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Abstract The paper examines available references to the Ajivikas that are often
identified by scholars, notably by Basham (1951), as genuine quotations from Ajivikas’
lost works. In addition, the paper analyses some additional material not previously
indentifed as possible quotations relevant to Ajivikism. Unfortunately, none of such
references seem to be genuinely derived from an Ajivika source: All of such passages or
verses previously considered genuinely taken from Ajivika literature turn out to have
been composed by non-Ajivika authors and usually derive either from Jaina works or
from fables and narrative literature. There is no clear proof that the Ajivikas 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 Ajivikas
and paraphrases of their views cannot be assessed with any certainty.
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1.

Very little is known about the ancient Indian religion and philosophical system of
the Ajivikas. 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.' Despite attempts having been made by a number of scholars® we still
have an impression that we know very little of Ajivikism. The sources at our
disposal for reconstructing their doctrine are both very limited and unreliable.
Any attempt to reconstruct the views propounded by the Ajivikas and the
founders of the system, one of them being Makkhali Gosala, 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 Ajivikas or which have been identified beyond doubt as directly stemming
from sources known as both closely linked and faithful to the Ajivikas. This is
because there are no such sources; indeed, all references to the Ajivikas in the whole
history of Indian philosophy originate from rather hostile environment. Secondly,
the process of a possibly reconstructing the views of the Ajivikas 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 Ajivika views. Our decision as to which of the preserved fragments we
are considering is original or faithfully reproduces Ajivika views is necessarily
based on our knowledge of what the real doctrine of the Ajivikas actually was (in
order to be able to ascribe a fragment to the Ajivika school or not), which in turn is
based on the process of the reconstruction of authentic views of the Ajivikas. And
this is clearly a vicious circle. There is, unfortunately, no logical and methodolog-
ically 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 re-
examine) the material which was produced by authors and traditions inimically

! Tts followers are mentioned three times in two ASokan edicts. Two of these are inscriptions from
Barabar Hill in Bihar (Brocu (1950, p. 159): 1. l@jinad piyvadassind duva-dasa-vassdbhisittena iyam
niggoha-kubha dinna ajivikehi— This Banyan Cave was donated to the Ajivikas by [the king Asoka]
Favourably Disposed, who was consecrated twelve years [agol.’; 2. lagjina piyadassind duva-dasa-
vassdbhisittena iyam kubha khalatika-pavvatassi dinnda ajivikehi— This cave of the Khalatika mountain
was donated to the Ajivikas by [the king ASoka] Favourably Disposed, who was consecrated twelve years
[ago].”). They are also mentioned in the seventh pillar edict from Topra in Haryana (BrocH (1950, p. 170):
samghatthassi pi me kate, ime viyapata hohamti ti. hemeva babhanesu ajivikesu pi me kate, ime viyapata
hohamti ti—‘Also with respect to the matters of the [Buddhist] community, I decided that these [high
officers (maha-matra)] are occupied [with them]. Likewise, with respect to Brahmins and Ajivikas, I
decided that these [high officers] are occupied [with them].”). In comparison, the Jainas are mentioned
only once in the latter inscription (Brocu (1950, pp. 170-171): nigarithesu pi me kate, ime viyapata
hohamti. nand pasamdesu pi me kate, ime viyapata hohamti 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 (sariigha), the Ajivikas, the Jainas, followed by all the remaining heretics. The Buddhists and
the Ajivikas, in precisely this order (which is the same as in the two Asokan inscriptions), are mentioned
by Kautilya (AS 3.20.16: Sakydjivakadin vysala-pravrajitan...), who is conspicuously silent on the Jainas
(Nirgranthas).

2 Such as Hermann Jacosr (1880), Bunyiu Nanuio (1884), Ernst LEumann (1884), D.R. BHANDARKAR
(1912), K.B. Patnak (1912), Jarl CHARPENTIER (1913), B.M. Barua (1920), A.F. Rudolf HoerNLE (1926),
A. Baners Sastri (1926), B.M. Barua (1926-1927), N. Arvasvami SastrI (1941), Arthur Llewellyn
Basnam (1951), Arthur Llewellyn Basnam (1971), Haripada ChakraBorT! (1973), S.N. GHosAL (1979)
and (1980), Pranabananda Jasn (1982a) and (1982b), Gustav Rotx (1993), Johannes BRoNkHORST (2000),
(2003) and (2007). The latest in the series is: Piotr BaLcErowicz (2016).
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disposed to the Ajivikas 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 Ajivikas 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 Ajivikas and then, with the help of these
technical terms and notions, we may proceed to detect possible new sources for
further examination.

That the Ajivikas had their early canon known as the eightfold Mahd-nimitta is
attested in Jaina canonical literature.” But we also have evidence that the Ajivikas
developed their canon containing 22 sitras, with divisions rather similar to Jaina
canon. A reference to it is found in the Jaina Namdi-sutta:

Twenty-two sitras are accepted to be the sitras in the arrangement of the
Ajivika sitras, the sections of which are dependent [for meaning] on each
other.*

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 Ajivikism but
to represent genuine quotations from Ajivika sources. Incidentally, I will also
evaluate the methodology so far applied by scholars in their ascribing the authorship
of certain passages to the Ajivikas. 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
Ajivika 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 Ajivikas’ lost sources. The aim of this paper is not to
reconstruct the doctrine of the Ajivikas. 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 well-
known account found in the Buddhist description of the six ‘heretical’ teachers of
the Samarninia-phala-sutta, which preserves what is known as ‘the doctrine of

3 This was already noticed by LeEumann (1884, p. 249), Barua (1920, pp. 20, 41), Basuam (1951,
pp. 213-216) and others. See e.g. Viy 15.7-9 = Viy 15.4-5 = Viy 15.58 = Viy 15.77: tae nan te chad-
disacara attha-viham puvva-gayam magga-dasamarin saehim saehim mati-damsanehim nijjithamti,
nijjahitta gosalam mamkhaliputtam uvatthdimsu. tae nam se gosale mamkhaliputte tenam atthagassa
maha-nimittassa kenai ulloyamettena savvesim pananam savesim bhityanam savvesim jivanar savvesim
4 NamS; 105, p. 74.1=4: ... iccheydir bavisanm suttaim acchinna-cheyanaiydim djiviya-sutta-parivadie
suttaim; see also NamCua 106, p. 74.6-18, ad loc. in the same spirit, esp.: ete céva bavisam achinna-
cchedanatabhippayato dajiviya-sutta-parivadie thita.
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Makkhali Gosala’ (Makkhali-gosala-vado). While it is clearly not a citation, it does
seem to reveal certain terminological peculiarities characteristic of the Ajivikas:

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.’

On the basis of this passage—followed in the Samarifia-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 Ajivikas we can tentatively identify four such ‘Ajivika keywords’:

niyati (destiny),

sangati | samgati (predetermined concurrence of factors),’
svabhava (intrinsic nature),

daiva (fate)’.

b S

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

5 Samarniiia-phala-sutta, DN 2.20, p. 53-54: n’atthi atta-kare, n’atthi para-kare, n’atthi purisa-kare,
n’atthi balam, n’atthi viriyam, n’atthi purisa-thamo, n’atthi purisa-parakkamo. sabbe satta sabbe panda
sabbe bhiita sabbe jiva avasda abald aviriya niyati-sangati-bhava-paripata chass’evabhijatisu sukha-
dukkham patisamvedenti. ... tattha n’atthi: imindham silena va vatena va tapena va brahma-cariyena va
aparipakkam va kammam paripacessami, paripakkam va kammam phussa phussa vyantim karissamiti.
h’evam n’atthi [.] dona-mite sukha-dukkhe pariyanta-kate samsare, n’atthi hayana-vaddhane, n’atthi
ukkamsdvakamse. seyyatha pi nama sutta-gule khitte nibbethiyamanam eva paleti, evam eva bale ca
pandite ca sandhavitva samsaritva dukkhass antam karissantiti.

6 Equated with niyati, see e.g. StyVr 1.1.2.30, p. 38.38: sa samgati niyatis.
7 See §§ 11, 14.
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Fragments from the Ajivikas 69

vada (‘the doctrine of intrinsic nature’), or daiva-vada (‘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 Ajivikas 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 Ajivika 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 Ajivikas, 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
Basnam (1951) in his History and Doctrines of the Ajivikas, especially a
chapter section ‘Quotations by the Commentators’, which he considers genuine
quotes from Ajivika sources. He concludes his selection of quotations from
allegedly original Ajivika Sanskrit sources® as follows:

These verses indicate that, beside their early literature in Prakrit, and the
Tamil scripture Onpatu-katir, the Ajivikas 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 Ajivikas or
niyativadins. It is more probable that some at least are genuine, than that all
are spurious.’

3. With respect to these eight verses mentioned by Basuam, I will start my critical
enquiry with a passage found in Gunaratna-siri’s commentary Tarka-rahasya-dipika
(TRD) to Haribhadra-stri’s Sad-darsana-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] ¢, then [object] x is understood to exist in a
strictly determined manner due to [factor] y [at time] ¢, 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 Basuam (1951, pp. 220-223).
 Basuam (1951, pp. 222-223).
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can achieve it; otherwise there would be an undesired consequence of self-
abortiveness 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 occurr-
ence), «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]?”'°

Two layers are distinguishable at first glance in Gunaratna-siiri’s commentary:
Section {A} is Gunaratna-siiri’s own paraphrase or account of the views of Ajivikas
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: tatha coktam. However, upon closer inspection of Gunaratna-siri’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. Basuam (1951, p. 222)
introduces the two above-mentioned verses as follows: ‘Gunaratna ... quotes further
verses which he attributes to the niyativadins’.

As a matter of fact, the actual source of these two verses is the Sastra-vartta-
samuccaya'' of Haribhadra-sari (c. 740-800), the encyclopaedist and author of the
Sad-darsana-samuccaya. The two verses occur in a niyati-vada section consisting of
altogether four verses.'?

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
kala-vada (‘the doctrine of time”’), svabhava-vada (‘the doctrine of intrinsic nature’),
niyati-vada (‘the doctrine of destiny’), karma-vada (‘the doctrine of deeds’), kaladi-
samagri-vada (‘the doctrine of causal complex consisting of time and other

1 TRD 1 § 23, p.18.6-19.14: te hy evam ahuh— {A} niyatir nama tattvintaram asti yad-vasad ete
bhavah sarve ‘pi niyatendiva riipena pradur-bhavam asnuvate, nanyathd. tatha hi—yad yada yato bhavati
tat tada tata eva niyatendiva ripena bhavad upalabhyate, anyatha karya-karana-vyavastha pratiniyata-
ripa-vyavasthda ca na bhavet, niyamakabhavat. tata evam karya-naiyatyatah prativamanam enam niyatim
ko nama pramana-patha-kusalo badhitum ksamate. ma prapad anyatrapi pramana-patha-vyaghata-
prasangah. tatha coktam:

{B} niyatendiva riipena sarve bhava bhavanti yat |
tato niyati-ja hy ete tat-svaripanuvedhatah //

yad yaddiva yato yavat tat taddiva tatas tatha //
niyatam jayate nyayat ka endari badhitum ksamah [/

Basnam (1951, p. 222, n. 4) notices that these verses are found in ‘Gunaratna to Sad-darsnana-
samuccaya, p. 12.

