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Arcata on drstanta, trairiipya, and viparyaye badhakapramana in Dharmakirti’s
sattvanumana*

) Kansai University SAKAI, Masamichi

0. Introduction

For scholars invested in the Buddhist logic founded by Dignaga and advanced by Dharmakirti, the idea
of the ‘example’ (drstanta) has long been one of the most attention-getting subjects. The main reason for
this is that there is a drastic change in the whole system of Buddhist logic between Dignaga and
Dharmakirti, and it is examples that feature centrally in this development.

In particular, others have shown that, in Dharmakirti’ logic, examples lose their substantive logical value
as found in Dignaga and instead get another, new role, which in turn is not essential for inference itself.!
In the end, from the logical point of view, Dharmakirtis devaluation of examples seems to reduce the
traditional Buddhist notion of trairijpya, that is, of the threefold characteristic justifying a good reason
property, to a mere formality. In Dharmakirtis writing, this notion escapes such challenging criticism.
However, Dharmakirtis successors were not so satisfied with this passively conservative attitude toward
trairipya.® Some seem to favor discarding it, and some seem to try to give trairigpya a new significance
that was not seen in Dharmakirtis thought. A representative of the first strategy is Arcata, whose work I
will take up in this paper.

In this paper, I would like to focus on Arcatas treatment of examples and the trairipya theory, specifically
in the inference of momentariness based on the inferential reason property ‘existence’ (satha), i.e., the
so-called sattvanumana. According to Arcata, this inference is peculiar in two respects, which I will
discuss later on, and its peculiarity seems to nullify the traditional #rairipya theory. This is the reason for

*The present article is for the most part based on a paper read at the 17th Congress of the International
Association of Buddhist Studies held in Vienna, August 2014. I am very grateful to Mr. Tyler Neill (PhD
candidate, Harvard University) for his careful reading of my text and correcting my English. Thanks are
also due to Prof. Chizuko Yoshimizu of the University of Tsukuba. She kindly gave me the opportunity
to read some important portions of Arcatas Hetubindutikd, which I deal with in this paper, at her
workshop “Kashmiri Scholars on Buddhist Logic” held in Tsukuba, September 2013, in the presence of
many colleagues. Needless to say, any remaining mistakes are my own.

! Cf. Oetke 1994, Steinkellner 2004.

2 Cf. Steinkellner 2004: 230. It seems not to be Dharmakirtis original intention to abandon trairipya.
Rather, in fact, it is the contrary What Dharmakirti wanted to do is to give the ontological basis to
trairipya. However, ironically, this activity of Dharmakirti, in the final logical analysis, tums trairipya
into a mere formality.

3 Cf. Bhattacharya 1986: 95.
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my concentrating on the sattvanumana. The main purpose of my paper is to clarify the way Arcata argues
for the problematic nature of frairipya within the sattvanumana. In my view, these problems with the
trairipya theory in the sattvanumana as propounded by Arcata become common to the later Buddhist
logicians such as Dharmottara, Ratnakirti, and Ratnakarasanti, as they seem bound to deal with them,
whether negatively or positively. In this sense, I would say that Arcata is a propounder of problems. Once
we understand his awareness of the problem and the flow of his thoughts, we will be able to more easily
follow later discussion of the topic up to the end phase of Indian Buddhism. This is my intention.

In the following first two sections, I briefly outline the differing logical values of ‘example’ in Dignaga
and Dharmakirti, basing myself mainly on Katsura 2004 and Steinkellner 2004. Next, I explain Arcatas
handling of examples and the trairipya theory in the sattvanumana. In the last part, I investigate how
Arcata’ arguments influenced later Buddhist philosophers to expand upon the same problems.

The text portions of Arcata’s Hetubindutika, which I feature in the present article, were translated into
Japanese by Satoru Noriyama in 2005 (Noriyama 2005). I am greatly indebted to Noriyamas work,
however, I do not rely entirely on his translation/interpretation.

L Dignaga on ‘example’

In Dignagaks system of logic, similar and dissimilar examples have the function of showing that a relevant
inferential reason property (hetu or sadhana, henceforth: hetu) satisfies the second and third tairipwa
conditions, respectively (henceforth: T2 and T3). In other words, it is by an example that the hefu’s
positive and negative concomitance (amayavyatireka) with its target property (sa@dhyadharma) is
indicated. For Dignaga, an inference without an example can never work, since in such an inference, the
hetu cannot be established as satisfying T2 and T3 and thus fails its necessary conditions.

For Dignaga, fulfillment of T2 and T3 through an example is equivalent to establishing an inseparable
relation (avinabhava) between hetu and sadhyadharma, on the very basis of which the sadhvadharma is
inferred from the hetu in a relevant inferential site (paksadharmin, henceforth: paksa). Therefore, in an
inference without an example, the inseparable relation between the two would remain unproved. For this
reason, the example is indispensable for any inference. In this manner, if, in a certain inference, 1) the
inseparable relation is indicated through an example (= T2 and T3), and 2) the hetu is proved to be a
property of the paksa (paksadharmata, = T1, the first trairipya condition), then that inference is a
complete and sound inference that enables one to prove the paksa’s possession of the sadhyadharma.
This is how, for Dignaga, ‘example’ is a necessary component of a sound inference.

2. Dharmakirti on ‘example’
On the other hand, in Dharmakirtian logic, the example does not perform such a crucial inferential
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function. Examples are indeed needed, but not always, i.e., only in certain cases.

This difference between these two Buddhist logicians with regard to the value of examples results from
the Dharmakirtian concept of the so-called ‘essential connection’ (svabhavapratibandha). This is
conceived as a basis in reality for the inseparable relation. According to Dharmakirti, there can be an
inseparable relation between hetu and sadhyadharma only when there is an essential connection between
the two.

