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Independence and Certainty:

Prajfiakaragupta’s Argument on the Rising and the Setting of the Sun”
Sakar Masamichi

1. Introduction

A central point of Dharmakirti's Buddhist logic consists in the specification of the
conditions for a good inferential reason property, such that it allows the derivation of a
target property with certainty, i.e., without any deviation. According to Dharmakirti, the
property of being produced (krtakatvam) is a good inferential reason property insofar as it
can prove the target property of being impermanent (anityatvam). This is because anything
that possesses this property, i.e., anything which is produced by causes and arises under a
certain set of conditions (krtakam), is independent (nirapeksam) of anything other than
itself for its cessation. Were it dependent (sapeksam) on anything else for its cessation, we
could not conclude with certainty that it would cease to exist, since the possibility that the
destructive function of these other things is somehow obstructed could not be excluded." In
short, according to Dharmakirti, if a thing’s obtainment of a certain state is independent of
other things, then the thing will necessarily attain that state; for this reason we can also be
certain that the thing will obtain that state.

Non-Buddhist thinkers criticized this Dharmakirtian equation of independence and
necessity by resorting to various counterexamples in which something occurs necessarily
but happens in dependence on other things. Among these counterexamples, the
philosophically most interesting one is the rising and the setting of the sun. According to
Dharmakirti’s opponents, the sun necessarily sets after it rises, and it certainly rises after it
sets. In this way, the rising and the setting each happen to the sun necessarily but are
dependent on something else, namely, on time (kalah). To the best of my knowledge, this
counterexample is first seen in the Vyomavati. It is taken up in the Nyayakandali, and in the
Nyayabhiisana we find a parallel counterexample involving the moon.” On the Buddhist

side, Prajiiakaragupta extensively deals with this counterexample. In this paper, I aim to
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examine the so-called “sunrise problem” in its medieval Indian version, as discussed by

Prajfiakaragupta and his opponent.
2. Purvapaksa

First, I introduce the non-Buddhist argument found in the Vyomavati and the

Nyayakandalt.

Vyom 399,23-30 (= VyomMs 90b2-4): Moreover, what [has been said by the Buddhist
opponents] in the following way: “Were cessation dependent on causes, cessation would not occur
necessarily, like a color [that does not occur necessarily] in a cloth. This is because there is an
incompatibility between being dependent and occurring necessa.lrily."3> is not right, [first] because,
since there is a deviation in one case, it is not observed to be so in every case; and [second]
because, although being dependent in this way, a rising and a setting is observed [respectively] for
the sun, planets, constellations, and stars; and [third] because (ifi), if independent, there would be
the setting immediately upon the rising, since no delay [in the exercising of a function] is possible

for a [thing] capable [of exercising that function]”; and [fourth] because (iti) the setting

necessarily happens to the sun which has risen.”

NKand 202,1-2: Moreover, what has been said [by the Buddhist opponents]: “Since non-existence
[i.e., cessation,] is certain, [it] is not dependent on other causes.” is itself inconclusive due to the

rising and the setting of the sun. This is because, if these two were independent, there would be no

difference in time.®

Although the latter description is simple and short, the point of both excerpts is the same
and can be summarized as follows: Cessation necessarily occurs for produced things, i.e.,
produced things are certainly impermanent. This is accepted by both the Buddhists and
their opponents. The Buddhists, however, understand that this certainty about cessation is
due to the fact that produced things are independent as to their cessation. As mentioned, if
they were dependent on causes, one could not accept that they necessarily cease. In that
case, if the Buddhists, with regard to the rising and the setting of the sun, which are each
accepted to occur necessarily, ascribed the necessity of these events to their independence
—just like in the case of cessation—then they would have to assume that the setting
happens immediately upon the rising, and the rising immediately upon the setting. This
would imply that there is no difference in time, e.g., no difference between, morning, noon,
and night etc. This is because, in Dharmakirti's ontology, for a thing x to be independent in

becoming y means that there is no interval between the two states, and hence that x is
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independent for y means nothing but that x immediately becomes y.”

