An analysis of examples for the interpretation of the
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The purpose of defining the thesis (paksa) in inference-for-others (pararthanu-
mana), according to Dharmakirti (ca 600—660 CE), is to remove a false view in
which what is to be proved and what is not to be proved are reversed.' By
defining the thesis, one is able to refute fallacious theses that are deliberately
stated in an ambiguous way where the proponent avoids stating explicitly what
he intends to prove lest his statement be refuted. Dharmakirti’s interest in the
purpose for giving the definition of the thesis is closely linked to the introduc-
tion of a new idea, not found explicitly in Dignaga (ca 480-540 CE), in the
interpretation of the word ista “intended [by the proponent]” in the definition of
the thesis.”> Dharmakirti believes that those theses which are stated ambiguously
with a view to avoiding a criticism can be refuted on the basis of his distinctive
interpretation of the word ista, namely, the specification that what the propo-
nent really intends to prove is the thesis, and not anything that is merely stated
and that differs from the statement that is to be proved.

Dharmakirti sought to simplify Dignaga’s account of similar topics con-
nected with the definition of the thesis and that of the reason. In a previous pa-
per I have treated these points, and as an example of the refutation of fallacious
theses I have examined Dharmakirti’s argument against one proposed by the
Samkhyas.’

' Cf. PVin III 288a8-b1; Iwata 2007, n.5. For studies of the definition of the thesis see
Tillemans 2000, 47ff. I would like to express my thanks to Prof. Tillemans who kindly
corrected my English and gave me information concerning the Sanskrit manuscripts of
PVin III and Dh, and to Prof. O’Leary who kindly checked my English draft.

2 For the role of the term ista in Dharmakirti’s thesis, see Tillemans 2000, 49ff., Iwata
2007, 2771.

3 See Twata 2007, 278f.
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Among the examples of fallacious theses which are refuted by Dharmakairti,
some have complex contents, and hence the exemplified theses themselves be-
come an object of investigation. Having seen that the opponents, for example
the Carvakas, had taken full advantage of this complexity in order to paper over
a tricky argument by not expressing what they really wanted to prove, Dhar-
makirti insisted that their theses must be refuted in a logically persuasive way
and thus he revealed the failures of their theses. In this paper I shall analyze
such examples of fallacious theses and show that Dharmakirti’s own interpre-
tation of the term ista in the definition of the thesis serves effectively to refute
them.

The word ista in the definition of the thesis implies that the statement in-
tended by the proponent is precisely that which is to be proved (sdadhya), even
if it is not stated explicitly. Against this claim of Dharmakirti an opponent
raises the objection that, insofar as an inference-for-others consists of a verbal
expression of a valid reason, only that which is stated explicitly is the thesis to
be proved, not that which is implied in the context of discussion:

[Objection:] [In an inference-for-others not only a specific property which is not
under discussion but] also that [which is under discussion] is not that which is to be
proved (sadhya), because it is not stated.* [Answer:] Suppose that, when a proving
[factor] (sadhana) [as the reason] is presented (upanyasta) because of a dispute
(vivada) about a certain (topic), that (topic) [i.e., the basis for the presentation of the
reason] were not that which is to be proved, what then is that which is to be proved?
If, further, it were so [i.e., if nothing but that which is stated (uktamatra) were the
sadhya] either the opposite [of the intended property to be proved] could be proved
(viparyayasiddhi) or [the proof] would be quite useless (vaiphalya)®.®

Dharmakirti indicates that for his opponent, who insists that only what is ex-
plicitly stated is the thesis, it would follow either that the opposite of what is to
be proved is proved or that the proof itself is useless.

* See Dh 20a4f. = Skt. ms. 15b7: na keva<la>m aprakrto viseso na sadhyah, prakrto
<’>py anuktatvat pararthe <’>numane na sadhyah.

> See Dh 20a7 = Skt. ms. 16alf.: tathety uktamatrasya ca sadhyatve viparyayasiddhih
sadhanasya va vaiphalyam syat"” (Vsya ms.).

® PVin III 289a3f.: ma brjod pa’i phyir de yan bsgrub par bya ba ma yin no Ze na | gal
te gan la rtsod pas (D 191a4 ; pa P) sgrub par byed pa bkod pa de bsgrub par bya ba
ma yin na "bsgrub par bya ba ci yin" | de Ita yin na phyin ci log tu grub pa’am don med
par “gyur te | (Vkin tatsadhyam Msl 37a2; tada kim idanim sadhyam | MslIl 35b3. The
original Skt. text might have been kim idanim(?) sadhyam), translated in Tani 1984, §;
see Ce'e PV 1V 33: sadhanam yadvivadena nyastam tac cen na sadhyate | kim sadhyam
anyathanistam bhaved vaiphalyam eva va [/ (= Tillemans 2000, 56); Tani 1984, 9.
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I. The Avyutpattivadins’ argument against the Vyutpattivadins in favor of
the thesis that the word has its proper object before its connection with
the named

By means of two examples Dharmakirti illustrates these two undesirable con-
sequences of the false assumption that only that which is stated explicitly is the
thesis. As an example of the second consequence, uselessness of the proof, he
takes the Samkhyas’ inference of the existence of the Self, which I have treated
in Iwata 2007. As an example of the first consequence, the proof of the oppo-
site (viparyayasiddhi), he takes an argument formulated by the Avyutpatti-
vadins for their claim that not every word can be explained etymologically.
Making use of a statement in the Vakyapadiya, Dharmakirti shows that their
argument would prove the opposite of their thesis, if the explicitly expressed
thesis alone were the thesis. Their argument against the Vyutpattivadins, who
claim that every word can be explained etymologically through a suitable root,
is formulated as follows’:

[The thesis —] the [proper] form of the word (sabdariipa) has [its] object (arthavar)
(i.e., meaning) [already] before the connection [of the word] with the named (prak
samjiiinabhisambandhat) [that is, before the conventional assignment of the word to
the named —] is that which is to be proved [by means of the reason —] because it is
recognized [that] case-affixes [are added to the form of the word] (vibhaktidar-
Sanar).t

Since the word consists of the form of the word, it seems reasonable to assume

that in the context of this argument the form of the word is nothing but the

word itself, in accordance with the formulation in Vakyapadiva 1 67, where the
subject of the thesis is the name (samjiia).

" See PVV 375,5f.: yatha vyutpannasarvasabdavadinam praty avyutpannasamjiasab-
davadina™ tadarthavattvasiddhyartham sadhanam ucyate (V"PVV'; °Sabdadina PVV).

8 PVin III 289a4f: (dper na) sgra’i vio bo ni min can dan "brel pa’i sion rol nas don
dan Idan pa yin te | rnam par dbye ba dan ldan par mthon ba’i phyir ro "Zes bya ba la"
= Skt. ms. (MsII 35b3f.): (yatha) prak samjiiinabhisambandhad arthavac chabdariipam
vibhaktidarsanat sadhyam (Tib.: Zes bya ba la has no equivalent in Skt.; in the Tibetan
translation sadhyam is translated in the context of the succeeding phrase), see Ci'e PVV
375,6f.: samjiiisambandhat prag arthavac chabdarapam vibhaktidarsanat tadanya-
Sabdavat. PVin III 288b3-291a3 (where Dharmakirti explains the term ista in the
definition of the thesis) is translated in Tani 1984, 7-16.
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The name has [its] form as [its] object before the connection [of the name] with the
named; [therefore, it] becomes a cause for [the formulation of] the genitive and
nominative cases.’

The inference formulated by the Avyutpattivadins consists of the following
logical elements: The property-possessor to be proved (sadhyadharmin), here-
after the subject of the thesis, is the word (sabda). The reason (hetu) is the cog-
nition of case-affixes in the word (vibhaktidarsana). The property to be proved
(sadhyadharma) is the possession of its object before the connection of the
word with the named object (prak samjiiinabhisambandhad arthavattvam). The
example (drstanta) is other words which are different from the word that is the
subject of the thesis (fadanyasabda) and which have both case-affixes and their
objects.'® This inference is abbreviated in the following way:

Sabda: (vibhaktidarsana — prak samjiiinabhisambandhad arthavattvam) (tadanya-
Sabda) (1]

In order to grasp the intended content of the Avyutpattivadins’ argument we
must presuppose their view that if the word, for example a name, before its
connection with the named object, had no other object, it could not be called a
noun-base (pratipadika); therefore, no case-affixes could be added to the
word."" On the contrary, when the word has a case-affix, it is a noun base and
has its object. Now, at the beginning of Panini’s Sutras the definition of the
term vrddhi runs as follows: vrddhir adaic. The word vrddhi has the nominative
case-affix, and thus is a noun-base, which means it must have the named as its

® VP 1 67: prak samjiinabhisambandhat samjiia ripapadarthika | sasthyas ca pratha-
mayas ca nimittatvaya kalpate // (the numbering of the verse follows Rau 2002), trans-
lated in Iyer 1965, 69; Akamatsu 1998, 124; Ogawa 1999, 33; Rau 2002, 16. I would
like to express my thanks to Prof. Ogawa who kindly gave me detailed information on
the relationship between the word and its object in the Vakyapadiya.

' See Dh 20a8-b1 = Skt. ms. 16a2f.: samjfiinabhisambandhat prak samjiiasabdasyar-
thavattvam sadhyam. vibhaktidarsanad iti hetuh. bahyapadarthako vibhaktyantah"
Sabdo® drstantah (VTib.: rnam par dbye (rnams dbye P D 17bl) ba’i mtha’ can ... .
@§abdo(?) ms.), PVV 375,6f.

