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Abstract. In the svarth anumachapter of hisPram aav arttika,the Buddhist philosopher
Dharmakrti presented a defense of his claim that legitimate infeeemust rest on a metaphys-
ical basis if it is to be immune from the risks ordinarily inved in inducing general principles
from a finite number of observations. Even if one repeateldgeoves thax occurs withy and
never observey in the absence of, there is no guarantee, on the basis of observation alone,
that one will never observg in the absence of at some point in the future. To provide such
a guarantee, claims Dharmak one must know that there is a causal connection between
andy such that there is no possibility of occurring in the absence af In the course of
defending this central claim, Dharmatk ponders how one can know that there is a causal
relationship of the kind necessary to guarantee a propasdf the form “Everyy occurs
with anx.” He also dismisses an interpretation of his predecessgndga whereby Digaga
would be claiming non-observation gfin the absence of is sufficient to warrant to the
claim that noy occurs withoutx. The present article consists of a translation afikas 11—

38 of Pramanav arttikam, sv-arthanum anapariccheldaly with Dharmakti’s own prose
commentary. The translators have also provided an Engbsimentary, which includes a
detailed introduction to the central issues in the trapdlégxt and their history in the literature
before Dharmaikti.

1. Introduction

This is the second installment of a translation of Dharmigk own prose
commentary to one chapter of his most extensive work in yéise@ramana-
varttika (hereafter PV). The first installment of our translation 6kt
Pramanavarttika Svopajfauti (hereafter PVSV), and our English commen-
tary can be found in Hayes and Gillon (1991), where a genatadduction
to the text and its significance in Indian philosophy can hentb

As with the first installment of our translation, we have pdad an
English commentary in which we offer our interpretation didbmakrti’s
verses and his commentary. The structure of this presentaias follows.
We begin in section 2 with a translation of verses 11-38 ofRtkle That is
followed in section 3 with a translation of the PVSV commeyte those
karikas The subsections of section 3 are numbePa 11 and so on; the
number in these subsections corresponds tdkénia numbers of Gnoli's
edition. Following the subsection title of the fof®V 11 are page references
to two Sanskrit editions and to one of the Tibetan trangtatiof the PVSV.
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So “PV 11(G8.16; P177.13; D265a.8)refers tokarika 11, which is found on line
16 of page 8 of Gnoli’s edition, line 13 of page 177 of Pandgalition,
and line 8 of folio 265a of the Sde-dge edition of the Tibetanslation. Full
information on the editions used can be found below begqnimpage 73.

Section 4 contains our English commentary to the translafibe titles of
the subsections refer back to subsection numbers in se&tiowhat we trust
is an obvious way. In the translation section, paragraphshich we have
written a commentary are indicated with a cross-referendbd subsection
in which we have discussed the passage in question.

2. Translation of Dharmakirti's verses

11. But that effect which is inferred from an incomplete &usuch as the
inference of passion from a body, is deficient because of dthese’s]
lack of capacity.

12. Cognition of a cause, like [the inference] from the acdaking to [the
speaker’s] being impassioned, is spurious knowledge wiwanmies from
observing a general property of the effect through nothimgethan its
not being observed in a dissimilar subject.

13. Anditis not that the [evidence’s] not being erratic stiblished] through
nothing more than its not being observed in a dissimilarettbpecause
its being erratic is possible like the cooking of rice in aldaon.

14. That whose dissociation is shown through nothing mosn thon-
observation is called deficient, because it is a cause oftaicty.

15. Therefore, ascertainment of all three features is @yett as an antidote
to what is unattested, has an opposite conclusion or is@rrat

16. Then the statement of dissimilarity [would be of no useha antidote
to erratic [evidence]. And if that [statement of dissimiitgr has the out-
come of non-observation then that [non-observation] isskneven if not
stated.

17. And it is not that something is not present owing to theo&stating that
it is not present so that, if the rule that it is not presenismmunicated,
then it is known that it is not present.

18. If dissociation [of the evidence from dissimilar suligevere due to non-
observation, then why is a deficient [inference] erratic? &mmple,
[one says] “this fruit is ripe or has the same flavor, becabseetis no
difference in visible properties or because they origidata the same
branch as those that were eaten.”
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Dharmakrti on causation and inference 3

. A property specific [to the subject] would be evidence t& separa-
tion [of permanence and impermanence from the subjectfedit] is
not observed [with either of them]. It might be argued thag¢ duit of
knowledge counters another. In this case, it is not the cask ab-
sence [of the evidence in a dissimilar subject is ascedaibecause of
non-observation.

In the same manner in other cases as well, being couridgradother
piece of knowledge is possible. The disjunction owing to-nbeervation
of tactuals from what is seen would not be incompatible.

The potentials in things are observed to be differenbralicg to differ-
ences in location and so forth. It is not possible to be aexaithe basis
of observing one [thing with a given potential] in one loocatkthat it will
be present elsewhere.

How can the same non-apprehension that is incapabléatfiiebing the
absence of a self and the absence of consciousness in cdnjigtsthe
absence of the evidence [among non-possessors of the fyropguiring
establishment]?

Because of that, a nature that is [naturally] connectaylwith that [na-
ture being used as evidence] would rule out the nature .itSelthe cause
would rule out the effect, owing to non-errancy.

Otherwise, how could there be the ruling out of one by thieg out of
the other? Given that a man is not an owner of horses, musshenat
be an owner of cattle?

Similarly, how could there be proximity of one on the kasi proximity
of the other? Given only that a man is an owner of cattle, mastifo be
an owner of horses?

Therefore, in these cases, it is not necessarily detsieddhe substratum
[be mentioned] in [the statement of] dissimilarity, beauaowledge of
it arises also from the statement “when thetil., the property requiring
establishment] is absent, then thati[., the evidential property] is not
[present] as well.”

For being its nature and being a cause are communicatbd observed
precedent to one who does not realize them. But for the expmnty the
evidence itself need be stated.

For this very reason, when the relation is known throdghstatement
of either one of the two, recollection of the second alsoearithrough
implication.
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And therefore, the absence of a cause or a nature is egd@rthe denial
of something. Moreover, [so is] the non-apprehension df fbrawhich
apprehension is possible.

So, non-apprehension, even though said to be of threds,kis of
many kinds, because of the application of the distinctiotwben non-
awareness of something and awareness of what is incomgpatith it
and so forth.

The restriction of indispensability comes about from thstraint either
of the relation of effect and cause or of a nature, not frorheginon-
observation or observation.

Otherwise, in what consists the restriction of the ongessarily being
present with the other, or when a property has another oageits causal
condition, as in the case of the dye in clothing?

A property that has another object as its causal conditiost be some-
thing else entirely. There is no being a cause, because iegept at a
later time. Even if it were an effect, how [would it have] im\bility?

Smoke is the effect of fire in compliance with the propattyn effect.
But that which exists in the absence of something must givihestate
of having [that as] a cause.

That which has no cause has either permanent presenamanent
absence, because it has no dependence on anything elseinigs bave
occasional presence because of dependence.

If an anthill had the nature of fire, then it would be juse filf it did not
have the nature of fire, then how could smoke come into beigth

For fire, which has the nature of being a cause of smokehbasharac-
teristic of being a potential for it. If smoke were to comeoimxistence
from what is not the cause of smoke, then it would be withowtuse.

That upon whose nature something is observed to be assrsedhrough
association and dissociation [with another thing], has fber thing]
for its cause. Therefore, there is no coming into being frohmatnis
different.
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Dharmakrti on causation and inference 5

3. Translation of Dharmakirti's own commentary on his explanation of
inference for one’s own sake

PV 11.(G8.16; P177.13; D265a.8But that effect which is inferred from an in-
complete cause, such as the inference of passion from aisatificient
because of [the cause’s] lack of capacity.

PVSV 11.1. (6818, P177.15F0r it is no less than all the causes that enable
one to infer even as much as their aptitude, since the inamjptause] is
quite lacking the capacity. Consider the inference of maisand so forth on
the basis of the body, the sense-faculties and intellessi®a and so forth
are preceded by a fondness for oneself and one’s posseskenaise the
arising of every vice is preceded by disorderly thinkingek¥hough bodies
and so forth are causes, alone they lack the capacity, soteeagh there

is no observation of the occurrence [of the evidence] in gestildissimilar
[from the subject of inference], there is uncertainty beeathe inference is
deficient. (4.2.1)

PV 12.(G8.23; P178.01; D265b.35 0 cognition of a cause, like [the inference]
from the act of speaking to [the speaker’s] being impasgiorespurious
knowledge when it comes from observing a general propettyecéffect
through nothing more than its not being observed in a didamnsiubject.
4.2.2)

PVSV 12.1. (G9.03;P178.04)For such things as movement [of the lips] and
speaking are not the effect of such things as passion al@uwaube their
general caugss the desire to speak. (4.2.2)

PVSV 12.2. (G9.03;P178.04)it might be argued that that very [desire to speak]
is a passion. Because it is accepted, nothing at all [thate kaid] would be
contradicted. They define passion as the mind’s intensehatiant, which is
activated by belief in the permanent, in happiness, in dhasd in posses-
sions, and the subject matter of which is a corrupted prgpéfie shall show
that compassion and so on are not like that, because theyadnisrwise also.
There is no knowing about this from the act of speaking altmeeause a
dispassionate person also speaks, as does an impassianddaons there
knowing from a specific act of speaking, because [the spishketention
is difficult to discern, since all [acts of speaking] are Berfivyabhi@rat]
because behavior is complex. (4.2.3)

PVSV 12.3. (G9.10;P178.08)[t might be argued that [a dispassionate person]
would not speak, because he has no purpose. That is not tbefoaghe
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speaks] for the benefit of others. It might be argued that henable to,
because he is free from passion. This is not so, because Heecartivated
by compassion as well. One might argue that compassiori issphssion.
Agreed. It is not a vice, because it does not arise from migjueht® Even
when one is not preoccupied with oneself, compassion isyzemti owing to
the strength of habitual practice through nothing more tin@nobservation
of a specific instance of discontent. For instance, suclyshas friendliness
are accepted as having sentient beings and virtue as theiddétion. And
these are activated by the same kind of habitual practies;db not depend
on passion. Such things as passion are not like this, betaegare absent
when misjudgement is absent. It might be argued that thertaldieg of even
a compassionate person is ineffective owing to the lack sjudgment. This
is not so, because the benefit of others is itself agreed toebeffect, because
the effect is characterized by desire. This is unprobleanatcause there is
no attribution in any way of what is unreal. There is nothihglawith which
we disagree in the argument for viciousness due to somethiray than that
[passion]. It is a far-fetched conclusfoif one infers passion in someone
else on the basis of observing it in oneself as a speakernGheat there
is no inference in other cases owing to [the evidence] bemngtie, what
ascertainment is there that it is not erratic in this case® adt of speaking
can enable one to infer only qualities in the organ [of sppack a desire
to speak. It is said to be a far-fetched conclusion if onergnfee aptitude to
produce passion from the failure to observe speaking in dme lacks the
aptitude to produce passion. If there is no need for paswsiamhat way is its
potentiality needed? For if there were a need for [pasdigaentiality, then
that [passion] itself would be needed, but it is said that ithaot the case.
(4.2.4)

PVSV 12.4, (G10.05;P178.19)Therefore, only an inseparableffect enables
the inference of a cause, because it is dependent’dFhie contrary kind [of
effect] does not, even though there is no observation of théndissimilar
subject. (4.2.5)

PVSV 12.5. (G10.06;P178.20)t js the failure only of one who sees everything
to observe something that would make its absence in all plcewn, be-
cause even those things that are observed in a particularenanone place
are observed to be otherwise owing to a difference in lonatimne and
preparation. For example, myrobalan trees become swatgedrby being
sprinkled with milk, but they are not usually seen to be likist(4.2.6)

PVSV 12.6. (G10.10; P178.22)Sq for that reason it would be correct to say “a

speaker like me is impassioned,” provided that he is endawttdisorderly
thinking in the form of belief in a self, which is the specifiausal factor
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through which passion arises. Even in that case, citing xXample of the
act of speaking is of no use; therefore, non-observatiothtvidence] in a
dissimilar subject does not count as evidence.

PV 13.(G10.13;P179.1; D266b.2ANnd it is not that the [evidence’s] not being
erratic is [established] through nothing more than its neimg observed
in a dissimilar subject, because its being erratic is possilike the
cooking of rice in a cauldron(4.2.7)

PVSV 13.1. (G10.15P179.3)For even if one observes that [the grains] are
mostly cooked, it is not that the state of [their] being cableestablished by
nothing more than [their] being inside the cauldron, beeaure does observe
aberrations. But it may be that those [grains] having theesaatures and
having the same causes of cooking as these [observed gaeinshoked. But
otherwise this inference, being deficient, is erratic. Bayvs this [inference]
deficient?

PV 14.(G10.19; P179.7; D266b.4)That whose dissociation is shown through
nothing more than non-observation is called deficient, beeait is a
cause of uncertainty4.2.8)

PVSV 14.1. (G10.21; P179.9; D266b.5Since its dissociation is not ascertained,
its residence in a dissimilar subject must be called intobtlobbecause the
means of establishing dissociation that consists of ngthiore than non-
observation is a cause of uncertainty. For not every nomedqggmsion leads
to knowledge. Therefore, one admitting the ruling out of tmag through
the ruling out of another must also admit some natural caiorebetween
them. Otherwise, evidence would not lead to knowledge.

PV 15.(G10.26; P179.13; D266b.6)T herefore, ascertainment of all three fea-
tures is portrayed as an antidote to what is unattested, mas@posite
conclusion or is erratic.

PVSV 15.1. (G10.28;P179.15)F0r there is no ascertainment of association and
dissociation when there is no connection. Therefore, panust that out,

he mentioned ascertainment. Concerning that, ascertainofieassociation
eliminates [evidence] that is incompatible and [evideniat tis] similar
thereto. [Ascertainment] of dissociation [eliminates]kaguous [evidence]
and such things as deficient [evidence that is] similar thefEhe expression
“of both” is a denial of what is established by [only] one. Téepression
“well-established” [denies] deficient or unique [evideribat is] dubious
concerning similar and dissimilar subjects. (4.2.9)
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[PV 16. Then the statement of dissimilarity [would be of no use] as an
antidote to erratic [evidence]. And if that [statement oEslmilarity]

has the outcome of non-observation then that [non-obsiemnts known
even if not statedl.

PVSV 16.1. (G11.05;P180.03; D267a.2For otherwise, if dissociation [is estab-
lished] through nothing more than non-observation, with@wonnection
[between the evidence and what is established througthéh the statement
of dissimilarity [would be of no use] as an antidote to ercajevidence],
which [Dignaga] stated as follows: “First, the rule is that both shoddtated
as an antidote to incompatible and ambiguous [evidericéle statement of
similarity as an antidote to [evidence] incompatible [wiile conclusion], the
statement of dissimilarity as an antidote to ambiguousigEwiel® (4.2.10)

PVSV 16.2. (G11.10;P180.7; D267a.3\nd if that [statement of dissimilarity] has
the outcome of non-observatiefihat is, if non-observation in a dissimilar
subject is communicated by itthen that [non-observation] is known even if
not statedFor there is no error from previous observation of it thatmige
averted by the statement [of dissimilarity]. (4.2.11)

PVSV 16.3. (G11.13;P180.10)|t might be argued that recollection of the non-
observation is triggered by the statement. Surely an ohsenvthat is not
being noticed is not a factor, so in that case, evoking a mgrisoappro-
priate. But non-observation is the absence of observalidas.countered by
observation. But since [the absence of observation] iedireestablished in
the absence of that [observation of the evidence in a digsiraubject], a
statement for the purpose of establishing that [absencés#reation] is of
no use. (4.2.12)

PVSV 16.4. (G12.04;P180.13)t might be argued that [a person], to the extent
that he is not apprehending something, has no [ascertathtian it is not
present, so the statement is for his sake. (4.2.13)

PV 17.(G12.06; P180.14; D267a.5And it is not that something is not present
owing to the statement that it is not present so that, if the tioat it is not
present is communicated, then it is known that it is not prese

PVSV 17.1. (G12.08; P180.16)If one who is not apprehending something does
not believe that it is not present, then surely he will notidsa it from a
statement [to that effect] either; for it too communicateshing but non-
apprehension. And the non-apprehension of one thing ddessteblish the
absence of something else, because that is far-fetchedrd¥ohis statement
that it is not present does it become so, because that istfzhed. (4.2.14)

pvsv_11-38.tex; 29/04/2008; 13:48; p.8



Dharmakrti on causation and inference 9

PVSV 17.2. (612.11;P181.01)|n that case, how does the statement of dis-
similarity eliminate ambiguous evidence? [It does not.giiore, one who
acknowledges exclusion [of the evidence from dissimildnjects] must state
the rule because of which [the ascertainment] “it is exadllideises. (4.2.15)

[PV 18. If dissociation [of the evidence from dissimilar subjecigdre
due to non-observation, then why is a deficient [inferencedtie? For

example, [one says] “this fruit is ripe or has the same flalmcause
there is no difference in visible properties or because trayinated on
the same branch as those which were ealen”

PVSV 18.1. (612.14;P181.03)s it not the case that, when something is absent,
its exclusion is established from non-apprehensibinfissociation [of the
evidence from dissimilar subjects] were due to non-obsamathen why is

a deficient [inference] erratic? For example, [one says]i&Hruit is ripe or
has the same flavor, because there is no difference in vipiloleerties or
because they originated on the same branch as those whicheaten.”In

this case, too, when the entirety of what is intended is mhdestibject of
an inference, there is non-apprehension of the evidendwialisence of the
establishable [property], so how is there errancy? (4)2.16

PVSV 18.2. (G12.19;P181.07)Some people say that errancy consists in doubt
about being countered by sensatfofhis is not so, because [being countered
by sensation] is absent in the case of the subject matteh#sabeen made
the subject of inferenc¥. (4.2.17)

PVSV 18.3. (G12.20; P181.07)t might be argued that it may arise at some time.
In such a case when there is doubt there is a far-fetchedwsan| because
there is no restriction of the absence [of sensations thaiteo the evidence]
elsewhere. Actual knowledge is the means of counteringhdfrheans of
countering is through what is not actual, then there is noaguae anywhere
[that is, there is no certainty that any evidence yields Kedge]! (4.2.18)

PVSV 18.4. (G12.23;P181.10)But only a dissociation that is established is a
means of establishing [something further]; therefore, mgiires ascertain-
ment that such is the case. But the errancy of defective ¢egig] that lacks
dissociation is due to uncertainty, since, even if absenge some case es-
tablished by means of non-apprehension, when that whicl@dsatural]
connection [with the establishable property] is absenteqdate, there is no
establishing that it is absent in every case. (4.2.19)

PVSV 18.5. (G13.01;P181.12)Moreover,even a negative property would be
evidence [as in] “This living body is not lacking a self, since it is srd
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for a living body to be without breath.” Because breath, amdiosth, is not
observed in water-jugs and other things that lack a selfthdreor not they
are observed, there would be knowledge of a self [in a liviagy through
its contrast with that [absence of breath[Given that there is no establishing
an absence on the basis of non-apprehension of what is umabke there is
no establishing that such things as water-jugs have nosdherefore, there
is no ruling out such things as breath. (4.2.20)

PVSV 18.6. (G13.05; P181.16)t might be argued that it is established as a result
of being an accepted belief. In this case, how is a self éstedal? Why is the
establishment of not having a self not authoritative in haotase as well?
Moreover, one who uses his accepted beliefs to distinguésiden what has

a self and what lacks a self and declares something to leatbtel&dge of it

in virtue of absence must admit of the self that it is basedadition, not that

it is something that can be inferred. Therefore, since tieen® establishing
that the self is ruled out even when there is no observatiat) tifere is no
ruling it out from anything® Even though breath is denied in some cases
when that gcil., the self] is denied, there is no establishing that it is rued
everywhere, because it has no connection [with the selfefiore, it does
not lead to knowledge. (4.2.21)

PVSV 18.7. (G13.12;P182.1;D2682.3)The application of a disestablishment,
which [is explained] in a passage [of Diaga's Nyayamukh beginning
thus: “it should be stated according to the occasion as irp#ssage that
begins ‘present and absent in a similar subjeadrinot be saidsince there is
uncertainty when there is mere non-apprehension, bechasputcertainty]
is absent when there is apprehension. If one thinks thabaeson is due to
non-apprehension, a dubious [dissociation] would be table. (4.2.22)

PVSV 18.8. (G13.16; P182.05)t might be argued that it is certainly not avoided
by the expression “according to circumstances.” This issopbecause there
is the statement beginning “but only that which expressesi¢ace that has
three features] ascertained by both [association andadasm is a means of
establishing or a means of refutation].” Therefore, begammmind that even
when there is non-apprehension [of something], there iB)@t@ uncertainty,
no ruling it out, [Digraga] denied [dubious dissociation as evidence].

