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Preface

I am happy to present a translation of Dharmakirti’s
Vadanyaya before the students and readers of Indology and
Indian philosophy. When I read the text for the purpose of
translation, I found that the text is still in need of critical
edition because it contains some corrupt readings. So I have
edited the text in the light of the editions of Rahul
Sankrityayan and of Dvarikadas Shastri and also in the light
of Santaraksita’s commentary Vipaficitartha.

In my translation of the text I have tried to be neither too
literal nor too liberal. The former, because I wanted to make
Dharmakirti’'s Vadanyaya intelligible to those English
readers who do not understand Sanskrit. And the latter,
because | wanted to be useful to those who would like to
read the text with the help of a translation. 1 have also
included explanatory notes at the end of this work in order
to facilitate a clearer understanding of the text and the
translation.

The central theme of Vadanydya is the nature and
classification of nigrahasthanas. | had written on this topic in
the context of Nyaya and Buddhist theories of inference and
fallacies, as a small part of my Ph.D. dissertation. Around
the same time my colleague Dr. Mangala Chinchore had
taken up the theme as the central topic of her Ph. D.
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dissertation. (Co-indicidently both the dissertations have
been published in the Bibliotheca Indo-Buddhica series of
Indian Books Centre). Dr. Chinchore has discussed the
theme with a great length and depth in her work. But while
reading her work I found that my approach to Vadanyaya is
basically different from her approach. In my Introduction
to this work, therefore, I took an opportunity to express my
approach as clearly as possible and also to discuss one of the
crucial points made by Dr. Chinchore in her book. Thanks
to Dr. Chinchore’s writing which provoked me to do so.

I am grateful to Shri Sunil Gupta who asked me to
translate  Vadanyaya for Indian Books Centre and
encouraged me from time to time. I am also grateful to my
parents, wife, colleagues and friends who gave me
encouragement and moral support when it was needed.

Pradeep P. Gokhale
November 15, 1992
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Introduction

Vadanyaya is an important work by Dharmakirti, the
Buddhist philosopher and logician of seventh century A.D..
The work is devoted to the rules of victory and defeat in
debate. The term ‘Vadanyaya’ means the logic of debate in
the broad sense of the term ‘logic’. ‘Logic’ in its restricted
sense means a formal discipline which systematises the rules
governing validity of valid arguments or logical truth of the
logically true propositions. But logic in its broad sense could
mean a discipline which deals with the questions of
rightness and wrongness from a rational point of view (that
is, where °‘right’ stands for rational or reasonable and
‘wrong’ stands for irrational or unreasonable) in the
context of any given enquiry. When, for instance, a debate
takes place between two persons it is a legitimate question as
to whose stand in the debate is rational and whose
irrational. Winning and losing in a debate would be
governed by the consideration of rightness or wrongness in
this sense, if one has to look at ‘debate’ as a rational
enterprise. Naturally the discipline which deals with the
rules governing rationality of winning or losing a debate
could be called the logic of debate. Vadanyaya is a work in
the logic of debate in this broad sense.
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The concept of nigrahasthana

Dharmakirti’s construction of the logic of debate can be
better understood on the background of Nyaya discussion
of debate. Dharmakirti has used the Nyaya account of
debate, not only as a purvapaksa, a position to be refuted,
but also, at least partly, as a raw material for reconstruction.
His criticism of Nyaya is not purely destructive but it has a
constructive aspect also. Gautama. in his Nyayasitra
(hereafter, NS) states the rules regarding winning and
losing a debate in terms of the notion of nigrahasthana.
Gautama presents the notion of nigrahasthana (‘the point of
defeat’) in his work in two places. First he gives the general
concept of nigrahasthana as vipratipatti and apratipatti
(Misapprehension and non-apprehension) in N§1.2.19 and
in the latter part of his work he gives an elaborate
classification of nigrahasthanas. Dharmakirti seems to
develop over the general concept of nigrahasthana given in
NS. His line of approach could be spelt out as follows:
Dharmakirti suggested that nigrahasthanas of the disputant
(Vadin) and those of the opponent (prativadin) are not the
same. The job of the disputant (as disputant) is to present a
good argument for proving his position and to justify it,
whereas the job of the opponent as opponent is to point out
the faults in the argument. They would be failing in their
jobs it they suffer from non-apprehension or false
apprehension relevant to their respective jobs. The non-
ipprehension that the disputant has consists in his failure to
resent or justify a sound argument and the false
ppprehension he has consists in his presentation of
allacious arguments or irrelevant or redundant statements.
Il these types seem to be clubbed by Dharmakirti into one
rm - ‘asadhanangavacana’. Similarly the non-apprehension

1at the opponent has consists in his inability to find out the
>nuine fault in the faulty argument advanced by the
sputant. The false apprehension he has consists in his
dinting out a non-fault as fault. Both these types seem to
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be clubbed by Dharmakirti in one term - ‘adosodbhavana’. In
this way it is possible to argue that Dharmakirti’s account of
nigrahasthana is not radically opposed to the Nyaya
definition of nigrahasthana but it is a development over it.
That is why, it seems, Dharmakirti does not criticise the
general definition of nigrahasthana though he criticises
other aspects of the Nyaya account of nigrahasthana. Two
such aspects come to the foreground-

(1) The Nyaya conception of debate in the context of
which the question of nigrahasthanas becomes
relevant.

(2) The elaborate classification of nigrahasthana given in
NS.

Dharmakirti on the Nyaya-concept of debate

Dharmakirti’s account of the nature of debate differs
significantly from the Nyaya account. The first point of
difference is that of terminology. What Naiyayikas call Vada
is not the same as what Dharmakirti calls Vada. Naiyayikas
classify katha (discussion) into three kinds: vada, jalpa and
vitanda. ‘Vada’ roughly stands for a friendly discussion
between a teacher and his disciple or between two co-
disciples where the question of victory or defeat does not
arise. ‘jalpa’ stands for a debate between two parties where
both the parties try to justify their own positions against
each other. In jalpa the question of victory and defeat is
most relevant. ‘Vitanda’ stands for a debate similar to jalpa,
the difference being that in Vitanda one of the parties does
not present any position of its own, but it only attempts to
refute the position of the other party.

What Naiyayikas call vada resembles what Dharmakirti
calls prapancakatha or vistarakatha (see, for instance, sections
70, 72, 73). Prapaficakatha is a diffuse discussion which is not
governed by any rules concerning defeat or victory. But
unlike wvdada it is not restricted to the discussion between
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teacher and his disciple or between two co-disciples. It can
take place between any two persons interested in a subject.

What Naiyayikas call jalpa resembles what Dharmakirti
calls vada. Vada of Dharmakirti (let us call it vada (D)) is a
debate between two parties trying to argue out their own
cases and refute the cases of each other. The question of
victory and defeat does arise in the case of vada (D). But
vada (D) may be distinguished from jalpa in at least two
important ways-

(1) The purpose behind jalpa is the protection of
one’s own philosophical determination (' TraTegaEaERaNe
Seafarus . . ' NS 4.2.50). In fact Naiyayikas associated their
concepts of victory and defeat with this goal of self-
protection. Jalpa and vitanda are the weapons to be used for
defending oneself and for defeating others. The purpose
behind vada(D), on the other hand, is to persuade the
other debater rationally, to help him achieve the knowledge
of truth and to remove his misconceptions. Dharmakirti
associates his concepts of victory and defeat with this goal of

vada (D). (WURE a@@Nd it fosm:,  sueeed
faemfaufafteds wfaerfet: - VN, Section 37). The other

difference follows from this difference.

(2) Since jalpa (and also vitanda) is to be used as a
weapon for self-defence (and for winning over others), the
use of both rational as well as irrational devices in the course
of debate was permitted by Naiyayikas. On the contrary
Dharmakirti condemned the use of any irrational means
(such as chala, a form of deceiving the other debater) in the
course of debate, because for him the purpose of vada(D)
was not to defend one’s own position by any hook or crook,
but to benefit the other debater by removing his
misconception and leading him to knowledge.

The third type of katha viz., vitanda which was
recommended by Naiyayikas as a means to self-defence was
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disapproved totally by Dharmakirti. (Taia faquer wege,
SITINE faaIaEm) - VA, Section 83).

Dharmakirti on classification of nigrahasthanas

We have seen that Dharmakirti does not seem to be
critical about the general definition of nigrahasthana as
given in NS, which he develops further. But he is vehemently
critical about the elaborate Nyaya classification of
nigrahasthanas. He devotes the second half of his work to the
criticism of this classification. He gives his own classification
of migrahasthanas along with their definitions, in the first
half of his work. Let us first consider his own classification
and then turn to his criticism of the Nyaya classification.

Prima facie it appears that Dharmakirti’s classification of
nigrahasthanas is just two-fold. But the two types of
nigrahasthanas  that  Dharmakirti  mentions  (viz.
asadhanangavacana and adosodbhavana) in fact indicate
many more types because Dharmakirti himself derives and
interprets the two terms in various ways. By interpeting the
terms variously Dharmakirti himself makes room for five
kinds of asadhanangavacana and two kinds-of adosodbhavana.
His classification may be tabulated as follows- '

Nigrah::sthina _
f ]
Of the disputant Of the opponent
(Asadhanangavacana) (Adosodbhavana)
(N,) Non4justification of a (N,) Notpointing outa
constituent of proof faultin disputant’s
(N,) Non-statement ofa argument
' constituent of proof (N,) Pointing outanon-
(N,) Statement of what is fault as fault.

redundant as a part of proof
(N) Statement of afallacious
constituent of proof
(N,) Statement of something
irrelevant
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[For the types N, to N, based on different derivations of
the terms asadhanangavacana and adosodbhavana, see
sections 1, 30, 31, 32, 33, 36 and 38 respectively]

This amounts to a seven-fold classification. If we
understand this classification, then we can understand the
point in Dharmakirti’s criticism of Nyaya -classification also
in a better light. Dharmakirti is not very critical, for
instance, about two Nyaya - nigrahasthanas - Apratibha (Non-
imagination) and Hetvabhdasa (Fallacies of probans). (Of
course Dharmakirti would differ with the Nyaya conception
and classification of hetvabhasasin their details, but not with
the basic concept of hetvabhasa). It is not surprising because
Dharmakirti has included them in his own classification in
some form or the other. Apartibha, takes the form of Nv N2
or N in Dharmakirti’s classification and Hetvabhasas are
included in N,. In fact Dharmakirti in one place goes to the
extent to say that the two nigrahasthanas viz. Hetvibhasa and
Apratibha cover all the nigrahasthinas. (7 araasar
TEEmRaEy, kU grEf|,  agiEaed

Tegafa, VA, Section 80).

Dharmakirti accepts the Nyaya nigrahasthana Punarukta
(See sections 71-73) with some qualifications and
modifications. It is natural because Punarukta in its
modified form implies N, of Dharmakirti. He clearly accepts
‘Arthantara’ of Nyaya (see section 61) which implies his N,.

In general we can say that when Dharmakirti is critical
about the Nyaya classification, he is not epposed to each
and every type of nigrahasthana of Nyaya. He is ready to
accept those Nyaya nigrahasthanas, which are formally
matching to his classification which is more systematic. Still
he is critical about the Nyaya classification to a large extent
for the following reasons-

(1) The Nyaya classification is not mutually exclusive: Many
nigrahasthanas which are mentioned separately in the Nyaya
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list due to minor differences, could be clubbed into a few of
them. For example Pratijiagvirodha in its refined and
corrected form could be included in Hetviabhasa. (¥aa4
wiaeecifaiy: wa g Jyenfamfuafa faesamfaeal =fa
Section 53) Arthantara, Nirarthaka and Aparthaka insofar as
they are genuine nigrahasthanas are different kinds of
irrelevant talks; so they could be clubbed into one.
Ananubhasana, Ajiiana and Apratibha need not be
distinguished from each other insofar as their essence is
concerned. In this way there is a great scope for economy in
Nyaya classification.

(2) Noris the Nyaya - classification collectively exhaustive:
Because, if one allows invention of new types on the basis of
minor differences, then any number of types can be
invented, which are not there presently in the Nyaya list.
(See section 80).

(8) Dharmakirti is critical about the Nyaya framework of
anumana. When Naiyayikas were not clear about the
constitutive elements of a sound probans, Dharmakiri
introduced the scheme of three constitutive elements.
Correspondingly he pointed out three basic fallacies of
probans : Asiddha, Viruddha and Anaikantika. This was a
systematic counter-thesis to the Nydya scheme of five
Hetvabhasas. Naiyayikas talked of five elements (avayavas) of
inferential statement. Dharmakirti systematically criticised
this view and pointed out that only two elements (the
statements of paksadharmata and vyapti) are necessary and
sufficient and also that the order between these two
elements is of no importance.' Whereas the Nyaya scheme of
nigrahasthanas presupposes the Nyaya framework of
anumana, Dharmakirti’s criticism of the former reflects his
criticism of the latter. So Apraptakala is no more a
nigrahasthana because it presupposes the specific order of
the elements of the inferential statement. If an inferential
statement lacks Pratijiia or Nigamana then the occasion of
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defeat called Nyuna occurs according to Nyaya. Dharmakirti

-rejects this possibility because, Pratijia and Nigamana as
elements of inferential statements are redundant according
to him. And if Pratijna itself is not necessary in any
inferential statement, then many nigrahasthanas such as
Pratijfiantara, Pratijiahani, Pratijiagsamnyasa lose their
significance.

(4) Otherdefects:  Apart from the above defects in the
Nydya account, there are other defects. There are many
places where Naiyayikas are incorrect or vague or confused
in their account. Sometimes they present implausible cases
as the instances of nigrahasthana. (For instance, see section
44). They unduly extend the scope of Pratijfiavirodha and
mix up Drstantavirodha with it. They treat some of the
unnecessary conventions regarding debate as the essential
rules (see section 78). Dharmakirti points out many such
cases into the details of which we need not go here.

A problem: Is hetvabhasa a nigrahasthana?

I have pointed out that Dharmakirti in his classification
of nigrahasthanas includes Hetvabhasa as one of the
derivations of the term asddhanangavacana. (It is N, in his
classification tabulated above). But this view 1s not
acceptable to all. Dr. Mangala Chinchore in her thorough-
going account of Vadanyaya repeatedly claims that
hetvabhasa is not a nigrahasthana according to Dharmakirt.”
As a matter of fact there are many statements of Dharmakirti
himself which are clearly contrary to her claim.’But there is
one passage which apparently supports Dr. Chinchore’s
view.

“g f& cpawEfweamsft aifer:  wfaafeisafoofse <
WAAEE g1, qaRd WA Iaaugdl  Sawrs™-
AT Fael FEIMIER SAWRIaTa Afuesws sy
e 7 fe axafawral swiEq seeraer:l"" (Section No. 36).
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Here Dharmakirti is pointing out that commission of a
Hetvabhasa by the disputant does not by itself result into his
defeat. He will be defeated if the fallacy of probans has been
pointed out by the opponent. Nor would it be correct to say:
The commission of Hetvabhasa, if it remains undiscovered by
the opponent, would result in to the disputant’s victory,
because his position stands proved insofar as it is not
disproved. The disputant does not win because due to his
fallacious argument, he fails to persuade his opponent
rationally (VAW TIIRRTET - Literally - there is no realisation
of truth (by the opponent)).

Now the question is: If hetvabhasa is an occasion of defeat
according to Dharmakirti why does the commission of
Hetvabhasa does not necessarily result into defeat according
to him?

Dr. Chinchore’s answer seems to be: Since commission of
a Hetvabhasa does not necessarily result into defeat,
Hetvabhasa must not be a nigrahasthana according to him.
Butis this approach satisfactory?

The fact is: Where Dharmakirti calls Hetvabhasa a
nigrahasthana, he does so literally and vividly."' But the
passage which apparently supports Dr. Chinchore’s
interpretation, does not contain the word ‘nigrahasthana’
at all. (Dr. Chinchore has apparently overlooked the direct
and clear evidences unfavourable to her thesis, but tried to
exploit unclear and indirect evidences apparently
favourable to her.) If the two evidences are put together, we
have the following picture: Hetvabhasa is a nigrahasthana but
commission of Hetvabhasa does not necessarily cause the
defeat. :

This is interesting. If Dharmakirti is consistent in this,
then his noton of nigrahasthana is in need of further
clarification. I suggest the following clarification.
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Nigrahasthana, i.e., an occasion of defeat or a ground of
defeat is so called because when it is committed by a
disputant or an opponent in the debate situation, it can
cause the defeat (subject to its discovery by the other
debater). But nigrahasthana is not always the sufficient
. condition of defeat (i.e. it need not necessarily lead to one’s
defeat); it is possible that a nigrahasthana is committed but
the actual defeat does not occur.” Hetvabhdsa is a
nigrahasthana according to Dharmakirti in this restricted
sense. In fact this situation is not peculiar to hetvabhasa, it
could be generalised and applied to other nigrahasthanas as
well. In general, one could say, it could be applied to
asadhanangavacana and adosodbhavana. (We will consider a
problem with this proposal a little later.)

Dharmakirti in this way realises a gap between winning
and losing - a situation where none of the debaters is to be
declared as defeated though one of them is certainly at
fault, and though a nigrahasthana has been committed. Why
does Dharmakirti take this stand? He himself gives the
answer-

TR WA TN 1 SSEeAaE 9= (Section 36)

The debater who commits a fallacy but whose fallacy
remains undetected by the opponent, is not defeated,
because winning and losing is determined relative to the act
of surpassing each other’s strength that takes place among
the two debaters. That one debater loses a point or fails to
score a point is insufficient. Whether the other debater
scores a point by surpassing him is equally important. If the
disputant commits a fallacy, he has lost a point, but if the
opponent does not discover the fallacy, he is equally a loser,
he will score a point over the disputant, if he points out the
fallacy committed by him. Committing a nigrahasthana
amounts to losing a point, but it will not be translated into
actual defeat unless that is complemented by the other
debater by scoring a point. Here Dharmakirti is insisting



INTRODUCTION xxiii

that result of a debate should not be based on a one-sided
judgement, but it should always be made in the light of
reciprocal or competitive character of the debate. This
contention in no way affects Dharmakirti’s view that
Hetvabhasais a nigrahasthana.

But if the judge cannot declare the disputant as defeated
in the situation described above, what else can he do? It is
possible to claim that the judge may declare the disputant as
the winner. Because if the judge has discovered a fault in the
disputant’s argument which the opponent has not, but if
the judge is partial to the disputant, then he could take
advantage of the situation and tell the opponent, “See, the
disputant has presented an argument which you are notin a
position to refute. So you have lost; the disputant has won.”
Dharmakirti condemns this possibility because it would be a
case of cheating the opponent on the part of the judge. And
no cheating practice is in order in a philosophical enquiry.

(7 e aeafemal iaq ser=ae@R:| Section 36).

“This approach of Dharmakirti is important as a response
to Nyaya approach also. Naiyayikas do not talk of any gap
between occurrence of a nigrahasthana and actual defeat.
This sometimes may generate a paradoxical situation.
Consider, for instance, the two Nyaya-nigrahasthanas -
Hetvabhdasa and Paryanuyojyopeksana. Suppose a disputant
commits a fallacy of probans and the opponent fails to
discover it. Then the disputant has committed the former
nigrahasthana whereas the opponent has committed the
latter. According to Nyaya, both will have to be declared as
defeated. Dharmakirti tries to avoid this paradox by creating
a gap between occurrence of nigrahasthana and declaration
of defeat.

But the problem reappears in a different form in
Dharmakirti’s framework also. Consider the first type of
adosodbhavana (N,), according to which the disputant is
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faulty, but the opponent fails to discover the fault. This isan
occasion of the opponent’s defeat. But the disputant has
already committed a fault (which the opponent fails to
discover), so itis an occasion of disputant’s defeat as well. So
there is an occasion (or two occasions at the same time) of
the defeat of both disputant and opponent. But none of
them is to be declared as defeated! What will happen now?
Adosodbhavana cannot culminate into the actual defeat of
the opponent unless this incapasity of the opponent (to
discover the disputant’s fault) has been pointed out by the
disputant himself. (Because, an incapasity of a debater
cannot by itself lead to his defeat! This is by the same token
as in the case of Hetvabhasas.) But if the disputant points out
the opponent's incapasity to discover the disputant’s own
fault, then he in a way acknowledges the real fault
committed by himself. In discovering opponent’s incapasity
he is discovering his own fault.® He is acknowledging
asadhanangavacana  committed by  himself and
adosodbhavana committed by the opponent. Again a
paradoxical situation! Dharmakirti may perhaps say: Such a
situation of indecision is welcome, because occurrence of a
nigrahasthana does not by itself play a decisive role! But still
the question is: Why did Dharmakirti introduce
adosodbhavana of the first type (i.e.. N,) as the occasion of
the opponent’s defeat, which never leads to the actual
defeat of the opponent?

On the present edition of the text

The Sanskrit text of Vadanyaya was first edited by Rahul
Sankrityayan and was published by Mahabodhi Society of
Sarnath in 1936. It was further edited by Swami Dvarikadas
Shastri in the light of Santaraksita’s commentary
Vipanicitartha and published by Buddha-bharati of Varanasi
in 1972. This latter edition is certainly an improvement over
Rahulji’s version and is closer to the original text. Yet it
contains many corrupt readings and leaves room for further
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improvement.” The present edition is an attempted
improvement over Dvarikadas Shastri’'s edition of
Vadanyaya.

While editing, I have considered Dvarikadas Shastri’s
edition (hereafter, D) as the point of departure. Generally, I
have accepted the alternative readings suggested in D in the
light of Vipaficitartha (hereafter, V). But in some places I
found that the readings in Rahul Sanskrityayan’s edition
(hereafter, R) are more consistent than the readings in D.
Generally, I have benefited from V while improving upon D.
However, since V is not a word to word commentary and
leaves many words and sentences unmentioned and
unexplained, it cannot come to our rescue while improving
upon many corrupt readings in the available text. I have
suggested alternative readings in some such cases,
considering mainly the question of semantic consistency of
the text.

Since D is my starting point, I have given editorial foot-
notes only where I had to deviate from D. When the
alternative readings suggested by me are based onR or V, I
have altered the text accordingly and explained the source
in the footnotes. But when the source of alternative reading
is not R or V, but my imagination, I have introduced my
suggestions in the text by placing them into brackets, and
have prefixed or suffixed a question mark to them.

The main drawback of my version of Vadanyaya is that it,
like R and D, does not take into account any Tibetan version
of the text. My humble request to the scholars of Tibetan
would be to verify the alternative readings suggested by me
in the light of Tibetan versions of Vadanyaya. In spite of this
drawback, I would like to claim humbly that my version is
closer than R or D to the original, though it still contains
many doubtful places.
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* Lastly I would like to inform that the division of the text
(and the translation) into sections and the assignment of
section-numbers has been done by me for the convenience
of the readers. These sections or section numbers are not
there in the original text.

Notes and References

1. For Dharmakirti’'s framework of anumana and the way it
differs from Nyaya framework, see Chapters II, III and V of
Inference and Fallacies Discussed in Ancient Indian Logic by
Pradeep P. Gokhale, Sri Satguru Publications (Indian
Books Centre), Delhi, 1992.

2. Dr. Mangala Chinchore makes this claim vividly on pp. 83-
84 of her work Vadanyaya: A Glimpse of Nyaya-Buddhist
controversy ( Sri Satguru Publications, Indian Books Centre,
Delhi, 1988) Elsewhere in her work she makes the point in
different form such as -- ‘“Nigrahasthanatva and
Hetvabhasatva should not be confused with each other.
None of the two determines the other.” She attributes this
view to Dharmakirti. But I think that, that Hetvabhasatvais a
determiner of Nigrahasthanatva would be acceptable to
Dharmakirti if that amounts to saying that commission of
Hetvabhasa is a nigrahasthana because it is what it is. This is
so because commission of Hetvabhasa is nothing but
asadhandngavacana in one of the senses of the latter (See
section 32) and asddhanangavacanatva is definitely a
determiner of nigrahasthanatva.

8. (i) ‘oryan wyT faddq e afgg: faeg: swfe! A
T, qenfy a9 At Foeey smediueE (WA,
Sec. 32).

(i) ‘7 qErweeEfen  renEmfeman  srafeer
AR qggaEd gdgEtta’ (VN, Sec. 80).
(iii) ‘TETTRNY urE oy, ettt (v,
Sec. 92).
4. See Note 3 above.
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5.

Dr. Chinchore observes that the Nydya concept of
Nigrahasthana was different from Dharmakirti's concept.
she points out that Udyotakara uses the term Pardjayavastu
(the point of defeat) where as Dharmakirti uses the term
Parijayadhikarana (the ground of defeat). This is an
important observation indeed. But Dr. Chinchore does not
use it while considering the question whether Hetvabhasa is
a nigrahasthana. She could have said: Hetvabhasa is a
nigrahasthana in Dharmakirti’s sense. It is a ground of
defeat, which may or may not result into actual defeat. But
it is not a nigrahasthana in Naiyayikas’ sense. It is not of
point of defeat (Pardjayavastu) which indicates actual
defeat.

This situation is similar to Matanujnia in Nyaya terms.

. Prof. Hajime Nakamura, in his foreword to d&=14: 4%

YAl 1 @ v (i ©d ste= % dod 1), a

Hindi work by Prof. Ramachandra Pandeya, Dr.
Raghavendra Pandeya and Dr. Manju, congratulates the
authors of the work for editing the Sanskrit text of
Vadanyaya successfully. But the Sanskrit text which the
authors include in their work as its second appendix is
nothing but a word to word (and error to error)
reproduction of Dvarikadas Shastri’s edition (with the
deletion of his editorial footnotes, but without the deletion
of footnote numbers in the text). The authors do not care
to acknowledge Svami Dvarikadas Shastri anywhere in the
work.
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Part I
[EUESDIR S L

Definition of
‘Occasion of Defeat”

. Ay ooy SrgsHaTad: vl e,
afmeed e
ST TAFTIRNIGHE §aT:|
ey, sty 7 gaafafa F=d

e fafg: e, @ frdden sgy, @& efEed
TREEEERt aifen fifen; agger stfasan
T AR AT 4l

1. The wicked persons defeat in debates by employing
improper methods® (Lit. Systems) even the one who argues
rationally. We start this (work on the logic of debate) for
repudiating them.

Asadhanangavacana and adosodbhavana’are the occasions
of defeat of the two (debaters, i.e. the disputant and the
opponent respectively). Any other occasion of defeat,
however, is not just; hence we do not accept it.
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Sadhana means proof of the matter' intended (to be
proved by the disputant). Its anga means what constitutes it.
Its non-statement, i.€::non-utterance of that constituent (of
proof), is the occasion of defeat of the disputant; (this
occurs) either because the disputant keeps mum because of:
Non-imagination after he proposes (to prove the matter) or
because he does not justify the constituent of proof (which’

he states).’
T8T

. [ wEvraEr wreETgEme ]

fafavma fr fagrysre fagtg - @wa:, w1, STuesva|

T gredd e enfd warey gfiffo %Trammn e ' Fq 9q
Fdeh 1, qq FIAEH, g m:,mmmsﬁﬁa;'sﬁn

2. [Justification of the constituent of proof in the case
of self-nature as reason.]

