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Introduction

In my previous study, Omniscience and Religious Authority, which was published by LIT
Verlag in 2014 (Moriyama 2014a) and based on my PhD thesis submitted to the
University of Vienna in 2006, I presented a study of Prajiiakaragupta’s arguments on
omniscience (sarvajiiatva) as an important element of the religious authority that leads
people to the ultimate goal of human existence. The second part of the study comprised
Sanskrit and Tibetan texts, and annotated translations of Prajhakaragupta’s
Pramanavarttikalankara (PVA) ad Pramanavarttika (PV) 11 8-10 and 29-33, which
were the main sources of the study. However, PVA ad PV II 11-28 was excluded from it.
While I had almost completed the annotated translation and text edition of the
aforementioned section at the time, for certain practical reasons, primarily its irrelevance
to the topic of omniscience, I decided to publish the study without that section. As six
years have passed since its publication, in this first volume of the Prajiiakaragupta
Studies, 1 would like to investigate the unresolved issue, Prajiiakaragupta’s criticism of
the proof of God’s existence, which will supplement the deficiency in my previous work.
The current study comprises two parts. The first part, which is included in this volume,

deals with PVA ad PV 11 11-16,! and the second part continues in the next volume.

* T would like to thank Prof. Mark Siderits for his corrections of my English and valuable
comments on this paper.

I OnPVII 11-16, see Chemparathy 1963: 78-83, Jackson 1986 (esp. on vv. 11-13), Kimura 1987:
4448, Inami 1994, Krasser 2002: 23-29, 40-55, and Franco 2017: 302-304. The same verses are
also found in PVin III, vv. 69-74. Cf. Ono 1986. The contents are summarized in TS 61-71. Cf.
Kimura 1984.
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As the title of the chapter, “Pramanasiddhi,” clearly indicates, the second chapter of
Dharmakirti’s PV aims at the establishment (siddhi) of the means of valid cognition
(pramana), which signifies not just ordinary perception and inference, but also the
Buddha as the religious authority leading people to attain cognition of the true nature of
entities, more specifically, the Four Nobles’ Truths (caturaryasatya). In this chapter’s
opening section, Dharmakirti first defined the general characteristics of pramana and
attributed it specifically to the Buddha himself (vv. 1-7). In the subsequent section (vv.
8-28), he further demonstrated from both the ontological and logical viewpoints why
other religious authorities, especially, God called I$vara did not deserve to be called
‘pramana’ (vv. 8—16).

In this section, interestingly, Prajiiakaragupta added several original topics of his
own: for instance, he presented two interpretations of the phrase anitye 'py apramanata
(9d), namely, “even if [God] is non-eternal, he is not a means of valid cognition” or “even
though [God] is non-eternal, there is no means of valid cognition [for proving his
existence].” Additionally, with respect to the first case, he discussed God’s other
characteristics like being free of desire (vairagya) and sovereignty (aisvarya), which
were topics Dharmakirti had not dealt with. Prajhakaragupta, however, considered not
only God’s eternity but also other characteristics like omniscience worthy of examination
because he considered these properties to constitute important elements of religious
authority.

The refutation of the proof of God’s existence, according to Prajfiakaragupta,
begins with the second interpretation of anitye ‘py apramanata (9d). Regardless of
whether or not God is eternal, there is no means of valid cognition for verifying his
existence. Of course, before Dharmakirti, several theistic attempts were made to prove
God’s existence, especially by Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers like Uddyotakara and
Prasastamati. However, Dharmakirti held that their demonstrations were invalid due to
fallacies in thesis, reason, and example (v. 10). In addition, and more importantly, they
were not grounded by the necessary connection called “pervasion” (vyapti) between

reason and probandum (vv. 11-16). The refutation begins with the following verse:
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sthitvapravrttisamsthanavisesarthakriyadisu |
istasiddhir asiddhir va drstante samsayo ‘thava ||PV 11 10|

99 ¢

[The reasons] such as “undertaking of activity after a rest,” “a specific configu-
ration,” and “a purposeful action” prove what has already been accepted [by us], or

are not established with respect to the example, or are doubtful.?

As previous studies like Kand 1991, Krasser 2002, and Franco 2017 found, Dharmakirti
kept in mind Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers like Uddyotakara and Aviddhakarna, who
attempted to prove God’s existence. While some argue that no unconscious being
undertakes action unless an intelligent cause is supposed, others provide an Indian
version of the design argument supporting God’s existence. Dharmakirti points out the
logical fallacies of these theistic proofs. First, the conclusion that the world’s creation is
preceded by an intelligent cause can also be explained by the Buddhist view of the
world’s variety resulting from living beings’ deeds (karman), including volitional deeds
(cetanakarman). Second, since the proof is based on an analogy of God’s creation of the
world and a potter’s creation of a pot, it would imply that God’s intelligence is equated
with the potter’s. If the opponent wishes to prove only the supreme, intelligent cause, he
will find no similar example except for God himself. However, God, the subject-matter
to be proved, should be excluded from the similar example. Thus, the proof is incomplete
because it lacks the member of “similar example,” an essential element of Indian logic.
Third, if it were true that atoms are controlled by an intelligent cause because they begin
to act after a rest, it would follow that God is controlled by another intelligent cause
because like atoms, he also begin to act after a rest. These logical fallacies and their
related theistic arguments are investigated in detail in Prajfiakaragupta’s commentary, as

my previous study clarified.?

Dharmakirti continued his analysis in PV 1I 11-16, but his focus switched to the nec-
essary relation called vyapti (pervasion) between reason and probandum. As Kané (2015:

197, tn. 26) has carefully pointed out, the essence of Dharmakirti’s refutation of the proof

2 See Moriyama 2014a: 206.
3 See Moriyama 2014a: 204-242.
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of God’s existence lies exactly in the criticism concerning the ascertainment of pervasion,
in comparison to which the above-mentioned logical fallacies in v. 10 are regarded as
just superficial. Then, it should be questioned why the pervasion of the proof of God’s
existence is not ascertained. In order to explain the point, Dharmakirti appeals to the
empirical manner in which pervasion, especially, that which is based on a causal relation,
is ascertained by perception and non-perception. For instance, when one infers a fire on

a mountain from smoke, the following pervasion is presumed:

Pervasion (vyapti): Smoke — Fire

Subject matter (paksa): Similar instance (sapaksa):

A mountain A kitchen

In this case, the causal relation between fire and smoke is ascertained from one’s under-
standing of the co-presence (anvaya) of fire and smoke in a similar example like a kitchen
and the co-absence (vyatireka) of the same two in a dissimilar example like a pond, by
relying on one’s perception and non-perception. Hence, is a similar ascertainment of
pervasion possible in the proof of God’s existence?

One might assume the presence of the same structure in the Nyaya-Vaisesika
proof of I§vara’s existence, which presupposes the necessary connection between “effect-

ness” (karyatva) and “having an intelligent maker.”

Pervasion (vyapti): Effect-ness — Intelligent maker

Subject matter (paksa): Similar instance (sapaksa):

The earth, etc. A pot

To this, Dharmakirti maintains that the structure is not based on the real entity, but only

on the verbal similarity (Sabdasamanya). Since one uses the word “effect” (karya) for

-78 -



Prajiiakaragupta’s Criticism of the Proof of God’s Existence (Moriyama)

denoting both mountains and a pot, it appears possible to formulate the above proof.
However, by looking closely at the word’s usage, one notices the difference: in the pot’s
case, one has the cognition of that which is produced (krtabuddhi), while in the case of
mountains, one does not have such cognition. In other words, the proof is not grounded
by the ascertainment of the pervasion between the “effect” in the former sense and the
probandum.

It is in this context that Dharmakirti brings up the fallacy of a false rejoinder
(karyasama). According to the ancient Indian manual of debate, there were several
patterns of false rejoinders to a proponent’s position, whereby the person who stated them
was automatically judged to be defeated in the debate. One might claim that the above
Buddhist criticism of the proof of God’s existence commits the fallacy of karyasama; yet
Dharmakirti rejects the claim because the Buddhist criticism does not fulfill the
definition of karyasama.

How is, then, karyasama defined? On this point, Prajiiakaragupta gives both its
definition in the Nyaya tradition and Dignaga’s. First, the Nyayasiitra describes it as

follows:

prayatnakaryanekatvat karyasamah |[NS V.1.37||
[The rejoinder saying:] “[The reason is incorrect] because the effects of human

efforts are of many kinds,” is called karyasama.

According to the explanation of a commentator on the NS, Paksilasvamin, it presupposes
a proponent’s inference: “Sound is impermanent, because it is caused by human efforts,
like a pot.” Regarding the inference, it can be questioned whether the reason indicates
the effect (karya) in the sense of “coming into existence” (atmalabha, namely, arising)
or in the sense of “manifestation” (abhivyakti).* That is, the proponent’s intention behind
the words “being caused by human efforts” is closely inquired into by the opponent, who
aims to point out that the proponent forms the inference carelessly, disregarding the
different subcategories of “effect.” According to Prajiakaragupta, however, the Nyaya

definition of ka@ryasama is inadequate compared to Dignaga’s:

4 Cf. NBh 303,15-304,2. For the Nyaya argument on karyasama, see Solomon 1976: 183-185.
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karyatvanyatvalesena yat sadhyasiddhidarsanam |

tat karyasamam etat tu tridha vaktrabhisandhitah ||PS VI 7||

If one shows that the probandum is not proved due to a minor difference with
respect to the effect-ness, it is a [false rejoinder called] karyasama. However, this

is of three kinds based on the speaker’s intentions.’

Unlike Nyaya’s definition, Dignaga’s presupposes that the reason “effect-ness” or “being
produced” for the proof of sound’s impermanence fulfills three conditions of the valid
logical reason, whereby the reason does not commit any fallacies of “being
unestablished” (asiddha), “being inconclusive” (anaikantika), or “being contradictory”
(viruddha). To this, if an opponent wrongly points out that the reason is not established
because pot’s effect-ness is not applicable to sound, it is a false rejoinder. In the same
manner, if he points out that the reason is contradictory because sound’s effect-ness does
not exist in similar examples like a pot, or if he claims that the reason is inconclusive
because sound’s effect-ness is applicable neither to similar examples nor to dissimilar
ones, such opponent’s claims are judged as a false rejoinder.® The point is that Dignaga
defines the fallacy of karyasama by taking the necessary relation between the reason and
the probandum into consideration, and recognizing this, Dharmakirti describes the

definition of karyasama in PV 1II 14 in the following manner:

sadhyenanugamat karye samanyenapi sadhane |

sambandhibheddad bhedoktidosah karyasamo matah ||PV 11 14|

Regarding the logical reason of “effect” (i.e., being caused by human efforts ) in
general, being concomitant with the probandum, the fallacy of pointing out the
difference [of “effect”] due to the difference of its related terms is accepted as the

[false rejoinder called] karyasama.’