His exploration of this concept is motivated by the problem of epistemic certainty when relying on
examples. That is, in the case of similar examples, even if, in a certain site x, one observes the sadhya-
dharma’s existence alongside the hetu, this cannot conclusively prove, without fail, the sadhyadharma’s
existence in another site y which possesses the efu. On the other hand, in the case of dissimilar examples,
even if one observes the absence of the et in a certain site x lacking the s@dhyadharma, this cannot
conclusively prove, without fail, the hetu’s non-existence in another site y in which the sadhyadharma
does not exist. That is, one cannot totally exclude the possibility that their positive and negative
concomitance in x is merely by accident or perhaps applicable only to x and not to y.

It is safe to say that Dharmakirti is of the opinion that insofar as it is already cognized that there is an
essential connection between hetu and sadhyadharma, an example can serve as an inferential means

indicating an inseparable relation between the two.

However, in theory, for one who already possesses knowledge of the essential connection, the example
is actually of no use, since one already knows that wherever the hetu exists, the sadhyadharma exists.
That is, the essential connection must be a universal relation between properties and thus never subject
to the particularities of the places where the hetu exits. It is proved by the essential connection that
everything which possesses the hetu also has the sadhyadharma. Thus, for those who know the essential
connection, the only remaining thing necessary and sufficient for making a sound inference of the
sadhyadharma is knowledge of T1, that is, knowledge that the paksa possesses the hetu as a property
(paksadharmata)*

Thus, according to Dharmakirti, it is only in those cases where the person to be convinced of an
inference—whether oneself or another—either does not know or does not remember the essential
connection that examples are needed. In such cases, a person can recollect or obtain knowledge about
the essential connection with the help of the examples. It is only in this limited context that examples are

of use?

4 Cf. PV 1.27°c-d: vidiisam vicyo hetur eva hi kevalah | Cf. Steinkellner 2004: 240.
5 Cf. PV 1.27a-C: tadbhavahetubhavau hi drstante tadavedinah | kiyapyete. .. Cf. Steinkellner 2004:
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3. Arcata on ‘exampl€’ in the sattvanumana

31 Impossibility of ‘example’ in the traditional Dignagean framework of inference

In the preceding section, I discussed the role of examples in Dharmakirtian logic, in which they are no
longer essential for inference itself.

However, all these arguments about examples presuppose the very simple fact that finding or presenting
an example is actually possible. Concerning the frairipya condition, to say that the hetu satisfies T2
means that one can actually demonstrate af least one example which possesses hetu as well as sadhya-
dharma, and importantly, that example must be an ontologically different thing than the paksa.

In the Hetubindutika (henceforth: HBT), Arcata argues that in the case of the sattvanumana, an example
is impossible. The relevant discussion occurs when Arcata comments on the objection (pigrvapaksa) in
the Hetubindu that, in the trairigpya theory, there is a contradiction between T1 and T2, namely that if the
hetu is a property of the paksa, then it cannot pertain to other sites other than the paksa.® The opponent
claims that the compound ‘paksadharmal’ is a genitive-tatpurusa compound that should be interpreted
with the indeclinable particle ‘ewa’ as ‘paksasya eva dharmaly’. If so, then the possibility for the hefu
belonging to other entities other than the paksa should be rejected. However, T2 refers to the hetu’s
occurrence in other entities, i.e., examples. This is evidently contradictory” After his word-for-word
commentary on this piarvapaksa,® Arcata argues for the impossibility of an example in the sattvanumana.

238-239.
¢ HB 2*2-3: paksasya dharmave tadvisesandpeksasyanyatrananuvrtter asadharanateti cet. ..
7 The relevant opponent is Uddyotakara. For Uddyotakaras claim, cf. Inami et al. 2005: 41-43 (n.25).

8 Cf. HBT 14,21-155: iha vyavacchedaphalatvac chabdaprayogasyavasyam evavadharayitavyam. sasthi-
samasdc ca paksadharma ity atra nanyas samdasah sambhavati. tatha ca paksasyaiva dharma ity evam
avadharanat tadamsavyaptir virudhyata iti viruddhalaksanatam udbhavayann aha —paksasya dharmatve
tam (tam conjecture HBT : ham Ms) paksam visesanam anyato vyavacchedakam apeksata iti. tad-
viSesanapeksasya dharmasyanyatra paksikriad anyasmin sapakse 'nanuvrttih. tathd hi yah paksena
visesyate, sa paksasyaiva bhavati, nanyasya. yatha yo devadattasya putrah, sa tasyaiva putrah, na yajiia-
dattasyapi. tato nyatrananuvrtter asadharanata sadharanatd na syat. tadamsavyaptivirodha iti yava,
sadharanatayas ca tadamsavyaptya (°tayas ca tad® conjecture HBT : °tayas tv atad® Ms) pratipadanat.
tato yadi paksadharmah, na tadamsena vyaptih. atha tadamsavyaptih, na paksadharma iti vyvahatam
laksanam iti.

