeated):
prāptavyam arthaṁ labhate manuṣyo devo ’pi taṁ laṅghayituṁ na śaktaḥ /
tasmān na śocāmi na vismayo me yad asmadīyaṁ na hi tat pareṣām //
41

RAN 1.6:
dvīpād anyasmād api madhyād api jala-nidher diśo ’py antāt /
ānīya jhaṭ iti ghaṭayati vidhir abhimatam abhimukhī-bhūtam // 1.6 //

123

P. Balcerowicz

The third of these verses, i.e. V 5, is partly (pādas cd) found in at least two
different sources, with various modifications adopted to different contexts. One of
them is the alchemic Rasârṇava:
What happened, what is to happen now and what will happen in the whole
triple world, this [apprehension] would tell. [These are] his allies in the form
as they must be.42
The other source is the Advaitic Bhāmatī (Bhām) of Vācaspatimiśra, who quotes a
part of the verse (pādas cd) in a very different context:
But since this created world is fictional, there is its another ally made of
illusion, as they say: “[Its] allies are precisely of such a form as they must
be.”43
We can observe here a case very similar to the one noticed in the instance of the
Pañca-tantra and fables: the use and recycling of the same versified material in
different contexts. Jñānavimala’s commentary to the canonical Praśna-vyākaraṇa is
a patchwork in which various patterns are interlaced and adapted to serve his needs
in order to illustrate the rather vague thesis that ‘some [people] say that that the
world is brought to existence through destiny’. But this is not necessarily the same
theoretical concept which was expressed by the Ājı̄vikas; it might equally be the
‘common-sense wisdom’ so frequently expressed in narrative tales and fables. In
addition, these three verses in no way form a uniform whole, either in terms of
contents or style, and the points of reference in each of them is quite different. As
with verse V 2, there is therefore no reason to ascribe any of the verses quoted by
Jñānavimala to the Ājı̄vikas. Jñānavimala apparently draws from fables and tales.
6. Let us now turn our attention to another verse alleged by BASHAM (1951, p. 222)
to genuinely belong to Ājı̄vika literature.
V 6: ‘For that which is not to be does not happen, and that which is to be
happens even without any effort. Even something contained in the palm of
[our] hand disappears if it does not possess the necessity to exist.’44
The source from which BASHAM (1951, p. 222, n. 2 takes the quote is: ‘Abhayadeva
to Uvāsaga-dasāo 166 (= Uv—P.B.).’ Indeed it is the well-known commentator

42

RasA 2.35:
bhūtaṁ bhavyaṁ bhaviṣyaṁ ca trailokye kathayet tu sā /
sahāyās tādrśās tasya yādrśī bhavitavyatā //

Bhām 2.2.1.2, p. 419.30–31: kālpanikyāṁ tu srṣṭāv asti kālpanikaṁ dvitīyaṁ sahāyaṁ māyā-mayam.
yathâhuḥ:
sahāyās tādrśā eva yādrśī bhavitavyatā /
43

44

na hi bhavati yan na bhāvyam bhavati ca bhāvyaṁ vinâpi yatnena /
kara-tala-gatam api naśyati yasya tu bhavitavyatā nâsti //
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Abhayadeva, flourishing in 11th century, who avails himself of the verse in his
commentary to the canonical work Uvāsaga-dasāo (UvDVi 166, p. 57).
However, precisely this verse in precisely the same reading is also found in the
Pañca-tantra.45 Again, as in similar cases discussed so far, there is no reason to
believe that the original source was an Ājı̄vika text.
7. Another verse BASHAM (1951, p. 222) draws our attention to is the following,
which is preceded with an introduction explicitly ascribing the view expressed in the
verse to the Ājı̄vikas:
‘For instance, the followers of the Ājı̄vika theory say:
V 7: “The cognoscenti who are the makers of the passage (ford) to the moral
law, having reached the highest destination, return again to existence on
account of the abuse (maltreatment) of the pathway (ford).”’46
BASHAM (1951, p. 222, n. 5) describes his source as: ‘Syād-vāda-mañjarī, ed.
Dhruva, p. 3.’47
Indeed, this verse is quite peculiar in many ways, including the fact that it to any
other text and is thus seemingly unique. Malliṣena-sūri’s Syād-vāda-mañjarī, dating
˙
to 1229, is one of two works which refer to an idea of a return of Ājı̄vika
(apparently) liberated saints to mundane existence. The verse is, however,
ambiguous and somewhat eccentric, which might make it a bit doubtful whether
Malliṣena-sūri flourishing in the 13th century Gujarat (where there had been no
˙
community of Ājı̄vikas for centuries any longer) had any sound knowledge of the
system of the Ājı̄vikas.
However, the obscure idea has its predecessor in a passage found in Haribhadrasūri’s Lalita-vistarā (LV), a commentary on the Caitya-vandana-sūtra, belonging to
the eighth century.48 There we find the sentence, introduced as a reference to a
source: tīrtha-nikāra-darśanād āgacchanti, and quoted with reference to the
Ājı̄vikas, which conveys a very similar idea: ‘[Ājı̄vika cognoscenti] return [to
existence] when [they] see the abuse (maltreatment) of the pathway (ford)’.49 This is

45

PañcT1 2.6, verse 134, p. 156.6–17 = PañcT2 2.5, verse 5.130, p. 215.

46

SVM 1.57, p. 3: tathā câhur ājīvika-nayânusāriṇaḥ:
jñānino dharma-tīrthasya kartāraḥ paramaṁ padam /
gatvâgacchanti bhūyo ’pi bhavaṁ tīrtha-nikārataḥ //

BASHAM (1951, p. 222) translates the verse as follows: ‘And thus say those who follow the Ājı̄vika
school: “The knowers, the founders of the faith, having gone to the highest state, return again to existence,
when the faith suffers injury”.’ Compare also the translation of F.W. THOMAS (1960, p. 11): ‘Knowers,
makers of the ford of dharma, are the highest station: having gone, they come again into existence for the
overthrow of heresies.’
47

48
See e.g. DUNDAS (2003, p. 152): ‘the dating of Haribhadra, the likelihood is that the LV (i.e. Lalitavistarā—P.B.) was written some time in the eighth century CE.’
49
Cf. the translation in DUNDAS (2003, pp. 160–161): ‘they (i. e. the. teachers) come because they see the
wickedness of heresy’.
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mentioned by Haribhadra as a reason why the Ājı̄vikas allegedly maintaine that
their teachers would never become truly liberated:
Also these [Ājı̄vika omniscients] are obviously admitted by the disciples of
Gośāla, followers of the doctrine of the Ājı̄vika [limited/partial] viewpoint, to
be in reality persons who have not destroyed karmic obstruction, [and this is
so] due to the statement: “[Ājı̄vika cognoscenti] return [to existence] when
[they] see the abuse (maltreatment) of the pathway (ford)”.50
In Haribhadra’s interpretation the idea of the return must imply that the Ājı̄vika
liberated teachers are never liberated, inasmuch as they have never got rid of the
binding karman. This is the idea taken further up by Malliṣena.51 As with
˙
Malliṣena’s verse, it is difficult to assess with certainly to what extent Haribhadra’s
˙
sentence is a genuine quote from Ājı̄vika sources.
The appellation ‘the makers of the passage (ford) to the moral law’ (jñānino
dharma-tīrthasya kartāraḥ), found in Malliṣena’s verse (SVM), may seem at first
˙
atypical. From Buddhist and Jaina sources, if we can trust them, we know that the
Ājı̄vikas apparently used the term tīrthaṁ-kāra to refer to their founders and saints,
in the very same way as the Jainas did. The Jainas themselves also used the
appellation dharma-tīrtha-kāra since canonical times52; it is also found in their
Sanskrit philosophical literature.53 It would therefore not be particularly surprising
to find the same term or idea—dharma-tīrthasya kartāraḥ, dharma-tīrtha-kartr,
dharma-tīrtha-kāra, etc.—being used by the Ājı̄vikas from early times, and being
used in the sense of ‘a fully liberated religious founder’.
If dharma-tīrthasya kartāraḥ refers to ‘fully liberated religious founders or
teachers of the Ājı̄vikas’, at least two elements are ambiguous in the verse are. The
first is the sentence: āgacchanti bhūyo ’pi bhavaṁ (‘they return again to existence’),
which echoes Haribhadra’s earlier tīrtha-nikāra-darśanād āgacchanti (‘they return
when [they] see the abuse of the pathway’), which—out of context—may denote at
least two different things: (1) ‘they return to the mundane world temporarily and at
their own will, without any new karmic bondage’, just like the avatāras of Viṣnu, or
˙
somehow resemble the Buddhist ideal of the Bodhisattva, and by implication their
highest destination (paramaṁ padam) remains the liberated state; (2) ‘they return to
the cycle of rebirths (saṁsāra) and start the process of karmic retribution anew’, so
by implication their highest destination (paramaṁ padam) was merely a temporary

50
LV1 p. 220 = LV2 p. 189: ete py ājīvika-naya-matânusāribhir gośāla-śiṣyais tattvataḥ khalv avyāvrttacchadmāna evêṣyante tīrtha-nikāra-darśanād āgacchantîti vacanāt.
51

DUNDAS (2003, pp. 160–162) discusses both passages, SVM and LV, and the idea of the return.

52

See, e.g., Uttar 23.1d, 5b: dhamma-titthayare jiṇe.