As the first half of the verse clearly states, the fallacy occurs only when the pervasion of

5 Cf. Kitagawa 1965: 300, Krasser 2002: 44f. Regarding Dignaga’s discussion on false rejoinders
(jati) in PS VI and its Vrtti, Prof. Motoi Ono, Dr. Yasutaka Muroya, and Prof. Toshikazu Watanabe
are now working on a project to reconstruct the text from their edition of Jinendrabuddhi’s Pra-
manasamuccayattka on the chapter. A part of their study’s result is found for instance in Ono 2017,
in which the similar passage of PS VI 7a—c in the Nyayamukha (v. 26) is also reconstructed.

¢ Cf. PSV ad PS VI 7, Krasser 2002: 46—47.

7 Cf. Krasser 2002: 26-27.
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the proof is ascertained in any manner. Otherwise, it is impossible to distinguish between
correct and false rejoinders. We see here that the idea is derived from Dharmakirti’s
primary thesis that the validity of inference should be grounded by the ascertainment of
pervasion. The complex relationship among Nyaya’s, Dignaga’s, and Dharmakirti’s
definitions of karyasama is closely examined by Prajiiakaragupta, and this discussion is
the highlight of his commentary on PV II 11-16. In other parts, he is engaged in a
commentator’s job of glossing words, paraphrasing verses, and summarizing arguments.

The details will be discussed in the footnotes of the following translation.
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Synopsis of the Pramanavarttikalankara ad PV 11 8-28°
1. The refutation of God
1.1 Criticism of God’s eternal cognition (PVA ad PV I 8) .c.covvieviiiiiiniiiiiee 32,19-33,24

1.2 Criticism of God as the eternal means of valid cognition (PVA ad PV 11 9ab) .....33,24-34,6

1.4 Criticism of the proof of God’s existence

1.4.1 Explanation of PV II 9d (2): There is no means of valid cognition with respect to God....

.............................................................................................................................. 34,28-29°
1.4.2 Objection: The proofs of GOd’s EXISENCE.......cccveruerieieriirieiereeieie et 35,18-25
LA 3 REPLYI .ot 35,2542, 18

1.4.4 Examination of the basis of the proof of God’s existence

1.4.4.1 The Buddhist view: The non-deviant relation (avyabhicara) between reason and
probandum as the basis of INfEreNCe.........cccevieieriiiecierecieereeee e 42,19-27

1.4.4.2 Criticism of the proof of God’s existence because the proof is grounded by the
verbal similarity (Sabdasamanya) between the reason and the example........ 42,27-45,25

1.4.4.2.1 The difference between a pot’s specific configuration whose intelligent cause
is established by the causal relationship and the earth’s specific configuration whose
intelligent cause is not established as SUCh ........ccoccevcieriniiiiiniiic e, 42,27-43,8

1.4.4.2.2 Refutation of the principle that a proof is valid unless it is invalidated....43,8-27

1.4.4.2.3 The criticism is not the false rejoinder called karyasama.................... 43,27-45,9
1.4.4.2.3.1 The problem of the Naiyayika’s definition of karyasama............ 43,27-44,27
1.4.4.2.3.2 Dignaga’s definition of ka@ryasama..............ccccceeeeveevrcenenennennne. 44,28-45,9

1.4.4.2.4 The verbal similarity does not ground the validity of the inference ....... 45,10-25
1.4.4.3 Other opponents’ proofs are similarly criticized...........ccceeveeevrireeienrennnne. 46,1-48,5

1.5 Criticism of God as the cause of the world (PVA ad PV I 21-28)........ccceeueneeee. 48,6-50,16

8 The following shows an integrated synopsis of Moriyama (2014a: 185-187), the present study
that covers 1.4.4.1-2, and the next one that will cover 1.4.4.3.

% For the replacement of the portion, see Moriyama 2014a: 204, fn. 54.

10 In Moriyama (2014a: 187), I wrote the section “1.4.4 Conclusion: There is no means of valid
cognition with respect to God” for S 42,15-18 (Moriyama 2014a: 166,5—11). However, the section
number should be changed to 1.4.3.4.
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Translation of the Pramanavarttikalankara ad PV 11 11-16

*The following translation is based on the edition that follows this translation. The selected
information on Ravigupta, Jayanta, and Yamari’s commentaries on PVA ad PV II 11-16, is listed

in the footnotes.

[1.4.4 Examination of the basis of the proof of God’s existence]

[1.4.4.1 The Buddhist view: The non-deviant relation (avyabhicara) between reason and

probandum as the basis of inference]

[S 42,19; Ms 16b5] Furthermore, [the logical reason that is expressed merely by the
words] “effect” (karya), “configuration” (samsthana), or “real entity” (vastu),! does not
make one infer the cause that is meant [to be proven] (i.e., God?). Logical reasons (hetu)
by no means occur in order to prove the probandum [merely] due to one’s wish
(purusecchd). Otherwise, even the contrary of God’s [existence] would be [proved]
because it follows that this (i.e., the nonexistence of God?) is also proved [merely due to
one’s wish]. [If so,] anything [one wishes] would be proved for anyone. Instead,* if a
certain [object y] is perceived [to arise] from a certain [object x] in a certain manner,

[then, y] makes one infer [x]. [Dharmakirti] has stated:

! Yamari (D23a6, P29b3) explains the term with an entity of purposeful action (don bya ba byed
pa, *arthakriyakarin).

2 In this translation, I will translate 7§vara as “God,” understood as the supreme Lord in Hindu
religions; this has several similarities to God in Christianity, such as being deemed the creator of
the world.

3 Cf. Y (D23bl, P29b5).

4 Yamari explains two manners of the ascertainment of the pervasion (vyaptiniscaya), of which
the first is discussed here. Cf. Y (D23b1-2, P29b5-6): “The apprehension of the pervasion is of
two kinds, namely, by [the combination of] perception (*pratyaksa) and non-perception
(*anupalambha) or by the means of valid cognition that invalidates the contrary (*viparyaye
badhakapramana). Of the two, the explanation based on the [first manner by] perception and non-
perception is said by [the sentence beginning with] ‘Instead ....”” (khyab pa rtog pa de yang rnam
pa gnyis te | mngon sum dang mi dmigs pa [mi dmigs pa corr.; rjes su dpag pa DP] dag las sam |
bzlog na gnod pa can gyis tshad mas so || de la mngon sum dang mi dmigs pa’i dbang du byas nas
bshad pa ni ’on kyang zhes bya ba’o ||)
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[An object x] that is inferred from y is correct, if a [specific] configuration and
other things are established as following the presence and absence of a certain

director x (adhisthatr). (PV 1I 11)°

If a certain [configuration and other things] are observed® as following the presence and
absence of a director, or if [they] are cognized as following the presence and absence of
a certain director, it is correct to say that the [director] is only inferred from that kind of
[configuration and other things].” [The expression,] “configuration and other things,”

998 <

indicates “[specific] configuration, mere entity” (vastumatra), and “action after a

rest” (sthitvapravrtti).

[1.4.4.2 Criticism of the proof of God’s existence because the proof is grounded by the

verbal similarity (Sabdasamanya) between the reason and the example]

[1.4.4.2.1 The difference between a pot’s specific configuration whose intelligent cause is
established by the causal relationship and the earth’s specific configuration whose

intelligent cause is not established as such]

[S 42,27; Ms 16b7] It is reasonable to infer a certain kind of director from a certain kind
of [effect] that is observed [to be caused] by that kind of [director], but not otherwise.
Thus, [Dharmakairti] said:

It is not correct to infer [an object] that is well established in a different entity

> Translated in Inami 1994: 23, Krasser 1999: 217, and Krasser 2002: 23. Cf. Franco 2017: 302.
The above translation follows Prajfiakaragupta’s second interpretation. If we follows the first
interpretation that reads yadrg adhistatrbhavabhavanuvrttimat, it should be translated: “[ An object
x] that is inferred from y is correct, if certain [specific] configuration and others (y) are established
as following the presence and absence of a director.”

¢ As Bhasarvajfia explains, even though the creation itself is not observed, the cognition of that
which is produced (krtabuddhi) arises in the case of [the creation of] palaces, etc. Cf. NBhu 480.6:
akriyadarsane ’pi krtabuddhir bhavati prasadadibhedesv iva.

7 Prajiiakaragupta presented two interpretations of yadrs, related either to sannivesadi or adhistha-
tr. In other words, there are two alternatives, to read yadrs in the verse as a part of the compound
with adhistatrbhavabhavanuvrttimat or excluded from it. Cf. Krasser 2002: 40.

8 Y (D26a3, P32b6) glosses it as the “specific configuration” (dbyibs kyi khyad par, *samsthana-
visesa).
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(i.e., a similar example) from something that is non-different’ [merely] due to

verbal similarity, like [an inference] of fire from a white substance. (PV II 12)'°

If, having abandoned the difference of [kinds of] configuration (samsthanabheda) and
having put aside whether it is followed by a specific maker,'! [anything] that is denoted
merely by the word “configuration” is accepted as the logical reason — or merely being
a real entity (vastutvamatra) '* [is accepted as the logical reason] —, the inference is
incorrect, like [the inference] of fire from a white substance. For, in this case, one should
restrict [the white substance] to the specific white, namely, that which is attributed to
smoke.

[Question:] Then, one [just] infers fire only from smoke. What is the use of the white-
ness?

[Reply:] Regarding this, it is replied:

Only a particular whiteness is designated “smoke.” [However,] a particular

smokiness is not the qualifier of whiteness. (326)

[Question:] What does it mean that [fire is inferred] from the whiteness that is attributed
to smoke?

[Reply:] It means that [fire is inferred] from the whiteness that follows the co-presence
(anvaya) and co-absence (vyatireka) of fire.

