
Bibliotheca Indo-Buddhica Series
Sunil Gupta, Editor



Bibliotheca Indo-Buddhica Series No. 126

V Ä D A N Y Ä Y A

O F

D H A R M A K I R T I

T h e L o g i c o f D e b a t e

Critically edited and translated
with Introduct ion and Notes

by
Pradeep P. Gokhale

S r i S a t g u r u P u b l i c a t i o n s

A Division of

I n d i a n B o o k s C e n t r e

Shakt i N a g a r , D e l h i
INDIA



Published by:
Sri Satguru Publications

Indological and Oriental Publishers
A Division of

Indian Books Centre
40/5, ShaktiNagar,

Delhi-110007
(INDIA)

First Edition: Delhi, 1993

ISBN 81-7030-380-X

No part of this book may be used or reproduced in any manner
whatsoever without written permission except in the case of

brief quotations embodied in critical articles
and reviews.

PRINTED IN INDIA



P r e f a c e

I am happy to present a translation of Dharmakirt i 's
Vädanyäya before the students and readers of Indology and
Indian philosophy. When I read the text for the purpose of
translation, I found that the text is still in need of critical
edition because it contains some corrupt readings. So I have
edited the text in the light of the editions of Rahul
Sankrityayan and of Dvarikadas Shastri and also in t h e light
of Säntaraksita's commentary Vipancitärihä.

In my translation of the text I have tried to be neither too
literal nor too liberal. The former, because I wanted to make
Dharmakir t i ' s Vädanyäya intelligible to those English
readers who do not unders tand Sanskrit. And the latter,
because I wanted to be useful to those who would like to
read the text with the help of a translation. I have also
included explanatory notes at the end of this work in order
to facilitate a clearer unders tanding of the text and the
translation.

The central theme of Vädanyäya is the nature and
classification of nigrahasthänas. I had written on this topic in
the context of Nyäya and Buddhist theories of inference and
fallacies, as a small par t of my Ph.D. dissertation. Around
the same time my colleague Dr. Mangala Chinchore had
taken u p the theme as the central topic of her Ph. D.
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dissertation. (Coindic ident ly both the dissertations have
been published in the Bibliotheca Indo-Buddhica series of
Indian Books Cent re) . Dr. Chinchore has discussed the
theme with a great length and depth in her work. But while
reading her work I found that my approach to Vädanyäya is
basically different from her approach . In my Int roduct ion
to this work, therefore, I took an oppor tuni ty to express my
approach as clearly as possible and also to discuss one of the
crucial points made by Dr. Chinchore in her book. Thanks
to Dr. Chinchore ' s writing which provoked me to do so.

I am grateful to Shri Sunil Gupta who asked me to
translate Vädanyäya for Indian Books Centre and
encouraged m e from time to t ime. I am also grateful to my
parents, wife, colleagues and friends who gave me
encouragement and moral suppor t when it was needed .

Pradeep P. Gokhale

November 15,1992
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I n t r o d u c t i o n

Vädanyäya is an impor tant work by Dharmaklrti , the
Buddhist phi losopher and logician of seventh century A.D..
T h e work is devoted to the rules of victory and defeat in
debate . T h e term 'Vädanyäya! means the logic of debate in
the broad sense of the term 'logic1. 'Logic' in its restricted
sense means a formal discipline which systematises the rules
governing validity of valid arguments or logical t ruth of the
logically t rue propositions. But logic in its broad sense could
mean a discipline which deals with the questions of
Tightness and wrongness from a rational point of view (that
is, where ' r ight ' stands for rational or reasonable and
'wrong' stands for irrational or unreasonable) in the
context of any given enquiry. When, for instance, a debate
takes place between two persons it is a legitimate question as
to whose stand in the debate is rational and whose
irrational. Winning and losing in a debate would be
governed by the consideration of Tightness or wrongness in
this sense, if one has to look at 'debate ' as a rational
enterprise. Naturally the discipline which deals with the
rules governing rationality of winning or losing a debate
could be called the logic of debate. Vädanyäya is a work in
the logic of debate in this broad sense.
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The concept of nigrahasthäna

Dharmakirt i 's construction of the logic of debate can be
better unders tood on the background of Nyäya discussion
of debate. Dharmakir t i has used the Nyäya account of
debate, not only as a puruapaksa, a position to be refuted,
but also, at least partly, as a raw material for reconstruct ion.
His criticism of Nyäya is not purely destructive but it has a
constructive aspect also. Gautama in his Nyäyasütra
(hereafter, NS) states the rules regarding winning and
losing a debate in terms of the not ion of nigrahasthäna.
Gautama presents the not ion of nigrahasthäna ( ' the point of
defeat') in his work in two places. First he gives the general
concept of nigrahasthäna as vipratipatti and apratipatti
(Misapprehension and non-apprehens ion) in Aß 1.2.19 and
in the latter par t of his work he gives an elaborate
classification of nigrahasthänas. Dharmakir t i seems to
develop over the general concept of nigrahasthäna given in
NS. His line of approach could be spelt ou t as follows:
Dharmakirt i suggested that nigrahasthänas of the disputant
(Vädin) a n d those of the o p p o n e n t (prativädin) are not the
same. T h e j o b of the disputant (as disputant) is to present a
good a rgument for proving his position a n d to justify it,
whereas the j o b of the o p p o n e n t as o p p o n e n t is to poin t out
the faults in the a rgument . They would be failing in their
jobs it they suffer from non-apprehens ion or false
apprehension relevant to their respective jobs . T h e non-
ipprehension that the disputant has consists in his failure to
)resent or justify a sound a rgumen t a n d the false
ipprehension he has consists in his presentat ion of
allacious arguments or irrelevant or r e d u n d a n t statements.
Jl these types seem to be c lubbed by Dharmakir t i into one
irm -'asädhanähgavacanc?. Similarly the non-apprehens ion
lat the o p p o n e n t has consists in his inability to find ou t the
*nuine fault in the faulty a rgumen t advanced by the
sputant . T h e false apprehens ion he has consists in his
)inting out a non-fault as fault. Both these types seem to
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be clubbed by Dharmakir t i in one term - * adosodbhävana\ In
this way it is possible to argue that Dharmaklrt i 's account of
nigrahasthäna is no t radically opposed to the Nyäya
definition of nigrahasthäna bu t it is a development over it.
Tha t is why, it seems, Dharmakirt i does not criticise the
general definition of nigrahasthäna though he criticises
o ther aspects of the Nyäya account of nigrahasthäna. Two
such aspects come to the foreground-

(1) T h e Nyäya concept ion of debate in the context of
which the question of nigrahasthänas becomes
relevant.

(2) T h e elaborate classification of nigrahasthäna given in
NS.

Dharmakirt i on the Nyaya-concept of debate

Dharmaklr t i ' s account of the nature of debate differs
significantly from the Nyäya account. T h e first poin t of
difference is that of terminology. What Naiyäyikas call Väda
is no t the same as what Dharmakirt i calls Väda. Naiyäyikas
classify kathä (discussion) into three kinds: väda, jalpa a n d
vitandä. 'Väda! roughly stands for a friendly discussion
between a teacher and his disciple or between two co-
disciples where the question of victory or defeat does not
arise, 'jalpa' stands for a debate between two parties where
both the parties try to justify their own positions against
each other . In jalpa the question of victory and defeat is
most relevant. 'Vitandä' stands for a debate similar to jalpa,
the difference being that in Vitandä one of the parties does
not present any position of its own, but it only at tempts to
refute the position of the o ther party.

What Naiyäyikas call väda resembles what Dharmakirt i
calls prapancakathä or vistarakathä (see, for instance, sections
70, 72, 73). Prapancakathä is a diffuse discussion which is not
governed by any rules concerning defeat or victory. But
unlike väda it is no t restricted to the discussion between
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teacher a n d his disciple or between two co-disciples. It can
take place between any two persons interested in a subject.

What Naiyäyikas call jalpa resembles what Dharmakir t i
calls väda. Väda of Dharmakir t i (let us call it väda (D)) is a
debate between two parties trying to argue ou t their own
cases and refute the cases of each other . T h e quest ion of
victory and defeat does arise in the case of väda (D) . But
väda (D) may be dist inguished from jalpa .in at least two
impor tant ways -

(1) T h e purpose beh ind jalpa is the protect ion of

one ' s own philosophical de terminat ion (4

.2.50). In fact Naiyäyikas associated their
concepts of victory a n d defeat with this goal of self-
protect ion. Jalpa a n d vitandä are the weapons to b£ used for
defending oneself a n d for defeating others . T h e purpose
beh ind väda(D), on the o ther hand , is to pe r suade the
o ther debater rationally, to help him achieve the knowledge
of t ruth and to remove his misconceptions. Dharmakir t i
associates his concepts of victory and defeat with this goal of
väda

f ^ f t ^H yfci<*iIVi:l - VN, Section 37). T h e o ther

difference follows from this difference.

(2) Since jalpa ( and also vitandä) is to be used as a
weapon for self-defence (and for winning over o thers ) , the
use of bo th rational as well as irrational devices in the course
of debate was permi t ted by Naiyäyikas. O n the contrary
Dharmakir t i c o n d e m n e d the use of any irrat ional means
(such as chala, a form of deceiving the o ther debater ) in the
course of debate , because for him the purpose of väda(D)
was no t to defend one ' s own position by any hook or crook,
bu t to benefit the o the r debater by removing his
misconception and leading him to knowledge.

T h e third type of kathä viz., vitandä which was
r e c o m m e n d e d by Naiyäyikas as a means to self-defence was
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disapproved totally by Dharmaklrti. (nc$<=i fcidu«si

- VN, Section 83).

Dharmakirti on classification of nigrahasthänas

We have seen that Dharmakirti does not seem to be
critical about the general definition of nigrahasthäna as
given in NS, which he develops further. But he is vehemently
critical about the elaborate Nyäya classification of
nigrahasthänas. He devotes the second half of his work to the
criticism of this classification. He gives his own classification
of nigrahasthänas along with their definitions, in the first
half of his work. Let us first consider his own classification
and then turn to his criticism of the Nyäya classification.

Prima facie it appears that Dharmaklrti's classification of
nigrahasthänas is just two-fold. But the two types of
nigrahasthänas that Dharmakirti mentions (viz.
asädhanängavacana and adosodbhävana) in fact indicate
many more types because Dharmakirti himself derives and
interprets the two terms in various ways. By interpeting the
terms variously Dharmakirti himself makes room for five
kinds of asädhanängavacana and two kinds^of adosodbhävana.
His classification may be tabulated as follows-

Nigrahasthäna

1
Of the disputant
{Asädhanängavacana)

(N,)

(Ns)

(N5)

<N4)

(N.)

Non-justification of a (Ne)
constituent of proof
Non-statement of a
constituent of proof (N?)
Statement of what is
redundant as a part of proof
Statement of a fallacious
constituent of proof
Statement of something
irrelevant

i
Of the opponent
(Adosodbhävana)

Not pointing out a
fault in disputant's
argument
Pointing out a non-
fault as fault
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[For the types N x t o N7 based on different derivations of
the terms asädhanängavacana a n d adosodbhavana> see
sections 1, 30, 31, 32, 33, 36 and 38 respectively]

This amounts to a seven-fold classification. If we
unders tand this classification, then we can unders tand the
point in Dharmaklr t i ' s criticism of Nyäya -classification also
in a better light. Dharmaklrt i is not very critical, for
instance, about two Nyäya - nigrahasthänas - Apratibhä (Non-
imagination) and Hetväbhäsa (Fallacies of probans) . (Of
course Dharmaklr t i would differ with the Nyäya concept ion
and classification of hetväbhäsas in their details, bu t not with
the basic concept of hetväbhäsa). It is no t surprising because
Dharmaklr t i has inc luded them in his own classification in
some form or the o ther . Apartibhä, takes the form of N^ N2

or N 6 i n Dharmaklr t i ' s classification and Hetväbhäsas are
included in N4. In fact Dharmaklr t i in one place goes to the
extent to say that the two nigrahasthänas viz. Hetväbhäsa a n d
Apratibhä cover all the nigrahasthänas. (̂ T

fd, VN, Section 80) .
'j'

Dharmaklr t i accepts the Nyäya nigrahasthäna Punarukta

(See sections 71-73) with some qualifications and
modifications. It is natural because Punarukta in its
modified form implies N s of Dharmaklr t i . He clearly accepts
'Arthäntara* of Nyäya (see section 61) which implies his N5.

In general we can say that when Dharmaklr t i is critical
about the Nyäya classification, he is no t opposed to each
and every type of nigrahasthäna of Nyäya. H e is ready to
accept those Nyäya nigrahasthänas, which are formally
matching to his classification which is m o r e systematic. Still
he is critical about the Nyäya classification to a large extent
for the following reasons-

(1) The Nyäya classification is not mutually exclusive: Many
nigrahasthänas which are men t ioned separately in the Nyäya



INTRODUCTION

list due to minor differences, could be clubbed into a few of
them. For example Pratijnävirodha in its refined and
corrected form could be included in Hetväbhäsa.

Section 53) Arthäntara, Nirarihaka and Apärthaka insofar as
they are genuine nigrahasthänas are different kinds of
irrelevant talks; so they could be clubbed into one .
Ananubhäsana> Ajnäna and Apratibhä need not be
distinguished from each other insofar as their essence is
concerned. In this way there is a great scope for economy in
Nyäya classification.

(2) Nor is the Nyäya - classification collectively exhaustive:
Because, if one allows invention of new types on the basis of
minor differences, then any number of types can be
invented, which are not there presently in the Nyäya list.
(See section 80).

(3) DharmakTrti is critical about the Nyäya framework of
anumäna: When Naiyäyikas were no t clear about the
constitutive elements of a sound probans, Dharmakiri
in t roduced the scheme of three constitutive elements.
Correspondingly he po in ted out three basic fallacies of
probans : Asiddha, Viruddha and Anaikäntika. This was a
systematic counter-thesis to the Nyäya scheme of five
Hetväbhäsas, Naiyäyikas talked of five elements {avayavas) of
inferential s tatement. Dharmakirt i systematically criticised
this view and po in ted out that only two elements (the
statements of paksadharmatä and vyäpti) are necessary and
sufficient and also that the order between these two
elements is of n o importance.1 Whereas the Nyäya scheme of
nigrahasthänas presupposes the Nyäya framework of
anumäna, Dharmaklr tPs criticism of the former reflects his
criticism of the latter. So Apräptakäla is no more a
nigrahasthäna because it presupposes the specific order of
the elements of the inferential s tatement . If an inferential
s ta tement lacks Pratijnä or Nigamana then the occasion of
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defeat called Nyüna occurs according to Nyäya. Dharmakirt i
rejects this possibility because, Pratijnä and Nigamana as
e lements of inferential s ta tements are r e d u n d a n t according
to him. And if Pratijnä itself is no t necessary in any
inferential s tatement, then many nigrahasthänas such as
Pratijnäntara, Pratijnähäniy Pratijnäsamnyäsa lose their
significance.

(4) Other defects: Apart from the above defects in the
Nyäya account, there are o ther defects. The re are many
places where Naiyäyikas are incorrect or vague or confused
in their account . Sometimes they present implausible cases
as the instances of nigrahasthäna. (For instance, see section
44) . They unduly ex tend the scope of Pratijnavirodha and
mix u p Drstäntavirodha with it. They treat some of the
unnecessary conventions regarding debate as the essential
rules (see section 78). Dharmakir t i points ou t many such
cases into the details of which we need not go he re .

A problem: Is hetväbhäsa a nigrahasthäna?

I have po in ted out that Dharmakir t i in his classification
of nigrahasthänas includes Hetväbhäsa as o n e of the
derivations of the term asädhanängavacana. (It is N 4 i n his
classification tabulated above) . But this view is not
acceptable to all. Dr. Mangala Chinchore in her thorough-
going account of Vädanyäya repeatedly claims that
hetväbhäsa is not a nigrahasthäna according to Dharmaklrti.*
As a matter of fact there are many statements of Dharmakir t i
himself which are clearly contrary to her claim.3 But there is
one passage which apparent ly supports Dr. Chinchore ' s
view.

:lM (Section No. 36).
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Here Dharmaklrt i is point ing out that commission of a
Hetväbhäsahy the disputant does not by itself result into his
defeat. He will be defeated if the fallacy of probans has been
poin ted out by the opponen t . Nor would it be correct to say:
T h e commission of Hetväbhäsa, if it remains undiscovered by
the opponen t , would result in to the disputant 's victory,
because his position stands proved insofar as it is not
disproved. T h e disputant does not win because due to his
fallacious argument , he fails to persuade his opponen t
rationally (^c^rfcfT^^Mc^ - Literally - there is no realisation
of t ruth (by the o p p o n e n t ) ) .

Now the question is: If hetväbhäsa is an occasion of defeat
according to Dharmaklrt i why does the commission of
Hetväbhäsa does not necessarily result into defeat according
to him?

Dr. Chinchore ' s answer seems to be: Since commission of
a Hetväbhäsa does no t necessarily result into defeat,
Hetväbhäsa must not be a nigrahasthäna according to him.
But is this approach satisfactory?

T h e fact is: Where Dharmaklrt i calls Hetväbhäsa a
nigrahasthänay he does so literally and vividly.4 But the
passage which apparently supports Dr. Chinchore ' s
interpretat ion, does not contain the word *nigrahasthäna'
at all. (Dr. Chinchore has apparently overlooked the direct
and clear evidences unfavourable to her thesis, but tried to
exploit unclear and indirect evidences apparently
favourable to her.) If the two evidences are put together, we
have the following picture: Hetväbhäsa is a nigrahasthäna but
commission of Hetväbhäsa does not necessarily cause the
defeat.

This is interesting. If Dharmaklrt i is consistent in this,
then his not ion of nigrahasthäna is in need of further
clarification. I suggest the following clarification.
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Nigrahasthäna, i.e., an occasion of defeat or a g round of
defeat is so called because when it is commit ted by a
disputant or an o p p o n e n t in the debate situation, it can
cause the defeat (subject to its discovery by the o ther
debater) . But nigrahasthäna is not always the sufficient
condition of defeat (i.e. it need not necessarily lead to one ' s
defeat); it is possible that a nigrahasthäna is commit ted but
the actual defeat does not occur.5 Hetväbhäsa is a
nigrahasthäna according to Dharmaklr t i in this restricted
sense. In fact this situation is no t peculiar to hetväbhäsa, it
could be general ised and applied to o ther nigrahasthänas as
well. In general , one could say, it could be applied to
asädhanängavacana and adosodbhävana. (We will consider a
problem with this proposal a little later.)

Dharmaklrt i in this way realises a gap between winning
and losing - a situation where n o n e of the debaters is to be
declared as defeated though one of them is certainly at
fault, and though a nigrahasthäna has been commit ted . Why
does Dharmaklr t i take this stand? He himself gives the
answer-

T h e debater who commits a fallacy bu t whose fallacy
remains unde tec t ed by the opponen t , is no t defeated,
because winning and losing is de te rmined relative to the act
of surpassing each o ther ' s s t rength that takes place among
the two debaters . Tha t one debater loses a poin t or fails to
score a poin t is insufficient. Whether the o the r debater
scores a po in t by surpassing him is equally impor tant . If the
disputant commits a fallacy, he has lost a point , bu t if the
o p p o n e n t does not discover the fallacy, he is equally a loser,
he will score a po in t over the disputant, if h e points ou t the
fallacy commit ted by h im. Commit t ing a nigrahasthäna
amounts to losing a point , bu t it will no t be translated into
actual defeat unless that is complemen ted by the o ther
debater by scoring a point. Here Dharmaklr t i is insisting
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that result of a debate should not be based on a one-sided
judgement, but it should always be made in the light of
reciprocal or competitive character of the debate. This
contention in no way affects Dharmaklrti's view that
Hetväbhäsa is a nigrahasthäna.

But if the judge cannot declare the disputant as defeated
in the situation described above, what else can he do? It is
possible to claim that the judge may declare the disputant as
the winner. Because if the judge has discovered a fault in the
disputant's argument which the opponent has not, but if
the judge is partial to the disputant, then he could take
advantage of the situation and tell the opponent, "See, the
disputant has presented an argument which you are not in a
position to refute. So you have lost; the disputant has won."
Dharmakirti condemns this possibility because it would be a
case of cheating the opponent on the part of the judge. And
no cheating practice is in order in a philosophical enquiry.

: | Section 36).

This approach of Dharmakirti is important as a response
to Nyäya approach also. Naiyäyikas do not talk of any gap
between occurrence of a nigrahasthäna and actual defeat.
This sometimes may generate a paradoxical situation.
Consider, for instance, the two Nyaya-nigrahasthanas -
Hetväbhäsa and Paryanuyojyopeksana. Suppose a disputant
commits a fallacy of probans and the opponent fails to
discover it. Then the disputant has committed the former
nigrahasthäna whereas the opponent has committed the
latter. According to Nyaya, both will have to be declared as
defeated. Dharmakirti tries to avoid this paradox by creating
a gap between occurrence of nigrahasthäna and declaration
of defeat.

But the problem reappears in a different form in
Dharmakirti's framework also. Consider the first type of
adosodbhävana (N6), according to which the disputant is
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faulty, but the o p p o n e n t fails to discover the fault. This is an
occasion of the o p p o n e n t ' s defeat. But the disputant has
already commit ted a fault (which the o p p o n e n t fails to
discover), so it is an occasion of disputant 's defeat as well. So
there is an occasion (or two occasions at the same time) of
the defeat of both disputant and opponen t . But n o n e of
them is to be declared as defeated! What will happen now?
Adosodbhävana c anno t culminate into the actual defeat of
the o p p o n e n t unless this incapasity of the o p p o n e n t (to
discover the disputant ' s fault) has been po in ted out by the
disputant himself. (Because, an incapasity of a debater
cannot by itself lead to his defeat! This is by the same token
as in the case of Hetväbhäsas.) But if the disputant points out
the opponen t ' s incapasity to discover the disputant 's own
fault, then he in a way acknowledges the real fault
commit ted by himself. In discovering o p p o n e n t ' s incapasity
he is discovering his own fault.6 H e is acknowledging
asädhanängavacana commit ted by himself and
adosodbhävana commit ted by the opponen t . Again a
paradoxical situation! Dharmakir t i may perhaps say: Such a
situation of indecision is welcome, because occurrence of a
nigrahasthäna does no t by itself play a decisive role! But still
the question is: Why did Dharmakir t i in t roduce
adosodbhävana of the first type (i.e.. N6) as the occasion of
the o p p o n e n t ' s defeat, which never leads to the actual
defeat of the opponen t?

On the present edition of the text

The Sanskrit text of Vädanyäya was first edi ted by Rahul
Sankrityayan a n d was publ ished by Mahabodhi Society of
Sarnath in 1936. It was further edi ted by Swami Dvarikadas
Shastri in the light of Säntaraksita 's commentary
Vipancitärthä a n d publ ished by Buddha-bhäratI of Varanasi
in 1972. This latter edition is certainly an improvement over
Rahulji's version a n d is closer to the original text. Yet it
contains many cor rup t readings a n d leaves r o o m for further
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improvement.7 The present edition is an attempted
improvement over Dvarikadas Shastri's edition of
Vädanyäya.

While editing, I have considered Dvarikadas Shastri's
edition (hereafter, D) as the point of departure. Generally, I
have accepted the alternative readings suggested in D in the
light of Vipancitärihä (hereafter, V). But in some places I
found that the readings in Rahul Sanskrityayan's edition
(hereafter, R) are more consistent than the readings in D.
Generally, I have benefited from V while improving upon D.
However, since V is not a word to word commentary and
leaves many words and sentences unmentioned and
unexplained, it cannot come to our rescue while improving
upon many corrupt readings in the available text. I have
suggested alternative readings in some such cases,
considering mainly the question of semantic consistency of
the text.

Since D is my starting point, I have given editorial foot-
notes only where I had to deviate from D. When the
alternative readings suggested by me are based on R or V, I
have altered the text accordingly and explained the source
in the footnotes. But when the source of alternative reading
is not R or V, but my imagination, I have introduced my
suggestions in the text by placing them into brackets, and
have prefixed or suffixed a question mark to them.

The main drawback of my version of Vädanyäya is that it,
like R and D, does not take into account any Tibetan version
of the text. My humble request to the scholars of Tibetan
would be to verify the alternative readings suggested by me
in the light of Tibetan versions of Vädanyäya. In spite of this
drawback, I would like to claim humbly that my version is
closer than R or D to the original, though it still contains
many doubtful places.
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Lastly I would like to inform that the division of the text
(and the translation) into sections and the assignment of
section-numbers has been done by me for the convenience
of the readers. These sections or section numbers are not
there in the original text.

Notes and References

1. For Dharmakirti's framework of anumäna and the way it
differs from Nyäya framework, see Chapters II, III and V of
Inference and Fallacies Discussed in Ancient Indian Logic by
Pradeep P. Gokhale, Sri Satguru Publications (Indian
Books Centre), Delhi, 1992.

2. Dr. Man gala Chinchore makes this claim vividly on pp. 83-
84 of her work Vädanyäya: A Glimpse of Nyäya-Buddhist
controversy ( Sri Satguru Publications, Indian Books Centre,
Delhi, 1988) Elsewhere in her work she makes the point in
different form such as - "Nigrahasthänatva and
Hetväbhäsatva should not be confused with each other.
None of the two determines the other." She attributes this
view to Dharmakirti. But I think that, that Hetväbhäsatva is a
determiner of Nigrahasthänatva would be acceptable to
Dharmakirti if that amounts to saying that commission of
Hetväbhäsa is a nigrahasthäna because it is what it is. This is
so because commission of Hetväbhäsa is nothing but
asädhanängavacana in one of the senses of the latter (See
section 32) and asädhanängavacanatva is definitely a
determiner of nigrahasthänatva.

3. (i) '
f (VN,

Sec. 32).

(ii) ^
i1 (VN, Sec. 80).

(iii) 4%ĉ P7Rn# *T*TRlFf Piy^wiifnfa, ^niq î̂ fMKfnfci' (VN,
Sec. 92).

4. See Note 3 above.
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5. Dr. Chinchore observes that the Nyäya concept of
Nigrahasthäna was different from Dharmakirti's concept
she points out that Udyotakara uses the term Paräjayavastu
(the point of defeat) where as Dharmakirti uses the term
Paräjayädhikarana (the ground of defeat). This is an
important observation indeed. But Dr. Chinchore does not
use it while considering the question whether Hetväbhäsa is
a nigrahasthäna. She could have said: Hetväbhäsa is a
nigrahasthäna in Dharmakirti's sense. It is a ground of
defeat, which may or may not result into actual defeat. But
it is not a nigrahasthäna in Naiyäyikas' sense. It is not of
point of defeat (Paräjayavastu) which indicates actual
defeat

6. This situation is similar to Matänujnä in Nyäya terms.

7. Prof. Hajime Nakamura, in his foreword to Wf^JFf: W%

Hindi work by Prof. Ramachandra Pandeya, Dr.
Raghavendra Pandeya and Dr. Manju, congratulates the
authors of the work for editing the Sanskrit text of
Vädanyäya successfully. But the Sanskrit text which the
authors include in their work as its second appendix is
nothing but a word to word (and error to error)
reproduction of Dvarikadas Shastri's edition (with the
deletion of his editorial footnotes, but without the deletion
of footnote numbers in the text). The authors do not care
to acknowledge Svami Dvarikadas Shastri anywhere in the
work.
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P a r t i

D e f i n i t i o n o f

' O c c a s i o n o f D e f e a t ' 1

ftfe f̂T̂ FTH^ cTR PH4C?*H,

1. T h e wicked persons defeat in debates by employing
improper methods 2 (Lit. Systems) even the one who argues
rationally. We start this (work on the logic of debate) for
repudiat ing them.

Asädhanängavacana and adosodbhävand'are the occasions
of defeat of the two (debaters, i.e. the disputant and the
opponen t respectively). Any other occasion of defeat,
however, is no t just; hence we do not accept it.
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Sädhana means proof of the matter4 i n t ended (to be
proved by the disputant) . Its anga means what constitutes it.
Its non-statement, i.-eiPnoh-utierance o f tha t consti tuent (of
proof), is the occasion of defeat of the disputant; (this
occurs) either because the disputant keeps m u m because of
Non-imagination after he proposes (to prove the matter) or
because he does not justify the const i tuent of proof (which
he states).5

t § t

^

2. [Justification of the constituent of proof in the case
of self-nature as reason.]