Because, three kinds of inferential sign (= probans)
constitute the proof of an unperceived object: self-nature,
effect and non-apprehension. Its justification (i.e.
justification of probans) means nothing but proving its
existence in the property-bearer (= subject of the thesis),
after proving its pervasion with the probandum (= predicate
of the thesis). For example - “All that is real or is a product is
impermanent, like the things such as pot. And sound is real

or a product.”
T8T

3. 3mfy 7 wfved seafray:, serdfagewemtasem |
g afHft R, T yETe qvaneiy sfl: yeed wEl g -
‘g W2 Fawh! a1, g | walstre:, g - vt 3fa

2. This and other subtities given in brackets have been introduced first in
D. They are not in R.
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3. In this there is no rule about the order (of
premises)‘because the two cases make no difference as to
the establishment of the intended matter. Because,
pervasion can certainly be demonstrated afterwards, after
proving the existence (of the probans) in the property-
bearer. For example - “Sound is real or a product. And
whatever is of this kind is all impermanent, like the things
such as pot.” (This also is a legitimate proof).

T8Y

¥, 3T e fauedd seymTeiee|

i 7 wd Wq Faw @1 whagufaain @g, swfrea
wHATTEmd iR sdfraamedsTHd ST -
ERRECESIG(

FaaM e IrefaeasT fe et

W W W SR e
fareiaaRe ¥ Fas! a1 @, g safhiaa vgmn

4. Here proving pervasion means demonstrating an
evidence' (= pramana) which falsifies (the existence of
probans) where there is absence (of probandum).” (It is as
follows.) If all that is real or a product is not subject to
destruction at every moment, then the defining
characteristic (of the real) viz. ‘capacity to function’ gets
excluded from it. Because a non-momentary object cannot
have any function (= artha-kriya) either in succession or in
simultaneity. Hence it (= the non-monetary object) will be
unreal. Because the entity, which by definition is destitute of
all the descriptions in term of capacity,’is indeseribable (as
real etc.).

If the evidence, which falsifies the existence of probansin
the absence of probandum, is not shown in this way, it (=
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the possibility that probans may exist in the absence of
probandum) is not contradicted (by any means of
knowledge). And hence when it (= probans) is not seen to
exist in the absence (of probandum), there is no suspension
of the doubt that the sound may be real or a product and yet

T8T

4. T HAuasaiee STfee!, aF W ed SRR S
fae; FRR=aaTET|

T SIRHIIe sERerT R wred qrad|

FHHANTIEENTE g e sty :|

5. Not every (kind of) non-apprehension falsifies the
existence of an object. In the given case capasity of an object
is established as pervaded by ‘the association with succession
or lack of succession’, because there is no other mode.
Therefore (in this case) the non-apprehension of pervading
characteristic (viz. ‘succession or no succession’) falsifies
the capasity in the case of the non-momentary object.’
Because the pervasion of the ‘non-association with
succession or simultaneity’ with the absence of capacity is

proved, there is no occurrence of infinite regress.2

T8T

€. STETESYHTHIVA, 76 : sHA TR TR e 2 e -
s : TERefy_TarReta | seifh 77 weRem sTereyay gid
A A; AT AR g |

gyl faudd aruafa ¥ wreafaudd, 7ee faeguegueamig,
R/ JFHTI=A|

permanent.
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T fg @ ¥ wreaase faei, afg @ yEa wfaesd
LA | ST T MHTg G gfifan:

! SAHE ARgTe el : TS|

AR S faysbsadeiiaTs i ey,
srafreeie wamfy wwfeerirreetarg)

6. [An Objection-]

“But here non-apprehension is not the means to
knowledge because the pervasion of the non-association
with succession or simultaneity with the absence of capasity
is itself not proved.' Hence there is no pervasion of the
earlier probans (‘realness’) (with the probandum
‘momentariness’). If you proceed to accept (another)
probans for (proving) this (second pervasion), then there
will be the danger of infinite regress.”

[Answer] Thatis not correct. Because you have not denied
(successfully) the non-apprehension as the-
means to prove absence.

(Which kind of non-apprehension is called the
falsifying evidence in this case?) That non-
apprehension, which proves the absence of
probans in the case in which there is absence of
probandum, is called the falsifying evidence
because it establishes the opposite of that (=
‘existence of probans in the absence of
probandum).

In this way the probans will be proved as absent
from the case in which probandum is absent, if it
(= its existence) is falsified by the authoritative
contrary evidence. Otherwise if the evidence
falsifying it (= the existence of probans) in that (=
the absence of probandum) is not established,
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then the doubt (that the probans may exist
without probandum) is inevitable.

In that case there will be a fallacy of probans
called ‘Inconclusive’ because of the doubtfulness
of negative concomitance.

Nor is the exclusion (of probans from the case of
the absence of probandum) proved merely on
the basis of non-apprehension. Because in the
case of remote objects non-apprehension does
not prove their absence to a non-omniscient
being; and because a person with downword
vision® does not perceive some objects although

T8

©. WU YA YHIH) g9 HEANIEET 7 e st
gl st =nafore | sfa yedarmem eiragsumEfa) T
"9 | Faeh a1 qeiema’ sfa faeafal

e SR YA : e wyeegas 9 fag wafal
T @Ry wafdd ey vafal aearegedd

AT T G : TSTACTTH; TRSETAHIEAT S
wude gareuem s ametafaeam)

7. The falsifying evidence, however, is (expressed as
follows)': Anything which lacks association with succession
and simultaneity does not have capacity to do anything. And
the non-momentary object has this character (that it lacks
association with succession and simultaneity). The falsifying
evidence which goes onwards in this way entails (Lit.
attracts) ‘the absence of capacity’ which is the defining

they are real.
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characteristic of ‘unreal’. By that (the pervasion-) ‘what is
real or a product is definitely impermanent’ is proved.

By this (justification) the positive concomitance of
the whole® probans-characteristic with the probandum-
characteristic is proved.

In this way the constituent of proof becomes justified in
the arguments based on self-nature as reason. Not justifying
it is non-statement of a constituent of proof. It is an
occasion of defeat of the disputant because it amounts to
non-fulfilment of the purpose undertaken (by the
disputant). Because, the soundness of the reason has not
been brought out (by the disputant) there, although in fact
asound reason has been employed.

T8T

¢. [ wriEd wnETgEneEy

FrdRaEfy myTge gudaq aq w1 fag s wRee
HYTEIRIEY, T o1 T8 FERROHETE qaayaT-
WIS g - ‘geAfer wfq wafi', Cwefy qey gudly
TSqY TRE 7 wafa' gf

e ety qeprda gafdd vyafql st wae f agam |
ot SRIURY STy TsTe Wirameg gy a1
Ty, AEHTE Tl |

wafret ggfrigeemar: agfraE fe wueE:
fyreEsie o=y, AgfaamETHe s wraeq) T fe wiidd oq w1
faeafal

g aq e qeErd w1y, i FRSERER)

efER = RN : FaHEiv W =]
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TarEnde SHETdEfy AT qg Aifed: WIS
srgmfdy afer sEfaerele agEmfdaeaEs 9
TR TGN, STREN L ISR : PRI IR eI GUEAT|

8.  [Justification of the constituent of proof in the case
of effect as reason.]

In the case of effect-as-reason too, a constituent of proof
needs justification. (The nature of this justification is as
follows:) It is the establishment of cause-effect-relation
(between probans and probandum) where the effect is used
as probans for proving the cause. This is done by giving two
kinds of evidences (= pramanas), one establishing existence
(i.e. positive concomitance) and the other non-existence
(i.e. negative concomitance) such as ‘This (= smoke etc.)
occurs (only) when this (= fire etc.) exists’ and ‘In spite of
the presence of other powerful causal conditions,' this
(= smoke etc.) does not occur in the absence of this (= fire
etc.)’.

In this way the fact that this (= smoke etc.) is the effect of
this cause (= fire etc.) (and not of any other thing) becomes
justified indubitally. Otherwise if (while establishing the
negative concomitance) only this much is demonstrated,
that ‘This does not occur in the absence of this,” then the
(causal) efficacy of it (= of the alleged cause) will be
doubted, if other things are also absent there (when the
effect is absent). The doubt will be as follows: ‘Some other
thing is efficient in producing it (= the effect), and it (= the
effect) did not occur because of the absence of that (other
thing)’.? ‘

‘Absence of this while that is absent’ amounts to
accidental coincidence. For example the fact that marriage
with one’s own mother is granted in a particular place is
related with the generation of date-trees in that place and
the fact that there is absence of date-trees in other places
where marriage with one’s own mother is not granted, is a
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matter of mere coincidence. Thus the effect is proved if
justified properly.

When any real thing is proved, it proves the generation of
its cause through its own generation. Because the effect has
invariable relation with the cause. There is the common law

(of causation) in so far as the invariable relation of all effects
with their causesis concerned.

(Like in the case of self-nature as reason:) In the case of
effect as reason too, not justifying (the casue-effect-relation)
in this way is ‘non-statement of a constituent of proof” and is
the occasion of the disputant’s defeat.

Because when it (= the cause-effectrelation) is not
justified, the proposed thesis remains unproved, because
the effect-hood of the effect is unproved, as there is no rule
by which something (Lit. that) exists when some other
object which has no binding relation with it, exists; because
although effect (as reason) is employed as a matter of fact,
its effecthood is not proved.

T8

Q. [ ruersmay WraATgEweA ]

susEf gfragerafrauIRRI I Ty aHe;
TEYE AT THEHAE RIS | AT ST e
LIRS R IR RIESIEERICI R Gl R et

TSIV : T A IR : HROMRRETR e o | T Srafasisy
= fafagq faywdo faypen) amoremfaamfaasy
gl TeeT agy: TEERYTArIEdy qdl-
sTUCTEH SHAARRITS:, s1=en |ia fagy dem:

v (V) TGERETE =uesd - (R): AIged T@ SEeEs - (D),
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9. [The justification of a constituent of proof in the
case of non-apprehension (as reason)]

In the case on non-apprehension (as reason) too,
(justification of a constituent of proof means) proving non-
apprehension of the object fulfilling the condition of
‘apprehensibility' by the knower.” Because it is only by this
kind of non-apprehension that the practice of non-
existence’is proved.

If the object does not fulfil the condition of
apprehensibility, then its absence is not proved even if it is
not apprehended perceptually by the knower.

Here ‘fulfilling the condition of apprehensibility’ means
(1) the specific nature (of the object) and (2) the aggregate
of all the remaining conditions (of apprehension). The
specific nature of the object means that the object is not
remote (from senses) due to (any of the) three kinds of
remoteness. It is the nature which appears in the perceptual
appearance to the knower, in contradistinction with the
appearance of something other than self-nature. When the
object is not apprehended in spite of the presence of other
conditions of the apprehension of such an object, the non-
apprehended object is the object of the practice of non-
existence. Otherwise there arises a doubt (about non-

existence) in spite of (non-apprehension as) the reason.

Ro. Iy wREfaymagaRRfawa 3ft =nfy:, Feafagaad-
SYTTH TERTOITaRIq

7 YT T A A YefarE |4
AU IhROEIa s : | TR &gy Aiedar -
FHEAEAIS FHUgFER :, ST AhAHeTEnd
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10. The pervasion here is of the form, “Everything of
this kind is the object of the practice of non-existence;
because (for instance) the same characteristic (viz. non-
apprehension associated with fulfilment of the condition of
apprehensibility) commonly exists in the accepted case of
some non-existent object.”

Because unless non-existence of the object of this kind is’
accepted, non-existence will not be obtainable in other
cases. Because if the object of this kind exists and the other
conditions of apprehension are present,, then there will not
be non-apprehension. If on the other hand the object of
this kind is not apprehended, then it does not exist. This
much is the (sufficient) condition of the practice of non-

existence, because there is no other condition.

T8T

2%, wdamefaae! ffmtift Sq) i, Tea gdume-
fqafe wd wdifa:, erae aorftarggrEenET) Tl o
FEMHHEER $ate afsfag=a|

11. A possible objection:

“Exclusion of all capasities (from the object) is the
condition (of non-existence)”

[Answer] That is right. But the experience of the non-
existent object, which (as, you say,) excludes all
capasities, takes place in this way (i.e. in the way
explained by us), because there is no other
means to its experience. And when the non-
existent object is experienced in this way, it is
practised as non-existent. That is why we call this
asits condition.

T8t
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2R, gfgauswmHdfra: ugaaRn faudd SmgerasR 3fa
=q wafa gedeimfaarara: geeraeR:, famddsugeeaen:|

Jgentawy g Wfagsman A Fafaq 9geaawri:|

IR agfauddseniteh:, fauppsd wfragwease
S 91 yAror frearafy derarq)

12. A possible objection: “The practice of existence (of
an object) originates from cognition, verbal usage and
pragmatic function (of the object) whereas the practice of
non-existence originates from the absence of them.”

[Answer] (Yes) The practice of existence originates from
the cognition, the appearance of which takes
place as has been stated above.' And the practice
of non-existence originates from its opposite. But
when the object is not the object of perception,
the practice of existence could originate from an
inferential cognition.

But the practice of non-existence is uncertain
(= inconclusive) in the case of absence of it
(= perceptual cognition) (i.e. in the case of non-
perceptual object). Because in the case of a
remote object although the knower’s perception
or some other means to knowledge becomes
inoperative, the doubt (that the object may be

existent), remains.

T8

3. TUTH A RIERRY o1 g aedarirgei a1
et sreEfy wufgediarraiey A rammiy asdy
AT RIS WA S T AT o : - Tl He T :



DEFINITION OF ‘OCCASION OF DEFEAT’ 15

WAl TEU, WG HHad] HerarHarHae I i,
yrorfaemel, e witee wufad, wedfq

13. It is also not the case that all cognitions and
linguistic usages or the distinctions or identities amongst
them prove the existence of things or the existence of
distinctions or identities amongst the things. Because there
are cognitions and linguistic usages to indicate the
existence of objects which are non-existent somehow,
because they belong either to past or future or the objects
which have multiple or singular functions; (similarly) there
are (cognitions or linguistic usages with) multiple or
singular form, although the objects (indicated by them)
lack multiplicity or singularity (respectively). (For example)

- (i) (Past object-) The king Mahasammata, the originator of
the monastry. (ii) (Future object-) The emperor Sanikha
would elevate the sacrificial post established by
Mahasammata. (iii) (Unreal object-) The horn of a hare (iv)
(Singular object with multiple functions-) colour that is
perceptual and restrictive (v) (composite object with a
singular function-) Pot.'

T8

¥, e afreeifeers aAmERfawar:, wEgEeny|

AT S PRI gRE FHaE aaeaHaranely oq) s
ST ot uere! [ ugred :? ] wfid s g AT e eI
Qv T | 9 A el AR gy, Rames v
foh Arcemaafa | wd ga weHERaREy: gitEdr yafal

2. (V); %4 - (R) and (D).
1. (V); IR gty - (R) and (D).
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AR YA e AT sy o 9, susn f&
i gegfaasfy 9 fawfa @ s@ft 9 wog @ swg
T RRRR GRS YA, R iRReeTTan?

seaisfu fe weefafon way:, gepfeaq) sameter ™
rew=fEsty wnfeft g5 gvam:

14. In this the words like ‘perceptual’ (‘sanidariana’)
(which are used for describing colour) do not designate
many ohjects because they consolidate in one object.

[A possible objection by VaiSesikas:] “Many descriptions,
although they correspond to many objects, consolidate in
one object because the objects causing them (= those
descriptions) are related by Inherence (samavaya) with the
respective (single) object.”

[Answer] The poor fellow object (such as colour-object) has
fallen into a burdensome task, because it directs
many words from many related factors towards
itself, when it favours a multi-termed relation
(called Inherence)'! Why does not the object
(colour) stimulate different words, with respect
to the same different capasities, through which it
favours the multi-terned - relation (called
Inherence)? By this the strain of following
(endless) series’ can be avoided by it (= by the
object such as colour).

If (according to you, the Vaisesika,)’ one and the
same object cannot stimulate different words,
then let it not favour the multi-termed relation as
well. And if it does not favour it, then it (= the
object) cannot be proved to be related with them
(= many terms of the relation). Similarly many
entities such as colour etc. which have one
(collective) pragmatic function may be named by
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a singular word namely ‘pot’. What is the use of
imagining a different entity (pot, over and above
colour etc.)? Many entities can have one
pragmatic function, like (the entities such as) eye
etc. (which have perceptual cognition as their
collective function). So we think it proper that a
single word may be applied to many entities to
indicate the single capasity (that they have).

T8T

u. T 9 Frerarern eerenedy s a9 Asot: wg g
THYAS: ¥ TREETAE fe thws fgea afe,
edframfrrerm fgwe sqeEnsdEsmaafaisi
Trea; Sieami | wfsie, 7 wAwiHEf

FHETIYR ThHiEH T ared Thaa ue gl

e Yo wfeam @ wiwAte = wfwfd,
Arevffaaeat SgaaTwTEd Joo:, & gafafd [ 2 94
i) w@q)

TAY fra aga dgaeTr Thfemhaaaiaid|

3TETeh q ATgfacheadly wgraaenq aifa fafa @l

15. Moreover, people do not apply words for objects
without any purpose. What will be the harm if for many
objects which serve a single purpose either collectively or
distributively, a single word is used for indicating that the
objects are like that (i.e. that they serve common purpose)?

Similarly there is no contradiction in using a group-word
(for many entities) in singular, when it is used for indicating

¥. Suggested in R; 3t - mentioned in R; 14 - (D); Grammatically @ ¥
- (- 339 -) would be comrect.
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their common pragmatic function, because tiiey have that
single efficacy collectively and not distributively.

So the group-word is used in singular, when it denotes a
single group of objects, as the word ‘pot’.

But in the case of classwords, the objects (belonging to
the same class) may have single (common) capasity either
individually or collectively or they may have many different
capasities or the same capasity. Hence the class-word can be
used ecither in plural or in singular, according to one’s
desire, if one intends to talk of many capasities or one
capasity (respectively). For example one may use the word
‘trees’ or ‘tree’ (according to one’s intention).

While (according to you) it is the rule that plural form is
used only when objects are many (i.e. more than two in
number) and singular form is used when the object is one,
our view is that the two (kinds of words) are used by
convention in their conventional senses. So it (= what you
are saying) is only an (undue) adherence (on your part).

T8T

R€. e SUIfeherareTd gl 3fa ) fo 3 qevaaeTae:

gl wamenvaf, TEifed yeR:  wsar sgegmEHey
Frgea=? wrawearan fg wernfa:, stafsat fomda) 7 9 Ty,

el a9 frgivif seEmer:?

fafod = frarresma)

ft 9 - gf 9 wTUKREA VRA Gy, FYTRI-
HIFATAGT 5030 W4 3 ShaemamRagaifrasT @i

«. (R); FuHE - (D).
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T IAHHE RIS K Teom:, AU @i waeH
TCHTIRY AMARARERAE § THEET:  EIEE -
wrfeaeframa 7 9 O TSIy T

o T hEafafcd aser - | TagiEew T : gaaueay’
i1 fenfie wemfafqeeawiaarareeres=aTren ?

A < TUEHT TireRrE e R
16. [A possible objection by Vaisesikas:]

“(The characteristics of the pot viz.) colour etc., which
are plural in number cannot stimulate a single word.”

[Answer:] Do the objects themselves stimulate the words
irrespective of the intention of the person (i.e.
the speaker) or it is the persons who use the
words for objects, in order to conduct practises?
Because the question whether the objects have
real capasity or no capasity can be thought about
only if objects themselves give rise (to words). But
this (position) is not reasonable. Then what is
your censure, when you say that if the words are
applied by persons, then they will be applied by
them at will (i.e. without any rule)?

We have already told the efficient cause of the
application of words.

Moreover, if colour etc. (being many) do not
have relation with a single word, then how can
they (= colour etc.) have any relation with the
single substance which is regarded as the
substratum of them?' Therefore this is nothing
but the ghost of falsehood’ possessing you.

& (V) ¥EENA - (R) and (D).



20 VADANYAYA OF DHARMAKIRTI

[The Opponent Vaisesika says:] “We do not intend to say
that one word should not be used for many objects as they
are opposed to any relation with a single object. But we say
that colour etc., when they are non-different (i.e. one and
the same) in pots, blankets etc., are opposed to differential
pragmatic functions and to (the use of) different words.
Hence when they (= cotour etc.) are one and the same in
nature, they will not have the pragmatic function which
other collections of objects cannot have.’ Therefore, in
order to indicate it (i.e. the sameness of colour in spite of
diversity of collections which share it) the colour etc. can be
mentioned by a single word.™

[Answer:] One could have an inclination to say, “colour etc.
would be the same through all the collections.”
(here we ask) Does the perceptual knowledge of
the mutually distinct appearances of colour set
aside this inclination?’ Moreover, this view (of our
opponents) is not desirable because colour etc.
are accepted to be different in nature from one
collection to another.
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17. [The opponent asks:] “What (wrong) will happen if
pot would be distinct from colour etc.?”

[Answer] All right. What then is the obstacle' that obstructs
the appearance of the real perceptible thing (like
pot), which is not of the form of colour etc., in its
own form distinct from them (= colour etc.), in
our cognition?®

The perceptible objects such as odour and taste
are seen to appear distinctly even when they do
not have separate location (i.e. even when they
belong to the same thing). And the objects such
as the touch of the wind and the touch of sun’s
heat are seen to appear distinctly even if they are
sensible by the same sense organ.’

This is what makes perception a perception,
namely, the submission of object’s own nature, as
distinct from the nature of what it is not, to the
cognition. But this thing such as pot (as
conceived by you) is a free-of-cost-purchaser,’
who does not exhibit its own (distinct) nature,
but wants to appropriate (distinct) perceptibility.

T8t
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370 W@ 7 afgudarg fagdq:

18. This (= above explanation) also explains the
(distinct) cognition, the (distinct) word (i.e. verbal usage)
etc., if it desired (by the opponent) to prove it (= distinct
existence of the pot etc.) on the basis of them.’

Moreover, it is not correct to say that the colour is not
identified (distinctly) when the perception (of the
composite object such as pot) is not dominated (by some
other object), in which case (i.e. only if the colour is not
identified distinctly,) a probans will be stated for proving it
(= the distinct composite object such as pot) .}

When it (= the composite object) is not perceptible, it is
not proper to assert the existence of a thing, for the
knowledge of which there is no authoritative means.
Therefore pot is not different from colour etc.

In this way one cannot talk of existence just on the basis
of cognition and verbal usage, nor can one talk of
distinctness or identity of existence (on the basis of them).

For the same reason the obsence cannot be established
on the basis of the absence of them (= cognition, verbal

usage etc.).’ .
T8T
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19. One can talk of existence on the basis of pragmatic
function, but one cannot talk of distinctness or identity of
existences on the basis of it. Because a single object is seen
to have many pragmatic functions. For example a lamp has
the following functions: (helping) cognition, transfor-
mation of the wick and producing another flame.
(Distinctness or identity of existences cannot be established
on the basis of pragmatic functions.) Because, (for
example) although eye and the other (causal) factors are
many in number, they are seen to have a single function viz.
(perceptual) cognition.

[The opponent says:] “We are not saying that distinctness
of existences is established merely on the basis of
distinctness of pragmatic functions. But (it can be so
established) on the basis of distinctness of some unseen
pragmatic function. The pragmatic function which is not
seen in one thing (at one point of time) but is seen there
again, establishes distinctness of existence. For example the
function of carrying water which is not seen in mud is seen
in the earthen pot and the function of covering body which
is not seen in threads is seen in the cloth. In this way there is
the distinctness of existences.”

[Answer:] In this way (the existence of) some other object
may be established, but the composite whole (=
ayayavi) is not establihsed. The difference in

. (V):; @9 - (R) and (D).
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pragmatic function (in the cases cited by you) is
due to the difference of nature (= svabhava)
which occurs in a series of modifications in
accordance with its causal conditions." For
example, when the fire is in the stage of rubbing
of the fire-producing sticks, the pragmatic
function of fire differs due to whether it is
produced in thick cow-dung or in grass or in
wood. In the same way different pragmatic
function can be found in threads etc. because the
nature of a thing differs in accordance with the
difference in causal conditions.

This explains the distinctness and identity of
cognitions and verbal usages (as the alleged
evidences of distinctness and identity of
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20. [Objection:] “But it has been said (by you yourself)
that the (linguistic) practice of existence is proved on the
basis of pragmatic function and its (i.e. former’s) absence is
proved on the basis of its (i.e. latter’s) absence.”

[Answer:] That is right. But that absence is not proved in
the case of those objects which do not fulfil the
condition of apprehensibility.

So one has to accept even against one’s will: “That
is the object of the practice of non-existence, the
capasity of which fulfils the condition of
apprehensibility and yet is not apprehended.
Because capasity is the mark of existence.’

But what does this statement score over the
earlier one? Because, capasity is not a different
object from self-nature. So the non-apprehension
of the capasity fulfilling the condition of
apprehensibility is nothing but the non-
apprehension of the self-nature of the object. So
this non-apprehension is the same as the earlier
one.’

Therefore the one who accepts the practice of
non-existence of something in some place,
should accept it on the basis of this (kind of)
non-apprehension.

This (non-apprehension) is common to other
similar cases.’So let them be like that (i.e. let the
other cases be equally the cases of non-
existence). Or let it be (i.e. let non-existence be
proved) in no case, because there is no difference
(amongst these cases insofar as non-
apprehension is concerned). The pervasion
(here is as follows): Every thing which is of this
kind (i.e. which fulfils the condition of
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apprehensibility) and is not apprehended is the
object of the practice of ‘non-existence.”
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21. [A possible objection by a Sankhya opponent']
“Nothing is an object of the practice of ‘non-existence’
whatever it may be and wherever and in whatever way it may
remain non-apprehended.”

[Answer:] In that case everything will be applicable every-
' where all the time, because every form of
everything will remain incessant all the time.

Moreover, the following (situations) will not
occur - ‘This (is) out of this;’ ‘This (is) not out of
this;’ ‘This (is) here’; ‘This (is ) not here’; ‘This
(exists) now’; ‘This (does) not (exist) now’; ‘This
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(is) of this kind’; ‘This (is) not of this kind’.
Because there will not be any distinct cause of any
(particular) form of an object in any way,
anywhere, any time. The universe will be without
co-existences and co-absences because there will
not be any distinction.

[A possible objection:] “There will be order (in the
universe) on the basis of the distinctions between
disappearance and appearance of states (= avastha) (of
things)”.

[Answer:] These distinctions themselves are not possible in
your system on the basis of which there will be
order; because the practice of non-existence of
anything is untenable (according to you).*

If you accept the linguistic practice of non-
existence in the case of some objects, then you
will have to tell how that is tenable. Because there
is no probans proving non-existence except non-
apprehension. When non-existence is proved
either on the basis of positive evidences or
negative evidences’, non-apprehension is always
the probans.

If one accepts the thesis that it (= the practice of
non-existence) is on the basis of non-
apprehension only, then one has to say that
everything is the object of the practice of non-
existence, wherever that (= non-apprehension) is
there. Because there is no difference among
these cases (in so far as they are the cases of non-
apprehension).

T8
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22. [Another opponent says:] “Non-apprehension
means cessation (i.e. inapplicability) of all the means of
knowledge. We regard something as an object of the

practice of non-existence if it is not apprehended in this
sense.”

[Answer :] Oh! You the beloved of gods have so delicate
intelligence that you cannot tolerate the exertion
of thinking about means of knowledge. That is
why you did not pay serious attention to it.

1. (V); vaOfa=ragasR - (R) and (D).
. (V) aeawafzarf@ - (R) and (D).
3 (V); EEEEfed - (R) and (D).
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Because, the cessation of inference etc. does not
lead us to the knowledge of absence because
there is variability of relation (= wvyabhicara)
(between, say, non-inferability and absence).' Nor
does ‘the cessation of perception by all (beings)’
lead us to the knowledge of absence, because that
(= the cessation of perception by all beings) is
unproved.’