"'See VPV [ad VP I 67] 125,5-7: yavat samjiiind tu samjiia na sambaddha tavan na
samjiiipadarthikety arthantarabhave tasyah pratipadikasamjiiabhavad vibhaktiyogo na
syat (“Insofar as, however, the name is not connected with the named, [the name] has
not the named as [its] object. Accordingly, if [before the connection of the name with
the named] there were no other object [than the named], the [name would] not be called
noun-base; therefore, no case-affix could be added [to the name. This is, actually, not
the case since, for example, the name vrddhih in the Sutra: vrddhir adaic at the begin-
ning of Panini’s Siitras has the nominative case]”), translated in Iyer 1965, 69; Aka-
matsu 1998, 124f.
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object. The object can be the proper form (svaripa) of the word, a convention-
ally assigned meaning intended by the speaker, or it can be that which is indi-
cated by the word." In the case of the beginning of the Siutras, neither the
conventional meaning “grow” nor the indicated vowels, @, ai and au, are de-
termined. Accordingly, the object of the word vrddhi is only the form of the
word. Thus it is shown that the word which has a case-affix has its proper form
as its object before its connection with the named. This is the major premise for
their argument. In addition, according to VP I 67cd, this premise is based on a
causal relationship in which the word’s having its proper form as its object
enables us to recognize the formulation of case-affixes in the word. That is, the
obvious fact that the word has case-affixes is the effect, which results from the
cause (nimitta) that the word has its proper form as its object. Since logically
this cause is inferred from its effect, the cause as consequence, i.e., the word’s
possession of its own form as its object, is inferred from the effect as reason,
i.e., the cognition of case-affixes in the word.

Thus, according to Avyutpattivadins, their intended statement that the word
has its proper form as its object, namely, the statement that the word has its
object in virtue of the proper form of the word, is logically proved. Although
they do not explicitly state their intended restriction “in virtue of the proper
form of the word” in the inference ([1]), it is the point which they want to
prove. For their opponent, the Vyutpattivadins, however, it is precisely the
object to be refuted, because they insist that the word has its object not on
account of its proper form alone but due to other external factors. Using the

12 In order to indicate the source of the Avyutpattivadins’ view that the word has its
proper form as its object before its connection with the named, Jiianasribhadra and Bu
ston cite Bhartrhari’s verse (VP III 3.1 = Ji 280a3f. = Bu 358,2f.): jianam prayoktur
bahyo ’rthah svariipam ca pratiyate | Sabdair uccaritais tesam sambandhah samava-
sthitah // (“The cognition of the speaker, the external thing meant and the own form [of
the word] are understood through words which are uttered. The relation of these
(namely, the cognition, external things meant and own form) [with the words which are
uttered] is well-established” = Houben’ translation, Houben 1995, 145, translated in
Rau 2002, 174). According to Bhartrhari, for a listener who hears words there is some-
times doubt with respect to the cognition, i.e., intention, of the speaker or to the exter-
nal objects of the words, but there is no deviation with respect to their proper forms (cf.
VP III 3.2; Houben 1995, 145ff.). That is, the relation of the words with their proper
forms is established and does not raise a doubt in the listener’s mind. Both of Jii and
Bu, however, seem to understand that before the conventional assignment (*samketa)
of the word to an object the uttered word makes known not only the proper form of the
word but also the intention to speak, see Jii 280a6: des na brda’i sna (P; snon D 234b3)
rol nas kyan brjod par "dod pa’i Ses pa dan ran gi nio bo (bor P D) go bar byed do [/, Bu
358,3f.
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case of the etymological explanation of the word “cow” which expresses spe-
cies, Manorathanandin illustrates the Vyutpattivadins’ view that the word
“cow” (gauh) has its object not in virtue of its proper form of the word — g, au,
and & — but in virtue of the universal, cowness:

In this case [i.e., when the word is always connected with its object]" for the [oppo-
nent who] claims that [every word] is etymologically explained, [the following the-
sis] is proved: the word “cow” has [its] object in virtue of the external universal
(samanya) [i.e., cowness] that is indirectly indicated by the activity (kriya) [of
going], because, when [through the activity of going the word “cow” is etymologi-
cally explained in such a way that] on account of [the fact] that something goes it is
[called] cow (gacchatiti gauh), [the activity of going is on the one hand a cause for
the etymological explanation'* and on the other hand together with the universal
“cowness”] inheres in one and the same thing [i.e., each particular cow] (ekartha-
samavdya).15 However, [the thesis of the proponent, the Avyutpattivadins — the
word “cow’] has [its] object by means of the [internal] object, which consists of the
proper form [of the word] alone — is not [proved].16

In the inference formulated by the Avyutpattivadins ([1]), the property to be
proved consists merely of “possession of an object” (arthavattva), and the
restriction “in virtue of the proper form of the word alone” is not stated. Now,
according to the objection raised against Dharmakirti’s interpretation of the
word ista in the definition of the thesis, namely, the objection that only that
which is explicitly stated is the thesis, the Avyutpattivadins’ intended statement
— the word has its object “in virtue of its proper form alone” — would not be the
thesis, because in their inference they merely state that the word has its object
but do not express their intended restriction “in virtue of its proper form
alone”" In addition, in the above-mentioned example of the etymological inter-
pretation of the word “cow” expressing species it is proved that the word which

3 See PVV' 426, n.4: nitye Sabdarthasambandhe.

4 See Dh 20b1 = Skt. ms. 16a3: iha vyutpattivadino yatha gamandd gaur iti jatisabdah
kriyanimittah, tatha ... .

15 See NBT(Dh) 39,2f.: yatha gacchatiti gaur iti gamanakriyayam vyutpadito "pi gosab-
do gamanakriyopalaksitam ekarthasamavetam gotvam pravrttinimittikaroti.

' PVV 375,7-9: atra gacchatiti gaur™ ity ekarthasamavayat kriyopalaksitena bahya-
samanyendarthavan gosabdah siddho vyutpannavadinah®, ®na tu® svaripamatrenarthe-
narthavan (Vgor PVV' ®ms. 84b6; "vyutpanna® PVV PVV' ®ms.; nanu PVV PVV'),

'7.Cf. Dh 20b3 = Skt. ms. 16a4: arthamatram coktam, “na visesah®. tato na svaripa-
matrenartha®vac chabda®riipam (‘VTib.: (bye brag ni ma) smras (te /) has no equiva-
lent in Skt. ®°vata sabda® ms.); Bu 359,1: phyi rol la ma grub pa’i sgra’i ran gi 1o bo
tsam gyi<s> don dan ldan pa ni Ze ’dod yin yan ma smras pas bsgrub bya ma yin la /.
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has case-affixes always has an external object.'”® In other words, for the
Vyutpattivadins, it is true that the reason of the Avyutpattivadins, the cognition
of case-affixes (vibhaktidarsana) in the word, leads logically to the conse-
quence explicitly stated by the Avyutpattivadins that the word has an object,
but in reality this reason does lead to the possession of an external object,
namely, possession of its object due to the external factors. Therefore, for the
Avyutpattivadins it would entail an undesirable consequence that their reason
leads to the restricted consequence, i.e., word’s possession of its object “due to
the external factors”, and hence reverses their intended statement, viz., that the
word has its object in virtue of its proper form alone." In short, provided that
only the explicitly expressed statement were the thesis, for the Avyutpatti-
vadins their thesis would be the general statement that the word has its object
(arthavat). Then they would be obliged to accept also a particular consequence
which has the restriction, as far as their reason can lead to this consequence.
Indeed their reason does lead to the restricted consequence that the word has its
object due to the external factors. Accordingly their reason would reverse their
intended statement that the word has its object in virtue of internal factors
alone. This undesirable consequence results from the false assumption that only
the proposition that is explicitly stated is the thesis, but not that which is really,
even if implicitly, intended by the proponent. Thus, Dharmakirti proves indi-
rectly his view that the thesis to be proved consists of that which is really in-
tended by the proponent.

¥ See PVV 375,10 = PVV' 426,23-25: tato drstante vibhaktyantasya vakyartha-
vattvena vyaptisiddher... (V°vatvena PVV' ms. 84b7; read: bahyarthavattvena(?) for
vakyarthavattvena).

19 See PVin III 289a5f.: ran gi rio bo tsam gyis don dan ldan par ni “bsgrub par bya
ba" (D 191a5; ba om. P) ma yin la | don dan ldan par yan “mthon ba® de’i phyir phyi
rol gyi don <gyis don> dan ldan pa fiid mi ’dod pa ®grub par® ’gyur ba’am™®’ = Skt.
ms. (Msll 35b4): na ca svariipamatrarthavat, arthavac ca, tato bahyenarthenartha“vat-
tvam anistam syat” (“However, [for the Avyutpattivadins their intended statement that
the word] has [its] object in virtue of its proper form alone is not [the thesis to be
proved, because the restriction “in virtue of its proper form alone” is not stated], in
addition, [from their reason “cognition of case-affixes” it is proved that the word] has
[its] object. Therefore, it would follow [for the Avyutpattivadins that] an undesirable
[consequence] that [the word] has [its] object [only] due to an external thing.” “In the
Sanskrit context the word, sadhyam, belongs to the immediately preceding sentence.
@Tib. has no equivalent in Skt. ®Tib. has no equivalent in Skt., although the Tibetan
translation (mi 'dod pa grub par ... ba’am [) has the same construction with that of Jii
280a7f. (: mi ’dod pa bsgrub pa’am /). “°vatv{e?}am anistam syat | Msl 37a3; °va-
tvem(?) istam syata | MslL.).



