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Bhasarvajna begins to argue the intellect of the God Siva by way of suggesting

the Svetasvatara-Upanisad III, 19 a:1)

apanipado javano grahita pasyatyacaksuh sa srnotyakarnah

(He, Rudra, runs without foots or grasps without hands, and He sees without eyes

or hears without ears.)

Opponents like Buddhists, Bhasarvajna says, might find fault with our psal

because of psalming the God as seeing without eyes, but we praise Him so

metaphorically (upacarat). For, the God knows everything so as it exists by

His eternal intellect (yad yathavasthitam kincit tat tatha vetti nityenaiva jnanena).

If He experiences tastes etc. with His organs, He would feel happiness, misery

etc. But He is free from them, for He knows all things without organs. The

word "see (pasyati)" represents same clearness (parisphutatvam)2) of the God's

knowledge as our senses of sight (caksusam jnanam).

Bhasarvajna says, thinkers might argue that the body of the God with the

organs is also eternal, but they could not find the proof or reason for it. The body

is said to be the place of enjoyment (bhogayatanam). But the God is free from

it. You might appoint the difference between our thought and our canon which

preaches the body of the earth etc. (ksityadimurtipratipadakagamavirodha iti cet)

For example, the Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad II, 5, 1 runs like this, "this shining,

immortal Person who is in this earth, and, with reference to human self (adh-

yatmam), this shining immortal Person who is in the body, is just Atman, this
Immortal One, this Brahman, this All."3) But these passages indicate only that

the God can controle the world as He likes it as if the world is His body (sarira-

vad icchamatranuvidhayi). Prasastapada prayed the Maker Siva (pranamya hetum

isvaram......) at first in Nyaya-Vaisesika school, and setted up the metaphysics

that the God Siva only can controle the world just by His will (mahesvara-iccha,
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-abhidhyanam, -buddhih)4).

Uddyotakara who declared himself the "pasupatacaryah" insisted that people

acknowledge the God Siva to be the Maker of the world (nimittakaranam isvara

ityupagatam bhavati)5). In the Pasupata sect, Kaundinya represented at first that

the God Siva was the Maker (isvaro nimittam)6). Uddyotakara is considered to

rely on the theological theories of Kaundinya and Prasastapada, but he is the

first thinker who argued on the intellect and the body of the God. If the God

has the intellect (buddhiman), he said, how is His body? In case His body is

non-eternal, the God would have the good and bad karma, then He will be denied

to be God (isvarah). If the body of the God is eternal, it will be contradictory

to our experiece, (that is, the visible world is non-eternal and the body of the

God also is included in it)7). As to the intellect of the God, in case it is non-

eternal, you might consider the continuity (santanah) of it or multitude of it. But

in the former, you could not explanate the phenomenon that plants etc. arise

at once, and in the latter, you would have contradictory experience, (that is, we

have one intellect and no plural intellects). Thus Uddyotakara concluded the

eternality of the God's intellect.

Bhasarva jna made this theological theory develop to epistemological one.

According to his argument, the intellect of the God is higher than our perce-

ptual knowledge on account of begetting no effect of sense (pramajanakabhavan-

nesvarajn"anam mukhyam pratyaksam). In other words, it is no more than mind

(manah) and not non-eternal knowledge (buddhih). The eternal intellect of the

God does'nt depend upon any organ. It is due to the eternality of the intellect

of the God. Then Bhasarva jna demonstrates this proposition by way of proofs

according to the logical concomitance (vyaptih) suggested by positive case (sadha-

rmya-drstantah) and negative case (vaidharmya-drstantah). The former is:8)

Assertion: The intellect of the God is eternal (nityam paramesvarajnanam).

Reason: Because it is a qualifying quality of an eternal substance which is

other than material causes of smell, demerit and sound. (gandhadharma-

dhvanisamavayikaranarthan tarani tyadravyavisesaguna teat).

Case: As is the color of an atom of waters (toyadiparamanurupadivat).

The material cause of smell is an atom of the earth, that of demerit (adhar-
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mah) is a lower soul (aparatma) such as we ourselves, and of an sound is ether

(akasah). The God does'nt rely upon them, so He is also eternal and solitary

substance. The instance means that the color of the waters is eternally pure

(sukla-), the taste of it is eternally sweet, and the touch feeling is eternally

cool etc. in accordance with the word of Prasastapada9). "A qualifying quality

(visesagunah)" means the quality which distinguishes its depending substance

from other substances, so interpetes Sridhara in his Nyayakandali10).

The second proof is tried by a negative case.

Assertion: the God has the eternal intellect (nitya jnanasrayo bhagavan)

Reason: Because He is the most excellent Maker (niratisayakartrtvat).