53

E.g., LT 1.1:
dharma-tīrtha-karebhyo ’stu syād-vādibhyo namo-namaḥ /
rṣabhâdi-mahāvīrântarebhyaḥ svâtmôpalabdhaye // 1 //

PMı̄V 1.1.1 (p. 1):
ananta-darśana-jñāna-vīryânanda-mayâtmane /
namo ’rhate krpā-klpta-dharma-tīrthāya tāyine // 1 //
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liberation, i.e. a kind of heaven. The latter interpretation is taken for granted by
Haribhadra.
The second ambiguity is the expression tīrtha-nikārataḥ (following the earlier
tīrtha-nikāra-darśanād), which could be understood in a variety of ways: (1)
because there are obstacles to the pathway, or as BASHAM (1951, p. 222) translates:
‘when the faith suffers injury’; (2) ‘because the pathway (i.e. religious tradition) is
diminished’, i.e. people themselves gradually neglect the pathway and it becomes
obsolete and in need of revitalisation; (3) ‘because there is opposition to the
pathway’, i.e. non-believers abuse, or maltreat pious followers and oppose the creed,
etc.; (4) ‘because of the bringing down of the pathway [by the cognoscenti]’, i.e.
they themselves depart from or bring down the pathway. In any case, the verse does
not allow for the translation of F.W. THOMAS (1960, p. 11): ‘they come again into
existence for the overthrow of heresies’, albeit this is what BASHAM’s understanding
implies.
One of the interpretations of the compound tīrtha-nikārataḥ would suggest that
the liberated beings would return as some sort of Bodhisattvas, who—untainted by
karman and mundane world—reappear in the material world in order to rectify it
and to show suffering humans the correct path anew. That such an interpretation of
Ājı̄vika’s original idea behind these two reports (LV and SVM) could in fact be
correct may be implied by the way Haribhadra later discusses the Mahāyāna idea of
Bodhistattvas, and characterises them as ‘standing (suspended) by giving up both
mundane existence and liberation’54,55 It is rather unlikely that this was an ancient
idea of the Ājı̄vikas; it is more probably a later development prompted by parallel
developments in Buddhism and, perhaps, Viṣnuism. Another interpretation could be
˙
that the Ājı̄vika tīrtha-kāras depart from the mundane world and attain liberation
(paramaṁ padam), whereas new teachers reappear in the world to continue the
mission; that would point in a direction of a series of tīrtha-kāras, one succeeded by
another, well-known from Jainism or Buddhism. Still another possibility would be
—even though at first much less likely, but still possible in view of our extremely
limited knowledge of the Ājı̄vika doctrine—that even the liberated beings
themselves could overstep certain limits and abuse the pathway, and in the end
they would have to go through the whole cycle of saṁsāra anew, resulting in their
having to go through the whole cycle of saṁsāra again. This interpretation would
point to a ceaseless cycle of rebirths, at least in some cases. In fact, such an
interpretation, or similar, may turn out to be most plausible in view of the context in
which it occurs, namely the discussion of the qualities of a real tīrtha-kāra, who is
of infinite knowledge (ananta-vijñāna) and whose faults have been eliminated
(atīta-doṣa); Malliṣena refers to a counter-argument, which incorporates Ājı̄vikas as
˙
an example and embeds the above-quoted verse V 7:
With regard to these [qualities of a tīrtha-kāra mentioned in the main text], an
opponent says: “It is enough to says that [a real tīrtha-kāra] must be just
someone of infinite knowledge, but not someone whose faults are eliminated”,
54

LV1 p. 394 = LV1 p. 343: ete ca saṁsāra-nirvāṇôbhaya-parityāgena shitavantaḥ kaiścid iṣyante.

55

This possibility is discussed by DUNDAS (2003, p. 162).
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inasmuch as the meaning [of the latter] is included [in the former], because
without a destruction of faults infinite knowledge is not possible.” We reply to
this as follows: this [mentioning that a tīrtha-kāra must be, in addition,
someone whose faults are eliminated] serves the purpose of excluding an
authority conceived by followers of mistaken theories. For instance, the
followers of the Ājı̄vika theory say:
V 7: “The cognoscenti who are the makers of the passage (ford) to the moral
law, having reached the highest destination, return again to existence on
account of the abuse (maltreatment) of the pathway (ford).
Therefore these [makers of the passage] are not those whose faults are eliminated.
How could otherwise their descent (return) back to existence be possible, even if
one sees the abuse of the pathway?”56
The framework for the verse, perhaps authentic, is what Malliṣena says; he indeed
˙
explains tīrtha-nikārataḥ as tīrtha-nikāra-darśane ’pi, which does not really fit
grammatically into what we have in the verse. In any case, the idea which transpires,
also supported by Haribhadra’s reading, is that the liberated teachers of the Ājı̄vikas
fall back because their faults and karmic blemishes are never completely eliminated.
That would ultimately render the whole idea of liberation meaningless, and would
also contradict the image of a determined way to liberation, explicated in the
Sāmañña-phala-sutta above:
Just like a ball of thread, when thrown, exhausts itself, [simply] unwinding,
exactly in the same manner both the fool and the wise—having transmigrated,
having gone through the cycle of rebirths—will put an end to unhappiness.
Had this ‘return’ theory really been maintained by the Ājı̄vikas, at least at some
point of time, their opponents would not have hesitated to immediately point out the
actual impossibility of liberation in their theory: the Ājı̄vikas would be an easy prey
for sharp criticism from all sides. However, we do not find such evidence from their
critics, except for Haribhadra and Malliṣena. Of course, we deal here with two
˙
equally unreliable sources—an early Buddhist and a late Jaina—and without access
to more reliable data it is impossible to decide what the Ājı̄vikas really believed in.
Here is precisely the methodological vicious circle mentioned at the outset: as long
as we do not have a reliable picture of reconstructed doctrine of the Ājı̄vikas, we
cannot assess whether the above verse V 7 is compatible with what the Ājı̄vikas
claimed, ergo can be admitted as genuinely Ājı̄vika, or whether it contradicts their
doctrine, ergo has to be dismissed as inauthentic.
56

SVM 1.43–50, p. 3: atrâha paraḥ. ananta-vijñānam ity etāvad evâstu nâtīta-doṣam iti. gatârthatvāt.
doṣâtyayaṁ vinâtyanta-vijñānatvasyânupapatteḥ. atrôcyate. kunaya-matânusāri-parikalpitâpta-vyavacchedârtham idam. tathā câhur ājīvika-nayânusāriṇaḥ:
jñānino dharma-tīrthasya kartāraḥ paramaṁ padam /
gatvâgacchanti bhūyo ’pi bhavaṁ tīrtha-nikārataḥ //
iti. tan nūnaṁ na te ’tīta-doṣāḥ. katham anyathā teṣāṁ tīrtha-nikāra-darśane ’pi bhavâvataraḥ.
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In addition, we must also take into account that the doctrine of the Ājı̄vikas
certainly evolved. It is possible that they did admit an everlasting liberation in the
beginning, but in the course of time they (or some of their adherents) adopted
another idea, namely that the liberation is never permanent.
Of course, an idea of transitory liberation is a contradiction in terms, because
such a picture relegates ‘the highest goal’ to being merely to one of heavenly abodes
from which one falls back to earth. Thus it is never liberation. Further, such an idea
is incompatible with the determinism according to which the cycle of rebirths ends
at a fixed moment after the lapse of a particular, though myriad, number of births
and deaths. If we accept that one falls back from such ‘limited liberation’, there is
no need to speak of a path to it determined by destiny, because ‘limited liberation’
becomes merely one of innumerable existences. Its only difference might be that it
would be incorporeal, which would not be logical. But of course logic is hardly ever
at work when it comes to religion and belief.
However, such a position of the Ājı̄vikas would be so peculiar—even more
peculiar than the idea of strict determinism—that it would certainly lead a number
of critical comments and ridicules from other schools. That was however not the
case: we do not hear such reports that the Ājı̄vikas admitted of a fallible and
temporarily ‘limited liberation’.
For precisely these reasons I would be tempted to reject the above verse V 7 as
not genuinely Ājı̄vika, but merely a hearsay reference to their doctrine, which does
not faithfully reproduce it.
8. In the search for data on the Ājı̄vikas, BASHAM (1951, p. 226) refers to the
following passage, reported by Jñānavimala:
Some [people] maintain that the world is brought to existence through [its]
intrinsic nature and that everything originates only through [its] intrinsic
nature.57
In the first place, since the passage is introduced as kecit … manyante, it can only be
a paraphrase of an idea. In fact, it is quite likely that it is not even a genuine report
but—due to the standard, almost mechanical phrase which Jñānavimala uses (n. 50)
—a rephrasing of one of possible views about the origins of the world:
kecit svabhāva-bhāvitaṁ jagad manyante, svabhāvenâiva sarvaḥ sampadyate.
kecin niyati-bhāvitaṁ jagad iti jalpanti, bhavitavyatâiva sarvatra balīyasîti.
We therefore cannot attach any value to such and similar references because their
informational value is actually tautological, and they certainly say nothing about the
Ājı̄vikas.
9. In fact, in many sources where the idea of determinism and destiny (niyati)—closely
related to the Ājı̄vikas—occurs, a range of similar causal factors are discussed (either
BASHAM (1951, p. 226, n. 1): kecit svabhāva-bhāvitaṁ jagad manyante, svabhāvenâiva sarvaḥ
sampadyate. To Praśna-vyākaraṇa 7, fol. 29. V[ide] also Śı̄lâṅka to Sū. kr. i,1,2,2, fol. 30.’ BASHAM
(1951, p. 226) translates the verse: ‘Some believe that the universe was produced by Svabhāva, and that
everything comes about by Svabhāva only.’
57
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all or most of them): (1) time (kāla), (2) intrinsic nature (svabhāva), (3) primordial
factor (prakrti), (4) destiny (niyati), (5) personal agency (puruṣa), (6) former deeds
(pūrva-krta), i.e. karmic retribution (karman) and (7) god (īśvara), etc.58
Since this list covers some of the factors sometimes associated with the Ājı̄vikas, one
may, it seems, justifiably entertain a suspicion that the list systematically reflects a set of
causes which includes also causes which, at a certain point in the evolution of their
doctrine to explain the causality of the world and auxiliary factors assisting the main
force of destiny (niyati). Especially two would seem, at least in theory, good candidates
to complement niyati, i.e. kāla (time) and svabhāva (intrinsic nature). At the same time
we can safely exclude puruṣa (personal agency) and īśvara (god, creator) as causal
complements of niyati: clearly the doctrine of destiny the way it was conceived in India
did not allow for either god or creator as an external factor over and above destiny. The
same was also the case with former deeds (pūrva-krta), because that would contradict
the force of destiny, or with puruṣa, understood either as human agency, or as the
active soul (ātman) or conscious inactive principle of the Sāṁkhya, since in both these
meanings puruṣa was either incompatible with or, respectively, contrary to niyati.
One of such standard enumerations is found in the Saṁmati-tarka-prakaraṇa, a
late fifth-century Jaina work of Siddhasena Divākara:
The causes [of everything], such as time (kāla), inherent nature (svabhāva),
destiny (niyati), former deeds (pūrva-krta) and personal agency (puruṣa), all
taken in the absolute sense, [constitute] false belief. However, all these taken
jointly are the correct belief.59
This verse immediately reminds us of a Śvetâśvatara-upaniṣad verse, and even the
sequence of a number of causal factors is the same:
Suppose [the cause of everything] is time (kāla), inherent nature (svabhāva),
destiny (niyati), chance (yadrcchā), material elements (mahā-bhūta), the
womb (yoni) or conscious principle (puruṣa), or a combination of these?
However, [none] is the case, because there is the self. [Still,] even the self is
powerless, because it has as its causal factors pleasure and pain.60
58
Some of such doctrines (svabhāva-vāda, niyati-vāda, kāla-vāda) are discussed, alongside yadrcchāvāda, in: KAVIRAJ (1966: 45–71, ‘Theism In Ancient India’), and two of them (svabhāva-vāda and kālavāda) by BHATTACHARYA (2012). BHATTACHARYA (2001) and (2012: ‘Appendix’, 610–611) lists a number
of such causal factors, and claims to have found as many as 28 (2012, p. 594).
59

STP 3.53:
kālo sahāva ṇiyaī puvva-kayaṁ purisa kāraṇêgaṁtā /
micchattaṁ te cêva samāsao hoṁti sammattaṁ //

