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Pramanasamuccayatika manuscript for
research on the Buddhist vada tradition”
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0. Introduction

For several years, a project being directed by Prof. Shoryii Katsura
and motivated by Prof. Ernst Steinkellner has been underway to edit
chapters 3, 4 and 6 of a unique Sanskrit manuscript of the Pramana-
samuccayatika@ (PST), Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary on Dignaga’s
Pramanasamuccaya(vreti) (PS/PSV). My team (consisting of Dr.
Yasutaka Muroya, Dr. Toshikazu Watanabe and myself) has been
working for the last seven years on chapter 6 of the PST (Ms 243al—
260a3), based on a transliteration by the staff of the Institute for the
Cultural and Intellectual History of Asia of the Austrian Academy
of Sciences, Vienna. The critical edition of this chapter is now nearly
finished. In this paper, I would like to present and discuss some of
the results of our research.

Studies on other chapters of the PST manuscript have already
uncovered important information helping to better understand not
only of the history of Buddhist logic and epistemology, but also

#
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of the history of Indian philosophy in general. Editions of the first
and second chapters of the PST dealing, respectively, with percep-
tion (pratyaksa) and inference for oneself (svarthanumana), were
already published by Steinkellner, Dr. Krasser and Dr. Lasic (cf.
PST I, PST II). The immense value of the PST manuscript for re-
constructing Dignaga’s PS and PSV, lost in the original Sanskrit,
has been demonstrated through Steinkellner’s reconstruction of the
PSV’s first chapter (cf. PSV 1), as well as Katsura’s reconstruction
of all karikas of chapters 3 and 4 dealing, respectively, with infer-
ence for others (pararthanumana) and examples as well as pseudo-
examples (drstanta/drstantabhdasa)! With regard to PS chapter 5
dealing with the apoha theory, Dr. Pind published his dissertation
(cf. Pind 2015),%2 which also contains materials from PST, chapter 5,
in the footnotes. A full critical edition of PST 5 is currently being
produced by Lasic and Dr. McAllister in Vienna. Concurrent with
work on PST I and II, Steinkellner collected and evaluated frag-
ments, first from the Sastitantra (Steinkellner 1999), and, more re-
cently, with a more comprehensive scope covering the entire range
of sources Jinendrabuddhi used (Steinkellner 2017).

When compared to the other chapters, the specific importance
of the Sanskrit manuscript of the PST’s chapter 6 dealing with
false rejoinders (jati/x&B3E) lies in the following feature. Dignaga
devoted an entire chapter of the PS and the PSV to false rejoin-
ders.? From Dharmakirti onward, this topic, which belongs for the
most part to the field of dialectics (vada), was discussed only rarely
by Indian Buddhist logicians. In contrast, it was actively discussed
by Naiyayika and Jaina logicians until later periods. And before

I PS 3,1-31 is found in Katsura 2009, PS 3,32—43ab in Katsura 2011 and
PS 3,43cd-51 and 4,1-21 in Katsura 2016. See also Katsura’s contribution
to the present volume.

R

at 2 Many further studies are referred to in Katsura 2011.

8 The svamata section of this chapter has already been partially trans-
lated into Chinese by Prof. Lu Cheng (cf. Lu 1928), and has been fully
translated into Japanese and elucidated by Prof. Kitagawa (cf. Kitagawa
1965: 282~351).
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Dignaga it was also a focus of Buddhist thinkers: jari is one of the
main topics of the Buddhist vada tradition as represented in texts
such as the *Upayahrdaya (UH, J7{8.05f Fangbian xin lun; ca. 2%
cent.),* the dialectical section of the Spitzer manuscript (Spitzer Ms,
ca. 3 cent.),’ the *Tarkasastra® (TS; SNEEw R E #5 Rushi lun fan-
zhinan pin; ca. 5™ cent.), the Vadavidhi (VVi, §#81L Lungui; ca. 5%
cent.) and the Nyayamukha (NMu, KIBAIEZE[I5E Yinming zhengli
men lun; ca. 6™ cent.). The information gained through examining
the Sanskrit manuscript of the PST’s chapter 6 thus enables us not
only to interpret Dignaga’s jati theory more exactly than hitherto,
but also to elucidate the history of the Indian Buddhist vada tradi-

4 A considerable number of the twenty rejoinders ({25 *samaprasarnga?)
found in the last chapter of the UH correspond to jatis of later periods.
However, it should not be overlooked that in the UH, these rejoinders are
regarded as correct rejoinders, unlike in the case of jatis. According to
Prof. Kajiyama, these “correct” rejoinders in the UH were later criticized
in the Nyayasiitra as false rejoinders (jati) (cf. Kajiyama 1984: 15-16; Ishi-
tobi 2006: 148).

5 The contents of the sections on dialectics in this ancient Sanskrit man-
uscript have been examined by Prof. Franco (cf. Franco 2004: 462-505).
Despite the fragmentary condition of the material, he has succeeded in
clarifying that the last chapter of this portion of the manuscript explains
several jatis (cf. Franco 2004: 498-505). Connected to this, he states that
the *Tarkasastra (TS) “displays the strongest similarity to the Spitzer frag-
ments” (cf. Franco 2004: 498). This view is, of course, true for the first
chapter of the dialectic portion of the manuscript. Indeed, the similar-
ity between this chapter and the first chapter of the TS is remarkable, as
Franco successfully shows (cf. Franco 2004: 465-466). For the last chap-
ter on jatis, however, I believe the UH is quite relevant. Although Franco
mentions that there are parallels between the Spitzer Ms and the UH (cf.
Franco 2004: 500, n. 209), this observation might be expanded upon. In my
opinion, it is possible that the jati theory in the Spitzer Ms was influenced
by the theory of correct rejoinders in the UH. Cf. Ono forthcoming a.

¢ T use this title here for the sake of convenience. I wonder, however,

whether this hypothetical Sanskrit title, which is widely accepted by mod-
ern scholars, is appropriate. Frauwallner’s justification of this title is quite
debatable. Cf. Ono 2017a: 910-912.




ST A g .
ERSHEEH A 292 Motoi Ono

tion before Dignaga’s time. Until now, most of the information we
had about this was transmitted only through Chinese translations.

In the following, I would like to present some examples concern-
! ing the PST’s chapter 6 with regard to its contribution: 1) to a more |
i precise understanding of the PSV’s jati theory, 2) to a better under-
standing of the NMu’s jari section, 3) to elucidating theories con-
cerning jati before Dignaga’s time, especially the jari theory in the
V'Vi and its relationship to the TS.

1. Sanskrit reconstruction of Pramanasamuccaya, chapter 6

In the process of critically editing the sixth chapter of the Prama-
nasamuccayatika, it was of course also necessary to reconstruct
the twenty-five karikas of the PS, including the three final karikas
that conclude the entire work. Very few Sanskrit fragments of the
karikas from this chapter have been identified so far.” However, on
the basis of pratikas and allusions in the PST, and with the help of
the two Tibetan translations, we are now able to propose the follow-
ing reconstruction:?

7 The karikas 7 and 12ab’ defining two kinds of jatis, i.e., karyasama
and vikalpasama, are found in the PVA (cf. PVA 44,29-45,4; see Katsura
1987: 51, 55; Watanabe 2010: n. 12). The jati “karyasama” is the only one
mentioned by Dharmakirti (cf. Katsura 1987: 55; Watanabe 2010). In addi-
tion, several of these karikds have equivalents in the verses of the Chinese
translation of the NMu (IE¥2["5®), either in whole or in part, as is shown

in the following footnotes and in the second section of this paper (cf. Take-
mura 1968: 281-284).

8 Pollowing Katsura’s latest method (cf. Katsura 2016: 1237), bold type-
face is used for words from pratikas in the PST, roman typeface for those
alluded to in the PST and in other Sanskrit fragments. Italics are used for
words retranslated from the Tibetan translations. The meaning of { ) and
(> will be explained below. On this occasion, I would like to express my
sincere gratitude to Prof. Harunaga Isaacson for having kindly checked
this reconstruction during his stay at Tsukuba University in March 2016.
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pramanabhasavaktrnam yuktavayavavadivat /

paksasiddhih sama ma bhud iti nytinady udtritam //1//
tatpradarS§anam evato yuktam uttaram ucyate /
tadabhasabhidhanam ca jatisittarariipakam //2//
praptyapraptav anistoktir hetoh kalatraye ’piva/

te {praptyapraptyahetvakhye) ¢hetunytinatvartpike) //3//'
arthe hetav (asiddhabhe) {nityakhya)nityatanvayat /
nityatvasaktir atrapi {(paksadosatvaripika) [/4//**

prag ukter hetvabhavena sadhyabhavaprasafijanam /
(anuktasamam)!? aropya vaktur vacanasadhanam [
(asiddhabhasam) (inabham) prag ukteh sadhanam prati //5//
prag utpatter ahetutvad asiddhaviparitabhak /
KanutpattisamamP'® (dvedha) dvayadhyaropato matam //6//
karyatvanyatvaleSena yat sadhyasiddhidar§anam /

tat {karyasamam etat tu {tridha) vaktrabhisandhitah //7//*
nidar§itavipaksabhyam sadharmyenanyasadhanam /
«sadharmyasamamy {anyat) tu vaidharmyena samatvatah [/8//*>
dvedha {(sadharanabhdsam) paratrasiddhidarsanat |

samyena siddhav istayam (viruddhavyabhicarivat) //9//
drstantabhdsadosoktir apy atra syad ananvayat /
viparitanvayatvac ca sadhyadrstantasankarat //10//

hetos tadatmyabhedena vyabhicarinibham dvayam /

na tu prayoge piirvatra hetur aikantikah krtah //11//
sadharmye ’pi vi§esoktir {vikalpasamam'® arra tu /
vyabhicarivi§esena nityasaktes (tadabhata) //12//
asamanyena vaikatvaprasangad (aviSesakrt)'” /

9 Cf. NMuk. 19ab: BET & 5 LI FEEE4E.

0 Cf. NMuk. 24: ZEEEARE ZRIEEE BHEEER 240 ERK.

I Cf. NMu k. 28: #EF4[ERE 2L LECE G A ilREe.