Because, th ree kinds of isfqren'tial. sign (= probans)
constitute the proof of an unperceived object: self-nature,
effect and non-apprehens ion . Its justification (i.e.
justification of probans) means no th ing but proving its
existence in the property-bearer (= subject of the thesis),
after proving its pervasion with the p r o b a n d u m (= predicate
of the thesis). For example - "All that is real or is a p roduc t is
impermanent , like the things such as pot. And sound is real
or a product ."

t § t

SZRT 1331 " w -

\. TNs and other subtitles given in brackets have been introduced first in
D. They are not in R.
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3. In this there is no rule about the order (of
premises)1 because the two cases make no difference as to
the establishment of the in tended matter. Because,
pervasion can certainly be demonstra ted afterwards, after
proving the existence (of the probans) in the property-
bearer. For example - "Sound is real or a product . And
whatever is of this kind is all impermanent , like the things
such as pot." (This also is a legitimate proof) .

t § t

4. Here proving pervasion means demonstrat ing an
evidence1 (= pramäna) which falsifies ( the existence of
probans) where there is absence (of p robandum) . 2 (It is as
follows.) If all that is real or a product is not subject to
destruction at every moment , then the defining
characteristic (of the real) viz. 'capacity to function' gets
excluded from it. Because a non-momentary object cannot
have any function (= artha-kriya) either in succession or in
simultaneity. Hence it (= the non-monetary object) will be
unreal . Because the entity, which by definition is destitute of
all the descriptions in term of capacity,lis indescribable (as
real etc.).

If the evidence, which falsifies the existence of probans in
the absence of p robandum, is not shown in this way, it (=
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the possibility that probans may exist in the absence of
p robandum) is not contradicted (by any means of
knowledge). And hence when it (= probans) is not seen to
exist in the absence (of p r o b a n d u m ) , there is no suspension
of the doub t that the sound may be real or a p roduc t and yet
permanen t .

t § t

5. Not every (kind of) non-apprehens ion falsifies the
existence of an object. In the given case capasity of an object
is established as pervaded by ' the association with succession
or lack of succession1, because there is n o o ther mode .
Therefore (in this case) the non-apprehens ion of pervading
characteristic (viz. 'succession or no succession') falsifies
the capasity in the case of the non-momentary object.1

Because the pervasion of the 'non-association with
succession or simultaneity* with the absence of capacity is
proved, there is no occurrence of infinite regress.2

t § t
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6. [An Objection-]

"But he re non-apprehension is not the means to
knowledge because the pervasion of the non-association
with succession or simultaneity with the absence of capasity
is itself not proved.1 Hence there is no pervasion of the
earlier probans ( 'realness') (with the p robandum
'momentar iness ' ) . If you proceed to accept (another)
probans for (proving) this (second pervasion), then there
will be the danger of infinite regress."

[Answer] Tha t is not correct. Because you have not denied
(successfully) the non-apprehension as the
means to prove absence.

(Which kind of non-apprehension is called the
falsifying evidence in this case?) Tha t non-
apprehension, which proves the absence of
probans in the case in which there is absence of
p robandum, is called the falsifying evidence
because it establishes the opposite of that (=
existence of probans in the absence of
p r o b a n d u m ) .

In this way the probans will be proved as absent
from the case in which p r o b a n d u m is absent, if it
(= its existence) is falsified by the authoritative
contrary evidence. Otherwise if the evidence
falsifying it (= the existence of probans) in that (=
the absence of p robandum) is not established,
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then the doubt ( that the probans may exist
without p r o b a n d u m ) is inevitable.

In that case there will be a fallacy of p robans
called ' Inconclusive' because of the doubtfulness
of negative concomitance .

Nor is the exclusion (of probans from the case of
the absence of p r o b a n d u m ) proved merely on
the basis of non-apprehens ion . Because in the
case of r emote objects non-apprehens ion does
not prove their absence to a non-omniscient
being; and because a person with downword
vision2 does not perceive some objects a l though
they are real.

t § t

V9.

3TfeT

t T̂ f̂ HS

7. T h e falsifying evidence, however, is (expressed as
follows)1: Anything which lacks association with succession
and simultaneity does not have capacity to do anything. And
the non-momentary object has this character (that it lacks
association with succession a n d simultaneity). T h e falsifying
evidence which goes onwards in this way entails (Lit.
attracts) 4the absence of capacity' which is the defining
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characteristic of 'unreal ' . By that (the pervasion-) 'what is
real or a product is definitely impermanent ' is proved.

By this (justification) the positive concomitance of
the whole2 probans-characteristic with the probandum-
characteristic is proved.

In this way the consti tuent of proof becomes justified in
the arguments based on self-nature as reason. Not justifying
it is non-statement of a consti tuent of proof. It is an
occasion of defeat of the disputant because it amounts to
non-fulfilment of the purpose under taken (by the
disputant) . Because, the soundness of the reason has not
been brought out (by the disputant) there, al though in fact
a sound reason has been employed.

t § t

L.

f? ci
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8. [Justification of the constituent of proof in the case
of effect as reason.]

In the case of effect-as-reason too, a const i tuent of proof
needs justification. (The nature of this justification is as
follows:) It is the establishment of cause-effect-relation
(between probans and p robandum) where the effect is used
as p robans for proving the cause. This is d o n e by giving two
kinds of evidences (= pramänas), one establishing existence
(i.e. positive concomitance) and the o the r non-existence
(i.e. negative concomitance) such as T h i s (= smoke etc.)
occurs (only) when this (= fire etc.) exists' and 'In spite of
the presence of o ther powerful causal conditions,1 this
(= smoke etc.) does not occur in the absence of this (= fire
etc .) ' .

In this way the fact that this (= smoke etc.) is the effect of
this cause (= fire etc.) (and not of any o ther thing) becomes
justified indubitally. Otherwise if (while establishing the
negative concomitance) only this much is demonstra ted,
that T h i s does not occur in the absence of this, ' then the
(causal) efficacy of it (= of the alleged cause) will be
doubted , if o ther things are also absent there (when the
effect is absent) . T h e doubt will be as follows: 'Some other
thing is efficient in producing it (= the effect), and it (= the
effect) did not occur because of the absence of that (other
thing) ' . 2

'Absence of this while that is absent ' amount s to
accidental coincidence. For example the fact that marriage
with one ' s own mother is granted in a particular place is
related with the generat ion of date-trees in that place and
the fact that there is absence of date-trees in o ther places
where marriage with one ' s own mother is no t granted, is a
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matter of mere coincidence. Thus the effect is proved if
justified properly.

When any real thing is proved, it proves the generat ion of
its cause through its own generat ion. Because the effect has
invariable relation with the cause. There is the common law
(of causation) in so far as the invariable relation of all effects
with their causes is concerned.

(Like in the case of self-nature as reason:) In the case of
effect as reason too, not justifying (the casue-effect-relation)
in this way is 'non-statement of a consti tuent of p roo f and is
the occasion of the disputant 's defeat.

Because when it (= the cause-effect-relation) is not
justified, the proposed thesis remains unproved, because
the effect-hood of the effect is unproved, as there is no rule
by which something (Lit. that) exists when some other
object which has no binding relation with it, exists; because
a l though effect (as reason) is employed as a matter of fact,

its effecthood is not proved.

t i t

. (V); dl^l^li xiî qcrî  - (R);
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9. [The justification of a constituent of proof in the
case of non-apprehension (as reason)]

In the case on non-apprehens ion (as reason) too,
(justification of a const i tuent of proof means) proving non-
apprehens ion of the object fulfilling the condit ion of
'apprehensibility1 by the knower.2 Because it is only by this
kind of non-apprehens ion that the practice of non-
existence3 is proved.

If the object does not fulfil the condit ion of
apprehensibility, then its absence is not proved even if it is
not a p p r e h e n d e d perceptually by the knower.

H e r e 'fulfilling the condi t ion of apprehensibili ty ' means
(1) the specific nature (of the object) and (2) the aggregate
of all the remain ing condit ions (of apprehens ion) . T h e
specific na tu re of the object means that the object is no t
remote (from senses) due to (any of the) three kinds of
remoteness.4 It is the na ture which appears in the perceptual
appearance to the knower, in contradist inction with the
appearance of something o ther than self-nature. When the
object is not a p p r e h e n d e d in spite of the presence of o ther
condi t ions of the apprehens ion of such an object, the non-
a p p r e h e n d e d object is the object of the practice of non-
existence. Otherwise there arises a doub t (about non-
existence) in spite of (non-apprehens ion as) the reason.

t § t

cTPT
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10. T h e pervasion here is of the form, "Everything of
this kind is the object of the practice of non-existence;
because (for instance) the same characteristic (viz. non-
apprehens ion associated with fulfilment of the condition of
apprehensibility) commonly exists in the accepted case of
some non-existent object."

Because unless non-existence of the object of this kind is
accepted, non-existence will no t be obtainable in other
cases. Because if the object of this kind exists and the o ther
condit ions of apprehens ion are present, , then there will not
be non-apprehension. If on the other hand the object of
this kind is not apprehended , then i t .does not exist. This
much is the (sufficient) condit ion of the practice of non-
existence, because there is no other condition.

t § t

^ yolfti:, 3PFFT

11. A possible objection:

"Exclusion of all capasities (from the object) is the
condit ion (of non-existence)"

[Answer] Tha t is right. But the experience of the non-
existent object, which (as, you say,) excludes all
capasities, takes place in this way (i.e. in the way
explained by us), because there is no o ther
means to its experience. And when the non-
existent object is exper ienced in this way, it is
practised as non-existent. Tha t is why we call this
as its condit ion.

t § t
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3?PT

12. A possible objection: "The practice of existence (of
an object) originates from cognition, verbal usage and
pragmatic function (of the object) whereas the practice of
non-existence originates from the absence of them."

[Answer] (Yes) T h e practice of existence originates from
the cognition, the appearance of which takes
place as has been stated above.1 And the practice
of non-existence originates from its opposite. But
when the object is no t the object of perception,
the practice of existence could originate from an
inferential cognition.

But the practice of non-existence is uncertain
(= inconclusive) in the case of absence of it
(= perceptual cognit ion) (i.e. in the case of non-
perceptual object). Because in the case of a
remote object a l though the knower 's percept ion
or some other means to knowledge becomes
inoperative, the doub t ( that the object may be
existent) , remains.

t § t
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Trafst,

13. It is also not the case that all cognitions and
linguistic usages or the distinctions or identities amongst
them prove the existence of things or the existence of
distinctions or identities amongst the things. Because there
are cognitions and linguistic usages to indicate the
existence of objects which are non-existent somehow,
because they belong ei ther to past or future or the objects
which have multiple or singular functions; (similarly) there
are (cognitions or linguistic usages with) multiple or
singular form, a l though the objects (indicated by them)
lack multiplicity or singularity (respectively). (For example)
- (i) (Past object-) The king Mahäsammata, the originator of
the monastry. (ii) (Future object-) The emperor Sankha
would elevate the sacrificial post established by
Mahäsammata. (iii) (Unreal object-) The horn of a hare (iv)
(Singular object with multiple functions-) colour that is
perceptual and restrictive (v) (composite object with a
singular function-) Pot.1

t § t

:?] "

(V); ^-(R)and(D).
(V); ̂ f«RP^T^ tî r̂ PT - (R) and (D).
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14. In this the words like p e r c e p t u a l ' ('sanidarsana')
(which are used for describing colour) do no t designate
many objects because they consolidate in one object.

[A possible objection by Vaisesikas:] "Many descriptions,
al though they cor respond to many objects, consolidate in
one object because the objects causing them (= those
descriptions) are related by Inherence {samaväya) with the
respective (single) object."

[Answer] T h e poor fellow object (such as colour-object) has
fallen into a bu rdensome task, because it directs
many words from many related factors towards
itself, when it favours a multi- termed relation
(called I n h e r e n c e ) 1 ! Why does no t the object
(colour) stimulate different words, with respect
to the same different capasities, th rough which it
favours the multi- terned relat ion (called
Inherence)? By this the strain of following
(endless) series* can be avoided by it (= by the
object such as colour) .

If (according to you, the Vaisesika,)3one and the
same object cannot stimulate different words,
then let it not favour the mult i- termed relation as
well. And if it does not favour it, t hen it (= the
object) canno t be proved to be related with them
(= many terms of the re la t ion) . Similarly many
entities such as colour etc. which have one
(collective) pragmatic function may be named by
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a singular word namely 'pot ' . What is the use of
imagining a different entity (pot, over and above
colour etc.)? Many entities can have one
pragmatic function, like (the entities such as) eye
etc. (which have perceptual cognition as their
collective funct ion) . So we think it p roper that a
single word may be applied to many entities to
indicate the single capasity (that they have).

t i t

15. Moreover, people do not apply words for objects
without any purpose. What will be the harm if for many
objects which serve a single purpose either collectively or
distributively, a single word is used for indicating that the
objects are like that (i.e. that they serve common purpose)?
Similarly there is no contradiction in using a group-word
(for many entities) in singular, when it is used for indicating

Suggested in R; ctftĉ  - mentioned in R; cfM - (D); Grammatically <i Jft
-) would be correct.
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their common pragmatic function, because they have that
single efficacy collectively and no t distributively.

So the group-word is used in singular, when it denotes a
single g roup of objects, as the word 'pot ' .

But in the case of class-words, the objects (belonging to
the same class) may have single ( common) capasity either
individually or collectively or they may have many different
capasities or the same capasity. Hence the class-word can be
used either in plural or in singular, according to one ' s
desire, if one in tends to talk of many capasities or one
capasity (respectively). For example one may use the word
' t rees ' or ' t ree ' (according to one ' s in ten t ion) .

While (according to you) it is the rule that plural form is
used only when objects are many (i.e. m o r e than two in
number ) and singular form is used when the object is one ,
our view is that the two (kinds of words) are used by
convention in their conventional senses. So it (= what you
are saying) is only an (undue) adherence (on your par t ) .

t § t

ifcr

s. (R); *«iH^tll - (D).
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y\*i W l H : , Sift c^f^IRT

:; eft"

16. [A possible objection by Vaisesikas:]

"(The characteristics of the pot viz.) colour etc., which
are plural in n u m b e r cannot stimulate a single word."

[Answer:] Do the objects themselves stimulate the words
irrespective of the intent ion of the person (i.e.
the speaker) or it is the persons who use the
words for objects, in order to conduct practises?
Because the question whether the objects have
real capasity or no capasity can be thought about
only if objects themselves give rise (to words). But
this (position) is not reasonable. T h e n what is
your censure, when you say that if the words are
applied by persons, then they will be applied by
them at will (i.e. without any rule)?

We have already told the efficient cause of the
application of words.

Moreover, if colour etc. (being many) do not
have relation with a single word, then how can
they (= colour etc.) have any relation with the
single substance which is regarded as the
substratum of them?1 Therefore this is nothing
but the ghost of falsehood2 possessing you.

- (R) and (D).
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[The Opponent Vaisesika says:] "We do not in tend to say
that one word should not be used for many objects as they
are opposed to any relation with a single object. But we say
that colour etc., when they are non-different (i.e. one and
the same) in pots, blankets etc., are opposed to differential
pragmatic functions and to ( the use of) different words.
Hence when they (= colour etc.) are one and the same in
nature , they will no t have the pragmatic function which
other collections of objects cannot have.3 Therefore , in
order to indicate it (i.e. the sameness of colour in spite of
diversity of collections which share it) the colour etc. can be
men t ioned by a single word."4

[Answer:] O n e could have an inclination to say, "colour etc.
would be the same th rough all the collections."
(here we ask) Does the perceptual knowledge of
the mutually distinct appearances of colour set
aside this inclination?5 Moreover, this view (of our
opponen ts ) is no t desirable because colour etc.
are accepted to be different in na tu re from one
collection to another .

t § t

vs. (V); fcld<51il*W: - (R) and (D).
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17. [The opponent asks:] "What (wrong) will happen if
po t would be distinct from colour etc.?"

[Answer] All right. What then is the obstacle1 that obstructs
the appearance of the real perceptible thing (like
po t ) , which is not of the form of colour etc., in its
own form distinct from them (= colour etc.), in
our cognition?2

T h e perceptible objects such as odour and taste
are seen to appear distinctly even when they do
not have separate location (i.e. even when they
belong to the same thing) . And the objects such
as the touch of the wind and the touch of sun 's
heat are seen to appear distinctly even if they are
sensible by the same sense organ.3

This is what makes percept ion a perception,
namely, the submission of object's own nature, as
distinct from the na ture of what it is not, to the
cognit ion. But this thing such as pot (as
conceived by you) is a free-of-cost-purchaser,4

who does not exhibit its own (distinct) nature,
but wants to appropr ia te (distinct) perceptibility.

t § t

cR^T^HRf

WL:
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18. This (= above explanat ion) also explains the
(distinct) cognition, the (distinct) word (i.e. verbal usage)
etc., if it desired (by the opponen t ) to prove k (= distinct
existence of the po t etc.) on the basis of them.1

Moreover, it is not correct to say that the colour is not
identified (distinctly) when the percept ion (of the
composite object such as pot) is not domina ted (by some
other object), in which case (i.e. only if the colour is not
identified distinctly,) a p robans will be stated for proving it
(= the distinct composi te object such as pot) .*

When it (= the composite object) is no t perceptible , it is
not p roper to assert the existence of a thing, for the
knowledge of which there is n o authoritative means.
Therefore pot is not different from colour etc.

In this way one canno t talk of existence jus t on the basis
of cognit ion and verbal usage, nor can o n e talk of
distinctness or identity of existence (on the basis of t hem) .

For the same reason the obsence cannot be established
on the basis of the absence of t hem (= cognit ion, verbal
usage etc.).3

t i t

"2JT
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19. O n e can talk of existence on the basis of pragmatic
function, b u t one cannot talk of distinctness or identity of
existences on the basis of it. Because a single object is seen
to have many pragmatic functions. For example a lamp has
the following functions: (helping) cognition, transfor-
mation of the wick and producing another flame.
(Distinctness or identity of existences cannot be established
on the basis of pragmatic functions.) Because, (for
example) a l though eye and the other (causal) factors are
many in number , they are seen to have a single function viz.
(perceptual) cognition.

[The opponent says:] "We are no t saying that distinctness
of existences is established merely on the basis of
distinctness of pragmatic functions. But (it can be so
established) on the basis of distinctness of some unseen
pragmatic function. T h e pragmatic function which is not
seen in one thing (at one point of time) but is seen there
again, establishes distinctness of existence. For example the
function of carrying water which is not seen in m u d is seen
in the ear then pot and the function of covering body which
is not seen in threads is seen in the cloth. In this way there is
the distinctness of existences."

[Answer:] In this way ( the existence of) some other object
may be established, but the composite whole (=
ayayavi) is not establihsed. The difference in

- (R)and(D).
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pragmatic function (in the cases cited by you) is
due to the difference of nature (= svabhäva)
which occurs in a series of modifications in
accordance with its causal conditions.1 For
example, when the fire is in the stage of rubbing
of the fire-producing sticks, the pragmatic
function of fire differs due to whether it is
p roduced in thick cow-dung or in grass or in
wood. In the same way different pragmatic
function can be found in threads etc. because the
nature of a thing differs in accordance with the
difference in causal condit ions.

This explains the distinctness and identity of
cognitions and verbal usages (as the alleged
evidences of distinctness and identity of
existences).2

t § t
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20. [Objection:] "But it has been said (by you yourself)
that the (linguistic) practice of existence is proved on the
basis of pragmatic function and its (i.e. former's) absence is
proved on the basis of its (i.e. latter 's) absence."

[Answer:] Tha t is right. But that absence is not proved in
the case of those objects which do not fulfil the
condit ion of apprehensibility.

So one has to accept even against one 's will: T h a t
is the object of the practice of non-existence, the
capasity of which fulfils the condition of
apprehensibility and yet is not apprehended .
Because capasity is the mark of existence.'

But what does this s tatement score over the
earlier one? Because, capasity is not a different
object from self-nature. So the non-apprehension
of the capasity fulfilling the condition of
apprehensibility is noth ing but the non-
apprehens ion of the self-nature of the object. So
this non-apprehension is the same as the earlier
one.1

Therefore the one who accepts the practice of
non-existence of something in some place,
should accept it on the basis of this (kind of)
non-apprehension.

This (non^apprehension) is common to other
similar cases.2So let them be like that (i.e. let the
other cases be equally the cases of non-
existence). Or let it be (i.e. let non-existence be
proved) in no case, because there is no difference
(amongst these cases insofar as non-
apprehens ion is concerned) . The pervasion
(here is as follows): Every thing which is of this
kind (i.e. which fulfils the condit ion of
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apprehensibility) and is no t a p p r e h e n d e d is the
object of the practice of 'non-existence.> s

t § t

21. [A possible objection by a Sahkhya opponent1]
"Nothing is an object of the practice of 'non-existence*
whatever it may be and wherever and in whatever way it may
remain non-apprehended . "

[Answer:] In that case everything will be applicable every-
' where all the time, because every form of

everything will remain incessant all the time.

Moreover, the following (situations) will not
occur - T h i s (is) ou t of this;' T h i s (is) not out of
this; ' T h i s (is) he re ' ; T h i s (is ) no t here ' ; T h i s
(exists) now'; T h i s (does) no t (exist) now'; T h i s
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(is) of this kind' ; T h i s (is) not of this kind*.
Because there will not be any distinct cause of any
(particular) form of an object in any way,
anywhere, any time. T h e universe will be without
co-existences and co-absences because there will
not be any distinction.

[A possible objection:] "There will be order (in the
universe) on the basis of the distinctions between
disappearance and appearance of states (= avasthä) (of
things)".

[Answer:] These distinctions themselves are not possible in
your system on the basis of which there will be
order; because the practice of non-existence of
anything is untenable (according to you) .2

If you accept the linguistic practice of non-
existence in the case of some objects, then you
will have to tell how that is tenable. Because there
is no probans proving non-existence except non-
apprehens ion . When non-existence is proved
either on the basis of positive evidences or
negative evidences3, non-apprehension is always
the probans .

If one accepts the thesis that it (= the practice of
non-existence) is on the basis of non-
apprehens ion only, then one has to say that
everything is the object of the practice of non-
existence, wherever that (= non-apprehension) is
there . Because there is no difference among
these cases (in so far as they are the cases of non-
apprehens ion) .

t § t
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33.

JE

22. [Another opponent says:] "Non-apprehension
means cessation (i.e. inapplicability) of all the means of
knowledge. We regard someth ing as an object of the
practice of non-existence if it is not a p p r e h e n d e d in this
sense."

[Answer:] Oh! You the beloved of gods have so delicate
intelligence that you cannot tolerate the exert ion
of thinking about means of knowledge. Tha t is
why you did no t pay serious a t tent ion to it.

(V); yHiuiP̂ -dioqc(5K - (R) and (D).
(V); d<cî r̂ l̂ R<< - (R) and (D).
(V); rTFRT̂cfr̂ fcR̂ r - (R) and (D).
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Because, the cessation of inference etc. does not
lead us to the knowledge of absence because
there is variability of relation (= vyabhicära)
(between, say, non-inferability and absence).1 Nor
does / t he cessation of percept ion by all (beings) '
lead us to the knowledge of absence, because that
(= the cessation of percept ion by all beings) is
unproved.2

Even the absolute (= avisesa) cessation of the
percept ion by oneself cannot (lead to the
knowledge of the absence of objects), when the
objects are remote .

Therefore the cessation of only that means of
knowledge can prove the practice of non-
existence (of an object), on the basis of which the
specific nature of the object is invariably called
existent. Because the existence of the (specific)
nature is expected to be proved by the existence
of the (specific) means to knowledge.3

Nor is it the case that if the object which reaches
the condit ion of apprehensibility is not
perceived,4 then its apprehens ion will be of
different nature (i.e. o ther than percept ion) , in
the case of which its apprehens ion could be
through inference! Nor can an object (which is
there and perceptible) remain unperceived,
unless the nature of the object has undergone
transformation. But in the case of transformation
the object will not remain the same.

Moreover, wherefrom has the fellow (i.e. the
Sänkhya opponent ) learnt this magic-without-
chanting-and-medicine? Because (according to
the Sänkhya opponent ) the same object is
sometimes the object of percept ion, sometimes
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not, in which case its apprehens ion is sometimes
the same as inference; sometimes it is percept ion,
sometimes knowledge by verbal testimony! And
this happens even though no excess in the na ture
of objet is genera ted or destroyed; the object is
not ei ther concealed or remote and the person
(= the observer) is the same with the sense-organs
etc. in the same condi t ion as before!

Because when the object is o n e and the same
without any excess, these characteristics (viz.
sometimes perceptible , somet imes not
perceptible, bu t inferable etc.) are incompatible .

t § t
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\. This is how the interpretation in V goes.
«̂=bî *i PicjcfniH:! - Interpretation in V ... î qcl (R).
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23. [Another opponent says:] "The object is no t without
an excess. Because the objects assume different (linguistic)
practices (such as the practice of existence and the practice
of non-existence) on account of cessation'of one excess and
generat ion of another."1

[Answer:] If the excess in the object is identical with the
object itself, and it ceases to exist and comes into
existence without continuity,2 then how does it
no t entail diversity in the nature of the object? -
For example pleasure and pain (lack continuity
and are diverse in na ture) .

O n the other h a n d if the thing has continuity,
then what is (its) generat ion or cessation and
what is it the generat ion or cessation of? So this
(=your a rgument ) is insignificant.

Or if you yourself accept generat ion or cessation
of a certain self-nature (of the object), then why
dono t you approve of the same thing when it is
stated by your opponent?

[The Sähkhya opponent may say:] "That is because he (=
our opponen t , i.e. the Buddhist) accepts generat ion and
destruction destitute of any continuity."

[The author asks:] What is this Continuity* (= anvaya)?

[Opponent answers:] "It is the capasity of a thing to get
genera ted and destroyed. It exists even before
the generat ion and after the destruction.
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Therefore this (= Continuity* or 'cont inuous
capasity1) is not such that it did not exist before
but gets genera ted all the way or it existed before
but gets destroyed."

[The author asks:] If that capasity does not undergo any
change (Lit. excess) at any time, then what does undergo
the change due to which there ifc the distinction between
the (linguistic) practices?3

[The opponent may say:] "It is the states (= avasihä) (and
not the capasities) that unde rgo change ."

[The author asks:] Are the states a n d the capasity one
and the same thing, or are they different?

[The opponent may answer:] "One and the same thing."

[The author asks:] Now, how can you apply mutually
contradictory predicates such as genera t ion , destruction;
cessation, non-cessation; oneness, manyness; perceptibility,
imperceptibility; having pragmatic function and not having
it, to one and the same uniform object, without relativising
them to different modalities (= nisparyäyam)?

t § t
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x. (R); ̂  - (V) and (D).
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24. [The Opponent may answer:] "There is a (considera-
tion of) modality, namely state and capasity (are the two
modalities) /The re fo re there is no contradiction."

*. (R);
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[The author says:] You, the beloved of gods, are forgetful,
as you are not noticing the context. What a contradict ion
you have made , as you have said that capasity and state are
one and the same thing without any distinction!

Even if there is a distinction between them (= state and
capasity), there is n o contradict ion (by itself), but then it
only would no t be the case that genera t ion a n d destruction
of a thing are qualified by (its) continuity.

Therefore the thing which has continuity, does not have
generat ion or destruction and the thing which has the
latter, does riot have continuity.

[The opponent may say:] "There is n o fault (in our
argument) because there is no difference between them."

[Answer:] T h e respectable fellow (i.e. the Säftkhya
opponen t ) is being rushed into a crowd of faults
due to his a t tachment to his own view; yet he is
no t making himself aware (of i t ) . Because non-
difference means oneness. But referr ing to them
as ' they two' (= tau) is the genu ine (linguistic)
practice based on (their) difference. T h e r e is also
the definition of manyness (difference), "If the
thing lacks cessation and originat ion inspite of
the (other thing undergo ing) cessation and
origination, if it lacks staticity inspite of the
staticity (of the other thing) etc. ( then that thing
is different from the o ther th ing . ) " How is (all)
this co-tenable?

