Dravya: Enduring or Momentary
S. Usha

Introduction

Dravya or substances are basic, fundamental and foundational entities that constitute
reality. Hence it is essential to acquire a good understanding of this concept. But it
is not an easy task as different schools of Indian philosophy conceive the various
aspects of dravya in different ways, for instance, there are divergent ways in
holding dravya, either as enduring or momentary. While Naiyyayikas subscribe
to enduring substances, the Buddhists uphold momentariness of substances. The
latter view, that substances are momentary, was rejected by all the vedantin-s,
even when they retain disagreements with the Nyaya materialist approach. In this
paper an attempt has been made to examine the criticisms leveled by Verikatanatha

against the Buddhist view, as culled from his work Nyayasiddhafijanam.!

Placing his thesis that substances are enduring and are not momentary,
Venkatanatha argues that we have no proof to substantiate their momentariness.
Venkatanatha asks, whether momentariness is proved by perception or inference?
He states that perception cannot prove the momentariness of objects, as it proves
the contrary. That is, recognitions like “so’yam ghatah” (this is that pot), etc.,

prove the enduring nature of substances. Now, the Buddhists may contend that
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the said recognition cannot prove the enduring nature of objects, as the said
recognitions are illusory. Their illusoriness is proved by the inference, as it has
been observed by them that recognition is false, for it is a knowledge depending
upon latent impressions, like he knowledge of silver in a shell. (pratyabhijiia
bhramah, samskaradhina jaanatvat, Suktau idam rajatamiti jianavat). (ref.)
Venikatanatha’s response to this is follows: the said inference cannot prove the
illusoriness of recognitions, as there is the defect of vyabhicara in its hetu. That
is, the hetu — samskaradhina jianatva is present in memory and in perceptual
cognitions like surabhi candanam (the fragrant sandal, etc.,) which are valid. Further,
pratyabhijiais not caused due to any defective sense-organ (dusta-karana-janya).
so, it cannot be illusory. So there is no defect of badha too. Further, it cannot be
illusory because there is no subsequent knowledge which sublates the pratyabhijiia
(badhaka-pratyaya-abhava).?

Now the Buddhists may repudiate this pointing out that though there
is no perceptual cognition which could contradict pratyabhijia, yet, there are
logical arguments (yukti-s) which can contradict it. They are as follows: A seed
when kept in a store-room does not give rise to a sprout. But when it is sown
in a field, it gives rise to a sprout. It is evident from this that the seed has both
the capacity (samarthya)to produce a sprout and also its contrary (asamarthya).
But since these two are contrary to each other, they cannot co-exist in a single
seed. Hence, there is a logical necessity to accept the difference between the seed
which has the samarthya and the one which lacks it. If we were to identify the
two types of seeds, the one which bears the samarthya, and the other asamarthya
with pratyabhijfia, we go wrong. If it is accepted that the seed is possessed of
samarthya to produce, then, even the one at the store-room must produce it, which
is not the case. Hence, the seed in the store -room must be accepted as different
from the one in the field. That is, the seed in the store-room gets destroyed and
produces a like-one and this process goes on and on. Thus, all entities exist only
for a moment and get destroyed, producing the like-ones. Since the entities exist
only for a moment, they themselves are referred to as moments (ksana-s) and the
immediately preceding moment becomes the cause of the succeeding moment.
Thus, there is only a series of moments. If this is accepted, the pratyabhijiia
comprehending the oneness of the seed is contradicted, it is only illusory and

cannot prove the enduring nature of entities.

2 Ratnapetika Com. on Nyayasiddharijanam pp. 16 -17



Dravya: Enduring or Momentary _}7
S. Usha

Venkatanatha refutes these arguments as follows: a seed is accepted to
possess only the samarthya to produce the sprout, the asamarthya is not its
natural disposition. Therefore, there is no question of the co-existence of contrary
features in it. Further it is the nature of the seed to produce the sprout only
when the auxiliary causes like water, clay, etc., are present. So the samarthya of
the bija means its capacity to produce sprout in the presence of auxiliary causes
(sahakari-sannidhau-kurvatsvabhavatva). Similarly, this capacity can also be
negatively expressed as its nature of not producing the sprout in the absence of the
auxiliary causes (sahakaryabhava-prayukta-karyabhavatva). Hence it is wrong to
claim that the asamarthya exists in it. Therefore, there is no possibility for either

the co-existence of contrary features or for admitting the momentariness of objects.

