ERNST PRETS

PARLEY, REASON AND REJOINDER*

In a previous paper on the topic of argument and rejoinder in the context
of debate, I attempted to demonstrate that the interpretation of the term
rejoinder (/zz) as “futile, illegitimate or false rejoinder’, ‘sophistical
argument or refutation’, ‘false or unwarranted parity of reasoning’ and the
like by various notable scholars of the 200 century,1 can not be sustained,
at least for the early period of Indian dialectic and logic. Quite contrary to
this interpretation, it seems that these rejoinders spurred further
development regarding the justification of the logical connection between
the proving property and the property to be proved, and its applicability to
the object of proof.

As a follow-up to the previous paper I would like to illustrate the
inquiring nature of most of these rejoinders according to their
theoretical use which allows us a glimpse at their practical use in actual
debates. As a challenge of the debaters’ mutually contradictory proofs,”
the /7778 were necessary and essential parts of debating in the early
period of Indian dialectic.

After some introductory thoughts on debates in general, this paper
will focus mainly on the so-called swz/paksi-ripa-fathi-abhisa or
simply saz-paksi* of the Vyaya-sirra, a ‘discussion’ in six steps, the
second of which consists in a szz7Z—according to the Myaya-bhiasya the
karva-sama . The sar-paksihas been dealt with by various scholars,’
but—under the presupposition of the futility of the /zzs—only with
regard to its fruitlessness without considering the role of the /z7/in this
argumentation. Additionally to the analysis of the saz-pafsz the paper
will contrast briefly a comparable section of the Buddhist *¢paye-
fydayd .

The description of friendly debate (swzidiya-sanibluasa or anulonia-
sanbhisd) in the Caraka-samiurd conveys a picture of pleasant
discussions of scientific questions or problems by learned fellow scholars
in the spirit of co-operation.” Similarly in the Vydya-siizra, friendly debates
(sanrvada) serve the purpose of acquisition and study of scientific or
religious knowledge among teachers, students or fellow students. '
According to the definitions of the Vy@yw-suzra, the contentious forms of
debate, namely disputation (/z/zz) and wrangle (vzzaudi),'" do not have
the purpose of knowledge acquisition, but serve the purpose of preserving
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and defending the true ideas of one’s own school as expressed in the
Muaya-sulra.

‘The purpose of disputation and wrangle is the protection of the
ascertainment of truth, just as thorns or branches are used for the protection
of the seedlings."?

The overall objective of such kinds of discussion is the victory in the
debate, even by the use of tricky means such as quibbling or
equivocation (¢/4a/a), rejoinders (/z#) and points of defeat (77gra/ia-
sthina).”

Although we know ‘all’ the theoretical directives and rules of
debates, and, at least in the Carada-sami/iiza there are examples of proof
(sthapand) and counterproof (pratisthapand)," there are explanations
and examples'” of equivocation (c#a/z),'° a list of definitions of points
of defeat (zzigratia-sthina)'’ and rejoinders (/a72)'® in the Mvaya-sira,
and descriptions of proofs by means of similarity (s@a/armya) and
dissimilarity (vaziharmya) in the Nvaya-bhdsya,"”’ we do not have an
example of the actual performance of debates. We can only
theoretically guess that in disputations after the correct and faultless
presentation of proof and counterproof, the question is raised as to
whether the assumptions which are expressed by the reason (/4ez), the
example (@7szanta or uditarana), and the application (zpazaya) are
valid, most probably by means of rejoinders. This kind of scenario is
supported by the context in which the term ‘rejoinder’ (uxzzazra)*’ is dealt
with in the Carata-sanifiiza. The definition of xzzara directly follows
the definitions of proposition (zrazjiid),” proof (sthapand),”
counterproof (pruzist/aparnd) and the characterisations of the supported
four members of proof. Moreover, Paksilasvamin Vatsyayana’s
commentary on the Mgya-suzya’s definition of jzz7also allows the
conjecture that the rejoinder follows the argument brought forward in a
debate more or less directly:

“The consequence directly following (prusaziga), which arises when a
reason (/ez) has been brought forward [in a debate], is a /zz. And this
directly following consequence (prusaziga) is an objection
(ratvavastiana), [1.e.] a criticism (upalamb/ia), a negation (prasisedsia)
by means of similarity or dissimilarity.’*