2 Cf. NMu k. 25abc: StETHERK FEEAFTL LESAEEL

B Cf NMuk. 25d: A= &4 7R,

}; Cf. PVA 44,29-30; NMu k. 26abc: FT{EEA 5 BRI, 4FTERE
15 Cf. NMu k. 20abed’: RELE il HFEERL FEHEOER HEE.

16 Cf. PVA 45,2; NMu kk. 20°d-21a: 5331 2545 3.

7 Cf. NMu k. 21b: JE—RR R,
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sadhyahetvavisesad v{asiddhdbhasam) tu tan matam [/13//
sadhyabadhakadharme ’pi tulyatvenavisesakrt /
hetor dose ¢(viruddhabha) dosabhave tu diisanam //14//
uttarani syur ekante yadi drstam na badhate /
abadhane viruddhatvam sadhyabadhakasadhanat //15//
(upalabdhisamam sadhyadarsanam anyahetuna® /
sadhyanekantam aropya hetau (tatpratirtipata) //16//
avyapitvena hetoS ca sadhye ’bhavavikalpanat |
(asiddhabham) dhvanisthena na hi sarvam prasadhyate //17//
{samSayakhyayrthabhedena hetoh sam$ayacodana® /
sadhyarope tv (anekantanibham) heror {asiddhavat) //18//
vipakse ’rthad anistoktir {arthapattisamaptra tu /
vyabhicaro ‘nyasadhyatve ratsadhyarve {tadabhata) //19//
(prasangasamam)) iste "pi dvayos tu hetumarganam /
(drstantabhasavat) tv etad?! dinmatram sarvajatisu //20//
viparitanrtatve ca vadavidhau tu jatisu /
dosatrayam viruddhatvam naiva bhedo ’tra laksyate //21//
nyayastiksme ’pi jatinam laksanottaradustata /
jiieya nyayapariksatas taddisa canyajatisu //22//
tarkamatrabalas tirthyah so ’py anirdistalaksanah /
svaprayogaviruddhas$ ca na cestarthaprasadhakah //23//
sudiiranastas tu munindra$§asanan nayanti ye tarkapathena
dharmatam /
tathapi tathagatadharmalaksanam pariksyatam yady upayati
vikriyam //24//
pramanaraSer gunadosavistarapraka§anad yac chubham atra
saficitam /
tad astu lokasya vimoksajanmanor gunagunajfiasya krtanta-
Santaye //25//

About 80% of the Sanskrit text of the karikas have been recovered

from the Sanskrit manuscript of the PST.

18 Cf. NMu k. 21cd: BEFTIZERA ZRI1SHHLL
19 Cf. NMu k. 22ab: EfZR R8¢ K #EH L TR,
20  Cf NMuk. 22cd: 3t E MR FEFLZUE.
2t Cf. NMu k. 27: B &R & 4880 shi ez i A aneiRE.
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1.1. On the svamata section (kk. 1-20)

The svamata section of this chapter consists of karikas 1-20 (and
the PSV thereon). Here, Dignaga describes his own interpretation
of fourteen kinds of jaris (words within “¢ »”).?? The same four-
teen kinds of jatis are also discussed in his earlier work, the NMu.
And they are also found in Vasubandhu’s VVi.2> However, the order
of the jari descriptions has been drastically changed by Dignaga in
his two works.?* Jatis are false rejoinders that an opponent offers
against a proponent who is constructing a correct syllogism. Until
Vasubandhu’s VVi, the reason why jatis are false had not been ex-
plained from a “purely logical” viewpoint.”® In the NMu, Dignaga
establishes a strategy of explaining jatis from a logical viewpoint by
dissolving (or incorporating) the dialectical character of jatis into
his system of logic.?

In chapter 6 of the PS, Dignéga follows the same strategy. In the
beginning, Dignaga defines a correct rejoinder (yuktam uttaram) as
properly indicating logical fallacies in a proponent’s syllogism, such
as, for example, its lack of necessary required members (nyina)*’
or its having fallacies in individual members (avayavadosa) (kK.
1-2ab). After this definition, he identifies jatis as being pseudo-

22 Indeed, twelve of the fourteen are mentioned by name. Only two,
vaidharmyasama and avisesasama, are not. These two are nonetheless
referred to, the first by the word “anyat” and the second by the word
“avisesakrt.” 1 therefore enclose them in double angle brackets, as I have
also done with the names of the other jazis.

2 Inthe TS, 16 kinds of jatis have been enumerated. In the VVi, Vasu-
bandhu reduced this number to 14 (cf. Franwallner 1957: 129).

24 Dignaga has changed the order of description of jazis twice, i.e., first
when composing the NMu and again when composing the PSV (cf. Take-
mura 1968: 326-327; Ono forthcoming b). Dr. Kang has analyzed the in-
tentions behind the second change (cf. Kang 2012).

5 See the third section of this paper.

% Cf. Tucci 1930; Kitagawa 1965: 282-351; Katsura 1984; Katsura 1987;
Ono 2017b: 49-50; Ono forthcoming b.

27 Cf. Watanabe 2017.
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rejoinders (uttarariipaka), i.e., non-genuine or false rejoinders (k.
2cd).” With this definition in place, it is possible to explain all jazis
as rejoinders that falsely indicate (that is, only pretend to indicate)
certain logical fallacies in the opponent’s syllogism.

Following this principle, in karikas 3-20 (and the PSV there-
on) Dignaga shows that each of the fourteen rejoinders is false by
clarifying which logical fallacy the respective jati is pretending to
indicate. For example, the first two jatis, called praptyapraptisama
and ahetusama, are characterized by Dignaga as falsely indicating
the lack of a reason in proponent’s syllogism (hetunyiinatvaripika,
literally “similar to the [indication of] the lack of a reason”) and as
falsely indicating that the reason is unestablished (asiddhdbha, lit-
erally “similar to the [indication of] an unestablished reason”) (kk.
3—4a). Likewise, the third jari, nityasama, is characterized as falsely
indicating that the proponent’s thesis is false (paksadosatvariipika)
(k. 4b—d), and so on.

In this manner, the method of explaining jatis from the viewpoint
of logical fallacies that Dignaga established in the NMu is skillfully
summarized in only twenty karikas of PS chapter 6. In the Sanskrit
reconstruction of the karikas presented above, the logical fallacies
that are being falsely indicated by the respective jatis are marked
with “().”

The Sanskrit karikas thus clearly show Dignaga’s strategy, sum-
marized in the following table:

‘s es of falsely indicated logical
PS6 Name of jati Typ . _ y_ g
fallacies (x-abhdasa, etc.)
rdptyapraptisama
vv. 3—4a PrapTyaprap hetunyiinatvariipika, asiddhabha
ahetusama
v. 4 nityasama paksadosatvariipika
5 anuktasama asiddhabhasa, (hetuny)iinabha,
v [uddharananyiinatabhasa]

22 Cf NMu k. 19ab: BEREBRES UK EEEE4E.
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v. 6 anutpattisama dvedha [asiddhabhasa, anaikantikabhasa]
tridha [asiddhabhasa, viruddhabhésa,
v. 7 karyasama asadharanatayanaikantikabhdsal,
[drstantadosabhasa]
sadharmyasama
vv. 8-11 sadharanabhasa, viruddhavyabhicarivat
vaidharmyasama
tadabhata [=sadharanasadharananaika
wv. 19-132 | vikalpasama ntikabhdsa], [viruddhanaikantikabhasa
) P (= viruddhavyabhicaryabhasa)],
[anaikantikabhasa]
I | [anaikantikabhasa]
vv. 13’a-14 | aviSesasama IT | asiddhabhasa
III | viruddhabha
1 | tatpratiriipatd [=anaikantikabhasal
vv. 16-17 | upalabdhisama
II | asiddhabha
vv. 18 samS§ayasama anekantanibha, asiddhavat [=asiddhabhasa]
vv. 19 arthapattisama tadabhata [=anaikantikabhasa]
vv. 20 prasanigasama drstantabhasavat

* Falsely indicated logical fallacies in square brackets appear in the PSV, but not
in the PS.

1.2. On the paramata section (kk. 21-22)

The paramata section of chapter 6 is much shorter than the svamata
section and consists of only two karikas (together with the PSV).
Here, Dignaga criticizes the jati theories of the VVi and of the
Naiyayika. Dignaga’s criticism of the Naiyayika’s jati theory (karika
22 with PSV) is short and does not seem particularly important.?

» In karika 22, he refers his reader to his other treatise, the Nyayapari-
ksa, for detailed criticism of the Naiyayika’s theory of false rejoinders (cf.
Muroya 2017: 99-100). This text is, however, not preserved (cf. Hattori
1968: 9). It is noteworthy that Sa skya Pandita mentions the Nydyapariksa’s

3«‘&%‘ ;ﬁﬁiiigw&x

L3 Ertt




i ag ol & .
prsmeemaraiad 5 84 208 Motoi Ono

However, his criticism of the VVi’s jati theory (karika 21 with PSV)
together with Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary are historically impor-
tant, as we shall discuss in the third section of this paper.

1.3. On the final karikas (kk. 23-25)

The last three karikas of PS chapter 6 are the final karikas that con-
clude the entire work. As was pointed out by the late Helmut Krasser,
we here find central statements by Dignaga regarding the relationship
between the Buddha’s teaching and logic and epistemology. Krasser
translated the 24™ karika into English on the basis of the PST manu-
script and the two Tibetan translations of the PS and the PSV:

[Those] who lead (khrid) to dharmata by way of tarka have
gone far away from (sudiiranasta) the teaching of muni. Ne-
vertheless, the characterization (laksana) of the dharma |as
propounded] by the Tathagata has to be examined as long as
(yadi) it undergoes a change.

Although Krasser did not provide a Sanskrit reconstruction of the
karika, the Sanskrit text he presumed as the basis for his rendering
was probably nearly the same as the one I have adopted:*

sudiiranastas tu munindra§asanan nayanti ye tarkapathena
dharmatam /

tathapi tathagatadharmalaksanam pariksyatam yady upayati
vikriyam //24//

criticism of the Naiyayika’s jazi theory in his treatises, i.e., the Mkhas ’jug
and the Rigs gter (cf. Jackson 1987: 254-255; 326-328; 375-376).