322 Takashi Iwata

II. Carvakas’ sadvitiyaprayoga and Dharmakirti’s refutation of their proof

In order to show that on the basis of his interpretation of the term ista (intended
[by the proponent]) in the definition of the thesis many pseudo-proofs can be
refuted, Dharmakirti takes as an example the Carvakas’ formulation of the
proof of their thesis that a pot has a second factor (sadvitiyaprayoga).” Their
inference runs as follows:

For example, a pot (ghata) is accompanied by a second (sadvitiva) [i.e., a compan-
ion,?! or a counterpart, namely,] by either of the two (anyatara)® — a person charac-
terized as a body to which a consciousness manifested [by the material elements]
belongs, or a pot — because it is not a blue lotus (anutpalatva), like a wall (kudya).®

20 See PVin III 289a8: 'dis ni giiis pa dan bcas pa’i sbyor ba rnams la yan'® rjes su ’gro
ba med pa’i fies pa bsad pa yin te | (“On account of this [i.e., the indication of the fault
that there is no co-presence of the reason with the property to be proved in the example,
on the basis of the interpretation of the term ista that what is intended by the proponent
is the thesis to be proved,] the fault of no co-presence (niranvayadosa) in the case of
the formulations [of reasons] for [the type of consequence that the subject of the thesis
is] accompanied by a second [factor] (sadvitiyaprayoga) is [also] explained.” yar has
no equivalent in Skt. MsII 35b5, MsI 37a5), PV IV 34abc'; Watanabe 1977, 197, Tille-
mans 2000, 57f.

2l See Dh 21a3f.: de dag las gan yan run bas giiis pa dan bcas pa ste zla bo dan bcas
pa’o [/ = Skt. ms. 16b3: tayor anyatarena sadvitiyah sasahayah; Tillemans 2000, 58, n.
2009.

22 Literally: a pot has a second (a companion) in the form of either of the two, see Tille-
mans 2000, 58f. I follow Sakyabuddhi’s paraphrase of the compound anyatarasadviti-
va, cf. PVT(S) 316a8 (ad PVP 329a3f., PV IV 34): de dag las gan yan run ba ste bum
pa dan skyes bu giiis pa dan bcas par ’jug pa’i phyir giiis pa dan bcas pa’o /| — Ci'
PVV! Appendix 526,13f. (= Steinkellner 1981, 293,8f. = Tillemans 1991, 416,25):
tayor anyatarena ghatena purusena va saha dvitiyena vartata iti sadvitiyah'V (“Because
[the vase] exists together with (saha) a ‘second’ (dvitiya) which is either of the two,
viz. the vase or the person, it is said to be sadvitiya” (translation in Tillemans 1991,
417) Wca dvitiyah in text).

2 PVin III 289a8-b1 — Ci' PVBh 496,31-497,1: yathabhivyakta®caitanyasariralaksa-
napurusaghatanyatarasadvitityo ghatah, anutpalatvat®, kudyavad iti (V'ms. 246a6;
yatha vibhakta® in text ®ms.; anutpana(?nna)tvat in text. See Watanabe 1977, 194 &
205, n.1; Steinkellner 1981, 292,26-293,1; Tani 1984, 9, n. 16; Tillemans 1991, 416,
3ff.; Tillemans 2000, 58 & n. 210); Ci' SyVR 538,23f. (Watanabe 1992, 660); Ci'e
PVV 375,16 (anutpalatvat (ms. 85al; anutpannatvat PVV PVV! 427.7)); Ci'e NBhus
228,5f. PVin III (289b1) reads: mrion par gsal (D 191b1; bsal P) ba’i sems pa (D; om.
P) can; giiis pa dan becas pa (P; pas D) yin te /. For translations of the passage of the sa-
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This inference consists of the following elements:

subject of the thesis (sadhyadharmin): a pot (ghata)

reason (hetu): being not a blue lotus (anutpalatva)

property to be proved (sadhyadharma): being accompanied by a second, i.e., either
a person or a pot (purusaghatanyatarasadvitiyatva)

example (drstanta): a wall (kudya)

ghata: (anutpalatva — purusaghatanyatarasadvitivatva) (kudya) [2]

From the standpoint of the Carvakas, the pervasion, according to Dharmottara’s
commentary, can be explained in the following way: the co-presence of the
reason and the property to be proved is established, because it is illustrated by a
wall which is not a blue lotus and is accompanied by either of the two, namely,
a pot. The co-absence of the reason and the property to be proved is also estab-
lished, because it is illustrated by the ether on the basis of the idea that real
properties belong only to entities, not to what does not exist at all. That is, the
property to be proved, being accompanied by a second, and the reason, being
not a blue lotus, i.e., being something other than a blue lotus,?* are real proper-
ties and hence are absent in that which is not the entity. The ether, also, is not
the entity; therefore, in it both the reason and the property to be proved are ab-
sent:

Further, when [the property to be proved] “being accompanied by a second,
[namely,] either a pot or a person” is excluded from those [dissimilar instances, for
example,] the ether and so on, which are not entities, then [the reason] “being not a
blue lotus” also is excluded from them, since [the reason in the sense of “being
something other than a blue lotus] has the entity as [its] essence. In a wall [as a
similar instance], in contrast, both [reason and property to be proved] can [be pre-
sent]. Therefore, the positive concomitance and negative concomitance (anvayavya-
tireka) are established.”

dvitiyaprayoga see Tani 1984, 9ff. and Watanabe 1992, 672ff.; for a detailed explana-
tion of the refutation of this proof see Tillemans 1991, 406ft.; Tillemans 2000, 58ff.

# See Dh 21a4f. = Skt. ms. 16b3f.: anutpalatvat, utpalad anyatvad iti hetvarthah, Bu
360,5 (s. note 25).

2 Dh 21a5f. = Skt. ms. 16b4: yatas cakasader® avastuno® ghatapurusanyatarasadviti-
yatvam vyavrttam®, tato™ <’>nutpalatvam api vasturiipam vyavrttam, kudye tu dvayor
api sambhava® ity anvayavyatirekasiddhih (‘" Tib. has no equivalent in ca Pavastunah
ms. ®vyavr(?)m ms. “Tib.: de iid las “'Tib.: yod pa), Dh 21a6-8 is translated in
Tillemans 2000, 61, n.215. See also Bu 360,4f.: bum pa dan ldan pa’i rtsig pa la gan
run gi spyi’i giiis bcas su grub cin [ rtags u tpa la ma yin pa’an yod pa’i (pas ?) rjes
"gro grub [ nam mkha’ la sogs pa <las>(?) gan run gi giiis bcas log pa la u tpa la las
gZan pa’i dnos po’an log pas ldog pa grub cin /.
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Thus, the positive and negative concomitances, the Carvakas insist, are estab-
lished, and the first condition for the valid reason — that the reason “being not a
blue lotus” is a property of the subject of the thesis “pot” — is also satisfied.*
Accordingly their consequence “A pot is accompanied by a second, namely,
either a person characterized as a body or a pot” can be derived by the reason.
Further, according to the context, the pot is accompanied merely by the person,
since the pot can not be accompanied by itself.”” Therefore, the existence of the
person characterized as a body is proved.” This is the outline of the Carvakas’
formulation of the reason for the property to be proved “being accompanied by
a second” (sadvitiyaprayoga). From this they deduce that there is no rebirth for
the materialist version of a person, since such a person does not exist after the
death of the body.

If their thesis — a pot is accompanied by a second, namely either the object
that they intend to prove or a pot — were correctly proved, it would be possible
for them to prove the existence of any object that they wish to establish: since a
pot is accompanied not by the pot itself, they will surely have it accompanied
by their wished object. Yet such a thesis is in reality not faultless. Its faults can
be easily pointed out through a quick survey. When the Carvakas make no
mention of the person as a second factor and prove quite generally that a pot is
accompanied by a second, which can be anything, this conclusion is self-
evident.”” The proof is useless because they cannot establish their intended
materialist version of persons. Even if, on the contrary, intending to establish
the person characterized as a body, they prove that a pot is accompanied by the
person, there is a fault: the property to be proved — being accompanied by the
person — is not present in the example, a wall, because the materialist’s type of
person itself is doubtful for the Buddhist opponent (see I1.1). Thus, they fail to

% See Dh 21a6 = Skt. ms. 16b5: anutpalatvam paksadharma eva® (PTib. has no
equivalent in eva).

27 See Dh 21a7 = Skt. ms. 16b5f.: ghatas tu na ghatenaiva sadvittya®® iti samar-
thyat® tathabhiitena purusena bhavisyati (VTib.: bum pa #iid ni bum pa giiis (P; fiid D
18a6) pa dan bcas pa yod pa. Tib.: iiid has no equivalent in Skt; na (n{a}a ms.) om. in
Tib. Pdvitiya ms. @samarthyat ms.).

28 See Tillemans 2000, 59f.

% Cf. Dh 21b1f. = Skt. ms. 16b7—17al (ad PVin III 289b2 — Ci' PVBh 497,22): tasya"”
visesasyanaksepe sadhanasya na kimcit phalam, yena kenacit sadvitiyatvam yatah
siddham® (Vtasya om. in Tib. Psiddham{i} ms.) (“If they do not hint at the particular
[i.e., being accompanied by the person as a second], there is no benefit of the proof be-
cause it is [already] proved that [a pot] is accompanied by a second, namely, an arbi-
trary [thing]”); SyVR 539,6f. = Watanabe 1992, 662f.: aparatra tu siddhasadhanam,
yvena kenacit sadvitiyatvasya siddhatvat.
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establish that which they really intend to prove, even if their inference, as far as
what is expressed explicitly is concerned, appears to be formally valid.