However, we cannot imagine actual debates based only on these
theoretical directives and indications. I was always puzzled by the idea of
how actual debates would have progressed if each opponent in a debate
were to bring forward a correct and faultless presentation of proof and
counterproof. What would be the next step in the discussion, if there were
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no faults in the argumentation (/esv-ab/asa) of the proponent or the
opponent and no point of defeat (#zzgrw/ia-st/ana) to be pointed out? How
could the assembly (sz4/:) decide which of the positions was correct and
how could a discussion arise if not by means of rejoinders (/z2)?
Therefore, the question must be raised as to whether the assumptions
which are expressed by reason, example, and application®* are valid in
contentious debates. MATILAL who called the contentious debate
according to GANERI and TIWARI ‘bad debate’®, sees the dialectical
means such as equivocation, rejoinders or points of defeat, as illegitimate
means of debate when he states:

‘If, however, the opponent’s reason is flawless, the debater would not gain
anything by using a futile rejoinder. By using such illegitimate means he
only makes himself vulnerable to defeat. Thus no debater in their right
mind would make use of such false means.”*®

As stated above, no example of carrying out proper debating has
survived in the early period, but another report of a debate situation is
portrayed at the end of the section of rejoinders in book five of the Vjzye-
suzra. It contains at least four arguments of a controversial debate’’ in
which both proponents are blamed to make faults. Therefore, this debate
situation has been interpreted as fruitless.” Vatsyayana, in his
commentary, called it simply the sz/za4s7 debate, the debate of six
positions or a debate in six steps™ and Vacaspati adds that it was brought
forward by the author of the Vyzya-suzra for the benefit of students in
order to show them what kind of argumentation to avoid.*

After the enumeration, definition and rejection of the 24 /274 in NS
5.1.1-38, directly following the rejection of the last iz, namely the a7 ye-
sama (the ‘equally [possible rejoinder] by means of the effect’), the first
chapter of book five is concluded by five .szzzzs which obviously belong to
the context of the /27, but seemingly do not refer to an individual one.
Rather they refer to all /274 as indicated in NS 5.1.40 and interpreted in the
Nyvidva-bldsya’:

[39] The same fault [as in our argumentation occurs] in the objection
(pratisedha) too. [40] In this very way [a dialectical reply is possible] with
regard to all kinds [of rejoinders]. [41] The same fault as the fault of the
objection is in [your] re-objection (1gzrazised/na) to the objection.

[42] Drawing the consequence that the same fault is in the re-objection to
the objection, [we arrive at the point of defeat] ‘admission of the
opponent’s position’ (#zazdnuy7i)** in so far as the objection, including its
fault, is accepted. [43] If the formulation of the reason [of the re-objection
of the first objection] with regard to assumption of the possible [faultiness]
based on determination that one’s own position is characterised [as faulty],
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it is the same fault (i.e. zazinuyria), because the fault in the opponent’s
position is accepted.”**

Even though Vatsyayana is of the opinion that a riposte as in NS 5.1.39
is applicable to all sorts of sz when there is no argument for the
distinction (vzsgsa-/esu) between the validity or non-validity of the two
reasons either in the arraigned proof or in the rejoinder,’* he demonstrates
the argumentation on the basis of the £z7ywz-samz. According to
Vatsyayana, the Muya-surra s riposte would be the third step of the six
positions’ argumentation. It must be assumed that one of the disputants,
the saatana-vaain, 1.e. the disputant establishing his proposition by proof,
has claimed that sound is non-eternal because its origin is directly
preceded by an effort, as in the case of the production of a pot. His
opponent in the debate, the @Zsaa-vaain, who tries to refute the argument
by a rejoinder, retorts on the basis of the 4w7vw-sama that the sadaharna-
vaazr's argument is not conclusive because one could, by the same token,
argue that sound is eternal. Because of the diverse character of various
effort’s products, sound, directly preceded by an effort, can just as well be
manifested® and not produced, and therefore it would be eternal.*

Provided that Vatsyayana’s interpretation is correct, the argumentation
of this discussion has the following structure:

STEP 1 (sadhana-vadin = A), sthapana.
Sound is non-eternal because it comes into being directly preceded by
an effort, like a pot.

