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0. Introduction

As is well known, Dharmakirti’s central tenet for establishing scrip-
tural authority is the so-called threefold analysis (dpyad pa gsum),
which is used for sorting out reliable from unreliable scriptures with
regard to radically inaccessible states of affairs (atyantaparoksa).
This analysis is done by means of perception, inference functioning
by the force of real entities (vastubalapravrttanumana), and scrip-
turally based inference (Ggamapeksanumana). For a person who is
searching for a reliable scripture that will definitely lead him to the
final spiritual goal, this procedure, which will be described in the
following, seems quite reasonable in order to examine various scrip-
tures.

According to Dharmakirti’s PV 1.215-216, a person who is striv-
ing for a spiritual goal can determine which scriptures are unreli-
able by dividing their contents into three categories, namely, per-
ceptible states of affairs (pratyaksa), imperceptible states of affairs
(paroksa), and radically inaccessible states of affairs (atyanta-
paroksa). These three categories are then examined by means of
perception, inference functioning by the force of real entities, and
scripturally based inference, respectively. Applying this process,
perception, for instance, invalidates the Samkhya’s notion of plea-
sure (sukha) inherent in substances such as sounds, but it establish-
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es the Buddhist notion of the five aggregates (pancaskandha); the
vastubala type of inference invalidates the Brahmanical notion of at-
man, but it establishes the Buddhist notion of the four noble truths;
and scripturally based inference invalidates the thesis that demerits
(adharma) are purified by ablutions (sndna).'

Of the threefold analysis, the first two stages are not particu-
larly problematic because it is commonly known that Dignaga ac-
cepted perception and inference as means of valid cognition.
However, if one recalls that Dignaga rejected scriptural authority
(agamapramana) as an independent means of valid cognition, one
faces difficulties when trying to understand scripturally based in-
ference precisely. Examples of scripturally based inference are found
only twice in Dharmakirti’s entire opus: it is first used to invalidate
the opponent’s thesis “ablutions, etc., purify demerits,” and second,
mentioned with regard to two inferences using antinomic reasons
(viruddhavyabhicarin) regarding the omnipresence of universals
(samanya). Although the two examples appear in different contexts,
we find a common feature in how they use scripturally based infer-
ence if we focus on the concept of abhyupagama, “hypothetical ac-
ceptance.” The aim of this paper is to provide a detailed examination
of Dharmakirti’s arguments with regard to scripturally based infer-
ence, together with the historical background of this type of infer-

2
ence.

' Cf.PVSV (ad PV 1.215) 108,15-109,3. An English translations of this sec-
tion can be found in Yaita 1987 and Dunne 2004: 362f. The above sum-
mary is based on Tillemans 2000: 79. For more details on the threefold
analysis, see Tillemans 1993: 9-15, Tillemans 1999: chap. 1 and chap. 2,
and Keira 2006.

The second chapter, “How Much of a Proof is Scripturally Based In-
ference?” of Tillemans 1999 examines the threefold analysis of scrip-
ture, but not this inference in particular. For a detailed analysis of
the inference together with its interpretations by Devendrabuddhi,
Sakyabuddhi, Dharmottara and Vinitadeva, see Eltschinger 2007: 105~
109.
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1. Scripturally based inference and the fallacious thesis opposed
to authoritative words

The first example of scripturally based inference is found in the fol-
lowing passage of PVSV ad PV 1.215:
[Text 1] dagamapeksanumdne °pi yatha ragddirtiipam tatprabhavam
cadharmam abhyupagamya tatprahandya snandgnihotrader anupa-
desah. PVSV 109,1-3
“Regarding scripturally based inference, too, [it functions for invali-
dating propositions concerning radically inaccessible states of affairs.]
For instance, after one has hypothetically accepted (abhyupagamya)
demerit as being of the nature of desire, etc., and as arising from such
things, it cannot be taught that bathing in holy water, the agnihotra-sac-
rifice or other things [can] suspend [demerit].”’

In the same manner, PVSV ad PV 1.333 refers to a similar example:
[Text 2] ... agamasrayena canumanena bddhitam agnihotradeh pdpaso-
dhanasamarthyadikam. PVSV 174,22-23
“... Moreover, [the proposition:] ‘fire-sacrifices, etc., can purify sins’ is
invalidated by a scripturally based inference.”

In order to refute a scripture that accepts physical practices such as
ablutions and fire-sacrifices as being able to purify sins and demer-
its, by relying on scripturally based inference, one can point out that
this proposition is contradictory to another proposition in the same
scripture, which considers demerits to be characterized by desire
or born from it. In this case, since Dharmakirti does not mention a
logical proof (prayoga) in the above texts, it remains unclear how the
term “inference” is being used in the expression “scripturally based
inference.”

This point becomes clear when reading Sakyabuddhi’s commen-
tary on text 1:

* For a French translation, see Eltschinger 2007: 223. Scripturally based
inference is mentioned again in PVSV 174,22f.: ... agamdsrayena canu-
manena badhitam agnihotradeh papasodhanasamarthyadikam. “... and
[it] is invalidated by the scripturally based inference that agnihotra-
sacrifice, etc., has the capability of purifying sins, etc.”
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[Text 3] @dngos po stobs kyis zhugs pa’i tshad ma gnyis kyis lung rnam
par dag pa’i dus phyis tshad ma khas len pa can gyi bstan bcos kyi chos
can rnam par gzhag nas / snga phyi ‘gal ba rjes su dpag pa’i phyir / gang
gi tshe khyad par dpyod pa la jug pa de’i tshe lung la Itos pa’i rjes su
dpag pa ste® / lung la Itos pa’i rjes su dpag pa de la *gnod pa med pa
zhes bya ba’i skabs yin no® // PVT D 245a1-6 = P 289a3-5"

“[First of all,] one purifies a scripture by two means of valid cognition
that occur by the force of real entities (i.e., perception and vastuba-
la-type inference). After that, in order to infer contradictions between
previous and posterior [propositions in a scripture,] after having de-
termined a [supersensible] subject/property-possessor of the scrip-
ture that is hypothetically accepted to be a pramana, the scripturally
based inference [occurs] at the time when one commences an investi-
gation of [that subject’s] specific features. It is contextually connected:
“[If the scripture is reliable, then] there is no invalidation [within it] in
the case of the scripturally based inference.”’