[The opponent might say:] "The difference amongst
things and the absence of such a difference, that is, non-
differences (= abheda) are (exemplified) as follows -
pleasure, (pa in) , etc. (are different from each other and)
capasity a n d state of one a n d the same th ing (are non-
different from each o the r ) . If we d o n ' t accept this, then,
due to the absence of distinctive marks of difference and
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non-difference, there will be disorder between difference
and non-difference everywhere.

"So (we accept the distinctive marks of difference and
non-difference as follows)- arising in a thing-itself is non-
difference; to the contrary is difference. For example pot
arises in mud-itself, so it is non-different from mud . But
there is difference if the case is to the contrary; (for
instance) pleasure and pain (do not arise from each other,
so there is difference between t hem) . These are the
distinctive marks of difference and non-difference. Hence
there is no contradiction."

[Answer:] T h e pot does not arise in the mud-itself. But
some mud-itself is called pot. Because the nature
(= ätmä) of m u d is not the same everywhere in
the universe. T h e difference between reflective
cognitions (prativijnapti) (of a thing) and
between appearances (of it) are due to the
difference between the natures of things. That is
how it is possible for him (= the Särikhya
opponen t ) also to know that pleasure, (pain,)
etc. (are different) and consciousnesses (i.e.
pursusas according to Sänkhya) are different.2

If that is so, then there will be difference
(between pot and the whole m u d etc.)

[The opponent might say:] "It (= The non-difference
between po t and m u d etc.) is the case inspite of this
(difference), because of the continuity of some (part of the)
nature ."

[Answer:] T h e same consequence will follow in the case of
pleasure etc. and also in the case of
consciousnesses.

Even in the case of pot etc. there is no continuity
(of m u d etc.) in all respects. Because (otherwise)
the following difficulties will result -
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(i) (avaüvarüpya -) The re cannot be ( the
genera t ion of) all the forms (if the whole mud
has continuity with a pot only).

(ii) {sahotpati-) The re will be s imultaneous
produc t ion (of different states of a thing)

- and o ther difficulties.

Moreover, nobody observes the pot a n d its mud-
na ture distinctly, in the case of which it would
have been possible (to say:) 'this (pot) has arisen
in this ( m u d ) ' .

Because, it does not become possible when the
substratum a n d the superstratum are not
observed distinctly.

Moreover, it is no t the case that a capasity arises
in the locus (lit. self, nature) of the capasity.3

Therefore there will no t be non-difference
between capacity and its locus.

t § t
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25. T h e same (argument) answers (the doctrine of)
transformation (parinäma). Because whosoever imagines
Vhatever is a transformation of something is non-different
from it' is like that (i.e., is liable to the above criticism).
Because, the capacity of a thing is not (the same as) its
transformation.

Moreover, it happens to be said (by Säiikhyas):
"Transformation (of a substance) is cessation of some
property of the subsisting substance. Transformation is also
the arisal of a different property in that substance."

(Now we ask:) Is that particular property which ceases or
arises, the same as the subsisting substance or it is different
from it.? Because there is no other alternative.

If it (= arising or ceasing property) is the same as that (=
substance), then, because the substance subsists, there will
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not be cessation or arisal (of any of its proper t ies) . So tell us,
to whom do they (= cessation and arisal) belong?

Nor can it be proved that the subsistent thing has got
another property (which arises or ceases), because the thing
itself cannot be ano the r proper ty of itself, unless it is
(at tr ibuted to the thing) depend ing u p o n a different
enquiry.1

If (on the contrary) a property is a different object from
the substance, then the cessation and arisal of that proper ty
do n o t constitute the transformation of the substance.
Because cessation and arisal of one object cannot a m o u n t to
transformation of ano ther object. Because (by the same
token) , it (= transformation) will have to be accepted in the
case of consciousness also.2

Moreover, the linguistic expression ' the property of a
substance ' cannot be justified because there is no relation
(between substance and proper ty) . Because, there is no real
relation except cause-effect-relation.

And there is no cause-effect relation between them (=
substance and proper ty) , because (according to you) a
thing which itself is no t of the same na ture as that (= effect)
is not the cause of that, and because a proper ty is a different
object from a substance.

If (you say that) something could be a cause of its
proper ty even if it is different (from tha t ) , then this will
a m o u n t to your admission that the substance has
u n d e r g o n e transformation by way of p roduc ing the effect
which is a different object (from tha t ) . (But this is
imprope r ) . Because your o p p o n e n t (= Buddhist) would also
accept the linguistic practice "The mud-substance is
transformed (into a p o t ) " regarding the cause-effect-series
called mud-substance when from the earlier substance
namely the lump of mud, which is the cause, the later pot-
substance, which is the effect, is produced. 3
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Nor is there any (third) alternative position of a property
with respect to a substance apart from sameness and
otherness, so that transformation would be justified in any
of the two cases.4

t § t
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26. [The Sänkhya opponent might object:]

"It is no t t rue to say that the undifferentiated1 (=
nirviveka) substance is itself the property. Nor is the
property a different object from the substance. What is a
property then? It is an a r rangement of the substance, i.e., a
different state of it. For example, fist of fingers (is an
ar rangement or a different state of fingers). The fingers
themselves without differentiation do not make a fist,
because (, for instance,) the spread fingers do not make a
fist.

Nor is it (= a fist) a different object from that (= fingers),
because it is n o t observed as distinct in nature.**2

[Answer] No . Because, fist is fingers in particular form.
Certain fingers are themselves a fist, bu t no t all
fingers make a fist. Because (for instance) spread
fingers in undifferentiated na ture are not the
fingers in the form of a fist. Otherwise one will be
forced to accept the exper ience of both (the
forms of fingers) in both the states.

Because, when differentiation (i.e. the specific
qualification) is the very nature of the thing, the
same becomes a mark of distinction of the thing,
like pleasure and pain.

If (on the o ther hand) the specific qualification
(= viveka) (of fingers) arises as alien (from
t h e m ) , then the fingers will be a p p r e h e n d e d as
spread only. Because the object which does not
itself deviate from its own na ture , is not
a p p r e h e n d e d as different (from itself) (even)
when some o ther object is p roduced , as that (=
claiming that it is a p p r e h e n d e d as different)
would a m o u n t to transgression (of reason) .

[The Opponent says:] "But we have said that a state (of a
substance) is (nei ther) the substance itself without
differentiation, nor an object o ther than the substance."*
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[Answer:] You have said this but what you have said is not
correct. Because there is no (third) possibility
apart from thatness and otherness in the case of
any real thing. Because thatness and otherness
stay in a real object by excluding each o ther
essentially. Therefore abandoning one of them is
invariably concomitant with accepting the other .

Arid fingers being subject to destruction every
moment , the spread fingers are different and the
fist is different.

Here the words like 'fist' have the particulars as
their objects; the word 'fingers' has the universal
as its object. For example the words like seed,
sprout (apply to the particular states of rice) and
the words like rice (are general terms). Therefore
the spread fingers are not the same as the fist.

Nar

t i t
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27. [The opponent asks:] "So if the effect is not pre-
existent in the cause, why is not everything p roduced from
everything? Because there is no difference (between various
cases) in so far as (previous) non-existence (of the effect) is
concerned."

[Answer] Even if (one concedes that) the effect has
(previous) existence in all the cases (of
causat ion), the same fault is there . Because there
would be no difference (between various cases)
in so far as (previous) existence (of the effect) is
concerned. 1 and if there is difference (between
different cases because anything canno t be
p roduced from everything) then that real
difference (i.e., the specific characteristic of an
effect) will be distinct from the three strands (=
gunas, of prakrti). Because in spite of the
existence of t hem (= the th ree stands of prakrti)
(in all the effects), the specific characteristic of
an effect does n o t extend (to o ther cases).

And what is p roduced from a thing which is
existent in absolute sense of the term (=
sarvätmanä), like something which is in the
accomplished state?2 Moreover, (if the effect is
pre-existent in the cause,) the means (to the
product ion of the effect) will be futile, because
(according to you) there is no th ing to be brought
about .

[The opponent might say:] "Some special characteristic
(Lit., excess) which was non-existent there somehow, could,
be produced ."

[Answer] How could that special characteristic which was
not existent there , be produced? And if it could
be produced , then every-thing (which was non-
existent) could be p roduced from everything.
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T h e objection is common (to your position and
mine) .

[The opponent might say:] "The special characteristic is
no t totally absent, because something can come into
existence only if it is (already) existent in some form."

[Answer] (Though existent in some form, the
characteristic was non-existent in some other
form. Now the question is:) How can the
characteristic be p roduced in the form in which it
was non-existent?

t § t
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28. We have said hat if a thing exists in absolute sense of
the term (= sarvathä) t hen there is no point in its
genera t ion . Even in the case of the product ion of the non-
existent effect, there is a law that the effect is p roduced only
from that thing which has a natural tendency to p roduce
that effect, no t from any other thing.

Again that causal factor is p roduced only from its own
cause and not anything else. This is the law of nature . In this
way the (causal) law of na ture is beginningless.
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Moreover, if the pot exists in the l ump of mud , why is it (=
pot) not a p p r e h e n d e d in that state (i.e. mud-state) as it is
a p p r e h e n d e d later? Or why is its pragmatic function not
present in that state, as it is present later?

[The opponent might say:] "That is because the particular
manifestation (vyakti) has not arisen so far."

[Answer] How can you say that the po t exists (in the lump-
of-mud-state)? Because that particular mani-
festation along with the pragmat ic function etc.
constitutes the pot a n d that form of the pot was
not existent previously.

Nor is it p roper to regard (two) things as one
when there is a difference in their apparent
forms. Because, that amoun t s to transgression (of
reason) .

t § t
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29. [Conclusion:] Therefore the object, the nature of
which is not app rehended but which fulfills the condition of
apprehensibility is not there at all. Because, the non-
apprehension is no t justified when the thing exists along
with that na ture . Its no t being (in that nature) means its not
being the same thing (as itself). For example1 pleasure and
pain are mutually like tha,t. In this way the non-
apprehens ion of specific nature is pervaded by (= vyäpti) the
determinat ion of the (linguistic) practice of non-existence.
Hence the one who is proving the non-existence
(= vyavaccheda) of something on the basis of non-
apprehens ion has to show that the object (under
consideration) by its nature fulfils the condit ion of
apprehensibility as stated above.

Having demonst ra ted ' the non-justification of the
indication of non-apprehension (as reason) ' in the case of
'non-apprehens ion of self-nature',2 the justification in the
case of "non-apprehension of the pervader ' may be
explained as proving pervaded-pervader-relation between
two propert ies and then showing the non-existence of the
pervader.

In the case of non-apprehension of cause also
justification (of probans) means proving cause-effect-
relation and then showing the non-existence of the cause.

In the cases of ' apprehens ion of the contrary' too the
justification (of probans) means showing the existence of
one contrary (= incompatible) object out of the two
(mutually) contrary objects.

In this way non-justification of a consti tuent of proof in
the case of non-apprehension is 'non-s ta tement of a
consti tuent of p r o o f (= sädhanängävacana). This is an
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occasion of disputant 's defeat. Because, in the absence of
(such a) justification, the 'pervaded* (i.e.. reason or
probans) does not get proved.

t § t

30. [Second meaning of asadhanangavacana]

Or sädhana (a rgument) means ' that by which the object
not exper ienced by others is established', that is, ' the set of
statements stating the probans with triple charac te r / T h e
anga (= consti tuent) of that sädhana is ' the s tatement that
the probans is a characteristic (= dharma) of the thesis-case
(= paksaY etc. Not stating any one of t hem (= the three
characteristics) is 'asädhanängavacand! (= non-statement of
a const i tuent of the a rgumen t ) . Tha t too is an occasion of
disputant 's defeat. Because not stating sädhanänga (=
const i tuent of a rgument ) (in this sense) is 'no t stating a
characteristic of p robans ' and if it (= a characteristic of
probans) is not stated then there is no proof of the thesis.

t § t

. [
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31. [Declaration etc. are non-constituents of proof!]
[Third meaning of asädhanärigavacana]

Or asädhanärigavacana means employing asädhanähga,
i.e., a s ta tement which is not a p roper consti tuent of that
proof, in the s ta tement of proof. (For instance) Declaration
(= pratijna), Application (of instance to the thesis-case) (=
upanaya), conclusion (= nigamana) etc. (are non-
constituents of proof) . It is an occasion of disputant 's
defeat, because it is a case of unnecessary statement.

Or since the conclusion is proved by the expression of
any one s tatement ou t of the s ta tement of positive
concomitance and that of negative concomitance in the
argument containing similarity or dissimilarity
(respectively), the statement of the other kind (of
concomitance) , (when one concomitance is stated), has no
significant role. Hence the other statement, which is not a
proper consti tuent of proof, is an occasion of defeat for the
same reason namely unnecessary statement.
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[The opponent, Naiyayika, says:] "But it is necessary to
employ the s ta tement of Declaration in order to indicate
the object (of enquiry) even if it is not a p rope r consti tuent
of proof."

[Answer] No, because it is unnecessary. Because the
in tended object does get proved from the
inferential s ta tement as expressed above, even if
the Declaration is not made . Hence employment
of it (= Declaration) is without any significance.

[The opponent asks:] "Even if the (inferential)
exper ience can be p roduced without indicat ing the object
(of inference) , how is no t the Declaration a const i tuent of
proof?1 Because ' t he s ta tement that the p robans
characterises the thesis-case' (= paksadharmavacana) does
not have any o ther purpose in proof apart from causing the
(inferential) exper ience . And the same purpose lies beh ind
the Declaration also. How is (= Declaration) not the (part
of) proof then?"

[The Buddhist might answer:] "Declaration alone is not
capable (of proving the p r o b a n d u m ) and hence
does no t consti tute the proof."

[The opponent responds:] "The case is c o m m o n with the
s ta tement of p robans characterising thesis case. So that
s ta tement too would be a non-consti tuent of proof. Because
the (inferential) cognit ion cannot be p r o d u c e d merely
from the s ta tement of p robans characterising thesis-case."

[The author's answer:] (The s ta tement of p robans
characterising thesis-case a long with the
s ta tement of pervasion constitutes the proof. But
that is no t the case with the Declaration.
Declarat ion along with the s ta tement of
pervasion does not consti tute the proof.)2 This
answers the arisal of doub t (in the case of
Declarat ion) , because the doub t (about the
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p robandum) can arise from the mere statement
of probans characterising the thesis case, when
the relation (of pervasion) is not shown.

Therefore the employment of the s tatement of
Declaration is definitely unnecessary and is the occasion of
disputant 's defeat.

t § t

32. [Fourth meaning of asädhanähgavacana]

Or asädhanähgavacana means the statement of what is not
the const i tuent of sädhana, i.e., proof. For instance the
fallacious probans such as Unproved, Contrary or
Inconclusive probans (is like that ) . This too is the occasion
of disputant 's defeat, because it amounts to the
employment of something incapable (of proving the
p r o b a n d u m ) .

Likewise, a s tatement of a fallacious instance, which is not
a consti tuent of proof, is also an occasion of disputant 's
defeat. For example, * (Positive) instance lacking
probandum-proper ty ' etc.; * (Positive) instance without
positive concomitance ' , /(Positive) instance without the
indication of the positive concomitance ' etc. They are
occasions of defeat for the same reason, viz., that they
a m o u n t to employment of something incapable (of proving
the p r o b a n d u m ) . Because such fallacious instances cannot
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demonst ra te the relation of probans (with the p r o b a n d u m ) ;
and because they do no t demonst ra te ( the relat ion), they
are incapable (of playing their role in the proof) .

t § t

: W H , cR^ tfflf

33. (Fifth meaning of asadbanangavacana)

O r sädhana means proof. And sädhanänga means the
object which has the proof as its anga meaning
characteristic. Tha t is, the object which is the basis (or root)
of the debate , ( that is,) which causes the proposal of debate
is called sädhanänga. So asädhanänga also means expressing
a n d announc ing some special subject different from
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sädhanänga, not enqui red by the opponent , unde r the
pretext of claiming that he (= the opponen t ) is not
following the discipline (= sästra). This is done with the
intent ion of confusing the o p p o n e n t and impeding his
power to repeat ( the s ta tement made by the disputant) etc.
This too is asädhanängavacana and is the occasion of
disputant 's defeat, because it amounts to irrelevant
statement .

Such occurrences do a m o u n t to breaking the discussion.
Because the object as qualified by that special characteristic
was not enquired by the opponen t . If there is an enquiry
(about it) then there is no fault. That the characteristic is
enqu i red means that it is enqu i red by the o p p o n e n t and by
enquirers (= arbitrators) who know logic,1 by drawing a
series of implications.

O n the occurrence of them (= such irrelevant statements)
the discussion should be b roken . Because (otherwise)
no th ing is inapplicable in some made-up context. T h e
upho lde r of No-self-doctrine, for instance, while proving his
doctr ine could even dance and sing (and that will have to be
regarded as relevant)!

It could happen as follows: O n e will make a Declaration
and perform as follows - "There is no self." We the
Buddhists say this. Who are the Buddhists? Those are the
Buddhists who take recourse to the teaching of the Lord
Buddha . Who is the Lord Buddha? Lord Buddha is the one,
on following whose teaching the Buddhist Asvaghosa
became a monk. Who is the Buddhist Asvaghosa? The
author of the play called 'Rästrapäla*. What sort of a play is
'Rästrapäla? By creating an occasion (in this way) the
disputant should read "After the Prologue enters the
Director" and then should dance and sing. T h e opponen t
being incapable of imitating the whole performance will be
defeated. What a courteous way of philosphising followed by
the well-recognised savants!2
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34. T h e p roposed topic cannot get conc luded in this
way because determinat ion (of t ruth) is the (proper) result
of a debate . But (here) there is no beginning of the debate
at all. How are victory and defeat possible in this way?
Because the o p p o n e n t himself too can give ano ther
performance u n d e r the pretext of repeat ing the disputant 's
performance and create a situation of *Non-reproduction'
of this kind.1 Secondly there will be no de terminat ion (of
truth) in this situation.

Therefore stating the Declaration itself is no t reasonable.
What to say of open ing some special topics which are not

(V); T*% - (D).
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enquired? And what to say of the futile chattering under the
pretext of explaining that topic?

This whole (unreasonable) way has been in t roduced by
malignant and deceitful persons incapable of stating things
with the strength of logic.

For example one first makes the Declaration: "Body,
earth, instruments etc. are preceded by excellence of a Self*
and then announces the whole of Vaisesika discipline unde r
the pretext of explaining the terms 'body', ' instruments1

and ' ear th ' .

Or in the debate over the question whether sound is
p e r m a n e n t or impermanent , one makes a Declaration: "Pot
is coupled with either of the two things viz. sound and pot,
out of which sound is the locus of ' pe rmanence ' , which is a
category declared by Jaimini , who was the author of the
discipline, which illuminates the explanation of twelve
definitions." And then one goes on explaining the twelve
definitions etc.

All this is a device used by malignant people for hiding
their incapability. It is not accompanied by truths. Because
(for instance), the practices such as offering fruits etc. and
application of rods etc. are improper in a critical
examinat ion of Truth.2

t § t ,

*i^fcT? ^ ftr
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35. [The opponent might say:] "One gets defeated
by announc ing a d rama (and performing it) etc. in a debate
(, bu t that is so) because there one shifts to a different
topic."

[Answer] Does not the same thing h a p p e n if one
announces some other thing which is not
enquired? Tha t other thing too has n o invariable
relation with the proof of the in tended
probandum-proper ty , as (for instance, there w a n
invariable relation in the following case:)
impe rmanence (of composite objects) does not
get proved unless the unpleasantness of
composi te objects, that is, their d e p e n d e n c e
u p o n cause a n d o ther condi t ions is proved.1

But a l though such a characteristic (of
p r o b a n d u m ) (which is relevant to the proof of
the p r o b a n d u m ) is no t stated separately, it is not
to be presented or explained separately either.
Because, as it is inc luded in the p r o b a n d u m -
property, is becomes (a par t of the) thesis itself.

«fc3 is probably more consistent with the context.
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Therefore (separate) presentation or
explanation even of such a (relevant)
characteristic which is not enquired by the
opponent,2 made during Declaration or some
other time is definitely an occasion of defeat
because it is a case of shifting to a Different
Topic.

Therefore only that constituent of the proof
should be uttered which refers to the inquired
characteristic (of probandum). No allied topic (=
prasanga) should be opened. Because, if we open
it, then there would be transgression (of the rules
of debate).

Hence asädhanängavacana (in any of the senses
stated above) is the occasion of disputant's
defeat, when it is shown to be so by the opponent.
Otherwise (i.e. if it is not shown to be so by the
opponent) then there will be neither victory nor
defeat of any of the two debaters.3

t § t
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36. [Adosodbhävana as an occasion of defeat]

Adosodbhävana, i.e., not poin t ing out the fault (of the
disputant) is the occasion of o p p o n e n t ' s defeat. When the
disputant presents the proof, bu t the o p p o n e n t who has
accepted the opposite view, does not poin t out any fault in
(the a rgument per taining to ) the object of enquiry,1 t hen
the o p p o n e n t is to be called defeated.

The faults in proof are (1) Deficiency (2) Unprovedness
(3) Inconclusiveness (4) the p robans proving contrary of
the object in t ended by the disputant to prove and (5-22) the
eighteen fallacies of instance. Not point ing them out, i.e.
no t indicating them is the g r o u n d of opponen t ' s defeat.

\. (R); cRT: - (D).
*. This is more consistent. But ̂ fcTzft^^^^ftr^^rcTPTi - (D).
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This2 (occasion of defeat) takes place either because the
proof (given by the disputant) is without any fault or
because the proof is faulty but the o p p o n e n t does not
unders tand the fault or because he (= opponent ) is
incapable of indicating it.

Even if the disputant states a fallacious proof, it is not
proper to ascertain the defeat (of the disputant) in case the
fault (in the proof) is not indicated by the opponent .
Because the ascertainment of victory and defeat is relative to
vitiating each other ' s capasity.

Nor does the one (= the opponen t ) who does notindicate
(the fault of the disputant) get victory only on account of
fallacious probans (stated by the disputant) because the
knowledge of truth is not ( reached by any one) there.
Because, no practice of cheating is in order in a
philosophical enquiry.

[The opponent might ask:] "If that is the case (i.e. if the
o p p o n e n t cannot be declared as having won if he does not
discover the disputant 's fault), would it be the case of
(disputant 's) defeat then? Because, he (= the disputant) has
failed to establish the t ruth."

[Answer] No, because here the repudiat ion (of disputant 's
argument) does not take place. Because, his (=
disputant 's) defeat by the other debater consists
in the repudiat ion (of his a rgument by the other
defeater) . It does not consist in his not
establishing ( the t ru th) . Because, it (= defeat)
requires the (presence of an) opponen t .
Because, there can be absence of (a sound) proof
when there is n o (sound) probans, even if there
is no opponen t . So there is no defeat, because
there is no occurrence thereof, because the
opponen t is incapable of r e p u d i a t i n g (the
disputant 's a rgument ) . Therefore even if the
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disputant states an inadequate (= asamartha)
proof, he is to be called non-defeated if the
inadequateness of the proof is no t indicated by
the opponent -

t § t

?]

P=lPn l̂l ^f«rftfcl

(R); yPdMâ fd - (D).
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37. [Prohibition of cheating - practices in debate]

[A possible objection:] "But the practice of cheating can
be (an acceptable part of) debate between persons desirious
of victoryr

[Answer] No, Because, any science written by noble
persons operates in its . p roper domain (=
adhikära), namely, the misconceptions of ignoble
persons. (It operates in order to remove these
misconceptions.) Persons inclined to favour
others do not (themselves) prescribe ignoble
practices like elevating oneself and spoiling
others1 by starting false chattering. Gaining
profit, felicitation and fame by spoiling others is
not a conduct of noble persons. Nor is it p roper
for the members of the assembly, who are experts
in the science (of debate) (Lit. authors of the
science; sästrakära) and who are recognised by
noble persons , to trouble creatures by giving a
helping h a n d to those who are inclined in that
way (i.e. inclined tö use cheating techniques in
debate) . Moreover, the scientific works on logic
are not created by noble persons in order to gain
profit etc.

Therefore, there is no such thing as a legitimate
debate between persons desirous of victory.2 The
noble persons, on the o ther hand, who are
inclined to favour others, should follow logic
while stating (their arguments) to the persons
having misconception (about t ru th) , either by
stating a sound probans or by pointing cu t the
real fault (of the opponen t ) . Witnesses'
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observation is also mean t for enl ightening the
same (kind of pract ice) . T h e same act of
following logic is the debate of noble persons. (It
follows the dictum:) When the reasoning is stated
(by one deba te r ) , he (= the o ther debater)
should unders tand it, if h e wants to know the
truth; and even if he does no t unders tand it, (at
least) someone else (say, the audience) should
not app rehend it wrongly.3

[A Naiyayika might object:] "The noble persons desirous
of victory should certainly employ quibbling and other
techniques for protect ing the t ruth."

[Answer] In that case you should also say that (one should
try to protect the t ruth) also by means of hitting
with nails, slaps a n d weapons or by blazing him
up! Therefore this means to protect ion of truth is
n o better.

T h e noble person ' s means to protect ion of truth
is: present ing the (sound) proof and refuting the
fallacious proof. Because, the t ruth does not get
established in the absence of them, even if the
o ther person is pe r tu rbed by making false
chat ter ing. If (on the o ther hand) o n e describes
( the t ruth) logically, then he is respected
amongst learned persons even without it (i.e.
even without per turb ing the o ther debater byway
of false chat ter ing) .

Therefore establishing t ruth for favouring others
is the victory of the disputant and preventing
false concept ion by showing real faults is the
victory of the opponen t .

t § t
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38. [Second meaning of adosodbhävana]

Or (adosodbhävana means) point ing out that (as a fault)
which is not the (real) fault in the proof. Because, in spite of
the presence o f tha t (= the accused fault), there is no harm
in the establishment of the object in tended to be proved by
the disputant. It is a g r o u n d of opponen t ' s defeat because it
is a case of giving a false answer. For example, some
property which is not in tended to be proved by the
disputant is claimed (by the opponent ) to be provable, on
the g round that it is accepted in the disputant 's system
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(= sästra), and then its contrariety (with the probans) is
shown At that time the fallacy of contrariety is not (really)
brought out (by the opponent) .

(Other examples of adosodbhäväna are)- (1) Pointing out
the fault of Declaration in (the Declaration:) "Self does not
exist" by saying that the terms in your Declaration are
mutually contradictory. (2) Pointing out the fallacy of
unproved probans in the argument, "The sound generated
through efforts is impermanent because it is generated
through efforts" saying that this probans is a specific
characteristic (of the probandum) and hence a part of the
Declaration. (3) All the analogical responses (= jätyuttara;
psendo-refutations)1 referred to (in Nyäyasütra) as:
"SädharmyasamOy Vaidharmyasama etc. are the analogical
responses." Pointing out (pseudo) faults of this kind is
adosodbhäväna (= pointing out non-fault as fault). When it is
shown to be a pseudo-fault by the disputant, the opponent
should be declared as defeated, because the probans
(employed) in the first position (by the disputant) is
faultless.

But if the probans (or argument) (used by the disputant)
is faulty, neither of the two parties has gained either victory
or defeat. Because that (faulty) character (of the probans or
the argument) has not been shown and yet a non-fault has
been pointed out (as fault).2One becomes a winner when
one establishes one's position and there is no contrary
position.

Therefore the person desirous of victory should establish
his own position and repudiate the position of the other.

Even when the disputant states a faultless proof and the
opponent points out a pseudo-fault, victory and defeat can
be declared only when it is shown that there is no (real)
fault, not otherwise. Because, in the latter case although the
disputant in fact states the truth, he is unable to show the
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truth by repudiat ing the contrary position. Nor does the
o p p o n e n t win here because he (= the opponen t ) has in fact
a false unders tanding.

So we have stated this logically p roper definition of
'occasion of defeat. '

t § t
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39. (The second half of the first verse is:) "Any other
occasion of defeat, however, is not just; hence we do not
accept it". This means: T h e character of being an occasion
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of defeat does no t apply properly where the definition of
'occasion of defeat1 as stated by us is no t applicable. So we
have not at tr ibuted that character to them.

