English Translation of the * Upayahrdaya (pt. 1)

By Brendan Gillon and Shoryu Katsura

Brendan Gillon (BG) and Shoryu Katsura (SK) have engaged in translating 77 {0

m (* Upayahrdaya/Prayogasara) into English for more than ten years by now and come

G
up with the following still ‘tentative’ translation. The translator ¥ (4727), accord-
ing to Toru Funayama, was the only active translator in North China during the fifth
century that was the first dark age of translation activity in China, which may explain
the existence of some notable inconsistencies in the Chinese translation. The text is at-
tributed to Nagarjuna (150-2507) but Hakuju Ui denied his authorship, which was later
severely criticized by Yuichi Kajiyama, and Michiko Ishitobi believes that the author of
the Mulamadhyamakakarika actually wrote the text. In this connection Masaaki Hattori
has somewhat different idea; he once suggested in a personal communication that #3W&
might have composed the text by putting together whatever information on the Indian
method of argumentation was available for him during that dark period.

In the following we first present the Chinese text of * Upayahrdaya (UH) adopted from
the SAT Daizokyo Text Detabase (http://21dzk.l.u-tokyo.ac.jp/SAT /satdb2015.php)
with sporadic editorial suggestions in footnotes. It is followed by English translation
with footnotes that contain references to relevant texts such as Carakasamhita (CS),
Nyayasutra (NSu), Nyayabhasya (NBh), Yogasutra (YS) and Hetuvidya (HV) section of
Srutamayibhami. Whenever the two translators have a different understanding of the
Chinese text, we put an alternative translation headed by initials in the footnote. We
also put in footnotes Dr. Kang’s German translation of the text wherever it is available.
We discuss some Chinese expressions in footnotes but give very little doctrinal and logical
analysis of the text. We are planning to publish a fully annotated translation of UH after
putting up the second installment of this kind of translation in the next issue of this

journal.
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We would like to thank Mark Siderits (MS) for his meticulous response to the first
draft of this translation. We incorporated most of his suggestions and noted some of his
remarks in footnotes. We would also like to thank Ernst Prets (EP) for providing relevant
passages of CS, NSu and NBh with some comments. We noted most of them in footnotes.
Yasutaka Muroya kindly provided some information on the Chinese text from his research
into the old Japanese manuscripts of J7{H /D).

We emphasize that the following is just a ‘tentative’ translation and we are still aiming
for a better rendering of this particularly complicated, if not confused, text. Therefore,

any comment and suggestion from the readers will be most welcome.
Abbreviations:

Kang [2007]: Yong KANG, Paricavayava: Die finfgliedrige Argumentationsform in
den frithen Debattentraditionen Indiens mit besonderer beriticksichtigung
der Carakasamhita Vi. 8.30-36, Cuvillier Verlag, Gottingen.

Muroya [2016]:  Yasutaka Muroya, “On the Kongoji and Koshoji manuscripts of the
/Fangbian xin lun/,” Journal of the Research Institute for Old Japanese
Manuscripts of Buddhist Scriptures 1: 13-34. (BEZZF "HEHR THHEL
iy DRRISEA L AR Z O <o Ty THARN GRS, 5 1
. 2016 4F, 13-34 H, ) TEfd) http://id.nii.ac.jp/1153/00000349/.

Tucci [1929]: Giuseppe Tucci, Pre-Dinnaga Buddhist Texts on Logic from Chinese

Sources, Gaekwad’s oriental series, no. 49.

Taisho 1632 Vol. 32

(23b4) Fiffbai 6 BN =R (D

Treatise on the Essence of Expedient Means (/7L * Upayahrdaya), in one book,
translated by the Later Wei Dynasty (#%l) Tripitaka Master from Western Regions (¥4
W), Ji Jiaye (FHR).

(23b6) Wik
Chapter 1: Explaining how to engage in debate(?)

[1.1 Topic and Purpose of the Treatise]

(1) According to Muroya [2015], Kongo-ji Ms. reads % BUAEBAE & 07 3t SRS 14 By .
(2) BG: ‘Understanding debate’ for Wi



English Translation of the Upayahrdaya
[Initial Verse]

(23b7)  FELHR  WEHGL

g SRR

If one is able to understand this treatise (M) , then one will grasp all the
teachings on debate (Fi#%)® . Thus, I should now expound at length this deep and

far reaching subject matter ().

(23b9) MIH., AMEGE, PiAFfl, Mogiif, ZREMNR, MeES, ABELD, PR,
RABUbCE, FRCE, bR, B, el YA, MERS R A, e,
IEE S
oG, WEHZE, SHBl%#E, RUABARMMIAN, HEEFFIERG 2,
Question ([H): One should not engage in debate (3&ifi)(® . What is the reason? All
those who engage in debate, by and large, promote hatred, arrogance and pride. Since
their thoughts are disturbed, their minds are rarely gentle or serene. They point out what
is bad in others and proclaim what is good in themselves. The wise (#1#) denounce
all such faults. Therefore, all spiritually noble people (Bt¥ A) use unlimited means (/7
i *upaya) to cut debaters (i) off. The wise are usually happy to keep them at a
distance, just as they are happy to avoid vessels of poison (##f).

Furthermore, those who engage in debate (3&ifi#), even if they are, in fact, harmonious
and gentle on the inside, evince many faults on the outside. Therefore if one wishes to

benefit oneself and others, one should avoid [practicing](®) the teachings on debate (i

25).

(23b14) HH. A%, FiEdtm, ARFAREAE, HKE R, BSOS, 1T
Medh, GRREER, NESILRPIRE R, AR A R, EUEE, KRR, . W

() i seems to be used in this text in two distinct senses, viz. ‘treatise’ (*sastra) and ‘debate’ (*vada).

(4) Fi: literally means ‘method of debate’ or ‘principle of debate’ but in this text this term is used
ambiguously to refer to topics which are debated, the doctrines of various schools, and to principles
which govern debate. For this reason, we render the term as “teachings on debate”.

(5) ¥ means, among other things, ‘to make’. We have rendered it as ‘to compose’, when followed by
the word i in the sense of treatise and as ‘to engage in’, when followed by the word i in the sense
of debate.

(6) ‘practicing’ is added upon the suggestion of MS.
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FIor e aeil (D | REEVLER L2 N, TEREHS M RmE s, SRS ARRIA R, S IE .
AT IR RAT R I, MRS R, s RO b, FERG A, 5 BRiGAEAIE.
WRREILEE, ARAENL, IkniSiaama, AR, Rk, B,

Answer (% H): This is not so. Now I have not composed this treatise (&) for the sake
of victory or to increase profit or fame. I only wish to reveal all features (#f) [of debate],
good and bad. Therefore I compose this treatise (i&IH:if).

If the world had no treatise [such as this one] / no debate (f7) , the confused would
be many. Then,® due to people’s perverse views and sophistical argumentation (IR
##), the confusion shared by them would give rise to bad deeds, evil incarnations (fifE%
#%) and loss of real/true benefits (EEF]). If, then, one who understands debate (i)
himself distinguishes [its] good, bad and useless features (%¢#), then(®) the many devilish
non-Buddhists ($HE#4E) and adherents of perverse views (HRZA)19 will not be able
to vex and harm him, thereby putting up obstacles [to his nirvana]. Therefore, to benefit
sentient beings, I compose this corrective treatise (&I IEGf).

Furthermore, I wish to spread the true teaching (1E#*saddharma) [of the Buddha] all
over the world. Just as, in order to cultivate the fruits of mango trees (#ZE#HR), one
plants widely round them thickets of brambles (B Z#) so as to protect their fruits,*)
now in composing [this] treatise (&), I too act in the same way as well, for I wish
to protect the true teaching [of the Buddha] and I do not seek fame. Those whom you
mentioned earlier as good at debate (Riffi#) are not like this. In order to protect the

teaching (% *dharma) [of the Buddha], I should compose [this] treatise (i).

[1.2 The teachings on debate k]

(23b24) WH, &G "M, Elis, HSIH,

E Doy d A VS, FE REEEA LS, IR RS FLARGHR, AIRIRZELUKIGE, W5
Wik K. ARBEPL BB, FONMERIDE A IRIELE, WIRGH A REK, S WIRT\&
. POEREE YL,

Question: You said earlier [i.e., in the initial verse| that those who are able to understand

(") According to Muroya [2015] M BHIGHISHIR reads #EH#A in stead of HMLAH.

(8) SK: ‘If (%) the world had no treatise [such as this one]/debate (ifi) and the confused were many,
then (HI), ...

(9 SK: ‘If they understand debate (#i... %), then (HI) they distinguish [its] good, bad and useless
features and ...

(10) BG: “many devilish people (#J.... ZA) [holding] the perverse views (f55) of non-Buddhist schools
(o)

(1) Cf. NSu 4.2.50: tattvadhyavasayasamraksanartham jalpavitande bijaprarohasamraksanartham
kantakasakhavaranavat.
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this treatise (M) will grasp all the teachings on debate (#i¥%). You should state what
their [defining] features () are.

(12) | 1f someone

Answer: In this treatise, I distinguish eight rubrics/topics/items (/\ff#)
can grasp and understand their significance (Z#*arthagati), then he can [grasp and
understand the significance of] all other treatises (Ef##if). Just as when one plants rice
and barley and waters them, good sprouts become luxuriant.(*?) [But] if one does not
remove the weeds [lit. darnels], then good grain will not grow. If someone does not
understand the significance of the eight [rubrics] (/\#£), though he has heard them, then
doubts will arise regarding [the significance of] all treatises (Ff#i). Suppose someone
clearly understands the significance of these eight [rubrics] (/\#£). He will definitely be

able to understand all the other teachings on debate (—YJFik).

(23c1) WIH, #%&a "Rdkad, Rkl St aE AR, FEAE, WA /NG,
T RERERE, SRR, REGh, W@, fed, A 00 o Qg O ok, MEEEE, WA
TR i

Question: You said that those who understand this treatise (M) will definitely compre-
hend the teachings on debate (f@%). Now, do all the non-Buddhist schools (§}i&) have
teachings on debate (Fiik)?

Answer: They do. For example, the VaiSesikas (f1HAl) have six categories/truths/realities
(& (16) *padartha/satya/tattva): [1] substance (FEFEEE*dravya), [2] quality (KHE *guna),

[3] universality (# & *samanya), [4] particularity (il &% *wvisesa), [5] action (fF

(12) The expression alternates with /\Fiz#iE: (23c5; 26b1). 3%, in the context of /\ffi#%, seems to be a

synonym/equivalent of k.
EP: CS 3.8.27 lists 44 vadamargapadas: tmani tu khalu padani bhisagvadamargajiianartham adhi-
gamyani bhavanti; tadyatha vadah, dravyam, gunah, karma, samanyam, visesah, samavayah,
pratijna, sthapana, pratisthapana, hetuh, drstantah, upanayah, nigamanam, uttaram, siddhantah,
Sabdah, pratyaksam, anumanam, aitthyam, aupamyam, samsayah, prayojanam, savyabhi-
caram, jijnaasa, vyavasayah, arthapraptih, sambhavah, anuyojyam, ananuyoyam, anuyogah,
pratyanuyogah, vakyadosah, vakyaprasamsa, chalam, ahetuh, atitakalam, upalambhah, pariahrah,
pratijiahanih, abhyuanujiia, hetvantaram, arthantaram, nigrahasthanam iti.

NSa 1.1.1 lists 16 padarthas (the notation occurs not in NS but in NBh): pramanaprameya-
samsayaprayojanadrstantasiddhantavayavatarkanirnayavadajalpavitandahetvabhasacchalajatini-
grahasthananam tattvajnanan nihsreyasadhigamah.

(13) EP: CS 1.11.23-25 gives as examples for yukti as a means of investigation (pariksa) three examples
of which the first one runs thus: jalakarsanabijartusamyogat sasyasambhavah yuktih ... buddhih
pasyati ya bhavan bahukaranayogajan yuktis trikala sa jneya ...

(14) Read W3 instead of AfFH.

(15) Read #ALE% L instead of A2t

(16) % is usually a translation for satya; usual translation for padartha is f3%
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*Lkarman) and [6] inherence (AEEFF U7 *samavaya). These and similar things are all
said to be teachings on debate (i#iE)'®) . Even if one grasps [them] well, still one will

not comprehend all the other scriptures and treatises (Bf#<).

