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1. Introduction

Throughout the history of Indian thought in the classical period, the method of debate
has been a subject of investigation side by side with philosophical ideas. A conception of
“debate” can already be found at an early stage, notably in the medical treatise Caraka-
samhita (CaS). After passing through the Fangbianxinlun (* Upayahrdaya, UH, J5{§/0»
&), an early Buddhist debate treatise, the conception of debate was more systematically
approached in the Nyayasutras (NS), and further expanded and elaborated in Vatsyayana’s
Nyayabhasya (NBh) and Uddyotakara’s Nyayavarttika (NV).

In the Vadanyaya (VN),> Dharmakirti redefined a traditional Nyaya concept related
to debate, namely the idea of a “condition of defeat” (nigrahasthana),’ a criterion that
determines victory or defeat in a debate. In the Vadanyaya’s redefinition of nigrahasthana,
Dharmakirti presented a new conception of debate, i.e., the “debate of well-educated
people” (satam vadah). By doing so, he appears to have reacted to traditional ideas found in
the Nyayasutras and Nyayabhasya. His ideas in turn influenced the presentation of debate
in later Nyaya works, as will be discussed below with a focus on the Nyayabhiisana (NBhu)
of Bhasarvajia and the Nyayavarttikatatparyatika (NVTT) of Vacaspati Misra.

Prets 2000, Kang 2003, Preisendanz 2009 and others have analyzed the ancient Indian
exposition of debate in the Carakasamhita. Pertinent ideas in the *Upayahrdaya were
investigated by several Japanese researchers (Ui 1925, Kajiyama 1984, Ishitobi 2006). The
more systematic exposition of debate in the Nyayasiitras and Nyayabhasya was studied
in detail especially by Matilal 1998, Preisendanz 2000, and Nicholson 2010. Steinkellner
1988 pointed out Dharmakirti’s new conception of debate. Much’s translation and critical

! G. Tucci suggests Upayahrdaya as the original Sanskrit title of Fangbianxinlun, while E. Frauwallner

suggested Prayogasara. At the 17" Congress of the International Association of Buddhist Studies
(IABS) in 2014, Prof. Shoryu Katsura proposed a third possibility: Prayogahrdaya.
See VN 1,4-5: asadhanangavacanam adosodbhavanam dvayoh | nigrahasthanam, anyat tu na yuktam
iti nesyate [//1// “Asadhanangavacana and adosodbhavana are the conditions of defeat for the two
(debaters, i.e. a proponent and an opponent, respectively). However, other [conditions of defeat that the
Nyaya school and the like explain] are not correct, hence [they are] not accepted.” Here Dharmakirti
presents his original idea of dividing “the condition of defeat” into asadhanarngavacana (the condition
of defeat for a proponent) and adosodbhavana (the condition of defeat for an opponent). This compels
us then to conclude that a proponent is judged to be defeated when his behavior corresponds to
asadhanangavacana and an opponent is judged to be defeated when his behavior corresponds to
adosodbhavana, according to the terms of debate set up in the VN. However, based on the descriptions
supplied in the VN, this conclusion must in fact be wrong. See section 5 for details.
3 As for nigrahasthana as presented in the Nyayasiitras, see Vidyabhusana 1921: 84-90. With regard to
nigrahasthana as defined in the Vadanyaya, see Much 1986 and 1991; Chinchore 1988; Gokhale 1993;
Sasaki 2012a, 2012b, 2013a, 2013b, 2014a, and 2014b.

Birgit Kellner et al., eds., Reverberations of Dharmakirti’s Philosophy: Proceedings of the Fifth International Dharmakirti
Conference Heidelberg, August 26 to 30, 2014. Vienna 2020, pp. 391-410.
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edition of the Vadanyaya in 1991, together with his comprehensive presentation of results
of the Vadanyaya research up until that point, mark a significant contribution to research
on this work. Ono 2004 and 2006 examined Udayana’s views on debate, and Chinchore
1990 studied reactions to the Vadanyaya by Naiyayikas active after Udayana.

While several studies have thus been conducted on Indian debate, little attention has
been given to how the Vadanyaya marks a historical transition in the conception of debate.
This paper therefore aims to place the Vadanydaya in the context of expositions of debate in
the above-mentioned texts, and to thereby clarify its significance.

2. Jalpa in the Carakasamhita

As the first step in our analysis, we will examine the idea of debate in the Carakasamhita
because it is one of the earliest works in which the concept of debate is introduced in detail,
even though it was not exactly explained in a systematic manner. In the Carakasamhita,
the parts of the eighth chapter of the Vimanasthana dealing with debate can be divided
into two sections: the section on colloquy (sambhasa) in CaS 8.8.15-26 and the section on
disputation (vada) in CaS 8.8.27-66.* In the latter section, vada is defined as follows:

CaS 8.8.28: tatra vado nama sa yat parena saha Sastrapurvakam vigrhya ka-
thayati. sa ca dvividhah samgrahena — jalpah, vitanda ca. tatra paksasritayor
vacanam jalpah, jalpaviparyayo vitanda. yatha — ekasya paksah punarbhavo
stiti, nastity aparasya; tau ca svasvapaksahetubhih svasvapaksam sthapaya-
tah, parapaksam udbhavayatah, esa jalpah. jalpaviparyayo vitanda. vitanda
nama parapakse dosavacanamdatram eva.

Of these [44 technical terms], disputation (vada) is [debate] in which one
discusses with another in a hostile manner (vigrhya), based on scriptures. In
brief, this [disputation] is of two kinds: wrangle (jalpa) and cavil (vitanda).
Of these, wrangle is the statement of two [disputants] who depend on [their
respective] positions. Cavil is the opposite of wrangle. For instance, one
holds the position that rebirth exists [while] the other holds [the position] that
[rebirth] does not exist. In addition, both [disputants] establish their positions
on the basis of logical reasons for their positions [and] point out [the fault in]
the other’s position. This is wrangle. Cavil is the opposite of wrangle. Cavil is
merely “indicating the fault in the other’s position.”

