Eli Franco

Towards a Reconstruction of the Spitzer Manuscript —
The Dialectical Portion*

In 2000, T completed a DFG (German Research Council) research
project aimed at editing the fragments of the so-called Spitzer Manu-
script (= SHT 810). In a follow-up project, again funded by the DFG,
I undertook the task of partially reconstructing and interpretating the
fragments, concentrating on the cluster of fragments that represent the
last part of the manuscript, from fol. 369" up to fol. 414. This portion
can be divided into two parts, of which the first part contains a discus-
sion of Abhidharma topics.? I have already attempted to reconstruct
the beginning of this discussion that extends from folio 369 to 376 in a
contribution to the Minoru Hara Felicitation Volume.? The topics dealt
with are Abhidharma topics that were controversial among the various
schools of Conservative Buddhism. In the initial part of the discussion
the author considers the question of whether the four noble truths are
completely understood gradually or at once and argues for the former
alternative (anuparvabhisamaya). In the subsequent chapter he con-
cerns himself with another well-known question, namely, whether con-
sciousness is luminous by nature (prakrtiprabhdasvara). A third chapter
addresses a less familiar topic, namely, whether the Buddha is part of
the sangha or, perhaps, whether the Buddha is perceived through the
sangha. The fourth and fifth chapters treat the topics of cittaviprayukta/
samprayukta-jiana and the Kasyapiya theory of karman, respectively.*
The discussion on the Abhidharma topics continues up to fol. *383r3

* T am deeply indebted to Karin Preisendanz for her thoughtful and accurate
comments.

' This folio formed the starting-point for the reconstruction because its tran-
script is the first item in Moritz Spitzer’s Nachlass. — One of my main purposes
in editing the Spitzer Manuscript was to rescue from oblivion Spitzer’s precious
transcriptions of fragments that were lost during World War II; cf. Franco
2000a.

2 It is not clear where this discussion begins; most of the manuscript may have
treated Abhidharma and related topics.

* Cf. Franco 2000b.

* These were not discussed in the above-mentioned paper (n. 3).
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(cf. p. 201). From this point onwards until the end of the manuscript I
have identified a portion devoted to dialectics.” This portion consisted,
I believe, of at least three or four chapters, and it is my purpose in this
paper to attempt a partial reconstruction and interpretation of it.

Unfortunately, the beginning of the discussion, that is, most of the first
two lines (fol. ¥383r3-v1), is lost, and thus the initial formulation of the
positions of the opponent and the proponent is missing. T'wo terms that
recur throughout the discussion are present already in the first lines:
asmatpaksa and pratipaksa, but there is no clue as to what the thesis
and the antithesis consisted in. A third term that also occurs very fre-
quently is vipaksa, which 1 consider to refer here to a counter-example,’
although a concrete counter-example has not been preserved in the
fragments. There is only a single fragment among those that belong to
the present context, though not the immediate context, from which a
concrete thesis could perhaps be derived, namely, fre. 110 (= fol. *389(?);
cf. p. 208): lines 110r3 and 110v1 mention sarvvamastitvabhava.” Because
this seems to be the opponent’s position one could assume that the
proponent’s thesis is that everything exists (sarvam asti). However,
although such an interpretation can not be ruled out completely, I think
that it is improbable. Although a relatively large number of fragments
of this discussion remains, the topics of the thesis, antithesis and coun-
ter-example are never even alluded to, and one would expect their for-

» One can clearly discern the conclusion of the Kagyapiya chapter on the
recto of *383 and the introduction of a new topic on the verso; the small fragment
on the right can be allocated to the same leat because the Kasyapiya theory of
karman is discussed on one side and the new topic on the other. The original dis-
tance on the leaf between the text of the two fragments must have been conside-
rable because on the verso the missing portion in line 3 covered text-sections no. 4
and 5; only the initial word nimitta remains of section no. 4, and of no. 5 only the
numeral.

% It is not entirely clear to me what vipaksa precisely means in this context.
Most probably it was not used in the sense established later on in the framework
of the trairipya theory (note also that the term sapaksa never occurs) even though
this theory is known already to the author of the Tarkagastra (TS). For the mean-
ing of counter-example cf. pw s.v.

" Note that the reading is uncertain and that one should perhaps read
sarvoamastitvabhava; cf. 110v3: || [ pra [tipaksabhava<t> [ sa Jrv(v)amas(t)itv[a [bha-
vah kim prap(t)am [p](rat?)i(paksa?), 110v1: ||/ ( prati?pa)ksabhava<t> sa(r)v-
v[alst(i)tvabh(a)valh] k(i?)n vijanimah yaf/sya] + +. For a discussion of this
fragment cf. below, p. 181f.
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mulation in this case. I suggest, therefore, that the content of the
thesis and counter-thesis was indeed not formulated. In other words,
what the opponent in fol. ¥383v ff. claims is that a thesis is automati-
cally invalidated by the very existence of its antithesis. If this sugges-
tion is accepted, then it may be reasonably assumed that the discussion
in the Spitzer fragments runs along similar lines as those preserved in
chapter 1 of the Tarkagastra (TS).

Before continuing with the discussion itself, I would like to point out a
very peculiar stylistic characteristic that is conspicuous both in the
Spitzer fragments and in ch. 1 of the TS, namely, the use of indirect
speech. Of course, indirect speech is not unheard of in Classical Sanskrit
— Speijer even gives a remarkable example from Kalidasa where ifv is
used to conclude indirect speech® —, but it is quite rare, and not only in
philosophical texts. It is to Tucci’s credit that he did not shrink from
keeping the indirect mode in his retranslation of the TS into Sanskrit:”

TS 3.10-11: mama vacanam anydayyam'

ajia i spastam.

iti ced bhavatocyate, tato bhavan

TS 4.15-16: tasman mama vacanam anydayyam iti ced bhavatocyate tad
ayuktam.

TS 5.5-6: yad bhavatoktam mama vacanam anydyyam iti tal lokavirud-

dham.

Similarly, in the Spitzer fragments asmat always refers to the propo-
nent’s position, even in statements of the opponent, and even when
such statements are concluded with #t::

Fol. *383v2 (without iti): ... pratipaksasadbhive “smatpaksanupapattir
151

Fol. #*385v1 (with iti): tatra yad istam asmat" paks<a>bhavant'* svapaksa-
siddhfi]r iti tan [n](a).

8 Cf. Speijer 1886: 383, § 494, Rem. 2: “Cak. I jnasyasi kiyad bhujo me raksati
mawrvikinanka itt (you will know how mighty my arm is to protect, etc.).”

2 Cf. Tucci 1929b.

1" What Tuceci translates as nyayya and anyayya may have well corresponded
to constructions with (an)upapatti, as found in the Spitzer fragments.

""" Throughout the fragments mentioned in the present paper one has to read
asmal instead of asmat.

2 Read -bhavat.
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Fol. *385v2 (without iti, but iti being implied): tasmat prag asmatpak-
sabhavan tafn nj(a).

Fol. #*385v2: tatra yad istam virodhdad asmatpaksabhava iti tan na.

The first chapter of the TS has been hitherto almost completely ig-
nored. I am not aware of any publication touching upon this chapter
since Tucci published his translation in 1929, and Tucci himself did
not pay much attention to it." The reason for this neglect may be that
the chapter upholds a position that is seemingly quite absurd. The text
begins abruptly as follows (3.3-5): “If you think that our statement is
inappropriate, your statement too is inappropriate. If your statement
is inappropriate, then our statement is appropriate.”"” Just as in the
Spitzer fragments, it is never specified which concrete statement is
appropriate and which is not. Indeed, this does not seem to matter.
Rather, the author may be concerned here with the relationship
between statements as such: any two statements that stand in contra-
diction or opposition to each other would do. The author of the TS
argues that his statement is appropriate just because it is a statement.
K.g. 4.11-12: “Furthermore, if our statement [would be| inappropriate,
it would not be a statement at all. If it is a statement, it is not at
all inappropriate.”'® Similarly, he argues that his statement is appropri-
ate just because it exists: “If there is a statement | if the statement
exists, then it is known [to be| appropriate.”'” Kven inappropriate state-
ments are said to be intrinsically (svatah) appropriate: “Furthermore,
what is inappropriate is appropriate by itself (svatah). Therefore, what
is inappropriate does not exist.”"™ In the same manner the author
argues:

5 Cf. Tucei 1929b.

" He mentions it neither in Tucci 1929a nor in the introduction to the trans-
lation in Tucci 1929b. Basically he devotes only a single sentence to this chapter
(notes p. 1): “This chapter contains an example of the illogical refutation, a-
nyayakhandana or ayuktakhandana or -diasana ... The dasana is chiefly based on
sophistical arguments, the non-validity of which can be easily recognized. It may
be considered as an examplification of chala ... .”