[1.2.1 Summary of the eight teachings on debate]

(23c5) WL/ VR EE, REWSL, ORI, SRS, R, B )
ZHEES, WMHER, LHRE, ARG, GOIIER, J\BEEEEE

Thus, I should state briefly our eight kinds of profound and subtle teachings on debate (/\
FEZFEIHRTE) so as to open the door to all treatises (F&aml"]) and to eliminate idle discourse
(k7@ *prapafica):

[1] the first is said to be example (BEWg *drstanta), [2] the second, tenet/established
doctrine (FEFTH#L *siddhanta; lit. that which accords with what one holds)(?) | [3] the
third, excellence/virtue of statement (3&E*vakya-prasamsa), [4] the fourth, deficiency
of statement (F2K *vakya-dosa), [5] the fifth, reason for knowledge/causes of [veridical]
cognition (HIKX *jiiana-hetu/upalabdhi-hetu/ pramana),®Y) [6] the sixth, timely statement

(HEWSZE* prapta-kala-vakya)??) | [7] seventh, non-reason [called] specious/pseudo-reason

(17) Usual translation for samavaya is ff.
(18) MS wonders why the six padarthas of the Vaisesika school is called k.
(19) BG: Here is an inventory of the usages of #:
BERT#L BE seems meaningless here (23c7,9).
BEHATHEL according to what one holds (23c26)
# to grasp; to maintain > to hold > tenet
#17€ to hold a thesis (in a debate) (26b26, 28b28-28¢2)
to hold a fact > tenet (24c3)
AT what is held or maintained > a tenet
#i% teachings which are held > tenets (23¢26, 24al13)
M tenet feature (23c25, 23c26, 24b26)
The passage in which all the key topics of each school is listed is just a list of the topics about which
each school has tenets. Their tenets are not necessarily beliefs which get debated. It seems to me
that this closely corresponds to siddhanta as found in CS 3.8.37 and in NSu 1.1.27-31.
(20) Bfififh is not the usual translation for siddhanta ().
(21)  According to EP, CS regards pramana as upalabdhihetu and in Arthasastra and Manusmrti hetu
is jnanahetu.
(22) BG: HEW; (adapted to the times, meeting the current requirements) seems to be the Chinese
translation of prapta-kala (one whose time has come, timely, opportune). The example given below
is one where one’s speech is suited to one’s audience, and hence to the occasion.
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(ARIER* hetvabhasa-ahetu), and [8] the eighth, objection based on wording (BzE#E).(23)

(23c08) Migfi “fl, —HihR, R,

BETELE . FTeie,

A a7,

BRA. MG EREL,

M, Bem W, —ER, T

e MG, A et AR SLIRE, AAHER,

i mE SRR, A H R

IR, AR BRI EIEK, A& S B A, AR,

BESHES . IS THrK. HIEEEH TR, mflfidii. ADEFHRES i,

[1] There are two kinds of examples ():(**) a complete example (EJEH&) and an incom-
plete example (2471%).

[2] A tenet (FETHL) refers to a definitively settled fact (%8%i3%; lit. the fact at which one
arrives at the end of an exhaustive examination).

[3] Excellence of statement (#3%) is said to be the accord of statement with fact (FEMAR
[4] Deficiency of statement (F%%) is said to be the opposition of statement to reason (&
TEfER).

[5] With respect to reason for knowledge/causes of [veridical] cognition (#I[A), there are
two reasons/causes (IA) whereby one can know (B8%1): one is the reason for/cause of arising
[of a result] (4:K*karaka-hetu) and the other is the reason for/cause of understanding (1
*inapaka-hetu).(2%)

[6] As for timely statement (FEHERF)(26) | if, after someone first speaks of the elements (5

(23) The order of enumeration here is not the same as the order of exposition below. The sixth item in
enumeration, ‘timely statement’, is taken up between the third and the fourth items. The detailed
exposition omits the eighth item in enumeration as a separate heading, including it instead under
the heading of ‘specious reasons’.

(24) Cf. ¥R in the above list.

(25) Cf. Kang [2007: 59], “Wissensursache sind die zwei Ursachen, die [uns etwas] wissen lassen: Erstens

Entstehungsursache, zweitens Erkenntnisursache.”

Prof. Funayama kindly provided the following list of occurrences of two kinds of ‘reason/cause’
in Chinese translations prior to UH. #%8 - MEEFR( (] 350-409 tH) 3 Thdmd BB 1R (=4£R) -
Sl (=TH) |, TEdws GHEFEA : 404) 1B - TH; sl - 2868 (385-433) 3 TAIRIRSERE) (BEERAE -
421) B - T TEEERES (UEERAE £ 426) R - TR mEEH - R - 858 (9 400-468 tH)  MRAER IR,
PR - TER; 3 - g TIRASRERE (R - TR RER - 7R - SR (438-496) TREBRRGERES TR, JEEL - El
R T L DR — (BEFUE © 472) R - TIH. Ms. Hiroko Matsuoka provided the following
occurrences of karaka and jrapaka: PV I11.392, NV on NS 5.1.8.

(26) Cf. JEIRF3E in the above list.
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*dhatu) and the sense fields (A*ayatana), he speaks of the five groups (F&*skandha), then
it is said to be [a case of] untimely [statement] (FHERF *aprapta-kala®”) ). If someone
understands well proper order in speaking, then it is said to be [a case of] a timely
statement (JEIRFEE).

[7] A specious reason (fA[H)(?®) is where, for example, a mirage (%) [lit. brilliance (of
the sun) *marici] appears like water but in fact is not water. If a debater (f#& *vadin)
embellishes his statement to make [one believe] it water, then it is said to be [a case of]
specious reason.

8] Objection based on wording (F§E#£)(> is where, for example, someone speaks of new
clothes (#14*nava-kambala), [whereupon| one right then objects to this, saying: “Clothes

are not time; why do you call them new?”(%) Such a case is said to be [a case of] objection

(27) BG: CS 3.8.58 identifies two senses of ‘kalatita’, one broader than the other. (1) A statement
which is unsuited to the occasion, or untimely, and (2) a statement which is out of proper order, or
mistimed.

Asanga uses the term ‘akalena vacanam’ (HV 5.3), but from the description, it is not clear which
sense he has in mind. Finally, NS 5.2.11 uses the term ‘apraptakala’ and only in the latter sense.
This is the sense pertinent to the expression below of J#IRf.

EP: A comparable understanding (kalatitavacana in the CS list of nigrahasthana — CS 3.8.65;
atitakala in the definition) related to debate in general is found in CS: atitakalam nama yat purvam
vacyam tat pascad ucyate, tat kalatitatvad agrahya.bhavatiti. purvam va nigrahapraptam anigrhya
parigrhya paksantaritam pascan nigrhite tat tasyatitakalatvan nigrahavacanam asamartham bha-
vati. (CS 3.8.58)

NSu 5.2.11 seems to have a more specific — proof-related — understanding of the item. Cf.
NSu 5.2.11:  avayavaviparyasavacanam apraptakalam. Accordingly Paksilasvamin comments:
pratijnadinam avayavanam yathalaksanam arthavasat kramah, tatravayavaviparyasena vacanam
apraptakalam asambaddhartham nigrahasthanam iti. (NBh ad NSu 5.2.11)

Cf. also the Yogdcara tradition (akala, also akalena vacanam in Srutamayibhams) one of the
kathadosas: yat purvam vaktavyam pascad abhihitam pascad vaktavyam purvam abhihitam.

(28) Cf. LURJEA in the above list

(29) Cf. FEEE#E in the above list.
(30)

” o« ” s ” o«

EP: CS 3.8.56 uses also the adjective “nava” in the sense of “new”, “newly”, “in a new way”, “nine”
as an example for this kind of chala: tatra vakchalam nama yatha kascid bruyat - navatantro ‘yam
bhisag iti, atha bhisag bruyat - naham navatantra ekatantro ‘ham iti; paro bruyat — naham bravims
nava tantrani taveti, api tu navabhyastam te tantram iti; bhisag bruyat — na maya navabhyastam
tantram, anekadhabhyastam maya tantram iti; etad vakchalam.

NSt 1.2.12 defines the term: avisesabhihite ‘rthe vaktur abhiprayad arthantarakalpana vakchalam.
Paksilasvamin gives not only navakambala as the example for vakchala but also analyzes elab-
orately: navakambalo ‘yam manavaka iti prayogah. atra navah kambalo ‘syeti vaktur ab-
hiprayah. wvigrahe tu visesah, na samase. tatrayam chalavadi vaktur abhiprayad avivaksitam
anyam artham nava kambala asyeti tavad abhihitam bhavateti kalpayati, kalpayitva casambhavena
pratisedhati eko ‘sya kambalah kuto mava kambala iti. tad idam samanyasabde vaci chalam
vakchalam iti. asya pratyavasthanam samanyasabdasya - nekarthatve ‘nyatarabhidhanakalpanayam
visesavacanam. navakambala ity anekarthabhidhanam, navah kamabalo ‘syeti nava kambala asyeti,
etasmin prayukte yeyam kalpana nava kambala asyety etad bhavatabhihitam ta ca na sambhavatiti.
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based on wording.

[1.2.2 Details of the eight teachings on debate]
(23c16) UML)/ VFEL, 58RI,
Now that T have stated briefly these eight kinds of rubrics (/\f##£), let me explain more
fully their [defining] features (#) in due order.

[1.2.2.1 Example]

(23c17) WIH, KATSHR, FVREMEMGME, FH, FH3RE, NERRARTE, A5
DBYEE, WUNR,, —YIPLRANRBI, AR OISR, BN, AR, FH,
WAHBOERMHRIE, FH. NS RUNER, BH, eSS "THRERG R, W&
% TR sflfy TG, FH AT, 25 T, AR, RAE TR,
Question: You previously mentioned the example (). Now, what use (/i{E*prayoga)
does putting forth an example have?1)

Answer: If someone states an example, he can state it [only] after [he knows that] ordinary

people (M.) and the spiritually noble (8) understand it in the same way.(*?) For example

(4), if someone says that thoughts rise up like gusts of wind, because all ordinary people

etasyam anyatarabhidhan- akalpanayam viseso vaktavyah. yasmad viseso ‘rthavisesu vijnayate
‘yam artho ‘nenabhihita iti. sa ca viseso nasti. tasman mithyabhiyogamatram etad iti. prasid-
dhas ca loke sabdarthasambandho ‘bhidhanabhidheyaniyama- niyogah. asyabhidhanasyayam artho
‘bhidheya iti samanah samanyasabdasya, viseso visistasabdasya. prayuktapurvas ceme Sabda arthe
prayujyante naprayuktapurvah. prayogas carthasampratyayarthah. arthapratyayac ca vyavahara
iti. tatratvam arthagatyarthe sSabdaprayoge samarthyat samanyasabdasya prayoganiyamah. ajam
gramam naya sarpirahara brahmanam bhojayeti samanyasabdah santo ‘rthavayavesu prayujyante.
samarthyad yatrarthakriyadesana sambhavati tatra pravartante. narthasamanye kriyadesana
sambhavet. evam ayam samanyasabdo navakambala iti yo ‘rthah sambahvati navah kambalo ‘syeti
tatra pravartate. Yas tu na sambhavati nava kambala asyeti tatra na pravartate. so ‘yam anupa-
padyamanarthakalpanaya paravakyopalambhas ten a kalpata iti. (NBh ad NSu 1.2.12)

(31) SK & EP: ‘Now, when you put forth an example, what kind of formulation (Jiff *prayoga) do you

give?’

