THE RELEVANCE OF WHITEHEAD FOR
CONTEMPORARY BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY'

By

Laszl6 Foérizs

The use of philosophy is to maintain an active novelty of fundamental ideas illuminating the social sys-
tem. It reverses the slow descent of accepted thought toward inactive commonplace. If you like to phrase it so,
philosophy is mystical. For mysticism is direct insight into depth as yet unspoken. But the purpose of philosophy
is to rationalize mysticism: not by explaining it away, but by the introduction of novel characterizations, ration-
ally coordinated. Philosophy is akin to poetry, and both of them seek to express that ultimate good sense which
we term civilization. In each case there is reference to form beyond the direct meanings of words. Poetry allies
itself to metre, philosophy to mathematic pattern.®

Prologue

Only the words nothing else remained
Only the words only the words

I am swimming in the word’s lake where
The sentence of hair-weed tangles

My body sinking me to the depth
But depth is also name only
Denominate and the name the word
Will reach the shore while escaping

Only the words nothing else remained
I don’t have the bread and the wine

I am a soul that always stumble
Dragging the body like a clog

Over the threshold that separates
Nothingness from existence though
This threshold itself is name only

I am straying among the words

In dread oh wish I were still alive
What can I do it cannot be

Write me dear friend into your book
Turn me up there so that I be’

I. The relevance of the science of linguistics for Indian philosophy

The importance of grammar for understanding Indian philosophy
Comparing Eastern and Western thought Daniel H. H. Ingalls made a clear statement
about the difference between Greek and Indian philosophy:

In philosophizing the Greeks made as much use as possible of mathematics. The Indians, curiously
failed to do this, curiously because they were good mathematicians. Instead, they made as much use as
possible of grammatical theory and argument.*



In the following paragraphs I will analyze this ‘grammatical’ way of thinking and its
philosophical implications. Without a proper understanding of this seemingly different back-
ground the assessment of the relevance of Whitehead’s thoughts for Buddhist philosophy
could not be a really promising enterprise.

Panini’s grammar

The earliest grammatical treatises of mankind are probably the PratiSakhyas attached
to the collections of the Vedas. In the PratiSakhya literature the practice of enumeration was
adopted, but this method cannot describe the innumerable forms of a living language. In order
to overcome the difficulty one has to follow a more systematic and scientific approach,
namely the introduction of general and particular rules by the method of ‘functional generali-
zations.” This is exactly what Panini and his school did.

The Indian grammarians invented a new science or probably the earliest form of any
science. The introduction of all the different kinds of rules was made possible by the adopted
methodology that was nothing else than an ancient form of Whitehead’s method of imagina-
tive generalization. By the help of these rules Panini generated a linguistic structure for which
there was no upper limit, so in our modern time it could have been termed rightly as a gen-
erative grammar.

According to Frits Staal:

The main innovation [of the system] was a methodology that developed the familiar concept of rule into
something more abstract and led to the study of categories of rules, rule systems and rule order. This was
possible because Panini’s rules were formalized in a manner that corresponds to mathematical for-
malization in the West.’

Interpretation of the term karaka

I think there is another and even more important property of the grammar, namely its
very structure which is clearly relational. The realization that the new science of linguistics
was not based on a substance theory but was relational in essence goes back probably to
Panini himself. Such a view can have partial support from Pan 2. 3. 7; nevertheless, it was
Patafijjali who showed that sadhana (an other term for karaka) could not be a substance
(dravya). He realized that if karaka or sadhana were a substance; a particular substance — re-
maining the same — would not be able to function as different karakas in different contexts.
Here is the explanation in Patafijali’s own words in the commentary of varttika 9 on Pan 2. 3.
1 in his Mahabhasya (tr. K. Bhattacarya):

vat karma karmaiva syad yat karanam karanam eva yad adhikaranam adhikaranam eva. That which is
an object (karman) would remain an object, that which is an instrument would remain an instrument, that
which is a locus (adhikarana) would remain a locus [, and so on].”