[Question:] How can one understand that [the whiteness] follows the co-presence and
co-absence of it (i.e., fire)?

[Reply:] Since in this case, too, [in reality,] the smoke-ness is necessarily connected by
fire, no inference would occur unless one grasps the causal relationship (karyakarana-

bhava). And likewise (i.e., if there were no inference unless the causal relationship is

% The term abhedinah should be understood with an ablative ending. Cf. tha dad med phir T; PVV
14,4-5: sannivesa iti Sabdasamyad abhedinah sannivesamatrat ...; Inami 1994: 24 and Krasser
2002: 24.

10 Translated in Inami 1994: 24, Krasser 1999: 217, and Krasser 2002: 24. Cf. Franco 2017: 302.
' Yamari (D26a7-b1, P33a4) notes three kinds of kartrvisesa here, namely, makers who are
characterized by (1) potter, (2) the one who knows well pots’ materials, etc., and (3) the visible
(bltar rung ba, *drsya), all of which are different from God.

12 Yamari (D26b1, P33a5) comments that the term vastutvamatra represents sthitvapravrtt,
karyatva, and others.

-85-



Prajiiakaragupta Studies 1, 2021

established), it is better [to say] that God [would] not be proved [in any way]. Thus,
[even] if one observes a certain entity like a specific supervision by a person (e.g., a
potter) (purusadhisthanavisesa) with respect to a [specific] configuration of a pot, etc.,
[namely,] in a different entity as a [similar] example, it is incorrect to infer the [specific
supervision by God] from [the reason] that is non-different'® due to verbal similarity.

Likewise, it is decisive that [it is incorrect to infer] God.

[1.4.4.2.2 Refutation of the principle that a proof is valid unless it is invalidated]

[S 43,9; Ms 17al][Objection:]'* It might be argued: “If we would infer [fire] from the
whiteness without distinction (i.e., whiteness in general), then [its] invalidation by
perception (pratyaksabadha) would result. Indeed, it is not the case the connection with
fire is [possible] in every whiteness because one observes the exception (i.e., whiteness
unconnected to fire) by perception. On the other hand, since there is no invalidation in
the case of the inference of God, there is the inference of that (i.e., God’s).”

[Reply:] This is untrue.

It is not the case that there is an inference [just] because it is not invalidated.
[Dharmakirti'*] has already uttered that it (i.e., inference) occurs on the basis of the
observation of the connection!® [between reason and probandum)]. (327).7

Otherwise,'® since a potter makes a certain modification of clay such as a pot,

it would be proved that even an anthill is his work. (PV II 13)"°

There is no means of the invalidation at all with respect to the inference of an anthill as

the potter’s product.

13 The term abhedavatah should be understood as a word with an ablative ending. Cf. tha dad pa’i
phyir T.

14 The objection is translated into Japanese in Inami 1994: 49, n. 53.

15 Cf. Y (D27a4, P34a2-3): de ni ’brel pa mthong ba las yin no zhes le’'u dang por (*prathama-
paricchede) brjod pa yin no //

16 Yamari (D27a5, P34a3) comments that sambandha refers only to the causal relation (tadutpatti),
not the identical relation (tadatmya).

17 The verse is paraphrased in R (D309b1, P156b3-4).

18 L.e., if one infers [an object] merely due to the absence of invalidation, without relying on the
connection [between reason and probandum] .... Cf. Y (D27a5, P34a3-4).

19 Translated in Inami 1994: 24, Krasser 1999: 217, Krasser 2002: 25, and Franco 2017: 302.
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[Objection:] The means of the invalidation [of the inference] is nothing but the non-
perception (adarsana) [of any anthills made by a potter]. If a potter were [the anthill’s]
maker, he would be perceived [at that time®°].

[Reply:] With respect to God, too, how is [its] perception [possible]? [The inference of
God’s existence is invalid because God is never perceived! |

[Objection: Then,] in the same manner, one should not assume the unseen power of deeds
(karman).?!

[Reply:] Now, why does one insert his knee [into a hole] just because there is a hole?*
Or having also assumed the [unseen] power of deeds, another god (iSvara) is assumed,
and from that yet another, there is an infinite regress.>*

Moreover, [then,]

Why isn’t an unseen potter assumed with respect to the effect (i.e., the anthill**),
either? [It is an incorrect assumption!] Why isn’t the [same] incorrect assumption

(kastakalpana) possible with respect to God? [It is possible!] (328)

[Objection:] Regarding an anthill, one does not perceive that [its production] follows the
procedure [of making a clay-product] using stick, clay, and wheel.

[Reply:] If so, how great your subtle glance is! Then, with respect to mountains with
irregular shapes, too, one does not perceive [their] creation by a judicious one (i.e., God),

and therefore, there is no [God’s] creation of them (i.e., mountains). How does one rely

20 Cf. Y (D27a7, P34a6): de’i tshe zhes khong (khong D; kho P) nas drangs te | dmigs pa nyid
du ’gyur ro zhes sbyar ro ||

2l Ravigupta (D309b4, P156b7-8) introduces a similar objection and its reply is as follows:
“[Objection:] If so, how is [the arising of the world] possible even through karma that is
imperceptible? [Reply:] Karma should be said to exist because one observes the variety of living
beings.” (de lta na "o na ni dmigs par ma gyur pa’i las kyis kyang ji ltar nus pa yin zhe na | ‘gro
ba (ba D; bar P) sna tshogs par mthong ba’i phyir | las yod par bshad par bya’o ||) Cf. AK 1V la:
karmajam lokavaicitryam.

22 The maxim is unclear to me. Yamari (D27b2-3, P34b1) explains the meaning as follows: “In
this case, if this (i.e., God as an imperceptible entity) would be just conceptually constructed, then,
[the unseen power of deeds], to which the means of valid cognition occurs, is also considered [to
be unreal]. This is the intention [of this sentence].” (de lta na ni 'di brtags pa tsam tu 'gyur na
tshad ma’i ‘jug pa bsam par bya ba yang yin no snyam du dgongs pa’o ||)

23 If the unseen power of deeds (karman) is required to explain God’s creation of the world, a
second god is also required to explain the unseen power. Then, another karman is required for the
second god, and yet another god is assumed to explain the second karman.

24 Cf. Y (D27b3, P34b2).
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on [only] the [wealth] of a semi-senile woman (ardhajaraiya)®>?
[Objection:] Mountains, etc., serve for the action of merely holding the earth. In this case,
for what is the beautiful configuration of mountains, etc., [needed]?

[Reply:] If so, [one will ask:]

“Is the configuration of mountains?® created differently (i.e., in a non-beautiful
shape?’) because it does not serve [any purpose]? Or, is [the configuration]
misshapen because no soul (i.e., intelligent agent) is the cause for them (i.e.,

mountains)?” (329)

It is only doubtful whether the configuration [of mountains] — even though an
[intelligent] soul is the creator — does not arise as a very handsome one because it does
not serve [any purposes] or [it is so] because no [intelligent] soul is the creator.
[Therefore, mountains’ configurations do not make one know the existence of their

intelligent maker, unlike a pot’s configuration that is preceded by a potter.]

[1.4.4.2.3 The criticism is not the false rejoinder called karyasamal

[1.4.4.2.3.1 The problem of the Naiyayika’s definition of karyasamal

[S 43,29; Ms 17a5][Objection:]*® This [Buddhist criticism of the proof of God’s exist-

ence] is [considered] a false [rejoinder] called karyasama, i.e., the “[rejoinder] based on

25 The ardhajaratiyanyaya (the maxim of the semi-senile woman) is explained in Apte (1998,
Appendix E, p. 55) as follows: Action of indeterminate character; speech vague and indefinite; a
proceeding devoid of learning or bearing. However, here, 1 follow the explanation by Yamari
(D27b5-6, P34b4—6): “On [the phrase] kim ardhajaratiyam alambate, [the term] ardhajaratiyam
indicates the wealth that belongs to a semi-senile woman. [Grammatically, it comes from the rule:]
gahaditvac chah (i.e., -Tya). For instance, someone wishes for the wealth of a semi-senile woman
but not for herself. Likewise, through the invalidation of the assumption of a potter and God, you
wish for God’s part by yourself, rather than the old one (i.e., a potter). But this is not suitable.” (¢i
Phyed rgas pa 'dzin tam zhes bya ba ni phyed rgas pa la yod pa’i nor ni phyed rgas pa’i nor te |
ga ha la sogs pa’i yin pa’i phyir cha’o || dper na ’ga’ zhig phyed rgas pa’i nor ni ’dod kyi, de ni
ma yin pa de bzhin du, khyed kyang rdza mkhan dang | dbang phyug du rtogs pa gnod pa'i dbang
gis rang rgas pa las dbang phyug gi cha 'dod pa 'di ni mi ‘thad do ||)

26 On bhabhrtsamsthana, following the subsequent prose part, I take it as a compound. However,
T (D38a6,P44b8—45al: sa 'dzin nyer mkho med pas) separates it and connects bhiibhrt to upayoga.
27 Cf. Y (D27b6, P34b6).

28 The objection is explained in Krasser 2002: 43. Ravigupta (D309b5-310al, P156b8—157a4)
paraphrases the objection as follows: “This is a false rejoinder called karyasama! For instance,
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the similarity of effect.” To explain: “[The rejoinder saying:] ‘[The reason is incorrect]
because the effects of human efforts (prayatna) are of many kinds,’ is called karyasama.”
(NS V.1.37)* [For example, when a proponent claims:] “Sound is an effect (karya),
because it is caused by human effort,” [an opponent points out:] “Since the manifestation
(vyakti) caused by human efforts is also observed, sound is not an effect.” [This is a false
rejoinder.] Likewise, here as well, [the Buddhist claim:] “The configuration is [also] an
effect by a different [cause] (i.e., that which is different from an intelligent cause),” [is
taken as a karyasamal.

[Reply:] This 1s also incorrect.