60

ŚvU 1.2:
kālaḥ svabhāvo niyatir yadrcchā bhūtāni yoniḥ puruṣa iti cintyam /
samyoga esāṁ na tv ātma-bhāvād ātmâpy anīśaḥ sukha-duḥkha-hetoḥ //

Interestingly, commenting on this verse, Rāmānuja no longer knows who the proponents of niyati were,
see his PSBh ad loc., p. 3.5: mīmāṁsakās tu niyati-lakṣaṇaṁ karmâiva hetuṁ manyante. ‘Inherent nature’
is here clearly identified with materialists, PSBh ad loc., p. 3.4–5: lokāyatikās tu svabhāvam eva hetum
ācakṣate.
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If niyati-vāda can indeed be taken as a ‘indicator’ reference to the Ājı̄vikas, and
we know of no other system so strongly associated with this notion, the
Śvetâśvatara-upaniṣad is the earliest Sanskrit reference to the doctrine of niyati,
ergo to the Ājı̄vikas.
Since both time and instrinsic nature are not necessarily incompatible with
destiny, and may be conceived of as complementary to or supplementing the power
of niyati, in the sense that they merely emphasise two aspects of destiny over which
no one has any control and which override all individual actions and decisions, we
should also consider whether they could be used as ‘Ājı̄vika indicators’, i.e. whether
we have any evidence that they were indeed conceived as corollaries of destiny and
whether there are any verses referring to time and instrinsic nature that can be
classified as genuinely Ājı̄vika.
The Buddhist author Aśvaghoṣa, in his Saundarānanda, enumerates other causes:
time (kāla), inherent nature (svabhāva), chance (yadrcchā), primordial factor
(prakrti), god (īśvara) and vidhi (fateful ordinance), some of which we know are
associated or synonymous with niyati (see § 4.1. and verse V 4):
So, in this world the causal factor for this suffering [bound to] activity is the
conglomeration of defects, such as desire etc. It is not god, it is not primordial
factor, neither time nor instrinsic nature, neither fateful ordinance nor
chance.61
The same author follows a similar pattern in his Buddha-carita: BC 9.38 concerns
time (kāla), BC 9.58–62 deals with intrinsic nature (svabhāva), BC 9.57 discusses
primordial factor (prakrti), BC 9.63ab pertains to god (īśvara), BC 9.63cd seems to
speak of destiny (niyati) (?),62 BC 9.64–65 touches on personal agency (puruṣa),
here referred to as ‘soul’ (ātman) or ‘man’ (nara).
Another good example of such a list, dated slightly later, is that provided by the
Jaina commentator Śı̄lāṅka. In his discussion of various causes of the world and of
happiness and unhappiness (SūyVr 1.1.2.28–34, p. 37–40), Śı̄lāṅka mentions four
causes: destiny (niyati), personal ˚agency (puruṣa), time (kāla) and god (īśvara).

61

Sau 16.17:
pravrtti-duḥkhasya ca tasya loke trṣṇâdayo doṣa-gaṇā nimittam /
nâivêśvaro na prakrtir na kālo nâpi svabhāvo na vidhir yadrcchā //

62
Despite the fact that BC 9.63cd does not seem to be related to BC 9.63ad, still BC 9.63 allows for
some ambiguity, for it says:

sargaṁ* vadantîśvaratas tathânye tatra prayatne puruṣasya ko ’rthaḥ /
ya eva hetur jagataḥ pravrttau hetur nivrttau niyataḥ sa eva // 9.63 //
‘Similarly others claim that the world* is due to god, and as far as this [world] is concerned,
what would be the purpose of any effort on the part the human being? Only that which is the
cause of any activity in the world is also determined to stop it.’
* In the particular context of the discussion on how to achieve liberation and what is the driving
force in the world, sarga cannot mean ‘creation [of the universe]’ but rather ‘the world’ or ‘what
happens in the world’.
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Śı̄lāṅka explicates the doctrine of destiny, normally associated with the Ājı̄vikas, but
does not ascribe it to them in the passage:
[The world is caused] only by destiny. This is what is said at the end of the
second verse, namely that time is not the agent either, because—since this
[time] is uniform—it would not be possible to explain the manifoldness of
results (forms) in the world. For [the rule is that] there are a variety of effects
if there are a variety of causes, but not if there are no variety of causes.…63
The list does not, however, include instrinsic nature (svabhāva), which may
indicate, that time and intrinsic nature were not, in fact, corollaries of destiny
(niyati) as associated with the Ājı̄vikas, but were independent causal factors
postulated by schools other than the Ājı̄vikas.
The rejoinder to the above verse does not represent Śı̄lāṅka’s own view but a
tentative objection or uttara-pakṣa, which—in a complex argumentative structure—
might be considered, perhaps, representing a genuinely Ājı̄vika response:
It has been criticised: “Since time is uniform, the manifoldness of the world is
not be possible.” This is not a [proper] criticism for us, because we do not
accept time as the only one agent, but also karman. Therefore [the argument
based on] the manifoldness of the world is not a [proper criticism]. Similarly,
god is an agent as well…64
After the discussion, when speaking of ‘the doctrine of destiny (niyati-vāda) and
other [doctrines]’65, Śı̄lāṅka explicitly keeps destiny separate from the other causal
theories discussed (time, god etc.) making it clear that the propounders of destiny
(the Ājı̄vikas?) did not combine it with other explanatory factors responsible for the
change and causality in the world. Therefore it is extremely unlikely that the
Ājı̄vikas integrated in their belief a complex of causal factors, such as destiny, time,
human agency and god taken jointly as a variegated whole. What actually remains
as an ‘Ājı̄vika indicator’ of later period (after approx. 1 century CE) and Sanskrit
literature is niyati only.
10. Much earlier Mallavādin Kṣamāśramana (6th century) opens a discussion on the
˙
prime causal factor of events in the world in his Dvādaśâra-naya-cakra. Here
various possibilities are discussed, e.g. personal agency (puruṣa), that is, the agency
of a conscious subject (DNC 189.3–191.2). Then (DNC 191.3 ff.), Mallavādin
discusses three stereotypic factors jointly: time (kāla), primordial factor (prakrti),
destiny (niyati) and intrinsic nature (svabhāva), beginning likewise conventionally:

SūyVr 1.1.2.29–30, p. 38.8–9: niyater evêti. etaṁ ca dvitīya-ślokânte ’bhidhāsyate nâpi kālaḥ kārtā,
˚
tasâika-rūpatvāj
jagati phala-vaicitryânupapatteḥ, kāraṇa-bhede hi kārya-bhedo bhavati nâbhede…
63

64
SūyVr 1.1.2.31, p. 39.19–23: yac côcyate “kālasyâika-rūpetvāj jagad-vaicitryaṁ na ghaṭata” iti, tad
˚
asmān prati,
yato ’smābhir na kāla evâikaḥ kartrtvenâbhupagamyate api tu karmâpi, tato jagadvaicitryam ity adoṣaḥ tathêśvaro ’pi kartā…’
65

SūyVr 1.1.2.34, p. 40.26: niyati-vādâdy-ekāntâjñāna-vādino…
˚
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‘This determining force] is nothing but (1) time because it reckons
[everything], (2) nature because it gives form [to everything], (3) destiny
because it destines the way [everything] is formed etc., (4) intrinsic nature
because [everything] exists through its own form.66
The verse is also quoted in Abhayadeva-sūri’s Tattva-bodha-vidhāyinī (TBV 3.53,
p. 712.1–2). It is the commentator Siṁha-sūri who, in his Nyāyâgamânusāriṇī
(NĀA), identifies some of these doctrines. Time (kāla) is associated with the
Sāṁkhya system67, and a part of a verse is quoted in support: ‘Time brings living
beings to maturity’.68 Similarly, primordial factor (prakrti) is associated with
Sāṁkhya and described as related to the three qualities (guṇa: sattva, rajas,
tamas).69 That Siṁha-sūri identifies two separate driving forces of the universe with
one and the same system is in itself rather curious. On the other hand, he does not
relate the two other causality doctrines (niyati and svabhāva) to any particular
school. Of niyati—which here no longer means ‘destiny’ but rather ‘necessity’ or
‘necessary correlation’—he merely says:
Destiny (necessity) because of determination of the following sort: the datum
for the eyes is colour because of [it] colouring [the eye], not taste etc.; taste is

66

DNC, p. 191.3–4: sa eva kalanāt kālaḥ. prakaraṇāt prakrtiḥ. rūpanâdi-niyamanān niyatiḥ. svena
rūpeṇa bhavanāt svabhāvaḥ.
67
Notice the pun on the name of the Sāṁkhya system in NĀA 191.13: kala[ḥ] saṁkhyāne kalanaṁ
jñānaṁ saṁkhyānam ity arthaḥ.—‘Time is used in the sense of counting, “reckoning” means cognition, i.
e. counting—such is the meaning.’
68
NĀA 191.14–15: kālaḥ pacati bhutāni iti ślokaḥ. The verse must be associated with one current of the
Sāṁkhya tradition, but does not belong to the later mainstream classical Sāṁkhya of Īśvarakrṣna and
˙
Gaudapāda. It is a fragment of a longer verse, quoted and ultimately rejected in Gaudapāda’s˚ Bhāṣya
˙
˙
(GBh 61, p. 153.6–8): tathā keṣāṁcit kālaḥ karaṇam iti, uktaṁ ca:

kālaḥ pacati bhutāni kālaḥ saṁharate jagat /
kālaḥ supteṣu jāgarti kālo hi duratikramaḥ //
See also: MaiU1 6.15, p. 123.5–6 = MaiU2, p. 341.20–21:
kālaḥ pacati bhūtāni sarvāṇy mahâtmani /
yasmi□s tu pacyate kālo yas taṁ veda sa vedavit //
In fact, the verse occurs in different variants in the Mahā-bhārata, e.g. MBh 1.1.188:
kālaḥ pacati bhūtāni kālaḥ saṁharati prajāḥ /
nirdahantaṁ prajāḥ kālaṁ kālaḥ śamayate punaḥ //
It is also quoted in a variant by Gunaratna-sūri and ascribed to some ‘propounders of time’ (kāla-vādin),
˙
TRD 1 § 19, p.16.13–14:
kālaḥ pacati bhutāni kālaḥ saṁharate prahāḥ /
kālaḥ supteṣu jāgarti kālo hi duratikramaḥ //
NĀA 191.15–18, prakrti: sattva-rajas-tamaḥ-svatattvān prakāśa-prakrti-niyamârthān guṇān ātmasvatattva-vikalpān eva bhoktā prakurute iti prakrtiḥ, yathāhur eke:
ajām ekāṁ lohita-śukla-krṣṇāṁ buddhīḥ prajāḥ srjamānāṁ sarūpāḥ /
ajo hy eko juṣamāṇo ’nuśete jahāty enāṁ bhukta-bhogām ajo ’nyaḥ // [ŚvU 4.5]
69
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the datum for the sense of taste because of [it] giving taste [to the sense of
taste], not colour etc.70
He also does not have much to say about intrinsic nature (svabhāva):
Intrinsic nature because [everything] exists through its own form, i.e. its
existence is all by itself. As some people say:
V 8: “What makes the sharpness of thorns and multiform appearance of beasts
and birds? All that is driven by intrinsic nature. There is no independent
act. Wherefrom [should] any effort [come if not from intrinsic nature]?”71
As aptly noticed by BASHAM (1951, p. 226),72 the verse is cited also by Gunaratna˙
sūri (TRD 1 § 24, p.20.1–2). It is also quoted in Haribhadra-sūri’s Yoga-bindu73
ṭīkā, and elsewhere, i.e. Bhatta Utpala’s Brhat-saṁhitā 1.7, Dallana’s commentary
˙˙
˙
on the Suśruta-saṁhitā (Śarīra, chapter 1) of 13th century.74 In these texts, its role is
to illustrate svabhāva-vāda, and it is coupled with another verse of a similar ‘thorny’
image:
Of [numerous] thorns of a jujube tree, one thorn is sharp, another is straight,
still another is crooked, but its fruit is round. Say what has fashioned [these
forms of one and the same tree]?75
In his commentary to the Dvādaśâra-naya-cakra Siṁha-sūri merely repeats just one
of two verses quoted later by Mallavādin (DNC, p. 222.6–9), who apparently
identifies the idea of intrinsic nature (svabhāva) with materialists, not with the
propounders of the doctrine of destiny (niyati-vādin). The other verse reads as
follows:

70
NĀA 191.18–20: rūpaṇāc cakṣuṣo viṣayo rūpam eva na rasâdayaḥ, rasanād raso rasana-viṣayo na
rūpâdaya ity-ādi niyamanān niyatiḥ.
Nowhere in the section on niyati begining at NĀA 192.25–205.11 do we find the name of a particular
school; the discussion is abstract, with nor reference to any existing thinker or philosophical current.

NĀA 191.20–22: svo bhāva ātmanâiva svena rūpeṇa bhavanāt svabhāvaḥ. yathâhur eke:
kaḥ kaṇṭakānāṁ prakaroti taikṣṇyaṁ vicitra-bhāvaṁ mrga-pakṣiṇāṁ vā /
svabhāvataḥ sarvam idaṁ pravrttaṁ na kāma-cāro ’sti kutaḥ prayatnaḥ //

71

BASHAM translates the verse as follows: ‘What makes the sharpness of thorns and the varied nature of
beasts and birds? All this comes about by Svabhāva. There is nothing which acts at will. What is the use
of effort?’ and traces the source: ‘Tarka-rahasya-dı̄pikā to Ṣaḍdarśanasamuccaya, p. 13. V. also Abh. Rāj.
s.v.’ (BASHAM (1951, p. 226, n. 2)).
72

73
YBiT 78, p. 36.21–24, where its it is introduced with the phrase: svabhāva-vādâpattiḥ: kaḥ
˙
kaṇṭakānāṁ…,
the phrase being merely a pratīka of YBi 78a. Apparently, while composing YBi 78,
Haribhadra had in mind the original verse V 8 on which he makes a pun.
74

See KAVIRAJ (1966: 52–53).

75

TRD 1 § 23, p. 20:
kaḥ kaṇṭakānāṁ prakaroti taikṣṇyaṁ vicitra-bhāvaṁ mrga-pakṣiṇāṁ vā /
svabhāvataḥ sarvam idaṁ pravrttaṁ na kāma-cāro ’sti kutaḥ prayatnaḥ //
badaryāḥ kaṇṭakas tīkṣṇa rjur ekaś ca kuñcitaḥ /
phalaṁ ca vartulaṁ tasyā vada kena vinirmitam //
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V 9: Who beautified the eyes of does? And who endowed peacocks with so
radiant tail plumage? Who makes the buds of petals in blue lotuses? Or
who establishes good conduct among well-born men?76
The verse strikes a familiar note with a range of similar verses found for instance in
the Tattva-saṅgraha:
What makes the diversity of filaments of a lotus flower? What has fashioned
the variegated eyes in a peacock’s tail?77
or in the Sarva-siddhānta-saṅgraha,
What would colour peacocks? What would make cuckoos coo? In these cases,
there is no other cause except intrinsic nature.78
These views and verses are ascribed to the Lokāyatas / Cārvākas.79 Also Śı̄lāṅka
combines the two images—that of sharp thorns and that of colourful tail plumage of
peacocks—and explicitly establishes a connection with the materialists:
Thus arises the multiform appearance of the world due to intrinsic nature, as it
has been said:
“The sharpness of thorns, colourful appearance of peacock, the colours of
pheasants all occur indeed due to instrinsic nature.”
Thus the view of those who say that the soul is the same as the body (sc.
materialists) has been described.80
In the very same spirit Siṁha-sūri links the image of ‘thorny things’ and intrinsic
nature to the materialists:
As they say: One sees that the origin [of consciousness] depends solely on a
complex configuration of material substances such as earth etc., so since
[consciousness] is seen to originate in dependence on these [material
elements] and because there is no deviance from instrinsic nature (i.e.
76

DNC, p. 222.8–9:
kenâñjitāni nayanāni mrgâṅganānāṁ ko vā karoti rucirâṅga-ruhān mayūrān /
kaś côtpaleṣu dala-sannicayaṁ karoti ko vā karoti vinayaṁ kulajeṣu puṁsu //

77

TSa 111:
rājīva-kesarâdīnāṁ vaicitryaṁ kaḥ karoti hi /
mayūra-candrakâdir vā vicitraḥ kena nirmitaḥ //

78

SSS 2.5:
śikhinaś citrayet ko cā kokilān kaḥ prakūjayet /
svabhāva-vyatirekeṇa vidyate nâtra kāraṇam //

79

For more examples see BHATTACHARYA (2012: 596–7, 604).

80

SūyVr 1.1.1.12, p. 27.13–17: evaṁ svabhāvāj jagad-vaicitryaṁ, tathā côktam:
˚
kaṇṭakasya ca tīkṣṇatvaṁ mayūrasya vicitratā /
varṇāś ca tāmra-cūḍānāṁ svabhāvena bhavanti hi //

iti taj-jīva-tac-charīra-vādi-mataṁ gatam…
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because these developments are consistently related to intrinsic nature with no
exception), one should maintain that [the only cause in the world] is intrinsic
nature. For it is as follows: in certain cases of disfigurement, etc., one can see
some [trees] with thorns among [particular species of] trees etc. [naturally]
without thorns, and some [trees] without thorns among [particular species of]
trees etc. [naturally] with thorns as inferential signs of such a particular
arrangement [of material elements], as it as been said:
“Some things [normally] without thorns are seen the other way round, i.e.
being with thorns, and other things [normally] with horns are seen the other
way round, i.e. being without thorns. [That is why people] speak of [such cases
as] defining feature of a particular arrangement [of material elements].”81
As the above examples which consistently link the queries for the cause of the
beauty of nature and animals to the materialists,82 also verse V 9 can be easily
dismissed as non-Ājı̄vika. Since the sectarian source of V 9 is connected with that of
V 8, we can be justified in also dismissing V 8 as a verse of Ājı̄vika origin.
And there are more reasons to dismiss this verse as authentically Ājı̄vika. Again
Bhattacharya (2012, p. 602) draws our attention to three other variants of verse V 8.
In fact, there is yet another variant quoted by Vijaya Darśana-sūri in his Saṁmatitarka-mahârṇavâvatārikā.83 All of these cases are associated with svabhāva-vāda
and none of these cases is related to the Ājı̄vikas in any way whatsoever.
The sources for both verses V 8 and V 9 are quite clear: V 8 (kaḥ kaṇṭakānāṁ
prakaroti…) is from Aśvaghoṣa’s Buddha-carita (BC 9.62), whereas V 9 (badaryāḥ
kaṇṭakas tīkṣṇa…) from Haribhadra-sūri’s Loka-tattva-nirṇaya (LTN 2.22). Both
passages are associated with the doctrine of intrinsic nature (svabhāva-vāda). In
fact, all of the above-mentioned cases when V 8 is quoted are associated solely with
svabhāva-vāda; in none do the authors mention the Ājı̄vikas. On the contrary,
usually—albeit not always—the context makes it clear that the Cārvākas /
Lokāyatas are meant. This confirms the observation of Gopinath Kaviraj (1966,
pp. 46–54) who considers the svabhāva-vādins in some contexts as a branch of the
Lokāyatikas.
Nowhere do find any reference to the Ājı̄vikas, and it seems that the authors—
Mallavādin and his commentator Siṁha-sūri as well as others who refer to the
svabhāva-vāda—do not establish any (either explicit or indirect) link between

NĀA 223.10–14: yad ucyate bhūmy-ādi-dravya-vinirvrtty-apekṣâivôtpattir drṣṭā ity etat tadapekṣôtpatti-darśanāt svabhāvâvyabhicārāc ca svabhāva evêti mantavyam. tad yathā—utpātâdiṣu
akaṇṭakānāṁ vrkṣâdīnāṁ kaṇṭakāḥ kaṇṭakināṁ câkaṇṭakā nidhy-ādi-liṅgatvena drṣṭāḥ. yathôktam:
81

akaṇṭakāḥ kaṇṭakinaḥ kaṇṭakāś câpy akaṇṭakāḥ /
viparyayeṇa drśyante vadanti nidhi-lakṣaṇam //
82

See also BHATTACHARYA (2012).