30 Krasser 2004: 134. Cf. PSV(V) [D]85b3f., [P]93a5f.: gang zhig rtog
ge’i lam las chos nyid la khrid na [f thub pa’i bstan las cher bsrings nyams
par byas pa yin [[ de lta’ang de bzhin gshegs pa’i chos rnams kyi mtshan
nyid /[ gal te gzhan du ’gro na dpyad par bya ba’i ’os [[; PSV(K)177a2-4:
thub pa’i dbang po’i bstan pa las ni yun ring nyams gyur pa /| gang yin rtog
ge’i lam gyis chos nyid bgrod par byed ma yin [/ de lta na yang de bzhin
gshegs pa’i rtog ge’i mtshan nyid ni [/ gal te rnam par ’gyur bar ’gro bar
byed dam brtag par gyis [/

31 Cf. Krasser 2004: 134, n. 16.
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In this reconstruction I make two small specific suggestions: “na-
yanti” and “tathdgata” (instead of “fathagata”). The lengthening
of the first a in tathdgata to a is suggested for metrical reasons,
since the VamsSastha meter must have a long vowel in the fourth
aksara of the pada. As for “nayanti,” Krasser’s choice to follow
Vasudhararaksita’s translation “khrid na” over Kanakavarman’s
‘translation bgrod par byed ma yin is probably correct. For the pre-
supposed Sanskrit, I propose “nayanti,”** since this can reasonably
be considered to be the basis of both translations; Kanakavarman’s
“bgrod par byed ma yin” can be regarded as a translation of na yanti.
It also satisfies metrical constraints (short/long/short).

2.The importance of the Sanskrit manuscript of Pramana-
samuccayatika 6 for interpreting the Nyayamukha

As has been pointed out on several occasions, there are many par-
allels between chapter 6 of the PS/PSV and the jati section of the
NMu.® It is possible to re-examine these parallel passages quite
precisely by using the Sanskrit reconstruction of PS/PSV chapter 6
based on the Sanskrit manuscript of PST chapter 6.3* By doing this,
new light can be shed on our understanding of the NMu, for which
a Sanskrit manuscript, though reported to be in the TAR, is unfor-
tunately still not accessible to the general scholarly community.*

32 Jinendrabuddhi apparently paraphrases this word as “niscinvanti” (cf.
PST(Ms) 259b3).

3% Cf. Tocci 1930; Kitagawa 1965; Katsura 1984; Katsura 1987.

3 My team has been also working on a reconstruction of the entire chap-
ter 6 of the PSV. In comparison to the work of reconstructing the karikas,
however, quite a few matters still remain to be considered. We would like
to finish this reconstruction, too, in the near future.

% Cf. Steinkellner 2011: xx—xxi; Katsura 2016: 1237; Do rgya dbang drag
rdo rje 2016: 72. The NMu, together with the Nyayapravesaka (KB A IE
THE®), is one of the miila-texts for Buddhist logic in Eastern Asia. Its study
is important for elucidating the yinming/inmyé tradition. According to old
catalogues of Buddhist literature in China and Japan, it seems that quite a




H%
L

334 300 Motoi Ono

A closer examination of certain prose passages has already been
undertaken by Muroya.*® Previous scholars have already pointed out
correspondences between karikds in the PS’s chapter 6 and the eight
karikas (kk. 20-22, kk. 24-28) in the NMu’s jati section.’’” There
is at least one case of a NMu karika being reused in its entirety in
chapter 6 of the PS (NMu k. 24 reused as PS 6.3). In other cases,
the NMu karikas have been modified somewhat by Dignaga when
reusing them.

Here, I would like to present two examples to illustrate how in-
formation gained from the Sanskrit manuscript of the PST’s chapter

6 has contributed to our understanding of difficult karikas in the
NMu.3®

2.1. Nyayamukha k. 23ab: HILFEESE 2 SEH0UR /A%

Regarding NMu k. 23ab, two variants of the text in pdda b are hither-
to known: ZEEHLIAE and ZEEHLIE. In their interpretations,

few commentaries were written on the NMu in China, Korea and Japan.
However, with few exceptions, they are now missing. Recently, Prof. Moro
of Hanazono University in Japan began to study a manuscript of a NMu
commentary written by a 9%-century Japanese monk, a manuscript that no
one had as yet examined (cf. Moro 2015). My team has begun a collabora-
tion with Prof. Moro within the framework of our research project.

% Cf. Muroya 2017.

37 Cf. Tucci 1930: 54-70; Kitagawa 1965: 284—347; Takemura 1968: 281—
284; Katsura 1984; Katsura 1987.

3% See also Ono forthcoming b, in which I attempt to reconstruct the San-
skrit text of all karikds (kk. 19ab—28) in the NMu’s jati section. Regarding
the reconstruction of the saddhana section (kk. 2—4, 6—10), example section
(kk. 11-14), pramana section and final karika (k. 29), see Katsura 2009,
Katsura 2016, Katsura 1982 and Muroya 2016, respectively.

% The former is supported by the Ming (BH) edition of the Chinese
Tripitaka, whereas the latter is attested in the Song (%) and Yuan (JT) edi-
tions and the Korean Tripitaka (751 FE KJELRE) (cf. Taisho Vol. 32, p. 4, n. 4;
Korean Tripitaka’s NMu 435al1). These two variants are also found in old
manuscripts of the NMu preserved in Japan.
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Tucci, Ui and Katsura unanimously adopt the former variant “{BUZ.0
Tucci’s translation of k. 23ab is as follows:

Since there are many doubts [which derive from these argu-
ments based upon] this homogeneity etc. [these jatis] are falla-
cies of refutation (UB; MO).

To be sure, the expression “fLlf” in itself seems somewhat curi-
ous, whereas the expression “{E{f%” seems more natural since this
expression commonly appears in yinming/inmyo literature to render
the word “dizsanabhasafuttarabhasa.” In this case, however, the ex-
pression “{LIf%” is more appropriate. The reason is the following:

The passage preceding k. 23ab is Dignaga’s initial reply to the
question why, unlike in explanations by other teachers (like Vasu-
bandhu), the first seven jatis are explained in the NMu together.*!
There Dignaga answers briefly that the seven jatis must be explained
together, “since [these jatis are] the same kind of false rejoinders.™?
Since the relevant half-karika is located immediately after this
answer, it would therefore be reasonable that it also explains how
these jatis are the same. If we take the above-mentioned principle of
Dignaga’s criticism of jatis into consideration,” the jatis’ sameness
should consist in the fact that the same logical fallacies are falsely
indicated by them. ‘By adopting the variant “{Elfi2”” this is possible in
the following way:

40 Cf. Tucci 1930: 59f.; Ui 1929: 670—672; Katsura 1984: 63. Tucci’s in-
terpretation is obviously not correct; Ui and Katsura have reached an in-
terpretation of this half-karika that is more fitting, although their selection
of the variant may, I suspect, be incorrect.

4 Cf. NMu 4c2f.: B IR i FliEFHLLE I E R BAMPT R 2. Of the
first seven jatis in the NMu, i.e., from s@dharmyasama to arthapattisama,
the first four, i.e., from sadharmyasama to avisesasama, are explained to-
gether as a group at the beginning also in the VVi and TS. In contrast,
upalabdhisama, samsayasama and arthdpattisama are explained in the
VVi and TS in the seventh, eighth and twelfth position, respectively.

“  Cf. NMu 4c3: LU R
4 See the first section of this paper.
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[For,] since these [seven jatis] such as sadharmyasama, etc.
[indicate the] inconclusiveness [of the reason] in most cases
(%:; *prayas), [all of them are the same in thaf] they are simi-
lar to [the indication of] that (i.e., inconclusiveness) (fLlfi%).

Unfortunately, it is difficult to reconstruct the Sanskrit of this half-
karika. Nevertheless, it is most likely that the Sanskrit equivalent of
LI was “tadabhata” (meaning anaikantikabhata in this context),
which is attested in PS 6.12d on the basis of the Sanskrit manuscript
of the PST.#

2.2. Nyayamukha k. 25: iRTEERK BEEHTL KESEL £

With regard to NMu k. 25, the Chinese translation of pada-
abc corresponds well to PS 6.5abc’ “prag ukter hetvabhavena
sadhyabhavaprasafijanam [ anuktasamam.™® However, pada-d “*E
JEEIRR” does not correspond to PS 6.5°cd, and is, moreover, dif-
ficult to understand in itself. Tucci interpreted this karika as follows:

“Balancing the non-expressed” (anuktisama) is called [that
Jjati which consists] in arguing that since the reason before
[being expressed], is non-existent, the probandum also must
necessarily be non-existent. The same [must be understood]
as regards [the other jati called “balancing the] produced and
the non-produced” (utpatti-anutpattisama).*¢

Tucci apparently understood the expression “Ef£4” as a copula-
tive compound (dvandva), probably in analogy to jati pairs such as
varnyavarnya, praptyaprapti, upalabdhyanupalabdhi or nityanitya
in the Nyayasiitra. The jati pair “utpattyanutpatti” is, however, not

44 Cf. PST(Ms) 249a2. The expression “tadabhata” was probably used
in PS 6.19d as well. As Sanskrit equivalents for {147, adjectives such as
tadabhasa, tadabha, etc. are also possible.

4 The character “J” is also found in NMu k. 21b (FE—B{fEH), which
probably corresponds to “ekatvaprasangad aviSesakrt” (PS 6.13’ab). “[&”
can be, therefore, regarded as rendering pravsafij.

4 Cf. Tucci 1930: 65-66.
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found in other texts.*” One way to solve this problem is to take PS
6.5—6 into consideration as a whole:

prag ukter hetvabhavena sadhyabhavaprasafijanam /
anuktasamam aropya vaktur vacanasadhanam /
asiddhabhasam finabham prag ukteh sadhanam prati //5//
prag utpatter ahetutvad asiddhaviparitabhak /
anutpattisamam dvedha dvayadhyaropato matam //6//

As has been shown above, these two kdarikas, describing anuktasama
and anutpattisama, respectively, can be easily reconstructed from
the Sanskrit manuscript of the PST. The structure of the first padas
of both is almost the same. The difference between the expressions
hetvabhavena and ahetutvad is probably based only on metrical
needs. What this most likely means, I believe, is that Dignaga di-
vided the related k. 25 of the NMu into these two karikas in the PS.