(32) EP: CS’s definition of example: drstanto nama yatra murkhavidusam buddhisamyam, yo varnyam
varnayati. yathagnir usnah, dravam udakam, sthira prthivi, adityah prakasaka iti; yatha vadityah
prakasakas tatha samkhyajnianam prakasakam iti. (CS 3.8.34)

NSul.1.25: laukikapariksakanam yasminn arthe budddhisamyam sa drstanth. It has to be that
in comparison to NSu that CS does not differentiate between the general example and the example
in proof (drstanta — udaharana)

Cf. NBh ad NSu 1.1.25: lokasamyam anatita laukika naisargikam vainayikam buddhyatisayam
apraptah. tadviparitah pariksakah. tarkena pramanair artham pariksitum arhantiti. yatha
yam artham laukika budhyante tatha pariksaka api, so ‘rtho drstantah.  drstantavirodhena
hi pratipaksah pratiseddhavya bhavantiti, drstantasamadhina ca svapaksah sthapaniya bhavatiti,
avayavesu codaharanaya kalpata iti.

Cf. Vaidalyaprakarana ss. 27 & 29.
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(M.3K) are aware of the fact that gusts of wind rise up, they certainly should at once
comprehend that thoughts are frivolous and restless. If they do not know [this about the
wind], then one should/can not give it as an example (FFHER).

Question: Why is it that one not only states one’s correct thesis (1L *siddhanta?) but
[also] states an example [of it]?

Answer: Every statement of an example has the purpose of making clear one’s correct
thesis (IEZ%).

Question: You said earlier that, if ordinary people and the spiritually noble have the same
understanding, then one should give an example. What is said to be the same and what
is said to be different?

Answer: The above example of the wind is said to be [a case of] the same [understanding].
The spiritually noble attain [the correct understanding of] nirvana, but ordinary people

do not. This is said to be [a case of] a different [understanding].

[1.2.2.2 Tenet/established doctrine]

(23c25) [WH, C3thkhl, BlIsm, FH, BEHEL, By, e, FRal.
Question: You have stated an example’s [defining] features. What is the [defining] feature
of a tenet (L lit. what one holds)(®3) 34 2 Answer: What is put forth as solid (3725EX[)
by adducing many reasons ([K#) in accordance with what one holds (BEHATHL) is said to
be what a tenet (#) is.(3)

[1.2.2.2.1 Fourfold classification of tenets]
(23c26) WH. Bukfi%. HHAM, U, U, gk NyIREN, FH.
27 GRS SR,

(33) Cf. BTl in the above list.
(34)
(35)

Or “You have stated what an example is. What is a tenet?’
SK: ‘Putting forth a thesis (323) which is established firmly by adducing many reasons in accor-
dance with what one holds is said to be the [defining] feature of siddhanta’.

Cf. Kang [2007:14], “Was nent man Festsatz (siddhanta)? Antwort: Man folgt dem Festgehalte-
nen nach und greift auf breiter Basis die Griinde. [Dann] stellt man seine Meinung sehr fest. Das
nent man den Festsatz.”

EP: CS (3.8.37) very similar: siddhanta nama sa yah pariksakair bahuvidham pariksya hetubhis
ca sadhayitva sthapyate nirnayah. sa caturvidhah - sarvatantarasiddhantah, pratitantrasiddhantah,
adhikaranasiddhantah, abhyupagamasiddhantas ceti.

NSt does not speak about nirnaya but of samsthiti as the defining word for
stddhanta: tantradhikaranabhyupagamasamsthitih siddhantah. sa caturvidhah, sarvatantraprati-
tantradhikaranabhyupagamasamsthityarthantarabhavat. (NS 1.1.26f.)

Although UH does not mention the four different kinds of siddhanta as in CS and NSu, it —
nevertheless — has also a fourfold differentiation of siddhanta.
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Question: How many kinds of tenets (#li% lit. teachings which are held) are there?
Answer: There are four(®®) : [1] first, [the proponent and the opponent] completely agree
(—8JIH); [2] second, they completely disagree (—WJ%52); [3] third, at first they agree but
in the end they disagree (#JFI{£%); [4] fourth, at first they disagree but in the end they
agree (PIEEER).

Question: You should now explain/state the [defining] features of the four.

(23c29) FH, MAKVEEE, SRR, MM, —&BIR, A, DAL, P4BE
#EH,

Answer: Everyone who wishes to put forth a thesis (32#) should rely on the four kinds
of knowledge (#15.).

[Question:] What are these four?

[Answer:] [1] The first is perception (BRI *pratyaksa); [2] the second is inference (AN
*anumana); [3] the third is knowledge based on analogy (LAWRHE! *upamana); and [4] the

fourth is [knowledge] in accordance with scripture (BEf¢#E*agama).®7

(24a2) —YIlE, MEES THRBOI, BEASE TR, H-UlE, YIRS, BE
5 TG M T, AU, WIRSRESE, WISEH TBREEA. MBI . T
HRE TBULZIEWAHRA, MJEBL MIREIRL. S THmiA R, E, 2EBLER )
Yoo AIEBLE, SR, BEDARWIRAF, A GO HBIERBRAR, A SRR T, 1
PErcHaE A ME, RfAanl, REZLER, NS A WIS T, SUS. R4
¥, WIRRNE, WSES TR, mREH (ARG AL s SN, A
BN,

[1] The case of completely agreeing (—H#J[) is where, for example, the proponent (Ft3)
says that there is no self (#f& *anatman) nor anything related to the self (FFi*atmiya)
and the opponent (1) also says that there is no self nor anything related to the self.
This is said to be [a case of] completely agreeing (—YI[Hl).

[2] The case of completely disagreeing (—8J%) is where, while the proponent says [that

things are] distinct [from one another], the opponent says [that they are] the same. This

(36) Differently defined fourfold classifications are found in CS 3.8.37 and in NSa 1.1.27-31.
(37) This portion seems to be out of place but is presupposed by 1.2.2.2.1[3].

Cf. Kang [2007: 62], “Man wendet ein: “Sie miissen jetzt diese vier Beschaffenheiten erkléren.”
Darauf wird erwidert: “Im allgemeinen [gilt]: wer eine Behauptung (*artha?) etablieren will, mufl
sich auf vier Arten von Wissen basieren. Was sind die vier? Erstens die Wahrnehmung, zweitens
die SchluBfolgerung, drittens Vergleich (Wissen durch die Analogie), viertens Uberlieferung.”

(38) SK: Read K instead of H?
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is said to be [a case of] both [parties’] disagreeing (fHL%%).(39)
[3] A case where at first they agree but in the end they disagree (#IFl#%52) is where there
is, for example, the following;:

The proponent says that all perceptible things (¥i#*pratyaksa-dharma) exist and,
though souls (#f*purusa=atman) are not perceptible (JEBLHL), still they too exist.

The opponent might (8%) say:

(1) Perceptible things (Blb..Zi: *pratyaksa-dharma) may be said to exist. [However,] if
souls are not perceptible (FEBL), how can [you say that] they exist?

(2) If you say that you know from inference (HiH1) that they exist, you need to perceive
[a soul] first; only then, can you infer (FJfk) that they exist. If souls are not perceptible
things (JEELE), how do you manage to infer them?

(3) If, still you [try to] show that souls exist through an analogy (&), the analogy succeeds
(131&) [only] after some similarity (#f4#) has been perceived*®) . What kind of thing
is a soul similar to (ffi#H{55), so that you can draw an analogy (FW&)? (4) It is not
possible to prove that souls exist [through knowledge] in accordance with scripture (&
#). The intention of scripture too is difficult to understand. Sometimes it says [souls]
exist; sometimes it says [souls] do not exist. How can one make [some one] believe [in
scriptures]?(41)

This is said to be [a case of] at first agreeing but in the end disagreeing (#I[F#%#).(42)
[4] The case where at first they disagree but in the end they agree (#]#:#%H) is where,
for example, the proponent says that there is no self (#) nor what is related to it and
the opponent says that there is a self and there is a person (A *pudgala). [Yet] these two
debaters (ifi#) both believe in nirvana.

This is said to be [a case of] at first disagreeing but in the end agreeing (FJ5&£[).

[1.2.2.2.2 Tenets by school]
(24a13) BRBIL, FEEA MR,
Next come the tenets (#1375 lit. the teachings held). As they [vary] with the topic (F§%),

they are limitless (ffE&AH, lit. there are limitless features).(43)

[1.2.2.2.2.1 Buddhists]

(39) BG: “This is said to be [a case of] entirely disagreeing.’

(40) SK: ‘the analogy succeeds [only] after some similar thing (#fli%) has been perceived’
(1) BG & EP: ‘How can one believe [that souls exist]?’

(42) Cf. di (FHE) chapter 18.

(43) SK: ‘In accordance with the topics (f§#%) there are limitless features [of tenets].
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(24a14) WP, EEBOE. =L, AP, ARSREARESE,

For example, [there are] the twelve causal conditions (1 = [ #&*dvadasanga-
pratityasamutpada); [the four noble truths of] suffering, its origin, its extinction,
and the path (3 % JE* duhkha-samudaya-nirodha-marga)*® ; the thirty-seven condi-
tions (=1L ) [leading to enlightenment *(bodhi-)paksal; the four fruits of asceticism
(U IR *$ramanya-phala). Teachings (¥ *dharma) such as these are said to be the
Buddha’s true teachings (fflEZ).

[1.2.2.2.2.2 Fire-worshippers]

(24a15) WIBLEH, BESs (45) | SRRFA, BRaEhRE, WURPIRRS R AbE,

For example, some speak of morning worship (JZ#Ii8HY), sacrificing animals (B4 5%0t),
burning much aromatic wood (AR AK), and offering with oil lamps (EREEMHIKE). These

four kinds are said [to be topics pertaining to] the non-Buddhist school which worships

fire (FK4iE).

[1.2.2.2.2.3 Grammarians]

(24a17) N T=7, NfgzE, REEINE,

The topics (%) of the sixty-three syllables (751 =5 (4) *yarpa) and of the four [kinds of]
words (PU4f] (47) *pada) pertain to the non-Buddhist school [that studies] linguistic sound
(HEINE).

[1.2.2.2.2.4 Physicians]
(24a18) WIgEAT/N, —gE4, EERE, —EEUK, DUSESM), RO, AR AL

There are six things to explain about medicines (¥£): [1] first, the names of medicines (¥

(44) For # (not #) as the second truth, see Hlil &, MEMIE, PR L, BEH.
(45) Read £iill (ritual) instead of %%

(46) BG: F refers to a single Chinese ideograph. However, here it is clearly being used to render
the Sanskrit word ‘varna’, or letter. The sixty three letters (71 =) clearly corresponds to the
Sanskrit trisastivarnah. Just as the simplest orthographic unit for a sound in Chinese is the Chinese
ideograph, so the simplest orthographic unit for a sound in Sanskrit is the varna.

(47) BG: 4 refers to a Chinese sentence. However, as suggested to us by Prof. Hideyo Ogawa, the
four kinds of words (PUf) correspond to the Sanskrit catvari padajatani, which are nouns (naman),
verbs (akhyata), preposition (upasarga) and particles (nipata). Just as a Sanskrit word is the
smallest linguistic unit made up of varnas, so the sentence is the simplest linguistic unit made up
of ideographs.

Cf. Abhidharma categories: # & nama-kaya (word), 15 pada-kaya (phrase/sentence), and 3C&
vyanjana-kaya (syllable).

Dr. Muroya kindly informed us of the similar passage in the Arthasastra Chap. 10: akaradayo
varnas trisastih. varpasanghatah padam. tac caturvidham namakhyatopasarganipatas ceti.
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% *naman); [2] second, the properties of medicines (%{# *guna); [3] third, the flavors of
medicines (4€8k *rasa); [4] fourth, the powers of medicines (8#4/] *virya); [5] fifth, the
mixing (f14 *kasaya) [of medicines]; [6] sixth, the digestion (& *vipaka) [of medicines].

These are said [to be the topics pertaining to] the teachings of medicine (¥&1%).

[1.2.2.2.2.5 VaiSesika]
(24a19) ANEEFERIAT,
The Vaidesikas (fitfifi), for example,(*®) have six categories/realities/truths (if).(4)

[1.2.2.2.2.6 Samkhya)
(24220) Hy)—LL %W, 2010,
The deviant teachings/views (¥:ff#) that primordial matter (E#] *pradhana/prakrti) is

one and that souls (& *atman=purusa) are many are [the teachings of] the Samkhya (f§

).

