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Introduction

The papers in this volume are the result of the panel “Transmission and
Transformation of Buddhist Logic and Epistemology in East Asia” , held at
the XVIIIth Congress of the International Association of Buddhist Studies at
the University of Toronto, August 20-25, 2017. The panel conveners, Shinya
Moriyama (Shinshu University), Shigeki Moro (Hanazono University),
Masahiro Inami (Tokyo Gakugei University), and Motoi Ono (Tsukuba Uni-
versity), proposed this panel in order to reduce further the gap between San-
skrit-Tibetan based pramana studies and Chinese based yinming/inmyo stud-
ies and to throw new light on the intellectual heritage of Buddhist logic and
epistemology, preserved in various places from South to East Asia.

This volume consists of nine chapters written by the panel contributors. Alt-
hough different contributors have different specific interests in the general
topic of the panel, it should be emphasized that all share a common under-
standing that we are now in a new phase of Buddhist studies, one in which
scholars of Buddhist logic and epistemology should pay attention to the fact
that Buddhist thought is different in different places, shaped by the different
cultures of these different places, many of which are quite distant from the
place of origin. Gradually, in recent years, scholars have come to appreciate
better the importance and the challenge of understanding how Buddhist
thought, when transmitted outside of its place of origin, is transformed by the
culture of those to whom it is transmitted.

Under the circumstance, we feel it necessary to reexamine a tacit presumption
of modern studies of Buddhist logic and epistemology which focuses on the
interpretation of Dignaga's pramana theory based on Dharmakirtian tradition
and which pays little or no attention to interpretations of other traditions, such
as the East Asian tradition of yinming/ inmyo, whose roots are in Dignaga’s
Nyayamukha and Sankarasvamin’s Nyayapravesaka, both translated by
Xuanzang Z#E.
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There are many reasons why previous studies have virtually ignored these
other interpretative transmissions; one obvious reason, especially in the case
of yinming/inmyo tradition, is linguistic. While the translations are excellent,
the deep linguistic differences between Sanskrit and classical Chinese means
that there are uncertainties in the accuracy of the translations so that one might
have doubt about the reliability, and hence utility, of using the interpretations,
analyses, and paraphrases of later scholars, such as Xuanzang’s disciples, in
understanding Dignaga’s thoughts on logic and epistemology. However, does
this really mean that all efforts of East Asian Buddhist logicians were without
use in understanding Dignaga’s work? We do not think so. We believe that
by careful examination of the vast heritage of yinming/inmyo materials will
reveal many ways in which this East Asian transmissions will shed light on
important features of Dignaga’s ideas which scholars engaged only with San-
skrit and Tibetan materials will have overlooked. We believe that the follow-
ing chapters lend support to our conviction of the utility of using the Chinese
commentarial tradition in studying Buddhist logic and epistemology.

Indeed, the utility of using the Chinese commentarial tradition in deepening
our understanding of Buddhist logic and epistemology has already been
demonstrated by Eli Franco’s 2004 article, “Xuanzang’s proof of idealism
(vijiiaptimatrata)”, in which he deals with Chinese Buddhist understanding of
Dignaga’s logic. Following Franco’s pioneering article, several workshops,
symposiums, and conference panels took place on the topic of East Asian
Buddhist logic and epistemology: “Workshop: Buddhist logic and epistemol-
ogy in the Chinese source” at National Chengchi University, Taipei, orga-
nized by Chen-kuo Lin, on Oct 14-17, 2012; "Logic and culture: Theories of
logic in Buddhist, Muslim and Aristotelian scholastics" at Lumbini Interna-
tional Research Institute, Lumbini, organized by Gregory Paul, on November
12-15, 2013; “Pramana across Asia: India, China, Korea, Japan”, convened
by Eli Franco and Jeson Woo, August 18-23, 2014; “Workshop: Buddhist
Logic (hetuvidya/yinming/inmyo) and its Applications in East Asia” at Aus-
trian Academy of Sciences, Vienna, organized by Birgit Kellner and Chen-
kuo Lin, on June 27-28, 2016. Of them, the papers of first three conferences
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are now available in: A Distant Mirror: Articulating Indic Ideas in Sixth and
Seventh Century Chinese Buddhism, edited by Chen-kuo Lin and Michael
Radich in 2014, Logic in Buddhist Scholasticism: From Philosophical, Phil-
ological, Historical and Comparative Perspectives, edited by Gregory Paul in
2015, and Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 56-57: Hetuvidya and
the Science of Pramana. The South Asian Scene and East Asian Develop-
ments, edited by Eli Franco and Karin Preisendanz in 2018. In those collected
works, we can find various concrete examples of how East Asian Buddhist
materials are now integrated into the study of South Asian Buddhist philoso-
phy and history. Its significance is “in considering the ideas of Chinese au-
thors and thinkers as independent or alternative developments, equally valid,
of ideas and systems also known in India” (Lin & Radich 2014: 17-18). The
present volume pursues the same aim and aspires to supply further evidence
to demonstrate the importance of taking a fresh look at Buddhist logic and
epistemology from the perspective of East Asia.

In the following, each contribution is introduced with its short summary, di-
viding the whole collection into four sections.

1. Exploration of Earlier Buddhist Texts on Logic

Two Chinese Buddhist texts, the *Upayahrdaya (Fangbian xin lun J5{# 0>
#) and the *Tarkasastra (Rushi lun U0'ET), occupies a special position at
the emergence of Buddhist logic in India. Some scholars attribute the author-
ship of the former to Nagarjuna, but others are critical or skeptical of the at-
tribution. Likewise, its contents and characteristics as a logical work are also
still obscure. Recently, Shoryu Katsura has clarified the mode of argumenta-
tion of the Updyahrdaya,' and in the first chapter of this volume, Motoi Ono
further elucidates its historical position with respect to the *7Tarkasatra, on the
one hand, and the so-called Spitzer manuscript, on the other, which was dis-
covered in the Kyzyl caves and can be dated at the latest to the third century

I Shoryu Katsura, “The Mode of Argumentation in the Fangbian xin lun/*Upayahrdaya”,
Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens, 56-57 (2018): 19-36.
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according to Eli Franco’s study.” By comparing the pre-Dignaga Buddhist
dialectics and logic of the Upayahrdaya and Tarkasastra with the dialectics
and logic of the Spitzer manuscript, Ono concludes that the third work is a
bridge from the first to the second. In fact, these three texts display a number
of similarities that are significant for determining the historical relations be-
tween them, as has been pointed out by Franco. By re-examining the relation-
ships between the three, Ono came to the important conclusion that the
Spitzer manuscript should be dated between the two Buddhist logical texts.

Brendan Gillon’s “The Emergence of the Canonical Indian Syllogism as Re-
vealed by Early Chinese Buddhist Texts” is another contribution to the phil-
osophical analysis of the Upayahrdaya and the Tarkasastra. His research
aims to clarify the development of the canonical Indian syllogism from its
earliest attested form as an analogical argument, found in Carakasamhita, to
the later form as a deductive argument, found in Dignaga’s works. Gillon,
who has prepared an English translation of the Upayahrdaya with Shoryu
Katsura and is now preparing an English translation of the Tarkasastra with
Chen-kuo Lin, provides us with a clear explanation of the transition from an
analogical to a deductive argument found in these two Buddhist texts. Gillon
points out that, although the Upayahrdaya gives an example of a deductive
version of the canonical Indian syllogism, it rejects it as a bad argument,
whereas the Tarkasastra endorses a deductive version of the canonical Indian
syllogism, almost identical with the one found in the Upayahrdaya, noting
that such arguments satisfy the tri-rijpa criterion. This means that the
Tarkasastra can be historically located not so long before Dignaga.

2 Eli Franco, The Spitzer Manuscript. The Oldest Philosophical Manuscript in Sanskrit. Vol-
ume II. Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. Wien, 2004.
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2. Discovery of a Sanskrit Manuscript of Jinendrabuddhi’s
Pramanasamuccayatika and Its Impact on the Reconstructions of
Dignaga’s Root Texts

Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya, the foundational text of the Buddhist episte-
mological tradition, exerted considerable influence on Buddhist and non-
Buddhist philosophical schools in India and was held in high esteem by Ti-
betan Buddhist scholars as well. Unfortunately, this important text has not yet
been found in its Sanskrit original. The most important sources of information
that we have at our disposal are two Tibetan translations of the Pramana-
samuccaya, one Tibetan translation of Jinendrabuddhi's commentary thereon,
a few Tibetan commentaries as well as quotations and other references in a
few Sanskrit texts. Only recently another source joined this group, a Sanskrit
manuscript of Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary that has been preserved in the
TAR for centuries. An international team of scholars, including Horst Lasic,
is working on both a diplomatic and critical edition of this material. The first
two chapters have already been published in 2005 and 2012.

Jindendrabuddhi’s text not only helps the student of Indian philosophy con-
textualise many of Dignaga’s statements, but provides the philologist with a
fair number of verbatim quotations from the Pramanasamuccaya. In connec-
tion with preparing the critical edition of the second chapter of Jinendrab-
uddhi’s Pramanasamuccayatika, Lasic has prepared a provisional recon-
struction of the text of the Pramanasamuccaya itself. In his contribution to
this volume, entitled “Dignaga on the Nyaya Definition of Inference,” Lasic
argues for following a unified approach in such undertakings, as well as the
need for meticulous documentation to enable the users of the reconstructed
text to make their own judgments regarding the reliability of a given passage.
He puts an emphasis on his approach of using the two available Tibetan trans-
lations not only as a means for knowing the structure and contents of the
Pramanasamuccaya, but also to form hypotheses regarding the exact word-
ings the translator teams found in the Sanskrit manuscripts they relied on. The
aim is to use these hypothetically established wordings together with other



12 Introduction

secondary witnesses, as for instance the Pramanasamuccayatika, to recon-
struct an early state of the Pramanasamuccaya. To demonstrate this approach,
Lasic has chosen a passage dealing with the Nyaya definition of inference,
discussing certain details and pointing out the challenges he meets and how
he tries to solve them.

As the programmatic first verse of the Pramanasamuccaya suggests, there
are parallel ideas in Dignaga’s Nyayamukha and his Pramanasamuccaya.
Nonetheless, there are also important differences. In “On a fragment of
Dignaga’s Nyayamukha”, Yasutaka Muroya examines certain passages con-
taining some of these different ideas, shedding new light on this earlier phase
of Dignaga’s systematization of logic in particular and the development of his
theoretical thought in general. Muroya, who is presently co-editing the criti-
cal edition of Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary on the last chapter of the
Pramanasamuccaya on ‘false rejoinders’ (jati), also deals here with the issue
of the faithfulness of Xuanzang’s translation of the Nyayamukha, using the
Sanskrit reconstruction of the Pramanasamuccaya currently underway.
Moreover, Muroya examines the influence of Xuanzang’s translation of the
Nyayamukha on the East Asian tradition of logic to demonstrate a unique de-
velopment in the East Asian understanding of Dignaga’s system of logic.

One of the questions discussed in Muroya’s contribution to this volume is
how to understand what kind of argument is “not called a false rejoinder
(*jati)” (bu ming guolei ~441#%H). This Chinese phrase appears only in the
Chinese version of the Nyayamukha. He discusses the implications of this
phrase and traces its theoretical relevance using parallel formulations in
Dignaga’s two works. Muroya’s discussion also draws on a hitherto over-
looked fragment cited and criticized by the sixth-century Naiyayika Ud-
dyotakara. In light of the phrase “not being called a false rejoinder”’, Muroya
offers a new interpretation of this fragment, suggesting that, just as Ud-
dyotakara characterizes the idea of his anonymous opponent, Dignaga, too, is
describing a particular situation in which a jati can work against a fallacious
argument and be regarded nonetheless as an effective refutation despite its
logical defects. Muroya goes on to argue that the author of the fragment cited
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by Uddyotakara is Dignaga himself. A further justification of Muroya’s in-
terpretation is found in a number of textual fragments he cites from various
East Asian commentaries on the Nyayamukha.

3. Impact of Dignaga’s Arguments on Later Buddhist Philosophers in In-
dia and China

In his article, Toshikazu Watanabe, who is working together with Motoi Ono
and Yasutaka Muroya to produce an edition of the sixth chapter (jati) of
Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary, pays special attention to Dignaga’s concept
of nyina.

Dignaga defines nyiina as a kind of defective proof. However, in his two
works on logic he gives different interpretations of the term. While in his
earlier work, the Nyayamukha, nyuna is explained as (1) the omission of any
of the three members of proof, i.e., the thesis (paksa), reason (hetu) or exam-
ple (drstanta), in the third chapter of the Pramanasamuccaya Dignaga offers
new interpretation. It says that nyiina means (2) the failure to have any of the
three characteristics of a logical reason, i.e., being a property of the subject of
the thesis (paksadharmatva), or the positive (anvaya) or negative concomi-
tance (vyatireka).

Interestingly, a similar interpretation of nyiina can be found in the Shun zhon-
glun JIEH5, which is extant only in Chinese translation and is attributed to
the Yogacara teacher Asanga or his younger brother Vasubandhu. By ana-
lyzing the text, Watanabe assumes that early Sankhya theories on proof had
some influence on Dignaga’s introducing the trairiipya theory and applying
it to his theory of fallacy. Moreover, Watanabe also examines the influence
of Dignaga’s interpretations of nyina on East Asian Buddhist tradition and
points out that Xuanzang’s two disciples, Shentai {17g and Kuiji %% (or
Ji 25), hold different interpretations of nyina: whereas Shentai understood
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nyitna as the omission of either of the two members of proof, Kuiji under-
stands nyina, like Santaraksita, as the failure to have any of the three charac-
teristics of a logical reason.

The utility of East Asian Buddhist materials for clarifying Dignaga’s argu-
ments is clearly shown by Masahiro Inami’s article that concerns the topic of
fallacious thesis (paksabhasa). In explaining Dignaga’s theory of paksabhasa,
Dharmakirti mentions and criticizes early interpretations of the theory. One
earlier interpretation pertains to the Dignaga’s treatment of theses refuted by
what is established by verbal convention. Dignaga gives the example “the
moon (sasin) is not [called] candra.” In his discussion of such theses, Dhar-
makirti mentions an earlier interpretation, where the commentator, said by
Dharmakirti to be the author of the Nyayamukhatika, understands that the
moon cannot be inferred to be candra because candra is unique, and, thus,
the commentator concludes that this thesis is refuted by the use of the word
‘candra’ for the moon. Another earlier interpretation pertains to the
Dignaga’s enumeration of five types of paksabhasa in his Nyayamukha.
Dharmakirti mentions in this regard that some Buddhist logician added three
other types of paksabhasa, namely aprasiddhavisesana, aprasiddhavisesya
and aprasiddhobhaya. According to commentators on Dharmakirti, this ad-
dition is to be attributed to a pre-Dharmakirti Buddhist logician. Inami points
out that these three other paksabhdsas are found in Sankarasvamin’s
Nyayapravesaka.

He goes on to note that these interpretations are similar to interpretations
found in Kuiji’s commentary on the Nyayapravesaka and its sub-commentary
by Zenju. This underlines the utility of investigating pre-Dharmakirtian ideas
on Buddhist logic as well as considering the development of Buddhist logic
in East Asia.

Dignaga’s impact is not restricted to members of his school but spread to
other schools like Madhyamaka, too. Huanhuan He’s article begins with a
discussion of the VaiSesika inferences for sabda being impermanent in
Bhaviveka’s *Mahayanahastaratnasastra, Jewel in the Hand, a work that is
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only available in the Chinese translation by Xuanzang entitled Dasheng
zhangzhen lun KIEEEFR. She notices that these sabda inferences are quite
different from those formulated in the currently available classical Vaisesika
writings. By examining related texts in Chinese, Sanskrit and Tibetan, He’s
paper firstly aims to offer some additional evidence for her previous conjec-
ture on the relative chronology of Bhaviveka and Candrananda. And, sec-
ondly, it also aims to explore the “tradition” that Bhaviveka had received
from his Buddhist predecessors, such as Dignaga etc., as well as what differ-
entiates him from them. The ultimate context in which these must be placed
is of course the Madhyamaka proof of emptiness within the framework of
two-truth theory.

4. East Asian Transformation of Buddhist Logic and Epistemology

Sankarasvamin’s Nyayapravesaka brought to China by Xuanzang, who trans-
lated this text into Chinese in 647, at the same time when he was translating
the Yogacarabhiimi. His disciples like Shentai, Wenbei 3Cfi, Xuanyin )&
and others participated in the translation of the Nyayapravesaka, and some of
them wrote commentaries on it. Eight years later, in 655, Xuanzang translated
Dignaga’s Nyayamukha into Chinese. As Muroya’s study has shown, he cor-
rected the translation several times, and it is doubtful that Taisho version of
the text is his final updated one. At any rate, after the translation, he did not
translate any other of Dignaga’s logical works, not even his magnum opus,
the Pramanasamuccaya. As a result, only the above two texts were left for
later Chinese, Korean, and Japanese Buddhist monks as their authoritative
sources for Buddhist logic and epistemology, and therefore they had no ac-
cess to Dharmakirtian development of pramana system. Nevertheless,
Xuanzang’s disciples made great efforts to extract the essence of Dignaga’s
thoughts from these limited textual sources.” Among them, Kuiji’s extended

3 For bibliographical data of East Asian yinming/inmyo scholars, see Ryoken Saeki, Innyo
saho hensen to chojutsu. Horyiji, 1969; Shoho Takemura, Inmyogaku: Kigen to Hensen.
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commentary on the Nyayapravesaka, also known as Yinming dashu [KIFAK
Hit, was extremely influential on the East Asian development of Buddhist
logic and epistemology.

Focusing on Kuiji’s interpretation of four kinds of contradictory reasons (vir-
uddhahetu) or si xiangwei VUFHi%, one of the most difficult portions of this
text, Shinya Moriyama examined the specific features of Kuiji’s interpreta-
tion, in comparison to his contemporary Wengui 3C#/l’s. Through examina-
tion of Kuiji’s insightful analysis on the four kinds of contradictory reasons,
Moriyama maintained the importance of paying attention to the development
of Buddhist logic in China, which evolved differently from Buddhist logic in
India. Moriyama’s conclusion is that a distinguishing feature of Kuiji’s inter-
pretation is his presupposition of a debate model, according to which vir-
uddhahetu is understood to reveal the contradiction between two parties’ two
different theses, and as a result, the gap between the dharmasvaripavi-
paritasadhana, which is usually understood as a standard type of the vir-
uddhahetu and the other three types, often said to be exceptional, is bridged
without trouble.

As is well known, an inference of consciousness-only (weishi biliang MEF Lt
), which is usually attributed to Xuanzang, had a great impact on later East
Asian Buddhist philosophy, not only in yinming/inmyo tradition but also in
Yogacara school or Faxiang/Hosso school. Shigeki Moro, who is the author
of Ronri to Rekishi (Logic and History), a recent and very important study in
Japanese on East Asian Buddhist logic, offers a critical study on another in-
ference of emptiness (sinyata) that is found in the beginning of Dasheng
zhangzhen lun KIEFEEFH written by Bhaviveka. Moro focuses on the East
Asian controversy around whether or not Bhaviveka’s inference and a similar
inference found in Dharmapala’s Dasheng guangbailun shilun 3 [ i
G are the same. Whether or not these inferences are the same is crucial to

Hozokan, 1986; Uwe Frankenhauser, Die Einfiihrung der buddhistischen Logik in China.
Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 1996; Christoph Harbsmeier, Science and Civilisatin in
China. Volume 7, Part I: Language and Logic. Cambridge University Press, 1998, pp. 358-
367.
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determining whether or not there was actually a disagreement between
Bhaviveka and Dharmapala. According to Seongyusingnon hakgi F%MEsam
S0 edited by Daehyeon K, Sungyeong JIA{5 regarded the two infer-
ences as distinct but consistent. Zenju states in his Yuishiki bunryo ketsu M
iy Bk that Wonhyo JtME and Sinbang ##Hjj regarded these two infer-
ences as the same, while Dojeung j&75 and Gyeongheung {8t thought them
to be different. By examining those text, Moro makes clear that these discus-
sions were also related to whether or not the dispute between Dharmapala
and Bhaviveka really happened.

In this manner, the Chinese reception of Buddhist epistemology is discussed
in the context of the transmission of early Buddhist theories about pramanas
from India to China, Korea, and Japan, a process which came to a halt soon
after a brief flourishing of indigenous commentarial tradition in the early
Tang period. Although there is another context of modern reconstruction of
this tradition in the early twentieth century. This volume does not discuss this
important aspect of transmission and transformation of Buddhist logic in
modern East Asia.

I would thank Prof. Brendan Gillon for his valuable comments and sugges-
tions on all articles and this introduction in the finalization of this volume.

This work was supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Numbers 15H03155 &
18H006009.

April 2020

Shinya Moriyama, Matsumoto






A Reconsideration of

Pre-Dignaga Buddhist Texts on Logic

— The *Upayahrdaya, the Dialectical Portion of the Spitzer Manuscript
and the *Tarkasastra

Motoi Ono, Tsukuba

0. Introduction

The *Upayahrdaya (J7 180> Fangbian xin lun; henceforth UH) and the
“Tarkasastra (AN FEH UG ¥R, Rushi lun fanzhinan pin; henceforth TS)',
both extant only in Chinese translation, are regarded important texts for
the understanding of the history of Indian Buddhist logic prior to
Dignaga. Prof. Ui already investigated both texts in the 1920s, and he
translated the UH into Japanese. Both texts were then re-translated into
Sanskrit by Prof. Tucci in 1929.”> Recently, several scholars have once
again taken up these works in their research.” However, there are still a

** [ am grateful to Dr. Yasutaka Muroya for his many valuable suggestions as well as
to Ms. Cynthia Peck-Kubaczek and Prof. Brendan Gillon for correcting my English in
the penultimate and in the final versions of the paper respectively.

! The Sanskrit titles of the Fangbian xin lun (J5718.057%) and the Rushi lun (41555%) are
hypothetical. I have recently discussed the issue of the original title of the latter treatise
in another paper (cf. Ono 2017a). There, the relationship between the TS and Vasu-
bandhu’s Vadavidhi (henceforth VVi) has been also examined.

2 Cf. Ui 1925: 473-585; Ui 1929: 471-503; Tucci 1929a; Tucci 1929b. The two texts
have been also translated into Japanese by Prof. J. lida and Prof. G. Nakano (cf. lida
1933; Nakano 1934).

3 The UH has been recently translated into modern Japanese by Prof. Ishitobi. She has
also published many interesting articles on the UH (cf. Ishitobi 2006 and its biblio-
graphy). Prof. Katsura, Prof. Matilal and Prof. Kang have mentioned both texts (cf.
Katsura 1986: 41-43, 48-51; Matilal 1998: 58-87; Kang 2008). More recently, Dr.
Muroya has published an important philological study on the UH (cf. Muroya 2016),
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number of open questions concerning their historical position as well as
the relationship between them.

The most important work that has been hitherto undertaken for clarifying
the history of pre-Dignaga Buddhist logic as represented in the UH, the
TS and Yogacara hetuvidya works is probably Prof. Kajiyama’s 1984
paper in Japanese, “{AZEN kR DO TE L (Bukkyo Chishikiron no Keisei)
[The Formation of Buddhist Logic and Epistemology].”* The signifi-
cance of this paper, however, has not been sufficiently recognized by
scholars around the world.” In addition, other recent research in this
field has uncovered various new materials, materials that Kajiyama did
not know or have available. I believe it valuable to reconsider Kaji-
yama’s thoughts on these texts, also taking into consideration the results
of the more recent research that has been done.

In particular, the so-called Spitzer manuscript (SHT=Sanskrit Hand-
schriften aus den Turfanfunden Nr. 810) is a clue to understanding the
history of pre-Dignaga Buddhist logic. This extremely old Buddhist
philosophical Sanskrit manuscript, which was discovered in the Kyzil
caves of Eastern Turkestan by German expeditions at the beginning of
the twentieth century and can be dated at the latest to the third century,’

and an English translation of the first half of the UH has been published by Profs.
Katsura and Gillon (cf. Katsura/Gillon 2017). Regarding the TS, Profs. Gillon and Lin
(#R#4[E) are currently working on an English translation. I have also written a few
papers on the TS (cf. Ono 2017a; Ono 2017b; Ono 2020). Incidentally, no Sanskrit or
Chinese commentaries on either text are known other than that of Paramartha’s (&)
lost Chinese commentary on the TS, which consisted of two volumes.

4 Cf. Kajiyama 1984.

> The second part of this paper, dealing with the relationship between the UH and
Nagarjuna, was modified and published in English by Kajiyama himself (cf. Kajiyama
1991). Important insights found in other parts of this Japanese paper will be referred to
below. By the way, this paper has been translated into Chinese (cf. #&ILME—3, H %/
B v il M BCmEGR IR (b, ). P8R 15, 2003.5; 16, 2003.7; 17,
2003.7).

¢ Cf. Franco 2000: [49]. A report of the Prussian Academy of Sciences states: “Nach
der Schrift diirfte es etwa um 200 n. Chr. geschrieben sein.” Franco also states that “the
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was recently studied in depth by Prof. Franco. In his work, he noticed the
existence of a dialectical portion in the last part of the manuscript
(Fol.*383r3-414"; henceforth SpMs) and was able to decipher, despite the
very poor condition of the materials, a number of interesting facts that
are relevant to our research on pre-Dignaga Buddhist dialectics and
logic.?

The SpMs can, in my opinion, serve as a bridge between the UH and the
TS. In fact, these three texts display a number of similarities that are
significant, as has been pointed out by Franco. By re-examining the
relationships between the three, this paper aims to offer some more
insights into pre-Dignaga Indian Buddhist logic.’

1. The Spitzer manuscript and the *Tarkasastra

According to Franco, the dialectical portion of the Spitzer manuscript
consists of three or four sections. The first section (Fol.*383r3-%391)
seems to deal with certain kinds of sophistical arguments'’; in the second
section, or second and third sections (Fol.*391-397), grounds of defeat
(nigrahasthana) are mentioned along with an enumeration of dialectical
categories''; and in the last section (Fol.397-414) false rejoinders (jati)

palaeographical evidence does not allow us to assume that it could be later than the 3™
century” (cf. Franco 2000: [50], [52]-[53]). Further, according to Franco, the result of
Carbon-14 dating test is consistent with his assumption (cf. Franco 2005).

7 Regarding the number of folios of the SpMs’s fragments, I follow Franco’s supposi-
tions entirely.

8 Cf. Franco 2004: 462-505. Franco has published several articles about this manuscript
(cf. the list of secondary literature in Franco 2004). However, for the sake of conveni-
ence in this paper, I will chiefly refer to Franco 2004.

° In this paper, I will mention when relevant also the Carakasamhita (henceforth CS),
the Nyayasitra (henceforth NSu), and later texts such as the VVi and the Nyayamukha
(henceforth NMu).

10" Cf. Franco 2004: 464-480.
1 Cf. Franco 2004: 480-488.



22 M. Ono

appear to be treated, as well as a few other matters.'> Thus, all of the
topics found in the extant three chapters of the TS are found in the SpMs
as well.”

1.1. The similarity between the first section of the Spitzer manu-
script and the *Tarkasastra’s first chapter

The first section of the dialectical portion of the Spitzer manuscript
shows, as Franco has pointed out, a remarkable similarity to the TS’s
first chapter, #1852 % 5. With regard to the statement found on
Fol.*383v2 of the SpMs, “pratipaksasadbhave smatpaksanupapattir ista,”
Franco has mentioned that “what the opponent (in the SpMs: MO) ...
claims is that a thesis is automatically invalidated by the very existence
of its antithesis.”'* Franco then compares this statement to several
similar arguments appearing in the TS’s first chapter, including “if you
think that our statement is inappropriate, your statement too is inappro-
priate” (TS 28c22-23: WcFEH S i M HL. AN, s il /R IgE
), “if there is a statement / if the statement exists, then it is known [to
be] appropriate” (TS 29a27: ¥4 S, A EH), etc.”

It is clear at a glance that “the discussion in the Spitzer fragments runs
along similar lines as those preserved in chapter 1 of the Tarkasastra.”'®
Indeed, the controversy between asmatpaksa and pratipaksa found in the

SpMs does correspond well to the sophistical arguments between &

12 Cf. Franco 2004: 488-505.
13 Cf. Ono 2017a: 908.
14 Cf. Franco 2004: 465,16-18.

15 Cf. Franco 2004: 466,13-14; 22-23. His interpretation of the TS is based on Tucci’s
Sanskrit retranslation.

16 Cf. Franco 2004: 465,19-20.
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@7 and 7S in the TS." And since the contents of the TS’s first
chapter were hitherto isolated, having no parallels in the history of
Indian dialectics,” Franco’s discovery has had a great impact on the
matter at hand. However, as shall be shown in the following examination,
there are still some open questions and Franco’s interpretation of the
above-mentioned passage in the SpMs should perhaps be reconsidered.

Above all, Franco states that “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.”® Franco sees the proponent—that is, the author—of
the TS upholding a “position that is seemingly quite absurd”? and the
proponent of the SpMs criticizing these sophistical positions. In the
history of pre-Dignaga Buddhist dialectics and logic this is a crucial
point. It is exactly this point, however, about which I am unsure whether
Franco’s understanding is correct.

1.2. The position of the proponent in the first section of the Spitzer
manuscript

Regarding the first chapter of the TS, Tucci interpreted the title & B
# as “illogical refutation.”* This interpretation was criticized by Kaji-

17" Although the word 7t is a standard rendering of the Sanskrit word vyavahara,
also for Shentai’s (IE§#) translation team, it is also possible that in this context the
word means the thesis (¥*paksa). It should be noted that the UH mentions three nyiinas
of the syllogism; the second, which apparently corresponds to “the lack of thesis,” is
called S8 (cf. UH 24c15: A —FE. —RIK, — =SB, —Mik.).

18 Cf. Franco 2004: 465-477. As Franco has pointed out, the texts are similar not only
in their contents but also in the fact that they use an unusual form of indirect speech.

19 Although Kajiyama did draw attention to their basic similarity between the FHji
arguments in the UH and the arguments of Nagarjuna (cf. Kajiyama 1984: 95,3-6).

20 Cf. Franco 2004: 467,9-10.
21 Cf. Franco 2004: 466,12.

22 Cf. Tucci 1929a: note on TS 3,2: “This chapter contains an example of the illogical
refutation, anyayakhandana or ayuktakhandana or °disana TEEEEEE. The disana is
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yama, who suggested the idea that it be interpreted as correct rejoinders.
This corresponds to his interpretation of the second chapter’s title, & ¥
#t as “false rejoinders to logical arguments.” He is convinced that his
interpretation of the second chapter’s title is correct, since this chapter
deals with the jati theory. This was also contrary to Tucci’s interpretation
of JEFE¥E as “refutation according to logic.”**** In this, Franco seems
to follow Tucci’s view, namely, that the arguments presented by the

proponent in the TS’s first chapter concern “illogical refutation.”?

Moreover, in Franco’s understanding, in the SpMs, contrary to the TS,
the proponent is criticizing an opponent who upholds a sophistical
position. But this is not necessarily substantiated by the SpMs text itself.
Due to the poor condition of the extant manuscript, it is difficult to
decide one way or the other. And in fact, in my view it seems possible
that the SpMs’s proponent is upholding the same position as that of the
TS’s proponent.

The discussion of twenty-two steps found in the SpMs’s first section has
been reconstructed by Franco.”* According to him, the first six steps are
from the pirvapaksa viewpoint and from step seven onwards, belong to
the siddhantin. 1 agree with his view that the statement “pratipaksasad-

chiefly based upon sophistical arguments, the non-validity of which can easily be
recognized.”

23 Cf. Tucci 1929a: note on TS 12,1: “This chapter is called “Refutation according to
logic” EEE#E. It corresponds to the jati-section of NSu.”

24 Cf. Kajiyama 1984: 95-96. However, a linguistic difficulty seems to remain in these
interpretations of the chapters’ titles. It is possible that the titles of the two chapters
were switched at some point in time. Then it would be easy to assume the Sanskrit titles
of the two chapters as being *yuktottara 1E¥LEE and *ayuktottara TEEFEEE (cf. PS
6.2). In any case, it is most likely that both chapters deal with rejoinders (¥): the
second chapter with false rejoinders, and the first chapter, as thought by Kajiyama,
with correct rejoinders.

25 Cf. Franco 2004: 466, n.156.

26 Cf. Franco 2004: 472-475; Fol.*383v-*385v. The enumerations of the steps are
indicated in the manuscript.
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bhave ’smatpaksanupapattir ista”’ found in the first step belongs to the
opponent. This statement (Fol.*383v2), perhaps together with some
preceding sentences (Fol.*383r3?7-*383v2), correspond, in my opinion,
to the initial argument in TS’s first chapter, where an opponent has
asserted the inappropriateness of the proponent’s position.”’

It seems to me, however, that the proponent’s response to opponent’s
assertion does not begin from step seven, as Franco states, but has
already begun with the next sentence with the words “nanu yad bhavan
aha” (Fol.*383v2; “surely, what you have stated”). This sentence corre-
sponds de facto to the second sentence of TS’s first chapter.® And
proponent’s response continues, I believe, to the end of this section, just
as in the case of TS’s first chapter.”

Franco has interpreted the initial SpMs statement as “if the counter-
position exists (pratipaksasadbhave), it is desired/maintained that our
position is inappropriate,” thus ascribing to the opponent the sophistical
assertion that “a thesis is automatically invalidated by the very existence
of its antithesis.” The word sadbhava, however, can also mean “having
real existence” or simply “true.” Then this statement could be interpreted
as “it is recognized (by the opponent) that, if the counter-position is true,
our position is inappropriate.” In any case, this statement only describes
the general relationship between two opposing positions. It cannot be
regarded as sophistical in and of itself.

Turning to the TS, here the proponent attempts to reject the opponent’s
initial assertion that “our (= proponent’s) statement is unreasonable (%

27 Cf. TS 28¢23: #H. MimFk S E P, [= The proponent says: you assert that our
statement is unreasonable/illogical]. Franco also thinks that the word &j&2!, which

Tucci rendered as anyayya in his Sanskrit translation, might correspond to anutpatti (cf.
Franco 2004: 465, n.152; 472, n.1)

28 Cf. TS 28c24: #tnt#, [=If it is so,].

2 Thus the enumeration in this section, contrary to Franco’s assumption (cf. Franco
2004: 467), may probably be done only for the siddhanta arguments.
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= 7 %55 PR )” by presenting various arguments, these numbering
seventeen as I read them.” The first argument runs as follows:

If so, [we can also assert that] your statement, too, is unreasonable.
Since your statement is unreasonable, [the result is that] our state-
ment [opposed to your statement] is rather reasonable. If [on the
other hand] your statement is reasonable, it is not correct [for you] to
say that our statement is unreasonable.”

The third argument is similar, running as follows:

Or: If you say that our statement is unreasonable, it results in you
displaying your own ignorance. Why? Because it is impossible that
[the statement is] unreasonable. [Namely,] the statement is either
equal to being unreasonable or different [from it]. If [the statement
is] equal to [being unreasonable], the statement [itself], too, would
not exist [since what is not reasonable is not a statement]. How can
you say that our statement [which does not exist at all] is unrea-
sonable? If [on the other hand, the statement] is different from
[being unreasonable], the statement [must have been] reasonable.
How can you say that our statement is unreasonable?*

30T tentatively recognize the existence of the following seventeen arguments in the
TS’s first chapter: (1) TS 28¢25-28, (2) TS 28¢28-29al, (3) TS 29a1-6, (4) TS 29a6-13,
(5) TS 29a13-16, (6) TS 29a16-21, (7) TS 29a21-25, (8) TS 29a25-b4, (9) TS 29b4-13,
(10) TS 29b14-27, (11) TS 29b27-c8, (12) TS 29¢9-30a7, (13) TS 30a7-15, (14) TS
30a15-26, (15) TS 30a26-b6, (16) TS 30b6-17, (17) TS 30b17-23. Strictly speaking,
the arguments (12), (14), (15) and (16) here seem to be criticisms of some grounds of
defeat (nigrahasthana) as found in NSt 5.2.16 (ananubhdsana), NSt 5.2.6 (hetvantara),
NSu 5.2.3 (pratijiiantara) and NSU 5.2.14 (punarukta), respectively. Prof. Nakano,

however, has divided this chapter into thirty-one arguments (cf. Nakano 1934:
202-206).

3 C. TS 28¢25-28: #hnpt#, &;;ﬁaﬁrﬂﬁ LA DUEE R, FE AR E R
FLEHATER, kS S AR, ERAK

2 Cf. TS 29al-6: X, #iiRfk S MEE e, B8 ma . oLk, HE 5 1 T
H. SFHEERE B F—F, SONE, kR SHEEE, HFRE,
SoiAE. MR TR S R E PR,
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At issue in this context seems to be the fundamental question of whether
the act of discussion between two opposing statements is possible in the
first place. Franco’s understanding that “the author may be concerned
here with the relationship between statements as such: Any two
statements that stand in contradiction or opposition to each other would
do™ is obviously correct. And such arguments are certainly in a sense
sophistical.

At the same time, in my opinion, the SpMs’s proponent presenting an
objection to the opponent’s initial assertion from Fol.*383v2 onwards
can be regarded as showing the very same position as that of the TS’s
proponent. In fact, this passage seems to contain sophistical arguments
that are parallel to those of the TS’s proponent.

In the discussion in step eleven of the SpMs, for example, we find,
according to Franco’s reconstruction, the inference of the non-existence
of a result/effect from the non-existence of a cause (cf. fol.384v1-2:
(nimitta?)bhavac ca naimittik[abha? Jvo bhavati).** The cause in this
case is the appropriateness of the counter-example, with the result the
inappropriateness of the proponent’s thesis. This corresponds to the TS’s
discussion in which the proponent rejects the opponent’s initial assertion
that the proponent’s statement is inappropriate by showing the inference
of a cause, i.e., a statement’s appropriateness, from the existence of a

result, i.e., the statement.*

3 Cf. Franco 2004: 466, 16-18.
34 Cf. Franco 2004: 473-474.

3 Cf. TS 29b10-13: SR P S a6 &, EERBIA. RT3 AR, AlAAR. 5
San, HIFAEHE. s o iE i, BB, A SaEHE, B
s&#Z. [= In this world, a statement is regarded as the result, and the appropriateness is
regarded as the cause. In this world, if the result is observed, one knows there is a cause.
If a statement is observed, then one knows there is appropriateness. You assert that my
statement is inappropriate. This assertion is contradictory to worldly recognized
common sense. There is no case in which appropriateness does not exist, although
there is statement.] This discussion appears, according to my enumeration, in the ninth
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Further, the sentence “it is not suitable [for you] to say that our statement
is unreasonable (FiFk S EELSS, EFA2R)” or the like, which often
appears at the end of each of the proponent’s arguments in the TS, can
also be found in a statement of the proponent in the SpMs (cf. Fol.
384v2: tasma?[d a]smatpaksanupapattir api nast(i).).

I must of course recognize that the above points are not enough to prove
my assumption that the positions of the proponents of the SpMs and the
TS are the same. Nevertheless, through the internal textual evidence I am
not convinced of Franco’s view that the opponent and the proponent
have replaced each other in the two texts.”” Thus, I think it necessary to
reconsider the issue from another point of view.

1.3. Chronological order of the Spitzer Manuscript and the *Tarka-
sastra

My assumption of the position of the SpMs’s proponent seems justified
by the historical context in which the author of the SpMs stood.
Regarding the relationship between the SpMs and the TS, Franco states,
“I do not intend to imply a direct connection and claim that the author of
the fragments knew the TS.”*® This view is, I think, quite reasonable.

argument of the TS’s first chapter. In this argument, the proponent argues that the
opponent’s assertion is “contradictory to worldly recognized common sense (1H:[#+H
#).” “Worldly common sense” refers, in this case, to the so-called four principles (V4
FHIEPE) in the Yogacara tradition, especially to the first, i.e., the principle between
cause and effect ([ L5 FH).

% Cf. TS 28c24-25: Fifk S AL MEETES, LA, TS 29al: Rk RmiEsE, 2
FEAER: TS 29220-21: SEMRA =L IEEHE, EFAA; TS 29626 14 = A, 5%
TR

3 In any case, the length of the proponent’s discussion in the SpMs does not seem to
be all that long when compared to that of the TS’s proponent, even if the missing parts
of the manuscript are taken into account.

3 Cf. Franco 2004: 467,10-11.
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Indeed, it is most likely that the SpMs (3™ CE according to Franco) was
composed earlier than the TS.

For one, if the close similarity between the TS and Vasubandhu’s (4"—5"
CE) VVi in terms of jati theory is taken into consideration, the TS
should be dated, at the earliest, to the first half of the fourth century.”
The jati theory of the SpMs seems more primitive than that of the TS
and is rather closer to the fH/ arguments in the UH, as I shall discuss
below. Also in terms of the theory of grounds of defeat (nigrahasthana),
the TS follows the theory of the NSu (ca. 250-350?) very closely,
including the number (22 kinds), listed order and definitions.”’ Any
correspondence between the theory of grounds of defeat in the SpMs and
the NSu is unclear; the SpMs seems rather to follow the earlier category
of grounds of defeat as found in the CS (2" CE)."

If this chronological order can be accepted (and I think it should be), it is
difficult to presume a historical development in which the “illogical
refutations” already rejected in the SpMs are revived as the proponent’s
argument in the TS.*? It would be more natural to assume that these were
common arguments in the tradition of Buddhist dialectics and logic of
the time, and that thus, the SpMs and the TS held the same position.

3 Cf. Frauwallner 1957: 128-129; Ono 2017b; Ono 2020. Further, three conditions of
logical reasons are clearly mentioned in the TS (cf. TS 30c¢20-21; 31al1-12; Kajiyama
1984: 94,1-5). This is the first positive mention of the three conditions of logical reason
in Buddhist literature (cf. Kajiyama 1984: 94); an earlier, negative mention of this
teaching is found in the JIE$ 5 ascribed to Asanga.

4 Cf. TS 34b25-36a16; Kajiyama 1984: 95,2-3.

41 The SpMs seems to mention the kalarita as a type of grounds of defeat, as found in
the CS (cf. Franco 2004: 481-482). Of course, this does not mean that the SpMs is
earlier than the NSii. On the contrary, the NSt is definitely earlier than the SpMs, since
the latter refers to the concept of jati.

42 Tt is possible, however, to ascribe the thoughts represented in the Spitzer manuscript
on the whole to the Abhidharma school, especially to the Sarvastivadin (Franco 2000:
[53]). If this is the case, the development in the dialectical tradition of these thoughts
can be seen as not necessarily lineal.
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In underestimating the sophistical arguments, Franco seems to be
presuming, disregarding other chronological considerations, a historical
development in which the author of the SpMs correctly rejected the
“illogical refutations” found in earlier texts. However, if the Buddhists’
assessment of sophistical arguments at that time were different from that
of Tucci and Franco, it is possible to presume a quite different historical
process. And in fact, this is what Kajiyama has suggested.

14. Kajiyama’s view of the first chapter of the *Tarkasastra

Kajiyama’s view of fH)i» (xiang ying)® arguments in the fourth chapter
of the UH is widely known. He believed that the arguments originally
presented as correct rejoinders by the author of the UH — according to
him, Nagarjuna is a possible candidate — were later criticized in the NS,
and that this is where the concept of jati, as a response to the UH’s fH)&
arguments, was founded or invented.* Since Kajiyama 1991, there have
been a few other ideas put forth about the origin of the concept of jati.*’
But his understanding that the author of the UH did not consider FHJ&
arguments false, but rather valid, has been generally accepted.

4 Kajiyama presumed that the Sanskrit equivalent of the word #HI: is prasanga or
prasanga-jati (cf. Kajiyama 1984: 16; 23-24; Kajiyama 1991: 108, n.7). Prof. Kang has
criticized this presumption, suggesting the word prayoga as a candidate for the Sanskrit
equivalent of the word #H& (cf. Kang 2008: 65-81). In my opinion, it might be that its
Sanskrit equivalent is samaprasarnga, a word attested in Dignaga’s text.

“ Cf. Kajiyama 1984: 4-52; Kajiyama 1991. Kajiyama also indicates that Nagarjuna
criticized the NSU’s jati theory in several cases (cf. Kajiyama 1984: 35-39, 43-52). He
concludes that the first and fifth chapters of the NSt was established before Nagarjuna
or in his life-time, whereas the second, third and fourth chapters of it was established
after Nagarjuna (cf. Kajiyama 1984: 48-49, 52).

4 Some scholars (Oberhammer et al. 1996: 21, 100-101; Franco 2004: 498,3; Kang
2006: 161; Kang 2008 etc.) regard the concept of uttara in the CS as one of the origins
of the NSU’s jati. In contrast, Kajiyama presumes that the CS does not deal with jatis at
all (cf. Kajiyama 1984: 5-9). Further, Pind has challenged Kajiyama’s ascription of the
author of the Vaidalyaprakarana to Nagarjuna (cf. Pind 2001).
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In forming his view on the #H& of the UH, Kajiyama has also con-
sidered the relationship between the UH’s concept #H/t~ and the first
chapter of the TS as follows:

“The TS distinguished the #HJ, i.e., reductio ad absurdum, of the
UH from false rejoinders, designating the former as “rejoinders [to]
illogical/unreasonable [arguments]” (#&iEBE#E), and described it in
an independent chapter. This fact shows that the TS was not only a
treatise that followed the example of the NSu, but was an attempt to
systematize Buddhist logic by taking the idea of fH)is of the UH
and introducing the NIEH 34 s theory of the three conditions of a

reason.”*

Thus, Kajiyama believed the first chapter of the TS to have inherited the
idea of fHJs, which the author of the UH regarded as valid arguments. At
the same time, as Kajiyama points out,” many arguments among the #H
Jt~ arguments in the UH have been classified as false rejoinders (jati)
and are rejected by the NSu.* Buddhist thinkers after the NS, as a

46 Translated by the author of this paper from the original Japanese (cf. Kajiyama
1984: 95:“ [4an3Zim) 1%, [H L] OIS, %V iIRE 2 s K5l LT MEE
#HOZ7zWd Sim) o 400, MEE LTI Lt@f%é ozl
Mndzigd 237272 T=v—v - 2=F7] Z2HEMLIzOTRL, [HELw] O
ISa kA L, THEFER] 0RO =MEHA AN T, (ABGRHEPERREL LD & L
7FRATH o7 Z & Z7R LTS, Franco seems unfortunately to have overlooked
this statement of Kajiyama, which is quite significant (cf. Franco 2004: 466, 9-12).
47 Cf. Kajiyama 1991: 110-113.

4 The following correspondences have been pointed out by Kajiyama (cf. Kajiyama
1991: 117; UH 27c25-28b22; Katsura 2015-2018: 26-27): 1. ¥ (NSu 5.1.4, upa-
karsasama), 2. & (NSu 5.1.4, apakarsasama), 3. [F¥, 4. B2E0D, 5. KL,
6. KA, 7. £FH, 8. & (NSu 5.1.2, sadharmyasama), 9. A&l (NSu 5.1.2,
vaidharmyasama), 10. FE[FE (NSu 5.1.18, ahetusama), 11. 2| (NSu 5.1.7, aprapti-
sama), 12. %| (NSﬁ 5.1.7, praptisama), 13. ¥H3#&E, 14. K FH3#E (NSu 5.1.23,
avisesasama), 15. 5 (NSu 5.1.14, samSayasama), 16. % (NSt 5.1.37, karyasama),
17. 'A% (NSt 5.1.29, anupalabdhisama), 18. H[E], 19. B%, 20. 4. Of these, the
fourth (12675 /)) and the fifth (& 25[#1/)) seem to be correct rejoinders that indicate
the inconclusiveness (anaikantikata) of the logical reason (cf. Matilal 1998: 74-75).
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response to the NSu’s criticism of prasariga arguments (fH)+), probably
accepted, on one hand, the concept of jati at the level of ordinary dialec-
tics and logic, but on the other hand, seem to have attempted to maintain
their traditional concept of prasanga questioning, that is, acts of
discussion between two opposing statements being possible at the level
of meta-dialectics and logic.

1.5. Concluding Remarks

The original titles of the chapters of the TS, which I have recently
considered in another paper, are in my opinion relevant to this matter.”
There I clarified the following: The original Chinese title of the TS was
merely #1155, and the part SCE#EAL of the present Chinese title 41152
Fa SO #E 5 must have originally existed only in the titles of the first and
second chapters as follows: [ B ¥/ & BEEE S and  SOE #E S i
PR, The concept [X'E ¥ should thus be regarded as a superordinate
concept that includes both #EEFE % and 15 E#E. Thereby the word X

"B ¥, a word specific to Paramartha’s ( = 5if) translation team, is a
rendermg of the Sanskrit word prasarnga.”

In short, the TS can be seen as having divided the concept prasarga (14
It~ IE ) into two, i.e., prasariga as sophistical arguments that cannot
be analyzed according to logic (& ##E), and jari (or *prasanga-jati),

Further, the arguments of the eighteenth and nineteenth #HJ{: can be regarded as an
origin of the concept viruddhavyabhicarin in Dignaga; in this sense, these can also be
considered correct rejoinders. As a whole, at least eleven of twenty #HI{: arguments

are, according to Kajiyama, regarded as false rejoinders by the NSu. Cf. also Matilal
1998: 62.

4 Cf. Ono 2017a: 909.
O This fact is ascertained by checking the usage of the rendering <& # in the [
%f“ {A45 %74, a Chinese translation of the Abhidharmakosa done by Shentai’s trans-

lation team (cf. AK§(ChSh) 162b5 =AKS$ 3,13; AK$§(ChSh) 163b1 =AKS 6,22; AKS
(ChSh) 166a5 =AKS 15,7; AK$(ChSh) 167b20=AKS 20,9).
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which the NSu, and then later the Buddhists as well, regarded as false
rejoinders based on logic GEPE¥E). Such a division may have already
been undertaken in treatises earlier than the TS. In fact, the dialectical
portion of the Spitzer manuscript describing jati can probably be
regarded as one such treatise.

2. The *Upayahrdaya and the Spitzer manuscript

2.1. Nigrahasthanas and elementary categories of dialectics/logic in
the Spitzer manuscript

In contrast to the first section, the second/third sections of the SpMs do
not seem to have a close relationship to the TS. While the description of
nigrahasthanas appearing in the TS’s third chapter is, as mentioned
above, very similar in its structure and content to that of the NSu’s fifth
chapter, in the SpMs’s fragmental descriptions of grounds of defeat there
does not seem to have any structural correspondence to the NSu.

Nevertheless, there are several words attested in the SpMs that refer to
grounds of defeat: pratijiiahani (CS 40, UH 26¢24-25, NSu 5.2.2), ana-
nubhasa (UH 26¢2, NSu 5.2.16), kalatita (CS 37), arthantara (CS 43,
NSu 5.2.7) and apartha(ka) (CS 33.4, NSu 5.2.10).”' It is noteworthy,
then, that while arthantara and apartha(ka) appear in the list of grounds
of defeat in the CS, they are not found in the UH’s list of seventeen ni-
grahasthanas.” For this reason, in terms of the theory of grounds of

51 Cf. Franco 2004: 472, 481-482.

32 According to Kajiyama (cf. Kajiyama 1991: 115-116), the UH’s seventeen nigraha-
sthanas (cf. UH 26b19-c25) correspond to those of the NSu as follows: 1. F&EA{E
(NSt 5.2.11, apraptakala), 2. SLKARIE (NSu 5.2.4, pratijiiavirodha), 3. 5% 6, 4.
JERIAR] (NS 5.2.21, paryanuyojyopeksana), 5. WEEARZ (NSt 5.2.18, apratibha?),
6. —PUEEARSMARE (NSu 5.2.9, avijiatartha), 7. H Z—FEMmABE (NSa 5.2.17,
ajiiana), 8. HAFMAE AR M AR, 9. MIEFKM A (NST 5.2.22, niranuyojya-
nuyoga), 10. &8 R NZEMEMBAE (NST 5.2.16, ananubhasana), 11. $EEFEF A
&, 12. 38/ (NS 5.2.12, nyina), 13. 3% (NSu 5.2.13, adhika), 14. #EF5E (NSu
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defeat there does not seem to be a close relationship between the UH and
the SpMs.

On the other hand, the enumeration of the elementary categories of dia-
lectics and logic appearing in the CS, the first chapter of the UH, and in
the first chapter of the NSu can be partly traced in the second/third
sections of the SpMs.® No such enumeration exists in the TS, at least in
the extant chapters.™

2.2. The similarity between the *Upayahrdaya and the Spitzer
manuscript in terms of the jati theory

What, then, should we think of the SpMs’s description of jatis? Con-
nected to this, Franco states that between the TS, the NSu and the CS, the
TS “displays the strongest similarity to the Spitzer fragments.”>> He
probably does not consider the UH in this context since the UH’s #H)i&

5.2.8, nirarthaka), 15. FEW§5E, 16. FE (NSt 5.2.15, punarukta), 17. K7 (NSu
5.2.2, pratijiiahani); cf. also Katsura 2015-2018: 25.

33 Franco reports that the terms samsaya (CS 22, NSt 1.1.23), prayojana (CS 23, NSt
1.1.24), pratijiia (CS 8, NSu 1.1.33), vakchala (CS 35.1, FeH: S #5418 UH 25b28-29,
NS 1.2.12), four pramanas (cf. UH 25a26-27: FKA . — 3R bk s =g PO e S
#.), i.e., pratyaksa (CS 18, NSu 1.1.4), anumana (CS 19, NSu 1.1.5), aupamya (CS 21,
NS 1.1.6, upamana) and aitihya (CS 20, NSt 1.1.7, Sabda) are attested in the SpMs (cf.
Franco 2004: 481-487). Although not clearly mentioned by Franco, aheru (CS 36, {LLIA
FEIK UH 23c8 *hetvabhasahetu) meaning hetvabhasa can also be found together with
upal(ambha) (CS 38) on fol.*391/392v3. In addition, the alatacakra mentioned several
times in the SpMs is also found in the first chapter of the UH (cf. UH 25b5: HE ki),
and the stock example of doubt mentioned in the SpMs is found also in the same text in
its description of the third fallacious logical reason (ZE5%{EL[A]) (cf. UH 26a2-3: 4074 #f
PUBLA N, 5% 2 FEE S HL R AN HE. 2RIl 44 B A2 % LUKl Katsura/Gillon 2017:
227).

3 A description of the elementary categories of dialectics and logic such as the NS@’s
sixteen fartvas is lacking in the extant Chinese translation of the TS, although there

seem to be some statements suggesting that the TS originally had a section that did
describe them (cf. Ui 1929: 487).

5 Cf. Franco 2004: 498,4-5.
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describe correct rejoinders; although they do correspond to the concept
of jati, they cannot be regarded as jatis in its meaning of false rejoinder. I
believe, however, that the SpMs’s jati theory has a quite close relation-
ship with the UH’s fHJ&s. I will present my reasons for this in the
following.

2.2.1. The initial proof appearing in the jati section of the Spitzer
manuscript and its relationship to the *Upayahrdaya

The initial proof criticized by the jativadin in the SpMs is “sound is
impermanent, because it is perceptible/perceived by the sense organ
(aindriyikatvat), just like a pot.”*® The logical reason (hetu) of this proof
is, as Franco has pointed out, different from what is usually seen in jati
theories in later Buddhist treatises on logic.”” With regard to the proofs
criticized by the jativadins in the TS and the VVi, the logical reason
“perceived by a sense organ (fR Pl *aindriyikatva)” appears only once,
in the additional explanations of the thirteenth jari of the TS, i.., the
pratidrstantasama (FH¥HEZEHE).® In contrast, the logical reason “being
produced immediately after an endeavor (prayatnanantariyakatva)” is

mentioned often: in ten jatis of the TS and perhaps nine of the VVi.***®

% Cf. Franco 2004: 498,7-9. Words such as aindriyikatvat and the like occur repeated-
ly throughout the discussion.

57 Cf. Franco 2004: 498,9-10.
8 Cf. TS 33c2-3: MR, (LA, HRETHEIL.

% In the TS, there are a number of variants in the Chinese equivalent of the Sanskrit
word prayatnanantariyaka, including K /A A, KE )4, K2)7) and 1K
) 714 . In addition to prayatnanantariyaka, reasons such as krtakatva regarding karya-
sama, naimittikatva regarding prasangasama and “ajadasvabhavad dharmanam” re-
garding nityasama appear in falsely refuted proofs in the TS, the VVi, the NMu and the
PSV. Franco’s view that “the common reason for impermanence in the later period” is
krtakatva (cf. Franco 2004: 498: 9-10) is, as far as Buddhist jati theory is concerned,
incorrect. By the way, the word prayatna can be attested once in the SpMs in this
context (cf. fol.403v1); here Franco relates it to a word such as prayatnanantariyaka.



36 M. Ono

It is not entirely clear why the logical reason of the initial proof in the
Buddhist jati theory was changed in these texts from “aindriyikatva™ to
“prayatnanantariyakatva.” Nevertheless, it can be easily imagined that
using “aindriyikatva” as the logical reason for proving the impermanence
of sound began to be regarded as inadequate.®’ Why then did the author
of the SpMs use it as the logical reason for the initial proof? As a matter
of fact, the motive lies, in my opinion, in this concept being the opposite
of the logical reason used by the non-Buddhists in their initial proof
criticized in the UH’s FH/i5x.

The initial proof of the non-Buddhists in the last chapter of the UH is the
following:

“The soul is permanent, because it is not perceptible/perceived by a
sense organ (*nitya atma, anaindriyikatvat.). Space is not perceptible,
[and], therefore, permanent. Whatever is not perceptible is perma-
nent. Why can, therefore, the soul, which is not perceptible, be not

permanent?”%

In the UH, this proof is, of course, regarded as faulty and is criticized by
the Buddhist author by means of twenty correct rejoinders (£8)5). But in

€6t =

response to the NSt having invented the concept “jati,” considerable

60 At the same time, the thesis of the proofs criticized by jativadins in the TS and the
VVi are in most cases “sound is impermanent.” An exception is the proof mentioned in
the twelfth jari, i.e., BT (arthapattisama). Cf. TS 33al6-17: MEF. Ll R
FIERRE, BN 42 R Ffrg. 21a of the VVi: nasty armanupalabdheh, vandhyaputravat
[= The soul does not exist. Why? Because it is not perceived, like the son of a childless
woman.]. The proofs in the NMu and the PSV are quite similar to the proofs in the VVi.
Thus, in jati theories of later Buddhist treatises on logic, the proof “anityah Sabdah,
prayatnanantariyakatvat, ghatadivat” is usually used as the initial proof.

1 For example, due to its deviation from perceptible but permanent things like the
universal (samanya) (cf. TS 33¢3-6: H/RTT5E. ARPITEAN [F S ML I E S . AR
i[RI e, B, FEI BRI A, AR A EREE ).

2 UH 28a4-6: T, FEMRSEL. ME223E5, MR H . —UIRRRAT S S .
MR AFH & T
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numbers of FHJE had to be reinterpreted as false rejoinders by the
Buddhists themselves. Thus, the author of the SpMs, when describing his
own jati theory, may have adopted the structure of the initial proof as
criticized in the UH.

Thereby the thesis in the initial proof of the non-Buddhists, namely, “the
soul is permanent” had to be replaced by the thesis “sound is im-
permanent,” which the Buddhist proponent asserts to show that the
opponent’s rejoinder was “false.” And at the same time, the concept
“aindriyikatva,” which is the opposite of the logical reason “anaindriyi-
katva” of the incorrect proof criticized in the correct rejoinders of the
UH, may have come to be used as the logical reason for the correct
Buddhist proof being criticized by false rejoinders.

2.2.2. Jatis in the Spitzer manuscript

Unfortunately, there are not many descriptions in the SpMs that can be
clearly seen as explaining a concrete type of jati. Among those that the
SpMs does describe, however, suggested by the collocational occurrence
of the expressions “daksina” (Fol402v2) and “yatha na gaur[a]”
(Fol.403r2) as Franco points out, is a type of jati that came to be called
“ahetusama” in the later period.”” Note that this jati has a corresponding
concept in the UH’s list of FHiy, namely, F¥[F] (*kalasama), the tenth

FAJE, whose explanation also involves the simile of two horns.**

63 Cf. Franco 2004: 498-499; TS 31¢20-26 (cf. Franco 2004: 499, n.204); NMu
5a14-18; PSV ad PS 6.3 (=VVi’s fragment?; cf. Ono 2017b: 62-63; Ono 2020: 275).

¢ Cf. UH 28a24-27: 1R, AL SIHFRE, BEIRABERNK. HEHE, BE
ER. BHERNK, RACKA. BHEHE, AR, =AW ARASMHEEA. &4 kR E.
[= Further, you, in proving that the soul is permanent, state “because it is not perceived
by a sense organ” as a logical reason. This [reason] is either present or past or future. If
this statement is past, the past one is already vanished. If this statement is future, the
future one is still not existent. If the statement is present, it cannot be the reason
because such things cannot be the reason for each other, like two horns [of a cow]
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Further, Franco relates the statement, seemingly coming from the jati-
vadins, “(ya)d uktam ghatasadharmyldld anityah Sabda [ilti tan nasti (if
one says that sound is impermanent due to its similarity to a pot, this is
not correct)” found on Fol.404v1 to the third jari in the TS, FEHH%E
(vikalpasama).®® However, in my opinion it is difficult to relate this
general statement to a particular jati, and especially to vikalpasama. If
anywhere, this statement might be related to the first or second jati in the
TS, R (sadharmyasama) or A EEE  (vaidharmyasama).” In
turn, sadharmyasama and vaidharmyasama can be identified with &7
and RiE[F in the fHJ list of the UH.® In contrast, there is no
concept in the UH to which vikalpasama clearly corresponds.

The validity of Franco’s interpretation in which he relates the statement
“(a)tha manyase asti ghatasadharmyam Sabdasyeti praptam anly]... (if
you think that sound has similarity to a pot, it results that ...)” appearing
on Fol404v2 to sadharmyasama is also open to question.® This
statement reminds me rather of the explanation of the avisesasama.

existing simultaneously. This [rejoinder] is called *kalasama.]; cf. also Matilal 1998:
77; Katsura 2015-2018: 27, n.33.