[PV 19. A property specific [to the subject] would be evidence of the
separation [of permanence and impermanence from the dijibgicce

[it] is not observed [with either of them]. It might be argudkat one

bit of knowledge counters another. In this case, it is notd¢hse that
absence [of the evidence in a dissimilar subject is knowrgabee of
non-observation.
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PV 19ab.(G13.19; P182.07; D268a.5Morever,a property specific [to the sub-
ject] would be evidence of the separation [of permanence iamgkr-
manence from the subject], since [it] is not observed [witther of
them].

PVSV 19.1. (G14.02;P182.09)Because audibility too is unobserved in both
what is permanent and what is not impermanent, it is exclyftech them
both]. Therefore it must be evidence for their separatioonjfthe subject].
For audibility’s exclusion from what is permanent and whsaimpermanent
is nothing other than its separation from them. But therecis@paration,
because there is no ascertainment owing to mere exclusiomgomething.
For [otherwise] an existent property that is ascertaineddambe somewhere
would make its absence [everywhere] known. (4.2.23)

PV 19c.(G14.06; P182.12; D268a.7)t might be argued that one bit of knowl-
edge counters another.

PVSV 19.2. (G14.07; P182.13Even should [what was said by you] be so, when
there is separation from both, one of the two counters theroBecause,
with respect to mutually separated things, the separati@ane affirms the
other, there is no denying [the one affirmed], since affiraratind denial are
contradictory. (4.2.24)

PV 19d.(G14.10; P182.15) |n this case, it is not the case that absence
[of the evidence in a dissimilar subject is ascertained] de®e of
non-observation.

PVSV 19.3. Thus non-observation is not a means of acquiring knowledge,
because there is a possibility of its being countered.

PV 20ab.(G14.12;P182.17; D268b.1)n the same manner in other cases as
well, being countered by another bit of knowledge is possibl

PVSV 20.1. (G14.13; P182.18)f jt were possible for [a property] endowed with
the defining characteristic [of evidence] to be counterbd,defining char-
acteristic itself would be refuted; therefore, there is nargntee in any case
[that evidence yields knowledge]. (4.2.25)

PVSV 20.2. (G14.14;P182.18)lt might be argued that this entails that there is
also no guarantee about the subject matter of inferenceg #ins observed
that the incompatibility [of certain properties in sounestablished] through
sensation or inference. This is not so, because [incomitigthis impossible
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in [inference] as explained [by us], and because that whichthe possibility
[of incompatibility] does not have the defining charactiess of that Ecil.,
inference]** (4.2.26)

PVSV 20.3. (G14.16; P182.20Jt might be argued that [there should be] no state-
ment about that which is not erratic from what is incompatifdecause there
is no statement [of this] about the subject matter of infeegnve agree. And
we shall show its subject matter. (4.2.27)

Moreover,

PV 20cd.(G14.19; P183.01; D268b.4T he disjunction owing to non-observation
of tactuals from what is seen would not be incompatible.

PVSV 20.4. (G14.20; P183.03) For suppose an absence were established by
means of non-apprehension. [Daga] said: “Perhaps denial [of tactuals]
from things that are seen is by nothing more than non-obsenvaBut this is
also incorrect.” (4.2.28)

PVSV 20.5. (G15.01; P183.04\Why is that incorrect, since an absence is estab-
lished through non-apprehension? Is it not the case thatehml of tactuals

[in earth etc.] is indeed correct because of its meeting dinelitions of appre-
hension? It is not correct, because it is not a denial [otts} in nothing but
that subject matter that is visible and has the nature thefbds [Vaiseska]
person grasped earth and so forth in general and stated a&.d&nd in that
case, because one observes a difference in the tactualshiritengs as cot-
ton bolls, stones and buds, even thoughsdil] earth] is present, there must
be doubt concerning the presence of that [tactual] in a gdpaeific thing.
(4.2.29)

PVSV 20.6. (G15.07;P183.07) So in every case denial through mere non-
observation is incorrect. Therefore, a certain disciplehef teacher stating
an absence owing to non-apprehension is censured in thig4vay30)

PV 21.(G15.08; P183.09; D268b.7Moreover,the potentials in things are ob-
served to be different according to differences in locatiod so forth. It
is not possible to be certain on the basis of observing oniedtiwith a
given potential] in one location that it will be present eldeere.

PVSV 21.1. (G15.11;P183.12)Syppose that even an unconnected property’s not
being erratic from something [is established] merely tioits not being
observed in some way in the dissimilar subject. [That is ndtSome things
observed to be some way in one place are nevertheless otbserire oth-
erwise elsewhere. For example, certain medicinal herbe bpecific taste,
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potency and effects in a specific field but not in another, dtagebecause
of a difference of season and method of preparation. Andnbtsthe case
that, since [herbs] are observed to be some way by those nedian, all are
established to be essentially the same way, because diffgwalities depend
on different causes. (4.2.31)

PVSV 21.2. (G15.17;P183.15)Byt in the absence of a special cause, one must
make an inference such as this: “A sentence, even if its ab#éhanobserved,

is preceded by a human being’s articulatory effSitbecause there is no
difference among sentences,” because all kinds are olnsesvee made by
human beings. (4.2.32)

PVSV 21.3. (G15.19;P183.18)|n contrast, it is not the case that human beings
have no such existing special cause by which it could beredeirom a sim-
ilarity in only some aspects, such as speaking, that theaesisnilarity in all
aspects. Because differences are observed in all [mentalitigs, since it is
admitted that differences [in mentality] are due to diffezes in habit. [And]
because there is the coming into being of other [mental ipsllialso similiar
to that [habit]. And because in the inference of not comirtg lveing there
is no evidence ruling it out, because there is no observatfatispassion,
and because there is no establishing a relation betweenrsrateountering
and what is to be countered through what is unobserved. Acaduse there
is no invariable effect of such things as passion. Because ehen specific
properties are present, it is impossible to observe therd.eTause it is not
appropriate to dismiss such things.

PVSV 21.4. (G16.01;P184.01)Sentences are not that way, since they have ob-
servable differences. And because, even if [the differpisceot observable,
it is incompatible with the assumption that those [Vedicteroes and or-
dinary sentences] that have unobserved differences arediffiesent class.
Because their differences can be produced in the o8, [in the human
sentences] as well. Because sensible sounds do not havattine of what is
insensible. Because there is no occasion for error, be¢hase is no estab-
lishing that there is error given the absence of a means aftedng. It is not
parallel, because the observation of differences amongahumeings is the
means of countering, and because the difference in sestémateconstitutes
a difference in nature is not that differentiating property

Therefore, [the property of] being the work of human beingbbgs to
all, without any difference in nature, or to none.

PV 22.(G16.08; P184.06; D269b.2) Moreover, how can the same non-

apprehension that is incapable of establishing the abseh@eself and
the absence of consciousness in clay establish the absértbe evi-
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14 Brendan S. Gillon and Richard P. Hayes

dence [among non-possessors of the property requiringokstement]?
(4.2.33)

PVSV 22.1. (G16.11;P184.09)And the theory of a self on the part of him who
makes non-apprehension a means of acquiring knowledgeleubaseless,
because, owing to the self's insensibleness, its effectsatebe established.
(4.2.34)

PVSV 22.2. (G16.12; P184.10)But concerning the establishment of such things
as the sense-faculties by establishing that their effects@y awareness, is
occasional, it is said that isil., sensory awareness] has dependence [upon
some cause], but not that [the cause] has such and such a.natapontrast,

it is not the case that, because one accepts something toaheaese, an
effect such as happiness shows some established thingdsuzipermanent
self to be its cause]. And this being so, there could be noeygmsion of
the self at all. How does one [who holds that the self exist&]te someone
who, through its not being apprehended, rejects its exie2iiHe does so]
by saying that non-apprehension [of the self] does not &shaphat the self
does not exist]. So, how could that which does not establishabsence]
establish a dissociation? (4.2.35)

PVSV 22.3. (G16.19; P184.14)But some people, while admitting that clay has
sentience even while not being apprehended, assert thesexclof things
such as speaking on the grounds of its not being observedothieds, [while
admitting that] there are such things as curds in such thémgamilk [even
though it is not apprehended, assert] its dissociation iimgththat are not
for the sake of something else on the grounds that being gajg@ is not
observed in them. (4.2.36)

PVSV 22.4. (G16.24;P184.18)For what is the restriction in this case whereby
aggregated things must necessarily be for the sake of sometise? In fact,
there is an apprehension of such things as curds in suchstamailk; it is
an inference based on not arising from what has no potewtal. what is
this potential? Is it that very thing, or is it something eteenpletely? If the
potentiality were that very thing, then it would be appredeshin the very
same manner, because there is no distinction. If it is sdngetbise, then
how is it present when the other is present? But this woulddikimg but
metonymy. Such is their mutual contradiction. 4.2.37

PV 23ac . (G16.28; P185.01; D270a.38ecause of that, a nature, which depends

on some thing, must [when the nature is ruled out,] rule oat tery
thing.
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PVSV 23.1. (G16.30; P185.03)For example, a tree [when ruled out rules out]
a Shinshapa tree. Because something whose specific prapggsession
of branches and so forth is thus known, stil., the tree] is its §cil., the
Shinshapa’s] nature. And how can a thing be present aftendaipéng its
own nature, given that the thing is that very nature? Theeefowing to a
natural connection, it is not erratic. (4.2.38)

PV 23¢d. (G17.04; P185.06)0r the cause would rule out the effect, owing to
non-errancy.

PVSV 23.2. (G17.05;P185.07) A cause, when ruled out, rules out its effect.
Otherwise, it would not be its effect. But the relation ofeeff and cause,
when established, restricts the nature. Therefore, iretthse [the process
of] ruling out is due only to a natural connection. (4.2.39)

PV 24.(G17.07; P185.09; D270a.3Dtherwise, how could there be the ruling out
of one by the ruling out of the other? Given that a man is notwener of
horses, must he also not be an owner of cattle?

PV 25. Similarly, how could there be proximity of one on the basis of
proximity of the other? Given only that a man is an owner ofleamust
he also be an owner of horses?

PVSV 25.1. (G17.12;P185.13; D270a.6T herefore it is only through a natural rela-
tion that evidence makes known what is establishable. Aisccliaracterized
either as being something or arising from something. (8)2.4

PVSV 26.1. (G17.13,P185.14) The indispensability itself is shown by [the
statements of] the two observed precedéhts.

PV 26.(G17.15, P185.15, D270a.6T herefore, in these cases, it is not neces-
sarily desired that the substratum [be mentioned] in [thateient of]
dissimilarity, because knowledge of it arises also from stetement
“when that [scil., the property requiring establishment] is absent, then
that [scil., the evidential property] is not [present] as well”

A.27ac. BecauseFor [the statement of] the observed precedent commu-
nicates what something is or what its cause is to one who doElsnow
[either]. (4.2.41)

PVSV 27.1. (G17.20; P186.04; D270a.7F0r in [the statement of] the observed
precedent the establishable property’s being somethicgrenunicated as
being that thing’s nature through its dependence on nottihthat thing. The
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knowledge that whatever produces a composite nature pesdutimperma-
nent nature is communicated by [the statement of] an obdguwecedent.
Otherwise, there would be doubt about the establishinggstgp being er-
ratic with respect to what must be established, becauseeodlteence of a
restriction that, because of the presence of one properhar too must also
be present. And the fact that the establishable propertydapsndence on
nothing more than that is communicated by [the statemenhatknowledge.
A composite thing is born from its own cause to exist in suchag that it
is perishable, [that is,] possessing the property of abidbut] a moment,
because of the exclusion of its being perishable from [cgusther [than
those of composite things].

Alternatively, the causal relation of another thing is shdwy [the state-
ment of] the observed precedent [which says] “becausq jghjgesent only
when that is present.”

PVSV 27.2. (G18.05;P186.09)Thus when either being something or being a
cause [of something] is well-established, then the factehdp composite
does not exist when there is an absence of impermanencepae $does
not exist] in the absence of fire. In other words, somethingitiser some-
thing’s nature or its cause. How could something exist witheither its
nature or its cause? Therefore, even without [the mentipa slibstratum,
dissociation is established in [the statement of] the examfpdissimilarity.

PV 27cd.(G18.09; P186.12; D270b.4Bt for the expertsor whom the relation
of being something or the relation of being a cause [of soimglHs
well-establishedsurely only the evidence itself need be stated.

PVSV 27.3. (G18.12;P186.14]The purpose for the sake of which [the statement
of] the observed precedent is made has already been achmwethat is
the point of stating it in that case? Bearing in mind that eW¥einis shown,
nothing is achieved by [the mention of] the substratum [m $katement] of
the observed precedent of dissimilarity, seil., Dignaga] rejected the [need
to mention the] substratum.

PV 28.(G18.15; P187.01; D270b.5F0r this very reason, when the relation is
known from either statement, a recollection of the otheratitges through
implication,

PVSV 28.1. (G18.17; P187.03)which he [cil., Dignaga] stated [by saying] “or
because both are shown by either one through implicatiomerd too, bear-
ing in mind that [the statement of] an observed precedemslide relation
of] being something or [the relation of] being a cause [of sthing], he
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[scil., Dignaga] stated that, by stating one, one establishes the sdgond
implication. (4.2.42)

PVSV 28.2. (G18.19;P187.04)For instance, when it is said that something is
not different from something, as in the statement that thHatkvis complex
is impermanent, then, for one who knows the former to be ttierJahere
arises, through implication, [the ascertainment] thahpeiomplex does not
arise in the absence of impermanence, for he knows the foimnbe the
latter because he has observed, through a means of acdkriondedge, that
the latter is the former’s nature, which is dependent oningtmore than the
former. For it is not the case that a thing is present in therdes of its nature,
because there is no difference [between a thing and itsejatDtherwise it
would not be the case that something is present when itsenigtun the same
manner, when it is stated that it is not present when thatssrabfrom that
alone, one who knows the fact that something has that naasresicollection
of association due to understanding the fact that one thasgtlie nature of
another in this manner: “this is the nature of that since ihabt present in
the absence of this, because otherwise it would be impess{gl2.43)

PVSV 28.3. (G19.01;P187.10)|n the same way, when it is stated that where
there is smoke there is fire, [one understands that] smoke isffect of fire,
because of which if smoke is present fire is necessarily pteSgherwise, a
being would have self-sufficiency, because of the absentteaéstriction of
another object’s being dependent on it. Therefore, evelndrohe’s absence,
there would be no absence [of the other], because the [sjhture is not
defective. But when an effect is present, its cause is nadspresent. For
the cause’s condition of being a cause consists in just ttetat its nature is
on hand in the presence of the other objacil], its effect]. And the effect’s
[being an effect consists in its] presence only when thatidedis present.
And that [scil., fact of being present only when the cause is present] exists
in smoke. Therefore, one to whom smoke’s being an effectasvkithrough
association in the form “smoke is an effect” has, by implmat awareness
of dissociation in the form “where there is no fire, there issmooke.” In
the same manner, when it is stated “when fire is not preserdkens not
present,” there is, by implication, awareness of assatiati the form “fire is
necessarily present when there is smoke.” For otherwisg wauld it [scil.,
smoke] not be present in itsdil., fire's] absence?

PVSV 28.4. (619.12;P187.17)Now suppose that even though aural cognition
is not the effect of either permanent or impermanent thimgsetheless,
when either is not [ascertained to] exist, it does not eXiss. not at all the
case that it does not exist when either of them does not exist,because
from it [scil., aural cognition] there is uncertainty about which of those t
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[scil., eternal or non-eternal] it is. Otherwise, owing to what iseained
through their absence, how could there be uncertainty fedimund] through
pondering their presence? But it is said thasdil., audibility] is not present
only because of absence of ascertainment of its presen2ed44

PVSV 28.5. (G19.16; P187.20)But when the relation of cause and effect be-
tween fire and smoke is not shown by [the statement of] theroéde
precedent, then there would not be the very [ascertainnileait)vhere there
is smoke there is fire, because of the absence of [the astedai of] the
relation. [Then,] how could there be establishment, by iogpion, of disso-
ciation of the form “in the absence of fire there is no smokei?he same
manner, how can there be recollection of association, sivere is no estab-
lishing an absence by means of dissimilarity. Thereforis,dforementioned
natural connection itself is shown through [the statemdhthe observed
precedent in order to establish the one in the presence aftitiee, because,
when that §cil., the natural connection] is absent, there is no possibitify [
establishing the one when the other is present].

PV 29ab(G19.23; P187.24 D271b/&nd therefore, the absence of a cause
or of a nature is evidence for the denial of somethiidg2.45)

PVSV 29.1. (G19.25;P187.26)F0or only these two, being ruled out, rule out that
which is connected to them. Therefore, one who has a desé@stablish the
denial of some thing must state as evidence the ruling ouitledreits cause
or its pervading nature. For, if there is no connection, howla the ruling
out of one thing establish the ruling out of another?

PV 29cd.(G20.03; P188.03; D271b.3Moreover, the non-apprehension of that
for which apprehension is possible

PVSV 29.2. (G20.04;P188.04)js evidence for denying it. The cause of action
of which the subject matter is a denial has been stated asreadfor it
[scil., denial], because the non-apprehension of that which is&b,[that
the apprehension of which is possible] itself has deniaisasdture. The non-
apprehension of either a cause or a pervading property deese for both
[scil., denial and the action based thereon].

PV 30.(G20.07; P188.06; D271b.450, non-apprehension, even though said to
be of three kinds, is of many kinds, because of the applitatiothe
distinction between non-awareness of something and awaseof what

is incompatible with it and so forth.

PVSV 30.1. (G20.09; P188.08)qr the evidence for denial is of only three kinds,
namely, the non-apprehension of a cause, of a pervadingegyp@nd of
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the thing itself, whose presence is apprehensible, whantihee been as-
certained to be that way. Isgil., the evidence for denial] is said to be of
many kinds by dint of application because of the applicatibtine distinction
between non-awareness of something and awareness of vifadiispatible
with it and so forth. As was explained above, [the many kinti=ug) through
the applications of distinctions, that is, [one can prov@gdence for the
denial of something] by non-awareness of it, by awarenesgghat isincom-
patible with it, by awareness of an effect of what is incoriigatwith it, and
so forth.

PV 31.(G20.14;P188.11; D271b.6)The restriction of indispensability comes
about from the restraint either of the relation of effect azalise or of
a nature, not from either non-observation or observation.

PV 32. Otherwise, in what consists the restriction of the one neardy
being present with the other, or when a property has anotlhga as its
causal condition, as in the case of the dye in clothifdy2.46)

PVSV 32.1. These are transitional verses.

PV 33ab.(G20.18; P189.01; D272a.1Moreover, a property that has another
object as its causal condition must be something else gntire

PVSV 33.1. (G20.20; P189.03)=or, when something is produced, it is not possi-
ble that its nature is not produced or that its nature haderdift cause [from
the thing’s cause]. Surely, the difference among thingass the possession
of incompatible properties, and the cause of their diffeeeis just a differ-
ence of causes. If these two were not differentiaters, theretwould be no
difference of anything from anything. So everything wouddtbe same thing.
And because of this, there would be simultaneous arisinglastiuction, and
everything would need everything. Otherwise, there woult be the very
idea [that all things are] the same. Or there would be a naffereit [from
the one it should have], because after arriving at the ceriuthat things
are mutually distinct], one speaks thwsz[, saying they are one]. (4.2.47)

PVSV 33.2. (G21.02;P189.07)Suppose it is argued that, even if impermanence
does have the same causes [as its possessor], since thergrgduction

of impermanence at the time of [the possessor’s] coming (dHgefact of
[that thing] not having that [impermanence] as its naturthéssame. There
would surely not arise at a later time something else caligoermanence.
For the very thing that has the characteristic of abiding gamoment is
impermanence. We shall explain the grounds for the diffezén expressions
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as properties and property-possessors as well. Stilljtéesipserving some-
thing’s nature as having the characteristic of abiding fan@ment, because
of its arising that way from only its own cause, a dull-witteerson, being
deceived by his apprehension of its presence into the eqi@tof its always
being that way, or being deceived by the arising of anothmilai thing,
is not convinced. Because those who see the final moment foéthing]
understand that it does not abide on account of their noetgmding it after
the ascertainment [of its final moment], they then, at the emnof their
ascertainment [of its not abiding], determine [its] imparme. In the same
way, even as one observes a cause when its effect is unotbsdpapite the
cause’s nature being the potential to produce an effectwireis unaware
that a cause had come to be is aware of it through the obsanatits effect.
(4.2.48)

PVSV 33.3. (G21.13; P189.13)Otherwise, if it had another causal condition or
no causal condition, impermanence would be something elsely. And

in this way a thing would not possess #cjl., impermanence], since there
would be no need for it. Or, if there is a need, that which isttlieg itself

is impermanence, so what is gained by a further [impermasjensince, even

if that which by nature does not changsil., a universal] has a connection
with something else, [the unchanging thing] does not conoeiaiirough the
thing’s coming to be. (4.2.49)

PVSV 33.4. (G21.17; P189.16And that—namely, impermanence—or any other
property, arising from another object, must be either acauan effect, since
that which is neither a cause nor an effect has no relatiarguse in that case
there is no possibility of an inference of its presence.