The point of their argument is as follows: when they ascertain the pervasion
of the reason by the property to be proved, they make use of the example, the
wall, which is nothing to do with what they really intend to prove. From a
strategic point of view, they merely show that the wall as the example is
accompanied by the pot as a second, but they do not allude to their intended
property to be proved — being accompanied by the person as a companion — in
order that the latter may not be negated by the opponent. Dharmakirti claims
that this kind of thesis, in principle, can be refuted by means of his own inter-
pretation of the word “intended [by the proponent]” (ista) in the definition of
the thesis, namely by the rule that what is really intended to be proved is the
thesis, but not what is merely expressed.

It is true that as long as one’s aim is the general one of refuting the Carva-
kas’ thesis, one may assume that their thesis can be easily refuted. But the logi-
cal invalidation of their argument is not as easy as one expects. In PV IV
Dharmakairti takes the Carvakas’ sadvitiyaprayoga as an example to show that
their proof can be invalidated on the basis of his own interpretation of the word
“intended” (ista) in the definition of the thesis. Further, he gives a full account
of the refutation of their inference in PVin III. Light has been shed on that
inference in papers by Watanabe 1977 (197ff.); Steinkellner 1981 (293f.) made
available a Sanskrit fragment of Sakyabuddhi that was found in Vibhatican-
dra’s appendix to Pramanavarttikavrtti; T. J. F. Tillemans has examined Dhar-
makirti’s refutation of the sadvitiyvaprayoga in PV 1V; Tani 1984 and Watanabe
(1992) give translations of the relevant passage in PVin IIl. Tillemans’ study
based on PV IV has elucidated the core of this issue.

What remains to be done is an analysis of Dharmakirti’s description in PVin
III. In order to get a glimpse of the fundamental idea of his description we need
to refer to commentaries, among which Dharmottara’s extensive discussion in
his commentary on PVin helpfully clarifies the logical structure of the refuta-
tion of the Carvakas’ inference. Dharmottara’s interpretation has been partially
examined in previous papers. In the following I shall analyze Dharmakirti’s
refutation, mainly on the basis of Dharmottara’s commentary.

Before doing so, let us be clear about the limitations which context imposes
on the terms, anyatara and dvitiya, in regard to the property to be proved of
“being accompanied by a second, namely, either of the two” (anyatarasadviti-
yatva), in order for this property to be established. These will help us to under-
stand the points of Dharmakirti’s refutation.

According to the Carvakas’ thesis, the subject of the thesis exists together with a
second, its companion or counterpart, which is either of the two. [3.a]
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In this context, either of the two (anyatara) is a second (dvitiya), that is, either a pot
or a person characterized as a body is a second factor for the subject of the thesis
(sadhyadharmin), namely a pot. [3.a1]

Since the companion, or the counterpart, is different from the accompanied, either
of the two (anyatara) as the counterpart for the subject of the thesis is a thing other
than (arthantara) the subject of the thesis, the pot.*’ [3.2.2]

Further, the property to be proved — being accompanied by a second (dvitiya),
namely, either of the two (anyatara) — must be present not only in the subject of the
thesis (s@adhyadharmin) but also in the example, namely, the subject of the exempli-
fication (drstantadharmin). That is, anyatara’s being a second, contextually implied
by the thesis, holds for both of these subjects (dharmin). [3.b]

Therefore, the statement that either of the two (anyatara) is a second means that an-
yatara is a second (dvitiya) for both dharmins, namely, both the subject of the thesis
and the example. [3.b.1]

That either of the two is a second (i.e., companion) for both dharmins means that
either of the two is different from both dharmins. Accordingly, either of the two
(anyatara) must be a thing other (arthantara) than the subject of the thesis and the
example.’! [3.b.2]

In short, from their thesis — X (dharmin) is accompanied by Y (anyatara) — the
following statement is implied:

Y (either their intended object or the subject of the thesis) is a thing other than X
(the subject of the thesis and the subject of the exemplification). Concretely:

Y (either the person or the pot) is a thing other than X (the pot and the wall) [3.b.2"]

This shows that the determination of the alternative member referred to by the
word anyatara is dependent on the dharmins. That is, their property to be
proved, which includes anyatara, is regulated by the subject of the thesis and
the subject of the exemplification. This is one reason for the complexity of the
thesis.

Dharmakirti claims that at least one of these limitations cannot hold in their
inference. In his refutation of their inference, he divides the property to be
proved (sadhyadharma) into two types — the particular property to be proved
and the universal property to be proved — and indicates faults in these two
forms of the thesis.

39 See PVin I1I 289b5-7 (for a translation see I1.2.1).

31 See Dh 23a7f. = Skt. ms. 18b2ff. (ad PVin III 290a2-b1), Bu 364,6f. (ad PVin III
290a2); note 44.
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I1.1. Refutation of the particular property to be proved (sadhyadharma) of the
sadvitiyaprayoga

The point about Dharmakirti’s refutation of the particular property to be proved
consists in the following argument: No matter what member is referred to by
the word anyatara, it is not possible to show that the property to be proved —
“being accompanied by a second, namely either of the two (anyatara), a person
or a pot” — is present in both of the subjects (dharmin), the pot and the wall.
Seen from the angle of anyatara, be it the person or the pot, the limitation —
that anyatara’s being a second (i.e., companion) holds for both subjects ([3.b]),
namely, anyatara is a companion of the pot and the wall — is not satisfied. In
other words, the limitation ([3.b.2]) — anyatara (i.e., the person or the pot) is a
thing other than the pot and the wall — is not satisfied.

As for the negation of their thesis in the case where the word anyatara refers
to the pot concretely, it is clear that their thesis — the pot as the subject of the
thesis is accompanied by a second, the pot referred to by the word anyatara —
does not hold. The point is as follows: in order for the pot as the subject of the
thesis to be accompanied by a thing as its companion, as stated in [3.a.2], these
two, the companion and the accompanied, must be different from each other,
but this cannot be satisfied in the present case since it is obviously contradic-
tory that the pot (i.e., the companion referred to by the word anyatara) is a
thing other than the pot (i.e., the accompanied, the subject of the thesis).** For
this reason the limitation ([3.b.2]) — anyatara (i.e., the pot) is a thing other than
the pot and the wall — cannot be satisfied either; therefore, when anyatara is the
pot, their thesis — a pot is accompanied by anyatara as a second — does not
hold.

When the Carvakas intend to prove the existence of the person characterized
as a body, that is, when the word anyatara refers to the person concretely, then,
according to the limitation ([3.b]) — the property to be proved must be present
not only in the subject of the thesis but also in the example —, the property to be
proved, being accompanied by anyatara, i.e., the person as a second, must be
present also in the example, the wall, namely, the wall must be accompanied by
the person. But this is not proved:

32 Cf. PVin III 289b7: bum pa ran fiid kyis don gZzan gyi iio bor khas ma blais pa’i
phyir ... (for a translation see I1.2.1 below); Dh 23al = Skt. ms. 18a4: ghatad ghato
narthantaram™ (Vnarthantara{d} ms.) — Ci'e SyVR 539,21 (= Watanabe 1992, 669);
PVV 375,25-376,7: na hi ghatah svaripenaivanyatarasadvitiyah, ibid. 376,9. See also
Tillemans 2000, 59, (c).
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[There is a fault of no co-presence of the property to be proved and the reason]
because it is not established (asiddhi) that the wall is accompanied by a second,
namely, a person of such a nature.*

The reason why the wall is not accompanied by the person, according to
Jiianasribhadra, is the fact that such a material person who is one and the same
with the body is doubtful for the Buddhist, and hence the presence of the prop-
erty to be proved — “being accompanied by the person” — in the example, the
wall, is doubtful.** Even the Carvakas illustrate in their indication of the exam-
ple that the wall as the example is accompanied by the pot, which is a second
factor for the wall, but it is not accompanied by the person taken in the materi-
alist fashion.

I1. 2. Refutation of the universal property to be proved of the sadvitiyapra-
yoga

The Carvakas may counter that their thesis consists not of the specific but of
the universal property to be proved. Dharmakirti refutes this objection in detail
in PVin IIT (289b2ff.). At first glance his description seems to be verbose
because of the repetitive treatment of similar topics. However, when one refers
to Dharmottara’s detailed and illuminating interpretation one is forced to
change one’s attitude entirely. As will be shown later, Dharmakirti treats the
issue from two different angles and describes it quite systematically. In the
following I shall trace his argument in PVin III on the basis of Dharmottara’s
commentary. In order to interpret Dharmakirti’s refutation of the Carvakas’

3 PVin 11 289b1f.: rtsig pa ni de lta bur gyur pa’i skyes bus giiis pa dan bcas par (P,
pa D 191b2) ma grub pa (bZin no //) ("ma grub pa for °asiddheh MsII 35b6). Cf.
Ci'e SyVR 539,1f. = Watanabe 1992, 661: “atha prayoge" tathabhitena purusena
tatha® kudy'adau® sadvitiyatvasiddher anvayadosah® (‘"Skt. has no equivalent in
Tib.; read ananvayadosah or niranvayadosah for anvayadosah, cf. Dh 21a7-b1 = Skt.
ms. 16b6f.: ... tathabhiitenety abhivyaktacaitanyena sadvitiyatvam ... kudyasya yato
na sidhyati, tato ’_na,nvayadosah (Tib.: rjes su 'gro ba med pa’i skyon du ’gyur ba)
and PVT(S) 316b4f. (ad PV IV 34ab) — Ci' PVV' Appendix 526,20 = Steinkellner
1981, 293,15f. = Tillemans 1991, 416,31: tasya (i.e., purusasya) casiddhatvad drstante
‘'nanvayadosah).