Regarding the logical reason of “effect” (i.e., being caused by human efforts*®)

in general, being concomitant with the probandum,’’ the fallacy of pointing

with respect to that which is considered to be caused by human efforts, is it a real entity (dngos po)
that is caused by human efforts or a manifestation (shes pa, *vyakti?)? If it is a real entity that is
caused by human efforts, [the reason prayatnanantartkatva is] unestablished because it is said that
something that is caused by that which is accepted as an eternal one is [also] eternal. Or, if it is [an
entity] that arises by human efforts through being manifested, in this case, too, it (i.e., sound) is
not impermanent because one makes its existence manifest by human efforts, like a lamp makes
[an object] visible. Likewise, with respect to the specific configuration [in the proof of God’s
existence], [the Buddhist wrongly] assumes it is like a pot’s or the earth’s configurations, etc. This
is a false rejoinder called karyasama.” (’di ni "bras bu dang mtshungs pa’i ltag chod ma yin nam |
dper na brtsal ma thag tu "byung ba nyid du rtogs pa ’di ci ste brtsal ma thag tu "byung ba dngos
po yin nam | “on te shes pa yin | de la brtsal ma thag tu "byung ba dngos po yin na ni, ma grub pa
ste | rtag pa nyid du khas blangs pa las rgyu yod pa dang ldan pa ni rtag pa’o zhes smras pas
so || ‘on te gsal bar byas pas ni brtsal ma thag tu "byung ba nyid yin pa, de Ita na yang mi rtag pa
ma yin te | rtsol bas yod pa nyid du gsal bar byed pa’i phyir vo || ji ltar sgron mas bum pa gsal bar
byed pa bzhin no || de bzhin du dbyibs kyi khyad par 'dir yang yin te | ci bum pa la yod pa’i dbyibs
yin nam | ’on te sa la sogs pa’i yin zhes rtogs pa ni "bras bu dang mtshungs pa’i ltag chod yin no
zhe na |)

29 Yamari (D28b1, P35b1-2) ascribed the sentence to Aksapada’s sutra (rkang mig gi mdo). For
the siitra and its interpretation, see Oberhammer et al. 1996: 78—80.

30 Cf. Y (D28b3, P35b3-4).

31 Ravigupta (D310a3-4, P157a7-8) explained the phrase sadhyenanugamat as follows: “Since
[the reason is] followed, i.e., pervaded by the probandum, i.e., impermanence, [the rejoinder is not
karyasama]. This meaning is as follows: regardless of whether the effect being caused by human
efforts is placed in [a concept of] ‘arising’ or in [that of] ‘manifestation,” in general (sphyir,
*samanyena), [the property of] being caused by human efforts is impossible in something eternal.”
(bsgrub bya’i ste | mi rtag pa’i rjes su ‘gro ba’i phyir te, khyab pa’i phyir ro || 'di’i don ni "bras
bu rtsol ba las byung ba nyid ni gal te skye [skye P : skya D] ba la gnas sam mngon par gsal ba la
gnas pa de lta na yang rtsol ba’i de ma thag tu byung ba nyid spyir rtag pa la mi srid do ||) Cf.
PVV 14,21: sadhyenanityatvenanugamdd vyapandt .... On samanyendpi, Jayanta (D154b5-6,
P175b7) comments as follows: “The [word] samanyendapi [means] ‘by the common nature between
apot and the earth.”” (spyis kyang ni bum pa dang sa gzhi la sogs pa thun mong pa’i ngo bos kyang
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out the difference [of “effect”] due to the difference of its related terms®? is

accepted as the [false rejoinder called] karyasama. (PV 11 14)**

Indeed, the fallacy regarding the logical reason, namely, [the fallacy] with respect to
the logical reason, [being concomitant] with the probandum like effect-ness** even in
general, is accepted as the karyasama, namely, a false rejoinder (jati) of that which is
similar with respect to “effect.”

[Question:] What kind of fallacy is it?

[Reply:] The fallacy of pointing out the difference. To state the difference is to mention
[the difference]. The karyasama is the fallacy of pointing out the difference due to the
difference of its related items in the manner: “Is the so-called effect-ness (karyatva)
accepted as that which is attributed to manifestation (abhivyakti) or as that which is
attributed to the arising (utpatti)?”

Regarding the [inference: “Sound is an effect, because it is caused by human
effort*>”] too, if [an opponent] points out that [the reason is] inconclusive (anaikantika):
“[The reason prayatnanantariyakatva leads to both sound’s impermanence (i.e., effect in
the sense of arising) and its permanence (i.e., effect in the sense of manifestation)]
because the cover is removed by human efforts,” [this objection] is not a false rejoinder

(jatyuttara) because there is no contradiction even in this way [of the rejoinder].?® [First

ngo |[))

32 I.e., the subject matter (e.g., sound) and similar examples (e.g., a pot). Cf. TSP 61,13-15: tatha
hi — ‘krtakatvad anityah Sabdah’ ity ukte jativadi codayati — kim idam ghatadigatam krtakatvam
hetutvenopadiyate, kim va sabdagatam. However, Jayanta (D154b—7, P175b8) considered the
difference between a pot and the earth by taking the proof of God’s existence into consideration.
33 Translated in Inami 1994: 25, Krasser 1999: 217-218, Krasser 2002: 26—27, and Franco 2017:
302. Yamari explained that the verse was written based on Dignaga’s definition of karyasama. Cf.
Y (D28a2-3, P35al-2): “Thus master Dignaga has stated the definition of karyasama in his own
doctrine as karyatvanyatvaleSena ..., and [Dharmakirti] summarized its [Dignaga’s] intention and
stated in [Pramanalvarttika: sadhyenanugamat ....” (de skad du yang slob dpon phyogs kyi glang
pos rang gi gzhung du ’bras mtshungs kyi mtshan nyid 'di nyid | "bras nyid gzhan gyi cha yis ni ||
(PS VI 7a) zhes bya ba la sogs bas gsungs so zhes bya ba’i dogs pa 'di bsdus nas rnam ’grel las |
bsgrub byas rjes su ’gro ba’i phyir (PV 11 14a) zhes bya ba la sogs ba’o ||)

34 This karyatva does not mean the logical reason but the probandum. Cf. PVA 43,29-30: pra-
yatnanantarTyakatvat karyah Sabda iti. The expression sadhyena is difficult to understand here
unless a word like anugama is linked. Cf. Y (D28b4, P35b4): bsgrub par bya bas ’bras bu nyid la
sogs pa zhes bya ba 'dir mdo la yod pa’i rjes ’gro zhes bya ba la ltos (Itos D; bltos P) par bya’o ||
35 Cf. Y (D28b7, P35b8).

36 The Naiyayika’s definition of karyasama does not presuppose that the proponent’s logical
reason is already established as valid. Therefore, the opponent’s claim is understood as a statement
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of all,] however, [prayatnanantariyakatva] is a [valid] logical reason even in general
(i.e., regardless of whether the effect is in the sense of “arising” or that of
“manifestation”); [in this case], since even the “manifestation” is contradictory to the
eternal, [the opponent’s claim] is a false rejoinder. Otherwise®’, the statement of [the
reason’s] inconclusiveness would be true.

[The Naiyayika:]*® The reply to this [karyasama-rejoinder is given:] “In the case of a
different effect (i.e., manifestation), ‘human effort’ is not the logical reason because it is
suitable [to assume] a cause of [the object’s] non-perception (anupalabdhikarana)” (NS
V.1.38). If [the “effect™] is a different effect (i.e., manifestation), human effort would not
be the logical reason for the [effect-ness of] sound,* because it [would] be suitable [to
assume] a [certain] cause for [the object’s] non-perception like a cover; but, for sound, it
is impossible [to assume] such a cause like a cover [that hinders sound]. Therefore, it
(i.e., sound*’) is not manifest immediately after human effort. A cause of the non-
perception like a cover is applied to whatever*! is manifest immediately after human
effort, and the object is perceived after the removal of the cover immediately after human

efforts. Therefore, the manifestation is characterized by perception (upalabdhi).*?

to point out the reason’s inconclusiveness, but not a false rejoinder. Cf. Y (D29a2, P36a2-3).

37 Te., if the manifestation is possible for the eternal. Cf. Y (D29a4-5, P36a5).

38 Cf. Y (D29a5, P36a6): 'dir rKang mig (* Aksapada) gi lan no ||

The following objection is based on NS V.1.38 and NBh thereon (304,6-10). To the opponent who
claims that the reason prayatnanantariyakatva is interpreted as the arising (utpatti) and as the
manifestation (abhivyakti), the Nayiyayika maintains that the latter’s case is possible only by
accepting a precondition for the situation. That is, if something like a cover hinders an object, after
its removal by human efforts, the object is manifest to be perceived. The manifestation is linked
with prayatnanantariyakatva in this case. However, since sound’s manifestation does not
presuppose a situation in which sound is hindered by a cover, there is no human effort to remove
the cover. Thus, the reason prayatnanantariyakatva is inapplicable to sound, and therefore, the
opponent’s claim to point out the reason’s inconclusiveness is out of questions.

39 The reading sati karyatve prayatnahetutvam is a hypothetical reconstruction from T: "bras bu
gzhan nyid yin na ni | sgra la rtsol brtsal (brtsal D; bthal P) ba rgyu ma yin par 'gyur ba and its
related NBh: sati karyanyatve anupalabdhikaranopapatteh prayatnasyahetutvam Sabdasya-
bhivyaktau. 1 assume there is some uncertainty in Ms: prayatnakaryanyatvopapatteh
syahetusattam.

40 Cf. Y (D29a7, P36b1).

41 E.g., apillar. Cf. Y (D19a7-b1, P36b1).

42 The last part of this paragraph is based on a reconstructed text from T (D38b6-7, P45b6-7): bar
chad bsal ba las (las P; la D) don dmigs pa ni brtsal (brtsal D; btsal P) ma thag tu "byung ba yin
te | des na dmigs pa’i mtshan nyid mngon par gsal ba yin no zhe o || Since Yamari (D29b1, P36b1)
commented on the part des na, the text he read is assumed to be similar to the version based on T.
On Ms’s reading: carthasyopalabdhirupalabdhilaksanabhivyaktir, the doubling of upalabdhi
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[The Buddhist:] To this, it is said:

How is it understood that the [manifestation caused by human effort*’] does not
[apply] to sound as well, and why? [It is not understood] if the connection with the

manifestation is suitable even for something eternal. (330)
[The Naiyayika:] It might be argued:

When sound is not perceived (i.e., heard), no cause [of its non-perception] like a
cover of a pot, etc., is observed as evident. Therefore, [sounds] arise by human

efforts.** (331)
[The Buddhist:] This is also incorrect.

