KamalaS$ila’s position on prasangaviparyaya®

Ryusei Keira

1. Introduction

In his Tattvasamgrahapaijika (hereafter TSP) Kamala§ila states prasanga-
viparyayas, contrapositions of prasanga, in several arguments for refuting oppo-
nents’ positions.” However, Kamala§ila in the TSP did not yet solve the problem
of asrayasiddha, the fault that the subject of the proposition is unestablished.®
Therefore, when the subjects (dharmin) of propositions were things imagined by
opponents, such as primordial matter (pradhana) and God Isvara, Kamala$ila
could not regard prasangaviparyayas as autonomous reasoning (svatantram
sadhanam / svatantryena sadhanam) due to the fault of asrayasiddha.® In addition,
he also could not regard them as autonomous reasoning due to the fault of reasons
being unestablished for one party of the debate (anyatarasiddha). That is, for
example, if the Buddhist proponent says that pseudo-entities like I§vara are
momentary (ksanikatva) because they are existent (satfva), then since he cannot
accept that I§vara and so forth are existent, the reason is unestablished for the
Buddhist proponent, although it would be established for the opponent. In order to

(1) The present article is a revised edition of the paper which I read in my presentation at the XIIIth
Conference of the International Association of Buddhist Studies (TABS) held from 8th to 13th
December 2002 at Chulalongkorn University in Bangkok.

(2) Normally, prasangas, i.e., absurd consequences, have the following characteristics: (1) the
paksadharmatva, the fact that the reason qualifies its subject, is not estalished for the proponent
because prasanga uses a reason that is only accepted by opponents (parasiddha); (2) the absurd
proposition, i.e., the consequence proven by a prasaniga, will be unacceptable (anista) to both the
opponent and the proponent; (3) the pervasion (vyapti) which constitutes a prasanga is established for
both parties of debate. See IWATA (1993) p. 25, 15-24, and KAJTYAMA (1966) pp. 114, 14-118, 9
and fn. 313. See also KEIRA (2004) p. 180, fn. 305.

Prasangaviparyayas can be regarded as the contraposions of prasanga. That is to say, when
prasangas are regarded as stating that it follows that A is B because of C, then prasangaviparyayas are
regarded as stating that A is not C because of not being B. See TILLEMANS (2000) pp. 21-24.

(3) On asrayasiddha or dharmyasiddha, see NB III 65 and NB¢ p. 199, 7-17. See also
TILLEMANS (1999) pp. 171-185 and pp. 247-284, TILLEMANS (2000) pp. 194-210, KEIRA ibid.
pp. 127-152 and pp. 196-202 and KOBAYASHI (1987).

(4) Dafferent from prasanga, autonomous reasoning has the following characteristics: (1) the
paksadharmatva, the fact that reason qualifies its subject, is established not only for the opponent but
also for the proponent; (2) autonomous reasoning is applied to prove positively the things which the
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avoid the faults of asrayasiddha and anyatarasiddha, Kamala$ila in the TSP seems
to have taken the position that when subjects are pseudo-entities, reasons must be
regarded as proving absurd consequences (prasanga).”

In his Madhyamakalamkaraparijika (MAP), Kamalasila did not change his po-
sition on the problem of asrayasiddha. He says that when the subjects are things
imagined by others, the “neither one nor many” reason (ekdnekaviyogahetu) only
proves an absurd consequence (prasanga).® Therefore, it is clear that when the
subjects are pseudo-entities like Isvara, Kamalasila in the MAP also could not re-
gard prasangaviparyayas as autonomous reasonings due to the fault of asrayasiddha.