3* See Jii 280b8—281al: de Ita bur gyur pa (tathabhiitena) ... skyes bus (purusena) ghiis
pa can du ma grub (sadvitiyatvasiddheh) ste | lus (Sarira) ni sems (caitanya) las tha mi
dad par (*abheda) the tshom za ba’i phyir ro [/ de ltar na sems gsal (P; bsal D 235a4)
ba’i lus (abhivyaktacaitanyaSarira) giiis pa can (sadvitiya) Zes bya ba bsgrub par bya
ba’i chos (sadhyadharma) la the tshom za ba’i phyir dper (drstanta) mi 'gyur ro [/,
Tillemans 2000, 60.
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thesis in a logically persuasive way we need to make a preliminary observation.
First let us clarify the assumptions necessary for the property anyatarasadviti-
yatva to be a universal property to be proved and then analyze Dharmakirti’s
refutation of the thesis.

The Carvakas’ inference is clearly open to criticism, but we encounter diffi-
culties when we begin to demonstrate its failures. These difficulties stem from
at least two points. The first is the above-mentioned relationship between two
members referred to by the word anyatara and two subjects (dharmin). That is,
the word “a second” (dvitiya) in the property to be proved, anyatarasadviti-
yatva, means that anyatara — i.e., either the subject of the thesis or the person —
is a second for the subject of the thesis and the subject of the exemplification
(see [3.b.1]). From this a characteristic feature of their thesis becomes clear: the
subject itself is included in the description of the property to be proved,
namely, both in anyatara and dvitiya, in a complicated way. This makes it dif-
ficult to grasp the thesis. The second difficulty is the ambiguity of the word an-
vatara, which, as we shall see later, not only means the alternative but also
presupposes conditions which include the modal concept of possibility (sam-
bhava). The latter is connected with the concept of indeterminacy (aniyama) or
determination (niyama) in the sense of necessity as its counterpart. A proper
understanding of Dharmakirti’s refutation of their thesis by means of these
concepts requires us to analyze the presupposed conditions thoroughly. If we
do not know exactly what the Carvakas mean by the word anyatara, it will
seem that Dharmakairti’s refutation is almost a repetition of the same argument.

As for the solution of the first difficulty, the above-mentioned limitations
which are contextually placed on the terms, anyatara, dvitiya, and the subject
(see [3.a], [3.b], and so on), will give us a clue to disentangle the complicated
relationship between anyatara and two subjects. Since these limitations hold in
general in the context of their thesis, they can be regarded as general assump-
tions necessary for their thesis taken as a universal. As for handling the second
difficult problem, the ambiguity of the meaning of the word anyatara, it is
worth noting that Dharmottara makes clear that the word “either of the two”
(anyatara) has two meanings:

When, further, the word ‘either of the two’ is [used] for the purpose of indicating
the possibility of an object of establishment (vidhivisayasambhava), [for example,
the proposition that] either Devadatta or Yajfiadatta is to be provided with meals
means that either of the two can be a person for whom the provision of meals is es-
tablished, [that is, it indicates a person who can be provided with meals], then the
word ‘either of the two’ is significant, when it is [merely] possible that even one [of
the two] is provided with meals (ekasyapi bhojanasambhave).

When, on the contrary, the word ‘either of the two’ is used in the sense of indicating
the indeterminacy (aniyama) with respect to the object of providing meals that is to
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be established (vidheyabhojanavisaya) under [the condition] that [on the one hand]
it is possible to establish that both of the two are provided with meals [and on the
other hand] that the provision of meals is to be established in an indeterminate way
(aniyamena), then the [the word ‘either of the two’] is significant when it is possible
to establish that both of them are provided with meals (dvayor api bhojanavidhana-
sambhave). And this difference is to be understood from implication, the context of
the discussion, and so on, in the mundane usage [of the word].35

According to this passage, the word anyatara in the context of the sadvitiva-
prayoga is used in the following two senses:

An undetermined (aniyata) one of the two (dvayor ekam)™ is a second ([4.a]) under
the condition that, although both of the members referred to by the word anyatara
are able to be a second factor ([4.a.1]), there is no determination which of the two is
a second ([4.a.2]). [4.a] [4.a.1] [4.a.2]

It is possible for either of the two to be a second factor. [4.b]

In the former case the word anyatara indicates the indeterminacy (aniyama)
with respect to the object to be established; in the latter case it indicates the
possibility (sambhava) of an alternative object to be established. For the sake of
simplicity we may express two meanings of the word anyatara as follows:

undetermined one of the two [4.a"]
possible one of the two [4.b']

Dharmottara’s remark is all the more noteworthy for his indication of the con-
ditions necessary for the usage of the word anyatara. In the first place, the

> Dh 24b8—25a4 = Skt. ms. 20al—4 (ad PVin III 290a8): anyataragrahanam ca yada
vidhivisayasambhavakhyapanartham®  devadattayajiiadattayor —anyataro bhojaniyo
Cnyatarabhojaniyo vidhih®(sic) sambhavatity arthah, tadaikasyapi bhojanasambhave
<’>nyatarasabdah samarthah®. dvayor bhojanavidhisambhave tv aniyamena bhojane
vidheye <’>nyatarasabdo “vidheyabhojana®visayaniyamakhyapane vartate, tada dva-
yor api® bhojanavidhanasambhave samarthah. ayam ca pravibhago laukike prayoge
‘rthaprakaranader anugantavyah (Vvidhivisasambhava® ms. @Tib. 25al: (zan sbyin
par bya ba yin no Zes bya ba) zan sbyin pa sgrub pa’i yul gan yan run ba (srid do Zes
bya ba’i don yin pa), read: 'nyataro bhojanavidhivisayah(?). ®sa{rtha}marthah ms.
@Tib. 25a2f.: zan za bar bsgrub (D 21b4; bsgrubs P) pa’i (yul) “api om. in Tib.), see
also Bu 367,3: za ba sgrub pa’i yul srid par ston pa’i gan run gi sgra ni gcig za yan nus
la | giiis ka za ba srid pa nes pa med par sgrub pa’i gan run gi sgra ni giiis ka za sird na
nus pa yin Zin de’an skabs dan sugs kyis ses par bya’o //.

36 See Dh 22b3f. = Skt. ms. 17b7: “anyatarasabdo® hi dvayor ekam aniyatam aha®
("Tib.: gan yan run ba’i (ba ni P D19bl) sgra ni ®Tib.: gcig tu ma nes par giii ga
brjod (D 19b1; rjod P) pa yin pas).
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word anyatara in the sense of the indeterminacy as to which of two members is
a second (see [4.a]) is not significant if it is not so that both of the members can
be a second. That is to say,

The possibility for both of two members to be a second is the necessary condition
for the indeterminacy with respect to one of the two. In other words, the indetermi-
nacy implies the possibility for both of the two to be a second. [5.a]

In the second place, the possibility for either of the two to be a second ([4.b])
makes sense only if it is merely possible that one of the two is a second:

The fact that one of the two at least can be a second is the necessary condition for
the possibility for either of the two to be a second. In other words, the possibility for
either of the two to be a second implies that one of the two at least can be a second.
[5.b]
Through these two meanings of the word anyatara together with their neces-
sary conditions, according to Dharmottara, one can explain the universality of
the Carvakas’ thesis; thus, they are regarded as an assumption necessary for the
universality of their thesis.

While Dharmakirti describes his refutation of their thesis taken as a univer-
sal briefly in PV IV, he has a long excursus on the refutation in PVin III. Ana-
lyzing this, we find that Dharmottara’s interpretation of the word anyatara in
two ways is helpful. Thanks to this indication of two meanings of the word an-
yatara, we can grasp Dharmakirti’s two exegetical stances on his refutation of
their thesis: in the first part of his refutation (PVin III 289b5-290a2) the former
meaning ([4.a]) is assumed, while in the second part (PVin III 290a2-8) the
latter meaning ([4.b]). This enables us to see that his excursus is not a repetition
of similar refutations but reflects a systematic aim to refute the Carvakas’ thesis
from two angles that are based on two meanings of the word anyatara.

I1.2.1. Refutation of their thesis taken as a universal, i.e., anyatarasadvitiyatva, on
the basis of the first meaning of the word anyatara, i.e., indeterminacy with
respect to one of the two ([4.a], [4.a'])

113

Suppose that we rely upon the first meaning of the word anyatara, i.e., “an
undetermined one of the two” ([4.a']) and the necessary condition contextually
implied by indeterminacy ([4.a.1], [5.a]), i.e., “it is possible for both of the
members to be ...”, in the above-mentioned limitation ([3.b.2]). We can then
derive the following statements from the Carvakas’ thesis taken as a universal:

It is possible for both of the members which are referred to by the word anyatara,

namely, the person and the pot, to be a second factor for both subjects (dharmin),

that is, for the two members it is possible to be a thing other than both subjects.
[4.2.1
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An undetermined one of the two is a thing other than both subjects. In other words,
there is no determination which of the two is a thing other than the subject. [4.a.2']

The latter statement ([4.a.2']) implies the following statement:

The member (referred to by the word anyatara), which is a thing other than (ar-
thantara) the subject (dharmin), is variable in accordance with the difference
whether the subject is the subject of the thesis (sadhyadharmin) or the subject of the
exemplification (drstantadharmin).”” Seen from the viewpoint of the qualification
of anyatara “a thing other than” (arthantara), its content “a thing other than the
subject” varies according to which member of the two is referred to by the word an-
yatara. [4.a.3]

We shall show later an inconsistency in their thesis on the grounds that this
statement ([4.a.3]) is contrary to another statement which is implied by the uni-
versality of the thesis.