Patafijali therefore rightly arrived at the conclusion that sadhana was guna.® Following
the same line of thought Bartrhari defined sadhana as ‘the capacity (samarthya) or the power
(Sakti) that a thing has to bring an action to accomplishment.” Candrakirti also held that ‘all
the karakas are powers (Sakti) that are diversified in accordance with the diversity of actions,’
and ‘the agent is one of karakas.”

Modern Interpretation of the karaka-system

The problem of the interpretation of the word kdraka is not an easy one. In Bhatta-
carya’s words it is a ‘sharply debated question.”' What Whitehead said long ago is quite rele-
vant here:



You understand a philosopher when you see the potentialities of his philosophy — his ‘logical chess-
board;” whether he makes good moves or bad is a minor detail."'

Modern scholars (C. Hooykaas, G. Cardona, F. Staal) basically did nothing else than
realized or reinvented that the real question is not the meaning of the term in isolation, e.g. in
Pan 1. 4. 23, but the complex relational role the karakas play.

The connexions between nouns, verbs and other forms were dealt with in his grammar by systems of re-
lations, the most important of which were ‘grammatical relations’ called kdraka that operate on different
levels. 2

My view is that Panini’s logical chessboard is nothing else than the relational structure
of the system. I think this relational interpretation of the karaka system is not only the most
elaborate one, but it also has the advantage of making the deep analogy with Whitehead’s
thought transparent in a quite natural way. [ will use this interpretation in my discussion.

Naturally comes the question: where do these profound problems come from and what
do they demonstrate? My answer is that such problems arise from the never ending quest for
examples and counter-examples to the rules. The solution of them can demonstrate the suc-
cess of the imaginative generalization because it can be tested exactly by these experimenta-
tions. Everything was given for the success of the imaginative experiments of that great gen-
eration of Indian grammarians (Panini and his school, Katyayana, Patafijali). Their construc-
tion originated in the Sanskrit language itself as storehouse of human experience. They started
from the ground of particular observations. In Patafijali’s words:

When you need pots, you go to a potter; but when you need words, you don’t go to a grammarian; you
go to the people who speak the language."

The imaginative experiments could guarantee the applicability of the results of the
generalizations beyond the restricted locus from which they had originated.'

In the following chapter we will see how Nagarjuna stretched the applicability of the
generalizations of the grammarians to the farthest possible end; by doing so he became one of
the most successful and influential philosopher ever lived in the land of India.

II. Nagarjuna’s analysis of motion

The fundamental sentence (MK 2, 1)

gatam na gamyate tavad agatam naiva gamyate

gatagatavinirmuktam gamyamanam na gamyate
”What has already been moved is not moving; what has not yet been moved is not moving.
Independently of what has been moved and what has not yet been moved what is being moved
is not moving.”"’

This sentence is a store-house of ideas. There is a surprisingly complex structure under
its surface. The following sections are devoted to the analysis of this beautiful descendant of
the Rigvedic brahman-enigmas.'® If one understands the logico-grammatical web of this sen-
tence one will be able to grasp not only the other arguments in the second chapter, but also
almost all the demonstrations of the whole work, especially thats of the eighth chapter.

Preliminaries for interpreting the fundamental sentence — the karaka system at work



I think there are people in the audience who are not familiar with the science of lin-
guistics of Panini so it seems helpful to show how it works in an example. It will help us to
understand the discussions of the following chapters, especially the grammatical background
of Nagarjuna’s analysis of motion. The example is taken from Frits Staal. The analysis fol-
lows his simplified demonstration of how the Sanskrit sentence, devadattah pacati odanam
(”Devadatta is cooking rice”) can be generated by the help of Panini’s rules.

The derivation may appear to be arbitrary and ad hoc, but that is because it cannot demonstrate the most
powerful feature of the system: namely that methods of analysis that apply to this specific sentence also ap-
ply to infinitely many others. Active sentences (such as our example ‘Devadatta is cooking rice’) are not
more basic than their passive counterparts ‘Rice is being cooked by Devadatta,” or related nominalizations
such as ‘Devadatta, a cooker of rice,” ‘rice, cooked by Devadatta,’...etc. All of these were regarded as al-
ternative realizations of the same underlying structure. In each case a specific path of rules leads to a
specific result."”