In his Madhyamakaloka (MA), which was written in the last period of his life,
Kamala$ila attempts to solve the problem of asrayasiddha and develops his ideas
on the proofs of the absence of intrinsic nature (nihisvabhavata) of all dharmas.
Kamala$ila says that when sadhya and sadhana are mere exclusions (vyavaccheda-
matra), the reason can be established with regard to an unreal dharmin.” Due to

this solution, the fault of @srayasiddha for Kamalasila will no longer be a reason to

proponent wants to prove, since it uses a reason (hefir) which is established for both parties of debate
(ubhayasiddha). See KeRa ibid. pp. 179-196 and fn. 305.

5) See, e.g., TSP p. 54, 17-19: yad utpattivikalam na tat kasyacit karanam, yatha gaganambhojam,
utpattivikalas' cesvara iti vyapakaviruddhopalabdhih | prasangasadhanam cedam, tenasrayasiddhata
na codaniya /. See also TSP p. 143, 17-27: tathd hi santo ye nama te sarve ksanabhanginah / tad yathi
samskrta bhavas tathasiddha anantaram // (TS k. 392) santas cami tvayesyante vyomakalesvaradayah /
(TS k. 393ab) ... tatha siddha iti (/) ksanikatvena / etena na sadhyavikalata drstantasyasankaniya,
prasadhitatvad ifi darsayati / tvayesyanta ity anena prasangasadhanam etad iti darsayati / anyatha
hetor anyatarasiddhata syat ... /.

Note that in the TSP Kamalasila seems to hold that prasangasadhanas are regarded as stating mutual
incompatibilities (parasparavirodha) in the opponent’s position by means of a reason acknowledged only
by the opponent. See TSP p. 885, 6-8: tatrapi prasarigasadhane ya evavicararamaniyatayd agamamarrit
parasya prasiddho dharmah sa eva sadhanatvena prakasaniyah parasparavirodhodbhdvandya, na tv
asau pramanena siadhaniyo nigprayojanarvat . Cf. PVA p. 481, 28. See fn. (20).

(6) See MAP D88a2-5: ’o na ’di ci thal bar "gyur bar sgrub pa yin nam / on te rang gi rgyud kyis
sgrub pa yin / gal te dang po yin par rtog na ni de’i tshe gtan tshigs ma grub pa yin te / gzhan dag
dngos po thams cad la gcig dang du ma dang bral ba khas mi len pa’i phyir ro // ji ste gnyis pa yin no
zhe na ni / de lta na yang shin tu ma grub pa yin te / bdag nyid gzhi khas mi len pa’i phyir dang /
phyir rgol ba la yang rang gi ngo bo ma grub pa’i phyir ro snyam du dogs pa la gtan tshigs 'di ma
grub bo snyam du ma sems shig ces bya ba smos so // ji ltar snyam pa la / "bras bu rim can nyer shyor
bas // zhes bya ba la sogs pa smos so // °di snyam du sems te / re zhig gzhan dag gis brtags pa nam
mkha’ la sogs pa’i dngos po ma grags pa’i rang gi ngo bo gang dag yin pa de la ni thal bar bsgrub pa
kho na yin la / grags pa’i rang gi ngo bo rnams la ni gnyi ga ltar yang nyes pa med de /.

(7) See MA D172a6-7: gang la dngos po’i chos yod pa’i ngo bor sgrub par mi "dod kyi (CD kyi:
GNP kyi /) on kyang sgro btags pa’t chos ram par gcad (CD rnam par gcad: GNP mam par bead)
pa sgrub pa tsam zhig briod par (DGNP par: C pa) dod pa de la ni ma grub pa nyid la sogs pa’i (CD
pa’i: GNP pa’i /) nyes pa brjod pa tha snyad du yang dngos por gyur pa’i chos can mi dgos te /.
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say that prasangaviparyaya cannot be regarded as autonomous reasoning. Therefore,
KamalasSila can regard prasangaviparyaya as an autonomous reasoning if he states
a reason which is established for both parties of debate (ubhayasiddha). Here, the
following question will arise: Would Kamalasila’s position in the M A be close to
that of Dharmottara who regarded prasangaviparyaya as an autonomous reasoning,
rather than that of Prajfiakaragupta who rejects Dharmottara’s position? In order to
reply to this question, we clarify Kamalasila’s final position of prasangaviparyaya
by analyzing the arguments in the second chapter of the MA. In his MA Kamala$ila
does not explicitly explain his position on prasanga and prasangaviparyaya.
However, our analyses of the arguments in the MA would permit us to say that
Kamalasila in the MA also does not seem to follow Dharmottara’s position on
prasangaviparyaya, although Kamalagila’s position on the proof of the
nonexistence of a pseudo-entity seems to be different from that of Prajfiakaragupta.

