MUSASHI TACHIKAWA

A SIXTH-CENTURY MANUAL OF INDIAN LOGIC*
(A Translation of the NYAYAPRAVESA)

INTRODUCTION

1. The Text of The NYAYAPRAVESA

The history of Indian logic may be divided into three periods, old Nyaya,
Buddhist logic, and new Nyaya. The sixth century A.D., the efflorescence
of the second period, was characterized by the establishment of the doc-
trine of Dignaga (circa A.D. 480-540).1 Sanikarasvamin, who is said to
have been a disciple of Dignéga,2 composed the Nydyapravesa as an in-
troduction to Dignaga’s doctrine.? This work seems to have been popular
even among the Jains, for Haribhadra, a Jain, wrote a commentary on it
in the eleventh century or slightly earlier.4

Hsitan Tsang (A.D. 602-664) made a Chinese translation of the
Nydyapravesa,® and his disciple K’uei Chi® and others commented on it.
Hsiian Tsang’s translation has been one of the most important textbooks
for the science of Buddhist logic in China as well as in Japan. We have
two Tibetan translations, one from the Sanskrit,” and the other from
Hstian Tsang’s Chinese translation.8

The Sanskrit text was published by B. Dhruva for the first time in 1930
(G.0.S. ed. No. 38).2 N. D. Mironov had another edition printed in
T’oung Pao the next year.l® Having compared these Sanskrit texts with
the Chinese translation, H. Ui concluded that the Chinese translation
represents the form closest to the original, and that there should be some
later interpolations in those Sanskrit editions which have been published
so far. Thus realizing the value of the Chinese translation, he published
another edition in 1944.11

I will use Dhruva’s edition (D) as the basic text of the foillowing trans-
lation, and point out differences between the Sanskrit text and the Chinese
translation in the notes.

2. The Contents of The Nydyapravesa

The Nyayapravesa deals with the following topics:
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Means of proof (sddhana): The statements comprising a correct syllo-
gism, capable of convincing others.

Fallacious means of proof (sadhandbhdsa): The defective statements
incapable of convincing others;

Means of refutation (diisana).

Fallacious means of refutation (diisandbhdsa).

Perception (pratyaksa) and inference (anumdna).

Fallacious perception (pratyaksibhdsa) and fallacious inference
(anumdndbhdsa).

The first two topics are the main concern of our treatise.

3. Property (Dharma) and Property-possessor ( Dharmin)

The relation between dharma and dharmin plays a fundamental role in the
Indian system of inference. Indian logicians conducted their inference on
the basis of the dharma-dharmin relation. Here the word ‘dharma’ means
a property while ‘dharmin’ designates a property-possessor. The concepts
of property and property-possessor are complementary to each other.
The dharma-dharmin relation may be formulated as follows:

When x occurs in y, x is the property (dharma) and y is the
property-possessor (dharmin).

The property-possessor may be regarded as the locus or the substratum in
or upon which the property rests. For instance, when there is smoke on a
mountain, the smoke is the property; the mountain, the property-
pOssessor,

The statements comprising Indian syllogism have the fundamental
form: there is a property in a property-possessor. The statement “There
is fire on the mountain™ has that form, for instance. Of course, other
forms are also used, but in Sanskrit they can be smoothly transformed
into the form: There is a property in a property-possessor. For example,
the meaning of “Sound is impermanent”’ is expressed by “anityah sabdah.”
(‘Anityal’ is nom. sg., meaning ‘impermanent’, sabdak’ is also nom. sg.,
meaning sound. Usually a copula is not written in Sanskrit.) This Sans-
krit sentence can be rewritten as “Sabdasya anityatvam.” (The suffix
‘-tva’ is attached to the stem ‘anitya’ while ‘Sabdal’ is replaced by its
genitive ‘Sabdasya’. The suffix “-fva’ has the function of making an ab-



A SIXTH-CENTURY MANUAL OF INDIAN LOGIC 113

stract noun, hence ‘anityatva’ means ‘impermanence’.) A literal transla-
tion of “$abdasya anityatvam’ may be “There is impermanence in sound.”
This rewriting makes one see clearly that the property, impermanence,
resides in the property-possessor, sound.

The concepts of property and property-possessor become clearer when
compared with the concepts of subject and predicate. The terms ‘subject’
and ‘predicate’ refer to words in a sentence, while the terms ‘property’ and
‘property-possessor’ to objects which may be denoted by words in a sen-
tence. The dharma-dharmin relation is independent of the syntactic con-
nection. For instance, in the sentence “Sound is impermanent’” the sub-
ject is the word ‘sound’ while in the sentence “Impermanence resides in
sound” the subject has shifted to the word ‘impermanence’. In both cases,
however, sound remains the property-possessor. The predicate and the
property can be understood in an analogous way.

4. The Basic Structure of Indian Syllogism

There are two kinds of Indian Syllogisms — five-membered 12 and three-
membered. The latter may be exemplified by the following:

(a) There is fire on the mountain,
(b) because of smoke.
(c) Wherever there is smoke, there is fire, as in a fireplace.

In (a), fire is the property and the mountain is the property-possessor or
locus; (b) points out that the property, smoke, rests upon the locus, the
mountain. (c) can be rewritten as: Wherever there is smoke, there is fire,
as for instance, there are smoke and fire in a fireplace. Thus in each of the
sentences (a), (b), and (c), a dharma-dharmin relation or the combination
of dharma-dharmin relations is expressed. We may, therefore, understand
the meaning of (a), (b), and (¢) in the following way:

(a) The arguer wishes to prove that there is fire on the mountain.

(b) By pointing out smoke on the same mountain, he gives the
inferential mark by which one can infer that there is fire on
the mountain.
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() He shows that wherever there is smoke, there is fire, and he
gives as an example a fireplace where there are both fire and
smoke.

The existence of fire on the mountain is proved by the existence of smoke
on the same mountain and by the fact that wherever there is smoke, there
is fire. To generalize, the existence of a property in its locus is proved by
the existence of another property in the same locus, and by the fact that
wherever there is the latter property, there is the former property.

Another instance of the three-membered Indian syllogism is given by:

(a) Sound is impermanent,

(b) because of ‘produced-ness’ (or because of [its] property of
being produced).

© Whatever is produced is impermanent, like a pot.

Though (a) may not seem to express in a direct manner the dharma-
dharmin relation, the relation is surely implied in (a), which will become
explicit if we transform (a) into “There is impermanence in sound.”
(b) is to be regarded as a shortened form of “because of ‘produced-ness’
in sound,” or “because there is ‘produced-ness’ in sound.” (c) may be
rewritten as ‘“Wherever there is ‘produced-ness’, there is impermanence;
as for instance, there are ‘produced-ness’ and impermanence in a pot.”
Like the previous case, in each of the sentences (a), (b) and (c), a dharma-
dharmin relation or the combination of dharma-dharmin relations is ex-
pressed. We may, therefore, understand the meaning of (a), (b) and (c) in
the following manner:

(a) The arguer wishes to prove that there is impermanence in
sound.

(b) By pointing out ‘produced-ness’ in sound, he gives the inferen-
tial mark by which he can infer that there is impermanence in
sound.

() He shows that wherever there is ‘produced-ness’, there is

impermanence, and he gives as an example a pot, where there
are both ‘produced-ness’ and impermanence.
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Here, also, the essential point is that the existence of impermanence in
sound is proved by the existence of ‘produced-ness’ in sound.
When, in these two syllogisms, we substitute
‘Locus I’ for ‘mountain’ or ‘sound’,
‘Property p’ for ‘fire’ or ‘impermanence’,
‘Property g’ for ‘smoke’ or ‘produced-ness’,
‘Locus w’ for “fireplace’ or ‘pot’,
we get the following schema of the three-membered Indian syllogism:

(a) There is Property p in Locus /,

(b) because there is Property ¢ (in Locus /).

() Wherever there is Property g, there is Property p, as in Locus
w.

I will call this Schema 1.

The terminology of Indian logic has been arranged in such a way as to
refer to factors such as Property p, Property ¢, Locus w, etc., but not to
the subject, the predicate, etc., of a sentence. Property p is called the
sddhya; Property g, the hetu or the mark ; and Locus w, the example.

5. The Paksa

Roughly speaking, the paksa is the subject or the locus of inference. It is
defined in our text as follows:

The paksa is a recognized property-possessor which the arguer wishes to prove to
be qualified by a recognized qualifier. (Cf. translation p. 120)

In Schema 1, the paksa is Locus [ which the arguer wishes to prove to be
qualified by Property p. When one wants to prove that there is fire on the
mountain, the paksa is the mountain where fire must be proved to exist.
To give another example, in the case of proving that sound is imperma-
nent, the paksa is sound which must be proved to be qualified by imper-
manence. Thus a paksa has to fulfill two conditions: It must be a property-
possessor, and it must be qualified by a property.