Karnakagomin uses this part of the HBT almost literally when he comments on PVSV 2,7-8: paksasya
dharmatve tadvisesandpeksasyanyatrananuvrtter asadharanateti cet... (cf. Steinkellner 1981: 287
[n.20]), cf. PVSVT 14,23-157: iha vyavacchedaphalatvac chabdaprayogasyavasyam evavadharay-
itavyam. sasthisamasac ca paksadharma iti nanyas samasas sambhavati. tatha ca paksasyaiva dharma ity
evam avadharandt tadamsavyaptir virudhyata iti viruddhalaksanatam udbhavayann aha — paksasya
dharmatve tam paksam visesanam anyato vyavacchedam apeksata iti. tadvisesanapeksasya dharma-
syanyatra pakstkrtad anyasmin sapakse "naruvrttih. tatha hi yah paksena visesyate, sa paksasyaiva bhavati,
yathd devadattasya putrah. tato 'nyatrananuvrtter asadharanatd sadharanatd na syat. tadamsavyapti-
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Why? Because for someone who wishes momentariness to pervade everything (Dharmakirti? or Arcata
himself?) there are no ontologically distinct examples that can be specified; the paksa is everything.®
According to Arcata, it is the property of ‘existence’ that is recruited as an inferential reason for realizing
this goal.’®

While insisting on this view, Arcata takes into account a possible objection, namely that, even if the paksa
is everything, an example is nevertheless possible. The reason is that there are some entities in the world,
such as a flame, whose momentariness is accepted (abhyupagamyate) by some. Therefore, such things
can qualify as an example, in particular as a similar case (sapaksa). With the help of these things, the
essential connection is evoked or made known, such that the momentariness of the remainder of
everything—the actual paksa—thus far not yet accepted, will be proved. Against this Arcata argues that
the momentariness of a flame or the like is not based on perception (pratyaksa). Since discrete moments
are infinitely small, and since momentariness thus cannot be seen, it is therefore not possible to find any
momentary entities. Thus, one must accept that in the sattvanumana, finding an example is totally
impossible."! And as a result of this impossibility, Arcata says, the sought-after second characteristic of

virodha iti yavat, sadharanataya tadamsavyaptipratipadanat. tato yadi paksadharmah, na tadamsa-
vyaptih, atha tadamsavyaptih, na paksadharma iti vyahatam laksanam iti.

® HBT 15,17-21: yadi ca paksikytad anyatraiva vydptir adarsayitavyeti niyamah, tada sattvam katham
ksanikatam bhavesu pratipadayet, yo hi sakalapadarthavyapinim ksanikatam (°vyapinim ksanikatam
conjecture HBT : °vyapiniin aksanikatam Ms) icchati, tam prati kasyacit sapaksasyaivabhavat. “And if
there is a rule that, “Pervasion must be shown only in loci that are different from what has been made
into paksa,” then how could the [reason property] ‘existence’ enable us to know the momentariness of
[all] things, since for someone who wishes that momentariness pervades all things there are not really
similar cases that can be specified (kasyacif)?” This part is translated into Japanese in Noriyama 2005:
71. Also, cf. Shiga 2011: 429 (n.38).

Karnakagomin also refers to this assertion of Arcata but summarizes as follows: PVSVT 1510-11:
sarvapadarthasya ksanikatve sadhye sattvalaksanasya va hetoh ko drstante 'nvayah. “Or, when the
momentariness of all things is to be proved, what on earth does it mean the concomitance of the
inferential reason that is characterized as existence with examples?”

10 According to Kyuma 2007 Jiiana$rimitra is the first Buddhist philosopher of the view that the paksa
in the sattvanumana is ‘all things,” ‘the entirety of things.” However, to me, this seems not to be the case.
Inmy understanding at least, Arcata also thinks that the paksa in the sattvanumana is everything (sakala-
padartha). Of course, as Dharmakirtis commentator, Arcata follows Dharmakirtis proof-formulation
(prayoga), in which a specific, individual, single ‘sound’ is posed as the paksa (cf. HB 5%,19-20: yat sat,
tat sarvam ksanikam, yatha ghatadayah, sams ca Sabda iti. . .), when he comments on it. Cf. fn. 16 below.
However, in many digressional parts in the HBT, he seems not always to be basing himself on Dharma-
kirti. Prof. Kyuma says that “from the theory of all-inclusive pervasion it does not follow that the subject
in the sattvanumana always refers to the entirety of things” (cf. Kyuma 2007: 471-472 [n.18]). However,
for Arcata, at least, this is not the case.

' HBT 1521-24: yad api kaiscit jvaladeh ksanikatvam abhyupagamyate, tad api na pratvaksatah,
ksanavivekasyatisiksmatayarupalaksanat. anyatraiva ca vyaptir adarsaniya, na sadhyadharminy apiti
ko 'yam nyayah. “Even the momentariness of fire and the like, which is accepted by some, is not based
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a good reason property (hetulaksana, = T2) should be considered fictitious (kalpanika), which is to say
that it does not issue from the power of things, i.e., reality (vastubalapravrita).? Here, ‘fictitious’ means

on perception. This is because, since discrete moments are maximally small, [the momentariness of fire
and the like] cannot be seen. And, what kind of a [silly] maxim is this>—‘Pervasion must be shown only
in loci that are different [from the site] and not in the site too.” [This is a silly maxim in fact.]” For a
Japanese translation, cf. Noriyama 2005: 71-72.

