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Series Editor’s Preface

CRIPTURE, LOGIC, LANGUAGE launches Wisdom’s scholarly series,

Studies in Indian and Tibetan Buddhism. This series was conceived

to provide a forum for publishing outstanding new contributions
to scholarship and also to make accessible seminal research not widely
known outside a narrow specialist audience. Wisdom also intends to in-
clude in the series appropriate monographs and collected articles trans-
lated from other languages.

Much of the new scholarly research in Indian and Tibetan Buddhist
philosophy and practice is worthy of wider circulation among an intelli-
gent readership. Several outstanding dissertations are produced each year
at academic institutions throughout the world. Such signiticant contri-
butions are normally accessible only through University Microfilms or
through research journals that are scattered across the academic landscape.

It is heartening to the editors at Wisdom to see how much of the schol-
arship being produced today is the result of collaboration with scholars
belonging to the indigenous traditions of Tibet and the Indian subcon-
tinent. Wisdom Publications is certain that this approach has the great-
est possibilities for enriching both academic scholarship and Buddhist
practice. Increasingly, researchers must be able to work in a bewildering
variety of languages and disciplines in the humanities and social sciences.
What a visionary like the late Richard H. Robinson hoped to produce in
his Wisconsin curriculum were scholars able to work with living expo-
nents of the Asian traditions in their own languages. He also dreamt of
researchers who would be able to keep abreast of the advances in West-
ern thought. A scholar like Tillemans is a realization of Robinson’s
dreams.

Tom Tillemans, the author whose work is presented here, is a scholar’s
scholar. He is able to work in a vast variety of languages: all major West-
ern languages and Sanskrit, Tibetan, Chinese and Japanese. He is trained
in modern Western philosophy and can see how the traditions of East and
West interact.



X SCRIPTURE, LOGIC, LANGUAGE

The eleven essays presented here were published over the period
1986-1999. They appeared in a number of journals or as contributions
to Festschriften. Tillemans has now arranged these essays into a unified
and compelling structure. One can now see clearly the underlying struc-
ture and understand the significance of Tillemans’ contributions to Bud-
dhist logic, language and epistemology.

Tillemans’ scholastic ancestry is rooted in the great names of Euro-
pean scholarship, such as F. I. Stcherbatsky, Eugene Obermiller and Erich
Frauwallner. Tillemans brings a sophisticated understanding of devel-
opments in Western logic and epistemology to the traditional scholar-
ship of Indian and Tibetan thinkers. He presents in these carefully
crafted pieces a clear delineation of the varying approaches of the Indic
masters and their Tibetan interpreters.

This is a fascinating work with which to begin the new series.

E. Gene Smith
August 1999
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Introduction

HE PRESENT COLLECTION of essays spans a number of years of work
on various aspects of ‘the philosophy known as “Buddhist logic”
or “Buddhist epistemology.” This philosophy is generally taken to
have begun with Dignaga and Dharmakirti in the sixth and seventh cen-
turies and to have flourished until the end of Buddhism in India in ap-
proximately the thirteenth century. It was taken up with great energy in
Tibet, especially from the eleventh century on, the time of the “second
propagation” (phyi dar) of Buddhism, and has remained an important el-
ement of Tibetan Buddhism up to the present day. It is what many people,
within or outside the Buddhist community, have considered to be the
most philosophical, and even the most critical, form of the Mahayana.
Curiously enough, although one speaks of a distinct and influential
philosophical school composed of the followers of Dignaga, it was one
that remained fundamentally nameless in Sanskrit. In Tibetan traditions,
however, the philosophy received the conventional designation, zshad ma,
the Tibetan equivalent of the Sanskrit term pramdna, a term which in its
more ordinary sense means “measure” and which in its technical use
means “a means of valid cognition”/“a means of knowledge.” It was in
part this Tibetan transformation of the Indian technical term pramdina
into a name for a philosophy and discipline of study that led modern
writers to speak of “Buddhist logic” and “Buddhist epistemology” or
pramdnavida. Indeed, the transition from the study of “means of valid
cognition” to “epistemology” is relatively natural; “logic,” on the other
hand, seems to be better based on the term hetuvidyilgtan tshigs rig pa,
the “science of reasons,” which is one of the important subsidiary domains
in tshad ma studies. In any case, one should not be misled: these English
terms are no more than approximations for a mult-faceted system in
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which logical theory was a major element, but certainly not the only
one. There is no reason to think that this school’s elaborate debates on
particulars, universals, mind, matter, idealism and realism were some-
how more logical or epistemological than metaphysical, or that the ar-
guments concerning the virtues of the Buddha, his omniscience and
compassion were any less religious or scholastic than they would seem
to be.

If one looks at the present collection of essays, it is quite apparent that
“Buddhist logicians” did much more than what we might call “logic”
and “epistemology,” even in loose uses of those terms. Indeed they very
actively pursued the doctrinal and religious aspects of Buddhism, so
much so that many Indians and Tibetans, and indeed some modern
writers too, would depict the religious as the primary aim of this phi-
losophy. How did these Buddhist philosophers see themselves as doing
something unified and coherent? Given that inference and perception
(the two “means of valid cognition”) would seem to concern rationally
decidable matters, how can the apparently non-rational elements be-
longing to the religious side of Buddhist philosophy be coherently ac-
commodated in this system?

The first section of this collection of essays (i.e., “Scripturally Based
Argumentation”) consists of three pieces in which I tried to grapple with
the Buddhist logicians’ stance on religion and rationality. The striking
feature of the Dharmakirtian school is that it holds that religious doc-
trine can be justified and can be argued for, and with extremely restricted
tools, i.e., perception and inference. Yet if religious matters can be ar-
gued for in this way, did the Dharmakirtian school adopt the conserv-
ative view that religious reasoning is just as objective and certain as rea-
soning about uncontroversial, non-religious matters (like smoky hills
having fires)? These are the concerns of the first two essays, i.e., “Dhar-
makirti, Aryadeva and Dharmapila on Scriptural Authority” and “How
Much of a Proof is Scripturally Based Inference?” The third essay in
this section is somewhat more historical in orientation. Dharmakirti
recognizes that much religious argumentation demands allegiance to a
school and to a body of texts, but nonetheless maintains that the ordi-
nary, or unexceptional, uses of logical argumentation should have com-
plete independence from such doctrinal affiliations. This extremely rad-
ical view on scripture has as its consequence that when one is arguing
about most empirical or even metaphysical matters, conformity with
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the propositions found in the scriptures of a school is virtually irrelevant.
The problem that “Pre-Dharmakirti Commentators on the Definition
of a Thesis” seeks to solve is “Who first came up with this position?” Was
it already in Dignaga? If not, how did Dharmakirti come to hold it?
The second section (i.e., “Logic”) is the largest and probably most
technical part of this collection, dealing in one way or another with
questions of implication, negation, valid reasons and the so-called Bud-
dhist syllogisms—in short, the type of topics that a Westerner would as-
sociate, in part at least, with the idea of logic. It should be obvious that
no one in the Indian and Tibetan schools could be said to have been do-
ing formal logic. Nevertheless, it is so that these philosophers were aware
of questions of logical form, although often inextricably combining
questions such as “What is logical implication?” with what might seem
to be extra-logical considerations. The first essay in this section, “ Pardrtha-
numdana, Theses and Syllogisms,” looks at the so-called “Buddhist syl-
logism,” and more generally the idea of proof (s@dhana). The second,
“On Sapaksa,” examines the notion of a logical reason and the role of
examples in argumentation in Dharmakirtian and Tibetan logics, fo-
cusing on the Buddhist position that certain types of seemingly sound
arguments are nevertheless to be rejected because examples cannot be
given. The next essay, “Formal and Semantic Aspects of Tibetan Bud-
dhist Debate Logic,” investigates the logical structures and semantic no-
tions in Tibetan bsdus grwa, a system which is considered by its expo-
nents to be a faithful continuation of Dharmakirti, and yet which is
also, in many ways, quite remarkably original. “Dharmakirti and Ti-
betans on Adréyanupalabdhibetu” then takes up Indian and Tibetan ways
to argue for nonexistence, while “What is the Svadharmin in Buddhist
Logic?” examines the problems that arise when the subject of an argu-
ment is itself nonexistent. The section ends with an article translated from
French on the general problem as to whether Buddhists somehow rea-
son in a fundamentally different or even incompatible manner from the
classical logic that one finds in typical Western works on formal logic.
The third section (i.e., “Philosophy of Language”) takes up aspects
of the Buddhist semantic theory known as @poha (“exclusion”), the fun-
damental idea being that abstract entities such as universals, concepts
and meanings can be analyzed away in terms of double negations (sup-
plemented, at least for Dharmakirti, by a purely causal account as to how
we make judgements of similarity). In its Indian forms, apoba yields
and reinforces a type of nominalism where the real is the particular.
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(Note that “nominalism” 1s used here in the modern sense as found in
Nelson Goodman and W.V. Quine, where the essential requirement is
that what exists must be particular; nominalism need not be, and indeed
is not for the Buddhists, a philosophy where universals are just mere
words alone, or flatus vocis.) The peculiarly Buddhist contribution is
that abstract entities are not just dismissed, but accounted fo, as mere ab-
sences of difference and are hence unreal, just as are all other absences
for Buddhists.! The first essay in this section, “On the So-called Difh-
cult Point of the Apoha Theory,” looks at ontological matters and shows
that the nominalistic rejection of real universals was considerably modi-
fied by certain Tibetan schools who reintroduced a type of realism in the
garb of a system as much inspired by bsdus grwa as by Dharmakirti. The
second essay, written with Donald S. Lopez, Jr., consists in a translation
of a Tibetan text that applies the theory of @poba to account for what it
is one talks about when discussing nonexistent pseudo-entities. The un-
derlying problem which Indian and Tibetan Buddhists took up is not
unlike that which inspired the philosophy of language of Meinong and
provoked the reaction that one finds in Bertrand Russell’s Theory of
Descriptions and later in W.V. Quine’s celebrated essay “On What
There Is.”

The papers presented here are intended to be, broadly speaking, his-
torical, though it is obvious that the conceptual tools employed are of-
ten those of contemporary Anglo-American analytic philosophy. It is
equally obvious that the history I am pursuing is the history of a phi-
losophy, and as such it should not be surprising that what counts most
in this aim are texts and philosophical analyses of them. One of the
main reasons why the history of logic in the West has become so well
developed and interesting is that historico-philological competence in
textual studies has been combined with philosophical sensitivity. There
is no reason why such a combined approach should not yield results in
an Indo-Tibetan context too. Indeed, in order to disentangle what a
Dharmakirtian or a Tibetan text could be saying it is necessary not just to
adopt a Principle of Charity, but also to formulate a number of alter-
natives in terms more precise than the text itself and, if need be, using
alien philosophical or logical notions. Being faithful to an historical au-
thor does not demand that one keep the possible interpretations couched
in the same problematic or obscure language that is the author’s. This
type of “faithfulness” is the misguided rationale for translations that
read like “Buddhist Hybrid English.”> More generally, such a method-
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ology seems to rest on a fallacy of imitative form,’ i.e., that talk about
something obscure, mysterious, funny, boring, etc., should itself have
the same stylistic characteristics as what is being talked about. Using
philosophical tools is not, however, an attempt at appropriating Dhar-
makirti so that he might somehow become relevant to a contemporary
Buddhist philosophy. Perhaps a contemporary “Buddhist theology” us-
ing selective doses of Dharmakirti is possible, but, even if it is not, the
absence of blueprints for the present doesn’t detract from Dharmakirti’s
importance, just as it doesn’t detract from that of Plato, Leibniz or Spin-
oza to whose systems virtually no one subscribes now. Indeed, I would
think that Dharmakirti’s system, if better available, would receive a
mixed response today; its reductionism, its strict mind-body dualism,
and its highly fragmented ontology of partless atoms and instants might
well be quite difficult to agcept for the many Buddhists who are seek-
ing a more holistic, integrated vision of the world.

A feature of these papers is that they regularly zigzag between Indian
and Tibetan contexts. Almost needless to say, this does not mean that
we take as given that Tibetan Buddhist traditions are identical with their
Indian counterparts. Tibet as being the faithful prolongation or even du-
plication of India has been a seductive idea, even one which motivated
people to do valuable work on Tibet, but it is one whose time is now
definitely past. The course that we have taken between Tibet and Dhar-
makirti may often be different from that of Tibetans themselves, as is
our sense of what is the Indian debate and what is a Tibetan develop-
ment. But then there is no easy recipe for pursuing an Indo-Tibetan
approach, nor are there any shortcuts enabling us to avoid reading both
languages and both sets of texts. What makes the effort worthwhile is
that history may perhaps be seen in a binocular fashion, in stereo vision,
thus lending further depth to our understanding of these texts.

>

Publishing a collection of this sort allows me to nuance a few things
and speculate on some future directions to be pursued. One particularly
interesting area for reflection is the question of pragmatism in Dhar-
makirti, and more generally the theories of truth and justification im-
plicit in his system. Another is the problem of vydpsi (the implication
between the reason and what is to be proved), what it is for Indians and
what it is for Tibetans. Finally, the question of whether Buddhists ever
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use a logic different from the usual classical variety is not easily put aside.
As it was practically impossible to incorporate these discussions into the
articles themselves, let me use the remainder of this introduction to
sketch out some of the broad outlines of how these philosophical themes
appear to me now.

Pragmatism

First of all, it has sometimes been suggested that Dharmakirti has some
type of a pragmatic theory of truth, especially because the reliability
(avisamvidakatva) of a means of valid cognition (pramdna) consists in
there being “confirmation of practical efficacy” (arthakriyasthiti).* To
take one of the most common versions of a pragmatic theory of truth,
as found in William James, a belief is true for people if and only if it is
in the long run most useful for them to accept it.* Now, irrespective of
how we translate the term arthakriya, i.e., “efficacious action,” “practi-
cal efficacy,” “goal accomplishment,” etc., there is no reason to believe
that Jamesian pragmatism or anything much like it is Dharmakirti’s
theory of truth, certainly not when it comes to the usual examples of
pramanas, i.e., direct perception (pratyaksa) of things like vases, and in-
ference (anumina) such as that there is fire on a hill because there is
smoke. The point for Dharmakirti, following Devendrabuddhi and
Sikyabuddhi, is that an awareness can e asserted to be a pramdna be-
cause of a confirmation—this “confirmation” (sthiti) is glossed by
Sikyabuddhi as being an “understanding” (rtogs pa)—which in typical
cases is subsequent to the initial awareness. In other words, we can ration-
ally say that we genuinely saw a vase, and not some vase-like illusion,
because after the initial perception we came to perceptually confirm that
this seeming vase really does permit us to carry water as we expected and
wished. Equally, although initially we might have suspected that what
we saw was not actually fire, subsequently we were able to infer that it
was indeed fire, because there was smoke. While most initial sights and
other sense perceptions are to be confirmed by subsequent perceptions
or inferences, an inference itself is something of an exception: it is said
to be confirmed simultaneously and needs no subsequent understand-
ing—the point turns on the idea of inference having svatah pramanyam
or “intrinsically being a means of valid cognition.” Be that as it may,
what is important for us to note in the present discussion is that one
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understanding is being confirmed by another or in certain special cases
by itself. There is nothing at all here in Dharmakirti, Devendrabuddhi
or Sakyabuddhi¢ which suggests a Jamesian account along the lines of
“the understanding/belief/statement that there is a vase/fire over there
is true for us because it is in the long run most useful for us to believe
that there is a vase/fire over there.”

Nor for that matter is there very much which would suggest a “prag-
maticist” theory like that of C.S. Peirce, who held that “the opinion
which is fated to be ultimately agreed to by all who investigate is what
we mean by truth.”” The major similarity between these two philoso-
phers is, as far as I can see, their common commitment to the impor-
tance of results and to there being an objectively right version of what
there is. However, the idea of truth as an ideal rational assertibility is
neither asserted nor rejected by Dharmakirti: what we regularly find for
him is that existent things are those that are actually established by a
means of valid cognition (pramanasiddha). Peirce’s theory is not that
truths consist of opinions that are now established, but that they are the
limits to which people’s informed opinions will or should converge, i.e.,
the destined upshot of inquiry.® Indeed, his theory defines truth in terms
of a consensus which may well never actually be realized (as Peirce him-
self recognized); this all-important reference to an ideal consensus that
may even be just a regulative principle is what is absent in Dharmakirti.
In any case, in what follows I will mean by “pragmatism” and “pragmatic
theories” essentially the Jamesian version.

In fact we can go further on the question of truth and arthakriya:
arthakriyasthiti does not, 1 think, set forth a theory of truth at all. Let
us speak of a truth theory as one which gives a definition of truth, i.e.,
the necessary and sufficient conditions for statements or understand-
ings to be true, while a justification theory will provide us with the prop-
erties that allow us to reasonably determine that a statement or under-
standing is true and satisfies the definition. Looked at in that light,
arthakriyasthiti, especially as it is explained by Devendrabuddhi and
Sakyabuddhi, is best taken as part of Dharmakirti’s justification theory.
Dharmakirti is giving a procedure for truth testing, typically a kind of
verification principle along commonsense lines: “Look and see or ana-
lyze logically whether the object actually behaves as you think it does,
and if it does, you can be confident that you were right in your initial
understanding.” In short, he is telling us when and how we can be con-
fident that our understandings are true, but not what truth is.
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What then is Dharmakirti’s theory of truth and is there any role to
be found for pragmatism in his system? It is not clear to me that Dhar-
makirti explicitly gives a generalized theory of truth anywhere, although
if we cobble one together in keeping with his system it is probably best
viewed as turning on stronger and weaker forms of a correspondence
theory. To see this better let us briefly look at how Shoryt Katsura de-
picted truth for Dharmakirti. Katsura cited what he termed “the time-
honored definition of error in India”, i.e., “that which grasps xas non-x,”
as evidence that Dharmakirti “believes in some kind of real ‘correspon-
dence’ between perception and its object, namely, resemblance of the
image.” He then remarked that this definition of error is used by Dhar-
makirti to classify inference as erroneous:

In other words, inference takes a universal as its immediate
object and possesses a partial and generalized picture of the
object rather than the true representation of it. There is no real
correspondence between inference and its real object [i.e., the
real particular in the world], but merely an indirect causal re-
lationship. In short, inference grasps the object through its
universal characteristic. Therefore, Dharmakirti considers in-
ference to be erroneous. '

On Katsura’s interpretation of Dharmakirti, while inference is erroneous
(bhranta) in that it does not correspond to reality, it is nonetheless true
“from a pragmatic point of view,” in that it “can lead to the fulfillment
of a human purpose.”

What Katsura has rightly focussed upon in speaking of perception as
being “non-erroneous” (#bhranta) and corresponding to its object is the
well known principle in Buddhist logic that perception has a certain re-
semblance with its objects, because it sees only particulars, undifferen-
tiated into substances, qualities, actions, etc., and in reality it is only the
undifferentiated particular (svalaksana) entity which exists. The other
side of the coin for the Buddhist is that these fundamental distinctions
between separate substances, universals, etc., are only invented by the
conceptual mind and hence are not mirrored by the facts. There is there-
fore, in an important sense, no resemblance between how things are
conceived by inferential cognition and how they are.”? While it is thus
undoubtedly right to say that for Dharmakirti inference is 6hrantain a
way in which perception is not, I don’t think that it follows that the
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implicit truth theory in Dharmakirti’s account of inferential under-
standing must be a type of pragmatism, rather than correspondence.
We can untangle this problem by distinguishing two senses of corre-
spondence, and when they are distinguished there will be no need to in-
troduce a pragmatic theory of truth.

A contemporary analytic philosophy textbook surveying truth theories
distinguishes between two varieties of correspondence: “correspondence
as congruence” and “correspondence as correlation.” Both types are
correspondence theories in that a certain fact must exist if the relevant
proposition, statement or belief is to be true. The first type, congru-
ence, involves an added condition, viz., that there be a srructural iso-
morphism, a type of mirroring relation between the truth-bearer and a
fact. (Thus, for example, subject-predicate structures in thought and
language might or might pot be congruent—depending upon one’s
metaphysics—with facts composed of real substances and universals.)
The second type, i.e., correlation, is a weaker type of correspondence,
where there is no such isomorphism, but where it suffices that the fact
exist for the statement or understanding to be true. Now, if we accept
that for Dharmakirti there is correspondence involved in perception, as
I think we should, then it is the strong kind, congruence, i.e., the un-
differentiated perception is congruent with the undifferentiated partic-
ulars. For inferences, however, although there is no structural mirror-
ing, there is a causal relation that does link the understanding, or truth-
bearer, to a fact, or more exactly to the particular real entities. When we
come to understand a subject-attribute proposition like “sound is im-
permanent,” there is, for Dharmakirti, no separate substance, sound, in
which the universal, impermanence, inheres. There are, however, im-
permanent sounds, which are the real particulars to which the under-
standing is linked and which must exist if the latter is to be true.
Granted, impermanent sounds, hills on which there is smoke, etc., are
not in themselves strictly speaking what we might term facts or states of
affairs, but the transition to facts like “sound’s being impermanent”
or the “hill’s having smoke” is relatively easily made. For inference and
conceptual thought, then, we still have a weak form of a carrespondence
theory, like in many respects the correspondence theory that was advo-
cated by J.L. Austin in the 1950’s or, interestingly enough, like the the-
ory of the great English idealist, ].M.E. McTaggart, who specifically
rejected a “copy theory of truth” but nonetheless maintained corres-
pondence. '
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What is seductive is to take Dharmakirti’s contrast between bhrinta
and abhrinta as also being his explicit formulation of a theory of truth,
or his theory of “truth from an epistemological point of view,” and to
somehow identify this and this alone with correspondence.”” The prob-
lem then arises, however, as to how to classify inferential understand-
ing, which is bhrinta and thus would not seem to be true in the sense
of correspondence. Hence, we are stuck with an equivocal Dharmakir-
tian theory of truth: correspondence for perception and pragmatism for
inference. I think that the root of the problem lies in looking for a pan-
Indian, and hence Dharmakirtian, theory of truth in the pair of terms
bhranta-abhranta: for Buddhist logic, at least, we would come up with
a more elegant, univocal result by analyzing the notion of truth smplicit
in the concept of pramdinya, “being a means of valid cognition.” In short,
we might do better to try to find a unified idea of truth which allows
Dharmakirti to say univocally that both inference and perception are
pramana. That minimalist single notion of truth which Dharmakirti
actually seems to apply in common to both inference and perception is
as likely to be correspondence as correlation.'¢

The reason a Jamesian “pragmatic truth” theory should be ruled out
as applying to Dharmakirtian inferences is that it does not require that
a certain fact or certain objects must obtain for an understanding/state-
ment in question to be true: on a pragmatic theory, no matter how
much we talk about “long term utility,” it remains logically possible
that a belief be useful, but that there isino such fact. Now contrast this
with Dharmakirti’s system. It is a cardinal element in Dharmakirti’s ac-
count of how the usual type of smoke-fire inference works that the par-
ticular entities to which it is causally related must exist: if there wasn’t
actually any fire on the hill, the inferential understanding would not
make us obtain (prdpaka) the object in question and hence could not
be a pramana. The upshot is that inference does satisfy the condition for
the weaker version of the correspondence theory, correlation, because
the entities in question must exist for the understanding to be true.

Alas, the terms, bhrantaand abhrinta, are not naturally translated as
“incongruent” and “congruent,” but rather as “erroneous” and “non-
erroneous.” Still, if we are looking for notions close to congruence, these
are the likely candidates. In “On the So-called Difficult Point of the Apoha
Theory,” I opted for the usual translation and hence had to put up with
the usual infelicities of expression. If we see the bhranta-abhrinta con-
trast as pertaining to congruence, however, it becomes possible to say,
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in keeping with Dharmakirti, that certain understandings, like infer-
ences, are incongruent, i.e., bhranta, but are nonetheless true (because
they are pramanas). The gain in clarity is substantial. I'm afraid that the
alternative where one says that inference is erroneous but also true is, for
the uninitiated at least, bordering on incomprehensibility. At any rate,
it makes Dharmakirti look quite exotic, whereas if the point is one of
incongruence being compatible with truth, Dharmakirti ends up hold-
ing a subtle and defendable position.

The last thing to say on this score is that scriptural inference is un-
deniably something of a special case. In “How Much of a Proof is Scrip-
turally Based Inference?” I argued that this type of (quasi-)inference is
the only sort where some forms of pragmatism do seem to be involved,
precisely because it bears upon facts to which we have no access other
than testimony in scripture. (Indeed, because it is not connected with
facts for us, Dharmakirti explicitly denies that it is a real full-fledged in-
ference.) Is this where we would find a pragmatic theory of truth? No,
I don’t think so. A pragmatic theory of truth is an instrumentalist truth
theory, i.e., it allows as possible that statements and beliefs may be true
just because they are maximally useful, but without any fact or real en-
tities corresponding to them. There is no evidence to me that Dhar-
makirti would want to say that the existence of the supersensible facts
spoken about in scripture is somehow not needed, or that it is irrelevant
to the truth of the scriptural proposition, or that what constitutes the
truth of beliefs on such matters is just long term maximal utility. What
is more likely is that we have here a pragmatic theory of justification,
showing how people of limited understanding can and should determine
when it is appropriate for them to believe in things like the details of the
law of karma, things which they fundamentally cannot understand on
their own and without scripture. In other words, if we wish to pursue
spiritual “goals of man” (purusdrtha), we have no other criterion for test-
ing scriptural statements on supersensible matters and justifying our be-
lief in them apart from the vital beneficial consequences that believing
in such things will have for our spiritual progress. This is part of what is
involved in Dharmakirti’s well-known formula that we rely on scripture
“because there is no other way” (agatyd): our limited understanding can-
not have access directly or inferentially to the facts. Nonetheless, noth-
ing in that discussion implies that there is no fact to the matter or need
not be any fact for scriptural statements to be true. Someone like the
Buddha or a yogin with perception of the supersensible would not be in
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our benighted situation and would not be condemned to the pragmaric
justification and the fallible, approximative understanding that is our lot
in these matters.

Vyapti

Turning now to vydpti, the question as to how one formulates this im-
plication between terms has provoked considerable debate in current
work on Buddhist logic, as has the question of how we are to understand
the so-called “natural relation” (svabhivapratibandha) underlying vyapt:.
I think that what happened historically in the indigenous Tibetan lit-
erature is instructive: that is, the system changes when we make a clear
separation between the question of what vyapti is and the question of
when we have grounds enabling us to say reasonably that it is present.
The two problems, as I tried to show in “Formal and Semantic Aspects
of Tibetan Buddhist Debate Logic” are indeed by and large separated
by Tibetan writers, who have a consistently applied account as to what
vydptiis (i.e., absence of a counterexample or ma khyab pa’i mu) and an-
other account as to when we can be confident that vydpti is there (i.e.,
when we understand, on the basis of an example, that there is a relation
between the reason and the property being proved.) This constitutes a
significant difference in approach from Dharmakirti and the post-Dhar-
makirti Indian schools in that the purely logical problem of saying what
vydpti is is separated from the very difficult epistemological enterprise
of providing a procedure to ascertain that there is a relation guarantee-
ing the absence of a counterexample."”

Some writers, such as Bimal Krishna Matilal, have argued that itisa
distinctive feature of Indian logic not to separate logical, epistemologi-
cal and psychological issues.'® That is, I now think, true. Let us briefly
look at some of the details of Matilal’s position, in particular the indis-
pensable role of the example. Matilal argues that a multi-faceted ap-
proach combining logic with extra-logical matters is evident in the In-
dian position that vydpti be not just a universally quantified statement
but one which is exemplified, as in:

(1) Whatever is produced is impermanent, like a vase.

Although the first part of the statement of the vydpti is, according to
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Matilal, translatable into first order logic as a statement of the form “For
all x: if xis Fthen xis G,” the example serves to guarantee that we are
not arguing about uninstantiated empty statements and thar vydp# will
always have existential commitment. And that is one of the major reasons
why, for Matilal, Indian logic is not like a formal logic: a universal pre-
mise in a syllogism-like formal structure would have no need for an
example at all.”

I think that Matilal was indeed onto something here about the In-
dian context and that it is important to get clear what is right about this
characterization to be able to see what happened when we get to Tibet,
where this characterization does not apply. Now, first of all, it is not fully
accurate to say that a genuine example (@rszanta) different from the sub-
ject (dharmin, paksa) is always necessary: as is well known, the “advo-
cates of intrinsic implication? (antarvyiptivadin) did not think examples
were necessary for “the intelligent,” and in fact there is an intriguing pas-
sage in Dharmakirti’s Pramdnavarttika which indicates that he himself
held a type of proto-Antarvyaptivada.” Nonetheless, even for an An-
tarvyaptivadin, the vydp# will not be uninstantiated, as it will be in-
stantiated by the subject of the reasoning. More seriously, there are real
problems in saying that the first part of the vydpti statement is translat-
able into a quantified conditional of the usual sort that one finds in first
order logic. In first order logic the “for all x” will range only over existent
things, whereas it can be rather quickly shown that if we are to intro-
duce quantification to account for the vydpti statements in certain In-
dian Buddhist discussions, the quantifier “for all x” must range over
both existent and nonexistent things. We see quite clearly in the Bud-
dhist logicians’ use of inferences like the so-called bidhakapramadna
(based on Dharmakirti’s Vadanydya) that the example can be a nonex-
istent thing, like a rabbit’s horn or a flower in the sky, and that the scope
of the vydpti must therefore range over nonexistents as well as existents.
Nor is it particularly infrequent or revolutionary for Buddhists to give
such nonexistent items as examples—Bhavaviveka, who was well before
Dharmakirti, used the example of the sky-flower in Madhyamakahrdaya
and Tarkajvali too and even Dignaga used the example “space” (akisa)
in his Hetucakra, an example which is not actually existent for a Bud-
dhist.?! If we wish to formalize vydpti statements into first order logic,
we probably need quantifiers which range over actual and non-actual
items, such as in the logic developed in Richard Routley’s (i.e., Richard

Sylvan’s) article entitled “Some Things do not Exist.”* And in that case,
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it cannot be maintained that the use of the example is to guarantee
genuine existential commitment, for in many cases the example itself is
not something real at all.

While we cannot maintain that »ydpti statements in Indian Buddhist
logic must actually have existential import or commitment, we can agree
with Matilal in maintaining that the antecedent and consequent terms
in vydpti—i.e., the vydpya (“pervaded”) and the vydpaka (“pervader”)—
do have to be instantiated. But this instantiation or exemplification can
even be by utterly nonexistent items. Take the so-called sadbhyaviparyaye
badhakinumana, or the “inference which invalidates [the presence of the
reason] in the opposite of the [property] to be proved” to which we al-
luded above: “The permanent/non-momentary does not exist, because
it does not have any efficacy successively or all at once, like a rabbit’s
horn or flower in the sky.” This inference is usually given in something
like the following way:

(2) Whatever does not have a successive or simultaneous
[production of effects], is not capable of effective action
[i.e., does not exist], like a rabbit’s horn. That which is
non-momentary does not have a successive or simulta-
neous [production of effects].”

This badhaka-inference is thus used to establish that existence is ab-
sent amongst non-momentary things, or in other words that whatever
is non-momentary/permanent does not exist, which is clearly the con-
traposition of the fundamental principle that whatever exists is momen-
tary. The vydpti statement here is:

(3) Whatever does not have a successive or simultaneous
[production of effects], is not capable of effective action

[i.e., does not exist], like a rabbit’s horn.

Putting the first part of (3), without the example, into its formal para-
phrase yields:

(4) For all x, if x does not produce effects successively or
simultaneously, then x does not exist.

The quantification in this conditional must range over existent as well
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as nonexistent things. To complete the paraphrase, a statement that the
rabbit’s horn does not produce effects and does not exist would have to
be conjoined to (4). This example statement would then imply:

(5) For some (existent or nonexistent) x, x does not pro-
duce effects successively or simultaneously and x does
not exist.

In short, the example statement, “like a rabbit’s horn,” has the effect of
showing that both the antecedent and consequent terms in (4) are not
empty. It is not guaranteeing genuine existential commitment, but it is
guaranteeing that the vydpya and vydpaka must have instances.

Now, what seems to have happened in the case of Tibetan bsdus grwa
logic is that the Indian requirement that the vyapya and vyipaka be
somehow instantiated (either by an example or at least by the subject)
was simply dropped. True, the example is cited on occasion, by and
large out of deference to the fact that the reasoning in question has been
borrowed from an Indian text. Equally, the theoretical discussion about
examples being needed is there in the Tibetan texts,* perhaps essen-
tially because it is there in their Indian ancestors. However, in the vast
majority of statements of vydpti in bsdus grwa logic texts or in the nu-
merous texts which use bsdus grwa logic, no example is given at all. If
an example is presented and discussed, it is generally in order to answer
the epistemological question as to how a particular controversial vydpti is
to be established on the basis of an example (dpe’s steng du grub pa).
That the statement of vydpti itself generally does not include an exam-
ple suggests fairly clearly that, de facto at least, this Tibetan vydpti is dif-
ferent from its Indian homologue, in that it is just a universal implica-
tion, and not a universal implication which also has an instance. But one
can go further: bsdus grwalogicians clearly and explicitly recognize that
there are vydpti where in principle no instantiation whatsoever is possi-
ble. In these wydpti not just are there no examples of existent or nonexis-
tent things having the property of the vydpya, even the subject doesn’t
possess the vydpya. In effect, Tibetan bsdus grwa logicians recognized
the fact that the falsity of the antecedent was a sufficient condition for
the truth of the whole conditional—one finds this in the curious state-
ments of vydpti where the antecedent is clearly impossible, as for exam-
ple when people are arguing about all barren women’s children having
such and such properties. The principle is known as gang dran dran yin
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pas khyab (“whatever one might think of will be implied”) and is simi-
lar to the Medievals’ ex falso sequitur quodlibe: because the antecedent is
(necessarily) false, the whole conditional is true, whatever might be given
as the consequent.” As far as I can see, there is no evidence that Dharma-
kirtians in India countenanced any analogue to the idea of ex falso sequi-
tur quodlibet. Quite possibly it would have seemed as absuid to them as
it has to many in the West, who feel that if zbatis what material implica-
tion in formal logic permits, we had better explain our ordinary notions
of entailment in some other way, perhaps along the lines of relevance
logic or strict implication. In one way or another, people do demand that
there be instantiation and a connection between terms for an entail-
ment to hold—falsity or impossibility of the antecedent does not seem
enough.

The preceding discussion has some summarizable results. First of all,
in “Formal and Semantic Aspects of Tibetan Buddhist Debate Logic” I
had thought that “epistemological and logical aspects were perhaps in-
adequately distinguished” in Dharmakirti’s thought, that “pervasion 7z-
selfin Dharmakirti translates into the same universally quantified for-
mula as in Tibetan logic,” and that “the Tibetans’ separation of the
formal notion of pervasion from its Dharmakirtian epistemological bag-
gage does, perhaps, represent a certain progress.”® It should be clear
that I would no longer go to that extreme. Secondly, if we agree with
Matilal that one of the main features differentiating Indian logic from
Western formal counterparts is the insistence upon the implication be-
ing instantiated, then bsdus grwa logic’s notion of implication is not
only rather un-Indian, but it shares the major features of the formal no-
tion. And thirdly, it is clear that there were important formal discover-
ies in bsdus grwa, influenced by the revised understanding of vyapzi. As
we mentioned, a logical notion of vydpti stripped of requirements about
examples and relations between terms led the Tibetans to discover and
accept formal principles similar o ex falso sequitur quodliber. Another
striking development which this purely logical notion of vydpti permit-
ted was the bsdus grwa logicians’ discovery that there could be several
types of vydpti (i.e., the so-called khyab pa sgo brgyad or “eight types of
pervasion”) by changing the order of the implication and adding nega-
tion operators, and that these pervasions would have elaborate formal
relations between them. Indeed, ’Jam dbyangs bzhad pa (1648-1721)
went very far in this direction, distinguishing twelve pervasions rather
than the usual eight; his elaborate calculation of iterated multiples of for-
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mal equivalences between these pervasions, abstracted of all content and
needing no instances, deserves to be regarded as genuine progress in the
formal knowledge of his time.”

Deviant Logic

Finally, a word on the perennial question as to whether and to what de-
gree the logic which Buddhists use and advocate is in accord with key
theorems of Western logic. Is their logic a more or less classical logic,
with perhaps an odd twist or two concerning quantification and exis-
tential import, but nothing deviant like a rejection of contradiction or
excluded middle? That is essentially what I argued in the essay “Is Bud-
dhist Logic a Non-classical oriDeviant Logic?” [ would continue to stand
by that position in the case of Dharmakirti and his successors, Indian
or Tibetan, and indeed for most of the Indo-Tibetan Madhyamaka too.
It can be reiterated that “If there is any deviance, it can only be highly
local.” I would, however, be prepared to grant that the logic underly-
ing the Prajfiaparamitasiitras and, to a lesser degree, the early Madhya-
maka, may after all be something of the exception, more prone to para-
dox or paraconsistency, indeed that it could perhaps be close to the kind
of depiction that scholars like Edward Conze and Jacques May gave it.?”
The result would be that on this scenario Buddhist thought would have
a history of going from the very provocative logic of certain Mahayana
siitras, and perhaps even Nagarjuna, to the tamer logic of the scholas-
tic. The later Indo-Tibetan scholastic, not surprisingly perhaps, would
turn out to have an increasingly conservative reaction to the original
writings of their tradition, arguing that the paradoxical or provocative
aspects just cannot be taken at face value, but must be explained away
with qualifiers and hedges. Indeed, interestingly enough, when it comes
to logical deviance, a writer like Tsong kha pa would argue very much
in the way that people like J.F. Staal have argued: the thought behind
the texts cannot be like that, if it is not to be irrational.?* This is un-
doubtedly a powerful interpretative intuition. But with inconsistent or
paraconsistent logics becoming ever more sophisticated and respectable,
it becomes increasingly difficult to see that all types of contradictions are
equally irrational. Furthermore, notions like the Hegelian Aufhebung,
which Jacques May relied upon in his interpretations, cannot be dis-
missed in the cavalier fashion that they were by logical positivists and
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their successors. I don’t now know how to exclude that the Prajadpara-

mitdstitras are most simply and naturally read as having more or less the

contradictions they appear to have. Indeed that Conze-May scenario
fascinates me more and more.

Tom J.F. Tillemans

Lausanne, May 1999

NOTES TO THE INTRODUCTION

1 Precisely because apoha does try to give an account for the universals

to which language is committed, rather than just dismissing them, Hans
Herzberger has characterized it as a “resourceful nominalism,” as contrasted
with the less satisfactory “happy nominalist” variety that he attributes to Jean
Buridan and to Nelson Goodman. See Herzberger (1975).

2 The term is that of Paul Griffiths (1981). For more on the necessary
intersection between philosophy and philology, see Tillemans (1995c).

3 Idon’t know who first coined this term. At any rate, compare its use by
William Ian Miller in The Anatomy of Disgust (1997 ix): “While one need
not be boring to describe boredom, nor confusing to describe confusion, it
just may be that the so-called fallacy of imitative form is not completely falla-
cious when it comes to disgust.”

4 Cf. the discussions in Dreyfus (1995: 671-91) and in Dreyfus (1997: ch.
17). Although Dreyfus gives a nuanced “No” to the question “Is
Dharmakirti a Pragmatist?” his arguments are rather different from mine and

cannot be taken up here. Cf. also R. Jackson (1993: 43-63).

5 Williams James’s own formulations of pragmatism are notoriously vague.
Here are two samples from James (1907), reprinted in Goodman (1995: 28,
63): (1) “Any idea upon which we can ride, so to speak; any idea that will
carry us prosperously from any one part of our experience to any other part,
linking things satisfactorily, working securely, simplifying, saving labor; is
true for just so much, true in so far forth, true instrumentally.” (2) “...an
idea is ‘true’ so long as to believe it is profitable to our lives.... The true is the
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name of whatever proves itself to be good in the way of belief.” Cf. the refor-
mulation of this position in R. Kirkham (1995: 97): A belief 4 is true for
such and such a person s when “all things considered and over the long-term,
acceptance of & helps s explain, predict, and manipulate his world and com-
municate with others better than if s did not accept 4.” We could abbreviate
this formulation: & is true for s if and only if it is maximally useful for s to
accept b.

6 See Praminavirttika 11, k. 1bc: arthakriyisthitih / avisamviadanam.
Devendrabuddhi comments in the Pramanpavarttikapasijika, P. 2b2-3:

skyes bu ma slus pas ni mi bslu ba ni mngon par ‘dod pa’i don dang
phrad par byed pa’i mishan nyid can gyi mngon sum dang / rjes su
dpag par khyab par byed pa yin no // de nyid rnam par grel pa’i phyir
/ don byed nus par gnas pa ni / mi bslu ba yin te / zhes bya ba smos te
/ tshad mas yongs su nges pa’i don gyis (b)sgrub par bya ba’i don byed
par rtogs pa’o // “What is non-belying [i.e., reliable], in that it does
not lie to people, encompasses perception and inference, which have
the characteristic of making [people] obtain the sought after (mngon
par dod pa = abhimata) object. In order to explain this very fact
[Dharmakirti] states, ‘Being non-belying means confirmation of
the accomplishing of the [sought after] goal.” Le., one understands
that there is accomplishing of the goal which is to be fulfilled by the
object that the means of valid cognition (pramdna) has determined.”

For the rest of the passage, see Dunne (1999: 438-39). As Dunne shows
(1999: 286 et seq.), Devendrabuddhi and Sikyabuddhi also introduce, into
arthakriydsthiti, a distinction between mediated (vyavahita) and unmediated
(avyavahita) effects of a means of valid cognition (pramanaphala); the medi-
ated (or “remote”) effect is essentially the subsequent understanding of the
object’s practical efficacy, while the unmediated effect is the understanding,
by the cognition itself, of the object’s image (grahydikdira) that presents itself
as a given. See Dunne (1999: 304): “This [latter] minimal trustworthiness
amounts to the claim that, regardless of the determinate interpretation of a
cognition’s content, one can always reliably know that one is cognizing.”

7 C.S. Peirce (1931-1958, vol. 5: 407).

8 See Peirce (1931-1958, vol. 5: 565 ): “The truth of the proposition that
Caesar crossed the Rubicon consists in the fact that the further we push our
archaeological and other studies, the more strongly will that conclusion force
itself on minds forever—or would do so, if study were to go on forever.”
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9 See Katsura (1984: 229).

10 Katsura (1984: 229-30).

11 Katsura (1984: 230).

12 Elsewhere I have termed this position the “theory of unconscious error.”
See the opening section of “On the So-called Difficult Point of the Apoba
Theory,” reprinted as chapter 10 in this volume.

13 Kirkham (1995: 119 et seq.).

14 See J.L. Austin (1950); see also Kirkham (1995: 124-30) on Austin. Cf.
McTaggart (1921: 12):

Our theory that truth consists in a certain correspondence with a
fact, which correspondence is not further definable, must not be
confused with the theory that truth consists in resemblance to a
fact—a view which has been sometimes called the ‘copy theory’ of
truth. Resemblance is a correspondence, but all correspondence is
not resemblance, and the particular correspondence which consti-
tutes truth is not resemblance.... There is no special resemblance
between the belief and the fact.

15 Perhaps one would invoke Aristotle’s definition of truth as found in
Metaphysics 1011b26 (“To say [either] that which is is 7oz or that which is
not z, is a falsehood; and to say that that which is is and that which is not
is not, is true”) as being essentially the same as the pan-Indian definition of
bhranti-abbranti. The supplementary premise would be to say that Aristotle
is defining truth as correspondence, or even correspondence as congruence.
This would, however, be a very shaky argument, as it is not at all clear that
the supplementary premise is true.

16 In a recent article my colleague J. Bronkhorst quite convincingly showed
the importance of a correspondence theory in several Indian philosophies in-
cluding Madhyamaka, Samkhya and others. This correspondence of which
he spoke was correspondence as congruence, involving an isomorphism be-
tween the components of the truth bearer (i.c., an understanding or proposi-
tion) and the components of reality. Interestingly enough, he recognized that
certain Buddhists, such as Vasubandhu, did not seem to accept such a one-
to-one correspondence or isomorphism, but that they nonetheless did have
important features of a correspondence theory. I would submit that he was
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right, not just for Vasubandhu but also, or even especially, for the logicians:
if we need a label for the sort of correspondence theory involved in concep-
tual thought, it is “correspondence as correlation.” See Bronkhorst (1996).
Finally, it should also be remarked that the theory of correspondence as
congruence and correspondence as correlation applies when Dharmakirti
speaks from a Sautrantika viewpoint, but also when he adopts the Yogacara
point of view. Notably, from his idealist stance, perception remains abbrinta
and conceptualization remains bhranta. (The position that the separation
between subjects/substances and predicates/universals is only due to concep-
tualization continues to apply from the Dharmakirtian Yogacara perspec-
tive.) It might be wondered as to what correspondence could be on the
Yogacira point of view, because there is no external object to correspond
to. Nevertheless, there are pramanas concerning mental particulars, and that
would again entail that if a cognition is a pramdna, and hence true, the rele-
vant particulars (all be they mental) exist. That’s // we mean by the ininimal
type of correspondence which every pramana has, viz., correspondence as
correlation. An understanding is true when the relevant particulars exist, but
existence can be gua external entity or gua mental entity—Dharmakirti’s
choice of ontology probably doesn’t matter much on that score. Cf. Kirkham
(1995: 134-35) on non-realist correspondence theories. ].M.E. McTaggart
is, once again, an interesting comparison, as he advocated both idealism and
a correpondence theory of truth (i.e., correspondence as correlation). See
n. 14. See also McTaggart (1927: 53): “The belief in the non-exiscence of
matter does not compel us to adopt a sceptical attitude towards the vast
mass of knowledge, given us by science and in everyday life, which, prima
facie, relates to matter. For that knowledge holds true of various perceptions
which occur to various men, and of the laws according to which these occur-
rences are connected...”

17 Why am I so pessimistic about the success of Dharmakirti’s program for
finding a “natural relation” (svabhivapratibandha)? The problem lies in his
establishing causality by induction and claiming that this relation will lead to
certainty so that a counterexample is definitively ruled out. No matter how
many qualifiers and hedges one adds (and Dharmakirti adds severat of
them), it seems highly unlikely that anyone, East or West, is going to solve
the problem of induction so that one can say with certainty that one thing is
the cause of another, rather than just coincidentally succeeded by that other
thing. See B. Gillon (1991) on Dharmakirti’s potential difficulties with in-
duction. Dharmakirti and his school put forward a threefold and a fivefold
method of analysis (trikaparicakacinti). However, in cases where we gen-
uinely do not know what caused what, it is unlikely that this method can
come to the rescue. The most we can hope to formulate is a reasonable, but
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fallible, hypothesis, and even so, in any difficult case, it will have to be based
on many, many more observations than three. Interestingly, Matilal (1998:
111) is about as pessimistic as 1 am about this doomed quest for certainty; he
quotes approvingly the philosopher J.L. Mackie who said, “If anybody claims
today to have solved the problem [of induction], we may think of

him as being mildly insane.”

18 See B.K. Matilal (1998: 14—15). Matilal, like several other scholars,
deliberately did not take vyapti and the necessary relation between terms
(sambandha, pratibandha) as separable concepts. He regularly glossed vyapti
as “the inference-warranting relation,” as, for example, in the following
statement: “This ‘inference-warranting’ connection was called vyapts, prati-

bandha, or niyama...” (1998: 49).

19 Matilal (1998: 15-16). See P.F. Strawson (1952: 164) on existential

commitment:

Everyone agrees that it would be absurd to claim that the man who
says “All the books in his room are by English authors” has made a
true statement, if the room referred to has no books in it at all. Here
is a case where the use of “all” carries the existential commitment.
On the other hand, it is said, we sometimes use “all” without this
commitment. To take a classic example: the statement made by
“All moving bodies not acted upon by external forces continue in
a state of uniform motion in a straight line” may well be true even
if there never have been or will be any moving bodies not acted
upon by external forces.

20 See n. 33 in our article “On Sapaksa,” reprinted as chapter 5 in this volume

See also K. Bhattacharya (1986).

21 See, e.g., Madhyamakahrdayakarika 111, k.140cd: napi catmdsty ajatandam
ajatatvdt khapuspavat. See C. Watanabe (1998: 130).

22 1.e., R. Routley (1966). The first to use these logical tools for Buddhist
logic was A. McDermott (1969). See Tillemans (1988: 162—64) for the de-
tails of Routley’s R*.

23 The reasoning is given in the form of a pararthanumana. See Mimaki
(1976: 60 and n. 233); cf. Ratnakirti’s Ksapabharigasiddhi
(Ratnakirtinibandhdvali, p. 83): yasya kramdkramau na vidyete na
tasydrthakriyasamarthyam yatha Sasavisanasya, na vidyete caksanikasya
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kramdkramau. See Y. Kajiyama (1999: 14).

24 See, e.g., the translation from rGyal tshab rje’s rNam grel thar lam gsal
byed in the first appendix (Appendix A) to “On Sapaksa,” pp. 101-2 below.

25 See “Formal and Semantic Aspects of Tibetan Buddhist Debate Logic,”
pp- 127-28 below.

26 See p. 126 and p. 129 below.
27 See Onoda (1992: 98-106).
28 See p. 194 below.

29 For a short account of Jacques May’s use of the Hegelian notion of
Aufhebung and contradictions, see T. Tillemans, “Note liminaire,” in

J. Bronkhorst, K. Mimaki and T. Tillemans, eds., Etudes bouddhiques offertes
a Jacques May. Asiatische Studien/Etudes asiatiques 46/1 (1992): 9-12.

30 See J.F. Staal (1975: chap.1).
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1: Dharmakirti, Aryadeva and Dharmapila
on Scriptural Authority

and Dharmakirti, in spite of its insistence on the two means of valid

cognition (pramdana), viz., direct perception and inference, did rec-
ognize that there was a whole class of propositions which could not be
directly justified by means of these two pramanas, but demanded recourse
to scriptures (dgama) or treatises (Sdstra)! This tension between scripture
and reason, which is a recurrent one amongst religious philosophers, was
however approached in a novel way by the Buddhists, a way which al-
lowed them to accept certain “propositions of faith” but nonetheless re-
tain a rationalistic orientation and extreme parsimony with regard to ac-
ceptable means of knowledge.

IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE that the epistemological school of Dignaga

The key elements in the epistemologists’ position are to be found in
karika 5 of the Svarthanumana chapter in Dignaga’s Pramdnasamuccaya
(i.e., in PS 11, k. 5a) and are developed by Dharmakirti in the Svartha-
numdnaand Pararthanumana chapters of Pramanavarttika (i.e., PV 1 and
PV 1V, respectively). However, what is remarkable, as we shall see later
on, is that Dharmakirti’s presentation also bears important similarities
to, and perhaps may have even been influenced by, some passages in chap-

ter 12 of the Catubsataka (CS) of Aryadeva.
The Epistemological School’s Position

Let us begin with some of the relevant passages from Dignaga and Dhar-
makirti:

PS 11, k. 5a:* Because authoritative words (@ptavida) are simi-

27
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lar [to an inference] in not belying, they are [classified as] in-

ference.

PV I, k. 2152 A [treatise’s’] having no visamvada (“lies”)
[means that] there is no invalidation of its two [kinds of]
propositions concerning empirical and unempirical things by
direct perception or by the two sorts of inference either [viz.,
inference which functions by the force of [real] entities (vastu-
balapravrita) and inference which is based on scripture
(dgamasrita)’].

PV I, k. 216:° As authoritative words are similar {to other in-
ferences] in not belying, the understanding of their imper-
ceptible (paroksa) object is also termed an inference, for [oth-
erwise] there would be no way [to know such objects’].

PV I, k. 217:* Or, they do not belie with regard to the prin-
cipal point [viz., the four noble truths’], for the nature of what
is to be rejected and what is to be realized as well as the
method is acknowledged. Therefore [the understanding aris-
ing from the Buddha’s words can properly] be an inference in
the case of the other things [too, i.e., radically inaccessible ob-
jects™].

Now, first of all, the usual types of inferences which we associate with
Dignaga and Dharmakirti, such as those of sound’s impermanence and
the like, are said to be vastubalapravrttinumadnain that they derive their
truth from the fact that the reason—being a product (krtakatva)—is in
reality, or objectively, related with the property—impermanence—and
qualifies the subject, sound. However, an important point which needs
to be made clear is that in spite of the numerous passages in which these
authors talk about one state of affairs proving another, or about natural
connections (svabhdvapratibandha) between the terms in an inference,
it is not the case that every inference functions by the force of [real] en-
tities (vastubalapravrtta)." (Often, for convenience, we will adopta less
literal translation for this technical term, i.e., “objective infcrence.” The
point here, very briefly, is that the usual or paradigmatic type of inference
in Dharmakirti is one which functions objectively, or “by the force of
real entities,” in that it can and should be evalutated purely on the basis
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of facts and states of affairs, and not in any way because of belief, ac-
ceptance or faith in someone or his words.) Vastubalapravrita is cer-
tainly an unbending requirement for the normal or “straightforward”
type of inferences with which we are familiar, but, as we see in PV 1, k.
215, there are also inferences based on scripture; that is to say, there ex-
ist inferences in which a scriptural passage rather than a state of affairs
is given as the reason. The questions then easily arises as to (a) which
sorts of scriptural passages can be used in such inferences, and (b) how
the admittance of scriptural proofs can be harmonized with the general
tenor of Dignaga and Dharmakirti’s thought which is, no doubt, ori-
ented towards vastubalapravritanumana.

Let us begin with (b). The epistemological school solves this problem
by introducing three sorts of objects: perceptible (pratyaksa), imper-
ceptible (paroksa) and radically inaccessible (atyantaparoksa). The first
sort consists of those things such as form (rizpa), vases, etc. which are
accessible to direct perception, while the second consists of things (such
as impermanence, selflessness, etc.) which can be proven through the
usual vastubala kind of inference. The third kind, however, are objects
such as the different heavens (svarga) or the details of the operation of
the law of karma, which are, of course, inaccessible to direct perception,
but which also cannot be proven by citing some other state of affairs as
a reason. In short, we might say that these objects are beyond the lim-
its of ordinary rationality." A slight complication which should be
cleared up ar this point is that Dharmakirti often uses paroksa, a term
which also has an extremely important place in PV 111, in the sense of
atyantaparoksa. However we see in the commentaries thar what is at
stake in PV 1, k. 216 is indeed atyantaparoksa, and moreover, it is clear
from certain passages elsewhere (in PV IV) that Dharmakirci himself
did explicitly accept this threefold division of objects.”®

So Dharmakirti limits the scope of scripturally based inferences to
cases where the object is radically inaccessible (atyantaparoksa), and hence
beyond the range of ordinary ratiocination. By means of this strict de-
limitation, he can preserve his theory of inferences being objectively
grounded, for this will be a requirement of logical reasoning which applies
to pratyaksa and paroksa objects. He can also at the same time distance
himself from the non-Buddhist schools use of scripture. In effect the er-
ror which a Mimamsaka or Simkhya makes in citing scriptural passages
as a means of proof (sédhana) is that they apply scriptural arguments to
propositions, such as sound’s impermanence, etc., which can and should
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be decided by vastubalapravrttinumana, and which are not at all out-
side the bounds of ordinary ratiocination."

As for question (a), viz., the kinds of scriptural passages which can be
used, Dharmakirti introduces what Tibetan scholastics would come to
call “the threefold analysis” (dpyad pa gsum) for testing as to whether
scriptures (lung = dgama) are sound bases for inference or not.” In par-
ticular, as PV 1, k. 215 makes clear, such a scripture must be (i) unre-
futed by direct perception, (ii) unrefuted by vastubalapravrttanumaina,
and (iii) free from contradiction with other propositions whose truth is
scripturally inferred. Put in this way it might seem that what is being
said is simply that the scripture cannot be refuted by any pramdna, or
that it cannot come into conflict with any of the other three kinds of
objects. However, the point at stake, as we find it elaborated in PV I, k.
216, Dharmakirti’s Svavrtti or Svopajaavriti (PVSV) and Karnakago-
min’s 77k4, is more subtle, and is essentially an inductive argument: the
scripture’s assertions concerning pratyaksa and paroksa are seen to be
trustworthy, and so, similarly, its assertions about atyantaparoksa, if not
internally inconsistent, should also be judged trustworthy. The argu-
ment is given an alternative formulation in PV [, k. 217 when Dhar-
makirti says that because the (Buddhist) scriptures are trustworthy con-
cerning the principal points, viz., the four noble truths, they should also
be trustworthy on radically inaccessible matters. The four noble truths
are accessible to proof by wvastubalapravrttanumana—as we see in the
second chapter of PV—and thus, as these propositions in the Buddhist
scriptures are trustworthy, so the others should be, too.

In short, scriptural argumentation—when applied to atyantaparoksa,
which is its only proper domain—isan inference: there is no need to pos-
tulate an additional pramadna such as the $Gbda (“testimony”) of certain
Hindu schools. It is, however, a rather special, indirect case of inference,
in that it turns on an inductive generalization which presupposes the use
and correctness of direct perception and vastubalapravritanumana.

Aryadeva and Dharmapala

Now, a remarkable point in this connection is that the Tibetan writer
Tsong kha pa blo bzang grags pa (1357-1419) in his Tshad ma'i brjed
byang chen mo noticed that Dharmakirti’s PV 1, k. 217cd resembles k.
280 in chapter 12 of Aryadeva’s Catupsataka.' Tsong kha pa was fol-
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lowed in this by rGyal tshab dar ma rin chen (1364-1432), who also
remarked that CS XII, k.280 was the same reasoning as found in
Dignaga and Dharmakirti (phyogs glang yab sras). Subsequently, the
Mongolian A lag sha ngag dbang bstan dar (1759-1840), in his sTon
pa tshad ma’i skyes bur sgrub pa’i gtam, elaborated on the two verses,
paraphrasing them into an identical formal argument (prayoga), and cit-
ing them in his proof that the Buddha is a “person of authority™ (#shad
ma’i skyes bu).” While it seems impossible to definitively establish a di-
rect lineage from Aryadeva to Dharmapila to Dharmakirti, the similar-
ities between the verses in question do seem more then coincidental,
and it is not at all impossible that Dharmakirti was aware of Aryadeva’s
thought, and that he made use of certain elements. Let us look at CS
XII, k. 280 with Dharmapala’s commentary.

After Dharmapala has argued that the doctrines of the non-Buddhist
“Outsiders” (wai dao, #+38) contain various faults and untruths, his
commentary then has the Outsider object:

In that case, the noble teaching in the Tripitaka of the Tatha-
gata [also] sometimes has statements which are scarcely believ-
able, and so (shi ze, =Rl = evam ca krtva (?)) all the Insiders’
and the Outsiders’ texts would be untrustworthy; thus a gross
absurdity (tai guo shi, K18 R = atiprasariga) would ensue.
How so? [Because] in the Buddha’s sitras are mentioned var-
ious miraculous transformations (sher bian, # % = vikurvana;
rddhi"®) which are unimaginable. Or [these sitras] speak about
objects which have extremely profound (shen shen, ¥ %) na-
tures; no sentient beings can fathom [these things]. ...[The
objector now goes on to describe the miraculous powers and
qualities of the Buddha and various other difficult to compre-
hend facts. He then sums up the objection:] As things such as
these are all hardly credible, we harbor deep reservations about
them. [Reply:] Phenomena, if they merely existed, could in-
deed give rise to [such types of] doubts. But phenomena are
also void. Hence [Aryadeva] states in the following verse:"

When someone gives rise to doubt concerning
the inaccessible [things] (paroksa) taught by the
Buddha, then he should develop conviction in
these very things on account of voidness.?
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The point is that correctness of the Buddha’s teaching on voidness,
which is accessible to ordinary inferential understanding, should lead
one to believe that his teachings on matters inaccessible to such infer-
ences are also correct. It is interesting to note that the Sanskrit of Arya-
deva’s verse employs the term paroksa, which is translated into Chinese
as shen I or “profound” (see n. 20). In Dharmapala’s commentary we
see him using the term shen shen £ % in this context, which would
thus very likely be the equivalent of atyantaparoksa, although such an
equivalent is not to my knowledge attested elsewhere. (Usually shen shen
= gambhira.) At any rate, it is clear that the use of paroksa/shen at stake
in Aryadeva and Dharmapala, just as in Dharmakirti’s PV 1, k. 216,
does refer to propositions inaccessible to direct perception and ordinary
inference.

The similarities berween Dharmakirti and Dharmapala’s approaches
become even more striking when we look at the argumentation in the
subsequent kdrikd in CS with Dharmapala’s commentary. In this verse,
Aryadeva gives a kind of contraposed version of the reasoning found in
CS X11, k. 280, arguing that because the Outsiders are mistaken on ob-
jects which are accessible to inference, then they must also be mistaken
on those which are not. Dharmapala, at this point, launches into a long
refutation of the Vaisesika’s metaphysical categories (padirtha) and the
Samkhya’s theory of the primordial nature (prakrti) and the three qual-
ities (guna) to show that the Outsiders are indeed hopelessly mistaken
in their accounts of rationally analyzable objects, and hence cannot be
trusted in their accounts of what is unanalyzable and is essentially more
difficult to comprehend. Now, not only is this completely consonant
with Dharmakirti’s approach in PV I, k. 215-16, but conspicuously,
Dharmakirti in the Svavreti to k. 215 explicitly mentions the three qual-
ities and the Vaisesika categories of substance, motion, universals. etc.
as being prime examples of refutable objects.

I conclude then that the similarities between these authors do seem
to represent a common approach, as the Tibetan scholastics maintain.
This, of course, may have been because these ideas were more or less
commonly familiar to various thinkers of that period of time, rather
than due to any more direct relationship. If however we take the hy-
pothesis that Dharmakirti (ca. 600-660 C.E.) was familiar with, and
even influenced by Aryadeva’s thought, then it may very well have been
via the commentary of Dharmapala (530-561 C.E.), which is after all
the first commentary on the Catupsataka that we know of. Moreover,
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we know that Dharmapala did write a commentary on Dignaga’s Alam-
banapariksa,* and as M. Hattori maintains, he may very well have been
a “grandpupil of Dignaga”: in other words, on Dharmapala’s side it is
clear that he was, in spite of his commentaries on Madhyamika texts,
very close to the epistemological school. It remains to be investigated
then as to what other significant points of similarity, or influences, can
be found between Dharmapala and that other illustrious member of
Dignaga’s lineage, Dharmakirti.”

NoTes To CHAPTER 1

The original publication of this article contains the following dedicarion:
“The present article took shape from work which I did during 1983-85 at
Hiroshima University and is offered as a gesture of gratitude to Prof. Atsushi
Uno, of whom I retain very fond memories.”

1 In what follows the difference between dgama and $istra is of no conse-
quence. Also, as Dharmakirti argues in PV IV, k. 93107 (Sankrryayana’s
heading: dgamasvavacanayos tulyabalata), there is no essential difference in
the force or trustworthiness of one’s own words and those of scripture. The
same evaluative procedures apply to both.

2 aptavidavisamvidasiményid anumanata. Sanskrit preserved in PVSV:
108.1. For the interpretation of °samdinya as “similarity,” cf. PSV: 29b7: yid
ches pa’i tshig nyid gzung nas kyang mi slu bar meshungs pa’i phyir de yang rjes
su dpag pa nyid du brjod do /.

3 pratyaksendnuminena dvividhendpy abidhanam /drstadrstirthayor
asydvisamvidas tad arthayoh /).

4 Cf. PVSVT: 392.15: asya Sistrasyavisamvidab.

5 Cf. PVSVT: 392.14-15: ...anumdnena ca dvividhena vastubalapravrtten-
dagamdsritena ca /. Cf. also PVV ud PV 1, k. 215.

6 dptavadivisamvidasaminydd anumdnati | buddber agatyibhibiti parokse
py* asya gocare //*PVV reads nisiddbapy. Cf. Tib. lkog gyur na'ang.
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7 Vibhitticandra comments on PVV’s (p.365) phrase agatyinumanatokta:
ato ‘nyathd parokse pravrityasambhavt /.

8  heyopadeyatattvasya sopiyasya prasiddhitah [pradhanarthavisamvadad
anuméanam paratra va //.

9 Ct. PVSV: 109.15-16: heyopideyatadupayinam tadupadistanam

avaiparityam avisamvadah [ yathd catirpim aryasatyanam vaksyamananityd /.

10 Cf. PVV ad PV 1, k. 217: paratratyantaparokse py arthe bhagavadvacanid

utpannam jidnam anumanam yuktam iti va paksantaram /.

11 Cf. for example PV 1V, k. 15: arthid arthagateb, etc. For svabhavaprati-
bandha, classic sources are to be found in passages such as PVSV 24PV 1, k.
14. Cf. Steinkellner (1971) and (1984).

12 For the examples of the three kinds of objects, see n.13.

13 In PV 1, k. 216, its Svavrtti, and subsequently, Dharmakirti does not him-
self use the term atyantaparoksa, but his commentators Manorathanandin
and Karpakagomin do. (Cf. PVV and PVSVT ad k. 216.) However, it is
clear from passages such as PV 1V, k. 51 (ttiyasthanasamkrantau nydyyah
Sastraparigrahah) that Dharmakirti does accept the threefold classification.
Trtiyasthina refers to atyantaparoksa. Cf. also PV 1V, k. 50 where Dharma-
kirti speaks of the first two sorts of objects: tathd visuddhe visayadvaye Sistra-
parigrabam [ cikirso sa hi kilah syt tadaastrena badhanam /.

PVV ad PV IV, k. 50: Sastropadarsite visayadvaye pratyaksaparokse
riipanairdtmyddau tada pramanapravyttyd visuddhe nirnite sati pascid
aryantaparokse svargidau $strena Sistrasrayanenanumanam cikirsoh
satah sa bi kdlo bhyupagamasya* yadi Sastrabidho na bhavet | “Sup-
pose that at that time the two [types of] objects taught in a treatise,
viz., perceptible and imperceptible [objects], such as form and self-
lessness, etc., are ascertained by a pramana as faultless. Then subse-
quently, when one wishes to make an inference concerning radically
inaccessible [objects] such as heaven, etc. by means of a treatise,
i.e., by recourse to a treatise, then if the treatise is not invalidated,
this would indeed be the occasion to accept it.” *Sankrtyayana:

abhyupagamya. Cf. PVBh: 505.4: sa hi kalah syad abhyupagamasya |.

14 Cf., e.g., PV IV, k. 2 and our commentary in Tillemans (1986c¢).
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15 Cf,, e.g., rGyal tshab rje’s commentary (rNam grel thar lam gsal byed) to
PV |, k. 215, (Sarnath ed., 177-78), where the three criteria in PV 1, k. 215
are presented as a formal argument (sbyor ba = prayoga):

shin tu lkog gyur ston pa’i bcom ldan “das kyi gsung chos can / rang gi
bstan bya la mi slu ba yin te | dpyad pa gsum gyis dag pa’ lung yin pa’i
phyir [ “The speech of the Bhagavan which describes radically in-
accessible [objects] is non-belying with regard to the [entities] de-
scribed, because it is a scripture which is [judged] immaculate through
the three [kinds of] analyses.”

This is more or less a standard version of what in rtags rigs literature is cate-
gorized as a “reason based on authority” (yid ches kyi rtags). Interestingly
enough, this literature then goes on to treat such reasons along the same lines
as other types of valid reasons, classifying them in terms of effect (karya), es-
sential property (svabhiva) and nonperception (anupalabdhi). Ct. Yongs ‘dzin
rtags rigs, p.46.

16 See pp. 158-59 where Tsong kha pa cites these two verses together and
says that they show the same way (tshul mtshungs pa) to prove radically inac-
cessible propositions.

17 For rGyal tshab, see his 6Zhi brgya pa’i rnam bshad, p.5: spyi’i rnam gzhag
ni phyogs glang yab sras kyis bshad pa dang / shing rta chen po rnams ‘dra bar
yod do |. Cf. also rNam grel thar lam gsal byed (Sarnath ed.: 179). For A lag
sha ngag dbang bstan dar, see sTon pa tshad ma’i skyes bur sgrub pa’s gtam,

pp- 43—44. This author obviously relies on Candrakirti’s commentary to CS
XII, k. 280, where the correctness of the Buddha’s teaching on voidness is
said to be an example (drstanta) on the basis of which we can infer his cor-
rectness in other matters. Finally, for the idea of the #shad ma’i skyes bu, see
Steinkellner (1983) and the references therein. Cf. also Inami and Tillemans
(1986) for the triple division of tshad ma (= pramana) into shes pa (“con-
sciousness”), ngag (“speech”) and skyes bu (“person”). [Editor’s note: this sub-
ject is extensively treated in Tillemans (1993a).]

18 Shen bian {1 5% = shen tong #1138 (rddhi). See H. Nakamura, Bukkyi-go
daijiten. Tokyo, repr. 1983: 795.

19 T. XXX 1571, 216¢c. # Q1 8¢ = % B8 80k 49 Py o 8 nl {5 AR 2
B )N EEAEERKBEATLLEM B

MR A BB YRR RIS A HEARAER. ..
REBEHE AN RALFEENBR  EEMEARIARERE
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20 Translated according to the Sanskrit of CS: buddhoktesu paroksesu jayate
yasya samsayap | thaiva pratyayas tena kartavyah Sinyatim prati /. Note that the
Tibetan interprets s#nyazim prati as “on the basis of voidness” or “relying on
voidness”: de yis stong pa nyid brien te // 'di nyid kbo nar yid ches bya //. Cf. the
Chinese trans. of CS:  #H R B Ar it B FBLAAE S af {k 4 22
A4 B € {E “When someone gives rise to doubt concerning the profound
things (shen shi, & 4 ) taught by the Buddha, then he can rely on the void-

ness which is free of all [defining] characters and [can thus] gain sure faith.”
21 T. XXI 1625, pp. 889-92.

22 Hateori (1968: 2).

23 I shall further develop some of these points in a translation of CS XII and

CS XIII with Dharmapala’s and Candrakirti’s commentaries which [ am
preparing. [Editor’s note: see Tillemans (1990).]



2: How Much of a Proof
is Scripturally Based Inference?

T IS SEDUCTIVE TO THINK that, on a Dharmakirtian account, abhyu-
pagama, acceptance of a scripture’s words on radically inaccessible
things (atyantaparoksa), is something which naturally or invariably
ensues, or even necessarily follows, from the scripture’s satisfying the
threefold analysis (dpyad pa gsum) and that it is simply an objective mat-
ter whether the scripture does or does not pass such tests. This interpre-
tation of Dharmakirti’s account of scripturally based inferences (dgama-
Sritanumdna),' which we shall term for short “inference-like-any-other,”
is not just a hypothetical possibility. Indeed, with a few minor differ-
ences, the idea of scriptural inference as being just one amongst three
kinds of inferences, but as full-fledged as the others, is the way Dhar-
makirti has been interpreted by many, who have in one way or another
taken Dharmakirti’s account of scripture to be a surpisingly rational ap-
proach to subjects which, otherwise, would be unknowable to us. Inter-
estingly enough, although it is hard to pin down specific Indian writers
on the question of just how rational or probative a Dharmakirtian scrip-
tural inference is, we do see major Tibetan writers clearly taking scriptural
inferences as being as probative as any other inference, just different in
subject matter. Nor is this approach restricted to just one Tibetan school.
Consider the following passage from the dBu ma rgyan gyi zin bris,
where Tsong kha pa is trying to dispel a doubt (dogs pa gecod pa) about the
possibility of scripturally based argumentation and where he answers with
a clear, even very extreme, version of the “inference-like-any-other” in-
terpretation:

ston pas gsungs pa’i shin lkog gi blang dor la jug pa ni gang zag
dbang rnon ni / dpyad pa gsum gyis dag pa’i reags las shin lkog ston
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pa’i lung rang gi bstan bya la mi bslu bar dpog pa’i yid ches pa’i
rtags las jug la / de’i tshul gsum dngos stobs kyi rigs pas grub
kyang bsgrub bya shin lkog yin pas yid ches kyi rtags su mi gal te
/ rtags kyi rigs ‘byed pa ni bsgrub bya’i sgo nas ‘byed kyi sgrub byed
kyi sgo nas min pa’i phyir te / dper na gal dmigs kyi rtags rnams
sgrub pa yin yang / dgag rtags su bzhag dgos pa bzhin no I/

“As for [practical] engagement with regard to the radically in-
accessible things (shin lkog = atyantaparoksa) to be rejected
and things to be realized spoken about by the Teacher [Bud-
dhal, intelligent people engage themselves by following a log-
ical reason based on authority (yid ches pa’i rtags), one where
they infer that the scripture teaching radically inaccessible
matters is non-belying with regard to what it teaches from the
logical reason of its being a scripture [judged] immaculate
through the three [kinds of] analyses. Although the three char-
acteristics (sshul = ripa) of that [reason] are established
through objective logic (dngos stobs kyi rigs pa = *vastubala-
yukti), still there is no contradiction in [such a reason] being
a reason based on authority since what is being proved (bsgrub
bya = sadhya) is radically inaccessible. For, the classification of
types of logical reasons is delineated in terms of what is being
proved and not in terms of the means of proof (sgrub byed =
sadhana), just as, for example, reasons which consist in the
apprehension of oppositions (gal dmigs kyi rtags = virud-
dhopalabdhibetu) are [themselves] positive entities (sgrub pa =
vidhi), but should be classified as negative reasons (dgag
rtags).”

There is also the following passage from Tsong kha pa’s Tshad ma

brjed byang chen mo:

gtan tshigs gsum po bsgrub bya'i ngos nas dbye ba yin gyi tshul
gsum nges byed kyi tshad ma’i sgo nas ma yin te / kun kyang mthar
dngos stobs kyi tshad mas nges pa la thug dgos pa’i phyir ro // des
na shin tu lkog gyur gyi don bsgrub pa’i gtan tshigs la yid ches pa
dang / brda’ dang ‘dod pa tsam gyis bzhag pa’i don bsgrub pa'i
gtan tshigs la grags pa dang / dngos stobs kyis zhugs pa’i don bsgrub
pa’t gtan tshigs la dngos stobs kyi gtan tshigs zhes bya'o |/
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“The three [sorts of] logical reasons are differentiated accord-
ing to what is being proved (sddhya) and not on account of
[differing] means of valid cognition (pramdna) which ascer-
tain the triple characteristic (tshul gsum) [needed for valid rea-
sons], because all of them must in the end come down (thug)
to ascertainments due to objective pramanas (dngos stobs kyi
tshad mas nges pa). Therefore, we term reasons which prove
radically inaccessible matters ‘reasons based on authority’ (yid
ches pa’i gtan tshigs); we term reasons which prove matters es-
tablished by conventional agreements or by mere intentions
‘reasons based on what is commonly recognized’ (grags pa’i
gtan tshigs); and we term reasons which prove objective mat-
ters ‘objective reasons’ (dngos stobs kyi gran tshigs).”

We see in both these passages a very deliberate attempt to minimize or
even virtually eliminate any special status for scripturally based inference.
On this scenario, the only relevant feature differentiating a scriptural in-
ference from one of the objective sort is the matter of what one is prov-
ing: is it atyantaparoksa or not? All the other considerations are suppos-
edly just as in the case of vastubalapravrttanumana. To look at some of
the details in the Tsong kha pa version of scriptural inferences, the usual
criteria for a valid reason, the so-called three characteristics (#shul = riipa),
are said to hold quite unproblematically, even objectively (dngos stobs kyis
= vastubalena) in the case of scripturally based reasons, i.e., the “reasons
based on authority” (yid ches pa’i rtags). In other words, it is objectively
so that the reason based on authority is a property of the subject (paksa-
dharma), and that it has the two types of pervasion (vydpti). In the Tshad
ma’i brjed byang chen mo passage, Tsong kha pa makes the point that all
inferences (viz., those concerning objective matters, conventions and
those based on scripture/authority) are in fact reliant on the certainty
or ascertainments (nges pa = niscaya; niscita) due to objective pramanas;
there are no degrees or hierarchies of certainty amongst inferences: all
inferences have the same degree of certainty coming from having the
same type of pramdnas ascertaining the reasons’ characteristics.

To sum up, Tsong kha pa’s position, as we see in these two quota-
tions, has the following key features:

(1) Scriptural inference is just to be differentiated from oth-
ers by its sadhya.
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(2) Scriptural inference relies on a reason which can be shown
objectively (dngos stobs kyis = vastubalena) to possesses
the three characteristics.

(3) Scriptural inference is a bona fide, full-fledged inference
leading to certainty (niscaya) that the reason proves the
sddhbya.

It should be said that Tsong kha pa is construing the scriptural in-
ference in such a way that it is not actually the words of the scripture
which prove anything, but rather the fact that the scripture passes the
threefold analysis (dpyad pa gsum). And although Tsong kha pa’s views
certainly became the majority view in Tibet, there were dissenting writ-
ers, such as Tsong kha pa’s great critic, the Sa skya pa, gSer mdog pan
chen §akya mchog ldan, who took the logical reason to be the textual
quotation itself. However, although the ensuing debate between the
two camps is interesting for other reasons (which we cannot go into
now), there are no significant differences between the two camps about
points (1) though (3) which I just mentioned. Both camps, a¢ one stage
or another in scriptural argumentation, rely upon the exact same formal
argument (prayoga) that such and such a scripture is non-belying with
regard to what it teaches because it passes the threefold analysis. More-
over for both Tsong kha pa and Sakya mchog Idan, the characteristics
(riipa) of thatlatter logical reason (i.e., passing the threefold test) are ob-
jectively proven so that the conclusion (“non-belying”) is utterly com-
pelling and certain.’

Now, earlier we had said that on the Tsong kha pa version of the “in-
ference-like-any-other” position, all the other considerations, besides
the choice of objects for the s@dhya, are just as in the case of vastubala-
pravrttanumana. The same remark will hold for Sakya mchog Idan. But
what are these “other considerations” which we were thinking of? Broadly
speaking, they are all that pertains to the “probative status” of the in-
ference, i.e., how certain is it and how much can it compel people to be-
lieve in the truth of the conclusion, when they do not fully share the
same vision of the Buddhist spiritual path as that presented in the scrip-
ture, or & fortiori when they are not members of the Buddhist commu-
nity at all. Involved in this same question is the philosophical issue of
what kind of theory of truth (or perhaps better, what kind of theory of
justification of truth claims®) is being advocated, whether scriptural
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inference is turning on the same type of theory as the usual vastubalava-
riety, or whether it leans towards a different type of theory, one which
is more along the lines of a form of pragmatism and which might even
allow dissent and criticism. In short, the real question at stake is whethier
Buddhist scriptural statements are true or can justifiably be thought to
be true, because belief in their truth is useful, even crucial, to someone
who wishes to attain a certain type of spiritual progress and liberation,
or whether scriptural statements are true and justified objectively, in
virtue of facts, and independently of the utility of believing in them. Say-
ing that scriptural inferences are vastubala-pravrita is (in a way which
we will specify later) to lean towards the latter view and will have pre-
dictably conservative consequences.

H I

It is time ro turn to Dharmakirti and some of his Indian commentators.
There are, 1 think, some clear passages which show that scriptural in-
ference is not a full-fledged inference and that, as it functions induc-
tively, it lacks the certainty (niscaya) which a real inference should have.
In the Pramdnpavirttika, at PV 1, k. 213-17 and the Svavrzti (PVSV),
Dharmakirti develops the major points of his account of scripturally
based inference:

(a) PV 1, k. 213: words do not have any necessary connec-
tion with entities; they just enable us to infer the inten-
tion of the speaker.

(b) PV 1, k. 214: scriptures are worth investigating when
they are coherent, present appropriate, praticable meth-
ods for gaining results, and when they focus on goals
which are relevant to the spiritual “goals of man”
(purusdrtha).

(c) PV I, k. 215 presents the threefold analysis (described
above) which one applies to scriptures worth investi-

gating.

(d) PV, k. 216: Dignaga’s point in saying that authorira-
tive words are an inference was that when an authoriry’s
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words (= scripture) have been found to be non-belying
on rationally decidable matters, then we are justified to
understand radically inaccessible matters based on that
scripture. In this particular case, contrary to what was
said in k. 213, we do infer something more than just the
speaker’s intention from his words: we also infer that
the state of affairs obtains. This one “exception” to k.
213 must be allowed because otherwise there would be
no way (agatyd) for us to come to know radically inac-
cessible things.

(e) PV 1, k. 217 elaborates upon aspects of k. 216: when the
scripture is non-belying on important rationally acces-
sible things it should also be so on the inaccessible

things.

The logical status of scriptural inference is then summed up in the
Svavrtti to PV 1, k. 217: the methods outlined mean that one infers
states of affairs from words, with a resultant lack of strict necessity; these
are not real inferences.

PVSV ad PV 1, k. 217: tad etad agatyobhayathipy anu-
mdnatvam dgamasyopavarnitam./ varam agamat pravrttav
evam pravrttir iti [ na khalv evam anumdnam anapiyam
andntariyakatvid arthesu sabdandm iti niveditam etat |/
“This fact that scripture is an inference is asserted in
both cases [i.e., in PV 1, k. 215 and 217] because of the
lack of any [other] way. If one engages oneself on the ba-
sis of scripture, it is better to engage oneself in this fash-
ion [on the basis of a correct scripture rather than on the
basis of one which belies]. But [this understanding] is
not at all a flawless inference, for words have no neces-
sary relation to their objects—this has [already] been ex-
plained.”

In fact, what we see if we also look at later passages in Pramanavartiika
is that there are two reasons as to why scriptural inference fails to have
the requisite necessity of a bona fide inference. Not only do scriptural
words fail to guarantee certainty because of their lack of connection
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with things, but the inductive procedure whereby one goes from ob-
served correctness on testable things to correctness on otherwise untest-
able things is also inherently subject to error.

PVSV ad PV |, k. 318: na kvacid askhalita iti sarvam
tathd [ vyabhicaradariandt / tatpravriter avisamvidena
vydptyasiddhes ca / agatyi cedam dgamalaksanam istam /
ndto niscayah / tan na pramanam dgama ity apy uktam |/
“It is not so that because [someone] is unmistaken about
some things he will be so in all, for deviance is observed
(vyabhiciradarsanat) and it is not established that there
is any pervasion (vydpti) between his [verbal] activity
and being non-belying. Now, we accept this defining
character of scripture for lack of any [other] way. There
is no certainty from this [scripture]. Thus it was said
that scripture is not a pramana.”®

The connection is explicitly made with PV, k. 215-17, a link which
is expanded upon by Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin, their formula-
tion of the argument being that observation of someone’s correctness in
one area does not ensure his correctness in all things, including radically
inaccessible things, as deviance (vyabhicara) from such a rule is, or could
be, observed.” It is objected that if this inductive procedure is uncer-
tain, then also in the context of PV I, k. 215’s threefold analysis there
can be no certainty concerning atyantaparoksa. To this the reply is sim-
ply to accept the opponent’s objection without reservation. Although the
threefold analysis does not yield certainty, one should not and can not
require such certainty either. We accept scriptural inference, not be-
cause it is a genuine pramdna, but rather to be able to engage in the
spiritual path. As Dharmakirti had put it, “because there is no other
way” (agatyd). Karnakagomin and Sékyabuddhi ad PV 1, k. 216 are
clear on the implications: scriptural inference is an inference because of
the thought of people (pumso ‘bhiprayavasit) who want to engage them-
selves (pravrttikama) on the spiritual path; it is not an inference objec-
tively (vastutas)."

It looks then that the position of scripture being inference-like-any-
other has very little support in Dharmakirti, or in Indian commentators
such as Sakyabuddhi or Karnakagomin. And it is not surprising to add
that for these Indian writers scriptural inference is in no way vastubala-
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pravrita, or objective, either. Scriptural inference, as is amply mentioned
in Dharmakirti and his commentators, depends upon abhyupagama,
“acceptance,” and that in itself is probably sufficient to show that it is
not objective. At any rate, as if that were not enough, they explicitly tell
us that it is not objective and not certain.'

Now, it is true that both Tsong kha pa and Sikya mchog Idan were
aware of passages in the Svavrrti which seemed to go against their posi-
tion on scriptural inference being inference-like-any-other and hence
felt obliged to explain why Dharmakirti in PV I, k. 215-17 spoke of
scripture as not being an authentic inference (vjes dpag mtshan nyid pa
ma yin pa). The move which we see both these Tibetan authors making
is to say that citing the scriptural words lacks certainty and that it was
only that which Dharmakirti was talking about, as if PV I, k. 215-17
and k. 318 were not talking about the actual authentic scriptural infer-
ences, but only about quasi-inferences where words are cited to “prove”
things. The real inference, not surprisingly, turns out to be the proof that
such and such a scripture is non-belying because it passes the threefold
analysis. And this inference is supposedly certain and objective. I don’t
think that this move works at all.

Although the argument that words do not prove things is indeed
Dharmakirtian, I think it is clear that one cannot say that #his is the
only point which Dharmakirti was making, and arguably it is not even
the most telling point against scriptural inference being compelling and
certain.