To begin, we can safely assume that the padas abc’ of NMu k. 25
GRETERM FEEE T A EEFMH{LY) and PS 6.5abc’ were identical:

prag ukter hetvabhavena sadhyabhavaprasafijanam /

anuktasamam (.. .. .o v os ov e e oo o o= ZEIEAETRIR) //

What Sanskrit words should then be placed inside the brackets to
correspond to “EfEAEIRIR? The word “anutpatti(sama)”’ to cor-
respond with “#%42” should be supplied for showing the name of
what is to be defined (laksya). A word like “tatha” corresponding to
“IRFX” should also probably be included. Lastly, I propose adding
the ablative noun “utpattel’” as a correspondence of “42,” which in
this context may be an abbreviation for “prag utpatter hetvabhavena
sadhyabhavaprasaiijanam.” This assumption is in harmony with the
NMu’s running commentary.*® Thus, a Sanskrit equivalent of “4E

47 Cf. Katsura 1987: 51, 53.

4 Cf. NMu 5b7-8: AEEENARE. LRTERBIENL, IR A AN
L. [Translation: “A= I8 means: If somebody argues that since the
reason before being produced is non-existent, it follows that what is to be
proven (also must) be non-existent; this (kind of arguing) is also called
“anutpattisama”; Katsura 1987: 53] Kitagawa also suggests that “4E fEA IR
X" corresponds to PS 6.6abc’ (Kitagawa 1965: 296, n. 702).
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AI4K” might be “utpatter anutpattisamam tatha” and the entire
karika can be reconstructed as follows:

prag ukter hetvabhavena sadhyabhavaprasafijanam /
anuktasamam utpatter anutpattisamam tatha [/

If this is accepted, NMu k. 25 can be translated as follows:

anuktisama is [called that jati which consists in arguing that]
since the reason before being expressed (uktef) is non-existent,
it follows that what is to be proven [also] must be non-existent.
Likewise, anutpattisama is [called that jati which consists in
arguing that since the reason before] being produced (upatteh)
[is non-existent, it follows that what is to be proven also must
be non-existent].

3. Sanskrit fragments of the Vadavidhi

3.1. Fragments of the Vadavidhi collected by Frauwallner

In his article “Vasubandhu’s Vadavidhih,” published in 1957, Frau-
wallner tried to elucidate the structure and contents of the VVi (Gai,
Lungui),” one of the logical works of Vasubandhu, by reconstruct-

4 In the Chinese translation of the NMu, two references to “Lunshi etc.
(5 =\%)” are found. Regarding the first, Shentai (#fZ; 7" cent.) comment-
ed that “etc.” means the Lungui (5@#h) and the Lunxin (5#-0»), and ascribed
all three works to Vasubandhu (cf. NMuJ 77a28f.: & =&, B EGHT
Ko, e = 5@ 3R ). None of them were, however, translated into
Chinese, and only the name and some fragments of the Lungui and the
Lunshi have been transmitted to Buddhists in Eastern Asia. Frauwallner,
following Tucci’s view (Tucci 1929b: 482), identified the VVi as the Lunshi
(cf. Frauwallner 1957: 104, n. 3; Ono 2012: 1011f.; Kuijp and McKeown
2013: 55). Ui was, in contrast to Tucci and Frauwallner, of the opinion
that the Vadavidhana and the VVi were translated as the Lunshi and the
Lungui, respectively (cf. Ui 1929: 477-478). Ui’s opinion is justified for the
following reason: According to Wengui (3C#/l; 7™ cent.), one of the disci-
ples of Xuanzang (X#E, 602—-664), Dignaga stated in his PS that “Lungui
regards a property-possesser (515 dharmin) like a pot to be a positive
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ing the entire structure of the text from fragments in the Tibetan
translations of the PSV and the PST as well as in Uddyotakara’s
Nyayavarttika. His main sources were the Tibetan translations, es-
pecially that of PST chapter 6. In fact, about 70% of the VV1i as re-
constructed by Frauwallner consists of fragments from the Tibetan
translation of this chapter. The manuscript of PST chapter 6, there-
fore, enables us to obtain the greater part of the VVi in Sanskrit.

3.2. Sanskrit fragments of the sadhana section of the Vadavidhi

With regard to the s@dhana section of the VVi, critical editions
of chapters 1 and 2 of the PST have already clarified the Sanskrit
equivalents of the Tibetan fragments that Frauwallner reported in
the appendix of his article.® These fragments are as follows:
» Ffrg. 1 (definition of paksa):>! PST II 62,1: vicaranayam isto
’rthah paksa iti.
Cf. PST(Ms) 115a4: vicaranayam isto ‘rthah paksa iti ...

example (FIW sadharmyadrstanta),” and that “Lungui is not the work of
Vasubandhu or a work in which Vasubandhu was not skilled,” and further
that “When he became skilled, he composed the Lunshi, which regards
the statement ‘whatever is being produced is impermanent’ as the essence
of a positive example. [That] is not different from our position.” (cf. NPSh
333,22-334,1: XEBHTRIER. B TOURE ERRRE, HiniER
HHFTE, BURIHRERE. SIRER, BT REER R
B, NEFF; Hattori 1968: 114-115, n. 2.4; Katsura 2014: 102, n. 2). Since
in his PSV Dignaga criticized the V Vi in the same way that Wengui reports
Dignaga’s criticism of the Lungui (cf. PSV 15,17-20; PST 186,4—87,2; PSV
ad PS 4.14cd = Ffrg. 5), we now know that the Lungui must be identical
with the VVi. However, the PSV contains no passage stating any view
similar to the one reported by Wengui regarding the Lunshi. Nonetheless,
a view similar to the one reported by Wengui is found in Uddyotakara. Ui
conjectures that the reported statement is from the Vadavidhana (cf. NV
136,21-24; Ui 1929: 483f.; Frauwallner 1933: 301, Fragment A I 8).

0 Regarding these fragments, Steinkellner 2017 includes a comprehen-
sive set of notes as well as an English translation.

31 Cf. Steinkellner 2017: 136-137.
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Ffrg. 2 (definition of pratijiia):* PST II 62,1-2: sadhyabhi-
dhanam pratijfieti.

Cf. PST(Ms) 115a3—4 vadavidhau sadhyabhidhanam pratijiia-
laksanam.

Ffrg. 3 (definition of pratijiia):>* PST 1I 62,8-9: agnibijanitya-
tvanam anumeyatvenodaharanat. dharmamatram anumeyatve-
nabhimatam iti gamyate.

Cf. PST(Ms) 146a6: na hi sadhyadharmavyatirekena vadavi-
dhav anyat sadhyam uktam, sadhyadharmavisistasya dharmi-
nah sadhyatvenanabhidhanat.

Ffrg. 9 (definition of pratyaksa):>* PST I 87,3—12: tato rthad
vijianam pratyaksam iti. yasya visayasya vijfianam vyapa-
diSyate, yadi tata eva tad utpadyate, nanyatah, napi tato *nyatas
ca, taj jianam pratyaksam. tad yatha riipadijfianam sukha-
dijjfianam iti. etena bhrantijianam nirastam, yatha §uktikayam
rajatajiianam. tad dhi rajatena vyapadiSyate rajatajianam iti.
na ca tad rajatad utpadyate, Suktikayaiva tu tad upajanyate.
samvrtijianam apy anenapastam. tathd hi tad ghatadibhir
vyapadiSyate, ghatajfianam ghatajfianam ity evam. na tu tat
tebhyo bhavati, tesam samvrtisattvenakaranatvat. riipadibhya
eva hi tathasannivistebhyas tad bhavati. anumanajiianam apy
anenaiva nirastam. dhtimajfiana andhasmrtibhyam api hi tad
bhavati, nagnita eva. tato bhavaty eva, na tu na bhavatity ayam
apy atrartho ’bhimatah. X

Ffrg. 10 (definition of anumana):* PST 1I 60,1-6: nantariya-
karthadar§anam tadvido ‘numanam iti. yo ’rtho yam antarena
na bhavati, sa tasya nantariyakah, yathagner dhiimah. tasya
dar§anam anumanam, anumiyate ‘neneti krtva. anumeyartha-
jianam tu phalam. anena vyabhicaridarSanam nirastam.

52

53

54

55

Cf. Steinkellner 2017: 137-138.
Cf. Steinkellner 2017: 138.

Cf. Steinkellner 2017: 23-24.
Cf. Steinkellner 2017: 135-136.
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sambandhasmrtyapeksatam lingadar§anasya darSayitum -

tadvida ity uktam. yas tam vetti — nantariyako ’yam iti, tasya-

numanam, nanyasya.
With regard to fragments representing the VVr’s theories of rea-
son/pseudo-reason (hetu/hetvabhdsa) and example/pseudo-example
(drstanta/drstantabhdsa), Katsura and his team have collected San-
skrit fragments from chapters 3 and 4 of the PST. In those cases
where the PST does not contain fragments, they have reconstruct-
ed Sanskrit texts corresponding to the Tibetan fragments from the
same chapters of the PSV. These are as follows:

» Ffrg. 4 (definition of hetu), Katsura 2011: 1240, 6—10: tadrgvi-
nabhavidharmopadar§anam hetur iti. yo ’rthah §abdanityatva-
dih sadhyah tadrsa tajjatiyena vina yo ’rtho na kvacid bhavati,
yatha prayatnanantariyakatvam anityatvenagnina dhiima iti,
sa tadrgvinabhavi dharmas tasyopadarSanam, upadarSyate
‘neneti vacanam, yatha prayatnanantariyakatvad ityevamadih,
sa hetuh. yena tu nopadar§yate, sa na hetuh. yatha caksusatvad
anityah §abda ityevamadih.