1 SVS, 2.173-174, p. 45-46.

12 §VS, 2.173-176.
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Fragments from the Ajivikas 71

factors’). This whole section (SVSI 2.164-193, pp. 45-53), which deserves to be
reproduced here in extenso primarily for the sake of stylistic analysis, reads as
follows:

[kala-vada:]

kaladinam ca kartytvam manyante ‘nye pravadinah /
kevalanam tad-anye tu mithah samagry-apeksaya I/ 2.164 //
na kala-vyatirekena garbha-bala-subhadikam /

yat kiiicij jayate loke tad asau karanam kila // 2.165 //
kalah pacati bhiitani kalah samharati prajah /

kalah suptesu jagarti kalo hi duratikramah 1/ 2.166 //

kifica kalad rte ndiva mudga-paktir apisyate'® |
sthaly-adi-samnidhane ‘pi tatah kalad asau mata /1 2.167 //
kalabhave ca garbhddi sarvam syad avyavasthaya |
parésta-hetu-sadbhava-matrad eva tad-udbhavat /1 2.168 //

[svabhava-vada]

na svabhavatirekena garbha-bala-subhadikam /

yat kiiicij jayate loke tad asau karanam kila // 2.169 //
sarva-bhavah svabhavena sva-svabhave tatha tatha /

vartante tha nirvartante kama-cara-paran-mukhah // 2.170 //

na vinéha svabhavena mudga-paktir apigyate (see footnote 13) /
tatha-kalddi- bhave ’pi ndsva-masasya sa yatah // 2.171 //

atas svabhavat tad-bhave tipasango ‘nivaritah /

tulye tatra mydah kumbho na patdditya-yukti-mat /] 2.172 //

[niyati-vadal

niyatendiva ripena sarve bhava bhavanti yat |

tato niyati-ja hy ete tat-svarapdanuvedhatah // 2.173 //

yad yaddiva yato yavat tat taddiva tatas tatha I/

niyatam jayate nyayat ka enar badhitum ksamah I/ 2.174 1/
na ca rte niyatim loke mudga-paktir apiksyate |
tat-svabhavadi-bhave ’pi ndsav aniyata yatah // 2.175 //
anyathdniyatatvena sarva-bhavah prasajate /
anyonydtmakatdpatteh kriya-vaiphalyam eva ca I/ 2.176 //

[karma-vada]

na bhokty-vyatirekena bhogyam jagati vidyate /

na cakytasya bhogah syan muktanam bhoga-bhavatah I/ 2.177 //
bhogyam ca visvam sattvanam vidhina tena tena yat /

drsyate ’dhyaksam evédam tasmat tat karma-jam hi tat I/ 2.178 //
na ca tat karma-vaidhurye mudga-paktir apiksyate /
sthaly-adi-bhanga-bhavena yat kvacin nopapadyate 1/ 2.179 //

[kaladi-samagri-vadal)
citram bhogyam tatha citrat karmano "hetutanyatha |

13 Probably: apiksyate, cf. SVS, 2.175, 179.
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tasya yasmad vicitratvam niyaty-ader na yujyate // 2.180 //
niyater niyatdtmatvan niyatanam samanatd |
tathdniyata-bhave ca balat syat tad-vicitrata 1/ 2.181 //

na ca tan-matra-bhavdader yujyate sya vicitrata /
tad-anya-bhedakam muktva samyag nyayavirodhatah /1 2.182 //
na jalasydika-ripasya viyat-atad vicitrata /
isarddi-dhardbhedam antarendpajayate // 2.183 //
tad-bhinna-bhedakatve ca tatra tasya na kartyta /
tat-kartrtve'* citratvarm tad-vat tasydpy asamgatam 1/ 2.184 //
tasyda eva tatha-bhitah svabhavo yadi césyate /

tyaktah niyati-vadah syat svabhavasrayanann anu I/ 2.185 //
svo bhavas ca svabhavo ’pi sva-sattdiva hi bhavatah /
tasydpi bhakdabhave vaicitryari ndpapadyate [/ 2.186 //

tatas tasyavisistatvad yugapad visva-sambhavah /

na cdsav iti sad-yuktya tad-vado 'pi na sangatah // 2.187 //
tat-tat-kaladi-sapekso visva-hetuh sa cenn anu /

muktah svabhava-vadah syat kala-vadad aparigrahat /1 2.188 //
kalo ’'pi samayddir yat kevalam so 'pi karanam /

tata eva hy asambhiiteh kasyacin nopapadyate // 2.189 //
yatas ca kale tulye 'pi sarvatrdiva na tat-phalam |

ato hetv-antardpeksam vijiieyam tat vicaksanaih // 2.190 //
atah kaldadayah sarve samuddyena karanam /

garbhddeh karya-jatasya vijiieya nyaya-vadibhih /1 2.191 //
na cdikdikata evéha kvacit kificid apiksyate /

tasmat sarvasya karyasya samagrt janika mata // 2.192 //
svabhavo niyatis cdiva karmano ’'nye pracaksate /

dharmav anye tu sarvasya samanendiva vastunah // 2.193 //

Interestingly, the niyati section contains no single other doctrinal element which
could, at least theoretically, be linked to the Ajivikas.

The natural question is whether Haribhadra himself composed these two verses
(éVSl 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 kala-vada, svabhava-vada, niyati-vada,
kaladi-samagri-vada has its own specific argumentative structure, e.g. SVS, 2.171
(exposition of the svabhava-vada) rejects the kala-vada, whereas §VSI 2.173
(exposition of the niyati-vada) in turn discards the svabhava-vada, which is then
rejected in SVS; 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 apisyate, with a variant apiksyate (167b,

14 8vs, misprints: tat-katytve.
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Fragments from the Ajivikas 73

171b, 175b, 179b), or merely apiksyate (192b), occurs in the exposition of each of
the theories, and always in the same metrical pattern in pada b; a range of verses of
all the subsections end with nopapadyate (179, 186, 189) in pada b; the expositions
of two theories contain the same phrase garbha-bala-subhddikam (165b, 169b),
which is, in addition, in two cases (out of three) compounded with °vyatirekena or
°dtirekena (165, 169, 177) always in the same position in pada a; the pada c of the
exposition of two theories contains sthaly-adi® (167c, 179c¢); the padas cd of the
exposition of two theories have the same pattern °bhave pi nd° ......... °a yatah
(171cd, 175cd); and a whole hemistich yat kivicij jayate loke tad asau karanam
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. SVS, 2.176) we have a clear use of the argument
of anyathanupapatti (‘inexplicability otherwise’), a specifically Jaina invention of
later times:'®> 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’ (Sastra-vartta-
samuccaya), somehow along the lines of the doxographical text of his Sad-darsana-
samuccaya. Indeed the exposition of the theories of kala-vada, svabhava-vada,
niyati-vada, karma-vada, kalddi-samagri-vada 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
Ajivikas (svabhava-vada?, see below p. 30 ff.; niyati-vada) and the exponents of the
other theories (kala-vada, karma-vada, kaladi-samagri-vada), 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 Ajivikas. Last but not least, we know that his versified works,
the most acclaimed being the Sad-darsana-samuccaya, Haribhadra as a rule restricts
himself to his own paraphrases of the views he discusses without quoting original
sources. His Sastra-vartta-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 Ajivika sources.

4. As the first of the list in BAsnam’s (1951, pp. 220-223) survey of the few Sanskrit
quotations from alleged Ajivika 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.'®

BasHam (1951, p. 221, n. 1) traces the verse back to three sources: ‘Stlanka to Si. kr,
i,1,2,2 and ii,1,29; Jianavimala to Prasna-vyakarana, 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 Stlanka’s Siatra-kytanga-vytti (SuyVr
1.1.2.30, pp. 38.41-42), a Svetambara 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 (yaf) experience of happiness of unhappiness for a
particular person (yasya), at a particular time (yada), place (yatra) due to a
particular transformation of righteousness (samyaktva)'’; 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..."®

The above passage is, in fact, a part of the comment on two verses of the Siya-
gadarga," which in themselves might at first glance be considered as genuine
quotes from Ajivikas:

16 Basuam’s (1951, p. 221):

praptavyo niyati-baldsrayena yo ‘rthah

so ’vaSyam bhavati nynam Subho ‘Subho va |

bhitanam mahati kyte 'pi hi prayatne

nabhavyam bhavati na bhavino sti nasah //
'7 This is a typically Jaina understanding of the sarsara and its mechanism. However, we cannot
exclude that the Ajivikas maintained the same opinion, which is however rather unlikely.
18 SayVr 1.1.2.30, p. 38.36 ff.: niyati-vadi svabhiprayam avis-karoti— samgaiyamti” samyak-kha®-
parinamena gati yasya yada yatra yat sukha-duhkhdnubhavanam sa samgati niyatis tasyam bhavam
samgatikam, yata$ cdivarm na purusa-karadi-kytam sukha-duhkhddi atas tat tesam praninam niyati-kytar
samgatikam ity ucyate. tatha coéktam.

* Recte: samyaktva?

1% For an alternative translation of these two verses as well as for a discussion of this passage, alongside
Silanka’s comments, see: BoLLEE (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).°

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
ahiam). The directly following verse of the Sitya-gadariga, 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.?'

This particular verse, critical of the straightforward fatalists—which is still not the
view accepted by the Jainas, as the subsequent verse (Sty, 1.1.2.32, Jacosr (1895,
p. 240; § 1.1.2.6)) suggests—is further commented by Silanka:

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 (abuddhiya), 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 Siy, 1.1.2.29-30:

na tam sayam-kadam dukkham kao anna-kadam ca nam |
suham va jai va dukkham sehiyar va asehiyam I/ 29 //
na sayam kadam na annehim vedayarti pudho jiva |
samgatiyan tam tahd tesim iham egesi ahiam // 30 //

Cf. the translation of Jacosr (1895, pp. 239-240; § 1.1.2.2-3).

2l Siy, 1.1.2.31:

evam eyani jampamta bala pamdya-manino /
niyaydniyayam samtam ayanamta abuddhiya //
Cf. the translation of Jacosi (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?"*?

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 Ajivikas.”> On the other hand, the
verse quoted by Stlanka serves as an illustration of a view which modifies the theory
of strict determinism generally ascribed to the Ajivikas; 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 agency®*, god etc. (atma-purusa-karésvaradi-
prapitam sat niyati-kytam ekantendsriyanti). It seems, therefore, that Stlanka himself
did not take the verse to stem from an Ajivika source: neither the authors of the
Suya-gadamga nor Stlanka himself establish any connection between the views
expressed in V 4 and V 5 to the Ajivikas and do not use the ‘key word’ niyati-vada,
generally associated with the Ajivikas 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 Ajivikas really claimed, cannot be
attributed to Stlanka (and of the authors of the Sitya-gadamga) having real

2 StuyVr 1.1.2.31, p. 39.3 ff.: etani pirvoktani niyati-vadasritani vacanani ... bala ajiiah ... yato
niyaydniyayam saritam iti sukhddikam kimcin niyati-kytam—avasyam-bhavy-udaya-prapitam tatha
aniyatam—atma-purusa-karé$varadi-prapitam sat niyati-kptam  eva-kantendsriyanti®, ato ’janandh
sukha-duhkhddi-karanam abuddhika buddhi-rahita bhavantiti, tatha hi arhatanam kificit sukha-duhkhddi
niyatita eva bhavati.

tat-karanasya karmanah kasmimscid avasare 'vasyam-bhavy-udaya-sadbhavan niyati-krtam ity ucyate,
tatha kificid aniyati-kytam ca—purusa-kara-kalésvara-svabhava-karmadi-kytam, tatra kathaiicit sukha-
duhkhddeh purusa-kara-sadhyatvam asriyate, hatah kriyatah phalam bhavati, kriya ca purusa-kardyatta
pravartate, tatha coktam:

na daivam iti samcintya tyajed udyamam atmanah /
anudyamena kas tailam tilebhyah praptum arhati? //

 Recte: niyati-kytam ekantendsriyanti (not evdikantendsriyanti, another option).