5 (Sastram aha) bhavan manyate "smadvacanam anydayyam iti ced bhavato “pi
vacanam anyayyam. yadi bhavadvacanam anyayyam, tadasmadvacanam nydayyam.

5 kim casmadvacanam anyayyam ili ced, vacanam eva na bhavel. vacanaii cen
naivanyayyam. Cf. also TS, p. 5.16-17, etc.

17 TS, p. 4.24: yadi vacanam asti tada nyayyam iti jaayate.

TS. p. 3.5-6: kim ca yad anyayyam tad etat svato nyayyam. tasmad yad anydayyam
tan nasti.

18



Towards a Reconstruction of the Spitzer Manuscript 175

What is inappropriate does not appear. Is a statement different or not
different from the absence of appropriateness? If it is not different, the
statement too is absent. Thus, how could you say that my statement is
inappropriate? If it is different, then the statement is appropriate.'
Thus, how could you say that my statement is inappropriate?*
One could elaborate further, but the above suffices to make the argu-
ment clear. Now, whoever the author of chapter I of the TS may have
been, his stand seems to appear as that of an opponent in the Spitzer
fragments. Of course, I do not intend to imply a direct connection and
claim that the author of the fragments knew the TS. However, the op-
ponent in the Spitzer fragments clearly argues along lines similar to
those of the proponent in the TS,

The discussion in the fragments is quite lengthy and contained at least
twenty-two steps presented as corresponding text-sections. In fact,
probably thirty-seven or more steps are enumerated in the manuscript.
It is to be noted, however, that this enumeration is continuous for
parvapaksa and siddhanta; up to step six parvapaksa statements seem
to be numbered, from step seven onwards siddhanta statements.

Fol. #383v (p. 201)

[1] The purport of the first line is not clear to me. In the second line
the opponent’s position is referred to, namely, if the counter-position
exists, it is desired/maintained that our position is inappropriate®' (pre-
sumably because it is contradicted by the counter-position). As men-
tioned above, although the past participle ist@ must have referred to the
opponent as its logical subject, the pronoun asmat refers to the sid-
dhantin (pratipaksasadbhave "smalpaksanupapatlir isia).

Text-section [2] is largely missing. Working backwards from section [3].
I assume that [2] must have contained a thesis (pratijiia), formulated
by the proponent, to the effect that the opponent’s position is inap-

Y That is, presumably, because it is different from absence of appropriateness

it is identical with presence of appropriateness.

20 TS, p. 3.11-12: yad anyayyam tan nirabhasam. vacanam nyayabhavad bhinnam
abhinnam va? abhinnam ced vacanam api nastiti mama vacanam anyayyam iti
bhavata katham wcyate? atha bhinnam, tato vacanam nydayyam iti mama vacanam
anyayyam ili katham bhavatocyate?

# As mentioned above (n. 10), I assume that upapatti and related forms are

used in the same meaning as *nydyya and related forms in the TS.
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propriate. The opponent must have replied that this thesis leads to a
consequence that is unacceptable to the proponent.

[3] If (the consequence pointed out in [2]) is not desired/maintained (by
the proponent), then the initial position (of the proponent) is aban-

Text-sections [4] and [5] are not preserved.

Fol. 384r (p. 202)

[6] (If both our position and the counter-position exist, the statement
of the reason® for either one) is not conclusive. Because there is a con-
tradiction (with the counter-position, our position) is inappropriate
(anaikantikam khalv afpir] + + + + .. virodhad anupapa(tt)[i](h)).

[7] If both our position and the counter-position have real existence
((asmat ) paksapratipaksasadbhave) (connected with a contradiction), the
counter-example with respect to our position is inappropriate. How is it
(therefore known that our position) is (in)appropriate? The same reason
applies indeed also to the counter-example with respect to our position.

[8] Because (both positions are) connected with a contradiction
((viro) [ dha Jyuktatvat khalv apy) the counter-example with respect to
our position (is equally connected with a contradiction and therefore
inappropriate; thus) “Surely, sir, you have become someone who does
what he dislikes!” (nanw bhavam yad<d>vest latkart samvrtla itt). — The
opponent wishes to establish the existence of his position, but with the
present argument the inappropriateness of his own position and exam-
ple is established.

[9] An inadmissible consequence occurs with regard to the counter-
example with respect to our position (prasangah khalv asmatpaksavi-
pak(s)e plra]saktah).

Fol. 384v (p. 203)

[10] Similarity is said to be the proving factor® and for us there is a
(proving) similarity to (our) position, but according to you it is not

2 The word anaikantika often qualifies hetu; however, since hetu is masculine,
anaikantikam in fol. 384r1 may have qualified a neuter noun such as hetuvacana.

# On proof by means of similarity and dissimilarity ¢f. Upayahrdaya (UH)
chapter 4, esp. p. 26.7f: esam vimsSatividhanam |prasnottaranam| saro dvividhah.
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desired/maintained that your own position is inappropriate due to the
(ensuing) contradiction (sadharmyan khalv api sadhakam abhidhiyate
asti ca no paksasadharmm(y)an na ca te virodhdt svapaksanupapattir

ilsjtlal).

(|11]) And when there is (no condition/cause, *nimitta), there is no
result/nothing conditioned (naimittika). And according to you the coun-
ter-example with respect to our position is not inappropriate (i.e., the
condition, nimitta, to declare our position to be inappropriate, the ap-
propriateness of the counter-example with respect to our position,* is
not absent|[?]). Therefore, our position too is not inappropriate (inasmuch
as according to us it is not the case that there is no appropriateness of
the counter-example with respect to your position [i.e., the condition is
not absent| and therefore not the case that there is no inappropriateness
of your position [i.e., the conditioned is not absent|| ?|) ((nimitta? )bhavac
ca naimittik[ abha? Jvo bhavati O na ca te “smatpaksavipaksanupalpa](t-
tor aste tasma? ) [ d a [smatpaksanupapattir apt nast(i)).

[13] (=122)® [Our position disproves the other position but not vice
versa(?)]

[13] Because of thesimilarity asregardsthe contradiction (virodhasadhar-
myad)® it is not established (that both are incorrect | do not exist|?]).

vaidharmyam sadharmyam ca. sajattyatvat sadharmyam vijattyatvad vardharmyam.
arthasya hi tatsamasrayatvat te vimsatidharman vyapnuvatah (sic! read vyapnutah).
kim sadharmyam. yatha klesaksayo nirabhasa eva, dakasabhavo “pi nirabhasa iti
sadharmyam. kim vaidharmyam. yatha nirvanam akrtakatvan nityam tatha sarve
samskarah krtakatvad anityah. itv vaidharmyam.

** One could construe a similar argument by assuming that the vipaksa itself,
rather than the appropriateness of the vipaksa, is the condition for the inappro-
priateness of the opponent’s position.

»  Kither “13” in fol. 384v3 stands for “12” or “13” in 385rl stands for “14.” |
assume that the former is the case because otherwise not only “13,” but also “14,”
“15 7 and “16 7 on *385r would have to be corrected. Alternatively, one could
consider that after turning the leaf the scribe could no longer see the previous
number and thus mistakenly repeated it. This would presuppose that the scribe of
the present manuscript was not copying the numbers, but inserting them as he
went along.

2 If I understand correctly: because both positions are similar inasmuch as
they stand in contradiction (to each other). Less probable, but not impossible is an
interpretation of the compound as a samaharadvandva: “because of similarity
(which proves my statement) and contradiction (which disproves yours).”
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Fol. *385r (p. 204)

The pot and the mat (are said to be similar,*” but) by means of the
faculty of sight [one observes that| there is a distinction (between them)
((gha? )lakalay(0? )$ caksusa layor vofi]se[sa]).

[14] All things in this world stand in contradiction to each other
(sarvvam khalv apidam parasparaviruddham) (but this does not prevent
them from existing together at the same time. Therefore, the contradic-
tion of a thesis does not imply that it does not exist). If you say (that
all things existing in this world are) not different (from each other) (atha
nannyan tvayoktam) (and for this reason they do not contradict each
other and exist together, then your thesis is not) appropriate.

[15] (The counter-example does not cause) the inexistence of (our) own
position. Indeed, how is it possible to maintain that something does not
exist because it is contradicted? FFor the counter-example consists in a
contradiction with our position (not in the destruction of its existence)
(svapaksabhavam kh(alv api) ||| (vi)rodhad abhava iti kutah virodho hy
asmatpaksena vipaksah).