STEP 2 (dusapa-vadin=B), NS 5.1.37, farva-sama, pratisedir.

B argues against the proof of A stating that it is inconclusive. Because
of the diverse character of products of efforts, sound that is directly
preceded by an effort can also be manifested and not produced, and
therefore it could just as well be eternal.

STEP 3 (A), NS 5.1.39, viprutisedha.

A replies that the fault of inconclusiveness which has been brought
forward by B against the proof (STEP 1) also holds good for the
objection (prasised/uz, STEP 2).

STEP 4 (B), NS 5.1.41:
B counters that the same fault as the fault of the objection (pruzisedtia,
STEP 2) is in A’s re-objection (vgprazisedsa, STEP 3).

STEP 5 (A), NS 5.1.42:

A now counters that the reproach of B in STEP 4, in which he stated that
STEP 3 would embody the same fault as the fault of his objection in
STEP 2, is the point of defeat ‘admission of the opponent’s position’
(mmatdanyyiia), in so far as the objection, including its faultiness, is
accepted.
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STEP 6 (B), NS 5.1.43:

In reply, B states that STEP 3 of A already entails the ‘admission of the
opponent’s position’ (azinuyia), since he accepted in STEP 3 the
argument of STEP 2, which was directed against the proof.

The whole discussion is without any positive result. Neither of the two
disputants has argued convincingly during the course of the debate.
Provided that the reason of the swa/aa-vidin really is inconclusive
(anatkantifa) as the dusapa-vadin criticises, he should have pointed out
the fallacy of the reason (/erv-ab/iisa). The sadkarna-vadin on the other
hand should have rejected the rejoinder by presenting a reason for the
distinction (vzsgsa-/er) between validity or non-validity of the reason, a
decisive reason, and proving its soundness. Since he was not able to reject
the rejoinder in a proper manner, he took refuge in replying that the
argument of the «Zsazua-vaain is not better than his own and therefore
accepts the opponent’s position, which counts as a point of defeat.’” The
dusapa-vadin, on his part, should have indicated this point of defeat,
whereby he would have won the dispute, but he returns the faulty
argument and is therefore by no means better than his counterpart. Not
until the last two steps do both disputants realise their situation and try
with hindsight to save their already lost positions.

Vatsyayana elaborately discusses every step by analysing the respective
faultiness of both disputants and, at the end, summarises that both
positions must remain unproved because of their poorly conducted
argumentation: The first and the second position are equally inconclusive
(anaikantika), since neither of the disputants adduces a decisive reason for
their respective positions. The positions three and four accept,
respectively, the opponent’s opinion and are therefore points of defeat.
Positions five and six are nothing but the point of defeat ‘repetition’
(punar-ukza)’® because they contain nothing in addition to the positions
three and four. Moreover, according to his analysis, positions three and
five are already nothing but unwarranted repetitions of their preceding
positions.”

In a concluding statement with regard to the sz/-pa/s/ debate,
Vatsyayana sums up the essential cause of this fruitless debate in which
both disputants lose face and neither can demonstrate their position

properly:

‘When does a [debate in the form of a] swz/pafsitake place? When [a
disputant] proceeds [in a debate] in the following manner: “The same fault
[in the objected argumentation occurs] in the objection too, ™ then neither
position is established. When, however, the third position [answering the
rejoinder of the opponent] proceeds in the [following] way: “Even though
the effect [of an effort] could be something else (namely manifestation of
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sound and not origination), [its] reason cannot be an effort, because, [in that
case], causes must exist for its non-apprehension,”™! then the first position
(i.e. the s#2apard) is established, because a decisive argument is brought
forward, in so far as sound comes into existence directly preceded by an
effort, ?an not that it becomes manifested, and a sz 22457 does not take
place.’