23 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 Ajivika 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 Ajivikism 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 Ajivikas did not think so.’

24 1 deliberately stray from taking the term purusa in the standard Sarkhya way ‘the conscious principle’
because although often Sarnkhya view is implied in the discussions on the prime cause of the world, this
is not necessarily always the case.
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knowledge of or first-hand acquaintance with the tradition of the Ajivikas but is
merely a result dictated by a dialectical structure of the argument along the lines of
typically Jaina strategy of the Anekanta-vada: 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 Ajivika tradition could perhaps be the
mention of the production of sesamum oil (faila) from sesamum seeds (tila). It is the
precisely the story of the sesamum shrub (tila-thambha)® that provides the
legendary setting for Gosala 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]’ (pau_t,ta-parihaira)26 in defiance of Vardhamana Mahavira’
prediction of the future fate of the sesamum shrub, which had been uprooted by
Gosala 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 Ajivikism. 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 Stlanka’s reliability as the source on the
Ajivikas with respect to verse V 2 (praptavyo niyati-baldsrayena...). We may verify
his credibility, reliability or accuracy by comparing what he writes about the
Ajivikas, or actually the propounders of determinism, with how he describes
systems better known to us. In his commentary (StyVr 1.1.2.28, p. 37) he provides a
short account of other Sramanas, including the Ajivikas and the Buddhists. This is
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.>’

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].”®

The compound niyaty-ajiiani-jiiana-catur-vidha-karmdpacaya-vadin clearly is an
extension of the typical phrase niyati-vadin (‘the propounder of the doctrine of
destiny’), especially in view of the fact that the whole passage is an introduction to

25 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).

26 See: BASHAM (1951, pp. 4849, 57-58, 250-252), ScHUBRING (1954, p. 258) = (1977, p. 470),
BavLcerowicz (2016, pp. 23-28, 45-46).

z SayVr 1.1.2.28, p. 37.5-6: ‘bandhanarn buddhyeta tac ca trotayed’ iti tad eva ca bandhanar niyati-
vady-abhiprayena na vidyate. ..

2 SayVr 1.1.2.28, p. 37.13-14: niyaty-ajiiani-jiiana-catur-vidha-karmapacaya-vadinam tad eva samsara-
cakra-vala-bhramana-garbhanvesanam pratipadyate.
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the niyati-vada (‘the doctrine of destiny’). This extended phrase may contain a clue
to some doctrinal elements of the Ajivikas, 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 Ajivikas may have accepted four kinds of
decrease of karman (of which other sources, e.g. the Samanria-phala-sutta, are
silent) through which one could somehow mitigate the influence of destiny. Now,
this is what Stlanka has to say about the Buddhists:

The propounders of the five aggregates (skandha) of elements (bhiita), with
their inner self obstructed by a false view of reality (mithyatva)—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.*’

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 esyanti). The passage
does contain some typically Buddhist expressions, e.g. ‘disease, death, old age’
(vyadhi-mytu-jara), or echoes certain Buddhist expressions (pasica-bhiita-skandha,
paramdrthdvabodha), but are not identical with those used in Buddhist texts
(*parica-skandha; *yatha-bhitarthavabodha (ABhK, Naiskarmya-siddhi)). How-
ever, the passage could hardly be maintained to faithfully represent what the
Buddhists said. In addition, it contains some typically Jaina terms, e.g. mithyatva.
The author does not refer to Buddhists directly but as the exponents of a particular
doctrine (paiica-bhiita-skandhddi-vadinah). Further, both accounts, of the Ajivikas
and of the Buddhists, contain similar expressions (sarisara-cakra-vala-bhramana /
samsara-cakra-vale ... gacchanto, garbhdanvesanam | garbham ... anvesayanti),
which may imply what Stlanka 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 Stlanka much
credibility with regard to accuracy as a source of information, and we cannot rely on
what he says about the niyati-vadins, i.e. most probably the Ajivikas.

4.2. The second source for Basnam’s (1951, p. 221, n. 1) identification of verse V 2
is Jianavimala and his Prasna-vyakarana 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 Ajivikas, and he merely reproduced a verse from earlier sources
without probably any knowledge of who the Ajivikas actually were.

For the same reason we can safely dismiss the usefulness of another source of the verse,

2 StuyVr 1.1.2.28, p. 37.11-13: paiica-bhiita-skandhddi-vadino mithydtvépahatantardtmano  sad-
grahdbhinivisthah paramdrthdvabodha-vikalpah santah samsara-cakra-vale vyadhi-mytu-jara-kule uccd-
vacani sthanani gacchanto garbham esgyanty anvesayanti vanantasa iti.
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ie. Yasovijaya-gani’s Sastra-vartta-samuccaya-tika (SVSV ad SVS, 2.62, vol. 2,
p.79.7-8= SVS, 2.174), for the author belongs to the same late period of 17th century.
Both Jiianavimala and Yasovijaya-gani postdate Stlanka by eight centuries.

For similar reasons we can also disregard the testimony of Abhayadeva-suri (11th
century) who quotes verse V 2 at least twice: in his commentary on the Uvasaga-
dasao (UvDVi 166, p. 57) and in his Tattva-bodha-vidhayini (TBV 3.53 ad niyati,
p. 714.11-27), as well as the testimony of another very late commentator Vijaya
DarSana-siiri, who quotes the verse in his Sammati-tarka-mahdrpavavatarika
(STPMAA, p. 352).

4.3. All other sources for verse V 2 postdate Stlanka, and there seems to be just one
which predates him. It is Haribhadra-siiri (8th century), who mentions the verse in
his auto-commentary Yoga-bindu-tika (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] ¢, then [it happens at time] ¢; if [something
must happen at place] p, then [it happens at place] p; if [something must
happen] due to [factor] £, 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...>®

The context of verse V 2 mentioned in the Yoga-bindu (YBi 313) is the discussion of
the causality of god (isvara), primordial factor (prakyti), souls (atman) etc. Except
for this passage, the term niyati otherwise does not occur in the text of Haribhadra’s
Yoga-bindu-tika.

The term is paraphrased in YBi 313 as niyata-bhavatva (anye niyata-bhavatvad),
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: tathd ca niyati-vada-matam. yad yada tat tadd, yady atra tat tatra, yad yena tat
tena, yad asya tat tasya, yad bhavati tat bhavati, yan na bhavati tan na bhavatiti. tatha:

praptavyo niyati-baldsrayena yo ‘rthah ...
and p. 130.11: iti. niyata-bhavatvam api samsiddhikam evéti darsayann aha...

3UYBIT 313, p. 129.26-130.2: anye niyati-matra-jagat-karana-vadinah niyata-bhavatvat niyatito
dravya-ksetra-kala-bhava-niyamena pratiniyamavan bhavah satta yesam tirtha-karadinam te tatha, tad-
bhavas tattvam, tasmat.
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What is striking in the description of determinism associated with the Ajivikas is the
quadruplet of substance (dravya), place (ksetra), time (kala) and condition (bhava),
which are known to be standard parameters used by the Jainas, mostly in the context
of sapta-bhangt.>* Therefore, it is rather unlikely that the paraphrase of determinist
doctrine actually rests on genuine Ajivika terminology. It is equally unlikely that the
one who reproduces Ajivika ideas does it both faithfully and with full knowledge of
them.

Further, as a rule, in the Yoga-bindu and the Yoga-bindu-tika, 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.* 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) fatha or iti at the end.

A similar case to the one currently discussed (V 2 quoted by Haribhadra) is Yoga-
bindu-tika 290, in which a pratika of Yoga-bindu (YBi 290a: sarvignah) is directly
followed by (Haribhadra’s own?) verse.>* There is still one more very similar case
(YBIT 78, vide infra, p. 50, n.73) of the same structure (a pratika 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-tikd is not a genuine quotation from a lost Ajivika source
but rather Haribhadra’s own paraphrase of deterministic ideas entertained by the
Ajivikas 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 Mallavadin
Ksamasramana in his Dvadasdra-naya-cakra, a pre-Dharmakirti 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 (purusa)] is the knower etc. can
easily be corroborated. But also in the case if one acknowledged that it is

32 E.g. in RVar 4.42 (p. 254.14 ff.), SVM 23.113 (p. 143.12), JTBh; 1.22 § 63 ( p. 19) / JTBh, 1.22
(p- 19); see BaLcerowicz (2015), n. 70).

3 E.g. YBIiT 108, p. 48.1-2 (... samkhya-samaya-prasiddhah. tatha ca te pathanti...—this introduces
SK 53), YBIT 119, p. 42.4 (mato 'bhiprahah), YBIiT 197, p. 83.16-17, 26 (vatah pathyate), YBIiT 205,
p. 88.4 (vatah pathyate), YBIiT 213, p. 91.5 (yathoktam), YBIiT 217, p. 93.2 (yatah pathyate), YBIiT 426,
p- 171.5 (tatha ca te pathyanti), YBiT 476, p. 190.11 (tathd ca bhavat-siddhantah—introduces
Haribhadra’s own SVS, 5.404) with reference to Buddhist Yogacara), YBiT 476, p. 190.15-16 (tatha ca
pathanti—introduces PV, 3.35, p. 160; PV, 3.35, p. 22.21), YBIiT 516, p. 203.6-7 (prag-abhavadi-
laksanam cétttham avaseyam—introduces MSV abhava 2-3). In other (very few) cases, he rounds up a
verse with an ‘extended’ ifi-phrase (i.e. a phrase which contains iti alongside other elements), e.g. YBiT
87, 40.14 (ity-adi vacanaih), YBIiT 250, p. 105.18 (ity-adina granthena).

3 YBIT 290, p. 119.14-18: ... sarivignah

tathye dharme dhvasta-himsa prabandhe deve raga-dvesa-mohadi-mukte |
sadhau sarva-grantha-samdarbha-hine sarivego Sau niscalo yo "nuragah [/
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consistent [to maintain that the conscious principle (purusa) 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 (purusa)].
[Suppose] there is an agent ..., but it [again] is unconscious. The cause
necessarily has to put into effect this constraint, because these [causes (?7)] 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...”.*

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 Dvadasdra-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 (purusa).

It is well known that Mallavadin Ksamasramana copiously availed himself of
various works which he criticised but also quoted. the best known case is his use of
large portions of Dinnaga’s Pramana-samuccaya. It is very unlikely that the verse in
question was a product of Mallavadin 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 Ajivika references are often found with some variants. It would,
therefore, seem plausible that verse V 2 could be a genuine Ajivika 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 Parica-tatra derives or a version of the Parica-tatra
itself. The whole complete verse is found in one of the editions of the Parica-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.*°

35 DNC, p. 193.3-4: nanu taj-jiiatvady-ayuktatdivdisa samarthyate, yuktatvabhimatatve ’pi cdyam eva
niyamah kartr-antaratvipadandya. bhavati kartd ******** qcetano ’'pi bhavati. tan-niyama-karina
karanendvasyam bhavitavyam, tesam tathda-bhavinyatha-bhavad iti niyatir evdika kartri. na hi tasyam
kadacit katharicit tad-arthanyaripyam ekatva-vyaghati. anvaha ca:

praptavyo niyati-baldsrayena yo ‘rthah so ’vasyam bhavati nynam subho ‘subho va |
bhiitanam mahati kyte 'pi hi prayatne nabhavyam bhavati na bhavino sti nasah /1

36 PaficT, 2.7, verse 2.152, p. 163:

praptavyo niyati-baldsrayena yo 'rtho niscestah Sayana-gato ’py upasnute tam /
bhiitanam mahati kyte 'pi hi prayatne nabhavyam bhavati na bhavino sti nasah /1
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One may justifiably argue that the case is actually the other way round: a genuinely
Ajivika 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 Paiica-tantra.”’