» Ffrg. 5 (definition of drstanta), Katsura 2016: 1244, n. 11; cf.
Omno 2012: 1009: PSV ad PS 4.14cd: vadavidhav uktam - tayoh
sambandhanidar§anam drstantah, yad idam abhidhdnam -
yatha ghata iti, yena ca ( : va) sambandho nidar§yate — yat
prayatnanantariyakam tad anityam iti.>’

6 As for texts from the PST, I show here, with only one exception, the
critical texts of Katsura’s team without any editorial remarks. These will
be included in the publication of the critical edition of PST chapters 3—4.
In the Sanskrit reconstruction of the PSV, bold typeface is used for words
from pratikas in the PST, roman typeface for words alluded to in the PST
and in other sources. Italics are used for words retranslated from the Tibet-
an translations. In the Sanskrit text of the PST, in contrast, bold typeface
is used for words from the PSV.

57 As is suggested by Wengui (cf. note 49) and confirmed in the PSV
(cf. PSV ad PS 4.14cd: evam ca yatha ghata ity etad ayuktam, nidar§ya-
syadrstantarvat, iyata cavinabhavitvasyanidarsanaf), Dignaga seems
to be criticizing the VVi’s theory of the example when arguing that the
Vadavidhi’s statement of the example, as comprising just the mention of
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Cf. PST(Ms) 183al-2: tayoh sambandhanidar§anam dr-
stanta iti. tayos tadrktadavinabhavinoh sadhyasadhanayoh
sambandho ’vinabhavitvam nidar§yate yena, sa drstantah.
tasya svaripam darSayann aha - yad idam abhidhdanam
yatha ghata iti. yena ca vakyena (em., cf. ngag gang gis T:
yenavacakyena Ms) sambandho nidar§yate, sa drstantah.
tat punah kidr§am ity aha - yat prayatnanantariyakam tad
anityam iti; PST(Ms) 255b3: tayoh sambandhadar§anam
drstantah, tadvipaksayor veti vacanat.

» Ffrg.6:PSV ad PS 3.7b’: [vadavidhau tv ayam viruddhahetav/
viruddhahetvabhasa antarbhiitah.]>®

the property possessor such as “like a pot,” fails to show the invariable
connection. The last sentence of this Sanskrit reconstruction of Ffrg. 5,
then, should not begin with “yena va,” contrary to what Katsura and I
once proposed in earlier papers (cf. Katsura 2016: 1244, n. 11; Ono 2012:
1009; this reading is suggested by Kanakavarman’s Tibetan translation:
PSVIK] 152b6; cf. also Katsura 1986: 54; 110, n. 55), but should begin
with “yena ca,” as I have shown above. In this way, according to the VVi’s
definition of the example, the mention of just the property possessor, here
“yatha ghata,” is sufficient to show the invariable connection, here “yat

" prayatnanantariyakam tad anityam.” Adopting the reading “yena ca”
appears to be in harmony with the PST’s explanation and Frauwallner’s
interpretation as well (cf. Frauwallner 1957: 119: “Das Beispiel ist die Mit-
teilung der Verbindung dieser beiden. Wodurch die Verbindung (, d. h.
die untrennbare Verbindung (avinabhavah), dieser beiden, d.h. des sol-
chen und des untrennbar damit Verbundenen, also des zu Beweisenden
und des Beweisenden,) mitgeteilt wird, das ist das Beispiel, wie wenn man
sagt: ‘wie ein Topf’; ferner wodurch (*yena ca; MO) man die Verbindung
aufzeigt: “Was durch eine Bemiihung entstanden ist, das ist nicht ewig’.”). I
would like to correct my previous reconstruction as well as my interpreta-
tion thereof (cf. Ono 2012: 1009).

8 This is a tentative reconstruction by Katsura’s team. In spite of the
mention of the Vadavidhi in Ffrg. 6, Katsura does not take this to be a frag-
ment of that text. It is, however, clearly a statement by Dignaga. Dignaga
asserts here that the logical fallacy of pratijiiavirodha in Nyayasiitra 5.2.4
(pratijiiahetvor virodhah pratijiiavirodhah) should have been included in
the category of pseudo-reasons as set out in the VVi (cf. Kitagawa 1965:
144). Although this statement is certainly related to the VVr’s second
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» Ffrg. 7 (definition of hetvabhasa), Katsura 2016: 1244, n. 2:
PSV ad PS 3.49a: vadavidhau tavad asiddhanaikantikaviru-
ddhartha eva hetudosalhetvabhasa iti. ...

Cf. PST(Ms) 163a3—4: vaiSesikasyaindriyakani samanyani
santi. ata aindriyakatvad anitya iti sadhayatas tad viruddha
ity ucyate.

Cf. PST(Ms) 163a5: sankhyasya sat karane karyam sambha-
vad iti sambhavasya sattvena virodha iti pratijfiarthanirakara-
nad dvitiyah kila viruddhah. )

o Ffrg. 8 (definition of drstantabhasa), Katsura 2016: 1244, n.
11: PSV ad PS 4.18ab: asiddharthata drstantadosah, yatha
buddhivad ghatavac cety uktam.

Cf. PST(Ms) 184a2-3: aspar§atvan nityah Sabdo buddhivad iti
sadhyadharmasiddhata, ghatavad iti sadhyasadhanadharma-
siddhata.

When viewed in light of these results, Frauwallner’s judgement to
ascribe these fragments to the VVi can be accepted for the most part,
with the exception of Ffrg. 6. Nevertheless, this does not necessarily
mean that Frauwallner’s hypothesis concerning the entire structure
of the VVi’s sadhana section is without problems. In my opinion, his
hypothesis that the VVi, unlike Yogacara’s works teaching the eight
siadhanas (J\BEL), adopted the so-called three-member syllogism
and excluded verbal testimony (@gama) from valid cognition must
be reconsidered.®

viruddhahetu mentioned in Ffrg. 7, it still cannot be regarded as a VVi
fragment.

» Katsura does not provide a Sanskrit reconstruction of remaining

part, probably because there remain many unclear points. My tentative
reconstruction is as follows: tatrasiddhadinam udaharanam evasti, na tu
laksanam, yatha caksusatvad adhrauvyam ity asiddhah, amiirtatvan nitya
ity anaikantikah, vaisesikanam aindriyakatvad anitya ity eko viruddhah,
sankhyasya sat karane karyam sambhavad izi dvitiya$ ca viruddhah.

60 See Ono 2012 and Kuijp and McKeown 2013.
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3.3. Sanskrit fragments of the jati section of the Vadavidhi

In terms of the remaining Ffrg. 11-24, my team has recovered San-
skrit fragments from the PST manuscript and produced reconstruc-
tions of the PSV from the Tibetan translation in those cases where
the PST manuscript did not contain fragments.® In addition, I pro-
vide corresponding passages in the TS.52

« Ffrg. 11 (classification of jati): PSV ad PS 6.21: vadavidhau
tu — viparitatvabhittatvaviruddhatvany uttaradosa ity uktam.

Cf. PST(Ms) 254b2: tatra viparitam piirvapaksikaprayukta-
hetuvilaksanam. asatyam anrtam yasya artho na tathd yatha
pratijiayate. viruddho yasyah sahanavasthayi.

Cf. TS 30b25-26: ¥H =fEidk. —HEMISE, —FEZRE =
&R AEA L =EL, MEAE.

» Ffrg. 12 (jatis characterized as being inverted): PSV ad PS
6.21: tatra tavad viparitam sadharmyavaidharmyavikalpavi-
Sesapraptyapraptyahetiipalabdhisamsayanuktikaryasamadi.
Cf. TS 30b26—cl: —EREIEEE. T HER BRI SAHIE, R4 EEfE
%t mEIEPE TR —FIAEEE, —EAREE, = RAHEE, IUE R,
HEANERE, NERE, CHEBIREE, N\GEH, SRS +F
L

8t As for fragments from the PST, I show here in principle (with the ex-
ception of a few crucial points) the critical text edited by my team without
any editorial remarks. These will be included in the publication of the criti-
cal edition of PST chapter 6.

62 With few exceptions (cf. Frauwallner 1957: nn. 61, 63), Frauwallner
did not refer to specific correspondences in his article, although he defi-
nitely recognized the close correspondences between the two texts as a
whole (cf. Frauwallner 1957: 129: “SchlieBlich, was das Wichtigste ist, die
Erkldrungen der einzelnen falschen Einwénde stimmen im Tarka$astram,
bei Vasubandhu und Dignaga durchwegs iiberein.”; “Schon der Vergleich,
wie beide die falschen Einwénde behandeln, ist belehrend. Vasubandhu
hat die Zahl der falschen Einwéinde um zwei verringert. Er bespricht nur
zwei unrichtige und zwei widersprechende falsche Einwinde, wihrend
das Tarkasastram je drei kennt. Seine Darstellung ist knapper und straffer.
Aber inhaltlich hat er kaum etwas geéindert.”).
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Ffrg. 13: PSV ad PS 6.21: [tatra caturnam viparitatvam.
anaikantikena tu sadharmyadinaikantikahetvanumanam
codayati. aikantikasya tv anaikantiko yatha viparitas tatha
viruddho ’pi, sahanavasthanat. arthadhigame caikantikah
satya ity anaikantiko namasatyatvena Sakyate vaktum.]

Ffrg. 14a (vikalpasama):

Cf. PST(Ms) 248b4—6: tad yathanityah Sabdah prayatna-
nantariyakatvad ghatavad iti. jativady aha — saty etasmin
sadharmye ghata eva pakya$§ caksusa$ ca. tena ghata eva ca-
ksusatvat pakyatvac canityo bhavisyati, na §abdah. $Sabda
evacaksuso ‘pakyah §ravanas$ ca, na ghatah. tena Sabda evaca-
ksusatvaditvan nityo bhavisyati, na ghata iti.

Cf. TS 31a16-20: $1H. 7 B FLER FIA, RBIER, AH
FLA. —FHEAAR TR, “RIRFMEARIRTRS. A=
BHRESENU. BRNEESE, LERDIIEERE. B
MUEHE.