PV 33cd.(G21.20; P189.18; D272b.6]n that case gcil., in the case of imper-
manence]lhere is no being a cause, because it is present at a later time
Even if it were an effect, how [would it have] invariability?

PVSV 33.5. (6G21.21;P189.19)For how can that which comes into being from
another object at a later time than a being that has been gedde its cause?
Also, the effect is not necessarily present when the cayse ithe evidence
for its presence is ambiguous. Therefore, it is not the chaed property
whose causal condition is another object necessarily com@®eing when
[the other object is] present, so there is no inference.%0.2

PVSV 33.6. (G21.24;P190.01)f then, observation and non-observation are not

a basis for the knowledge of association and dissociatiow, ik it known
that smoke is not erratic with respect to fite?
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PV 34ab.(G21.26; P190.02; D272b.4Because smoke is the effect of fire in
compliance with the property of an effect.

PVSV 34.1. (G22.02;P190.04)That which, not having been apprehended, is
apprehended, when its conditions have been apprehendedtligmot ap-
prehended, when even one of them is absent, is [ascertainbd]ttheir
effect.

PV 34cd.(G22.05; P190.06; D272b.5Byt that which exists in the absence of
something must give up the state of having [that as] a cati@e51

PVSV 34.2. (G22.06;P190.07)An effect is established because of being ob-
served even once in that way, because, if it were not an effagbuld not
arise even once from what is not its cause. And if an effecewmesent
without its cause, then it would be entirely causeless. Fix mot the case
that that without which something is present is its causel \emoke were
present without fire, then it would not have that as its ca(468.52)

PVSV 34.3. (G22.10;P190.09))t might be argued that [smoke] is not causeless,
because it has something else as its cause. Not so, becausanib [is true]

in this case, too, in that even when it [the other supposedejas absent,
when there is fire, [smoke] is present. How could somethiikg [fmoke]
come into being from that, or from something else, which dusshave the
nature of producing itdcil., smoke]? It kcil., smoke] would be causeless,
because that which does not itself have tlsail[, producing smoke] as its
nature would not produce it. 4.2.53

PVSV 34.4. (G22.13;P190.17YSomeone might argue as follows.] It is not at all
the case that the very same thing comes to exist from thintjeeafame kind.
[But] how can smoke be of one kind, while coming into beingrirthings of a
different kind? For what comes into being from things of tame kind must
be of the same kind. If something of the one kind were to cone lkeing
from something of another kind as well, then a differenceanses is not
a differentiater [of effects], because there is no restmcof their potentials
[scil., of the potential of only firelike causes to produce smokegkiects
and the potential of only unfirelike causes to produce unstilak effects].
Therefore, either the diversity of the totality of things wla be without a
cause, or anything would arise from anything. Therefore, difference or
non-difference of effects arises from the difference or-doference of their
causes. Therefore, it is not the case that smoke comes i tbem a thing
that has an observed appearance of a different kind [frototlime], because
that would entail [smoke’s] causelessness. 4.2.54
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PV 35.(622.19; P190.17; D273a.4And sothat which has no cause has either
permanent presence or permanent absence, because it haspen-d
dence on anything else, for things have occasional preskacause of
dependence.

PVSV 35.1. (G22.22;P191.01)For the smoke would never not be present, be-
cause, being causeless, it would be independent, because alfsence of
deficiency in its being present as is the case at the favotabée[scil., the
time that is favorable for smoke to arise because all its sgzng conditions
are present]. Or itdcil., smoke] would not be present even then [at the time
when it is observed], because there is no difference frontirtie when it is
absent. For things, owing to dependence, are occasior@ube the time of
their presence is endowed with an aptitude for their cominig being and
the time of their absence is endowed with an inaptitude feir toming into
being. If a location and a time have the same [degree ofajgtior inaptitude
[for a thing to come into being], then they may possess eiherscil., either

its presence or its absence], because there is no poysidilitrestriction [to
either presence or absence]. (4.2.55)

PVSV 35.2. (6G23.02;P191.05) And what is this aptitude if not the presence
of a cause? Therefore, a thing that occurs in some locatidrtiare to the
exclusion of another location and time is called dependarthem. In other
words, the very fact of occurring that way [that is, occugrin one location
to the exclusion another] is dependence, because that vghimthependent of
the assistance provided by thestil., location and time] cannot be restricted
to them. Therefore, because location and time are resltristeoke’s nature is
the product of that where it is observed once but is no longseved when
there is a deficiency, because otherwise it would be absemt that once.
How could that which is restricted to something come intmbeatlsewhere?
Or being [elsewhere], it would not be smoke. For a specificineatalled
smoke is produced by that [fire]. (4.2.56)

PVSV 35.3. (G23.10; P191.10)In the same manner the cause also has the na-
ture of producing such an effect. If that [smoke] were to canie being
also from something else [other than fire], then the natufr@ifaducing an
effect] would not belong to that [non-fire]. Therefore, ti@bn-fire] would

not produce that [smoke] even once. Or else it would not bekeimecause it
would come into being from that which does not have the naibipeoducing
smoke. And if something has that nature [to produce smokef that itself

is fire, so there is no errancy. (4.2.57)

PV 36.(G23.14; P191.13; D273a.47nd solf an anthill had the nature of fire,
then it would be just fire. If it did not have the nature of fileen how
could smoke come into being there?
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PV 37.(G23.16; P191.15)For fire, which has the nature of being a cause of
smoke, has the characteristic of being a potential for isnifoke were to
come into existence from what is not the cause of smoke,tthenid be
without a cause.

PVSV 37.1. These are two summary verses.

PVSV 37.2. (G23.18;P191.18)Then how in this case does an effect arise from
different coefficients? For example, how does sensory awsgearise from
the eye and a visible property? There is no single thing lggiviat nature that

is productive. Rather, it is the totality having that natthat is productive.
That [totality] alone is inferred. Just that totality is thasis of the presence
of the effect’s nature. For that very reason, the coeffisipnbduce all at once,
too. (4.2.58)

PVSV 37.3. (G23.22;P191.21)Even though one speaks in the same way about
things observed coming into being from cow dung and othargti such

as water-lilies, because they originate from their own sg#tky have dis-
tinct natures, because there is a difference in the natutleeof causes. For
example, the plaintain tree that arises from seeds and.bOltwinary peo-

ple clearly discriminate among such things because ofrdifiees in their
appearances. (4.2.59)

PVSV 37.4. (G23.26; P191.24)Therefore, an effect the appearance of which is
well discerned is not erratic with respect to its cause..60R

PV 38.(G24.01; P192.01)That upon whose nature something is observed to
be consequent, through association and dissociation [aibther thing],

has that [other thing] for its cause. Therefore, there is mning into
being from what is different{4.2.61)

PVSV 38.1. This is a summary verse.

PVSV 38.2. (G24.03;P192.049)Therefore, because the relation between cause
and effect is established by observation and non-observaist once, there

is awareness of them because of that [relation]. Otherwesebecause [the
ascertainment of] association and dissociation requmegptete observation
and non-observation, since, even though permanence isvelds& some
case of non-corporeality, observation is otherwise in otases, and since
also what is not observed in some case of the absence of pemceins
nevertheless observed [in other cases of the absence ofipencef8 So, let

it be that indispensability of effect with respect to causdue to the former’s
arising from the latter. (4.2.62)
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4. Comments by Gillon and Hayes on Dharmalti’'s commentary on
his explanation of inference for one’s own sake

4.1. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Though the use and study of the classical Indian inferemcall likelihood,
dates back to before the beginning of the common era, thetlirgter to
have given it a formal characterization seems to have beerBtlddhist
philosopher Vasubandhu (fifth centugg). As noted by Katsura (1986b,
165), Vasubandhu held that the classical Indian inferera® dnly three
parts, a subjectpgks) and two properties, the property to be established
(sadhyadharmain the subject and the evidential properhety. Exploiting

an idea ascribed by his coreligionist Agg in hisShun Zhéng Lumo an
unknown school (thought by at least one scholar to be #rekBya school),

he maintained that an evidential property in an inference figoper one fif,
and only if, it satisfies three conditions—the so-calteédupahety or the
evidential property ety having three features. The first feature is that the
evidential propertyl{ety (H) occur in the subject of an inferengeaksa) (p).

The second is that the evidential property)(occur in things similar to the
subject insofar as they have the property to be establistathyadharma
(S). And third, the evidential propertyH) not occur in things dissimilar from
the subject insofar as they lack the property to be estaduli¢h).

In his Vadavidhj Vasubandhu makes clear that the relation, knowl-
edge of which is necessary for inference, is not just any iniscellany
of material relations, but a formal relation, which he dasigs, in some
places, asvinabhava or indispensability—literally, not being without (cp.
the Latin expressiorsine qua noj—and in others, asantanyakatva or
inseparability—literally, being unmediated (Katsura8&8, 5).

Then, Digraga (late fifth century to early sixth centucg), building on
the insights of his teacher, Vasubandhu, fully isolatedftrenal structure
underlying the Indian syllogism (Steinkellner, 1993). sEirdistinguishing
between inference for onesekvarthanumana and inference for another
(pararthanumana), he made explicit what had previously been only implicit,
namely, that inference, the cognitive process whereby noeeases one’s
knowledge, and argument, the device of persuasion, aremousides of a
single coin. Indeed, according to Diggal® an argument gives expression
to an inference so that the person who hears the argumentoes & the
same conclusion as the inferrer. Second, he changed thelldrom of the
statement of corroboration to make its logical charactgfiex In particular,
as Katsura (1986a,11-12; 2004, 148) has noted, dgjgnmeplaced the exis-
tential statements that mention the evidential propertythe property to be
established with universal statements mentioning them.
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We now turn to giving some background to this developmensoime of
his discussions ofnvaya(association of the evidence with the property to
be established through it) andyatireka (dissociation of the evidence with
the property to be established), Daga seems at first to have followed the
grammarians’ usage of those terffis.

The method ofanvayaand vyatireka used to establish the meaning-

fulness of components and to ascribe individual meaningsotopo-

nents. .. consists in observing the concurrent occurreapeayg of a

certain meaning and a certain linguistic unit and the alsseha meaning

and a unit. (Cardona, 68, 337)

If one follows the meaning of these terms as used by gramnsrés Oetke
does, a statement of the association relation consistdatensent of the form
Some locus that possesses H also posses3dweStatement of the dissocia-
tion relation, on the other hand, takes the fodimlocus that possesses H fails
to possess . Since one cannot derive the association statement from the
dissociation statement or vice veréahe statement of an argument requires
stating both association and dissociation. Stating thecéation assures that
the evidence being adduced does not in fact establish thyeogmosite of
the desired conclusion, while stating the dissociationi@ssagainst putative
evidence that is in fact inconclusive because it sometinzears in the pres-
ence and sometimes in the absence of the property in needdaff pr more
detailed discussion of these failures to be good evidentehis found below
in section 4.2.9. One of Dharmal’'s worries, expressed in PVSV 12.4, is
that one cannot warrant a universal proposition on the hEsibservation
of only part of the universe. Failing, in a limited region,dbserve a locus
in which the evidence occurs in the absence of the propeityg &stablished
through it does not warrant the conclusion that there is nod@nywhere in
which the evidence occurs in the absence of the property tstablished.
To make such a universal claim compelling, says Dharrtiakne must have
some sort of natural connectiosvablavapratibandhabetween the evidence
and the property to be established through it.

Katsura (2004) offers a helpful analysis of Dagra’s use of examples in
the context of proofs for the benefit of othematarthanunana). It appears
that Digraga created a sort of universal proposition that could sasvihe
equivalent of a major premise in an Aristotelean Barbd-diyllogism; this
major premise was made by adding the woedd to the statement of an
example drstantavacanq Thus the observation of an observed precedent,
which takes the form of observing that there is a place wieregxample,
smoke occurs in a place—namely, a kitthen—where there jgérebe trans-
formed into a major premise of the form “Smoke oconingy in a place where
there is fire.” There are two serious problems that arise filtsconstrual.
First, it is inductively risky to move from the empirical aysation that there
is someplace where there is both smoke and fire to the universal affiven
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proposition “Smoke occursnlyin a place where there is fire.” In other words,
there is no warrant for introducing the woréva’ Second, the important
distinction between a positive example and a negative ebaimspost. In
his discussion of inference for onesedfidrthanunana), Dignaga makes it
clear that the positive example establishes that therenie gdace where the
evidential property occurs with the property in need of gaiatablished. That
is, the example of the kitchen establishes that there isce pldoere smoke is
observed occurring with fire.

The coincidence of the presence of evidence and property¢stablished
is known asanvaya(association). The negative example shows that there is a
place where neither the evidential property nor the prgperbe established
occurs. That is, the example of the lake establishes that tha place where
the absence of fire is observed occurring with the absencenokes The
coincidence of the absence of evidence and absence of therprdo be
established is known agyatireka (dissociation). Now when both kinds of
example are converted into universal propositions, itdunrt thatanvayaand
vyatirekabecome not distinct particular relations that have beeermksl in
the induction domait? but rather two propositions that are logically equiva-
lent by virtue of being contrapositives. In the new formigdat anvayameans
in effect thateverylocus of the evidence is a locus of the property to be
established, anglyatirekameans in effect thato locus that does not have
the property to be established has the evidential propgeaw if anvayaand
vyatirekaare logically equivalent, there is no need for both. Newdess,
observes Katsura, Digiga

held to the necessity of the formulation of two examples ia proof. |
take it that this attitude of Digaga’s reflects the inductive nature of his
system of logic. He wanted to have both similar and dissingl@amples
in our world of experience (or the inductive domain) in ortieinduce
the general proposition of pervasiondpti). (Katsura, 2004, 169)

Earlier in the same article Katsura has this to say aboutnithgctive nature
of Dignaga'’s inference schemata:

We should not ignore the fact that the waddsta (observed) qualifies
those apparently universal relations mentioned in the el@amstate-
ments. ... Digaga’s statement of pervasion does not necessarily imply
a universal law but rather assumes a general law derived @narrob-
servations or experiences; in other words, it is a kind ofatlyetical
proposition derived by induction. In order to justify such iaductive
process Digaga needed to present both positive and negative examples
in one set of a proof. Thus, | think that Digga’s presentation of exam-
ple statements clearly indicate the inductive nature ofdyg. (Katsura,
2004, 145)
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What seems to follow from Katsura’'s observations is thatevinference
for oneself is essentially inductive in nature, reasoningsented to others
is essentially deductive in nature. The problem of howraiga transforms
fallible inductive claims to universal propositions cafeabf serving in a de-
ductive proof remains unsolved. Also unsolved is the probdé why exactly
Dignaga would insist on using two examples that are logicallyiedent,
thus making one of them redundant. This was a problem thatriddarti
inherited.

Dharmakrti seems to have followed Dignaga’s redefinition of the -con
cepts of associatiorafivayg and dissociationvyatirekg in such a way that
each was a universal proposition. Tdne/ayavacandecomes a universal af-
firmative proposition of the forrmvery locus that possesses H also possesses
S.This proposition becomes equivalent to thetirekavacana,namely, the
universal negative proposition of the foMdo locus that possesses H fails to
possess 0n the question of why Digaga required both of two logically
equivalent propositions, Dharmatk quotes Digmaga as saying “First, the
rule is that both"—that is, both association and dissommt-“should be ex-
pressed as an antidote to incompatible and ambiguous fesfieMoreover,
Dharmakhrti is aware that stating the contrapositive of a propositis not
stating anything new (PV 28 and his commentary thereto). \Wian, would
Dignaga call for a redundancy? Dharnmdikoffers a possible answer to this
guestion in PVSV 16.4 (p. 8): “It might be argued that [a pajs®o the
extent that he is not apprehending something, has no [knige]ethat it is
not present, so a statement is for his sake.”

To see this point, it is useful to compare the canonical féatmn of
an argument by the non-Buddhist philosophet$fayana (fifth centunce)
with Dignaga’s canonical formulation. Consider, to begin with, thigument
given by Vatsyayana in thdBhagyato Nyaya Sutra 1.1.34:

1. pratijfia: anityahsabdah
proposition sound is impermanent
2. hetu utpattidharmakatt
evidencebecause of having the property of arising
3. udaharare: utpattidharmakam sé#fyadi dravyam anityam
corroboration a substance, such as a pot, having the property of
arising, is impermanent
4. upanayatatha ca utpattidharmaka¥abdah
application and likewise, sound has the property of arising
5. nigamana tasnat utpattidharmakaat anityahsabdah
conclusion therefore, sound is impermanent because of having the
property of arising
In this argument ¥tsyayana makes the existential statement “a substance,
such as a pot, having the property of arising, is imperméangupatti-
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dharmakam sthlyadi dravyam anityam Dignaga, on the other hand, makes
this argument (cited in Katsura, 1986a, 11-12):
1. paksx: anityahsabdah
thesis sound is impermanent
2. hetu prayatnajatat
ground because it results from effort
3. drstanta yat prayatnajam tat anityamgtiam yatta ghaah
precedent whatever results from effort is observed to be imperma-
nent, like a pot
In this argument Digaga makes the universal statement “whatever results
from effort is observed to be impermanent, like a pgi&t(prayatnajam tat
anityam dstam yatta ghatah). Or consider the following argument in the
Bhasyato Nyaya Sitra 1.1.35:
1. pratijia: anityahSabdah
proposition sound is impermanent
2. hetu utpattidharmakatt
ground because of having the property of arising

3. udaharare: anutpattidharmakaratmadi dravyam nityam dtam
corroboration a substance, such as the self, not having the property
of arising, is observed to be permanent

4. upanayana ca tath anutpattidharmaka¥abdah
application and, unlike that, sound does not have the property of not
arising
5. nigamanatasmat utpattidharmakaat anityahSabdah
conclusion therefore, sound is impermanent because of having the
property of arising
Here Vatsyayana makes the existential statement “a thing, such asthe s
not having the property of arising, is observed to be perm#r(@nutpatti-
dharmakamatmadi dravyam nityam dtam). In contrast, Digaga makes the
following argument:
1. paksa: anityahsabdah
thesis sound is impermanent
2. hetu prayatnajatat
ground because it results from effort.
3. drstanta yat nityam tat aprayatnajamaiam yatla akaSam
precedent whatever is permanent is observed not to result from
effort, like space.
In this argument Digaga makes the universal statement “whatever is per-
manent is observed not to result from effort, like the skyat(nityam tat
aprayatnajam dstam yatta akasan). Dignaga’s two syllogisms have these
respective forms:
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1. MAJOR PREMISE whatever isH is observed to b&, like d (whered
is an instance of something recognized to be bdtand S)

2. MINOR PREMISE pis H

3. CONCLUSION pis S

1. MAJOR PREMISE whatever is notS is observed not to bél, like e
(wheree is an instance of something recognized to be neitheror
S)

2. MINOR PREMISE pis H

3. CONCLUSION pis S.

As is clear from inspection, both forms are valid.

Having thus identified within the classical Indian syllagis valid form,
Dignaga pressed into service the Sanskrit partiel@” (only) to ensure that
thetrir upahety the truth conditions for inference identified by Vasubandh
accurately characterize the validity of the form of Dagja’s syllogism (Kat-
sura, 1986b, 163; Katsura, 1986a, 6—10; Katsura, 2000;ukat2004,
148-149).