(1) [Pratijnahäni: Declara t ion-abandonment]
" 'Declarat ion-abandonment ' means admit t ing a property

of the counter-position (= pratidrstänta) in one ' s own
position (= drstänta)". [N.S.. 5.2.2.] T h e au thor of Nyäya-
värtika (i.e. Udyotakava) while writing on this aphorism
repudiates the opinion of the au thor of Nyäya-bhäsya (i.e.
Vätsyäyana) and states his finished position. We say on this
as follows-

[Udyotakara has said1:] "Where the disputant admits the
property of prati-drstänta in one ' s own drstänta he is to be
known as defeated. In this 'drstänta9 means that which is
seen and established at the end (of the a rgum en t ) . One ' s
own drstänta means one ' s own position. And 'pratidrstänta'
means the counter-posit ion. So the one who admits a
characteristic of counter-posit ion in one ' s own position is
defeated. For example when the debater^who says "Sound is
i m p e r m a n e n t because it is knowable th rough senses" is
coun te red by the o p p o n e n t by po in t ing out 'universal ' (=
sämänya) (as the counter-instance), he (= the former
debater) says, "If universal is knowable th rough senses and
is pe rmanen t , let the sound also be like that. This is a case of
Declaration - a b a n d o n m e n t because here one abandons the
impermanence of sound which one has declared before."

t § t
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40. [Dharmakirti's response:]

If Declarat ion-abandonment occurs here because the
Declaration once accepted is abandoned , then why is this
special restriction made that Declarat ion-abandonment is
attributed to one who abandons Declaration in this way (i.e.
in the way stated by you)?

Because, it could occur in this way also: when the fault in
one ' s probans etc. is po in ted out and the proof of the
counter-position is stated (by the opponen t ) , there is
a b a n d o n m e n t of one ' s own position and admission of the
opponen t ' s position.

In fact this is the main cause of abandoning one ' s own
Declaration. When one is answered (by the opponen t ) in
the above way, one has to abandon one 's Declaration and
when one abandons it, one is defeated.

t § t

:
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\. (V); fĉ T̂ TO: - (R) and (D).
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4 1 . "When o n e (= the opponen t ) says that the universal
is knowable th rough senses and is pe rmanen t , ( the
disputant would say,) "Let the sound also be like that." This
statement of yours is quite inappropr ia te here . Because,
which sound-hear ted person, who himself argues that
sound is i m p e r m a n e n t because it is knowable th rough
senses like a pot , would admit that sound is p e r m a n e n t
merely on the basis of an (opposite) instance viz.
'universal?

If universal, which is pe rmanent , is knowable th rough
senses, the p robans viz. *knowability th rough senses' will be
doubtful (i.e. Inconclusive), because it is seen in the
i m p e r m a n e n t po t (also).

[A possible objection:] "The disputant could admit (that
the sound is p e r m a n e n t ) on the basis of analogical
a rgumen t (=jäti)nl

[Answer] What is the need of present ing 'universal ' as the
instance then?

O n e (i.e. the qpponen t ) should bet ter say "sound
is p e r m a n e n t " (This would suffice to make the
disputant admit the counter-thesis) Because an
insensitive person does not think while admit t ing
(anything) .

Moreover, the characteristic of counter-thesis
does no t h a p p e n to be accepted by the one who
admits a characteristic of the (counter - instance
viz.) universal as a characteristic of sound when
the p e r m a n e n t univefsal is p resen ted as an
(opposite) instance.
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The closest (= änjasah) counter-thesis for the
disputant who says, 'Sound is impermanent* is
'Sound is p e r m a n e n t ' and not 'Universal is
pe rmanen t ' .

Therefore (in this case) the disputant is worthy of
defeat because he employes a non-consituent of
proof, because 'knowability through senses',
which exists in pe rmanen t as well as
impermanen t things, has variable relation (with
the p robandum viz. impermanence) . He is not
worthy of defeat because of abandoning the
Declaration in this way by accepting some
characteristic of the counter-thesis.

t i t

. \ . 5.23]

1 "?fcT «Rt^Hl^,

42. (2) [Pratijfiantara: Another Declaration]

" 'Another Declaration' means indicating that the object
of Declaration possesses another (p robandum)-
characteristic; when the declared object is repudiated (by
the opponen t ) . " (N.S. 5.2.3)

(R); ^cffcKi^i^Ri^i^- (D).
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[Naiyayikas explain:] "The declared object is "Sound is
i m p e r m a n e n t because knowable th rough senses." When it
is repudia ted by present ing the variable relation of p robans
(with the p r o b a n d u m ) , one (= the disputant) makes
another Declaration by attributing ano ther characteristic,
when he imagines the characteristics viz. ubiquitousness
and non-ubiquitousness in the cases of universal and pot
(respectively) in the following way - 'Just as pot is non-
ubiqui tous and impermanen t , sound too is non-ubiqui tous
and impermanen t . ' This is the occasion of defeat called
'Another Declarat ion' , because a l though the p robans was
sound, the disputant did not c o m p r e h e n d it (= its
soundness) ."

"Here he (= the au thor of the aphorism) uses the
expression ' indicating the object of that1 (=
tadarthanirdesah) for referring to the Declaration, 'Sound is
non-ubiquit ious ' which the disputant states after giving a
proof for the first Declaration, 'Sound is impermanent 1 .
He re (in the expression ' indicating the object o f tha t ' ) ' the
object o f tha t ' (= tadarthah) means the object of the proof of
the p r o b a n d u m stated before. Indicating the object of that
means indicating the later Declaration. And it is an occasion
of defeat because one Declaration is no t capable of proving
another Declaration."1

t § t
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43. [DharmakirtTs criticism:] In this statement too the
one (= the disputant) who replies as stated above does not
make another Declaration for proving earlier Declaration
but he states only a qualification (of probans) . When the
variable relation of the probans viz. 'knowability th rough
senses' (with the p r o b a n d u m viz. impermanence) is pointed
out by indicating the existence of the probans in the
universals, the disputant removes the Variability of the
relation* by employing a qualification of probans as
'knowability-through-senses qualified by non-ubi-
quitousness ' . But he does not make another Declaration,
because non-ubiquitousness is proved in the case of sound
and 'Declaration' is defined as ' indication of the provable '
(= sädhya) (and not as indication of the proved) .

What has been said (by you), namely, 'One makes the
later Declaration for proving earlier Declaration' is also
wrong. Because the Declaration which is stated for proving
ano ther Declaration does not become (the occasion of
defeat called). 'Another Declaration' . But it is one of the
elements such as probans etc. (stated additionally for
proving the first Declaration), (which becomes on occasion
of defeat) because it is this e lement which is employed here
for proving the p robandum. But it (= employment of a
different probans etc.) will be the indication of the probans,
and not the indication of the provable.

This is so also because the defining characteristic of a
probans such as 'similarity with the instance'1 is present in
'non-ubiquitousness ' bu t the defining characteristic of



72 VÄDANYÄ YA OF DHARMAKIRTI

Declaration is not present in it. And the probans-hood
attr ibuted to 'non-ubiqui tousness ' does not a m o u n t to
'Another Declaration. '

t § t

fl"

f?l

44. Moreover, the s ta tement that "One makes a
(different) Declaration for proving the (earlier)
Declaration," is totally irrelevant. T h e one who knows how
to express the Declaration first and then probans , then
instance etc., certainly knows the part icular o rder in which
the probans is to be presented. How in spite of knowing it
and in spite of possessing an undivided mind, would he (=
the disputant) employ a Declaration for proving a
Declaration?

And if he does employ (one Declaration for proving
ano ther Declarat ion) , then he desires that a thesis may be
proved by mere Declaration! In that case he would not
express p robans previously (= in the first a rgument ) also!
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Such irrelevant type of cases being countless, to make a
regulation by definition as "The occasion of defeat called
'Another Declaration* occurs when another Declaration is
made (for proving one Declarat ion)" is also quite
inappropr ia te . There should be stated only one such
definition for covering (all) cases of this type.

Moreover, n o such practice (of using one Declaration for
proving another Declaration) has been observed in debates
before, in the case of which one would make an at tempt for
covering it. A discipline (= sästra) does not operate with
reference to childish chatters and if it operates, then what
status will it have? Because they (= childish chatters) do not
have any status.

t i t
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45. It is observed that even learned persons state
Unproved probans because (sometimes) they do not see
very clearly. When such practices are seen, the ground of
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defeat is de te rmined accordingly. Therefore , here also if the
o p p o n e n t points out the Inconclusiveness of probans when
the disputant stops his inclination (to argue) it is the
occasion of disputant 's defeat because he ( - the disputant)
has stated a non-const i tuent of proof, namely, Inconclusive
probans .

Thus if the o p p o n e n t is able to state with evidence (=
pramäna), without referring to a non-evident source from
his discipline, that universal is real, knowable through
senses a n d pe rmanen t , then , because he states these things
with evidence, this amounts to poin t ing out the real fault in
disputant 's a rgument . No defeat is b rough t about merely by
stating a hypothesis, because there is n o proof of anything
there . Also because, the fault (in disputant ' s a rgument) has
not been po in ted out by the opponen t .

And because the disputant has stated a p robans not
justified by evidences, he does no t become the winner also.

But if the disputant 's inclination (to argue further) is not
over then it is no t any of his faults, because h e may go on
justifying himself by stating the qualifications of probans .

t § t
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46. (3) [Pratijnävirodha: Contrary Declaration]

"'Contrary Declaration* means the contrariety between
Declaration and probans" (N.S. 5.2.4.)

[Vätsyayana explains:] "For example the Declaration is,
'Substance is distinct from quality"; probans is, 'because no
object o ther than colour etc. is apprehended . ' This is the
contrariety between Declaration and probans."

[Udyotakara explains:] "The 'Contrary Declaration*
where Declaration is contradicted by the ut terance (of the
Declaration itself), is also implied by the above definition.
For example, T h e n u n is p regnant ' or 'The self does not
exist.'

"The 'Contrary probans ' , where the probans is
contradicted by Declaration is also implied (by the same
definition). For example, "Everything is discrete, because
the term denot ing a real is applicable to an aggregate only.

"This also explains the contrariety of instance to
Declaration".

t § t
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47. "One should also ment ion the contrariety of
probans to instance etc. and contrariety of Declaration and
probans to the means of knowledge.

"If one shows variability of relation, (between 'knowability
through senses1 and impermanence ) in the o ther ' s
a rgument , by referring to cowness etc. which is proved in
one ' s own discipline, it is to be unders tood as a 'contrary
reply/1 Same is the case where the p robans is i ndependen t
of one ' s own position.

"When one employes a p robans irrespective of one ' s own
position as 'Sound is impermanen t , because knowable
th rough senses', then that probans is contrary, because
cowness etc. which is proved in ( the disputant 's) own
discipline is contrary to impermanence . In this way if the
'Inconclusiveness' is po in ted out with reference to the case
of cowness etc., then it (= the probans) is contrary.

"But if it (= cowness etc.) is admit ted by both the parties
(that is, by disputant as well as o p p o n e n t ) , then it is a case of
Inconclusiveness. Because the claim of Inconclusiveness is
based on something which is admit ted by both the parties."

t § t
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48. [Dharmakirti's response:] Here too ( there is
noth ing like) the meaning of Declaration (which is
supposed to be contrary to probans)! Because, employing
Declaration in the inferential s tatement is prohibit ted. So
there is no contrariety between Declaration and probans
which is g rounded in it (= employment of Declaration) or
genera ted by it. Therefore there is no occasion of defeat
called 'Contrary Declaration.*

One might object, "Even if there is no employment of
Declaration, the contrariety between Declaration and
probans could be implied. For example (the inference may
be stated as this;) "If any object apart from colour etc. is not
apprehended , then that object is distinct from qualities; and
a substance is not a p p r e h e n d e d as an object apart from
colour etc.".1 Even if the a rgument is stated as this, the
contrariety between p robandum and probans is definitely
unders tood, because how is it that there is non-
apprehens ion of something o ther than that, and yet there
exists the thing o ther than that?"

[Answer] True . This contrariety will be there if the probans
proves the opposite of the p robandum. Because,
if the substance is known to be fulfilling the
condit ion of apprehensibility and there is non-
apprehens ion of the self-appearance of such a

*. (V); fHrrentfuri - (R) and (D).
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substance as distinct from the appearances of
colour etc., then the probans will be contrary, as
we have already said. Because, this probans
proves the opposite of the in tended
(p robandum, namely,) distinctness, (which is
expressed as-) 'It (= substance) exists as distinct
from it (= colour etc..)*. And it is definitely a
g r o u n d of defeat if the contrariety of this kind
between Declaration and p robans is in tended 2

(by you) .

But if the fulfilment of the condi t ion of
apprehensibil i ty by it (= the substance) is lost,
then there is no contrariety between Declaration
and probans , because then the distinctness of it
(= substance) exists even if it is not a p p r e h e n d e d
because some distinct entities, which are remote
in some respect3, do exist distinctly ( though they
are no t a p p r e h e n d e d ) .

t § t
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49. O n what you have said viz., "If Declaration ut tered by
oneself is contrary to it's own ut terance, then it is a contrary
Declaration," we say - Tha t a Declaration, which is a non-
consti tuent of proof, is employed in the inferential
s ta tement is itself a g round of defeat. This is not a case of
contrariety, because that (= Declaration) itself is the
ground .

If there is contrariety (between probans and p robandum)
independent ly of Declaration then it is a g round of defeat.
But when Declaration is the g round of defeat, the defeat is
due to employment of the Declaration itself. And because it
[= Declaration] itself results into conclusion of the debate,
it is futile to point out contrariety. Because, a defeated or}£
is not defeated again, like fire which has turned into ashes
(does not get extinguished a g a i n ) /

We state many probans ' for proving one (and the same)
p r o b a n d u m on some occasions of discussions, bu t they have
capasity to prove the p r o b a n d u m alternatively (i.e.
independent ly of each o the r ) . Otherwise (i.e. if the second
probans is not capable of proving the p r obandum
independent ly of the first,) then the second probans will be
superfluous.

If out of the two probans ' (proving the same
p r o b a n d u m ) , the employment of the other probans cannot
be made without the employment of one, then (the
p r o b a n d u m being proved by the first probans,) the second
one has got nothing to prove, because what is already
exper ienced is no t to be established again.
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Therefore there is no occasion of defeat called
'Contrariety of Declaration to its own utterance.*

Moreover, there is n o 'contrariety of Declarat ion' in the
sta tement 'Self does not exist*. Because it is den ied that the
mean ing of the expression 'Self does not exist' corresponds
to a real entity (= bhäva) (The expression does no t deny that
the word 'Self has some meaning.) If the meaning of the
word is denied then there will be (self) contrariety.
Moreover, the meaning of a word is not the same as the self-
characterised particular.2

t § t
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50. You have also talked of 'contrariety of probans (to
Declaration) based on falsification of Declarat ion' as in
'Everything is discrete because the term denot ing a real is
applicable to an aggregate ' . (Our view about this example
is:) Here there is n o employment of Declaration nor that of
p robans with which Declaration will have contrariety. What
is there then? This would be the summing-up statement
which presents the object (already) a rgued out. (This would
h a p p e n as follows:) O n e first establishes by employing o ther
reasons that the word (such as 'po t ' ) does not express a
single peculiar characteristic bu t expresses a c o m m o n
characteristic belonging to many objects. O n e then shows
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that any meaning of a word is not by nature a single peculiar
characteristic of a thing, as it is of the form of plurality of
objects. Having shown this one may say, "Everything is
discrete" with reference to the meaning of a word.

This answers the (accused) contrariety in this.

t § t
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51 . [Alternative explanation:] Moreover, the statement
(viz. Everything is discrete because a term denot ing a real is
applicable to an aggregate only) could be taken as an
indication of the instance, just as 'Sound in impermanent ,
because products are impermanen t ' (is a statement
indicating the instance).1 For example when there is dispute
on some matter, the disputant shows that a word is
admittedly used for a common property covering many
objects and having argued for the disputed point, concludes

in general , 'Everything is discrete*.



82 VÄDANYÄYA OF DHARMAK1RTI

[A possible objection:] "If it amounts to employment of
instance, why is the instance no t employed in its straight
mode of employment? And why is not the object of dispute
indicated in that way?"

[Answer] No, because it is shown in an abr idged form. We
see the uses (of a rgument ) in this form also.
Secondly the s tatement u n d e r consideration is
not the s ta tement of proof (but it only resembles
the proof).2

For the same reason there is n o falsification of
probans by the Declaration here . He re one (i.e.
the Buddhist) is no t in tending to accept some
collection which is composite in na tu re and (yet)
is singular, when one says that there is no th ing
such as a single object. If o n e accepts* it (= a
collection which is composite and yet singular)
then there would be contrariety.

Even the o n e who talks of the particularity (=
bheda) of a tom by saying, 'Since there is
conjunct ion (of atoms) with the m u d at once*
etc.,3 does not in tend to prove a single object of
composi te na ture . What then? H e intends to
prove the absence of such an object because
manyness of one thing is denied . Therefore in
that inference, the object in t ended to be proved
is not a collection and a word is not made
applicable to it. Therefore there is no contrariety
(between Declaration and p robans he re ) .

t § t
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52. Secondly, this case of contrariety1 does not differ
from the earlier contrariety, in which case (i.e. in case it
differs) it would be men t ioned separately.

[A possible Nyaya objection:] "There,(= in the earlier
case) there was falsification of probans and Declaration (by
some evidence) but he re there is falsification of probans by
the Declaration. So there is a difference."

[Answer:] There will be the relation of falsified-and-falsifier
between p robans and Declaration if they are
contrary to objects (= facts). Following the
principle, "If there is contrariety between two
things then the two things are contrary to all
objects", if any thing (= any pair) is mutually
falsifying, because if one object is accepted, the
other object becomes impossible, then there is
no substantial difference between the two
examples of contrariety - whether it is collective
contrariety (of probans and Declaration to some
evidences) or a separate contrariety (of
Declaration and probans to each o ther ) .

t i t

*. As an alternative reading accepted in V; ̂ J ^ - (R) and (D).
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53. Moreover, is it (= the inference, "Everything is
discrete because a te rm denot ing a real is applicable to an
aggregate only") a case of Contrary p robans or it is an
Unproved probans because it has a different substratum
(from that of p r o b a n d u m ) (and this is noticed) as soon as
there is employment of p robans a n d hence Unproveness of
probans is the occasion of defeat here? Because, (i.e., latter
is the case, because) this kind of (Unproved) probans , as
soon as it is u t tered, is recognised as no t be ing the property
of that ( - the bearer of the p r o b a n d u m ) and brings about
the defeat of the speaker. When the speaker is defeated, the
concern whether the object of it (= probans) is contrary (to
Declaration) has n o significance.

Moreover, in every case this contrariety between
Declaration and probans , when it occurs, falls into two types
of faults: Contrariety a n d Unprovedness .

Contrariety is no th ing but the absence of p r o b a n d u m -
property, when the existence of p robans in the property-
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bearer (= locus) is proved, because existence of (such a)
probans is contrary to Declaration.

Unprovedness on the other hand takes place when the
declared object (= p robandum) is proved (by some other
means) in the property-bearer (= locus) (and the probans
being contrary to p robandum is non-existent in the
property-bearer) because two contrary natures cannot exist
in one place; otherwise there is no contrariety.1

[A possible Nyaya objection:] "Contrariety (of
Declaration) is possible even when the nature of the
(probans -) property is unproved because there would be
contrariety between the expressed probans and the
declared object."

[Answer] When the evidence is no t available to both
(disputant as well as opponent ) there arises
doub t about ( the existence of probans in) the
property-bearer. In that case, when there is doubt
about the existence of probans in the property-
bearer , Unprovedness is the only fault in
probans . Therefore there is no cause of defeat
called 'Contrariety of Declaration' apart from
(the fallacies of probans called) Unproved and
Contrary probans.

And Unproved and Contrary probans are covered
by the ment ion of 'fallacies of probans ' (as one of
the occasions of defeat). Therefore 'Contrary
Declaration* should no t be stated separately (as
an occasion of defeat).

t § t
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54. [A possible objection:] "Since contrariety (always)
holds between two objects, any one of t hem could be
men t ioned by the speaker according to his intent ion".

[Answer] Tha t is possible. (You might say:) T h e contrariety
of Declaration a n d probans holds between
Declaration a n d probans . So it is d e p e n d e n t on
two relata. So it is called Con t ra r i e ty of
Declaration' , when the contrariety of Declaration
is i n t ended a n d it is called C o n t r a r y probans '
when contrariety of p robans to Declaration is
in tended . Therefore there is no fault in calling it
ei ther Con t ra r i e ty of Declarat ion ' or
'Contrariety of probans . '

T h e example of (contrary) probans is - 'Sound is
p e r m a n e n t because it is subject to genera t ion ' .
T h e example of contrariety of Declaration is-
'There is n o Self. T h e example of mutual
contrariety between Declaration a n d probans is
'Substance is distinct from quality etc. '1 T h e
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example of contrariety of probans to Declaration
is, T h e r e is no single object1 etc.2

(Although you might say this, our comment here
is twofold-) You cannot say so (i.e., you cannot
treat them as different types of 'Contrary
Declaration') Because, as we said here before, no
case of contrariety d e p e n d e n t on probans falls
outside the scope of the fallacy of contrary
probans.

And if it is in tended that there is contrariety in
the Declaration itself, in isolation, (i.e.,)
independent ly (of probans) then employment of
the term 'p robans ' in ( the definition of Contrary
Declaration as-) 'Contrariety between
Declaration and p robans ' would be irrelevant.

Moreover, it is no t p rope r to say that there is
Contrariety to p robans ' (= hetuvirodhah) in
example, "Sound is p e r m a n e n t because it is
subject to generat ion", because there will be
'contrariety to p robans ' (properly so called)
when the Declaration falsifies probans. But here
the probans falsifies the Declaration. It is
therefore p roper to call this example as that of
'contrariety to Declaration' .

Because, a l though contrariety holds between two

objects, that to which there is contrariety is

de te rmined relative to what is falsified.

t § t
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55. You (= Udyotakara) have said by following the
allegorical principle viz., ' the picture drawn by a buffoon',1

"By this (definition of contrary Declaration,) the contrariety
of Declaration to instance etc. should also be said (to be
covered)" We say on this - T h e r e will be contrariety of
instance if the instance possesses the absence of the
provable property.2 If the existence of p robans is proved to
be there in such a contrary instance exclusively, then it is a
case of the fallacy of probans , viz. Contrary probans.3

But if the existence of p robans is c o m m o n (to contrary
instances as well as o ther instances), or if the rule about its
existence is unproved, then it is a case of the fallacy of
probans called Inconclusive. O r if p roban does not exist
(both in positive contrary instances as well as o ther
instances) then it is a case of the fallacy of p robans called
U n c o m m o n .

[A possible Nyaya objection:] "A p robans does not exist
in the contrary instance but exists in the opposite instances,4

*. (V); ̂ T IFimiTUT: - (R) and (D).
s. (R); tfWT - (V) and (D).
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then there is no fault in probans, but the Declaration does
have contrariety to instance."

[Answer] No. Because, (in the case cited by you) the
probans does not exceed dubitability. Because,
the contrariety of Declaration to the instance5 is a
fault when it is with regard to positive instance,
no t when it is with regard to negative instance,
because such a contrariety (i.e. the one with
regard to negative instance) is desirable.

When the positive instance possesses a property
contrary (to p r o b a n d u m ) , a l though probans in
fact has invariable relation with p robandum, the
invariable character of the probans cannot be
demonst ra ted (because the positive instance is
defective) and there cannot be determinate
cognition (of the p r o b a n d u m ) caused by the
probans unless its relation of invariable
concomitance (with the p robandum) is
demonstra ted. Therefore the contrariety of
Declaration to instance does not fall outside the
fallacies of probans.

t § t
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56. [ A Naiyayika might say:] "Let there be fault in
both ways".

[Answer] No. Because, the fault in p robans has pr ior
occurrence . And it is no t expected to discover
ano ther fault, once the disputant is defeated
(due to the fault in p robans ) .

This is t rue especially in the case of one who
insists on the rule regarding the order of the
elements of proof.1 T h e defining characteristic of
probans viz. 'similarity with (positive) instance '
becomes inapplicable to the p robans if the
(positive) instance is contrary. Hence the defeat
of the disputant takes place due to the fault in
probans which is employed before ( instance).

Hence the contrariety (of Declaration) with
respect to instance, which is employed later, does
not deserve our concern .

If p robans has contrariety to (positive) instance
(i.e. it does not exist in the positive instance)
then there will be ( the fallacy of p robans called)
U n c o m m o n . Or if the p robans (that does not
exist in positive instances) exists in the negative
instance then there will be (the fallacy of p robans
called) Contrariety.

O n the o ther h a n d when probans is contrary to a
means of knowledge, like in the example, "Fire
does not bu rn because it is cold," there is the
fallacy called Unproved probans .
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T h e contrariety of Declaration to a means of
knowledge' is explained (i.e. examined) through
(the examination of) 'Contrariety to its own
ut terence. '

In this way all these cases are included in the
fallacies of probans when there is contrariety in
the proof.

t § t
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57. But your statement viz. "Accusing the other ' s
a rgument of the fallacy of Inconclusive probans, by
referring to ^owness ' ,1 which is proved in one ' s own
discipline, amount s to contrary reply," is qui te irrelevant (to
the occasion of defeat called contrary Declaration).
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Because, if the o p p o n e n t claims to prove the variability of
relation (between probans and p robandum) by referring to
cowness etc., which is proved in his own discipline, then the
contrariety (of his reply) will be right, because the cowness
etc. which is contrary to the disputant 's own position is not
accepted by h im (=disputant) . Because, he (=the o p p o n e n t )
doubts the existence of the p robans in cowness, which is
accepted by himself, and hence exhibits his own lack of
unders tanding .

But whether cowness exists or not, the p robans remains
Inconclusive, when its capasity to prove (the p r o b a n d u m ) is
not established, because it causes doubt .

If on the o ther h a n d its capasity (to prove the
p r o b a n d u m ) is established, then in that case it does not
exist in cowness a n d hence there is no doubt regarding the
probans at all, because it (= capasity of probans) is
established by removing all sorts of doubts.2

This also explains the inconclusiveness of the p robans
which is employed independen t ly of one ' s own position.
Such an employment of p robans also amounts to applying
the probans that exists in the p e r m a n e n t 'cowness' accepted
by oneself, for proving impermanence . Hence such an
employment of p robans be ing incapable (of proving
p r o b a n d u m ) amoun t s to employing dubitable p robans
only, as it is a non-const i tuent of proof.

You also said, "There is (sometimes) a claim of
inconclusiveness on the basis of something which is
admit ted by both the parties". Here also one should talk of
inconclusiveness necessarily based on the probans causing
doubt . This factor (namely the p robans causing doubt ) is
c o m m o n to o ther cases (of inconclusiveness) also, hence
there is no difference between the inconclusiveness in this
case where someth ing is admi t ted by both the parties, and
-the one in o ther cases.



REFUTATION OF THE NTÄYA-VIEW 93

%cft:?] 3TT?, cfF?

"fERTFTlft

58. You also said, "Because the fallacies of instance arise
out of the fallacies of probans, so the former are covered by
the men t ion of the latter. Therefore the former are not
ment ioned separately in the list of the occasions of defeat."
This too cannot be held rightfully by the advocates of
(instance as) a distinct e lement in the argument .

T h e ment ion of the fallacies of probans cannot cover the
ment ion of the fallacies of instance according to the one
who talks of instance as an e lement distinct from probans.
Because, if it (= a fallacy of instance) is covered by the
ment ion of them (= fallacies of probans) then it (=
instance) will not be a distinct consti tuent of proof from
that (= p robans) .

\». (R); ĉ  - (V) and (D).
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If the fallacies of instance are included in the fallacies of
probans , then it is desirable also to include instance in the
probans . In that case instance will no t be a separate e lement
of proof, as it does not have separate existence.

T h e object which is to be proved by the instance is
inc luded in the (object to be proved by) probans . Therefore
it is proved by probans only a n d hence the instance has no
power separately.