2. Kamalasila’s position in the MA and the difference from Dharmottara’s
position
In Dharmottara’s Pramanaviniscayatika (PVinT), the opponent states the fol-
lowing prasanga and prasangaviparyaya:
(1) [Prasanga:] If the universal (samanya) were to be one [in nature],
then it would follow absurdly that the universal is not present in many
things.
(2) [Prasangaviparyaya:] When the universal is present in many things,
then it follows that the universal is not one [in nature].®
Dharmottara’s opponent says that the reason of his prasanga cited above consists
in perception of something incompatible with the pervader (vyapakaviruddhopa-
labdhi) and that his prasangaviparyaya has a reason which consists in perception
of what is pervaded by an incompatible thing (viruddhavyaptopalabdhi). Since that

“When one does not wish to prove that a property of entities is an existent nature but instead wishes to
state a proof of the mere exclusion of a superimposed property, then the [reason] with regard to which
the faults such as being unestablished would be pointed out does not require even conventionally any
property-possessor which is an entity.” See KEIRA ibid. p. 128, fn. 207.

(8) See PVinT D11al-3: kha cig tu ni thal ba "am thal ba las bzlog pa’i gtan tshigs kyang rtsa bar
mi "gyur te / ma grub pa’i phyir ro // dper na kha cig na re gal te spyi gcig yin na gcig yin pa’i phyir
du ma la yod par mi "gyur ba zhig na / du ma la yod pa yang yin te / de’i phyir gcig ma yin no zhes
bya ba ’di la thal bar *gyur ba khyab par byed pa *gal ba dmigs pa dang / bzlog pa ’gal bas khyab pa
dmigs pa gnyt ka ma grub pa dang / ... /. For a German translation, see TWATA (1993) pp. 51-52.
According to Bu ston, this opponent in PVinT seems to be Vinitadeva. See IWATA ibid. pp. 50-51.
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opponent’s prasangaviparyaya states a reason which is acknowledged only by op-
ponent, but not by proponent, and does not state fundamental reason (maulo hetu),
this type of prasangaviparyaya cannot be regarded as an autonomous reasoning.®

Although in his TSP Kamala$ila stated prasangas which were structurally sim-
ilar to the above-cited prasanga of Dharmottara’s opponent,® in the MA Kamala-
§ila, as far as I know, does not state that opponent type of prasanga. However, we
can find in the MA Kamala$ila’s proofs which structurally correspond to that
opponent’s prasangaviparyaya which was cited above.

In the second chapter of the MA Kamala$ila explains how the “neither one nor
many” reason (ekanekaviyogahetu) can be established with regard to invisible sub-
jects like arman and Isvara. He says:

“Although it is not accepted by others that entities are neither one nor
many, they do acknowledge properties that are pervaded (vyapta) by
[being neither one nor many]. Therefore, the latter [i.e., being neither
one nor many] is also in fact acknowledged by implication (shugs kyis,
samarthyat)”"
For example, when Kamala$ila proves that the absence of oneness (ekatva) can be
established with regard to I$vara, he says:

“Those who imagine I$vara and so forth as having permanence and

(9) For the concept of fundamental reason (maulo hetu), see IWATA (1993) pp. 48-49, pp. 54-56
and pp. 68-69 and IWATA (1996) p. 12. The maulo hetu seems to mean a triply characterized reason
(tririipalinga). So the fact that the reason qualifies its subject, i.e., paksadharmatva, is established for
both parties of debate. The maulo hetu is applied to prove positively the things which the proponent
wants to prove.