It can be assumed that covers and so forth are [possible] even for sound. [According

to an opponent’s view, ] sound does not perish because of being recognized. (332)

[Things] like a pot, which one perceived previously, do not perish [even] while being
[hidden] by a cover. This is apprehended to be so through the recognition (pratyabhijia)
when [their] covers, etc., are removed. It is proper that sound is also likewise due to [its]
recognition.

[The Naiyayika:] Such apprehension (i.e., “There was this pot”) occurs because [the
object] is perceived by another person [while being hidden by a cover], but not because
it is recognized.

[The Buddhist:*] Since such apprehension occurs indirectly from another person’s
perception, but not directly from one’s own recognition, how great [your] cognition of
reality (tattvadrsti) is!

Moreover,

It is not understood by [any method] except recognition that the [object] was

apprehended even by another person [while being hidden by a cover]. How is its

probably shows a scribe’s eye-skip: carthasyopalabdhi[h prayatnantaram bhavati. tata] upa-
labdhilaksanabhivyaktir.

43 Cf. Y (D29b3, P36b4-5).

4 T.e., sounds are not manifest.

4 Cf. Y (D29b7, P37al).
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(i.e., the object’s) permanence [apprehended] by something else as well (i.e.,

without relying on the recognition*®)? (333)*

Therefore (i.e., the Naiyayika’s definition of karyasama does not work), here the same
refutation (i.e., the Buddhist definition of karyasama) as before is [repeated]:
“Regarding the logical reason [of “effect”] in general, [being concomitant with the
probandum, the fallacy of pointing out the difference due to the difference of] its

related terms [is accepted as the karyasama.” (PV 11 14).4

[1.4.4.2.3.2 Dignaga’s definition of karyasamal

[S 44,28; Ms 17b3] Or rather, this [commentary, i.e., PV II 14*°] is stated relying on the

definition of karyasama as maintained by [my] teacher (i.e., Dignaga):

If one shows that the probandum is not proved due to a minor difference with
respect to the effect-ness, it is the [false rejoinder called] karyasama. However, this

is of three kinds according to the speaker’s intentions. (334 = PS VI 7)*

46 Cf. Y (D30a3, P37a5-6).

47 The argument in vv. 330-333 and commentary thereon aims to criticize the Naiyayika’s reply
(NS V.1.38) to the karyasama-rejoinder. According to Prajfiakaragupta’s diagnosis, the
Naiyayika’s reply finally accepts sound’s eternity and manifestation, against their standpoint that
sound is impermanent. Yamari (D30a3-5, P37a6—7) concluded the section as follows: “Therefore,
according to the view of those who [finally] accept recognition as a means of valid cognition and
the manifestation for the eternal one, the claim that [the reason] is inconclusive is not a false
rejoinder because the reason does not prove [the probandum] in general. According to our
[Buddhist] view, since it is contrary, [the claim] is settled to be nothing but a false rejoinder.” (de i
phyir gang dag ngo shes pa tshad [tshad P; chad D] ma yin pa dang | rtag pa la mngon par gsal
ba yang ’dod pa de’i ltar na | ma nges pa nyid brjod pa 'di ni lan ltar snang ba ma yin te | spyis
sgrub par byed pa ma yin pa’i phyir ro || kho bo cag gi lugs Itar na ni | bzlog pa yin pa’i phyir na
| lan Iltar snang ba kho na’o zhes gnas so ||) In addition, Yamari states that the refutation of
recognition (pratyabhijiia) is discussed in another place in relation to what Trilocana (tre lo tsa na)
has said in the examination of words (sgra yongs su brtag pa, *Sabdapartksa). Cf. Y (D30a5-6,
P37b1).

48 This sentence (S 44,27) is commented on by Yamari (D30b6-7, P38a2-3) in a different location
(S 45,4, after the vikalpasama argument). It suggests that the text in Yamari’s hand contains a
different transmission of PVA. However, since other materials including Jayanta’s commentary do
not support the change of location of this sentence, I would retain the present reading. Cf. J
(D157a4-5, P178a7-b1).

49 Cf. Y (D30a6, P37b1-2).

30 For Dignaga’s verse on the definition of karyasama, see Kitagawa 1965: 300, Krasser 2002:
44f., Katsura 2020: 87.
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As explained, Aksapada’s definition is incorrect. The meaning of this [Dignaga’s
definition of karyasama’'] is as follows:> With respect to [the inference,] “Sound is
impermanent, because it is produced, like a pot,” [an opponent might point out:] “If a pot
is impermanent due to the effect-ness (karyatva) being different from [sound’s effect-
ness], then, in this [proof], how is [the particular effect-ness attributed] to sound?” [This
rejoinder] is called karyasama. However, this [false rejoinder] is classified into three
kinds depending on the speaker’s intentions (PS VI 7cd): if the speaker (i.e., the
opponent) criticizes [the proponent] by saying that a pot’s effect-ness does not exist in
sound, [the rejoinder] is falsely [pointing out the reason’s being] unestablished
(asiddhabhasa)™; if [the opponent] criticizes [the proponent] by saying that sound’s
effect-ness does not exist in [similar examples, namely,] impermanent entities like pots,
[the rejoinder] is falsely [pointing out the reason’s being] contradictory (viruddhabhasa);
and if [the opponent] criticizes [the proponent] by saying that the same (i.e., sound’s
effect-ness) does not exist [not only in impermanent entities] but also in eternal entities,
[the rejoinder] is falsely [pointing out the reason’s being] inconclusive
(anaikantikabhasa) due to the uniqueness (asddharanata).>*

55

[In this connection],” on the other hand, vikalpasama, i.e., the false rejoinder

SICf. Y (D30a7, P37b2).

52 The explanation is not included in Ms and S. However, as Watanabe (2010: 124, n. 12) noted,
since Yamari commented on this section, we should read the portion with T and its related PSV ad
PS VI 7. For the reconstruction of this part, I thank Prof. Motoi Ono for his kind permission,
valuable comments, and information about a forthcoming reconstructed text of PS VI and its PSV
from Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary by Motoi Ono, Yasutaka Muroya, and Toshikazu Watanabe.
53 For the translation of -abhdsa in this specific context, I thank Prof. Motoi Ono for his valuable
insight. Cf. also Y (D30b1-2, P37b4-5): “If one has ascertained by a means of valid cognition that
a mere [property] of being produced is pervaded by impermanence, then there is no invalidation
with respect to sound[’s impermanence]. Therefore, there is not one refutation [based on the fallacy
of reason], and this is the meaning of -abhasa.” (gal te byas pa tsam la mi rtag pas khyab pa tshad
mas nges na ni sgra la yang god pa med do || des na [des na D; des P] gcig kyang sun ’byin ba ma
yin no zhes bya ba ni ltar [ltar D; bltar P]| snang ba sgra’i don to ||)

>4 For the parallel passage of PSV ad PS VI 7, see Kitagawa 1965: 300-303, Krasser 2002: 46—
47. Cf. also TSP 61,13-22.

5 The reason why Prajhakaragupta also mentioned vikalpasama here is probably because
Dharmakirti’s attack on the proof of God’s existence might be considered this type of false
rejoinder. That is, by assuming a pot’s specific features, the Buddhist seems to indicate that the
effect-ness of a pot differs from that of mountains, etc. However, as explained in karyasama, only
when the pervasion of the proof is ascertained, is it possible to consider someone’s rejoinder false.
The case of vikalpasama is also the same, and hence, the Buddhist’s attack on the proof of God’s
existence should not be labeled vikalpasama.

-94 -



Prajiiakaragupta’s Criticism of the Proof of God’s Existence (Moriyama)

based on wrong assumption, is [also] defined: “The statement of specific features
(visesa) — even if there is the similarity [between the subject-matter and the example]*®
— is [called] vikalpasama” (PS VI 12ab).%” Just like the previous case, when one
presents [sound’s] impermanence by [relying on sound’s] similarity to a pot, [an
opponent] states: “[Even] if there is the similarity [between sound and a pot], only the
pot is impermanent due to [its specific features] like being fired and visible, but not the
other (i.e., sound>®).” [This is the false rejoinder called vikalpasama!]*® (PSV ad PS VI
12ab)

[Objection:] Here (i.e., in the refutation of the inference of God’s existence®) as well,
the logical reason occurs in the form of the general [properties] like “effect-ness”
(karyatva), “having [specific] configuration” (samsthanatva) and the like, [and thus,] if
[the Buddhist] assumes [their] specific features from the viewpoint of [their] related
terms, it is precisely called karyasama because a pot’s configuration and that of
mountains, etc., are assumed [as different].

[Reply:] This is incorrect.

It is not the general [property] that the configurations, etc., arise by the action

56 Taking the current context into consideration, Yamari (D30b3—4, P37b7) explained: “Since the
effect in the probandum and [that in] the example are similar regarding effect-ness, [it is said]
sadharmye ‘pi ....” (byas pa nyid kyis byas pa bsgrub bya dang dpe chos mtshungs pas chos mthun
na yang ngo ||)

57 For Dignaga’s definition of vikalpasama, see Kitagawa 1965: 316f.

8 Cf. Y (D30b6, P38a2).

59 Yamari (D30b6-7, P38a2-3) commented here on the sentence from S 44,27: tasmad atra prag
ukta eva pariharah — samanyendpi sadhane sambandhityadi as follows: “[Objection:] How do
you (i.e., the Buddhist) reject this kind of fallacy (i.e., vikalpasama)? [Reply: Prajfiakaragupta, ]
after having summarized [the argument], refutes [it] by saying: “Therefore ...” (tasmat). To this
(atra), namely, to this kind of fallacy (i.e., vikalpasama), the same reply as said before [is given].
[Objection:] What is this? [Reply:] It is samanyenapi, etc.” (gal te rnam pa 'di lta bu’i nyes pa
khyed ci ltar spang zhes dogs na | mjug sdud pa’i sgo nas spang pa ni de’i phyir zhes bya ba’o
|| ’dir [ 'dir D; “dis P] ni zhes bya ba ni skyon gyi rnam pa di lta bu la ni sngar brjod pa lan yin
no || de yang gang zhe na | spyis [spyis corr.; phyis D] kyang [zhes bya ba ni skyon gyi rnam pa ...
kyang D; n.e. P] zhes bya ba la sogs pa’o ||) It is questionable why Prajiakaragupta did not cite
PV II 14 from its first part, sadhyenanugamat; yet, the question might be answered if one assumes
that the part has already been exaplained by the phrase sadharmye ’pi in the vikalpasama--
definition. From this point of view, the relocation of the sentence might be justified. However, as
noted in fn. 47, by taking the situation of other materials into consideration, I would retain the
reading of S.