Now, the Buddhists might raise the following question; if there is samarthya
always in the seed, then how can the seed be possessed of the capacity to produce
the sprout, when it is in the field and be possessed of the contrary feature, when
it is in the store-room? Venkatanatha answers to this in the following manner:
undoubtedly the seed has only samarthya in it. However, the capacity to produce
a sprout in it is due to the presence of auxiliary causes and the contrary is
due to the absence of them. Thus, as the two contrary features are due to the
adjuncts, they can be present in the same seed, but at different times. There is
no defect involved in this, at all. Now the Buddhists might object as to how the
two contrary features of proximity of auxiliaries (sahakari-sannidhi) and their
absence (sahakari-asannidhi) can co-exist in a single seed, even according to the
siddhantin. Venkatanatha answers: when the samagri-s which are conducive to the
proximity of the auxiliary causes are present, there will be the sahakari-sannidhi
and in the absence of those samagri-s, there will be the sahakari-asannidhi. Thus,
the sannidhi and asannidhi are possible at different times, due to the presence
and absence of the samagri-s which are produced at different times. This series
of samagri-s is beginningless (anadi), and hence there is no possibility for the
defect of anavastha. Thus, sannidhi and asannidhi of the sahakari-s, which have
the respective samagri-s as their upadhi-s can be present in the same seed at

different times.

Now, the Buddhists might raise the following questions: how can there
be the co-existence of the two contrary features of samagri-sambandha and
samagri-asambandha, in the same entity? Venkatanatha answers this by stating

that this is unavoidable. As the samagriis produced at different times there could
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be samagri-sambandha and samagri-asambandha at different times. But this is
objectionable, says the Buddhist: if contrary features can be present in an entity
at different times, then even gotva and asvatva must be accepted to be present
in an entity at different times. Venkatanatha, however, denounces this, because
perception does not approve this. But in the case of samagri-sambandha and
samagri asambandha, however, there is the approval of perception. Hence there
is no defect at all. Further the Buddhisits too are under obligation to accept the
samagri-sambandha at some point: the Buddhists, apart from maintaining the
difference between the seed in the store-room and the one in the field, accept a
commonness that prevails between them, for instance, both are kalama seeds (a
particular variety of rice) and so on. So there is commonness (sajatya) between
the seeds. This seed being momentary is also called a ksana or a moment
(ksanyate-himsayate iti ksanah). This ksana gives rise to another and so on and
a series of like - ksana-s are produced. Among these momentary seeds (i.e.,
ksana -s) belonging to a particular variety, only a particular seed gives rise to
a seed capable of producing sprout (samartha- bija) and the rest do not. When
it is so, the fact that a particular seed alone can produce the samartha- bija and
not the rest can be accommodated even by the Buddhists only by accepting the
samagri-viSesa-sambandha at a particular time. That is, their answer should then
be that, that seed which has the samagri-visesa-sambandha at a particular time
alone can produce a samartha- bija, an answer that attest to the positon of the
siddhantin.

Now, the Buddhists might contend that they need not resort to the
samagri-samandha at a particular time, but can account for the production of
a samartha- bija by admitting svabhava-vada. They maintain that bija-ksana,
which immediately precedes the samartha- bija, has the svabhava to produce it
and not the rest. Verikatanatha replies to this by stating that the siddhantin has
no difficulty in conceding to this too, can account for the samagri-sambandha at
a particular time by accepting the svabhava-vada itself. That is, it is its svabhava

that the samagri-sambandha occurs only at a particular time.

This response would in fact make the Buddhists jubilant, they may contend
that, in that case, just as svabhava-vada is accepted by the siddhantin, so ksanika-vada
too can be accepted by them. But Vedantins scrupulously reject the proposal: it is
not possible to embrace ksanika-vada because, they get to commit two defects by

accepting it, viz., 1) In the Buddhists view, there is the production and destruction
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of entities at every moment, which in turn demand that we accept the existence
of innumerable moments, something which we don’t find in reality. Hence, there
will be the great defect of accepting innumerable moments, which are unseen
(anupalambhamana-anata- bija -kalpanam). 2) A svabhava-visesa must be inferred
as existing in a particular bija-ksana, by which it produces the succeeding ksana-s.
In this manner, innumerable svabhava-visesa-s must be inferred in innumerable
ksana-s. Therefore, there is the defect of prolixity (gaurava). But in accepting the
sthiratva of the entities, there would be no defect of prolixity. Hence it is better

to accept the defect-less view of sthiratva.