For the opponents, however, the rising and the setting of the sun occur necessarily, but
they are dependent on time (kalah)®: Only when the right time comes does the sun rise;
only when the right time comes does it set. In the same way, although produced things are
necessarily impermanent, they cease only when causes of cessation like hammers etc. are
present. The implication is that produced things cease necessarily, but nevertheless endure
until causes of cessation are present. That is, they are indeed impermanent, but never

momentary.
3. Prajiiakaragupta’s Response

In the Pramanavarttikalankara” we find the same argument as that made by Vyomasiva and

Sridhara, examined above. How does Prajfidkaragupta respond?

PVA 644,20-21 = Ed. Sakai 2022, 290,1-2: [Opponent’s objection:] Is it not the case that, although
being dependent, the setting and the rising of the sun occur necessarily? [According to you,
necessary occurrence is due to independence.] If [in that case the rising and the setting of the sun]
were independent, [then] immediately upon rising or setting, [the sun] would set or rise.'?
PVA 644,22-29 = Ed. Sakai 2022, 290,5-291,1: [Prajiakaragupta’s response:] To this, [the
following] is said:
The setting or the rising of the sun are not pervaded, respectively, by the rising or the setting
[of the sun]. Sometimes it could be the case that it is otherwise. There is no valid cognition
with regard to the opposite [i.e., the negative pervasion]. (PVA 4.601)
(1) Even if [we] do observe [it] repeatedly, it is nevertheless not [the case] that [the sun’s] setting is
pervaded by [its] rising, nor the case that [its] rising is pervaded by [its] setting, because there is no
valid cognition [for either pervasion]. For it is so: The episode of the faithful and devoted [wife]
has often been heard.
Moreover, there is the possibility [that it will not be as observed until now]. This is because in
winter it is after a long time that [the sun] rises [and] it is at once that [the sun] sets. Like this,
there is the possibility of being otherwise. (PVA 4.602)
(2) Moreover, the setting does not [belong] to the sun; but rather, [the setting] is the state of being
cut off by mountains etc. And this state of being cut off [by mountains etc.] has to do with us and
the like; but others, [like] yoga practitioners, never fail to see [the sun.] (3) What's more (api ca),
as is stated [by Dharmakirti in PV 1.194ab = PVin 2.53cd] “It is not observed that [any things]

"IV there is the doubt that, even if it is the case that certain

12)

which are dependent occur necessarily,

things occur necessarily, other things [than those], however, do not [occur necessarily].
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Prajfiakaragupta’s direct answer to the opponent’s objection is PVA 4.601, along with his
own prose explanation consisting of the three parts (1)-(3).

In the first part (1), Prajiakaragupta does not accept that the setting is pervaded by the
rising of the sun, i.e., that the sun which has set will rise necessarily; in the second part (2)
he denies that the rising is pervaded by the setting, i.e., that the sun which has risen will set
necessarily. According to him, even if these two positive concomitances were established
on the basis of “repeated observation” (bhityodarsanam), still there would be no valid
cognition with regard to the opposite, i.e., no valid cognition which excludes the
possibilities that the sun which has set does not rise and that the sun which has risen does
not set.

To disprove pervasion of the sun’s setting by its rising, Prajiiakaragupta offers two
arguments: The first is the episode of the faithful and devoted wife (pativratopakhyanam).
This probably refers to the episode of Anastya (literally: a woman without envy, jealousy)
recorded in the Markandeyapurana (chapter 16, verses 27 to 32cd).”” This woman
prevents the sun from rising in order to save her husband, Kausika, from the curse by
Mandavya: “He will get to die just after seeing the sun!” This episode functions as a
counterexample to the positive concomitance that the sun which has set rises necessarily. It
seems that, at the time of Prajiiakaragupta, this episode—I cannot ascertain that the episode
Prajfiakaragupta had in his mind is exactly that in the Markandeyapurana—was so widely
known that it could function as a counterexample. The second argument is the sun’s rising
and setting in winter. In winter the sun rises later and sets quickly. The former case
anticipates the possibility that the sun does not rise at all, no matter how long one waits,
and the latter suggests the possibility that the sun sets immediately after rising. Both
possibilities thus negate the pervasion of the sun’s setting by its rising. If we think about
winter days in deep valleys in the Himalayas where it gets dark quickly—or, even the polar
night in winter in the northernmost region of Earth — the second argument of
Prajfiakaragupta makes good sense.