Lastly, and most strikingly, Digiga gave an alternative and equivalent
characterization of the truth conditions of his syllogismiich he called the
hetucakra or cycle of reasonsThe so-called cycle of reasons is a three by
three matrix, which distinguishes proper from impropemugas and is equiv-
alent to the last two forms of the three forms of a proper gdaoftnir upahety.
The near equivalence between tiie upahetuand thehetucakraconfirms
that Digraga was fully aware of the formal character of the syllogism f
which he gave the truth conditions. The matrix comprisesthenone hand,
the three cases of the evidential propett) ©ccurring in some, none, or all
of substrata where the property to be establist®a¢curs, and, on the other,
three cases of the evidential property)(occurring in some, none, or all of
substrata where the property to be establisi®dloes not occur. Letting
be the substrata in which S occurs a@dbe the substrata in whicB does
not occur, one arrives at the following table, where he ifiestthe top and
bottom cases of the middle column as those cases rendeerstgiiements of
corroboration trué#
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H occursin:| all S all S all S
all S noS | someS

H occursin:| noS nosS nosS
all S noS | someS

H occurs in:| someS | someS | someS
all S noS | someS

Dignaga’s treatment of the classical Indian syllogism brougHight an
important problem. The syllogism, conceived as an infezeiscthat whereby
one who knows the truth of its premises may also come to knewrtith of its
conclusion. Its minor premise is known, of course, eitheodlgh perception
or through another inference. But how is its major premisanaf It cannot
be known by inference, since the major premise is a univetaté¢ment and
the conclusions of syllogisms are particular statementsvever, to know the
truth of the major premise by perception would seem to reqhiat one know
of each thing that i$1, whether or not it is als®. Yet if one knew that, one
would already know by perception the syllogism’s concluasiés a result,
inference would be a superfluous means of knowledge. At tine $ane, had
one perceived only some things that &tend had observed them all to Be
one still would not be warranted in concluding that all thirtbat areH are
S, for what prevents unobserved things that Hrérom failing to be S?

The earliest classical Indian philosopher thought to hae®gnized the
problem of how one comes to know the major premise of theicssadian
syllogism seems to have been Daga’'s student|Svarasena (Steinkellner,
1997, 638). He appears to have thought that knowledge ofrtitie of the
syllogism’s first premise is grounded in non-perceptianupalabdh). That
is, according tdsvarasena, knowledge that whatever HasasS comes from
the simple failure to perceive something that kagut that does not havé.
As Steinkellner has explained:

According to ISvarasena the absence of the probdrety evidential
property] in the heterologuevipaksa] is proved by a third kind of valid
cognition pramanantaramn), called non-perceptioraqupalabdhj, which
is nothing but mere absence of perceptiopdlabdhyablvanatram).
In consequence of this new concéptarasena seems to have rethought
the whole theory of the infallibility #vyabhiara) of the probans and of
the conditions the probans has to fulfitifupahet(i to be considered
infallible to the probandumshdhyadharmaproperty to be established].
As a result of his concept of non-perception he taught thellibil-
ity of the probans no longer as with Digga to be due to the three
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marks frir upahetq only, but to at least four marks, the fourth being that
its object, the probandum, must not have been cancelled ingptEon
(abadhitavisayatvan). (Steinkellner, 1966, 84)

The idea of using mere non-observati@ddrsanarmatra) can be traced
back to Digraga. As Katsura (1992, 226—227) has shown, Bigninvokes
this to establish the connection of a word to its denotat®8 6.34). This
idea seems to have been adapteddwarasena for ascertainingi§cayg the
major premise of a sound classical Indian syllogism.

However, this suggestion does not solve the problem. As rDalrti
points out in a number of places (G12.04; PV 13 and G13.01; Paritl
G21.01.), the simple failure to perceive something that ibut notSis no
guarantee that whateverks is S; after all, while one has never encountered
something that ifH and notS, what guarantee is there that something that
is H and notSis not among the things that one has yet to encounter? One
might, for example, take a pinch of rice from a cauldron towéether the
grains are cooked. But as any cook knows, there is alwaysskéhat some
of the other grains may not be cooked.

To address this problem, which constitutes most of what we fans-
lated, Dharmakti elaborates on what he has already developed in the first
six verses and his commentary to them. There, he defines e and
maintains that the universal claim used in a sound argungegrdunded
in a natural relation §vablavapratibandha that obtains between the evi-
dence and what is to be established. There are only two hatlagions:
the relation of arising from somethingafiutpatt), also referred to as the
relation of being a causéétu-blava) and the relation of effect and cause
(karya-karana-bhava), and the relation of having something for a nature
(tadatmya, also referred to as the relation of being somethtaditfrava). On
the basis of these two relations, Dharnrtilclassifies sound inferences into
three kinds: inferences based on having something for asgadatmy3,
inferences based on arising from somethited(tpatt) and inferences of
non-apprehensiorafiupalabdhl. Inferences based on having something for
its nature are, to a first approximation, inferences whoseagen relation
is the subset relation between the set of instances of thiemial property
(hety and the set of instances of the property to be establiskathya-
dharmg. In the case of inferences based on arising from somettirey,
pervasion relation is the subset relation between the skications of the
individuals that are the effects and the set of locationfefindividuals that
are the causes.

Returning to the problem that we mentioned above, Dhanakidresses
it by maintaining that knowledge of the relation that grosiride universal
statement of the major premise is both necessary and sufffoieknowledge
of the truth of the major premise. The relation guaranteesitiiversality, and
knowledge of it guarantees one’s knowledge of the truth@ftiajor premise.
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In the text spanning seventh through twelfth verses and twnmen-
tary, Dharmalkti rejects as unsound two kinds of inference: inferencemf
causes to their effects (PV 7-11) and inferences from affecsome kinds
of causes (PV 12). In the balance of the translated text, iDhlarti ad-
dresses the questions pertaining to the status of the twasfof the major
premise, in particular, how their truth is ascertained, hbey are related
to one another and what their purpose is in an argument. lfe#testarting
with thirteen verse and ending with twenty-second verselBM22), he criti-
cizes the view that such claims can be ascertained by merapmehension
(anupalabdhimatra) or mere non-observatioradarsanaratra), shoring up
his view, wherever he thinks he can, with references to &ign Next, at the
twenty-third verse (PV 23), Dharmak turns to the two natural relations
of having something for its nature and of arising from sormgthwhich
he argues guarantees the truth of the major premise. As Heimxpn the
twenty-sixth and twenty-seventh verses (PV 26-27) and twnmentary,
the purpose of the statement of the major premise is to cotihayatural
relation that guarantees its truth. He goes on to explaihertéxt connected
with the next two verses that both forms of the major premisesguivalent,
each obtainable from the other by implicatiarthapatti). He elaborates in
the twenty-ninth and thirtieth verses (PV 29-30) and theinmentary how
various forms of non-apprehensive inferences, first dssdidy him in the
fourth verse (PV 4), are ultimately based on but one form ofapprehensive
inference and knowledge of the two natural relations. Dladarti then turns
to the question of how the natural relations are ascertalRather than taking
up the question of how the relation of having something fernature is
ascertained in general, he focuses instead, in the tintg-verse (PV 33)
and its commentary, his attention on the ascertainment lafioe having
something for its nature that underlies the well-known Bhisidclaim that
everything is momentary. In contrast, starting with thetyhfourth verse
(PV 34), Dharmakti does address in a general, albeit unsuccessful, way the
guestion of how the relation of arising from something isained. He goes
on to end the passage we are translating with a rather detideussion of
the causation relation and its ascertainment.

In view of the importance of the relation of arising from sdheg, or the
causation relation, in Dharmak’s thought, we shall conclude this introduc-
tion with a brief discussion of it. As the reader knows, thaszdion relation
has played a central role in Buddhist thought. Many timesh& Buddhist
canon, one can find the Pali equivalent of the following Sethsk

(1) asmin sati, idam asti; (2) asmin asati, idaastn
(1) If cis present, ther is present; (2) it is not presentg is not present.

Itis clear from a number of passages in his various worksDharmakrti
takes the property just stated to be the defining charatiteoisthe causation
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relation. His clearest statement to this effect is foundigHetubindu(4.10—
11)

tadblave bfavahtadablve abhvahca karyalkararabhavah

Causation consists in (1) the existence of the effect, ifclugse exists,
and (2) the non-existence of the effect, if the cause doesxistt

A similar passage is found in the excerpt (PVS 19.06-8) a$ ageln his
other works?®

The Sanskrit word Karana,” like its English counterpart “cause,” is of-
ten used to pick out a salient causal factor. Suppose songue® into a
room suffused with methane gas and strikes a match, theetbggsoff an
explosion. One might inquire as to the cause of the explogmnvhich a
reasonable answer would be that someone struck a match.Mdowed the
room not contained any methane gas, the explosion wouldavet dccurred.
The striking of the match is just one condition, among mamngiuding the
presence of a flammable gas, the presence of oxygen, etch wbmnverged
to lead to the effect, the explosion.

It is therefore useful to distinguish, as Dharmréikand other Indian
thinkers did, between the total cause, or causal totdddyafrasamagr), and
the individual causal factors, which themselves can bendigished into a
principal causal factor and its accompanying ancilliagtdes, orcoefficients
(sahalarin).

Using either the concept of causal totality or the conceptanfsal fac-
tor, one can render Dharmials definition of causation into either of the
following two forms:

DEFINITION 1 (Causation: Version 1)C causese if and only if (1) if C
obtains, there obtains and (2) iC does not obtain, theedoes not obtain.

DEFINITION 2 (Causation: Version 2)c; A - - - A €, cause if and only if
(1) if cyA- - - AC, Obtains, ther obtains and (2) i€y A - - - AC, does not obtain,
thene does not obtain (whereC” denotes a causal totality andy, ..., c,"
denotes each of the causal factors constitu@ng

While these two definitions are logically equivalent, thauges within
each definition are not. The clauses (1) and (2) are obvefser@nothef®.
Obverse propositions are not, in general, logically edaivia

The clauses in (1) and (2) have often stated by Western tis@ssfollows:
PRINCIPLE 1 (Similar Causes). Similar causes have simifacts.

PRINCIPLE 2 (Dissimilar Causes). Dissimilar causes hawsidiilar ef-
fects.
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A second logical point should be made. Contrapositive psitioms are
logically equivalent’ The contrapositive of (2) in the first definition of cau-
sation is: ife obtains, therC obtains. The contrapositive of (2) in the second
definition is: ife obtains, thert; A - - - A ¢, Obtains. And the contrapositive of
Principle 2 is: similar effects have similar causes.

Above, we defined the causation relation from, as it wereptiiet of view
of the cause. It could equally be defined from the point of viduhe effect.
After all, C cause® if and only if eis the effect ofC; similarly,c; A --- ACp
cause®if and only if, eis the effect ofc; A - -+ A Cp.

Dharmakhrti, like many other thinkers, European or Indian, contenapy
or ancient, recognized that one cannot validly infer anctfiem just one of
its causal factors. Suppose that someone lights a match rmanaexplodes.
No one can validly infer from the lighting of a match that amowill explode.
This is because the lighting of a match is only one of manyofacthat,
together, bring about the effect. In the absence of any lenyd of whether
or not these other factors obtain, one can make no inference.

It is usually thought, however, that knowledge of all the sauactors,
knowledge of the causal totality, permits one to infer theredated effect.
However, Dharmaikti rejects this. His belief is that, even if all the causal
factors are present, one cannot infer the arising of thefimcause some
additional impeding factor may prevent the effect from cognabout®

If inference from cause to effect is unsound, how about erfee from
effect to cause? Some such inferences seem indisputabisideo the case
of a forest ranger who spots a column of smoke rising above antam.
He can legitimately infer that there is a fire; but from the engeeing of the
smoke, he cannot legimately infer that the fuel of the firaurgger trees or
Ponderosa pine trees. Now, it may be that if he can also sheefimoke, he
can legitimately infer what the fuel is. However, he stilhoat legimately in-
fer, on the basis of seeing and smelling the smoke, whethdirdwas started
by a lightning strike, or by embers blowing from a careles$styded campfire,
or by arson. Yet, further investigation of the site of the &ftlerwards might
very well permit him to distinguish among these conditionbkjch was the
actual condition.

The question arises whether or not it is always the case tlatreful
enough inspection of the effect permits one to arrive at ardéhation of
a unigue causal totality. In other words, is it possible ti@t same effect
could be brought about by two causal totalities and ho amoLstrutiny of
the effect would ever permit one to determine which of thesehtotalities
brought the effect about. Countenancing such a possilility countenance
what John Stuart Mill referred to in his System of Logi(Book Three On
induction), Chapter X Of plurality of causes and the intermixture of eff¢cts
as the doctrine of a plurality of causes, though it would bigebeeferred to
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as the view of glurality of totalities of causal condition®r more briefly as
the view of aplurality of causal totalities

DEFINITION 3 (Plural causation)e has a plurality of causal totalities if and
only if, forsomeC,,...,Cn (1) if Cy v - - - v C,,, Obtains, there obtains and
(2) if e obtains, therC; v --- v Cy, obtains (wheran > 2 and eaclC; is
distinct from the otheC;s).

As we shall see in section 4.2.53, Dharntkargues against the very
possibility of an event having a plurality of causal toiakt

4.2. COMMENTS ON PASSAGESPVSV 11.1THROUGH 38.2

4.2.1. Notes to PVSV 11.1.

At the seventh verse (PV 7), Dharmakaddressed the question of what can
be inferred from a causal totality. He pointed out that omeicter at most the
possibility for the effect, since an impeding factor couldays intervene to
preempt the arising of the effect. This sound inferenceglys,dalls under the
rubric of inference from having something for its naturecsi the aptitude
for the arising of an effect just is its causal totality. Annrediate corollary
of Dharmalrti’s view that the arising of an effect of its causal tatgltannot
be inferred from the presence of the latter is that one camfet from the
presence of one of the causes in the causal totality to thim@rof its effect.
After all, if one cannot infer the arising of an effect fromethresence of its
causal totality, one cannad, fortiori, infer the arising of an effect from the
presence of just one of the causes in the causal totalitycriddarti illustrates
this general point with an inference that, should it be souvmlld lead to
a conclusion that is incompatible with Buddhist doctrineislan inference
based on the pervasion expressed by the universal prapositi

(1) Whoever has a body has passion.

Passion, he points out, requires more than having a bodindaenses and
having an intellect. We know that a body, the sense facudtiesan intellect
are among the causes in the causal totality that give risadsign. It would,

however, be unsound to infer from the fact that someone hagla &nd so

forth that passion will arise in him. The unsoundness aris@® the fact

that we have not taken into consideration the complete seauses for the
arising of passion. According to Buddhist doctrine, oneseain the causal
totality must be taken into account, namely, a “fondnessdioeself and

one’s possessionsaimatmyabhinivesy, which is one of the flaws arising
out of disorderly thinking dyonisomanasita). An arhant or a Buddha is,
according to standard Buddhist thinking, not inclined teodderly thinking

and therefore lacks the fondness for self and possessianmtkes passion
arise.
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4.2.2. Notesto PV 12.1

In the preceding discussion, Dharnmaikdenies that one can infer from a
cause to its effect. He maintains, as we saw above, that onafes from an
effect to its cause. However, he restricts inferences froeff@ct to a cause to
inferences to the immediate cause of an effect. This résimics occasioned
by his rejection of a valid argument whose conclusion is msistent with
Buddhist doctrine. The inference is this:

(2) a. Whoever speaks does so out of passion. (G9.02)
b. The Buddha speaks.
c. Therefore the Buddha spoke out of passion.

The argument is clearly valid. Moreover, it is undeniablattthe Buddha
spoke. Hence, the rejection of the conclusion 2c, cleaitylds with Buddhist
doctrine, requires the rejection of premise 2a. Thus, Dhaamin says that
speaking does not result from passion alone; it results alesire to speak.

4.2.3. Notes to PVSV 12.2.
Dharmakrti immediately turns the objection that a desire to spaakself a
passion. His reply to this objection is to distinguish twates of mind: those
that are under the influence of one or more of the four perderiews—
namely, the mistaken views that impermanent things are geent, that
painful things are pleasurable, that what is not a self islfaasel that what
cannot be a possession is a possession—from those thattaii® foe under
the influence of these mistaken views is to exhibit disoyd#rinking (ay-
onisomanasikra). The antidote to such disorderly thinking is the cultigati
of a good understanding of the principles of logic and episiegy. Desire
is a mental state. As such, either it can be under the influehtlee four
perverted views, and hence be disorderly, or it can be fremict influence,
and hence orderly. Indeed, as Dharmntikeports, “passionr@ga)” is defined
“as the mind’s intense attachment, which is activated biebal the perma-
nent, in contentment, in oneself and in possessions, andutbiect matter
of which is a corrupted propertygdsrava-dharma” However, not all desire
is under the influence of the four perverted views. In one whbiking is
orderly, desires may arise, but they are not vicious. Suchna might be
characterized by compassion, which might be described assign to help
others out of their various difficulties. Finally, Dharmekpromises that he
“show that compassion and so on are not like that,"—thatrs nat vitiated
by mistaken views—"because they arise otherwise t00.”

Dharmakrti goes on to say:

(G9.07-09) atra yatla rakto brawi tatha virakto’'pti vacana-
matrad apratipattih napi visest. abhipayasya durbodhady.
vyavalarasarkarera sarveamvyabhiarat.
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There is no knowing about this from the act of speaking albeeause
a dispassionate person also speaks, as does an impassmedoo is
there knowing from a specific act of speaking, because [teakgy’s]
intention is difficult to discern, since all [acts of spealirare erratic
because behavior is complex.

No inference is reliable unless the property used as evépecvades the
property to be inferred from it. The act of speaking is peedatly a desire
to speak; in other words, no one speaks unless there is a&destio so.
Speaking is not, however, pervaded by unwholesome desgeording to
abhidharma theory, desire is not in and of itself either whoime Kusalg

or unwholesomeakusald. If a desire arises from disorderly thinking, then it
is unwholesome; and if it does not, then it is either neutralvbolesome.
Although one can know of one’s own mentality whether it is Veésome
or unwholesome, it is impossible to determine the charaatesnother’s
mentality. The reason for the latter is the following. Bothsgionate and
dispassionate people are capable of speaking; indeedrdimgdo Dhar-
makirti, both are capable of speaking exactly the same sent&fetethere
is no feature of their speaking that is present in the spgafrthose who
are passionate and absence from the speaking of those wiispassionate.
In short, while Dharmalkti concedes that from someone’s speaking, we can
correctly infer that the person has the desire to speak, rtaires we cannot
infer whether the person’s desire to speak is wholesomenwhalesome or
neither. This is an instance of what was identified above adfant having a
plurality of causes, a view which, else where (PV 33pa8sin), Dharmalkti
rejects.

Bearing all this in mind, let us return to the sentence witliclwibharma-
kirti begins his reply to the objection raised at the begigrohthis section.
Recall that Dharmakti rejected the premise 2a that whoever speaks does so
out of passion. The reason he gave is that speaking doesis®fjast from
passion, it arises from the desire to speak, which, as hedapmains, may
or may not be unwholesome. The objection is raised that thieed® speak
is itself a passion. Dharmaki replies with the rather enigmatic sentence:
“is tatvat na kinrcit badhitam”, which, translated literally, is “because of be-
ing accepted, nothing would be contradicted.” The questowhen he says
“istatvat” (because of being accepted), what is it that he is accepting?

The most natural grammatical unit for expressing what hetscis the
preceding clause, namely, the statement of the objectibas,Tit looks as
though Dharmailkti admits that the desire to speak is passion. But, if trésav
so, it would entail precisely the proposition he is at pamseject, namely,
that whoever speaks does so out of passion.

Karnakagomin clearly recognizes this problem, for he takes tammat-
ical unit for expressing what Dharmiat accepts to be what is expressed by
the fifth case noun phrase of the penultimate clause, nafwalyanasya vak-
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tukamagsamanyahetutat”. This is made clear by his gloss of the sentence
in question. He says'vaktukamagkaryasya vacanasya tatvat” (because
speaking is accepted as the effect of a desire to sp&akkimcit anigam”
(nothing at all is unaccepted) (K51.18).

Unfortunately, Karakagomin’s suggestion makes no sense. The reason
is that this claim of Dharmaki’s, together with the opponent’s claim that
desire just is passion, entails the claim that whoever spdaks so out of
passion, which is precisely the claim Dharmiéikejects.

Has Dharmakti contradicted himself here? Neither of us thinks he has.
How might it be that he did not contradict himself? We eaclofavdifferent
answer to this question.

One answer is to say that the suitable grammatical unitifyerg what
Dharmakrti accepts is indeed the statement of the objection, bait tine
statement is equivocal, so that the objection means ong third what
Dharmakrti accepts means something else. On this view, advocayed b
Hayes, Dharmakti has equivocated on the term “passioréda), a word that
he uses sometimes in the general sense of a desire as suslonagiines in
the specifically negative sense of desire attended by tles aicgreed, hatred,
and delusiorf If one takes the word &ga” univocally, then Dharmai
contradicts himself. If, however, the word is taken in difet senses in its
various occurrences, the contradiction can be resolvedihane remains
a stylistically careless equivocation on a key term. Giveat Dharmalkti
seems to be right in contending that it is difficult to asséesmentality of
another, it is difficult to say whether his confusing writiisgndicative of his
being confused or of his trying to be playfully provocative.