Disputation (vada) is here defined as a “[debate] in which one discusses with another in a
hostile manner (vigrhya).” There are two types of vada: wrangle (jalpa) and cavil (vitanda).
As discussed below in section 4, this classification differs from the one in the Nyayasiitras.
Let us note that jalpa here involves hostility to the other disputant, and that it consists of
individual assertions of a proponent and opponent, and mutual ripostes between them.
While the vada section of the Carakasamhita provides a brief account of vada in which
Jalpa occurs as a subcategory of vada, the concept of jalpa, the action of \ jalp, as well as

4 See Preisendanz 2009: 266-268.
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the idea of a hostile (vigrhya) verbal confrontation are already introduced in the sambhasa
section.’

CasS 8.8.15: sambhasavidhim ata irdhvam vyakhyasyamah — bhisag bhisaja
saha sambhaseta. tadvidyasambhdasa hi jianabhiyogasamharsakari bhavati,
vaisaradyam api cabhinirvartayati, vacanasaktim api cadhatte, yasas cabhi-
dipayati, ... yac cacaryah Sisyaya SuSrisave prasannah kramenopadisati
guhyabhimatam arthajatam tat parasparena saha jalpan pindena vijigisur
aha samharsat, tasmat tadvidyasambhasam abhiprasamsanti kuSalah.

CaS 8.8.16: dvividha tu khalu tadvidyasambhasa bhavati — samdhayasam-
bhasa, vigrhyasambhdasa ca.

Hereafter, we shall describe the method of colloquy. A physician should discuss
with a physician. Colloquy with experts (tadvidyasambhasa) increases the
pleasure of the application of knowledge, provides dexterity [in debate], gives
skill of speech, illuminates fame (yasas).... Besides, the teacher who is pleased
with the disciple desirous of hearing [teachings] teaches things intended to
be kept secret in an orderly manner. [The same teacher] who disputes with
another [disputant] in wrangle (\/ jalp) excitedly states [the secret] in one breath
in order to gain victory (vijigisu). Therefore, the wise highly praise colloquy
with experts.

One should know (khalu) that colloquy with experts (tadvidyasambhasa) takes
two forms: friendly colloquy and hostile colloquy.

The sambhasa section describes the method and purpose of colloquy with experts (tadvi-
dyasambhasa) more concretely and vividly than the brief definitions of vada, or jalpa or
vitanda in the vada section. Although the relationship between sambhasa and jalpa is
problematic, it is likely that vigrhyasambhasa and jalpa are the same or at least very similar
concepts, considering such expressions as vigrhyasambhasayam jalpet (CaS 8.8.18).6

Here “the person who disputes in wrangle” (jalpat) is considered to be desirous of
victory (vijigisu). Hence, we can say that one purpose of wrangle (jalpa) is victory. This
purpose deserves careful attention for two reasons: (i) the Nyayabhdasya adopted the same
idea and (ii) the Vadanyaya criticizes the purpose of victory. Both points will be examined
in more detail later.

Fame is another of the purposes listed in connection with sambhasa. It must be noted
that fame or something akin to fame is not considered to be the purpose worth accomplishing
in the context of debate in the * Upayahrdaya, the Nyayasitras, several commentaries of
the Nyayasiitras, and the Vadanyaya. This point will be examined later again.

Regarding the means of debate, acts by a disputant such as ridiculing the opponent are
also allowed in a sambhasa:

5 For jalpa or \/jalp, cf. CaS 8.8.15, CaS 8.8.18, CaS 8.8.20, CaS 8.8.21. As Preisendanz 2009: 268
pointed out, the word vdada is also already introduced in the sambhasa section.

6 Matilal 1998: 38—41 also points out that Caraka divides the “hostile debate” (vigrhyasambhasa) into
two main types, jalpa and vitanda. Matilal calls the first the “j-type” hostile debate and the second the
“v-type” hostile debate.
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CaS 8.8.20: parisat tu khalu dvividha — jianavati, mudhaparisac ca. saiva
dvividha sati trividha punar anena karanavibhagena — suhrtparisat, udasina-
parisat, pratinivistaparisac ceti. tatra pratinivistayam parisadi jaianavijna-
navacanaprativacanasaktisampannayam midhayam va na kathamcit kenacit
saha jalpo vidhiyate; miidhayam tu suhrtparisady udasinayam va jiianavijia-
navacanaprativacanasaktir antarenapy adiptayasasa mahdajanavidvistenapi
saha jalpo vidhiyate. tadvidhena ca saha kathayataviddhadirghasutrasam-
kulair vakyadandakaih kathayitavyam, atihrstam muhur muhur upahasata
param niripayata ca parsadam akaraih, bruvatas casya vakyavakaso na de-
yah; kastasabdam ca bruvata vaktavyo nocyate, athava punar hina te pratijia,
iti. punas$ cahvayamanah’ prativaktavyah — parisamvatsaro bhavan chiksasva
tavat; na tvaya gurur upasito niinam, athava paryaptam etavat te; sakrd api
hi pariksepikam nihatam nihatam ahur iti nasya yogah kartavyah kathamcit.
apy evam Sreyasa saha vigrhya vaktavyam ity ahur eke; na tv evam jyayasa
saha vigraham prasamsanti kuSalah.