As Eltschinger has pointed out, Sakyabuddhi’s exposition is mainly
based on PV 4.48-51 and 106-108, where Dharmakirti discusses the
definition of the thesis (paksa), which is unopposed by authoritative
words (dpta).’ According to Sakyabuddhi’s exposition, it is possible
to accept a scripture only when one has examined it on the basis of
perception and vastubala-type inferences. One commences an inves-
tigation of a scripture primarily to discover contradictions between
its propositions. In this investigation, scripturally based inference
is used for forming a counter-proposition to the scripture’s propo-
sitions concerning supersensible subjects or property-possessors
(dharmin). In the process, one must hypothetically accept the scrip-
ture as a pramana that teaches supersensible subjects, even though
its reliability remains doubtful.

With regard to a scripture’s role as a presupposition for inferring
supersensible subjects, it might be worthwhile to examine an ex-

* @ Cf. PVSVT 393,15-17: visuddhe visayadvaye ’tyantaparokse cigama-
visaye paurvdparyavirodhena yasmin cintam pravartayati tasminn aga-
mapeksam anumanam api. ® PVSVT 393,17: abadhanam iti prakrtam.

° Cf. Eltschinger 2007: 106.
® Eltschinger 2007: 106.
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cursive argument in the Pramanaviniscaya 3 vv. 26-27, which Dhar-
makirti added to his earlier argument in PV 4.106-108. Instead of
Dignaga’s example: “There is no means of valid cognition that con-
cern their objects” (na santi pramanani prameyarthani), Dharmakir-
ti's argument starts with an example of a fallacious thesis that is
opposed to scripture (Sastra): “Merit (dharma) does not bring happi-
ness after one dies” (pretya dharmo ’sukhapradah). He explains this
as follows:
[Text 4] dharmivyavasthites taddsrayat tatprabadhane ‘dhikaranapraty-
astamayan na visesacintapravrttir ity avasyam evamvidhe visaye sastram
pramanayitavyam. PVin 3 30,11-31,1’
The determination of a [supersensible] subject [i.e., merit] relies on the
[opponent’s scripture]. Thus, if one rejects the [scripture], there is no
locus [for an inference], and [if there is no locus,] the investigation of
specific features (visesacinta) [of the locus] does not occur. Thus, con-
cerning such kind of objects, scripture is necessarily to be accepted as
being a means of valid cognition.’

To investigate whether merits (dharma) provide happiness after
one’s death or not, it is first necessary to accept such supersensible
subjects by acknowledging scripture as being a pramana. For from
the Buddhist point of view, no scripture is accepted as a means of
valid cognition concerning dharma in the sense of a quality (guna) as
assumed by the VaiSesika, or the correctness of the Veda. However, if
the opponent’s scripture is not invalidated by perception or the vas-
tubala-type inference, one must hypothetically accept the scripture
as a means of valid cognition. On the basis of the scripture, one pro-
ceeds to investigate whether merits provide happiness after death
or not, namely, whether the opponent’s thesis is justified by his own
scriptural propositions or not.’

" PVin D 196b7-197al = P 294b7-8: chos can rnam par gzhag pa de la
brten pa’i phyir / de la gnod na gzhi med pas khyad par (D : pa P) la dpyod
pa mi jug pa’i phyir rnam pa de Ita bu’i yul la ni gdon mi za bar bstan bcos
tshad mar ‘gyur dgos so [/

® Cf. PVA 525,27: avasyam evamvidhe visaye $astram abhyupagantavyam
iti.

? Regarding the above example, it can be assumed that the scripture be-
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In this context, Dharmakirti provides an objection, saying that

the above procedure is also applicable for a correct thesis, as for in-
stance: “Demerit is not purified by performing ablutions, etc.” This
is because the thesis is opposed by the opponent’s scriptural state-
ment that admits the purification of demerits by verbal and bodily
actions such as ablutions.” On this objection, which is closely relat-

10

ing referred to here is not a specific scripture but scripture in general,
namely, widely accepted scriptures that teach merit as the cause of
happiness after death. Thus, the structure is the same as the fallacious
thesis called agamavirodhin that is explained by Pra$astapada and
Uddyotakara with the example: “The Brahmin should drink sura liq-
uor,” which is invalidated by widely accepted scriptures. Prasastapada
classified the fallacious thesis into five kinds according to five in-
validators, namely, (1) perception, (2) inference, (3) what is accepted
(abhyupagata), (4) one’s own scripture (svasastra), and (5) one’s own
statement (svavacana). Of these, the third is also called agamavirodhin
by Prasastapada, and the thesis brahmanena sura peya is presented as
its example. The same example is also mentioned by Uddyotakara in his
NV 108,3-8 (ad NSu 1.1.33) as an example of dgamavirodha. As for the
dgama in this context, Preisendanz has suggested understanding it as
“kulturelle Tradition” and to differentiate it from scripture in its narrow
sense, namely, one’s own scripture (svasdastra). Cf. Preisendanz 1994:
322. Consequently, the fallacious theses (3) and (4) in Prasastapada’s
classification can be understood as being concerned with two different
kinds of scripture.