In the definition of the paksa our author, Sankarasvimin, adds the
adjective ‘recognized’ (prasiddha) to both ‘qualifier’ and ‘property-
possessor’. This modification is intended to show that one must admit
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the existence of both the qualifier (i.e., the property) and the property-
possessor. For instance, the existence of a mountain is universally ad-
mitted. The horn of a rabbit, however, is not admitted to be existent.
Whenever the existence of the horn of a rabbit is subject to dispute, it
would be implausible, our author thinks, to argue whether the color
white resides in the horn of a rabbit. The existence of a unicorn is not
admitted, either. Therefore, it would be impossible to argue whether a
unicorn is on a mountain or not. A unicorn, the horn of a rabbit, etc.,
thus cannot play the role of the property or the property-possessor in this
system.

6. The Inferable Property (Sdadhya-dharma) and
the Reason (Sddhana-dharma)

The property the arguer wishes to prove to exist in the paksa is called a
sddhya, such as Property p in Schema 1. The property to be referred to
when one wishes to prove the sddhya to exist in the paksa is called a
sddhana or hetu, such as Property ¢ in Schema 1. Therefore, the relation
between a sddhya and a hertu can be expressed as follows: The existence of
a sddhya in its locus is proved by the existence of the hetu in the same
locus.

7. The Mark (hetu)

The hetu (sadhana-dharma) is also called a mark. (Although ‘hetw’ prima-
rily means ‘reason’, I translate it by ‘mark’ to avoid giving the impression
that the hetu is a proposition rather than a property. In other texts ‘linga’
(literally meaning ‘mark’) is also used for the Aetu.) For instance, smoke
rising from a mountain is given as the mark by which one can infer that
there is fire on the mountain.

A correct mark must possess the following three aspects.

8. The First Aspect of a Correct Mark

The first aspect of a correct mark is that it be a property of the paksa
(paksadharmatva). For instance, when smoke is given as the mark of
fire’s belonging to the mountain, the paksa, the smoke, must be a prop-
erty of the same mountain. Smoke rising from a place other than that
mountain cannot be accepted as a correct mark. Likewise, when one wants
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to prove that sound is impermanent, the mark, ‘produced-ness’, must be
seen in the sound.

9. The Second Aspect of a Correct Mark

The second aspect of a correct mark is that it be present in the sapaksa
(sapakgse sattvam). The ‘sapaksa’ means anything which is similar to the
paksa insofar as it possesses the sddhya. When one wishes to prove that
there is fire on the mountain, a fireplace is an instance of the sapaksa,
because it possesses fire.

1t is not yet known for certain whether the mountain, the paksa, pos-
sesses fire, but it is certain that a fireplace possesses fire. Even though
thereis such a difference between the way the paksa possesses the s@dhya and
the way the sapaksa possesses the sadhya, this difference is to be put aside
when the sapaksa is said to be similar to the paksa.

The term ‘sapaksa’ refers to an individual member of a class, not to a
class considered as a single collective entity. For example, the fireplace
mentioned as an instance of the sapaksa is a member of the class Fireplace,
not the class Fireplace. Smoke or fire can upon a fireplace, but not upon
the class Fireplace taken as an abstract entity.

To possess the second aspect, a mark need not be present in all the
sapaksa. Let us consider, for instance, an iron ball red-hot by heat. When
the paksa is the mountain where the existence of fire is to be proved, the
red-hot ball is a sapaksa, since it has fire. Smoke, which can obviously be
accepted as a correct mark, however, is not present in the ball. Hence,
the second aspect of a correct mark could be more precisely expressed as
follows: The mark must be present in all or some sapaksa.

10. The Third Aspect of a Correct Mark

The third aspect of a correct mark is that if not be present in the vipaksa
(vipakse ’sattvam). The ‘vipaksa’ means anything dissimilar to the paksa,
insofar as it does not possessess the sddhya. When the paksa is the moun-
tain to be qualified by fire, a lake can be given as an instance of the
vipaksa, for it is well-known that there is no fire in a lake. As in the
case of the ‘sapaksa’, the ‘vipaksa® refers to an individual member of a
class.
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When the existence of fire is proved by means of smoke, the latter,
being a correct mark, is absent not only from the lake, but also from
anything which lacks fire. Although a correct mark does not have to be
present in all the sapaksa, it does have to be absent from all the vipaksa.

11, The Example ( Drstanta)

There are two kinds of examples according to whether they are given
through similarity or through dissimilarity to the paksa.

When one infers the existence of the sddhya by the existence of the
mark, one must know by experience that wherever the mark exists the
sddhya exists. When one infers the existence of fire by the existence of
smoke, for instance, one must know that wherever there is smoke, there
is fire. The relation expressed by ‘“Wherever the mark exists, the sddhya
exists” is called positive concomitance (anvaya). Any locus for which
positive concomitance holds true can be given as an example. This kind
of example is called an example through similarity. It is similar to the
paksa, since both it and the paksa possess the sddhya and the mark.
An example through similarity is chosen from any sapaksa that are at
the same time loci of the mark. A red-hot ball, being a sapaksa but not
a locus of smoke, cannot be chosen as an example through similarity,
for it has to be the locus of Property p and Property g.

The other kind of example is called ‘an example through dissimilarity’.
Just as we know that wherever the mark exists, the sddhya exists, we also
know that wherever there is no sddhya, there is no mark. The relation
expressed by ‘“Wherever there is no sddhya, there is no mark™ is called
negative concomitance (vyatireka). A locus for which negative concomi-
tance holds true can be given as the second kind of example. For instance,
a lake, where there is neither fire nor smoke, can be given as an example
of the second type. This type of example is dissimilar to the paksa, since
the example possesses neither the sddhya nor the mark while the paksa
does. A vipaksa can be given as an example through dissimilarity, for it
lacks the sd@dhya.

12. Fallacious Means of Proof

Fallacious means of proof are classified according to fallacies of the
paksa, of the mark, and of the example. Our text enumerates nine sorts of
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fallacious paksa, according as they are contradicted by perception, infer-
ence, etc.

A fallacious mark is one which does not possess all the three aspects of
a correct mark. There are three kinds of fallacious marks: unrecognized
(asiddha), which lack the first aspect of a correct mark; inconclusive
(anaikdntika), which lack either the second aspect or the third aspect;
and contradicted (viruddha), which lack both the second and the third
aspects.

There are two kinds of fallacious examples: one is given through simi-
larity; the other, through dissimilarity.

We have outlined the means of proof and its fallacies and, in the notes
to the translation, will explain perception, inference, the means of refu-
tation, and their various possible fallacies.
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12 An instance of the five-membered syllogism is given by :

(a) The statement of the paksa: The mountain possesses fire,

(b) The statement of the mark: because of smoke.

(¢) The statement of positive concomitance: Wherever there is smoke, there is fire,
as in a fireplace.

(d) Application: So in the case of that mountain.

(e) Conclusion: Therefore, the mountain possesses fire.

It is asserted by (e), not by (a), that the mountain possesses fire. In (d) positive con-
comitance between smoke and fire is shown to be true in the case of the mountain, too.
When (d) and (¢) are omitted from these five members, the three remaining members
comprise a three-membered syllogism.

TRANSLATION

1. Summary

Means of proof (sd@dhand) and means of refutation (diisana) together with
their fallacies (abhdsa) are pertinent for [bringing] understanding to
others.

Perception (pratyaksd) and inference (anumdna) together with their
fallacies are pertinent for one’s own understanding.!

This is a summary of the doctrine.?

2. Means of Proof

Of these [two branches of our doctrine], the means of proof is the state-
ment of the paksa and the other [members of a syllogism], because a
matter unknown to questioners is transmitted by statements of the paksa,
the mark (hetu), and the example (drstanta).?

2.1. The Paksa (The Subject Matter of Inference)

Of these, the paksa is a recognized property-possessor which the arguer4
wishes to prove to be qualified® by a recognized qualifier. It is tacitly
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implied that no paksa is to be contradicted by perception, etc.® Thus, for
instance: “Sound is permanent”, or “[Sound is] impermanent.”?

2.2. The Mark

The mark has three aspects. What are its three aspects? [They are] that
it be a property of the paksa, that it be present in the sapaksa [i.e., entities
homogeneous with the paksa], and that it not be present in the vipaksa
[i.e., entities heterogeneous to the paksal.8 What is the sapaksa and what
is the vipaksa? The sapaksa is [whatever is] similar to the paksa by the
common possession of the sddhya, i.e., the property to be proved. For
instance, when sound is to be proved impermanent,? a pot, which is im-
permanent, is a sapaksa. The vipaksa is that which lacks the inferable
property. [Now] we know that whatever is permanent is unproduced, like
space. 10 In this case, the property of being produced, or the property
of ensuing upon human effort, is present! only in the sapaksa, and never
in the vipaksa. Therefore, these are the marks for [proving something
to be] impermanent.