In order to refute their thesis based on the first meaning of the word anya-
tara, i.e., indeterminacy with respect to one of the two ([4.a]), one needs
merely to negate the necessary condition for the usage of the word anyatara
([5.a]), namely, the possibility for both of the two to be a second. Indeed,
according to Dharmottara’s interpretation, the chief target of Dharmakirti’s
refutation of the Carvakas’ thesis is the statement that both of the members
referred to by the word anyatara can be a thing other than both subjects
([4.a.1']). Dharmakirti indicates that their thesis does not hold on the grounds
that it is not the case that both of the members can be a second, that is, on the
grounds that one of the two cannot be a second for both subjects. Concretely:
one of the two, the body which is nothing but the person, cannot be a thing
other than the subject of the thesis, the pot:

Further (ca), even the general establishment (samanyenapi sadhanam) [of their
property to be proved, being accompanied by a second (sadvitiya), i.e., either a pot
or a body,] is not possible, when it is not accepted (anabhyupagama) that a body of
this sort [i.e., the body that has consciousness which is manifested by the material
elements,] is a thing other than the pot [as the subject of the thesis]. It is because
[the indispensable condition for establishing the thesis taken as a universal —] either
of the two [i.e., the pot or the person,] is a thing other [than the pot as the subject of
the thesis] (anyatararthantarabhava) — is not [satisfied, as long as the existence of
such a material person is doubtful]. When namely it is possible that both of the two
[i.e., the pot and the body,] are so [, that is, a thing other than the subject of the
thesis, i.e., the pot] (dvayor hi tathabhavasambhave), the word “either of the two”
can [have a proper meaning] (anyataroktih samartha), for example, when [it is said]
“Provide either Devadatta or Yajiiadatta with meals” (devadattayajiiadattayor

37 See Dh 25a4—6; note 42.
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anyataram bhojaya), [the word anyatara can have a proper meaning when both of
the two can be provided with meals, but it can] not when it is not possible to
provide one [of the two] with meals (naikasya bhojandasambhave), or it is not
wished (anakarnksa) [to provide one of the two with meals].®

The example illustrates that when it is possible to establish that both Devadatta
and Yajiiadatta are provided with meals, then we can establish that an
undetermined one of the two persons is provided with meals, and thus the word
anyatara will have a proper meaning. Since in this context the word anyatara
means an undetermined (aniyata) one of the two ([4.a']), it is presupposed, as in
the case ([4.a.1]), that both of them have the possibility to be provided with
meals. Therefore, if an arbitrary one of the two could not be provided with
meals because of certain causes, the word anyatara could not have a proper
meaning.”’ In the case of the Carvakas’ thesis also, for the universality of their
thesis it is essential that both of the members referred to by the word anyatara
could be established as a second factor for the subject of the thesis and a thing
other than this subject (see [4.a.1']), otherwise the thesis would not hold.
However, this condition ([4.a.1']) is not satisfied, for it is certain that for one of
the two, i.e., the body, there is no possibility to be a second, since a body of
which the existence is doubtful cannot be a second factor for the pot and hence
cannot be a thing other than the pot; thus, the thesis taken as a universal cannot
be established.

33 PVin I 289b5-7: ®®Yyrnam pa de lta bu’i lus” bum pa las don gZan gyi o bor khas
mi len na spyi sgrub pa yan mi srid de [ gan yan run ba’i don gzan gyi 1o bo med pa’i
phyir ro [ “giii ga de lta bu’i dios por srid na gan yan run ba brjod par nus pa yin te |
dper na lha sbyin (D 191b6; lhas byin P) dan mchod sbyin gan yan run ba Zig za’o
(P; pa’o D) Zes bya ba lta bu yin gyi/ ®gan yan run ba gcig® (D; cig P) za mi srid
pa’am ’dod pa med na ni (P; om. D) ma yin no //?. VSkt. ms. (MsII 36al): tathavidha-
sya ca dehasya (ca om. in Tib.) @Cf. SyVR 539,14-16 (= Watanabe 1992, 666f.): ...
katham samanyasya sadhanam sambhavati. ... purusasya ... ghatad arthantarabhavan-
abhyupagamena ... . ®'Cf. PV 1V 35ab: tad (i.e., sadvitiyatvam) evarthantarabhavad
dehanaptau na sidhyati /; Tillemans 2000, 58 & n.208. “Cf. Ci'e SyVR 539,16-20
(=Watanabe 1992, 667-669): dvayor hi tathabhavasambhave ’'nyataroktih samartha
bhavati, yatha devadattayajiiadattayor anyataram bhojayed iti. ... na ... ekatarasya
bhojanasambhave ... anakarksayam va. “'Tib.: gan yan run ba Zig za’o for Skt. ms.
(MsII 36a2): anyataram bhojaya. “Tib.: gan yan run ba gcig for Skt. ms.: ekasya
(bhojanasambhave).

3 See Dh 22b4—6 = Skt. ms. 18alf. (ad PVin III 289b6): yatheryadi. devadattayajiia-
dattayor api bhojanavidhisambhave hy aniyata ekasmin'® ®bhojanam vidhiyate®, tato
<’>nyataroktih sangatarthda. na punar ekatarasya™ kutascin nimittad bhojanasam-
bhave ... (Vekasmina ms. PTib. 22b5: brjod pa ®'Tib.: gcig (za bar mi srid pa’am));
Ci'e SyVR 539,18-20, Watanabe 1992, 668f.
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In his refutation of the statement ([4.a.1']) Dharmakirti proves that one of
two members referred to by the word anyatara cannot be a second factor for
the subject. This means the negation of the possibility for one of the two to be a
second, and hence the negation of the possibility for both of the two to be a
second. When the latter possibility for both of the two to be a second, i.e., the
necessary condition for the indeterminacy with respect to one of the two ([5.a]),
is negated, then the indeterminacy itself is negated. That is, the statement —
there is no determination with respect to which of the two is a second factor
([4.a.2]) or is a thing other than the subject ([4.a.2']) — is negated. From this
angle also, it is proved that the Carvakas’ insistence on the universal property
to be proved, anyatarasadvitiyatva, can be negated. For when a pot is the
subject of the thesis, their statement that a pot is accompanied by a second,
either a pot or a person — in other words, that either of the two, a pot or a
person, is a thing other than the accompanied pot — has the determination
(niyama) with respect to being a thing other than the pot in the sense that not
the pot but only the person characterized as a body is a thing other than the pot,
so that the condition for the universal thesis, the indeterminacy with respect to
one of the two, is not satisfied:

For the following reason, too, it is not [possible] that either of the two is a thing
other than [the subject]: On the grounds that it is not accepted that the pot [referred
to by the word anyatara] is a thing other than itself (ghatasya svato ’rthantarabha-
vasyanabhyupagamat) and it is [otherwise] contradictory (virodha), the meaning of
the sentence (vakyartha) [which has the determination with respect to a second
factor] is fixed (vyavasthana) by way of implication (samarthyena) in such a way
that [of the pot and the body] only the body would be a thing other [than the pot as
the subject of the thesis] (deha evarthantarabhiitah);*® consequently, the word
“eitzller of the two” (anyataragrahana) [taken generally] is meaningless (apartha-
ka).

Insofar as the word anyatara definitely refers to a certain object of the two
within the context of their statement, it is senseless to use the word in order to
imply the indeterminacy with respect to an object to be established.

“0'See Dh 23al = Skt. ms. 18a4f.: tasmad" deha® evarthantarabhita iti dvitiyatvani-
yamo vakyartho < >vatisthate (Vdesmad ms. ®Tib.: lus (D 19b6; lus de P)).

1 PVin III 289b7f.: *di las kyar gan yan run ba don gZzan gyi iio bo med pa yin te | bum
pa ran fiid kyis don gZan gyi vio bor khas ma blans pa’i phyir dan "gal ba’i phyir | (P;
phyir ro [/ D 191b7) Sugs kyis lus fiid kyi don gZan du gyur pa yin no Zes nag gi don du
rnam par gnas pa’i phyir (D; om. P) gan yan run ba Zes smos pa ni don med do [/. Cf.
SyVR 539,21-23 (= Watanabe 1992, 669): api ca na ghatad ghato ’rthantaram. ... etac
caikasmin viruddham iti yathoktapurusa evanyataro 'peyah (read: °tara upeyah(?)).
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I1.2.2. Refutation of the Carvakas’ thesis taken as a universal on the basis of the
second meaning of the word anyatara, i.e., the possibility that an alternative
object be established ([4.b], [4.b])

Of the two meanings of the word anyatara, one can safely say, the first one
([4.a], [4.a.1], [4.a.2]) — the indeterminate establishment of an object as a
second factor under the condition that both of the two can be a second — is the
main concern of the Carvakas. Since, as Dharmottara explains, they intend that
either of the two is indeterminately a second, that is, a pot is a second factor for
a wall as the subject of the exemplification and a body is a second factor for a
pot as the subject of the thesis, they must have accepted on the one hand the
possibility — both of the two, the pot and the body, can be a second factor — and
on the other hand the indeterminacy as regards which of the two is a second
factor, i.e., a thing other than the subject (dharmin).** There is, however,
another meaning of the word anyatara, namely, the possibility of an object to
be a second ([4.b], [4.b7]), although Dharmottara interprets that it is not
intended by them.”” When the word anyatara is used in this sense, that is, when

2 See Dh 25a4—6 = Skt. ms. 20a4f. (ad PVin III 290a8): iha tu sadvitiyaprayoge ghate-
na kudyasya dehena ghatasya sadhyadharminahV sadvitiyatvam vadina istam. tena
dvayor apy arthantaratvam abhyupagantavyam,” aniyamena tu tad arthantaratvam
anyataratra pratipattavyam, drstantadharmini ghate sadhyadharmini ca dehe (VTib.
25a4: bsgrub par bya ba’i chos ®Tib. 25a5: khas blan ro //) (“In this formulation [of
the reason for the consequence, being] accompanied by a second, however, it is
intended by the proponent [, the Carvakas,] that [in the case of the exemplification] a
wall [as the subject of the exemplification] is accompanied by a second, i.e., a pot
[referred to by the word anyatara], [and in the case of the thesis] the subject of the
thesis, a pot, [is accompanied] by [a second, i.e., the person characterized as] a body
[referred to by the word anyatara]. Therefore, it should be assumed that both [members
referred to by the word anyatara, i.e., the pot and the body, are a companion of the
respective subject and hence] have [the property,] being a thing other [than the subject
(dharmin)], but [in accordance with the difference of the subject] it should be indeter-
minately cognized that either [the pot or the body] has this [property,] being a thing
other [than the subject, namely, in the way that] in the case of the subject of the exem-
plification the pot [referred to by the word anyatara] has [the property — being a thing
other than the subject of the exemplification, the wall as the example —]; in the case of
the subject of the thesis the body [referred to by the word anyatara] has [the property —
being a thing other than the subject of the thesis, the pot —]”).