Although the opponent who claims that demerits can be purified by
bathing, repetition, etc., is not identified, it is noteworthy that snana
(bathing in ash) and japa (mantra repetition) are included in the
Pasupata vrata or religious vows. Dharmakirti’s rejection of Saiva ex-
ercises for liberation is also found in PV 2.257-261. On the Pasupata
vrata, see Oberhammer 1984: 169-178. Moreover, Kamala$ila refers to
the name of Kapila and suggests that the practice of ablution, etc., is ful-
ly acceptable for the Samkhya that accepts desire as a kind of the mate-
rial. Cf. TSP (ad TS 3342) 1063,15-17: atra ragadirtipam tatprabhavam
vadharmam uddisya tatprahandya tannidandtmadarsanavirodhena
nairatmyadarsanam eva pratipakso desitah, na tu kapiladisastravat tan-
nidanaviruddhah snanagnihotradir upadistah. “To this, after having pre-
sented adharma as having the nature of desire and so on and as aris-
ing from them (i.e., desire, etc.), only the observation of selflessness is
taught as the antidote for abandoning the [adharma], because [it] is con-
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ed to PVSV ad PV 1.215," Dharmakirti emphasizes the importance
of abhyupagama for determining that a scripture is an invalidator
(badhaka) of a thesis. He says:

[Text 5] katham idanim na tirthasnanddir adharmasodhana iti nabhy-
upetabadhd. sarvesam adrstapratipattisastranam evam avacanan na
pratisedhe dosah. svopagamasrayam hi sastram virundhdno vihanyate,
naparam, anabhyupagamat. tasyapi snandac chuddhivadinah Sastrasya
svavacanendpy asyarthasya pratibadhanat. PVin 3 31,1-5"

[Objection:] Now,” in the case of [the thesis] “performing ablutions, etc.,
do not purify demerits” (na tirthasnanadir adharmasodhanah), why is
it not [considered] to be an invalidation by the accepted [scripture]
(abhyupetabadha)?

[Reply:] Since [except for the opponent’s scripture,] no scripture that
teaches the unseen [adrsta, i.e., merit and demerit]" proclaims this (i.e.,
that performing ablutions, etc., purify demerits),” there is no fallacy in
the negation [of the opponent’s thesis].” For the basis [i.e., scripture]

tradictory to the observation of self, the cause of the [adharma]. Howev-
er, different from the teachings of Kapila and so on, [religious practices]
such as bathing in holy water and the agnihotra sacrifice, which are not
contradictory to the cause of the [adharmal], are not taught.”

" See above “Text 1.”

" PVin 3 D 197a1-3 = P 294b8-295a1-3: da ni ji Itar jug dngogs su khrus
byas pa la sogs pa chos ma yin pa dag par byed pa ma yin no zhes bya ba
khas blangs pas (P : pa’i D) gnod pa ma yin nam zhe na / ma mthong ba
rtogs par byed pa’i bstan bcos thams cad de skad mi (P : ma D) brjod pa’i
phyir bkag pa la skyon yod pa ma yin no // rang gi khas len pa’i rten gyis
bstan bcos dang “gal ba gnod par ‘gyur gyi / gzhan ni ma yin te / khas ma
blangs pa’i phyir ro // khrus kyis (P : kyi D) dag par smra ba’i bstan bcos
de’i rang gi tshig gis kyang don de la gnod pa’i phyir ro [/

® PVinT D 45a4 = P 52b1-2: gal te bstan bcos las grub pa’i chos can la /
bstan bcos las ‘gal ba smra na bstan bcos kyis gnod na / da ni ...

*“ PVinT D 45a6 = P 52b5: ma mthong ba chos dang chos ma yin zhes bya
bar ...

" PVinT D 45a7 = P 52b6: khrus kyis (em. : kyi D, P) chos ma yin pa shyong
bar byed do ...

' PVinT D 45a6 = P 52b5-6: chos ma yin pa khrus la sogs pas bzlog par bya
ba ni bkag par gyur du zin kyang skyon med do //
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of [the proponent’s] own acceptance [would] oppose the [thesis] that
is contradictory to the scripture, but not other [scriptures], because
[they] are not accepted [by the proponent]. It is because [otherwise] the
object [would] be invalidated even by the own scriptural statements of
the [opponent,] who claims the purification [of demerits by performing
ablutions, etc.].

According to this exposition, the Buddhist claim that demerits can-
not be purified by ablutions, etc., is not invalidated by the non-Bud-
dhist scripture. A fallacy of the thesis would only occur if a scripture
that the Buddhistaccepts as a means of valid cognition were to inval-
idate the Buddhist claim. However, if one depends on the opponent’s
scriptural thesis, the claim cannot be refuted because the scripture
is not accepted by the Buddhist. In this manner, a scripture’s coher-
ency becomes the subject of investigation. Dharmakirti explains this

as

17

follows:

[Text 6] lobhadimilo ‘dharma iti sarvasastresu vyavastha, alubdha-
dvistamiidhanam papanabhyupagamat. sa vyavastha sndndadindm pad-
pasodhanavadam bddhate, niddndaprasamanena nidanino ‘vicchedat,
madhurasitalasnigdhair iva vyadheh slaismikasyeti. ata eva sastradrstesv
arthesu virodhodbhavanapraya cinta. yac chastram vastubalapravrttena
pramdnena svavacanena cabadhitam drsyadrsyayor visayayoh, tad
grahyam iti. PVin 3 31,6-11"

In every scripture it is determined that demerits are rooted in desire,
etc., because no sin is accepted as existing in those who have no desire,
anger or ignorance. This determination invalidates the [scriptural]
statement which says that performing ablutions, etc., purifies demer-

its, because the effect (nidanin) is not destroyed without cessation of its

PVin 3 D 197a4-7 = P 295a3-6: chos ma yin pa ni bstan bcos thams cad
las chags pa la sogs pa’i rtsa ba can du rnam par gzhag pa yin te / ma
chags pa dang / sdang ba med pa dang / ma rmongs pa rnams la ni sdig
par khas mi len pa’i phyir ro // rnam par gzhag pa des ni khrus la sogs pa
sdig pa dag par byed bar smra ba (P cf. PVinT[D] 46al : sna ba D) la gnod
pa yin no // rgyu ma zad na °bras bu mi zlog (D : ldog P) pa’i phyir te /
mngar ba dang / bsil ba dang / snum pa dag gyis bad kan las gyur pa’i
nad bzhin no // de nyid kyi phyir lung gis mthong ba’i don dag la ni ‘gal
ba brjod pa la cher sems pa yin te / bstan bcos gang zhig mthong ba dang
ma mthong ba’i yul dag la dngos po’i stobs kyis zhugs pa’i tshad ma dang /
rang gi tshig gis mi gnod pa de gzung bar bya ba yin no [/
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cause (nidana), just as a phlegmatic disease [is not purified] by sweet,
cold or oily [things]. And for this precise reason, the investigation (cinta)
consists mainly in pointing out incoherencies (virodhodbhdvana) with
regard to objects observed in scriptures. A scripture that is not inval-
idated by means of a valid cognition functioning through the force of
real entities and [the scripture’s] own words with regard to empirical
objects and transempirical objects [, respectively,] is to be accepted.