2.3. The Example

There are two examples [according to whether they are given] through
similarity or through dissimilarity. Of these, the example through simi-
larity is that in which the mark is stated to be present only in the sapaksa.
For example, “Whatever is produced is seen to be impermanent, like a
pot.”” The example through dissimilarity is that in which the mark is
stated to be absent wherever the inferable property is absent. For in-
stance, “whatever is permanent is seen to be unproduced, like space.” By
the word ‘permanent’ is here meant the absence of impermanence, Like-
wise, by the word “unproduced’ is meant the absence of produced-ness,
just as the absence of the absence is presence. We have now explained the
paksa [the mark, and the example].

2.4. Statements of the Paksa, the Mark, and the Example

Statements of these [factors, i.e., the paksa, the mark, and the example]
are the means of proof when one would convince others. For instance,
“Sound is impermanent’’ is a statement of the paksa. “Because it is
produced”12 is a statement of the property of the paksa [i.c., the mark].
“Whatever is produced is seen to be impermanent, like a pot, etc.” is a
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statement of positive concomitance with the sapaksa. “Whatever is per-
manent is seen to be unproduced, like space” is a statement of negative
concomitance. We say that these three [statements] make the members
[of the syllogism], and no more.13

3.1. Fallacious paksa

A fallacious paksal4 is one which the arguer wishes to prove but which is
contradicted by perception or other factors. Thus:

(1) apaksathatis contradicted by perception,

(2) a paksathatis contradicted by inference,

(3) apaksa that is contradicted by traditional doctrine,

(4) apaksathat is contradicted by common knowledge,

(5) apaksathatis contradicted by one’s own statement,

(6) a paksain which the qualifier is not admitted to exist,

(7) apaksain which the qualificand is not admitted to exist,

(8) a paksa in which the qualifier and the qualificand are not admitted
to exist, and

(9) a paksa in which the relation [between the qualifier and the quali-
ficand] is well established [and not in need of demonstration].

Of these,

(1) aninstance of a paksa that is contradicted by perception is: “Words
are inaudible.”” 15

(2) An instance of a paksa that is contradicted by inference is: “A pot
is permanent.’” 16

(3) Aninstance of a paksa that is contradicted by traditional doctrine is
seen when a Vaisesika would prove that sound is permanent.1?

(4) An instance of a paksa that is contradicted by common knowledge
is: “A human skull is pure, because it is a part of a living being, like a
conch or an oystershell.””18

(5) An instance of a paksa that is contradicted by one’s own statement
is: “My mother was barren.”

(6) An instance of a paksa in which the qualifier is not admitted to
exist is seen when a Buddhist says to a Sarhkhya that sound is perishable.1®

(7) An instance of a paksa in which the qualificand is not admitted to
exist is seen when a Sarhkhya says to a Buddhist that the soul is sen-
tient.20

(8) An instance of a paksa in which the qualifier and the qualificand
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are not admitted to exist is seen when a VaiSesika says to a Buddhist
that the soul is the inherent cause of happiness, etc.2!

(9) An instance of a paksa in which the relation [between the qualifier

and the qualificand] is well established [and not in need of demonstration]
is: “Sound is audible.”
Statements of these nine 2?2 sorts are faults of the thesis (pratijfia) 23, be-
cause they reject the property itself that one would prove [to exist in the
paksa, as in the first five sorts], or because they cannot convince [the
opponent, as in the next three sorts], or because the means of proof would
be useless [as in the last sort]. We have now explained the fallacious
paksa.

3.2. Fallacious marks

There are 24 [three kinds of] fallacious marks: unrecognized, inconclusive,
and contradicted.25

3.2.1. UNRECOGNIZED MARKS. Of these [three fallacious marks], the
unrecognized mark is of four varieties:

(1) a mark that is unrecognized by both the proponent and the oppo-
nent,

(2) amarkthatis unrecognized by either the proponent or the opponent,

(3) a mark that is unrecognized because its existence is in doubt, and

(4) a mark that is unrecognized because its substratum is not admitted
to exist.

Of these,

(1) an instance of a mark that is unrecognized by both the proponent
and the opponent is as follows: one would prove that sound is imperma-
nent 26 and says, *“because it is visible.” 27

(2) An instance of a mark that is unrecognized by either the proponent
or the opponent is as follows: one would prove that sound is imperma-
nent to a man who holds that sound has [only] manifestation and
says, “because it is produced.”” 28

(3) An instance of a mark that is unrecognized because its existence is
in doubt is as follows: one would prove [that a mountain has] fire and
points [not to smoke but] to a mass of matter that may be suspected of
being mist.29

(4) An instance of a mark that is unrecognized because its substratum
is not admitted to exist is as follows: one would prove that space is a
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substance to a man who denies the existence of space and says, ““because
it is a substratum of qualities.”” 30

3.2.2. INCONCLUSIVE MARKS. There are six varieties of inconclusive
marks:

(1) a mark common [to both the sapaksa and the vipaksal,

(2) amark uncommon [to both the sapaksa and the vipaksal,

(3) a mark residing in some sapaksa and in all the vipaksa,

(4) a mark residing in some vipaksa and in all the sapaksa,

(5) a mark residing in both some sapaksa and some vipaksa, and

(6) a mark that establishes [a set of] contradictory results.

Of these,

(1) an instance of a mark common [to both the sapaksa and the
vipaksa] is: “Sound is permanent, because it is an object of valid cogni-
tion.”” This [mark] is inconclusive because the property of being an ob-
ject of valid cognition is common to both permanent and impermanent
things. [The question remains] whether sound is impermanent because it is
an object of valid cognition, like a pot, or whether sound is permanent
because it is an object of valid cognition, like space.31

(2) An instance of a mark uncommon [to both the sapaksa and the
vipaksa] is: “[Sound is]32 permanent because it is audible”, for the mark
fi.e., audibility] is a cause of doubt, because it is excluded from both
permanent and impermanent things [other than sound], and because it is
impossible that there should be anything that is neither permanent nor
impermanent. [The question remains:] To what sort of things [- perma-
nent or impermanent —} does the audibility of sound belong?33

(3) An instance of a mark residing in some sapaksa and in all the
vipaksa is: “Sound does not ensue upon human effort, because it is
impermanent.”’ [Here] the paksa is something that does not ensue upon
human effort. Its sapaksa consists of lightning, space, etc. Impermanence
[i.e., the mark] resides in some sapaksa, i.e., in lightning, etc., but not in
space. The paksa is something that does not ensue upon human effort.
Its vipaksa consists of pots, etc. Impermanence resides in all such things
as pots.34 Therefore, this [mark] is also inconclusive, because it is a quali-
ty common to both lightning and pots. [The question remains:] Does
sound ensue upon human effort because it is impermanent like a pot, or
does sound not ensue upon human effort because it is impermanent like
lightning, etc.?
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(4) An instance of a mark residing in some vipaksa and in all the
sapaksa is: “Sound ensues upon human effort, because it is imperma-
nent.”” [Here] the paksa is something that ensues upon human effort. Its
sapaksa consists of pots, etc. Impermanence resides in all such things as
pots.35 The paksa is something that ensues upon human effort. Its vipaksa
consists of lightning, space, etc. Here impermanence resides in some
vipaksa, namely, lightning, etc., but not in space, etc. Therefore, this mark
is also inconclusive, as in the previous case, because it is a quality common
to both lightning and pots.36

(5) An instance of a mark residing in both some sapaksa and some
vipaksa is: “Sound is permanent, because it is incorporeal.” [Here] the
paksa is something permanent. Its sapaksa consists of space, the atoms,
etc. Incorporeality [i.e., the mark] resides in some sapaksa such as space,
etc., but not in other sapaksa, such as atoms.3? The paksa is something
permanent. Its vipaksa consists of pots, happiness, etc. Incorporeality 38
residesin some [vipaksal, viz., in happiness, but not in pots, etc. Therefore,
this mark is also inconclusive, because it is a property common to both
happiness and space. '

(6) An instance of a mark that establishes [a set of] contradictory re-
sults is: “Sound is impermanent, because it is produced, like a pot;3®
sound is permanent, because it is audible, like ‘sound-ness’ (Sabdatva).”
As these two marks lead us to doubt, the two taken together constitute a
single inconclusive mark.40

3.2.3. CONTRADICTED MARKS. There are four varieties of contradicted
marks:

(1) amark that proves the opposite of the s@dhya itself,

(2) a mark that proves the opposite of some attribute of the sddhya,

(3) amark that proves the opposite of the property-possessor itself, and

(4) a mark that proves the opposite of some attribute of the property-
possessor.