83

STPMAA, p. 352:
kaḥ kaṇṭakānāṁ prakaroti taikṣṇyaṁ vicitra-bhāvaṁ mrga-pakṣiṇāṁ ca /
svabhāvataḥ sarvam idaṁ pravrttaṁ na kāma-cāro ’sti kutaḥ prasaṅgaḥ //

iti-vacanāt kaiś cic ca svabhāvo hetutvenâbhyupagamyate.
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svabhāva and the Ājı̄vikas. They also make no link between svabhāva and niyati,
seemingly being unaware of this possibility.
Still, the lack of any established links between svabhāva-vāda and niyati-vāda
does not provide sufficient ground to criticise BASHAM (1951, p. 226) for maintaing
that ‘[t]hese ideas have much in common’ or for suggesting that svabhāva-vāda was
‘a small sub-sect of Ājı̄vikism’, as does BHATTACHARYA (2012, p. 598), who adds:
Basham’s total involvement with the Ājı̄vikas led him to include every
heretical view as a part of Ājı̄vikism. There is absolutely no evidence to
suggest that the doctrine of svabhāva was adopted by any community,
religious or secular. If the evidence of the ŚvUp (i.e. ŚvU—P.B.) and the Sau
(i.e. Aśvaghoṣa’s Saundarānanda—P.B.) is to be believed, svabhāva, along
with but distinct from the doctrines of time, destiny, etc., was proposed by a
set of philosophers whom the author/s of the ŚvUp did not approve of.
Svabhāva is mentioned there only in connection with the origin of the
universe, “the first cause”, so to say.
First, contrary to BHATTACHARYA’s claim, there is some evidence to suggest that the
doctrine of svabhāva was adopted by some community/ies, in exactly the same way
as niyati-vāda, karma-vāda, īśvara-vāda, puruṣa-vāda, etc., were. Svabhāva did not
have to be a term that was linked to a particular religious community in one-to-one
relationship, as e.g. anekānta-vāda is connected to Jainism and Jainism to anekāntavāda, or as Buddhism and kṣaṇika-vāda are so connected. One and the same term,
through its different shades, could relate to various schools of thought at the same
time. This was noted by Indian thinkers themselves, one of them saying that ‘there
are five kinds of the propounders of the doctrine of intrinsic nature.’84 The proven
connection of svabhāva-vāda to the materialists or to the Sāṁkhya85 does not
exclude its being related also to the Ājı̄vikas, albeit we would require more solid
prove to substantiate this link.
Second, ‘a community’ does not have to be a strictly religious community with a
well-established social structure and interlinking network to be a community.
Indeed, when we deal with certain ideas and doctrines in Indian tradition, they are
professed by some philosophical schools, philosophical-religious sub-currents, subsects, etc. Adopting Bhattacharya’s understanding, we could equally dismiss the
ideas of, say, sat-kārya-vāda or īśvara-vāda, because it is neither strictly related to a
particular religious group, being primarily upheld by philosophers and theoreticians,
nor to religious followers, these being generally quite unconcerned about such
debates.
Third, contrary to BHATTACHARYA’s claim, there is no doubt some evidence to
suggest that of the communities that possibly had some representatives subscribing
to svabhāva-vāda, one could have been the Ājı̄vikas. The idea of svabhāva is
apparently present as early as the Sāmañña-phala-sutta, found as the third element
84

See e.g. NaṁVr ad NaṁS2 88, p. 78.6: pañcama-vikalpaḥ svabhāva-vādinaḥ.
˚
ŚvU 1.2 mentions inherent nature (svabhāva) and the material elements (mahā-bhūta) side by side,
which indicates that these cannot be both references to the Lokāyata / Cārvāka, and apparently svabhāva
is in this case a reference to Sāṁkhya. On the other hand, svabhāva is clearly identified with materialists
in some other cases, e.g., in PSBh ad loc., p. 3.4–5: lokāyatikās tu svabhāvam eva hetum ācakṣate.
85
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(bhāva) in the compound: niyati-saṅgati-bhāva-pariṇatā (‘they are developed by
destiny, predetermined concurrence of factors and [own] nature’). The term
svabhāva also features in the Niyati-dvātriṁśikā (NiDv 1, 10, 26, see below), which
provides an account of the Ājı̄vikas.
Having said that, V 8 and V 9 as candidates for a genuine survivors of Ājı̄vikas’
verses must both be rejected as being clearly related to materialists.
11. There is also some evidence that fate (daiva) as a determining cause was a
concept associated with the Ājı̄vikas and that at least sometimes was identified with
niyati. In the section on ‘the refutation of absolute admission of fate and human
causality’ (daiva-puruṣa-kārâikānta-nirāsaḥ) in his Aṣṭa-sahasrī-tātparya-vivaraṇa,
Yaśovijaya-gani cites two verses and provides a commentary establishing the link
˙
between daiva and niyati and the Ājı̄vikas. A Prakrit verse illustrating his longer
discourse on fate (AṣSTV 90, p. 913.21 ff.) runs as follows:
V 10: ‘Former deeds (pūrva-krta), karmic retribution (karman), diverse fruition
[of past deeds] is called fate (daiva), and so is the influence on this [karmic
fruition] on the part of time etc. as well as human effort (puruṣa-kāra).’86
In the interpretation of the verse I follow the context set by Yaśovijaya-gani, who
˙
explains that ‘everything is caused by fate’ (sarvaṁ daiva-krtam), ‘because it has
been established that even human effort, in the form of a transformation of the
fruition of karman under the influence of time etc., is in fact an operation of fate’
(kālâdi-krta-karma-vipāka-pariṇāma-rūpasya puruṣa-kārasya tattvato daiva-vyāpāratva-siddheḥ). The verse understood in this way could in theory be taken as
originating from a Prakrit work by an Ājı̄vika author. Such interpretation would,
however, be too hasty.
Without knowing the original context, the verse allows for at least two more
interpretations, both of which are more plausible, and can be taken either (1) as an
enumeration of six causes of the world:
[The primary cause] is called: former deeds (pūrva-krta), karmic retribution
(karman), diverse fruition [of past deeds], fate (daiva), the influence on this
[karmic fruition] on the part of time etc. and human effort;
or (2) as three separate definitions of karman, daiva and puruṣa-kāra:
Former deeds (pūrva-krta) are called karmic retribution (karman); diverse
fruition [of past deeds] is called fate (daiva); human effort (puruṣa-kāra) is the
influence on this [karmic fruition] alongside time etc.

86

AṣSTV 90, p. 613.21–23:
puvva-kayaṁ kammaṁ ciya citta-vivāgam iya bhannai divvaṁ /
kālāiehiṁ tappāyaṇaṁ tu taha purisa-gāru tti //
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We may be well justified in suspecting that the context set by Yaśovijaya-gani is not
˙
the original one, and that one should rather subscribe to either of the two alternative
interpretations, none of which could be regarded as advancing the Ājı̄vika claim that
fate (daiva), or destiny (niyati), is the ruling factor in all that befalls the man.
What is important, however, is that daiva (fate) is explicitly related to the Ājı̄vikas
by name and associated with the idea of niyati (destiny) after its initial exposition
(ājīvika-samaya-prasiddhaṁ niyati-janyatvam).87 In addition, in the conclusion of his
comments Yaśovijaya reproduces a verse to illustrate the Ājı̄vikas’ position on
destiny/fate, and mentions the source of the verse by name as the Niyati-dvātriṁśikā:
As it is said in the Thirty-two Verses on Destiny:
V 11: “If [true] knowledge of the Victorious (liberated Jinas) is non-deviation
(non-deviant or certain / inevitable?), then one should not make any
exertion. Also if in the case [of the Victorious Jinas, their true knowledge]
is multiplex (sc. they are omniscient from one point of view, and not
omniscient from another), then these [Victorious Jinas in fact] are already
vanquished (not victorious, i.e. liberated). But where is then the Lord [of
yours as authority on liberation, if the Jinas’ omniscience cannot be
established]?”88
The second hemistich sounds apparently like a (superficial, but common) critique of
Jaina doctrine of multiplexity of reality (anekānta-vāda): if one accepts that various,
apparently even contradictory qualities could be predicated of one and the same
object, then a Jina, being omniscient from one point of view, must be nonomniscient from another point of view as well. But since for the Jainas complete
omniscience is not possible, neither is complete liberation. What is, however,
problematic with (the interpretation of) the verse is the first hemistich, beginning
with the actual meaning of the term avyabhicāraṁ. The term AṣSTV could hardly
mean: ‘non-deviation’, in the sense of non-deviant, i.e. true knowledge, because the
87
The whole passage commenting on the verse, AṣSTV 90–91, p. 613.21–615.21, reads: śrīharibhadrâcāryôkta-rītyā kālâdi-krta-karma-vipāka-pariṇāma-rūpasya puruṣa-kārasya tattvato daivavyāpāratva-siddher vyāpāreṇa vyāpāriṇo ’nyathā-siddhatvânanyathā-siddhatvayor vyavahāra-niścayâdhīnatvāt tad-vivakṣā-krtāḥ syāt sarvaṁ daiva-krtam ity-ādayaḥ sapta-bhaṅgā draṣṭavyāḥ. mokṣe jñānajanyatva-kriyā-janyatva-sapta-bhaṅgī-karaṇe ’syā evôpāyatvāt. ata eva paramârthataḥ sarvatra niyatâniyate ’pi vastuny ājīvika-samaya-prasiddhaṁ niyati-janyatvam upamrdya puruṣa-kāra-janyatvaṁ
bhagavad-vaco ’nusāribhir vyavasthāpyate, matântara-hetor nayasya nayântareṇa khaṇḍanasyâpi
śāstrârthatvāt, niyatâniyata-sapta-bhaṅgī-pravrttau tu niyati-janyatā-grāhako ’pi naya āśrīyate eva,
dāhako ’pi vahnir iva pākâdāv iti tatra vyavasthitam. athavā daiva-śabdena kālâdi-catuṣṭayaṁ grhyate,
pauruṣa-śabdena câtma-prayatnaḥ, tat-krtatvaṁ ca tad-avyavahitôttara-kṣaṇôtpattikatvaṁ tac-chabdârthaś ca sāmagrī-prativiṣṭo vācya iti, tattvâvinirgamāt syād daiva-krtaṁ sarvam ity-ādi-saptabhaṅgī-pravrttir aviruddhā, īdrśa-vivakṣā-mahimnā syād daṇḍa-janyo ghaṭaḥ syāc cakra-janya ity-ādi
sapta-bhaṅgī-pravrtter api sambhavād eka-svabhāvenôbhaya-janyatva-vivakṣāyām avaktavyatva-tadghaṭita-bhaṅgānām api sāvakāśatvād iti yuktam utpaśyamāḥ.
88

AṣSTV 91, p. 615.16–18: yac ca niyati-dvātriṁśikāyāṁ:
jñānam avyabhicāraṁ cej jinānāṁ mā śramaṁ krthāḥ /
atha tatrâpy anekānto jitāḥ smaḥ kin nua ko bhavān //
a
NiDv 16d: kiṁ tu.
For an alternative translation see below n. 88.
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link between true knowledge of the Jinas and dispensability of any exertion seems
very unclear to me in an argument which would run: ‘If the knowledge of the
Victorious (liberated Jinas) is true, then one should not make any exertion’. If we
take avyabhicāraṁ as ‘inevitability’, then the argument makes better sense: ‘If the
knowledge of the Victorious (liberated Jinas) is inevitable, then one should not
make any exertion’, i.e. one will sooner or later achieve omniscience without any
effort. The problem with the latter interpretation is that it would perhaps sound like
a criticism of determinism (niyati) of the Ājı̄vikas, which cannot escape the paradox
that the Ājı̄vikas must have faced: if we are bound to attain liberation (and become
omniscient), what is the use of any penance practised by the Ājı̄vikas? If the second
interpretation is nevertheless correct (avyabhicāraṁ = ‘inevitability’) and it does
express criticism, then the verse can hardly be classified as a genuinely Ājı̄vika
verse. While this conclusion would rest on my inability to correctly understand both
the meaning of avyabhicāra in the verse and the gist of the argument, nonetheless,
perhaps, precisely such a conclusion is correct, as we shall see below (p. 50).
Whatever the case may be, the information provided by this 17th-century author
appears to be quite enlightening in being apparently the first tangible information
about the Ājı̄vikas. Thus we might hail the first success: what we have here at last is
both a direct quotation as well as a title of an unidentifiable Ājı̄vika work.
12. What is disturbing about the above seemingly successful conclusion is that the
source of the verse is a work ascribed to a Jaina Śvetāmbara author, Siddhasenasūri: it is verse 16 of his Niyati-dvātriṁśikā. And that itself raises a range of
questions.
Olle Qvarnström, in a paper ‘Siddhasena Divākara on Ājı̄vika’ presented during
11th Jaina Studies Workshop at SOAS on 12th March 2009 devoted primarily to the
Niyati-dvātriṁśikā,
believes this hymn is of great historical importance because he thinks it may
be an original Ājı̄vika text that was edited by the compiler of the Dvatriṁśika
and thus is an impartial account of their philosophy.89
For various reasons—including structural, conceptual, terminological, thematic,
vocabulary, lack of any overlap—one can not only endorse Qvarnström’s claim that
‘it is highly probable that the different hymns neither have a common authorship nor
are composed by Siddhasena Divākara’90, but it may justify venturing much further
and maintaining that a range of works ascribed to Siddhasena Divākara do not stem

89

Jaina Studies, Newsletter of the Centre of Jaina Studies 5 (2010) 12.