[1.2.2.2.2.7 Yoga]

(24a20) fi/\#, PRHPR, 28, &, Wi MW, J\AAfE, —i8Dh, PR, =R, PR,
HBEIER, ANorEr, LR, J\BRR, REAERIISLE,

[I] There are the eight subtleties (#),°”) such as (Fi#f) (1-4) the four great elements
(MUK *mahabhuta), (5) space (% *akasa), (6) the mind (& *manas), (7) knowledge (W]
*vidya) and (8) ignorance (#MH *avidya), and [II] the eight supernatural powers (H¥E
*aisvarya/vasitva)®V)
able to become big (F5K), (3) third, being able to become light (#22), (4) fourth, being
able to reach far away (%), (5) fifth, being able to obtain whatever one desires (BEHTAK),

: (1) first, being able to become small (f&/]), (2) second, being

(6) sixth, making multiple manifestations of one’s body (47&), (7) seventh, being able to
be victorious (Z), (8) eighth, being able to become invisible (F&%).
These are said [to be the topics pertaining to] the non-Buddhist school of Yoga (#flist

(48) 41 does not make much sense in this context.
(49) See 1.1 above for the list.

(80) BG@: The four great elements (mahabhita) are mentioned in YBh 3.44 and enumerated by Vyasa as
earth, water, fire and air. Space is mentioned in YS 3.41 and 3.42, mind in YS 3.48 and ignorance
in YS 2.3-5.

BG: Vyasa, in his commentary to YS 3.45, lists eight perfections, the first five of which are the
same as the first five listed here. Cf. K& i (Taisho 1509, Vol. 25, p.105a): {E/\fiis# bk, —#& R/
Ty, “HERERRREZ, SER R RANET, WEREEERMLRB/NRBRARMEE, H%
WAE, BRIANEITEHEFENERET], LEwRdt, \EHFEEIRFERS, Cf. CS 4.1.140-141.

(51)
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).

[1.2.2.2.2.8 Jains|

(24a23) fifm, MEdy, Ji, fd. . MERE, OREUE. MR, R BIE. MR AR, SR
& ARL ARRE, wZBE BRRE, ardiRE, PERE, FRE DO, WEEGE. RERREE
ki,

[I] There are [1] souls (fi¥ *jiwa) and [2] non-souls (#&f*ajiva), [3] vice/demerit (FE *papa)
and [4] virtue/merit (f& *punya), [5] influx (JF *asrava), [6] non-aging/annihilation (#&
# 4% 62 *nirjara® ), and [7] taking the full precepts / prevention (HEJE* samuvara®®)
), [8] bondage (¥ *bandha) and [9] liberation (f#*moksa);

[II] the five forms of knowledge (#.%), [namely,] [1] knowledge through hearing ([
B *$ruta), [2] knowledge through reflection (& *mati), [3] knowledge through self-
awareness (H5%), [4] knowledge through wisdom (E%) and [5] knowledge of facts (%
&),

[IIT] the six obstructions (/NF), [namely,] [1] blindness (R H.), [2] suffering (¥3Z), [3]
stupidity (f8%E), [4] exhaustion of life-span (fir#%), [5] class (1 *gotra) and [6] names
(44*naman); and

[IV] the four corruptions (VU *kasaya), [namely,] [1] hatred (HE *krodha), [2] pride (1
*mana), [3] greed (E*lobha) and [4] flattery (#H *maya).

These are all said [to be the topics pertaining to] the teachings (%) of the Jains (JEHZPE:
*Nirgrantha).

[1.2.2.2.2.9 Radical Monists]

(24a27) XAidtE —YERESRAN, BAE—.. X T—URESATRIB, BAaR—,. X T—
UREVESAIEAR N, FAE—), X THR RS EE—), X RERZE, HAakd—1.
et —ihii,

Furthermore, there are some who say that, [1] because absolutely all things (—YJ#%), in
their entirety, exist, one should recognize that they are one [and the same]; or again that,
[2] because all things, in their entirety, have [three] qualities (KH*guna), they too are
said to be one [and the same]; or again that, [3] because all things arise from primordial
matter (4] *pradhana/prakrti) and so have the same origin (124%), one should recognize
that they are one [and the same]; or again that, [4] [because] the head, the feet and other
[parts of the body] make up the body, [one should recognize that they are| the same as

(52) Read 7% +#7 instead of fE7E; see Muroya [2015].
(63)

(54)

nirjara: lit. annihilation of karma.
samuara: lit. observance of precepts.
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the body; or again that, [5] [because] substrata (f&) are empty(®® | one should recognize
that they are one [and the same]. Such [views] are said [to be those of] the non-Buddhist
school which reckons all things to be one [and the same] (FF—#4i#).(>0)

[1.2.2.2.2.10 Radical Pluralists]

(24b2) X5 "—URKE, WA R, AEESREE S o S0 URAEMN, AVEIENGSE, SOk
B, WEF AR,

Furthermore, [some] say that all things are different [from one another]. What is the
reason? They are just like the head, the feet and other [parts of the body] that are
different from the body. Furthermore, because [their] many features (4H) are different
from one another just as cows are different from horses [lit. cows are not horses] and other
such things, one recognizes that things are different [from each other]. Such [views] are
said [to be those of] the non-Buddhist school which reckons all things to be different (Gt
HhLE). 6D

[1.2.2.2.3 Other tenets]

[1.2.2.2.3.1 Tenet of identity/Radical Monists is rejected.]

(24b4) 5 "UREARC—) H AR, AR, R, S AN A0dE
R U,

Suppose one says that all things are one [and the same] because they exist (). [But]
existing things (%) are of two kinds: those which are sentient (%) and those which
are not (f&%). How can one say that they are identical, since ([&...#&) they are not the

same? Teachings () such as these have all already been, in general, refuted. (®®)

[1.2.2.2.3.2 Tenet of identity or difference is rejected.]

(24b6) FEHE. AiAAS TEEMWOE, TR, ARERER - . WIRIER, PiAE,
fig [ A IMEESE, 35 TR A, WK, JelL. AEUE AR, B R, JEERE
The author (ifi#) says: if there are some who say that the teachings [of the Buddha| (i)
such as [the four noble truths of] suffering, its origin, its extinction, and the path (%%

JEE), the twelve causal conditions (1 -[A#%), existence and non-existence (f1#), and

(85) SK: ‘because the super-strata (&%) are empty, ...’

(56) Cf. T3 chapter 3, NS 4.1.41-42. Some of the ideas mentioned here are the Samkhya doctrines.
(57) Cf. F# chapter 4, NST 4.1.34-36 & NBh.

According to Tucci [1929: 16], in our text two kinds of prthagvada are alluded to: one refers to
the differences in the avayavas [parts] and the avayavin [the whole] and the other to the difference
of things on account of the difference of their laksanas [defining features].

(58) Cf. Hi chapters 3-4.
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other teachings are either the same or different, [then what they say] is all without genuine
grounds (FEIEK]). What is the reason? If one says that they are the same, then one falls to
the extreme [view] of suffering [i.e., the extreme view that everything is suffering] (¥7i&).
If one says that they are different, then one falls to the extreme [view] of happiness [i.e.,
the extreme view that everything is happiness] (44i%). Therefore, if there are some who
say that they are either the same or different, they must fall to one of the two extremes
(—3%).059 This is not the meaning of the Buddha’s teaching (#fi#:3%).

[1.2.2.2.3.3 Tenet that nirvana is neither suffering nor happiness|

(24b10) R, WHTHS TR PERESMESE, MIDIALZ, M—UREDA R, WA wge, %
BEmesE, s T80

Moreover, for example, there are some who say that nirvana’s nature (%) is neither
suffering nor happiness. How do they know this? Absolutely all things, because they are
sentient (f5%2), either suffer or are happy. If nirvana is insentient (#%%2), how can it be

said to be happiness [or suffering]?

[1.2.2.2.3.4 Tenet that nirvana is happiness]

(24b12) HABEME "%, WA, S84 M, 828, T, SRR, R
ZWNEOREL, RIS .

Moreover, there are some who say that there is happiness [in nirvana]. What is the
reason? Happiness is of three kinds. [1] The first is to experience happiness (445Z%%).
[2] The second is not to experience harmful upset (#&4%F). [3] The third is not to seek
[after anything] (&4 3K). Because in nirvana there is nothing to be sought after, nirvana

should be said to be happiness.

[1.2.2.2.3.5 Tenet that nirvana is identical with the conditioned dharmas is rejected.]
(24b15) XAME "HECHMEESEH, FTHEETRAEANR, FH. SRS, o
AR IGATTHR, ST ZPEDEIBOR, MR R RS, A EE S TR ..

Again, there are some who ask, saying (F5): I learned earlier that nirvana is eternal.
Now, is it the same or not as all the conditioned [dharmas| (fT *samskara)?

Answer: if you already know that nirvana is eternal, why do you ask whether or not it is
the same as all the conditioned [dharmas]|? The nature of all the conditioned [dharmas]
is transmigration (Jif#) and decline into ruin (). The essence of nirvana is eternality

and happiness. Who among intelligent people would say that it is the same as conditioned

(59) BG: “Therefore, there are some who say that, whether it is the same or different, one must fall to

one of the two extremes.”

211



212 1 ¥ FEF Ry FEH 20
[dharmas]?

[1.2.2.2.3.6 Tenet that the self has shape is rejected.]

(24b18) HAME T2 TEMEAIBE, MATIREMER . FH, A -UREA B, %
TERE, WDBABE NWIREE, TEADE, LR, ARG, JEROTR, MAERL, AN
HRET, WOMIEE£ER, WH, kiligs TRIEE, 1K, %H, RS DB, %
A, BATUDE, MRS, IR TR SR UK,

Furthermore, there are some who object (ff) [lit. ask], saying that, even if it is the nature
of the soul (ffifk) [lit., spiritual self, *purusa=atman| to have shape and color, still one
could not discern (74ll) whether it is eternal or not.

Answer: if [one holds that] all things (—1Ji%) have resistance (5 ¥#*sapratigha), then
they are utterly non-eternal. For example, while a pot has resistance (A1), it can be
destroyed. (%) If the self (# atman) were like that, it too must be non-eternal. But, that
the self has shape is not something recorded in scripture (#8) and has no basis in reason
(EFR). You too speak as falsely (R%) as one who says of a pebble that it is a jewel.
Question: Why do you say that the self has no shape?

Answer: 1 said earlier that because a pot has shape and resistance (HTZ##), it can be
destroyed and that if the self were like that, it too should be obliterated. Why do you

again ask why the self has no shape?

[1.2.2.2.4 Unsettled tenets]
(24b26) X, BAAE M,
Next, there are, moreover, kinds of unsettled tenets (A E#HAH).

[1.2.2.2.4.1 Eternal or non-eternal?]

(24b26) WIS TR (O FMER T,

HH, RO, SR, BAR, GRERth,

WE, A&,

EHEH, TR, smIfsR,

For example, someone might ask (fi5) whether sound (8 *sabda), taken as a real entity
("), is eternal or not.

Answer: All things which are divisible (43%)(2) are utterly non-eternal. Sound too is

(60)

«

Lit. “For example, if a pot has resistance, then it can be destroyed.” However, here, “p Hl q” does

not mean ‘if p then q’ because of the statement below.
(61) Read LIS instead of UEEE.

(62) SK: 43X may mean ‘consist of parts’
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divisible. Could it alone possibly be eternal?
Question: Why does one call sound a real entity?
Answer: If you are not yet sure (47%) [that sound is a real entity], how can there be a

question [of whether or not it is eternal in the first place]?

[1.2.2.2.4.2 Who experiences suffering and happiness?]

(24b29) WMIH, HEldG, RAKN, B3z, LHRIK,

FEH, BEE, |WERESZ,

R, &R, BRI, ZWEET,

FEH, waiiE TRy, s TARANR L, BIEERL,

Question: As for the self (& *atman), body (¥*$arira) and life (fiy *jiwa),(%) in the future
life (AZEHH), will [the self] alone experience suffering and happiness or will it together with
the body experience [suffering and happiness]?

Answer: Once this body has been destroyed, the self with another body experiences
[suffering and happiness].

Question: What is this self such that it will experience suffering and happiness in the
future life?

Answer: You previously explained [what] the self [is]. Why do you ask again whether or

not there is a self?(®) This is not correct reasoning (EH).