On this part Durvekamisra comments as follows: HBTA 260,13-21: nanu jvala vahnih, adisabdad
buddhyadi, ksanikatvenestam iti. tat katham ksanikavadinam (ksanikavadinam emended. : aksanika-
vadinam HBTA) tam prati sapaksasyabhava (sapaksasyabhava emended. : paksasyabhava conjecture
HBTA : paksasya bhava M) ity aha — yad apiti. na pratyaksatah iti bruvato *yam bhavah — vadi praty-
aksena ksanasyopalaksanam syat, tada drstantaparyesand paryavasanam gacchet. yada tv anumanatah,
tadd tad api tesam anumanam adrstantakam katham syad iti sadhanam duhkham iti. etac ca kasyacit
parasya ksanikatvabhyupagamam abhyupagamyoktam. na tu sahetunasavadibhir buddhyader apy utpatti-
ksana eva bhavah, na tu dvitive ksana iti evamlaksanam ksanikatvam estavyam. asutaravindsitvabhi-
pravena ksanikasabdapravrtter istatvat. “[Objection:] Flame [means] fire—by the word ‘adi’ [in the
compound ‘jvaladi’] cognition and the like [is enclosed (pari-V grah)]—{flame (fire), cognition, and the
like] is desired as momentary. Therefore, why is it the case that, for him who maintains [all things to be]
momentary, there is no similar cases? [Against this] he (ie., Arcata) said ‘yad api.” The following is the
opinion of him who says ‘not based on perception’: “If observation of moment through perception were
possible, then investigation of example should have to come down to the end [for ascertaining that there
is no exception, so that one can demonstrate that everything is momentary]. If, on the other hand, [it
were] based on inference, then, how would it be allowed that that inference [of momentariness] with
reference to these [flame and the like] too is without example? Therefore, it is difficult to prove
[momentariness of flame and the like]”. And this is said after having provisionally accepted a certain
opponent’ provisional acceptance of the momentariness [i.e., that of flame and the like]. On the other
hand, with regard to cognition and like too, the momentariness of such form that it exists only at the
moment of origination but does not exist at the second moment should not be accepted by those who
advocate that destruction is with a cause. This is because they accept the application of the word
‘momentary’ by intending very quick perishability (Gsutaravinasina).”

For the concept of “very quick perishability” (@sutaravinasinva), cf. Halbfass 1992: 215-216. This
concept can be ascribed to Sridhara.

12 HBT 1524-25: evam hi kalpanikatvam hetulaksanasya pratipannam syat, na vastubalapravrttam. “In
this way; it should be indeed avowed that one defining characteristic of a good reason property [i.e., the
second trairdpya condition] is fictitious, it is not issued from the power of things/the reality”” For a
Japanese translation, cf. Noriyama 2005: 72. This part is also translated into English in Kano 2011: 238.

In Abhayadeva Siiris Tartvabodhavidhayini, there is a parallel argument. Cf. TBV 322,19-20: hetos ca
paksasapaksadipravibhagapeksaya gamakatve kalpanikatvam anumane 'py angikrtam syat, na vastu-
balapravrttam. “And, with reference to the point that an inferential reason is that which makes [a target
property] known by depending upon the division between paksa and sapaksa etc., [its] fictitiousness
should be agreed in an inference too, [an inferential reason’s being that which makes a target property
known] is not issued from the power of things/the reality.”

Durvekamisra comments as follows: HBTA 260,20-22: tatra pratibandhanibandhanasyavinabhavasya
badhakapramanatah siddhav apy anyatratraiva (anyatratraiva emended. : anyatve "atraiva HBTA) vrttir
apeksaniyeti paribhasatah kalpanikatvam tasya pratipannam syad ity asayah. pratipannam svikrtam
abhyupagatam iti yavat. “In this case, even if the inseparable relation, whose [ontological] basis is the
[essential] connection, is established on the basis of the defeating source of knowledge in other sites
(anyatra) [other than the paksa, ie., examples], it is here (atraiwa) [ie. in the very paksa] that the
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that in the sattvanumana, whose paksa is everything, the division between paksa and sapaksa is only
provisional; in reality, everything is momentary; but the condition T2 is not reflective of this reality.

32. Uselessness of ‘example’

Thus, if one wants to retain T2 and assert the hetu’s satisfaction of it, there is indeed a way to do this. As
we have seen, one can provisionally divide everything into two parts, namely paksa and others, (ie.,
similar cases) and then somehow find at least one example of a momentary entity from among ‘the
others.” With this accomplished, one might then say that T2 is satisfied. But since perception (pratyaksa)
cannot work for finding a momentary thing, one must appeal to an inferential argument (arumana)
instead. Arcata has the view that the way to find the needed momentary thing is to use the so-called
viparyaye badhakapramana on anything that is different from the paksa and which possesses the hen."

The viparyaye badhakapramana is a source of knowledge that defeats the occurrence of the hefu in any
site where the opposite of the sadhyadharma (sadhyaviparyaya) is present. According to Dharmakirti,
this source of knowledge has the special role of establishing ‘real identity’ (tadatmya), one of the two
kinds of essential connection he recognizes between hetu and sadhyadharma.* Tt should be noted here
that it is only in the context of the inference of momentariness that Dharmakirti mentions the viparyaye

badhakapramana by name.”
Arcata is of the opinion that, since the viparyaye badhakapramana can establish the essential connection

between hetu and sadhyadharma, it also has the ability of proving that absolutely anything at all that
possesses the Aetu as a property also exhibits the sadhyadharma (here, being momentary). Arcata seems

concomitance/occurring [of hetu] should be required. Based on this claim it should be avowed that it [i.e.,
the second trairigpya condition] is fictitious. This is the mode of thinking [of Arcata]. Avowed just means,
‘assented,” ‘agreed.’

13 This position of Arcata is in clear contrast to that of Ratnakirti. Cf. section 4 with fn.23 below.

4 According to Dharmakirtis own explanation in the Vadanyaya, in this source of knowledge, that which
is to be defeated (badhya) is hetu, and that which defeats (badhaka) hetu is the opposite property of hetu
(hetor viparyaya), and the place this defeating takes place is any site where the opposite of sadhyadharma
(sadhyaviparyaya) is present. If one can prove that the opposite property of hefu occurs in any site where
the opposite of sadhyadharma exists, then there is no room there for hetu to occur, since the opposite
property of hetu blocks hetu from occurring there. Therefore, hetu must be settled down in the sphere of
sadhyadharma. This is the logic of the viparyaye badhakapramana. Cf. Steinkellner 1982, Steinkellner
1991, and Sakai 2012: 138 (n12).