Ffrg. 14b: PST(Ms) 254b5—6: vadavidhau hi pakyatvasya-
naikantikatvadar§anayoktam — na vinanityatvena prayatna-
nantariyakatvam drstam, agnineva dhiima ity anumanaya tad
uktam. na tu pakyatvadina vina na drstam vyajananiladisv
anityatvam. ato viparitam etad iti.

Cf. TS 31a20-25: ZHEEEM. AILAR ooz KM EAAHEE,
ELEHRE. B RREEILE, BN KT . EH K
FHEEE. RS R AT B, R A RIER, BE
&, TS RREATER, MEEE. B BRIz
RER.

Ffrg. 14c: PST(Ms) 255a2—4: vadavidhav uktam —S§ravanatvam
ca $abdasya prayatnananariyakasyapi sato drstam. atah pra-
saktam apy asmad aSravanatvanumanam drstasamarthyan
nivartate. na tu prayatnanantariyakasyapi sato ’sya nityatvam
drstam, yat samarthyad anityatvanumanam nivarteta. ato vi-
paritam evaitad iti.

Ffrg. 14d: PST(Ms) 255a5-7: [(satyam etad iti) vadavidhikarah.
iha dvidhanaikantikatvam codyate, sadharmyena va vipakse ’pi




Wﬁgﬁ 312 Motoi Ono

hetor astitvapradarS§anat, vaidharmyena va sadhyavyavrttau he-
tor vyavrityabhavapradar§anat. tatra yady asmabhih pakyatvasya
sadharmyenanaikantikatvam ucyeta, tada satyam etat —na tu
sambadhyeta. na tu sadharmyenocyate, kim tarhi vaidharmyena.
parena hy apakyatvadina S§abdasya nityatvam uktam. tatra
sadhyabhave hetor abhava upadar§yah. na capakyatvam
sadhyasya nityatvasyabhave nasti. ato "naikantikam iti.]%

» Ffrg. 14e: PST(Ms) 255b3—4: na tu kasyacic chravanasya
nityatvam drstam a$rdvapasya caikantenanityatvam, yat
sadharmyavaidharmyabhyam nityatvam anumiyeta. ta-
smad viparitam etad iti.

» Ffrg. 15a (praptyapraptisama): PST(Ms) 256a3—4: yady ayam
hetuh prapya sadhayati, avi§istah sadhyena prapnotityadina
ya uktah
Cf. PSV ad PS 6.3: tad yatha prayatnanantariyakatvad ani-
tyah Sabda iti sodaharane hetav ukte yady ayam hetuh
prapya sadhyam sadhayati, aviSistah sadhyena prapnoti,
praptasaritsagarajalavi§esavat. na casiddhena praptih.
sadhyam cet siddham kasyayam hetuh. athaprapya, apraptair
aviSistatvad ahetubhir asadhanam.
Cf. TS 31c7-13: SV H. FRZEFLE, LA EE, BRI
8, BULK KRR, RIRNESRARRE. ERniE
R, HTBER. HEFE, BRI, B2 A K
Wi AR ERZEE, RIS EERA. BIHEARB. &
KA ZE, RIERTEE, B EREERE, T2 HE.

« Ffrg. 15b: ;

Cf. PST(Ms) 256a2: piirvapaksavadina jiiapako hetur uktah,
paras tu karakam adhyaropya diisayati. ato viparitam ucyate,
jhiapakahetuviparyayena codanat. i

63 With regard to Ffrg. 14d, Frauwallner himself hesitated to admit it as
a real fragment and did not include a translation of it in his German recon-
struction of the VVi (Frauwallner 1957: 140, n. 5). I think his judgment is
correct.
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Cf. TS 31c13-15: FH. REEEA. RE & —4R, “BER
FEBER. mEEE AR R, HIREE. A KA, A2 ERE
Ffrg. 16a (upalabdhisamay):

Cf. PSV ad PS 6.16ab: anyenapi hetuna sadhyasyopalabdhir
upadarsyate yena, tad upalabdhisamam. tad yatha piarvavad
anityatve krte nayam hetur anityatve, vidyudadav anyatah
pratyaksatvader anityatvasiddheh. na hi tat tasya hetuh,
yad yena vinapi bhavati. aparas tv etad evanyatha prayunkte
— nayam anityatve hetur avyapakatvat, tad yatha caitanye
svapanam.

Cf. TS 32a9-23: {RAIREHE ERR, AR, BABENE
B SLH. EHERNBEEE, HFEIE, ERE. T
- RENMRIIAAE, NREERE. RELEEAEKIN, T
TFERE. EHRRE, BEThISRRIEEEY. Bk LE,
FE K IER, BEELKCASFEEES. THARIRAN . BHCRRR. '
X, AT EER. AL TEK. RWNEERE, 5
VR, BEAEE, IARIER. BEOAAIE—IEE R
. DA RfRERRE, BN AOR. BAEEE. B
Wt LA EAER. — AR, sRE iR, RIRAE—
Uit RUIRARE L — VIR E #E. (KD NETRRE. NE—
TR E L, RSN REZ R,

Ffrg. 16b: PST(Ms) 256a4—6: vadavidhav uktam —na hy evam
avocama — prayatnanantariyakatvenaivanityatvam sidhyati,
nanyatheti. yady anyad api jiiapakam asti, pritah sma ity etat
kila viparitam, prayatnanantariyakatvad anitya eveti vivaksite
prayatnanantariyakatvad evanityatvadhyaropad iti.

Cf. TS 32a24-26: FH. REEEERE. B, KIS
A RREEE—-VEEREAE. AEHREEER, LA
(Ffrg. 16c = NV 543,17-18: yad eva prayatnanantariyakam
tad eva tasmad anityam iti.)

Cf. TS 32a30-b4: E i —VIEERII 4%, WAlHEE. K
Th14: R RAERAREEE, HEt R, JRSissak 4
BriEE. Aoi—tIEEEKRIIE. Btk aaa.

'%ﬁﬁwua
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» Ffirg. 17a (anuktisama):

Cf. PST(Ms) 256b5—6: jativadina hi prag ukter hetvabhavena
sadhyabhavah prasafijitah. yadi prayatnanantariyakatvad ity
etasmad dhetor anityah §abdah, prag ukter hetvabhavan na-
nitya iti praptam. atah pran nityah san katham anityah ka-
risyata iti.

Cf. TS 32¢7-10: 4V H. HFFHKI I S B RRBEEE, AT
E.RFURIINEEE, ERE, BEEE. iTHEEE, =M
SEH.

e Ffrg. 17b: PST(Ms) 256b7: atra vadavidhikarenoktam -
saka iti. jativadi tu dhvamsakam krtva dusayatiti.

Cf. TS 32¢10-13: FiF. REMEE. MLl RIRBERE, F
RERNBI. ERIZRER, WEERE. HREEHREETRT
B, REAAM. RN, R EEEE.

* Ffrg. 18a (karyasama):

Cf. PSV ad PS 6.7abc’; tad yathanityah Sabdah krtakatvad
ghatavad iti yadi ghato ’nyena karyatvenanityah, kim atra
§abdasya.

» Ffrg. 18b: PST(Ms) 257a3: yena tena prakarena samanyena
yat krtam tad anityam iti sddhye ghatakaryatvadina viSesena
pratyavasthanad viparttam etad iti vadavidhikaro manyate.
Cf. TS 32¢17-20: FHH. R EEEEE. LK. BRAHE B K
By, {E—UYREKRESEREYE, TS BELE
MORER. MRRYEER K. RN ER.

» Ffrg. 19 (jatis characterized as being untrue) = PSV ad PS
6.21: abhiitam prasangarthapattisamadi.

Cf. TS 3325-8: “AHHEHE. KERIFHE, KREETIHRE
BER 2AAERE FAERME =8 —BAERE —8
EHEEE RSB

« Ffrg. 20a (prasangasama): PST(Ms) 257a5: anityah Sabdo
naimittikatvad ghatavad iti krte jativadinoktam — ghata eva
tavad anitya ity atra ko hetur iti.
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Cf. TS 33a9-13: #H. BEHE. MU, REKRER. B
25, eI S H. A LSBREKRGE. MEAHER. HiE
K BEaREEE. BEMIERGHE.

» Ffrg. 20b: PST(Ms) 257a51.: atra vadavidhikrtoktam — abht-
tam etad iti. kasmat. na hi drstam apy artham hetusadhyam
kathayamah, drstam caitat —naimittiko ghato natyantabhaviti.
Cf. TS 33a13-15: #iH. REARE. LK. ©TAAREELR
sk, HR AR A REE. FMAEREER. BiULENE.

» Ffrg. 21a (arthapattisama): PST(Ms) 257a7-bl: nasty atmanu-

palabdher vandhyaputravad iti krte jativadinoktam — arthad
apannam upalabhyamaninam sattvam, upalabhyamanam api
kificin nasty evalatacakraditi.
Cf. TS 33a16-21: &kl M3k, LM A AIRE. BIALR.
EEY. I H. BEERE. FECE AN IBEEES, WK
BEE. AR REIE. B RS G REEI. R
REENH. H A RE LR, A B REE L.

» Ffrg. 21b: PST(Ms) 257b1: abhiitam etad iti vadavidhau. upa-

labdheh sattvapattir ity adhyaropad iti.
Cf. TS 33a21-28: #iH. REAH. BTEERERRE. 11
FYREEAE. REAE. WHEYEE B AREFHFRE
B E2E2E HAWNSEE. FHEANEBENEER. B
K. RIEPALERE. HRANEK. ERNEA BT
E. AL RS R R EN. RS EYEZHAE.

» Ffrg. 22 (jatis characterized as being contradictory): PSV ad
PS 6.21: viruddham anutpattinityasamadi.

Cf. TS 33c16-19: =& EEE. BRI, LEINE. EUHHRE
ABRERW . BRAHE. HEHE=8E. —R4EH, —FH#
—HEMEEE

» Ffrg. 23a (anutpattisama):
Cif. PST 257bl: viruddham etad asan nitya$ cetiti (em., cf.

