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In the intellectual history of India, important questions and
controversial philosophical and religious doctrines were debated
upon in public discussions from the earliest times.1 In the course of
history one hears again and again about such arguments, in which
important teachers advocated their opinion and defeated their

respective opponents in verbal debate. SOLOMON, FRAUWALLNER and

MATILAL pointed especially to this,2 but many others have also.

This much applied method of discussion was followed by the

development of various attempts to describe how such arguments

I am grateful to Ms. Peck-Kubaczek for translating the first draft
of the manuscript and correcting the English of the final version. I would also
like to take this opportunity to express my indebtedness to Prof. K. Preisendanz

for reading this paper and improving it with her thoughtful comments.

1 Cf. e.g. the discussions in the Brhadaranyakopanisad
(BAU) 3.1; cf. OBERLIES 1998 pp. 399ff.
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were to be held and which rules they should follow, when a debater
could be considered the winner or loser in the verbal fight, etc.
Presumably, lists of rules emerged that may have been subsequently
formulated in handbooks on debating. Two sources, specifically the
section about debate (sambhasa vidhi) in one of the most important
medical works of the classical period, the Carakasamhita (Vim 8.15-
67), and the first and fifth chapters of the Nyayasiitra, which the
Nyaya philosophy refers to as its fundamental text, can give us a
graphic picture of the rules which were to be observed in actual
arguments and an indication of how such handbooks or manuals
may have looked. In this context one must also not neglect the
relevant Buddhist sources, specifically the *Upayahrdaya (UH, fang-
pien hsin-lun) which has unfortunately only survived in Chinese3

and which has been retranslated into Sanskrit by Tuccr,4 as well as
the section called hetuvidya of the Srutamayibhiimi (SruBhii),5 and
the delineation of debate related matters in Asanga’s Abhid-
harmasamuccaya (AS),6 two well-known passages on debate from

the Yogacara tradition. The importance of these handbooks or

2 Cf. e.g. SoLOMON 1976 pp. 10ff, FRAUWALLNER 1984 pp. 66ff,
MATILAL 1987 pp. 53-66 and MATILAL 1998 pp. 31ff.

3 Cf UH.

4 Cf. Tuccr 19209.
5 Cf. YAITA 1992; cf. also the earlier edition by PANDEYA 1986.

6 Cf. AS 104,8 — 106,18. Since the relevant passages in the Abhid-
harma samuccaya are reconstructions from the Tibetan and from the Chinese
by the editor, cf. also ASBh 150,20 - 155,5. For the system of proof in
the Abhidharma samuccaya cf. PRETS 1994.
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delineations and the terms that they discuss,” which contain, in
addition to purely technical contents referring to debates as for
example the “points of defeat” (nigrahasthana), models of early
proof procedures and definitions of means of cognition (pramana),
is the significant impulse they gave to the development of later
epistemological doctrines and, in particular, theories of logic in

Indian philosophy.

In addition to the definitions in the first and fifth chapters of
the Nyayasiitra, the section on debate (sambhdsavidhi) in the
Carakasamhita, apparently revised by physicians, is of special
interest as it is presumably based on the terminology and ensuing

exposition from older, lost sources. In an introductory passage, the
“parley of specialists” (tad vidya sam bhasa)8 with its two sub-
forms, the “friendly parley” (san dha ya sambhdsa or anulomasamb-
hasa) and the “hostile parley” (vigrhya sam bhasa) is depicted in a

very lively manner.9

After this description, the text continues with a list of 44

Cf. e.g. the unifying term vadamargapada designated in CarS Vim
8.66.

8 CarS Vim 8.15f.

9 Cf. ROoTH 1872, KANG 1998 and PRETS 2000.
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basic terms of debate (vadamargapada)10 and their definitions.11 In
this section, one can observe a stylistic change as well as a change
in the terminology. In contrast to the detailed descriptions in the
previous section, here we find brief definitions with short examples;
together, with regard to their contents, they form a closed, homo-
geneous whole. Evidently this is a compilation of definitions from

an earlier source that concerns debate.