5 Cf. HB 4* 3-7: amvayaniscayo ’pi svabhavahetau sadhanadharmasya vastutas tadbhavataya sadhana-
dharmamatranubandhasiddhih. sa sadhyaviparyaye hetor badhakapramanavrttih, yatha yat sat, tat
ksanikam eva, aksanikatve rthakriyavirodhat tallaksanam vastutvam hiyate; VN 21-4: atra vyapti-
sadhanam viparyaye badhakapramanopadarsanam. yadi na sarvam sat krtakam va pratiksanavindsi sydt,
aksanikasya kramayaugapadyabhyam arthakriyayogad arthakriyasamarthyalaksanato nivrttam ity asad
eva syat.
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to believe that it is only by this procedure that one can assert that the hetu satisfies T2.'6

However, Arcata views this activity of finding an example as nonsensical. This is because, given that
one cannot directly perceive momentariness, there is no difference at all between the paksa and the
example."” Therefore, it should be the case that the viparvaye badhakapramana that is used to come up

16 Tt is in this sense that Arcata mentions applying the viparyaye badhakapramana to the example in his
literal commentary on the HB. The following is a passage of the HBT where Arcata elucidates Dharma-
kirti’ intention of presenting the example ‘a pot and the like’ in his proof-formulation of the sattvanumana
(cf. HB 5*19-20: yat sat, tat sarvam ksanikam, yatha ghatadayah, sams ca sabda iti): HBT 62,9-12: yatha
ghatadayah iti. yasya satvaksanikatvayoh pratibandhaprasadhakam pramanam ghatddau pravritam, tam
prati tatra smrtisamadhanartham drstantavacanam, na sadhyasiddhyartham, drstantamatratah sadhya-
siddher abhavat. “As to Dharmakirtis statement: yatha ghatadayah: To a person for whom a source of
knowledge that demonstrates the [essential] connection between ‘existence’ and ‘momentariness’ has
functioned in a pot and the like the statement of an example is for the sake of restoring his memory [of
the essential connection], not for the sake of proving a target property, since it is not the case that a target
property is proved solely on the basis of examples.” For an English translation, cf. Kano 2011: 237. In
my understanding, behind this passage lies Arcatas thought that, because of the non-perceptibility of
momentariness, one must apply the viparaye badhakapramana to the example, otherwise it cannot
exhibit its momentariness as the sadhyadharma. It is not until one applies the viparvaye badhakapramana
to the example and thereby cognizes it as having that sadhyadharma that it evokes the memory of the
essential connection.

The following is a concrete way of finding an example via the viparyaye badhakapraména: First, in a pot
as provisional example— provisional means that its possession of the sadhyadharma is not yet known
at this point—one sees the existence of the hetu, which is ‘existence.” Second, one applies the viparyaye
badhakapramana to this pot in the following manner: “If this pot possessed the opposite property of the
sadhyadharma (sadhyaviparyaya), namely, ‘non-momentariness,” then it would possess the opposite
property of the hetu (hetor viparyaya), i.e., non-existence.” However, I now actually see that it possesses
‘existence’ as a property” By this procedure one knows that the pot is momentary—its ‘provisional
possession of the sadhyadharma now becomes ‘real’ or ‘proved’'—and one eventually recognizes that it
is only because of this pots possessing hetu that the sadhyadharma can exist in this pot. Only such akind
of concomitance/coexistence of the sadhyadharma with the hetu can convey the essential connection to
those who do not remember or do not know it.

In his Citradvaitaprakasavada, Ratmakirti regards such a strategy of using the viparyave badhakapra-
mana on anything different from the paksa, e.g, ‘a pot and the like,” as representing the bahirvyapti
position. Cf. CAPV 130,27-29: bahirvyaptipakse ghate drstantadharmini viparyayabadhakapramana-
balat sattvam ksanikarvaniyatam avadharya satvat pakse ksanabhangasiddhih... For a Japanese
translation, cf. Moriyama 2011: 61-62.

17 'With reference to this point, we must recall Dignagas view about the difference between paksa and
sapaksa. Katsura 2003 reports that Dignaga differentiates paksa and sapaksa based on whether it is
epistemologically already known (vidita) or not known (avidita) by both proponent and opponent that it
possesses a target property. In this regards, Prof. Katsura refers to Jinendrabuddhis definition of paksa
and sapaksa, cf. Katsura 2003: 25: yatra sa viditah sa sapaksa ity ucyate | vatraviditah sa paksa iti. Prof.
Katsura explains that, as to the ontological fact that both paksa and sapaksa possess a target property,
there is no difference (abheda) between the two, but, as to whether its possessing a target property is
epistemologically known or not known, there is a difference (bheda). In our case of the inference of
momentariness, there cannot be this kind of distinction between paksa and sapaksa, since its sadhya
cannot be known epistemologically.

— 288 —



with an example could also be used to prove that the paksa itself is momentary. Why then would one not
simply apply this inferential argument directly to the paksa itself, so as to prove directly the paksa’s
momentariness? Thus, Arcata concludes, the search for a non-redundant ‘example’ is impossible and

nonsensical in the sattvanumana.'®

To sum up Arcatas view: it turns out that under the two special conditions that apply in the case of the
sattvanumana—namely that 1) the paksa includes everything, and that 2) the s&cﬂl)w?lamla is by nature
non-perceivable—T?2 cannot be satisfied, and searching for an example is completely nonsensical. Of
course, T2 can be satisfied in inferences other than this one. In those, the example is useful for proving
that the paksa possesses the sadhyadharma, but only in the sense that it can help evoke or communicate

the essential connection.'