There are two types of congregations: the intellectual [congregation] and the
ignorant congregation. Even though [the congregation] takes two forms, the
very same [congregation can be divided into] three kinds through the follow-
ing classification based on [different] grounds — the friendly congregation,
the neutral congregation and the prejudiced congregation. Among these, the
prejudiced congregation consists of persons endowed with the ability to learn,
understand, speak and reply, and of ignorant ones; those who [should] in no
way be involved in wrangle (jalpa) with anyone else. However, in the friendly
congregation or the neutral [congregation], which consists of ignorant persons,
one [should] work on wrangle with [another who is] devoid of the ability
to learn, understand, speak and reply, does not illumine fame (yasas) and is
hated by great men. Furthermore, while disputing with such a person, one
should dispute by means of long sentences mingled with distorted and long
holy scriptures and should not give the opportunity to the [opposing] speaker
by ridiculing another (i.e., the opposing speaker) in high spirits again and
again and making gestures in the presence of the congregation. Furthermore,
[one should say,] “while [the opponent] makes a mischievous remark, he does
not say what he should say,” or indeed “Your (i.e., the opponent’s) thesis has
been abandoned.” Again, when [the opponent] challenges [the disputant], [the
disputant] should reply, “You should learn for another year,” “You have not
yet honored [your] preceptor,” or “That’s enough of your [talking]!” If [the
opponent] is condemned to be defeated even once, [people will] say that he
is defeated and, therefore, will lack the ability to concentrate on what he is
saying. Besides, some say that one should talk in a hostile manner (vigrhya)
with a superior [opponent] in the same way, but [to begin with] the wise does
not recommend the discord with a more excellent [opponent] in this manner.

For cahvayamanah, CaS prints cahit(hva)yamanah.
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Here we should note that a disputant is recommended to use incomprehensible sentences and
ridicule an opponent when engaging in wrangle with a friendly but ignorant congregation,
a neutral but ignorant congregation, or sometimes a superior congregation. Such a hostile
manner of debate is also allowed in wrangle (jalpa) and cavil (vitanda) defined in the
Nyayasutras and in the Nyayabhasya; on the other hand, in the Vadanyaya, acts such as
embarrassing others (parapamsana), which are regarded as bad deeds (asadvyavahara),
are not considered to be an admissible method of debate.

3. The discussion of the composition of a treatise (&iZf) in the *Upaya-
hrdaya

Having discussed the conception of debate in the Carakasamhita, we will now consider
debate in the *Upayahrdaya.® There is no Sanskrit text of the *Updyahrdaya, but the extant
Chinese translations permit to conclude that the *Upayahrdaya contains remarkable ideas
that can be connected with the Nyayasutras.

UH (T1632) 23b14-24: ZHIAR, Satiltim AN msbs B R 244, (A
N R AR A, T MR IR R . IR T R AR B T iy 33
2R EAEZE. k. JCEER, i A E Bl E LR A
RREIVEM .2 AN, MEAENGIE Rt TR R ORI 4 2 At e 1E
Ao B IETRGRAT A, AR B TR A LERE R L T AN R T R 2 RR S
B, S HOEmMRE S SGEEEA RGBT B2 i
AR, iR WO .

I will answer that [this is] not so. Now, I have not composed this treatise
(& I ) for the purpose of victory, profit, or reputation (1% £1 Fl| 3% 44 [#]).
I compose this treatise because I only wish to reveal diverse good and bad
features [of debate]. If the world had no treatise [of debate], there would be
many confused people. Then, [the confused] people would be deceived by the
world’s perverse ideas, and wily rhetoric would give rise to bad deeds, which
would be reborn in an evil world and would lose real benefits. If debate (i) is
understood, [its] good, bad, and useless features are distinguished as a matter
of course. [Then], evildoers, non-Buddhists, and adherents of perverse views
would not be able to harm [people] and obstruct [their nirvana]. Therefore, to
benefit people (Fll 72 2&/F), I compose this correct treatise.’ Furthermore, I
wish to disseminate the true teaching [of Buddha] (1IE¥%) to the world. Just as
in order to cultivate the fruits of mango trees one plants a thicket of thorns
(R ¥ .2 FK) widely around them, so now I will compose [this] treatise in the
same way because I wish to protect the true teaching [of the Buddha] and I do
not seek [to enhance my] reputation. You explained earlier that [I am] good

Kajiyama 1984 assumes that the author of the * Upayahrdaya is Nagarjuna.

The same basic point is argued by Candrakirti in the Madhyamakavatara as follows, MA 6.118 (p. 231):
bstan bcos las dpyad rtsod la chags pa’i phyir /| ma mdzad rnam grol phyir ni de nyid bstan // gal te de
nyid rnam par bshad pa na I/ gzhan gzhung ’jig par *gyur na nyes pa med // Cf. Uryuzu and Nakazawa
2012: 214. I am indebted to Dr. Shenghai Li for having provided this useful information.
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at debate (37 4), [but] this is not true. In order to protect the teaching [of the
Buddha], I must compose [this] treatise.!”

Compared with claims made in the Carakasamhita about jalpa or sambhdsa, the way in
which the *Upayahrdaya explains the purposes and methods of composing a treatise can
be summed up as follows:

The purpose is not “victory;”

The purpose is not “(self-)profit” or “reputation;”

The purpose is the “benefit of people;”

The purpose is “protection of the true teaching [of the Buddha];”
The method is expressed using the metaphor of “thorns.”

nhE Wb =

According to the author’s intention, the * Upayahrdaya was composed in order to protect
the true teaching of the Buddha. This means of protection is metaphorically explained as
planting a thicket of thorns around mango trees. As will be seen in the following section, a
similar expression appears in the Nyayasiitras.