6 Regarding the statement “kvacic caikam sarvvagatam drstam yathaka([s](ah)”
appearing in Fol.404r1 (cf. Franco 2004: 499, 8-11), one can find no clear relationship
to a particular jati, although the mention of space being omnipresent is found in the
explanation of &[A], the eighth FH/i: in the UH (cf. UH 28a20-23: 18¥k, LA ZE3E
R . R E YR, — YR SRR, RA4ER.).

% Cf. Franco 2004: 49912-17.

67 Regarding sadharmyasama, cf. TS 30c¢5-7: #hH . FiAFMe i BLAREFA Y, AR (E
BLZZ [ AL, RN 22 IR E A, [AIAHAE (R B, PST(Ms) 246b6-247al: jativady
aha — yadi nidarSitaghatasadharmyat prayatnanantariyakatvad anityah $abdah, nidar$i-
tavipaksakasasadharmyad amurtatvan nitya iti. Regarding vaidharmyasama, cf. TS
31a5-7: SMH. BERSLE IR B AR, ETETR. BFRVE (RS R AR .
[ R  E y FLg3 A & i, PST(Ms) 247a2: para aha — yadi nidarSitaghatasadharmyat
prayatnanantariyakatvad anityah Sabdah, nidarSitaghatavaidharmyad amirtatvan nitya
iti. Cf. also Ono 2017b: 52-53.

% Cf. Kajiyama 1991: 112, 5.3; 5.4.

9 Cf. Franco 2004: 49917-500,3.
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According to Kajiyama, the latter can correspond to the thirteenth and
fourteenth #HJ& in UH’s list, i.e., A& and AFHE. 707

On the other hand, in Fol.*406(?)v(?), Franco has found an argument of
the opponent claiming that there is no example (anudaharanat). He has
reconstructed the argument as follows: “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 tat saty evam uddaharanabhavah
praptah). If sound is not the same as a pot (atha na Sabdo ghatah), the

latter can also not be used as an example.””

Although Franco has not provided any annotations, this argument, in fact,
corresponds well to the argument that the UH presents as the third FH){.
The explanation of this #H)x is as follows:

[The FHJiN] called “the sameness and the difference” (J]%2) is as
follows: One establishes the permanence of the soul by mentioning
space as the example. [In this case,] if space and the soul are one
and the same, how can one exemplify the soul by space? If [on the
other hand, the two are] different, they cannot become the example
for each other. This is designated as “the sameness and the

0 Cf. PSV ad PS 6.13’ab: yadi ghatasadharmyadar$§anad anyo ’py avi§esah kriyate,
sarve ghatadharmah Sabde prapnuvanti; Kajiyama 1991: 112, 4.6

"' T unfortunately cannot say anything regarding the three arguments that Franco has
reconstructed on the basis of fragments involving, respectively, the words or phrases
“avivaditahetu” (Fol.405), “visesahetu” (Fol.406(?)al) and “atha sa[t]sv apy anyesu
Sabdanityatv[a/a].e ...” (Fol.406(?)a2-3) (cf. Franco 2004: 500,14-502,3). The last,
however, reminds me of the discussions about upalabdhisama in later treatises (cf. TS
32a9-23: I PRI e R R, HERIBEIN. 24 B #E; Ffrg.16a of the VVi; PSV ad
PS 6.16ab: anyenapi hetuna sadhyasyopalabdhir upadarsyate yena, tad upalabdhi-
samam; PST(Ms) 256a4: parena hi — nayam hetur anityatve, vidyudadav anyatah pra-
tyaksatvader anityasiddher ity ukte.).

72 Cf. Franco 2004: 502,5-8.
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difference.””

It is obvious that these two arguments are the same, although the
sadhyadharmin and drstantadharmin are different in the two arguments.
Something more significant, however, is that this argument in the UH
has not been identified, as Ui pointed out,”
other treatises, such as the NS@ or the TS. The only parallel to this

with any jati argument in

argument, disregarding a similar argument (not part of the jati theory) in
the Vaidalyaprakarana,” is that in the SpMs.

2.2.3. Concluding Remarks

It must be noted that the SpMs’s explanations of certain jatis seem, not
always but often, to presuppose the pair concept sadharmya and vai-
dharmya.”” This tendency is in harmony with the UH’s introductory
statement that recognizes sadharmya (I7l) and vaidharmya (¥) as two
concepts fundamental to twenty #HJts.”” There is no such statement at the
beginning of the TS’s second chapter.

Further, standard descriptions of jatis in later treatises, as well as in the
NSii and the TS, contain passages explaining why the rejoinders in

7 Cf. UH 28al0-12: [AI5&4. SLEH 5122 Rk, 228 —& —ik, (THGLIZEmdk.
B, AEFFAM. 24 [FEL; of. also Matilal 1998: 75.

™ Cf. Ui 1925: 578.

> Cf. VP(TD) 103b5-7; Kajiyama 1991: 110,17-22.

6 Descriptions involving the concept sddharmya or vaidharmya can be found
throughout the description of jati in the SpMs (cf. 404v1-2, 405a1, 405r(?)a, 407v(?)a,
40*8(Mal-2, 40*8(?)bl, 409al, 409bl, 410v2, 410r(?)2, 411v2-3; Franco 2004:
492-497). In cases found in the TS and the NMu, the occurrence of these concepts is
concentrated in particular jatis, such as sadharmyasama, vaidharmyasama, vikalpa-
sama and avisesasama.

77 Cf. UH 27c13-15: e +FEZHIA . —8, —[F. DIERERAE, REzR4 R
MR FeE MK I . Itk — 3538 7%, also NBh ad NSu 5,1: sadharmyavaidharmya-
bhyam pratyavasthanasya vikalpdj jatibahutvam iti samksepenoktam.
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question are considered false. In texts after the TS, it has been attempted
to do this even for the classifications of jatis, this based on the reasons
for regarding the respective jatis as false rejoinders. In the extant
fragments of the SpMs, however, no such passages have been found.
Although it cannot be proven, of course, that the original work contained
no such passages due to the fragmentary state of the extant materials, it
seems that the original description of jatis in the SpMs was considerably
simpler than that in the TS, and possibly had no passages criticizing false
rejoinders.

Also the fourth chapter of the UH, as a matter of course, has no
descriptions criticizing the rejoinders, since the arguments called FH/&
being explained here are all regarded as correct rejoinders. The UH and
the SpMs are thus at least similar in that both seem to describe only the
rejoinders themselves, although there is a clear difference between two
texts as to whether their rejoinders are regarded as correct or not.

To conclude, taken together these various observations suggest the pos-
sibility that the jati description in the SpMs is closer to the FH)& de-
scription in the UH than it is to the jari description of the TS, and that the
SpMs may represent an early stage of the Buddhist response to the jati
theory as introduced in the NSu.

3. The *Upayahrdaya and the *Tarkasastra

3.1. *Upayahrdaya’s rejoinders criticized as false rejoinders in the
*Tarkas$astra

The jati theory in the TS essentially follows that of the NS@. Therefore,
several types of #H)& in the UH that were criticized as jati in the NSt
can be regarded, in the TS, as being indirectly criticized as false re-
joinders. Apart from FHJ& arguments, however, we also find a few cases
in the TS in which a proponent’s rejoinder as it appears in the UH is
rejected as a false rejoinder.
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In the third chapter %#1Egfdh of the UH, the Buddhist proponent refutes
the opponent’s assertion that nirvana does not exist as follows:

Further, you say that the non-existence of nirvana is known due to
its imperceptiblity. This too, however, is incorrect. How can one
assert the non-existence of the ocean due to innumerablity of its
drops? The ocean, in fact, exists despite the innumerability of its
drops. Likewise, nirvana, in fact, exists by itself despite its imper-
ceptibility. If you assert the non-existence of it, you must explain the
reason. If you cannot explain it, your assertion is destroyed by itself.
This [rejoinder] is called the argument according to the law (Znik

).

As the last sentence shows, here this argument is positioned as a correct
rejoinder. The similar argument in the TS, however, is the following:

Further, with regard to the proof “the soul does not exist, because it
is imperceptible, like the ear of a snake,” the opponent says: The
number of drops in the ocean or the weight of the Himalaya
mountains do exist but cannot be perceived. Likewise, the soul does
exist but cannot be perceived. Therefore, the logical reason
“imperceptibility” cannot prove the non-existence of the soul. [To
this opponent’s rejoinder,] the proponent says: The amount is not
different from collected things. [...] The number of drops or the
weight of mountains are in fact not different [from collected things]
and are therefore non-existent.”

In the TS, the non-Buddhist opponent’s argument is considered a false

8 Cf. UH 27a17-22: X5 DA A IERAR S R INARSR. A KK AR 3 v] 5
HES. 25 Ry 8 i R 4 i, 1RARRAR, MERFTEE A A 2. IS WE EHNZ. &R
HERL, ThFR H . BRI R anAimdh; Katsura 2015-18: 31-32.
™ Cf. TS 33¢9-15: 1k, M. (TLllk. RrBak. EamteE. RFEE. SE. K
TR LT, BT, IR, BTN AT & O R R R N5 ST .
A E . e BRI, (L] AW =L TR R SOEE .
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rejoinder belonging, along with prasangasama, arthapattisama and
pratidrstantasama, to the second classification of jatis, i.e., “non-existent”
(R 32F%; abhiita).

While in the UH the Buddhist proponent refutes the opponent’s proof
“nirvana does not exist because it is imperceptible” with the
counter-proof that the ocean exists despite the innumerability of its drops,
in the TS the non-Buddhist opponent refutes proponent’s proof “the soul
does not exist, because it is imperceptible” with a similar counter-proof,
namely that the number of drops in the ocean, etc. do exist but cannot be
perceived. The TS’s proponent regards this refutation to be a false
rejoinder, since the number of drops in the ocean, etc. are non-existent.

In these two arguments, the opponent and the proponent, both of whom
bring up imperceptibility as the logical reason for proving the theses
“nirvana does not exist” and “the soul does not exist,” have clearly
switched positions. Since the jati as found in the TS has no corre-
sponding jati in the list of the NSu, it is quite likely that the author of the
TS had this description of the UH in mind.

There 1s another example of such a switch. While in the UH the Buddhist
proponent rejects the non-Buddhist opponent’s proof “the Arhat does not
exist because it is imperceptible, like a second head or a third hand,”® in
the conclusion of the TS’s second chapter, the Buddhist’s proof “the soul
does not exist because it is imperceptible, like a second head or a third
hand” is regarded a correct rejoinder against the non-Buddhist’s

80 Cf. UH 27a15-17: #H. VLS “HAS = F A n] Sl MR, J S Aok, BfEdE —
OH, JRMEE— SEERRIL)) B, (T3R5, [= [The proponent] rejects: you will
prove the non-existence of the Arhat due to the imperceptibility of a second head or a
third hand. This is however incorrect. The non-existence of a second head does not
result that there is no first [head]. If one [can] assert the non-existence of the Arhat
[with the example of a second head, etc.], it results that nothing exists. How can one
present [these] as example?]; Katsura 2015-18: 31.
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assertion that the soul exists.®! In the TS’s description of arthapattisama
(332 #E) as well, this proof is again brought up as a correct argument
being falsely refuted by the jativadin.** This proof was still used in
Vasubandhu’s VVi to explain the same arthapattisama,* but is no
longer mentioned by Dignaga.

3.2. A rejoinder of the *Upayahrdaya positioned as both valid
argument and false rejoinder in the *Tarkasastra

As mentioned above, the UH describes a fHIi~ argument called KF[F]
that corresponds to the ahetusama in later periods. Following the NSu’s
criticism,* the second chapter of the TS, as well as probably the SpMs,
regards this argument as a false rejoinder.* However, in the first chapter
of the TS, we find the following description:

Further, [it is inappropriate for you to say that our statement is
unreasonable] since the statement denies itself. [Namely,] your

81 Cf. TS 34a28-b6: #H. MEFk. (ML, EARTEN. EA Y EA T, &%alE,
BEMIE ARG CHH.  IHE N AE SRS R AR AR . SR EOE . FRAR

Why? Because it can never be perceived (1~ FI#H; *anupalabdhi). If something can
never be perceived, it does not exist, just as a second head of a man does not exist by
itself. A second head does not exist at all since it cannot be considered as separate from
the characteristics of a head like color/form and smell. The soul also [does not exist].
[It] does not exist at all since it cannot be perceived as separate from sense organs like
the eyes.]

2 Cf. TS 33a16-17: 3. (TLLi. A B, i & 5. [= The soul does not exist.
Why? Because it is not perceived, like the son of a childless woman.]

83 Cf. footnote 60 above.

84 Cf. NSt 5.1.18.

85 Cf. TS 31c20-26: AMEREES . = MR, R4 WK E. . KBSEFT L
AT, AR T, B [EITES. B RERT ST ARSI, SEEARARMPTIN. HEE%
TEN7 FEAERT IR, LSRR T A KRS . A5 EHHEA, RIFESRIN. A 25 s
—WEM ARG S AAMAE. BECERRE, AR, FH. ZEEE .., Franco 2004:
498-499.
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refuting statement exists either simultaneous to our statement or not.
If [it exists] simultaneously, it cannot refute our statement, just as
[two] horns of a cow or [two] ears of a horse existing simultaneously
cannot destroy each other. If, on the other hand, [it does] not [exist]
simultaneously, and your refutation exists beforehand and our state-
ment exists afterwards, how is our statement refuted, because it still
does not occur. Therefore, you cannot refute it. If our statement
exists beforehand and your statement exists afterwards, how is our
statement refuted, because it is already established. If they exist
simultaneously, our statement and your refutation cannot be
distinguished in the way “this is refutation, and that is what to be
refuted,” just as the water of a river and the water of the ocean
mixing simultaneously cannot be distinguished [from one another].*

While the Ff[F] argument of the UH is rejected as a false rejoinder, i.e.,
the ahetusama in the second chapter of the TS, a similar argument is
regarded as a valid sophistical argument in the first chapter of the same
work.*’

0 Cf. TS 29a6-13: #K, St H A, ol S LR S BB RS, BRI, R
F, IR E S, b 1S B R R AR WO ReFRA. 5 R IRE, WO ERT S 18
%. WERMHWATHTHEE. SRR, RS EANAEHE®R, o5 CAE T, &
[FIRFE, 385 M EEE rTEEAN w23 . A oKk R RD & A /T 53 1),

87 Strictly speaking, the F#[F in the UH was classified in the TS into two jaris, i.e., the
sixth MK (ahetusama) and the sixteenth [ #FH:% . The jativadin’s arguments of
these two jatis are, however, the same, whereas the proponent’s ways of criticizing the
jativadin’s arguments are different in two cases. In the former, it is explained that the
opponent’s rejoinder is false due to confusing the epistemological reason (jiapakahetu;
FAK) with the ontological cause (karakahetu; [X]), while in the latter the proponent
points out the self-contradiction of the jativadin’s assertion, since his rejoinder itself
can be criticized with the very same argument (TS 34a20-25: & ME(ERTF L F61EF%,
WHEARA, WATPTHE. FIRSLFRAERTL AR, TRFBESL, EEMA. HkESkHE
15 T BRI S T, A EIRE, RIRAIR. (Ll FRETEEEOA RS, MKk
HELIS E#%. [= If your refutation exists beforehand and our thesis exists afterwards,
what is refuted by you, because our thesis still does not exist. If our thesis exists
beforehand and your refutation exists afterwards, how does your refutation work,
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From above examination, we see that the TS was critical of the UH’s
view, not only indirectly through the NSu, but also directly. In addition,
there is a case in which the TS does not judge whether the UH’s
argument is correct or incorrect, but uses the argument in two logically
opposite ways.

4. Conclusion

The above investigation clearly shows that the SpMs should be dated
between the UH and the TS. Using this chronological order of the three
treatises, we can sketch the general flow of the development of
pre-Dignaga Buddhist logic, especially its jati theory, as represented in
these texts in the following way:

The sophistical rejoinders of the UH were criticized by the NSu, with
several of these rejoinders being regarded as false rejoinders (jati) in the
NSu’s fifth chapter. In response to this criticism, the Buddhists also
introduced the concept of jati to their dialectics and logic, whereby they
excluded a number of the sophistical arguments in the UH from correct
rejoinders. Nonetheless, several essential arguments were kept as valid
prasangas. Thus, the prasanga arguments of the UH were divided into
two. It is these two types of prasarga that are being described in the first
two chapters of the TS, i.e., MEEFLHE N and B FH#E.

Of these two prasarga concepts, however, the first, corresponding to f

because our thesis is already established. You might say: “Since you have already
accepted our refutation, you adopt our refutation, and refute us [based on it].” If you
make such an argument, it is not right. Why? We [only] show that your refutation, in
turn, rejects your thesis, and do not establish our thesis based on your refutation.]).
Dignaga regards rather the second way, i.e., the indication of jativadin’s H i
(svaghatitvadosa), as correct criticism of the ahetusama and the praptyapraptisama as
well (cf. NMu 5a22-23: XA H A A Eil. #EERE). And the above-mentioned
argument in the first chapter of the TS, in which opponent’s “refutation” (¥f) is
rejected, corresponds, as a result, to Dignaga’s criticism of the ahetusama.
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EFR#E of the TS, seems to have been abandoned by Vasubandhu
already by the middle period of his scholarly career, i.e., in his VVi.

The second one, too, corresponding to JEFLEE of the TS, ie., jatis,
although still discussed in the VVi and in Dignaga’s two treatises, the
NMu and the PSV, is rarely dealt with by later Indian Buddhist logicians
after Dignaga. Bhaviveka, a Madhyamika philosopher, is one of the rare
exception who used some jati concepts in his treatises in order to reject
opponents’ objections to his proof of the emptiness (Sinyata).*® In the
pramana literature, Dharmakirti discusses only the jati “karyasama”.”’

A few jatis are also mentioned by Prajfiakaragupta in his treatise.”

8 Cf. Ono 2019

8 Cf. Katsura 1987: 55; Watanabe 2010. Incidentally, Dharmakirti only mentions the
name of sadharmya and vaidharyasama in his Vadanyaya (cf. VN 23,16).

N karyasama and vikalpasama are mentioned in the PVA (cf. PVA 44,29-45,4; 72,18;
498,10; see Katsura 1987: 51,55; Watanabe 2010: n.12; Franco 1997: 249-250, n.30).
Yamari has commented on these passages.
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The Emergence of the Canonical Indian Syllogism

as Revealed by Early Chinese Buddhist Texts

Brendan S. Gillon, Montreal

1. Introduction

The thesis of this paper is that the canonical Indian syllogism, as found
for example in various philosophical works of Dignaga and others after
him, is essentially a deductive argument which has its origins in argu-
ment by analogy, whose canonical form is found in Caraka-samhita
(Caraka’s collection). The example, or drstanta, found in the canonical
Indian syllogism is a vestige of its analogical origins, as noted both by
Keith (1921: 87) and by Randle (1930: 183). Decisive evidence of the
transition from a canonical argument from analogy to a deductively
valid argument is found in passages in Fang bian xin lin (J5{8.05i),
or Treatise on the essence of expedient means, and Rui shi lin (W1'E &),
or Treatise on truth. These texts, extant only in Chinese, yet said to be
translations of Sanskrit texts, usually go by Sanskrit titles, the former
Upaya-hrdaya, or Heart of expedient means, suggested Giuseppe Tucci
(1929:ix—xii), the latter Tarka-$astra, or Treatise on reasoning’. Both
texts have been translated into Japanese, the first completely twice (Ui
1925 and Ishitobi 2006) and partially once (Nagasaki 1988) and the
second completely once (Nakano 1934). Brendan Gillon and Shoryu
Katsura have prepared an English translation of Fang bian xin lin, the
first chapter of which appears in Gillon and Katsura (2017). Brendan

! Ono (forthcoming p. 2) reports that 4N'E 7 appears as item 1353 in the Zhi yudn fi
bdio kan tong zong lin (FECIEEL ) [AIHESK), a Yuan dynasty catalogue of Chinese trans-
lations of Buddhist texts, compiled in 1290 CE. The Chinese title is accompanied by
a sequence of characters which are a phonetic transcription corresponding to tarka-
§astra. However, as he shows very convincingly, this transcription is not that of the
Sanskrit proper noun for the work, but that of a common noun which describes the
work’s genre, namely, a work of tarka, or dialectics.
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Gillon and Chenkuo Lin are preparing an English translation of Rii shi
lun.

Below, we begin with the distinction between argument (sadhana) and
inference (anumana) and review the texts relevant to the study of rea-
soning in early classical India. Next, we turn to the two texts central to
the thesis of this paper, Fang bian xin lun and Ru shi lun, and explain
how they show the transition from analogical argument to deductive
argument. And finally, in light of what these texts show, we briefly re-
assess Dignaga’s contribution to the development of logic in classical
India.

2. Background

When humans reason, they take some things to be true and conclude
therefrom that other things are also true. If this is done in thought, one
performs an inference; and if this is done in speech, one makes an ar-
gument. Indeed, inference and argument are but two sides of the same
coin: an argument can be thought, and hence become an inference
(anumana); an inference can be expressed, and hence become an argu-
ment (sadhana).

Texts which pertain to how thinkers in early classical India thought
about reasoning can be divided into three: those which have arguments
but which do not mention or discuss either argument or inference as
such, those which mention or discuss inference as such but do not men-
tion or discuss argument as such, and those which mention or discuss
arguments and possibly also mention or discuss inference, and may
even provide illustrations of either.

2.1 Texts with arguments

Before there were texts in India discussing either argument or inference,
there were texts which contained arguments. Among the earliest such
texts are Katha-vatthu (Points of controversy), attributed to Moggali-
putta Tissa, and Milinda-paiiha (Questions of King Milinda). These
texts date from around third century BCE. The latter text is filled with
analogies, most used to explain various aspects of Buddhist doctrine,
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but some to make arguments. In contrast, Katha-vatthu is filled with
arguments. It contains arguments formulated to refute some two hun-
dred propositions over which the Sthaviravadins, one of the Buddhist
schools, disagreed with other Buddhist schools. The treatment of each
point comprises an exchange between a proponent and an opponent.
The refutations turn on demonstrating the inconsistency of pairs of
propositions. For example, in the passage below, the Sthaviravadin
questions his opponent, here a Pudgalavadin, about whether or not the
soul is known truly and ultimately.

Sthaviravadin: Is the soul known truly and ultimately?
Pudgalavadin:  Yes.

Sthaviravadin: Is the soul known truly and ultimately just like
any ultimate fact?

Pudgalavadin: No.
Sthaviravadin: Acknowledge your refutation,

If the soul is known truly and ultimately, then in-
deed, good sir, you should also say that the soul
is known truly and ultimately just like any ulti-
mate fact.

What you say here is wrong: namely, that we
ought to say (a) that the soul is known truly and
ultimately; but we ought not to say (b) that the
soul 1s known truly and ultimately just like any
ultimate fact.

If the latter statement (b) cannot be admitted, then
indeed the former statement (a) should not be admit-
ted.

It is wrong to affirm the former statement (a)
and to deny the latter (b).

One easily abstracts from this the following form,
Sthaviravadin: Is A B?
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Pudgalavadin:  Yes.
Sthaviravadin: Is C D?
Pudgalavadin: No.

Sthaviravadin: Acknowledge your refuta-
tion,

If A is B, then C is D.

What you say here is wrong: namely, (a)
that A is B but that C is not D.

If C is not D, then A is not B.
It is wrong that A is B and C is not D.

Indeed, this form is repeatedly instantiated throughout Book 1, Chapter
1, though it appears in no other extant text.

It is another five hundred years before polemical texts start to reappear.
The earliest among these are texts attributed to Nagarjuna (second cen-
tury CE). They include Miila-madhyamaka-karika (Basic verses on the
middle way), Vigraha-vyavartani (Exclusion of disputes) and Vaidalya-
prakarana (Tract on pulverization). Then comes a text attributed to
Aryadeva (third century CE), H#fi (Sataka-Sastra), or Treatise in one
hundred verses. They contain many arguments, most arguments by
analogy, some deductive, and of the latter, mostly fallacious.

Analogical arguments found in these texts either have the following
form or can easily be recast into it.

FORM OF ANALOGICAL ARGUMENT THROUGH SIMILARITY

pratijiia (proposition): p has S

hetu (reason): because of p having H,

drstanta (example): as d has H and d has S.
(where d # p)

FORM OF ANALOGICAL ARGUMENT THROUGH DISSIMILARITY
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pratijiia (proposition): p has S
hetu (reason): because of p having H,
drstanta (example): as d has neither H nor S.

2.2 Texts discussing inference

Two early texts to discuss inference (anumana), but not argument
(sadhana), are Sasti-tantra (Sixty doctrines), attributed by some to
Paficasikha (c. second century BCE) and by others to Vrsagana (c. after
the second century CE), and Vaisesika-siitra (Aphorisms on individua-
tion), a treatise of speculative ontology attributed to Kanada (c. first
century CE).

Sasti-tantra, surviving only in fragments, defines inference (anumana)
as follows:

sambandhat ekasmat pratyaksat sesa-siddhih anumanam.* (Frau-
wallner 1958 p. 123)

To infer is to establish something in the remainder, on the ba-
sis of a relation and something perceptible.

One of the fragments lists six relations as ones which underpin an ac-
ceptable inference: the master servant relation (sva-svami-bhava-sam-
bandha), the matter alteration relation (prakrti-vikara-sambandha), the
part whole relation (karya-karana-sambandha), the cause effect relation
(nimitta-naimittika-sambandha), the source product relation (matra-
matrika-sambandha), the association relation (sahacari-sambandha)
and the incompatibility relation (vadhya-ghataka-sambandha). Unfor-
tunately, these relations are neither explained nor illustrated.

Vaisesika-sutra also has passages which allude to inferences whereby
one thing is inferred on the basis of something observable which bears
one of five relations to the thing inferred. (VS 9.18; Jambuvijaya (ed)
1961 p. 69; cp. VS 3.1.8)

2 For the sake of clarity, I shall not observe sandhi in the cited Sanskrit sentences and
I shall introduce hyphenation into Sanskrit compounds.
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Though no examples are given of such inferences, it is clear from the
description that the inferences would have the following form:

FORM OF CANONICAL INFERENCE

pratijia (proposition): p has S
hetu (reason): because p has H,
sambandha (relation): there is a relation which possessors of H

bear to possessors of S.

2.3 Texts discussing argument

Four early texts — Nyaya-siitra (Aphorisms on logic), Vaidalya-prakarana
(Tract on pulverization), Vada-viniscaya (Settling on what debate is) and
Sandhi-nirmocana-sitra (Aphorisms on release from bondage) — either
just mention or both mention and discuss terms relevant to arguments or
inferences. Five — Caraka-samhita, Hetu-vidya, Fang bian xin lun, Rii shi
lun and Vada-vidhi — not only mention and sometimes discuss terms but
also provide illustrations of either arguments or inferences.

3 Development

Having surveyed which of the early texts are pertinent to the study of
the development of reasoning and argument in early classical India, we
now turn to the emergence of the canonical Indian syllogism.

3.1 Appearance of a canonical syllogism

The non-Buddhist identified the canonical Indian syllogism as having
five parts. They are the proposition (pratijia), the reason (hetu), the ex-
ample (udaharana), the application (upanaya) and the conclusion
(nigamana). Though these parts of the syllogism are listed in Nyaya-
siitra, attributed to Gautama (2" century CE), no illustration of an ar-
gument appears. Neither is there any illustration of an inference.

The earliest text known to give an illustration of the canonical syllogism
is Caraka-samhita, which is attributed to Agnivesa (2" century CE).
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This text lists the same five parts, in one listing calling the example
drstanta (3.8.31), in another udaharana (3.8.54). The illustration is of
an analogical argument through similarity.

CARAKA-SAMHITA (3.8.31):
CANONICAL ANALOGICAL ARGUMENT
pratijiia: nityah purusah

proposition: the soul is eternal

hetu: a-krtakatvat.

reason: because of being un-produced.

drstanta: a-krtakam akasam tat ca nityam.

example: Space is unproduced and it is eternal.
upanaya: vatha ca a-krtakam akasam tatha purusah.

application: And just as the sky is unproduced, so is the soul.
nigamana:  tasmat nityah.

conclusion: Therefore, the soul is eternal.

Observe that the first three statements in the canonical analogical argu-
ment have the form of an analogical argument through similarity: p, or
the soul, has S, or the property of being eternal, because p, or the soul,
has H, or the property of being unproduced; as d, or space, has H, the
property of being unproduced, and d, or space, has S, the property of
being eternal. However, the canonical analogical argument here adds
two more statements: the first spells out the analogy between the subject
of the proposition and the example, using the correlative expression
yathd (as) ... tatha (so) ...; the second restates the argument’s proposition.

While Caraka-samhita provides only one illustration of a canonical ar-
gument, we can reconstruct two illustrations of a canonical analogical
argument from the earliest extant commentary to Nyaya-sitra, Nyaya-
bhasya (Commentary on logic). Vatsyayana (fifth CE), the commentator,
explains and illustrates each of the five parts.
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NYAYA-BHASYA (1.1.33-39):

CANONICAL ANALOGICAL ARGUMENT THROUGH SIMILARITY

pratijiia: a-nityah sabdah

proposition: sound is non-eternal

hetu: utpatti-dharmakatvat.

reason: because of having the property of arising.

udaharana:  utpatti-dharmakam sthali-adi dravyam a-nityam.

example: A substance, such as a pot, having the property of arising,
is non-eternal.

upanaya: tathd ca utpatti-dharmakah sabdah.

application: And likewise, sound has the property of arising.

nigamana:  tasmat utpatti-dharmakatvat a-nityah sabdah.

conclusion:  Therefore, sound is non-eternal because of having the

property of arising.

CANONICAL ANALOGICAL ARGUMENT THROUGH DISSIMILARITY

pratijia: a-nityah sabdah

proposition: sound is non-eternal

hetu: utpatti-dharmakatvat.

reason: because of having the property of arising.

udaharana:  an-utpatti-dharmakam atma-adi dravyam nityam.

example: A substance, such as a self, not having the property of aris-
ing, is eternal.

upanaya: na ca tatha an-utpatti-dharmakah sabdah.

application: And obversely, a self does not have the property of arising.

nigamana:  tasmat utpatti-dharmakatvat a-nityah sabdah.

conclusion:  Therefore, a sound is non-eternal because of having the

property of arising.



The Emergence of the Canonical Indian Syllogism 61

The two illustrations differ from one another with respect the example
and application statements, where one names a property, the other
names its contradictory property.

The form of the two canonical analogical arguments reconstructed from
Nyaya-bhasya also differ from the form of the illustration from Caraka-
samhita, but only with respect to the last three statements. Where the
example statement in Caraka-samhita has two clauses, each ascribing
one of the two properties to the example, the one in Nyaya-bhasya has
but one clause, with a modifier of the subject expressing one property
and the predicate expressing the other. In spite of the grammatical dif-
ference, the forms of the example statements are equivalent. Next,
while the application statement in Caraka-samhita’s illustration spells
out the analogy in full, the application statement in Nyaya-bhdasya states
only the second half of the correlative clause, introduced by tatha (so),
relying on the immediately preceding example statement to convey
what would have been conveyed by a clause introduced by yatha (as).
Finally, while the conclusion statement in Caraka-samhita’s illustration
merely restates the proposition statement, the conclusion in Nyaya-
bhasya’s illustration restates both the conclusion and the reason state-
ment. In short, the illustrations differ in no logically significant way.

The two earliest Buddhist texts touching systematically on reasoning
are Vada-viniscaya (Settling on what debate is) and Hetu-vidya (Science
of reasons), which form parts of Abhidharma-samuccaya (Compen-
dium of the higher teachings) and Yogdcara-bhumi-sastra (Treatise on
the stages of the practice of yoga), respectively, two texts both ascribed
to Asanga (fourth century CE). The general topic of each text is debate
(vada). Both texts take debate to comprise two things: what is estab-
lished (sadhya) and that whereby something is established (sadhana).
In neither text does sadhana mean argument; rather in both texts it com-
prises what appear to be the five parts of an argument and the three
means of epistemic cognition, more usually referred to as pramana,
namely, perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumana) and expert teach-
ing (apta-agama). The first five establishers in Vada-viniscaya are the
same as the five parts of an argument stated in Caraka-samhita. Hetu-
vidya’s list of establishers differs from those listed in Vada-viniscaya. It
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lists the example as udaharana, instead of drstanta. And instead of ap-
plication and conclusion, it gives similarity (sariipya), dissimilarity
(vairupya).

Caraka- Nyaya-sutra  Vada- Hetu-
samhita Nyaya-bhasya viniscaya vidya
pratijna pratijna pratijna pratijna
hetu hetu hetu hetu
drstanta udaharana drstanta udaharana
upanaya upanaya upanaya sartipya
nigamana nigamana nigamana vairtpya

In addition, unlike Vdada-viniscaya, Hetu-vidya provides more than
sixty illustrations of inferences (anumana). These inferences can all be
recast in a way which satisfies the canonical inference form given above.
Moreover, they are classified according to five relations which hetu pos-
sessors bear to sadhya possessors. Finally, these five relations are also
used to classify the similarity (saripya) and dissimilarity (vairiipya)
mentioned in parallel to the fourth and fifth parts of the canonical ana-
logical argument, suggesting that the author understands the parallel
between inferences and arguments.

3.2 The transition

Let us now turn to the pivotal texts which illustrate the transition from
a canonical argument by analogy, illustrated both in Caraka-samhita
and in Nyaya-bhasya, to a canonical Indian syllogism, which has at its
core a deductive argument.

Fang bian xin lin (J7{8.0:5@), or Treatise on expedient means, now
commonly known by the Sanskrit title Upaya-hrdaya, was translated
into Chinese in the 472 CE without attribution, though it later came to
be attributed to Nagarjuna. This text purports to be a primer on argu-
ment and reasoning, listing and defining many terms. It also contains
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many arguments, several of which are analogical arguments both
through similarity and through dissimilarity.

The author of the text neither states what an argument is nor what its
parts are. Yet, in the first chapter, he speaks of excessive and deficient
statements and says that there are three kinds: deficiency of reason (X
i), deficiency of statement (57i) and deficiency of example (MiJ).
(T1632 24.3.14-18; Gillon and Katsura 2017 p. 215). Arguments which
are not deficient in any of these ways is said to be complete (/).

From the illustrations given, we can see what a complete argument
comprises. The argument illustrating an argument deficient with respect
to a reason is this: the six forms of consciousness are non-eternal, like
a pot. Clearly, its complete version is the following: the six forms of
consciousness are non-eternal, because they are produced, like a pot.
The argument illustrating one deficient with respect to an example com-
prises a pair of arguments, each lacking an example: the body has no
self, because it results from causes; sound too has no self, because it
comes into existence from causes. Presumably the problem is that the
second argument in the pair should have been cast as an example. Thus,
a complete version of the argument would be: the body has no self, be-
cause of resulting from causes, like sound. The argument illustrating an
argument deficient with respect to its statement appears to be an argu-
ment which has all of its parts, but one part, the reason, is not stated in
a form which clearly identifies the reason as such. It says that the four
great elements are non-eternal, like a pot which is produced, instead of
saying that the four great elements are non-eternal, because they are
produced, like a pot.

From the illustrations, it is clear that a nondeficient argument has the
form: p has S, because of having H, like d, where d is assumed to have
both H and S. In other words, a complete argument could be spelled out
in the form whose explicit counterpart would be that of an analogical
argument through similarity, of the same form as the first three state-
ments of the analogical argument illustrated in Caraka-samhita.

The only argument to appear in a form with five parts is given in the
fourth, or last, chapter (T1632 28.1.4—6). Though the argument is de-
ductively valid, the author rejects it as fallacious. We state the argument
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as it occurs, supplying the labels for the parts to ease comparison.
Though the Chinese equivalent of pratijiia, hetu and drstanta appear in
both the text, the equivalents of upanaya and nigamana do not.

FANG BIAN XIN LUN (T1632 28.1.4-6):
CANONICAL DEDUCTIVE ARGUMENT
pratijia: e wr

proposition: the self is eternal

hetu: FERR L,

reason: because it is not perceptible by the senses.

udaharana:  ZEFEEEHCE
— YR IRET R B

example: Space, because of not being perceptible by senses, is eter-
nal. Everything which is not perceptible by senses is eter-
nal.

upanaya: mEFEE:,
application: and the self is not perceptible by senses.
nigamana:  fFIEHF,

conclusion:  Could the self possibly be non-eternal?

Note that example statement comprises two sentences: the first restates
what is expressed in the proposition and reason statements, the second
affirms a universal proposition, everything which is not perceptible by
senses is eternal. The example statement comprises a deductively valid
argument, as does the second sentence together with the reason and
proposition statements.

When we turn to R shi lun (T1633), we find the logical situation re-
versed. Analogical arguments are rejected and arguments with a deduc-
tive core are endorsed. For example, the following argument is rejected
by the text’s author.
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RU sHI LUN (T1633 30.3.2-4):
CANONICAL ANALOGICAL ARGUMENT
pratijiia: 22

proposition: Sound is not eternal

hetu: K1 5y ) A Ji v AR

reason: Because, arising due to an effort, arises immediately.

udaharana: AN LA K Th ) A4 ELRR IR

example: as a clay vessel, arising due to an effort, and having arisen,
perishes,

upanaya: BRI,

application: sound too is that way.

nigamana:  HUEE

conclusion: Therefore, sound is not eternal.
As the example and application statements make clear, the argument is
an analogical one.

What the author advocates instead are arguments with a deductive core,
similar to the rejected argument cited from Fang bian xin lin.

RU sHI LUN (T1633 30.3.7-10):
CANONICAL DEDUCTIVE ARGUMENT

pratijia: A

proposition: sound is not eternal

hetu: [R5y ) A6 v i AR e,

reason: because, arising due to an effort, it arises immediately.

udaharana: FAWIKIRRG R R, B 22w AR K D) /)
A,
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example: If a thing is eternal, (then) it does not arise due to an ef-
fort. For example, space is eternal and does not arise
due to an effort.

upanaya: BN,

application: sound too is not that way.
nigamana: e U

conclusion: Therefore, sound is not eternal.

This argument, like the one rejected in Fang bian xin lun, has a deduc-
tive core. The example statement also comprises two sentences: the first,
however, affirms a universal proposition, If a thing is eternal, it does
not arise due to an effort, and the second states an instance of the uni-
versal proposition, which is distinct from the subject of the argument.
The proposition and reason statements, together with the first sentence
of the example statement, comprise a deductively valid argument.

Moreover, we know that the author is fully aware of the logical force of
the deductive core, for he states the three conditions, or three forms (zri-
riipa), which a reason must satisfy for the argument in which it occurs
to be sound.

TRI-RUPA CRITERION (Rii shi lun: T1633 30.3.18-26)

WAL IR E R B, Tz R =FiAH, (1) 2RAE, 2)F
YT, (3)FAEAHEE, RO B A B, RRA, Rl B
8, HWSLKRTRAE, R R e, A IR SRR R, &
FERSC AL

The reason you set forth is not definite because eternality and non-
eternality appear throughout it. The reason I set forth has the three
marks. (1) The (reason) is a property (%) of the paksa (tR4%), (2) it is
included (##) in things similar (|7]%H) and (3) it is excluded (&) from
things dissimilar (#£4H). Therefore, the reason I set forth succeeds in
not deviating, your reason does not. Therefore, your objection is con-

fused. If the reason you set forth were like my reason (in this respect),
your objection would succeed in being a proper objection.
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As noted by H. Ui 1929 (reported in Katsura 1985 p. 166), the earliest
mention of the tri-riipa criterion ([X] =#H) appears in a brief passage in
anon-logical text, Shin zhong lun (NEH 5; T1565 42a12,22ff), or Trea-
tise on following the middle way, ascribed to Asanga. It is not mentioned
in either of the logic texts ascribed to him. Moreover, the author of this
non-logical text rejects the criterion. The criterion is thought to be of a
non-Buddhist origin.

3.3 Dignaga

By the time we come to Dignaga, the canonical Indian syllogism has
been further modified. The application (upanaya) statement and the
conclusion (nigamana) statement, both of which are logically superflu-
ous, have been eliminated and the example statement has been changed
yet again. The sentence stating the example is reduced to a noun phrase
naming the example. And though the universal proposition is retained,
the word drsta (observed) is inserted. In addition, a second universal
proposition is added, together with a noun phrase naming an instance
of it. This universal proposition is the contrapositive of the first univer-

sal proposition. Here is an example, as reconstructed from the Tibetan
in Katsura (2004: 143).

PRAMANA-SAMUCCAYA

CANONICAL DEDUCTIVE ARGUMENT

pratijia: a-nityah sabdah

proposition: Sound is non-eternal

hetu: prayatna-anatariyaktvat.

reason: because of arising immediately upon an effort.

sadharmya-drstanta: yat prayatna-anatarivakam tat a-nityam drstam,
yatha ghatah;

similarity example: that which is immediately connected with an ef-

fort is observed be non-eternal, like a pot;
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vaidharmya-drstanta:  yat nityam tat a-prayatna-anantarivakam
drstam, yatha akasam.

dissimilarity example: that which is eternal is observed not to be im-
mediately connected with an effort, like space.

A few remarks are in order. First, the word drsta (observed), added to
the universal proposition, does not occur within the relative clause. It
therefore has scope over the entire clause. Moreover, the word itself is
liable to a factive construal, as does the English verb fo observe and to
notice. If it is so construed, then the statement as it stands entails the
universal proposition which results when the word is removed. Second,
the requirement to have a noun phrase naming an instance of the uni-
versal proposition does not alter the deductive validity of the core ar-
gument. It does, however, serve to exclude various unpersuasive argu-
ments, such as the argument that sound is eternal because it is audible
and that which is audible is eternal.

One novel insight attributable to Dignaga is his discovery of the wheel
of reason (hetu-cakra), which provides an alternative and equivalent
way to formulate the three form criterion. Furthermore, Dignaga uses
the particle eva (only) to refine the statement of the second and third
criteria for a proper reason (hetu). (Katsura personal communication.)
Finally, Dignaga explicitly recognizes that inference (anumana), the
cognitive process whereby one increases one’s knowledge, and argu-
ment (sadhana), the device of persuasion, are but two sides of a single
coin.

4 Conclusion

The foregoing shows quite clearly that the canonical Indian syllogism,
as it appears in Indian philosophical texts from the time of Dignaga on,
has its origin in analogical arguments, such as those found in Caraka-
samhita. At some point before Asanga, Indian thinkers had hit upon a
deductive version of the analogical argument, the earliest known ver-
sion of which appears Fang bian xin lun. Other evidence that a deduc-
tive version had been hit upon is the citation of the tri-riipa criterion in
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the Shun zhong lun. The earliest extant text we have which both en-
dorses the deductive version of the canonical Indian syllogism and
adopts the tri-riipa criterion is Rii shi lin. It seems not to be long before
the deductive form of the canonical Indian syllogism and the tri-riipa
criterion were widely adopted.
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Dignaga on the Nyaya Definition of Inference

— A Discussion of Selected Passages from the Viewpoint of
Reconstructing the Pramanasamuccaya'

Horst Lasic, Vienna

I would like to take this opportunity to open a discussion on the topic
of reconstructing the Sanskrit text of Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya.
In connection with the edition of the second chapter of Jinendra-
buddhi’s Pramanasamuccayatika, I have prepared a raw reconstruction
of the second chapter of the Pramanasamuccaya, consisting of the
verse text and the prose commentary. I did this as a supporting
measure for editing Jinendrabuddhi’s Tika. This reconstruction took
place in small steps distributed over an extended period of time. I took
up one passage of text after the other, always trying to have it ready
before we started critically editing the corresponding passages of the
Tika. Over the course of time, my awareness of certain problems and
my sensibility towards them increased, whereby my approach to the
reconstruction work underwent several changes. The resulting
reconstruction of chapter two shows clear signs of these changing
approaches. On several occasions I later reworked certain shorter
sections to improve on them. This added further to the unevenness of
the reconstructed text. I am thus convinced that this reconstruction is
by no means in any shape that can easily be transformed into some-
thing worth publishing. Indeed, it is evident that if I want to publish
this chapter, with the hope that it may serve as a reliable tool for doing

I Research for this article was supported by the Austrian Science Fund (FWF): P
27452. 1 would like to express my thanks to Cynthia Peck-Kubaczek, who kindly
improved my English.
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research in the field of South Asian philosophy, I will have to rework
the whole chapter with a unified approach toward the text’s
constitution, its justification and its documentation.

My current approach is to form, for each of the two available Tibetan
translations, a hypothesis about the text of the Sanskrit manuscripts
used by the translators and to compare these with presumable Sanskrit
fragments as transmitted in the Pramanasamuccayatika and other
sources, if such are available. Then in a further step I am building a
hypothesis concerning the earliest form of the text, as is suggested by
the materials mentioned. The final result of this procedure will be the
reconstructed text.

I should clarify that if I speak of a “hypothesis about the text of the
Sanskrit manuscripts used by the translators,” this is an abridgement.
To be more exact, I should say that I am forming a hypothesis about
what the translators saw in the manuscripts they were working from.
When I propose, for instance, that the Sanskrit manuscript used by the
translator X omitted a certain part of a word, a whole word, or several
words, there are cases where there is no means to decide whether the
Sanskrit manuscript actually had an omission, or whether the translator
overlooked the part in question even though it was there, or whether
this part only got lost in the later transmission of the Tibetan trans-
lation. In order to avoid listing all these explanations in each case in
which there is no way to decide on which one holds, I simply treat
them as an omission in the translator’s manuscript. My justification for
this undifferentiated treatment is that it simplifies the task of represen-
ting this group of errors, and that in the end the important point is to
indicate that there is a satisfying explanation at hand, regardless of
whether, in some cases, alternative explanations to the same effect are
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also conceivable.”I should at this point mention that there are fewer
cases that cannot be decided than you might suppose at first glance.

In a case like Sanskrit pirvam karanam asyastiti and Tibetan snar ’di
ru yod do Zes, the divergence allows for several explanations. It can be
explained

(1) by assuming the omission of °m karana®in the Sanskrit
manuscript, which results in the reading pitrvam asyastiti,

(2) by assuming that the translator overlooked °m karana®,

(3) by assuming that the original Tibetan translation was snar
<rgyu> ’di ru yod do Zes, and that rgyu was lost in the
transmission of the Tibetan translation.

However, in a case like Sanskrit drstam vayvadisvabhave ... anumanam
and Tibetan mthon ba’i rlun la sogs pa’i ran bZin ... rjes su dpog pa’o,
there are only two explanations to choose from:

(1) the anusvara of drstam was omitted in the Sanskrit manuscript
(2) the anusvara of drstam was overlooked by the translator

For our purposes, namely to decide whether the Tibetan translation is a
strong argument against the proposed Sanskrit reading, or supports it
directly or indirectly, it actually does not matter which of the two
explanations we rely on.

A case like Sanskrit namajiiatvat and Tibetan mig Ses nas can only be
explained as a mistake in the transmission of the Tibetan translation
that led to the erroneous reading mig instead of mir.

2T am aware that this simplified presentation burdens the reader with a certain
amount of interpretational work and that therefore a more differentiated presentation
might be desirable.



74 H. Lasic

Let me add that the above explanations were given under the deliberate
assumption that there is no evidence available that speaks against them.
Without this deliberate assumption I would have had to choose pas-
sages from parts of the Pramanasamuccaya not covered in this paper
in order to illustrate my point.

I admit that I cannot, in every case, fulfill the task of providing a
plausible explanation for the divergences between the constituted text
and one or both of the Tibetan translations. And this is something that
was to be expected from the beginning. The goal is to minimize the
number of unexplained divergences and disclose the remaining ones. If
one tries to overcome this problem by taking recourse to statements
such as Tibetan translations are generally not reliable or one of the two
translations is especially poor, one loses a chance of making
discoveries since the divergences between the two available trans-
lations can provide valuable information. Moreover, if one fails to
offer necessary justifications for one’s decisions on a large scale or to
disclose explicitly when one is unable to provide such justifications,
the reader has no means to judge the reliability of the concerned
passage.

This paper focuses on the beginning of that section of the second
chapter that deals with the Naiyayika’s definition of inference. The
contents of this section are relatively well known through Wezler’s
1969 article “Dignaga’s Kritik an der Schlusslehre des Nyaya und die
Deutung von Nyayasitra 1.1.5,” which uses some parts of this section
together with Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary in an effort to understand
the original meaning of Nyayasitra 1.1.5.

In the following I will present reconstructed Sanskrit passages’ and the
two Tibetan translations,* splitting these into digestible pieces.

3 Note that words or parts of words printed in italic are not testified in Sanskrit
sources. The main testimony for the Sanskrit text of this section is the Pramanasam-
uccayatika. For technical reasons, I restrict myself to this general statement in this
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Whenever I consider it expedient and am able to do so, I will provide
my hypotheses about the Sanskrit text informing the Tibetan
translations immediately below them. I would like to mention that in
this kind of work, I try to pay the same amount of attention to each
word as a matter of principle, without regard to the implications this
might have for the study of the history of Indian philosophy.

chesavat samanyato drstam ca_iti.

rigs pa can rnams na re de snon rigs can rnams ni de snon du
du son ba can gyi rjes su dpag 'gro ba can gyi rjes su dpag par
pa ni rnam pa gsum ste | sna ni rnam pa gsum ste | sna ma
ma dan ldan pa dan | lhag ma dan Idan pa dan | lhag ma dan
dan ldan pa dan | spyir mthon ldan pa dan | spyi mthon ba'o
ba can no Zes zer o || 7es zer 1o ||

Since this part consists almost entirely in a quotation of Nyayasutra
1.1.5, the reconstruction does not pose many problems. The word
naiyayika is quoted by Jinendrabuddhi with the plural genitive ending,
which makes it unlikely that the Sanskrit original of the passage under
discussion contained a word for ‘saying,’ as the Tibetan translations do.

The critical edition of PST 2 (64,1) emends naiyayikanamm ityadi of
Tibetan translation rigs pa can rnams kyi kyan Zes pa la sogs pa. A
comparison with similar passages does not support this emendation.

article. For my detailed approach to indicate testimonies and textual dependences cf.
the sample reconstrucions provided in Lasic 2009:19, 2016: 169-172, 2019: 60-61.

4 The text of the translation by Vasudhararaksita and Zha ma Seng ge rgyal mtshan is
printed in the left column, the one by Kanakavarman and Dad pa'i shes rab in the
right column.
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PSV(V) PSV(K) PST PSTt

PSV 1

rigs pa can |rigs pa can | naiyayikanam tv | rigs pa can
rnams ni ... Zes | rnams ni ... Zes | iti (PST 1 96,3) | rnams kyi ni Zes
Zer 1o Zer ro pa

ser kya pa|ser kya pa|kapilanam ser skya pa
rnams kyis ni ... | rnams kyi kyan |ityadi (PST 1 |rnams kyi Zes
Zes so ... Z€S Zer 1o 136,1) pa la sogs pa
dpyod pa pa|dpyod pa pa

rnams ni ... Zes | rnams kyan’ ...

Zer 10 Zes zer 1o

PSV 2

rigs pa can |rigs can rnams |the case in|rigs pa can
rnams na re ... | ni...Zes zerro | question rnams Kyi kyan
Zes zer 1o Zes pa la sogs pa
bye brag pa|bye brag pa | vaiSesikanam bye brag pa
rnams na re rnams kyan ... | apityadi (PST 2 | rnams kyi yan
7es zer ro | 7eszerro | 74,1) 7es pa la sogs pa
grans can pa | grans can pa | sankhyanam grans can pa
rnams ni re Zig | rnams ni ... Zes | apityadi (PST 2 | rnams Kkyi yan
...7zeszerro| |zerrol| 94,1) Zes pa la sogs pa

cf. grans can pa
rnams na re | ...
zes zer 10 || (PS)

dpyod pa rnams
kyi ni . zes
zer 1o |

spyod pa rnams
... Zes zer ro ||

3> Hattori (1986: 227) emends to ni.
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PSV 3

rigs pa can|rigs pa can
rnams na re ... | rmams ni ...
zhes pa 'di la zhes zer ba de la

bye brag pa|bye brag pa

rnams kyi ... | rnams kyan

Zes zer ro. Zes bya ba 'jug
go

ser skya ba|ser skya ba

rnams na re ... | rnams kyan

zhes zer ro.

the Tibetan translation, however, reads rigs pa can rnams kyi ni Zes pa.
A translation of fu with ni is something we would expect, whereas a
translation with kyar, as we have in our passage in the second chapter,
feels at least suspicious. In the second chapter of the 7Tika we find
vaisesikanam apityadi and sankhyanam apityadi. In both cases the
Tibetan translation of api is yan, as one would expect. The other com-
parable cases are not helpful for making a decision, since Jinendra-
buddhi does not quote them. Of the two Tibetan translations of the
Pramanasamuccayavrtti, Kanakavarman’s translation uses the parti-
cles ni and kyarn in the relevant passages. The distribution of the two
particles does not completely correspond to what we find in the Tika
and its Tibetan translation. Vasudhararaksita’s translation uses ni in
the first chapter, and in the other chapters mostly na re.

From the available material, the case is not easy to decide. Relying on
the Tibetan translation of the 77ka, I consider an emendation to naiya-
vikanam apityadi preferable in the case of the Tika, though I admit that
I cannot provide a straightforward explanation of the circumstances of
how this scribal error might have occurred. With less conviction, I
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accept provisionally api also in the reconstruction of the Pramanasam-
uccayavrtti.

As for the two Tibetan translations of the quoted Nyayasiitra, 1 may
mention that according to both, the word trividham is understood as
being the predicate of the clause. This means that the Tibetan
translations do not lend themselves to an interpretation of trividham
qualifying only one of the three mentioned kinds of inferences, namely
the one called piirvavat, whereas such an interpretation has been
discussed in the Sanskrit tradition. Also the Tibetan translations of
purvavat and Sesavat do not allow for the different interpretations that
these Sanskrit words have received.

*

After quoting the definition Sutra, Dignaga takes up its individual
components for discussion.

tatra pratyaksapiirvakam tavad ayuktam, yasmat

de la re Zig mnon sum snon du
'gro ba ni rigs pa ma yin te |
gan gi phyir |

tatra pratyaksapiirvakam/praty-

de la mnon sum snon du 'gro
ba can ni mi rigs te gan gi
phyir |

tatra pratyaksapiirvakam/pra-

aksapiurvam tavad ayuktam, tyaksapiurvam ayuktam, yasmat

yasmat

In the discussion of the expression “which is preceded by that”
(tatpiirvakam), Dignaga refers to an interpretation understanding “that”
(tad) as referring to perception (pratyaksa). We meet this interpreta-
tion in the Nyaya commentary on this passage that is used by Jinendra-
buddhi.® We also find it in Vatsyayana’s Nydyabhdasya, although here
the term pratyaksa is not used, but the less specific term darsana.” We

¢ PST 2 64,3-4. The passage is part of fragment 110 of Steinkellner 2017.
"NBh 12,4
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find it again in the Nyayavarttika and other, later Nyaya works. The
Nyaya commentary available through Jinendrabuddhi’s text is referred
to by Steinkellner in his 2017 book on fragments from Jinendra-
buddhi’s Pramanasamuccayatika 1 and 2, as NBh". Here, in fragment
110, the analytical explanation of a certain compound reads: fadanan-
taram prakrtam pratyaksam parvam yasya, tat tathoktam (Steinkellner
2017: 138; boldface by HL). Steinkellner (2017: 141) translates this as
follows: “That, for which perception treated as the main subject
immediately before this (definition of inference) is the preceding
(element) is stated in this manner” (boldface by HL). According to
this reading, the word being explained here must be pratyaksapiirva-
kam or pratyaksapirvam. It is clear that the author of the NBh* would
not have explained this word had it not been previously mentioned.
Consequently, we should assume that he is commenting here on an
older commentary on the Nyayasiitras that used this expression in this
context.

An alternative way — in my opinion a preferable one — of understand-
ing this passage is to separate tad from anantaram. By doing this it
becomes possible to interpret tad as a part of the word being explained,
and pratyaksa can be understood as serving the purpose of indicating
what tad refers to: tad anantaram prakrtam pratyaksam parvam yasya,
tat tathoktam. “That which has this, [namely] perception, which was
the topic immediately before [namely in NS 1.1.4], as a preceding
(element), is called thus.”® According to this interpretation the ex-
plained compound is tatpitrvakam or tatpiirvam and the explanation
therefore relates directly to the Sutra, thus fitting the context perfectly.

8 For anantaram in a similar context, cf. kasya punas te visayah. anantaram indriya-
jAanasya prakrtatvat tasyaiva PST 1 52,6-7 (Of which cognition are these the ob-
jects? Since sense cognition was the topic immediately before, [they are the objects]
of exactly this [namely, sense cognition].
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A noteworthy difference between the Tibetan translations of the
passage under discussion is the re Zig in Vasudhararaksita’s translation,
which most likely renders Sanskrit tavat. There is no equivalent for
this in Kanakavarman’s translation. At this point in the discussion,
tavat makes good sense, insofar as Dignaga would be indicating that he
is delivering a first criticism of the Nyaya definition now, and that
further criticism will follow.

The rendering into Sanskrit is a mere retranslation, without any direct
testimonies. Considering that mrion sum svion du ’gro ba (V) and mrnon
sum snon du ’gro ba can (K) are translations of a Sanskrit word that
explains tatpiirvakam, by replacing tat- with pratyaksa-, assuming
pratyakapiirvakam for the original text is quite possible. However,
since the relevant paragraph in the NBh® ends with “iti pratyaksa-
pirvam tad bhavati,” pratyaksa-piirvam is also a possible candidate,
especially if one assumes that it was the NBh* that Dignaga used as the
textual basis for his criticism.

sambandho nendriyagrahyah (PS 2.27c¢)

‘brel pa dban po'i gzun bya 'brel pa dban pos gzun bya
min || min ||

lingalingisambandho hi nendriyajiianavisayah. kutas tatpirvam
anumanam syat. napi sarvatra lingalinginau pratyaksau.

rtags dan rtags can gyi 'brel pa
ni dban po'i Ses pa'i yul yan ma
yin la rtags dan rtags can mnon
sum pa'an ma yin na de snon
du son ba can ni rjes su dpag
pa'o Zes gan gis 'gyur | ji Itar na
rjod par byed |

rtags dan rtags can gyi 'brel pa
ni dban po'i §es pa'i yul ma yin
no || gan las de snon du 'gro ba
can gyi rjes su dpag par 'gyur
ba rtags dan rtags can thams
cad la yan mnon sum ni yod pa
ma yin no ||



Dignaga on the Nyaya Definition of Inference 81

lingalingisambandho hi nen- lingalingisambandho hi nen-
driyajiianavisayah, napi <sa- driyajiianavisayah. kutas tat-
rvatra> lingalinginau pratyak- purvakam anumanam syat. na-
sau. kutas tarhi(?) — tatpirva- pi sarvatra lingalinginau praty-
kam anumanam iti syad, ka- aksau.

tham ucyate.

Dignaga’s arguments against the expression “which is preceded by
perception” (pratyaksapiirva[kaJm) as an acceptable part of a defini-
tion of inference show that he relies on an interpretation to the effect
that the objects of the perceptions referred to in Nyaya definition of
inference are an inferential mark (linga), the possessor of this
inferential mark (lingin), and the connection (sambandha) between
these two. Dignaga’s main argument, which he presents as part of the
verse text, is directed against the perception of the connection. He
says: “The connection cannot be grasped by the senses” (PS 2.27).
Only in the prose text does he add the additional argument that the
inferential mark and its possessor are not perceptible in all cases.’

The view being attacked, namely, that inference relies on the percep-
tions of the inferential mark, its possessor, and the connection between
them, can be found in the NBh" and also in other commentaries and
sub-commentaries on the Nyayasitras. I find it remarkable that the
author of the NBh* mentions, as a prerequisite of inference, first the
prior perception of the inferential mark and its possessor, and then
adds the prior perception of their connection as an alternative. In
Vatsyayana’s commentary on this passage, however, the connection
plays a major role; there is no reason to assume that this passage might
consider the prior cognition of the connection of the inferential mark

? Jinendrabuddhi provides a second interpretation to the effect that in all cases,
inferential marks and their possessors are imperceptible (PST 2 65,17-66,4). Note
also that the edition erroneously reads sarvatragrahanam (PST 2 65,16) instead of
sarvatreti grahanam.



82 H. Lasic

and its possessor to be only an alternative to the prior perception of the
inferential mark and its possessor themselves.

purvam yasya pratyaksena lingalinginau prasiddhau tatsambandho va,
sa evottarakalam lingamatradarsanal linginam anumimita iti praty-
aksapiirvam tad bhavati (NBh?*; cited in PST 2 64,4-6). “Only the one
for whom the (logical) mark and the marked or the connection between
these are earlier known through perception infers the marked at a later
time through seeing merely the mark™ (Steinkellner 2017: 141).

tatpiarvakam ity anena lingalinginoh sambandhadarsanam lingadarsa-
nam cabhisambadhyate. lingalinginoh sambaddhayor darsanena smr-
tir'” abhisambadhyate (NBh 12,45). “The [expression] ‘which is prece-
ded by this’ refers to the cognition of the connection between the (in-
ferential) mark and its possessor (lirigin) [in the past], and to the
cognition of the (inferential) mark [at the time of the inference]. [The
same expression] refers [by extension also] to the remembrance [that is
caused] by a cognition [in the past] of the (inferential) mark and its
possessor as connected.”