In fact, the threefold analysis constitutes a weak test of scripture, and
I think it should be clear that Dharmakirti and his commentators knew
it to be weak, not just because of the lack of necessary connections be-
tween words and things, but as we see in the Svavrtti to PV 1, k. 318
and the commentaries, because of the inherently inductive nature of the
whole procedure. A limited number of observations of correctness does
not guarantee that we subsequently won’t find errors on testable things
(nor I suppose would the fact that we don’t see internal contradictions
mean that there aren’t any). And a limited number of observations on
perceptible and inferable matters would not imply or guarantee anything
about what is radically inaccessible. What emerges from the Svavrtti to
k. 318 and from the commentaries is that the first two stages of the
threefold analysis, where the scripture is tested for correctness on ratio-
nally decidable matters, guarantee nothing—they are at most grounds
for thinking that such and such a scripture is as far as we can judge trust-
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worthy and to be relied upon. The key phrase, oft-repeated, is varam
dgamat pravritdav evam pravritir: “If one engages oneself on the basis of
scripture, it is better to engage oneself in this fashion.” In short, if we
make the move of accepting a scripture’s statements on radically inac-
cessible matters, it is because we are not, as far as we can judge, precluded
from doing so and because we want to or need to do so for our spiritual
goals. That is all. What is striking in the Dharmakirtian account, then,
is that the threefold analysis does not compel us to accept scripture’s ac-
counts of radically inaccessible matters in the way in which a normal vas-
tubalapravreta kind of inference does compel us to accept the conclu-
sion. Instead of logical compulsion, the Dharmakirtian is making what
could perhaps best be described as an informed, but fallible, choice.

[

Let us go back to Sakyabuddhi’s and Karnakagomin’s idea of scriptural
inference being a kind of inference, but one due to pumso bhiprayavasah
(“the force of human thought/intentions”), this being contrasted with
full-fledged inference which is objective (vastutas). What could this phrase
“human thought” or “human intentions” mean? It certainly should not
be taken as a trivialization of the role of scripture, for Dharmakirti is
quite clear that in spite of the problematic logical status of scriptural
proof, there is no question about scripture’s crucial importance to our
lives: nayam puruso anisrityagamapramanyam dsitum samartho. .. “A man
[who wishes to apply himself to spiritual goals] cannot proceed without
relying on the validity of scripture...”"

Put the problem another way. If we accepted the Tsong kha pa-Sakya
mchog ldan position that scriptural inference was inference-like-any-
other and was as objective as the smoke-fire variety, the question as to
why one would believe in a scripture’s propositions would become dead
simple. One would perform the requisite threefold analysis and the game
would be up: rationally there would be no alternative but to accept the
scripture’s propositions on atyantaparoksa, just as one has to accept that
the hill has fire once one knows how smoke comes about and once one
sees that the hill does indeed have smoke. This simplicity is in a sense
what some people are attracted to in Dharmakirti, and not coincidentally
they are often conservative Buddhists or even proselytizers: for them, it
is Buddhism’s force or even superiority that belief in scripture is wholly
rational and logical and that acceptance (abhyupagama) follows easily
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and impersonally. But now let us imagine that a Buddhist is not a sub-
scriber to the inference-like-any-other scenario, and that he realizes that
the threefold analysis is fallible, that the inference is not a real one, and
that it is not objective, not certain, etc., etc. Why and how would such
a person, if he is of a Dharmakirtian bent, nonetheless come to believe
in scriptural propositions on radically inaccessible states of affairs? Does
abhiprdayavasa mean that after all the Dharmakirtian account is little
more than a type of leap of faith? No. I do think the Dharmakirtian texts
in speaking of pravritikima (“desire to engage oneself”) and purusartha
(“goals of man”) suggest an account which is more subtle than that of
a camouflaged and excessively long path to arrive at a key step that is no
more than blind faith. Briefly stated, Dharmakirti’s version as to why
one chooses to accept a scripture’s propositions, after having done the
preliminary three-fold analysis, would seem to be best viewed as a type
of pragmatism, one which is not of an objective or person-indifferent
variety, but one which would take into account the interests and aims
of a specific group of people, those who have an idea of what spiritual
goals are and who wish to attain them. Too use Nicholas Rescher’s term,
it would be a subjective pragmatism, in that it would involve a belief be-
ing justified because it leads to (and may even be crucial to) the success
of such and such a group of people in their specific aims."

s
?
Quite a number of years ago, Richard Hayes, in what was for many of
us a very thought-provoking article, examined the “question of doctri-
nalism” amongst Buddhist epistemologists. One way, inter alia, in which
Hayes formulated this question was “whether the Buddhist epistemol-
ogists should be characterized primarily as champions of reason or rather
as champions of dogma.”"* Clearly, as Hayes himself recognized, one ex-
tremely important element in a response to these types of questions will
be our account of how rational or dogmatic is the Buddhist’s belief in
his own scriptures. Now, if we look at the two types of accounts that we
have described so far, the first, i.e., what we have termed inference-like-
any-other, makes an obvious attempt at ensuring rationality by stress-
ing the idea of scriptural inference being certain, objective, etc., just as
certain and objective as proving fire on the smoky hill. This attitude has
a natural tendency toward a certain conservatism, even fundamentalism
about scripture, for once the scripture has been determined to pass the
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three tests then logically any and all of its propositions on atyantaparoksa
should be accepted—there is little or no possibility of a half-way house
for skeptics who might want to accept some but not other such propo-
sitions, for all should be necessary, objective and compelling. It is no co-
incidence that the Tibetan, and especially dGe lugs pa, use of the ideas
of scriptural inference in Dharmakirti has been in such extremely con-
servative directions. Equally, it is not surprising that the subjective ele-
ments, the pragmatism, the uncertainty, the recognition of the prob-
lematic status of scriptural inference have been very much downplayed,
in favor of watertight scriptural inferences which rationally must com-
pel conviction. Dharmakirti was somehow used to build a dogmatic
edifice.

What was Dharmakirti’s own degree of dogmatism or doctrinalism?
Arguably there could be different and much less conservative applications
of a Dharmakirtian methodological position on scripturally based in-
ferences. The uncertainty and inductive character of scriptural reason-
ing might well allow a Buddhist to maintain that some or even many
scriptural passages on karma, cosmology and other subjects need not be
taken to be true simply because so much else, or so much else which is
important, in the scripture seems to be true. There is the possibility that
these would be precisely the areas where the inductive character of scrip-
tural reasoning revealed its weaknesses. Someone could go one step fur-
ther. A left-leaning Buddhist might then come to the additional con-
clusion that believing in such passages would no longer be of any use in
a modern man’s spiritual search, and that they could be rationally left
to the past. In fact, I don’t think that the interpretation of Dharmakirti’s
methodology which I am setting forth does invariably place Dharma-
kirti, or even Dharmakirtians, in a left-leaning camp when it comes to
applications. I have above all tried to argue against what I take to be an
overly facile view of his rationality, one which does, in effect, yield a type
of dogmatism in rational garb. What exactly is useful or essential for
what kind of spiritual goals remains an open question.
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NotEs To CHAPTER 2

1 Several contributions have now appeared on these subjects. Sec, e.g., Yaita
(1987) and Tillemans (1986a). [Editor’s note: this latter article is reprinted
as chapter 1 in the present volume.]

2 dBu ma rgyan gyi zin bris, £.5b. Note that the parallel with reasons which
consist in the perception of oppositions (viruddhopalabdhibetu) is that when
we use a viruddhopalabdhihetu to prove that there is no long-lasting sensation
of cold in some place because in that place there is a raging fire, the fact that
the reason, i.e., “presence of a raging fire,” is not an absence (abhdava) is irrel-
evant to its being a genuine negative reason or a reason consisting in a non-
perception (anupalabdhibetu); what counts is that its sdhya is an absence.
Equally, reasons in scriptural inferences or “reasons based on authority” (yid
ches pa’i rtags) are supposedly like any other in satisfying the usual criteria of
valid reasons, but just prove a different kind of thing, and that is why and
only why they have the classification which they do.

3 Tshad ma'i brjed byang chen mo 46b.

4 Thus, on Tsong kha pa’s view, the formal argument (prayoga) is to be for-
mulated along the lines of:

sbyin pas longs spyod khrims kyis bde zhes pa’i lung chos can / rang gi
bstan bya’i don la mi bslu ba yin te / dpyad pa gsum gyis dag pa'i lung
yin pa’i phyir // “The scripture which says ‘From giving comes
wealth, from morality happiness’ is non-belying with regard to the
proposition which it teaches, because it is a scripture [judged| im-
maculate through the three [kinds] of analysis.”

Sikya mchog Idan’s formulation is:

sbyin sogs chos can / spyad pa las bde ba "byung ste / spyad pa las bde
ba ‘byung bar rin chen phreng bar gsung pa’i phyir / “Take as the
subject, giving, etc.; happiness arises from their practice, because it
is said in [Nagarjuna’s] Ratndvali that happiness arises from their
practice.” See Tillemans (1993a:12-15).

5 See the extensive discussion in Sakya mchog ldan’s Tshad ma rigs gter gyi
dgongs rgyan. In 1.229.3—4 (= 115a), Sakya mchog ldan first gives the prayoga
with the quotation of the scriptural passage figuring as the logical reason; see
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n. 4 above. He then on 1.230.1 ez sq. (= 115b) takes up the proofs of the
paksadharmatd, anvayavyipti and vyatirekavyapti:

tshul sgrub pa la / phyogs chos mngon sum gyis grub ste / sbyin pas longs
spyod khrims kyis bde // zhes gsungs pa mngon sum gyis mthong ba’i
phyir rgol zhig la rtags ‘di ‘god pa yin pa’i phyir / kbyab pa sgrub pa la
rjes gro sgrub pa dang ldog pa sgrub pa’o // dang po ni / rin chen phreng
ba chos can [ rang gi bstan bya’i don la mi bslu ba yin te | dpyad pa
gsum gyis dag pa’i lung yin pa’i phyir //“As for proving the [reason’s
three] characters, the paksadharma(ta) is established by perception,
for this reason is presented to an opponent who perceptually ob-
serves the statement ‘From giving comes wealth and from moral-
ity, happiness’ [i.e., he sees that the statement is indeed present in
the text of the Ratnavali). As for the proof of the pervasion (vyipti),
there are the following two [subsections]: proving anvayaz and prov-
ing vyatireka. We now take ﬂp the first [i.e., anvaya). Take as the
subject the Ramdvali; it is non-belying with regard to the proposi-
tions which it teaches, because it is a scripture [judged] immaculate
through the three [kinds] of analysis.”

After further discussion on proving anvaya and vyatireka, Sikya mchog ldan
concludes on 1.233.3—4 (= 117a):

des na khyab pa sgrub byed kyi rigs pa bshad ma thag pa de ni / dngos
stobs zhugs kyi rtags yang dag yin te [ rin chen phreng ba rang gi bstun
bya'i don la mi bslu ba de [ dngos stobs kyi rtags yang dag gis grub pu’i
phyir I/ “Therefore, the aforementioned logic proving pervasion is
a valid, objective logical reason, for the fact that the Ratndvali is
non-belying with regard to what it teaches is established by means
of a valid, objective logical reason.”

In short, what Tsong kha pa considered to be the “reason based on author-
ity” (yid ches pa’i rtags), Sakya mchog Idan took to be the logic proving per-
vasion (khyab pa sgrub byed kyi rigs pa). But both agreed that the three char-
acters of that reason were established objectively so that it was valid and

objective (dngos stobs zhugs kyi rtags yang dag).

6 The difference between a truth theory (i.e., the necessary and sufficient
conditions defining the truth of P) and a theory of justification (i.c., the prop-
erties which allow us to reasonably determine that 2is true and satisfies the
definition) is not wholly obvious in Dharmakirti, and will have to be taken up
in a later study. On this general difference, see Kirkham (1995: 41 er sq.).
[Editor’s note: see also the introduction to the present volume, pp. 6--12.]
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7 PVSV (Gnoli ed.): 109.
8 PVSV (Gnoli ed.): 167.25-168.3.

9 PVT ofgékyabuddhi, P. vol. nye, 60a6-60b1; D. 51b7-52a2:

mngon sum dang rjes su dpag pas rtogs par bya ba’i don bslu ba med
pa’i phyir shin tu lkog tu gyur pa’i don la yang de bzhin du nges pa yin
no zhes bya ba yang log pa yin te / gang gi phyir blang bar bya ba dang
dor bar bya ba’i don la lar tshad mas mi bslu bas "khrul ba med par
mthong ba’i phyir | des bstan pa gzhan rigs pa ma yin pa thams cad la
yang de ltar gyur ba ste | bden pa nyid du gyur ba ma yin no/ ci’i phyir
zhe na [ yul la lar skyes bu rnams mi bslu bar mthong du zin kyang yul
gzhan dag tu yang khrul pa mthong ba’i phyir ro // “Suppose it is said
that because [an authority] is non-belying (avisamvida) with re-
gard to things which are to be understood by perception and in-
ference, it is certain that he is so [i.e., non-belying] with regard to
radically inaccessible things (atyantaparoksa) too. This is wrong for
the following reason: Given that one observes that [an authority] is
non-erroneous due to [there being a] non-belying pramina with
regard to some things to be accepted or rejected, then in the case of
all the other things which he teaches, [but] which might not be cor-
rect, he would also have to be like that [i.e., non-belying]. This
[however] would not be true. Why? Because, though we might ob-
serve that people are non-belying on certain objects, we also ob-
serve deviance [i.e. that they are in error] (vyabhicaradarianat) con-
cerning other objects.” Cf. PVSVTf Karnakagomin, pp. 592.27—
593.12.

The general theme of a finite number of observations not guaranteeing
certainty or pervasion concerning other cases is of course a very well-worn ar-

gument in Dharmakirti. Cf. PVSV 24PV 1, k. 13 (Gnoli: 10):

na hi babulam pakvadariane pi sthalyantargamanamdtrena pikah
sidhyati vyabhicaradarsanat || “Although one might see that most
[of the rice] is cooked, the fact of [all the rice] being cooked is not
established through its merely being in the pot, for one does observe
deviance (vyabhiciradarsandt).”

Not surprisingly, Sikyabuddhi and Karnakagomin take the “code-word”
vyabhicaradariandtin PVSV ad PV 1, k.318 as also indicating the usual anti-
inductive theme.

10 PVT, P. 60b4-7; PVSVT: 593.13-18.
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11 PVSVT: 394.20-22: kim tarhistasya pratyaksinumandgamyasyirtha-
syanantaroktena nydyendvisamvadad anumdnam api pravrttikimasya pumso
bhiprayavasit / vastutas tv ananumanam sabdinam arthais saha
sambandbabhavat /.

12 It might well be argued by a contemporary philosopher that it is a non-
sequitur to say that if certainty, or even full-fledgedness are denied of a type
of reasoning, so must be its status as “objective.” Indeed it could be said that
is quite possible that in a system of inductive logic in some or another philos-
ophy of science, uncertain reasonings would nonetheless give us objective
knowledge. Quite true, but that is not Dharmakirti’s understanding of
vastubalapravrttanumdna, for semi-certain or uncertain inferences or quasi-
inferences nonetheless being objective (vastubalapravrita) is never entertained
as a possibility in his system. Maybe it ought to have been, but it wasn’t.

13 PVSV ad PV [, k. 213 (Gnoli: 108.2-3).

14 Rescher (1995: 712):

One overarching fact pervades these divergences in the develop-
ment of pragmatism: that the doctrine can be seen either as a vali-
dation of objectively cogent standards or as a subverter of them.
There is a pragmatism of the right, a Peircian or objective pragma-
tism of ‘“What works impersonally’—through proving efficient and
effective for the realization of some appropriate purpose in an alto-
gether person-indifferent way (‘successful prediction,’ ‘control over
nature,” ‘efficacy in need fulfillment’). And there is a pragmatism of
the left, a Jamesian or subjective pragmatism of “What works for X’
in proving efficient and effective for the realisation of a particular
person’s (or group’s) wishes and desires.

Note that some type of pragmatism has also often been seen to be behind
Dharmakirti’s theory of vastubalapravrttanumana. In a subsequent article
I hope to develop my arguments against this attribution, which is more mis-
leading than clarifying. Suffice it to say here, however, that the subjective
form of pragmatism which seems to apply to scriptural inference does not
convincingly apply to the vastubala variety. [Editor’s note: for further discus-
sion of pragmatism in Dharmakirti, see the introduction to the present vol-
ume, pp.6-12.]

15 Hayes (1984: 646).



3: Pre-Dharmakirti Commentators
On Dignaga’s Definition of a Thesis

DOMINANT THEME in the writings of Erich Frauwallner and Ernst
Steinkellner has been thé atctempt to trace the philosophical devel-
opment of the Buddhist logician, Dharmakirti (6th-7th century
C.E.). As their contributions show, in this research it is not only impor-
tant to trace Dharmakirti’s positions as they evolved throughout his own
works on epistemology and logic, but it is equally necessary to gain as
much information as possible on the opponents against whom Dharma-
kirti argued. And not just the non-Buddhists: we need to collect and an-
alyze the fragmentary presentations of the views of the other Buddhist
commentators on Dignaga, positions which Dharmakirti sought to refute
and which often motivated him to formulate his own particular inter-
pretation of Dignaga. In what follows, we shall call these latter com-
mentators “pre-Dharmakirti” in the sense that their works and ideas were
anterior intellectual influences on Dharmakirti—it does, of course, have to
be allowed that at least some of them might not have been pre-Dharma-
kirti in a purely chronological sense and could have been his approximate
contemporaries.'

Amongst these pre-Dharmakirti commentators on Dignaga—none of
whose actual works survive either in the original or in translation—one
stands out fairly clearly: [¢varasena, Dharmakirti’s probable teacher, who
wrote a commentary on Dignaga’s Pramdanpasamuccaya (PS), one against
which Dharmakirti repeatedly argued.? Let us summarize some of the ba-
sic elements of recent research on Isvarasena’s philosophical stance. Al-
though I$varasena’s name is extremely rarely mentioned explicitly in In-
dian texts, Steinkellner® has shown that he was nonetheless spoken of by
name by Arcata and Durvekamisra in connection with a position on non-
perception (anupalabdhi). The position was, namely, that nonperception

53
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of x was just the lack of perception of x (upalabdhyabhivamaitra), the
mere fact that one does not see x (adarsanamatra), and that this consti-
tuted a separate means of valid cognition (pramdanantara) for proving x’s
nonexistence or absence. This position, which was rejected by Dharma-
kirti, was linked with an essentially inductive account of valid reasons,
where absence of the reason in dissimilar instances (vipaksa) was to be
established by mere lack of perception. In other words, the general prin-
ciple, or pervasion (vydpti), would be established as not having any coun-
terexamples merely because one does not see any. This is the position
which Dharmakirti went to great pains to reject in Pramanavarttika
(PV) 1, proposing instead a necessary absence of counterexamples based
on a fact in reality, viz., the natural connection (svabhivapratibandha)
existing between the terms in the inference.

Subsequently, in his Hetubindu (HB), Dharmakirti would also argue
at length against a theory which held that a valid reason needed six char-
acters (vadlaksana), instead of the usual three. While the attribution of
the sadlaksapabetu doctrine to Iévarasena is still on the level of a rea-
sonable hypothesis, unconfirmed by any specific Indian sources, it is at
least corroborated in the indigenous Tibetan commentary on the Prama-
naviniscaya by rGyal tshab dar ma rin chen, where I§varasena is named
in connection with the sadlaksanahetu doctrine.! Tévarasena, quite pos-
sibly in reply to Dharmakirti’s initial critique, seems to have realized
that his inductive method of proving the absence of counterexamples
was insufficient, and thus proposed thyee supplementary criteria for va-
lidity,’ all of which were rejected by Dharmakirti. In short, we can thus
reasonably assume with Steinkellner that I§varasena was the major cat-
alyst for Dharmakirti’s own interpretation and defense of the triply char-
acterized reason (tririipabetu), his notion of natural connections, and
his views on nonperception.®

Besides Tévarasena, there were some other, much more obscure, Bud-
dhist commentators on Dignaga against whom Dharmakirti consecrated
some of his argumentation: in PV 1V, k. 27 and 122 Dharmakirti was
apparently refuting “a commentator on Dignaga’s Nydyamukha’ (nydya-
mukhatikdkira) whose name is recorded in the Tibetan translation of

this portion of Sakyabuddhi’s Pramanavarttikatika (PVT) as “Mang po
len pa’i bu.”” S. Watanabe, in his article on this subject,” has speculated
that “Mang po len pa’i bu” might be restored as “Bahuleya,” but this is
conjectural and both names are, to our knowledge at least, unfindable
in any other works. Compounding the mystery somewhat is that
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Sakyabuddhi seems to have alluded to other commentators on the Nyay-
amukha, that is, he spoke of Mang po len pa’i bu la sogs pa (= adi “and
others”); and Vibhiiticandra’s annotations also mention “the commen-
tator on the Nydyamukha and others.” Now, there probably wasat least
one other major Indian commentator on the Nyayamukha: Chinese
sources tell us that Dharmapala commented on the Yin ming lun, which
is the Chinese name for the Nyayamukha. However, this work of Dhar-
mapila has not survived in the original, in translation or in fragments,
and it is thus impossible to know what its specific positions might have
been.

Much more significant in the fourth chapter of the Pramanavarttika
is the position of the/a “commentator on the Pramanasamuccaya.” This
pramanasamuccayatikikdra—which, as we shall see below, is the way he
is repeatedly identified by Dharmakirti’s own commentators—is one of
the opponents in the large section of PV IV which treats Dignaga’s defi-
nition of the thesis (paksa; pratijiia) in a logical argument. We can as-
sume that we are dealing, once again, with I$varasena:

(a) I$varasena is, after all, the only pre-Dharmakirti com-
mentator on PS that we know of.

(b) Especially if the sadlaksanahetu ascription is correct,
[$varasena was particularly influential in the develop-
ment of key aspects in several of Dharmakirti’s works,
so that it would be no exaggeration to say that many of
the main elements of Dharmakirti’s thought on logical
matters developed in a dialectical relationship with
Iévarasena.

(c) Just as Iévarasena played such an important role in PV
I, so too it would be reasonable to assume that he is the
one whose ideas recur in PV IV,

P

Let me briefly give the background from Dignaga and some of the main
elements in the section on the thesis in PV IV. A translation and detailed
explanation of the relevant verses from PV IV is appearing in an ongoing
series of articles, and we shall try to avoid burdening the notes excessively
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here." As is well known by now, Dignaga gave two definitions of the the-
sis in NM and PS, definitions whose wording differed but which were
essentially the same in meaning (as Dharmakirti in fact took pains to
show in PV 1V, k. 86-88). For our purposes it is the definition given in
PS 111, the chapter on inference-for-others (pararthaniimana) which
concerns us, for in this chapter Dignaga gave a specification of a num-
ber of requirements which a valid thesis should satisfy, each one of which
was commented upon 7z extenso by Dharmakirti in PV [V. The defini-
tion is as follows:

PS 111, k. 2: svaripenaiva nirdesyah svayam isto ‘nirdkyrtap /
pratyaksirthanumdandptaprasiddhena svadharmini // “|A valid
thesis] is one which is intended (7sza) by [the proponent] him-
self (svayam) as something to be stated (nirdesya) in its proper
form alone (svaripenaiva) [i.c., as a sidhya); [and] with re-
gard to [the proponent’s] own subject (svadharmin), it is not
opposed (anirdkrta) by perceptible objects (pratyaksartha), by
inference (anumdna), by authorities (dpta) or by what is com-
monly recognized (prasiddha).”"

Dignaga himself, in his Pramapasamuccayavreti (PSV) on PS 111, k.
2, commented upon the words svariipenaiva nirdesyah as serving to elim-
inate unestablished reasons and examples from being theses, thus sup-
posedly insuring that his definition would avoid the faults incurred by
rival definitions, such as the pratijiidlaksana puc forth in Gautama’s
Nydyasiitra 1.1.33."* The phrase svayam ista, however, eliminated the-
ses which were just positions found in a treatise, and which were not
those of the proponent himself. We cite the relevant passage as follows:

PSV adPS 111, k.2: bdag nyid dod pa zhes bya ba ni ‘dis ni bstan
beos la mi bltos pa’i kbas blangs pa bstan pa yin no I/ “This
[phrase], svayam ista, shows (darsayati) an acceptance (abhy-
upagama)which does not rely upon treatises (s@stranapeksa).””

The section in PV IV commenting upon the word svayam (PV 1V,
k. 42-90) contains the most significant argumentation against what can
plausibly be presumed to be I$varasena’s positions. Dharmakirti argued
there against the view that because the proponent accepted a treatise, all
properties ascribed by the treatise to the subject (dharmin) must also be
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part of the thesis for which the proponent is responsible. According to
this view, when the proponent seeks to prove that sound is imperma-
nent, the reason, “being produced” (krtakatva), not only will have to
prove impermanence, but should also not contradict any of the proper-
ties which the proponent’s treatise (in particular, the Vaisesikasiitras) as-
cribe to sound, such as that it is a “quality of space” (dkidsaguna). Now,
the argumentation up until PV IV, k. 69 is clearly directed at non-Bud-
dhists. As the repeated advocacy of dkisagunatva and other well-known
Vaidesika tenets suggests, we are dealing with an adversary who adheres
to basic Nyaya-Vaidesika positions. Equally, then, the adversary’s view
on the thesis, or equivalently on “what is being proven” (sédhya), must
also be one which was, broadly speaking, ascribable to the Nyaya-
Vaidesika." From k. 69 on, however, we see that virtually the same po-
sition on the thesis is attributed to a Buddhist, whom Prajiiakaragupta
terms “a commentator on the Pramdnasamuccayd” (praminasamucca-
yasya vyakhyatr). Here, then, is PV 1V, k. 69 with the introductory pas-
sage from Prajnakaragupta’s Pramanpavarttikabhdsya (PVBh):

PVBh: 510.8-11: pramanasamuccayasya vyikhyitd priha /
sastrabhyupagamat sidhyata sakalasya Sastradystasyinyathi
Sdstrabhyupagamasya vyarthati | na hi tadarthasadhyatayim
sastropagamah kvacid wpayogi | abhyupagamam virbasi /
svdtantrena pramanena na kimcit [ tasmaid upagamya Sisiram
tadarthah sidhaniyabh / tatas tadvirodhe dosa eva // “A com-
mentator on the Pramdnasamuccaya says [the following]: ‘Be-
cause one accepts a treatise, all which is found in the treatise
is to be proved (sadhya). Otherwise, accepting a treatise would
be meaningless. Indeed, if its propositions were not the sdalya,
then accepting the treatise would not be of use for anything,
nor would one be entitled to accept [it]. Nothing is [effectu-
ated] by an autonomous pramdna. Therefore, once one has
accepted a treatise, the property [mentioned] in it becomes the
sadhya. Thus, when there is a contradiction with the [treatise],
a faule does indeed occur.” [Dharmakirtd replies:] ™"

PV 1V, k. 69: sastrabhyupagamit sidhyah sastradrsto “khilo yadi
/ pratijiia siddbadrstantabetuvadah prasajyate //“Suppose rhat
because one accepted a treatise, all [dharmas] found in the
treatise would be being proved (sadhya). Then it would follow
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absurdly that a statement of an unestablished example or rea-
son would have to be a thesis.”

The first half of the kdrikd represents the adversary’s view, while the
last half is Dharmakirti drawing the consequence that this adversary
would fall into exactly the same trap as one who accepts the definition
in Nydyasittra 1.1.33. What stands out clearly is the fact that the “com-
mentator on the Pramdnasamuccaya” did hold the same view on the
thesis, or sddhya, as the Nyaya-Vaidesikas against whom Dharmakirti
argued in the kdrikds preceeding k. 69. Let us from here on, in keeping
with the arguments sketched out above, speak of this commentator on
DS as being I$varasena.

It might be, prima facie at least, unclear how Iévarasena’s view on the
sddhya, as found in PV IV, k. 69 and PVBh ad cit., could have been rec-
onciled with Dignaga’s idea in PSV that the proponent’s position should
not rely on a treatise (Sdstranapeksa)—after all [¢varasena does accept that
the thesis, or sd@dhya, includes properties mentioned in treatises, and
thus is not independent of treatise-based positions. We might, however,
reasonably hypothesize that I$varasena took Dignaga’s sastranapeksa as
meaning “no reliance on treatises which are unaccepted by the propo-
nent at the time of the debate.” This interpretation is borne out fairly
well if we look at the adversary’s view discussed in PV IV, k. 72—once
again gékyabuddhi’s PVT (322a3) identifies him as being a/the “com-
mentator on the Pramanasamuccaya” (tshad ma kun las btus pa’i tiki
byed pa = pramanasamuccayaikikira)—and as before, I$varasena seems
by far the most reasonable candidate. He proposed the following ex-
planation for svayam: the word is needed to show that the treatise in
question, whose properties are the s@dhya, is the very one which the pro-
ponent himselfaccepts now, rather than some treatise which he accepted
earlier, but now rejects. Here is Devendrabuddhi’s explanation of the
views which Dharmakirti is refuting in PV IV, k. 72 et seq.:

VP 338a7-8: bstan beos cung zad sngar khas blangs pa de gang
yin pa de bor nas / rtsod pa’i dus su bdag nyid kyi ‘dod pas bstan
beos gzhan la brten pa’i rgol ba yang gal ba yod pa ma yin no
zhes // “Having given up some previously accepted treatise,
then it is not contradictory that at the time of the debate the
proponent relies on another treatise as he himself wishes.”'¢
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In short, svayam 4 la [¢varasena would have served to eliminate doubt
about which treatise is to be the basis for the sidhya.

Let us now try to summarize I§varasena’s position and contrast it with
that of Dharmakirti:

(a) I$varasena seems to have interpreted Dignaga as still al-
lowing that the positions in a treatise would also have to
be the proponent’s sddhya or thesis, providing the propo-
nent accepted that treatise himself.

(b) He interpreted svayam in a manner which would be con-
sistent with the idea that properties mentioned in an ac-
cepted treatise were also the sddhya. In particular, svayam
did not eliminate a/l treatises, but only those which the
proponent might have once accepted, but now rejected.

(c) I¢varasena thus may well have interpreted PSV’s phrase
Sstranapeksam abhyupagamam dariayati as meaning that
svayam ista shows a position which does not rely upon
any treatises which are not accepted by the proponent
himself at the time of the debate.

(d) Dharmakirti took Dignaga’s statements in PSV about
no reliance upon treatises (Sastranapeksa) much more
radically: at the time the proponent makes an inference
concerning rationally accessible matters he does not rely
upon, or even accept, any treatises at all; the positions
in the treatise do not count as being the sidhya; infer-
ence which functions by the force of [real] entities (vas-
tubalapravrttainumana) is completely independent of all
scriptures and treatises."”

(e) The word svayam does not serve to indicate which trea-
tise is to be taken into account to determine the sadhya.
It shows that only those properties which the proponent
intends to prove himself are the sadhya (see PV 1V, k.
42). Unrelated properties, which happen to be mentioned
in a treatise but are unintended by the proponent in the

specific debate, are irrelevant (see PV 1V, k. 56 and 57).
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This, then, is what we can glean about the views of the “commentator
on the Pramdpasamuccaya” on the thesis-definition, a commentator
whom we have taken to be Isvarasena.” If we are right in our identifi-
cations and attributions, then a picture of what must have been a com-
plex dialectic emerges: I§varasena seems to have attempted to reconcile
Dignaga’s views in PS I, k. 2 and PSV with an essentially Naiyayika
position on the sddhya—viz., that the s@dhyais not independent of trea-
tises. This uneasy combination then led him to a very strained inter-
pretation of Dignaga’s proviso, svayam. Dharmakirti, by contrast, sim-
plified things and vociferously rejected both those aspects of Isvarasena’s
interpretation of Dignaga. In so doing, he reinforced his general posi-
tion in PV that logical argument on rationally accessible matters stands
or falls only on its own merits and not because of any appeals to au-
thority or tradition.

Finally, it is worthwhile to remark that there was probably at least one
other commentator whose views on svayam seem to have served, in some
measure, to stimulate Dharmakirti’s own thought. In PV IV, k. 76 et
seq. Dharmakirti argued against an adversary (anya) who maintained
that svayam was destined to eliminate all treatise-based qualities of the
subject (dharmin). In other words, when we prove sound is imperma-
nent, we are speaking only of sound as it is recognized (prasiddha) by
common individuals, and not of the theoretical entity, “sound,” which
is described in the Vaisesikasiitras as being a quality of space (dkdsaguna):
according to this adversary, svayam insures that the dbarmin is indeed
prasiddha. Dharmakirti’s reply in PV 1V, k. 77 is that elimination of
“theoretical,” and hence not commonly recognized, dharmins is at any
rate already presupposed in any debate on whether a dharmin has the
property to be proved (s@dhyadharma). As soon as it is understood that
the dharmin is not the commonly recognized real entity, the debate will
simply cease. Hence, svayam, if explained as assuring commonly recog-
nized dbarmins, would perform no needed function at all.”

Itis far from clear who thisadversary was: the commentators say noth-
ing. Vibhiticandra (PVV-n adk. 76, n. 3) does, however, classify him
as a tikdkdra (“commentator”), suggesting that he was not just a hypo-
thetical opponent. However, we have no way of knowing whether he
was perhaps the nydyamukbatikikira spoken of in PV 1V, k. 27 and
122 or whether he was someone else. One thing seems likely: he was not
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the same person as “the commentator on the Pramanasamuccaya,” for
his views on svayam serving to eliminate all treatise-based qualities of the
dharmin would run counter to those of the PS-commentator whom we
have hypothesized to be Isvarasena.

Notes To CHAPTER 3

The original publication of this article is preceeded by the following statement
of dedication: “The present article is offered to D. Seyfort Ruegg as a gesture
of respect and thanks, and with the wish that Prof. Seyfort Ruegg’s exemplary
philological skills, erudition and philosophical openness may long continue to
inspire those who investigate Indo-Tibetan thought.”

1 A difference berween chronological and intellectual orders is more than
just a theoretical possibility: it may well have occurred in other contexts in
Buddhist philosophy, notably the relationship between Jfianagrimitra, Ratna-
kirti and Ratnakara$anti, as is argued in Mimaki (1992).

2 See Frauwallner (1961: 862-63).
3 Steinkellner (1966: 78).
4 Steinkellner (1988: n. 47).

5 Viz., (4) abidhitavisayatva (“[the reason’s] not having as its object a [pro-
perty] which is invalidated [by direct perception]”); (5) vivaksitaikasamkhyatva
(“that [che reason’s] singularity is intended”); (6) jAidtatva (“that [the reason]
is known”). See HB V1 in Steinkellner (1967: vol. 2, p. 70f). It is particularly
the fourth character which would remedy the inadequacies of the inductive
procedure by eliminating the exceptional cases where mere non-observation
of counterexamples turned out to be misleading.

6 See Steinkellner (1966; 1967: chap. 5, 6 and notes) and (1988:
1438-1441, n. 47 and 56).

7 PVT 313b2-3: gang yang ltar snang beas brjod sogs bkod pa’i zhes bya ba la
sogs pa la mang po len pa’i bu la sogs pa rigs pa’i sgo’i tika byed pa dag gis.. .Ct.
PVP 326b8 rigs pa’i sgo ‘grel bshad byed pa and Vibhiticandra’s PVV-n ad k.
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(1976) and our translation of PV 1V, k. 27 and PVV in Tillemans (1987), as
well as in Tillemans (1991a).

8 Watanabe (1976: 982, n. 28).

9 See Frauwallner (1961: 861 and n. 44) on the Yin ming lun; see also Tille-
mans (1990:11-13) on Dharmapila’s works.

10 [Editor’s note: the PV IV translations were published in a series of articles
in WZKS; see Tillemans (1986¢c, 1987, 1992b, 1993b, and 1995b). These
translations have now been compiled and will appear shortly in a book from
Vienna.|

11 PS Tib.: rang gi ngo bo kho nar bstan I/ bdag ‘dod rang gi chos can la //
mngon sum don dang rjes dpag dang // yid ches grags pas ma bsal ba’o //. Skt. of
svariipenaiva... nirdkrtah is found in Dharmakirti’s NB 111, 38. The restitu-
tion of PS 111, k. 2 follows Frauwallner (1957: 885); see also Van Bijlert
(1989: 72). Cf. NM, k. 1:

svayam sidbyatvenepsitah pakso viruddharthanirakrtab |/ “The the-
sis is what is intended by [the proponent] himself as the sadhya
[and] is not opposed by contradicting states of affairs.”

See the edition and translation of NM in Katsura (1977:109).

12 On Dharmakirti and Dignaga’s arguments against NS 1.1.33’s definition,
viz., sadhyanirdesah pratijiia (“a statement of something which is to be estab-
lished is a thesis”), see Tillemans (1987:152f).

13 PSVb: 125al, Kitagawa: 471. Cf. also the Skt. fragment of PS found in
PVBh 495.2 [Kitagawa (1973: 129, n. 1606)]: svayam iti Sastranapeksam
abhyupagamam darsayati. See also the article by M. Ono (1986), which dis-
cusses Dharmakirti’s development of Dignaga’s definition of the thesis. As
Ono points out, while PSV took svayam ista together, Dharmakirti made a
significant split between svayam and ista, using the latter to refute sophisms
of the Samkhyas and Carvakas which turned on word-play and equivocation
Following PV 1V, k. 28-29, then, the definition in PS III gave specifications
of four basic requirements which a valid thesis should satisfy, requirements

», «

embodied by svaripena, the particle eva (“only”; “alone”) in svaripenaiva,
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ista (“intended”) and svayam (“himself’)—each one of these four was devel-

oped by Dharmakirti in PV IV.

PV 1V, k. 28-29: gamyarthatve pi sadhyokter asammohdya laksapam
/ tac caturlaksanam ripanipatestasvayampadaih // asiddhisidbandr-
thoktavidyabhyupagatagrahah | anukto picchayi vyaptab sidhya
armarthavan matah // “Although the statement of what is to be
proven (sadhya = paksa) is something which can be understood [by
implication], the [defining] characteristic [of the thesis] was [stated]
to dispel confusion. This [sadhya] has four characteristics: By means
of the words ‘proper form’ (riipa), ‘alone’ (nipdta, ‘particle’ = eva),
‘intended’ (ista) and ‘himself (svayam), one understands that [the
thesis] is unestablished [for the opponent], is not a sédhana |i.e., rea-
son or example], is stated according to the [real] sense and is what
is accepted by the proponent (vadin). Even though not [explicitly]
stated, what is pervaded by the [proponent’s] intention is held to
be the sadhya, as in [the Simkhya’s argument that the eyes, etc. are]
for the use of the Self (atman).”

Note that we have amended Miyasaka’s reading of k. 28 in keeping with
Frauwallner (1957:884).

14 Cf. Dharmakirti’s presentation of this view in PVin 291a 5-6:

bstan bcos khas blangs pa’i phyir de la mthong ba thams cad bsgrub par
bya ba yin no zhes dogs pa srid par gyur ro // “The doubt could arise
that because one accepts a treatise, all which is found there [in the
treatise] is the sadhya.”

Although neither Dharmakirti nor his commentators explicitly identify
which Nyaya-Vaidesika(s) held this, it seems clear that Uddyotakara did hold
it. This is brought out in the latter philosopher’s attack on the specification
Sastranapeksa in the passage from PSV ad PS 111, k. 2 given above. Uddyota-
kara argued that if suayam showed that the position which the proponent
sought to prove was really independent of $istra (Sastranapeksa), then we
should ask what is meant by sastra. If the latter meant what is not contra-
dicted by perception or scripture, then not relying on §dstra would be tanta-
mount to holding and proving a false view.

NV ad NS 1.1.33, p. 282, 4-8: yad api svayamsabdena $istrana-
peksam abhyupagamam darsayatiti atroktam | kim uktam / parivajid-
nasydyuktatvid ity evamadi | kim punab Sistram yad anapeksam
abhyupagamam darsayati | nanu Sastram pratyaksigamibhyam avi-
ruddbam | agamas tadanapeksam abhyupagamam darsayatiti bruvatd
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pramdanakam artham abhyupaitity uktam / yas capramainako "bhyu-
pagamo ndsdv abhyupagantum svasthatmand yuktah / nipi pratipa-
dayitum yukta iti /.

Note also that Prajfiakaragupta (in his introduction to PV 1V, k. 53)
describes the adversary as holding the view that if one engaged in debate
without accepting a treatise, one would simply be a caviller (vaitandika)
and a nihilist (ndstika), raising objections without having a position of one’s
own. These are, of course, typically Naiyayika terms, and the adversary’s
views would indeed be in keeping with the definition of debate (vddu) in NS
1.2.1, which speaks of vada not contradicting the school’s philosophical
tenets (siddbantaviruddba). For the Naiyayika, arguing withourt holding a
system of tenets at all would be cavil (vitandi) as defined in NS 1.2.3.

15 Manorathanandin simply speaks of “followers of the Acarya” (dcaryiyah).
Cf. PVV: 438.10-11:

yad apy dhur dciryiyih Sastram abhyupagamya yadi vadah kriyate tada
Sastradystasya sakalasya dharmasya sidhyatety atraba // “Bur the fol-
lowers of the Acarya [Dignaga] argue, ‘When a debate is engaged in
after one has accepted a treatise, then at that time all the dbarmas
found in the treatise are the sadhya.’ Here [Dharmakirti] replies...”

16 Cf. PVV-n. adk. 72, n. 2:

svikrtasastram muktva vadakdle Siastrantaram icchaya labhyate vigikar-
tum // “Having abandoned a treatise which he had accepted, then
at the time of the debate another treatise could be accepted as
wished.”

17 See e.g., PV 1V, k. 48 (additions follow PVV):

uktam ca nagamapeksam anumdinam svagocare / siddbam tena susid-
dbam tan na tada Sastram iksyate //*Now, it has [already] been said
that an inference [which functions by the force of entities (vastu-
balapravrttanumdna)] does not depend upon scripture with regard
to its object, [i.e., what is to be proved (sddhya)]. What is established
by such an [inference], is well established; at the time {of making
such an inference], a treatise is not taken into account.”

The point applies specifically to vastubalapravritanumana, which concerns
rationally decidable propositions (like sound being impermanent) whose truth
or falsity can be known objectively by logical reasoning alone. Note, however,
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that Dharmakirti certainly does allow reliance upon treatises when one is de-
liberating about rationally inaccessible matters (like the details of karmic retri-
bution), which are radically inaccessible (atyantaparoksa) and cannot be
known in any way other than by relying upon scripture. See PV 1V, k. 50fF
and 94fF. See also the introduction to Tillemans (1993a: 9ff), as well as my
translations and explanations of PV 1V, k.48 and 50 in Tillemans {1993b).

18 The “commentator on the Pramdinasamuccaya” does reappear in Deven-
drabuddhi and Sikyabuddhi’s elaboration of the discussion of the four types
of “opposition” mentioned in the latter half of the thesis-definition. This dis-
cussion begins at PV 1V, k. 91-92, where Dharmakirti gives a general expla-
nation of the need to include the provision anirdkrta (“not opposed”) and
presents the four types of possible opposition, viz., by perceptible objects
(pratyaksirtha), inference (anumdna), authorities (dpta, i.e., scriptures or the
proponent’s own words) and what is commonly recognized (prasiddha). De-
vendrabuddhi (PVP 342b8), commenting on k. 92, spoke of “some people”
(‘ga’ zhig) who seem to have interpreted the compound pratyaksirthinuma-
naptaprasiddhena differentdy—Sakyabuddhi then identifies them as commen-
tators on PS:

PV 325a 1: dir yang ga’ zhig ces bya ba ni tshad ma kun lus btus
pa’i tikd byed pa dag ste / de dag ni tshig gsum zlas dbye ba byas nas
rab tu grags pa’i sgra dang / gsum pa’i de’i skyes bur khas len cing grags
pa’i sgra yang re re la mngon par sbyor bar byed do //.

The explanation in PVP and PVT is frustratingly brief and obscure, but it
seems thart the “commentators on PS” held that prasiddha qualified the
dvandva compound pratyaksirtha-anumaina-apta, “what is commonly recog-
nized through pratyaksirtha, anumdna, and dpta.” The whole compound be-
comes an instrumental tatpurusa. However, while the position may have
been that of Isvarasena, it did not provoke any argumentation in PV itself,
but only a short reply by two of Dharmakirti’s commentators. Oddly
enough, Sékyabuddhi speaks of “commentarors on the Pramanpasamuccaya,”
thus using the plural ziki byed pa dag—it is not clear to us what we should
make of this plural.

19 PV IV, k. 76:

samayihitabhedasya paribirena dharminah / prasiddhasya grbityar-
tham jagidinyah svayamsrutim // “Another [commentator] has said
that by [its] elimination [of any dharmin] which has a particularity
superimposed by a [philosophical] tradition, the word svay.zm has
the purpose of specitying a commonly recognized subject (dharmin).”
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PV 1V, k. 77:

vicaraprastuter eva prasiddhah siddha asrayah / svecchikalpitabhedesu
paddrthesv avividatah // “Since there is actually an undertaking of
an investigation [as to whether the property to be proved (sidhya-
dharma) is present or not in the subject (dharmin)], then the locus
(@sraya) will be established as commonly recognized; for there is no
debate about things whose particularities are imagined according to
one’s own wishes.”



LOGIC



4: On Pararthanumana, Theses and Syllogisms

N 1984 I PUBLISHED AN ARTICLE entitled “Sur le pararthinumadna en

logique bouddhique,”™ where I argued, amongst other things, thar it

is an important logico-philosophical point that an inference-for-oth-
ers (pardrthanumdana), taken along Dharmakirtian lines, cannot state a
conclusion or thesis (paksa; pratijiia)* | argued that this point—-and oth-
ers—fundamentally differentiate this version of pardrthinumana from
Aristotelian syllogisms. Specifically, if we take a typical pararthinumaina
such as, “Whatever is produced is impermanent, like a vase. Now, sound
is produced,” the point of this logical form is not to show an actual de-
duction of the conclusion, “Sound is impermanent,” but rather to show
only those elements which would prove such a deduction. In short a
pardrthanumdna only presents the “provers” (sadhana) of a conclusion or
thesis, viz., the triply characterized reason (tririgpabetu; tririipaliriga), as
it is only that which has the “power” to prove.? It presents these sidhana,
however, in a very specific way: to take the above-mentioned case, the
pardrthanumana shows that the reason “producthood” (kruikatva) is a
valid prover in that the universal implication, or “pervasion” (vydpzi),
holds, as does the specific case at hand, the so-called paksadharmatva, or
“fact that the reason is a quality of the subject.”

In any case—so | argued in 1984 on the basis of Dharmakirdi and his
commentators—a thesis will never prove itself or even contribute in the
slightest to its own proof and thus is not considered a sadhana by Dhar-
makirti: it is therefore important for Dharmakirti that the thesis-statement
(paksavacana) be absent from a well-formed pardrthinumana. By con-
trast, in whichever way we analyse Aristotle’s idea of a syllogism in the first
book of the Prior Analytics; whether we see it as a rule along the lines of
“P; Q; therefore R”or as a proposition like “If Pand Q, then R” in any

69
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case, the syllogism must have a conclusion (R). Such was my argument
in 1984 against treating a pardrthanumdana as a syllogism and so it re-
mains in philosophical and logical discussions on the theme of parar-
thanumina versus syllogisms. In such discussions, as we shall see below,
we make a justifiable gain in simplicity by dealing with the final devel-
oped form of the pararthanumdna, i.e., the form to which Dignaga’s and
Dharmakirti’s earlier thought was tending.

The historical question as to when exactly the thesis-statement was de-
finitively banned from pararthanumanas, however, is more complicated
than I had thought in 1984. The present article will provide some evi-
dence to show that the case for Dignaga in the Pramanasamuccaya (PS)
and Dharmakirti in his early works is probably somewhat different from
what I, or the Dharmakirtian commentators, made it out to be. Dhar-
makirti himself seems to have changed his position from that of his ear-
lier works, such as Pramanavirttika and Nyayabindu, to that of his later
Hetubindu and Vadanydya. In fact, it is really in the Viadanyaya that the
prohibition on thesis-statements is at its most clear and absolute—there
he stresses that since the statement of a thesis (pratijfidgvacana) s uscless
(vyartha), then presenting such a thesis or conclusion in the statement
of a sadhana (sadhanavikya) is a “point of defeat,” or nigrahasthina, for
the proponent.’

While I'm not a partisan of the current tendency to exaggerate the dif-
ferences between Dignaga’s and Dharmakirti’s philosophies—e.g., 1
don’t believe that Dharmakirti “washed away Dignaga’s philosophical
accomplishments™—I do think that here on the question of the mem-
bers of a pararthanumana, Dharmakirti inherited an inelegant and overly
complicated position from his master, one which did nonetheless con-
tain a number of core ideas that Dharmakirti, over time, struggled with
and tried to unravel and simplify. Unfortunately, some of Dharmakirti’s
own commentators, such as Prajidkaragupta and Santaraksita, in true
scholastic fashion, attempted to show that Dharmakirti’s (later) view
was completely consonant with the textual evidence in Dignaga. In other
words, Prajiidkaragupta et al. wished to show that Dharmakirti’s view
was unoriginal and already wholly present in PS. This, I think, was a
mistake and blurred a rather complex historical development for Indo-
Tibetan writers, and indeed also for the present author when he wrote
his article on this subject in 1984.
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Digndga and Dharmakirti on
the absence of a thesis-statement in a pararthanumana

Dharmakirti himself finds only one source in Dignaga concerning the
role of the thesis-statement. This is PS 111, k. 1cd:

tatranumeyanirdeso hetvarthavisayo matah /. “In this regard,
the presentation of the inferendum is held to concern the goal
of the reason.”

He invokes this passage in PV IV, k. 18ab,® and interprets it quite cor-
rectly as showing that thesis-statement has no power to prove anything,
i.e., that it is not a sadhana, an interpretation which, no doubt, fits well
with what Dignaga himself says in the Pramanasamuccayavrtti:

PSV ad PS 111, k. 1cd: yan lag rnams nas gang rjes su dpag par
bya ba bstan pa de ni kho bo cag gi sgrub byed nyid du mi ‘dod
de / de nyid the tshom skyed par byed pa’i phyir ro // (Kitagawa:
471.5-7) “Amongst the members, the presentation of the in-
ferendum is not held by us to be a sidhana, for it engenders

doubt.”

Nonetheless, PV IV, k. 18’s interpretation of PSIII, k.1cd is a far cry
from justifying the later Dharmakirtian view in Vadanydya that the the-
sis-statement should not be in a pardrthanuména. In other words, it is
clear that in PS Dignaga did not consider the thesis-statement as being
a sddhana, but nevertheless he most likely allowed its presence in a parar-
thanumana—we shall see more on this below. Dharmakirti, in the
Vidanydya, seems to have gone one step further on his own in saying
that if the thesis-statement is not a sadbana it should not be in a
pardrthanumana. How much Dharmakirti was conscious that this ad-
ditional step was his own is difficult to say. At any rate, his discussion
in PV of Dignaga’s actual words can, with little difficulty, be taken as
showing that he realized that Dignaga in PS only went so far as to deny
that the thesis-statement is a s@dbana.” Indeed, I now think that there
are good reasons for thinking that Dharmakirti in PV held this same po-
sition.

In a recent study on the notion of paksibhdisa (“fallacies of the thesis”)
in pre-Dignaga logicians, Dignaga and Dharmakirti, Masahiro Inami
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has shown that the use of the paksavacana can be profitably compared
with the development of the closely related concept of paksibhasa. In-
ami is of the opinion that Dharmakirti in PV, the PVin and the NB ad-
hered to the same position as Dignaga in PS II1, i.e., he perinitted the
presence of a thesis, all the while denying that it had any status as a
sddhana. In this phase Dharmakirti, like Dignaga before him, also still
accepted paksabhisa, as we see by the discussions in PV 1V, PVin Il and
NB III. The ban on thesis-statements comes later in the Hetubindu (HB)
and Vidanydya (VN) and coincides with his rejection of the theory of
paksabhisa.

Inami’s account is, I think, correct, as it seems reasonable to assume
that there must be a correlation between the acceptance and rejection
of paksabhisa and that of the thesis-statement. After all, it is incongru-
ous to give an account of paksibhdsa in a chapter on parirthanumdna
and yet maintain that the thesis-statement can under no circumstances
be given in such a logical form! I might remark, though, that in prac-
tice, when Dharmakirti gives actual pardrthanumadna in texts such as
PV1V, k.22; NB I, 8, 21, 23, etc.; and PVin I, he does not give the-
ses, but only presents a two-membered form. The “permissibility” of
thesis-statements, then, is at most a theoretical possibility for Dharma-
kirti at this stage, but one which he himself did not, to my knowledge,
avail himself of in his own argumentation.

Now, Inami’s account—to which I am heavily indebted—could be
supplemented with one of the motivation behind Dharmakirti’s evolu-
tion. There seem to be two basic motivations. One is Dharmakirti’s
view (from his early works on) that the thesis is known by arthapatti
(“presumption”) and is hence unnecessary in the pardrthinumana. Whereas
Dignaga in PS stresses that the thesis is not a s@dhana, but that it may
be stated to show the “goal of the reason,” i.e., the proposition which
the argument is about, Dharmakirti goes one step further in suggesting
that this proposition is at any rate indirectly known by means of the
statement of the vydpti and paksadharmatvain a pararthanumana. Pro-
gressively he realizes that Dignaga’s function for the thesis-statement in
terms of hetvarthavisayatva is usurped by the indirect knowledge stem-
ming from hearing the two other members. In fact, he gives various for-
mulations explaining just how the conclusion can be known from the
pardrthinumdna: in PV 1V, k. 22 he uses the term arthat (“by implica-
tion”); in NB he speaks of samarthyat; and in PVin III’ we find him us-
ing arthapattyi (Tib. don gyis go bas). Indeed, what seems to be at stake
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is “presumption” (arthapatti)—the conclusion is “presumed” from the
two statements in the pardrthanumana in that these two statements
could not both be true unless the conclusion were also." But what is of
interest for us here is that it seems that it was the fact that the thesis was
known indirectly from the other two statements in a pardrthanumana
which was one of the driving forces behind Dharmakirti’s own changes
of position. In PV 1V, PVin, and NB Dharmakirti probably took the
view that the thesis-statement was dispensable because known by im-
plication, but that it could be used and could have paksibhisa. Later,
from the HB on, it was the same fact of sémarthyawhich led him to view
thesis-statements as completely redundant and to abandon talk of them

(and paksabhdsa) altogether.

HB 5.23-24: atra samanthydd eva pratijiidrthasya pratiter na
pratijidyih prayogah / “Here, because the thesis is known just
simply by implication there is no need for the thesis.”

The other driving force for abandoning the thesis-statement completely
was the fact, already recognized by Dignaga, that the thesis-statement
is not a sddhana. This is evident in the progression from the argumen-
tation in PV IV to VN 59, 8-9 where it is argued that the thesis-state-
ment is not a sédhana and that its presence is a point of defeat in that it
states something useless."

By way of a contrast with this evolutionary view of Dignaga and Dhar-
makirti’s development let us briefly look at some of Dharmakirti’s com-
mentators. Their view on Dharmakirti, which would become the received
interpretation in later Indo-Tibetan Buddhism, was that Dharmakirti’s
position did not evolve from PV to VN: the thesis-statement was com-
pletely inadmissable. Not only that, but they maintained thar Dignaga
in PS had no role at all for the thesis-statement either. Let us for conve-
nience term Prajfiakaragupta’s and Santaraksita’s interpretation of Dig-
naga, the “Dharmakirtian commentators’ interpretation.” This inter-
pretation where one seeks to impose the Vidanydaya-Hetubindi position
on Dignaga is, I now think, untenable. As it is worth our while to try to
see some of its shortcomings in some detail, we shall take up the prob-
lems which the Dharmakirtian commentators had with PS 1V, k. 6.
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Dharmakirtian commentators’ interpretations

Prajfikaragupta, in his Pramanavarttikabhasya, presents the commen-
tators’ problem in his introduction to PV 1V, k. 18:

PVBh 487.30-488.1: nanv dciryasya paksavacanam abhi-
matam eva / yad dha / svaniscayavad anyesam niscayotpadanec-
chayii | paksadharmatvasambandhasadhyokter anyavarjanam //
“[Objection:] But did not the Master [Dignaga] in fact admit
the thesis-statement when he said [in PS IV, k. 6] ‘As one
wishes to generate certainty for others just like one’s own cer-
tainty, then anything other than the statements of the paksa-
dharmatva, necessary connection (sambandba) and sadhya is
excluded.””

He then argues that in fact when Dignaga spoke of the sddhya in this
verse, he meant only the sdhyadharma, i.c., the property to be proved
which occurs in the pervasion (vydpti) of a two-membered parartha-
numdna—in short, there are not three members, but only the usual two.

PVBh 488.8-11: yat krtakam tad anityam iti vyiptyantara-
gatd sadhyoktir na pratijfiaripena / avasyam hi sidhane
vyapakatvam sadhyasyopadarsaniyam / ato ‘vayavadvayam eva
darsaniyam [ sambandhena riipadvayiksepad eva tririipata hetoh
[ tasmad anityah sabda iti nadav ante va darianiyam / ripa-
dvayamatrakid eva sadhyasya siddheb //“The statement of the
sddhyais included in the vyapti, “Whatever is produced is im-
permanent,’ but is not in the form of a thesis. For indeed,
one does definitely have to show that the sadhya is a pervader
(vyapaka) of the sidhana. Hence, one should present only two
members [in a pardrthanumana). By means of the necessary
connection the [other] two characters [of the reason] are in
fact implied, and thus the reason has the three characters.
Therefore, neither at the beginning nor at the end should one
present [the thesis] ‘Sound is impermanent,’ for the sadhya is
established simply by the two characters alone.”

Note that Prajiiakaragupta’s explanation is also what one frequently
finds adopted by Tibetan commentators—it figures plainly in rGyal
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tshab dar ma rin chen’s »Nam grel thar lam gsal byed.”

Santaraksita, in his Vadanyayavriti Vipaficitrtha, also cites PS IV, k.
6 as a potential inconsistency, but seems to “resolve” the problem by say-
ing that the statement of the sddhya (i.e., the proposition to be proved)
is implied (@ksepa) by the paksadharmatva and sambandha, and that
therefore the thesis (paksa), application (upanaya)and such members of
a traditional five-membered reasoning are banished from use.?

Now, to get an idea of the fragility of the Dharmakirtian commen-
tators’ interpretation that Dignaga did not allow the thesis-statement at
all, consider the following points:

(a) Nowhere does Dignaga say clearly and unambiguously
in PS that he rejects the thesis-statement as being a mem-
ber of a pardarthanumana.

(b) In the Nyayamukha (NM) Dignaga definitely did ac-
cept the thesis-statement as a member of a pararthi-
numana.

(c) PS1V, k. 6 and PSV adk. 6 provide good evidence that
Dignaga did allow the thesis-statement.

(d) PS1V, k. 6 = NM, k. 13 (ed. Katsura 1981, 5.5; Tucci
p. 44) and Dignaga’s PSV on PS IV, k. 6 is identical
with NM’s own explanation of NM, k. 13.

While the Dharmakirtian commentators’ view that the thesis-state-
ment must be excluded finds no hard evidence in Dignaga, there is, by
contrast, considerable hard textual evidence to show that Dignaga in
the NM and PS did allow a place for the thesis-statement in a parir-
thanumana. The degree of obligatoriness is, however, different. About
the NM, there is no question that at this stage Dignaga held that the
thesis should be a member of a pardrthanumana, for it was a sidhana
which, if left out, would bring about the fallacy of the sddhana known
as “incompleteness” (nyinatd).'" In PS and PSV it is clear, as we saw
above, that Dignaga no longer considers the thesis-statement a sédhana
and that he has redefined ny#nata to concern only the statement of the
characteristics of the reason.' The result is that to avoid nyinata, there
is now no obligation to present a thesis. However, while this much is
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different from NM, there are important passages, such as PSTV, k. 6 and
PSV ad cit., which do give evidence that the thesis, while not a sadhana,
could be present. PS1V, k. 6 has already been given above, but now con-
sider Dignaga’s own commentary to this verse in PSVa:

PSVa ad PS 1V, k.G: 'di ltar phyogs kyi chos nyid bstan pa’i don
du gtan tshigs kyi tshig yin no // de rjes su dpag par bya ba dang
med na mi ‘byung ba nyid du bstan pa’i don du dpe’i tshig yin
no // rjes su dpag par bya ba bstan pa’i don du phyogs kyi tshig
brjod do // “Thus, the statement of the reason is for the pur-
pose of showing the paksadharmatva. The statement of the
example is to show that the [reason] has a necessary connec-
tion with the inferendum (anumeya). One states the thesis-

statement in order to show the inferendum [itself].”*

Dharmakirti’s commentators on his PV IV, k. 18 were obviously
troubled by the fact that k. 18 seemed in contradiction with Dignaga’s
PS IV, k. 6, and they devised various tortuous explanations to resolve
the apparent contradiction so that they could continue to maintain that
Dignaga completely rejected the thesis-statement. These types of explan-
ations might have been possible for PS IV, k. 6 taken in isolation, but
they become extremely problematic in the light of PSV. The coup de
grdce, however, comes from the fact that PS 1V, k. 6, along with the
quoted passage (and more) from the PSV, is also found in Dignaga’s ear-
lier work, the Nydyamukha,"” and that in NM’s system the thesis-state-
ment doesindeed figure in a pardrthanumana. Now, we cannot reasonably
interpret NM k. 13ff. along the lines of Dharmakirti’s commentators,
but have to take it as showing that the thesis is stated. Hence, either the
same passages would have to mean two radically different things in two
different texts of Dignaga—an unlikely prospect—or Prajiiakaragupta’s
and Santaraksita’s approaches are impossible.

In short, as typically happens in Indian philosophy, commentators
are reluctant to admit that there was an evolution and an historical de-
velopment of certain notions. If, however, we take a more evolutionary
view, we should get the following result: True, Dignaga did make a
change in his positions in NM and PS on the questions of the thesis-
statement being a sadhana and the fallacy of nyinata being incurred if
it is absent, but in PS he still kept some holdovers from his earlier views.
Specifically, the lack of a thesis-statement ceases to be a criticizable fal-
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lacy in PS, but nonetheless, there is still a theoretical justification for stat-
ing a thesis in a pardrthanumana. Dharmakirtd initially inherited this
view (although in his actual practice of pardrthanumaina he never actu-
ally stated theses), but then moved gradually to simplify Dignaga’s in-
elegant theoretical stance.

Syllogisms

What implications does this revised version of the history of paksava-
cana have for our philosophical comparison between pardrthanumaina
and syllogisms? A catalyst for the present reflections is a recent book by
V. A. van Bijlert, who makes three basic criticisms of my 1984 article:
(a) Dignaga did accord some place for the thesis-statement in a parr-
thanumana; (b) hence, my anti-syllogism polemic is unfounded or too
strong; (c) there are significant similarities between the Buddhist parar-
thanumdna and Aristotelian syllogisms." Van Bijlert’s book is a generally
valuable contribution and raises some interesting questions concerning
the specific problem of pardrthanumana. In effect, I think that the above
discussion and Inami’s paper show that van Bijlert is basically right on
the first point.” The errors in his second and third points should become
clearer below.

To take up (b), the revised historical account of paksavacanain parar-
thanumdna does not change my earlier point that the thesis-expression,
contrary to the conclusion in a syllogism, is fundamentally irrelevant in
an inference-for-others. In fact, the basic metalogical views in PS and
PV concerning what is and is not a sddhana already implied that the the-
sis-statement was a more or less useless appendage, although it took
Dharmakirti some reflection to actually arrive at the explicit position
that it was thoroughly useless and should be banned. In making a logi-
cal comparison between pardrthanumaina and syllogisms, then, I would
maintain that we can profitably disregard the tortuous historical process
that it took for the Buddhist writers to work out the implications of
their own key ideas. If we wish to speak of a pardrthinumdnaas a logical
form and make philosophical analyses about what is and is not crucial
to it, we do better to speak about the fully developed form where the
extraneous elements, such as the useless paksavacana, have been con-
sciously eliminated. In discussions on comparative logic there is a cer-
tain justifiable simplicity in relegating the Buddhists’ actual discovery of
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their own implicit notions to the domain of an extremely long footnote.

Let us now look at van Bijlert’s remarks on (c), the so-called similar-
ities which make it appropriate for us to use the term “syllogism” for
pardrthanumina. My critic first gives a paraphrase of Aristotle’s defini-
tion of the syllogism—"a discourse in which from certain propositions
that are laid down something other than what is stated follows of ne-
cessity.” For the rest of the argument let me cite the relevant passage

from van Bijlert (1989: 89-90):

What is important here [in Aristotle’s definition of the syllo-
gism in the Prior Analytics] is that from general true proposi-
tions another proposition generally follows. If this general no-
tion is kept in mind, we are able to see the correspondence of
this with the pardrthanumana, for in the latter the drstanta
functions as a proposition enunciating a general fact while
the hetu enunciates a particular fact. The thing that was an-
nounced for proof follows from both propositions.

Van Bijlert, in brief, is emphasizing that in a pararthanumdna too, “the
thing that was announced for proof follows from both propositions.” In-
deed it does. But that is relatively trivial and was certainly not the point
I was driving at. What is important for us—as I insisted in 1984—is the
way in which syllogisms and pardrthanumaina are evaluated. Let us take
this up again from a slightly different ange.

First of all, most of Aristotle’s key discussion of syllogisms in the Prior
Analyticsand in particular that concerning the syllogistic figures is com-
prehensible only if we include the conclusion with the premises in a syl-
logism. We get sentences like “If A [is predicated] of no B, and B of all
C, it is necessary that A will belong to no C” where syllogism is said to
occur and other cases where syllogism is said to fail to occur. We cannot
understand these occurrences of syllogisms or non-occurrences, or “syllo-
gistic necessity” (to use Lukasiewicz’s gloss on the word dvéyxn figur-
ing in syllogisms), without taking into account the conclusion. Take the
syllogism’s three figures, which William and Martha Kneale simplify as:

D (1D (111)
A-B M-N m-x
B-I' M-= P=x
A-T N-Z I1-P
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(Here letters show the skeleton of general statements which can be affir-
mative or negative, universal or particular in accordance with the Square
of Opposition. The variables are term variables.”) Again it makes no sense
to evaluate figures in terms of syllogistic necessity unless we specify which
conclusion we are speaking about. Now, I realize that some writers like
Lukasiewicz and Bochefiski have preferred to take syllogisms as mater-
ial implications along the lines of “if Pand Q then R” In other words,
we are not speaking about validity, as in inferences, but rather of the
truth or falsity of a sentence. Dr. T.J. Smiley once proposed the inter-
esting solution that the syllogism be seen as a type of formal deduction,
viz., a finite series of well-formed formulae satisfying certain specific
conditions. Thus the syllogism would have to be the ordered triple
<P, Q,R>.? At any rate, whatever analysis we adopt, the conclusion is ob-
viously an integral part of the syllogism. This, then, was my point in say-
ing in my 1984 article (87): “un syllogisme, quelle que soit notre maniere
de I'analyser, doit avoir une conclusion.”

I can imagine that at this point someone schooled in traditional logic
might argue that all this only serves to show that actually it is the en-
thymeme (viz., a syllogism-like form where one member is missing)
which is a better candidate for a parallel with pararthanumana. Specifi-
cally, it might be argued that a pararthanumana is like what older logic
text-books?> would call “an enthymeme of the third order”™—those in
which the conclusion is the omitted member. This is typically used in
cases of innuendo. E.g.,

Cowardice is always contemptible, and this was clearly a case
of cowardice.*

Actually shifting to enthymemes changes virtually nothing, for they are
simply truncated syllogisms whose necessity is to be judged by that of a
corresponding elaborated form. The usual textbook explanation is that
we must first determine which member has been omitted, restore it,
and then evaluate things in the usual syllogistic fashion: “if the syllogism
thereby constructed is formally valid, the original enthymeme is valid,
if the syllogism is formally invalid, the original enthymeme is invalid.””
So, to be blunt, enthymemes are a red herring for this discussion and
can best be disregarded.

Now, contrast all this with the Buddhist pardrthanumana as we find
it already in Dignaga’s PS, all of Dharmakirti and certainly in post-
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Dharmakirti logicians, where the “validity” of the reason and of the
pardrthanumdna which exhibits that reason is not a matter of whether
or not the conclusion follows, but whether the vyipti and paksadhar-
matva hold. (I am aware that the term “validity” in this Buddhist con-
text is not used in the same way as in formal logic, and indeed that there
is no term in Buddhist languages which corresponds fully to the term
“validity” in Western writing on logic. When we speak of “valid reasons”
in Buddbhist logic, we are speaking about saddbetu, rtags yang dag, liter-
ally “real reasons” or “good reasons.” [See chapter 5, n. 40.]) If we want
to judge a pardrthanumadna’s merits, the main question is whether the
reason possesses the triple characterization (¢rairiipya): we can and do
judge a pardrthanumdna without even examining the “necessity” of its
“conclusion” at all. Granted in PS and the earlier works of Dharmakirti
the thesis may be present, with the result that a pardrthinumana can be
judged faulty if there are paksabhdsa. But this was little more than an
inessential transitional stage. The gradual elimination of the notion of
paksiabhisa and the growing realization of the redundancy of thesis-
statements indicate just how little logical role they played. The stream-
lined version of the pardrthanumina captures all the essential features
which Buddhist logic demanded of it. Nor does the arthipatti-version
of the way in which a conclusion “follows” from the pararthanumadna
in any way contradict my fundamental point: we can come to know the
truth of the conclusion by arthiparti, but in order to evaliate a parir-
thanumana, the conclusion plays no indispensable logical role.

So, looking deeper at the respective ways to evaluate syllogisms and
Dharmakirtian pardrthinumanas we see that the conclusion has a com-
pletely different importance in the two sorts of logical forms. This is, in
turn, connected with the fact that syllogisms and pararthanumana play
very different roles in widely differing accounts of argumentation, the
former providing a type of derivation (2 la T.J. Smiley), the latter merely
giving a perspicuous presentation of the triply characterized reason,
nothing more than a preliminary step to inferring a conclusion.

In short, the whole PS, Dharmakirtian and post-Dharmakirtian ac-
count of pardrthanumdna is principally governed by their peculiar ac-
count of sddhana—something totally foreign to Aristotle—and it is in
that sense that we could say that the fundamental incommensurability
between between syllogisms and pararthinumana stems from two dif-
ferent philosophies of logic, or metalogics. The supposed similarity be-
tween Aristotelian syllogisms and the Dharmakirtian pararthanumdina
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is only correct, then, in a trivial sense. No doubt, conclusions do follow
from pardrthanumanas: they are forbidden in the statement of the parar-
thanumana itself not because they are non-sequiturs, but for metalogi-
cal considerations about s@dhana, i.e., about how logic works.

In my 1984 article [ insisted upon this incommensurability between
syllogisms and pardrthanumana not out of nit-picking compulsion for
detail, but rather because if we satisfy ourselves with superficial similar-
ities of the sort which van Bijlert presents we blur the philosophically
interesting points where Buddhist logic is suz generis. Thus we preclude
meaningful, informed attempts at comparative philosophy and content
ourselves with a few platitudes. Naturally, if someone wishes to use the
word “syllogism” in a new sense and is conscious that the pararthi-
numdna is very different from an Aristotelian syllogism, I'll give him
the word. There’s clearly no hatm here in adhering to Humpty Dumpty’s
philosophy of language and letting a word mean “just what we choose
it to mean—neither more nor less.”* Far be it from me to prevent writ-
ers on Buddhist logic from using “syllogism” in their own way, just as
they use “epistemology” to categorize what Dharmakirti and company
did, even though that use of the term bears little resemblance to West-
ern notions of “epistemology” or “Erkenntnistheorie,” terms which were
developed by neo-Kantians in the nineteenth century.?” But unfortu-
nately, our secondary literature from Vidyabhusana to Stcherbatsky and
onward to van Bijlert is full of evidence that people didindeed see parar-
thanumdna as being a kind of quasi-Aristotelian syllogism. And that,
maintain, is a bad misunderstanding.

NoTEs FOR CHAPTER 4
1 Tillemans (1984b).

2 Although the Naiyayika’s five-membered reasoning states the thesis
(pratijfia) and conclusion (nigamana) as two separate members, for our
purposes in talking about the Buddhist’s two- and three-membered
pardrthinumdnas we shall use the English words “thesis” and “conclusion”
interchangeably as referring to whar is being proven—this allows for an
easier comparison with conclusions in Aristotelian syllogisms. So, it should
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be stressed that we are not using “conclusion” in the Naiyayika’s particular
technical sense of nigamana, where it would be something different from
pratijiia. That said, note, however, that Dharmakirti’s arguments against
paksa | pratijfid do apply to the Naiyayika’s nigamana too.

3 Cf. Dignaga’s definition in PS 111, k.1: pardrthanumanam tu svadrstirtha-
prakasanam // “An inference-for-others, however, elucidates the state of
affairs which [the proponent] has understood himself.” The commentators
are unanimous in taking svadrstartha as meaning the triply characterized
reason. See Tillemans (1984b: 83fF.). On artha in svadrstartha see PV 1V, k.
1314 trans. in Tillemans (1986¢: 159-60). Cf. also NB I11,1: triripa-
lingakhyaram pararthanumanam // “An inference-for-others is a statement of
the triply characterized reason.” On the triply characterized reason alone be-
ing sadhana and having the power to prove the thesis, cf. PV IV, k. 16, 17ab
and k. 20 trans. and ed. in Tillemans (1987).

PV 1V, k. 16: tat paksavacanam vaktur abhiprayanivedane /
pramanam samsayotpattes tatah saksin na sadhanam I/ “So the the-
sis-statement is a means of valid cognition (pramdina) for revealing
the speaker’s intention. [But] as doubt arises from it [as to whether
the thesis is true or not], it is not directly (saksat) a sidhana.”

PV 1V, k. 17ab: sadhyasyaivibhidhanena paramparyena nipy alam
/. “In stating merely the sidhya, [the thesis-statement] cannot, even
indirectly, [establish it].

PV 1V, k. 20: antararigam tu samarthyam trisu ripesu samsthitam /
tatra smrtisamdadhanam tadvacasy eva ‘samsthitam |1 “The intrinsic
capability {to prove the thesis], however, is really in the three char-
acteristics (ripa). Only the statement of the [iriripaliriga] can re-
ally kindle the memory of that [viz., of the triripaliriga’s capacity
to prove the sidhyal.”

4 See VN 64, 3-4. tasmad vyartham eva sidhanavikye pratijidvacanopa-
danam vidino nigrahasthanam. There are two sorts of nigrahasthana spoken
about in VN: asadhanangavacana and adosodbhavana (“not indicating the
fault”). As M. T. Much points out in his article on nigrahasthana in Dhar-
makirti (1986:135), asadhandrigavacana is given a double interpretation
depending upon where one places the negation, viz., “the non-statement of
a member which is a means of proof” or “the statement of a member which
is not a means of proof.” The statement of a pratijia falls into this latter
category. See also n. 11 below.
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5 See R. Hayes (1988:310). One finds a similar position throughout the
book of R. Herzberger (1986). I argue against both in chapter 1 and Appen-
dix I of Tillemans (1990).

G hetvarthavisayatvena tadasaktoktir irita |/ “The statement of that [viz., the
sadhya] which is powerless is explained as having the goal of the reason as its
object.”

7 Dharmakirti argues at length against the view that the thesis-statement
provides some sort of indispensable orientation for a pardrthanumaéna (see

e.g., PV IV, k. 21-22) and is thus indirectly a sddhana. See PV, 1V k. 21ab:

akhyapite hi visaye hetuvrtter asambbavit / visayakhyipanid eva sid-
dhau cet tasya saktatd //“|Objection:] If the aim (visaya) [of the rea-
son] were not stated, then indeed the reason could not occur. Thus,
as it does in fact make the aim known, the [thesis-statement] is [in-
directly] capable of establishing [the sadhya].”

One can read PV 1V, k. 21 and the reply uktam atra (“This has already
been answered”) as no more than a restatement of Dignaga’s denial of
sadhana-status to the thesis. The rest of k. 22 would then be Dharmakirti’s
additional position that the thesis is understood by arthiparti. Indeed, it is
probable that PV 1V, k. 21 is an opponent’s interpretation of PS III, k. 1cd’s
phrase hetvarthavisaya: PVBh 490.17-18, at least, takes it in this way and
subsequently shows that what the opponent is saying is that because a state-
ment of a thesis is a necessary condition for stating the reason, this thesis-
statement also has probative power and is hence a sddhana. The indirect
“power” to establish the sédhya by showing the aim (visaya) is rejected as
leading to various already explained (see k. 19) absurd consequences, no-
tably, that one would be forced to accept a bloated pararthanumaina of ten
members, including the proposition which is doubted (samsaya), what we
wished to know (jijfidsd), etc., etc. If the thesis-statement shows the aim
(visaya) and is thus a sadhana for the pararthanumana, the other indispens-
able conditions should also have membership and be sidhana.

8 See Inami (1991).
9 P.288a.
10 For a definition of arthipatti see Mimaki (1976: 42), “...[L]a présomp-

tion est la fagon dont le fait ‘B’ est déduit a partir de I'expérience réelle du
fait ‘A’ et du jugement que le fait ‘A’ n’est pas possible autrement (anyatha-
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nupapatti) qu’en présumant un fait tel que ‘B’.” Compare Dharmottara’s
gloss on NB’s samarthyat (NBT 175, 2-3):

yadi ca sadhyadharmas tatra sadhyadharmini na bhavet sadhanadharmo

na bbavet / sidhyaniyatatvat tasya sidhanadharmasyeti samarthyam
//“If the property to be proved did not exist there in the subject of
what is to be proved, then the property which is the prover [i.c., the
reason] would not exist [either]. Since this property which is the
prover is connected to that which is to be proved, we thus speak of
‘implication.”

The existence of the state of affairs corresponding to the conclusion can be
presumed from the fact that the reason exists, i.e., possesses the three charac-
ters. For a translation of PV 1V, k. 22, see Tillemans (1987).

11 atha va tasyaiva sidhanasya yan ningam pratijiopanayanigamanddi
tasydsadbandrigasya sadbanavikye upiadinam vadino nigrabasthanam
vyarthabhidhéndt //.

12 Sarnath ed., vol. 2, p. 247:

slob dpon phyags tshig sgrub byed du bzhed pa ma yin na / phyogs chos
brel ba bsgrub bya dag / brjod pa las gzhan spang bar bya / zhes pa ji
lrar zhe na / slob dpon phyogs glang phyogs tshig sgrub ngag gi yan lag
tu bzhed pa ma yin par thal / rjes dpag bya der bstan pa ni / gtan tshigs
don gyi yul du ‘dod / ces pa'i tshig de nyid kyis / phyogs tshig des phyogs
sgrub pa’i nus pa med pa’i phyogs de ni brjod par bshad pa’i phyir / o
na tshig snga ma’i don ji lta bu zhe na / de ni bsgrub bya’i chos lu /
bsgrub bya’i ming gis brags pa yin gyi bsgrub bya mtshan nyid pa min
no //“[Objection:] If the Master [Dignaga] did not accept that the
thesis-statement is a sddhana, then how could he say [in PS 1V, k.
6], ‘Anything other than the statements of the paksadharmatva, nec-
essary connection and sidhya is excluded.” [Reply:] It follows that
the Master, Dignaga, did not hold that the thesis-statement is a
member of a proof [i.e., pardrthanumana) because by means of the
phrase, tatranumeyanirdeso hetvarthavisayo matahb, he asserted that
thesis-statement states a thesis which [itself] has no power to prove
a thesis. [Objection:] Well then, how [are we to understand] the
previous phrase [in PS IV, k. 6]? [Reply:] It [i.e., the sddhya spoken
about in k. 6] is the sadhyadharma. It has been metaphorically termed
sddhya, but it is not the real sadhya.”

13 Vidanydyavreti Vipancitartha (p. 64, 22-24):
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katham tarhy uktam paksadharmatvasambandhasidhyokter anyavar-
janam iti / ndsti virodhah (1) paksadbarmatvasambandhibhyim
sddhyasyoktiprakisaniksepah | tasmid anyesam paksopanayava-
canddindm upddeyatvena sidhanavikyavarjanam iti vyakhyinit //.

14 See NM 1 and 1.1 in Katsura 1977:

5% % 5 BLAE AL /] “The thesis (paksa) and other terms are
called sadbana.” W1 It HE K1 BE G BT B 4 65 3138 // “Thus it
should be understood that lack [of any of these terms] is called a
fault of the sddbhana.” (T. XXI, 16281 1a 7 & 10).

Cf. Nydyapravesa 2 (in Tachikawa ed.): tatra paksiadivacanini sadhanam.

15 See PSVa (Kitagawa: 470.7-8):

dir yang tshul gang yang mngr ba cig ma smras na yang ma tshang ba
brjod par gyur ro // “Here [in saying thar a statement of a triply char-
acterized reason is an inference-for-others], it was also said [by im-
plication] that incompleteness (nyinati) occurs when any one of the
three characteristics (rigpa) is unstated.”

Cf. PV 1V, k. 23 in Tillemans (1987: 151).
16 PSVa (Kitagawa: 521.18-522.4).

17 This equivalence was already noted by Tucci (1930: n. 79, 80, 81 and
pp. 44-45).

18 van Bijlerc (1989: 70ff and 88-90, n. 15).

19 Oddly enough, the actual reasons he gives are somewhat inaccurate. He

says (1989: 90):

...I think he [i.e., Tillemans] is not quite right in saying that the
absence of a thesis (on which his interpretation of the parartha-
numdna as not being a syllogism seems to rest) is a fundamental
logical and philosophical characteristic of the pardarthanumana. As
we will see in my description of the pararthanumana[on van Bijlerc’s
p- 72], Dignaga discusses some sort of enunciation of what is to be
proved (sidhyanirdesa) in PS 111.1cd-2, although he makes it clear
that this is not a separate step in syllogistic reasoning as his prede-
cessors thought.
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Now, the unique use, in Kanakavarman’s translation of the Pramanasamuc-
cayavrtti (see Kitagawa, p. 472.7), of the definition of the thesis (pratijaia),
viz., sddfyanirdesa, found in Nydyasiitra 1.1.33 is in itself nothing extraordi-
nary and proves little about Dignaga’s view on the thesis. After all, later in
PS 11, k. 3 Dignaga goes on to discuss this Naiyayika definition’s shortcom-
ings and to reject it in favor of his own definition of the thesis given just pre-
viously in PS III, k. 2, viz.:

svaripenaiva nirdesyab svayam isto ‘nirdkrtap / pratyaksirthanuma-
naptaprasiddbena svadharmini /! “[A valid thesis] is one which is
intended (ista) by [the proponent] himself (svayam) as something
to be stated (nirdesya) in its proper form alone (svaripenaiva) li.c.,
as a sddhya); [and] with regard to [the proponent’s] own subject
(svadharmin), it is not opposed (anirikrta) by perceptible objects
(pratyaksartha), by inference (anumdana), by authorities (dpta) or by
what is commonly recognized (prasiddha).”

For PS 111, k. 3, see PVSa (Kitagawa: 473):

bsgrub bya bstan pa zhes bya dir /] grub pa med la don byas nyid // de
lta na yang dpe dang rtags // ma grub brjod pa thal bar gyur //“In this
[Naiyayika definition], sadhyanirdesa, [the word sidhyal served the
purpose of negating establishment (siddhyabhaive). In that case, it
would follow absurdly that statements of unestablished examples
and reasons [must be theses].”

The fact that Dignaga cited sidhyanirdesa is thus of no consequence for
our purposes. The scholastic problem of the differences between the
Naiyayika definition and Dignaga’s own definition of the thesis were also
taken up by Dharmakirti in PV IV, k. 24-26, as well as in PV 1V, k. 164-68
and 171-72, but while the argumentation is complex and not without inter-
est, it is net relevant for our purposes of deciding whether or not a thesis is a
part of a pararthanumdina for Dignaga: the real question is “Why does he
speak of theses at all immediately after giving a definition of pararthanumana
which supposedly excludes them?”

Finally, concerning Dharmakirti’s account of the reasons for PS 111, k. 2,

PV IV, k. 28ab states:

gamydrthatve pi sadhyokter asammmohdya laksanam || “Although the
sddhya-statement is to be understood [by implication from a parir-
thanumanal, the definition [of the thesis in PS 111, k. 2] is [given]
in order to avoid confusion.”

In brief, following Dharmakirti and his commentators, the point of the thesis-
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definition (paksalaksana) in PS 111 is to refute various wrong views on what
theses are, some being the views which the Saimkhyas and Carvakas exploited
to prove various sophistical conclusions turning on ambiguity and others be-
ing the views on pratijiid which Naiyayikas would use to say that properties
of the subject (dharmin) which are merely specified in the proponent’s trea-
tises also count as part of the thesis. The more than one hundred verses
which follow in PV IV treating of PS 111, k. 2’s paksalaksana have to be seen
in this light.

20 Aristotle himself defines it as “discourse in which, certain things being
stated, something other than what is stated follows of necessity from their
being so” (Prior Analytics, 24b18).