[16] It has been said by us (that all things contradict each other|?]). If
something different is said by me, both (my position and the counter-
position would) not be appropriate. (But because my position is) ap-
propriate (by similarity[?]), there is a contradiction (only) for you (uktam
khalv apy asmabhe .. ||| klam | yadi cannyam maya ||| (uw)bhaya-
nupalpat](t)if[r] |]].. [y]opapatti ||| [ra]s te virodha iti).

[17] In establishing that our position does not exist you (maintain that
it is) different (from your position. Thus, you presuppose that it ex-
ists[?]) (asmatpaksabhavopapdadane khalv api bhavan abhipravrt[ta]m
anyas.efol]]).

Fol. *385v (p. 205)

([18]) When this (identity between my position and yours|[?]) is inap-
propriate, how is it possible that because both are obtained (my position
does not exist[?])? Indeed it is not the case that because one thing does
not exist another thing comes about. Thus, what is desired/maintained
by you, namely, “because our position does not exist, the own (i.e., the
opponent’s) position is established,” is not (appropriate). ([la/c canu-

#" Perhaps they are similar inasmuch as they are both perceived by means of
the faculty of sight.
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papal nnan kutah ubhayap Jralp [tatvafn n]i ||| na khalv apy abhavad
bhava[ n [taram abhinirvvarttate O tatra yad istam asmatpaks<a>bhavant
svapaksasiddh[i [v* iti tan [n]. ..]]]).

([19]) Tt is desired/maintained (by you that our position becomes inex-
istent because of a contradiction). Therefore, it is not correct that our
position did not exist before (the contradiction arose).? (Thus, the pre-
vious existence of our thesis) would be appropriate. In this case, what
is desired/maintained (by the opponent, namely) “because of a contra-
diction our (i.e., the proponent’s) position does not exist,” is not (the
case) (r <i>sta® tasmat prag asmatpaksabhavan tafn nj. ||| + papattih
syat tatra yad istam virodhad asmatpaksabhava itv lan na).

The discussion continues at least up to text-section |22], but could have
in fact extended much farther. Two of the fragments which are con-
tained in frame 137 and which I could join digitally seem to belong to
the present context, and may bear the numbers 36 and 37. Under the
assumption that the numbering is continuous, and allowing for the
treatment of four to five text-sections per side in this discussion, this
would imply that this combined fragment belongs to ca. fol. *388 (cf.
p- 207). Even though the numbers on the leaf are hardly legible and
the discussion on identity and difference could have been taken up in a
different context as well, the probability that this fragment belongs to
the present context remains considerably high. Already in fol. #3851 the
issue of identity and difference has been raised; the same issue is also
apparent in fol. 386v and in other fragments that in my opinion belong
to this chapter, notably in frg. 110 (part of fol. *389(?), cf. below,
p. 208).

Unfortunately, too little remains of folios 386-*388 to allow for recon-
struction of the discussion. One can clearly see, though, that the issue

28

Read svapaksasiddhir.

# Note that if my interpretation is correct, abhava would have been used in
the neuter here. Alternatively one could read -abhavan and construe the compound
with prag: “Before the inexistence of our position ... (it is established that it was
not inexistent|?]).”

3 According to Schwarz — Pfeiffer 1978 the only possible word that ends in
rasta preceded by a vowel is nirasta, which does not seem to make sense here. How-
ever, since the leaf is broken just above the 7. 77 is a possible reading. In view of
the subsequent prag the possibility of uparista<t> suggests itself, but it seems more
probable to me that one simply has to read -r ista.
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of identity and difference is discussed in relation to that of similarity
and dissimilarity, but the details elude me. However, I believe that it is
not incidental that chapter 1 of the TS also contains a discussion on
the identity and difference of the position and the counter-position.
This strengthens my assumption that closely related ideas are pre-
sented in both texts. Thus, chapter 1 of the TS probably provides a
glimpse of the discussion in the Spitzer fragments. In the following, I
translate only the beginning of the discussion in the TS on the basis of
Tucei’s translation (5.18f.):
What has been said by you. namely., that my statement is different
(from yours|?]) because it is at variance,® that |will] now be settled/
determined after investigating [it] together with you. If someone would
voice a different [statement]. then a fault would be his. [Conversely|
your thesis differs from our thesis. If this [statement]| of yours has been
voiced, then |a statement| different [from mine| has been voiced. There-
fore, it is you who commits a fault. If your object (i.e., the referent of
your statement) is different from what is said by us. then the fault of
being different is yours, and not mine. If [your statement| is not diffe-
rent, then it is exactly identical with my position. Thus, there is no
difference. If it is said that my [statement] is different, this is false. And
something different is not different from something different.* Thus,
there is no difference (ananyatva). If something different is different
from something different, it would not be something different, just as
a man who is different from a cow is not a cow. If something is different
from [the point of view of] a different thing, then [because the different
thing would not be different, it] would be one [with the other thing]. If
[it is] one [with it], [it is] not different [from it]. Thus, why is it said [by
you that my statement]| is different [from yours]? And therefore, this
[statement of mine] is appropriate. Thus, relying on an appropriate
[statement| I debate with you. Therefore, I say [it] differently. If there
would be no difference between the two of us, then there [would be| no
debate with you, but I [would] state exactly your object (i.e., the same
referent as that of your statement).”

3 Note that the content of this statement was not formulated earlier on in the
text.

% The author seems to treat the qualification “different” as a quality of things.
Just as one may say that something blue is not different from another thing which
is blue, something different is not different from another thing which is different.

B yad (bhavat)oktam mama vacanam anyad visamvaditvad iti tad idam idanim
bhavata sardham vicarya nirdharyate. yadi kascid anyad vadet tada tasya dosah syat.
bhidyate bhavatah pratijiasmatpratijiatah. atha tad bhavatah svoktam. tadanyad
uktam. tasmad bhavan eva dosam apadyate. yadi bhavadartho “smaduktad anyas tada-
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Before moving on to the next group of fragments, which must belong
to the following chapter, I would like to address two more fragments.
It seems that the Spitzer Manuscript contained some kind of appendix
or a digression belonging to the discussion above because a number of
fragments are preserved that must be related to that discussion, but
cannot be integrated into it, especially in view of the enumeration
found on them. Frg. 110, for instance, where the words paksa and
pratipaksa ete., occur very frequently, contains the number 2 on both
sides. This number cannot be part of the previous enumeration because
“27 already occurs in fol. ¥*383v3. I would, therefore, suggest that the
text of frg. 110 came after the above discussion and thus could be
assigned to fol. *389(?) (cf. p. 208).

If frg. 110 belongs to fol. ¥*389(?), the reconstruction can be pushed a
step further and frgs. 448+99* assigned to fol. *390(?) (cf. p. 209). In
this combined fragment the recto and verso can be recognized by the
numbers 4 and 5. Frg. 60 (not reproduced below) may also be taken into
consideration; it clearly belongs to the present context and seems to
form the right end of a leaf which I cannot further determine.

Concerning the content of the leaves *389(?) and *390(?), in frg. 110r1,
text-section 1, the proponent argues against the parvapaksa tenet that
something exists only because it is not contradicted ((pratise?)dhat®
kiicid astiti yad istam tan nah). In fre. 110r2, text-section 2 or 3, he
seems to argue that (the existence of a counter-position does not always
invalidate a position. There are untrue or false) counter-positions and
the fact that the existence of this (false counter position) is appropriate
does not invalidate the truth ((p)[r](a)tipakso “py astiti na ca lad-
bhavopapattaw satyanupapattis). The third line perhaps presupposes
that the opponent’s position leads to the absurd consequence that any-

nyatvadoso bhavata eva na tu mama. yadi nanyat, tarhi matpaksatulyam eva, tena
nasty anyatvam. athocyate mamanyad iti tan mithya. anyac canyasman nanyad ity
ananyatvam. yady anyad anyasmad anyal, tato "nyan na bhavet. yatha manusyo gor
anyo na gawr bhavati, yady anyad anyasmad anyat, tada tad ekam bhavet. yady ekam
tato nanyat, tat kim ucyate mamanyad iti. atas caitan nydayyam iti. aham nyayyam
avalambya bhavata vivade. tasmad anyathaham vadami. yady avayor bheda eva na
syan na tada bhavata vivado "ham tu bhavadartham eva vadama.