8 HBT 1525-16,1: tasmar svasadhyapratibandhad dhetus tena vyaptah sidhyati. sa ca viparyaye
badhakapramanavrttya sadhyadharminy api sidhyatiti na kificid anyatranuvrttyapeksaya. ‘“Therefore, it
is on the basis of the [essential] connection with its own target property that the reason property is proven
to be pervaded by it [i.e., its own target property] And, [just like it is in examples], in the paksa too this
[essential connection] is proven on the basis of functioning of a source of knowledge that defeats [the
occurrence of the reason property] in loci where the opposite [of the target property is present]. Thus,
one can gain nothing by depending upon [inferential reason property’s] concomitance/occurrence with/in
loci that are different [from the paksa, i., with/in examples].” This part is translated into Japanese and
English in Noriyama 2005: 72 and Kano 2011: 238, respectively.

Cf. PVSVT 1510-13: rasmat svasadhyapratibandhad dhetus tena vyaptah sidhyati. sa ca viparyaye
badhakapramanavritya sadhyadharminy api sidhyatiti na kimcid anyatranvayapeksaya.

19 Karnakagomin explains: In the sattvanumana, it is indeed useless to depend on hem’s concomitance
with loci that are different from paksa, however, in inferences based on the inferential reason of effect
(karyahetu) and that of specific essential feature (svabhawahetuvisesa), hetu’s concomitance with other
sites is of service for evoking the source of knowledge (i.e., perception) that demonstrates the essential
connection that was grasped before. Cf. PVSVT 1518-21: ya tiicyate karyahetvapeksaya svabhavahetu-
visesapeksayaitad asarikitam, tat tu ksanikatvanumane sattvapeksaya. tasya hi vipaksabadhakapramana-
vrttyaiva gamakatvad iti . .. tasmat piarvagrhitapratibandhasadhakapramanasmrtaye hetor anyatra vritir
apeksaniya. “That [matter] which has been doubted (etad asarikitam) [namely the matter that, given the
first rairipya condition, hetu would not be concomitant (ananvaya/ananuvrtti) with sites that are
different from paksal is said with regard to the inferential reason of effect [and] the inferential reason of
specific essential feature, but this [matter is not said] with regard to [the inferential reason property]
‘existence’ in the case of the inference of momentariness. This is because it [ie., ‘existence’] becomes
that which makes [sadhya, ie., momentariness] known solely by the functioning of a source of
knowledge that defeats dissimilar cases... ... Therefore, [in other inferences other than the inference of
momentariness based on the inferential reason property ‘existence,’] hetus concomitance with other sites
[other than paksa] should be required for evoking the source of knowledge (i.e., perception) that
demonstrates the [essential] connection that was grasped before.”

This assertion of Karnakagomin, in terms of content, corresponds well to Arcatas position as reported
by Anantavirya in his Siddhivini§cayatika. Cf. SVinT 350,11f (cited in Shiga 2011:429 [n.38]): yat punar
uktam arcatena — sattvasya vipaksad vyavriteh ksanikatvena vyaptisiddhih, na bahirdrstantabalena.
drstantavacanam tu karvahetvapeksayd svabhavavisesapeksaya ca.
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4. Influence of Arcatas arguments on later philosophers

41. Concerning the second trairipya condition

In Dignagean logic, the example is an imperative element of a sound inference, in that it can validate the
hetu itself. In Dharmakirtian logic, although it loses its integral function due to the concept of ‘essential
connection,’ it still retains a certain usefulness. However, if Arcata is right, these previous views
concerning the significance or role of examples can no longer be held in the case of the sattvanumana.
That is, because of the two peculiarities of the sattvanumana (paksa = everything, imperceptible sadhya-
dharma), the only way to find a valid example for it is to first provisionally divide the paksa and then use
the viparvaye badhakapramana. However, because it also seems possible to use this source of knowledge
for directly préving that the paksa possesses the sadhyadharma, one is left to wonder whether these
examples are left with any real significance. Arcata believes that, in the sattvanumana, an example’s
raison d’étre is zero. It seems to me that Buddhist philosophers coming after Arcata who do not agree

with his conclusion must solve this problem in some other way.

For example, Ratnakirtis activity of proving the momentariness of an example via the combination of
prasanga and prasarigaviparyaya seems to be one answer.?’ In his Ksanabharigasiddhi, he presents a pot
(ghata) as his example for the sartvanumana.?* His opponent criticizes this, saying that a pot cannot be a
similar case, because its momentariness, just like the momentariness of the paksa,2 is not yet proved.
The opponent argues that the pots momentariness cannot be proved 1) by perception, since perception
cannot ascertain momentariness; nor 2) by the sattvanumana itself, since the sattvanumana used for
proving a pots momentariness requires another, further example for itself, and thus there is a fallacy of
infinite regress; nor 3) by another inference other than the sattvarnumdna, since, if another inference were
possible, this could itself be used for proving the momentariness of the paksa, and there would therefore
be no need for the sattvanumana.® To rebut this, Ratmnakirti proposes the twofold reasoning, i.., the
combination of prasariga and prasangaviparyaya, as a new method of proving the momentariness of a

pot as his example. By doing so, he insists on the necessity of examples serving as the place where

2 Cf. fn. 23 below.

2 KBhS 676 (=KBhSY 40,5): yat sat tat ksanikam, yatha ghatah, santas cami vivadaspadibhiutah
2 The paksa in Ratnakirtis formulation (prayoga) is ‘these things about which there is a dispute’ (ami
vivadaspadibhiitah padartha). Cf. fn. 21 above.