Moreover, any occasion of defeat of the disputant (= the
defender of the first position; püwapaksavädin) is not justly
so if it is not connec ted with a fallacy of p robans . Hence all
the cases (of occasions of defeat) related with it (= a fallacy
of probans) are covered by the ment ion of 'fallacies of
p robans ' (in the list of the occasions of defeat) and hence
they do not deserve a separate ment ion .

Because, the occasion of defeat such as 'Shifting to a
different po in t ' is also possible only when the p robans is
incapable (of proving the p r o b a n d u m ) . Because, nobody
begins to shift to a different po in t if the p robans (employed
by him) is sound and the p r o b a n d u m is proved. Because,
only an incapable person goes for false practices.

t § t
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59. (4) [Pratijnäsaihnyasa: Renunciat ion of Declaration]

'"Renunciation of Declaration' means removing (i.e.
disowning) the declared thesis when one ' s position is
repudia ted (by the o p p o n e n t ) " (NS5.2.5.)

[Nyäya explanation:] "The disputant first declares the
thesis as 'Sound is impe rmanen t because it is knowable
through senses1 and when it is repudia ted by showing the
variability of relation of the probans (with the p robandum)
by referring to the existence of the probans in universals, he
disowns the thesis by saying, "Who said that the sound is
impermanent?" It is an occasion of his defeat, called
'Renunciat ion of Declaration1 ."

[Dharmakirti's response:] If in this case the disputant
does not disown his own position, then will he not be
defeated?

If you say, "(He will not be defeated) because here the
disputant expresses fallacious probans when he is not
defeated (i.e. not caught by the opponent ) ,"* then we ask.-

What is the point in looking forward to the later
renunciat ion of Declaration? The earlier event (of one ' s
a rgument being repudia ted by the opponen t ) is itself the
occasion of one ' s (= disputant 's) defeat. What is the use of
int roducing the o ther innumerab le acts of impoten t chatter
(as the varieties of occasion of defeat)? In this way there will
be transgression (of reason) . Becoming silent when one 's
position is repudia ted will be an occasion of defeat called
'Becoming silent1; if one runs away (when one ' s position is
repudia ted) , then it will be an occasion of defeat called
'Runn ing away1. T h e occasions of defeat such as these will
all have to be ment ioned (separately). Therefore this
(occasion of defeat) is also irrelevant.
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. ^ . V ^ . ]

60. (5) [Hetvantara: Another probans]
a <Another p robans ' occurs when one desires to present

the qualified p robans when the p robans stated without
qualifications is repudia ted" . (NS5.2.6.)

[Vätsyayana explains-] "For example, "The manifest has
singular original na ture (= prakrti) because it has a limited
size (= parimäna). For instance it is seen that the things like
(ear then) plate etc. which are p r o d u c e d from (a single
substance viz.) mud , have limited size."

"This a rgumen t is repudia ted (by the opponen t ) by
point ing out the variability (of the relation) in the following
way - "The things having manifold original na ture as also the
things having singular (i.e. c o m m o n ) original na ture are
seen to have limited size."

c. (V
v Supported by V.
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"When repudiated in this way, the disputant says: (We
state our probans as follows:) "Because 'limited size1 is
observed in the kinds of objects co-ordinated by a singular
original nature1 ' and all these manifest objects which are co-
ordinated by pleasure, pain and delusion, are known to
have limited size; (hence) they have a singular original
nature and the lack of co-ordination with any other original
nature ." In this way it becomes a case of Another probans
when someone repudiates the unqualified probans.

"When another p robans is presented the earlier probans
proves to be incapable of proving (the p robandum) and
hence an occasion of defeat."

[Dharmaklrti's response:] In this too, where is the point
in thinking about the o ther probans, as the disputant is
already defeated due to the earlier statement of the
Inconclusive probans? If the proposer of the first probans
expresses an Inconclusive probans and is given an
opportuni ty to respond (to the objections) then he gets
defeated due to the same (Inconclusive probans) . But if he
is not given an opportuni ty to respond (to the objections)
then even if he presents ano ther probans, he is not worthy
of being defeated, because there is no closure (of the
debate in that case).

t § t
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61. (6) [Arthäntara: Different point ]

"'Different po in t ' means (speaking) something, the
conten t of which is irrelevant to the topic u n d e r
consideration". (NS5.2.7.)

[Vätsyayana explains:] "When the position and the
counter-position are held in accordance with their
definitions (by disputant and o p p o n e n t respectively) and
proof of the p r o b a n d u m on the basis of p robans is due , one
(= the disputant) would say, "Sound is pe rmanen t . T h e hetu
(= probans) i s - 'because intangible ' . 'He tu ' is a word ending
with krt- suffix when the word tu is a t tached as suffix to the
root 'hi (= 'hinoti). Words are of four kinds - noun , verb,
prefix a n d particle." Having initiated (a different point) in
this way he explains n o u n etc."

[Udyotkara explains:] "This is an occasion of defeat
called 'Different point ' , because here the disputant 's
speech is irrelevant to the proposed topic."

[Dharmakirti's response:] This occasion of defeat is
legitimate one . It amount s to first leaving the issue at h a n d
when the fault (in one ' s a rgument ) is po in ted out (by the
other debater) and then 'stating a non-const i tuent of p r o o f
or 'point ing out a non-fault ' , on the parts of disputant and
o p p o n e n t respectively. Because, when the proposer of the
a rgument is requi red to give justification of his proposed
argument , he states instead of that someth ing that is not
invariably connec ted with the p roposed topic ei ther by
relating it to the context or not. And from the side of the
responden t (i.e. opponen t ) it amoun t s to expressing
something o ther than discovery of the fault (of the
disputant) .
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62. (7) [Nirarthaka: Meaningless ut terance]

"'Meaningless u t te rance ' means an act like ut ter ing a
series of letters." (NS 5.2.8.)

\. In the light of NV52.Q; WHI^MKM^- (R) and (D).
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[Vätsyayana explains:] "For example, "Sound
ern

dha.r

[Vätsyayana explains:] "For example, "Sound is
pe rmanen t because (it is) ja, ba, ga, da, like jha, bha, gha,
dha.n.

[Udyotakara explains:] "Here the debater is defeated
due to non-employment of the probans ."

[Dharmakirti responds:] This is also irrelevant.
Because there is n o meaninglessness when simply it is
proved that there is an u t terance of a series of letters. If
something is an u t te rance of a non-const i tuent of proof,
only then it is meaningless. Because, the conten t of that
ut terance is no t conducive to the proof of the p r o b a n d u m
and also because it does not serve any purpose . Acceptance
of it, ( therefore,) as a special type (of the occasion of
defeat) is no t in order .

[A possible objection:] "It is no fault, because the word
vat (= 'like') is used (in the defini t ion)."

[Answer] It may be so. (You might say-) T h e term vat ( =
like) is used in the expression 'varna-
kramanirdesavat' (= an act like ut ter ing a series of
letters). It indicates o ther discordant expressions
also. Therefore there is no fault. But we do not
accept this. Because, in that case no ment ion of
'Different po in t ' etc. will have to be made (as
distinct occasions of defeat) . And in that case all
those examples (of Different point) will have to
be called the examples of Meaninglessness only,
because they are covered by ( the definition of the
occasion of defeat called) 'Meaningless. '

[A possible objection:] "Meaningless u t te rance ' does not
mean the one which does no t surve any purpose in proving
the p r o b a n d u m . By 'Meaningless u t te rance ' we mean the
o n e which does no t have any meaning ."
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[Answer] In that case, why is not any person, who is not a
disputant at all (i.e. who does not participate in a
debate at all), defeated when he makes
meaningless utterances? Because, the efficient
cause (= nimitta) is c o m m o n (to the two cases).

[A possible objection:] "No . Such a case is no t relevant
in this context."

[Answer] Here you have to accept that the one who makes i
meaningless ut terance is defeated by thai
ut terance only. This is common to all the person:
who state a non-consti tuent of proof. All thos(
who make meaningless utterances are worthy o:
being defeated by the same occasion of defeat.

Moreover, ut terance of a series of letters is no
always meaningless. In some context even that i
meaningful. So this (= your ment ioning series o
letters as meaningless) is itself an occasion OJ
(your) defeat, because it is meaningless here (=
in this context) . Moreover, you are saying
something different (from what is relevant) when
you say, 'Ut terance of a series of letters is an
occasion of defeat' , because in that case one
should men t ion striking the cheeks,1 rubbing the
upper garment2 etc.

t § t
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63. (8) [Avijnätärtha: Meaning -not- unders tood]

" 'Meaning-not-understood' occurs when the s ta tement
u t te red thrice (by the disputant) is not unders tood by the
audience and by the o p p o n e n t " (NS 5.2.9)

[Vatsyayana explains:] "If the s ta tement u t tered thrice
(by the disputant) is not unders tood by the audience and
the opponen t , because it contains obscure words or
unfamiliar usages or is u t tered too speedily or for some
other reason, then such a s ta tement the meaning of which is
not under s tood and which is used for hiding one ' s capasity
(to justify one ' s own position) is an occasion of defeat."

[Dharmaklrti's response:] This does not differ from
*Meaningless u t te rance ' . If the disputant makes a s ta tement
speedily, which is intelligible and relevant to the topic
u n d e r consideration, then he does no t have incapability (to
justify his posit ion). Nor do the audience etc. fail to
c o m p r e h e n d his s ta tement because he was insensible. (But
the audience fails to c o m p r e h e n d because of speady
delivery.) Therefore such a learned disputant does not
deserve to be called defeated.

[A possible objection:] "The disputant does deserve to
be called defeated because the audience has only to imagine
that his s ta tement is capable.1 (i.e. meaningful, arha)".

[Answer] Why is not the o p p o n e n t (instead of the
disputant) called defeated, who due to

. (V); ̂ roî ldyPdm^WIH f̂ - (R) and (D).
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insensitivity does not unders tand the statement
of the disputant arguing rationally? Or because
his (= disputant 's) capability to argue out the case
is not unders tood by the audience and others
due to their insensitivity, he (= disputant) is
nei ther to be called the winner nor defeated. And
in case the disputant is making irrelevant
statements it is no th ing but Meaningless
ut terance ' . Therefore no separate occasion of
defeat viz. 'Meaning-not-understood' may be
proposed.

t § t

64. (9) [Apärthaka: Non-sensical]

"'Non-sensical' means an ut terance which has no
integrated sense, because earlier and later words in it have
no connect ion." (JVS5.2.10).

In the light of /V8h5.2.10; cR r̂g^«frMT -̂ (R) and (D).
(V); ̂ MU^I^BWrosfaFTH- (R) and (D).
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[Vätsyayana explains:] "Where many words or sentences
are known to be unre la ted in mean ing because there is no
connect ion between earlier and later (words or santences),
then it is 'Non-sensical ' because it is bereft of integrated
meaning, like the sentence beginning with T e n
pomegranates ' ." 1

[Dharmakirti's response] This, they say2, is men t ioned
separately from 'Meaningless u t t e rance ' which contains
unconnec ted letters, because in this (= 'Non-sensical ') ,
words (and not letters) are unconnec ted .

But in that case ' unconnec ted sentences ' also will have to
be men t ioned separately. You canno t say that 'Non-sensical1

as the occasion of defeat is legitimate because it covers both
(unconnec ted words and sentences) because in that case
(by the same token) 'Meaningless ' would also be covered
(by Non-sensical).

We have already said that it is a transgression (of reason)
to prattle for defining separate occasions of defeat
according to such peculiarities. We do no t find any fault in
referring to a collection (of cases by a single occasion of
defeat) . Nor do we find any special virtue in diversification.
So this (Nyäya a rgument ) is insignificant.

t § t
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65. (1.0) [Apräptakäla : Mistimed]

"'Mistimed' means ut terance of the elements (of
argument) in perverse order ." (NS5.2.11).

[Vätsyayana explains:] "The elements of a rgument
starting with Declaration follow an order due to their
significance in accordance with their definitions. Hence
stating the elements in perverse order is an occasion of
defeat."

[Udyotakara explains:] "If one says, "No, because the
proof (of the p robandum) is possible in this way also", then
we say, - No, because it (= an a rgument in perverse order) is
like a word removed from the (standard) usage. For
instance it is not correct to say that explication of the
meanings of words is in vain because even the word 'gonV
used in the sense of 'go* (~ bullock) conveys an object
possessing h u m p on shoulders etc. (i.e. a bullock). Here
one apprehends the word 'go* through this word (= goni)
and then unders tands the object possessing h u m p on
shoulders etc. In the same way one apprehends the
elements of a rgument such as Declaration etc. arranged in
their p roper order through the elements which are
presented in perverse order and then knows the meaning
(of the argument) from the elements in p roper order. That
is why we find in this world that one first takes the object of
action such as the lump of clay and then takes the

instrument."1

t § t

s. In the light of V; <T<T: "3OT ̂ RnusiiVh cft°fr - (R) and (D);
l NV,
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¥cftfif Wtö^, ^ TJcf f^T H ^H l̂Pd?

: Mal fa

66. [Dharmakirtrs response:] Your saying that it is like
a word removed from the (s tandard) usage, is like one mad
person narra t ing ano ther mad person ' s statement1! We do
not see any point in (Grammarian 's ) a t tempt towards
explication of (correct) words, if the apprehens ion of the
object possessing h u m p in shoulders (i.e. a bullock) takes
place from the word 'gonV.

[A possible objection:] "The explication (of correct
words) is m a d e in order to explicate the meaning-conveying
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words, because the word 'gonV does not have capasity to
convey the meaning."

[Answer] But we find in the world that there is
apprehension (of meaning) from the word 'gonT
also!

[Objection:] "True. We do find. But we have said that it
(= the apprehens ion of meaning) is not direct."

[Answer] "You have said that, but what you said is not
correct. Because women and Sudras do not have
apprehens ion of both (= the correct word as well
as the incorrect word).2 Because only he will
unders tand (the meaning from the incorrect
word via the correct word) who knows both, the
(correct) word and the incorrect word. But how
will be the person who knows the word 'nakka1 or
^mukkcC b u t . does not know the word 'näsa'
(meaning nose) unders tand the correct word
from the incorrect word and then unders tand the
meaning? But we see in fact that the person not
knowing both the words (but only the incorrect
word) does app rehended (the meaning) .

This apprehension does not take place through a
series of relations. Because if a word does not
have capasity to produce the apprehens ion of the
meaning, then it cannot have the capasity to
produce the apprehension of a word also.3

Because, ' the capasity to connote the meaning1

(= arthe väcakatvam) (that subsists in a word) is
no t quite a different thing from 'capasity to
p roduce the apprehension of it.'

And if the incorrect word does produce the
apprehens ion of the correct word, then why does
it no t p roduce the apprehens ion of the meaning
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itself? We do not see any kind of dissension of it
(= incorrect word) with the meaning due to
which it would keep the meaning away.

Moreover the (incorrect) word cannot generate
the apprehens ion of the correct word also, unless
such a convention is made .

Because, the incorrect word does not p roduce
the apprehens ion of the correct word naturally,
because we do not see that. But it would p roduce
(the apprehens ion) only if there is such a
convention. T h e word operates on account of
convention.

T h e exertion of (postulating) a series of
apprehens ions is avoided in this way.

t § t

c?t%
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(R); Ttefti - (D).
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67. Moreover, (the incorrect words need not convey the
meaning indirectly and correct words directly) because we
find that converse is the case. Those who do not unders tand
the meaning from the (correct) word are found acquiring
knowledge from corrupt words. Hence the 'Instruction
about words' (as given in Sanskrit Grammar) is fruitless.

[A possible objection:] "It is not fruitless, because it is
mean t for explication of Sanskrit (= cultured) words"

[Answer] What is *being cultured* in the case of words? We
do not see any (sign of) culturedness such as
intellect or learnedness (in them) .

Nor do these (Sanskrit) words have extreme
audibility. Nor do ; they have any pre-eminence in
conveying the meaning.

Nor are they the means to religious merit,
because demeri t is p roduced even from the

\$. In the light of V; S-qgiW:- (R) and (D).
c. (V); deWIHeTWlfcT: - (R); drtW«K*uftH: - (D).
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Sanskrit words motivating wrong attitudes.
Conversely other words (= non-Sanskrit words)
also p roduce merit. T h e grammar ian ' s
a n n o u n c e m e n t that just the p roper use of a word
gives one the pleasure in Heaven, is merely an
ut te rance . T h e experts of reasoning do not
h o n o u r such (unfounded) scriptural statements.

Nor is it the case that one ' s mou th becomes
tor tuous if one says, "If there is only a p roper use
of the word, but it does not give motivation for
acquir ing merit through charity etc, then
(instead of giving heavenly pleasure) it leads to
collapse of a mountain."1 Therefore there is no
word which is cul tured.

[A possible objection:] "Culturendness of a word means
its having been used by learned persons."

[The counter-question:] Who are learned?

[Opponent's answer:] "Those who possess the qualities
such as the knowledge of what one should know."

[Dharmaklrti's response:] What sort of a false conviction
they (the l e a r n e d persons ' ) are having then, which does
not require any excellence in their qualities? Because, they
use only these (= Sanskrit) words and no t others! Moreover,
there is no direct witness to ( the use of) these words, on the
basis of whom we can ascertain that learned persons use
only these words a n d not others .

We do no t approve of cul turedness of even a few words as
we do not see any excess of qualities (in t hem) . Protect ion
of Vedas is a non-purpose according to the one who is not a
follower of their system. And even if there is some excess of
qualities (in the Sanskrit words) , no effort needs to be made
for their explication.2 Because the particular na tu re of those
words could be justified on some other basis also, like in the
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case of the words in Präkrta, Apabhrama, Dravida, Ändhra
and other languages. The re is no defining characteristic of
languages belonging to the respective regions. People
unders tand (meanings from words) in a definite way due to
the sameness (i.e. continuity) of tradition, as they also
unders tand deviation from the s tandard usage. The
apprehens ion of Sanskrit words also will take place in the
same way. Therefore tending to attribute defining
characteristic3 to words is an insensitive mode of
unders tanding .

t § t

TTof
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3T3

.̂ In the light of V; uuMWcflrd4" - (R) and (D).
\. (R); â «lWtr: - (D) (No support from V).
.̂ (R); ̂ T^i:-(D) (No support from V)
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68. (Now coming to the occasion of defeat proper: )

If in spite of the perverse order of the e lements (of an
argument) there is the apprehens ion of the mutal relation-
ship1 of the sentences (in the a rgument ) , there is nei ther false
apprehens ion nor non-apprehens ion , then it is because the
argument (with the e lements in perverse order) has capasity
(to convey the i n t ended mean ing) .

Nor is there any convention such as ' the words (in the
argument) should be used in this way alone* as there is no
difference in conveyance (of meaning) .

[A possible objection:] "That is the p rope r order of
elements th rough which the apprehens ion of the meaning
takes place. Hence there is no apprehens ion through the
elements in perverse order . The apprehens ion of meaning
through them takes place via the apprehens ion of p roper
sequential order ."

[Answer] T h e p rope r sequential order is not a p p r e h e n d e d
unless the relation amongst the elements is
a p p r e h e n d e d . And if the relation amongst the
words is a p p r e h e n d e d as T h i s is related here ' ,
then what would be their order of priority or
posteriority on account of which they would be
arranged? Because when the relation is
a p p r e h e n d e d , that itself is their order , viz. the
relat ionship which is a p p r e h e n d e d amongst
them as they are. T h e r e is no rule governing the
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order of words belonging to sentences. For
example 'puruso räjnafi (= Man of the king) and
'räjnah purusati (= king's man) (both are
grammatically correct).2

Those many words constitute a sentence through
which there is accomplishment of meaning. For
example "Devadatta, gäm änaya krsnärri (=
Devadatta, br ing the black cow.) (The order of
words = Devadatta, cow, bring, black.)3Here there
is no difference in the apprehension of meaning
al though the words are used freely. Hence the
adherence to order (of the elements of
argument) is insignificant (kasdt).

Moreover we have explained how there can be
apprehens ion (of the p robandum) even without
the s tatement of Declaration. If an implied word
(or sentence) has to be used (explicity), then it
would be a transgression (of reason) . We have
said with regard to the remaining elements that
there is no rule that one should first indicate the
relation (of pervasion) and then the existence (of
probans) in the property-bearer, or that one
should first indicate the existence in the
properly-bearer and then the relation of
pervasion. Because, the knowledge of the
p r o b a n d u m arises in both the cases.4

If (on the o ther hand) ( the order of the words in
the a rgument is so perverse that) no relation is
a p p r e h e n d e d amongst the words, then the
proper sequential order (amongst the elements
of the a rgument) also will not be apprehended .
Hence this case will not differ from the (occasion
of defeat called) *Non sensical*. In that case it will
not be p roper to mention 'Mistimed' as a distinct
occasion of defeat.
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69. (11) [Nyüna: Insufficient]

"'Insufficient' means that (inferential s tatement) which is
destitute of one of the elements ." (NS 5.2.12.)

[Vätsyayana explains:] ' T h e (inferential) s tatement in
which o n e of the elements, such as Declaration, is lacking, is
deficient. Because the p r o b a n d u m is no t proved in the
absence of (complete) proof."

[Dharmakirti's response:] If it is destitute of, say,
Declaration, then it is no t deficient, because we have
explained that the knowledge of p r o b a n d u m takes place
even in its absence.

Anothe r one 1 says, "it is deficient, because even in the case
of insufficiency (due to the absence of Declarat ion) , defeat
takes place."

This is an unthoughtful s tatement , because he will
deserve defeat, who uses a r e d u n d a n t sentence (lit.
meaningless sentence) the mean ing of which is implied (by
other e lements of the a rgumen t ) , bu t the one who utters a
meaningful (nQn-redundant) sentences is not defeated.

(R); Supported by yfa^wui^wtfOTT^ - V; But the reading mentioned
in V - «iW^ii, and also (D).
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Declaration is no t a consti tuent of proof for the same
reason.

t § t

70. (12) [Adhika: Additional]

"'Additional ' means that (inferential statement) which
contains an additional probans or instance." (NS5.2.13).

[Vätsyayana explains:] "When the inferential s tatement
is complete with one (probans or instance) the o ther one is
r edundan t (Lit. meaningless) . This is to be unders tood (as
an occasion of defeat) when such a rule is accepted (in the
debate) ."

[Dharmakirti's response:] When the discussion is based
on (the rule of) using an inferential s tatement containing
(only) one probans, stating an additional probans in such a
discussion is r edundan t . Hence it is an occasion of defeat
( there) .

In a diffuse discussion there is no fault (of this kind)
because there are no rules in it.

t § t

«. In the light of Nßh 5.2.13. The word used in NBh is ar̂ rcRFT; But
(R) and (D).



116 VÄDANYÄYA OF DHARMAKIRTI
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71. (13) [Punarukta: Repeti t ion]

"'Repetition1 means i teration (made in the course of
argument) of words or meaning except as a confirmatory
repetition."1 (A/55.2.14)

[Udyotakara explains:] "An example of Repeti t ion of
words - "Sound is impermanen t , sound is impermanen t . " An
example of the Repetit ion of meaning - "Sound is
impermanent , sonority is subject to destruct ion."

[Dharmaklrti 's response:] Here 'Repetition* of words
need not be men t ioned separately. Because it is covered by
the ment ion of 'Repeti t ion of meaning ' . Because, there is
no fault if the mean ing is different even if the words are the
same. For instance -

"The machine bough t for a bit of money2 is such that it
laughts when the master laughs, cries loudly when cries,
runs with a fastened Waist-band and with sweat coming out
when runs, censures a virtuous faultless person when ( the
master) censures ( the same) , dances when dances.'*3
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Or (another example) - "That which happens when this
real thing happens and does not happen when it does not
happen , is the effect of this, and the other thing is the
cause.4

t § t

Tic*

72. [Another type of Punarukta as stated in NS :]

"That ut terance is also called Repetition which expresses
the meaning again which is implied (by other utterances)w l

[Dharmakirti's response:] This (type of Repetition)
occurs when the use of words in an inferential s tatement is
rule bound . Utterance of Declaration is an example of this.
This (type of Repetition) need not be ment ioned separately
because it is covered by Repetition of meaning.

Moreover this should be called a fault in that debate
where the inferential statements are rule-bound, not in a
diffused discussion. Because, (in a diffused discussion) the
speaker sometimes says the same thing again and again by
raising the doubt that witnesses and others have not heard
(the statement) properly or unders tood properly. Hence
there is n o deception (of the opponen t or the audience)
here .
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[A possible objection:] "No (it is an occasion of defeat),
because this (kind of debate) is not the p rope r place (for
repetitive statements) . He re (i.e. in diffuse debate) the
debater is nei ther a teacher nor a student; so he need not be
addressed with efforts (i.e. elaborately) on account of which
the same thing would be u t te red again and again. Hence
the repet i t ion does a m o u n t to defeat."2

[Answer] Tha t is not so, because (in such a diffuse
discussion) the witnesses are to be addressed with
efferts, because if they are not addressed with
efforts then this is regarded as a fault; (secondly)
because here the person to whom the
explanation is addressed is a s tudent (in a broad
sense, i.e., someone worthy of be ing taught) ;
(thirdly,) because (in a disffused discussion) the
debate in t ended merely to gain victory is
prohibi t ted; (fourthly) because * making the
statement thrice ' has been men t ioned (by you);

"(fifthly) because (in a diffused discussion) there
is no conventional rule regardmg repet i t ion of an
ut terance.

t i t

s f t

.̂ CN/); HHM^^Bf - (R) and (D).
vs. (V); i$rt\[< - (R) and (D).
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73. Moreover this (= Repeti t ion) does not differ from
'Additional1 , hence it should not be ment ioned separately.
Because, the fault of Additionality can occur in an
inferential s tatement where the use of words is rule-bound.
So in the case of Repetition also the word, meaning of which
is already expressed (by,other words) is Addition.

Plurality of probans ' and Repeated ut terance is not a
fault1 in a diffuse discussion. T h e diffuse discussion is such
that it is not specified in it that the proof of a single object is
under taken ; but it is desired to prove various objects in it or
it is desired by the audience that one employs various
probans (for proving the same object) . It is a fault (in the
debate where the use of words is rule-bound. Because, in
such a debate there is no (second) apprehens ion (i.e. it is
no t permi t ted to generate second apprehens ion) of what is
a p p r e h e n d e d . So plurality of p robans etc. and plurality of
expression (in such a debate) is a fault of proof.

T h e fault in 'Additional ' and 'Repeti t ion' is equal.
Therefore it is p roper to express them in union. Just as
the re is no fault (in making their un ion) , there is no plus-
po in t (in ment ioning them distinctly). We have said that
men t ion ing varieties of this kind (distinctly) amounts to
transgression (of reason).2

( 'Additional ' can be included in 'Repetition of words' .)
Because, the second probans which applies to the object
a rgued out (by the first probans) is just like a synonym (of
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the first p robans) . Because, the object of a rgumen t is not
distinct (in both the cases).

T h e (Repetition of) meaning 8 does not differ from
arguing again (with additional p robans or instance) .

f i t

74. What has been said (by the au thor of NS, may be
considered now) - "In the case of confirmatory repeti t ion (=
anuväda), it is not a Repetit ion (as such) because ( there)
some special purpose is served by repeat ing words." (NS
5.2.15)

[Vätsyayana explains:] "For example conclusion (=
nigamana) is (defined by the au thor of Aft in NS 1.1.39 as)
restating the Declaration on the basis of probans ."

[Dharmakirti's response:] Stating the Declaration the
mean ing of which is implied (by the premises) is itself a
Repeti t ion, what to say about the res ta tement of it! In this
way (stating the) conclusion is inadequate .

t § t

[V*.]

t. (R); ̂ 5Rf - (D).
\. (R); supported by V, H<yRi5tf - (D).
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75. (14) [Ananubhasana: Non-reproduct ion]
"^on- reproduc t ion* means inability to utter the

statement (of the other debater ) , the meaning of which is
unders tood by the assembly and which is ut tered thrice (by
the other debater) ." (JVS5.2.17)

[Vätsyayana explains:] "The non-re-utterance of the
statement, the meaning of which is unders tood by the
assembly and which is ut tered thrice (by the other debater)
is the occasion of defeat called Non-reproduction, because
if a debater does not (= cannot) re-utter (the other
debater ' s s ta tement) , on what basis will be repudiate the
o p p o n e n t ' s position?"