The first step in the process of generation is the selection of nominal and verbal items
from the lexicon; in our case Devadatta-, odana (rice) and ¥ pac- (cook). Then comes the se-
lection of the ‘independent agent’ (Devadatta-), the agent’s ‘principal goal’ (odana) and the
reference to ‘ongoing time’ for the verbal root (pac-).

The rules will now specify which abstract, ‘meta-linguistic’ or ‘grammatical’ markers have to be at-
tached to the lexical items. These enable us to attach subsequently the ‘real’ nominal and verbal endings,
but also entail the application of other rules that are necessary for the correct forms to be obtained.'®

For example, to get the active form, pacati, an ‘-infixa-> and ‘-suffix#i” have to be at-
tached to the verbal root, pac. This seems a bit odd but the example will help us to see the
logic behind it. The application of the rules ‘-infixa-’ and ‘-suffix#’ for the verbal root pac
leads to the ungrammatical form *pacinfixasuffix#zi. Now the repeated application of the
metarule that the metalinguistic markers have to be removed from the finally derived forms
leads to the correct form: pacati.

To get the whole sentence the ‘goal-function‘ and the ‘agent-function® have to be ex-
pressed. The former is done by assigning the accusative ending -am to the nominal item that
bears that function, while the latter can be done by assigning the instrumental ending -ena to
the corresponding nominal stem.

We have arrived at an interesting situation, i.e. at the ungrammatical form:
*devadattena pacati odanam, *by Devadatta is cooking rice.” The reason is that in our par-
ticular case for the generation of the sentence we have already chosen the verbal ending -#i
(third person singular) to express the agent.

Now the leading principle of the whole system, Panini’s 2. 3. 1 metarule, anabhihite,
”if not already expressed,” comes into play to block the ungrammatical form and to give room
to another rule according to which the nominative case should be assigned when only the no-
tion of nominal stem, gender and number remain to be expressed. By this rule devadatta- is
transformed to the form devadattah. So the path finally leads to the correct sentence: de-
vadattah pacati odanam, ”Devadatta is cooking rice.”

b

A more complicated example — Katyayana’s problem

Now let us see a more difficult derivation. There are different ways of denoting a lo-
cus. If the generation of a sentence starts with a nominal item one can use, for example, the
locative ending; another possibility (in accordance with Pan, 3, 3, 117) is the application of
the affix -ana after a verbal root. Now the question arises: Is anything wrong with the expres-
sion asane dste, ’[he/she] is sitting in a posture”? (Katyayana, varttika 9 on Pan, 2, 3, 1.) Why



haven’t the application of the seemingly redundant locative ending been blocked by the lead-
ing principle, anabhihite, ”if not already expressed?”

Only Patafjali could solve this interesting problem in his commentary on varttika 9.
The source of the difficulty was the implicit assumption that there was only one agent and one
action involved in the derivation. Patafijali realized that this was an oversimplification; in fact
more than one action and more than one agent was involved, namely an agent now and the
‘other’ agent(s) at different times. The present ending -fe refers to the present
(vartamanakalas ca pratyayah), while the affix -ana refers to all the times, i.e. past, present
and future (sarvakalas ca pratyayah). Therefore no blocking is needed.

But the situation is a bit even more complicated. The following example will clarify
the point: somebody performs simultaneously the actions of standing, speaking and looking.
Now the agent is not equal to the subject, a substance, call him Devadatta, but there are differ-
ent agents involved corresponding to the different ‘powers that bring an action to accom-
plishment’ for each of these actions which reside in him. A subject is usually treated as a
whole. It can really function as a whole, for example he can walk; but, of course, his parts can
also function as parts. So a person who is sitting now and the parts of his body taking up a
particular posture which state involves all the three times are not the same agents, and what
makes them different is not only the different time reference involved.