---- zhes pa ... zhes pa T: ceti Ms), [asattvanityatvayor ekatrana-
vasthanat.]%

64 Here, the Tibetan translation of the PST (med pa rtag go zhes pa 'di
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Cf. TS 33¢22-25: FfiEl. BEEMLE. LIS, RARFERA. K
BLHE. HEAS. AXBERELRA. ERER. BX
BEARE. HETHBAE FEMENBHE.

» (Ffrg. 23b = NV 539,6-11: apare tu prag utpatteh karana-
bhavad ity ukte ’rthapattisamaiveyam iti, prag utpatteh pra-
yatnanantariyakatvasyabhavad arthad aprayatnanantariyako
’prayatnanantariyakatvac ca nitya iti krta uttaram briiyat.
nayam niyamo ’prayatnanantariyakam nityam iti. trayi hi ta-
sya gatih, kimcin nityam akasadi, kimcid anityam vidyudadi,
kimcid asad evakasakusumadi.)®
Cf. TS 33¢25-34a2: MLEEBSE T HOREHARLL ML JER
B RO BEE. 280, RERER. HEAMMRI,
HIERE. LEAE. bl MRAWEEZRE, ERETE.
BENEZE, BEEEMEES, THEMNEES. H=E%F
KIh7I, MxiEA—ERE. 2 E.

» Ffrg. 24a (nityasama):
Cf. PSV ad PS 6.4bcd: rad yathanityah sabda iti tasya nityam
anityataya yogah praptah, ajadasvabhavatvad dharmdanam,
(atas ca nitya everi ...).
Cf. TS 34a3-5: S4H. MEE R EEE, — PN EHEK. &
BREE, REEKEE.

e Ffrg. 24b:

ni ’gal pa ste zhes pa med pa nyid dang rtag pa nyid dag gcig tu mi gnas
pa’i phyir ro) requires an emendation of the Ms’s reading “viruddham etad
asan nityas ceti, asattvanityatvayor ekatranavasthandat” to “viruddham
etad asan nitya$ cetiti, asattvanityatvayor ekatranavasthanat.” If this is
accepted, then the quotation must be presumed to end at “cetiti.” More-
over, the preceeding part of the PSV, i.e., “yasmat prag utpatteh sabda eva
nasti, tasmad,” can be, in my opinion, included in the VVi’s explanation
of anutpattisama, since the corresponding section of the TS includes this
sentence. The ascription of the portion in square brackets will be discussed
on a later occasion.

6 Cf. Frauwallner 1957: 128, n. 63.
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Cf. PST(Ms) 257b3: nityasamam api viruddham uktam.
katham namanitya eva sa nityah setsyatity (atraha — nityasa-
mam apityadi).
Cf. TS 34a6: REE. LK. HCEECMEE.
Detailed interpretations of these fragments can be found in Ono
2017b.

3.4. Some problems regarding the fragments of the Vadavidhi
collected by Frauwallner

In light of the new evidence provided by the PST manuscript, almost
all the fragments identified by Frauwallner can now be accepted as
fragments of the Vadavidhi. Ffrg. 13 and Ffrg. 23a, however, along
with the above mentioned Ffrg. 6, need to be reconsidered. Frau-
wallner interpreted Ffrg. 13 in the following manner:

[Davon sind die vier (ersten) verkehrt. Denn wihrend mit Hil-
fe eines sicheren Grundes eine SchluBfolgerung vorgebracht
wird, erwidert (der Gegner) mit Hilfe einer unsicheren Gleich-
artigkeit usw. So wie das Unsichere dem Sicheren gegeniiber
verkehrt ist, so ist es aber auch widersprechend, weil (beides)
nicht nebeneinander bestehen kann. Denn da beim Erkennen
eines Gegenstandes das Sichere wahr ist, kann man zeigen,
dal} das Unsichere nicht wahr ist.]%

6  Cf. Frauwallner 1957: 122; PSV(V)[D]83b6-7, [P191al-3: de la bzhi po
rnams kyis phyin ci log nyid ni di ltar phyogs gcig tu nges pa’i gtan tshigs
kyi rjes su dpog par brjod la [ ma nges pa ni (D: pa’i P) chos mthun pa la
sogs pas 'gal zla ’jog par byed do [ phyogs gcig tu nges pa ni ji ltar ma nges
pa dang phyin ci log bzhin du ’gal yang lhan cig mi gnas pa yin pa’i phyir
ro [/ bden na yang don phyogs gcig tu nges par sbyor ba’i lta na ma nges
pa yin pas brdzun yin yang rnam par rtog pa mitshungs par brjod nus so [/,
PSV(K)[P]175a2-4: de la bzhi ni phyin ci log yin te | gang gi phyir nges
pa’i gtan tshigs kyis dpog pa la ma nges pa chos mthun pa la sogs pas rtsod
par byed pa yin no [/ nges pa la ni ji ltar ma nges pa phyin ci log yin pa de
bzhin du ’gal ba yang yin te lhan cig mi gnas pa’i phyir ro [/ don rtogs pa la
ni nges pa bden pa yin pas ma nges pa zhes bya ba ni mi bden pa nyid du
bstan par nus pa yin no [/
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While hesitating to regard this passage as a literal quotation, Frau-
wallner recognized it as at least representing an idea of Vasubandhu
and added it to his German translation of the VVi.%” I believe, how-
ever, that this idea did not derive from Vasubandhu.

In order to clarify this problem, the context of this passage must
be reconsidered. At the beginning of the paramata section of PS
chapter 6, Dignaga uses the following karika to summarize his criti-
cism of the VVi’s jati theory:

viparitanrtatve ca vadavidhau tu jatisu /

dosatrayam viruddhatvam naiva bhedo *tra laksyate //PS 6.21//
In the Vadavidhi, on the other hand [i.e., unlike in my ex-
planation of jatis in previous karikas], the triad of fallacies
(dosatraya), i.e., invertedness (viparitatva), untrueness (anr-
tatva = abhiitatva) and contradiction (viruddhatva), are [indi-
cated] regarding false rejoinders. [However,] no difference is
found in this [triad].

Continuing the train of thought of this karika, Dignaga paraphrases
padas abc in his running commentary with the quotation from the

VVi

vadavidhau tu —viparitatvabhiitatvaviruddhatvani uttaradosa
ity uktam. tatra tavad viparitam sadharmyavaidharmyavi-
kalpavisesapraptyapraptyahetipalabdhisamsayanuktikarya-
samadi. (Ffrg. 11-12)

In the Vadavidhi, on the other hand (i.e., unlike in my expla-
nation of jatis in previous karikas) [it is said that] “fallacies
of rejoinders are invertedness, untrueness and contradiction.
Among these, at first, sadharmyasama, vaidharmyasama,
vikalpasama, avisesasama, praptyapraptisama, ahetusama,
upalabdhisama, samsSayasama, anuktisama, karyasama etc.,
are [characterized as being] inverted.”

67 Cf. Frauwallner 1957: 122, n. 38: “Dieser Absatz ist wohl kein wortli-
ches Zitat, diirfte aber Gedanken Vasubandhu’s wiedergeben.”
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The passage in question (Ffrg. 13) comes immediately after this
paraphrase. Our Sanskrit reconstruction and translation of it are as
follows:

tatra caturnam viparitarvam. anaikantikena tu sadharmyadi-
naikantikahetvanumanam codayanti. aikantikasya tv anai-
kantiko yatha viparitas tatha viruddho ’pi, sahanavasthanat.
arthadhigame caikantikah satya ity anaikantiko namasatya-
tvena Sakyate vaktum.

Among these [ten jaris], the [first] four are [characterized as
being] inverted. Certainly (fu), [the opponen‘fs in these four
jatis] raise an objection against the inference endowed with a
conclusive reason by using an inconclusive (anaikdntika) [rea-
son] through similarity, etc. However (tu), just as an inconclu-
sive [reason] is inverted against a conclusive [reason], [the for-
mer] is also contradictory [to the latter], since [the two] can-
not co-exist. And an inconclusive [reason] can also be called
untrue (asatya),’® since [the reason that is] conclusive for the
understanding of an object is true.

The structure of the sentences “fu...fu...,” which is not necessarily
clear from the two Tibetan translations used by Frauwallner, can
be ascertained on the basis of the Sanskrit manuscript. The author
of this paragraph first recognizes that the first four jatis, 1.e., sa-
dharmyasama, vaidharmyasama, vikalpasama and avisesasama,
are characterized as being inverted (just like they are classified in
the V Vi), since the opponents in those jatis raise an objection against
the inference endowed with a conclusive reason by bringing up an
inconclusive reason, such as “formlessness” (amiirtatva) in the case
of sadharmyafvaidharmyasama, or “uncookableness” (apakyatva)
or “invisibleness” (acaksusatva) in the case of vikalpasama.®

68 This “asatya” can be understood as a synonym of “anrta/abhiita” (cf.

PST(Ms) 254b2: asatyam anrtam yasya artho na tatha yatha pratijfiayate;
PST(Ms) 257b2f.: yata§ casan nityatvam asatyam, ato ’bhiitam; also note
73 of this paper).

% Cf. PST(Ms) 254b3f.: tatra caturpam iti sadharmyasamadinam. anai-
kantikena tu sddharmyadineti sadharmyavaidharmyasamayor amiirta-
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Although Vasubandhu, unlike Dignaga,’® does not seem to use
the concept of the “inconclusive” (anaikantika) reason in his criti-
cisms of first four jatis,” the first two sentences of this paragraph
could possibly be ascribed to Vasubandhu. However, the following
sentences (aikantikasya tu ...) cannot be ascribed to him; on the
contrary, they should rather be ascribed to someone who disagrees
with Vasubandhu, since they assert that there is no difference be-
tween the three classifications in the VVi. This is done by showing
that a jati like sadharmyasama, which is classified as viparitatva,
can also be classified as both viruddhatva and anrtatvajabhiitatva.