Even the absolute (= avisesa) cessation of the
perception by oneself cannot (lead to the
knowledge of the absence of objects), when the
objects are remote.

Therefore the cessation of only that means of
knowledge can prove the practice of non-
existence (of an object), on the basis of which the
specific nature of the object is invariably called
existent. Because the existence of the (specific)
nature is expected to be proved by the existence
of the (specific) means to knowledge.’

Nor is it the case that if the object which reaches
the condition of apprehensibility is not
perceived,’ then its apprehension will be of
different nature (i.e. other than perception), in
the case of which its apprehension could be
through inference! Nor can an object (which is
there and perceptible) remain unperceived,
unless the nature of the object has undergone
transformation. But in the case of transformation
the object will not remain the same.

Moreover, wherefrom has the fellow (i.e. the
Sankhya opponent) learnt this magic-without-
chanting-and-medicine? Because (according to
the Sankhya opponent) the same object is
sometimes the object of perception, sometimes
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not, in which case its apprehension is sometimes
the same as inference; sometimes it is perception,
sometimes knowledge by verbal testimony! And
this happens even though no excess in the nature
of objet is generated or destroyed; the object is
not either concealed or remote and the person
(= the observer) is the same with the sense-organs
etc. in the same condition as before!

Because when the object is one and the same
without any excess, these characteristics (viz.
sometimes  perceptible,  sometimes  not
perceptible, but inferable etc.) are incompatible.
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23. [Another opponent says:] “The object is not without
an excess. Because the objects assume different (linguistic)
practices (such as the practice of existence and the practice
of non-existence) on account of cessation’of one excess and
generation of another.”

[Answer] If the excess in the object is identical with the
object itself, and it ceases to exxst and comes into
existence without contmuxty, then how does it
not entail diversity in the nature of the object? -
For example pleasure and pain (lack continuity
and are diverse in nature).

On the other hand if the thing has continuity,
then what is (its) generation or cessation and
what is it the generation or cessation of? So this
(=your argument) is insignificant.

Or if you yourself accept generation or cessation
of a certain self-nature (of the object), then why
donot you approve of the same thing when it is
stated by your opponent?

[The Sankhya opponent may say:] “That is because he (=
our opponent, i.e. the Buddhist) accepts generation and
-destruction destitute of any continuity.”

[The author asks:] What is this ‘continuity’ (= anvaya)?

[Opponent answers:] “It is the capasity of a thing to get
generated and destroyed. It exists even before
the generation and after the destruction.
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Therefore this (= ‘continuity’ or ‘continuous
capasity’) is not such that it-did not exist before
but gets generated all the way or it existed before
but gets destroyed.”

[The author asks:] If that capasity does not undergo any
change (Lit. excess) at any time, then what does undergo
the change due to which there i% the distinction between
the (linguistic) practices?®

[The opponent may say:] “Itis the states (= avastha) (and
not the capasities) that undergo change.”

[The author asks:] Are the states and the capasity one
and the same thing, or are they different?

[The opponent may answer:] “One and the same thing.”

[The author asks:] Now, how can you apply mutually
contradictory predicates such as generation, destruction;
cessation, non-cessation; oneness, manyness; perceptibility,
imperceptibility; having pragmatic function and not having
it, to one and the same uniform object, without relativising
them to different modalities (= nisparyayam)?
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24. [The Opponent may answer:] “There isa (considera-

tion of) modality, namely state and capasity (are the two
modalities).' Therefore there is no contradiction.”

2. (R): Swaffa (D).
2. (V) wfefa 3% - (R) and (D).
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[The author says:] You, the beloved of gods, are forgetful,
as you are not noticing the context. What a contradiction
you have made, as you have said that capasity and state are
one and the same thing without any distinction!

Even if there is a distinction between them (= state and
capasity), there is no contradiction (by itself), but then it
only would not be the case that generation and destruction
of a thing are qualified by (its) continuity.

Therefore the thing which has continuity, does not have
generation or destruction and the thing which has the
latter, does not have continuity.

[The opponent may say:] “There is no fault (in our
argument) because there is no difference between them.”

[Answer:] The respectable fellow (i.e. the Sankhya
opponent) is being rushed into a crowd of faults
due to his attachment to his own view; yet he is
not making himself aware (of it). Because non-
difference means oneness. But referring to them
as ‘they two’ (= tau) is the genuine (linguistic)
practice based on (their) difference. There is also
the definition of manyness (difference), *If the
thing lacks cessation and origination inspite of
the (other thing undergoing) cessation and
origination, if it lacks staticity inspite of the
staticity (of the other thing) etc. (then that thing
is different from the other thing.)” How is (all)
this co-tenable?

[The opponent might say:] “The difference amongst
things and the absence of such a difference, that is, non-
differences (= abheda) are (exemplified) as follows -
pleasure, (pain), etc. (are different from each other and)
capasity and state of one and the same thing (are non-
different from each other). If we don’t accept this, then,
due to the absence of distinctive marks of difference and
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non-difference, there will be disorder between difference
and non-difference everywhere.

“So (we accept the distinctive marks of difference and
non-difference as follows)- arising in a thing-itself is non-
difference; to the contrary is difference. For example pot
-arises in mud-itself, so it is non-different from mud. But
there is difference if the case is to the contrary; (for
-instance) pleasure and pain (do not arise from each other,
so there is difference between them). These are the
distinctive marks of difference and non-difference. Hence
there is no contradiction.”

[Answer:] The pot does not arise in the mud-itself. But
some mud-itself is called pot. Because the nature
(= atma) of mud is not the same everywhere in
the universe. The difference between reflective
cognitions (prativijiiapti) (of a thing) and
between appearances (of it) are due to the
difference between the natures of things. That is
how it is possible for him (= the Sankhya
opponent) also to know that pleasure, (pain,)
etc. (are different) and consciousnesses (i.e.
pursusas according to Sankhya) are different.?

If that is so, then there will be difference
(between pot and the whole mud etc.)

[The opponent might say:] “It (= The non-difference
between pot and mud etc.) is the case inspite of this
(difference), because of the continuity of some (part of the)
nature.”

[Answer:] The same consequence will follow in the case of
pleasure etc. and also in the case of
consciousnesses.

Even in the case of pot etc. there is no continuity
(of mud etc.) in all respects. Because (otherwise)
the following difficulties will result -
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(i) (avaiSvarupya -) There cannot be (the
generation of) all the forms (if the whole mud
has continuity with a pot only).

(ii) (sahotpati-)  There will be simultaneous
production (of different states of a thing) '

- and other difficulties.

Moreover, nobody observes the pot and its mud-
nature distinctly, in the case of which it would
have been possible (to say:) ‘this (pot) has arisen
in this (mud)’.

Because, it does not become possible when the
substratum and the "superstratum are not
observed distinctly.

Moreover, it is not the case that a capasity arises
in the locus (lit. self, nature) of the capasity.’
Therefore there will not be non-difference
between capacity and its locus.
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25. The same (argument) answers (the doctrine of)
transformation (parinama). Because whosoever imagines
‘whatever is a transformation of something is non-different
from it’ is like that (i.e., is liable to the above criticism).
Because, the capacity of a thing is not (the same as) its
transformation.

Moreover, it happens to be said (by Sankhyas):
“Transformation (of a substance) is cessation of some
property of the subsisting substance. Transformation is also
the arisal of a different property in that substance.”

(Now we ask:) Is that particular property which ceases or
arises, the same as the subsisting substance or it is different
from it.? Because there is no other alternative.

If it (= arising or ceasing property) is the same as that (=
substance), then, because the substance subsists, there will
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not be cessation or arisal (of any of its properties). So tell us,
to whom do they (= cessation and arisal) belong?

Nor can it be proved that the subsistent thing has got
another property (which arises or ceases), because the thing
itself cannot be another property of itself, unless it is
(attributed to the thing) depending upon z different
enquiry.’

If (on the contrary) a property is a different object from
the substance, then the cessation and arisal of that property
do not constitute the transformation of the substance.
Because cessation and arisal of one object cannot amount to
transformation of another object. Because (by the same
token), it (= transformation) will have to be accepted in the
case of consciousness also.”

Moreover, the linguistic expression ‘the property of a
substance’ cannot be justified because there is no relation
(between substance and property). Because, there is no real
relation except cause-effect-relation.

~ And there is no cause-effect relation between them (=
substance and property), because (according to you) a
thing which itself is not of the same nature as that (= effect)
is not the cause of that, and because a property is a different
object from a substance.

If (you say that) something could be a cause of its
property even if it is different (from that), then this will
amount to your admission that the substance has
undergone transformation by way of producing the effect
which is a different object (from that). (But this is
improper). Because your opponent (= Buddhist) would also
accept the linguistic practice “The mud-substance is
transformed (into a pot)” regarding the cause-effect-series
called mud-substance when from the earlier substance
namely the lump of mud, which is the cause, the later pot-
substance, which is the effect, is produced.’
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Nor is there any (third) alternative position of a property
with respect to a substance apart from sameness and
otherness, so that transformation would be justified in any

of the two cases.*
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26. [The Sankhya opponent might object:]

“It is not true to say that the undifferentiated’ (=
nirviveka) substance is itself the property. Nor is the
property a different object from the substance. What is a
property then? It is an arrangement of the substance, i.e., a
different state of it. For example, fist of fingers (is an
arrangement or a different state of fingers). The fingers
themselves without differentiation do not make a fist,
because (, for instance,) the spread fingers do not make a
fist.

Nor is it (= a fist) a different object from that (= fingers),
because it is not observed as distinct in nature.”

[Answer] No. Because, fist is fingers in particular form.
Certain-fingers are themselves a fist, but not all
fingers make a fist. Because (for instance) spread
fingers in undifferentiated nature are not the
fingers in the form of a fist. Otherwise one will be
forced to accept the experience of both (the
forms of fingeis) in both the states. '

Because, when differentiation (i.e. the specific
qualification) is the very nature of the thing, the
same becomes a mark of distinction of the thing,
like pleasure and pain.

If (on the other hand) the specific qualification
(= viveka) (of-fingers) arises as alien (from
them), then the fingers will be apprehended as
spread only. Because the object which does not
itself deviate from its own nature, is not
apprehended as different (from itself) (even)
when some other object is produced, as that (=
claiming that it is apprehended as different)
would amount to transgression (of reason).

[The Opponent says:] “But we have said that a state (of a
substance) is (neither) the substance itself without
differentiation, nor an object other than the substance.”
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[Answer:] You have said this but what you have said is not
correct. Because there is no (third) possibility
apart from thatness and otherness in the case of
any real thing. Because thatness and otherness
stay in a real object by excluding each other
essentially. Therefore abandoning one of them is
invariably concomitant with accepting the other.

And fingers being subject to destruction every
moment, the spread fingers are different and the
fist is different.

Here the words like ‘fist’ have the particulars as
their objects; the word ‘fingers’ has the universal
as its object. For example the words like seed,
sprout (apply to the particular states of rice) and
the words like rice (are general terms). Therefore
the spread fingers are not the same as the fist.
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27. [The opponent asks:] “So if the effect is not pre-
existent in the cause, why is not everything produced from
everything? Because there is no difference (between various
cases) in so far as (previous) non-existence (of the effect) is
concerned.”

[Answer] Even if (one concedes that) the effect has
(previous) existence in all the cases (of
causation), the same fault is there. Because there
would be no difference (between various cases)
in so far as (previous) existence (of the effect) is
concerned.' and if there is difference (between
different cases because anything cannot be
produced from everything) then that real
difference (i.e., the specific characteristic of an
effect) will be distinct from the three strands (=
gunas, of prakrti). Because in spite of the
existence of them (= the three stands of prakrti)
(in all the effects), the specific characteristic of
an effect does not extend (to other cases).

And what is produced from a thing which is
existent in absolute sense of the term (=
sarvatmana), like something which is in the
accomplished state?® Moreover, (if the effect is
pre-existent in the cause,) the means (to the
production of the effect) will be futile, because
(according to you) there is nothing to be brought
about. A

[The opponent might say:] “Some special characteristic
(Lit., excess) which was non-existent there somehow, could.
be produced.”

[Answer] How could that special characteristic which was
not existent there, be produced? And if it could
be produced, then every-thing (which was non-
existent) could be produced from everything.
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The objection is common (to your position and
mine).

[The opponent might say:] “The special characteristic is
not totally absent, because something can come into
existence only if itis (already) existent in some form.”

[Answer] (Though existent in some form, the
characteristic was non-existent in some other
form. Now the question is:) How can the
characteristic be produced in the form in which it
was non-existent?
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28. We have said hat if a thing exists in absolute sense of
the term (= sarvatha) then there is no point in its
generation. Even in the case of the production of the non-
existent effect, there is a law that the effect is produced only
from that thing which has a natural tendency to produce
that effect, not from any other thing.

Again that causal factor is produced only from its own
cause and not anything else. This is the law of nature. In this
way the (causal) law of nature is beginningless.
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Moreover, if the pot exists in the lump of mud, whyis it (=
pot) not apprehended in that state (i.e. mud-state) as it is
apprehended later? Or why is its pragmatic function not
present in that state, asit is present later?

[The opponent might say:] “That is because the particular
manifestation (vyakti) has not arisen so far.”

[Answer] How can you say that the pot exists (in the lump-
of-mud-state)? Because that particular mani-
festation along with the pragmatic function etc.
constitutes the pot and that form of the pot was
not existent previously.

Nor is it proper to regard (two) things as one
when there is a difference in their apparent
forms. Because, that amounts to transgression (of

reason).
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29. [Conclusion:] Therefore the object, the nature of
which is not apprehended but which fulfills the condition of
apprehensibility is not there at all. Because, the non-
apprehension is not justified when the thing exists along
with that nature. Its not being (in that nature) means its not
being the same thing (as itself). For example' pleasure and
pain are mutually like that. In this way the non-
apprehension of specific nature is pervaded by (= vyapti) the
determination of the (linguistic) practice of non-existence.
Hence the ome who is proving the non-existence
(= wvyavaccheda) of something on the basis of non-
apprehension has to show that the object (under
consideration) by its nature fulfils the condition of
apprehensibility as stated above.

Having demonstrated ‘the non-justification of the
indication of non-apprehension (as reason)’ in the case of
‘non-apprehension of self-nature’,’ the justification in the
case of “non-apprehension of the pervader’ may be
explained as proving pervaded-pervader-relation between
two properties and then showing the non-existence of the
pervader.

In the case of non-apprechension of cause also
justification (of probans) means proving cause-effect-
relation and then showing the non-existence of the cause.

In the cases of ‘apprehension of the contrary’ too the
justification (of probans) means showing the existence of
one contrary (= incompatible) object out of the two
(mutually) contrary objects.

In this way non-justification of a constituent of proof in
the case of non-apprehension is ‘non-statement of a
constituent of proof® (= sadhanangavacana). This is an
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occasion of disputant’s defeat. Because, in the absence of
(such a) justification, the ‘pervaded’ (i.e.. reason or
probans) does not get proved.
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30. [Second meaning of asadhanangavacana]

Or sadhana (argument) means ‘that by which the object
not experienced by others is established’, that is, ‘the set of
statements stating the probans with triple character.” The
anga (= constituent) of that sadhana is ‘the statement that
the probans is a characteristic (= dharma) of the thesis-case
(= paksa)’ etc. Not stating any one of them (= the three
characteristics) is ‘asadhanangavacana’ (= non-statement of
a constituent of the argument). That too is an occasion of
disputant’s defeat. Because not stating sadhananga (=
constituent of argument) (in this sense) is ‘not stating a
characteristic of probans’ and if it (= a characteristic of

probans) is not stated then there is no proof of the thesis.
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31. [Declaration etc. are non-constituents of proof!]
[Third meaning of asadhanangavacana]

Or asadhanangavacana means employing asadhananga,
i.e.,, a statement which is not a proper constituent of that
proof, in the statement of proof. (For instance) Declaration
(= pratyfia), Application (of instance to the thesis-case) (=
upanaya), conclusion (= nigamana) etc. (are non-
constituents of proof). It is an occasion of disputant’s
defeat, because itis a case of unnecessary statement.

Or since the conclusion is proved by the expression of
any one statement out of the statement of positive
concomitance and that of negative concomitance in the
argument  containing  similarity or  dissimilarity
(respectively), - the statement of the other kind (of
concomitance), (when one concomitance is stated), has no
significant role. Hence the other statement, which is not a
proper constituent of proof, is an occasion of defeat for the
same reason namely unnecessary statcment.
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[The opponent, Naiyayika, says:] “But it is necessary to
employ the statement of Declaration in order to indicate
the object (of enquiry) even if it is not a proper constituent
of proof.”

[Answer] No, because it is unnecessary. Because the
intended object does get proved from the
inferential statement as expressed above, even if
the Declaration is not made. Hence employment
of it (= Declaration) is without any significance.

[The opponent asks:] “Even if the (inferential)
experience can be produced without indicating the object
(of inference), how is not the Declaration a constituent of
proof?’ Because ‘the statement that the probans
characterises the thesis-case’ (= paksadharmavacana) does
not have any other purpose in proof apart from causing the
(inferential) experience. And the same purpose lies behind
the Declaration also. How is (= Declaration) not the (part
of) proof then?”

[The Buddhist might answer:] “Declaration alone is not
capable (of proving the probandum) and hence
does not constitute the proof.”

[The opponent responds:] “The case is common with the
statement of probans characterising thesis case. So that
statement too would be a non-constituent of proof. Because
the (inferential) cognition cannot be produced merely
from the statement of probans characterising thesis-case.”

[The author’s answer:] (The statement of probans
characterising thesis-case along with the
statement of pervasion constitutes the proof. But
that js not the case with the Declaration.
Declaration along with the statement of
pervasion does not constitute the proof.)® This
answers the arisal of doubt (in the case of
Declaration), because the doubt (about the
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probandum) can arise from the mere statement
of probans characterising the thesis case, when
the relation (of pervasion) is not shown.

Therefore the employment of the statement of
Declaration is definitely unnecessary and is the occasion of

disputant’s defeat.
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-32. [Fourth meaning of asadhanangavacana}

Or asadhanangavacana means the statement of what is not
the constituent of sadhana, i.e., proof. For instance the
fallacious probans such as Unproved, Contrary or
Inconclusive probans (is like that). This too is the occasion
of disputant’s defeat, because it amounts to the
employment of something incapable (of proving the
probandum).

Likewise, a statement of a fallacious instance, which is not
a constituent of proof, is also an occasion of disputant’s
defeat. For example, ‘(Positive) instance lacking
probandum-property’ etc.; ‘(Positive) instance without
positive concomitance’, ‘(Positive) instance without the
indication of the positive concomitance’ etc. They are
occasions of defeat for the same reason, viz., that they
amount to employment of something incapable (of proving
the probandum). Because such fallacious instances cannot
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demonstrate the relation of probans (with the probandum);
and because they do not demonstrate (the relation), they
are incdapable (of playing their role in the proof).
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33. (Fifth meaning of asadbanangavacana)

Or sadhana means proof. And sadhananga means the
object which has the proof as its ange meaning
characteristic. That is, the object which is the basis (or root)
of the debate, (that is,) which causes the proposal of debate
is called sadhananga. So asadhananga also means expressing
and announcing some special subject different from
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sadhananga, not enquired by the opponent, under the
pretext of claiming that he (= the opponent) is not .
following the discipline (= $astra). This is done with the
intention of confusing the opponent and impeding his
power to repeat (the statement made by the disputant) etc.
This too is asadhanangavacana and is the occasion of
disputant’s defeat, because it amounts to irrelevant
statement.

Such occurrences do amount to breaking the discussion.
Because the object as qualified by that special characteristic
was not enquired by the opponent. If there is an enquiry
(about it) then there is no fault. That the characteristic is
enquired means that it is enquired by the opponent and by
enquirers (= arbitrators) who know logic,' by drawing a
series of implications.

On the occurrence of them (= such irrelevant statements)
the discussion should be broken. Because (otherwise)
nothing is inapplicable in some made-up context. The
upholder of No-self-doctrine, for instance, while proving his
doctrine could even dance and sing (and that will have to be
regarded asrelevant)!

It could happen as follows: One will make a Declaration
and perform as follows - “There is no self.” We the
Buddhists say this. Who are the Buddhists? Those are the
Buddhists who take recourse to the teaching of the Lord
Buddha. Who is the Lord Buddha? Lord Buddha is the one,
on following whose teaching the Buddhist Asvaghosa
became a monk. Who is the Buddhist Asvaghosa? The
author of the play called ‘Rastrapala’. What sort of a play is
‘Rastrapala? By creating an occasion (in this way) the
disputant should read “After the Prologue enters the
Director” and then should dance and sing. The opponent
being incapable of imitating the whole performance will be
defeated. What a courteous way of philosphising followed by
the well-recognised savants!®
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34. The proposed topic cannot get concluded in this
way because determination (of truth) is the (proper) result
of a debate. But (here) there is no beginning of the debate
at all. How are victory and defeat possible in this way?
Because the opponent himself too can give another
performance under the pretext of repeating the disputant’s
performance and create a situation of ‘Non-reproduction’

of this kind.' Secondly there will be no determination (of
truth) in this situation.

Therefore stating the Declaration itself is not reasonable.
What to say of opening some special topics which are not

. (R fazm - (D).
2. (V); WOg: - (D).



DEFINITION OF ‘OCCASION OF DEFEAT’ 53

enquired? And what to say of the futile chattering under the
pretext of explaining that topic?

This whole (unreasonable) way has been introduced by
malignant and deceitful persons incapable of stating things
with the strength of logic.

For example one first makes the Declaration: “Body,
earth, instruments etc. are preceded by excellence of a Self”
and then announces the whole of Vaisesika discipline under
the pretext of explaining the terms ‘body’, ‘instruments’
and ‘earth’.

Or in the debate over the question whether sound is
permanent or impermanent, one makes a Declaration: “Pot
is coupled with either of the two things viz. sound and pot,
out of which sound is the locus of ‘permanence’, which is a
category declared by Jaimini, who was the author of the
discipline, which illuminates the explanation of twelve
definitions.” And then one goes on explaining the twelve
definitions etc.

All this is a device used by malignant people for hiding
their incapability. It is not accompanied by truths. Because
(for instance), the practices such as offering fruits etc. and
application of rods etc. are improper in a critical
examination of Truth.?
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35. [The opponent might say:] “One gets defeated
by announcing a drama (and performing it) etc. in a debate
(, but that is so) because there one shifts to a different
topic.”

[Answer] Does not the same thing happen if one
announces some other thing which is not
enquired? That other thing too has no invariable
relation with the proof of the intended
probandum-property, as (for instance, there isan
invariable relation in the following case:)
impermanence (of composite objects) does not
get proved wunless the unpleasantness of
composite objects, that is, their dependence
upon cause and other conditions is proved.'

But although such a characteristic (of
probandum) (which is relevant to the proof of
the probandum) is not stated separately, it is not
to be presented or explained separately either.
Because, as it is included in the probandum-
property, is becomes (a part of the) thesis itself.

v wfaafeArstamfaaands is probably more consistent with the context.
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Therefore (separate) presentation or
explanation even of such a (relevant)
characteristic which is not enquired by the
opponent,’ made during Declaration or some
other time is definitely an occasion of defeat
because it is a case of shifting to a Different
Topic.

Therefore only that constituent of the proof
should be uttered which refers to the inquired
characteristic (of probandum). No allied topic (=
prasarnga) should be opened. Because, if we open
it, then there would be transgression (of the rules
of debate).

Hence asadhanangavacana (in any of the senses
stated above) is the occasion of disputant’s
defeat, when it is shown to be so by the opponent.
Otherwise (i.e. if it is not shown to be so by the
opponent) then there will be neither victory nor
defeat of any of the two debaters.’
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36. [Adosodbhavana as an occasion of defeat]

Adosodbhavana, i.e., not pointing out the fault (of the
disputant) is the occasion of opponent’s defeat. When the
disputant presents the proof, but the opponent who has
accepted the opposite view, does not point out any fault in
(the argument pertaining to ) the object of enquiry,l then
the opponentis to be called defeated.

The faults in proof are (1) Deficiency (2) Unprovedness
(3) Inconclusiveress (4) the probans proving contrary of
the objectintended by the disputant to prove and (5-22) the
eighteen fallacies of instance. Not pointing them out, i.e.
notindicating them is the ground: of opponent’s defeat.

2. (R); @d: - (D).
2. Thisis more consistent. But Sfadimaderng fagawawi - (D).
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This® (occasion of defeat) takes place either because the
proof (given by the disputant) is without any fault or
because the proof is faulty but the opponent does not
understand the fault or because he (= opponent) is
incapable of indicating it.

Even if the disputant states a fallacious proof, it is not
proper to ascertain the defeat (of the disputant) in case the
fault (in the proof) is not indicated by the opponent.
Because the ascertainment of victory and defeat is relative to
vitiating each other’s capasity.

Nor does the one (= the opponent) who does notindicate
(the fault of the disputant) get victory only on account of
fallacious probans (stated by the disputant) because the
knowledge of truth is not (reached by any one) there.
Because, no practice of cheating is in order in a
philosophical enquiry.

[The opponent might ask:] “If that is the case (i.e. if the
opponent cannot be declared as having won if he does not
discover the disputant’s fault), would it be the case of
(disputant’s) defeat then? Because, he (= the disputant) has
failed to establish the truth.”

[Answer] No, because here the repudiation (of disputant’s
argument) does not take place. Because, his (=
disputant’s) defeat by the other debater consists
in the repudiation (of his argument by the other
defeater). It does not consist in his not
establishing (the truth). Because, it (= defeat)
requires the (presence of an) opponent.
Because, there can be absence of (a sound) proof
when there is no (sound) probans, even if there
is no opponent. So there is no defeat, because
there is no occurrence thereof, because the
opponent is incapable of repudicating (the
disputant’s argument). Therefore even if the
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disputant states an inadequate (= asamartha)
proof, he is to be called non-defeated if the
inadequateness of the proof is not indicated by
the opponent.
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37. [Prohibition of cheating - practices in debate]

[A possible objection:] “But the practice of cheating can
be (an acceptable part of) debate between persons desirious
of victory!”

[Answer] No, Because, any science written by noble
persons operates in its proper domain (=
adhikara), namely, the misconceptions of ignoble
persons. (It operates in order to remove these
misconceptions.) Persons inclined to favour
others do not (themselves) prescribe ignoble
practices like elevating oneself and spoiling
others' by starting false chattering. Gaining
profit, felicitation and fame by spoiling others is
not a conduct of noble persons. Nor is it proper
for the members of the assembly, who are experts
in the science (of debate) (Lit. authors of the
science; Sastrakara) and who are recognised by
noble persons, to trouble creatures by giving a
helping hand to those who are inclined in that
way (i.e. inclined to use cheating techniques in
debate). Moreover, the scientific works on logic
are not created by noble persons in order to gain
profit etc.

Therefore, there is no such thing as a legitimate
debate between persons desirous of victory." The
noble persons, on the other hand, who are
inclined to favour others, should follow logic
while stating (their arguments) to the persons
having misconception (about truth), either by
stating a sound probans or by pointing cut the
real fault (of the opponent). Witnesses’
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observation is also meant for enlightening the
same (kind of practice). The same act of
following logic is the debate of noble persons. (It
follows the dictum:) When the reasoning is stated
(by one debater), he (= the other debater)
should understand it, if he wants to know the
truth; and even if he does not understand it, (at
least) someone else (say, the audience) should
not apprehend it wrongly.’