The importance of the Carakasamhita’s sambhdasavidhi and its

relation to the section in the Nyayasiitra referring to dialectical and
logical terms was realized very early,12 and its technical termino-

logy was contrasted to other early texts.13 However, the analyses
of the sambhdasavidhi were not carried through very critically nor in
great detail, possibly also because the description was regarded as
immature in contrast to the later tradition. None of the authors
dealing with the basic terminology of debate analysed the text

using appropriate philological criteria. This can already be seen by

10 CarS Vim 8.27: imani tu khalu padani bhi sag vada margajiianartham adhi

gamyani bha vanti; tadyatha vadah, dravyam, gunah, karma, samanyam, vi Sesah, samavay-
ah, prati jAid, sthapand, pratistha pand, hetuh, drstantah, upanayah, ni ga manam, uttaram,
siddhan tah, Sabdah, pratyaksam, anumanam, aitihyam, aupamyam, sam sa yah, pra yo ja
nam, savyabhicaram, jijiidsa, vyavasdayah, artha praptih, sam bha vah, anuyojyam, ananuy-
ojyam, anuyogah, praty a nu yogah, va kya dosah, vakya pra samsa, chalam, ahetuh, atita
ka lam, upalam bhah, pariharah, pratijiiahanih, abhy anujfia, hetv anta ram, arthantaram, ni
gra ha sthanam iti. For interpretations of the individual terms cf. TPhSI 1 and 2; cf.
also SOLOMON 1976 pp. 78-87 and PRETS 2000.

11 CarS Vim 8.28-65.
12 ¢f e.g. VIDYABHUSANA 1920 pp. 31-35 or DASGUPTA 1922 II, pp.

3771t

13 Cf. Tucct 1929 pp. xvi - xxii.
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the fact that the study of this subject matter in the secondary

literature is based on varying texts.14 Even the list of debate terms
referred to by these authors diverges, as for example in the position-
ing of the “example” (drstanta), on the one hand listed following
the “answer” (uttara),15 and on the other, between the “reason”

(hetu) and the “application” (upanaya).
It is remarkable that most of the Carakasamhita editions of the

19th century contain the list of debate terms according to the

former reading,16 whereas most of the editions of the 20th century

display the latter reading.17 It should also be mentioned that all

manuscripts so far considered by the author support the former

reading.18 In contrast to the later editions and the editions of the

14 Compare e.g. VIDYABHUSANA 1920 or DAsSGUPTA 1922 with
SOLOMON 1976 or KANG 1998 p. 133.

15 In this way also FRAUWALLNER 1984 p. 70.

16 Cf. e.g. CarSq 300,15f: . . .pratijfia sthapana pratisthapand hetuh upanayo

nigama nam uttaram drstantah siddhantah . . . ; in this way also CarS,.

17 Cf. e.g. CarS as quoted in fn. . Although the editor of CarS used

the Lahore manuscripts (cf. CarSm) for his edition (cf. introduction p. 17)

which is confirmed by some variant readings found in CarS, he did not record

the deviating order of the items of the list as found in CarS,. It is remarkable

that all other editors which present the position of the drstanta between hetu

and upanaya do not point out the existence of an alternative order elsewhere.

18 Cf. e.g. CarS_, f.164%,4f: . . .pratijia sthdpand pratisthapand hetuh

upanayo nigamanam uttaram drstamtah siddhantah . . . In this place, I would like to
thank the Honorary Director, Dr. K.K. Dhavan, the librarian and the staff of the
Lalchand Research Library (Lahore) which is presently housed in the DAV College in

Chandigarh, for their most efficient support of my work with the original manuscripts.
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19th century Jalpakalpataru of Gangadhara Kaviraja that support

the latter reading,19 earlier editions of the Carakasamhita together
with the Ayurveda dipika of Cakrapanidatta (about 1100 A.D.) also

support the former reading.20

To be taken even more seriously is the problem seen in con-
nection with the manner of proof, in which the formulation of
example (drstanta) and application (upanaya) of the two, as yet,
recognised traditions, would lead to different conclusions regarding
the early manner of proof, a fact already pointed out by OETKE.21 In
the manuscripts and all the editions which have the “example”
(drstanta) following the “answer” (uttara) in the list and the defini-
tion part, the example in the proof (sthapana) and the counterproof
(pratisthapana) verbally exemplifies both properties: the property to
be proved (sadhya) and the proving property (sadhana), and is

accordingly also followed by a different reading of the application

They also most generously facilitated the purchase of scanned copies of the
manuscripts. In addition, I was able to consult more than ten manuscripts of
the Carakasamhita with the same reading at the Research Library of the Wellcome
Institute in London during a research stay in 1997. I would also like to take this
opportunity to thank the Wellcome Trust for their financial support, the Library staff
for its hospitality and, primarily, Dr. Dominik Wujastyk for his assistance and most
valuable interlocutions about the Carakasamhita and the Indian medical tradition in

general.