Of these,

(1) an instance of a mark that proves the opposite of the sadhya itself
is: “Sound is permanent, because it is produced, or because it ensues
upon human effort.”” This mark is contradicted, because it exists only in
the vipaksa.4t

(2) Aninstance of a mark that proves the opposite of some attribute of
the sadhya is: “The eyes and the other [senses] are for the sake of some
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entity other than themselves, because they are aggregates, like the individ-
val parts of a bed or a chair.”” Just as this mark [‘aggregate-ness’] proves
of the eyes their property of being for the sake of some other entity, so
also it proves of the other entity, namely the soul, its property of being an
aggregate, because the mark [‘aggregate-ness’]42 definitely leads us to
both [the conclusions].43

(3) An instance of a mark that proves the opposite of the property-
possessor itself is: “Existence is neither a substance, nor an action, nor
a quality 44, because it possesses one substance [as its locus] and because
it resides in qualities and actions, like lower universals.” Just as this mark
proves that existence is not a substance, etc., so also it proves that
existence is not existence,*5 because the mark [here employed] definitely
leads us to both [the conclusions].48

(4) An instance of a mark that proves the opposite of some attribute of
the property-possessor is given in the above [VaiSesika’s opinion:] That
mark has a given attribute, namely, the property of causing the notion
“[it is] existent.”” The same mark proves the opposite of this attribute,
namely, the property of not causing the notion “[it is] existent,” because
the mark [here employed] definitely leads us to both [the conclusion].4?

3.3. Fallacious examples

There are two kinds 48 of fallacious examples [according to whether they
are given] through similarity or through dissimilarity.

3.3.1. FALLACIOUS EXAMPLES THROUGH SIMILARITY. There are five va-
rieties of fallacious examples through similarity: 49

(1) anexample in which the mark is not found,

(2) an example in which the sddhya is not found,

(3) an example in which neither the mark nor the sddhya is found, 30

(4) an example that lacks [the statement of] positive concomitance, and

(5) an example where positive concomitance is [expressed] in the re-
verse order. 51

(1) An example in which the mark is not found is: “Sound is permanent,
because it is incorporeal, like an atom.52 Whatever is incorporeal is seen
to be permanent, like an atom.”” Here the sddhya, permanence, resides in
an atom, but the mark, incorporeality, does not, because the atoms are
corporeal.
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(2) An example in which the sddhya is not found is:33 “Sound is per-
manent, because it is incorporeal, like the intellect. Whatever is incorpo-
real is seen to be permanent, like the intellect.”” Here the mark, incor-
poreality, resides in the intellect, but the sddhya, permanence, does not,
because the intellect is impermanent.

(3) There are two kinds of examples in which neither the mark nor the
sddhya is found: existent examples and non-existent examples. In [the
last syllogism if we substitute the example] “like a pot,”” we have an exist-
ent example in which neither is found, because in a pot there are [both]
impermanence and corporeality.5¢ “Like space” is a non-existent example
when one argues against a man who denies the existence of space.

(4) An example that lacks [the statement of] positive concomitance is
one where the coexistence of the mark and the sddhya is53 given with no
[statement of] positive concomitance. Thus: “Impermanence and the
property of being produced are seen to reside in a pot.”” 56

(5) Anexample where positive concomitance is [expressed] in the reverse
order is: one says, “Whatever is impermanent is seen to be produced,”
when he should say, “Whatever is produced is seen to be impermanent.”

3.3.2. FALLACIOUS EXAMPLES THROUGH DISSIMILARITY : 57 There are five 38
varieties of fallacious examples through dissimilarity:

(1) an example from which the sddhya is not excluded,

(2) an example from which the mark is not excluded,

(3) an example from which neither the sddhya nor the mark is excluded,

(4) an example that lacks [the statement of] negative concomitance, and

(5) an example where negative concomitance is [expressed] in the
reverse order.

Of these,

(1) an example from which the sddhya is not excluded is: “Sound is
permanent, because it is incorporeal, like an atom.3® Whatever is imper-
manent is seen to be corporeal, like an atom.” Here the mark, incorpo-
reality, is excluded from an atom, for an atom is corporeal, but the sddhya,
permanernce, is not excluded, for an atom is permanent.$0

(2) An example from which the mark is not excluded is: “[Sound is
permanent, because it is incorporeal. Whatever is impermanent is seen to
be corporeal,] like an action.”” Here the sddhya, permanence, is excluded
from an action, for an action is impermanent; but the mark, incorporea-
lity, is not excluded, for an action is incorporeal.6!
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(3) An example from which neither the sddhya nor the mark is excluded
is: “[Sound is permanent, because it is incorporeal. Whatever is imper-
manent is seen to be corporeal,] like space” as said to one who holds
space to be existent. Here neither permanence nor incorporeality is ex-
cluded from space, because space is permanent and incorporeal.

(4) An example that lacks [the statement of] negative concomitance is
one where the fact that the given example is a thing dissimilar to the
paksa is shown without any expression of negative concomitance between
the mark and the sddhya. Thus:62 “Corporeality and impermanence are
seen to reside in a pot.” 63

(5) An example where negative concomitance is [expressed] in the
reverse order is: one says, “Whatever is corporeal is seen to be imper-
manent,” when he should say, ““Whatever is impermanent is corporeal.” 64

3.4. Fallacious means of proof

Statements containing the above fallacious paksa, marks, and examples
are fallacious means of proof. -

4. Perception and Inference

On the other hand, for one’s own understanding the only valid means of
cognition are these two: perception and inference.8% Of these, perception
is devoid of conceptual construction.%6 It is that kind of cognition which
does not construct any [notion of] name, universal, etc., upon a sense-
object such as color, etc. It is called perception (pratyaksa) because it
occurs to each (prati) sense (aksa).8” Inference is the understanding of
an object through its mark. We have explained that a mark has three
aspects. Accordingly, the cognition of an inferential object in the form
“here is fire,”” or ““‘sound is impermanent,” is also called inference. In both
cases [perception and inference] the cognition itself is the resuit, for the
nature of cognition is comprehension of the object. They are called means
of cognition because they appear to involve an activity.8

5. Fallacious Perception and Fallacious Inference

A cognition in the form of a mental construction of something other than
the particular is a fallacious perception. The cognition ‘a pot’, ‘cloth’,
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which arises in one who is building mental constructs, is fallacious per-
ception because its object is not the particular.8® Fallacious inference is a
cognition based on a fallacious mark. We have explained many varieties
of the fallacious marks. Accordingly, the cognition of an inferential object
that arises in a person untrained [in these rules of inference] will be
fallacious inference.

6. Means of Refutation

The means of refutation is that which points out faults in the means of
proof [set forth by the opponent].”? The means of proof is faulty when it
lacks one of its members. The paksa is faulty when it is contradicted by
perception, etc. The mark is faulty when it is unrecognized, inconclusive,
or contradicted. The example is faulty when the mark or the sadhya is
not found in it, etc. To point out such a fault, to make one’s questioner
recognize it, is refutation.

7. Fallacious Means of Refutation

Fallacious means of refutation is that which points out nonexistent
faults in the means of proof. [E.g.:] stating that the means of proof is
incomplete when it is complete; stating that the paksa is faulty when
it is not faulty; stating that the mark is unrecognized when it is recog-
nized ; stating that the mark is inconclusive when it is conclusive; stating
that the mark is contradicted when it is not contradicted; stating that
there is the fault of faulty example when the example is faultless. These
are fallacious means of refutation; for the opponent’s viewpoint is not
refuted by them because it is without fault.

At the outset [i.e., in this introduction] only the meanings of the terms
have been explained, so as to show the general direction [that further
research should take].

The arguments for and against them are examined elsewhere.

Nyadyapravesakasitra

Harvard University
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NOTES TO THE TRANSLATION

* In the fall of 1967 I had a chance to read the Nydyapravesa under Professor M, Naga-
tomi at Harvard University. This translation is based upon the note at that time. Pro-
fessor D. Ingalls at the same university kindly read my translation and gave me sugges-
tions. Professor H. Kitagawa in Japan read carefully the whole manuscript and gave me
invaluable suggestions by correspondence. Here I express my deepest gratitude to these
three professors. And also I thank my friends Mr. R. Thurman and Miss P. Granoff,
who rendered great help in improving my style.

1 Dignaga classifies inference into two types: inference for one’s own
sake (svdrthanumdana) and inference for the sake of others (pardrthanu-
mdna). The difference between these two can be illustrated by the follow-
ing example. When one happens to see smoke rising from a mountain-
side, he may infer in his mind that there is fire on the mountain. This type
of inference, namely, the inference performed in one’s own mind without
accompanying communication to others is inference for one’s own sake.
If, however, someone should join him at this moment, and he should
tell the newcomer that there is fire on the mountain, he would then express
by statements the knowledge gained from the inference for his own sake.
This type of expressed inference is called inference for the sake of others.

Sankarasvamin follows Dignaga’s twofold classification of inference;
in this text, however, he does not employ the words ‘svdrthanumdna’ and
‘pardrthdanumdna’. Instead, the two terms ‘sddhana’ (means of proof) and
‘diasana’ (means of refutation) are employed for Dignaga’s ‘pardrthdinu-
mana’, and the word ‘anumdna’, which means inference, is employed for
Dignaiga’s ‘svdrthanumdna’ .