[A Naiyayika might object:] “The noble persons desirous
of victory should certainly employ quibbling and other
techniques for protecting the truth.”

[Answer] In that case you should also say that (one should
try to protect the truth) also by means of hitting
with nails, slaps and weapons or by blazing him
up! Therefore this means to protection of truth is
no better.

The noble person’s means to protection of truth
is: presenting the (sound) proof and refuting the
fallacious proof. Because, the truth does not get
established in the absence of them, even if the
other person is perturbed by making false
chattering. If (on the other hand) one describes
(the truth) logically, then he is respected
amongst learned persons even without it (i.e.
even without perturbing the other debater by way
of false chattering).

Therefore establishing truth for favouring others
is the victory of the disputant and preventing
false conception by showing real faults is the
victory of the opponent.

T8t
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38. [Second meaning of adosodbhavana]

Or (adosodbhavana means) pointing out that (as a fault)
which is not the (real) faultin the proof. Because, in spite of
the presence of that (= the accused fault), there is no harm
in the establishment of the object intended to be proved by
the disputant. It is a ground of opponent’s defeat because it
is a case of giving a false answer. For example, some
property which is not intended to be proved by the
disputant is claimed (by the opponent) to be provable, on
the ground that it is accepted in the disputant’s system
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(= $astra), and then its contrariety (with the probans) is
shown At that time the fallacy of contrariety is not (really)
brought out (by the opponent).

(Other examples of adosodbhavana are)- (1) Pointing out
the fault of Declaration in (the Declaration:) “Self does not
exist” by saying that the terms in your Declaration are
mutually contradictory. (2) Pointing out the fallacy of
unproved probans in the argument, “The sound generated
through efforts is impermanent because it is generated
through efforts” saying that this probans is a specific
characteristic (of the probandum) and hence a part of the
Declaration. (3) All the analogical responses (= jatyuttara,
psendo-refutations)’ referred to (in Nydyasitra) as:
“Sadharmyasama, Vaidharmyasama etc. are the analogical
responses.” Pointing out (pseudo) faults of this kind is
~adosodbhavana (= pointing out non-fault as fault). When it is
shown to be a pseudo-fault by the disputant, the opponent
should be declared as defeated, because the probans
(employed) in the first position (by the disputant) is
faultless.

But if the probans (or argument) (used by the disputant)
is faulty, neither of the two parties has gained either victory
or defeat. Because that (faulty) character (of the probans or
the argument) has not been shown and yet a non-fault has
been pointed out (as fault).” One becomes a winner when
one establishes one’s position and there is no contrary
position.

Therefore the person desirous of victory should establish
his own position and repudiate the position of the other.

Even when the disputant states a faultless proof and the
opponent points out a pseudo-fault, victory and defeat can
be declared only when it is shown that there is no (real)
fault, not otherwise. Because, in the latter case although the
disputant in fact states the truth, he is unable to show the
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truth by repudiating the contrary position. Nor does the
opponent win here because he (= the opponent) has in fact
a false understanding.

So we have stated this logically proper definition of
‘occasion of defeat.’
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39. (The second half of the first verse is:) “Any other
occasion of defeat, however, is not just; hence we do not
accept it”. This means: The character of being an occasion
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of defeat does not apply properly where the definition of
‘occasion of defeat’ as stated by us is not applicable. So we
have not attributed that character to them.

(1) [Pratijhahani: Declaration-abandonment]

“‘Declaration-abandonment’ means admitting a property
of the counter-position (= pratidrstanta) in one’s own
position (= drstanta)”. [N.S.. 5.2.2.] The author of Nyaya-
vartika (i.e. Udyotakava) while writing on this aphorism
repudiates the opinion of the author of Nyaya-bhasya (i.e.
Vatsyayana) and states his finished position. We say on this
as follows-

[Udyotakara has said':] “Where the disputant admits the
property of prati-drstanta in one’s own drstanta he is to be
known as defeated. In this ‘drstanta’ means that which is
seen and established at the end (of the argument). One’s
own drstanta means one’s own position. And ‘pratidrstanta’
means the counter-position. So the one who admits a
characteristic of counter-position in one’s own position is
defeated. For example when the debater who says “Sound is
impermanent because it is knowable through senses” is
countered by the opponent by pointing out ‘universal’ (=
samanya) (as the counter-instance), he (= the former
debater) says, “If universal is knowable through senses and
is permanent, let the sound also be like that. This is a case of
Declaration - abandonment because here one abandons the
impermanence of sound which one has declared before.”
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40. [Dharmakirti’s response:]

If Declaration-abandonment occurs here because the
Declaration once accepted is abandoned, then why is this
special restriction made that Declaration-abandonment is
attributed to one who abandons Declaration in this way (i.e.
in the way stated by you)?

Because, it could occur in this way also: when the fault in
one’s probans etc. is pointed out and the proof of the
counter-position is stated (by the opponent), there is
abandonment of one’s own position and admission of the
opponent’s position.

In fact this is the main cause of abandoning one’s own
Declaration. When one is answered (by the opponent) in
the above way, one has to abandon one’s Declaration and
when one abandons it, one is defeated.
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41. “When one (= the opponent) says that the universal
is knowable through senses and is permanent, (the
disputant would say,) “Let the sound also be like that.” This
statement of yours is quite inappropriate here. Because,
which sound-hearted person, who himself argues that
sound is impermanent because it is knowable through
senses like a pot, would admit that sound is permanent
merely on the basis of an (opposite) instance viz.
‘universal’? i

If universal, which is permanent, is knowable through
senses, the probans viz. ‘knowability through senses’ will be
doubtful (i.e. Inconclusive), because it is seen in the
impermanent pot (also).

[A possible objection:] “The disputant could admit (that
the sound is permanent) on the basis of analogical
argument (= jati)™

[Answer] What is the need of presenting ‘universal’ as the
instance then?

One (i.e. the opponent) should better say “sound
is permanent” (This would suffice to make the
disputant admit the counter-thesis) Because an
insensitive person does not think while admitting
(anything).

Moreover, the characteristic of counter-thesis
does not happen to be accepted by the one who
admits a characteristic of the (counter - instance
viz.) universal as a characteristic of sound when
the permanent universal is presented as an
(opposite) instance.
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The closest (= anjasah) counter-thesis for the
disputant who says, ‘Sound is impermanent’ is
‘Sound is permanent’ and not ‘Universal is
permanent’.

Therefore (in this case) the disputant is worthy of
defeat because he employes a non-consituent of
proof, because ‘knowability through senses’,
which exists in permanent as well as
impermanent things, has variable relation (with
the probandum viz. impermanence). He is not
worthy of defeat because of abandoning the
Declaration in this way by accepting some
characteristic of the counter-thesis.
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42. (2) [Pratijﬁz‘mtara: Another Declaratipn]

“‘Another Declaration’ means indicating that the object
of Declaration possesses another (probandum)-
characteristic; when the declared object is repudiated (by
the opponent).” (N.S. 5.2.3)

2. (R); gElemefagTd - (D).
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[Naiyayikas explain:] “The declared object is “Sound is
impermanent because knowable through senses.”” When it
is repudiated by presenting the variable relation of probans
(with the probandum), one (= the disputant) makes
another Declaration by attributing another characteristic,
when he imagines the characteristics viz. ubiquitousness
and non-ubiquitousness in the cases of universal and pot
(respectively) in the following way - ‘Just as pot is non-
ubiquitous and impermanent, sound too is non-ubiquitous
and impermanent.” This is the occasion of defeat called
‘Another Declaration’, because although the probans was
sound, the disputant did not comprehend it (= its
soundness).”

“Here he (= the author of the aphorism) uses the
expression ‘indicating the object of that (=
tadarthanirdeiah) for referring to the Declaration, ‘Sound is
non-ubiquitious’ which the disputant states after giving a
proof for the first Declaration, ‘Sound is impermanent’.
Here (in the expression ‘indicating the object of that’) ‘the
object of that’ (= tadarthah) means the object of the proof of
the probandum stated before. Indicating the object of that
means indicating the later Declaration. And it is an occasion
of defeat because one Declaration is not capable of proving
another Declaration.™
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43, [Dharmakirti's criticism:] In this statement too the
one (= the disputant) who replies as stated above does not
make another Declaration for proving earlier Declaration
but he states only a qualification (of probans). When the
variable relation of the probans viz. ‘knowability through
senses’ (with the probandum viz. impermanence) is pointed
out by indicating the existence of the probans in the
universals, the disputant removes the ‘variability of the
relation’ by employing a qualification of probans as
‘knowability-through-senses ~ qualified by  non-ubi-
quitousness’. But he does not make another Declaration,
because non-ubiquitousness is proved in the case of sound
and ‘Declaration’ is defined as ‘indication of the provable’
(= sadhya) (and not asindication of the proved).

What has been said (by you), namely, ‘One makes the
later Declaration for proving earlier Declaration’ is also
wrong. Because the Declaration which is stated for proving
another Declaration does not become (the occasion of
defeat called). ‘Another Declaration’. But it is one of the
elements such as probans etc. (stated additionally for
proving-the first Declaration), (which becomes on occasion
of defeat) because it is this element which is employed here
for proving the probandum. But it (= employment of a
different probans etc.) will be the indication of the probans,
and not the indication of the provable.

This is so also because the defining characteristic of a
probans such as ‘similarity with the instance’' is present in
‘non-ubiquitousness’ but the defining characteristic of
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Declaration is not present in it. And the probans-hood
attributed to ‘non-ubiquitousness’ does not amount to
‘Another Declaration.’
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44. Moreover, the statement that “One makes a
(different) Declaration for proving the (earlier)
Declaration,” is totally irrelevant. The one who knows how
to express the Declaration first and then probans, then
instance etc., certainly knows the particular order in which
the probans is to be presented. How in spite of knowing it
and in spite of possessing an undivided mind, would he (=
the disputant) employ a Declaration for proving a
Declaration?

And if he does employ (one Declaration for proving
another Declaration), then he desires that a thesis may be
proved by mere Declaration! In that case he would not
express probans previously (= in the first argument) also!
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Such irrelevant type of cases being countless, to make a
regulation by definition as “The occasion of defeat called
‘Another Declaration’ occurs when another Declaration is
made (for proving one Declaration)” is also quite
inappropriate. There should be stated only one such
definition for covering (all) cases of this type.

Moreover, no such practice (of using one Declaration for
proving another Declaration) has been observed in debates
before, in the case of which one would make an attempt for
covering it. A discipline (= $astra) does not operate with
reference to childish chatters and if it operates, then what
status will it have? Because they (= childish chatters) do not

have any status.
T8T

¥y, gvaa = fagumiyiafreerefagtamtaf sresreim
AR TSIty e | aeferify afe fraamria arfefq
TISHeRIT R aTE HTeRE, ST el e TRIEe
Frfed:|

o fe wfed gamraifsas e 9 wEen wfaaefg
YN SEYAVEIE W, AR me e
ARTSIETEHA) 7 HIECsE:, SR H@fﬂ:&?m
wivanfea Sreemfrafaam)

HREH T g Ssfy = il

stfrearariar [ ? stfraammiar] gaaifeft =1 wsg <, favraon-
frere gar: IuedHTTsRAq)

45. It is observed that even learned persons state
Unproved probans because (sometimes) they do not see
very clearly. When such practices are seen, the ground of
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defeat is determined accordingly. Therefore, here also if the
opponent points out the Inconclusiveness of probans when
the disputant stops his inclination (to argue) it is the
occasion of disputant’s defeat because he (= the disputant)
has stated a non-constituent of proof, namely, Inconclusive
probans.

Thus if the opponent is able to state with evidence (=
pramana), without referring to a non-evident source from
his discipline, that universal is real, knowable through
senses and permanent, then, because he states these things
with evidence, this amounts to pointing out the real fault in
disputant’s argument. No defeat is brought about merely by
stating a hypothesis, because there is no proof of anything
there. Also because, the fault (in disputant’s argument) has
not been pointed out by the opponent.

And because the disputant has stated a probans not
justified by evidences, he does not become the winner also.

But if the disputant’s inclination (to argue further) is not
over then it is not any of his faults, because he may go on
justifying himself by stating the qualifications of probans.
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46. (3) [Pratijiavirodha : Contrary Declaration]
“‘Contrary Declaration’ means the contrariety between
Declaration and probans” (N.S.5.2.4.)

[Vatsyayana explains:] “For example the Declaration is,
‘Substance is distinct from quality’’; probans is, ‘because no
object other than colour etc. is apprehended.’” This is the
contrariety between Declaration and probans.”

[Udyotakara explains:] “The ‘Contrary Declaration’
where Declaration is contradicted by the utterance (of the
Declaration itself), is also implied by the above definition.
For example, ‘The nun is pregnant’ or ‘The self does not
exist.’

“The ‘Contrary probans’, where the probans is
contradicted by Declaration is also implied (by the same
definition). For example, “Everything is discrete, because
the term denoting a real is applicable to an aggregate only.

“This also explains the contrariety of instance to

Declaration”.
78§81
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47. “One should also mention the contrariety of
probans to instance etc. and contrariety of Declarauon and
probans to the means of knowledge.

“If one shows variability of relation, (between ‘knowability
through senses’ and impermanence) in the other’s
argument, by referring to cowness etc. which is proved in
one’s own discipline, it is to be understood as a ‘contrary
reply.” Same is the case where the probans is independent
of one’s own position.

“When one employes a probans irrespective of one’s own
position as ‘Sound is impermanent, because knowable
through senses’, then that probans is contrary, because
cowness etc. which is proved in (the disputant’s) own
discipline is contrary to impermanence. In this way if the
‘Inconclusiveness’ is pointed out with reference to the case
of cowness etc., then it (= the probans) is contrary.

“But if it (= cowness etc.) is admitted by both the parties
(that is, by disputant as well as opponent), then itis a case of
Inconclusiveness. Because the claim of Inconclusiveness is
based on something which is admitted by both the parties.”
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48. [Dharmakirti’s response:] Here too (there is
nothing like) the meaning of Declaration (which is
supposed to be contrary to probans)! Because, employing
Declaration in the inferential statement is prohibitted. So
there is no contrariety between Declaration and probans
which is grounded in it (= employment of Declaration) or

generated by it. Therefore there is no occasion of defeat
called ‘Contrary Declaration.’

One might object, “Even if there is no employment of
Declaration, the contrariety between Declaration and
probans could be implied. For example (the inference may
be stated as this;) “If any object apart from colour etc. is not
apprehended, then that object is distinct from qualities; and
a substance is not apprehended as an object apart from
colour etc.”.! Even if the argument is stated as this, the
contrariety between probandum and probans is definitely
understood, because how is it that there is non-
apprehension of something other than that, and yet there
exists the thing other than that?”

[Answer] True. This contrariety will be there if the probans
proves the opposite of the probandum. Because,
if the substance is known to be fulfilling the
condition of apprehensibility and there is non-
apprehension of the self-appearance of such a

3. (V); fawwatai - (R) and (D).
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substance as distinct from the appearances of
colour etc., then the probans will be contrary, as
we have already said. Because, this probans
proves the opposite of the intended
(probandum, namely,) distinctness, (which is
expressed as-) ‘It (= substance) exists as distinct
from it (= colour etc..)’. And it is definitely a
ground of defeat if the contrariety of this kind
between Declaration and probans is intended®
(byyou).

But if the fulfilment of the condition of
apprehensibility by it (= the substance) is lost,
then there is no contrariety between Declaration
and probans, because then the distinctness of it
(= substance) exists even if it is not apprehended
because some distinct entities, which are remote
in some respect’, do exist distinctly (though they
are notapprehended).
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49. On what you have said viz., “If Declaration uttered by
oneself is contrary to it’s own utterance, then it is a contrary
Declaration,” we say - That a Declaration, which is a non-
constituent of proof, is employed in the inferential
statement is itself a ground of defeat. This is not a case of
contrariety, because that (= Declaration) itself is the
ground.

If there is contrariety (between probans and probandum)
independently of Declaration then it is a ground of defeat.
But when Declaration is the ground of defeat, the defeat is
due to employment of the Declaration itself. And because it
[= Declaration] it§elf results into conclusion of the debate,
it is futile to point out contrariety. Because, a defeated ong
is not defeated again, like fire which has turned into ashes
(does not get extinguished again).!

We state many probans’ for proving one (and the same)
probandum on some occasions of discussions, but they have
capasity to prove the probandum alternatively (i.e.
independently of each other). Otherwise (i.e. if the second
probans is not capable of proving the probandum
independently of the first,) then the second probans will be
superfluous.

If out of the two probans’ (proving the same
probandum), the employment of the other probans cannot
be made without the employment of one, then (the
probandum being proved by the first probans,) the second
one has got nothing to prove, because what is already
experienced is not to be established again.
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Therefore there is no occasion of defeat called
‘Contrariety of Declaration to its own utterance.’

Moreover, there is no ‘contrariety of Declaration’ in the
statement ‘Self does not exist’. Because it is denied that the
meaning of the expression ‘Self does not exist’ corresponds
to areal entity (= bhava) (The expression does not deny that
the word ‘Self’ has some meaning.) If the meaning of the
word is denied then there will be (self) contrariety.
Moreover, the meaning of a word is not the same as the self-
characterised particular.?
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50. You have also talked of ‘contrariety of probans (to
Declaration) based on falsification of Declaration’ as in
‘Everything is discrete because the term denoting a real is
applicable to an aggregate’. (Our view about this example
is:) Here there is no employment of Declaration nor that of
probans with which Declaration will have contrariety. What
is there then? This would be the summing-up statement
which presents the object (already) argued out. (This would
happen as follows:) One first establishes by employing other
reasons that the word (such as ‘pot’) does not express a
single peculiar characteristic but expresses a common
characteristic belonging to many objects. One then shows
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that any meaning of a word is not by nature a single peculiar
characteristic of a thing, as it is of the form of plurality of
objects. Having shown this one may say, “Everything is
discrete” with reference to the meaning of a word.

This answers the (accused) contrariety in this.
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51. [Alternative explanation:] Moreover, the statement
(viz. Everything is discrete because a term denoting a real is
applicable to an aggregate only) could be taken as an
indication of the instance, just as ‘Sound in impermanent,
because products are impermanent’ (is a statement
indicating the instance).' For example when there is dispute
on some matter, the disputant shows that a word is
admittedly used for a common property covering many
objects and having argued for the disputed point, concludes

in general, ‘Everything is discrete’.
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[A possible objection:] “If it amounts to employment of
instance, why is the instance not employed in its straight
mode of employment? And why is not the object of dispute
indicated in that way?”

[Answer] No, because it is shown in an abridged form. We
see the uses (of argument) in this form also.
Secondly the statement under consideration is
not the statement of proof (but it only resembles
the proof) .} ’

For the same reason there is no falsification of
probans by the Declaration here. Here one (i.e.
the Buddhist) is not intending to accept some
collection which is composite in nature and (yet)
is singular, when one says that there is nothing
such as a single object. If one accepts it (= a
collection which is composite and yet singular)
then there would be contrariety.

Even the one who talks of the particularity (=
bheda) of atom by saying, ‘Since there is
conjunction (of atoms) with the mud at once’
etc.,’does not intend to prove a single object of
composite nature. What then? He intends to
prove the absence of such an object because
manyness of one thing is denied. Therefore in
that inference, the object intended to be proved
is not a collection and a word is not made
applicable to it. Therefore theré is no contrariety
(between Declaration and probans here).
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52. Secondly, this case of contrariety' does not differ
from the earlier contrariety, in which case (i.e. in case it
differs) it would be mentioned separately.

[A possible Nyaya objection:] “There,(= in the earlier
case) there was falsification of probans and Declaration (by
some evidence) but here there is falsification of probans by
the Declaration. So there is a difference.”

[Answer:] There will be the relation of falsified-and-falsifier
between probans and Declaration if they are
contrary to objects (= facts). Following the
principle, “If there is contrariety between two
things then the two things are contrary to all
objects”, if any thing (= any pair) is mutually
falsifying, because if one object is accepted, the
other object becomes impossible, then there is
no substantial difference between the two
examples of contrariety - whether it is collective
contrariety (of probans and Declaration to some
evidences) or a separate contrariety (of
Declaration and probans to each other).
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3. As an alternative reading accepted in V; 397 - (R) and (D).
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53. Moreover, is it (= the inference, “Everything is
discrete because a term denoting a real is applicable to an
aggregate only”) a case of Contrary probans or it is an
Unproved probans because it has a different substratum
(from that of probandum) (and this is noticed) as soon as
there is employment of probans and hence Unproveness of
probans is the occasion of defeat here? Because, (i.e., latter
is the case, because) this kind of (Unproved) probans, as
soon as it is uttered, is recognised as not being the property
of that (= the bearer of the probandum) and brings about
the defeat of the speaker. When the speaker is defeated, the
concern whether the object of it (= probans) is contrary (to
Declaration) has no significance.

Moreover, in every case this contrariety between
Declaration and probans, when it occurs, falls into two types
of faults: Contrariety and Unprovedness.

Contrariety is nothing but the absence of probandum -
property, when the existence of probans in the property-
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bearer (= locus) is proved, because existence of (such a)
probans is contrary to Declaration.

Unprovedness on the other hand takes place when the
declared object (= probandum) is proved (by some other
means) in the property-bearer (= locus) (and the probans
being contrary to probandum is non-existent in the
property-bearer) because two contrary natures cannot exist
in one place; otherwise there is no contrariety.'

[A possible Nyaya objection:] “Contrariety (of
Declaration) is possible even when the nature of the
(probans -) property is unproved because there would be
contrariety between the expressed probans and the
declared object.”

[Answer] When the evidence is not available to both
(disputant as well as opponent) there arises
doubt about (the existence of probans in) the
property-bearer. In that case, when there is doubt
about the existence of probans in the property-
bearer, Unprovedness is the only fault in
probans. Therefore there is no cause of defeat
called ‘Contrariety of Declaration’ apart from
(the fallacies of probans called) Unproved and
Contrary probans.

And Unproved and Contrary probans are covered
by the mention of ‘fallacies of probans’ (as one of
the occasions of defeat). Therefore ‘Contrary
Declaration’ should not be stated separately (as
an occasion of defeat).
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54. [Apossible objection:] “Since contrariety (always)
holds between two objects, any one of them could be
mentioned by the speaker according to his intention”.

[Answer] That is possible. (You might say:) The contrariety
of Declaration and probans holds between
Declaration and probans. So it is dependent on
two relata. So it is called ‘Contrariety of
Declaration’, when the contrariety of Declaration
is intended and it is called ‘Contrary probans’
when contrariety of probans to Declaration is
intended. Therefore there is no fault in calling it
either ‘Contrariety of Declaration’ or
‘Contrariety of probans.’

The example of (contrary) probans is - ‘Sound is
permanent because it is subject to generation’.
The example of contrariety of Declaration is-
‘There is no Self. The example of mutual
contrariety between Declaration and probans is
‘Substance is distinct from quality etc.”” The
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example of contrariety of probans to Declaration
is, ‘There is no single object’ etc.”

(Although you might say this, our comment here
is twofold-) You cannot say so (i.e., you cannot
treat them as different types of ‘Contrary
Declaration’) Because, as we said here before, no
case of contrariety dependent on probans falls
outside the scope of the fallacy of contrary
probans.

And if it is intended that there is contrariety in
the Declaration itself, in isolation, (i.e.,)
independently (of probans) then employment of
the term ‘probans’ in (the definition of Contrary
Declaration as-) ‘Contrariety between
Declaration and probans’ would be irrelevant.

Moreover, it is not proper to say that there is
‘contrariety to probans’ (= hetuvirodhah) in
example, “Sound is permanent because it is
subject to generation”, because there wiil be
‘contrariety to probans’ (properly so called)
when the Declaration falsifies probans. But here
the probans falsifies the Declaration. It is
therefore proper to call this example as that of
‘contrariety to Declaration’.

Because, although contrariety holds between two
objects, that to which there is contrariety is
determined relative to what is falsified.
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55. You (= Udyotakara) have said by following the
allegorical principle viz., ‘the picture drawn by a buffoon’,’
“By this (definition of contrary Declaration,) the contrariety
of Declaration to instance etc. should also be said (to be
covered)” We say on this - There will be contrariety of
instance if the instance possesses the absence of the
provable property.® If the existence of probans is proved to
be there in such a contrary instance exclusively, then itis a
case of the fallacy of probans, viz. Contrary probans.’

But if the existence of probans is common (to contrary
instances as well as other instances), or if the rule about its
existence is unproved, then it is a case of the fallacy of
probans called Inconclusive. Or if proban does not exist
(both in positive contrary instances as well as other
instances) then it is a case of the fallacy of probans called
Uncommon.

[A possible Nyaya objection:] “A probans does not exist
in the contrary instance but exists in the opposite instances,’

x. (V); a1 919nvr: - (R) and (D).
«. (R); wfagmn - (V) and (D).
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then there is no fault in probans, but the Declaration does
have contrariety to instance.”

[Answer] No. Because, (in the case cited by you) the
probans does not exceed dubitability. Because,
the contrariety of Declaration to the instance’is a
fault when it is with regard to positive instance,
not when it is with regard to negative instance,
because such a contrariety (i.e. the one with
regard to negative instance) is desirable.

When the positive instance possesses a property
contrary (to probandum), although probans in
fact has invariable relation with probandum, the
invariable character of the probans cannot be
demonstrated (because the positive instance is
defective) and there cannot be determinate
cognition (of the probandum) caused by the
probans unless its relation of invariable
concomitance (with the probandum) is
demonstrated. Therefore the contrariety of
Declaration to instance does not fall outside the
fallacies of probans.
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56. [ A Naiyayika might say:] “Let there be fault in
both ways”.

[Answer] No. Because, the fault in probans has prior
occurrence. And it is not expected to discover
another fault, once the disputant is defeated
(due to the fault in probans).

This is true especially in the case of one who
insists on the rule regarding the order of the
elements of proof.' The defining characteristic of
probans viz. ‘similarity with (positive) instance’
becomes inapplicable to the probans if the
(positive) instance is contrary. Hence the defeat
of the disputant takes place due to the fault in
probans which is employed before (instance).

Hence the contrariety (of Declaration) with
respect to instance, which is employed later, does
not deserve our concern.

If probans has contrariety to (positive) instance
(i.e. it does not exist in the positive instance)
then there will be (the fallacy of probans called)
Uncommon. Or if the probans (that does not
exist in positive instances) exists in the negative
instanice then there will be (the fallacy of probans
called) Contrariety.

On the other hand when probans is contrary to a
means of knowledge, like in the example, “Fire
does not burn because it is cold,” there is the
fallacy called Unproved probans.



REFUTATION OF THE NYAYA-VIEW 91

‘The contrariety of Declaration to a means of
knowledge’ is explained (i.e. examined) through
(the examination of) ‘Contrariety to its own
utterence.’ '

In this way all these cases are included in the
fallacies of probans when there is contrariety in

the proof.
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57. But your statement viz. “Accusing the other’s
argument of the fallacy of Inconclusive probans, by
referring to ‘cowness’,’ which is proved in one’s own
discipline, amounts to contrary reply,” is quite irrelevant (to
the occasion of defeat called contrary Declaration).
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Because, if the opponent claims to prove the variability of
relation (between probans and probandum) by referring to
cowness etc., which is proved in his own discipline, then the
contrariety (of his reply) will be right, because the cowness
etc. which is contrary to the disputant’s own position is not
accepted by him (=disputant). Because, he (=the opponent)
doubts the existence of the probans in cowness, which is
accepted by himself, and hence exhibits his own lack of
understanding.