As for the negation of pervasion of the sun's rising by its setting, Prajiiakaragupta, in the
second part (2), argues that the phenomenon of the sun’s setting does not exist as such. He
says that what we normal people understand as the setting of the sun is actually the sun’s
moving behind mountains etc. That is to say, the sun itself continues to move and to exist

there. Moreover, Prajfiakaragupta insists that yoga practitioners do not fail to see the sun as
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such. Obviously, the yoga practitioners are invoked here as those who can see objects
beyond the senses (atindriyarthah). Based on these arguments, Prajiidkaragupta concludes
that the sun does not set in reality.

Interestingly, what Prajfiakaragupta says in the third part (3) of his response is a kind
of concession to the opponent’s position. On the words “api ca,” which introduce this part,

Yamari comments as follows:

Y D244al-2, P311b7-312al: The phrase “api ca” (gzhan yang; what's more) is [used in order] to
convey that, even if these two [i.e., the sun’s setting and rising] do not deviate from those two [i.e.,
the rising and the setting, respectively], it is not the case that there is no deviation in all cases. The
rising and the setting are necessary for a certain [thing] (*kasyacit; 'ga’ zhig) [i.e., for the sun].
Even if this is the case, nevertheless, this is not the case for any other two produced [things].
Hence, in this way, it is not the case that there is certainty [in all cases]. [If the opponent asks] “For

what reason?” [Then, Prajiiakaragupta] says: “[any things], which are dependent.“m

According to this commentary on part (3), it seems that Prajfiakaragupta there accepts that
rising and setting have the status of being dependent but certain, yet this is only the case for
a certain thing, i.e., the sun. In other words, Prajiakaragupta does not allow the extension
of this status to all cases. Yamari's phrase “any other two produced things” (gzhan byas pa
dag) seems to primarily imply the property of being produced (krtakatvam) and the
property of being impermanent (anityatvam) or cessation (vinasah) that is dependent on

alleged causes of cessation like hammers etc. by the opponents.
4. Conclusion

Philosophically speaking, what Prajiiakaragupta discusses in the excerpt examined above
is, in terms of the sun’s rising and setting, the problem of induction that David Hume raised
and which was much debated by philosophers following in his footsteps, including
Bertrand Russell.”” The Buddhist logicians, at least after Dharmakirti and, of course
including Prajiiakaragupta himself, are of the opinion that “repeated observation” (bhityo-
darsanam) is not sufficient for establishing pervasion. The opponent’s counterexample, the
rising and the setting of the sun, seems to have posed a significant challenge to the defense
of this Dharmakirtian position. As Kumarila Bhatta says in his Brhattika, the claim that the

)

sun will necessarily rise tomorrow'® seems to be common knowledge at that time. In other

words, with regard to this counterexample, no deviation has ever occurred in reality. In this
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sense, Prajfiakaragupta can be said to have made a significant effort in refuting this
counterexample, i.e., in proving that there is no pervasion of the sun’s setting by its rising
(and vice versa). And obviously, there is a religious or apologetic demand behind his
effort: For Dharmakirti's successors, an acceptance of “being dependent but necessary”
would have amounted to an acceptance that produced things are impermanent but not
momentary. Accordingly, Prajiiakaragupta seems to have been unable to disregard the
setting and the rising of the sun as the opponent’s counterexample. Thus, it should be
concluded that his effort results in a religious or apologetic demand being sublimated into a

philosophically universal problem.