Case: A contrary instance is we ourselves (vaidharmyadrstanto 'smadadih)11).

We cannot find the same case as the subject of the assertion, therefore Bha-

sarvajna adopts the case standing on the contraposition of the major premise,

i. e. we have non-eternal intellects and therefore cannot the most excellent Ma-

ker. We cannot beget all effects in every time as we like it.
"To be the most excellent Maker" cannot accom

pany with misery (duhkham),

repugnance (dvesah) etc. This reason suggests a pure negative concomitance which

is grounded on positive and negative concomitances (anvayavyatirekihetumulake-

valavyatirekihetuh)12).

Dharmakirti asserted the theory that the cognition is non-eternal (nityam pra-

manam naivasti) in his Pramanavarttikam, Pramanasiddhi chapter, karika 8-913).

Because, he said, real objects are non-eternal. Its cognition must be non-eternal.

Any eternal cognition cannot become non-eternal by every non-eternal factor.

If the cognition of the God be non-eternal, we cannot assent the correctness

of it because of the God's eternality.

Bhasarvajna defends his theory saying that the apperceptional organ is mind

(antahkaranam=manah), and it is a substancial principle to be eternal along with

the soul (atma), but the cognition will be non-eternal when meets non-eternal

objects. The intellect of the God is, he says, neither cognition nor the mean

of cognition (na cesvarajnanam anjasa pramanam phalam ca).

Therefore Dharmakirti is criticized by him for asserting tautologically (sid-

dhasadhanam). The intellect of the God directs every object in full space and
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time, and is autogenous (svabhaviko dharmah). So that, it cannot be compared

with the means of cognition of peoples (lokasya pramanam)14).

Then opponents might appoint the contradiction that, if the perpetual and

same intellect of the God grasps all objects, past and future objects will become

present one as if the lunar mansion Krttika etc. go around in eternal now no

matter how the sun or the moon passes through it. But you should recollect

the intellect of Yogins which contemplate past or future objects as if they exist

in front of them by concentrated meditational power (samadhibalat)15)

Or, he says, the highest universality (parasamanyam), i. e. the universality

named existence (satta) is connected to all objects, but they differ their positions

(desah) and natures (svabhavah) according to the Vaises.ika metaphysics. In the

same way, all objects connect with the intellect of the God (paramesvarajnanam),

but they do'nt give up the natures to be past or future.

Dharmakirti asserted that the mean of cognition for being delivered from the

misery was the Buddha who taught the four noble truths (aryasatyacatustayam),

and denied any omniscient to be the mean of cognition because of its uselessness

for being delivered. Why can the cognition of numbers of all insects be useful

for us? (kitasamkhyaparijnanam tasya nah kvopayujyate)16).

Thus Bhasarvajna cites the following two verses of Dharmakirti.

heyopadeyatattvasya sabhyupayasya vedakah/yah pramanam asavisto na to sarvasya

vedakah//duram pasyatu va ma va tattvam istam to pasyatu/pramanam duradarsi

ced eta grdhran upasmahe//17)

On the karika II, 33 of his Pramanavarttikam, Dharmakirti played a joke on

theists saying that he shall make his bow to eagles if any remote-seeing-one be

the mean of cognition. The Pasupa-sutram I, 21 preaches that sinless ascetics can

attain the intellect to be able to see, hear and contemplate remote objects (du-

radarsanasravanamananavijn"anani casya pravartante). The Mimamsist Sabarasvamin

also commented that their authority i. e. Vedah called "the Instruction (codana)"

can let persons know remote objects etc18). Pasupatic logicians attributed the

function to yogin's perceptions caused, by meditation, Whereas they thought

that the God had that ability by nature as well as the character of the Maker

of the world. But Dharmakirti esteemed the four noble truths which are found
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and taught by the Buddha as the most important principle for "lost sheeps."

Bhasarvajna criticizes Dharmakirti's religious theory as follows. According to

you, Dharmakirti, the Buddha should be allowed to be the authority because

he found and taught the truths to be left and taken together with their causes

(heyopadeyatattvasya sabhyupayasya vedako yah pramanam asavistah), and the prin-

ciple to be left is that of misery (duhkhasatyam). Then, if the Buddha was free

from greediness (ragah), why he could find the principle of misery? The mi-

sery is caused by greediness etc. as Buddhists also think. If the Buddha found

the principle of calmness (nirodhasatyam), he did'nt find that of misery. Beca-

use he was free from greediness etc. In that case, why can he teach all the

principles for us? If you deem that he teaches them by step (kramena), do you

think that he can teach the principle of calmness while preaching that of pra-

ctice (margasatyam)? If he can, then he could'nt preach the practice of medita-

tion (margabhyasah). Whereas if he dare not teach the principle of calmness,

people would have no interest of the practice because of failing its purpose.