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 philosoph-
ical authors, such as Mallavadin Ksamasramana, Haribhadra-siri and others, to
illustrate certain points they wanted to make in their own philosophical works.

There are a number of verses found in the Parica-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.*®

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 Ajivikas. Any
resemblance such fable verses bear to real characters of the Ajivikas is therefore
purely coincidental.

That is why we should eventually dismiss verse V 2 as a genuine passage which
stems from the Ajivika 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 Ajivika author:

37 PancT; 2.1, verses 70, p. 324:

ndivdrtho vyasana-gatena Socitavyo harso va sukham upalabhya na prajoyjah |
prak-karma prati janito hi yo vipakah so ’vasya bhavati nr na subho ’Subho va // 70 //

PaficT, 2.6, 2.160, p. 163 = PaificT; 2.1, verse 71, p. 324:

kartavyah pratidivasa prasanna-cittaih svalpo 'pi vrata-niyamépavasa-dharmah |
pranesu praharati nityam eva daiva * bhitan@ mahati kr te ‘pi hi prayatne // 71 //

* PaiicT: daiva ; PaiicTs: mr tyur.
38 PaiicT, 1.16, verse 1.403, p. 149 = PaiicT, 1.16, verse 1.372, p. 98:

loke ‘thava tanu-bhytam nija-karma-pakarm nityam samasritavatam vihita-kriyanam |
bhavarjitam Subham athdpy asubham nikamari yad bhavi tad bhavati ndtra vicara-hetuh /1

PaficT,: vihita-°; PaiicT, 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.”*’

BasHam (1951, p. 221, n. 2) traces the source: ‘Jiianavimala to Prasnavyakarana
st 7’ (Pan).

The first of these verses, i.e. V 3, can be easily found in the Parica-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.”*°

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 Ajivika source.

The second verse, i.e. V 4, quoted by Jianavimala is found in Harsadeva’s
Ratndvalz'—nd,tikd.“

3 kecin niyati-bhavitam jagad iti jalpanti, bhavitavyatéiva sarvatra baliyasiti, yatha:

V 3: praptavyam artham labhate manusyah kim karanam daivam alanghaniyam [ tasman na
Socami na vismayami yad asmadiyam na hi tat paresam /1 1 //
V 4: dvipad anyasmad api madhyad api jala-nidher diso 'py antat | aniya jhat iti ghatayati
vidhir abhimatam abhimukhi-bhiitam [/ 2 //
V 5: sa sa sampadyate buddhir vyavasayas$ ca tadysah | sahayas® tadysa jieya yadysi
bhavitavyata I 3 1/
? Recte: sahayas.
For an alternative translation see Basnam (1951, p. 221).
40 PaficT, 2.4, verse 4.3, p. 147 = PaficT, 2.3, verse 2.111 / 113, p. 206 / 207 (repeated) = PaficT, 2.3,
verse 104 / 109, p. 22 / 26 (repeated):
praptavyam artham labhate manusyo devo ’pi tam langhayituri na Saktah /
tasman na Socami na vismayo me yad asmadivam na hi tat paresam [/
“I RAN 1.6:

dvipad anyasmad api madhyad api jala-nidher diso 'py antat /
aniya jhat iti ghatayati vidhir abhimatam abhimukhi-bhiitam 1/ 1.6 //
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The third of these verses, i.e. V 5, is partly (padas cd) found in at least two
different sources, with various modifications adopted to different contexts. One of
them is the alchemic Rasdrnava:

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.*

The other source is the Advaitic Bhamati (Bham) of Vacaspatimisra, who quotes a
part of the verse (padas 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.”®3

We can observe here a case very similar to the one noticed in the instance of the
Pajica-tantra and fables: the use and recycling of the same versified material in
different contexts. Jianavimala’s commentary to the canonical Prasna-vyakarana 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 Ajivikas; 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
Jiianavimala to the Ajivikas. Jiidgnavimala apparently draws from fables and tales.

6. Let us now turn our attention to another verse alleged by Basuam (1951, p. 222)
to genuinely belong to Ajivika 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.”**

The source from which Basaam (1951, p. 222, n. 2 takes the quote is: ‘Abhayadeva
to Uvasaga-dasao 166 (= Uv—P.B.).” Indeed it is the well-known commentator

42 RasA 2.35:

bhiitam bhavyari bhavisyam ca trailokye kathayet tu sa |
sahayas tadysas tasya yadyst bhavitavyata I/
43 Bham 2.2.1.2, p. 419.30-31: kalpanikyar tu srstav asti kalpanikar dvitiyam sahdyam maya-mayam.
yathdhuh:
sahdayas tadrsa eva yadyst bhavitavyata |
44 na hi bhavati yan na bhavyam bhavati ca bhavyam vindpi yatnena |
kara-tala-gatam api nasyati yasya tu bhavitavyata ndsti I/
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Abhayadeva, flourishing in 11th century, who avails himself of the verse in his
commentary to the canonical work Uvasaga-dasdo (UvDVi 166, p. 57).

However, precisely this verse in precisely the same reading is also found in the
Pafica-tantra.® Again, as in similar cases discussed so far, there is no reason to
believe that the original source was an Ajivika 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 Ajivikas:

‘For instance, the followers of the Ajivika 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

Basnam (1951, p. 222, n. 5) describes his source as: ‘Syad-vada-manjari, ed.
Dhruva, p. 3.4

Indeed, this verse is quite peculiar in many ways, including the fact that it to any
other text and is thus seemingly unique. Mallisena-stri’s Sydd-vada-marijart, dating
to 1229, is one of two works which refer to an idea of a return of Ajivika
(apparently) liberated saints to mundane existence. The verse is, however,
ambiguous and somewhat eccentric, which might make it a bit doubtful whether
Mallisena-suri flourishing in the 13th century Gujarat (where there had been no
community of Ajivikas for centuries any longer) had any sound knowledge of the
system of the Ajivikas.

However, the obscure idea has its predecessor in a passage found in Haribhadra-
suri’s Lalita-vistara (LV), a commentary on the Caitya-vandana-siitra, belonging to
the eighth century.* There we find the sentence, introduced as a reference to a
source: tirtha-nikara-darsanad agacchanti, and quoted with reference to the
Ajivikas, which conveys a very similar idea: ‘[Ajivika cognoscenti] return [to
existence] when [they] see the abuse (maltreatment) of the pathway (ford)’ * This is

4 PaiicT; 2.6, verse 134, p. 156.6-17 = PaiicT, 2.5, verse 5.130, p. 215.
46 SVM 1.57, p. 3: tatha cihur ajivika-naydnusarinah:

JhAanino dharma-tirthasya kartarah paramam padam |

gatvagacchanti bhiiyo 'pi bhavam tirtha-nikaratah //
47 Basuam (1951, p. 222) translates the verse as follows: ‘And thus say those who follow the Ajivika
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. Taomas (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.’
% See e.g. DUNDAS (2003, p. 152): ‘the dating of Haribhadra, the likelihood is that the LV (i.e. Lalita-
vistara—P.B.) was written some time in the eighth century CE.

49 Cf. the translation in Dunpas (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 Ajivikas allegedly maintaine that
their teachers would never become truly liberated:

Also these [Ajivika omniscients] are obviously admitted by the disciples of
Gosala, followers of the doctrine of the Ajivika [limited/partial] viewpoint, to
be in reality persons who have not destroyed karmic obstruction, [and this is
so] due to the statement: “[Ajivika cognoscenti] return [to existence] when

[they] see the abuse (maltreatment) of the pathway (ford)”.””

In Haribhadra’s interpretation the idea of the return must imply that the Ajivika
liberated teachers are never liberated, inasmuch as they have never got rid of the
binding karman. This is the idea taken further up by Mallisena.’' As with
Mallisena’s verse, it is difficult to assess with certainly to what extent Haribhadra’s
sentence is a genuine quote from Ajivika sources.

The appellation ‘the makers of the passage (ford) to the moral law’ (jiianino
dharma-tirthasya kartarah), found in Mallisena’s verse (SVM), may seem at first
atypical. From Buddhist and Jaina sources, if we can trust them, we know that the
Ajivikas apparently used the term firtharm-kara to refer to their founders and saints,
in the very same way as the Jainas did. The Jainas themselves also used the
appellation dharma-tirtha-kara since canonical times™; it is also found in their
Sanskrit philosophical literature.”* It would therefore not be particularly surprising
to find the same term or idea—dharma-tirthasya kartarah, dharma-tirtha-kartr,
dharma-tirtha-kara, etc.—being used by the Ajivikas from early times, and being
used in the sense of ‘a fully liberated religious founder’.

If dharma-tirthasya kartarah refers to ‘fully liberated religious founders or
teachers of the Ajivikas’, at least two elements are ambiguous in the verse are. The
first is the sentence: agacchanti bhiiyo 'pi bhavar (‘they return again to existence’),
which echoes Haribhadra’s earlier tirtha-nikara-darsanad dagacchanti (‘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 avataras of Visnu, or
somehow resemble the Buddhist ideal of the Bodhisattva, and by implication their
highest destination (paramam padam) remains the liberated state; (2) ‘they return to
the cycle of rebirths (sarisara) and start the process of karmic retribution anew’, so
by implication their highest destination (paramarm padam) was merely a temporary

30 LV, p. 220 = LV, p. 189: ete py djivika-naya-matanusaribhir gosala-isyais tattvatah khalv avyavytta-
cchadmana evésyante tirtha-nikara-darsanad dagacchantiti vacanat.

5! Dunpas (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 jine.
3 E.g,LT LI

dharma-tirtha-karebhyo stu syad-vadibhyo namo-namah |
rsabhddi-mahavirantarebhyah svdtmopalabdhaye /1 1 //

PMiV 1.1.1 (p. 1):

ananta-darsana-jiiana-viryananda-maydtmane |
namo ‘rhate kypa-kjpta-dharma-tirthaya tayine // 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 firtha-nikaratah (following the earlier
tirtha-nikara-darsanad), which could be understood in a variety of ways: (1)
because there are obstacles to the pathway, or as Basnam (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. Taomas (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 tirtha-nikaratah 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
Ajivika’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 Mahayana idea of
Bodhistattvas, and characterises them as ‘standing (suspended) by giving up both
mundane existence and liberation’>* Tt is rather unlikely that this was an ancient
idea of the Ajivikas; it is more probably a later development prompted by parallel
developments in Buddhism and, perhaps, Visnuism. Another interpretation could be
that the Ajivika tirtha-kdras depart from the mundane world and attain liberation
(paramam padam), whereas new teachers reappear in the world to continue the
mission; that would point in a direction of a series of firtha-karas, 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 Ajivika 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 samsdara anew, resulting in their
having to go through the whole cycle of samsara 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 tirtha-kara, who is
of infinite knowledge (ananta-vijiiana) and whose faults have been eliminated
(atita-dosa); Mallisena refers to a counter-argument, which incorporates Ajivikas as
an example and embeds the above-quoted verse V 7:

With regard to these [qualities of a tirtha-kara mentioned in the main text], an
opponent says: “It is enough to says that [a real firtha-kara] must be just
someone of infinite knowledge, but not someone whose faults are eliminated”,

54 LV, p. 394 = LV, p. 343: efe ca samsara-nirvanébhaya-parityagena shitavantah kaiscid isyante.
55 This possibility is discussed by Dunpas (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 tirtha-kara 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 Ajivika 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?”°

The framework for the verse, perhaps authentic, is what Mallisena says; he indeed
explains tirtha-nikaratah as tirtha-nikara-darsane ’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 Ajivikas
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
Samariiia-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 Ajivikas, 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 Ajivikas 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 Mallisena. 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 Ajivikas 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 Ajivikas, we
cannot assess whether the above verse V 7 is compatible with what the Ajivikas
claimed, ergo can be admitted as genuinely Ajivika, or whether it contradicts their
doctrine, ergo has to be dismissed as inauthentic.