Apparently, the Buddhist *¢paya-fydaya (fang-pren fisin-lun)® also
contains a kind of debate in the form of a szzpaksi** In contrast to the
Nyaya tradition, one of the disputants comes out of this debate as the clear
winner, namely the @zsaya-vidin, the disputant who has brought forward
the rejoinder against the propounded proof. However, this is not
astonishing since, in contrast to other Buddhist sources,* this early
Buddhist manual accepts twenty rejoinders* to be valid refutations of
syllogistic arguments.*’ In TUCCI’s re-translation of the *Cpdyva-fydaya
into Sanskrit from the Chinese translation of the lost original, these
refutations are called @Zzsayza, the pointing out of flaws in the
argumentation of the opponent. **

I will only give a brief summary of this discussion according to TUCCT’s
re-translation since I am not able to read the Chinese original.*’ The
Ssaahana-vadsn (in TUCCE s translation simply vaaz7) in the *Cpayea-
/ydayva argues that (STEP 1) the Atman is eternal because it is not
produced. In support of his thesis he adduces a dissimilar example
(vaidharmya-aystanta), namely things like pots which are non-eternal
because they are produced. The @Zsayuz-vadiz counters (STEP 2) with the
samisayva-sama argument, which only gives rise to doubt™ whether the
Atman is eternal or not. In reply, the s@/ana-vadinstates that (STEP 3)
such kind of faultiness based on doubt may be applied to every case of
metaphysical proofs. The @zsaza-vaain rejects the saaumria-vadin's
position (STEP 4) by pointing to the fact that the examples should remove
doubts with regard to the proposition, but this is not the case in the
sadhana-vadzr’'s dissimilar example, and therefore the point of defeat
abandonment of the subject (@7#4a-/uirzz). Moreover, the argument of the
sadhana-vadsn in STEP 3 is to be understood as being an ‘admission of the
opponent’s position’ (zazdnuy7a).”" 1f, subsequently, the sahana-vidin
(STEP 5) were to retreat to his previous position, the @zsazuz-vaazn would
accuse him of the point of defeat ‘repetition’ (puzar-ukzz). The sixth and
last position in this discussion should be ignored because the fifth
position’s fault is so obvious and moreover, would lead to the point of
defeat repetition (purar-usza) of the ausapa-vidsn which clearly should be
avoided.”

The parallel to the sazrpakss of the Myiya-suzra is obvious. The
discussion not only consists of, at least theoretically, six steps in both
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treatises, but also the basic structure is the same. There is a proof at the
beginning which is countered by a rejoinder. The most striking parallel is
the saaana-vaainr s non-defensible position in step three in which he is
not able to reject the rejoinder by presenting a decisive reason. Since he is
not able to object to the rejoinder in a proper manner, he takes refuge in a
general accusing reply. The most striking difference, in contrast to the
Nyaya position, is that the @zsayua-vadiz emerges victorious, which clearly
is the intention of the *Cpaya-frdaya.

Historically seen, it seems that, as in the case of the other /273, these
kinds of argumentations were utilised by certain Buddhist circles to refute
doctrinal teachings of the Brahmanical logicians, or at least to refute the
validity of their proof of entities such as the Atman or of its eternity.
Provided that this assumption is correct, the report of such a discussion
could be a historical report of the structure of the Buddhist opponents’
argument. But the Muzy-suzya s real intention seems to be the mutual
faultiness of both.

Nonetheless, the sazz-pakss discussion in the Vyigya-suzra as well as in the
*Cpayva-fydaya gives us at least a glimpse at the practical use of a /z#'in a
theoretical debate. This kind of construed and flawed discussion and
Vatsyayana’s interpretation thereof clearly show that it is not the rejoinder
farya-sama, or sanisayva-sama in the *(pava-/ydaya, that is the
illegitimate means unsuccessfully used in the debate, but rather the answer
of the saauarna-vaai and his inability to counter his questioned position.
The jzz challenges the position put forward by the sa/arua-vedis, who
should have specified his argument by presenting a reason for the
distinction (vzsgsa-/ezu) between the validity or non-validity of the two
reasons either in the arraigned proof or in the rejoinder.

NOTES

* T am grateful to Ms. Peck-Kubaczek for correcting the English of the manuscript. I
would also like to take this opportunity to express my indebtedness to Dr. Eli Franco
for reading this paper and improving it with his thoughtful comments.