It seems that Digniga’s Nydyamukha (NM) was the model of the
Nydyapravesa (NP), for NP not only follows the general pattern of NM,
but also contains many passages almost identical with those of NM. As
far as we can know from the Chinese translation of NM (T. 32, 1-6), the
terms ‘svdrthdnumdna’ and ‘pardrthdnumdna’ are also not used in NM,
although they frequently appear in Dignaga’s Pramdnasamuccaya (PS).
2 According to the Chinese translation (Ch) and the Tibetan translation
made from Ch (T-2) (Tibetan Tripitaka 130, 76, leaf 1, 1.8), this line should
be “This is a summary of treatises,”” but I followed Haribhadra’s com-
mentary, Nydyapravesavrtti (NPV) (p. 12, 1.17.), and the Tibetan trans-
lation made from the Sanskrit text (T-1) (Tibetan Tripitaka, 130, 74, leaf
3,1.3).
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The verse in the text and the sentence “This is a summary of the doc-

trine” is quoted in the Hetutattvopadesa (HTU) (p. 261.).
3 The view that the statement of the paksa and the other members of the
syllogism are the means of proof is found in NM (T. 32, 1a.) and the
Vddavidhi (quoted in K’uei Chi’s commentary, Yin ming ju cheng li lun
shu (Yin), T. 44, 94a.).

According to Dignaga’s PS, K’uei Chi, and Haribhadra, however, the
statement of the paksa is not considered to be a part of the means of proof.
(PS,124,b,5; Yin, T. 44,93 a; NPV, p. 14, 1.6. Cf. Kitagawa, Indokoten-
ronrigaku no Kenkyi, p. 127; Ui, Indotetsugaku Kenkyiu, 5, 545.)
4 Dharmakirti’s Nydyabindu (NB), 3.42: svayam iti vadind (‘Svayam’
(oneself) means ‘by the arguer himself’.)
5 Dhruva’s edition (D) has prasiddhavisesena visistatayd; the text included
in NPV (V) and Mironov’s edition (M) have prasiddhaviSesanavisistataya.
1 prefer the latter.
6 This seems to be a later interpolation, because, if this is original, it
would be difficult to explain why the author put the words “It is tacitly
implied” (iti vakyasesah) right after the definition of the paksa. Though
Haribhadra reads it as an original sentence, Ck and 7-2 have not trans-
lated it. H. Ui counted this as one of the reasons why the Chinese trans-
lation represents the form closet to the original. (Ui, T6yé no Ronri, p.
220.)

Skt. pratyaksady-(D) should be pratyaksady-(V, p. 16,1.1.)
7 Chhas “Sound is impermanent.”
These examples must often be understood as “Words are permanent’ or
“Words are impermanent.”” The Sanskrit ‘Sabda’ means both sound and
word. The examples arose in the course of arguments concerning the
eternity of the Veda. The ritualists (and later the Sarhkhyas) insisted that
the words are always present, in unmanifested but potentially creative
form, even when not pronounced, and that they become manifested under
some circumstances. The Naiydyikas and the Buddhists did not agree
with them.

According to the definition given by Sankarasvamin, the paksa is an
object which the arguer wishes to prove to be qualified by a property, not
the statement of the form: A property-possessor is qualified by a property.
The statements, however, are here taken as examples of the paksa, which
seems to indicate some laxity in the usage of the term ‘paksa’.
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8 Skt. sapakse sattvam vipakse cdsattvam iti (D); ... cdsattvam eva (M and
V). Dharmakirti in the seventh century maintained that the meanings of
the second and the third aspects of a correct mark are the same. He em-
ployed the word ‘eva’ right after ‘sapaksa’ in the definition of the second
aspect, and intended to mean ‘only’ by ‘eva’. (NB, 3. 122; hetoh sapaksa
eva sattvam...) According to him, therefore, the second aspect is: The
mark must be present only (eva) in the sapaksa. In this case, the second
aspect implies the third aspect, which is: The mark must be absent from
all the vipaksa; and the third aspect implies the second aspect. He allowed
inferences with the first aspect and either the second or the third aspect.
9 Skt. anitye Sabde sddhye. Since this phrase is a locative absolute, it may
be translated somewhat more literally by “When impermanent sound is
what is to be proved (sadhya), ...”” Here ‘sddhya’ is used in the sense of
the paksa.

10 Ch has ““like space, etc.”

11 Ch has ““...upon human effort, which is the property of the paksa, is
present...”

12 1it., “Because of its ‘produced-ness’ or its property of being produced”
13 This means that five members are not needed for the sake of inference.
As for the five-membered syllogism, see Note 12 to the introduction.

14 Tn this system, the validity of the paksa is independent of the mark and
the example.

15 Since we can know by perception that words are audible (or there is
audibility in words), the statement “Words are inaudible’ is contradicted
by perception.

Against this Buddhist view some later thinkers such as Uddyotakara
and Kumdrila raised the question whether audibility can be grasped by
perception. Uddyotakara argues as follows: “He (Dignaga) knows neither
the object of perception nor the object of inference. Why? Because sense-
organs cannot grasp the function of sense-organs, and audibility concerns
the function of a sense-organ. How can we know then that audibility is
perceived through a sense-organ?”’ (Nydyavarttika (NV), p. 41, 1.1: tais
tu na pratyaksasya visayo jiidto ndnumdnasya visaya iti. kim kdaranam?
indriyavrttinam atindriyatvat, Srdvanatvarn cendriyavrttih. sa katham
pratyaksd bhavati.) Kumérila says: ““Audibility is not cognized by percep-
tion; it is cognized through positive concomitance and negative concomi-
tance as in the case of the deaf, etc. (Slokavdrttika (SV), 8, v. 60, b. 61, a:
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na hi Sravanatd ndma pratyaksend ’vagamyate sd ‘nvayavyatirekabhyam
gamyate badhirddisu).

16 Since we can prove by correct inference that a pot possesses imperma-
nence, the statement ‘A pot is permanent’’ is contradicted by inference.
17 According to the VaiSesika doctrine, sound is impermanent. Cf.
Vaisesikasiitra (VS) 2.2. 31-37; PraSastapadabhdsya (PBh), p. 287.

18 The Kapilikas, followers of a particular Saiva sect, carried human
skulls which they used as receptacles for their food. To prove the purity
of the human skull, they set forth this syllogism. Here only the part “A
human skull is pure” is relevant. For some philosophers the statement
““A human skull is pure’’ may be an instance of the paksa contradicted by
traditional doctrine as has been quoted in NV (p. 41, 1.3). For others,
however, it can be an instance of the paksa contradicted by common
sense.

Ch has “like a conch” instead of “like a conch or an oystershell.” In
addition to this instance of the fallacious paksa, Ch gives a second one,
viz., “Hare-possessor is not the moon.” (.} f{) 2k A) Since the mark
a hare appears on the surface of the moon, “hare-possessor” is used in
Sanskrit as another name of the moon. Therefore, the statement “Hare-
possessor is not the moon”’ is contradicted by common sense.

19 According to the Samkhya, nothing perishes. In place of origination
and destruction, they speak of .nanifestation and disappearance. There-
fore, the property of being perishable, the qualifier here, is not admitted
by the Samkhyas. The Buddhists, however, maintain that everything is
perishable. _

20 The Samkhyas accept the existence of the soul, the qualificand, while
the Buddhists deny it.

21 Inherence (samavdya) is the relation between things inseparably, con-
nected, of which one is the container and the other the contained. That is
to say, inherence is the cause of the notion “this is in that.”” (PB#, p. 324.)
For instance, qualities and actions are inherent in a substance; the color
red, in fire. That which has things inhering in it is called an inherent cause
(samavayikarana). The VaiSesikas hold that the soul is the inherent cause
of happiness, etc. (PBh, p. 70). The Buddhists, however, deny the cate-
gory of inherence, and accordingly, the existence of the inherent cause.
That the Buddhists deny the existence of the soul was mentioned in note
20.
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Ch omits “of happiness, etc.”
22 In NM and PS Dignaga enumerates just the first five of the nine sorts of
fallacious paksa.
23 Tt is to be noted that the author uses the Nyaya term ‘pratijfi@’ for the
first member of the syllogism in place of the Buddhist term ‘paksavacana’.
24 Here Ch has, “We shall now explain fallacious marks.”
25 In this text the author does not mention Digniga’s Hetucakra (the
table of nine possible varieties of correct and incorrect marks.)
26 Skt. Sabddnityatve sadhye. A literal translation is: “When imperma-
nence of sound is what is to be proved (sadhya),...”” The term ‘sddhya’
here is used in the sense of the paksa’s being qualified by the sddhya. Cf.
Note 9.
27 It has been said that an unrecognized mark is that which lacks the
first aspect of a correct mark. (Intr. 12). In this case, the mark, visibility,
is not present in the paksa, sound. That is to say, it lacks the first aspect.
28 The Mimamsakas hold that the words are permanent and not produced,
but only become manifested under some circumstances. Cf. Note 7 to the
translation.
29 In Ch and T-2 (Tibetan Tripitaka, 130, 76, leaf 5, 1.7.) “a mass of
matter’” is a modifier of ‘fire’ as follows: “Some entity suspected to be
mist or something else, is given to prove [the existence of] fire which is an
aggregate of elements.”
(B % XD 4R 3 YR XAb Ao, A A O,
The Sanskrit text on Wthh the Chinese translator worked might have
read “bhittasarghdtagnisiddhaw” instead of the present reading ““bhiitas-
amghdto ’gnisiddhau.” T-1 has the same meaning as the Sanskrit text has
here. (Tibetan Tripitaka, 130, 74, leaf 5, 1.7.)
30 Here ‘substratum’ refers to the paksa, space. Since the mark must rest
upon the paksa, qualities must rest upon space. (Note that the expression
“because it is a substratum of qualities” (literal translation: because of
[its] property of being a substratum of qualities) is logically the same as
the expression “because of [its] qualities.””) However, when the substra-
tum space is not admitted to exist, no qualities can rest upon it. Therefore,
such a mark is considered to be unrecognized.
31 An inconclusive mark lacks either the second or the third aspect of a
correct mark. The mark here possesses the second aspect and lacks the
third one. '