Jaina Studies, Newsletter of the Centre of Jaina Studies 4 (2009) 9; see also QVARNSTRÖM (2015): ‘In
fact, internal and external criteria also negate the assumption that the Dvātriṁśikā and its doxographical
texts were written by a single author.’
90
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from one and the same author. Indeed, the two best known—Saṁmati-tarkaprakaraṇa and Nyāyâvatāra—are separated by about 250 years.91
In his paper ‘The Niyativādadvātriṁśikā ascribed to Siddhasena Divākara’, into
which his original London paper developed and in which he provides a collated
reproduction of the text based on three editions and two manuscripts (not really present
in the actual apparatus found in the manuscript OF QVARNSTRÖM’s paper), QVARNSTRÖM
gives a closer look at The Hymn on Destiny in 32 Stanzas (Niyati-dvātriṁśikā), which
he incorrectly titles Niyati-vāda-dvātriṁśikā,92 and maintains that
The Niyatidvātriṁśikā may turn out to be such an Ājı̄vika Sanskrit text, i.e. an
emic portrayal of Ājı̄vika doctrine—including certain polemical elements—
reflecting a fully elaborated doctrinal system whose logic and epistemology
resembled that of the Jains.
It is not clear to me what ‘emic portrayal’, or ‘insider’s perspective’, really means.
Would be a genuine text written by Ājı̄vikas or not? And this is not a genuine text
written by Ājı̄vikas, how would it differ in essence from a typical doxographical
work written by an outsider, i.e. a Jaina author?
Before proceeding with further analysis, however, I will first reproduce the text
of the tiny work in order to assess how far it may reallyt be considered ‘an Ājı̄vika
Sanskrit text, i.e. an emic portrayal of Ājı̄vika doctrine’.
nityânantaram1* avyakti-sukha-duḥkhâbhijātayah /
˙ // 1 //
svabhāvah sarva-sattvānāṁ payaḥ kṣīrâṅkarâdivat
˙
dharmâdharmâtmakatve tu śarīrêndriya-saṁvidām /
kathaṁ puruṣa-kāraḥ syād idam evêti nêti vā // 2 //
śarīrêndriya-niṣpattau yo nāma svayam aprabhuḥ /
tasya kaḥ kartr-vādo ’stu tad-āyattāsu vrttiṣu // 3 //
dharmâdharmau tadânyonya-nirodhâtiśaya-kriyau /
deśâdy-apekṣau ca tayoḥ kathaṁ kaḥ kartr-saṁbhavaḥ // 4 //
yat pravrttyôpamardena vrttaṁ
/
˚
tad vêtara-nimittaṁ
vêty ubhayaṁ pakṣa-ghātakam // 5 //
na drṣṭāntâkrṭâśakteḥ svātantryaṁ pratiṣidhyate /
animittaṁ nimittāni nimittānîty avāritam // 6 //
viśva-prāyāṁ prthivy-ādi-pariṇāmo ’prayatnataḥ /
viṣayas tat-prabodhas te tulye2* yasyêti manyate // 7 //
91
See BALCEROWICZ (2001a), (2001b), (2003b) and (2004), i.e. evidence which QVARNSTRÖM (2015)
apparently overlooks.
92