3 Cf. KBhS 6720-26 (=KBhS" 42,6-9 433-4): nanu katham asya (=ghatasya) sapaksatvam, paksavad
atrapi ksanabhangasiddheh. 1) na hy asya pratyaksatah ksanabhangasiddhih, tathatvenaniscayat. 2) napi
sattvanumanatah, punarnidarsanantardpeksayam anavasthaprasangat. 3) na canyad anumanam asti.
sambhave va tenaiva pakse 'pi ksanabhangasiddher alam sattvanumaneneti cet. ucyate —anumanantaram
ewa prasangaprasangaviparyayatmakam ghatasya ksanabhangaprasadhakam pramdnantaram asti. For
an English translation and analysis, cf. Woo 1999: 146-147.
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pervasion between ‘existence’ and ‘momentariness’ is established. In my view, behind Ratnakirti’ activities
we can see his intention to give a different answer to the problem Arcata posed® and to overcome
Arcatas conclusion about the insignificance of the second trairigpya condition.

42. Concerning the first trairiipya condition

It seems that it is the above-discussed attitude of Arcata toward examples, or T2, and his admitting the
application of the viparyaye badhakapramana directly to a paksa that leads him to be designated an
antarvyaptivadin.® An anonymous opponent appearing in DurvekamiSras commentary on the HBT
designates the viparvaye badhakapramana used for the satvanumana as ‘the source of knowledge that
demonstrates the pervasion that is indusive’ (antarvyaptiprasadhakapramana). This means: the viparyaye
badhakapramana establishes the essential connection between ‘existence’ and ‘momentariness,” and the
property ‘existence’ is special, in that it pertains to ewerything—which is why the vipanaye
badhakapramana proves the momentariness not only of examples but also of the paksa—and therefore,
the paksa is automatically included in the sphere that ‘existence’ covers. In this way, the pervasion

% However, Ratnakirti does not seem to perfectly solve the problem that the combination of prasarign
and prasarigaviparyaya used to prove the momentariness of a pot as ‘example’ can be also used for
proving momentariness of paksa, which undesirably results in the uselessness of the sattvanumana. It is
remarkable that Ratnakirti does admit this undesirable consequence to some extent. He says: if one does
not grow weary of applying the combination of two reasonings to each and every thing, for him it is this
combination that proves the momentariness of paksa, not the sastvanumana; However, if one is afraid of
such laborious effort in each case, he only once applies the combination of prasariga and prasariga-
viparyaya to one thing, which means he establishes the pervasion. And then he thereby proves the
momentariness of other things on the very basis of the sattvanumana. Ratnakirtis point is that the latter
case is less effortful than the former. However, it is not the case that he negates the former option. Cf.
KBhS 6928-706 (=KBhS" 50,15-18, 516-12): tad evam prasarigaprasargaviparyayahetudvayabalato
ghate drstante ksanabharigah siddhah. tat katham satvad anyad arumanam drstante ksanabhanga-
sadhakam ndstity ucyate. na caivam sattvahetor vaiyarthyam, drstantamatra eva prasangaprasanga-
viparyayabhyam ksanabharigaprasadhandt. nanv abhyam eva pakse ’pi ksanabharigasiddhir astv iti cet,
astu, ko dosah. yo hi pratipatta prativastu yad yada yajjananavyavaharayogyam, tat tadd taj janayatity-
adikam upanyasitum analasah, tasya tata eva ksanabharigasiddhih. yas tu prativastu tannyayopanyasa-
prayasabhiruh, sa khalv ekatra dharmini yad yada yajjananavyavaharayogyam tat tada taj janayatityadi-
nyayena sattvamatram asthairyavyaptam avadharya sattvad evanyatra ksanikatvam avagacchayatii katham
apramatto vaiyarthyam asyacaksita. For an English translation and analysis, cf. Woo 1999; 161-162.

3 Dharmottara, a pupil of Arcata, also wrestles with this difficult task. He essentially bases himself on
Arcata’s mode of thinking that what proves the momentariness of not only examples but also of the paksa
is the same viparyaye badhakapramana. However, he sees significance for ‘example’ in some way. I
investigate this issue in my paper: “Dharmottara on the viparyaye badhakapramana and trairipya in
Dharmakirtis sattvanumana” (to be published in the Proceedings of the Fifth International Dharmakirti
Conference).

% Prof. Ono in his paper published in 2004 pays attention to the fact that Yamari rejects the view that
Arcata is an antarvyaptivadin. Prof. Ono thinks Yamaris rejection suggests the fact that, at the time of
Yamari (around the first half of the 11th century), someone in fact regarded Arcata as antarvyaptivadin.
Cf. Ono 2004: 472473,
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established by the viparyaye badhakapramana is necessarily inclusive of the paksa. This means that once
the viparyaye badhakapramana functions, the momentariness of the paksa is established immediately;
which amounts to the completion of the proof. For realizing this proof of the momentariness of the paksa,
the viparyaye badhakapramana alone is sufficient. Asserting this view, the opponent criticizes Arcata,
saying that he should give up not only on the usefulness of any example but also on the usefulness of the
primal inferential reason property (maulahetu) itself, namely the first trairigpya condition.”

This argument suggests that, at least at the time of Durvekamisra, Arcata was actually regarded as an
advocate of the so-called ‘antarvyapti theory’ Of course, Durvekamisra, as a fellow Buddhist
representative of Arcata, defends the usefulness of the primary reason property ‘existence,” although
Arcata himself does not discuss this matter in the HBT.? That is, interestingly enough, Arcata is silent
about this issue. It is interesting to ponder whether his silence is intentional or not. It seems quite
reasonable for later philosophers, whether Buddhist or non-Buddhist, to take Arcata as an advocate of
the antarvyapti theory given that they think this is an intentional silence.