But whether cowness exists or not, the probans remains
Inconclusive, when its capasity to prove (the probandum) is
not established, because it causes doubt.

If on the other hand its capasity (to prove the
probandum) is established, then in that case it does not
exist in cowness and hence there is no doubt regarding the
probans at all, because it (= capasity of probans) is
established by removing all sorts of doubts.?

This also explains the inconclusiveness of the probans
which is employed independently of one’s own position.
Such an employment of probans also amounts to applying
the probans that exists in the permanent ‘cowness’ accepted
by oneself, for proving impermanence. Hence such an
employment of probans being incapable (of proving
probandum) amounts to employing dubitable probans
only, asitis a non-constituent of proof.

You also said, “There is (sometimes) a claim of
inconclusiveness on the basis of something which is
admitted by both the parties”. Here also one should talk of
inconclusiveness necessarily based on the probans causing
doubt. This factor (namely the probans causing doubt) is
common to other cases (of inconclusiveness) also, hence
there is no difference between the inconclusiveness in this
case where something is admitted by both the parties, and
the one in other cases.
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58. You also said, “Because the fallacies of instance arise
out of the fallacies of probans, so the former are covered by
the mention of the latter. Therefore the former are not
mentioned separately in the list of the occasions of defeat.”
This too cannot be held rightfully by the advocates of
(instance as) a distinct element in the argument.

The mention of the fallacies of probans cannot cover the
mention of the fallacies of instance according to the one
who talks of instance as an element distinct from probans.
Because, if it (= a fallacy of instance) is covered by the
mention of them (= fallacies of probans) then it (=
instance) will not be a distinct constituent of proof from
that (= probans).

v. (R); @3 - (V) and (D).
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If the fallacies of instance are included in the fallacies of
probans, then it is desirable also to include instance in the
probans. In that case instance will not be a separate element
of proof, as it does not have separate existence.

The object which is to be proved by the instance is
included in the (object to be proved by) probans. Therefore
it is proved by probans only and hence the instance has no
power separately.

Moreover, any occasion of defeat of the disputant (= the
defender of the first position; purvapaksavadin) is not justly
so if it is not connected with a fallacy of probans. Hence all
the cases (of occasions of defeat) related with it (= a fallacy
of probans) are covered by the mention of ‘fallacies of
probans’ (in the list of the occasions of defeat) and hence
they do not deserve a separate mention.

Because, the occasion of defeat such as ‘Shifting to a
different point’ is also possible only when the probans is
inéapable (of proving the probandum). Because, nobody
begins to shift to a different point if the probans (employed
by him) is sound and the probandum is proved. Because,
only an incapable person goes for false practices.
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59. (4) [Pratijnasarnyasa: Renunciation of Declaration]

“‘Renunciation of Declaration’ means removing (i.e.
disowning) the declared thesis when one’s position is
repudiated (by the opponent)” (N§5.2.5.)

[Nyaya explanation:] “The disputant first declares the
thesis as ‘Sound is impermanent because it is knowable
through senses’ and when it is repudiated by showing the
variability of relation of the probans (with the probandum)
by referring to the existence of the probans in universals, he
disowns the thesis by saying, “Who said that the sound is
impermanent?” It is an occasion of his defeat, called

r M

‘Renunciation of Declaration’.

[Dharmakirti’s response:] If in this case the disputant
does not disown his own position, then will he not be
defeated?

If you say, “(He will not be defeated) because here the
disputant expresses fallacious probans when he is not
defeated (i.e. not caught by the opponent),” then we ask.-

What is the point in looking forward to the later
renunciation of Declaration? The earlier event (of one’s
argument being repudiated by the opponent) is itself the
occasion of one’s (= disputant’s) defeat. What is the use of
introducing the other innumerable acts of impotent chatter
(as the varieties of occasion of defeat)? In this way there will
be transgression (of reason). Becoming silent when one’s
position is repudiated will be an occasion of defeat called
‘Becoming silent’; if one runs away (when one’s position is
repudiated), then it will be an occasion of defeat called
‘Running away’. The occasions of defeat such as these will
all have to be mentioned (separately). Therefore this

(occasion of defeat) is also irrelevant.
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60. (5) [Hetvantara: Another probans]

“‘Another probans’ occurs when one desires to present
the qualified probans when the probans stated without
qualifications is repudiated”. (N§5.2.6.)

[Vatsyayana explains-] “For example, “The manifest has
singular original nature (= prakrti) because it has a limited
size (= parimana). For instance it is seen that the things like
(earthen) plate etc. which are produced from (a single
substance viz.) mud, have limited size.”

“This argument is repudiated (by the opponent) by
pointing out the variability (of the relation) in the following
way - “The things having manifold original nature as also the
things having singular (i.e. common) original nature are
seen to have limited size.”

¢. (V); 9ftomrg - (R) and (D).
¢. Supported by V.
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“When repudiated in this way, the disputant says: (We
state our probans as follows:) “Because ‘limited size’ is
observed in the kinds of objects co-ordinated by a singular
original nature”and all these manifest objects which are co-
ordinated by pleasure, pain and delusion, are known to
have limited size; (hence) they have a singular original
nature and the lack of co-ordination with any other original
nature.” In this way it becomes a case of Another probans
when someone repudiates the unqualified probans.

“When another probans is presented the earlier probans
proves to be incapable of proving (the probandum) and
hence an occasion of defeat.”

[Dharmakirti’s response:] In this too, where is the point
in thinking about the other probans, as the disputant is
already defeated due to the earlier statement of the
Inconclusive probans? If the proposer of the first probans
expresses an Inconclusive probans and is given an
opportunity to respond (to the objections) then he gets
defeated due to the same (Inconclusive probans). But if he
is not given an opportunity to respond (to the objections)
then even if he presents another probans, he is not worthy
of being defeated, because there is no closure (of the
debate in that case).

T8T
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61. (6) [Arthantara: Different point]

“Different point’ means (speaking) something, the
content of which is irrelevant to the topic under
consideration”. (N§5.2.7.)

[Vatsyayana explains:] “When the position and the
counter-position are held in accordance with their
definitions (by disputant and opponent respectively) and
proof of the probandum on the basis of probans is due, one
(= the disputant) would say, “Sound is permanent. The hetu
(= probans) is - ‘because intangible’. ‘Hetu’ is a word ending
with k7t - suffix when the word tu is attached as suffix to the
root ‘h?’ (= ‘hinot’). Words are of four kinds - noun, verb,
prefix and particle.” Having initiated (a different point) in
this way he explains noun etc.”

[Udyotkara explains:] “This is an occasion of defeat
called ‘Different point’, because here the disputant’s
speech is irrelevant to the proposed topic.”

[Dharmakirti’s response:] This occasion of defeat is
legitimate one. It amounts to first leaving the issue at hand
when the fault (in one’s argument) is pointed out (by the
other debater) and then ‘stating a non-constituent of proof’
or ‘pointing out a non-fault’, on the parts of disputant and
opponent respectively. Because, when the proposer of the
argument is required to give justification of his proposed
argument, he states instead of that something that is not
invariably connected with the proposed topic either by
relating it to the context or not. And from the side of the
respondent (i.e. opponent) it amounts to expressing
something other than discovery of the fault (of the
disputant).
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62. (7) [Nirarthaka: Meaningless utterance]

““Meaningless utterance’ means an act like uttering a
series of letters.” (N§5.2.8.)

2. Inthe light of NV 5.2.8; iYATgaIgHArd - (R) and (D).
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[Vatsyayana explains:] “For Vexami)i‘e.,k “Sound is
permanent because (it is) ja, ba, ga, da, like jha, bha, gha,
dha.”. :

[Udyotakara explains:] “Here the debater is defeated
due to non-employment of the probans.”

[Dharmakirti responds:] This is also irrelevant.
Because there is no meaninglessness when simply it is
proved that there is an utterance of a series of letters. If
something is an utterance of a non-constituent of proof,
only then it is meaningless. Because, the content of that
utterance is not conducive to the proof of the probandum
and also because it does not serve any purpose. Acceptance
of it, (therefore,) as a special type (of the occasion of
defeat) is notin order. :

[A possible objection:] “It is no fault, because the word
vat (= ‘like’) is used (in the definition).”

[Answer] It may be so. (You might say-) The term vat ( =
like) is wused in the expression ‘vamna-
kramanirdesavat’ (= an act like uttering a series of
letters). It indicates other discordant expressions
also. Therefore there is no fault. But we do not
accept this. Because, in that case no mention of
‘Different point’ etc. will have to be made (as
distinct occasions of defeat). And in that case all
those examples (of Different point) will have to
be called the examples of Meaninglessness only,
because they are covered by (the definition of the
occasion of defeat called) ‘Meaningless.’

[A possible objection:] “Meaningless utterance’ does not
mean the one which does not surve any purpose in proving
the probandum. By ‘Meaningless utterance’ we mean the
one which does not have any meaning.”
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[Answer] In that case, why is not any person, who is not a
disputant at all (i.e. who does not participate in a
debate at all), defeated when he makes
meaningless utterances? Because, the efficient
cause (= nimitta) is common (to the two cases).

[A possible objection:] ““No. Such a case is not relevant
in this context.”

[Answer] Here you have to accept that the one who makes ¢
meaningless utterance is defeated by thal
utterance only. This is common to all the person:
who state a non-constituent of proof. All those
who make meaningless utterances are worthy o
being defeated by the same occasion of defeat.

Moreover, utterance of a series of letters is no
always meaningless. In some context even that i
meaningful. So this (= your mentioning series o
letters as meaningless) is itself an occasion o
(your) defeat, because it is meaningless here (=
in this context). Moreover, you are saying
something different (from what is relevant) when
you say, ‘Utterance of a series of letters is an
occasion of defeat’, because in that case one
should mention striking the cheeks,' rubbing the
upper garment’ etc.
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63. (8) [Avijiatartha: Meaning -not- understood]
““Meaning-not-understood’ occurs when the statement

uttered thrice (by the disputant) is not understood by the
audience and by the opponent” (N§5.2.9)

[Vatsyayana explains:] “‘If the statement uttered thrice
(by the disputant) is not understood by the audience and
the opponent, because it contains obscure words or
unfamiliar usages or is uttered too speedily or for some
other reason, then such a statement the meaning of which is
not understood and which is used for hiding one’s capasity
(to justify one’s own position) is an occasion of defeat.”

[Dharmakirti’s response:] This does not differ from
‘Meaningless utterance’. If the disputant makes a statement
speedily, which is intelligible and relevant to the topic
under consideration, then he does not have incapability (to
justify his position). Nor do the audience etc. fail to
comprehend his statement because he was insensible. (But
the audience fails to comprehend because of speady
delivery.) Therefore such a learned disputant does not
deserve to be called defeated. .

[A possible objection:] “The disputant does deserve to
be called defeated because the audience has only to imagine
that his statement is capable.’ (i.e. meaningful, arha)”.

[Answer] Why is not the opponent (instead of the
disputant) called defeated, who due to

2. (V); Afegrasfaareaame - (R) and (D).
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insensitivity does not understand the statement
of the disputant arguing rationally? Or because
his (= disputant’s) capability to argue out the.case
is not understood by the audience and others
due to their insensitivity, he (= disputant) is
neither to be called the winner nor defeated. And
in case the disputant is making irrelevant
statements it is nothing but ‘Meaningless
utterance’. Therefore no separate occasion of
defeat viz. ‘Meaning-not-understood’ may be

proposed.
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64. (9) [Aparthaka: Non-sensical]

“Non-sensical’ means an utterance which has no
integrated sense, because earlier and later words in it have
no connection.” (N§5.2.10).

3. Inthe light of NBh 5.2.10; Teaqganidfararg - (R) and (D).
. (V); TEEegen agmmads - (R) and (D).
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[Vatsyayana explains:] “Where many words or sentences
are known to be unrelated in meaning because there is no
connection between earlier and later (words or santences),
then it is ‘Non-sensical’ because it is bereft of integrated
meaning, like the sentence beginning with ‘Ten

y !

pomegranates .

[Dharmakirti’s response]  This, they say’, is mentioned
separately from ‘Meaningless utterance’ which contains
unconnected letters, because in this (= ‘Non-sensical’),
words (and not letters) are unconnected.

But in that case ‘unconnected sentences’ also will have to
be mentioned separately. You cannot say that ‘Non-sensical’
as the occasion of defeat is legitimate because it covers both
(unconnected words and sentences) because in that case
(by the same token) ‘Meaningless’ would also be covered
(by Non-sensical).

We have already said that it is a transgression (of reason)
to prattle for defining separate occasions of defeat
according to such peculiarities. We do not find any fault in
referring to a collection (of cases by a single occasion of
defeat). Nor do we find any special virtue in diversification.
So this (Nyaya argument) is insignificant.
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65. (10) [Apraptakala: Mistimed]

“Mistimed’ means utterance of the elements (of
argument) in perverse order.” (N§5.2.11).

~[Vatsyayana explains:] “The elements of argument
starting with Declaration follow an order due to their
significance in accordance with their definitions. Hence
stating the elements in perverse order is an occasion of
defeat.”

[Udyotakara explains:] “If one says, “No, because the
proof (of the probandum) is possible in this way also”, then
we say, - No, because it (= an argument in perverse order) is
like a word removed from the (standard) usage. For
instance it is not correct to say that explication of the
meanings of words is in vain because even the word ‘gon?’
used in the sense of ‘go’ (= bullock) conveys an object
possessing hump on shoulders etc. (i.e. a bullock). Here
one apprehends the word ‘go’ through this word (= goni)
and then understands the object possessing hump on
shoulders etc. In the same way one apprehends the
elements of argument such as Declaration etc. arranged in
their proper order through the elements which are
presented in perverse order and then knows the meaning
(of the argument) from the elements in proper order. That
is why we find in this world that one first takes the object of
action such as the lump of clay and then takes the

instrument.”

4. Inthe light of V; ad: ol Bfeuaifes & - (R) and (D);

2 O T IOSTRRTEROHR &Rl NV, 52.11.
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66. [Dharmakirti’s response:] Your saying that it is like
a word removed from the (standard) usage, is like one mad
person narrating another mad person’s statement'!| We do
not see any point in (Grammarian’s) attempt towards
explication of (correct) words, if the apprehension of the
object possessing hump in shoulders (i.e. a bullock) takes
place from the word ‘gont’. ’

[A possible objection:] “The “explication (of correct
words) is made in order to explicate the meaning-conveying
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words, because the word ‘gon?’ does not have capasity to
convey the meaning.”

[Answer] But we find in the world that there is
apprehension (of meaning) from the word ‘gon?’
also!

[Objection:] “True. We do find. But we have said that it
(= the apprehension of meaning) is not direct.”

[Answer] “You have said that, but what you said is not
correct. Because women and Sudras do not have
apprehension of both (= the correct word as well
as the incorrect word)." Because only he will
understand (the meaning from the incorrect
word via the correct word) who knows both, the
(correct) word and the incorrect word. But how
will be the person who knows the word ‘nakka’ or
“mukka’ but _does not know the word ‘nasa’
(meaning nose) understand the correct word
from the incofrect word and then understand the
meaning? But we see in fact that the person not
knowing both the words (but only the ineorrect
word) does apprehended (the meaning).

This apprehension does not take place through a
series of relations. Because if a word does not
have capasity to produce the apprehension of the
meaning, then it cannct have the capasity to
produce the apprehension of a word also.’

Because, ‘the capasity to connote the meaning’
(= arthe vacakatvam) (that subsists in a word) is
not quite a different thing from ‘capasity to
produce the apprehension of it.’

And if the- incorrect word does produce the
apprehension of the correct word, then why does
it not produce the apprehension of the meaning
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itself? We do not see any kind of dissension of it
(= incorrect word) with the meaning due to

which it would keep the meaning away.

Moreover the (incorrect) word cannot generate
the apprehension of the correct word also, unless
such a convention is made.

Because, the incorrect word does not produce
the apprehension of the correct word naturally,
because we do not see that. But it would produce
(the apprehension) only if there is such a
convention. The word operates on account of
convention.

The exertion of (postulating) a series of
apprehensionsis avoided in this way.
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67. Moreover, (the incorrect words need not convey the
meaning indirectly and correct words directly) because we
find that converse is the case. Those who do not understand
the meaning from the (correct) word are found acquiring
knowledge from corrupt words. Hence the ‘Instruction
about words’ (as given in Sanskrit Grammar) is fruitless.

[A possible objection:]  “It is not fruitless, because it is
meant for explication of Sanskrit (= cultured) words”

[Answer] Whatis ‘being cultured’ in the case of words? We
do not see any (sign of) culturedness such as
intellect or learnedness (in them).

Nor do these (Sanskrit) words have extreme
audibility. Nor do“they have any pre-eminence in
conveying the meaning.

Nor are they the means to religious merit,
because demerit is produced even from the

s. Inthe light of V; sTargl:- (R) and (D).
¢. (V); acamaefid: - (R); deqaeanta: - (D).
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Sanskrit words motivating wrong attitudes.
Conversely other words (= non-Sanskrit words)
also produce merit. The grammarian’s
announcement that just the proper use of a word
gives one the pleasure in Heaven, is merely an
utterance. The experts of reasoning do not
honour such (unfounded) scriptural statements.

Nor is it the case that one’s mouth becomes
tortuous if one says, “If there is only a proper use
of the word, but it does not give motivation for
acquiring merit through charity etc, then
(instead of giving heavenly pleasure) it leads to
collapse of a mountain.” Therefore there is no
word which is cultured. '

[A possible objection:] “Culturendness of a word means
its having been used by learned persons.”

[The counter-question:] Who are learned?

[Opponent’s answer:] “Those who possess the qualities
such as the knowledge of what one should know.”

[Dharmakirti’s response:] What sort of a false conviction
they (the ‘learned persons’) are having then, which does
not require any excellence in their qualities? Because, they
use only these (= Sanskrit) words and not others! Moreover,
there is no direct witness to (the use of) these words, on the
basis of whom we can ascertain that learned persons use
only these words and not others.

We do not approve of culturedness of even a few words as
we do not see any excess of qualities (in them). Protection
of Vedas is a non-purpose according to the one who is not a
follower of their system. And even if there is some excess of
qualities (in the Sanskrit words), no effort needs to be made
for their explication.” Because the particular nature of those
words could be justified on some other basis also, like in the



REFUTATION OF THE NYAYA-VIEW 111

case of the words in Prakrta, Apabhramsa, Dravida, Andhra
and other languages. There is no defining characteristic of
languages belonging to the respective regions. People
understand (meanings from words) in a definite way due to
the sameness (i.e. continuity) of tradition, as they also
understand deviation from the standard usage. The
apprehension of Sanskrit words also will take place in the
same way. Therefore tending to attribute defining
characteristic’ to words is an insensitive mode of

understanding.
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3. Inthe light of V: wraruweitfad - (R) and (D).
. (R): 1gfufa: - (D) (No support from V).
:. (R); ¥=q: - (D) (No support from V)
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68. (Now coming to the occasion of defeat proper:)

If in spite of the perverse order of the elements (of an
argument) there is the apprehension of the mutal relation-
ship' of the sentences (in the argument), there is neither false
apprehension nor non-apprehension, then it is because the
argument (with the elements in perverse order) has capasity
(to convey the intended meaning).

Nor is there any convention such as ‘the words (in the
argument) should be used in this way alone’ as there is no
difference in conveyance (of meaning).

[A possible objection:] “That is the proper order of
elements through which the apprehension of the meaning
takes place. Hence there is no apprehension through the
elements in perverse order. The apprehension of meaning
through them takes place via the apprehension of proper
sequential order.”

[Answer] The proper sequential order is not apprehended
unless the relation amongst the elements is
apprehended. And if the relation amongst the
words is apprehended as ‘This is related here’,
then what would be their order of priority or
posteriority on account of which they would be
arranged? Because when the relation is
apprehended, that itself is their order, viz. the
relationship which is apprehended amongst

- them as they are. There is no rule governing the
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order of words belonging to sentences. For
example ‘puruso rajiak’ (= Man of the king) and
‘rajnah purusak’ (= king's man) (both are
grammatically correct).?

Those many words constitute a sentence through
which there is accomplishment of meaning. For
example “Devadatta, gam anaya krspam’ (=
Devadatta, bring the black cow.) (The order of
words = Devadatta, cow, bring, black.)*Here there
is no difference in the apprehension of meaning
although the words are used freely. Hence the
adherence to order (of the elements of
argument) is insignificant (kascit).

Moreover we have explained how there can be
apprehension (of the probandum) even without
the statement of Declaration. If an implied word
(or sentence) has to be used (explicity), then it
would be a transgression (of reason). We have
said with regard to the remaining elements that
there is no rule that one should first indicate the
relation (of pervasion) and then the existence (of
probans) in the property-bearer, or that one
should first indicate the existence in the
properly-bearer and then the relation of
pervasion. Because, the knowledge of the
probandum arises in both the cases.*

If (on the other hand) (the order of the words in
the argument is so perverse that) no relation is
apprehended amongst the words, then the
proper sequential order (amongst the elements
of the argument) also will not be apprehended.
Hence this case will not differ from the (occasion
of defeat called) ‘Non sensical’. In that case it will
not be proper to mention ‘Mistimed’ as a distinct
occasion of defeat.
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69. (11) [Nyuna : Insufficient]

“Insufficient’ means that (inferential statement) which is
destitute of one of the elements.” (N § 5.2.12.)

[Vatsyayana explains:] “The (inferential) statement in
which one of the elements, such as Declaration, is lacking, is
deficient. Because the probandum is not proved in the
absence of (complete) proof.”

[Dharmakirti’s response:] If it is destitute of, say,
Declaration, then it is not deficient, because we have
explained that the knowledge of probandum takes place
even in its absence.

Another one'says, “it is deficient, because even in the case
of insufficiency (due to the absence of Declaration), defeat
takes place.”

This is an unthoughtfu] statement, because he will
deserve defeat, who uses a redundant sentence (lit.
meaningless sentence) the meaning of which is implied (by
other elements of the argument), but the 6ne who utters a
meaningful (ngn-redundant) sentences is not defeated.

2. (R): Supported by uﬁ'ﬂm‘svrgqawqu - V; But the reading mentioned
- in V- 9fa9i<Ei, and also (D).
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Declaration is not a constituent of proof for the same

| t§t
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70. (12) [Adhika: Additional]

“‘Additional’ means that (inferential statement) which
contains an additional probans or instance.” (N§5.2.13).

[Vatsyayana explains:] “When the inferential statement
is complete with one (probans or instance) the other one is
redundant (Lit. meaningless). This is to be understood (as
an occasion of defeat) when such a rule is accepted (in the
debate).”

[Dharmakirti’s response:] When the discussion is based
on (the rule of) using an inferential statement containing
(only) one probans, stating an additional probans in such a
discussion is redundant. Hence it is an occasion of defeat
(there).

In a diffuse discussion there is no fault (of this kind)
because there are no rulesin it. ’

T8

x. Inthe light of NBh5.2.13. The word used in NBh is 37d(&; But 98 -
(R) and (D).



116 VADANYAYA OF DHARMAKIRTI

Wy, [23.] “wﬁ:gﬂa‘aﬁmﬂ[m.g
4. 3.8¥] VRUAEwH- e ISt weg gl stefqTe -
sifta: TR vyt wam sfal

37T A URYAEH YaTeAY; A gTeaRaTe T § e
Ve STy wikg ;| Fur-

Taf gufa w@nfirgs st

Fiufe WASER [W@agr?] gutafy [yaafa?] gt

Terefed < wforefa frfl

geavfGRd I gcafa Jeafal

Y1 91 Ff afa wafa yafa, 7 wafa 7 wafa dae srifiaq
FRuTHf

71. (13) [Punarukta : Repetition]
“Repetition’ means iteration (made in the course of

argument) of words or meaning except as a confirmatory
repetition.” (NS5.2.14)

[Udyotakara explains:] “An example of Repetition of
words - “Sound isimpermanent, sound is impermanent.” An
example of the Repetition of meaning - “Sound is
impermanent, sonority is subject to destruction.”

[Dharmakirti’s response:] Here ‘Repetition’ of words
need not be mentioned separately. Because it is covered by
the mention of ‘Repetition of meaning’. Because, there is
no fault if the meaning is different even if the words are the
same. For instance -

“The machine bought for a bit of money’is such that it
laughts when the master laughs, cries loudly when cries,
runs with a fastened Waist-band and with sweat coming out
when runs, censures a virtuous faultless person when (the
master) censures (the same), dances when dances.”
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Or (another example) - “That which happens when this
real thing happens and does not happen when it does not
happen, is the effect of this, and the other thing is the

| r§t
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72. [Another type of Punarukta as stated in NS :]

“T'hat utterance is also called Repetition which expresses
the meaning again which isimplied (by other utterances) !

[Dharmakirti’s response:] This (type of Repetition)
occurs when the use of words in an inferential statement is
rule bound. Utterance of Declaration is an example of this.
This (type of Repetition) need not be mentioned separately
because it is covered by Repetition of meaning.

Moreover this should be called a fault in that debate
where the inferential statements are rule-bound, not in a
diffused discussion. Because, (in a diffused discussion) the
speaker sometimes says the same thing again and again by
raising the doubt that witnesses and others have not heard
(the statement) properly or understood properly. Hence
there is no deception (of the opponent or the audience)
here.
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[A possible objection:] “No (it is an occasion of defeat),
because this (kind of debate) is not the proper place (for
repetitive statements). Here (i.e. in diffuse debate) the
debater is neither a teacher nor a student; so he need not be
addressed with efforts (i.e. elaborately) on account of which
the same thing would be uttered again and again. Hence
the repetition does amount to defeat.”

[Answer] That is not so, because (in such a diffuse
discussion) the witnesses are to be addressed with
efferts, because if they are not addressed with
efforts then this is regarded as a fault; (secondly)
because here the person to whom the
explanation is addressed is a student (in a broad
sense, i.e., someone worthy of being taught);
(thirdly,) because (in a disffused discussion) the
debate intended merely to gain victory is
prohibitted; (fourthly) because ‘making the
statement thrice’ has been mentioned (by you); '
“(fifthly) because (in a diffused discussion) there
is no conventional rule regarding repetition of an

utterance.
T8t
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o (V); AT =M - (R) and (D).
e (V): TREYAE - (R) and (D).
. (V); ¥g@1TE - (R) and (D).
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73. Moreover this (= Repetition) does not differ from
‘Additional’, hence it should not be mentioned separately.
Because, the fault of Additionality can occur in an
inferential statement where the use of words is rule-bound.
So in the case of Repetition also the word, meaning of which
is already expressed (by.other words) is Addition.

Plurality of probans’ and Repeated utterance is not a
fault' in a diffuse discussion. The diffuse discussion is such
that it is not specified in it that the proof of a single object is
undertaken; but it is desired to prove various objects in it or
it is desired by the audience that one employs various
probans (for proving the same object). It is a fault (in the
debate where the use of words is rule-bound. Because, in
such a debate there is no (second) apprehension (i.e. it is-
not permitted to generate second apprehension) of what is
apprehended. So plurality of probans etc. and plurality of
expression (in such a debate) is a fault of proof.

The fault in ‘Additional’ and ‘Repetition’ is equal.
Therefore it is proper to express them in union. Just as
there is no fault (in making their union), there is no plus-
point (in mentioning them distinctly). We have said that
mentioning varieties of this kind (distinctly) amounts to
transgression (of reason).’