[Udyotakara explains:] "If one says- "This is not an
occasion of defeat because a debate is concluded by an
answer (and not by the re-utterance)I", then we say: O n e
may say so - "Whether one (= the respondent) is confused or
no t is known from the answer; what is the significance of
ut ter ing (the disputant 's statement) then? Because some
persons are capable of answering but not of re-utterance.
He (= the respondent) need not deserve defeat just for
that." If one says this then we say: No. Because, (inability to
reproduce implies) the absence of comprehension of the

%. lnthelightof/SA/5.2.17.
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subject of answer. If he does not reutter , then the answer
will be implied to be without subject. If he gives an answer,
why does he not utter ( the subject of answer)? So you are
saying this contradictory th ing - 'Does no t ut ter ( the
statement) but answers i t / ( O n e might say) "This is no t so
(i.e. Non-reproduct ion is no t an occasion of defeat) because
there is no declaration (to that effect). It is no t declared (in
the debate) that a debater should first ut ter everything
(ut tered by the o ther debater) and the answer should be
stated afterwards." (we say:) T h e answer should be stated
somehow. But answer without basis is improper . Therefore
it is p roper to regard ' no t re-uttering* as an occasion of
defeat."

t § t

°F*TT

: f ^fa

76. [Dharmakirti's response:] Suppose that the
disputant incidentally announces same other topic u n d e r

. (V); «jjiußei - (R) and (D).
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the pretext of explicating the object of one ' s own argument ,
states all the objects of inquiry on which there is dispute, in
the course of Declaration etc. and then elaborates the
discussion by introducing other topics in a special series of
topics a n d suppose that the o p p o n e n t cannot reproduce all
that. T h e n what kind of failure in the opponen t ' s capasity is
there , in case he states only the answer to the subject on
which there is dispute? Because, you call the Non-
reproduc t ion of disputant 's s tatement an occasion of
defeat! Therefore it is not the case that the one who does
no t r ep roduce the whole speach of the disputant is
(necessarily) unable to give answer.

T h e statements with which the proof of the enqui red
object is invariably connected - such as that of existence (of
probans) in the thesis-subject and the justification of
pervasion - which are made without introducing some other
topics in that, are (i.e. have to be) definitely indicated (by
the o p p o n e n t ) . Because, a consti tuent of a rgument is the
object of refutation. But even there it is no t obligatory to
ut ter everything first in the same order and then to refute it.
Because in that case there will be the undesirable
occurrence of double ut terance. If the o p p o n e n t
reproduces ( the relevant s tatement of the disputant) in
order to indicate the object of refutation, then
a n n o u n c e m e n t of the disputant 's s tatements in the same
order is of n o use and hence should not be made by the
opponen t . Corresponding to each indication of fault, the
object (having the fault) is ment ioned, because there is an
invariable relation of the form 'this has this fault'.

t § t
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cT̂TT

77. Moreover, it is no t possible to indicate all the objects
and then state the fault (in all of them) at once . Because,
faults differ from object to object. Therefore the object of
refutation which one is repudiat ing (at a particular time)
should be indicated at that time, n o t any other . Because at
the time of refuting one object indication of ano the r object
is impossible. After it is refuted, ano the r object which is the
object of ano the r fault can be indicated. This is the proper
way of reproduct ion and refutation.

If everything (that the disputant says) is r ep roduced at
once, then the object (of refutation) will have to be
indicated again at the time of stating faults in it, because a
fault cannot be stated without indicating its object. This will
a m o u n t to making reproduct ion twice. O u t of them (= two

*. (R); -zn - (V) and (D).
•*. In view of the parallel discussion of srqfcrc in Sec. 61.
s. (V) and a parallel statement in sec. 33; TO*rö - (R) and (D).
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reproduct ions) the first reproduct ion of everything in the
same order, is without any purpose; (on the contrary) when
the opponen t has to state the fault, stating something which
is not per t inen t to it, amounts to 'Not point ing out the
fault' (= Adosodhävana). It also amounts to duplication.
Therefore reproduc ing everything at once should be called
a g round of defeat.

[The opponent might say:] "Let it be so"

[Answer] You might say "We have said that 'Different
point1 is an occasion of defeat. While proving his
own a rgument if the disputant states some point
which is no t invariably connected (with the main
point) by bringing in some context or the other
then it amounts to shifting to a Different point,
and hence he deserves defeat for that. Nothing
remains inapplicable if the context is created!
However, such a statement of him (= disputant)
is no t to be reproduced. We are also not
admit t ing that first everything is to be stated (by
the opponen t ) once and then faults in that are to
be stated. But (we admit on the contrary that) the
object (of refutation) should be indicated by the
o p p o n e n t (in due t ime), otherwise the refutation
will not stand!"

t § t

"3rR R ^ $ t ^
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78. (On this we say:) In that case Non-reproduct ion
should not be men t ioned as a distinct occasion of defeat
because it is covered by Non-imagination. Non-imagination
means non-apprehension of the answer (to be given). The
one who does no t indicate the object of answer is not
capable of app rehend ing the answer. It is no t the case that
Non-reproduct ion does not imply 'Non-apprehens ion of
the answer'. Therefore since Non-imagination pervades (=
covers) Non-reproduct ion, the occasion-of-defeat-hood that
subsists in Non-imagination, subsists in Non-reproduct ion
(too). For instance the proper ty of possessing dewlaps etc.
which subsists indiscriminately in all bullocks subsists (by
implication) in Bähuleya (= the bullock n a m e d as Bähuleya)
also. Therefore only Non-imagination should be called an
occasion of defeat and not Non-reproduct ion .

Moreover, which conventional rule is this viz. "Non-
reproduct ion of the s ta tement stated thrice (is an occasion
of defeat)1? If this practice (of ut ter ing the s tatement
thrice) is for the o p p o n e n t ' s under s t and ing of the
statement, why should it be stated (exactly) thrice? He (=

(R) and (V); ftlf*mtfm - (D).
(V); Mvfa (R) and (D).
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the opponen t ) should be communicated in such a way that
he unders tands it. If (on the contrary) this practice is for
troubling the opponen t , then too why is the statement
stated thrice? Instead of that he (= the disputant) should
first tell the s ta tement in the ears of the witnesses and then
attack the o p p o n e n t by making the s tatement cumbersome,
incomprehensible , speedy and abridged so that o p p o n e n t is
confused in app rehend ing the answer and becomes silent.
Because there is no rational rule regarding the way of
troubling the o p p o n e n t on account of which the
cumbersome and incomprehensible expressions ut tered
speedily are prevented and thrice ut terance is prescribed. It
should be said here that good persons do no t tend to
trouble the opponen t s nor are sciences created for that.
Therefore the disputant should speak until the opponen t
grasps, not necessarily three times.

If the o p p o n e n t does not have capasity to unders tand
then the disputant who has limited capasity should avoid
him beforehand, by making (the witnesses) alert (to the fact
that the o p p o n e n t cannot apprehend the meaning of
statements) .

t i t

^ 34«IHM:

[ ? rf
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79. (15) [Ajiiäna: Non-unders tanding]

" 'Non-unders tanding ' occurs when (a s ta tement made by
the disputant is) no t unders tood" (MS5.2.17).

[Vätsyayana explains:] "When a s ta tement unders tood by
the assembly is no t unders tood by the o p p o n e n t then it is an
occasion of defeat called Non-unders tanding. Because if the
mean ing (of the a rgument ) is not unders tood , he cannot
make its repudia t ion ."

[DharmaklrtPs response:] This (occasion of defeat) also
is covered by it (i.e. by Non-imagination) and hence like
Non-reproduct ion it should not be men t ioned (separately)..1

Jus t like Non-reproduct ion, it is an occasion of defeat via
'non-apprehens ion of answer' (i.e. Non-imaginat ion) ,
because there (i.e. in the case of Non-reproduct ion) the
apprehens ion of answer is impossible since the object (of
refutation) is no t indicated; that is because reproduc t ion
will be of n o use without the context of indicating the
subject of answer; in the same way, in the case of Non-
unders tand ing also, it is an occasion of defeat, via non-
apprehens ion of answer (i.e. Non-imaginat ion) .

Because, hQw can the one , who does no t unders tand,
speak out the answer and the subject of answer? Therefore
not under s t and ing the subject and no t unders tand ing the
answer is the occasion of defeat. If that is no t so (i.e. if they
are not covered by Non-imagination) then in that case Non-
imaginat ion will be without any subject matter.2
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Because, the one who has not unders tood the meaning
does not reproduce ; the one who does not (= cannot)
reproduce will not be able to indicate the subject and
a p p r e h e n d the answer, and hence he will not apprehend
the answer. Because the one who knows the answer and its
subject cannot fail to apprehend the answer, as both these
(= (1) Not unders tanding the subject (2) Not
unders tanding the answer) constitute the cause of the non-
apprehens ion of the answer.

T h e apprehens ion (of answer) does take place in the
absence of these (=' non-apprehension of subject and non-
apprehens ion of answer). So you should tell me, what is the
subject matter of Non-imagination, if these two (non-
apprehensions) are ment ioned separately (as the two kinds
of Non-unders tanding)! Non-imagination (in that case)
should not be ment ioned at all, because it has no (distinct)
subject-matter.

t § t

f f
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80. [Naiyayikasmaysay:] a Non-unders tand ing does not
mean not unders tanding the answer, but it means not
unders tand ing the subject-matter. Even when the subject-
mat ter is unders tood , the answer may no t be a p p r e h e n d e d
because it is no t known. Hence Non-imaginat ion has a
(distinct) subject-matter."

[Answer] T h e n in that case Non-reproduct ion will be
without subject-matter, because it is implied by
Non-unders tanding . T h e one who apprehends
the subject-matter correctly will not fail to
rep roduce it. Hence Non-reproduct ion should
no t be men t ioned separately.

(Similarly Non-imagination too should not be
men t ioned separately.) Because, not
unders tand ing the answer is also implied. 'Not
unders tand ing the answer* is implied by 'not
unders tand ing the subject-matter/ T h e person
who does not unders t and the subject-matter,
does not unders tand the answer also. Therefore
there is n o (distinct) subject-matter of Non-
imaginat ion.

[Naiyayikas may say:] T h e subject-matter of Non-
imaginat ion is ' no t knowing the answer even if the subject-
matter is known. '

[Answer] T h e n in that case, other1 ( intermediate?)
occasion of defeat will have to be men t ioned by
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classifying 'Non-unders tanding of subject-matter
and answer' further. As you are accounting for a
different occasion of defeat, by classifying Non-
unders tand ing into 'Not unders tanding subject-
matter* and 'Not unders tanding the answer' even
though there is no additional point (gunätisaya)
(in doing so), in the same way (we ask,) why are
other occasions of defeat no t being ment ioned
by classifying 'Non-unders tanding ' into 'Not
unders tanding the whole answer'2 etc.r Nor is
there any fault ki ment ioning the two-fold Non-
unders tanding unitedly; on the contrary there
will be a plus-point namely 'economy' (lit.
l ightness). Therefore ment ioning them unitedly
is justified. Hence no separate ment ion of Non-
reproduct ion and Non-unders tanding is justified
because their subject-matter is the subject-matter
of Non-imagination.

Moreover, any other occasions of the defeat of
proposer or respondent , apart from Fallacies of
probans and Non-imagination, are not justified,
because everything becomes ment ioned by
ment ion ing the two. T h e elaborate classification
is futile, because it is a transgression (of reason)
to under take to ment ion the subdivisions implied
by the two (= Fallacies of p robans and Non-
imagination) (separately) without there being
any addit ional point.

t § t
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81. (16) [Apratibhä: Non-imagination]
aiNon-imagination' means non-apprehension of answer,"

(A/S5.2.18)

[Vätsyayana explains:] "When the other debater's
position is to be repudiated by one, but the one does not
apprehend the answer (to be given) to his (= other
debater's) argument, the one is to be called defeated."

[Dharmakirti's response:] After the argument has been
stated (by the disputant) and when the topic-wise answer is
to be given (by the respondent), if he (= the respondent)
spends time in vain, by announcing (the disputant's
statements) in the same order, reciting verses etc., out of
ignorance about the answer, then he (= the respondent)
deserves defeat because he does not know what he has to do.
Therefore this occasion of defeat is justified.

t § t

- \ . \ .
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(R) and (D).
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82. (17) (Viksepa: Dispensation)

"d i spensa t ion ' means breaking the discussion due to
engagement with some work" (NS 5.2.20)

[Nyaya-explanation:]1 O n e breaks the discussion by
referring to engagement with some duty or the other - "This
work which ought to be d o n e by me is getting lost; I will
cont inue (lit. do) when that work is completed"; "The stroke
of cold is damaging my throad." O n e breaks the discussion
by the s ta tement like this. This is the occasion of defeat
called d i spensa t i on ' ; o n e oneself brings the discussion to
an e n d when the end of the discussion should be reached by
the defeat of one of the two (debaters) ."

[Dharmakirti's response:] This too is an occasion of
defeat if the proposer of the first position commits it only
through a pretent ious allusion, not if there exists a genuine
(urgent) work which obstructs the.discussion of that kind.
The re will be Dispensation (in the former case) because the
lack of power of the disputant 's own argument is identified.
In that case this occasion will be included in shifting to a
Different point . Or it will be included in the Fallacy of
probans , because it is (a case of) stating an unsound (lit.
incapable) reason. Moreover, it does not differ from (the
occasions of defeat called) 'Meaningless' and 'Non-sensical'
because it amounts to one ' s apprehension irrelevant to the
proposed argument . And we have already stated the

%. (R); wsflRR^(V) and (D).
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trangression (of reason) involved in account ing for separate
occasions of defeat cor responding to varieties of
apprehensions irrelevant to the inferential s ta tement
(under considerat ion) .

If on the o ther h a n d the r e sponden t commits
Dispensation, because he does not a p p r e h e n d the answer,
while he has to a p p r e h e n d the answer immediately after the
orgument (is made by the d isputant ) , then that
Dispensation (lit. apprehens ion of Dispensation) gets
included unde r Non-imaginat ion or Different point .

t i t

83. [The Opponent says:] "But not everyone necessarily
apprehends th rough proof and refutation, so that every
improper apprehens ion , which ei ther the disputant or the
o p p o n e n t has, is inc luded ei ther in Fallacies of p robans or

3. I suggest "̂Fî fen r̂f̂ yfcTc(Tf̂ %^̂ ^
*. (R); f3Tcn̂ jvjTcn̂ (V) and (D). This reading seems equally tenable.
*. (V); ^CJITUM^M^IU^ (R) and (D).
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Different point or Non-imagination. Because debate is
possible by way of unregula ted diffuse discussion also (i.e.
without mutual opposit ion or without any definite
posi t ion) ."

[Answer] No. Because that is impossible. There can be a
debate between the two debaters holding
contrary hypotheses on the same issue, because
there is absence of opposit ion between the two
persons holding non-contrary hypotheses or
those holding no hypotheses. There (= in the
debate between the two debaters holding
contrary hypotheses), one of the debaters
necessarily makes the first beginning of speech.
Because any (two) persons with sound mind are
not inclined to make the beginning at once
because such a practice will be unsuccessful,
because then unders tand ing and grasping each
other ' s statements and answering them will be
impossible. T h e debater (with sound mind)
should surely state the proof after present ing his
own hypothesis. Otherwise others will not
app rehend . The o p p o n e n t too should state the
fault connected with it (= proof) . There will be
the occurrence of Fallacies of probans and Non-
imagination (respectively) if the two debaters
(disputant and o p p o n e n t respectively) have
improper apprehens ion . Therefore any
presentat ion of ei ther first position or second
(contrary) position, if it is based on logic, does
not fall beyond (the jurisdict ion of) the two faults
(: the Fallacies of probans and Non-
imagination).1

Negative debate (vitandä)% is ruled out by the
same argument . Because there is no debate in the
absence of hypotehsis.
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84. [An objection:] "But if a debater after stating the
hypothesis in a debate does not say anything or chatters
something different (i.e. irrelevant) because of frustration,
how is this case inc luded in Fallacies of probans?w l

[Answer] We have said so (i.e. that it will be included in
Fallacies of probans) with reference to stating
probans which is not justified. But we have also
said that defeat (of the disputant) does occur in
the cases of no t stating ( the proof). Because they
are the cases of *not stating a const i tuent of
p r o o f (= asädhanängavacana)2 after stating the
hypothesis in debate .

This explains in what way 'Addit ional ' ,
'Repet i t ion ' a n d also3 ' the s ta tement of
Declaration etc. ' are occasions of defeat (lit. the
occasion-of-defeat-hood of . . . .) . Tha t is because
the power of a rgumen t is said to consist in not
stating someth ing which is already stated. Tha t is
because it p roduces an apprehens ion of what is
not a p p r e h e n d e d . It is no t because the (Nyäya-)
definition of a r g u m e n t is like that. It (= stating
Declaration etc.) is an occasion of defeat because
it is a s ta tement of a non-const i tuent of proof
(asädhanängavacana).
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85. (18) [Matanujnä: Permitt ing (opponent ' s ) view]

"'Permitt ing (opponent ' s ) view' means implicating a
fault in the opponen t ' s position while accepting the fault in
one ' s own position." (JVS5.2.11)1

[Nyaya-explanation:2] "The one who says, "This fault is
commit ted by you too" without ruling out (one 's own) fault
indicated by his opponen t , permits the opponen t ' s view,
because he implicates the fault in the opponen t ' s position
by accepting it in his own position. For example, when one
(= the opponen t ) says, "You are a thief, because you are a
man," the disputant would say to him "You too". This is an
occasion of defeat called 'Permitt ing the (opponent ' s )

s. (V); *ram fofag: - (R) and (D).
s. (V); T̂KiyPdMtfl ̂  - (R) and (D).
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[Dharmakirti's response:] In this example also, if the
disputant means, "You too will be a thief, because you are a
man . But you do not accept yourself to be so. Therefore this
(= 'because a man*) is not a sound probans", then there is
no fault. Because it amoun t ' s to refutation of the
disapproved presentat ion of p robans (made by the
o p p o n e n t ) , by attr ibuting thief-hood to his (= opponen t ' s )
self.

[A possible question by a Naiyayika:] "Why is the
variability of (probans-probandum-) relation not poin ted
out (= na vyabhicäritah) in his (= opponen t ' s ) a rgument in a
straight forward m a n n e r instead of accusing him (in a
crooked way)?"

[Answer] This (question) is insignificant. Because such
(crooked or indirect) linguistic practices are also
(well-accepted) in people .

[Objection:]"But suppose he (= the disputant) is
(actually) accepting his (= opponen t ' s ) infliction (and not
point ing out the variability of relation) -"

[Answer] In that case too the disputant deserves defeat,
because he does not a p p r e h e n d the answer to be
given to his (= opponen t ' s ) a rgument , not
because he (= the disputant) inflicts his own fault
u p o n the o ther debater . Because if his (=
opponen t ' s ) a r g u m e n t is faultless, then
accepting it is no th ing but no t app rehend ing an
answer (to it) . Therefore since the defeat has
fallen u p o n him beforehand due to this reason
only, 'inflicting a fault on the o ther debater ' is
no t to be requi red (for declaring him defeated) .

t § t
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86. (19) [Paryanuyojyopeksana: Neglecting the
objectionable]

"'Neglecting the objectionable ' means not claiming the
defeat of the one (= the other debater ) , who has reached
the defeat." (A/55.2.22).

[Vätsyayana explains:] "The word paryanujojya (=
objectionable) means the one who should be objected by
confirming his defeat. Upeksana of him (= Neglecting him)
means not raising the objection when the defeat has been
reached. This (occasion of defeat) should be spoken out
(i.e. declared) by the council when it is asked, "Who is
defeated.?" Because, the one who has reached defeat will
not expose his own wrong."

[Dharmaklrti's response:] In this case also if the
responden t does not object to the proposer of proof, who
has reached defeat, then it is no th ing bu t the case of Non-
imagination, because there is non-apprehension of answer
on his (= respondent ' s ) part . Therefore 'Neglecting the
objectionable ' is no t a separate occasion of defeat. If,
however, the logic (of debate) is concerned, then there is
nei ther victory nor defeat of either of the debaters here,

(V); ̂ TtRmm-HwfaHK-iî  - (D); ̂ ^^^^rfsfc^m-ii^- (R).
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because ( (1) the proposer has not won because) due to the
fallacy of proof there is no (proper) a rgument and because
( (2) the proposer has no t been defeated because) (his) real
faults have not been po in ted out (by the r e sponden t ) .

t a t

, TRTt c^t-Hl^loMlRRi ^ \ ^ "£RT ^fcf

^°iiH«^H^«ÄI°('i if^ii^^i^

87. [A possible objection:] "Suppose the r e sponden t
discovers some fault bu t does not discover some other.. . ."

[Answer] In that case he does not deserve defeat because
he a p p r e h e n d s an answer.

[Objection:] u He does deserve defeat, because he fails to
discover some real fault."

c. (V); <ifa$M ti^mgiH,- (R) and (D).
\. (R); Wit: - (D).
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[Answer] It is not the case that all the faults must be spoken
out just because they are real. Nor is one defeated
jus t because there is non-statement (of some
fault). Because even a single (real) fault vitiates
the proof like the s tatement of a single probans.1

That is as follows (= yathä). When there exist
many probans for one (provable) object, all the
probans are no t employed since the object is
proved by a single probans . Therefore the one
who points out (only) one fault does not deserve
defeat for not point ing out some other fault; as
(we have argued) before.

Now if the proposer does not claim the defeat of
the respondent who has reached the defeat,
there is nei ther victory nor defeat of either of the
debaters as in the earlier case. It is not the victory
of the disputant (= proposer) who does not set
aside the respondent from his argument when he
(= the respondent) utters a fallacious refutation,
because it amounts to non-justification of (one 's
own) a rgument on the par t of the disputant. That
is because he (= the disputant) does not justify
the constituents of his a rgument by
demonstra t ing the impossibility of all faults. Nor
is it the victory of the respondent , because he
does not point out any (genuine) fault.2

Therefore, Neglecting the objectionable is not a
g round of defeat in this way also.

t § t

66.
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ff?T

88. (20) [Niranuyojänuyoga: Objecting against the non-
objectionable]

"Objec t ing against the non-object ionable ' means
objecting to a non-occasion of defeat as an occasion of
defeat" (JVS5.2.22)

[Vätsyäyana explains:] "The debater who because of his
wrong under s t and ing of the definition of occasion of
defeat, says to the o ther debater , "You are defeated", even if
it is no t an occasion of ( the latter's) defeat, should be called
'defeated' , due to 'Objecting against the non-
object ionable. '"

[Dharmakirti's response:] He re too if the respondent
charges the proposer of the argument , with the faults which
are no t there , then he does no t become like that (i.e.
defeated) , t hough h e attributes, that is, points out the
occasion of defeat in the case of a non-occasion, that is, in a
faultless a rgument . But he becomes defeated d u e to Non-
imaginat ion when the fallacious nature of his answer is
b rought out by the other debater , because he (=
respondent ) does not a p p r e h e n d the answer, which is
defined as 'poin t ing out a real fault'. Therefore it (=

%. (V); faq^i'-fl^i^cq«? - (R);
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Objecting against the non-objectionable) is no t a different
occasion of defeat from that (= Non-irnagination).

If on the other hand the other debater (= proposer)
charges the responden t who points out some fault in the
(proposer 's) argument , with stating a pseudo-fault, then he
(= the proposer) is defeated for stating a fallacious
a rgument when the genuine character of the fault is
b rough t out (by the r e sponden t ) .

In this way also it does not differ from the fallacies of
probans . O n e has to ment ion inevitably the fallacies of
probans as an occasion of defeat in order to take other cases
into account.1 Once they are ment ioned , ment ioning the
other types (such as 'Objecting against the non-
objectionable ') is r edundan t .

t § t

ifcll " ^ 5 ^

(V); 3Joqcwrci«hKlu|lH,- (R) and (D).
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89. (21) [ApasiddMnta: Deviant thesis]

"'Deviant thesis' means first taking up a thesis (of one ' s
own discipline for proof) , and then making a point in
debate without (following one 's ) discipline" (JVS5.2.24).

[Vätsyayana explains:] "'Deviant thesis' may be known
to be commit ted by one who after declaring some object as
having such and such na ture , makes a point in debate,
going contrary to the declared thesis. For example a
debater , accepting the thesis that "There is no destruction
of the existent; no r does the non-existent came into
existence" declares the thesis, "The original Nature (=
Prakrti) of the Manifest (objects) is one (Lit. s ingle-ended).
Because, the modifications of the Non-manifest are seen to
be inter-connected with a single origin) . For example it is
seen that plates etc. made from m u d have a single original
na ture (namely m u d ) . In the same way the various
manifestations are known to be inter-connected with
pleasure, pain and delusion. Therefore they have the single
(common) nature called p l e a s u r e etc . ' (i.e. Prakrt i) ."

He, having said this, is asked (by the o p p o n e n t ) , "How
should one define 'original na tu re ' and 'modi f ica t ion?"

(The disputant answers-) "When one (lit. another)
property ceases and ano the r property occurs, that which is
constant ( through-out this transformation) is the original
na ture . And the o ther thing (lit. property) (which ceases or
occurs) is modification."

Here he (= the disputant) is making a point in debate by
going contrary to the p roposed thesis, without (following
his own) discipline. Because, he has declared -

"The non-existent does not appear and the existent does
not disappear."

t § t
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am " ^ ,

90. When it is objected to (by the opponent ) as - ' T h e r e
is no 'cessation of occurrence* of the existent except
disappearance and there is no occurrence of the non-
existent except appearance", at that time if he (= the
Säiikhya disputant) accepts that the existent loses itself and
the non-existent gains itself, then it is a case of Deviant
thesis. If he does no t accept, then his position is not
proved."

[Dharmakirti's response:] Here (i.e. in the above
example) too there is no point being made in debate
without (following one ' s own) discipline. For justifying what
he (= the Säiikhya disputant) has submitted viz. 'Non-
existent does not come into existent and existent is not
destroyed', he says this viz. T h e original nature of the
Manifest is one, because the inter-connection is seen.1 (This
can be explained as follows.) In. this a rgument the single
original nature means (the three strands-) pleasure, pain
and delusion. The Manifest has its origin in these undivided
(three stands). Because it (= the Manifest) is seen to be
inter-connected with it (= the original Nature) . The
Manifest is of that na ture because it (= the Manifest) is
observed to be non-different (from the Nature) . Hence it is
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proved: Because it is not accepted that pleasure etc. come
into existence or that they are destroyed, everything which is
of that nature, neither comes into existence nor is
destroyed.

t § t

TFf

a ffcTI

i 1WT:, ̂ T cft̂ fT: "^T^TSrf^nf^m^l TftcPTg

91. In this debate, he (= the Naiyäyika) himself who, not
pointing out a fault in the probans stated by him (= the
Sänkhya disputant), asks for the definitions of
modifications and original nature, continues the debate
without relation with the proposed topic and without
following the discipline.

v (V); ^WT ̂ c^T - (R); TO ̂ r ^ - (D).
«. (V); ̂ TT̂ iq)«<*̂ i MciKq̂ - (R) and (D).
v (R); tcfkf^^RT^ - (D).
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Here it may be objected: '"Manifest* means that which is
subject to occurrence and cessation. Pleasure etc. are not
like that. If the Manifest is in terconnected with pleasure
etc., then it has the same na ture as the pleasure etc. Hence
its definition as something subject to occurrence and
cessation becomes vitiated. Now the nature (of the
Manifest) cannot be the same as that of pleasure etc. which
are bereft of that property (viz. that of being subject to
occurrence and cessation) because then the definition of
the Manifest becomes contradicated. Therefore the probans
viz. 'because the Manifest is seen to be in terconnected with
pleasure etc.1 is unproved.

In this way his (= Sänkhya disputant 's) thesis is refuted by
point ing out a fault in his a rgument ."

[Answer] Here he (= the Naiyäyika opponen t ) instead of
demonstra t ing the story of the fault in the
a rgument (directly), deceivers (the disputant)1

and projects his own fault on the other debater
(i.e. the disputant) .