36 SVM 1.43-50, p. 3: atrdha parah. ananta-vijiianam ity etavad evdstu ndtita-dosam iti. gatdrthatvat.
dosdtyayam vindtyanta-vijiianatvasydanupapatteh. atrécyate. kunaya-matanusari-parikalpitapta-vyavac-
cheddrtham idam. tatha cahur ajivika-nayanusarinah:

JjAanino dharma-tirthasya kartarah paramam padam |
gatvagacchanti bhiiyo ‘pi bhavam tirtha-nikaratah //

iti. tan ninam na te tita-dosah. katham anyathd tesam tirtha-nikara-darsane ‘pi bhavavatarah.
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In addition, we must also take into account that the doctrine of the Ajivikas
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 Ajivikas 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 Ajivikas 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 Ajivika, but merely a hearsay reference to their doctrine, which does
not faithfully reproduce it.

8. In the search for data on the Ajivikas, BasHam (1951, p. 226) refers to the
following passage, reported by Jianavimala:

Some [people] maintain that the world is brought to existence through [its]

intrinsic nature and that everything originates only through [its] intrinsic
57

nature.

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 Jiianavimala uses (n. 50)
—a rephrasing of one of possible views about the origins of the world:

kecit svabhava-bhavitam jagad manyante, svabhavendiva sarvah sampadyate.
kecin niyati-bhavitam jagad iti jalpanti, bhavitavyatdiva sarvatra baliyasiti.

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
Ajivikas.

9. In fact, in many sources where the idea of determinism and destiny (niyati)—closely
related to the Ajivikas—occurs, a range of similar causal factors are discussed (either

57 Basuam (1951, p. 226, n. 1): kecit svabhava-bhavitarm jagad manyante, svabhavendiva sarvah
sampadyate. To Prasna-vyakarana 7, fol. 29. V[ide] also Silanka to Si. kr. 1,1,2,2, fol. 30.” BasHam
(1951, p. 226) translates the verse: ‘Some believe that the universe was produced by Svabhava, and that
everything comes about by Svabhava only.’
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all or most of them): (1) time (kala), (2) intrinsic nature (svabhava), (3) primordial
factor (prakrti), (4) destiny (niyati), (5) personal agency (purusa), (6) former deeds
(pirva-kyta), i.e. karmic retribution (karman) and (7) god (isvara), etc.>®

Since this list covers some of the factors sometimes associated with the Ajivikas, 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. kala (time) and svabhdava (intrinsic nature). At the same time
we can safely exclude purusa (personal agency) and isvara (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 (pitrva-kyta), because that would contradict
the force of destiny, or with purusa, understood either as human agency, or as the
active soul (@tman) or conscious inactive principle of the Sarmkhya, since in both these
meanings purusa was either incompatible with or, respectively, contrary to niyati.

One of such standard enumerations is found in the Sammati-tarka-prakarana, a
late fifth-century Jaina work of Siddhasena Divakara:

The causes [of everything], such as time (kala), inherent nature (svabhava),
destiny (niyati), former deeds (piirva-kyta) and personal agency (purusa), all
taken in the absolute sense, [constitute] false belief. However, all these taken
jointly are the correct belief.”

This verse immediately reminds us of a Svetdsvatara-upanisad verse, and even the
sequence of a number of causal factors is the same:

Suppose [the cause of everything] is time (kala), inherent nature (svabhava),
destiny (niyati), chance (yadrccha), material elements (maha-bhiita), the
womb (yoni) or conscious principle (purusa), 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.®”

8 Some of such doctrines (svabhava-vada, niyati-vada, kala-vada) are discussed, alongside yadrccha-
vada, in: Kaviras (1966: 45-71, ‘Theism In Ancient India’), and two of them (svabhava-vada and kala-
vada) 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).

% STP 3.53:
kalo sahdva niyai puvva-kayam purisa karanégamta |
micchattam te céva samdasao horiiti sammattam //
0 SvU 1.2:
kalah svabhavo niyatir yadyrccha bhiitani yonih purusa iti cintyam /
samyoga esam na tv atma-bhavad atmdpy anisah sukha-duhkha-hetoh 1/
Interestingly, commenting on this verse, Ramanuja no longer knows who the proponents of niyati were,
see his PSBh ad loc., p. 3.5: mimamsakas tu niyati-laksanar karmdiva heturih manyante. ‘Inherent nature’

is here clearly identified with materialists, PSBh ad loc., p. 3.4-5: lokayatikas tu svabhavam eva hetum
acaksate.
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If niyati-vada can indeed be taken as a ‘indicator’ reference to the Ajivikas, and
we know of no other system so strongly associated with this notion, the
Svetdsvatara-upanisad is the earliest Sanskrit reference to the doctrine of niyati,
ergo to the Ajivikas.

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 ‘Ajivika 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 Ajivika.

The Buddhist author ASvaghosa, in his Saundarananda, enumerates other causes:
time (kala), inherent nature (svabhava), chance (yadrccha), primordial factor
(prakyti), god (isvara) 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.®!

The same author follows a similar pattern in his Buddha-carita: BC 9.38 concerns
time (kala), BC 9.58-62 deals with intrinsic nature (svabhava), BC 9.57 discusses
primordial factor (prakyti), BC 9.63ab pertains to god (isvara), BC 9.63cd seems to
speak of destiny (niyati) (?),°* BC 9.64—65 touches on personal agency (purusa),
here referred to as ‘soul’ (atman) or ‘man’ (nara).

Another good example of such a list, dated slightly later, is that provided by the
Jaina commentator Stlanka. In his discussion of various causes of the world and of
happiness and unhappiness (StyVr 1.1.2.28-34, p. 37-40), Stlanka mentions four
causes: destiny (niyati), personal agency (purusa), time (kala) and god (iSvara).

! Sau 16.17:

pravrtti-duhkhasya ca tasya loke trsnddayo dosa-gana nimittam /

ndivésvaro na prakytir na kalo napi svabhavo na vidhir yadyccha I/
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:

sargam* vadantisvaratas tathdnye tatra prayatne purusasya ko ‘rthah /
va eva hetur jagatah pravyttau hetur nivyttau niyatah sa eva I/ 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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Stlanka explicates the doctrine of destiny, normally associated with the Ajivikas, 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....%

The list does not, however, include instrinsic nature (svabhdva), which may
indicate, that time and intrinsic nature were not, in fact, corollaries of destiny
(niyati) as associated with the Ajivikas, but were independent causal factors
postulated by schools other than the Ajivikas.

The rejoinder to the above verse does not represent Stlanka’s own view but a
tentative objection or uttara-paksa, which—in a complex argumentative structure—
might be considered, perhaps, representing a genuinely Ajivika 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...**

After the discussion, when speaking of ‘the doctrine of destiny (niyati-vada) and
other [doctrines]’®, Stlanka explicitly keeps destiny separate from the other causal
theories discussed (time, god etc.) making it clear that the propounders of destiny
(the Ajivikas?) did not combine it with other explanatory factors responsible for the
change and causality in the world. Therefore it is extremely unlikely that the
Ajivikas 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 ‘Ajivika indicator’ of later period (after approx. 1 century CE) and Sanskrit
literature is niyati only.

10. Much earlier Mallavadin Ksamasramana (6th century) opens a discussion on the
prime causal factor of events in the world in his Dvadasdra-naya-cakra. Here
various possibilities are discussed, e.g. personal agency (purusa), that is, the agency
of a conscious subject (DNC 189.3-191.2). Then (DNC 191.3 ff.), Mallavadin
discusses three stereotypic factors jointly: time (kala), primordial factor (prakyti),
destiny (niyati) and intrinsic nature (svabhava), beginning likewise conventionally:

63 Sty Vr 1.1.2.29-30, p. 38.8-9: niyater evéti. etam ca dvitiya-slokante "bhidhasyate napi kalah karta,
tasdika-riupatvaj jagati phala-vaicitryanupapatteh, karana-bhede hi karya-bhedo bhavati ndbhede...

64 SayVr 1.1.2.31, p. 39.19-23: yac cécyate “kalasydika-ripetvdj jagad-vaicitryam na ghatata” iti, tad
asman prati, yato smabhir na kala evaikah kartrtvenabhupagamyate api tu karmdpi, tato jagad-
vaicitryam ity adosah tathésvaro 'pi karta...’

5 Sty Vr 1.1.2.34, p. 40.26: niyati-vadady-ekantdjiiana-vadino...
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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.®®

The verse is also quoted in Abhayadeva-siri’s Tattva-bodha-vidhayint (TBV 3.53,
p- 712.1-2). It is the commentator Sirmmha-stri who, in his Nyaydgamdnusarint
(NAA), identifies some of these doctrines. Time (kala) is associated with the
Sarikhya system®’, and a part of a verse is quoted in support: “Time brings living
beings to maturity’.®® Similarly, primordial factor (prakrti) is associated with
Samkhya and described as related to the three qualities (gumna: sattva, rajas,
tamas).*® That Sirnha-siiri 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 svabhdva) 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

% DNC, p. 191.3-4: sa eva kalanat kalah. prakarandat prakytih. ripanddi-niyamanan niyatih. svena
riipena bhavanat svabhavah.

7 Notice the pun on the name of the Samkhya system in NAA 191.13: kala[h] sarikhyane kalanarm
Jianam samkhyanam ity arthah.— ‘Time is used in the sense of counting, “reckoning” means cognition, i.
e. counting—such is the meaning.’

Sarhkhya tradition, but does not belong to the later mainstream classical Sarhkhya of I$varakrsna and
Gaudapada. It is a fragment of a longer verse, quoted and ultimately rejected in Gaudapada’s Bhasya
(GBh 61, p. 153.6-8): tatha kesamcit kalah karanam iti, uktam ca:

kalah pacati bhutani kalah samharate jagat |
kalah suptesu jagarti kalo hi duratikramah //
See also: MaiU; 6.15, p. 123.5-6 = MaiU,, p. 341.20-21:

kalah pacati bhiitani sarvany mahdtmani |
yasmigs tu pacyate kalo yas tam veda sa vedavit I/

In fact, the verse occurs in different variants in the Maha-bharata, e.g. MBh 1.1.188:
kalah pacati bhitani kalah samharati prajah |
nirdahantam prajah kalam kalah samayate punah //

It is also quoted in a variant by Gunaratna-stri and ascribed to some ‘propounders of time’ (kala-vadin),
TRD 1 § 19, p.16.13-14:

kalah pacati bhutani kalah samharate prahah /
kalah suptesu jagarti kalo hi duratikramah /|
% NAA 191.15-18, prakyti: sattva-rajas-tamah-svatattvan prakasa-prakyti-niyamdrthan gunan atma-
svatattva-vikalpan eva bhokta prakurute iti prakytih, yathahur eke:
ajam ekam lohita-sukla-kysnam buddhth prajah spjamanam sarapah |
ajo hy eko jusamano ‘nusete jahdty enarm bhukta-bhogam ajo 'nyah // [SVU 4.5]
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the datum for the sense of taste because of [it] giving taste [to the sense of
taste], not colour etc.”®

He also does not have much to say about intrinsic nature (svabhava):

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]?”!