(‘Additional’ can be included in ‘Repetition of words’.)
Because, the second probans which applies to the object
argued out (by the first probans) is just like a synonym (of
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the first probans). Because, the object of argument is not
distinct (in both the cases).

The (Repetition of) meaning’ does not differ from
arguing again (with additional probans or instance).

T8T
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74. What has been said (by the author of NS, may be
considered now) - “In the case of confirmatory repetition (=
anuvada), it is not a Repetition (as such) because (there)

some special purpose is served by repeating words.” (NS
5.2.15)

[Vatsyayana explains:] “For example conclusion (=
nigamana) is (defined by the author of NSin N§ 1.1.39 as)
restating the Declaration on the basis of probans.”

[Dharmakirti’s response:] Stating the Declaration the
meaning of which is implied (by the premises) is itself a
Repetition, what to say about the restatement of it! In this
way (stating the) conclusion is inadequate.

T8T
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¢. (R); g - (D).
k. (R); supported by V, THfadt - (D).
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75. (14) [Ananubhasana : Non-reproduction]

“Non-reproduction’ means inability to utter the
statement (of the other debater), the meaning of which is
understood by the assembly and which is uttered thrice (by
the other debater).” (N§5.2.17)

[Vatsyayana explains:] “The non-re-utterance of the
statement, the meaning of which is understood by the
assembly and which is uttered thrice (by the other debater)
is the occasion of defeat called Non-reproduction, because
if a debater does not (= cannot) re-utter (the other
debater’s statement), on what basis will be repudiate the
opponent’s position?”

[Udyotakara explains:] “If one says- “This is not an
occasion of defeat because a debate is concluded by an
answer (and not by the re-utterance)!”, then we say: One
may say so - “Whether one (= the respondent) is confused or
not is known from the answer; what is the significance of
uttering (the disputant’s statement) then? Because some
persons are capable of answering but not of re-utterance.
He (= the respondent) need not deserve defeat just for
that.” If one says this then we say: No. Because, (inability to
reproduce implies) the absence of comprehension of the

. Inthelight of NV5.2.17.
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subject of answer. If he does not reutter, then the answer
will be implied to be without subject. If he gives an answer,
why does he not utter (the subject of answer)? So you are
saying this contradictory thing - ‘Does not utter (the
statement) but answers it.” (One might say) “This is not so
(i.e. Non-reproduction is not an occasion of defeat) because
there is no declaration (to that effect). It is not declared (in
the debate) that a debater should first utter everything
(uttered by the other debater) and the answer should be
stated afterwards.” (we say:) The answer should be stated
somehow. But answer without basis is improper. Therefore
it is proper to regard ‘not re-uttering’ as an occasion of

| t§t
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76. [Dharmakirti's response:] Suppose that the
disputant incidentally announces same other topic under

. (V); g - (R) and (D).
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the pretext of explicating the object of one’s own argument,
states all the objects of inquiry on which there is dispute, in
the course of Declaration etc. and then elaborates the
discussion by introducing other topics in a special series of
topics and suppose that the opponent cannot reproduce all
that. Then what kind of failure in the opponent’s capasity is
there, in case he states only the answer to the subject on
which there is dispute? Because, you call the Non-
reproduction of disputant’s statement an occasion of
defeat! Therefore it is not the case. that the one who does
not reproduce the whole speach of the disputant is
(necessarily) unable to give answer.

The statements with which the proof of the enquired
object is invariably connected - such as that of existence (of
probans) in the thesis-subject and the justification of
pervasion - which are made without introducing some other
topics in that, are (i.e. have to be) definitely indicated (by
the opponent). Because, a constituent of argument is the
object of refutation. But even there it is not obligatory to
utter everything first in the same order and then to refute it.
Because in that case there will be the undesirable
occurrence of double utterance. If the opponent
reproduces (the relevant statement of the disputant) in
order to indicate the object of refutation, then
announcement of the disputant’s statements in the same
order is of no use and hence should not be made by the
opponent. Corresponding to each indication of fault, the
object (having the fault) is mentioned, because there is an
invariable relation of the form ‘this has this fault’.
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77. Moreover, it is not possible to indicate all the ob'jects
and then state the fault (in all of them) at once. Because,
faults differ from object to object. Therefore the object of
refutation which one is repudiating (at a particular time)
should be indicated at that time, not any other. Because at
the time of refuting one object indication of another object
is impossible. After it is refuted, another object which is the
object of another fault can be indicated. This is the proper
way of reproduction and refutation.

If everything (that the disputant says) is reproduced at
once, then the object (of refutation) will have to be
indicated again at the time of stating faults in it, because a
fault cannot be stated without indicating its object. This will
amount to making reproduction twice. Out of them (= two

3. (R:; 93 - (V) and (D).
. Inview of the parallel discussion of 3uf=R in Sec. 61.
«. (V) and a parallel statement in sec. 33; T - (R) and (D).
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reproductions) the first reproduction of everything in the
same order, is without any purpose; (on the contrary) when
the opponent has to state the fault, stating something which-
is not pertinent to it, amounts to ‘Not pointing out the
fault’ (= Adosodhavana). It also amounts to duplication.
Therefore reproducing everything at once should be called
a ground of defeat.

[The opponent might say:] “Letit be so”

[Answer] You might say “We have said that ‘Different
point’ is an occasion of defeat. While proving his
own argument if the disputant states some point
which is not invariably connected (with the main
point) by bringing in some context or the other
then it amounts to shifting to a Different point,
and hence he deserves defeat for that. Nothing
remains inapplicable if the context is created!
However, such a statement of him (= disputant)
is not to be reproduced. We are also not
admitting that first everything is to be stated (by
the opponent) once and then faults in that are to
be stated. But (we admit on the contrary that) the
object (of refutation) should be indicated by the
opponent (in due time), otherwise the refutation
will not stand!”
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78. (On this we say:) In that case Non-reproduction
should not be mentioned as a distinct occasion of defeat
because it is covered by Non-imagination. Non-imagination
means non-apprehension of the answer (to be given). The
one who does not indicate the object of answer is not
capable of apprehending the answer. It is not the case that
Non-reproduction does not imply ‘Non-apprehension of
the answer’. Therefore since Non-imagination pervades (=
covers) Non-reproduction, the occasion-of-defeat-hood that
subsists in Non-imagination, subsists in Non-reproduction
(t00). For instance the property of possessing dewlaps etc.
which subsists indiscriminately in all bullocks subsists (by
implication) in Bahuleya (= the bullock named as Bahuleya)
also. Therefore only Non-imagination should be called an
occasion of defeat and not Non-reproduction.

Moreover, which conventional rule is this viz. “Non-
reproduction of the statement stated thrice (is an occasion
of defeat)” If this practice (of uttering the statement
thrice) is for the opponent’s understanding of the
statement, why should it be stated (exactly) thrice? He (=

€. (R) and (V); frfindds - (D).
o. (V); fafita (R) and (D).
¢. (R); gRawfaats 3fa (D).
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the opponent) should be communicated in such a way that
he understands it. If (on the contrary) this practice is for
troubling the opponent, then too why is the statement
stated thrice? Instead of that he (= the disputant) should
first tell the statement in the ears of the witnesses and then
attack the opponent by making the statement cumbersome,
incomprehensible, speedy and abridged so that opponentis
confused in apprehending the answer and becomes silent.
Because there is no rational rule regarding the way of
troubling the opponent on account of which the
cumbersome and incomprehensible expressions uttered
speedily are prevented and thrice utterance is prescribed. It
should be said here that good persons do not tend to
trouble the opponents nor are sciences created for that.
Therefore the disputant should speak until the opponent
grasps, not necessarily three times.

If the opponent does not have capasity to understand
then the disputant who has limited capasity should avoid
him beforehand, by making (the witnesses) alert (to the fact
that the opponent cannot apprehend the meaning of

statements).
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79. (15) [Ajnana: Non-understanding]

“‘Non-understanding’ occurs when (a statement made by
the disputant is) not understood” (N§5.2.17).

[Vatsyayana explains:] “When a statement understood by
the assembly is not understood by the opponent then itisan
occasion of defeat called Non-understanding. Because if the
meaning (of the argument) is not understood, he cannot
make its repudiation.”

[Dharmakirti’s response:] This (occasion of defeat) also
is covered by it (i.e. by Non-imagination) and hence like
Non-reproduction it should not be mentioned (separately)_.l

Just like Non-reproduction, it is an occasion of defeat via
‘non-apprehension of answer’ (i.e. Non-imagination),
because there (i.e. in the case of Non-reproduction) the
apprehension of answer is impossible since the object (of
refutation) is not indicated; that is because reproduction
will be of no use without the context of indicating the
subject of answer; in the same way, in the case of Non-
understanding also, it is an occasion of defeat, via non-
apprehension of answer (i.e. Non-imagination).

Because, how can the one, who does not understand,
speak out the answer and the subject of answer? Therefore
not understanding the subject and not understanding the
answer is the occasion of defeat. If that is not so (i.e. if they
are not covered by Non-imagination) then in that case Non-
imagination will be without any subject matter.’
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Because, the one who has not understood the meaning
does not reproduce; the one who does not (= cannot)
reproduce will not be able to indicate the subject and
apprehend the answer, and hence he will not apprehend
the answer. Because the one who knows the answer and its
subject cannot fail to apprehend the answer, as both these
(= (1) Not understanding the subject (2) Not
understanding the answer) constitute the cause of the non-
apprehension of the answer.

The apprehension (of answer) does take place in the
absence of these (= non-apprehension of subject and non-
apprehension of answer). So you should tell me, what is the
subject matter of Non-imagination, if these two (non-
apprehensions) are mentioned separately (as the two kinds
of Non-understanding)! Non-imagination (in that case)
should not be mentioned at all, because it has no (distinct)

subject-matter.
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. 80. [Naiyayikas maysay:] “Non-understanding does not
mean not understanding the answer, but it means not
understanding the subject-matter. Even when the subject-
matter is understood, the answer may not be apprehended
because it is not known. Hence Non-imagination has a
(distinct) subject-matter.”

[Answer] Then in that case Non-reproduction will be
without subject-matter, because it is implied by
Non-understanding. The one who apprehends
the subject-matter correctly will not fail to
reproduce it. Hence Non-reproduction should
not be mentioned separately.

(Similarly Non-imagination too should not be
mentioned separately.) Because, not
understanding the answer is also implied. ‘Not
understanding the answer’ is implied by ‘not
understanding the subject-matter.” The person
who does not understand the subject-matter,
does not understand the answer also. Therefore
there is no (distinct) subject-matter of Non-
imagination.
[Naiyayikas may say:] The subject-matter of Non-
imagination is ‘not knowing the answer even if the subject-
matter is known.’

[Answer] Then in that case, other' (intermediate?)
occasion of defeat will have to be mentioned by
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classifying ‘Non-understanding of subject-matter
and answer’ further. As you are accounting for a
different occasion of defeat, by classifying Non-
understanding into ‘Not understanding subject-
matter’ and ‘Not understanding the answer’ even
though there is no additional point (gunatisaya)
(in doing so0), in the same way (we ask,) why are
other occasions of defeat not being mentioned
by classifying ‘Non-understanding’ into ‘Not
understanding the whole answer” etc.r Nor is
there any fault in mentioning the two-fold Non-
understanding unitedly; on the contrary there
will be a plus-point namely ‘economy’ (lit.
lightness). Therefore mentioning them unitedly
is justified. Hence no separate mention of Non-
reproduction and Non-understanding is justified
because their subject-matter is the subject-matter
of Non-imagination.

Moreover, any other occasions of the defeat of
proposer or respondent, apart from Fallacies of
probans and Non-imagination, are not justified,
because everything becomes mentioned by
mentioning the two. The elaborate classification
is futile, because it is a transgression (of reason)
to undertake to mention the subdivisions implied
by the two (= Fallacies of probans and Non-
imagination) (separately) without there being
any additional point.

£§T
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81. (16) [Apratibha: Non-imagination]
“Non-imagination’ means non-apprehension of answer,”
(N§5.2.18) ‘

[Vatsyayana explains:] “When the other debater’s
position is to be repudiated by one, but the one does not
apprehend the answer (to be given) to his (= other
debater’s) argument, the one is to be called defeated.”

[Dharmakirti’s response:] After the argument has been
stated (by the disputant) and when the topic-wise answer is
to be given (by the respondent), if he (= the respondent)
spends time in vain, by announcing (the disputant’s
statements) in the same order, reciting verses etc., out of
ignorance about the answer, then he (= the respondent)
deserves defeat because he does not know what he has to do.
Therefore this occasion of defeat is justified.

T8t

¢R. [v9.] “‘wricmagr Fufasa g9’ [=. g, 4.
R R0 ] Afcenfa wde =rasa wui fafesafal 38 7 s wehq,
sferrafad g S ivagsar s #ud fauifa - samfe
i fafeeafal @ fagq m frrarAsRtIRRR wuEi
@AY wU waged 3l

Teufy At vt Faly  swATEnY, 7 e
aufaureiqAfe: s we, v WEyTEmeuiEseed
a8 =) aun AHYeT TaraYad; semdaraieE

1. (V) |rgAaEaTal (R) and (D).



REFUTATION OF THE NYAYA-VIEW 133

RTRAY o1 YhaaerEgyiaaay Frefwmmaedsmsai w = faea|
g SRR Ay aafa SerH ger fFueeer-
T Wz |

efrarel wa fafeddq, wenfy ey sw faras
aewfaaen fagraufaafaufasmamet=R ais=asdaf

82. (17) (Viksepa: Dispensation)

“Dispensation’ means breaking the discussion due to
engagement with some work” (NS 5.2.20)

[Nyaya-explanation:]' One breaks the discussion by
referring to engagement with some duty or the other - “This
work which ought to be done by me is getting lost; I will
continue (lit. do) when that work is completed”; “The stroke
of cold is damaging my throad.” One breaks the discussion
by the statement like this. This is the occasion of defeat
called ‘Dispensation’; one oneself brings the discussion to
an end when the end of the discussion should be reached by
the defeat of one of the two (debaters).”

[Dharmakirti’s response:] This too is an occasion of
defeat if the proposer of the first position commits it only
through a pretentious allusion, not if there exists a genuine
(urgent) work which obstructs the discussion of that kind.
There will be Dispensation (in the former case) because the
lack of power of the disputant’s own argument is identified.
In that case this occasion will be included in shifting to a
Different point. Or it will be included in the Fallacy of
probans, because it is (a case of) stating an unsound (lit.
incapable) reason. Moreover, it does not differ from (the
occasions of defeat called) ‘Meaningless’ and ‘Non-sensical’
because it amounts to one’s apprehension irrelevant to the
proposed argument. And we have already stated the

v, (R); EEARE (V) and (D).



134 VADANYAYA OF DHARMAKIRTI

trangression (of reason) involved in accounting for separate
occasions of defeat corresponding to varieties of
apprehensions irrelevant to the inferential statement
(under consideration).

If on the other hand the respondent commits
Dispensation, because he does not apprehend the answer,
while he has to apprehend the answer immediately after the
orgument (is made by the disputant), then that
Dispensation (lit. apprehension of Dispensation) gets
included under Non-imagination or Different point.

T8T
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83. [The Opponent says:] “But not everyone necessarily
apprehends through proof and refutation, so that every
improper apprehension, which either the disputant or the
opponent has, is included either in Fallacies of probans or

1. | suggest @ afeufaarfeararyfarmg s uf= sufavrat aravfa:
1. (R); faamgrET (V) and (D). This reading seems equally tenable.
. (V); Ereugiv=masd (R) and (D).
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Different point or Non-imagination. Because debate is
possible by way of unregulated diffuse discussion also (i.e.
without mutual opposition or without any definite
position).”

[Answer] No. Because that is impossible. There can be a
debate between the two debaters holding
contrary hypotheses on the same issue, because
there is absence of opposition between the two
persons holding non-contrary hypotheses or
those holding no hypotheses. There (= in the
debate between the two debaters holding
contrary hypotheses), one of the debaters
necessarily makes the first beginning of speech.
Because any (two) persons with sound mind are
‘not inclined to make the beginning at once
because such a practice will be unsuccessful,
because then understanding and grasping each
other’s statements and answering them will be
impossible. The debater (with sound mind)
should surely state the proof after presenting his
own hypothesis. Otherwise others will not
apprehend. The opponent too should state the
fault connected with it (= proof). There will be
the occurrence of Fallacies of probans and Non-
imagination (respectively) if the two debaters
(disputant and opponent respectively) have
improper  apprehension.  Therefore  any
presentation of either first position or second
(contrary) position, if it is based on logic, does
not fall beyond (the jurisdiction of) the two faults
(: the Fallacies of probans and Non-
imagination).'

Negative debate (vitanda)®is ruled out by the
same argument. Because there is no debate in the
absence of hypotehsis.



136 VADANYAYA OF DHARMAKIRTI

¢¥. I8 qeigeTE 9% fawaaw 9 ffag afs, st
Ffenfad yerafd, ae1 Fe TevEavE:?

srqmfiTETET TEHY| SHfvaHRI ARy W
TAHH; AW ARHGIAG T

WA ess | iaResTe 9 e srem
ey & sfaufemedfardaamaeramaefaammydayreaaar 1
T, WHE | sttt frogeemfafa

84. [An objection:] “But if a debater after stating the
hypothesis in a debate does not say anything or chatters
something different (i.e. irrelevant) because of frustration,
how is this case included in Fallacies of probans?™

[Answer] We have said so (i.e. that it will be included in
Fallacies of probans) with reference to stating
probans which is not justified. But we have also
said that defeat (of the disputant) does occur in
the cases of not stating (the proof). Because they
are the cases of ‘not stating a constituent of
proof’ (= asadhanangavacana)® after stating the

hypothesis in debate.

This explains in what way ‘Additional’,
‘Repetition’ and also’ ‘the statement of
Declaration etc.’ are occasions of defeat (lit. the
occasion-of-defeat-hood of ....). That is because
the power of argument is said to consist in not
stating something which is already stated. That is
because it produces an apprehension of what is
not apprehended. It is not because the (Nyaya-)
definition of argument is like that. It (= stating
Declaration etc.) is an occasion of defeat because
it is a statement of a non-constituent of proof
(asadhanangavacana).
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85. (18) [Matanujna : Permitting (opponent’s) view]

“Permitting (opponent’s) view' means implicating a
fault in the opponent’s position while accepting the fault in
one’s own position.” (N§5.2.11)"

[Nyiiya—explanation:’] “The one who says, “This fault is
committed by you too” without ruling out (one’s own) fault
indicated by his opponent, permits the opponent’s view,
because he implicates the fault in the opponent’s position
by accepting it in his own position. For example, when one
(= the opponent) says, “You are a thief, because you are a
man,” the disputant would say to him “You too”. This is an
occasion of defeat called ‘Permitting the (opponent’s)

. "

VIEW .

« (V); waa Yafe: - (R) and (D).
. (V); STawfagd 7 - (R) and (D).
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[Dharmakirti’s response:] In this example also, if the
disputant means, “You too will be a thief, because you are a
man. But you do not accept yourself to be so. Therefore this
(= ‘because a man’) is not a sound probans”, then there is
no fault. Because it amount’s to refutation of the
disapproved presentation of probans (made by the
opponent), by attributing thief-hood to his (= opponent’s)
self.

[A possible question by a Naiyayika:] “Why is the
variability of (probans-probandum-) relation not pointed
out (= na vyabhicaritah) in his (= opponent’s) argumentin a
straight forward manner instead of accusing him (in a
crooked way)?”

[Answer] This (question) is insignificant. Because such
(crooked or indirect) linguistic practices are also
(well-accepted) in people.

[Objection:]“But suppose he (= the disputant) is
(actually) accepting his (= opponent’s) infliction (and not
pointing out the variability of relation) -”

[Answer] In that case too the disputant deserves defeat,
because he does not apprehend the answer to be
given to his (= opponent’s) argument, not
because he (= the disputant) inflicts his own fault
upon the other debater. Because if his (=
opponent’s) argument is faultless, then
accepting it is nothing but not apprehending an
answer (to it). Therefore since the defeat has
fallen upon him beforehand due to this reason
only, ‘inflicting a fault on the other debater’ is
not to be required (for declaring him defeated).

TST
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86. (19) [Paryanuyojyopeksana: Neglecting the
objectionable]

“Neglecting the objectionable’ means not claiming the
defeat of the one (= the other debater), who has reached
the defeat.” (N§5.2.22).

[Vatsyayana explains:] “The word paryanujojya (=
objectionable) means the one who should be objected by
confirming his defeat. Upeksana of him (= Neglecting him)
means not raising the objection when the defeat has been
reached. This (occasion of defeat) should be spoken out
(i.e. declared) by the council when it is asked, “Who is
defeated.?” Because, the one who has reached defeat will
not expose his own wrong.”

[Dharmakirti’s response:] In this case also if the
respondent does not object to the proposer of proof, who
has reached defeat, then it is nothing but the case of Non-
imagination, because there is non-apprehension of answer
on his (= respondent’s) part. Therefore ‘Neglecting the
objectionable’ is not a separate occasion of defeat. If,
however, the logic (of debate) is concerned, then there is
neither victory nor defeat of either of the debaters here,

. (V); QARSI - (D); S RAeiafa g - (R).
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because ( (1) the proposer has not won because) due to the
fallacy of proof there is no (proper) argument and because
( (2) the proposer has not been defeated because) (his) real
faults have not been pointed out (by the respondent).

T8T
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87. [Apossible objection:] “Suppose the respondent
discovers some fault but does not discover some other....”

[Answer] In that case he does not deserve defeat because
he apprehends an answer.

[Objection:] “He does deserve defeat, because he fails to
discover some real fault.”

¢. (V); 9fF89 ge - (R) and (D).
c. (R): @@ - (D).
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[Answer] Itis not the case that all the faults must be spoken
out just because they are real. Nor is one defeated
just because there is non-statement (of some
fault). Because even a single (real) fault vitiates
the proof like the statement of a single probans.'
That is as follows (= yatha). When there exist
many probans for one (provable) object, all the
probans are not employed since the object is
proved by a single probans. Therefore the one
who points out (only) one fault does not deserve
defeat for not pointing out some other fault; as
(we have argued) before.

Now if the proposer does not claim the defeat of
the respondent who has reached the defeat,
there is neither victory nor defeat of either of the
debaters as in the earlier case. It is not the victory
of the disputant (= proposer) who does not set
aside the respondent from his argument when he
(= the respondent) utters a fallacious refutation,
because it amounts to non-justification of (one’s
own) argument on the part of the disputant. That
is because he (= the disputant) does not justify
the constituents of his argument by
demonstrating the impossibility of all faults. Nor
is it the victory of the respondent, because he
does not point out any (genuine) fault.”

Therefore, Neglecting the objectionable is not a
ground of defeat in this way also.
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88. (20) [Niranuyojanuyoga: Objecting against the non-
objectionable]

“Objecting against the non-objectionable’ means
objecting to a non-occasion of defeat as an occasion of
defeat” (NS§5.2.22)

[Vatsyayana explains:] “The debater who because of his
wrong understanding of the definition of occasion of
defeat, says to the other debater, “You are defeated”, even if
it is not an occasion of (the latter’s) defeat, should be called
‘defeated’, due to ‘Objecting against the non-
objectionable.’”

[Dharmakirti’s response:] Here too if the respondent
charges the proposer of the argument, with the faults which
are not there, then he does not become like that (i.e.
defeated), though he attributes, that is, points out the
occasion of defeat in the case of a non-occasion, thatis, in a
faultless argument. But he becomes defeated due to Non-
imagination when the fallacious nature of his answer is
brought out by the other debater, because he (=
respondent) does not apprehend the answer, which is
defined as ‘pointing out a real fault’. Therefore it (=

v, (V); fawarraared - (R); fawar=mread (D).
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Objecting against the non-objectionable) is not a different
occasion of defeat from that (= Non-imagination).

If on the other hand the other debater (= proposer)
charges the respondent who points out some fault in the
(proposer’s) argument, with stating a pseudo-fault, then he
(= the proposer) is defeated for stating a fallacious
argument when the genuine character of the fault is
brought out (by the respondent).

In this way also it does not differ from the fallacies of
probans. One has to mention inevitably the fallacies of
probans as an occasion of defeat in order to take other cases
into account.! Once they are mentioned, mentioning the
other types (such as ‘Objecting against the non-
objectionable’) is redundant.
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89. (21) [Apasiddhanta: Deviant thesis]

“‘Deviant thesis’ means first taking up a thesis (of one’s
own discipline for proof), and then making a point in
debate without (following one’s) discipline” (N§5.2.24).

[Vatsyayana explains:] “‘Deviant thesis’ may be known
to be committed by one who after declaring some object as
having such and such nature, makes a point in debate,
going contrary to the declared thesis. For example a
debater, accepting the thesis that “There is no destruction
of the existent; nor does the non-existent came into
existence” declares the thesis; “The original Nature (=
Prakrti) of the Manifest (objects) is one (Lit. single-ended).
Because, the modifications of the Non-manifest are seen to
be inter-connected with a single origin). For example it is
seen that plates etc. made from mud have a single original
nature (namely mud). In the same way the various
manifestations are known to be inter-connected with
pleasure, pain and delusion. Therefore they have the single
(common) nature called ‘pleasure etc.’ (i.e. Prakrti).”

He, having said this, is asked (by the opponent), “How
should one define ‘original nature’ and ‘modification’?”

(The disputant answers-) “When one (lit. another)
property ceases and another property occurs, that which is
constant (through-out this transformation) is the original
nature. And the other thing (lit. property) (which ceases or
occurs) is modification.”

Here he (= the disputant) is making a point in debate by
going contrary to the proposed thesis, without (following
his own) discipline. Because, he has declared -

“The non-existent does not appear and the existent does

not disappear.”
T8T
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90. When it is objected to (by the opponent) as - “There
is no ‘cessation of occurrence’ of the existent except
disappearance and there is no occurrence of the non-
existent except appearance”, at that time if he (= the
Sankhya disputant) accepts that the existent loses itself and
the non-existent gains itself, then it is a case of Deviant
thesis. If he does not arcept, then his position is not
proved.”

[Dharmakirti’s response:] Here (i.e. in the above
example) too there is no point being made in debate
without (following one’s own) discipline. For justifying what
he (= the Sankhya disputant) has submitted viz. ‘Non-
existent does not come into existent and existent is not
destroyed’, he says this viz. ‘The original nature of the
Manifest is one, because the inter-connection is seen.’ (This
can be explained as follows.) In this argument the single
original nature means (the three strands-) pleasure, pain
and delusion. The Manifest has its origin in these undivided
(three stands). Because it (= the Manifest) is seen to be
inter-connected with it (= the original Nature). The
Manifest is of that nature because it (= the Manifest) is
observed to be non-different (from the Nature). Hence it is
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proved: Because it is not accepted that pleasure etc. come
into existence or that they are destroyed, everything which is
of that nature, neither comes into existence nor is
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91. In this debate, he (= the Naiyayika) himself who, not
pointing out a fault in the probans stated by him (= the
Sankhya disputant), asks for the definitions of -
modifications and original nature, continues the debate
without relation with the proposed topic and without
following the discipline.

1. (V): Tdl " - (R); W8 €7 - (D).
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Here it may be objected: *‘‘Manifest’ means that which is
subject to occurrence and cessation. Pleasure etc. are not
like that. If the Manifest is interconnected with pleasure
etc., then it has the same nature as the pleasure etc. Hence
its definition as something subject to occurrence and
cessation becomes vitiated. Now the nature (of the
Manifest) cannot be the same as that of pleasure etc. which
are bereft of that property (viz. that of being subject to
occurrence and cessation) because then the definition of
the Manifest becomes cor:tradicated. Therefore the probans
viz. ‘because the Manifest is seen to be interconnected with
pleasure etc.’ isunproved.