4. Jalpa and vitanda in the Nyayasutras and Nyayabhasya

With these considerations in mind, we will now examine the concept of debate in the
Nyayasitras and Nyayabhasya in order to trace conceptual changes in the idea of “debate.”
In NS 1.2.1-3, the concept of debate is classified into three categories, namely, vada, jalpa
and vitanda, while jalpa and vitanda are presented as subcategories of vada in CaS 8.8.28.
On the other hand, NS 4.2.47-51 proposes three types of debate: samvada, jalpa, and
vitanda. Although this discrepancy in terminology and classification is problematic,'! we
will not discuss this and rather concentrate on jalpa and vitanda, which are explained with
the help of metaphors as follows:

NS 4.2.50: tattvadhyavasayasamraksanartham jalpavitande bijaprarohasam-
raksanartham kantakasakhavaranavat 1/

Just as thorny branches cover [seeds] for the purpose of protecting seed germi-
nation, so wrangle (jalpa) and cavil (vitanda) [are undertaken] for the purpose
of protecting the ascertainment of truth.!?

As pointed out in Preisendanz 2000: 236, Kang 2003: 3637 and Ishitobi 2003, this sentence
parallels the very beginning of the *Upayahrdaya discussed above. It can be assumed that
the Nyayasiitras adopted the metaphor of “thorns” from the *Upayahrdaya, or that both
the Nyayasutras and *Upayahrdaya drew on another text which is their origin. In the same
context of explaining jalpa and vitanda, Vatsyayana commented on the sitra as follows:

10 Tshitobi 2006: 42—44 and Eltschinger 2012: 471-472 translate this passage and analyze the motives and
aims of treatise or debate presented in the * Upayahrdaya.

Preisendanz 2000 considered this problem in detail.

Cf. NBh 1099,4: anutpannatattvajiiananam aprahinadosanam tadartham ghatamananam etad iti; NV
1099,8: anutpannatattvajiianenaitat kartavyam iti sitrarthah.

11
12
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NS 4.2.51: tabhyam vigrhyakathanam //

NBh 2000,2-3 (ad NS 4.2.51): vigrhyeti vijigisaya, na tattvabubhutsayeti, tad
etad vidyapalanartham, na labhapujakhyatyartham iti.

By means of these two, [i.e., the wrangle (jalpa) and cavil (vitanda),] hostile
(vigrhya) dispute [is undertaken].

“Hostile” (vigrhya) is [equivalent to] “by a desire to win” (vijigisaya); [how-
ever] is [this] not [equivalent to] “by a desire to know truth.” This [hostile
dispute is undertaken] for the purpose of defending expertise (vidya), [but] is
not [undertaken] for the purpose of profit, honor, or reputation.'?

As to the purpose of, respectively, jalpa/vitanda and the composition of a treatise (i
i), both NBh and UH exclude (self-)profit and endorse the protection of their own doc-
trine. On the other hand, the presentation in the Nyayabhasya is different from that in the
*Upayahrdaya in terms of whether the desire for victory is approved of as a legitimate
purpose.

The main points regarding purpose and method of jalpa and vitanda according to the
Nyayabhasya can be summed up as follows:

The purpose is “victory;”

The purpose is not “(self-)profit,” “honor” or “reputation;”
The idea of “benefit of people” is not mentioned;

The purpose is “defense of expertise;”

The method is expressed using the metaphor of “thorns.”

RARE ol e

5. The concept of debate in the Vadanyaya

As Ruegg 2000: 137-138, n. 41 acutely pointed out, Nagarjuna, Bhaviveka, Dharmakirti,
and probably also Vasubandhu, reject jalpa or vitanda. Here we limit the discussion to Dhar-
makirti’s criticism of jalpa and vitanda. Dharmakirti does not mention the thorn metaphor
used in the Nydayasitras. However, Santaraksita quotes NS 4.2.50 in his commentary on
the Vadanyaya, the Vadanyayatika Vipanicitartha (VA):

VA 70,25-26: yathoktam tattvadhyavasdayasamraksanartham jalpavitande
bijaprarohasamraksanartham kantakasakhavaranavad iti.

This quotation occurs in a context where Dharmakirti criticized the traditional concept of
debate — particularly wrangle (jalpa) and cavil (vitanda) — and instead promoted his own
original conception.

3 Cf. NV 1099,10-2000,4: tabhyam jalpavitandabhyam vigrhyeti vijigisaya, na tattvabubhutsayeti. vi-
dyapalanartham caitat, na labhapijakhyatyartham iti.
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5.1 The ““debate of people with a desire to win’’ (vijigisunam vadah) in the Vadanyaya

First, Dharmakirti criticizes jalpa and vitanda by considering these two concepts to mean
“debate of people with a desire to win” (vijigisunam vadah).

VN 22,8-16: chalavyavahare ’pi vijigisiunam vada iti cet, na, durjanaviprati-
pattyadhikare satam Sastrapravrtteh. na hi paranugrahapravrtta mithyapra-
laparambhatmotkarsaparapamsanadin asadvyavaharan upadisanti. na ca
paravipamsanena labhasatkaraslokoparjanam satam acarah. napi tathapra-
vrttebhyah svahastadanena praninam upatapanam satsammatanam Sastra-
karasabhasadam yuktam. na ca nyayasastrani sadbhir labhadyuparjanaya
praniyante. tasman na yogavihitah kascid vijigisuvado nama.

(Objection:) Even if distortion (chala) is used, the “debate of people with a
desire to win” (vijigisiunam vadah) [is undertaken]. (Answer:) [This is] not
[so] because well-educated people are not engaged in the doctrinal system
in consideration of bad people’s evil deeds (vipratipatti).'* That is to say,
[well-educated] people who are engaged in the benefit of others do not teach
bad deeds (asadvyavahara), such as boasting and embarrassing others through
beginning incoherent speech. Besides, winning profit, reverence, or praise by
disgracing others is not [suitable] behavior for well-educated people. Further-
more, troubling [other] people by giving a [helping] hand to those who are
engaged in this manner [i.e., disgracing others] is not suitable for those who
are considered to be well-educated people, i.e., those who are participants in
the meeting of learned men (Sastrakarasabhasad). Additionally, well-educated
people don’t compose methodically written works for the purpose of gaining
profit and the rest. Because of these [evil deeds, such as distortion (chala)], a so-
called “debate of people with a desire to win” is not reasonable (yogavihita)'>
at all.