As aptly noticed by Basnam (1951, p. 226),”* the verse is cited also by Gunaratna-
stri (TRD 1 § 24, p.20.1-2). It is also quoted in Haribhadra-siri’s Yoga-bindu-
zikd,73 and elsewhere, i.e. Bhatta Utpala’s Brhat-samhita 1.7, Dallana’s commentary
on the Susruta-samhita (S‘arz‘m, chapter 1) of 13th century.74 In these texts, its role is
to illustrate svabhava-vada, 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 Dvadasdra-naya-cakra Sirha-stiri merely repeats just one
of two verses quoted later by Mallavadin (DNC, p. 222.6-9), who apparently
identifies the idea of intrinsic nature (svabhdava) with materialists, not with the
propounders of the doctrine of destiny (niyati-vadin). The other verse reads as
follows:

70 NAA 191.18-20: ridpandc caksuso visayo riipam eva na rasddayah, rasanad raso rasana-visayo na
ripddaya ity-adi niyamanan niyatih.

Nowhere in the section on niyati begining at NAA 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.

71 NAA 191.20-22: svo bhava atmandiva svena riipena bhavanat svabhavah. yathihur eke:

kah kantakanam prakaroti taiksnyam vicitra-bhavar myga-paksinam va |

svabhavatah sarvam idam pravrttam na kama-caro sti kutah prayatnah //
72 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 Svabhava. There is nothing which acts at will. What is the use
of effort?” and traces the source: ‘Tarka-rahasya-dipika to Saddarsanasamuccaya, p. 13. V. also Abh. Raj.
s.v.” (BasHam (1951, p. 226, n. 2)).

73 YBiT 78, p. 36.21-24, where its it is introduced with the phrase: svabhava-vadapattil: kah
kantakanam..., the phrase being merely a pratika of YBi 78a. Apparently, while composing YBi 78,
Haribhadra had in mind the original verse V 8 on which he makes a pun.

™ See Kaviras (1966: 52-53).

7> TRD 1 § 23, p. 20:
kah kantakanam prakaroti taiksnyam vicitra-bhavarm myga-paksinam va |
svabhavatah sarvam idar pravrttarm na kama-caro sti kutah prayatnah //
badaryah kantakas tiksna pjur ekas ca kuiicitah |
phalarm ca vartulam tasyd 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?’®

The verse strikes a familiar note with a range of similar verses found for instance in
the Tattva-sangraha:

What makes the diversity of filaments of a lotus flower? What has fashioned
the variegated eyes in a peacock’s tail?”’

or in the Sarva-siddhanta-sangraha,

What would colour peacocks? What would make cuckoos coo? In these cases,
there is no other cause except intrinsic nature.”®

These views and verses are ascribed to the Lokayatas / Carvakas.”® Also Stlanka
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.®®

In the very same spirit Simmha-stri 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:

kenanjitani nayanani mygangananam ko va karoti ruciranga-ruhan mayiran |
kas cotpalesu dala-sannicayam karoti ko va karoti vinayam kulajesu purisu //
77 TSa 111:

rajiva-kesardadinam vaicitryarm kah karoti hi |
mayira-candrakadir va vicitrah kena nirmitah //
78 8SS 2.5:

Sikhinas citrayet ko ca kokilan kah prakijayet |
svabhava-vyatirekena vidyate ndtra karanam //

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

80 StyVr 1.1.1.12, p. 27.13-17: evar svabhavdj jagad-vaicitryam, tatha coktam:

kantakasya ca tiksnatvam mayirasya vicitrata |
varnas ca tamra-cidanam svabhavena bhavanti hi I/

iti taj-jiva-tac-charira-vadi-matam 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].”®’

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-Ajivika. 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 Ajivika origin.

And there are more reasons to dismiss this verse as authentically Ajivika. 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 Darsana-siri in his Sammati-
tarka-mahdrnavavatarika.®> All of these cases are associated with svabhava-vada
and none of these cases is related to the Ajivikas in any way whatsoever.

The sources for both verses V 8 and V 9 are quite clear: V 8 (kah kantakanam
prakaroti...) is from ASvaghosa’s Buddha-carita (BC 9.62), whereas V 9 (badaryah
kantakas tiksna...) from Haribhadra-siiri’s Loka-tattva-nirnaya (LTN 2.22). Both
passages are associated with the doctrine of intrinsic nature (svabhava-vada). In
fact, all of the above-mentioned cases when V 8 is quoted are associated solely with
svabhava-vada; in none do the authors mention the Ajivikas. On the contrary,
usually—albeit not always—the context makes it clear that the Carvakas /
Lokayatas are meant. This confirms the observation of Gopinath Kaviraj (1966,
pp. 46-54) who considers the svabhava-vadins in some contexts as a branch of the
Lokayatikas.

Nowhere do find any reference to the Ajivikas, and it seems that the authors—
Mallavadin and his commentator Simha-stiri as well as others who refer to the
svabhava-vada—do not establish any (either explicit or indirect) link between

81 NAA 223.10-14: yad ucyate bhiimy-adi-dravya-vinirvrtty-apeksdivotpattiv dysta ity etat tad-
apeksotpatti-darsanat  svabhavdvyabhicardc ca svabhava evéti mantavyam. tad yatha—utpatadisu
akantakanam vyksdadinam kantakah kantakinam cakantaka nidhy-adi-lingatvena dystah. yathoktam:

akantakah kantakinah kantakas capy akantakah /
viparyayena dysyante vadanti nidhi-laksanam //

82 See also BHATTACHARYA (2012).
8 STPMAA, p. 352:

kah kantakanam prakaroti taiksnyam vicitra-bhavam myga-paksinam ca |
svabhavatah sarvam idam pravrttarm na kama-caro sti kutah prasangah //

iti-vacanat kais cic ca svabhavo hetutvendbhyupagamyate.
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svabhava and the Ajivikas. They also make no link between svabhdva and niyati,
seemingly being unaware of this possibility.

Still, the lack of any established links between svabhava-vada and niyati-vada
does not provide sufficient ground to criticise Basnam (1951, p. 226) for maintaing
that ‘[t]hese ideas have much in common’ or for suggesting that svabhava-vada was
‘a small sub-sect of Ajivikism’, as does BHATTACHARYA (2012, p. 598), who adds:

Basham’s total involvement with the Ajivikas led him to include every
heretical view as a part of Ajivikism. There is absolutely no evidence to
suggest that the doctrine of svabhava was adopted by any community,
religious or secular. If the evidence of the SvUp (i.e. SVU—P.B.) and the Sau
(i.e. Asvaghosa’s Saundarananda—P.B.) is to be believed, svabhava, along
with but distinct from the doctrines of time, destiny, etc., was proposed by a
set of philosophers whom the author/s of the SvUp did not approve of.
Svabhdava 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 svabhava was adopted by some community/ies, in exactly the same way
as niyati-vada, karma-vada, isvara-vada, purusa-vada, etc., were. Svabhava did not
have to be a term that was linked to a particular religious community in one-to-one
relationship, as e.g. anekanta-vada is connected to Jainism and Jainism to anekanta-
vada, or as Buddhism and ksanika-vada 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.”®* The proven
connection of svabhdva-vada to the materialists or to the Sarnkhya® does not
exclude its being related also to the Ajivikas, 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, sub-
sects, etc. Adopting Bhattacharya’s understanding, we could equally dismiss the
ideas of, say, sat-karya-vada or isvara-vada, 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 svabhava-vada, one could have been the Ajivikas. The idea of svabhava is
apparently present as early as the Samarnifia-phala-sutta, found as the third element

8 See e.g. NamVr ad NamS, 88, p. 78.6: paiicama-vikalpah svabhava-vadinah.

85 §vU 1.2 mentions inherent nature (svabhava) and the material elements (maha-bhiita) side by side,
which indicates that these cannot be both references to the Lokayata / Carvaka, and apparently svabhava
is in this case a reference to Sarmkhya. On the other hand, svabhava is clearly identified with materialists
in some other cases, e.g., in PSBh ad loc., p. 3.4-5: lokayatikas tu svabhavam eva hetum dcaksate.
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(bhava) in the compound: niyati-sangati-bhava-parinata (‘they are developed by
destiny, predetermined concurrence of factors and [own] nature’). The term
svabhava also features in the Niyati-dvatrimsika (NiDv 1, 10, 26, see below), which
provides an account of the Ajivikas.

Having said that, V 8 and V 9 as candidates for a genuine survivors of Ajivikas’
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 Ajivikas and that at least sometimes was identified with
niyati. In the section on ‘the refutation of absolute admission of fate and human
causality’ (daiva-purusa-kardikanta-nirasah) in his Asta-sahasri-tatparya-vivarana,
Yasovijaya-gani cites two verses and provides a commentary establishing the link
between daiva and niyati and the Ajivikas. A Prakrit verse illustrating his longer
discourse on fate (AsSTV 90, p. 913.21 ff.) runs as follows:

V 10: ‘Former deeds (pirva-kyta), 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 (purusa-kdra).’86

In the interpretation of the verse I follow the context set by Yasovijaya-gani, who
explains that ‘everything is caused by fate’ (sarvam daiva-kytam), ‘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’
(kaladi-kyta-karma-vipaka-parinama-ripasya purusa-karasya tattvato daiva-vya-
paratva-siddheh). The verse understood in this way could in theory be taken as
originating from a Prakrit work by an Ajivika 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 (piirva-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 purusa-kara:

Former deeds (pirva-kyta) are called karmic retribution (karman); diverse
fruition [of past deeds] is called fate (daiva); human effort (purusa-kara) is the
influence on this [karmic fruition] alongside time etc.