If this is a genuinely Ājı̄vikan text, it is highly unlikely that an Ājı̄vika author would refer to niyativāda-° in a work describing his own system (one would rather expect niyati-° alone). If that is not an
Ājı̄vikan text, but rather a Jaina text providing a report on the Ājı̄vikas, the title of this particular
dvātriṁśikā as given by QVARNSTRÖM would be the odd one out in a whole series, because °-vāda-°
features in no other work title in the doxographical range of 32-stanza texts from nos. 12 to 17 °-vāda-° in
just one of them would be very peculiar. That is why, unless we have some other very strong evidence, we
would have to accept Niyati-dvātriṁśikā as the real title solely on the basis of the internal evidence of the
dvātriṁśikās ascribed to Siddhasena. However, the final argument against QVARNSTRÖM’s title Niyativāda-dvātriṁśikā is the one provided by Yaśovijaya who himself provides the correct title (vide supra n.
88, AṣSTV 91, p. 615.16: yac ca niyati-dvātriṁśikāyāṁ).
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nôktābhyāṁ saha nârambhāt samam adhyakṣa-saṁpadi /
vināśânupapatteś ca bhojya-bhakṣya-vikalpataḥ // 8 //
prthvyā nâvarudhyeta yathā vā rājata-kriyāḥ /
guṇānāṁ puruṣe tad-vad ahaṁ kartêty adaḥ-krteḥ3* // 9 //
sudūram api te gatvā
nivartsyati /
na hi svabhāvān adhyakṣo loka-dharmo ’sti kaścana // 10 //
pravartitavyam evêti pravartante yadā guṇāḥ /
atha kiṁ saṁpramugdho ’si jñāna-vairāgya-siddhiṣu // 11 //
karmād aṣṭâṅgatā buddher na virodha-krte ca yaiḥ /
vaktur adya-nimittatvâdivat atatha-pratyayād api // 12 //
asato hetuto vêti pratisaṁdhau ca vigrahaḥ /
asaṁs tu hetur dhī-mātraṁ kartêti ca viśiṣyate // 13 //
bhaṅgara-śravaṇâdy-artha-saṁvin-mātre nirātmake /
rāgâdi-śāntau yatnas te kathaṁ kasya kim ity ayam // 14 //
karma-jaḥ pratyayo nāma karma ca pratyayâtmakam /
tat-phalaṁ nirayâdyaś ca na ca sarvatra vismrtaḥ // 15 //
jñānam avyabhicāraṁ cej jinānāṁ mā śramaṁ krthāḥ /
atha tatrâpy anekānto jitāḥ smaḥ kiṁ tu ko bhavān // 16 //
ekêndriyāṇām avyakter ajāty-antara-saṁgatau /
vyaktānāṁ ca tadâdau kā rāgâdi-pravibhaktayaḥ // 17 //
na saṁsaraty ataḥ kaścit sva-parôbhaya-hetukam /
abhijāti-viśeṣāt tu mithyā-vāda-mukho janaḥ // 18 //
caitanyam api naḥ sattvo mohâdi-jñāna-lakṣaṇaḥ /
tad-ādi tad-vat saṁkalpo mithyā-rāśiḥ pravartate // 19 //
tulya-prasaṅgo nānātve tulyenâikena bādhyate /
akasmāt-kāraṇâveśau hetu-dharmâviśeṣataḥ // 20 //
sparśanâdimano ’ntāni bhūta-sāmānya-jātimān /
mano ’haṁ niyataṁ4* dravyaṁ pariṇāmy anumūrti ca // 21 //
sparśâika-viṣayatvâdis tattvântāḥ krama-jātayaḥ /
arūpād anabhivyakta-bhedāḥ krṣnâbhijātayah // 22 //
˙
˚ ˙
yathā duḥkhâdi nirayas tiryakṣu5* puruṣôttamāḥ /
raktāyām ajanāyāṁ tu sukha-jā na guṇôttarāḥ // 23 //
hiṁsâvidyâbhicārârthaḥ pūrvânte madhyamaḥ śamaḥ /
samyag-darśana-bhāvântāḥ pratibuddhas tv ayojitaḥ // 24 //
na côpadeśo buddheḥ syād ravi-paṅka-ja-yogavat /
tattvaṁ ca pratibuddhyante tebhyaḥ pratyabhijātayah // 25 //
˙
samānâbhijaneṣv eva guru-gaurava-māninaḥ /
svabhāvam abhigacchanti na hy agniḥ samam adhyati // 26 //
pravrtty-antarikâvyāja-vibhaṅga-svapna-saṁbhavat /
na jātyaḥ saṁsrter uktaṁ saṁkaro ’ntarikântajāḥ // 27 //
surâdi-krāma ekeṣāṁ mānasā hy utkrama-kramāt /
sukha-duḥkha-vikalpāc ca khaṇḍir yā no ’bhijātayah // 28 //
vyomâvakāśo nânyeṣāṁ kālo dravyaṁ kriyā vidhih /˙
sukha-duḥkha-rajo dhātur6* jı̄vâjı̄va-nabhāṁsi ca ˙// 29 //
anumānaṁ mano-vrttir anvaya-niścayâtmikā /
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traikālyâṅgâdi-vrttāntā hetur avyabhicārataḥ // 30 //
saṁjñā-sāmānya-paryāya-śabda-dravya-guṇa-kriyāḥ /
etenôktāḥ prthak cêti vyavahāra-viniścayaḥ // 31 //
na nāma tattvam evâitan mithyātvâpara-buddhayaḥ /
na cârtha-pratiṣedhena na siddhârthaś ca kathyate // 32 //
iti niyata-dvātriṁśikā7* ṣoḍśī // 16 //
1*
NiDv1: niyatântaram; NiDv3: nityânantaram.
2*
NiDv1: tau tulyau.
3*
NiDvQ = NiDv1: adaḥ krte.
4*
NiDvQ: mano ’haṁ niyataṁ; NiDv2: mano-han-niyataṁ.
5*
NiDvQ, NiDv1: tiryakṣi.
6*
NiDvQ: sukha-duḥkha-rajo-dhātur.
7*
NiDv2: niyata-dvātriṁśikā.
[Since only NiDv2 (Upadhye) is available to me, in the above list of the variae
lectiones I rely on Qvarnström (2015).]
In any preliminary analysis of this short work, we must take into account the
present textual context in which the Niyati-dvātriṁśikā features. These 32 verses
follow a few other dvātriṁśikās that stylistically consistently recapitulate the views
of some other schools:
—Dvātriṁśikā 12 recapitulates the views of the Nyāya school, but no single verse
seems to be a quote from genuine Nyāya sources. The text is most likely a
paraphrase. Even the expressions used seem to be foreign to Nyāya sources, as for
example in verse 1:
daiva-khātam ca vadanaṁ ātmâyattaṁ vāṅ-mayam /
śrotāraḥ santi côktasya nirlajjaḥ ho na paṇḍitaḥ // 1 //
Even in cases when mostly genuine Nyāya terminology is used, the passages are
interwoven either with odd expressions or with a rather eccentric recapitulation of
Nyāya ideas that seems to confuse orders of entities, as for example in verse 9 (the
order of pañcâvayava and that of the tattvas are mixed):
pratijñā nirṇayo hetur drṣṭāntaṁ buddhi-kāraṇam /
pramāṇa-hetu-drṣṭānta-jāti-tarkās tad-uktayaḥ // 9 //
—Dvātriṁśikā 13 recapitulates the views of the Sāṁkhya but again, no verse seems
to a quote from a genuine Sāṁkhya source. Also this text is most likely a
paraphrase. As before, expressions used seem to be even foreign to Sāṁkhya
sources in terms of vocabulary, but not necessarily in spirit, as for example in verse
32:
cakṣurvat puruṣo bhoktā bandha-mokṣa-vilakṣaṇaḥ /
krtârthaiḥ sa prayukto pi śūnya eva guṇair iti // 32 //
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—Dvātriṁśikā 14 recapitulates the views of the Vaiśeṣika. Again, no verse seems to
a quote from genuine Vaiśeṣika sources, and often the recapitulation of Vaiśeṣika
ideas is rather unusual, right from the very first verse or verse 3:
dharmâdharmêśvarā loka-siddhy-apāya-pravrttiṣu /
dravyâdi-sādhanāv etau dravyād yā vā parasparam // 1 //
saṁsāreṇa tad-āpekṣyam eka-dravya-kṣaṇa-sthitiḥ /
karma kārya-virodhi syād ubhayôbhayathā guṇaḥ // 3 //
—Dvātriṁśikā 15 recapitulates the views of the Buddhists. Again, no verse seems to
a quote from genuine Buddhist sources, and the text is most likely a paraphrase.
Expressions used seem to be even foreign to Buddhist sources, as for example in
verse 1:
nâhaṁ-krtasya nirvāṇaṁ na setsyaty anahaṁ-krtaḥ /
na vā vidyā vivekāya na vidyā bhava-gāminī // 1 //
There are also expressions which are not Buddhistic, but rather smack of Jaina
accounts, e.g. naya or avaktavya:
avaktavyam asabhāvāt praśnârthasya kha-puṣpavat /
saṁtānaṁ bhāvanârthaṁ vā sarit-prota-pradīpavat // 6 //
mahā-bhūtôcchrayo rūpaṁ vijñānaṁ viṣayo nayaḥ /
deva-nāṭya-prthag-bhāvo nr-jāty-ādi-vikalpavat // 7 //
ahetu-pratyaya-nayaṁ pūrvâpara-samābhavam /
vijñānaṁ tat-samutthaṁ kaḥ saṁvyavasyed vicakṣaṇaḥ // 21 //
—Dvātriṁśikā 17 apparently recapitulates the views close to those of a nihilist /
materialist (?), see the beginning verses. However the whole terminology is
Jainistic:
na duḥkhena virudhyete dharmâdharmau sukhena vā /
pratyayâvyabhicāritvāt sva-parôbhaya-vrttiṣu // 1 //
deśa-kāla-nimittāni nimittāny aniyogataḥ /
niyogato vā tat-siddhau na vādhyâtma-viśeṣataḥ // 2 //
na mithyā-darśanāt pāpaṁ na samyag-darśanāc chubham /
na ca nêti kaṣāyāṇāṁ tad-vrtty-avyatirekataḥ // 6 //
There is nothing, it seems, which would speak against a common authorship or
source of these five works (Dvātriṁśikā 12–15, 17). On the contrary, they are all
quite uniform in structure, approach and style; indeed, a close reading reveals a
number of close lexical and stylistic similarities between them. And all of them are
slightly off-the-mark in their portrayal of the systems under discussion.
In addition, if we only focus on the Niyati-dvātriṁśikā (NiDv), in this work there
are some expressions that are identical (or almost identical) to those used in the
other texts of the group, and these identical expressions are in metrically exactly (or
almost exactly) the same positions:
(1) NiDv 6cd: animittaṁ nimittāni nimittānîty avāritam // 6 //
Dvātriṁśikā 17.1ab: deśa-kāla- nimittāni nimittāny aniyogataḥ /
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(2) NiDv 8d: bhojya-bhakṣya-vikalpataḥ //
Dvātriṁśikā 17.7d: tad-ādy astu vikalpataḥ //
(3) NiDv 18b: sva-parôbhaya-hetukam /
Dvātriṁśikā 17.1d: sva-parôbhaya-vrttiṣu //
(4) NiDv 19d: mithyā-rāśiḥ pravartate //
Dvātriṁśikā 17.5d: mithyā-drṣṭir nivāryate //
(5) NiDv 20d: hetu-dharmâviśeṣataḥ //
Dvātriṁśikā 14.8c: janma-dharma-viśeṣataḥ /
Dvātriṁśikā 15.8d: bhāvo bhāva-viśeṣataḥ //
Dvātriṁśikā 17.2d: na vādhyâtma-viśeṣataḥ //
(6) NiDv 24a: samyag-darśana-bhāvântāḥ
Dvātriṁśikā 13.25c: na samyag-darśanôpāyi
(7) NiDv 28b: mānasā hy utkrama-kramāt /
Dvātriṁśikā 17.32b: manaś côpa kramaḥ kramaḥ /
(8) NiDv 30a: anumānaṁ mano-vrttir
Dvātriṁśikā 13.14a: śrotrâdīnāṁ mano-vrttiḥ
The above speaks, in my opinion, strongly against an independent, allegedly Ājı̄vika
origin of the Niyati-dvātriṁśikā, and instead supports a thesis of this and the other
four short versified texts having a common author. This does not preclude, however,
a possibility that the author (pseudo-Siddhasena Divākara) was sufficiently well
informed about the school and his information is reliable. However, as long as we
do not have a clear picture of what the Ājı̄vikas actually maintained, we are not able
to fully assess the faithfulness of the account found in the Niyati-dvātriṁśikā or to
judge how far the account is that of a reflection in a distorting mirror. What is
important in this context is that none of the verses of the Niyati-dvātriṁśikā is found
to be quoted or referred to anywhere else, other than the very late quote by
Yaśovijaya. If the work was indeed penned by an Ājı̄vika author and was preserved
as such by the Jainas, being then incorporated with some changes into a
doxographical collection of short versified texts, one would expect to find the text
quoted also in other sources as an illustration of the Ājı̄vika doctrine, at least by
Jaina authors.
Another problem is the actual dating of this selection of the dvātriṁśikās,
alongside the Niyati-dvātriṁśikā, and whether they indeed come from around 6th
century. It must also be asked whether they can be ascribed to Siddhasena Divākara.
However, there is a strong evidence that Siddhasena Divākara composed his
Saṁmati-tarka-prakaraṇa before Diṅnāga, i.e. before ca. 480.93 A close analysis of
the textual material is necessary to determine the probable date of the dvātriṁśikās
and their relation to Saṁmati-tarka-prakaraṇa.
Examining the vocabulary found in the Niyati-dvātriṁśikā also does not help us
much to determine the work’s authenticity. We can distinguish three lexicographic
categories:
93

See BALCEROWICZ (2001a), (2001b), (2003b) and (2004).
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(1) Some terms (in bold, dotted underline) are known to be shared by the Jainas and
the Ājı̄vikas:
NiDv 5b:
—this expression is a part of Jaina Anekāntavāda and also it consists the method of the Trairāśikas, identified with the
Ājı̄vikas.94
NiDv 29d:
—this is a basic division of all ontology of both the Jainas
and the Ājı̄vikas.
NiDv 17a:
—as BARUA (1921, pp. 306–307) has shown, onesensed beings probably opened Ājı̄vika’s classification of living beings based
on the number of sense organs possessed by them, in some ways similar to that
of the Jainas.
NiDv 10b:
—the doctrine of causation (the cause of things) was
shared by both the Ājı̄vikas and the Jainas, but was not restricted to them.
(2) Other expressions (bold, no underline) are known only to be specific to the
Jainas, and it is not known whether the Ājı̄vikas used them as technical terms. We
have no information which would preclude a possibility that they may have used
them too:
NiDv 24a: samyag-darśana-bhāvântāḥ,
NiDv 32b: mithyātvâpara-buddhayaḥ.
(3) Some expressions (in bold, underlined) are known only to be specific to the
Ājı̄vikas, and are not used by the Jainas as technical terms:
(a) abhijāti (‘classes of existence’):
—NiDv 1b: avyakti-sukha-duḥkhâbhijātayah,
˙
—NiDv 22d: krṣnâbhijātayah,
˙
˙
˚
—NiDv 25d: pratyabhijātayah,
˙ ,
—NiDv 28d: yā no ’bhijātayah
˙
—NiDv 28c: abhijāti -viśeṣāt tu.
(b) svabhāva (‘intrinsic nature’):
—NiDv 1c: svabhāvah sarva-tattvānāṁ
˙
—NiDv 10c: na hi svabhāvān
adhyakṣo
(c) vidhi (‘fateful ordinance’):
—NiDv 29b: vidhiḥ (‘fateful ordinance’)
(d) *pravrtty-upamarda (‘suppression through action’?):
—NiDv 5a: pravrttyôpamardena, which is perhaps reminiscent of the idea
˚ 95.
of pauṭṭa-parihāra
94

See e.g. Nandi-sutra (p. 78 ff., 86 ff.).