19 Cf. CarSy (Vol. 11?) Vim p. 145,2f (with JKT) and CarSq4 1566,1f
(with ADi; and JKT).

20 Cf. e.g. in CarSy (Vol.lI?) Vim p. 104,11f (with ADTz) and CarSg
262b10f (with ADT3).

21 Cf. OETKE 1994 p. 38 and 81f.
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(upanaya).22 In contrast to this reading, in most of the later edi-
tions the example mentions only the exemplifying object without

adducing the two respective properties, whereas these properties

are explicitly formulated in the application.23

Strikingly, the irregularity of the texts of the sambhasavidhi in
its various editions as shown in these two examples also continues
in the manuscripts that have been considered until now. In addition
to this, there are more than a hundred other variant readings in the
usual editions alone, to which must be added those variants that
are revealed in the manuscripts and in the oldest surviving com-

mentary, Cakrapanidatta’s Ayurvedadipika.

A desideratum in the research of the early period of classical
Indian philosophy is a critical edition of the sambhasavidhi, which is
so important for the development of Indian dialectic, the early

teaching of the means of cognition and logic. The ideal editing

22 Cf. e.g. CarSg 301,6-15: sthapand . . . yathd nityah purusa iti pratijfid,
hetur akrtakatvad iti, drstantah — akrtakam akasam tac ca nityam, upanayo yathd cakr-
takam akdasam tathd purusah, nigamanam tasman nitya iti. pratisthapand . . . yathanityah
purusa iti pratijiid, hetur aindriyakatvat, drstanto ghata aindriyakah sa canityah, upanayo
yatha ghatah tathd purusas tasmad anitya iti. Cf. the same textual reading with minor vari-
ants in CarS £.164V,4-7. In this way also CarS,, CarSy (with ADiz), CarSg (with
ADig).

23 CarS Vim 8.31f (with ADI): sthdpana . . . yathd - nityah purusa iti
pratijiia; hetuh — akrtakatvad iti; drstantah — yathakasam iti; upanayah — yatha
cakrtakam akasam tac ca nityam tathd purusa iti; nigamanam — tasman nitya iti.
pratisthapand . . . yatha - anityah purusa iti pratijiid, hetuh — aindriyakatvad iti,
drstantah — yathd ghata iti, upanayo yatha ghata aindriyakah sa canityah, tathda
cayam iti, nigamanam — tasmad anitya iti. Cf. the same textual reading with minor
variants in CarSy, CarSg_g, CarSy (with JKT), CarS 14 (with ADi1 and JKT).
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process should incorporate the relevant passages of the
Ayurvedadipika as well as the consideration of the later commentar-
ies on this important passage in the Carakasamhita, of which unfor-
tunately only a few have survived, namely, Gangadhara Kaviraja’s
Jalpakalpa taru (JKT) and Yogindranathasena’s Carakopaskara
(CarU). Through the consideration of all previous editions, this
critical edition would be a primary reference point for the evalu-
ation of the Carakasamhitd’s editions and their publication history.
Several editions of the Carakasamhita are seemingly not based on
new material, rather they present secondary or even tertiary
compilations of texts already previously edited. For the philologist
who is interested in the Carakasamhita, the stemmatological exam-
ination of the editions, with special focus on the sambhdasavidhi, as
well as of the manuscripts, and the clarification of their reciprocal
relationship would provide completely new access to the text. A
significant impulse would be given to a future examination of the
complete Carakasamhita or to larger, individual portions of its text

along these lines.