On the surface, it would seem that Dharmakirti does not directly explain the characteristics
of “debate of people with a desire to win,” but merely states evil deeds that are not
appropriate for well-educated people. However, Dharmakirti here comes to the conclusion
that “debate of people with a desire to win” is not reasonable. From this viewpoint, one
may say that the “evil deeds” should be considered to be precisely the behavior exhibited
in a debate of people with a desire to win.

Dharmakirti does not use the terms jalpa or vitanda.'® However, according to the
explanation in the Nyayasiitras,'” “distortion” (chala) is the hostile method used in jalpa
and vitanda. Additionally, with the passage of time, the terms vijigisukatha'® or vijigisuvada

See VA 70,19-21: durjananam vipratipattir asobhano vyavaharah tasman na yogavihito nyayyah
kascid vijigisuvado'V nama, yac chaladibhih kriyata ity adhyaharah. (Y vijigisu® em. : vijagisu®.)
McClintock 2010: 70, n. 169 has pointed out that Much uses the inappropriate translation “regellos” for
the yogavihita in Much 1991: 51,2.

Vitanda is criticized in VN 61,1-2: etenaiva vitanda pratyuktabhyupagamabhave vivadabhavat.

See NS 1.2.2: yathoktopapannas chalajatinigrahasthanasadhanopalambho jalpah I/

Cf. SDS 30: vijigisukatha® ya tu chalajatyadidiisand / sa jalpah, sd vitanda tu ya pratipaksavarjita //
(D vijigisu® em. : vijagisu®.)
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came to be considered alternative expressions for jalpa and vitanda. Therefore, it seems
reasonable to conclude that Dharmakirti criticizes the characteristics of jalpa and vitanda
in these phrases.

Let me summarize the purposes and methods of “debate of people with a desire to win”
presented in the Vadanyaya as follows:

The purpose is “victory;”

The purpose is “(self-)profit,” “reverence” or “praise;”

The purpose is not “benefit of others;”

The idea of “defense of expertise” and the like is not mentioned;

The method is “evil deeds,” “distortion,” “embarrassing others” and so forth.

99 ¢
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5.2 The “debate of well-educated people” (satam vadah) in the Vadanyaya

After criticizing the debate of people with a desire to win, i.e., wrangle and cavil, Dharma-
kirti presents his original conception of debate, namely, “debate of well-educated people”
(satam vadah).

VN 22,16-21: paranugrahapravrttas tu santo vipratipannam pratipadayanto
nyayam anusareyuh satsadhanabhidhanena bhiitadosodbhavanena va, saksi-
pratyaksam tasyaivanuprabodhaya. tad eva nyayanusaranam satam vadabh,
ukte nyaye tattvarthi cet pratipadyeta, tadapratipattav apy anyo na vipratipa-
dyeteti."’

On the other hand, when [well-educated people] persuade one who has fal-
lacious notions, well-educated people who aim at the benefit of others (pa-
ranugraha) would abide by the reasonable rule (nyaya) by stating a correct
piece of proof or pointing out a real fault for making him (i.e., the one who
has fallacious notions) notice [his fault] in the presence of witnesses. The
debate of well-educated people (satam vadah) is precisely that, i.e., abiding by
reasonable rules if [an opponent] seeking the truth were to properly understand
the logical argument (nyaya) stated [by the proponent,?® and] even if [he] does
not understand it, others [in proximity] were not to misunderstand it.?!

Elsewhere, Dharmakairti claims that the proper means for a proponent is “stating a piece of
correct proof” (satsadhanabhidhana), while the means for an opponent is “pointing out a
real fault” (bhitadosodbhavana). The means of “debate of people with a desire to win” are
described as “evil deeds” (vipratipattilasadvyavahara). Dharmakirti compared the former
to the latter in the following passage:

VN 22,22-23,6: tattvaraksanartham sadbhir upahartavyam eva chaladi viji-
gisubhir iti cet, na, nakhacapetasastrapraharadipanadibhir apiti vaktavyam.

19 vipratipadyeta® em. [D337a6/P377b8: mi rtogs pa; VA 70,24: vipratipadyeta) : pratipadyeta® VN.

20 See VA 70,21-22: ukte sati nyaye tattvarthi cet prativadi pratipadyeta tam artham nyayopetam.

2l See VA 70,22-24: atha svapaksaragasya baliyastvad ukte ’pi nyaye na pratipadyeta. tada tena prati-
vadind tasya nydyasyarthasyapratipattav anyah'V samipavartyatmajiio janakayo na vipratipadyeteti
krtva nyayanusaranam eva satam vada iti vartate. (\V anyah VAys em. : anya® VA.)
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tasman na jyayan ayam tattvaraksanopayah. sadhanaprakhyapanam satam
tattvaraksanopayah sadhanabhasadiisanam ca, tadabhave mithyapralapad
atra paropatapavidhane ’pi tattvapratisthapanat. anyathapi nyayopavarnane
vidvatpratisthanat. tasmat paranugrahaya tattvakhyapanam vadino vijayah,
bhittadosadarsanena mithyapratipattinivartanam prativadinah.