In opposition to the scriptural thesis “demerits are not purified by
performing ablutions, etc.,” on the basis of the same scripture, one
can formulate the counter-thesis “demerits are rooted in mental fac-
tors such as desire, etc.” While these two theses indirectly contra-
dict each other, the second is justified by the empirical rule that no
effect ceases without the cessation of its cause. As Eltschinger has
pointed out, the example of the causal relationship together with
the example of phlegmatic disease is used by both Devendrabud-
dhi and Sakyabuddhi, the former when presenting two pervasion
formulas (vydpti) and the latter when formulating a proof based on
vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi.”

Dharmakirti concludes this section (PVin 3 31,10-11) with a state-
ment resembling PV 4.108, where it is described how to determine
which scriptures are reliable and which are unreliable by using or-
dinary means of valid cognition and the scripture’s own words. The
latter is glossed “scripturally based inference” by the commentator

*® Eltschinger 2007: 109, fn. 134. Cf. PVT D 245a5f.: gang zhig gang gi rqyu
la gnod pa mi byed pa de ni de’i gnod pa can ma yin te / dper na bad kan
can gyi nad la mngar ba dang bsil ba dang smus pa’i rjes dag gnod pa
can ma yin pa dag Ita bu’o // khrus la sogs pa ni sdig pa’i rgyu la gnod pa
byed pa ma yin no zhes bya ba ni khyab par byed pa ‘gal ba dmigs pa’o //
“[Vyapti:] Whatever does not remove the cause of a certain thing (x)
does not remove the thing (x), for example, sweet, cold or oily things do
notremove phlegmatic disease. [Paksadharmata:] Bathing in holy water
and other things (e.g., the agnihotra sacrifice) do not remove the cause
of demerits. [Type of reason:] This is on the basis of the reason of cogni-
tion of the contradictory to the pervader (vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi).”
This proof is also mentioned by the Tibetan philosopher mKhas grub
rje in his commentary on the PV 4; cf. Rigs pa’i rgya mtsho, f. 61a5f. For
the reason, see also NB 2.38: vyapakaviruddhopalabdhir yatha nadtra
tusarasparso vahner iti //
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Manorathanandin.” Here, scripturally based inference, based on the
same scripture, is used to invalidate a thesis that refers to supersen-
sible objects. This style of invalidation is basically the same as that
demonstrated by Dignaga in his Nyayamukha with the example: “For
the Aultukya [i.e. VaiSesika, who does not accept the permanence of
sound but nevertheless claims that] ‘sound is eternal,” [the thesis]
is invalidated by [his] previously accepted position (ptrvabhyupa-
gama).”” For Dharmakirti’s division between supersensible objects
and other objects, the thesis is not concerned with radically inacces-
sible states of affairs. Dharmakirti’s example of purification of de-
merit is seemingly an updated version of the fallacious thesis called
pirvabhyupagamaviruddha.”

To summarize, the scripturally based inference possesses the fol-
lowing characteristics:

1 In order to investigate the specific features of an opponent’s scrip-
ture that teaches a supersensible subject (dharmin), an inference is
made that is based on a hypothetical acceptance of that scripture.

2 This inference consists in a thesis that is contradictory to the
opponent’s thesis on the subject.

3 Other than the thesis, the elements of a logical proof (prayoga) are
not mentioned in the above discussions.”

** Manorathanandin glosses the word svavaca in PV 4.108 as “by scriptur-
ally based inference.” Cf. PVV 450,16: svavacagamasrayenanumanena.

* Cf. Katsura 1977: 113-114. For the Sanskrit text, see PVA 526,19f.

* This fallacy is defined in Dignaga’s NMu: BiSEiTrimaettiE, uk
ANFNEFE 2%, Cf. Katsura 1977: 113. Note that in its Sanskrit frag-
ment (cf. PVA 526,19f.: pirvabhyupagamena va, yathaultikyasyanityah
$abda iti sadhayatah.), there is no equivalent for %3 (*siddhanta?).
Prasastapada calls the fallacy svasastravirodhin and presents the ex-
ample: vaisesikasya sat karyam. Uddyotakara rejects Dignaga’s idea of
this fallacy and regards it as a fallacious thesis that is opposed to infer-
ence. Cf. NV 108,3-8. In contrast, Kumarila accepts the fallacious thesis
as a kind of contradiction with words (Sabdavirodha); cf. SV anumana
61cd-65ab. For paksabhdsa, see Inami 1991.