Another answer, favored by Gillon, is to find a different graatical unit
to express what Dharmaki has in mind. What might that grammatical unit
be? A plausible answer is the sentence which follows. Rebat| having
accepted that whoever speaks does so from a desire to speakn&hrti
extricates himself from the conclusion that whoever spefles so out of
passion by maintaining, as we saw, that the desire to spaalkrise both
from passion and from compassion, which are distinct from amother. In
other words, Dharmaki holds that the desire to speak, and hence speaking,
has a plurality of causes. It is his acceptance of the fadt cbmpassion
and passion arise differently that extricates Dhanmiiakkom the opponent’s
argument. Though this is alluded to when he says in the pimgegntence
that speaking does not arise just from passion, it is staibdimthe succeed-
ing clauses. Crucial in this explanation is the definitiorfdssion” faga),
which is given in the immediately following sentence.

The question arises: can the expressigriatvat” be construed with the
following sentence, rather than the preceding sentencd DHarmalkti said
“istat” (because of what is accepted), then it could certainly bestcoad
with the following sentence. But, such a reading has no &xsupport.
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Can‘istatvat” (because of being accepted) be so construed? Nothing known
about the grammar of classical Sanskrit rules it out; andalsag it obviates
ascribing to Dharmakti a flagrant self-contradiction.

4.2.4. Notes to PVSV 12.3.

In this section, Dharmaki considers and rejects three other arguments to
establish the claim that whoever speaks has passion. Thgseents and
their rejection, indeed the entire passage, have beeredreat detail in
Gillon (2007). Nonetheless, we would like to draw attentiowo puzzling
sentences and highlight one of the arguments rejected bynithati.

We begin with the two puzzles. The first pertains to the exgioesis tam
aviparyasasamudbhat na dogh” (G9.11-12). Following the commentarial
tradition and the Tibetan translation, we have transldtad iAgreed. Itis not
a vice, because it does not arise from misjudgement.”

Karnakagomin (K52.19), like the Tibetan translator, takisgam” to be
a single word sentence. Therefofis,tam” must be a predicate of an under-
stood subject. What is the understood subject? The onlysitlleucandidate
is the preceding sentence, namésgiva ragal’ (It itself is passion), where
the antecedent dka” (it) is “karuna” (compassion). However, if Dharma-
Kirti accepts that compassion is passion, then, since, diogoto Buddhist
doctrine, the Buddha has compassion, the Buddha must hastopaBut
this is precisely the conclusion Dharmakrejects.

An alternative is to takdistam” as the subject of a clause. What is ac-
cepted istam) (namely, compassion), he says, is not a vice because it does
not arise from misjudgement. And this is precisely Dharmtéd position.

The second puzzle is the expressitadanyena doavattvasadhane na
kimcid anigam” (there is nothing at all with which we disagree in the
argument for viciousness due to something other than ttz§)10-20).
According to Karmkagomin (K53.24-54.01), it should be understood as fol-
lows: There is nothing we do not accept in the argument tcbéskathat
someone devoid of passion has a flaw through things otheptsion, such
as the desire to speataflanyenaragadibhyo 'nyena vaktukamadina wita-
ragasyadosavattvasdhane na kimid anigam). But this seems inconsistent
with Dharmakrti's immediately preceding claim: There is no flaw because
there is no ascription in any way of what does not exisir¢atta 'bhuta-
sanaropan nirdosah). What one expects Dharmatk to say is this: There is
nothing we do not accept in the argument to establish thagsamdevoid of
passion has properties such as the desire to speak, whidiffarent from
properties such as passion.

We now turn to one of the arguments (G9.20-10.01) Dhamtiakjects.

It states: just as the formulator of the claim speaks and sloesit of passion,
so others who speak do so out of passion. Thus, whoever speakso from
passion.
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As Dharmalkti points out, since such an argument does not hold forothe
properties, why should it hold for passion? Thus, as Kkagomin (K54.04)
illustrates, particular properties such as being blackeindp heavy are ob-
served in one person who speaks but they are not always elsierothers
who speak. So, why should we think that things are differemémit comes
to passion?

It is worth mentioning that the very argument that Dharmtakas just
rejected is used by him not only in another work of f8ananantarasiddhj
but also elsewhere in hiBramanavarttika (Pratyaks v. 475cd—476c). As
Katsura (1996) points out, this argument anticipates alaimargument put
forth by J. S. Mill (1865, ch. 12) to establish the existené@ther minds.
Here is the passage from PV:

pratyakemca dhiyandrstva tasys cesabhidradikam paracignunmanam

ca na spdatmany ad&arat sambandhasya.

Having observed that one’s physical or verbal activity isgeded within
one’s own stream of consciousness by the awareness onaméatmove
or to speak, one will know the awareness in others becaussesgea
similar activity of moving or speaking in others (Katsur@96).

4.2.5. Notes to PVSV 12.4.

Recall that Dharmakti is defending the adequacy of his view of the classical
Indian inference. In the previous verse and its commentergenied that, in
general, one can soundly infer from a cause to its effect. Biatains, rather,
that one can soundly infer from the effect to its cause. Haneas the details
discussed above show, this too is not always so, for Dhannhakimits at
least two cases where the very same kind of effect arises tinandifferent
kinds of causal totalities. Yet, as we noted, Dharmaklso seems to think
that causes common to the different causal totalities giviee to an effect
can be soundly inferred from the effect. But then the questioses: how
does one know which causal conditions are common to all taotsdities
and which causal conditions are peculiar to one or the offlei?question, as
we noted above, is a pressing one, if Dharmtals not to undermine his own
solution tolSvarasena'’s problem. Recall that Dharmakvishes to ground all
sound inferences in two relations, having something fortareatadatmyg
and arising from somethingadutpatt). If one can infer neither from cause
to effect nor from effect to cause, then his solution failsifderences that he
thinks are grounded in causation, which includes the wadivkn inference
of smoke from fire.

Clearly, Dharmakti must qualify his view that causes can be soundly
inferred from their effects. And he does so in this passade drucial
word is “nantanyaka.” Karnakagomin (K55.04) glosses the adjective with
“avinabhavin” and the Tibetan translates it witmed na mi 'byung ba’i;’
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the usual Tibetan translation davinabhavin!” Hayes, following Kara-
kagomin, understands the qualification as serving to ckdtie inferrable
causes to those that are invariably related to the effedtorGihinks that
“nantanyakam” has its literal, derivational sense of “having no interpse
hence “immediate.” He thinks that Dharmekintends to distinguish imme-
diate causes from remote causes and that he believes tlyainamlediate
causes are inferrable on the basis of the causation relatmihnot remote
causes. Thus, one can legitimately infer from speakingrttmeddiate causes
of the movement of the lips and the desire to speak, but omeotamfer such
remote causes the speaker being passionate or dispassionat

Either way, Dharmalkti does not solve his problem, for should he mean by
“nantanyaka” “avinabhavin” (indispensable), as suggested by the Tibetan
translation and by Kaakagomin, he will fall into circularity; and should
he mean by'nantanyaka” “immediate causes,” he falls into inconsistency.
At the thirty-first verse (PV 31), Dharmaki appeals to the relation of aris-
ing from something to explain indispensabiligvinabhava), saying that the
restriction of indispensabilitya/inabhava) comes about from the restraint
either of the relation of arising from something or from te&tion of having
something for its nature, and not from either non-obsemmatir observation.
Itis plainly circular to explain, on the one hand, indispednity by appealing
to the relation of arising from something, and on the othedh#&o distinguish
causes from non-causes by appealing to indispensabiétyskould he mean
by “n antanyaka” “immediate causes,” he falls into inconsistency. The reaso
is that, once one admits that an effect can arise from a el causal
totalities, one must admit that an effect can arise from eapity of immediate
causal totalities. This can be seen as follows: if two kindsamisal totalities,
sayC; andC, give rise to the same effeet then eitherC, andC, are the
immediate causal conditions feior there is a point where the descendants of
C,, sayD1, and the causal descendant<Cgf sayD,, which are of different
kinds, are immediate causal conditions digitself a causal condition fa. In
other words, different kinds of causal totalities must @rge at some point,
and when they do, different causal totalities are immediaigsal totalities
for the same kind of effect. In such cases, it is not possiblafer from an
effect to any of its immediate causal conditions.

4.2.6. Notes to PVSV 12.5.

Dharmakrti here mentions the problem of induction, which he wikeaup

in the next verse (PV 13), in twenty-second verse (PV 22) arliis com-

mentaries to them. As the reader will recall, the crucialstjoe for inference
is how the inferrer knows the truth of the major premise. Fdhe inferrer

has observed only some instances, he or she is subject tskhihat other

instances may be otherwise; after all, as Dhanntiakotes, the simple fact
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that things are observed one way in one place at one time doguarantee
that they will be the same way in other places at other times.

4.2.7. Notesto PV 13.

From the thirteenth to the twenty-fifth verse (PV 13-25), iinakrti ad-
dresses the problem of how an inferrer comes to know the npagmise
of the classical Indian syllogism. On the one hand, he witlla a num-
ber of arguments to show that mere non-observatataisanamtra or
anupalabdhimatra) is not sufficient for knowledge of the truth of the major
premise. On the other, he will maintain that what is suffitistkknowledge of
a natural relation between the evidence and what is to bblissted. In this
verse and its commentary, Dharnmaikpoints out that, while some grains of
rice in a cauldron may be observed to be one way—namely, deekether
grains in the cauldron may be otherwise—namely, uncookedthidn says
that inferences in which knowledge of the truth of the maj@npise is thus
grounded are deficient.

4.2.8. Notes to PV 14.

The foregoing leads Dharmatk to conclude that any inference, knowledge
of the truth of whose major premise is based on the simplartailo have
found a counterexample, that is, to have found somethirtchtieH but that
does not haves, is deficient §esvaf), for it fails to alleviate uncertainty.
Apparently, according to Dharmak, knowledge requires certainty and
knowledge of the truth of the conclusion of an argument neguknowledge
of the truth of its premises. The simple failure to observ@anterexample
leads only to uncertainty as to whether or not there is a evexample.
Hence, it cannot lead to knowledge of the truth of the majenpse. Rather,
knowledge of the truth of the major premise requires knoggedf a natural
relation between the properties related by the inference.

4.2.9. Notesto PV 15.1.
Dharmakrti invokes the authority of Digaga in order to lend credence to
his view. It should be noted that Dharmekhas not been as careful as he
might have been in formulating his view. He says: “there isacertainment
of association and dissociation when there is no connetthat he must
mean, however, is that there is no ascertainment either safcasion, the
secondupa, or of dissociation, the thirdupa, when there is no ascertainment
of a (natural) connection, for clearly the existence of airatconnection is
not sufficient for the ascertainment of the association @ghefdissociation it
underpins.

Steinkellner (1988), in discussing v. 15, shows that th@natf niscaya
although attributed by Dharmaki to Dignaga, does not play the same role in
Dignaga’s view of the syllogism as it does in Dharmréikindeed, in the verse
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mentioned by Karakagomin (K57.21), the worthiScita” does not even
occur®! Steinkellner goes on to remark on other passages, rtamana-
samuccayabut inNyayamukhawhere Digraga does use the termiScaya;
but its usage is dialectical—that is, liksitldhd and “prasiddha it refers
to agreement between disputing parties—, whereas in Dhiarinis usage
is epistemic—that is, it refers to the epistemic certairtgresponding to the
pervasion ¥yapti) of an act of inference.

Dharmakrti here provides a review of the theory of inference adteda
by Dignaga and himself. An observed property is fit to serve as evien
(hety for a property to be establishesafihyadharmjjust in case it meets
three conditions: 1) It is a property of the locysmksdharmag) to which
one is trying to attribute theadhyadharma2) it is observed to have an
association dnvaya with the sadyadharmain some subject aside from the
locus in question; and 3) it has a dissociatiogatirekad from loci in which
thesadyadharmas absent. Each of these conditions prevents a species of bad
evidence. Evidence would be unreliable if

1. it were unattestedagiddhg in the locus—saying “There is a fire on the
mountain, because there is smoke” would be using bad evedéimcfact
no smoke had been observed on the mountain—;

2. itindicated just the opposite of the desired conclusisaying “The man
is dead because he is still breathing” would be using baccecig, since
breathing is a sign of life, not death—; or

3. it were erratic with respect to the conclusion, that ist bccurred in
both loci possessing the property to be established anddoking the
property to be established—saying “a pifion sheds its lemvesnter,
because it is a tree” would be using bad evidence, since laeireg is a
property found in both deciduous and evergreen plants.

This reminder of the importance of having evidence that gssss three fea-
tures {rir upahetl sets up the point made in the sixteenth verse (PV 16) and
its commentary.

4.2.10. Notes to PV 16.1

Dharmakrti goes on to assert that the very formulation of a sounérarice
excludes its being based on mere non-observation of caxatemples, for, he
claims, if mere non-observation were sufficient to secuesoknowledge of
the truth of the major premise, the statement of dissociatidhich Digraga
requires, would be pointless.

4.2.11. Notes to PVSV 16.2

Dharmakrti now gives the argument to support his claim. The argunien
rather difficult to follow and therefore deserves some axgiian. It runs as
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follows. Everyone has failed to apprehend any oak that isuticgte. That is to
say, no one has apprehended the following: some particalaismot a tree.
If it is that absence in which dissociationy@tirekd consists, then a statement
to bring about that state of mind is pointless, since evezysm@lready in that
state of mind.

4.2.12. Notes to PVSV 16.3

Dharmakhrti entertains two replies. The first is that the statemémtissoci-
ation makes one recollect that one has failed to observe e@xample to
truth of the major premise. While conceding that people atally unaware
of their failures to observe something, Dharmmik(G12.01-04) counters
that the opponent’s point, though true, is irrelevant, fératvgrounds one’s
knowledge of the truth of the major premise, according todpponent, is
the mere absence of any counterexample. This circumstagcerding to
Dharmakhrti, is, ex hypothesifullfilled. Thus, no statement of dissociation is
required.

4.2.13. Notes to PVSV 16.4
The second reply (G12.04) is this. Not to have observed ateoexample to
the major premise need not put someone into the state of nfikdawing
that one has not observed a counterexample. Thus, accdualiting oppo-
nent, the point of the statement of dissociation is for samemaking an
argument to make his interlocutor aware of the fact he hahsérved a
counterexample.

Dharmakrti takes up this reply in the next verse and commentary.

4.2.14. Notesto PV 17.1

Again, Dharmakti counters that the opponent’s suggestion is irreleviant
what is at issue is whether or not the subject of an argumentaésinterexam-

ple to the truth of the major premise, and not whether or netsinterlocutor

has ever observed a counterexample. In other words, theedid have ob-
served a counterexample to the major premise is no guartnatthe subject

of the argument is not itself a counterexample to it. Thugnaimder that one
has not observed a counterexample to truth of the major peehves not
guarantedpso factothat the subject of the argument is not a counterexample
to it.

4.2.15. Notes to PV 17.2

What is required to be communicated, according to Dharrtials not that
one has not seen any counterexamples, but a rule that geesatttat the
present case cannot be a counterexample. As Dhartinailits it, “one who
acknowledges exclusion” of the evidence from loci that ldek property to
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be established on the basis of that evidence “must expresslthbecause of
which [the ascertainment] ‘it is excluded’ arises.”

4.2.16. Notes to PVSV 18.1

Dharmalrti now turns to the discussion of the first of five unsoun@irhces
that would have to be accepted as sound, were the dissoctaticonsist in
mere non-observation. This first inference is a patentlyound inference.
Consider the following valid inference.

(3) a. Whatever fruit comes from this branch is sweet.
b. These (other) fruits come from the branch in question.
c. Therefore, these (other) fruits are sweet.

Suppose that one samples just one fruit and it happens to éet.sBut
suppose that none of the others is. Since no sampled fruit the tree is not
sweet, it follows by the principle of non-observation thétatever fruit comes
from the branch is sweet. Taking all the remaining fruit aslttus paks),
one legitimately infers that all the other fruits on the lmfaare sweet. But,
ex hypothesithis is false.

4.2.17. Notes to PVSV 18.2 _

According to Karmkagomin (K61.10ff),ISvarasena thought that the non-
errancy of evidence with respect to what is to be establisbett be defined
as follows:

H errs with respect t& iff one is in doubt about whether or not there is
an instance oH without S.

Let us consider this definition more carefully. To do so, iuseful to
consider it formulated in terms of the contradictories affeproposition in
the definition.

Spervaded iff one has no doubt that there is no instancdHofvithout
S.

The question arises: is having no doubt either necessamyffacient for
pervasion? It is clearly not necessary, fimight indeed pervadel, yet one
might doubt that there is no instance ldfwithout S. Neither is it sufficient,
for one might have no beliefs about whether or not there isnatance of
H without S, and hence no doubts about whether or not there is an instance
of H without S, and yetS may not pervadéd. Or, one might have the false
conviction that there is no instance bf without S, yet againS does not
pervadeH.

However, Dharmakti raises a different problem. He points out that this
definition is fundamentally incompatible with another widbeld view of
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inference, namely, that it relieves uncertainty about Wwéebr not the sub-
ject of inference, which is known to hav, hasS. If one accepts this as a
property of correct inference, then it follows from the abalefinition that no
SpervadedH, for, in every case of inference, one is uncertain as to vaneth
or notSis in the subject of inference.

4.2.18. Notes to PVSV 18.3 B
Dharmakrti considers and rejects an emendatiohsiarasena’s definition of
errancy.

EMENDATION 1. H errs with respect t&iff one is in doubt about whether
or not there is an instance éf without Sthat is distinct from the subject of
inference—that is, thpaka. (K 61.14-16).

This emendation, as Dharmatk shows, does not work either, since it is
liable to the very same objection. For consider an inferenes like the
previous one, except that the instancetbfwithout S that is distinct from
what the locus in question had been now becomes the locusstiqo.

Dharmakrti concludes that errancy cannot consist in the absendeudit
as to whether or not there is a counterexample to the relgsam@sion;
rather, one must establish the association that a souneiimtfe requires and
so it is required that one ascertain that there be no cowatenges.

4.2.19. Notes to PVSV 18.4

Dharmakhrti returns to a point already made in his commentary to the-f

teenth verse (PV 14), namely, that the errancy of defectifereénces lies in
their failure to eliminate uncertainty as to whether or metré are counterex-
amples to the major premise and that only knowledge of treodiation (that

is, knowledge of the truth of the major premise, which heidesitified under

its contrapositive form) eliminates uncertainty. And tleiger knowledge, in

turn, requires knowledge of a natural connection.

4.2.20. Notes to PVSV 18.5

Dharmakrti turns to the second of the five unsound arguments thaidvou
have to be accepted as sound, were mere non-observatioroohtepexam-

ple accepted as sufficient to establish the truth of the majemise of an
inference. The consequence is that a certain inferencehwbidyotakara
(ad Nyayasitra 1.1.5 and 1.1.35) has put forth and whose conclusion is
inimical to Buddhist doctrine, would be acceptable. It rasgollows:

(4) a. ltisabsurd for a living body to be without breath.
b. This living body has breath.
c. Therefore, this living body is not without a soakifhar.
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This argument is valid and its minor premise is true. Hendearhakrti
must reject the truth of its major premise, for, he argues,@annot establish
the absence of something that is not observable—in this ttassoul.

4.2.21. Notes to PVSV 18.6
Dharmakrti then entertains a reply. Buddhists hold that the souwdsdoot
exist. Hence, they must holdfortiori that everything without life is without
a soul. This requisite dissociatiomy@tirekg of the evidence from what lacks
the property requiring establishment thereby securesrthie 6f the major
premise.

The Buddhist could very well concede this and still not be otied to
the conclusion in 4, for the premise that must be concedethimargument
to be binding on the Buddhist is this:

(5) Whatever is without a soul is without life.

Of course, this is not accepted by Buddhists. Their beliaf #ouls do
not exist is inconsistent with this premise, for they holdttavery animal is
without a soul, but they do not hold that animals are withdat |

Dharmakrti, however, adverts to other flaws in the reply. To begithwi
as Dharmalkti correctly points out, once the opponent concedes thizlBist
belief that there is no soul, why should the Buddhist beliefabithoritative
only with respect to those things devoid of breath? Second)rmrmalkti
adds, if the opponent insists on the division between whatéhaoul and
what does not, he is presupposing his own basic doctfine.