With regard to Dignaga’s main argument, it is interesting to note that
the Naiyayikas admitted inferences in cases where the connection
between the inferential mark and its possessor is not perceptible. We
see this in Vatsyayana’s second explanation of the samanyatodrsta
inference: samanyatodrstam nama — yatrapratyakse lingalinginoh
sambandhe kenacid arthena lingasya samanyad apratyakso lingi gam-
vate, yathecchadibhir atma, icchadayo gunah, gunas ca dravyasam-
sthanah, tad yad esam sthanam sa atmeti (NBh 12,16-19). “The
Samanyatodrista Inference is that in which, the relation between the
probans and the probandum being imperceptible, the imperceptible
probandum is inferred from the similarity of the probans to something
else; [...]” (Jha 1984: 154-155). In a confrontation with Naiyayikas

10 smrtir J : lingasmrtir
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who entertain this view, Dignaga’s opinion that connections between
inferential marks and their possessors are generally not perceptible
would not have had much persuasive force, since they did not share his
opinion. Dignaga would have had to modify his statement to the effect
that not all connections between inferential marks and their possessors
are perceptible, as he did in the case of inferential marks and their
possessors. Even in this more limited version, Dignaga’s argument is
sufficient to show that it is inappropriate to characterize inferences in
general as depending on the perception of the connection between the
inferential mark and its possessor. So why did he choose to present the
implicitly all-comprehensive version of the argument? I see three
possible answers to this. (1) He was not aware that the all-
comprehensive version of his argument fails against at least some
Naiyayikas. (2) He presented his argument based on what he held to be
true, and did not care whether it was convincing to all Nayayikas. (3)
He targeted his argument against a specific explanation of the Sutra
that did not explicitly admit that in some cases of inference the
connection between the mark and its possessor is imperceptible, as
maybe the explanation provided in the NBh®. In this connection, the
question of how to understand va in “fatsambandho va’ becomes
crucial.

As for the Tibetan translations and the reconstruction of the Sanskrit
text, things are far from clear. Jinendrabuddhi provides two quotations
from this passage. One is the verse text PS 2.27c, and the other is napi
sarvatra lingalinginau pratyaksau. The prose part consists of three ele-
ments: (a) An explanatory paraphrase of the verse text which makes it
explicit that the connection being spoken of in the verse is the one
between the inferential mark and its possessor, (b) a statement to the
effect that not all inferential marks and their possessors are visible, (c)
a statement to the effect that the assumption that all inferences are
preceded by perceptions is irreconcilable with the two other mentioned
circumstances.



84 H. Lasic

As for element (a): Whether in the original Sanskrit text, lingalingi
was combined with sambandha into a tatpurusa compound or not
cannot be determined from the Tibetan. I have opted for the compound,
since lingalingisambandho hi seems to me stylistically more likely
than lingalinginoh sambandho hi, lingalinginor hi sambandhah, or
sambandho hi lingalinginoh. 1 assume that the ni in the Tibetan
translations renders Sanskrit /i, considering it an explanatory equiva-
lent of the word yasmat that introduces the verse, and which itself is
also only a retranslation. The two Tibetan translations are almost iden-
tical.

As for the two other elements, one difference between the two Tibetan
translations, among others, is that they are given a different sequence.
In Vasudhararaksita’s translation the elements figure in the sequence
as I have listed them above. There, elements (a) and (b) are gram-
matically equally ranking constituents of a conditional clause. They are
connected by la, and the particles yan and ’an, respectively, under-
score the equal ranking. Both are subordinated to (c).

In Kanakavarman’s translation, however, (a) constitutes a main clause
on its own, without a grammatically marked relation to (b) or (c).
Element (b) might be subordinated to (c), the grammatical construction
is, however, not completely clear to me. My tentative translation of
Vasudhararaksita’s version is the following: “For, if the connection
between the inferential mark and the possessor of the inferential mark
is not the object of sense cognition, and also (yar ... ’an) the infer-
ential mark and the possessor of the inferential mark is not <in all
cases> perceptible, how can it be that ‘inference is preceded by these
[perceptions]?’ [The meaning is:] How can on say [so].” And my
tentative translation of Kanakavarman’s version is: “The connection
between the inferential mark and the possessor of the inferential mark
is not the object of sense cognition. How can it be that ‘inference is
preceded by these [perceptions],” [since] also (yarn) the inferential
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mark and the possessor of the inferential mark are not in all cases
perceptible?”

Whereas the Tibetan translation of Vasudhararaksita is meaningful, as
it is, the Sanskrit text of Jinendrabuddhi’s quotation does not fit very
well as one part of a two-part conditional clause. Since Kanakavarman
does not indicate that the Sanskrit version contained an explicit expres-
sion of a condition, I take Vasudhararaksita’s translation in this respect
as making explicit what the Sanskrit text possibly only implied,
namely that elements (a) and (b) are the fulfilled premises that spark
the rhetorical question of how one can justifiably assume and proclaim
that inference is preceded by perception.

Since element (a) is an explanatory paraphrase of PS 2.27c, and
therefore possibly Dignaga’s main argument here, it is highly conceiv-
able that the rhetorical question followed it immediately to clarify the
target of the argument. Further is there no reason to assume that
Kanakavarman would have separated elements (a) and (b) from each
other if they had followed one another directly. In contrast, I see it
justifiable to assume that Vasudhararaksita put elements (a) and (b)
together to clarify that both of them lead to the rhetorical question of
how one could justifiably assume that inference is preceded by
perception. For this reason I follow Kanakavarman as far as the
sequence of the three elements is concerned.

Moreover, Vasudhararaksita’s translation contains the expression ji
ltar na rjod par byed, which has no equivalent in Kanakavarman’s
translation. I understand this expression as clarifying that the rhetorical
question of why it can be that inference is preceded by perceptions is
actually meant to ask how one can dare to proclaim that inference is
preceded by perceptions. Since Kanakavarman’s translation has no
equivalent for this sentence, it is not unreasonable to assume that the
corresponding Sanskrit sentence was originally a marginal note.
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Next Dignaga takes up the word piirvavat from NS 1.1.5.

purvavad ity atra pirvena tulyam pirvavad iti vatir bhavati, atha

va pirvam asyeti matup. atah kim.

sna ma dan ldan pa Zes bya ba
'di la sna ma dan mtshuns pas
na sna ma lta bu'o Zes Ita bu'i
sgrar 'gyur ba'am | 'di la sna
ma'i chos yod pas na de dan
ldan pa'o Zes ldan pa'i sgrar
'gyur gran na | de las cir 'gyur |

purvavad ity atra pirvena
tulyam iti parvavad ity vatir
(Ita bu’i sgra) bhavati, atha va
piarvam dharmo ’syastiti tad-
vad iti matup. atah kim.

sna ma dan ldan pa'o Zes gan
smras pa de 'dir mi rigs te | gan
gi phyir | sna ma dan mtshuns
pa ni sna ma bZin Zes dper
'‘gyur ba'am 'di la sna ma yod
pa Zes ldan par 'gyur gran | de
las cir 'gyur Ze na |

purvavad iti yad uktam, tat
atrayuktam. kasmat. pirvena
tulyam purvavad iti vatir bha-
vati, atha va pirvam asyastiti
matup. atah kim.

From the two Tibetan translations we learn that Dignaga introduces his
criticism with the question of whether the suffix that appears in the
form -vat is to be taken as expressing comparison (vati) or possession
(matup). The two Tibetan translations differ in several points. My
tentative translation of Vasudhararaksita’s version is as follows: “Is
there in [the word] piirvavat the vati[-suffix] [used], [according to the
explanation] ‘[it is] similar to the earlier, [and] therefore [is called]
pirvavat?’ Or is [it] the matup[-suffix], [according to the explanation]
‘it has the earlier, [namely] a property, [and] therefore [is called]
tadvat.” — [And] what is [the consequence] of this [namely, of applying
the one or the other interpretation]?” There are two points that are
slightly irritating in Vasudhararaksita’s version. One is the word
dharma/chos in the paraphrase that serves the purpose of clarifying
that pirvavat contains the matup-suffix. The other point is that in the
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second interpretation pirvavat, the word being explained, is
abbreviated to tadvat. The later point may be more problematic in the
English translation than in Sanskrit. My tentative translation of
Kanakavarman’s version is: “The [word] piirvavat, which has been
stated, is inappropriate here [in the definition of inference]. — Why? —
Is [there] the vati[-suffix], [according to the analysis] ‘[it is] similar to
the earlier, [and therefore is called] pirvavat?’ Or is [it] the matupl-
suffix], [according to the analysis] ‘it has the earlier.” — [And] what is
[the consequence] of this [namely, of applying the one or the other
interpretation]?” While in Vasudhararaksita’s translation the linguistic
explanations of the alternative interpretations of the word pitrvavat are
more elaborated, Kanakavarman’s translation provides more help to
understand the relevance of the question. The provided help seems to
me rather superfluous. Since Vasudhararaksita’s translation shows no
trace of it, I propose considering yad uktam, tat ... ayuktam. kasmat as
marginal notes that slipped into the main text.

We find the paraphrase “pitrvena tulyam” also in the NBh* (cited in
PST 2 64,7). There, it is not separated from the following pirvavat by
an iti. One might be inclined to see this as supporting Kanakavarman’s
version. The assumptions underlying an attempt to use the NBh" in
support for one Tibetan translation in such details is that Jinendra-
buddhi provides in his commentary quotations from the work that
Dignaga’s criticism 1is targeted against, and that Dignaga really uses
sentences or parts of sentences of this work. We must be aware that the
explanations of pitrvavat and Sesavat we find in this section contain
explanatory paraphrases serving the purpose of referring the reader to
the relevant rules in the Astadhyayr for using the suffixes -vati and -
matup, tespectively.'' Since such explanatory paraphrases follow a
general pattern, they are bound to be very similar, irrespective of the

WPan 5.1.115 (tena tulyam kriya ced vatih) and Pan 5.2.94, (tad asyasty asminn iti
matup)
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author who provides them. Similarity in expression can therefore in
such cases not be of much help in identifying quotations.

I will finally compare the explanatory paraphrases we find in the NBh*
with the paraphrases we find in Vasudhararaksita’s and Kanakavar-
man’s translations.

purvavat-matup:

PSV(V): snar 'di ru yod do Zes 'bras bu sna ma dan ldan par byed
na ni yul de $es pa yan sna ma dan Idan par 'gyur la |

PSV(K): 'bras bu 'di la snar rgyu yod do Zes bya ba ni sna ma dan
ldan pa yin la | de'i yul can gyi $es par yan sna ma dan ldan pa yin
no ||

*PSV(V): purva<m karana>m asyastiti purvavat karyam ... (?byed
na), tadvisayam api jianam purvavat.

*PSV(K): purvam karanam asya karyasyastiti  purvavat,
tadvisayam api jianam purvavat.

NBh": purvam karanam. tad asyastiti purvavat karyam. tadviSayam
api jiianam purvavat. (cited in PST 2 65,1-2)

Sesavat-matup:

PSV(V): gan'’ rgyu lhag ma dan ldan pas lhag ma dan ldan pa yin
na ni de'i Ses pa yan lhag ma dan ldan par 'gyur la |

PSV(K): 'di la 'bras bu lhag ma yod pa de ni lhag ma dan Idan pa
ste (em. : de) rgyu'o || de'i yul can gyi $es pa yan lhag ma dan ldan
pa yin no |

12T assume that gari is not part of the explanatory paraphrase, but is the remainder of
an otherwise lost phrase that introduced the explanation by the opponent. The
corresponding passage in Kanakavarman's translation is: gal te Idan pa yin na.
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*PSV(V): Sesa<m karya>m asyastiti Sesavat karanam, tasyapi (or
tad<visayam> api; or de'i yul can gyi em. : de'i) jianam S$esavat.

*PSV(K): Sesam karyam asyasti. tac Sesavat karanam. tadvisayam
api jianam §esavat.

NBh": Sesam karyam. tad asyastiti Sesavat karanam. tadvisayam api
jhanam Sesavat. (cited in PST 2 65,2-3)

Of special note is that both passages of the NBh" start with a short
sentence informing the reader about what the base words to which the
suffix -matup has been added, namely piirva- and sesa-, respectively,
refer to, namely to karana and karya, respectively. Neither of the
Tibetan translations allows us to believe that the translators saw such a
sentence in their manuscripts. According to Kanakavarman'’s transla-
tion, the identifications of piirva- with karana-, and Sesa- with karya-
are part of the explanatory paraphrases themselves. Vasudhararaksita’s
translation contains no such identification at all. Since in Vasudhara-
raksita’s translation the identification is missing in both explanations,
it is rather unlikely that the omissions, if there was anything omitted at
all, happened by chance. It is justified to assume that there was some
intentional editing at work. The question however is whether the
identifications of pitrva- and sesa- with karana- and karya- were part
of the original text of the Pramanasamuccaya, being removed later in a
certain transmission line, or whether they did not originally belong to
the text and were inserted later in a certain transmission line.

I am aware that I have presented here more problems and unsolved
riddles than solutions. To draw attention to the difficult situation one
faces when one tries to reconstruct parts of the Pramanasamuccaya
was the plan of this presentation anyway. I am very curious about
expert opinions on this, and will be thankful for any remarks.
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On a Fragment of Dignaga’s Nyayamukha*

Yasutaka Muroya, Vienna

0. Introduction

The discovery of Sanskrit manuscripts of Jinendrabuddhi’s (ca. 700-770
CE) Pramanasamuccayatika (PST) has had a great impact on philological
approaches to the main text, Dignaga’s (ca. 480-540) Pramanasamuccaya
(PS). By relying on Jinendrabuddhi’s references and paraphrases, several
studies have exemplarily restored the Sanskrit text of the PS as well as its
auto-commentary, Vreti (PSV), thereon. Naturally, parts of the restoration
or reconstruction of Dignaga’s magnum opus will remain hypothetical and
other parts conjectural in direct proportion to the existence, quality and
quantity of Jinendrabuddhi’s references to it.

The Sanskrit reconstruction of Dignaga’s original wording, the availabil-
ity of related “linguistic materials,” and the contextual information gained
from the PST have also had an enormous effect on the methodology of
interpreting Dignaga’s earlier work, the Nyayamukha (NMu), which cur-
rently is accessible only through Xuanzang’s (%%, 602-664) Chinese
translation (the Yinming zhengli men lun ben [KIW] IE#E3a 4%, Taisho 1628,
1 fascicle).'

* Work on this paper was supported by the Austrian Science Fund (FWF) in the context
of the FWF Projects P27863-G24 and P30827-G24, as well as by the JSPS Grant-in-Aid
Research Project 15H03155. I gratefully acknowledge my indebtedness to the Austrian
Academy of Sciences, the China Tibetology Research Center (CTRC) and Muni Shree
Jambiivijayaji for enabling access to copies of the manuscript in question. My sincere
gratitude goes to Prof. Motoi Ono and Prof. Toshikazu Watanabe for generously offering
research materials and discussing various issues in the context of our joint project of
preparing a critical edition of PST 6 and a Sanskrit reconstruction of PS 6 with the PSV.



94 Y. Muroya

Through a complete critical edition of the PST as well as a Sanskrit re-
construction of the PS,* a large number of passages of the PS are becom-
ing available in Sanskrit, passages that have parallels in the NMu.’ This
is enabling us to infer and occasionally reconstruct the Sanskrit text also
of the NMu. In turn, this is enabling a philological evaluation of Xuan-
zang’s translation and allowing us to determine its faithfulness to the orig-
inal with greater certainty than ever before.* Xuanzang’s version of the
NMu represents its initial dissemination in East Asia. Thus, by having a
possible textual basis of Xuanzang’s translation, when examining the Chi-
nese text, we can also better understand the reception of the work by East
Asian Buddhist intellectuals, who may have studied the text directly with
Xuanzang, or indirectly through no longer extant Chinese commentaries
on the NMu composed by Xuanzang’s disciples.

I am much obliged to Prof. Brendan S. Gillon for his invaluable comments and sugges-
tions and to Prof. Watanabe for his substantial contributions to section 4 of the present
article through a paper he recently published (2017b). Special thanks are due to Cynthia
Peck-Kubaczek and Dennis Johnson for English proofreading. The convention for citing
passages from the PS and PSV is as follows: upright roman script is used for words
known from the PST, italics for all text retranslated from the two Tibetan translations.

'In the present paper, references to the Chinese version of the NMu are given on the
basis of Xuanzang’s translation. On the expression “linguistic materials” and various
methodological considerations regarding the reconstruction of the PS, see Steinkellner
2005: Introduction, p. iv, n. 4; cf. also Katsura (2009: 154—-157), Pind (2015: I/Introduc-
tion, xix—xx) and Lasic 2016.

2 For Sanskrit reconstructions of the PS based on the PST, see, e.g., Steinkellner 2005
(for all of PS 1 with the PSV); Lasic 2015-2018 and 2016 (for PS 2.36¢ with the PSV);
Katsura 2009 (for PS 3.1-31), 2011 (for PS 3.32—43ab) and 2016 (for PS 3.43cd-51 and
PS 4.1-21); Pind 2015 (for most of PS 5 with the PSV); and Ono forthcoming (for PS
6).

3 For a good overview of relevant secondary literature, see Katsura 1977: 108. Also of
importance is Lii’s (1928) pioneering work and Lii / Yinchang (1928). On Lii’s (1896—
1989) contribution to the study of yinming, see Lin 2014: 353-357.

“ For a Sanskrit reconstruction of the stanzas related to the jatis, see Ono 2017c. On an
examination of the concluding stanza of the NMu, see Muroya 2017a. Cf. also Muroya
2017b.
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Furthermore, parallel passages in the PS and the NMu that are formulated
differently offer us new insights into the development of Dignaga’s
thought. Various questions are raised when examining the type, quality
and quantity of these parallels. By comparing these parallels—whether
literally identical, modified, or related in content or context—we are pro-
vided a better understanding not only of earlier phases of Dignaga’s
thought, but also of the theoretical culmination of his system of logic.

This article will take up a passage of the NMu for which no parallel ma-
terial has yet been discussed by other scholars and compare it to a textual
fragment cited in Uddyotakara’s (ca. 6th century) Nyayavarttika (NV).
Moreover, it will discuss some problematic issues in the context of so-
phistic rejoinders (jati), a method of argumentation that seems to have
been commonly used in debates. The discussion will also examine a later
Naiyayika commentary on the NV as well as a few interpretations thereof
by Buddhist logicians from Tang China as are recorded in Japanese inmyo
literature.

1. A passage in the Nyayamukha

The dialectical and logical significance of the jari (guolei i#%8, also lei %5)
has been evaluated in various ways. Remaining a controversial point,’ no
agreement has been found by modern scholars on how to interpret the
term.® The jati, or a method of argumentation by parity of reasoning, has
been variously explained literally as denoting “similarity (to a refutation),”

3 Cf. Kang 2006: 162-163.

6 On the issue of the meaning and different modern renderings of the term jati, see, e.g.,
Prets (2001: 546), Gillon (2003: 59), Ono (2003), Kang (2006: 161-165), Watanabe
(2017: 162-163) and Muroya (2017b: 95). On the role of debate in early Nyaya, see
Preisendanz 2000. On Dignaga’s concept of jati in relation to proper refutation (dizsana),
see Watanabe 2017: 151-162.
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this based on Dharmottara’s (ca. 740-810) paraphrase, or as ‘“a kind / ge-
nus (of refutation) that is fallacious” or “a fallacious similarity (to a refu-
tation),” which is based on Wengui’s (3C#, ca. 7th century) etymological
explanation of the Chinese two characters.’

The material handed down in Dignaga’s works is undoubtedly among the
most valuable and significant for understanding not only the sixth-century
definition of the jari, including that of the synonymous diisanabhasa, but
also for studying the theory of the jati as inherited by Dignaga both from
his Buddhist predecessors as well as from Brahmanical discussions. In his
works, Dignaga demonstrates a strictly logical approach to analyzing and
opposing the use of jati by applying the theory of the “wheel of reasons”
(hetucakra) and the triple characterization of a proper logical reason (trai-
rigpya). To this he adds the invariable concomitance (avinabhavitva) of
probandum and probans, which it seems his predecessors had not fully

7 On Dharmottara’s interpretations, see NBT 255,3: jatisabdah sadrsyavacanah (“The
term ‘jati’ denotes similarity”); cf. also NBT 255,3—4: uttarasthanaprayuktatvad ut-
tarasadrsani jatyuttarani (“Because [jatis are] employed in place of [proper] refutation,
[they are] similar to a refutation, [and thus are also called] “refutation by similarity”).
For Wengui’s interpretation, see YLSGS 2011a16-18 (Shen 2008: 377,20-21): .+
M, ERRESLIEEERY, Sk T o AREIEERK, ks T . RLERERZ
¥, MAWE, 45 lE¥H] . (“Because all these fourteen kinds [of jatis] refute [a
proponent’s] proof unreasonably, [they are] called ‘fallacy.” Thus, because [they] resem-
ble a [proper] refutation, [they are] called ‘similarity’ / ‘kind.” Because they are similar
to refutation / a kind of refutation and yet fallacious, [they are] called a ‘fallacious simi-
larity’ / ‘a fallacious kind.’””) This passage is silently quoted by the Japanese Buddhist
logician Zenju in his Inmyoron sho myoto sho (ISMS: T68, 220c12-14); cf. Muroya
2017b: 95-96, nn. 10 and 12 on the passage from the ISMS. On Wengui’s authorship of
the YLSGS, but not that of Kuiji as recorded in the original woodblock print, see, e.g.,
Shen 2008: 14-19. I am indebted to Prof. Motoi Ono and Prof. Toru Funayama for call-
ing my attention to Zenju’s text.
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systematized.® Dignaga’s quest for logical thoroughness and universal va-
lidity becomes even more evident when his description of the jati in the
NMu is compared with that in the PS.’

As has already been noticed by a number of scholars, Dignaga incorpo-
rates much of his NMu description of the jati into his PS. But the elabo-
rations and higher level of sophistication in the PS represent a develop-
ment of the theory as it stood when he composed the NMu. The PS also
contains an additional section that presents a detailed refutation of the jati
theory as found in Vasubandhu’s Vadavidhi."” However, these are not the
only differences between the two works: there are also elements found
only in the NMu. These are unique to the NMu and relate to dialectic pre-
suppositions. They appear to represent an earlier phase of Dignaga’s con-
ceptualization of the jati, as will be demonstrated in the present article.

In the NMu, an introductory section offers a general characterization of
the jati. Here, Dignaga speaks of the function, effect and value of applying
a jati in a polemical disputation, as follows:

NMu 3¢22-24 : pr5 MURGHERE) &, (1) s RIESMHELEE, 4
MELRERKE) o (2a) HIBEZE o0 hr i b B ok skt M i i, (2b) RNREREUR

8 Cf. Ono 2017b: 82 with n. 100.

° On the new arrangement in the PS of the list of fourteen kinds of jatis as admitted by
Dignaga, see Kang (2012) and Ono (2017c); the latter recognizes Dignaga’s new me-
thodic approach already in the NMu, where jatis are subdivided into five groups accord-
ing to new criteria, namely, the common features of logical faults that are censured by
jatis (cf. Ono 2017c: 455).

10 For the most recent research on the fragments from the Vadavidhi collected from the
PSV and PST, see Ono 2017b.

' While the Taisho edition reads wei 7, I adopt zhu #, which is retained in Yijing’s
translation of the NMu (Taisho 1629; T32, 9al15), as well as in some Japanese manu-
scripts of Xuanzang’s translation (for instance, the Kongdji manuscript available in dig-
ital form at the International College for Postgraduate Buddhist Studies Library, Tokyo,
acc. no. 0724-001, f. 8, 1. 19), and also adopted by Lii / Yincang (1928: 16,5) and Qiu
(1934: vol. 5, 7b5). The reading zhu 7% that denotes the plural form may explicitly reflect
the same particle for lei #H in the stanza, i.e., zhu lei #%%H. It is attested, for instance, in
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AR A E, (3a) BESERMA R, M (3b) RERRIMMIAR AL, (3c) &K
Fhile, (3d) @4 NEE o (da) BHOIEBISZILE TR MR, (4b) B
THLEIS K, (4e) BRNREATE S, (4d) R4 K,

What is stated by [the expression in stanza 19ab, namely,] “the
pseudo-refutations (*dizsanabhdsas) are similarities (¥jatis),” is that
fallacious similarities (*jatis) such as sadharmyasama and others are
(1) called “pseudo-refutations.” (2a) Because these [*jatis] are mostly
adopted for the purpose of confusing the other [position, i.e., that of
the proponent,] when a proper inference is [stated], (2b) they fail to
indicate the improperness (*asadhutva) of the proponent (*piirva-
paksa). (3a) Because [the *jatis] refute [the proponent’s position] un-
reasonably (*anyayena), and (3c) because these are similar to a
[proper refutation] (*tajjatiyatvat) (3b) inasmuch as [they are]
adopted in place of [a proper] refutation, (3d) these [rejoinders] are
called “fallacious similarities” (*jatis). (4a) If, when an inference is
stated [by the proponent] unreasonably, [a *jati is] adopted in such a
way, [it is] (4b) either [due to] not recognizing the fault of the [propo-
nent’s] inference, (4c) or for the purpose of (wei %) indicating a point
in the fault of the [proponent’s inference], (4d) [but, then, this is] not
called a fallacious similarity (*jati)."

The passage quoted above has been subdivided into four parts for practi-
cal reasons. Part (1) contains a full statement of the definition of the
“pseudo-refutation” (dizsanabhasa, Ch. sipo {UIfif; or sinengpo LLHERK) as
found in stanza 19ab: “Pseudo-refutations are jatis” (*tadabhasds tu ja-
tayah).” For understanding the subsequent commentarial passage (parts

the citation found in the Japanese Buddhist scholar-monk Zoshun’s jgf% Inmyo daisho
sho NI XEHS (IDS: T68, 606¢28 and 777a12).

12 For other scholarly translations with varying structural analyses of this passage, see
Lii/ Yincang’s (1928), Ui (1929: 654), Tucci (1930, 54) and Katsura (1982: 98). I thank
Prof. Ono for discussing this passage with me.

13 For this Sanskrit reconstruction, see Ono 2017c: 454, k. 19ab. The plural form of dii-
sanabhasa is found in parallel passages from NB 3.139 (disanabhasas tu jatayah) and
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2-4), it is useful to distinguish between three levels of how the terminol-
ogy is used, namely, (i) sadharmyasama and others as individual types of
jatis, (i) ditsanabhdsa as a superordinate category within the structural
framework of the NMu and (iii), jati as a generic term classified by Dig-
naga as equivalent to diisanabhasa. The italics in “fallacious similarity”
for jati is my emphasis; I assume this nuanced addition in Xuanzang’s
Chinese rendering of the term.

In part (2), the reason that jatis such as sadharmyasama and others are not
proper refutations, that is, not having the capacity of offering a proper
refutation, is explained by their being used as a strategy for disturbance
and confusion. In part (3), Dignaga provides an explanation for why jati
are equated with pseudo-refutations by adducing two main reasons, (3a)
and (3b—c). Part (4), most importantly for the present article, treats those
cases in which a certain type of pseudo-refutation is “not called a falla-
cious similarity” (bu ming guolei 4 18%H), or “not called a *jati,” as
Xuanzang’s rendering suggests. Although no gloss on “mostly” (duofen
%/7y; *prayas-, *bhityas-) in part (2a) is provided in the NMu, the mention
of this restriction could be regarded as an implicit indication of the cases
described in part (4).

It is evident that the description of ditsanabhasa and jati in the NM draws
more inspiration from the dialectical perspective and less from the logical
features emphasized in the definition of a proper refutation (*disana)."
Most of the parts of the passage above are absent in the PS, the exceptions

PVin 3.85b (tadabhasas tu jatayah); cf. Katsura (1982: 97, n. 1), Inami (1991: 33, 80—
81, n. 51) and Watanabe (2017: 142, n. 2). Cf. also footnote 67 below.

14 See NMu 3¢18: #EfikI%5 S (“[Proper] refutations are the statement / indication of de-
ficiency [*nyinatal and so on.”); cf. also NMu 3c19-22 for a commentary on it. For
parallel passages, see NB 3.138 (dizsanani nyinatadyuktih) and PVin 3.85a (diisana nyi-
natadyuktih); cf. Katsura 1982: 97, n. 1; Watanabe 2017: 142, n. 2. For a detailed analysis
of Dignaga’s concept of nyinata (“deficiency, paucity”), see Watanabe 2017 and his
contribution in the present volume. Cf. also footnote 67 below.
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being parts (1) and (2b). In the PS, Dignaga offers a specific logical ac-
count of the uttarariipaka, a term equivalent to the ditsanabhdsa in the
NMu," defining it as the “statement of the pseudo-fallacies (of a logical
formulation)” (tadabhasabhidhana).'® The dominant orientation of the PS
is logic, and thus the focus here is on duly recognizing the jativadin’s bel-
ligerent accusation of logical fallacies that are not given in reality. The PS
tends to be much less invested in the polemical tactics and sophistic psy-
chology of the NMu.

Concerning part (4d), my above understanding differs from that of earlier
modern scholarship, with the exception of certain Chinese yinming spe-
cialists. The most controversial points seem to be (1) the implication of
“not being called a fallacious similarity (*jati)” (henceforth, simply, “not
being called a jati,” without explicitly indicating the value judgment as
found in the Chinese translation), and (2) whether other types of jati might
exist that are not the common improper rejoinder type of sophistic jati."”

15 In his discussion of niranuyojyanuyoga (“the questioning of what is not to be ques-
tioned” in NS 5.2.22) on the Naiyayika’s twenty-two “points of defeat” (nigrahasthana)
in the Vadanyaya (VN), Dharmakirti appears to allude to jati by referring to uttarabhasa
(VN 64,15). In general, Dharmakarti classifies the jati under his second interpretation of
adosodbhavana (“the indication of what is not a fault”) that pertains to an opponent (u?-
tarapaksa); cf. VN 23,16—17 (for a translation, see Much 1991: 53).

16 PS 6.2: tatpradar§anam evato yuktam uttaram ucyate / tadabhasabhidhanam ca jatist-
ttararuipakam //. (“Hence, precisely the [proper] indication of these [fallacies such as
deficiency (nyinatva) and the like] is called a proper rejoinder. Among the jatis, for their
part, the statement of the [pseudo-fallacies] falsely similar to these is [called] a pseudo-
rejoinder.”) PSV (K) P170a1-2 (Kitagawa 1965: 531,4-7): de’i phyir de bstan pa nyid
ni || rigs pa’i lam du brjod pa yin || der snang ba ni brjod byed pa yang || lan dang ’du ba
Itag chod yin |; PSV (V) D78b2-3, P84a7-8 (Kitagawa 1965: 531,4-7): de nyid rab tu
bstan phyir dang || de ltar snang ba brjod pa’i phyir || lan ’di brjod par rigs pa yin || ltag
spyod la ni rjes mthun lan ||. Cf. Ono 2017c: 49, n. 30; Watanabe 2017: 152 (on PS 6.2ab)
and 161 (on PS 6.2cd); Muroya 2017b: 97.

17.Qiu (1934: vol. 5, 8a8) entitles part (4) as “Next [is the section on] the refutation of an
incorrect proof, i.e., the pseudo-jari” (WAkIAESz, {LLi#¥H), whereby he appears to draw
on Wengui’s explanation (cf. ibid., 8b3 with the subscript “Gui #1”); cf. Shen 2008:
393,1-2 for the presumably relevant text of Wengui. Shen (2008: 185) divides the
pseudo-refutation described in parts (2—4) of the NMu into two parts; one (parts [2] and
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When we look at the well-known classification of jati in the transmitted
version of the Nyayasiitra (NS), in the context of the “amicable debate”
(vada) it 1s difficult to clearly distinguish this type of jati from improper
rejoinders in general. As noted by Katsura (1982: 99), who follows
Tucci’s interpretation, scholars also diverge in their interpretation of parts
(4b) and (4c¢).

Ui (1929: 655): “The jatis are of these kinds [as mentioned above].
On the contrary, when the proponent who states an inference with bad
reasoning, the opponent states an inference as a refutation, but then
the latter does not either indicate the [former’s] fault because the [lat-
ter’s] own inference has no fault, or indicates the [former’s] fault;
these are not included in the pseudo-refutations as the jatis.”

Tucci (1930: 54, n. 91): “In the first case there would be the point of
defeat (nigrahasthana) called overlooking the censurable paryanuyo-
Jjyopeksana. As regards the second case there is ditsana.”

Ui describes the case (4b) as being the opponent (uttarapaksa) presenting
a logically sound proof that is comparable to a refutation despite not indi-
cating any fault of the proponent, and (4c) as being a proper refutation.
Tucci understands the first case (4b) as violating the rule of debate known
as a point of defeat (nigrahasthana), and the second (4c) as being a proper
refutation. Tucci (1930: 53, n. 90) also notes that “[a]n improper refuta-
tion of a wrong statement is not a jati, but a nigrahasthana,” thereby prac-
tically excluding the possibility of subsuming cases (4b) and (4c) under
the jati. Common to both Ui and Tucci is their understanding of the second

[3]) on the pseudo-refutation called a fallacious similarity, and the other (part [4]) on the
pseudo-refutation not called a fallacious similarity. On the latter, Shen explains that be-
cause it is not found in the fourteen kinds of fallacious similarities as defined in the NMu,
it is not called a fallacious similarity. Moreover, it is not taught in the PS: HIA{LEATE
I, MR, LR TR R RO, PTLABUIRE K AE (SEEm) ik
A,
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type (4c) as being a proper refutation. Furthermore, it is clear that in this
context they do not see (4c) as being associated with any type of jati.

2. A fragment of the Nyayamukha in the Nyayavarttika

The examination of the problematic part (4) of the NMu can be augmented
by surveying similar or parallel discussions in other primary literature.
This may lead, at the very least, to a better understanding of how Dig-
naga’s description in the NMu was read or interpreted by later authors.

2.1. References to part (2a)

Uddyotakara appears to have been aware of Dignaga’s distinction be-
tween the two functions of the jati. In the introductory part of his com-
mentary on the jati chapter of the NS, the sixth-century Naiyayika dis-
cusses different views regarding the purpose (prayojana) of employing
jati. First, he refers to the view that jatis are used to refute a correct proof.
This aspect is also referred to by Dignaga in the NMu, namely, in part
(2a). Uddyotakara’s discussion is more detailed, describing more pre-
cisely a jativadin’s objectives and psychology in a debate.

NV 497,11-13 =NV (C) 1102,8-1103,4 (on NS 5.1.1): sadhusadha-
nanirakarandartham va* prayogah. yada® vadr parasya sadhanam sa-
dhv iti manyate labhapijakhyatikamas ca bhavati tada jatih® pra-
yunkte — kaddcid ayam jatyuttarenakulikrtabuddhir uttaram na® prati-
padyeta; uttarapratipattya ca nigrhyeteti'. anabhidhane tu® jater eka-
ntapardjayah” parasyety aikantikat pardajayad varam sandeha’ ity
ukto* jateh prayogah."

Bv.l.:a. va]J1; caed., C—b. yada] J1; yada ca ed.; yada tu C. — c. sadhv iti] J1, C; sadhviti
ed. — d. jatih] ed., J1; jatim C — e. °kulikytabuddhir uttaram na] J1; °kulikrto nottaram ed.,
C —f. °grhyeteti] J1; °grhyate ed., C — g. tu] ed., J1; om. C — h. °pardjayah] ed., J1; °jayah
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Or the employment [of a jati] is for the purpose of refuting a proper
proof. When a debater (vadin) considers [his] opponent’s (para) proof
to be proper but becomes desirous of profit, respect and reputation,
then he employs the jatis. [This jativadin has the following in mind:]
“This [opponent] might not make a reply if his mind is confused
(akulikrtabuddhi) by [my] rejoinder using a jati (jatyuttara'), and
[then] he could be defeated due to failing to make a reply. But if a jati
is not presented, the opponent will definitely defeat [me]. Thus, un-
certainty [of outcome for me] is better than [my] definite defeat.”
Such is said to be the employment of the jati.

Here, one can see that using a jati is motivated by a debater’s highly eristic
and hostile intentions. He desires worldly merits and triumph in a debate,
and eagerly attempts to avoid a definite defeat. This jativadin is keenly
aware of his debate partner’s logical superiority and proper argumentation.
The employment of the jati is intended to bring about confusion in the
debate partner’s mind and bring him to defeat due to the “non-appearance
of a reply” (apratibha),” or at least to create the impression among the
judges and the audience that the debate partner’s argument is unconvinc-
ing. This deceitful attitude is also found in Dignaga’s much less elaborate
description, which primarily highlights the sophistic aspect and logical
irrationality of the jati.

C —i. aikantikat] ed., C; aikantikac ca J1. — j. sandeha] J1; astu sandeha ed., C — k. ukto] J1;
yukto ed., C. On this passage, cf. DhPr 255,25-256,1.

19 My understanding of the term jatyuttara is based on Dharmottara’s gloss, which takes
it as an instrumental tatpurusa; cf. NBT 256,2: jatya sadrsyenottarani jatyuttarani. The
use of jatis to denote its modal aspect and instrumental functionality is not unexpected;
this is also found in other philosophical traditions. Cf., e.g., Vatsyayana’s gloss (NBh
40,15-16; NBh [C] 36,5-6) on chalajatinigrahasthanasadhanopalambhah (“[a debate in
which] proof and refutation are undertaken through quibbles, sophistic rejoinders and
[the indication of] points of defeat”) in NS 1.2.2 defining the jalpa (“‘contentious debate,
disputation”). One could also render jatyuttara as a “refutation that is a sophistic rejoin-
der.”

2 Cf. NS 5.2.18.
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NMu NV (sequence:a — ¢ —b)

a M2y RERE yada vadr ... sadhanam sadhy iti manyate ...

b o 2 A parasya ... kadacid ayam jatyuttarenakulikrta-
buddhir ...
c 111 i 5% 15 ... tada jatth prayurkte

Table 1 : Relation of the NMu to the NV
(underlining shows the correspondences)

Uddyotakara appears to refer to an earlier source, one that may be related
to the NMu. As shown in table 1, passage (2a) of the NMu, Hif %5 A #
bb B DK L T B 5% &, may be regarded as a parallel, in content and partly
in the manner of expression, to “vada vadr parasya sadhanam sadhv iti
manyate ... tada jatth prayunkte — kadacid ayam jatyuttarenakulikrtab-
uddhir ...” However, this passage of the NV may not be linked to the
NMu directly. It is a little surprising that Xuanzang would have rendered
sadhana (*fE>7, “proof”)*' with biliang (tt &, “inference”), which is nor-
mally an equivalent of anumana. Rather, the occurrence of similar ideas
in the same context suggests the possibility that both Uddyotakara and
Dignaga based their statements on a common source such as Vasubandhu.
The latter’s works on logic were known to Uddyotakara. And Dignaga’s
description in part (2) could be related to a dialectical work by Vasu-
bandhu such as his lost Vadavidhana, upon which Dignaga is said to have
written a commentary.”

2! sadhana constitutes one of the four cardinal categories of Vasubandhu’s presentation
of the “fourfold statement” in debate (caturvakya) in his Vadavidhanavrtti, whereas the
theory is criticized by Uddyotakara; cf. Frauwallner 1933: 300, Fragmente A. L. 3f. (V)
=NV 152,4-5; NV (C) 355,7-8.

22 On the Vadavidhanatika, see Frauwallner 1933: 294,



On a Fragment of Dignaga’s Nyayamukha 105

2.2. A fragment of part (4) in the NMu

After explaining the application of a jati against a proper argument, Ud-
dyotakara addresses a theory of an opponent referred to as eke (“some”).
This anonymous thinker holds that jatis can be employed for more than
the purely sophistic use of jati presented above.

NV 497,16-18; NV (C) 1103,5-7 (on NS 5.1.1): asadhusadhananira-
karanartham ity eke". eke tu jateh prayogam manyante ’sadhusadha-
nanirakaranartham. evam cahuh —(4a) asadhau tu® sadhane prayukte
ya asam prayogah, (4b) so ’nabhijiiataya va“ sadhanadosasya, (4c)
taddosapradarsanartham va (4d) prasangavyajeneti.”

Some say that [the employment of a jati is] for the purpose of refuting
an improper proof. [Namely,] some, for their part, consider the em-
ployment of a jati to be for the purpose of refuting an improper proof.
And [indeed] they state [this] in the following way: “(4a) But when
an improper proof is employed, (4b) the employment of these [jatis]
is [made] either due to the non-recognition of the proof’s fault, (4c)
or [made] for the purpose of indicating its fault (4d) in the semblance
of an undesirable consequence (prasanga) [of equality].”

As is explained here, according to the view maintained by “some” (eke),
the scope of applying a jati can be extended to refuting an improper argu-
ment. Unfortunately, it is not explained how the anonymous opponent
sees a jati doing this, nor are we told what type of jati this might be. How-
ever, this passage of the NV evidently testifies that there were people who
positively assessed the jati as an effective method of refutation. Uddyo-
takara himself does not accept this way (prayojanabhava) of using a jati,
because he believes that when the party to a debate (uttarapaksa) recog-
nizes a logical fallacy in the argument of his opponent (pirvapaksa), he

Bv.l.:a. eke] J1; anye ed., C —h. tu] J1, C; om. ed. — c. va] J1; om. ed., C.
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should point this out directly, not indirectly through a jati as an improper
rejoinder.”*

In my opinion, this anonymous opponent (eke) being referred to by Ud-
dyotakara may be Dignaga. The passage marked as a quotation with iti in
the NV, namely, a passage after evam cahuh until prasangavydjena, can
be regarded as a close parallel, though not identical, to part (4) in the
above passage from the NMu. The correspondences between the NV and
the NMu may be identified in the following way:

NMu NV

4a  FHRIEPESLLLEFWESE  asadhau tu sadhane prayukte ya asam
% prayogah

4b  HoR TR EE K so 'nabhijiiataya va sadhanadosasya

4c  SRNRBERME S taddosapradarsanartham va

4d AR # (or: =) prasanigavyajena

Table 2: Relationship between part (4) in the NMu and the NV

As in the case of passage (2a), the NV may not be directly associated with
the NMu, for instance, due to the unusual rendering of sadhana with
biliang (tt.f, *anumana). Nevertheless, the individual phrases in parts
(4a) to (4c¢) in the two texts, including va being denoted by huo (8¢, *va)
even twice, match noticeably well. Accordingly, it is conceivable that Ud-
dyotakara is referring here to Dignaga’s NMu, or is citing a passage in
one of his lost works that read similarly to part (4) of the NMu.

It should be noted, most significantly, that there is no clear equivalent here
for part (4d) of the NMu, “not being called a jati” (bu min guolei <441t
¥H). And conversely, there is no trace in Xuanzang’s translation of pra-

24 Cf. NV 497,18-498,2; NV (C) 1103,7-10.
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sanga as found here in the N'V. This last disagreement makes it problem-
atic to ascribe the anonymous author (eke) of the NV to Dignaga. Various
reasons might be assumed for this disagreement, as for instance, a textual
problem in the Sanskrit transmission of the NMu (which cannot, at pre-
sent, be judged), Uddyotakara having modified the citation, or a problem
in Xuanzang’s translation.

Especially the third possibility leads us to further thoughts. If Uddyo-
takara faithfully quoted a passage from one of Dignaga’s lost works, the
disagreement, which may then turn out to be superficial, could be reduced
to Xuanzang’s free rendering or contextual adaptation. At least the co-
occurrence of guolei 18%H and prasanga reminds me of Xuanzang’s quite
unusual rendering of prasanga with guolei 1#%5 in another passage of the
NMu.” It may be possible that the prasangavyaja, as found in the NV,
was freely translated as “not being called a jati” (bu ming guolei 41k

% If the text of Xuanzang’s translation remains as it is transmitted, for which I have no
other evidence, it is likely that the expression xiangsi guolei gu fB{LLiEE K (“due to the
fallacious similarity that lies in the equality [of the arguments of both proponent and
opponent”) in NMu 4a8-9 is the equivalent of samaprasangatah in PSV 6.20d; more
precisely, xiangsi fH{El = sama; guolei W4 = prasanga; gu = °tah. For translations of
the expression of the NMu; cf. Tucci (1930: 55) and Katsura (1984: 50); for that of the
PSV, cf. Kitagawa (1965: 350), Watanabe (2017: 160) and Muroya (2017b: 120). The
Sanskrit expression samaprasanga is attested by Jinendrabuddhi’s unquestionable pratika;
cf. PST Ms B 254a7-254b1 (cf. footnote 28 below). The reconstruction of the relevant
passage of the PSV is: samasabdah punar jatisu sarvopasamharesu samaprasangato ve-
ditavyah. (“Furthermore, it should be understood that the word ‘equal’ [contained in the
individual terms of the jati] is [used] due to [the indication of] an undesirable conse-
quence of equality of the arguments of both debaters that would follow] concerning all
[kinds of] application [of an example to the object of proof] when the jatis are [em-
ployed].”). PSV (K) P174b6—7 (Kitagawa 1965: 554,4-9; Katsura 1984: 49, nn. 2 and
3): mtshungs pa’i sgra yang thams cad nye bar bsdus pa’i ltag chod rnams la thal bar
mtshungs pa nyid du rig par bya’o |; PSV (V) D83b2-3, P90b4—6 (Kitagawa 1965:
554,5-9): mtshungs pa zhes bya ba’i sgra ni thams cad kyi mjug (mjug pa Kitagawa) bsdu
bar ltag gcod rnams la thal bar ’gyur bar mtshungs par rig (rigs P; cf. Kitagawa 1965:
350, n. 898) par bya’o |. On the usage of samaprasangita by Candrakirti, see Seyfort
Ruegg 2000: 270, n. 55, who (ibid., 270-271, n. 57) also refers to jati and counter-argu-
ment as “exposed to attack” (savakasa); cf. also MacDonald 2015: 11/55-56, n. 123; Ono
2019: 904-903.



108 Y. Muroya

¥H) to emphasize the distinctive scopes for applying a jati. One could un-
derstand the implication of the ‘“semblance of prasanga” or the
“prasanga-like argument” (prasarngavyaja) in the NV to be distinct from
what might be tentatively called an original or “genuine” (*avydja)
prasanga, as referred to in the NMu in parts (2) and (3). In passing, equat-
ing jati with prasanga is notably done by Vatsyayana, the fifth-century
commentator on the NS, in a gloss on the definition of the jati in NS
1.2.18: prayukte hetau yah prasango jayate sa jatih (“The [indication by
an opponent of an] undesirable consequence (prasarnga) that arises when
a logical reason is employed [by a proponent] is the [fallacious] similar-
ity.”).*

The distinction between apparent (vydja) and genuine (*avydja) jati would
become possible under the presupposition that Dignaga is describing a
second type of refutation, that of part (4), as a kind of effective jati, and
thus is characterizing it differently than the common kind of jati described
in parts (2) and (3), which are solely fallacious. If Xuanzang had limited
the scope of the common or original jati only to the sophistic technique of
rejoinder, which is pertinently denoted by its Chinese rendering with gu-
olei (3##4, lit. “fallacious similarity”), it would imply that the second type,
in part (4), would have to be differentiated from the common kind of jati.

It cannot of course be excluded that the apparent disagreement in part (4)
may have resulted from Uddyotakara having made an editorial modifica-
tion. He may have freely adjusted part (4) to the context at hand—explain-
ing the objective of employing a jati. Then, one should indeed assume that
Dignaga was explaining that there are cases in which certain rejoinders
are not included in the jati. This leads to the understanding that was ac-
cepted by East Asian scholars in Tang China and early medieval Japan,

26 NBh 51,11; NBh (C) 401,8 (read prayukte with the Jaisalmer manuscript, as reported
by Kang [2008: 47], instead of prayukte hi in both editions). For translations, see, e.g.,
TPhSI (I1/101, s.v. jatih [2]; 111/82, s.v. prasangah [2]; 111/242, s.v. sadharmyasamah),
Prets (2001: 550), and Kang (2008: 48). Cf. Muroya 2017b: 116.
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as will be demonstrated below (§ 3—3.2). And there is a further possibility,
namely, that Uddyotakara quoted an anonymous source which is totally
unknown to us.

2.3. Vacaspati MiSra’s interpretation

While Vacaspati does not reveal the identity of Uddyotakara’s anonymous
opponent, the former elaborates on this passage and provides further con-
textual clarification. Vacaspati’s gloss demonstrates how the key terms
prasanga and prasangavydja are understood and whether the text is con-
cerned with an explanation of the jari.

NVTT 642,8-14; NVTT (C) 1103,16-21: matantaram nirakartum
upanyasyati — asadhusadhaneti. tattvavisayam api sadhanam asadhv
iti viditavan vadakale capratibhayasya'sadhutvopapadanam na pari-
sphurati®. asadhv etad iti tu® smaraty asau® jatim prayunkte. tad idam
uktam — anabhijiiataya va® sadhanadosasyeti. athava janann api jatim
prayunkte, tasya sadhanasya dosapradarsanartham prasangavydjena.
“madiyam tavad disanabhasam eva', evam tvadiyam api sadhana-
bhasam. yadi tu tat* samyak sadhanam", tato' madiyam api samyag
ditsanam’ syat” iti prasangah. tadvyajena sadhanam diisayatity ar-
thah.”’

He (Uddyotakara) mentions a different view in order to refute [it],
saying “an improper proof.” An [opponent] who has noticed that the
[proponent’s] proof, though its object pertains to the truth, is improper,
but [can]not set out a demonstration (upapadana) of [its] improper-
ness due to the absence of insight at the time of discussion. But [then]

2 v.l. a. capratibhayasya®] ed., J; capratibhaya® C — b. parisphurati] ed., J; sphurati C — c.
tu] ed., J; om. C —d. smaraty asau] J; smarann evasau ed., C —e. va] J; om. ed., C —f. eva]
ed., J; om. C — g. yadi tu tat] ed., J; yadi tvat C — h. samyak sadhanam] ed., J; sadhanam
samyak C —i. tato] ed., J; tada C — j. dizsapam] ed., J; om. C.
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he employs that jati, while being mindful that this [proof of the pro-
ponent] is improper. Therefore, this is stated by [the phrase] “or, due
to the non-awareness of the proof’s fault.” Or he employs the jati,
even though he knows [the fault], for the purpose of indicating the
fault of that proof in the semblance of an undesirable consequence.
The undesirable consequence [as mentioned here] is the following:
“Mine is on my part nothing but a pseudo-refutation, [but] likewise
yours is also a pseudo-proof. But if [you argue that] it is a proper proof,
then mine should also be a proper refutation.” He (the opponent)
[then] vitiates the [proponent’s] proof in the semblance of (or:
through) such [an argument]. This is the meaning [of the relevant pas-
sage].

Here Vacaspati presents a syntactical analysis of part (4d), prasarngavyadja.
He clearly construes it with the second half of the passage, part (4¢), in-
troduced with the second va. It is also notable that Vacaspati understands
that the agent to which anabhijiiata pertains concerning part (4b) is the
Jjativadin or the opponent, who has been only vaguely aware of the propo-
nent’s fallacy and incapable of identifying it.

Furthermore, Vacaspati’s gloss on prasanga shows that it signifies a “sim-
ilarity” or “equality” of tension between the debaters in terms of either
the validity or the non-validity of their arguments. This is expressed in
two ways: “Just as mine is a pseudo-refutation (dizsanabhdasa), so is yours
a pseudo-proof (sadhanabhasa)” and “if yours were a correct proof (*sa-
myaksadhana), then mine would also be a correct refutation (*samyagdii-
sana).” This understanding appears to comply with Dignaga’s description
of the jati in his PS, at least when we follow the interpretation of Jinen-
drabuddhi.”®

B Cf. PST Ms B 254a7-254b1 ([T] D307a7-307b1, P346b6-8) on PS 6.20d: sarvopa-
samharesu samaprasangata iti “yathaivedam tava sadhanam, mamapi tathaivedam utta-
ram” ity evam sarvapurvottarapaksesu tulyatvapadanatah. (“[The phrase in the PSV]
‘due to an undesirable consequence of equality concerning all [kinds of] application’ is [to
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3. East Asian interpretations

Around the seventh to eighth century, during the period of Tang dynasty
and following Xuanzang’s translation of the NMu, a large number of com-
mentaries on the NMu were composed by Chinese Buddhist intellectuals,
including scholars from the Silla Kingdom. Nearly all of them have been
lost. However, textual fragments have survived in the form of quotations
or references. These textual fragments have been preserved predomi-
nantly in Japanese works on Buddhist logic, works from the inmyo tradi-
tion.

3.1. Fragment from Dingbin’s commentary

In his Inmyaron sho myoto sho R Gm B EE (Taisho 2270, 12 fascicles,
completed in 781; ISMS), Zenju (2K, 723-797), an eighth-century Bud-
dhist scholar-monk of the Japanese Yogacara (Hosso %4H) tradition, rec-
ords a fragment from Dingbin’s (/&% first half of the 8th century®) lost
commentary on the NMu which refers to the passage in question.™

show that the expression ‘equality’ is used] due to bringing about [a consequence of] the
equality concerning all [arguments of the] proponents and opponents in such a manner that
‘just as your proof'is thus [valid or invalid], so is this rejoinder of mine too.”””) On this pas-
sage, see Muroya 2017b: 121, as well as footnote 25 above. Cf. also Watanabe 2017:
157-158.

2 On Dingbin and his biography, thought and influence on Japanese Buddhism, see
Moro 2015: 386—417 (chapter 5.3).

30 Zenju’s reference to Dingbin begins at ISMS, T68, 313b4-5: &fifix, [X#ERF (=)
JFEAFN) #F, AN, (“The master [Ding]bin says [as follows:] [The passage in the
NMu that] ‘Further, if, when ... not the moon, because it exists’ shows in general four
kinds of faults.”); cf. also ibid., 313b24: cf. 313b22-24: ¥ [EEFH] HF{ESZK T AHE AR A,
AR ATIARK, R, &Hififis, (“Therefore only the ‘unestablishedness of the
locus’ (*asrayasiddha) of the logical reason is presented in the Nyayamukha, but not the
‘unestablishedness of the qualificand’ (*aprasiddhavisesya) of the thesis. What is the
meaning of the [latter]? The master [Ding-]bin states his interpretation [as follows].”)
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The fragment is contained in the part of a discussion related to classifying
the fallacious thesis (paksabhasa). As regards the logical formulation
acandrah Sast sattvat (“‘a rabbit-bearer is not the moon, because it exists”),
Dignaga defines this as a kind of pseudo-thesis, namely, the type of
pseudo-thesis that is invalidated by a “contradicting proposition which is
commonly accepted through verbal knowledge” (sabdaprasiddha-virud-
dha).”' Some commentators in Tang China appear to have analyzed this
specific type of pseudo-thesis more extensively than did Dignaga, detect-
ing four kinds of faults according to the system found in Sankarasvamin’s
manual on logic.

Whether the following passage is a literal quotation from Dingbin’s com-
mentary in its entirety remains to be determined. The final phrase (yu ru
bi shu gxan{EEE “The rest is like that commentary”) could suggest that
Zenju’s quotation is either entirely or partially a summary based on the
original wording in Dingbin’s commentary, if the phrase indeed refers to
the same commentary.

T68, 313c9-16: g AR AKETAIIFARME) &, RascsE, g
B, W, A%, 8RR &REN, [, WMIEhER, TRIF
WAE, W, 9%, MO, HWREAPTRARRR, &, e,
NEPHN BT, P8 s INEFTR, RVEBORIARNL R IR K, %
MM = TECANRERGE M) o BOMBERCAR R, RESZFT BT * AR,
ERA R,

Or, as regards [the passage] “there is [a fault of] the thesis whose qual-
ificand is unestablished (bucheng suobie %A, *asiddhavisesya™)

3 Cf. NMu 1a21-22 (cf. Tucci 1930: 7; Katsura 1977: 113—-114). On this paksabhasa,
see, e.g., Kitagawa (1965: 130), Katsura (1977: 114) and Tillemans (2000: 5-6).

2 vl a. %] ed.; ZKX Ms. Ko (in Taishd).

3 On aprasiddhavisesya (“a thesis in which the qualificand [i.e., the property-possessor]
is not commonly admitted to exist”) as one of the paksabhasas as defined in the Nyaya-
pravesalkal, see, e.g., Inami 1991: 73, no. 7.
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as well as a fault of the logical reason [i.e., the non-established locus],”
[it is] as said [in the following]:

[Thesis:] The nature of the self is [the capacity of] thinking.
Reason: Because pleasure and so on are produced.

The opponent violates the faults of both the thesis and the reason.*
Question. The Buddhist teaching refutes [this] non-Buddhist, stating:

[Thesis:] The self is not permanent.
Reason: Because of pleasure and so on.
[Example:] Like the consciousness of the mind.

[The non-Buddhist charges that] this logical reason would have [the
fault of] the non-established locus (suoyi bucheng FTi&k ik, *asraya-
siddha). Reply. Because [the Buddhist refutation is made by] way of
refutation (nengpo men weff, *diisanadvara), one does not need to
identify the reason’s lack of a locus. If he (the non-Buddhist) re-
proaches [the Buddhist] for the reason’s lack of a locus, then he (the
Buddhist) changes his opponent’s original thesis [and thus] indicates
the reason’s lack of a locus. Thus, it is said in the Nyayamukha: “Or
in order to indicate a point of the fault of the [proponent’s inference].”
Therefore, one knows that [the rule concerning] a refutation is not
identical [to that of a proof]. [Namely,] as regards the way of proof
(nengli men #e~IFY, *sadhanadvara), there must exist a locus [for a
logical reason]. The rest [of the explanation] is as [given in] that com-
mentary [by Dingbin].

Although it stands in the context of the sabdaprasiddha-viruddha, the
above passage is associated with part (4c) of the NMu. The Buddhist con-

testant representing the opponent (uttarapaksa) in the debate is aware of

the fault of the Brahmanical proponent’s logical reason, a reason whose

3* A similar reasoning is adduced in NMu 1b21-22 as a case of *dharmyasiddha (5%
AhR); cf. Katsura 1977: 124-125; MacDonald 2015: 11I/101-102, n. 212.
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“locus is unestablished” (asrayasiddha) with regard to the self (wo %k,
*atman). However, he does not point this out directly, but instead sets
forth a logical formulation using a similar reason, being aware of com-
mitting the same fault. The Buddhist argues that the fault of asrayasiddha
does not apply to his own refutation (dizsana) because the precondition is
different from the case of setting forth a proof (sadhana).” Dingbin’s dis-
tinction between two “ways” or modes of debate, nengpo men (HEfifFH,
*dusanadvara) and nengli men (883219, *sadhanadvara), is noteworthy.

The Buddhist rejoinder is considered to have the aim of indicating the
opponent’s fallacy while being released from the fallacy of the opponent’s
proof. This circumstance stands in contradistinction to part (1b) of the
NMu, which denotes as one of the significant criteria for a genuine jati
that a pseudo-refutation (sinengpo {LLAERE, *diisanabhasa) does not point
out the proponent’s logical fault. Whether the rejoinder stated by the Bud-
dhist is regarded a proper refutation or an improper one is not explicitly
mentioned by Dingbin. However, it is evident that the refutation presup-
posed by Dingbin is not entirely free from logical fallacy; it may be re-
garded as a pseudo-refutation which is effective in criticizing the propo-
nent’s proof.

3.2. Fragment from Wengui’s commentary

Like Zenju, Zoshun (i %, 1104—1180), one of the leading figures in the
twelfth-century Japanese inmyo tradition, notably refers to a number of

lost Chinese commentaries on the NMu and cites abundantly from them.
In his Inmyé daisho sho KB KEifP (Taisho 2271, 41 fascicles, completed

% On Dignaga’s treatment of a non-real subject in the thesis when it is posited by an
opponent, see NMu 1b27—c4 with Katsura (1978: 110-114).
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in 1152; IDS), Zoshun refers to Wengui’s (3C#)L, ca. 7th century?®) inter-
pretation of part (4) of our NMu passage. Since the end of the fragment
specifies that this is “the master of the law [Wen-]gui’s intention and
meaning” (#LIEATE#E; cf. T68.778a8), it is likely that the cited passage
contains paraphrases of Wengui’s text and a summary, or at least is pri-
marily constituted thereof.

Let us first take a look at the context in which this fragment appears. At
the beginning of the passage, Zoshun introduces the question of whether
a jati can be a “genuine” refutation (zhenpo [Ef¥) when the reasoning of
the proponent’s argument is not sound.” Interestingly, this question
demonstrates an understanding of the jati that is separate from the domain
of pseudo-refutations and alludes to the possibility that a jati may function
as a proper refutation. Then, after quoting the passage of part (4) of the
NMu,* Zoshun cites extensively from Dingbin’s commentary on the
NMu.” This fragment of Dingbin’s commentary is composed of two fur-
ther commentaries, one by the Korean Buddhist philosopher Yuance (Kor.
Woncheuk, Wonch’tk [BIH], 613-696), also called “the master of the law
Ximing” (Ximing fashi 7&9iLff), and the other, as mentioned above, by
Wengui. Both fragments seem to have been quoted also from commen-
taries on the NMu. The following passage shows Wengui’s second inter-
pretation of part (4b) as well as of parts (4c) and (4d).

T68, 777c24-778a8: 5 "4, Siiim NEREEL, ARET AL RISk,
HAE im ¥ o Ll &S, BEkew, W, Prirtic, BEEERE R,

% On Wengui (Kor. Mungwe) and his possible origin being Shilla, see Moro (2015: 118-
119).

37 Cf. IDS, T68, 777a17-18: =, FHMNIEHL B, BHES EMIES, (“Some state
[the following] to seek [an answer]: If [a fallacious similarity (*jati) is] adopted in such
a way for [refuting] a [logically] invalid inference, does the fallacious similarity become
a genuine refutation?”’)

B IDS, T68, 777a19-21.
¥ 1IDS, T68, 777a22-778b4.
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MRS, FOREER, EIEETH, TARE, S FAE, WEAR
ERGE, BN, BHFRME, Sr@k, vHEx, BFEEY, Kz,
pritEle, BEEEFENOEATRE, WNLRMW s, EAEE, EIEFTH, 40
ME2255, ECE R IEREE, B, s TEOR TR

A AR ZFIARIREZ,

Hokam3C, S0 M, EEGE, S, e T8 AR EEaE LM,
AR . (ZEE T8 o dREEEEm A ESE, SR RlEmEamt,
(kR E R, ) *

bl

|

The second way [for interpreting the passage (part [4b]) of the NMu
“not recognizing the fault of the proponent’s inference”] is [as fol-
lows]: Or a proponent is inept at the rules of the science of reasoning
and unable to recognize the fault of [his own] inference. While, for
instance, an advocate of [eternal] sound states to a Buddhist disciple
the [following] reasoning:

[Thesis:] Sound is certainly eternal.
Reason: Because it is audible.