3 See Dh 25a6f. = Skt. ms. 20a6f. (ad PVin III 290a8): samprati® tv anabhipretam api
vidhivisayasambhavakhyapanartham  anyatarasabdam  abhyupagamyanyatarasya
dvitiyatvam ghatasya dehasya va na sambhavatiti darsitam (VTib. 25a6: de lta na (P;
na om. D 21b7) for samprati) (“Now, however, assuming that the word anyatara is
[used] for the purpose of indicating the possibility that an object be established,
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it indicates a possible alternative (vikalpa), then the relationship between
anayatara and dvitiya implied by their thesis is as follows: either of the two
(anyatara) in the sense of the alternative can be a second (dvitiya) ([4.b]). This
statement is negated, when the necessary condition for it — at least one of the
two can be a second ([5.b]) — is negated. In this way one can prove the negation
of the universality of their thesis. In order to negate the necessary condition that
at least one of the two can be a second, one must show that neither of the two
can be a second factor for the subject (dharmin); that is, neither can be a thing
other than the subject of the thesis and the subject of the exemplification. Thus,
Dharmakirti proceeds to refute their thesis further on the grounds that neither of
the members referred to by the word anyatara can satisfy the limitation
([3.b.2]) that anyatara is a thing other than both subjects.*

[The limitation implied by the thesis taken as a universal, namely —] anyatara’s
being a thing other than [the subject] (anyatararthantarabhava) —, which [is taken]
generally (samanyena) in such a way that either of the two, i.e., the pot or the body,
is a thing other than [both subjects, the subject of the thesis and the example] (gha-
tasarirayor anyatarad arthantarabhiitam), could be [what is to be proved], if one of
the two [i.e., one of the pot and the body] were accepted to be so (tayor ekasya ta-
thabhyupagame) [i.e., to be a thing other than both subjects]. The latter [statement
that one of the two, the pot or the body, is a thing other than the pot and the wall],

although [this interpretation of the purpose of the word] is not intended [by the
Carvakas themselves, Dharmakirti] has shown that it is not possible that either of the
two, the pot or the body, is a second [factor for the subject]”).

# Cf. Dh 23a7f. = Skt. ms. 18b3f. (ad PVin III 290a2): pizrvam ghatapurusasamudayo
drstantat sadhyadharminas ca narthantaram, atah samanyasadhyabhava’ uktah. sam-
praty eko ’pi ghatah puruso <’>pi va na dvitiyah, tatah samanyanasrayah® (‘"°bhava
ms. @Tib. 23a8: spyi la (D 20a5; pa la) brten (D; bstan P) pa ma yin te /) (“In the
former [refutation, i.e., in PVin III 289b5ff., it is shown that] the combination of the pot
and the person [which are referred to by the word anyatara] is not a thing other than the
example and the subject of the thesis; therefore it is said that [with respect to the object
of the word anyatara] there is no universal [property, i.e., being a second factor,] to be
proved. In the present [refutation, it shall be shown that] even one [of the two members
referred to by the word anyatara], be it the pot or the person, is not a second [factor];
therefore, [the object of the word anyatara] has no universal [i.e., the universal prop-
erty, being a second factor,] as [its] basis”); Bu 364,6f. (ad PVin III 290a2): yan (ca)
Zes pa snar lus bum tshogs pa dpe dan chos can las don gZan bkag nas bsgrub bya "gog
la ’dir lus bum so so bkag nas ’gog pas so //. In his commentary to Dharmakirti’s con-
cluding remark on the refutation of the Carvakas’ thesis (see PVin III 290b5f.) Dhar-
mottara observes very truly: “Or it is impossible that this particular [member referred to
by the word anyataral, too, is a thing other than [the object that] pervades both subjects
[, the subject of the thesis and the example]” (Dh 26b8 = Skt. ms. 21b4: Ytad api va"
visistam ubhayadharmivyapyarthantaram nopapadyate. Vde yan (P; ni D 23a7)).
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however, is not [accepted by the Carvakas themselves] in the case [where one of the
two is] the body, because there is a room for doubt as to whether [being
accompanied by the body as the companion] might fail to be co-present (ananvaya-
sanka) [with the reason, being not a blue lotus, in the example, the wall];*® in the
case [where one of the two is] the pot, [the statement that one of the two is a thing
other than both subjects is] not [accepted either], because it is contradictory [that the
pot is a thing other than the pot that is the subject of the thesis].*®

Since neither of the members referred to by the word anyatara can be a second
factor, it is impossible for the Carvakas to assume a universal property “being a
second factor”;*’ this automatically shows that the word anyatara cannot be

% See Dh 24alf. = Skt. ms. 19a3f.: sa ity arthantarabhavo na Sarirasya tathabhii-
tasya drstante <’>nanvayaSankaya svayam abhyupagatah (VTib. de Itar). The doubt
arises because the Carvakas in their indication of the example merely assume that the
pot as one of the two is accompanied by the wall and hence a thing other than the wall,
but do not in any way say that their version of the material person characterized as the
body is accompanied by the wall and is a thing other than it.

* PVin III 290a4f.: de bZin du de giiis gcig (P; om. D 192a4) de Itar khas len na bum
pa dan lus dag las gan yan run ba’i don gZan du gyur pa Zes spyir gan yan run ba’i don
gzan gyi no bor (P ; bo D) "gyur ba yin na | "de lta ma yin te"/ lus rjes su "gro ba med
par %dogs pa bum pa dan yan® ’gal ba’i phyir ro /| = Skt. Msll 36a6f.: tatha ghata-
Sarirayor anyatarad arthantarabhiitam iti samanyenanyatararthantarabhavas tayor
ekasya tathabhyupagame syat. 'sa ca na" Sarirasyananvaya®sankaya, na ghatasya®
virodhat (‘"Tib.: de Ita ma yin te for sa ca na. *Tib. diviates from Skt.). Against Dhar-
makirti’s refutation through the argument that none of the two members referred to by
the word anyatara can be a second in the context of the Carvakas’ inference, an
objection is raised: There is no fault of denying two cases when one says that either
Devadatta or Yajiadatta is to be provided with meals, but not Devadatta and not
Yajfiadatta, because one intends that it is not the case that only Devadatta is provided
with meals (see PVin Il 290a6f.: [ha sbyin ’ba’ Zig la ma yin no siiam du bsams pa’i
phyir = Skt. Msll 36a7f.: na devadatta evety abhiprayat). Dharmakirti replies that
according to the context the meaning of the word anyatara does not entail determinacy
of this kind and admits that here the word is used in the sense of the alternative:
“When, for example, one prescribes that either of the two be provided with meals
(anyatarabhojana), [the word anyatara has a proper meaning] when [not only both of
the two but also] one [of the two] is provided with meals (ekabhojane), because this
(word anyatara) has the alternative (vikalpa) as [its] object” (PVin III 290a7f.: dper na
gcig za (D 192a7; zas P) yan'V gan yan run ba za’o Zes brjod pa bZin no [/ ’di’i yul ni
rnam par brtag (D; brtags P) pa yin pa’i phyir ro /[ Vyan has no equivalent in Skt.
MsII 36b1, MsI 38a3).

47 See PVin III 290a2f.: ’di’i phyir yai spyi la brten pa ma yin te | gsal ba thams cad
yod par mi srid na de’i spyi mi 'thad pa’i phyir ro [/ dper na bram ze la sogs pa ma yin
pa iiid la rigs (P; rig D 192a2) 7iid dam [ ... bZin no [/ = Skt. Msll 36a4f.: itas ca na
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used also in the second sense ([4.b]), namely in the sense of the alternative
indicating the possibility for an object to be a second. Consequently their thesis
based on the second meaning of the word anyatara does not hold.