(10) See IWATA (1993) p. 53, Anm. 55. Kamalasila’s prasanga is as follows: (TSP p. 201, 21-23:)
yad ekamtad ekadravyasritam yathaikah paramaruh ekam cavayavisanyfiitam dravyam iti vyapaka-
viruddhopalabdhiprasangah /. “[Vvapti:] What is one [in nature] is qualified by one substance. It is
just like, for example, one [single] atom (paramani). [Paksadharmatva:] Now, a substance designated
as a whole (avayavin) is one {in nature]. [Implicit conclusion: Therefore, a substance designated as a
whole is qualified by one substance, i.e., one part, and is nonexistent in many parts.] The above is [the
statement of] a reason consisting in perception of something incompatible with the pervader
(vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi), which proves an absurd consequence.” Kamala§ila also states the
following prasanga: (TSP p. 202, 12-14:) prayogah — yad ekavastukrodikrtam vastu na tat tadanim
evanyatra varttate / yathaitkadhatrikrodikrtah sisur na dhitryantarakrodam adhyaste ekavayavakrodikytam
ca dravyam iti vyapakaviruddhopalabdhih /.

(11) MA D215b2-3: “dir thal bar sgrub (CD “dir thal bar sgrub: GNP ’di thal ba sgrub) na gtan
tshigs ma grub pa yang ma yin te / 'di ltar ji ste pha rol po dag gis dngos po rnams gcig dang du ma
dang bral bar khas ma blangs su zin kyang / 'on kyang des khyab pa’i chos khas blangs pa’i phyir
shugs kyis ni (CD ni: GP na; N ill.) de yang khas blangs pa kho na yin te /. See KEIRA ibid. pp. 180-
181 and fn. 306.

(12) MA D215b3-4: gang gis dbang phyug la sogs pa rtag (CDP rtag: GN brtag) pa dang gcig
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oneness acknowledge that [ I§vara and so forth] have the property of
influencing results produced successively, and therefore they also in
fact acknowledge the absence of oneness by implication.”?

From this statement, we understand that Kamalasila states here the following proof:
When I$vara has the property of influencing successive results, then it
follows that ISvara is not one [in nature].

Structurally, this proof corresponds to Dharmottara’s opponent type of prasanga-
viparyaya as cited above. That is to say, first, just like the reason of Dharmottara’s
opponent type of prasangaviparyaya, the reason of Kamalasila’s proof also seems
to consist in perception of what is pervaded by an incompatible thing (viruddha-
vyaptopalabdhi), since the property of influencing successive results is pervaded by
manyness (anekatva), which is incompatible with oneness (ekatva). Second, the
reason in this proof by Kamala$ila is also acknowledged only by the opponent, but
not by the Buddhist proponent, since the paksadharmatva, the fact that the reason
qualifies its subject, is not established for the Buddhist proponent. That is, it is not
true for the Buddhist proponent that I$vara would have the property of influencing
successive results. Therefore, this proof of Kamala$ila is structurally almost the
same as Dharmottara’s opponent type of prasangaviparyaya, and thus it cannot
also be regarded as autonomous reasoning.

Kamala$ila’s proofs of the establishment of the “neither one nor many” reason
are structurally different from Dharmottara type of prasangaviparyaya, since, for
example, Kamalasila’s proof of I§vara’s absence of oneness can be regarded as the
contraposition of the following prasanga:

If I$vara were to be one in nature, then it would follow absurdly that
I$vara does not have the property of influencing successive results.
This prasanga structurally corresponds to Dharmottara’s opponent type of

prasanga as cited above, and is different from Dharmottara type of prasanga,

pu’i ngo bo nyid du kun brtags pa de dag gis ni de dag ’bras bu rim gyis *byung ba la nye bar sbyor
ba nyid kyi chos su khas blangs pa’i phyir shugs kyis na gcig gi ngo bo nyid dang bral pa yang khas
blangs pa nyid de /. See KEIRA ibid. pp. 181-182.