* The inference in the present context functions as an equivalent of the

scripture’s statement itself. In this case, since we know only the thesis
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2. Antinomic reasons (viruddhavyabhicarin) and scripturally based
inference

Another example of scripturally based inference is found in a dis-
cussion on the fallacious reason called viruddhavyabhicarin, or “an-
tinomic reason”, an example that may help us understand the formal
structure of this type of inference. In NB 3.110-120, an excursive
argument on the three kinds of fallacious reasons, Dharmakir-
ti discusses the viruddhavyabhicarin, which Dignaga counts as a
type of inconclusive reason (anaikantika).” According to Dignaga’s
Pramanasamuccaya 3 vv. 23-24 and its Vrtti, if two reasons conclud-
ing two contradictory propositions to be proved are stated together,
these two reasons cause doubt (samsaya). To this, Dharmakirti claims
that a non-deviant reason (avyabhicarin), namely, a correct reason, is
only possible if an inference occurs that is based on reasons of effect
(karya), essential property (svabhava), or non-cognitions (anupalab-
dhi), which are all dependent on real entities (vastu).” The fallacious
reason viruddhavyabhicarin arises when applying scripturally based
inference. Dharmakirti explains this as follows:

[Text 7] tasmad avastudarsanabalapravrttam agamasrayam anumanam

asritya tadarthavicaresu viruddhdvyabhicdri sadhanadosa uktah. NB

3.114

Therefore, [Dignaga] has [taught] the fallacious reason [called] virud-

dhavyabhicdrin in the case of the investigations of [scriptural] objects

to be invalidated and that which functions as the invalidator, it is un-
certain whether their reasons and triple characteristics are also based
on scripture or not. According to PV 4.92, the invalidator (bddhaka) is
considered a kind of karyahetu. Cf. Tillemans 2000: 126-130.

1 follow Tillemans’ translation of viruddhavyabhicarin as “antinomic

reasons”. As for Dharmakirti’s treatment of the fallacy, see Tani 1987b,
Tillemans 2000: 92-94. For Dignaga’s argument on the fallacy, cf. PS
3.23-24 and its Vrtti; Kitagawa 1973: 192-199. Regarding the example
of PS 3.23-24, Dharmakirti comments that Dignaga used it only to indi-
cate the direction (dinmadtradarsana, phyogs tsam bstan pa) in which to
proceed. Cf. PVin 3 130,13 (D 228a4 = P 327a5; PST P 192b2).

NB 3.110-113.

24
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by relying on scripturally based inference, which functions without the
observation of real entities.”

If one formulates an inference based on observing real entities (vastu-
darsana), in Dharmakirti’s system of logic this can only involve infer-
ring a cause from its effect (e.g. fire from smoke), inferring a proper-
ty from a related property of one and the same entity (e.g. tree-ness
from Simsapa-ness), or formulating negative inferences on the basis
of non-cognition (anupalabdhi). In these cases, an entity/property is
related to another entity/property either through a causal relation-
ship (tadutpatti), or full or partial identity (tadatmya). In contrast to
the real world (at least for the Buddhist), in the other worlds or meta-
physical systems that have been conceptually constructed by authors
of heretical scriptures (Sastrakarah = tirthikasastrapranetarah), it is
possible that two contradictory properties have been wrongly as-
cribed to one and the same entity.” In this case, two contradictory

* Cf. also PVin 3 128,4-5 (D 227a4). According to Kamalasila, this state-
ment is against certain Buddhist insiders who claim that the fallacy of
viruddhavyabhicarin as a kind of inconclusive reason occurs even in
an inference that functions through the force of real entities. Cf. NBPS
D 98b3-5 = P 121a8-b2: rang gi sde pa kha cig ni dngos po’i stobs kyis
zhugs pa’i rjes su dpag pa la yang ‘gal ba mi *khrul pa can zhes bya ba ma
nges pa’i gtan tshigs yod do zhes brjod de / de la dper brjod pa ni dper na
sgra mi rtag pa ste byas pa’i phyir bum pa Ita bu’o zhes bya ba la yang (D
: yang om. P) gang gi tshe gzhan zhig gis brgal te / sgra ni rtag pa ste mn-
yan par bya ba yin pa’i phyir sgra nyid Ita bu’o zhes smras pa de’i tshe sby-
or ba snga ma ma nges pa yin no zhes zer ro zhes grags te / de dgag pa’i
phyir ‘gal ba mi ’khrul ba can yang zhes bya ba la sogs pa smos so //. On
the other hand, in the anumanapariksa chapter of the TSP, he discuss-
es this kind of fallacy by arguing against the author of the Tattvatika,
Aviddhakarna, who rejects the inference for oneself (svarthanumana)
for the reason that the fallacy of viruddhavyabhicarin is possible in eve-
ry inference. To this, Kamalasila answers that this fallacy does not ap-
ply in the case of objects of vastubala-type inferences. Cf. TSP ad 1458
and 1473. On the difference between the vastubala-type inference and
scripturally based inference, see also HBT 216,15-18.

* Cf. NB 3.115: $astrakarandam arthesu bhrantya viparitasvabhavopasam-

harasambhavat. Cf. PVin 3 128,5-6 (D 227a4). Durvekamisra comments
on Sastrakdrah as tirthikasastrapranetarah (DhPr 227,17).
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inferences occur with respect to the same subject. Their reasons are
considered viruddhavyabhicarin. Dharmakirti presents as an exam-
ple of this the following two proofs concerning universals (samanya),
which are both based on the Vaisesika system of metaphysics.

[Proof 1]

[Vyapti:] Whatever is simultaneously connected with its relata that re-
side everywhere is omnipresent, like the ether (akasa).

[Paksadharmatva:] And universals are simultaneously connected with
their relata residing everywhere.”

[Proof 2]

[Vyapti:] Whatever is not cognized, despite its fulfilling the conditions
for being cognized, does not exist there, like a pot that is absent from a
certain place.

[Paksadharmatva:] And universals are not cognized in the intervals be-
tween particulars (vyaktyantarala), despite their fulfilling the condi-
tions for being cognized.”

According to Dharmottara and Kamalasila, these two proofs were
constructed by two different Vaisesika authors, Pailuka and Paithara,
who are both said to have been pupils of Kanada, the founder of the
Vaisesika system.” In the Nydyabindutikd, Dharmottara introduces
the first proof as follows:

27

28

29

NB 3.117: yat sarvadesdvasthitaih svasambandhibhir yugapad abhisam-
badhyate tat sarvagatam, yathdkdsam. abhisambadhyate ca sarvadesa-
vasthitaih svasambandhibhir yugapat samanyam iti. Cf. PVin 3 128,8-9
(D 227a4-6 = P 326a6f.).