60 Cf. Y (D30b7, P38a3).
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preceded by intelligence because it (i.e., the configuration) is observed elsewhere
(i.e., in cases where no intelligent cause exists), for instance, in trees. The point has
already been discussed.®! (335)

Whatever is the logical reason [that is presented] for a certain [subject matter] after
having abandoned the specific feature of that which is [necessarily] connected to
[the logical reason] (pratibaddhavisesa) %> is absolutely unrelated [to the
probandum] like a crow’s blackness [unrelated] to [sound’s] impermanence.

(336)

[1.4.4.2.4 Verbal similarity does not ground the validity of the inference]

[S 45,10; Ms 17b5] [Objection:] To this, an opponent argues: “Even if [certain
configurations, etc.,] are not observed to be concomitant with the action preceded by an
intelligent [cause], it should not be the case that only such configurations, etc., (i.e., those
which are observed to be concomitant with the action preceded by an intelligent cause)
are the logical reason [for the inference of God’s existence]. Instead, that which is
concomitant with the nature of being expressible by the [same] words — ‘configuration’,
‘configuration’ — will be [the logical reason]. Therefore, since [the ‘configuration,’ etc.,

in the proof of God’s existence] has a characteristic that is not different from the

61 Cf. S 38,6-12, Moriyama 2014a: 218-220.

2 E.g., by disregarding the specific feature of a pot’s configuration whose causal relation to its
intelligent maker is ascertained.

6 Cf. Y (D31al, P38a4): “For example, a crow’s blackness is unrelated to the probandum,
impermanence of sounds, etc. [The logical reason explained in the verse is] likewise.” (dper na
sgra la sogs par mi rtag pa nyid la sogs pa bsgrub par bya ba la | bya rog nag po 'brel ba med pa
yin pa de bzhin no ||) However, Jayanta gives a different account that the relation between a crow
and its blackness is unrelated to other impermanent relations. Cf. J (D158a1-3, P179a5-7): “Since
[the expressions] ‘a crow’s blackness’ and ‘a crane’s whiteness’ derive from the words of the author
of the commentary on Vyakarana, [they] are unrelated (*asambaddha). From [Katyayana’s]
Varttika’s words, [it is understood that a crow and its blackness are] related by the sixth (i.e..
genitive) relation by the quality that exists in the [locus], but not by its sub-divisions. [Otherwise,
it] would be [impermanent] relations like the ‘error of the present time’ or the ‘connection between
effort and devotion.’” (bya rog gi nag po nyid dang chu skyar gyi dkar po nyid ces bya ba | by’a
ka ra na’i bshad pa byed pa’i tshig yin pa’i phyir bsdu ba med do || de la yod pa’i yon tan rnams
kyis drug pa’i bsdu ba (bsdu ba P; yon tan D) yin gyi | de’i bye brag rnams kyis (kyis D; kyi P) ma
yin no zhes bya ba ni rnam par ’'grel ba’i tshig las | da Itar nye ba bzhin du’am | "bad dang gus
pa’i bsdu ba lta bu’i bsdu ba kho nar "gyur ro ||) However, this explanation is not entirely clear to
me.
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[‘configuration,” etc., used for the similar example], it is established that [the
‘configuration’ etc.,] have one and the same effect.”

[Reply:] This is incorrect because:

“If it is possible [to prove] an object from a property fashioned just by imagination
(kalpana) and devoid of relation to the object, then [one can prove] whatever object
one wants to.” (337)

The proof of something that is well established in a different class [for the
reason| that one observes the similarity of the word [denoting the logical
reason] is unreasonable, like [the proof of] a word’s having horns because of
gotva (i.e., the nature of being expressible by the same Sanskrit word “go”).%

(PV I 15)%

Does one infer the connection with horns, which is well established in a different class
(i.e., cow-class) and which has a different characteristic from words, etc., just because

one observes that the same word “go” [is applied]? [No.]

It has been said that one does not infer [fire] from the whiteness in spite of the non-
difference of the object. How much less is it the case where only the word is same

in spite of the absence of the object? (338)

Even though an object (e.g., smoke) is connected to the intended probandum (e.g., fire),
those who have subtle eyes (sitksmeksikavat) say that even the [object] has no [capacity]
to prove [the probandum]. How much less is [the proof just] by having the word’s
similarity (Sabdasamanata), in which even the smell of the connection to the probandum

is distant? This is because:

Since [the meaning of words] depends on the speaker’s intention (vivaksa),

where do words not occur? [Every word can be used for denoting anything the

64 T.e., the Sanskrit word go indicates ‘word’ and so on as well as ‘cow.” For instance, heaven,
space, word, eye, ray of light, axe, the earth, and milk. Cf. TSP 62,21-22: evam hi svargadig-
vacanalocanakiranakuliSabhupayasam api gosSabdabhidheyatamatrad bahuleyadivad visana-
vattanumanaprasangah. Cf. Franco 2017: 135, fn. 1.

5 Translated in Inami 1994: 26, Krasser 1999: 218, and Krasser 2002: 28. Cf. Franco 2017: 303.
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speaker wishes.®’] However, if any object is established [merely] due to the
presence of it (i.e., a word that refers to it®’), everything would be established

for everyone. (PV II 16)%

Since the speaker’s intentions are never prevented regarding any [object], where do
words not occur? If the object that should be established is established [merely] from this
(i.e., word), nobody would meet with the absence of the establishment of the object
(arthasiddhi). [But this is ridiculous.] Therefore, what is accepted by the other® is

incorrect.

% Cf.R (D310b5, P158a2).

67 Cf. Y (D31a3, P38a7).

%8 Translated in Inami 1994: 26, Krasser 1999: 218, and Krasser 2002: 29. Cf. Franco 2017: 303—
304.

% T.e., the opponent’s claim that the “configuration,” etc., which is concomitant with the object to
be denoted by word becomes the logical reason. Cf. S 45,10-12; Y (D31a3-4, P38a7-8).
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Sanskrit Text

Symbols and Abbreviations

See Explanatory Notes and Abbreviations of the presenat volume.

Pramanavarttikalankara ad PV 11 11-16
(S 42,19-45,25; MsB 16b5—-17b8; T D37a4—40a2, P43b3-47a2)

[S42,19; Ms16b5] api ca, na karyam ity eva, samsthanam ity eva, vastv ity eva,
abhimatakaranam anumapayati / na [S20] khalu purusecchaya hetavah sadhyasadhanaya
pravartante / anyathe$varaviparyayo ’pi syat, tasyapi [S21] siddhiprasangat / na' kificit
kasyacin na sidhyeta, [i6b6) api tu yadrsad yatha yad upalabhyate [S22] tadr§am
evanumapayatity aha —

[S23] siddham yadrgadhisthatrbhavabhavanuvrttimat® /

[S24] sannive$adi tad yuktam tasmad yad anumiyate // PV II 11 //>
[S25] yadrg adhisthatur bhavabhavay anuvrttikari* drstam, yadr$o vadhisthatur bhava-
bhavanu[S26]varttamanam yad upalabdham tadrsat tu tad evanumiyata iti yuktam / san-
nivesa[ieh7)di’ — sannive$ah, vastutvam, [S27] sthitvapravrttir va /

yadrs$t yadrsad upalabdha, tadr§yas tadrgadhisthatranumanam upapannam, [S28]
nanyathety aha —

[S29] vastubhede prasiddhasya sabdasamyad abhedinah /
[S30] na yuktanumitih pandudravyad iva hutasane® // PV I 12 //

' na Ms; tatah na S, (des na T [D37a5, P43b4]).

2 The text follows Prajiiakaragupta’s second interpretation for convenience. If we follow his first
interpretation, it should be read: yadrg adhisthatrbhavabhavanuvrttimat.

3 =PVin I v. 69. The verse is cited in NBhii 480,4—5, RNA 53,67 and others. See Krasser 2002:
23.

4 Corr. bhavabhavav anuvrtti- (cf. yod pa dang med pa’i rjes su ’jug par byed par T [D37a6,
P43b7]); bhavabhavad{i} anuvrtti- Ms; bhavabhavad anuvrtti- S.

> sannive$adi Ms, S; n.e. T (D37a7, P43b7).

6 _dravyad iva hutasane Ms; -dravyadivad dhutasane S.

7 =PVin Il v. 70. The verse is cited in NVTT 667, 2-3, NBhi 480,9—10 and others. See Krasser
2002: 24.
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[S31] yadi hi samsthanabhedam parityajya® samsthanasabdamatravacyam Kkartr-
visesanugamam nirasya [S32] hetur upadiyate — vastutvamatram va —, tadayukta-
numitih’® syat'® pandudravyad iva vahnau / tajiessitra hi [S43,1] panduviSeso ’vadhara-
niyah, yo dhiimagatah / dhiimad eva tadanumanam'! tarhi kim pandutaya / [S2] atro-
cyate —

[S3] visistam eva pandutvam dhiima ity abhidhiyate /
vyatiriktan na dhiimatvam'? pandutvasya visesanam // 326 //

[S4] dhimagatapandutvad iti ko ’rthah / agnyanvayavyatirekanuvidhayipandutvad
iti.

nanu tadanvayavyatirekanuvidhanam'? eva katham avagantavyam / [S5] atrapi
dhiimatvam agnyavinabhaviti'* karyakaranabhavasyajizaijgrahane nanuma'®> bhavet /
tatha ca [S6] sutaram 10 na siddhim adhigacchatiti labham icchato miilasyapi nasah /
tasmad vastubhede drstante [S7] yo drsto vastubhedah!¢ samsthanaviese ghatadau
purusadhisthanavi$esah, tasya $abdasamyad abhedavato'’ na [S8] yuktanumitih'® /
tathesvarasyapity ekanta esah /

[S9] athapi syad — yadi!® pandutvad viSesarahitad anumanam pravartayemahi,
tatah pratyaksabadha [S10] syat / na sarvatra tu?® pandutayam agnisamsargah, praty-

aksato vi[17a2jparyayasya dar$anat / iévaranumane tu [S11] na badhet?! tadanumanam /

8 parityajya Ms, S; n.e. T (D37b2, P44al).