! Cf. PRETS (2001: 553 n. 7), JHA (1915: 471 ff.): Futile rejoinder’; RANDLE (1930: 341
ff.): “‘Sophistical argument’; SOLOMON obviously follows JHA in her translation, cf.
SOLOMON (1976: 135 and 144 ff.); MATILAL (1998: 47 f.): ‘Illegitimate rejoinder’,
MATILAL (1998: 60 ff.): ‘False rejoinder’ and ‘Sophistical refutation’; MATILAL (1985:
13 £.): ‘False or unwarranted parity of reasoning’, MATILAL (1985: 56): ‘Sophistry’, cf.
also MATILAL (1987: 57 f.). In the German Indological tradition, RUBEN and
FRAUWALLNER translate sz as ‘falscher Einwand’. Cf. RUBEN (1928: 18) and
FRAUWALLNER (1984: 81 ff.).
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% Cf. e.g. the definition of pruzsthapand in the Caraka-sanihiti ‘Counter-proof is the
proof of exactly the contrary of the opponent’s proposition’—zrwzsthaparnd nama yi
bhasya on paksa and pratpaksa in the formal debate (17az): “Thesis and counterthesis
are two [mutually] contradictory properties which are related to one and the same
substratum because they are oppositions, [as for example]: the Atman exists [and]: the
Atman does not exist. Two contradictory [properties] related to two different substrata are
not thesis and counterthesis, as for example: the Atman is eternal [and]: knowledge is not
eternal.’—eAdd)iikar apa-sthau viruddhan dharmain paksa-pratipaksaun prafyanifa-Olavit
asty G ndsty annel. nandaiikarapa-sitian virudahai 1a paksa-pratpaksan. yatha niya
atma anipva buddir 177 (NBh 39.7-9).

3 This term is used by A. THAKUR as the heading for the paragraph on this form of
fruitless debate in NBh 304.12, NV 516.4 etc.

4 Cf. NBh 308.2 ff.; NV 516.6 and 517.13 and 15; NVTT 668.8 and 670.3.

> Cf. NS 5.1.37 below, n. 35.

8 Cf. e.g. VIDYABHUSANA (1920: 82 ff.); RUBEN (1928: 143 ff.); RANDLE (1930: 368
ff.); SoLoMON (1976: 350 f.); MEUTHRATH (1996: 221 ff.).

7 Cf. Tuccr (1929: 22, Notes on UH).

¥ Cf. CarS vi 8.17.

% Cf. TSPhI (1: 61); cf. also KANG (1998: 59 ff.).

10°Cf. NS 4.2.46 £. (NS, 4.2.47 £.): jitina-grahaniblydsas tad-vidyais ca satha sanidan.
lan SISVa-guri-sabralhmacari-visista-srevo 1iibhir anasayibinr ablyuypeyir. CE. also
NBh 280.12-14: zad-vidyais ca satua sanvada 1t prajia-par jpaikar tham. parpakas i
Sanvadan.

"CENS 1221

2NS 4.2.49: sarrvidiypavasiva-sanirafsandr than: jalpa-vitapde bija-praroha-
Saniraksandythan faplafa-sakiia-varapavar.

13 According to the Aydva-sitra, vidais carried out by taking up opposing positions
which are established by each of the opponents using the five members of proof, are
not contradictory to their respective doctrines and consist in the establishment of their
respective theses and the refutation of the counterthesis based on the means of
knowledge and reasoning. sz/p« is carried out by proving and refuting using the same
elements as in raaz with the addition of equivocations, rejoinders and points of defeat.
In a wrangle (17zanda) one disputant establishes his position as in 1@z, the opponent—
contrary to raaz and jz/paz—does not establish his own position but only refutes his
opponent’s position. Cf. NS 1.2.1-3: pramapa-tarfa-sadhandpalaniblhan:
Stddhantdviyuddhan: pancavayvavopapannan: paksa-pratpaksa-pariorafio vadam.
yathoktgpapannas chala-jati-nigraha-sthana-sadhanopalamnblio japam. sa pratpaksa-
Sthapand-fino vitapda. In an introductory passage on the “parley of specialists’ (zz7-
vidva-sambhisa, cf., CarS vi 8.15 f.), the Carafa-sami/ita distinguishes the section on
debate (sawiblasa-viaki) between two sub-forms, namely the ‘friendly parley’
(sandhaya-sanibhidsa or anuloma-sanibliasa) and the ‘hostile parley’ (v7g77ya-
Sanibhisa). Vada—contrary to the Muava-sutya—is a contentious form of debate and
Jafpa and vizapdea are its two subdivisions (cf. CarS vi 8.28: sz [scil. vada] ca
dvividhan: sarigrahiepa—alpan, vitapda ca), not separate forms. Cf. ROTH (1872),
KANG (1998) and PRETS (2000).