3 The sign “+” indicates that two fragments could be joined.

% T conjecture an additional negation, i.e., apratisedhdt or similar; in view of
the preceding discussion one would rather expect avirodhat, but the little stroke
before dha is incompatible with ra and compatible with sa.
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thing and everything could exist because it lacks a counter-position. If
the opponent denies that, i.e.. if it is not the case that everything exists
because it lacks a counter-position, what is the consequence? (His initial
position is abandoned|?]) ([ pra ]tipaksabhava<t> [sa]rv(v)amas(t)itva-
bhavah kim prap(t)am [p](rat?)i).>

In frg. 110v1 this could be further elaborated: if the opponent argues
that everything that does not have a (real or true?) counter-position
exists, and therefore it is not the case that everything exists, do we then
know which position has (such a true/real counter-position) ((prati?pa)-
ksabhava<t> sa(r)vvfajst(i)tvabh(a)vafh] k(i?)n vijanimah yafsya])?
Further (frg. 110v2), a counter-position also has its own counter-posi-
tion.?” (Thus, the counter-position of the counter-position would annul
the counter-position) ((abh?)[a [vas tasma(t) pratipaksatpratipakso “py
asty evam api pratipa(ksa)). Consequently (frg. 110v3), the initial posi-
tion would be established because owing to the absence of the absence
there is true existence (abhavabhav<a>d dhi sadbhavah).

In frg. 448+99 (= fol. *390(?)r2), text-section 5, the Siddhantin concedes
that his statement may be false, but probably denies the opponent’s
thesis nevertheless. Although the arguments are not preserved, the
Siddhantin may well have replied that just as the existence of a position
does not imply that it is true, the falsity of a position does not imply
that it does not exist. This concession, however, is only provisional (yadi
khalv api = yady apt) and on the verso the Siddhantin concludes text-
section 5 with the statement that what he has said is appropriate
([ta | smad upapannam yan mayoktam). In the line previous to this state-
ment the topic of identity and difference is taken up again. It has to
be noted that a number of other fragments also preserve discussions
involving the pair anya and ananya, some definitely belonging to other
parts of the manuscript, others probably to the present context. One
of them is frg. 676 (cf. p. 209) which may even have been part of the
present leaf and could be tentatively placed to the left of frg. 448+99.
It also contains the number 5, with the result of two “5”s and the same
problem as posed by the two “2”s on fol. *389(?). The details, however,
remain unclear to me and I cannot determine if the enumeration is
perhaps duplicated according to parvapaksa and siddhanta.

The next chapter in this dialectical portion of the manuscript began, |
believe, with an enumeration of the topics relating to debate similar to

36 Lo

31 tentatively read pratipaksapratipakso.
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the enumerations at the beginning of the Nyayasttra (NS) or in the
(Carakasamhita (CS), Vimanasthana (hereafter Vi) 8.27. Of this enu-
meration only a small fragment remains (frg. 71a), which I want to
assign to fol. *391 or *392 for the reasons indicated below (cf. p. 210).
The enumeration may have been preceded by a short introduction
praising the merits of debate, similar to the introduction to the
Upayahrdaya (UH). In frg. 71b, which may have been a part of the
recto, I read in line 2 somewhat tentatively sadangavide.* This could
refer to some benefit “for the one who knows the six members [of
debate?|.”

In the next line (frg. 71b3) there is probably a reference to the opposite
case, i.e., that of ignorance of the mere convention for the employment
of the members of debate (///samayamatraparifjiial(na)///). Similar
statements can be found in UH which contains an eightfold distinction
of debate according to its essential elements: “If someone would listen
to (i.e., study) this eightfold debate, but would not understand its
meaning/purpose, there would be doubt [for him]| in respect to all
debates. If someone would understand this eightfold matter, he would
surely become able to understand all the ‘properties” of debate.”"

Turning to the other side of the leaf, in the first line one can read quite
clearly prayojana and most probably also pratijia. prayojana, it may
be reminded, appears in the enumeration of the topics relating to de-
bate in the CS and the NS,*' in both lists after samsaya. And indeed
what is left of the previous word in this line is at least compatible with
the word samsayah. In the second line of the fragment, two more top-
ics are mentioned: ananubhdsa, which is included according to the NS
and the TS in the points of defeat (nigrahasthana). and kalatita, which,

B Cf frg. 71b2: /]| (sa?) [da [ngavide ko bhavaty apa .[e]]]].

¥ The interpretation of “member” as “member of debate” may be too specu-
lative, but it is clear from the other side of the leaf that the context is that of
debate. — HYV, p. 1*¥, contains a sixfold division of wdda, but there vdda is not used
in the sense of “debate,” but of “utterance.”

0 Cf. UH, p. 4.14-17: yadi kascid etam astavidham [vadam]| Srnuyad arthan tu
tasya navagacchel tada |lasya| sarvesu vadesuw samsayo bhavel. yadi kascid etam
astavidham artham parijantyan niyatam eva sarvavadadharmavagame samartho
bhavet. The eight elements or properties of debate are (UH, p. 5-12): drstantah
siddhanto vakyaprasamsa vakyadosah pramanam praptakalavakyam hetvabhaso vak-
chalam. Some of these topics are also dealt with in the Spitzer fragments, cf. below
p- 210-211.

o Cf. also VP 1.
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according to the NS and the UH. is one of the hetvabhdasas. The proxim-
ity to ananubhdsa, however, makes it more probable that kalatila was
here included in the nigrahasthanas, just as in the CS, Vi 8.57.

After the enumeration each topic must have been shortly defined or
explained. The explanation was introduced in a typically Abhidharmic
manner with the interrogative katama. Again only one quite small frag-
ment (frg. 93, cf. p. 210) from this section is identifiable in which two
more topics, arthantara and apdrtha, are discussed. Fortunately this
fragment bears the folio number [3]93. Accordingly, frg. 71 that must
have preceded* this discussion because it contained the enumeration of
the topics relating to debate, can be assigned to folio *391 or *392; it
cannot be placed earlier in the manuscript because, as shown above, the
previous chapter must have extended up to ca. fol. ¥390.

Frg. 117b mentions another nigrahasthana, namely, pratijiaviruddha,
and may also belong to the present context, but it seems more probable
to me that it belongs to the next chapter.*

It can be assumed with reasonable certainty that three more fragments
belong to the same context. In frg. 672a (cf. p. 211) vadacchala “deceit
in debate” is mentioned. The CS and the UH distinguish between
vakcchala and samanyacchala; NS 1.2.11 distinguishes between three
types, the two just mentioned and wupacaracchala. The Spitzer frag-
ments must have contained a somewhat similar division because two
small fragments (frgs. 695 and 742, cf. p. 211) mention vakchala.

Yet another fragment that could belong to the present context is frg.
156. It is quite large in terms of the Spitzer fragments, and I even suc-
ceeded in “pasting” another small fragment (frg. 177) to it (cf. p. 212).
Nevertheless the fragment remains obscure to me. On side a it is stated
that “therefore, there is no prakarana(?) (subject matter?); when there

2 1t is clear from the divergent size of the aksaras that the two fragments
cannot belong to the same leaf.

¥ Cp. frg. 117b2: /]| (prati) [ ] [Aaviruddham punah yo nityam sabdam .. +/]] with
TS, ch. 3, p. 35.3f.: 3. pratijaavirodhah. hetupratijiayor virodhah pratijiavirodha ity
ucyate. prativadi praha. nityah Sabdah. kasmat. sarvasyanityatvat. akasavat. it
sthapite “parah praha bhavatoktam sarvam anityam tasman nityah Sabda iti. atha
Sabdah sarvasminn antarbhavati na va. sarvasminn antarbhavati cet. sarvasyanityatvac
chabdo “py anityah. sarvasmin nantarbhavati cet tada sarvam ity asiddham. kuta iti
tasmad bhavato “rtho “siddhah. tyam pratijiavirodhanigrahasthanapattir ucyate.

* Or perhaps “deceit, debate ... .”