4.2.22. Notes to PVSV 18.7

Twice before Dharmakti has claimed that non-observation of counterexam-
ples to the major premise leads only to doubt as to whetheothere are
such counterexamples. He now seeks to buttress his claimaniappeal to

a passage from Digiga’sNyayamukhgthe third verse and its commentary).
There, Digraga argues that both parties of a debate must have made the sam
determination with respect to the three featutgsipa) of a sound inference.
Having laid this out in detail for the first feature—namelye trequirement
that the evidence be in the locus in question—DRigm summarily states that
similar considerations apply to the other two features. this latter statement
that Dharmalkti cites. However, as Dharmak repeats still again, no such
determination is possible on the basis of mere non-observat

4.2.23. Notes to PVSV 19.1

In the verse, Dharmaki turns to a third kind of argument that should be
rejected as unsound. The kind of argument he has in mind igraged by
Dignaga as one whose evidence is specific to its subgaitaranahety.
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Dignaga provides an example of such an argument itHeitsicakragimaru
The argument runs as follow$:

(6) a. Whatever is audible is permanent.
b. Sound is audible.
c. Therefore, sound is permanent.

As indicated in hisHetucakradimaruand as discussed in tiwetti to his
PramanasamuccaydPS 3.21, Ono, 1999 p. 302 n. 5, as well as between PS
2.6cd and PS 2.7 Ono, 1999, p. 303 n. 8), [Giga regards this argument as
unsound, having what he calls ambiguoasdilkantika) evidence. As shown
by Ono (1999, 8§1.3) and by Katsura (2004, 84), in their disicusof these
passages, Digiga requires both the statement of association and the state
ment of association appear in a sound argument, the latiteg bequired to
rule out this argument.

Dharmakrti rules out such arguments, but in a way different from -Dig
naga. He maintains that such an inference is unsound, for xbleiston
requisite to render its major premise true is unascertaiheldw Dharmalketi
expresses himself on this point (G14.01-05) is rather obséie says: “there
is no separation, because there is no ascertainment owmgn® exclusion
from something. For how might an existent property that ¢®gsined not to
be somewhere fail to make its absence known?”

There are several obstacles in the way of understandingéhignce. As
we saw above, Dharmaki sometimes permits ontic terms to do duty for epis-
temic terms. Here, he does this twice: the ontic term “exchis(vyavrtti)
does duty for the epistemic term “non-observatioaddrsang, as Karraka-
gomin (K65.01) notes; and the ontic term “separationyavacchedadoes
duty for the epistemic term “ascertainment of separationyayaccheda-
niscaya).Second, Dharmaki does not express the relata of these relational
terms. Thus, when he says “there is no separation,” he meaagyt'there is
no ascertainment of the separation from the subject of thenaent, either of
the property of being permanent or of the property of beingarmanent.”
And when he says “there is no ascertainment,” he means tothaye“is
no ascertainment of the separation of either property freemyeinstance of
some kind of locus.” And when he says “owing to the mere exgiugom
something,” he means to say “owing to the mere non-observati each of
the properties in some locus.”

In other words, Dharmaki is asserting that neither does the mere non-
observation of something audible and permanent warrarddhelusion that
whatever is audible is permanent nor does the mere nonyatiser of some-
thing inaudible and impermanent warrant the conclusion tizatever is
impermanent is inaudible. This is, of course, just a furtlegretition of the
same point he has made several times above, namely, thaaonetdnow
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the truth of the major premise of an argument on the basis etrkd
instances of it. Applied to the case at hand, Dhanmiaksserts that one
concludes therefrom neither that what is audible is permianer that it is
impermanent.

4.2.24. Notes to PVSV 19.2

One salient aspect of the situation giving rise to the infeean 6 is that what
is audible is found neither in what is permanent nor in whanisermanent.
Moreover, knowledge that something is permanent excludewledge that it
is impermanent, and vice versa. It might be thought thattkdtusivity might
salvage such inferences. However, as Dhairtiakakes clear, the opposite
is the case. Kalkagomin explains:

At the very time at which audibility must be separated fromatils per-
manent because it is excluded from what is permanent, it ffisth
impermanence. And at that very time it must be separated fwbat is
impermanent because it is excluded from what is permanedt;jtaaf-
firms what is permanent. So, there must be both affirmatiordandl of
the same thing at the very same time. And that is impossikigb.(L1-13)

In other words, should audibility be excluded both from wikgtermanent
and from what is impermanent, one concludes from the formelusion
that whatever is audible is impermanent and from the lattetusion that
whatever is audible is permanent. Since sound is audibke,i®ted to the
contradiction that sound is both permanent and impermanent

4.2.25. Notes to PVSV 20.1

In the first half of verse 20, Dharmak winds up his discussion of the ar-
gument in 6 by asserting in his usual laconic fashion thagmihferences
also run the risk of being contravened by some bit of knowdedde other
inferences are, of course, those whose evidence is spexifie tsubject of
inference.

This line of the verse seems out of place with respect to tte den-
tences of commentary surrounding it. The first sentencatessthis now
often repeated general point; the second sentence showshieogenial of
his general point is incompatible with the third feature mfierence (upa),
which he refers to here as a defining characteristiksdna) of evidence. As
Karnakagomin (K65.21) tells the reader, the defining charastterfaksana)
provides that “the non-observation of the evidence in tisidiilar instances
is the basis for its exclusion” (hetor vipadasanavvrttinibandhanam iti
yallaksaramtena yuktan.®

The argument that Dharmad seems to have in mind is the following.
Mere non-observation cannot be a means for acquiring krumeleof the
truth of the major premise, since, if it were, it would perithie possibility
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of counter-examples to it. And if one were to allow major pisgs to have
counter-examples, then the very defining characteristiagpooper inference
would be refuted. Giving up the three defining charactesstf a proper
inference entails giving up inferential knowledge.

4.2.26. Notes to PVSV 20.2
Dharmakrti considers the objection that there are proper infegenghose
conclusions are contradicted either by perception or byremaonference. In
particular, an objector might think that one can determimeugh inference
that sound lacks some properties and through observatbit tacks others.
For example, as Kaakagomin points out (K66.4—6), one can eliminate the
possibility that sound is permanent by using proper reagprand one can
eliminate the possibility that sound is inaudible by simplaservation of
audibility in sounds3®

Dharmakhrti’s reply is, of course, to deny that there are propernefees
whose conclusions are contradicted by either perceptidoy @nother infer-
ence. Such inferences simply do not satisfy the definingadaristic of a
sound inference. Kaakagomin (K66.08—-10) elaborates on this, saying that
in inferences based on non-observation of an effect andbbearvation of a
nature there is nothing incompatible with observation arference’’

4.2.27. Notes to PVSV 20.3

Dharmakrti considers still another attempt to salvage the view tha mere
non-observation of a counterexample to the major premisaifiscient to
establish its truth. The claim is made that if the mere noseolation of a
counterexample to the major premise is not sufficient tobdistaits truth,
Dignaga should not have mentioned the fallacy of being erratimfwhat
is incompatible. Dharmaki replies that, while Digaga does mention this
fallacy, he does not do so within his treatment of the detinitf inference.

4.2.28. Notes to PVSV 20.4

Dharmakrti now argues that, should the mere non-observation ofum-co
terexample suffice to establish the truth of the major prentee would have
to accept as sound an argument explicitly rejected as udsburDigraga
in his Pramana-samuccaydchapter 2, verse 3d andltti thereto; translated
in Hayes, 1980, pp. 249-250). Kakkagomin (K66.14-15) tells us that the
argument is the one found in théiseska sutra (VS 2.1.9-10), where the
following is said:

Moreover, there is a tactual. Yet a tactual does not belorapservable
things. So, air has no observable characteristic mark.

This argument requires some elucidation. We turn to Kkagomin’s
helpful, fuller formulation first.
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Every quality has a substance for a substratum, as for exaogibr.

Tepidity to the touch, which is not produced from heatinga iguality.

Therefore, there must be a substance that is a substratuin Yet this

quality does not belong to such observable things as eadiuke they
have for qualities tepidity to the touch not produced by ingatHence,
the thing that has this quality must be air. Thus speaks thge¥ia.

(K66.16-19)

To appreciate Kamkagomin’s elucidation of this argument, we must bear
in mind the following. First, the Sanskrit noun “sgaf means touch or con-
tact. It also means not only the sense of touch but also anyiberceptible
through the sense of touch, including heat, cold, smoo#hredtness, etc.
No single English word has precisely this last meaning. Tosest approx-
imation is the English adjective “tactual,” which means twofrelating to the
sense of the organs of touch : derived from or producing timsat®n of
touch” (Webster’s Third International Unabridged), whigk use as a noun
to mean the quality that produces the sensation of touch.ederywhat is
meant by the noun “sp&a” in the argument, as made clear by Kaagomin,
is still narrower than a quality that produces the sensatfd@auch. It is rather
a kind of quality, namely, tepidity to the touch, or, morelilly, the property
of being neither hot nor coldaiushasta) to the touch.

In addition, the belief was that earth is naturally cool amat it becomes
tepid to the touch only through heating. Air, in contrastsvibelieved to be
naturally tepid to the touch. The argument, then, is thigrigquality inheres
in a substratum. Tepidity to the touch is a quality. It does eaxur natu-
rally in earth. However, it does occur naturally. So, it mostur in another
substratum. Air is inferred to be the substratum in whictcdws naturally.

It is this argument which Digiga rejects as unsound; and it is this argu-
ment which, according to Dharmak, would have to be accepted if one held
the mere non-observation of a counterexample sufficed abkstt the truth
of the major premise of an argument.

4.2.29. Notes to PVSV 20.5

Why, one might wonder, is the \&@ska argument unsound; after all, does
not tepidity to touch meet the condition of being apprehaa8 While te-
pidity does meet the condition of being apprehensible, Diadarti rejects
the argument because one of its crucial premises has notastainlished.
Dharmakrti maintains that it cannot be established that tepidityauch is
excluded from earth in general. As Dharnmdiknotes, all kinds of tactuals
are observed among such earthy things as cotton bolls,ssémebuds. How
can we be sure, then, that some kind of earthy thing does mettbpidity to
touch naturally? If this uncertainty cannot be laid to resg cannot exclude
tepidity to touch from all earth.
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4.2.30. Notes to PVSV 20.6 _

Dharmakrti draws to a close his critical assessment&vfarasena’s view that
mere non-observation of a counterexample to the truth ofrthr premise
is sufficient for knowledge of its truth.

4.2.31. Notesto PVSV 21.1

Dharmakrti’s rejection of ISvarasena’s view is that the latter's view makes
the major premise of an inference liable to being false, it turn, leaves
open the possibility that the conclusion of an inferencehtiig false. In other
words, as long as the major premise is liable to inductivie, asd hence is
susceptible of being false, the conclusion of the inferéa@so susceptible
of being false.

In the preceding discussion, Dharnwdikhas looked at the problem of
inductive risk from the point of view of the observation ofsebhces. Now
he considers the problem from the point of view of observatibpresences.
Thus, he says that, even if all the plants in some given rejawe some
particular property, it does not follow that plants of thadiwill have that
property everywhere (G15.09-16).

4.2.32. Notes to PVSV 21.2

Dharmakrti takes advantage of this formulation of the problem aduo-
tive risk to reject the Mmanmsa claim that the Vedas were not composed by
anyone. His argument is that, in the absence of any speeisbne one must
infer uniformity. Thus, one infers that sentences unifgrnelsult from human
articulatory efforts.

Having stated this argument, Dharnmaikwishes to forestall the accusa-
tion of inconsistency. On the one hand, he maintains thatzat lone person,
namely the Buddha, has special mental qualities, such @emisand dispas-
sion. Yet, he has denied that one can know that someone hiagjgatities
either by direct perception—for we do not have direct petwa@mccess to the
mental states of others—or by inference—for there is no &mprrelation
between people’s behavior, including verbal behavior,thed mental states.
On the other hand, Dharmat denies that there are any statements that are
of non-human origin. Rather, he maintains that all sentehe&e essentially
the same nature, namely, that of being produced by artayl&ifforts.

Both cases seem to be the same. No one’s mental states areablrse
and there is no behavior, even verbal behavior, whereby analistinguish
those who are wise and dispassionate from those who areimoiai®y, being
unproduced is not a property that can be observed and theathimg about
statements whereby one could distinguish allegedly unmed statements
from produced ones. Yet, Dharmak maintains, in the first instance, that
we can know that some person, namely the Buddha, has spaodserv-
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able qualities and, in the second instance, that no statsnhane special,
unobservable qualities.

Since Dharmaikti’'s reasoning is rather compressed, we lay it out in dletai
He first asserts:

In contrast, it is not the case that human beings have no stisting
special cause by which it could be inferred from a similairitpnly some
respect, such as speaking, that there is a similarity in athef given]
respect. (G15.19-21)

He gives three principal reasons. The first reason is thegrdift causal
totalities gives rise to different effects, and in partanuldifferent training
gives rise to different mental qualiti€.

[1.1] Because differences are observed in all [mental]ities] since it
is admitted that differences [in mentality] are due to difeces in habit
[and] [1.2] because there is the presence of other [mentitigs] also
similiar to that [habit]. (G15.21-23)

The second reason is that we have no reason to think that ey giental
quality does not arise. For example, there is no reasonrk that dispassion
does not arise. After all, there is no way to rule it out eithgiperception or
by inference. Since it is unobservable, it cannot be ruledbguperception;
nor is it known to be incompatible with anything observal¢.the same
time, there is no effect that is invariably connected withgian. So, it cannot
be ruled out by inference.

[2] Because there is no evidence countering the inferendhedf pres-
ence, [2.1.1] because there is no observation of dispassidn2.1.2]
because there is no establishing a relation between a meeaogrdering
and what is to be countered through what is unobserved, a?jd@cause
there is no invariable effect of such things as passion. (ZB8E25)

The third reason is that special qualities such as dispass@munobserv-
able and hence undeniable.

[3] Because even when specific properties are present, $edaus
impossible to observe them, it is not appropriate to disntism.
(G15.25-16.01)

Now, the question arises: can thariamsaka mount a similar argument
to establish his claim that the sentences of the Vedas hatieman author?
In particular, the Mmarmsaka might claim that just as one cannot deny that
the mental states differ among humans so one cannot dengehtgnces
differ among themselves. In other words, thenMmsaka could assert that
one has no more reason to deny that some human being is dis@deghan
one has to deny that some sentences have not been createchéy beings.
Dharmakrti rejects such a contention, maintaining that while harbaings
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have qualities, namely mental states, which cannot be wbddry others,
sentences only have qualities that can be observed.

Dharmakrti strengthens his counterargument with four furthemgmi To
begin with, he preempts a counterclaim by therdnsaka that Vedic sen-
tences have an unobservable quality that distinguishes fham ordinary
sentences. Dharmak maintains it is self-contradictory to hold that an un-
observable quality distinguishes Vedic sentences from\famtic sentences;
after all, what can it mean to distinguish two kinds of senésnon the basis
of an unobservable differentiating qualities? Next, Dralami asserts that
any of the observable differences found among Vedic seatecan be found
among non-Vedic sentences. Third, he holds that sentebegy] sounds,
are perceptible, and hence, do not have a nature that is¢eyée. Finally,
he preempts a Mhamsaka counterclaim that one fails to observe the special
gualities of Vedic sentences because one is deluded intiogféd see them.
Rather, maintains Dharmak, there is no reason to think that there is delu-
sion, since delusion cannot be established without a dogrthat overcomes
the delusion.

4.2.33. Notes to PV 22

Here, Dharmaikti comes to the fifth unsound inference that would have to be
accepted as sound, were the dissociation to consist in noerelpservation.
Dharmakrti’s position, as expressed in the verse, seems to beifhain-
apprehension of the self and non-apprehension of conswsasin clay
cannot show that the self does not exist and that the claytisamscious,
thena fortiori it cannot establish the absence of counterexamples torgaive
claims. Dharmaikti also alludes to the Vagska’s acceptance of the existence
of the self and the Lakyatta’s acceptance of the existence of consciousness
in clay. In the commentary, he addresses their argumentglaaswarguments
adduced by the &nkhyas for the existence of curds in milk.

4.2.34. Notes to PVSV 22.1

Dharmakrti begins with the Va&eska’'s acceptance of the existence of the
self. He asserts that it is inconsistent of him to hold on the band that
non-observation is a means of knowledge, and to maintairhermther the
existence of the self; after all, the self is not observable.

4.2.35. Notes to PVSV 22.2

Dharmakrti considers an objection: namely, that his rejectiorhefVaseska
argument for the existence of the sefitthar) and his acceptance of the
Buddhist argument for the existence of the sense faculteesnaonsistent.
According to the Vaeska, people experience various mental states such
as happiness. These states must reside in something. Thatrsog must

be the self &tmar). According to the Buddhists, consciousness comes and
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goes. Hence, it is dependent on something. That somethisgbeuhe sense
faculties.

Dharmakhrti replies that there is no inconsistency, for the two anguts
are crucially different in what is to be established. Therfer argument is
intended to establish not only that there is something thahé locus of
mental states but that that in which such states as happiesisie is iden-
tical with some antecedently accepted entity, namely tlife wbereas the
latter argument is intended to establish only that therersething on which
consciousness depends, and not that that on which conseggigepends is
identical with some antecedently accepted entity.

Dharmakrti strengthens the rejection of the ¥aika argument for the ex-
istence of the self. He points out that, for the 3égka to reject the argument
that, because the self is not observed, it does not existuseadmit that the
failure to observe the self is not evidence that it does nist.ekhis admission,
a fortiori, entails that no dissociation can be established with mspethe
self, which means that no sound inference to the conclubiatthe self exists
can be made.

4.2.36. Notes to PVSV 22.3
Dharmakrti turns to the second case mentioned in the verse. Aaogrdi
to Dharmalrti, the Lokayata is inconsistent in his reliance upon non-
observation as a means of knowledge. On the one hand, hethatdspeech
excludes omniscience, even though omniscience is not samethat can
be observed; yet, on the other hand, he holds that earth diesxalude
consciousness, though consciousness is not observedhn ear

Finally, Dharmalkti turns to a third case, one not mentioned in the verse.
The Samkhya hold that that composite things are for others, ekengh
many composite things do not so appear, while he also hoidsrihk does
not exclude curds, even though curds are not observed in milk

4.2.37. Notes to PVSV 22.4

In the preceding two paragraphs, Dharnnthas pointed out three schools
of thought that have theses based on inconsistent appe@isiiobservation.
Now, without warning, he undertakes to address bamhya theses in a
little more detail. On the one hand, Dharnmdikrejects the @mkhya thesis
that composite things are for the sake of others, pointinghai being for the
sake of others places no restriction on being compositerkete considers
a reply from the @mkhya to his assertion that curds are not observed in
milk. According to the latter, the claim that curds exist ifkriollows from
the general thesis, as explained by Katagomin (K74.08-09), that nothing
arises from anything that has no potential to producgati(yaj janane na
Saktamna tasya tata utpattir yath &libijad yaafikurasya.
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Dharmakhrti rejects this argument with an argument @ductio ad ab-
surdum(prasanhga). He claims, to begin with, that the potentiality to produce
curds is either identical with them or completely differé&am them. On the
one hand, should the potential to pruduce curds be the sartie awrds,
then, being the same as the curds, which are visible, thefomtshould, in
the same way, be visible. But the potential is not visible.t@nother hand,
should the potential be different from the curds, then whyftisat, when the
potential exists, curds exist? Dharnmd@kconcludes that the statement that
curds exist in milk is metonymical, based on the milk's pt&igdrto produce
curds.

4.2.38. Notes to PVSV 23.1

Having shown in detail how non-observation fails to estibthe dissociation
required to establish the truth of the major premise of tlassital Indian
syllogism, Dharmaikkti turns to his own view. This discussion spans verses
23-25 and its accompanying commentary.

Dissociation, according to Dharmiait, consists in this: whenever the
property to be established is ruled out, the establishirapgaty is ruled
out. This requires that the property to be establishedicegtri,/yam) the
establishing property. Dharmak claims that two relations impose such a
restriction, the relation of having something for a natuesidtmyg and the
relation of arising from somethingadutpatt). Dharmakrti elaborates a little
on how these relations underpin dissociation.