21 See Kneale and Kneale (1975: 68).

22 See J. Lukasiewicz (1935) and (1957: chap. 1) for a comparison of the
Stoic and Aristotelian syllogisms, the former being inference-schemata in-
volving propositional variables, while the latter are logical theses of the form
“if... then...” containing term variables. On the notions of “necessity” in
Aristotle, see also Giinther Patzig (1969: chap. 2). My information on Dr.
Smiley’s views is based on notes of his lectures of Lent term 1970.

23 See e.g., R.J. McCall (1961: 154-55).
24 1bid., p. 155.
25 Ibid., p. 151.

26 Lewis Carroll (1974: 274 et seq.):

“When [use a word,” Humpty Dumpty said in rather a scornful tone,
“it means just what I choose it to mean—neither more nor less.”

“The question is,” said Alice, “whether you can make words mean
so many different things.”

“The question is,” said Humpty Dumpty, “which is to be master—

that’s all.”

27 On the development of the Western notion of epistemology, see, e.g., R.
Rorty (1980: chap. 3).



5: On Sapaksa

that a reason (hetu; liriga);is valid when it satisfies three character-

istics (rigpa): (a) the paksadharmata, the fact that the reason quali-
fies the subject (paksa; dharmin); (b) the anvayavydpti, or the reason’s oc-
curring in only “similar instances” (sapaksa); (c) the vyatirekavyipts, or the
reason’s complete absence from the “dissimilar instances” (vipaksa).' Al-
though this much is by now thought to be fairly standard material for us,
the second characteristic, or the anvayavyipti, is in fact far from clear in
much of our secondary literature, rendering surprisingly complex our
general picture of the trairipya theory of valid reasons and that of the fal-
lacy of asidhdrananaikintikabetu or “uncertain reasons which are [too]
exclusive.” The culprit is, as you have no doubt surmised, sapaksa.

It should be of some consolation to us to know that many of the prob-
lems with which we are struggling on these questions were also hotly de-
bated among Tibetans, in particular among the epistemologists of the
dGe lugs pa and Sa skya pa schools. And indeed, I think that it is fair to
say that many authors in the secondary literature, such as Stcherbatsky,
Kajiyama, Tachikawa, Gillon and Love, and others, hold a position which,
in its essentials, is not far from that of Sa skya pandita (1182-1251) and
the followers of the Tshad ma rigs pa’i gter. In that sense, one could cred-
ibly maintain that the Sa skya pa position embodies quite well what is for
us the received view, or the “orthodox scenario” on the matter. The dGe
lugs pa position, by contrast, seems startling at first sight, and even among
Tibetans, Ngag dbang bstan dar (1759-1840) lamented that it appeared
to be rarely understood.? It may, then, be useful for someone to play the
role of the devil’s advocate and explain this heterodox position. That is
what I intend to do. But first of all we need to have the background.

S INCE DHARMAKIRTI, Buddhist epistemologists have generally held

89
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The Orthodox Scenario

Here then, in broad outlines, is the Sa skya pa position as it is to be
found in the Rigs gter literature of Sa pan and Go rams pa bsod nams
seng ge (1429-1489),? and as it is portrayed by the opposition, namely
the dGe lugs pa writer Se ra rje btsun chos kyi rgyal mtshan (1478-
1546). (The latter author’s work, rNam grel spyi don, is a commentary
on the Svarthanumana chapter of the Pramanavarttika, and in particu-
lar on tGyal tshab dar ma rin chen’s (1364~1432) commentary, rNam
grel thar lam gsal byed.)

(1) Sapaksa are those items which are similar (s2 = samaina) to the sub-
ject in possessing the property to be proved (sadhyadharma). Vipaksa
are all those items which do not possess this latter property.®

Corollary: Sapaksa cannot be identical with the subject, i.e., they cannot
be the subject. Thus, sound is not a sapaksa for proving sound’s imper-
manence, but a vase is; sapaksa are all those items which have the
sadhyadharma, except the subject.’

(2) The terms sapaksa and vipaksa also designate respectively the “ho-
mologous example” (sddharmyadystanta) and the “heterologous ex-
ample” (vaidharmyadystinta) on the basis of which the anvaya and
vyatirekavydpti are established.’ ,1

(3) When a reason is co-extensive with the subject, then it cannot oc-
cur in sapaksa, which must by principle (1) be outside the extension
of the subject. To take one of the standard cases, audibility (sravan-
atva), which is co-extensive with sound, cannot occur in sapaksa for
proving sound’s impermanence; such sapaksa do not exist, as they
would have to be both audible and non-sounds. Alternatively, we can
say, in keeping with (2), that there is no sapaksa qua example on the
basts of which the vydpti could be ascertained. Of course, audibility
is also absent from the vipaksa, or the non-impermanent items, with
the result that this type of reason will be said to be asidhiraninai-
kantika—a special fallacy which is incurred when a reason is neither
present in sapaksa nor in vipaksa.*

Now certainly points (1) and (2) are not without support in Indian
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texts. Dignaga, in the Pramdnasamuccaya, had defined a triripaliviga
(“triply characterized reason”) as a reason which is

present in the inferendum (anumeya) and in what is similar
to it, and is absent in what is not [similar to it].°

(Note that here anumeya designates the subject.””) And Moksakaragupta
in his Tarkabhdsi had explained:

Sapaksa are instances which are similar (samana), that is to
say, subjects which are examples (drstantadharmin) that are
similar to the paksa [i.e., to the subject of the reasoning]."

(Note the use of the term drstanta in this context.) There are also, of
course, some important passages from Dharmakirti’s Nyayabindu—but
these will be taken up later on.

Although the two quotations given above do not explicitly state the
corollary of (1) that sapaksa cannot also be the subject, it can probably
be thought of as simply implied by the word samana—a point which
Gillon and Love make in their study on the Nydyapravesa.”? The Sa skya
pas, however, argue for this corollary in a variety of ways. Sa pan him-
self in his Rigs gter rang grel devotes almost half a dozen folios to argu-
ing against an opposing view which maintained that sapaksa and vipaksa
are directly contradictory (dngos gal), or in other words, that whatever
is a sapaksa is not a vipaksa and vice versa."” This position, according to
Sa pan, held that all knowables (shes bya) were determined (kha tshon
chod) as being in one of the two paksa (phyogs), i.e., sapaksa or vipaksa,
these being defined respectively as what does or does not possess the
sadhyadharma (bsgrub bya’i chos dang ldan mi ldan)."*

To this, Sa pan offers a number of counter-arguments, some of which
might seem somewhat arcane, but the main ones for our purposes are
as follows:

(a) If the paksa (i.e., the subject) were also determined, or ascertained
(nges pa), as being in the sapaksa or vipaksa, as the opponent’s posi-
tion would imply, then there could be no enquiry (shes dod = jijiidsa)
as to whether it does or does not possess the sadhyadharma. In that
case, the definition of paksadharmata, with its provision that the
subject be something about which the opponent enquires, will
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become problematic. States the Rigs grer:

Because he does not accept something enquired about as be-
ing the subject (phyogs = paksa), the first basis of reliance (ltos
gzhi) [viz., the paksa of the paksadharma) would be nonexis-
tent. For one who does not accept this first basis of reliance,
the paksadharmatd's definition will be problematic.”

(b) The opponent would be unable to term homologous examples (mthun
dpe = sadbarmyadrstinta) “sapaksa,” because the latter would also
include the subject—and the subject is « fortiori not a homologous
example. (We have here a version of point (2). In fact, Sa pan is cit-
ing this version of (2) in support of the corollary of (1).) States the
Rigs gter rang grel:

If the basis of debate (r2sod gzhi) [i.e., the subject] is deter-
mined as being in [one of] the two paksa, then one will be un-
able to call homologous examples “sapaksa’; for the basis of
debate will also be a sapaksa.'®

Sa skya pandita’s adherence, then, to the view of a tripartite universe
of paksa, sapaksa and vipaksa stands out clearly. What is also remarkable
is that the opposing view which he describes, and which Go rams pa at-
tributes to “various early scholars” (sngon gyi mkbas pa rnams),” is in
fact very close to the position of the dGe lugs pas. We shall return to
this point later on, but for the moment let us without further ado look
at some aspects of the dGe lugs view.

Sapaksa Taken Etymologically
and Sapaksa Properly Speaking

’Jam dbyangs bzhad pa’i rdo rje ngag dbang brtson “grus (1648-1721),
in his rzags rigs textbook, introduces a distinction between sepaksa taken
in the etymological sense (sgra bshad du jug gi mthun phyogs) and sapaksa
proper. Sapaksa taken etymologically are those items which are similar
to the subject in possessing the sadhyadharma, while vipaksa taken ety-
mologically are all those items which are not similar from this point of
view." In effect, then, the sapaksa spoken about in the above quotes
from the Pramanasamuccaya and the Tarkabhisi could—following ’Jam
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dbyangs bzhad pa’s views—be taken as showing sapaksa explained in its
etymological sense. For that type of sapaksa, the corollary of (1) might
very well follow, although ’Jam dbyangs bzhad pa himself does not say
anything either for or against.

At any rate, sapaksa properly speaking, which is what must figure in
the definition of the anvayavyipts, is something quite different. Taking
the sound-impermanent reasoning as a basis, he defines sapaksa as what
is not void (mi stong) of the sddhyadharma, and vipaksa as what is void.
He then goes on to say that sapaksa for proving sound’s impermanence
is co-extensive (don gcig) with impermanence, whereas vipaksa for this
proof is co-extensive with non-impermanence (mi rtag pa ma yin pa).”
Later dGe lugs pa logic manuals, such as that of Yongs ’dzin phur bu
lcog byams pa tshul khrims rgya mtsho (1825-1901), have similar de-
finitions. Yongs dzin rtags rigsi for example, states:

The definition of sapaksa for proving sound’s impermanence is:
What, in keeping with the proof mode (bsgrub tshul) for estab-

lishing sound’s impermanence, is not void of impermanence.”

“Proof mode” here simply refers to the verbs yin (yin bsgrub) or yod (yod
bsgrub). Thus, for example, if one is establishing that fire exists (#n2e yod),
then the sapaksa will be all those places where fire exists (yod) rather
than all cases which are (yin) fire.!

We can, then, summarize "Jam dbyangs bzhad pa and Yongs *dzin
phur bu lcog’s characterization of sapaksa and vipaksa proper as follows:

For all x: xis a sapaksa for proving sound’s impermanence if and
only if x is impermanent. For all x: x is a vipaksa for proving
sound’s impermanence if and only if x is not impermanent.

Now, given this view of sapaksa proper, ’Jam dbyangs bzhad pa clearly
does not agree that sapaksa must exclude the subject. And moreover this
type of (proper) sapaksa will bear only limited resemblance to the sapaksa
of points (1) and (2), viz., sapaksa taken erymologically. In fact, "Jam
dbyangs bzhad pa and Yongs "dzin phur bu lcog both devote a number
of pages in their rrags rigs texts to show that the two types of sapaksa
stand in a “three point” (mu gsum) relationship.?> What this comes down
to is that “sapaksa taken etymologically for proving [some proposition]
P” (de sgrub kyi mthun phyogs kyi sgra bshad du jug pa) is a proper sub-



94 SCRIPTURE, LOGIC, LANGUAGE

set of “sapaksafor proving P” (de sgrub kyi mthun phyogs). (Here it might
be useful to remark that Tibetan logic texts have means to express in-
dividual and propositional variables: khyod (“you”) can be used in a
manner simifar to our individual variables x, y, z, etc., whereas de (“that”)
is used as a variable ranging over propositions or states of affairs, much
in the same way as P, Q, R, etc. are used in formal logic. This is why I
have translated de sgrub kyi ... as “...for proving P,” rather than a strictly
literal “.. for proving that.”)

Let us, then, represent the relationship between the two types of
sapaksa for proving P by means of the following diagram, all the while
stressing that P can be any proposition one wishes so long as it is the
same in both cases.

B
N
\\ (\ N A //?

A = the class of sapaksa taken etymologically for proving P; B = the class
of sapaksa (proper) for proving P.

The question naturally arises as to what Indian textual support, if
any, can be found for this dGe lugs pa view on sapaksa proper. It is in-
teresting to see that in this context "Jam dbyangs bzhad pa cites a well-
known line from the Nydyabindu (NB 11, 7), one which also occurs in
the Nydyapravesa. The Sanskrit and Tibetan are as follows:

sadhyadharmasamanyena samano ‘rthab sapaksah //

mthun phyogs ni bsgrub par bya ba'i chos kyi spyi dang don

mthun pa'o //**

The usual interpretation of this verse—as we see, for example, in
Stcherbatsky (1930), Tachikawa (1971) and Gillon and Love (1980)—
is to read the instrumental sidhyadharmasimanyena as meaning
“through...” or “by...” or “insofar...” I might remark in passing that
although these authors prefer to take s@mdnya here in its sense of “same-
ness,” it would seem to me better to take it as meaning “universal,” in
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the technical sense of the noun, all the more so because Dharmottara
clearly contrasts it with visesa:

Now, what is to be proved is not a particular (visesa), but
rather, a universal. Thus, here, he says that it is a universal
which is to be proved.”

If, following Dharmottara, we take the compound sadhyadharmasama-
nyenaas a karmadharaya, it would then be better translated as something
along the lines of “on account of the universal which is the sadhya-
dbharma,”™ and with this amendment the translation of NB II, 7 would
become:

Sapaksa are things which are similar [to the subject, i.e., the
paksal on account of [possessing] the universal which is the
sadhyadharma.

So taken, NB II, 7 would seem like a perfect specification of what the
dGe lugs pa have been calling “sapaksa taken etymologically”—how-
ever, that is not what ’Jam dbyangs bzhad pa seems to take it to mean
at all. Here the divergence of interpretations is understandable if we
compare the Sanskrit and its Tibetan translation. The Tibetan has (in-
stead of the instrumental) ...dang don mthun pa, which can only be
translated as “an object similar to ...” Thus, translating the Tibetan of
NB II, 7 we get:

Sapaksa are objects which are similar to the universal which
is the sadhyadharma.

"Jam dbyangs bzhad pa, using the technical language of debate and
mtshan nyid, argues that this verse shows that sapaksa (proper) includes
both the “exclusion-universal” (spyi ldog) of the sadhyadharma and all
that is similar to it, viz., the “exclusion-bases” (gzhi ldog).” These are
technical terms in dGe lugs pa philosophy, and although a satisfactory
explanation would necessitate an excursus into apoba theory, for our
purposes the point can be expressed in simpler terms: sapaksa includes
the sadhyadharma universal itself and everything which has this univer-
sal. The subject can also be a sapaksa.

But basically, though, to make a long story short, I do not think that
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we can easily side with ’Jam dbyangs bzhad pa in interpreting NB II, 7.
Although there is nothing in Vinitadeva’s commentary on the
Nydyabindu which would exclude such an interpretation (the Sanskrit
is not extant, and the Tibetan naturally speaks of ...dang don mthun
p4), Dharmottara’s commentary does not support it; in fact, Dharmot-
tara clearly justifies a translacion such as that of Stcherbatsky, ez 4/, duly
amended.” In short, although *Jam dbyangs bzhad pa himself seems to
find his textual grounding in NB II, 7, I think that we will have to look
elsewhere.”

Curiously enough, it is Sa skya pandita who provides the clue as to
the Indian precedents for the dGe lugs pa position. (I say “curiously”
because the dGe lugs pa are of course post-Sa pan.) Recall that earlier
on, when we were discussing Sa pan’s position, we spoke of a view which
held that sapaksa and vipaksa are directly contradictory, that all exis-
tents are classifiable as either one or the other, and that sapaksa and
vipaksa are respectively to be defined as what does or does not posses the
sadhyadharma. Now, in the Rigs gter rang grel, Sa skya pandita explicitly
states that these definitions of sapaksa and vipaksa—and hence also the
other two points, which follow from such definitions—were accepted
by “certain people who followed the teacher Santipa” (= Ratnakaradanti,
a tenth to eleventh-century thinker who formulated the position of “in-
trinsic entailment” (antarvyipti)) >

Indeed it is true that Ratnakarasanti himself did put forward these
particular definitions; they can be found in his Antarvyaptisamarthana®
Moreover, it turns out that the dGe lugs pa definitions, along with their
consequences, are identical to those of the Antarvyaptivadins. Although
’Jam dbyangs bzhad pa and Yongs 'dzin phur bu lcog had phrased things
a litte differently, using the terms “non-voidness” and “voidness,” it does
come down to the same position. And interestingly enough, a few lines
further on in the Rigs gter rang grel, we see that Sa pan himself speaks
about certain people who took sapaksa as being what is not void of the
sadhyadharma, and vipaksa as being what is void: he says flatly that this
is nothing different from the other formulation (de nyid las ma ‘das so).*

It can be determined with reasonable certainty that some post-Sa pan
thinkers, such as Nya dbon kun dga’ dpal, did subscribe to
Ratnakarasanti’s views on Antarvyaptivada. Se ra rje btsun chos kyi rgyal
mtshan quotes passages from the Nya tiké—which is most likely Kun
dga’ dpal’s now lost commentary on the Pramainavirstika—where the
latter author endorses Ratnakarasanti’s views.* However, concerning
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the pre-Sa pan Antarvyaptivadins, whom Go rams pa characterizes as
“various early scholars,” [ am unable to ascertain who they were.

What is noteworthy, though, is that while the Antarvyaptivada defi-
nitions of sapaksa and vipaksa seem to have found their way into the dGe
lugs pa school, the cardinal tenet of antarvyipti did not.** Ratniakarasand
had argued that for the intelligent examples were not necessary to as-
certain the anvayavyipti—it could be ascertained in the subject—and
similarly, the fallacy of asddharananaikintikaheti was only for dullards.
Now, the dGe lugs pa do not subscribe to that. In fact, as can be seen
from a passage from rGyal tshab rje which I have translated and in-
cluded as an appendix, the dGe lugs pa came down squarely on the side
of the traditional view of “extrinsic entailment” (bahirvyipti), which
maintained that examples were necessary and that the fallacy of asddha-
rapdnaikantikahetuwas inescapable in the case of certain types of reasons.
It is probably fair to say that as a unified, coherent system, Antarvyap-
tivada caused no more than a few ripples in Tibet. While some thinkers
before and after Sa pan probably did consider themselves Antarvyap-
tivadins, they were, it seems, the exception. The Sa skya pa generally did
not endorse it, and the dGe lugs pa only subscribed to its views on
sapaksa and vipaksa, which, as we shall see, they managed to harmonize
with a version of the asidharananaikantikahetu.

Chos kyi rgyal mtshan on the asadharananaikantikahetu

Let us look at a few passages in rNam grel spyi don where Chos kyi rgyal
mtshan debates with the Rigs gter ba, the followers of the Tshad ma rigs
pa’i grer. First of all, Chos kyi rgyal mtshan presents Sa skya pandita’s
fourfold classification of the different forms of this Aer,” the first of
the four being the sound-impermanent-audible case, where, in true or-
thodox fashion, Sa pan maintained that the reason was completely ab-
sent from both the sapaksa and the vipaksa. Chos kyi rgyal mishan then
argues that such an asidharananaikantikabetu just does not exist. Why?
I quote:

Because if something is an asadharandnaikintikahetu (thun
mong ma yin pa’i ma nges pa’i gtan tshig) for proving sound’s
impermanence, it must be present in only sapaksa for proving

sound’s impermanence.*
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With a bit of reflection we can see that this does in fact follow from the
dGe lugs pa notion of sapaksa (proper): if something is co-extensive with
sound, then it must be exclusively present in impermanent things, i.e.,
in the sapaksa (taken dGe lugs pa-style).

Next, we get the Rigs gter ba reply:

To that, the followers of the Rigs gter say: “There is a reason
for saying that audibility is both completely absent in the sapaksa
for proving sound’s impermanence and is also completely ab-
sent in the vipaksa. For audibility is both completely absent
from sapaksa [such as] vases for proving sound’s imperma-
nence, and it is also completely absent in vipaksa [such as]
space. Therefore, all the preceding consequences [such as, in-
ter alia, the nonexistence of such a type of asddhiraninaika-
niikabetn,] do not refute [our position]. For, ‘sapaksa (mthun
phyogs) for proving sound’s impermanence’ and ‘valid homo-
logous example (mthun dpe yang dag) for proving sound’s im-
permanence’ are co-extensive (don gcig), and ‘valid hetero-
logous example (mi mthun dpe yang dag)’ and ‘vipaksa for
proving sound’s impermanence’ are also co-extensive. And
[furthermore] if [one says that] there does not exist an uncer-
tain reason (ma nges pa’s gtan ishigs = anaikantikahetu) for
proving sound’s impermanence which is absent in the respec-
tive sapaksa and is also absent in the respective vipaksa, then
there would be the fault that the text [i.e., the Pramdina-
samuccaya) which says, ‘the paksadharma is present or absent
in the sapaksa’ and so on, could not be accepted literally.””

To this Chos kyi rgyal mtshan offers two rejoinders. First, the equa-
tion between homologous examples and sapaksa is faulty. If they were
the same,

then it would follow [absurdly] that a rocky mountain, which
does not arise from effort, would be a valid homologous ex-
ample for proving a conch sound’s impermanence through the
reason, ‘arisen from effort’, because it is a sapaksa in such a proof.

After all, a rocky mountain is a sapaksa, because it possesses the sddhya-
dharma, impermanence, but it cannot be a homologous example, as it
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is not an instance of the property which is cited as the reason, viz., “arisen
from effort.”*

Second, when Dignaga in the Hetucakra and the Pramanasamuccaya
says that a reason such as “audibility” is completely absent in sapaksa and
vipaksa, what he means, according to Chos kyi rgyal mtshan, is that the
opponent who ascertains the paksadharmatd cannot, in this case, estab-
lish that audibility is present in the sapaksa or vipaksa. The point is that
audibility is in fact there in exclusively the sapaksa, but the opponent can-
not know this without an example, and in this case an example is not
forthcoming. Thus, we have the fallacy of an uncertain reason (ma nges
pa’i gtan tshigs = anaikantikabetu) in that the anvayavydpti cannot be as-
certained (mges pa = niscita) by one of the parties in the debate.”

Accordingly, the key moves in the dGe lugs account of the asidhira-
nanatkdntikabetu are that they make a split between their (redefined)
notion of sapaksa and that of homologous examples, and then they “psy-
chologize” Dignaga’s statements about existence and nonexistence as
meaning “...knows that ...exists/does not exist.” They can then argue
that in certain special cases, such as the sound-impermanent-audible
reasoning, where there is no example which differs from the subject, it
is impossible (i.e., epistemically impossible) that the opponent ascer-
tains the presence of the reason in the sapaksa. (A fortiori he will not as-
certain its presence in the vipaksa, because it is in fact not there.) In this
context, we should also stress that this interpretation of “existence”
/“nonexistence” or “presence”/“absence” is certainly not just an inven-
tion on the part of Chos kyi rgyal mtshan, et al., but finds some sup-
port in Dharmakirti’s Svavrzti to PV 1, k. 28 (the Svavytti passages are
given in bold-face; the rest is Karnakagomin’s commentary as found on
p. 84 of Sankrtydyana’s edition):

katham tarhy asidharanatvic chravanatvam nityanityayor
ndstiy ucyata ity dha / kevalam tv ityadi / nityanityesu sravana-
tvasya bhavaniscayabbavat / sravanatvam nityanityayor nastity
ucyate /| “Now then how is it that audibility is said to be ab-
sent in both permanent and impermanent [things] because it
is an exclusive [attribute]? [Dharmakirti] answers: But it is
just... etc. [It is just] because audibility is not ascertained as
being in either permanent or impermanent [things] that audi-
bility is said to be absent from what is permanent or imper-

manent.,”
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Finally, as we shall see in the appended passages from rGyal tshab rje,
the essential points of the dGe lugs account can be expanded and de-
veloped also to refute the Antarvyaptivadin—i.e., even if one dispenses
with examples altogether, the opponent will still be incapable of ascer-
taining both the paksadharmati and the anvayavyipii. The basic line,
though, remains the same: instead of asking factual questions as to
whether or not the reason is present in sapaksa, one inquires about what
the opponent can or cannot reasonably know or think—in effect, the
asiadhdrandnaikintikabetu has been transformed into a problem of epis-
temic or belief logic.

Some Brief Remarks on the Formal Issues at Stake

All the preceding may still seem like a series of bizarre moves to one
who is accustomed to the received scenario, but it is not, I think, with-
out its merits, especially formal logical merits. (I cannot attempt a very
detailed exposition here—only some guidelines—but the main argu-
ments will be fleshed out in formal logic in the notes.)

First, it can be argued, as does S. Katsura (1983), that at an earlier
stage in the development of Buddhist logic, anvayaand vyatircka jointly
served as a type of inductive procedure, but that with the addition of the
particle eva to the formulation of the #rairipya—following Katsura this
occurs already with Dignaga’s Pramdpasamuccayavrtti—and the re-
quirement that there be a necessary connection (pratibandha) berween
the reason and the sédhyadharma, this inductive logic was gradually re-
placed by notions of entailment which were more rigorous and deduc-
tive in character.” It seems to me that the orthodox model of sapaksa
and vipaksa and the asddharapanaikantikabetu would apply quite well
to such an inductive logic; one “observes” that the reason is present in
a number of examples/sapaksa, and absent in various countercxamples/
vipaksa, and one then induces that a new and different case, viz., the sub-
ject, will also have the property in question.

However, applied to a trairidpya with eva, it can be shown that the or-
thodox model presents serious formal problems, not the least of which
is that the anvaya and vyatireka are not logically equivalent.” Indeed it
demands a most acute effort of logical acumen to see how the conclu-
sion could be entailed at all.*? The main advantage, then, of the dGe lugs
pa interpretation of sapaksa and vipaksa—whatever might be its textual
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and historical grounding—is that it does overcome those formal prob-
lems. And moreover, in contradistinction to the Antarvyaptivada ap-
proach—which would also avoid the formal pitfalls, but which would
have to sacrifice the role of the example and the fallacy of asidbira-
nanaikantikahetu—the dGe lugs pa can and do still keep these impor-
tant elements of Dignaga’s and Dharmakirti’s logic.

Appendix A:
from rGyal tshab rje’s iNam ’grel thar lam gsal byed

[Opponent:] It does follow that the wvyatirekavyipti is established in
proving that sound is impermanent by means of [the reason] audibil-
ity. For, audibility exists in only impermanent things and never in what
is permanent. If it were otherwise, then sound too would not be estab-
lished as impermanent.

[Reply:] Now then, does a reason make [something] understood like
a butter-lamp, i.e., by its mere competence, or does it depend on the as-
certainment of a necessary connection ("brel ba = sambandha; prati-
bandha) in the example [between it and the sadhyadharmal?

Taking the first [hypothesis], it would then follow [absurdly] that
one could understand a s@dhya simply by having a reason such as “pro-
ducthood” come to be an object of the mind; for, it would make [the
sddhya) understood in the same manner as a butter-lamp, which, by
merely coming to be an object of the mind, clarifies forms. If [the op-
ponent] agrees, then [we reply that] it would follow [absurdly] that no
one would be confused about selflessness (bdag med = nairatnya), and
that [all] would, hence, be effortlessly saved.®

But taking the second [hypothesis], then “audibility” could not be es-
tablished as both the paksadharma proving sound’s impermanence as
well as the vyatirekavydpti. This is because it would be impossible to as-
certain the necessary connection in the example before establishing the
sadhya.

[Objection of the Antarvyaptivadin:] To demonstrate the necessary
connection to a dullard one does depend on an example. But the intel-
ligent, even without an example, will remember the connection as soon
as they sce the reason, as they have previously established the entail-
men (khyab pa = vydpti) by means of direct perception (mngon sum =
pratyaksa). And given this [recollection], they will understand imper-
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manence in [the subject] sound. So although an extrinsic entailment
(phyii khyab pa = babirvydpti), which depends on an example, would
not be ascertained, an intrinsic entailment (nang gi khyab pa = antar-
vydpti) would; hence, audibility will be a valid reason.

[Reply:} This is incoherent. For, if [the opponent] ascertains that
things audible are impermanent, then he must also ascertain that sound
is impermanent [in which case he could no longer doubt the truth of
the s@dhya, as the criteria for the paksadharmata require].*

[Objection:] But then it would follow [absurdly] that audibility is
not the defining characteristic (mtshan nyid = laksana) of sound [as it
should be possible to ascertain a defining characteristic and not ascer-
tain its definiendum (mtshon bya)].®

[Reply:] This is not a problem. In general it is so that the two [viz.,
sound and audibility] have differing degrees of difficulty of ascertain-
ment. But unless one discerns what the subject, sound, is through a
means of valid knowledge (tshad ma = pramana), it will be impossible
to prove the paksadharmafta], namely, that audibility is established in
[sound] in keeping with the mode of presentation (‘god tshul).* So if au-
dibility is not a paksadharma, then it cannot be a valid reason. But when
it is a paksadharma, then one cannot fail to ascertain sound once one has
ascertained audibility. And then, after that, even if audibility might
make the sidhya understood, it is not possible that one [i.e., the oppo-
nent] fails to ascertain that sound entails impermanence when he has as-
certained that audibility entails impermaglence. [Hence, he cannot have

the necessary doubt of the sadhya).

Appendix B: Tibetan Text

(From the Sarnath edition [1974] of »Nam grel thar lam gsal byed, vol.
1, pp. 54-55. My paragraphing of the text corresponds to that of my
translation.)

mnyan byas sgra mi rtag par bsgrub pa la Idog khyab grub par thal / mnyan
bya mi rtag pa kho na la gnas kyi rtag pa la nam yang med pa’i phyir / gzhan
du na sgra yang mi rtag par mi ’grub par ’gyur ro zhe na /

‘0 na gtan tshigs mar me bzhin du rung ba tsam gyis go byed du ’gyur ram
/ dpe la "brel ba nges pa la bltos /

dang po ltar na gtan tshigs byas pa sogs blo yul du song ba tsam gyis bsgrub
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bya go nus par thal / mar me blo yul du song ba tsam gyis gzugs gsal bar byed
pa dang / go byed kyi tshul mtshungs pa’i phyir / ’dod na / ’gro ba ’ga’ yang
bdag med la rmongs pa med pas ’bad pa med par grol bar thal lo //

phyi ma Itar / mnyan bya sgra mi rtag par sgrub pa’i phyogs chos dang / Idog
khyab gnyis ka tshogs pa ma grub par thal / bsgrub bya ma grub pa’i sngar
"brel ba dpe la nges pa mi srid pa’i phyir /

gal te rmongs pa la ’brel ba ston pa dpe la bltos pa yin gyi mkhas pas ni dpe
med par yang / sngar khyab pa mngon sum gyis grub nas rtags mthong ma thag
’brel ba dran nas de’i rjes su sgra la mi rtag pa go bas dpe la bltos pa’i phyi’i
khyab pa ma nges kyang nang gi khyab pa nges pa yod pas mnyan bya rtags
yang dag tu 'gyur ro zhe na /

mi rigs te / mnyan bya mi rtag par nges na sgra yang mi rtag par nges dgos
pa’i phyir ro //

’o na / mnyan bya sgra’i mtshan nyid ma yin par thal lo zhe na/

skyon med de / spyir de gnyis la nges dka’ sla yod kyang / chos can sgra
tshad mas gtan la ma phebs par mnyan bya de la ’god tshul ltar grub pa’i phyogs
chos grub pa mi srid pas / phyogs chos su ma song na rtags yang dag mi srid la
/ phyogs chos su song ba’i tshe mnyan bya nges nas sgra ma nges pa mi srid la
/ de’i rjes su bsgrub bya go bar byed na yang mnyan bya la mi rtag pa’i khyab
pa nges nas sgra la mi rtag pa’i khyab pa ma nges pa mi srid pa’i phyir ro //

Appendix C: Author’s Remarks Added in June 1989

The present article was written in Hiroshima in 1984 and was destined
for the proceedings of the Csoma de Kérds congress in Visegrdd, Hun-
gary. Unfortunately, however, the Hungarians ran into various finan-
cial problems which delayed publication for a number of years, and in
the interim—as frequently happens in these situations—I found some
other relevant material on the problems at stake. In particular it turned
out that Dharmakirti, in PV IV (Pararthanumdna), supported the dGe
lugs pa interpretation of sapaksa and asidhirananaikantikahetu much
more clearly than I had initially imagined when I wrote “On Sapaksa”
in 1984. In an article published in 1988 entitled “Some Reflections on
R.S.Y. Chi’s Buddhist Formal Logic,” I discussed Dharmakirti’s position
in PV 1V, k. 207-59.

Now, “On Sapaksa” has had a certain circulation in samizdat form in
Japan, and some Japanese colleagues and friends have urged me to pub-
lish it as it is. This, then, is what I have done, although I am conscious
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of the article’s inadequacies in treating Dharmakirti’s position. Proba-
bly the best and least disruptive way to balance the dossier which I pre-
sented in “On Sapaksa” is to quote some passages from pages 160-61
of my 1988 article. The reader will see that when in 1984 I said that “this
[dGe lugs pa] interpretation of “existence”/“nonexistence” or “pres-
ence”/“absence” is certainly not just an invention on the part of Chos
kyi rgyal mtshan ez al, but finds some support in Dharmakirti,” I was
being overly cautious. Here then are the relevant passages:

[Pages 160-61] “...Dharmakirti, in Pramanavirttika IN’s long dis-
cussion of the asadhiaranabetu, does not support the orthodox scenario,
but rather comes up with a version (similar to the dGe lugs) which
would interpret this fallacy as being essentially a problem of an epis-
temic and intensional logic in that it involves contexts such as ‘X knows
that...”

“Karikas 207-59 of PV IV form part of a larger section loosely treat-
ing of Dignaga’s Hetucakra, and specifically concern the refutation of
the Naiyayika’s argument that living bodies have selves (@tman) because
they have breath and other animal functions (pranddi). Although Dhar-
makirti does not discuss the sound-(im)permanent-audibility example
very much, he does explicitly state in PV 1V, k. 218 that the asidhira-
nanaikantikabetu, ‘breath, etc.,’ is completely logically similar to the
example found in the Hetucakra (Sravanatvena tat tulyam prinadi vyab-
hiciratah). Here are some of the key verses along with extracts from
commentaries.

“Context: In PV 1V, k. 205 and 206, Dharmakirti has been putting
forth the recurrent theme that the certainty of the reason’s being ex-
cluded from the dissimilar instances depends upon there being a neces-
sary connection (avindbhiava) between it and the property to be proven.
Such a connection will guarantee the pervasion (vydpti), i.e., the con-
comitances in similarity (anvaya) and in difference (vyatireka). Thus,
given such a connection, the reason would be excluded from the dis-
similar instances, but in the case of the asidbaranabetu, such a connec-
tion cannot be established; hence there is no such definitive exclusion.

Devendrabuddhi’s introduction to PV 1V, k. 207: [Objec-
tion:] If in this way the Master [Dignaga] did not exclude
(ldog pa ma yin na) the special case [i.., the asidharanahetu
[from the dissimilar instances], then why is it said that it is ex-
cluded from the similar and dissimilar instances?



ON SAPAKSA 105

Dharmakirti’s PV IV, k. 207: [Reply:] It is just from the point
of view of merely not observing [the reason among the dis-
similar instances] that he spoke of it being excluded. There-
fore [i.e., since the wyatireka is uncertain when it is due to
merely not observing the reason], [the Master said that the
reason] is uncertain. Otherwise [if there were the certainty
that it is excluded from the dissimilar instances], [the reason)|
would be demonstrative (gamaka).*

PV 1V, k. 220: By saying that [the sadhana] is excluded just
from the contrary of what is to be proven (asidhya) [viz., the
dissimilar instances], it is asserted [by implication] that it is
present in what is to be proven (sidhya) [viz., in the similar
instances]. Therefore, itwas said that by means of one [viz.,
the vyatireka or the anvaya), both will be demonstrated by
implication.”

“The point of PV IV, k. 207, then, is that Dharmakirti wants to in-
terpret ‘absence in the vipakss’ metaphorically: it does not mean that
breath, etc. are in fact completely absent from what does not have a self,
but rather that the debaters do not observe that breath, etc. occurs in
things which have no self. But, although the debater might not see some-
thing, that does not necessarily mean that it is not there. In that sense,
the debater does not ascertain absence, for indeed, as k. 220 makes clear,
if breath, etc. were really absent in the dissimilar instances, then the
vyatirekavyapti would hold; hence, the anvaya would hold too, and the
reason would be valid!

“So in brief, ‘exclusion’ or ‘absence’ is to be interpreted metaphori-
cally as meaning ‘nonobservation.” And precisely because nonobserva-
tion is not probative, the essential point of the asidhiranabetu, accord-
ing to Dharmakirti’s interpretation of Dignaga, is that the debaters do
not know or ascertain vyapti, be it the reason’s absence in vipaksa or its
presence in sapaksa.”

Note that this interpretation of “absence in the vipaksa” is slightly dif-
ferent from what Dharmakirti had given in the Svavytsi passage which
I had quoted in the body of my article (see p. 99 above). There Dhar-
makirti argued that the reason, “audibility,” was “not ascertained as be-
ing present” (bhavaniscayibhava) in the vipaksa. (This Svavriti passage
seems to be reflected also in Yongs dzin rtags rigs; see note 39.) In short,
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this view apparently construed “absence in vipaksa” as meaning “no as-
certained presence.” In PV IV, however, Dharmakirti is explaining the
asadparananaikantikahetu’s “absence in vipaksa® as being an uncertain
absence. The two explanations are not completely identical, although
undeniably they do complement and reinforce each other.

Finally we might add the following philological observation in con-
nection with PV 1V, k. 220 which would seem to support the view that
Dharmakirti is rejecting the “orthodox scenario” in favor of sapaksaand
vipaksa along the lines of Antarvyaptivada. If we examine the Sanskrit
of k. 220, we see that Dharmakirti uses the terms sadhya and asadhya—
Manorathanandin and Devendrabuddhi (cf. PVP 312b6-7) gloss these
words as sapaksa and vipaksa respectively. In other words, sapaksa would
seem to be everything which has the property to be proved and vipaksa
would be everything which lacks this property.

NoOTES TO CHAPTER §

‘The orginal publication contains the following acknowledgment: “I should like
to acknowledge gratefully financial assistance received from the Social Sciences
and Humanities Research Council of Canada (program 461) enabling me to
present this paper at the Bicentential Csoma de Korés Symposium in Viseg-
rdd, Hungary, Sept.13-19, 1984. Thanks are also due to Prof. E. Steinkellner
of Vienna who read the paper with a scrutinizing eye and offered a number of
useful suggestions.”

1 For the different uses of “paksa” (i.e., thesis, subject, sapaksa/vipaksa), see
Staal (1973). The question if Digniga also subscribed to this type of formu-
lation of the #rairigpya with the particle eva (“only”) is dealt with in Katsura
(1983). For an oft-cited formulation from Dharmakirti, see NB 11.5:
trairiipyam punar lirngasyanumeye sattvam eva sapaksaiva sattvam apakse
cdsattvam eva niscitam.

2 See his commentary on Dignaga’s Hetucakra, p. 9a (p. 151 in gSung bum
vol. ka): de tsam go mkban dkon par snang ngo /.

3 For Go rams pa, I am relying on his two commentaries on Sa pan’s Rigs
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grer: the Rigs gter gyi don gsal bar byed pa = sDe bdun mdo dang bcas pa’
dgongs pa phyin ci ma log par grel pa tshad ma rigs pa’i gter gyi don gsal bar
byed pa, and the Rigs gter gyi dka’ gnas = Tshad ma rigs pa i gter gyi dka’ ba'i
gnas rnam par bshad pa sde bdun rab gsal. Cf. in particular the chapters on
rang don rjes dpag (svarthanumana), pp. 91b2-119a5 and pp. 223a3-278b4

respectively.

4 Cf. the quotations from Dignaga PS and Moksakaragupta given below.
For the substitution of sa for samdna, see Kajiyama (1966: n. 165) and
Durvekamisra’s DP 24 NB 11, 7 (pp. 97-98).

5 Cf. n. 29 below.

6 Cf. e.g., Tachikawa (1971: 135, n. 33): “Both the sapaksa and the vipaksa
must be different from the paksa.” Gillon and Love (1980: 370): “That sub-
stratum in which superstratum S is and which is different from paksa is
sapaksa.”

7 Cf. the quotation from Rigs gter rang grel below (n.16). Note that point
(2) is also reflected in modern authors; Mimaki (1976), for example, system-
atically translates sapaksa by “I'exemple homogene.”

8 Kajiyama (1958: 363), writes:

“If the reason belongs exclusively to the minor term, as in the case
of audibility which is supposed to prove momentariness of sound
(minor term), no homologous cases which are audible and mo-
mentary are available. In this case we cannot ascertain validity of the
major premise, “Whatever is audible is momentary’.”

(Kajiyama specifies that he means sapaksa by “homologous cases” and
vipaksa by “heterologous cases.”) Stcherbatsky (1930: 208, n.1) and
Tachikawa (1971: n.33, p. 135) have similar formulations.

9 PSII, k. 5: anumeye ‘tha tattulye sadbhavo nastitasati. Sanskrit fragment
preserved in Uddyotakara’s Nyayavarttika 136, 6. See Steinkellner (1973:
131).

10 Cf. PVin II, p. 30, 3-4.

11 Tarkabhasi (Mysore ed., p. 25): samanah paksah sapaksah | paksena saha
sadrso drstantadbarmity arthab /.
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12 Gillon and Love (1980: 370): “Also, it is reasonable to assume that the
word “samana” (“similar”) restricts any two things to be regarded as samdna
(i.e., similar, as opposed to identical) to non-identical things.”

13 Rigs gter 18b4-19a4, SKB 5, pp. 163-64. Rang grel 132b-137b (for the
Rigs gter rang grel, references are to the first set of numbers appearing on the

front side of the folios), SKB 5, pp. 233-35.
14 Rang grel 132b-133a. Cf. n. 30.

15 Rigs gter 18b6-19al, Rang grel 134b5-6: shes ‘dod phyogs su mi dod phyir
/ ltos gzhi dang po med par ‘gyur // ltos gzhi dang po mi ‘dod pa // ‘di la phyogs
chos mtshan nyid dka//. For the requirement that the anumeya (= dharmin)
be enquired about, cf. PVin II, Steinkellner ed., p. 30. Both the Sa skya pa
and the dGe lugs pa incorporate this requirement into their definitions of the
paksadharma, by using the term shes dod chos can (“subject of enquiry”) (cf.
Rigs gter gyi don gsal bar byed pa 96b5-6) or shes ‘dod chos can skyon med
(“fauldless subject of enquiry”). This latter dGe lugs pa term is defined in
Yongs ‘dzin rtags rigs (p. 17 ed. S. Onoda) as: khyod byas pa’i rtags kyis sgra mi
rtag par sgrub pa’i risod gzhir bzung ba yang yin / khyod byas par tshad mas nges
nas [ khyod mi riag pa yin min la shes dod zhugs pa i gang zag srid pa yang yin
pa’t gzhi mthun par dmigs pa /. The essential point, then, which this defini-
tion makes is that it must be possible (s7id pa) to ascertain that the subject is
qualifed by the reason (e.g., that sound is a product) and still doubt or wish
to know whether the subject is qualified by the sadbyadharma (e.g., whether
or not sound is impermanent). Go rams pa and Yongs ’dzin phur

bu Icog alike say that for the paksadharmati to be satisfied, the reason must
qualify such a “subject of enquiry.” They both also speak of “bases of re-
liance” (ltos gzhi) of the three characteristics (tshul = rigpa), the “subject of
enquiry” being the basis for the paksadharma(ti), and sapaksa and vipaksa
being the bases for the anvaya and vyatirekavyapti respectively (Cf. Go rams
pa, op. cit., 95a6-95b2; Yongs ‘dzin rtags rigs, p.17 and p.19). Finally, I can-
not help remarking that Sa pan’s argument could probably be answered
without too much difficulty by a dGe lugs pa: although it is true, he could
answer, that in general (spyir) the subject is determined as being in one of the
two paksa, the opponent himself does not determine that fact, and so can
preserve his doubt.

16 Rang grel 135a3—4: rtsod gzhi phyogs gnyis su kha tshon chod na mthun dpe
la mthun phyogs zhes brjod mi nus te / rtsod gzhi ang mthun phyogs yin pa’i phyir
ro /. Note that resod gzhi is another term for the subject (chos can = dharmin).
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17 Rigs gter gyi dka’ gnas 227b2, SKB 12, p. 114.

18 For the section on sapaksa (mthun phyogs) and vipaksa (mi mthun phyogs),
see Gb—13a (pp. 190201 in Collected Works of Jam dbyangs bzhad pa, vol.
15 (ba)). Cf. also Yongs ‘dzin rtags rigs, pp. 19-22. The fact that this ques-
tion of the two ways of construing sapaksa and vipaksa is usually discussed in
rtags rigs texts, which are introductions to pramana studies for young monks,
shows that this was an often debated topic in the dGe lugs curriculum. For
vipaksa, cf. also n. 29.

19 F. 8a (Collected Works, p. 191). Yongs'dzin phur bu lcog (p. 19) phrases
the relationship in terms of yin khyab mnyam (“equal entailment”). Don gcig
and yin khyab mnyam are not exactly the same notions—although for our
purposes the difference can be overlooked here. For yin khyab mnyam, see
Yongs dzin bsdus grwa chung, in particular the third lesson (rnam bzhag), ldog
pa ngos dzin. Don geigis discussed in Ngag dbang nyi ma’s bsDus grwa brjed
tho, p. 36. At any rate, whether we speak of Fand G being yin khyab mnyam
or being don geig, it will follow that (x) (Fx¢> Gx), i.e., for all x: x possesses
Fif and only if x possesses G.

20 sgra mi rtag par sgrub pa’i bsgrub tshul dang mthun par mi rtag pas mi stong
pa / sgra mi rtag par sgrub pa’i mthun phyogs kyi mtshan nyid // (p. 19).

21 Cf. Jam dbyangs bzhad pa’i rtags rigs 7b. Jam dbyangs bzhad pa also uses
god tshul (“mode of presentation”) and speaks of yin god and yod god in the
context of sapaksa and vipaksa, which is perhaps slightly unusual, as these
terms in other rtags rigs texts are more often reserved for the definitions of the
three characteristics (#shul gsum). At any rate, the idea is the same: one is ex-
plicitly eliminating possible confusions between the Tibetan verbs yin and yod.

22 Jam dbyangs bzhad pa i rtags rigs 8b-9a; Yongs dzin rtags rigs, pp. 20-21.
(Yongs ’dzin’s heading (sa bcad ) sgra bshad jug gi mu bzhi rtsi ba must be an
error.) Following Jam dbyangs bzhad pa’s presentation, the three points are:
(a) something which is a sapaksa for proving Pand which is also a sapaksa
taken etymologically for proving P (de sgrub kyi mthun phyogs yin lu / de sgrub
kyi mthun phyogs kyi sgra bshad du yod pa’i mu /). For example, a vase, when
one is proving that sound is impermanent. (b) something which is a supaksa
for Pbut is not a sapaksa taken etymologically for P (de sgrub kyi mthun
phyogs yin la [ de sgrub kyi mihun phyogs kyi sgra bshad du med pa’i mu /).

For example, unconditioned space (‘dus ma byas kyi nam mkba’) when one
is proving that sound is permanent. It is a sapaksa for such a proof, because
it is permanent. But it is not a sapaksa taken etymologically because “it and
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sound are not both similar in being permanent. Why? Because it is perma-
nent and sound is impermanent ” (khyod dang sgra gnyis rtag par chos mi
mthun pa’i phyir te / khyod rtag pa yin pa gang zhig / sgra mi rtag pa yin pa’
phyir /). (c) something which is neither (gnyis ka ma yin pa’i mu). For exam-
ple, a rabbit’s horn. For an explanation of mu gsum, mu bzhi, don gcigand
such structures in Tibetan debate logic, see Onoda (1979). Finally, it should
be noted that both "Jam dbyangs bzhad pa and Yongs'dzin phur bu lcog also
sketch out a three point relationship between vipaksa for Pand vipaksa taken
etymologically for P.

23 NP 2.2 in Tachikawa (1971).
24 For the Tibetan, see the edition of de la Vallée Poussin, p. 3.

25 NBT ad NB 11, 7: na ca visesah sidhyah, api tu simanyam / ata iha
samanyam sadhyam uktam /.

26 Cf. NBT ad NB 11, 7: sadhyadharmas cisau samanyam ceti ... See also
DP. It would seem that Gillon and Love (et 4l.) have taken the compound as
an instrumental tatpurusa. Cf. their denominalization (1980: 370): “/tasya]
sadhya-dharmah [paksasya] sadhya-dharmena saménah ity anena [paksena]
samanah arthah sapaksah.” Cf. also Stcherbatsky’s translation (p. 59): “A sim-
ilar case is an object which is similar through the common possession of the
inferred preperty.” Vinitadeva can be read as taking the compound as a geni-
tive tatpurusa: ... bsgrub par bya ba'i chos te / de’i spyi ni bsgrub par bya ba’i
chos kyi spyi'o / (p. 57). ]

27 rTags rigs 10b6-11a2. For these terms see the ldog pa ngos ‘dzin chapter of
Yongs dzin bsdus grwa. Tsong kha pa, in sDe bdun la jug pa’i sgo don gnyer
yid kyi mun sel, p. 40, defines ldog pa (= vyavyeti) as:

rtog pa la rigs mi mthun las log par snang ba’ chos gang zhig / dngos
po ma yin pa/ rtog pa la gzugs su snang ba lta bu /. “A dharma which
appears to conceptual thought as excluded from [all] kinds which
arc dissimilar to it, and which is not a real entity. For example, what
appears as form (= rigpa) to conceptual thought.”

28 NBT «d NB 11, 7 (p. 98): sadhyadharmas casau samanyam ceti sadhya-
dharmasamanyena samanah paksena sapaksa ity arthah //. Cf. vol. she 59a2-3:
de ni bsgrub par bya ba'i chos kyang yin la / spyi yang yin te / bsgrub par bya ba'i
chos kyi spyis phyogs dang mtshungs pa ni mthun pa’i phyogs yin no zhes bya ba'i
don to /. Note that in the Tibetan too, phyogs dang mtshungs pa (samanah
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paksena) renders unambiguous the meaning of NB II, 7. (I should mention
that "Jam dbyangs bzhad pa’s 7ags rigs, in the edition which I have, reads
...5pyi’'i don mthun pa .. for NB 11, 7, which must be an error.)

29 Note that in NB 11, 8, Dharmakirti defines asapaksa (= vipaksa) as what
is not sapaksa (na sapakso sapaksah), and here Durvekamisra glosses on NBT
as follows: sapaksa yo na bhavatiti sadhyadharmavin yo na bhavatity arthah
(DP p. 98). Moreover, in NP 2.2 we find vipakso yatra sadhyam ndsti, which
along with Durvekamigra’s comment on NBT, suggests that all and only
those things which do not possess the sadhyadharma are vipaksa. This seems
like what the dGe lugs pa are terming vipaksa (proper). Certainly vipaksa
taken etymologically is different from this, as we can see from ’Jam dbyangs
bzhad pa’s and Yongs ’dzin’s arguments that they have a three point relation
(mu gsum). Cf. n. 22. (Tachikawa [1971: 117], gives quite the same etymo-
logical explanation of vipaksa as the Tibetan authors, saying: “vipaksa means
anything dissimilar to the paksa insofar as it does not possess the sidhya.”)
All this could, then, provide a certain amount of ammunition for a dGe
lugs pa argument that there are notions of sapaksa and vipaksa proper in
Dharmakirti.

30 Rang grel 132b4-5: kha cig slob dpon santi pa'i rjes su brangs nas bsgrub
byai chos dang ldan pa mthun phyogs / mi ldan pa mi mihun phyogs zhes zer la
/. For antarvyapti, see Kajiyama (1958), Mimaki (1976).

31 Antarvyaptisamarthana (ed. H. Shastri p.112, lines 17-18: sadhyadharma-
yuktah sarvah simanyena sapaksah, atadyuktas casapaksa iti /. See Kajiyama
(1999: 100 and 127).

32 Rang grel133al: kha cig bsgrub bya’i chos kyis stong mi stong la dod na'ang
de nyid las ma das so /.

33 rNam grel spyi don 81b2-4:

de ltar yang nya tika las | chos bram ze gnyis kyis mnyan bya sgra mi
rtag par bsgrub pa’i rtags yang dag ma yin par bshad | rgyal dbang blo
dang $anti pas rtags yang dag tu bshad do // zhes dang / yang nya tika
las mhkhas grub $anti pa* yang rmongs pa la dpe dgos / mkhas pa la mi
dgos pas mnyan bya sgra mi rtag par bsgrub pa’i rtags yang dag yin par
mbkhas pa rnams la ni / gtan tshigs *ba’ zhig brjod par zad ces pas
bstan zhes nang gi khyab par** bshad de / legs sam snyam mo zhes
bshad /. *Should be $anti pas (?) ** The text has khyad par. “In this
vein, too, the Nya Tika states: ‘Dharmottara and the brahmin



112 SCRIPTURE, LOGIC, LANGUAGE

[Sankaranandana] both explained that audibility was no« a valid
reason for proving that sound is impermanent; Jinendrabuddhi and
Séntipa explained that it was a valid reason.” And the Nya 1ikialso
says: “The scholar Séntipa, though, explained antarvyipti, saying
that by [Pramanavirttika, Svarthanumana chapter, k. 27 which
states:] “To the intelligent one should just state the reason alone,”
it had been taught that since it is dullards who need examples, but
not the intelligent, then audibility is a valid reason for proving
sound’s impermanence. I think that [this view] is correct.””

The Sanskrit of the portion cited from k.27 is: vidusam vicyo hetur eva hi
kevalah. Note that Miyasaka’s edition of the Tibetan incorrectly opts for the
variant ga’zhig instead of ‘ba’ zhig (= kevala). For what litde information
there is on Nya dbon (i.e., the nephew of a certain Nya dge bshes dar ma rin
chen), see van der Kuijp (1983, n.360), who bases his information in part on
a mention of this author in A khu shes rab rgya mtsho’s Tho yig, no. 11851.
Nya dbon kun dga’ dpal, whom van der Kuijp dates as circa 1300-1380,
played an important role in the Sa skya pa lineage of the Pramanavirttika,
and is also mentioned in Taranatha’s lineage of the Profound “Other-void-
ness” teachings (zab mo gzhan stong dbu ma’i brgyud ‘debs) (ibid., pp. 41 and
118). Of interest is the fact that Nya dbon mentions Jinendrabuddhi as
holding that audibility was a valid reason for proving sound’s impermanence.
(Chos kyi rgyal mtshan, 81a, seconds this.) In fact, it seems that Nya dbon
and Chos kyi rgyal mtshan were probably right on this score. In Jinen-
drabuddhi’s commentary on PS II, k. 5¢d (PST re 105b3-5) we find the fol-

lowing suggestive passage:

de ltar na yang mnyan par bya ba nyid kyang mi rtag pa’i gtan tshigs
la tshul gsum pa nyid du bsgrubs par gyur te | rnam pa gehan du na
ma yin te / de la de dang mtshungs pa la yod par gyur pa nyid yod pa
ma yin pas so // rjes su gro ba ni yod de / rjes su gro ba zhes bya ba ni
rtags la rtags can yod pa kho na ste / de yang mnyan pa bya ba nyid la
yang yod do // de ltar ni gang du mnyan par bya nyid yin pa der mi
rtag pa nyid du gyur ba kho na ste / rnam pa gghan du na mnyan par
bya ba nyid kho na yang mi "byung bas so zhes rtogs par byed par gyur
ro/l.

Thus, it seems that we should also probably consider Jinendrabuddhi as a
predecessor of Antarvyaptivada, or at least as tending in that direction.

34 Cf. the passages from rGyal tshab rje in Appendix A and Appendix B.

35 Rang grel 154a6-154b2. Sa pan characterizes the first sort as: de la reags
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gryis ka la med nas ma mthong ba / dper na sgra mi rtag ste mnyan bya yin pa’i
phyir zhes pa lta bu'o / “Here, there are cases where the reason is not seen in
either of the two [paksa] as it is not there, e.g., sound is impermanent be-

cause it is audible.” Cf. ¥Nam grel spyi don 45b5—46a3.

36 1bid., 47al: sgra mi rtag par sgrub pa’i thun mong ma yin pa’i ma nges pa’i
gtan tshigs yin na / sgra mi rtag par bsgrub pa’i mthun phyogs kho na la yod dgos
pa’i phyir /.

37 Ibid., 47a4-7: de la rigs gter ba rnams na re / mnyan bya sgra mi rtag par
bsgrub pa’i mihun phyogs la yang gtan med / mi mthun phyogs la yang gran med
du bshad pa’i rgyu mtshan yod de | mmnyan bya sgra mi rtag par sgrub pa’i
mthun phyogs bum pa la yang gtan wmed | mi mthun phyogs nam mkha’ la yang
gtan nas med pa’i phyir / des na gong gi thal gyur de thams cad gnod byed du mi
Jjug ste / sgra mi rtag par bsgrub pa imthun phyogs dang / sgra mi rtag par sgrub
pa’i mthun dpe yang dag don geig / sgra mi rtag par sgrub pa’i mi mthun dpe
yang dag dang / sgra mi rtag par sgrub pa’i mi mthun phyogs don gcig pa’i phyir
dang / sgra mi rtag par sgrub pa’i mthun phyogs la yang gtan med / sgra mi rtag
par sgrub pa’i mi mthun phyogs la yang gtan med pa’i sgra mi rtag par sgrub pa’i
ma nges pa’i gtan tshigs med na phyogs chos mthun phyogs yod med dang zhes
sogs kyi gzhung sgra ji bzhin du khas blang du mi rung ba’i skyon yod pa’i phyir /.

Cf. PS11L, 8:

phyogs chos mthun phyogs yod med dang I/ rnam gnyis re re dag la yang
N rnam gsum mi mthun phyogs la'ang // yod med rnam pa gnyis phyir
ro //*The paksadharma is present or absent in the sapaksa or both
[present and absent]. To each of these also there are three, as there
is also presence, absence and both [presence and absence] in the
vipaksa.”

Thus, we get the nine reasons of the Hetucakra.

38 rNam grel spyi don 47b4=5: rtsol* mi byung gi brag ri chos can / rrsol byung
gt rtags kyis dung sgra mi rtag par sgrub pa’i mthun dpe yang dag yin par thal /
de’i rtags kyis de sgrub kyi mthun phyogs yin pa’i phyir /. * Text has rtsol byung

gt brag ri, which is impossible!

39 Cf. the definition of the asidhiraninaikintikahetu in Yongs ‘dzin rtags rigs
4 8! gs 118!

(pp. 53-54):
khyod de sgrub kyi ma nges pai gran tshigs gang zhig / khyod de sgrub
pa la phyogs chos can du song ba’i gang zag gis / khyod de sgrub kyi
mthun phyogs la yod par ma nges pa yang yin / gang zag des khycd de
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sgrub kyi mi mthun phyogs la yod par ma nges pa yang yin pa’i gzhi
mihun pa de | “xis an uncertain reason for proving P, such that the
person for whom the paksadharnais destined in the proof of Pboth
does not ascertain that x is present in the sapaksa for such a proof,
and does not ascertain that xis present in the vipaksa for proving P.”

I prefer to translate the mtshan nyid expression ...yang yin ...yang yin pa'i
gzhi mthun pa non-literally by “both ...and” instead of the cumbersome
“common basis” idiom. As the Rigs gter ba had remarked, the dGe lugs pa
interpretation of sapaksa, vipaksa, and the asidhirananaikantikahetu would
necessitare a different, and non-literal, interpretation of the Hetucakra. And
this is forthcoming, as we see in such works as Ngag dbang bstan dar’s com-
mentary on the Hetucakra (cf. in particular 7a and 7b = pp. 147, 148).

40 Katsura (1983: 541-40). I do not want to lend support to the fairly wide-
spread view that the tririgpaliriga can be assimilated to a Western formal logic
structure, in particular, the syllogism. First of all, the trairipya is better seen
as a set of second order criteria used to evaluate an informal, ordinary lan-
guage structure, A is B because of C. Secondly, although the paksadharmati
and vydpti, when fleshed out as the two members of a pararthanumana, do
(formally) entail the proposition to be proved, there is much more at stake in
the Buddhist notion of “validity” then just validity in a formal logic sense.
Specifically, there is a cognitive element, viz., that both parties in the debate
must also ascertain and accept the three characteristics. This provision is im-
plicit in the word #niscita occuring in the definitions (cf. n. 1). These and
other questions of a similar nature are dealt with in Tillemans (1984b).

L]
41 Bearing in mind the cautions of n. 40, it is still true that the provisions
of at least the Dharmakirtian trairiipya should imply the (necessary) truth of
certain formal logic sentences. Let me adopt the notation of Mates (1972).
Also, I would prefer to take the paksa (“subject”) as a general term repre-
sentable by a predicate letter, rather than by an individual constant. (If the
subject is an individual such as Devadatta, this is no problem: proper names
can become predicate letters 2 la Quine.) This accords better with the ayoga-
vyavaccheda use of eva in the paksadharmata definition. Cf. Gillon and Hayes
(1982). Hx will be interpreted as “x has the hetu in question,” Sx will be x
has the sadhyadharma,” and Px, “x has the paksa.” Revising slightly Gillon
and Love (1980)’s formulation of the supposed equivalence between anvaya
and wvyatireka so that the paksa becomes a general term, we get:

(x) (Hx-> (Sx & - Px)) <> (x) (-Sx > - Hx)

As Gillon and Love point out, this is not a necessary truth. But the situation is
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even worse than they depict: it should be apparent that (x ) (Hx-> (Sx & - Px))
is, under our types of interpretation, usually false, with the embarrassing re-
sult that on the orthodox scenario the anvayavyipti will rarely hold. This
seems to me inescapable on the orthodox scenario if we view anvayavyapti
statements as implying universally generalized material implications, as I
think we probably must for the “post-inductive” stage of the trairiipya, where
eva occurs.

42 From (x) (Px—Hx)and (x) (Hx > (Sx & - Px)), viz., the paksadharmati
and anvaya on the orthodox view, we could derive the sadhya (x) (Px > Sx).
But we could also derive (x) ~ (Px), which would be the absurd statement
that nothing is the paksa! Taking paksa as a individual constant p, we would
fare no better: Hp and (x)(Hx > (Sx & x# p)) imply Sp & p # p, hence the
unwanted consequence that p # p, the paksa is not identical with itself. Kat-
sura 0p. cit., n.16, has an interesting suggestion as to how to make the anvaya
and vyatireka logically equivalent (on the orthodox scenario): “In my opin-
ion, paksa should be excluded from the universe of discourse, so that the two
rigpas are logically equivalent in the domain consisting of sapaksa and
vipaksa.” Unfortunately, if “logically equivalent” means that the bicon-
ditional must be necessarily true by virtue of its logical form, then this bicon-
ditional should be true under all formal semantic interpretations, no matter
what the domain. To hold that the equivalence statement between anvaya
and wvyatireka is only true on certain appropriately circumscribed interpreta-
tions is to credit Dharmakirti ez 2/ with no formal perspective or insight at
all concerning this equivalence. Finally, note that all these problems are
avoided on the dGe lugs pa and Antarvyaptivada view of sapaksa and vipaksa.
(x) (Hx ->Sx) <> (x) (-Sx > - Hx) is necessarily true, and (x) (Px —Sx) can
be derived from (x) (Px->Hx)and (x) (Hx = Sx). Representing the paksa by
the constant p, Sp can obviously be derived from Hp and (x) (Hx —Sx). No
logical gymnastics, or even acumen, are required.

[Author’s note: this article was written and published well before Oetke
(1994), which takes up many of the same issues in considerable detail. It is
impossible to discuss Oetke’s views in any detail here. Suffice it to say that
Oetke gives us a possibility of avoiding the above-mentioned absurdities by
placing the exclusion of the paksa in the antecedent of the conditional rather
than in the consequent. One of Oetke’s formulations of anvayavyapti is thus
(x) ((x # p & Hx) - Sx) instead of our (x) (Hx ~>(Sx & x# p)). See Oetke
(1994: 24).]

43 Simply hearing or reading about a reason for selflessness would immedi-
ately bring about an understanding.
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44 Cf. n. 15.

45 For some explanation on the Tibetan development of the theory of the
defining characteristic (mtshan nyid), definiendum (meshon bya) and
exemplification (mtshan gzhi), see Yongs ‘dzin bsdus grwa bring's chapter on
mishan nyid and mtshon bya, or van der Kuijp gp. cit., pp. 65-68. Cf. also my
review article on this latter book (Tillemans [1984a: 59-66]).

46 Cf. n. 21.

47 PVP D. 310a3: gal te 'di ltar slob dpon gyis khyad par ldog pa ma yin na / ji
ltar mthun pa’i phyogs dang mi mthun pa’i phyogs las de ldog pa yin no zhes bshad
ce nal.

48 adrstimatram ddiya kevalam vyatirekita / uktd ‘naikantikas tasmad anyatha
gamako bhavet //. My additions in pdda c and d have been made on the basis
of Manorathanandin’s PVV (Sankrtyayana ed.): tasyadarsanamatrena vyati-
rekaniscayid anaikantika dcaryenoktab | anyathi vipaksid vyatirekaniscaye
gamako hetur bhaver //. Note, however, that with regard to pdda a and b, this
latcter commentator strangely glosses sapaksad vyatirekitoktd, whereas following
Devendrabuddhi’s line of thought, as well as the general thread of the argu-
mentation, vipaksid vyatirekitoktd would seem more logical. I have essentially
followed Devendrabuddhi here. Cf. PVP D. 310a4: gang gi phyir mi mthun pa’i
phyogs la de mthong ba med pa tsam gyis ldog pa yin la / de’i phyir na ma nges pa
yin no /l.

49 asadhyid eva viccheda iti sidhye stitocyate | arthapattyd ‘ta evoktam ekena
dvayadarsanam //. For additions, see Manorathanandin, PVV ad k. 220.



6: Formal and Semantic Aspects
of Tibetan Buddhist Debate Logic

HAT WE SHALL TERM HERE “Tibetan Buddhist debate logic” or
K x / “bsdus grwalogic,” andgwhich Stcherbatsky termed the logic of
“sequence and reason” (thal phyir),' was something possibly
invented by the twelfth-century thinker Phya pa chos kyi seng ge (1109~
1169) and his school: one says “possibly” because no logical work of Phya
pa survives, and in fact we can only conjecture that it was he who was
responsible for its invention in his proto-bsdus grwa texts, the so-called
“epistemological summaries” (¢shad ma bsdus pa).* From the fourteenth
century on, various schools, such as the Sa skya pa in particular, used
debate logic in their texts, but the foremost practitioners of this art were
no doubt the followers of Tsong kha pa, the dGe lugs pa tradition.
This debate logic format, which consists largely of series of conse-
quences (thal gyur = prasariga) along the model of “..chos can ...yin par
thal ...yin pa’i phyir” (“...the topic, it follows that... , because...”), is
what one typically associates with the elementary manuals on epistemol-
ogy and eristics known as “Collected Topics” (bsdus grwa), although it
should be stressed that it is far from the exclusive confine of bsdus grwa
manuals: most of the principal dGe lugs pa authors, such as rGyal tshab
rje, mKhas grub rje, Chos kyi rgyal mtshan, ez al, regularly alternate
between prose and debate logic format in their more extensive commen-
taries on the meaning of canonical Indian texts.” The actual bsdus grwa
manuals, though, seem to make their first appearance with the fifteenth-
century writer "Jam dbyangs phyogs (mchog?) tha ’od zer (1429-1500),
who wrote the Rwa stod bsdus grwa. Nonetheless, in terms of the concepts
and terminology used, we see that almost all of bsdus grwa’s definitions
and classifications were already given (in prose) in Tsong kha pa’s (1357-
1419) sDe bdun la jug pa’i sgo don gnyer yid kyi mun sel and indeed most

17
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of the “lessons” do most likely go back to theories of Phya pa himself.*
"Jam dbyangs phyogs lha ’od zer and other bsdus grwa writers’ contri-
butions, thus, were doctrinally fairly unoriginal, but consisted in record-
ing debates in a more formal, stylized pedagogical manner, one which
no doubt was closer to what transpired orally.

Now, the term “bsdlus grwa”itself admits of a certain ambiguity, fre-
quently being applied in a narrow sense to a group of texts containing
in total approximately eighteen lessons (rnam bzhag), from an intro-
ductory lesson on colors (kha dog dkar dmar sogs kyi rnam bzhag) to the
presentation of the apoha theory of meaning (sel jug sgrub jug gi rnam
bzhag). “bsDus grwa” does, however, also have a wider sense, referring
to these “lessons” plus a work on the varieties of cognition (/o rigs) and
one on the logic of valid and invalid reasons (rtags rigs).* For our pur-
poses, we will speak of “bsdus grwa logic” as a type of logical idiom: it
is of course typically found in bsdus grwa texts, but it is also rigorously
used in a genre of texts known as “word commentaries” (tshig grel),
which paraphrase the verses of major Indian texts such as Pramanavartti-
ka and Madhyamakavatdara into debate logic format. It was, and still is,
a commonly accepted medium for monastic students. No doubt at its
best it contributed to a certain clarity; at its worst, it seems to have been
used to give an appearance of rigor, dressing up dogma in the trappings
of logic.

My proposal then is a relatively modest one: to examine basic formal
aspects of this logic such as quantification, variables, and entailment
and make some remarks concerning certain rather complicated seman-
tical problems which arise in the interpretation of terms. Afterwards 1
shall bring out the classical character of this logic by examining a dGe
lugs pa debate logic treatment of the tetralemma (catuskoti), a part of
Buddhist logic which is often taken as a prime candidate for a so-called
deviant, or non-classical, logic. The examples and explanations below are
based on an examination of a number of elementary texts including
Yongs ‘dzin bsdus grwa, Rwa stod bsdus grwa, Yongs dzin riags rigs, bsDus
grwa rjes tho of dGe bshes ngag dbang nyi ma, the 6Se bsdus grwa of bSe
ngag dbang bkra shis,® as well as various dGe lugs pa commentaries
which are in debate logic format or extensively use these means of expres-
ston.’
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bsDus Grwa Logic as a Real Debate Logic

dGe lugs pa logic has by now received a certain amount of study, notably
an early descriptive article by Sierksma, an M.A. and Ph.D. thesis by D.
Perdue, the articles in Japanese by S. Onoda and two informative recent
articles by M. Goldberg.? In Tillemans (1986b), I attempted an analy-
sis of intensional epistemic statements in this system. However, what has
yet to adequately emerge from this mass of brute data is the general
character of the system: here, modern interpretors have tended to abuse
terms, such as “syllogisms” and “sets,” borrowed from Aristotelian or
modern symbolic logic, as if bsdus grwa were somehow a fragment of an
odd sort of deductive logic or set theory.” In fact, as one immediately
sees when one looks at the Tibetan texts, or even at the data which Per-
due, Goldberg ez al. give in a generally accurate way, the logic is through
and through a set of rules for conducting a dialogue; this is an obvious
fact, but it means that bsdus grwa logic is not propetly speaking a series
of “proofs” (to cite Goldberg), “syllogisms” (to cite most writers on Indi-
an or Tibetan logic), enthymemes, or derivations.

Indeed, recently we have seen a growing interest among logicians and
philosophers in theories of argumentation and in so-called debate log-
ics in their own right, an interest generally founded on the realization that
argumentation, while it is to varying degrees translatable into formal
logic, is not the same as doing derivations, and indeed that it exhibits
fundamentally irreducible elements which deserve to be analysed with-
out the distortions of translation into alien terms. J. Hintikka, E.M.
Barth, L. Apostel, P. Lorenzen and numerous other philosophers writ-
ing in a wide range of languages have attempted to provide analyses of
rational argumentation which offer alternatives to translations into ele-
mentary first-order predicate logic, and indeed some writers, such as
Lorenzen, have even reinterpreted this elementary logic in terms of a for-
malized dialogue logic.” It is not my intention to try to present the var-
ious currents in this new domain of “argumentology,” but to stress that
the key steps which such theoreticians share is to conceive of argumen-
tation and dialectics in terms of games, strategies, rights and obligations
for the participants and finally, winning and losing. In short, to use Eric
C. W. Krabbe’s (1982) terms: If we present a logic in a “derivational
garb,” the “validity” of arguments will be defined as derivability in some
system; if we use a “dialectical garb,” “validity” becomes the existence
of a winning strategy in a dialogue-game."
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It should be clear to anyone familiar with &sdus grwa logic, that the
key terms such as dod (“1 agree”), rtags ma grub (“the reason is unestab-
lished”), khyab pa ma byung (“there is no pervasion”), ci’% phyir (“why?”)
and so forth embody a system of moves, responses, rights and obliga-
tions in a rigidly structured game, a game in which certain strategies
will lead to subvictories punctuated by the exclamation #5/:./and, even-
tually, to a final victory marked by rtsa ba’i dam bea’ tsha, * tsha! to [your]
fundamental thesis.”

It is unnecessary to restate all the rules and procedures of this game—
others have already done that. To make my point about the particular-
ities of a debate logic, suffice it to cite here the rules, rights and
obligations governing “pervasion” (khyab pa = vyapti), i.e., the entail-
ment between the reason (rtags = liriga) and the property to be proved
(bsgrub bya'i chos = sadhyadharma). If a proponent presents a statement
of the form « has property Fbecause 4 has property G, his opponent is
faced with three possiblities of which he must choose one: (i) he may
say that he agrees that 2 has F; (ii) he may assert that 2 does not have G;
(iii) he may assert that not everything which has G has F, or in other
words: For not all x:if x has G'then x has £ Should he choose the third
option, the opponent will then be summoned to show a counterexam-
ple (ma khyab pa’i mu), viz., something which has G but does not have
F; if the opponent fails to give anything at all within a “reasonable” time
period, or if the example turns out to be bogus, the proponent will have
the right to assert that the pervasion does indeed hold.

While we obviously can translate debates about pervasion into a nat-
ural deduction system, where we speak of premises, universal instanti-
ation, etc., and where truth is defined in the usual way relative to a
domain of objects, this loses sight of the fundamental fact that debate
is an activity, where the ontological question as to whether there is a
counterexample or not is replaced by the practical activity of seeking and
finding one." In short, a universally generalized conditional, “For all x:
if x has G then x has £” is true in normal first order predicate calculus
if there is no member of the domain which 7 fact has the property
assigned to “G” but lacks the property assigned to “F.” In a debate logic,
one is allowed o assert the generalization if the opponent cannot follow
a certain set of procedures and then find a counterexample. We shall
look at the details and consequences of this type of view of pervasion,
below, but first of all, by way of a preliminary, let us take up the prob-
lem of quantification and variables.



FORMAL AND SEMANTIC ASPECTS 121

Formal Structures
Quantification and variables

First, it should be pointed out that language used in debate is a rather
technical, artificial form of Tibetan, and in this idiom we find an exten-
sive technical use of pronouns in a manner which is analogous to the use
of variables. Indeed, it has been often said that variables are ardificial
languages’ analogue to the ordinary pronouns in daily discourse. In the
case of Tibetan debate logic, however, this parallel between pronouns
and variables is even more marked, for the Tibetan idiom is itself arti-
ficial and the pronoun khyod which is used as a variable-analogue does
not have its ordinary sense of “you,” the second person pronoun stand-
ing for people whom one addresses, but instead usually stands for inan-
imate things and notions. So without any more ado let us speak of khyod
and its cousin chos de in such contexts as being, for our purposes, the
variables in debate logic: khyod is used when one variable is all that is
necessary, and chos de (lit., “that dharma,” “that element”) when a sec-
ond variable is called for. Propositions are represented by de (lit., “that”)
as in de sgrub kyi rtags yang dag, “a valid reason for proving P.” In most
cases when a predicate is monadic, the variable £hyod will be dropped
as unnccessary and cumbersome: £4yod can however always be explicit-
ly added, if one wishes to do so, and the reasoning functions as if it were
implicitly present. For example,

(1) sgra chos can mi rtag ste (lit., “sound, the subject, is
impermanent...”)

could be phrased as:

(2) sgra chos can kbyod mi rtag pa yin ste (lit., “sound, the
subject, you are impermanent...”).

In a dyadic predicate such as “x is the cause of y” (khyod chos de’i rgyu
yin) or “xis identical with x” (khyod kbyod dang gcig yin), the variables
must be used. (For more on the use of £hyod, see Onoda [1979b].)

Now the obvious question to ask is: What is the purpose of contin-
ually saying “the subject” (chos can = dbarmin) when stating proposi-
tions? In fact, it plays a very necessary role, but let me bring this out in
WO Steps.
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First of all, chos can is not really a subject marker, but rather a marker
of the topic under discussion. (Readers of Japanese when confronted
with bsdus grwa logic for the first time, invariably think of the Japanese
topic-marker wa, and the analogy is apt.) In the usual sound-impermanent
reasonings, “sound” is actually the subject, but if we take the Tibetan ren-
ditions of the classic Indian smoke-fire reasoning, viz., parvato vahn-
iman dbiimat = du ldan la la chos can me yod de du ba yod pa’i phyir, we
see immediately that in Tibetan the word “hill” is not a simple nomina-
tive as in Sanskrit, but rather has the l particle (viz., du ldan la la). To
translate the Tibetan literally we would have: “On the smoky hill, the
topic, there is fire, because there is smoke.” It is apparent then that chos
can is indeed more like a topic-marker, rather than a marker of the gram-
matical subject.

This however is at most the beginning of an explanation. More inter-
esting is to see the use of the marker chos can as indicating a special type
of quantification. To see this more clearly, let us take a sample reason-
ing with &£hyod being used as a variable:

(3) bum pa chos can khyod khyod dang geig yin te khyod yod
pa’i phyir (lit., “the vase, the topic, you are identical to
vourself because you exist”)."

This then is a statement of the form, F because G, and naturally the
proponent can ask whether the correspondmg generalization or perva-
sion holds. We shall represent this pervasmn as a universal generaliza-
tion, viz., a statement of the form (x)(if Gx then Fx) which one should
read as: For all x: if x has G then x has F. (I should mention that quan-
tification must range over existent and nonexistent items—everything
from vases to rabbit’s horns. In another article I discuss the problems
which this poses in the context of Indian Buddhist logic. I refer the
reader to the discussion there for precisions on this problem; for our
purposes it is not necessary to enter into details again.')
In Tibetan the pervasion of (3) becomes:

(4) khyod yod na khyod khyod dang geig yin pas khyab (lic., “if
you exist then you are pervaded by being identical with

yourself”).

Formalizing things, we could represent the predicate “exists” by “E!”
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and thus come up with:
(5) (x)(if Elx then x = x)."

Now it should be clear that the variable £hyod used in (4) also figures
in the original reasoning (3). How then could we formalize (3) all the
while showing £hyod as being a variable? How, in effect, are to make the
phrase “the vase, the topic,” (bum pa chos can) be anything more than
a useless appendage followed by an unbound variable x? The answer is
to treat it as being a quantifier which binds variables in the usual way;
however, instead of the usual existential and universal quantifiers, what
is at stake here is what J.A. Faris (1968) terms “singular quantification.”
Consider the following:

(6) Ollie loves Nicaragua.
(7)Ollie is such that he loves Nicaragua.
(8) Ollie, he is such that he loves Nicaragua.
If we treat the pronoun “he” in (8) as a variable then we can see that
“Ollie,” in indicating the pronoun’s antecedent, is in effect binding the

variable. Following Faris, sentence (8) could be formalized as:

(9) (Ollie x)(x loves Nicaragua). Read: “Of Ollie as x, it is
so that x loves Nicaragua.”'s

As Faris shows, this type of quantifier-matrix form for singular state-
ments can be integrated into the fabric of first order logic without any
special problems; in fact the main reason which one can see for not
doing it in modern logic is that it is horribly cumbersome and does not
really do anything that individual constants don’t already do. But in
bsdus grwa logic it does have explanatory power. Sentence (3) becomes

(10) (the vase x)(x = x because Elx), or equivalently,
(11)(the vase x)(if E!x then x = x)

From (11) we only need to change the quantifier to universal quanti-
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fication to get (5). In short, £hyod functions as a bound variable in both
sorts of statements, the singular statements (3)/(10) and the universal
statements (4)/(5): what changes is the type of quantifier which binds
it. In the first case singular quantification is conveyed by the topic-mark-
er, chos can; in the second case, universal quantification is conveyed by
the idiom of “pervasion” (khyab pa).

A curiosity in Tibetan debate, which is worth mentioning as it brings
out further the likeness between topic-markers and quantification, is
the possibility of redundant quantifiers, that is to say, in this logic we
can and frequently do find quantifiers which prefix formulae which have
no variables whatsoever. The result is that the quantifier becomes redun-
dant—just as can occur in modern predicate logic—because it fails to
bind any variables.

In modern logic redundant quantification is a possibility, of course,
but one of little practical importance. Not so for the Tibetans. To bring
this out more clearly, let us look at the following examples:

(12)(x)(if Robert Johnson sang “Crossroads” then Son
House sang “Death Letter Blues”).

(13)(x)(if sound is impermanent then vases are products).

(14)([the] knowable thing x)(sound is impermanent and
vases are not products).

Obviously, for (12) to be true it is sufficient that either the antecedent
(Robert Johnson sang “Crossroads”) be false or the consequent (Son
House sang “Death Letter Blues”) be true. Similarly for the Tibetan-style
example (13). It is interesting, however, to look at the manner in which
this basically banal logical phenomenon presents itself in debate logic.
Should an opponent assert the contrary of (13), the proponent will nat-
urally say “Show me a counterexample,” and here he will be asking for
a statement prefixed by a topic-marker such as in (14). It should be
apparent that whatever topic the opponent might choose as a candidate
for a counterexample, it will be ineffectual, for the statements “sound is
impermanent” and “vases are products” will remain true. Failing to show
a counterexample, the opponent has to accept the pervasion.

In cases such as (14) Tibetan debaters regularly say that the chos can
is nus med (“powerless”), although [ have never seen this particular term
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used in a text. At any rate, it is quite an apt description and brings out
the element of redundancy in that the chos can is not the antecedent of
any pronoun in the subsequent proposition: in our terms it is redundant
because the proposition contains no variables for it to bind.

Finally, note that in (14) the topic given was “the knowable thing”
(shes bya) but in fact it could have been anything whatsoever, all be there
a type of practical convention among debaters which leads one to use
“knowable thing” as a virtual powerless topic of choice which is imme-
diately recognized as such by competent debaters familiar with the “code.”
This redundant quantification, I may add, is what is frequently chosen
to dress up doctrinal propositions in the trappings of logical rigor, as we
see in dGe 'dun grub pa’s commentary, the dBu ma jug pa gsal ba'i me
long, where there are elaborate debate logic paraphrases of the verses in
the first five chapters of the Mudbhyamakivatira, chapters which concern
essentially dogmatic subjects having little or nothing to do with logical
argumentation. Typically the powerless topic of such reasonings is rep-
resented by “the knowable thing,” which is followed by two complete
sentences with no pronouns or variables, the second sentence ending in
phyirand showing the reason for the first."”

Pervasion for Tibetan logicians
and pervasion for Dharmakirti

At the risk of saying a few things which are becoming fairly well known
by now, let us briefly look at the Indian Buddhist account of vyipti as
represented by Dharmakirti; this provides a significant point of con-
trast to pervasion in Tibetan debate logic." Specifically, two questions
need to be examined: (i) What is pervasion in the two logics? (i) How
is it established?

Now, for Dharmakirti, the key point is that the implication between
a reason (heru) and a property to be proved (sidhyadharma) must be
founded on a necessary connection (sambandba; pratibandha) between
the terms, be this a causal connection (fadutparti) or one of essential
identity (taditmya).” If there is such a connection, then it is certain chat
the former term entails the latter and it is 7mpossible that there be a coun-
terexample.

One might want to take “certain” and “impossible” in a suitably
modal sense, one which is construed in terms of causal necessity or the
necessity between two conceptually-fabricated distinctions (i.e.,
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samanyalaksana) of the same real particulars (svalaksana). Following this
line, the ternptation would be to say that for Dharmakirti the terms G
and Fare in a relation of pervasion if and only if

(15) N {x)(if Gx then Fx)

where “N” is a necessity operator. In fact, though, it is not clear as to
whether Dharmakirti means that, or whether his point is more of an
epistemological one, i.e., that one cannot know or be sure about the
truth of (x)(if Gx then Fx) unless one knows that there is a connection
between G and F. 1 am of the opinion that the epistemological version
is a more accurate account of Dharmakirti’s thought, although in the
final analysis one probably has to say that epistemological and logical
aspects were perhaps inadequately distinguished. At any rate, the key
position which he is opposing is primarily a certain epistemological
stance, viz., I¢varasena’s view that pervasion is based on “mere nonob-
servation” (adarasanamidtra) of a counterexample. More exactly, what
this means is that one could assert (x)(if Gx then Fx) with no grounds
other than not seeing something which had G but did not have F. So,
to simplify things a bit, let us provisionally say that pervasion #zself in
Dharmakirti translates into the same universally quantified formula as
in Tibetan debate logic: the important difference, as we shall see, is in
their respective justifications for asserting that there is pervasion.