Inasmuch as there is no similar example, he merely sets forth a dis-
similar example, stating: “If this is not eternal, it is certainly not audi-
ble, like a pot and so on.” Now the Buddhist disciple does not say that
the [inference by the non-Buddhist proponent] is over-exclusive-in-
conclusive (bugong buding ~IL:AGE, *asadharananaikantika), be-
cause he merely goes along with the [proponent]. Furthermore, he
who becomes similar to the [proponent] does not recognize the fault
[of his own inference and] sets forth a [following] inference, stating:

[Thesis:] Sound is certainly non-eternal.
Reason: Because it is audible.

Oyl a MAELHE] “em. (?)” (in Taisho); i~ EHE, HiA~EEE Ms (in Taishd).



On a Fragment of Dignaga’s Nyayamukha 117

Inasmuch as there is no similar example concerning audibility, he
merely sets forth a dissimilar example, stating: “If it is eternal, it is
certainly not audible, like the ether and so on.” [The presentation of a
dissimilar example by the Buddhist is] similar to the inference [pre-
sented] by the [Buddhist’s] opponent, [and], furthermore, [the for-
mer’s inference] is not [called] a fallacious similarity (fei guolei FFi&
4H), because it indicates the fault of the [non-Buddhist]. Therefore, it
is stated [in the NMu] that “or he does not recognize the fault of the
[proponent’s] inference.” With the [explanation] above, the features
and conditions of both ways [to interpret the passage of the NMu]
have been demonstrated.

The next passage (parts [4c] and [4d]) in the treatise (the NMu) shows
two points. [Namely,] what can indicate the [proponent’s] fault is not
called a fallacious similarity (bu ming guolei ~4i#%5). Therefore, it
is stated [in the NMu] that “or, namely, [what is presented] in order
to indicate the [proponent’s] fault is not called a fallacious similarity.”
Why should [the word] “or” be mentioned? [It] means that, although
[the opponent] should make a proper censure, he does not make a
proper censure, or that, by making a pseudo-censure, he indicates the
[proponent’s] fault. (The intention and meaning of the master of the
law [Wen-]gui is like this.)

As regards part (4b) of the NMu, Wengui assumes the notable case of
adopting the audibility (sravanatva) of sound as a logical reason, a logical
reason that has been classified as over-exclusive and thus inconclusive
(asadharananaikantika) by Dignaga and Sankarasvamin.*'

9, &

“ On the Sravanatva as the logical reason in the fifth position of Dignaga’s “wheel of
reasons” (hetucakra), see NMu 2a23: sixif %, Friittdz. On the treatment of the
asadharananaikantika by Dignaga and Sankarasvamin, see Kitagawa 1965: 33, 200-202
(on PS 3.24cd = Kitagawa 1965: 498); Katsura 1979: 71 (on NMu 2b10-11) and 74-76
(on NMu 2b14-17); Ono 2010: 132-134 (on PS 3.24cd); Moriyama 2014: 124—-125 (on
PS 3.24c¢d) and Tachikawa 1971: 124 (on NP 5,11-13, item [2]).
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In the passage above, however, the non-Buddhist proponent, who is said
to be unfamiliar with the theory of logic, makes a hypothetical statement
that would merely satisfy the third condition by adducing a dissimilar ex-
ample (*vaidharmyadrstanta). An opponent such as a Buddhist could ac-
tually point out the fallacy of the reason to the effect that the reason is
inconclusive due to the lack of similar instances. But he does not mention
this fault. Rather, imitating the proponent, the Buddhist uses the same fal-
lacious reason and posits a contradicting proposition, arguing again for
the presence of a dissimilar example (e.g., the ether). Although both sides
use an inconclusive reason, Wengui qualifies the rejoinder by the Bud-
dhist opponent to be effective. In his opinion, this is thus not regarded as
a jati (fei guolei FEE%H).

Wengui’s explanation of parts (4c) and (4d) is quite abstract. However, it
is noteworthy that, according to Wengui, this type of pseudo-refutation is
interpreted as having two aspects, namely, an “incorrect censure in place
of a proper censure” (ving zheng nan er bu zheng nan J& ¥ A~ F#) and
a “pseudo-censure which is still able to indicate the adversary’s fault” (wei
sinan er xian biguo FS{IEEMEE{% ). For both aspects, Wengui maintains
that the rejoinder is essentially improper, but inasmuch as it demonstrates
the adversary’s fault, it is not called a jati (bu ming guolei ~44i#¥H).%

Unfortunately, Wengui does not specify what kind of effective pseudo-
refutation was presented by the opponent in the first case.” But it seems

42 This combination of improperness and effectiveness with regard to a rejoinder is rem-
iniscent of the concept of the “genuine pseudo-refutation” (zhen-si-nengpo [ELIFERY) that
is attributed to the fallacy of antinomy (xiangwe jueding guo FHiERE#, *viruddhavya-
bhicaritvadosa). Jingyan (##R), one of Xuanzang’s disciples, mentions that the concept
of “genuine pseudo-refutation” was originally explicated by a certain interpreter from
the “West” (xifang shi 76 J7#%). On the “genuine pseudo-refutation” as one of four kinds
of refutation (nengpo HEf%) in Jingyan’s two commentaries, see Shen 2008: 181, 246 (in:
Yinming ru zhengli lun lilechao [N NIEBGGESYD), 292 (in: Yinming ru zhengli lun hou-
shu RIB]NIE R4 5.

43 In Dignaga’s list of the fourteen jatis, the fallacious indication of an “over-exclusive”
reason appears in karyasama (NMu 5b29; on PS 6.7) and vikalpasama (NMu n.e.[?]; on
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clear that the counterargument presents a reasoning that reveals a contra-
diction to the proponent. Although not clearly mentioned, the Buddhist
opponent appears to bear in mind the charge of “antinomy.” In fact, the
Buddhist’s argument makes the proponent involved in the fallacy of the
antinomic reason (viruddhavyabhicarin) in respect to the identical subject
of the thesis (paksadharmin), or sound (Sabda) in the present case. Such a
censure is specious due to the failure of both parties to fulfill the second
condition of a sound logical reason. It is also notable that in the discussion
treated by Wengui, there is a possible transition from asadharana-anai-
kantika in the refutation (dizsana) to viruddhavyabhicarin in the proof
(sadhana). This reminds us of Dignaga’s reference to a similar transition
of logical fallacies, as will be shown below (cf. § 4.2).

To sum up the East Asian interpretations of part (4), we observe that these
interpreters of Xuanzang’s version of the NMu take it for granted that the
passage in question is discussing cases of logically incorrect rejoinders or
pseudo-refutations (sinengpo {LIGERY, *disanabhasa). They maintain that
such rejoinders could attain a positive assessment insofar as they, though
indirectly, indicate the fallacy of a proponent’s reasoning. Focusing pri-
marily on rhetorical effects in disputation rather than logical soundness,
these intellectuals in general and Wengui in particular see certain pseudo-
refutations as being categorically discernible from the fallacious *jati,
which cannot be assessed positively, as may be viewed as programmed in
Xuanzang’s rendering of jati as “fallacious similarity.” Accordingly, it is
to some extent evident that in East Asia the scope of the dizssanabhasa was
broader than that of the jati.

4. Dignaga on the jati as a proper diisana

PS 6.12b’cd-13a’). A pseudo-antinomic reason appears in sadharmyasama, vaidharm-
yasama, vikalpasama and avisesasama (NMu 4c10: {LIfH:#E R E). Cf. Kitagawa 1965:
328-329; Katsura 1984: 67.



120 Y. Muroya

The passage in question in the NMu, part (4), can also be compared to a
different part of the NMu, a connection that, as will be shown below,
seems to be indicated by Uddyotakara. Indeed, a comparative investiga-
tion of internal evidence in Dignaga’s works reveals the wider context of
his theory concerning the typology of rejoinders, as well as how he dis-
tinguishes between their properness and improperness with regard to dia-
lectics and logic.

4.1. Relation of jati and ditsana in the NMu

After individually defining and explaining the seven jatis from sadharm-
yasama through arthapattisama, Dignaga in toto presents general obser-
vations and analyzes the real status of the jatis that should rightly be rec-
ognized as fallacious arguments to be disproved. He then takes up a dis-
cussion that is of interest to the discussion at hand.

NMu 4c14-15: FHpi&AREiE, sERERIEFERARTRSL, B4
PREMK ), S HEL,

If [an inference as] a means of valid cognition that is to be proved [by
the proponent (*piirvapaksa)] has the fault of inconclusiveness (bud-
ing guo /~E1H) [concerning its logical reason], or if [an inference of
the opponent (*uttarapaksa) is], for its part, proved by reason of [a
jati, such as] *sadharmyalsama) and others (fongfa deng [F115%%, *sa-
dharmyadi), that is conclusive (jueding V7€), then [this *jati is] called
a “[proper] refutation,” because such [a jati] is a criticism which is
equal (dengnan “%:#) [to the proponent’s proof].*

“ For other translations, see Ui (1929: 670), Tucci (1930: 61), Katsura (1984, 66, § 10.9)
and Watanabe (2017: 153); for glosses, see Qiu (1934: vol. 6, 3b4), who takes buding guo
(#R7E1#) as gon bugon xiangwei (35~ F:4H:E) and supplements *parvapaksa (# (#iiz%) ) and
*uttarapaksa (48 (#%:%) ) for the former and the latter part, respectively, probably alluding
to Li’s (1928: 49,7-8) translation of the parallel in the PSV. Concerning the expression
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Scholars have offered various interpretations of the above passage. Its
ambiguity is connected with the following three phrases in particular: the
syntactical association of “conclusiveness” (jueding {7, *aikantika®),
the variously interpreted tongfa deng ([7li5:%, *sadharmyadi®®), and the
hitherto differently analyzed dengnan (5:8; cf. tulyapratyavasthana®).
Without going into the details of the various scholarly interpretations, the
above understanding draws on a parallel passage in the PS, as mentioned
below (§ 4.2). In the rendition of Qiu (1934) and Watanabe (2017), the
rather laconic reference to *sadharmyadi may well be understood as an

tongfa deng [Fl7%%, it may be possible to understand it as a logical formulation based on
similarity and dissimilarity.

% For the usage of the term aikantika in the context of the jati, see PSV on PS 6.15a:
yady aikantikaih sadharmyasamadibhih ... pratyavasthanam syat; cf. PSV (K) P173b8
(Kitagawa 1965: 546,16—17): gal te ... chos mthun pa dang mtshungs pa la sogs pa nges
pa rnams kyis rtsod par byed pa la; PSV (V) D82al-2, P88b4-5 (Kitagawa 1965:
546,15-17): gal te ... phyogs gcig tu nges par chos mthun pa la sogs pas phyogs gcig tu
nges pas ’gal bar ’gyur ro. The Sanskrit reconstruction of the PSV is based on PST Ms
B 251al ([T] D303b3—4, P342a6-7: gal te ’di rnams mtha’ gcig pa rnams kyis so sor
gnas par gyur na). Cf. also footnote 58 below.

46 At the beginning of the section containing the passage cited above, the expression
tongfa deng ([R15%) denotes the sadharmyasama and further six jatis up to arthapatti-
sama. Cf. NMu k. 23ab (4c4): HtbRES L5 {%; for translations, cf. Ui (1929:
670), Tucci (1930: 59-60) and Katsura (1984: 63); for a reconstructed Sanskrit version
of this stanza, see Ono 2017c: 453,1: sadharmyadisu hi prayah samsayo ’tas tadabhata
/. For the usage of sadharmyadi that refers to certain individual types of the jari begin-
ning with sadharmyasama, see PSV on PS 6.21: anaikantikena hi sadharmyadina; cf.
PSV (K) P175a2-3: ma nges pa chos mthun pa la sogs pas; PSV (V) D83b6, P91a (ma
nges pa ni chos mthun pa la sogs pas). The Sanskrit reconstruction of the PSV is based
on a clear pratika in the PST; see PST Ms B 254b3 ([T] D307b3, P347a3: ma nges pa
chos mthun pa nyid la sogs pas).

47 Otherwise one would understand deng (%) as a particle denoting the plural and render
shideng nan gu (=% #EH) as “because these are criticisms.” For the usage of tulyapratya-
vasthana (‘“an opposition which is equal [to a proponent’s proposition]”) in the context
of the jati, see PST Ms B 251al on PS 6.15a ([T] D303b4, P342a7: so sor gnas pa
mtshungs pa) and B 258a4 on PS 6.22 ([T] D311b6, P352a3: mtshungs par dgra zlar
gnas pa). For an occurrence of pratyavasthana in the PSV in the same context, see foot-
notes 45 and 58.
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equivalent of sadharmyasama and others.* Especially in this context, as
has been pointed out by Watanabe, the relevant jatis are restricted to four
kinds, namely, sadharmyasama, vaidharmyasama, vikalpasama and avi-

Sesasama.”

It has been accepted by scholars that there are certain kinds of jatis in both
the NMu and the PS that Dignaga holds as functioning as a valid refutation
under special circumstances. According to the NMu, this is the case in
which either the logical reason used by the jati is conclusive, or (huo ¢,
*va) the purvapaksa, though mention of the proponent is not explicitly
made, is inconclusive (buding guo “~iEi, *anaikantikatvadosa). The
value of the particle *va, commonly denoting an alternative, is problem-
atic; its equivalent in the PSV is ca (cf. § 4.3). Aside from this, it may be
understood from the NMu that there are certain jatis which, while other-
wise believed to be pseudo-refutations (dizsanabhdasa) from a formal point
of view, are logically conclusive. The latter type, namely logically con-
clusive jatis, can be shifted from diisanabhasa to valid diisanas. This im-
plies that the scope of the jati is wider than the diisanabhasa, inasmuch as
a jati is principally characterized as a dizssanabhasa but can circumstan-
tially also become a dizsana. This understanding is substantially different
from that derived from Xuanzang’s translation. Indeed, for the East Asian
commentators the scope of the diisanabhasa is wider than that of the jati,

4 Cf. Qiu 1934: vol. 6, 3b6: H[FVEMEIS, FHE R REER) T ...; Watanabe 2017:
153.

4 Watanabe refers to the possibly related phrase “the first four [jatis] out of these [seven]”
(cizhong gian si JtHEM) in NMu 4¢6 (Ui 1929: 670; Tucci 1930: 61; Katsura 1984:
63); the remaining three jatis are upalabdhisama, samsayasama and arthapattisama. As
mentioned by Watanabe, the selection of these specific four kinds is confirmed by Jinen-
drabuddhi (PST Ms B 250b7-251al on PS 6.15a; PST [T] D303b2-3, P342a5-6); cf.
Watanabe 2017, 154 with n. 38. Cf. also Kitagawa 1965: 328-329; Katsura 1984: 67;
Kang 2012: 630 (“kernel group”); Muroya 2017b: 113, n. 72.
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in the sense that the diisanabhasa loses, as it were, its identity of jati (“fal-
lacious similarity” in its Chinese rendering) when the former is trans-
formed into a diisana in a dialectical situation.

Compared to the description in the PS, the theory of the jati in the NMu,
which represents an earlier state of Dignaga’s thinking, seems incomplete
or not fully systematized. It is as concise as it is elliptic. Nonetheless, the
ambivalent logical status is sporadically mentioned in relevant passages
throughout the NMu. For instance, in the explanation of sadharmyasama,
Dignaga states that this type of jati can be a valid refutation and announces
that other jatis having a similar status will be treated in later parts of the
text.”” As Watanabe (2017) has elaborately shown, the additional jatis are
NMu 4¢21-22 on avisesasama (second type), 4c24-26 on upalabdhisama
(first type), 4c26—27 on upalabdhisama (second type), 5ab on arthapatti-
sama, 5a23-27 on praptyapratisama and ahetusama, NMu 5b22-25 on
anuktisama and 5b23-25 on anutpattisama.” Watanabe also points out
that Dignaga ascribes the same status to praptyapraptisama and ahe-
tusama in PS 6.4a; no others are mentioned.>

It is worth noting here that Uddyotakara appears to have been aware of a
certain advocate who associated the inconclusiveness of a proof with that
of the rejoinder. Immediately after discussing the second purpose of the
jati (cf. § 2.2), he mentions a theory in which five kinds of jatis can be
employed against “inconclusive” proofs (anaikantike sadhane parena
prayukte paiica jatayah prayoktavyah).” It remains unclear what these

50 NMu 4al1-12. For translations, see, e.g., Ui (1929: 656—657), Tucci (1930: 55) and
Katsura (1984: 50).

31 Cf. Watanabe 2017: 159-160.
32 Cf. Watanabe 2017: 160.

3 Cf. NV 498,3-8 on NS 5.1.1, especially NV 4983—4; NV (C) 1103,10-12:
etenaivanaikantike paiicanam prayogah pratyuktak. ya ahur anaikantike sadhane parena
prayukte paiica jatayah prayoktavya iti, tad apy anenaiva pratyuktam. (“Precisely with
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five jatis are.> In my opinion, considering the parallel relationship of the
preceding passage to the NMu as discussed above (cf. § 2.2), it is possible
to assume that Uddyotakara is referring to Dignaga’s theory in the NMu
or in one of his lost works. Moreover, Uddyotakara appears to criticize
the same opponent’s position on the principle of the parallel relationship
or “relationship of the former and the latter” (paraparabhava), in which a
sound proof (*yuktasadhana) should be countered by a sound refutation
(*yuktottara) and an unsound proof (*ayuktasadhana) by an unsound ref-
utation (*ayuktottara).” This theory seems to be the one described by
Dignaga (cf. patterns [i] and [iii] in § 4.2, table 3). As a response, Ud-
dyotakara explains that the jati cannot be treated as an appropriate rejoin-
der (*yuktottara), and that the advocate, possibly Dignaga, does not cor-
it to be a false rejoinder which fails to “indicate the fault of the thesis and
others” (pratijiiadidosodbhavana).™

this [explanation], the employment of five [jatis] against an inconclusive [proof] is re-
jected. [Namely,] when someone states that five jatis should be employed when an in-
conclusive proof is employed by the proponent, this [view] is also rejected with the same
[explanation].”) For a German translation, cf. TPhSI (II/105r, s.v. jatih [2]), which takes
the advocate in question to be the same as “some” (eke) mentioned in § 2.2. Cf. Muroya
2017b: 113.

3 Vacaspati Misra remarks that these are sadharmyasama, vaidharmyasama, vikalpa-
sama, sadhyasama and samsayasama, although without giving any reason for his identi-
fication; cf. NVTT 642,18-20; NVTT (C) 1103,24-26.

3 Cf. NV 498,5-6; NV (C) 1103,12-13 on NS 5.1.1: etena yuktayuktapaksayoh?® pirva-
parabhavah pratyuktah — ayukte sadhane ’yuktam uttaram vaktavyam, yukte yuktam iti.
[v.l. a. °yuktapaksayoh] ed.; °yuktayoh C] (“With this [explanation], it is rejected that
the correctness or incorrectness of the second (apara) [should] pair with the correctness
or incorrectness of the first (piirva), namely, [the relationship] that when there is an in-
correct proof, an incorrect rejoinder should be stated, [and] given a correct [proof], a
correct [rejoinder should be stated].”)

% Cf. NV 498,7-8 (NV [C] 1103,13-14) on NS 5.1.1 (cf. Muroya 2017b: 113, n. 73) and
NV 154,1-4 (NV [C] 359,9-12) on NS 1.2.2 (cf. Muroya 2017b: 106, n.50).
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4.2. A clear description in the Pramanasamuccaya

The shift of a certain type of jati from ditsanabhdsa to diisana is described
by Dignaga more elaborately and systematically in the PS than in the NMu.
The attribution of conclusiveness or inconclusiveness to the pirvapaksa
or the uttarapaksa as well as the subtypes of inconclusive reasons are con-
cretely demonstrated, although there remain several vague points. These
receive a commentarial clarification by Jinendrabuddhi.

Yet, as pointed out by Lii Cheng (1928) and others, it is most likely that
the above passage of the NMu and that of the PSV below stand in a par-
allel relationship in light of their content and context.”” The following pas-
sage is found after a brief criticism of a set of the four jatis sadharmya-
sama, vaidharmyasama, vikalpasama and avisesasama.

PSV 6.15a: etani sadharmyasamadiny apy
uttarani syur ekante (PS 6.15a)

yady aikantikaih sadharmyasamadibhir uttarapakse pratyavasthanam
syat, purvapakse canaikantikavati yathopavarnitena, tato dusanadva-
rena sadhanadvarena va sadharanasadharanaviruddhanaikantikasa-
dhyabadhakacodanad etani diisanany eva bhaveyuh.”®

STCf. Lii 1928: 49, no. 133; Lii / Yincang 1928: 20, no. 122; Katsura 1984: 65 n. 4;
Muroya 2017b: 97; Watanabe 2017: 153-154.

38 The Sanskrit reconstruction of the PS and PSV is based on PST B 250b7-251a6 ([T]
D303b2-304a2, P234a5-342b6), besides the following Tibetan translations: PSV (K)
P172b8-173a2 (Kitagawa 1965: 546,14-547,5): chos mthun pa la sogs pa ’di dag kyang
| nges pa yin na lan du ’gyur || (15a) gal te phyi ma la chos mthun pa dang mtshungs pa
la sogs pa nges pa rnams kyis rtsod par byed pa la phyogs snga ma la yang ji skad bshad
pas ma nges pa dang ldan na ni ’gyur te | de’i phyir sun ’byin sgo nas sam | sgrub par
byed pa’i sgo nas thun mong dang | thun mong ma yin pa dang | ’gal ba dang | ma nges
pa dang | bsgrub par bya ba la gnod par byed pa sgrub par byed par rtsod pa’i phyir *di
dag ni sun ’byin pa nyid du ’gyur te |; PSV (V) D82al-3, P88b4—6 (Kitagawa 1965:
546,14-547,3): de dag ni chos nyid chos mthun pa mtshungs pa la sogs pa phyogs phyi
ma’o || gal te phyogs phyi ma las phyogs gcig tu nges par chos mthun pa la sogs pas
phyogs gcig tu nges pas ’gal bar *gyur ro || (15a.) phyogs snga ma la ni ji skad du brjod
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These [aforementioned rejoinders] such as sadharmyasama [and the
other three jatis|]

would be [proper] rejoinders (uttara), too, if [they are] conclu-
sive. (15a)

If an opposition were made by an opponent (uttarapaksa) by means
of sadharmyasama and others which are conclusive, and (ca) by
means [of the inconclusive rejoinders] as explained [above], when a
proponent (pirvapaksa) has stated an inconclusive [reason], then
these [jatis] would become nothing but [valid] refutations, because
[they] censure [the proponent], by way of refutation and proof, for
[the proponent’s reason] being (1) common and over-exclusive (sa-
dharana-/asadharanal-anaikantikal), (2) contradictory-inconclusive
(viruddhanaikantika, i.e., viruddhavyabhicarin®) and (3) invalidating
what is to be proved (sadhyabadhaka, i.e., viruddha).”

First of all, it is noticeable here that Dignaga admits two or more patterns
for employing a jati when it is used by the opponent (uttarapaksa) to re-
fute the proponent (pitrvapaksa). The distinction between the patterns is
dependent on whether the argument or inference of the proponent is con-
clusive (aikantika) or inconclusive (anaikantika). The same criteria thus
apply to the jati as the uttarapaksa. A jati is either conclusive (aikantika)
or inconclusive (anaikantika). Theoretically speaking, four combinations
are possible in reference to the two debaters, with two kinds of argumen-
tative soundness. In the text of the PSV, two combinations are demon-
strated explicitly. Regarding the combination of an inconclusive
pirvapaksa with a conclusive jati, which is not addressed in the text,

pa’i ma nges pa dang ldan pas de sun bton pa dang | sgrub pa’i sgo nas ’gal ba dang ma
nges pa bsgrub par bya ba la gnod par brtsad pa’i phyir de dag ni sun ’byin gzhan nyid
yin no |. Cf. also footnote 45 above.

% On the viruddhavyabhicarin, see, e.g., Tillemans (2000: 93, n. 332), Ono (2010) and
Moriyama (2014).

6 For a Japanese translation, see Kitagawa (1965: 328).
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Watanabe (2017) holds that this is presupposed in both the NMu and the
PS.°" And the combination of a conclusive piirvapaksa with an inconclu-
sive jati is not relevant in the present context of PS 6.15a, since this is a
common type of sophistic rejoinder.

In the text of the PSV, it is certain that Dignaga is referring to the combi-
nation of the piirvapaksa and uttarapaksa, both being inconclusive (anai-
kantikavant and yathopavarnita [i.e., anaikantika], respectively). It is
tempting to assume that precisely this combination is related to part (4) of
the NMu (cf. § 1), in which, in my understanding, a debater can direct a
jati against an improper inference (*asadhvanumana; cf. NV: asadhusa-
dhana) without directly pointing out the pirvapaksa’s logical fallacy. An
echo of this combination is found in the Naiyayika accounts (cf. § 2.2—
2.3). In the case of Tang Chinese interpretations (cf. § 3.1-3.2), this pat-
tern itself is mentioned, but their framework results in the exclusion of the
jati from the category of valid refutations.

In my understanding of Dignaga’s description, his focus lies in analyzing
the process of the jati refutation. This analysis is undertaken in terms of
its three aspects: opposition (pratyavasthana), way / mode (dvara) and
censure (codana). Each aspect has different attributes. In the above pas-
sage, however, Dignaga’s explanation is not clear regarding the mutual
relationships between the individual aspects and their attributes. One of
the ambiguities lies in the fact that his explanation is so brief that one
cannot identify, for instance, which object of censure (codana) is con-
nected to which mode (dvara), or which mode is connected to which at-
tribute of opposition (pratyavasthana).

Regarding the dvara, Dignaga presupposes that a refutation (dizsana) has
two intermediate modes or “ways” (dvara). One type of refutation can be
undertaken by way of refutation (dizsana) and the other through proof
(sadhana). These two types of refutation may entail the separation of the

61 Cf. Watanabe 2017: 154-155, pattern no. 2.
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logical fallacies into two groups. On the one hand, the indication of sa-
dharana-/asadharananaikantika or sadhyabdadhaka by the uttarapaksa is
allocated to the “refutation through refutation” (disanadvara-diisana).
On the other, the indication of viruddhanaikantika is regarded as the “ref-
utation through proof” (sadhanadvara-diisana).®* This transition of the
logical fallacies is also illustrated in a passage on the vikalpasama in PSV
6.12°bed—13a’: disane sadharandasadharananaikantikabhasam, sadhane
viruddhanaikantikabhasam.” Here, the opponent using a jati appears to
be arguing that the failure or the success of the proponent in establishing
his own reasoning should be equally applicable to the opponent’s reason-
ing. This indication of equality or parity (sama) is articulated in the form
of a refutation or a proof, respectively, although the jativadin’s reasoning
is logically unsound.* This two-way countering by the jativadin consti-
tutes a typical situation of prasarnga that demarcates a specific usage in

62 Jinendrabuddhi confirms this allocation of the two logical fallacies to the “way” of
refutation or proof (cf. § 4.3.2 below).

% One could also refer to Dignaga’s similar statement in the analysis of vikalpasama,
although it is concerned with the jativadin’s “fallacious censure or indication” (codand-
bhasa) of alogical fault. Cf. PSV on PS 6.12°bcd—13a’: diisane sadharanasadharananai-
kantikabhdasam, sadhane viruddhanaikantikabhasam (“When [the vikalpasama serves as]
a refutation, [it is] a fallacious [indication of a] common-inconclusive or over-exclusive-
inconclusive [reason]. When [the vikalpasama serves as] a proof, [it is] a fallacious [in-
dication of a] contradictory-inconclusive [reason].”); PSV (K) P172a2-3 (Kitagawa
1965: 543,6-9): sun ’byin pa yin na ni thun mong dang thun mong ma yin pa’i ma nges
par snang ba yin no || sgrub byed yin na ’gal ba dang ma nges par snang ba yin no ||; PSV
(V) D81a35, P87b5 (Kitagawa 1965: 543,7-9): sun ’byin pa la ni thun mong ngam thun
mong ma yin pa’i ma nges pa ltar snang ba’o || bsgrub [D : sgrub P] pa la ni "gal ba
mi "khrul ba can du rtsod pa ltar snang ba’o ||; for this passage, cf. also Watanabe 2017:
158, n. 48. For translations, see Kitagawa (1965: 318) and Watanabe (2017: 158). The
Sanskrit reconstruction of the PSV is based on PST Ms B 249a4 ([T] D301b3; P339b8);
cf. footnote 74 below for the text.

8PSV 6.12°bcd-13a’: svapaksasiddhivat paratrasiddhidar§anad disanam vaitat syat,
sadhanam va; PSV (K) P172a2 (Kitagawa 1965: 543,4-6): rang la grub pa bzhin du
gzhan la ma grub par bstan pas ’di sun ’byin pa nyid du ’gyur ram sgrub byed du ’gyur
ba yin |; PSV (V) D81a4-5, P87b4 (Kitagawa 1965: 543,4—-6): rang gi phyogs la ma grub
pa bzhin gzhan la ma grub pa bstan pa’i phyir sgrub par byed par "gyur ro |; for the text,
cf. Watanabe 2017: 157-158. For translations, see Kitagawa (1965: 318) and Watanabe
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the context of the jati, inasmuch as the equality is apparently brought
about as an undesirable consequence.®

For Dignaga, the aspect of the twofold “way” or modal intermediation,
whether proof or refutation, appears to be related to the debater’s intention
of applying a specific logical reason. If he intends to establish his own
thesis with it (svapaksasiddhyartha; cf. PST Ms B 249a4—5%), his install-
ment of the jati becomes a sadhana, whereas if the jati is being primarily
used to indicate a fallacy in the proponent’s reasoning, then it is a ditsana.
Dignaga’s distinction between these two levels of refutation, which finds
no equivalent in the NMu, seems to be part of Dignaga’s theoretical de-
velopment as reflected in the PS.

Dignaga’s definition of “refutation” in NMu k. 19ab (dizsana) and PS
6.2ab (uttara)” directly covers only the first type, “refutation through ref-
utation,” whereas the second type seems not to be formally treated as such.

(2017: 158). The Sanskrit reconstruction of the PSV is based on PST Ms B 249a3—4 ([T]
D301b1-2, P339b5-7). For Dignaga’s similar illustration in the case of sadharmyasama
and vaidharmyasama, see PS 6.8’d-9 (Kitagawa 1965: 539,5-6 and 539,15-16); cf. also
NMu 4¢8-10 (cf. Kitagawa 1965: 308, n. 748; Katsura 1984: 64, nn. 1-2).

% On the usage of prasariga in the context of the jati, see footnote 25 and §§ 2.2-2.3.
Explaining the theory of an antinomic reason (viruddhavyabhicarin) as described by
Dignaga, Moriyama (2014: 123) makes the important observation that “its logical struc-
ture constitutes a prasanga (reductio ad absurdum) style of reasoning: the proponent’s
claim is rebutted by a counter-proof, which reveals the absurdity of the proponent’s met-
aphysical presuppositions.”

% PST (T) D301b3, P339b8. For the relevant passage of the PST, cf. footnote 74 below.

7 On the definition of diisana and diisanabhdsa in the NMu, see footnotes 13 and 14
above. The definition of uttara and uttarariipaka in PS 6.2 is: tatpradar§anam evato yuk-
tam uttaram ucyate / tadabhasabhidhanam ca jatistittararupakam // (“Therefore, pre-
cisely the indication of the [deficiency (nyinata) and so forth] is said to be the proper
rejoinder. Among the jatis, for their part, the statement of the fallacious [indication of
the deficiency and so forth] is the pseudo-rejoinder.”]; cf. PSV (K) P170a1-2 (Kitagawa
1965: 531,4-5): de’i phyir de bstan pa nyid ni || rigs pa’i lam du brjod pa yin || der snang
ba ni brjod byed pa yang || lan dang ’du ba ltag chod yin |; PSV (V) D78b2-3, P84a7-8
(Kitagawa 1965: 531,4-7): de nyid rab tu bstan phyir dang || de ltar snang ba brjod pa’i
phyir || lan *di brjod par rigs pa yin || ltag spyod la ni rjes mthun lan ||. This reconstruction
of the PS is based on PST Ms B 243a7-243b1 ([T] D295a4-5, P332a8-332b3). For the
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It may be related to the dialectical nature of antinomy, which is bound to
invalidate (vi-Vrudh) the proponent’s proof. However, an account of
whether or to what extent the fallacy of antinomy falls under the jativadin
is missing in Dignaga’s discussion.

On the basis of the PSV passage, the relationship between the pirvapaksa
and uttarapaksa is summarized in the table below.®

pirvapaksa uttarapaksa
pratyavasthana  dvara codana
sadharana-
i (aikantikavant) lasadharana-
aikantika disana / natkantika
(ii) (anaikantikavant) sadhana vzr.uddha"nalkd-
ntika
iii  anaikantikavant *anaikantika sadhyabadhaka
(iv) (aikantikavant) (anaikantika) (uttararipaka |

jati)

Table 3: Dignaga’s model of the cases in which a jati becomes a refutation
69
]

(dizsana) [*: implicit; ( ): unstated.
The horizontal relationship between the items in each column of (i) and
(11) is not clearly determined. For their correlation, as will be shown below,
Jinendrabuddhi’s gloss is of help, although there is no absolute certainty

text and translations, see Ono (2017c: 49) and Watanabe (2017: esp. 151-152) as well
as the latter’s contribution to the present volume.

% Watanabe (2017: 154, Table 1) also summarizes this combinatory pattern.

% In this table, I have supplemented in parentheses items that are not explicitly treated
by Dignaga, but which can be hypothesized partly through Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation.
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that it reflects Dignaga’s intentions. Given this reservation, Jinendrab-
uddhi’s gloss suggests the relevance of only pattern (i) and (iii). The rel-
evance of pattern (iv) constitutes the common type of jati.

The pattern (ii), partly in parentheses, is regarded as a kind of proper ref-
utation and is elaborated by Kitagawa (1965), who adduces the following
cases as an illustration, including pattern (iii): "

(1) [pattern (ii): sadharmyasama = inconclusive piirvapaksa <> con-
clusive uttarapaksal

pirvapaksa: Sound is eternal, because it is incorporeal, [un]like a pot
(vaidharmyadrstanta).

uttarapaksa: Sound is non-eternal, because it arises after efforts, like
a pot (sadharmyadrstanta).

(2) [pattern (ii1): vaidharmyasama = inconclusive pirvapaksa < in-
conclusive uttarapaksal

pirvapaksa: Sound is non-eternal, because it is incorporeal, like the
movement of a pot (sadharmyadrstanta).

uttarapaksa: Sound is eternal, because it is not visible, [un]like the
movement of a pot (vaidharmyadrstanta).

Pattern (ii) is a case of sadharmyasama that resorts to the homogeneity
(sadharmya) of “sound” to the exemplified “pot” (*ghatavat), which is
originally presented by the proponent as a dissimilar example.”" As re-
gards the second case, Kitagawa considers it to be the vaidharmyasama,
it resorting to the heterogeneity (vaidharmya) of “sound” from the illus-
trated “movement of a pot” (*ghatakarmavat), which is considered visible.

0 Kitagawa 1965: 328-329; cf. also Muroya 2017b: 122; Watanabe 2017: 158-159.

' On Dignaga’s sadharmyasama, see Kitagawa (1965: 307) and Katsura (1984: 54). Cf.
also TPhSI 11/241-246, s.v.; Prets 2001: 550-552; Gillon 2003 (with a detailed analysis
of Vatsyayana’s text on both sadharmyasama and vaidharmyasama).
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Kitagawa further explains the validity of pattern (iii) as a valid refutation
in that the opponent as a jativadin is successful in demonstrating their
similarity with respect to the logical reasons, amiirtatva and acaksusatva,
being equally invalid, or more precisely, being classified as common-in-
conclusive (sadharananaikantika).

4.3. Jinendrabuddhi’s interpretation
4.3.1. Aspect of pratyavasthana

Jinendrabuddhi’s introduction to Dignaga’s unique characterization of
jatis is significant. It touches directly on the main issue of whether jatis
are absolutely invalid as rejoinders, or whether certain jatis can serve as
valid or legitimate rejoinders under certain circumstances. He must have
been aware that this topic was not self-evident in PS 6.15a. Historically
speaking, this assumption of a rather ambivalent nature of jatis would
have been unacceptable for other thinkers, such as the Naiyayika Ud-
dyotakara, who, as was suggested above, criticizes Dignaga’s description
(cf. § 2.2). It is, moreover, out of place in Dharmakirti’s scheme of debate
situations (cf. footnote 15 above).

In the passage below, Jinendrabuddhi’s gloss is mainly concerned with
the aspect of “opposition,” or literally “standing in opposition” (pratya-
vasthana), whether it is conclusive or not. At the beginning, he refers to
Dignaga’s abbreviated statement “sadharmyasama and so on,” specifying
that these are the following four jatis, namely, sadharmyasama, vaidha-
rmyasama, vikalpasama and avisesasama.

PST on PS 6.15a”: kim punar etani sadharmyavaidharmyavikalpa-
visesa'samany uttarabhasany eva sarvatra bhavanti, uta kvacid ut-
tarany apity ata aha — uttarani syur ityadi. aikantikavati piirvapakse

2PST Ms B 250b7-251a3; PST (T) D303b2-5, P342a5-342b1.
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vady aikantikair ebhih pratyavasthanam syat, tadaitani ditssanany eva
bhaveyuh. tulyapratyavasthanan na tadabhasani. prakarantarenapy
uttarany eva syur iti darSayann aha — piirvapakse canaikantikava-
tityadi. anaikantikavati va® pitrvapakse yadi yathopavarnitena vyabhi-
carina sadharmyasamadind pratyavasthanam syat, evam apy etany ut-
tarany eva® syuh.”

However, are these [rejoinders such as] sadharmyalsamal, vaidha-
rmyalsamal, vikalpa[samal, avisesasama nothing but pseudo-rejoin-
ders (uttarabhasa) in all cases, or in some cases [do they serve as
proper] rejoinders as well? On account of this [question], he (Digna-
ga) states that “[they] would be [proper] rejoinders” and so on. When
[the reasoning of] the proponent (pitrvapaksa) has a conclusive [rea-
son] (aikantikavant), [and] if [the opponent (uttarapaksa) makes] an
opposition (pratyavasthana) by these [jatis] which are conclusive,
then these [jatis] would become truly [proper] refutations. Because
[these jatis are] an opposition that is equal [in power to the propo-
nent’s reasoning], [these are] not fallacious [refutations (i.e., uttara-
bhasa)]. They would be truly [proper] rejoinders, though in a different
way (prakarantara). [For] demonstrating this, he (Dignaga) states
“and when [the reasoning of] the proponent is inconclusive” and so
on. Or when [the reasoning of] the proponent (piirvapaksa) has an in-
conclusive [reason] (anaikantikavant), [and] if [the opponent (uttara-
paksa) makes] an opposition by sadharmyasama and others [of such
a kind] as explained [above, namely], which are deviating (vyabhi-
carin), [then,] even so, these [jatis] would be truly [proper] rejoinders.

Possibly along the line of Dignaga, Jinendrabuddhi explains two ways of
combining the pirvapaksa and uttarapaksa as set forth by jativadins. The

Byl a. °vikalpavisesa®] em.; °vikalpavisesa® Ms — b. va] Ms; n.e. T — c. eva] Ms; n.e.
T.
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first pair presents reasonings that are both conclusive (aikantikavant, ai-
kantika), the second pair, that are both inconclusive (anaikantikavant,
anaikantika).

It is especially worth noting that Jinendrabuddhi refers to the concept of
an “opposition that is equal (to the proposition)” (tulyapratyavasthana) or
the “equally balanced opposition.” This is used to explain how a diisana-
bhasa (uttarabhasa) might serve as a proper ditsana (uttara). Unfortu-
nately, Jinendrabuddhi does not offer an account of the term tulyapratya-
vasthana. It is conceivable that this term indicates the equality of power
(*tulyabala) of a counterargument to an opponent’s argument.”* It seems
that this concept can be traced back to the possibly identical or similar
Chinese expression dengnan (% #f) that is found in the same context in
the NMu translation.” If the reasoning of both sides is equally conclusive
or inconclusive, the validity or invalidity of their reasoning stands in a
balanced relationship and the proponent’s position becomes as doubtful
as that of the opponent. Unless further argumentation is presented, this
would lead the debate to end in a draw.

Following Jinendrabuddhi’s interpretation, for Dignaga, eristic modes of
argumentation that include a jati can shift from being illegitimate to being

" In the jati chapter of the PS, the term tulyabala does not occur. My interpretation is
based on the next passage in the PST, which concerns Dignaga’s analysis of the
jativadin’s indication of antinomy (viruddhavyabhicarin) as being fallacious (viruddha-
vyabhicarabhasa). Cf. PST Ms B 249a4-5 on PSV 6.12°bcd-13a’ (PST [T] D301b3,
P339b8-340al): sadhane viruddhanaikantikabhasam iti. yady apakyatvadi svapaksasi-
ddhyartham eva prayunkte, tato viruddhavyabhi*caryabhasam atulyabalatvat. [v.l.: a.
viruddhavyabhi®] em. ('gal ba mi ’khrul ba T); viruddhavyabhi® Ms.] (“As regards [the
expression] that ‘[a jati would be] the fallacious [indication of a] contradictory-incon-
clusive [reason], if [it is employed as] a proof [of an opponent’s thesis (uttarapaksa)].’
If the [opponent] employs [a reason such as] the property of ‘not being to be burned /
cooked’ exactly for the purpose of establishing his own position, then [such a rejoinder
is] the fallacious [indication of a] contradictory and non-deviating [reason], because [the
opponent’s reason] does not have power equal [to the proponent’s reason].”) Cf. also
footnotes 63 and 66 above.

75 Cf. footnote 47 above.
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legitimate. A sound argument by a proponent can be neutralized in the
balance of power by an argument set forth by the opponent, and if the
proponent fails to reply in a reasonable manner, his argument can lose its
initial logical force. It can also be assumed that targeted in Dignaga’s spe-
cific treatment of the two aspects of the jari, if not in its entirety, are the
logical formulations employed by ordinary people (laukika) or bad logi-
cians (kutarkika) in which the “invariable concomitance” (avinabhavitva)
of the probandum and probans is not properly demonstrated in the exem-
plification.”® Dignaga’s observation that a jati can be legitimate under cer-
tain circumstances may have referred to a certain dialectical dynamic that
can occasionally count in a real debate, but one that is not necessarily of
a well-intentioned rational nature. Although Dignaga was not promoting
sophistic eloquence or polemic hostility with this usage of a jati, this pos-
sibility, even within its restricted legitimation, did not encounter agree-
ment in either Nyaya texts or Dharmakirti’s Vadanyaya.

4.3.2. Aspects of pratyavasthana, dvara and codana

Jinendrabuddhi now explains the latter half of Dignaga’s PS 6.15a. He
provides comments on various aspects, including the dvara and codana,
and, differently from Dignaga’s brief treatment, concretely adduces the

6 Cf. PST Ms B 248a4-5 on PS 6.10cd (PST [T] D300b2-3, P338b3—4): nanu ca yatha
jativadina prayogena® hetor avinabhavitvam nopadarsitam, tatha parvapaksavadinapi.
tato laukikam prayogam prati diisanatvam evanayor yuktam, tulyaparyavasthanat®. v.1. a.
prayogena] em. (cf. sbyor bas T); prayogena Ms —b. °paryavasthandat] Ms (cf. yongs su
gnas par T). (“However, is it not that, as the [opponent] presenting the jari does not
demonstrate the invariable concomitance of a logical reason by his logical formulation,
likewise [nor does] the [proponent] presenting [his] position? Hence, it is reasonable that
these two [jatis, i.e., sadharmyasama and vaidharmaysama] become a [valid] refutation
in respect to the logical formulations [employed] by ordinary persons, because [these
Jjatis can be] an opposition which is equal [to such proponent’s proof].”) For translations,
see also Kitagawa (1965: 312-313, n. 754) and Muroya (2017b: 127-128, nn. 106 and
112).
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allocation of individual fallacies to the four jatis in terms not only of
pratyavasthana, but also of dvara and codana.

PST on PS 6.15a"": etad eva darsayati — tato diisanadvarenetyadind.
tatra sadharmyavaidharmyasamayor anaikantikavati piirvapakse 'n-
aikantikenaiva pratyavasthanad disanadvarenanaikantikacodanat,
aikantikavaty aikantikena pratyavasthanat sadhanadvarena viruddha-
naikantikacodanat. vikalpasame tu sadharandasadharananaikantika-
vati pirvapakse sadharanasadharanabhyam pratyavasthanad diisa-
nadvarena sadharanasadharananaikantikacodanat, aikantikavaty ai-
kantikena® pratyavasthanat sadhana’dvarena viruddhanaikantikaco-
danat. evam avisesasame prathame. trtiye tv aikantikavaty aikantikena
pratyavasthanad disanadvarena sadhyabadhakacodanad etani dii-
sandany eva bhaveyuh.™

He (Dignaga) shows exactly this [shift of the jati] with [the passage]
“then, by way of refutation” and so forth. As regards this, in the case
of sadharmyasama and vaidharyasama, [these would become truly
valid refutations] (1a) because, when the proponent (piirvapaksa) has
stated an inconclusive [reason], [the opponent (uttarapaksa)] censures
[him] for [that reason’s] being inconclusive by way of a refutation
(dizsanadvara) based on the opposition (pratyavasthana) by a mere
inconclusive [rejoinder], [or] (1b) because, when [the proponent] has
stated a conclusive [reason], [the opponent] censures [him] for [that
reason’s] being contradictory-inconclusive (viruddhanaikantika) by
way of a proof (sadhanadvara) based on the opposition by a conclu-
sive [rejoinder]. In the case of vikalpasama, for its part, [certain re-
joinders would become proper refutations or proofs], (2a) because,
when the proponent (pitrvapaksa) has stated a common[-inconclu-

TPST Ms B f. 251a3-6; PST (T) D303b5-304a2, P342b1-6.

B v.l. a. °kavaty aikantikena) em.; °kavati naikantikena Ms (ldan pa la mtha’ gcic tu gnas
pa ma yin pas T) —b. sadhana®] em. (sgrub par byed pa’i T); sadhdarana® Ms.
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sive] (sadharanal-anaikantikal]) or over-exclusive-inconclusive (a-
sadharananaikantika) [reason], [the opponent] censures [him] for
[that reason’s] being common[-inconclusive] (sadharanal-anaikan-
tika]) or over-exclusive-inconclusive (asadharananaikantika) by way
of a refutation based on the opposition by a common or over-exclusive
[reason], [or] (2b) because, when [the proponent] has stated a conclu-
sive [reason], [the opponent] censures [him] for [that reason’s] being
contradictory-inconclusive (viruddhanaikantika, i.e., viruddhavya-
bhicarin) through a proof based on the opposition by an inconclusive
[rejoinder]. [The explanation in case of vikalpasama applies] in the
same way concerning the first [type of] aviSesasama.” In the case of
the third [avisesasamal], these rejoinders would be truly [proper] ref-
utations, (3) because, when [the proponent] has stated a conclusive
[reason], [the opponent] censures [him] for [that reason’s] invalidat-
ing what is to be proved (sadhyabadhaka, i.e., viruddha) by way of a
refutation based on opposition by a conclusive [rejoinder].

A detailed summary of Jinendrabuddhi’s explanation is given in the table

below. Dignaga’s combination patterns (cf. Table 3 above) are repro-
duced in the right-hand column (D.).

. purvapaksa uttarapaksa D.
jati pratyavastha- dvara codand
na
a  sadharm- anaikantikavant  anaikantika diisana  anaikantika  iii
— yasama [ S S
aikantikavant aikantika sadhana  viruddha-
b vaidharm- naikantika i
yasama

 On the similarity in the indication of logical faults as found between vikalpasama and
the first type of visesasama, see Kitagawa 1965: 324. A fallacious indication of the pro-
ponent’s reason as inconclusive does not occur in the NMu, but it is found in the PS; cf.
Katsura 1984: 68—69.
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sadharana- sadharana- disana  sadharana-
c asadharana- asadharana asadhara- i
vikalpa- naikantikavant nanaikanti-
sama ka
d aikantikavant aikantika sadhana  viruddha- i
naikantika
*anaikantikavant *anaikantika ~ *diisana  *sadharana-
asadhara-
€ naikanti- iii
avisesasa- (kzanal ant
ma (1) a
P *aikantikavant *aikantika *sadha-  *viruddha- i
na naikantika
avisesasa-  aikantikavant aikantika disana  sadhyabadh i
g ma (3) aka

Table 4: Jinendrabuddhi’s model of the cases in which a jati becomes a
refutation (dizsana). [J. = Jinendrabuddhi, D. = Dignaga, * = hypothetical,
() = unstated.]

It can be noticed that in all combinations on the horizontal level, the con-
clusiveness and inconclusiveness of the proponent correspond to those of
the opponent in a respective manner. Pattern (i) of Dignaga’s model cor-
responds to the conclusive cases (b, d, f, g) of Jinendrabuddhi’s model,
and Dignaga’s pattern (ii1) to Jinendrabuddhi’s inconclusive cases (a, c,
e).* His clarification may conform to Dignaga’s scheme of the twofold

80 Interestingly, Jinendrabuddhi’s pattern (g)—the third type of avisesasama, which is
Dignaga’s pattern (i)—functions as a mode of refutation only. On this, Dignaga appears
to offer a summary in the form of the following stanza: PS 6.14: sadhyabadha-
kadharme ’pi tulyatvenaviSesakrt / hetor dose viruddhabha dosabhave tu diisanam //
(“The [third type of avisesasama] makes [a censure of] non-distinction due to equality
(tulyatva) when the property [as what is to be proved by the jativadin] invalidates what
is to be proved [by the proponent]. [This censure is] a fallacious [indication of] contra-
diction when the [jativadin’s] logical reason has a fault, but if there is no fault, [it be-
comes] a [proper] refutation.”); PSV (K) P172b7-8 (Kitagawa 1965: 546,10-13): bgrub
bya gnod byed chos dag kyang || mtshungs pa nyid kyis khyad med byas || gtan tshigs skyon
ni ’gal bar snang || skyon med na ni de lan yin |; PSV (V) D82al, P88b3 (Kitagawa 1965:
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combination (i) and (iii), which constitutes a situation in which their rea-
soning possesses equal power (*tulyabala) to establish one’s own claim
in relation to the proof of the proponent. As mentioned above, these two
patterns appear to have been known to Uddyotakara as the “parallel rela-
tionship” (paraparabhava; cf. § 4.1).

5. Conclusion

The starting point of the present article was the disputed understanding of
the passage in Dignaga’s NMu (cf. § 1) bearing the number (4) that de-
scribes a case of “not being called a fallacious similarity (*jati)” (bu ming
guolei ~4418%7). The purpose and context of this passage have been var-
1ously interpreted. In particular, modern scholars have held that this spe-
cific case should not be included in the scope of the functions of the jati.
The questions to be clarified were whether a logically improper jati,
which is commonly defined as a fallacious refutation (ditsanabhasa), can
serve to indicate the logical fallacy of an opponent who posits a fallacious
reasoning in the same way a proper refutation (ditsana) does, and whether
this specific kind of jati can be regarded as effective and valid as a proper
refutation. Passage (4) is not taken up in the PS, although it frequently
features parallel or extended descriptions, especially in the chapter on jati.
All this complexity has led to this passage not only having been isolated
from the context of the jati, but also from another passage in the NMu (cf.
§ 4.1) where Dignaga discusses dialectical legitimacy, legitimacy that
might pertain to a jati in a contentious debate.

I have demonstrated that this problematic passage (4) in the NMu can in-
deed be considered part of the description of the jati by comparing it to a
remarkably similar, if not completely identical, passage by Uddyotakara

546,10-13): bsgrub bya ba ni gnod chos kyang || mtshungs pa nyid kyi (kyis P) bye brag
med || gtan tshigs skyon la "gal ltar snang || skyon yod min te phyogs phyi ma ||. For a
translation, see Kitagawa 1965: 327. The Sanskrit reconstruction of the PS is based on
PST Ms B 250b5-7 ([T] D303a6-303b2, P342a1-5).
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(§ 2.2) in his NV, where he quotes an unidentified opponent. This has
been augmented by an investigation of the interpretation of this passage
by Vacaspati MiSra (§ 2.3) in his commentary on the NV, as well as an
analysis of the East Asian reception of Xuanzang’s translation of passage
(4) through fragments of texts by Dingbin (§ 3.1) and Wengui (§ 3.2).
This has led us to reconsider the modern understanding of passage (4) in
the NMu and moreover, to reevaluate the intention of Xuanzang’s trans-
lation. This has clearly shown that the quoted sixth-century Naiyayika un-
derstood the passage in question as being within the scope of the jati, and
in the seventh- to eighth-century East Asian context, it was considered
within that of the diisanabhasa. It is notable that while Uddyotakara and
Vacaspati discuss the positive functions of the jati, the East Asian logi-
cians deal with the positive aspect of the ditssanabhasa when it serves as a
valid diisana, thus losing the status of a jati. In the South Asian context,
the jati is a superordinate category that has two sides; it functions as both
ditsanabhasa and diisana.

The East Asian categorization is obviously tied to Xuanzang’s translation
of “not being called a fallacious similarity (*jati)” (bu ming guolei <441
¥H). I am currently inclined to ascribe Xuanzang’s expression to being a
free rendering of an expression such as Uddyotakara’s prasarngavyajena
(“in the semblance of an undesirable consequence [of equality]”). This
term from the NV signifies a certain type of jati that is emphatically dif-
ferentiated from the native, sophistic jati. The former type of jati, while
still logically fallacious, is nevertheless adopted to refute an equally inva-
lid argument. This peculiar usage may be integrated into pattern (iii) of
Dignaga’s model of the application of the jati that is described in the PS
(cf. table 3). Xuanzang was surely aiming at imparting a negative impli-
cation to the scope of the jati, seen in the Chinese rendering with “falla-
cious similarity” (guolei 1#%#) that he adopted for the native jati. Obser-
vations of the intellectual milieu of Xuanzang’s disciples as seen from the
fragments of Tang China commentators on the NMu might allow us to
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assume that Xuanzang, too, endorsed the theory of the shift of diisana-
bhasa to ditsana.

To explore internal evidence that testifies to the theoretical coherence of
Dignaga’s description, we have examined relevant passages not only from
the NMu but also from the PS, likely Dignaga’s last work of logic as seen
in its substantial development of his thoughts and theories. In the NMu,
possibly in part due to general features of the work,*' the relevant descrip-
tion of the jari (§ 4.1) is neither systematic nor elaborate. In the PS, in
contrast, Dignaga has dedicated a brief section (§ 4.2) to explaining the
ways in which a jati can serve as a legitimate refutation. It is clear that
Dignaga includes here those cases in which a jati, both logically valid and
invalid, is applied to a corresponding valid or invalid reasoning, thus ac-
quiring the status of a proper refutation (cf. Table 3). This explanation in
the words of Dignaga, with the help of Jinendrabuddhi’s commentarial
explication (§ 4.3—4.3.2), makes it plausible that passage (4) in the NMu
is also part of Dignaga’s theory of jati.

It is probable that Dignaga’s earlier formulation of passage (4) in the NMu
resulted from his awareness of eristic disputation and that it reflects influ-
ences from his intellectual tradition that are closely linked to the so-called
vada tradition and the logical works of Vasubandhu, for whom the argu-
ment based on the jati was fallacious.® The concept of employing a logi-
cally invalid jati to refute an equally invalid argument appears to have
found a theoretical refinement in the PS, where Dignaga has attempted to
systematize and describe the wide-ranging scope of the jati. With the ex-

81 On the different target groups of the NMu and PS as interpreted by Jinendrabuddhi,
see Muroya 2017a.

82 For Vasubandhu’s critical treatment in the Vadavidhi, see Frauwallner 1957 and Ono
2017b; cf. also Ono 2017a on the *Tarkasastra ascribed to Vasubandhu according to
some sources.
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ception of the *Upayahrdaya (Taisho 1632) and some Madhyamika think-
ers,® Dignaga’s assignment of a limited legitimacy to the jati is unique in
the South Asian Buddhist pramana tradition. He may have had good rea-
sons, though as yet unexplored, to justify his detailed analysis of the jati,
an analysis that comprises nearly half of the NMu. Dignaga’s interest may
be a clue to his intellectual surroundings, the surroundings from and in
which his new system of logic originated and developed. Indeed, the po-
sition of debate (vada) in a wider sense within the logic of Dignaga re-
mains ambiguous in a number of aspects and certainly requires further

investigation.
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On the Concept of nyiina in

Dignaga’s Theory of Fallacy'

Toshikazu Watanabe, Tokyo

Introduction

In Indian logic, nyiina (or nyiina-ta/-tva) is a term used to refer to a kind
of fallacy, namely, one in which one of the member statements of the
proof (avayava) has deficiency. This is the concept which Dignaga (ca.
480-540) adopted in his Nyayamukha (NMu). But in his later Pramana-
samuccaya (PS) and his own Vrtti on it (PSV), he changes the definition
of nyiina by connecting it to the theory of trairipya. His new interpre-
tation of nyiina was then taken up by his Buddhist followers, including
Dharmakirti (ca. 550-650) and his successors.

It was, however, not Dignaga who first linked the theory of trairipya
to the concept of nyiina. Prior to the PS, in the Shun zhonglun (A7),
which is attributed to the Yogacara teacher Asanga (4th cent.) or his
younger brother Vasubandhu (ca. 350-430), a view similar to Dig-
naga’s new interpretation of nyitna is mentioned as the opinion of a
Sankhya opponent.

Dignaga’s theory of logic was transmitted to East Asian Buddhists

! Work on this paper was generously supported by the Austrian Science Fund (FWF)
in the framework of the FWF project 27452, as well as by the JSPS Grant-in-Aid
Research Project 15H03155 and 18H05568. I would like to thank Prof. Brendan S.
Gillon for giving me invaluable suggestions and Ms. Cynthia Peck-Kubaczek for
correcting my English.
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through Xuanzang’s (%%, 600/602—664) Chinese translations of the
NMu and the Nyayapravesaka (NP) of Sankarasvamin (ca. 500-560),
i.e., the Yinming zhengli men lun [KIPA =355 and the Yinming ru
zhengli lun [KIF N TEBEF, respectively. Although Xuanzang did not
translate either the PS or the PSV into Chinese, some of his disciples,
such as Shentai (##7g, fI. ca. 650) and Kuiji (%%, 632-682), nonethe-
less use Dignaga’s revised interpretation of nyiina in their commen-
taries on the NMu and the NP.

In this paper, I shall compare Dignaga’s views on nyina with the views
presented by pre- and post-Dignaga logicians, and I will use this com-
parison to shed some light on several aspects of the transmission and
transformation of Buddhist logic in its movement from India to East
Asia.

1. Dignaga’s interpretations of nyiina’

First, we will take a look at the difference between Dignaga’s two in-
terpretations of nyitna as presented in his two works on logic.

1.1. Nyayamukha — traditional interpretation: deficiency of the
statement of any one of the three members of a proof

In the NMu, Dignaga mentions nyiinal-ta/-tva] when discussing refuta-
tion (REMY, *diisana).

[1-1] NMu 3c19-21% i TRERemiass) &, aiiia s
S —— = AR, % — — R I

2 A part of sections 1 and 2 of this paper are based on my previous article (Watanabe
2017), but with some modifications.
3 Katsura 1982: 97-98, §9; Tucci 1930: 53-54.
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#—'ﬁo

Y Cf. Kavyalankara 5.28a: disanam nyinatadyuktih. (see Koba-
yashi 1977: 895, fn.21); NB 3.138: disandni nyanatadyuktih.; PVin
3.85a: disana nyinatadyuktih.

As for [the phrase] in this [verse (k.19a)] “a refutation is a state-
ment [pointing out] a deficiency (F), etc.”: [“A statement pointing
out a deficiency” means] (1) a statement [pointing out] a deficiency
(F), which have been explained before, and so forth (38 Hii T
% 57), [namely,] (2) a statement [pointing out] each fault of the
[three] members of a proof (7§47 ——F). All these [state-
ments] are called a refutation. This 1s because each of them can

make it clear that the thesis of the opponent is not correct.

It is clear that the phrase “FHHIFTALMSE S Fl56 /@ KA ——5" is an
explanation of the words “a statement [pointing out] a deficiency, etc.”
(%55, *nyinatadyukti) which appear in the k.19. But as is seen in
previous studies, there are two different interpretations of this phrase.
In both interpretations, the meaning of %% (*adi) in %5 (*nyianatadi)
refers presumably to same fault(s) of a proof such as excess (adhika) or
repetition (punarukta).* The difference between them lies in how to un-
derstand the relationship between (1) “FHEIATAL NS S5, ” the first
part of the pharse, and the latter part (2) “F 718 4 ——5.” The first
interpretation is (i) that these two parts are appositional, i.e., < and
BT 18 K express a same type of fallacy in a proof. The other is (ii) that
the two parts are juxtaposed, i.e., % and #7185 express a different
type of fallacy in a proof.’

To solve the problem, we should see the passage where Dignaga has

4 See Watanabe 2017: 143-144.

3 While Tucci 1930: 53 adopts the first interpretation, Ui 1929: 652 and Katsura 1982:
97 do the second one.
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mentioned the “deficiency” before. It is, as Katsura 1982:97 pointed
out, the beginning of the NMu and it reads as follows:

(- e <D -
[1-2] NMu lall-13° [TRELSUEEN.] F. HEREWE S
REOR T3, k2 S RiaEmates., XUl —Siker

B BB RESIE o FKERIBEA PTRR4L BE LI

U Cf. NP 2,1: paksadivacanani sadhanam. (See Katsura 1977: 109)
? See NPV 19,5-6: sadhanam iti caikavacananirdesah samasta-
sadhanatvakhyapanarthah. (See Inami 1991: 76, n. 33.)