[1.2.2.3 Excellence of statement)

(24c3) WMH, CHtdiE, sifmaEa,

B, AERBL, AR, B, BRBGUE, IridEmRinseEty, Mg, DUk
St o

Question: You have explained [what] tenets (#15€) [are]. What is said to be the [defining]

feature of excellence/virtue of statement ($&#*vakya-prasamsa)?(©)

(63) & Hifr may mean ‘The self and the body are together with life (i.e., they are together in the

present life).”
(64)

(65)

No such question appeared before.

EP: CS 3.8.55: wakyaprasamsa nama yatha khalv asinn arthe tv anyunam, anadhikam, artha-
vat, anaparthakam, aviruddham, adhigatapadartham ceti yat tad vakyam ananuyojyam iti prasasy-
ate. In CS 3.8.5/ vakyaprasamsa is the negative counterpart of the vakyadosas except for adhi-
gatapadartham which has mo mnegative equivalent: wvakyadoso nama yatha khalv asminn arthe
nyunam, adhikam, anarthakam, aparthakam, viruddham ceti. etani hy antarena na prakrto ‘rthah
pranasyet.

In NSu all vakyadosas are subsumable concepts of nigrahasthana without mentioning them under
a further header.

BG: in CS 3.8.55, wvakya-prasamsa are ‘not deficient’ (a-nyana), ‘not prolix’ (an-adhika),
‘not meaningless’(an-aparthaka), ‘uncontradicted’ (a-viruddha) and ‘understandable’ (adhigata-
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Answer: [1] Not to contradict reason (AREREE*hetv-aviruddha),®%) [2] not to be excessive
(44 *anadhika) and not to be deficient (‘R *anyuna), [3] to understand well the texts
(FEfRTEA]), [4] to explain the teachings [of the Buddha] according to their features (FEAH
i), [5] to set out examples which do not contradict [reason| (FHEHERRIMMEETL), and [6]
to have nothing to reproach (fEREHEET *ananuyojya). A statement is said to be excellent
(75%) for these reasons ([KI#%).

[1.2.2.3.1 Not contradicting reason]

(24c07) WH, AERBE, HI o,

EH. NG Nie R, DARRITEMIRE. JE—UTER k. BeJRER, frdakin, AR
[ N LE

WMIH, —UIRERERMY, B, BHRH.

BH, E T-u B AT -UIE, BESIIEN, X -UREAEIEE, BRI, W1k ©T)
. BAUE, JEROER, RMARAHLER,

Question: What, in fact, is it not to contradict reason (A EFEHE)?

Answer: There are some who reckon consciousness (#% *vijiana) to be the self (¥ *atman)
because all samskaras (fT conditioned dharmas) are empty and selfless (f&f&*anatman).
[Yet, they also say that] not all samskaras (17 dispositions) are in one’s consciousness.
This is not correct reasoning (FEEH). Samskaras (T dispositions) are the causes of
consciousness. If the causes (i.e., samskaras, dispositions/conditioned dharmas) are non-
self (#EFk* anatman), how can consciousness be the self?(6%)

Opponent (f1H): All things (—YJF4i%) are, in their entirety, utterly non-eternal (fi
H *anitya). Sound (B *Sabda) is not all [things](—1YJ). Therefore, [sound is] eternal
(H*nitya).(9)

Answer (% H): You said ‘all’ (—1]). What meaning does sound have so that it is not all
(JE—1)? This [statement of yours] uses (#) a non-reason (FEH : *ahetu).

Furthermore, if all things (—%J¥) are produced (fi&fE*krtaka), then they all are, in

their entirety, utterly non-eternal, as fire and others are [produced,] transmitted [and

padartha). Asanga’s HV (5.3) mentions nyuna, adhika, punar-ukta, an-artha.
(66) This text refers to two kinds of contradiction, viz. (1) contrary to logic and (2) contrary to example.
CS 3.8.54 defines ‘viruddha’ as a vakyadosa: wviruddham nama yad drstantasiddhantasamayaih
viruddham. Later the author takes up “viruddha” as a specious reason. Seel.2.2.8.8 below.
(67 The compound kf# occurs in 7.
(68) 1In this paragraph {7 (samskara) and € (anatman) seem to be used in double meaning, viz.
‘conditioned dharma’ and ‘disposition’, and ‘selfless’ and ‘non-self’.
(69) Cf. WIEHHH 35a1-7, BAE VP, AIE—YIAtH; ERYIERMEG 1a25-28: DURHTE R, —U) & 20
. BRI RE, HAWRREEE Y0, IR, DU E V)il PSV ad PS 3.6.
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non-eternall; sound is that way; therefore it is non-eternal.

This then is said to be the [defining] feature of ‘not contradicting [reason]” (A HHER).

[1.2.2.3.2 Neither excessive nor deficient]
(24c14) WH, nffRBE AR,
BHH, REEBRZAH, WA R, PR, S, R

B NERMERE, WEADBISE . AR, SR,
fic eI, R, BN, 7ERINE . AR,
Fig PORMEN, AVBLEE . RHEH.
Bl ERLBER AR,
Question: What is said to be neither excessive nor deficient (A H#5j)?
Answer: T should first explain what excess is and what deficiency is (3§J8.24H; lit., the
[defining] feature of excessiveness and deficiency).(7®)

There are three kinds of deficiency. [1] The first is deficiency of reason ([KIJ); [2] the
second is deficiency of statement (F#); [3] the third is deficiency of example (HiK).
[1] If you say that the six [kinds of] consciousness (# *vijfiana) are non-eternal like such
things as pots, and if you do not state the reason (IXl#x), then this is said to be [a case of]
deficiency of reason ([XJi).
[2] If you say that this body has no self (#&¥% *anatman) because it results from many
causes (Rfxk), and that sound too has no self, coming into existence from causes, [then]
this is said to be [a case of] deficiency of example (WgJk).
[3] If you say that the four great elements (PUK *catvari mahabhutani) are non-eternal,
like a pot, which is produced (i&fF), [then] this is said to be [a case of] deficiency of
statement (F).(")

What is opposite to the above is said to be complete (H ).

(24c19) XHREH, HIAE "8, WENE NV, MHH, WNGEET, fid
Wik, timHia, MRS, WAILR, RMAE R ZAHL,

(70) Cf. Kang [2007: 166], “Man fragt: Was nennt man kein Zu- oder Abnahme? Man antwortet: Ich
muf erst die Bestimmung der Zu- und Abnahme erklaren.”

(1) Cf. Kang [2007: 166], “Es gibt drei Arten der Abnahme. Erstens, Abnahme des Grundes. Zweitens,
Abnahme der Rede. Drittens, Abnahme des Beispiels. Wenn jemand sagt: “Die sechs Bewuftsein
(vijiiana) sind verginglich wie der Krug usw.”, dann nent er nicht den Grund. Dies nennt man
Anbahme hinsichtlich des Grundes. Wenn jemand sagt: “Dieser Korper hat kein Eigenwesen, weil
era us vielen Umstdnden enststanden ist. Der Ton hat auch kein Eigenwesen [und] existiert nur
nach Umstdnden.” Dies nennt man Anbanhme hinsichlich des Beispiels. Wenn jemand sagt: “Die
vier Elemente haben kein Eignewesen wie ein mit Absicht geschaffener Krug.” Dies nennt man
Anbahme hinsichtlich der Rede.“
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There is still the case of being complete (HJ2): If someone says that the self (%) [exists],
then one should ask him whether the self he says exists is eternal or not. If [he says] it is
not eternal, then if it is the same as the conditioned [dharmas] (7&1T), it comes to an end
(ErJR). If one supposes (4%) it to be eternal, then it is nothing but nirvapa. What further
is to be sought?(7)

This then is said to be the [defining] feature of complete (H2) [statement].(73)

(24c22) MH, 458,

FH, WS R, DI, TR, SN,

fig TERRIER, RIGRI. WDRDEE, WIRMEN ., 5 TERZEZKRIK, 2JEBmE, Bt
K. milHik, » e,

fie (TR, NPEELE MR, BA0E, MIPRLZ, RE ISR, AR,
s TREAD, RZSER, M IR, BANDE, HEN . JEARRY.

Xt TEPRMENE, R, #iE TR AL AR, BE R, AR, IR, AR
WY, mflEH, XRREEmEEE, 2as5H.

Question: What is said to be excess of statement (F4#4)?

Answer: Excess too is of three kinds. [1] The first is excess of reason (KI34); [2] the second
is excess of example (W#4); [3] the third is excess of statement (SH#).(74

[1] If one says that sound is non-eternal, because it arises from contact (16 &
*samyogaja),(™) like a pot, which while produced (3&fF), it is non-eternal. Furthermore,
suppose someone says: [Because] sound is a quality (3R *guna) of space (%*akasa).(7%)
Space does not impede/resist [anything] (FE¥HEE* apratigha), [yet] sound is material [t&
#*rupa-dharma). How do they [i.e., sound and space] depend on each other [#H{ i.e.,
are related to each other| ?

This is said to be [a case of] excess of reason (K#).

(72) BG: What we have here is an instance of “tarka”, as defined at NSu 1.1.40, and discussed in
NSuBh.

(73) Cf. Kang [2007: 166], “Diese [drei] nent man die Annahme. Das Gegenteil dieser [drei Abnahmen]
nennt man Vollstandigkeit. Und die Vollstédndigkeit ist [wie folgt]: Wenn jemand die Seele (*atman)
nennt, sollte man fragen; “Ist die von dir erwdhnte Seele ewig [Dinge| oder verginglich? Wenn
vergénglich, dann wird sie wie alle verursachten [Dinge| vergehen. Wenn tatséchlich ewig, dann
ist sie die Erlésung das, was man anstreben sollte.” Dies is eben, was man die Bestimmung der
Vollséndigkeit nennt.”

(74) Tt is a bit strange to have the sub-category 1§ within the category of E#.

(75) Cf. VS 2.2.31/36: samyogad vibhagac chabdac ca $abda-nispattih/-nispatteh, Padarthadharma-
samgrha p. 323 (Bronkhorst & Ramseier’s ed., paragraph 323): dabdac ca samyogavibhaga-
nispannat; NBh to NSu 2.2.13 presents extensive discussion of the theories of the nature of sound.

(76) Cf. NBh ad NSa 2.2.13, 2.2.38, 3.1.73.
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[2] Suppose someone says: the five sense organs (#2) are non-eternal, because, like the
echo of a cry (WE##), they are produced (i&fE¥%). Sound too is this way. How is this
known? Because it goes forth from the lips and mouth, etc. This is said to be [a case of]
excess of example (JE#W&H).("") [Furthermore,] for example, someone says: Atoms (#
[E€) are subtle (ffl) and space (H#2¥) is pervasive and large (J@X). These two things (%)
are then said to be eternal. Because sound is not like them, it is said to be non-eternal.
This is said to be [a case of] excess of example (WgH).

[3] Moreover, [suppose] someone says: Sound is non-eternal because it arises from many
causes (R##M). If someone [else] says that [sound is] eternal, then that is wrong. What
is the reason? [Because] there are two kinds of reasons ([A): one is ‘arising from form’ (#¢
JEH), the other is ‘being known by the senses'(#21).("® Why does one say that [sound)]
is eternal? Furthermore, because [all] things, be they the same or different ([Al#2i%), are
non-eternal.

This is said to be [a case of] excess of statement (FH).

[1.2.2.4 Timely statement] (79

(25a4) WMIH, fEEREATEALGZ,

FH. FiRBRBEMNRE, Il TRREE AR, MR, A, %), Ak, MEAEE ) AUbR
HEE I, PRAHE, ERHEE, NIt

fic TaEAE AL SRR, e ). EEEE, WIERE 32, AsERIG. KRR,
FTHERTR ., (G 5E, M2 A RPEIR i,

Question: What statement can lead worldly people (1) to believe and to accept (f53)
[the doctrine]?

Answer: If one explains (431)®% the profound facts (##%) for the dull-witted — such
as the fact that all things, in their entirety, are utterly empty and quiescent (Z%{), that
there are neither selves (& *atman) nor persons (A*pudgala), and that, like an illusion
(%] maya) or like magical creation (ft. *nirmana), they have no reality (E# *tattva).(®)
Such profound facts are understood only by the wise (%3%). If ordinary people (FLK)
hears this, they are deluded and fall into error (3¥7%F8%). This then is not said to be [a
case of] a timely statement (FEWRFFE *prapta-kala-vakya).