(Objection:)??> Well-educated people with a desire to win have to offer a distor-
tion (chala) and so forth? in order to protect truth (tattvaraksana). (Answer:)
No, [this is not true]. [If that were to be so,] it would have to be said that [well-
educated people with a desire to win have to protect truth] even by attacking
[an opponent] with fingernails, an open palm, or weapons, or by setting [the
opponent] on fire. Therefore, this means of protecting truth [used by people
with a desire to win] is not superior [to the means of protecting truth used by
well-educated people]. The means of protecting truth [used by] well-educated
people are the explanation of proof (sadhanaprakhyapana) and the refutation
of pseudo-proof (sadhanabhasadiisana) because there is no establishment
of truth without them (i.e., these two means)®* even if [the well-educated
people] trouble others with incoherent speech in this case [and] because there
is firm ground for the learned men in case that they tell a logical argument
(nyaya) even if [they] do not [begin incoherent speech].?> Hence, the victory
of a proponent is the explanation of truth (tattvakhyapana)®® for the purpose
of benefitting others (paranugraha); [on the other hand, the victory] of an
opponent is the removal of misapprehension (mithyapratipattinivartana) by
showing the real fault [of the proponent’s proof].

It is important to consider the following features of “debate of well-educated people” when

comparing it with the definition of “debate of people with a desire to win:

9927

1. Dharmakirti does not consider the concept of “victory” in the usual sense of the

word to be the purpose of debate of well-educated people, and instead reinterprets
this concept. In a debate of well-educated people, a proponent is victorious when

22

23

24

25
26

27

The Tibetan translation of the Vadanyaya gives the lines a different reading. Cf. D337a6-7/
P377b8-378al: gal te de kho na nyid bsrung ba’i don du dam pa rnams kyang rgyal bar 'dod pa
sgyu'D la sogs pa dag gis tshar gcad (D; bead P) par bya ba yin no zhe na | ma yin te khu tshur
dang / thal Ilcag dang [ mtshon chas bsnun (D; bsnan P) pa dang | me la sogs pa dag gis kyang zhes
brjod par bya na / (‘\V sgyu em. : rgyu D337a7/P377b8.)

The word adi seems to imply jati or nigrahasthana. Cf. NS 1.2.2: yathoktopapannas chalajatinigraha-
sthanasadhanopalambho jalpah I/

See VA 70,27-28: tadabhayva iti sadhanaprakhyapanasadhanabhdasadiusanayor abhave.

See VA 70,28: anyathapiti mithyapralapadyabhave ’pi.

Steinkellner 1988: 1441-1442 pointed out that [satam-]vadah has to serve the investigation of truth
(tattvacinta VN 21,22) and the explanation of truth (tattvakhyapana VN 23,5). In the discussion at the
conference, Prof. Steinkellner made the important remark that tattva in the case of tattvacinta should
mean “true reality.”

As for the difference between Dharmakirti’s satam vadah and the notions of vada, jalpa or vitanda
as defined in the Nyayasiitras, see Much 1991: Einleitung 2.2 and Gokhale 1993: Introduction, pp.
XV—XVii.
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he “explains truth [to others]” and an opponent is victorious when he “removes
misapprehension [of others].”

2. The purpose is not “(self-)profit,” “reverence” or “praise.”

3. Dharmakirti considers the concept of “benefitting others™ (paranugraha) to be the
purpose of debate of well-educated people. The Nyayasiitras, Nyayabhdasya, and
Nyayavarttika do not propose this concept to be the purpose of jalpa or vitanda, at
least not in the context of debate.

4. The purpose is “protection of truth.”

5. The proponent’s method is “the explanation of proof” or “stating a piece of correct
proof” and the opponent’s method is “the refutation of pseudo-proof” or “pointing
out a real fault.”

29 ¢

Regarding the first point, we must draw attention to the condition of defeat (nigrahasthana)
and victory as constructed systematically by Dharmakirti in the Vadanyaya. In Dharmakir-
ti’s theory, neither a proponent nor an opponent are to be defeated, even if they act solely
within the guidelines of the nigrahasthana. On the basis of Figure 1, which shows the flow
chart of the conditions of victory or defeat defined in the Vadanyaya, the following situation
serves as an example: in the beginning, a proponent intends to prove his statement using
correct proof, i.e., the proof-action is not the case of nigrahasthana. An opponent then tries
to refute the proof of the proponent, but what the opponent points out is a pseudo-fault,
not a real fault. If the proponent does not refute the pseudo-fault, neither proponent nor
opponent will win or lose, in spite of the fact that the proponent’s proof is correct. The
reason why Dharmakirti regards the winner and the loser as undecided in this situation is
that the victory of the proponent is defined to be the explanation of truth, but the proponent
does not achieve this, since he fails to correct the opponent’s mistake. This reinterpreted
idea of victory is consistently maintained throughout the entire text of the Vadanyaya.

6. Responses to Dharmakirti’s ideas in the Nyaya school

It remains to be studied how different Naiyayikas accepted or refuted the ideas on debate
from the Vadanyaya. In this paper, we shall concentrate on Vacaspati Misra’s Nyayavartti-
katatparyatika (NVTT) and Bhasarvajiia’s Nyayabhusana (NBhu).

6.1 Jalpa and vitanda in the Nyayavarttikatatparyatika

Vacaspati Misra explained wrangle and cavil as follows:

NVTT 1099,15-2000,11 (ad NS 4.2.51): na kevalam tadartham ghatama-
nanam jalpavitande, api tu vidyanirvedadibhis ca parenavajiayamanasya,
tabhyam vigrhyakathanam iti sitram. yas tu svadarsanavilasitamithyajia-
navalepadurvidagdhataya sadvidyavairagyad va labhapujakhyatyarthitaya
kuhetubhir isvaranam janadharanam purato vedabrahmanaparalokadidiisana-
pravrttah, tam prati vadi samicinadiisanam apratibhayapasyan jalpavitande
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avatarya vigrhya® jalpavitandabhyam tattvakathanam karoti vidyaparipala-
naya.... idam api prayojanam jalpavitandayoh. na tu labhakhyatyadi drstam.
na hi parahitapravrttah paramakaruniko munir drstartham paravarncanopa-
yam upadisatiti.