As for [the phrase of NMu k.1a] “a multipartite statement consist-
ing of the thesis, etc. is called a means of proof (FE3Z, *sadhana)”:
Since [the proponent] uses a multipartite statement consisting of a
thesis, logical reason and an example to argue for something which
[his] opponent does not understand, this multipartite statement is
therefore called a means of proof in [Vasubandhu’s] Vadavidhana
(7&=X) and elsewhere. Moreover, [in k.1] “the means of proof” is
expressed in the singular in order to make it clear that the aggregate
[of these three members of a proof] forms a single means of proof.
Therefore, it should be understood that [the case where any one of
three] is deficient is called a fault of a proof.

From this description, it is understood that “a fault of a proof” in the
last sentence of this passage [1-2] is the deficiency of any one of the
three members of a proof, i.e., a thesis (paksa, 7%), logical reason (hetu,
[K]) and an example (drstanta, "&). Therefore, the deficiency (i,
*nyiinata) mentioned in the text [1-1] is also the deficiency of any one

6 Katsura 1977: 110-111, §1.1.; Tucci 1930: 5-6.
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of the three members of a proof. Consequently, of the two interpreta-
tions of relevant phrase in the text [1-1], the first interpretation (i), i.e.,
the deficiency means a fault of the three members of a proof, should be
adopted.

However, there is still another problem: What does this “deficiency”
mean? The deficiency of any one of the three members of a proof occurs
(a) when any one of them is not stated at all, or (b) when, even though
each of the members have been stated, one of them has a logical prob-
lem. Since Dignaga does not give any detailed description about the
meaning of deficiency in the NMu, it is not clear whether he distin-
guishes these two meanings. As is seen in the following sections 3 and
4, however, much attention is paid to the difference in the tradition of
East Asian Buddhist logic.”

Either way, the meaning of nyiina in the NMu is deficiency of any one
of three members of proof. Although Dignaga’s view on the necessary
members of proof is different from earlier texts such as the Nyayasiitra,
Carakasamhita and Rushi lun (2055 *Tarkasastra), the meaning of
nyiinal[-ta/-tva)] as deficiency of members of proof is common.®

71t might be possible that Ui’s and Katsura’s translations of the passage [1-1] (see
above footnote 5), i.e., the second interpretation (ii), is also influenced by this tradi-
tion in some way.

8 NS 5.2.12: hinam anyatamenapy avayavena nyinam. “The deficiency is the lack of
any one of the [five] members of a proof.”; Carakasamhita Vimana 8.54: tatra
nyianam — pratijiiahetidaharanopanayanigamananam anyatamendapi nyianam nyianam
bhavati. “As for the nyiina in [the ten faults of formulation]. nyina means the defi-
ciency of any one of [the members of a proof such as] thesis, logical reason, example,
application, and conclusion.” Tucci 1929 translated “bujuzu fen ~E /243” in the
Rushi lun as “nyiana.” Rushi lun (T 32/35b18-20): +— R E2En&E, Homd+FP—7
AR, BAARERS, ok, —ES, INE, ZEoE, NEES, LRE
o “As for the eleventh [of twenty-two points of defeat called] the deficiency: The
lack of [any] one of the five members of a proof is called deficiency. The five mem-

bers of a proof are the statement of the thesis, the statement of the logical reason, the
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1.2. Pramanasamuccaya and Vrtti — a new interpretation: the ab-
sence of the statement of any one of the three characteristics

In his later work, however, he offers a new interpretation of nyinata.

[2] PSV 3.1ab: atra canyatamartpanuktir nyiinatety uktam bhavati.’

And in this case (i.e., in saying that a statement of a logical reason
that has three characteristics is an inference for others), it was also
said [by implication] that the deficiency means the non-statement
(anukti) of any one of the [three] characteristics (ripa).

According to this new interpretation, a deficiency occurs when a dispu-
tant does not state one of the three characteristics of the proper logical
reason, not one of the three members of the proof.' This new interpre-
tation of nyinata brings about some changes in Dignaga’s theory of
fallacy. They can be described from both a practical and a theoretical

statement of the example, the statement of the application, and the statement of the
conclusion.”

o Cf. K (P124b4): *dir yang tshul gang yang rung ba brjod na ni mtshang ba zhes bya
ba brjod pa yin no ||; V (D40b2, P43al): 'dir yang tshul gang yang rung ba cig (D:
gcig P) ma smras na yang ma tshang ba brjod par *gyur ro ||

In this paper, words of the PS and PSV in Roman typeface represent those that are
attested in Jinendrabuddhi’s Sanskrit manuscript or in fragments, whereas those in
italics have been reconstructed from Tibetan translations.

19 The word anukti could also mean improper statement. However, Dharmakirti uses
anukti to mean the absence of a statement in the same context. See NB 3.56-57:
triripalingakhyanam pararthanumanam ity uktam. tatra trayanam riapanam ekasyapi
ripasyanuktau sadhanabhasah. (56) uktav apy asiddhau sandehe va pratipadyaprati-
padakayoh. (57) “It is said [by Dignaga] that a statement of a logical reason that has
three characteristics is an inference for others. In this case, if any one of the three
characteristics are not stated, a proof would be fallacious. If [any one of the chree
characteristics are], although stated, not is established or is doubtful either for the
opponent or for the proponent, [a proof would be fallacious].”
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viewpoint.

First, the practical modification caused by this new definition of nyiina
is that the absence of the statement of the thesis is no longer regarded a
fault of a proof. In both the NMu and the PS, Dignaga argues that of the
three characteristics of a proper logical reason, i.e., paksadharmatva,
anvaya and vyatireka, the first is expressed by means of the statement
of the logical reason (hetu, [X) and that the remaining two are expressed
by means of the statement of the example (drstanta, ")."" Therefore,
because the statement of the thesis does not express any of the three
characteristics, its absence can no longer be included in the fault of a
proof called nyiinata."”

'PS and PSV 4.1 (K [P148a4—6], V [D60a2-3, P63b6-8]): trirlipo hetur ity uktah
paksadharme tu samsthitah | ridhe riipadvayam $esam drstantena pradarSyate
[“It has been said that a valid reason (hetu) possesses the three characteristics (ri-
ripa). According to convention (ridhi), however, it (i.e., the reason) is established
as a property of the topic of a proposition (paksadharma) only. The remaining two
characteristics [of a valid reason] are [to be] presented by an example [statement]
(drstanta).” (Translated in Katsura 2004: 140); PSV 4.6 (K [P150b8-151al, V
[D61b7-62a1, P65b4-5]): yatah paksadharmatvapradarsanartham hetuvacanam ta-
danumeyavinabhavitvapradarsandartham ca drstantavacanam anumeyapradar§ana-
rtham ca paksavacanam. na canyasyanumitav angabhavah. (x NMu 3a9-11: £5 A FT
HERURIEMEMGERIN S . RN W AHEEIE SR 5. REATEGL RS, ) “The
reason for [eliminating upanaya and nigamana, etc. from the members of a proof is
as follows]: the statement of the logical reason serves to express [the logical reason’s]
being the property of the subject of a thesis, the statement of the example serves to
express its (i.e., the logical reason’s) inseparability from the [property] to be inferred,
and the statement of the thesis serves to express that which is to be inferred (i.e., the
subject of a thesis qualified by the property to be inferred).”

12 According to Dignaga, although the statement of the thesis is not necessary in a
proof, giving such a statement, unless it is not negated by perception, etc., should not
be considered a fault of the proof. Unlike this view, Dharmakirti regards it as a fault
of a proof in his later works, i.e., the Hetubindu and the Vadanyaya. See Inami 1991.
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Through this new interpretation, Dignaga’s theory of fallacy is reor-
ganized within the framework of the trairiipya theory. In the NMu, the
absence or the deficiency of a statement of the logical reason or the
example is considered a fault of the proof simply because it causes an
insufficiency of the formulation of the proof. But in the PS, although
such an absence or deficiency is still considered a fault, this is because
one of the three characteristics is not being expressed. As a result,
Dignaga, with this new interpretation of nyiinata, succeeds in connect-
ing all the faults of a proof, except for the faults of the thesis (paksa-
dosa)," to the theory of trairipya.

However, it should be noted that although nyinata is related to the
trairapya theory in the PS, the concept of nyitnata, as is seen from the
expression “non-statement” (anukti) in its definition, is still restricted
to the problem of how the proof is formulated. But when deciding the
soundness of a proof, the point to be examined is not whether the three
characteristics are stated, but rather whether they are established (sid-
dha or sampanna). Indeed, from a logical point of view, if a logical
reason possesses all three characteristics, then the proof should be ac-
cepted as being sound, even if one of the members of the proof, e.g.,
the example, is not stated. Thus between the new interpretation of
nyitnata in the PS and the traditional one in the NMu, there is no differ-
ence in that neither of them have anything to do with examining the
contents of a proof.

2. Shun zhonglun — connection between nyina and trairipya

13 As Kitagawa 1965: 60-67 has pointed out, one of the reasons for introducing the
theory of the faults of a thesis (paksadosa) or the fallacious thesis (paksabhdsa) is to
exclude problems that cannot be solved within the theory of frairipya. This theory is
therefore not connected to the trairipya theory. See also Inami 1991: 71-72.
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It was, however, not only Dignaga who connected the theory of
trairiipya to the concept of nyiina[-ta/-tva]. In the Shun zhonglun (JIJAH
7w ), more precisely the Shun zhonglun yi ru da bore boluomi jing chupin
famen (JIE 56 73 A KB I /)5 14 P9), which is attributed to
Asanga (4th century) or his younger brother Vasubandhu'* and was
translated by Gautama Prajiiaruci (B2 %457 3<) into Chinese in 543,
a similar view is mentioned as a theory of an opponent. There, a
Sankhya opponent, discussing their proof for the existence of primor-
dial matter (5, pradhana/prakrti) and the self (UK, purusa), offers
two interpretations of nyinal-ta/-tval.

[3] Shun zhonglun T 30/42a5-15: 1 H, Wit M EARK. &
R, Swbe, ERE) FHEsH, MExE, (E M
FH. A N TRRIMSE =k B | fanid AR =FER, MEA
B A, DA, SRAVERL, DURSELZIRAR, X%
pil, BN TEA ARG KIS Aotz =y BB
Al tm e, A N E =R,

FEAN TH=MFERERE ) | A s A 8, kA
MATEIRI, ST AR, A EaE . ORISR R
[AMRIB L, Ak Rl IR

[Opponent = Sankhya:] You (Buddhist) said that [if] the fulfillment
of the conditions (% &) [for a proper proof] is not established, there
is a fault [in your proof]. [If your proof] is deficient of (J8, *nyiinal-
ta/-tva]) the [statement of] an example, [you are] defeated. I shall
now discuss this. What does “the fulfillment of the conditions [for
a proper proof]” mean? What is the characteristic of the deficiency
(I8, *nyiina[-ta/-tva])? If someone says (A) that the fulfillment of
the conditions [for a proper proof] means [a statement of all] three

4 According to Otake 2013, the Shun zhonglun can be ascribed to Vasubandhu. While
he does discuss Frauwallner’s theory of two Vasubandhus, he gives several reasons
for assuming there was only one Vasubandhu.
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[members of the proof, i.e.,] the thesis, logical reason and example,
then he [assumes] three kinds of deficiency. [But] only two of them,
i.e., [the deficiency of] the logical reason and example, would cause
a fault, because [when the thesis is accompanied by a logical reason
and an example, it] fulfills the conditions. There is no deficiency of
[the statement of] the thesis because it (i.e., the thesis) is the foun-
dation for the formulation [of a proof] and because the meaning [of
the proof] is established [by the thesis]. So far, it has been explained
that the three kinds of deficiency consist of the deficiency of [the
statement of] the logical reason or the example [or both]. If some-
one thinks that because of the combination of [the statement of] all
these three members, the condition of [a proof] is regarded as being
fulfilled, then, for him, the deficiency is of three kinds.

If, however, someone else says (B) that the fulfillment of the con-
ditions [for a proper proof] means stating the three characteristics
of a logical reason ([Xl =#H, *tririipa), then why does he consider
the three kinds [of deficiency mentioned above] as a deficiency?
Why does he consider the fault in fulfilling the condition [for a
proper proof propounded by the theory A] or the deficiency of [a
statement of] the example as a deficiency? If [you, i.e., Buddhists,]
say that [the latter, i.e., the deficiency of the statement of an exam-
ple] is a fault in fulfilling the condition [for a proper proof], then
your [previous] statement is made of ignorance: [if your proof] is
deficient of an example, then there is a fault in fulfilling the condi-
tion or you are defeated.

Here, the Sankhya opponent mentions two views regarding the fulfill-
ment of the conditions (%) for a proper proof and *nyiina[-ta/-tva]
“deficiency” (J#). According to the former, i.e., theory A, the condition
for a proper proof is that it possesses all three members of a proof—the
thesis, the logical reason and the example. If one or two of the three
members other than thesis, i.e., the logical reason and the example,
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is/are deficient, then one of the three kinds of *nyinal-ta/-tva] would
occur. Since there must be a statement of the thesis for a proof to be a
proof, the fault of a proof called *nyiinal-ta/-tva] occurs only in the
following three cases: (1) the thesis and logical reason are properly
stated, but the example is not, (2) the thesis and example are properly
stated, but the logical reason is not, or (3) the thesis is properly stated,
but the logical reason and example are not. This view of nyitnal-ta/-tval
is similar to Dignaga’s description in the NMu, although there is a dif-
ference in that this view does not accept the lack of the statement of the
thesis.

However, the view adopted here by the Sankhya opponent is the latter
view, i.e., theory B. In this view, a statement of all three characteristics
of the logical reason (Kl =#H, *triripa) is the condition for a proper
proof. Although this second view does not mention a definition of
*nyinal-ta/-tva]l, it is understood indirectly from the description of the
condition of a proper proof that the *nyiinal-ta/-tva] is the deficiency of
a statement of any one of the three characteristics. Since there is little
difference between the trairiipya theory explained in the subsequent
part of the Shun zhonglun and that of Dignaga,"” one might say that this
view of nyiina[-ta/-tva] shares the same idea of interpreting nyiinata as
found in the PS. Despite this similarity, it cannot be said that they are
the same, because with regard to this second view of *nyiinal-ta/-tval
in the Shun zhonglun, there are still some unclear points, e.g. how the
three characteristics can be expressed without the statement of an ex-
ample. However, the fact that the Sankhya had a great influence on
Dignaga’s system of logic suggests the possibility that Dignaga’s new

15 See Katsura 1986: 166. In the Shun zhonglun, the trairipya theory adopted by the
Saiikhya opponent is attributed to £5 H3ZHEE (ruo ye xu mo). As Pind 2001: 158 shows,
this is a translation of “nyayasitksma.” Although Jinendrabuddhi identifies this with
a text by Aksapada, the Nyayasiitra, in his commentary on the 6th chapter of the PS,
this is not the case here, because the trairiipya theory is not explained in the NS. See
PST Ms B 257b4: nyayasitksme ’ksapadoktanam jatinam ...
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interpretation of nyinata in the PS had some connection to this second
view on *nyinal-ta/-tva).

3. Nyayapravesaka — a possibility of another interpretation

Dignaga’s successor Dharmakirti, whose interpretations of Dignaga be-
came the mainstream of Buddhist logic, adopts Dignaga’s new defini-
tion of nyitnata in the PS, i.e., the non-statement (anukti) of any one of
the three characteristics.'® The view of another successor, Sankara-
svamin (ca. 500-560), is not clear due to textual problems. There are
four versions of the Nyayapravesaka (NP): the Sanskrit text, which is
now available (NPs, ), Xuanzang’s Chinese translation of the NP
(NPc), and two Tibetan translations — one translated from a Sanskrit
text (NPr;) and one translated from Xuanzang’s Chinese translation
(NPr,). Of these four versions of the NP, while the description of
nyinal-ta/-tva] in the Sanskrit version corresponds approximately to
Dignaga’s traditional view presented in the NMu, the description in the
Chinese and Tibetan versions shows another interpretation.

The Sanskrit text of the NP runs as follows:

[4-1] NPs,,. 10,17-11,2: sadhanadosodbhavanani diisanani. sadha-
nadoso  nyinatvam.  paksadosah  pratyaksadiviruddhatvam.
hetudoso ’siddhanaikantikaviruddhatvam. drstantadosah sadhana-
dharmadyasiddhatvam. tasyodbhavanam prasnikapratyayanam
diissanam.

Refutations are to point out the faults of a proof. The fault of a proof
is the deficiency (nyinatva) [of three members of a proof]. (1) The
fault of the thesis is the contradiction with that which is known

16 See PVin 3 10,7-8 (= PV 4.23): tenanuktav api paksasya siddher apratibandhat
trisv anyatamaripasyaivanuktir nyianata sadhanadosa ity uktam veditavyam.
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through perception, etc. (2) The fault of the logical reason is (2-1)
[its] non-establishment, (2-2) inconclusiveness, and (2-3) contra-
diction. (3) The fault of the example is the non-establishment of a
proving property, etc. To point out the [fault of a proof], i.e., to
make a judge understand it, is the refutation.

Here, as Haribhadrasuri’s (8th century) NP commentary clearly
shows,'” the nyiinatva in this passage should be understood as a generic
term referring to the three subsequent types of faults, i.e., paksadosa,
hetudosa and drstantadosa, because here nyiinatva is used to explain
the term “sadhanadosa,” which consists of these three types of faults.
Therefore, the nyinatva in this Sanskrit text of the NP means an defi-
ciency of any of the three proof members. And hence, this Sanskrit ver-
sion of NP takes over Dignaga’s view on nyiina[-ta/-tva] presented in
the NMu.

However, the Chinese translation of the NP (Yinming ru zhengli lun
B AN IEEEGR), which was translated by Xuanzang in 647, gives a differ-
ent rendering:

[4-2] NP, T 32/12¢12-15: ERA IEHURBES WIS, #i4 Befilk,
FHARENLERIBGE MR SRR, ARRRNEME, RERME, FHER M
Kowgaatt, BoRbbE. BHRERNEE . W4 ﬁbEEZo

And next, if [a statement] correctly points out a fault of a proof, it
is called a refutation. I.e., [the faults are as follows:] first, (1) the
fault of lacking (HJ&, *nyitnatva) [the statement of any one of the
members of] a proof, (2) the fault of a thesis, (3-1) the non-estab-
lishment [of a logical reason], (3-2) the inconclusiveness [of a log-
ical reason], (3-3) the contradictoriness [of a logical reason], and

" NPV 54,12-13: sadhanadoso nyanatvam samanyena. visesam dha — paksadosah
pratyaksadiviruddhatvam. “‘The fault of a proof’ in general ‘is the deficiency.’ [The
following words] ‘the fault of the thesis is the contradiction with that which is known
through perception etc.” explains an individual [fault of a proof].”
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(4) the fault of the example. Since [the statement] points out these
[faulty] statements and makes a judge understand [the faults of the
statements], it is called a refutation.

Xuanzang’s Chinese translation does not contain words corresponding
to the Sanskrit words “pratyaksadiviruddha,” “hetudosa” and “‘sadha-
nadharmadyasiddhatva.” Rather, the word “first” (#]) has been inserted
into the sentence corresponding to “sadhanadoso nyinatvam.” Because
of this word “#],” *nyiinatva (fiJ&) in this Chinese version is under-
stood as the first of the subsequent faults, in other words, the *nyiinatva
is here regarded as being different from other faults of the three mem-
bers of a proof. It is likely that the difference consists in whether the
member of a proof is stated or not.'® That is, while the nyiinatva occurs
when a statement of any one of these three members is absent, the other
faults, i.e., paksadosa, hetudosa and drstantadosa, presupposes the ex-
istence of a statement of paksa, hetu, and drstanta, respectively. If the
nyinatva is regardes as a different category of a fault from paksadosa,

18 This is also supported by Kuiji’s commentary on the NP, , the Yinming ru zhengli
lun shu (KB AN IEBEEGER). Yinming ru zhengli lun shu (T 44 141¢5-9): & [FEAJEE
SEMRIEIE M, SEoRIE M AN BRIME N E R AR E R R Rl e ) o IR, thPEREAK
Bi, AMBSZRSy . MRS, WIS, TREAIRESZERIBOE M ) It ADRIFRERR 5,
AR S SR, WEEM. s [9)) M, “Itissaid in the[Yinming ru zhen-
gli] lun that ‘i.e., [the faults are as follows:] first, (1) the fault of lacking [any one of
the members of] proof, (2) the fault of a thesis, (3-1) non-establishment [of a logical
reason], (3-2) inconclusiveness [of a logical reason], (3-3) contradiction [of a logical
reason], and (4) the fault of an example.” The explanation [of this passage] is as fol-
lows: This explains the object of refutation. I.e., the faults committed by the opponent
are classified as two. [Of these], first, the lack () of the [statement of the] members
of a proof (X) is explained, and then the fault ((X) of these members of a proof is
clarified. [The phrase] ‘first, the fault of lacking [the statement of any one of the
members of] a proof’ is the explanation of the former, i.e., the lack of the [statement
of the] members of a proof. [The faults of a proof occur] when [any one of the] mem-
bers of a proof is not stated at all or when [these members of a proof] do not have
content although they have been stated. Since the serious fault [should] be clarified
first, the word ‘first’ is mentioned.”
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etc., the words ILF (“these [faulty] statements™), corresponding to
“tasya’ in the Sanskrit text, must be plural and refer to the faults that
include nyiinatva, paksadosa, hetudosa and drstantadosa. It is therefore
quite possible that the original text upon which Xuanzang relied when
translating it into Chinese had a different wording from the Sanskrit
text of the NP as it is extant today.

It is interesting to note that not only the NPy, the Tibetan translation of
the NP¢;,, but also the NPy, , i.e., the Tibetan translation of a Sanskrit
text, shows an understanding similar to the Chinese version, i.e.,
nyinatva (ma tshang ba) is enumerated as one of the types of faults, but
is not regarded as a general term for the fault of the three members of
a proof.

[4-3] NPy, (P184a7-184bl): sgrub par byed pa’i skyon brjod pa
rnams ni sun "byin pa rnams so || sgrub par byed pa’i skyon yang
ma tshang ba dang | mngon sum la sogs pa gnod phyogs kyi skyon
nyid dang | rtags kyi skyon ma grub pa’i rtags nyid dang | ma
nges pa’i rtags nyid dang | ’gal ba’i rtags nyid dang | dpe’i skyon
nyid dang | bsgrub bya’i chos la sogs pa ma grub pa’o || de’i brjod
pa’i phyir rgol gyis rab tu rtogs pa’i dus na sun ’byin pa’o ||

[4-4] NP1, (D92b2-3, P188b5-6): sgrub par byed pa’i yan lag ma
tshang ba nyid dang | bsgrub bya’i skyon nyid dang | ma grub

pa’i gtan tshigs dang | ma nges pa’i gtan tshigs dang | gal ba’i
gtan tshigs dang \ dpe rnams kyi gtan tshigs bsal (psa p: gsa ») Dar
bstan te | PhYIT (oyirD: phyi Py Y8OL 81 (0yi D: gvisp) "dri ba rnams la legs

par khong du chud par byed pas sun ’byin yang dag go ||

Although Ui 1944: 306 maintains that Xuanzang’s translation is closer
to the original text, it is probably better to say that there are two textual
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transmissions of the NP."

4. nyina in East Asian Buddhism

Let us now turn to the interpretations of nyitna presented by East Asian
Buddhists in Tang China. In his Limenlun shuji (B£F95#850), the only
extant Chinese commentary on the NMu, Shentai (%5, fI. ca. 650) —
one of the disciples of Xuanzang — commenting on the last sentence
of the NMu mentioned above in [1-2], reports some views on nyinal-
ta/-tva] propounded by various Buddhist philosophers, including
Dignaga.

[5] Limenlun shuji T 44/77c6-21: HILFEBE . FIK =L Tk
—HE, AR, BENZMEE, BUIRCAT, &S WRERER AR, 4
ERVAIER —Eﬂﬁﬁéi A ARMERXR, HARMERR. BAK

MR, B =A), AR, A2 AL, A A g
R ﬁ?.“ﬁ (BRI em. : R T, (HEERIE) 5+ note) 0 o5 5o HIHLEA]
AHESLERIEEE ) o EAREES TRIZN o o -2 AIAIR,
BRI o um o BH —/NER. AIEREL, LR
[KIMGRAELHEE (AT 44 BRHR, AN Al

BEBR = TR R R SRR BE N 2 A s ) . B B LARIE
s (ﬁﬁﬁ.mﬂ;ﬁ:"ﬁ?\ A TR e A [A] Mo B A SR JHE K] K% [
M. R R = A, Qﬁﬁlﬂﬂﬁ\u\”ﬁ\ A7 (] 22 g K] ﬁ;ﬁe”ﬁ\
R e, oy o FIMR. BR—R =40, B A KRR R
Ao T @, o wD ﬁETﬁ/ﬁEﬁfT*Mtﬁ lZDHUFﬁﬂ#o

[The sentence] from “therefore” to “the fault of a proof” means that

9Tt is not clear why NPr; shows a similar view with NPc,. One possibility is the
influence of Dharmakirti. In the VN, he also distinguishes nyinatva from hetudosa
and drstantadosa. VN 21,12-14: sadhanadosah punar nyinatvam asiddhir anaikanti-
kata vadinah sadhayitum istasyarthasya viparyayasdadhanam astadasa drstantadosas
ca. The problem of there being any relationship between Xuanzang and Dharmakirti
is beyond the scope of this paper.
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if [a proof] has only [one or two] of the three members of a proof,
i.e., the thesis, logical reason and example, then there is a fault of
the proof called a lack ({HJ&, *nyiina[-ta/-tva]). Before Dignaga, if
[a proof] lacks [the statement of] a thesis, a logical reason or an
example, then the fault called a lack occurs. Some teacher(s) ex-
plain this [concept of *nyitnal-ta/-tva]] and say: There are three
kinds [of faulty proof], i.e., (1) that which has the [statement of] the
thesis, but neither [that of] the logical reason nor the example, (2)
that which has [the statement of] the logical reason, but neither [that
of] the thesis nor the example, and (3) that which has [the statement
of] the example, but neither [that of] the thesis nor the logical rea-
son. Moreover, [there are three other kinds of faulty proof], i.e., (4)
that which has [a statement of] the thesis and logical reason, but not
[that of] the example, (5) that which has [a statement of] the thesis
and example, but not [that of] the logical reason, and (6) that which
has [a statement of] the logical reason and example, but not [that
of] the thesis. [And (7) a proof] that does not have [a statement of]
the thesis, logical reason and example is the seventh. These seven
are the fault of a proof called a lack. Other teacher(s) explain this
saying: The former six are acceptable, but the seventh is not. If [the
statement of] one or two [of these three] remain, it can be called a
lack. But if, as in the seventh case, there is neither a thesis, a logical
reason, nor the example, then how can it be called a lack? There-
fore, [the seventh] is not acceptable.

Dignaga says that the fault [called] deficiency (J81E) occurs only
with regard to means of proof, i.e., [a statement of] the logical rea-
son, similar example (A%, *sadharmyadrstanta) and dissimilar
example (%M, *vaidharmyadrstanta). Teachers before Bhadraruci
(E % fl. ca. 560) explain this saying: There are three kinds [of
faulty proof] which lack two [of the three], i.e., (i) that which has
[a statement of] the logical reason, but neither [that of] the similar
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example nor of the dissimilar example, (ii) that which has [a state-
ment of] the similar example, but neither [that of] the logical reason
nor of the dissimilar example, (iii) that which has [a statement of]
the dissimilar example, but neither [that of] the logical reason nor
of the similar example. [And] there are three [more] kinds [of faulty
proof] which lack one [of the three], i.e., (iv) that which has [a
statement of] the logical reason and similar example, but not of the
dissimilar example, (v) that which has [a statement of] the similar
example and dissimilar example, but not of the logical reason, (vi)
that which has [a statement of] the dissimilar example and logical
reason, but not of the similar example. (vii) The seventh [kind of
faulty proof] does not have [a statement of] the logical reason, sim-
ilar example and dissimilar example. Teachers after Bhadraruci do
not maintain the seventh [as a fault].?” The reason has been ex-
plained above.

From this description, it is clear that Shentai understands the deficiency
(B or JtE, *nyitnal-ta/-tval) in the NMu as meaning the absence of
any one of the statement of three proof members. This view of *nyitnal-
ta/-tva] seems to be influenced by Xuanzang’s translation of the NP.
Although in the NMu Dignaga explains that the three members of a
proof are the statement of a thesis, a logical reason and an example,
Shentai here attributes this view not to Dignaga, but to some teacher(s)
before Dignaga. According to Shentai, Dignaga maintains that a proof
consist of a statement of a logical reason, a similar example (sadharm-
vadrstanta) and a dissimilar example (vaidharmyadrstanta). Since, as
explained before in §1.2, these three statements (i.e., the logical reason
and the two examples) are used to express the three characteristics of a
proper logical reason, Dignaga’s theory of *nyiinal-ta/-tva] presented
here by Shentai is in the same line with Dignaga’s definition of nyinata

20 Cf. VNT 69,25: ke punas te sadhanasya dosa ity aha — nyanatvam satprakaram
ekaikadvidviripanuktau.
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in the PS. Added to this, from the information that during his stay in
India, Xuanzang attended lectures on the PS, and the fact that the title
of the PS and its apoha theory are mentioned in some of the works of
Xuanzang’s disciples, it is likely that some of these disciples, includ-
ing Shentai, were at least partially informed about Dignaga’s theories
in the PS, probably by Xuanzang himself.

Kuiji (#3%, 632-682), another disciple of Xuanzang, gives a different
view of *nyinal-ta/-tval.

[6-1] Yinming ru zhengli lun shu T 44/94b17-25: HBIEE, BRI
wHE, SRR, W—A = WA= W=, R
BREEE. LURKM =R aENL, #RBMEIE, BEARMERD . (iHEsz,
AT AT T AL 44

SRR e, K —M . AN, AR =ANiEEd, W—F
=, WA= B A, RENEMOSTERT, R A —
Al AR EEE, - JREREE L

The Bodhisattva Vasubandhu [says: there are seven kinds of] the
fault [called] a lack (&, *nyitnal-ta/-tval). [Of these,] three lack
() one of [the three members of the proof, i.e.,] the thesis, logical
reason and example. Three [others] lack two [of these three]. The
[last] one lacks [all] three. All teachers after Vasubandhu elimi-
nated the seventh [from the fault]. [The reason for this is as fol-
lows:] since the three [members of a proof, i.e.,] the thesis, logical
reason and example, are [regarded as] the means of a proof, it is
not possible for all of them to be lacking. If there is no essential
element (%) [of a proof at all], how can it be a means of a proof?
[And in that case,] what kind of lack is there, and why is it called a
pseudo[-proof]?

21 Katsura 2014 reports that Wengui (3C#l) mentions the title of the PS and that Kuiji
refers to an apoha theory that is not found in the NMu.
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The Bodhisattva Dignaga says that with regard to one logical rea-
son and two examples there are six faults. I.e., these are six faults
concerning the three characteristics [of a proper logical reason].
[Of these,] three lack one [of these characteristics] and three [oth-
ers] lack two [of them]. [But] no [fault] lacks [all] three [of them].
Sixty years before the arrival of my teacher (i.e., Xuanzang), there
was a master called Bhadraruci in Nalanda temple. ... [He also]
eliminated the seventh [from the fault].

According to Kuiji, the theory mentioned by Shentai and ascribed to
some teacher(s) before Dignaga is that of Vasubandhu.** Except for his
reference to the name of Vasubandhu, Kuiji’s explanation of *nyinal-
ta/-tva] before Dignaga is the same as that of Shentai. And like Shentai,
Kuiji also understands Dignaga’s three members of a proof as the state-
ment of a logical reason, similar example and dissimilar example.

As for the explanation of Dignaga’s view on *nyinal-ta/-tval, Kuiji
seems to share Shentai’s ideas. However, in the following description,
Kuiji’s understanding of Dignaga seems to be different from that of
Shentai.

[6-2] Yinming ru zhengli lun shu T 44/106b26-28, 106¢21-24: #
ARRRAE ., BA R, ISR, ARER, MEERIE . WA
5. BAE=3C, FHFE=M, EHMKE. LAEMR, —HEERKIE
A d

AwARo 77

B MBS S . NSRS, SOMES ), BEMERRR
TG e SERENZ, AT RESZRIECLZ I,
If the fault of a lack () should be discussed, there are two types.

The first is the lack in the case of the absence of the body (FEHEFK).
The second is the lack in the case of the presence of the body (£ #%

22 Based on this identification of Kuiji, Frauwallner 1957: 121, fn.35 maintains that
Shentai is referring to Vasubandhu’s theory of nyina.
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). The lack in the case of the absence of the body means giving
no statement [of any one of the three members of a proof]. [It] is
concerned with only the three members [of a proof], but not with
the three characteristics [of a proper logical reason]. If the state-
ment of the logical reason is presented, [the fault in this case] must
be the lack in the case of the presence of the body. Since these three
characteristics are the contents [of the statement of three members
of a proof that] have already [been stated], [the fault in this case
should] not be the lack in the case of the absence of the body. ...

Master Bhadraruci and Dignaga do not regard the absence of the
body (##E) as [the fault called] a lack. Therefore, only six kinds
[of a lack are accepted]. Even if only a thesis is stated, [because] it
is never a means of a proof, how can it be called the fault consisting
in the lack of a means of proof?

Here Kuiji classifies the lack (%) into two types. The first is the lack in
the case of the absence of the body (f&f# ). This “body” means a state-
ment of the three members of a proof, i.e., a logical reason, similar ex-
ample and dissimilar example. Therefore, this first type of nyinal-ta/-
tva] is correspond to Shentai’s understanding of Dignaga’s view on
nyinal-ta/-tva], and hence is equivalent to Dignaga’s interpretation of
nyinata in the PS. On the other hand, Kuiji’s second type of nyinal-
taj-tval, i.e., H¥5#, is a unique interpretation. This type of nyiina[-taj/-
tva] is concerned with only three characteristics of a proper logical rea-
son, but not a statement of these three. In other words, while the first
type of nyiinal-ta/-tva] is a fault in the formulation of a proof, the sec-
ond is a fault in the contents of a proof. Therefore, in Kuiji’s view, any
type of fault in a proof, i.e., not only faults in its formulation, but also
faults in its contents, are included under the concept of nyianal-ta/-tval.

With regard to his understanding of Dignaga’s view on nyinal-ta/-tval,
there can be two interpretations depending on the understanding of the
term 4% in the sentence “E & imbli AL SRS, RN FL.” The
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Japanese scholar-monk Zenju (£, 723-797) explains this &% as
meaning “the absence of the statement of all three members of a proof
(i.e., the logical reason , similar example and dissimilar example)” or
“the absence of all three characteristics of a proper logical reason.””
According to this interpretation, Kuiji is saying in this passage that
Dignaga and Bhadraruci do not accept the seventh kind of a lack, i.e.,
the absence of all three, in either type of nyianal-ta/-tval.

But if we take the term fE#% as referring to #E#% X mentioned in Kuiji’s
preceding explanation of the two types of nyiinal-ta/-tva], then the sen-
tence in question means that Dignaga and Bhadraruci do not accept the
first type of nyinal-ta/-tval, i.e., they regard nyiina[-ta/-tva] as meaning
only the absence of the three characteristics of a proper logical reason,
but not the absence of a statement of these three.

Interestingly, a similar interpretation of nyinal-ta/-tva] is found in the
Nyayavarttikatatparyatika. In his explanation of the definition of refu-
tation (diisana) as attributed to the Vadavidhana,** VacaspatimiSra
(10th cent.) writes as follows:

[7] NVTT 230,17-18 on NS 1.1.33: trairapyasampanno hetuh
pirnah. sa trisu ripesv anyatamena ripena rahito nyinah —
asiddho va viruddho vanaikantiko va bhavatiti. so ’yam nyinata
doso hetoh.

A complete logical reason is the one which fulfills the three char-
acteristics. [A logical reason that is] devoid of any one of the three
characteristics is a deficiency, i.e., a unestablished, inconclusive or

2 Inmyoron sho Myotosho (IKNBIRaERETESD) T 68/278b11-20: MEPRH R, ANBRIKIM
AREERENL . (i 4a R, EMENA), HESE-EA), HIKT =20FEA . WIMER N4,
WA = WA =, B R, RONERATERER. ELARIE, R
A, EAME N REIEA L (ERERL, B EGRENBRRE RS, R oA A B,

24 See Frauwallner 1933: 301. disanani nyanatavayavottaradosaksepabhavod-
bhavanani. (cited in NV 1094 etc.)
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contradictory [logical reason]. Such a fault of the logical reason is
a deficiency.

According to this explanation, nyitnata is to be considered a fault of the
logical reason. It thus focuses only on the absence of the three charac-
teristics themselves, not on the absence of a statement of these three.
Although this interpretation of nyiinata is similar to Kuiji’s A #5, it
cannot be said that there is a relationship between these two, because it
is not clear whether Vacaspatimisra’s explanation is really based on any
Buddhist theory. But it is possible to say that this interpretation of
nyinata is a kind of extended interpretation of Dignaga’s new definition
of nyitnata in the PS.

Concluding remarks

In the NMu, Dignaga adopted a traditional view on the fault of a proof
called nyiina[-ta/-tval, a deficiency of a statement of any one of the
three members of a proof, i.e., the thesis, logical reason or example. In
the PS, however, he offers a new definition of nyinata, where the defi-
ciency means the absence of a statement of any one of the three char-
acteristics of a proper logical reason. With regard to his introducing the
trairipya theory into the concept of nyinata, it might be conjectured
that the interpretation of nyitnal[-ta/-tva] mentioned by a Sankhya oppo-
nent in the Shun zhonglun played some role, although there are still
points that are unclear.

After Dignaga, the new interpretation of nyinata in the PS becomes
dominant in the tradition of Buddhist logic, with the exception of its
explanation in the NP. Among the four versions of the text of the NP,
the Sanskrit version of the NP adopts the traditional view, i.e.,
Dignaga’s interpretation in the NMu. In Xuanzang’s Chinese transla-
tion and the two Tibetan translations, however, show a different under-
standing. According to these three versions, nyiinatva is regarded as
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being a separate type of a fault from paksadosa, hetudosa and drstan-
tadosa. This nyiinatva occurs when any one of three members of a
proof, i.e., a thesis, logical reason or an example, is not stated, while
paksadosa, etc., occurs when each of the members of a proof is stated.

In East Asia, the interpretation of nyitnal-ta/-tva] in the NMu was no
longer considered the view of Dignaga. Shentai, in his commentary on
the NMu, regards the interpretation of nyinata in the PS to be
Dignaga’s view. It is probable that his knowledge of Dignaga’s theory
in the PS came from Xuanzang. Kuiji classifies nyiinal-ta/-tva] into two
types. The first is fEFEF, which is comparable to Dignaga’s interpre-
tation of nyinata in the PS. The second is 11 %5 and this interpretation
is probably newly introduced by Kuiji. This type of nyitnal-ta/-tva] con-
cerns the absence of the three characteristics itself, not the absence of
the statement of the three characteristics.

For Dignaga, nyinal-ta/-tva] is consistently considered a fault occur-
ring in the proof (sadhana, #E 3. ) or the inference for others
(pararthanumana). And a proof consists of a statement of the three
members of a proof or a statement of the three characteristics of a
proper logical reason.” Therefore, since nyiina[-ta/-tva] is always con-
nected with a statement, it is said that Dignaga deals with nyiinal-ta/-
tva] in the context of the formulation of a proof, but not in the context
of the logical validity of a proof. Dharmakirti’s classification of it as a
fault of the speaker (vaktrdosa) describes this feature quite faithfully.*®

25 See NMu k.1a (1a8): 7225 % S AET.; PSV 3.1ab: trirlipalingakhyanam parartham
anumanam.

% PVin 3 47,1-3: na vai vastudharmasamasrayenaiva pararthe ’numane
sadhanadosodbhavanam, api tu vaktrdosendpi, nyiinatananvayaviparitanvayavat. “In
the inference for others, the fault of a proof is pointed out not necessarily by means
of the property of real entities, but rather through the fault of the speaker, such as a
lack (nyunatd), no positive concomitance [in the statement of the example] (anan-
vaya), and inverted positive concomitance [in the statement of the example]
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Although the interpretations of nyiinal-ta/-tva] found in the Kuiji’s sec-
ond classification, i.e., H#5# ([6-2]) and in Vacaspatimisra’s explana-
tion of the Vadavidhana ([7]) are different from that of Dignaga, this
seems to be the result of their focusing not on the formulation of a proof,
but on its contents.
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Pre-Dharmakirti Interpretations of

Dignaga’s Theory of paksabhasa

Masahiro Inami, Tokyo

Dignaga (ca. 5-6th century) was the first Indian logician who clearly set up a
theory of paksabhasa (fallacious thesis) in relation to the definition of paksa
(thesis). According to him, a thesis cannot be opposed by what is well
established by perception or other means of cognition. A thesis that is
opposed in this way is regarded as a paksabhasa and rejected as an evidently
wrong proposition. Dignaga enumerates five types of paksabhasas in his
Nyayamukha and four types in his Pramanasamuccaya. In turn, Dharmakirti
(ca. 7th century), in his early logical works, such as Pramanavarttika IV,
offers detailed explanations of Dignaga’s theory of paksabhasa.

When explaining Dignaga’s theory of paksabhdsa, Dharmakirti sometimes
mentions and criticizes earlier interpretations of the theory. Presumably,
Dignaga’s theory was interpreted by others before Dharmakirti. These
interpretations were also not accepted by Dharmakirti’s followers. However,
some Buddhists did interpret Dignaga’s theory differently from
Dharmakirti’s and some of these interpretations seem similar to those
criticized by Dharmakirti.

This study explores one aspect of each of two pre-Dharmakirti interpretations
of the paksabhdasa theory: the first is Nyayamukhatikakara’s understanding
of sabdaprasiddhanirakrta and the second is an enumeration of paksabhasas
different from that of Dignaga. These pre-Dharmakirti interpretations of
Dignaga’s logic are important for they shed light not only on the development
of Buddhist logic in India by helping to distinguish between Dignaga’s and
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Dharmakirti’s theories but also on the development of Buddhist logical works
written in East Asia. For Buddhist monks in East Asia who intensively

studied Buddhist logic did so based mainly on two Indian works, namely,

Dignaga’s Nyayamukha and Sankarasvamin’s Nyayapravesaka, without any
information about Dharmakirti’s theory. Moreover, their investigations can
also help us better understand the theory of Dignaga itself.

Dignaga’s theory of paksabhasa is presented in his Nyayamukha and

Pramanasamuccaya(-vrtti) as follows:

[1]

NMu 1al18-24: FSEAREER T ZIMI, S TR FEIETRREE |, A FE*
EF TR, AN U SR, BRI AE, A1
SRR R, XA R ARG L R S HHIERE ., ANk
FERIEH A, SUAATERIMI TS MR AR B e BAR &R a0
B AR IR AT W2,

(Reconstruction: *anyapaksadosarahitalh paksa] iti darSayann aha
— viruddharthanirakrta iti / [1] yadi viruddharthavacina
svavacanena bddhyate yatha sarvam uktam mrseti, [2] piarva-
bhyupagamena va [pratijiiatenarthena viruddhena] yathaulitkyasya
nityah sabda iti sadhayatah, [3] yatrapy asadharanatvad anumana-
bhave sabdaprasiddhena viruddhendrthendapodyate yathdacandrah
Sast sattvad iti, [4, 5] yatra va dharmini sadhayitum istah pratyaksa-
numanaprasiddhena viruddhenarthena badhyate yathasravanah
Sabdah, nityo ghata iti, [sa paksabhasah /])"

To show that paksa is to be stated without any other faults, [I
(Dignaga)] said, [in the first verse,] “It should not be opposed by an

! See Katsura 1977: 113-115; Ui 1929: 549-557. *fH Corr.; 3F T.
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object contradictory to it (viruddhrathanirakrtah).” [If it is opposed,
it is regarded as a fallacious thesis. [1] Namely,] if [a statement] is
opposed by [the proponent’s] own statement indicating what conflicts
with it, as in the case of the statement “All statements are false,” [then
it is regarded as a fallacious thesis]. [2] [Moreover,] if a statement is
opposed by a contradicting thing that has been earlier accepted by the
proponent, as in the case of the VaiSesika, [who accepts that sound is
impermanent,] stating “Sound is permanent,” [then this is regarded as
a fallacious thesis]. [3] [Furthermore,] even though, with regard to a
certain [subject that is intended to be proved to be qualified by a
property (A), the property (A) cannot be opposed/proved by
inference] in the case that the inference [of a contradicting property
(B)/of the property (A)] never occurs because [that property (B/A)] is
uncommon, if [the property (A)] is excluded by the contradicting
object (B), which is well established by verbal convention, [then the
thesis is regarded as a fallacious thesis]. For instance, [this type of
fallacious thesis can be found in the reasoning] “The moon (sasin) is
not [called] candra because it exists.” [4, 5] [Moreover,] if a property
to be proved in a certain subject is opposed by a contradicting
[property], that is established by perception or by inference, as in
statements such as] “Sound is not audible” or “A pot is permanent,”
[then it is regarded as a fallacious thesis].”

[2]  PS(V) I 2b*—d: sa ca
anirakrtah /

pratyaksarthanumanaptaprasiddhena svadharmini // 2 //

2 The translation is based on the reconstructed Sanskrit text.
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yo hi dharmi dharmavisistah sadhayitum isto yadi tatra sadhya-
dharmaviruddhena  dharmantarena  pratyaksanumandagamapra-
siddhena na nirakriyate, tarhi sadhyanirdeso niravadyah, anyathda
tadabhasah / tad yathasravanah Sabdah, nityo ghatah, na santi
pramanani  prameyarthasadhakaniti - pratijiiamatrena /  yatrapy
asadharanatvad anumandabhave Sabdaprasiddhena viruddhena-
rthenapodyate, yathdcandrah Sast sattvad iti /°

Besides, it (the thesis) is [explained as follows:]

With regard to [the proponent’s] own subject, [a property to be
proved should] not be opposed by an object of perception, by
what is well established by inference, or by what is well
established by trustworthy persons. (2b*—d)

If, with regard to a subject that is intended to be proved to be qualified
by a property (A), [the property to be proved (A)] is not opposed by
the other property (B) that is contradictory to it (A) and that is well
established by perception, inference, or scripture, then the statement
of the thing to be proved is faultless. Otherwise, [namely, if it is
opposed,] it is a fallacious [thesis]. For instance, [1] [in the statement
indicating that] “Sound is not audible,” [sounds inaudibility is
opposed by its audibility, which is well established by perception]. [2]
[In the statement] “A pot is permanent,” [the pot’s permanence is
opposed by its impermanence, which is well established by inference].
[3] [In the statement indicating that] “There are no means of
cognitions that establish their objects,” [the absence of any of
trustworthy means of cognition is opposed by the statement’s
trustworthiness itself. Although a thesis can be obstructed by faults of
other syllogism members from being proved, these theses are
obstructed] merely by stating [them, and are therefore regarded as

3 The reconstruction of the Sanskrit text is the result of a workshop on the study of
Jinendrabuddhis PST. I was kindly provided the text by Dr. Toshikazu Watanabe.
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fallacious theses.] In addition, [4] even though, with regard to a certain
[subject that is intended to be proved to be qualified by a property (A),
the property (A) cannot be opposed/proved by inference] in the case
that the inference [of a contradicting property (B)/of the property (A)]
never occurs because [that property (B/A)] is uncommon, if [the
property (A)] is excluded by the contradicting object (B), which is
well established by verbal convention, [then the thesis is regarded as
a fallacious thesis]. For instance, [this type of fallacious thesis can be
found in the reasoning] “The moon (sasin) is not [called] candra

because it exists.”™

In Nyayamukha, the five following types of paksabhdasas are enumerated:’

4 1 dare to present here a trial translation on the basis of the understanding that Dharmakirti
and his followers reject. Sakyabuddhi attributes such an understanding to
*Pramanasamuccayatikakaras, who may not be identical with Jinendrabuddhi. PVTs D264a2—
3,P325a1-2: 'dir yang ’ga’ zhig (PVP 287a7 P342b8) ces bya ba ni tshad ma kun las btus pa’i
ti ka byed pa dag ste / de dag ni tshig gsum zlas dbye ba byas nas rab tu grags pa’i sgra dang /
gsum pa’i de’i skyes bur khas len cing grags pa’i *sgra yang re re la mngon par sbyor bar byed
do //*‘[Devendrabuddhi] said About this, some [commentators explain ...].” [The words ‘Some
commentators’] indicates the authors of Pramanasamuccayatika. They [interpret the
compound word pratyaksanumandagamaprasiddha (PSV) as follows: first, pratyaksa-
numandgama) is a dvandva compound of three component words. Next, the word
pratyaksanumandgama is connected with the last component word prasiddha in the
instrumental fatpurusa compound. [Thus,] they understand the whole compound word
pratyaksanumandgamaprasiddha by connecting the [last] word prasiddha with each of the
preceding three words.” Prajfiakaragupta mentions and criticizes a similar understanding. See
PVA 52810: pratyaksarthanumanaptaprasiddheneti ca prasiddhasabdah  pratyekam
abhisambadhyate / This understanding is of PS III 2c—d!, not of PSV. As is well known,
Dharmakirti understands the word pratyaksarthanumanaptaprasiddha of PS III 2c—d! as a
dvandva compound of the four component words pratyaksartha, anumana, dpta, and
prasiddha. See PVin NI 2810-11: ... pratyaksarthenanumanenaptabhyam prasiddhena
canirakrto ... | Accordingly, the word pratyaksanumandagamaprasiddha in PSV is also
understood as a dvandva compound by Dharmakirtis followers. Of course, such an
understanding is reasonable. However, it seems a little unnatural in some points. I will deal
with this problem in another paper.

5 In the Visesavasyakabhasya-svopajiiavrtti, when pointing out that the thesis on the doubt of
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L. viruddharthavacisvavacana-nirakrta (F*EFR SHETE)
e.g., “sarvam uktam mrsa’ (—Y)SERZE)

2. pirvabhyumagamaprasiddha®-nirakrta (TN R FFHIE)
e.g., “aulitkyasya nityah sabdah iti sadhayatah”
(AN SRS )

3. sabdaprasiddha-nirakrta (Fl S FHE)
e.g., “acandrah Sasi sattvar” (TERIE A Fi)

4. pratyaksaprasiddha-nirakrta (FRp% L EAHE)
e.g., “asravanah sabdah” (ZIEFTH])

5. anumanaprasiddha-nirakrta (FRRE L EFHIE)

e.g., “nityo ghatah” (/&)

On the other hand, in the Pramanasamuccayavrtti, the four following types of
paksabhdsas are enumerated:”

the self (arman) is fallacious, Jinabhadra Gani (a Svetambara Jain, ca. 6th century) mentions
the five following types of paksabhasas: pratyaksaviruddha, anumanaviruddha,
purvabhyupagamaviruddha, lokaviruddha, and svavacanaviruddha. Jinabhadra’s enumeration
of paksabhdasas is quite similar to Dignaga’s in his Nyayamukha, with Jinabhadra’s examples
almost the same as those of Dignaga. Indeed, Jinabhadra may have enumerated these
paksabhasas on the basis of Dignagas enumeration cited in Nyayamukha. See
Visesavasyakabhasya (Ed. Dalsukh Malvania. 3 vols. L. D. Series, Nos. 10, 14, 21. Ahmedabad
1966-68.): 11 345,15-26.

¢ The word prasiddha should be supplied to each word in the context of PSV. See note 4. Cf.
PV 1V 110cd: pratyaksadimita manasrutyaropena sicitah //

7 Tt is doubtful whether the four types of paksabhdsas shown in PSV are directly mentioned in PS.
See note 4.
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1. pratyaksaprasiddha-nirakrta e.g., “‘asravanah sabdah”
2. anumanaprasiddha-nirakrta e.g., “nityo ghatah”
3. agamaprasiddha-nirakrta  e.g., “na santi pramanani prameyarthani”

4. sabdaprasiddha-nirakrta e.g., “acandrah sast sattvar”

Sabdaprasiddha-nirakrta is included in both lists. Dignaga regards a thesis
opposed by sabdaprasiddha (what is well established by verbal convention)
to be a form of paksabhasa, giving the example, “The moon (sasin) is not
[called] candra.” In both works, he explains this type of paksabhasa as
follows:

[3] yatrapy  asdadharanatvad — anumanabhave  sabdaprasiddhena
viruddhenarthendpodyate, yathdcandrah Sast sattvad iti / (= XA
AR P B, Rotpk SAHIEFRIE | ARERIE AL, )

Presumably, here Dignaga simply intends to show the following: a thesis such
as “the moon (sasin) is not [called] candra,” is opposed by verbal convention,
not by inference, because the inference of being [called] candra never occurs
for the reason that being called candra is not common to other things. As is
well known, however, Dharmakirti interprets this passage differently.

Dharmakirti

As has been reported by Professor Tom J. E Tillemans and by me,
Dharmakirti understands that this type of paksabhasa should be interpreted



188 M. Inami

in connection with the universal problem of the relation between a word and
its object, not with the particular problem of the word candra.®

According to Dharmakirti, the term sabdaprasiddha (what is well established
by verbal cognition) does not signify the convention of the use of a word for
a certain object. It signifies the fitness (yogyata) of any object to be designated
by any word, or an object’s being denotable by any word at the speaker’s will
(istasabdabhidheyatva). With sabdaprasiddha, Dignaga meant the property
obtained by our daily verbal behavior (vyavahara = prasiddhi). This property
is nothing other than the object’s being denotable by any word at the will of
the speaker (istasabdabhidheyatva = yogyatd).” Dharmakirti explains that
every object intrinsically has this yogyata regardless of whether a verbal
convention (samketa) has been established."

If a proponent declares, “The moon is not called candra,” he denies such
yogyata. The denial of yogyata is rejected by yogyatd itself."" Even if a certain
person, such as a person from another country, does not know the meaning of
a particular word, everybody knows the well-established fact that any object

8 Tillemans 2000: 153-189; Inami 1988. Recently, Dharmakirtis theory of sabda-
prasiddhanirakrta, as stated in the PramanaviniScaya III (PVin III), has been studied by
Professor Takashi Iwata. See Iwata 2014. Although some parts are slightly changed, almost
all of Dharmakirti’s explanation of this type of paksabhasa in PVin 11 is essentially the same
as the explanation in PV TV,

° PV IV 109-110ab: arthesv apratisiddhatvat purusecchanurodhinah / istasabda-
bhidheyatvasyapto ’traksatavag janah // uktah prasiddhasabdena dharmas tadvyavaharajah /
Cf. PVin Wl 354-6: prasiddhih khalv api virodhinam pratijiiartham badhate /
purusecchanurodhino ’rthesv asakyapratisedhatvad istasabdabhidheyatvasya / sa dharmo
vyavaharajah prasiddhisabdenoktah / On yogyata and Sabdaprasiddha, see Tillemans 2000:
154-159.

10 PV 1V 111: tadasrayabhuvam icchanurodhad anisedhinam / krtanam akrtanam ca yogyam
visvam svabhavatah // Cf. PVin 1l 356-7: yogyam hi visvam svabhavatah krtakrtanam
Sabdanam icchamatravrtteh /

WPV IV 112: arthamatranurodhinya bhavinya bhiitayapi va / badhyate pratirundhanah
Sabdayogyataya taya // Cf. PVin Il 357-8: tayarthamatranurodhinya bhavinya bhittaya va
Sabdayogyataya tam pratirundhano badhyate /
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can be designated by any word, at the speakers will.'> Therefore, the
statement “The moon is not called candra” is rejected, not because the moon
is conventionally admitted to be called candra, but because it is
conventionally admitted that any object can be designated by any word at the
speaker’s will."”

Dharmakirti points out that Dignaga said asadharanatvad anumandabhave
precisely because he was considering the fitness of any objects being
denotable by any word (istasabdabhidheyatva). Namely, a proponent might
present the following argument:

12 PV 1V 113: tadyogyatabalad eva vastuto ghatito dhvanih / sarvo ’syam apratite "pi tasmims
tatsiddhata tatah // Cf. PVin Il 359-11: tadyogyatabalad eva vastuto ghatito ’syam sarvah
Sabda ity apratite 'pi tasmims tatsiddhatam aha / yatrapy asadharanatvad anumdandabhdave
Sabdaprasiddhena viruddhenarthenapodyate na sa paksa iti /

3 In the Nyayabindutika, Vinitadeva (ca. 8th century) explains this pratitinirakrta type of
paksabhasa in the two following ways: NBTv D23b5-6, P28b1-3: la la zhig ri bong can ni zla
ba’i sgrar brjod par bya ba ma yin no zhes dam ’cha’ bar byed na / de ni ri bong can zla ba’i
sgrar brjod pa nyid du gnag rdzi mo yan chad la grags pas sel bar byed do // yang na don thams
cad la sgra thams cad kyi brjod par *byar rung bas sel bar byed de / sgra dang don du ’brel ba
ni brdar btags pa yin pa’i phyir / dper na bum pa la yang zla ba’i sgrar brjod par bya ba nyid
du rung ngo //“If someone insists that the moon (sasin) is not designated by the word ‘candra,’
then he is refuted because it is well known even to a cowherd that the moon is called candra.
Alternatively, [he is] refuted because anything can be designated by any word. Any relation
between a word and an object can be conceptually constructed by verbal convention. For
instance, even a pot is fit to be called candra.” On the other hand, according to Dharmottara
(ca. 8th century), the word pratiti means here “being an object of conceptual cognition”
(vikalpavijiianavisayatvam). Because an object of conceptual cognition can be connected with
any word, the moon (sasin), an object of conceptual cognition, can be designated by any word.
If someone insists that the moon is not called candra, such insistence is refuted by the fact that
it can be called candra, as established by its being an object of conceptual cognition. See
NBTon 1835-1844: pratitya nirakrtah acandra iti candrasabdavacyo na bhavati Sasiti
pratitih pratitatvam  vikalpavijiianavisayatvam ucyate / tena vikalpajiianena pratitiripena
sasinas candrasabdavacyatvam siddham eva / tatha hi — yad vikalpavijiianagrahyam tac
chabdakarasamsargayogyam / yac chabdakarasamsargayogyam tat sanketikena Sabdena
vaktum Sakyam / atah pratitiriipena vikalpavijiianavisayatvena siddham candrasabda-
vacyatvam acandratvasya badhakam /
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Argument (I): The moon is not called candra because it exists. (acandrah
sast sattvat /)

However, everything can be designated by the word candra because anything
can be designated by any word at the speakers will. Then, in the case of
argument (I), there is no homologous example (= acandra, things that cannot
be designated by the word candra). That is why Dignaga mentions
asadharanatvad anumanabhave."* This is Dharmakirtis first interpretation of
Dignaga’s words."”

14 Tt must be correct that the probans “sartva’ for the inference of acandra should be regarded
as a viruddha-hetu, not as an asadhdarana-hetu. Based on Dharmakairti’s theory, the probans can
be understood to exist only in heterologous examples (vipaksa = candra). Devendrabuddhi
solves this problem as follows: PVP D292a4-5, P348b8—349al: de ltar ni ’gyur mod kyi / thun
mong ma yin pa nyid du mi ’gyur te / mi mthun pa’i phyogs la yod pa’i phyir ’gal ba nyid du
"gyur ro zhe na / bden te "on kyang gzhan bum pa la sogs pa mi mthun pa’i phyogs nyid du mi
"gyur ba’i phyir / gzhan gyi bsam pas mi mthun pa’i phyogs la yod pa ma yin pa de ltar na thun
mong ma yin par brjod do // (Cf. PST D142b7-143al, P163b6-7: de Iltar ’gyur mod kyi*(corr.;
’di DP) mi mthun phyogs kho na la yod pa’i phyir / ’gal ba nyid du ’gyur gyi / thun mong ma
yin pa nyid du ni mi ’gyur ro zhe na/ ’di ni bden te / pha rol pos bum pa la sogs pa rnams mi
mthun phyogs nyid du mi "dod do zhes pa 'di’i phyir / pha rol po’i bsam pas mi mthun phyogs
la ’jug pa ma yin no // thun mong ma yin pa nyid du brjod pa 'ga’ zhig go //) “Some might
think as follows: [Objection:] [The probans ‘satfva’] cannot be an uncommon [probans]
(asddharana). As it exists only in the heterologous [examples], it must be a contradictory
[probans] (viruddha). [The answer to this is as follows:] That is true. However, another person
[who declares the statement ‘acandrah sast sattva’] does not admit a pot and others as
heterologous examples. [Namely, for him, there are no heterologous examples.] Therefore,
based on such an opinion of another person, the probans can be nonexistent in heterologous
examples. Thus, it is said to be an uncommon [probans by Dingaga].” On the other hand,
Sakyabuddhi makes the following explanation: PVTs D267a3—4, P329al-2: mthun pa’i
phyogs dang mi mthun pa’i phyogs la the tshom za ba yod na thun mong ma yin pa yin no //
“When there is doubt about both the homologous examples and the heterologous examples,
[the probans must be regarded as] uncommon.” I am not sure if their explanations are
persuasive. Here, Dharmakirti seems to understand the word asadharana only to mean that
there can be no homologous things (= those which cannot be called candra), not to mean
asadharanahetu.

15 PV IV 114-115: asadharanata na syat badhdahetor ihanyathda / tannisedho 'numanat sydc
chabdarthe ’naksavrttitah // asadharanata tatra hetinam yatra nanvayi / sattvam ity asyodaharo
hetor evamphalo matah // Cf. PVin Il 3512-36,3: tata eva badhahetor asadharanatvam kvacid
acandre ’siddheh / asakyanisedhatam asya darsayann evam aha / apratipramanataya niscayam
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Sadhya: acandra
Sapaksa: acandra = @

(There is no acandra because everything can be called candra.)