The key example — the foundation of Nagarjuna’s paradox

Finally, let us see the following expression, *gamyamanam gamyate used by Nagar-
juna in his analysis of motion. Now the starting point is the verbal root gam that has the
meanings, move, go, travel and understand. There is an important difference between the verb
gam and most of the other verbs of the language. A verb, when transitive, usually affects its
object (karman). If rice is cooked there is a change in the rice, so Indian grammarians say that
the action is ‘in the object.” But usually no essential change is caused to a village by travelling
to it; and similarly understanding a book does not change the book. In our case the action is
an activity (kriya) in the agent (kartr) as the grammarians would say.

Contrary to the previous example (@sane dste), in the case of *gamyamanam gamyate
there is no escape from the paradoxical situation. In this case both gamyamanam and gamyate
refers to the activity (motion) of the same agent (somebody or something as a whole) and both
actions take place at the same time, i.e. at the present. Such an activity cannot be expressed
twice. So the form cannot be generated, it should have had to be blocked by the leading prin-
ciple. It 1igs ungrammatical. We will see the far reaching consequences of this result in the next
chapter.

Some further remarks on the ‘non-generation’ of the expression *gamyamanam gamyate

It is important to note that the forms gamyamanam and gamyate can both have reflex-
ive and passive meanings; so the generation of the sentence would be different for them. In
fact both derivations (one with the passive and the other with the reflexive meaning) have
some additional technical difficulties and interesting features.

(1) In the case of the passive the expression gamyamanam means something like ”[x]
that is being travelled.” Now the question arises: What can this x refer to? Gamyamanam (and
also gatam and agatam) refers to a neuter x; so grammatically it cannot be the road or any
equivalent of it, because the Sanskrit terms for it, marga, patha and adhvan are all of mascu-
line gender. It was Candrakirti who solved this problem long ago by assuming that a whole
aggregate of roads was meant; and in our modern time Bhattacarya, who also preferred the
choice of the passive meaning for the generation, rightly followed his interpretation.



In fact according to its form the word gamyamanam is an object (karman) since it has
the neutral nominal ending, -m. But, semantically, it must be the locus (adhikarana) the func-
tion of which is to hold either the agent or the object in which the action inheres. Now the
verbal root gam describes an action that resides in an agent (kartr), and so the locus holds the
agent.

(i1) The derivation with the reflexive has its own problems. First of all, it can have a
meaning that is quite strange from the grammatical point of view. To explain the difficulty let
us consider Professor Alex Wayman’s example of the employment of gam with the reflexive
meaning which is based on a dialogue from the famous scene of Sakuntala’s going; Kalidasa,
Sakuntalé, Act I, verses 29-30:

Anusuya: So where are you going to go now?

Sakuntala (aside): I should not leave him if I were mistress of my fate.
Priyamvada: Why doesn’t she [Sakuntala] go now?

Sakuntala: Now also am I dependent on you? I’ll go when I pleased.”

Sakuntala’s motion could be termed svacchanda-gamanam (“walking at ease™) or
equivalently svacchanda-gati-vikrama (”gait according to one’s own will”) in the theory of
dramatic performance (NatyaSastra) in complete agreement with the reflexive employment of
the verb gamyate which means: she goes of herself ” (svayam eva).?' Well, it seems that the
reflexive meaning of the above example does not fit to the scheme. It is neither the goal (the
village) nor the locus (the road) what is relevant here but the ‘how of the going’ or the activity
of going itself.

In any case, note that the above derivation which came to the end that in isolation the
sentence *gamyamanam gamyate is ungrammatical does not depend on the particular choice
of the passive or reflexive meaning of ‘-infixya-’ and ‘-suffixte. ’

II1. Implications of the fundamental sentence

Nagarjuna’s grammatically based paradox

We saw that in a historical perspective Candrakirti realised (or more precisely rein-
vented) the grammatical background of the master’s arguments in his commentary, Prasanna-
pada, on the Mitlamadhyamakakarikas. In our modern time K. Bhattacarya advanced further
in understanding the grammatical implications. He could show that in the case of
*gamyamanam gamyate there was no escape from the null result of the generation because
both gamyamanam and gamyate refer to the activity (motion) of the same agent and both ac-
tions take place at the same time, i.e. at the ongoing present.