A SIXTH-CENTURY MANUAL OF INDIAN LOGIC 135

32 Chhas “Sound is.”
33 Audibility, the mark here, resides only in sound, the paksa here, for
there is nothing audible except sound. (The Vaisesikas, however, consider
‘sound-ness’ (fabdatva) to be audible besides sound. See note 40.) Both
the sapaksa and the vipaksa must be different from the paksa. Therefore,
the mark is present neither in the sapaksa nor in the vipaksa. It thus
possesses the third aspect, but not the second one.
34 Ch omits ““as pots.”
35 Ch omits ““as pots.”
36 Ch omits “becauseitis ... pot.”
37 Ch has “the atoms, etc.”
38 Ch omits “incorporeality.”
39 Ch has “like a pot, etc.”
40 The Vaifesikas admit the existence of permanent universal which
resides in each individual. For example, they hold that the universal
‘sound-ness’ resides in every individual sound. According to them, if a
thing is cognized through a sense-organ, the universal of that thing can
also be cognized through that same sense-organ. Sound is cognized
through the ear. Therefore, soundness or sound-universal can also be
perceived through the ear. Thus, in the case of the VaiSesikas, the mark,
audibility, is correct in the second syllogism: Audibility is a property of
sound, and is present in the sapaksa such as sound-ness, and not present
in the vipaksa at all. One can easily see that the mark, the property of
being produced, is correct in the first syllogism. Each mark taken singly
is thus correct insofar as it possesses the three aspects of a correct mark.
The combination of these two marks, however, furnishes occasion for
a fault. That is to say, it leads to a set of contradictory results — Sound is
permanent and impermanent. Dharmakirti does not consider this to be a
logical fallacy because it cannot occur in the process of natural inference.
(NB, 3.111.)
41 A contradicted mark is that which lacks both the second and the third
aspects of a correct mark. That is to say, a contradicted mark exists only
in the vipaksa. Here the mark is the property of being produced or the
property of ensuing upon human effort. Here the sapaksa is anything
permanent; the vipaksa is anything impermanent. Whatever is produced
or ensues upon human effort is impermanent. Therefore, the mark is seen
only in the vipaksa.
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42 Ch has ““...so also it proves the opposite of some attribute of the

sddhya, i.e., the property of being used by other aggregates, because a
bed, etc., is used by other aggregates.” ( 1 %ﬁ?éﬂiﬁi’\l )ﬁf hix
AE P AT BV, L E N e P H )
43 The Sarhkhyas set forth this syflogism to prove the existence of the
soul. (Cf. Samkhyakarikd, v. 17.) They argue as follows: A bed and a
chair are aggregates, hence they serve some entity other than themselves.
Likewise, the eyes and the other sense-organs serve some entity other than
themselves, because they are aggregates. That which the eyes, etc., serve
is nothing but the soul. Therefore, the soul exists.

Here the sddhya is the property of being for some entity other than
itself, and the mark is ‘aggregate-ness’. The Sarhkhyas consider the mark
to possess the following three aspects: It exists in the paksa, the eyes, etc. ;
it is present in sapaksa, such as a bed or a chair; and it is not present in
any vipaksa, i.e., anything that is not for some entity other than itself.

The author criticizes this Sarhkhya’s view as follows: A bed and a chair
are aggregates and serve some entity other than themselves. However,
that which they serve is our body, which is again an aggregate. Therefore,
when the existence of the soul is to be proved by ‘aggregate-ness’ of the
eyes, etc., the soul is proved at the same time to be an aggregate. Accord-
ing to the Sarhkhya doctrine, however, the soul must be single, namely,
not an aggregate. The property of the soul’s being single is some attribute
of the sddhya here. Therefore, the ‘aggregate-ness’ of the soul is the oppo-
site of the above-mentioned attribute of the sddhya. The mark thus proves
the opposite of some attribute of the sadhya.

Dignaga points out that the mark in this syllogism is expected to prove
two matters at the same time. The first is that the eyes and the other
sense-organs are for the sake of some entity other than themselves; the
second is that the entity should be single. The cause of the difficulty ex-
plained above is that the second matter finds no mention in the statement
of the paksa of this syllogism. These two matters should have been stated
explicitly in the statement as follows: The eyes and the other [sense-
organs] are for the sake of some single entity other than themselves. Now
one can see that the mark, ‘aggregate-ness’, is present only in the vipaksa.
Therefore, it is said to be contradicted. (Kitagawa, Indokotenronrigaku
no Kenkyi, pp. 191-192; Tibetan Tripitaka 130, 52, leaf 1, 1.4-5).

44 Ch has ““neither a substance, nor a quality, nor an action.”
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45 Skt. dravyddipratisedham bhavasya sadhayati (D). V omits bhdvasya.
46 According to the Vaiéesika, there are six categories: substance (dravya),
quality (guna), action (karma), universal (sdmanya), ultimate distinction
(vifesd), and inherence (samavdya). Some VaiSesika philosophers count
non-existence (abhdva) as the seventh category. The first category,
dravya, is ninefold: earth, water, fire, air, space, time, direction, soul, and
mind. The first four substances are in the form of an atom or an aggregate
of atoms. Sdmdnya is of two kinds: highest (para) and lower (apara). The
former is existence (bhdva); the latter consists of ‘substance-ness’,
‘quality-ness’, ‘action-ness’, etc.

Substances such as an atom, space, time, direction, soul, and mind can
be regarded as having no constituent substance. They are called the
‘adravyam dravyam’ (the substance which possesses no substance). There
is a second kind of substances, namely, those which have as their consti-
tuents more than two atoms, such as a body, a desk, etc. They are called
the ‘anekadravyarn dravyam’ (the substance which possesses many or
more than two substances). There are only these two kinds of substances.

Existence resides in any kind of substance quality, and action. Now,
when existence resides in a substance, one can consider existence to
possess the substance as its property-possessor. Disregarding the differ-
ence between the above two kinds of substances and regarding any sub-
stance as one substance (ekadravya), the Vai$esikas represent existence as
a possessor of one substance (ekadravyavat). According to the Vaidesika
doctrine, every substance must possess either ‘many substances’ or ‘no
substance’. Existence, however, possesses one substance as its locus.
Therefore, the Vaisesikas hold that existence is not a substance.

Existence is not a quality, either. According to the VaiSesika philoso-
phy, existence resides in qualities, but no quality can reside in another
quality. Likewise, existence is not an action, for it resides in actions.

The author points out a difficulty in this VaiSesika view. Indeed the
mark (the property of possessing one substance) proves that existence is
not a substance, but it also proves that existence is not existence. That is
to say, a VaiSesika is forced to accept the following syllogism: Existence
is not existence, because it possesses one substance, like ‘substance-ness’.
Here the paksa, viz., the property-possessor, is existence. The mark is
the property of having one substance. The statement of the example is
“Whatever possesses the property of having one substance is not exist-
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ence, like ‘substance-ness’.”” the mark here proves the opposite of the
property-possessor itself.

In a similar way the author points out difficulties of the other marks
(the property of residing in qualities and the property of residing in ac-
tions). These marks prove that existence is neither a quality nor an action,
but they also prove that existence is not existence. As in the previous case,
a Vaisesika is forced to accept the following syllogisms:

Existence is not existence, because it resides in qualities. Whatever pos-
sesses the property of residing in qualities possesses the property of not
being existence, like ‘quality-ness’.

Existence is not existence, because it resides in actions. Whatever

possesses the property of residing in actions possesses the property of not
being existence, like ‘action-ness’.
47 The VaiSesikas consider existence as the cause of the notion ““[it is]
existent.” That is to say, they consider existence as possessing satpratya-
yakartrtva (the property of causing the notion “[it is] existent.”’) Indeed
the mark discussed in note 46 proves that existence is neither a substance,
nor a quality, nor an action, but it also proves that existence possesses
asatpratyayakartrtva (the property of not causing the notion “[it is]
existent.””) Now, the following syllogism becomes correct: Existence
possesses the property of not causing the notion “[it is] existent,” because
it possesses one substance, (or it resides in qualities or actions,) like
‘substance-ness’, (‘quality-ness’, or ‘action-ness’.)