95

‘Discontinuance / stoppage [of a subsequent birth in a new body] through / due to continuation [in the
same reanimated body]’; alternatively ‘reanimation without transmigration’ (BASHAM) or ‘die
Beschränkung (der Neuverkörperung) durch Weitergelten’ (SCHUBRING), see BASHAM (1951, pp. 48–49,
57–58, 250–252) and, esp. for the formation (pravrtya-parihāra), SCHUBRING (1954, p. 258) = (1977,
p. 470). The term is found esp. in Viy 15, and explained in BhCū 15, p. 53.19–21: …pauṭṭa-parihāro.
pāravrtya vānaspatyās tatrâiva jāyate. bhagavatā kathitam itara-sarva-jīvas tathā-drṣṭaḥ, pauṭṭha1parihāra-diṭṭhī jāto [1 Recte: pauṭṭa-°.].
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What conclusions can be drawn for this comparison? The presence of specifically
Jaina terms (category 2), provided they were indeed not shared by the Ājı̄vikas (and
that we cannot know with certainty, given the extant material) would rather speak
against genuinely Ājı̄vika origin of the text, whereas the presence of typically
Ājı̄vika technical terms (category 3) would support a thesis that the Niyatidvātriṁśikā is actually based on Ājı̄vika texts and recapitulates their doctrine
second-handedly using the Ājı̄vika lexicographic material. If it is indeed the case—
that the text is a recapituation, albeit not necessarily an objective and non-partisan
one—then the above supposition (§ 11, p. 33) that verse NiDv 16, quoted by
Yaśovijaya (AṣSTV 91, p. 615.17–18) as V 11, must be interpreted as authentic
criticism against the Ājı̄vikas.96 Nonetheless, the whole text of the Niyatidvātriṁśikā can be treated as a highly useful source, albeit biased, of information
on the Ājı̄vikas, their doctrine, certain concepts and terminology, especially when
compounded with other similarly weak evidences.
13. There are some more stray references to niyati (destiny) and its propounders.
13.1 One is found in Dallana’s commentary on the Suśruta-saṁhitā of 13th
˙
century:97
The propounders of destiny [claim] that “Destiny is [operative] with respect to
righteousness and unrighteousness, which are earned through previous births,
and only this [destiny] is the cause of everything”.
It is most unlikely that it is an independent statement deriving from an authentic
Ājı̄vika work, because it almost identical in wording with the view expressed in
Bhattotpala’s commentary on Varāhamihira’s Brhat-saṁhitā 1.7:
˙˙
The same karman which is earned through previous births and which is
people’s fortune and misfortune is also the cause of origination and
destruction of all living beings.98
There the view is ascribed to the Mı̄māṁsakas. Further, to take the third person
(iti niyati-vādinaḥ) as an auto-reference of the Ājı̄vikas is impossible.

96

The translation of the verse could be more precise: ‘If [true] knowledge of the [Ājı̄vikan] Victorious
(liberated Jinas) is tantamount to inevitability, then one should not make any exertion, [which the
Ājı̄vikas however do undertake]. Also if in the case [of the Ājı̄vikan Jinas, their true knowledge] is
multiplex (sc. they are omniscient from one point of view, and not omniscient from another), then these
[Jinas in fact] are already vanquished (they are never victorious / liberated). If that is so, where is the Lord
[of the Ājı̄vikas as authority on liberation, if the Jinas’ omniscience cannot be established]?’

Suśruta-saṁhitā, Śarīra, chapter 1; I quote after KAVIRAJ (1966: 54–55), as the edition is not available
to me: pūrva-janmârjitau dharmâdharmau niyatiḥ, sâiva sarvasya kāraṇam iti niyati-vādinaḥ.
97

Quoted after KAVIRAJ (1966: 54–55), as the edition is not available to me:
pūrva-janmârjitam yac ca karma puṁsāṁ śubhâśubham /
tad eva sarva-jantūnāṁ srṣṭi-saṁhāra-kāraṇam //

98
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13.2. There are a number of references to niyati found in the Yoga-vāsiṣṭha
(YVā).99 Metrically and stylistically speaking, the verses belong to the texture of
Yoga-vāsiṣṭha, of which they are an integral part. Further, the expressions, terms and
names used and the ideas (e.g. the beginning of the world or its creation, which
presupposes a creator) found in the verses make it highly unlikely that the verses are
either quotations from Ājı̄vika sources or even faithful paraphrases, and they can
safely be dismissed as candidates for quotes from Ājı̄vika sources or even as reports
or references to genuine Ājı̄vika ideas.
14. Last but not least, another Jaina author, Samantabhadra (c. 580–640) refers to
fate (daiva) in his Āpta-mīmāṁsā:
[88] If the attainment of desired goals is due to fate, then how is it possible that
[karmic] fate is due to human perseverance? If it is due to [still another] fate,
then no liberation is [possible, and] human perseverance would be futile.
[89] If the attainment [of desired goals] is due to human perseverance, then
how is it possible that human perseverance is due to fate? If it is due to [still
99

YVā 2.10.1:
yathā-sthitaṁ brahma-tattva tattā niyatir ucyate /
sā vinetur vineyatvaṁ sā vineya-vineyatā // 2.10.1 //

YVā 3.54.22:
sargâdau yā yathā rūḍhā samvit-kacana-santatiḥ /
sâdyâpy acalitā ’nyena sthitā niyatir ucyate //
YVā 3.54.22:
sargâdau yā yathā-rūḍhā saṁvikta-cana-saṁtatiḥ /
sâdyâpy acalitânyena sthitā niyatir ucyate // 3.54.22 //
YVā 3.62.9–11:
ādi-sarge hi niyatir bhāva-vacitryam akṣayam /
anenêtthaṁ sadā bhāvyam iti saṁpadyate param // 3.62.9 //
mahā-sattêti kathitā mahā-citir ita smr tā /
mahā-śaktir iti khyātā mahā-dr ṣṭir iti sthitā // 3.62.10 //
mahā-kriyêti gaditā mahôdbhava iti smr tā /
mahā-spanda iti prau hā mahâtmâikatayôditā // 3.62.11 //
YVā 3.62.26:
avaśyaṁ-bhavitavyâiṣā tv idam itthaṁ iti sthitaḥ /
na śakyate laṅghayitum api rudrâdi-buddhibhiḥ // 3.62.26 //
YVā 5.89.26:
sarva-jño ’pi bahu-jño ’pi mādhavo ’pi haro ’pi ca /
anyathā niyatiṁ martuṁ na śaktaḥ kaścid eva hi // 5.89.26 //
YVā 6.36.21:
ā-mahā-rudra-paryantam idam ittham iti sthiteḥ /
ā-trṇa-padmaha-spandaṁ niyatamān niyatiḥ smrtā // 6.36.21 //
YVā 6.37.23:
niyatir nityam udvega-varjitā ’parimārjitā /
eṣā nrtyati vai nrtyam jagaj-jālaka-nāṭakam // 6.37.23 //
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another] human perseverance, then the perseverance of all living beings
should consistently be [successful].100
These verses somehow echo a criticism against the idea of niyati, but they do not
really refer to any concrete system, it seems. In Samantabhadra’s work they are
merely a rhetorical and argumentative device: fate is mentioned only as a vague idea
in order to establish the overwhelming influence of karman, which must be
eliminated through the path proffered by the Jinas. In addition, these verses seem to
be genuine creations of Samantabhadra, who does not quote from other works in his
Āpta-mīmāṁsā. They are also found nowhere else.
15. To conclude, of the verses and passages that have been previously identified by
BASHAM and other scholars as most probably genuinely Ājı̄vika, none turns out to be
derived from an Ājı̄vika source. New material brought to our attention in the paper
has produced some passages that at first seemed possible to qualify as genuinely
Ājı̄vika, however after some analysis they must also be dismissed. All the verses
previously considered genuinely Ājı̄vika have been composed by non-Ājı̄vika
authors and usually derive either from Jaina works or from fables or narrative
literature. In other words, there is no single genuinely Ājı̄vika verse or passage to be
found.
Even those few that at first seemed uncontested after a preliminary analysis have
also been shown to be spurious for a couple of reasons, primarily because until now
they have been found to be quoted only in a single work, whereas generally alleged
Ājı̄vika verses are found in several works. That is why they have to be considered
the product of later non-Ājı̄vika authors.
Further, there is no proof that the Ājı̄vikas developed their own Sanskrit
literature, much less philosophical literature in Sanskrit. On the other hand, there is
no evidence disproving their having such a body of texts.
Conspicuously, references to the Ājı̄vikas and possible quotes from Ājı̄vika
sources in Sanskrit seem to be found almost exclusively in Jaina sources, with only
a few suspicious exceptions (e.g. Yoga-vāsiṣṭha). Apparently it was mostly Jaina
authors who engaged in discussions of the doctrinal elements of the Ājı̄vikas. This
may in itself be quite puzzling.
A probable explanation for that is that both religious groups shared the same
historical origins. Perhaps when the Jaina authors composing in Sanskrit were still
commenting on selected philosophical ideas of the Ājı̄vikas, the religious movement
had already lost its philosophical impact and become extremely marginal, to the
extent that it was generally ignored by all, except for the Jainas who had had direct
sectarian affiliation with them. That would further suggest that while the Jaina
authors were referring to the ideas of the Ājı̄vikas, there were no more any Sanskrit

100

ĀMı̄ 88–89:
daivād evârtha-siddhaś ced daivaṁ pauruṣataḥ katham /
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sources. The Jainas thus had to compose all such verses, pretending that they were
authentic.
Last but not least, the faithfulness and reliability of reports of the Ājı̄vikas and
paraphrases of their views cannot be assessed with any certainty due to the vicious
circle mentioned at the outset. Still, the stray fragments that we do have at our
disposal, regardless of their actual reliability and accuracy, is all we have to
reconstruct the doctrine of the Ājı̄vikas.
It is also very difficult, if at all possible, to develop any consistent methodology
to assess which of the material at our disposal relies on genuine knowledge of the
Ājı̄vikas’ doctrine on the part of the reporter, which is solely based on hearsay and
second- or third-hand knowledge, and which is merely imagining what would it be
like if one assumed a deterministic theory of the world. My fear is that in many
cases it is the third case, which is the least interesting option for a historian of ideas.
BASHAM’s (1951) reconstruction of the doctrine of the Ājı̄vikas, notwithstanding
its merits, seems overoptimistic: in fact, it seems we know much less of that
tradition than BASHAM thought we did.
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Rocznik Orientalistyczny, 60, 239–248.
CHAKRABORTI 1973 = Chakraborti, Haripada. (1973). Asceticism in Ancient India in Brahminical,
Buddhist, Jaina and Ajivika Societies. Punthi Pustak, Calcutta 1973.

123

P. Balcerowicz
CHARPENTIER 1913 = Charpentier, Jarl. (1913). Ajivika. The Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great
Britain and Ireland, 45, 669–674.
DN = Dīgha-nikāya. T.W. Rhys Davids; C.A.F. Rhys Davids; J.E. Carpenter (Eds.). The Dīgha Nikāya.
3 Vols., Pali Text Society, Luzac & Company, London I: 1890, II: 1903, III: 1911.
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LV = Haribhadra-sūri: Lalita-vistarā [Caitya-vandana-sūtra-vrtti]. (1) Bhānuvijaya Ganin (Ed., Hindi
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˙
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Series 3, Tārā Publications, Varanasi 1978.
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NaṁS = Naṁdi-sutta˙ / Naṁdī-sutta [Nandi-sūtra / Nandī-sūtra]. (1) Muni Punyavijaya (Ed.):
˙ Text Society
Nandisuttaṁ by Devavācaka with the Cūrṇi by Jinadāsa Gaṇi Mahattara. Prakrit
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Ahmadābād (Ahmedabad) 1998.
PSBh = Rāmānuja: Śvetâśvatara-upaniṣat-prakāśikā. See: ŚvU1.
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1962 [Vikrama Saṁvat 2015, 2019].
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