There would be no difficulty if the two actions of moving or travelling referred to two different times;
there would then be two powers ... functioning as the agents of the actions of moving in two different
times. But, in the instance under consideration, both actions refer to the same time, the present. Hence the

22
paradox.

Interpretation of the paradox

”What has already been moved is not moving; what has not yet been moved is not
moving. Independently of what has been moved and what has not yet been moved what is be-
ing moved is not moving.” If I were asked to say it in one sentence what this nonsense is all
about I would probably say it is a masterpiece of thought that tell you everything about the
method of imaginative experimentation and the proper application of the critique of abstrac-



tion. I am in clear disagreement with professor Bhattacarya on this important issue. He still
missed some of the main points; and as a consequence of this he could not give a proper
philosophical interpretation for Nagarjuna’s analysis of motion.

That neither the road that has already been travelled nor the one that has not yet been travelled is being
travelled at present needs no explanation: in the former motion has ceased, in the latter it has not yet oc-
cured. But how can Nagarjuna say that the road that is being travelled at present is not being travelled at
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present?

The answer to this question is easy: in no way. Why? Because he has never said that.
His sentence contained the qualification: /ndependently of what has been moved and what has
not yet been moved.”* In the fundamental sentence the expression gatdgatavinirmuktam, the
qualifier of gamyamanam cannot be omitted; it is required by the proper application of the
critique of abstraction.

Nagarjuna’s analysis of motion should be interpreted as a joint application of his own
versions of the method of imaginative generalization and the critique of abstraction. It can be
seen from this perspective why professor Bhattacarya’s criticism is irrelevant here. It is based
on a misapprehension of the real significance and foundation of the analysis:

I do believe that the Madhyamika, who uses the grammarian’s concepts to serve his dialectical needs, is
open to criticism from the grammarian’s own side. The latter would say that the Madhyamika is unduly
mixing up facts of language with ontological considerations which are foreign to them: these facts are to be
explained, not, as the Madhyamika assumes, or feigns to assume, by reference to the ‘external being’
(bahyasattd) or ‘primary being’ (mukhyasatta) of the things, but only by reference to their ‘superimposed
being’ (aupacarikisatta or upacarasatta) which is conceived and externally projected by the mind of the
speaker and hearer. It is this being, which exists in the mind alone (buddhisattd), that is the ground of all
verbal behaviour.”

We have already seen in the previous sections how the method of functional generali-
zation led to rules and metarules and how the never-ending quest for examples and counter-
examples to the rules enlarged the horizon of the Indian linguists and philosophers. In fact
this enlargement of the horizon is a must for even the partial success of imaginative generali-
zation. Nagarjuna did nothing else than maximally enlarged the horizon. On the other hand
from a Whiteheadian perspective the above separation (external things and mind alone) is
nothing but a myth and an example of the fallacy of misplaced concreteness.

Nagarjuna’s application of the paradox

Once getting the fundamental sentence Nagarjuna could show by a series of dialectical
arguments that relational-origination®® (pratityasamutpdda) and hence emptiness (Sunyatd) is
based on the stubborn facts of everyday experiences. He could rightly say:

Sarvasamvyavaharams$ca laukikan pratibadhase

yatpratityasamutpadaStunyatam pratibadhase
”If you deny pratitya-samutpada you deny Sinyata itself; but this would contradict all of [the
stubborn facts of] everyday practices (/experiences).” (MK 24, 36.)

This was a great achievement because originally relational-origination (pratitya-sa-
mutpdda) was seemingly based on moral grounds alone, namely on the interrelatedness of
(moral) actions and their reactions. Nagarjuna could demonstrate that there was a deeper, and
in a sense more realistic, foundation for the Tathagata’s teachings.



The most important implications of Nagarjuna’s analysis of motion

Now let us turn our attention to the question: What does the imaginative experimenta-
tion of Nagarjuna tell us about the world of experiences of stubborn facts from which it origi-
nated? The answer to this question is quite important because it is the very point where
Whitehead’s relevance to Indian or most specifically to Buddhist philosophy is the most
transparent. There are at least two messages of the paradox. According to the first one the
non-generation of *gamyamanam gamyate unfolds the inadequacy of the subject-predicate
form of expressions to describe even the ‘simplest’ stubborn facts of everyday experience.”’
The second one implies that experience cannot be located simply as present perception; expe-
rience necessarily involves duration originating in a relational complex.”® This result is also
shared with Whitehead.”