NB 3.120: yad upalabdhilaksanaprdaptam san nopalabhyate na tat tatras-
ti, tadyatha kvacid avidyamano ghatah. nopalabhyate copalabdhilaksa-
napraptam samanyam vyaktyantaralesv iti. Cf. PVin 3 129,12-130,1 (D
227b5f. = P 326b6f.). The proof is originally considered to be a refuta-
tion of omnipresence of the universals. However, later Buddhist logi-
cians such as Pandita ASoka and Moksakaragupta considered the proof
as a refutation of the existence of the universals. Cf. TBh 56,15-57,4;
Kajiyama 1998: 129f. and fn. 351.

Cf. NBT 228,7f., 231,6; NBPS D 98b5f. = P 121b2-4. Jitari also mentions
the two authors’ names, but this is probably due to Dharmottara’s influ-
ence. Cf. HTU 267,5-16.
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[Text 8] iha samanyam kanddamaharsind niskriyam drsyam ekam cok-
tam. yugapac ca sarvaih svaih sambandhibhih samavdyena sambaddham.
tatra pailukena kanadasisyena vyaktisu vyaktirahitesu ca desesu saman-
yam sthitam sadhayitum pramdnam idam upanyastam. NBT 228,7-229,1
Here, Kanada, the great sage, has claimed universals to be immovable
(niskriya), perceptible (drsya) and singular (eka). Moreover, [universals]
are simultaneously connected to all their relata by [the relation of] in-
herence (samavaya). On this [i.e., Kanada’s claim], Pailuka, Kanada'’s pu-
pil, states the means of valid cognition [i.e., inference of the proof 1] in
order to prove that universals exist in particulars and places without
particulars.

In this explanation, Dharmottara states that Kanada, the author of
the Vaisesikastitra, considers the universals to be motionless, per-
ceptible and singular. Furthermore, the reason formulated in proof
1, namely, being simultaneously connected to their relata, also de-
rives from Kanada’s statements. However, in the Vaisesikasitra’s
descriptions, these characteristics are not explicitly mentioned. As
Halbfass has pointed out, “Kanada does not introduce samanya with
a definition” and “apart from the dubious Sttra 1,1,4, it is not even
listed, or referred to, as a category (paddrtha).”” Therefore, it is un-
certain how much of Dharmottara’s explanation really reflects the
VaiSesika’s historical background on universals.

Nonetheless, it must be noted that following the Vaisesikasitra,
PraSastapada defines samanya as being omnipresent in its objects
(svavisayasarvatraga),”, but mentions that it is non-designated in
the interval (antarala) between particulars. This is paraphrased by
the commentator Sridhara as “non-existence in the ether or space or
immobile wind or the absence of corporeal substances.”” If this in-

** Halbfass 1992: 116.
*' Cf. PDhS 81,2f.

* Cf. PDhS 83,3: antardle ca samyogasamavayavrttyabhavad avyapa-
desyaniti. Sridhara’s commentary on this part is as follows. NKand
677,18-678,3: antaralam ity akasam va digdravyam va stimitavayur va
murtadravyabhavo va, tesu gotvadisamanyandm na samyogo ndpi sama-
vayah. na casambaddhdanam eva tesam avasthane pramanam asti. ato
’ntarale na samanyani vyapadisyante na santity arthah.



On the role of abhyupagama 197

terpretation is correct, Prasastapada’s system seemingly holds two
incompatible positions regarding the issue of the omnipresence of
samanya.

How, then, can one understand the role in these two proofs of a
scripture included in Prasastapada’s system? First of all, the subject
or property-possessor of the two proofs, samanya, is taken as being
supersensible and a subject that is only established by scripture.”
In proof 1, paksadharmatva is also known from scripture, as for in-
stance, from Prasastapada’s definition of universals being present
in many substances (anekavrtti). But, in the same manner, in proof
2, paksadharmatva seems to be based on another passage of Prasa-
stapada, namely that universals are not designated in the space be-
tween particulars because there is no occurrence of their connec-
tions and inherences.™

Consequently, if one accepts Prasastapada’s metaphysical system,
these two proofs guarantee the validity of both theses: the omni-
presence of universals but also their non-omnipresence. Since these
theses are mutually incompatible with regard to one and the same
subject, this causes doubt in the mind of the audience.

* From the Buddhist viewpoint, the samanya of the Vaisesika is cat-
egorized as a kind of radically inaccessible object. Cf. NBT 227,1f.:
tasydgamasya yo °rtho ‘tindriyah pratyaksanumanabhyam avisayikrtah
samanyadis tasya vicdaresu prakrdantesv agamdasrayam anumanam sam-
bhavati. From the VaiSesika viewpoint, however, it is a perceptible ob-
ject. Cf. TBh 57,2f.: idam tu [samanyam] caksurvijidnagrahyam, artha-
dharmatvat. pratyaksam ca parair istam iti. A question arises on this
point: If samdnya is a kind of radically inaccessible object, then why are
the opponents’ other dogmatic objects such as atman and i$vara not
considered radically inaccessible in the same manner? In PVSV ad PV
1.215, these objects are considered invalidated by the vastubala-type
inference, not by scripturally based inference. Of these objects, the
Nyaya-Vaisesika’s proofs of iSvara are structured such that the proof of
a general property to be proved implies the proof of the special prop-
erty to be proved. The former proof is based on the connection of real
entities.

* PDhS 83,3: antardle ca samyogasamavayavrttyabhavad avyapadesyaniti.
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If compared with what we have seen in the argument on scriptur-
ally based inference as invalidating the scriptural thesis on the pu-
rification of adharma, the present argument on viruddhavyabhicarin
shares the following common features:

1' The scripturally based inference occurs by force of the hypothetical
acceptance (abhyupagama) of scriptural statements on supersensi-
ble matters such as samanya and its properties.”

