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Abstract
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The present dissertation is a translation and analysis of the chapter on anumåna in Vallabha’s 
Nyåyal¥låvat¥, based on certain theoretical considerations on cross-cultural translation and the 
understanding of tradition. Adopting a non-essentialized and non-historicist conceptualization 
of the Nyåya-Vaiße ika/Navya-nyåya tradition, the work focuses on a reading of the anum na
chapter that is particularized and individualized. It further argues for a plurality of 
interpretative stances within the academic field of Nyåya-Vaiße ika/Navya-nyåya studies, on 
the grounds that the dominant stance has narrowed the scope of research. With reference to 
post-colonial theory, this dominant stance is understood in terms of a certain strategy called 
“mimetic translation”. 
 The study of the anumåna chapter consists of three main interpretational sections: 
translation, comments, and analysis. The translation and comments focus on understanding 
issues internal to the Nyåyal¥låvat¥. The analysis focuses on a contextual interpretation insofar 
as the text is understood through reading other texts within the Nyåya-Vaiße ika/Navya-nyåya 
discourse. The analysis is further grounded in a concept of intertextuality in that it identifies 
themes, examples, and arguments appearing in other texts within the discourse. The analysis 
also identifies and discusses Cårvåka and M¥må saka arguments within the anumåna chapter. 
 Two important themes are discerned in the interpretation of the anumåna chapter: first, a 
differentiation between the apprehension of vyåpti and the warranting of this relation so as to 
make the apprehension suitable for a process of knowledge; second, that the sequential 
arrangement of the subject matter of the sections within the chapter, vyåptigraha, upådhi,
tarka, and paråmarßa, reflects the process of coming to inferential knowledge. 
 The present work is a contribution to the understanding of the post-Udayana and pre-
Ga geßa Nyåya-Vaiße ika/Navya-nyåya discourse on inferential knowledge and it is written 
in the hope of provoking more research on that particular period and discourse in the history 
of Indian philosophies. 
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1. Introduction 

This is a history that will attempt the impossible: to look towards its own 
death by tracing that which resists and escapes the best human effort at 
translation across cultural and other semiotic systems, so that the world may 
once again be imagined as radically heterogenous.1

D. Chakrabarty, Provincializing Europe

1.1 Aim and scope of the study 
When setting out to write a thesis on the philosophical discourse of Nyåya-
Vaiße ika one very soon meets with the insight that there is so much 
philological work yet to be done, so many texts yet to be translated and 
analysed. When choosing the Nyåyal¥låvat¥ as the subject of this thesis I was 
guided by stray remarks on the originality and radicality of the text, but also 
by the fact that NL is a text that has received considerable attention from 
Navya-nyåya commentators.2 There are at least 15 commentaries and a large 
number of sub-commentaries written on NL, indicating its importance within 
a changing tradition. I have chosen to restrict the thesis to interpretation of 
the chapter on anumåna (inference). The themes of inference in general and 
vyåpti (invariable concomitance) and vyåptigraha (grasping of invariable 
concomitance) in particular received an increasing amount of attention in the 
late pre-Ga geßa Nyåya-Vaiße ika discourse.  

The overall aim of this work is to find ways to understand the anumåna
chapter3 of Vallabha’s Nyåyal¥låvat¥ and in so doing negotiate a vocabulary 
for that very understanding. This overall aim contains two aspects: firstly to 
provide a translation of the text and point to interpretational problems made 
apparent in the process; and secondly to interpret Vallabha’s text 
contextually, that is, to understand the text through the framework of the 
Nyåya-Vaiße ika, and, to a certain extent, the Navya-nyåya discourse.  

                                
1 Chakrabarty (2000) pp. 45f. 
2 Matilal (1977) p. 73. Tachikawa, (1981) p. 16, for example, calls Vallabha “revolutionary”. 
This is discussed below on p. 50. 
3 The use of the word “chapter” is wholly pragmatical. The anumåna discussion in NL is a 
part of the chapter on guˆa, which in turn is part of a chapter dealing with the six padårthås.
This is discussed below on p. 43, cf. also app. 1. 
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The translation contained within this work is a first translation, which 
means that there is no existent translation to which this translation can be 
related. Through analysing Vallabha’s treatment of anumåna I wish to shed 
light upon the pre-Ga geßa Nyåya-Vaiße ika discourse on inference. It is my 
hope that this work will provoke further research on the NL in particular, but 
also on the post-Udayana/pre-Ga geßa Nyåya-Vaiße ika discourse in 
general.  

Embedded within the overall practical aim are certain theoretical points of 
departure. These are concerns related to understanding, that is, to my own 
interpretative stance and to already existent interpretative stances, which will 
be elaborated upon below in the theoretical part of this introduction.  

1.2 Previous research 
Research on Nyåya-Vaiße ika texts written during the post-Udayana and pre-
Gangeßa period in general has not been as abundant as research on early 
Nyåya and Vaiße ika. And research on Vallabha’s Nyåyal¥låvat¥ is still of 
very limited extent. There are three different editions of the text itself and 
the Jaipur work, which is a modern Hindi commentary. The NL is, however, 
referred to in numerous secondary accounts of Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-
nyåya philosophy, and there are also two articles dealing with, among other 
things, the definitions of vyåpti that are discussed in the NL.4 A lengthy 
discussion on the treatment of tarka in NL and its commentaries is found in 
Bagchi’s Inductive Reasoning.5 Vallabha and NL are also discussed in 
various works on the chronology and bibliography of Nyåya-Vaiße ika and 
Navya-nyåya authors and texts.6

To my knowledge, no complete translation of the NL is available, 
although Mohanty has made an English summary of the text in vol. II of 
Potter’s Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophy.7 In 1996 there appeared a Hindi 
work on NL at the University of Rajasthan followed in 2004 by a second 
volume. The first volume consists of two Hindi commentaries on the NL 
text, whereas the second volume, substantially briefer than the first, has one. 
The purpose of the work appears to be philosophical rather than 
philological.8

                                
4 Ghosh (2000) pp. 46-49, Chakraborty (1978a) pp. 215-219. These articles are dealt with in 
section 5.3.2 in this work. 
5 Bagchi (1953) ch. II. This is discussed in section 5.4.2 in this work. 
6 These sources are discussed in section 2.1 in this work. 
7 Potter (1995) pp. 613-629, the anumåna chapter is summarized on pp. 620-622. 
8 NL (1996) and (2004). 
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1.3 Practical concerns 
1.3.1 Outline 
This thesis consists of three main interpretational parts: translation, 
comments, and analysis. Translation and comments are in chapter 4, and the 
analysis in chapter 5. The three parts operate with different methodological 
considerations and, to some extent, different source materials. The second 
chapter deals with preliminaries, that is, with information important for the 
understanding of the rest of the thesis. The third chapter is a non-critical 
edition of the Sanskrit text that has been translated. The last chapter contains 
a concluding discussion and outlining of future research. In this final chapter 
I have made an overarching summary of the interpretation, in order to 
formulate understandings of the text as a whole. In addition there are four 
appendices added to the thesis. Appendix 1 contains a list of contents of the 
whole NL; in appendix 2 I have outlined the corresponding structures of the 
buddhi sections in PDS and NL; apppendix 3 lists relevant references found
in NL and references to NL found in other texts; appendix 4 is an 
approximate chronological list of primary texts and authors mentioned in the 
present work. I have also added a glossary containing important Sanskrit 
terms. 

1.3.2 Chapter 2: preliminaries 
The second chapter, “preliminaries”, contains two parts: the first concerns 
historical and bibliographical information on Vallabha and NL, and the 
second is an introduction to the conceptual framework of anumåna in Nyåya-
Vaiße ika and, to some extent, Navya-Nyåya. The first part is written with 
the aim of establishing Vallabha’s place in the succession of Nyåya-
Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya authors as exactly as possible. Such a succession 
is of relevance for the analysis in chapter 5. The second part is written with 
the aim of presenting a general outline of the use and meaning of concepts 
central to the Nyåya-Vaiße ika and NL discourse on anumåna. A further 
purpose of this second part is to present the interpretations and translations 
that are employed within this thesis. 
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1.3.3 Chapters 3 & 4: text, translation and comments 

1.3.3.1 Text and transla tion
The translation is divided into four sections corresponding to the four 
sections of the anumåna chapter in the Chowkhamba edition, i.e. anumåna,
vyåpti, tarka, and paråmarßa.9

Since one purpose of this work is to identify interpretational problems, I 
have not done an explicitly explanatory translation of the text. I have, as far 
as possible, aimed at making visible not only the structure and character of 
Vallabha’s text but also the wide interpretational space the text allows for. 
The source of the translation is a Sanskrit text compiled from the three extant 
editions of the NL anumåna chapter. This non-critical edition does not 
deviate much from the Chowkhamba edition except in a few places where 
alternate readings have been chosen. Already at the outset of this work I 
chose not to make a critical edition of the text, mainly since I felt that this 
should be done by an experienced scholar trained in editorial work. I would 
like to stress, however, the ongoing need for a proper critical edition of the 
whole text of the NL and its main commentaries for the benefit of future 
research.10

1.3.3.2 Translat ion of central terms
There are a number of terms in this work that are, in fact, not translated with 
single corresponding English terms. These are terms that are central to the 
understanding of the text, pertaining to concepts that have too complex or 
multiple meanings for them to be translated in any straightforward, single 
way. One reason for not translating such terms is that there is a great need 
for primary vocabularies expressive of the Nyåya-Vaiße ika and the Navya-
nyåya discourse. Furthermore, through not translating these terms, any 
meaning that would be lost in translation can be retained. Needless to say it 
is important to remember that these untranslated terms do not therefore 
remain uninterpreted.11

Instead of giving a singular corresponding or analogue translation for 
each term I have made an extensive glossary in which I have tried to convey 
my interpretation of the complex meanings of the Sanskrit terms used within 
this work. In this glossary I have relied on the definitions given within the 
traditions of Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya. 

                                
9 It is important to notice that the whole anumåna chapter contains four sections, anumåna,
vyåpti, tarka and paråmarßa. I have used the words ”chapter” and ”section” respectively to 
indicate the difference. 
10 Thus repeating what Isaacson stated in 1995 when pointing out the need of editorial 
research on NL. Isaacson (1995) p. ii. 
11 The theoretical reasons behind this method of non-translation will be further elaborated in 
section 1.4.2 below. 
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1.3.3.3 Comments
The comments follow the division of the translation so that each of the four 
parts of the translation, anumåna, vyåpti, tarka, and paråmarßa, are followed 
by a comments section. 

The purpose of the comments sections is to facilitate the reading of the 
translation. These sections deal with issues internal to the NL, that is to say, 
the argumental structure and contents of the translated text, interpretational 
problems, and alternative solutions to these problems. Both the translation 
and the comments draw on Ía kara Mißra I’s and Vardhamåna’s 
commentaries as sources of information. In some cases of apparent 
intertextuality, when passages of the NL rephrase, or are similar to, other 
texts, I have used these as sources of interpretation as well. Apart from the 
standard Sanskrit-English and Sanskrit-German dictionaries, I have also 
made use of the Nyåyakoßa for definitions and discussions concerning 
specific terms. 

1.3.3.4 A note on numbering the text, transla t ion, and
comments
In order to facilitate a parallel reading of the Sanskrit text, translation, and 
comments I have numbered the lines of the non-critical edition of the text. 
This numbering is followed throughout the translation and comments 
sections so that the numbers of the translated and commented passages 
correspond to the line numbers of the Sanskrit text. These numbers are put in 
brackets and are furthermore used in cases of cross-references in the running 
text as well as in footnotes. 

1.3.4 Chapter 5: text analysis 
The main point of departure for the analysis is to find ways of understanding 
Vallabha’s text. This is done partly through the reading of other texts. The 
analysis is, however, performed from a number of perspectives depending on 
the subject matter and argumental structure of the text. Since the text 
generally is argumentative, I have aimed, when possible, to lay bare the 
subject matter and school affiliation of the various positions that are 
expressed in the text. The intra-traditional debate is separated from the inter-
traditional insofar as it has been possible to identify the various positions. I 
have thus allocated separate sections to the Cårvåka and M¥må saka 
arguments identified in NL. I have, as said above, read and understood the 
themes and issues of the NL through reading other texts in the Nyåya-
Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya discourse. This exercise entails a historical 
analysis of pre-, and to some extent post-NL texts. A guiding principle of the 
analysis has been to place NL at the focal point as it were, thus letting it 
serve as a given parameter of the analysis.  
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The analysis furthermore has had to operate with certain terms, terms that 
form a part of the vocabulary of understanding and which, by consequence, 
are the tools that serve to distinguish specific aspects of the analysed 
material. I use such distinctions for practical reasons, for the explicit purpose 
of promoting understanding. I do not in any way maintain that the 
distinctions are made within the analysed material and in isolation from the 
very act of understanding. 

The analysis utilizes the paired terms “descriptive” and “prescriptive”. 
These two do not exclude each other, but rather point to different 
perspectives on one theme. Whereas the terms descriptive and prescriptive 
retain their everyday meanings in this work, I also use terms that might be 
seen as heavy, that is, terms that come with multiple layers of meaning. The 
term “phenomenological” is used in a broad sense implying an approach that 
aims for a precise description of a certain phenomenon. That is, in a 
phenomenological inquiry into knowledge, for example, the question asked 
is not “is knowledge possible?” but rather “how is it that I know?”. In a 
sense this also concerns the preconditions for knowledge. “Epistemological” 
is used to discern or isolate elements in the discussions of anumåna that 
pertain to rules and principles of knowledge. Whereas a phenomenological 
approach takes knowledge for granted, an epistemological approach tries to 
discern the boundaries of knowledge. An epistemological approach can, 
then, function as a set of rules or guidelines for a putative knower.12 The 
term “ontological” distinguishes aspects dealing with how something exists; 
this not only pertains to the nature or the essential character of something but 
also to different kinds of existence. The term “psychological” is used to 
discern aspects of the material that deal with internal mental processes. In 
particular this concerns the descriptions of the process of coming or not 
coming to knowledge in which doubt (ßa kå, sa ßaya) and certainty 
(nißcaya) play important roles.  

In choosing material through which to read Vallabha’s text I have been 
guided by the principles of intertextuality and of economy of time. I have 
thus not taken into account every Nyåya-Vaiße ika text contemporaneous 
with the NL, but have instead foremost chosen from authors mentioned by 
Vallabha himself, and such authors among them who have, at least roughly, 
dealt with the issues he also addresses. Jayanta Bha††a’s Nyåyamañjari is, to 
my knowledge, unmentioned by Vallabha, but there are useful thematic 
parallels between NM and the section on anumåna in NL.13 It has 
furthermore proven very rewarding to look into both the Vaiße ikasËtra and 
the NyåyasËtra commentarial traditions and identify the various positions 
taken in these texts with reference to NL. I have furthermore used Navya-

                                
12 Cf. Siderits (2003) pp. 305f. 
13 I am grateful to Patrik Nyman who supplied me with a draft of an unpublished translation 
of the passage on inference in NM. 
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nyåya sources insofar as there have been interesting parallels between them 
and NL. In general I have chosen Navya-nyåya texts from among those that 
come with a lucid secondary explanation and interpretation. 