Now the Buddhists might contend as follows: It has been stated by the
siddhantin that, only when there is the sahakari-sannidhi, a bija can give rise
to sprout and not in its absence. From, this it would be clear that they accept
sahakari-karana as a cause for the production of a sprout. But in the Buddhistic
view, sahaaari-karana is not accepted at all, as a karana. When sahakari is not
at all a cause, what is the need to accept it? Further if it be a cause, then it must
produce effects forever. But it is not found to be so. This itself proves the akaranatva
of the sahakari. Further, it is the nature of the cause to produce the effect, in
itself. For example, the upadana produces the effect in itself. But it is not so in
the sahakari. Therefore sahakari cannot be the cause. Venkatanatha replies to
this as follows: causality is decided by anvaya-sahacara and vyatireka-sahacara.
Anvaya-sahacara is of the form yat sattve yat sattvam and vyatireka-sahacara is
of the form - yadabhave yadabhavah. Now, sahakari is proved as a cause, as it
is only in its presence (say, water etc.,) the effect (say, sprout), is produced and
in its absence, there can be no effect. So it is but proper to accept sahakari, as
a cause. If causality is denied to it, in spite of its having the anvaya-sahacara
and vyatireka-sahacara, then even upadana cannot be the cause. It is because
anavaya-sahacara and vyatireka-sahacara prove the causality of both upadana

and sahakari.
Further the Buddhistic view:

fuf TewmRTead TRARIEaTgarIst FHafeda: 1sfeafa (adhipati-sahakaryalamba-
na-samanantarapratyayascatvarah jianotpatti-hetavah|)® too, cannot be accounted
for. Therefore, just as upadana is accepted as a cause, so also sahakari must be

accepted as a cause.*

3 Quoted in Nyaya-siddhariajana-tika p. 20 & Ratnapetika Com. on Nyayasiddharnjanam p. 20
4 Ratnapetika Com. on Nyayasiddharijanam p. 21
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Further the Buddhists maintain that the karana and the akarana, and
the sahakari-sannidhi and sahakari-asannidhi which belong to different times,
differentiate the objects. They being contrary features cannot co-exist in one and
the same object. Their contradiction cannot be resolved even by difference in time.

Hence objects must be accepted as being differentiated by these contrary features.

Venkatanatha replies this as follows: if the said contention is accepted,
then even the karana and the akarana, and the sahakari-sannidhi and the
sahakari-asannidhi, which are present in different places, must be accepted as
differentiating objects, on the said consideration. That is, a particular seed itself
must be accepted as many, as it produces sprout only at a particular place, and
at another it does not, and only at a particular place it gets associated with the
sahakariand at another it does not. In that case, as even a momentary seed becomes
many, there would be the unwelcome position, even for the Buddhists, to accept
countless differences. Therefore nothing can be proved as a single entity, and only
the siinya-vada may have to be accepted by all. This however is undesirable even
for those Buddhists who maintain the momentariness of objects. Hence the said

contention is unsound.

Now the Buddhists might contend as follows: In order to avoid the said
position, it is accepted that a seed produces sprout only in that place in which it

exists and not in the rest.

Venkatanatha replies that it is not proper to state so. It is because there is
the co-existence of two contrary features of - being present (in a place) and not
being present (in another place), in a single seed. These contrary features naturally
differentiate the object. Therefore, to avoid this unwelcome position, it must be
admitted that the contradiction between the two features in a single object, is
resolved by deSa-bheda. Similarly, even kala-bheda must be accepted as resolving

the contradiction. Consequently, the momentariness of objects stands refuted.

Now the Buddhists seek to establish momentariness in another way. It is
as follows: those who admit the enduring nature of substances state that every
object exist both in the past and the present times. Since they exist in both the
divisions of time, they are to be accepted as enduring. But this is not proper as,
an object cannot be related to two different times, due to their mutual opposition.

Therefore, only momentariness has to be accepted.

Venkatanatha answers this as follows the siddhantin-s do accept the

association of two different times, the past and future, in an object. These past
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and future times are not with regard to that specific object, but with regard to the
other objects. So these two times are only the svakala-s of the specific objects.
Hence, there is no defect involved at all, in an object being related to the purva

and aprakala, which form the svakala of it.

The idea behind this is as follows: The time at which there is the prior
non-existence of an object, is its piurvakala and the time in which there is the
posterior non-existence of an object is its aprakala. Now, this time, which
becomes the purvakala and aprakala of some objects, can be the svakala of other
objects, if they exist, at that time. So, the siddhantin-s do not state that an object
is associated with the time, which is the substratum, of its prior and posterior
non-existence, but only state that, the object is associated with the time which
is the substratum of the prior or posterior non-existence of other objects. Here
the following illustration is to be kept in mind. A particular place, which is the
purvadesa as well as the aparadesa, with regard to two different atoms, can well
be the svadesa of yet another atom. There is no contradiction involved in it at all.
Similarly the purvakala and aprakala of different entities can be the svakala of a
particular entity. If this is not accepted then the object itself must be accepted to
be differentiated due to the contrary features. In that case, no single entity can

be proved and as stated before only $iinya-vada will have to be accepted by all.