14 Cf. CarS vi 8.31 . in PRETS (2000).

'S Cf. NBh 47.8 ff.; there are no examples of c/a/u in the Nydva-siitra.

16 Cf. NS 1.2.10 ff;; cf. also CarS vi 8.56 for definitions and examples.

"7 C£. NS 5.2.; cf. also CarS vi 8.65.
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" Cf.NS5.1.

' Cf. NBh 34.12 ff.

20 Cf. CarS vi 8.36: ‘A rejoinder (uzzara) is a statement of dissimilarity (vazidharnya)
when the argument (/ez) is brought forward by means of similarity (s@a/armya), or a
statement of similarity when the argument is brought forward by means of dissimilarity.’
wuttarani nama sadharmyopadisie <CarS| va> fetau vaidiarnya-vacanan,
vaidharmyopadisie va helau Saadharmya-vacandann.

2! Cf. CarS vi 8.30.

22 Cf. CarS vi 831 f.

BNBh 51.11 f.: prayukse /i hetau yaf prasaigo jivate sa<sa NBhy> jirh. sa ca
prasarngaf; saaharmya-vaidiarmnyablyan: praavastiianan upalambhaf pratisedhia iz,
2+ Cf. PRETS (2000: 376 ff.).

% MATILAL (1998: 47 ff.).

26 MATILAL (1998: 50).

*7NS 5.1.39-43.

*®Cf.n. 6.

> NBh 308.1 f. and 7.

ONVTT 668.7-10:_yadi punar vidy api jiti-vidiman: prati sadlandbhdsena
ragavalsthela, lalafi Sal-paksyan: salyan: 1a aiva-znayavasaid fatha bhaved i sisva-
fittafs Sutya-karaf) Samaafandbhasa-vadinan pral sarpaksin avalarayati pratsedho pi
Samano dosafs [= NS 5.1.39].

1 Cf. fn. 34.

32 Cf. NS 5.2.20: sva-paksa-dosdblyupagamdit para-pakse dosa-prasaigo maldnuii.
B3NS 5.1.39-43: prasisedhe pi samano dosam. sarvatrdivam. pratisedha-vipratisedhe
pratisedha-dosavad dosam. pratisediian: sadosam ablyupetva pralisedia-vipralisedie
SAINANA-AOSA-PIasarigo Maldniia. Sva-paksa-laksandpessopapalty-upasanifiare feli-
nirdese para-paksa-dosabiyupaganidil samano dosap.

3 Cf. NBh 305.7 .. sarvesu sadharmya-vaidharmya-samaprablytisu <sidharmya-
pratlyrisu NBh > pratsedha-hetusu yatra yatravisesas coavate < seso aysyate NBh>
latra latrobhayof paksayol samatvan: <saman; NBh > prasqyyata i1,

35 Cf. NS 5.1.37: prayama-firyinefatvir kirva-samap.

36 Cf. NBh 305.12-306.1: latranifyaf sabdaf pravamanantar ivakatvad 14 sadhana-vidiiaf;
SHhapana prathaniafi paksaf. prayama-farvanekanval farya-sama it dusapa-vadina
pratisediia-fetiuna avirivaf paksaf. sa ca pratisediia iy icyate. lasyasva pratisedhe pr
Sanmano dosa i privaf pakso vipratisedha ucyate. lasnimn pratsedia-viprausedhe pr
Samano doso narkantifatvan: catur tiafl paksaf.