As for the section on Cårvåka arguments in NL, I refer to 
Tattvopaplavasi ha, Sarvadarßanasa graha, and two Jaina sources: 
Prabhåcandra’s Prameya-kamalamårtaˆ a and Nyåyakumudacandra. These 
texts are chosen since they contain lengthy elaborate passages on Cårvåka 
views and because they suffice very well to show that NL, at least partly, fits 
into a common discourse on Cårvåka. The M¥må saka discourse is 
represented by Prakaraˆapañcika, a text rich in material on discussions 
concerning means of knowledge. I have, however, mostly used secondary 
sources for the sections on Cårvåka and M¥må saka. 

The quantity of secondary sources dealing with the texts used in the 
analysis has in some cases been very limited, and as a consequence the 
degree of detail in the four sections on anumåna, vyåpti, tarka, and 
paråmarßa differs considerably. The analysis of paråmarßa is the section that 
suffers most from this situation.14 The secondary sources I have used are 
furthermore from different academic discourses, some of which are 
philosophical in nature, some philological/historical, and some of which 
combine these in varying degrees. 

1.4 Theoretical concerns (postures) 
1.4.1 Translation as interpretation 
The underlying assumption for the translation in this work is that all 
translation is interpretation. To say this implies that there is no intermediate 
stage between a neutral translation and a subjective interpretation. All there 
is is interpretation.15 Interpretation, in turn, is thought of as being a vehicle of 
understanding; interpretation presupposes a desire to understand, “to make 
sense of” or see something not already seen. Interpretation in this sense 
makes understanding visible. 

In order to stress the fact that there is a change in the relationship between the 
knower and the known when understanding takes place, understanding is 
described as a mode of being and not as an accidental mental act.16

This understanding of “understanding” paves the way for two aspects of 
interpretation that, in my opinion, are necessary and important to bring to the 

                                
14 Cf. Arnold (2001) pp. 589f. Arnold notes that M¥må saka epistemology has received very 
little attention in the secondary discourse. 
15 Cf. Gadamer (2002) p. 384. 
16 D’sa (1994a) p. xiii. 
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forefront in this present work. First of all it is a fact that the I who 
understands the text does not remain an isolated elevated spectator of the 
text, nor does the text remain a singular witness of a past time and thought. 
The outcome of the encounter between the text and I is the interpretation, the 
translation. Both the text and I intermingle in that translation; the text and I 
stand in relation to each other. The second aspect concerns the idea that the 
text carries meaning that might be understood. I treat the text as an existing 
phenomenon, approaching the text as a text whose meaning I could grasp, in 
one way or other, aware of the possibility of someone else grasping it in 
another way. I have, in a sense, read the text as if it “speaks the truth”. I have 
not set out to critically examine any claim to truth or knowledge in the text. 
An interpretation, however, is always such that it opens up for one way of 
understanding and in that very act of disclosure it also closes other ways of 
understanding.17 Because of this an interpretation could never be decisive, 
that is, there are always other ways of understanding the text. In this sense 
the text is also always greater than any given interpretation or intention; the 
text goes on beyond both the writer and the interpreter.  

1.4.2 Mimetic translation 
The following section is in part descriptive of a certain phenomenon within 
the secondary discourse on Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya, a 
phenomenon I construe as “mimetic translation”. By trying to understand 
this phenomenon I will also argue that it has narrowed the scope of research 
and that an opening up of the secondary discourse would prove fruitful for 
the understanding of Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya. In short, I argue for 
the existence of a plurality of interpretative stances, and not in favour of one 
specific stance.  

The academic discourse dealing with the Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-
nyåya episteme has been, and is, to a great extent philosophical in nature. By 
philosophical I mean the activity of interpreting, evaluating, and creating 
philosophy. This should be understood in contrast to the philological activity 
of the historical interpretation, editing, and ordering of texts. These two 
fields of aims and activities are often combined in the academic discourse, 
and the scholars writing in it are often themselves well versed in 
European/American philosophy as well as Sanskrit and Indian philosophy. 
Thus the secondary sources of Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya often have 
a twofold character, they are at once philosophical and philological in 
nature.18 Many of these secondary sources have an explicitly, or sometimes 

                                
17 Gadamer, (2002) p. 400, says; “All interpretation is highlighting.” This is said in the 
context of performative interpretation, but is, in my opinion, a good metaphor for philological 
translation as well. 
18 Cf. Mohanty, (1997) pp. 163f., who has commented upon the blurred boundaries between 
philosophy and philology within Indology. 
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implicitly expressed intention of wanting to make Indian philosophy known 
to philosophers dealing with European/American philosophy. Philo-
sophically inclined indologists seldom work in departments of philosophy 
but rather in departments of comparative religion, linguistics, or cultural 
studies.19 The formation of the situation of this academic discourse is, of 
course, dependent on a number of complex reasons. In a post-colonial 
analysis, however, it is seen as being connected to a eurocentric division of 
subjects and departments within academia, which in turn is related to the 
insistence that philosophy proper has only been conducted in Europe 
originating with the ancient Greeks, or is related to the even older, but still 
prevalent idea that “Indian thinking” in general is oriented towards 
mysticism or religion as opposed to the thinking of a Kant or a Plato.20 This 
in turn could be seen as related to the practice of viewing 
European/American philosophy, beginning with the Greeks, as a universal 
discourse in contrast to Indian philosophy that, on the other hand, always 
remains culturally bound. In short, this gives us “Philosophy proper” and 
“Indian philosophy”, “African philosophy”, or “Chinese philosophy”. 
“Philosophy proper” in this sense is not a phenomenon pertaining to a 
certain culture or era. It is universal and timeless, whereas the philosophies 
of different non-European/American cultures are historically interesting as 
cultural phenomena. Kant, then, could be studied as a free-floating 
individual with interesting thoughts that I can relate to today, while Ga geßa 
remains a late-medieval Indian Navya-nyåya author.21 King describes the 
ambivalent situation for “Indian philosophy” as “stuck between a rock and a 
hard place”. What King has identified by this is that “Indian philosophy” is 
always either a specific cultural phenomenon without any universal use or 
described in terms of, and reduced to categories decided by a universalized 
“American/European” philosophical discourse. 

Some liberal-minded western philosophers might take the view that non-
western thought should not be excluded from philosophy and that Indian 
materials (for example) ought to be included in contemporary debates. 
However, joining the debate means entering a philosophical arena that has 
already been established according to the hegemonic presuppositions and 
preoccupations of modern western philosophy.22

It is within the above situation that a certain interpretative stance has 
surfaced within the secondary discourse. This phenomenon, that I call 
“mimetic translation”, has limited the scope of both philosophical and 
philological academic research on Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya. The 
                                
19 Such is the case in Sweden and, as I have understood it, in the rest of Europe as well.  
20 Cf. King (1999) pp. xiii, 239f. 
21 See for example Chakrabarty (2000) p. 5, King (1999) p. 14 and Mohanty (1993) pp. 212f. 
For a work on Ga geßa that elegantly ignores this state of affairs, see Phillips (2002). 
22 King (1999) p. 240. 
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idea of “mimetic translation” has sprung from a reading of Bhabha’s analysis 
of colonial discourse, an analysis that has been re-interpreted in this work. 
Mimicry is expressed by Bhabha as; 

…the desire for a reformed, recognizable Other, as a subject of a difference 
that is almost the same, but not quite. Which is to say, that the discourse of 
mimicry is constructed around an ambivalence; in order to be effective, 
mimicry must continually produce its slippage, its excess, its difference… 
Mimicry is, thus the sign of a double articulation; a complex strategy of 
reform, regulation and discipline which ‘appropriates’ the other as it 
visualizes power.23

According to Bhabha mimicry is an expression of dominance and 
sovereignty. In this work mimetic translation is seen as a strategy of survival 
within an environment of such dominance. Mimetic translation could thus be 
understood as a consequence of, and a reaction within a situation that is 
characterized by a discourse of mimicry. This strategy is expressed in a 
tendency to “translate” a subaltern discourse (e.g. Nyåya-Vaiße ika) in terms 
of a dominant hegemonic discourse (e.g. American/European philosophy).24

That is, the only way of presenting “Indian philosophy” to the dominant 
American/European discourse has been to translate it into terms familiar to 
that very discourse. The problem pertaining to such translation is that the 
subaltern discourse will remain suspended in a state of “almost the same but 
not quite”, that is, not quite up to the standard the dominant discourse has 
already laid out, that is, not quite as brilliant or rational or formal or 
developed a thinking as that of the dominant discourse.25 Due to this state of 
affairs a mimetic translation is often conducted in a negative space; the 
subaltern discourse is described in terms of a “lack of” or 
“incompleteness”26;

Indian logicians, however, have a tendency not to speak of membership in 
terms of the relation between a set and its member. Instead they are apt to 
consider membership in terms of the relation between an individual 
manifestation and the generic character residing in it. This way of reasoning 
is closely connected with the fact that Indian philosophers have not
developed [my italics] the concept of class as a set consisting of members.27

                                
23 Bhabha (2004) p. 122. 
24 “Translating” here is of course not only related to the activity of translating certain Sanskrit 
texts but also to descriptions of the Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya episteme. 
25 Cf. Ganeri’s “double-bind” that Indian logic risks falling into in a comparative project. 
Either Indian logic is not logic at all, or it is seen as logic but remains in the state of being 
almost as good but not quite. Ganeri (2001) pp. 21f. 
26 Cf Chakrabarty (2000) p. 31. 
27 Tachikawa (1981) p. 4. 
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There are numerous examples of mimetic translation within the secondary 
discourse of Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya. Matilal’s “The Character of 
Logic in India”, for example, contains a list of four common differences 
between “Indian logic” and “Western logic”. The list deals with four aspects 
of “Indian logic”: the tendency to psychologize, the tendency to include 
epistemology within logic, the tendency to relate logic to grammar and not 
mathematics, and fourthly the lack of a distinction between induction and 
deduction. These four points are apparently articulated from within a very 
modern, a very Fregean, as I understand it, idea of what “logic” should 
consist of. Matilal’s comments on the second tendency, however, are 
interesting because the precarious balance between “excuses” and 
“explanations” of “Indian logic” is related to the theme of mimetic 
translation. 

The Indians psychologized logic, but perhaps without totally committing the 
blunder into which an emphasis on psychology may often lead. Thus one 
may claim that they psychologized logic, without committing the fallacy of 
psychologism. Alternatively, the claim could be that this was a different 
conception of logic, where the study of the connections between mental 
events and the justification of inferentially-acquired knowledge-episodes is 
not a fault. 28

In this passage the first two sentences could be understood in terms of an 
excuse, and the last in terms of an explanation. It is a good example of how a 
subaltern discourse must navigate in order to have a voice at all within the 
dominant discourse. I would like to emphasize, however, that this must not 
be read as a critique of Matilal’s work, which is outstanding. It is rather a 
critique of the situation in which Matilal is writing. Mimetic translation is 
not a shortcoming of any individual scholar’s research but rather a 
consequence of an overall structure. As said above, mimetic translation is 
seen as a strategy within a structure.  

In part, the above example is a historical phenomenon. The 
embarrassment over psychologism and epistemology in “Indian logic” seems 
to have abated within the secondary discourse at the moment. Phillips, for 
example, refers to the tendency to psychologize without further comment 
and Siderits refers to the epistemological aspects without feeling obliged to 
make excuses. Siderits also points out that there is a certain rationale in such 
an interpretation.29

Now the idea that psychologism represents a fallacy in logical studies 
represents an expression of the idea that logic’s proper object of study is 
strictly formal relations among propositions, that logic does not include the 
empirical study of psychological processes. And to the extent that 

                                
28 Matilal (1998) pp. 14f. Cf. Matilal (1986) pp. 118ff. 
29 See Phillips (2002) pp. 27, 83, Siderits (2003) pp. 304, 318 n. 6. 
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svårthånumåna consists not of propositions but of cognitions, the study of 
anumåna is better thought of as an epistemological and not a logical 
investigation.30

Siderits and Mohanty have both suggested that the translation could be 
turned the other way around, which in my vocabulary would mean that the 
dominant discourse is explained and understood in terms of the subaltern 
discourse.31 Siderits suggests that when the distinctions with which one is 
working seem to fail or mislead then one should consider revising one’s very 
point of departure. 

We should instead be asking such questions as whether the Aristotelian 
syllogism is an anumåna, or whether the proofs of Euclidian geometry 
represent a kind of tarka. We may not yet be ready to ask such questions. But 
we should at least strive to make sure our investigations are not based on 
assumptions that hinder the raising of such questions.32

The strategy of mimetic translation has, in my opinion, narrowed the scope 
of research on the Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya episteme. One good
example of this is the understanding of the concept of tarka. Tarka has been 
interpreted in terms of a conception of logic that comes with certain 
restrictions, with the consequence that there are aspects of tarka that are left 
behind and not dealt with in the secondary discourse. These aspects of tarka
could be understood in terms of being psychological, phenomenological, 
epistemological, and ontological, and their absence leaves tarka fairly 
incomplete or even shallow in the secondary discourse.33 The point I am 
trying to make here is not that a logical analysis of tarka is irrelevant or 
uncalled-for, but rather that there is need for a greater number of points of 
departure for the study of the Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya discourse. 
Furthermore, I think it is of the utmost importance to aspire to make visible 
one’s own objectives and the presuppositions of these objectives.34

As stated at the beginning of this section it is my wish to open up for a 
plurality of interpretative stances within a situation that, in my opinion at 
least, is more than ready for such an opening. This present work, however, is 
not philosophical, at least not in the sense that its goal is to evaluate the 
philosophy present in Vallabha’s text on anumåna. Neither is there any aim 
here to present the philosophy of Vallabha in terms of one or another 

                                
30 Siderits (2003) p. 318. 
31 Siderits (2003) p. 317. Mohanty, (1993) p. 217, exercises this method by trying, in vain, to 
translate “spiritual” into Sanskrit. 
32 Siderits (2003) p. 317. 
33 Cf. pp. 148f. below.  
34 Davis (1981) is a good example of an attempt to at least be aware of, and explicit about his 
own understanding of an interpretation of tarka.
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specific American/European philosophical discourse. This work is thus, in 
no sense of the term, one of comparative philosophy. 