[A possible objection:] "The same fault (viz.
Unprovedness) is being stated (by the opponen t ) in this
way."

[Answer] This is the province of the prophet ic persons (lit.
astrologers); (because, common) people are not
capable of apprehend ing the meaning which is
not expressed by words. T h e same allegorical
principle of ' the picture drawn by a buffoon1

(which we referred to before)2applies here also.

Here the (disputant 's) defeat takes place in the
way stated (by us) because of the statement of a
non-consti tutent of proof viz. the Unproved
probans, which is employed before, and not
because a point is made in the debate without
following discipline. Hence this (occasion of
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defeat) should not be men t ioned separately
because it is inc luded in Fallacies of probans .

t § t

3TTW

92. (22) [Hetväbhäsa: Fallacies of probans]

"Fallacies of probans as expressed before (are the
occasions of defeat) ."

[Vätsyayana explains:] "Fallacies of probans are the
occasions of defeat. (Here the quest ion may arise-) Do the
fallacies of p robans assume the title of occasions of defeat
due to some o ther defining feature as means of knowledge
assume the title 'objects of knowledge ' (on account of some
other feature and not by virture of their being means of
knowledge)?1 Hence (Aksapäda) says- "The title 'occasion of
defeat ' is due to the same defining feature of Fallacies of
probans äs expressed before."

[DharmakütPs response] He re too it is a matter of
concern because (they say:) "As expressed before." Are the
fallacies of p robans to be cons t rued as occasions of defeat in
the same way as they are classified (in Nyäyasütra), or in
some other way? The issue, if discussed he re will take us too
far a n d hence we do not stretch it.
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This much is acceptable here - The fallacies of probans, in
so far as they are reasonably so, are occasions of defeat.

t i t

RtP-K^Rt ct

"̂ TR Moh<ui

93 . This logic of debate, which tears the curtain of the
darkness of ignorance covering the philosophical vision of
people , has been constructed by good persons engaged with
the well-being of others . But these (other) misguided
intellectuals (= durvidagdha) are converting this light of
philosophical vision into darkness. I have made this effort,
therefore, to br ighten it (= the light) (again).

T h e treatise called T h e Logic of Debate ' is complete.

[This is the work of the honourable Äcärya Dharmaklr t i ] .

t i t





N o t e s

[The notes are n u m b e r e d according to the section
n u m b e r occurring first and then the note-number within
the respective section of the Translation.]

(1.1) 'Nigrahd literally means 'arrest ' , and nigrahasthäna
the place of arresting or the point of arrest. In this context
'nigraha' means defeat and 'nigrahasthäna' means point of
defeat or occasion of defeat.

(1.2). By ' improper methods* the author means the ways
such as chalayjäti and improper points of defeat. (See. V).

(1.3) I have used the words asädhanängavacana a n d
adosodbhävana in the translation without translating them
because Dharmaklrt i himself interprets these words in
various ways. For example asädhanängavacana means (i)
Non-justification of a const i tuent of proof or (ii) Non-
statement of a consti tuent of proof or (iii) Statement of
what is r e d u n d a n t as a par t of proof or (iv) Statement of
what is a non-consti tuent of proof i.e. a fallacious
consti tuent of proof or .(v) s tatement of something
irrelevant to what is sought to be proved, (i) and (ii) can be
clubbed together as insufficient proof (iii), (iv) and (v) can
be clubbed together as the three kinds of statements of non-
consti tuents of proof.* Adosodbhävana means (i) Not
point ing out the fault of the disputant or (ii) Pointing out
non-fault as fault.
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(1.4) Artha literally means object or matter (to be
conveyed) but in the context of inference it ra ther means a
state of affairs or a proposit ion to be proved.

(1.5) According to Dharmaklr t i , s ta tement of the
inferential sign (linga, probans) with its three characteristics
(riipas) constitutes the a rgumen t or proof (sädhana). The
argument should be further justified {samarthana) by
point ing out that the p robans does possess the three
characteristics. Asädhanängavacana here means either non-
statement of a const i tuent of proof or non-justification of a
const i tuent of proof.

(3.1) A proof contains two statements according to
Dharmaklr t i (i) T h e s tatement of paksadharmatä (which
states that the p robans exists in the thesis-subject) and (ii)
T h e s ta tement of vyäpti (= pervasion, which states that
whatever has probans, has p r o b a n d u m ) . He re Dharmaklrt i
is saying that whether one states vyäpti as the first premise
and paksadharmatä as the second or the o ther way about is
immaterial as to the establishment of the thesis.

(4.1) I have translated pramäna as Evidence ' or 'means
to knowledge ' depend ing u p o n the context.

(4.2) Säntarksita explains - * ?<m4<\ IIWTFT s? al4^HM^ Wi:

^fcTÜfa:!' Meaning- In the absence = In the absence of\sadhya

(p robandum) in spite of the existence of probans .

(4.3) Literally - T h e entity which has as its defining
feature, ' the absence of the description that it has some
capasity', is indescribable.

(5.1) T h e idea is this. Suppose, we want to justify the
thesis, 'Sound is momentary 1 on the basis of the p robans
'being real ' . For that we have to justify the s ta tement of
vyäpti viz. 'Whatever is real is momentary ' . For doing this we
have to be sure about the evidence (pramäna) which falsifies
the negat ion of vyäpti. T h e negation of vyäpti could be
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stated as ' something is real, yet not momentary*. We want to
show the absence of such a 'non-momentary real ob j ea ' . It
does not suffice to say that non-momentary real object does
not exist because we have not seen any such thing so far.
Because every kind of non-apprehension does not prove
non-existence. So we have to p roduce some additional
proof which may be given as follows - The ' real ' by definition
has capasity to function. So we have to show the absence of a
'non-momentary thing having capasity to function'. Non-
apprehens ion (anupalabdhi) of a pervading characteristic
(Vyäpakä) can be an evidence for the absence of the
pervaded characteristic (Vyäpya). 'Succession or lack of
succession' is the pervading characteristic and 'capasity to
function' is the pervaded characteristic. That is, there is the
pervasion of the form, wherever there is capasity, there is
either succession or lack of succession. So the non-
apprehens ion of 'e i ther succession or no succession' in a
non-momentary thing proves the non-existence of 'capasity'
in it and non-existence of capasity implies unreality.

(5.2) T h e infinite regress would occur if one vyäpti is
proved on the basis of another and that on the basis of the
third and so on and so forth.

(6.1) T h e opponen t seems to argue that the non-
apprehens ion would be useful according to you, because
non-apprehension of the pervader would prove the non-
existence of the pervaded. But this non-apprehension
would not be useful if the pervasion itself is not proved.

(6.2) Arväk-darsana may mean ei ther someone having
down-word vision or having proximate vision.

(7.1) While elaborating the point Dharmaklrti is
repeat ing the point which he had made earlier.
Säntaraksita, rightly points this out. But he gives an
alternative interpretat ion of the passage in order to avoid
the charge of repeti t ion. He interprets this as response to



154 VÄDANYÄYA OF DHARMAKIRTI

the o p p o n e n t ' s objection viz. "How is a p robans not faulty if
it is suppor ted by a falsifying evidence." I am, however, not
following Säntaraksita's interpretat ion here . As a matter of
fact Dharmaklr t i is repetitive in his elaboration of
svabhävänumäna.

(7.2) Here the word mätra canno t be taken to mean

*only.\ Because then 'TfT^FT^^fT^P^T: " ^ ^ T ^ P T ' would imply

"Only that which has probans has p r o b a n d u m . " But this is

not pervasion proper but the converse of it. Säntaraksita is

aware of this when he says -

i^ ff

But mätra can be translated as 'all ' or 'whole ' as I have
done .

(8.1) Säntaraksita explains: 'Samarthesu tadhetusiT refers
to o ther causal condit ions (but not ' t he cause') For example
air, fuel etc. are causal condit ions of the smoke, but fire is
the cause.

(8.2) T h e idea may be explained with reference to
smoke-fire example ,as follows. For establishing negative
concomitance between smoke and fire, it does ,not suffice to
demons t ra te that when fire (= the cause) i s n o t there smoke
(= the effect) is also no t there . Because, o n e may doubt that
smoke may not be there, because, say, fuel was no t there . So
one has to show that o ther condi t ions (such as fuel, air)
being present , smoke is not there when fire is no t there .

(9.1) ' upalabdhilaksariapräpta' literally means that which
has arrived at the condit ion of apprehens ion . By implication
it means ' apprehens ib le ' , i.e. which fulfils the condi t ion of
apprehensibility.

(9.2) Säntaraksita interprets pratipattuh as prativädinah (=
of the o p p o n e n t ) . He suggests that the object, the absence
of which is proved by the disputant on the basis of non-
apprehens ion should be apprehensib le by the opponen t .
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Tha t is, it does not suffice if it is apprehensible by the
disputant himself bu t not apprehensible by the opponen t . I
have however translated 'pratipattf as *knower\

(9.3) T h e 'practice of non-existence1 means either the
linguistic practice in terms of non-existence or any practice
which is concerned with non-existence of a certain object. It
may also indicate the cognition of non-existence.

(9.4) T h e three fold remoteness of the object is (i)
remoteness in space (ii) remoteness in time and (iii)
remoteness by self-nature of the object. As Säntaraksita
explains - "föfäsfa fqyoh^ui oq^sJT^T ^l^ici^^rfolcT^r^T ...I

(12.1) Dharmakirt i has said ".... Because, if the object of
this kind exists and the other condit ions of apprehens ion
are present, then there will not be non-apprehens ion" (See
Sec. 10) so the apprehens ion of the object which is possible
because the object fulfils the condit ions of apprehensibility
and because other condit ions are also present, gives rise to
the practice of existence.

(13.1) These examples are given by Dharmakirt i to show
that many a t ime cognition or description of an object may
not match with the t rue nature of the object. Sometimes an
object is described as real, but in fact ifis unreal because it is
no more . (For example, 'King Mahäsammata ' ) . Sometimes
the object is unreal because it is an event which is yet to
happen (For example, 'Saiikha elevating sacrificial post1).
Sometimes the object is a non-entity (e.g. the horn of a
hare) . Sometimes the object is one but it is described in too
many words because it has multiple functions. (For instance
colour which is perceptual and is restrictive because it
prohibits the existence of other objects in its own location).
Sometimes the object is in fact complex but it is described
by a single term. (For example 'pot* which is a cluster
(sanghäta) of many objects is called by a singular term
because its function (to carry water etc.) is singular.)
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(14.1) I have suggested ' 3 ^ < * > < H ^ P * H ^ in place of *

in the light of V. *^^<H^P^F^ seems to refer to the

relation of samaväya which relates itself with many relata.
Especially in the case of avayava-avayavi - relation samaväya
relates one composite object (avdyavin) with all its parts
(avayavas).

(14.2) An endless series (infinite regress) would occur, if
samaväya is accepted for explaining one-many relation.
Because, then samaväya (which is one) will have to be
related with many relata, by another samaväya a n d so on ad
infinitum.

(14.3) Vaisesikas think that a l though pot is an outcome
of a collection of many elements it is a different object from
the collection of those elements . (It is avayavin and not
mere samghäta). T h e pot is related with its e lements by the
relation called samaväya. If pot were not a different object,
we would not have used a different word for it. Here
Dharmaklr t i argues that use of a different word does not
imply the existence of a different entity. T h e same entity can
assume different descriptions or nomencla tures in
accordance with different functions. Similarly many things
having a c o m m o n collective function may assume a singular
name .

(16.1) Vaisesikas hold that substance (dravya) is the
substratum of many qualities ou t of which rüpa (colour)
could be one . If one and the same substance can be related
as the substratum with many qualities, why canno t one and
the same word, say, 'pot1 be related as t he n a m e with many
objects which are the consti tuents of the pot?

(16.2) T h e r e is a p u n on the word 43TO^JcT It means (1)

false and also (2) the ghost of falsehood. The word srfaPi^Ri

(= involvement, adherence , being possessed) applies to

both .
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(16.3) Here the opponen t intends to say that rüpa as
rüpa may be common to many objects, a l though the
function of rüpa in one object is different from that in
another object. Here we still use the same word riipa for
different occurrences of rüpa, a l though every occurrence
corresponds to a different pragmatic function.

(16.4) Tha t is to say, if a particular colour is common to
many objects of the same type, it will not have different (i.e.
exclusive) function differing from object to object, but it
will be one and the same in the case of all objects and
consequently the colour occurring in various objects can be
ment ioned by a single word.

(16.5) T h e point is: We do have perceptual knowledge of
distinct colour-apprearances in spite of the inclination of
our opponen t s to claim that the colour is common to all
collections having that colour.

(17.1) Literally: Cover, Shell. :

(17.2) Dharmaklrt i intends to say: If according to you
(i.e. the Vaisesika) the pot exists as a distinct entity apart
from its consti tuents such as colour, then the pot should be
perceptible independent ly of any colour. But we never
perceive a pot bereft of all colours. So the Vaisesika view that
pot is distinct from its colour, must be false.

(17.3) Dharmakirt i is giving these examples for
support ing his own a rgument that if pot exists distinctly
apart from its constituents, then it should appear as distinct,
bereft of its colour etc. O d o u r and taste of the same eatable
are distinct a l though they are located in the same eatable,
and they also appear distinctly. Similarly the touch of wind
and the touch of sun 's heat also appear distinctly and they
are distinct, a l though they are objects of the same sense-
organ. Similarly pot and its colour should appear
independent ly of each o ther if they are distinct entities.
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(17.4) ' ^ ^ q - i a ^ i ' A person who tries to purchase

things without paying their price. Here 'pot ' as conceived by
Vaisesikas is compared with such a person. Pot as conceived
by Vaisesikas tries to obtain distinct percept ible existence
without paying its price, that is, without exhibit ing its own
distinct nature .

(18.1) This completes one unit of discussion which
begins from section 13. T h e claim that was m a d e in section
13, was that all cognitions, verbal usages or distinctions and
identities among the same do not prove the existence of the
corresponding objects or distinctions or identities among
the objects (respectively). Dharmaklr t i established the claim
with special reference to the existence of po t as an entity
distinct from its colour etc. He established that a l though a
different word 'pot1 is used for the collection of colour etc.,
it does not establish the distinctness of the entity called pot .
He is he re concluding the discussion by generalising the
claim with reference to all cognitions, verbal usages etc.

(18.2) Here the Vaisesikas seem to be arguing that in
fact the composite object such as pot is perceptual (so there
is no need to infer its existence), bu t we are providing
arguments for its proof because sometimes it is not clearly
perceived when its percept ion is domina ted by some o ther
object (say, colour) . Dharmaklr t i is saying that it is not
proper to argue in this way. Because at least sometimes the
percept ion of a composi te object should no t be domina ted
and when it is no t domina ted , the colour etc. should be
identified as distinct from the composi te object. But in fact
it is never identified'distinctly. So your a t t empt to provide
inferences for proving-composite object (= Avayavi) is not
satisfactory.

(18.3) In section 12 Dharmaklr t i referred to three
reasons on the basis of which existence may be established -
cognition, verbal usage and pragmatic function. Here he
arrives at a conclusion with regard to cognit ion and verbal



NOTES 159

usage. H e claims that they cannot always (unconditionally)
establish the existence. In the next section he is considering
the question with reference to pragmatic function.

(19.1) Here Dharmaklrt i is claiming that al though the
collection of threads which is called cloth is different from
the collection of threads which is simply called a collection
of threads and not a cloth, because their causal condit ions
(pratyayas) are different, a l though both of them belong to
the same series of modifications (santati of sarhskäras). T h e
collection of threads which is called cloth is nothing over
and above collection of threads. It has a different function,
because it is a product of different causal conditions. The
difference in function does not establish the distinct
existence of a composite whole (avayävi) over and above its
parts.

(19.2) Tha t is to say, according to Dharmaklrt i , just as
the sameness or distinctness of pragmatic functions cannot
establish same or distinct existences of an object, similarly
sameness or distinctness of cognition or appellation too
does no t establish sameness or distinctness of the
existences. In fact Dharmaklrt i has given an independen t
a rgumen t for the latter par t of his position in sections 13 to
17.

(20.1) T h e earlier s tatement about non-apprehension
was made in the section 9.

(20.2) Here Dharmaklrt i is suggesting that just as non-
existence of pot can be proved on the basis of its qualified
non-apprehension (i.e. non-apprehension qualified by
fulfillment of the condit ion of apprehensibili ty), similarly
many o ther Vaisesika padärihas such as composite objects
(avayavi)y universals (sämänya), Inherence (sarnaväya) etc.
could be proved to be non-existent on the basis of qualified
non-apprehens ion .
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(20.3) This concludes one major a rgumen t regarding
the nature of non-apprehens ion as the reason for proving
non-existence. This a rgumen t started from section 9. In this
Dharmakirt i was mainly combating Vaisesikas. In the next
section he is starting his a rgument with Särikhyas.

(21.1) This o p p o n e n t is a Särikhya phi losopher
according to Säntaraksita. This whole section (21) is
devoted to the discussion of the objection of Sähkhyas
according to which everything is existent ei ther in manifest
or non-manifest form, so that the quest ion of non-
apprehens ion as the reason for proving non-existence do<es
not arise.

(21.2) T h e idea is this: According to the Sänkhya
opponen t the linguistic practice of non-existnece is
untenable . But this position may cause disorder in his
systematisation. T h e Sänkhya o p p o n e n t wants to remove the
disorder by taking recourse to "disappearance and
appearance of the states of a thing". For instance he would
say: The curd was no t npn-existent in the milk; only it was
non-manifest. Now Dharkamlr t i argues; Even the idea of
'Not being manifest1 is un tenable if the practice of 'Non-
existence' is no t accepted. Because, the distinction between
manifest and non-manifest state is no th ing bu t the
distinction between existence and non-existence of
manifestation.

(21.3) By 'positive evidence' (vidhi) Säntaraksita
unders tands the varieties of contrary apprehens ions such as
'SvabhävaviruddhopalambhcL (For example: - "This thing
cannot be wet with water because it is full of fire") and by
'negative evidence ' (pratisedha) he unders tands the varieties
of non-apprehens ions such as Vyäpakänupalabdhi (For
example - "Here there is no smoke because no fire is seen.")

(22.1) 'Vyabhicära! denotes a case where p robans exists
without p r o b a n d u m . Here 'Non-availability of inference ' is
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the probans and ' the absence of the object' is the
p robandum. Here Dharmaklr t i points out that sometimes
an object may be present but n o inference for proving it
may be present. Hence there is Vyabhicära.

(22.2) «4virq%iPi<jfTi: - (Lit-) the cessation of perceptions
by all beings. Here Dharmaklrt i is pointing out that that an
object is not perceived by any being {sarvapratyaksanivrthih)
cannot be proved (asiddha). This is a response to the
opponen t ' s a rgument which may be expressed as follows,
"The object is absent because no one perceives it" Dharmaklrti
claims that this probans cannot be proved.

(22.3) Here Dharmaklrt i is stating the general rule
regarding the knowledge of non-existence (rather,
regarding the correct practice of non-existence). Suppose
that there is a pramäna P which necessarily proves E (=
existence an object of specific na ture) . The specific nature
of the object is such that if the object exists then it must be
known through P. If the object has this specific nature then
the non-availability of P can lead to the knowledge of Non -
E (Non-existence of the object). That is, if E implies
availability of P then Non-availability of P implies Non-E.

(22.4) A Sankhya philosopher, for instance, may claim
that the curd which is latent in milk fulfils the condit ion of
apprehensibility. Yet it is no t perceived in the milk, but it is
inferred to be there. So * non-apprehension ' should include
non-availability of inference also. Dharmikirti is denying
this position because for him if curd is apprehensible, but
not app rehended perceptually in the milk, then it is non-
existent there.

(23.1) Säntaraksita interprets it as 'cessation of one
excess and generat ion of ano ther excess' and explains this
Sankhya a rgument as follows: When we say that milk has
become curd now, we are saying that curd was in non-
manifest state, now the non-manifest state has ceased to
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exist and the manifest state has come into existence. He

seems to accept the reading '"^rfcRRrf^W' in place of

i'; But he himself refers to the o ther reading

also <XR: W iufcwq: ffcTl' If we synthesize both the readings,

we could possibly recpnstruct it as follows 4*iiifa*H:l

J The translation follows this reconstructed

reading.

(23.2) I have translated 'anvayd as cont inuous capasity
or continuity, This continuity is the con t inuous capasity to
get destroyed and to be genera ted .

(23.3) We call something as milk (and not as curd) and
someth ing as curd (and not as milk). If the re is continuity
(anvaya) without any change, then there will be no
significant distinction between the two practices.

(24.1) Two 'modali t ies ' cor respond with two view points
from which a change can be described. 'State ' is one
modality and 'capasity' is another . States get genera ted and
destroyed. They are many in number and are perceptible.
But the capasity is cont inuous, without genera t ion or
destruct ion. It is one and impercept ible . So a thing is
subject to generat ion etc.; it is many a n d perceptible from
'state ' point of view. But it is cont inuous , one and
impercept ible from 'capasity' poin t of view. This appears to
be the Sänkhya view. T h e languages of 'paryayai
(modalit ies), however, suits more to the Ja ina approach
than to Sänkhya approach. (I have no t followed
Säntaraksita's interpretat ion, according to which, the
oneness of state and capasity is one modality but their
distinction is the absolute t ruth (Wn*f?TC<J ^ V$).

(24.2) According to Sänkhya system pleasure, pain and
delusion (= sukha, duhkha and moha) are the different
strands that const i tute Prakrti. They are irreducible to each
other . T h e difference between them can be established on
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the basis of their distinct cognitions or appearances.
Similarly Purusas (conscious beings) are many and distinct
from each other . Their difference can be established on the
basis of our exper ience to the effect that cognitions and
awareness that one person has are different from those
ano the r person has.

(24.3) Säntaraksita comments that according to
Dharmaklrt i Sakti (capasity, power) of a thing cannot arise
from a thing because it is always present in the thing.
Otherwise sakti will be indistinguishable from a 'state' . A
state of a thing can be said to arise from a thing. Sakti,
however is not identical with the thing which is the locus of
sakti.

(25.1) According to Buddhists 'propert ies ' and
'substances' are no t distinct reals. Still one and the same
thing can be said to have different propert ies relative to
different points of view. (The different points of view
correlate with the different kinds of things from which the
given thing needs to be excluded or differentiated. For
example when a pot is characterised as impermanent , the
pot and its characteristic namely impermanence are not two
distinct reals. T h e pot may also be characterised as black.
Again ' the pot ' and 'black' are not two distinct reals. Still
' i m p e r m a n e n c e ' and 'blackness' do not mean the same
thing. Because the pot is described as impermanen t subject
to the inquiry about the pot whether it is pe rmanen t or not,
And it is described as black subject to the inquiry about its
colour.

But this alternative view-point is not available to a
Särikhya phi losopher .

(25.2) Säiikhyas say that the conscious substance
(Purusa) does not undergo any transformation whereas
Prakrit does. But if cessation and arisal of one thing can
amoun t to transformation of ano ther thing then the former
in Prakrti can a m o u n t to the latter in Purusa.
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(25.3) A Buddhist may approve of the linguistic usage
'Mud has been transformed into a pot ' . But he would
interpret it in such a way that the distinction between m u d
and pot is explained in terms of a cause-effect series.{hetu-
phala-santänä). This way is not open to the Särikhya thinker.
The^ transformation according to him implies oneness
between cause and effect.

(25.4) 4*3*TO«n ̂ T HRUHH:' This reading is no t satisfactory.

Perhaps 'cTFTRJWllfa ^ HR^IIH:1 is the correct reading here

because Säntaraksita says - 'a^i j^f^nfR T̂ HRUIIH:

(That is, Dharmaklr t i sums up by saying - Therefore there is
no transformation in bo th the cases).

(26.1) Here Viveka (= differentiation) probably means
'qualification' which differentiates one thing from its
transformation. Nirviveka- unqualified.

(26.2) Säiikhya thinkers hold that a subtle (or non-
manifest) object is no t directly a p p r e h e n d e d though it
exists. (Sauksmyät tadanupalabdhih- Sänkhyakärikä, verse 8.) A
fist is non-manifestly existent in the fingers; hence it is not
app rehended .

(26.3) The reading '*<*^q Pitctä*^ arawT1 is not clear

enough . My translation follows Säntaraksita's inter-

pretat ion. " c f ^ F W * * ^ ^

(27.1) According to Sähkhya every effect is made up of
three gunas (strands) - Sattva, Rajas and Tamas. So every
effect (product , manifestation) is pre-existent in the form of
three gunas according to them. And the cause already
consists of three gunas. So the Säiikhya thinker, who accepts
pre-existence of all effects in their causes in the from of
three gunas will have to accept that anything can be
produced from anything.
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(27.2) Santaraksita here refers to an a rgument - '̂ Hcft

qf:1 (The source is unknown) 'If

generat ion of an existing thing is accepted, then a born

thing can be born (again, i.e. without getting destroyed).

T h e reading ' f t f S ^ i c i i q ^ N i f W suggests that Dharmakirti

might be following Mädhyamikas here . But Santaraksita

refers to I^M^FJTCT^ as the reading, which removes this

feeling.

(29.1) We can say that by introducing the notion of
Svabhävänupalabdhi Dharmakirt i is reducing difference to
*mutual non-existence* (Anyonyäbhäva in Nyäya
terminology), a kind of absence. He would say that 'pleasure
is different from pain ' means 'pleasure is non-existent in
the form of pain ' . And we can talk of this kind of absence
because we can say, "If pleasure would have existed as pain,
then it would have been app rehended in the form of pain.
But it is no t so app rehended . So pleasure does not exist as
pain. Tha t is, it is different from pain."

(29.2) i äHc^I^Htf I^ii?^ii^H*H W H N I ^ S Q I « * ^ ' This part of
the s ta tement seems to be corrupt. Perhaps this was a part of
some commentary, bu t projected into the text by some
copy-writer. Any way, this statement-part has not been
c o m m e n t e d upon by Santaraksita.

(31.1) 'WÜ^ MRISIKHI^-IIW1 does not make a good sense. I

have accepted i ^ ^ "̂ fcT̂ T WHiq^q: 1 . The same reading

seems to have been accepted by Santaraksita when he says -

etc. in his commentary.

(31.2) Here the available reading of Dharmakirt i 's
a rgument does not seem to be clear and satisfactory.

(33.1) Here the reading seems to be corrupt and
incomplete . The translation is tentative.
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(33.2) Literally - of the savants approved by good
persons.

(34.1) Tha t is, he can give another performance which
cannot be repeated by the disputant and hence the
disputant gets defeated.

(34.2) That is to say, bringing irrelevant topics in the
course of debate is as irrelevant and improper as offering
gifts and beating with a rod for proving one ' s point .

(35.1) According to the doctr ine of Pratityasamutpäda all
products (sarhskäras) are d e p e n d e n t on many condit ions
{pratyayas). Pratyayas are of four kinds: Hetu, Älambana,
Anantara and Adhipati. O u t of them Hetu is the cause
(Nirvartaka: the sufficient condit ion) (See Madhyamakasästra
1.4. with Prasannapadä) Every composite object or a product
is d e p e n d e n t on the cause and other condit ions. This
d e p e n d e n t or condi t ioned character of everything is
necessarily linked u p with its unpleasant character and also
with its impermanence .

(35.2) 4 yfaqifciifaiqiifaci^' can be read as

i.e. * yRi^ilVl: ^fasiifVicnV as I have

done . If we accept 'f^rrf^TcFP?' as the reading, then the
statement would imply that stating what is enqui red by the
o p p o n e n t too is an occasion of defeat. But this would be
inconsistent with ano ther s ta tement by Dharmaklrt i -

:1 (= If there is an enquiry then there is no

fault.) (See section 33). T h e poin t is, even if a characteristic
is relevant, it should no t be expressed separately if it
necessarily follows from the argument , except when there is
an enquiry about that characteristic from the side of the
opponen t .

(35.3) If the disputant ' s a rgumen t is faulty, bu t the
o p p o n e n t does no t po in t ou t the fault then nei ther does the
disputant win (because his a rgument is faulty) nor does the
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o p p o n e n t win (because he fails to discover the fault). This is
pr ima facie inconsistent with adosodbhävana (rather its first
kind which will be explained in section 36) as an occasion of
the o p p o n e n t ' s defeat. For a discussion of this problem see
the In t roduct ion.