9 tadayuktanumitih Ms (cf. de’i tshe rjes su dpag pa mi rigs par *gyur T [D37b2, P44a2]); tada
yuktanumitih S.

19" Corr. -anumitih syat; -anumitih / syat Ms, S.

1 tad- Ms, S; n.e. T (D37b3, P44a3).

12 fpa}dhtimatvam Ms (cf. du ba tha dad pa nyid ni T [D37b3, P44a4]); dhimatve S.

13" agnyanvayavyatirekanuvidhayipandutvad iti / nanu tadanvayavyatirekanuvidhanam Ms (cf.
me’i rjes su ’gro ba Idog pa’i rjes su byed pa’i skya bo las so zhes bya ba yin no || gal te de’i rjes
su ’gro ba dan ldog pa’i rjes su byad pa T [D37b4, P44a4-5]); agnyanvayavyatirekanuvidhanam
S.
14 agnya- Ms; agnya- S.

15 _bhavasyagrahane nanuma Ms (cf. dngos po ma bzung ba na | rjes su dpag par mi *gyur ro T
[D37b5, P44a5-6]); -bhavasya grahanenanuma S.

16 vastu- Ms, S; n.e. T (D37b6, P44a7).

17" abhedavato Ms, S; (tha dad pa’i phyir T [D37b6, P44a7]).

18 Cf. NBha 480,11f.: vastubhede drste samsthanadiviSese ghatadau yah prasiddho viSesah,
purusadhisthanalaksanas tasya ksityadigatasyanumitih samsthanadi$abdasamyenabhedamatran na
yukta.

19" yadi Ms, S (cf. gal te J [D153b3, P174b4]); n.e. T (D37b6, P 44a8).

20 Corr. sarvatra tu (cf. thams cad du T [D37b7, P44a8-bl1]); sarvasya tu Ms, S.

2 Corr. na badheti (cf. gnod pa med pa’i phir T [D37b7, P44b1]); na badhete Ms, badheta S.
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[S12] naitad asti** /
[S13] na na badhyata®® ity evam anumanam pravartate /
sambandhadar$anat tasya pravarttanam itiritam // 327 //**
[S14] anyatha kumbhakarena mrdvikarasya kasyacit /
[S15] ghatadeh karanat sidhyed valmikasyapi tatkrtih / PV II 13 //?
[S16] na khalu valmikasya kumbhakarakarane ’'numane badhakam asti / nanv
adarSanam?® eva badhakam / [S17] yadi kumbhakarah karta bhavet, upalabhyeta /
1$vare ’pi kim upalambhah?’ / (17,31 nanv evam adrstam karmapi na [S18] kalpaniyam /
tat kim idantm Susiram ity eva janupraves$ah / atha karmapi parikalpyapara 18ah [S19]
parikalpyate, tatas tato ’py aparam ity anavastha® 2° /
kifica,
[S20] kumbhakaro ’pi tatkarye kim adrsto na kalpyate /
kastakalpanam etat kim 1$vare ’pi na sambhavi // 328 //
[S21] atha dandamrtpindacakrakaraprakramanugamo na valmika uji7a4jpalabhyate / yadi
tarhi mahatiyam [S22] bhavatah stiksmeksika / tada parvatadisv apy aniyatasamsthanesu
na’® preksavadvrttir upalabhyata [S23] ity esam?®! api kriya na /*?> kim ardhajaratiyam
alambate /
[S24] atha prthividharanamatrakarane parvatader upayogah, kin tatra parvatadisu

ghatitasamsthane[S25]neti / evam tarhi,>?

22 = PVin IIl v. 71. Cf. NBhu 480,15f.: pratyaksabadhatah (NBhiiys 119a20; pratyaksabadhatah
NBhii) pandutvad agnyanumanam na (na NBhiiys 119a20; n.e. NBhi) pravartata. i§varanumanam
tu na badhyate. tatas tatpravrttir yukteti cet, naitad.

23 badhyata S; badhyate Ms.

24 The verse is cited in NBhia 480,17f.

25 The verse is cited in NBhi 480,19f. and others. See Krasser 2002: 25.

26 nanv adar$anam Ms (cf. gal te mthong ba T [D38a2, P44b3]); na na dar§nam S.

27 upalambhah Ms (cf. dmigs sam D 38a3, 1$vare kim [kim corr.; kim kim NBhiiys 119b2, NBhi]
upalambho ’sti NBhii 480,21); anupalambhah S, ma dmigs sam P 44b4.

28 tato py aparam ity anavastha Ms (cf. de las kyang gzhan yin pa’i phyir thug pa med par *gyur
ro T [D38a3, P44b5]); tato ’nyo pity evam anavastha S.

2% Cf. NBhu 482,22-24: nanv evam adrstam karmapi na kalpaniyam, tat kim idanim Susiram ity
eva januprave$ah. yadi hi karmapi parikalpyapara i§ah kalpyate, tatas tato ’py aparam ity
anavastheti.

30" (na) S (¢f. ma dmigs pas T [D38a5, P44b7]); na n.e. Ms.

31 esam Ms, S (cf. ’di dag Y [D27b4, P34b4]); *di T (D38a5, P44b7).

32 kriya na/ Ms (byas pa ma yin te T [D38a5, P44b7-8]); kriya na (without danda) S.

33 evam tarhi Ms (cf. de Ita na ni *o na T [D38a6, P44b8]); evam tad dhi S.
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[S26] upayogam vina bhiubhrtsamsthanam kriyate "nyatha /

[17a5] kim va na purusas tatra hetus tena virtipata // 329 //
[S27] kim upayogabhavat purusakartrtve *pi samsthanam®® atiSobhanam na jayate,
puruso va na karteti [S28] samdeha eva /

[S29] nanv esa dosah karyasamah / tatha hi, prayatnakaryanekatvat karyasamah (NS

V.1.37) / prayatna[S30]nantariyakatvat karyah $abda iti /*° prayatnanantaram vyaktir api
drsta iti na karyah $abda iti / [S31] tathatraji7.s;pi samsthanam anyakaryam®® api drstam
iti /
[S44,1] tad apy asat®’ /
[S2] sadhyenanugamat karye samanyenapi sadhane /
[S3] sambandhibhedad bhedoktidosah karyasamo matah // PV 1I 14 //®
[S4] sadhyena hi karyatvadina samanyenapi sadhane sadhanavisaye yo*® dosah, sa
[S5] karyasamo matah, karyasamajatiripah / kidrSo dosah / bhedoktidosah —
bhedasyoyi7.7kti[ S6]r upaksepah / karyatvan nama kim abhivyaktigatam upadiyate, kim
votpattigatam iti* sambandhi[S7]bhedad yo bhedoktidosah sa karyasamah /
tatrapi yady anaikantikam udbhavayati — prayatnad avarana[S8]vigamad iti, evam
api na virodhiti na jatyuttaram / kintu samanyenapi sadhanam bhavati / [S9]
yato ’bhivyaktir api nityasya viruddhaiva, tato jatyuttaram / anyathanaikantikod-
bhavanam satyam eva bhavet /

[S10] athajizasitrottaram — karyanyatve prayatnahetutvam anupalabdhikarano-

papatteh (NS V. 1.38) / [S11] sati karyanyatve prayatnasyahetutvam*' $abde syat,

34 samsthanam S (cf. dbyibs T [D38a7, P45a2]); samsthanabhavam Ms.

35 Cf.NBh 303,15: prayatnanantariyakatvad anityah Sabda iti.

36 anyakaryam Ms (cf. gzhan gyi ’bras bu T [D38b1, P45a4]); atyakaryam S.

37 tad apy asat Ms, S; n.e. T (D38b1, P45a4).

3 =PVin Il v. 72. The verse is cited in NVTT 666,17-18 and others. See Krasser 2002: 26.

3 yo Ms; (ukto) yo S, (brjod pa’i skyon gang yin pa T [D38b2, P45a5]).

40 iti S (¢f. zhes T [D38b3, P45a7]); api / Ms.

41 Corr. sati karyanyatve prayatnasyahetutvam (cf. *bras bu gzhan nyid yin na ni | sgra la rtsol
brtsal [brtsal D; bthal P] ba rgyu ma yin par ’gyur ba T [D38b5, P45b1]); prayatnakaryanyatvo-
papatteh syahetusattam Ms, prayatnakaryanyatvopapatteh syad eta(t) sattvam S.
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anupalabdhikaranasya vyavadhanader upapatteh.** 4 [S12] na ca $abdasya vyava-
dhanadikaranopapattih / tena nasya** prayatnanantaram abhivyaktih / yatra [S13]
prayatnanantaram abhivyaktih, tatranupalabdhikaranam upayujyate vyavadhanam, %’
vyavadhanapohac carthasyopapi7ii[S14]labdhih prayatnanantaram bhavati / tata upa-
labdhilaksanabhivyaktir*® bhavati*’ /
[S15] atrocyate —
[S16] $abdasyapi na sety etat*® katham kasmat*’ pratiyate /
[S17] yady abhivyaktisambandho nityasyapy upapattibhak // 330 //
[S18] athapi syat —
[S19] $abdasyanupalabdhatve vyavadhanadikaranam /
ghatadinam iva vyaktam®® neksyate ’tah>! prayatnajah // 331 //
[S20] tad apy asat /
[S21] vyavadhanadayah santi $abdasyety api kalpyatam /
pratyabhijidyamanatvac chabdasya® na vinasita // 332 //

[S22] ghatadayo ’pi pragupalabdha vyavadhanavasthayam na vinasta ijizw2jti vyava-

42 upapatte(h) S (cf. ’thad pa las yin no T [D38b5-6, P45b2]); upapatte Ms.

43 Cf. NBh 304,6: sati karyanyatve anupalabdhikaranopapatteh prayatnahetutvam Sabdasya-
bhivyaktau.

4 nasya S; nasya Ms.