(77) SK: perhaps 24 KH is redundant.

(78) Hakuju Ui takes that #&J¥H! and #7T correspond to karaka-hetu and jiapaka-hetu respectively.

The meaning of f&J¥H is unclear.
(79) This section should come after HIF (1.2.2.7).
(80) Elsewhere we translated 43l as ‘points out’.

(81) Cf. KMMEE p.416c. KEEH p.732b

217



218 AV FH¥F Ry FEEE 20

If one says that all beings (#%) have karma (3) and a retribution (), that there is
bondage (## *bandhana) and release (f#*moksa), etc. and that there are those who act
(f#%& kartr) and those who experience (%% *bhoktr), and if those with little wisdom hear
this, then they will believe and accept it (f§32), just as fire arises when there is [wood’s]
contact with either a drill or flint (8#%)(®?. If what is said is suited to one’s audience
[lit., people before one], then they will all believe in and aspire to it (f§%%). Such is said

to be [a case of] a timely statement (BRI *prapta-kala-vakya).

[1.2.2.5 Convincing statement](®3)

(25a10) [MH, fIfsEaE, &FH, MELSIERREE. T aRRRA I, IRy N,
WS TR, BB, A,

Question: What is said to be a convincing statement (F#4)?

Answer: If one is well able to recollect what has been said, though it is much, and if
one states its complete meaning (342%) and deeply grasp its features, then what is to
be established (Ffiz) will become firm and it will lead people to aspire to it (%%%). For
example, if someone says that all things are empty and without a possessor (f63) because
one perceives that all real entities (#5%7) arise from many causes (R#AK).

This is said to be [a case of] a convincing statement (F&).

[1.2.2.6 Deficiency of statement]

(25a14) MH, fM#AE%,

EH, BLERDERE R,

XM AR, MR, — M, L REME S 0 S

sff—# A, A5 TEI0, RS TRERL, S TEBERIR . A E AR
. #HERE, WS THRERE . XS TIHBERE ). MR S,

BRI E B, HESCREEA S0, EHHRK,

SUHEA S BER S, SR, Wk,

VIUN: LGP -2 S AR K W B8
MEESER  REbEmal  BERRERE  —RiZIk

(82) §4% occurs in #zf and means ‘[starting a fire with] wood-wood friction’ Cf. ‘arani’ Madhya-

makavatarabhasya on Madhyamakavatara 6.161cd (the piece of wood used for kindling fire by at-
trition)
(83) This section seems to be out of place. This topic is not listed in 1.2.1 or in 1.2.2, yet it appears as

part of a series in which those technical terms are explained.
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R A IR H5E,

Question: What is said to be deficiency of statement (F%% *vakya-dosa)?

Answer: That which is the opposite of what was said above is said to be deficiency of
statement.

Furthermore, there are two kinds of statements which are said to be deficient. What are
the two kinds? [1] First, though what is meant is not different, one speaks redundantly (2
$EFE ) B ;5 [2] second, though the words are not different, one speaks redundantly
(B S T E 5y 1) ) (85) (86),

[1] What is a case of meaning one thing and speaking redundantly (— 215 75 51)?
For example, someone says ‘Kausika’, he says also ‘Devendra-Sakra’ and he says also
‘Puramdara’.(8”) This is said to be a case of having different names for a single meaning
[i.e., referent] and of speaking redundantly (&—% S 7).

[2] A case of both names and [their] meanings being the same (£ 2%[]) is where someone
says ‘Indra’ and he says ‘Indra’ again. This is said to be a case of the names and [their]
meanings being not different and of speaking redundantly (4 &8 S s H) (58

[3] Next anything which is said consisting only of florid and meaningless (f&f %8
*anarthagati) language is said to be deficient (4%).(3%)

[4] Furthermore, though what is said is reasonable (FR), it is disorderly, it too is said to

be [a case of] deficiency of statement.(®®) As the verse says:

As people praise Indra’s consort (KifEZ) called ‘Golden Colour’ (£:(f1)®Y) who
has excellent limbs, yet they(®? speak of Sakra (%), the lord of gods ($2fHK
*devanam indrah), who destroyed three castles of the demons (3 [{& 5 = .2

(84) Though 4yl typically means to distinguish or to divide and in Buddhist Chinese usually translates
vikalpa, it is clear from the context that the Sanskrit term is ‘ukti’. In particular, the Sanskrit term
for #4375l (redundantly distinguish) is punar-ukti. Only a translation of the Sanskrit original is
sensible in this context.

(85) Cf. ‘Sabdapunarukta’ and ‘arthapunarukta’. These two forms of redundancy, redundancy of words

and redundancy of meanings/referents, are mentioned in NSu 5.2.14. arthapattipunarukta of NSu

5.2.15 is missing in UH. Redundancy is also mentioned in CS 3.8.54 and in Asanga’s HV 5.3.4.

This second case is not explained below; instead, other three cases of deficiency of statement will
be given.

(86)

(87)
(88)

Those different names refer to the same deity, Indra.

Note that #fE5# (no difference in meaning) and —# (single meaning) are taken to be synonymous.
(89) Cf. ‘nirarthaka’ in NS 5.2.7 and anarthaka in CS 3.8.54 & HV 5.3.

(99) Cf. ‘aparthakae’ in NS@ 5.2.10 and CS 3.8.54 also mentions ‘vyarthaka’.

(91 ‘Golden Color’ is the name of Laksmi, the wife of Visnu.

(92) BG: ‘others speak of Sakra, etc.

219
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SR* tripurantaka)(©3) 94),

Such is said to be [a case of] disorderly statement (ERZRE).

p=d

[1.2.2.7 Reasons for knowledge/Cause of veridical cognition]

(25a26) [H, fI#HHA,

FH A, —B, TR, ZRREL PURERSGE,

Question: What are the reasons for knowledge/causes of veridical cognition (X *jrana-
hetu)?

Answer: There are four reasons for knowledge/causes of veridical cognition. [1] The first
is perception (Bild*pratyaksa); [2] the second is inference (FLHI *anumana); [3] the third
is analogy (W& *upamana); and [4] the fourth is scriptural authority (B§#&#&E *agama; lit.

[knowledge] in accordance with scripture).

[1.2.2.7.1 perception]

(25a27) BEPUAMPBLILLE L,

157 PO ] PR iR TR 2 1S

EH, B=mAhBL, 2R b MBLKRAT, BRIV, fEAMG K, RSB, XN
VUi, SRR, BONSEBIN, ARBRAIR, BRBULIN, MRANRE,

WIH, CA=Sh8li, 5Bl R,

EH, DAY IS, WMEAREOEBGEGE. A b,

SUUSAENIREIG, e K, SZRRZER, BEEEABL, miJEEE,

SHIAW f s, M PIRERE N, DARH ., ML H, HREE. AREN,
Among these four [kinds of] knowledge, perception (BiHl.) is the most basic [ I lit., highest].
Question: Why is perception the most basic?

Answer: Because the last three kinds of knowledge depend on (H) perception, it is said
to be the most basic.

[1] For example, when one sees fire together with smoke (‘(KHHH), afterwards, when one
sees smoke, one at once knows (i.e., infers) that there is fire. Therefore, perception is
superior.

[2] Again, for example, when some one sees a mirage (/f), he might at once liken it to

(93) This is an epithet of Siva, not Indra.
(94) SK: If we translate the verse style Chinese text pada by pada, then it runs: ‘As people praise (4
Ait#) / Indra’s consort (KiiFEZ) / called ‘Golden Colour’ (#FI4fh) / excellent limbs (J& F7KM)
/ yet they speak of (Miff#H#Y) / Sakra, the lord of gods (BHZMEE) / destroyer of the demons’ (3
FlfE5E) / three castles (ZffiZ¥K). The translation makes some sense and does not look disorderly;

probably the original Sanskrit text in verse style may look disorderly due to the metre.
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water (f#I§7K, lit. make analogy with water).(%) Therefore, we know that since he first
perceived [water], later he might liken [the mirage] with [water] (f3I&).(%¢)

3] [In the case of the verbal cognition based on the scriptures],(®7) later, when he perceives
[what one heard of before], he only then recognizes it for what it is [[E&, lit. the reality].
Question: We have learned that in these [last] three cases knowledge depends on percep-
tion (Bi). Now which of the following perceptions is the truest?

Answer: What is perceived through the five senses is sometimes specious (F{fF). There is
only wisdom (%) that correctly sees all things (#¥%). It is said to be the most basic.

Still, one sees, for example, a mirage in hot weather, a revolving wheel of fire (Ji# K
*alata-cakra)®® | and Gandharva city (¥2B25K * gandharva-nagara). Although these are
said to be perceived (i), they are not real (FEEH).

Furthermore, because one does not clearly discern (B4 1) the [defining] features of some-
thing, one sees it erroneously ($5#). For example, at night one sees [what is actually]
trunk (H1)%) | has doubt [as to whether it is trunk or a person] and says that it is a
person (A). [Or,] when one presses a finger against the eye, one sees two moons.

If one obtains wisdom of emptiness (Z2%), it is said to be true perception (H k).

[1.2.2.7.2 Inference]

(25b8) [MIF, CHBHH, =,

BH, micarnl, SEWEE. R =, —HEik, “HRK, =HRFM,

HILEF . WSDSAANTRET EAE, RASERRHIREGE, BN EANTG S, T, A
L,

PRI, MIARHEAR T ILIR, B BN, JE BRI,

IR, MBI AT 2R, K EHHSGHERE, M WHB), MiAeT, 2k,

(95) BG: ‘he might at once take it to be water’.

Cf. Vigrahavyavarttani vv. 13, 65 and vrtti; NBh ad NSu 1.1.4, grisme maricayah, etc.

The definition of upamana occurs at NSu 1.1.6.

BG: Here is the idea, as I understand it. Someone sees a mirage and takes it to be water. Then,
later, he finds out that there are such things as mirages, which give the appearance of water. The
next time he actually sees a mirage, he takes it, not for water, but for what it is, a mirage.

(96) BQ@: ‘after he first (5) realizes the reason for his previous perception (Bii), he grasps (%) the
likeness (). Later, when he perceives (BiH) it [again], he for the first time (#f) recognizes (1) it
for what it is [lit. knows the reality]’

(97) Tucci suggests that some sentence seems to be missing here.

(98) Randle (Indian Logic in the Early Schools, 1930, p. 57, n.2) reports that the example JiEX#i (alata-
cakra) is found to illustrate illusion in the Larnkavtaara-Sutra (1.41; 10.176; 10.443). He also reports
that it is found, to illustrate a different point, in NSu 3.2.61. Faddegon (The Vaisesika-System,
1918, p.65) also reports the example to be in Gaudapadiyakarika.

(99) Usual example for a doubt is ‘post’($t), not ‘trunk/stump of a tree’(#l).



222 1 v FEF Ry FEAIZE 20

Question: We have learned what the [defining] features of perception (¥ifH *pratyaksa-
laksana) are, what are the [defining] features of inference (Kt *anumana-laksana)?
Answer: We analyzed (47l) it above. Now we should further explain it. Inference
is of three kinds: [1] the first is inference with respect to [what has come| before (il
te *parvavat), [2] the second is inference with respect to [what will come] after (%
*$esavat) and [3] the third is inference based on similarity (Flt*samanyato-drsta).(1%%)
[1] Inference with respect to [what has come| before (Hikk) is, for example, a case where
one sees a child with six fingers and a boil on his head and later one sees an adult [with six
fingers and a boil on his hear] and hears that he is Devadatta. Right then one recollects
that the one who previously had six fingers is indeed the one being seen now(!°V). This is
said to be inference with respect to [what has come] before (Hijlh).

[2] Inference with respect to [what will come] after (#}) is, for example, a case where one
drinks sea water and tastes its saltiness and one knows that all water [one will drink from
sea) later will be equally salty(19?)
come] after (#kk).