Now the Buddhists state as follows: it is not objected that the association
with the times conditioned by the prior and posterior non-existence of objects
involves contradiction. But the objection is this: among those who advocate
sthiratva, some accept the concept of time and some do not. In the case of the
former, they state that a single object gets associated with purvakala and aprakala,
and the latter state that the adjuncts of those two times get associated with that
object. But both cannot hold well, as the two times or the adjuncts that cause them
are mutually opposed to each other like light and darkness. Hence they cannot
be associated to a single object. If they are not opposed to each other, then they

must be associated to the object simultaneously.

Venkatanatha answers this by stating that only if the purva-aprakala-sam-
bandha or the upadhi-sambandha is simultaneously present in an object, there
will be contradiction. But, if they are associated to the object at different times,
then there is no contradiction. If this is not accepted or if it is maintained that
an object can never be associated with two different times, then pratyabhijia

cannot arise at all. It is because even the Buddhists, who maintain pratyabhijfia



- PARISPANDA
1 32 Vorume 1 2025

to be invalid, accept the association of purvakala and aprakala in it. Therefore
to account for pratyabhijiia, the association of the two different times must be

accepted in a single entity.

Now the Buddhists might contend as follows the relation of time with
the objects is only tadatmya. When it is so, there can be no possibility for the
association of two different times in one object. Otherwise, the two times must

be mutually identical. (paraspara-tadatmya). This is because of the rule

Tefafoes agfvaaf-as: |

(tadabhinnabhinnasya tadabhinnatva-niyamah).

Hence applying this maxim, the purvakala which is non-different from the object
must be identical with aprakala too, as aprakala too, is identical with the object.

But there can be no such identity between the different times.

Venkatanatha answers this by stating that tadatmya is not the relation that
relates time and object. If tadatmyabe the relation, then, all the objects which were
in the past and which are to be produced must have association with the same time
as these must be the cognition - ‘all objects which were and are to be produced
are present in this particular time’. But the association of all objects in a particular
time is impossible. Therefore, instead of tadatmya, the svaripa-sambandha of the
form - kalikavisesanata alone, is to be accepted as relating the objects and time.
Thus, even without accepting the identity between two times, the associations of
two different times in an object is possible without involving any contradiction.
If identity is insisted upon then, ripa, rasa etc., which are present in a single
object, cannot be accounted for. It is because they are not identical, in spite of

being different and are related to a single object®.

Now the Buddhists can object by stating that there can never be the association
of many in one. But this is not possible because, even the Buddhists who admit
attribute-less and momentary atoms accept that several atoms get associated and
form an aggregate. In this case, a very close conjunction (nairantarya) of several

atoms in one atom must be accepted.

Now another section of Buddhists seek of establish momentariness as
follows: Perception proves that objects like pot, etc., are existent (ghatadayo
varthamanah). This shows that pot, etc., are not avartamana. Only the two - the
past and the future objects are accepted to be avartamana. From the said perceptual

cognition of the pot as ‘ghatah varthamanah’ it is clear that the pot is neither

5 Ratnapetika Com. on Nyayasiddharnjanam p. 24
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related to the past nor to future, but only to the present time. This proves pot,

etc., to be momentary.

But, Verikatanatha states that this view is already refuted as it has been
proved that an object can be related to two different times. Further, by the
cognition ‘ghatah varthamanah’ the absence of the relation with past and future
times is neither comprehended, nor implied by anyathanupapatti. “This cognition
only proves that pot etc., are not avartamana at that time®. If there be the prior
non-existence or the posterior non-existence of an object, then it can be accepted
as avartamana. But as the object itself exists at that time, the avartamanatva of it
alone is negated by the vartamanatva-pratiti. It does not prevent the association of

two different times in an object. Hence, the sthiratva of objects cannot be refuted.

The perceptual cognition comprehends an object, which has the sense-contact,
as associated with that particular time. The association of it with any other time
is not comprehended by it. Hence there is no pramana to prove the sthiratva of
objects.

Venkatanatha replies this by stating that the recognition ‘this verily is that’
(tadeva idam) which comprehends an object as related to two different times and
which is un-contradicted is the proof for the sthiratva of objects.

Now the Buddhists might object that ‘recognition’ is illusory and hence it
cannot prove the sthiratva of objects. They prove the illusoriness of recognition

by the following inference.