1.4.3 Development or change: a discourse of tradition 
Tradition is used in this work to denote a particular “school” of thought, in 
this case Nyåya, Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya.35 There is no common Sanskrit 
term for “tradition” that is used in the philosophical texts to denote particular 
“schools” of thought, but there are a number of partly overlapping terms 
such as: siddhånta, tantra, mata, darßana, and sampradåya.36 The term most 
frequently used by Vallabha and his commentators appears to be tantra and 
samånatantra (common/shared tradition). Tantra is also used together with 
siddhånta in NS and its commentaries.37 Both siddhånta and tantra are used 
excludingly as well as includingly; there is accordingly a common siddhånta
pertaining to all schools (sarvatantra) as well as a specific siddhånta
pertaining to one school (pratitantra).38

Within the field of Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya studies there is, to 
my knowledge, very little explicitly written on how the tradition(s)39 could 
be conceptualized as tradition(s); that is, in what ways it could be possible to 
understand the phenomenon of writing within one or another tradition, or for 
that matter how such a phenomenon is construed of.40 Since one of the 
interpretational acts of this work is to read Vallabha’s writing on anumåna
through the tradition(s) of Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya, it is important 
to formulate the theoretical framework or point of departure for how 
tradition is understood in this study.  

Although little has been written on the specific significance and 
understanding of Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya as tradition(s) there are 
some generalized ideas of how “tradition” should be understood in the 
context of Indian philosophical schools. Both Mohanty and Krishna have 
criticized the tendency to view the different schools of philosophy as closed 
and static systems of thought. Krishna’s critique goes so far as to deny the 
possibility of even speaking of specific schools or traditions. Instead he 
prefers the expression “styles of thought”, and describes these as ever-
                                
35 “School”, “system”, or “tradition” appear to be the most common words used to denote 
these in the secondary litterature. Krishna, (1991) pp. 13f., uses “style of thought” which, as 
far as I know, he is alone in. 
36 For a discussion of the use of these terms in other discourses apart from Nyåya-Vaiße ika, 
see Halbfass (1990) pp. 264ff. 
37 NL (1991) p. 35: 3, P (1991) p. 35: 5, KB (1991) p. 489: 3, NS 1.1.26-31 in: NSB (1997) 
pp. 26-30, NBV (1997) pp. 98-102, NVTT (1996) pp. 221-224. See also Jhå (1999) pp. 344-
355. 
38 Jhå (1999) pp. 347ff. Cf. also NS 1.1.27 in NSB (1997) p. 28. 
39 I have put the plural “s” in brackets in order to emphasize the ambivalence inherent in the 
two concepts of Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya. Cf. section 2.1.2.5 below. 
40 This is not the case of the “vedic” tradition or the tradition of vedic exegesis, M¥må sa. 
For some recent studies see for example D’sa (1994b), Roy (1996), and Jackson (2005). 
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changing, open-ended, dynamic enterprises in which each individual thinker 
can gain authority.41

If ‘schools’ change, develop, differentiate and divide, they are never finished 
or final in respect to what they are trying to say. There could, then, be no 
fixed body of Nyåya, Vaiße ika, Så khya, M¥må så, Vedånta, Buddhist, 
Jain or Cårvåka positions except in a minimal sense. These would, on the 
other hand, rather be styles of thought which are developed by successive 
thinkers, and not fully exemplified by any. Nor would these styles be treated 
as exhausted by any group or groups of thinkers belonging to any particular 
historical epoch.42

Mohanty also underlines the dynamic non-finality of a tradition, or darßana
as Mohanty calls the different schools of philosophy. But whereas Krishna 
sets out to deconstruct what he criticizes, Mohanty re-defines the terms for 
understanding darßana by rejecting the idea that it is static. For Mohanty 
darßana seems to be a systemic “conceptual framework” in which the 
individual operates as a vehicle for a tradition of truth already somehow at 
hand.43 Thus, the individual philosopher is not invested with the same 
relevance that Krishna assigns him; although tradition for Mohanty is always 
an interpreting activity on the part of the individual there remains an 
impersonalized background that is constituted as the “darßana”.44

It is true that a tradition consists, in large measure, of sedimented meanings 
which need to be rescued from anonymity, reactivated, and appropriated; but 
that is not incompatible with saying that a tradition is a tradition for one [,] 
only in so far as it is self-consciously taken up by the latter. To say the latter 
is not to say that for one who self-consciously takes up, lives and continues a 
tradition, all elements of that tradition are transparent, or that large areas are 
not either anonymous or obscure or ambiguous.45

Both Mohanty and Krishna could be understood as reacting against a 
conception of traditional discourse as mainly conserving and re-iterating. 
The consequence of such a view, according to Mohanty and Krishna, is that 
any given Indian philosophical tradition becomes reified and essentialized.  

The interest of this study is not to find a general idea of “tradition” 
encompassing texts written over the course of a thousand years, nor is it an 
attempt to identify originality or repetitiveness with reference to a certain 
preconceived, common, mainstream bulk of “tradition”. Instead it is to read 
the text from the point of view that tradition is an open-ended dynamic non-

                                
41 Krishna (1991) pp. 10, 13f., Mohanty (1992) p. 10. 
42 Krishna (1991) p. 13.
43 Cf. Kahrs, (1998) pp. 3, 5, who holds a similar view, though expressed within the analytical 
tradition of philosophy of language.  
44 Mohanty (1992) pp. 8ff.  
45 Mohanty (1992) p. 9. 
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essentializable process that could be understood as negotiated and 
constituted in one single, particular text, and in relation to other particular 
texts. So, in contrast to Mohanty and Krishna, the focal point here is the 
particular and individual momentum of tradition. The conceptualization of 
tradition that is a point of departure in this work is articulated for a specific 
reading of a specific text. Rather than an impersonalized background of 
sedimented meanings tradition is understood as no more nor less than 
discourse itself. Discourse, in turn, can be understood as a verb and is used 
here in that sense, that is, the activity of discussing. Tradition, then, is not 
conceptualized as an abstracted core of constants around which, or in 
relation to which new interpretations are made with an unspoken or even 
unconscious aiming at preservation. I turn here, in consequence, to 
something else, to the activity of negotiation and constitution, trying to 
understand, by this, not a continuity nor a discontinuity, but rather the 
happening of tradition.46 The discourse that is negotiated and constituted is 
available to us in the form of written texts like the Nyåyal¥låvat¥. The NL 
however is not treated here as a moment of discourse that stands isolated for 
itself. It is thus not only a written text in itself, but is rather full to the brim 
with other texts, and thus engaged in a discourse that may, to some extent at 
least, be shared.47 This phenomenon of a text containing other texts is called 
intertextuality.48 To contain other texts does not merely mean that other 
written texts are cited within the written text of NL, but also that the NL has 
themes, focal points, ideas, manners of expression, stock-examples, and lines 
of arguments that can be found elsewhere in one form or another. In this 
work I understand intertextuality as the locus of the event of tradition, that is 
to say, when treating tradition as “no more nor less than” discourse, 
intertextuality, as a significant aspect of that very discourse, can function as 
a space in which tradition takes shape. 

In cutting loose the idea that an identifiable abstracted essence of tradition
is significant for the understanding of that tradition, another idea loses its 
significance as well, namely that of the development or progress of tradition 
over time. The idea of development can be found within the vast arena of 
historical studies in which it is conceptualized as “historicism”. 

… we may say that “historicism” is a mode of thinking with the following 
characteristics. It tells us that in order to understand the nature of anything in 
this world we must see it as an historically developing entity, that is, first, as 

                                
46 Cf. D’sa, (1994) pp. 75, 92ff., who speaks of an happening of tradition but also of tradition 
as discourse that identifies continuity in change. Both “tradition” and “discourse” are used 
differently in this work. 
47 I use “text” in a wide sense, encompassing also an oral discourse that unfortunately is 
unavailable to us. 
48 A host of different definitions of intertextuality are used within the very diversified field of 
literary theory. See for example Allen (2000) for an outline of structuralist, post-structuralist, 
post-modern, feminist, and postcolonial approaches. 
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an individual and unique whole—as some kind of unity at least in potentia—
and, second, as something that develops over time… much written history 
still remains deeply historicist. That is to say, it still takes its object of 
investigation to be internally unified, and sees it as something developing 
over time.49

The idea of development is often expressed as if there was a point in the 
tradition at which one arrives and then settles, almost as if by predestination. 
When describing a development there must always be some understanding 
of a thing, a reified substance, that evolves through the course of time; in the 
context of a history of ideas this thing comes to be the ideas themselves. This 
development of ideas is often thought of in terms of progress, sometimes 
even as a teleological coming forth of some idea or other. These ideas are, in 
turn, seen as comprising the bulk of the tradition, or rather, the substance out 
of, or around which tradition is built as it were. For example; 

Damit ist die kurze Skizze der Lehre Udayana’s vom Svåbhåvikasambandha, 
soweit sie zum Verständnis der Entwicklung dieser Theorie nötig war, 
abgeschlossen. Seine Lehre ist, wie einleitend bemerkt, die letzte 
Entwicklungsstufe einer Theorie, durch die der alte Nyåya am Ende einer 
langen Entwicklung—über die Logik des Så khya und der M¥må så 
Kumårila’s—die “Neue Logik” der Schule einleitet…50

This understanding of development is seldom so explicitly rendered as it is 
in the above quotation. It is more often at work as an implicit frame of 
interpretation. The main point here, however, is that the idea of tradition as a 
tangible, abstractable, unifiable whole leads to, or to avoid any causal 
connection, has as a running mate the idea of development, or progress, over 
time. It is only when one presupposes an essentialized tradition that the idea 
of development makes sense, that is, when tradition is seen as an event of 
dialogue or discourse there is no single thing present that is possible to 
abstract as a line of thought extending over time and pointing towards a 
future. To deny a historicist frame of understanding histories of ideas is, 
however, not to deny that change and novelty are essential parts of the 
understanding of histories but rather to deny that the change and novelty 
visible in the material aims towards a certain fixed point or pinnacle towards 
which every history aims.51 As Chakrabarty remarks; 

                                
49 Chakrabarty (2000) p. 23. 
50 Oberhammer (1964) p. 180. 
51 This seems to be a common understanding of the changes in outlook that comprise the 
Navya-nyåya school. Cf. Phillips, (1997) p. 120, who speaks of Ga geßa as a quantum leap. 
In Ingalls, (1988) [1951] p. 2, this is expressed very clearly in that he views the older school 
of Nyåya-Vaiße ika as obstructing, perverse and foolish in relation to the modern outlook of 
Navya-nyåya. Cf. also Chakrabarty, (2000) pp. 244f., on the relation to the past within a 
historicist frame. 
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To critique historicism in all its varieties is to unlearn to think of history as a 
developmental process in which that which is possible becomes actual by 
tending to a future that is singular. Or, to put it differently, it is to learn to 
think the present—the “now” that we inhabit as we speak—as irreducibly 
not-one.52

To pluralize history, as I understand it, allows for a heterogeneity in place of 
a homogeneity; it allows for a possible understanding of the NL in its “now” 
as a fundamentally “not-one” axis of a revolving tradition. In that sense I do 
not begin with a view of the text as a vehicle for refining for example, 
rationality, to lead up to a concluding point that is “new” or “modern”. I 
begin instead with a dithering text, a text that is not-one, a text in which 
different things are going on simultaneously. 

In the above I have attempted to describe the basic theoretical outlook, the 
point of departure, of this present work. This theoretical outlook is primarily 
conceptualized as generative rather than descriptive. A descriptive 
theoretical outlook runs the risk of becoming nothing more than a reified 
presupposition, whereas a generative theoretical stance is sensitive to an act 
of interpretation that is continuous. In this sense the reading of NL is 
conducted as if it is a moment, or “now” in Chakrabarty’s terms, of a 
tradition that consists in that very moment. The reading as if, on the other 
hand, is generated within the relation between me and the text, so that in the 
end there remains a circularity.  

The hermeneutic circle says that in the domain of understanding there can be 
absolutely no derivation of one from the other, so that here the logical fallacy 
of circularity does not represent a mistake in procedure, but rather the most 
appropriate description of the structure of understanding.53

The circularity in this reading is, in my opinion, best thought of as a 
hermeneutical circle in which the point of departure is not really a place 
towards which it is possible to point, since there exists, in the circle, no real 
beginning and no real ending as it were. 

                                
52 Chakrabarty (2000) p. 249. 
53 Gadamer (1989) p. 22. 
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2. Preliminaries 

2.1 Vallabha and Nyåyal¥låvat¥
In the following I will provide background information concerning Vallabha 
and his work, Nyåyal¥låvat¥. I have tried to compile every available account 
of the text and its author. This is, however, surrounded by some difficulties. 
The most apparent problem is that a great deal of the information given by 
various scholars is not substantiated by references, and sometimes the 
references that are given are insufficient. Another problem is that in some 
cases the information is only stated and not supported by arguments. These 
inadequacies have at times made it impossible for me to evaluate the 
information, and in some cases the references were plainly impossible to 
check. Despite this I have chosen to include these problematic cases and 
account for the difficulties in the current text or in footnotes. The reason for 
doing this is not only for the sake of accuracy, but also because it is 
convenient to bring all the bits and pieces of information together in one 
place. I have used the prefaces to the editions of NL and to the Jaipur work 
as sources of information, but when I refer to pages in the NL itself I have 
used the reprint of the Chowkhamba edition.54 Furthermore, for the sake of 
brevity, I use the name Vallabha without the honorifics ßr¥ and/or åcårya
throughout this work. 

2.1.1 Vallabha 
The following section contains a summary of the extant information 
concerning Vallabha’s date and place of living. Since there are no direct 
references to his dating, and for that matter his life in general, the 
conclusions that are drawn are inductive and should be treated as valid only 
insofar as no further evidence will be brought forth. The governing principle 
for this section is that the dating of Vallabha is more important than his 
placing. As for the dating, the primary concern is to reach as correct a 
succession of important Nyåya-Vaiße ika authors surrounding Vallabha as 
possible, rather than to establish the exact years during which Vallabha 
lived. One important thing to notice about the different dates given by 
different scholars is that in many cases it is not indicated anywhere if the 

                                
54 NL (1991). For details concerning all four editions, see p. 38 below and the bibliography. 
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date refers to the birth, death or active period of the person dated. In the 
cases where the date is specified I have accounted for that in the current text.

2.1.1.1 The date of Vallabha
The most important argument in the discussion about Vallabha’s date is 
related to the succession of scholars surrounding him: Udayana, Våd¥ndra, 
Citsukha, Vardhamåna, and Ga geßa. There seems to be no dispute about 
which persons should be linked to the dating of Vallabha; the discussion 
rather concerns their different dates. In addition, there is also a discussion 
between a number of scholars concerning a poem in which the NL may have 
been mentioned.  

