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Prajfiakaragupta criticized extensively the theism of the Naiyayikas in his Pra-
manavarttikabhasyam. Especially he refuted the theism that the world had
been created and governed by the God Siva, reciting the renowned verse of
the Abhidharmako$akarika IV, la “karmajam lokavaicitryam cetana tatkrtam
ca tat | ”(The world has various forms caused by karmas. The latter is divided into
the intent and its consequences i. e. speech and action).D

Prajfiakaragupta thought that karma had the mentality (cezana) and the proofs
of the government of the mental one (buddhimatpirvakatvam) were the tautology
(siddhasadhanam) for the Buddhists. On the contrary Bhasarvajfia advocates the
Naiyayika’s assertion in his Nyayabhtisanam? sayig that the psyche (azma)only
has the mentality, and there is not any proof (pramapam) for the mentality of
karma. Karma cannot recognize any materials (upadanam), he says, as such it
has no ability of the maker of the world. If karma can recognize all materials,
such an ability of karma may be called the intelligence (nirapapam). Prajiidka-
ragupta acknowledged the mental karma to be the intelligence, and said :

cetana karmarapaiva pravriter yadi karanam | nirapane’pi na param tanmirapanam

isyate [[® (If the cause of activity is the mentality having the character of karma,
karma can be deemed as the intelligence; so that, we do not allow the other inte-

lligence.)
But Bhisarvajfia points that Prajfidkaragupta’s assertion induces karma to be
the God (sfvaratvaprasangah). According to him the God Siva only has the inte-
lligence to be aware of the character of materials and can compose the world
with them, as if the potter has the intelligence to be aware of clay and can

compose pots. But Prajiakaragupta did not allow the proof for the intelligence

— 473 —



SAKALAJAGADVIDHATRANUMANAM (V) (T. Kimura) 4

of the God (asiddho drstantak), for it contradicted the Naiyayika’s standpoint.
The following verse was cited by Prajfidkaragupta because it represented .the
theism of the Paupatas well.
ajfio jantur aniso’yam atmanah sukhadubkhayoh | i§varaprerito gacchet svargam va
Svabhram eva ca [/¥ (The being is not intelligent, who cannot controle his own

misery and pleasure. He is caused to rove over the paradise or the hell according
to the God’s order.)

Bhasarvajfia answers saying that the being is independent in such a limitted
sense as he can use a stick etc. (dapdadiprerakatve) You might think that the
God is also dependent on the other superviser, he says, but you are not reaso-
nable because He is omniscient (servajfiak). The deference between the dependent
being and the independent one occurs whether he knows all the materials or
not. In the standpoint of the Naiyadyikas the proof of the Director (prerakah)
contains the proof of the Omniscient. The complex proof is called “adhikara-
nasiddhantah” in the Nyadyasiitram (Chowkhamba Skt. Ser.) I, 1, 30 9.
Prajfidkaragupta said :

adharmakarane’pyesa vartayatyeva janminah |/ ayuktam karayitvasau katham yukte

pravartayet //6) (This One causes beings to move on unrighteousness also. Why does

this One causes to move on trueness after causes to move on untrueness ?)
Bhasarvajfia denies that the God causes beings to move on untrueness but ac-
knowledges that the God causes to move on unrighteousness (adharmakh). He
interprets such the God as the children at play (balakridavat). He discriminates
the term “adharmakh (unrighteousness)” and “ayuktam (untrueness)” which
Prajiidkaragupta used synonymously, and answers that the God dare not
cause beings to move on “ayuktam” even though causes them to move on
“adharmak” also. All is under His delideration (vicarsam), he says.
Then he cites the following verse of Prajfidkaragupta:

Sastrantarani yad isvaravikalpatah | satyasatyopadesasya pramanam danatah katham ||

(If all the other scriptures are compiled by the God’s intent, why is He the autho-

rity, who gives right and false texts?)
Bhasarvajiia does not think that all the scriptures (sastrand) are the revelation

of the God Siva, but he insists that those which the God composed are right,
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therefore He is the authority (pramapam). The Vedas are the revelation of the
God and seen by the Rishis in the standpoint of the Naiyayikas. Speaking by
the way, the author of the Paéupatasiitram, Nakulia, is the incarnation of the
God Siva.?
Bhiasarvajfia stresses upon that the Maker of the world is one God. There
are many human beings (aniévarah), but they seem to be innumerable babies
(stanandhayah) in comparison with an archtect of a special palace. Moreover,
if you deem of many gods making the earth etc., Bhasarvajiia says, the fault
of contradiction to occur too many worlds lies with you. Think about the
harmonious (avirodham) world. Thus Bhasarvajfia says to atheists in the sense of
the theism of Leibniz. Then he cites the other criticism by Prajiidkaragupta.
samsthanasangamad bhavah kartreti sidhyatu | ahetugunayuktasya kuta eva tu sidd-
hata [/® (You will prove that the existences have been made by a maker on the
ground of uniting with various shapes, but why can that which contains the cause-
less characters be proved ?)
svabhavikatve tat tasya jagat svabhavikam bhavet | tasyaivaikasya tad idam vyakiam
1$varacestitam [[9 (If that One is spontaneous, the world would be also spontaneous.