In point of fact, in Dharmakirti’s epistemology it is quite complicat-
ed to establish the necessary connection justifying the assertion that
there is pervasion. How is one to know that such a connection exists and
hence that there can never be a counterexample? In Pramanavirttika
IV, k. 245-57 Dharmakirti explains what later became a standard
account of the method to establish causal connections: causality between
Aand its effect Bis established when observations of previously nonex-
istent B’ are preceded by those of A5, and nonobservations of A5 are
followed by nonobservations of B5.** As for tadatmya, identity, he argues
in PV 1V, k. 258 that this sort of necessary connection is to be estab-
lished by analyzing whether the real nature to which the concepts cor-
respond is the same or not. Subsequently, in the Vidanyiya,
Dharmakirsi will use a different method.” But here in PV he relied upon
a type of conceptual analysis. Here is k. 258 with Devendrabuddhi’s
introduction:
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Devendrabuddhi: “So indeed, the necessary connection between
cause and effect is like this. The essential property (rang bzhin
= svabhdva). i.c., the reason which is an essential property is

22

as follows:

PV 1V, k. 258: “The necessary connection of the essential
property is to be understood by considering the reason accord-
ing to its [real] nature (yathisvam), just like [the proof of
identity (tadatmyasidhana)*] between perishability and pro-
ducthood which was previously explained.”*

So much for Dharmakirti’s stance. Of course, this view about neces-
sary connections, and in fact all the basic features of Dharmakirti’s logic,
were known to the Tibetans and were held in reverential awe as the
guidelines on how to do logic. But while that may be so, the logic which
they actually used, viz., the debate logic, was probably something which
would have made Dharmakirti wince a bit, particularly as it comes very
close to the accursed adarsanamatra method of establishing pervasion.
If we refer to the rules and obligations of this debate logic, we see that
if an opponent challenges a pervasion (i.e., asserts the contrary), the pro-
ponent will say “Show me a counterexample!” In other words, in an
actual debate, necessary connections and that sort of thing play very lit-
tle role: a pervasion is accepted when one cannot find a counterexam-
ple.** No doubt the mixture of Dharmakirtian theory and actual Tibetan
debate is slightly schizophrenic, but it is probably true that the simpli-
fied approach to establishing universal generalizations is indeed what
one finds most of the time in real arguments, be they among Buddhist
logicians, members of Oxford debating unions or lawyers in an Assize
court. Alas, nobody caught in the rough-and-tumble of debate can take
much time out to do conceptual analysis of necessary relations between
terms.

Ex falso sequitur quodlibet

Surprisingly enough, not only is it so that in practice Tibetan debaters
did not need to ascertain a necessary connection between terms in order
to establish pervasion, but this necessary connection is not even a strict
theoretical requirement. Let us suppose that we have a statement of a per-
vasion where we are sure that the antecedent is false, e.g., the antecedent
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could involve an item universally recognized as being nonexistent, such
as the barren woman’s son, a rabbit’s horn and the like. In that case it
will be impossible to show a counterexample, not because of the barren
woman’s son’s necessary connection with the term in the consequent
(the barren woman’s son isn’t connected with anything at all!), but rather
because there are no instances of such “sons.” Once again, failing to
show a counterexample, one must then accept the pervasion.

Consider the following formulae, the first representing a pervasion,
the second showing the dGe lugs pa view that nothing, existent or non-
existent, is a rabbit’s horn:

(16) (x)(if x is a rabbic’s horn then x is impermanent).
(17) - (Ex)(x is a rabbit’s horn).

It should be clear that (16) follows from (17).* Indeed, given (17),
the consequent of (16) could have been anything at all: so long as the
antecedent remains “xis a rabbit’s horn,” the whole conditional will be
true. This is in fact a version of the medieval logician’s principle of ex
falso sequitur quodlibet,” a principle which has its correspondent in

Tibetan debate logic:

(18) 7i bong rwa yin na gang dran dran yin pas khyab (“if
something is a rabbit’s horn then it is pervaded by being
whatever one can think of”).

The Medievals generally made a distinction between consequentiae whose
antecedents were necessarily false (i.e., contradictory) or contingently
false, a distinction which is not explicitly formulated in Tibetan debate
logic, but the logical insight at stake here, while somewhat less elabo-
rated in the case of the Tibetans, is turning on the same point.
Naturally, if a Tibetan has such a view on pervasion, exegetical prob-
lems will arise as to how he is to interpret Dharmakirti’s strictures con-
cerning necessary connections. Their solution is to make a split between
pervasion simpliciter, such as one might find in “consequences” (prasariga)
used in a debate, and pervasion as the anvayavydpti and vyatirekavyapti
in the context of the theory of the triple characterization (trairiipya) of
valid reasons; it is only in the latter case that a necessary connection is
required.” Frankly, I do not know how a consistent Dharmakirtian
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would have to react to such a split, but I would go so far as to say that
the Tibetans’ separation of the formal notion of pervasion from its Dhar-
makirtian epistemological baggage does, perhaps, represent a certain
progress, in that they explicitly developed precisely those cases which
show that the logical problem of formulating what we mean by saying
that a pervasion holds is different from the epistemological problem as
to how we we can know or come to be sure that it holds.”

Semantic Aspects

While the formal aspects of bsdus grwa logic, such as those which I have
discussed above, can be explained with a relative degree of clarity and
rigour, the semantic problems of interpreting what the individual terms
refer to in Tibetan arguments are often nightmarishly complex. Mar-
garet Goldberg, in two recently published papers, had the courage and
patience to try to disentangle and classify some of these problems. She
noticed that there are a number of rules where one can predict certain
results providing the case is a “normal” one, or in her terms, “providing
no contradictory condition is present.” Prima facie this might seem to
boil down to the simple tautology that cases are normal providing they
are not odd and seemingly inexplicable exceptions, bur in fact there is
more to it—she tried to give some rules which would explain when
some of these “exceptions” occur. Unfortunartely, much of her exposition
is either an intrasystemic mass of data—Ilargely correct, valuable, but as
complex as the bsdus grwa arguments themselves—or involves an attri-
bution of some alien and ill-fitting concepts. I think that we can and should
simplify things a bit by diagnosing a few ambiguities and equivocations.

The basic problem in bsdus grwalogic which guarantees “exception-
al cases” is the ambiguity of the terms used as topics. Thus, e.g., almost
all young Tibetan debaters end up scratching their heads in puzzlement
at the following pair of statements:

(19) shes bya chos can rtag pa yin (lit., “knowable thing, the
topic, is permanent”).

(20) shes bya yin na rtag pa yin pas ma khyab, dper na gser
bum chos can (lit., “if something is a knowable thing
then it is not pervaded by being permanent, for exam-
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ple, the topic, golden vase™).”

The oddity is that (19) is saying that “knowable thing,” taken as the
topic, is permanent, while (20) means that not every knowable thing is
permanent—vases are knowable but are not permanent.

Goldberg tried to explain cases such as (19) by “the rule that says that
any entity which includes a mixture of permanent and impermanent
instances is permanent.”® This is true, although it does not get us much
further than merely repeating the intrasystemic reason which Tibetans
themselves invariably give and usually do not understand either. Let us
take up two more notions which she discusses.

(21) mtshan nyid chos can mtshan nyid ma yin te mtshon bya
yin pa’i phyir (lit., “defining property, the topic, is not
a defining property, because it is the object of a defin-
ing property”).

(22) meshan nyid yin na mtshan nyid yin pas khyab (lic., “if
something is a defining property, it is pervaded by being
a defining property”).»

So, finally, what is going on here? First and foremost, we have the
purely linguistic fact that Tibetan does not have a definite article and
rarely uses the indefinite article or abstmctlon designators such as the
-tva or -td which we find in Sanskrit. It mlght be objected straightaway
that tval ti do have their equivalent in Tibetan, viz., nyid, but while that
is so for Tibetan translations of Indian texts, in indigenous Tibetan logic
or in literary Tibetan which is not translationese, nyid is almost never
used in this role. Nobody would say shes bya nyid chos can or bum pa nyid
chos can.

If we do not use articles, it is of course difficult to know whether we
should understand shes bya as meaning “the knowable thing [over there]”
or “a knowable thing” or even “all knowable things” or “some know-
able things.” Lacking a distinction such as that between jsieya and jiie-
yatva we do not know whether shes bya means “a/the/some/all knowable
thing(s)” or “knowableness.” This, then, is the first element in disen-
tangling the “exceptions” in ésdus grwa logic: in cases such as (19) the
Tibetans are not meaning “an/the/some/all A(s),” but rather may be tak-
ing the term more in the sense of the property A-ness. More exactly
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speaking, it is we who have to take the term as meaning A-ness: they fail
to make the distinction. At any rate, once we make such a distinction,
the paradoxical quality of asserting both (19) and (20) vanishes, for the
paradox arises if we take shes bya as implicitly meaning “all knowable
things” rather than knowableness. Certainly, in Tibetan logic substan-
tives must often be understood as meaning “all ...”, but there are many
cases where we have to take the Tibetan term as implicitly meaning the
abstract property in question.”

Now, it should be of some interest to know that this sort of ambi-
guity is by no means restricted to Tibetan logic: the Medievals had a sim-
ilar problem in their theory of supposition (suppositio), a theory which
L. Bochenski has termed “one of the most original creations of Scholas-
ticism, unknown to ancient and modern logic.”* For us it is impossi-
ble and unnecessary to enter into the details of the complete theory, a
well-developed doctrine on which most every post-twelfth century logi-
cian had something to say. What is relevant to us, however, is the
medieval logicians’ attempt to explain the varieties of attribution and
designation which one and the same substantive could have, and here a
root cause of these logicians’ problems seems also to have been that Latin
too has no articles.

If we take the theory as formulated by the thirteenth-century writer,
William of Shyreswood, the same term Aomo can be used to mean
“alsome/all men,” or “man” in the sense of the property or species, i.e.,
one can say homo currit, [omnis] homo est animal, or homo est species.
The case which is of interest to us is the third one, where, according to
William, the term homo “simply stands for what is signified without
referring to the things.”” This latter suppositio simplex pro significato sine
comparatione ad res seems to have been somewhat controversial among
the medieval logicians, but at any rate it was recognized that a term such
as homo could in certain contexts refer to the property, or “variety” rather
than any or all individual men: another term for this suppositio is mane-
rialis, quia supponit pro ipsa manerie speciei (“manerial supposition
because it stands for the very manner [i.e., specific character] of the
species”).™

Let us now return to the pair of statements, (21) and (22). If we take
the term mtshan nyid as referring to the various entities which are them-
selves defining properties, then (21) will lead to the paradox that a/some
/the/all things which are defining properties are not defining properties.
However, taking (21) as a kind of suppositio simplex sine comparatione
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ad res, it asserts that being a defining property, or defining-property-
ness, is not itself a defining property. To Sanskritize things, the point
at stake may be taken to be that laksanatva (“defining-propertyness”) is
something which can itself be defined, therefore, it is the object of a de-
fining property (mtshon bya = laksya) and is not itself a defining property.”

Curiously enough, although the Tibetans never developed a theory
approaching the complexity of the Medievals’ theory of suppositio, they
do seem to be aware that a special type of reference is occurring when
one uses terms as in (19) and (21). They will insist that what is meant
is just “its own exclusion” (rang ldog) rather than the “exclusions of its
bases” (gzhi ldog), thus making use of Tibetan (?) adaptations of the ter-
minology in the Indian Buddhist theory of @poha, a theory which holds
that the referent of any word is always some sort of exclusion (ldog pa =
vydvrtti) of what is contrary.

Nonetheless, the use of the term “exclusions” is not of crucial impor-
tance for us: the real point at stake is whether a word is referring only to
the general notion or property (i.e., rang ldog) or whether it is also in
some way referring to the things which have that property (i.e., gzhi
ldog), in other words what the Medievals termed respectively suppositio
simplex pro significato sine comparatione ad res and suppositio simplex pro
significato comparato ad res.* While Tibetans will draw upon the terms
rang ldog and gzhi ldog in an ad hoc fashion to explain away paradoxical
cases (in that sense one could say that they potentially have the con-
ceptual machinery necessary to construct a theory of different sorts of
suppositio)," there is no clear attempt to systematically explain and gen-
eralize upon the fundamental logical differences between such state-
ments as bum pa lto ldir zhabs zhum chos skyor gyi don byed nus pa yin
(“vase[s] are bulbous, splay-bottomed [and] able to perform the func-
tion of carrying water™*) and byas pa sgra mi rtag par sgrub pa’i rtags
yang dag yin (“product[hood] is a valid reason for proving that sound is
impermanent”).* And yet, obviously, in the first case there must be ref-
erences to actual vases in addition to the reference to the rang ldog,
whereas in the latter it would be incoherent for the term byas pa to refer
to actual products of causality such as seeds, sprouts and pillars—nobody
would want to pretend that a pillar is a valid reason for proving that
sound is impermanent.

Ultimately we have have no choice but to diagnose ambiguities and
equivocations, for if we remain rigourously faithful to what is written
in the texts, the result will certainly be that we end up with a more or
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less incomprehensible logic of the sort which Goldberg, alas, accurate-
ly describes in her list of “puzzles.” At any rate, we do not get far in our
understanding by saying things like “the dGe lugs pas assume that there
is an almost consistent universe,” or by exaggerating the importance of
a few bsdus grwa brain-teasers so that we end up with a “unique non-
Western formulation of topics related to set theory including logical
antinomies similar to Russell’s paradox.”* In fact, it is probably fairer
to say that the dGe lugs pa generally were hardly confronted with the
problem of inconsistency in a logic, largely because their debate logic was
not sufficiently formalized so that this problem would arise clearly. What
they were doing was nothing so elevated as the postulation of a “semi-
consistent” universe: it was very often a matter of simply patching things
up. In short, while it is not necessary to go so far as to say (as does
Quine) that there can be no logics which really do deviate from the clas-
sical logical laws of contradiction and excluded middle, it is better to
explain away the anomalous phenomena in bsdlus grwa as resting on mis-
understandings, equivocations, translational problems and the like.

So much for the comparative philosophy approach to solving logical
anomalies which arise in articleless languages.* There are other conun-
drums which arise because of the apoba-based view that entities such as
byas pa “(product[hood]”) and mi rtag pa (“impermanent”/“imperma-
nence”) cannot be identical (gcig) in some very strong sense of the term
“identity.” But I have developed these points elsewhere and will not
again enter into the details of the Tibetan notions of identity.”” What is
perhaps of interest as a final section to this article, is to look at how the
Tibetans used debate logic in their interpretations of a key Indian Bud-
dhist doctrine, the catuskoti (“tetralemma”; Tib. mu bzhi). For the sake
of brevity, let me presuppose a certain familiarity with the broad out-
lines of the Indian Madhyamaka and restrict myself to the position of
the dGe lugs pas without making comparisons with other Tibetan schools,
who, it should be remembered, did have very different positions.

The Catuskoti as Seen via
the Perspective of dGe lugs pa Debate Logic

A classic Indian statement of the catuskoti occurs in k. 21 of chapter 12
of Aryadeva’s Catupsataka:
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Existent, nonexistent, both existent and nonexistent, neither
existent nor nonexistent, that is the method which the

learned should always use with regard to oneness and other
such [theses].®

As phrased in this way, we have denials that anything exists, is nonex-
istent, is both or neither. The commentary of Candrakirti makes it clear,
however, that this tetralemma also applies to other dichotomies, such
as one/many, and so forth—in other words, it can be generalized to
apply to any proposition P, and not just to the usual context of “.. .exists,”
“...is nonexistent,” etc.” Ruegg (1977: 9) sums up the Madhyamika
use of this schema:

This type of analysis of a problem thus constitutes one of the
basic methods used by the Madhyamikas to establish the inap-
plicability of any imaginable conceptual position—positive,
negative or some combination of these—that might be taken
as the subject of an existential proposition and become one of
a set of binary doctrinal extemes (antadvaya).

While one might somehow find a way to rationalize this fourfold
negation, prima facie, it looks as if it would lead to a deviant logic, a fact
which, of course, has not gone unnoticed by Western interpreters. If we
take the negations of the four lemmasl as being -P, --P, -(P & -P),
~(~-P & ~-P), then these four cannot be maintained together unless we
grant that the negation operator is not that of classical logic: in other
words, inter alia, ~~ P cannot imply 2, and other such classical laws can-
not hold either. In point of fact, many Western interpreters are quick
to say that the negation operator is not classical, that it is prasajyapra-
tisedha, a type of negation which would not be bound by the law of
double negation.

Now, indeed, in spite of Ruegg’s excellent paper, the Indian caruskoti
and prasajyapratisedha is, no doubt, a subject on which many writers will
continue o seek interpretations, especially those who are philosophically
cautious about embracing non-classical logics and negations. Fortu-
nately, that problem need not be solved here; what is of interest to us
now is the fact that the dGe lugs clearly felt the same sort of qualms
about a lizeral interpretation of the tetralemma, an interpretation which
would necessitate a non-classical view of negation. They avoid these
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unpalatable consequences by adding the qualification bden par grub pa
(“truly established”)—or equivalently, rang bzhin gyis grub pa (“estab-
lished by own-nature”) or don dam par (“ultimately”)—wherever nec-
essary to avoid paradox.” This is in keeping with the fundamental view
of Tsong kha pa that statements in Madhyamaka arguments, in gener-
al, cannot be taken literally, but must be prefixed by a qualification
which specifies exactly what it is that is being refuted (dgag bya). Fail-
ure to qualify yod pa (“existence”/“existent”) as bden par yod pa (“truly
existent”) would, besides engendering paradoxes in catuskoti-style argu-
ments, also lead to a complete denial of conventional truth.

Consider the following passage from Se ra rje btsun chos kyi rgyal
mtshan’s sKabs dang po’i spyi don where the author first presents a liter-
al version of the catuskoti, which he considers untenable. He then gives
a duly qualified version:

An opponent might say: “The ultimate mode of being is that
all dharmas are not existent, nor nonexistent, nor both, nor
neither, for in the sitra it is said that all dbarmas are not exis-
tent, nonexistent, both or neither, and the Ratnakita [sitra]
states: ‘Kasyapa, saying that [a thing] exists is one extreme,
saying that it does not exist is the other extreme. Abandon-
ing these two extremes is the Middle Path.” [Reply:] This is
incorrect for the following reasons: the meaning of the first
scriptural citation is the point that all dbarmas are not ulti-
mately existent, [and thus] are not truly established, nor are
they conventionally nonexistent, [and thus] established as
being that [i.e., nonexistent], nor are they truly established as
being both ultimately existent and conventionally nonexis-
tent, nor are they truly established as being neither [ultimately
existent nor conventionally nonexistent]; the meaning of the
second [citation] is to show that the view [that things are]
truly existent is the view of permanence and that the view that
they are conventionally nonexistent is the view of annihila-
tion. If it were not like this, then it would follow that all dbar-
mas, the topic, are existent, because they are not nonexistent.
...Or, what is more, it would follow that all dharmas, the
topic, are existent and are also nonexistent, both and neither,
because all dharmas are not existent, not nonexistent, not both
nor neither—the reason is what you hold.”!
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In fact, Chos kyi rgyal mtshan’s qualified version is somewhat com-
plicated to interpret. We might take “truly established” (6den par grub
pa)or “truly” (bden par), “ultimately” (don dam par) as a kind of modal
operator which we could symbolize by “00”. Thus -0 Pmeans “itis not
truly so that 2” In that case, Chos kyi rgyal mtshan’s version asserts:
-ap;--P;-0(@AP& ~-P), -0 (-0O0P & -~ P). First of all, note that the
third lemma, in particular, seems unnecessarily circumscribed, i.e., he
could have simply said ~(CO0P & - P): on either solution though, we see
that the third lemma would not be a simple restatement of the law of
contradiction, as it is in the literalist version. At any rate what concerns
us most in Chos kyi rgyal mtshan’s version is that no contradiction is
derivable from the conjunction of the four negated lemmas. In simpler
terms, to take his version of the Ratnakita’s famous pronouncement, the
“Middle Path” would be an assertion of an unqualified statement P; the
“extremes” would be 0P and ~ P; there is no contradiction in a formu-
la which denies the “extremes” and asserts P, viz., ((-OP & ~-P) & P).

At this point, though, I should make an exegetical aside with regard
to the interpretation of the negation of the second lemma, which, in
Chos kyi rgyal mtshan, is to be taken as denying that things are com-
pletely nonexistent. In other words, for Chos kyi rgyal mtshan, this
comes down to the statement which we sometimes see in other dGe
lugs pa texts that phenomena are gtan nas med pa ma yin pa (“not com-
pletely nonexistent”).”* Such a version of the second lemma seems to
correspond with his interpretation of the “extremes” (mtha’ = anta)
which are to be avoided and indeed one finds no shortage of allusions
to this idea in dGe lugs pa commentaries.

Be all this as it may, the dGe lugs pa do in fact recognize two versions
of the extreme of nonexistence (med mtha’): (a) “one which denies some-
thing legitimate” (skur debs kyi med mtha’ )—this is what Chos kyi rgyal
mtshan is talking about; (b) “one which involves reification [of the nega-
tion]” (sgro ‘dogs kyi med mtha’).>* The latter type of med mtha’would
be something like saying, “it is truly so that things do not truly exist,”
and its denial would therefore be, “it is not truly so that things do not
truly exist,” or in symbols, -0~ P> Note that here too, there is noth-
ing contradictory about asserting (-0 & ~[0-[1P). What is signifi-
cantly different from the denial of the skur debs kyi med mtha’, however,
is that ~-O-0OP does not in any way imply or contradict P; ~-0O0-01Pis
compatible with Pand also with - P.

Now, turning to the absurd consequences which Chos kyi rgyal
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mtshan maintains follow from the literalist position, we see further evi-
dence that the debate logic which he is using gives results analogous to
what one would expect from a classical propositional calculus. In other
words, to use propositional calculus with the normal negation operator,
we can tautologically derive Pfrom -~ P, and that is just what Chos kyi
rgyal mtshan does. Indeed, debate logic analogues to the laws of dou-
ble negation in classical logic are nicely described in Yongs dzin bsdus
grwd’s treatment of negation:

The negation-of-not-being [an Al (ma yin pa las log pa) is
equivalent to being [an A] (yin pa); the negation-of-being |an
Al (yin pa las log pa) is equivalent to not being [an A] (ma yin
pa); however many times one accumulates [occurrences of]
negation-of-not-being, iy is equivalent to one [occurrence of]
negation-of-not-being; an even number of [occurrences of]
negation-of-being [an A] is equivalent to negation-of-not-
being; if a [term] has an odd number of [occurrences of] nega-
tion-of-being, it is equivalent to [the term with] one negation-
of-being.”

Not surprisingly then, prasajyapratisedha, as explained in bsdus grwa
texts and in Tsong kha pa,* turns out to be unexceptional and con-
forms to classical negation. In sum, one occurrence of a negation oper-
ator such as ma yin pa or the negative particle ma, mi, etc. in terms such
as bum pa ma yin pa (“not being a vase”; “non-vase”) or ...bden par ma
grub pa (“not being truly established”) will be counted as a prasajyapra-
tisedha, because no positive assertion about a phenomenon is implied.”
Two occurrences of ma yin pa or an occurrence of ma yin pa las log pa
will be an implicative negation (paryudasapratisedha).

If we look at Chos kyi rgyal mtshan’s rendering of the caruskoti, he
has clearly taken pains to add bden par ma grub (“not truly established”),
which is a prasajyapratisedha and implies no positive assertion at all. His
exegetical weak point, however, is his denial of the second lemma, for
he must accept such a denial will imply the positive statement (i.e., -~
implies P): in that sense it is difficult for him to maintain that a// the
negations in the catuskoti are prasajyapratisedpa.”® Furthermore, on Chos
kyi rgyal mtshan’s version of the catuskoti involving the skur ‘debs kyi med
mtha’, there will be conventionally false existential propositions (e.g.,
“The creator of the world exists”) for which it will be impossible to
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negate all the lemmas: a dGe lugs pa could not say that the creator of
the world is not conventionally nonexistent, because the creator would
then have to exist. Thus, we have another exegetical problem in that we
will not be able to apply the catuskoti to any proposition we like. A lit-
tle reflection, however, shows that if we take the second lemma as being
the sgro ‘dogs kyi med mtha’, the negation operator will still behave clas-
sically, but neither of these two exegetical problems will arise.

NoTES TO CHAPTER 6

1 Stcherbatsky (1932: vol. 1, 38).
2 On Phya pa and his oeuvre, see van der Kuijp (1978), (1983: chap. 2).

3 Indeed, after Tsong kha pa, we see dGe lugs authors regularly alternating
between prose and debate logic format in their more extensive commentaries
on the meaning of canonical Indian texts. Tsong kha pa may also have used
it in his lectures, although in works written directly by him (i.e., not the lec-
ture notes of rGyal tshab and mKhas grub), he does not seem to use it. Cf.,
e.g., miNgon sum le’u’s tika rje’i gsung bzhin mkhas grub chos rjes mdzad pa, p.
529: rjes dpag tshad ma chos can / snang tshul phyin ci log gi blo ma yin par thal
! yul gi gtse bo la snang tshul phyin ci log gi blo ma yin pa’i phyir / khor gsum ga
khas blangs tshul snga ma ltar ro //. Admittedly, it might very well be mKhas
grub who put Tsong kha pa’s thought into this form.

4 Theories which specifically seem to be Phya pa’s inventions, not based on
Indian pramdina texts, are the rdzas chos ldog chos rnam bzhag, viz., the lesson
on substantial dbarmas and excluding dharmas (see Onoda [1980 : 385]),
and the lesson on rjes gro ldog khyab, a systematization of the possible sorts
of pervasions, which in spite of its name has little to do with the
anvayavyipti and vyatirekavydpti of the Indian Buddhist logicians (see Onoda
[1983 : 437]). Cf. also Ngag dbang nyi ma’s remarks (p. 20) stating that
Phya pa (= Cha pa) was responsible for rdzas chos ldog chos as found in bsdus
grwa: de dag la cha pa’i lugs kyi rdzas ldog zer / spyir rdzas chos dang ldog chos
kyi don jog lugs dang mi ‘dra // yin na'ang / cha pa chos kyi seng ges rdzas ldog
gi rnam bzhag de dag rgyas par mdzad la / jam dbyangs bla ma phyogs lha'i ‘od
zer gyis / de dag ni gzhung gi go ba la dgag gzhi drug sgra thal gyur sogs dang
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dra ba’i phan che [ zhes gsungs so //.

5 Cf, e.g., the full title of Yongs dzin rtags rigs: Tshad ma’i gzhung don “byed
pa’i bsdus grwa’i rnam par bshad pa rigs lam phrul gyi lde’n mig las rigs lam che
ba rtags rigs kyi skor.

6 Cf. dMu dge bsam gtan’s brief biography of this author in Tshad ma’i
dgongs don rtsa grel mkhas pa’i mgul rgyan = Yinmingxcue gaiyao ji qi zhushi,
pp. 373-74. bSe ngag dbang bkra shis (1678—1738) was a disciple of "Jam
dbyangs bzhad pa ngag dbang brtson "grus (1648-1722) and was an abbot
of Bla brang bkra shis "khyil. Note that *Jam dbyangs bzhad pa himself
wrote a bsdus grwa in verse form, the bsDus sbyor gyi snying po kun bsdus rig
pa’i mdzod.

7 The examples which I give from bsdus grwa texts are not generally direct
quotations, but are simplified versions of passages to be found in such texts
and are completely typical of what transpires in actual debates. In controver-
sial cases, I give passages on which my examples can be based.

8 See Sierksma (1964); Perdue (1976); Onoda (1979a; 1979b; 1980;
1982a; 1982b; 1982¢; 1983); and Goldberg (1985a; 1985b). Onoda (1992)

is an English work based on his Japanese articles.

9 While predicate calculus, set theory, etc., can be profitably used on occa-
sion in explaining structures in bsdus grwa, we must bear in mind that these
modern logic structures are at most approximate analogues of the structures
in bsdus grwa itself: in effect, we make a trade-off between the precision and
facility gained in our explanations versus the fidelity lost with regard to the
actual bsdus grwa argumentation. Goldberg, however, systematically blurs the
distinction between a description of the debate logic and its possible ana-
logues or translations into Aristotelian or formal logic. Cf. Goldberg

(1985a):

157: “The theory of logic which I encountered deals with infer-
ences as single syllogistic units.... The rules of inference of Detach-
ment (Modus Ponens), its contrapositive (Modus Tollens), and
Substitution are known and used [my italics].... Negation of impli-
cations, conjunctions, and disjunctions (including DeMorgan’s
Laws) are also known... The Aristotelian techniques of direct proof,
reductio ad absurdum (including reductio ad impossibile and con-
sequentia mirabilis) and ecthesis are used routinely.” Jbid, 156:
“The dGe lugs pa theories of formal logic are theories of predicate
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logic.” Ibid, 158: “dGe lugs pa logic presents a calculus of arbitrary
sets, properties and extensions....”

What does Goldberg mean by saying that all these things “are known and
used”? They are never explicitly formulated nor, with perhaps the exception
of contraposition, are they even discussed clearly. Of course, we can, if we
wish, use this Aristotelian terminology for comparative purposes, or we can
even try to transpose/translate bsdus grwa into such a logic. We could, with
limited utility, do the same thing with regard to the arguments that occur
between lawyers, but it would be somewhat silly to say that debaters in
courts of law know and use Aristotelian logic. As for the “dGe lugs pa theo-
ries of formal logic” and the “calculus” of sets, etc., this falsifies the character
of dGe lugs pa argumentation: there are no “theories of formal logic” or cal-
culi, if she is using these terms in anything other than a very loose or solecis-
tic manner. A few debate rules and obligations are informally presented in
the third book of Yongs dzin bsdus grwa, but many are not explained at all—
the student has to “pick them up” as best he can. For the problems in using
the terminology of sets, see n. 44.

10 See the extensive chronological bibliography of research in this area in
Barth and Martens (1982).

11 See Krabbe (1982: 126-27).

12 The essential change of perspective which this way of doing logic brings
out has been interestingly described by Barth in her introduction to Barth
and Martens (1982: 6) as follows: “...the habit of logicians, old and new, of
basing logic as well as their philosophy of language on some kind of “ontol-
ogy”—that is to say, on things, properties and values that “are there,” poten-
tially or actually, in some “domain” or other—this habit should give place to
a semantics in terms of the human activities of secking and finding.”

13 Cf. Rwa stod bsdus grwa 4al (= p. 7): de chos can / kbyod khyod dang gcig
yin par thal / khyod tshad ma’i gzhal bya yin pa’i phyir. yod pa (“existence”)
and tshad ma’i gzhal bya (“what is to be discriminated by a pramana’”) are
equivalent or co-extensive (don geig).

14 See Tillemans (1988).

15 Note that [ am fully aware of the fact that geig is a much stronger sort
of identity than what we represent by “=” (See Tillemans [1986a]), but
for the moment nothing depends upon that fact: purists can, if they wish,
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understand “=” in a suitably Buddhist sense.

16 Cf. Faris (1968: 4-9). Faris gives two possible translations of “(Claudius x)
Fx”: “Claudius x is such that x has F”; “Of Claudius as x it is true that x has

E” I would prefer not to introduce the potentially complicating phrase “it is

true” and say “it is so” instead.

17 See for example dBu ma jug pa gsal ba’i me long's explanation (10a5-6)

of the name of the fifth chapter in the Madhyamakivatira: shes bya chos can /
sa de lu sbyang dka’ ba zhes bya ste / sa Inga pa la gnas pa’ byang sems bdag nyid
chen po de lha'’i bu’i bdud rnams kun gyis kyang sbyang dka’i sa las pham par
nus pa ma yin pa’i phyir |. The verse on which he is commenting, viz., chap.
5, la-b, reads: bdag nyid che de bdud rnams kun gyis kyang // sbyang dka’i sa lu
pham par nus ma yin /1. Trans. by de la Vallée Poussin (p. 512): “Dans la
terre Sudurjaya, ce magnanime nfe peut étre vaincu méme par tous les
Maras.” See also dGe *dun grub pa’s commentary (p. 2b3—4) to the opening
verses of Pramanavarttikd's Svarthanumana chapter, where Dharmakirti
explains his own motivation in writing the work: shes bya chos can / dpal ldan
chos grags bdag la rnam grel di ni gtso cher gzhan la phan pa yin zhes bsam
paang med de / skye bo phal cher phal pa’i bstan beos la chags shing / legs nyes
byed pa'i shes rab kyi risal med pas na legs bshad rnams don du mi gnyer la / de
kho nar ma zad legs bshad la phrag dog dri ma dag gis yongs su sdang bar gyur
ba des na'o.

18 For the history of vydpti in Indian logic up to Dharmakirti, sec Katsura
(1986a) and an English summary in Katsura (1986c¢).

19 On these terms see Steinkellner (1971: 201-4). Stcherbatsky (1932: vol.
1, p. 554) characterized taditmya as follows: “the Buddhist law means refer-
ence of two different concepts to one and the same point of reality; the con-
cepts are identical in that sense that one is included in the other.”

20 The Buddhist theory of causality (kdryakaranabhiva), involving observa-
tion and nonobservation, was elaborated according to a fivefold set of cogni-
tions by Dharmottara and according to a threefold set by Jfianasrimitra. Cf.

Y. Kajiyama (1966: 113 and n. 305) and (1963).

21 [Author’s note: for this badhakapramana, see the introduction to the pre-
sent volume, p. 14.]

22 PVP 321a4: de ltar re zhig rgyu dang "bras bu’i med na mi “byung ba nyid
yin no // rang bzhin te | rang bzhin gyi gtan tshigs ni ll.
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23 See Manorathanandin’s PVV ad PV 1V, k. 258.

24 My translation follows the Sanskrit. PV 1V, k. 258: nantariyakata jiieya
yathdsvam™ hetvapeksayd / svabhavasya yathoktam prak vindsakrtakatvayoh /1.
*Read yathdsvam instead of Miyasaka's yatha svam.

25 From my observations and personal experience, I can affirm that the
opponent in a Tibetan debate will have about fifteen seconds to come up
with something or another, otherwise his audience will begin to clap their
hands and jeer quite loudly and he will be forced to accept the pervasion in
question.

26 To put things in the usual, but long-winded, fashion of predicate calcu-
lus: given the truth of (17), the conditional (16) must also be true because no
matter which individual constant § we substitute for the variable x occuring
in (16), the formula “rabbit’s horn x/R8” will be false and the falsity of the
antecedert is a sufficient condition for the truth of the whole conditional.
See Mates (1972) for explanations, including the notation @ ot/f. A debate
logic explanation is shorter: Given an acceptance of (17), one will invariably
fail to show a counterexample for (16).

27 Pseudo-Scotus’ formulation was: ad quamlibet propositionem falsam
sequitur quaelibet alia propositio in bona consequentia materiali ut nunc. See
Kneale and Kneale (1962: 281). “From any false proposition there follows
every other proposition in a material consequence which is good as things are
now.” “Good as things are now” is very roughly speaking the same as “con-
tingently true,” although cf. the Kneales’ caution on p. 280.

28 Sometimes one finds gang dran te yin pas khyab or gang dran dran. E.g.,
Yongs ‘dzin bsdus grwa chung 20a6: dngos po’i spyir gyur pa’i dngos po yin na /
gang dran dran yin pas khyab pa’i phyir | “.. because if something is a real
entity which is a universal of real entities, it is pervaded by being whatever
one can think of.”

29 Cf. the definitions of the anvayavyipti (vjes khyab) and vyatirckavyipti
(Idog khyab) for proving sound’s impermanence in Yongs dzin rtags rigs (5b;
p- 24 ed. Onoda): in both cases, the definitions specify khyod mi rtag pa la
brel.

30 We sce that Dharmakirti, when speaking about pervasions in conse-
quences (prasariga), still insisted on there being a necessary connection.
See PV IV, k. 12 and especially Manorathanandin’s vrtt7, translated in
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Tillemans (1986¢).
31 Goldberg (1985a: 172) et passim.

32 Cf. Rwa stod bsdus grwa 4a2 (= p. 7): shes bya chos can / dngos po ma yin
par thal | dngos med yin pa’i phyir / ma grub na / de chos can / der thal / rtag pa
yin pa’i phyir. 1bid., 4a3: gzhi grub na rtag pa yin pas khyab zer na / gser bum
chos can / der thal / de’i phyir. Note that gzhi grub (“established basis”) is co-

extensive with shes bya.

33 Goldberg (1985a: 178). This is the principle which Tibetans routinely
express by the formula ... khyod rtag pa yin te khyod rtag pa dang gzhi mthun

yod pa’i phyir.

34 Cf. Yongs dzin bsdus grwa ‘bring, 11al-2: kho na re shes bya’i mtshan nyid
de mtshan nyid yin par thal / shes bya’i mtshan nyid yin na mtshan nyid yin pas
khyab pa’i phyir zer na ma khyab. 1bid. 11b1-2: mishan nyid chos can | mtshan
nyid ma yin par thal / mtshon bya yin pa’i phyir /.

35 A good example: in rtags rigs one typically says byas pa chos can sgra mi
rtag par sgrub pa’i rtags yang dag yin (“product, the topic, is a valid reason for
proving that sound is impermanent”). In Sanskrit one would not say that
krta or krtaka (“althe/all product[s]”) is the reason: rather the reason is
krtakatva (“producedness”; “producthood”). But in Tibetan it would be silly
to say byas pa nyid chos can, although that is the point at stake. [Author’s
note: this explanation in terms of an implicit tva/ ¢ is now unsatisfyingly
simplistic to me. Cf. n. 18 in “On the So-called Difficult Point of the Apoha
Theory,” reprinted as chapter 10 of the present volume.]

36 Bochenski (1956: 162).

37 Suppositio simplex pro significato sine comparatione ad res. Kneale and
Kneale (1962: 252).

38 Translation is that of the Kneales, (1962: 756), except that [ would prefer
“stands for” for supponit instead of their “suppones.”

39 Interestingly enough, there is a passage in Red mda’ ba’s commentary on
the Catupsataka, chapter 15 where the three defining characteristics (mshan
nyid) of conditioned phenomena are being refuted. In the course of the argu-
ment against laksana and laksya being one, Red mda’ ba gives the absurd
consequence that meshan nyid meshan nyid du mi gyur (p. 192), “defining
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character would not be a defining character.” In fact, the sense is clearly that
it would absurdly follow that things which are defining characters would not
be defining characters. A good illustration of the ambiguity of terms in
Tibetan.

40 An example of the latter is piper venditur hic et Romae (“Pepper is sold
here and in Rome”), where there is not just a reference to the variety or type
of thing, but also to the concrete peppercorns which are actually sold.

41 For rang ldog and gzhi ldog, see the third chapter of Yongs dzin bsdus grwa
chung on ldog pa ngos ‘dzin. A good example of the use which the dGe lugs
make of these terms is in the theory of poha, where they want to say that the
likeness of the object which appears to the conceprual mind and is the mean-
ing of a word is a conceptually created fiction, a s@manyalaksana. However,
that which has that likeness, viz., the svalaksana (i.c., the real particulars in
the world), is not conceptually created. We find bsdus grwa arguments on
apoha such as the following:

bum ‘dzin rtog pa la bum pa ma yin pa las log par snang ba chos can
spyi mtshan yin. “Appear[ance] as non-non-vase to the conceprual
mind thinking about vase(s], the topic, is a samanyalaksana.”

khyod bum ‘dzin rtog pa la bum pa ma yin pa las log par snang na
khyod spyi mtshan yin pas ma khyab, dper na bum pa bzhin. “If x is
something which appears as non-non-vase to the conceptual mind
thinking about vase(s], then x is not pervaded by being a samanya-
laksana, for example, as in the case of a vase.”

Cf. Yongs dzin bsdus grwa che ba, the chapter on apoba (gzhan sel). Note
that bum pa’i don spyi, the “object-universal of a vase”, or the mentally-creat-
ed likeness which is the basis for words and concepts, is explained in bsDus
grwa chung and che ba as bum dzin rtog pa lu bum pa ma yin pa las log par
snang ba. ICang skya rol pa’i rdo rje in effect explains the point brought out
in the above two statements by using the terminology of rang ldog and gzhi
ldog—the “appearance” itself (rang ldog) is the conceprually fabricated basis
for applying mental and verbal conventions such as “ox,” but the individual
oxen which appear as non-non-ox are the gzhi ldog of this appearance and are
svalaksana. Cf. [Cang skya grub mtha’p. 104 for a classic explanation of
apoha i la dGe lugs pa: de ltar na di ba lang ngo / snyam pa’i blo’s tha snyad
dang de ltar brjod pa’i sgra’i tha snyad jug pa’i gzhi’i rang ldog ni rtog pas btags
pa tsam dang spyi mtshan yin la [ de dag gi gzhi ldog tu gyur pa’i ba lang sogs ni
rang mishan yin pas ...

Finally, it should be understood that ICang skya’s explanation of apoha is
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largely based on Tsong kha pa’s Tshad ma’i brjed byang chen mo, many pas-
sages of which he uses almost verbatim. Cf. A lag sha ngag dbang bstan dar’s
Rang mtshan spyi msthan rnam bzhag for a similar explanation, one which is
more or less standard textbook fare. [Editor’s note: see also Tillemans
(1995a), reprinted as chapter 10 in the present volume.]

42 CK. Yongs dzin bsdus grwa chung 6a where lto ldir zhabs zhum chos skyor
gyi don byed nus pa is also given as the defining property of vases (bum pa).

43 Cf. rTags rigs, 8b6 ( = p. 31, ed. Onoda): byas pa sgra mi rtag par sgrub
pa’i gnyis pa [i.e., sgra mi rtag par sgrub kyi khyad par ltos pu pa’i rang bzhin
gy rtags yang dag).

44 For the first quotation, see Goldberg (1985a: 177); for the second, see
ibid. p. 153. The usual version of Russell’s paradox arises in the context of a
nineteenth-century set theory. Now bsdus grwa is far from being a theory of
sets, nor is it even likely that topic terms regularly refer to anything even sim-
ilar to sets. This is easily seen by the following typical example: bum pa chos
can bum pa yin te lto ldir zhabs zhum chos skyor gyi don byed nus pa yin pa’i
phyir (lic, “vase, the topic, is a vase because it is bulbous, splay-bottomed
and can perform the function of carrying water.”) But the set of vases is not a
vase, nor can it carry water.

Goldberg (1985b: 295) says: “This entity [viz., rang ma yin pa] was not
mentioned in my studies of dGe lugs pa logic but its existence is obvious
from the postulates.” Disregarding the hyperbole and inexactitude of talking
about “postulates” in dGe lugs pa logic, it is worth mentioning that it is real-
ly Goldberg who came up with this paradox of rang ma yin pa (“not being
itself”), a paradox which is hardly clearly extractable from the bsdus grwa
arguments on rang ma yin pa’i ldog chos, etc. Granted, there seems to be
something like a paradox in the latter arguments, but it is arrived at in an
extremely roundabout and woolly way. Secondly, the terms rang ma yin pa
and rang ma yin pa’i ldog chos suffer from a similar type of ambiguity as the
cases which we saw above. If one felt less charitable one could, it seems to
me, justifiably say that one does not understand what the terms mean and
that the whole thing is a type of pseudo-paradox. But taking a more charita-
ble point of view, we could understand rang ma yin pain the sense of the
“property of not qualifying itself” or the “property of not being predicable of
itsel’—this, given what we saw previously about the ambiguities of terms
in Tibetan, is probably a much more legitimate possibility than something
about sets. If we take that course, however, then rang ma yin palooks like
Russell’s property of “impredicability”: a property fthat is not predicable
of itself will be termed “impredicable”, i.e., Impr (f) if and only if - f{f).
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Let the property “impredicable” be £ Then Impr (Impr) if and only if

~Impr (lmpr ). See Copi (1971: 9). In other words, if there is a parallel with
Russell, it is better understood as not being a version of Russell’s set theoreti-
cal paradox, but as a paradox turning on properties. The inescapable impres-
sion which one gets from bsdus grwa and Goldberg, however, is that the
Tibetans did not have a clear awareness of such paradoxes, nor of their con-
sequences; they stumbled onto something and then adopted a patchwork
solution with the notion of rjes mthun pa (“semblant entities”). Coming up
with explicitly formulated logical paradoxes is quite a different thing.

45 Cf. Quine (1970: 80-87), or (1960a: 387) where he gives the simplistic
view that apparent logical conflicts are always results of mistranslation: “pre-
logicality is a myth invented by bad translators.” Actually as Susan Haack
(1974) shows, Quine’s position is not wholly consistent. If we adopt his
views in “I'wo Dogmas of Empiricism” that there is no fundamental differ-
ence between so-called “necessary” logical truths and factual truths, then it is
theoretically possible that some circumstances would lead us to revise logical
laws. This theoretical possiblity is to be governed by his “maxim of mini-
mum mutilation,” which reminds us of the awesome consequences. See
Haack (1974, ch.2) for a discussion of the question, “Could there be good
reason|s] for a change of logic?”

46 Note that one could reproduce similar ambiguities in Chinese, and it
would be interesting to see whether the Mohist logicians did have similar
logical problems and how they solved them.

47 See Tillemans (1986b). &

48 sad asat sadasac ceti sadasan neti ca kramah / esa prayojyo vidvadbhir
ekatvidisu nityasah /).

49 See CSV ad CS XIV, k. 21:

ekatvam anyatvam ubhayam nobhayam ity ekatvidayah / etesv
ekatvadisu paksesu vidind vyavasthitesu sadasattvadyupalaksito
diisapakramap sudhiya* yathakramam avatiryah //.* Better to read
sudhiya (= Tib. blo bzang pos) than svadhiya, which is the reading
found in Haraprasad Shastri and V. Bhattacharya. “Oneness, oth-
erness, both, neither—that is what is meant by ‘oneness and other
such [theses]’. The person of excellent intelligence should system-
atically apply the method of refutation which was shown—i.e., exis-
tence, nonexistence, etc.—to these theses concerning oneness, etc.
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which were established by the proponent.”

Sce Ruegg (1977) for examples from early Buddhism such as the
finitude/infinitude of the world, its eternity/non-eternity, the soul’s being
different or identical with the body, etc.

50 rGyal tshab in 6Zbi rgya pa’i rnam bshad to CS XIV, k. 21 (ch. 14, p. 12)
adds the qualification bden par grub pa : mkhas pas bden par grub pa’i geig
nyid dang / gzhan nyid dang / gnyi ga dang / gnyi ga min pa sogs gog pa dag la
rtag tu shyar bar bya'i /... Note that Candrakirti does not use this qualifi-
cation here; nor does Dharmapila in his K 5 & & &% ¥ 3 Guang bai
lun shi lun. 7. XXX 1571.

51 sKabs dang po’i spyi don 104a5~104b2 and 104b7-105al: kha cig chos
thams cad yod pa yang ma yin / med pa yang ma yin / gnyis ka yang ma yin /
gnyis ka ma yin pa yang ma yin pa gnas lugs mthar thug yin te / mdo las / chos
thams cad yod pa yang ma yin / med pa yang ma yin / gnyis ka yang ma yin /
gnyis ka ma yin pa yang ma yin / zhes gsungs pa’i phyir dang / dkon mchog
brisegs par / ‘od srung yod ces bya ba ni mtha’ gcig go / med ces bya ba ni mtha’
gnyis so /] mtha’ de gnyis spangs pa ni dbu ma’i lam mo // zhes gsungs pa’i phyir /
zer ba mi ‘thad de | lung dang po’i don ni / chos thams cad don dam par yod pa
ma yin pa bden par ma grub / tha snyad du med pa ma yin pa yang der ma grub
! don dam par yod pa dang tha snyad du med pa gnyis ka yin pa yang bden par
ma grub / de gnyis ka ma yin pa yang bden par ma grub ces pa’i don dang / gnyis
pa’i don ni bden par yod par lta ba rtag lta dang / tha snyad du med par lta ba
chad lta yin par bstan pa’i phyir / de ltar ma yin na / chos thams cad chos can /
yod pa yin par thal / med pa ma yin pa’i phyir/ ... gzhan yang / chos thams cad
yod pa yang yin / med pa yang yin / gnyis ka yang yin / gnyis ka ma yin pa yang
yin par thal / chos thams cad yod pa yang ma yin / med pa yang ma yin / gnyis ka
yang ma yin / gnyis ka ma yin pa yang ma yin pa’ phyir / rtags khas /. The same
passage in the copy of the sKabs dang po’i spyi don in the Tibetan collection
of the Faculty of Letters of Tokyo University (89a6-89b3 and 90al-2)
shows no variants. For the quote from the Ratnakiita, see Kasyapaparivartta
60, ed., Staél-Holstein: astiti kisyapa ayam eko ‘ntah nastity ayam dvitiyo ‘ntah
() yad etayor dvayor antayor madhyam iyam ucyate kisyapa madhyama pratipad.

52 See e.g., Kalff (1983).
53 See Tsong kha pa’s 7sa she tik chen, p. 15.

54 Cf. rTsa she tik chen (Sarnath ed., p.15; Collected Works, vol. ba 10a2-3 =
p. 19):
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de la yang dag par yod pa tha snyad du yang mi srid pas yang dag par
med pa tha snyad du yod pa'i phyir don dam par med ces pa med pa’i
mthar ‘dzin dang de ltar ma yin zhes gog pa med mtha’ gog pa min
kyang / dgag bya bkag pa’i med pa yang dug par yod do zhes ‘dzin na
dngos po med pa’i mthar ltung bas de gog pa yang med mtha’ gog pa
yin no // *Here, since true existence is impossible even convention-
ally, not being truly existent does exist conventionally. Thus it is not
the case that [thinking] ‘it is not ultimately existent’ is grasping at
the extreme of nonexistence and that the negation ‘it is not like
that’ is a negation of the extreme of nonexistence. But if one thinks
that the nonexistence of the negandum which has been negated
does [itself] truly exist, then one has fallen into the extreme of enti-
ties being nonexistent, and thus the negation of that is the negation
of the extreme of nonexistence.”

For this “negation of a truly existent negation” in the context of the four-
fold discussion of causality, see ibid p. 47 (ed. Sarnath) ez seq. which has the
heading (5a bcad): rang bzhin med pa rigs shes kyis grub na bden par grub pa’i
risod pa spang ba, “Rebutting the argument that if one establishes that there
is no svabhbdva, then [this absence of svabhaval is truly established.” See also

Ruegg (1983: 226)’s summary of the sKal bzang mid "byed:

Accordingly, when it is known that what is to be established in
MMK 1,1 has the form of prasajya-negation (cf. 109a2), one under-
stands that there is established the pure negative determination of
production in ultimate reality (don dam par skye ba rnam par bead
tsam sgrub kyi) without there being an additional establishment of
the existence of some (putative) ultimately real non-production (de
min pa’i don dam pa’i skye med yod par mi sgrub pa) (111b2).

55 bsDus grwa chung 14a: ma yin pa lus log pa dang / yin pa gnyis don geig /
yin pa las log pa dang / ma yin pa gnyis don geig / ma yin pa las log pa die [ma/
brisegs kyang | ma yin pa las log pa geig pu dang don geig / yin pa lus log pa cha
dang / ma yin pa las log pa don gcig / yin pa las log pa ya dang beas na / yin pa
las log pa geig pu dang don geig yin pa’i phyir ro //.

56 Sce e.g., r1sa she tik chen, (Sarnath ed., pp. 39-41) and Yongs dzin bsus
grwa che ba: gzhan sel dgag sgrub kyi rnam bzhag. For a general explanation of
the notions at stake see Kajiyama (1973). Lately we have scen many modern
writers explaining prasajyalparyudisa in terms of “verbally-bound” or “nomi-
nally-bound” negations. Interestingly enough, this account fits badly with
the dGe lugs explanations on the subject.
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57 1 deform things a bit here in speaking about “positive assertions”—-more
8 P 4 P!
precisely, it is (psychologically) positive phenomena (sgrub pa = vidhi).

58 My thanks to Georges Dreyfus for confirming that the Tibetan debaters
also felt that this potential exegetical problem would arise if one denied the
skur debs kyi med mtha'. A solution seems to have been to take the denial as
rang bzhin gyis med na med mi dgos pa (“it is not necessary that x is nonexis-
tent if x does not exist by its own-nature”) instead of simply tha snyad du
med pa ma yin pa.



7: Dharmakirti and Tibetans
on Adrsyanupalabdhibetu

HE PROJECT TO STUDY Buddhist epistemology by using indigenous

‘Tibetan sources seems to have two major orientations nowadays.

The first, broadly speaking, seeks to describe the long and tortu-
ous process by which the Tibetans themselves assimilated the philosophy
of Dharmakirti. Here there is a constellation of questions, ranging from
purely factual matters like the history of transmissions of the Prama-
navarttika, Pramdnaviniscaya, etc., to philological and philosophical
points, such as the history of certain intra-Tibetan debates on key Dhar-
makirtian notions. So long as one does not attempt to evaluate these Ti-
betan debates as to their accuracy or fruitfulness in elucidating Dhar-
makirti’s thought, one can treat them as purely Tibetan events, and
indeed one can even quite justifiably go a long way in investigating this
part of Tibetan philosophical history without preoccupying oneself very
much with Dharmakirti’s actual works. The result is what one could term
a purely Tibetological approach.

The second orientation is evaluative in nature and does therefore pre-
suppose an understanding of Dharmakirti’s own system: one shuttles
back and forth between the indigenous Tibetan commentaries and the
original Indian texts (in Sanskrit where available), seeking to use Tibetan
materials to gain a deeper understanding of Dharmakirti’s own thought.
The question then inevitably arises as to what kind of understanding of
Dharmakirti we can get in this manner. Here there is no one simple an-
swer. Sometimes Tibetans do give us valuable pieces of specific historical
information on the Indian debates figuring in Dharmakirti’s works, such
as identifying Isvarasena as being the proponent of the sadlaksanahetu
doctrine against which Dharmakirti repeatedly argued.! More frequently,
however, the Tibetan contribution to our understanding of Dharmakirti

151
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does not concern specific historical figures, facts, or events, but rather
what I have termed elsewhere “internal history,” and where the essen-
tial procedure is not unlike what David Seyfort Ruegg, if I understand
him correctly, would explain as systematical hermeneutics.? In short,
the Tibetan commentators often attribute ideas to Dharmakirti which
are implied or presupposed by the whole system of his thought, although
Dharmakirti himself may never have subjectively entertained such ideas,
or if he did, it was in a highly condensed, or even perhaps sometimes a
dimly understood fashion.

Let us very briefly mention a few of the important Tibetan contri-
butions to understanding Dharmakirti, contributions where the Ti-
betans are largely proceeding by systematical hermeneutics, rather than
by rigid adherence to Dharmakirti’s words:

(1) The notion of zshad ma’i skyes bu (“person of authority”) which fig-
ures in the exegesis of PV 1.2

(2) Thedifferentiation between the various types of universals (samdinya),
some of which should be acceptable to a Dharmakirtian, and oth-
ers which should be totally unacceptable.!

(3) The formulation of the so-called “reasons/inferences from author-
ty” (yid ches pa’i rtags; yid ches pa’i rjes dpag). Dharmakirti in PV
Iand PV 1V, in keeping with Dignaga, had explained that citations
from scriptures could be used for certain sorts of inferences. Ti-
betan commentators then speculated on just what the formal rea-
sonings (prayoga) in such inferences should look like, and what de-
gree of probative status scriptural inferences had vis-a-vis other
types of inferences, a problem which led to the infamous lung gnod
byed/lung gegs byed debate between Sa skya pas and dGe lugs pas
over the question of whether a scripture (lung = agama) could re-
ally serve to invalidate (gnod byed = badhaka) a thesis, or whether
it could at most conflict with the thesis, or more literally speaking,
“impede it” (gegs byed = pratibandhaka). Some Tibetan commen-
tators (such as dGe ’dun grub pa [1391-1474] in his Tshad ma rigs
pa’i rgyan), maintained that the debate had historical Indian pro-
ponents (viz., “disciples of Dignaga”), but they never actually iden-
tified these “Indian thinkers,” and it seems more likely that the de-
bate is better viewed as an important contribution to systematical
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hermeneutics, albeit one which was dressed up as an historical
pseudo-event.’

In what follows we shall take up another Tibetan contribution to un-
derstanding Dharmakirti, namely, the development of two significantly
different types of reasoning consisting in the non-apprehension of pu-
tative states of affairs, in other words, two different types of anupalab-
dhibetu (ma dmigs pa’i gtan tshigs). As is well known by now, the stan-
dard account of anupalabdhibetn which we find in Dharmakirti’s works
and those of later logicians is that the absence of a perceptible type of
entity (drsya) is proven when that entity is not apprehended: it would
be apprehended if it were present in a certain spot, but in fact it is not
apprehended, and thus it is absent. It is repeatedly stressed, however, that
if the entity is not perceptible (adisya), that is, if it is the type of thing,
like a spirit (pifaca), which is not empirically accessible to ordinary be-
ings, then merely not apprehending it does not prove its absence at all.
This type of argument from non-apprehension is thus fallacious.

This much should be relatively ho-hum for any Dharmakirtian scholar.
What is not obvious at all for someone relying on only the Indian texts
is that, following Tibetan exegesis on Dharmakirti, there was a use of
adysyanupalabdhi which was fully probative. In other words, Tibetans
recognized two equally valid, but different types of anupalabdbibetu,
viz., the familiar drsyanupalabdhpi (snang rung ma dmigs pa), non-appre-
hension of a perceptible thing, and a specific, well-circumscribed use of
adrsyanupalabdhi (mi snang ba ma dmigs pa), non-apprehension of an
imperceptible thing. Dharmakirti thus supposedly recognized a type of
adrsyanupalabdhibetu which could not be assimilated to the frequently
criticized fallacious use, but which actually was a valid reason for prov-
ing a certain type of negative proposition. As we shall see below, at least
one modern writer, Ernst Steinkellner, recognized that Dharmakirti
sometimes spoke of inferences based on adr{yinupalabdhibeir: as being
means of valid cognition (pramana), but for Steinkellner (or rather, to
be fair, for Steinkellner in 1967 when he published his translazion of the
Hetubindu®), a negation of the adrfyanupalabdhi sorc was only hypo-
thetical (hypothetisch) and not as real (echt) as the usual drsya sort. Sig-
nificantly, the Tibetans made no such distinction, and I believe they
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were probably better off in not doing so. At any rate, following the Ti-
betan scholastic, both sorts of valid anupalabdhibetu were of equal sta-
tus, and led to negations and hence to inferential pramanas which were
equally full-fledged and equally authoritative.

Let us now look at typical Tibetan examples of the valid sort of adrsya-
nupalabdhibety. We first take up the version of Tsong kha pa (1357-
1419) as found in his short work on logic, sDe bdun la jug pa’i sgo don
gnyer yid kyi mun sel, p. 48:

mdun gyi gzhi dir sha za bskal don du song ba'i skyes bus sha za
yod nges kyi tha snyad don mthun mi jug par sgrub pa la sha za
bskal don du song ba’i gang zag gis sha za ma dmigs pa bkod pa
Ita bu //“1t is like stating [the reason] that someone for whom
spirits (sha za = pisica) are inaccessible entities (bskal don =
viprakrstirtha) does not apprehend a spirit, in order to prove
that a person for whom a spirit is an inaccessible entity will
not apply a correct vyavahdra (= tha snyad don mthun) that a
spirit is certain (nges = niscaya) to be present in the place in
front.”

This basic idea is given in the form of various prayogas (“formal ar-
gument”) in dGe lugs pa rtags rigs texts; prayogas and definitions are
also given, with various modifications, by Sa skya pa writers such as Go
rams pa bsod nams seng ge (1429-1489), Glo bo mkhan chen bsod
nams thun grub (1456-1532) and gger mdog pan chen $akya mchog
Idan (1428-1507). To avoid overly burdening the text here we shall
present these variants in our notes (see n. 7). To begin our discussion,
then, here is the formal argument given by a later scholar, Yongs *dzin
phur bu lcog (1825-1901), who, in his monastic textbook on rtags rigs,
presents an elaborate dGe lugs pa version of the prayoga:

mdun gyi gzhi ‘dir chos can / sha za bskal don du song ba’i gang
zag gi rgyud la sha za nges pa’i dpyad shes don mthun med de /
sha za bskal don du song ba’i gang zag gi rgyud la sha za dmigs
byed kyi tshad ma med pa’i phyir / “The topic [is] ‘with regard
to the place in front.’ In the [mind]-stream of someone for
whom a spirit is an inaccessible entity, there is no correct sub-
sequent cognition (dpyad shes don mthun) ascertaining a spirit
there [in front], because in the [mind-]stream of someone for
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whom a spirit is an inaccessible entity there is no means of
valid cognition (tshad ma = praména) which apprehends a
spirit there.”

This type of reasoning is classified by Yongs 'dzin phur bu lcog and
others as a mi snang ba’i rgyu ma dmigs pa, “non-apprehension of the
cause with regard to something imperceptible.” In effect, the later Ti-
betan schoolmen have transposed some categories which we find in the
usual Dharmakirtian classifications of drsyanupalabdhibetu onto the
rather special case of adysyanupalabdhibetu. Thus the logical structure
of the above reasoning is very similar to what Pramdipavirttika 1, k. 4
termed hetvasiddhi and what the Vidanydya termed karananupalabdhi—
in the usual example of this sort of reason one proves that there is no
smoke in such and such a place because its cause, viz., fire, is not there.
The point in the Tibetan example of the adrsyanupalabdhibetu is that
the cause of a correct subsequent cognition (dpyad shes) must be a
pramana, and in the case of cognizing inaccessible entities like spirits,
ordinary beings simply do not have such pramanas.

Now, the initial temptation might well be to object that anyone, Ti-
betan or not, who speaks positively of an adrsyanupalabdhibetu as being
a valid reason like drsyanupalabdhihetu has, ipso facto, understood noth-
ing about Dharmakirti’s system. After all, didn’t Dharmakirti explicitly
say in PVin I, k. 32cd and NB 11, 27 that “in the case of inaccessible
things (bskal pa = viprakrsta) absence is not certain (bskal pa rnams la ni
/ med par nges pa yod ma yin = viprakrstesu...abhdvaniscayibbivah)”?
Here, so it would be argued, what was meant was that various existent
things could be inaccessible to our perception, i.e., literally “remote”
(viprakrsta), because of their subtle natures, or their distance from us in
time or space. Such inaccessible entities would be adrsya, and indeed
simply not seeing them would not give any certainty that they were
nonexistent. Thus, tolerating or advocating an adrsyanupalabdhibetu
would run completely counter to Dharmakirti.

[ have in fact heard this objection voiced, and indeed not so long ago.
But is it cogent? I don’t think so. What the Tibetans are advocating as
being a valid adrsyanupalabdbibetu is not at all like this fallacious use.
The Tibetans in the above type of example are not seeking to establish
the certainty that a thing which does not lend itself to being perceived
is absent, rather they are establishing the simple absence of any certainty,
or of any cognition which is certain about presence or absence of
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viprakystartha. In short, they accept the Pramdnaviniscaya’s idea of ab-
sence being uncertain in the case of viprakrstirtha, and then they go one
step further: they give valid reasons to prove that there is no certainty
with regard to the presences or absences of viprakrstartha. It is, thus,
this type of reason which is the acceptable sort of adrsyanupalabdpi: an
anupalabdhibetu which, like all such reasons, proves a negative propo-
sition, but in this case what is being negated is the existence of an as-
certaining cognition.

In fact, there are some difficult passages in Dharmakirti’s PVin 1 and
in the PVSV which are probably best interpreted as supporting the Ti-
betans on this matter. We shall first translate these passages and then
attempt to superimpose upon them the idea of an acceptable adrsyinu-
palabdhibetu, one which is as valid—no more, no less—as a dréyanu-

palabdhiberu.

PVin I, 23.24-23.27 (ed. Steinkellner): bskal pa’i yul la
mngon sum dang rjes su dpag pa med pa de ni yod pa’i shes pa
dang sgra dang tha snyad gog pa’i ‘bras bu can yin te / de dag ni
dmigs pa sngon du gro ba can yin pa’i phyir ro / “The fact of
there being no perception or inference with regard ro inac-
cessible objects (bskal pa’i yul = viprakrstavisaya) results in
negating cognition of, speech about and action directed to-
wards present things, for these [three] are preceded by appre-

hension (dmigs pa = upalabdhi).”

Much of the rest of the PVin passage also figures in the Svavriei (PVSV)
ad PV 1, k. 3—the relevant Sanskrit text will be given below. First of
all, however, let us cite PV 1, k. 3. This is the verse which Tibetan writ-
ers themselves, be they dGe lugs pa or later Sa skya pa, will take to be
the main Indian source for a twofold classification of valid anupalabd-
hibetu into adrsyinupalabdbi (mi snang ba ma dmigs pa) and drsyanu-
palabdhi (snang rung ma dmigs pa):

PV 1, k.3: apravritih pramananim apravrttiphala sati /
asajindanaphala kacid dhetubbedavyapeksaya //* “Non-activa-
tion of pramdnas results in [one’s] not acting towards that
which is not present. Some [non-activation], by relying on
specific features of the reason, results in cognition of an ab-

»
sence.
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We now can present PVSV ad PV 1, k. 3 (the words of the &drikdare
indicated in bold script):

apravyttih pramananam anupalabdhih apravrttiphali sati/
sajjAanasabdavyavabirapratisedbaphali | upalabdhipitrvakatvit
tesam iti / ... asajjRdnaphald kicid dhetubbedavyapeksaya /
hetur anupalabdhip / bhedo 'sya visesanam upalabdhilaksana-
praptasattvam / ...evam anayor anupalabdhyoh svaviparyaya-
hetvabhivabhavibhyim  sadvyavabarapratisedhaphalatvam

tulyam / ekatra samsaydd anyatra viparyaydt / tatridyd sadvya-
vahdranisedhopayogit pramanam uktd / na tu vyatirekadar-
sandddav upayujyate / samsayat | dvitiya tv atra pramanam nis-
cayaphalatvat// “Non-activation of pramanpas, i.c., anupalabdli.
results in [one’s] not acting towards that which is not present.
That is to say, it results in negating cognition of, speech about
and action directed towards something present, for these arc
preceded by apprehension (upalabdhi). ...Some [non-activa-
tion], by relying on specific features of the reason, results in
cognition of an absence. Anupalabdhi is a logical reason (betu).
Tes specific feature is the qualifier that presence meet the cor.-
ditions of [amenability to] apprehension. ... Thus both these
[types of] anupalabdhi are the same in their resulting in negar-
ing action (vyavahara) directed towards something present, ei-
ther through a lack of [valid] logical reasons for [affirming] a
thing itself or through the existence of [valid] logical reasons
for negating [it]. For, in the first case, there is doubt, while in
the second, there is negation. The first of them is said to be a
pramdna in that one uses it to negate action directed towards
something present. But it does not serve to prove exclusion,
etc., for doubt remains. The second, however, is a pramaina

for this [proof of exclusion], for it results in certainty.™

Some remarks on the salient points of Dharmakirti’s thought as re-
flected in the above passage:

A. The first half of PV 1, k. 3 speaks of both adréyaand drsyanupalabdhi-
hetu, but the emphasis is on the former. Thus, an adrsyanupalabdbi results
in no cognition of presence of certain types of entities, nor can we legitim-
ately speak of them or act on the knowledge that they are there. Both PVin
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and PVSV speak of the nonexistence, or non-activation (apravrtti), of pra-
madnas “resulting” in a negation of cognition, etc. This idiom “resulting”
is not to be taken in a purely causal way, but rather in a logical sense, mean-
ing “establishing” or “proving.” In other words, the nonexistence of pra-
manas is a reason which establishes the conclusion that there is no cogni-
tion, etc. of presence. Indeed, Sﬁkyabuddhi, in commenting on the Svavyzti
to k. 3, makes it clear that we are dealing with a process of reasoning,
i.e., two types of anupalabdhihetu which have different conclusions.”

PVT D. 13a7: yod pa dgag pa’i gtan tshigs ni bltar mi rung ba
mi dmigs pa'o (/) med pa sgrub pa’i gtan tshigs ni dmigs pa’i
mtihan nyid kyi gyur ba mi dmigs pa'o /“The logical reason which
negates presence is [one by] adrysanupalabdhi (bltar mi rung
ba mi dmigs pa). The logical reason proving absence is that of
anupalabdhi of what has the character of being apprehendable
(dnigs pa’i mtshan nyid kyi gyur ba = upalabdhbilaksana).”

B. Only some kinds of anupalabdhi, namely drsyanupalabdhi, lead to a
certainty that an object is absent, but nonetheless, both adrsya- and
dr§yanupalabdhi are to be classified as pramdpas. This fact that both are
pramdnas is clearly brought out in the latter part of the Svavrtti passage,
and I think that we have to take the passage as meaning that both are
equally full-fledged pramanas. Let me take this up by examining a mod-
ern parvapaksa in some detail.

Ernst Steinkellner, in a long note to his 1967 translation of the Heru-
bindu, had discussed the passage in the Svavr#tiand had concluded that
the negation spoken about in connection with adrsyanupalabdhi was
only “hypothetical” (hypothetisch), and that it was drsyanupalabdhi which
would have the status of a full-fledged and real (echz) negation." The re-
sult, according to Professor Steinkellner, was as follows: “Since by means
of this non-apprehension one does not obtain any certain knowledge,
Dharmakirti also concedes that we should not regard it to be a
pramdna.”'? According to Steinkellner’s reading of Dharmakirti, it was
supposedly only drsyanupalabdhi which would elicit certainty (niscaya)
and which would definitively prove of some putative entity that “it is
not there,” or in other words, “it is not present” (Es ist nicht; Es ist nicht
vorhandern). The former type, viz., adrsyanupalabdhi, would lead to
doubt about some entity’s absence and could only prove at most that
“it is not so that it is there” (Es ist nicht, dass es ist). | think that the point
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is best interpreted somewhat differently. In what follows I will try to pre-
sent my reasons.

First of all, a “hypothetical” negation, or what is worse, a “hypothet-
ical” or somehow inferior type of pramdna, is an extremely puzzling no-
tion, and we would be better off if we could avoid burdening Dharma-
kirti’s system with something that we can hardly understand. Thus, our
interpretation obviously would make considerable gains in simplicity
and elegance if we could do as the Tibetans and speak of both the
adysyanupalabdhi and the drsyanupalabdhi mentioned in k. 3 as being
equally full-fledged inferential pramanas involving equally full-fledged
real negations.

Second, from a logical point of view, can we, or could Dharmakirti,
reasonably make a difference between “It is not there” and “It is not so
that it is there™ Perhaps a difference could be discerned by a sophisti-
cated modern logician, but one would have to have a rather acute con-
centration for any such supposed difference to become apparent. Do
we really want to impose on Dharmakirti some complicated logical
structures which would make a distinction between Ej is nichtand Es ist
nicht, dass es ist?1 think the answer is that if we can avoid it, we had bet-
ter not complicate an otherwise formally simple seventh-century logic.

Third, there seems to be Indian evidence in support of the Tibetan
interpretation. Karnakagomin, who essentially follows Sikyabuddhi,
may well give us a clearer idea of how to take the occurrences of the
terms “doubt” and “certainty” in the Svavrtti passage. These commen-
tators even anticipate the objection that the “doubt” spoken about in the
Svavrtti would make it impossible for adrsyanupalabdhi to be a real
pramdna, and then they go on to explain, in reply, that adréyinupalab-
dhiis a pramdna in one respect and not in the other: in particular, it is
a pramdna for denying cognition of, speech about, and action directed
towards presences (sajjiianasabdavyavabdrapratisedha), but it is not a
pramana with regard to absences or exclusion (vyatireka), for in this re-
spect (and 1 would stress only in this respect) doubt persists." In short, in-
stead of speaking about adrsyanupalabdhiin a general way as something
lesser or “hypothetical” leading to doubt, the commentators seem to
support the view that we need to make precise distinctions specifying
the exact propositions for which it is a pramana and those for which it
is not. This is certainly in keeping with the Tibetan approach which
distinguishes where adrsyanupalabdhi is a pramana and where it is not.

Fourth, according to indigenous Tibetan texts, the proposition which
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is being proven is that for such and such a person, there is no correct
subsequent cognition or no pramdpa of an imperceptible thing in front
of him (... nges byed kyi dpyad shes don mthun med pa; ...nges byed kyi
tshad ma med pa), or that this person cannot reasonably maincain or act
upon the proposition that such a thing exists in a specific place (yod ces
dam bca’ mi rigs pa; yod nges tha snyad mi jug pa). This is a credible in-
terpretation of sajjfidnasabdavyavahdirapratisedhaphal. Instead of taking
Dharmakirti to mean that adrsyanupalabdhi serves to establish a propo-
sition like “It is not so that it is there,” the Tibetan scholastics argue that
this type of anupalabdhiis proving that we ordinary beings cannot know
or say that an imperceptible thing is present. And that is something quite
different. After all, proving “We do not know whether x is there” is
definitely not the same thing as proving “It is not so that x is there.”

Last, I can imagine the following doubt 2 la Steinkellner: If you say
Dharmakirti and his commentators maintain that adrsyinupalabdhi is
a real pramdna, there must then actually be some proposition with re-
gard to which it is in fact certain. Which one? Given our Tibetan-style
interpretation of Dharmkirti’s words sajjianasabdavyavahirapratise-
dhaphali and sadvyavahiranisedhopayogar, the doubt is, fortunately,
quite easily resolved. Adrsyanupalabdhiwould be a perfectly good nega-
tion and a perfectly good pramana, as good as drsyanupalabehi, and
would even yield a type of certainty, although, of course, not one con-
cerning absences of putative objects. The specific proposition that is be-
ing proven by an adrsyanupalabdhibeti, namely the denial that there is
cognition, etc. of presence, would be just as certain as the sddhya of the
usual anupalabdhiberu where one proves absence of smoke when there
is no fire.

C. Are there any other passages in Dharmakirti’s works, or in the works
of other Indian authors, which clearly show an acceptance of a fully pro-
bative adrsyanupalabdhibetr? Probably not. Or at least, very few. Apart
from the discussion in the Svavrsti concerning PV 1, k. 3, the similar pas-
sages concerning PV 1, k. 198-202 and the borrowings from the Svavreti
in PVin II, there are not many other sources, at least as far as | can tell.
There is, however, one passage in PV 1V, k. 276-277, which deserves
mention and which is interpreted by some Tibetans, such as rGyal tshab
rje and dGe ’dun grub pa, as speaking about the two types of anupalab-
dhi.¥ But the grounds provided by PV 1V, k. 276-277 for imputing

recognition of a fully probative adrsyanupalabdhihetiare quite slim, and
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one would only take these verses in that sense if one had already been
convinced by the discussion concerning PV 1, k. 3. As for other Indian
authors, it is, of course, impossible for us to check everywhere, but cer-
tainly this second type of anupalabdhibetu is not nearly as developed or
as clear as it is in the Tibetan literature. There is of course always the
possibility that the term, or even an example of the prayoga, might crop
up now and again in other Indian authors’” works, but, provisionally at
least, it seems to me unlikely that there are other very important Indian
sources. [t is interesting to note that "Jam dbyangs bzhad pa’i rdo rje ngag
dbang breson "grus (1648-1721), who in his 77ags rigsalmost invariably
cites numerous Indian textual sources for the various logical notions
which he discusses, in this case only seems to cite PV I, k. 3 and 200,
the Svavrtti passage to PV I, k. 3 and a small passage from the PVin."”
These sources have either alregdy been discussed by us or are very sim-
ilar to the passages which we have taken up. ’Jam dbyangs bzhad pa
gives nothing other than that. One can probably conclude that other In-
dian sources, if there were any, were either unknown to this great Ti-
betan scholar, or seemed to him so brief, obscure or inconclusive as to
be not worth mentioning,.

Let us now sum up our discussion of the Tibetan contribuzion to un-
derstanding Dharmakirt’s use of adrsyinupalabdbi. Although Indians
like Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin did shed some light on the oth-
erwise obscure passages of the PVSV and the PVin, Tibetans scholars
undoubtedly went much further, their major contribution being that
they gave definitions of this type of hetu and explicitly formulated the
prayogas at stake, and thus showed clearly the exact procedure for ar-
riving at an inferential pramana based on an adrsyanupalabdpibetu. It is
especially this explicit formulation of the sadhya, betu, etc. which is lack-
ing in Sakyabuddhi and Karnakagomin, and which gives us so much
trouble if we base ourselves only on the Indian sources.

>

Finally, what information can be gleaned about the indigenous Tibetan
developments concerning adrsyanupalabdhibetu? Sa skya pandita kun
dga’ rgyal mtshan (1182-1251), in the section of his Rigs gter rang grel
(p. 240.1.4fF; f. 146bfL) concerning anupalabdhi, conspicuously did
not even speak of a valid adrsyinupalabdhibetu. g1'sang nag pa brtson
grus seng ge (twelfth century)' and Bu ston rin chen grub (1290-1364)
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in their commentaries on the PVin passage which we cited above (and
which largely resembles the key passage from the PVSV) did speak of
an adysyanupalabdhihetu, but they gave explanations which did not go
much further than the Svavsiti and Sakyabuddhi’s 77k on PV. Signif-
icantly, they did not give the prayogas, and their explanations are little
more than paraphrases of Dharmakirti.” The same holds for the com-
mentary on PV by 'U yug pa rigs pa’i seng ge (thirteenth century).”
By the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, however, texts of the dGe
lugs pa school gave detailed interpretations of PV I, k. 3, definitions of
the adysyanupalabdhibetu as well as illustrative prayogas, often with an
claborate discussion of the fine points of the wording of these reason-
ings."” Equally, the Sa skya pa Rigs gter tradition by this time must have
had their own definitions and prayogas, although their general treatment
was certainly different from that of the dGe lugs and even seems com-
paratively simpler and less sophisticated. An idea of the Sa skya pa/Rigs
gter ba position can be gained from the »Tags rigs of Glo bo mkhan
chen (1456-1532), which is the earliest Sa skya pa text in this genre of
literature which we possess. (It is true that other sources inform us of
the existence of fourteenth-century Sa skya pa rzags rigs texts—such as
that of gYag ston sangs rgyas dpal [1348-1414]—but these are, at pre-
sent at least, unavailable.) By comparing Glo bo mkhan chen’s »Tags rigs
and passages in rGyal tshab rje’s *Nam grel thar lam gsal byed (see our
n. 7), it is clear that Glo bo mkhan chen’s position on adrsyanupalab-
dhihetu reflects an earlier Rigs gter ba view, one which was already
known to rGyal tshab (1364-1432) and which the dGe lugs pa scholar
had attempted to refute in his rNam grel thar lam gsal byed. Other Sa
skya pas—notably, Sikya mchog Idan (1428-1507)*—also adopted the
same formulations which had earlier been the target for rGyal tshab rje’s
refutations, so that it seems that by the time of Sikya mchog Idan and
Glo bo mkhan chen, a distinctive Sa skya pa/Rigs gter ba view on the
definitions and prayogas of adysyinupalabdhihetr had been relatively well
established for some time. It also seems likely that this Rigs gter ba po-
sition constituted a significant addition or modification to the system
of Sa skya pandita. As we saw above, Sa pan did not speak about adrsya
in his discussion on anupalabdhihetn, confining himself to the drsya va-
riety, all of which would suggest that although he probably knew about
the existence of such a type of reasoning from Indian commentaries, he
attached little philosophical significance to adrsyanupalabdhibetu. It is
intercsting to note that both Glo bo mkhan chen and Sakya mchog Idan
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cited a key passage from Rigs gter rang grel which spoke only of drsyanu-
palabdbi; they then argued that Sa pan, in this passage, must also have
intended to include the adrsya variety. It is clear that for these authors,
too, Sa skya pandita’s omission was problematic, and it is difficult to re-
sist the impression that they sought to incorporate a later philosophical
debate into Sa pan’s Rigs grer.”’ We might well hypothesize then that the
major Tibetan developments on adrsyanupalabdhi took place in the con-
text of the dGe lugs pa-Sa skya pa dialectic, around the fourteenth cen-
tury. And if we can offer hypotheses about when things happened, we
might go one step further and speculate as to where. It would not be at
all surprising if it turned out that these developments in logic centered
around the celebrated monastery of gSang phu (s)ne’u thog, which had
both dGe lugs pa and Sa skya pa colleges and which was a decisive in-
fluence in the development of these respective logical traditions.”

Not1Ees 10 CHAPTER 7

1 The attribution to I§varasena of the doctrine of the “logical reason pos-
sessing six characters” (sadlaksanabetu), albeit a very reasonable hypothesis,
seems to be unconfirmed by any specific Indian sources. It is, however, cor-
roborated in the indigenous Tibetan commentary on the PVin by rGyal
tshab dar ma rin chen, where Iévarasena is explicitly named in connection
with the sadlaksanabetu doctrine. See Steinkellner (1988: n. 47). [Editor’s
note: see also Tillemans (1994), reprinted as chapter 3 in the present volume.]

2 Sce Ruegg (1985). See also Tillemans (1990, vol.1: 16f).

3 The matter has been explored by Steinkellner and others. See Steinkellner
(1983) and the introduction to Tillemans (1993a).

4 The unacceptable, or completely nonexistent, type of universal which
Dharmakirti is supposedly refuting, is one which is substantially existent
(vdzas yod) and is a different object from its particulars (spyi don gzhan).
Tibetan commentators stress, however, that there are universals which are
simple mental constructs and have at least conventional existence. In other
words, it is argued that Dharmakirti recognized the mental apoba (blo’s
gzhan sel), or more exactly speaking, the don spyi, “object-universal,” which
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figures so prominently in dGe lugs and Sa skya exegesis. This notion of a don
spyi is used to great advantage in explaining Dharmakirti’s thought, although
itis not clear that the term don spyi (=*arthasamanya) itself ever explicily
figured in this exact use in Dharmakirti’s or even in other Indian logician’s
works. Cf. the use of the term don spyi/don gyi spyi in Vinitadeva’s
Nydyabindutiki ad NB 1.5. See, e.g., the characterization in the context of
the definition of kalpand (p. 41.9-11 ed. L. de la Vallée Poussin): shes pa
gang la rjod pa dang ‘drer rung ba snang ba yin te / don gyi spyi’i ni don gyi
rnam pa shes bya ba’i tha tshig go /. |[Editor’s note: see n. 15 in Tillemans
(1995a), reprinted as chapter 10 in the present volume.]

Undoubtedly what is much more speculative is the dGe lugs pa idea that
Dharmakirti accepted a fully real universal which was in essence identical
with its particulars (rang gi gsal ba dang ngo bo geig). The justification for at-
tributing this type of universal (i.c., spyi dngos po ba, “real universal”) to
Dharmakirti’s system is much less clear than the case of the don spyi, and it
certainly solicited long and intricate debates amongst Tibetans themselves, so
much so that it would be presumptuous for us to take sides in the context of
this mini-résumé. For a fuller development, see Dreyfus (1991: 237-328)
and Dreyfus (1992). Suffice it to say here that this dGe lugs pa version of
samanya may well give us a highly fertile and radically different way of read-
ing Dharmakirti’s statements on apoba. [Editors note: see chapter 10 in the

present volume.]

5 See Dreyfus (1991: 773f); Tillemans (1990: 27, n. 75); Tillemans
(1993a: 12-15). The debate turns on the interpretation of PV IV, k. 95fF.
Here is k. 95:
tatprastivasrayatve bi Sastram badhakam ity amum [ vakium artham
svavicdsya sahoktip samyadystaye // “ Indeed, in order to state this point
that a treatise can invalidate (badhaka) when it is the basis for the dis-
cussion, [Dignaga] spoke of these [authoritative words] together with
one’s own words so as to show similarity [between the twol.”

6 1 should remark that Steinkellner, during the discussion following the pre-
sentation of this paper in Oslo in August 1992, made it quite clear chat he

no longer holds this view of the matter.

7 Yongs ‘dzin rags rigs, pp. 33-34. Cf. also the usual textbook definition
of adr$yanupalabdhibetu which we find in dGe lugs pa logic manuals. Yongs

‘dzin reags rigs p. 33

de sgrub kyi ma dmigs pa’i rags yang dag kyang yin / rang nyid kyi rags
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kyis de sgrub kyi dgag bya’i chos su briags pa’i don de spyir yod kyang
/ rang nyid de sgrub kyi phyogs chos can du song ba'i gang zag gi tshad
ma la mi snang ba de / khyod de sgrub kyi mi snang ba ma dmigs pa’i
rtags yang dag gi mishan nyid //“'The defining characteristic of x be-
ing a valid adrsyanupalabdhibetu for proving [a proposition] P is as
follows: xis a valid anupalabdhiheru tor proving P;and although the
entity which is imagined as the property to be negated when prov-
ing P by this reason does in general exise, it does not appear o che
pramapa of the person for whom there would be a puksadbarma for
proving P.”