T AT Fea T rasea sad |

(Pratyabhijiia bhrantih, pratyabhijiiatvat, dipa-pratyabhijiiavat)

(Recognition is illusory, as it is recognition, like the recognition of lamp).
With regard to the flame of a lamp, there arises the recognition - ‘seyam dipajvala
(this flame of the lamp, is the same as that). But this recognition is contradicted

by the inference —

SioaTel f9aT defaraeramETided |
(Dipajvala bhinna tailavartyakhya-samagribhedat)
(The flames of the lamp are different, as their causal materials like wick,
oil, etc., are different).
Thus the recognition comprehending the oneness of the flame is illusory. On this
analogy, all the recognitions become illusory, as they are recognitions. Hence

recognition cannot be cited as a proof for the sthiratva of the objects.

6 Tattvamuktakalapah 1-27
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Venkatanatha answers this by stating that the inference of the Buddhists
which proves the illusoriness of recognition is defective. There is the defect
of sopadhikatva in it. Karanadosa and badhakapratyaya are the upadhi-s. That
knowledge, which is based on some defect or that which is contradicted alone,
is illusory. In the case of the dipapratyabhijia, there is the defect of similarity
(sadrsya). Hence it is defective. But in the case of the recognition of the pot etc.,
there is no such defect or contradiction. Therefore they are not illusory and are

the pramana-s that prove the sthiratva of objects.

Now the Buddhists might contend that the recognition of pot, etc., though,
are not based on any defect are yet contradicted by the said inference, which proves

the illusoriness of recognition. Hence they being illusions cannot be pramana-s.

“But it has already been shown”, states Verikatanatha, “that the inference
is defective”. Hence it cannot contradict the recognition. Nevertheless, admitting
that the inference contradicts the recognition, he replies as follows: if recognition
is admitted to be illusory merely because of it being contradicted by the said
inference, then the Madhyamika view alone will have to be accepted by all. That
is, the Madhyamika-s without bothering about its validity, seek to prove the
illusoriness of all objects, through the inference.

Fafsf vt wnf<r: TeraeTd gt -Terfe-raad |

(Sarvo’pi pratyayo bhrantih pratyayatvat sukti-rajatadi pratyayavat).

(All cognitions are illusory, as they are cognitions, like the cognition of a

shell-silver)

Likewise, the particular section of Buddhists who are the purvapaksin-s too, not
caring for the validity of their inference admit that it contradicts the recognition
and thereby proves its invalidity. Therefore, it is almost similar to accepting the
Madhyamika view. Further even an illusory recognition and remembrance cannot
be accounted for, in the view of those who admit the momentariness of objects.
This is because recognition and remembrance require an agent who is sthira
(enduring). But in ksanika-vada, even the self is momentary. Therefore neither

recognition (which is illusory), nor remembrance can satisfactorily be explained.

Further, in the ksanika-vada, anumana would be totally impossible. This
is because there can be no remembrance of the vyapti, as smrti in general, is
impossible. The result would be that anumana would be impossible, which would

mean that momentariness cannot be proved by inference.
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In fact, even accepting that inference is possible, momentariness can still
not be proved by it. It is because the inference through which the Buddhists seek

to prove momentariness itself is flawed. Their inference is as follows:

I | T QOISR I I€: FALTHIET: |
(Yat sat tat ksanikam, yatha ghatah santasca ami bhavah)’
(That which is existent, is momentary, like a pot, and all the entities are

existent).

In effect, the above inference is obviously defective as follows: it may be asked
as to whether the entire world is intended to be conveyed by the word - bhava.
If yes, then there will be no difference of the paksa, in the hetu and the drstanta.
If there is no paksabheda in the drstanta, then, it would mean that the sadhya is
proved in the drstanta, and hence there will be the defect of siddhasadhana. If
there is no paksabheda in the hetu, then, as the hetu does not exist in the paksa
through the hetutavacchedaka-sambandha, there will be the defect of bhagasiddhi.
That is, when there is non-difference between the paksa and the hetu, there can

be no adhara-adheya-bhava between the two.?

To overcome this defect, if bhava is taken to mean everything else other
than pot, then pot cannot serve as the drstanta. This is because, it is not accepted
as momentary by the siddhantin-s. And it has already been shown that the alleged
contradiction involved in the co-existence of the contrary features of samarthya
and asamarthya, cannot show a pot to be momentary. This again is because the
contradiction has been already resolved. Hence pot which is not proved to be

momentary cannot be the drstanta.

Now, the Buddhists might contend that the flame of a lamp can serve as the
illustration. But, this too is improper, as even that is accepted to exist for about

some three or four ksana-s.

Now, the Buddhists might contend that ksanopadhi which is accepted
by the Nyaya-Vaisesika-s can serve as the example. That is, that upadhi which
limits a small duration of time, namely, a ksana in the mahakala, is accepted as
ksanopadhiby the Nyaya-Vaisesika-s. This ksanopadhi is not sthira (enduring), but
is ksanika. If it were sthira, then it cannot limit a ksana. Hence this ksanikopadhi

can serve as the illustration.