Dharmakirti summarizes the above-mentioned two arguments based on the
two meanings of the word anyatara as follows:

In addition, since it is impossible to establish (vidher ayogat) [any of the two
referred to by the word ‘either of the two’ as a second factor], then for [each] one of
the two that is to be established (dvayor ekasya vidhiyamanasya) [in the Carvakas’
thesis], neither the alternative [i.e., the disjunctive statement that this one or the
other is a second factor] nor the collection [i.e., the conjunctive statement that this
one and the other are a second factor] is possible (vikalpasamuccayayoge). How
then can [they] now establish (vidheh samarthyam) [generally that either the pot or
the body is a second for both subjects]?**

The meaning of the word anyatara in the context of the Carvakas’ thesis, as has
been pointed out, consists of either the indeterminacy with respect to which of
the two is a second ([4.a.2]) under the condition that both of the two can be a
second ([4.a.1]) or the possibility for one of the two to be a second ([4.b]).
Since the indeterminacy with respect to one of the two implies the possibility
for both of the two to be a second (see [5.a]), and the latter means the
possibility of the conjunction of the two, broadly speaking, the first meaning of
the word anyatara, i.e., an undetermined one of the two ([4.a']), would imply
the possibility of the conjunction of the two. On the other hand the second
meaning of the word anyatara, i.e., a possible one of the two ([4.b']), implies
that one of the two can be at least a second (see [5.b]), and does not presuppose
the condition necessary for the first meaning of the word anyatara, i.e., the

samanyasrayah, sarvavyaktiVsambhavabhave tatsamanyayogat, yathabrahmanaditve®

varnatvasya® ... (Yvyakti® Msl; vyakta® Msll  ®’brahmanaditve Msl; °bahma-
natvaditve Msll  ®varnnatvasya Msll; varnnasya Msl) (“For the following [reason],
too, [the object of the word anyatara] has no universal [i.e., the universal property
‘being a second factor’] as [its] basis, [namely it is] because, as far as there is no
possibility for all substances [i.e., members referred to by the word anyatara, to have
their particular properties ‘being a second factor’], it is impossible [for them to have]
the universal of the [particular properties], for example, when [for people] there is no
[particular properties] to be Brahmins and so on, [it is impossible for them to have the
universal] to belong to a class”, translated in Tillemans 2000, 62, n.216).

* PVin III 290a8-bl: sgrub pa mi ’thad pa’i yan phyir te | giiis gcig la bsgrub (D
192b1; sgrub P) pa la yan¥ rnam par brtag pa dan bsdu ba yan® mi ’thad pa yin na da
ci Zig sgrub par nus te [ ("yan has no equivalent in Skt. Ms II 36b1 = Msl 38a3 @yas
has no equivalent in Skt. Ms II 36bl: vikalpasamuccayayoge; Msl 38a4: °samuccayo

yoge /).
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condition that both of the two can be a second. In this sense the second
meaning of the word anyatara ([4.b']) might roughly correspond to the
possibility of the disjunction of the two. In their thesis, however, none of the
meanings can be established. This is the logic of Dharmakirti’s refutation of the
Carvakas’ thesis taken as a universal.

11.2.3. Refutation of the Carvakas’ thesis on account of the nonexistence of anya-
tara in general or its qualification arthantara “a thing other than” in general

We may note, in passing, that there is another type of refutation of their thesis
taken as a universal. According to the limitation ([3.b.2]) — either of the two
(anyatara) is a thing other than (arthantara) both subjects (dharmin) —, an-
vatara is qualified by “a thing other than”. In order for their property to be
proved, anyatarasadvitiyatva, to be universal (samanya), anyatara in general is
to be assumed. Let us look at it from the angle of the universality of its
qualification. The latter means the invariance of the content of the qualification
“a thing other than the subject”.

When the property to be proved, anyatarasadvitiyatva, is universal, the content of
the qualification of anyatara — a thing other than (arthantara) the subject — must be
invariable regardless of which member of the two is referred to by the word an-
yatara. [6]

In the context of their inference, however, the content of the qualification “a
thing other than the subject” is variable in accordance with the difference
whether anyatara is the pot or the body. This is because they do not accept that
both of the two members referred to by the word anyatara, the pot and the
body, are qualified by the same qualification, namely, both of the two are a
thing other than one and the same subject. Rather they maintain that each
member is a thing other than its own corresponding subject. In consequence,
there is no universality of the qualification of anyatara:

It is because it is impossible that both [of the pot and the body] are a thing other
than [the same subject (dharmin)]. When namely [the subject is] the example [i.e., a
wall], the pot [referred to by the word anyatara, being a companion of the wall,] is a
thing other than [this subject as the wall], but when [the subject is] the subject of the
thesis [i.e., the pot], the body [, being a companion of the pot, is a thing other than
this subject as the pot]; therefore, [each member, which is] a thing other than [its
own corresponding subject,] is specific [and hence] not universal.*’

* Dh 26b7f. = Skt. ms. 21b3 (ad PVin III 290b5f.): arthantarabhitasya ‘dvaya-
syanupapatteh. drstante hi ghato <’>rthantaram sadhyadharmini ca dehah, tena visis-
tam evarthantaram, na samanyam (‘"Skt. words (Sariram ghato va) which contextually
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Thus, the property, being a thing other than the subject, becomes different in
accordance with the difference of the member referred to by the word anyatara,
as mentioned before ([4.a.3]); therefore, anyatara qualified by “a thing other
than the subject” is not universal. In consequence, their universal thesis based
on the word anyatara is not established.

11.3. Application of the idea of the refutation of the sadvitiyaprayoga to
another case

The logical analysis of the refutation of sadvitiyaprayoga holds also in other
cases, for example, when an opponent formulates an inference that sound is
eternal because it is either of the two, i.e., the subject of the thesis or the similar
instances (paksasapaksanyatara), Dharmakirti negates this reason based on the
expression “being either of the two” in the same way as mentioned above:

In addition, if it were not contradictory that [one and the same subject of the thesis
(sadhyadharmin), i.e., sound,] could be [each of] the two [i.e., the subject of the
thesis and the similar instances] (dvayor api sambhavavirodhe), [then] this [reason,
paksasapaksanyataratva,] would thus be [established in the sound as the subject of
the thesis]; otherwise, however, this would not be established (asiddha) at all [as
present] in sound, because the sound in question is exclusively the subject of the
thesis (paksa eva), but not either of the two, i.e., the subject of the thesis or the
similar instances (na paksasapaksayor anyatarah), since it is contradictory that [it is
on the one hand] an [arbitrary] alternative [of the two] and [on the other hand]

simply determined [as a specific one of the two] (vikalpaikapratiniyamayor viro-
dhat).”

Here the meaning of the word anyatara presupposes not the possibility for the
subject of the thesis to be an arbitrary one of the two ([4.b']), but the
indeterminacy with respect to one of the two ([4.a']), namely, the possibility for
the subject of the thesis to be both the subject of the thesis and the similar
instances (as in [5.a]). In short, the word anyatara is used not in the disjunctive
but in the conjunctive sense. Dharmakirti negates the opponent’s reason using

belong to the preceding phrase are translated together with dvayasya in Tib.: lus sam
bum pa giiis ...).

0 PVin III 290b2f.: gZan yan giii gar yan srid pa mi "gal na de de ltar "gyur gyi | “de
Ita ma yin na ni de sgra la ma grub pa iiid do //” ’di ltar rnam pa de Ita bu’i sgra de ni
phyogs iiid yin gyi (P; te D 192b2) / phyogs dan mthun pa’i phyogs dag las gan yan run
ba ni ma yin te | (P; no /[ D) rnam par brtag pa dan gcig tu so sor nes pa ’gal ba’i phyir
ro /| (Manyatha tv asiddham (Msl 38a5; athanyatvasiddham MsII 36b2) eva tac (MslI;
etac Msl) chabde). For the various usage of the sadvitiya-type argumentation see Tille-
mans 2000, 59.
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the word anyatara on the grounds that the presupposition for the usage of the
word anyatara — the subject of the thesis can be both the subject of the thesis
and the similar instances — does not hold.

Summary

Dharmakirti introduces a new interpretation of the word ista in the definition of
the thesis, which is not found explicitly in Dignaga. Through this interpretation,
namely the rule that what the proponent really intends to prove is the thesis, not
anything that is merely stated, he intends to refute those theses which are stated
ambiguously with a view to avoiding a criticism. In his PVin III he gives
several examples of the inference in which the thesis is stated ambiguously and
shows that, if the above mentioned rule were not accepted, it would follow
either that the opposite of the intended property to be proved is proved or that
the proof itself is useless. He illustrates the first undesirable consequence,
namely the proof of the opposite, by means of an argument formulated by the
Avyutpattivadins against the Vyutpattivadins in favor of the thesis based on
Vakyapadiya 1 67 that the word has its proper object before its connection with
the named. As for the second undesirable consequence, uselessness of the
proof, he exemplifies it in his refutation of the Samkhyas’ inference of the
existence of the Self. Further, he takes as an example the Carvakas’
formulation of the proof of their thesis — “A pot is accompanied by a second
(sadvitiya), namely by either of the two (anyatara) — a person characterized as
a body, or a pot” — in order to show that on the basis of his interpretation of the
word ista such pseudo-proofs formulated by means of the word anyatara can
be refuted. He divides the property to be proved into two types — the particular
property to be proved and the universal property to be proved — and indicates
faults in these two forms of the thesis.

It is typical of his reasoning that in some cases without alluding to a detailed
explanation he uses examples which are quite difficult to grasp. In this paper I
have analyzed examples of this sort, namely the above-mentioned first and
third examples, with the help of commentaries. In my analysis of Dharmakirti’s
refutation of the Carvakas’ statement, with a view to clarifying his refutation, I
have enumerated the limitations which context imposes on the terms, anyatara,
dvitiya and the subject of the thesis, as used in their statement. These
limitations serve as the basis for explaining Dharmakirti’s reference to
contradiction or inconsistency in the Carvakas’ statement. For the deter-
mination of the limitations, Dharmottara’s extensive discussion is very useful.
In particular, his interpretation of the key word, anyatara, by means of the
introduction of the modal concept of possibility (sambhava) facilitates our
analysis of Dharmakirti’s method of refutation. That is, his interpretation
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allows us to grasp that his long excursus on the refutation in PVin III, which
seems at first glance to be verbose because of the repetitive treatment of similar
topics, in fact reflects a systematic aim to refute the Carvakas’ thesis from two
angles that are based on two meanings of the word anyatara.
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