It is interesting to note that the Sa skya pa riags rigs (stemming from the
Rigs grer tradition) seems to have adopted a more rudimentary definition,
one which lacks the numerous sophisticated provisos which are to be found
in the dGe lugs pa versions and which were obviously designed to eliminate
the absurdities which would be raised in debates. The reags rigs of Glo bo
mkhan chen gives the following definition and prayoga (ed. Onoda [1992:
204]):

bsgrub chos yod nges gog pa la tshul gsum tshang ba de mi snang ba
ma dmigs pa’i mtshan nyid yin [ dper na / mdun gyi gzhi dir sha za
yod nges ma yin te / de ltar tshad mas ma dmigs pa’i phyir zhes pa lta
bu'o // “The defining characteristic of an adrsyanupalabdbibery is
‘that which satisfies the three characters for refuting that the sadbya-
dharma is certain to exist.” For example, it is like saying: ‘It is not
certain that a spirit exists/is present here in front, because it is not
so apprehended by a pramana’”

The dGe lugs pa writer, rGyal tshab rje (1364-1432), was clearly aware of
this version and rejected it as inadequate. See rNam grel thar lam gsal byed,
vol. 1, p. 20:

mdun gyi gehir sha za yod pa ma yin pa dang / yang yod nges nia yin
pa dang ! yod nges kyi beas shes don mthun mi jug ste sha za tshad mas
ma dmigs pa'i phyir zhes pa mi snang ba ma dmigs par ‘dod pa mi rigs
te / de lta na der sha za med nges su thal / de yod na dmigs su rung ba
la de ma dmigs pa’i phyir // "It is not correct to accept as adysydni-
palabdhi tha a spirit in fronc does not exist, or is not certain w ex-
ist, or that a correct subsequent cognition ascertaining exisience
does not occur, because the spirit is not apprehended by a pramay..
In such a case, it would follow absurdly thac the spirit here is cer-
tain to be nonexistent, for if it existed it would be apprehendable,

but it is not apprehended.”
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tGyal tshab’s objection thus turned on the need to include the phrase sha
za bskal don du song ba’i gang zag gi ngor / rgyud la (“For someone for whom
a spirit is an inaccessible entity”) in the prayoga. He rejected the version
without this phrase as leading to the absurd consequence that the spirit
would be absent/nonexistent. The point, as developed further on by rGyal
tshab rje, was that if the spirit existed, at least the Buddha would have a
pramara apprehending it, and would be certain of its existence. Therefore if
we say that there is absolutely no pramdina apprehending a spirit in front of
us, this is tantamount to saying that the spirit is nonexistent. In short, tGyal
tshab rje was aware of a tendency to omit the proviso sha za ... gang zag gi
ngor and to understand the prayoga as something like “It is not certain that a
spirit is present/existent here in front, because there is no praména appre-
hending such a spirit.” For our purposes, it is important to point out that
this version which rGyal tshab had rejected was precisely the one which was
later adopted in Glo bo mkhan chen’s r74ugs rigs, and probably represents the
basic Sa skya pa/Rigs gter ba view.

The Sa skya pa Sakya mchog Idan (1428-1507) also omits the specifica-
tion concerning sha za bskal don du song ba’i gang zag gi ngor. See his Kun
bzang chos kyi rol mtsho £.5b1-3 (p. 198). Go rams pa, curiously enough,
seems to have had a somewhat vacillating position. He put forth two quite
different, and virtually incompatible, versions of the prayoga in his PV com-
mentaries. In his Kun tu bzang po'i nyi ma 3b 4-5 (= p. 197), composed in
1474, he gives a version which resembles that of the dGe lugs pa: sha za skal
don du song ba’i gang zag gi ngor / mdun gyi gzhi ‘di(r) chos can / sha za yod
nges min te / sha za tshad mas ma dmigs pa’i phyir | zhes bkod pa’i tshe / sha za
tshad mas ma dmigs pa de chos can / de ltar sgrub pa’i gran tshigs yang dag yin te
/ de sgri:b kyi tshul gsum tshang ba'i gtan tshigs yin pa’i phyir //. His other ver-
sion, in the Kun tu bzang po’ ‘od zer, follows more strictly the wording of PV
I, k. 3. The result, however, looks quite similar to the type of “misconcep-
tion” which rGyal tshab rje had earlier attacked. Kun tu bzang po'i ‘od zer
64b2-3 (= p. 32): skal don sha za’i bum pa lta bu la bstan beos la sogs pa’i
tshad ma rnams ni mi jug pa de chos can / gzhi ga’ tu med pa ste / skal don de
la yod nges kyi tha snyad mi jug par go bar byed pa’i ‘bras bu can yin te / gzhi
gar skal don yod nges ma yin par sgrub pa’i tshul gsum tshang ba’i phyir /. In his
commentary on Rigs gter, however, he clearly sides with rGyal tshab’s ver-
sion. He first of all states that “most Tibetans” (bod phal cher) formulate the
prayoga as simply mdun gyi gzhi ‘dir chos can / sha za yod nges kyi dpyad shes
don mthun mi jug (i.c., the version which rGyal tshab criticizes), and then he
argues that the provision sha za bskal don du song ba'i gang zag gi ngor must
be added. See his Tshad ma rigs gter gyi don gsal byed 101a-b.
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8 Cf. PV Tib.: tshad ma rnams ni mi jug pa // med la mi jug bras bu can //
gtan tshigs bye brag la ltos nas // ga’ zhig med shes ‘bras bu can //. Cf. the com-
mentary on the first half of this verse in dGe *dun grub pa’s Tshad ma rnam

grel legs par bshad pa p. 6:

gsum pa la gnyis | mi snang ba ma dmigs pa / snang rung ma dmigs
pa'i rtags so /] dang po ni / sha za bskal don du song ba’i gang zag gis
sha za dmigs pa'i tshad ma rmams ni mi jug pa chos can | mdun gyi
gzhi dir sha za bskal don du song ba'i gang zag gi ngor sha za yod nges
kyi bead shes mi jug par sgrub pa’i ‘bras bu can te rtags yang dag yin
te / de sgrub kyi tshul gsum yin pa’i phyir //“To the third [i.e., anu-
palabdhi] there are the following two [divisions]: adrsyanupalabdhi-
and drsyanupalabdhiliniga. As for the first: Take as the topic the non-
activation [or non-occurrence] (mi jug pa = apravrtti) of praménas
which apprehend spirits by people for whom spirits are inaccessi-
ble entities; this results in (bras bu can = phala), or in other words,
is a valid logical reason for establishing that for a person for whom
a spirit is an inaccessible entity, there will not occur (mi jug pa =
apravrtti) a subsequent cognition ascertaining that there is a spirit
there in front; this is because the [reason] is a triply characterized
one for establishing that [proposition].”

9 See Karnakagomin’s PVSVT: 34.18-27 on the above-cited passage from
PVSV (words and phrases from the Svavrtti text are highlighted in bold
print): ekatrety adrsyavisayayim anupalabdhau sattvasya samsayat tato
niscayitmakah sattvavyavahiro nivartata eva / samdigdhas tu sattvavyavahiro
na nivartate / anyatra tu drsyinupalabdbau viparyayad iti samsayaviparyayo
niscayas tasmat / asattvasya niscayad ity arthah / yady adrsyinupalabdhau
samsayap katham si pramanam ity dha / tatradyetyidi / tatra dvayor anupalab-
dhyor madhye adya ‘dysyinupalabdhih pramanam ukti sadvyavahdranisedhe
upayogat vyapdrat / kva tarhi tasyd apramanyam ity dha / na tv ityads vyatire-
kasyibhivasya darsananiscayah | adigrabandic chabdo vyavahiras ca griyate /
samsayad yato nabhivaniscaya utpadyate / tasman na praméanam / dvitiya tv iti
/ drsyavisaya ‘nupalabdhib / atreti vyatirekadarianidau niscayaphalatvan nis-
caya eva phalam asya iti krtva /. Cf. also the translation and explanation of
the passages from the Svawrtti in Gillon and Hayes (1991), who do not, as
far as I can tell, accept the possibility of a valid adrsyanupalabdbibetu.

10 For arguments in favour of the name “Sakyabuddhi” rather than “Sakya-
mati,” see Inami, ez 2l (1992: v).

11 Steinkellner (1967: 157, notes): ““Hypothetisch’ in dem Sinne, dass die
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Negation hypothetisch ist, weil ihr ein Objekt nicht gesichert werden kann.’
Sec also ibid. (p. 158, notes): “Echt’ in dem Sinne, dass Dharmakirti nur
dieser Nichtbeobachtung Massgeblichkeit bei der Erkenntnis des
Nichtvorhandenseins zuspricht.”

12 Steinkellner (1967: 158, notes): “Da mit dieser Nichtbeobachtung keine
sichere Erkenntnis zu erhalten ist, riumt Dharmakird auch ein, dass man sie

nicht als Erkenntnismittel ansehen muss.”

13 Here is the relevant passage from Karnakagomin with the words of the

Svavrtti reproduced in bold print:

yady adrsyanupalabdhau samsayah katham si pramapam ity iha /
tatradyetyids / tatra dvayor anupalabdhyor madhye adydadysyinupa-
labdbih pramanam uktd sadvyavabharanisedhe upayogat vyaparat /
kva tarhi tasyd apramanyam ity aha / na tv ityadi vyatirekasyabha-
vasya darsananiscayah / ... samsayad yato nabhivaniscaya utpadyate
/ tasmiin na pramapam // “[Objection:] If there is doubt in the case
of adrsyanupalabdhi, then how can this [type of non-apprehension]
be a pramana [Dharmakirti] replies: “The first of them’ etc. Of
them, in other words of the two anupalabdhs, the first, or adrsyanu-
palabdhi, is said to be a pramdina in that one uses it (upayoga =
vydpdra) to negate action directed towards something present. [Ob-
jection:] In what respect is it then not a pramdpa? [Dharmakirti] an-
swers: ‘But it does not’ etc. It does not serve to prove, or ascertain,
exclusion, i.e., absence. ... This is because doubt remains, i.e., it is
because no certainty of absence is produced. And thus it is not a

pramdna.”
14 See rNum grel thar lam gsal byed, vol. 2, p. 377.
15 In his discussion on adrsyanupalabdhihetu (rTags rigs, pp. 270-80), ’Jam

dbyangs bzhad pa briefly quotes PVin (r7ugs rigs, p. 273, 277), PV 1, k. 3 (p.
270, 277), PV 1, 200 (p. 279) and parts of the Svavrti passage which we

cited (p. 278, 279-80).
16 On gTsang nag pa’s dates, see van der Kuijp (1989), p. 2.

17 See Bu ston’s rNam nges tika 121b1ft. (= p. 252).

18 See U yug pa’s Tshad ma rnam grel gyi grel pa rigs pa’i mdzod 103-5.
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19 For Tsong kha pa, see sDe bdun la jug pa’i sgo don gnyer yid kyi mun sel,
pp- 47-48. See 1Gyal wshab rje’s rNam grel thar lam gsal byed, vcl. 1 p. 204;
mKhas grub rje’s riNum ‘grel tik chen 37b (= p. 690). For sonic icea of the de-
bates on the wording of the prayoga, sec n. 7.

20 Seen. 7.

21 Ct. rTags rigs of Glo bo mkhan chen (ed. Onoda [1992] p. 201):

de yi don rigs pa’i gter las / chos kyi grags pas sbyor ba yi // sgo nas gsum
du nges par mdzad I/ ces dang / dgag rtags mtha’ dag snang rung ma
dmigs par ‘du ba’i phyir / dpe geig gi steng du gtan lu dbuab tu rung bas

geig tu dus la / sgrub riags kyi sbyor ba dpe geig la sbyor du mi rung
ba’i phyir gnyis su phye bas sbyor ba’i sgo nas gsum du grangs nges pa

yin no //* zhes gsungs so // 'di ltar na / mi snang ba ma dmigs pa yung
dir bsdus pa yin no // * Rigs gter rang grel 146b 3—4.

Sikya mchog Idan also attempts to add adréyinupalabdbi en filigrane in the
above-mentioned passage of Sa skya pandita. See Tshad ma rigs grer gyi rnam
bshad, pp. 665—66: dir mi snang ba ma dmigs pa’i gtan shigs ma bshad pa
dang / gong du sgrub byed kyi dbye bar yid ches pa’i gtan tshigs ma bshad pa
gnyis kyi dgongs pa brag par bya dgos la /.

22 This monastery, founded in ca. 1073, was located not far from Lhasa in
the gSang phu valley on the eastern bank of the sKyid chu River. For its his-
tory and importance, see van der Kuijp (1987) and Onoda (1992: 13-22).



8: What is the Svadharmin In Buddhist Logic?

HE LOGICAL FALLACY of dsraydsiddha, or “unestablished basis,” oc-

curs when the “basis” (4sraya), or subject (dharmin), of an argu-

ment is nonexistent—for our purposes, we shall call such a situa-
tion, “subject failure.” Now, clearly it is more or less East-West common
sense that, in usual cases at least, subject failure implies that one will not
succeed in demonstrating the whole proposition in which that subject
figures. To take the well-worn Western example, a proposition like “The
present king of France is bald” is either false or neither true nor false, de-
pending upon one’s philosophical analysis, because there is no such king
to whom we can ascribe baldness. The logical dependence of the truth of
the proposition upon the subject’s existence is agreed upon, even though
the question whether subject failure implies falsity or presuppositional
failure is not. Equally, a similar basic logical insight that the proposition’s
truth is dependent upon the subject is to be found amongst Buddhist lo-
gicians, who hold that a thesis (paksa) cannot be established when the sub-
ject fails, because debate about its properties will naturally cease.! That
said, there are problematic cases where a philosopher, Buddhist or oth-
erwise, would certainly wish to maintain that subject failure, or dsraydsid-
dha, does not occur, even though the subject is nonexistent. For the Bud-
dhist logician, this philosophical problem—i.e., when dsraydsiddha
genuinely occurs and when the accusation is simply misplaced—typically
comes up in connection with such arguments as proofs of momentariness
(ksapabharigasiddhi), refutations of pseudo-entities accepted by non-Bud-
dhists, and in the later Madhyamaka proofs of the absence of intrinsic na-
ture (nipsvabhdvati). Thus, for example, to take an argument which fig-
ures in Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttikasvavrtti and in the third chapter of
his Praméanaviniscaya, if someone manages to show that the Primordial

171
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Matter (pradhina) accepted in Samkhya philosophy does not in fact
exist, then the Samkhya proponent’s thesis that pradhana has such and
such properties will thereby be invalidated. This much is fairly obvious
(and little different from the case of the French king’s baldness). The po-
tential problem arises, however, when the Buddhist himself actually
wants to show that a pseudo-entity like pradhina does not exist, or when
the Buddhist wants to simply deny that pradhana has the essential prop-
erties which the Samkhyas attribute to it. We can readily understand that
for the Buddhist, in #4is type of context, where he is proving a simple
denial of existence, a charge of dsraydsiddha must somehow be ruled
out, on pain of an absurd self-refutation.

The point of departure in many later Indian or Tibetan discussions
on dsrayisiddba is very often Dignaga’s definition of the thesis (paksa-
laksana) in Pramanasamuccaya 111, k.2, in particular, the specification
that the thesis should not be opposed (anirdkrta) by perception and
other means of valid cognition with regard to the proponent’s own in-
tended subject (svadharmini “with regard to his own subject”).

PS 111, k. 2: svaripenaiva nirdesyah svayam isto ‘nirdkriab /
pratyaksirthanumandptaprasiddhena svadharmini // [A valid
thesis] is one which is intended (7s24) by [the proponent] him-
self (svayam) as something to be stated (nirdesya) in its proper
form alone (svardpenaiva) [i.c., as a sadhyal; [and] with re-
gard to [the proponent’s] own subject (svadharmin), it is not
opposed (anirakrta) by perceptible objects (pratyaksartha), by
inference (anumana), by authorities (@pta) or by what is com-

monly recognized (prasiddha).

By saying that the thesis or “what is being proven” (s@dhya) should
not be opposed (anirdkrta) “with regard to [the proponent’s] own [in-
tended] subject (svadbarmini),”* Dignaga supposedly recognized that
not only the property to be proved (sadhyadharma) should be unop-
posed by any means of valid cognition (pramdna), but also that the pro-
ponent’s subject must be existent, for if the subject were not existent it
could not have the property, and hence the thesis would be invalidated.?

Now, the term svadbharmin, which figures briefly in Dignaga’s Prama-
nasamuccaya (but not in his earlier Nyayamukha), will be commented
upon in extenso in Dharmakirt’s PV 1V, k. 13648 as meaning that one
has to make a distinction between the subject actually intended by the



WHAT IS THE SVADHARMIN? 173

proponent himself (svadharmin) and one which is just unrelated, “iso-
lated” (kevala), or (to adopt a frequent Tibetan gloss on kevals) is sim-
ply “nominal” in the sense that it is spoken abourt but is not the actual
subject at stake.* It is only when the proponent’s actual intended sub-
ject fails to exist thac the fallacy of dsrayisiddba will occur. The neces-
sity to make a separation between the two especially arises in the cases
where one wishes to prove thar a certain pseudo-entity is in fact nonex-
istent or does not have such and such an essential property, for, as we
saw earlier, it is especially in this type of case that dsraydsiddhawould be
an absurd self-refutation. What is it in nonexistence proofs that makes
them of different logical structure from other proofs, so that ditferences
of svadharmin and kevaladharmin can (and indeed must) be made? What
is the svadharmin and what is the kevaladharmin in such proots?
What we find in the Indian Buddhist literacure is thac Dharmakire-
ian commentators, like Devendrabuddhi and gékyabuddhi, in their ex-
planations of PV 1V, k. 136-48, emphasize the idea that subjects, like
space, taken as real (dngos por gyur pa = vastubhbiita) by the opponents,
are kevala in proofs where the property to be proved and the reason are
“mere exclusions” (rnam par geod pa tsam = vyavacchedamditra); in these
special cases, the subjects can be negated with impunity. Alchough De-
vendrabuddhi himself does not gloss these “mere exclusions” by the no-
tion of non-implicative negations (prasajyapratisedha) so often invoked
in Buddhist philosophy, the transition is very natural and is, indeed,
explicitly made by Sikyabuddhi: mere exclusion means that no entity
or positive property is stated, implied or presupposed.® The idea then is
that so long as we are merely denying that such and such a pscudo-en-
tity has a property P (e.g., existence, permanence, €tc.), no positive as-
sertion of any other property is implied at all, and hence a charge of
asrayasiddha would be misplaced. Such a position was adopred by writ-
ers such as Prajnakaragupta, Kamalasila and by Tibetan writers such as
‘I'song kha pa, [Cang sk}'a rol pa’i rdo 1je, A lag sha ngag dbang bstan
dar and the Sa skya pa, Sakya mchog Idan ez al., with the further devel-
opment that when a Buddhist logician is proving a mere exclusion, or
non-implicative negation, such as that the Vaisesika’s space («kdsa) is not
a permanent unity or that the Saimkhya’s Primordial Matter (pradhana)
does not exist, the kevaladharmin is just the space or Primordial Matter
which the adversary takes to be real, whereas the Buddhist proponent’s
intended subject, the svadharmin, is the conceprual image of these
pseudo-entities. In that case, the proponent’s own intended subject, i.c.,
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the svadharmin, will be unreal externally (avastubbiita), but will nonethe-
less exist @ua conceptual representation; the fallacy of asrayisiddhaheru
will thus be avoided.

This is, in its essentials, the approach which was advocated by later
Indian writers as well as by Tibetans, although with a number of innova-
tions and refinements centering on the theory of @poha and on the nature
of the conceptual representations, as well as some interesting discussions
in the Tibetan literature on subtleties such as whether prasajyapratisedha
would a/ways allow us to avoid asrayasiddha or whether a conceptual
subject could only legitimately have prasajyapratisedha as its properties.”

In facr, as we shall show, there are competing scenarios as to what the
svadharmin was for Dharmakirti and Digniga when they dealt with
Buddhist refutations of the pseudo-entities accepted by their adversaries.

First scenario: The proponent’s own intended subject (sva-
dbarmin)in nonexistence proofs and proofs of simple negations
is taken to be just a conceptual representation of the entity in

question and not the entity itself.

Second scenario : The reasoning in question should be para-
phrased so that the svadharmin and the property to be proved
are to be understood in ways acceptable to the Buddhist pro-
ponent himself.

Now, the first way to take the svadharmin, which we shall designate
as being the “Principle of Conceptual Subjects,” turns on a deliberate
rapprochement with Dignaga’s discussion, in his Nydyamukhba, of the ar-
gument against the existence of Primordial Matter (pradhina = prakyii)
and hence with the corresponding discussions in Dharmakirti’s PVSV
and PVin IILf The second approach (i.e., the “Method of Paraphrase”)
is probably what figures in the discussion on svadharmin in Praméana-
samuccaya(vreti) 111 and Pramapavirttika 1V. It is, broadly speaking,
close to the Method of Paraphrase which was used in Nydyamukba to
analyse the Samkhya’s supposed proof for pradhina existing because of
the individual things all bearing the same general characteristic.

Let us first look at the Nyayamukha and Pramanpasamuccaya in a bit
more detail.” In the Nydyamukhba, Dignaga had discussed different ar-
guments in connection with the Samkhya school, the first argument be-
ing a supposed Simkhya proof of the existence of pradhana due to the
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various individual things possessing the same general characteristic, the
second being a Buddhist argument to show pradhina’s nonexistence. In
both cases, given that the subject of the argument was pradhina, a
pseudo-entity, there was a potential charge of dsraydsiddha. Dignaga, in
the first case, had avoided this charge by giving what he took to be a
more rigorous philosophical paraphrase of the opponent’s argument:

“For them, [as for the first syllogism,] they should formulate
the thesis as “The various individuals certainly possess one and
the same cause [i.e., pradhina),” in which case they do not
prove [directly the existence of] the Primordial Matter [i.c.,

dharmin).”

Dignaga then took up the second reasoning, “Primordial Matter (pra-
dhina) and so forth are nonexistent because they are not perceived” (na
santi pradhanidayo ‘nupalabdhbep),” and avoided the fault of araydsid-
dha by invoking the idea of the subject being merely conceptual:

“When they [i.e., the Buddhists] argue that [Primordial Mat-
ter] does not exist [because of nonperception], ‘nonpercep-
tion’ is a property of the imagined object [i.e., pradhinal
(kalpitasyanupalabdhbir dharmah).”

[tis noteworthy that later, in the subsequent parallel discussion in PS
I11, Dignaga prudently avoided even mentioning the problematical sec-
ond reasoning and that elsewhere, taking up pradhina, he seems to have
advocated more rigid strictures, excluding as illegimate all arguments
which had such unacknowledged pseudo-entities as subjects. Primordial
Matter was not to be a subject of inference. As Katsura has pointed out
recently, what may be the case is that Dignaga had little place in Pra-
madnasamuccaya for such proofs at all, and that Dignaga, in his later writ-
ings, tended towards a logic in which unreal or conceptual subjects could
have no role."

Be that as it may, Dharmakirti used the argument in Dignaga’s Nya-
yamukha proving the nonexistence of pradhinaas well as the Nyayamukha's
phrase kalpitasyanupalabdhir dharmah to come up with a general prin-
ciple in PV'1, k. 205-12, the Svavretiand PVin III that the directly sig-
nified objects of words were always conceptual representations (kalpana);
he then maintained that although pradhina did not exist as something
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real and external, its conceptual representation, or in other words, the
object of the word (Sabdirtha) existed, so that the charge of dsrayisid-
dha did not apply. The argument relies on ideas from the theory of
apoha, but is situated in the context of the general discussion of nonper-

ception (anupalabdhi). To take PV 1, k.205-6 (= PVin 111, k. 53-54):

anddivasanodbhitavikalpaparinisthitah | sabdirthas trividho
dharmo bhévabhavobhayasrayah // tasmin bhavinupidine sidbye
sydnupalambhanam / tatha hetur na tasyaivibhivap sabdapra-
yogatah //“The verbal object (Subdartha), which is completely
derived from conceptualization proceeding from beginningless
tendencies, is a dharma of three kinds: based on something ex-
istent, something nonexistent or both."” When this [verbal
object, such as pradhina, erc.], which is without any existent
substratum, is being proven, then the nonperception of this
as being in such a way [i.e., as existing externally] is the logi-
cal reason. The nonexistence of this very [Subdartha] itself is

not, for we do use words [like pradhana,’etc.].”

Commentators, on the other hand, use the passages in the Svavrtti
and in the PVin III, in which there is no talk of svadharmin but only of
conceptual representations, as their textual justification for also taking
the svadbharmin spoken of in PV 1V as being a conceptual representation
when the Buddhist is arguing against pseudo-entities accepted by other
schools. Significantly enough, though, the actual passages in Pramana-
virttika IV (and in Pramanasamuccaya 111) which discuss svadharmin do
not mention or even allude to this idea of the subject in such proofs be-
ing a conceptual representation at all. The application of the general
idea of apoba and sabdirtha found in PV 1, k. 205-6 to the svadbharmin-
kevaladharmin context figures only in the commentators.

We seem to have commentators taking notions from one context,
i.e., the anti-Samkhya discussion in the Nydyamukha, Svavrtti and Pra-
mdpaviniscaya and the theory of anupalabdhi and apoba, and imposing
them on another, namely, the discussion about svadbharminin Pramdéna-
samuccaya(vrts) 11 and Pramanavdretika 1V. How well does this strat-
agem work? It may work as a creative synthesis, but not, I think, as a
faithful textual account.

Significant here are Prajhakaragupta’s explanations of Pramanavdrs-
tika IV, k. 141—42 in that we find this eighth-century commentator ex-
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plicitly stating that there were the two scenarios (which we spoke about
above) when interpreting Dharmakirti’s refutation of the Vaisesika no-
tion of really existent and permanent space (i.e., a pseudo-entity which
no Buddhist will accept). In particular, Prajfiakaragupta makes it clear
that one interpretation of these kdrikds was to invoke what we have
termed the “the Principle of Conceptual Subjects”: the actual intended
subject is not the space which the Vaisesika takes to be a real external
entity (vastubhiita)—that is only the nominal subject, the one which is
spoken about, but is not what possesses the properties to be proved or
the reason—the svadharmin is the conceptual representation of space.
Thus, according to Prajfiakaragupta, on this first scenario the svadhar-
min, on the basis of which the proponent proves that space does not have
“a novel nature unproduced [by causal conditions]” (na. .. anuipidyipir-
vardpa),” is unreal (avastubhiita) and is completely derived from con-
ceptualisation.

The other interpretation of Pramanavarttika 1V, k. 141-42 men-
tioned by Prajfiakaragupta—an interpretation which clearly turns on
the Method of Paraphrase—is that the svadharmin is not the Vaisesika’s
permanent unitary space, nor the conceptual representation, but rather
the impermanent space which the Buddhist himself accepts. The argu-
ment in k. 14142 thus has to be paraphrased and actually means that
space is impermanent because it produces effects sequentially. We quote
k. 141-42 along with Prajnakaragupta’s Pramanavirttikabhisya:

PV IV, k. 141-42: yathd parair anutpadydpirvariipam'® na
khidikam / sakrc chabdidyabetutvid ity ukte praba dizsakab /|
tadvad vastusvabbdavo san dbarmi vyomadir ity api / naivam
istasya sadhyasya bidha kicana” vidyate //“For example, when
[the Buddhist] states that space, etc. do not have a novel na-
ture unproduced by other [conditions] because they are not
causes for [producing their qualities such as] sound, etc. all at
once, then the [Vaisesika] adversary might say that like that
the subject, space, etc., would also not have the nature of a real
entity. [Dharmakirti’s position:] In this fashion [even though
the subject is invalidated "], there is in fact no invalidation of

the intended [proposition] to be proved (sddhya) at all.”

PVBh ad PV 1V, k. 141-42: “Here an opponent might say:

‘But this proves that space and the like are not novel natures
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unproduced [by causal conditions]. In that way, it proves that
a subject such as spacc is not real (vastutvibhiva). [Reply:] An
unrelated invalidation of the subject is not faulty. Indeed, the
proponent commits no fault like this. For, precisely what he
intends to prove is that space and so forth are not real. Con-
sequently, there is no fault in saying with reference to a sub-
ject, unreal space (avastubbitakiasadharmini), that space does
not have a novel nature unproduced [by other causal condi-
tions], because it is not a cause [for producing its effects such
as sound] all at once. This is because |he] establishes the
[property] to be proved on the basis of a subject which is com-
pletely derived from conceptualization (vikalpaparinisthite
dbarmini sadhyasidhandd). But a real thing is not the subject
of that [property]. Therefore, although there is invalidation
of this unrelated (kevala) [subject], there is [in fact] no fault.
This is what is meant by the word svadharmin (in Prama-
nasamuccayd). Indeed, when the opponent’s subject is inval-
idated it is not so that this property [i.e., nonexistence] will
be unestablished. So, as there is nothing annuling the estab-
lishment of the property to be proved (sddhyadharma), there

is no fault.

Alternatively, this [reasoning that space] does not have a novel
unproduced nature because it is not the cause [for its effects]
all at once, has the following meaning: space is impermanent.
To this an adversary might say that the subject, permanent
space, has been invalidated. But let it be invalidated. Even so
the subject will be impermanent space. For, the contrary of
the [property] to be proved will definitely be invalidated by
the logical reason. And indeed a permanent subject is not the
locus for the property to be proved under discussion, so when
it is invalidated how could there be any fault at all!”

Py

The question immediately arises: Which of the two interpretations,
or two scenarios, best fits Pramanavirttika IV? Or, in other words: How
exactly did Dharmakirti make the distinction between the proponent’s
own intended subject (svadharmin) and unrelated (kevala) subjects in PV
IV, k. 136482 Did Dharmakirti opt for an approach which relied upon
the Principle of Conceptual Subjects or did he use the Method of Para-



WHAT IS THE SVADHARMIN? 179

phrase? In our opinion, there can be little doubt: Dharmakirti’s position
in PV IV was the Method of Paraphrase. The commentators” attempts
to read a Principle of Conceptual Subjects into k. 136—48 are an at-
tempt to read the Svavrtti-Praminaviniscaya discussion of apoha,
sabdirthaand anupalabdbiinto a context where it does not easily belong.
That said, most, if not all, of the later Indo-Tibetan tradition has un-
derstood the relevant kirikds in Dharmakirti’s Pramdnavarttika IV ac-
cording to the first scenario!

If we look at the rest of the discussion in this section of Pramdnavart-
tika IV, it is clear that k. 14445 is a complete parallel to k. 141-42:
what holds for the latter should hold for the former. In k. 14445, Dhat-
makirti is confronted by the objection that if his refutation of the
Vaidesika’s permanent space is correct, then a certain Buddhist argu-
ment against the Samkhya will fail, for the Buddhist will have to face
the charge that refuting the subject would lead to invalidation of the
whole thesis and hence viruddhabetu. Briefly said, the negative existen-
tial proof would turn out to be self-refuting. The stated subject of the
anti-Samkhya argument is “pleasure, etc.” (sukhadz), that is to say, “plea-
sure, pain and bewilderment,” each of these terms being understood in
the light of Samkhya philosophy where each feeling is correlated with
one of the three gunas (“qualities”), these gunas in turn being of the
essence of Primordial Matter. The Buddhist then argues that pleasure,
etc., i.e., pradhana, is not the permanent nature of the various effects or
transformations (vikrti) making up the world, because if it were, then
all its effects such as sound and the like would have to be produced si-
multaneously, and such is not in fact the case. Here the Simkhya sup-
posedly retorts that refuting the permanence of pleasure, etc,, i.e.,
pradhina, is tantamount to refuting the subject itself. Dharmakirti then
uses the Method of Paraphrase, to maintain that what the proponent is
actually proving is that ordinary (and real) pleasure, etc., which are ac-
knowledged by all, are impermanent, because they produce their effects
sequentially (kramakriyi)—thus one does not refute the proponent’s
actual subject, which is pleasure, etc. taken as the ordinary, impermanent
and fully real entity (vastubhiita) accepted by Buddhists and others alike,
and not the theoretical pseudo-entity “pleasure, etc.” as accepted by
only Samkhya philosophers.

The parallel with k. 141-42 is striking and deliberate: the arguments
have the exact same reasons and virtually the same sédhyadharma, dif-
fering only in their choice of subjects, i.e., space, etc. or pleasure, etc. If
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Dharmakirti’s whole argument is to work, then the svadharmin in
k. 141--42 cannot be the conceptual representation, it must be the Bud-
dhist’s own accepted notion of impermanent space; just as in k. 14445
the svadharminis notan unreal conceptual representation, but is just the
ordinary accepted entities. Not only that, burt if we look at the terms
used in Prajhakaragupta’s description of the first approach (i.e., relying
on the Principle of Conceptual Subjects), when Prajnakaragupta speaks
of vikalpaparinisthite dharmini sidhyasidhanid the choice of words de-
liberately mirror k.205’s anddivisanodbhbitavikalpaparinisthitah. The
matter is thus probably as follows: the first approach, where one takes
Pramdiinavarttika IV’s discussion of svadbarmin versus kevaladharmin
along the lines of the first scenario is a commentator’s strategy consist-
ing in a transposition into Pramanavirttika IV of a discussion elsewhere
in Dharmakirti, but it is a transposition which probably does not fit the
actual context of Dharmakirti’s argumentation of svadbarmin and ke-
valadharmin.

I would not want to suggest that this “transposition” grossly falsifies
the notion of svadharmin—:that type of conclusion would not only look
somewhat arrogant on our part but would denigrate the creative syn-
theses that commentators typically make in juxtaposing a doctrine in one
part of a work with one in another. Nonetheless, I think it is important
to see this later synthesis for what it is and that it probably did not 2/
ready figure in Dignaga and Dharmakirti’s own thought. The question
of conceptual representations being the subject in negative proofs was
most likely not at stake in Pramdnavaritika 1V, k.13 6—48, this in spite
of the fact that so many authors from Prajnakaragupta and Kamalasila
to Tsong kha pa and Ngag dbang bstan dar cite these kdrikds as the
source for the idea that the svadharmin is a conceptual representation.

A final remark. It is probably fair to say that the history of Buddhist
thought about dsraydsiddha and svadharmin would have been quite dif-
ferent if the Method of Paraphrase had been emphasized and further de-
veloped by later writers. Was it a good thing that the solution by con-
ceptual representation became predominant in Buddhist logic? A type
of Method of Paraphrase can be used very well to deal with the prob-
lem of talk about non-being, as we see in certain contemporary appli-
cations of Russell’s Theory of Descriptions. We can, for example, para-
phrase “Pegasus does not exist,” or “Pegasus does not fly” as repectively:
“There is no x which is Pegasus” or “There is no x, such that x is Pega-
sus and x flies, etc.”; these approaches avoid the problem of a pseudo-
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entity nonetheless existing somehow as a concept. Paraphrase starts with
the assumption that what is literally said is often not what is actually
meant, and this assumption yields an extremely effective approach for
avoiding commitment to needless conceptual entities. Thus a sentence
like “I did it for Peter’s sake” bears only an apparent similarity to “I did
it for Peter’s brother.” Although we are committed to the existence of
brothers, we are not actually obliged to accept that there are odd meta-
physical or purely conceptual entities known as “sakes”: “sakes” can be
paraphrased away when we reformulate what we really mean. However,
the Buddhists did not go that route; arguably they took a less promis-
ing path, fraught with avoidable problems. Indeed, the later Tibetan
writings on the problem show just how complicating a development it
was to mix apoha with the svadbarmin- kevaladharmin problem. It is cu-
rious that most elements for a satisfactory theory of talk about non-be-
ing were already present to varying degrees in Dharmakirti and some of
the earlier commentators: a developed use of philosophical paraphrase
and a theory of negation without presupposition of existence. The prob-
lem of dsraydsiddha could have been treated purely as one concerning
the logical form of statements and negations, but the temptation to turn
to the all-purpose and ever-present semantic theory of apoba seems to
have been irresistable. In the hands of commentators less taken with
apoha, things could perhaps have turned out to be much simpler, but
they did not.

NortEes To CHAPTER 8

1 Cf. PV 1V, k.76-79, translated in Tillemans (1995b). Several studies have
dealc with the Indian debates on dsrayasiddba, one of the best still being
Matilal (1970).

2 Cf. Vibhaticandra’s gloss on svadharmini, PVV: 459, n. 5: vidinestusya
svasya dharmi svadharmsi tatra.

3 See PV 1V, k.137-39.
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4 The term kevalafdharmin] = chos can 'ba’ zhig pa does not seem to figure
in Digniga, but is introduced first in PV 1V, k. 140:

nanv etad apy arthasiddham satyam kecit tu dharminah / kevala-
syoparodhe pi dosavattam upagatih // “|Objection:] But surely this
too is established by implication. [Reply:] That is true. But some
hold that [the thesis] is faulty even when an unrelated (kevala) sub-
ject is negated.”

Devendrabuddhi is sparing in his gloss on kevala, describing it as yan gar
ba (“isolated, alone, separate”); see PVP . 297b2. PVBh ad k. 143 speaks of
this “unrelated/nominal” dharmin as tadasambaddbhaparaparikalpitadharmin
(“a subject imagined by the opponent and unrelated to that [property to be
proved]”). The term yan gar ba will be taken up again by Tsong kha pa, in
his dBu ma rgyan gyi zin bris:

chos can 'ba’ zhig pa ni / chos can du smras kyang skabs de’i bsgrub bya'i
chos kyi rten min pas / chos can yan gar bar song ba'i don no /* kevala-
dharmin means that although it is stated as the subject it is not the
basis of the property to be proved in that context [of the discussion]
and is thus an isolated subject”; see Tillemans (1984c: 366-67).

Ct. Ngag dbang bstan dar’s explanation (in his gCig du bral gyi rnam
bzhag, p. 455.3) of chos can ‘ba’ zhig pa as smras pa’i chos can “the stated sub-
ject”; the section on dsraydsiddba in this work has been translated in Tille-
mans and Lopez (1998). [Editor’s note: this article has been reprinted as
chapter 11 in the present volume.]

Finally, note that the Sa skya pa Rigs gter tradition as explained by Sakya
mchog ldan speaks of the two types of subjects in terms of a somewhat dif-
ferent opposition, that of song tshod kyi chos can versus rlom tshod kyi chos can,
“the subject as it [actually] is” versus “the subject as it is taken by inflated
misconception.” Cf. Tshad ma rigs gter gyi dgongs rgyan smad cha f.76a2—4:

de lta na yang skabs dir dpyad pa 'di jug dgos te / gtso bo chos can /
yod pa ma yin te ma dmigs pa’i phyir [ zhes pa lta bu / med par dgag
pa gtan tshigs su bkod pa rnams la rlom tshod kyi chos can med kyang
! chos can gyi ngo bo ma grub par mi gyur la/ yang gso bo yod te / khyad
par rnams rjes s gro ba’i phyir / zhes pa lta bu sgrub pa’i gtan tshigs
st bkod pa rnams la song tshod kyi chos can yod kyang / rlom tshod med
na chos can gyi ngo bo ma grub par jog dgos pa yin te / de lta bu'i tshul
gnyis ka sde bdun mdzad pa’i gghung las gsal bar gsungs pa’i phyir //.

On the song tshod vs. rlom tshod opposition, see Dreyfus (1997: 161, 168);
see also Tilletnans (1995a: 869-70, n. 19). [Editor’s note: this latter article
has been reprinted as chapter 10 in the present volume.]



WHAT 1S THE SVADHARMIN? 183

5 Note that Tibetan writers coined and widely used the term rang rten chos
can, “the subject which is his own basis,” and used this term instead of the
term svadharmin (= rang gi chos can. It can be shown that this was an error
which came from relying on the wrong translation of the PSV. However, the
idea is the same as svadharmin. The translation of the PSV by Vasudhara-
raksita is extremely bad here. The text in Kitagawa (1973: 472) reads: ...ma
bsal ba’o [/ mngon sum don dang rjes dpag dang yid ches grags pas rang rten lao.
This passage is what was cited by numerous authors, including Tsong kha
pa, ICang skya and also Sa skya pas like Go rams pa bsod nams seng ge, but
only as mngon sum don dang rjes dpag dang yid ches grags pas rang rten la'o,
which, without ma bsal ba, is little better than gibberish. The problem is that
the phrase ma bsal ba'o = anirikrta, having a final particle (‘o) was probably
not understood to go together with mngon sum ... rang rten la', and as a re-
sult it was not cited at all. The translation of Kanakavarman correctly has
rang gi chos can la mngon sum ... grags pas ma bsal ba'o (= ‘nirdkrtab /
pratyaksarthanumanaptaprasiddbena svadharmini /1); see Tillemans (1984c: n.
42). The phrase rang rten la’o is also sometimes cited in earlier works, such as
on p. 438 of the thirteenth-century work, rNam grel gyi rnam bshad gangs
can gyi rgyan of bTsun pa ston gzhon, who followed the Rigs gter of Sa skya
Pandita; however rang rten chos can may be a later invention. At any rate, it is
found in Tsong kha pa’s dBu ma rgyan gyi zin bris and in the numerous dGe
lugs explanations of dsraydsiddha based on this zin bris.

6 PVP D.296b4 et seq.; PVT D.269a4-5: gtan tshigs rnam par gcod pa’i
ngo bo ma grub pa nyid ma yin no zhes bya ba ni / cig car sgra sogs rgyu min
phyir [ zhes bya ba’i gtan tshigs rnam par geod pa tsam gyi ngo bo med par dgag
pa tsam gyi mishan nyid ma grub pa nyid ma yin te / dngos por gyurpa'i

chos can med nayang tha snyadpa’i chos can rnam par gcod pa tsam la gnod pa
med pa’i phyir ro /. On prasajyapratisedha versus paryudasapratisedha (“im-
plicative negation”), see Kajiyama (1973) and the references in its n. 1.

7 These are developed in Ngag dbang bstan dar’s gCig du bral gyi rnam
bzhag. See Tillemans and Lopez (1998: 101-2). [Editor’s note: see pp.
250-51 in the present volume.]

8 PVin P. 306a-307a; PVin I11, k. 53-57 = PV I, k. 2058 and 210.

9 For the Nyayamukha, see Katsura (1992: 230-31), Katsura (1978:
110-11), and Tucci (1930: 16-17); the parallel passage in PSV is
P.128b6-8. The translations from the Nyayamukha, in what follows, are
those in Katsura (1992: 230).
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10 See PVSV (Gnoli: 105): atha yad idam na santi pradhanddayo ‘nupalab-
dberiti /...

11 See Katsura (1992: 231).

12 PVSV (Gnoli: 107): yat punar etad uktam kalpitasyanupalabdhir dbarma

...

13 The point in k. 205’s specifying three kinds of szbdirtha is that the con-
ceptual representation which is the direct object of words can have as its sub-
stratum an existent thing like a cloth, or a nonexistent thing like a rabbit’s
horn, or something which is “both existent and nonexistent”—in this latter
case, pseudo-entities like pradhana or isvara (“God”) are existent gua con-
cepts, but nonexistent gua external entities. Cf. PVV ad k.204: katham ity
dha / bhavibhavobhaydsrayah / sadasadubhayavikalpavisanaprabbavatvat /
tadadhyavasiyena tadvisayatvit / tatra bhavopadino vikalpap patidir
abhivopadinah sasavisinddip | ubbayopidinah pradbanesvaridib /.

14 Additions based on PVV.

15 This is the same as proving that space is not a permanent unity.

16 The reading in Miyasaka’s edition, i.e., anutpadya piirvariipan, is wrong.
17 Miyasaka, kvacana; cf. Tib. ga’yang.

18 PVV adk.142: evam dharmibadhane pi.

19 atra prativady iha / athaiviyam anutpidyapirvaripatabhiavam sidhayati
vyomédinam (/) tathd vyomadidharmino pi vastutvabhivam sidhayati / na
dharmibidhanam kevalam dosavat / na hy evam vadino dosah / tena hi vastu-
bhiitam dkdsidikam na bhavatity etad eva sadhayitum istam / tato
vastubbiitikisadbarminy anutpadyapiirvaripam ikasidikam na bhavati sakrd
abetutvid iti na dosah / vikalpaparinisthite dharmini sadhyasidhandd vastu-
bhiitas tu dharmi na tasya / tena tasya kevalasya badhayim api na dosa iti sva-
dbharmivacanam / na hi paradharmini bidhyamane sa dharmo na sidbyati /
tatap sadhyadbarmasiddber* avyaghatad adosah I/

atha vanutpadydpirvariipam na bhavati sakrd ahetutvit / asyiyam arthab /
anityam dkasam (/) tatra parah / nityam akisam dbarmibadbitam bhavati /
badbyatim tathapy anityam dkasam dbarmi bhavisyati / avasyam hi hetuni
sadhyaviparyayo badbitavyah / nityo hi dbarmi na prakrtasidhyadharmadharas**
tatas tadbadbane ka iva dosap /. *R. Sankrtyayana reads: sadhyadharmisiddber;
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but see Tib. P. 234a5: des na bsgrub bya’i chos grub pa lu gnod pa med pa’s
phyir nyes pa ma yin no //**Read prakrtasidhyadharmidbiras tollowing B
(=Danasila’s ms) instead of prakrtasadhyadharmaikaras.



9: Is Buddhist Logic Non-Classical or Deviant?

interest in the epistemological and logical systems of Asian cultures.

One of the pioneers in this regard was undoubtedly the Polish
philosopher Innocentius Bocheniski, whose History of Formal Logic con-
tains an entire chapter devoted to Indian logic—a chapter that is not only
still useful, but that also bears witness to this celebrated logician’s open-
mindedness. Likewise, the Dutch logician Evert Willem Beth empha-
sized on numerous occasions' the importance of the study of Indian logic
for the general philosophy of logic. It was, however, Beth’s compatriot,
J.F. Staal, who actually undertook concrete research on the subject. Staal
treated the topic in several articles, including one on the Nyaya-Vaisesika
theory of definition, another on negation according to the Mimamsakas,
and a third concerning the use of contraposition in various Indian schools.
In this regard, we should also mention the works of the late Bimal Krishna
Matilal of Oxford University. This remarkable philosopher, trained in
both the traditional logic of Nyaya-Vaisesika and analytical philosophy,
has left us numerous studies on the logical and epistemological problems
within the Indian philosophical schools. In 1970, he founded the Jour-
nal of Indian Philosophy, a journal whose aim is to apply the methods of
analytical philosophy to the problems of Indian philosophy.

To demonstrate the importance of such studies, we could, of course,
cite the names of many other scholars who work on the border between
Asian studies and philosophy. We must recognize, however, that this ap-
proach bears considerable difficulties and that it can currently be practiced
by only those who have sound training in Asian languages. The present
state of research is such that translations and editions of numerous prin-
cipal texts are far from completion, and among those that are available,

F OR SOME YEARS we have witnessed among philosophers a growing
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a good number are mediocre. [t is thus understandable chat some schol-
ars maintain that it would be premature to attempt serious work on
comparative logic or epistemology—an opinion one often hears among
both Asianists and philosophers. In part, this objection is justified, since
at this point, a philosopher who is not competent in Asian languages
runs the risk of basing his analyses or theories on incomplete or erro-
neous data.

There is another objection against a philosophical approach to Asian
studies—an objection that even now has numerous advocates, at least
among Anglo-American philosophers. Allow me to cite a particularly re-
vealing passage from Anthony Flew’s work, An Introduction to Western

Philosophy, published in 1971:

...philosophy, as the word is understood here, is concerned
first, last and all the time with argument. It is, incidentally,
because most of what is labeled Eastern Philosophy is not so
concerned—rather than any reason of European parochial-
ism—that this book draws no materials from any source east

of Suez.*

The objection amounts to two points: (a) philosophy should devore it-
self primarily to rational argumentation; (b) Asian philosophers do not
exercise any—or, at least, very little—rational argumentation. Most
probably, the second point stems from the opinion that Asian philoso-
phers are primarily mystics, and that hence, they are irrational and bereft
of argumentation. Professor Matilal devoted a large part of his acade-
mic career to the refutation of this received idea, and it is not necessary
to replicate that discussion here. Let us simply note that in the philoso-
phies of India, Tibet and China, there is an imposing number of philo-
sophical and rational works that are not mystical avall. And in any case,
when a religious goal—or even a mystical one—figures explicitly or im-
plicitly in a text, the argumentation is often so autonomous that it is of
considerable philosophical interest even for one who does not share the
author’s religious goals.

The idea, moreover, that Indian philosophy is essentially mystical
and that benceit is bereft of rational argumentation is a non-sequitur. Let
us suppose that a good part of these traditions are influenced by some
type of mysticism: it does not thereby follow that rational argumenta-
tion stemming from or leading to those mystical ideas will be absent or
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insignificant. To take a similar case in Western philosophy, would we
dare to be so severe with the mystical philosophy of the Tractatus, where
Wittgenstein sought the limits of language so as to transcend those lim-
its? No one would claim that Wittgenstein had renounced rational ar-
gumentation. In the Buddhism of the Madhyamaka school-—of which
we will often speak in this article—the philosopher also uses logic to ar-
rive atan understanding beyond all argumentation and discursive thought.
But as with the Tractarus, the majority of Madhyamaka writings are de-
voted to rational argumentation.

If Anthony Flew’s ideas are typical of an approach where one tends
to underestimate the role of argumentation in Asian thought, there is
another widespread belief regarding Asian thought. On this view, one
admits that these philosophies employ arguments, but one maintains
that their ways of reasoning diverge substantially from our own, or even
that their forms of rationality are incommensurable with occidental
thought. Indeed, there are Indian texts containing arguments that may
seem difficult to reconcile with the most fundamental laws ¢f Western
logic. We are thinking primarily of problematic passages found in Bud-
dhist texts such as the Sitra on the Perfection of Wisdom (Prajadpira-
mitdsiitra), the famed Stanzas on the Middle Way (Madhyamakakairika)
composed by Nigarjuna (third century C.E.), or the Four Hundreds
(Catupsataka) of his disciple Aryadeva. Within Buddhist thought, the
structure of argumentation that seems the most resistant to our attempts
at formalization is undoubtedly the tecralemma or catuskori. This struc-
ture appears scattered throughout the canonical Mahayana litcrature,
but it is above all found in the works of Nagarjuna and Aryadeva, where
it becomes the method par excellence used by the Madhyamaka to refute
all philosophical theses.

The Catubsataka speaks of the tetralemma in the following manner:

sud asat sadasac ceti sadasan neti ca kramap / esa prayojyo vid-
vadbhbir ekatvidisu nityasah // “Being, non-being, [both] be-
ing and non-being, neither being [nor] non-being: such is the
method that the wise should always use with regard to iden-
tity and all other [theses].*

We have here the four alternatives at their most abstract level: being,
non-being, both at the same time, and neither one nor the other. The
Madhyamaka method for arriving at absolute truth is to refute all four
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alternatives, regardless of the proposition to which they apply.

Clearly, the conjunction of these four negations would make a West-
ern logician dizzy, since, at first glance, the Madhyamaka offers us the
following four statements:*

(1 -r

(2} --p

(3] (P& -P)
(4] ~(-P& --P)

Since (1) and (2) would imply ~(P v ~P), the law of the excluded
middle falls by the wayside, but what is worse, we would likewise
encounter various contradictions: ~P & ~~P from [1] and [2];
(-P& -~-P) & (- P& ~~ P) from [1], [2], and [4]; or again simply
P& -Pfrom [1] and [2] by the law of double negation.

A logically trivial interpretation of the tetralemma would be to con-
sider it to be a uniquely “therapeutic” use of language and hence close
to what the positivists of the Vienna Circle called “non-cognitive state-
ments.” The four negations would therefore be pseudo-propositions de-
void of any truth-value: they would just be one of the many Buddhist
techniques designed to halt ordinary thought—as with the riddles
(koan), the blows from the teacher’s staff, or the sudden shouts that ful-
fill the same function in the Zen schools. The great Asianist Louis de la
Vallée Poussin thought that the tetralemma could be understood only
in this manner, that is, as a psychological technique designed to induce
a certain meditative state: “Nagarjunism [i.e., Madhyamaka] is without
philosophical significance...[it] contains nothing but a method for pu-
rifying the mind.”

Louis de la Vallée Poussin’s notion has appeared with numerous per-
mutations in the works of diverse authors. We cannot address all of
thesc permutations here, but they nearly always have as their conse-
quence the denial of any propositional content or truth value as applic-
able to any of the tetralemma’s four negations. And it is precisely in this
regard that this interpretation is insufficient, for it minimizes the role
and the seriousness of argumentation in the Madhyamaka system. True,
the contemplation of the four negations is indeed a method, an upaya,
for halting discursive thought. Nevertheless, to say that the tetralemma
is nothing but a psychological technique amounts to neglecting—or
trivializing—the numerous rigorous arguments advanced by the Madhy-
amaka in support of each negation. Typically, the Madhyamaka uses this
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structure to argue in detail against opposing positions that, according
to him, adopt one or another of the alternatives. He thus employs
premises that are acceptable to the adversary so as to show him that his
position is absurd, and that it actually implies its own contrary. But if
Nigarjuna uses the logic and metaphysics of his adversaries to refute
their positions, one must nevertheless suppose that he believed his own
reasoning by reductio ad absurdum to be not a mere ruse or sophism, but
rather an argument that was valid and that resulted in a true conclusion,
albeit negative.

We find among Asianists a long debate on the question of whether
the tetralemma—as well as other, similar forms of reasoning rooted in
the canonical texts of the Mahayana—stands as an example of a radical
divergence between Asian logics and the classical logic of the West. Pro-
fessor D. Seyfort Ruegg, in his excellent article on the use of the tetra-
lemma,® has summarized the numerous attempts at translating this struc-
ture of Buddhist thought into the terminology of classical Western logic.
He has likewise summarized the analyses that rely on alternative logic,
including, for example, L. Mill’s semiotic analysis and the treatment by
J.E. Staal based upon intuitionist logic.”

Undoubtedly, we must admit that the initial attempts at applying
classical logic to the most recalcitrant structures of Mahayana Buddhist
thought—most notably the tetralemma—nhave been failures. But what
conclusion should we draw from these repeated setbacks? The stakes are
high, for numerous philosophers currently apply themselves to the prob-
lem of knowing whether the formal calculi of alternative logics really
have a field of application. It is thus of some importance to determine
whether Buddhist texts provide examples of discourse that obey logical
laws other than those of classical Western logic. In short, our problem
is essentially located within the scope of a philosophical debate, initiated
by W.V. Quine,’ on the question of knowing whether alternative log-
ics are possible and whether they have, in fact, a field of application.

At this point, our terminology requires some clarification. First of all,
we must alert the reader that our term “Buddhist logic” does not trans-
late any Sanskrit term. Generally, the term is used as a conventional
designation for a certain school of Buddhist philosophy or a type of
thought identified particularly with the school of Dignaga and Dhar-
makirti—that is also how we have used the term in other publications.’
Here, however, what we shall call “Buddhist logic” is a translation—as
faithful as possible—into modern logic of the formal structures of
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thought found in Buddhist texts. Our project requires such a transla-
tion, since one obviously cannot ask about the possible deviance of a sys-
tem that has not been sufficiently formalized. Hence, in the following
pages, our arguments will essentially concern the adequacy of certain for-
mal translations of the structures of Buddhist thought and the formal
properties of the calculi employed in such translations.

By the term “classical logic,” we understand the first order proposi-
tional and predicate calculus that one generally finds in a work on ele-
mentary logic." What then would be the difference between a non-clas-
sical logic and a deviant one? Since the beginning of this century, various
types of logics have proliferated: sometimes they are studied for their
possible philosophical contributions, at other times, for their formal
character. Among these logics, several types, such as modal or epistemic
logic, are not true rivals of classical logic; rather, they are supplements—
to employ the distinction presented by Susan Haack in the first chapter
of her Deviant Logic." According to Haack, a logic L1 is a supplement
for logic Ly when:

(a) the sets of formulae and theorems of Ly are included in
the respective sets of L}

(b) all of the surplus theorems of Lj contain vocabulary that
is supplementary to that of L.

If L is classical logic, the supplementary logic L described by (a) and
(b) will be considered a non-classical logic, but not a deviant one. In con-
trast, an L] will be deviant relative to Ly if L has the same formulae and
logical vocabulary as Ly, but nevertheless does not have the same set of
theorems as Ly. Thus, a logic can have the same set of formulae as clas-
sical logic and use its vocabulary, while still rejecting some of the most
important classical theorems. This is precisely the case for J. Lukasie-
wicz’s multi-valued logic—as it is the case for intuitionist logic—that
does not accepr as theorems the laws of the excluded middle and double
negation. These logics are not supplements bur rather rivals to classical
logic.
Another distinction proposed by Haack will prove useful: this is the
one between global devianceand local deviance. The first type of deviance
applies to all subjects of discourse, while the second is restricted to a
limited domain of discourse. It is thus possible to use a deviant logic for
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mathematics or quantum physics while still retaining the use of classi-
cal logic in other domains of discourse—this would be a case of local
deviance. In contrast, some neo-intuitionists such as M. Dummett apply
their logic to all cases and would thus recommend a global deviance.

Let us return now to Buddhist logic, or more precisely, to our at-
tempts at translating the statements of Buddhist philosophers into a for-
mal logic. We should begin by noting that any potential deviance in
Buddhist logic would be, at most, local. The structures of argumentation
most frequently employed by Buddhists—including the Madhyamakas
—do not present any violation of our classical logical laws. Here, we are
thinking, for example, of the so-called “Buddhist syllogisin,” or more
precisely, what the Buddhists themselves call an “inference-for-others”
(parirthanumdina). Consider this example:

All that which is conditioned is impermanent, like a vase.

Now, sound is conditioned.

In fact, this form of argumentation is not a syllogism in the Aris-
totelian sense. The pardrthinumdna—ar least the version unanimously
accepted after Dharmakirti (sixth to seventh century C.E.)-—only has
two members and cannot itself state a conclusion. Indeed, from the sev-
enth century onward, the addition of a conclusion, such as “therefore,
sound is impermanent,” is considered a “point of defeat” (nigrabasthina).?
Clearly, though, there is no question as to whether the logic involved
here is deviant or not. Although the metalogical explanations for the
functioning of inference diverge from our own, we are nct confronted
with a reasoning that would necessitate a translation into a logic that re-
jects or violates the most fundamental laws of logic, such as contradic-
tion, double negation and the excluded middle.

We should likewise note that no surprises arise from formalization of
other Buddhist notions, such as those analogous to material implication,
conjunction, disjunction and other logical constants. Nor does the fa-
mous theory of vydpti ot “pervasion” provoke any formal surprises. For
example, when Buddhist authors say that the property “is conditioned”
(krtakatva) is pervaded by the property “impermanence” (anityatd), they
mean that all conditioned things are impermanent. In other words, in
our terminology, vyapti is translatable, in part at least, as a universal
statement: for all x, if x is conditioned, then x is impermanent.” Inter-
estingly, the quantification expressed by “for all »” is certainly not lim-
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ited to existent things, because the variable x also represents fictive en-
tities. Nevertheless, while this reinterpretation of quantification differs
from the usual interpretation in predicate calculus, it does not entail
any deviance at all. In short, in many cases Buddhist argumentation
might possibly require the introduction of some operators and terms
that would be supplementary with regard to those of first order predicate
logic. We would thus be obliged to employ a non-classical logic (in the
sense of the term that we have specified), but the vast majority of argu-
ments found in Buddhist texts do not require translation into a deviant
logic. If there is any deviance, it can only be highly local.

Before continuing our analysis, we should respond to a possible ob-
jection. Is it possible that the tetralemma—which appears to violate the
law of contradiction—might constitute a case of local deviance? One
can casily show that any contradictory statement whatsoever entails all
other sratements, even those that are in violation of the most funda-
mental laws of logic. As a result, a single inconsistency appears to lead
inexorably to the most global deviance imaginable. An intuitionist
logic, such as that of L. Brouwer and A. Heyting, only rejects the laws
of double negation and the excluded middle, and this rejection does not
entail uncontrollable implications. It is, however, far more difficult to
envisage a calculus that does not admit the inviolability of the law of con-
tradiction. It is hence imperative to know whether one can limit a logic’s
deviance while at the same time admitting exceptions to the law of con-
tradiction.

Clearly, until recently the law of contradiction has been considered
as an inviolable principle almost unanimously among logicians. Never-
theless, the old menace of uncontrolled implications has now been called
into question by some of our more illustrious logicians, and inconsis-
tent logics have thus become an acknowledged field of research. We can
distinguish two strands within modern research on such logics: (a) for-
mal calculi which contain several truth-values, such as the calculi of G.
Priest,” and which admit contradictions but preclude unlimited impli-
cations; and (b) the semantics of N. Rescher and R. Brandom,'® which
admits an uncontrolled implication only in the case of a strong incon-
sistency (for Rescher and Brandom, it is possible, for example, to affirm
that /7 is true and to affirm that non-P is true without, however, ad-
mitting the truth of the statement, P and non-P—this latter would in
effect be a strong contradiction). The lesson that we can draw from these
modern developments in logic is at once radical and surprising;: there is
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no formal requirement that a priori prevents us from adopting a literal read-
ing of the paradoxical passages in the Madhyamakakirika, the Catuhsataka,
and the Prajiidparamitisiitra. From the perspective of formal logic, these
texts can include inconsistencies without becoming irrational discourses.” In
other words, nothing in formal logic stops us from saying that, in the
vast majority of cases, the Buddhist uses a consistent logic but that, in
certain contexts, he clearly accepts paradoxes. Of course, a paradoxical
interpretation of Buddhist discourse is nothing new. Some of the early
great Buddhologists, such as E. Conze and D. Suzuki, were convinced
that “the logic of the prajfiaparamita’ is indeed paradoxical. This posi-
tion may currently have few adherents, but it is nevertheless important
to emphasize that one cannot exclude it without systematic, textual ar-
guments: one cannot a priori sweep this opinion under the carpet by say-
ing that the acceptance of contradictions amounts to irrationality.

This is not the place to examine passage after passage of the works of
Nagarjuna and Aryadeva. The reader can profitably consult the publi-
cations of scholars such as D. Seyfort Ruegg, ]J. May, G. Bugault, P.
Williams and others. Elsewhere, we have already discussed the logic of
the Madhyamaka and its interpretation in recent publications." We will
content ourselves here with raising three systemic points that militate
against the attribution of a paradoxical logic to Buddhists:

(a) The prohibition against “contradiction” (virodha)is accepted by all
schools of Indian philosophy, including the Buddhist schools. It
would thus be surprising if a treatise by a great Buddhist philoso-
pher were to go against such a key principle.”

(b) Buddhists themselves invoke a schema of two truths—the absolute
truth and the superficial—so as to explain how one can affirm a
proposition from one point of view and yet negate it from another.
And since the time of Aristotle, we have considered a real contra-
diction to be the affirmation and negation of the same proposi-
tion from the same point of view.*

() A number of Indian authors exhibit the stylistic tendency to choose
condensed, enigmatic, and provocative modes of expression. These
statements inevitably assume a non-paradoxical meaning when
they are explained by the authors themselves or by their commen-

tators.
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Let us take two particularly revealing examples of this stylistic ten-
dency to deliberately employ paradoxical turns of phrase. The first ex-
ample occurs in the Madhyantavibhiga, a Mahayanist text attributed to

Maitreya:

sattvid asattvat sastvc ca madhyama pratipac ca sa // “Due to
existence, due to nonexistence, and due to existence, this is the

» )

middle way.

At first glance, at least, this passage may seem contradictory, but Va-
subandhu (fourth century) clearly tells us that Maitreya is speaking of
the existence of unreal conceptual constructions (abbiutaparikalpa), the
nonexistence of all duality, and the existence of the emptiness of the
unreal conceptual constructions. One can only agree with Ruegg, who
concludes his discussion of this passage with this remark: “there seems
therefore to be no question here of attributing to one and the same en-
tity opposed properties on the same level of reference and from the same

point of view.”*

Let us now turn to an example of this same stylistic tendency in the
Vikyapadiya, a work of the non-Buddhist author Bhartrhari:

tan ndsti vidyate tac ca tad ekam tat prehak prthak lsamsystam
ca vibbaktam ca vikrtam tat tad anyathd // “It [i.e., substance]
does not exist, and it exists; it is one and it is divided; it is con-
joined and it is separate; it is modified and it is other [than
modified].”*

AsJ. Bronkhorst points out, in the context of Bhartrhari’s system this
stanza must be understood as a description of substance from two dif-
ferent points of view—namely, as an absolute and indivisible reality,
and as the phenomenal diversity of the world. Bronkhorst explains: “The
indivisible totality is real, one and without modifications; its division—
that is, the phenomenal world—is unreal, variegated, separate and mod-
ified.”** As with Vasubandhu and Maitreya, here too the paradoxes dis-
appear.

How then are we to dissipate the seeming paradoxes of the tetra-
lemma’s four negations within an adequate translation of thar structure
into modern logic? First of all, the Madhyamaka, in using the tetra-
lemma, appears to wish to refute above all the attribution of properties
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(whether affirmative or negative) to real entities (6hiva).” Such a pro-
ject involves negations that concern things’ absolute status-—it does not
seem to easily involve four unqualified negations in a simple proposi-
tional calculus, as we have presented them in [1]-[4]. Some commen-
tators—such as Bhavaviveka, but especially some Tibetans——have tried
to add qualifications such as “truly established” (1'ib. bden par grub pa)
or “established from an absolute perspective” (Tib. don dam par grub
pa)” so as to indicate clearly the level of discourse implicit in the use of
the negation operators. This technique was used with great mastery by
Tsong kha pa blo bzang grags pa, the great Tibetan commentaror of the
fourteenth century; he managed to transform the tetralemma into a sort
of modal logic where the laws of double negation, excluded middle, and
contradiction function in a classical manner.* Let us just consider here
his version of the first two negations; they respectively become: “ Pis not
established from an absolute perspective” and “non-2is not established
from an absolute perspective.” It is evident that these two propositions
can both be true without imperiling the laws of contradiction and ex-
cluded middle. The result is that the negations of the tetralemma would
be translated into structures that are at most supplementary with regard
to classical logic.

Indisputably, Tsong kha pa’s interpretation offers advantages in terms
of its logical clarity, but as an exegesis of Madhyamaka, his approach may
seem somewhat inelegant, since it obliges us to add words almost every-
where in the Madhyamaka texts. Remarkably, Tsong kha pa himself ac-
tually accomplished this project down to its most minute details in his
commentary on the Madhyamakakirikis—perhaps at the price of sac-
rificing the simplicity of Nagarjuna’s language.”” Hence, is there a sim-
pler and more elegant interpretation of the tetralemma that also rakes
account of the negation of bhivas, this denial of all ontology that lies at
the heart of Madhyamaka philosophy? In the final portion of this article,
we will sketch out a solution by proposing two ways of understanding
the quantification implicit in the Buddhist’s statements.

A logic without ontological commitment is possible. For some years,
scholars such as R.B. Marcus, N. Belnap, R. Routley and others have
regularly reinterpreted quantification in such a manner that the variables
do not refer to objects in a domain but rather to terms chat form a substi-
tution class.”® This tactic consists in proposing a substitutional seman-
tics in lieu of the usual referential semantics, and it has been profitably
employed within modal and epistemic contexts, as well as in fictional
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contexts, where one reasons about “things” that are devoid of any real-
ity. In short, when interpreted in an substitutional manner, (Ex) Fx
(“there is an x such that Fx") does not mean that there actually exists a
real entity that has the quality F, but rather that there is a name a such
that the substitution of « for the variable x in Fxyields a true sentence.
Thus, if we wish, we can avoid all ontological commitment. In fact,
most Western logicians who use a substitutional interpretation believe
that reference to things is essential to any veritable language, and that
as a result, one must introduce a referential relation that ties at least some
names to objects. Nevertheless, a purely substitutional interpretation
devoid of any such reference to real things remains feasible. D. Vernant
describes such a semantics:

...the truth of the atomic sentences [of the language] L, is de-
fined, ab initio, in a purely conventional fashion, abstracting
from all actual reference. This is what occurs, for example, in
mythological discourse, which defines as true the sentence “Pe-
gasus is a winged horse,” without inquiring into reference. In
more general terms, such is the case for all fictional discourse.
Without asking oneself about the actual reality of the objects
arising from the creative imagination of an author, we can
nevertheless assign a truth value to assertions about those ob-
jects. In this manner, we know full well that it is false to say
that Hamlet is Ophelia’s brother.”

A possibility that, to our knowledge, has not been seriously consid-
ered in Western logic would be to universalize this ontologically neutral
use of a substitutional interpretation. Ruth Barcan Marcus had argued
in her 1978 article, “Nominalism and the Substitutional Quantifier,”
that the substitutional interpretation would offer a nominalistic way out
of commitment to higher-order objects like kinds, universals, proposi-
tions, etc. It would only be concerning the lowest order of the things,
i.e., norninalistically acceptable particular objects, that the interpretation
would remain referential. She concluded: “it is not at all clear that such
a program is wholly feasible, but it is surely a nominalistic program.””

Now, it is conceivable that a philosopher might, for some meta-
physical reasons, go even further beyond this rigorous nominalism and
simply reject all reference to real entities, and that he therefore would
accept only a logic interpreted in the ontologically neutral substitutional
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fashion. This is, arguably, the case for the Madhyamaka when he accepts
the superficial truths of the world. In effect, the Buddhist’s two truths,
i.e., the conventional and the absolute, can be understood as two dif-
ferent ways of interpreting language: without reference to real entities
and with such reference, respectively. For the superficial truth, or the
conventions generally recognized by the world, it is the substitutional
interpretation which applies. Thus, under such an interpretation, it
could be said that there are tables, chairs, buddhas and atoms (but no
rabbits’ horns!)—the Madhyamaka too would accept those conventional
statements because for him they only involve language without any cor-
responding entities. In contrast,when the question as to whether there
are or not such actual entities is being posed, the debate has shifted to
the absolute level of truth, and the interpretation must be referential. For
a metaphysician who does not accept any real entities, then the con-
ventional affirmations accepted earlier will no longer be maintained:
there are no tables, chairs nor buddhas when “there are” means that
there actually are such kinds of real objects in a set of entities to which
we refer. It is in this manner that it would be possible to affirm, on the
one hand, that conventionally there are forms (rizpa), sounds (S2bda),
odors (gandha), and so on, while on the other hand saying that there
really are none. Interestingly, the Madhyamaka also appears to accept
some of the most important elements of a substitutional interpretation.
In fact, there is a cliché—one found in other schools as well, including
the Chinese traditions—that maintains that nothing exists substantially
(dravyasat), but rather that things exist merely as designations (prajiapti-
madtrasat) or in a purely nominal fashion (namamatra). This applies to
all superficial reality, even to buddhas and nirvipa: these are but desig-
nations without any corresponding, real entity.”

We are now in a position to give a translation of the tetralemma into
formal logic: the four alternatives will be statements preceded by exis-
tential quantification. Here we will just give the first two, namely:
“There is an x such that x has property F” and “There is an x such that
x does not have F.” In symbols, these would be rendered: (Ex)Fx and
(Ex)- Fx. Since we are dealing with a tendency to attribute properties to
entities, the semantics here must be referential; in other words, the op-
ponent maintains that there really is some thing that has, or does not
have, property F. It is precisely this attribution of properties to entities
that the Buddhist wishes to oppose. As a result, the four negations that
the Buddhist maintains are:
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For any predicate £:

[1’] ~(Ex)Fx

(2] -(E9) - Fx

[37) ~(Ex)(Fx & - Fx)
[47] ~(Ex)(~Fx & - ~Fx)

If we interpret the quantification in a referential manner—as we must
do in this context—all four alternatives can be denied without the least
logical deviance. The statements (Ex) Fx and (Ex) - Fx are false for the
Madhyamaka philosopher who does not accept the existence of enti-
ties; the statements are false because, for him, the domain cannot con-
tain any objects. In fact, we are dealing here with a banal principal of
modern logic: any statement having the form (Ea) @ is false in an empty
domain.* [1']-[4"] would thus reflect the Buddhist’s rejection of all on-
tology: no attribution of properties to objects can be accepted.

In conclusion, the response to our initial question—to know whether
Buddhist logic was deviant or not—comes almost as a corollary to the
preceding discussion. When we translate the Madhyamaka’s statements
into a logic with two types of interpretations, we will not encounter any
violation of the laws of contradiction, excluded middle or double nega-
tion, or of any other fundamental theorems of classical logic. There thus
will not be any significant deviation.” In sum, looked at in this way,
Buddhist logic appears to be at most a non-classical logic, in the sense
that its operators and its vocabulary are somewhat peculiar, but it is not

a rival of classical logic.

Notes To CHAPTER 9

The original publication contains the following note: “This article is a reworked
version of a lecture I delivered in February 1990 at the Séminaire de Philoso-
phie of the University of Neuchétel. The principal ideas were initially devel-
oped in Appendix II of Tillemans (1990).”

1 See, for example, Beth (1970: 131-33).
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2 Flew (1971: 36). See also the critique of Flew by Matilal (1986: 4ff).
3 CSXIV, k. 22.

4 Concerning logical notation, the following conventions have been fol-
lowed: - Psignifies the negation of the proposition P, in the sense of “It is
not the case that 2.” The symbol & stands for “and,” while the symbol v
means “or.” The formula (Ex)Fx means: “there is an x such that x has prop-
erty £” Thus, - (Ex)Fx means: “there is no x such that x has property £”

5 “Le Nagarjunisme est sans portée philosophique ... [il] ne contient
qu’une méthode de purification de esprit.” L. de la Vallée Poussin

(1933: 59).
6 Ruegg (1977).

7 See Staal (1975: chap. 1). It is not clear to me how an inwitionist logic
would avoid the contradictions in the tetralemma. Let us consider, for exam-
ple, the thirteen axioms of intuitionist logic as they are presented by Grze-
gorczyk (1975: 97-98). The conjunction of our statements [1] and [2] gives
us - & ~~P. However, ~(P 8 - P) is a theorem (see Grzegorczyk: 115, the-
orem #68) and consequently, - (- P & -~ P) likewise beconies a theorem by
substitution. We would thus arrive at the contradiction:

(-P& --P) & ~(-P& --P).

8 Sce Quine (1970: chap. 4).

9 [Author’s note: see the introduction to the present volume, pp. 1-2, 3.]
10 See, for example, sections 1.3 and 1.5 in Grzegorczyk (1975).

11 Haack (1974).

12 See Tillemans (1984b) and Tillemans (1991b). The latter article is
reprinted as chapter 4 in the present volume.

13 [Author’s note: see the introduction to the present volume (pp. 12-17)
where it is argued that statements of vyapti for Indian logicians generally in-
clude an example. At least vydpti for them is always instantiated by some
item. The indigenous Tibetan Buddhist logic does not require examples, nor

even any instantiation at all.]
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14 In the classical calculus, the derivation of an arbitrary statement Q from
the contradiction P & - Pis simple:

(1) P& - Premise.

2 I From (1).

(3) Pv Q From(2).

4) -r From (1).

5) Q From (3) and (4).

15 See Priest (1979).
16 See Rescher and Brandon (1980).

17 CE. the opinion of Staal (1975: chap. 1), who suggests that the rejection
of logical contradictions is a necessary condition for rationality.

18 Sce Villemans (1990: Appendix 1I). See also above, chapter 6: 133-38.

19 What are the principal examples of the term virodha/viruddha in
Nagarjuna’s works? In this context, some scholars have cited MMK VII, k.

30:

satas ca tavad bhavasya nirodho nopapadyate / ekatve na hi bhavas ca
nibhavas copapadyate // “First of all, a real entity (bhdva) cannot
have any cessation because if [entities and non-entities (2bhiva)] are
identical, then neither an entity (bhdva) nor a non-entity (abhiva)
is possible” (see PrP 170.7: tasmad ekatve sati bhavabhivayoh).

R. Robinson (1976: 50), for example, thought that this stanza does
demonstrate Nagarjuna’s acceptance of the law of contradiction. But it seems
to us that this opinion is probably based upon a dubious translation of the
second half of the stanza: “Existent and inexistent in a unity is not true to
fact.” This stanza does not say that 6hdva and abhiva are not found in the
same thing. Rather, it says that, if 6hdvas could cease, then bhavas and
abhdvas would become identical, and that in that case, neither would be pos-
sible. In fact, it is Candrakirti’s commentary on MMK VII, k. 30 (PrD:
170.7--9) that gives us a version of the law of contradiction by way of the
term parasparavirudddha (“mutually contradictory”):

atha vi parasparaviruddhatvid dlokindhakdiravad ekatve sati na hi
bhivas ca nibhavas copapadyate // “Or again if they are identical,
then neither a bhiva nor an abhiva are possible, since they are mu-
wally contradictory, as is the case with light and darkness.”
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That much said, it is nonetheless true that Nagarjuna himsclf uses the
term parasparaviruddha in MMK V111, k. 7:

kavakah sadasadbhiitah sadasat kurute na tat / parasparaviruddham
hi sac casac caikatah kutah //“An agent that is real and unreal does
not accomplish this [action] that is real and unreal because how can
the real and unreal, which are mutually contradictory (paraspara-

viruddha), be unified?”
20 CF. the formulation in the Metaphysics, T3, 1005b19-23.
21 MV L.3cd.
22 Ruegg (1977: 26).
23 VP 111.123.
24 See Bronkhorst (1992: 64). [Passage translated by J. Dunne.}

25 D. Seyfort Ruegg (1986: 233) also emphasizes the importance of bhava for
the Madhyamaka in the rejection of all philosophical theses (pratijia, paksa):

In sum, the Madhyamika’s approach to the question of the pratijia
and paksa stems from his rejection of epistemic commitment to any
proposition—positive or negative—that presupposes the existence
of a bhdva or dharma possessing a svabhdva and posits such an en-
tity in terms of the binary structure of vikalpa and the quaternary
structure of the catuskoti.

Sce also G. Bugault (1983 and 1989). Bugault highlights the importance
of the rejection of bhiva and svabhiva (“own nature”) in Nagarjuna’s argu-
ments, but he maintains that the principle of contradiction must be tied to a
belief in entities:

Or, comme Aristote lui-méme en est parfaitement conscient, le
principe logique de contradiction suppose, au moins implicitement,
une métaphysique de la quiddité: il faut croire aux choses.

It follows that the Buddhist himself, who does not believe in real entities,
cannot be constrained by this law in his own thought. In fact, this type of
Aristotelian point of view—which demands that logic be tied to an ontol-
ogy—currently seems far less defensible. As we will see, a substitutional
semantics allows us to accept the law of contradiction without any onto-
logical commitments whatsoever.
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26 See the last section of Tillemans (1989), reprinted as chapter 6 in the pre-

sent volume.

27 To gain some notion of how complex and weighty the dGe lugs pa’s
modal interpretation of the tetralemma becomes, see the passage from Se ra
rje bisun chos kyi rgyal mtshan (1469-1546), translated and discussed above
(chap. 6: 135-38). Finally, note also that in a recent article, C. Oetke (1991)
also offers us a modal interpretation of the tetralemma. He remarks (318):

It is of greatest importance to become clear about the logical struc-
wure of this proposition [viz. the central tenet that on the highest
level of truth there is nothing of any kind}. It contains as ingredi-
ents something like a sentential operator “on the level of highest
truth (it is the case that)” and a negated existential proposition,
which could be represented by an expression of the form “~(£x) ...
x...”7 (...). The feature of the central tenet that it has a negative gen-
eral existential proposition as its component necessitates the rejec-
tion of all statements in which something is actribuced to some-

thing (at the highest level of truth).

28 See Marcus (1962 and 1972); Belnap and Dunn (1968); and Vernant
(1986).

29 Vernant (1986: 291):

...la vérité des phrases atomiques [du langage] L, est définie, ab
initio, de fagon purement conventionnelle, abstraction faite de toute
référence effective. Clest ce qui se produit, par exemple, dans le dis-
cours mythologique qui, sans poser la question de la référence, définic
comme vraie la phrase ‘Pégase est un cheval ailé.” Plus générale-
ment, c’est le cas de tous les discours de fiction. Sans devoir s’inter-
roger sur la réalité effective des objets issus de 'imagination créa-
trice d’un auteur, on pourra toutefois assigner une valeur de vérité
aux assertions poreanc sur eux. Ainsi sait-on pertinemment qu’il est
faux que Hamler soit le frere d’Ophélie.

30 Marcus (1978: 124).

31 This idea plays an important role in the major currents of Buddhist
philosophy since Nagarjuna and Candrakirti, among Indian Madhyamakas,
and on up to Lin Ji, the Chan master of the Tang dynasty. Cf. Candrakirti’s
Catuhsatakavreei (P. 173b4):
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yang rang gi sde pa ‘dus ma byas ming tsam nyid du mi rtogs shing mya

ngan las ‘das pa rdzas su yod pa riag pa nyid du rtog par gyur b kba
cig dag ... /*“Some of our co-religionists who do not understand that
[even] unconditioned [things] exist only as names, and imaginc that
nirvdna exists substantially and is permanenct ....”

Cf. also the Lin Ji Lu (Rinzai Roku) in Yanagida (1959: 148):
il B b {24 s 9K R A B AT R A R R A IE I
& B 4] o //“In this world or in the beyond, there is ncither Bud-

dha nor Law; they did not previously appear, nor will they disap-
pear; if they exist, they are only names and phrases.”

32 See, for example, Grzegorczyk (1985: 184): “...every sentence beginning
with an existential quantifier is false in the empty domain.” See alse Quine

(1954).

33 A logic with substitutional quantification is not entirely devoid of de-
viance because there are well known divergences in the case of the class of
theorems that concern non-denumerable sets, such as the irrational numbers.
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10: On The So-Called
Difficult Point of the Apoha Theory

BUDDHIST LOGICIAN, when he wishes to develop his theary about
universals, concepts, identities, negations and the like being mind-
created and hence fictional, is soon faced with the problem as to
how these fictional pseudo-entities can nonetheless lead us to knowledge
about the real world. If, for example, all logical reasons (betu), properties
to be proven (sidhya; sadhyadharma), means of proof (sadhana) and other
such terms in reasoning are mind-created universals, then how can an in-
ference, which depends upon these terms, give us any true information
about the real world of particular entities (svaluksana), and how can we
be induced to act correctly in a world which is not just itself a fiction?
Dharmakirti and his school had a complex solution to this conundrum,
asolution which for want of a better designation might be called the “the-
ory of unconscious error,” one whose essential points can, for our pur-
poses, be characterized along the following lines:

(a) What appears to conceptual thought (vikalpa), or is ap-
prehended (grahya) by conceprual thought, is always a
fiction and a universal, one which is created by a process
of exclusion (apoha).

(b) A type of error (bhranti) is always present in conceptual
thought. Specifically, an essential feature of such thought
is that it involves a determination (adhyavasiya) of the
apprehended fiction as being a real particular, and thus,
by an unconscious error, this thought can make us reach
(prapaka) a particular in the world.

209
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These two points are brought out clearly in sources such as Dharma-
kirti’s Pramanaviniscaya (PVin) Il and Dharmottara’s commentary (NBT)
on Dharmakirti’s Nyayabindu (NB) 1.12.

PVin 11.2,8-10 (ed. Steinkellner): svapratibhase narthe
rthadhyavasiyena pravartanid bhrantir apy arthasambandhena
tadavyabhicarat pramdanam // “There is error (bhranti) in thac
|conceptual thought] practically applies by determining
‘adhyavasiya) its own representation (svapratibhdsa), which
is not the [actual] object, to be the object. Nonetheless, it is
a pramdna, in that, by having a necessary connection (sani-
bandha) with the object, it is non-deviant with regard to that

[object].”™

NBT 71.5-72.2 (ed. Malvania) ad NB 1.12: tathanumanam
api svapratibhdse narthe arthidhyavasiyena pravriter anartha-
grahi [ sa punar dropito ‘rtho grhyamanah svalaksanatveni-
vasiyate yatah, tatah svalaksapam avasitam pravritivisayo
anumdanasya [ anarthas tu grahyap / ...“Similarly, inference
does not apprehend the [actual] object either (anarthagrabin),
in that it practically applies by determining its own represen-
tation, which is not the [actual] object, to be the object. Still,
because the imagined object which is being apprehended is
determined to be a particular, the determined particular
(svalaksapam avasitam) is therefore the object of practical ap-
plication (pravrttivisaya) of inference, but what is appre-
hended [by conceptual thought] is not the [actual] object.”