7 This belongs to pararthanumana type. The Buddhists accept only the two avayava-s of
pararthanumana - drstanta and upanaya.

8 Ratnapetika Com. on Nyayasiddharijanam p.27
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But this contention is not correct. It is because the origination of an object,
as limited by the destruction of another or the destruction of an object as limited
by the origination of some other object alone, is accepted as a ksanopadhi by the
Nyaya-Vaisesika-s. It is thus: The Nyaya-Vaisesika-s accepts a sequence in which
the destruction of an object occurs. The sequence is:

foma - foramalt fasTmT: - faImTTe JaRRINTATRT: - JEERITAIRII, STRERINT: - d: FHHATRT: |

(Kriya, kriyato vibhagah, vibhagat purvasamyoganasah, purvasamyoga-nasat

uttarasamogah, tatah karma-nasah).

In this sequence, first karma is produced. This moment is the karmotpatti-ksana.
Then, the karma remains in the second moment and gets destroyed in the third.
In the second moment, vibhaga-pragabhava is destroyed, so that in the third
moment, vibhaga can be produced. Now, the karmotpatti- ksana is the last moment
or avasana- ksana for vibhaga-pragahava. Hence it can be said that the karma is
de-limited by vibhaga-pragahava, or that the end of vibhaga is characterized or
de-limited by the karma. Now the former is technically called vibhaga-pragab-
havavacchinna-karma and the latter, karmavaccinna- vibhaga-avasana. This
vibhaga-pragabhava-avacchinna-karma is accepted as the upadhi limiting that
particular ksana. Therefore, ekavastvaravavacchinna-avasanaka-vastvantaram or
ekavastu-avasana-avacchinna-arambhaka-vastvantaramis the ksanopadhi. Hence,

since both the vastu-s involved are sthira, ksanikopadhi cannot be the illustration.

Now the Buddhists might contend that, there is no evidence (pramana)
for proving the parasparavaccheda between two vastu-s. That is, two things
de-limiting each other. Venkatanatha replies this by stating that as they become
the objects of visista-buddhi (complex-cognition) simultaneously, there can be
parasparavaccheda. This is similar to two scales limiting a small place. That is,
two scales which are kept in opposite directions and which are conjoined at a
particular point by their parts are mutually conjoined. Thus, just as it is possible

in the case of space, it is also possible in the case of time.

Thus Buddhists cannot prove momentariness by citing anvayavyapti, as it

cannot be substantiated through an illustration.

Now, the vyatireka-vyapti of the form:

LI CASERCRRIRNIEN M EY

yadaksanikam tadasat, yatha Sasavisanam

(that which is not momentary is non-existent as a hare’s horn), might be

stated as proving momentariness.
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Venkatanatha rejects this by raising the question as to what is intended
by aksanikatva. If ksanikatvabhava is intended, then the vyapti cannot hold
good. It is because, the pratiyogi of ksanikatvabhava, namely, ksanikatva itself is
unproved. Therefore, without this pratiyogi-jnana there can be no abhava- jnana.
Consequently, there can be no vyatireka-vyapti at all. To avoid this, it can be
said that cirakala-sthayitva or remaining for some extended time is intended by
ksanikatva. But this too is not proper, as it is not present in the hare’s horn which

is cited as the illustration.

To overcome this, sasasrngabhava might be stated as the illustration. But
it is not proper, as it is an existent entity (sat). That is, Sasasrngabhava exists for
ever. Thus, as it has kalasambandha, it becomes pramanasiddha. Hence it becomes
sat. Being sat, it cannot become the illustration of the vyatireka-vyapti involving

asattva.

Now the Buddhists might object that kalasambandhitva is not sattva but only

bhavatva can be so. Hence the non-existence of hare’s horn can be the illustration.

Venkatanatha answers this by pointing out that the asattva of the form of
bhavetaratva (being different from bhava-a positive entity), is not present in the
absence of hare’s horn. That is, according to those who maintain non-existence
as a positive entity (bhavantaro abhavah), there can be no bhavetaratva in the

non-existence of hare’s horn, as that too will be of the form of some positive entity.

Further, in the view of those who maintain abhava as distinct from bhava,
kalasambandhitva alone is unanimously accepted as sattva. Differing from this,
if bhavatva is said to be sattva, by the Buddhists, then, even abhavatva can be
stated to be so, by somebody else. Hence it is not proper to establish the siddhanta

in the said manner.

The Buddhists might now object that if abhavatva is stated as sattva, then
even pot, etc., which are positive entities becomes asat. Hence the perception of

them cannot be accounted for. Therefore bhavatva must be stated as sattva.