86 AsSTV 90, p. 613.21-23:

puwva-kayam kammam ciya citta-vivagam iya bhannai divvam |
kaldaiehim tappayanam tu taha purisa-garu tti //
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We may be well justified in suspecting that the context set by Yasovijaya-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 Ajivika 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 Ajivikas
by name and associated with the idea of niyati (destiny) after its initial exposition
(Gjivika-samaya-prasiddham niyati-janyatvam).®’ In addition, in the conclusion of his
comments Yasovijaya reproduces a verse to illustrate the Ajivikas® position on
destiny/fate, and mentions the source of the verse by name as the Niyati-dvatrimsika:

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]?*®

The second hemistich sounds apparently like a (superficial, but common) critique of
Jaina doctrine of multiplexity of reality (anekanta-vada): 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 non-
omniscient 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 avyabhicararm. The term AsSTV 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, AsSTV 90-91, p. 613.21-615.21, reads: $ri-
haribhadrdcaryokta-ritya kaladi-kyta-karma-vipaka-parinama-ripasya purusa-karasya tattvato daiva-
vyaparatva-siddher vyaparena vyaparino ‘nyatha-siddhatvananyathda-siddhatvayor vyavahara-niscaydd-
hinatvat tad-vivaksa-kytah syat sarvam daiva-kytam ity-adayah sapta-bhanga drastavyah. mokse jiana-
Janyatva-kriya-janyatva-sapta-bhangi-karane 5ya evopayatvat. ata eva paramdrthatah sarvatra niyataniy-
ate 'pi vastuny ajivika-samaya-prasiddham niyati-janyatvam upamydya purusa-kara-janyatvam
bhagavad-vaco ‘nusaribhir vyavasthapyate, matantara-hetor nayasya naydantarena khandanasydapi
sastrdrthatvat, niyataniyata-sapta-bhangi-pravrttau tu niyati-janyata-grahako ’pi naya dsrivate eva,
dahako ‘pi vahnir iva pakddav iti tatra vyavasthitam. athava daiva-sabdena kalddi-catustayam grhyate,
paurusa-sabdena catma-prayatnah, tat-kptatvam ca tad-avyavahitottara-ksanotpattikatvam tac-ch-
abdarthas ca samagri-prativisto vacya iti, tattvavinirgamat syad daiva-kytam sarvam ity-adi-sapta-
bhangi-pravrttir aviruddha, idysa-vivaksa-mahimna syad danda-janyo ghatah sydc cakra-janya ity-adi
sapta-bhangi-pravytter api sambhavad eka-svabhavendobhaya-janyatva-vivaksayam avaktavyatva-tad-
ghatita-bhanganam api savakasatvad iti yuktam utpasyamah.
8 ASSTV 91, p. 615.16-18: yac ca niyati-dvatrimsikayanm:

jhanam avyabhicaram cej jinanam ma sramam kythah /

atha tatrdpy anekanto jitah smah kin nu® ko bhavan //
* NiDv 16d: kirit 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 avyabhicaram 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 Ajivikas, which cannot escape the paradox
that the Ajivikas must have faced: if we are bound to attain liberation (and become
omniscient), what is the use of any penance practised by the Ajivikas? If the second
interpretation is nevertheless correct (avyabhicaram = ‘inevitability’) and it does
express criticism, then the verse can hardly be classified as a genuinely Ajivika
verse. While this conclusion would rest on my inability to correctly understand both
the meaning of avyabhicara 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 Ajivikas. 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 Ajivika 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 Svetambara author, Siddhasena-
stri: it is verse 16 of his Niyati-dvatrimsika. And that itself raises a range of
questions.

Olle Qvarnstrdm, in a paper ‘Siddhasena Divakara on Ajivika’ presented during
11th Jaina Studies Workshop at SOAS on 12th March 2009 devoted primarily to the
Niyati-dvatrimsika,

believes this hymn is of great historical importance because he thinks it may

be an original Ajivika text that was edited by the compiler of the Dvatrimsika

and thus is an impartial account of their philosophy.®

For various reasons—including structural, conceptual, terminological, thematic,
vocabulary, lack of any overlap—one can not only endorse Qvarnstrom’s claim that
‘it is highly probable that the different hymns neither have a common authorship nor
are composed by Siddhasena Divakara’®®, but it may justify venturing much further
and maintaining that a range of works ascribed to Siddhasena Divakara do not stem

8 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 QVARNSTROM (2015): ‘In
fact, internal and external criteria also negate the assumption that the Dvatrimsika and its doxographical
texts were written by a single author.’
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from one and the same author. Indeed, the two best known—Sammati-tarka-
prakarana and Nyaydvatara—are separated by about 250 years.”'

In his paper ‘The Niyativadadvatrimsika ascribed to Siddhasena Divakara’, 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 QVARNSTROM’S paper), QVARNSTROM
gives a closer look at The Hymn on Destiny in 32 Stanzas (Niyati-dvatrimsika), which
he incorrectly titles Niyati-vdala-civdtrin'zs’ikd,92 and maintains that

The Niyatidvatrimsika may turn out to be such an Ajivika Sanskrit text, i.e. an
emic portrayal of Ajivika 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 Ajivikas or not? And this is not a genuine text
written by Ajivikas, 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 Ajivika
Sanskrit text, i.e. an emic portrayal of Ajivika doctrine’.

nityanantaram"” avyakti-sukha-duhkhébhijatayah /
svabhavah sarva-sattvanam payah ksirankaradivat 1/ 1 1/
dharmddharmatmakatve tu Sarivéndriya-samvidam /
katham purusa-karah syad idam evéti néti va Il 2 //
sariréndriya-nispattau yo nama svayam aprabhuh /

tasya kah karty-vado stu tad-ayattasu vyttisu Il 3 //
dharmadharmau tadanyonya-nirodhdtisaya-kriyau /
desddy-apeksau ca tayoh katham kah karty-sambhavah 11 4 1/
tad vétara-nimittam véty ubhayam paksa-ghatakam /' 5 1/
na dystantdkytdsakteh svatantryarm pratisidhyate |
animittam nimittani nimittanity avaritam I/ 6 //
visva-prayam pyrthivy-adi-parinamo ’prayatnatah /
visayas tat-prabodhas te tulye®” yasyéti manyate 1/ 7 1/

91 See BaLcerowicz (2001a), (2001b), (2003b) and (2004), i.e. evidence which QVARNSTROM (2015)
apparently overlooks.

92 If this is a genuinely Ajivikan text, it is highly unlikely that an Ajivika author would refer to niyati-
vada-° in a work describing his own system (one would rather expect niyati-° alone). If that is not an
Ajivikan text, but rather a Jaina text providing a report on the Ajivikas, the title of this particular
dvatrimsika as given by QVARNSTROM would be the odd one out in a whole series, because °-vada-°
features in no other work title in the doxographical range of 32-stanza texts from nos. 12 to 17 °-vada-° 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-dvatrimsika as the real title solely on the basis of the internal evidence of the
dvatrimsikas ascribed to Siddhasena. However, the final argument against QVARNSTROM’s title Niyati-
vada-dvatrimsika is the one provided by Yasovijaya who himself provides the correct title (vide supra n.
88, AsSTV 91, p. 615.16: yac ca niyati-dvatrimsikayar).
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noktabhyar saha ndrambhat samam adhyaksa-sarmpadi /
vindasanupapattes ca bhojya-bhaksya-vikalpatah I/ 8 I/
prthvya navarudhyeta yatha va rajata-kriyah /

gunandm puruse tad-vad aham kartéty adah-kpteh® 11 9 1/
na hi svabhavan adhyakso loka-dharmo sti kascana 1/ 10 //
pravartitavyam evéti pravartante yada gunah /

atha kim sampramugdho si jiiana-vairagya-siddhisu // 11 //
karmad astangata buddher na virodha-kyte ca yaih /

vaktur adya-nimittatvddivat atatha-pratyayad api I/ 12 //
asato hetuto véti pratisamdhau ca vigrahah /

asams tu hetur dhi-mdatram kartéti ca visisyate I/ 13 //
bhangara-sravanddy-artha-samvin-matre niratmake /
ragadi-santau yatnas te katham kasya kim ity ayam // 14 //
karma-jah pratyayo nama karma ca pratyaydtmakam /
tat-phalam nirayddyas ca na ca sarvatra vismytah // 15 //
jianam avyabhicaram cej jinanam ma Sramam kythah /
atha tatrapy anekanto jitah smah kim tu ko bhavan I/ 16 //
ekéndriyanam avyakter ajaty-antara-samgatau |

vyaktanam ca tadddau ka ragadi-pravibhaktayah I/ 17 1/

na samsaraty atah kascit sva-parébhaya-hetukam |
abhijati-visesat tu mithya-vada-mukho janah // 18 //
caitanyam api nah sattvo mohddi-jiiana-laksanah /

tad-adi tad-vat samkalpo mithya-rasih pravartate // 19 //
tulya-prasango nandatve tulyendikena badhyate /
akasmat-karanavesau hetu-dharmavisesatah 1/ 20 //
sparsanddimano ‘ntani bhiita-samanya-jatiman /

mano “harm niyatam® dravyam paripamy anumirti ca 1/ 21 //
sparSdika-visayatvddis tattvantah krama-jatayah /

ariipad anabhivyakta-bhedah krsndbhijatayah // 22 //
yatha dubkhddi nirayas tiryaksu® puruséttamah |

raktayam ajanayam tu sukha-ja na gunottarah 1/ 23 //
himsavidyabhicararthah piurvante madhyamah samah /
samyag-darsana-bhavdintah pratibuddhas tv ayojitah /1 24 [/
na copadeso buddheh syad ravi-panka-ja-yogavat /

tattvari ca pratibuddhyante tebhyah pratyabhijatayah // 25 [/
samandbhijanesv eva guru-gaurava-maninah /

svabhavam abhigacchanti na hy agnih samam adhyati I/ 26 //
pravrtty-antarikavyaja-vibhanga-svapna-sambhavat /

na jatyah samsyter uktam samkaro ‘ntarikantajah /1 27 I/
suradi-krama ekesam manasa hy utkrama-kramat /
sukha-duhkha-vikalpdc ca khandir ya no ’bhijatayah // 28 //
vyomavakaso ndanyesam kalo dravyam kriya vidhih /
sukha-duhkha-rajo dhatur® Jivdjiva-nabhamsi ca 1/ 29 //
anumanam mano-vyttir anvaya-niscaydtmika /
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traikalyangadi-vyttanta hetur avyabhicaratah 1/ 30 //

samjida-samanya-paryaya-sabda-dravya-guna-kriyah /

etenoktah pyrthak céti vyavahara-viniscayah 1/ 31 //

na nama tattvam evditan mithyatvapara-buddhayah /

na cartha-pratisedhena na siddhdrthas ca kathyate 1/ 32 //
iti niyata-dvatrimsika' sodsi I 16 //

Y NiDv,: niyatdntaram; NiDvs: nitydnantaram.

¥ NiDv,: tau tulyau.

¥ NiDvq = NiDvy: adah kyte.

& NiDvg: mano ’ham niyatan; NiDv,: mano-han-niyatan.

> NiDvq, NiDv,: tiryaksi.

" NiDv: sukha-duhkha-rajo-dhatur.

"™ NiDv,: niyata-dvatrimsika.

[Since only NiDv, (Upadhye) is available to me, in the above list of the variae
lectiones 1 rely on Qvarnstrom (2015).]

In any preliminary analysis of this short work, we must take into account the
present textual context in which the Niyati-dvatrimsika features. These 32 verses
follow a few other dvatrimsikas that stylistically consistently recapitulate the views
of some other schools:

—Dvatrimsika 12 recapitulates the views of the Nyaya school, but no single verse
seems to be a quote from genuine Nyaya sources. The text is most likely a
paraphrase. Even the expressions used seem to be foreign to Nyaya sources, as for
example in verse 1:

daiva-khatam ca vadanam atmadyattam van-mayam /
Srotarah santi coktasya nirlajjah ho na panditah 11 1 1/

Even in cases when mostly genuine Nyaya terminology is used, the passages are
interwoven either with odd expressions or with a rather eccentric recapitulation of
Nyaya ideas that seems to confuse orders of entities, as for example in verse 9 (the
order of paricdvayava and that of the fattvas are mixed):

pratijiid nirnayo hetur dystantam buddhi-karanam /
pramana-hetu-dystanta-jati-tarkas tad-uktayah 11 9 //

—Dvatrimsika 13 recapitulates the views of the Samkhya but again, no verse seems
to a quote from a genuine Samkhya source. Also this text is most likely a
paraphrase. As before, expressions used seem to be even foreign to Samkhya
sources in terms of vocabulary, but not necessarily in spirit, as for example in verse
32:

caksurvat puruso bhokta bandha-moksa-vilaksanah /
kytarthaih sa prayukto pi sinya eva gunair iti // 32 //
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—Dvatrimsika 14 recapitulates the views of the Vaisesika. Again, no verse seems to
a quote from genuine VaiSesika sources, and often the recapitulation of Vaisesika
ideas is rather unusual, right from the very first verse or verse 3:

dharmadharmésvara loka-siddhy-apaya-pravyttisu /
dravyadi-sadhanav etau dravyad ya va parasparam I 1 //
sarmsdarena tad-apeksyam eka-dravya-ksana-sthitih /
karma karya-virodhi syad ubhayobhayatha gunah /1 3 1/