(36.1) S ä n t a r a k s i t a i n t e r p r e t s . ' ^ f ö r ö ' a s

(That is, the object that is enqu i red) . That is to say, the non-
discovery of fault in the s t a t emen t / a rgumen t regarding un-
enqu i red object is not an occasion of defeat.

(36.2) I prefer tat to tatah which was accepted by Rahul
Sankritryayana and makes better sense. Here tat refers to the
occurrence of adosodbhävana.

(37.1) The words W T and fäWT are found in R. In

Monier Monier-William's Sanskrit-English Dictionary the

word T̂SH is given along with the commen t that it is probably

a wrong reading for "röR. T h e meaning of <TrreRf is given as

defiling, vitiating, disgracing, spoiling. T h e word f̂ TPFR is

no t given in the Dictionary but it probably means the same

(37.2) Säntaraksita adds - ^tfdifcfa: färbet ?f?F

H e implies that the debate between the two debaters
desirous of victory involves the use of quibbling etc.,
according to Naiyäyikas. Such a debate is no t legitimate (=
yogavihita, nyäyya) according to Dharmaklrt i . Santaraksita's
interpretat ion also implies that Dharmaklrti was not critical
about any debate between debaters desirous of victory but
only if it involved quibbling and other practices of cheating.
In fact Dharmaklrt i seems to be revising the Nyäya concepts
of victory and defeat to make them more conducive to
academic spirit instead of getting rid of them completely.

(37.3) The po in t is this - T h e disputant should follow
the norms of logic while arguing his position. T h e in tent ion
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beh ind it should be to enl ighten the o p p o n e n t or to
pervade him rationally and not to mislead or confuse him. If
the o p p o n e n t follows the a rgument advanced by the
disputant, well and good. But if he does no t follow it, the
disputant should not try to confuse him or the audience by
way of quibbling and other cheating practices. T h e purpose
beh ind part icipation in debate should no t be to cause non-
apprehens ion or misapprehension (i.e. apratipatti or
vipratipatti) but to remore them and avoid their arisal.

(38.1) Jätis are pseudo-refutations which are generally
counter-arguments based on analogy. Sädharmyasama is a
counter -a rgument based on positive analogy,
Vaidharmyasama is the one based on negative analogy. A list
of twenty four such jätis is given in NS for my discussion of
which see my Inference and Fallacies discussed in Ancient India
Logic (publ ished by Indian Books Cent re ) , Chapter VII, Part
II.

(38.2) ' . . . arcnyoqiHii^ 3i<^\*TTqFT ^' - The available

reading is no t satisfactory. T h e translation is tentative.

(39.1) Dharmakirt i , from this section onwards, critically
discusses the 22 Nyäya-nigrahasthänas as they are defined
and explained by Gautama, Vatsyayana a n d Udyotakara.
While responding to each Nyäya-nigrahasthäna he first
quotes the Nyäya-aphorism, then some selected port ions
from the commentar ies by Vatsyayana a n d Udyotakara
(Nyäyabhäsya and Nyäyavärtika respectively) and then gives
his response. But while quot ing Nyäya posit ion he does not
always make it clear as to which commenta ry he is quoting.
It may also be no ted that Dharmakir t i does no t always quote
the commentar ies very accurately but he seems to cite an
abr idged a n d even rephrased version of them. Sometimes
he makes a free combinat ion of Nyäyabhäsya and
Nyäyavärtika a n d states it as the Piiruapaksa.
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(41.1) Here I have accepted the available reading '

But I suspect that the original reading should

have been * 1̂16*11̂  yRiHäaipH %^' which is more consistent

with the answer given by Dharmaklrt i .

(42.1) This 'Nyäya explanat ion ' is a free combination of
Nyäyabhäsya 5.2.3. and Nyäya-värtika 5.2.3.

(43.1) Here Dharmaklrt i is referring to the Nyäya

definition of hetu viz. ^ I g W i l « ! * ^ ^ T O T S R %<J:l '(NS

1.1.34).

(47.1) Here Dharmaklrt i is referring to Udyotakara's
statement. But the s tatement in Nyäyavärtika is different
from the one referred to by Dharmaklrt i . The original
statement runs - 4 WTSrftT^T ' i^fciiS^chifoch^Mi^ f^Rfa: "3:
WT^Hrl^i ^rqiRi l ozrf̂ fR r̂fcT cf̂  f^R^^R qRaoqijj1 Here
Udyotakara is referring to three different cases and
including them in Pratijnävirodha.

(i) fci<>*M, " 3 ^ 1 - (Contrary Reply) Example -
Suppose a Vaisesika is the disputant. He might argue -
" S o u n d is impermanen t because it is perceptible through
sense-organs'1. And suppose a Buddhist is the opponent . He
points out - "Your probans is inconclusive. Because,
'Universal1 which is accepted by you, is perceptible but not
impermanen t according to you." Here the opponen t
(Buddhist) is accusing the disputant (Vaisesika) of
Inconclusiveness (Anaikäntikadesanä) and point ing out a
counter-instance which the disputant will have to accept but
the o p p o n e n t himself does not accept. (Because Buddhists
do not believe in the existence of universals i . e . ^ w )

(ii) ^ o R ^ M ^ ^ r f ^ 5 : l This case is similar to the

case (i). Here Vaisesika disputant makes the same argument
irrespective of his own position. In this example there is no
ment ion of the opponen t .
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(iii) "5^R^i^iH<fci4^: 3T^#cf^7:l In the above two
cases the counter instance was acceptable to o n e party but
not to the other . But if the counter-instance is accepted by
both the parties, then the p robans will be inconclusive.

Dharmakir t i unders tands the first case in a different way.
In his presentat ion probably Buddhis t is the disputant and
Vaisesika is the opponen t . T h e Buddhist argues that sound
is i m p e r m a n e n t because knowable th rough senses and
Vaisesika produces 'Universals' as the counter instance.

In this discussion Udyotakara has used the term viruddha
in a broad sense and not in the strict sense of the viruddha -
hetväbhäsa.

(48.1) In this a rgumen t the word 'WT* should be

supplied. So the a rgument will be -

(48.2) In Nyäyabindu, Dharmakir t i discusses the fallacy
called istavighätakrt in the case of which the p robans proves
the opposi te of the intended p r o b a n d u m . This fallacy was
acknowledged by Dihnäga as a special type of Viruddha, But
Dharmakir t i includes it in Viruddhain general .

(48.3) '"gKTf^foyc^r^ii^ - Remote in some respect (or -
remote for some reason) . For example Dharmakir t i himself
talks of remoteness of three kinds in Sec. 9.

(49.1) This is an answer to a possible objection that a
Naiyäyika could raise. T h e Nyaiyäyika's possible objection is
- Buddhists also use many probans for proving one and the
same p r o b a n d u m . Similarly there is no th ing wrong in
point ing ou t many faults in one and the same argument .

(49.2) Dharmakirt i distinguishes between svalaksana (a
self-characterised particular) a n d sämänyalaksana
(universal). T h e mean ing (connotat ion) of a word is
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universal in nature . A universal is not ontologically real.
Svalaksana is ontologically real, but it is no t the meaning of a
word. The s ta tement 'Self does not exist1 does not mean to
deny the meaning of the word 'self, but it means to deny
the existence of any ontologically real entity called 'self.'

(51.1) This example is given for showing that an
instance need not be given always in the form 'like so and
so1, but it could be given even in the ablative form (pancami)
meaning 'because so and s o /

(51.2) Säntaraksita comments

(51.3) Sätaraksita refers to a verse of Yogäcära
Buddhists -

Meaning: Since atoms of earth get conjoined with the
m u d (= A tryanuka of ear th composed of six atoms?) at once,
therefore since the a tom has no dimensions, it will be
uni ted with all the a toms in the same point of space and
hence the cluster of atoms will be of the size of an atom
only.

(52.1) This case of contrariety is called 'contrariety of
probans (to the Declaration) based on falsification of
Declaration' by Dharmaklrt i in section 50. The earlier type
of contrarity was 'contrariety of Declaration and probans to
the means of knowledge ' as referred to by Dharmaklrt i in
section 47.

(53.1) T h e idea is this: The contrariety between probans
and Declaration may take form of two fallacies - Contrary
probans and Unproved probans. It probans exists in the
locus, then p r o b a n d u m does not exist there due to
contrarity. If on the o ther hand probans does not exist in
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the locus, then it is a clear case of Unproved probans . In the
example "Everything is discrete because terms denot ing
reals s tand for collections" the 'Unproved probans ' is
apparen t immediately, which is the cause of the occasion of
defeat. Contrariety may be discovered later when it has no
significance.

(54.1) See Section 46.

(54.2) Presumably it is the same a rgument as 'Everything
is discrete because the term 'real1 is applicable to an
aggregate only'. See section 46.

(55.1) ' V S I ^ O H ^ I ^ V In Sanskrit l i terature we find the
use of many popula r maxims {laukika-nyäya) Nyäya in this
sense is a maxim or principle expressed in the form of an
allegory. I have called it 'allegorical principle ' in the
translation. Bhandälekhya-nyäya is not men t ioned in any
standard Glossary of nyäyas. But it could be explained in the
light of Säntaraksita's in terpreta t ion as follows. A buffoon
(Bhanda) draws amusing suggestive sketches (älekhya) and
thereby indicates different realistic pictures by playing a
gimic. He may use the same sketch for indicating different
pictures at different times. Udyotakara is playing a similar
gimic according to Dharmakir t . T h o u g h the definition of
'Contrary Declarat ion' (Pratijnävirodha) primarily applies to
contrariety between Declaration and probans , Udyotakara
extends the scope of this nigrahasthäna to o ther kinds of
contrariety, for example, the contrariety between
Declaration and Instance. In doing this he plays the same
gimic as is suggested by the term 'Bhandälekhyanyäya1

according to Dharmaklr t i .

(55.2) Here Dharmaklr t i means p r o b a n d u m by
'Paksikrtadharma? and probans by 'paksadharma.'

(55.3) T h e idea is this. A contrary instance is that where
there is absence of p r o b a n d u m . If p robans exists in the
contrary instances exclusively, that is, only in contrary
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instances and not in any other instances, that is, in non-
probandum-possessing instances only and not in
probandum-possessing instances then we could say, "Here
probans is pervaded by the absence of p robandum." That
makes it a case of contrary probans.

(55.4) The example is, (following Säntaraksita) - " Sound
is impermanent , because it differs from experience to
experience, like space, unlike pot." Here space is given as a
positive instance but actually it is a 'contrary instance*
(viruddha-drstänta) in the sense that it does not possess
p r o b a n d u m ( impermanence) . Here the probans does not
exist in this 'contrary positive instance' , but it exists in the
opposite (i.e. non-contrary) instance. The non-contrary
instance is that which possesses p robandum. Here pot is the
non-contrary instance and probans (i.e. the quality of
differing from experience to experience) exists in it. In fact
here the major part of the a rgument is not fallacious but
instances are fallacious because what should have been
given as positive instance is given as negative instance and
vice versa.

(55.5) 'The Contrariety of Declaration to the instance'
he re means non-existence of the Declared property, that is
the p robandum, in the instance. Such a non-existence
would be fallacious if it is in the positive instance, not if it is
in the negative instance.

(56.1) According to Naiyäyikas (i) Pratijnä (ii) Hetu (iii)
Drstänta (iv) Upanaya and (v) Nigamana is the correct order
of the elements in an argument , that is, an inference for
others. So if probans and instance both are faulty, the fault
in the probans will count first, and since the debater is
defeated by the first fault, the fault in the instance, which
counts later, will be superfluous.

(57.1) Here the a rgument u n d e r consideration i s - "The
sound is pe rmanen t because knowable through senses" (See
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the note 47.1) A Buddhist proposes this a rgument and a
Vaisesika or Mlmärhsaka opposes it by point ing out that
Universals like 'cowness' are knowable through senses, but
pe rmanen t . So the knowability through senses has a variable
relation with impermanence .

(57.2) T h e idea is this. If the disputant 's a rgument is
well established, then cowness cannot succeeded as
counter instance, whether 'cowness1 exists or not and if the
a rgumen t is Inconclusive, then it is Inconclusive whether
cowness exists or not. So this kind of Pratijnävirodha, if it is
an occasion of defeat, is covered by the fallacy of p robans
viz. Inconclusiveness.

(59.1) I have suggested srftpjfta TJÖT (i.e. ^Pi\i$!cl T ^ ) in

place of ^Pi'js cf "Q^ which does not make any consistent

sense. However the mean ing of the s ta tement is not still very

clear.

(60.1) Säntaraksita explains the qualified probans as

. (The reading 4 nf

seems to be corrupt . It should be 4 nf<Hiui<;*fii^) T h e

translation follows this explanat ion.

(62.1) Kapolavädita seems to m e a n Kapola-tädita or
Kapolatädana. Monier-Williams gives the meaning of the
latter expression: Striking the cheeks (as a token of
confession of fault).

(62.2) Kaksya means u p p e r garment . I have accepted this
as the correct reading in place of Kanksya. T h e word Kanksya
as used in the available text is no t found in Monier William's
Dictionary.

(63.1) * H^cyla^msRohcr^ii^^ii^ This reading seems to

be corrupt, as Säntaraksita quotes it differently as,



NOTES 175

(64.1) The sentence

; WQ cFRT: faclTSyfcwiVi:!1 (Free

translation - Ten pomegranates , six cakes, bowl, skin of a
goat, a lump of g round sesamurn, now this is Yajus of the
Ruruka-school, protect ion of a girl child, her father is not
frozen).

(64.2) The word Kila (= ' they say*) perhaps refers to

Udyotakara's explanation - 4?T? tl" cfufar^ I f cj

(Nyäyavärtika 5.2.10).

(65.1) <TJff cbMf
Udyotakara seems to mean by this s tatement that the o rder
of words is adjusted in accordance with meaning. The
'mean ing ' is the karma (= object) of action (viz., knowing).
It is taken into account first. Then the words are
a p p r e h e n d e d in their p roper order . Apprehension of words
is the Karana ( instrument) of the knowledge of the
sentence-meaning. [As Visvanätha puts it in his Kärikävati-

f ... IB1II]

(66.1) Tha t an incorrect word conveys the meaning via
the correct word, is originally the view referred to by
Grammarians . (Bhartrhari , for instance, refers to this view
in Väkyapadiya, Brahmakända, verses 147-155). The
grammarian who holds this view is speaking non-sense
according to Dharmaklrt i . And Naiyäyika is another mad
person (according to Dharmaklrti) who is narrating and
using the faulty perspective of the grammarian. It is to be
noted, however, that grammarian ' s position on the issue of
corrupt words (apabhramsas) is ra ther complex. In
Väkyapadiya 1.152 Bhartrhari says that in certain cases the
corrupt word conveys its meaning via the correct word. But
in 1.53 he says that when corrupt words become customary
a m o n g the speakers of lower starta (women, südras etc.),
the corrupt words are directly meaningful, whereas the
correct words fail to convey their meaning. Of course
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grammarians give some sanctity to 'correct ' (sädhu) words.
They attach some religious merit to them. Dharmaklrt i
rightly criticises this view.

(66.2) Since a very long time women and südras were
not allowed to use the 'cul tured ' language (Sanskrit) of the
Brahmins. Majority of them were quite ignorant about most
of the so-called correct words. T h e words well-formed
according to Paninian Grammar were supposed to be the
correct words or the s tandard words (sädhu-sabda). O the r
words were non-standard words (asädhu-sabdä). Non-
standard words did not strictly belong to Sanskrit language.
They could belong to the so-called Prakrit (= natural,
vulgar?) language or Apabhrarhsa (corrupt) language.

(67.1) T h e reading 4*I<IHKI*J,' is likely to be corrupt . The
mean ing is not clear.

(67.2) T h e idea is this. Grammarians a n d Naiyäyikas
following them attr ibute some special sanctity to Sanskrit
words in virtue of their well-defined (i.e. grammatically well-
formed) character (= sädhutva). This is the same as
correctness or cul turedness (Sanskritness) of these words,
which is supposed to owe its status to the rules of Sanskrit
grammar . This view is not acceptable to Dharmaklr t i .
According to h im we j u d g e 'correctness ' or ' incorrectness '
of them, not due to any well-defined or essential character
of words but due to some o ther reason. T h e o ther reason is
the tradition of word-usage at the hands of exper ienced
persons. Säntaraksita calls it <2«&HCII<;HK*H4. A n d this cause of
correctness is c o m m o n to Sanskrit a n d non-Sanskrit
language alike. So there is no special sanctity of Sanskrit
language.

(67.3) T h e tendency to attr ibute a well-defined character
to words is the tendency to attr ibute a fixed character to
them i n d e p e n d e n t of usage or convent ion.
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(67.4) In 4 W^y<il fd- l ,^ t w f e : ' one ' ^ ' is additional and

may be omit ted for the sake of consistent meaning.

(68.2) In fact the word to word translation of ' " 3 ^ W : '
would be 'Man king's1 (when the actual meaning is 'King's
m a n ' ) . This translation is no t permit ted in English. But in
Sanskrit such a reversal of words is allowed and makes a
good sense without any oddity.

(68.3) In Sanskrit the order of words is generally
unimpor tan t . T h e semantical position of words is fixed by
the suffixes at tached to them and not by their syntactical
order . In English the order of words generally plays a
discisive role in fixation of meaning. For instance 'Cow
bring the black' will either make no sense or at least will not
make the same sense as 'Bring the black cow*. But 'TTF^STFF?

^ W * ^ , ' cpq i TUJ^ 3TFFT\ 43TFF? cp&li W{^ all make the same
sense in Sanskrit.

(68.4) According to Dharmaklrt i the argument (i.e. the
inference for others) consists of two steps: one indicates
pervasion between probans and p robandum and the other
indicates existence of p robans in the property-bearer
(dhartrii). The property-bearer is to be proved to be
possessing p r o b a n d u m as its another property. These two
steps could be presented in any order . Declaration or
conclusion is not necessary as a step in the a rgument
because they are entailed by the two steps ment ioned above.

(69.1) This is a reference to Udyotakara according to
Säntaraksita.

(71.1) In the five-membered inferential s tatement of
Nyäya, Conclusion (= the last element) is the repeti t ion of
Declaration (= the first e lement ) . But this repetit ion is
permi t ted by the au thor of NS, because it is Anuvdda (= a
repeti t ion which explains or confirms the earlier
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statement). The repetitions which are not confirmatory like
this are not permitted.

(71.2) Here probably the metaphor of a machine is used
for denoting a slave.

(71.3) Here the word hasati (= (1) laughs (2) when
laughs), dhävati/pradhävati (= (1) runs (2) when runs),
nindati/pranindati (= (1) censures (2) when censures),
nrtyati/pranrtyati (= (1) dances (2) when dances) are used
twice but in two different senses.

(7L4) Here the word bhavati is used twice in two
different senses ((1) happens (2) when (it) happens).

(72.1) This is a restatement of the Nyäya aphorism
1 (7VS5.2.15).

(72.2) According to Naiyäyikas an elaborate discussion
which is not regulated by the rules of victory and defeat is
permitted if it is between a teacher and disciple or between
two co-disciples (See NS 4.2.48) but not between others. The
debate between others should be regulated by the
constraints of nigrahasthänas. It should not be diffuse and
repetitive.

(73.1) The original reading is corrupt and confusing. I
am following V in the translation. Säntaraksita too takes this
statement as elliptical and adds -

(73.2) Dharmaklrti has said this in sections 62 and 64.

(73.3) Here my translation follows Säntaraksita's

commentary. He takes 4$r*f: "5 :̂ yftiHiqii^ f̂ TOcT to mean

(79.1) I suggest ' S T 1 ^ ^ ^ ' in place of 'äräfcT crtcj' the
latter being not sufficiently clear. But I have translated
following the available reading somehow.
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(79.2) That is, e i ther Ajnäna is an occasion of defeat via
Apratibhä or Ajnäna is not an ( independent ) occasion of
defeat at all because its scope is pervaded by Apratibhä. Here
I have suggested 'srefirerarT in place of ' a ra f iwn ' as an
alternative reading, the former being consistent with later
discussion. (See the last sentence of the same section)

(80.1) ' Pin$<^MKKifti cn^ifi f will be grammatically more

correct and semantically consistent, than

. But the word ' 3 M I ^ ' might be there

in the original text which might refer to Intermediate*

occasions of defeat. By incorporat ing it an alternative

reading may be suggested- 4

(80.2) The other such sub-divisions would be 'not
unders tand ing the half of the answer', ' no t unders tanding
one third of the answer', similarly, ' no t unders tanding the
whole subject-matter', ' no t unders tanding the half of the
subject-matter' etc.

(82.1) This Nyäya-explanation as quoted by Dharmakfrti
he re is a free combinat ion of Nyäyabhäsya and Nyäyaväriika
oniVS5.2.20.

(83.1) In o ther words, whether it is an argument
presented by the disputant or the response given by the
opponen t , it is regulated by the two-fold negative check:
Fallacies of probans and Non-imagination.

(83.2) Vitandä means the kind of debate where the
debaters present no position of their own, but they only try
to refute the other-debater 's position.

(84.1) Naiyäyika's objection is this: You have said that all
the occasions of defeat commit ted by the disputant could be
included in Hetväbhäsa and all the occasions of defeat
commit ted by the o p p o n e n t could be included in Apratibhä.
But we are now citing a case which is an occasion of defeat
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committed by the disputant but which is not included in
Hetväbhäsa.

(84.2) Here 4 sraT^Hi^icmif is to be taken in broad sense.
'Not stating a constituent of argument' covers both
*3Hfa*IR' (Not stating) and 'SRufasfH' (stating something
else)

(84.3) The word *^'in 4 yRi^i^^-i^ ^ f is interpreted as
4 ^ ' (= 'like ') by Säntaraksita.

(85.1) I am interpreting this to be an occasion of defeat
of the disputant who indirectly permits the opponent's
(refutative) argument. Here the word iTRf could be
interpreted as 'opponent'. But the roles of disputant and
opponent are transferable.

(85.2) This 'Nyäya-explanation' is a free combination of
Nyäyabhäsya and Nyäyavärtika on NS5.2.11.

(87.1) The idea is this: Just as a single sound probans is
sufficient for proving the probandum is spite of there being
many such probans', pointing out a single mistake is
sufficient for vitiating the proof in spite of there being many
such mistakes in the proof.

(87.2) Here the word "3*FT does not make any clear
sense. It could be a misreading.

(88.1) This translation corresponds to the reading

f \ The reading accepted by Dvarikadas Shastri

is 'fäPWRTO^sf' which would be translated as 'in order to
conclude the topic (of'occasions of defeat')'.

(91.1) Here the textual reading 43T3TOTjcSf

' seems to be read by Säntaraksita as some what like
this: '3FJTO?r2T umi<{lq*^ 3TO^KT ... H 4 ^ ^ ^IT TfclFFF .̂ ,1
have, however, tried to translate in accordance with the
textual reading.



NOTES 181

(91.2) See section 55.

(92.1) Säntaraksita explains: The pramänas are defined
as means of true cognition. The same pramänas are prameyas
(objects of knowledge) also. But they are not so by virtue of
the same definition, but by virture of their feature that they
are 'objects' {karma) of the cognitive act. Similar question
can arise with regard to hetväbhäsas. They are defined (by
Vätsyäyana) as <3̂ %cT̂ t tl^T^TH^HT:' (Non-probans
appear ing as probans) and classified by Aksapäda into five
kinds. Is this well-defined character of hetväbhäsas to be set
aside in favour of an alternative- definition a n d / o r
classification when we construe them as 'occasions of
defea t? Nyäya answer is in the negative.





G l o s s a r y

of technical terms used in Vädanyäya

( - fHUtSWR) - Non-unders tanding

- transgression (of reason)

- excess

- (1) Not point ing out a fault (2) Pointing out a

non-fault as fault.

- Additional

( - f^rnrWR) -Non-reproduct ion

(-<j£itii*FTCT) - Positive instance without positive

concomitance

- Occurrence of (vicious) infinite regress.

- non-apprehension

- non-apprehension

- confirmatory repeti t ion

( - % M ^ T ) - Inconclusive probans

^ i i . accusation of Inconclusive probans

- (1) positive concomitance (2) continuity, cont inuous
capasity
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- incorrect word, corrupt word

( - f%r?WT) - Deviant thesis

- Non-sensical

3T5rf?Rf% - non-apprehens ion , non-unders tanding

^^^TPT) - Non-imagination

( - ^TRTPTRl) - Positive instance without the

indication of positive concomitance

( - fa^WH) - Mistimed

- function, pragmat ic function

- Repeti t ion of mean ing

( - ftlfifWH) - Different point

- Shifting to a Different point

- e l ement (of a rgumen t ) , step (in a rgument )

- the one who claims that instance is a

different e lement of proof from probans

- composite whole

- state

- the linguistic practice of non-existence, the

practice of non-existence

- (1) non-s ta tement or non-justification of a

const i tuent of proof (2) s ta tement of a non-
const i tuent of proof.

( - tc^NTH) - Unproved p robans

- unprovedness

-Applicat ion (of instance to the thesis-case)

- apprehensible , ( the object) fulfilling the
condi t ion of apprehensibility.
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- effect as reason

- (1) quibbling (2) cheating

- probans with triple character (1 . existence in
thesis-case, 2. existence in similar cases, 3. non-
existence in dissimilar cases)

- (1) refutation, (2) fault

- fallacy of instance

- property-bearer

- invariable relation

f?TO -Conclusion

- occasion of defeat

( - Piy^^TH) - Objecting against the non-

objectionable

^TPT) - Meaningless ut terance

- (1) logic (2) rationality (3) an allegorical principle

- Insufficient, Deficient

- Deficiency

TJ(^- (1) subject of the thesis, property-bearer, (2) position

^^^rfoTcR - the statement that the probans characterises the

thesis-subject.

HRUIH - transformation

( - Pii4fjt«lH) - Neglecting the objectionable

- audience, assembly, council

( - Pi«s**lFO - Repetit ion

- proposer of the first position

- Nature, original nature
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- Declaration

( - Pui$t*JH) -AnotherDeclaration

l^ ( - f%ITWFT) - Contrary Declaration, (Lit.-)
Contrariety of / to Declaration.

( - Pit4$**IFT) - Renunciation of Declaration

( - Piu$t*IPT) -Declaration-abandonment

- opponent, respondent

- diffuse discussion

- evidence, means to knowledge

- object of knowledge

- (1) occasion, context, (2) undesirable consequence

- the allegorical principle viz. (one plays a
gimic)like the picture drawn by a buffoon

( - Pii4^^H) -Permitting opponent's view.

- economy, (Lit.-) lightness
7 - inferential sign, probans, reason

- debate (Dharmaklrti), discussion between teacher and
disciple or co-disciples for knowing truth (Nyäya)

- disputant, proposer (of the first position)

Pii4$^TH) -Dispensation

iq - debate between persons desiring victory (even by
cheating practices)

- negative debate (debate in which the other's
position is confuted without establishing one's own)

- non-apprehension, non-understanding

- contrary, contradictory

( - %T̂ T<*Tnr) - Contrary probans
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- contrariety, contradiction

- subject-matter, object

- diffuse discussion

TPtPT - a rgument containing dissimilarity (i.e.

negative concomitance)

the Manifest (Sänkhya)

- negative concomitance, absence

- variable relation

. pervader

pervaded

- pervasion

- pervaded

- capasity

- Repeti t ion of words

- the practice/l inguistic practice of existence

- convention

-justification

- (1) argument , proof (2) probans

- inferential statement, a rgument

- fallacy of a r g u m e n t / p r o b a n s

- e lement of argument , step in a rgument

TPfl7? - a rgument containing (the s tatement of)

similarity (i.e. positive concomitance)

- p r o b a n d u m , provable

( - ^ERn^ra) - Positive instance lacking

p r o b a n d u m
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- self-nature

- self-nature as p robans

- the self-characterised particular

(yfci^iNi:) - Declaration contrary to its own

ut terance

- probans , reason

( - f%?WFr) - Another probans