(13) In his PVinT Dharmottara states the following prasangas: (1) If the universal (samanya) were
to be present in many things (anekavrtitva), then it would follow absurdly that the universal is many
(anekarva) [in nature]. (2) If arman and so forth were to be existent, then it would follow absurdly that
arman and so forth are momentary (ksanikatva). See PVinT D6b1-3: thal bar bsgrub pa la ni khyab
par bya ba’i chos gzhan gyis "dod par mthong nas mi "dod kyang khyad par byed pa’i chos grub par
thal bar brjod pa yin te / khyab par bya ba ni khyab par byed pa med par mi *byung ba’i phyir ro //
dper na spyi la sogs pa du ma la yod par 'dod pa na / mi *dod kyang du ma nyid du thal ba am / bdag
la sogs pa yod pa nyid yin na skad cig ma nyid du thal ba bzhin no //. See also IWATA ibid. pp. 40-41,
pp. 45-46 and p. 50.

(5)



Kamalas$ila’s position on prasarigaviparyaya

because in this case Dharmottara type of prasanga would be as follows:

If I$vara were to have the property of influencing successive results,

then it would follow absurdly that [$vara is many in nature.®
From this prasanga, we can draw the following contraposition of prasarnga, which
would be a Dharmottara type of prasangaviparyaya:

When I§vara is not many in nature, then it follows that I§vara does not

have the property of influencing successive results.®?
The reason of this prasanigaviparyaya consists in nonperception of the pervader
(vvapakanupalabdhi), since influencing successive results implies manyness. For
Dharmottara, it is possible to regard this prasangaviparyaya as an autonomous rea-
soning, because the fact that [§vara is not many in nature, i.e., paksadharmatva, is
established for both parties of debate, since reasons consisting in mere absence
(abhavamatra / virahamatra) can be established with regard to pseudo-entities"”
and because the consequence proven by this prasangaviparyaya, i.e., that Isvara
does not have the property of influencing successive results, is true for the
Buddhist proponent. Thus, Kamalasila’s proofs, such as proof of Isvara’s absence of
oneness, are structurally different from Dharmottara type of prasangaviparyaya.

Now, Kamala§ila’s method for proving that the “neither one nor many” reason

can be established by implication from other accepted properties already figures in
his MAP. He says in the MAP:

“In this case, first, a [pseudo-entity] such as arman and the like, al-

though of a nature unacknowledged [by Buddhists], is nonetheless ac-

cepted [by non-Buddhist opponents] as being one in nature. Still, [these

non-Buddhist opponents] accept them [i.e., afman, etc.] as contribut-

(14) In his PVinT Dharmottara states the following prasangaviparyaya: When the universal is not
many [in nature}, then it follows that the universal is not present in many things. See PVinT D7b7-8al:
yul tha dad pa la sogs pa la yod pa ni ’gal ba’i chos dang ldan pas khyab la / de yang du ma nyid yin
pa’i phyir du ma’i bdag nyid kyis kyang khyab par "gyur ro // khyab par byed pa mi dmigs pa ’di ni
grub pa yin pa’i phyir thal ba bzlog pa’i gtan tshigs ni di nyid las rtogs par bya ba yin te / "ga’ zhig
yul la sogs pa du ma la (P la: D om.) yod pa de ni du ma nyid yin la / spyi yang de lta yin pa’i phyir
du ma nyid du ’gyur na du ma nyid ma yin no zhes bya ba ni thal ba las bzlog pa’o //. For a German
translation, see TWATA ibid. pp. 45-46. See PVinT (ad PVin D188a6-7) D8a3-5: thal bar 'gyur ba’i
dgos pa bshad pa ni thal bar *gyur ba de ni khyab par bya ba’i chos gcig du ma la 'jug pa nyid khas
blangs na / khyab par byed pa gzhan du ma nyid khas blangs pa bstan pa’i phyir yin te / khyab par
byed pa de (PVin de: D des) khas mi len na khyab par bya ba dang khyab par byed pa’i chos gnyi ga
ldog par 'gyur ro zhes pa ni bzlog pa’i don to /. See TWATA ibid. pp. 55-56.