2
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is no prakarana there is no debate and when there is no debate [it is not
correct to say:| there is [no|* doubt™ (/// + .r. + jyale tasmat prakarand-
bhavah prakarandbhave kathabhfa Jvah kathabhave samsayalbh].]]]).*

Side b, which may well be the recto side of the leaf, begins with what
may be the end of a statement which denies the statement that doubt
is established (///[d] uktam siddhah sa(m)Saya ity etan ndasti 4 |
anavasthandat® | [c/bh].]/]). This side ends with the statement that
“then there is no doubt; when there is no doubt [it is not correct to say|
that there is doubt in respect to sound (namely, whether it is permanent
or not) (/|| (asiddhah(?) sa)[m]($a)yah O na tarhi samsayah asati
samsaye sabde samsSaya ity etafn nj.//]). In the first line one of the
typical stylistical characteristics of the text can be observed, namely,
the so-called varttika-style, in which the argument is first expressed or
captured by means of a single key-word (here the word anavasthandt),
and then elaborated upon. The topic of doubt continued to the first
line of the subsequent leat where the stock example of doubt (“Is it a
man or a trunk?”) is clearly formulated. Already in line 2 the topic of
pramana is discussed and we find the remnants of the well-known ques-
tion how, if everything is established by pramanas, the pramanas them-
selves are established. If they are established by other pramanas, an
infinite regress (anavasthad) would result. In line 3 one can observe the
alternative explanation, namely, that the pramanas establish each
other, e.g., tradition is established by analogy, analogy (by inference,
inference by perception, and perception by tradition).*” For these argu-
ments the parallels in the Vigrahavyavartant (VV) (e.g., 32, 51*) are
well known. On side a, which I consider to be the verso, one can discern
the opinion that the pramdanas are capable of establishing themselves
as well as their objects, just as a lamp is capable of illuminating itself

* 1 conjecture an additional negation because I consider this statement to

represent the position of an opponent who claims that doubt does not exist or that
doubt is impossible. Some five centuries later the sceptic philospher Jayarasi also
argued that doubtful cognitions do not exist; cf. Franco 1994: 132ff.

* Tt is interesting to note that prakarana and samsaya appear next to each
other in the list of jatis in NS 5.1.1; however, prakarana does not seem to be used
as a jati here.

Y If T understand this fragment correctly, line 3 on side b would read:
pratyaksad anumanam, anumandad awpamyam, aupamydad aitihyam.

%It has to be noted that this parallel does present completely identical argu-
mentation; in the Spitzer Manuscript each pramana seems to be established by a
single other pramana, whereas in VV 51 each pramdna is established by the three
others.
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as well as its object (i.e., one does not need an additional lamp to see a
lamp). This argument too is well known from VV 33, NS 2.1.19, etc.*

It is customary for the topic of pramanas to be dealt with in the context
of debate, but we cannot automatically assign all such fragments to the
present context because the topic of pramanas was discussed at least
twice in the text: once in fols. ca. 133-134 (cf. Franco 2001) and once
here in the vicinity of fol. *395 (i.e., before fol. 398 but after fol. 393).
(This could be a further indication that the manuscript contained two
or more works and was in fact a compilation.) The larger fragments
seem to belong to the former passage. If one relies on external criteria
such as the height of the fragments and line spacing, only two frag-
ments (frgs. 474 + 63) concerned with pramanas can be assigned with
reasonable certainty to the present context.

The text has certainly recognized (in both passages) the validity of four
pramdanas, namely, perception, inference, verbal testimony and analogy
or comparison. It is interesting to point out that in terminology it seems
to follow the same tradition as that of the CS: the word aupamya
appears in three fragments (frgs. 85b2, 132b(1)2” [both not reproduced
below], 474b3 and probably also in frg. 63b3 [cf. p. 213]) whereas the
word upamana is never mentioned in the Spitzer fragments.” Similarly
we find the word aitihya (frg. 63b3), but not $abda in a context where
it clearly refers to sabdapramdana. 1t is difficult to ascertain whether the
order in which the pramanas were presented and discussed was the same
as the one in the CS, that is, with aitihya appearing before aupamya (cf.
CS, Vi 8.27). A small fragment (frg. 136b5, cf. p. 214) seems to discuss
aupamya on one side and sddhana, the next topic in the text, on the
other. This could indicate the same order as that of the CS, and in this
respect the text would differ both from the NS and from the UH which
recognize the same four pramanas, but present and discuss analogy

* For a more detailed discussion of this fragment and its implications for the
alleged relationship between Nagarjuna and the Naiyayikas, cf. Franco forth-
coming.

 Numbers in brackets refer to the sequence, from left to right and top to
bottom, of multiple fragments kept in the same glass-frame; the positions on sides
a and b are numbered separately. When two numbers are given separated by “/”,
the first number indicates the position of the fragment on side a of the frame, the
second number its position on side b.

1 Of course, it is impossible to ascertain whether the UH used upamana, as
translated by Tuceci, or aupamya.
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before verbal testimony.” However, in frg. 63b3 I suggest the reading
(au ) pamyad aitihyam and in frg. 474b (aw)pamyam ai(tihya-). This
would indicate the opposite order.

Turning to the individual pramanas, there is one small fragment (fre.
592, cf. p. 214), which could belong to either of the two passages, that
seems to mention the terms avya<pa>desya and (a?)vyabhicarin. Of
course, one is tempted to assume that the fragment refers to two of the
characteristics of perception as enumerated in NS 1.1.4. However, a
note of caution needs to be added here, not only because the reading is
not absolutely certain, but also because the two words are not found
next to each other and are not even on the same side of the leaf. Also,
this is the only occurrence of these two terms. The compound wvy-
avasayalmaka does not appear in the extant fragments; the word
vyavasaya occurs several times but nowhere in apparent relation to
perception. The proximity of the words avyabhicarin and acakra™ indi-
cates that the text used the famous case of a circle of fire as an exam-
ple for false perception or sensory illusion. Several fragments (notably
frgs. 340 and 602, not reproduced below) actually mention alatacakra,
but I could not determine their place in the text.

Further, there is some probability that the word indriyarthasannikarsa
or a similar expression containing the word indriya was part of the
definition of perception. First, there is a fragment (frg. 132(2) repro-
duced and discussed in Franco 2001) explaining how the senses are
inferred. However, 1 am quite certain that this fragment belongs to
fol. 133 and that the example was used to illustrate inference, i.e., that
this fragment was not part of a discussion on perception. The same
holds good for two relatively large fragments that deal with comparison
and will not be presented here. There is only one fragment that I am
quite certain belongs to the present context, namely, frg. 136(3/5) (cf.
p- 214; side b must be recto). It is a very small fragment, but crucial for
the determination of the structure of this part of the text because it
indicates that the discussion on analogy was followed immediately by
the discussion on formal proofs in debate.™ The latter discussion must

2 Cf. NS 1.1.3ff; cf. also UH, p. 13.3-4: atha katividham pramanam. caturvidham
pramanam. pratyaksam anumdanam wpamdnam agamas celi.

 Frg. 592ba probably states that a non-circle, i.e., a firebrand, is determined
falsely to be a circle of fire when it is whirled around: ///acakkram tu cafkkra]]/].

At the risk of making an unproven generalisation I would say that the word
gavaya in philosophical texts is used most commonly, almost exclusively, in the
context of comparison. Cf. also Verpoorten 2001.
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have formed a new chapter, perhaps the last chapter in the manu-
script.

A relatively large number of fragments concerning the topic of proof
have been preserved. Mostly they are quite small and hardly anything
can be understood from them except that the subject matter concerns
the question of whether sound is permanent or impermanent, and that
the latter thesis is endorsed because sound is perceptible by means of
the senses. However, it is possible to rearrange some of the fragments
in their original order in reliance on two parameters, namely, the pagi-
nation and the numbers that mark the sections of the discussion. It is
fortunate that Spitzer’s transcription of fol. 409 is preserved because
it is the only fragment that allows us to coordinate folio numbers with
numbers of text-sections. Cardinal to the following arrangement is the
assumption that the present chapter could not have begun before
fol. #397. If my allocation of the fragments preserved of the previous
chapter entailing their placement after fol. 393 is accepted, this assump-
tion is reasonable.

fol. no. section no. fre. no.
398 136(1/3)
399 136(4/1)
400/401(?) 197

402 147

403 148

404 149+151
405> n25(1)"*
40(7) = 40%8% n25(2)

 Frg. 660 probably also belongs to this leaf.

% Numbers after “n” refer to the corresponding page in Spitzer’s Nachlass. If
more than one fragment is transcribed on the same page, the fragments are distin-
guished by numbers in round brackets.

7 Spitzer’s brackets around the number 7 must indicate that the reading was
uncertain. On account of the evidence provided by other leaves belonging to this
context, 408 seems a more probable reading to me.
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fol. no. section no. fre. no.
409 29 n26

410 83

411 842+847
414 618

Relying on frg. n26 that preserves both folio number and section
number and assuming ca. three text-sections per leaf in this discussion,
one may allocate some fragments that preserve only section numbers
as follows:

£406(7) 17 136(5/2)
£407(7) 22 19
40%8(2)™ 26 n36
10%8(2) (2)7(2)™ 659

409 29 n26
410(2) 33 128(4/2)
£412(7) 38 770
£413(7) 13 250

 The fragments bearing the text-section numbers 26 and (2)7(?) (cf. the next
note) probably belong to the same leaf as frg. n25(2), i.e., form the left end of fol.
40(7) = 40*8(?), cf. below.