IV. An extension of the argument

Visnu’s steps

The real power of a philosophical argument is its generality. Nagarjuna’s argument ap-
plies equally well to Devadatta’s motion as to Visnu’s steps which are as follows (in the
words of the Vedic poet priest, Dirghatamas, Rigveda, 1, 154, 1 tr. W. Doniger):

visnor ni kam virfyani prd vocam
ydh pdrthivani vimamé rdjamsi |
Y0 dskabhayad uttaram sadhdstham
vicakramands trayidhorugaydh | |

”Let me now sing the heroic deeds of Visnu,
Who has measured apart the realms of earth,
Who propped up the upper dwelling-place,

Striding far as he stepped forth three times.”’

In this case the road is not ready out there to travel. Visnu has to travel the is to be
road. The assumption of an independent, already existing road, or a whole aggregate of roads,
is not well established; it is merely a myth. One can use the reflexive meaning equally for the
non-generation of *gamyamanam gamyate which seems to fit even better the case of the
god’s steps. This leads readily to the conclusion that there is no already given ‘external’ space
where the motion of the god takes place, either. It is time (and, as a consequence of this,
space) itself that is being formed by the god’s steps.

In a strict sense no goal, no place is there, only the how is important, the control of
himself in going. It is essentially svacchanda-gamanam ("walking at ease”) or equivalently
svacchanda-gati-vikrama (”gait according to one’s own will.”) This creational activity is
something like a game, or dance, or ritual activity. It is for its own sake. It has its own satis-
faction. It is without any reason. In a sense it is meaningless. It is pure activity. Dirghatamas’
often quoted mantra, Rigveda 1.164.60 = 10. 190.16, is quite relevant here (tr. W.N. Brown):

yajiiéna yajiidm ayajanta devds
tdni dhdrmani prathamdni asan |

”With the sacrifice the gods performed the sacrifice.
These were the first ordinances.”'

On the other hand from the generality of the argument it follows that the situation is as
paradoxical for Visnu as for Devadatta. In fact the argument is not sensitive at all for the nature



of the agent. There is no essential difference between Devadatta’s motion on the road and
Visnu’s steps.’” The example only sheds new light to the already established paradox; and
makes it easier to accept the outcome: there is no independently existing [aggregate of] road[s]
for Devadatta, either.

Participatory creation — the allegory of weaving

The very essence of creation (and that of process) is participation. In fact, the idea of
participatory creation is much older than the Madhyamika’s discovery. It is the moral of the
image of weaving as an allegory of sacrifice and creation itself throughout the Rigveda, and a
form of its statement goes back at least to Dirghatamas, who also uses the imagery of weav-
ing33 in the context of sacrificial contest (Rigveda, 1, 164, 5):

padkam prchami mdnasdavijanan
devdnam end nihita padadni |
vatsé baskaye adhi saptd tantin
Vi tatnire kavdya otavd u | |

I ask in my heart, yet uninspired,
About the hidden footprints of the gods.
Over the ‘One year old’ the poets
Stretched out seven threads to weave.”

In the Nasadiya-hymn it is becoming itself, the continuous unfolding of the universe,
that is described by the following imagery (Rigveda, 10, 129, 5ab):

tirascino vitato rasmir esam
adhdh svid asi3d updri svid asi3t |

”Their measuring-cord has been extended across (vi-tatah);,
[but,] was there really (svid) below? Was there really above?”

By stretching out their measuring cord they do nothing else than actively participate in
the unfolding of a complex of relations (upper—down, etc.). The power of the sentence is the
use of the verb fan; the past participle, vi-tatah, means not only something ‘stretched over,’
but also something ‘woven.” So these seers (kavayah) are extending over their cords not in an
already existent universe, but it is the very creation of the universe they are participating in by
their measuring activity. This is the real mistery of re-creation. In the loom of sacrifice weav-
ing the Hymn of Creation the woof of the words of the sages is woven across the warp of the
divine Word as a base.