Venkatanatha replies that the said defect remains even if bhavatva is
maintained as sattva. That is, ghatabhava, etc., must be asat, being abhava. In that
case, there can be no perception of them. But they are perceived. This perception
can be accounted for only if they have got kalasambandha. Hence that alone must

be accepted as sattva.

Thus the objection and the reply are common when either bhavatva or

abhavatva is accepted to be sattva. Therefore kalasambandha alone is sattva.
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Since it is present in the non-existence of hare’s horn, it is sat. Consequently it
cannot be the illustration of the vyatireka-vyapti. So this vyaptitoo cannot prove

momentariness.

Then, a section of Buddhists contend as follows: it is not proper to prove
momentariness by sattva. It is because there is the defect of badha in the hetu — sattva.
That is, Buddha has instructed that there is one nitya-tattva. In this nityatattva
there is sattva but not ksanikatva. Hence there are the defects of agama-badha
and vyabhicara in the hetu (sattva). Hence momentariness of everything else
apart from the said nitya-tattva is to be proved by the hetu — dhruvabhavitva

(dhruva-bhavi is something whose happening cannot be prevented).

That is, that which is dhruva-bhavi, is not dependent upon a cause

ag YaIfe 7 Tgg-aTue |

(yat dhruvabhavi na taddhetusapeksam).
If hetu-nirapeksatva is not accepted, then it would be opposed to dhruva-bhavitva.
Therefore, as the destruction of all the originated objects is dhruva-bhavi, it does
not depend upon any hetu. And since it is not dependent upon any hetu an object
is destroyed as soon as it gets originated. Thus, momentariness of objects is proved

by dhruva-bhavitva through ahetukatva.

Venkatanatha criticizes this view by raising the question as to what is in-
tended by yawifd@d (dhruva-bhavitva). It can mean only one among the following.
They are:

§ dg-gHeIe-Aifaw - Tad-samakala-bhavitvam

S Fl?iaﬂ-—vr{ﬂﬁaq - Tad-anantara-bhavitvam

§ dd-Sig@d - Tanmatra-janyatvam

§ TemamER-s=ad - Tad-ekasamagri-janyatvam and
§ sTeq@e@ - Ahetukatvam

Now, dhruvabhavitva cannot mean either Tad-samakala-bhavitva or Tad-anantara-
kala bhavitva, as there will be the defect of asiddhi. It thus: the destruction of an
originated object, which is stated to be dhruvabhavi, does not exist at the time
at which the effect exists or at the time following the production of the effect.
Therefore, if dhruvabhavi is taken to mean the two said senses, then there will
be the defect of asiddhi.

It cannot also mean either Tanmatra-janyatva or Tad-ekasamagri-janyatva,

as there will be the defects of vyaghata and virodha. It is thus: if the destruction
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of effects which is stated to be dhruvabhavi, be caused by the effect alone
(tanmatrajanya) or be caused by the same auxiliaries which produce the effect
(tadekasamagrijanya), then it becomes sahetuka. Hence, if dhruvabhavitva which
means sahetukatva be stated as the hetu, which proves the sadhya — ahetukatva,

then there will be the defects of vyaghata and virodha.

Similarly if ahetukatva is intended by dhruvabhavitva, then there will be
the defect of sadhyavisesa. This is because ahetukatva itself becomes both the
hetu and the sadhya. In that case, even the hetu (which is not different from the
sadhya), becomes doubtful like the sadhya. Thus, dhruva-bhavitva cannot mean

any of the said five senses’.

Now, the Buddhists might contend that dhruvabhavitva means esyatva-niyama
or the rule that something will invariably occur. But, Verikatanatha points out that
this too is improper, as there is the defect of vyabhicara®®. It is thus: the Buddhists
who uphold momentariness of objects admit that there is a series of momentary
objects. This series can either be a series of like-objects (sadr$a-santana), or a
series of unlike-objects (visadrsa-santana). When there is a series of momentary
pots, then there is the sadrsa-santana involving apratisankhya-nirodha. That is,
there is the non-intentional or natural destruction of the preceding momentary
pots in the series.

Similarly, when a pot is broken by a stick, then there is a series of pot-shreds,
which are also momentary. This series which got initiated by a pot has pot-shreds
which are dissimilar to it. Therefore this is a visadrsa-santana. This dissimilar
series involves pratisarikhya-nirodha'!. That is there is the destruction of the
pot due to the will to destroy it. The Buddhists accept that when a pot is broken
with a stick, both the initial momentary pot-shred in the dissimilar series and the
pratisankhya -nirodha occur simultaneously. In this, pratisanikhya-nirodha, there
is the esyatva-niyama which is the hetu, but there is no ahetukatva, which is the

sadhya. Hence there is the defect of vyabhicara.