* The allocation of this fragment and the reading of its section number are
only tentative. The section number is uncertain for two reasons. First, what re-
mains of the unit’s digit is so little that the reading “7” is far from being definiti-
ve; second, only a tiny stroke remains from the ten’s digit so that the number may
have been 17, 27, 37, etc. “17” can be excluded because it is preserved in frg. 136(5/
2), and the sign for “30” would usually, but not always, be placed a bit lower. The
assumption of “277 is problematic because sections 28 and 29 would have to be
very short in this case, but there is no reason to assume that all sections were of
equal length. The occurrence of the word @sraya in both fragments, presumably
at the end of line 2 and in the middle of line 3, tips the scale in favour of “27.”
but at the same time nothing seems to speak against the assumption of “47” or
“57,7 ete.

9 Frgs. 41, 53 and 142 probably belong to the same leaf as frg. 25.
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The above assignment of the fragments is problematic for the following
reasons. Frg. n25(1) belongs to fol. 405; therefore frg. 136(5/2) (contain-
ing section number 17) would have to belong to fol. #406. Frg. 19 (con-
taining section number 22°') would therefore have to belong to fol. ¥*407
and the remnant of fol. 40(7) be identified as part of fol. 40*8 (together
with frgs. n36 and 659); if the top left part of “7” or “8” would have
been missing, it would have been impossible to distinguish between the
two numbers. However, the resulting allocation not only goes against
Spitzer’s tentative reading of “40(7),” but would also leave very little
room for section 28, starting on frg. 659 at the very end of fol. 40*8(?)
according to my reconstruction of this leaf, and section 29, which is
concluded at the very beginning of fol. 409. If my allocation of frg. 659
and with it the conclusion of section 27 is accepted, less than a line
would be left for sections 28 and 29. If my inclusion of frg. 659 in this
leaf is rejected owing to the uncertainty of the reading of “27,” about
a line each would be available for sections 27, 28 and 29.

If, on the other hand, one accepts Spitzer’s reading of 40(7), together
with my allocation of frg. 659 containing the section number 27, then
frg. 19 (containing section number 22) would have to belong to fol. *406
and frg. 136(5/2), containing section number 17, to fol. 405. However,
Spitzer read the number 405 on frg. n25(1) which does not seem to be-
long to the same leaf as frg. 136(5/2): frg. 660 seems to belong to the
same leaf as frg. n25(1) (in both the topic of avivaditahetu is discussed),
but cannot belong to the same leaf as frg. 136(5/2) because the line
spacing of the two fragments diverges significantly; further, both frgs.
660 and n25(1) seem to have had only two lines of writing whereas frg.
136(5/2) has three lines. Therefore, it seems to me that the identification
of 40(7) as 408 is more probable.

I suggest calling the chapter following the one on the topics relating to
debate “sadhana and wpdalambha,” not in an attempt to reconstruct its
putative title, but simply to convey its subject matter. Similar discus-
sions are known from the TS (ch. 2), the NS (section 5.1 on jati). the
CS (Vi 8.36 on uttara), ete. In the following reconstruction I rely espe-
cially on the TS, which displays the strongest similarity to the Spitzer
fragments, because the fragments, albeit numerous, are very difficult to
interpret on their own.

The initial proof which recurs throughout the discussion is: anityah
sabdah, aindriyikatvad ghatadival. “Sound is impermanent because it is

" The reading “23” is also possible.
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perceptible by means of the senses, just like a pot.”® It is interesting
to note that the common reason for impermanence in the later period,
krtakatva, never occurs in the fragments, but this absence may well be
accidental because so much of the discussion is missing. There is some
indication that a reason such as krtakatva was employed by the author
because fol. 398r3-v1 must have contained a definition of, or at least a
statement about, a cause (... karanam wfkta[m//]). Further, the word
prayaftna] in fol. 403v1 is almost certainly part of a compound such
as prayatnaja, prayatnanantariyaka or a similar expression. This points
to the fact that causality was discussed in this chapter. The word daksi-
na in fol. 402v2 probably refers to the right horn of a cow (cf. also yatha
na gaur® in fol. 403r2). The argument is familiar from other sources and
must have run as follows. The opponent interprets the word hetu as
referring to a cause rather than to a reason (i.e., a material cause
rather than an epistemological cause that reveals or makes something
known) and argues that if this cause exists before what is to be proved
(i.e., before its effect), it would not be a cause of anything and does not
prove anything. If it exists after what has to be proved (i.e., after its
effect). what is to be proved is already established without it. If the
two exist at the same time, they are not in a relation of cause and effect,
just as the left and right horns of a cow are not the cause of each
other:** prativadi praha. kim hetuh sadhyat parvam pascad yugapad va?
yadi tavad dhetuh prak sadhyam ca pascat tadasate sadhye, hetuh kasya
sadhakah? atha pascat, sadhyam ca prak, tada siddhe sadhye kim hetuna?
atha yugapat tadahetuh. yathda yugapatsadbhavad goh $rnge daksinam
vamam va parasparolpadake ity ayuktam. lasmad yaugapadyam cel tada
hetutvasambhavah.

In fol. 404r1 (cf. p. 216) the opponent seems to argue that in some cases
one and the same entity is seen to be all-pervading, for instance, ether.
From this it may follow that whatever is one and all-pervading is per-
manent (kvacic caikam sarvvagatam drstam yathakals](ah)).%

2 Cf e.g., TS, p. 27.19-20: kim ca $abdo ‘nityah. kutah. aindriyakatvat. ghatadivad
it sthapite .... Note that the Spitzer fragments consistently have aindriyika where-
as in the dictionaries only aindriyaka is recorded.

% Tt is also possible to read gaurfa](va), but this reading is certainly less
probable here.

6 Cf. TS, p. 18, §6. The opponent’s statement is preceded by: ahetukhandanam.
traikalye hetor asambhava ity ahetukhandanam ucyate.

% The defenders of the thesis that sound is permanent, notably the Mimam-
sakas, often argued that sound, being a quality of permanent ether, must itself be
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In fol. 404v1 another familiar criticism, which consists in denying the
similarity between sound and a pot construed by the proponent, is
encountered ((ya)d uktam ghatasadharmyfa]d anityah $abda [i]ti tan
nastr). The opponent may have mentioned certain properties that are
not common to sound and a pot, and claimed thereby that the example
is not appropriate. For instance, the pot is corporeal, baked, perceptible
by means of the sense of sight, etc., all properties not found in sound.*
In fol. 404v2 the opponent probably uses the same argument, but from
the opposite angle. This time he affirms that there is a similarity be-
tween sound and a pot, and derives some inadmissible consequence from
this similarity ((a)tha manyase asti ghatasadharmyam Sabdasyeli prap-
tam anfy]...). For instance, if the proponent argues that sound is im-
permanent because it is perceptible by means of the senses / is produced
| is produced by effort, just like a pot, the opponent could retort: If
sound is impermanent because of its similarity to a pot, then sound is
permanent because of its similarity to ether. The similarity consists, for
instance, in the fact that they are both incorporeal.’” The proponent’s
reply to these objections did not survive; he may have answered that
the similarity is not based on any property whatsoever, but on the rel-
evant property of being produced or being perceptible by means of the
senses.

In fol. 405r1 (cf. p. 217) the proponent seems to affirm that (similarity
or a common property?) exists and asks rhetorically why (it) should not

permanent. For instance TS, p. 23.20f.: nityah $abda akasasamasritatoat. akaso
nityah. yat kinicid akasasamasritam tan nityam. yatha paramanoh parimandalyam.
paramanur wityah parimandalyam ca paramanusamasritam, tasmat parimandalyam
nityam. Sabdo “pi tadvad dakasasamasritatvan nityah. “Sound is permanent because
it is supported by ether. Whatever is supported by ether is permanent. [Consider|
for instance, the spherical form of an atom. The atom is permanent and the
spherical form is supported by the atom. Therefore, the spherical form is perma-
nent. Sound too, in a similar manner, is permanent because it is supported by
ether.”

o Cf. TS, p. 14.9-10: ghato martas tasmad ghato “nityah Sabdas tu nityah; TS,
p-15.1-7: (Sastram aha) $abdo "nityah prayatnenotpannatvad ghatavad iti Sabdasya-
nityata. prativadi praha. bhavan chabdasya prayatnenotpannatvad ghatasadharmyam
sthapayati. asti punas tadvaidharmyam. pakvatvam apakvatvam, caksusatvam a-
caksusatvam ityadi. evam ghatasabdayoh pratyekam visesah. sabdah prayatnenot-
pannatvan nityah, ghatas tu prayatnenotpanno “py anityah. tasmac chabdo nityah.