Epilogue

Let me finish the lecture with two quotations from the two great philosophers on faith,

wisdom and human dignity. The first sentences are from Nagarjuna’s Ratnavali, 1, 5-6:

Sukham abhyudayas tatra mokso naihSreyaso matah

asya sadhanasamksepah Sraddhaprajiie samasatah

”Advancing upwards is well-being, freedom is the highest state;
while the methods of their realization are faith and wisdom.”
sraddhatvad bhajate dharmam prajiiatvad vetti tattvatah

prajiia pradhanam tv anayoh sraddha piarvamgamasya tu

By faith one opens to the Law, by wisdom one understands reality;
Out of this two the ruler is wisdom, but it is faith that goes in front.”

The second comes from Dialogues of Whitehead as recorded by Lucien Price:

10

”This awareness of worth in human beings,” said Whitehead, ’develops very early. Most attempts to
formulate it in words fail. When I meet it, this quiet worth, where there is the most of it, in common life, I
can see that it is a value above all other values, that it outranks all other ranks, and yet its dignity is totally
unselfconscious. This was my first discovery when I went to work in a city. Boston in those years was a
good deal wickeder than it is now. It was really grim, and there were places in it that were downright sinis-
ter. And yet ... one kept encountering this silent, innate worth in the most unlikely places: on the docks, in
police courts, in slum tenements; there was no name for it, yet there it was, and one always knew it when
encountered. Truly, I may say to you that this is the only thing of any importance that I know; and, as you

see, I cannot communicate it; all I can tell you is that I have ‘seen something.” But there are no words of
<2 9934
it.



Notes

1 — Invited lecture presented at the Silver Anniversary Whitehead Conference, August 4-9,
Claremont, California.

2 — A. N. Whitehead, “Modes of Thought,” Cambridge, Cambridge Univ. Press, 1938, p. 237.

3 — Istvan Baka: “Csak a szavak” (1984), in “T4jkép fohasszal,” Jelenkor Kiadd, Pécs, 1996,
p. 282. Translated by Léasz16 Forizs (1998).

4 — D. H. H. Ingalls, “A comparison of Indian and Western Philosophy,” Journal of Oriental
Research, Madras: XXII, 1954, pp. 1-11.

5 — G. Cardona’s term.

6 — Frits Staal, “Ritual and Mantras: Rules Without Meaning,” Delhi, Motilal Banarsidass,
1996 (New York, Peter Lang Publishing Inc, 1990, 1993), p. 43.

7 — K. Bhattacharya, “Nagarjuna’s Arguments Against Motion: Their Grammatical Basis,” In
“A Corpus of Indian Studies. Essays in Honour of Professor Gaurinath Sastri,” Calcutta, San-
skrit Pustak Bhandar, 1980, p. 94.

8 —Ibid., p. 89.
9 —Ibid., p. 93 note 24.
10 — Ibid., p. 95.

11 — Susanne K. Langer’s Notes on Whitehead’s Course on the Philosophy of Nature, edited
by Rolf Lachmann, Process Studies, 26/1-2, 1997, p.128.

12 — Frits Staal, Ibid., p. 43.
13 — Patafijali, “Vyakarana Mahabhasya.”

14 — Cf. A. N. Whitehead, “Process and Reality,” Corrected Ed., New York, Free Press, 1978
(1929), p. 5.

15 — If it is not stated otherwise the translations are mine in this paper and they are quoted
with normal size letters. I am giving three other renderings of the fundamental sentence to
illustrate some of the possible divergences:

“What has already gone (or moved forward) does not of itself go to that extent. What
has not yet gone does not of itself go at all. One is lead to misunderstand a present-going (or
treading) excluding both the ‘already gone’ and the ‘not yet gone.”” (tr. A. Wayman, “The
Gait (gati) and the Path (marga) — Reflexions on the Horizontal,” JAOS, 105.3, 1985, p. 585)

“The gone is not arrived at, and the ungone is not arrived at; the just being-gone is not
arrived at separate from the gone and the ungone.” (tr. R. Robinson, “Early Madhyamika” in
“India and China,” Madison, Milwauke and London,1967, p. 42.)