2' The two theses of the proofs on the samdnya’s omnipresence cont-
radict one another.

In addition, the present argument makes the structure of the infer-
ence clear, as follows:

3' The scripturally based inference fulfils the triple conditions of a va-
lid reason, as long as one accepts the world view constructed in the
scripture.

3. Scripturally based inference and NSu 1.1.31 and 1.2.6

In Dharmakirti’s discussions on scripturally based inference, we
have so far seen two common characteristics, namely, the hypothet-

* Cf. PVin 3 130,12: tad ayam abhyupagamabalapravrttah (D 228a4 = P
327a4f.: de bas na di ni khas blangs pa’i stobs kyis jug pa yin no //). Cf.
also PVinT D 171b3 = P 201b3: de bas na ‘gal ba mi (mi P : ni mi D) ’khrul
pa can di ni khas blangs pa’i stobs kyis jjug pa yin gyi / dngos po la brten
pa ni ma yin no //. Cf. NBT 233,2-5: yatah samanyasyaikasya yugapat
sarvadesavasthitair abhisambandhitvam cabhyupagatam, drsyatvam
ca, tatah sarvasambandhitvat sarvagatatvam, drSyatvad antarald-
nupalambhad (DhPr 233, fn. 5 : antaralad anupalambhad ed.) asarva-
gatatvam. tatah S$astrakdrenaiva viruddhavyaptatvam apasyata virud-
dhavyaptau dharmav uktva viruddhavyabhicdryavakaso datta iti. “Since
[the author of scripture]| has accepted that a single universal is simul-
taneously connected with [particulars] residing everywhere and that
[the universal] is perceptible, [one can infer] that [the universal] is om-
nipresent because [it] is connected to everything and that [the univer-
sal] is not omnipresent because it is perceptible but not perceived in the
spaces in between. Therefore, after the author of scripture, who does
not see that [the universal] is pervaded by two contradictory [proper-
ties], has claimed two properties, of which both are pervaded by con-
tradictory [properties], the occasion of antinomic reason is given.”
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ical acceptance of an opponent’s scripture that teaches a radically
inaccessible state of affairs, and the inference’s nature of invalidat-
ing a thesis of the opponent by that thesis being contradictory to
the opponent’s own position. Although the inference itself is valid in
its internal coherency regarding the reason and examples, one can
show that it is contradictory by introducing a piece of external ev-
idence based on a second inference. While this idea of scripturally
based inference can be traced back to Dignaga’s treatments of fal-
lacies of thesis and reason, namely, purvabhyupagamaviruddha and
viruddhavyabhicarin, if one searches further, its origin can be seen
in the ancient debate tradition of India, especially in the concepts of
abhyupagamasiddhanta and viruddha in the Nyayastitra.

First of all, let us start by defining abhyupagamasiddhanta, the
fourth type of siddhanta after the other three, namely, sarvatantra-
siddhanta, pratitantrasiddhanta, and adhikaranasiddhanta. The defi-
nition of abhyupagamasiddhanta in the NSii is as follows:™

[Text 9] apariksitabhyupagamat tadvisesapariksanam abhyupagamasid-
dhantah // NSt 1.1.31

The hypothetical tenet is [used in] the investigation of specific features
of the [subject] after having hypothetically accepted [the subject] that
has not yet been examined.

* On the abyupagamasiddhanta in NSu 1.1.31 and its interpretation

by Bhatta Jayanta, Prof. Hiroshi Marui (2012) presented a detailed
analysis at the international conference “World view and theory in
Indian Philosophy” held in Barcelona on 28 April 2009. In the pres-
entation Marui pointed out that Jayanta’s interpretation of the abhy-
upagamasiddhanta does not differ from that of Paksilasvamin. After
Uddyotakara’s new interpretation, the dialectical role of abhyupagama-
siddhanta was lost in the Nyaya tradition. Marui’s final remark says
that Jayanta’s interpretation of NSu 1.1.31 “represents a certain his-
torical phase of the shifting process of Nyaya System from the science
of dialectics to the pramanasdstra in which more and more emphasis
was laid on the dependence of siddhdnta upon the means of valid cogni-
tion (pramanamiilatva), whereas less and less stress was placed on its
implications for the dialectical dynamism which presupposes the lively
tension of the multi-doctrinal world of debate.” I would like to thank
Prof. Marui for sending me the paper he read at the conference, which
will be published soon.
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According to Paksilasvamin’s commentary, a tenet is hypothetically
adopted, for instance, in the debate on sound’s eternity between the
Naiyayika, who accepts sound to be a quality of the ether (akasaguna),
and the Mimamsaka, who declares that sound is a substance. In the
debate, the Naiyayika starts by hypothetically accepting the subject
of the examination, “Let sound be a substance” (astu dravyam sab-
dah), and examines the specific feature whether sound is eternal or
non-eternal. In this case the hypothetical acceptance of the Mimam-
saka’s tenet of sound’s substance-ness is called a “hypothetical ten-
et.” Paksilasvamin comments that one uses such hypothetical tenets
in order to display one’s more distinguished knowledge and to look
down on the knowledge of the opponent.”

We find a similar procedure regarding scripturally based infer-
ence, that is, a hypothetical acceptance of an opponent’s tenet or
scripture on the subject of a proof for investigating its specific fea-
tures in the proof.

With regard to presuming the hypothetical tenet, the author
of the NSu further defines the fallacious reason called viruddha as
follows:™

[Text 10] siddhantam abhyupetya tadvirodhi viruddhah // NSt 1.2.6

After one has hypothetically accepted the [opponent’s] tenet, [the rea-
son] which is contradictory to the [hypothetical tenet] is [called the fal-
lacy of] contradiction.”