In this way his (= Sankhya disputant’s) thesis is refuted by
pointing out a fault in hisargument.”

[Answer] Here he (= the Naiyayika opponent) instead of
demonstrating the story of the fault in the
argument (directly), deceivers (the disputant)’
and projects his own fault on the other debater
(i.e. the disputant).

[A possible objection:] “The same fault (viz.
Unprovedness) is being stated (by the opponent) in this
way.”

[Answer] This is the province of the prophetic persons (lit.
astrologers); (because, common) people are not
capable of apprehending the meaning which is
not expressed by words. The same allegorical
principle of ‘the picture drawn by a buffoon’
(which we referred to before)*applies here also.

Here the (disputant’s) defeat takes place in the
way stated (by us) because of the statement of a
non-constitutent of proof viz. the Unproved
probans, which is employed before, and not
because a point is made in the debate without
following discipline. Hence this (occasion of
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defeat) should not be mentioned separately
because itis included in Fallacies of probans.
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92. (22) [Hetvabhasa : Fallacies of probans]

“Fallacies of probans as expressed before (are the
occasions of defeat).”

[Vatsyayana explains:] “Fallacies of probans are the
occasions of defeat. (Here the question may arise-) Do the
fallacies of probans assume the title of occasions of defeat
due to some other defining feature as means of knowledge
assume the title ‘objects of knowledge’ (on account of some
other feature and not by virture of their being means of
knowledge)?' Hence (Aksapada) says - “The title ‘occasion of
defeat’ is due to the same defining feature of Fallacies of
probans as expressed before.”

[Dharmakirti’s response] Here too it is a matter of
concern because (they say:) “As expressed before.” Are the
fallacies of probans to be construed as occasions of defeatin
the same way as they are classified (in Nyayasitra), or in
some other way? The issue, if discussed here will take us too
far and hence we do notstretch it.
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This much is acceptable here - The fallacies of probans, in
so far as they are reasonably so, are occasions of defeat.
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T : Fd 38 TN TS ||
IEATAN AH YR FHE

[ FfaRauard grwifdetommy ]

93. This logic of debate, which tears the curtain of the
darkness of ignorance covering the philosophical vision of
people, has been constructed by good persons engaged with
the well-being of others. But these (other) misguided
intellectuals (= durvidagdha) are converting this light of
philosophical vision into darkness. I have made this effort,
therefore, to brighten it (= the light) (again).

The treatise called ‘The Logic of Debate’ is complete.

[This is the work of the honourable Acarya Dharmakirti].

T8T






Notes

[The notes are numbered according to the section
number occurring first and then the note-number within
the respective section of the Translation.]

(1.1) ‘Nigraha' literally means ‘arrest’, and nigrahasthana
the place of arresting or the point of arrest. In this context
‘nigraha’ means defeat and ‘nigrahasthana’ means point of
defeat or occasion of defeat.

(1.2). By ‘improper methods’ the author means the ways
such as chala, jati and improper points of defeat. (See. V).

(1.3) T have used the words asédhandngavacana and
adosodbhdvana in the translation without translating them
because Dharmakirti himself interprets these words in
various ways. For example asadhanangavacana means (i)
Non-justification of a constituent of proof or (ii) Non-
statement of a constituent of proof or (iii) Statement of
what is redundant as a part of proof or (iv) Statement of
what is a non-constituent of proof i.e. a fallacious
constituent of proof or (v) statement of something
irrelevant to what is sought to be proved. (i) and (ii) can be
clubbed together as insufficient proof (iii), (iv) and (v) can
be clubbed together as the three kinds of statements of non-
constituents of proof.” Adosodbhavana means (i) Not
pointing out the fault of the disputant or (ii) Pointing out
non-fault as fault.
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(1.4) Antha literally means object or matter (to be
conveyed) but in the context of inference it rather means a
state of affairs or a proposition to be proved.

(1.5) According to Dharmakirti, statement of the
“inferential sign (linga, probans) with its three characteristics
(ripas) constitutes the argument or proof (sadhana). The
argument should be further justified (samarthana) by
pointing out that the probans does possess the three
characteristics. Asadharangavacana here means either non-
statement of a constituent of proof or non-justification of a
constituent of proof.

(3.1) A proof contains two statements according to
Dharmakiru (i) The statement of paksadharmata (which
states that the probans exists in the thesis-subject) and (ii)
The statement of wyapti (= pervasion, which states that
whatever has probans, has probandum). Here Dharmakirti
is saying that whether one states vyapti as the first premise
and paksadharmata as the second or the other way about is
immaterial as to the establishment of the thesis.

(4.1) I have Lransléted pramana as ‘evidence’ or ‘means
to knowledge’ depending upon the context.

. (4.2) Santarksita explains - ‘ 9| Wieaa TaEdAER w4
3fd 991" Meaning- In the absence = In the absence of sadhya
(probandum) in spite of the existence of probans.

(4.3) Literally - The entity which has as-its defining
feature, ‘the absence of the description that it has some
capasity’, isindescribable.

(5.1) The idea is this. Suppose, we want to justify the
thesis, ‘Sound is momentary’ on the basis of the probans
‘being real’. For that we have to justify the statement of
vyaptiviz. ‘Whatever is real is momentary’. For doing this we
have to be sure about the evidence (pramana) which falsifies
the negation of vyapti. The negation of vyapti could be
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stated as ‘something is real, yet not momentary’. We want to
show the absence of such a ‘non-momentary real object’. It
does not suffice to say that non-momentary real object does
not exist because we have not seen any such thing so far.
Because every kind of non-apprehension does not prove
non-existence. So we have to produce some additional
proof which may be given as follows - The ‘real’ by definition
has capasity to function. So we have to show the absence of a
‘non-momentary thing having capasity to function’. Non-
apprehension (anupalabdhi) of a pervading characteristic
(Vyapaka) can be an evidence for the absence of the
pervaded characteristic (Vyapya). ‘Succession or lack of
succession’ is the pervading characteristic and ‘capasity to
function’ is the pervaded characteristic. That is, there is the
pervasion of the form, wherever there is capasity, there is
either succession or lack of succession. So the non-
apprehension of ‘either succession or no succession’ in a
non-momentary thing proves the non-existence of ‘capasity’
in it and non-existence of capasity implies unreality.

(5.2) The infinite regress would occur if one vyapti is
proved on the basis of another and that on the basis of the
third and so on and so forth.

(6.1) The opponent seems to argue that the non-
apprehension would be useful according to you, because
non-apprehension of the pervader would prove the non-
existence of the pervaded. But this non-apprehension
would not be useful if the pervasion itself is not proved.

(6.2) Arvak-dariana may mean either someone having
down-word vision or having proximate vision.

(7.1)  While elaborating the point Dharmakirti is
repeating the point which he had made earlier.
Santaraksita, rightly points this out. But he gives an
alternative interpretation of the passage in order to avoid
the charge of repetition. He interprets this as response to
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the opponent’s objection viz. ‘““‘How is a probans not faulty if
it is supported by a falsifying evidence.” I am, however, not
following Santaraksita’s interpretation here. As a matter of
fact Dharmakirti is repetitive in his elaboration of
svabhavanumana. '

(7.2) Here the word matra cannot be taken to mean
‘only.’. Because then ' QIgTHHHAETEY : WeagdE’ would imply
“Only that which has probans has probandum.” But this is
not pervasion proper but the converse of it. Santaraksita is

aware of this when he says - 7 @& NG HEF-gHAHE:
weadfaLwd e wreme T afame s T ¥gifa daemed

9aq! But matra can be translated as ‘all’ or ‘whole’ as I have
done.

(8.1) Sintaraksita explains: ‘Samarthesu tadhetusu’ refers
to other causal conditions (but not ‘the cause’) For example
air, fuel etc. are causal conditions of the smoke, but fire is
the cause.

(8.2) The idea may be explained with reference to
smoke-fire example .as follows. For establishing negative
concomitance between smoke and fire, it does,not suffice to
demonstrate that when fire (= the cause) issot there smoke
(= the effect) is also not there. Because, one may doubt that
smoke may not be there, because, say, fuel was not there. So
one has to show that other conditions (such as fuel, air)
being present, smoke is not there when fire is not there.

(9.1) ‘upalabdhilaksanaprapta’ literally means that which
has arrived at the condition of apprehension. By implication
it means ‘apprehensible’, i.e. which fulfils the condition of
apprehensibility.

(9.2) Sintaraksita interprets pratipattuh as prativadinah (=
of the opponent). He suggests that the object, the absence
of which is proved by the disputant on the basis of non-
apprehension should be apprehensible by the opponent.
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That is, it does not suffice if it is apprehensible by the
disputant himself but not apprehensible by the opponent. I
have however translated ‘pratipatty as ‘knower’.

(9.3) The ‘practice of non-existence’ means either the
linguistic practice in terms of non-existence or any practice
which is concerned with non-existence of a certain object. It
may also indicate the cognition of non-existence.

(9.4) The three fold remoteness of the object is (i)
remoteness in space (ii) remoteness in time and (iii)
remoteness by self-nature of the object. As Santaraksita

explains - fafad faywtio A RIS ...

(12.1) Dharmakirti has said “.... Because, if the object of
this kind exists and the other conditions of apprehension
are present, then there will not be non-apprehension” (See
Sec. 10) so the apprehension of the object which is possible
because the object fulfils the conditions of apprehensibility
and because other conditions are also present, gives rise to
the practice of existence.

(13.1) These examples are given by Dharmakirti to show
that many a time cognition or description of an object may
not match with the true nature of the object. Sometimes an
object is described as real, but in fact it'is unreal because it is
no more. (For example, ‘King Mahasammata’). Sometimes
the object is unreal because it is an event which is yet to
happen (For example, ‘Sankha elevating sacrificial post').
Sometimes the object is a non-entity (e.g. the horn of a
hare). Sometimes the object is one but it is described in too
many words because it has multiple functions. (For instance
colour which is perceptual and is restrictive because it
prohibits the existence of other objects in its own location).
Sometimes the object is in fact complex but it is described
by a single term. (For example ‘pot’ which is a cluster
(sanghata) of many objects is called by a singular term
because its function (to carry water etc.) is singular.)
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(14.1) I have suggested ‘3 &a=FET in place of ‘3%
WA in the light of V. ‘SH&EI-4T’ seems to refer to the

relation of samavaya which relates itself with many relata.
Especially in the case of avayava-avayavi - relation samavaya
relates one composite object (avayavin) with all its parts
(avayavas).

(14.2) An endless series (infinite regress) would occur, if
samavaya is accepted for explaining one-many relation.
Because, then samavdya (which is one) will have to be
related with many relata, by another samavaya and so on ad
infinitum.

(14.3) Vaisesikas think that although pot is an outcome
of a collection of many elements it is a different object from
the collection of those elements. (It is avayavin and not
mere samghata). The pot is related with its elements by the
relation called samavaya. If pot were not a different object,
we would not have used a different word for it. Here
Dharmakirti argues that use of a different word does not
imply the existence of a different entity. The same entity can
assume different descriptions or nomenclatures in
accordance with different functions. Similarly many things
" having a common collective function may assume a singular
name.

(16.1) VaiSesikas hold that substance (dravya) is the
substratum of many qualities out of which ripa (colour)
could be one. If one and the same substance can be related
as the substratum with many qualities, why cannot one and
the same word, say, ‘pot’ be related as the name with many
objects which are the constituents of the pot?

(16.2) There is a pun on the word ‘3Ed’ It means (1)

false and also (2) the ghost of falsehood. The word 3ifufiaw
(= involvement, adherence, being possessed) applies to
both.
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(16.3) Here the opponent intends to say that ripa as
ripa may be common to many objects, although the
function of riipa in one object is different from that in
another object. Here we still use the same word ritpa for
different occurrences of rupa, although every occurrence
corresponds to a different pragmatic function.

(16.4) That s to say, if a particular colour is common to
many objects of the same type, it will not have different (i.e.
exclusive) function differing from object to object, but it
will be one and the same in the case of all objects and
consequently the colour occurring in various objects can be
mentioned by a single word.

(16.5) The pointis: We do have perceptual knowledge of
distinct colour-apprearances in spite of the inclination of
our opponents to claim that the colour is common to all
collections having that colour.

(17.1) Literally : Cover, Shell.

(17.2) Dharmakirti intends to say: If according to you
(i.e. the VaiSesika) the pot exists as a distinct entity apart
from its constituents such as colour, then the pot should be
perceptible independently of any colour. But we never
perceive a pot bereft of all colours. So the VaiSesika view that
potis distinct from its colour, must be false.

(17.3) Dharmakirti is giving these examples for
supporting his own argument that if pot exists distinctly
apart from its constituents, then it should appear as distinct,
bereft of its colour etc. Odour and taste of the same eatable
are distinct although they are located in the same eatable,
and they also appear distinctly. Similarly the touch of wind
and the touch of sun’s heat also appear distinctly and they
are distinct, although they are objects of the same sense-
organ. Similarly pot and its colour should appear
independently of each other if they are distinct entities.
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(17.4) ‘SIS A person who tries to purchase
things without paying their price. Here ‘pot’ as conceived by
VaiSesikas is compared with such a person. Pot as conceived
by Vaisesikas tries to obtain distinct perceptible existence
without paying its price, that is, without exhibiting its own
distinct nature.

(18.1) This completes one unit of discussion which
begins from section 13. The claim that was made in section
13, was that all cognitions, verbal usages or distinctions and
identities among the same do not prove the existence of the
corresponding objects or distinctions or identities among
the objects (respectively). Dharmakirti established the claim
with special reference to the existence of pot as an entity
distinct from its colour etc. He ‘established that although a
different word ‘pot’ is used for the collection of colour etc.,
it does not establish the distinctness of the entity called pot.
He is here concluding the discussion by generalising the
claim with reference to all cognitions, verbal usages etc.

(18.2) Here the Vaisesikas seem to be arguing that in
fact the composite object such as pot is perceptual (so there
is no need to infer its existence), but we are providing
arguments for its proof because sometimes it is not clearly
perceived when its perception is dominated by some other
object (say, colour). Dharmakirti is saying that it is not
proper to argue in this way. Because at least sometimes the
perception of a composite object should not be dominated
and when it is not dominated, the colour etc. should be
identified as distinct from the composite object. But in fact
it is never identified-distinctly. So your attempt to provide
inferences for proving. composue object (= Avayavi) is not
satisfactory.

(18.3) In section 12 Dharmakirti referred to three
reasons on the basis of which existence may be established -
cognition, verbal usage and pragmatic function. Here he
arrives at a conclusion with regard to cognition and verbal
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usage. He claims that they cannot always (unconditionally)
establish the existence. In the next section he is considering
the question with reference to pragmatic function.

(19.1) Here Dharmakirti is claiming that although the
collection of threads which is called cloth is different from
the collection of threads which is simply called a collection
of threads and not a cloth, because their causal conditions
(pratyayas) are different, although both of them belong to
the same series of modifications (santati of samskaras). The
collection of threads which is called cloth is nothing over
and above collection of threads. It has a different function,
because it is a product of different causal conditions. The
difference in function does not establish the distinct
existence of a composite whole (avayavi) over and above its
parts.

(19.2) That is to say, according to Dharmakirti, just as
the sameness or distinctness of pragmatic functions cannot
establish same or distinct existences of an object, similarly
sameness or distinctness of cognition or appellation too
does not establish sameness or distinctness of the
existences. In fact Dharmakirti has given an independent

argument for the latter part of his position in sections 13 to
17.

(20.1) The earlier statement about non-apprehension
was made in the section 9.

(20.2) Here Dharmakirti is suggesting that just as non-
existence of pot can be proved on the basis of its qualified
non-apprehension (i.e. non-apprehension qualified by
fulfiliment of the condition of apprehensibility), similarly
many other VaiSesika padarthas such as composite objects
(avayavi), universals (samanya), Inherence (samavaya) etc.
could be proved to be non-existent on the basis of qualified
nen-apprehension.
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(20.3) This concludes one major argument regarding
the nature of non-apprehension as the reason for proving
non-existence. This argument started from section 9. In this
Dharmakirti was mainly combating Vaisesikas. In the next
section he is starting his argument with Sankhyas.

(21.1) This opponent is a Sankhya philosopher
according to Santaraksita. This whole section (21) is
devoted to the discussion of the objection of Sankhyas
according to which everything is existent either in manifest
or non-manifest form, so that the question of non-
apprchension as the reason for proving non-existence does
not arise.

(21.2) The idea is this: According to the Sankhya
opponent the linguistic practice of non-existnece is
untenable. But this position may cause disorder in his
systematisation. The Sankhya opponent wants to remove the
disorder by taking recourse to “disappearance and
appearance of the states of a thing”. For instance he would
say: The curd was not non-existent in the milk; only it was
non-manifest. Now Dharkamirti argues; Even the idea of
‘Not being manifest’ is untenable if the practice of ‘Non-
existence’ is not accepted Because, the distinction between
manifest and non-manifest state is nothing but the
distinction between existence and non-existence of
manifestation.

(21.3) By ‘positive evidence’ (vidhi) Santaraksita
understands the varieties of contrary apprehensions such as
‘Svabhavaviruddhopalambha’ (For example: - “This thing
cannot be wet with water because it is full of fire”) and by
‘negative evidence’ (pratisedha) he understands the varieties
of non-apprehensions - such as Vyapakanupalabdhi (For
example - “Here there is no smoke because no fire is seen.”)

(22.1) ‘Vyabhicara’ denotes a case where probans exists
without probandum. Here ‘Non-availability of inference’ is
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the probans and ‘the absence of the object’ is the
probandum. Here Dharmakirti points out that sometimes
an object may be present-but no inference for proving it
may be present. Hence there is Vyabhicara.

(22.2) wavHd: - (Lit-) the cessation of perceptions
by all beings. Here Dharmakirti is pointing out that that an
object is not perceived by any being (sarvapratyaksanivrthih)
cannot be proved (asiddha). This is a response to the
opponent’s argument which may be expressed as follows,
“The object is absent because no one perceives it.” Dharmakirti
claims that this probans cannot be proved.

(22.3) Here Dharmakirti is stating the general rule
regarding the knowledge of non-existence (rather,
regarding the correct practice of non-existence). Suppose
that there is a pramana P which necessarily proves E (=
existence an object of specific nature). The specific nature
of the object is such that if the object exists then it must be
known through P. If the object has this specific nature then
the non-availability of P can lead to the knowledge of Non -
E (Non-existence of the object). That is, if E implies
availability of P then Non-availability of P implies Non-E.

(22.4) A Sankhya philosopher, for instance, may claim
that the curd which is latent in milk fulfils the condition of
apprehensibility. Yet it is not perceived in the milk, but it is
inferred to be there. So ‘non-apprehension’ should include
non-availability of inference also. Dharmikirti is denying
this position because for him if curd is apprehensible, but
not apprehended perceptually in the milk, then it is non-
existent there.

(23.1) Séntaraksita interprets it as ‘cessation of one
excess and generation of another excess’ and explains this
Sankhya argument as follows: When we say that milk has
become curd now, we are saying that curd was in non-
manifest state, now the non-manifest state has ceased to
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exist and the manifest state has come into existence. He

seems to accept the reading “YHfa¥Afg™r in place of
Hfasafigwn’; But he himself refers to the other reading

also “I: W AHE: 3fdl’ If we synthesize both the readings,
we could possibly reconstruct it as follows e
Terifaerafig<an ..." The translation follows this reconstructed
reading. )

(23.2) I have translated ‘anvaya’ as continuous capasity
or continuity, This continuity is the continuous capasity to
get destroyed and to be generated.

(23.3) We call something as milk (and not as curd) and
something as curd (and not as milk). If there is continuity
(anvaya) without any change, then there will be no
significant distinction between the two practices.

(24.1) Two ‘modalities’ correspond with two view points
from which a change can be described. ‘State’ is one
modality and ‘capasity’ is another. States get generated and
destroyed. They are many in number and are perceptible.
But the capasity is continuous, without generation or
destruction. It is one and imperceptible. So a thing is
subject to generation etc.; it is many and perceptible from
‘state’ point of view. But it is continuous, one and
imperceptible from ‘capasity’ point of view. This appears to
be the Sankhya view. The Ilanguages of ‘paryayas
(modalities), however, suits more to the Jaina approach
than to Sankhya approach. (I have not followed
Samaraksntas interpretation, according to which, the
oneness of state and capasity is one modality but their

distinction is the absolute truth (WHEHaE 95 @),

(24.2) According to Sankhya system pleasure, pain and
delusion (= sukha, duhkha and moha) are the different
strands that constitute Prakrti. They are irreducible to each
other. The difference between them can be established on



NOTES 163

the basis of their distinct cognitions or appearances.
Similarly Purusas (¢onscious beings) are many and distinct
from each other. Their difference can be established on the
basis of our experience to the effect that cognitions and
awareness that one person has are different from those
another person has.

(24.3) Santaraksita comments that according to
Dharmakirti Sakti (capasity, power) of a thing cannot arise
from a thing because it is always present in the thing.
Otherwise $akti will be indistinguishable from a ‘state’. A
state of a thing can be said to arise from a thing. S‘akti,
however is not identical with the thing which is the locus of
Sakti.

(25.1) According to Buddhists ‘properties’ and
‘substances’ are not distinct reals. Still one and the same
thing can be said to have different properties relative to
different points of view. (The different points of view
correlate with the different kinds of things from which the
given thing needs to be excluded or differentiated. For
example when a pot is characterised as impermanent, the
pot and its characteristic namely impermanence are not two
distinct reals. The pot may also be characterised as black.
Again ‘the pot’ and ‘black’ are not two distinct reals. Still
‘impermanence’ and ‘blackness’ do not mean the same
thing. Because the pot is described as impermanent subject
to the inquiry about the pot whether it is permanent or not,
And it is described as black subject to the inquiry about its
colour.

But this alternative view-point is not available to a
Sankhya philosopher.

(25.2)  Sankhyas say that the conscious substance
(Purusa) does not undergo any transformation whereas
Prakrti does. But if cessation and arisal of one thing can
amount to transformation of another thing then the former
in Prakrti can amount to the latter in Purusa.
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(25.3) A Buddhist may approve of the linguistic usage
‘Mud has been transformed into a pot’. But he would
interpret it in such a way that the distinction between mud
and pot is explained in terms of a cause-effect series..( hetu-
phala-santana). This way is not open to the Sankhya thinker.
The.. transformation according to him implies oneness
between cause and effect.

(25.4) ‘'Swgw 37 YROMA:' This reading is not satisfactory.
Perhaps ‘d&ngwaeifa F 9Romd:’ is the correct reading here
because Santaraksita says - ‘TGN 7 YROM: TEIHER:'
(That is, Dharmakirti sums up by saying - Therefore there is
no transformation in both the cases).

(26.1) Here Viveka (= differentiation) probably means
‘qualification’ which differentiates one thing from its
transformation. Nirviveka = unqualified.

(26.2) Sankhya thinkers hold that a subtle (or non-
manifest) object is not directly apprehended though it
exists. (Sauksmyat tadanupalabdhih - Sankhyakanika, verse 8.) A
fist is non-manifestly existent in the fingers; hence it is not
apprehended.

(26.3) The reading 's=ma fHfdasq /@’ is not clear
enough. My translation follows Sanuaraksita’s inter-

pretation. ' TETIRIAM 14 agaafufa a1’

(27.1) According to Sankhya every effect is made up of
three gunas (strands) - Sattva, Rajas and Tamas. So every
effect (product, manifestation) is pre-existent in the form of
three gunas according to them. And the cause already
consists of three gunas. So the Sankhya thinker, who accepts
pre-existence of all effects in their causes in the from of
three gunas will have to accept that anything can be
produced from anything.
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(27.2) Santaraksita here refers to an argument - ' gal afg
Y=, Saeafy 9og wa:' (The source is unknown) ‘If

generation of an existing thing is accepted, then a born
thing can be born (again, i.e. without getting destroyed).
The reading ' sawaEsemaiia’ suggests that Dharmakirti
might be following Madhyamikas here. But Santaraksita
refers to TTomIERU™@N as the reading, which removes this
feeling.

(29.1) We can say that by introducing the notion of
Svabhavanupalabdhi Dharmakirti is reducing difference to
‘mutual  non-existence’  (Anyonyabhava in  Nyaya
terminology), a kind of absence. He would say that ‘pleasure
is different from pain’ means ‘pleasure is non-existent in
.the form of pain’. And we can talk of this kind of absence
because we can say, “If pleasure would have existed as pain,
then it would have been apprehended in the form of pain.
But it is not so apprehended. So pleasure does not exist as
pain. Thatis, it is different from pain.”

(29.2) ‘IUcTEIATIETTERYT TEaersEt’ This part of
the statement seems to be corrupt. Perhaps this was a part of
some commentary, but projected into the text by some
copy-writer. Any way, this statement-part has not been
commented upon by Santaraksita.

(81.1) ‘¥ 7 wfagrEca: ' does not make a good sense. |
have accepted ‘&Y 7 Wfqq ®WeAEdd:". The same reading
seems to have been accepted by Santaraksita when he says -
‘grerge : wiagi wefa’ etc. in his commentary.

(31.2) Here the available reading of Dharmakirti’s
argument does not seem to be clear and satisfactory.

(33.1) Here the reading seems to be corrupt and
incomplete. The translation is tentative.
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(33.2) Literally - ..... of the savants approved by good
persons.

(34.1) That is, he can give another performance which
cannot be repeated by the disputant and hence the
disputant gets defeated.

(34.2) That is to say, bringing irrelevant topics in the
course of debate is as irrelevant and improper as offering
gifts and beating with a rod for proving one’s point.

(35.1) According to the doctrine of Pratityasamutpada all
products (samskaras) are dependent on many conditions
(pratyayas). Pratyayas are of four kinds: Hetu, Alambana,
Anantara and Adhipati. Out of them Hety is the cause
(Nirvartaka: the sufficient condition) (See Madhyamakasastra
1.4. with Prasannapada) Every composite object or a product
is dependent on the cause and other conditions. This
dependent or conditioned character of everything is
necessarily linked up with its unpleasant character and also
with its impermanence.

- (852) ‘vivenfefsafaas’ can be read as
‘wirarfcAsfomfaas’, ie. ‘wfiafe: sifsmfaas’ as I have
done. If we accept ‘fSqif&a@®’ as the reading, then the
statement would imply that stating what is enquired by the
opponent too is an occasion of defeat. But this would be
inconsistent with another statement by Dharmakirti -
AT 3R:' (= If there is an enquiry then there is no
fault.) (See section 33). The point s, even if a characteristic
is relevant, it should not be expressed separately if it
necessarily follows from the argument, except when there is
an enquiry about that characteristic from the side of the
opponent.

(35.3) If the disputant’s argument is faulty, but the
opponent does not point out the fault then neither does the
disputant win (because his argument is faulty) nor does the
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opponent win (because he fails to discover the fault). This is
prima facie inconsistent with adosodbhavana (rather its first
kind which will be explained in section 36) as an occasion of
the opponent’s defeat. For a discussion of this problem see
the Introduction.

(36.1) Santaraksita interprets. 73 famd’ as ‘fomfad fowad’
(That is, the object that is enquired). That is to say, the non-
discovery of fault in the statement/argument regarding un-
enquired object is not an occasion of defeat.