3 Cf. NS 5.2.20: svapaksa-dosiblhyupagamdr para-pafkse dosa-prasarigo maldnuid.

3B CENS 5.2.14 f.: subdirthayols punar-vacanan punar-uftam anyatrénuvidit. arthid
apannasya sva-sabdena punar-vacanan.

% Cf. NBh 307.10-308.2: zatra #halu sthipand-etu-vidinap prathama-y tiya-paicana-
paksaf. pratisediia-fetu-vidino avitiya-calur tia-sastia-paksaf. lesan: saaiv-asaadhulayvan
NSV ANANIAVATIT Cal] 1a-SasINayor artidVisesal punar-ukla-aosa-prasangafl. caliytiia-
pakse saniana-dosatvan; parasyocyale—pralisedia-vipratisedie pratisedia-dosavad dosa
0. sasthe pl para-paksa-dosabiyupaganial Samano dosa it Samana-adosalvan evocyare,
ndytha-visesafs kascid i, samanafl 11ya-pancanayof punar-ukia-aosa-prasanigaf. [iyva-
pakse pipratisedfie pisamano dosa il samana-dosatvam <samarnarvar NBh >
ablyupagamyate. paricame pi pakse <paricama-pakse pi NBh> pravsedia-vipratisedie
Samano dosa-prasaigo bhyvupagamyare. ndya-visesafi kascid ucyala it tatra panicana-
Ssastha-paksayor ariadvisesar punar-ukla-dosa-prasarigaf; <punar-utla-dosafy NBh>.
pliva-caturthayor maldiuia. prathama-avitiyayor visesa-hetv-abhava 1 tatha ca <NBh,
OM. /i ca> Sar-paksyam ublhayor asidahf <asidaiaf NBh>.
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“UNS 5.1.39.
*INS 5.1.38.
42 NBh 308.2-7: fadi sar-paksi? yada <NBh, : yadi sar-paksi tada NBh> prazisedhe
Pl Samano dosa 11y evan: pravariale, ladobhiayol paksayor asidaii. yada
Karyanyatve pravamahetutyam anupalabahi-karapdpapalier ity anena yiya-pakso
yuyvare ladda visesa-fielu-vacanal prayamdnaniaramn anna-libhaf sabdasya
gxiééfl/yﬂé/fr 771 siddhaf prathama-pakso na sar-paksi pravaritala 1.
Cf. UH..

* In YAMAGUCHT’s translation of the #7gra/a-vydvarsanifrom the Tibetan (pp. 62 f.,
fn. 2), the idea that a comparative structure of argumentation is also to be found in
Nagarjuna’s /grasa-vyavariani (ct. VVy 4317 f.: evani sar-kotiko vidaf prasaizat.)
has been already rejected by BHATTACHARYA (1978: 96 f.). The passage consists of a
refutation of Nagarjuna’s voidness of all things which is carried out evidently by one
and the same opponent in a set of six argumentative steps without any dialogue.
B Cf. e.g. TS 12.2-4: (sdstram iha) #apdanasya tri-vidha-dosapatiim. viparita-
Ahrapdanam asar-Ahapdanan: virudadha-Ahapdanarni cétr. yadi fhrapdanam etat ri-vidia-
dosgpetan tada nigratha-sthanam. In Vasubandhu’s Fada-vidiana, these refutations
are subdivided in exactly the same way into a reversed (vpariza-ffapdana), an untrue
(asar-frapdana) and a contradictory refutation (vrwdad/ia-Aapdana). Also according to
this view, these dialectical means are nothing but points of defeat (#7grw/iz-sttiiana). Cf.
FRAUWALLNER (1982: 733): ‘[Die Widerlegung («Zisanani) besteht darin, dal man
zeigt, ... daB eine Entgegnung falsch ist (v#zradosa/) ... Eine Entgegnung ist falsch,
wenn sie verkehrt, unrichtig oder widersprechend ist.’
¥ Cf. UH 26.7-9: gsam vinisati-vidhinin: siro dvi-vidhah. vaidharmyan: sadbarmyari
ca. sajatyartval sadharmyan: vijativarvad vaidiiarmyan. artiasya fir tal samasyrayarvar
le vimisatidharman vyvapnuvalap.
4T Cf. Kanyama (1991: 109): ‘Chap. IV deals with twenty kinds of prusazigas regarded
as valid arguments for refuting permanency of @zzar, ... ." Cf. also KairyamA (1991:
113): “‘As we have seen above, prasazgas in the {pava-/ydayva are considered to be
valid arguments by the author ... Many of them are condemned by the Myayasuzyato
be futile rejoinders.’
* Cf. UH 26.2 ff.
4 Let me in this place cordially thank Mr. Shinya Moriyama, presently at the Institute
of South Asian, Tibetan and Buddhist Studies of the University of Vienna, who was so
kind to review Tuccr’s Sanskrit translation with the Chinese thoroughly.
0 Cf. UH 29.19-21: dzmanap sad-bhivavan nifvatinivata. laukitanan samsaya-
Sambhavo nifyo nifyo ver. elar Sanisaya-saman.
3! The disana-vidin does not explicitly mention the point of defeat mazinuyria, but
gives its example, which is later found—partly modified—in the AVyaya-virssika (cf.
NV 528.10-12: bhavinis cauraf purusatvad i, sa tan: prati bruyat—~obhavan apiti. so