To understand what Dharmak is saying, let us begin by turning our
attention to the example he alludes to in his commentary (@}7Consider
the sentence “this shinshapa is a treg/an Sinsapa vrksah bhavat). In
this sentence, the expression “this shinshapaing Sinsap) picks out some
thing, the expression “treeV(ksah) picks out a natureatman, svabava) and
the sentence ascribes the nature to the thing. Now, thislslra could not be
present were its nature not present. Thus, generalizingyrBdirti wonders
rhetorically: how can anything be present in the absencts ofature?

It is this sentence that is Dharmaks commentarial paraphrase of the
first half of the PV 23. Even with this paraphrase, it is stilt nbvious how the
sentence in the verse says this. To begin with, for the sakeetér, presum-
ably, Dharmalti has omitted to modify the word “nature$yablava) with
“being ruled out” fivartammanah). In addition, the restrictive modifier he does
introduce, “tanmatrasanbandhali, is somewhat difficult to construe. The
problem lies in both the form and the meaning of the tésambandhaty
On occasion, for example at G18.15, Dharmthkas used it as a synonym of
“pratibandhah” itself short for his technical terffsvabhavapratibandhah
(natural relation). But this cannot be the relevant sense, lom pain of cir-
cularity of explanation, for what Dharmat is seeking to explain is how
the two (natural) relations serve as a basis for the restiatecessary for
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sound inferences. A better candidate for the meanirigasbandhali is the
meaning of dependence, which Dharnttikhas expressed commonly with a
cognate of'sambandhalf namely,“anubandha” (dependence). Indeed, he
will shortly use precisely the expressittanmatranubandii (depending on
nothing more than that) as a modifier“sfabhava” (G18.19)°

Even having adopted this meaning, it is still difficult to etme
the noun “sambandhali. Note, however, that the parallel expression
“tanmatranubandif has the adjectival fornfanubandh™ for the cog-
nate “anubandhal” Note also that Karakagomin (K74.19-20) glosses
“sambandhati with the perfect passive participfsambaddha,” itself an
adjectival form. In fact, Manorainandin read$sambaddha,’ as apparently
does the Tibetan translator.

4.2.39. Notes to PVSV 23.2

Dharmakrti then goes on to assert that the causation relation miposes the
same restriction. Because the two natural relations bitogitethe restriction
of the establishing property, or evidence, by the estadiih property, he
concludes that the exclusion of the absence of one propgttyebabsence of
the other is due to one or other of these two natural rela({@i5.07).

4.2.40. Notes to PVSV 25.1

Dharmakrti concludes his discussion of how the two natural retatiguar-

antee dissociation saying: “it is only through a naturahtieh that evidence
makes known what is establishable” (G17.12), by which hemmaeaf course,

that knowledge of a natural relation, together with knowkedf the presence
of the establishing property, brings about knowledge ofgtesence of the
establishable property.

One oddity should be noted. When Dharnalirst introduced the two
natural relations (G3.09-4.04), he used the expressi@asitpatti” (aris-
ing from something) antt adatmya” (having something for a nature). Here,
however, he uses the expressitaglutpatti” and“tadbhava.” The question
arises: how are the ternfisadatmya” and“tadbhava” related?

Let us first consider the grammatical provenience of the esgion
“tadbhava”. Recall the sentence “this shinshapa is a tregdr( Sinsam
vrksah bhavat). Its nominalization is “this shinshapa'’s being a treasygh
Simsapyah vrksabhavah or asyah Sinmsapayah vrksatvan). The form of this
sentence is “this thing’'s being thatadgya tadbhvah. Thus, one way for
Dharmakhrti to refer to the relation which underlies the truth of i pred-
icating sentences is by the Sanskrit nominal compditadbhava,” which
names the relation of being something.

Next, let us consider the provenience of the expresdiadatmya” (hav-
ing something as its nature). We turn again to the senterie Shinshapa
is a tree” (yam Sinsapa vrksah bhavati”). It can be restated using the term
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“nature” (@tman, svabava): “this shinshapa has a tree for its naturg/afn
Siméam vrksaatman or iyam Sinsapa vrksasvablava). Such sentences have
the form “this has that for its natureitam tadatmaor idam tatsvabhvan). If
one then nominalizes such a sentence, one obtains “thgggHiaving that for
its nature” or “this thing’s having the nature of thatisya adatmyamor asya
tatsvablavai). Thus, another way for Dharma to refer to the relation that
underlies the truth of simple predicating sentences is eysénskrit nominal
compound't adatmya,” which names the relation of having something for its
nature.

It is worthwhile to point out that the Sanskrit expressitatsvabhava” is
ambiguous between this and its converse. Thus, one can aayhth tree
is the nature of the&imsam (vrksah Sinmsapasvablavah); or one can say
that theSiméapa has a tree for its naturesiméap vrksasvablava, where
“vr ksaasvablava” is abahuvihi compound). Thus'tatsvabhava,” as a sim-
ple karmadlarya compound, means “the nature of something,” and as a
bahuvihi compound, means “having something for its nature.” Theslatt
meaning is also the meaning of the expressioft aflatmya” (G4.02), where
“atman” has the sense dkvabhava,” or nature. Finally, we come to the
expressiorftadbhava,” which can mean being somethingdbhava), that is,
being what something .

4.2.41. Notes to PVSV 26-7

Dharmakrti turns from an explanation of how the two natural relatiander-

pin dissociation to a discussion of the purpose of the statésof precedent.
To effect this transition, Dharmaii asserts that the statements of precedent
in a syllogism show the indispensability of the establisbégiyoperty to the
evidence. The indispensability, of course, rests on thenataral relations.

In verses 26 and 27 and their commentary, Dhanntiakirns to the state-
ment of the precedentl{stantavacani*! Before treating his discussion, one
must be aware of some conventions that Dhannmiskbides by but to which
he does not alert the reader. As we noted in the backgrounidis€4.1), the
statement of precederdrtantavacan comprises a universal statement, or
major premise, and the mention of an instance of the univstatement.
Following the practice already put in place by Daga (Katsura, 2004),
Dharmakrti refers to the statement of precedemitsfantavacang metonymi-
cally as the precedend(stanta) and he refers to the instance of the universal
statement as a substratuasfayg.

Dharmakrti only hints at the fundamental assumption underlying hi
discussion of the statement of the precedent. The assumipttbat the pur-
pose of the statement of the observed precedent, that islabsical Indian
syllogisms’s major premise, is to get the person to whomyhtiegism is ad-
dressed to grasp the natural relation. (For the hints, s@el@and G18.12%§
Since the point of a statement of precedent in a syllogisra rmake known

pvsv_11-38.tex; 29/04/2008; 13:48; p.58



Dharmakrti on causation and inference 59

the relevant natural relation, only as much need be said aerteey it. In
the case of those for whom the natural relation is not alreadyind, it is
sufficient to state the major premise part of the statemeptexfedent (verses
26-27ab)* In the case of those who already have the natural relatioririd,m
the experts, the statement of observed precedent can bedifvierse 27cd).

It may be worth noting in passing that it is puzzling why Dhakmti
refers here to what should be said to help an interlocutoerstand a point.
One would normally expect that a consideration of what kiofdfings need
to be said in an argument belongs properly to the topic ofémfee for oth-
ers pararthanunana and would have no relevance to inference for oneself
(svarthanumana). Why would Digraga or Dharmalkti carefully separate the
two kinds of inference and then fail to observe the separatio

4.2.42. Notes to PVSV 28.1

It was stated above that the two forms of the major premisearapositives
of one another. Contrapositives are logically equivalétgre, Dharmaiti
undertakes to show that the two forms are equivalent, th& say, that
knowing the truth of one, onipso factoknows the truth of the other. This
too is a view Dharmakti ascribes to Digaga (G18.17).

Since Dharmakti grounds their equivalence in the natural relations, he
undertakes to show their equivalence by discussing firstelagion of being
something (G18.19-19.01) and then the relation of beinguaecaf some-
thing (G19.01-12). In both cases, Dharnmtikclaims that each form of the
major premise follows from the other; after all, the two feref the major
premise mean, or pick out, the very same state of affaithd).

4.2.43. Notes to PVSV 28.2

Dharmakrti explains how one arrives at the contrapositive of a ersal
statement whose universality is based on the relation afgbeomething,
taking as his example the well-known Buddhist claim that teter is com-
posite is impermanent. Dharmak seems to believe that people perceive the
nature of things. Thus, for example, when one sees a shiashap sees that
its nature is that of a tree. Since nothing can exist withisuature, it follows
that if there is no tree, then there is no shinshapa.

4.2.44. Notes to PVSV 28.4

Dharmakrti (G19.12-15) considers an objection, whose exact conte

somewhat murky. Here is the gist of the passage, followimgetkposition

of Karnakagomin. In hidHetucakranirraya, Dignaga noted that audibility is
a property of nothing but sound. That being the case, it igmtbsom all

loci other than the locus sound—both those that have theepopf perma-

nence and those that have the property of impermanencesféheit cannot
be known whether audibility is associated with permanertgermanent
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things. Since it cannot be known whether audibility is asded with perma-
nent or impermanent things, it also cannot be known whetine aognition
is the effect of a permanent cause or an impermanent one.rdisiss the
possible objection that if aural cognition is not the effgfotither a permanent
cause or an impermanent cause, then it must not exist attakkiabsence of
both a permanent and an impermanent cause. But surely, sarsBhrti,

it is not the case that aural cognition does not exist at flutely exists,
but one cannot be certain whether it arises as an effect ofragment or an
impermanet cause, since one cannot establish to what hiydibrestricted.
Therefore, reasoning that appeals to evidence that is ertmthe locus in
which one is trying to establish another property in incaside.

Dharmakrti has just argued for contraposition for inferences freffiect.
One expects, then, that he will here consider a problem tisgsafrom his
view that association and dissociation are equivalent. gassibility is that,
though holding this equivalence, he will be forced to admisaund an in-
ference that he does not wish to admit as sound. Now, we knatDigraga
wished to rule out inferences in which the evidential propérety is unique
to and co-extensive with the subject of the inferermaké). One such case is
audibility. Nothing can be inferred about sound from itsiaidy. The reason
given by Digraga is that it fails the condition that there be an associatio
(anvayg between the evidence and the establishable property ibjaciike
locus Gapaks).

4.2.45. Notes to PV 29-30
Up to now, Dharmakti has discussed inferences based on the relation of
being something and the relation of being a cause of sonmethirihe course
of this discussion, he has made clear that the two forms obmpaemises
are equivalent, one being the contrapositive of the otheusThe has made
clear that, if wherever the establishing property exidtg, property to be
established exists, then wherever the property to be estaldldoes not exist,
then establishing property does not exist. This shows hawledge of the
two natural relations serves also to ground inferences &hosclusions are
negative, that is, give rise to knowledge of things that artetime case.
Dharmakhrti returns, then, to the topic of non-apprehensianupalabdh),
which he had touched upon earlier (vv. 3—6 and the commerntemgto).
The most basic form of non-apprehension is that where songgtthough
perceptible, is not perceived. Dharmdkhas claimed that this is a form of
inference; to wit, if a perceptible thing is not perceivedganay infer that it
is not present. He goes on to show how this form of inferenodesextended
to other forms of inference involving absences. In paréiculvhen the object
of non-apprehension is a cause or a pervader, one can thapablude that
its effect or the pervaded thing is not present. Furtheranfees can be made
by taking into consideration exclusion.
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4.2.46. Notes to PV 31-2

As Dharmaleti says in his commentary to the two verses, they provide a
transition between the previous discussion and a new tdjie.first verse
summarizes the preceding discussion, which began at v8rseoAcluding
that the restriction which ensures the truth of the majomise of a sound
inference is based either on the relation of being somethiran the relation

of being a cause of something, and not based on mere obseneatd non-
observation. The second verse supports the conclusioregdrttvious verse

by arguing byreductio ad absurdunthat, without these relations, what is
picked out by the terms of the major premise would be as urined, one

by the other. As Karakagomin (88.25-89.02) elaborates, should there be no
relation of arising, then in what would consist the necgsgastriction of the
existence of one thing by another; or, in what would congistriecessary
restriction of a property-possessor to a property, shdwddotoperty have for

its cause something different from the cause of its posseasave find in the
case of the dye of a cloth, where the cause of the dye is différem the
cause of the cloth?

4.2.47. Notes to PVSV 33.1

In this section, Dharmaki turns to the problem of the relationship between
a nature and its possessor. In the first half of verse 33, Ddiartinasserts

a second absurd consequence which would follow, should ishdenoted
by the terms of the major premise of a sound argument not la¢eteby
either the relation of being the cause of something or bydlaion of being
something, namely, that a nature and its possessor wouldtively distinct,
for they would have different causes.

In the immediately ensuing commentary, Dharmtakries to show how
this second absurd consequence follows. Dharrti@kiduces two supporting
metaphysical claims. The first is that whenever a naturesriso does its
possessor. Though he does not say so here, he also holdshbatwer a
nature perishes, so does its possessor. So, in fact, his ih#sat a nature and
its possessor are coeval. The second claim is that a natliesgorossessor do
not have different causes, that is, that a nature and itepssshave precisely
the same causes.

(7) a. Anature and its possessor are coeval. (G20.20)

b. A nature and its possessor have precisely the same causes.
(G20.20-21)

The next sentence introduces two more commonsense meitzgdren-
ciples, apparently in support of the two principles set outhe previous
sentencé? The first is that the difference between things consists @ir th
having incompatible properties. This principle can beidiggiished into two:
if a andb have incompatible properties (simultaneously), then trey(nu-
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merically) distinct; and, it andb do not have incompatible properties, then
they are (numerically) identical. The former follows frohretontic version
of the law of non-contradiction; the latter seems to be tmesas Leibniz's
principle of the identity of indiscernibles, which holdstlthings are different
from one another if and only if one has a property the otheraatd® The
second commonsense metaphysical principle is that thirgslifferent if
their causes are different. As Kakagomin points out (89.11-12), different
causes means different causal totalifies.

(8) a. aandbare numerically identical if and only if they have the same
properties. (G20.21)

b. Every difference in causes implies a difference in effect
(G20.21-2)

Dharmakrti does not explain, however, how the principles in (7)dol
from those in (8). In fact, it is not obvious that they do. bed, he seeks to
justify these last two principles with an argumentrbguctio ad absurdum

Dharmakrti seems to think that, from the denial of the last two pifhes
above, these four absurd consequences follow:

(9) a. nothing would be different from anything (G20.23);
b. there would be but one thing (G20.23);

c. everything would arise at the same time and everythingldvou
perish at the same time.(G20.24); and,

d. everything would need everything else.

One could plausibly argue that the claim in (9a) follows framenial of (8a);
after all, if the incompatibility of properties did not déffentiate the things
of which they are properties then what would? And clearlg,¢taim in (9b)
follows from the claim in (9a). Of course, were there only ¢imag, then only
one thing would arise and only one thing would perish. Moezpif there
were only one thing, when the only thing there is arises, harg arises,
and when the only thing there is perishes, everything pesigt the same
time. But it is mysterious why Dharmaki goes on to infer that everything
would need everything, for, by his chain of reasoning, hedoagluded that
there is only one thing.

The remainder of the section is even less clear. We leavehetoeader to
draw his own conclusions as to what Dharnmaknight be saying.

4.2.48. Notes to PVSV 33.2

Dharmakrti entertains an objection to the view he set out earliet§@9),
namely, that whatever is composite is impermanent. Relatljust above,
Dharmakrti supported his view that a nature and its possessor argigl
(7) with two principles: that a nature and its possessor asval (8a) and
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that a nature and its possessor have the same causes (8lopj&tigon that
Dharmakrti considers is this: impermanence cannot be the natuagtuhg,
since a thing and impermanence, even if they have the sanses;aare not
coeval, for athing such as a pot comes into existence befoimapermanence
arises.

Dharmakrti’s reply is to claim that something’s impermanence does
arise subsequent to the arising of the thing itself, for, fgri@s, they are
identical. If they are identical, then why is the very sanmiadhreferred to as
a property and as a property-possessor and why does thegropanper-
manence not appear simultaneously with its possessordkati defers
his answer to the first question to a later section, not teadlhere. He turns,
instead, to the second question.

In replying to the second objection, Dharnmdikreconstrues imperma-
nence, the property of not abiding forevanitya@), as the property of being
momentary, that is, the property of abiding but a momé&srasthit). He
then must explain how it is that many things do not seem to beembary.
The appearance, he maintains, results from the fact thdhithgs that seem
to be non-momentary are indeed momentary, but so closedyniggg one
another that one fails to distinguish between them. It iy evihen the dif-
ference between one momentary thing and its successor namémng are
quite different that one infers the impermance of things.

Dharmakhrti tries to make the view that all things are momentary, enor
plausible, in spite of appearances, by two analogies.,Fiestholds, as he
reiterates here, that the nature of a cause is to producdfets.eyet, one
can observe the cause without observing the effect. Seberfihlds that one
infers a cause from its effect. Yet again, one can observefaat avithout
observing its cause.

Neither of these analogies is convincing, however. In diagnthat some-
thing such as a pot is momentary, Dharmmtiknust explain away one’s belief
and one’s perception that the pot persists for more than agnbrBut one’s
perception with respect to causes and their effects areheosame. When
one infers the existence of a cause from the observatios effect, one does
not thereby come to perceive or observe the cause. In othelswour belief
in the existence of the cause is not such that it imposes tleepial illusion
of its existence. But this is what is supposed to take placarvame perceives
a series of momentary things: the illusion is imposed tha isrnfacing an
abiding thing. Similarly, when one perceives a cause, eévand knows what
effect the cause is a cause of, no perception of the effesgsari

4.2.49. Notes to PVSV 33.3

Having attempted to address the objection that things beiomentary is
contrary to direct observation, Dharmekputs forth an argument bygductio
ad absurdunto support the conclusion that impermanence is identicti wi
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that which is impermanent. The argument is difficult to falland unfor-
tunately, Karmkagomin’s commentary to it is missing. The following is an
attempt to make it clear.

Suppose that impermanence and that which is impermanenbaiden-
tical. Then, by the metaphysical principle that a nature #ésgossessor
have the same causes (8b), they have different causes. kgstimt what
is impermanent has at least one cause, then impermanentz veve either
different causes or no causes at all. In either case, thahwhimpermanent
would not need impermance, since, having different cautkeg,are distinct.
(G21.13-14)

Having concluded that impermanence and that which impeemtaare
identical, Dharmakti goes on to argue that the universal impermanence does
not exist. After all, he thinks, ifimpermanence and thatahtis impermanent
are identical, there is no need for the universal impermemelistinct from
that which is impermanent (G21.15-16). In addition, he esgwven if the
universal impermanence is possessed by that which is ingyemnt, the uni-
versal, being unchanging, does not arise when the impemh#éneag arises
(G21.16-17). The implication seems to be, though it is raiestby Dharma-
kirti, that the universal impermanence, not being coevah \iti possessor,
cannot be its nature.

4.2.50. Notes to PVSV 33.4-5
Again, the reader is confronted with another utterly obsqassage. Again,
Karnakagomin’s commentary to it is missing.

The argument set out in this passage is an argumergdugctio ad absur-
dum in which Dharmalkti seems to return to the objection raised earlier that
the property of impermanence and the thing which has it medtistinct,
since the thing arises first and its property of impermananises only later.
The conclusion which Dharmaki seems to be aiming at, though he does not
state it, is that, if one adopts this view, the argument basethe claim that
every composite thing is impermanent would not be sound.

Recall that a consequence of the view that a thing’s impeemea arises
only after the thing has arisen implies that a thing and iggarmanence are
distinct. Recall also that Dharmat admits only two relations to underpin
the truth of the classical Indian syllogism’s major premiges relation of
being a cause and the relation of being something. Shouldacoept the
soundness of the argument based on all composite thingg ipepermanent,
then, since impermanence and a composite thing are, by sitipppdistinct,
the truth of the major premise of the argument would have tbdsed on
the relation of effect and cause, for otherwise, to paragggh@aharmalkti
(G21.18-19), there being no relation between them, onedawat infer the
latter from the former.
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Now, since the relation of being a cause is the only relatietwben dis-
tinct things which underpins the truth of the major premiseust be that
a composite thing and its nature, impermanence, are relatealch other as
cause and effect. But impermanence cannot be the cause obthgosite
thing whose nature it is, since the opponent holds that impeence arises
only after the composite thing arises and causes do not aftisetheir ef-
fects (verse 33c; G21.21-22). Nor can it be that the compdling is the
cause and impermanence its effect, since, as Dhartnais already argued
(at verse 7), one cannot infer from cause to effect (G21.2p-phus, the
argument based on impermanence of all composite thingsdwatl longer
be sound.