Dharmakirti also presents other interpretations of Dignaga’s words. To reject
the proponent’s argument (I), an opponent might state a counter-argument
such as the following:

Counter-argument (II): The moon is called candra. (candrah sast /)

However, this counter-argument (II) is not established through inference. The
moon’s fitness to be an object of the word candra is not cognized by a means
of inference. The fitness is determined through our verbal convention that
anything can be designated by any word. According to Dharmakirti, such a
verbal convention is clearly differentiated from so-called fact-based inference
(vastubalapravrttanumana, inference invoked by the force of a real thing).
Although it is regarded as a kind of inference, it has its own peculiar objects
differing from the object of a fact-based inference (bhinnavisaya pratitih),
which is why Dignaga said asadharanatvad anumandabhave. This is
Dharmakirti’s second interpretation of the phrase.'® Here, the word “inference”
(anumana) means “fact-based inference.” The proponent’s absurd assertion
that “the moon is not called candra” is opposed by what is established by

va / tannisedho hy anumanat syat / pratyaksena yogyata'niscayat / tatra ca sarvahetitnam
asadharanata yatra sattvam eva nanvayity udaharanam evamphalam /

16 According to this explanation, Dignaga’s expression asadharanatvad anumandabhave can be
understood to mean “the fact-based inference never occurs concerning the object of
Sabdaprasiddhi because it is peculiar, namely, different from the object of fact-based inference.”
I dare to understand that Dharmakirti read the whole passage asadharanatvad anumanabhave
in this way. However, the commentators do not support such an understanding. They see
Dharmakirti’s explanation as concerning only the part anumanabhave of the passage.
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verbal convention (S@bdaprasiddha = istasabdabhidheyatva), not by what is
established by fact-based inference."”

Moreover, Dharmakirti points out that a proponent who does not admit even
the moon to be called candra never admits anything being called candra. For
him, the counter-argument (II) has no homologous examples (=
candra/candrasabdabhidheya, things that can be called candra). That is why
Dignaga mentions asdadharanatvad anumanabhave. This is Dharmakirti’s

third interpretation of the passage.'

Sadhya: candra
Sapaksa: candra = @

(The proponent who does not admit even the moon to be called candra
never admits anything being called candra.)

Note that Dharmakirti explains that when presenting this type of paksabhasa,
Dignaga did not intend to explain only the example acandrah sasi.

Dharmakirti also mentions another example, avrkso dhatri (“Dhatr1 is not

”). 20

called vrksa Moreover, Dharmakirti points out the fact that people

7 PV IV 118-119: athava bruvato lokasyanuma’bhava ucyate / kin tena bhinnavisaya pratitir
anumanatah // tenanumanad vastinam sadasattanurodhinah / bhinnasyatadvasa vrttis
tadicchajeti siicitam // Cf. PVin Il 38,2—4: atha va lokasya bruvato "numanabhdavam aha / tena
bhinnavisaya pratitir anumanad ity uktam bhavati / tenanumanad vastusadasattanurodhino
bhinnavisayayah pratiter na vastuvasad vrttir iti siicitam bhavati /

8 PV IV 120: candratam sasino 'nicchan kam pratitim sa varichati / iti tam praty adrstantam
tad asadharanam matam // Cf. PVin Il 384—6: sa hi Sasinas candratvam anicchan kam anyam
pratitim icched iti tam praty adrstantam anumanam / tenasadharanam aha /

19 Prajfiakaragupta explains that in the case of this understanding, Dignagas words acandrah
Sast sattvad iti should be interpreted as “the moon (sasin) cannot be [proved] to be called
candra by means of [the inference based on] the reason sattvar.” See PVA 540,26-27: tatas
cacandrah sasi sattvad iti ko ’rthah / candrah Sast na sattvad iti hetoh / nanena candratvam
sadhayitum Sakyam /

20 PV IV 121: nodaharanam evedam adhikrtyedam ucyate / laksanatvat tatha "vrkso dhatrity
uktau ca badhanat // Cf. PVin Il 38,7-8: yasman naitad evaikam udaharanam adhikrtyedam
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conventionally use the word candra not only for the moon, but also for
camphor (kharpiira), gold (rajata), and so on.”!

Dharmakirti’s understanding as described above is well thought out. His
followers conformed to his understanding of this type of paksabhdsa.
However, whether it follows Dignaga intention in his explanation is unclear.
It seems rather to be an interpretation that has been developed further.

Still another understanding

Interestingly, some commentators on Dharmakirtis works refer to another,
earlier understanding of this type of paksabhdsa. According to them,
Dharmakirti is intending here to reject this earlier understanding. Namely,
there were those who mistakenly understand Dignaga’s intention as meaning
that this thesis is opposed by the use of the word candra for the moon because
the moon cannot be inferred as candra since there is one and only one candra.

Sadhya: candra

Sapaksa: candra = @

(There are no candras other than the moon because only the moon is
candra.)

ucyate / sarvapratitivirodhanam samanyena laksanatvat / tatha na vrksah simsapety uktav api
badhanat /

2PV IV 122: atrapi loke drstatvat karpirargjatadisu / samayad vartamanasya ka

‘sadharanatapi va // Cf. PVin Il 389-10: atrapi loke karpirarajatadisu drstatvan
nasadharanata syat / na ca samayad vartamanasya kacid asadharanata / In this context, the
meaning of the word rajata might be “gold” rather than “silver.” According to Sanskrit dictionaries,
the word candra can mean gold, but not silver. I have adopted Prof. Kiyokuni Shiga’s suggestion
on this.
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According to the commentators, it is this earlier understanding that
Dharmakirti is rejecting here.

[4]

[5]

[6]

[7]

PVP D293a1-2, P349b7-8: zla ba gcig yod pa nyid kyi phyir dpe med
pa nyid kyi phyir / gtan tshigs thun mong ma yin pa nyid yin no zhes
bya ba gang yin pa de yang de ltar ma yin no //

Some said, “Because the moon is unique, there are no [homologous]
examples. Therefore, the reason must be uncommon (asadharana).”
However, this is not right.

PVTs D267b4-5, P329b5—6: zla ba gcig yod pa nyid kyi zhes bya ba
la sogs pa ni rigs pa’i sgo’i t’i k’a byed pa’i gzhung ’god pa yin no //
(Cf. Vibh p. 455, fn. 1: nyayamukhatikakaram upaksipati /)

The passage “Some said ..” [of PVP] is a refutation against
Nyayamukhatikakara’s view.

PVA 540,29-31: nanu candrasyaikatvad asadharanata / tat katham
etal labhyam sakalapratitipratiksepavadinam praty etad anumanam
asadharanam abhipretam / na kimcid etat /

[Objection:] [Dignaga mentioned] uncommonness because the moon
(candra) is unique (eka). How, then, can it be that [Dignaga] intended
to explain that for one who rejects any conventional knowledge, this
[type of] inference is regarded as uncommon? [Answer:] This is not
correct at all.

PVATY D84b6-7, P103a3—4: slob dpon phyogs kyi glang po’i gzhung
"chad pa gzhan dag ni zla ba gcig yin pa’i phyir na / yod pa’i phyir

zhes bya ba ’di thun mong ma yin par brjod nas / grags pas gnod par
‘dzer to //

Some commentators of Master Dignaga’s work said that this statement
should be opposed by what is established by convention, after
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explaining that the reason “sarfvar”’ is uncommon because the moon
is unique.

[8] PVVm 4554: yad apy ucyate dvitiyasya candrasyabhavad
asadharanateti tatraha ...

It is said [by some commentators] that [the moon is] uncommon
because a second moon does not exist. Against such [understanding],
[Dharmakarti] said ....

Note that this understanding of the words “asadharanatvad anumanabhave”
is attributed to Nyayamukhatikdkara® by Sakyabuddhi ([5]), and to certain
commentators on Dignagas work by Yamari ([7]). Of course, Dharmakirti’s
followers never supported this understanding rejected by Dharmakirti. No
further information about this other view of this paksabhasa exists in their
works. However, such an understanding is found in some Indian texts. I now
give two examples, one taken from an argument ascribed to Patrasvamin in
the Tattvasamgraha(-paiijika) and the other from an argument on samanya in

the Yuktidipika.

Patrasvamin

When explaining the Buddhist theory of inference in the Anumanapariksa of
Tattvasamgraha, Santaraksita (725-788) introduces an objection raised by
Patrasvamin (a Jaina logician, ca. 7-8th century?) to examine and reject it.**

22 On Nyayamukhatikakara, see Watanabe 1976 and Tillemans 2000: 42, 44, 177-179, etc.
Nyayamukhatikakara is also mentioned by Jayanta. See PVAT) D234b6-7, P277b5-6 (ad
PVA 4939: anyah punar aha /..): gzhan ni rigs pa’i sgo’i t'i k’a byed pa po’o // Cf. R.
Sankrtyayana's note 6 (PVA p. 493): nyayamukhatikakarah /

23 T was able to find the passage of Yukridipika taken up here thanks to Dr. Hayato Kondo.
24 See Shiga 2007.
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Patrasvamin, who insists that a valid reason should be said to have only one
characteristic, namely, “being otherwise impossible” (anyathanupapannatva),
criticizes the Buddhist theory of the three characteristics of a valid reason.
Patrasvamin explains in detail that even when not having any of the three
characteristics that Buddhists admit, there are some reasons that can be valid.
In his explanation, Patrasvamin presents the following example of an
inference whose reason is valid without having the second characteristic,
“subsistence in homologous” (sapaksasattva):

That rabbit-marked object (Sasalaiichana), namely, the moon, is not
denied to be candra, because it is called candra.

According to Patrasvamin, in this inference, the reason “being called candra”
cannot be found in any homologous things because nothing but the moon can
be called candra. The reason has only two characteristics, namely,
paksadharamata and vipaksasattva; therefore, for the Buddhists it would be a
fallacious reason. Presenting several other examples, Patrasvamin criticizes
the Buddhist theory of three characteristics. He insists that based on Jaina’s
theory of one characteristic, such reasons can be properly treated as valid.”

Note that Patrasvamin mentions an argument proving that the moon is candra,
and understands that nothing but the moon can be called candra. In addition,
interestingly, Patrasvamin states that ““The moon is not non-candra” for the
thesis and “because it is called candra” for the reason.

Santaraksita rejects Patrasvamin’s objection by pointing out that the probans
“being called candra” can be found in some homologous things. According
to Santaraksita, the word candra is used for certain men, camphor (kharpiira),
gold (rajata), and so on.?® Santaraksita insists that the probans also has the

3 TS 1371: candrarvenapadistatvan nacandrah Sasalaiichanah / iti dvilaksano hetur ayam
capara ucyate //

26 TS 1394: candratvenapadistatvam sapakse ’py anuvartate / kvacin manavake yad va
karpira-rajatadike //
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second characteristic, and accordingly refutes the objection. Apparently,
Santaraksira’s response has been influenced by Dharmakirti’s explanation of
sabdaprasiddhanirakrta.

However, a further objection is raised by Patrasvamin: Why did Dignaga say
that, when a worldly person (A) intends to refute another person (B) who
denies the moon to be candra, the inference of its being candra never occurs
to person (A) because there is no homologous example? In saying this,
Dignaga regarded the reason of this inference as lacking the second
characteristic.

Santaraksita replies to this objection as follows:

[9] TS 1395: candratvasadhane hetav asadharanata bhavet / prasiddhi-
vyatireke ca vasturipasamasraye //

In the case of an inference based on a real entity itself, which differs
from the [verbal] convention [inference], the reason proving that [the
moon is] candra would be uncommon. [That is why Dignaga said that
an inference never occurs in this case.]”

27 See Shiga 2007: 147-149. Kamalasila refers to another reading of the beginning of this
verse, namely, acandrasadhane, and gives another interpretation of the verse as follows:
“When a proponent presents a proof that the moon is not candra, an opponent intends to
present a counter-proof that [the moon is] candra. However, in an inference based on a real
entity itself, which differs from the [verbal] convention [inference], the reason [proving that
the moon is candra] would be uncommon. [That is why Dignaga said that inference never
occurs in this case.] See TSP 50318-22: acandrasadhana iti kvacit pathah / tatraivam iti
sambandhah / pirvapaksavading ya ukto 'candrah Sast sattvad iti hetus tasminn acandra-
sadhanahetau pirvapaksavadind prokte sati candratvasadhandya tam prati pravrtta-
syottarapaksavadino ’sadharapata ’‘numanabhave karanam dcaryenoditam - ‘yatrapy
asadharanatvad anumanabhava” ityadina / prasiddhivyatiriktam vastubalapravritam lingam
asrityeti // The meaning of the verse is almost same even in this reading. By adopting the
reading acandrasadhane, we can understand the first half of this verse to mean that the reason
proving acandra would be uncommon. However, the seond half of the verse would not fit this
understanding.
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Following Dharmakirtis theory, Santaraksita differentiates between the fact-
based type of inference (vastubalapravrttanumana) and the verbal convention
type (Sabdaprasiddhi). A worldly person can prove that the moon is candra
on the basis of the verbal convention type of inference, not on the fact-based
type of inference. One who denies the moon to be called candra never admits
other things being called candra. For him, there are no homologous examples,
so he cannot be persuaded by usual reasoning. The reason why Dignaga said
that inference never occurs in this case is because he had the fact-based
inference in mind.

Note that Sﬁntaraksita and Kamala$ila (740-795) mention neither ista-
sabdabhidheyatva nor yogyata. They explain that although the prasiddhi type
of inference functions without any problem, the fact-based type never occurs.
However, they do not refer to Dharmakirtis theory that any object can be
designated by any word at the speaker’s will, or to Dharmakirti’s first
interpretation of Dignagas words.

Yuktidipika

Also in the Yuktidipika (unknown author, ca. 6th century?), the earliest
available commentary on the Samkhyakarika of I§varakrsna, the problem of
the object of the word candra is discussed with a Buddhist.

A certain Buddhist insists that verbal cognition, which like inference has the
universal (samanya) as its object, is nothing but inference. According to him,
in the case of the inference of sound’s impermanence, the probans ‘“‘being
produced” (krtakatva) is found only in homologous things, namely,
impermanent things, not in heterologous things, namely, permanent things.
Also in the case of verbal cognition, a word is found to be used for
homologous objects, not for heterologous objects.*®

B YD 100,13-16: aha: na anvayavyatirekahyam adhigamahetutvat / yatha krtakarvadir
dharmo ’nityatvadau visaye drstas tadabhave cadrsta ity anitye rthe niscayam dadadhdty evam
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Criticizing this Buddhist’s view, Siddhantin, the author of Yuktidipika, points
out that because the object of the word candra is uncommon (asdadharana),
how, then, can the word candra have a property common (samanya) to other

homologous things as its object?”

In response to this question, the Buddhist answers that the object of the word
candra is regarded as samanya just because it is “‘an aggregate” (samanya =
samuddya) in comparison with each part. He thinks that such a word is used
for the multiple things that constitute an aggregate, as in the case of proper
nouns. Therefore, he concludes that verbal cognition is nothing but
inference.”

Siddhantin criticizes this view as follows:

[10] YD 103,8-12: yat punar etad uktam candradinam avayavapeksam

samanyavisayatvam iti / etad asat / kasmat / svamativyaghatat / yadi

khalv api candradinam sabdanam avayavapeksam samanya-
visayatvam abhyupagamyate yad uktam asadharanatvad anumand-

bhave sabdaprasiddho ’rtha iti tasya vyaghatah /

Moreover, you said that the word candra and such have samanya as
their objects in comparison with each part. However, this is not right.
Why? Because [this explanation] violates your own opinion. Namely,
if you admit that the word candra and such have samanya as their
objects in comparison with each part, it violates your own statement
“Since the object of the word candra is uncommon, there is no

Sabdo ’pi svarthe drsto ’nyatra *catajjative (MsA; ‘nyatra tajjative VM) na drstah
pratipattihetur bhavati / tasmad anumanad abhinna evayam iti /

¥ YD 100,17: ucyate: candradisv idanim asadharanavisayesu ka pratipattih syad iti /

3 YD 100,18-20: ucyate: candradisv idanim asadharanavisayesu ka pratipattih syad iti / @ha:
avayavapeksatvat / candrasabdo hy anekesu vartate jatidravyagunakriyasu ca / tathd
ditthadisabdah / tasmad evamjatiyakanam api canumanad abhedah / On the meaning of the
word “samanya,” please see my forthcoming paper, which will be published in the proceedings
of the 5th Dharmakirti Conference.
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inference of it. Therefore, the object [of the word candra] is
established [only] by verbal cognition.”

Siddhantin decries the Buddhist’s explanation as a violation of his own
opinion presented in his own statement indicating that the object of the word
candra cannot be inferred because it is uncommon. Quoting here the
Buddhist’s words asadharanatvad anumanabhave ..., Siddhantin points out
that the Buddhist himself states that since the object of the word candra,
namely, the moon, is uncommon, inference never occurs.”

Apparently, Dignaga is assumed by the author as being his opponent here.
The author quotes Dignaga’s words from NMu or PSV, interpreting
Dignaga’s understanding as the object of the word candra being uncommon.
In this discussion, the author never refers to Dharmakirti’s advanced theory.

Nyayapravesaka™

31 Cf. Marginal Notes of the Kashmir and Delhi Manuscripts = YD p. 103, fn. (2) to YD 1038
(candra-): candrasabdasyasadharanatvenaikasminn arthe pravrtter drstantabhavenanvaya-
Sunyatvat / tasmdc candrasabdavacyatvasyasadharanatvad ekadharmini - [ni-]yatatvad
drstantadharminy abhavad anumeyatvabhavena Sabdyaiva vikalpatmikaya prasiddhya
prasiddho ’yam artho yas candrah sa Sasiti tasmat prasiddhibadhita evayam pakso
nanumanabadhitah / ittham vadadbhir bhavadbhis candradaya ekarthaniyata upagatah /
idanim tu samanyavisayatvena sadharanavisaya iti vyaghatah // (K.36b, D114-2.)

32 This work has minor problems with regard to its title. Among modern scholars, some call
this work Nyayapravesa and some call it Nyayapravesaka. At the beginning of the Tibetan
translation of the Sanskrit text (NPr™), the title is transliterated as follows: rgya gar skad du /
nya ya pra be sha na ma pra ma ni pra ka ra nam .... (P180b2; N183b2). This suggests that the
title is Nyayaprave$a. In Da shu (JK¥#it), Kuiji ($1%5) mentions the following with regard to
the title: AEREARE FEARAREARERE L BEILRE, BEA S K, FebesB, IRHFRIERL, PARER
ZEWN, FEpEtHfER T, s RAERAG, SIEKTT =S, MK AERR, (YMDS
92a10-14.) According to this, the title would be Hetuvidya-Nyayapravesa-sastra. On the other
hand, in India, Jains presumably called this work Nyayapravesaka. With a few exceptions, the
Sanskrit manuscripts of this work and commentaries bear the title Nyayapravesaka. The same
name is also mentioned in the Tarkarahasyadipika (ad Saddarsanasamuccaya. Ed. Mahendra
Kumar Jain. Jianapitha Mirtidevi Granthamala Sanskrit Series No. 36. Varanasi 1969; 2nd
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Sankarasvamin’s (ca. 6-7th century) Nyayapravesaka is a post-Dignaga
manual of logic that is essentially based on Dignaga’s logic. The first five types
in Sankarasvamin’s enumeration of paksabhdasas correspond to the five types
of paksahdasas enumerated by Dignaga in his Nyayamukha. Therefore,
Sankarasvamin’s enumeration of paksabhasas has been thought to be based
on Dignaga’s.”> However, note that Sankarasvamin’ five types are different
from Dignaga’s in a number of respects. The most important differences are
as follows: first, the paksabhdasa corresponding to Sabdaprasiddha-nirakrta is

ed: 1981: 577. The author is a Svetambara Jain who flourished in the 15th century.) However,
it should be noted that almost all of the Indian information on the title is given by Jains. The
title “Nyayapravesaka” is tentatively adopted in the present paper.

3 In the Nyayapravesaka, the definition of paksa is stated as follows: NPr 1,6-7: paksah
prasiddho dharmi prasiddhavisesanavisistataya* svayam sadhyatvenepsitah / “The paksa is a
well-established subject that [the proponent] himself wishes to prove to be qualified by a well-
established qualifier.” The Sanskrit version of Nyayapravesaka adds the following sentence:
NPr 1,7: pratyaksadyaviruddha iti vakyasesah / (=This sentence should be read by adding the
phrase “and which does not conflict with perception and other [means of cognition].”)
However, the Chinese translation of Nyayapravesaka (NPr¢") does not contain this sentence,
and thus it may be lacking in the original text of Nyayapravesaka. It would seem unnatural
that Sankarasvamin, who is enumerating various paksabhasas, does not use this phrase in his
definition of paksa. Of course, it can be viewed that the phrase sadhyatvenepsitah in the
definition excludes fallacious theses. However, Sankarasvamin defines paksabhasa as follows:
sadhayitum isto ’pi pratyaksadiviruddhah paksabhasah /“Even though [a subject qualified by
a qualifier] is wished to be proved, if it conflicts with perception and other [trustworthy means
of cognition], it is [not a proper thesis, but] a fallacious thesis.” According to this passage,
Sankarasvamin does not regard the word ipsita or ista to be excluding fallacious theses, such
as pratyaksaviruddha. He seems to think that there are certain subjects that proponents wish
to prove that are refuted by perception and other means of cognition. This suggests that
Sankarasvamin’s definition of paksa must be read by adding the word pratyaksadyaviruddhah.
The Sanskrit version of this text may reflect these circumstances. As the Chinese translation
of Nyayapravesaka does not have the additional sentence, some commentators in East Asia
understood that fallacious theses, such as pratyaksaviruddha, are excluded by mentioning the
word ipsitah in the definition of paksa. Commenting on the words “[& B %455 Al 7L
(svayam sadhyatvenepsitah), Kuiji refers to Dignaga’s explanation given in Nyayamukha, and
adds his own explanation. Kuiji explains that there are the four kinds of paksa; namely, J@FT
FFot, SETKELR, PHIERFEE, and A2, According to him, the first three are excluded by
mentioning the words. (YMDS 100b27—c11.) Moreover, Kuiji explains that the fallacious
thesis and other fallacious members of syllogism are excluded by mentioning the word ipsitah.
(YMDS 100c23-24: %552 =1i{Ll525%5, ) However, this understanding seems inconsistent
with Sankarasvamin’s definition of paksabhdsa, as mentioned above.
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called by Sarnkarasvamin loka-viruddha ([a thesis] conflicting with what
people accept), and second, in the Nyayapravesaka’s Sanskrit version this is
illustrated not with the example acandrah sSast sattvat, but with the example
“Suci narasirahkapalam pranyangatvac chankhasuktivat” (A human skull is
sacred, because it is a part of a living being, like the conch-shell).*

However, in the Chinese translation of Nyayapravesaka, another example,
“The moon is not candra” (B L7 H ) is added, and accordingly, two
examples are given. The example ‘“The moon is not candra,” which Dignaga
presented as an example of sabdaprasiddha, is regarded as an example of
lokaviruddha.” * Therefore, the East Asian Buddhist commentators on

3% Bhaviveka, in his Prajiiapradipa, mentions the statement “The moon is not candra” as an
example of lokaviruddha. (See Tang 2016: 7.) Kumarila also regards this statement as
lokaviruddha or lokaprasiddhiviruddha in Tantravarttika. (See The Mimamsadarsanam of
Maharsi Jaimini, ed. by Mahaprabhulala Gosvami. Tara Book Agency. Varanasi 1984. Vol. 4:
496,3-8.) Dharmakirti uses the term pratitinirakrta for this type of paksabhasa in Nyayabindu.
Of course, what people accept can be understood as related to verbal convention. However,
careful attention should be given to the difference in wording. In Pramanamimamsa-
svopajiiavrtti of Hemacandra (1089—1172), a later work on Jaina philosophy, pratitibadha is
distinguished from lokabddha. As examples of these, the statements “The moon is not [called]
candra” (acandrah Sasi) and “A human skull is pure” (Suci narahsirahkapalam) are each
shown. (See Pramanamimamsa, ed. by Sukhalalji Sanghavi, Mahendrakumar Sastri, and
Dalsukh Malvania. Ahmedabad 1989: 46,1-10.)

3 There are two different Tibetan translations of Nyayapravesaka: one (NPr™) is a translation
of the Sanskrit text, and the other (NPr™?) is a retranslation of the Chinese translation. Only
the latter contains the example acandrah Sast. The Sanskrit manuscripts of Nyayapravesaka
and its commentaries were found in Jaina archives in India. All of the extant Sanskrit
commentaries were written by Jaina authors, indicating presumably that in India,
NyayapraveSaka was studied primarily by Jains.

% Nyayapravesaka or something resembling it might have been studied in southern India for
a certain period. As is well known, the 29th chapter of Manimekalai, a Tamil epic poem, deals
with Buddhist logic similar to the logic explained in the Nyayapravesaka. The same nine types
of paksabhasas as those in the Nyayapravesaka are enumerated, and lokaviruddha (uloka-
viruttam in Tamil) is listed there with the example “The luminous round [celestial body that
you can see up there, namely the moon,] is not called candra” (ilaku mati cantiran alla). See
Shu Hikosaka, Tamil jojishi Manimekalai ni tsuite I —Tokuni dai 29 shou bukkydronrigaku
ni tsuite— [On the Tamil Buddhist Epic Manimekalai (II), with Special Reference to the
Buddhist Logic in Canto XXIX]. /IBK 33-1: 329-325. 1984. When the Manimekalai was
composed is still unclear.
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Nyayapravesaka, who also knew the Chinese translation of Nyayamukha, as

well as the commentators on Nyayamukha, give explanations of this example
for paksabhasa. Let us have a short look at their explanations.

Shentai

In his commentary on Nyayamukha, Shentai (7%, fl. 645) explains this type

of paksabhasa as follows:

[11]

YZMS T1839 79a16-26: #iz | X451 H*G il &, A
th, FEERITH ARG | A MEIEEE | 2 B AR ERE
A A R ERIETE I g TR 3% ), JRan TEr PSR &1, IR

Ak, BIRDEARIEES, BN ER S, Akt &, #s T EA b
B, AHEIEANRE & iR A ZRIERSLE TRIEA |, #ER
JEST, SRR TR IR A MERE. = TRk 7, e A h,
(138, AZ S, HER &, ST Gl ?) s i H* &,
BIRCIEET A *28, seig Hopr MEadE A 6 1,

This treatise (Nyayamukha) says “ X4 .. H A #.” This is [an
explanation of] lokaviruddha. [Dignaga’s phrase] “With regard to a
[certain] subject that is intended to be proved ... because of
uncommonness’” can be interpreted as follows: For example, only
sasin is the moon. [Being] the moon cannot be a property of any other
homologous thing, much less a property of other things. Therefore,
the moon is called “uncommon” here. For example, the reason
“because of audibility” (sravanatvat) [stated as the proof of sound
being permanent] is regarded as ‘“uncommon’ (asadharana) [because
there never exist audible things other than sound]. In the same way,
being the moon is an uncommon property of sasin. Namely, [sasin]
does not have homologous examples in terms of being the moon.
Therefore, the inference [of its being the moon] cannot be established.
Thus, Dignaga said “inference never occurs.” Observing that an
inference proving the moon never occurs, some foolish person might
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present the argument proving that this (Sasin) is not the moon.
However, even though he can present such an argument, it should be
opposed by the conflicting fact that people commonly say that this
(Sasin) is the moon. The word “established” (prasiddha) means that
people commonly accept this (sasin) to be the moon. The word
“verbal convention” (§abda) means that [people commonly] explain
that [*“Sasin”] is [another] name of the moon. The word ““contradictory
thing” (viruddhartha) means “the fact that people commonly accept
that the object designated by the word [sasin] is the moon.” Namely,
the proposition “sasin is not the moon,” which the [foolish person]
intends to prove, should be opposed by the fact that people commonly

accept that Sasin is the moon.”

Shentai understands here that sasin cannot be proved to be the moon by
means of inference. According to him, it has no homologous examples
“Sasin 1s not
the moon” will be opposed not by a correct inference, but by the verbal
convention that sasin is the moon.

because the moon is unique. Therefore, the absurd proposition

Shentai’s understanding is apparently similar to that which is negated by
Dharmakirti and his followers. Shentai, who did not know Dharmakirti’s
advanced interpretation, seems to present an interpretation that he considers
natural. However, whether Shentai understood that the usage of the word
candra for the moon (sasin) is the problem at issue is unclear.

Kuiji’s interpretation

Commentators in East Asia explain the example acandrah sasi, which is
included in the Chinese translation of Nyayapravesaka, in various ways.
However, we can find some difficulties in their interpretations. For example,

37 This is a tentative translation. Cf. Tang 2016: 1-2.
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as is well known, Kuiji (5155 632-682) explains the example acandrah sast
as follows:

[12] YMDS T1840 115b5-7: fFEEEZ, BILATS T A B8R, | ..
—)3 A B Rk, SRk, anvEiks,

[Between the two kinds of common knowledge explained above,] the
first kind, namely, the non-scholarly common knowledge, is, for
example, the fact that the moon is Sasin (H /&1ER). .... [The thesis
stating acandrah Sast is opposed by what is established by the non-
scholarly common knowledge,] because the fact that there is a rabbit
in the moon (A 5 7R) is commonly known to all. The story about this
can be found, for example, in the Xi yu ji (FAIzL).

Kuiji seems to understand this fallacious thesis, acandrah sast, as stating that
the moon does not possess a rabbit, or that there is no rabbit in the moon. He
does not understand this statement as stating that the moon (sasin) is not
designated by the word candra. This distortion has a strong influence on later
commentators in East Asia.

When explaining the lokaviruddha type of paksabhasa, Kuiji refers to the
passage asadharanatvad anumanabhave of the Nyayamukha. Kuiji presents
a unique interpretation as follows:

[13] YMDS T1840 115b10-14: FEPHGG = [ S A H A~ Sl 45 1L
&=, Ak SHERE, WEMERIEH . A, SR, AR
et pT A il A E P A B SR EEE TERIEH 1,
39

Nyayamukha says, “Some statement is opposed by verbal convention,
when inference does not occur because of being uncommon. For
instance, the statement indicating that ‘sasin is not candra because it

3 See Tang 2016: 2-3.
¥ See Tang 2016: 3.
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exists’ [is opposed by verbal convention. Such a statement is regarded
as a fallacious thesis].” The meaning of this passage is as follows: the
proponent’s statement is uncommon or unique because worldly
persons commonly know that sasin is candra. Therefore, he can never
construct any logical argument in order to persuade other persons to
believe that sasin is not candra.

Kuiji interprets the passage asadharanatvad anumanabhave as “by any
inference, the proponent cannot persuade other persons to believe that sasin
is not candra, because this insistence is quite unique and is not commonly
accepted by other worldly people.” This unique interpretation is not
supported by any Indian commentary.

What does the sentence acandrah sasi mean? According to the understanding
of some modern scholars, the sentence means that the word sasin does not
mean the moon (candra), or the word sasin does not have the moon (candra)
as its object. A speaker of this sentence wants to deny the use of the word
sasin for the object, the moon. Accordingly, that person’s statement should be
rejected due to well-established verbal convention. In Sanskrit, the word sasin
(literally meaning “the thing possessing a rabbit”) is used to mean the moon.*

However, according to ancient Indian thinkers, the statement means that the
word candra does not mean the moon (sasin), or that the moon (sasin) is not
designated by the word candra. If a speaker denies the use of the word candra
for the object the moon (sasin), his claim should be rejected through the well-

40 In his note to the English translation of this passage of NPr, Tachikawa comments: “.... In
addition to this instance of the fallacious paksa, Ch gives a second one, viz., ‘Hare-possessor
is not the moon.” (f#%&FF H ). Since the mark of a hare appears on the surface of the moon,
‘hare-possessor’ is used in Sanskrit as another name of the moon. Therefore, the statement
‘hare-possessor is not the moon’ is contradicted by common sense.” (Tachikawa 1971: 133,
note 18.) Ui also understands this example in the same way. According to Ui, the usage of the
word “Sasin” for the moon (candra) is well established because people give credence to the

tale saying that there is a rabbit in the moon. (See Ui 1929: 553-554.)
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established verbal convention that the word candra is used to mean the
moon.*' Tt is not the use of the word sasin, but the use of the word candra
that is at issue.

Zenju’s comments

When explaining the phrase asdadharanatvad anumanabhave of Nyaya-
mukha, Zenju (EEE 723-797) refers to Woncheuk’s (Bl 613-696)
interpretation: If a person tries to prove that sasin is candra, then an inference
never occurs to him because there is no homologous example. On the

4 Under Dignaga’s influence, Kumarila Bhatta adopted the theory of pratijiiabhdsa in his
Slokavarttika. (SV anumana 58cd—75ab.) Kumarila, in accordance with the number of
pramanas that he admits, broadly classifies pratijiiabhasas into the following six types:
pratyaksavirodha, anumanavirodha, Sabdavirodha, upamanavirodha, arthapattivirodha, and
anupalabdhivirodha. Among them, the third type, sabdavirodha, is further subdivided into the
three correspond to Dignaga’s svavacananirakrta, agamanirakrta, and sabdaprasiddhanirakrta,
respectively. (As has been pointed out, Dharmakirti, as well as Kumarila, categorizes
paksabhasas in accordance with the number of pramanas. However, unlike Kumarila,
Dharmakirti classifies paksabhdsas into two groups, namely, pratyaksanirakrta and
anumananirakrta, because Dharmakirti admits only two pramanas. According to Dharmakarti,
the above three, together with [vastubalapravrtta-lanumananirakrta, fall into the same
category, anumananirakrta. See Inami 1991.) Kumarila explains sarvalokaprasiddhivirodha as
follows: SV anumana 64cd-65ab: candrasabdabhidheyatvam Sasino yo nisedhati // sa
sarvalokasiddhena candrajiianena badhyate / “A person who denies the moon to be denoted
by the word candra is refuted by the knowledge [that the moon is designated by the word]
candra, which is commonly established for all people.” Clearly, Kumarila thinks here that the
statement indicating acandrah sast is an example of sarvalokaprasiddhivirodha. He interprets
the statement as denying the moon being designated by the word candra (candrasabda-
bhidheyatva). Namely, Kumarila understands that this example concerns the relation between
the word candra and its object, the moon (sasin). Narayana (17th century), a Mimamsaka,
criticizes the Buddhist view that perception is free from conceptualization by quoting the
following verse: “Only the [foolish] person who denies the moon to be denoted by the word
candra intends to deny conceptual cognition to be perception.” The first half of the
unidentified verse is the same as that of the above verse of Slokavaritika. MM 197-20,3:
saugatds tu nirvikalpakam eva pratyaksam asritya savikalpakasya pramanatvam pratyaksatvam
ca nastity ahuh / tad apy ayuktam / tasya pratyaksataya lokasiddhasya nisedhe lokavirodhdt /
tad uktam —candrasabdabhidheyatvam Sasino yo nisedhati / sa eva savikalpasya
pratyaksatvam nivarayet // iti /
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contrary, one can easily construct an inference to prove that sasin is not
candral, because there are homologous examples]. However, such a
statement is opposed by what is established by the worldly usage of the word
Sasin for the object candra.”

Woncheuk seems to understand that the candra inference has no homologous
example because candra (the moon) is unique. However, whether he thinks
this statement deals with the problem of the object of the word candra is
unclear. It is possible, similar to other commentators in East Asia, that he
thinks it deals with the problem of the object of the word sasin.

Zenju refers also to Wonhyo’s (JtlE 617-686) explanation of this example.
According to Wonhyo, the proponent who states that Sasin is not candra
because it exists is insisting that the moon is not a real entity because it is
nothing but an empty hole in the night sky, and accordingly it can never be a
rabbit-possessor. Such an insistence is opposed by what is commonly
established by all people, who admit that the moon exists as a real entity and
that it is a rabbit-possessor.*”

Moreover, Zenju mentions Dingbin’s (J£%, fl. 733) interpretation of the
sentence yatrapy asadharanatvad anumanabhave sabdaprasiddhena vi-
ruddhenarthenapodyate yatha ’candrah Sast sattvad iti. According to Dingbin,
the three aprasiddha types of paksabhasas (6,7, 8) listed in Sankarasvamin’s
Nyayapravesaka were 1implied by the first part asadharanatvad
anumanabhave in Dignaga’s sentence, and lokaviruddha (4) in the

# IRMS T2270 313a28-b4: Falki s, (AL, S04 T | RILADE, MRS, It
HREGER, XCE R BN B RIS, L BN AR, REANAE ABKSLH & mEER, H &R
B, lCESIIEA b, BEE Bk, mE R H R, S TR S HERE ],
Woncheuk ([E[#l)’s Yin ming li men lun shu (KIBEEFI355) is not extant.

“ IRMS T2270 313a19-25: BEiERli =, ANRUEIAE ATk, IEA Rk, EEATEE L
R, BIARE ., R, HUER, SIS, SES, HERILPZEZE, HRE
i fLo2 iR #E MR R RAf . ekt B R . A RIE2E, SOREH,
Wonhyo (JElb£)’s Yin ming ru zheng li lun shu/ji (KIBI A TEERRRBI/RL) is not extant.
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Nyayapravesaka is explained by the following part of the sentence.* This
seems to be an extended interpretation.

Kitagawa’s understanding

Professor Hidenori Kitagawa, who was certainly unaware of Dharmakirti’s
understanding, pointed out that the acandra argument (I) would be correct
reasoning within Dignaga’s trairipya system of logic. Kitagawa thought that
because there are no other candras but the moon, there is no vipaksa (=
candra) in this case. Thus, the reason (= sattva) could be regarded as having
the three characteristics of a valid reason. However, the counter-argument (II)
never leads to the construction of correct reasoning because there is no
sapaksa (= candra) at all. According to Kitagawa, to solve such difficulties,
Dignaga introduced his theory of paksabhasa. Kitagawa certainly understood
that only the moon can be candra.* While this understanding is incorrect if
seen from the viewpoint of Dharmakirti’s advanced explanation, nonetheless,
a similar understanding can be found in a number of Indian logical texts as
well as in some Buddhist logical texts from East Asia, as observed above.

Interestingly, commenting on PV IV 120, Manorathanandin explains
Dignagass intention as follows:

[14] PVVm 454]14-18 ad PV IV  120: atah sarvasya
candrasabdavacyatayogat sapakso nasfiti tam candratapalapinam
vadinam prati sattvam lingam adrstantam asadharanam uktam
acaryena, na tu candrasyaikasyanyatrasambhavat sapaksavipaksayor
abhavad asadharanatvam abhipretam acaryasya / acandratve sadhye

# IRMS T2270 313b4-9: Fhili, XAERPEIEH G HcE, MBS, [CE R H R
W5 PTBAS R, T bE & 3, RERI R AU, BIE I — SR A Ak, Rtipk S FHiEE
BT, tEiEfEE, WE A, BMEARE, BMA =it Dingbin (T£)’s Yin ming li men lun
shu ([RIBAERFSE&ER) is not extant.

4 Kitagawa 1965: 54—67. Cf. Katsura 1977: 114-115.
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ghatadeh sapaksasya sattvat / candras tu vipakso ma bhiit / tathapi
hetunivrttir asmad avyahataiva / asato ’pi hetunivrtteh sadhanat /

Therefore, because everything is fit to be an object of the word
candra, there are no homologous examples in the case of the
inference of acandra. Thus, our master [Dignaga] said to the person
who denies that the moon is [called] candra that the probans sartva,
having no [homologous] examples, is uncommon. But our master
[Dignaga] does not intend [to say] that, [the probans sattva] is
uncommon, because, since the moon (candra), being unique, exists
elsewhere, [the probans] is neither in homologous examples nor in
heterologous examples. If this were intended, the probans would not
be uncommon because if acandra is proved, homologous examples,
such as a pot, exist. On the contrary, a heterologous example,
namely, candra, never exists in this case. However, the probans is
excluded from this [heterologous example] without any problem
because it is established that a probans is excluded even from
nonexistent things. [Thus, if it were intended that the moon (candra)
is unique, the inference of acandra would be correct because the
probans has trairiipya.]

Manorathanandin points out here that based on the view that the moon
(candra) is unique, the inference ‘“The moon (sasin) is not candra because it
exists” would be correct within Dignaga’s system of logic. Manorathanandin
intends to say that, since there is no way that Dignaga wanted such an
unfavorable result, he must have never taken the view that the moon is unique.

However, it can also be thought that Dignaga introduced the theory of
paksabhasa to avoid such difficulties. For example, the statement “Sound is
not audible” (asravanah Sabdah) is presented as an example of
pratyaksa[prasiddhanirakrta. In this case, too, the inference would be correct
and could not be opposed by any counter-inference, in which the reason never
has trairiipya because there are no homologous examples. Thus, the statement
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“sound is not audible” should be opposed only by what is established by
perception. When Manorathanandin’s explanation is seen, Professor
Kitagawa’s argument seems rather convincing.

Applying his philosophy of language, Dharmakirti may have intended to
correct such an imperfections in Dignagas logic. Based on the theory of
istasabdabhidheyatva, the argument for the moon being called candra must
be valid; it would never be invalid. Instead, the absurd proposition ‘“The moon
is not called candra’ can never be proved because it has no sapaksas.

II

As is described above, Dignaga enumerated five types of paksabhasas in his
Nyayamukha and four types in his Pramanasamuccaya(-vrtti). However,
another Buddhist logician seems to have added three more types of paksa-
bhasas, namely aprasiddhavisesana, aprasiddhavisesya and, aprasiddho-
bhaya. The following section deals with the problem of this different
enumeration of paksabhdsas.

Dharmakirti’s criticism

In the Pramanavarttika IV, Dharmakirti insists that although any fault of
proof, such as a fallacious reason (hetvabhasa), can prevent a thesis from
being proved, a fault connected to the thesis alone should be regarded as a
fault of the thesis (paksadosa); Dharmakirti then concludes that faults of
reason, such as asrayasiddha, are not faults of the thesis.
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[15]

PV 1V 149-150: sarvasadhanadosena paksa evoparudhyate / tathapi
paksadosatvam pratijiiamatrasamginah // uttaravayavapekso yo dosah
so ‘nubadhyate / tenety uktam ato ’paksadoso ’siddhasrayadikah //

Although all faults of proof obstruct paksa, [faults] connected only
with the proposition are regarded as faults of paksa. It is already said
[in PV IV 82-83] that a fault based on the [other] members following
[paksa] is connected with them. Therefore, the fault of an
unestablished basis (asiddhasraya) and so forth are not faults of the
thesis.*

Dharmakirti’s followers interpreted this as Dharmakirti criticizing the pre-
Dharmakirti Buddhist logician who added the three other types of
paksabhasas, namely, aprasiddhavisesana, aprasiddhavisesya, and apra-
siddhobhaya. When introducing these verses, Devendrabuddhi explains the
opponent’s objection as follows:

[16]

PVP D297b4-5, P355b3—4: gal te khyad par ma grub pa la sogs sgrub
par byed pa yod pa ma yin pa’i phyir / phyogs ltar snang brjod pa / ci’i
phyir ma bshad ce na/ ...

[Objection:] Because there is no proof to prove [fallacious] theses
such as a[prajsiddhavisesana (a[pra]siddhavisesanddi), they should
be enumerated as paksabhasas. Why were they not mentioned [as
praksabhasas]?

Devendrabuddhi (ca. 7th century) pointed out that there were those who
insisted on other types of paksabhasas, such as a[pralsiddhavisesana.
Moreover, Devendrabuddhi paraphrases asiddhdasrayadikah (PV 1V 150d) as

4 See Inami 1991: 74. Cf. PV IV 82-83.
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*asiddhavisesyadi (khyad par gyi gzhi ma grub ba la sogs pa).” Sﬁkyabuddhi

(ca. 7-8th century) interprets the opponent’s objection mentioned by
Devendrabuddhi ([16]) as follows:

[17]

PVTs D269b4—7, P332a7-b3: khyad par ma grub pa la sogs pa zhes
bya ba ni khyad par rab tu ma grub pa ni dper na sangs rgyas pas
grangs can pa la sgra ’jig pa can yin no zhes bya ba lta bu yin te / sgra’i
jig pa brjod par bya ba’i don nyid grangs can la ma grub pa nyid kyi
phyir ro // khyad par gyi gzhi ma grub pa ni dper na bye brag pas sangs
rgyas pa la bdag khyab pa yin no zhes bya ba lta bu’o // gnyi ga ma
grub pa ni dper na bdag ’phrod pa ’du ba can gyi rgyu yin no zhes bya
ba lta bu’o // sgrub par byed pa ma yin pa’i phyir zhes bya ba ni ji ltar
mngon sum la sogs pas bsal ba dag la sgrub par byed pa yod ma yin
pa de bzhin du ’di la yang yin pa de bas na sgrub par par byed pa yod
pa ma yin pa’i rgyu’i phyir phyogs ltar snang ba brjod pa ste / dga’
byed bdag po la sogs pa’i brjod pa tshad ma kun las btus pa mdzad

pas ci’i phyir ma bshad ce na zhes bya ba khong nas dbyung ngo //

The word “*a[prajsiddhavisesanadi’ (PVP) can be explained as
follows: 1) aprasiddhavisesana is, for example, in the case that a
Buddhist proponent argues against a Samkhya opponent that sound is
perishable. It is not established for a Samkhya that sound is an object
designated by the word “perishable.” ii) Aprasiddhavisesya is, for
example, in the case that a VaiSesika proponent argues against a
Buddhist opponent that arman is omnipresent. iii) Aprasiddhobhaya
is, for example, in the case that [a VaiSesika proponent argues against
a Buddhist opponent] that arman 1is an inherent cause
(samavayikarana) [of joy, etc.]. The words “because sadhana does not
occur” (PVP) can be explained as follows: For example, no sadhana
occurs to prove the theses opposed by [what is established by]
perception, etc. Similarly, [no sadhana occurs to prove] these [three

47 PVP D298a2, P356a2.
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theses]. Therefore, for the reason that no sadhana occurs, [these three]
were said to be paksabhasas. Namely, these were called [paksabhdsas)
by dGa' byed bdag po (*Sarikarasvamin) and others. Why were these
not called [paksabhdsas] by the author of Pramanasamuccayal,
namely, Dignaga]? The sentence [of PVP] should be interpreted by
supplying words in this manner.*®

Here, Sﬁkyabuddhi mentions the three other types of paksabhasas, namely,
aprasiddhavisesana, aprasiddhavisesya, and aprasiddhobhaya, with their
examples. Interestingly, he explains that these three types of paksabhasas are
actually enumerated as paksabhasas by ‘dGa' byed bdag po and others.” The
name “dGa’ byed bdag po” could be considered a Tibetan translation of the
Sanskrit name “Sankarasvamin.” According to Sakyabuddhi, Dharmakirti
is explaining why Dignaga did not mention these three types in his
enumeration of paksabhasas, in contrast to what Sankarasvamin and others
did, whereby he is criticizing the enumeration of Sankarasvamin and others.

Explaining PV IV 148-150, Prajiiakaragupta (ca. 8th century) mentions the
objection of an opponent as follows:

[18] PVA 552,3-5: nanv aparo ’pi sa paksabhasah, aprasiddhavisesyah,
aprasiddhavisesanah aprasiddhobhaya iti* / aprasiddhavisesyas
tadyatha vibhur atma / aprasiddhavisesanah samkhyam prati vinast
sabda iti / aprasiddhobhaya iti samavayikaranam atma / tat katham
esam anupanyasah /

[Objection:] There are [three] other types of paksabhdsas, namely,
aprasiddhavisesyah, aprasiddhavisesana, and aprasiddhobhayah.
[Among these,] aprasiddhavisesya is, for example, the proposition

4 See Inami 1991: 74, 80.

4 The Sanskrit name Sasikarasvamin of a Naiyayika is translated into Tibetan as “bDe byed
bdag po” in the Tibetan translation of Tartvasamgrahaparijika.
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that arman is omnipresent. Aprasiddhavisesana is, for example, in the
case that [a Buddhist proponent argues] against a Samkhya opponent
that sound is perishable. Aprasiddhobhaya is, for example, in the case
that [a VaiSesika proponent argues against a Buddhist opponent] that
atman is an inherent cause (samavayikarana) [of joy, etc.]. Why were
these unmentioned [as paksabhasas]?™

As does Sﬁkyabuddhi, Prajnakaragupta understands the three aprasiddha
types of faults to be those criticized by Dharmakirti However,
Prajhakaragupta and his commentators do not mention the name of the
objector. The same understanding is also found in Manorathanandin’s
commentary on PV IV 149-150 and in Jinendrabuddhis commentary on
PS(V) I 2.

NyayapraveSaka

Interestingly, we also find these three other types in Sankarasvamin’s
Nyayapravesaka. Sankarasvamin enumerates the nine following types of
paksabhasas:’

L. dharmasvaripanirakaranamukhena (G& 7815 B FHP9H2)

% The corrected text is presented here.
31 PVVM 46323-464,10; PST D147b7-148a5, P169b3-170al.

52 Variants: *1. % NPr<, bum pa la sogs pa NPT, 2. MIFIERIEA Ak, XAFE A
TEEG, B, REUIRE . NPro, dper na ri bong can zla ba ma yin te yod pa’i phyir
zhes pa’am / gzhan yang mi’i thod pa gtsang ba yin te sems can gyi cha shas yin pa’i phyir
dung chos bzhin zhes brjod pa lta bu’o // NPr2. *3. mata me bandhya, pita
kumarabrahmacariti NPr!. *4. bsgrub bya’i chos ma grub pa NPr™2. *5. bsgrub bya’i chos can
ma grub pa NPr™. *6. dper na bye brag pas sangs rgyas pa las bdag ni rgyu rkyen 'dus shing
rten cing ’brel par sbyor ba’i byed pa po yin no zhes brjod pa lta bu’o // NPr™2. *7. phan tshun
grub pa NP2, *8. me dro ba med NPT\
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1. pratyaksaviruddha (B EAHIE)

2. anumanaviruddha (Lt EF0E)

3. agamaviruddha (F ZHEE)

4. lokaviruddha (1H:EFHE)

5. svavacanaviruddha ( E EFHIE)

I1. pratipadanasambhavatah (ANZEF%HT)

e.g., “asravanah Sabdah” (ANG%
EZZSN)

e.g., “nityo ghatah™ (ANFH R
FEH)

e.g., “vaisesikasya nityah sabda

iti sadhaya-tal” (A0FRP5amAT N
R

e.g., “Suci narasirahkapalam
pranyangatvac
chankhasuktivat’”™? (ANFH1E RIE
AA, XA E NTEEE,
AL, JEANRR L )

e.g., “mata me bandhya’ (A5

BRHEHAL)

6. aprasiddhavisesana™ (RERAHREY) e.g., “bauddhasya samkiyam

7. aprasiddhavisesya™ (FTBIARAK)

8. aprasiddhobhaya (1A

ML sadhanavaiphalyatah (373 557)

prati vinast sabda iti” (AHHZH
T BGRAN LA PRER)

e.g., “samkhyasya bauddham
prati cetana atmeti” (ANEGHET

B TR EOE )

e.g., “vaisesikasya bauddham
prati sukhadisamavayikara-
nam armeti””"® (ANFmATEMHZH
FALFRLARS A Al%)
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9. prasiddhasambandha” (FEFFHRER) e.g., “Sravanah Sabdah™® (AFH
EEAITH])

Among them, the first five (1-5) correspond to those enumerated in the
Nyayamukha by Dignaga. Sankarasvamin newly adds four types of
paksabhasas (6-9).

Among them, three types (6, 7 8) are denied to be paksabhasas by
Dharmakirti and his followers. The last, prasiddhasambandha (9), is neither
given special mention by them, nor is it criticized. However, they never list it
as a paksabhdsa.

Thus, the last four types in Sankarasvamin’s enumeration of paksabhdsas are
not supported by Dharmakirti and his followers. Whether Dharmakirti
actually knew Sankarasvamins enumeration of paksabhasas cannot be
confirmed. However, Dharmakirti presumably knew the view that the three
aprasiddha types of faults should be added to Dignaga list of paksabhdsas.

The three aprasiddha types of paksabhasas, which are not supported by
Dharmakirti and his followers, are found not only in NyayapraveSaka, but also
in a few other Indian texts.”

Jitari’s Hetutattvopadesa

Among Buddhist works on logic, the Hetutattvopadesa, which is attributed to
Jitari (ca. 10th century), is exceptional in having an enumeration similar to

3 The same nine types of paksabhdsas as those in NyayapraveSaka are enumerated in the
29th chapter of Manimekalai: pirattiyakka viruttam, anumana viruttam, cuvacana viruttam,
ulaka viruttam, akama viruttam, appiracitta vicétanam, appiracitta vicétiyam, appiracitta
upayam, and ppiracitta campantam®. See note 36.
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that in the Nyayapravesaka. The eight following types of paksabhasas are
enumerated:>*

1. pratyaksaviruddha e.g., “dhiamadir dharmi buddhimata
hetund janyate”

2. anumanaviruddha e.g., “vedavakyam dharmy apauruseyam”
3. svavacanaviruddha e.g., “‘nanumanam pramanam’”
4. lokaviruddha e.g., “Suci narasirahkapalam

pranyangatvac chankhasuktivat”

5. pratitiviruddha e.g., “kiyatkalasthayr krtako ’nityah”

6. aprasiddhavisesana e.g., “vaisesikasya samkhyam prati vinast
sabdah”

7. aprasiddhavisesya e.g., “samkhyasya bauddham prati cetana
atmeti”

3 See HTU 262,5-2633: kah punah paksabhdasah / yah paksa ivabhasate / na tu saksat pakso
bhavati / pratyaksadibhir badhitatvat / sa tu paksabhasah / yatha dhiimadir dharmi buddhimata
hetuna janyata iti sadhye / pratyaksaviruddhah paksabhdasah / pratyaksena vahnijanyasya
dhumasya darsanat // anumanaviruddho yatha / vedavakyam dharmy apauruseyam iti sadhye /
prayamanantariyakatve Sabdasya pauruseyatvasya prasadhandt // svavacanaviruddho yatha /
nanumanam pramdanam iti parapratipadandya vacanam uccaryamanam parartham
anumanam ity uktatvat // lokaviruddho yatha / suci narasirahkapalam pranyangatvac
chankhasuktivat // pratitiviruddho yatha / kiyatkalasthayi krtako ’nitya iti / kiyatkalasthayino ’pi
krtakah sarve nitya iti lokapratiteh // aprasiddhavisesano yatha / vaisesikasya samkhyam prati
vinast sabda iti sadhye // aprasiddhavisesyo yatha / samkhyasya bauddham prati atma cetana
iti sadhayatah // ubhayaprasiddho yatha / vaisesikasya bauddham prati [sukhadi]-
samavayikaranam atmeti // {[prasiddasambandho] yatha vayur asthirasvabhava iti //} The
meaning of the last portion of this passage is unclear. Tucci’s Sanskrit edition has the following
text: [prasiddasambandho ] yatha vayur asthirasvabhava iti // This seems to show an example
of prasiddhasambandha. In the Tibetan translation, however, this part is translated as
follows: ... zhes bya ba lta bu’am // lus ni brtan pa’i rang bzhin yin no zhes bya ba lta bu’o //
(D315a4, P336a5-6). According to the Tibetan translation, this is not an example of
prasiddhasambandha, but another example of aprasiddhobhaya. This matter will not be taken
up in the current study, but it does need further investigation.
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8. aprasiddhobhaya e.g., “vaiSesikasya bauddham prati
[sukhddi]Jsamavayikaranam atmeti ...”

This enumeration is different from Nyayapravesaka’s in some points. However,
it is similar to Nyayapravesaka’s enumeration in that the first five are viruddha
types and the next three are aprasiddha types. Why lJitari, who knew
Dharmakirti’s logic, adopted such an enumeration is unclear.”

Nyayamafijari
Among non-Buddhist works, the Nyayamariijari’s enumeration is similar to
that in the Nyayapravesaka:™
1. pratyaksaviruddha e.g., “‘anusno ‘gnih”
2. anumanaviruddha e.g., “‘na ripagrahi caksuh”
3. sabdaviruddha
3.1. agamaviruddha e.g., “brahmanena sura peya”

3.2. svavacanaviruddha e.g., “‘janayitri me vandhya pita me

brahmacari”’
3.3. lokaviruddha e.g., “‘acandrah sasi”
4. upamanaviruddha e.g, “na gavayapadavacyo ’yam gosa-
drsah”

5 Tt seems that the old tradition of Buddhist logical argumentation was not completely
discontinued in India and that a short textbook on logic was needed to educate beginners. Old-
style works on Buddhist logic must have been deemed suitable for such purposes.

% NManj I 133,22-32.
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3. aprasiddhavisesana e.g, “nabhuhkusumakrtavatamsah cai-
trah”

6. aprasiddhavisesya e.g., “‘sugandhi gaganakamalam”

7. aprasiddhobhaya e.g, ‘“khapuspakrtasekharah bandhya-
sutah”

8. siddhasadhyata e.g., “Sitam tuhinam usno ’gnih”

Although Bhatta Jayanta enumerates paksabhasas, he insists that

paksabhasas and drstantabhasas are nothing but hetvabhdasas in the ultimate
57

sense.

Kumarila

When criticizing the Vijfianavadins view that cognition does not have
external objects, in the Niralambanavada chapter of Slokavarttika, Kumarila
Bhatta (ca. 7th century) points out that the Vijianavadin’ thesis is fallacious
in various points. According to Kumarila, first of all, the thesis must be an
aprasiddhobhaya because visesana and visesya cannot be distinguished from
each other for the reason that cognition of them has no real objects. Moreover,
the thesis is also be aprasiddhavisesya or aprasiddhavisesana for the same
reason.” Second, this thesis must be regarded as an aprasiddhavisesya

57 NMaiij I 133,32-134,6: ye caite pratyaksaviruddhadaya paksadosah, ye ca vaksyamandh
sadhanavikalatvadayo drstantadosah, te vastusthitya sarve hetudosa eva / prapaiicamatram tu
paksadrstantadosavarnanam/ tatha cabadhitatvam hetulaksanam evoktam / drstantadustataya
ca hetor eva laksanam anvayavyatirekayor anyad dhiyata iti, sarve ca te hetudosa eva // ata eva
ca Sastre ’smin munind tattvadarsind / paksabhasadayo nokta hetvabhasas tu darsitah // kascid
dhetvanapekso ’pi paksamatrapratisthitah / badho "numanaripasya svavakyadikrto yatha //

SV  Nirdlambanavada 35: agrahyarvac ca bhedena  visesanavisesyayoh /

aprasiddhobhayatvam va vacyam anyatarasya va // See Slokavartikatatparyatika (Ed. S. K.
Ramanatha Sastri. Rev. K. Kunjunni Raja and R. Thangaswamy. Madras 1971.) 20310-12:
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because the cognition (pratyaya) that is accepted to have no external objects
by Vijfianavadins is not established among Mimamsakas.” Third, this thesis
must be regarded as an aprasiddhavisesana because what Vijhanavadins
intend to prove about cognition, that is, never having an external object, is not
established among Mimamsakas.*’ Fourth, if Vijfianavadins intend to prove
that cognition does not grasp its object as an external object, it would be a
proof of what is well established. For example, a post is grasped as a post, not
as an external object.”’

Here, Kumarila points out the faults in the Vijfianavadin’s thesis one after
another. Note that Kumarila mentions aprasiddhobhaya, aprasiddhavisesaya,
aprasiddhavisesana, and siddhasadhanata as faults of the thesis. They are not
mentioned in Kumarilas enumeration of pratijiiabhdsa in the Anumana
chapter of Slokavarttika. Whether he actively approves them is unclear.
However, he seems to have known other types of faults of paksa.”

Candrakirti

visesanavisesyayor yaj jiianam tasyapi pratyayatvena niralambanatvat tayor aprasiddhih / tatas
caprasiddhavisesanatvam  aprasiddhavisesyatvam  aprasiddhobhayatvam va  yathestam
vaktavyam /; Nyayaratnakara (Ed. Swami Dvarikadasa Sastri. Tara Publications. Varanasi
1978.) 16119-21: pratyayaripadharmigrahakasya niralambanadharmagrahakasya ca
pratyayasya niralambanatvad aprasiddhavisesya-tvam aprasiddhavisesanatvam aprasiddho-
bhayatvam va paksadosah syad iti /

% SV Niralambanavada 46cd: visesyasyaprasiddhis ca tavasmakam atadrse //

60 SV Niralambanavada 49: niralambanata capi sarvatha yadi sadhyate / visesanaprasiddhis
ca drstantas ca na vidyate //

61 SV Niralambanavada 52: bahyanalambanatve "pi bahya ity agraho yadi / stambhadau naiva
tadbuddhir ity evam siddhasadhanam //

2 Cf. Nyayakumudacandra (Ed. Mahendra Kumar Shastri. Manikacandra Dig. Jain Series
Nos. 38, 39. Benares 1938.) 1 13520-22: dharmidharmobhayapratyayanam niralambanatve
va aprasiddhavisesyah, aprasiddhavisesanah, aprasiddhobhayas ca paksah syat /
Prajhakaragupta responds to Kumarila’s objection in his PVA. On Prajiiakaragupta’s
argument, see Hisayasu Kobayashi's doctoral thesis (Prajfiakaragupta jikoninshiki-riron no
kenkyu, 2005).
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As is well known, Candrakirti (ca. 7th century) severely criticizes

Bhavivekas (ca. 6th century?) proof of sinyata in several ways. In his
criticism, Candrakirti refers to the fault of asiddhdadhara. Bhaviveka’s proof
that is criticized by Candrakirti is as follows:*

[21]

PP D49a2-3, P58b1-2: ... don dam par nang gi skye mched rnams
bdag las skye ba med par nges te / yod pa'i *phyir dper na shes pa yod
pa nyid bzhin no // (Cf. Pras 259-26,2: .. na paramarthata
adhyatmikany ayatanani svata utpannani, vidyamanatvat, caitanyavad
iti /)

In the ultimate sense, [six] internal sense bases have not emerged from
themselves, because they presently exist, like the mind.