* The philological basis for this paper is available in Sakai 2022, published in Japanese. My sincere
thanks go to Patrick McAllister (Austrian Academy of Sciences) not only for improving my English,
but also for giving me so many valuable suggestions that I could finalize this article in its present form.

Notes

1) Cf. Sakai 2018, 422-423 (with fns 5 and 6). 2) Cf. NBhii 529,1-2, also cf. Sakai 2018, 430.
3) The source of this Buddhist pirvapaksa should be PVin 3 65,10-66,1, for which my English
translation is available in Sakai 2018, 423. 4) Here, VyomaS$iva provisionally accepts

Dharmakirti’s view that a causally capable, independent/solo thing must exercise its causal function not
gradually, but immediately, i.e., no delay in exercising its causal function is possible. Cf. PVin 2 80,1-
3: na hi tasyaksanikasyarthakriya sambhavati, kramayaugapadyavirodhat. akramah, anapeksasya
kartul svasattamatrena ksepayogat. 5) yac cedam vinasasya karanapeksitayam avasyambhavo na
syad vastre ragasyeva, sapeksitvavasyambhavitvayor virodhad iti, tad asat, ekatra vyabhicarena
sarvatra tathabhavasyanupalabdheh, tatha sapeksitve ‘pi savitrgrahanaksatrataranam codayastamayo-
palabdheh, nirapeksatve codayanantaram evastamayah syat, samarthasya ksepayogat (samarthasya
{peYksepayogad Ms; samarthasyopaksepayogad Vyom), iti, avasyam coditasya savitur astamayo
bhavatiti. 6) yac ca dhruvabhavitvad abhavasya hetvantaranapeksety uktam, tad api savitur
udayastamayabhyam anaikantikam. tayor anapeksatve hi kalabhedo na syat. Cf. Sakai 2018, 429.

7) In Dharmakirti’s ontology, a causal complex in the final phase (antya karanasamagri), which imme-
diately brings about its effect, exemplifies how independence results in immediateness. Cf. PV 4.285:
ye ‘parapeksya tadbhavas tadbhavaniyata hi te / asambhavadvibandheva samagri karyakarmani //

8) This understanding of mine is based on the following description in the Nyayakandalipafjika by
Rajasekharastri. Cf. NKandP 202,2-3: etavata savitur udayastamayau kalabhedariapasamagrya-
peksanat dhruvabhavinav api hetvantarasapeksav ity uktam. The time (kalah) in this context should be
the regulative cause (nimirtakaranam). For time as the regulative cause for the Vaisesika school, cf.
Halbfass 1992, chapter 9. 9) The following excerpts are the commentary on PV 4.285 mentioned
above in n.7. 10) nanu sapekso ‘py adityasyastamaya udayas cavasyambhavi / nirapeksatayam
udayastamayanantaram eva bhaved astamayodayam / 11) PV 1.194ab: sapeksanam hi bhavanam
navasyambhaviteksyate /, PVin 2.53cd: sapeksanam hi dharmanam navasyambhaviteksyate //