(36.2) I prefer tat to tatah which was accepted by Rahul
Sankritryayana and makes better sense. Here tatrefers to the
occurrence of adosodbhavana.

(87.1) The words 987 and f99&7 are found in R. In
Monier Monier-William’s Sanskrit-English Dictionary the
word Y& is given along with the comment that it is probably
a wrong reading for 9G4, The meaning of ‘i’ is given as
defiling, vitiating, disgracing, spoiling. The word fauied is
not given in the Dictionary but it probably means the same
as Y& or Ui,

(37.2) Santaraksita adds - Iveenfeis: fmaq 3fa sramR:
He implies that the debate between the two debaters
desirous of victory involves the use of quibbling etc,
~according to Naiyayikas. Such a debate is not legitimate (=
yogavihita, nydyya) according to Dharmakirti. Santaraksita’s
interpretation also implies that Dharmakirti was not critical
about any debate between debaters desirous of victory but
only if it involved quibbling and other practices of cheating.
In fact Dharmakirti seems to be revising the Nyaya concepts
of victory and defeat to make them more conducive to
academic spirit instead of getting rid of them completely.

(37.3) The point is this - The disputant should follow
the norms of logic while arguing his position. The intention
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behind it should be to enlighten the opponent or to
pervade him rationally and not to mislead or confuse him. If
the opponent follows the argument advanced by the
disputant, well and good. But if he does not follow it, the
disputant should not try to confuse him or the audience by
way of quibbling and other cheating practices. The purpose
behind participation in debate should not be to cause non-
apprehension or misapprehension (i.e. apratipatti or
vipratipatti) but to remore them and avoid their arisal.

(38.1) Jatis are pseudo-refutations which are generally
counter-arguments based on analogy. Sadharmyasama is a
counter-argument  based  on positive analogy, -
Vaidharmyasama is the one based on negative analogy. A list
of twenty four such jatis is given in NS for my discussion of
which see my Inference and Fallacies discussed in Ancient India
Logic (published by Indian Books Centre), Chapter VII, Part
II. '

(38.2) ‘.. TEIMEAAN 3TEIEIGHEH ¥’ - The available

reading is not satisfactory. The translation is tentative.

(39.1) Dharmakirt, from this section onwards, critically
discusses the 22 Nyaya-nigrahasthinas as they are defined
and explained by Gautama, Vatsyayana and Udyotakara.
While responding to each Nyaya-nigrahasthana he first
quotes the Nyaya-aphorism, then some selected portions
from the commentaries by Vatsyayana and Udyotakara
(Nyayabhasya and Nyayavartika respectively) and then gives
his response. But while quoting Nyaya position he does not
always make it clear as to which commentary he is quoting.
It may also be noted that Dharmakirti does not always quote
the commentaries very accurately but he seems to cite an
abridged and even rephrased version of them. Sometimes
he makes a free combination of Nyayabhasya and
Nyayavartika and states it as the Pirvapaksa.
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(41.1) Here I have accepted the available reading ‘<t
gfqueraify = . But I suspect that the original reading should
have been ‘STearq ¥fagaiaf =’ which is more consistent

with the answer given by Dharmakirti.

(42.1) This ‘Nyaya explanation’ is a free combination of
Nyayabhasya’5.2.3. and Nyaya-vartika5.2.3.

(43.1)  Here Dharmakirti is referring to the Nyaya
definition of hetu viz. IIEICEYE WEAAMEA TG0 (NS
1.1.34). ' '

(47.1) Here Dharmakirti is referring to Udyotakara’s
statement. But the statement in Nyayavartika is different
from the one referred to by Dharmakirti. The original

statement runs - ' WEFAET TafcasHHf<eweyarg faly: 4:
wugfaga Manfen =ferafa ag faeggm afcasmql’ Here

Udyotakara is referring to three different cases and
including them in Pratijiigvirodha.

(i) foegq 3IWH - (Contrary Reply) Example -
Suppose a Vaisesika is the disputant. He might argue -
“Sound is impermanent because it is perceptible through
sense-organs”. And suppose a Buddhist is the opponent. He
points out - “Your probans is inconclusive. Because,
‘Universal’ which is accepted by you, is perceptible but not
impermanent according to you.” Here the opponent
(Buddhist) is accusing the disputant (Vaisesika) of
Inconclusiveness (Anaikantikadesana) and pointing out a
counter-instance which the disputant will have to accept but
the opponent himself does not accept. (Because Buddhists
do not believe in the existence of universalsi.e. jatis)

(ii) I T fa®s:! This case is similar to the
case (i). Here Vaisesika disputant makes the same argument
irrespective of his own position. In this example there is no
mention of the opponent.
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(iii) SvEusEHfIwE: sef®:l In the above two

cases the counterinstance was acceptable to one party but
not to the other. But if the counter-instance is accepted by
both the parties, then the probans will be inconclusive.

Dharmakirti understands the first case in a different way.
In his presentation probably Buddhist is the disputant and
VaiSesika is the opponent. The Buddhist argues that sound
is impermanent because knowable through senses and
Vaisesika produces ‘Universals’ as the counterinstance.

In this discussion Udyotakara has used the term viruddha
in a broad sense and not in the strict sense of the viruddha -
hetvabhasa.

(48.1)  In this argument the word ‘T&' should be
supplied. So the argument will be -

‘T T s uiRRETIa e : ] Ui eR| A
T T ai=r 5311 (e 5= Tt I

(48.2) In Nyayabindu, Dharmakirti discusses the fallacy
called istavighatakrt in the case of which the probans proves
the opposite of the intended probandum. This fallacy was
acknowledged by Dinnaga as a special type of Viruddha. But
Dharmakirti includes itin Viruddhain general.

(48.3) 'wpafag faywfiomy' - Remote in some respect (or -
remote for some reason). For example Dharmakirti himself
talks of remoteness of three kinds in Sec. 9.

(49.1) This is an answer to a possible objection that a
Naiyayika could raise. The Nyaiyayika’s possible objection is
- Buddhists also use many probans for proving one and the
same probandum. Similarly there is nothing wrong in
pointing out many faults in one and the same argument.

(49.2) Dharmakirt distinguishes between svalaksana (a
self-characterised particular) and samanyalaksana
(universal). The meaning (connotation) of a word is
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universal in nature. A universal is not ontologically real.
Svalaksanais ontologically real, but it is not the meaning of a
word. The statement ‘Self does not exist’ does not mean to
deny the meaning of the word ‘self’, but it means to deny
the existence of any ontologically real entity called ‘self.’

(51.1) This example is given for showing that an
instance need not be given always in the form ‘like so and
so’, but it could be given even in the ablative form (pasicami)
meaning ‘because so and so.’

(51.2) Sintaraksita comments : WEAXATICELEE
e, Aiead e

(51.3) sémraksita refers to a verse of Yogiacara
Buddhists -

T K Y GG IHTON : TAITAr |
T FHHYIE fave : wEeETTeh: ||

Meaning: Since atoms of earth get conjoined with the
mud (= A tryanuka of earth composed of six atoms?) at once,
therefore since the atom has no dimensions, it will be
united with all the atoms in the same point of space and
hence the cluster of atoms will be of the size of an atom
only. '

(52.1) This case of contrariety is called ‘contrariety of
probans (to the Declaration) based on falsification of
Declaration’ by Dharmakirt in section 50. The earlier type
of contrarity was ‘contrariety of Declaration and probans to
the means of knowledge’ as referred to by Dharmakirti in
section 47.

(53.1) The idea is this: The contrariety between probans
and Declaration may take form of two fallacies - Contrary
probans and Unproved probans. It probans exists in the
locus, then probandum does not exist there due to
contrarity. If on the other hand probans does not exist in
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the locus, then itis a clear case of Unproved probans. In the
example “Everything is discrete because terms denoting
reals stand for collections” the ‘Unproved probans’ is
apparent immediately, which is the cause of the occasion of
defeat. Contrariety may be discovered later when it has no
significance.

(54.1) See Section 46.

(54.2) Presumably itis the same argument as ‘Everything
is discrete because the term ‘real’ is applicable to an
aggregate only’. See section 46.

(55.1) ‘svereiE@=mdd’ In Sanskrit literature we find the
use of many popular maxims (laukika- nydya) Nyaya in this
sense is a maxim or prmcnple expressed in the form of an
allegory. I have called it ‘allegorical principle’ in the
translation. Bhandalekhya-nyaya is not mentioned in any
standard Glossary of nyayas. But it could be explained in the
light of Santaraksita’s interpretation as follows. A buffoon
(Bhanda) draws amusing suggestive sketches (alekhya) and
thereby indicates different realistic pictures by playing a
gimic. He may use the same sketch for indicating different
pictures at different times. Udyotakara is playing a similar
gimic according to Dharmakirt. Though the definition of
‘Contrary Declaration’ (Pratijiiavirodha) primarily applies to
contrariety between Declaration and probans, Udyotakara
extends the scope of this nigrahasthana to other kinds of
contrariety, for example, the contrariety between
Declaration and Instance. In doing this he plays the same
gimic as is suggested by the term ‘Bhandalekhyanyaya’
according to Dharmakirt.

(55.2) Here Dharmakirti means probandum by
‘Paksikrtadharma’ and probans by ‘paksadharma.’

(55.3) The idea is this. A contrary instance is that where
there is absence of probandum. If probans exists in the
contrary instances exclusively, that is, only in contrary
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instances and not in any other instances, that is, in non-
probandum-possessing instances only and not in
probandum-possessing instances then we could say, “Here
probans is pervaded by the absence of probandum.” That
makes it a case of contrary probans.

(55.4) The example is, (following Santaraksita) - “ Sound
is impermanent, because it differs from experience to
experience, like space, unlike pot.” Here space is given as a
positive instance but actually it is a ‘contrary instance’
(viruddha-drstanta) in the sense that it does not possess
probandum (impermanence). Here the probans does not
exist in this ‘contrary positive instance’, but it exists in the
opposite (i.e. non-contrary) instance. The non-contrary
instance is that which possesses probandum. Here pot is the
non-contrary instance and probans (i.e. the quality of
differing from experience to experience) exists in it. In fact
here the major part of the argument is not fallacious but
instances are fallacious because what should have been
given as positive instance is given as negative instance and
vice versa. '

(55.5) ‘The Contrariety of Declaration to the instance’
here means non-existence of the Declared property, that is
the probandum, in the instance. Such a non-existence
would be fallacious if it is in the positive instance, not if it is
in the negative instance.

(56.1) According to Naiyayikas (i) Pratijiia (ii) Hetu (iii)
Drstanta (iv) Upanaya and (v) Nigamana is the correct order
of the elements in an argument, that is, an inference for
others. So if probans and instance both are faulty, the fault
in the probans will count first, and since the debater is
defeated by the first fault, the fault in the instance, which
counts later, will be superfluous.

(567.1) Here the argument under consideration is- “The
sound is permanent because knowable through senses” (See
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the note 47.1) A Buddhist proposes this argument and a
Vaisesika or Mimamsaka opposes it by pointing out that
Universals like ‘cowness’ are knowable through senses, but
permanent. So the knowability through senses has a variable
relation with impermanence.

(57.2) The idea is this. If the disputant’s argument is
well established, then cowness cannot succeeded as
counterinstance, whether ‘cowness’ exists or not and if the
argument is Inconclusive, then it is Inconclusive whether
cowness exists or not. So this kind of Pratijigvirodha, if it is
an occasion of defeat, is covered by the fallacy of probans
viz. Inconclusiveness.

(59.1) I have suggested alﬁ’[éla T (i.e. ﬂiﬁ‘!élé Td) in
place of 31ﬁ’1€ d T3 which does not make any consistent
sense. However the meaning of the statement is not still very
clear.

(60.1)  Santaraksita explains the qualified probans as

' ryfaaTaaa gft IR, (The reading ' ftommeeH’
seems to be corrupt. It should be ‘URERYAR') The
translation follows this explanation.

(62.1)  Kapolavadita seems to mean Kapola-tadita or
Kapolatadana. Monier-Williams gives the meaning of the
latter expression: Striking the cheeks (as a token of
confession of fault).

(62.2) Kaksya means upper garment. I have accepted this
as the correct reading in place of Kanksya. The word Kanksya
as used in the available text is not found in Monier William’s
Dictionary.

(63.1) nﬁaﬁmvﬁwﬁam This reading seems to

be corrupt, as Santaraksita quotes it differently as,

"aeferatafa’.
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(64.1) The sentence runs ‘I AFSHH, TSUT:, FUEHSN,
Teretyuey, 31y qeshiad, FaET: e T famsyfaea:’ (Free

translation - Ten pomegranates, six cakes, bowl, skin of a
goat, a lump of ground sesamum, now this is Yajus of the
Ruruka-school, protection of a girl child, her father is not
frozen).

(64.2) The word Kila (= ‘they say’) perhaps refers to

Udyotakara's explanation - '@ fg avfury, 38 g weraw=af’
(Nyayavartika 5.2.10).

(65.1) ‘q@ wHlOEEa qd: e gauverfes Al
Udyotakara seems to mean by this statement that the order
of words is adjusted in accordance with meaning. The
‘meaning’ is the karma (= object) of action (viz., knowing).
It is taken into account first. Then the words are
apprehended in their proper order. Apprehension of words
is the Karana (instrument) of the knowledge of the
sentence-meaning. [As Visvanatha puts it in his Karikaval -
QR g 60 ... SR : Tt a7 ... 18111]

(66.1) That an incorrect word conveys the meaning via
the correct vord, is originally the view referred to by
Grammarians. (Bhartrhari, for instance, refers to this view
in  Vakyapadiya, Brahmakanda, verses 147-155). The
grammarian who holds this view is speaking non-sense
according to Dharmakirti. And Naiyayika is another mad
person (according to Dharmakirti) who is narrating and
using the faulty perspective of the grammarian. It is to be
noted, however, that grammarian’s position on the issue of
corrupt words (apabhramsas) is rather complex. In
Vakyapadiya 1.152 Bhartrhari says that in certain cases the
corrupt word conveys its meaning via the correct word. But
in 1.53 he says that when corrupt words become customary
among the speakers of lower starta (women, Sadras etc.),
the corrupt words are directly meaningful, whereas the
correct words fail to convey their meaning. Of course
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grammarians give some sanctity to ‘correct’ (sadhu) words.
They attach some religious merit to them. Dharmakirti
rightly criticises this view.

(66.2)  Since a very long time women and Stdras were
not allowed to use the ‘cultured’ language (Sanskrit) of the
Brahmins. Majority of them were quite ignorant about most
of the so-called correct words. The words well-formed
according to Paninian Grammar were supposed to be the
correct words or the standard words (sadhu-sabda). Other
words were non-standard words (asddhu-Sabda). Non-
standard words did not strictly belong to Sanskrit language.
They could belong to the so-called Prakrit (= natural,
vulgar?) language or Apabhramsa (corrupt) language.

(67.1) The reading '9aq is likely to be corrupt The
meaning is not clear.

(67.2) The idea is this. Grammarians and Naiyayikas
following them attribute some special sanctity to Sanskrit
words in virtue of their well-defined (i.e. grammatically well-
formed) character (= sadhutva). This is the same as
correctness or culturedness (Sanskritness) of these words,
which is supposed to owe its status to the rules of Sanskrit
grammar. This view is not acceptable to Dharmakirt.
According to him we judge ‘correctness’ or ‘incorrectness’
of them, not due to any well-defined or essential character
of words but due to some other reason. The other reason is
the tradition of word-usage at the hands of experienced
persons. Santaraksita calls it FEIARIRAE, And this cause of
correctness is common to Sanskrit and non-Sanskrit
language alike. So there is no special sanctity of Sanskrit
language.

(67.3) The tendency to attribute a well-defined character
to words is the tendency to attribute a fixed character to
them independent of usage or convention.
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(67.4) In'gwryydifad, 7 faeda:’ one ‘7' is additonal and

may be omitted for the sake of consistent meaning.

(68.2) In fact the word to word translation of ‘ g&d TF:’
would be ‘Man king’s’ (when the actual meaning is ‘King’s
man’). This translation is not permitted in English. But in
Sanskrit such a reversal of words is allowed and makes a
good sense without any oddity.

(68.3) In Sanskrit the order of words is generally
unimportant. The semantical position of words is fixed by
the suffixes attached to them and not by their syntactical
order. In English the order of words generally plays a
- discisive role in fixation of meaning. For instance ‘Cow
bring the black’ will either make no sense or at least will not
- make the same sense as ‘Bring the black cow’. But ‘7 314
o, ‘gwr T T, A F9 T all make the same

sense in Sanskrit.

(68.4) According to Dharmakirti the argument (i.e. the
inference for others) consists of two steps: one indicates
pervasion between probans and probandum and the other
indicates existence of probans in the property-bearer
(dharmi). The property-bearer is to be proved to be
possessing probandum as its another property. These two
steps could be presented in any order. Declaration or
conclusion is not necessary as a step in the argument
because they are entailed by the two steps mentioned above.

. (69.1) This is a reference to Udyotakara according to
Santaraksita.

(71.1) In the five-membered inferential statement of
Nyaya, Conclusion (= the last element) is the repetition of
Declaration (= the first element). But this repetition is
permitted by the author of NS, because it is Anuvada (= a
repetition which explains or confirms the earlier
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statement). The repetitions which are not confirmatory like
this are not permitted.

(71.2) Here probably the metaphor of a machine is used
for denoting a slave.

(71.3) Here the word hasati (= (1) laughs (2) when
laughs), dhavati/pradhavati (= (1) runs (2) when runs),
nindati/ pranindati (= (1) censures (2) when censures),
nrtyati/ pranrtyati (= (1) dances (2) when dances) are used
twice but in two different senses.

(71.4)  Here the word bhavati is used twice in two
different senses ((1) happens (2) when (it) happens).

(72.1)  This is a restatement of the Nyaya aphorism

' SR Waed e (NS5.2.15).

(72.2)  According to Naiyayikas an elaborate discussion
which is not regulated by the rules of victory and defeat is
permitted if it is between a teacher and disciple or between
two co-disciples (See NS 4.2.48) but not between others. The
debate between others should be regulated by the
constraints of nigrahasthanas. It should not be diffuse and
repetitive.

(73.1) The original reading is corrupt and confusing. I
am following V in the translation. Santaraksita too takes this
statement as elliptical and adds - ‘WUEHUETY SR
sfaqerg:l’

(73.2) Dharmakirti has said this in sections 62 and 64.

(73.3) Here my translation follows Santaraksita’s

commentary. He takes ‘37%f: T7: fqurearq 7 f9e@’ to mean
' STTTeR] ReRreRontyaeR A fied
(79.1) I suggest ‘sTfawda’ in place of ‘31fd @3a’ the

latter being not sufficiently clear. But I have translated
following the available reading somehow.
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(79.2) Thatis, either Ajfianais an occasion of defeat via
Apratibha or Ajiana is not an (independent) occasion of
defeat at all because its scope is pervaded by Apratibha. Here
I have suggested ‘399’ in place of ‘STufawdr’ as an
alternative reading, the former being consistent with later
discussion. (See the last sentence of the same section)

(80.1) ‘frrgemARTUft sr=f’ will be grammatically more
correct and semantically consistent, than

‘Frgrar=uerar=t’. But the word ‘ 31=iUel’ might be there

in the original text which might refer to ‘intermediate’
occasions of defeat. By incorporating it an alternative

reading may be suggested - * FTRRAATGEIH=RICO areg)’

(80.2) The other such sub-divisions would be ‘not
understanding the half of the answer’, ‘not understanding
one third of the answer’, similarly, ‘not understanding the
whole subject-matter’, ‘not understanding the half of the
subject-matter’ etc.

(82.1) This Nyaya-explanation as quoted by Dharmakirti
here is a free combination of Nyayabhasya and Nyayavartika
on N§5.2.20.

(83.1) In other words, whether it is an argument
presented by the disputant or the response given by the
opponent, it is regulated by the two-fold negative check:
Fallacies of probans and Non-imagination.

(83.2) Vitanda means the kind of debate where the
debaters present no position of their own, but they only try
to refute the other debater’s position.

(84.1) Naiyayika’s objection is this: You have said that all
the occasions of defeat committed by the disputant could be
included in Hetvabhasa and all the occasions of defeat
committed by the opponent could be included in Apratibha.
But we are now citing a case which is an occasion of defeat
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committed by the disputant but which is not included in
Hetvabhasa.

" (84.2) Here '3ragArgme=A’ is to be taken in broad sense.
‘Not stating a constituent of argument’ covers both
‘sfag’ (Not stating) and ‘3=f94™’' (stating something
else)

(84.83) Theword ‘¥'in 'vfagica="ea 9" isinterpreted as
‘g8’ (="like ......") by Sintaraksita.

(85.1) Iam interpreting this to be an occasion of defeat
of the disputant who indirectly permits the opponent’s .
(refutative) argument. Here the word ‘W' could be
interpreted as ‘opponent’. But the roles of disputant and
opponent are transferable.

(85.2) This ‘Nyaya-explanation’ is a free combination of
Nyayabhasya and Nyayavartikaon N§5.2.11.

(87.1) The idea is this: Just as a single sound probans is
sufficient for proving the probandum is spite of there being
many such probans’, pointing out a single mistake is
sufficient for vitiating the proof in spite of there being many
such mistakes in the proof.

(87.2) Here the word 3%a does not make any clear
sense. It could be a misreading.

(88.1) This translation corresponds to the reading
‘fawar<wr<ad’. The reading accepted by Dvarikadas Shastri
is ‘fowararags’ which would be translated as ‘in order to
conclude the topic (of ‘occasions of defeat’)’.

(91.1) Here the textual reading ‘STIUEE™ WETRITRYI
WARFA' seems to be read by Santaraksita as some what like
this: ‘T IHEE WHARIYY 3YFHA ... TENA &wui ya=aq. I
have, however, tried to translate in accordance with thé -
textual reading.



NOTES 181

(91.2) See section 55.

(92.1) Santaraksita explains: The pramanas are defined
as means of true cognition. The same pramanas are prameyas
(objects of knowledge) also. But they are not so by virtue of
the same definition, but by virture of their feature that they
are ‘objects’ (karma) of the cognitive act. Similar question
can arise with regard to hetvabhasas. They are defined (by
Vitsydyana) as ‘SRadl  ggaqEWHl:'  (Non-probans
appearing as probans) and classified by Aksapada into five
kinds. Is this well-defined character of hetvabhasas to be set
aside in favour of an alternative. definition and/or
classification when we construe them as ‘occasions of
defeat’? Nyaya answer is in the negative.






Glossary

of technical terms used in Vadanyaya

319 (- fUgwA) - Non-understanding
AfIYHE - transgression (of reason)
AT - excess

3QIEIgHET - (1) Not pointing out a fault (2) Pointing out a
non-fault as fault.

aifyes (- FURE) - Additional
WY (- fFUEs™) - Non-reproduction

ST9g  (-3EIME) - Positive instance without positive
concomitance

IHATHIHET - Occurrence of (vicious) infinite regress.
31{9dfsd - non-apprehension

9 - non-apprehension

HFAR - confirmatory repetition

I (- FEE) - Inconclusive probans
IR - accusation of Inconclusive probans

39 - (1) positive concomitance (2) continuity, continuous
capasity
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AWK - incorrect word, corrupt word

Jafagr= (- fuger) - Deviant thesis

el (- FUEEM) - Non-sensical

#9fa9fd - non-apprehension, non-understanding

styfas (- frem) - Non-imaginabtion

syefifarag (- JEAYE) - Positive instance without the
indication of positive concomitance

HQEHIS (- FUgE™) - Mistimed

fsH 1 - function, pragmatic function

HYTHHI - Repetition of meaning -

HYRR (- fugem) - Different point

HYIOTA - Shifting to a Different point

944 - element (of argument), step (in argument)

FFA=RENS] - the one who claims that instance is a

different element of proof from probans
g4 - composite whole
AT - state

AHASRR - the linguistic practice of non-existence, the
practice of non-existence:

YA - (1) non-statement or non-justification of a
constituent of proof (2) statement of a non-
constituent of proof.

g (- TEWE) - Unproved probans
HfafG - unprovedness
3999 - Application (of instance to the thesis-case)

IucifeaciaromE - apprehensible, (the object) fulfilling the
condition of apprehensibility.



GLOSSARY 185

Frieq - effect asreason
®d - (1) quibbling (2) cheating

frew 7 - probans with triple character (1. existence in
thesis-case, 2. existence in similar cases, 3. non-
existence in dissimilar cases)

QU - (1) refutation, (2) fault

GBI - fallacy of instance

gt - property-bearer

A=I{aed - invariable relation

fmA -Conclusion

g™ - occasion of defeat

fRagrearg@m (- fRET@M) - Objecting against the non-

objectionable
frefe (- fugsa™) - Meaningless utterance
=14 - (1) logic (2) rationality (3) an allegorical principle
= - Insufficient, Deficient
=9 - Deficiency v
& - (1) subject of the thesis, property-bearer, (2) position

9y gHa<H - the statement that the probans characterises the
thesis-subject.

Yf{umA - transformation

gAArAE (- fEEUH) - Neglecting the objectionable
TTEfFL- audience, assembly, council

T (- FUE) - Repetition

YEU&ETE! - proposer of the first position

Y&{d - Nature, original nature
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gfas - Declaration
wfag=r (- ™M) - Another Declaration.
yfamfedg (- fmE®A) - Contrary Declaration, (Lit.-)

Contrariety of/to Declaration.

wfaard=arg (- fUEwM) - Renunciation of Declaration
yfqemet (- Fuge™) - Declaration-abandonment

gfqenf< - opponent, respondent

JIFHRY! - diffuse discussion

TqI9 - evidence, means to knowledge

YHZ - object of knowledge

TET - (1) occasion, context, (2) undesirable consequence

USRI - the allegorical principle viz. (one plays a
gimic)like the picture drawn by a buffoon

T (- FUEEAH) - Permitting opponent's view.
AE - economy, (Lit.) lightness '
R"i?f - inferential sign, probans, reason

9% - debate (Dharmakirti), discussion between teacher and
disciple or co-disciples for knowing truth (Nyaya)

a1fe - disputant, proposer (of the first position)
fagig (- fgeam) - Dispensation

fafsrigars - debate between persons desiring victory (even by
cheating practices)

faauer - negative debate (debate in which the other's
position is confuted without establishing one's own)

fewfaafa - non-apprehension, non-understanding
fa%g - contrary, contradictory .
fos (- ¥@WM) - Contrary probans
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fot4 - contrariety, contradiction
o - subject-matter, object
fawateren - diffuse discussion

dufaq WM - argument containing dissimilarity (i.e.
negative concomitance)

= - the Manifest (Sankhya)

=fa - negative concomitance, absence

=R - variable relation

U - pervader

=M - pervaded

=1fd - pervasion

=9 - pervaded

wifed - capasity

YKYARK - Repetition of words

HIAGRN - the practice/linguistic practice of existence
¥H3 - convention

¥ - justification

YT - (1) argument, proof (2) probans

Y9I - inferential statement, argument
YA - fallacy of argument/probans

YIS - element of argument, step in argument

WgRaq ¥4 - argument containing (the statement of)
similarity (i.e. positive concomitance)

e - probandum, provable
weafawa (- gEAME) - Positive  instance  lacking

probandum
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44 - self-nature
WYERY - self-nature as probans
AL - the self-characterised particular

waefatg: (9faEn:) - Declaration contrary to its own

utterance

%ﬁ - probans, reason

¥ (- Fyeea) - Another probans