Now, what we find discussed regularly and in detail in Tibetan logic
texts are the exact ways in which the error and the process of adhya-
vasdya inherent to conceptual thought occur. (In what follows, for the
sake of a considerable economy of expression, I'll just use “thought” for
vikalpa. It should however be understood that we will always mean
thought which proceeds invariably by concepts, and not just any and
every type of mental activity, or just “what is in one’s mind.”) Of course,
for a Dharmakirtian logician, while all such thought proceeds along the
lines of points #and 4, some does lead to knowledge of particulars, via
adhyavasiya, and some does not—inferring fire on a smoky hill does,
while thinking about nonexistent things like barren women'’s children
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does not, and the criterion here is whether the putative object possesses
arthakriyasamarthya (“ability to accomplish an aim”). Equally, there is,
in Dharmakirti, a very important causal account which complements the
arthakriyd criterion: particulars cause perceptions, which leave imprints
on one’s mind, and these imprints in turn condition subsequent thought.
Thus there can be a necessary connection (sambandha; pratibandha) of
causality between particulars and thought, albeit indirect, which ex-
plains why adhyavasiya can work so well as to “make us reach” or “make
us obtain” (prapaka) the real world, and also why we can continue to
say justifiably that in certain cases a conceptually created fiction, i.e., a
universal, is a property of real things and in other cases that it is not.?
Certain Tibetan schools, however, developed other aspects of the process
of unconscious error, supplementary and even alternative accounts,
which tried to explain the fine points and sometimes the step-by-step
details of the internal mechanisms of the thought process. And indeed,
whatever be the merits of their answers, the interest of the questions
“Just how do thought and determination actually work to reach reality?”
and “What are the necessary ontological conditions for them to be able
to work in this way?” was by no means exhausted by the Dharmakirt-
ian account.

dGa’ Idan pa and later dGe lugs pa writers developed a very complex
answer to these two questions, devoting a strikingly minimal amount of
energy or ingenuity to elaborating upon the Dharmakirtian causal ac-
count, the account of prapakatva or even that of arthakriya. Rather, they
pursued an approach which was depicted by Tsong kha pa and rGyal
tshab rje as depending, above all, upon properly seeing through a so-
called obstacle (gegs) or difficult point (dka’ gnaslgnad) which people
have when tackling issues connected with apoha.’ In what follows, we
shall look at this dGa’ Idan-dGe lugs approach, trying to see why it came
about, and contrasting it with certain Indian and Indian-like positions,
such as those of Sa skya pandita and certain Rigs gter bas, who, as was
so frequently the case in Tibetan epistemology, had complex debates
on this matter with Tsong kha pa, his predecessors and his successors.
(In what follows, I will, for the sake of simplicity, drop the difference
between “dGa’ Idan pa” and “dGe lugs pa,” and speak only of “dGe
lugs pa,” with the caveat that this is something of a distortion which at-
taches Tsong kha pa and his two main disciples to a rigidified version
of their thought developed by later interpreters.®)

To begin with, Tsong kha pa et al. felt that in order for thought and
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inference to be able to bear upon or “contact” (reg pa) the real world, it
was necessary that at least some universals, some sidhya, some dbarmin,
some reasons, some examples, some identities, some differences, etc.,
etc. should actually be fully real entities (dngos po) and particulars (rang
mtshan). Georges Dreyfus, in important studies on the dGe lugs theory
of universals, has termed their theory a type of “moderate realism”—viz.,
the position that real universals exist, but only “in” the particular enti-
ties (don la gnas pa), or in other words, that universals are substantially/
essentially identical (rdzas geiglbdag nyid geig) with the particulars they
qualify.> Now, this realism does, of course, seem to fly in the face of
well-known principles of the apoha theory found in Dignaga, Dhar-
makirti, and most later logicians, about universals being unreal, and not
surprisingly, it was vociferously rejected by anti-realist exponents of the
Sa skya pa Rigs gter ba tradition.® Go rams pa bsod nams seng ge and
gSer mdog pan chen $akya mchog ldan, for example, dismiss it as a Ti-
betan invention, in other words, as being completely without basis in
Indian texts. Indeed, Sa skya pandita himself was very aware of various
Buddhist realist positions—he attributes them, contempruously, to “Ti-
betans” (bod rnams), the term by which he generally refers to the rNgog
and Phya pa traditions developed in gSang phu sne’u thog monastery.
We can be confident that much of the dGe lugs pa’s tradition of real-
ism was nothing fundamentally original on their part, but was inspired
largely by the gSang phu positions, especially based upon the Tshad ma’i
bsdus pa of the early twelfth-century thinker, Phya pa chos kyi seng ge.”

All that said, Go rams pa and other Sa skya pas may well have been
a bit too harsh in accusing “Tibetans” and their “later followers” of com-
pletely inventing things, for there probably was also a weakening in later
Indian Buddhist logic of the stricture that all universals must be unreal.
As I showed briefly in an article some years ago, Sankaranandana seems
to be one plausible candidate for being an Indian Buddhist realist, and
indeed the dGe lugs pa frequently cite a passage from his commentary
on Pramanavarttika (PV) 1, k. 40 (= PVin 11, k. 29) as their prime Indian
source on the question.® Dreyfus (1992) has looked at other potential
Indian sources in much more detail, examining inter alia some aspects
of Dharmottara’s writings. We also need to take very seriously the pos-
sibility of realism or realistic trends being present in Kashmir and being
communicated to Tibet by rNgog lo tsa ba, as seems to be indicated by
passages in Go rams pa’s Tshad ma rigs gter dka’ gnas, which describe
Bhavyaraja, the Kashmiri pandit and co-translator of Pramanavarttika
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and numerous other pramana texts with rNgog, as promoting the po-
sition of spyi dngos po ba (“real universals”).” The history of rhe often
roundabout ways in which Indian currents influenced the formation of
Tibetan theories of universals is complex and murky, and still needs much
investigation. Suffice it to say here that the dGe lugs pa probably did
have some Indian antecedents for a general view of realism. Nonetheless,
the details of their own position and their actual arguments or the route
which they took to “resolve” prima facie contradictions with Dignaga
and Dharmakirti and arrive at their own version of moderate realism,
turn on a curious ensemble of ideas which has no parallel that T know of
in Indian thought. This is what is involved in the so-called difficult point.

P

The basic source for the dGe lugs pa position on the “obstacle”/“difh-
cult point” and many other aspects of #poha seems to have been Tsong
kha pa’s Tshad ma’i brjed byang chen mo, a work which is described as
being rGyal tshab’s recording of Tsong kha pa’s lectures on pramana
(rGyal tshab chos rjes rje’i drung du gsan pa). The key passages from this
work are taken almost verbatim by such authors as dGe 'dun grub pa
and ICang skya rol pa’i rdo rje, while rGyal tshab rje and mKhas grub
rje’s philosophical debts to the position laid out in the 7shad ma’i brjed
byang are also clear, even if the textual passages are not borrowed word
by word. On the other hand, a proviso is in order to avoid giving the
mistaken impression that all dGe lugs pas routinely use the term “difh-
cult point”/“obstacle” in this connection. It is just Tsong kha pa who
speaks of the “obstacle,” and it is rGyal tshab rje in rNam grel ihar lam
gsal byed who speaks somewhat bombastically of “the supreme main
point of our difficulties of understanding in this tradition” (gzhung lugs
di'i rtogs dka’ ba’i gnas [or gnad] kyi gtso bo dam pa). True, besides rGyal
tshab, textbook (yig cha) writers such as Pan chen bsod nams grags pa
and Se ra rje btsun chos kyi rgyal mtshan do also use the term dka’
gnaslgnad (with interchangeable spellings) in this connection, but this
is nothing very remarkable because they are simply directly comment-
ing on rGyal tshab’s »Nam grel thar lam gsal byed." In short, the terms
gegs, and dka’ gnas/gnad are not actually themselves all that frequent in
discussions on these matters, but, as will become clear, the doctrine is
almost omnipresent in the dGe lugs pa’s apoha-based philosophy of
language and logic and in their #poha-dependent ontological positions.
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We begin with some passages from 7shad ma’i brjed byang chen mo.
The parallel passages from rGyal tshab rje will be given in the notes.
"T'song kha pa, first of all, speaks of a “point of doubt which arises amongst
the knowledgable” (rtogs ldan la skye ba'i dogs pa’i gnas):

Tshad ma’i brjed byang chen mo (f. 16b—17a; pp. 183-84):
dang po [rtogs ldan la skye ba’i dogs pa'i gnas god paj ni / spyi
dang bye brag dang rtags dang bsgrub bya dang dpe dang / dgag
pa dang [ sgrub pa dang geig dang tha dad la sogs pa rnams rtog
pas sgro btags su bshad pa’'ang mthong zhing / spyi yin na sgro
btags yin pas khyab pa dang de bzhin du rtags sogs la’ang khyab
na/ bras bu don gnyer la nye bar mkho ba’i don byed nus pa phal
pa rnams dang  mngon par dod pa’i don gyi gtso bo kun mkhyen
la sogs pa’i rnam gzhag bya sa med par gyur la / de ltar na mi
rung ba chen por gyur bas/ rnam gzhag de dag ma chol bar khas
blangs pas chog pa dang spyi gzhi mthun sogs dngos po’i de kho
na nyid du grub pa khegs pa’ gnyis tshogs de ji lta yin snyam pa
dang [ khyad par du bum ‘dzin riog pa dang kun mkhyen nges
pa’i rtog pa la sogs pa’i nges yul rang mishan du grub na rtog pa
de dag ma ‘khrul bar gyur bas dgag sgrub thams cad cig car bya
dgos pa dang nges yul rang mtshan du grub pa bkag na rang
mtshan de dag nges pa't yul du jog tshul de dag shin tu dka’
zhing nges pa i yul du ma gyur na yod nges su mi rung bas rnam
gzhag thams cad byar mi rung bar gyur te /...

“The first |viz., the presentation of the points of doubt which
arise amongst the knowledgable] is as follows: we see that uni-
versal (spyi = s@mdnya), particular (bye brag = visesa), logical
reason (rtags = liriga), what is to be proved (bsgrub bya =
sddhya), example (dpe = drstinta), negative phenomenon (dgag
pa = pratisedha), positive phenomenon (sgrub pa = vidhi), one
(geig = eka), different (tha dad = bhinna; nina) and so forth
are explained to be superimpositions (sgro btags pa = samaropa;
samdropita) due to thought (rteg pa), and yet if it is so that
when something is a universal it is pervaded by being a su-
perimposition and similarly that logical reasons and the like
are so pervaded, then one can account for neither the sec-
ondary abilities to accomplish an aim (don byed nus pa phal
pa) which are required if we are to seek [certain] fruits, nor
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the main points which we strive after, such as omniscience
and so forth. So then there will be enormous inappropriate
[consequences]. Therefore, one wonders how to combine both,
viz., being able to accept these accounts [of omnisciences,
karmic fruits, etc.] as not being muddled, and [yet] rule out
that universal, common basis (gzhi mthun = samanadhikarana),
and so forth are established as having the quiddity (de kho na
nyid) of real entities (dngos po). Specifically, if the ascertained
objects (nges yul) of thought apprehending vases or thought
ascertaining omniscience, etc. were to be established as par-
ticulars (rang mtshan = svalaksapa), then these thoughts would
be non-erroneous (ma khrul ba = abhranta), and thus all [the
object’s] positive and negative [qualities] would have to be es-
tablished simultaneously; if the ascertained objects are ruled
out from being particulars, then it becomes extremely difficult
to account for the particulars [in question] being objects
which are ascertained (nges pa i yul du). And if they are not ob-
jects which are ascertained, then they cannot be ascertained to
exist, so therefore all accounting [for Buddhist doctrines, like

omniscience, etc.] would become absurd.”"!

Tsong kha pa then goes on to list a number of other wrong positions
and confusions and concludes that the obstacle (gegs) to our under-
standing the logicians’ version of conventional and ultimate truths, and
hence all the other points, is as follows:

rtog pa’i yul rang mishan ma yin pa dang rang mishan rtog pa’
yulyin pa gnyis gal bar ‘dzin pa nyid yin no /“It is precisely to
grasp as contradictory the pair [of propositions] that the ob-
ject of thought (rtog pa’i yul) is not particular and that par-
ticulars are the objects of thought.”?

The initial doubt expressed in the passage from 7shad ma'’i brjed byang
is naturally unfounded for Tsong kha pa himself—the passage begins
with a pizrvapaksa. Tsong kha pa himself maintains a classic “Tibetan”
position, which (as we shall see below) is very widespread in bsdus grwa
logic and must stem from the gSang phu &sdus pa tradition, that although
universal, reason, sddhya, etc. are mentally created, it does not follow that
if x is a universal, etc., x is mentally created. In Tibetan: spyi sgro btags
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pa yin, spyi yin na sgro btags yin pas ma khyab, literally translated as,
“Universal is [a] superimposition, if [something] is [a] universal, it is not
pervaded by being a superimposition.” This notion and others like it,
such as s@dhya, logical reason, etc., behave in this way in keeping with
a general principle, which is what Tsong kha pa refers to in the passage
concerning the “obstacle” to understanding the two truths: although
objects of thought, such as universal, sadhya etc., are themselves no more
than mind-created appearances/representations (snang ba = pratibhisa)
or exclusions (ldog pa = vyivrtti), it does not follow that if x is such an
object of thought, x is mind-created—real particulars can be said to be
the ascertained objects (nges yul), or equally, to use the words of dGe
’dun grub pa and ICang skya rol pa’i rdo rje, they are the explicit ob-
jects (dngos yul) of thought; elsewhere in Tsong kha pa and virtually all
other dGe lugs pa writers on the matter, it is routinely mentioned that
they actually appear (snang ba) to thought.?

rGyal tshab tje, in »Nam grel thar lam gsal byed, has a longer version
involving several examples of apparent paradoxes or oppositions, in-
cluding our thinking that there must be a contradiction in saying that
appearance (snang ba) to thought is not a particular and that there are
particulars which are appearances (or do appear) to thought. He then
says that the difficult point is that we are reluctant to accept both poles
in the apparent oppositions as being equally established—if we assent
to one, we negate the other. The consequences of not understanding this
compatibility are, according to rGyal tshab rje (who faithfully echoes
Tsong kha pa), serious indeed. We will create a false dilemma: either,
in order to preserve thought’s ability to “contact” (reg pa) particulars,
we will give up the apoba-principle that thought apprehends fictions, ap-
plies by exclusion (se/ jug) and does not apply positively (sgrub jug), or
we will end up saying that thought cannot “contact” (r¢g pa) particulars
at all and applies just by its own inflated misconceptions (rlom pa tsam
= [abbi]minamatra).* The rest of the account in Tsong kha pa, rGyal
tshab, dGe dun grub, ICang skya er al. speaks about particulars ap-
pearing as mixed up (‘dres nas) with the mind-created appearances/rep-
resentations (snang ba). And the result of all this is that the dGe lugs pa
will diagnose the unconscious error inherent in thought as being thata
conceptually created fictional representation and the particulars appear
(snang ba) to thought as being one (geig t) and indistinguishable (so so
dbyer med pa), although they are, in themselves, very different, the for-
mer being unreal, the latter real (sec n. 28 below).
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In brief: following Tsong kha pa and rGyal tshab, there are two closely
related key elements which we supposedly have to understand to cor-
rectly grasp the difficult point and hence avoid falling into a seductive
dilemma:

I. The separation between unreal A itself and the various rezl A’s: Some-
thing like universal or sédhya itself is unreal, but not all universals, etc.,
are. In other words, universal, sddhya, etc. are not in oppositon (gal
ba = viruddha) with real entities, i.e., particulars, but have a com-
mon basis (gzhi mthun = samanddhikarana) with particulars (see n.
6). Strange as it will probably seem to one used to Indian texts, in chis
Tibetan ontology, the various universals (e.g., sound, tree, etc.),
sddhyas (e.g., impermanent things), sadhanas (e.g., products), and so
forth are also particulars! The resulc is that the dGe lugs pz are obliged
to make an extremely difficult to defend split between simdnya (spy:
“universal”) and s@mdnyalaksana (spyi mtshan), the latter being only
fictional and completely in opposition with particulars, so that there
are no samanyalaksana which are also real and particular. Whether we
think all this is elegant or not, or philologically sound or not, is an-
other matter, let us just stress for now that what we have described is
an essential feature of the dGe lugs pa system.?

I1.What we shall term the “appearance principle”: real particulars must
actually appear to thought, be apprehended (@zin pa) by it, and even
be its explicit object (dngos yul), all be the appearance of particulars
“mixed up” (‘dres pa) with that of fictions.

L

First of all, turning to point I, it seems quite clear that Tsong kha pa
thought that the separation between unreal Aand real A’s in the case of
samanya, sidhya, etc. was to be explained by the general statzment that
“the object of thought is not a particular but particulars are the objects
of thought.” A very similar formulation is to be found in 1Cang skya,
who first cites the cases of samdnya, sidhya and the like, and then gives
what he takes to be the reason (rgyu mishan) why these terms admir a
separation between unreal A itself and real A’s:
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[Cang skya grub mtha’p. 100 ed. Klein; p. 71 ed. Do rje rgyal
po: de'i rgyu mtshan yang rtog pa’i dngos yul gyi rang ldeg rang
mtshan ma yin kyang rang mtshan rtog pa’i dngos yul du gyur
ba mi ‘gal bas /... “The reason for this, moreover, is that there
is no contradiction [in the fact] that the *svavydvrtti (rang
Idog, “own exclusion”) of (an) explicit object of thought (rzog
pa’i dngos yul) is not a particular, but that particulars are ex-
plicit objects of thought.”

In fact I think that this quintessential formulation of the difficult
point, in spite of using a phrase like de’i rgyu mishan, does not actually
explain'why samdnya, etc. are unreal but s@mdinyas, etc. can be real. What
it and other similar formulations do is much more like restating the
problematic A-A’s separation in a different, more general form, but our
puzzlement will probably remain. Thus, universal itself (spyi kho rang)
is unreal but universals may not be; appearance to thought (rtog pa la
snang ba) itself is unreal, but the various appearances (or alternatively
those things which appear) may not be (= rtog pa la snang ba yin na, de
yin pas ma khyab),'s object of thought (rtog pa’i yul) itself is unreal, but
objects of thought may not be (rtog pa i yul yin na, de yin pas ma khyab),
etc. etc. Whether we’re dealing with universals, appearances or objects
of thought, the logic is the same and turns on being able to speak of un-
real A itself (kho rang) or mere A (tsam), or the “own exclusion” of 4
(rang ldog) in contrast to the various real and particular A’s.

Now, this differentiation between an A itself and the various A’s is ex-
tremely foreign to us and seems absent in Indian Buddhist logic. More-
over, for many Tibetans, too, it must have seemed a mysterious, par-
alogical or even completely sophistical move, as we see by Go rams pa’s
characterization of it as just “verbal obscurantism” (tshig gi sgrib g.yogs)
(see n. 6). A tempting way to dismiss the strangeness, would be to say
that we are dealing with 70 more than language-based problems. In keep-
ing with Go rams pa, we too might think that all this is no more than
wordplay, of about the same level of interest as the numerous bsdus grwa
tricks turning on features of Tibetan-like ambiguities in the use of the
genitive, etc.—in short, a bad joke which, as usual, does not translate
very well. Or, more charitably, one might wonder, in a Whorfian vein,
if the position in question were not somehow a reflection of metaphysical
features internal to Tibetan itself. I think that both these explanations
would be unsatisfactory. True, there are serious problems of clarity in
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that a sentence like “universal is mind-created” is plainly bad English—
we cannot meaningfully say in a language like English, which has to use
articles for count nouns, that ““universal’ or ‘logical reason’ is mind-cre-
ated.” In Tibetan, which does not use articles, nor generally singular
and plural, one can and does say these things—the result is that our
translation problems become acute and we naturally feel a need to know
whether a Tibetan is speaking about “a universal,” “the universal(s),”
“some universals,” or “all universals.” That said, I don’t think we are
dealing with mere sophisms or tricks, nor an incommensurable meta-
physic inherent in the structure of Tibetan or Sanskrit, for in general we
can and do manage to translate very satisfactorily the articleless nouns
in ordinary Tibetan, in Sanskrit, in medieval logic in Latin or in Mo-
hist logic in Chinese by ourselves supplying the “a,” “the,” “some,” or
the generic “the,” where necessary.”” The real sticking point is rather
that the dGe lugs pa’s own peculiar explanation of the use of nouns to
designate A itself as different from A’s is very difficult for us to com-
prehend.”® This, as we shall see, is not at all an explanation which every
Tibetan school adopted, and as such, it does not seem to be due in-
evitably to the features of Tibetan itself. I think it is worth stressing that
we are not faced with the “internal logic” of Tibetan, but rather a choice
by one school as to how to formulate a semantic and metaphysical sys-
tem on the basis of possibilities offered by the Tibetan language. In brief:
although Tibetan makes a dGe lugs pa position possible—it would
probably never be entertained in English—it does not make it inevitable.
We are forced to adopt strange solecistic uses of English in our translations
in order to be able to avoid distorting the dGe lugs pa’s peculiar and dead
serious theoretical views on @poha and the semantics of his own language.

Why then did the dGe lugs pa accept this theoretical view that one
had to make distinctions between an unreal entity 4 itself and real A’s?
I think that the most satisfactory explanation we can give is that the
dGe lugs pa, and probably the gSang phu-based tradition in general,
seem to have been genuinely unable to find any other way out of the
dilemma described above, where one is supposedly caught between, on
the one hand, contradicting Dignaga and Dharmakirti by accepting real
universals just like any non-Buddhist heretic, or, on the other hand,
having to say that thought operates only on its own unreal things and
cannot contact particulars at all. In short, it was primarily the inability
to overcome this dilemma 77 any other way that launched the dGe lugs pa
and their predecessors on the tortuous path of differentiating universal,
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sadhya, vyavrtti, reason, example and so forth from universals, sadhyas,
vyavretis, reasons and examples. What we see in the opposing arguments
of the Sa skya pa Rigs gter ba is precisely that this type of separation be-
tween unreal 4 and real A’s is avoided by means of a very different ex-
egesis of Indian texts, one which allows them to say that 2/ universals,
reasons, examples etc. are indeed unreal (there is no distinction here be-
tween A and A’s), but that we can nonetheless use them to contact real
entities. The essential points of their explanation turn on Sa skya
pandita’s distinction, in Rigs grer 5, between theoretical explanation
(‘chad pa) and practical application (jug pa)—when we critically explain
what it is, then a term in a reasoning or an object of thought is indeed
only a mentally created universal, but from the practical point of view,
we do, due to unconscious error, “speak about” svalaksuna.”” There is
thus, according to the Sa skya pa Rigs gter ba, no need to subscribe to
the fundamental dGe lugs pa idea of universals like byas pa tsam, shing
tsam (“mere product,” “mere tree”) and so forth really existing in the
full-fledged sense, but being “in” or “substantially identical with” par-
ticulars—this odd position is considered to be a just gross hypostatiza-
tion, like saying that besides our two hands or two eyes, we also have a
really existent “hand” (lag pa) or “eye” (mig).®

There is also, of course, a historical dimension to this A4-A’s separa-
tion. Indeed, as we mentioned earlier, we can be confident that the dGe
lugs pa did not invent the major features of their logic on their own; they
were no doubt following some broad lines already developed by carlier
gSang phu scholars. The A-A’s separation, and in fact much of the
“dilemma” in the so-called difficult point, was already described by Sa
skya pandita in his critique of certain views on the conceptually created
exclusions (ldog pa = vyavrttz) which Buddhist logic took to be the
pseudo-universals directly expressed by words. Sa pan attacked the (ab-
surd) views professed by “most Tibetans” (bod rnams phal cher) and
“most of the [thinkers] of the land of the snows who pride themselves
on being logicians” (kha ba can gyi rtog ge bar rlom pa phal che ba rnams),
his polemical shorthand for gSang phu-inspired schools. There are a
number of variations in the presentations of these views being attacked,
but they have the same essential structure of A versus A's: the vyavreti
itself is conceprually created, but the x which is the vygvreti may not be.
Glo bo’i mkhan chen speaks of one variant as being that of the later fol-
lowers of the bsdus pa (of Phya pa), and not surprisingly, it does indeed
correspond precisely to what we find in dGe lugs pa bsdus grwa texts.*
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Second, how did the dGe lugs pa (and probably some earlicr followers
of the gSang phu traditions) come to hold that real particulars actually
appear to thought?* This “appearance principle” was trenchantly criti-
cized by the Sa skya pa opponents, and especially so by Sikya mchog
Idan, who did not accept that real particulars appeared to thought, were
apprehended by thought, or were explicit objects of thought ac all. For
him, adhyavasdya leads to knowledge of particulars by unconscious er-
ror; we call (tha snyad byas pa) the pseudo-sounds, etc. which appear to
thought “substances,” but when we critically explain (‘chad pa’i tshe) the
process, it is only unreal s@mdanyalaksana which actually appear or which
are apprehended.” In this he was in keeping with the mainstream posi-
tion of Buddhist logic, as found in Dignaga’s Pramdpasamuccayavyiti

(PSV) ad 1.2:

svalaksapavisayam hi pratyaksam simanyalaksapavisayam
anumdnam iti pratipadayisyamah / “We will show thar per-
ception has [only] svalaksapa as its object and inference lias

[only] s@ményalaksana as object.”

Note that word “only,” which is very important here, is not just our
doing; it figures in Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary as well as in the ver-
sions of this passage found in the non-Buddhist writers, Mallavadin and
Simhastri. It does no doubt reflect the usual Indian understanding of
the passage.”

Sikya mchog Idan was also in keeping with statements from Dharma-
kirti (see PVin I1.2, 8-10 above), Dharmorttara (see abovc), and with
those of later writers like Jidnadrimitra and Ratnakirti.” Indeed, I think
it’s safe to say that the Sa skya pas have an overwhelmingly strong case,
for it is almost impossible to defend an interpretation of Dignaga and
Dharmakirti which allows particulars actually to appear to thought, and
what is perhaps worse, to be the explicit objects (dngos yul) of thought.
Interestingly enough, the idea of thought applying by rlom pa tsam or
abhimanamatra, an idea which the dGe lugs pa are criticizing as a dis-
astrous consequence of misunderstanding the “difficult point,” may well
have Indian antecedents, as it seems to be alluded to by Durvekamisra
in his sub-commentary on the phrase svaluksanam avasitam in the pas-
sage from the Nyayabindutiki which we cited above; Sikya mchog ldan’s
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development of the distinction between rlom tshod as opposed to song
tshod may also be related to this idea.” But, on the other side of the de-
bate, the dGe lugs pa’s idea of real particulars actually appearing to
thought does not seem to be present in other Indian writers, although
of course cne cannot rule out that there may yet be some or another
source to be discovered. At any rate, there were later thinkers, like
Moksakaragupta who, following Jfianasrimitra and Ratnakirti, had al-
lowed that universals could appear to perception, but none that 1 know
of that allowed that particulars could appear to thought or actually be
apprehended by thought.”

Although the dGe lugs pa do, of course, have interpretations of Dig-
naga’s and Dharmakirti’s key statements about only samanyalaksanabe-
ing the objects of thought, in the end it is quite apparent that this textual
exegesis is intertwined with the other key element of the so-called diffi-
cult point, viz., the separation between unreal 4 and real A’s. In brief:
thought’s appearing object (rtog pa’ snang yul), its apprehended object
(rtog pa’i gzung yul) and the appearance or representation itself (rtog pa’
snang ba) are said to be indeed s@mdinyalaksanas, but not everything
which appears or is apprehended by thought is: rtog pa’i snang yul [or
snang baj spyi mtshan yin; rtog pa la snang na spyi mishan yin pas ma
khyab. And we are more or less back to where we started, once again
faced with the peculiar talk about an unreal A in itself, as opposed to real
A’s, being used to save consistency with Indian texts.”

Part of the dGe lugs pa’s motivation for insisting that real particulars
must actually appear to thought was an aprioristic reasoning about what
is needed to preserve a distinction between (partially!) right or valid
thoughts, like inferences, and utterly wrong thoughts (log shes), like
thinking that sound is permanent. As we saw in the initial passages
quoted from Tsong kha pa, the idea that all thought just worked by
“inflated misconceptions” (rlom pa tsam = abhimanamaitra) was taken
to be a catastrophe: this was so for him because if all thought were mere
inflated misconceptions (vlom pa tsam), no distinction berween right
and wrong would be possible, and every thought would be simply wrong.
Thus a hierarchy of error was deemed necessary, and the dGe lugs pa
felt that there had to be some point which distinguished the two sorts
of error, viz., valid (sshad ma) thought, which is only erroneous in a very
specific way about what appears, and utterly wrong thought (log shes),
where nothing real appears at all and error occurs on the level of deter-
mination.
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Not surprisingly, perhaps, this idea of a twofold hierarchy of error has
only a very strained grounding in Dharmakirti, who repeatedly stresses
the complete similarity of the psychological processes of valid and ut-
terly wrong thoughts and just relies upon the criterion arthakriyi and
upon indirect causal connections (sambandha) wi/th particulars to make
the necessary distinctions. (See e.g., PV I, k. 81.). Sakya mchog Idan does
not bother with the hierarchy of error at alf, and actually speaks of valid
thought about samdindidhikarapa, visesa, etc. as being nothing other than
wrong cognitions (log shes kho na), “because they apprehend them by su-
perimposition” (sgro btags nas dzin pa’i phyir) (see n. 19 below).

The dGe lugs pa arguments are, I think, so strikingly weak on this
score,? that one is tempted to look for other explanations. Do all these
“solutions” of dilemmas come down to a case of the fascination which
philosophers have notoriously had with rhetorical parallelisms and in-
versions, thinking that they somehow embody profundity?* Alas, this
is probably part of what’s going on when Tsong kha pa and tGyal tshab
put forth a long series of inversions along the lines of “objects of thought
are not particulars, but particulars are objects of thought.” However,
some remarks of Klein, which I have also frequently heard from Ti-
betans, lead me to think that we are not dealing so much with arguments
couched in potent rhetorical figures, as with, above all, a certain fixed
idea or dominant metaphor of how sdmdnyalaksana operates in
thought.” The dGe lugs model, as Klein very correctly states, is some-
thing like mirroring (a variant on the mirror metaphor which I have of-
ten heard is glass or crystal)—a vase actually appears to thought via a
samanyalaksana, just like an object might actually appear via a mirror
or crystal. Moreover, since thought must understand its object via this
“medium,” then if the vase did not appear in this mirror or crystal-like
samanyalaksapa, we would not know anything about it all—our ideas
would be justinventions and misconceptions. Representations, appear-
ances, etc. thus end up being taken as faithful duplications, rather than
as constructed proxies which convey only an extremely limited and par-
tial picture of the object and even involve various distortions. Un-
doubtedly, however, it is the latter idea of constructions, rather than
that of sémanyalaksapa-as-mirrors or samanyalaksapa-as-crystal, which
better captures the sense of invention/creation and imagination in the
term kalpand and which squares with the fundamental idea of Dignaga’s
apoha theory that thought functions by exclusion (se/ ’jug) to focus on
a very limited number of the object’s otherwise many qualities.
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Samdanyalaksana-as-mirrors, if we stick to this metaphor, looks more
like a transformation of thought into a type of positive application (sgrub
"jug), like perception, where everything about the object must appear in
an undifferentiated unity. In short, appearance of an object in a mirror
would be a meaningful metaphor only if conceptual representations
were also more or less directly caused by their objects and were not par-
tial in the way all Buddhist logicians say they actually are.”

>

Finally, it remains to ask how important for dGe lugs pa philosophy was
their “solution” to the dilemma-like difficult point? How much of a role
did it actually play in their apoha-related doctrines? In other words, was
it really the key point for them that they said it was? I think the answer
to the latter question must be a strong “Yes.” For better or for worse,
they were right when they spoke about it being, for them, the supreme
difficul point of the logicians’ tradition, or the principal obstacle to un-
derstanding the logician’s version of the two truths—for them it was
very important, as is clear from even a quick perusal of the list of key
concepts which Tsong kha pa mentioned in the passage from 7shad
ma'i brjed byangwhich we cited earlier on. Indeed, this “difficult point”
was not just important in usual apoha-related problems, such as ques-
tions of universals and semantics, but elements of this doctrine crop up
in numerous other areas of dGe lugs pa philosophy. A few examples
should suffice to show what I mean.

The quirky character of bsdus grwa logic

The differentiation berween A4 and A’s is extremely widespread in this
system of logic, and does not just involve logical terms like sadhya,
sadhana, etc. One very frequently finds statements along the lines of
shes bya chos can rtag pa yin (“knowable thing, the topic, is permanent,
[i.e., unreal]”) and shes bya yin na rtag pa yin pas ma khyab, dper na gser
bum bzhin (“if something is a knowable thing, it need not be permanent
[i.e., unreal], like a golden vase”).* This and very many other statements
like it turning on the A/A’s separation are at the core of many of the
seemingly paradoxical examples which M. Goldberg (1985) gave in a list
of “puzzles” found in bsdus grwa. What Goldberg also correctly noticed
was that A itself is sometimes an A and sometimes not, and that it is very
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difficult to give anything other than ad hoc or merely intra-systemic ex-
planations as to when one outcome is to be endorsed rather than the
other.* The word “quirky,” as I am using it here, doesn’t mean “formally
deviant” in the technical sense intended by W.V. Quinc or Susan Haack,
namely, a logic which would reject key classical theorems. Formally
speaking, bsdus grwa is a coherent, functional and even quite a sophis-
ticated system of logic, having analogues to variables, rather unusual
quantifiers and a number of classically behaving formal structures of
implication, contradiction and so forth.” But, in its semantic aspects, it
is quirky or unpredictable, in that we simply have a hard time saying
convincingly when and why a number of statemencs should be true and
others false. And this quirkiness is very often due to the recurring prob-
lematical distinctions between A4 and A’s.*

Parallels between the difficult point
in apoha and the two truths in Madhyamaka

In rNam ‘grel thar lam gsal byed, vol. 1, p. 110, we find the following
passage:

bsgrub bya sgrub byed sogs tha dad pa’i cha dang de dag gi rang
ldog rtog pas btags (brtags?) par ston pa yin gyi / de dag yin na
rtog pas brtags pas khyab par ston pa ni rnam pa kun ti mi rung
ste [ lugs gzhan du bden stong don dam pa’i bden pa yin yang
bden stong yin na des ma khyab par bshad pa bzhin no //“Onc
teaches that the fact of there being a difference (thua dud pa'i
cha) between sadhya and sidbhana, as well as the ‘own exclu-
sions’ (rang ldog = *svavydvruti) of these [terms, sadhya and
sddhana), are things imagined by thought. However, it is to-
tally wrong to teach thar if something is one of these [i.c., if
it is the sadhya or sidhana, erc.] it must be imagined by
thought (rtog pas breags pa). 1t is like in another tradition [i.¢.,
the Madhyamaka] where it is said that ‘void of truth’ (bden
stong) is the ultimate truth (don dam bden pa), but thac it
something is void of truth, it need not be the lateer [i.e., it

need not be ultimate truth].”

I think that the structure which we have discussed under the problem
of the difficult point, namely A itself being unreal, but A’s being real, is
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so obvious here with regard to sadhya, etc. as to need few further re-
marks.” What is however noteworthy is that, following the dGe lugs pa,
the Madhyamaka gets drawn into using a similar type of logical struc-
ture where one makes a general separation between A and A’s. In short,
elements of the so-called difficult point in @poha also become key ele-
ments in the dGe lugs pa understanding of Madhyamaka.

Continua and gross objects

The fundamental separation between unreal Aand real A’s is also largely
present in the dGe lugs formulations of an ontclogy of real continua
(rgyun = samtina) and gross (rags pa = sthitla) objects extended in space.
The dGe lugs pa came up with a peculiar interpretation of these two no-
tions so that samtina and sthila themselves are unreal, but if something
is either of these it need not be unreal. Dreyfus (1991: 173fF.) has ex-
plained these positions in mKhas grub rje. What is relevant for us here
is that the passage of mKhas grub rje which Dreyfus cites makes a very
clear connection between the A versus A’s structure as applied to uni-
versals and the same structure applied to continua and gross objects. In
short, the argument is a pure case of the so-called difficult point.

sDe bdun yid kyi mun sel £.34a1-2: spyi dang rags pa dang rgyun
zhes bya ba ni sgro btags rdzas su ma grub pa’i spyi mtshan yin
kyang spyi dang rags pa dang rgyun yin na rdzas su grub pa dang
rang mtshan la sogs pa yin par mi gal zhing / spyi mtshan yin
pas ma khyab bo / de’i phyir bum pa lta bu spyi yang yin rags pa
yang yin rgyun yang yin rang mtshan yang yin la spyi mtshan ma
yin no zhes shes par gyis shig / “When one speaks of universal,
gross object and continuum, they are imagined samanyalak-
sana which are not established as substances. However, it is
not contradictory for something which is a universal, a gross
object or a continuum to be established as a substance and to
be a particular; it does not have to be a sémdanyalaksana. There-
fore, know that something like a vase is a universal and a gross
object as well as a continuum and a particular, but is not a
samanyalaksana.”
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It is high time to draw some conclusions. The above discussion shows,
if there is really still need to show such a thing, the necessity for a crit-
ical historico-philological approach to dGe lugs pa philosophy, an ap-
proach which takes seriously both the Indian and purely Tibetan as-
pects of this complex system. Equally, I think that Paul Williams (1994)
is quite right in saying that this type of material cries out for sensitive
and in-depth philosophical treatment. And that must also mean logical
analysis. Notwithstanding the admirable work of Klein and others, the
whys and wherefores of the logic of the dGe lugs pa system still remain
very obscure—we cannot in future just translate or paraphrase dGe lugs
pa texts and oral traditions on apoha and yet hope to navigate satisfac-
torily through the very complex, and often seemingly paralogical, Ti-
betan arguments. There is, in being “faithful” in this way, the real danger
of an illusory understanding, one where we have essentially just learned
to think adroitly in the same language as rGyal tshab ez 4/, viz., Tibetan
apoha-ese. Lastly, as the dGe lugs pa’s own major contribution to @poha-
theory, the so-called difficult point, turns inextricably on two rather
marginal positions probably having little to do with Indian thought, we
should definitively lay to rest the seductive idea of the dGe lugs-gSang
phu tradition being a kind of extremely subtle “magic key” (phrul gyi
lde’u mig) for understanding this vital aspect of Dharmakirtian episte-

mology.®

Notes To CHAPTER 10

1 Cf. Steinkellner (1979) pp. 26-27; see also PVin- T3k 7, 1-3 in Steinkell-
ner and Krasser (1989).

2 Certain universals can be said to qualify particular entities due to an indi-
rect causal relation between the particulars, on the one hand, and, on the
other, the thoughts which have these universals as their apprehended objects.
The particulars cause direct perceptions, which leave imprints on one’s
mind, and these imprints in turn cause the thought of a universal. The
process was explained by Dharmakirti in various places. See e.g., PV II1
(pratyaksa), k. 52—-53. Here Dharmakirti was faced with the problem as to
how a universal (samanya) could be connected with real, particular entities
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like form, given that cognitions of universals arise even when the real entity

is absent.

PV U, k. 53: bhavadbarmatvahinis ced bbivagrabapapiirvakam /
tajjfianam ity adoso yam /. “If it is said that [universals] will lose
[their status of] being properties of entities, this is not a fault, for
the cognition of the [universal] was preceded by an apprehension
of the entity.”

Devendrabuddhi, in commenting on k. 53, fleshes out the argument: a
universal Uis a quality of particulars p,, p,, p,, etc., because the thought of {
is causally conditioned by tendencies imprinted by direct perceptions of p,,
P» Py these perceptions being causally linked to p,, p,, p,.

PVP 167b8-168al: gzugs la sogs pu mthong bas bsgos pa’i bag chags
la brten nas rnam par riog pa skye ba na / rang nyid kyi gzung ba'i
rnam pa la gzugs la sogs pa’i rnam pa nyid du zhen pas jug pa de ltar
na gzugs la sogs pa mrhong ba'i stobs kyis skye ba’i phyir dang / der zhen
pa’i phyir dngos po’i chos yin no zhes tha snyad du byas pa yin pa yin
no //*“When thought (vikalpa) arises in dependence upon tendencies
(vasana) which were instilled due to one’s having seen [particular]
forms and so forth, it determines (zhen pa = adhyavasiya) appre-
hended aspects (rnam pa = dkara) of its own as being the aspects of
form and so forth and thus practically applies [to forms, etc.]. In
this way, [thought of form, etc., i.e., thought of the universal] arises
[indirectly] due to the influence of seeing [particular] forms and so
forth, and determines [its own aspects] to be those [i.e., real aspects
of form], and therefore [for these two reasons] one does call [the
universal] a property of the entity.”

Cf. Japanese trans. by H. Tosaki (1979), p. 123. See also, e.g.,

PV 1, k. 80-81: sa ca sarvah padarthinim anyonyibhavasamsrayah
/ tenanyapohavisayo vastulabhasya casrayah // yatrdsti vastusambandho
yathoktanumitau yathd /. “Now all this [i.e., thought] is based on
things being separate the one from the other. Thus, it has as object
an exclusion and is the ground for reaching the real entity when it
is necessarily connected with the real entity, as in the case of the in-
ference which was just explained.”

See Steinkellner (1971) p. 189fF; Frauwallner (1932) pp. 269-70. For a
dGe lugs pa version of the indirect causal relation with particulars and their
explanation of prapakatva, see n. 3 below.

3 Itis telling that in Tshad ma’i brjed byang chen mo 16a6-21b3 (= pp.
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182-93), which is the source for most of the original developments in the
dGe lugs pa theory of apoha, Tsong kha pa devotes about ten pages to the
discussion centered around the “obstacle” (i.e., the “difficult point”), and
then devotes about one line and a half to a perfectly ordinary version of the
causal link between particulars and thought and the way in which we are
“made to reach/obrain” particulars. His version is (21b3-5; p. 193):

reog pa la brien nas rang mtshan thob pa’i rgyu mtshan don rang
mitshan dzin pa’i mngon sum gyis don du zhen pa'i bag chags jog pa’i
rgyu byas / bag chags la brien nas don du zhen pa’i rtog pa skye zhing
des rang mishan la jug par byed cing zhugs pa las don thob nus pa yin
no // “The reason for us obtaining particulars (svalaksaps) in re-
liance on thought is as follows: the perception (mngon sum =
pratyaksa) which apprehends the svaluksapa object constittes the
cause for instilling a tendency (bag chags = vasana) for determining
(zhen pa = adhyavasiya) [an appearance] to be the object. In de-
pendence upon the vdsand, a thought arises which determines [the
appearance] as the object and this makes one practically apply one-
self to the svalaksapa—due to this practical application the object
can be obtained.”

dGe ’dun grub pa, in Tshad ma rigs rgyan p. 354, also shows the same
minimal interest in the causal account, dealing with it in even less space: gu/
te rtog pa'i snang ba dngos por med na rtog pas rang mishan ji liar thot ce na /
dang por rang mtshan ‘dzin pa’i mngon sum gyis bag chags pa bzhag pu las skyes
pa’i rtog pas rang mishan la zhen nas zhugs pas rang mitshan thob pa yin no /.

4 On this point, see L. van der Kuijp (1985: 33-34).

5 See Dreyfus (1992), (1994), as well as the chapters on universals and
apoha in Dreyfus (1991). The latter work, to which I am heavily indebted,
goes into considerable detail on the debates between the Sa skya pa and dGe
lugs pa thinkers on some of these major issues of epistemology.

6 Thus, Go rams pa, in his Rigs gter dka’ gnas 55a1-5, criticizes some “I'ibe-
tans” (bod dag) who reject real universals (spyi dngos po ba), but accept that
there can be a common basis (gzhi mthun = saménddhbikarana), between
“universal” (spyi) and “real entity” (dngos po). This position, whicli is exactly
like the dGe lugs pa account of universals in their bsdus grwa texts, comes
down to saying that “universal itself” is unreal, but that there are universals
which are real entities. In short, this is the ubiquitous dGe lugs pa-gSang
phu move of making a separation between an unreal A itself and real A’s
which we discuss in detail below. Go rams pa dismisses the move as verbal
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obscurantism (#shig gi sgrib g.yogs), and cites a passage from §ikyabudd11i’s
commentary on PV, “There is no real entity at all which is said to be a uni-
versal,” concluding with the caustic admonition, “Think about whether or
not they are in contradiction with this proposition!” (sikya blos / spyi zhes bya
ba’i dngos por gyur ba ni cung zad kyang yod pa ma yin no zhes gsungs pa’i don
dang gal mi gal soms shig). Surprisingly enough, however, Sa skya pandita’s
disciple, "U yug pa rigs pa’i seng ge, was on the realist side of the debate, and
seems to have played a significant role in developing the Tibetan “moderate
realist” view that there are “universals which exist in the [real] objects” (don
la yod pa’i spyi)}—see Dreyfus (1992: 39—40). Note that there was also a Rigs
gter commentary by rGyal tshab, the Rigs gter rnam bshad, which attempted,
with rather unconvincing arguments, to explain the Rigs gter from the realist
standpoint of the gSang phu tradition. See Dreyfus (1994). See also Jackson
(1987: 157, n. 68), who mentions that according to Sikya mchog ldan
“many of the major seminaries maintained the study or class of the ‘Sum-
maries’ [Phya pa’s bsdus pa) in accordance with the Rigs gter.” There were
thercfore also syntheses of the Rigs gter ba and Phya pa traditions.

7 The bsdus pa tradition of Phya pa enjoyed considerable prestige for its
sophistication and subtleties even up until around the fifteenth century,
whereas the interest in Rigs gter had comparatively faded in the thirteenth
and fourteenth centuries, only to be revived by gYag ston sangs rgyas dpal
and Saky= mchog ldan—see Jackson (1987: 137-38). On gSang phu sne’u
thog, Phya pa and the complex influence of this tradition on the dGe lugs
pa and Sa skya pa, the research is developing rapidly and the references are
becoming numerous: besides the pioneering publications of van der Kuijp
(1978), (1983), see Onoda (1992a), especially chapter 2 (1992b), Dreyfus
(1991), (1994) and Jackson (1987). [Editor’s note: see also Dreyfus (1997).]

8 Seeliilemans (1984a: 64-65, n. 5).

9 See van der Kuijp (1983: 46 and 286, n. 173). On Bhavyarija, see also
Naudou (1968: 183ff.).

10 Pan chen bsod nams grags pa, rNam grel bka’ grel 70b (= p. 192): gnyis
pali.c., dogs pa skye ba'i rgyu mishan rtogs dka’ ba’i gnas kyi gtso bo) yod de /
rtog pa la bum pa ma yin pa las log par snang ba rang gi mishan nyid kyis grub
pa bkag na [ rang gi mishan nyid kyis grub pa’i bum pa ma yin pa las log pa
yang jog mi shes la / bum pa ma yin pa las log pa rang gi mtshan nyid kyis grub
pas !/ rtog pa la bum pa ma yin pa las log par snang ba yang rang gi mishan nyid
kyis grub par kbas len dogs snyam pa ni dogs pa skye ba’i rgyu mtshan yin pa’i
phyir /. Note that, if one compares this passage with rGyal tshab’s text (see
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n. 14), then it is clear that bSod nams grags pa on occasion speaks of bum
pa ma yin pa las log pa where he should have spoken of bum pa ma yin pa
las log par snang ba. For Se ra chos kyi rgyal mtshan, see rNam grel spyi don
105a et seq. He cites rGyal tshab, but with the spelling dka’ gnad rather than

dka’ gnas.

11 CK. Tshad ma rigs rgyan, p. 350, which is very close to this passage.

12 Tshad ma’i bried byang chen mo 19a (= p. 188):

yang rtog pa’i nges yul rang mtshan du grub pa gog pa skad byas pa
dang rang mtshan rtog pa’i nges yul du bsgrub ma bde nas rtog pas
rlom pa tsam mam sel ngor yod ces kbas len pa ma gtogs don dam bzhag
sa med pas don dam pa’i phyogs la skur pa brab par gyur bas kun
rdzob mtha’ dag rtog btags tsam du rang lugs la tshad mas legs par
grub pa dang dngos po thams cad rang gi mtshan nyid kyis grub par
jog shes pa’i bden gnyis kyi rnam dbye jog shes pa’i gegs ni rtog pa’i yul
rang mtshan ma yin pa dang rang mtshan rtog pa’i yul yin pa gnyis gal
bar ‘dzin pa nyid yin no //“Also once one has said that it is ruled out
that the ascertained object (nges yul) of thought (rtog pa) is a par-
ticular, and when one has difficulties establishing that particulars are
ascertained objects of thought, then one can only accept that [sidhya,
sddhana, etc.] are just mere inflated misconceptions (rlom pa tsam
= (abhi)méanamitra) due to thought or that they exist qua exclusions
(sel ngor yod), but there is no way to account for them as ultimate,
and so one denigrates the side of the ultimate. Therefore, the ob-
stacle to understanding how to account for the division of the two
truths, where one knows how to account for [the facts] that all con-
ventional things are established correctly by a pramana in this tra-
dition as merely imagined by thought (rtog btags tsam) and that all
real entities are established by their own characters (rang gi
mishan nyid = svalaksana), is as follows: it is precisely to grasp as con-
tradictory the pair [of propositions] that the object of thought (rtog
pa’i yul) is not particular and that particulars are the objects of

thought.”

13 See Tshad ma rigs rgyan, p. 357, rang mtshan rtog pa'i dngos yul yin yang...;
for [Cang skya grub mtha’see our quotation in the next section of this article.
“Explicit” (dngos) is to be understood in the context of the Tibetan opposition
between dngos su rtogs pa and shugs la rtogs pa (“explicit and implicit knowl-
edge/realization”), which figures so frequently in dGe lugs epistemology.
Klein (1986: 135) gives Jam dbyangs bzhad pa’s definition of 2ngos rtogs:
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“lan awareness] realizing [its object] from the viewpoint of the aspect of
that object appearing to the awareness.” To say that a svalaksana is the ex-
plicit object of thought means that it is the object whose aspect appears. For
additional quotations showing the important dGe lugs idea that svaluksana
appear to thought, see n. 28 and n. 14: “When one has [correctly!] estab-
lished that there is a svalaksapa which appears as excluded from non-vase
(bum pa ma yin pa las log par snang ba’i rang mtshan yod par bsgrub pa na).”
See also Tshad ma’i brjed byang 19b3 (= p. 189): gser bum bum par ‘dzin pa’i
rtog pa la gser bum bum par snang zhing ... Finally, see also the discussion in
Klein (1991: 29-36) for bsTan dar lha ram pa’s additional scholastic distinc-
tions between explicit objects of expression (dngos gyi brjod bya) and explicit
expressions (dngos su brjod pa), as well as between explicit apprehensions
(dngos su dzin) and explicit realizations (dngos su rtogs pa). I think, however,
that it will become clear that that these are rather sterile distinctions, made
to preserve an extremely difficult dialectical situation.

14 Here is the passage from rGyal tshab in full (»Nam grel thar lam gsal
byed, 1, p. 76):

gnyis pa [see ibid, p. 74.7: dogs pa skye ba’i rgyu mishan rtogs dka’ba’i
gnas kyi gtso bo ngos bzung ba) ni / dper brjod na / rtog pa la bum pa
ma yin pa las log par snang ba rang gi mtshan nyid kyis grub pa bkag
pa na rang gi mshan nyid kyis grub pa’i bum pa ma yin pa las log par
snang ba yang khegs nas jog mi shes par gyur la / bum pa ma yin pa
las log par snang ba’i rang mishan yod par bsgrub pa na rtog pa la
bum pa ma yin par snang ba yang rang gi mishan nyid kyis grub pa
mi khegs shing rang gi [text: gis| mishan nyid kyis grub par khas len
dgos lu rtog pas btags pa tsam du jog mi shes par gyur / spyi mtshan
dngos po yin pa bkag na / dngos po nyid kyang khegs nas tshad mas sgrub
mi shes par gyur zhing / dngos po khas blangs na spyi mishan yang
dngos por khas len dgos pa kun rdzob tsam du yod pa dang don dam
du yod pa’i chos gnyis / geig tshad mar bzung nas ci shos sun ‘byin pa'i
gal ‘du 'ba’ zhig tu gyur ba 'di | gzhung lugs di’i rtogs dka’ ba’i gnas
kyi gtso bo dam pa yin no /] 'di ma riogs par rang mishan reog pa’i yul
du kbas blangs na sgrub jug tu song nas tshad ma gzhan don med par
gyur ba dang sgra dang rtags la sogs pa sel jug tu kbas blangs na / de
dag rang mishan la ye ma reg par jug tshul rnams rlom pa tsam ‘ba’
zhig go snyam pa’i log rtog rnams ‘byung bar gyur ro // mdor na rtog
pas btags tsam gyi chos la tshad ma'i gzhal bya skyon med rang mishan
dang mtshungs par jjog mi shes na / spyir lugs dam pa di'i gnad legs
par rtogs pa mi srid cing / khyad par tha snyad tsam du yod pa’i kun
rdzob kyi don ma rtogs par gyur la | de nyid dang don byed nus pa’i
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gahi mthun khas blangs na lugs 'di’ thun mong ma yin pa’i don dam
gyi tshul mi rtogs par gyur // “Secondly [the recognition of the main
point which is difficult to understand and is the reason for doubrs
arising] is as follows. Let’s take some examples. When one has ruled
out ‘appearance to thought as excluded from non-vase, [where this
appearance is] established by its own characteristics’ (viog pa fiz bum
pa ma yin pa las log par snang ba rang gi meshan nyid kyis grub pa),
one would also rule out and then be unable to account for ‘ap-
pearance to thought as excluded from non-vase [where the vase is]
established by its own characteristics’ (rang gi meshan nyid kyis grub
pa’i bum pa ma yin pa las log par snang ba). When one has estab-
lished that there is a svalaksana which appears as excluded from
non-vase (bum pa ma yin pa las log par snang ba’i rang mtshan yod
par bsgrub pa na), one would then also not rule out ‘appearance to
thought as excluded from non-vase, [where this appearance is] es-
tablished by its own characteristics,” and one would [feel he] was
obliged to accept that it [i.e., this appearance] was establisked by its
own characteristics (rang gi mtshan nyid kyis grub par), so that one
would be unable to account for it being merely imagined by thought
(rtog pas btags pa tsam di). When one has ruled out ‘s@manyalaksapa
which is a real entity’ (spyi meshan dngos po yin pa), one would
thereby rule out real entityness (dngos po nyid) too and b unable
to establish it by means of a pramana, and when one has accepted
‘real entity’ (dngos po) one would [feel he] was obliged to accept
that the s@mdnyalaksana was also a real entity. The two [sorts of]
dharmas which exist ultimately and those which exist merely con-
ventionally would become just a collection of contradictions so that
when one was established by a pramana the other would be re-
futed—this constitutes the supreme main point which is ditlicult
to understand in this tradition (gzhung lugs di’i rtogs dka’ ba'i gnas
kyi gtso bo dam pa yin). When one doesn’t understand it, thea wrong
views will arise, such as thinking that if one accepted that a
svalaksana was an object of thought, then [thought] would apply
positively (sgrub jug) und then other pramanas would be uscless, or
if one accepted that words, logical reasons, and so forth applied by
exclusion (se/ jug), they could not contact svalaksana at all and the
way they applied would just be by mere inflated misconceptions
(rlom pa tsam). In short, if one is unable to account for dharmas
which are just imagined by thought being similar to the svulaksana
which are faultless objects of pramanas, then in general one cannot
understand well the points of this supreme tradition and, in par-
ticular, one will not understand conventional states ot atfairs which

233
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exist simply by vyavahdra. But if one accepts [that there is] a com-
mon basis (gzhi mthun = samanadhikarana) between that [i.e., the
conventional] and what is able to accomplish an aim, one will not
understand the special way of the ultimate in this tradition.”

15 The “fictions” (brtags pa / btags pa) of which we are speaking are saminya-
laksana, and are generally termed object-universals (don spyi = arthasamanya).
The term figures prominently in Tibetan texts stemming from the gSang
phu tradition: its use by “Tibetans” (bod rnams = the followers of Phya pa) is
discussed polemically in Rigs gter 1 and Rigs gter rang grel, where Sa skya
Pandita argues extensively against the Phya pa tradition’s position that don
spyi is an object of thought; Sa pan considered this don spyi not to be an ob-
ject (yul) at all, just like nonexistent things. See Fukuda e a/. (1989: 10ff.) Sa
pan was also very aware of Indian uses of the terms s#bdasamainya and
arthasaminya in the Sammitiya tradition; this Sravaka school (contrary to
Phya pa and his followers) took the two s@mdnya to be established as sub-
stances (rdzas su grub pa). See Rigs gter rang grel ad1.1; Fukuda ez al. (1989:
34). The pair sabdasimanya (sgra spyi) and arthasimanya (don spyi) also has
definite antecedents in Dignaga’s apoba theory; see the very lucid article by
Pind (1991) in which he examines passages from PS V and from Dignaga’s
lost text, the Samanyapariksa, to show how Dignaga construed the
vdcyavdcaka (“signified-signifier”) relation as holding between two types of
universals, s2bdasamanya and arthasamdnya, rather than between particular
words and cbjects (sabdavisesa and arthavisesa). As Pind points out,
Digniga's views are similar on this score with those of Bhartrhari—only the
word-type or jati signifies—and go back to Katyayana. Dharmakirti, how-
ever, adopted a somewhat different position in which sabdasamanya had a
lesser role. ind (1991: 277) argues that although the terms do figure every
once in a while in subsequent Indian texts (e.g., Vinitadeva’s Nyayabindutiki
on NB 1.5°s definition of kalpand, ed. Louis de la Vallée Poussin, p. 41), “the
concepts of arthasiminya and sabdasamainya no longer play any role in post-
Dharmakirti Buddhist epistemology.” I think it is important to note that this
is true, but only for the major Indian authors: somehow or another, the Phya
pa tradition resurrected these terms—possibly from Dignagean sources or from

a minor figure like Vinitadeva—and used them constantly to interpret Dharma-
kirti. Tt is ironic that this comparatively minor technical term arthasamanya
(don spyi), which seems to have largely fallen out of favor in India after Dig-
niga, came to be used virtually everywhere in dGe lugs pa philosophy in the
sense of a “mental image” or “conceptual representation.”

16 rtog pa la snang ba yin na (or snang na) rang mtshan yin pas ma khyab
admits of two translations which are quite different for us: 4. “If something
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is an appearance to thought, it is not pervaded by being particular”™; 4. “If
something appears to thought, ....” There is often an ambiguity in Tibetan
between nouns and verbs, and this is the case here with snang ba (“something
which appears”; “appearance”). The result is that this specific example pre-
sents an additional problem of imprecision, one which does not occur in the
case of “object of thought” (+t0g pa’i yul), “universal” (spyi), “reason” (gtan
tshigs), etc. which do not have the possibility of being taken as verbal forms.

17 T don’t want to rule out the possibility of someone doing a study on how
fundamental Tibetan notions of being, existence, instantiation, predication,
etc. are conditioned by features inherent in the Tibetan logical language.
Here one would have to take account of the blurring in the count noun ver-
sus mass noun distinction. It would indeed be valuable to do a study along
the philologically rigorous lines of A.C. Graham’s Disputers of the Tao
(1989), Later Mohist Logic, Fthics and Science (1978) and his earlier “Being
in Western Philosophy Compared with Shih/Fei and Yu/Wu in Chinese Phi-
losophy” (Asia Major 7, 1959), or one in the same vein as Chad Hansen’s
work on Chinese in Language and Logic in Ancient China, 1983. Moreover,
such a study would have to take very seriously the Quinean ideas of ontologi-
cal relativity and indeterminacy of translation. That said, however, the
specific feature we are speaking of now, i.e., the A-A’s separation, is probably
too theoretical and philosophically inspired to be good material for this sort

of approach.

18 An overly facile way out would be to say that Tibetan locutions along
the lines of “A itself” are actually expressing A-ness or “being an A.” Thus,
on this scenario, there would be little difficulty in saying that A-ness or “be-
ing an A” is mind-created, but that the individual A4’s are not. Unfortunately,
this move would only work in a very limited number of cases. If we applied
the same interpretation to bum pa kho rang (“vase itself”) and most other
such banal cases, we would go against what the dGe lugs pa themselves
accept: for them, bum pa kho rang is not to be taken as mind-created, nor is
it to be taken as the same as vaseness or “being a vase,” two notions which
figure regularly in Tibetan and which would be better expressed by bum pa
nyid and bum pa yin pa respectively.

19 Rigs gter 8b6 (ed. Nor bu, p. 120):

thad dang jug pa’i gang zag gi I/ dbye bas gnyis gnyis rnam pa bzhi I/
chad tshe rnam par phye bas mkhas // jug tshe gcig tu ‘khrul bas thob
//“There are two [types of significata (brjod bya = vicya)] and two
[types of signifiers (brjod byed = vicaka)), in other words, four sorts,
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according to whether one classifies a person as explaining critically
(‘chad pa) or as practically applying (jug pa = pravreti). When ex-
plaining critically, one is an expert [on modes of being (gnas lugs)]
due to making distinctions. When practically applying, one erro-
neously takes [the svalaksana and samanyalaksana) to be identical
and thus [by using agreed-upon symbols (brda = samketa)] one ob-
tains [the svalaksana object].”

Additions follow the Rigs gter rang grel 43b4-6 (ed. Nor bu, p. 120). See
e.g., Tshad ma rigs gter dgongs rgyan smad cha 56a (= p. 111):

des na grub pa’i don ni / ‘chad tshe'i rnam gzhag la brjod byed sgra’i
brjod bya dang / rtog pas bzung ba dang dzin pa dang rtogs pa yin na
rang mtshan min dgos la / Jug pa’i tshe na sgra’i dngos kyi brjod bya
dang rtog pas dngos su bzung ba sogs yin na rang mtshan min mi dgos
zhes zhib cha sbyar bar bya'o // “Thus the point which is proven is
as follows: In an account where one explains things critically, then
the significata (brjod bya = vicya) of signifying words, or the things
which are apprehended by thought and which thought apprehends
or knows, must not be particulars, but in the context of practical
application, the explicit significata of words and the things explic-
itly apprehended by thought need not be non-particulars. One
should be careful about this.”

An equally very important distinction, found extensively developed in
Sakya mchog ldan’s account of terms in reasonings, is that between an x in
terms of what it is (song tshod) and in terms of the inflated misconceptions
about it (rlom tshod), the former being a mind-created apoba and the latter
being a svalaksana. Thus e.g., Tshad ma rigs gter dgongs rgyan smad cha £.79a,
p. 149 on saminddhikarana, visesa, etc.:

yang song tshod kyi gzhi ‘thun dang bye brag ni shing dang tsan dan

gyi ldog pa gnyis tshogs pa’i gzhan sel de nyid yin la / rlom tshod ni tsan
dan rang mtshan pa de nyid do / de ltar rlom pa rtog pa de yang tsan
dan gcig nyid du mar med bzhin du sgro brags nas ‘dzin pa'i phyir log

pa’i shes pa kho na'o / de lta na yang shing la ltos pa’i spyi dang gzhi
thun ‘dzin pa’i rtog pa chos can / shing gsal rang mtshan la mi bslu ba

yin te / de la reyud nas brel zhing de yul du byed pa’i phyir / nor bu'i
od la nor bur zhen pa'i blo bzhin no //.

See Dreyfus (1991: 246, 248 ¢t passim).

20 See Tshad ma rigs gter dgongs rgyan smad cha 76b-77a (= pp. 152-53).
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21 See Rigs gter IV (in bold letters below) and the Rigs grer rang grel 7b4-5
and 38b3-5 (ed. Nor bu, p. 11 and 109):

gal te khyed kyi ldog pa de /] dngos po yin na spyi dang natshungs //
dngos med yin na dgos nus med // des na ldog pa mi dgos lo // ldog
paang gzhan sel de dngos po yin na spyi dngos por ‘dod pa li brjod pa’i
skyon mishungs la / dngos med yin na ci'ang med pas dgos nus med do
zhe na / 'di’i lan la gnyis las gzhan gyi lan dgag na / 'di la bod nams
phal cher ni // dngos po’i ldog pa dngos por ‘dod // kha ba can gyi
rtog ge bar rlom pa phal che ba rnams dngos med kyi ldog pa dngos med
yin yang dngos po’i ldog pa dngos po yin te dngos po dang ngo bo dbyer
med pa’i phyir ro zhes zer ro //“[Objection:] If vydvretis are real en-
tities (dngos po = bhava; vastu) for you then they will be like uni-
versals. If they are unreal, then they won’t be of any use. Thus, it
would follow that vydvretis would be unnecessary. Suppose it is
said that if a vydvreti or an anydpoha is a real entity, then the faults
will be like those which were stated when it was accepted that uni-
versals were real entities, but if they are unreal, then they won’t be
of any use whatsoever. To this there are two replies. First, let us re-
fute the reply of some adversaries. In this vein, most Tibetans ac-
cept the vydvrtti of real entity to be (a) real entity. Most of the
[thinkers] of the land of the snows who pride themselves ¢n being
logicians say that although vydvreti of non-entity (abhive) is non-
entity, the vydvriti of real entity (bhdva) is real entity, because the
former is essentially indistinguishable from real entity.”

Sikya mchog Idan sums up these views (Rigs grer dgongs rgyan smad cha, p.
152):
bod snga phyi thams cad na re / shing tsam de shing gi ldog pa yin
zhing / rdzas su grub pa yang yin no zhes zer ro / “All earlier and later
Tibetans say that mere tree is the vydvreti of tree and thac [mere
tree] is established substandially (rdzas su grub pa).”

Note too that Glo bo’i mkhan chen distinguishes between two variants of
the “Tibetan” view: 1. that the vyavreti of bhivais bhdva, and 2. that only
bhaiva (dngos po nyid) is the vydvriti of bhava. He attributes the latter view to
latter exponents of the bsdus pa (i.e., the L5had ma’i bsdus pa of hya pa). In-
deed this second variant is precisely the view which we find in the dGe lugs
pa’s bsdus grwa texts. See Glo bo’t mkhan chen (1shad ma rigs gter gyi grel
pa, p. 118):

di’i lan la / kba ba can gyi reog ge par rlom pa suga phyi phal nio che
rnams na re / dngos med kyi ldog pa dngos med yin yang / dngos po’i
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Idog pa dngos po yin te / dngos po dang dngos po’i ldog pa dbyer med
pa yin pa’i phyir ro zhes zer ro // yang phyi rabs kyi bsdus pa smra ba
rnams ni dngos po nyid kyang dngos po’i ldog pa yin no zhes zer ro /.

22 Cf. Klein (1991: 29-36). What is at stake in the dGe lugs pa theory is
not just the (banal) idea of one thing seeming to be another, but the idea of
both things actually appearing, but mixed up—this idea looks un-Indian. A
possible factor in the dGe lugs-gSang phu tradition adopting the idea of par-
ticulars actually appearing indistinguishably mixed up with fictions may have
been their very confused understanding of Dharmakirti’s definition of
thought. Their version of this definition and an indigenous bsdus pa or bsdus
grwa-style adaptation of it may have led them to think that Dharmakirti
himself regularly had recourse to the notion of “mixed or indistinguishable
appearances” or of “two things which appear mixed up as one and which are
indistinguishable from the point of view of appearance” (de gnyis gcig tu dres
nas snang zhing snang ngor so so dbyer med pa). See Tshad ma’i brjed byang
chen mo, p. 189. See also Tshad ma rigs rgyan, p. 353 and [Cang skya grub
mtha’, p. 100, where virtually the exact same passage from Tsong kha pa is
cited. (It is noteworthy that someone like ICang skya discusses the “difficult
point” with its use of the idea of @res nas snang and then proceeds directly to
a discussion of the definition of thought which uses @rer rung tu ‘dzin pa and
drer rung tu snang ba). The definition of thought given in Dharmakirti’s
Pramanaviniscaya and Nydyabindu 1.5 reads: rtog pa ni brjod pa dang ‘drer
rung ba snang ba'’i shes pa. The Sanskrit admits of two versions depending
upon whether we read the tatpurusa compound °pratibhasapratitip or a
bahuvrihi, ©pratibhasi, qualifying pratitih: abhilipasamsargayogyapratibhisa-
pratitip kalpani or abhilipasamsargayogyapratibhisa pratitih kalpand. Choos-
ing the ratpurusa version, we should have a translation like that of Hattori
(1968: 85): “a cognition of [a] representation which is capable of being asso-
ciated with a verbal designation” (Kajiyama [1966: 41] is identical apart
from translating abbilapa as “words”). If, however, we follow Dharmottara’s
Nyéyabindutikd and read ©pratibhisi, as seems preferable, we would have
something like “kalpand is a cognition in which a representation is capable
of being associated with a verbal designation.”

First of all, we should note that @rer rung ba snang ba’i shes pa corresponds
to the tatpurusa samsargayogyapratibhasapratitip, and that dre = samsarga
does not have the sensc here of being “indistinguishably mixed up,” nor is it
at all commented upon in that way by Dharmottara: rather it simply means
“being associated.” Secondly, the natural tendency in Tibetan is to read
snang ba (= pratibhasa) as a verb beginning a relative clause, i.e., “to which
appears ...," rather than the correct way, which is as the noun “representa-
tion”/“image.” Thirdly, Tibetan texts often, but not always, read rung bar,



ON THE SO-CALLED DIFFICULT POINT 239

rather than rung ba, and thus further change the sense radically. The result of
all this is that the frequent Tibetan misinterpretation of this definition be-
comes something like “thought is a cognition to which [something] appears
as capable of being mixed up with an expression.” Apart from a perhaps
somewhat doubtful rendering of snang ba’i by “perceives,” Klein (1991: 138)
is quite faithful to this misunderstanding when she translates: “a thought
consciousness is a consciousness which perceives [a meaning-of-a-term] as
suitable to be mixed with an expression.”

To conclude: My argument is admittedly speculative, but I think it is
worthwhile to consider if the Tibetans may have started on a wrong track
due to some fairly rudimentary philological errors. They may well have come
up with a notion of @res nas snang ba, based on a misinterpretation of Prama-
naviniscaya and Nydyabindu's term samsargayogyapratibhisapratiti (= drer rung
ba[r] snang ba’i shes pa) as “a cognition to which [something] appears as capa-
ble of being mixed up with...” The misconstrual of snang ba'i coupled with
drerin Nyayabindu and Pramanaviniscaya might well, therefore, have created
(already in the earlier gSang phu schools?) a kind of pseudo-precedent for an
Indian source which spoke of two things actually appearing to thought, or x
actually appearing to thought as indistinguishably mixed up with y.

Finally, note that the dGe lugs-gSang phu tradition came up with their
own definition of thought, sgra don ‘dres rung tu ‘dzin pa’i blo “a cognition
which apprehends a sabdasamanya and an arthasamdnya as fitting to be
mixed up,” as a reworking of Dharmakirti’s definition in PVin. See n. 15
on the bona fide Indian terms szbdasimanya and arthasamanya. While rGyal
tshab and dGe dun grub pa took sgra don as sgra spyi and don spyi, mKhas
grub rje protested that this was impossible, and he, as well as ICang skya,
came up with a different definition (sgra don ‘dzin pa’i blo) in order to be
able to take sgra don as the equivalent of Dharmakirti’s use of sabdartha
(“object of a word”) in PV 111, k. 287. See Tshad ma rigs rgyan, p. 36fF.
(definition of rtog pa); sDe bdun yid kyi mun sel 56b-57b (= pp. 114-16);
[Cang skya grub mtha’, p. 100fF; Klein (1991: 129-40). mKhas grub, for
example, argued, inter alia, that rGyal tshab’s version of sgra don ‘dres rung
tu ‘dzin pa’i blo was absurd because “it is contradictory to accept that the
meaning of ‘mixed up’ would be that name and object would appear as

identical; if we did, then one would have to accept that the meaning of
‘being fitting to be mixed up’ was also that the name and object were fitting
to appear as identical” (57a: dres pa'i don ming don gcig lta bur snang ba la
dod pa'ang gal ba yin te / de lta na / ‘drer rung ba'i don kyang ming don geig
lta bur snang du rung ba la ‘dod dgos /). This turns on the misunderstanding
of samsargayogya / ‘drer rung ba as “fit to be indistinguishably mixed up,” the
misreading rung tu and the reading of snang ba as a verb rather than as the
noun pratibhdsa, “representation.” In conclusion, I think that we can safely
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say that this discussion (and especially the “refutations” in mKhas grub and
ICang skya) was a confused debate, where a misreading of PVin’s definition
and its equally doubtful transformation into an indigenous Tibetan version,
led to a long, but woolly and useless controversy.

23 Cf. e.g., Tshad ma rigs gter dgongs rgyan (smad cha) 51b-52a (= pp. 102-3):
di dag la [i.c., rdzas, log pa, gsal ba, dngos po la sogs pa la) gnyis gnyis te / don
la gnas pa’i rdzas sogs dang / sel ngo’s rdzas la sogs pa'o / dang po ni / don la gnas
pa’i sgra rang mishan pa lsa bu'o / gnyis pa ni / rtog pa la snang ba'i sgra la sogs
pao /] di ni gehan sel kho na yin gyi / rdzas la sogs pa mtshan nyid pa min kyang
rtog pa la snang ba'i sgra sogs la / don rang mishan gyi sgra sogs su zhen nas zhugs
pas | mthar de rang mishan la mi bslu ba'i phyir / rdzas la sogs pa’i tha snyad
byas pa yin no //. 1bid. 55b—56a (= pp. 110-11): sgra mi rtag rtogs kyi rjes dpag
tshad mas sgra mi riag pa rang mishan rtogs so zhes tha snyad byas pa de ni jug
tshe geig tu khrul pa’i rnam gzhag la yin gyi / ‘chad tshe rnam par phye ba'i
rnam gzhag la min te /| ‘chad pa'i tshe rtog pas rang mishan dzin na ji skad bshad
pai rigs pas gnod pa’i phyir / 'di la bod phyi ma rnams rtog pas rang mtshan
dngos su dzin na zhes pa'i zhib cha sbyor mod / gehung gi don ma yin te / rang
mishan dzin na dngos su dzin dgos te / rang mishan gyi gzhan sel ‘dzin pa’i blo
yin na rang mtshan ‘dzin par gal ba’i phyir /.

24 For Dignaga’s PSV, see Hattori (1968: 24 and n. 1.14). Significantly,
Hattori takes svalaksapavisayam pratyaksam and samdnyalaksanavisayam
anumdanam as “perception has only the particular for its object and inference
only the universal” (my italics). Mallavadin and Simhasiri speak of
svalaksapavisayaniyatam and simanyalaksanavisayaniyatam and Jinendra-
buddhi’s Pramanasamuccayatiki adds kho na = eva.

25 Jnanasrimitra, Apohaprakarana, 226.2: adhyavasiyas tv agrbite pi pra-
vartanayogyatinimittah. See the discussion of Jianasri’s position in Katsura
(1986b). Katsura (1986b: 176) sums up the usual Indian position: “Thus,
roughly speaking, an external particular object (svalaksana) is the indirect
object to be determined and acted upon by conceptual knowledge, and a
mental image (which is samanya-laksana) is the direct object to be grasped
by conceptual knowledge.”

26 Dharmottarapradipa, p. 72.20-21: svalaksanam avasitam ity etad apy
abhimanid abhidbiyate / na punab svalaksanam avasiyasya gocarah / “When
[Dharmottara] speaks of the “determined particular,” this too is said because
of inflated misconception: the particular is not, however, the object of the
determination.” For Sikya mchog Idan’s terms song tshod and rlom tshod, see

n. 19 above.
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27 See Tarkabhdsi §7.1 and also Kajiyama (1973: 166).

28 Cf. the debate in Yongs dzin blo rigs 4b: kho na re / bum pa chos can / rang
dzin reog pa’i ‘dzin stangs kyi yul yin par thal / bdug med yin pa’i phyir / khyab
pa khas | ‘dod mi nus te | rang ‘dzin rtog pa’i snang yul yin pa’i phyir te / de la
snang ba'i phyir na ma khyab /. In the last line of this argument the opponent
says that the vase must be the appearing object (snang yul) of the thoughe of
vases because it appears to that thought. The reply is short and swift: “That
does not follow” (ma khyab). tGyal tshab gives the usual explanation in all its
details in 7Nam grel thar lam gsal byed, vol. 1, 104-6:

shing ma yin las log par snang ba de phyi rol gyi gsal ba rnams la rjes
su gro ba’i spyi yin nam / blo’i snang ba kho na lu rjes su gro / dung
po ltar na / shing gsal rang mishan pa rnams rtog pa la shing ma yin
las log par snang ba de yin dgos pas / rang mtshan rtog pa’i snang yul
du mi rung bar khyod kyis kbas blangs pa dang gal Li / gnyis pa ltar
na yang khyed kyis shing gsal rnams ‘bras bu mishungs shing / shing ma
yin las log par yang mishungs pas shing ma yin las log pa dang / shing
ma yin las log par snang ba gnyis de dag gi spyir khyed kyis bzhag pa
dang ‘gal lo // mi rtag pa dang bdag med la sogs pa de dug kyang rtog
pa’t snang ba tsam kho nar zad pas / blo’i snang ba tsam las tha dud
pa’i mi rtag pa dang bdag med sogs dngos po' gnas tshod kyi chos ma
yin zhing de dag mi rtogs par gyur la / de lta na khyed kyis bstan beos
su spyi dang gzhi mthun dang bsgrub bya sgrub byed la sogs pa’i rnam
gehag du ma zhig byas pa dgos pa cung zad kyang med par ‘gyur 1o zhe
na zhes pa'o //

lan ni/ shing ma yin las log par snang ba rtog pas btags shing don byed
mi nus kyang shing gsal rang mtshan pa rtog pa la shing ma yin lis log
par snang bu yin pa la gal ba cung zad kyang med pas de dag spyi gsal
du ‘thad la / de lta na yang rang mtshan rtog pa’i gzung yul du thal
bar mi gyur te / rtog pa la shing gsal rang mtshan yang shing ma yin
las log par snang / rang la rgyangs chad du snang ba'i shing dzin riog
pa’i gzung bya de yang rtog pa la shing ma yin las log par snang bas
shing ma yin las log pa yin pa dang ma yin pa gnyis / reog pa la shing
ma yin las log par dres nas snang zhing so sor mi snang bas de ma yin
bzhin du der snang ba des bsgribs nas shing ma yin lus log pa’i thun
mong ma yin pa’i ngo bo de / gahan dang ma dres par mthong mi nus
pas shing rang mishan gaung yul du thal bar ga la gyur / spyr gzhi
mthun dang | bsgrub bya sgrub byed sogs kyi rang ldog rnam par riog
pa’i snang ba kho nas zad kyang de dag gi gzhir dngos po'i chos rnams
kyang gyur bas / spyi chos la jus nas lkog gyur gyi rang mishan rnams
g0 bar byed pas | de dag ni gnas skabs dang mehar thug gi don rtogs pa's
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thabs su byas pas dgos pa med par mi gyur ro //

“Objection: This ‘appearance as excluded from non-tree’ (shing ma
yin las log par snang ba de), is it a universal (spyi = samanya) which
is co-present in the external instances, or is it co-present only in
mecntal appearances (blo i snang ba kho na). In the first case, the par-
ticular tree-instances would have to appear to thought as excluded
from non-trees, and thus, granted that [according to your position]
a svalaksana cannot be thought’s appearing object (rtog pa’i snang
yul), there would be a contradiction with what you accept. In the
second case, too, for you the tree-instances would have similar ef-
fects and would also be similar in being excluded from non-tree, and
thus there would a contradiction with your having posited ‘excluded
from non-tree’ (shing ma yin las log pa) and ‘appearance as excluded
from non-tree’ (shing ma yin las log par snang ba) as both being uni-
versals of those instances. Since impermanence, selflessness and the
like would also be nothing more than mere appearances to thought,
then impermanence, selflessness, etc. different from these mere men-
tal appearances would not be qualities belonging to the real being
of entities and the latter [qualities] would not be understood. In that
case, there would no point whatsoever for you to formulate, in trea-
tises, numerous accounts concerning simanya, samani-dhikarana,
sadhya, sidhana, etc.

The reply is as follows. Although ‘appearance as excluded from non-
tree’ (shing ma yin las log par snang ba) is imagined by thought and
is not capable of accomplishing an aim (don byed mi nus), still there
is absolutely no contradiction for the particular tree-instances to
appear to thought as excluded from non-trees (shing gsal rang
mishan pa rtog pa la shing ma yin las log par snang ba yin pa). There-
fore, it is logically correct for these to be [respectively] universals and
instances. And in that case, there would not be the absurd conse-
quence that a svalaksapa would be thought’s apprehended object
(rtog pa’i gzung yul = grahyavisaya). The particular tree-instances
appear to thought as excluded from non-tree; what is apprehended
(gzung bya) by thought grasping trees and appears to it to be some-
thing separate also appears to thought as excluded from non-tree;
$0, both what is and is not excluded from non-tree are mixed up and
then appear (“dres nas snang) to thought as being excluded from
non-tree, and do not appear separately; and therefore due to this ap-
pearance as such [i.e., as excluded from non-tree] all the while not
being so [i.e., excluded from non-tree], it [i.e., thought] is obscured
and cannot therefore see the special nature of ‘exclusion from non-
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tree’ in a way which is not mixed up with anything else. Thus, how
could there be the absurd consequence that the particular tree would
be the apprehended object (gzung yul = grahyavisaya)? Although
the *svavyavrtti (rang ldog) of samanya, samanddhikarana, sidhya,
sadhana and so forth are nothing more than just appearances to
thought (rtog pa’i snang ba), dharmas which are real entities (dngos
o) are also the bases (gzhi) of these [notions, i.e., of sémdnya, etc.],
and so by grasping dharmas which are universals (spyi’i chos), one
makes understood imperceptible (lkog gyur = paroksa) particulars,
and for this reason because these [samdanya, sidhya, etc.] are there-
fore means for understanding states of affairs which are real condi-
tions and are ultimate, they will not be pointless.”

29 See Tsong kha pa, Tshad ma'i brjed byang chen mo 20a-b (= pp. 190-1)
on the way in which some thought is in error concerning its appearing object
(snang yul), but is not utterly wrong: gser bum bum par snang ba de nyid phyi
rol gyi don dang bum ma yin las log pa ma yin bzhin du de gnyis geig lta bur
snang bas snang yul la khrul ba yin no // yul la jug pa’i tshe gser bum bum par
snang ba phyi rol gyi don du med pa la phyi rol don du zhen nas jug pa yin yang
/ blo’i dzin stangs la gser bum bum pa’o snyam du ‘dzin gyi sgra don bum pa’o
snyam pa dang gser bum gyi snang ba 'di nyid bum pa’o snyam du zhen pa sogs
med pas zhen yul la ‘khrul ba'i skyon med do //. [Cang skya grub mtha’(p. 100
ed. Klein; p. 71 ed. rDo rje rgyal po) is a condensed version of the same and
is translated in Klein (1991: 129). See also ibid. p. 129 for the standard dGe

lugs pa view, which is summarized by a Tibetan informant:

1) appearance (the actual object) and imputation (the mental im-
age) appear undifferentiably mixed, and 2) the image of pot ap-
pears to bea pot but is not. Although an image and a pot appear to
be one, thought does not actively conceive them to be one. Thus, it
is not a wrong consciousness (log shes) even though it is a mistaken
consciousness ("&hrul shes). [The italics are those of Klein.]

Similar explanations by Tibetan informants are found in Napper (1986;
132fF); see also Klein (1986: 15-6).

The central idea of Tsong kha pa et al can be paraphrased as follows: 1.
Thought practically applies by determining a fictional representation to be
the external object. 2. However, in its way of apprehension (bloi dzin stangs
la) it does not consciously entertain the proposition: “a fiction is a particu-
lar.” Thus one is not deceived with regard to the adhyavaseya, in that one
does not explicitly or consciously hold that the fictional representation is
the particular. (Indeed, if in thinking, one constantly had before one’s mind
absurd propositions like “the samdanyalaksana is the particular,” it would be
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impossible to distinguish valid thought, like inferences, from utterly wrong
conceptions (log shes). It’'s hard to see that anyone would want to contest this
idea of Tsong kha pa, as it looks like little more than a restatement of the
central idea of thought proceeding by unconscious error. On the other hand,
it’s also extremely difficult to see that this truism about not consciously and
explicitly thinking “the sémanyalaksana is the particular,” would prove that
the error in thought had to be on the level of appearances and not determi-

nations.)

30 Cf. William James’ pronouncement that the rational statement is that we
feel sorry because we cry, not that we cry because we are sorry, cited in
Kripke (1982: 93, n. 76). Kripke gives a list of these surprisingly frequent in-
versions and parallelisms in philosophy, including examples from James,
Hume and Witgenstein. The statement “the object of thought is not a par-
ticular, but particulars are objects of thought” is, however, in all fairness, not
quite the same thing as what Kripke is describing, in that Kripke’s examples
all involve a “because”-clause and work their effect by reversing philosophical
priorities. Nonetheless, the phenomenon of an inversion seeming to be “sub-
tle” and to undo a conceptual knot is there too.

31 See Klein (1986: 136): “In other words, just like looking in a mirror can
cause one to realize something about the reflected image, so through the im-
age of an object thought can correctly realize something about the actual ob-

ject.”