12) atrocyate — nodayastamayavyaptir adityastamayodaye / kadacid anyathapi syat prama nasti
viparyaye // 601 // yadi nama bhityodarsanam, tathapi pramanabhavan na vyaptir udayastamayabhyam
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astamayodayabhavayoh / tatha hi pativratopakhyanam Sriyate / sambhavas casti hemante cirad
udayabhavatah / jhatity astarigater bhavat tadvad anyatvasambhavah // 602 // na castamaya adityasya /
api tu Sailadinantaritatvam / tac cantaritatvam asmadadyapeksaya / pare tu yoginah pasyanty eva / api
ca sapeksanam navasyambhaviteti (cf. PV 1.194ab = PVin 2.53cd) yadi nama kesaficid avasya-
mbhavah, paresam tu na tatheti samsayah. 13) This episode is summarized in Hara 2002, 213,
202-201. I present here my tentative translation of the relevant part. (The numbering of the verses in the
published edition is corrected by me, because they are not properly numbered.) MarkP 139,7-17: pathi
Siile tatha protam acauram caurasankaya / mandavyam atiduhkhartam andhakare 'tha sa dvijah // 27 //
patniskandhe samaridhas calayamasa kausikah / padavamarsanat kruddho mandavyas tam uvaca ha //
28 // yenaham evam atyartham duhkhita$ calitah pada / dasam kastam anupraptah sa papatma
naradhamah // 29 // siryodaye ’vasah pranair vimoksyati na samsayah / bhaskaralokanad eva sa
vinasam avapsyati // 30 // tasya bharya tatah Srutva tam Sapam atidarunam / provdca vyathita siryo
naivodayam upaisyati // 31 // tatah siiryodayabhavad abhavat samtata nisa / “Then, on the way, in the
darkness, that twice born [i.e., brahmin,]—Kausika riding upon the shoulder of [his] wife—kicked
Mandavya away, who was pierced with a spit/spear in that way [and thus] suffered excessive pain. [This
was done] because of fear [that he might be] a robber, [but in fact he was] not a robber, [but an ascetic].
Mandavya, who, of course, got angry because of being touched with the foot, said to him: “He, by
whom I have been kicked away with [his] foot [and thus] very much pained in this way, has got into a
miserable state of life, is evil-minded, the vilest of men. When the sun rises, he will be deprived of [his]
life helplessly, there is no doubt [about this]. He will die just after seeing the sun!” Then, after having
heard that rather horrible curse, his perturbed wife proclaimed: “The sun will never come to the rise!”
Then, there was no rising of the sun; therefore, there was a continual night.” 14) 'di dag de gnyis
kyis ’khrul pa med pa yin yang / thams cad du mi "khrul pa ni ma yin no zhes brjod pa ni / gzhan yang
zhes bya ba’o // gal te ‘char ba dang nub pa 'ga’ zhig gdon mi za bar yin pa de lta na yang gzhan byas
pa dag ni de Ita ma yin pas zhes bya ba gdon mi za bar 'gyur pa ma yin pas so // ci’i phyir zhe na / ltos
pa dang bcas pa rnams ni zhes bya ba’o // 15) One of the main points Humean philosophers have
been discussing is that what we can expect from frequent repetitions of two things’ coexistence, e.g., that
of flame and heat, is an increased probability that it will be the same next time, but not the certainty that
it will be so, since a failure can occur. Russell, indeed, invokes “the sunrise” when discussing the
problem of induction. As a possible failure for the sunrise, he postulates: “if the earth came suddenly
into contact with a large body which destroyed its rotation.” Cf. Russell 1912, 99,21-24. His philo-
sophical question or interest when he says this is whether “the laws of motion will remain in operation
until to-morrow.” That is, his position is that, inasmuch as the natural sciences are based on inductive
reasoning as such, their results cannot reach certainty, and thus what we seek is probability. Cf. Russell
1912, 99,24-100,1. 16) In the Pramanavarttikasvavrttitika, Karnakagomin cites a series of verses
which he reports to have been said by bhatta (yad ucyate bhattena...). Among them there is the
following verse (PVSVT 18,2-3): yah savitrudayo bhavi na tenadyodayo 'nvitah / atha cadyodayat so
‘pi bhavita svo 'numiyate // “That which is a future rising of the sun is not accompanied [spatio-
temporally] by the rising today. But nevertheless, from the rising today it is inferred that it [i.e., the sun]
itself will rise tomorrow.” Yoshimizu's English translation is available in Yoshimizu 2007, 1085. This
kind of inference seems to have been generally acceptable.

Abbreviations

NBh §rt‘mad—a‘cdrya—thisarvqiﬁa—pram'tasya Nyayasarasya svopajiiam vyakhyanam Nyayabhiisanam.
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