(15) See PVinT D6b4: khyab par byed pa med pa de ni spyi la sogs pa med pa la yang grub pa nyid
do //. See also ibid. D8a2: du ma med pa tsam nyid ni spyi med pa [la]* yang grub pa yin no //. [*DP
omit la.] See IWATA ibid. p 55, Anm. 57.
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ing to a series of results, such as cognitions and so forth. [Therefore,]
since the absence of oneness is derived by implication [from atman etc.
producing a series of results], first, [ arman, etc.] are in fact established
as being without oneness.”®
As was explained earlier, Kamalagila in the MAP did not yet solve the problem of
asrayasiddha. Although in the MA Kamalasila attempts to solve the problem of
asrayasiddha, nonetheless, he relies upon the same method when he proves the
establishment of the “neither one nor many” reason. Kamala$ila in the MA seems
to have only developed his ideas on the problem of asrayasiddha, but not his ideas

on prasangaviparyaya.

3. The Difference between Kamalasila’s and Prajiiakaragupta’s positions

Prajhakaragupta’s position on prasanga and prasangaviparyaya has already been
analyzed by some modern scholars.’” His position on prasangaviparyaya seems to
be that when the subjects of propositions are pseudo-entities like pradhana,
prasangaviparyaya is applied to state a mutual incompatibility (parasparavirodha-
prakatanapara) in the opponent’s position and cannot be regarded as an autonomous
reasoning, because, otherwise, the fault of asrayasiddha would occur. Moreover,
reasons consisting in nonperception of the pervader (vyapakanupalabdhi) cannot
prove the nonexistence of pseudo-entities,"® because the fact that the reasons qual-
ify their subjects (paksadharmatva) would not be established. According to IWATA
(1993), Prajfiakaragupta’s position on prasanga and prasangaviparyaya seems to
be close to that of Dharmottara’s opponent, which was explained earlier, rather
than that of Dharmottara."” Therefore, it might be possible to say that in the aspect
that prasangaviparyaya cannot be regarded as an autonomous reasoning in the case
of subjects being pseudo-entities, Kamalasila’s position is similar to that of Prajfia-

(16) MAP D88a5-6: de la re zhig bdag la sogs pa ma grags pa’i rang gi ngo bo rmams kyang rang
bzhin gcig pa nyid du khas blangs mod kyi / de dag ni *bras bu rim can rnam par shes pa la sogs pa la
nye bar sbyor bar khas len te / shugs kyis rang bzhin gcig pa nyid med pa ’dren par byed pas re zhig
gcig pa nyid dang bral bar grub pa kho na yin no //. See KEIRA ibid. p. 181, fn. 306.

(17) See TANI (1983) and (1987) and TWATA (1993).

(18) See IWATA ibid. pp. 77-79.