6 Cf. TS, p. 12.14-19: Sabdo ‘nityah prayatnotpannatvad yatha ghatah prayat-
notpannah. utpannas$ ca vinastah. sabdo “pi tatheti Sabdo “wilya iti sthapite prativads
praha. yadi ghatasadharmyac chabdo wityas tadakasasadharmyac chabdo nityah syat.
tatas cakasavac chabdo witya iti. |atra| sadharmyam amartatvam.
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exist elsewhere (... astiti kasmdan na bhavaty anyatra). This is not so,
presumably says the opponent: What has been stated in this respect,
namely, that there is a similarity between sound and a pot, is not (cor-
rect) (nfaltra yad wktam ghatasadharmya(m) sabdasyeti tan nafs](t)7).
In fol. 40512 the opponent may argue that owing to the alleged similar-
ity to a pot sound would also have to be seen.”® The argument could
have run as follows: The pot is seen by means of the sense of sight, but
sound is heard by means of the sense of hearing; thus, how could the
two be similar just because they are perceptible? If they were similar,
then sound too should be visible, and being visible it should be seen.?

In the next discernable argument (in fol. 405v1) the opponent seems to
claim that if a reason is disputed (vivaditahetu), this is enough to in-
validate a position. Unfortunately it is not clear in precisely which way
the reason is disputed. One possible way to dispute it would be to argue
that permanent things, such as universals, are also perceptible by means
of the senses. Alternatively, if the reason would be “because it is pro-
duced,” one could dispute it, as the Mimamsakas often did, by claiming
that sound, being permanent, is only revealed or manifested in various
places at various times.” That is, the Mimamsakas may accept the gen-
eral statement that whatever is produced is impermanent, but they
deny that sound is produced. Another way to dispute the reason would
be to argue that it is not the case that whatever is produced is destroyed
because absence (abhdva) is produced at a certain point in time and from
that time onwards it continues to exist forever.™

The Siddhantin questions the assertion that a thesis or a position is not
established because it is disputed (kasmad vivaditahetupraplatvad an-

% This is only a tentative suggestion because the grammatical subject of
drsyeta is missing; however, it has to be a masculine noun qualified by a@panno.
Further, I would like to read -m apanno and assume that the preceding missing
word in the accusative refers to a property that implies visibility, e.g., caksusatvam
apanno drsyeta.

9 Cf. UH, p. 26.15-17 (which, however, does not contain the above prasanga):
sadharmyadiasanam icchataivam vaktavyam. riapam caksusa drstam, Sabdas tu Srava-
nena Srula iti, katham tayoh sadharmyam.

™ Cf. TS p. 21.3f. There the discussion is characterised as samsayakhandana.

TOCE TS p- 27.11: aparam ca sahetukatvac chabdo nityah. vastu sahetukam cet
tadanityam iti jieyam ghatadivad iti sthapite. prativadr praha. asminn arthe sam-
Sayah. kasmad iti cet. ghatotpadah sahetuko nwityah. ghatadhvamsas tw sahetuko nit-
yah. Sabdasya sahetukatvac chabde samsayotpattih. sahetukaghatotpadavad anityah
sahetukaghatadhvamsavan nityo va. asad etat khandanam. kasmat? yady asad
dravyam nityam ucyate dandaghatavinastavastanam api nityatdapattih.
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2

upap(a)[nn]...). Further, he seems to deny that the reason is disputed,™
or better, that if having an undisputed reason were the criterion for a
correct thesis, sound would be indeed impermanent ((a)vivaditahetutve
saty anitya eva sabdah syat). The purport of the argument is probably
that a position should be considered valid not just because for some
reason or other its reason is not disputed, but because its reason is
valid.

The next sentence (fol. 405v2) reads in Spitzer’s transcription praptam
aviva(™ditahet Japrafpt] |//. In my opinion, keti should probably be
emended to hetu. To be sure, the reading hetd is not impossible. In spite
of the neuter singular praptam, avivaditahetic may well be a masculine
dual: praptam could govern a subsequent sentence whose subject or
direct object is avivaditaheti. In this case, one could understand that
as a result of the opponent’s contention there would also be two undis-
puted reasons (one advanced by the proponent, the other by the
opponent?). However, by analogy (and in opposition) to the previous
line which reads wvwaditahetupraptatvad anupap(a)[nn]..., 1 prefer to
read here avivaditahetupraptatvad (*upapannam). 1t may be reminded
that the distinction between short and long « is not always maintained
in the manuscript.

In fol. ¥*406(?)r(?)1 (= fre. 136a(5)1, cf. p. 218) we find the stereotypical
expression atra visesahetur vicyah. The structure or purport of the
phrase is clear, but unfortunately not its precise content. The proponent
may accuse the opponent of making an unreasonable exception for his
thesis, i.e., all things are impermanent because of a certain property,
but for some reason, claims the opponent, sound forms a special case so
that (yat) it is permanent even though it possesses this property; the
reason for such a partial distinction should be stated. 1 tentatively
assume that the property in question is aindriyikatva. The second line
would support this assumption and the remnants of the fragment do
not point at another property. Cf. also the following argument in the
TS, which, however, is not identical to the one in the Spitzer frag-
ments:

Furthermore, if [the following] is being established [by the proponent]

“Sound is impermanent. Why? Because it is perceptible by means of

the senses, like a pot etc.,” the opponent retorts: Here too doubt is

" In fol. 405v2 I read (a)vivaditahetutve. The negation a- was presumably
present at the end of the previous line.
™ This bracket is struck out.
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possible. If [something is| perceptible by means of the senses like a
universal, then [it] would be permanent. If sound is perceptible by
means of the senses, then, like a universal, it is permanent. If it would
not be permanent like a universal, then it would not be impermanent
on account of the example of the pot.™

Fol. *406(?)r(?)2 contains the beginning of another argument (atha
saf[t]sv apy anyesu sabdanityatvfala] .e ...) which states that even when
other (reasons?) are present for the impermanence of sound ... . In the
next line it is implied that the opponent’s position leads to an infinite
regress which, of course, is not acceptable. If the opponent denies the
infinite regress, an undesired consequence, which unfortunately is not
specified in the fragment, would arise™ (na caitad istam. atha nafna |-
vasthavasthila seyam prasangavi ...).

In text-section 18 (fol. *406(?)v(?)1) the opponent claims that there is
no example (anuddharanat). The argument could have been that if
sound is the same as a pot, then sound becomes nothing but a pot and
thus the latter cannot be used as an example (chabdo ghato bhavati tal
saty evam udaharanabhavah praptah). 1f sound is not the same as a pot
(atha na $abdo ghatah), the latter can also not be used as an example.

Of the next leaf I could identifiy only a small fragment (frg. 19, cf.
p-219) that bears the section number 22 (or perhaps 23).7 Although the
subject matter is evident (i.e., again the similarity between a pot and
sound), not enough of this fragment remains to justify even a tentative
suggestion of an argument.

In the next leaf (fol. 40*8(?) consisting of frgs. n25(2), n36 and 659, cf.
p- 219-220; for the combination of these fragments cf. p. 220) the oppo-

™ OCf TS, p. 27.19-23: kimea Sabdo “nityah. kutah. aindriyakatvat. ghatadivad iti
sthapite, prativadr praha. atrapi samsayasambhavah. yady aindriyakah samanyavat
tada nityatapattih. yadi sabda aindriyakas tada saimanyavan nityah. yadi samanyavan
na nityo bhavet, tada ghatadystantenanityo na bhavet. Cf. also TS, p. 35.16-17, which
illustrates pratijiasamnyasa: nityah $abdah. kutah? aindriyakatvat. yatha samanyam
aindriyakam nityam ca. Sabdo “py aindriyakatvan nityah.

" This is only tentatively suggested because prasanga appears as part of a
compound and cannot be the subject of the sentence, referred to by the feminine
5.