32 The general question of the Buddhist use or rejection of a mirror theory
of cognition is of interest to comparative philosophy, especially in the light
of R. Rorty’s theses in his Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature. Now, it is
well-known that the Sautrantika Sakaravadins hold that perceptual knowl-
edge (pratyaksa) of external objects comes about because the objects leave an
image or likeness (@kira) on the mirror of consciousness. Sce Kajiyama
(1965: 429f.), Mookerjee (1935: 77f.) and Mimaki (1976: 72). Glass/crystal
(sphatika) is often used as a metaphor for perceptual knowledge in non-Bud-
dhist schools, like the Simkhya, who take buddhi or the “inner organ”
(antapkarana) as being like glass which is “colored” by the substances under-
neath it. See Nydyabhisya ad Nydyasiitra 3.2.9 (sphatikinyatvabhimanavar
tadanyatvabhimanah) and also Bai lun'T. 1569 shang 171c 22-25; sce Tille-
mans (1990, endnote 344). Depictions of conceptual thought (vikalpa) in
terms of mirroring or glass, however, seem rarer, although they do seem to
have some limited support in Indian texts. Dharmakirti in PV III, k.164 and
165 does speak of vikalpapratibimba “the representations/reflections belong-
ing to thought” and “the representation/reflection of the object” (arthaprati-
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bimbaka). (Note that pratibimbaka = pratibimba, see Bohtlingk Sanskrit-
Worterbuch s.v. pratibimbaka.) Moreover k. 165 specifies that arthapratibim-
baka appears in a cognition which arises due to words—the most we can say
is that the cognition with this representation is very indirectly caused by
svalaksapa. Accordingly, the pratibimba is still better taken as a purely fic-
tional constructed representation, rather than as a reflection in a sericter causal
sense where a svalaksana would actually appear in thought via mirroring.
The representation involved in thought, thus, is not at all of the same type
of “mirroring” as that in a Sautrintika theory of perception where external
objects are said to be mirrored as dkara. Finally, we should note that there
are Indian Buddhist contexts in which glass/crystal and mica («bhraka) are
used as similes to explain the degrees of vividness of the representation in
thought. This is notably the case in NBT a4 NB 1.11 (bhiitarthabhivana-
prakarsaparyantajam yogijiidnam), where Dharmottara discusses “yogic per-
ception” (yogipratyaksa) of reality as arising right after the utmost vivid stage
of conceptualisation of this reality, namely, after the very last moment before
conceptual meditation becomes non-conceptual yogic perception, the
bhiitarthabhivandprakarsaparyanta “limic of the superior stage of meditation
on the truth.” The superior stage (prakarsa) is when the object begins to be-
come clear; at the limit, it is as if one sees via mica, and finally in perception,
it is as if via crystal (@amalaka). 1 think, however, that here we are just dealing
with illustrations of degrees of clarity (sphutibhatva) in a rather speciai case,
the transition to yogic perception: the NBT passage is not, as far as I can see,
citing the example of crystal and mica in the context of a general cognitive
model for all mundane conceprualisation, thus supplanting the model of

construction and imagination.

33 Cf. Rwa stod bsdus grwa 4a2 (= p. 7) shes bya chos can / dngos po ma yin
par thal / dngos med yin pa'i phyir / ma grub na / de chos can / der thel / rag pa
yin pa’i phyir /. 1bid. 4a3: gehi grub na reag pa yin pas khyab zer na / gser bum
chos can / der thal / de’i phyir /. gzhi grub and shes bya are coextensive. Sce
Tillemans (1989: 277-82).

34 For some of the ad hoc decisions, see Goldberg (1985: 178-80). Sce also
e.g., ibid, p. 171: “In the absence of a contradictory condition an entity is
considered to be an instance of itself.”

35 See Tillemans (1989) and (1992a) [reprinted in the present volume as
chapters 6 and 9, respectively].

36 I should stress here that this diagnosis is not a dismissal of bsdus grwa as
being irrational or incoherent, or as only being a kind of word-gan:e, as some
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Tibetan adversaries would depict it—far from it. Interestingly enough, bsdus
grwa, in its quirkiness but formal orthodoxy, reminds one significantly of the
complicated but largely ad hoc schemata for classifying Chinese discourse
which A.C. Graham and others have investigated in the Mohist canon.

(My point is a logical one, and not one of historical relations.) This ad hoc
character is not very prominent in the Indian logic to which bsdus grwa is
(very uneasily) related. A comparison with structures in Mohist logic is well
beyond the scope of our present paper, but suffice it to say here that such
comparisons have yet to be made and they will, I'm confident, contribute

to demystifying some of the peculiar logical features at stake. An interesting
first attempt at comparing Buddhist Aetuvidya, Aristotelian and Later Mohist
logic is found in Paul (1994). )

37 The Indian doctrine being explained here is generalizable to span not just
sadhya and sadhana, but also dbarma and dharmin, and has its source in one
of the earliest works attributable to Dignaga, the mysterious Hetumukha
which is cited in Pramanavarttikasvavrtti (PVSV ed. Gnoli, p. 2.22) and
elsewhere:

sarva evdyam anumandanumeyavyavahdro buddhyariidhenaiva dhar-
madharmibhedena na bahih sadasattvam apeksate /. “Absolutely all
this convention concerning anumdna [i.e., the reason (liriga)*] and
anumeya [i.e., the sidhyadhparmin and sadhyadharma*] is due to the
distinction between dharmaand dharmin, which [in turn] is just de-
perident upon our thought (buddhydriidhenaiva); [the convention]
does not depend upon [this difference in fact] existing or not out-
side [of the mind].”

*These additions follow Karnakagomin’s 7744 on PVSV. There is, how-
ever, absolutely no reason to believe that Dignaga himself wished to distin-
guish here between unreal anumeyalanumana iself, and possibly real
anumdnas/anumeyas. See Frauwallner (1959: 104); Steinkellner (1971:
199-200) on this passage from the Hetumukba.

38 Of course, much of the dGe lugs pa explanation of the various apoha
sections in the texts of Dharmakirti ez 4/. is indeed very valuable in under-
standing Indian Buddhism, and in other areas of pramina these commen-
taries are also very useful. But that’s not my point. I'm speaking about the
dGe lugs pa’s own coloring of the apoha theory (not their paraphrases of
Dharmakirtian kdrikas or other aspects of their commentarial duties)
stemmirg from the ensemble of doctrines called “the difficult point.”



11: What Can One Reasonably Say
about Nonexistence?

With Donald S. Lopez, Jr., University of Michigan

is unestablished” arises when the subject of an argument is nonex-
istent; in usual cases, this subject failure implies that the propo-
sition to be proved (sadhya) cannot be established—Buddhists such as
Dharmakirti repeatedly stress that when the subject fails, a debate about
its properties ceases. To take an invented example, if one says that “Pega-
sus flies around the Aegean,” it suffices to show that there is no Pegasus
and one will have, ipso facto, short-circuited the question of “his” flight,
or even proved the contrary, i.e., that he does not fly. Similarly, if some-
one shows that the Primordial Matter (pradhina) accepted in Samkhya
philosophy, does not actually exist, then the Samkhya’s own thesis that
pradhdna has such and such properties will thereby be refuted.' The prob-
lem however becomes thorny when one is proving simple nonexistence
of some pseudo-entity, for then the case should be different from that of
Pegasus’s supposed flight. The height of absurdity would be if all proofs
of nonexistence became self-refuting because the subject failed to exist.
The problem of d@sraydsiddha s taken up in various Buddhist contexts—
typically in connection with proofs of momentariness (ksanabharga-
siddhi)* and in connection with later Madhyamaka proofs of the absence
of intrinsic nature (nihsvabhavata). Although it is certainly not our in-
tention to inventory all the considerable Indian and Tibetan Buddhist lit-
erature on this problem of dsraydsiddba, or even the majority of texts in
which the problem figures, certain seminal works do stand out and are
repeatedly cited. Besides passages from Dignaga, we should mention the
substantial and influential sections in Dharmakirti’s PV 1V, k. 136-48
and PVin III, as well as those in the works of Kamalasila, in particular his
Madhyamakaloka (MA). The Tibetan treatment is largely centered around

r rHE FALLACY of dsraydsiddbabetu, ot a “logical reason whose basis

247
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Tsong kha pa’s dBu ma rgyan gyi zin bris, his commentary on Santa-
raksita’s Madhyamakalamkara (MA), in which he integrates and elabo-
rates upon the key passages in Dignaga, Dharmakirti and Kamalasila.
Although there are some relatively brief passages in the Sa skya pa Rigs
gererand Pramanavérttika commentaries (e.g., gSer mdog pan chen $akya
mchog Idan sketches out some significant differences from the treat-
ment in dBu ma rgyan gyi zin bris®), it does seem that the problem of
dsrayasiddha was not treated nearly as thoroughly in the other schools
as in the dGe lugs, where it became a recurring topos figuring markedly
in numerous works. The present article consists primarily in a transla-
tion of the section on dsraydsiddha in a text by A lag sha ngag dbang
bstan dar (1759-1840), a dGe lugs pa scholar who was from the A la
shan region of Inner Mongolia but wrote in Tibetan and who was, in
our opinion, remarkable for his clear and often quite innovative think-
ing. His gCig du bral gyi rnam bzhag is a Madhyamaka work, one that
treats of various problems centered around the Svatantrika Madhya-
maka’s use of the ekanekaviyogahetu (= geig du bral gyi gtan tshigs “nei-
ther one nor many reason [for $%#nyati]”). For Ngag dbang bstan dar the
problem of dsrayasiddha arises when the Madhyamaka uses logical rea-
sons like the ekdnckaviyogahetu to prove ultimate voidness of things; it
also occurs when he uses logical reasoning to prove that pseudo-entities
do not exist at all. Ngag dbang bstan dar, thus, like his Indian and Ti-
betan Svatantrika predecessors, zig-zags between the Madhyamaka and
logicians’ positions, using the latter to buttress the former.

A striking aspect of the later Indian and Tibetan explanations of
dsraydsiddha is that certain earlier texts are almost invariably cited in
later ones, giving a kind of “unfolding telescope” effect where each sub-
sequent text includes its predecessors but seems to enlarge upon them
and carry the ideas a few steps further, all the while seeking to remain
faithful to the original intentions of Dignaga. This impression is, how-
ever, potentially misleading. In fact, be it the position of Kamalaila,
that of Tsong kha pa or Ngag dbang bstan dar, what is at stake is a com-
plex synthesis of disparate doctrine that has been elaborated over time;
it would thus be a mistake if the seeming elegance of the unfolding tele-
scope presentations lulled us into thinking that the later presentation was
also ahistorically present b initio. Lopez, in his Study of Svatantrika, has
described the Tibetan theory on dsraydsiddha as it is found in Tsong
kha pa, rGyal tshab and ICang skya rol pa’i rdo rje and others: this con-
stitutes the received position for Ngag dbang bstan dar. The section in
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dBu ma rgyan gyis zin bris treating of dsraydsiddba has been translated in
Tillemans (1984c). As we shall try to show in the rather extensive ex-
planatory notes to our translation, the positions that we find in Tsong
kha pa, Ngag dbang bstan dar and others had an intricate history that
certainly did not just consist in bringing out what Dignaga, Dharmakirti
and Kamalasila had already understood.

Various works of bsTan dar have been studied by now, and it is be-
coming clear that this later dGe lugs pa thinker did make significant
contributions, especially in the domain of ideas and arguments where
he often shows originality in building upon and reinterpreting earlier
writers.* The gCig du bral gyi rnam bzbag, and in particular the section
on dsraydsiddba, is a good case in point. On certain topics, such as avoid-
ance of dfraydsiddha in cases of simple, non-implicative, negation
(prasajyapratisedha), bsTan dar makes a radical break with his Indian and
Tibetan predecessors, and arguably he is right to do so. The rapproche-
ment with the Madhyamaka debate on “concordantly appearing sub-
jects” (chos can mthun snang ba) is also noteworthy for its philosophical
interest, turning as it does on the general problem of the incommensu-
rability of rival theories.

Readers will probably recognize that the problem of talking about
non-being has a long history, not only in the East, but in the West, in-
cluding its twentieth century technical treatment in formal logic’s the-
ory of descriptions and in the theory of presuppositions. We add chis
later Tibetan position on what is one of the most recurrent and inter-
esting problems of philosophy.

Translation of the Excerpt from the gCig du bral gyi rnam
bzhag of A lag sha ngag dbang bstan dar

§1. Second, the doubt that the subject (chos can; dbarmin) might be un-
established when one presents the formal argument (sbyor ngag; prayoga-
vakya). [Objection:] If we follow what is literally stated in the Madhya-
makdilamkdra, it is evident that one also presents pariless consciousness,
Primordial Matter (spyi gtso bo; pradhina) and so forth’ as subjects of en-
quiry (shes ‘dod chos can) for a valid logical reason.® Thus this [reason]
would have an unestablished basis (gzhi ma grub pa; asrayisiddha). Would
it not then result that the reason would be one which is unestablished
(ma grub pa; asiddha) because the entity of the subject does not exist?’
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§2. By way of a reply to this [objection], many scholars have said that
there is no [such] fault so long as one presents simple negations (med
dgag; prasajyapratisedha) as both the reason and the property to be proved
(bsgrub bya’i chos; sadhyadharma), but that should one present a posi-
tive phenomenon (sgrub pa; vidhi) or an implicative negation (ma yin
dgag; paryudasapratisedha), it will then be an unestablished reason.® This
does indeed seem to be based on certain statements in [the works] of
Tsong kha pa and his disciples, such as [the passage] in [Tsong kha pa’s]
dBu ma dgongs pa rab gsal that reads:

The fact that there is no fault, even though the subject stated
for that reason might be negated, is due to the essential fea-
ture that both the reason and the property [to be proved] are
mere exclusions (rnam bcad tsam; vyavacchedamatra).

However, this alone can not eliminate all doubt. Thus it is necessary to
explain things as follows. There are cases where [the reason] would not
be a reason that is unestablished, in spite of the fact that one might pre-
sent either an implicative negation or a positive phenomenon for both
the reason and the property to be proved. For example, an argument
such as “Take as the subject, a rabbit’s horn; it is fitting to be desig-
nated by the word ‘moon,” because it exists as an object of conceptual
thought”™—this [argument] is the idea of "Jam dbyangs bzhad pa’i rdo
rje.” Alternatively [there could be the argument], “Take as the subject,
being gored by a rabbit’s horn; this is a fallacious reason for proving
that a person is in pain, because it is reason that does not have the triple
character [needed] for proving that a person is in pain”—this [argu-
ment] is the idea in [dGe 'dun grub pa’s] Tshad ma rigs rgyan.”
§3.The reason why these [arguments] are not reasons that are un-
established because the entity of the subject does not exist devolves from
the essential feature that when something is [qualified by] either the rea-
sons or properties to be proved in the proof of these [propositions], it
need not be existent. So, even when simple negations are presented as
both the reason and property [to be proved], there can also be the fault
of the subject being unestablished provided that either the reason or
property to be proved in the proof in question is pervaded by being ex-
istent, as for example when one proves that [something nonexistent like
a rabbit’s horn] is the subtle selflessness of the elements (chos kyi bdag
med; dharmanairdtmya) by means of the reason, “being the consummate
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[nature]” (yongs grub; parinispanna)." Consequently, when one presents
an unestablished basis as the subject, then all cases where a thing’s be-
ing held to be [qualified by] the reason necessitates its being existent
will [incur the fault of] being fallacious reasons unestablished because
of the nonexistence of the entity of the subject, but when being held to
be [qualified by] the reason does not necessitate being existent, then the
[reason] will not be fallacious. The details of this way [of distinguishing
between faulty reasons and valid ones] should be correctly brought out.

§4.In general, the subject of an argument is of two sorts, the subject
that is the [proponent’s] own [intended] locus (rang rten chos can)* and
a nominal subject (chos can 'ba’ zhig pa; kevaladharmin).” Between these
two, the subject that is the [proponent’s] own [intended] locus is, e.g.,
when one proves to a Simkhya that sound is impermanent by means of
the reason that it is produced, for at that time one proves imperma-
nence based upon the simple [commonly recognized entity] sound. A
nominal subject is, e.g., when one proves to a Vaidesika that the space,
which is [taken by the Vaisesika to be] a real entity (dngos por gyur pa’i
nam mkha’; vastubhitikasa), is not [in fact] a permanent substance [as
they maintain it is] by means of the reason that it does not serve as the
locus for other qualities. [This is called a “nominal subject”] because, at
that time, one is not proving that being a permanent substance is located
in a real entity, space, and thus this type of space is just merely pre-
sented as the subject, but is not the locus or subject.'* Now, something’s
being a “nominal subject” means that although it might be stated as the
subject, it is not the locus of the property to be proved (sidhyadharma),
and is thus an unrelated subject. Consequently, although the nominal
subject, i.e., the stated subject [as Tsong kha pa refers to it in §2 above],
in the argument in question [against the Vaidesika] is an unestablished
basis, the subject that is the [proponent’s] own [intended] locus does ex-
ist, because at that time it is what appears to the conceptual thought
grasping the real entity space (vastubhitikisa) as excluded from the con-
trary of real space that is the [actual] subject or locus for the proof in
question. It follows that this is so, because [this appearance] is like that
[i.e., is the actual locus], due to the fact that the desire to know (shes dod:
JijAdsi) occurs once the opponent has mistakenly taken this type of space
and the [conceptual] appearance as such [a space] to be identical.”
Therefore, in order that we understand this difference between the fact
that in the argument in question the subject that is the [proponent’s] own
locus is an established basis, while the nominal subject that is presented
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in the actual words is not an established basis, [Dignaga] stated in the
Pramanasamuccaya:

With regard to the [proponent’s] own locus (rang rten la), [a
thesis is not opposed] by perceptible states of affairs, by in-
ference, by authorities or by what is commonly recognized.*

The purpose behind [Dignaga’s] not saying “the [proponent’s] own sub-
ject” (rang gi chos can; svadharmin) here but rather “the [proponent’s)
own locus” (rang gi rten), was explained in extenso in thirteen verses from
the Pratyaksapariccheda in Pramdinvaretika, verses that begin “arvatra
vadino ...sva’...""

§5.[Objection:] Then, it would follow [absurdly] that the appear-
ance as something excluded from not-sound (sgra ma yin pa las log par
snang ba) would also be the subject that is the [proponent’s] own locus
when proving that sound is impermanent by means of the reason that
it is produced, because that is what you asserted [about space].

§6.[Reply:] This is not the same, because of the following: if some-
thing is a valid reason it must be established on the basis of the subject
of enquiry in accordance with its mode of presentation (god tshul),"
and so, because the appearance to conceptual thought as something ex-
cluded from not-sound is an imagined entity (kun brtags; parikalpita),
it does not concord at all with being a product.” This follows, for it was

stated in [Tsong kha pa’s] 4Bu ma rgyan gyi zin bris:

If one is proving that sound is impermanent because it is pro-
duced, then as the exclusion gqua appearance (snang ldog),
which appears to conceptual thought as excluded from not
sound, is not a real entity (dngos po), the reason, i.c., being
produced, does not qualify it. Rather, [being produced] must
qualify the basis of the appearance (snang gzhi), i.e., sound.
This is due to the essential feature that real entities (dngos po)
are taken as the reason and property to be proved.

The [latter] necessary implication (khyab pa; vyipti) holds, because (a)
it is obvious that a conceptual appearance will not be established as the
subject of enquiry of an argument where real entities are presented as
the reason and property to be proved, and (b) it was stated in the 7Nam

nges dar tik [of rGyal tshab rje]:
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The [two cases] are not the same, because the conceptual ap-
pearance of space is the subject that is the basis ascertained as
[qualified by] the previous reason [in the argument against
the Vaidesika], but what appears to conceptual thoughe as
sound cannot be the basis that is ascertained as produced.

§7.To summarize, although we present space as the subject to the
Vaisesika, it is not the subject, but the appearance of this [space] is the
subject. And when we prove that sound is impermanent by means of the
reason, being produced, what appears as sound to conceptual thought
does not serve as the subject, rather it is mere sound itself that serves as
the subject that is the [proponent’s] own [intended] locus. The reason
for this, if one carries it as far as possible, comes down to whether there
is or is not a subject that appears concordantly (chos can mthun snang
ba) to both the Buddhist and the Vaidesika, for the Buddhist accepts
space as being a simple negation (med dgag) consisting in the mere de-
nial of obstruction and contact, whereas the Vaisesika accepts that ic is
a real entity (dngos po) that is independent (rang dbang ba) and is a pos-
itive phenomenon (sgrub pa).®

§8. [Objection:] Then it would follow that even sound would not ap-
pear concordantly to both [parties], because the Buddhist asserts that
sound is derived from the elements (‘byung gyur; bhautika), whereas the
Vaisesika asserts that sound is a quality of space (nam mkha’i yon tan;
Gkdsaguna).

§9. [Reply:] This is completely different on account of the essential
feature that, to both these [parties], a mere object grasped by the audi-
tive consciousness is established as appearing concordantly as an object
found by non-erroneous means of valid cognition (tshad ma; pramana),®
whereas in the case of case of space, if [the parties] were to search for the
designated object (btags don), they would find no object established as
appearing concordantly apart from the mere verbal designation.

§10. Moreover, the omniscient ICang skya [rol pa’i rdo rje] has said
that rGyal tshab rje maintained that the conceptual appearance (r10g
pa’i snang ba) was the subject, but that mKhas grub rje did not accept
that verbal objects (sgra don; sabdirtha) (i.c., conceprual entities] were
the subject.? And the omniscient "Jam dbyangs bzhad pa has said that
taking Primordial Matter as the subject was Dignaga’s idca, and that
Dharmakirti’s idea was to take the conceptual appearance as the subject.
However, suppose we examine their ideas carefully. Then whosoever’s
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position we might take, be it that of Dignaga and his disciple [Dhar-
makirti] or that of Tsong kha pa and his disciples [rGyal tshab rje and
mKhas grub rje], if we presented an argument like “Take as the subject,
Primordial Matter; it is not the substratum (nyer len; upidina) for its
various manifestations (rnam gyur; vikrti), because it is not perceived to
be the substratum of its various manifestations,” none would deny that
it is correct to take what appears as excluded from not-Primordial Mat-
ter to the conceptual thought grasping Primordial Matter (gtso bo dzin
pa’i rtog pa la giso bo ma yin pa las log par snang ba) as being the subject
of this argument. For it was stated in the Madhyamakéloka [of Kama-
laila]:

It is just what exists as an aspect of mind, but is metaphori-
cally designated by the infantile as external and real, that is the
subject. Therefore, one negates Primordial Matter and the
like in dependence upon that.**

§11. There is a necessary implication (khyab pa; vyipti) here [be-
tween what the passage from the Madhyamakiloka says and the fact that
the subject is a conceptual appearance], because [Kamalagila’s] words “It
is just what exists as an aspect of mind that is the subject” make it clear
that he holds the conceptual appearance to be the subject.” This is also
the case because of the following quotations. It is said in the Svartha-
numanapariccheda [of Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika):

A verbal object [can] be a dharma of three types [a basis for
cxistence, for nonexistence or for both].

[To which] [Dharmakirti’s] Svavrtsi states:
Thus, those who depend upon this subject [deliberate about
existence and nonexistence, asking whether] this object that
is represented by the word “Primordial Matter” [does or does
not have a real substratum].*

In the commentary on this [passage] Sékyabuddhi says:

\What is expressed by the word “Primordial Matter,” that alone
is the subject.
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And in [mKhas grub rje’s] #Nam grel tik chen rigs pa’ rgya misho it is said:

This means that because it is generally taught that all con-
ceptual appearances are verbal objects (sgra don; sabdirtha)”’
what appears as Primordial Matter to the conceptual thought
grasping Primordial Matter is also established as being a ver-
bal object. And in this way it is the exclusion gua basis (gzhi
ldog) of the verbal object for Primordial Matter, or [in other
words] it is just what appears as Primordial Matter to con-
ceptual thought, that is the subject of this argument.**

§12. Here an opponent might say: Take as the subject the verbal ob-
ject for Primordial Matter (gtso bo'i sgra don); it would follow that this
would be the subject of that argument [mentioned earlier], because the
appearance as Primordial Matter to the conceptual thought grasping
Primordial Matter (gtso bo ‘dzin pa’i rtog pa la gtso bor snang ba) is the
subject of that argument.

§13. [Wewould reply:] There is no necessary implication (ma khyab).

§14. [The opponent:] It would follow that there is a necessary im-
plication, because the appearance as Primordial Matter to conceptual
thought is the verbal object for Primordial Matter. .

§15. [We would reply:] Again there is no necessary implication, be-
cause there is a difference between an exclusion gua thing itself (rang
ldog) and an exclusion qua basis [of the thing] (gzhi ldog).” For it was
stated in the same [rNam Zgrel] tik chen [of mKhas grub rje]:

Therefore, the subject when one says “Primordial Matter is
not existent, because it is not perceived” is neither a real (dngos
po ba) Primordial Matter, nor is it the exclusion gua thing it-
self of the verbal object for Primordial Matter (gtso bo’% sgra
don gyi rang ldog). Why? This very appearance as Primordial
Matter to conceptual thought is asserted by the Simkhyas to
be the [actual] Primordial Matter endowed with the five qual-
ities, but in our own system we assert that it is a verbal object.
Thus, the conceptual appearance as Primordial Matter is con-
sidered to be the subject, because it is the basis of the debate
about whether [something] is or is not the Primordial Mat-
ter endowed with the five qualities.
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A differentiation between the exclusion gua thing itself (rang ldog) and
the exclusion gua basis [for the thing] (gzhi ldog) is extremely valuable
in this context.*

§16. This [point] is related to the essential feature that although the
Samkhya believes in this type of conceptual appearance, he does not be-
lieve that this appearance is a verbal object, for in [mKhas grub rje’s]
Tshad ma yid kyi mun sel it is said:

Also for the foolish opponent to say that the verbal object for
this type of [autonomous and substantially existent (rang rkya
thub pa’i rdzas yod)] self is the subject would be a proclamation
of his own faults since he accepts that the verbal object of this

type of self (de lta bu bdag gi sgra don) does not [really] exist.

§17. Thus, it is indeed correct that the conceptual appearance is the
subject, but when one is refuting an opponent’s position, one does not
have to present literally the conceptual appearance as being the subject.
Why? It is because the very Primordial Matter, permanent I$vara, au-
tonomous persons and so forth in which the opponent believes must be
explictly presented as the subjects in just the same way [as the opponent
believes in them]. Otherwise there would be the fault that Primordial
Matter and so forth would not be negated in themselves (rang ldog nas).”
For in [rGyal tshab rje’s] rNam grel thar lam gsal byed it was said:

Their thought according to the Lord of scholars, Kamalasila,
was that Primordial Matter had to be refuted by [explicitly]
taking it as the subject. Otherwise, although [the property of]
being the substratum of various manifestations might be ne-
gated, Primordial Matter would not be negated in itself (rang
ldog nas). The basis for ascertaining the reason with a pramaina
is maintained to be just the appearance as Primordial Matter

(gtso bor snang ba nyid).*

§18. [Objection:] In that case, it follows that the conceptual ap-
pearance cannot correctly be held to be the subject, because it is void of
ability to perform a function (don byed nus pa; arthakriyisamarthya).
There is a necessary implication, because whatever is void of ability to
perform a funtion cannot properly be a basis of deliberation for the per-
spicacious (rtog ldan; preksivat). In this vein, the Pramanavarttika stated:
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What point is there, for those who have such an aim, in de-
liberations about a thing that has no ability to perform a func-
tion? Why should a woman filled with desire wonder whether
a eunuch was handsome or nor?

§19. [We reply:] There is no necessary implication (mma khyab). This
is for the following reasons. The meaning of this quotation is that when
someone hopes his desired effect will ensue from some basis, then the
basis about which he deliberates must have the ability to perform the
function. Thus, [Dharmakirti] illustrates [his point abous the useless-
ness of deliberation about inefficient things] saying that it is inappro-
priate, because it would be like, for example, a woman, intent upon sex-
ual pleasure, who took as the subject [of her thought] a eunuch, and atier
[mistakenly] hearing that he could perform the acts that would give [her
pleasure], wondered whether he was handsome or not. Neonetheless, in
general, things that are void of ability to perform a function can prop-
erly be bases for [positive] proofs and negations. Indeed, the direct ba-
sis (dngos rten) for proofs and negations must inevitably be a verbal ob-
ject. This follows, because:

(a) the reason why the direct basis must be a verbal object when one
is denying that sound is permanent or proving that it is impermanent
by the reason of its being produced is also grounded in the fact* that
the conceptual thought that proves or negates relies upon verbal objects;

(b) it was said in the Pardrthanumadnapariccheda [of Pramanavdriikal,

...We accept that all [positive] proof and negation (vidhini-
sedhana) here [in practical activity (vyavabdra)] is in reliance
upon a verbal object..., which has no external basis;**

(c) when it is said that permanence is negated and impermanence is
proved with regard to sound, what is meant [here] is the performance
of the function of conceptual thought (rtog pa’i don byed), and thus, on
such an occasion, particular (rang mishan pa; svalaksana) sounds, im-
permanent things or products and so forth do not directly (dngos s1) ap-
pear to the conceptual thought that proves or negates.

In this vein, it was stated in [Tsong kha pa’s] dBu ma rgyan gyi zin bris:

‘The [Pramanajvirttika, the sense of Digniga’s statements,

states:
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However, this condition of practical designations in terms of
vhat infers (anumana) [i.e., the logical reason] and the propo-
sition to be inferrred (@numeyartha) is constructed in depen-
dence upon a difference established by means of [conceptual]

thought.”

Following this explanation, in cases where the basis must be
= real entity (dngos po), [such as when one is] proving that
sound is impermanent because it is produced or that there is
fire on the smoky hill, the direct basis (dngos rten) for these
proofs and negations is just the object that is the appearance
of sound or hill to conceptual thought as things excluded from
what they are not. Sound and hill are not, however, them-
selves direct bases, because they do not directly appear to the
conceptual thought that proves or negates.

As for the meaning of conceptual thought performing the function of
negation and proof, it is as follows. When, for example, the quality of
the subject (phyogs chos; paksadharma) is established for proving sound
to be impermanent by the reason that it is a product, then from the per-
spective of the opponent, it is as if sound is initially established and af-
ter that producthood newly depends upon sound. There is such an ap-
pearance (snang tshul), but in reality (gnas tshod la) there is no such
progeession.

Tibetan Text of the Excerpt
Sfrom the gCig du bral gyi rnam bzhag

§1.[453.2; f. 16b] gnyis pa sbyor ngag tu bkod na chos can ma grub
pa’i dogs pa ni / dBu ma rgyan gyi tshig zin ltar na / shes pa cha med
dang spyi gtso bo sogs kyang rtags sbyor yang dag gi shes *dod chos can
du bkod par mngon pas / de gzhi ma grub pa yin pas rtags de chos can
gyi ngo bo med nas ma grub pa’i gtan tshigs su mi ’gyur ram zhe na /

§2. de’i lan la mkhas pa mang pos / rtags dang bsgrub bya’i chos gnyis
char med dgag yin pa bkod na skyon med kyang sgrub pa dang ma yin
dgag bkod na ma grub pa’i rtags su "gyur zhes smras so // de ni rNam
bshad dgongs pa rab gsallas |
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rtags des* smras pa’i chos can bkag kyang skyon med pa ni rtags
dang chos gnyis ka rnam bcad tsam” yin pa’i gnad kyis so //*

zhes pa lta bu rfe yab sras kyi gsung ’ga’ zhig la brten par snang mod /
de tsam gyis dogs pa’i mtha’ sel mi nus pas ’di ltar bshad dgos te / rtags
dang bsgrub bya’i chos gnyis char ma yin dgag dang sgrub pa gang rung
bkod kyang ma grub pa’i rtags su mi 'gyur ba yang yod de / ri bong rwa
chos [454; f. 17a] can zla ba zhes pa’i sgras brjod rung yin te / rtog yul
na yod pa’i phyir zhes pa’i sbyor ba lta bu’o // ’di ’Jam dbyangs bzhad
pa’i rdo rje’i dgongs pa’o // yang ri bong rwas phug pa chos can / skyes
bu sdug bsngal bar sgrub pa’i rtags ltar snang yin te / skyes bu sdug
bsngal bar sgrub pa’i tshul gsum ma yin pa’i gtan tshigs yin pa’i phyir
zhes pa’i sbyor ba lta bu ste / ’di Tshad ma rigs rgyan gyi dgongs pa’o //
$3. de dag chos can gyi ngo bo med nas ma grub pa’i gtan tshigs su
mi ‘gyur ba’i rgyu mtshan de sgrub kyi rtags dang bsgrub bya’i chos gang
rung yin na yod pa yin mi dgos pa’i gnad kyis yin pas / des na rtags chos
gnyis kar med dgag bkod na yang de sgrub kyi rtags dang bsgrub bya'i
chos gang rung yin na yod pas khyab pa can yin na chos can ma grub
pa’i skyon du ’gyur ba yang yod de / dper na yongs grub kyi rtags kyis
chos kyi bdag med phra mo sgrub pa lta bu’o // de’i phyir gzhi ma grub
pa chos can du bkod pa’i tshe rtags su bzung ba de yin na yod pa yin dgos
phyin chos can gyi ngo bo med nas ma grub pa’i gtan tshigs ltar snang
du’gyur la/ rtags su bzung ba de yin na yod pa yin mi dgos na gtan tshigs
Itar snang du mi "gyur ba’i tshul la zhib cha legs par thon dgos so //
§4. spyir sbyor ba’i chos can la rang rten gyi chos can dang chos can
’ba’ zhig pa gnyis las / rang rten gyi chos can ni / Grangs can pa’i ngor”
byas pa’i rtags kyis sgra mi rtag par sgrub palta bu yin te / de’i tshe sgra
nyid la mi rtag pa brten [455; f. 17b] par sgrub pa yin pa’i phyir ro //
chos can ’ba’ zhig pa ni / Bye brag pa’i ngor yon tan gzhan gyi rten mi
byed pa’i rtags kyis dngos por gyur pa’i nam mkha’ rtag rdzas ma yin
par sgrub pa lta bu yin te / de’i tshe dngos por gyur ba’i nam mkha’ la
rtag rdzas brten par sgrub pa ma yin pas / de ’dra’i nam mkha’ de rten
gzhi chos can du ma song bar chos can du bkod pa ’ba’ zhig pa yin pa’i
phyir / chos can ’ba’ zhig pa zhes pa’i don yang chos can du smras kyang
bsgrub bya’i chos kyi rten du ma song bar chos can yan gar bar song ba’i
don yin pas / de’i phyir sbyor ba de sgrub kyi chos can ’ba’ zhig pa ste
smras pa’i chos can gzhi ma grub kyang rang rten gyi chos can yod pa
yin te / de’i tshe dngos gyur gyi nam mkha’ ’dzin pa’i rtog pa la dngos
gyur gyi nam mkha’ ma yin pa las log par snang ba de sgrub kyi rten
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gzhi’i chos can du song ba yin pa’i phyir / der thal / phyi rgol gyis de
’dra ba’i nam mkha’ dang der snang ba gnyis gcig tu ’khrul nas shes
’dod zhugs pa’i rgyu mtshan gyis de ltar yin pa’i phyir / des na sbyor ba
de sgrub kyi rang rten gyi chos can gzhi grub cing tshig yin la bkod pa’i
chos can ’ba’ zhig pa gzhi ma grub pa’i khyad par ’di *dra shes pa’i ched
du / Tshad ma kun btuslas /

mngon sum don dang rjes dpag dang yid ches grags pas rang

rten la’o //%

zhes rang gi chos can ma smos par rang gi rten smos pa’i dgos pa / riNam
grel mngon sum le’u las /

kun t* rgol ba bdag nyid kyi /*

zhes sogs kyi tshigs becad beu gsum gyis rgyas par [456; f. 18a] *chad pa
yin no // v

§5. ’0 na sgra ma yin pa las log par snang ba’ang byas pa’i rrags kyis
sgra mi reag par sgrub pa’i rang rten gyi chos can yin par thal / ’dod pa’i
phyir zer na

§6. mi mtshungs te / rtags yang dag yin na shes 'dod chos can gyi
steng du ’god tshul dang mthun par grub dgos pas / rtog pa la sgra ma
yin pa las log par snang ba kun btags yin pas byas pa dang mthun lugs
med pa’i phyir / der thal / dBu ma rgyan gyi zin bris las |

byas pas sgra mi rtag par sgrub pa na / rtog pa la sgra ma yin pa
las log par snang ba’i snang ldog* dngos por med pas byas pa’i riags
de la grub pa* min® gyi / snang gzhi sgra la grub® dgos te / dngos
po* rtags dang bsgrub bya’i chos su byed pa’i gnad kyis so //*

zhes gsungs pa’i phyir / khyab ste / dngos po rtags dang bsgrub bya’i chos
su bkod pa’i rtags sbyor gyi shes *dod chos can la rtog pa’i snang ba mi
jog par shin tu gsal zhing / 7Nam nges dar tik las kyang /

rtog pa la nam mkha’ snang ba sngar gyi rtags de nges pa’i gzhi
chos can yin la / rtog pa la sgrar snang ba byas par nges pa’i

gzhir mi rung ba’i phyir mi mwshungs so //*

zhes gsungs pa’i phyir /
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§7. mdor na Bye brag pa’i ngor nam mkha’ chos can du bkod kyang
de chos can du ma song bar de’i snang ba chos can du song zhing / byas
pa’i rtags kyis sgra mi rtag par sgrub pa’i tshe rtog pa la sgrar snang ba
chos can du mi ’gro bar sgra nyid rang rten gyi chos can du gro ba’i rgyu
mtshan mthar gtugs na / Sangs rgyas pa dang Bye brag pa gnyis ka’i
ngor chos [457; f. 18b] can mthun snang ba yod med la grugs pa yin te
/ Sangs rgyas pas nam mkha’ thogs reg bkag tsam gyi med dgag tu ’dod
pa gang zhig / Bye brag pas sgrub pa rang dbang ba’i dngos por *dod
pa’i phyir /

§8. 0 na sgra yang de gnyis ka’i ngor mthun snang du grub pa med
par thal / Sangs rgyas pas sgra ‘byung ’gyur du ’dod pa gang zhig / Bye
brag pas sgra nam mkha’i yon tan du ’dod pa’i phyir zhe na /

§9. shin tu mi mshungs te / de gnyis ka’i ngor nyan shes kyi gzung byar
gyur pa’i don tsam zhig ma ’khrul ba’i tshad mas rnyed don du mtchun
snang du grub pa yod la / nam mkha’ la ming tsam ma gtogs mthun
snang du grub pa’i don brags don btsal na mi rnyed pa’i gnad kyis so //

§10. gzhan yang ICang skya thams cad mkhyen pas / rGyal tshab
rjes rtog pa’i snang ba chos can du bzhed kyang / mKhas grub rjes sgra
don chos can du mi bzhed par gsungs la / kun mkhyen ’Jam dbyangs
bzhad pas / gtso bo chos can du bzung ba Phyogs glang gi dgongs pa
dang / rtog pa’i snang ba chos can du bzung ba Chos grags kyi dgongs
pa yin gsungs kyang / dgongs pa zhib tu brtag na Phyogs glang yab sras
dang rJe yab sras su’i lugs byas kyang / gtso bo chos can / rmam ’gyur
sna tshogs kyi nyer len du med de / rnam ’gyur sna tshogs kyi nyer len
du ma dmigs pa’i phyir / zhes pa’i sbyor ba 'di la mtshon na / gtso bo
"dzin pa’i rtog pa la gtso bo ma yin pa las log par snang ba rtags sbyor
de’i chos can du ’dzin rigs pa la sus kyang bsnyon du med dc / dBu ma

snang balas

byis pa rnams kyis phyi rol dang dngos po nyid du nye bar
btags pa blo la rnam pa” yod [458; f. 19a] pa nyid chos can
yin te / de’i phyir de la brten nas gtso bo la sogs pa "gog par
byed do //*!
zhes gsungs pa’i phyir /
§11. khyab ste / blo la rnam pa yod pa nyid chos can yin zhes pas

rtog pa’i snang ba chos can du ’dzin par gsal zhing / Rang don le'ur |

sgra don chos ni rnam pa gsum //*
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zhes dang / Rang ‘grellas /

de bas na chos can de la brten nas ci* gtso bo’i sgra las snang
ba’i don ’di ni/ [dngos po nye bar len pa can nam ma yin zhes
yod pa dang med pa nyid dpyod par byed do]**

zhes dang / de’i "grel bshad du / Sakya blos kyang /

gtso bo la sogs pa’i sgras brjod par bya ba de nyid ni chos can

yin la /*
zhes dang /| rNam grel tik chen rigs pa’i rgya misho las /|

de ltar rtog pa’i snang ba thams cad sgra don yin no zhes spyir
bstan pas gtso bo ’dzin pa’i rtog pa® la gtso bor snang ba’ang
sgra don du grub la / de ltar gtso bo’i sgra don gyi gzhi ldog
rtog pa la gtso bor snang ba de nyid rtags sbyor de’i chos can
vin zhes bya ba’i don no //¥

zhes gsungs pa’i phyir /

§12. de la kho na re / gtso bo’i sgra don chos can / rtags sbyor de’i
chos can yin par thal / gtso bo ’dzin pa'i rtog pa la gtso bor snang ba
rtags sbyor de’i chos can yin pa’i phyir na /

$§13. ma khyab /

§14. khyab par thal / rtog pa la gtso bor snang ba gtso bo’i sgra don
yin pa’i phyir na /

$15. yang ma khyab / rang ldog dang gzhi ldog gi khyad par yod pa’i
phyir te / Tik chen de nyid las /

des na gtso bo ni yod pa ma yin te ma dmigs pa’i phyir zhes
pa’i rtags kyi shes ’dod chos can ni / gtso bo dngos po ba yang
ma yin la / gtso bo’i sgra don gyi rang ldog kyang ma yin gyi
/"0 na ci zhe na / rtog pa la gtso bor snang ba de nyid Grangs
can [459; £. 19b] pa® dag gtso bo khyad par Inga Idan du
"dod la / rang lugs la sgra don du ’dod pas / khyad par Inga
Jdan gyi gtso bo yin min rtsod pa'i gzhi yin pa’i phyir rtog pa
'a gtso bor snang ba chos can du gzung bar byas pa yin no //*

zhes gsungs pa’i phyir / rang ldog dang gzhi ldog gi khyad par phye ba
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skabs "dir shin tu gees so //

§16. de yang Grang can pas de lta bu’i rtog pa’i snang ba khas len
kyang snang ba de sgra don du khas mi len pa’i gnad la thug pa yang
yin te / Tshad ma yid kyi mun sel |

yang blun po kha cig gis de Ita bu bdag gi sgra don chos can
yin no zhes zer ba ni / de lta bu bdag gi sgra don med par khas
blangs pa yin pas rang gi mtshang bsgrags pa yin no //*

zhes gsungs pa’i phyir /

§17. de ltar rtog pa’i snang ba chos can du rigs mod / ’on kyang pha
rol po’i ’dod pa ’gog pa na rtog pa’i snang ba tshig zin la chos can du
‘god dgos pa yang ma yin no // ’o na ci zhe na / spyi gtso bo dang rtag
pa’i dbang phyug dang gang zag rang rkya ba sogs pha rol pos gang khas
blangs pa de nyid ji Ita ba bzhin chos can du dngos su ’god dgos te / de
Ita ma yin na gtso bo la sogs pa rang ldog nas mi khegs pa’i skyon yod
pa’i phyir te / rNam grel thar lam gsal byed las |

de dag gi dgongs pa mkhas pa’i dbang po Ka ma la §i las / gtso
bo nyid chos can du bzung nas dgag dgos kyi / de min na
rnam "gyur sna tshogs kyi nyer len yin pa khegs kyang / gtso
bo rang Idog nas mi khegs par ’gyur la / rtags tshad mas nges
pa’i gzhi ni gtso bor snang ba nyid la bzhed do /%

zhes gsungs pa’i phyir /

§18. de la gal te rtog pa’i snang ba [460; f. 20a] chos can du *dzin mi
rigs par thal / de don byed nus stong yin pa’i phyir / khyab te / don byed
nus pa ma yin na rgol ba rtog ldan gyi dpyad gzhir mi rung bas khyab
pa’i phyir / de skad du rNam grellas /

don byed nus pa ma yin la //
don gnyer brtag pas ci zhig bya //
ma ning gzugs bzang mi bzang zhes //

"dod Idan® rnams kyis brtag ci phan //

zhes gsungs pa’i phyir na /
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§19. ma khyab ste / lung d¢’i don ni rang *dod pa’i *bras bu gzhi de
las "grub tu re nas dpyod pa’i gzhi la don byed nus pa dgos zhes pa yin
pas / de ni dper na ’khrig pa’i bde ba don du gnyer ba’i bud med kyis /
ma ning khyad gzhir bzung nas des skyes pa’i bya ba byed par go nas
de’i gzugs mdzes mi mdzes la dpyod pa dang ’dra bas mi ’thad ces ston
pa yin gyi / spyir dgag sgrub kyi gzhi la don byed nus stong rung bar
ma zad / dgag sgrub byed pa’i dngos kyi rten la sgra don nges can du
dgos pa’i phyir / der thal / byas pa’i rtags kyis sgra la rtag® dgag pa dang
mi rtag pa sgrub pa’i dngos kyi rten sgra don yin dgos pa’i rgyu meshan
yang / dgag sgrub byed pa’i rtog pa rnams sgra don la brten pa’i rgyu
mtshan gyis yin pa’i phyir / gZhan don le'u las |

phyi rol rten min sgra don la //

brten nas ’dir ni sgrub pa dang //

dgag pa thams cad *dod pa yin //%
zhes gsungs pa’i phyir dang / sgra’i steng du rtag pa dgag pa dang mi
rtag pa sgrub ces pa’i don yang rtog pa’i don byed pa yin pas / de’i tshe
dgag sgrub byed pa’i rtog pa de dag la sgra dang byas mi rtag sogs rang
mtshan pa dngos su mi [461; f. 20b] snang ba’i phyir / de skad du dBu
ma rgyan gyi zin brislas |

Phyogs glang gis gsungs pa’i don rNum grellas /

dpag bya dpog par byed pa yi® //

don gyi tha snyad gnas pa ’di //

shes pa la grub tha dad la //

brten nas rnam par brtags pa®’ yin //*

zhes gsungs pa ltar / gzhi dngos po dgos pa byas pas sgra mi

rtag pa dang du ba la la® me yod du sgrub pa la yang / rrog

pa la sgra dang la gnyis de gnyis ma yin pa las log par snang
ba’i don nyid dgag sgrub kyi dngos rten yin gyi / sgra dang la
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nyid dngos kyi rten ma yin te / dgag sgrub byed pa’i rtog pa
la dngos su mi snang ba’i phyir dang /7

zhes gsungs pa’i phyir / dgag sgrub rtog pa’i don byed ces pa’i don yang
dper na byas pa’i rtags kyis sgra mi rtag par sgrub pa’i phyogs chos grub
pa na / phyi rgol de’i rrog ngo na / sgra dang por grub nas de’i rjes su
sgra la byas pa gsar du brten pa lta bu’i snang tshul yod cing / gnas tshod
la rim pa de "dra med pa’i don no //.

NotEes To CHAPTER 11

The original publication contains the following statement: “This article is a re-
sult of a collaboration that took place between the authors in seminars at Lau-
sanne in May 1996 and at Ann Arbor in September 1997 as part of the ex-
change agreement between the University of Lausanne and the University of
Michigan. The authors would like to gratefully acknowledge financial support
from the two universities and from the Elisabet de Boer Foundation.”

1 Seen.17 and 7.
2 See Mimaki (1976: 60-61).

3 See, e.g., his Tshad ma rigs gter dgongs rgyan smad cha 76a1-7 (= p. 151).
Sikya mchog ldan’s position turns on the Rigs gter ba poba theory’s con-
trast between theoretical explanation ("chad pa) and pratical application (jug
pa) and especially the contrast between an object of conceptual thought as it
really is (song tshod) (i.e., a mental representation) and what we mistakenly
assume it to be (rlom tshod). See Tillemans (1995a: 869 and n. 19) and
Dreytus (1997: 161, 163, 167 et passim). Note that this latter schema, i.e.,
song tshod kyi chos can and rlom tshod kyi chos can, is applied to the problem
of asrayisiddba in a way that does not seem to coincide fully with the sva-
dbarmin and kevaladbharmin contrast. See n. 13 on svadharminvs. kevala-

dharmin.

4 Selections from his work on particulars and universals, i.e., his Rung meshan
spyi mushan gyi rnam bzhag rtsom phro, have been translated in Klein (1991).
A translation of his commentary on the Heart Siitra appears in Lopcz (1988:
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137-59). His work on the proof of the Buddha’s authority in Dharmakirti’s
PV, i.e.. the sTon pa tshad ma’i skyes bur sgrub pa’i gtam, has been translated
and studied in Tillemans (1993a). Lopez (1987) refers to many parts of
bsTan dar’s gCig du bral gyi rnam bzhag. Finally, elements of bsTan dar’s
grammatical work, the Sum cu pa dang riags jug gi don go sla bar bsdus pa’i
bshad pa skal ldan yid kyi pad ma ‘byed pa’i snang ba’i mdzod, have been stud-
ied in T. Tillemans and D. Herforth (1989).

5 CFf. MA, k. 1: nibsvabhdavi ami bhivis tattvatah svaparoditah / ekineka-
svabbavens: viyogdt pratibimbavat /). Santaraksita proposes to show that enti-
ties accepted by Buddhists as well as those advocated by non-Buddhist adver-
saries are without any intrinsic nature (svabhiva) because of being neither
one nor many different things. Skt. in Bodhicaryavataraparijiki 173, 17-18;
translation Ichigd (1985: cxxxv). Note that following rGyal tshab’s 4Bu ma
rgyan gyi brjed byang (Sarnath ed. p. 80), the refutation of partless conscious-
ness is in the context of the refutation of the Sautrantika view that the “man-
ifold is non-dual” (sna tshogs gnyis med pa). The Madhyamaka argues that the
aspects/images (rnam pa; akdra) cannot be substantially distinct (rdzas tha
dad) from each other, because they are not substantially distinct from a part-
less unitary consciousness (shes pa cha med gcig): mDo sde pa’i lugs dgag pa la /
sna tshogs gnyis med pa / sgo nga phyad tshal ba / rnam shes grangs mnyam pa’i
Iugs dgag pa'o // dang po ni / shes sogs bzhi la / shes pa geig la sngo ser dkar dmar
sogs rnan pa du ma shar ba’i tshe rnam pa de rnams rdzas tha dad min par thal
/ de rnams shes pa cha med geig dang tha dad min pa’i phyir /. Cf. MA, k. 34 et
sq.; cf. also Tsong kha pa’s dBu ma rgyan gyi zin bris 8a (Sarnath ed. p. 41;
trans. Tillemans [1984c: 365)): gal te sbyor ba 'di rang rgyud du byed na /
gahan gyis smras pa’i bdag dang dbang phyug la sogs pa dang / rang sdes smras
pa'i sdug bsngal dang / shes pa cha med kyi chos can ma grub pas / phyogs chos
ma grub par gyur bas mi ‘thad do zhe na /. The entities accepted by others in-
clude the dtman and Tévara, while those accepted by the Buddhists include
suffering, partless consciousnesses and so forth.

6 The term is an adaptation of the Indian Buddhist requirement that debate
is about what the opponent desires to know (jijfidsd, jijfidsita), i.e., whether
a certain property qualifies a certain subject. Cf., e.g., NBT a4 NB II1, 92:
pratividine hi yaj jijfidsitam tat prakarapapannam /. On the term shes dod
chos can (Yjijiiasitadharmin), see the definition in Yongs dzin rtags rigs (ed.
Onoda: 17).

7 For the varicties of asiddhabetu, see NB 111, 57 et sq. (trans. Stcherbatsky:
172fF) and in particular NB 111, 65 on dharmyasiddha; for the dGe lugs pa clas-

sification see Yongs dzin rtags rigs, p. 57, which speaks of a triple classification
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of asiddhabetu, those which are due to objective facts (don la ltos pa), due to
attitudes (blo la ltos pa) such as doubt, and those which are due to the de-
baters (rgol ba la ltos pa) having incompatible views on the nature of the sub-
ject. The “reason that is unestablished (asiddha) because of the nonexistence
of the entity of the subject” (chos can gyi ngo bo med nas ma grub pa’i gran
tshigs) is a subdivision of the first category.

8 On these two types of negation, see Kajiyama (1973: 167f.) and the refer-
ences in his n. 1. Indian Buddhist logicians had the important insight that
proving a mere negation of existence is, in its logical structure, quite different
from proving positive qualities, and that in the former case (i.e., simple de-
nial along the lines of “it is not so that Sis existent”) subject failure is not a
problem at all whereas in the latter case it is. Cf. Matilal (1970). Tibetan ex-
planations of dsraydsiddha, such as those found in dBu ma rgyan gyi zin bris
and [Cang skya grub mtha’, generally cite a passage from Kamalasila’s MA as
being the source for this idea. The quotation in question is found in MA, D.
172a6-b1, P. 188a3-6: gang la dngos po'i chos yod pa’i ngo bor sgrub par mi
dod kyi don kyang sgro btags pa’i chos rnam par gcad pa sgrub pa tsam zhig
brjod par dod pa de la ni ma grub pa nyid la sogs pa’i nyes pa brjod pa tha
snyad du yang dngos por gyur pa’i chos can mi dgos te / de ni de’ chos ma yin
pa’i phyir ro // de la ltos nas kyang de’i chos can nyid du mi ‘thad pa'i phyir ro //
de ma grub tu zin kyang bsgrub par bya ba med na de mi ‘byung ba’i gtan tshigs
mngon par dod pa’i don grub pa la gegs byed pa med pa’i phyir ro //; translated
in Lopez (1987: 358). On KamalaSila’s different treatment of asraydsiddha in
his earlier Madhyamakilamkarapanjika and in the later MA, see Kobayashi
(1989). The Tibetan dGe lugs pa treatment of the problem has been devel-
oped in detail in Lopez (1987: 168-80), Klein (1991: 118-19, 173-81, ez
passim).

In fact the central idea in the MA that one avoided asrayisiddha when the
property being proved was a simple negation was already clearly formulated
well before Kamalasila. What we find in the Indian Buddhist literature is
that Dharmakirtian commentators, like Devendrabuddhi and Sakyabuddhi, in
their explanations of PV IV, k. 136-48, emphasize the idea that subjects, like
space, taken as real (dngos por gyur pa = vastubhiita) by the opponents, are ke-
vala in nonexistence proofs where the property to be proved and the reason are
“mere exclusions” (rnam par geod pa tsam = vyavacchedamatra); in these special
cases, the subjects can be negated with impunity. Although Devendrabuddhi
himself does not gloss these “mere exclusions” by the notion of non-implica-
tive negations (prasajyapratisedha) so often invoked in Buddhist philosophy,
the transition is very natural and is, indeed, explicitly made by Sakyabuddhi:
mere exclusion means that no entity or positive property is stated, implied or

presupposed. See PVP D. 296b4 et seq. and PVT D. 269a4-5:
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gran tshigs rnam par geod pa’i ngo bo ma grub pa nyid ma yin no zhes
bya ba ni / cig car sgra sogs rgyu min phyir / zhes bya ba’i gtan tshigs
rnam par geod pa tsam gyi ngo bo med par dgag pa tsam gyi mtshan
nyid ma grub pa nyid ma yin te / dngos por gyur pa’ chos can med na
yang tha snyad pa’i chos can rnam par geod pa tsam la gnod pa med
pa’i phyir ro // “When [Devendrabuddhi] says ‘a logical reason that
is of the nature of an exclusion is not unestablished,” he means that
a logical reason like ‘because it is not the cause for [producing its
various effects like] sound etc. all at once,” which is of the nature of
a mere exclusion, i.e., which has the character of a simple
prasajyapratisedba, is not unestablished. This is because in spite of
there being no subject that would be a real entity, there is no in-
validation of the mere exclusion of the conventionally designated
subject.”

Our thanks to Mr. Ryusei Keira for making us aware of this passage from
Sikyabuddhi.

This position concerning “mere exclusion” was adopted by later Indian
writers such as Prajnakaragupta, Kamalasila and by Tibetans such as Tsong
kha pa, et al, with the further development that it was argued that when a
Buddhist logician was proving a mere exclusion, or non-implicative negation
(e.g., that such and such a pseudo-entity did not exist), the Buddhist propo-
nent’s intended subject, the svadbharmin, was just the conceptual image. (In
the case of Dharmakirti and Devendrabuddhi it is not at all clear that this
last additional development is also attributable to them. See n. 13. [Editor’s
note: see also chapter 8 in the present volume.]) Ngag dbang bstan dar shows
the rough edges and pitfalls of this Indo-Tibetan attempt to use the distinc-
tion between the two types of negation as a watertight way to delineate be-
tween harmless subject failures and genuine dsraydsiddha.

9 Unidentified in ’Jam dbyangs bzhad pa. The example purports to show
that the property being predicated of a nonexistent subject (like a rabbit’s
horn) can be a positive entity (vidhi) or an implicative negation: it need not
necessarily be a prasajyapratisedha if we are to avoid dsraydsiddha. The prop-
erty being proved here, viz., “being fit (rung ba = yogya) to be designated by
the word ‘moon,” is itself a positive entity. Ngag dbang bstan dar, suppos-
edly following ’Jams dbyangs bzhad pa, has hearkened back to the argumen-
tation found in the pratitibidha section in PV 1V, k. 109-30, NB III, PVin
11, etc., where Dharmakirti develops the idea that any word is fit (yogya) to
designate any object, the use and correctness of words depending only upon
the speaker’s linguistic intention (vivaksa). Cf. PV 1V, k.109:
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arthesv apratisiddharvar purusecchinurodhinah / istasabdiblhidbeya-
tvasydpto ‘traksatavag janap // “An intended word’s designatum
(abhidheya), which is in keeping with people’s wishes, is unrestricted
with regard to objects. Therefore, the person [i.e., the user of lan-
guage], whose speech is unopposed, is an authority here [i.e., with
regard to the designatum of the word].”

This doctrine of unrestricted yogyata is being alluded to in the present ar-
gument. Thus, a rabbit’s horn is indeed fit to be the designatum (abhidbeya)
of the word “moon,” in that there is no objective or intrinsic nature found in
words or objects that would preclude such a use.

Ngag bdang bstan dar is obviously playing with a frequently found reason-
ing (prayoga) called grags pa’i rtags (“reason based on what is commonly ac-
cepted” [grags pa = prasiddba, pratiti]). This reasoning is given in Indian and
Tibetan texts to establish the fact that sasin (i bong can, “that which has a
rabbit,” “that which is hare-marked”) is fit to be the designatum of the word
candra (“moon”). The trick is to change i bong can to ri bong rwa (“the rab-
bit’s horn”). On the Indian reasoning, see Durvekamisra’s Dbarmortara-
pradipa 184.16-17:

evam tu prayoga drastavyah yo ‘rtho vikalpavijfiinavisayah su sapmke-
tikena sabdena vaktum sakyah / yatha sikbadimdnartho vrksasabdena
/ vikalpavijhidnavisayas ca sasiti / “The formal argument (prayoga)
should be regarded as follows: “Whatever entity is the object of a
conceprual cognition, can be designated by an agreed upon word,
just like the entity having branches and so forth [can be designated]
by the word ‘tree’. Now, sasin is the object of a conceptual cogni-
tion.”” (The conclusion is that sas7n can be designated by the agreed

upon word candra.)

The usual Tibetan formulation of the prayoga is: ri bong can lu zla ba zhes
pa’i sgras brjod rung ba yin e / rtog yul na yod pa’i phyir /“That which is hare-
marked is fitting to be designated by the word ‘moon’ because it exists as an
object of conceptualization”; see Yongs dzin rtags rigs, p. 46.

10 See Tshad ma rigs rgyan 117a.

11 See Lopez (1987: 173-74). Just as it was shown that avoidance of
dsraydsiddba is possible even where the property is a positive entity, so now
Ngag bdang bstan dar shows that the reason and property being non-im-
plicative negations will not guarantee that dsraydsiddha is avoidec. To say
that the rabbit’s horn is the subtle seflessness of the elements because ic is
their consummate nature 75 a case of dsraydsiddba, even though both the
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reason and the property are simple negations. In short, it is not so that @faya-
siddha is avoided if and only if the reason and property are vyavacchedamdtra.
Ngag dbang bstan dar, to his credit, proposes a stricter criterion than had his
Indo-Tibetan predecessors: dsraydsiddha will be avoided if and only if the
reason and property do not imply existence. The innovation here is discrete,
but it represents a radically different, and even in some ways better, approach:
it turns on the sound logical insight that certain properties (like being blue,
etc.) imply existence, while others (like “being thought of”) do not, and that
subject failure will lead to refutation in all and only the former types of cases.

12 The term rang rten chos can is most likely a Tibetan invention, based on
Tibctan writers’ choice of a rather misleading Tibetan translation of the
PSV, a translation which was also reflected in the sDe dge and Co ne edi-
tions of PS 111, k. 2. See Tillemans (1984c: 42) for the details. In brief,
PSV(a) ad PS 111, k. 2cd reads de yang ma bsal ba'o // mngon sum don dang
rjes dpag dang // yid ches grags pas rang rten la’o, whereas the Peking version of
PS 11, k. 2cd and of PSV(b) have: rang gi chos can la mngon sum don dang
rjes dpag dang // yid ches grags pas ma bsal ba'o //. See Kitagawa (1973:
471-72). What happened is that major dGe lugs and Sa skya writers cited
PSV(a)’s text mngon sum ... rang rten la'o without the initial de yang ma bsal
ba'o, which they probably considered to be an independent sentence due to
its final particle. Now, we do have Sanskrit fragments of PS I11, k. 2:

svaripenaiva nirdesyah svayam isto ‘nivakrtap / pratyaksirthanuma-
ndptaprasiddhena svadharmini //“[A valid thesis] is one which is in-
tended (7sza) by [the proponent] himself (svayam) as something to
be stated (nirdesya) according to its proper form alone (svaripe-
naiva) [i.e., as a sddhyal; [and] with regard to [the proponent’s] own
subject (svadharmin), it is not opposed (anirdkrta) by perceptible
objects (pratyaksartha), by inference (anumdna), by authorities (apta)
or by what is commonly recognized (prasiddha).”

It can be seen that anirikrta = ma bsal ba, and that placing this before
mngon sum...rten la'o is an attempt to follow the Sanskrit word order, but is
virtually incomprehensible in Tibetan: hence PSV(b) and the Peking version
of PS 111, k. 2 is preferrable, also because it reads rang gi chos can (=svadhar-
min). Nonetheless, most Tibetan writers seem to have chosen PSV(a)’s read-
ing; such is the case for Tsong kha pa, Go rams pa bsod nams seng ge, Sékya
mchog ldan, but also for the earlier writer bTsun pa ston gzhon (thirteenth
century), who in his »Nam grel gyi rnam bshad gangs can gyi rgyan, p. 438
clearly gives credence to PSV(a): rang rten la'o zhes rang gi chos can smos pa la
dgos pa ci yod ... Finally not just Tsong kha pa, but rGyal tshab in his rNam
grel thar lam gsal byed to PV 1V, k. 136-48 repeatedly phrased his explana-
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tions in terms of rang rten chos can. In what is an ironic, but understandable
blunder, Ngag dbang bstan dar will subsequently on p. 455 argue that
Dignaga himself did not speak of rang gi chos can (svadharmin), but rather

rang gyi rten.

13 Ngag dbang bstan dar has introduced one of the key themes in the Indo-
Tibetan explanations of asraydsiddba, viz., the contrast between svadharmin
and kevaladbarmin. Amongst Indian authors, the starting point in their dis-
cussion of dsraydsiddha consists in Dignaga’s definition of the thesis
(paksalaksapa) in PS 111, k. 2, in particular, the specification that the thesis
should not be opposed (anirikrta) by perception and other means of valid
cognition with regard to the proponent’s own intended subject (svadharmini
“with regard to his own subject”). See n. 12. While Dignaga only spoke of
svadharmin, Dharmakirti in PV 1V, k. 13648 introduced the idca of a con-
trast between svadharmin and kevaladbharmin, the latter being a nominal or
unrelated subject, one which may be merely stated but which is not actually
what is qualified by the property to be proved. This contrast comes up again
and again in Ngag dbang bstan dar, and indeed he mentions the twelve
karikds in PV IV (not III) as being the Indian source.

Important in the philosophical background to this discussion of svadbar-
min and kevaladharmin (although not so often explicitly cited in Tibetan
texts) is Dignaga’s treatment in the Nydyamukhba of the Simkhya’s arguments
concerning Primordial Matter (pradhina) and other such postulates in the
Samkhya system. Dignaga had argued “pradhina and so forth do not exist
because they are not perceived” (na santi pradhinddayo ‘nupalabdhep) and
spoke of “non-perception being a property of an imagined object” (kalpi-
tasyanupalabdhir dharmap). See Katsura (1992: 230-31); Tucci (1930:
16-17); Sanskrit fragments in Svavrsti (ed. Gnoli: 105 and 107). This idea
of an imagined subject was then generalized by Dharmakirti to form a key
part of his apoha theory. In particular, he took the anti-Simkhya argument
in Dignaga’s NM proving the nonexistence of pradhina as well as the NM’s
phrase kalpitasyanupalabdbir dharmah o lead to the general principle in PV
1, k. 205-12, the Svavrtti and PVin I1I that the directly designated objects of
words were always conceptual representations (kalpanda); he then maintained
that although pradhina did not exist as something real and external, its con-
ceptual representation, or in other words, the verbal object (sabdartha) ex-
isted, so that the charge of @srayasiddba did not apply.

In later developments, including what we find in the dGe lugs pa positions
and clearly in Ngag dbang bstan dar, the Dharmakirtian general principle of
designata being only concepts will be combined with the svadharmin versus
kevaladharmin contrast to explain when dsrayisiddba is avoidable and when
it is not. Grosso modo, in nonexistence proofs the svadharmin is the concept
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and no more; the kevaladharmin is the pseudo-entity. Ngag bdang bstan dar
here (following Tsong kha pa and others) applies this point of view to PV
IV, k. 141-42’s discussion where the Buddhist refutes the Vaisesika’s version
of space. Thus the Vaisesika’s space becomes the kevaladbarmin, whereas the
conceptual representation of space is the svadbharmin, i.e., the subject ac-
cepted by the Buddhist himself. Although the kevaladharmin is obviously re-
futed, the svadharmin is not and hence dsraydsiddha is avoided. However,
this synthesis is arguably a later invention. Tillemans is of the opinion that
while for a writer like Kamalasila (who figures so prominently in the Tibetan
theories) this move to combine the notions of svadharmin and conceptual
subjects is present in his MA, in the case of Dharmakirti this combination is
not very likely. The karikas in PV 1V (viz., k. 141-42) that are often inter-
preted as supporting this combination are probably better interpreted differ-
ently. First of all, Prajidkaragupta’s PVBh 24 PV IV, k. 14142 clearly
specifies two interpretations of the kdrikas at stake. One advocates proving
nonexistence with regard to a subject that is “completely derived from con-
ceptual thought” (vikalpaparinisthite dharmini) and thus that the conceprual
subject is the svadharmin. The other paraphrases the controversial reasoning
about space in such a way that the svadharmin becomes a real entity accept-
able to the Buddhist, namely, the impermanent space that Buddhists them-
selves accept. See PVBh 550.18: tathdpy anityam akisam dbarmi bhavisyati.
Secondly, this latter interpretation in PVBh fits noticeably better into the
rest of the argumentation in PV IV, k. 136-48, where a completely parallel
reasoning against the Samkhya sukhadi (“pleasure, etc.” = the three gunas) is
introduced by tathaiva (“in precisely this way”) in k. 144-45. This time the
svadharmin is clearly taken by Dharmakirti as not being the conceptual repre-
sentation of sukhads, but as being the ordinary, impermanent sensations of
pleasure that the Buddhist himself acknowledges. The impression is that
reading an advocacy of the combination of svadharmin with conceptual sub-
jects into Dharmakirti is a later position that may well change Dharmakirt’s
own stance. The svadbarmin may well have been no more than an entity ac-
ceptable as real (and not conceprual) to the Buddhist himselt. And determin-
ing what this actual subject was seems to have involved paraphrasing of the
explicitly stated arguments, but had little to do with postulating conceptual
subjects. [Editor’s note: see chapter 8 in the present volume.]

14 Ngag dbang bstan dar is (correctly) simplifying the argument. As it
stands in Dharmakirti, the reasoning at stake secks to prove that space does
not have “a novel nature unproduced by other conditions,” in other words,
a permanent but real intrinsic nature. Cf. PV 1V, k. 141-42:

yatha parair anutpadyapirvaripam (1] na khidikam / sakrechabda-
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dyahetutvid ity ukte praha diisakah /] tadvad vastusvabhavo san dbarmi
vyomddir ity api / naivam istasya sidhyasya badha kicana [2] vidyate
// “When [the Buddhist] states that space, etc. do not have a novel
nature unproduced by other [conditions] because they are not
causes for [producing their qualities such as] sound, etc. all at once,
then the [Vaidesika] adversary might say that like that the subject,
space, etc., would also not have the nature of a real entity. {Dhar-
makirti’s position:] In this fashion [even though the subject is in-
validated (3)], there is in fact no invalidation of the intended
[proposition] to be proved (s@dhya) at all.”

[1] Miyasaka’s anutpidya piirvaripan is wrong; (2] Miyasaka: kvacana—
cf. Tib. ga’yang; [3] PVV evam dharmibidhane pi.

15 The argument presupposes some fundamental positions in the dGe lugs
pa understanding of apoha. In brief, the dGe lugs pa explain the conceprual
representation of real space (dngos gyur gyi nam mkba’ = vastubhbiitikdsa) as
being “what appears as excluded from the contrary of real space” (dngos gyur
gyt nam mkha’ ma yin pa las log par snang ba). They then add the additional
step that not only does the conceptual appearance/representation (snang ba)
itself appear in this way but real space itself (albeit nonexistent) also appears
(snang) as excluded from the contrary of real space. The result is that the dGe
lugs can argue that the svadbarmin, the actual dharmin that is being argued
about, i.e., the conceptual representation, appears concordantly (nmthun
snang) to both parties in the debate. However, the Vaisesika, who believes in
vastubhiitikasa, does not know that it is only a mentally invented concept
being argued about rather than vastubhiitikasa itselt. The opponent thus has
the impression that he is arguing abour actual space, while the Buddhist pro-
ponent knows that they are both only arguing about the concept. ‘This is said
to be possible because both real space itself and the representation/appear-
ance (snang ba) appear erroneously mixed together (dres nas) to conceptual
thought. An analysis of this type of argumentation is to be found in Tille-
mans (1995a); see Lopez (1987: 178-79) for tGyal tshab’s use of the same
type of argument; see Klein (1991: 35-36) on ICang skya’s and bsTan dar’s
position that “the actual object appears, mixed with its image, to thought”;
see also Yoshimizu (1997: 1107-8); Dreyfus (1992: 36 et sq.). Tillemans
stresses that the position that Xitself appears (snang ba) to the conceprual
thought about X is by and large a dGe lugs pa-gSang phu ba development,
with problematic or no antecedents at all in India. It seems to be equally re-
jected by Sa skya pas like Sikya mchog Idan; see Tillemans (1995a: 872 ez
sq.). In part, the position was facilitated by the syntactical ambiguities in the
Tibetan term snang ba, which can mean “appears,” “what appears” and “ap-
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pearance.” {Editor’s note: Tillemans (1995a) is reprinted as chapter 10 in the

present volume.]
16 See n. 12 for PS 111, k. 2cd.

17 These verses are not from the Pratyaksa (PV 111) chapter; they are from
the Pararthanumina chapter, i.e., PV IV, k. 136-48. Nor did Dignaga use
rang rten instead of rang gi chos can (= svadharmin); see n. 12. Here are some
of the principal verses amongst the twelve. Additions generally follow
Manorathanandin’s PVV:

136: sarvatra vadino dbarmo yah svasidhyatayepsitah / taddharma-
vati{1] badha syin nanyadharmena dbarmini // “Always, invalida-
tion (badha) [of the thesis] would occur in a case of [invalidation
of} the possessor of that property (dharma) that the proponent him-
self intends to prove (s@dhya), but not in the case of a subject (dharmin)
[that is qualified] by some other property.”

143: dvayasyapi hi sadhyatve sadhyadharmoparodhi yat / bidhanam
dharminas tatra badhbety etena varnitam // “Indeed, given that both
are to be proved (sadhyatva), then when invalidating the subject
negates the property to be proved, in that case there will be an in-
validation [of the thesis]. Such is what is expressed by the [words
‘his own subject’ (svadharmin)].”

147: svayam isto yato dharmah sidhyas tasmat tadasrayah / badhyo na
kevalo nanyasamsrayo veti siicitam // “It was asserted [by Dignagal
that as the property that [the proponent] intends himself is what is
to be proved (sddhya), therefore, the basis of this [property] is what
is to be invalidated, and not something nominal or the basis for a
[property] other [than the one being proved].”

[1] Read taddharmavati instead of Miyasaka’s tad dharmavati.

18 Ngag dbang bstan dar refers here to one of the three characteristics
(riipa) of valid reasons: the paksadharmatva (“[the reason’s] being a quality of
the subject”). Cf. the definition of the paksadharma(tva) in Yongs dzin rtags
rigs, p. 23:
ae sgrub kyi shes ‘dod chos can skyon med kyi steng du god tshul dang
mnthun par yod pa nyid du tshad mas nges pa | “It [i.e., the reason] is
ascertained by a pramdna to exist relative to the faultless subject of
enquiry in accordance with the mode of presentation.”

The god tshul, or “mode of presentation,” in Ngag dbang bstan dar (as in
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Yongs dzin rtags rigs) refers to the type of verb stated in the reason, i.e., the
copula yin as in e.g., byas pa yin pa’i phyir or byas pa’i phyir “because. ..is a
product” or the existential yod as in du ba yod pa’i phyir “because there is
smoke.” We thus have the possibility of yin god or yod god. The point of in-
cluding god tshul dang mthun parin the definition of the paksadharma(tva) is
a rather cumbersome way to guarantee that the subject possesses the property
of the reason in the very same way as the proponent has stated, i.e., yin or yod.

19 Ngag dbang bstan dar’s reply here and in what follows turns on the
principle that the reason must be a property of the subject, i.e., of the sva-
dharmin: in other words, the reason must be a paksadharma (see n. 18).
Now, when we prove that space is not a permanent substance, the concep-
tual representation of space is indeed not a substance, and will also be quali-
fied by the reason. Thus the paksadharmatva will hold. On the other hand, if
we are validly proving that sound is impermanent because it is produced,
then sound itself (and not the concept of sound) must be the svadharmin.
This is because sound is both impermanent and something causally pro-
duced—hence the paksadharmatva holds with regard to that subject, i.e.,
sound gua particular, rather than the concept of sound. See Lopez (1987:

175-76).

20 On the Tibetan development of the problem of chos can mthun snang ba
(“concordantly appearing subjects”) see D. Lopez (1987: 78 et passim);
Hopkins (1989); Yotsuya (1995); Tillemans (1990: 42f.); Tillemans and
Tomabechi (1995: n. 25). The term chos can mthun snang ba is a Tibetan
invention with no Sanskrit equivalent. The notion is developed by Tsong
kha pa in Lam rim chen mo, Drangs nges legs bshad snying po and other works
as a philosophical elaboration upon a section in the Bhavaviveka-Candrakirti
debate in PrP I (ed. L. de la Vallée Poussin, reprint ed.: 26. et seq.), where
Realist and Stinyavadin conceptions are argued to be radically incommensu-
rable so that there are no commonly acknowledged (ubhayaprasiddha) sub-
jects when the two parties are debating about ultimate truth—see Tillemans
(1992c: n. 5) for a translation of the passage from PrP. The issue is also
taken up by non-dGe lugs pa writers (such as Go rams pa bsod nams seng ge
in his [Tz ba'i ngan sel 41af.), but plays a particularly important, and undeni-
ably complex, role in the dGe lugs pa Svatantrika Madhyamaka system.
Ngag bdang bstan dar is presupposing an understanding of Tsong kha pa’s
position on Svatantrika. The point in the argument is delicate. Judging by
the previous discussion, bsTan dar seems to accept that the svadharmin in
the Buddhist-Vaisesika argument, viz., the concept of space, is what both
parties are actually arguing about—nonetheless this conceptual svadharmin,
as he had said earlier, could not be explicitly acknowledged by the Vaidesika
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opponent, who thinks he is arguing about real space (vastubhbitikasa). bsTan
dar then argues that space itself is incommensurable for both parties, i.e.,
given the parties’ differing respective views on what space is, a concordantly
appearing and commonly acknowledged (ubhayaprasiddha) space cannot be
what they are arguing about: space is thus the kevaladharmin and cannot be
the svadharmin. (Here one could reasonably ask if the svadbarmin, i.c., the
concept, appears concordantly to both, given their respective positions.) In
what follows, Ngag dbang bstan dar alludes to an objection in PrP that if the
Realist and Sunyavadin have no commonly recognized subject, then nor do
Buddhists and Vaisesikas when they argue about sound being impermanent
or not, given that both have different conceptions of what sound is; see PrP
(reprint ed.: 29). The dGe lugs pa reply, based on Candrakirti, is that sound,
irrespective of one’s philosophical theories, is Aeard commonly by both par-
ties, whereas space is just a purely theoretical notion without any perceptual
content in common for both parties.

21 Ngag bstan dar is arguing from a Svatantrika position where concor-
dantly appearing subjects and especially non-erroneous valid cognitions must
be possible for both parties, as this is a condition for the logical reasons being
“autonomous” (rang rgyud = svatantra). The phrase ma ‘khrul ba'i tshad ma’i
rnyed don du mthun snang du grub pa (“established as appearing concordantly
as an object found by non-erroneous means of valid cognition”) alludes to
the dGe lugs pa view that for a Svatantrika, who holds a type of limited real-
ism, a pramdna is non-erroneous in apprehending its objects as being estab-
lished by their own intrinsic natures (rang gi mtshan nyid kyis grub pa). Note
that for a Prasangika, by contrast, a pramdna can supposedly never be correct
in this way, because these intrinsic natures do not exist at all, and thus for
him all pramanas without exception would be erroneous. The incommensu-
rability berween Realist and Siinyavadin then lies in the fact that the way the
subject is established by a pramana (tshad mas grub tshul) will differ for the
two parties, the realist taking the pramipa as non-erroneous and the
Stnyavadin holding it to be erroneous. Cf. sTong thun chen mo, p. 496

(£.157b3-6):

des na mdor bsdus te go bde bar brjoa' na / rang gi mtshan nyid kyis
grub pa’i gzhal bya la ma khrul pa'i tshad mas rnyed don yin par snga
rgol phyi* rgol gnyi ga’i lugs la mthun snang du grub pa’i chos can gyi
steng du / snga rgol gang la dpag ‘dod zhugs pa’i bsgrub bya'i chos sgrub
byed kyi gtan tshigs su bkod pa / zhes pa rang rgyud kyi rtags kyi don
yin la / chos can de nyid tshad mas grub sshul snga rgol phyi rgol gnyi
ga’i mthun snang du grub pa med kyang spyir chos can de nyid snga
rgol gyi lugs la'ang tshad mas grub phyi rgol gyi lugs lu’ang tshad mas
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grub cing chos can dang phyags chos sogs phyi rgol lugs la tshad mas grub
pa’i khas blangs la “khrid nas bkod pa’i gtan tshigs ni gzhan la grags
kyi rjes dpag ces bya'o //. *Text has gyi. “So let us summarize and ex-
plain {things] in an easily comprehensible manner (5ic). The mean-
ing of ‘autonomous logical reason’ (rang rgyud kyi rtags = svatantra-
liriga) is: what is presented as a logical reason establishing the
sadhyadharma that the proponent wishes to infer on the basis of a
dharmin established as appearing concordantly (mthun snang du
grub pa) for both the proponent’s and the opponent’s traditions,
namely, [appearing concordantly] as being an entity found by a
pramana that is unmistaken with regard to prameyas established by
their own characters (rang gi meshan nyid = svalaksana). [As for ‘op-
ponent-acknowledged’ inferences:] Although the way in which chis
dharmin is established by pramanas does not appear concordandy
for both the proponent and opponent, nonetheless in general (spyir)
this dharmin is established by a pramana in the proponent’s tradi-
tion and is also established by a pramdna in the opponent’s tradi-
tion; when the logical reason is presented after we have ‘guided’
(khrid nas) the dharmin, paksadharma and so forth in terms of po-
sitions established by a pramanain the opponent’s tradition, this is
said to be an ‘opponent-acknowledged inference’ (gehan la grags kyi
rjes dpag).”

22 See Lopez (1987: 178-79).
23 Cf. n. 13 for Dignaga’s arguments against the Samkhya.

24 bsTan dar cites MA somewhat out of context, as if the quote was un-
problematically Kamalasila’s own position. In fact, it is to be found in a very
long pitrvapaksa where a logician’s position is presented, one which Kamala-
$ila replied to by drawing partial parallels with his own philosophical project
of proving ultimate lack of intrinsic nature (nibsvabhdvaia). The logician’s
position, which looks to be a type of Alikikdravida (“false images”), held
that: (a) the dharmin is said a mencal entity, but in reality is not mind and
has no real existence ac all, being only an imagined and unreal mental image
(@kdra); (b) the ordinary person erroneously conflates the image with the ob-
jects themselves; (c) mind really exists although the images are unreal. (Note
that Santaraksita and Kamalasila are usually represented in texts on philo-
sophical tenets [grub mtha’ = siddhanta] as leaning towards .Skt_yzikﬁr{{mda
[rnam bden dang mthun pa]; see Mimaki [1982: 29-31, 35].) See MA, D.
174a4—-175al:
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Ji ste thog ma med pa’i rang gi sa bon yongs su smin pa las yang dag
par byung ba'i rnam par rtog pas yongs su bsgrubs pa / byis pa rnams
kyis phyi rol dang dngos po nyid du nye bar brtags pa blo la yod pa nyid
chos can yin te / de’i phyir de la brten nas gtso bo la sogs pa gog par
byed do // de ni don dam par ngo bo nyid med kyang rnam par khrul
pat'i dbang gis phyi rol lta bu dang / gtso bo la sogs pa dang / tha mi
dad pa lta bu dang | nus pas stong pa la sogs pa’i chos mtha’ dag dang
Idan pa lta bur rtog go // de la gtso bo la sogs pa’i ngo bo nyid dgag pa
sgrub pa la gtso bo la sogs pa dgag pa bsgrub par bya ba dang / sgrub
pa dag gzhi geig pa nyid kyang grub pa kho na yin te / di ltar de nyid
byis pa rnams kyis phyi rol dang / gtso bo la sogs pa nyid du nye bar
geung ba rgol ba dang phyir rgol ba dag kyang rab rib can gyis zla ba
giyis su mthong ba bzhin du de dang tha mi dad par sems pa kho nas
tha snyad dogs pa’ phyir // de ni blos kun brtags pa yin yang de’i rnam
pa nyid kyis blo zhes nye bar ‘dogs te / di dngos su ni blo'i ngo bo yang
ma yin te [ de ni de dang mtshan nyid mi mthun pa’i ngo bo nyid du
snang ba't phyir vo // de’i phyir de ngo bo med pa nyid du rab tu
bsgrubs kyang blo ngo bo nyid med pa nyid du thal ba ni ma yin te /
de la phyi rol dang gtso bo la sogs pa’i ngo nyid dgag pa tshad mas sgrub
par byed kyi / de nyid dgag pa’i phyir gtan tshigs sbyor ba ma yin no /
... de’s phyir rjes su dpag par bya ba dang / rjes su dpag pa la sogs pa’i
tha snyad 'di thams cad ni blo la yod pa’i chos can kbo na brten nas
jug pa nyid de / rnam pa gghan mi srid pa’i phyir ro zhes bya bar ‘dod
ra/

gal te de lta yin na/ ‘o na don dam par ngo bo nyid med kyang kun
brtags pa’i chos can la brten nas dgag pa la sogs pa rab tu sgrub par byed
pa la yang gzhi ma grub pa nyid la sogs pa’i nyes pa mi jug na ci ste
nan gyis kho bo cag la klan ka tshol bar byed / ji ltar khyed don dam
pa la jug par bya ba’i phyir gtso bo la sogs pa dgag par kun brtags pa’i
chos can kho na la bsgrub par bya ba dang / sgrub pa’i sems pa rgyas
par byed pa de bzhin du kho cag kyang gzugs dang sgra la sogs pa grags
pa dag la / yod pa dang med pa la sogs pa’i ngo bo nyid du sgro btags
pa dgag par byis pa rnams la de dag sgyu ma dang / smig rgyu dang /
1mi lam dang / gzugs brnyan dang mtshungs pa nyid du ston par byed
do // de la ji ltar brtags pa’i chos can la dngos po’i ngo bo nyid du sgro
ttags pa la sogs pa bkag tu zin kyang rgol ba dang phyir rgol ba dag la
snang ba'i phyir ma grub pa nyid la sogs pa’i nyes pa mi jug pa de bzhin
du gaugs la sogs pa yang gnag rdzi’i chung ma yan chad kyi skye bo la
snang ba'i phyir ji ltar ma grub pa nyid du gyur /).