Criticizing this proof, Candrakirti points out that because the proponent never
admits that six internal bases exist in the ultimate sense, the fault of
asiddhdadhara, which is a fault of the thesis, or the fault of asrayasiddha,
which is a fault of the reason, occur.

[22]

Pras 277-9: yadi samvrtyotpattipratisedhaniracikirsuna visesanam
etad upadiyate, tada svato ’siddhadharah™ paksadosa asrayasiddho™
va hetudosah syat, paramarthatah svatas caksuradyayatananam
anabhyupagamat /

If, wishing to negate the emergence of [six internal bases], which is
conventionally admitted, you state the qualification [“in the ultimate
sense” in your proof], then asiddhadhara, namely, a fault of the thesis,
or asrayasiddha, namely, a fault of the reason, would occur to you,

6 See Yuichi Kajiyama, Bhavaviveka’s Prajiapradipah (1. Kapitel). Wiener Zeitschrift fiir
die Kunde Siid- und Ostasiens und Archiv fiir Indische Philosophie, Bd. VII, 1963: 49.



Pre-Dharmakirti Interpretations of Dignaga’s Theory of paksabhasa 223

because in the ultimate sense, you yourself do not admit that [six]
sense bases, including eyes, exist.*

Here, Candrakirti regards the fault of asiddhadhara as a fault of the thesis and
distinguishes it from the fault of asrayasiddha, a fault of the reason. The fault
of asiddhdadhara can be equated with the fault of aprasiddhavisesya in
Sankarasvamin’s enumeration of paksabhasas. Candrakirti seems to know
the logical theory that aprasiddhavisesya (= asiddhadhara) is regarded as a
fault of the thesis. Similar expressions, such as “asiddhadharah paksadosah,”
are also found in Pras 28,2; 30,10; 30,15.%

A subject of proof can be regarded as a substratum (adhara) of sadhyadharma,
which is stated in the thesis, and also as a substratum (asraya) of the hetu. If
a subject of proof is not established, two faults occur: the fault of
asiddhdadhara (= aprasiddhavisesya), with reference to the paksa, and the
fault of asrayasiddha, with reference to the hetu. However, Dharmakirti, who
thinks that this fault is not of the paksa but of the hetu, claims that
asiddhasraya (= asiddhadhara) should not be mentioned as a paksabhdsa.
Note that unlike Dharmakirti, Candrakirti mentions here asiddhdadhara as a
fault of the paksa.*

6 See Tanji 1988: 22.

5 ‘Whether Candrakirti knew all nine types of paksabhasas, as listed in the Nyayapravesaka,
is unclear.

6 According to Tanji 1992: 330, note 13, Bhaviveka regards this fault only as a fault of the
hetu. Bhaviveka does not seem to think that it can be regarded also as a fault of the paksa.
Prajfiakaragupta refers to the objection that the fault asrayasiddhata should be regarded as a
fault of the paksa, with reference to the paksa, and as a fault of the hetu, with reference to the
hetu, and criticizes it by pointing out that it cannot be a fault of the paksa. PVA 552,25-26:
athapi syad asrayasiddhata hi sadhyapeksa paksadoso na sadhanapeksa / sadhanapeksa tu
sadhanadosa eva / uktam atra /, 552,8-10: *atra vibhur atmeti / yadi kascid vibhutvayuktam
atmanam sadhyam kuryat, kah paksadosah / dharmyabhavena hetor asrayasiddhatvad iti cet /
hetos tarhi doso na sadhyasya, tadanvayavyatirekanuvidhanat /
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Kuiji’s explanation

Kuiji (%5 5) comments on the difference between the enumeration of
paksabhasas in the Nyayamukha and that in the Nyayapravesaka. According
to Kuiji, the reason why Dignaga only mentioned five types of paksabhdasas
is because the other four types are not viruddha types. In contrast,
Sankarasvamin thought that there are other paksabhasa types other than those
enumerated by Dignaga, and therefore, he enumerated nine types. ©
Interestingly, Kuiji mentions another reason why Dignaga mentioned only
five types: Dignaga thought that among the four other types, the first three,
namely, aprasiddhavisesana, aprasiddhavisesya, and aprasiddhobhaya,
should be regarded as hetvabhasa or drstantabhdsa, and that the last type,

prasiddhasambandha, is not to be proved at all.*®

Note that Kuiji considers
the three aprasiddha types in Sankarasvamin’s enumeration to be nothing but
hevabhasa or drstantabhasa. This understanding is similar to that of

Dharmakirti and his followers.

Unlike Dharmakirti and his followers, however, Kuiji justifies
Sankarasvamin’s enumeration, explaining why Sarkarasvamin enumerated
the four other types of paksabhasas. According to Kuiji, even if three
aprasiddha types are equivalent to some hetvabhasa or drstantahdasa, they are
listed as paksabhasas because Sankarasvamin is politely explaining the faults
of a proof. Such a repetition can also be found in other cases. For example,
asadharananaikantika, akind of hetvabhasa, is equivalent to sadhyasiddha, a
kind of drstantahasa.” As for the last type of paksabhdsa, namely, pra-
siddhasambandha, even if it is essentially denied to be a paksa, there is no

7 YMDS T1840 94¢3-8: {LIRESH HIUELSE, BRI R PR S5m0l ARz, &
REATBIME AR AR R, DAEEFIRI 525528 SatRENT, P MEREE B 5, S4RsPT LRl o7,
FEMEHEIEFRREE | | % 2 WUFEREIEFEERT, LIS, R4, AEAHE, B UL,

6 YMDS T1840 94c8-12: % —F =, BRANEpELLRRRIARRR ., BE K AR IR E S, IR
SEMRPPFTNLAN R, BRI RIS, BrBUARER. A 1M, BIKGE F TR AR R, HAEARHRER .
BIE R —3m, ...

0 YMDS T1840 94¢c15-20: 4F KFENBERIARRR, PAIA L, AHEEME 1SR, B IEE
BI, FEAFREE, 2 DAR R AR AR TS, IR RPN ARR, RVESE R, AEHE . NP E
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problem with mentioning it as a paksabhdasa. For example, even if ubhaya-
siddha, a kind of hetvabhasa, is essentially denied to be a valid hetu, it is
actually mentioned as a hetvabhasa. Moreover, even if ubhayadharmasiddha,
a kind of drstantabhasa, is essentially denied to be a correct drstanta, it is
0 According to Kuiji, like
Sankarasvamin, Dignaga admitted nine types of paksabhdasas. However,

actually mentioned as a drstantabhdasa.

Dignaga omitted the enumeration of the last four types for reasons of
simplicity. On the other hand, Sankarasvamin enumerated all nine types
without any omission. The master and the pupil could not have opposed each
other.”

Thus, Kuiji clearly justifies Sankarasvamin’s enumeration of the nine types of
paksabhasas. However, Kuiji criticizes other faults of the thesis, such as
pratijiavirodha.”

Zenju’s comments

In the Inmyo nisshoriron myotosho, Zenju (FZER) reports that Wonchuek (|E]
) referred to the three different interpretations of the differences between
the enumeration of paksabhdasas in Dignaga’s Nyayamukha and that in
Sankarasvamin’s Nyayapravesaka. These interpretations were attributed to
Xuanzang (%% 602-664):"

ARG, AL, P ERRESL A K, — (TR, 25N,

0 YMDS T1840 94¢28-95a3: FHEFHRALE 5 DMFRFTARIEZ= M, RS, FEA R AR
RRFHEARE , ARIERMRR, MRS, 75 LARRA P R (IR, 28 7, a0 FEim,
JEMONZ

7l YMDS T1840 95a3—4: {EARE MR, K2 B, FERATE BB /&,
2 YMDS T1840 95a4ff.: XBEIRLIAGHED, =2 =R SRR, ...

7 IRMS T2270 228a7-21: 5=tz H B BIOME N7 FLFEAHE, A2k, KFEREABAN .
ATECBIST AL DO L, 25 PEIAIET, 7R =il =, WA =B, — =, BUEG AT, LR,
VIEE MG, BN, Adeas, s iaEE, Bl s, KT, Eful, —=. %Ik
S, B RERIRRAGE . BRI TSI, 45 AR BRI PR AR, 45
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1) The later explanation is better than the earlier one. Dignaga mentions
only five types of faults that have distinct characteristics. On the other
hand, Sankarasvamin accurately enumerates all nine types of faults of the
thesis. [Therefore, Sankarasvamin’s enumeration is better than
Dignaga’s.]

2) The last four types of faults should not be included in the list of faults
of the thesis. Namely, first, aprasiddhavisesana should be regarded as
sadhyasiddha, a fault of the sadharmyadrstanta; second, aprasiddha-
visesya should be regarded as asrayasiddha, a fault of the hetu; third,
aprasiddhobhaya should not be listed separately because it is just a
combination of these two faults; and fourth, prasiddhasambandha should
not be listed as a fault of the thesis because it does not hinder the proving
of the thesis.

3) Each of the last four types can be interpreted in two ways: first, they
can be regarded as faults of the drstanta, which is why Dignaga did not
mention them as faults of the paksa. Second, each of them can be
regarded also as a fault of the paksa, which is why Sankarasvamin
mentioned them as faults of the paksa.

Zenju comments that Kuiji’s explanation is influenced by these three
interpretations of Xuanzang. In view of the explanation of Dharmakirti and
his followers, only the second interpretation is admissible.” However, Kuiji,
who did not positively adopt this, never concluded that these four additional
types of paksabhdasas should not to be listed as faults of the thesis.

SARARER, BRI, HORBISE, HEVURRRF, MEAAGRE HUR L, — =, A 5%, 1
FESR, ANGF— R, MREpTHE, A R, BROIR R LA R 38, R R A, 4 b
5 S8 UL 0) BT 2 |- ST L EW AT N s 3 15 I S U S

7 Shentai seems to adopt this second interpretation. YZMS T1839 79b20-29: [, a2 /L
i, AEFEFHR, &L M IhEE | RFEEN, HAanTErRe) . B 2R 0, TRERIARA
2 A, AnAiig, AR . BIEAT =, B, toReE, EIFRRHEA | ansr
PR RSETI . HOARRRR, .. A AME T2,
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Moreover, Zenju refers to Dingbin’s (£%) interpretation that the last four
types in Nyayapravesaka’s list of paksabhasas were implicitly explained by
Dignaga. According to Dingbin, the three aprasiddha types of paksabhdsas
(6, 7, 8) were implied by the phrase asadharanatvad anumanabhave in
Dignaga’s explanation of sabdaprasiddhanirakrta in the Nyayamukha. The
last type, prasiddhasambandha (9), was implicitly being referred to in
Dignaga’s phrase “ X 2 bt H FEAR Bl ST kil A, L F014 50”7 in the
Nyayamukha. Dingbin points out that since people did not notice these
implications in Dignaga, Sankarasvamin clearly mentioned the four types and
added them to the list.”

As 1 have already set out in earlier work,” Dharmakirti explains the
paksabhasa only in his early works, such as Pramanavarttika IV. There,
paksabhdsa 1s interpreted as a logical fault in connection with the paksa alone
and is stated separately from hetvabhasa. However, in his later works, such
as Hetubindu, Dharmakirti abandons the theory of paksabhdsa altogether;
there, he prohibits the formulation of paksa. He insists that if a hetu endowed
with the three characteristics is formulated, no fault of the paksa can occur.
Explaining paksabhasa separately from hetvabhdsa is of no use. Post-
Dharmakirti Buddhist logicians in India, following Dharmakirti’s final view,
do not mention the theory of paksabhasa.”

> NMu T1628, 1c9. See Katsura [2] 1978, pp. 114-117.

76 IRMS T2270 228a21-b2: =, BHRIRaZ PUFEIR, SCRIRE, N AR, B ERGL,
AR LUEMRI =, [CER R, AR, A&, 5T 3, BT EGE
th, THELE & 25| AR, RHOLL SRR, INER = WA TR, 1Rk,
BIART ., ABFFRRAE . BIRR Sz, U IEaR ST K il 1, SR, ... ankag e,
i HECE, BRI,

77 See Inami 1991.

8 Jfiana$rimitra (ca. 10-11 century) refers to aprasiddhavisesana, but he regards it as a kind
of asiddhahetu. See Advaitabinduprakarana (Jiianasrimitranibandhavali. Ed. Ananthalal
Thakur. Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series No. 5: 345-365. Patna 1st ed: 1959; 2nd ed: 1987.)
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On the other hand, following Dignaga’s logic as stated in his Nyayamukha,
there were still those who saw the theory of paksabhasa to play an important
role in logic. Since they regarded the paksa to be an indispensable member
of a syllogism, they carried out further examinations of the paksa. Thus, they
continued to explain paksabhasa separately from hetvabhdsa, and some
began to add other types of paksabhasas, even including a fault that can also
be regarded as a kind of hetvabhdasa. Buddhist logical works written in East
Asia follow this tradition.

Conclusion

Dharmakirti’s interpretation of Dignaga’s logic exerted a strong influence on
later Buddhist logicians. But there were other interpretations not supported
by Dharmakirti, interpretations that therefore did not find their way into the
mainstream of Buddhist logic as it continued from Dignaga to Dharmakirti’s
followers. These ideas can be traced, however, in a number of Indian texts.

For example, an interpretation of sabdaprasiddhanirdkrta similar to that
criticized by Dharmakirti is found in Patrasvamin’s insistence in the
Tattvasamgraha and in the Samkhya’s objection to Dignaga in the Yuktidipika.
Moreover, three types of paksabhasa — aprasiddhavisesana,
aprasiddhavisasya, and aprasiddhobhaya — that were criticized by
Dharmakirti are found in the enumerations of paksabhdsas in other logical
works, such as Nyayapravesaka.

Interpretations similar to those criticized by Dharmakirti can also be found in
Buddhist logical works written in East Asia. There, Buddhist monks studied
Buddhist logic mainly on the basis of two Indian works, namely, Nyayamukha
and Nyayapravesaka. Some of their interpretations of Sabdaprasiddha-
nirakrta are similar to the interpretation criticized by Dharmakirti. With

352,14-15: evam sati na vijiianam nama kificit niyatam asti, yato bhedena prattyamanatvam
ghatadyakarasya tadbhedam sadhayed ity aprasiddhavisesano hetur asiddhadosagrastah /
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regard to the above three types of paksabhdsas, commentators on
Nyayapravesaka in East Asia, unlike Dharmakirti, try to justify the
Nyayapravesaka’s enumeration through attempts at solving its inconsistencies.

The interpretations criticized by Dharmakirti should not be ignored as clearly
wrong. They show other ways of interpreting Dignagas theory. Through a
comparison with pre-Dharmakirti interpretations of Dignagas theory of
paksabhdsa, it has become clear that Dharmakirtis intention of explaining
Dignaga’s theory was to revise it in order to present his own more advanced

theory.
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Bhaviveka’s *Hastaratna on the VaiSesika Argument

of Sabda Being Impermanent

- Once Again on Bhaviveka vs. Candrananda

Huanhuan He, Hangzhou

0. Preliminaries

Candrananda is well known as the author’s name of the earliest
commentary on the VaiSesikasiitra that has so far come down to us.
Since this name forms a part of its closing verse, the whole text is
called the Candranandavrtti by scholars, but nothing is really known

9 1

aside from his name “Candrananda”.

From the Jaina monk Jambuvijaya’s first critical edition, his
outstanding 1961 publication of the Candranandavrtti (reprinted in
1982), to the most recent work of Miyamoto (2009), a full translation
(into Japanese) of the entire Sanskrit text of Jambuvijaya’s critical
edition, scholars have conjectured that the dates of Candrananda and
his Vrtti lie anywhere from the sixth to tenth century, a period that is
long enough to be unhelpful, if not meaningless. Based on my study
of the Vaisesikatattvaviniscaya chapter of the Tarkajvala — Bhaviveka’s
(ca.490-ca.570) auto-commentary of the relevant chapter of the
Madhyamakahrdaya[karika], where he introduces and criticizes the
theories of the VaiSesika school - I earlier offered an analysis of what
I called “the two-finger” illustration (dvyarigula, two fingers in a unit
form, or finger-pair), which is found several times in the
Vaisesikatattvaviniscaya. Of the VaiSesika literary corpus, this
illustration is found only in Candrananda’s Vrti. Thus, I have

! Cf. Jambuvijaya (1961, p. 76): jagato ’syanandakaram vidyasavayah sadaiva yas
candram / anandayati sa vrttim candranando vyadhad etam [/ For the vidyasarvarya,
Ruzsa (Preliminary version, p. 89) reads vidyasavayah, since the former is two morae
long.
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conjectured that Candrananda should be placed around 500-550.
Taking Dignaga and Dharmakirti as the ends of a spectrum, between
them we thus have, in this order, Uddyotakara, Candrananda, and
Bhaviveka.’Indeed, the grounds for the above conclusions are mainly
Tibetan sources, especially the Tarkajvala, a factor that for practical
reasons seems a bit weak when problems about the authorship of the
Tarkajvala are involved. In the present essay, I would first like to add
some supplementary materials regarding the above challenging
conjecture, mainly from Chinese sources, in order to further confirm the
relative chronology of Bhaviveka and Candrananda.

1. Sabda Inferences of Vaisesika as Reported in Bhaviveka’s *Has-
taratna

Bhaviveka refers to VaiSesika thought some six times in his Dasheng
zhangzhen lun K J€ % 2§, *Mahayanahastaratnasastra (hereafter
*Hastaratna), Jewel in the Hand. Among these six references, three have
to do with the issue of sabda.* T will call these “Sabda inferences”, namely,
arguments of sabda being impermanent. In context, these are as
follows:’

(1) FAbRE, ERES. B VA RMET, B R LR
= RRIERAARGE. 7. Ml oL R, PFTEVESC
AR AR R, ARG A ARG, IR SRR GRS
SEREEIROL A, WP, R AL,

2 See He (2017).
3 As for the Chinese title of *Hastaratna, see He & van der Kuijp (2014, pp. 301-302).

4 The keyword sheng % usually means sound in Chinese texts. As the rendition of
Sanskrit sabda, its usage and meaning should be understood likewise, namely, having at
least the two possibilities of meaning sound and word/language. Different connotations
of sabda will be discussed below (see part 3, below).

5T30, no. 1578, pp. 269, 271, and 271, respectively.
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JRFERE LR, BRI RL? ©

People of little learning object: “If you establish that all conditioned
things (samskrtas 5 #y) are empty (svabhavasinya =) because of
being conditioned, then their nature is also empty; therefore this
reason (hetu [X]) has the fault of being unrecognized (asiddhi A~
F%).” [Bhaviveka answers:] ...Similarly, the VaiSesika argues that
Sabda is impermanent, because [it] is produced. One might object
that this reason has sabda as its nature, which is not permanent, so [the
reason] has the fault of being unrecognized. Such arguments, by
which the opponent (paravadin #{#) fails to establish the defect of
the theories, are completely unfit for reversing the contested theory. If
so, who and where can one establish an inference (anumana X&) that
reverses the reasoning I advocate and I state?

(2) BEMEE: “Praft= B, Ay, s, RERME, FEA
o 7 TORIEEE, ABRZEARARILFT, WIIEEREF RN, Ta i
B, ARG, AREAR. WP LR, PR, B
A, aOEE, Al R, WIESESE, BUREEE, Wil
EAM. T

¢ See La Vallée Poussin’s (1933, p. 80) French translation: Des personnes peu savantes
objectent: “Si vous soutenez que tous les samskrtas sont vides (svabhavasinya),
I’argument, étant samskrta, est lui aussi vide. L’argument présente donc le défaut de non-
démontré (asiddhi).”...... De méme les Vaisesikas soutiennent que le son n’est pas
éternel, parce qu’il est fabriqué (krtakatvat). On peut objecter que cet argument a pour
nature le son; qu’il n’est pas éternel, qu’il est non-prouvé. Cette sorte d’argumentation
par laquelle le controversiste (paravadin) peine pour établir le vice des théories, est tout
a fait impropre a renverser la théorie attaquée. S’il en est ainsi, qui, en quel endroit,
pourra établir un raisonnement (anumana) qui renverse la raison (tao-li, yukti) que je
préconise, que je dis?

7 See La Vallée Poussin’s (1933, p. 87) French translation: D’autres disent: “Qu’on se
place au point de vue de la vérité relative ou de la vérité absolue, au point de vue de celui
qui parle (svatas) ou au point de vue de son adversaire (paratas), 1’argument proposé en
faveur de la vacuité n’a pas valeur d’argument (hetur asiddhah).” Répondons. Ce que
les deux admettent, sans d’ailleurs préciser les définitions (visesa), en prenant le
caractere général, voila ce que les logiciens considérent comme un argument (hetu). Par
conséquent votre réfutation n’est que la fausse imputation du vice appelé asiddhahetu.
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Others say: “Let it be from the viewpoint of convention (samvrti
{#4) or the viewpoint of the ultimate (paramartha ¥ %), the viewpoint
of the speaker (svatas A H) or the viewpoint of his opponent (paratas
JAh), the reason offered in favor of emptiness is unrecognized.”
[Bhaviveka answers:] What both (svatas and paratas) admit, without
however specifying the definitions (visesa £ %), taking the general is
what logicians consider a reason; therefore your rebuttal is only the
false imputation of the unrecognized, but it is not really unrecog-
nized. For example, the VaiSesika argue that §abda is impermanent,
because [it] is produced. The supporter of the permanence of sabda
claims that this inference is fallacious and presents alternatives for the
meanings of the reason: [Sabda] is made by the throat or is made with
a stick; thus conceptualized, the reason is unrecognized.

(3) AR A S, W, B LARE b, AR
)L AT, AR, HItER, Wpiia)E
AR AR, . s R AR, TR, B AR
7. NEEEE M. B WIS, ATBE W R HEPTERRL,
AR . R, AR . IR B s, TR R
LGS, °

L’argument n’a pas vraiment le vice de “non-prouvé”. Par exemple, le VaiSesika dit que
le son est impermanent (Sabdo ’nityah), parce qu’il est frabriqué (krtakatvat). Le partisan
de I’éternité du son prétend que I’argument est vicieux, et présente des alternatives
(vikalp) sur sa signification: fabriqué par la voix? fabriqué par le baton? Ainsi analysé,
I’argument se trouve non-prouvé (asiddha).

8 See La Vallée Poussin’s (1933, pp. 89-91) French translation: Il y a d’autres hommes,
bien habiles, qui exposent autrement le vice de 1’exemple: “Quoique ’homme de magie
(mayapurusa), n’étant pas un homme réel, soit dit “vide”, cependant il n’est pas vide de
nature propre, parce qu’il a la nature de I’image (nimitta) d’homme apparaissant
faussement. Par ceci on voit que, de méme que ci-dessus, la qualité a prouver n’existant
pas [dans I’exemple], ’exemple n’est pas établi.” (Footnote: sadhyapadarthasiddhav
asiddho drstantah)...Par exemple, le VaiSesika propose le raisonnement: “Le son est
impermanent, parce qu’il est fait, comme la cruche.” On ne peut pas objecter [en
examinant la manieére dont la cruche est faite...]: “La cruche est faite par boule de terre,
roue, etc.; elle peut étre cuite, vue, brisée par le baton; elle sera donc impermanente.
Mais le son n’a pas ces qualités: donc il n’est pas impermanent.” Ce que vous faites est
aussi “analyse des particularités divergentes de I’exemple”: c’est vikalpasamajati.
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There are other men, although clever, who would otherwise expose the
defects in the instance (drstanta %) “Although a person in an illusion
is not a real person and is called ‘empty’ [by saying] the person in an
illusion is not empty of self-nature, because he has an image that
falsely appears. By this principle, just as the previously argued state-
ments (padartha +]3) are unrecognized, the instance is unrecog-
nized.” [Bhaviveka answers:]...... For example, the VaiSesika state
that §abda is impermanent, because [it] is produced, like a pot,
etc. It cannot be argued: “A pot, etc., are made of clay, a potting wheel,
etc.; [they] can be baked, seen and broken with a stick, [so they] are
impermanent. But Sabda is not the same, so it is not impermanent.”
This is also an analysis of different features of the instance, which is
also called vikalpasamajati (53 HARLLERD

It is clear that the Chinese designation here of one of the speakers as
Shenglun (zhe) B#m () is rendering the standard meaning-translation
of Sanskrit Vaisesika. Shenglun means a pre-eminent school/person
or work, and thus indicates two possibilities for referring to the
Vaisesika traditions, as was reported by Xuanzang’s disciple Ji &
(632-682)° in his Commentary on the Chengweishilun, i.e. Chengweishi-
lun shuji FXMERKFRIRFL. There we read':

Fk s, SRR, AR, BRI, MEED
B AP, B

[What is] called Feishishijia (VaiSesika) is rendered here as Sheng.
[This school] composed the *Satpadarthasastra, which is much more
excellent than any other sastras, [and] therefore it is called Sheng.
Or, because it was composed by superior men, so [it is] called
Shenglun.

° On the name of Ji # rather than Kuiji % 3%, see He (2015).

10T43, no. 1830, p. 255. Similar expressions can be found in Ji’s Grear Commentary K
B, i.e. Commentary on the Nyayapravesa [KIW NTEFEEREL Yinming ruzhenglilun shu
(cf. T44, no. 1840, p. 177).
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Similar statements are found in the Chinese Buddhist tradition even
earlier than the seventh-century monks Xuanzang and Ji. This
probably began with the founder of the Three Treatise school (Sanlun
school =7 7%), Master Jizang 5 ik (549-623), who wrote the
following in his Commentary on the One-Hundred Verse Treatise, &
bt Bailun shu'':

frtieRmn, AP RT, RREE. BRESL, SR,
Weishishi (VaiSesika) is called Shengyi (extraordinary). It is
different from and superior to Samkhya. Therefore, it is named
Shengyi.

In addition, /i 32 and shuo &t in the *Hastaratna mean “to set up [an
argument]” or “to state” in general, both indicating that the
subsequent words are those of the VaiSesika, that is to say, these
arguments can be regarded as direct quotations from VaiSesika
treatises.

Concerning the reason suozuoxing-gu PTYEMEHL, a literal translation
could be “because of produced-ness” or “because [its property of] being
produced”, since this phrase is usually a rigid rendition of Sanskrit
karyatvat or krtakatvat, namely, FifF=karya | krtaka, PE+i= tva +
ablative case-ending = tva-at. Accordingly, the above VaiSesika
inferences in quotation (bold font) can be easily reconstructed in Sanskrit
as follows:

(1), (2) = *anityah Sabdah karyatvat (or: krtakatvat) //

(3) = *anityah Sabdah karyatvat (or: krtakatvat) ghatavat [/
Interestingly enough, in the *Hastaratna Bhaviveka does not criticize
these VaiSesika statements as he apparently does in the

VaiSesikatattvaviniscaya chapter of the Tarkajvala." Quite the contrary,
in the *Hastaratna, Bhaviveka quotes the VaiSesika to support his

1'T42, no. 1827, p. 264.
12 For the Vaisesikatattvaviniscaya, see He (2013, pp. 536-601).
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own argument, that is, the so-called *hastaratna inference (zhangzhen
biliang £ ¥ L. &), which reads":

BYEARZE, MaBkAER ; BREAE, SRz

*tattvatah samskrtah sinya mayavat pratyayodbhavah /
asamskrtas tv asadbhiita anutpadat khapuspavat //

In reality, what is conditioned is empty, like an illusion,
because it comes about through causes. In reality, the
unconditioned has no existence, because it does not
come into being, like a sky-flower.

This well-known *hastaratna inference, which consists of two
trairiipya constructions, is used to prove the Madhyamaka emptiness
(Sinyata) within the framework of the two-truth theory (satyadvaya). In
brief, if the *hastaratna inference is accepted as valid by both the
proponent and the opponent, then emptiness can be proved even at the
ultimate level of reality (paramarthah |/ tattvah). The structure of the
*hastaratna inference is clearly based on the rules of Dignaga’s trairiipya
theory, albeit with the addition of a very important innovation — the

......

M, *tattvatah) at the beginning of the verse.'"

In the *Hastaratna, as a kind of strategy or writing style, Bhaviveka
assumes that the *hastaratna inference is criticized by many opponents,
negating these critiques in order to further verify the validity of the
inference and, moreover, the emptiness in the reality as the final goal. In
this particular context, the VaiSesika inferences of sabda being
impermanent are used as an example by Bhaviveka to negate his
counterviews and support his argument.

In other words, in passages (1) and (2) above, the Vai$esika inference
of “sabda is impermanent, because [it] is produced” is used as an
example; the reason “because [it] is produced” is used to support the
*hastaratna inference’s reason (hetu) not having the fault of being
unrecognized (asiddha). Although the specific type of asiddha is not

13 Cf. La Vallée Poussin (1933, p. 70) and He (2014).

' For the*pratijiavisesana, see He (2014).
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identified in the *Hastaratna, it can be considered to be anyatara-asiddha
or asraya-asiddha: the former being a reason that is unrecognized by
either the proponent or the opponent, the latter being a reason that is
unrecognized because its substratum is not admitted. In passage (3), the
complete inference of “Sabda is impermanent, because [it] is
produced, like a pot, etc.” is used to argue that an instance (drstanta)
should not be conceptualized and that, therefore, Bhaviveka’s instance
“like an illusion” in the *hastaratna inference is likewise valid.

Apparently, Bhaviveka’s purpose is not to reiterate the VaiSesika
thesis of §abda being impermanent. Buddhists are in agreement with
this. In the *Hastaratna, the more widely known sabda inference is being
used to argue and support the validity of the heru and the drstanta of
Bhaviveka’s newly composed *hastaratna inference, because the sabda
inference is a model of the frairipya theory for Indian scholars (see part
4, below).

Before looking at a few Buddhist texts, let us first take a glance at
VaiSesika works that deal with the issue of “Sabda being
impermanent”.

2. Arguments of Sabda being Impermanent in Vaisesika Works

In the Vaisesikasiitra, there are quite a few passages that discuss
sabda. Generally, it is said that sabda is an object that is grasped by the
ear, and that it is a kind of attribute (guna), but not a substance (dravya)
or a movement (karman), as we read in the following siitrapathas:"

VS-C, 2.2.24: srotragrahano yo ’rthah sa sabdah // (= VS-U,
2.2.21)

Sabda is the object that is grasped by the ear.

15 The text of the Candranandavrtti (VS-C, C ad vS) of Jambuvijaya (1961) is numbered
according to the sitrapathas, so I do not repeat the page numbers of Jambuvijaya (1961).
The satrapathas text of the Upaskara (VS-U) taken from Sinha (1923) is also numbered
according to the sitrapathas, so again, I do not repeat the page numbers.
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VS-C, 2.2.27: ekadravyavattvan na dravyam // (= VS-U, 2.2.23)

Because of having one substance [as its substrate], [Sabda] is
not a substance.

VS-C, 2.2.28: acaksusattvan na karma // (Cf. vs-u, 2.2.24:
napi karma ’caksusatvat //)

Because of not being seen by the eyes, [sabda] is not a
movement.

In the Candranandavrtti, an introductory sentence for satrapathas
from vs-C, 2.2.24 to VS-C, 2.2.43 [=VS-U, 2.2.21~37] reads as follows:

C ad Vs, 2.2.24: tatra Sabda eva tavat kathyatam //

Here, sabda itself so far should be explained.
The next twenty sitrapathas with their respective commentaries discuss
sabda intensively. Here I found one siitrapatha that could possibly be
linked to the VaiSesika quotation referred to by Bhaviveka in the
*Hastaratna. It reads:

VS-C, 2.2.32: karyatvat [/

Because [it] is produced, [Sabda is impermanent].
Candrananda’s commentary is the following:

Cad Vs, 2.2.32: karyas ca Sabdah samyogadibhyah utpatteh |
tasmad anityah /

Sabda is an effect because it arises from conjunction, etc.
Therefore [Sabda] is impermanent.

Scholars who have dealt with the Sanskrit text of the Candranandavrtti,
such as E. Kanakura 4 &' [E|f#, M. Nozawa ¥R 1E/Z, and K. Miyamoto
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B LS —, have all translated karyatvat as “because of being an effect”.'

Only A. Thakur interprets it as “Since (sound) is produced (it cannot be
eternal).”"’” Although both renditions are possible and correct, the latter
expression is closer to Xuanzang’s translation of suozuoxing-gu FT{EME
# in the *Hastaratna.

It is worth noting that this satrapatha (vS-C 2.2.32: karyatvat) is not
found in the common editions of Sankaramisra’s (ca. 14"-15" century)
Upaskara, ' the most widely used VaiSesikasiitra text before
Jambuvijaya’s 1961 publication. It is also not found in Vadindra’s
Vyakhya, which is now usually called the Bhattavadindrabhdasya or
Tarkasagara."” Thus, vs-C 2.2.32: karyatvat, is a unique siitrapatha,
only found in what is so far the earliest Vaisesikasiitra text, that
known as Candranandavrtti.

In addition, vS-C 2.2.32: karyatvat, is further explained in a few
succeeding sitrapathas and their corresponding commentaries by
Candrananda. Here we read:

C ad VS 2.2.36: kutah karyatvam ity aha /

[The opponent] asks: “How is [sabda] produced?”

VS-C 2.2.36: samyogad vibhagdac chabdac ca Sabdanispatteh [/
(=vs-U 2.2.31)

16 Kanakura (1971, p. 61): “®£T&H 5 Z L2257, Nozawa (1993, p. 110): “Because of
being an effect”; Miyamoto (2009, p. 87): “ [&&IZ] #ERTHHI D [BETH
é:l ”.

17 See Thakur (2003, p. 53).

18 See the common editions such as Panchanana (1861), Gough (1873), Sinha (1923) and
Misra (1969). The corresponding siitrapatha based on the context of the previous
and subsequent sitrapathas in the Upaskara is usually considered to be as follows:
VS-U 2.2.28: anityas cayam karanatah // (And, it [=Sabda] is impermanent, because of
having a cause). This sitrapatha does not contradict VS-C 2.2.32: karyatvat, but it
definitely reflects a different aspect of the sabda theory. This may have influenced how
E. Kanakura, M. Nozawa, and K. Miyamoto understood karyatvat in the VS-C.

19 See Thakur (1957), (1960) and (1985); see also Isaacson (1995, pp. 11-22).
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[The VaiSesika answer:] Because from conjunction,
separation and [another] Sabda, Sabda originates, [and
therefore, sabda is produced].

C ad VS 2.2.36: bheridandasamyogad vastradalavibhagac
chabdac ca Sabdasya vicis antanavan nispatter manyamahe
karyah sabda iti |

From the conjunction of drum and stick, from the separation
of cloth and fragment, and from [another] sabda, just like the
origination of a continuous wave, we consider that “Sabda is
produced”.

On the other hand, Prasastapada, another famous VaiSesika scholar who
seems to have been active sometime between the 6™ and 8" centuries,
agreed with the Vaisesikasiitra that Sabda is produced. We read the
following passage in his Padarthadharmasamgraha (hereafter PDS),
found in the so-called Sabdaprakaranam section:*

sabda ’mbaragunah Srotragrahyah ksanikah karyakdaranobhaya-
virodhi samyogavibhdagasabdajah pradesavrttih samanasamanajati-
yvakaranah /......

Sabda is the property of space; [it is] perceptible by the ear; [it is]
momentary, and counteracted by effect, by cause and by both; [it
is] produced by conjunction, separation and [another] sabda; [it]
has a limited existence; [and it is] brought about by homogeneous
and heterogeneous causes...

Nevertheless, when PraSastapada discusses fallacious reasons (hetv-
abhasa) in the context of the “unrecognized reason” (asiddha), he gives
the following example to explain anyatara-asiddha®":

20 See Bronkhorst & Ramseier (1994, pp. 66-67), Jha (1982, pp. 611-612), and
Kanakura (1971, pp. 211-212).

2l See Bronkhorst & Ramseier (1994, p. 51) and Kanakura (1971, p. 186). The other
three kinds of unrecognized fallacious reasons are: ubhaya-asiddha (unrecognized to
both), tadbhava-asiddha (unrecognized in the form wanted), and anumeya-asiddha
(unrecognized subject of inference).
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anyatarasiddho yatha 'nityah sabdah karyatvad iti |

Unrecognized to one of the two is just like saying “sabda is
impermanent, because [it] is produced.”*

For the part that is the quotation — “anityah sabdah karyatvat’ — we find
slightly different wording sequences in the Nyayakandalt and the
Kiranavali, respectively:*

karyatvad anityah Sabdah //
sabdo ’'nityah karyatvat //

Indeed, in the PDS, as well as in the Vaisesikasiitra and Candrananda’s
Vrtti, it is not explicitly stated who the opponent of sabda being
impermanent is (i.e., the proponent of sabda being permanent [nityah
sabdah]). Nevertheless, from the contents of VS-C 2.2.34 ~ 43,
especially with the appearance of the word abhivyaktiin C ad vS 2.2.35,
we can infer that the opponent most probably is a sabdabhivyaktivadin,
those who maintain that sabda is manifested, which is a sub-school of
Mimamsa. We find the following passages:

C ad Vs 2.2.35: abhivyaktau tu /

Then, regards (the theory of) manifestation.

VS-C, 2.2.35: dosat /| (Cf. vs-U 2.2.30: abhivyaktau dosat [/)
Because of a defect, (the theory of manifestation is wrong).

C ad VS 2.2.35: nityatvenabhivyaktau Sabdo ’nyena yajiie
prayukto nanyena prayujyeta darbhadivad yatayamatvadi
dosat / tasmad anityah /

If sabda is permanent and manifests itself, the sabda used in a
sacrifice by one would not be used by another; then there

22 Cf. the Japanese translation of Kanakura (1971, p. 186): “fi— ki, 7= & x1E 7
B IRDHRL, fERI=DH L (karyatva) OBIZ] EWHIBMETH D, 7

23 See Bronkhorst & Ramseier (1994, p. 51). Cf. Jetly & Parikh (1991) and Jetly
(1971) for the Nyayakandalr and the Kiranavalt, respectively.
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follows the defect of uselessness, just as in the case of darbha
grass, etc. Therefore, (Sabda) is impermanent.

As a result, it can be concluded that in the VaiSesikasiitra and the
Candranandavrtti (VS-C and C ad VS), the Vai$esika holds the thesis that
Sabda is impermanent, with one of the reasons for this being karyatva (it
is produced). For Prasastapada and later commentators, “it is produced”
is something agreed upon as one attribute of sabda, and it can also be used
to describe the characteristics of sabda. However, in the PDS and its later
commentaries, karyatvat is defined as a fallacious reason in the trairiipya
inference, having the fault of anyatra-asiddha (not being a valid reason to
prove the impermanence of sabda), with the opponent most probably a
sabdabhivyaktivadin.

In addition, the instance (drstanta) “like the pot, etc” is not found in the
Vaisesikasiitra, nor in the Candrananda and the PraSastapada
commentaries.

3. Sabda Inferences in pre-Bhaviveka Buddhist Works

The most well-known arguments of Sabda being impermanent or
permanent in Buddhist literature are probably the inferences listed by
Dignaga in his enumeration of nine reasons JL/J[A (nine [kinds of]
paksadharma, nine statements of reasons), which he discusses in his
*Hetucakradamaru, Nyayamukha, and Pramanasamuccaya[vrtti]. There
are innumerable commentaries on these texts by Chinese, Tibetan and
Japanese Buddhists. Among them, the diagram of phyogs [kyi] chos dgu
in the so-called *Hetucakradamaru, Two-Headed Drum of the Wheel of
Reasons, a Tibetan text known as a synoptic manual for understanding
Dignaga’s logic, discusses the nine inferences of sabda. The
intellectual affiliations of the proponents and opponents in this work are
not given, but in his Grear Commentary K, when commenting on the
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“nine statements of reasons”, Master Ji explicitly states all the names of
the schools in question, even though these are not always exclusive.

1. Sabdavadin:

Sabda is permanent,
because it is the object
of valid cognition, like
space, unlike a pot.

2. VaiSesika:

Sabda is impermanent,
because it is produced,
like a pot, unlike
space.

3. VaiSesika:

Sabda is effort-derived,
because it is imperma-
nent, like a pot, unlike
lightning and space.

4. Sabdavadin:
Sabda is permanent,
because it is produced,

like space, unlike a pot.

5. Sabdavadin to Bud-
dhist:

Sabda is permanent,
because it is audible,
like space, unlike a pot.

6. Sabdavadin:

Sabda is permanent,
because it is effort-de-
rived, like space,
unlike a pot or light-

rived,

because it is imperma-
nent, like lightning and
space, unlike a pot.

because it is effort-de-
rived,

like a pot and lightning,
unlike space.

ning.
7. Sabdavadin: 8. VaiSesika: 9. Sabdavadin to
Sabda is not effort-de- | Sabda is impermanent, | VaiSesika:

Sabda is permanent,

because it is intangible,
like space and an atom,
unlike action and a pot.

The above table is used to explain the three conditions of a reason
(trairiipya), particularly to interpret the valid and invalid reasons that
follow the second and third conditions, that is, sapakse sattva and vipakse
asattva. In brief, a reason is valid only when it is present (or partly present
and partly absent) in the similar instances (sapaksa) and, at the same time,
is absent in any dissimilar instance (vipaksa).

24 Not only the order of the arguments, but also the contents of the paksa and hetu of each
of the nine reasons in the *Hetucakradamaru are exactly the same in the Nyayamukha,
the Pramanasamuccaya[vrtti], Ji’s Great Commentary, etc. Although the Nyayamukha
does not list specific similar instances and dissimilar instances for each statement,
Dignaga clearly states that the dharmin-subject is sabda, while the *Hetucakradamaru
does not mention this. In addition, Ji and others closely follow the sequence of the nine
reasons that is given in the Nyayamukha. For the Nyayamukha, see T32, no. 1628, pp.
2b6ff; see also Tucci (1930, pp. 29-30) and Ji, Great Commentary, T44, no. 1840, pp.
104-105. For the following table, see He & van der Kuijp (2016, pp. 285-286).
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It is interesting to note that sabda is taken as the model subject to explain
the trairiipya theory in detail and is used to analyze the types of valid and
invalid reasons case by case, i.e. by means of constituting the nine
different types of reasons or inferences. As a result, only no. 2 and no. 8
are valid inferences for the author (Buddhist), as well as for the assumed
Vaisesika proponent. In addition, no. 2 “sSabda is impermanent, because it
is produced, like a pot, unlike space” is the specific inference in question.

As a typical complete inference, no. 2 is constituted within all the rules of
trairipya. It contains the dharmin=sabda, dharma=impermanent,
hetu=because it is produced, sapaksa=like a pot, and vipaksa=unlike
space. However, according to Dignaga’s definitions, the vipaksa as a
factor in an inference can be omitted in certain cases. Therefore, the
inference without “unlike space”, i.e. “sabda is impermanent, because it
is produced, like a pot” that is reported by Bhaviveka in his *Hastaratna
can also be considered a valid inference from the standpoint of the
VaiSesika and the Buddhists who believe that sabda 1s impermanent. One
should be reminded at this point that no opponent is mentioned in the
above context, although the viewpoint of opponents would have been
extremely important for the validity of the inference.

On the other hand, in the Nyayapravesa, another manual for studying
Dignaga’s logic written by his follower Sankarasvamin (ca. 6"-7"), we
find that in the discussion of the four kinds of unrecognized reasons,” the
example for interpreting Dignaga’s anyatara-asiddha is as follows:

krtakatvad iti Sabdabhivyaktivadinam praty anyatardasiddhah | *°
P, SR, B — R Ak, 7

25 A fallacious reason is one that does not possess all three aspects of a correct reason.
There are three kinds of fallacious reasons: (1) unrecognized (asiddha), which lacks the
first condition of a correct reason (i.e. paksadharmatva); (2) inconclusive (anaikantika),
which lacks either the second condition (i.e. sapakse sattva) or the third condition (i.e.
vipakse asattva); and (3) contradicted (viruddha), which lacks both the second and the
third conditions.

2 Cf. Tachikawa (1971, p. 141).

27 Xuanzang’s Chinese translation of the Nyayapravesa, T32, no. 1630, p. 11.
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A reason that is unrecognized by either proponent or opponent
is as follows: [one would prove that sabda is impermanent] to
a man who holds that sabda has [only a] manifestation says,
“because it is produced.”

At first sight, the above passage seems to contradict inference no. 2 found
in the *Hetucakradamaru and the Nyayamukha, etc. On the other hand,
it is coincident with the passage given by Prasastapada in his PDS, i.e.:
anyatarasiddho yatha ’nityah Sabdah karyatvad iti (see part 2, above).

A keyword in the Nyayapravesa is sabdabhivyaktivadin % 585. This is
the opponent who believes that sabda has only a manifestation, that is, a
follower of a school that insists §abda is permanent, not produced, and
only manifested under some circumstances. It most probably refers to a
viewpoint entertained by certain Mimamsa scholars.

A similar statement is found in Dignaga’s Nyayamukha:
XA ANRFEE, AR PR, P

Again, if the opponent does not agree with the similarity, such as [one
proving that Sabda is impermanent] to a man who holds that [Sabda
has only a] manifestation (i.e. [Sabdal-abhivyaktivadin, [ ]587), he
says, “because it is produced.”

In his commentary on the Nyayapravesa, Master Ji points out that there
are two kinds of sabda, one that is produced and the other that is
manifested. This reads as follows™:

g, ANEEASA, AT, JEEIBEE,
B, AAARHE, BVBEEERE, JEPTIENE

For the *Sabdopattivadin (who believe that Sabda is produced),
[Sabda] used to be non-existent and is now born; because of its
produced-ness, it is not manifested by being effort-derived.

2 Xuanzang’s Chinese translation of the Nyayamukha, T32, no. 1628, p. 1. Cf.
Pramanasamuccaya[vrtti]: gcig la yang bzlog pa ni mngon par gsal bar smra ba la byas
pa nyid lta bu’o [; see Katsura (1977, p. 124).

? T44, no. 1840, p. 124.
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For the Sabdabhivyaktivadin (who believe that sabda is manifested),
[sabda] used to be existent and is now manifested; it is manifested by
being effort-derived, but not because of its produced-ness.

Therefore, for the sabda inference of the Vaisesika, Master Ji comments
as follows:*

i s am b e B A L B, PTUEMEINT . HOEEERR, RUBK
BH, AERRAE, PTTEREAE, HMTAEF, WolbE—.

When the Vaisesika argues with the Sabdabhivyaktivadin that “sabda
is impermanent, because it 1is produced,” because the
Sabddbhivyaktivddin holds that sabda depends on manifestation, but
not on dependent-origination; being produced means originated,
which is not allowed [by the Sabddbhivyaktivddin]. Therefore, it [the
reason] is anyatara-asiddha.

Master Ji’s words remind me of the manifestation of sabda mentioned in
the Vaisesikasiitra and in Candrananda’s Vrti. That is to say, one kind of
sabda may coincide with the so-called sound that is produced from the
conjunction of a drum and a stick, or from the separation of a fragment
from a piece of cloth (C ad VS, 2.2.36). The other kind of sabda is better
called a word that is utilized in a sacrifice (C ad VS, 2.2.35), namely, the
words of the Vedas to be manifested by the mouth of a superior human
being.”!

In a word, the reason of “it is produced” (karyatva / krtakatva) could be
valid only when the opponent is someone who agrees that sabda is
produced, i.e. a *S‘abdopattivddin, who at the same time disagrees with
the impermanence of sabda. If the opponent is someone who believes that
Sabda 1s manifested, i.e. a S‘abddbhivyaktivddin, then the reason of “it is
produced” (karyatva / krtakatva) would have the fault of anyatara-
asiddha, 1.e. it would be an invalid hetu.

30T44, no. 1840, p. 121.

31 Cf. Kanakura (1971, p. 45), which commented that Candrananda’s explanation of liriga
from the aspect of the Veda, is unreasonable.
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As a matter of fact, in the same Nyayapravesa, when explaining the
paksa, the hetu and the drstanta of the trairiipya formula, the above sabda
inference with the reason krtakatva is used as a model, just as Dignaga
earlier did. We read: *

esam vacanani parapratyayanakale sadhanam/ tadyatha/ anityah
sabda iti paksavacanam/ krtakatvad iti paksadharmavacanam/ yat
krtakam tad anityam drstam yatha ghatadir sapaksanugama-
vacanam/ yan nityam tad akrtakam drstam yathakasam iti
vyatirekavacanam// etany eva trayo ’vayava ity ucyante//

DRREMREL S, BHEME, HAREN, W FEEE, &
MRE  PIrfEMEECE, RSES AR ATE, RAUER, RS
H, RS ARHE, RIEFTE, WEZEH, ExiE
MEML=7), $AHENL,

Statements of these [factors, i.e. the paksa, the hetu and the
drstanta,] are the means of proof when one would like to convince
others. For instance, “Sabda is impermanent” is a statement of the
paksa. “Because it is produced” is a statement of the property of
the paksa (i.e. the hetu). “Whatever is produced is seen to be
impermanent, like a pot, etc.” is a statement of positive
concomitance with the sapaksa. “Whatever is permanent is seen
to be unproduced, like space” is a statement of negative
concomitance. With regard only to these three members (i.e.,
paksa, hetu, and drstanta), we call it the “means for proof”.

P o

Here, although this is described as being the means of proof when one
would like to convince others, the opponent is not actually mentioned.
The reason of “because it is produced” (krtakatvat), together with the
paksa and the drstanta, can constitute the classical form of the three-
membered Indian syllogism and is used to convince others who are not
Sabdabhivyaktivadins. Otherwise, a Sabdabhivyaktivadin would argue
that the proof carries the fault of anyatara-asiddha.

It is clear that what I have called the “sabda inference” — “Sabda is
impermanent, because it is produced, [like a pot]” — in this paper was

32 Cf. Tachikawa (1971, p. 141), and T32, no. 1630, p. 11.
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widely used to expound the trairiipya theory in Dignaga’s and his
successors’ works, either to interpret the factors of an inference or to
reveal the fault of anyatara-asiddha. What is quite interesting is that
when we comb through various Chinese Buddhist texts, we discover
similar inferences or arguments about sabda in the works of Asanga
(ca. 4™ century) and even Aryadeva (ca. 3™ century).

As was first pointed out by both the Chinese scholar Ch. Lii &# and

the Japanese scholar H. Ui FFH{A7, almost at the same time (and yet
seemingly independently), Asanga was probably the first Indian

2

Buddhist to mention the trairipya. In his Shunzhong lun & G
*Madhyantanugama, it reads as follows:*

BLMTE RN =R 2 Arh 2%, MBS, 18 8 AL,

The Shunzhong lun was translated around 543 C.E. by Prajiiaruci (#%
#i i 3X) or by Bodhiruci (F%#27i 3<), both South Indian Buddhist
scholars.** The former arrived in China in around 516, the latter in
about 508. The above Chinese sentence is therefore considered so far
to the earliest mention of trairijpya that has been handed down to us.*
Namely, peng i} is a transcription of Sanskrit paksa, xiangdui peng 8%}
A of vi-paksa, and zi peng H Il corresponds to sa-paksa. Thus, the
original Sanskrit of the second sentence was most likely the following:

*paksadharmatvamevipakse ’sat sapakse sateca /

This can be interpreted as listing the first condition of paksadharmatvam
=J1 ¥ 22 %; the second condition of sapakse sat [ca] = [15]H JJ1k; and
the third condition of viapkse "sat = ¥} i1 J&. The above passage of the
Shunzhong lun can therefore be rendered as follows:

$T30, no. 1565, p. 42a.

3 For the translators of the Shunzhong Ilun, see Hachiriki (1979, pp. 70-73) and
Huiguang (2004).

3 See Lii (1926, p. 27) and Ui (1929, pp. 429-452).
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Then, what are the three conditions of the reason (trairipya)?
[They are] that it be a property of the paksa, that it be present in
the entities homogeneous with the paksa, and that it not be present
in the entities heterogeneous to the paksa.

In addition, to further explain the trairiipya theory Asanga gives an
example, in fact, a Sabda inference. We read™:

o B, LLEER NSRS, EEERL, RS, Wi

EEE R IER, EARE,

Such as: sabda is impermanent, because it is produced, because it
perishes through causes, because it arises after having been produced,
and reasons such as this; whatever is produced is impermanent, just
like a pot, etc.

Strictly speaking, each trairipya should contain only one hetu. Thus,
Asanga’s application of the trairipya could be restructured into three
inferences with their respective reasons as follows: (1) because it is
produced, (2) because its cause is broken, (3) because produced-ness is
originated. Of these, Dignaga, then followed by Sankarasvamin and
Bhaviveka, probably adopted the first reason, i.e. the reason of
“because it is produced,” as being the most representative of the three.

It is also noteworthy that Aryadeva’s The Hundred Letters T T i
*Aksarasataka, which is also said to have been translated by the South
Indian Buddhist scholar Bodhiruci, has a similar sabda inference,
albeit in the form of a five-membered syllogism. There we read:”’

WAHRR, 4 FEE, DU 2 SRAEE, BB, DTS mE 2
AR e, . #B. AZh. KSR, RELER R, R,
IR, WL MR, O RERE. BUBIREER

Again, there is a heterodoxy who says that (1) sabda 1is
impermanent. (2) Why? Because sabda is produced, so it is
impermanent. (3) What is the instance? Just like a pot is made of
clay, a potting wheel, rope, human effort, water and so forth. (4)

%730, no. 1565, p. 42a.
37730, no. 1572, p. 251a.
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A pot is produced by the reason of production; therefore the pot
is impermanent, likewise sabda is produced from the lips, teeth,
throat, and tongue, etc. as its causes. (5) Therefore, sabda is also
impermanent.

It would appear that none of the pre-Bhaviveka Buddhist scholars,
including Aryadeva, Asanga and Dignaga, identified the sabda
inference as referring to the VaiSesika. Neither did Bhaviveka when
he composed his Prajiiapradipa.” But he did in his *Hastaratna!

4. Concluding remarks

What can be concluded from the foregoing? I began this essay with
three quotations from the fifth to sixth century Indian scholar
Bhaviveka, whose last work was probably the *Hastaratna. There, he
identified what I have called “sSabda inference” with the Vaisesika.
The cited passages presented me with several problems.

First, the key constituent of the “sabda inference”, i.e. the reason of
karyatvat, is found only in the Candranandavrtti and not in other
classical VaiSesika works. While the earliest such text, it is so far
undated. There, the trairiipya theory does not seem to be involved.

Second, within the framework of trairipya, karyatvat is considered
an invalid reason in the Padarthadharmasamgraha and its
commentaries, while at the same time karyatva is used to describe the
attributes of sabda.

Third, it is only in Bhaviveka’s *Hastaratna that the “sabda inference”
is specifically identified as belonging to the VaiSesika.

In this connection, I would like to offer two conjectures to tentatively
respond to the above three problems, as well as to close this essay.

Concerning the uniqueness of sitrapatha vs-C 2.2.32: karyatvat, from
the Candranandavrtti and Bhaviveka’s three mentions of the
VaisSesika sabda inference in his *Hastaratna, we can infer that
Bhaviveka was familiar with the Vaisesikasitra as found in the

38 Cf. Boredeng lun shi i% 35 %% %%, T30, no. 1566.
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Candranandavrtti, or in at least with some other old cognate text. This
can be considered additional evidence from Chinese sources for my
earlier conjecture on the relative chronology of Bhaviveka and
Candrananda, namely, that Candrananda was a junior contemporary
of Dignaga and a senior one of Bhaviveka.”

Bhaviveka’s ultimate purpose was to prove the Madhyamaka emptiness
(Sinyata) in reality (tattvatah) through the framework of the trairipya
theory. In this he was influenced by Dignaga. Thus, formulating a valid
inference was extremely important for Bhaviveka. The discussion of the
VaiSesika inference of sabda being impermanent in the *Hastaratna can
be regarded as one such example, an example that is characteristic of
Bhaviveka’s way of thinking and his writing style. How much he inherited
from his Buddhist seniors, such as Dignaga, etc., as well as how much he
contributed in his own way to differentiate himself from his predecessors,
are important questions that will help us better understand this interesting
Indian scholar and his place in Indian intellectual history, as well as how
his thinking was received in East Asia.
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Kuiji’s Analysis of the Four Kinds of

Contradictory Reasons

Shinya Moriyama, Matsumoto

0. Introduction

As is well known, the East Asian Buddhist yinming/inmyo tradition developed
on the basis of two texts transmitted from India through translations by
Xuanzang (% %5, 602-664), namely, his translation of the Nyayamukha
(Yinming zhengli men lu [KIF1EEEFY5E, NM) by Dignaga (ca. 480-540) and
of the Nyayapravesaka (Yinming ru zhengli lun [KIF A TEEEGG, NP/ NP¢,) by
Sankarasvamin.! After these two translations were completed, Xuanzang’s
disciples composed a number of commentaries on both texts, but many of
these earlier commentaries are now lost or only known through fragments.
Of the surviving earlier commentaries, the Yinming ru zhengli lun shu X/
ANEHERET (YRZLS) is the most authoritative, and throughout East Asian
Buddhism has been widely acknowledged as the standard interpretation of
Buddhist logic. Its author, Kuiji ($i%% or Ji %, 632-682), was a prominent
disciple of Xuanzang. After Xuanzang’s death, Kuiji founded the Faxiang
school based on the Chinese Yogacara doctrine, and composed a great num-
ber of commentaries on Buddhist texts, including the YRZLS. The YRZLS
is also called the “Great Commentary” (Yinming da shu, KBKET), since it
contains word-by-word glossing and paraphrases, and systematically ana-
lyzes each sentence and argument of the NP. However, while Kuiji’s com-
mentary has been popular and highly esteemed in the East Asian

* I would thank Ms. Cynthia Peck-Kubaczek for correcting my English.

! For translations of the NP, as well as explanations and textual information, see Tachikawa
1971, Gillon & Love 1980, and Inami 2011.
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yinming/inmyé tradition, there are modern scholars who have expressed some
skepticism about the validity of Kuiji’s interpretation of the NP. For instance,
in his introduction to a Japanese translation of the YRZLS, Hajime Nakamura
pointed out that Kuiji’s extremely scholastic explanations of each technical
term based on his analysis of the NP’s Chinese translation are nearly useless
for understanding the NP’s Sanskrit text. In addition, Nakamura also criti-
cized Kuiji’s misconception of a main component of Buddhist logic as fol-
lows:

Kuiji was therefore unable fully to understand the fallacy of the logical
reason, which was indeed the most significant topic into which Indian
logicians funneled their energy. For instance, the contradictory reason
taught in the NP refers to a logical reason implying a proposition that is
contradictory to the proposition to be proved. However, Kuiji was unable
to understand this and thus gave an extremely strained interpretation.
(Nakamura 1960: 6, *Translated from Japanese by SM)

Although Nakamura does not provide any more details about Kuiji’s “ex-
tremely strained interpretation,” he is probably indicating that Kuiji’s inter-
pretation of the contradictory reason does not provide a genuine logical anal-
ysis of the reason, but rather addresses more practical concerns: how to apply
the argument of logical fallacy in an actual debate. Nakamura and other schol-
ars at that time were trying to establish the Buddhist logic of Dignaga and
Dharmakirti as an Indian version of formal logic, a logic dealing mainly with
the analysis of propositions or predicates. In their eyes, Kuiji’s explanation
was a misguided effort. Today, however, ideas have changed. Scholars no
longer think of Dignaga’s logic as one of propositions and predicates, but ra-
ther they think of it as one of debate. For instance, as I have argued elsewhere,
Dignaga’s analysis of the antinomic reason (viruddhavyabhicarain) shows
traces that his logic was still based on the tradition of debate (vada). It thus
seems worthwhile to reevaluate Kuiji’s interpretations.” For scholars who
are familiar with Dharmakirti’s sophisticated interpretation of Dignaga’s

2 Moriyama 2015.
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logic, Kuiji’s explanations seem unusual. But if one considers the possibility
of an intermediate stage between Dignaga and Dharmakirti during which sev-
eral alternative ideas regarding Buddhist logic emerged, this opens a path for
looking at Kuiji’s interpretation with fresh eyes. Accordingly, in the follow-
ing, I will examine Kuiji’s analysis of the NP’s so-called “four kinds of con-
tradictory reason” (si xiangwei VUFHE). Since I have already published arti-
cles on dharmisvaripaviparitasadhana and dharmivisesaviparitasadhana,’
here the focus will be on a point not discussed previously, namely, the prob-
lem of the definition and subdivisions of the contradictory reason (vir-
uddhahetu).

1. Explanation of the term “contradictory reason” (viruddhahetu)

Let us start with Kuiji’s explanation of “contradictory reason” (viruddhahetu),
which Xuanzang translates as xiangwei yin (FA1E[X):

YRZLS 127¢28-128a2: FHIERFEE, FHMIAHIK, 2P, Rk
fIN], BEDNLE EAAE, HAhEEM AN SL TFhEX] , N
4 TREE ) ., FEDRGES A AfE, WO IR R (1) T e,

The [term] xiangwei yin (*viruddhahetu) signifies the mutual contradic-
tion (xiangfan) of two theses. For this, there are four kinds of fallacies.
Without changing to another reason, [one, i.e., the opponent] can bring
about a contradiction with the proponent’s thesis. Since it is the logical
reason for proving a property that is contradictory [to the proponent’s
thesis], it is called the “contradictory reason.” [Here,] the effect (i.e., the

3 Moriyama 2019a, 2019b.

4 This explanation is based on Dignaga’s NM 2a4-5: ZHERERRFLERT L, EFE#E, A4
{LLIA; “If a [reason’s] property can prove a contradictory probandum (xiangwei suoli, FHi&5T
37), it is the fallacy of the contradiction, which is also called a sort of fallacious reason.” Cf.
Katsura 1978: 125. Note that Zenju paraphrases xianwei suoli with the “probandum about
which two theses are contradictory” (HisZFHEFTL). Cf.  IRMS 370a16-17.
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contradiction of the two theses) is called “contradictory,” instead of its
cause (i.e., the reason). However, calling it “contradictory” is not be-
cause the reason (e.g., being produced) is contradictory to the thesis (e.g.,
sound’s permanence). Consequently, it should not be criticized from the
point that the thesis[, in turn,] would also oppose the logical reason.