9 Nyaya-siddhariajana-tika p.20 & Ratnapetika Com. on Nyayasiddhanijanam p. 32

10 Tattvamuktakalapah 1-28

11 Pratisankhya-nirodha is explained in two ways. One is that sankhya means knowledge,
prati means pratikiila and nirodha means destruction. Hence, pratisankhya-nirodha means
destruction due to non-conducive knowledge or intentional destruction. See Ratnapetika.
P.33. But, the Hindi translator explains it in a different way, as the destruction, which is
opposed to the previous cognition. That is, it prevents the previous knowledge. For instance,
when a pot is destroyed by a stick, then it prevents the knowledge - ‘this is a pot’. See Hindi
translation of NS. P.30. Also see Alabhyalabha. C. on TMK p.127
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Thus dhruva-bhavitva taken in any sense remains defective. Further if
ahetukatva is accepted merely because of esyatva-niyama, then all the objects of
the world, which are supposed to be momentary, must come into being in the first
moment itself and get destroyed in the very second moment. But such a position
is not found in experience. Therefore, dhruva-bhavitva cannot prove ahetukatva

and consequently ksanikatva cannot be proved.

Now, the Buddhists might contend that there is need for instructing
momentariness, for the purpose of preventing attachment to worldly existence.
But Vernikatanatha points out that the Buddhists who consider themselves to be
dharmika-s will incur the great sin due to uttering falsehood. A person of sharp
intellect who listens to the instruction of momentariness will easily understand its
apramaikata and so the attachment to the world in his case will not be prevented.
Further, this attachment can be prevented even by instructing the anityatva
of samsara. If not, only sunya or void is to be instructed for the purpose of
developing detachment. But it is not acceptable even to the Vaibhasika-s. Therefore

momentariness need not be instructed for the said purpose.

Then, Venkatanatha proceeds to give the counter-inferences for refuting

momentariness and establishing the enduring nature of objects. They are as follows:

1. fafian wcaforsn wfawd v sranfea-gfgan @aeor gigad |
(Vigita pratyabhijfia, svavisaye prama, abadhitabuddhitvat svalaksana-bud-
dhivat)
(Recognition, which is under discussion, is valid in regard to its object, as it

is an un-contradicted knowledge, like the knowledge of the svalaksana -s).

[In the Buddhist terminology, svalaksana -s means ripa, rasa, gandha and
sparsa. The knowledge of these is accepted to be un-contradicted and hence
valid even by the Buddhists. The Vedantin-s too accept the knowledge of
the four, though not termed svalaksana-s, as valid. Similar to this, recog-

nition too must be valid, being un-contradicted. The inference of the

Buddhists, yaf¥sm s+: vafSerand guviasmad | (pratyabhijia, bhramah, prat-
yabhijaatvat, dipapratyabhijiavat) (recognition is invalid, being recognition,
like the recognition of the flame of the lamp), is contradicted by the said

inference].
2. werey: Teifore: warq dufaud e | (Ghatadayah aksanikah sattvat, samprati-
panna-nityavat) (Pot etc. are not momentary, being existent, like the

eternal object accepted by both).
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[The Buddhists accept a nitya-tattva instructed by Buddha. The Vedantin-s
too accept Brahman and other objects as nitya. These are accepted to be
nitya due to sattva (i.e., since they are existent). Similarly, pot etc., too are
not momentary being existent. The inference of the Buddhists - &fdrs
grarq 9ead | (ksanikam sattvat ghatavat) is contradicted by the said inference].

3. 9ergy: 1eforer: Tdtamard SRIEgad | (Ghatadayah aksanikah pratitatvat,
Sasasrng-adivat) (Pot etc. are not momentary, as they are objects of

knowledge, like the hare’s horn).

[The hare’s horn is cognized by the word - Sasasrnga. It is also not momen-
tary as it is tuccha. Likewise, pot etc., too being cognized cannot be mo-
mentary. This inference too contradicts the inference of the Buddhists -
&fores ard wead |(ksanikam sattvat, ghatavat)).

4. U GRS yarafeHard uead | (Pradhvarsah sahetukah purva-avadhimatvat,
patavat). (Destruction is possessed of cause, as it has a beginning like a

cloth).

[This inference contradicts the inference of the Buddhists - 7=&: seq®: 9a-
wifgearq | (Pradhvamsah ahetukah dhruva-bhavitvat)).

Conclusion

Thus, the enduring nature of substances is proved, by refuting momentariness

upheld by the Madhyamikabauddha-s.
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