[3] Inference based on similarity ([Fl}tk) is, for example, a case where a person here walks

. This is said to be inference with respect to [what will

to a place there. In the sky, the sun and the moon rise in the east and set in the west.
Even though he does not see them move, yet he knows that they must move(!93). This is

said to be inference based on similarity ([FIt).

[1.2.2.7.3 Scriptural authority]

(25b18) WH, HW o, FHH, HWEEES, R, iibhEpE, feanBMIiszits, el
G, RAER, BAREEREE, ROz, RAEGE, SGEEE -UNE, ARWE, 7#
HEE, R,

Question: What is knowledge through listening ([l 5&.*sruti)?(104)

(100)  This threefold temporal interpretation occurs in CS 1.11.21-2. NBh gives a threefold temporal
interpretation to the three kinds of inferences mentioned in NS 1.1.5.
(101) HV 3.2.7: kaumara-dyrstena nimittena sah eva ayam iti vrddham anuminoti. ‘One infers that an

old man is the very same person through a mark of his seen in his youth’

(102) B@: As noted by Tucci [1929: xviii], this compares to the inference that all grains are cooked from
determining that some are cooked. This is found in Qing Mu (% H)’s Hifi. Taisho vol. 30, p.24b:
5%, ZUVRE—FBAEREE#,, Dharmakirti gives this example and considers it an unsound inference
(PV 1. 13 and its Svavrtti).

(103) BG: This occurs in Hifi. Tucci [1929: 29]: Having seen that a man first goes and then reaches
(a place), since the moon and the sun rise in the east and disappear in the west, although their
movements are not seen, because they reach another (place), they are known to possess motion.
This is, in fact, an argument by analogy or similarity (samanyatah).

(104) Previously it was called FEfRE.
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Answer: One who sees reliable (E# lit. true) elders (&%), senior disciples (1), Bud-
dhas or bodhisattvas and hears from all the spiritually noble (‘B2 *arya) the instruction
of scripture (%) can attain knowledge. This is knowledge through listening (Bi5).
For example, an able doctor who knows well how to prescribe medicine and is benevolent
in his teachings (##%) is said to be learned (M *susruta; lit., to have listened well).
Furthermore, all the spiritually noble have corroborated (%) all the teachings (—1]

%) and have great wisdom. Those who follow what they have listened to are said to be
learned (#[H).

[1.2.2.7.4 Analogy]

(25b22) WH, WMo, FHH, #H-UREEZRE ML, Ak, Bk, e, a
w2 HAvENTEE, AR,

Question: What are the [defining] features of analogy (M&*upamana)?(1°®)

Answer: For example, all things (—Ji%) are, in their entirety, empty and quiescent (%%
A, like an illusion (%)), like magical creation ({k). Perception (# *samjna) is like a
mirage (¥ *maricika). Volitions (17 samskara) are like plantains (##).(196) The feature
of covetousness (E#K) is like [that of] an ulcer (J&), like [that of] poison. (#) Such are

said to be [cases of] analogy (¥&).(197)

(25b25) MUEPUFH 2B, REEES ., ARAIN,
These four things are said to be reasons/causes () [for knowledge]. Those who under-

stand them are said to know [what] the reasons/causes [for knowledge] are.(10%)

[1.2.2.8 Specious reasoning](109)

(25b25) WH, ff#IA,

FH, NWBIRE, k2 K, EETEANm RS, AbBIRRE S, DRI e
£, MEHIME)\, —FEICSRIRSAGE, iR AE, BB, PRk, OB, ASH
ailil, LA, \FHDE,

Question: What are said to be [the cases of] specious reasoning (A hetvabhasa)?

(105)  Previously it was called WAL

(106) . Samyutta-nikaya 22.95: phenapindupamam rupam, vedana bubbulupama; maricikipama
sanna, sankhara kadalupama; mayupaman ca vinnanam, desitadiccabandhuna.

(107)  BG: These examples are not examples of analogy, but of similes. Warder [Outline of Indian

Philosophy, Delhi, 1971, p. 140] says that upamana here refers to the similes used in the Tripitaka.

(108) Cf. Kang [2007: 60], “Etwas wie deise vier Sachverhalte nent man Ursache. Wer dieses meistert,

nennt man [einen], der die Ursache weifl.”
(109) NS 1.2.4 lists five hetvabhasa: savyabhicara, viruddha, prakarana-sama, sadhya-sama, kala-atita.

CS 3.8.57 lists four ahetu: prakarana-sama, samsaya-sama and varnya-sama and discusses them.
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Answer: Generally speaking, the cases of specious reasoning are the great transgressions of
the teachings on debate (GiiEHZKi#). They should be understood and quickly forsaken.
I should now explain what these [cases of] specious reasoning are. Based on their features,
their instances (%) are limitless. In brief, then, there are only eight: [1] first, the [case of]
producing errors perversely through words (BEH 5 #5548 *vakchala?); [2] second, the
[case of] producing errors through similarity (#k[F M4 *samanyachala?); [3] third,
the [case of] specious reason that produces doubt (BEEIA * samsayahetu/samsayasama?);
[4] fourth, the [case of] stating [a reason| after one’s time has elapsed (#INGEE *kalatita);
[5] fifth, the [case of] similarity (#[F, lit. similar kind, *prakaranasama?); [6] sixth, the
[case of] saying the same thing (il *varnyasama?); [7] seventh, the [case of] saying
different things (F15% *savyabhicara?), and [8] eighth, the [case of] being contradictory (#H

E *viruddha).

[1.2.2.8.1 Producing errors through words](*1?)

(25c03) [, At/ L& R,

HH. 5 TIK%, &, LAMSA, 80 A SAIERNH, WAAE, WEAS TR
M, RIREEA ),

WEH, OB —K, nfls Tw

HH. |G URE) J9RikH, JEH Tt

WEH, fIgs TR,

. VUGS "H.

WH, HHERE, oflmis k%S 18

HH, BECH "B B,

HEH. FRLEOELIE, sfl)hs TERK T

HH, 8BS B, A5 THIELA .

HEH, FBURGSFIL, siliig "AEK I8

HH, B B A5 TAE

Question: You should analyze (4771) these eight things (/\¥£) at length.

Answer: In uttering [the sound] ‘nava’ (JF%%), altogether there are four words [one might
have uttered]. [1] The first is [the word] ‘new’(nava). [2] The second is [the word]
‘nine’(nava). [3] The third is [the expression]| ‘not yours’(na vah). [4] The fourth is

(110)  pE=rit - 5 S is mentioned above as the eighth independent teaching/principle, not as a kind of
hetvabhasa.
NBh ad NSu 1.2.12 gives an example of ambiguity in the sentence ‘nava-kambalo ‘yam manavakah’.



English Translation of the Upayahrdaya

[the expression] ‘not wearing’(na /vas)."'V) [Suppose,] for example, there is someone
who says what I am wearing is nava clothing (Jf%4 *navah kambalah, meaning ‘new
clothing’). (112)

Objection: Now what you are wearing is just one [item of] clothing. Why do you say nine
(Ju *nava) [items of clothing]?

Answer: When I said ‘nava’ (/%) [I meant] only new clothing (¥12X *navah kambalah)
and nothing else; I did not mean nine (Jt *nava) [items of clothing].

Objection: What does ‘new’ (#7 *nava) mean? [lit., what is said to be new?]

Answer: When one uses nava (%%, i.e., new) [animal] hair (&) to make something, it is
called ‘new’ (¥t *nava).

Question: In fact, the hair [of your clothing] is uncountable. Why do you say [it has] nava
(HB%%, i.e., nine) hairs?

Answer: I said the word ‘new’ (¥1 *nava) earlier. ‘Nava’ (HF% new) is not a numeral.
Objection: I now realize (%) that this clothing is yours (&KZ&HTH *vah kambalah). Why
do you nonetheless say that it is not your clothing (FEFK, lit., ‘not my clothing’, but *na
vah kambalah)?

Answer: I said it is new clothing (#14 *navah kambalah). T did not say it is not yours (I
WA *na vah)?.

Objection: I now see (BiH) that your body is wearing this clothing. [Yet,] why do you
say you are not wearing (% *na \/vas) clothing?

Answer: I said ‘new clothing’ ($14K *navah kambalah); I did not say I was not wearing (4
# *na \/vas) [any clothing].

(25c16) A, A2H S T8,

XEBEEMAEE, S TRl M TESERIR, mfugall . RSB, JYREEE N
e,

This [kind of argument] is said to be specious reasoning (fAK]). It is also said to be [a
case of] producing errors through words (FE=ifs4:).(113)

Still another case of producing errors through words is the following: Suppose, for example,

someone says “the mountain is burning”.

(111) The Sanskrit expression nava is susceptible of four different meanings. It can mean new, nine, not
yours and not wearing.

(112) Cf. NSt 1.2.4 and 3.8.37.

(113) Cf. Kang [2007: 201], “Dieses nennt man Scheingrund. Auch nennt man ein [Blof]-dem-
Ausdruck-folgend-erzeugten-Fehler-Benennen, (d.h. einen Vorwurf des Fehlers mittels der absich-
lichen falschen Interpretation des mehrdeutigen Ausdrucks).”
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Objection: In fact, the grass and wood [and not the mountain] are burning. Why do you
say “the mountain is burning”?

This is a case of producing errors through words. This is true of all things too (J5%2i&1%

B ATE). 01 (115)

[1.2.2.8.2 Ambiguity/Equivocation?]

(25c19) BEXEESEE, MA B, —AHiS,

TIRREEMRAESE, WS TAREEEEEIE, WAEZ .

BEED TR AR, MEPE 2L, fERDEZRE . AU RN,

Next comes [another] case of producing errors through words (FES Z2i#). Altogether,
there are two kinds [of producing errors through words]. [1] One is stated above. [2] The
second is to produce errors (4:i#)(11%) through similarity ([i%).(*17) (1) For example,
someone says that all conditioned dharmas (45351%) are, in their entirety, empty and
quiescent (ZEEUA), like space (KEZ2). Objection: if so, the two of them both [conditioned
dharmas and space] are empty and non-existent (%2#). A dharma (¥£) without a nature
(f&f% *nihsvabhava) is then like space.

This is said to be [a case of] producing errors through similarity ([F%¥4:58).(118)

(25¢24) MIH., Bk,

BH, R, NIRRT, MR,

BEEL, EVARE. JERUBRL, M (1O RIEIRRRI AT, PR BRI, K
BRI, FORRAAN, TR, 2R RS0,

(2) Question: How is something said to arise (42)?

(114) MS: “This holds of all such cases too.

(115) Cf. Kang [2007: 201], “Wiederum der [BloB]-dem-Ausdruck-folgend-erzeugte-Fehler ist wie [folgt]
— [Einer] sagt, dal der Beg brennt. [Dann] duBert [der andere| eine Erwiderung; “In Wirklichkeit
brennen die Badume und Graser. Warum sage [Sie, dafi] der Berg brennt?” — Dieses nennt man
den [Blofl]-dem-Ausdruck-folgend-entstandenen-Fehler. Oder alle Beschaffenheiten wie diese [nennt
man so].”

Cf. NSu 1.2.14 (upacarachala), 2.2.60 (upacara). ‘mancah krosanti’

(116) 4:38 ‘producing an error’ might have been a translation of prasariga-jati.

(I117)  Cf.  Kang [2007: 201], “Von dem [BloB]-dem-Ausdruck-folgend-entstandenen-Fehler gibt es
wiederum zwei Arten. Die erste is wie die vorher erwidhnte. Die zweite ist das Beziiglich-des-
Gleichseins-erzeugten-Fehler-Benennen (d.h. ein Vorwurf des Fehlers mittels zu weit gehender Ver-
allgemeinerung der Bedeutung.).”

(118) BG: Perhaps the problem is that the word %% has two meanings. In one sense, if something is

empty (%2), it is devoid of any objects. Space (M%2), on this sense, is empty when it contains no

physical objects. In another sense, if a conditioned dharma (57%%) is empty (22), then it is devoid
of svabhava.

(119) {# seems to mean ‘to depend upon’ (#f#) according to the BZEFHIL.



English Translation of the Upayahrdaya

Answer: Because something exists [in its cause] (i), it is said to arise (42). For example,
[someone says that] because clay (J&) has the nature of a pot (Flif%), clay manages to
give rise to a pot (ZEJf).