—Dvatrimsika 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:

naham-kytasya nirvanam na setsyaty anaham-kytah /
na va vidya vivekaya na vidya bhava-gamini // 1 //

There are also expressions which are not Buddhistic, but rather smack of Jaina
accounts, e.g. naya or avaktavya:

avaktavyam asabhavat prasndrthasya kha-puspavat /
samtanam bhavandrtham va sarit-prota-pradipavat 1/ 6 //
maha-bhiitécchrayo ripam vijiianam visayo nayah /
deva-natya-pythag-bhavo ny-jaty-adi-vikalpavat I 7 1/
ahetu-pratyaya-nayam purvapara-samabhavam |

vijiianam tat-samuttham kah samvyavasyed vicaksanah 1/ 21 //

—Dvatrimsika 17 apparently recapitulates the views close to those of a nihilist /
materialist (?), see the beginning verses. However the whole terminology is
Jainistic:

na duhkhena virudhyete dharmadharmau sukhena va /
pratyaydavyabhicaritvat sva-parobhaya-vyttisu /1 1 //
desa-kala-nimittani nimittany aniyogatah /

niyogato va tat-siddhau na vadhydtma-visesatah I/ 2 1/

na mithya-darsanat papam na samyag-darsandac chubham /
na ca néti kasayanam tad-vrtty-avyatirekatah /1 6 //

There is nothing, it seems, which would speak against a common authorship or
source of these five works (Dvatrimsika 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-dvatrimsika (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: animittam nimittani nimittanity avaritam // 6 //
Dvatrimsika 17.1ab: desa-kala- nimittani nimittany aniyogatah /
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(2) NiDv 8d: bhojya-bhaksya-vikalpatah //
Dvatrimsika 17.7d: tad-ady astu vikalpatah //
(3) NiDv 18b: sva-parébhaya-hetukam /
Dvatrimsika 17.1d: sva-parobhaya-vyttisu //
(4) NiDv 19d: mithya-rasih pravartate //
Dvatrimsika 17.5d: mithya-dystir nivaryate //
(5) NiDv 20d: hetu-dharmavisesatah //
Dvatrimsika 14.8c: janma-dharma-visesatah /
Dvatrimsika 15.8d: bhavo bhava-visesatah [/
Dvatrimsika 17.2d: na vadhyatma-visesatah //

(6) NiDv 24a: samyag-darsana-bhavdintah
Dvatrimsika 13.25c: na samyag-darsandpayi

(7) NiDv 28b: manasa hy utkrama-kramat /
Dvatrimsika 17.32b: manas copa kramah kramah /

(8) NiDv 30a: anumanam mano-vrttir
Dvatrimsika 13.14a: srotradinam mano-vrttih

The above speaks, in my opinion, strongly against an independent, allegedly Ajivika
origin of the Niyati-dvatrimsika, 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 Divakara) 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 Ajivikas actually maintained, we are not able
to fully assess the faithfulness of the account found in the Niyati-dvatrimsika 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-dvatrimsika is found
to be quoted or referred to anywhere else, other than the very late quote by
Yasovijaya. If the work was indeed penned by an Ajivika 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 Ajivika doctrine, at least by
Jaina authors.

Another problem is the actual dating of this selection of the dvatrimsikas,
alongside the Niyati-dvatrimsika, and whether they indeed come from around 6th
century. It must also be asked whether they can be ascribed to Siddhasena Divakara.
However, there is a strong evidence that Siddhasena Divakara composed his
Sammati-tarka-prakarana before Dinnaga, i.e. before ca. 480.”% A close analysis of
the textual material is necessary to determine the probable date of the dvatrimsikas
and their relation to Sammati-tarka-prakarana.

Examining the vocabulary found in the Niyati-dvatrimsika 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 Ajivikas:

vada and also it consists the method of the TrairaSikas, identified with the
Ajivikas.”*

sensed beings probably opened Ajivika’s classification of living beings based
on the number of sense organs possessed by them, in some ways similar to that
of the Jainas.

shared by both the Ajivikas 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 Ajivikas used them as technical terms. We
have no information which would preclude a possibility that they may have used
them too:

NiDv 24a: samyag-darsana-bhavantah,
NiDv 32b: mithyatvapara-buddhayah.

(3) Some expressions (in bold, underlined) are known only to be specific to the
Ajivikas, and are not used by the Jainas as technical terms:

(a) abhijati (‘classes of existence’):

—NiDv 1b: avyakti-sukha-duhkhabhijatayah,

—NiDv 22d: krsnabhijatayah,

—NiDv 25d: pratyabhijatayah,

—NiDv 28d: ya no ’bhijatayah,

—NiDv 28c: abhijati -visesat tu.

(b) svabhava (‘intrinsic nature’):

—NiDv lc: svabhavah sarva-tattvanam

—NiDv 10c: na hi svabhavan adhyakso

(c) vidhi (‘fateful ordinance’):

—NiDv 29b: vidhih (‘fateful ordinance’)

(d) *pravrity-upamarda (‘suppression through action’?):
—NiDv 5a: pravrttydopamardena, which is perhaps reminiscent of the idea

of pautta-parihara™ .

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

5 “Discontinuance / stoppage [of a subsequent birth in a new body] through / due to continuation [in the
same reanimated body]’; alternatively ‘reanimation without transmigration’ (BasHAam) or ‘die
Beschrinkung (der Neuverkorperung) durch Weitergelten’ (SCHUBRING), see Basuam (1951, pp. 48-49,
57-58, 250-252) and, esp. for the formation (pravrtya-parihara), ScHUBRING (1954, p. 258) = (1977,
p- 470). The term is found esp. in Viy 15, and explained in BhCa 15, p. 53.19-21: ...pautta-pariharo.
paravrtya vanaspatyas tatrdiva jayate. bhagavata kathitam itara-sarva-jivas tatha-dystah, pauttha'-
parihara-dittht jato [! Recte: pautta-°.].
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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 Ajivikas (and
that we cannot know with certainty, given the extant material) would rather speak
against genuinely Ajivika origin of the text, whereas the presence of typically
Ajivika technical terms (category 3) would support a thesis that the Niyati-
dvatrimsika is actually based on Ajivika texts and recapitulates their doctrine
second-handedly using the Ajivika 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
Yasovijaya (AsSTV 91, p. 615.17-18) as V 11, must be interpreted as authentic
criticism against the Ajivikas.”® Nonetheless, the whole text of the Niyati-
dvatrimsika can be treated as a highly useful source, albeit biased, of information
on the Ajivikas, 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 Susruta-samhitd 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
Ajivika work, because it almost identical in wording with the view expressed in
Bhattotpala’s commentary on Varahamihira’s Brhat-samhita 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.”®

There the view is ascribed to the Mimamsakas. Further, to take the third person
(iti niyati-vadinah) as an auto-reference of the Ajivikas is impossible.

% The translation of the verse could be more precise: ‘If [true] knowledge of the [Ajivikan] Victorious
(liberated Jinas) is tantamount to inevitability, then one should not make any exertion, [which the
Ajivikas however do undertake]. Also if in the case [of the Ajivikan 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 Ajivikas as authority on liberation, if the Jinas’ omniscience cannot be established]?’

97 Susruta-sarhita, Sarira, chapter 1; I quote after Kaviras (1966: 54-55), as the edition is not available
to me: purva-janmdrjitau dharmddharmau niyatih, sdiva sarvasya karanam iti niyati-vadinah.
o8 Quoted after Kaviras (1966: 54-55), as the edition is not available to me:

purva-janmdrjitam yac ca karma pumsam subhdsubham |

tad eva sarva-jantinam systi-samhara-karanam //

@ Springer



108 P. Balcerowicz

13.2. There are a number of references to niyati found in the Yoga-vasistha
(YVa).” Metrically and stylistically speaking, the verses belong to the texture of
Yoga-vasistha, 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 Ajivika sources or even faithful paraphrases, and they can
safely be dismissed as candidates for quotes from Ajivika sources or even as reports
or references to genuine Ajivika ideas.

14. Last but not least, another Jaina author, Samantabhadra (c. 580-640) refers to
fate (daiva) in his Apta-mimarnsa:

[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

% yva 2.10.1:

vatha-sthitarm brahma-tattva tatta niyatir ucyate /
sa vinetur vineyatvam sa vineya-vineyata // 2.10.1 //

YVa 3.54.22:
sargddau ya yatha rudha samvit-kacana-santatih |
sadyapy acalita ‘nyena sthita niyatir ucyate /1
YVa 3.54.22:
sargddau ya yatha-ridha samvikta-cana-samtatih /
sadyapy acalitdnyena sthita niyatir ucyate I/ 3.54.22 //
YVa 3.62.9-11:
adi-sarge hi niyatir bhava-vacitryam aksayam |
anenéttham sada bhavyam iti sarpadyate param /] 3.62.9 //
maha-sattéti kathita maha-citir ita smr ta /
maha-saktir iti khyata maha-dr stir iti sthita // 3.62.10 //

maha-kriyéti gadita mahédbhava iti smrta |
mahd-spanda iti prau ha mahdtmdikatayddita 1/ 3.62.11 //

YVa 3.62.26:

avasyam-bhavitavydisa tv idam ittham iti sthitah |
na sakyate langhayitum api rudradi-buddhibhih I/ 3.62.26 //

YVa 5.89.26:
sarva-jiio 'pi bahu-jiio 'pi madhavo ‘pi haro 'pi ca |
anyatha niyatim martum na Saktah kascid eva hi 1/ 5.89.26 //
YVa 6.36.21:

a-maha-rudra-paryantam idam ittham iti sthiteh /
a-tyna-padmaha-spandar niyataman niyatih smyta I/ 6.36.21 //

YVa 6.37.23:

niyatir nityam udvega-varjita ‘parimarjita /
esa nytyati vai nytyam jagaj-jalaka-natakam 1/ 6.37.23 //
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another] human perseverance, then the perseverance of all living beings
should consistently be [successful].mo

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
Apta-mimamsa. 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 Ajivika, none turns out to be
derived from an Ajivika source. New material brought to our attention in the paper
has produced some passages that at first seemed possible to qualify as genuinely
Ajivika, however after some analysis they must also be dismissed. All the verses
previously considered genuinely Ajivika have been composed by non-Ajivika
authors and usually derive either from Jaina works or from fables or narrative
literature. In other words, there is no single genuinely Ajivika 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
Ajivika verses are found in several works. That is why they have to be considered
the product of later non-Ajivika authors.

Further, there is no proof that the Ajivikas 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 Ajivikas and possible quotes from Ajivika
sources in Sanskrit seem to be found almost exclusively in Jaina sources, with only
a few suspicious exceptions (e.g. Yoga-vasistha). Apparently it was mostly Jaina
authors who engaged in discussions of the doctrinal elements of the Ajivikas. 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 Ajivikas, 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 Ajivikas, there were no more any Sanskrit

100 AM1 88-89:

daivad evdrtha-siddhas ced daivam paurusatah katham |
daivatas ced anirmoksah paurusam nisphalam bhavet /| 88 //
paurusad eva siddhis cet paurusam daivatah katham /
paurusac ced amogham syat sarva-pranisu paurusam // 89 //
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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 Ajivikas 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 Ajivikas.

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
Ajivikas® 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.

Basnam’s (1951) reconstruction of the doctrine of the Ajivikas, 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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