According to Bhattacharya (1958)55 Vallabha belongs to the end of the 
12th century A.D. He places Vallabha two generations after Udayana who is 
cited on numerous occasions in NL.56 Bhattacharya’s reason for doing so 
seems mainly to be that Vallabha does not refer to Udayana as “åcårya” in 
the NL, something he apparently should have done had the time interval 
between them been great. Bhattacharya furthermore states that the advåitin 
Ír¥har a (ca. 1150) does not mention Vallabha or NL at all, and he seems to 
mean that this indicates that they were contemporaries. Bhattacharya 
concludes that the date of Vallabha could not be later than 1175, since 
Vallabha is cited by the 13th century authors, Våd¥ndra and Citsukha.57 It is 
however unclear to me why this exact date is chosen; Bhattacharya’s dating 
of Våd¥ndra is ca. 1225 and of Citsukha ca. 1250.58 It is possible that he 
takes into account that a certain time-span was required for the NL to reach 
them because he mentions that neither Våd¥ndra nor Citsukha lived in 
Mithilå.59 Bhattacharya furthermore points to the fact that the commentator 
of Citsukha, PratyågrËpa (1350), mentions NL as a recent (ådhunika) work.60

Matilal (1977), who mainly follows Bhattacharya, places Vallabha in the 
beginning of the 12th century. He does so on the basis of Ír¥har a’s non-
mentioning of Vallabha, which, according to Matilal, might indicate that 
they were contemporaries. Matilal also takes up the fact that Vallabha refers 
to Udayana as “kiraˆåval¥kåra” and not as “åcårya”, although he mentions 
the fact that Vallabha refers to Vyomaßiva (948-72) and his contemporary 
Våcaspati Mißra as “åcårya” as well.61

Vidyabhusana (1920), Kaviraj (1924), and Bodas (1918) have all 
discussed the dating of Vallabha and establish his terminus ante quem with 
                                
55 This system of dating the secondary sources pertains only to the present section. 
56 NL (1991) pp. 38-39, 400, 445, 533, 823.  
57 Bhattacharya (1958) p. 60. 
58 Bhattacharya (1958) p. 9 and p. 101. 
59 According to the tradition Vallabha lived in Mithilå. See the discussion on this below p.37 
60 Bhattacharya (1958) p. 60 and C (1915) p. 326. The passage is a bit unclear as to what the 
word recent pertains to, eva  cirantanapramåˆa  dË itam idån¥m ådhunikonn¥ta  dikkåla-
sådhakånumånajåtam anËdya niråkaroti –yac ceti.
61 Matilal (1977) pp. 68, 72f. NL (1991) pp. 358, 834. 
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reference to a Canarese poem. This poem, entitled Darßanasåra according to 
Bodas, was written in praise of a Yådava king by the name of Si haˆa who 
reigned 1211(10)-1247(46) in Devagiri. They all assert that the NL is 
mentioned in this poem. Vidyabhusana refers to Bodas, and Bodas himself 
refers to a friend who saw this recorded in a manuscript of the poem in the 
library of Brahma-SËri Íåstr¥ of Íravaˆa Belgole in Mysore. Kaviraj, on the 
other hand, does not give any reference at all.62 I have not been able to 
ascertain any of this information since the poem does not seem to have been 
edited. Kaviraj is the first among the scholars mentioned here to include 
Våd¥ndra (Rasasåra) as a possible reference for establishing Vallabha’s date. 
He does not say where in the text NL is cited, but fortunately this 
information is given elsewhere and it will be discussed further down.63 There 
is a slight possibility that the scholar who saw the manuscript of Darßanasåra
might have confused it with RS. First of all, these texts were written at the 
same time and place, furthermore the RS contains citations from NL.64 As 
for Vallabha’s terminus post quem, Vidyabhusana states that Vallabha could 
not have lived before the 10th century since he refers to both Udayana and 
Bhåsarvajña in NL.65 Bodas on the other hand states that Vallabha may well 
have preceded Udayana, but Bodas did not have access to any edition of NL 
and he dates Udayana to the end of the 12th century.66

In the forewords to the editions of NL Vallabha’s date is, to some extent, 
discussed and I have chosen to bring them together here since they refer to 
each other. In the foreword to the Bombay edition Telang places Vallabha 
after 1000 and before 1178/79. These years are founded on the citations from 
Udayana in NL and on Vardhamåna who wrote a commentary on NL. 
Telang’s dating of Udayana is based on the Lak aˆåval¥, in which the year 
984 (906 ßaka era) is mentioned. His dating of Vallabha is based on the 
apprehension that Ga geßa’s son Vardhamåna lived in 1178/79.67 Telang 
refers to the NK in which Ga geßa is placed in 1100 ßaka era, i.e. 1178/79 
AD.68

In the foreword to the Chowkhamba edition Íåstr¥ also places Vallabha 
between Udayana and Ga geßa, on the grounds that Udayana is cited in NL 
and Ga geßa’s son Vardhamåna wrote a commentary to NL. The time span 
for Vallabha is given as between 1026/27 and 1256/57. On grounds that 
seem a bit elusive to me he states that Vallabha was in Mithilå during the 
years 1178/79, and Íåstr¥ refers to two different citations, one in Pañcaratna

                                
62 Bodas (1988) pp. XLIIIf. Kaviraj (1924) p. 124, Vidyabhusana (1970) pp. 386f. 
63 Kaviraj (1924) p. 124, n. (†). 
64 See below discussion of Våd¥ndra. 
65 Vidyabhusana (1970) p. 386. 
66 Bodas (1988) pp. XLII. Udayana’s date is briefly discussed below. 
67 This early dating of Ga geßa is disputed by a number of later scholars, see for example: 
Bhattacharya (1958) pp. 99-104, U. Mishra (1966) p. 274 and Matilal (1977) p. 101. 
68 NL (1923) p. 1, NK (1996) p. 5. 
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and one in a work titled Íri gårasaptaßat¥. In the latter Udayana and 
Balabhadra are referred to by the author, Govardhana, who in turn is 
mentioned together with the king Lak maˆasena in the Pañcaratna.
Lak maˆasena reigned in Bengal 1178-ca.1205.69 It is, however, not clear 
what conclusion Íåstr¥ has drawn from this material.70

In the foreword to the Jaipur work R.P. Sharma has added no new 
information on the dating of Vallabha. Sharma states that Vallabha lived 
between 1100-1175 but does not discuss this any further than giving 
Udayana, Citsukha, and Våd¥ndra as important references for the dating.71

Another source for the dating of Vallabha may be Potter’s Encyclopedia 
of Indian Philosophies, but there seems to be a slight mistake concerning 
Bhattacharya’s dating. In the list of pre-Ga geßa authors and works the dates 
1100-1150 are given with reference to Bhattacharya, who in fact has placed 
Vallabha in the second quarter of the 12th century (i.e. 1125-1175).72 A 
further source may also be Thakur’s history of Vaiße ika, but it is mostly a 
summary of the information from Bhattacharya and the Jaipur work.73

In conclusion, the terminus ante quem for Vallabha may very well be 
formulated in relation to the dating of Våd¥ndra since he refers to Vallabha 
and NL in his works.74 Våd¥ndra is, as far as I know, the earliest source 
available that mentions Vallabha. The date of Våd¥ndra is thoroughly 
examined and established by H. Isaacson.75 His dating rests on two main 
points, first of all a reference made by Våd¥ndra himself to his patron, the 
Yådava king Si haˆa who ruled between ca. 1210-1246. Secondly there is a 
reference to the year 1252 by Våd¥ndra’s student, Bha††a Råghava, in his 
commentary Nyåyasåravicåra.76 Further evidence is a reference to king 
Si haˆa’s grandson and successor on the throne, Ír¥k® ˆa, who reigned 
between 1246-1260, and Isaacson concludes that it is probable that Våd¥ndra 
was active during the reigns of both Si haˆa and K® ˆa, approximately 
between 1230-1250.77

It is, in my opinion, well grounded to establish Vallabha’s terminus post 
quem in relation to Udayana since Vallabha refers to his works in the NL.78

Bhattacharya, Matilal, Telang, Íåstr¥, and Vidyabhusana all mention this in 
their discussion about Vallabha’s date. These scholars, however, have 
                                
69 See for example, Majumdar (1957) pp. 38ff. 
70 NL (1991) pp. 1f. 
71 NL (1996) p. 7. 
72 Potter (1995) p. 10, Bhattacharya (1958) p. 60. 
73 Thakur (2003) pp. 313f. 
74 See app. 3 in this work for a list of references to NL. 
75 Isaacson has summarized the discussion of this and given references to all available 
sources. Isaacson (1995) pp. 1-4. 
76The passage entailing this date is, according to Isaacson, a bit unclear; the year could be 
interpreted as 1352. This is discussed and discarded by Isaacson and I have nothing further to 
add here. Isaacson (1995) pp. 2f. 
77 Isaacson (1995) p. 4. 
78 See app. 3. 
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different specific datings for Udayana; Bhattacharya has 1025 as date of 
birth and 1050-1100 as the active period.79 Matilal agrees with Bhattacharya 
but adds, without stating his reasons, that he would like to give a twenty year 
earlier birth date.80 Bhattacharya does not agree with Telang, Íåstr¥, and 
Vidyabhusana who all have given the year 984, founded upon the 
Lak aˆåval¥ citation mentioned above. Bhattacharya has listed three main 
arguments for giving Udayana a later date. The most important of these 
arguments is found in a Tibetan source dating a certain At¥ßa Dipa kara 
Ír¥jñåna who is reported to have been in Vikramaß¥lå together with Jñånaßri 
in the year 1039. Jñånaßri is related to the first work of Udayana, 
Ótmatattvaviveka, in which Jñånaßri is disputed.81 Udayana’s date is also 
discussed by Mißra who states that there is only a difference of 69 years 
between the two positions taken. According to Mißra the Tibetan date could 
very well be 69 years earlier since the views of Jñånaßri could have been 
expressed at an earlier date than 1039.82 I am inclined to take some heed of 
Bhattacharya’s rather extensive argumentation regarding the dating of 
Udayana.  

With the above in mind the possible time span for the dating of Vallabha 
is narrowed down to ca. 1100-1230. The former date is related to the end of 
Udayana’s active period and the latter to Våd¥ndra’s approximate period of 
activity. It is in my opinion not possible to be more specific about Vallabha’s 
date; the arguments put forward by Bhattacharya and Matilal only point 
towards a wide time-span. The argument concerning Vallabha’s 
contemporariness with Ír¥har a, based on his non-mentioning of Vallabha, 
might however be taken into account since Vallabha is discussed at length in 
another Advåita source, Citsukh¥. This does not, of course, give us more than 
a probability. Vådivåg¥ßvara, another contemporary of Vallabha, cites a 
certain Vallabha in his Månamanohara.83 That this is the same Vallabha as is 
dealt with here is however uncertain. The Hindi-commentator to the text has 
apparently made the connection but with a question mark.84 Furthermore, the 
discussion on the Darßanasåra citation of NL is in need of more research.  

The most important matter here though, is, as I mentioned above, to 
establish the succession of scholars within the discourse. And this is easily 
done with reference to the works cited in NL and the works in which NL is 
cited. According to the list appended below Vyomaßiva, Bhåsarvajña, 

                                
79 Bhattacharya (1958) pp. 51ff.  
80 Matilal (1977) p. 71. 
81 Bhattacharya (1958) pp. 52f. 
82 Mißra (1966) p. 153. 
83 MM (1973) p. 47, anenåmahattvasådhane ’ˆutvasådhane sådhyåvyåpakatvåt spar avattva
nopådhir iti ßrivallabhoktam nirastam. This appears in the section on manas in MM. I have 
not found the citation in the NL section on manas, but it could either be an indirect citation or 
be situated somewhere else in the NL. For the dating of Vådivåg¥ßvara see for example 
Thakur (2003) p. 310 and Matilal (1977) p. 72.  
84 MM (1973) p. 47, ßrivallabhåcårya(?).
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Våcaspati, and Udayana precede Vallabha, and Vådivåg¥ßvara, Våd¥ndra, 
Citsukha, and later on Ga geßa and Vardhamåna succeed him, in that 
preliminary order.85

2.1.1.2 The Placing of Vallabha

Bhattacharya has listed three arguments that support the theory that Vallabha 
lived in Mithilå. First, Bhattacharya states that Vardhamåna, one of the NL 
commentators, is informed about Vallabha’s family. Vardhamåna writes that 
Vallabha pays homage to his father, Puru ottama, in the introductory verses 
to NL.86 According to Bhattacharya, Vardhamåna, who himself lived in 
Mithilå, would not have known the name of Vallabha’s father if Vallabha 
would not have lived there as well. Bhattacharya’s second argument consists 
in Vallabha’s mentioning of a king of the Karˆå†aka dynasty in the chapter 
on dravya, in the section on kåla in NL. The passage is a poetic description 
of the lotus-hands of a Karˆå†aka king.87 According to Bhattacharya, this 
dynasty ruled Mithilå from ca. 1100 to 1350.88 Finally Bhattacharya states 
that Vallabha apparently had been in Varanasi since he refers to the city a 
number of times in the NL, and according to Bhattacharya it is probable that 
he studied there. This he infers from a passage where Vallabha states that the 
drinking of Ga ges’ water is helpful for the student’s mind.89

Bhattacharya provides the most extensive discussion of Vallabha’s 
whereabouts. Telang, in the Bombay edition, gives no conclusive evidence 
for placing Vallabha in Mithilå, but merely states that during Vallabha’s 
time Mithilå was strewn with Naiyåyikas.90 In the Chowkhamba edition 
Íåstr¥ states that Mithilå is a possible place of living for Vallabha and in 
connection with this assumption he refers to the Bombay edition.91 In the 
Jaipur work, Sharma takes up the same arguments as Bhattacharya does, but 
adds a discussion concerning Vallabha’s åcårya title. According to Sharma 
he either received the title as an honorific or from the family tradition, both 
of these possibilities were in practice amongst the Mithilå brahmins. 92

In conclusion it could be stated that Vallabha’s place of residence may 
very well have been Mithilå. The tradition has apparently placed him there, 
and since there are no other indications as to where he may have lived I think 
it justified for now to settle on Mithilå. Although Vallabha’s connection to 
Mithilå could be a later addition to grant him authority within the Maithilå 

                                
85 See app. 4 in this work. 
86 NL (1991) p. 5, atha ca granthak®tå svapitre puru ottamanåmne namaskåro nibaddha˙.
87 Bhattacharya (1958) pp. 58f., NL (1991) p. 290, yadi ca gaganam åtmå 
vånyadharmeˆånyam avacchindyåt kåßm¥ravartinå ku kumarågeˆa 
kårˆå†acakravartikarakamalam avachindyåt.
88 Bhattacharya (1958) p. 59, See also Majumdar (1957) pp. 47f. 
89 NL (1991) pp. 140, 399, 400, and Bhattacharya (1958) p. 60. 
90 NL (1923) p. 1. 
91 NL (1991) pp. 2f. 
92 NL (1996) pp. 6f. 
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Navya-nyåya tradition the question of whether Vallabha did or did not reside 
there is not of great relevance to the present work. 

2.1.2 Nyåyal¥låvat¥
In the following I shall account for the editions and commentaries of NL. 
There also follows a section dealing with the structure and, to some extent, 
the content of NL, while a complete list of contents is found in appendix 1. 
In this section there is furthermore a discussion concerning the school 
affiliation of NL. The question of different readings and manuscripts of the 
editions will be addressed below in chapter 3. 