This would be even more valid, if, in order to tie the samb-
hasavidhi to the context in which it appears in the Carakasambhita,
the entire section (CarS Vim 8), which in any case encompasses
approximately half of the Vimanasthana, were to be critically edited.
It is necessary to edit the entire section from a philological view-
point in order to be able to regard the text as a self-contained unit,
including the introduction, the internal transitions, and the closing
remarks that summarize the section’s contents. This comprehensive
manner of proceeding is also based on the contents, as the section,
over and above the sambhasavidhi, conceals several aspects that are

interesting for historians of the sociology of knowledge and histori-
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ans of science, specifically its medical didactical contents (the
portrayal of vocational training) and a general description of

diagnosis, for which the classical medical literature can present

little source material.24

In particular, the eighth section of the Vimanasthana is opened

with a description of the study of Ayurveda,25 which is then fol-
lowed by the sambhasavidhi. In this initial passage, the advantages
of medical teachings are pointed out, and study methods (adhyay-
anavidhi) and teaching methods (adhyapana vidhi), as well as daily
life and the ethical and practical behaviour of students and teachers

are explained. Directly following the sambhasavidhi, the text indro-

duces ten important interrelated topics26 that a physician must first

have studied, and then must consider case by case before he under-

takes treatment. The description of the examination (pariksa)27 and
its methods as such, as well as the detailed discussion of these ten
points “to be examined” (pariksya) provides a general insight into
early Indian medical diagnosis. In addition to this, the description
briefly deals with the duties and qualifications of a physician in
general, and attests to the holistically oriented attitude as well as
to the individually thorough anamnesis in traditional Indian medi-
cine. Before the concluding verses, various substances that are

suitable for use in the five methods of treatment (paficakarman) are

24 One exception, namely the initiation of the student (Sisyopanayana) can
be found in the Sitrasthana if the Susrutasamhita (SuS).

25 CarS Vim 8.3-14.

26 Cf. CarS Vim 8.68: jiatva hi karanakarana kdrya yoni kdarya karya
phalanu bandha desa kala pra vrttyupayan . . .

27 Cf. TPhSI 2 pp. 161f.
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classified and listed.

Only with the a critical edition will it be possible to carry
through a philologically sound comparison of the contents of

the sambhasavidhi and the related dialectic passages of the Nyay-

asiitra. RUBEN’s excellent text-critical edition of this text,28 pub-

lished at the beginning of the 20‘[h century, should be the basis for

such an examination.

It has been shown recently, in a continuation of RUBEN’s
research, by a text-critical study of A. MEUTHRATH based on formal
criteria that, contrary to the common assumption,29 it is rather
book 1.1 and 1.2 of the Nyayasiitra with the addition of book 5.2
which can be reconstructed to form a unit,30 whereas book 5.1,
containing mainly definitions of dialectical rejoinders (jati) to
proofs and their refutation, is most probably a later insertion.31
This does not mean, however, that the subject matter discussed in
book 5.1, as such, did not exist in the body of topics in the Nyay-
astitra’s sources for debate technique, and in related sources such as

those of the sambhasavidhi. 32

28 Cf. RUBEN 1928.

29 Cf. e.g. RUBEN 1928 p. 218 fn. 291; Tucct 1929 pp. xxviif;, FRAUWALLNER
1956 p. 321 fn. 78; OBERHAMMER 1963 p. 70.

30 Irrespective of other, later insertions also found in these chapters;
cf. MEUTHRATH 1996 pp. 232ff.

31 Cf. MEUTHRATH 1996 pp. 243ff and PRETS 2001.

32 Cf. the definition of jati in NSt 1.2.18 and the related definition
of uttara in CarS Vim 8.36, most probably both representing the most basic type of

such kinds of rejoinders.
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In addition to the formal criteria applied by MEUTHRATH, there
are also plausible reasons based on the contents of book 5.1 for the
supposition that it was added later. The *Upayahrdaya’s structure,
being comparable to that of the supposed sources of the Nyayasiitra

and the sambhasavidhi, seems to confirm this. An entire chapter of
the *Updyahrdaya is devoted to the type of retorts33 that are called

jati in the Nydyasiitra. In TUCCI’s retranslation into Sanskrit34 these
are designated as disana, the “exposing of mistakes”; they are

understood as an argumentation means that is valid in the rebut of

an opposing proof.35 It seems as if these various ways of pointing
out mistakes are basically opposing the manner of proof character-
istic in the period of the early passages of the Nyayasiitra, to which
the Nyayasiitras’ authors then reacted with the discussion and refut-
ation of such retorts. Seen historically, therefore, the *Upayahrdaya
must be dated between an older debate handbook as represented in

books 1.1 and 1.2 as well in book 5.2 of the Nydyasiitra, and the
passage discussing the jatis in book 5.1.36

For this reason, only those parts of the Nyayasiitra that repres-
ent the oldest components should be used as a comparison to

the sambhdasavidhi. Such a new comparison is desirable because the

comparisons of the debate related topics in the preserved materi-

als,37 presented as yet, remain to a large extent superficial. The

33 UH pp. 26-32.

34 Except for the retranslation of Tucci, there is only one other trans-
lation of the Upayahrdaya by Ui (from Chinese into Japanese); cf. Ut 1925.