Wrangle (jalpa) and cavil (vitanda) [take place] not only between those who
strive for it (i.e., protecting the ascertainment of truth)* but also between those
who are derogatorily considered to disregard expertise*® by others. [According
to the Nyaya-]sutra (i.e., NS 4.2.51),%! “by means of these two, [i.e., wrangle
and cavil,] the hostile dispute [is undertaken].” However, the debater who
doesn’t find an appropriate objection against the [following] person introduces
(avatarya), namely, divides (vigrhya) wrangle and cavil and then makes state-
ments about truth through wrangle and cavil for the purpose of defending
expertise. The [above-mentioned] person is engaged in objecting to Veda,
Brahman, the future world and the rest in the presence of the Gods held firm
by people through fallacious logical reasons because of a false conception,
haughtiness, or unsophisticatedness that appears in his own view or [because
of] a desire for profit, honor, or reputation on account of aversion to the true
expertise.... This (i.e., defending expertise) is also the purpose of the wran-
gling and the cavil. However, profit, reputation and the like are considered to
be neither [the purpose of the wrangling nor the cavil] because the extremely
compassionate sage who is engaged in the welfare of others (parahita) does
not teach obvious methods for deceiving others.

Vacaspati seems to reinterpret the traditional definition of jalpa and vitanda by introducing
a new concept in the Nyayavarttikatatparyatika. The main points of his reinterpretation
can be summarized as follows:

1. Vacaspati reinterpreted vigrhya in NS 4.2.51 as avatarya, while Vatsyayana inter-
preted vigrhya as vijigisaya. It is assumed that Vacaspati intended to change the
traditional idea that debaters seek victory in jalpa and vitanda. This probably indi-
cates his acceptance of Dharmakirti’s criticism of the “debate of people with a desire
to win” (vijigisunam vadah). However, according to Thakur’s edition, this interpreta-
tion is problematic because he reads avatarya vijigisaya tam vigrhya. Therefore, |
would like to avoid drawing a definitive conclusion here.

2. The purpose is not “(self-)profit,” “honor” or “reputation.”
3. Vacaspati introduced the idea of “welfare of others” (parahita). He does not clearly

describe this concept as the purpose or motivation of jalpa or vitanda. However,
it is likely that Vacaspati integrated the Vadanyaya’s idea of “benefit of others”
(paranugraha) into his own approach.

28
29

30

31

avatarya vigrhya NVTT(CSS), NVTT(KSS); avatarya vijigisaya tam vigrhiya NVTT(Thakur).

See NS 4.2.50: tattvadhyavasayasamraksanartham jalpavitande... // “The wrangling (jalpa) and the
cavil (vitanda) [are undertaken] for the purpose of protecting the ascertainment of truth.” See section 4
for details.

See NVTP 558,2-3: vidyanirveda ity asya vivaranam sadvidyavairagyad iti. adigrahanavivaranam
labhapiijeti.

See section 4 for details.
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4. The purpose is “defense of expertise.”

5. The method is expressed using the metaphor of “thorns.”*

Although there remain some uncertainties as to how Vacaspati Misra responded to the
ideas on debate presented in the Vadanyaya, it seems clear that he adopted some of these
ideas to fit his own concept of debate.

6.2 Jalpa and vitanda in the Nyayabhiisana

In the case of the Nyayabhiisana, an influence from the Vadanyaya is more evident than in
the case of the Nyayavarttikatatparyatika.

NBhu 332,11-23: yatra tu vijigisuna saha labhapujakhyatikamo jayartham
pravartate, sa vijigisukatha. nanu ca moksamargaviruddhatval labhadipraptes
tatprayojana katha na yukteti, satyam; neyam mumuksuna kartavya, kim tu
JAatva varjaniyeti niripita. yada tu vitarago vijigisunaksiptah katham pari-
hartum paroparodhan na saknoti, tadasau vitaragas tena vijigisuna saha
paranugrahartham jiianankuraraksanartham ca tam eva caturangam katham
kuryat.... svatmani sisyadyatmani cotpannas tattvadhyavasayankurah sakya-
dimrgair bhaksyetapi yadi jalpavitandabhyam kantakaSakhabhyam avaranam
na kriyeta. ye canutpannatattvajianah sisyadayah, tesam prativadinas canu-
grahartham vitaragenapi jalpadau pravartitavyam ity uktam. anugrahas ca
moksasastracaryadisu Sraddhotpattidvarena bhavati.

However, when those who long for profit, honor, or reputation undertake a
certain [debate] for the purpose of victory with those [disputants who are]
desirous of victory, the [debate] is the “dispute of people with a desire to win”
(vijigisukatha). (Objection:) Because the acquisition of profit and the rest is
contrary to the path to liberation, the dispute that has it (i.e., victory) as its
purpose is not appropriate. (Answer:) Yes, [you are correct]. It is determined
that those who desire liberation ought not to do this (i.e., the disputation
whose purpose is victory), but rather ought to avoid [such a disputation] after
becoming aware of [such a disputation]. However, unless a person without
passion who is provoked by a person with the desire to win can repel the
dispute by troubling others, this passionless person will undertake the very
dispute, which consists of four component parts** with this person with a

32

33

Cf. NVTT 1099,13-14 (ad NS 4.2.50): tattvadhyavasayasamraksanartham jalpavitande bijapraro-
hasamraksanartham kantaka$akhavaranavat iti siitram. tad vyacaste — anutpannatattvajiananam
iti.