(19) See IWATA ibid. pp. 65-66. In his PVA Prajfiakaragupta states the following prasanga: If the
universal were to be qualified by one single entity, then it would follow absurdly that the universal is
not connected to other entities. See PVA p. 481, 21: yady evam ekavyaktinisthatvam tada na desa-
visesavatdnyena yogah /. Prajiiakaragupta’s prasangaviparyaya is as follows: When the universal is
connected to other entities, then it follows that the universal is not qualified by one single entity. See
PVA p. 481, 22: yady anyena yoga ekavyaktinisthatvamna syat ... /.
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karagupta, rather than that of Dharmottara. However, it does not seem correct to say
that Kamala§ila’s position on prasarngaviparyaya would be completely the same as
that of Prajfiakaragupta. This is because Kamala$ila’s position on the proof of the
nonexistence of a pseudo-entity seems to be different from that of Prajfiakaragupta.
That is, Prajiiakaragupta refuted Dharmottara’s position on prasangaviparyaya by
saying that when subjects are pseudo-entites, the fact that the reason qualifies its
subject (paksadharmatva) would not be established and that one could not state a
reason consisting in nonperception of the pervader (vyapakanupalabdhihetu) in or-
der to prove the nonexistence of a pseudo-entity. However, Kamala$ila does not
seem to accept Prajiiakaragupta’s reasons for refuting Dharmottara’s position on
prasangaviparyaya.

First, KamalaS$ila does not accept Prajiiakaragupta’s idea that because the fault
of asrayasiddha would occur, one cannot regard prasangaviparyaya as being an
autonomous reasoning. Prajhiakaragupta says:

“If this [negation of both properties (ubhayadharmanivitti) stated in the
prasanga and prasangaviparyaya] were to be a position established
[for the proponent], the fault of the subject being unestablished would
occur. Those [prasanga and prasangaviparyaya) are just regarded as
stating a mutual incompatibility [in the opponent’s position].”*”
Kamala$ila says that when sadhya and sadhana are mere exclusions, reason can be
established with regard to unreal subjects.?” Therefore, for Kamala$Tla, the fault of
asrayasiddha does not serve as the reason for saying that when subject are pseudo-
entities, prasangaviparyaya cannot be regarded as autonomous reasoning.

Second, Kamalasila does not accept Prajfiakaragupta’s idea that reasons con-
sisting in nonperception of the pervader (vyapakanupalabdhi) cannot be applied to
prove the nonexistence of pseudo-entities. Kamalasila says in the MA:

“ I$vara and so forth must invariably be negated only by negating the
property of the pervader. This is because such completely impercepti-

(20) See PVA p. 481, 28: yady ayam sthitapaksah syad bhaved dharmyasiddhidosah paraspara-
virodhaprakatanaparam evaitat. For a German translation, see IWATA ibid. pp. 112, 18-113, 3. See
also IWATA ibid. pp. 66-69.

(21) See fn. (7).

See PVinTD6b4: khyab par byed pa med pa de ni spyi la sogs pa med pa la yang grub pa nyid do /).
See also PVA pp. 482, 32-483, 2: virahad iti ca hetuh prasajyapratisedhariipah / sa cabhave pi
samanyasya siddha eva / na hy abhave hetau vasturiipo dharmy abhyupagamyate /.

(22) MA D219b6-7: dbang phyug la sogs pa de ni gdon mi za bar khyab bar byed pa’i chos bkag
pa kho nas dgag par bya dgos te / shin tu lkog tu gyur pa de mngon sum du dgag par mi nus pa’i
phyir ro /. See KEIRA ibid. p. 208 and fn. 374.
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ble things cannot be directly negated.”®
In the MA Kamalasila develops his ideas on the proofs of the absence of intrinsic
nature. He holds that although it is impossible to prove the nonexistence of an
imperceptible pseudo-entity by means of a reason consisting in nonperception of a
perceptible object (upalabdhilaksanapraptasyanupalabdhi | drsyanupalabdhi), one
can prove it by means of nonperception of the pervader.