35 Cf. KasyiyAMA 1991 pp. 110ff.

36 Cf. PRETS 2001.
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translation and exact analysis of CarS Vim 8 are required as the
foundation for a historical juxtaposition of the two texts that goes

further than previous attempts.

Of particular interest is the assimilation of Cakrapanidatta,
who, evidently through his detailed knowledge of the Nydyastitras,
tries as far as is possible to homogenize the 44 basic terms defined
in the sambhasavidhi with the tenets of the Nyaya. In order to pre-
cisely analyse and evaluate Cakrapanidatta’s interpretation, a critic-
al working edition is indispensable of at least that portion of
the Ayurvedadipika that expounds on the sambhasavidhi as handed

down in the Carakasamhita.

The New Catalogus Catalogorum also lists anonymous com-

mentaries on the Vimanasthana38 whose dates, origins and their
relation to the basic texts remain to be clarified. Only an examina-
tion of the actual manuscripts will show whether these sources are
identical with the three edited commentaries, or if they are one of

the numerous and, in some cases, early commentaries, the existence

of which Meulenbeld has already indicated.39 These commentaries,

which are as yet not identified, could bring valuable information

37 Cf. e.g. the comparative lists in Tucct 1929 pp. xviff.

38 Cf. NCC VI p. 397a.

39 MEULENBELD 1999 1A pp. 180-200 mentions more than 50 com-
mentaries. Most of these commentaries are only referred to in other medical
treatises and are most likely lost. However, a few of these manuscripts still
exist, although as fragments, such as several parts of the Carakasamhitavyakhya
of Haricandra (cf. MEULENBELD 1999 1B p. 289, fn. 230) and portions of a com-
mentary thereto by Svamikumara (cf. MEULENBELD 1999 1B p. 305, fn. 558f) or
Jejjata’s commentary Nirantarapadavyakhya (cf. MEULENBELD 1999 1B p. 295,
fn. 341ff).
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about the sambhdasavidhi’s text.

In view of the facts described above, the author, together
with Prof. Dr. Karin Preisendanz, Institute of South Asian, Tibetan
and Buddhist Studies, University of Vienna, has embarked upon the
critical edition and annotated translation of the eighth chapter of
the Vimanasthana of the Carakasamhita. The project, funded by the
Austrian Science Fund, Vienna, will proceed along the lines
sketched above. As a result, reliable access to the original source
material, especially of the sambhasavidhi in the Carakasamhita, will
be offered for the first time to the scholar of South Asia, whereas
the indologically untrained historian of science and philosophy will
be able to gain first-hand insight into this valuable testimony of the

history of Indian medicine and dialectics.
To summarize, the following partial results are envisaged:

1. A critical edition of Carakasamhita, Vimanasthana 8,
including the stemma tological and palaeographic examina-

tion of the manuscripts.

2. A working edition of the Ayurvedadipika and possibly
also of the above mentioned, as yet unidentified commentaries

on the sambhasa vidhi.

3. An annotated translation of Vimanasthana 8 on the
basis of the critical edition and under consideration of the

commentaries.

4. A compositional analysis of Vimanasthana 8 from the

point of view of its structure and style.

5. A historical study of the sambhasavidhi in the Caraka

samhita accompanied by a comparative analysis of Nyayasiitra



Ernst Prets 14

AS

ASBh

ADIi
ADI,
ADI,
ADiq
UH

UH

CarU

1 and 5.2 together with the Nyayabhdasya (NBh).

6. The reconstruction and evaluation of the history
of Caraka sam hita publi cation aimed at contributing to the
research on the history of the transmission and intellectual

reception of the Caraka sam hita in the late colonial period.
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