Basically, in the Nyaya school vitaragakatha corresponds to vada, and vijigisukatha corresponds to jalpa
or vitanda. Bhasarvajiia, however, shows another interpretative possibility — that vitaragakatha and viji-
gisukatha are divided into four sub-types: (i) sapratipaksa vitaragakatha, (ii) apratipaksa vitaragakatha,
(iii) sapratipaksa vijigisukatha, and (iv) apratipaksa vijigisukatha. See NBhu 332.7-11: vitaragakathapi
dvividha bhavati — sapratipaksa vapratipaksaV ca.... evam cavantarabhedavivaksayam catasrah katha
bhavanti, na tisra iti. vyavaharas tu visesasamjiiatrayenaivastiti tisra eva visesasanyna uddistah. atha
vd tisra eva bhavantu, vado ’pi hi pratipaksahino vitandaiveti vaksyamah. (V vapratipaksa em. : va
pratipaksa.) “The dispute of people without passion (vitaragakatha) also has two types: [the dispute
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desire to win for the purpose of benefitting others (paranugrahartham) and
for protecting the sprout of knowledge.... The sprout of the ascertainment of
truth that surfaces in [a debater] himself and in his disciples would be eaten by
savage animals, such as Buddhists, if [the sprout] were not covered by thorny
branches, i.e., the wrangling and the cavil. Furthermore, it is said that even
the person without passion has to undertake the wrangling and so on for the
purpose of benefitting (anugrahartham) disciples and the rest who have no
knowledge of truth and for [benefitting] an opponent. Additionally, the benefit
[of others] occurs through having faith in the masters [who teach] the doctrine
of liberation and the like.

As in Vacaspati’s text cited above, Bhasarvajfia also proposes a new interpretation of jalpa
and vitanda. The main points are summarized as follows:

1. Bhasarvajia considers that a person without passion (vitaraga) has to participate
in the “dispute of people with a desire to win” (vijigisukatha) when he is provoked
by a person with the desire to win (vijigisu). Even in that case, vitaraga, as its
name suggests, is free from passion, such as the desire to win. Therefore, in the
case of vijigisukatha carried out by vitaraga, it seems that Bhasarvajiia intends, like
Dharmakirti, to remove the idea of victory as the purpose of jalpa and vitanda. In
other words, both vitaraga in the Nyayabhiisana and sat in the Vadanyaya have no
desire to win (vijigisa). It seems quite probable that the Nyayabhiisana’s view is
influenced by the Vadanyaya.

2. The purpose is not “(self-)profit,” “honor,” or “reputation” for those who desire
liberation (mumuksu).

3. Bhasarvajia introduced the idea of paranugrahartham “for the purpose of benefitting
others” as the motivation behind vitaraga in the context of jalpa and vitanda. Being
engaged in paranugraha “benefitting others” is common among vitaraga in the
Nyayabhiisana and sat in the Vadanyaya. One may say that Bhasarvajiia covertly
imported Dharmakirti’s idea of paranugrahaya.

4. The purpose is the “protection of the sprout of knowledge [of the ascertainment of
truth].”

5. The method is expressed using the metaphor of “thorns.”

Judging from the above, we can be fairly certain that Bhasarvajiia adopted the viewpoint
and concept described in the Vadanydya to his own notion of debate, presented in the
Nyayabhuisana.

that] has an opposing view and [the dispute that] has no opposing views.... Furthermore, when one
wishes to express the division [of the disputes] in this way (i.e., based on the existence or nonexistence
of opposing views) respectively, there are four types of disputes, not three. On the other hand, it is
[already] taught that there are only three particular names (i.e., vada, jalpa, and vitanda) because there
is conventional usage only by the three particular names. We, however, will state as follows: if only the
three [particular names] exist, the debate (vada) that has no opposing views is also a cavil (vitanda).”
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7. Concluding remarks

The comparison of “debate” concepts in the sources examined in this paper is presented in
Figure 2. In addition, this comparison yields the following main points:

1.

2.

In the Carakasamhita the term jalpa is employed to refer to a type of hostile debate
conducted for the purpose of victory.

In the *Upayahrdaya the composition of a treatise (& i) is explained using the
metaphor of thorns (7] #§). The same metaphor is used in the Nydyasitras. Ei-
ther it was adapted from the * Upayahrdaya or from another text upon which both
the Nyayasiitras and the *Upayahrdaya draw. In the Nyayasutras the metaphor is
used to explain jalpa and vitanda, technical terms that are also employed in the
Carakasamhita.

. In the Nyayabhasya both jalpa and vitanda are interpreted as forms of debate for

the purpose of victory. As for jalpa, this interpretation is similar to that found in the
Carakasamhita.

In the Vadanyaya Dharmakirti criticized the purpose of victory attributed to jalpa and
vitanda in the Nyayabhasya, presenting instead the idea of paranugraha “benefitting
others,” as the purpose of debate. Dharmakirti’s negation of the purpose of victory
and the affirmation of the purpose of “benefit of others” is similar to the position
found in the *Upayahrdaya.

. From among the later Naiyayikas, at least Bhasarvajfia, in the Nyayabhiisana, ac-

cepted implicitly Dharmakirti’s construction of the debate concept in the Vadanyaya
by adopting the idea of “benefitting others” and rejecting the idea of “victory.” It is
possible that the same might be said of Vacaspati’s Nyayavarttikatatparyatika as
well, although the text is not explicit.

We may reasonably conclude that the Vadanyaya marked a turning point in the historical
transition of the concept of debate. Dharmakirti criticized the earlier concept of debate in
the Nyaya school as “debate of people with a desire to win” (vijigisinam vadah) and created
anew one, i.e., “debate of well-educated people” (satam vadah). His new understanding
of the nature of the debate affected the later Nyaya school and led some Naiyayikas to
modify their approach. However, the extent to which the Vadanyaya influenced later works
in the Nyaya school remains a matter for further research. An extended examination of
the Vadanydya’s commentaries, such as Santaraksita’s Viparicitarthd, as well as more
comprehensive studies on later Nyaya literature, are needed to more fully understand these
relationships.
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