2.1.2.1 Editions of Nyåyal¥ låvat ¥
NL has been edited three times; two of these editions are complete, one 
incomplete.  

The first edition by V.P. Dvivedin, (Benares edition), is incomplete and 
appeared 1910 in Benares Sanskrit Series no. 151. The edition appears to 
contain the whole NL but when compared to the two complete editions there 
are gaps in the text and the edition is also slightly shorter than the Bombay 
edition below. There does not appear to be any preface to this edition.93

The second (Bombay) edition is complete and was prepared by M.R. 
Telang in Bombay, Nirˆaya Sågar press 1915. Telang has also written a 
preface to his edition. A second edition appeared in 1923. 

The third (Chowkhamba) edition is complete and was edited together 
with two commentaries and one sub-commentary in the Chowkhamba 
Sanskrit Series. The editor is Harihara Íåstr¥ and the introduction was 
written by Dundhiråja Íåstr¥. This edition first appeared in 1927-1934 and 
was reprinted in 1991. The commentaries are Vardhamåna’s Nyåyal¥låvat¥-
prakåßa, Ía kara Mißra I’s Nyåyal¥låvat¥kaˆ†håbhåraˆam, and Bhag¥ratha 
Èhakkura’s Nyåyal¥låvat¥prakåßaviv®ti, which is a sub-commentary on 
Vardhamåna’s commentary.  

There is a fourth source of NL that should be mentioned here as well, the 
Jaipur work, which is quite recent and appeared in the University of 
Rajasthan Studies in Indian Philosophy no. 3 (vol. I) in 1996 and no. 9 (vol. 
II) in 2004.94 The Jaipur work is written in Hindi and at first glance it may 
appear to be a critical edition of NL with two modern Hindi commentaries. 
The text of NL is, however, rather a copy of the text of the Chowkhamba 
edition; the purpose of the book is stated as being to clarify the text for 
Hindi-speaking philosophers and not as being of a philological nature.95 The 

                                
93 I have had two sets of this edition but neither is printed with a foreword. The NL begins at 
the first page of the fasciculus and ends on the last page. The only visible mark of the editor, 
apart from the text is the alternate readings given in footnotes. 
94 A third volume is forthcoming. 
95 NL (1996) p. 4. 
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first volume consists of the introductory section on padårthas and the chapter 
on dravya up to våyu; this corresponds to entries no. 1-6 in the list of 
contents given in app. 1 in this work. The second volume corresponds to 
entries no. 7-36 in app. 1, thus ending with paråmarßa. Both volumes are 
edited by R. P. Sharma who also wrote an extensive foreword to the first 
volume. To the text of the NL there are added two Hindi commentaries in 
vol. I, Íåmbhav¥ and Candrakånti written by D. Jha and C. K. Dave. In vol. 
II, however, only Íåmbhav¥ remains. Vol. I is consequently more substantial 
than vol. II. The Hindi commentary on the NL passages corresponding to the 
ones translated in this work are not extensive, and I have only made 
occasional use of it. 

2.1.2.2 Commentaries
In the preface to the Bombay edition three commentaries and one sub-
commentary are listed: the Prakåßa and the Kaˆ†håbhåraˆa already 
mentioned above, Nyåyal¥låvat¥d¥dhiti by Raghunåtha Íiromaˆi, and further-
more a gloss on the Prakåßa by Mathurånåtha Tarkavåg¥ßa entitled Nyåya-
l¥låvat¥prakåßaviveka.96

In the preface to the Chowkhamba edition seven commentaries and three 
sub-commentaries are listed. Apart from the already mentioned texts there 
are two Rahasyas by Mathurånåtha Tarkavåg¥ßa97, a VibhËti by Raghunåtha 
Íiromaˆi, a Prakåßa by Råmak® ˆa Bha††a, and the Vardhamånendu by 
Våcaspati Mißra.98

In the preface to the Jaipur work as many as 15 commentaries and eight 
sub-commentaries are mentioned. The entire list is displayed below with 
added information on commentaries from various sources.99 The datings 
given in the list are from the Jaipur work if not otherwise stated. 

1. Prakåßa by Vardhamåna Upådhyåya (1350-75).100 Edited in the Chow-
khamba Sanskrit Series.101

                                
96 NL (1923) p. 2.  
97 In the Jaipur work one of these is listed as a sub-commentary on the Prakåßa whereas the 
other is a commentary on NL. See NL (1996) p. 19 and below. 
98 NL (1991) p. 7. 
99 NL (1996) pp. 19-22. The references to catalogues and places where manuscripts can be 
found are sometimes very vaguely stated in the Jaipur work. When it has been written 
“London library” I have surmised the “British Library”. But in the cases of Lahore, Mysore, 
Mithilå and Madras (Chennai) Libraries I have not been able to specify them. In some cases I 
have been able to add information to the sometimes deficient references given in the Jaipur 
work. When this has been done it is indicated in the footnotes. There is a list very much like 
this one in Thakur (2003) pp. 321ff. Thakur’s list however has at least one faulty entry (no. 
1.4, p. 322) and his references are not clear.  
100 The date given by the editor of the Jaipur work (1250) is far too early. See below in the 
discussion on the dating of the commentaries. 
101 No. 1-15 in this list is from the Jaipur work, NL (1996) pp. 19f.  
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1.1. Vistårika/D¥dhiti by Ragunåtha Íiromaˆi (1475). Manuscript found 
in Sarasvat¥ Bhavan Benares102 and described in the index of 
Haraprasåd.103 There is an additional manuscript in the India Office 
Library.104 Also available in Tanjore.105

1.1.1.Rahasya by Mathurånåtha Tarkavåg¥ßa (1600). Manuscript 
found in British Library, London. Available in fragments only 
according to Thakur.106 According to Bahadur the manuscript 
of the D¥dhitirahasya places Tarkavåg¥ßa later than 1675. 107

1.1.1.1. D¥dhitirahasya by Mathurånåtha Tarkavåg¥ßa.108

1.1.2.D¥dhitiviveka by Bhavånanda Siddhåntavåg¥ßa (1600). The 
entire text is apparently available in the Sarasvat¥ Bhavan 
library in Benares.  

1.1.3.D¥dhiti by Jagad¥ßa Bha††åcårya (1600).
1.1.4.Vyåkhyå by Jagad¥ßa Tarkåla kåra (1620). Observe that it is 

probably identical to no. 1.1.3.109 Bahadur states that Jagad¥ßa 
must have lived after 1631.110

1.1.5.D¥dhiti by a student (1700) of Ragunåtha Íiromaˆi. Found in 
the Tanjore, London and in Sarasvat¥ Bhavan Library, Benares. 
In the Tanjore Library Catalogue the author is named as 
Råmak® ˆabha††a and dated to 1550, the incomplete 
manuscript is however dated to 1700.111

1.1.6.Viveka by Guˆånanda Vidyåvåg¥ßa (1700). Found in Sarasvat¥ 
Bhavan, Benares and in the libraries of Mysore and Lahore.  

1.2. Viv®ti by Bhag¥ratha Èhakkura (1588). Edited in Chowkhamba 
Sanskrit Series 1991.112

1.3. Rahasya by Mathurånåtha Tarkavåg¥ßa (1600). Manuscript found in 
British Library and Library of Lahore. Thakur adds Calcutta 
Sanskrit Library (ms. no. 455).113

1.4. Viveka/Prakåßa by Jayadeva Mißra (after 1375).114

                                
102 Also mentioned in Hall (1859) p. 70.
103 The “Haraprasåd index” is probably vol. X or XI of NoSM (1871-90). 
104 IOCat (1894) p. 668, no. 2083. 
105 TCat (1931) pp. 4575ff. 
106 Thakur (2003) p. 321. 
107 Bahadur, (1915) p. 279 n. 1, refers to NoSM (1870-90) vol. III, p. 56, no. 1089.  
108 Bahadur (1915) p. 278. 
109 NCC vol. VII p. 126 refers to NoSM (1870-90) vol. X-XI p. 1203. 
110 Bahadur (1915) p. 282. 
111 TCat (1931) pp. 4573f. 
112 Thakur, (2003) p. 322, states that the Nirˆaya Sågar Press has published this sub-
commentary in 1915. This is most probably a mix-up of the different editions of the NL. As 
stated earlier in this work, the Bombay edition was published 1915 by Nirˆaya Sågar press 
but without any commentary. 
113 Thakur (2003) p. 322. 
114 Bahadur (1915) p. 267 refers to IOCat p. 668 nos. 2081f. 
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2. Darpaˆa by Va†eßvara Upådhyåya (1400). Enumerated in India Office 
Library, London. No manuscript is found. According to Thakur 
mentioned in Dravyaviveka by Pak adhara.115

3. Kaˆ†habharaˆa by Ía kara Mißra (1450). Edited in Chowkhamba 
Sanskrit Series.  

4. Vardhamånendu by Våcaspati Mißra II (1420-1490).116 Catalogued in 
Varanasi.117 According to Thakur this is a sub-commentary on 
Vardhamåna’s Prakåßa.118 Preisendanz remarks that this might be the 
case.119 Also mentioned by Shastri in the preface to the Chowkhamba 
edition.120

5. VibhËti by Ragunåtha Íiromaˆi. A copy is found in Sarasvat¥ Bhavan in 
Benares, in Mithilå library and British Library. 

6. Viveka by Pak adhara Mißra (1500). Manuscript found in India Office 
Library, London. According to the IOCat this text is a sub-commentary 
on Vardhamåna’s Nyåyal¥låvat¥prakåßa.121

7. Rahasya/Phakkika by Mathurånåtha Tarkavåg¥ßa (1600). Available in 
London, Trivandrum and Íåntipura Libraries. According to Thakur only 
fragments are available.122

8. Anunaya by Padmanåbha Mißra, end of 16th century.123 Found in Adyar 
Library, Chennai (Shelf nos. 4o. B. 26 and 9 E. 90). According to 
Krishnamacharya this consists of an incomplete paper manuscripts in 
Devanågar¥.124

9. Vilåsa by Rucidatta Mißra (1600). Found in Madras Library. According 
to Thakur and MCat this is a sub-commentary on Vardhamåna’s 
Prakåßa. The manuscript is however incomplete.125

10. Prakåßa by Råmak® ˆa Bha††åcårya. Found in Oudh Catalogue p. 36.126

11. Vyåkhyå by Rudrabha††åcårya. Mentioned by Paˆ it Mahådeva in 
Nyåyasåra. According to him the text is in Lahore Library. 

12. Bhåvapariccheda by Paˆ it Mahådeva (1800). This is apparently known 
from an edition of the Nyåyasåra (p. 5 in Paˆ ita Granthamåla). 
According to Thakur the series is called Pandita Patrika, publ. in 
Varanasi.127

                                
115 Thakur (2003) p. 322. 
116 The dating is by Preisendanz (1994) p. 2. 
117 The Hindi here is unclear: varanas¥ k¥ amudrit granth sËc¥ m¢ hai. NL (1996) p. 10.
118 Thakur (2003) p. 322. 
119 Preisendanz (1994) p. 6. 
120 NL (1991) p. 7. 
121 IOCat (1894) p. 668, no. 2081-82. 
122 Thakur (2003) p. 323. 
123 The dating is given by Krishnamacharya (1944) pp. 114f. 
124  Krishnamacharya (1944) p. 111.
125 Thakur (2003) p. 322 and MCat (1935) p. 7018. 
126 The catalogue reference is given by Potter (1983) p. 368. 
127 Thakur (2003) p. 323. I have been unable to locate this edition of Nyåyasåra.
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13. Vilåsa by Pt. Mahådeva. Found in catalogues in Trivandrum, Tanjore, 
and Madras Libraries 

14. A commentary by Ía karabhag¥ratha is found in Mysore Library. 
15. Rahasya mentioned by Ír¥nivåsa (1880)128 in Nyåyasiddhåntatattvåm®ta

p. 6 and 18 in Madras Sanskrit Series.

Bhattacharya tentatively states that a certain Prabhåkara was the first 
commentator on NL, there is, however, to my knowledge no manuscript of 
such a commentary. Bhattacharya supports this statement by referring to the 
sub-commentary on Vardhamåna’s Nyåyal¥låvat¥prakåßa, in which the 
author Bhag¥ratha mentions in two places that Vardhamåna has cited 
Prabhåkara.129 According to Bhattacharya there are also eleven references to 
Prabhåkara, cited by Pak adhara in his Nyåyal¥låvat¥viveka. The Lilåvat¥-
viveka is unfortunately not edited, but according to Bhattacharya there is a 
copy of the text at the India Office in London. 130

As to the edited commentaries to NL the following years are given. 
Vardhamåna is dated 1345 by Potter and 1350-75 by Thakur.131 Bhattacharya 
dates Ga geßa’s active period to ca. 1325-1350 and Matilal dates Ga geßa to 
1325.132 Ía kara Mißra is dated to 1450 by Matilal and Potter and to 1473 by 
Bhattacharya. This latter dating comes from a post-colophon in a copy of 
Ía kara Mißra’s Khaˆ åna†¥kå; the year is an indication that Ía kara Mißra 
was alive at that time.133 Bhag¥ratha Èhakkura’s date is ca. 1500 A. D. 
according to Bhattacharya, Ingalls, and Matilal.134 They all state that 
Bhag¥ratha’s younger brother became råja of Darbhanga in 1557.135 I will not 
account for the discussion concerning the dating of Ga geßa and 
subsequently of Vardhamåna, Ía kara Mißra, and Bhag¥ratha Èhakkura in 
any further detail.136 The most important thing is to have established their 
succession.137

                                
128 Potter (1983) p. 496. 
129 NL (1991) pp. 142, 355. 
130 Bhattacharya (1958) p. 75, the following references are given: foll. 2a, 5a, 15a, 18a, 39b, 
49b, 58a, 61a, 78a, 93b. Cf. also no. 6 in the above list. 
131 Potter (1993) p. 313, Thakur (2003) p. 321. 
132 Matilal (1977) p. 105, Bhattacharya (1958) p. 101. 
133 Matilal (1977) p. 73, Potter (1993) p. 395, Bhattacharya (1958) p. 140. Bhattacharya gives 
the following reference to the copy: Sarasvat¥ Bhavana, Varanasi, Ms. no. 134 in the 
�hun iråja collection. 
134 Bhattacharya (1958) p. 172, Ingalls (1988) pp. 8f., Matilal (1977) p. 107. 
135 Ingalls (1988) p. 9, refers to an inscription found on a well near Janakapura. 
136 Bhattacharya gives a thorough listing of reasons for his dating of Ga geßa, see 
 (1958) pp. 99-104. See for example also Mishra, (1966) p. 274, who has a slightly earlier 
dating of Ga geßa, the end of the 13th century. 
137 Cf. also app. 4. 
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2.1.2.3 Other texts by Vallabha
According to Bhattacharya, Vallabha wrote one or possibly two texts apart 
from NL. The first is supposedly a commentary on the 5th chapter of the 
NyåyasËtra, which contains a discussion on different kinds of faulty 
rejoinders and grounds of failure in an argument.138 Bhattacharya cites 
Vardhamåna’s Anv¥k ånayatattvabodha and Nyåyaparißi †aprakåßa in order 
to support his view. In these texts there are references to Vallabha that 
according to Bhattacharya indicate the existence of a commentary on NS.139