If it is monotonous, it had been evidently composed by the God.)

The term “ahetugunayuktatvam” and “svabhavikatvam” are synonymous. The
God does not have His own cause for the PaSupatas. Saying in other words,
He is spontaneous and out of order, so that, we cannot infer Him by experi-
ential logics. And, if He is the Maker of the world, the world would be out
of order. Or it would be monotonous if the God is monotonous. Thus consi-
dered Prajfiakaragupta, but Bhasrvajfia answers that, even if he does not approve
the Maker of the earth etc., he cannot deem that the existences have causeless
characters. For, the world has various forms according to karmas for the
Buddhists. If the God is the Maker of the earth etc., the proof of the Maker
(buddhimatkaranam) contains simultaniously the proof of the eternality of the
Maker of the earth etc. as well as His omniscency®

Prajiakaragupta ridiculed the PaSupatas saying that human beings could be-
come the God (isvaratvam api praptam) by ascension which was preached in

their scriptures, as such there must be not eternal God (nityesvarah). Bhasarvajfia
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says against this, the PaSupata agama is not the authority (pramanpam) for the

Buddhists as if the agama of the Buddha is not the authority for the Paéupatas.

1) Pramanavarttikabhasyam (Tib. Skt. Work Ser. 1) edited by R. Sankritydyana,
Panta 1953 36, 1 But Prajiiakaragupta’s citing passage is “...... cetana manasam
ca tat [ 7, and Bhasarvajiia’s one is “...... cetana manasam karma | . The above
cited verse on my paper conforms itself to the Abhidharmako§abhasyam
(TSWS. 8) ed. by P. Pradhan, Patna 1967 p. 192.

2) Nyayabhiisanam (Saddar§anapraka$anagranthamala 1) ed. by S. Yogindrananda,
Varanasi 1968 p. 472.

3) Prajiidkaragupta, op. cit. 36, 10 (verse no. 251), cited in the Nydyabhiisanam
472, 19-20,

4) This verse has been originally cited from the Mahabhiratam (published from
the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona 1971) III, 31, 27. In the Nyaya
school Uddyotakara in his Nyayavarttikam and Jayanta in his Nyayamafijarl
cited this verse as the representation of their theism. In the Sankhya school
Gaudapada in his Bhasyam ad Sankhyakarika and Mathara in his Vrttih ad hoc
cited the verse as denoting the opponent thesis (zfvaravadah). Besides, Kamalasila
in his Tattvasangrahapaiijika, Prajidkaramati in his Bodhicaryavatarapafijika,
Gunaratna in his Tarkarahasyadipika, and Mallisena in his Syadvadamaifijari cited
this verse to show the Naiyayika theism.

Originally in the Mahabharatam, the verse has been sung by Draupadi who
has lamented the misery of her husbands Yudhisthira and so on. The God and
gods has been grudged by her. She has asked them, why cannot they help the
Pandavas in spite of their miraculous power ? The present verse has been
sung to laud His formidable power by Draupadi.

5) See also the Pramanavarttikavrttih of Manorathanandin (Bauddha Bharati Ser.
3) 10, 18-11, 2, where the proof of the Maker is explained as including the proof
of the omniscience according to the principle of adhikaranasiddhanta.

6) Prajfiakaragupta, op. cit. 36, 27 (verse no. 256), cited in the Nyayabhiisanam
474, 3-4.

7) See the introduction of the Paéupatasiitram edited by R. A. Sastri (Trivandrum
1940).

8) Prajfidkaragupta, op. cit. 40, 23 (verse no 300), cited in the Nyayabhtisanam
476, 23-24. The cited word “karteti” must be amended as “kartreti” according
to the Bhasyam and the Tibetan version (Derge ed. Tohoku Univ. Catalogue no.
4221 35a, 7-35b, 1), but “sidhyati” which is the reading of the Bhasyam is
wrong in comparison with the cited passage and the Tibetan version.

9) Prajiiakaragupta, op. cit. 40, 13-14 (verse no 296 b, &), cited in the Nyayabha-
sanam 477, 1-2. The cited word “tattvasya” must be amended as “lat tasya”
according to the Bhasyam and the Tibetan version (ibid. 35a, 4).
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