blyupagamya dosan: parapakse blpyanuanatili nigrfito veditavyaf). Ct. also
Cakrapanidatta’s .4yur-veda-djpi#sin its commentary on the respective paragraph of
the Ciraka-samtira (cf. CarS vim 8.62: ablyanyiia nama sa ya
Istanisiabhyupagamalfi) which seems to give the same example as the *Cpaya-fydava
(ADi 272a,11-14: bhavin caura ity ukte sva-dosam aparilyva vacanan: bhavin qpi
caura 1. elad diir vacanan Sviyan: anisfan caurarvan parasva ceslani caurarnan
abhyanujanar)).
52 Cf. UH 24.12-25.17: stanv dumd nitvo nitvo va.
() a@zma Kytakatvan nigvaf), ghatddis tu Artakatvad anityaf.
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(2) arra disapam. afyiakarvad amna nifva 77 cet lad ayufian. fasmar. purusanan; sanisaya-
Janakaival. yady akyiakatyvan niya evanmner lada nipo niya ver Sanisayasva sambhavant
<Cgydsambliavan’. sanvisaya-janatatvid dosaf.
) vadi. ivan: dosapatisr 7na mamaivapr u sarvesam eva vadinan: yatha sabdo nipo
nnriatval. atitafy Kavo S1y eva purva-zirvasaiusmar apad 1yv-adi pratjiia pirvavar
SanSayan upadayalis. lasmar sarvalana dosapaip.
(4) avra disapam. aystanta eva sanisavan nirdharaval. bhavalan Lidaly o dysianto mamna
sanisayamn upadayali lasmad asidadho yan: aystintaf. qysiante Sidahe 7iha-fiani. lad eva
THG7 S-S
yat punar bhavalortan: Sarvesan eva dosapalisy 7 1 maimdivery esa sva-adosa eva 71a tu
para-dosafi. Kula 17 cel. yatha kascid abliiyukia atmanan qprakasya sarva eva laskara iy
vader ladddsau purisa annanan api askaran: manyala 1y jjievan. bhavin api lathid tasnian
7gr Gy,
(5) zdiarinm yaas bhavan atmanan; prafasayiium ricchifs <picchiu UR> purva-yuktim
atiframya punar vafium icchen ninan: bali-aosapalin svar
Dhavataf prathamaf pakso advitivena | paksepa) dusitaf. yiivas cartho mayva dusitaf.
paricamena dosavadiinm rcchan purvan: natiramed alaf bhavato ntvaf paksaf purnar-
uktan bhaver. punar-uftani ca 7igrafa-stianan.
nany anuyolyaf sastho pi’ arocvarte. siddhas laval paicanasya dosaf. tat kathan: sastio
Tnyoyah. asmin i pratyukite purva-aosa-tulvald. anuyokinf) sadosatve pratpaksena
Laspin-Ohavitavyan.
aparazi ca. Sasmasya dosaf pancanendgparvaniyolyaf. fila i cel. pancamendiva iy esa
sastho nuviktaf. alo yan svayam eva sadosaf; fathani tani disayver. evan sad-aharmna-
vadaf.
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