Furthermore Bhattacharya has found a reference made by Vallabha himself 
in the NL, where he refers to what is said in the Áßvarasiddhi.140 Bhattacharya 
maintains that this reference to Áßvarasiddhi cannot be explained as a 
reference to the ¥ßvara section in NL since the subject matter of the reference 
is not treated there.141 In the preface to the Jaipur work the same arguments 
and citations as Bhattacharya’s above are presented, and hence nothing new 
is added.142 Thakur also repeats Bhattacharya’s discussion concerning these 
texts.143

2.1.2.4 Character and struc ture of Nyåyal ¥låva t¥
The NL is an independent text with the same overall structure as a classical 
Vaiße ika text. It has, however, been discussed whether it is a commentary 
on Praßastapåda’s PDS. According to Matilal the reason for this mistake is 
that the tradition has possibly confused Vallabha’s work with a commentary 
named L¥låvat¥ by a Írivatsa. Unfortunately no manuscript of L¥låvat¥ is 
found and therefore it exists only as a title.144 According to Kaviraj, NL is an 
independent treatise, and only if Írivatsa would prove to be the same person 
as Vallabha would this be different.145 This issue is also discussed in the 
introductions to the Chowkhamba edition and the Jaipur work. They both 
refer to Råjaßekara’s commentary to Ír¥dhara’s Nyåyakandal¥ where four 
commentaries to PDS are enumerated and of which the fourth, written by 
Írivatsa, is called L¥låvat¥. They both conclude that it is unlikely that NL is 
the same text as L¥låvat¥ since NL is not written in the form of a 
commentary. Furthermore, they add, NL is not sufficiently traditional, with 
regard to its subjects, to be a commentary.146 In the preface to the Jaipur 

                                
138 Bhattacharya (1958) p. 60f. 
139 Anv¥k ånayatattvabodha cited in Bhattacharya (1958) p. 61, atra ßr¥vallabha˙ –eva
vise avivak åyå  viparyayakåraˆåd viparyayåpådana  jåtyantara  syåt. santi ca 
såd® yajñånåropyasmaraˆavise ådarßaˆåni. tasmåt sa ßayapadam asatyavedanopalak aˆam.
tena nirˆayakåraˆopak epe mithyåjñåna –kåraˆe pratyavasthånam pramitasama˙.
140 NL (1991) p. 406, yathå caitat tathåsmåbhir ap¥ßvarasiddhåv uktam.
141 Bhattacharya (1958) p. 61. 
142 NL (1996) p. 8. 
143 Thakur (2003) p. 315. 
144 Matilal (1977) pp. 67f. 
145 Kaviraj (1924) p. 124, n. (*). 
146 NL (1991) p. 2, NL (1996) p. 5. 
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work Mißra concludes that NL could be seen as a commentary from the point 
of view of its being written in a new form with independent analysis, at the 
same time as it discusses the traditional Vaiße ika doctrine.147 It is, in my 
understanding, not very clear from Mißra’s discussion what exactly differs 
between a commentary and a non-commentary and his argument rather 
indicates a general view of the character of oscillating between “old truths” 
and “reinvention” that is present in varying degrees in almost every text 
within the Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya traditions except, perhaps, for 
commentaries that are mere glosses. Bhattacharya mentions the passage in 
the NKd as being a mistake, but it is not clear whether he means that the 
L¥låvat¥ is in fact NL, and the mistake is then to list it as a commentary, or if 
he means that the mistake consists in having confused the L¥låvat¥ with 
NL.148 Thakur seems to be of the opinion that the L¥låvat¥ probably is the NL 
which he bases on the fact that there are so far no references to L¥låvat¥
found in any Nyåya-Vaiße ika texts.149

NL is divided into four chapters in the Chowkhamba edition and two in 
the Bombay edition.150 The two-chapter division appears however somewhat 
peculiar since the last section of NL deviates radically from the ordinary 
sequence of the Vaiße ika padårthas (categories).151 The deviation appears 
after the discussion on the last category, samavåya (inherence). Here NL 
contains a number of topics not easily fitted into the traditional scheme, and 
these sections appear to be Vallabha’s own addition to the traditional 
Vaiße ika way of arranging texts. In the Chowkhamba edition these last 
themes are allocated to three different chapters: Vaidharmya, Sådharmya,
and Prakriyå. I will follow the Chowkhamba edition in its division of the 
contents of NL, partly because it seems more practicable since the topics are 
shown in greater detail, but foremost because it illustrates well that it is only 
up to the discussion of samavåya that NL roughly follows the same division 
of topics as in, for example, the PDS. 152

The first chapter of NL is titled padårthavibhågapariccheda and consists 
of 58 sections (prakaraˆas), covering the six padårthas: dravya (substance), 
guˆa (quality), karma (motion), såmånya (generality), viße a (particularity), 
and samavåya (inherence). The second chapter, vaidharmyapariccheda,
consists of five sections devoted to difference of properties. The third 

                                
147 NL (1996) p. 6. 
148 Bhattacharya (1958) p. 55. 
149 Thakur (2003) p. 313. 
150 NL (1991) pp. 1f. and NL (1923) pp. 1ff. Since the other edition is incomplete it is not 
included here. 
151 See app. 1 for the list of contents as it is displayed in the Chowkhamba edition. 
152 Since a thorough analysis of the whole NL falls outside the scope of this thesis I have only 
made a superficial comparison with the PDS. Moreover, the similarities in structure between 
the two texts have been noted by Bhattacharya (1958) pp. 55f. and Kaviraj (1924) p. 124. On 
the other hand, the originality of the three last chapters of NL has been noted by Matilal 
(1977) p. 73 and by Bhattacharya as well. 
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chapter, sådharmyapariccheda, treats common properties in two sections and 
the last, prakriyåpariccheda, deals with refutation of various doctrines 
contrary to Vaiße ika and consists of 10 sections.153

The present study deals with the concept of anumåna (inference) and the 
related topics of vyåpti, upådhi, tarka, and paråmarßa.154 These are found in 
the first chapter under buddhi (cognition) which is a subsection of the 
section on guˆa. Sections no. 27-47 comprise the theory of buddhi, and the 
part that is analysed in this study is found in sections no. 33-36.155 When 
compared to the PDS there is a certain deviation with respect to the number 
of topics discussed in the buddhi passage of the NL. All the topics of PDS 
are included within the NL with the addition of vyåpti, tarka, and paråmarßa,
which are treated in separate sections. Moreover, in NL there is an extended 
discussion on means of knowledge other than the usually accepted ones 
within Vaiße ika: perception and inference. The concepts of nirvikalpa (pre-
predicative) and savikalpa (predicative), absent in PDS, are allocated to two 
separate sections, and the section treating parårthånumåna (inference for 
others) is named nyåya (reasoning) and not avayava (limbs) as in PDS.156

2.1.2.5 Nyåya, Vaiße ika , Nyåya-Vaiße ika, Navya-nyåya , and
Nyåyayl¥ låva t¥
The schools or traditions of Nyåya and Vaiße ika rest on two different sËtra
texts, and can in that sense be viewed as two distinct commentarial 
traditions. However, they are also in a lesser or higher degree homogeneous, 
depending on which text one chooses to study. Throughout their shared 
history they have mutually supported each other as well as there having been 
discussion of differentiated standpoints.157 It is common to say that Nyåya 
primarily deals with epistemology and Vaiße ika with ontology. This is 
perhaps best illustrated by the way the two sËtra texts deal with their subject 
matter. In the NyåyasËtras (NS) the knowledge of that which leads to 
attainment of the highest good consists in an enumeration of means of 
knowledge (pramåˆa), objects of knowledge (prameya) and 14 more 
categories dealing with reasoning.158 In the Vaiße ikasËtras (VS) the same 
goal is reached by knowledge of the six ontological categories of substance, 
quality, motion, generality, particularity, and inherence.159 Udayana wrote 
commentaries on both the VS and the NS and is therefore commonly used as 
a historical divide of a gradual merging of the two commentarial traditions. 
                                
153 NL (1991) pp. 1ff. 
154 See glossary for untranslated terms. 
155 See app. 1. 
156 See app. 2 for a visual comparison between the order of the section of buddhi in NL and 
PDS. 
157 See for example Mishra, (1936) pp. 37-50, who has listed 19 points of difference between 
Nyåya and Vaiße ika.  
158 NS (1925) pp. 14-42. See also Jhå (1999) p. 37. 
159 VS (1961) pp. 11-14. 
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The two schools are commonly referred to as having an old (prac¥na) and a 
new (navya) teaching.160 When going outside the specific schools of Nyåya 
and Vaiße ika there is another classification taking Buddhist traditions into 
account. In this classification there is an old period from NS up to Dignåga, 
a medieval period from Dignåga to Udayana, and a new period beginning 
with Udayana. This classification however is only concerned with logical 
and epistemological aspects of the above schools.161 In this work, which does 
not touch upon the Buddhist traditions, I have adopted the divisions of 
Nyåya, Vaiße ika, Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya which will be further 
explained and discussed below. 

Exactly when and how the old (prac¥na) becomes the new (navya) appears 
however to be a disputed fact. According to some scholars, for example 
Bhattacharya, Matilal, and Wada the new school develops gradually from 
the time of Udayana, who in this view is the founder.162 The new school is 
then consolidated by Ga geßa in his text Tattvacintåmaˆi.163 The other point 
of view, held for example by Potter and Vidyabhusana, is that Ga geßa is the 
founder of Navya-nyåya. Although Potter emphasizes that pre-Ga geßa 
scholars have had a certain influence on this development.164 A further 
complicating matter is that there seems to be a division concerning the use of 
the term Navya-nyåya; according to Potter, it is either used to name texts 
that employ a certain vocabulary, formulated by Ga geßa, or it is used to 
name texts written after or in Ga geßa’s time notwithstanding the 
vocabulary.165 Matilal uses “Navya-nyåya” in a way similar to Potter but 
without the explicit time-reference to Ga geßa. According to him the Navya-
nyåya entails a blending of the former two schools with the Nyåya pramåˆa-
theory and the padårthas of Vaiße ika. He adds that Navya-nyåya texts are 
characterized by their insistence upon making definitions as exact as 
possible, a feature that becomes exceedingly important in the later texts, 
such as Tattvacintåmaˆi.166 Mishra’s position within the debate is also 
similar to Potter’s. According to Mishra, Ga geßa is the founder of the new 
school mainly because of his methodology, but he also points out that 
Udayana has indeed left traits in the new school.167 Phillips holds this view as 
well, but as Wada also remarks, for reasons a bit differently stated than the 
                                
160 Ga geßa refers to his own work as “navya” in TC (1901) p. 699:1. Sometimes the term 
“Navya-Nyåya” is used only of Ragunåtha Íiromaˆi (1475-1555) and authors following him. 
See Ingalls (1988) pp. 5, 9. 
161 Wada (2004) pp. 440f.  
162 For an extensive list of the positioning within this debate see Wada (2004) pp. 442-449. 
Wada employs a three-position analysis: 1. Udayana is the founder, 2. Ga geßa is the founder, 
and 3. Someone unknown between Udayana and Ga geßa is the founder. Wada (2004) p. 442. 
Cf. also Frauwallner, (1984) pp. 45f. and (1970) p. 5, who seems to hold the third position. 
163 Bhattacharya (1958) pp. 1f., Matilal (1977) p. 101, and Wada (2004) p. 455. 
164 Vidyabhusana (1970) p. 405 and Potter (1993) pp. 3, 50. 
165 Potter (1993) pp. 3f. 
166 Matilal (1977) p. 101. 
167 Mishra (1966) p. 238. 
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above.168 Phillips points out the novelty of Ga geßa’s method and style in 
terms of a “quantum leap” but also stresses his dependence upon the 
predecessors, among whom Udayana stands in the foreground. Udayana, 
though, is portrayed by Phillips as a somewhat unpedagogical formal thinker 
in contrast to Ga geßa. For Phillips the crucial point, however, is the 
changing of “partner in discussion” from Buddhist traditions to M¥må så in 
general and the advåitin Ír¥har a in particular. Ga geßa’s discussion with 
Ír¥har a is, according to Phillips, an important factor in bringing about the 
changes that become Navya-nyåya. At the same time, though, Phillips 
emphasizes Ga geßa’s reliance upon Udayana’s work and a number of other 
pre-Ga geßa philosophers.169 He adds that Ga geßa is more of a “solidifier” 
than an originator of Navya-nyåya.170 On the other hand, again, Phillips 
states that the post-Ga geßa tradition viewed Ga geßa as an initiator of the 
new, and that we should follow this traditional stance.171 Wada, however, has 
criticized Phillips’s argumentation on the grounds that Phillips’s analysis of 
Udayana does not take into account the many similarities between Ga geßa 
and Udayana.172 Wada then, on the other hand, emphasizes the continuitive 
elements of the tradition from Udayana up to Ga geßa, in particular the 
treatment of the concept of sambandha (relation). According to Wada, 
Udayana defines the world in terms of relation and this is a new feature 
brought into the tradition. As an example of this Wada mentions the 
definition of dravya (substance) that Udayana formulates by bringing in a 
relative general term, samaveta (inhering). This is contrasted with the 
definition of substance in PDS where absolute general terms are used as 
defining features. Wada argues that since relation is a central concern and 
tool for analysis in Navya-nyåya there is no reason not to view Udayana as 
the founder of Navya-nyåya.173

With the above in mind it is not surprising that NL has been given various 
school affiliations by different scholars. An important thing to bring to 
notice, though, is that there does not appear to be any dispute among the 
above scholars that the NL is a Vaiße ika text in the sense that the structure 
of the text, and to some extent also the contents, exhibit classical Vaiße ika 
features. The dispute seems to be related to whether Udayana or Ga geßa is 
the founder of the new school and hence if the NL, mostly by reason of its 
chronological position, should be counted among the Navya-nyåya texts or 
not. Vidyabhusana states that NL is a Vaiße ika text, but adds that it has 
incorporated the Nyåya theory of pramåˆa. He seems to be under the 

                                
168 Wada (2004) p. 449. 
169 Phillips, (1997) p. 119, mentions Vallabha, Vådivåg¥ßvara, Íivåditya, and Maˆikaˆ†ha 
Mißra. 
170 Phillips (1997) pp. 118ff. 
171 Phillips (1997) p. 119. 
172 Wada (2004) p. 449. 
173 Wada (2004) pp. 451ff. 
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impression that Vallabha accepted upamåna (comparison) and ßabda (verbal 
testimony) as means of knowledge apart from the classical Vaiße ika’s 
anumåna (inference) and pratyak a (perception).174 But Vallabha clearly 
states that there are only two forms of vidyå—perceptual or inferential—and 
besides this he later on reduces both ßabda and upamåna to inference.175

Matilal characterizes NL as a Vaiße ika text belonging to the Navya-nyåya 
period on grounds that are not clearly expressed. He remarks that the 
pramåˆa section in NL is somewhat expanded, and that this is indicative of 
the changes in the transition from old to new.176 On the other hand Matilal 
states further down that Navya-nyåya texts exhibit the blending of the two 
schools in such a way that they incorporate the Nyåya pramåˆas.177 And this 
is something that NL does not do, as was pointed out above.  