11



“First, [the road] that has already been travelled (gata) is not being travelled at
pres??ent; nor the one that has not yet been travelled (agata). And [the road] that is being
travelled at present, — road independent of that which has been travelled and that which has
not yet been travelled, — is not being travelled at present.” (tr. K. Bhattacarya, Ibid. p. 8.)

16 — Cf. the relevant Chapters (‘Ritual contest,” ‘The allegory of weaving,” ‘The brahman as an
enigma,” ‘The brahman as the potentiality for re-creation,’) in Laszl6 Forizs, “Creation Hymns
of the Rigveda,” Budapest, Farkas Lorinc Imre Kiad6, 1995, (In Hungarian).

17 — Frits Staal, Ibid., p. 44.

18 — Ibid., p. 45.

19 — Cf. A. N. Whitehead: “The concept that two propositions, which we will name p and ¢,
are inconsistent, must mean that in the modes of togetherness illustrated in some presupposed
environment the meanings of the propositions p and g cannot occur. Neither meaning may
occur or either may occur, but not both. Now process is the way by which the universe es-
capes from the exclusions of inconsistency.” “Modes of Thought,” p. 75.

20 — Alex Wayman, Ibid., pp. 579-588.

21 — In this particular case the use of gamyate is based on R. Pischel’s reconstruction of the
Sanskrit (sampratam kim na gamyate) from the Prakrit (sampadam kim na gacchiadi).
Kalidasa’s Sakuntalﬁ, critically edited by R. Pischel, ond ed., Cambridge, MA, Harvard Univ.
Press, 1922, p.116.

22 — K. Bhattacharya, “The Grammatical Basis of Nagarjuna’s Arguments. Some Further
Considerations.” Indologica Tauriensia, Vol. VIII-IX, 1980-1981, p. 38.

23 — K. Bhattacharya, “Nagarjuna’s Arguments Against Motion.” The Journal of the Interna-
tional Association of Buddhist Studies (JIABS), Vol. 8, No. 1, 1985, p. 9.

24 — Professor Bhattacarya preferred the passive meaning everywhere in his translation so in
his case the qualification is the following: “Road independent of that which has been travelled
and that which has not yet been travelled, — is not being travelled at present,” Ibid. p. 8.

25 —Ibid., p. 12.

26 — I accepted professor Kenneth Inada’s rendering of pratitya-samutpada instead of the
mainstream term, interdependent co-origination, because of its deeper philosophical connota-
tions.

27 — Judit Fehér, “Nagarjuna, the Master of Mahayana Buddhism.” Budapest, Farkas Lorinc
Imre Kiado, 1997, (In Hungarian).

28 — The orthodox yoga darSana of Patafijali does also have such a relational structure which,
in a sense, operates at a deeper level than the external spatio-temporal correlations. See, for
example, Y.S. 3. 14; 4. 9.; 4. 12.; 4. 15. Note that sutra 4. 15 provides an explanation of the
participatory role the mind plays in the parinama. However, it is important to see that this

12



participating mind and consciousness itself is also an outcome of the process of parinama.
29 — Cf. Appendix II.

30 — Wendy Doniger, “The Rig Veda, An Anthology.” New York, Penguin Books, 1981, p.
226.

31 — W. N. Brown, “Theories of Creation in the Rgveda.” Journal of the American Oriental
Society 85, 1965, p. 32.

32 - Cf. “‘Actual entities’ — also termed ‘actual occasions’ — are the final real things of
which the world is made up. There is no going behind actual entities to find anything more
real. They differ among themselves: God is an actual entity, and so is the most trivial puff of
existence in far-off empty space.” A. N. Whitehead, “Process and reality,” p. 18.

33 — See the Chapter ‘The Allegory of Weaving’ in Léaszld Foérizs, “Creation Hymns of the
Rigveda.”

34 — “Dialogues of Alfred North Whitehead As Recorded By Lucien Price.” Boston, An At-
lantic Monthly Press Book, 1953, p. 195.

13