4 Cf. NBh 304,7: yatra prayatnanantaram abhivyaktis tatranupalabdhikaranam vyavadhanam
upapadyate.

46 Corr. carthasyopalabdhih prayatnanantaram bhavati / tata upalabdhilaksanabhivyaktir (cf. don
dmigs pa ni brtsal [brtsal D; btsal P] ma thag tu ’byung ba yin te | des na dmigs pa’i mtshan nyid
mngon par gsal ba yin no T [D38b6-7, P45b6—7]); carthasyopalabdhir upalabdhilaksanabhivyaktir
Ms, carthasyopalabdhirtipatadvilaksanabhivyaktir S, clabdhih prayatnanantaram bhavati / teno-
palabdhilaksanabhivyaktir bhavati S44, fn. 5.

47 Cf. NBh 304,7-8: vyavadhanapohac ca prayatnanantarabhavino ’rthasyopalabdhilaksana-
bhivyaktir bhavati.

4 e(ta)t S (cf. *di T [D38b7, P45b4]); et Ms.

49 kasmat S (c¢f. gang las T [D38b7, P45b5]); ekasmat Ms.

30 yyakatam Ms, S; (gsal bar rtogs pa yid min pa T [D38b7-39al, P45b5]).

31 °tah M, S; n.e. T (D39al, P45b5).

52 _manatvac chabdasya S; -mana .. .chabdasya Ms.
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paramparyat tatha pratitih, na tu pratyabhijfianat>?

drstih /
[S25]kinca,

svayam saksad iti mahati tattva-

[S26] parenapi pratitam tat pratyabhijfianato ‘nyatah /
na gamyate>* kathan tasya parasmad api nityata // 333 //
[S27] tasmad atra pragukta eva pariharah — samanyenapi sadhane sambaji7;;ndhi-
tyadi (PVII 14) /
[S28] athava,
[S29] karyatvanyatvalesena yat sadhyasiddhidarsanam /
[S30] tat karyasamam etat tu tridha vaktrabhisandhitah // 334 = PS VI 7 //*°

[S45,1] iti acaryapranitam karyasamalaksanam asrityedam uktam / aksapadalaksanan tv
ayukta[S2]m eveti pratipaditam / asyayam arthah — anityah sabdah krtakatvad ghata-
vad iti yadi ghato ‘'nyena karyatvenanityah, kim atra sabdasyeti karyasamam | etat tu
tridha vaktrabhisandhitah / (PS VI 7cd) yadi vakta ghatakaryatvam sabde Ssad iti
codayati, tadasiddhabhdasam | atha sabdakaryatvam ghatadisv anityesv asad iti
codayati, tato viruddhabhasam / athaitad eva nityesv apy asad iti codayati, asadharana-

tayanaikantikabhasam / (PSV ad PS VI 7)*¢

53 cen—

las rgyud [rgyud P; brgyu D] nas de Itar rtogs kyi rang nyid ngo shes pa las dngos su ni ma yin no
T [D39a3, P45b8]); n.e. S.

4 gamyate Ms, S; Cgyur T [D39a4, P46al]).

33 The verse is cited in TSP 61,18-19, NVTT 666,13-14.

36 This part is borrowed from a hypothetical reconstruction of PS VI and its PSV by Motoi Ono,
Yasutaka Muroya, and Toshikazu Watanabe, which will appear in the website of Institut fiir Kultur-
und Geistesgeschichte Asiens der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (IKGA). I thank
Prof. Motoi Ono for his kind permission to use this material and for his valuable comments on the
edition of this part of PVA. Cf. T (D39a5-7, P46a4—6): *di’i don ni ’di yin te | gal te byas pa’i phyir
sgra mi rtag ste, bum pa bzhin no zhes byas pa (pa D; n.e. P) na ’bras bu gzhan gyis bum pas mi
rtag pa yin pas | ’dir sgra la cir *gyur zhes bya ba ni *bras mtshungs yin no || ’di ni smra ba po’i
bsam pa las rnam pa gsum ste | gal te smra ba po bum pa’i ’bras bu nyid sgra la med do zhes rtsod
par byed na ni ma grub pa lta bu | *on te sgra’i *bras bu nyid bum pa la sogs pa mi rtag pa dag la
med do zhes bya ba yin na ni | de las *gal ba Itar snang ba’o || "on te de rtag pa dag la yang med do
zhes bya ba yin na ni thun mong ma yin pa’i phyir ma nges pa ltar snang ba’o || See also Krasser
2002: 46, fn. 59, where its relevant PSV passage is noted. Sarkrtydyana reconstructed the Sanskrit
in S45, fn. 1: asyartho hy etad / yadi karyatvat Sabdo ’'nityo ghatavad iti krtva karyantarena
ghato ’nitya ity atra Sabde kim syad iti hi karyasamah / ayam hi vaktrabhiprayatah tridha / yadi hi
vaktuh ghatakaryatvam $abde nastiti vade ’siddhasamah / atha Sabdasya karyatvam ghatady-
anityesu nastiti cet / tato virodhabhasah / atha tannitya(tve) pi netiti cet / asadharanatvad aniScata-
samah /
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vikalpasamam tu — sadharmye ’pi vi$esoktir vikalpasamam>®’ /(PS VI 12ab)®® tad

yatha purvavad [S3] ghatasadharmyenanityatve krte saty ahapmsi7zba] — saty etasmin

sadharmye pakyatvacaksusatvadina®® ghata [S4] evanityo nanyah (PSV ad PS VI
12ab)%° /

[S5] nanv atrapi®! karyatvasamsthanatvadisamanyena sadhanam bhavati / visese®?
[S6] sambandhidvaraparikalpane karyasamaprakhyataiva®, ghataparvatadisamsthana-
parikalpanat / [S7] tad asatyam /

[S8] samsthanader na samanyam buddhiptrvakriyodbhavah /
anyatrapy asya drstatvad vrksadav iti varpitam // 335 //

[S9] prapi7vsitibaddhavisesasya tyagad yat sadhanam kvacit /
tad atyantam asambaddham anitye kakakarsnyavat // 336 //

[S10] atraha parah — yadi nama® buddhipiirvakriyanvayo na drstah, sa eva sadha-
nam samsthana[S11]dir ma bhut / sabdavacyatanvayas tu samsthanam samsthanam
ityadir bhavisyati / tatas tadabhinnalaksana[S12]tvad ekakaryatvasiddhih / [S13] asad
etat, yatah —

[S14] kalpanamatraracitad arthapi7weisattivivarjitat /
dharmat tat sambhaviny arthe yatra tatra samthitat // 337 //

[S15] jatyantare prasiddhasya $abdasamanyadars$anat /

57 vikalpasamam S; vikalpa {akr}samah Ms.

38 Cf. bye brag brjod las chos mthun pa’ang || rnam rtog mtshungs pa ... || PSy D12b2-3, chos
mthun la yang khyad par brjod || rnam rtogs mtshungs yin | PSx P12a8.

39 pakyatva- Ms (cf. tshos par bya ba nyid T [D39b1, P46a7]); karyatva- S. Cf. Watanabe 2010:
124, fn. 12.

80 Cf. PSV ad PS VI 12ab, reconstructed by M. Ono, Y. Muroya, and T. Watanabe: sadhrmye ’pi
visesoktir vikalpasamam / (12ab) tad yatha purvavad ghatasadharmyenanityatve krta aha — saty
etasmin sadharmye pakyatvacaksusatvadivi§esena ghata evanityo bhavisyati, na $abdah (cf. dper
na sngar bzhin du bum pa dang chos mthun pas mi rtag par byas pa las brjod pa | de la chos mthun
pa yod du zin kyang bsreg par bya ba dang mig gi gzung bya ba la sogs pa’i bye brag gyis bum pa
kho na mi rtag par ’gyur gyi sgra ni ma yin la ... PSVy D81al-2, dpe [dpe corr.; dpa P] snga ma
la bum pa dang chos mthunn par mi rtag pa nyid du byas pa la ’di la chos la yod na | smin pa nyid
dang mig gis gzung bar bya ba nyid la sogs pa’i khyad par gyis bum pa nyid mi rtag par ’gyur gyi
PSVy P171b6-7).

81" Corr. nanv atrapi (cf. gal te *dir yang T [D39b2, P46a8]); nanvatrapi Ms, nanu (atrapi) S.

2 vi§ese Ms; visesa S.

83 Corr. -prakhyataiva (cf. brjod panyid T [D39b2, P46b1]); -prathataiva Ms, pratha(?vanana)taiva
S.

% nama Ms, S; n.e. T (D39b4, P46b3).
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[S16] na yuktam sadhanam gotvad vagadinam® visanavat // PV II 15 //%
[S17] vagadivilaksano®’ hi jatyantare prasiddho visanasambandhah sa kim gaur iti
vacana[S18]bhedamatrad anumiyate /

[S19] arthabhede *pi pandutvan nanumanam itiritam /

kim punar yayi7p7jtra nartho ’pi $abdamatram param samam // 338 //
[S20] arthasya tavat sambhavi samihitasadhyapratibaddhata, tasyapi suksmeksika-
vadbhir asa[S21]dhakatocyate / kim punah $abdasamanataya®® yasyah sadhyasam-
bandhagandho ’pi vidurikrtah / yatah —

[S22] vivaksaparatantratvan na Sabdah santi kutra va /

[S23] tadbhavad arthasiddhau tu sarvam sarvasya sidhyatu® // PV II

16 //7°
[S24] kutra caite $abda na santi vivaksayah sarvatrapratighatat / tatas ced arthah
sadhyah’! [S25] sidhyati, na kascid arthaji7esisiddhivaidhuryam asadayet / tasmad asat

paropagatam’? /

% vagadinam Ms (¢f. NBhiys 119b3—4, ngag la sogs D39b5-6); chasadam S, chagadinam
NBhu, (ga la sogs P46b5).

66 = PVin Il v. 73. The verse is cited in NBhui 480, 25f. and others. See Krasser 2002: 28.

7 vagadi- Ms (cf. ngag la sogs pa T [D39b6, P46b5]); Sasadi- S.

%8 Corr. -samanataya; -samanataya Ms, S, (sgra mtshungs pa Ita ci smos T [D40al, P46b8]).

8 siddhyatu Ms; siddhyati S, PVin IIT 96,12.

70 =PVin Il v. 74. The verse is cited in NBhi 481,1-2. See Krasser 2002: 29.

"1 sadhyah Ms, S; n.e. T (D40a2, P47a2).

2 Corr. paropagatam (cf. gzhan gyis khas blangs pa T [D40a2, P47a2]); parogatam Ms, S.
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