4.2.51. Notes to PV 34.1

Having maintained that what underpins the indispensgt{givinabhava) re-
lation is one or the other of the two natural relations, thatien of effect and
cause Karya-karana-bhava) and the relation of being somethingttbhava)

or of having something for a nature@latmyg, Dharmakrti asks the question
of how one knows that fire is indispensable to smoke. His angsyixven in
the first half of the verse, is rather enigmatic. He says: doee smoke is the
effect of fire in compliance with the property of an effect'nidrtunately, no
help is forthcoming from Karakagomin, as that portion of his commentary
is missing.

It seems that, once again, Dharméikpermits ontic terms to do duty for
epistemic terms. If this is so, then what he is saying is thie knows that
fire is indispensable to smoke because one knows that smike ésfect of
fire; and one knows that smoke is the effect of fire, becaus&koows that
smoke conforms to the definition of being an effect.

To see what Dharmaki has in mind, let us avail ourselves of the second
version of the definition of causation stated in the Backgdosection (4.1),
formulated from the point of view of the effect:

DEFINITION 4 (Being an effect).eis the effect oty A - - - AC, if and only if
(1) if cy A - - - A C, Obtains, there obtains; (2) ifc; A - - - A ¢, does not obtain,
e does not obtain.
This definition can be rendered into Sanskrit or English devis:

yesl satsu yad asti yesn ekasmin api asati na asti tad tasyarkam

That which exists, when some things exist, but does not,extstn even
one of them is absent, is their effect.

Formulated in terms of what is apprehended and what is tidoetwn,
one arrives at the following:

yeam upalambhe tad-laksam anupalabdham yad upalabhyate. tatra
elabhave api na upalabhyate. tad tasyariam niScitam.
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That which, not having been apprehended, is apprehendest ighcon-
ditions have been apprehended, [but] is not apprehendezh eten one
of them is absent, is ascertained to be their effect.

With the exception of the word “ascertained to beisgitan), these are pre-
cisely Dharmakti’s own words?’ This conformity, Dharmakti concludes,
is met is the case of smoke and fire. It is, of course, very aimtal Mill’s joint
method of agreement and differerf@ayhich states:

If two or more instances in which the phenomenon occurs hsare
circumstance in common, while two or more instances in witicloes
not occur have nothing in common save the absence of thainairc
stance, the circumstance in which alone the two sets ofrinetadiffer
is the effect, or the cause, or an indispensable part of theecaof the
phenomenon. (Mill, 184300k Il chapter 8.4)

4.2.52. Notes to PV 34.2

In the second half of the verse, Dharnmméikasserts that any factar;, which

is absent when an effeetis present, is not a causal factor for the evern
other words, any eventsande, which fail to satisfy the second clause of his
definition of causation, are such ttais not a causal factor @&. Indeed, this
clause is equivalent to denying the possibility that a paldir event can have
a plurality of total causes.

From this denial of the possibility of an event having a plityaf causes,
Dharmakrti appears to wish to conclude that the relation of beinguase
can be apprehended in one episode of apprehension. YetyakHame has
shown in sections six and seven of Ais enquiry into human understanding
no number of observations, let alone a single observatian,ever estab-
lish unequivocally the existence of a causation relatidinolaservation can
establish is a correlation of events.

In the remainder of the section, Dharnmaikseems to intend to show also
that the rejection of his claim in the second half of the versiils that events
are causeless. However, this cannot be shown. What can ba shdhat,
should one accept what Dharmakasserts in the second half of the verse,
then any event thought to have a plurality of causes woulfadt) according
to what Dharmakti maintains, be causeless.

To see how this is so, consider the case mentioned by Kériaaia his
commentary to verses 1004-5 $dintarakita’s Tattvasamgraha According
to him, fever can be abated by the ingestion of any of theioilg three
plants:abhay, dhatn andharitaki. Whenever a fever abates upon the ingest-
ing of any one of these plants, it is the case that the fevebasirgg in the
absence of the ingestion of the other two. According to whiaarihakrti
has said in the second half of the verse, it follows that thateabent of
fever is without a cause, for whenever the abatement of fegeurs upon
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the ingestion, say, of the plaabhaya, one has a case of a fever abates in
the absence of the other two. Hence, neither the ingestiathat nor the
ingestion ofhartak is a cause of the abatement of fever. Similarly, should a
fever abate upon the ingestion diiatn, then neither the ingestion dhatn

nor the ingestion obha is a cause of the abatement of fever.

4.2.53. Notes to PV 34.3

Dharmakrti ended the previous section with an illustration of Hsim that
an effect cannot exist without its cause, saying that sheaidke come to
exist without fire, then fire would not be a cause of smoke. €asan is clear:
such circumstances violate the second clause of his defirgficausation. In
this section, Dharmaki considers the objection that an event might have a
causes of different kinds. In particular, he entertainstiggestion that smoke
might result either from fire or from something other than.file rejects this
possibility by appealing to the second clause of his definitif causation.
His argument can be elaborated as follows: suppose that etime causal
factor, different from fire, together with other causal @stother than fire,
bring smoke about. Then, since fire is a causal factor in miodusmoke, in
those cases where fire does produce smoke, we have a casekef ansong
in the absence of the hypothetical, alternative factors Vivlates the second
clause of his definition of causation.

Of course, Dharmakti’'s reasoning is spurious. The reason is that the
second clause of his definition is equivalent to the deniahefpossibility
of a plurality of total causes. Dharmai's denial of the possibility of a plu-
rality of total causes is question begging. Moreover, higeabto the specific
cause of smoke, where common sense finds it intuitively gduthat there
is no alternative to fire as a causal factor in the productiosnwoke, does
not rule out the possibility that other events might haveseauwof different
kinds. Indeed, as we saw above, such cases were recognaebyeBuddhist
thinkers.

4.2.54. Notes to PV 34.4

Dharmakrti returns still again to the possibility that an event htipave a
plurality of total causes. The objection is raised that thme effect might
have causes of different kinds. And again he denies thaisthie case. This
time, he tries to substantiate the rejection of this polsibivith the first
clause of his definition. However, as stated earlier, thesga of his definition
of causation are obverses of one another and they are, aherédgically
independent of one another.

Without any sentence of transition, Dharmékreturns to the spurious
argument adduced in the preceding section to support tihed@tause of his
definition of causation. This version of the argument is tithe same effects
can have different causes, then effects could not be diffeted, because,
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he claims, there would be no restriction on what can bringfiectabout. If
there is no restriction, then, for any arbitrarily choseeetf either nothing is
its cause or everything is its cause. This, Dharmtakolds, is clearly absurd.
He therefore concludes that what is different and what issdmae among
effects arises from what is different and what is the samengntleeir causes.

This argument is also fallacious. It does not follow from &ard’s arising
from more than one causal totality either that it arises frantausal totality
or that it arises from every causal totality. Not only is Dhakrti's argu-
ment fallacious, the ultimate conclusion he draws exce@&lpremise. The
argument is aeductio ad absurdurof the supposition that the principle that
the same effects have the same causes is false. Yet, hisisimmcfrom the
argument is that both the principle that the same causestheagame effects
and the principle that the same effects have the same caolsks h

It is worth noting that the objection that marks the begigrifthis section
is not signalled with the usual “iti cet” (it might be argudtht). Indeed, the
entire section seems to be a reworking of the previous seddoe wonders
whether it might not be a revision of the previous section.

4.2.55. Notes to PV 35.1

In the verse and ensuing commentary, Dhanmiageeks to deduce a further
absurdity. Recall in section 34.3, he took himself to havenshthat, from
the denial of the second clause of his definition of causatstould the
very same event have allegedly different causes, it woulchibigeless. Here,
Dharmakrti reasons further. Suppose that something is uncaudezh, Tei-
ther it would always exist, since nothing would be lackingife coming into
existence, or it would never exist, since all conditions @aditions for its
non-existence.

Dharmakrti appears to wish to substantiate this reasoning withran a
gument pertaining to things with temporary existence. Hereeturns to a
notion he first introduced at verse 7, namely, the aptitudedltausal totality
has for the effect it gives rise to. According to Dharnmik things whose
existence is temporary come about because the situatigpt i® groduce
them obtain and they do not come about because the situatiorapt to
produce them. If this were not so, things could as well existat exist at
any place and time, something that is clearly false.

We noted that the last section seems to be a revision of thieisgreced-
ing it. Further evidence that this is so comes from the faat the argument
in this section, introduced with the adverb “tath(so), is better taken as
a continuation of the non-disjunctive conclusion reachrethe next to last
section, namely that an event with a different causes isetass, than taken
as a continuation of the disjunctive conclusion of the lasttisn, namely
that an event with a different causes is either causelessutd be caused by
everything.
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4.2.56. Notes to PV 35.2

What is the aptitude to produce some effect? According torBarti, it
is just the causal totality, that is, all those causal fagtamich, when taken
together, give rise to their effect, and nothing else. Frbig, tDharmalkti
concludes, once again, that the causation relation cangretzgnded in one
episode. And he further concludes again that there can biiradity of total
causes.

4.2.57. Notes to PV 35.3

In this passage, Dharmak returns still again to his denial that an event
might have a plurality of total causes. This time his reaspns based on
his view pertaining to natures. A fundamental assumptiodarizy Dharma-
kirti is that distinct things have distinct natures. As we tiered above,
Dharmalirti ascribed to causal totalities natures. It follows rthénat distinct
causal totalities have distinct natures. Since the nafiaeausal totality is its
aptitude to produce its effect, then distinct causal ttgalihave aptitudes to
produce distinct effects. In particular, if the nature of ttausal totality that
includes fire is an aptitude to produce smoke, then the nafutiee causal
totality, in which fire, and perhaps other causal factors,raplaced by other
factors, thereby yielding a different causal totality, miiave an aptitude to
produce a different effect.

This is Dharmakti’s only non-circular argument in favor of the rejec-
tion of the possibility that an effect might have a pluraldf/ total causes.
The argument hinges on a crucial transition from the pldesibetaphysi-
cal principle that distinct things have distinct natureshe less plausible
metaphysical principle that a set of causal conditions lsawvature.

4.2.58. Notes to PV 37.2

Here, Dharmakti makes explicit what was implicit in the preceding pagsa
namely, that itis a causal totality, and not any of its cateszbrs, which has a
causal nature and that it is this totality that is to be irddrirom the existence
of its effect. And because itis the causal totality thatgsiabout the presence
of the effect, all the causal factors have to be presentheget

4.2.59. Notes to PV 37.3

Still again, Dharmakti returns to the question of whether or not an effect
can arise from a plurality of causal totalities. He mentitwg apparent coun-
terexamples: water-lilies, which arise in ponds as wellnasaw dung, and
plaintain trees, which arise from seeds as well as bulbss, Diharmakti
claims, is an artifact of speech, for while different thirgggled water-lilies
and different things called plaintain trees arise fromadtight causal totalities,
those with different causal totalities have different appaces, discernible
by any ordinary person.
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4.2.60. Notes to PV 37.4

Repeatedly, Dharmaiti has rejected the possibility of an effect having a
plurality of causal totalities. As we noted above, Dharmtaknust reject
such a possibility, if one is to be able to infer soundly froffeet to cause.
Dharmakrti also must reject such a possibility, if one is to be abledly on
perception. If two objects of perception have exactly thmeappearance,
then perception would not be a means of knowledge. Thus, lus hbat
distinct objects of percepts must have distinct appeasance

4.2.61. Notes to PV 38

In the summary verse, Dharmaik states that if one thing conforms to an-
other, as required by association and dissociation, thefirst is the effect of
the second. In the final part of the verse, he again deniesa$shility that
an effect might have a plurality of causes.

4.2.62. Notes to PV 38.2

Dharmakrti draws to a close his discussion of how one comes to knaw th
truth of the major premise of the classical Indian syllogishme must ascer-
tain the underlying natural relation. The relation of effacd cause is known
through observation and non-observation, as describegdeals a result of
which, one grasps the relation. And knowing that the retabbtains, one
then knows the truth of the appropriate universal statem@rasping the
relation of effect and cause underlying a universal statensethe only way,
aside from an examination of all cases, that one can be satréhthuniversal
statement is exceptionless.

Notes

1 Gillon favors the translation ofkaryas am ariyas “common effect.”

2 Gillon favors the translation ofsamanyahétas “common cause.” See section 4.2.2
page 36.

3 See section 4.2.3 page 39 for an alternative translation.

4 Here and in later passages, we have used the English “frefidt to try to capture the
sense of atiprasangd. which means a conclusion that goes beyond what is warrdntede
evidence adduced for it.

5 Gillon favors the translation of fantariyakaimas “immediate.” See section 4.2.5
page 40.

6 The Sanskrit here istétpratibandhat We have followed the Tibetan translation afe
la rag las pa yin pa’i phyif” though Gillon prefers our usual translation gfratibandhd as
“connection.”

7 Gnoli traces this quotation to Myamukha.

8 The second sentence does not occur in the Gnoli editionshuentioned in a footnote
as occurring in one of his manuscripts. It is also missindgnenTibetan translation.
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9 Our translation follows Gnoli's reading:ptatyaksb adhasank avyabhic arathe Ti-
betan translation supports G in reading this as a compoundsimggests the analysis
“pratyaksb adhasanka-avyabhic drathich is not supported by K61.11. K supports G and
analyses it as karmadharay@ompound. According to K, this passage refers to the view of
Isvarasena.

10K61.14 explains that the subject of an inference is alwayseshing that is beyond the
range of the senses, and therefore there cannot be a sarsfatio

11 The Tibetan syntax suggests thavftta” is the patient rather than agent or instrument of
“b'adhané but K61.19 does not support this construal.

12 The Tibetan translation does not conform to the Sanskritudigests a reading such as
“niratmakes ghatadis drst adstesu pranadyadarsanat. tannity a ‘atmagatehs in Sankr-
tyayana’s reconstruction (S62.07). This reading is not stpddy any of the manuscripts or
by Karmakagomin's commentary.

13 variant readings: P follows Malvania. G reads$mad adarsane 'py atmanottia-
siddheli’ ommitting “n‘asti kutascin niwih.” K supports P. “atmanonivityasiddhehin G
seems clearly to be a mere typographical error. K supportn@.the Tibetan translation
suggests .. atmano nivtyasiddheh or “... atmanivtyasiddhelf thus supporting P. The
Tibetan omits hrasti kutascin nittih,” thus supporting G.

14The expression KaryasvabhavanupalaBiddoes not occur in the NB. However, the
following two expressions do:Kary anupalabdhiand “svabhavanupalabdhiEach names
a kind of inference. The NB gives as an exampleswéibhav anupalabdhn atra dh'uma
upalabdhilakanapraptasy anupalabdtietAs an example ofkary anupalabdhiNB offers
“nehapratibaddhas am arthy ani dh'umakiiraanti dh'umabh av at.

15The term here issamsk ara.”In the passage above this term was used with reference to
the preparation of soil for cultivation; here it refers t@ tbtombination of mental work and
articulation that a person must do before speaking.

16 \lerses 26-28 and the accompanying commentary are trachstatteinkellner (2004,
236-244).

17 Verses 34-37 and the accompanying commentary are trashstaf2unne (2004, 335—
338).

18TheTmemnnan§mmndwwesmersvnnodamnsmmbampoﬁheﬁmﬂﬁwhmh
ends here.

19 Nyayamukhe 13;Pramarasamuccayah. 4, v. 5, both cited in Katsura (2004, 137—138).
20 Hayes (1980) and Oetke (1994) present discussions ofdgiin which it is claimed
that only the proposition statingyatirekais formulated as a universal proposition, while the

statement ohnvayais a existential proposition. Hayes (1988) qualified hisitpms following
discussions with Katsura, whose position is articulatedhitous writings. See Katsura (2000)
for an example of his rejection of the Hayes1980-Oetke josifThis is not the place to go
into the details of that dispute. Suffice it to say that in tigedssion that follows, an attempt
will be made to note when we are talking about the Oetke vieighaga and when we are
talking about the Katsura view.

21 A fuller discussion of this can be found in Hayes (1988, 118}1

22 That is, one cannot derive “Sorvfeis B” from “All non- A is non-B,” unless one assumes
that the terms are non-vacuous, that is, unless one asshatéldre is at least on®and one
B. So, for example, one cannot derive “Some things that areansis are unicorns” from
“Everything that is not in Kansas is a non-unicorn” unless establishes that there is at least
one unicorn. If it turns out that there is at least one unictinen, obviously, if everything
outside Kansas fails to be a unicorn, at least one thingensaehsas must succeed in being a
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unicorn. On the Hayes1980-Oetke reading of @iga, the purpose of the statemenan¥aya
is to establish that the terms in the universal negativegsibipn are not vacuous.

23 The induction domain is the set of all loci except the one sothat is the subjecpéks)
of inference,

24 \Were thetrir upahetuandhetucakrafully equivalent, then the middle case of the middle
column would be a case where the corresponding inferencauiwls Digraga does not con-
sider it sound. To understand the issues at stake and theoeersty to which it gave rise see
Tillemans, 1990 and Tillemans, 2004. See also our discustdid.2.44.

25 See the citations in Inami (1999, 134). See also Lasic (1999)

26 From the point of view of propositional logie, —» £ and—a — —p are obverses of
one another; while from the point of view of categorical prsitions,All A's are BandAll
non-A’s are non-B’are obverses of one another

”meﬂmpdmowaMpmmmmmmeM;»ﬁamﬁﬂe—mamcmmmmmww
of one another; while from the point of view of categoricabpositions All A’s are BandAll
non-B’s are non-A'sire contrapositives of one another.

28 This is not, strictly speaking, compatible with his defioitiof causation.

29 This interpretation is espoused in Dunne (1996). It has tifertunate consequence of
having Dharmakkti reject as unsound a valid inference whose premises andlusion he
accepts.

30 This form of lexical ambiguity is exemplied by the English ndo‘drink,” which is
ambiguous between “beverage” and “alcoholic beverage.”

31 see Steinkellner (1988, n. 8) where he corrects Kkagomin to readprasiddhd instead
of “asiddha’ Also, look at Gnoli p. 11, n. 2.

32 This argument is further discussed by DharmialG154.21ff;, PV 4.194, PV 4.205-10
(Ono, 1999, §2.2.2).

33 For understanding how this argument is viewed within theities Buddhist tradition, see
Tillemans, 1990 and Tillemans, 2004.

34 As pointed out by Ono (1999, §2.2.3), Dharmméikrevisits this argument at PV 4.218—
221.

35 Here we read “hetor vipaRslasanam avgvittinibandhanam.”

36 \Western philosophers might be inclined to claim that sowmdsaudible by definition and
that the proposition “sound is audible” éspriori knowledge rather than something that we
discover by observation. Dharmatkseems not to have made any distinctions that correspond
to that betweem priori anda posteriori

371n Ny ayabindiDharmakrti gives as an example of inference based on non-apprigimrens
of a nature ¢vabhavanupalabthiThere is no smoke here, because there is no appre-
hension of that which has the characteristic of being appreble.” As an example of
non-apprehension of an effe&t4ry anupalabdhhe offers “There is nothing here having the
unimpeded capacity to cause smoke, because there is no moke

38 Note that Dharmakti is invoking the principle of a plurality of causes.

39 At G4.01, Dharmakti also modifies'svabh ava’with “bh avam atr anurodhipivhich he
glosses a%anm atr anurodhin”

40 Karnakagomin (K76.03—04) gloss&mdbhava’in G17.13 ass adhyasvabh avaihich
is abahuvr thcompound.

41 see the appendix to Steinkellner (2004) for an alternatimgligh translation of this
passage.

42 As Steinkellner (2004, 229) aptly points out, by using thpressiorf'saivavinabhava
(that very indispensability), Dharmak “identifies avin abhayavithout much ado, with..
svabhavapratibandtia

”
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431t seems, according to Kaamkagomin, these are cases where the person to whom the
argument is addressed once knew the relation but has fargot6.16). The relevant passage
is cited by Steinkellner (2004, 233 n. 18).

44 This sentence contains the evidential partitdealu” (surely), which conveys that this
sentence supports the preceding sentence. In factakagomin (89.09) suppli¢yasm at”
(because) in his paraphrase of the second sentence.

45 Karnakagomin (89.10), however, attributes to Dharmtaka much more restricted
principle, namely that just the properties of arising antarsing are incompatible.

46 This is, of course, a denial of there being a plurality of esushat is, it denies that it is
possible for there to be two different causal totalitiesging about the same particular effect.

47 Cp. PVS 22.02. For passages elsewhere, see Inami (1999).

48 Mill's methods were not original with Mill. In Europe, theéds go back to at least Albert
the Great. In India, they go back much earlier, but just horyes hard to say.
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