According to Bhattacharya as well, the NL is a Vaiße ika text within the 
new tradition; he calls it a classic of Navya-nyåya and refers to the host of 
both pre- and post-Ga geßa commentators whose attention it drew. On the 
other hand, Bhattacharya does not mention the pramåˆa section when 
pointing out Vallabha’s originality but rather the three concluding chapters 
as deviating from the traditional way of arranging texts.178

Although Potter calls NL a Nyåya-Vaiße ika and not a Navya-nyåya text, 
he underlines that the terminology used by the new school has its origins in 
the pre-Ga geßa texts among which NL is one.179

Apart from the fact that NL is written in accordance with the Vaiße ika 
categories, and thus displays a structural affinity with PDS, there are further 
arguments for describing NL as a Vaiße ika text. Vallabha for example 
refers to both the differentiated and common positions of Nyåya and 
Vaiße ika respectively. In the first chapter, under the section dealing with 
padårtha (categories), Vallabha deals with abhåva (absence) as something 
that is part of the common doctrine (samånatantra) in the same manner as 
manas (mind) is accepted as a sense organ in Nyåya. According to Matilal 
this indicates that Vallabha accepts abhåva as a separate category within his 
Vaiße ika system.180 But I cannot find any indication that he does that. In the 
concluding remarks of the first chapter Vallabha writes that the Vaiße ika 
categories are six in number.181 He deals with absence in greater detail under 
                                
174 Vidyabhusana (1970) pp. 386f. 
175 NL (1991) pp. 470-471, 526-528, 531. 
176 Matilal (1977) p. 73. 
177 Matilal (1997) p. 101. 
178 Bhattacharya (1958) pp. 55f. 
179 Potter (1995) pp. 50, 613. 
180 NL (1991) pp. 35f., abhåvasya ca samånatantrasiddhasyåprati iddhasya nyåyadarßane 
månasendriyatåsiddhivad atråpy avirodhåt. Matilal (1971) p. 72. Matilal is a bit vague on this 
point saying that according to Vallabha “absence…was accepted as a separate category in the 
Vaiße ika system…”. The treatment of absence as a category (pådårtha) is, for example, not 
present in PDS, and is usually seen as one of the points of difference between early Nyåya 
and Vaiße ika. See for example Mishra (1936) p. 39. 
181 NL (1991) p. 103, ad eva padårthå ity uddeßa˙.
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the category of guˆa within the section on buddhi.182 In my opinion this 
discussion of absence in NL is instead indicative of a context-sensitivity that 
is expressed by Vallabha and which is further reinforced by the fact that he 
seems to treat both the NS and VS commentarial traditions as points of 
departure. This appears to be the conclusion of Bhattacharya as well.183

It is important to bring to attention that the establishment of the beginning 
of the new school is dependent upon the criteria used for defining and 
characterizing what this newness consists in, whether it be stylistic and/or 
dogmatic. A tendency within this discussion appears to be that Navya-nyåya 
is assigned a text as an indicator of the “logical” character of the contents of 
the text. Such a text then, bears the somewhat vaguely formulated mark of 
exact definitions and/or a concentration on the topics of means of 
knowledge. In short, it seems that a Navya-nyåya text in the above sense 
could also still be considered a Vaiße ika text. The term Vaiße ika is then 
used to designate the contents of the whole text, and not only the parts that 
are concerned with epistemology or “logic”.184 Phillips and Wada differ from 
the above in the sense that they try to find a more specific characteristic for 
the term Navya-nyåya; they both draw a more complex picture of how 
changes occur within the tradition(s) than has previously been done. 
However, the discussion on how traditions change and interrelate is 
dependent upon research on what is expressed in the texts written within the 
traditions, and within this sphere there is a great need for more research on 
more texts with this particular aim in mind. Some of the above mentioned 
secondary discourse also leaves room for questions about what it means to 
say that a certain text is written within a certain tradition; is it the structure of 
the text? Is it the content, the dogmatic positions, or the style of analysis? Is 
it in the intratraditional intertextuality or in the intertraditional intertextuality 
that this becomes clear, is it through both?  

In the end then, an indefinite image of the distinctions between Nyåya, 
Vaiße ika, Nyåya-Vaiße ika, and Navya-nyåya has surfaced from the above. 
It seems that there are no clear-cut partitions between these terms in the 
secondary literature, neither in a historical nor a dogmatic sense. In this work 
I have adopted a certain terminology out of a practical concern, aiming for 
clarity insofar as that is possible. I have used the terms partly in a historical 
sense and partly as designators of the different texts that are used as sources. 
“Nyåya” then implies texts written within the commentarial tradition of NS, 
and “Vaiße ika” the commentarial tradition of VS. These two terms are not 
frequently used within this work. The compound Nyåya-Vaiße ika is 
however used a lot and it designates both of the traditions simultaneously, 

                                
182 NL (1991) pp. 35-36, 544-579. 
183 Bhattacharya (1958) p. 56. 
184 Cf. for example Thakur, (2003) p. 313, who speaks of NL as a Vaiße ika classic but also as 
a “neo-logical” text, and Bhattacharya who states that the Vaiße ika NL is a classical Navya-
nyåya text. See n. 178 above. 
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also including texts that are not commentaries on either VS or NS. Since 
Vallabha appears to move effortlessly in an intertextual environment 
encompassing both of these commentarial traditions, there seems to be little 
need to make a precise division between them. The distinction made 
between Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya on the other hand operates to 
designate texts written by or after Ga geßa. This distinction is purely 
practical; as made clear above the transformation into Navya-nyåya, 
however obvious the difference is between an “old” and a “new” text, took
place over the course of at least 300 years, and is thus to be seen as gradual. 

2.1.2.6 Concept ions of the Nyåyal ¥låva t¥
In the introduction I pointed out that the NL has been described as a 
revolutionary text, and in the present chapter that there is a degree of 
originality ascribed to the structure of the text as well, as noted by 
Bhattacharya and Matilal.185 Potter mentions in his EIP that NL is an original 
work and Mohanty does the same. Mohanty, however, adds “sober and 
conservative” connecting it to Udayana but also tracing a preconception of 
Navya-nyåya terminology in it. Neither Mohanty, nor Potter discuss this in 
detail, nor do they contrast or clarify their use of the expressions “original” 
and “sober and conservative”.186 Phillips calls NL a “lucid exposition of 
Vaiße ika tenets, with some original argumentation”. Phillips does not 
elaborate further on this, mainly because he focuses on Ír¥har a who, as said 
above, does not mention NL at all.187

Tachikawa provides a slightly more elaborate discussion on the character 
of NL. He attributes radicality to Vallabha in relation to Udayana’s K and 
Praßastapåda’s PDS. In my opinion, however, his reasoning concerning this 
is problematic in two ways. First of all in the sense that he uses, as basis for 
comparison, three texts written in different genres. Udayana’s K is a 
commentarial text, NL is an independent work and PDS is placed 
somewhere in between these two types. It seems plausible to assume that a 
text written independently of a mËla-text would contain a greater leeway 
than a commentary, and on account of that, these three texts might not prove 
to be the best point of departure for comparision. Tachikawa furthermore 
speaks, slightly tentatively, of Vallabha and Bhåsarvajña as belonging to a 
radical tradition later followed up by Ragunåtha Íiromaˆi, the latter being a 
Navya-nyåya author who is described by Ingalls as letting go of all the 
“old”, “hampering” material that clung to the traditional, conservative 
writers.188 This, in turn, brings us to the second problem of using the term 

                                
185 Bhattacharya (1958) p. 55, Matilal (1977) p. 73. 
186 Potter (1995) pp. 8, 613. 
187 Phillips (1997) p. 42. 
188 Tachikawa (1981) pp. 15f. and Ingalls (1988) [1951] p. 2. Cf. Thakur, (2003) p. 387, who 
states contrary to this that Vallabha and Bhåsarvajña belong to differing traditions within the 
Nyåya-Vaiße ika discourse as a whole. 
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radical or original. When Bhattacharya ascribes “originality” to NL he does 
so in relation to a certain particular feature of the text, namely the structure. 
He has thus clearly defined a certain aspect of the material as original. 
Tachikawa however states that Vallabha is revolutionary and then lists 
examples from NL where Vallabha deviates from Praßastapåda and 
Udayana. In doing this Tachikawa identifies PDS and K as “tradition” and 
that which deviates from this “tradition” as revolutionary or “radical 
tradition”. Underlying such a distinction is a view of tradition as consisting 
of a number of ideas or opinions that are conserved over a period of time. 
“Tradition” is then simply the continuitive aspects of the texts. The 
discontinuitive aspects, on the other hand, do not belong to “tradition” or 
split off into another radical tradition. Apart from the problem of naming two 
texts only as the bearers of tradition when there are many more texts written 
under the same caption, Tachikawa’s line of reasoning leads to an 
essentialized image of what “tradition” is among the Nyåya-Vaiße ika 
texts.189

As stated in the introduction, there is no intention whatsoever in the 
present work to identify the NL as being radical, original, sober, or 
conservative. To do so would be problematic not only from an empirical 
standpoint but also from a theoretical one. Empirically it is impossible to 
judge the character of NL from an analysis of a couple of pages, nor does 
there seem to be enough material available and thoroughly analysed to 
contrast it with. More important though is the question of what kind of 
conception of tradition underlies the statements about originality and 
radicality. These words remain relational, presupposing a non-original, non-
radical something to which they stand in relation. In this work, however, 
tradition is not conceptualized in such a manner, and thus the question of 
Vallabha’s alledged originality or conservativeness does not come up as 
relevant at all. 

2.2 Introduction to anumåna in Nyåya-Vaiße ika 
In order to facilitate for the reader I will present a general, ahistoric outline 
of how the central concepts of the NL chapter on inference are described 
within Nyåya-Vaiße ika and, to some extent, Navya-nyåya.190 I will also 
discuss how these concepts are interpreted and translated within this work. 
This section could thus be thought of as forming a conceptual framework for 

                                
189 Tachikawa (1981) p. 16. 
190 For this purpose I have primarily used the TS with its auto-commentary TSD. This text is 
much later than the NL, but sums up the theories expressed within the Nyåya-Vaiße ika, and 
Navya-nyåya tradition(s). TS is also a school-book and expounds its subjects in a general, 
pedagogic manner without going into detailed discussion. I have also used the PDS and NS as 
references to specific Vaiße ika and Nyåya thought. 
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the subsequent chapters. It is very important to bear in mind that the 
discussion concerning the inferential process (anumåna) and its sub-concepts 
such as vyåpti, upådhi, tarka, and paråmarßa is heterogeneous within the 
history of these tradition(s), and individual authors find individual answers 
to the problems discussed. This will however be taken into account in the 
subsequent chapters of this work. 

2.2.1 Cognition and knowledge 
The terms jñåna and pramå/vidyå will be translated as cognition and 
knowledge respectively. Cognition is understood as an overarching concept 
that is specified further into subgroups, of which knowledge is one. 
Cognition is described as a characterization (guˆa) of the self (åtman); it is 
not thought of as an action, but as a product, and thus also as existing 
temporarily. Cognitions leave traces (sa skåra) behind, traces that can affect 
our future behavior because they effectuate remembrance (sm®ti) and 
recognition (pratyabhijñå) which in turn are special kinds of cognitions.191

On the other hand, “feelings” such as desire, pain, aversion, and pleasure are 
thought of as objects of which we are conscious, i.e. objects of cognitions 
and not cognitions in themselves. These feelings are also thought of as 
different characterizations (guˆas) of the self.192

Knowledge (pramå) is one kind of cognition amongst several kinds and is 
in turn specified according to how many means of knowledge there are. In 
the PDS, i.e. the VS tradition, there is a differentiation between cognitions 
(buddhi or jñåna)193 that are vidyå and avidyå, knowledge and non-
knowledge. Vidyå comprises cognitions that are defined as perceptive 
(pratyak a), inferential (lai gika), recollective (sm®ti) and sagic (år a).194

There are, in turn, two kinds of means of knowledge (pramåˆa), perception 
(pratyak a) and inference (anumåna). Non-knowledge is subdivided into four 
kinds of cognitions: doubt (sa ßaya), error (viparyaya), indefinitive 
(anadhyavasåya) and dream (svapna).195

TS, on the other hand, divides cognition (jñåna) into remembrance (sm®ti)
and anubhåva, a term almost impossible to translate.196 Anubhåva could 
                                
191 Cf. Shastri (1964) p. 460. 
192 Cf. Mohanty (1989) pp. 23ff. 
193 For the synonymity of buddhi and jñåna see NS 1.1.15 in for example Jha (1999) pp. 
265ff. and PDS (1895) p. 171. 
194 Since år a is derivative of ® i (seer or sage) I have here translated it as “sagic”, that is, as 
belonging to the seers. This cognition, though, might befall a normal person as well; one 
example of this is the little girl who knows that her brother, who has been away on a trip, will 
be coming home the next day. PDS (1895) pp. 186, 258. I will not go into detail concerning 
the different kinds of cognitions except for the ones important to the present work. 
195 PDS (1895) p. 172. 
196 In connection with the subdivisions of cognition and knowledge, the TS reflects the Nyåya 
and Navya-nyåya thought rather than the Vaiße ika as it is expressed in PDS. See TS (1969) 
p. 32. 
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mean apprehension, comprehension, or understanding and carries the 
meaning of being receptive, impressive, and productive.197 This could be 
contrasted to memory, which is cognition of something already received. 
Anubhåva in turn is subdivided into yathårtha and ayathårtha, which could 
be understood as objective and non-objective cognition in the sense that the 
objective cognition directly corresponds to an object (artha) whereas the 
non-objective one does not. The non-objective cognitions in the TS are 
doubt, error, and tarka.198 The objective cognitions in turn are four: 
perceptive, inferential, comparative (upamiti), and verbal (ßabda).199 These 
four comprise the four means of knowledge (pramåˆa) that are distinguished 
within Nyåya and Navya-nyåya.  