According to Kuiji, the contradiction occurs between the two different theses
(zong, 5%, *pratijiia) of the two parties in a debate. Suppose a debate occurs
between two parties holding opposite opinions about the essence of sound.
When one proponent asserts sound’s permanence by applying the reason “be-
cause it is produced,” the interlocutor presents a counter-inference called
xiangwei liang FHi% & in the form: “Sound is impermanent because it is pro-
duced, like a pot” (YRZLS 128b24-25). Later commentators like Zenju 3
Bk (723-797) call this nengwei liang HEi% &, namely, an inference that con-
tradicts the proponent’s inference (suowei liang FTig ). This counter-infer-
ence reveals that the proponent’s thesis (e.g., sound’s permanence) is contra-
dictory to another thesis (e.g., sound’s impermanence) based on the same rea-
son (e.g., being produced). As Kuiji emphasizes, this does not imply that the
reason is contradictory to the proponent’s thesis. In order to establish a con-
tradictory reason, the interlocutor would have to present a counter-inference
of that reason. By coupling the counter-inference to the original inference,
one understands that a single reason leads to mutually opposing theses.’

5 IRMS 373b27-29:  [KwMhIH ] &, WU =S A pmEm, )\ AP E =%
e, MEEENPIERTFTERELA, = [KRXBIE]

6 The Jain commentator Haribhadrastri provides the following explanation of viruddhahertu
(NPT 38.19-20): viruddha.: viruddhyate sma viruddhah. tatha hi, ayam dharmasvaripadi-
viparitasadhanad dharmena dharmina va virudhyata eveti .... Here, Haribhadra first notes that
(1) the reason implies something contrary (viparita) to the inherent nature of the property to
be proved (dharmasvariipa), etc., and through this, (2) it is contradicted by the property to be
proved and the subject. Thus, he admits that a contradiction can occur not only between two
theses, but also between a reason and the thesis it implies. As we will see below, these two
points were also discussed by Wengui and Kuiji in the yinming tradition. For Dharmakirti’s
definition of viruddhahetu, see NB 1II 86-91.
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Regarding this, however, one might remember that Dignaga defines a contra-
dictory reason in terms of his innovative theory of the “wheel of reason”
(hetucakra), a checklist of nine possibilities for combining a reason’s pres-
ence/absence in the domains of similar and dissimilar instances
(sapaksa/vipaksa).” If areason is absent from the domain of similar instances,
yet present wholly or partially in the domain of dissimilar instances, that rea-

son is classified as “contradictory.”

This implies that a reason concluding an
object that lacks a property to be proved is called a contradictory reason. In
this case, Dignaga is not presupposing a debate model, and thus, it does differ

from Kuiji’s explanation.

In connection with this, it is worth noting the view of an opponent cited in
Kuiji’s above account. This opponent defines a contradictory reason as that
which is contradictory to the thesis (vin wei zong Ki#5%). The 8"-century
Japanese monk-scholar Zenju (5EK, 723-797) ascribes this view to Kuiji’s
contemporary Wengui (or Mungwe, 3C#/), whose commentary on the NP is

7 For the reader’s convenience, the wheel of reason is shown in the following table. Cf. Mati-
lal 2001: 190. In the table, “+” indicates “wholly present,” “-” indicates “wholly absent,” and
“some” indicates “partially present.”

1 (=inconclusive, too wide) 2 (=correct reason) 3 (=inconclusive)

+ sapaksa [ + vipaksa + sapaksa [ - vipaksa + sapaksa [ some vipaksa

4 (=contradictory) 5 (=inconclusive, too narrow) | 6 (=contradictory)

- sapaksa [ + vipaksa - sapaksa [ - vipaksa - sapaksa [ some vipaksa

7 (=inconclusive) 8 (=correct reason) 9 (=inconclusive)

some sapaksa | + vipaksa some sapaksa [ -vipaksa some sapaksa [ some vipaksa

Cf. also Kitagawa 1965: 27-39.
8 On Dignaga’s definitions of sapaksa and vipaksa (apaksa), see Katsura 2004,
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still extant in parts.” It is said that Wengui presented two interpretations of
the term xiangwei yin: while the first focuses on the contradiction between a
reason and its thesis (yin fan zong [K57%)," the second focuses on the con-
tradiction between two theses (e.g., wuchang fan chang &5 i), Of the
two, the first interpretation is provided as a reply to the question: “If a reason
that contradicts a thesis is called the ‘contradictory,” then the thesis also con-
tradicts the reason. Why is it only a fallacy of the reason? If it is not a fallacy
of the thesis, why is it called ‘mutual’ (xiang)?”"* To this question, Wengui
replies that with the word “mutual” (xiang) it is possible to denote that one
brings forth the other, as for instance, fuzi xiang sheng Z-{+8/ for denot-
ing that a father brings forth his son. Therefore, the term xiang of “contradic-
tory” (xiang-wei) does not imply two ways, but only one way. Thus, “contra-
dictory” (wei) means that the reason contradicts the thesis.”” However, this
interpretation is unacceptable for Kuiji, because for him the contradiction oc-
curs between the two theses as presented by the proponent and his interlocu-
tor, not between the reason and thesis in a single inference.

® On Wengui’s commentary on the NP, see Takemura 1986: 3234, 217-246; and Franken-
hauser 1996: 190.

10 TRMS 341b28-29, IDS 583¢20-21.
1 IRMS 369¢8-9, IDS 583c24.

12 IRMS 369c¢19-20, IDS 584c14—15: #5KhE =24 [FE] #, SORTER, SMERE, &
IS4 TFE) 2

'3 IRMS 369c21-22, IDS 584c16-17: a5 1AHA, A4, IMEAAHE, ERIERANTE
2 TFA) . RIBGE®4 iE) . Itis interesting to note that Wengui’s interpretation recalls
the opinion in Vasubandhu’s Vadavidhi that a proponent’s reason which is incompatible with
his own established position (siddhanta) or thesis (pratijiia) should be called contradictory.
Cf. Kitagawa 1965:144-145. As a second example, Vasubandhu gives the following Sankhya
proof: “Effects are [already] existing in [their] causes, because what exists arises” (rgyu
la ’bras bu yod pa yin te, yod pa skye ba’i phyir ro). According to Vasubandhu, if the reason
that “arises” is contradictory to the thesis, it becomes contradictory. Cf. Frauwallner 1957: 35.
Dignaga, however, does not consider such a reason to be contradictory, but rather to be unes-
tablished or inconclusive. Cf. Kitagawa 1965: 397-404.
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With regard to the second interpretation, Wengui explains: “If one wishes to
prove the thesis of [sound’s] permanence at the time of the reason’s presen-
tation, but the reason implies the thesis of [sound’s] impermanence, then it
becomes the reason for [something] contradictory [to what one wishes to in-
fer]. It is therefore called a contradictory reason.”™* Although at first glance
the second interpretation looks similar to Kuiji’s, one should not overlook
that Wengui’s interpretation does not necessarily presuppose a debate as its
background. Wengui is merely describing a reason that implies a thesis con-
tradictory to the thesis one wishes to infer, mentioning nowhere a “counter-
inference.” In this sense, Wengui’s interpretation is different from Kuiji’s.
How then should we evaluate Kuiji’s analysis?

2. Classification of viruddhahetu and its significance in debate

One answer to the question above might be given by reconsidering Kuiji’s
attempt to interpret systematically the four kinds of viruddhahetu by focusing
on the latter three cases but not on the first one. Remember how
Sankarasvamin illustrated these four kinds:

1. A reason that proves the opposite of the property to be proved itself
(dharmasvariapaviparitasadhana):

Example: Sound is permanent because it is produced or because it
arises immediately after mental effort."”

2. A reason that proves the opposite of a specific quality of the property
to be proved (dharmavisesaviparitasadhana):

14 TRMS369c9—-11, IDS 583¢24-26: 7K A AR b1 552, LK Tyl i 22, SAHE AR,
M TFER) H,

15 NP 7.4-5.
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Example: [Organs] such as eyes are for the benefit of something else
because they are aggregates, like the individual parts of a bed or a
chair."®

3. Areason that proves the opposite of the intrinsic nature of the subject
(dharmisvariapaviparitasadhana):

Example: Existence (bhava) is not a substance, not a quality and not
a motion, because it has a single substance and because it is present
in qualities and motions, like specific universals (samanyavisesa)."”

4. Areason that proves a specific quality of the subject (dharmivisesav-
iparitasadhana):

Example: The same as the previous example 3."

Of the four cases, some modern studies regard the first as the standard defi-
nition of viruddhahetu based on the wheel of reason, seeing the other three
cases as its derivative types.'® Certainly, in the classification based on
Dignaga’s division of nature (svariipa) and specific quality (visesa) with re-

gard to both the property (dharma) and subject (dharmin) of the thesis,” only

16 NP 7.8-9: pararthas caksuradayah sanghatatvac chayanasanadyarngavad ifi. For details of
this proof, see Tillemans 2000: 53-57; Watanabe 2008.

7 NP 7.12-15: na dravyam na karma na guno bhava iti, ekadravyavattvatr gunakarmasu ca
bhavat, samanyavisesavad iti. ayam hi hetur yatha dravyadipratisedham bhavasya sadhayati
tatha bhavasyabhavatvam api sadhayati, ubhayatravyabhicarat. For a translation, see
Tachikawa 1971: 126. As for the background of the proof, see VS 1.2.8-10; Halbfass 1992:
140. For details on the dharmisvaripaviparitasadhana, see Oetke 1994: 35-41; Moriyama
2019a.

18 Cf. NP 7.16-18. The specific quality (visesa) of “existence” is called “causing the notion
‘existent’” (satpratyayakartrtva). The same reason 3 concludes what is contradictory to the
quality of “causing the notion ‘existent’.” On this reason, see Oetke 1994: 35-41. For
satpratyayakartrtva and its interpretation by Kuiji and his followers, see Moriyama 2019b.

1 Ui 1966: 218-223.

2 Cf. PS IIL. 27: dharmadharmisvaripasya tadvisesasya caiva sah | viparitopakaritvad vir-
uddho ’sati badhane || PS 3.27| “Since this [kind of reason] serves [to prove] the opposite of
the dharma and the dharmin themselves, as well as [the opposite] of their specific qualities,




Kuiji’s Analysis of the Four Kinds of Contradictory Reasons 269

the contradictory reason based on the first (i.e., dharmasvaripavi-
paritasadhana) presupposes two properties of a probandum and the reason to
prove it. Therefore, the majority of scholars take the first as the standard
model of viruddhahetu. However, Kuiji’s stance is different. He understands
the entire viruddhahetu within the framework of a debate model, as is shown
in the latter three cases. According to his understanding, a reason is judged to
be viruddhahetu only when an interlocutor formulates a counter-inference
(xiang wei liang) after the proponent’s presentation of the inference. For in-
stance, in the second case, an interlocutor might present the following coun-
ter-inference:

Example 2’: Organs such as eyes are necessarily better used for the ben-
efit of something else that is aggregated, because they are aggregates,
like the individual parts of a bed or a chair.”!

Kuiji states that the above proof was presented by Dignaga to refute the
Sankhya proof of purusa. In this counter-inference, the interlocutor adopts
the same reason used by the Sankhya proponent and a similar instance, but
changes the thesis since it clearly indicates the opposite of what the proponent
intended to state in his inference, namely, a specific quality (visesa).”> In a

[it is] contradictory, inasmuch as [the thesis] is not invalidated [by means of a valid cognition].”
Cf.NM 2b 27-28: JRaiifivs  AVEaER] PRIz 5 AT, Katsura 1979: 78—
79. For more details on my interpretation of this verse, see Moriyama 2019a. For the Sanskrit
text of the PS, I am referring to the reconstruction of chapter 3 by Shoryt Katsura and Toshi-
kazu Watanabe. I am grateful to Prof. Katsura and Prof. Watanabe for having provided me
with a copy of their edition of Jinendrabuddhi’s Pramanasamuccayatika, Chapter 3, and its
related materials. On Dignaga’s use of svaripa and visesa, see Watanabe 2006.

2L YRZLS 129¢19-20: AR A RRM MRS, FERM, Cf. YRZLS 129b11-23: 5 [R
BRENLIGE R GRS 2R TR, ... B LB FTRE (RERMA)  TRRERMh
M, RIEER, RRRA EAY, BRI RSLE A0 TRERMA ] , R
SRR, BEARRIGRA G, IREINERRMES, TSR 2 R .

22 The specific quality (visesa) means a quality that is intended or implied, yi xu & #F. On the
distinction between svariipa and visesa, Kuiji provides three criteria, namely, specific/com-
mon (ju ton, &), prior/posterior (xian hou, 5C1%), and explicit/implicit (yan xu, =7T), de-
scribing the third in his YRZLS. Cf. YRZLS 128a15-b4. On these three criteria, see Frank-
enhauser 1996: 36-37; Harbsmeier 1998: 382-383; and Chen 2018: 31-42. To my limited
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nutshell, there is a contradiction between an organ being for the benefit of
purusa (or shiwo, 553%), a soul that is non-aggregated, and an organ being
for the benefit of a provisional self (jiawo, xFk), which is aggregated. More-
over, Kuiji points out the importance of the comparative word “better” (sheng,
JF5) that functions to remove the fallacy of thesis called the “thesis with a well-
established connection” (prasiddhasambandha, xiangfu jicheng, FATFAREK).
If the interlocutor merely argues that organs are used for the benefit of some-
thing else that is aggregated, the Sankhya proponent could reply that the thesis
is acceptable for him too, since he admits that chairs and beds, etc., are used
for both purusa and the provisional self. We see here that Kuiji constructs the
counter-inference by taking all possible situations of debate into considera-
tion. This shows that his commentary was written not just as a theoretical
explanation of Dignaga’s logic, but also as a manual for its concrete applica-
tion in every practical scene of a debate.

Let us look at another example. In response to the Vaisesika inference of “‘ex-
istence” (bhava/satta), which is demonstrated in the third example above, the
following counter-inference arises:

Example 3’: The “existence” that is put forth by the proponent is not ex-
istence because it has a single substance and because it is present in qual-
ities and motions, like specific universals.”

In this presentation, the fallacy of the Vaisesika inference attributed to the
school’s founder Uluka is shown, with the intention being to establish the
category ‘“‘existence” independently of the other three categories, namely,
substance, quality, and motion. However, paradoxically, the inference pre-
sented by the proponent reveals its own refutation. As the counter-inference

knowledge, the third difference is not found in the Sanskrit terms svariipa and visesa. Most
probably, the idea is to be attributed to Kuiji or his master Xuanzang. In particular, for Kuiji,
whose aim seems to be to re-systematize Buddhist logic in the framework of debate, not only
are a debater’s explicit statements important, but also the debator’s intention, since otherwise
any analysis of a debate would be in vain.

» YRZLS130c21-22: s ATEICHAE, A —HSA AR, 7544, For more details
of the fallacy, see Moriyama 2019a.
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shows, it is fully possible that by using the same reason and a similar instance,
the interlocutor is able to demonstrate the opposite of the intention, namely,
that “existence” is not existence.

I will skip the fourth case, but the same is easily shown there. In this manner,
the latter three kinds of contradictory reason can be well understood in the
context of debate. Only when an interlocutor presents a counter-inference
does one apprehend that the proponent’s proof is based on a contradictory
reason, a reason implying something contradictory to what the proponent
wishes to prove. This is why Kuiji inserts a counter-inference in the first case
as well, in order to coherently explain all kinds of contradictory reasons.

3. Lingjuan’s criticism and an analysis of the combinations of the four
kinds of contradictory reasons

Kuiji’s above attempt to bridge the gap between dharmasvariipaviparitasad-
hana and the other three kinds of contradictory reason was criticized by his
contemporary Lingjuan §25. In the YRZLS, Kuiji praises this friend’s ge-
nius highly, especially since only he, having read the commentaries of both
Wengui and Kuiji, raised the crucial question concerning the gap between the
first type of contradictory reason and the other three.* Lingjuan’s first ques-
tion is summarized as follows.

Question 1: According to Dignaga’s wheel of reason, a reason that is
absent from the domain of similar instances and present in the domain of
dissimilar instances is called a contradictory reason. Of the four kinds of
viruddhahetu, only the dharmasvaripaviparitasadhana fits this account
of Dignaga, whereas the other three, in contrast, indicate reasons that are
present in the domain of similar instances and absent from the domain of

24 YRZLS 132a13-bl. In the text, his name is referred to as Juan fashi £55Hf. Cf. ISSR
366c27-28: 5, On Lingjuan, see Takemura 1986: 41.
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dissimilar instances. Why are these three kinds instances of the fallacy
of contradiction?

In response, Kuiji provides the following statement, in which he re-defines
the notion of “‘similar instance”:

YRZLS 132b6-13: RIERAHE, MEssik, [FA R, g,
KBRS « AiERIE, KA SHBEHETZE, FEET
(%, BORESAPTIEY SR M4 % TRIGL) o BEHEPTSET
SEZEANA TR . RGO, AT SRR,
S, INRSRIFRCLELE, XIEMERSITBRE, ARG iR,
gL, SRERTISIR R — )R, e, AR 4 E

HHo

Now, the conditions for a correct reason are (i) [its] necessarily pervad-
ing the subject’s property, (i1) presence in the domain of similar instances,
and (ii1) absence from the domain of dissimilar instances. It produces an
ascertainment in the other’s [mind]. A reason’s property establishes the
thesis, namely, its four meanings: subject (youfa, dharmin) and property
(fa, dharma), and the own nature (zi xiang, svariipa) that is explicitly said,
and the specific quality (cha bie, visesa) that is implicitly intended for
each, respectively (i.e., dharmisvariipa, dharmivisesa, dharmasvariipa,
and dharmavisesa). In accordance with the point of controversy, [a rea-
son| establishes one or some [of the four elements of the thesis]. There-
fore, a thesis’s sapaksa is the domain of instances that are similar [to that
thesis] with respect to the property to be proved. In accordance with the
point of controversy, the domain where the property to be proved is pre-
sent is called sapaksa. It is not the case that all [elements of] the thesis
(i.e., its own nature and the specific qualities of the subject and its pred-
icate property) are taken as sapaksa. Otherwise, there would be no do-
main of dissimilar instances. If one makes sapaksa from all [elements of
the thesis], this is a false rejoinder based on a wrong assumption
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(vikalpasama, fenbie xiangsi, 57 5IFH{E).* Moreover, it is not the case
that only the property that is explicitly stated is taken [to be the reason].
Otherwise, as previously stated, no fallacies other [than dhar-
masvaripaviparitasadhana] would occur. Therefore, a reason estab-
lishes one to four [element(s)] of the thesis, as needed. Concerning the
target to be disputed by the two [parties], the domain where this property
is present is called sapaksa.

Atfirst glance, this account looks like the well-known explanation of the three
conditions (trairiipya) of a correct reason and the definition of sapaksa. How-
ever, if we look more closely, we notice that what Kuiji says goes beyond
what is strictly required by the trairiipya condition. For instance, after the
account of the three conditions of a correct reason, he states that a reason
which fulfills those conditions “produces an ascertainment in the other’s
mind.” This means that Kuiji sees the correctness of a reason being judged
not only based on the form of the reason itself, but also based on whether or
not that reason has convinced the opponent in a debate. Since a debate situa-
tion is presupposed, when examining an inference not only are the explicit
statements taken into consideration, but also the implicit intentions behind
those statements.

In this connection, Kuiji defines sapaksa not simply as the domain where the
property to be proved is present, but as the domain where the property to be
proved in a dispute is present. For instance, in the case of the Sankhya proof
of purusa, what is accepted as sadharmyadrstanta is not an instance that has
the property of “being for the benefit of something else,” but an instance that
has the property of “being for the benefit of something else that is not aggre-
gated.” In this manner, one can accept that the reason “being aggregated” is
contradictory, being absent from sapaksa and present in vipaksa. Likewise,
two more kinds of contradictory reason are classified as being contradictory

% On vikalpasama, see PS VI 12ab. For Dignaga’s definition of vikalpasama, see Kitagawa
1965: 316f. Cf. also NM 4a22-27, Katsura 1984: 54-55.
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in the list of the wheel of reason.*® This is the reply to Lingjuan’s first ques-
tion.

His second question is concerned with a counter-inference that refutes the
proponent’s inference through various combinations of contradictory rea-
sons:

Question 2: When refuting a proponent’s inference based on the dhar-
masvaripaviparitasadhana, an interlocutor makes a counter-inference
by replacing the proponent’s similar instance with his own side’s dissim-
ilar instance, and the proponent’s dissimilar instance with his own side’s
similar instance. On the other hand, in the case of the three other kinds
of contradictory reason, an interlocutor makes a counter-inference by us-
ing the same similar instance and dissimilar instance as the proponent
used for his inference. Therefore, the form of the presentation of the
counter-inference is different between the first case and the other three
cases. Nevertheless, Kuiji claims that one can combine the first case with
the other three cases, like the combination between dharmisvarupavi-
paritasadhana and dhamivisesaviparitasadhana in the Vaisesika infer-
ence of the “existence.” How is such a combination possible?

As stated above, the Vaisesika inference is an instance of both fallacies of
contradictory reasons concerning dharmisvariipa and dharmivisesa. In addi-
tion to this, in Xuanzang’s translation of NP, the four kinds of contradictory
reasons are listed and at the end, a word deng <, which means “etc.,” is
added.”’” Commenting on this word, Kuiji explains that it is an abbreviation
for the fifteen patterns of combining the four viruddhahetus. The list 1s as
follows™:

26 See fn. 7.

7 NP 12a15-16: FHIEA, ik EAMER, EAGIMER, AIERMAER, Ak
SRR %,

2 YRZLS 128b7-12.
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1. A reason that is an instance of the fallacy of dharmasvaripavi-
parita-sadhana (= the NP’s example 1)

2. A reason that is an instance of the fallacy of dharmavisesaviparita-
sadhana (= the NP’s example 2)

3. A reason that is an instance of the fallacy of dharmisvaripavi-
parita-sadhana

4. A reason that is an instance of the fallacy of dharmivisesaviparita-
sadhana

5. A reason that is an instance of the two fallacies 1 and 2

6. A reason that is an instance of the two fallacies 1 and 3

7. A reason that is an instance of the two fallacies 1 and 4

8. A reason that is an instance of the two fallacies 2 and 3

9. A reason that is an instance of the two fallacies 2 and 4

10. A reason that is an instance of the two fallacies 3 and 4 (= the NP’s
examples 3 and 4)

11. A reason that is an instance of the three fallacies 1, 2, and 3

12. A reason that is an instance of the three fallacies 1, 2, and 4

13. A reason that is an instance of the three fallacies 1, 3, and 4

14. A reason that is an instance of the three fallacies 2, 3, and 4

15. A reason that is an instance of all four fallacies

This list enumerates the theoretically possible combinations of the four vir-
uddhahetus. Of them, although the combinations of three (2, 3, 4) are theo-
retically intelligible, it is difficult to imagine how to combine dhar-
masvaripaviparitasadhana (case 1) with all three other kinds of contradictory
reason (2, 3, 4). Unlike the first case, here, in these three cases, their counter-
inferences are formulated by using the same reason and same similar in-
stances as that of the proponent’s inference.

Regarding question 2, Kuiji replies that it is not always true that in cases of
those three contradictory reasons (2, 3, 4), their counter-inferences are pre-
sented without replacing the similar instance of the proponent’s inference. As
an example, Kuiji illustrates an inference presented by Vaisesikas for proving
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that “existence” (you 4 is an independent category different from the other
five categories of their school, namely, substance, quality, motion, inherence,
and specific universals:

YRZLS 132c9-10:Frin A HEESEZEA GBI B, IS, anlq FLrt,

[Thesis:] The existence in question retains its own independent nature
(zixing E1E, *svariipa), apart from [other categories like] substance, etc.
(i.e., quality and motion).

[Reason:] because it is admitted not to be “nonexistence” (wu E, *ab-
hava),

[Example:] like specific universals (fongyi [F%2, *samanyavisesa).

The alleged historical gackground of this inference is same as that of the ex-
ample of dharmisvaripaviparitasadhana. When the Vaisesika founder Uluka
taught the school’s doctrine of six categories to his disciple Paficasikhi, his
disciple understood the first five categories but not the last one, namely, “ex-
istence.” He considered the inherence of specific universals like substance-
ness (dravyatva), quality-ness (gunatva), and motion-ness (karmatva) to an ob-
ject to be sufficient for showing that the object exists. For him, there seemed to
be no reason to require a further extra category of “existence.” Thus, in order to
persuade his disciple, Uliika presented the above inference to show that the cate-
gory “existence” is necessary because one should distinguish an object’s exist-
ence from its non-existence.

It is uncertain whether the inference is derived from a particular Vaisesika source
or is Kuiji’s fictional creation. In any case, he explains that the point of the infer-
ence lies in the expression “apart from [other categories] like substance, etc.” (/i
shi deng BESE5E) of the thesis. If the “etc.” only includes substance and quality,
the inference functions well. However, if Uliika intended “etc.” to indicate five
categories, and the subject “existence” to indicate the supreme existence (dayou
KA) as the highest universal, there would be no similar instance for the inference.
In later terminology, this would be called kevalavyatirekin, or an inference based
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merely on the negative concomitance.?® In this case, “specific universals,” which
are presented as a similar instance in the above inference, should be regarded as
a dissimilar instance. As a result, since there is no similar instance in the inference,
it follows that the reason “being not non-existent” is present in the dissimilar in-
stances, namely, the five categories, and is absent from any similar instance. Note
that in the case that an inference has no similar instance, the reason is automati-
cally judged as “absent from all similar instances.” Thus, the reason is classified
as viruddhahetu.

To be more precise, that such a reason commits all four kinds of viruddhahetu is
revealed by each counter-inference, respectively:

[A.] The reason commits the contradiction fa zixiang 1% B fH (dhar-
masvariipa) because of the counter-inference:

YRZLS 132¢19-20: LA TERESREAMER| B, FrERERL, inSems
o

[Thesis:] The existence in question does not retain its own nature, apart
from substance, etc.,

[Reason:] because it is admitted not to be ‘“non-existence,”

[Example:] like substance, quality, and motion.

[B.] The reason commits the contradiction fa chabie 157553 (dharma-
visesa) because of the counter-inference:

YRZLS 132c24-26: Franf MEisFErefs SEfE2EBESEEa M, FrFEmSL,
AN SEAAE,

¥ In Uddyotakara’s extended version of wheel of reasons, in which sixteen patterns of infer-
ence are enumerated, the fifteenth is a valid reason that has only the negative concomitance
(vyatirekin). C£. NV (ad NS 1.2.4) 257.17-19. According to Uddyotakara, inference is of three
kinds, that which is based on both anvaya and vyatireka, that which is based only on anvaya,
and that which is based only on vyatireka. Cf. NV (ad NS 1.1.5) 43.7-12. For kevalavyatirekin,
see Prets 1999, Kand 2001, Okazaki 2005: 69-90.
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[Thesis:] The existence in question should not be the existence that causes
substance, quality, and motion to exist (§64) and that is distinct from
substance, etc.,

[Reason:] because it is admitted not to be “non-existence”

[Example:] like substance, quality, and motion.

[C.] The reason commits the contradiction youfa zixiang A % H HH
(dharmisvaripa) because of the counter-inference:

YRZLS 132¢26-28: pranfIEA e, FFIEMHER, angefiss,
[Thesis:] The existence in question is not “existence,”

[Reason:] because it is admitted not to be “nothing,”

[Example:] like substance, quality, and motion.

[D.] The reason commits the contradiction youfa chabie A 1% 7
because of the counter-inference:

YRZLS: 133a3-4: pranfiEIAEATEAGNE, FPERENL, a9y,

[Thesis:] The existence in question does not cause the notion of “exist-
ence,”’

[Reason:] because it is admitted not to be ‘“non-existence,”

[Example:] like substance, quality, and motion.

In this manner, Kuiji shows the possibility of a reason committing all four
kinds of viruddhahetu by illustrating four counter-inferences, all of these pre-
sented by replacing the proponent’s dissimilar instances with similar in-
stances. Through the above examples, he replies to Lingjuan’s second ques-
tion and concludes that a combination of all four fallacies of viruddhahetu is
possible by paying no attention to the gap between dharmasvaripavi-
paritasadhana and the other three types. In this discussion, again, it can
clearly be seen that for Kuiji, viruddhahetu is not a logical fallacy that occurs
in a single inference, but a fallacy that is revealed in a debate.
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Two additional points are worth noting with regard to Kuiji’s above explana-
tion. First, all of the four counter-inferences are established without a dissim-
ilar instance. That is, the four counter-inferences are formulated as variations
of the self-refuting thesis “A is not A” (e.g., “existence is not existence”). In
this case, whereas one can assume similar instances such as B, C, D, it is
impossible to assume any dissimilar instances, because similar and dissimilar
instances must be established outside the subject. Since A-ness is unique to
the subject, it is completely inapplicable to any other instance, and thus, the
third condition of the reason, namely, its absence from the domain of dissim-
ilar instances, seems impossible. However, it must be recalled that Dignaga
accepts the fulfillment of the third condition even in inferences that have no
dissimilar instance.® Thus, all four counter-inferences, which are classified
as kevalanvayin in later terminology, function well to contradict the propo-
nent’s thesis.

Secondly, this peculiar inference for proving “existence” as an independent
category from the reason “being not non-existence” most probably derives
from the Cheng Weishi Lun FXMEskqm, the *Vijiaptimatratasiddhi of Dhar-
mapala, et al., where we find the following discussion®

CWL 3al2-18 fpTA I GBESRSEMER A 4, FrIEMmebe, anseiEss,
FESERISIEA M, RSN, AnELEMRSE A IEME, MERIIAME,
TSR A, EEEEIEAERIE M, TSBERAE R, SRR
R, W, S TEMEEEEE,

[1] The existence that is accepted by him (i.e., the VaiSesika) does not

retain its own nature apart from [other categories like] substance, etc.,

because it is admitted not to be non-existence, like substance, quality, etc.

30 Cf. Kitagawa 1965: 187.
31 Cf. IDS 695¢8-10.
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[2] Alternatively, [existence] should be different from existence apart
from [other categories like] substance, because it is accepted as [non-
existence] that is apart from substance, etc., like absolute non-existence
(bijing wu SE3EIE *aryantabhava).

[3] Just as existence is different from non-existence, non-existence is dif-
ferent from “existence” (youxing, 4 14). How is there a different “exist-
ence” for [an existent] substance, etc.?

[4] If there were a different “existence” for existence (youfa 4 1%), there
would be also a different “non-existence” (wuxing &) for non-exist-
ence. But the latter is untrue. How is then the former true? Hence, “ex-

istence” is solely an imaginary product.”

This argument appears as one in a series of arguments criticizing the
Vaisesika doctrine of six categories.” With this argument, the Yogacara mas-
ters, represented by Dharmapala, conclude that the Vaisesika category “‘ex-
istence” is untenable, because categories like substance, quality, and motion
already imply existence, and therefore no additional category “‘existence” is
required. If such a category were necessary for an object’s existence, the same
would be needed for the category “existence” itself. The absurdity of this is
obvious, especially when one assumes the same in the case of non-existence.
Justifying a case of non-existence through another case of non-existence, this
in turn by a further case of non-existence and so on, is an infinite regress.
Thus the CWL explains the reasoning behind the refutation of the Vaisesika
category “‘existence.”

Kuiji, who contributed to the compilation of the CWL, knew this argument
and applied it in the account of a single reason committing the four fallacies
of viruddhahetu. He wrote two commentaries on the CWL: an extensive com-
mentary, Shuji 7870, and a condensed commentary, Shuyao fX%:. Of the

32 For a translation, see Cook 1999: 19.
3 CWL 2¢22-3b7.
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two, the former divides this argument into four parts, but does not mention
the name of each fallacy™; the latter dedicates a paragraph to each of the four
fallacies in the Vaisesika argument: [1] describes the fallacy of dhar-
masvariipaviparitasadhana or fa zixiang xiangwei guo % H FAFHEE; [2]
describes the fallacy of dharmisvaripaviparitasadhana or youfa zixiang
xiangwei guo 1% B FAFHIEE; and [3] and [4] describe the fallacy of the
thesis that is opposed by inference (biliang xiangwei FtEAHE anumanavi-
rodha).” Kuiji thus recognized [1] of the CWL, which is same as [A.] of the
YRZLS, to be an inference aimed at criticizing the Vaisesika inference of
“existence” through the reason “being not non-existence.” It seems that in his
eyes, the CWL’s argument above was a good example for showing how In-
dian Buddhist masters used the fallacy of viruddhahetu in actual debates, not
just in theoretical deliberations.

5. Conclusion

Through the above examination of Kuiji’s analysis of the four kinds of con-
tradictory reasons, it is now apparent what he considered the essence of the
NP’s argument on the issue to be. In comparison to Indian discussions of vir-
uddhahetu, which usually examine it through a single inference, Kuiji’s in-
terpretation presupposes a debate model with two opposing inferences pre-
sented by two different parties. Here, a reason is judged to be viruddhahetu
only if it is criticized by a counter-inference that leads to a thesis contradictory
to that concluded by the proponent’s reason. Although this may seem an ex-
traordinary interpretation for scholars who are familiar with Indo-Tibetan
Buddhist logic, this idea becomes more reasonable when seen as a scheme by
Kuiji to re-systematize Buddhist logic as a manual for debate. He attempts to
apply each logical concept of the NP to concrete examples of actual debates,

3 CWL-Shuji 259¢3-260a17. In his explanation, however, Kuiji presupposes the ten catego-
ries of the Vaisesika system known from the Dasapadarthi.

3 CWL-Shuyao 622c11-17.
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some deriving from descriptions of Indian Buddhist texts such as the CWL.
In other words, his commentary shows how Dignaga’s logic applies in actual

debates. Indeed, the intermediate period between Dignaga and Dharmakirti

was a period that witnessed a golden age of debating, not only between dif-

ferent religions, but also between different schools within the same religion.
It was also the age in which Kuiji’s teacher, Xuanzang, learned the central
precepts of Buddhist logic in India. It thus seems overhasty to reject Kuiji’s
peculiar interpretation as being a misconception of Dignaga’s logic. Rather it

seems to be an important evidence of an alternative development in Buddhist

logic that survived in the shadow of Dharmakirti’s reformation of Dignaga’s

logic. Thus, reevaluating the yinming/inmyo tradition and its relation to its
Indian sources seems to be a project that is not insignificant.
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Was There a Dispute between

Dharmapala and Bhaviveka?

East Asian Discussions on the Historicity of the Proofs of Sinyata

Shigeki Moro, Kyoto

“Only [through the disclosure of historical a priori] can there
be an a priori science extending beyond all historical
facticities, all historical surrounding worlds, peoples, times,
civilizations: only in this way can a science as aeterna veritas

appear.” (Edmund Husserl)!

0. Introduction

As shown in Moro 2015, it was one of the most important problems in the history
of the East Asian Buddhist logic based on Xuanzangs ( X% %, 602-664)
translations to compare the proof of consciousness-only or vijiiaptimatrata (Ch.
weishi biliang MEF% LL. ) attributed to Xuanzang and the proof of emptiness or
Sitnyata (Ch. zhangzhen biliang 2Lt &) found at the beginning of Bhaviveka’s
Dasheng zhangzhen lun KIEREZ G (DZL; Jewel in Hand). The former tries to
show the logical validity of the theory of consciousness-only:?

YDS 115b26-27: (E AR A BER IR . B 7] B AR N i, 7
ﬁ[] HE%& Ko
Thesis: In reality (i), colors and forms (&) mutually accepted [by

! Husserl 1939, 179.

2 Tang 2018 is useful to understand the discussions on the proof.
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proponent and opponent] (1l % ) are not separate from the visual
consciousness.

Reason: Because, [based on the grounds] I accept (H ), they are included
in the first three [of the eighteen dhatus] but not in the eye.

Example: Like the visual consciousness

The latter shows two formulae in verse to demonstrate the emptiness of all

phenomena, namely conditioned and unconditioned:

DZL 268b21-22: EMEAREZE  slixEl MEEAE feplzeE
[Thesis 1:] In reality ({£4), conditioned [existences] are empty
[Example 1:] like an illusion,

[Reason I:] because they are produced by causal conditions.

[Thesis 2:] [In reality,] unconditioned [existences] are not real,

[Reason 2:] because they never occur,

[Example 2:] like a flower in the sky.

These two proofs open with the same restriction phrase “in reality.”” Many
Buddhist logicians have discussed whether or not the restriction zhengu E L
of the former was identical to zhenxing B of the latter. For example, Kuiji
(X or Ji %, 632-682), one of the most famous disciples of Xuanzang, and
his followers regarded Bhaviveka as one who held on to a mistaken
interpretation of the doctrine of emptiness (F:H(2%; *durgrhita sinyata), based
on the Yogdcarabhiimi, and tried to point out fallacies in the latter; they believed
the former proof to be Xuanzang’s and without any logical fallacies, based on the
tradition of Kuiji's commentary of the Nyayapravesa or Yinming dashu KX
Bt (YDS). The tradition says that Xuanzang demonstrated the proof of
vijiiaptimatrata against non-Buddhists and Hinayana Buddhists, who had been
called to King Siladitya’s uninterrupted Buddhist service, and no one could refute
Xuanzang. Kuiji seemed to try to affirm the logical validity of the proof using

the tradition of Xuanzang’s authorship.

One of the related topics was the comparison between Bhavivekas proof

mentioned above and the similar proof found in Dharmapala’s commentary of
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Aryadevas CatuhSataka or Dasheng guangbailun shilun K J€ & & i FE i
(DGS).

DGZ 225a1-15: 4 E i ME R 7 AT — YIS, ... PTG
M, —EAR. AR, AR, fEEAR, MmkF, EEA
18, REMERSVRINIEHA . DU, BPREE, ... AR A EIE T
ABEET R, R4, FEERRR.

Now, I comprehensively refuse all the characteristics of objects delusionally

attached by non-Buddhist and other vehicles. (...) Furthermore the objects
attached [by them] are mainly classified into two groups: Conditioned

(*samskrta) and unconditioned (*asamskrta). All conditioned existences do

not have real substance, because they are produced by causal conditions,

like an illusion. All unconditioned existences also do not have real

substance, because they never occur, like the hair on a tortoise. All wise

persons should understand that the objects, such as existence and
nonexistence, are based on the conventional [truth] (*samvrti-satya) and
provisionally established nominal phenomena, and are not the real ultimate

[truth] (*paramartha).”

Since Dharmapala’s interpretation in the Cheng weishi lun FMERGR (CWL)
was regarded as orthodox by Kuiji and his followers, many logical discussions
comparing the proofs in DZL and DGZ also occurred in East Asia, besides
referring the legends on Bhaviveka and questioning the historicity of the dispute

between Dharmapala and Bhaviveka.

I state in Moro 2014 that “writing history and tradition is a religious/ideological
practice,” since Xuanzang’s biography, especially the description of the proof of
vijiiaptimatrata, seemed to be created along with the formation of the orthodoxy
of his school after his death. In this paper, I would like to examine logical
discussions on the proof of sinyata in East Asia, which are connected with their

historiographies.

1. Interpretations of the restriction “paramarthatas”
It has been said that the proof of vijiiaptimatrata was based on the same logical
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system as Bhaviveka’s logic, and Xuanzang learned of the system during his visit
to India.* Bhaviveka modified Dignaga’s logical system to prove emptiness or
sanyata positively. According to Ejima (1980, 102-137), the characteristics of
Bhavivekas’ logic are as follows:

1. The restriction “paramarthatas” (‘“in ultimate reality”) is used to protect the
thesis from invalidations by direct perception, faith, and agreement
(pratyaksa-, abhyupagata-, and prasiddha-badha).

2. The negation should be interpreted as a non-implicative negation (prasajya-
pratiseda).

3. The nonexistence of the negative example (vipaksa).

The proof of vijiiaptimatrata also has the restriction zhengu, which can be
interpreted as a translation of *paramarthatas or *tattvatas.” YDS quotes the
proof of sinyata as an example of the restriction to describe the logical validity
of the proof of vijiaptimatrata.® Moreover, Zenju &k (723-797), a great

3 See Ejima 1980, 204-205; He 2014.

4 See Ejima 1980, 106—108. These fallacies correspond to the contradiction by direct
perception (xianliang xiangwei i & tH3E; *pratyaksa-viruddha), that by one’s own
doctrine (zijiao xiangwei F #AFRE; *agama-viruddha), and that by worldly consensus
(shijian xiangwei H:FEFH3%E; *loka-viruddha) of NP, respectively. Mungwe also seemed
to consider that the restriction can protect the thesis from these three fallacies (2B
FELSETE . DAk, Mg, OO E B, Shen 2008, 361) as well
as from the fallacies of *aprasiddha-visesana and *aprasiddha-visesya (REBFTBIMEEL
Al DA, FEstMEFE, IRZEEEZE, Shen 2008, 343). Zenju states that the restriction
can avoid the first five fallacies of thesis, that is, *pratyaksa-, *anumana-, *agama-,
*loka-, and *svavacana-viruddha (IRMS 315¢9-11: [, PABSZEFEE B 2 Iuime H,
REfEsR e, &, (Hieflig sk, %o, JESHEf, ).

5 Although He (2014) considers the original Sanskrit term of zhengu as *tattvatas, the
example quoted below, which contrasts zhengu with sugu (literally “because of the
conventional [truth]”) based on the twofold truth theory, suggests the possibility of
*paramarthatas (CWL 38c11-12: [DE/\FE  BEAAR]  ESFAMER] AR
).

S YDS 116b1720 NLAEFIEE, MERDE TEMARZ kgt BREAH
NERIZEAE |, IR IEE H 4% %, (A translation appears later.)
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Yogacara master in the Nara period who wrote some important works on
Buddhist logic, stated that the proof of vijiiaptimatrata also does not have
vipaksa.” It is reasonable to think that the author® of the proof refers to
Bhaviveka’ logic.

Regarding the first point, it should also be noted that Bhaviveka introduced an
improper, overapplied usage of the restriction—demonstrated by a sravaka
scholar criticizing Bhavivekas logic in his Madhyamakahrdaya-karika (MHK),
chapter IV as follows:

Thesis: In truth, an unknown [woman] (ayanikrta) should be known [by a
man].

Reason: Because [she is] a woman.

Example: Like another woman [i.e. the wife of the man] (Ejima 1980, 108—
109)

If the restriction could defend the proposition against the opponent’s invalidation
based on social agreement (prasiddha-badha), every thesis with the restriction
that did not comply with public order, including the example above, would be
regarded as invalid. According to Ejima (1980, 109), in Bhavivekas logic,
paramartha (the ultimate truth) of the restriction “paramarthatas” should mean
that the restricted thesis orients toward the ultimate truth, based on his theory of
the twofold truth.” That is, Bhaviveka thought the restriction should be used only

7 IRMS 319b18-20: [, B, MItHEM, —jbbaE, 54 R, &, MR
B JRBERE G, ORTRARMERER ) 1R S
Question: the proof in DZL does not have vipaksa. Does the proof of Tripitaka Master

[Xuanzang] also have no vipaksa? Answer. The proof of vijiaptimatrata also does not
have vipaksa, since there are no existences at all in Mahayana other than consciousness.

8 Based on the criticism of the biographies of Xuanzang, I doubt that he set out his proof
of consciousness-only in India (Moro 2015, 45-72).

® According to Ejima (1980: 102-105) and Hayashima (2013), Bhaviveka classified
paramartha into three types: (1) the ultimate object/meaning (karmadharaya
interpretation), (2) the object of the ultimate (non-discriminating) cognition (tatpurusa
interpretation), and (3) what possesses/orients toward the ultimate object (bahuvrihi
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in the context of proving sitnyata, and it was not applicable for all theses.

In East Asia, there were two kinds of interpretations of the restriction’s function.
In the section “the fallacy of contradicting worldly consensus” (1 [E]Hi%; *loka-
viruddha) of TIRS', Mungwe (Wengui)'' 3C#L (7th century), one of the direct
disciples of Xuanzang in Buddhist logic, classified “worldly consensus” as
follows:"

1. Worldly consensus of disciples (£:75 {H[i])
I. Within proponents discipline (H): e.g. a Buddhist claims to Buddhists
that X has arman."
ii. Within opponent’s discipline (fifl): e.g. a Buddhist claims to the disciples
of VaiSesika that X is selfless."

iii. Within the common discipline between proponent and opponent (£):
e.g. Buddhists and disciples of VaiSesika claim to each other that a gross
form (#Lf%) is permanent.

2. Worldly consensus of non-disciples (FEE2HHfH]): e.g. a scholar claims to
non-scholars that sasin is not the moon (1% 3£ H ), or that human skulls are
pure (ANTE'EV5), etc.

According to Mungwe, “the fallacy of contradicting worldly consensus” occurs
only in the cases of 1-iii and 2, while 1-i should be called “the fallacy of
contradicting ones own doctrine” (H ZFHE; *agama-virodha), and 1-ii is the

interpretation). The restricted thesis is regarded as (3).
10 Moro 2017 and Tang 2019 are recent contributions on IIRS.

1 Mungwe is said to be a Korean transliteration of 3(#l, because, according to Ishii
(1990) and Lee (1999), it is likely that he was a Silla monk. See also Li 1995.

12 Shen 2008: 341; X53, 848, 689¢22-690a19. A classification like this cannot be found
in Shentai’s %% commentary of the Nyayamukha (Limenlun shuji B3R F0).

13 A quotation of IIRS by Zenju reads: —# HEF ., bz 1FE M3k, Bk
A4, (RMS 312a22-23).

14 A quotation of IIRS by Zenju reads: 2235 {H:[#, 205 am Al Lokt 1. FTE %,
(IRMS 312a23-24).




Was There a Dispute between Dharmapala and Bhaviveka? 293

correct thesis to persuade the opponent. The restriction “paramdrthatas” can
avoid the fallacy in case 2. When a Buddhist claims to non-scholars, such as
cowherds, “In the ultimate truth [of the Buddhist], the essential nature of the eye,
etc. is empty (IR %881 /&29),” or Kapalika (&4 ), a non-Buddhist who
used skulls for ornaments, claims to non-scholars “In the ultimate truth [of

Kapalika], skulls are pure,” those theses with the restriction do not have the
fallacy. Though the former example seems to be based on DZL," the latter
shows that Mungwe thought the restriction could be used by any school. This
interpretation is similar to that of the §ravaka scholar’s in MHK as mentioned
above.

More radically, Dingbin & % (7-8th century) '° criticized Mungwe’s

classification of “worldly consensus” and stated that the existence of fallacies

17

depends on the judging audience. Thus, he also said the proof of

vijiiaptimatrata was claimed “by Xuanzang for temporary use to confront the

opponents, and it was not fit to spread for a long time.”"*

However, though Kuiji also divides “worldly consensus” into two types

15 Shen 2008: 341; X53, 848, 690a9—13. DZL 268c06-269al: LIt [ 5t HthE F2 i
sl e s TRMEARZE, L), BAN, hFETFEE. BRI A
He, IR ER B AR KR A S, IRFEA RS e, BUE A S IE TRiREA R 2
TA, WENEERPTRE. Bl SOUE MRS R, E A E R4 E R, AN
saeat. MR AR, L RIR O K, APTEIES A AR, Bl R, ME
BRiEPRE — Y REZE, PRI R AntE, S PRt R TP S MRS A R, A Ak
ReZESLEOE L AR PTG R, st E A AVYES SRS Han iRE —fA
IIRS repeatedly discusses similar formulae: BERIFTAIMREL, FILAMSZEME, 38w
#. IRH8227, (Shen 2008: 343); ANASREN/ NS RE R “BSAR, IRMREZE, Ll
AL, WEan HAR”, (Shen 2008: 379).

16 Dingbin was well known as a Vinaya master in the Tang dynasty—his work on
Buddhist logic has been criticized by Kuiji’s followers, especially in Japan, but is highly

regarded by modern scholars, such as Nakamura Hajime (1958, 12). For more
bibliographical information on Dingbin, see Moro (2015, 38§6—390).

17 1DS 312b19-20: HE[H H Eifh B 3L ELIREL - (RN RFE R 2 R,
18 IDS 315a25-26: —ji&k—HFz F. WFLAEHEL, RUBEIEA L THRAT,
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(disciples and non-disciples), ' his understanding of the restriction
“paramarthatas” slightly differs from Mungwe’s. After introducing the tradition
of the proof of vijiiaptimatrata, Kuiji described the restriction’s function as
below:

YDS 115¢4-8: tbib&Ed, Aprfiikl, #iEsgim, AiESE, IREER.,
YA, S HGE A FEE [, SRR R R 3R N, FEIR/IN I, IR
ARG 2R Bl A . IR ESE RN N B I 2 O,

Since this proof has [the terms] restricted [by some restrictions], it does not

have any fallacies. The subject (*dharmin; #{%) says “[in] truth,”™ [hence
the proof] is obviously based on the ultimate truth, not on the conventional
[truth]. Therefore, [the proof is] not in contradiction with the worldly

consensus of non-disciples. Moreover, [the restriction] shows that [the proof

is] set forth based on the extraordinary doctrine of Mahayana, and is not

based on Hinayana. [It] also [shows that the proof is] not in contradiction

with scriptures (*dgama) that preach that colors and forms (f4) separate
from the [visual] consciousness exist. [It] also [shows that the proof does]
not have the fallacy of contradicting the worldly consensus of Hinayana

disciples.

Kuiji showed two interpretations: First, the restriction can protect the restricted
thesis from the fallacy of contradicting the worldly consensus of non-disciples.

The restriction of Bhaviveka’s proof may be used for this purpose:

YDSll6b17—20 TR, WERE TEMEARZE, il
I E, Ttu oAb ). JREEE E B 1@9%0

9 YDS 115b2-5: A —fE, —3EEAR], BREEEE . prepttfprisirs, 8
. ANGEETprafiil, BRI, (HIEHHE,

20" According to Ejima (1980: 106), Bhaviveka seemed to have two different views on
the scope of the restriction: the whole thesis and the prejudice (*dharma). In East Asia,
however, the relationship between the restriction and the subject of the thesis was one of
the major points of the dispute on the proofs of vijiaptimatrata and sinyata. See Moro
(2015: 163-166).
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When a thesis shows “[in] the ultimate truth,” it does not have the fallacies
of contradicting ones own doctrine (*dgama-) and worldly consensus
(*loka-viruddha). For example, [Dasheng] zhangzhen [lun] states “[In] the
true nature (IE ), conditioned [existences] are empty like an illusion,
because they are produced by causal conditions. [In the true nature,]
unconditioned [existences] are not real, because they never occur, like
[illusory] flowers in the sky.”

It is reasonable to suppose that this usage corresponds to case 2 of IIRS as
mentioned above.

Second, the restriction can also protect the restricted thesis from the fallacy of
contradicting the common sense of Hinayana disciples. This interpretation is
likely to be similar to Bhavivekas understanding of “paramarthatas” in MHK

IV as mentioned above, though their interpretations of paramartha are different.

Ejima (1980, 140; fn. 28) stated that Kuiji was not consistent in his
understanding of the restriction “paramarthatas,” since he criticized the logical
errors of the restriction of the proof of s@#nyata in his commentary of CWL while
supporting the restrictions function. Ejima (1976) also pointed out that
Dharmapala’s usage of the restriction in DGS seemed to lack coherence. Kuiji’s
double standards might be based not only on his misunderstanding, as Ejima said,
of Bhaviveka’s logic, but also on the context of the discussions on the restriction,
which can be found in MHK, DGS, and IIRS.

2. Revision of Bhaviveka’s biography

The Great Tang Records on the Western Regions or Datang xiyu ji K PEIikE0
(DXJ) attributed to Xuanzang seems to show positive evaluation of Bhaviveka.
According to DXJ, Bhaviveka of “broad mind and deep virtue” could not meet
and discuss with Dharmapala, although a dialogue considered to be Dharmapala’s
criticism of Bhaviveka can be found in DGS:*!

21 See Keenan 1997 and Hoonaert 2004.
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DXJ930c11-931a8: BAARHRRHEDER . . IR N EEA R ILEE, 2B IR =
wi (BB E . FFRBKERERS 2R, Rbif Rl E B s, .M
FEVERE L B A EAE T, AR M, BRI,

HEVR BRI T, SRR DA PINE, MATRR R I REAT. .
EhEaHMEE, AL g aEE, B0 EBackigd%E NMEHEREAS

Not far south from the capital of Dhanakataka, there is a big mountain

Jeu

where Bhaviveka, staying at the palace of Asura, is waiting to see Maitreya
attain Buddhahood. The master [Bhaviveka] has broad mind and deep
virtue. (...) He heard that Bodhisattva Dharmapala of Magadha enhanced
the teaching [of Buddha] and had thousands of students. Wanting to talk
[with Dharmapala], he traveled with a staff and arrived at Pataliputra [the
capital of Magadha]. Hearing that Bodhisattva Dharmapala was under a
bodhi tree, the master [Bhaviveka] ordered his pupil to visit the tree.
Bodhisattva Dharmapala said to the pupil: “The human world is like an
illusion and a life is like a floating [bubble]. Being athirst for the days to
devote [myself] to the truth, I have no time to talk [with you].” Messengers
and letters passed [between them], but eventually [Bhaviveka] could not

meet [Dharmapala].

In later traditions, however, he came to be described as a highly selfcentered
person who misunderstood the doctrine of emptiness. Ruli Z1#f, a fourth-
generation disciple of Kuiji in the Tang dynasty, revised Bhaviveka’s tradition
based on DXJ in his sub-commentary of CWL or Cheng weishi lun shu yiyan ¥
MRk BT (CWLSY):

CWLSY 723a6-20: SRIEHEE & Mip NEpE, AT, A5, REM
E ERAER, MoxE TSR, AE T EBAREL, RREITEE, 5
BT AR, TR ), AR S AR A, B RE G A
LRAR. WL HE, BB, Mo RRELE | FEEMES T AR
Ak, WEHEES [ AREREEAE, R, ), BEs s
BRASG LI, R REAE R R B L IEHEA TR ek, AR AR,

BlE S TmbERRET ) ENESE, BCZREE AR TERSHILTH .
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AR, ERRMEAS N RIATR PR, TP R, NEE
T, AiEPEE R Ut

Bhaviveka was a petty bodhisattva, yet to attain the first level, with a strong
self-attachment. He had doubts on the Middle [way], [yet] he was not
willing to approach Maitreya to have him resolve them. In the end, therefore,
he said: “Maitreya has yet to become a Buddha, like me, having a wife and
children. he cannot solve my question. He will not resolve my doubts. When
he will be born as a Buddha, he will solve my doubts.” Accordingly,
intending that his body be preserved in the stone [cave] for a long time, [he
remained] in front of the statue of Bodhisattva AvalokiteSvara for seven
days and nights, not eating. After seven days had gone by, Bodhisattva
Avalokite§vara appeared in the stone [cave] and spoke to Bhaviveka: “(...)
What is your request?” Bhaaviveka said: “(...) I want to be able to preserve
my body long enough so as to see Maitreya become a Buddha (...)”
Avalokite$vara said: “If you wish to be able to see Maitreya, you ought to
take the extensive vow to be born in Maitreya’s heavenly palace. (...)"
Bhaviveka stated: “My vow cannot be changed; my will cannot be altered.
(...)” AvalokiteSvarasaid: “Go to the place of Asura.” Then he ordered
the cave open and, once opened, he thereupon said to everyone: “If you
wish to preserve this body, you may enter this cave.” At that time, only six
persons entered, and once they were all in, the gate of the cave was closed
again. Because Bhaviveka was a person who held on to a mistaken
interpretation of the doctrine of emptiness, he could not practice well. It is

said that Bhaviveka was 28 years old then.

Crealy, this revised biography assesses Bhaviveka rather negatively. This

revision was made probably on the basis of Kuiji’s criticism, because he often

use the similar term  “a person who is mistakenly attached to the doctrine of

emptiness (E:HXZZ)”  in his commentary of CWL to criticize Bhaviveka.”> As

I mentioned above, while Kuiji criticized Bhaviveka, his interpretation of the

restriction “in reality” was partly similar to Bhavivekas. It may be presumed that

22 T no. 1830, 43, 494b25-26.
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the negative aspect of Kuiji's evaluation has been emphasized through
generations of his followers, and Bhaviveka’s biography revised accordingly.

3. Difference between the proofs of Bhaviveka and Dharmapala

As has been noted, there were two understandings of the purpose of the
restriction “paramdrthatas”: (1) that it could be used by any school to avoid
some fallacies of the thesis and (2) that it should be used for a limited purpose,
that is, the proof of sinyata and/or the ultimate truth of Mahayana. Bhaviveka
and Kuiji seemed to allow both purposes, while Mungwe never discussed the
latter option. In other words, the restriction of case (1) is context-dependent and
that of case (2) context-independent, although the meaning of paramartha would
change according to the user of the restriction in both cases.” These
understandings seemed to influence later discussions on the difference between
the formulae of Bhaviveka and Dharmapala.

Seong yusig non hakgi FEMERkRE5C (SYNH), a Silla commentary of CWL
edited by Daechyeon K& (8th century), introduced the views of Wonhyo JrHlE
(617-686) as well as Sungyeong /{5 (7th century), a Silla contemporary of
Wonhyo and Kuiji, on the difference between the proofs of sinyara of Bhaviveka

and Dharmapala:*

e Sungyeong regarded these two proofs as consistent, as the negations used in
both were prasajya-pratiseda, and the target of the criticism was a master of
Yoga (#H Jf& 5% Fifi ).* There was no dispute between Bhaviveka and

23 For details on the understanding of the ultimate truth in East Asian Yogacara tradition,
see Moro 2018.

2 SYNH 484a8-17: Aanlt “FEipEF, .. s VBT s eI f), 29550
i, A Ry, mkiiE, TZEEE, 2558, FRZER, K4
AN, TEFR PR, B, 58 B RMAIREL, TR AT, A ME
A, A58, JRERE, SRS, MArAeE. BEUA)E, BERE TR T104A]
e R vEw S, FRIERR, STMEATSE . FEERE (A,

2 SYNH 483c13-484a6: it _AlANIERTim, 1IN iFiE Rl mE2 R [IIEE
=, MEEAME, Dhielras., ERGRM, Wik, EEHMBS, AU SRR, X
WEES (TS, Bt EE A R AT . R R AN IR A, e
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Dharmapala.

e  Wonhyo stated that their understandings of siinyatG—Dharmapala’s as the
ultimate existence (#045) and Bhavivekas as the ultimate nonexistence (%
i) —appeared to oppose each other on the surface but were essentially
same in the sense that both were beyond words and logic.

Zenju stated in his Yuishiki bunryo ketsu ME%57 2% (Solutions to the theory of
four-part cognition and the proof of vijiaptimatrata; YBK) that Wonhyo and
Sinbang #fHj (7th century) also regarded these two proofs as the same, while
Dojeung 5% (7-8th century) and Gyeongheung 5Bl (7th century) thought
of them as different:*

e  Wonhyo claimed that both proofs were the same.

e Dojeung criticized Wonhyo, claiming that both proofs were not the same as
their targets were different—Dharmapala stated the proof to criticize
Hinayanists and non-Buddhists, while Bhavivekas target included
Mahayanists as well as Hinayanists and non-Buddhists.

e Sinbang criticized Dojeung as he considered the targets of both proofs
identical.

It should be noted that these Silla scholar monks, barring Wonhyo, were
concerned with the targets of the proofs. They seemed to be interested in the
context of the proofs of Bhaviveka and Dharmapala, following Mungwe’s logical
view on the restriction, and to consider that their logical equality depended on
the context. However, Wonhyo discussed sinyata beyond words and logic, that

is, the ultimate reality independent of context. Consequently, it can be seen that

RN 2 MM LM 2 2R R UM R I |, BRI ERSATRA. e
=~ [BUEIRERSRRGA . fedil, maFE), DGR SRR, FEMEZAME
2222 ] B, ERITARIERRA, FERTEIL, MR RERE AR AR ERT, IR
e, R LABLRE, NEDRED 5 E S,

% YBK 449c8-17: #riEchHeiEaiplt £ s [EB L ERAE 2] Fan, HSATE
BHPERL, BRI, B (A MER TR B, SR EA B A ZE),
BEEF s TR E T IT el ), Yook — 8, BEGE SRS ITE, 1 AT
B O EMERENTESME, EEmE RN RSN, BHIERTRL. B imprE R E2ith
S, ERAME KRR, FE TR, BEIEE, BERY BLGEFEINIESRL
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the historical understandings of the dispute between Dharmapala and Bhaviveka
among East Asian Buddhist logicians were closely related to their logical
positions.

4. Conclusion

Methodologically speaking, a historical logic should be studied from the points
of both non-historical and historical view. On the one hand, a logical system
constructed historically is expected to work non-historically under a universal
rule or law. Ueda (2001, 6) stated that “(...) Dignaga’s logic may not necessarily
work as he expected. (...) Understanding the purpose or motive of the Dignagan
logic is insufficient to understand it. Therefore, generally speaking, the way of
understanding thought is not identical with that of understanding logic.” The rule

or law of historical logic is often reconstructed based on the contexts.

I agree with Ueda but also think of the background of historical research. Up till
here, we have outlined the close relationship between logical discussions on the
proofs of vijiiaptimatrata or sinyata and historical descriptions of Bhaviveka and
Dharmapala. East Asian Buddhist logicians seemed to have believed that an
Indian logician’s life reflects his understanding of logic—an Indian logician who
has an incorrect understanding of logic will live an improper religious life. If the
proofs of two logicians are same, they should not dispute each other. Even now,
we often investigate historical descriptions influenced by the authors’ logical
understandings to consider a logical problem, although Ueda claims as quoted

above.

E. H. Carr (1892-1982), an English historian, opposes the idea that “history
deals with the unique and particular, and science with the general and universal.”
He claims that “[h]istory is concerned with the relation between the unique and
the general” because “[t]he very use of language commits the historian, like the
scientist, to generalization” (Carr 1961/2018, 57). Historiography and logical
investigation might share a part of the universal problem, and the two would be
inseparable, at least at the beginning of the development of East Asian Buddhist
logic.
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