The lower universal such as ‘substance-ness’, ‘quality-ness’, or ‘action-
ness’ causes the notion “[it is] a substance,”” ““[it is] a quality,” or “[it is]
an action.” But none of these lower universals causes the notion “[it is]
existent.”

Asatpratyayakartriva is the opposite of ‘some attribute of the property-
possessor’, viz., satpratyayakartrfva. The mark thus proves the opposite
of some attribute of the property-possessor, insofar as it proves that
existence possesses asatpratyayakarirtva.

48 Here Ch has “We shall now explain fallacious examples.”

49 Among these five fallacious examples, the first three are property-
possessors and the last two are statements.

50 A correct example through similarity must be a locus of the mark and
the sddhya. If the locus lacks either or both of these two factors, it cannot
be a correct example.
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51 Ch has the names of the five fallacious examples through dissimilarity

right after those of the fallacious examples through similarity.

52 Ch omits “like an atom.”

53 Ch has only “like the intellect.”

54 Ch omits this passage.

55 Chhas “... the sddhyain a pot, etc., is given...”

56 This example is fallacious because it lacks the statement ‘“Where there

is impermanence, there is produced-ness.”

57 Cf. Note 51.

58 The first three are property-possessors, and the last two are state-

ments.

59 Ch omits this example.

60 Ch has “The reason is as follows: The sddhya, i.e., permanence, is not

excluded from an atom, for they say that an atom is permanent. [But] the

mark, incorporeality, is not seen [there].”” ( \ﬂb W\*é 7;’%}( ﬁﬁ ix T 3%
ML T AN TG NEBL B X A 8 it de

61 Ch has “Only the sddhya is excluded, @1’2 %I;%p?%li is not; for they

say that actions are incorporeal.” ( 4¢ YE_ B _He I~

AR ety ’

$2 Ch omits this.

63 This fallacious example lacks the statement ‘“Whatever there is no per-

manence, there is no incorporeality.”

84 Ch omits “when he should say... corporeal.”

65 The Naiyayikas accepted four means of knowledge (pramdna): per-

ception (pratyaksa), inference (anumdna), canonical authority (Sabda),

and analogy (upamdna). The process of application of the last one may be

illustrated as follows: Someone is told that a bison is like a cow. Going to

a forest, he sees an animal like a cow and thinks that this animal must be

the one called a bison.

In the system of our text, however, only two means of knowledge, i.e.,

perception and inference, are accepted.

66 When a cognition is devoid of conceptual construction and has as its

object the particular (svalaksana) that cognition is called a perception. If

someone, looking at fire, has the cognition ‘“here is fire” or ‘fire’, the

Naiyayikas consider this cognition to be a perception. But our author

considers it to be an inference, since the cognition “here is fire’” or ‘“fire’

has been described by concepts or words.
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67 Perception occurs to each sense-organ: the eyes, the ears, the nose, the
tongue, etc.

68 Vatsyayana, Kumarila, and others clearly distinguish four factors of
cognitions - namely, the result of cognition (pramiti)’ the means of cogni-
tion or knowledge (pramdna), the object of cognition (prameya), and the
agent of cognition (pramdtr). When one has the cognition “fire”, the cog-
nition in the form “fire” is the result of cognition, the eyes are the means
of cognition. Fire is the object and the person is the agent.

Here in our text, however, the first factor is identified with the second.

It seems that he inherited this idea from Digniga, who had said in PS as
follows: “[we call the cognition itself] ‘pramdna’ [literally, a means of
cognizing], ... although primarily it is a result ... or [it can be maintained
that] the self-cognition or the cognition cognizing itself (svasamvitti) is
here the result [of the act of cognizing] — (Hattori, p. 28.)
69 Skt. -svalaksanavisaya-(D) should be -svalaksandvisaya-(V p. 36, 1.23.)
70 DignAga enumerates fourteen varieties of fallacious means of refuta-
tion in NM and PS while Sankarasvimin avoids any description of them
in this text.

TEXT

The foliowing text is based upon the G.O.S. edition (D).

1. sidhanam diisanarh caiva sdbhasam parasamvide/pratyaksam anu-
manarh ca sibhisath tv Atmasarhvide// iti §dstrarthasarigrahah//

2. tatra paksadivacanani sidhanam/ paksahetudrstantavacanair hi
prasnikandm apratito’rthah pratipadyata iti//

2.1 tatra paksah prasiddho dharmi prasiddhaviSesanaviSistataya
svayam sadhyatvenepsitah/ pratyaksddyaviruddha iti vakyadesah/ tadya-
thd/nityah $abdo ’nityo veti//

2.2 hetus tririipah/kirh punas trairipyam/ paksadharmatvarh sapakse
sattvarh vipakse cdsattvam iti// kah punah sapaksah/ ko vé vipaksa itif/
sadhyadharmasimanyena samano 'rthal sapaksah/ tadyathi/ anitye §abde
sadhye ghatddir anityah sapaksah// vipakso yatra sadhyarh nasti/ yan
nityarh tad akrtakarh drstarh yathakd$am iti/ tatra krtakatvam prayat-
nanantariyakatvarh va sapaksa evasti vipakse nasty eva/ ity anityddau
hetub//

2.3 drstanto dvividhah/ sadharmyena vaidharmyena ca// tatra sidhar-
myena tivat/ yatra hetoh sapaksa evastitvarmh khyapyate/ tadyatha/ yat



A SIXTH-CENTURY MANUAL OF INDIAN LOGIC 141

krtakarh tad anityarh drstam yatha ghatddir iti// vaidharmyenapi/ yatra
sadhyabhave hetor abhéva eva kathyate/ tadyatha/ yan nityarh tad akrta-~
karh drstarh yathaka@sam iti/ nityaSabdenatrénityatvasyabhava ucyate/
akrtakaSabdendpi krtakatvasyabhavah/ yatha bhavabhavo ’bhava iti//
uktdh paksadayah//

2.4, esdith vacanini parapratydyanakale saidhanam/ tadyathd/ anityah
§abdaiti paksavacanam/krtakatvaditipaksadharmavacanam/yat krtakarh
tad anityarh drstarh yatha ghatddir iti sapaksdnugamavacanam/ yan
nityarh tad akrtakarh drstarh yathakddam iti vyatirekavacanam// etany
eva trayo’vayava ity ucyante//

3.1 sadhayitum isto’pi pratyaksadiviruddhah paksibhasah/ tadyatha/
(1) pratyaksaviruddhah, (2) anumanaviruddhah, (3) agamaviruddhah,
(4) lokaviruddhah, (5) svavacanaviruddhah, (6) aprasiddhavi$esanah,
(7) aprasiddhaviSesyah, (8) aprasiddhobhayal, (9) prasiddhasahbandha$
ceti// tatra

(1) pratyaksaviruddho yatha/ aravanah $abda iti//

(2) anumanaviruddho yatha/ nityo ghata iti//

(3) agamaviruddho yatha/ vaifesikasya nityah Sabda iti sadhayatah//

(4) lokaviruddho yatha/$uci nara$irahkapalarth pranyangatvac chan-
khasuktivad iti//

(5) svavacanaviruddho yatha/ matd me vandhyeti//

(6) aprasiddhaviSesano yathd/ bauddhasya samkhyam prati vinisi
$abda iti//

(7) aprasiddhaviSesyo yatha/ sarmkhyasya bauddharh prati cetana
atmeti//

(8) aprasiddhobhayo yatha/ vaiSesikasya bauddharh prati sukhadisa-
mavayikdranam atmeti//

(9) prasiddhasarhbandho yatha/ éravanah §abda iti// esarh vacaniini
dharmasvarfipanirdkaranamukhena pratipadandsarhbhavatah sddhana-
vaiphalyatas$ ceti pratijiddosah// uktah paksabhasah//

3.2. asiddhanaikantikaviruddha hetvabhasah//

3.2.1. tatrasiddha$ catuhprakarah/ tadyathda/ (1) ubhayasiddhah,
(2) anyatarasiddhah, (3) sarhdigdhasiddhah, (4) asrayasiddhas ceti// tatra

(1) $abdanityatve sadhye caksusatvad ity ubhayésiddhah//

(2) krtakatvad iti §abdabhivyaktivadinar praty anyatarasiddhah//

(3) baspadibhavena samdihyamano bhutasamghéto *gnisiddhdv upa-
diSyamanah sarhdigdhasiddhah//
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(4) dravyam akasarh gunasrayatvad ity akasasattvavadinarh praty
aSrayasiddhah//

3.2.2. anaikantikah satprakarah/ (1) sddharanah, (2) asadharanah,
(3) sapaksaikadesavrttir vipaksavyapi, (4) vipaksaikadeSavrttih sapak-
savyapi, (5) ubhayapaksaikadeSavrttih, (6) viruddhavyabhicari ceti// tatra