" The assumption of “23” is less probable because usually the last stroke of
“37 goes in the opposite direction. That is, in “27 the first stroke goes from left to
right and the second stroke from right to left; in “3” the first two strokes are
written from left to right and the third stroke from right to left. Here, however,
the second stroke seems to have been written from right to left.
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nent argues on the first line of the recto that even if the impermanence
of sound were established by its similarity with a pot, (nevertheless its
dissimilarity with permanent things) is not established because ..., and
(thus) the impermanence of sound is not established. What has been
said, namely, impermanence of (sound) because of the similarity to a
pot ... (yady api ghatasadharmydat siddham cchabdanityatvam ||| dhya-
tvad™ asiddham asiddha(m) ca sabdafni](t)[y](a)[tv](am) yad ucyate
ghatasfaldhfa](r)my(a)[d] (a)n(i)ty ...). On the same line a new ar-
gument begins (= text-section 24/25[?]), encapsulated in the word gu-
navaidharmyat®. 1f 1 reconstruct this argument correctly, it refers to
different types of qualities, especially in view of their mutual contradic-
tion and possible destruction. The speaker seems to distinguish between
virodhaguna and bhavaguna and claim that (only) these two types of
gunas may be impermanent (tha™ virodhagunabhavagunandam anityatva™
bhavati). One kind of destruction occurs because of a quality contradic-
tory to another quality, for instance, the destruction of warm tempera-
ture by cold temperature. The second type of destruction of gunas
seems to be due to the destruction of its support (@sraya). Thus, when
a pot is destroyed, its qualities, such as colour and form, are destroyed
with it (... gunavindaso bhavali yatha ghatavina(so) ...). In the case of
sound, however, none of these two kinds of destruction can take place.
There is no cause (such as anti-sound) that stands in contradiction to
it, and its support cannot be destroyed because ether is permanent (na
ca Sabld Jas[y [a viro[dh ] (a)[k]aranam asti kificin nasraya?n?i ...).

The word pravrttiprasanga (fol. 40%8(?)v1) contains text-section 27 in a
nutshell. It is difficult to determine in what sense the word pravrtti is
used here. Perhaps it refers to a continued activity. The proponent ar-
gues that if sound were permanent it would have to continue, i.e., con-
tinue to exist, as long as the activity which is its cause continues to
exist because things to be realised by activity continue to exist as long
as this activity is present, just as illumination continues to exist as long
as a light is present (pravrttiprasa(nga)t | yadi kvacid aindriyikam . . .
-y 1] 12] (pravr?)ttisadbhavat pravrttisaddhyanam artthanam sadbhavfo |
/]| pradipasadbhave prakasasadbhavah). Perhaps the proponent claims
that the presence of a light too should be considered as a continued

" Perhaps one should conjecture sadhyatvdat.
™ {ha may refer to the general state of affairs, meaning “here, in this world.”
™ Read anityatvam or anityatd.
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activity, and when this activity as cause is present, there is continued
activity in the form of the presence of illumination. Thus, when there
is presence of ether as the cause of sound, this presence should also be
considered as a continued activity effecting the continuation of sound.
However, this would result in the presence of sound even long after the
drum, ete., has been played. This goes against our experience because
the flow of sound today is not apprehended (tomorrow) (sapi pravrttih
pravrttaw sety am[i?] . .]]] [dbh]avah prasaktas [t].]]] [3] . .. yam adya
Sabdapravrtter iyam na gr[hjyatfe] [te?] ]]]).

The third line contains the expression madhyagrahana, which is record-
ed by MW and Apte in the sense of “the middle of an eclipse.” I cannot
accomodate this sense into the present context. The expression could
refer to perception of sound in the middle between its place of produc-
tion and place of extinction or to perception of the middle part of a
word.

Practically nothing remains of text-sections 28 and 29. In section 30,
which may have continued up to fol. 409v1 (cf. p. 221), the topic of
similarity is taken up again. The first word of this section, which was
probably its keyword, reads in Spitzer’s transcription [s](a)dha(r)m-
y(a)bhfajv[a]. but because the reading (a) is uncertain both sa-
dharmyabhava(t) and sadharmyabhdava(t) are possible. In view of the
next two lines these two possible readings may be understood as imply-
ing either that sound is similar to non-perceptible things or that it is
not similar to perceptible things. Subsequently (fol. 409r2) the oppo-
nent may have asked rhetorically: There is no (similarity between sound
and perceptible things). How could (sound) be perceptible by means of
the senses? How ... (na<a>sti kutah p[u[nafr] ain/dr [iyikatvam kasma
//]). In 409v1 the proponent probably summarizes the opponent’s posi-
tion or states its implication: You think that there is a similarity (of
sound) with what is not being perceived ((a)nupalabhyamdfn](am?)
[s](a)[dh](ar)[m]y(a)[m]* (a)st][7]ti manyase |]]).

Fol. 409v2 may belong to text-section 31. There is not much to go by
except the word vikalpa which, if one may rely on a passage in the TS
which also seems to use this word, could suggest an option of two
opposing alternatives derived from the same reason. vikalpakhandana
is explained in the TS as the counter-establishing of dissimilarity in the

% Read anupalabhyamanasadharmyam or perhaps anupalabhyamanena sadhar-
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case of similarity.® If the proponent establishes that sound is imper-
manent because it is produced by effort like a pot, the opponent retorts
that the two are also dissimilar and thus sound is permanent because
it is produced by effort, whereas the pot is impermanent although it is
produced by effort.* This argument could easily be applied to the rea-
son aindriyikatva which is used here. If this section continues to the
next leaf (410r2), the word visama could indicate the proponent’s pos-
sible response, namely, that according to the opponent all things which
are perceived by means of the senses are impermanent except sound
which is supposed to be permanent, and that thus a reason for this
unevenness should be stated.

IFol. 410v1 (cf. p. 221) must belong to text-section 32 or 33. Here it is
denied that the perception of the Self is a sensory perception (hy™ at-
m(a)pratyaksafm](in)[dr](iya)(?)]]/]). The relevance of this state-
ment to the subject matter is obvious. If the @tman which is eternal is
perceived by means of the senses, the reason aindriyikatva cannot es-
tablish the impermanence of sound.

Text-section 34 was perhaps summarized by means of the word
anyabhavat, but this is not specific enough to gain further insight into
the opponent’s argument in this section. About fol. 411 (p. 222) nothing
meaningful can be said except that the discussion on the similarity and
dissimilarity between sound and a pot continues. The details, however,
cannot be reconstructed. A small fragment (frg. 770, cf. p. 222) that
bears the section number 38 and probably belongs to ca. fol. ¥412 may
contain the remnants of a summarizing keyword on the other side,
namely, ///[ ka[sabhavat*. This may be conjectured as vikasabhavat*. In
view of the subsequent fragments 25, 41, 53 and 142, which I assign to
fol. *413, it seems quite possible that the identity of the opponent has
changed already in frg. 770: while the opponent seems until now to have
been a Mimamsaka, the opponent in these fragments where transforma-
tion (vikara) is prominently mentioned seems to be a Samkhya. This
fits well with the conjectured vikasa which, together with sankoca, is
often used as an example for transformation.

SUTS, p. 14.24-25: sadharmye vaidharmyapratyavasthanam vikalpakhandanam
ucyale.

2 TS, p. 15.3-7 quoted in n. 66 above.

% T assume that the sentence started with na fy. Otherwise the statement
would be a parvapaksa statement.
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In frg. 25a2 (cf. p. 223), some product of transformation is stated to be
impermanent, not permanent.* In 25b2, text-section 44 probably
starts with the keyword prakrtivikara(t). The Samkhya may argue that
sound is only a material transformation of prakrtt which is eternal;
assuming that there is no ontological difference between the basic
matter and the various forms it takes, one can assert that sound too is
permanent. At this point the Samkhya theory of satkaryavada. even if
the term had not yet been coined, was probably considered. The
Samkhya would argue that sound already exists in and is not really
different from the eternal primordial matter (cf. tasman na vyatirikto in
frg. 53b, cf. p. 224). A discussion of what it means to be destroyed in
the Samkhya sense may have followed.

It is difficult to determine how much farther the discussion with the
Samkhya extended. What remains of fol. 414 (cf. p. 224) is too small to
allow determination of a specific opponent or a specific argument.
Unfortunately, the remaining fragments of the manuscript do not allow
for further reconstruction of the dialectical portion.

Finally, it may be mentioned that a number of fragments relating to
the topic of formal proof in debate could not be assigned by me to their
original place in the manuscript. They certainly belong to the chapter
on sadhana and wpdalambha, but they bear no clues as to folio number
or text-section number. Therefore, they are neither discussed here nor
reproduced below; they are fres. 12(4), 24, 117, 150, 153, 216, 307, 431,
442(1), 533, 597, 605, 624, 663, 667, 676(?)(perhaps belonging to the
chapter on sophistical debate partially reconstructed above) and 759.
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