The God Siva, he says to settle the paragraph, can find the greediness of others,

but He fails it in himself 19).

(to be continued)

1) Srimadacarya-Bhasarvajnapranitasya Nyayasarasya svopajnam vyakhyanam

Nyayabhusanam, ed. by Yogindrananda (Saddarsanaprakasanagranthamala 1)

p. 463. This verse is cited also by Vacaspatimisra in his Nyayavarttika-tatparya-
tika (Kashi S. S.) p. 605 and by Jayanta Bhatta in his Nyayamafijari (Kashi S.
S.) p. 183. By the way, the caption of our series was composed from these pas-

sages,"......isvaranumanapratisedhartham........(p. 457), "......jagadvidhatrtvadi-

dharmakatmajnanam......" (p. 460), "sarvasya jagata eka evesvarah karta" (p. 476)
etc.

2) The representation "(pari-) sphuta-" is borrowed from Dharmakirti school. See

the Pramanavarttikam, Pratyaksa chapter, k. 298 (Bauddha Bharati S.); T. Ve-

tter, Dharmakirti's Pramanaviniscayah, 1. Kapitel: Pratyaksam p. 76 fn. 3; the

Nyayabindutika of Dharmottara on the Nyayabinduh 1, 11 (TSWS.) etc.

3) "ksityadimurtipratipadakagamah" suggests, we think, the Brhadaranyaka-Upani-
sad II, 5, 1 where it is declared that the Soul (purusah) in the earth and body,

in the waters and semen, in the fire and speech, in the wind and breath, in the

sun and eyes etc. is Atman or Brahman.
4) Cf. Prasastapadabhasyam (Kashi S. S.) p. 19-23 (srstisamharavidhih).
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5) Nyayavarttikam (Kashi S, S.) p. 457.
6) Pancarthabhasyam ad Pasupatasutram I. 23 (Tribandrum S. S.).

7) These supplementary explanation is our supposition. The Nyayavarrttikam as well

as the Nyayavarttika-tatparyatika fails the concerned explanation. About non-

eternality of the visible world, see p. 12 etc. of the Prasastapadabhasyam.

8) Nyayabhusanam p. 465.
9) Prasastapadabhasyam p. 14.

10) Nyayakandali (Ganganatha Jha Granthamala Vol. 1) p. 230-231.

11) Nyayabhusanam p. 464.

12) Cf. Dr. G. Chemparathy's diss. Aufkommen and Entwicklung der Lehre von
einem hochsten Wesen in Nyaya and Vaisesika (Univ. Wien 1963) p. 94 & 109.

I am indebted to Dr. Prof. Ernst Steinkellner for the utility of the dissertation.

13) nityam pramanam naivasti pramanyad vastusahgateh/jneyanityataya tasyadhrau-
vyat kramajanmanah//nityad utpattivislesad apeksaya ayogatah/kathancinnopaka-

ryatvad anitye'pyapramanata//cited on p. 467 of Nyayabhusanam. "anitye'pya-

pramanata" means anitye'pisvare nasti pramanata according to the Pramanavart-
tikabhasyam (Tib. Skt. Work S. Vol. 1 p. 34 Tibetan Version, Derge-ed. 29b, 4).

But Bhasarva jna reads better thus, it anitye'pisvarajnane na pramanata. Perhaps
the Kasmir manuscript of the Bhasyam would be better than Tibetan one. His

refutation against Pra jnakaragupta will be reported on the next volume of this

journal.
14) Nyayabhusanam p. 467-468.

15) Op. cit. p. 468. On the theory of the yogi -pratyaksam, see op. cit. p. 170-171.

16) Pramanavarttikam, Pramanasiddhi chapter k. 30b. (JBORS. Vol. 24 pt. 1)

17) Ib. k. 32-33 cited in the Nyayabhusanam p. 469. Bhasarvajna's citing passage
"ha nyupayasya" should be emended as "sabhyupayasya" along with the text of

the Tibetan Sanskrit Work Series Vol. 1. according to other recensions and Tibetan

version.

18) Sabarabhasyam (Kashi S. S.) p. 3

19) Nyayabhusanam p. 470. According to Dharmakirti, the principal practice of Bud-
dhists is the meditation of unselfishness (nairatmyadarsanam). See the English

synopsis of my monograph Literal Study of the Religious Philosophy of Dharma-

kirti' (in Japanese) which will be published from Moku jisha, Tokyo, in this spring.

(Assoc. Prof., Shogen college)
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