5. Concluding remark

As a concluding remark I would like to emphasize again the fact that Arcata sees two peculiarities in the
sattvanumana: 1) its paksa being everything, and 2) its sadhvadharma being by nature non-perceivable.
As discussed, these two points result in the impossibility of finding an actually useful example. In my
view, Buddhist philosophers who came after Arcata and were well aware of the Buddhist tradition had
to wrestle with this undesirable consequence that Arcata avowed boldly enough. As to the second
peculiarity, I would like also to emphasize that it is the basis on which Ratakarasanti in his
Antarvyaptisamarthana strictly distinguishes the sattvarnumana from other inferences (e.g,, an inference
of fire from smoke), and that it is thus the reason why he puts forward his theory of antarvyapti.* In this

7 Cf HBTA 26116-17: syad etat — antarvyaptiprasadhakad eva pramanad vivadadhydsitasya
dharminas taddharmatvajiianan maulasya hetoh katham ativyaktam api vaiyarthyam bhadonta-
dharmakaradattena na laksitam iti. “‘[Objector:] It may be the case that: “On the basis of a source of
knowledge that can in fact demonstrates that pervasion is inclusive [of the paksa], the property possessor
about which there is a dispute [namely, the paksa] is known to have that [i.e., momentariness] as a
property. So, why does Venerable [Buddhist] Dharmakaradatta [i.e., Arcata] not indicate that the primary
reason property [i.e., ‘existence’] is useless even though its uselessness is obvious?””’

Dharmakaradatta is Arcatas Buddhist name. For this alias of Arcata, cf. HBT Introduction: xi.

2 In this context, Durvekamira reports that there is a theoretical difference between Arcata and his
pupil Dharmottara in their ways of insisting on the significance of the first trairigpya condition. Although
I cannot adequately address this issue in this paper, Durvekamisras report is valuable material from
which we can learn about the difference in their attitudes toward the trairigpya theory in the case of the
sattvanumana. I will investigate this issue at the next opportunity.

® Cf. AVS 64,2-10: drsiante grhyate vyaptir dharmayos atra drstayoh | heumatrasya drstasya vyaptih pakse
tu gamyate | sa ca sarvopasamharat samanyam avalambate | tasya dharmini vrttis tu pratiyetarumanatah |
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point, I see a strong and direct link between Arcata and Ratnakara$anti.

Abbreviations and Literature

PV1 The First Chapter of the Pramanavarttika (svartharumdana)(Dharmakirti): see PVSV.

pravyaksadrstayor vahnidhiimayoh karyakaranabhavasiddhau tayor vyaptisiddhir iti pratyaksasiddhe vahnau
Yuktam arumanavaiphalyam. naivam vyaptisiddheh prak pramanantarasiddham dharmini ksanikatvamn.
sadhanadharmam eva tu kevalam anupasyanto viparyaye badhakapramanabaldt tasya ksanikatvena vyaptim
pratimah. tat kutah sadhanavaiphalyam. “As long as two properties are perceived there [ie., in an example],
pervasion [between these two properties] is grasped in that example. When only an inferential reason
property alone is perceived [without its target property], however, its pervasion is understood in a site of
inference. And, this [pervasion] depends upon the universals by encompassing all [individual cases].
However, its [ie., a target propertys] occurrence in the site [of inference] should be understood through
inference. When causal relation is established between fire and smoke that have been seen by perception,
pervasion between these two is proved. For this reason, it is tenable that inference is useless with regard to
fire that has already been established by perception. Unlike above, it is not before pervasion [between
‘existence’ and ‘momentariness] is proved that the momentariness is established in a site of inference by
another source of knowledge. Rather, when we are just seeing a proving property only, we understand its
pervasion by momentariness by virtue of a source of knowledge that defeats [the occurrence of the proving
property] in loci where the opposite [of the target property is present]. Therefore, for what reason is a
proof useless?” Also, cf. AVS 82,10-15: vahnidhiimayos tu nadystayoh karyakaranabhavasiddhih. tat-
siddhau na viparvaye badhakavrttir iti dvayadarsanavyapeksa vahnidhiimayor vyvaptisiddhih. sattva-
ksanikatvayos tu naivam, yathokanyayena vyaptyasiddheh. tasmat sattvamatrasya tatra dharmini
siddhasya badhakavasad vyaptih sidhyatity esitavyam. “As long as fire and smoke are not perceived, the
causal relation [between the two] is not established. If it is established, [then] it is not [necessary] for [a
source of knowledge that] defeats [the occurrence of a reason property] in any site where the opposite
[of a target property is present] to function. Therefore, establishment of pervasion between fire and
smoke is subject to perception of the two [i.e., fire and smoke]. However, this is not the case in the case
of [pervasion] between ‘existence’ and ‘momentariness,” since [their] pervasion cannot be established by
the above-mentioned manner [i.e., by perception]. Therefore, it should be understood that pervasion of
mere ‘existence’ [namely, existence without momentariness], which has been established in the relevant
site [of inference], is proved by the force of the defeating [source of knowledge].” For an English
translation, cf. Kajiyama 1999: 115-116, 123.

Ratnakarasanti differentiates the satrvarumana from other inferences such as an inference of fire from
smoke. This difference derives from whether its target property is perceptible. In the sattvamumana, since
its target property is not perceptible, it is not possible to grasp the essential connection between hetu and
sadhyadharma by perceiving the sadhyadharma in an example, as fire might be perceived in the example
kitchen. To put it differently, in the case of the inference of momentariness, grasping the essential
connection amounts to proving the momentariness itself. It is not until the essential connection is
established that momentariness is known. In this sense, ‘example’ does not serve for establishing the
essential connection. In this point, Ratnakarasanti sees a demand for the viparvaye badhakapramana.
When this pramana establishes the essential connection, at the very same time the existence of a target
property in a site of inference is understood. This is his ‘antarvyapti-theory’
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