This “someone” is none other than Dignaga himself, as is also
confirmed by Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary.”” Dignaga expressed
the same viewpoint also in his criticism of the VVi’s explanations
of the last four jatis. There he criticizes that prasangasama and
arthapattisama, classified as abhiitatva in the VVi, can also be clas-
sified as both viparitatva and viruddhatva, and that anutpattisama
and nityasama, classified as viruddhatva in the VVi, can also be
classified as both viparitatva and abhiitatva.” And finally, Dignaga

tvena, vikalpaviSesasamayor apakyacaksusatvadina.
By the way, it is not fully clear to me whether Jinendrabuddhi’s intention

here is to relate avisesasama to “apakydacaksusatva.” In this context, avi-
Sesasama should rather be related to “prameyatva.”

0 Cf.PSV ad PS 6.8-14.

T Cf. Ffrg. 14abc, 14e. It is, however, worthy of note that Vasubandhu
exemplifies the inconclusive reason in his Vadavidhi as follows: “Sound is
permanent, because it is formless.” (cf. PSV[K]145a5; PSV[V](D)57a7-8,
(P)6l1a3; Kitagawa 1965: 397).

2 “He (= Dignaga) shows that there is no difference (abheda) [among
the three classifications] by [saying] ‘aikantikasya tw’ and so on. ... ” (cf.
PST(Ms) 254b4f.. aikantikasya tv ityadinabhedam darSayati. sahanava-
sthanad iti. na hy aikantikanaikantikayoh sahavasthanam asti. tatha hy
aikantike saty anaikantiko nivartate.).

73 Cf. PSV(V)[D]84b6—85a3, [P]92a5-b3; PSV(K)[P]176a4-b2; Our
Sanskrit reconstruction of this portion is as follows: abhitam prasanga-
rthapattisamadi. fatra tavat prasangasamam abhiitam. na hi drstam apy
artham hetusadhyam kathayamah. atra ca viparitam Sakyate vaktum,
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concludes his criticism of the VVi’s jati theory by stating that the
VVi’s three classifications of fallacies regarding jatis cannot be
mentioned as being exclusive (asarnkarena).™ Thus, Ffrg. 13 must
be regarded as a statement of Dignaga and can be excluded from the
list of fragments.

Frauwallner’s misunderstanding of this issue seems to have also
influenced his identification of Ffrg. 23a and interpretation of Ffrg.
23b. First, Frauwallner’s judgement to admit “asattvanityatvayor
ekatranavasthanat” as a part of Ffrg. 23a seems to have been influ-
enced by his ascription of Ffrg. 13 to Vasubandhu, in which “con-
tradiction” is explained as “being unable to co-exist” (cf. viruddho
'pi sahanavasthanat). As has been described above, however, this

viruddham api. adrstam hi drstad viparitam api, viruddham ca. artha-
pattisamam apy evam. yathaiva hy anupalabdher asattve sadhye ’rthad
upalabdhes sattvapattir ity adhyaropad abhutam, tatha viparitam api, vi-
ruddham ca. viruddham anutpattinityasamadi. tatra yasmat prag utpatteh
Sabda eva nasti, tasmad viruddham etad asan nitya$ ceti. viparitam api
caitad abhiitam ca, sato ’rthasya nityatvad asato nityatvam viparitam
asatyam cefi krtva. nityasamam api yatha viruddham tathd viparitam api
Sakyate vaktum, abhiitam ca. yatha hy anityena nityam viruddham, evam
viparitam apy etad anityasya nityatvam iti, abhiitam ca. See also note 75.

% Cf. PSV ad PS 6.21: tasman na jatisv asankarena viparitabhiita-
viruddhatvani dosah Sakya vaktum; PST(Ms) 257b3—4: tasmad iti. yasmad
evam sarvasu sarve dosa yujyante, tasman na jatisv asankarena visaya-
vibhagena viparitatvadayo dosah Sakya vaktum; Kuijp and McKeown
2013: 156,2-13.

»  Ffrg. 23a appears in Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary on Dignaga’s
following description of anutpattisama: PSV ad PS 6.21: viruddham
anutpattinityasamadi. tatra yasmat prag utpatteh Sabda eva nasti, tasmad
viruddham etad asan nityas$ ceti. viparitam api caitad abhiitam ca, sato
’rthasya nityatvad asato nityatvam viparitam asatyam ceti krtva. [= anut-
pattisama, nityasama, etc., are contradictory. Among these, this (anutpat-
tisama) is contradictory because (it indicates that sound) is permanent and
(at the same time) non-existent, since sound itself is non-existent before
being produced (upatteh). This is, however, also both inverted and untrue
because (the assumption that) a non-existent (thing) is permanent is both
inverted and untrue, since (only) an existent thing (can be) permanent.]

WRLAETRTR LIS
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explanation really belongs to Dignaga, and therefore the expression
“asattvanityatvayor ekatranavasthanat” can be regarded as an ex-
planation of Jinendrabuddhi that follows Dignaga.” Second, Frau-
wallner recovered Ffrg. 23b from the Nyayavarttika. This fragment,
mentioning the second interpretation of anutpattisama, has a corre-
spondence in the TS,”7 and is obviously derived from the VVi. The
only problem is that Frauwallner interprets the first sentence of this
fragment, “arthapattisamaiveyam,”’ as follows:

[ ... Daher ist diese Erwiderung (anutpattisama; MO) wider-
sprechend.] Dieselbe Erwiderung ist aber auch unrichtig, und
zwar als entsprechende (Erwiderung) auf Grund einer selbst-
verstindlichen Folgerung (arthapattisamah).”

Frauwallner seems to have understood that the V Vi regards this jati,
i.e., anutpattisama, not only as contradictory, but also as untrue,
since it is similar to arthapattisama, which is characterized as un-
true. This interpretation, however, is impossible because the VVi,
as has been shown above, does not recognize overlapping classifica-
tions of jatis. Rather, “arthapattisamaiveyam’ should be simply ren-
dered as “this (jati) is none other than (eva) arthapattisama.” The
VVi’s second interpretation of anutpattisama, in short, identifies the
jati called anutpattisama with arthapattisama, so that this jati is no
longer contradictory, but only untrue.

. To conclude, I would like to add the following two statements
within “¢ »,” statements that Frauwallner did not ascribe to the VVi,
as being possible fragments after all.”

6 Cf. note 64.
77 Cf. Frauwallner 1957: 128, n. 63.

8 Cf. Frauwallner 1957: 127. Frauwallner’s interpretation may derive
from his understanding of the corresponding section of the TS (cf. TS 33¢25:
IR BEERNF AL, Tucci 1929a: 29,3—4: etad asatkhandanesv
arthapattisamam). However, this passage should be interpreted as “this jati
is similar (or equal) to arthapattisama, (wWhich is) characterized as an un-
true jati” (cf. Katsura 1987: 53).

”  Cf.Ono 2017b: 59-60; 62—-63.
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e Fragment 1 (avisesasama): PST(Ms) 255b6~7: hetvabhava
eva parena codita iti. pragutpattyabhavasya sadhyatadhya-
ropad dhetusadhyayor avi§istatvam uktam parena — (anatya-

. ntabhavitvam ubhayor)) iti.
Cf. TS 31b19-23: #+H. RETHE _MEER | RETERES
[ 8

« Fragment 2 (ahetusama): PSV ad PS 6.3: {yadi prak sadhyad
dhetuh, asati sadhye kasyayam hetuh. atha paScat, siddhe
sadhye na hetur bhavati. atha sakrt, hetuhetumadbhavo na
sidhyati savyetaragovisanavad) ity esahetusama.

Cf. TS 31c22-25: ZHRTERTHZ S AEM I E, T2ARA, EARTE.

g EEEE, YRERMEMRER. FRHHEE, BIFE

. BENEAEFE—RNE I MEE LA A
The first can be considered a fragment of the VVi describing the
second interpretation of avisesasama, in which the Jativadin objects
that the reason and what is to be established in the proponent’s syllo-
gism would amount to the same. The reason I presume the second to
be a fragment of the VVi lies in its stylistic similarity to Ffrg. 15a.
If the latter can be regarded a fragment, then it comes as no surprise
that this portion can as well.

3.5. The Vadavidhi and the TarkasSastra

As shown above, the correspondence between the VVi’s jati section
and TS chapter 2 is remarkably close. Sentences in the two texts
often seem to have nearly the same structure, so much so that it is
possible to assume that much of the Sanskrit text of the TS’s chapter
2 was identical to the VVi’s jati section.®® For example, the VVi’s
second interpretation of upalabdhisama is as follows:

8 There are, of course, passages that are found only in TS chapter 2,
and conversely, only in the VVi’s jati section. The latter passages (cf.
Ffrg. 14c,e) are significant for seeing the development of Vasuband-
hu’s thought from the ideas found in the TS. Ffrg. 14e seems to discuss
asadharananaikantika. This issue remains for a future study:.
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na hy evam avocama — prayatnanantariyakatvenaivanityatvam
sidhyati, nanyatheti. yady anyad api jliapakam asti, pritah sma
ity etat kila viparitam,
We have not said that impermanence is proved only by pra-
yatnanantariyakatva and not by other means. If there were
also other (means) for letting impermanence be known, we
would rejoice. Therefore, this [ jari] is said to be (kila) inverted.
Cf. TS 32a24-26: ZHEEAS]. IR, RELRhHERRK
REEE—YIEE SRR RE. HEEEEEY. RAEBE. 8=
L.
Here, even the rhetorical expression “pritah smah” in the VVi has
a correspondence in the TS, namely “FXHIEE.” In this respect, the
word “kila” in the above citation is noteworthy. It is possible that by
adding “kila,” Vasubandhu is making it clear that his explanation of
upalabdhisama has been quoted from other texts, such as the TS.5
And it is possible that this kind of borrowing relationship extends to
all of the jati descriptions in the VVi. In any case, future research

should reconsider the relationship between the VVi and the TS care-
fully.

4. Concluding remarks

In this paper, I have tried to show how the study of Sanskrit manu-
scripts from the Tibetan Autonomous Region can contribute to a
better understanding of the Buddhist vada tradition. Since this tradi-
tion has deeply influenced the East Asian yinming/inmyod tradition,
these manuscripts are also significant for the study of Buddhist logic
in Eastern Asia. If this paper has helped to highlight this point, it
will have achieved its intention.

81 Nevertheless, the possibility that Jinendrabuddhi added “kila” cannot
be excluded.
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