Objection: If clay has the nature of a pot (FfilE), clay is nothing but (Hl)&) a pot. There
& *

should be no need [for a pot] to depend on the assemblage (# samagrt) of a potter, a

wheel and a string to [come to] exist () .(120)

If because clay has the [nature of a pot] (FifX), it gives rise to a pot (Z£Jfi), then water
(’K) too, having the [nature of a pot] (), should (ME&) give rise to a pot. If water,
having the [nature of a pot] (i), does not give rise to a pot (AEJf), then how does clay
manage on its own to give rise to a pot (HZEjH)?(121)

This is [a case of] producing an error by inquiring into similarity ([f%ahE (122)4:5).(123)

[1.2.2.8.3 Doubt producing]:

(26al) HH, ZERERIRIHSMER, AHTEPL SRR, FHeRz, fifEea, PURAIR,
o EA LR VI

Question: What are the [defining] features of specious reasoning which produce doubt (%

FERLIA)?.

(120) BG: ‘to depend on its convergence (F#x *samagr?) with a potter, a wheel and a string to [come
to] exist.

(121) SK: ‘If because clay exists (fi1)), it gives rise to a pot (Z:}fi), then water (7K) too, being existent
(f), should (M%) give rise to a pot. If water, being existent (), does not give rise to a pot (F4
J#), then how does clay manage on its own to give rise to a pot (B4:)i)?’

(122) BG: %3 The beginning of this section says [l¥/E}##, the end of the section says F®&=. It is
unclear why %5 has been added.

(123) BG: The argument is that clay manages to give rise to a pot because clay has the nature of a

pot. The objection is a reductio ad absurdum through parity of reasoning. If a pot arises from clay

because clay, being a causal factor in the arising of a pot, has the nature of a pot, then water, also

a causal factor in the arising of a pot, should have the nature of a pot and thereby give rise to a

pot. But this never happens. The objection seems perfectly sound.

MS: The dialectic here is puzzling. Typically the conversation goes like this: The satkaryavadin

asserts that the pot exists in the clay. The opponent objects that in that case there should be

no need for the assemblage of potter, wheel, etc. in order for the pot to become manifest. The

satkaryavadin then replies that if pot and clay were not identical but instead distinct (as the

asatkaryavadin opponent claims), then the clay would share this property of being distinct from

pot with water, which is likewise distinct from pot. Yet pots are only produced from clay and not

from water. Only identity, not distinctness, explains this difference between clay and water. So I

suspect that the passage beginning with ‘If because clay has this [nature of a pot]. ..’

may actually
be the reply of the satkaryavadin, and what belongs in square brackets is not ‘nature of a pot’ but
‘distinctness from pot’. Presumably the error here has to do with the claim that water and clay are
sufficiently similar by virtue of their both being distinct from pot as to justify the satkaryavadin’s

objection to asatkaryavada.

227



228 AV FH¥F Ry FEEE 20

(124) which resembles a

Answer: For example, [suppose that] there is a tree trunk (HHL)
man. Therefore, if someone [should] see it at night, then it [could] produce the thought
(#&): is it a trunk or is it a man?(1?%) This then is said to be [a case of] doubt producing

specious reasoning (A4:FEELA).(126)

[1.2.2.8.4 Mistimed]

(26a3) WH, =ik,

HH. WS DB, SeRmieEH, SR,

BEH, AR N PR, ofifis TEkER, T,

EH, NUBZEMIB R, BAMIE, RH, SRS, .

BWEH, BEAEIG, AEBECE. STPUKREL BN, Ak,

Question: What is mistimed (#Ff *kalatita*?")) specious reasoning?

(1) Answer: For example, someone states [the argument]: sound (#)(12%) is eternal;
because the texts of the Vedas (BFEHEIL) arise from sound, they too are said to be
eternal.

Objection: now you have not established the reason (Kl#) for sound being eternal. How
can you then say that the Vedas are eternal?

(2) Answer: Just as space is eternal because it is without shape and color (f&Ji);
because sound is also without shape (#&/%), it is eternal. Although these words () are
said afterwards, the fact (#£) [expressed by them] still is established.

Objection: The statement [that because sound too is without shape, it is eternal] came
after the [proper] time. It is as if only after the house has been burned down that one

brings water to help. You too are like this.(129)

(124) #T was mentioned above.

(125) A common example for samsayahetu in Nyaya and Buddhism.

(126) BG: The expression fBIA] like the Sanskrit term it translates, hetvabhasa, indicates a semblance of
reasoning, hence ‘specious reasoning’ Now, the previously listed hetvabhasa, vakchala, is clearly a
case of reasoning which is specious. However, the case of being in doubt about what something is
is hardly a case of specious reasoning. What we have is something closer to a specious perception:
it seems like a true perception, but it is not.

(127) Previously it was called 3BIF3E.

(128) Tt is to be noted that the original Sanskrit word for & is §abda that means both ‘sound’ and ‘word’.

(129) Cf. NBh on NS 5.2.11: avayavaviparyasavacanam apraptakalam.



English Translation of the Upayahrdaya

This is said to be [a case of being] mistimed (). (130)

[1.2.2.8.5 Similarity] (131

(26a11) RH, =T,

FH, AL, BEEH, AUEZE, HOBMN, RAHIN,

WEH, FREIMATE, SRS, BEARY, TR S, RS, SE T,
rRAEE, (192

Question: What is [a bad argument on account of] similarity (J&F* prakeranasama)? (133)

(1) Answer: [For example someone says:] Because the self (F*atman) and body (&

(130) Cf. Kang [2007: 168,fn. 406], “Man fragt: was nennt man ein Scheingrund des verspitetseins?

Antwortet man; [es ist] wie [folgendes. Ein Redner sagt]: “Der Ton is ewig. Da der Veda von dem
Ton entstanden ist, ist der Veda auch ewig” [Da] wendet [der Gegenredner] ein: “Du hast noch
nicht die Ursache und Umstéande fiir die Ewigkeit des Tones etabliert. Dann wozu noch witere Rede
iiber die Ewigkeit des Vedas?” [Da] erwidert [der Redner]: “Wie der leere Raum (d.h. Ather) ewig
ist, weil es keine Gestalt hat, ist Der Ton auch ewig, weil er keine Gestalt hat. Obwohl es spéter
geaufBert wird, wird auch die [gezielte] Intention erreicht.” [Da] wendet [der Gegenredner nochmals]
ein: “Diese Rede [begeht den Fehler des| Verpétetseins. Wie nachdem das Haus schon vollstédndig
verbrannt ist, versucht man dann es mit Wasser zu retten. Du bist auch wie dieses [Beispiel].” Dieses
nennt man Verspétetsein.”
(131) BG: I see the structure of 1.2.2.8.5 as follows. A question is asked and then an answer is given in
terms of an example argument and an objection to it. In other words, it has this form:
Argument:
Pots and space are different and have different properties of non-eternality and eternality
respectively.
The body and self are different and the body is non-eternal.
Therefore, the self is eternal
Objection:
The body and the self are different and have different properties of non-eternality and
eternality respectively.
The body and the pot are different and the body is non-eternal. Therefore, the pot is
eternal.
The second argument seems to be a reductio ad absurdum of the first argument through parity
of reasoning.
As Tucci [1929: 16, note] observes, this example is given as a specious ground at CS 3.8.57. It has
two arguments
Argument:
The soul is different from the body (which is non-eternal).
Therefore, the soul is eternal.
Objection:
The soul is different from the body.
The body is non-eternal and the soul must have the opposite property.
Therefore, the soul is eternal.
The argument seems to be an abbreviated form of the objection.
(132) Read #l (=4 - ®4) instead of A% (KIE).
(133) SK : The explanations of the following five items do not involve a specious reason; they are just
wrong ways of argumentation.
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*$arira) are different, the self is eternal, just as, because a pot is different from space, the

pot is non-eternal.(134)

This is said to be [a case of the specious reason that is based on] similarity (#ifA).(135)
(2) Objection: If the self is different from the body and is said to be eternal, the pot too
is different from the body, and the pot should be said to be eternal. If the pot, being
different from the body, is nonetheless non-eternal, then though the self is different from
the body, why is it eternal?

This is said to be [a case of a bad argument on account of] similarity (i[Fl).

[1.2.2.8.6 Saying the same thing]
(26al17) [MH, SFE =m0,
FEH, WS TR, MM R . A,

Question: What is [the case of a bad argument on account of] saying the same thing (

%{ﬁ[{l

[l *varpyasama)?
Answer: For example, someone says: space is eternal because it is not tangible (J&H
fili *asparsa); mental awareness (Eik*manovijiiana) is also this way. [Therefore, it is

eternal.](136)

This is said to be [a case of a bad argument through| saying the same thing (ZifA).(*37)

[1.2.2.8.7 Saying different things|

(26a19) MH, fM#4E%,

FH, WIS "TNSR, PSR, PO, AR, MEH., EEMERMIA, MR
AR, GHIERIE, RS

Question: What is said to be [the case of a bad argument on account of] saying different
(i.e., irrelevant) things (5%)?

Answer: For example, someone says that the five objects of the senses (F.EE) are non-
eternal because they are perceptible by the senses (1RE#). The four great elements (P4K)
too are like this. Therefore, they are non-eternal.

Objection: The hair of a turtle and the smell of salt are non-existents (f&ffH*abhava).
But they are grasped by mental awareness (&i#%). How could it be possible that they are

(134) Cf. CS 3.8.57: anyah Sarirad atma nityah.

(135) In both cases the similarity is ‘difference’.

(136) Cf. CS 3.8.57: asparsatvad buddhir anitya Sabdavat. This is a case of wrong analogy. Space and
the mental awareness are the same in so far as they are both intangible; because space is eternal,
the mental awareness is also eternal, which is absurd.

(137) SK & MS: ‘saying that [different things] are the same’.



English Translation of the Upayahrdaya

non-eternal?
This is said to be [a case of a bad argument on account of] saying different (i.e.,

irrelevant) things (5 %).

[1.2.2.8.8 Contradiction]

(26a22) [HH, HEEZM, FH, HUE M, —WRHE, HHEE. A5 TR, SE6HL. Al

Foo RAWRIE, HLEH, MZERRMBB 3, (FRREE. MR AARZE, R4 0E, Ak

ik, BEAMEHREE, RAURE,

Question: What is [the case of a bad argument on account of]| contradiction (#Hi#& *virud-

dha)?

Answer: There are two kinds. [1] One is where the example (W) is contradicted [by fact];

[2] the other is where the reason (¥)(138) is contradicted [by fact].

For example, [1] someone says that the self (%) is eternal because it has no shape and

resistance (#&JEHE) like a bull. This is said to be [a case of] contradiction of the example

(Reite). (139)

[2] The case of contradiction of the reason (BHi&) is where [someone says that] the

brahmana (Z£5E["]) runs the affairs of state (#PEE3) and teaches the slaughter and

hunting [of animals], etc. (FE&%#)(149), and [a person of] the ksatriya caste (FIFff)

sits and meditates (AAM/&7E). This is said to be [a case of] contradiction of the reason
Dull-witted people do not understand these two things (Zi%) yet believe them to be

true (). This is said to be [a case of a bad argument on account of] contradiction (#H

).

(26a27) [WH, fil&EARAHLER,
HH, % ETEAANGE, AR
Question: What is said to be non-contradiction (4 fHi&)?

Answer: What is different from these two previous things (Z3%) is said to be [the case of]

(138) 3l is often a translation of yukti, but yukti, in the sense of reasoning, does not seem relevant here.
(139)

(140)

Cf. Vaidalyaprakana s. 46: *nitya atma, amurtatvat, akasavat.
SK: ‘creates the teachings on the slaughter and hunting [of animals], etc.
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non-contradiction (AH13&). These are said to be specious reasons (&[A).(141)

[The End of Chapter 1]

keywords: Upayahrdaya, Nagarjuna, debate, proof

(141) Tt is clear that, in the preceding discussion, vakchala is included among the hetvabhasa, unlike
what was indicated in the introduction. The preceding are examples of bad reasoning, that is, of
statements which purport to be reasons but which in fact are not.