“{Objection:] It is just something existing in the mind that is the
subject, [something] established by conceptualisations stemming
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from the ripening of their own beginningless [karmic] tendencies
[and] which is metaphorically designated by the infantile as being
external and real. Thus it is with reference to that [fictional mental
existent] that one negates pradhana and so forth. Although that
[mental existent] does not ultimately have any nature, still, due to
error, it is conceived of as if it were external, as if it were not dif-
ferent from pradhina and the like, and as if it had all the various
properties like being void of efficacy and so forth. In that case, when
we negate the natures of pradhina and so forth, the sadhya consist-
ing of negations of pradhdina, etc. and the sadbana [for these nega-
tions] not only have the same locus but are in fact established. This
is because the infantile grasp this [mental existent] alone as being
external and as being pradhana, etc. and the proponent and oppo-
nent both apply conventional designations simply because they think
that this [mental existent] is not different from [the pseudo-entities
themselves], just as when a person suffering from [the eye-disease]
timira sees the moon as two. Although this [mental existent] is
something [merely] imagined by the mind, it is metaphorically des-
ignated as the mind due to its being an image. In reality, however,
it is not of the nature of the mind, in that it appears as something
different in character from the [mind]. Hence even though it is ac-
knowledged that this [mental existent] is without any nature, it
does not follow that the mind is without nature. In that case, the
negations of natures such as the external and pradhina, etc. are
proven by means of a pramana. But one does not apply the logical
reasons in order to negate the [mind] itself....Consequently, all
these conventions, like inferable objects (anumeya), inferring [rea-
sons) (anumdna) and so forth, operate only in reliance upon sub-
jects existing in the mind. Any other way is impossible.

[Reply:] Suppose this were so. Now, even when one proved nega-
tions and so forth in reliance upon imagined subjects, though they
be ultimately without any nature, no fault like asrayasiddba, etc.
would be committed. So then why direct your criticisms so vocif-
erously against us! Just as you develop ideas of sadhya and sidhana
in reliance upon imagined subjects in order to negate pradhanaetc.
so that you may have access to the ultimate, in the same fashion we
too, in order to negate superimpositions of natures like existence
and nonexistence, etc. upon commonly recognized things like form
and sound, demonstrate to the infantile that these [commonly rec-
ognized things like form, etc.] are like illusions, mirages, dreams
and reflections. In that case, just as [for you], even though [you] do
negate the superimposed nature of being a real entity with reference

279
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to imagined subjects [like pradhana, etc.], there are no faults like
[dsraya-]asiddha[hetu] because these [subjects] appear to both the
proponent and the opponent, so too, since form and so forth also
appear to everyone from cowherds’ wives on up, how is it that they

would be unestablished (asiddbha)?”

25 See n. 24.

26 Ngag dbang bstan dar has truncated the passage from the Svavreti. The
additions to our translation follow the missing portions of the Sanskrit and
Tibetan of the Svavrsti. Note that it is clear from the Sanskrit that Ngag
dbang bstan dar is wrong in reading spyi gso bo i sgra, and that the reading
(= kim) grso bo'i sgrain the bsTan gyur is the correct one. Ngag dbang bstan
dar seems to have been seduced by the homonymity of spyi and ¢, plus the
fact that pradhina is usually rendered as spyi gtso bo by indigenous Tibetan
authors of the dGe lugs school. Our translation of the quotation follows the
Svavrtt?'s Sanskrit and the Tibetan in the bs7an gyur, which must yield a
different understanding from that of Ngag dbang bstan dar himself. Unfor-
tunately, it is difficult to guess how the latter would have understood the
passage. But a natural reading of bsTan dar’s version of the Svavrtti passage
would be something like: “Thus, in dependence upon this subject, this ob-
ject that appears due to the word pradhana...”

27 “Verbal object” (sgra don; sabdirtha) is, for a logician, always a conceptu-
ally created entity, one having no real existence. Cf. PV 111, k. 287ab:
Sabdirthagrihi yad yatra taj jianam tatra kalpana //. “Wherever consciousness
apprehends a verbal object, it is conceptual.”

28 On gzhi ldog and the argument at issue, see n. 30.

29 See n. 30.

30 The term ldog pa (=vydvreti) is a pivotal term in the Indian and Tibetan
apohba theories of meaning; see Tillemans (1993a: 69-70, n. 6) for explana-
tions and references to PV . The fundamental idea is that the object directly
designated by a word for Xis a conceptual construction proceeding by exclu-
sion of all which is non-X. As for rang ldog and gzhi ldog, these are terms
whose Indian origins, if indeed they have any, seem quite obscure. The terms
figure preeminently in the bsdus grwa literature (and hence in dGe lugs pa
pramina commentaries) as part of a scholastic category of different sub-types
of the Indian logician’s notion of wydvret, including also don ldog (“exclusion
qua object”) and spyi ldog (“exclusion qua universal”). Given their place in a
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licerature heavily influenced by the Tshad ma bsdus pa texcs of gSang phu tra-
ditions, it is not unlikely that the interpretation of these four subvarieties of
vyavrtti, and possibly even their origin, is due to the gSang phu traditions
stemming from Phya pa chos kyi seng ge. See, e.g., the third chapter of Yongs
dzin bsdus grwa chung, the chapter concerning ldog pa ngos ‘dzin “recogniz-
ing exclusions” (in T. Kelzang and S. Onoda, eds., 1985). The argumenta-
tion in Ngag dbang bstan dar turns essentially on the distinction between
knowing an object Xas being simply an Xitself (rang), and knowing an in-
stance, or basis (gzhi), of Xbut under some other name or description—the
first case is that of rang ldog and the second gzhi ldog. Thus, for example, the
rang ldog pertaining to a vase (bum pa’i rang ldog), is just the vase and not,
e.g., some particular bulbous golden object that is able to carry water—the
latter would be a gzhi ldog of vase. In the context at hand, a Buddhist and a
Samkhya, when arguing about Primordial Matter, are both arguing about a
mere concept of Primordial Matter, i.e., a verbal object (sgra don). Nonethe-
less they cannot be arguing about the rang ldog of the verbal object (sgra don
gyt rang ldog) of Primordial Matter because this would mean that both know
the verbal object to be just a verbal object, i.e., a conceptually and verbally
created fiction; clearly, the Samkhya does not know this, but thinks that Pri-
mordial Matter is more than just a verbal object, because it is for him fully
real. Thus they are both thinking and arguing about a type of verbal object,
but one that both parties don’t consciously recognize as such—hence the in-
sistence on the subject of their deliberations being the gzhi ldog of a verbal
object. See also n. 15 on the dGe lugs pa idea of an object (like Primordial
Matter, etc.) and its conceptual representation appearing “mixed” (‘res nas
snang ba) and hence indistinguishable to the opponent.

31 Literally, “from their exclusions gua the things themselves.” On rang
ldog, see n. 30. On the argument at stake, see n. 32.

32 The point is that if we explicitly presented the subject as being something
along the lines of the concept of Primordial Matter, and not Primordial Mat-
ter itself, we would not actually succeed in refuting Primordial Matter. The
argument would not tell against the Samkhya opponent, who is convinced
that there really is such an entity and that it is 2 fortiori not a mere concept.
On the other hand, when we establish by means of a pramdpa that the rea-
son is a property of the subject (paksadharma), then the subject can only be
the conceptual construct, i.e., only the appearance as Primordial Matter (gtso
bor snang ba nyid). The argument at stake is, in effect, that both the kevala-
dharmin and svadbharmin have their purpose: the former assures that the refu-
tation presents the subject as the opponent conceives it, while the latter is
the proponent’s actual subject that will serve as the basis upon which will be
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assessed the three characteristics of the logical reason. Finally, note that we
cannot say with any certainty which exact passage(s) from the MA rGyal
tshab rje had in mind.

33 Literally: “the reason... (... rgyu mtshan yang)...is also due to the reason
(rgyu mtshan gyis yin).”

34 PV 1V, k. 228bcd. The whole kdrika reads:

tasmdid @ritya sabdirtham bhavabhivasamasrayam / abihyéasrayam
atrestam sarvam vidhinisedbanam // Tib.: de phyir dngos dngos med
rten can /] phyi rol rten min sgra don la // brten.nas dir ni sgrub pa
dang // dgag pa thams cad ‘dod pa yin // “Therefore, we accept that
[positive] proof and negation here [in practical activity (vyavahare)]
in reliance upon a verbal object, which is the basis for being and
non-being [and] which has no external basis.”

For the interpretation of the compounds samasrayam and abahyasrayam,
see PVV: tasmdc chabdasyartham aropitababiripam anyavyavacchedam
abahyasrayam bahyavisayarabitam ya eva bhavabhavayor vidhipratisedhavi-
kalpapratipidyayor samdsrayas tam dsritya vyavahare sarvam vidhini-
sedhanam istam //.

35 'The karikd is closely related to the well-known fragment attributed to
Dignaga’s Hetumukha and cited in PVSV (Gnoli: 2-3): sarva eviyam
anumdndnumeyavyavahiro buddhyaridhena dharmadbarmibbedena. Note
that the Tibetan of k. 183c reads shes pa la grub “established in/for thought,
whereas the Pramanavarttikavreti (PVV) reads pratyayena vikalpake-
natkavydvyttimatravisayena samsiddham. . .“established by means of concep-
tual thought, which has as object only an exclusion of unity.” Finally, note
that Manorathanandin in PVV takes a7tha as going only with anumeya, i.e.,
anumeydrtha, which is also in keeping with PV Tib. Cf. PVV ad k. 183: ato
numanahetutvid anumanasya lirigasyinumeyarthasyanayor upalaksanatvat (
dharminas ca vyavahdrasthitis tv iyam...

36 dGongs pa rab gsal: des. bsTan dar: de’i.
37 bsTan dar omits tsam.
38 dBu ma dgongs pa rab gsal 200a.

39 bsTan dar: bor.
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40 PSV(a) ad PS 111, k. 2cd. See n. 12.
41 PV Tib.: tu. bsTan dar: du.

42 PV 1V, k.136. See n. 17.

43 dBu ma rgyan gyi zin bris 10a and other editions in Tillemans (1984c:
385): snang ldog. bsTan dar: snang ldog dang.

44 Zin bris. grub. bsTan dar: sgrub.

45 Zin bris. min. bsTan dar: ma yin.

46 Zin bris. grub. bsTan dar: sgrub.

47 Zin bris 10a and other editions: dngos po. bsTan dar: dngos pos.

48 dBu ma rgyan gyi zin bris 9b-10a. See Tillemans (1984c: 385).

49 rNam nges dar tik, f. unidentified.

50 rmam pa not in Peking and sDe dge editions of MA. See n. 24.

51 P. 190a, D. 174a. See n. 24.

52 PV 1, k.205¢cd: sabdarthas trividho dharmo bhiavabhivobhaydsrayah //.
53 Swvavrtti Tib.: ci. bsTan dar: spyi. See n. 26.

54 PVSV ad PV 1, k.206 (P. 477a3-4; D). 321a2): de bas na chos can 'di la
brten nas ci gtso bo'i sgra las snang ba’i don 'di ni [dngos po nye bar len pa can
nam™ ma yin zhes yod pa dang med pa nyid dpyod** par byed do] /. (*P. omits
nam.**P.D. spyod) Skt. ed. Gnoli p. 106: tad atra dharmini vyavasthitah
[sadasattvam cintayanti] (1) kim ayam pradbanasabdapratibhasy artho
[bhivopidino na veti]/. See n. 26.

55 PVT P. 279b7, D. 238a3.

56 rNam grel tik chen: gtso ‘dzin rtog pa.

57 Vol. tha 149a.
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58 riNam grel tik chen reads gangs can pa, which is surely wrong.
59 rNam grel tik chen vol. tha 149a-b.

60 151b.

61 95b-96a.

62 PV Tib.: dod ldan (= kaminyih). bsTan dar: rog ldan.

63 PV 1, k. 211: arthakriyisamarthasya vicaraih kim tadarthinam / sapdhasya
ripavairiipye kiminyah kim pariksaya /.

64 bsTan dar: rtags.

65 PV 1V, k. 228bcd: [tasmdd] dsritya sabdartham [bhavabhivasamasrayam] /
abahydsrayam atrestam sarvam vidhinisedhanam /. See n. 34.

66 PV Tib., Zin bris yi. bsTan dar: dag.
67 PV Tib, Zin bris. brtags pa. bsTan dar: dag pa.

68 PV 1V, k. 183: anumaninumeyirthavyavahdirasthitis tv iyam / bhedam
pratyayasamsiddham avalambya prakalpyate //. The text of PV Tib. cited in

>« .

dBu ma rgyan gyi zin bris shows none of bsTan dar’s “variants.”

69 See Tillemans (1984c: 385, n. 12) on du ba la la. bsTan dar: du bas la.
Zin bris9b: du ba la.

70 9a-b. Tillemans (1984c: 384).
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A few clarifications. (a) When pages from the main body of the text are indicated,
corresponding notes are not mentioned if they only provide bibliographical ref-
erences. Notes are generally mentioned when the information given is more sub-
stantial. (b) Some terms have multiple translations of more or less equal accu-
racy. This inelegance came about because the reprinted essays were written over
a longish time span. It seemed best to leave translations of technical terms as
they were. (c) Page references with an asterisk provide the most complete or im-
portant treatment of the term in question.

A
A lag sha ngag dbang bstan dar, 89, 114 n. sec also ma khyab pa’i mu
39, 145 N. 41 adhyavasaya (determination), 209-11, 221,
on dsrayisiddha, 173, 180, *chap. 11 passim 222,228 n. 2, 229 n. 3§, 240 n. 25,
on the Buddha’s authority, 31, 35 n. 17 243-44 0. 29
on explicit objects of expression and adrsyanupalabdhibetu (reason chat
explicit expressions, 232 n. 13 consists in the nonperception of an
on the mode of presentation (god imperceptible thing), chap. 7 passim
tshul), 274-75 n. 18, in Dharmakirti’s PVin, PV and PVSV,
research on his works, 249, 265-66 n. 4 15657, 159, 160, 167 n. 9,
abhiminamdtra (mere inflated misconcep- 168 n. 13
tion), 216, 221, 222, 231 n. 12, 233 n. 14 and inaccessible things (viprakrstarthald, -
abhbranta (non-erroneous), 8, 1011, 15556
50 n. 9, 215, 253 . invalid use of, 153
in Yogacira perspective, 21 n. 16 E. Steinkellner’s views on, 153, 158-60,
in Svatantrika position, 276 n. 21 164 n. 6, 167-68 n. 11, 168 0. 12
sce also bhranti/bhranta major Tibetan developments of, 153-55,
abhitaparikalpa (unreal conceptual 161-63, 164-66 n. 7,167 n. 8
construction), 196 valid use of, 15355
abhyupagama (acceptance) dgama (scripture), 27, 30, 33 A1, 1, 4243, 152
of a scripture, 34 n. 14, 37, 44, 45 acceprance (abhyupagama) of,
of a treatise as indicating that all within 34 N. 14, 37, 44> 45
the treatise is the sidhya, 57, 59 and the goals of man, see purusirtha
of a thesis as not relying on a treatise, judged immaculare, 35 .15, 38,
see Sdsatranapeksa 48n. 4
see also dgama and perception and infesence, 2--3, 27
abstract entities, 3—4 and supersensible matters, 11
adarsanamatra (merely not seeing see abso threcfold analysis of scripture
[a counterexample]), 54, 61 1. 5, see also sastra
105, 126, 127 see also sdstrapapeksa
see also counterexample sce also dgamdsritinumana
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sce also dpta/aptavacana
Agamasritanymana (scripturally based
inference), *28-30, chap. 2
passim, 48 n. 2
as turning on an inductive argument, 30
as “inference-like-any-other,” 37, 40
accepted “because there is no other
way,” 11--12, 42, 43, 64—65 n. 17
as understood by Tsong kha pa,
37-40, 48 n. 4
and pragmatism, 11
see also yid ches pa’i rjes dpag
dkdra (image, likeness), 244 n. 32
sec also pratibhasa
dkdsa (spacc), 173, 17778, 179, 180,
272 n. 13, 27273 N. 14, 253
as a conceptual subject, 252-53, 272
n. 13, 275-76 n. 20
as an example, 13
as a sapaksi, 109-10 n. 22
as a vipaksa, 98
see also vastubhiitikisa
dkisaguna (a quality of space), 57, 60, 253
alikikdravada (the position that images
[appeating to cognition] are
false), 277 n. 24
anaikdntikahetu (uncertain reason), 98, 99
see also asadbdraninaikantikahetu
anirdkrta (not opposed), 56, 62 n. 11, Gs,
86 n. 19, 172,183 n. §, 252,
271N, 13,270 n. 12
antadvaya (two extremes), 13435
antarvydpti (intrinsic entailment),
96-97, 102, 111-12 N. 33
antarvydptivida / antarvyaptividin
(the position that entailement is
intrinsic), 13, 96-97, 100,
T01--2, 106, I1§ 1. 42
anumana (inference), 2, 6, 28, 32, 37, 39,
54, 59, 153, 156, 172, 175, 212, 221,
222,240 n. 24
as erroneous (bhrinta), 8-9, 11, 209-10
functioning due to the force of real
entities, see vastubalapravrtta-
numdana
as intrinsically being a valid means of
cognition, 6
inference-for-oneself, sce
svdrthanumana
inference-for-others, sce
pardrthanumaina
objective (rastutas), 43, 44, 45
opponent-acknowledged, 276-77 n. 29
as a weak form of correspondence, 911
scripturally based inference, see
agamdsritanumana

anumeya (what is to be inferred,
inferendum), 71, 76, 91, 108 n. 15,
246 n. 37,279 n. 24
anupalabdhi (nonperception, non-
apprehension), 53-54, 160, 176, 179
see also adarsanamatra
see also anupalabdhibetu
anupalabdhibetu (reason consisting in
nonperception), 35 n. 15, 48 n. 2,
165 1. 7, 167 n. 8, chap. 7 passim
the standard account in Dharmakirti,
153, 15658
gTsang nag pa and Bu ston on, 161-62
in the case of imperceptible things,
see adrsyanupalabdhibetu
in the case of perceptible things,
see dréyanupalabdhibetu
Sa skya pandita on, 161, 162-63
Sakyabuddhi on, 158
anvaya (co-presence), 49 n. 5, 89, 90, 93,
97, 99, 100, 104, 105, 108 n. 15,
11415 N. 41, IS n. 42, 128, 138 n. 4,
142 n. 29
see also vyapti
apoha (exclusion), 3, 4, 95, 118, 132, 133,
18 n. 1, 163-64 n. 4, 209, 234 0. 15,
236 n. 19, 265 N. 3, 271 n. 13, 280 n. 30
applied to the problem of asrayasiddba,
174, 176, 179, 181, 273 n. I§
the difficult point in the dGe lugs pa
tradition, 144—45 0. 41, *211-27,
228-29 n. 3
see also vydvrttilldog pa
Apostel, L., 119
aptaldptavacana (authority, authoritative
speech), 2728, 4142, 50 n. 9, 56,
60, 65 n. 18, 172, 269 n. 9
sce also tshad ma'i skyes bu
see also yid ches pai rtags
Arcata, 53
Aristotle, 20 n. 15, 69, *77-81, 87 n. 20,
87 n. 22, 119, 193, 195
arthakriyd (pratical efficacy, goal accom-
plishment), *6-7, *19 n. 6, 211, 223
capacity for (arthakriyasimarthya), 211,
256-57
confirmation of (arthakriyasthiti),
*6-7,19n.6
arthipaiti (presumption), 72~73, 80, 83
n. 7, *83-84 n. 10
arthasimanya. See don spyi
Aryadeva, 27, 30-33, 33-34, 189, 195
asadharapanaikantikabetu (reason which
is uncertain because of being too
exclusive), 89, *107 n. 8, chap. 5,
passim
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A lag sha ngag dbang bstan dar on 89
and antarvydpti (intrinsic entailment),
97, 99, 101-2
and bahirvyapti (extrinsic entailment),
97, 1012
Dharmakirti’s position, 99, 104—6
Dignaga on, 99, 104~
Dignaga’s version psychologized,
99-100 .
Jinendrabuddhi and Sankaranandana
on, 1112 n. 33
Nya dbon kun dga’ dpal on, 96,
*111-12 n. 33
Ratnakaraganti on, 97, 111-12 n. 33
rGyal tshab rje on, 101-2
rTags rigs on, 113-14 n. 39
Sa skya Pandita on, 90
Se ra rje btsun chos kyi rgyal mtshan
on, 97-99
see also sapaksa
Asian philosophy, 18889, 191
see also Indian logic
asiddhabetu (unestablished reason),
266-67 n. 7
asraydsiddha (unestablished basis),
171-76, 180-81, 182 n. 4, 183 n. §,
chap. 11 passim
see also kevaladharmin
see also svadharmin
atyantaparoksa (radically inaccessible
things, supersensitle matters), 11,
*29-30, 32, 34 n. 13, 35 n. 15, 37-39,
42-47, 50 n. 9, 65 n. 17
Aufhebung, 17
Austin, J.L., 9, 20 n. 14
authority. See dptalaptavacana
avastubhiita (unreal), 174, 177. 178
avinabhava (necessary connection), 104
sce also svabhdvapratibandha
avisamvddakatva (trustworthiness, non-
belying), 6, 19 n. 6, 27-28, 30, 31,
33 n. 1, 35 n. 15, 38, 40, 41—45, 50 N. 9

B

bidhaka (invalidator), 152, 164 n. 5

badhakapramina. See sadhyaviparyaye
badhakapramina

bahirvyapti (extrinsic entailment), 97, 102

Barth, EM,, 119, 140 n. 12

bead shes/dpyad shes (subsequent cognition),
155, 160, 165 n. 7, 166 n. 7, 167 n. 8

bden par grub pa (truly established),
135-37, 147 1. 50, 148 n. 54, 197

Belnap, Nuel, 197

Beth, Evert Willem, 187

Bhartrhari, 196, 234 n. 15

bhava (real entity), 197, 202 n. 19, 203 n. 25,

227-28 n. 2, 237-38 n. 21, 282 n. 34
Bhavaviveka, 13, 197, 275 n. 20
Bhavyarija, 212-13

- bhranti/bhranta (error), 8-11, 20 n. 15,

209-10
as conflation of image and object,
277-79 n. 24
hierarchy of, 222-23, 243-44 n. 29
and vikalpa, 21 n. 16, 209~11, chap. 10
passim
theory of unconscious, 209-10, 211,
216, 220-21, 243—44 N. 29
see also log shes
blo rigs (varieties of cognition), 118
Bochenski, Innocentius, 79, 131, 187
Bronkhorst, Johannes, 20-21 n. 16, 196
Brouwer, L. and A. Heyting, 194
bsdus grwa (Tibetan Buddhist debate
logic), 3, 4, 15-16, chap. 6 passim,
on apoha, 144 n. 41, 215-16, 280-81 n.
30, see also vydvrttilldog pa
and the catuskoti, 13438
as a debate logic, 119-20
and Dharmakirti, 125-27
and ex falso sequitur quodlibet, sce ex
falso sequitur quodlibet
and formal logic, 139—40 n. 9, 145-46
n. 44
history of, 117-18
and Phya pa Chos kyi seng ge, 117, 138
n. 4, 281 n. 30
and pervasion, 127
previous research on, 119
and quantification, 15, *121-25
the quirky character of, 132-33, 14546
n. 44, *224-25, 245-46 n. 36
semantic aspects of, *129-33, 218
and suppositio, sce suppositio
and universals, 229-30 n. 6
use of variables in, 121-24
bsdus pa (cpistemological summaries),
215, 238 n. 22, 280-81 n. 30
of Phya pa, 11718, 212, 220, 230 n. 6,
230 n. 7, 237 n. 21
bSe ngag dbang bkra shis, 118, 139 n. 6
bsgrub tshul (proof mode), 93
bsTan dar lha ram pa. See A lag sha ngag
dbang bstan dar
bTsun pa ston gzhon, 183 n. 5, 270 n. 12
Bu ston rin chen grub, 161-62
Buddha, 2
miraculous powers of, 31
as knower of supersensible facts, 11-12,
35 n. 15, 38, 166 n. 7
as person of authority, 28, 31-32
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correctness of his teaching on voidness

used as an example, 35 n. 17
as not truly existing, 19, 205 n. 31
Buddhist Hybrid English, 4
Buddhist logic/epistemology, 80-81, 151,
212, 218, 201 Nn. 13, 220-21, 224, 234
n. 15,267 n. 8
as deviant or non-deviant, 17, 118,
*187—-200

as term for a philosophical school, 1-2,

191-92
see also tshad ma
see also validity
Bugault, Guy, 195, 203 n. 25
Buridan, Jean, 18, n. 1

C
Candrakirti, 35 n. 17, 134, 147 n. 50, 202
n. 19, 204-5 n. 31, 275-76 n. 20
Carvaka, 62 n.13, 87 n. 19
catuskoti/mu bzhbi (tetralemma),
_ *189-200, 110 n. 22
Aryadeva’s description of, 133-34, 189
in Indian Madhyamaka, 133-34, 189
interpreted as therapeutic use of
language, 190
as locally deviant, 194~95, chap. 9
passim
C. Octke’s modal interpretation of,
204 n. 27
and quantification, 197—200
and real entities (bhdva), 197
D.S. Ruegg on, 134, 203 n. 25
in Tibetan Madhyamaka, 13438, 197
translated into formal logic, 199-200

translated into intuitionist logic, 201 n. 7

translated into propositional calculus,
190
and the two truths, 195, 196, 199
see also antadvaya
see abo deviant logic
see also Middle Path
see also skur debs kyi med mtha’
see also sgro ‘dogs kyi med miha’
certainty. Sec niscayalniscitalnges pa
chad pavs. jug pa (theoretical explana-
tion vs. practical application), 220,
*235-36 n. 19, 265 n. 3
see also song tshod kyi chos can
see also rlom tshod kyi chos can
chos can, 249, 25152

as appearing concordantly, see chos can

mthun snang ba

in bsdus grwa logic, 129-30

as powerless (nus med), see quantifica-
tion, redundant
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and singular quantification, 122-24
as subject of enquiry, 108 n. 15, 249,
274 n. 18
as topic marker, 121-22
see also dbarmin
chos can mthun snang ba (concordantly
appearing subjects), 249, 253, 273
n. 15, *275-76 n. 20, 276-77 n. 21
chos de (“that dharma” = variable for
propositions), 121
Chos kyi rgyal meshan. See Se ra rje
besun chos kyi rgyal mtshan
ci'i phyir (“why?”, i.e., a possible
response in debate logic), 120
conceptual thought (vikalpa, kalpana),
3, 8-9, 209~11
and apoba, 110 n. 27, 144 n. 41, 273 n.
15, see also vydvrsi/ldog pa
binary structure of, 203 n. 25
conceptual appearance, see rtog pa’
snang ba
as correlated with particulars,
20-21 n. 16
dGe lugs pa definition of, 239—40 n. 22
Dharmakirti’s definition of, 238-39 n. 22
and the dbarmin, 173~77, 178-80,
*251-58, 268 n. 8, 272 n. 13, 275
n. 19, 275-76 n. 20
as indirectly related to particulars,
227-28 n. 2, 240 n. 25, 257
as “mirroring” real entities, 223-24,
244~45 1. 32
as unreal construction
(abbiitaparikalpa), 196
and the verbal object (Sabdartha),
175-76, 184 n. 13, 250, 255-57,
268-69 n. 9, 271-72 n. 13, 280 n. 27
in Yogacara perspective, 21 n. 16
sce also abhiminamatra
see also bhrantilbhranta
see also don spyi
see also dres nas snang ba
see also rlom tshad kyi chos can
see also song tshod kyi chos can
wndusnons, 45, 100
as absent in pardrthanumana, 69—70, 193
known through arthapatti, 72-73, 77,
79~81, 84 n. 10
as necessary in syllogisms, 70, 77-79
Naiyayika’s statement of, 81-82 n.2
negative, 191
see also pardrthanumana, two-
membered
see also syllogisms, enthymemes
congruence. See truth, theories of
consequentiae, in Medieval logic, 128
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contradiction. See virodhalviruddha
Conze, Edward, 1718, 195
correlation. See truth, theories of
correspondence. See truth, theories of
counterexample, 12, 21 n. 17, 54, 100

in bsdus grwa logic 120, 124, 128,

142 n. 26

in Dharmakirti, 12527

see also adursanamatra

see abso induction, problem of

see also ma khyab pa’i mu

see also wyapti

D
de la Vallée Poussin, Louis, 141, n. 17, 190
determination. See adhyavasiya
Devendrabuddhi, 104, 106, 127
on conceptual thought and error,
228n.2
on confirmation of practical efficacy,
6-7,19 n. 6
on the definition of the thesis, 58,
65 n. 18
on nonexistent subject terms and
kevaladbharmin, 173, 182 n. 4
on proving mere exclusions (vyava-
cchedamatra), 173, 267-68 n. 8
deviance. Seelogic, deviant
debate logics, 11920
see also bidus grwa
dgag bya (what is being refuted, negan-
dum), 135, 14748 n. 54, 16465 n. 7
dGa’ Idan pa, 211
see abso dGe lugs pa
dGe bshes ngag dbang nyi ma, 109 n.
19, 118, 138 n. 4
dGe ’dun grub pa, 125, 141 n. 17, 213,
216, 229 n. 3, 239 n. 22, 250
on adrsyanupalabdbibetu, 152, 160,
167 0. 8 '
dGe lugs pa, 152, 154
on adrsyanupalabdhi, 154—56, 162-63
on apn}m, *211-27, 273 n. 15, 280-81
n. 30
on asadhiraninaikintikahetu, 89,
97-102
on asiddbabetu, 266-67 n. 7
on dsrayisiddha, 271-72 n. 13, 27576
n. 20, chap. 11 passim
conservative interpretation of
scripture, 47
and debate logic, 117, 119-38
on the definition of conceptual
thought (kalpand), 238—40 n. 22
on error, 243—44 N. 29, 276=77 0. 21
on supaksa, 89, 92-101, 103—4

on universals, 16364 r. 4, 212,
*214~20, 222-24, 226, 242~43 n. 28
see also under individual dGe lugs pa
authors’ names
Dharmakirti, 47, 106 n. 1
on adysyanupalabdhibetu, 151, 153,
15561, 168 n. 13
on apoba, 209-11, 271 11. 13
on arthakriydsamartha, 256-57
on arthasamdnya, 163-64 n. 4, 234 n. 15
on dsraydsiddha, chap. 8 passin, 24748,
252, 254, 271-72 0. 13, 274 . 17
on the definition of the thesis, §3-54,
*56-59, 60, 6263 n. 13, 63 n. 14, 65
n. 18, 65-66 n. 19
on error, 223
on pum‘rtbdnumdm. 65-73, 77, 79-81
on the relationship between particulacs
and knowledge, 22728 n. 2, 24445
n. 32
on sabddrtha, 257, 282 n. 34
on sapaksd, 94-96, 99--:00, 1046,
I n. 29
on scripturally based inference
(dgamdsritanumana), 27-30, 32, 37,
*41-46, 64-65 n. 17
on the statement of the thesis, 71--72,
82n.3,83n.7,86-87n.19
on vydpti, 125-27, 142 n. 30
Dharmapila, 30, 147 n. 50
authorship of a Nydyamkba
commentary, 5§
as a ‘grandpupil’ of Dignaga, 33
on scripturally based inference, 31-32
Dharmottara, 96, 111 n. 33, 141 n. 20,
212, 221, 240 n. 26
on the compound sddhyadharma-
samanyend, 95
on implication, 84 n. 1c
on kalpand, 238 n. 22
on the object of inference, 210
on yogic perception, 245 n. 32
dharmin (subject, topic), 13, 89, 91, 212
all its properties counting as the thesis,
56-57
as conceptual, 246 n. 37
as only commonly recognized things
(prasiddha), 6061, 65-66 n. 19
and the problem of asray.isiddha,
66 1. 19, 171-72, 247--58, 273 n. 1§
in ‘Tibetan debate logic, 121 22
see also chos can
see also kevaladbarmin
sec also svadharmin
Dignaga, 1, 27-28
on asddbaraninaikantikaberu, 104
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commentators on his works, 53-55
his definition of the thesis, *56, 59, 62
n. 11, 85 n. 14, 86 n. 19, 172,183 n. 5,
270 n. 12
and Iévarascna, chap. 3 passim,
on nonexistent things used as logical
examples, 13
on nyiinatd, 85 n. 15
on the objects of perception and
conceptual thought, 221
on pardrthanumana, 71~73, 75-77,
82n.3
on properties (dharma) and subjects
(dharmin), 246 n. 37
on pseudo-entities such as the
Samkhya's Primordial Matter,
17475, 253~54, 271 0. 13
relation to Dharmapala, 33
on the thesis-statement, *71-73, 75-77
on sabdasamanya, arthasimainya
and the signifier-signified relation,
234 n.15
on sapaksa and vipaksa, 91, 99, 113 n. 37
on scripturally based inference, 27~29
dka’ gnadldka’ gnas (difficult point),
211, 213
dngos stobs kyi gtan tshigs (objective
reason), 39
see also rastubalapravrttanumana
dngos yul (explicit object [of thought]),
216, 217, 218, 221, *231-32 n. 13
doctrinalismn, dogmatism, 46-47
dod (“1 agree,” i.e., a response in debate
logic), 120
don geig (co-cxrensive), 109 n. 19
don dam par grub pa (ultimately
established), 135-36, 197
don la yod pa’i spyi / don la gnas pa’i spyi
(universals which exist in the [real]
objects), 212, 230 n. 6
don spyi (object-universal), 144 n. 41
Indian antecedents of, 163-64 n. 4,
*234 n. 15, 239 n. 22
dpyad pa gsum. See threefold analysis of
SCflptLlI'C
dpyad shes. Sce bead shesldpyad shes
dravyasat (substantially existent), 199
see also rdzas yod/rdzas su grub pa
Dreyfus, Georges, 18 n. 4, 149 n. 58, 164
n. 4, 212, 226,229 n. 5,230 n. 6
dres nas snang ba (appearing mixed), 216~
17, 238-3¢ n. 22, 242 n. 28, 273 n. 1§
dystanta (examples), 91
and antarvyipti, 13
Dharmakirti on, 13, 112 n. 33
their dispensability for intelligent

disciples, 13, 97, 1012, 112 n. 33
and existential commitment, 14
and the fallacy of asadharananaikanti-
kahetu, 90
nonexistent entites as, 13
tGyal tshab rje on, 101-2
Tibetan use of, 15-16
and wyapti, 12-16, 90, 125-26
dysyanupalabdhi (nonperception of what
is perceptible), 153, 155, 157-60
drsyanupalabdhihetu (reason consisting
in the nonperception of something
perceptible). See drsyanupalabdhi
Dummett, M., 193
Dunne, John, 19 n. 6
Durvekamisra, 221, 240 n. 26

E
ekinekaviyogahetu (“neither one nor
many” argument), 248, 265 n. 5
entailment. See vyapti
error. See bhranti/bhranta
ex falso sequitur quodlibet (whatever one
wishes follows from a falsity), 15-16,
*127-29, 142 n. 27
see also gang dran dran yin pas khyab
(whatever one might think of will
be implied)
examples. See drstanta
exclusion,
semantic theory of, see apoha
and concepts, see vydvrtilldog pa
existential commitment.
See quantification

F

Faris, J., 123, 141 n. 16

first order predicate calculus. See logic,
first order

flatus vocis, 4

Flew, Anthony, 188-89
Frauwallner, Erich, x, 53
four noble truths, 28, 30

G
gang dran dran yin pas khyab (whatever
one might think of will be implied),
15~16, 128, 142 n. 28
Gautama,
on the definition of the thesis in
Nyayastitra, 56, 58, 86 n. 19
gegs (obstacle), 211, 213, 215-16, 224, 229
n. 3,230 12
see also dka’ gnadidka’ gnas
Gillon, Brendan, 21 n. 17
and M. Love, 89, 91, 94, 107 n. 6,
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108 n. 12, 110 N. 26, 114-15 N. 41
and R. Hayes, 114 n. 41,167 n. 9
Glo bo mkhan chen bsod nams lhun
grub, 15, 154, 166 n. 7
on adr$yanupalabdhibetu, 16263, 165
n. 7,169 n. 21
on wvydvrtti, 220, 237-38 n. 21
Go ramns pa bsod nams seng ge, 154, 183
n. s, 270 n. 12, 275 n. 20
on adysyanupalabdhibhetu, 166 n. 7
rejection of real universals, 212, 218,
¥229-30 n. 6
on sapaksa, 90, 92, 97, 108 n. 15
god tshul (mode of presentation), 102,
109 n. 21, *274-75 n. 18
Goldberg, Margaret, 119, 129-30, 133,
139—40 n. 9, 145-46 n. 44
on “puzzles” in bsdus grwa logic,
224-25, 245 n. 34
Goodman, Nelson, 4, 18 n. 1
Goodman, Russell, 18 n. 5
grags pa’i gtan tshigs/grags pa’i rtags
(reason based on what is commonly
accepted), 39, 269 n. 9
Graham, A.C., 235 n. 17, 246 n. 36
gross objects and continua. See sthitla
Grzegorezyk, A., 201 n. 7, 205 n. 32
gSang phu/gSang phu sne’u thog, 169
n. 22, 215, 219, 221, 227, 229 n. 6,
238-39 n. 22, 273 n. 15, 281 n. 30
and the dGe lugs pa-Sa skya pa
dialectic, 163
and don spyi, 234 n. 15
research on, 230 n. 7
studies of the Rigs gter, 230, n. 6
and “Tibetans” (bod rnams), 212, 215,
220
gSer mdog pan chen $akya mchog Idan,
154, 230 n. 6, 230 n. 7, 248, 270 n. 12
on adrsyanupalabdbibhetu, 16263,
166 n. 7,169 n. 21
on apoha, 221, 222, 223, 236 n. 19,
237 n. 21
on dsraydsiddha, 173, 265 n. 3
on scripture, 40, 44, 45, *48 n. 4,
*48—49 n. 5
o the subject (dharmin), 173, 182 n. 4.
273 0. 15
on universals, 212, 221-22
gT'sang nag pa brtson ’grus seng ge,
161-62
gYag ston sangs rgyas dpal, 162, 230 n. 7
gzhi ldog. See vyavrtti/ldog pa
gzhi mthun (common basis), 114 n. 39
see also sarmandadhikarana

H

Haack, Susan, 146 n. 45, 192, 225

Hansen, Chad, 235 n. 17

Hattori, Masaaki, 240 n. 24

Hayes, Richard, 46

see also Gillon, Brendan, and R. Hayes

Herzberger, Hauns, 18 n. 1

Herzberger, Radhika, 83 n. 5

hetn. See logical reason

hetuvidya (the science of logical
reasons), 1, 246 n. 36

hetvarthavisayatva (concerning the goal
of the reason), 71, 72, 83 n. 6, 83
n.7,84n.12

Hintikka, J., 119

history of philosophy, 45

evolutionary aspects denied by Indian

commentators, 76-77

House, Son, 124

Hume, David, 244 n. 30

Humpty Dumpty’s philosophy of
language, 81

1
images. See akdra and pratibhdsa
imitative form, fallacy of, 18 n. 3
and misguided notions of faithfulness,
45
in reproducing dGe lugs pa apoha-ese,
227 .
implication. See vydpti
implicative negation. See paryudasa-
pratisedha
Inami, Masahiro, 35 n. 17, 71-72, 77
incommensurability, 249, 276-77 n. 21
between syllogisms and
pardrthanumina, 80-81
see also chos can mthun snang ba
Indian logic, 141 n. 18, 246 n. 36
as accepting the law of contradiction
(virodha), 195
1. Bocheriski on, 187
B.K. Matilal on, 12-15, 16
Indo-Tibetan approach, s, 151-53, 227,
246 n. 38
induction, st n. 12, 61 n. 5, 11§ N. 41
problem of, 21-22 n. 17, 54
inductive argument for trustworthiness
of scripture, 30, 41, 43-44, 47
Dharmakirti’s anti-inductive stance,
43-45,"s0n. 9
shift away from in Dignaga, roo
see also adarsanamatra
inaccessible things. See viprakrsta/
viprakrstartha
inferencc. SCC anumana
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innuendo, 79
instantiation, 14-16, 120, 235 n. 17
I$varasena,
as candidate for being the/a commen-
tator on Praméanasamuccaya, 58,
60-61, 65 n. 18
his interpretation of Dignaga’s
definition of the thesis, 5658, *s9
his relationship to Dharmakirti, 53-55
his position on establishing vyapti, 54,
126
and sadlaksanahetu, s4, 151, 163 n. 1

James, William, 6-7, 10, 18 n. 5, 51 n. 14,
244 n. 30
"Jam dbyangs bzhad pa, 16-17, 250, 253,
139 0.6
on adrsyinupalabdhihetu, 161, 168 n. 15
on dngos rtogs, 231-32 n. 13
on god tshul, 109 n. 21
on sapaksa, 92-96, 109~10 n. 22,
nrn. 28
"Jam dbyangs phyogs lha ’od zer, n8
Jidsal ‘jijrdsitadbarmin. See shes dod
chos can
Jinendrabuddhi, 221, 240 n. 24
his antarvyaptivada, ni-12 n. 33
JAanasrimitra, 61 n. 1, 221, 222, 240 n. 25
Jjeya (knowable),
in bsdus grwalogic, 124, 125, 129-31, 224
as encompassing all sapaksa and
vipaksa, 91
see also shes bya
JjAeyatva (being knowable), 130
Johnson, Robert, 124
Jjug pa. See chad pavs. jug pa
(theoretical explanation vs.
practical application)
justification. See truth, theories of

K
Kajiyama, Yiichi, 89, 107 n. 8, 267 n. 8
kalpana. See conceptual thought
Kamalasila, 180, 247, 248, 249, 254, 255
on lack of subject failure in proofs of
“mere exclusions” (vyavacchedamatra),
173, *267-68 n. 8, 272 n. 13
his account of the logician’s position on
nonexistent subjects, 277-80 n. 24
Karnakagomin, 30, 34 n. 13, 43, 45,
501. 9,99
on adrsyanupalabdhiketu, 159, 161,
167 n. 9, 168 n. 13
Katsura, Shoryu, 8, 100, 115 n. 42, 141
n. 18, 175,183 n. 9, 240 n. 25

Katyayana, 234 n. 15

kevaladharmin (unrelated subject,
nominal subject), 173, 176-78,
18081, *182 n. 4, 251, 265 n. 3,
*271-72 n. 13, 281 n. 32

see also svadharmin

khyab pa ma byung / ma khyab (“there is
no pervasion,” i.c., a possible
response in debate logic), 120

khyab pa sgo brgyad (cight types of
pervasion), 16

khyod (you), 94

see also bsdus grwa, use of variables in

Kirkham, Richard, 9, 19 n. §

Klein, Anne C., 223, 227, 231-32 n. 13,
239 n. 22, 243 N. 29, 244 N. 31

Kneale, William and Martha, 78, 142 n. 27

koan (riddles), 190

Krabbe, Eric C.W., 119

Kripke, Saul, 244 n. 30

krtakatva (being produced, product-
hood), 28, 57, 69, 74, 101, 127, 143
n. 35, 193, 252~53, 25758

ksanabharigasiddhi (proof of momentari-
ness), 171, 247

Kun dga’ dpal. See Nya dbon kun dga’ dpal

L
laksana (defining character), 102, 116 n.
45, 130, 132, 143—44 n. 39, 165 n. 7
laksanatva (being a defining character), 132
luksya (what is to be defined, definien-
dum), 102, 132, 116 n. 45, 130,
143-44 0. 39
ICang skya rol pa’i rdo rje, 243 n. 29, 253
on dsraydsiddha, 173, 248, 267 n. 8
on conceptual thought, 238-40 n. 22
on the difficult point of apoba, 213,
21618
on the rang ldog versus gzhi ldog
distinction, 144 n. 41
on rang rten chos can, 183 n. §
ldog pa. See vyavriilldog pa
Lin Ji, 204~5 1. 31
liriga. See logical reason
log shes (wrong cognition), 222-23,
243-44 1. 29
see also bhrantil bhranta
logic/logics, 1-2, 3
and “argumentology,” 119
and articleless languages, 130-31, 219,
235 n. 17
Buddhist as locally deviant, 191, 193
Buddhist as suf generis, 81
classical and nonclassical, *192 and
chap. 9 passim
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deviant, 17-18, 133, *192 and chap. 9
passim
first order, 13, 120, 123, 192, 194
formal, 80
inconsistent, 17, 133, 19495
inductive, st n. 12
intuitionist, 192-94, 201 0. 7
objections to comparative studies of,
187-89
and substitutional interpretation, 197-98
Tibetan, 201 n. 13
sce also bsdus grwa
see also debate logics
see also Medieval logic/Medieval
logicians
logical reason (hetu, liriga), 97
based on authority, see yid ches pa'i rtags
based on what is commonly
recognized, see grags pa’t gran tshigs
coextensive with subject, 90
consisting in nonperception, 157
objective, see dngos stobs kyi gtan tshigs
which consists in the perception of
oppositions (viruddhopalabdhihetn),
48n.2
valid reason, good reason, see rtags
yang dag
see also triripahetu
see also rairipya
see also validity
Lopez, Donald . Jr., 4, 248, 265-66
n. 4,267 n.8
Lorenzen, P., 119
Love, M. See Gillon, Brendan,
and M. Love
Eukasiewicz, Jan, 78-79, 87 n. 22, 192
ltos gzhi (basis of reliance), 92, 108 n. 15
lung gnod byed/lung gegs byed ([debate as
to whether] a scripture invalidates or
[merely] conflicts with [a thesis)), 152
see also badhaka

ma khyab pa’i mu (counterexample in Ti-
betan debate logic), 12, 120, 124, 127
Mackie, J.L., 22 n. 17
Madhyamaka/Madhyamika, 133, 193,
195, 2045 1. 31, 266 n. 5, 275
n. 20
and asraydsiddha, 171, 247-49
and the correspondence theory,
20 1. 16
and deviant logic, 17, chap. 9 passim
interpreting its two truths, 198-99
as merely a method for purifying the
mind, 190

the need t specily what they refure,
135, see dgag bya
parallels becween its two truths and the
difhicule poine of wpeta, 22526
its rejection of philosophical cheses,
134, 203 n. 25
its rejection of real entities (bhdva),
196-97
and the etralemma (catuskoti), 13438,
189--91, 196 -97, 199-200
see also namamitra
see also prajiiaptimitrasat
Maitreya, 196
Mill, L., 191
Mallavadin, 221, 240 n. 24
Mang po len pa’i bu, 54-55
Manorathanandin, 34 n. 13, 64 n. 15,
106, 282 n. 35
Marcus, Ruth Barcan, 197-98
material implication, 16, 79, 115 n. 41, 193
Mates, B., 114 n. 41, 142 n. 26
Matilal, Bimal K., *12-14, 16, 22 n. 17,
22 n. 18, 181 n. 1, 187 -88, 201 n. 2
May, Jacques, 17-18, 23 n. 29, 195
McTaggart, ].M.E,, 9, 20 n. 14, 21 n. 16
Medieval logic/Medieval logicians,
15-16, 128, 131--32, 219
see also consequentiae
see also ex falso sequitur quodlibet
see also suppositio
Meinong, A., 4
Method of Paraphrase, 17.4, 17780
see ubso Principle of Conceptual
Subjects
Middle Pach, 135-36
sce also antudvaya
Miller, William lan, 18 n.3
Mimaki, Katsumi, 61 n. 1,107 n. 7
Mimamsaka, 29, 187
mirror theory of cognition, 223-24, 244
0. 31, 244 0. 32
mKhas grub rje/mKhas grub dge legs
dpal bzang po, 117, 133 1. 3, 213
on continua and gross objects, 226
on the definition of conceptual
thought (kalpandi), 23940 n. 22
on sabdartha, 253-56
moderace realism, 212-13
Mohist logic, 146 n. 46, 219, 235 n. 17,
2406 n. 36
Moksikaragupta, 91, 222
mthun snang. See chos can mthun snang ba
miushan nyid. See laksana
mtshon bya. See lakyya
mu bzhi. See catuskoti/mu bzhi
e gsum (theee point relagionship
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[between concepts]), 93-94, *109-10
n. 22,110 0. 29
Much, Michael T, 82 n. 4

N
Nagarjuna, 17, 48 n. 4, 189, 191, 195, 197,
202-3 1. 19, 203 N. 2§
Naiyiyika. See Nyaya-Vaidesika
namamatra (merely names, merely
nominal), 199, 204~5 n. 31
negation operators, 16, 197
Ngag dbang bstan dar. See A lag sha
ngag dbang bstan dar
Ngag dbang nyi ma. See dGe bshes ngag
dbang nyi ma
nigamana (conclusion), 81-82 n. 2
nigrahasthana (point of defeat), 70, 73,
82 n. 4, 193
nipsvabhivari (lack of intrinsic nature),
171, 247, 266 n. 5, 277 n. 24
niscayal niscira/nges pa (ascertainment,
ascertained, certainty), 74, 97, 108
n. 15, 114 n. 40, 215, 216, 231 n. 12,
253, 256, 274 n. 18
in the context of adrfyanupalabdhi,
154-57, 165 n. 7,167 n. 8, 168 n. 13
in the context of asddharananinai-
kantikaketu, 99, 100-102, 107 n. 8,
113-14 N. 39
in the context of sapaksa and vipaksa,
90, 91, 105—6
and scriptural inference, 39-41, 43
nominalism, 3--4, 18 n. 1, 198
see also nimamatra
see also prajfiaptimatrasat
non-being, 180, 181, 18990, 249,
282 n. 34
see also nonexistence
non-belying cognitions. See pramana
non-classical. See logic/logics
non-cognitive statements, 190
non-erroneous. See abhranta
nonexistence,
of abhiitaparikalpa, 196
and dsrayasiddha, 17376, 178, chap. 11
passim
in the context of the asidhiaraninai-
kantikahetu, 99, 104
in the context of the tetralemma and
middle way, 135-38, 146 n. 49,
148 n. 54
of pramanas, 157-58
as proven by adarsanamatra, 54
non-implicative negation. See
prasajyapratisedha
non-observatien, 105

see also adarianamatra
nonperception. See adaréanamatra and
adysyinupalabdhihetu
Nya dbon kun dga’ dpal, 96, *ru-12 n. 33
nydyamukhatikakira (the/a commenta-
tor on the Nydyamukha), 5455, 60
Nyiya-Vaidesika, 187, 244 n. 32
argument that living bodies have
selves, 104
on the thesis in an argument, 60, 62 n.
12, 63 n. 14, 57-58, 81-82 n. 2,
86-87 n. 19
nyinatd (incompleteness), 75-76, 85 n. 15

(o)

Obermiller, Eugene, x

objective inference. See vastubala-
pravrttanumana

QOctke, Claus, 115 n. 42, 204 n. 27

Ollie (i.e., Oliver North), 123

Ono, Motoi, 62 n. 13

P
padirtha (metaphysical categorics), 32
paksa (thesis). See thesis, thesis-
statement
paksabhasa (fallacies of the thesis). See
thesis, thesis-statement
paksadharmatva/paksadharmati (the
fact that the reason is a quality of
the subject), 39, 49 n. 5, 69, 72, 74,
75, 76, 80, 84 n. 12, 89, 91-92, 98,
99, 100, 101, 102, 108 n. 15, 113 Nn. 37,
113-14 N. 39, 114 N. 40, 114 N. 41, 11§
n. 42, 165 n. 7, 258, 274—75 n. 18,
275 n. 19, 277 n. 21, 281 n. 32
paksalaksana (definition of the thesis). See
thesis, thesis-statement
paksavacana (thesis-statement). See thesis,
thesis-statement
Pan chen bsod nams grags pa, 213,
23031 n. 10
paraconsistency and inconsistency, 17, 133
and unlimited implication, 194-95,
202 n. 14
pardrthanumana (inference-for-others),
56, ¥69-87
defined in Nydyabindu, 82 n. 3
as devoid of thesis-statements, 71-73
Dignaga’s definition of, 82 n. 3
as non-deviant, 193
ten-membered, 83 n. 7
three-membered, 74
two-membered, 72, 74
and Aristotelian syllogisms,
see syllogisms
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parasparaviruddha (mutually contradic-

tory), 202-3 n. 19
paroksa (imperceptible things), 2832,

243 n. 28

see also threefold division of objects
particulars. See svalaksana
paryudisapratisedha (implicative nega-

tion), 137, 183 n. 6, 250, 268 n. 9
Peirce, C.S., 7,19 n. 8
perception. See pratyaksa
pervasion. See vyadpti
Phya pa chos kyi seng ge, 11718, 138 n.

4, 212, 220, 230 n. 7, 234 N. 15, 237

n. 21, 281 n. 30

synthesis of his tradition with the Rigs
gter ba tradition, 230 n. 6

see also bsdus pa

see also gSang phu/gSang phu

sne’u thog
phyi dar (second propagation [of

Buddhism in Tibet]), 1
Pind, Ole, 234 n. 15
pisdca (spirits), 153-54. 165-66 n. 7, 167 n. 8
pradhana (Primordial Matter), 171-76,

179, 184 n. 13, 247, 249, 271 n. 13,

279-80 n. 24, 280 n. 26
pragmatism, 41, 47

and arthakriyd, 6-7

of Williams James, 6-7, 10 *18-19 n. 5

S. Katsura on Dharmakirti’s, 8—9

of C.S. Peirce, 7,19 n. 8

pragmatic theory of truth, 6-11

pragmatic theory of justification, 11-12

subjective and objective, 46, 51 n. 14
Prajiiakaragupta, 57, G4 n. 14, 70, 73,

74, 76, 173, 176-78, 180
Prajiigparamitisitras, 17, 18, 189, 195
prajhaptimatrasat (existing as a mere

designation), 199
prakrti (primordial nature), 32, 174

see also pradhina
pramana (means of valid cognition,
means of knowledge), 1, 2, 6, 155
adarianamitra as a separate pramana, 54
confirmed by subsequent understand-
ing, 6
as necessary for discerning the subject,
102
see also anumana
see also pratyaksa
pramanaphala (cffects of means of valid

cognition), 19 1. 6
pramanasamuccayatikikara (the com-

mentator on the Pramanasamuc-

caya), 55, 57-58, 60—61, 65 n. 18
praménavada, 1

pramanya (being a valid means of
cognition), 10
applied to scripture, 45
see also svatah pramanya
see also validity
prapaka (what makes one reach), 10,
209, 211, 228 . 2, 229 n. 3
prasajyapratisedha (simple negation, non-
implicative negation), 134, 137,
173, 174, 183 n. 6, 249, 250, 267—68
n. 8, 268n.9
prasariga (consequences), 117, 128, 142 n. 30
prasiddha (commonly recognized), 56,
6o, 65 n. 18, 65-66 n. 19, 86 n. 19,
172,270 n. 12
pratibandba. Sce sambandhal
pratibandha
pratibandhaka. See lung gnod byed/lung
gegs byed
pratibhisa (appearance, representation),
210, 216, 238—40 n. 22
pratijfid (thesis). See thesis, thesis-
statement
pratyaksa (perception, perceptible things),
2, 6, 172, 224, 229, 144—45 N. 32
in Dharmakirti’s Yogacara perspective,
21 n. 16
see also threefold division of objects
pravrtikama (desire to engage oneself),
43, 46
pravritivisaya (object of practical
application), 210
prayoga (formal argument), 31, 35 n. 15,
40, 48 n. 4, 152, 154, 161, 162, 165—66
n. 7,249, 269 n. 9
presumption. See arthapatti
Principle of Conceptual Subjects, 174-75,
177-80, 272 n. 13
see also Method of Paraphrase
pseudo-entities, 4, 171~77, 17981, 184 n.
13, 209, 247-48, 268 n. 8, 272 n. 13,
279 n. 24
see also kevaladharmin
Pseudo-Scotus, 142 n. 27
pumso ‘bhiprayavasah (the force of
human intentions), 43, 45, 46
purusirtha (goals of man), 11, 41, 46
Q
quantification, 17, 118
and bsdus grwa logic, 121~25
chos can as a special type of, 122
and deviant logic, 17, 194
existential, 199
and existential commitment, 13-15,
*22 n. 19
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as ranging over existent and
nonexistent things, 13-15, 122,
193-94

redundant, 124-25

singular, 12324

substitutional and referential
interpretations of, 197-200, 205 n. 33

and the tetralemma, 199

universal, 123-24

and wyapti, see vyapti

see also bsdus grwa

see also catuskoti/mu bzhi

Quine, W.V,, 4, 114 n. 41, 133, 146 n. 45,

191, 225, 235 . 17

R
rang bzhin gyis grub pa (established by
own-nature / intrinsic nature),

134-35
rang gi mtshan nyid kyis grub pa

(established by intrinsic nature),

276 n. 21
rang ldog. See vyavrttilldog pa
rang ma yin pa (not being itself),

14546 n. 44
rang rten chos can (the subject which is

[the proponent’s] own basis),

183 n. 5, 251, *270~71 n. 12
rationally accessible matters, 60
rationally inaccessible matters. See

atyantaparoksa
Ratnakaragandi, 61 n. 1, 96~97
Ratnakirti, 22-23 n. 23, 61 n. 1, 221, 222
realism, 2, 4, 212-13, 276
reason. See logical reason
rdzas yod/rdzas su grub pa (substantially

existent), 163 n. 4, 205 n. 31, 226,

234 n. Is, 237 n. 21, 256

see also dravyasat
rdzas geig (substantially identical), 212
Red mda’ ba gzhon nu blo gros, 143-44

n. 39
Rescher, Nicholas, 46, st n. 14
and R. Brandom, 194
Gyal tshab rje/rGyal tshab dar ma rin
chen, 31, 54, 75, 90, 117,138 n. 3, 147
n. 50, 227
on adrsyanupalabdhi, 160, 162, 165-66
n.7
on antarvydptivida, 97, 100, 1013
on dsraydsiddba, 248, 252-54, 256, 273
n. 15, 282 n. 32
on the definition of conceptual
thought, 239 n. 22
on the difficult point of the apoba
theory, 211, 213, 216-17, 223, 230 n. 6,

230-31 . 10, 23234 N. 14, 24143
n. 28
on I$varasena as the author of the
sadlaksanahetu doctrine, 54, 163 n. 1
on rang rten chos can, 27071 n. 12
on Santaraksita’s neither one nor
many argument, 266 n. §
on sapaksa, 1012
on the thesis-statement not being a
sadbana, 84 n. 12
on the threefold analysis of scripture,
35013
Rigs gter ba. See Sa skya pa Rigs gter
tradition
rlom pa tsam. See abbimanamatra
rlom tshod (in terms of inflated miscon-
ceptions), 222, 236 n. 19, 265 n. 3
see also song tshod
rlom tshod kyi chos can (the subject as it
is taken by inflated misconceptions),
182 n. 4, 265 n. 3
see also song tshod kyi chos can
tNgog lo tsa ba blo Idan shes rab, 212-13
Robinson, Richard, ix, 202 n. 19
Rorty, Richard, 87 n. 26, 244 n. 32
Routley, Richard (a.k.a. Richard Sylvan),
13, 197
reags rig(s) (the science of logical
reasons), 109 n. 18, 118, 143 n. 35
carliest Sa skya rtags rigs texts, 162
treatment of yid ches kyi rtags (reason
based on authority), 35 n. 15
of ’Jam dbyangs bzhad pa, se¢’Jam
dbyangs bzhad pa
of Glo bo mkhan chen, see Glo bo
mkhan chen
of Yongs ’dzin phur bu lcog, see Yongs
"dzin phu bu lcog
reags yang dag (valid reason, good
reason), 39, 49 n. 5, *80, 89, 102,
105, I1I-12 N. 32, *114 n. 40, 118, 121,
128, 132, 167 n. 8, 249, 251-52
rtags ma grub (“the reason is not
established,” i.e., a possible response
in debate logic), 120
rtsa ba'i dam bea’ tsha (a type of defeat
in debate logic), 120
rtsod gzhi (basis of the debate), 92, 108
n. 15, 108 n. 16
Ruegg, D. Seyfort, 134, 147 1. 49, 148 n. 54
on the idea of systematical
hermeneutics, 152
on Madhyamaka, 191, 195, 196, 203 n. 25
rigpa (form, matter), 29, 34 n. 14, 110
n. 27, 199
sec also trairipya
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Russell, Bertrand,
on impredicability, 145-46 n. 44
set theoretical paradox, 133, 145-46 n. 44
Theory of Descriptions, 4, 18c

S
Sa skya pa, 89, 90, 112 n. 33, 117, 152, 212
on adysyanupalabdhibetu, 154, 156,
165 n. 7
on particulars appearing to thought,
221,273 0. 15
on universals, 163—64 n. 4, 220,
221-22, 229-30 n. 6, 237 n. 21
see also under individual Sa skya
authors’ names
Sa skya pa Rigs gter tradicion, 211, 212
on adysyinupalabdhibetu, 16263,
16566 n. 7
on dsraydsiddha, 248
on don spyi, 234 n. 15
on sapaksa, 90-92, 108 n. 15
on svadharmin, 182 n. 4,183 n. 5
on universals, 220, 229-30 n. 6
Sa skya pandita kun dga’ rgyal mtshan, 211
on anupalabdhi, 16163
on asddhdrandnaikintikabetu, 97
on don spyi, 234 n. 15
on realist interpretations of apoha, 212,
220, 234 N. I§
on sapaksa, 89, 90-92, 96
on theoretical explanation (‘thad pa)
and practical application
(jug pa), 220
see also Sa skya pa Rigs gter tradition
see also vydvreti/ldog pa
sabdartha (verbal object), 176, 179, 184
n. 13, 239 n. 22, 253, 255, 271 0. 13,
280 n. 27, 282 n. 34
see also conceptual thought
see also mKhas grub rje
saddhetu (valid reason, good reason). See
reags yang dag
sadhana (proof, means of proof), 29, 38,
69, 8081, 85 n. 14, 209, 217, 225,
246 n. 37
as appearances to thought (rog pa’s
snang ba), 24243 n. 28
and Aristotelian syllogisms, 77-80
and dsrayisiddba, 279-80 n. 24
and implication, 83-84 n. 10
as indicating only sadhyadharmain
I‘)ignﬁga's Praménasamuccaya 1V,
k.6, 74,84 n.12
in Nyayamukha, 84 n. 14
as mere inflated misconception (rlom
pa tsam), 231 . 12

as proot of identity (tddatmyasidhana),
127
thesis-statement as not a sddhana, 63
n. 13, 71-73, 75-76, 77, 82 n. 3, 83
n.7
and vydpti, 105
sadharmyadrstinta (homologous
example), 9o
sddhya (what is 1o be proved), 38, 39, 40,
56—59, 60, 62 n. 11, 66 n. 19, 7475,
83 n. 6, 115 n. 42, 160, 161, 172, 209,
212, 224, 246 0. 37, 270 n. 11, 27273
n. 14, 274 0. 17, 279 0. 24
as an absence, 48 n. 2
as an appearance to thought (rtog pa’s
snang ba), 24243 n. 28
and dsraydsiddha, 247
connection with sapuksa, 105, 106, 111
n. 29, 114 0. 41
explained as a supetimposition of
thought, 214-17, 220, 22526
four characteristics of, 63 n. 13
as independent of or dependent on a
treatise, 6364 n. 14, 64 n. 15, 64 0. 17
as mere inflated misconception (rlom
pa tsam), 231 n. 12
as a metaphorical name for sddhya-
dharma, 74, 84 n. 12
presentation of, see sidhyanirdesa
statement of (sadhyavikya), 70, 82 n. 3
the thesis-statement as expressing, 83
n. 7, 85--86 n. 19
sadhyadharma (the property to be
proved), 66 n. 19, 84 n. 10, 90, 91,
92-96, 98, 100, 101-2, 108 n. 15,
110 n. 26, 120, 125, 172, 179, 209,
250, 251, 277 0. 21
in adrsyinupalabdhibetu, 165 n. 7
connection with sapuiksa, 111 n. 29
as derived from conceptualization,
177-78, 180
see also sadhya
sadhyanirdesa (presentation of the
thesis), 85-86 n. 19
see also thesis, thesis-statement
sadhyaviparyaye biadhakapramina
(inference which iavalidates the
presence of the reason in the
opposite of the property to be
proved), 13, 14,178
sadlaksapahety (reason which has six
characteristics [necded for validity]),
. 54-59, 61 0. 5, ISI, 163 . I
Sakya mchog ldan. See gSer mdog pan
_ chen sakya mchog ldan
Sakyabuddhi, 159, 161, 162
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on adrsyinupalabdhihetu, 158, 161

on déraydsiddha, 173, 254

on the commentator on the Nyaya-
mukhe, s4-55

on the commentator on the
DPranianasamuccaya, ss, 58, 65 n. 18

on confirmation of practical efficacy,
6-7,19n. 6

on the definition of a thesis, 65 n. 18

on proving mere cxclusions
(vyavacchedamatra), 173, *267-68 n. 8

on scripture’s status as an inference,
43, 45,5009

on universals, 229-30 n. 6

samanddhikarana (common basis), 215,

216, 217, 234 N. 14, 236 n. 19, 242

n. 28

samanya (universals), 2, 3, 4,33 n. 2,
94--95, 152, 214, 217-18, 234 n. I§

conncction to particulars, 209, 211,
227-28 1.2

dGe lugs pa positions on, 163-G4 n. 4,
212, 21420, 22224, 226, 24243
n. 28

Digniga’s difference from

Dharmakirti
on, 234 n. 1§

exclusion-universal (spyf ldog), 95, 280
n. 30

Indian logicians on, 209

and nominalism, 18 n. 1, 198

as the object of inference, 8-9, 240 n. 24

and realism in Tibetan interpretation
of, 163--64 n. 4, 212-13, 230 n. 6

Sa skya pa positions on, 163-64 n. 4,
220, 221-22, 22930 0. 6, 237 n. 21

as substantially existent, 163 n. 4

see also wyavritifldog pa

see also don spyi

see also samdnyalaksana

samanyalaksana, 125-26, 234 n. 15

as constructed proxies, 223

dGe lugs pa positions on, 144 n. 41,
217, 22223, 226

and mirroring, 223-24, 244—4s n. 32

Sikya mchog Idan’s position on, 221

samdropalsaradropita (superimposition),

214, 223

samarthyit (by implication), 72-73, 84 n. 10

see also arthapatti

sambandhalpratibandba (relations,
connections), 74, 75, 100, 101

and wydpti, 12, 22 n. 18, 104, *125-27

indirect czusal relation of concepts to
particulars, 21011, 223, ¥227-28 n. 2

see also svabhavapratibandha
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Samkhya, 20 n. 16, 29, 32, 62-63 n. 13,
87 n. 19, 171-72, 173, 174, 176, 179,
244 . 32, 247, 251, 255, 271-72 0. 13,
281 n. 30
Sammitiya, 234 n. 15
samtana (continuum, series), 226
Sarikaranandana, 111-12 n. 33, 212
Santaraksita, 248, 266 n. 5, 277 n. 24
on Dharmakirti’s intrpretation of
. pardrthinumana, 70, 73, 74-76
Santipa, 96, 112 n. 33
sapaksa (similar instances), *89-106,
106 Nn. 1
Go rams pa on, 108 n. 15
and the Hetucakra, 99, 104-105,
13 n. 37
and homologous examples, 90, 92,
98-99
"Jam dbyangs bzhad pa on, 92-96,
109 n. 21, 109—110 N. 22
Moksakaragupta’s definition, 91
in the Nyayabindu, 94-96, 111 n. 29
the orthodox scenario, 89-92, 104, 106
according to Pramanavarttika IV,
104106
presence of versus ascertainment of
presence, 99, 101, 105—106
Ratnikaraganti and Antarvyaptivada
on, 96-97, 106, 111-12 n. 33
Sa skya pandita on, 90, 91-92, 96
and the term sadhyadharmasimainyena,
95-96, 110 n. 26
Se ra rje btsun chos kyi rgyal mtshan
on, 97-99
taken etymologically and properly
speaking, 92-97, 10910 n. 22
Yongs 'dzin phur bu lcog on, 93-94,
108 n. 15, 113-14 n. 39
Sdstra (treatise), 2728, 33 n. 1, 34 n. 13,
§6-61, 63—64 n. 14, 64 n. 15,
64 1n.16, 64 n. 17,164 1. §
see also dgama
Sastranapeksa (not relying upon a trea-
tise), §6-61, 63-64 n. 14, 87 n. 19
satyadvaya. See two truths
satyakiravada (the position that images
[appearing to cognition] are true),
277 1. 24
Sautrantika, 21 n. 16, 244—45 n. 32, 266 n. §
scripture. See dgama
scripturally based inference. See
agamasritanumana
Se ra rje btsun chos kyi rgyal mtshan,
90, 96, 104, 112 n. 33, 117, 213,
231 n. 10
on asadbarapinaikantikabetu, 97-99
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on the catuskoti, 135-37
sel jug (application by exclusion), 216,
232-34 n. 14
semantic theory in Buddhism. See apoha
set theory, 119, 133, 139-40 n. 9,
145-46 1. 44
sgra spyr (word universal), 239 n. 22
sgro dogs kyi med mtha’ (extreme of
nonexistence involving reification),
136, 137, 147-48 0. 54
sgrub jug (direct application, positive
application), 216, 232-34 n. 14
shes ‘dod chos can (subject of enquiry),
91-92, 108 n. 15, 249, 251, 252, 266
n. 6,274 n. 18
shes bya (knowable thing), 91, 125,
129-31, 224
used as a “powerless subject” (chos can
nus med), 124
see also jiieya
siddhdanta (philosophical tenets), 64 n. 14,
277 n. 14
Simhasiri, 240 n. 24
shin tu lkog gyur. See atyantaparoksa
skur ‘debs kyi med mtha’ (extreme of
nonexistence involving denial),
136-37, 149 n. 58
Smiley, T.J., 79, 80, 87 n. 22
snang ba (appear, appearance, what
appears, representation), 110 n. 27,
144 n. 41, 216, 218, 231-32 n. 13,
232-34 n. 14, 25253, 234-35 n. 15,
256, 258, 273 n. 15, 281 n. 32
as an ambiguous term, 234-35 n. 16
appcaring object (snang yul), 222,
24143 n. 28, 243-44 n. 29
commonly appearing subject, see chos
can mthun snang ba
in the context of the definition of
conceptual thought, 238-39 n. 22
particulars and conceptual representa-
tions appearing as mixed, see dres
nas snang ba
see also pratibhisa
song tshod (in terms of what something
actually is), 182 n. 4, 222, 236 n. 19,
265 1. 3
song tshod kyi chos can (the subject as it
actually is), 182 n. 4, 265 n. 3
spyi (universal). Sce samdinya
spyi ldog (exclusion-universal), 95, 280 n. 30
see also samanya
Square of Opposition, 79
Sravanatva (audibility), 90, 98-99, 101-2,
1045, 107 n. 8, 111-12 n. 33
Staal, J.F., 17, 106 n. 1,187, 191, 202 n. 17

Stcherbatsky, F.I, x, 81, 89, 94, 107 n. 8
Steinkellner, Ernst, 35 n. 17
on adr§yanupalabdhi, 153, 158-60, 164
n. 6, 167—68 n. 11, 168 n. 12
on Iévarasena, 5354
sthiila (gross, macroscopic things), 226
Strawson, P.F., 22 n. 19
subjects, 13
as accepted by proponent himself
(svayam), 5657
as it actually is vs. as it is taken by
misconception, sce song tshod chos
can and rlom tshod chos can
as prasiddha, 60
as a “subject of enquiry,” 108 n. 15
subject failure, see dsrayisiddha
and topics, see chos can in bsdus grwa
logic
two sorts, see svadharmin and
kevaladharmin
see also dharmin
subsequent cognition. See bcad
shesldpyad shes
sukhads (pleasure, etc.), 179, 272 n. 13
supersensible facts. See aryantaparoksa
suppositio, 131-32
suinyatd (voidness), 31-32, 35 n. 17, 36
n. 20, 248
Suzuki, D, 195
svabhdava (intrinsic nature, essential
property), 35 n. Is, 127, 148 n. 54,
203 n. 25, 266 n. §
absence of, see nibsvabhavata
svabhavapratibandha (natural relation),
12, 21-22 n. 17, 22 n. 18, 28, 34
n. 1, 54
absent as a requirement in bsdus grwa
logic, 16
as avinabhdva, 104
see also sambandhalpratibandha
svadharmin ([the proponent’s] own
subject), 178, 180
and apoha, *181, chap. 8 passim, 273
n. 15
and dsraydsiddba, chap. 8 passim
and chos can mthun snang ba, 253,
275—76 n. 20, 276-77 n. 21
and conceptual subjects, 174, 176-77
and Kamalaéila, 173, 180, 254, 268 n. 8
and paraphrase, 174
and Primordial Matter (pradhina),
17374
Prajfiakaragupta’s explanations of, 173,
17679, 271-72 n. 13
in Pramanavirttika, 17273, 176,
*274 0. 17
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in Pramdnpasamuccaya, 56, *172, 176
and rang rien chos can, see rang rten
chos can
Tibetan positions on, 173-74, 180-81,
182 n. 4, 183, n. 5, chap. 11 passim
and vastubbiitikisa, 173-74, 179, 251,
253,267 n. 8, 273 n. I
svalaksana (particulars), 3, 8, 9, 126, 144
n. 41, 209, 210, 215, 220, 221, 231 0.
12, 240 n. 25, 240 Nn. 26, 241—43 n.
28, 257
Dignaga on, 240 n. 24
as the explicit object (dngos yul) of
thought, 217-18, 221-22, 231-32
n. 13, 232-34 0. 14
as indirect cause of images in
cognition, 244—45 n. 32
as indirecty known through concepts,
227-28 0. 2, 22829 n. 3
as obtained through error, 235-36 n. 19
svatantrabety (autonomous reason),
276-77 n. 21
see also chos can mthun snang ba
svatah pramdnyam (intrinsically being a
means of valid cognition), 6
Svatantrika, 248, 275-76 n. 20, 276 n. 21
svayam ([the proponent] himself), 56,
§8-61, 6263 n. 13, 63 n. 14, 65 0. 19,
86 n. 19, 172, 270 n. 12, 274 n. 17
syllogisms, 3, 13, 114 n. 40, 119
Aristotle on, 69, 78-79
and enthymemes, 79
figures, 78
logical analysis of, 79
and necessity, 78
and pararthanumina, chap. 4
passim, 193
Sylvan, Richard. See Routley, Richard

T
Tachikawa, Musashi, 89, 94 107 n. 6,
o7 n. 8
taditmya (essential identity), 125-27, 141
n. 19
tadutparti (causal relation), 125
tetralemma. See catuskati/mu bzhi
thal phyir (the logic of sequence and
reason), 117
see also bsdus grwa
thesis, thesis-statement,
absence in later versions of
pardrthanumana, chap. 4 passim, 80
according to commentator on
Pramanasumuccaya (I$varasena),
§7-60, 64 n. 18
Dharmakirti on, 53-54, *56-59, 60,

62-63 n. 13, 63 n. 14, 65 n. 18,
65~-66 n. 19, 71-73, 82 n. 3, 83 n. 7,
86-87 n. 19
Dharmakirtian commentators on, 58,
65 n. 18, *74~77
Dignaga on, 55-56, 59, 62 n. 11, 62 n.
13, 71-73, 75—77, 85 n. 14, 86 n. 19,
172, 175, 183 n. 5, 270 n. 12
Gautama on, 56, 58, 86 n. 19
inclusion in the Nydyamukhd's version
of an inference-for-others, 75-76
as invalidated by scripture, 152
its being implied, 72-73
as not being a sédhana, 63 n. 13, 69,
71-73, 74, 82 n. 3
as not opposed by perception, etc., see
anirakyta
Nyaya-Vaisesika positions on, 60, 62
n. 12, 63 n. 14, 5758, 81~82 n. 2,
86-87 n. 19
and paksibhasa (fallacies of the
thesis), 71-73, 80
tGyal tshab rje on, 84 n. 12
Sakyabuddhi on, 65 n. 18
and subject failure, see dsrayasiddha
and syllogisms, see syllogisms
see also sddhya
see also svadharmin
three characters of a logical reason. See
traiviipya
three qualities (guna), 32,179, 272 n. 13
threefold division of objects, 29, 34 n. 13
see also atyantaparoksa
see also paroksa
see also pratyaksa
threefold analysis of scripture, 30, 35 n.
_ 15,3738, 4041, 4347
Sakya mchog Idan’s analysis of, 49 n. 5
trairipya (triple characierization [of a
valid reason)), 38, 39, 80, 82 n. 3, 89,
90, 91, 100, I06 11. 1, 114 N. 40,
114-15 n. 41, 128, 250
triripahetultriripalinga (triply
characterized reason), 54, 69, 167 n. 8
see also srairipya
wriple characeerization {of a valid
reason). See trairipya
triply characterized reason. See triripa-
hetu, tripipalinga
trustworthiness. See avisamuvidakatva
truth,
Aristotle on, 20 n. 15
correspondence-as-congruence, 9-11,
20 n. 16
correspondence-as-correlation, 9-11,
21 n.16
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Dharmakirti’s cheory of, 7, 8, 10-11,
49 0.6
“from an epistemological point of
view,” 10
and isomorphism, 9
and justification, 7, 49 n. 6
McTaggart’s theory of, 9, 20 n. 14, 21
n. 16
non-realist correspondence theories,
21 0. 16
pragmatic, 6-12, 19 n. §
theories of, 5, 7-11, 40
see also two truths
truth-bearers, 9
tshad ma,
as field of study and type of
philosophy, 1
the triple division, 35 n. 17
see also pramdina (means of valid
cognition)
tshad ma’i skyes bu (person of authority),
31,152, 35 . 17
tshul. See rigpa
tshig gi sgrib g.yogs (verbal obscuran-
tism), 218, 229-30 n. 6
Tsong kha pa blo bzang grags pa, 17
on adrsyanupalabdhihetn, 154
on appearance, 243—44 n. 29
on dsraydsiddha, 173, 248-49, 250, 251,
252, 254, 257
and bsdus grwa logic, 117-18, 138 n. 3
on the difficult point of the zpoha
theory, 211, 21317, 222~23, 224, 229
n.3
0N €I10T, 243—44 N. 29
on ldog pa, 110 n. 27
on negation in Madhyamaka, 135, 197
on prasajyapratisedha, 137
on real universals, 211-12, 214-17
on scripturally based inference, 30-31,
3740, 44, 45, 48 1. 4, 49 0. 5
on the svadbarmin and kevaladbarmin,
173, 180, 182 n. 4, 183 n. 5, 268 n. 8,
270 n. 12, 272 n. 13, 275-76 n. 20
two truths, 195, 199, 215-16, 224
and the difficult point in apoha,
22926, 231 n. 12

U
'U yug pa rigs pa’i seng ge, 162, 230 n. 6
Uddyorakara, 63 n. 14, 107 n. 9
unconscious error, theory of, 20910,
216, 220, 224 N. 29

causal account, 211

Sikya mchog Idan on, 216

see also bhrantilbhrinta

universals. See samanya, samanyalaksana,
and spy¢

updya (method, [skillful] means) contem-
plation of four negations as, 190

upalabdhyabhivamarra (just the lack of
perception), 54

v
vadua (debate), 64 n. 14
vaidharmyadystinia (hererologous
example), 9o
Vaisesika, 32, 57~58, 60, 173, 177, 179,
251, 253, 272 0. 13, 273 N. 14, 273
n. 15, 275-76 n. 20
see also Nyaya-Vaisesika
Van Bijlert, Vittorio A., 77-78, 81, 85 n. 19
valid means of cognition. Sec pramdina
validity, 80, 1y
of udrsyanupalabdhihetu, chap. 7
passine, 168 n. 13
in Buddhist context, 8o
of the homologous example (sapaksa), 98
inductive account of, 54
in Madhyamaka reasoning, 191
as opposed to truth and falsity, 79
relation between valid and uteerly
wrong thought, 222-23, 243-44 0. 29
of scripture, 45
of a thesis, see thesis, thesis-statement
see abso logical reason, valid
see also tririipabetulirirupaliriga
see also trarripya
vdsand (tendencies), 176, 228 n. 2, 220 n. 3
vastubalapravrttinumdna (inference
funciioning by the force of real
entitics), 51 n. 12
as independent of ucariscs, 59, 64 n. 17
as objective, *28-30, 51 n. 14
as used to analyse puroksa (impercepri-
ble things), 29-30
and scripturally based inference, 29,
3747, 49 . 5
vastubhiitikisa (space wken as real), 251,
273 n. 15, 275—76 1. 20
Vasubandhu, 20-21 n. 16, 196
Vernant, Denis, 198, 204 n. 29
Vibhiiticandra, 34 n. 7, 55, 60, 181 n. 2
Vidyabhusana, 81
vikalpa. See conceptual thought
vikrei (manifestations, perimutations),
179, 254
Vinitadeva, 96, 110 n1. 26
on don spyi, 163-64 1. 4, 234 n. 1§
vipaksa (dissimilar instances), 54, chap. §
passim, 106 n. 1,107 0. 6, 107 n. 8,
1§ n. 42
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as a basis for vyatirekavyipti, 108 n. 15
dGe lugs pa positions on, 97-99, 109

n. 18, 199 n. 21, 1T n. 29, 113-14 N. 39

taken etymologically, 110 n. 22

in the Hetucakra, 113 n. 37

Rigs gter position on, 98

sce also sepaksa
viprakysta/viprakystartha (inaccessible

things), 31-32, 42, 154-56, 16466 n. 7

virodha/viruddha (contradiction), 195,
202-3 0. 19, 203 n. 2§

viruddhaheti (contradictory reason), 179

viruddhopalabdhiberu (reasons which
consist in the perception of an
opposition), 38, *48 n. 2

vitanda (cavil), 64 n. 14

voidness. See Sanyatd

vyabhiciradariana (observing deviance),
43.50n. 9

vydpaka (pervader), 14, 15, 74 see also vydpti

vyapti (entailment, pervasion), *12~17,
69. 72, 74, 80, 101, 118, 120, 193
between words and trustworthiness,
43, 48-49 n. 5,50 n. 9
in bsdus grwa logic, 120, 122, 124,
142 0. 2§
eight and twelve types, 16-17
equal, sec yin khyab mnyam
establishing it on the basis of
examples, 1§
establishing it deductively, 100
establishing it inductively, 54
and existential commitment, 13-15
extrinsic, see bahirvyapti
Indian and Tibetan versions, 12-17,
*125-29, 138 n. 4
intrinsic, see antarvyapti
in pardrthinumadna, 69, 74
and quancification, 12-14, 122
and sambandhba, 22 n. 18, 142 n. 30
universal, without examples, 15
and vastubalapravritanumana, 39
and vipaksa, 104
see also anvaya
see also wyatireka
see also seabhqvapratibandba
wvydpya (the pervaded), 14, 15
vyatireka (negative concomitance,
co-absence), 49 n. s, 89, 90, 100,
101, 1045, 108 n. 1§, 114-I§ N. 41,
128, 138 n. 4, 142 n. 29
vyavacchedamatra (mere exclusion), 173,
250, 267 n. 8, 269-70 n. 11
vyavrttilldog pa (exclusion), 216
bsdus palbsdus griva views on, 220,
237-33 n. 21

don ldog, 280-81 n. 30

rang ldog and gzhi ldog, 95, 132, 144—45
n. 41, 218, 225, 255~56, *280-81 n. 30

Gyal tshab rje on, 241-43 n. 28

Sa skya pas on, 220, 237-38 n. 21

snang ldog, 252

spyi ldog, 95, 28081 n. 30

Tsong kha pa on, 110 n. 27, 231 n. 12

see also apoha

w

Watanabe, S., 54

Whorfian explanations, 218-19
William of Shyreswood, 13132
Williams, Paul, 195, 227
Wittgenstein, Ludwig, 189, 244 n. 30
wrong cognition. See log shes

Y
yid ches pa’i rtagslyid ches pa’i gran tshigs
(logical reason based on authority),
35 n. 15, 38-39, 48 n. 2, 49 n. 5, 154
yid ches pai rjes dpag (inferences from
authority), 152—53
see also agamasritanumana
yin bsgrub. See bsgrub tshul
yin khyab mnyam (equal entailment),
109 n. 19
yod bsgrub. See bsgrub tshul
Yogacira, 21 n. 16
yogyata (fitness [of words for things]),
268-69 n. 9
yngipmtyﬂl{m (yogic perception), 245 n. 32
Yongs ’dzin phur bu lcog byams pa
tshul khrims rgya mtsho, 105, 118,
148 n. 56, 269 n. 9
on adrfyinupalabdhihetu, 154-ss,
164~65 n. 7
on apoha, 144 1. 41, 281 n. 30
on the appearing object (snang yul),
241 n. 28
on asidhirananaikantikahetu, 113-14

n. 39

on asiddhahetn, 266-67 n. 7

on bsdus grwa logic, 140 n. 9,
142 n. 28, 142 n. 29

on defining characteristics (laksana),
116 n. 45, 145 n. 42

on the mode of presentation ( god
tshul), 27475 n. 18

on negation, 137

on sapaksa and vipaksa, 93, 96, 109
n. 18, 109 n. 22, 111 n. 29

on the subject of enquiry (shes ‘dod
chos can), 108 n. 15, 266 n. 6

on yin khyab mnyam, 109 n. 19
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