(1) sddharanah §abdah prameyatvan nitya iti/ tad dhi nityanityapak-
sayoh siadhdranatvad anaikantikam/kim ghatavat prameyatvad anityah
$abda dhosvid akasavat prameyatvan nitya iti//

(2) asdadharanah $ravapatvan nitya iti/ tad dhi nityanityapaksabhyam
vydvrttatvan nityanityavinirmuktasya cidnyasyasarhbhavat sams$ayahe-
tuh/ kimbhitasyasya $ravanatvam iti//

(3) sapaksaikadeavrttir vipaksavyapi yathid/aprayatnanantariyakah
$abdo ’nityatvat/ aprayatndnantariyakah paksah/asya vidyuddkasadih sa-
paksah/ tatraikadese vidyudadau vidyate 'nityatvar ndkasadau/ aprayat-
nanantariyakah paksah/ asya ghatadir vipaksah/ tatra sarvatra ghatddau
vidyate’nityatvam/ tasmad etad api vidyudghatasadharmyeninaikanti-
kam/ kirh ghatavad anityatvat prayatnanantariyakah S$abdah ahosvid
vidyudadivad anityatvad aprayatnanantariyaka iti//

(4) vipaksaikadesavritih sapaksavyapi yathd/ prayatnanantariyakah
$abdo’nityatvat/ prayatnianantariyakah paksah/ asya ghatadih sapaksah/
tatrasarvatra ghatadau vidyate 'nityatvam/ prayatnanantariyakah paksah/
asya vidyudakasadir vipaksah/ tatraikade$e vidyudadau vidyate ’nityat-
vam nakidsadau/ tasmad edad api vidyudghatasddharmyena piirvavad
anaikantikam//

(5) ubhayapaksaikadesavrtticr yathd/ nityah $abdo ’murtatvad iti/
nityah paksah/ asyakasaparamanvadih sapaksal/ tatraikadesa akasadau
vidyate ‘miirtatvarh na paraminau/ nityah paksaly/ asya ghatasukhadir
vipaksah/ tatraikadeSe sukhddau vidyate ’miirtatvarh na ghatadau/
tasmad etad api sukhakasasadharmyenanaikantikam//

(6) viruddhavyabhicari yathd/ anityah Sabdah krtakatvad ghatavad/
nityah $abdah $ravanatvat Sabdatvavad iti/ ubhayoh sarhdayahetutvad
dvav apy etav eko ’naikantikah samuditav eva//

3.2.3. viruddha$ catubprakarah/ tadyatha/ (1) dharmasvariipavipari-
tasadhanah, (2) dharmavidesaviparita:alhanah, (3) dharmisvaripavi-
paritasidhanah, (4) dharmiviSesaviparitasadhana$ ceti// tatra

(1) dharmasvariipaviparitasidhano yathd/ nityah §abdah krtakatvat
prayatninantariyakatvad veti/ ayarh hetur vipaksa eva bhavad viruddhah//
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(2) dharmaviSesaviparitasidhano yatha/ pararthas caksuradayah sarh-
ghitatvac chayanasanddyangaviSesavad iti/ ayarh hetur yatha pararthyam
caksurddinarh sddhayati tatha samhatatvam api parasyatmanah sidh-
ayati/ ubhayatravyabhicarat//

(3) dharmisvarapaviparitasadhano yatha/ na dravyam na karma na
guno bhavah ekadravyavattvad gunakarmasu ca bhavat simanyaviSesa-
vad iti/ ayarh hi hetur yatha dravyadipratisedharh bhavasya sadhayati
tatha bhavasyabhavatvam api sadhayati/ ubhayatravyabhicarat//

(4) dharmiviSesaviparitasadhano yatha/ ayam eva hetur asminn eva
piirvapakse *syaiva dharmino yo viesaly satpratyayakartrtvam nima tad-
viparitam asatpratyayakartrtvam api sddhayati/ ubhayatrdvyabhicarat//

3.3. drstantabhaso dvividhah/ sidharmyena vaidharmyena ca// tatra

3.3.1. sadharmyena tdvad drstintdbrasah paficaprakirah/ tadyatha/
(1) sidhanadharmasiddah, (2) si@dhyadharmasiddah, (3) ubhayadhar-
masiddhah, (4) ananvayah, (5) viparitdnvaya$ ceti// tatra

(1) sadhanadharmasiddho yatha/ nityah $§abdo *mirtatvat paramanu-
vat/ yad amirtarh tan nityarh drstarh yathd paramanul/ paramanau hi
sidhyam nityatvam asti sidhanadharmo ’mirtatvarh nasti martatvat
paramaninam iti//

(2) sadhyadharmasiddho yatha/ nityah §abdo *mtrtatvad buddhivat/
yad amirtarh tan nityam drstarh yathd buddhib// buddhau hi sidhana-
dharmo ’mirtatvam asti sadhyadharmo nityatvarh nasti/ anityatvad
buddher iti//

(3) ubhayasiddho dvividhah/ sann asarh§ ceti/ tatra ghatavad iti vidy-
aminobhayasiddhal/ anityatvan murtatvic ca ghatasya/ akasavad ity
avidyaméanobhayasiddhah/ tadasattvavadinam prati//

(4) ananvayo yatra vindnvayena sddhyasddhanayoh sahabhavah pra-
darSyate/ yatha ghate krtakatvam anityatvarh ca drStam iti//

(5) viparitinvayo yatha/ yat krtakar tad anityarm drstam iti vaktavye
yad anityarh fat krtakar drstam iti braviti//

3.3.2. vaidharmyenapi drstantabhasah paficaprakarah/ tadyatha/ (1)
sidhyavyavrttah, (2) sidhanavyavrttah, (3) ubhayavyavrttah, (4) avyati-
rekah, (5) viparitavyatireka$ ceti// tatra

(1) sadhyavyavrtto yatha/ nityah §abdo *murtatvat paramanuvat/ yad
anityarh tan mirtam drstarh yatha paramanul)/ paramanor hi sadhana-
dharmo ‘mirtatvarh vyavrttam martatvat paramananam iti/ saidhyadhar-
mo nityatvam na vyavrttam nityatvat paramaninam iti//
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(2) sadhanavyavrtto yatha/ karmavad iti/ karmanah sadhyarh nityat-
varh vydvrttam/ anityatvat karmanah/ s@dhanadharmo ’miirtatvam na
vyavrttam/ amirtatvat karmanah//

(3) ubhaydvyavrttah/ dkasavad itif tatsattvavadinam prati/ tato nityat-
vam amirtatvam ca na vyavrttam/ nityatvdd amirtatvac cikasasyeti//

(4) avyatireko yatra vina sddhyasddhananivrttyd tadvipaksabhivo
nidar§yate/ yathd ghate martatvam anityatvarh ca drstam iti//

(5) viparitavyatireko yatha/ yad anityarh tan muartamh drstam iti vak-
tavye yan mirtarh tad anityam drstam iti braviti//

3.4. esam paksahetudrstintabhasanam vacanini sadhanabhasam//

4. atmapratyayanartham tu pratyaksam anumaénarh ca dve eva pra-
mane// tatra pratyaksarh kalpandpodharh yaj jfidnam arthe ripadau
namajatyadikalpanarahitarh tat/ aksam aksarh prati vartata iti pratyak-
sam// anumanam lingad arthadar§anam/ lingam punas triripam uktam/
tasmad yad anumeye ’rthe jidnam utpadyate ’gnir atranityah $abda iti
va tad anuméinam// ubhayatra tad eva jianam phalam adhigamaripat-
vat/ savyaparavatkhyateh pramanatvam iti//

5. kalpandjiianam arthantare pratyaksabhasam/ yaj jiidnarh ghatah
pata iti va vikalpayatalh samutpadyate tad arthasvalaksapavisayatvat
pratyaksabhasam// hetvabhasapirvakarh jidnam anumanabhasam/ het-
vabhéso hi bahuprakara uktah/ tasmad yad anumeye’rthe jiidnam avy-
utpannasya bhavati tad anuméanabhasam//

6. sadhanadosodbhdvanini dGsanani// sidhanadoso nylinatvam/ pak-
sadosah pratyaksadiviruddhatvam/ hetudoso’siddhanaikantikaviruddh-
atvam/ drstantadosah sadhanadharmadyasiddhatvam/ tasyodbhavanam
prasnikapratyayanar diisanam//

7. abhiitasidhanadosodbhavanini dfisanabhasani// sarmpiirfie sidh-
ane nylnatvavacanam/ adustapakse paksadosavacanam/ siddhahetuke
’siddhahetukarh vacanam/ ekantahetuke ’nekantahetukam vacanam/
aviruddhahetuke viruddhahetukarh vacanam/ adustadrstante dustadrstan-
tadosavacanam/ etini disaniabhisani/na hy ebhih parapakso dasyate/
niravadyatvat tasya// ity uparamyate//

padarthamatram akhyatam &adau dinmatrasiddhaye/ yatra yuktir
ayuktir va sanyatra suvicaritd// //iti nyayapravesakasiitrarh samap-
tam//
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