Prajiakaragupta seems to hold that in the proof of the nonexistence of an im-
perceptible pseudo-entity, if one stated a reason consisting in nonperception of the
pervader, the paksadharmatva, the fact that reason qualifies its subject, could not
be established. He says:

“If what is a mere absence were to be a reason, how [could] it prove the

sadhya, because it [can]not be related to any [subject (dharmin)]?”®
However, KamalaSila does not accept this idea of Prajidkaragupta. Kamala$ila
proves in his MA that even when subjects are invisible things like I$vara, the “nei-
ther one nor many” reason, which consists in nonperception of the pervader, can be

established for both parties of debate.® Therefore, since the paksadharmatva can

(23) PVA p. 483, 6: virahamatrakasya hetutve tasya kenacid asambandhdt katham sadhya-
sadhanam [. See PVAT (Ya) D27a5: de (1asya) zhes bya ba bral ba tsam (D tsam: P tsam dang) ni
chos can gang dang yang ngo // spyi dngos po ma yin pa’i phyir (D phyir: P om.) sgrub par byed pa
(P pa: D pa dang) bral ba tsam de dang ’brel ba ma yin no // ci ltar bsgrub bya sgrub par byed pa yin
zhes bya ba ni gzhi ma grub pa’i phyir ro //. See IWATA ibid. p. 124, Anm. 50.

(24) See p. 4 and fn. (11), i.e., MA D215b2-3. See also MA D217b2: de nyid kyi phyir rang gi

rgyud kyis bsgrub pa la yang gtan tshigs ma grub pa nyid ma yin te / ji skad bshad pa’i tshul gyis rgol
ba dang phyir rgol ba gnyi ga la yang chos thams cad gcig dang du ma dang bral ba tsam du grub
pa’i phyir ro //. “Thus, the reason is also not unestablished when the proof is effectnated
autonomously (svatantryena). This is because if we proceed in the way which we just explained, [i.e.,
if we prove that the reason is established by implication from other accepted properties,] it can be
established to both the proponent and the opponent that all dharmas are simply neither one nor many.”
See KEIRA ibid. p. 196.
(25) Prajfiakaragupta also seems to have the following idea: When subjects are pseudo-entities, no
copresence (anvaya) could be established for the proponent. An essential connection (pratibandha) or
a pervasion (vyapti) should be grasped by means of anvaya. When an anvaya is established, the co-
absence (vyatireka) is also established by implication from that anvaya, in the way that where the
pervader (vyapaka) is absent, there the pervaded (vyapya) is absent. Therefore, when subjects are
pseudo-entities, one cannot state a reason consisting in nonperception of the pervader
(vyapakanupalabdhi). See PVA p. 483, 15-16: pratibandhe saty ekabhavo "nyabhavam gamayet /
pratibandhas canvayena grhyate / atas tatsamarthyad yatra vyapako nasti tatra vydpyabhiva iti
vipakse bhavamdtram adarsyate / na sa maulo hetuh /.

On the problem of the nonestablishment of anvaya, Kamalasila says in the “neither one nor many”
argument that the anvaya can be established for the Madhyamikas. However, his idea seems to be
applicable only to the case of subjects being conventionally established entities. That is, according to

(9)



Kamalas$tla’s position on prasarigaviparyaya

be established, it is possible for Kamala§ila to state a reason consisting in non-
perception of the pervader in order to prove the nonexistence of an imperceptible
pseudo-entity.®

4. Conclusion

We see thus Kamalasila in the MA also does not seem to follow Dharmottara’s
position on prasangaviparyaya, although Kamala§ila’s position on the proof of the
nonexistence of a pseudo-entity is different from that of Prajfiakaragupta. This fact
would permit us to conclude that although Kamalaila in the MA attempted to
solve the problem of asrayasiddha and developed his ideas on the proofs of the
absence of intrinsic nature of all dharmas, nonetheless, he did not develop his
position on prasangaviparyaya.

Kamala$ila does not seem to have been in favor of Dharmottara-style prasanga-
viparyayas for proving the nonexistence of pseudo-entities, although both he and
Dharmottara held that one could prove the nonexistence of an imperceptible
pseudo-entity by means of a reason consisting in nonperception of the pervader

(vyapakanupalabdhi).
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