¥ Cf.NBh (ad NSa 1.1.31) 29,15-30,2.
Preisendanz 1994: 321 has pointed out the correspondence between
Dignaga’s definition of the fallacious thesis being opposed to authority
and this passage in the NSi as follows: “Am Rande sei hier bemerkt,
dass (3) (Nr. 2 in NMukha = pirvabhyupagamaviruddha) eine Entspre-
chung in der sicherlich alteren Definition des viruddhahetvabhdsa in
NSt 1.2.6 hat (siddhantam abhyupetya tadvirodhi viruddhah; Verweis
schon bei Faddegon, Vaisesika-System, p. 322), die verdeutlicht, dass die
hetvabhdsa des NS urspriinglich in den Bereich der Disputationsregel
und der Verstosse gegen sie gehorten.”

Cf. Tillemans 2000: 71, fn. 245 (ad PV 4.43). Matilal (1985: 44) says
that the viruddha is “enigmatically defined in NSi1 1.2.6” and that “most
probably, it meant something very different from what the later tradi-

38

39
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As P. P. Gokhale has pointed out, this type of fallacy “can be com-
pared with siddhantaviruddha of Caraka,”™ who classified three
kinds of viruddhas as points of defeat (nigrahasthana), namely,
drstantaviruddha, siddhantaviruddha, and samayaviruddha, under
the fallacy of a claim (vakyadosa). Although later Naiyayikas inter-
pret this fallacy as being the reason contradicting the thesis (prati-
jAa) of the same proof, the NSi’s original meaning should be under-
stood differently: the reason is incoherent with regard to a tenet of
the opponent that is external to the proof itself. This is explained
by Paksilasvamin, for instance, by using the Samkhya-Yoga’'s two
proofs of primordial matter (pradhana):*

[Proof 3]

[Thesis:] Transformed matter (vikdra) withdraws after it has manifest-

ed [itself],

[reason:] because permanence is denied.

[Proof 4]
[Thesis:] Even if transformed matter withdraws, it exists,

[reason:] because destruction is denied.

In this case, the reason in proof 3, “denial of permanence” (nityatva-
pratisedha), that is, impermanence, is incoherent with regard to the
opponent’s tenet shown in the thesis of proof 4: “transformed mat-
ter exists even if it withdraws.” For the Naiyayika who supports the
position of asatkaryavada, both proofs are basically unacceptable.
Nonetheless, if the opponent’s tenet is hypothetically accepted,” the

tion in Nyaya understood as viruddha.”
* Gokhale 1992: 24.

“ NBh 43,11-14: yatha so *yam vikdro vyakter apaiti, nityatvapratisedhat.
na nityo vikara upapadyate. apeto ’pivikaro ‘stivinasapratisedhat. so ’yam
nityatvapratisedhad iti hetur vyakter apeto ’pi vikdro ’stity anena sva-
siddhantena virudhyate. Cf. YBh 247,2f. (ad YS 3.13): tad etat trailokyam
vyakter apaiti, nityatvapratisedhat. apetam apy asti, vinasapratisedhat;
YD 128,22-129,1: tatha ca varsagandh pathanti “tad etat trailokyam
vyakter apaiti na sattvat. apetam apy asti, vindsapratisedhat.” Cf. also
Oberhammer 2006: 147f.

“ Cf NBh 43,11-44,2.
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Naiyayika can point out the fallacy of viruddha in the opponent’s
proof. In other words, even if one accepts proof 3 as showing valid
reasoning, it becomes invalid by the force of proof 4, which functions
as an invalidator, just as scripturally based inference does.

In this manner, the main structure of Dharmakirti’s scriptural-
ly based inference is shared in part with the two early Nyaya con-
cepts of abhyupagamasiddhanta and viruddha, which both should be
understood in the context of the vada-tradition. There, the debater
could refute his opponent’s proof not only by means of its internal
incoherency, but also by means of its incoherency with regard to
the opponent’s tenets or the system of his scripture. Although Dhar-
makirti’s scripturally based inference does not seem to be used in
the actual debate and its scope is limited to radically inaccessible
states of affairs, its function is essentially the same as these early
Nyaya concepts. Accordingly, unlike the vastubala-type of inference,
scripturally based inference only functions for invalidating the op-
ponent’s scriptural propositions by the force of other propositions
within the same scripture. It cannot be used for proving one’s own
scriptural propositions.

4. Conclusion

From the above examination, I believe that the significance of abhy-
upagama in scripturally based inference has become clear. One of
Dharmakirti’s contributions to the development of Dignaga’s logic
consists in his efforts to distinguish radically inaccessible states of
affairs from the real entities upon which our ordinary judgments of
truth depend. Owing to this distinction, he succeeds in establish-
ing a logical system based on svabhavapratibandha, the necessary
relationship between real entities and their properties. As a result,
however, certain concepts relating to radically inaccessible states of
affairs are expelled from the realm in which usual inferences occur.
The scripturally based inference relates to the realm of super-sen-
sible matters and presupposes a world or a system based on the
abhyupagama of a certain scripture. By assuming the internal co-
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herency of such a scriptural world or system, it becomes possible to
point out the inconsistencies in scriptural descriptions.”

As we have seen when comparing this to the early Nyaya con-
cepts of abhyupagamasiddhanta and viruddha, in the vada-tradition
the notion of abhyupagama functions as a means for introducing a
hypothetical negative argument that is then used to refute the op-
ponent’s philosophical system. Dharmakirti’s notion of scriptur-
ally based inference is also understood in this line. Consequently,
even if one does not accept an opponent’s dogmatic subject, it is
possible to formulate a hypothetical reasoning based on the abhyu-
pagama of the opponent’s philosophical system in order to finally
reject that system by pointing out the fallacies of Sastraviruddha
or viruddhavyabhicarin. In the process, the abhyupagama of the op-
ponent’s tenet forms a possible world that is different from reality,
and becomes the basis for finding an invalidating factor in the oppo-
nent’s thesis. It might now be interesting to examine Dharmakirti’s
treatment of counterfactual conditionals, known by the technical
term sadhyaviparyayabadhakapramana, as a variation of such an
abhyupagama argument, but its analysis is beyond the scope of this
presentation.
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