The word pramå (knowledge) is tied to the derivatives pramåt®, prameya,
pramåˆa, and pramåˆya.200 All these derivatives form a semantic landscape 
consisting of “the one who knows” (pramåt®), “the object of knowledge” 
(prameya), “the means of knowledge” (pramåˆa) and “eligible for a process 
of knowledge” (pråmåˆya). In order to apprehend the translation of pramå
into “knowledge” it is important to take notice of both the above given 
distinctions of “knowledge” and “non-knowledge” and the different kinds of 
means of knowledge that are distinguished as well. “Knowledge” is thus not 
used in any specific sense, but for its distinguished character, which, as has 
been noticed above, differs between Nyåya and Vaiße ika. That is, in the 
interaction between these traditions, for example as it is visible in Vallabha’s 
NL, the differences are handled in such a way that the four means of 
knowledge present in Nyåya are reduced to two in Vaiße ika. The reduction 
has to do with the specific cause or instrument (karaˆa) that each and every 
means of knowledge has.201 The difference does not concern the validity of 
knowledge, but rather is a difference in analysis. That is to say, it is not the 
phenomenon of knowing that is questioned in the discussions but whether 
certain distinctions of knowing should be made or not.202

Perceptual cognition (pratyak a) is generated by six different instruments, 
the six sense organs. There are five outer organs and an inner one; sight, 
taste, smell, touch, and hearing are all outer senses; their objects are external 

                                
197 Cf. Chakrabarti (1999) p. 35. 
198 TS (1969) pp. 33, 69, Bhattacharya (1983) pp. 143ff., 148. The concept of tarka will be 
dealt with further down. Cf. Nyman, (2005) p. 564, who in my opinion has sufficiently shown 
that the fairly common designation “true/not true” of yathårtha and ayathårtha is too narrow. 
Nyman’s second definition of the paired terms appears to be the closest to how they are 
understood here; yathårtha is then understood as being “true of its object, and its being so is 
conditioned by its object” whereas ayathårtha “is either not true of its object, or is true of its 
object but its being so is not conditioned by its object”.  
199 TS (1969) pp. 35f. 
200 The Sanskrit word pramå is a primary derivative of pra må meaning “to measure”, “mete 
out”, “to form”, “to understand”, “to know”. 
201 See for example Wada (1990) pp. 29f. 
202 Vallabha, for example, reduces both ßabda (verbal statement) and upamåna (comparison) 
to cases of anumåna. NL (1991) pp. 526-531.  
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to the perceiver. The one inner sense is called manas, which is often 
translated with the word “mind”; this, however, is not used in the present 
work since “mind” implies some kind of conscious faculty. It is important to 
note that the conscious agent is thought of as åtman (self). Manas is instead 
to be understood in terms of a mechanical, unconscious, coordinative 
faculty. The six sense organs could be defined in terms of what kinds of 
relations (sannikar a) they subsist in. A sense perception arises from a 
relation, a contact, between a sense organ and an object that in turn is 
connected to manas which lastly is connected to the self (åtman). In this 
sense manas is operating, in all perceptual cognitions, as a link between the 
sense-object-contact and the self. Manas is also at work within the process of 
remembrance.203

There is yet another distinction of perception that is made, between 
worldly or ordinary (laukika) perception and extraordinary (alaukika) per-
ception. Ordinary perception is caused by the above six kinds of sense 
organs and their relations to their respective objects, for example the contact 
between the eye and the pot when one sees a pot. Extraordinary perception is 
of three kinds, “perception of generalities”, i.e. having the mark of generality 
(såmånyalak aˆa), “acquired cognition”, i.e. having the mark of cognition 
(jñånalak aˆa) and “yogic perception”, i.e. born of yoga (yogaja). The first 
two kinds function for every human being whereas the third is available to 
yogis only.204 The extraordinary perception of generalities operates through 
an extraordinary contact (såmånyalak aˆasannikar a) that enables us to 
perceive particulars as having certain generalities. When we see a pot, for 
example, we perceive it as having the generality “potness”, and the 
såmånyalak aˆa gives us perception of every existing pot as having potness. 
The objects of this perception (i.e. all pots) are not available to us in the 
same manner as in ordinary perception but rather through the generality that 
inheres in every pot.205 Jñånalak aˆa is the case when one, for example, sees 
a strawberry from afar and at the same time has a perception of its smell 
which is not present as an object connected to the sense-organ of smell. Here 
the contact between the object (strawberry smell) and the sense organ (eye) 
is through a previously cognized strawberry smell.206

The distinctions of cognitions that have been accounted for above could 
be viewed as descriptive in the sense that they function as explanatory 
devices of experiences that are apprehended as existing phenomena. Thus we 
do not necessarily need to understand these theories as arguments for the 

                                
203 The relation or contact of sannikar a is further subdivided into six kinds, Bhattacharya 
(1983) pp. 178ff. Cf. also Mishra (1934) p. 179, Phillips (2000) p. 4 and Mohanty (2000) pp. 
17f. 
204 Yogic perception will not be treated here since it falls outside the scope of this work.  
205 Chatterjee (1950) pp. 209ff. 
206 Chatterjee (1950) pp. 218f. 
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very existence of cognition and knowledge, but rather as an inventory of 
human experience, a reasoning that is ex post facto as it were. 

2.2.2 Såmånya, jåti and vyakti: generalities and particulars 
The terms såmånya, jåti, and vyakti could all be understood as ontological in 
the sense that they convey certain modes of existence. Såmånya (generality) 
is one of the six ontological categories (padårtha) within the Vaiße ika 
tradition; it comes in two forms, a higher (para) and a lower (apara). Vyakti
is generally understood as a particular entity, whereas jåti is understood as a 
generality, for example a particular pot in contrast to the generality 
“potness” or “the being a pot”. The terms såmånya and jåti are to some 
extent used as synonyms within Nyåya-Vaiße ika, although sometimes, 
especially in early texts, the former is preferred within Vaiße ika and the 
later within Nyåya. In some cases såmånya is used of both higher and lower 
generalities whereas jåti is used for lower ones only. The single higher 
generality, “existence” (sattå), functions solely as a connector of everything 
that exists. The lower generalities on the other hand simultaneously have a 
differentiating and a connecting capacity. This could be understood in the 
sense that there would not be any apprehension of difference nor of 
community between entities without the existence of generalities; everything 
would either be totally different or the same.207 A generality is thus not in 
any sense a quality added to a particular entity (vyakti), it is rather the 
foundation of our capability of cognizing a particular—at one and the same 
time—both as a separate entity and an entity with something in common 
with other entities. Såmånya is, for Praßastapåda, founded in cognition, but 
hard to demonstrate since it is also a prerequisite of the very possibility of 
cognition. This way of reasoning is repeated throughout the Nyåya-
Vaiße ika tradition by maintaining that activity of any kind, for example 
speech and inference, would be impossible without the existence of 
generalities.208

The relation pertaining between a particular entity and a generality is 
inherence (samavåya) and it is in this sense that generality could be spoken 
of as an ontological prerequisite or basis of the “being there” of the 
particular. Inherence is a relation that will break only as the relata of the 
relation breaks, so it is only when a certain particular ceases to be that the 
relation also ceases. For example, when a pot ceases to be a pot the 
generality “potness” is then no longer in the inherence relation with the pot. 
Another important aspect of the generality is that the generality itself is said 

                                
207 Halbfass (1992) pp. 120f. and Halbfass (1970) p. 141. 
208 Cf. section 5.2.3 below. 
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to be eternal, even if a particular pot is destroyed “potness” does not ever 
vanish.209

The translation of jåti/såmånya differs within the secondary discourse on 
Nyåya-Vaiße ika, and almost every scholar uses his or her own particular 
translation.210 Wada translates both concepts with “generic property”.211

Phillips translates jåti as “natural kind” and såmånya as “universal”.212

Matilal translates both as “universals” but also uses “generality” for 
såmånya.213 Halbfass uses “real universal” or “generic property” for såmånya
and “genus” or “species” for jåti.214 Potter translates both jåti and såmånya as 
“universal (property)”.215 In this work I use the translation “generality” since 
it echoes less of Aristotle and thus narrows down the possibility of 
misunderstanding concerning the meaning of the term. Halbfass, when 
discussing the translation of såmånya as “universal”, mentions this danger of 
misunderstanding but still chooses “universal” on the grounds of “rich 
historical associations”, supposedly implying by this precisely that 
Aristotelian echo.216

2.2.3 Anumåna
Anumåna is the process of acquiring knowledge indirectly through the 
medium of perception. In the Vaiße ika tradition anumåna (inference) and 
pratyak a (perception) are the only means of knowledge available to us, 
whereas in the Nyåya tradition there are four means of knowledge: 
pratyak a, anumåna, upamåˆa (comparison), and ßabda (verbal statement). 

As described by Anna bha††a in his TS, inference is the instrument of 
inferential knowledge (anumiti), which is produced by a confirmatory 
cognition called paråmarßa (consideration), which in turn partly consists of 
another cognition, namely the cognition of something as characterized by 
vyåpti (invariable concomitance). That is, if a person sees a plume of smoke 
rising from a mountain217 and infers from this perception that fire is present 
on that mountain, she has, according to Anna bha††a, proceeded through a 
number of causally interrelated steps. The starting-point of this process is 
perception of smoke, followed by the recollection that fire is always present 
                                
209 PDS (1895) pp. 311f. Cf. Halbfass (1992) pp. 113ff. and (1970) pp. 143ff. See also 
Frauwallner’s translation of the passage from PDS, Frauwallner (1992) pp. 152-156.  
210 I have here included recent translations, for a substantial list of variant translations from 
early time see Halbfass (1992) p. 115. 
211 Wada (1990) p. 23. 
212 Phillips (1997) pp. 317, 320. 
213 Matilal (1997) pp. 173, 272f. 
214 Halbfass (1992) pp. 115, 279f. 
215 Potter (1995) p. 137, 741. 
216 Halbfass (1992) p. 115. 
217 The example of smoke on a mountain is the most common stock-example of an inferential 
process in Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya texts. It is almost always used in explanations 
of the different aspects of this process. This example will also be used throughout this work. 



57

where smoke is present which in turn is followed by the ascertainment that 
this smoke is the kind of smoke that is generated by fire and not, for 
example, smoke that is nothing more than fog. The cognition of paråmarßa,
in this case, is the establishment of a relation between smoke, fire, and 
mountain as pertaining to this particular situation. That the perception of 
smoke leads to a cognition of, and subsequently to knowledge of fire, is due 
to the relation between fire and smoke. This relation is called vyåpti
(invariable relation or concomitance) and the knowledge of vyåpti is the 
cause of the effect, inferential knowledge (anumiti), whereas paråmarßa is 
the intermediate step bringing about this effect. Vyåpti is also, in one 
respect, the mark of an inference; it is the touchstone of certainty.218 If vyåpti
did not characterize the relation between smoke and fire, the inference would 
not be an inference but a process that merely seems to be knowledge 
producing, a so-called pseudo-inference (åbhåsa). It is important to notice 
that an inference is always, per se, knowledge producing, there are thus no 
“false inferences” but rather processes that might appear to be inferences.  

The inference is divided in two main categories, one kept in private, for 
oneself (svårthånumånam), and the second displayed to others as well 
(parårthånumåna). The parårthånumåna consists of the following five 
members or limbs (avayava, a ga):219

1. Pratijñå (that which is to be inferred): “The mountain has fire”. 
2. Hetu220 (the reason or ground): “Because the mountain has smoke”.  
3. Udåharaˆa, nidarßana (the example): “Whatever has smoke has fire, as 

in the kitchen”. (Whatever has absence of fire has absence of smoke, as 
in the lake.) 

4. Upanaya, anusandhåna (application): “And so this (mountain has smoke 
pervaded by fire)”. (The cognition of paråmarßa.)

5. Nigamana (the conclusion): “Therefore it is so (that the mountain has 
fire)”.221

The mountain in this inference is the possessor of, or simply place of smoke 
and is called “pak a”. The pak a can be understood in terms of being the 
inferential subject. Smoke is the “hetu”, “sådhana” or “li ga”, the reason or 

                                
218 TS (1969) pp. 47-50, TSD (1969) pp. 254f. Cf. also Bhattacharya (1983) pp. 189ff. 
Paråmarßa will be dealt with in greater detail below on p. 62. 
219 The names of these limbs can differ in Nyåya and Vaiße ika. The different limbs of 
inference are discussed by Vallabha in a separate section of NL called nyåyapar¥k å-
prakaraˆam, see app. 1. 
220 This term “hetu” should not be confused with the so called “hetu” or “li ga” which is 
smoke in the above example. If not otherwise mentioned, “hetu” does not, in this work, refer 
to the second limb at all. Sometimes “hetuvacana” is used as a name of the second limb so as 
to avoid confusion. 
221 This is expressed as follows; parvato vahnimån, dhumavattvåt, yo yo dhumavån so so 
’gnimån yathå mahånasa˙, tathå ca ayam, tasmåt tathå. TS (1969) pp. 52f. 



58

mark through which the marked, fire, “sådhya” or “li gin”, is attributed to 
the pak a. The term “li ga” conveys a certain mode of apprehending smoke, 
namely that smoke is a mark or pointer in relation to the “li gin” which 
bears the mark. When using the terms “hetu” or “sådhana” a causal aspect is 
added, which is seen also in the ablative case that is used when expressing 
the second limb, which is named “hetu” or “hetuvacana”.222 The relation of 
vyåpti is, in the above inference, the relation of smoke to fire, where every 
place of smoke is a place of fire and every place of absence-of-fire is a place 
of absence-of-smoke. It is important to note that this is not the case in the 
relation of fire to smoke, because there are places where there is absence-of-
smoke but presence of fire, in, for example, glowing iron.223

The “inference for oneself” could be understood in terms of an internal 
cognitive process whereas “inference for another” includes an element of 
verbalization of this very process.224 Due to this, some elements of the 
description of the internal process of inference coincide with the verbal 
declaration of this very process. This is the case, for example, in the fourth 
limb, which consists of the cognition of paråmarßa.225 This phenomenon is 
apparent in the concept of tarka as well. Tarka refers to a certain verbalized 
statement or formula as well as a certain cognition. Inference is in this sense 
analysed as at once descriptive and prescriptive, it is a description of the 
cognitive process that results in inferential knowledge and a prescription 
concerning how we are to conduct ourselves when aiming for that 
knowledge.  

When translating anumåna as “inference”, one aspect of the meaning is 
lost namely the processual aspect, that this term is designating the whole 
inferential process.226 Therefore the most preferable translation is “inferential 
process”. However, this translation sometimes proves awkward, and thus I 
have used both variants within this work. As for the terms of the different 
components of the inferential process (pak a, li ga, hetu, sådhana, and 
sådhya) these will not be translated since they are so specific to this 
discourse. 

2.2.3.1 Vyåpti
As remarked above, vyåpti is indicated by a positive and a negative example, 
the kitchen and the lake, the kitchen being an example of presence of smoke 
and fire, and the lake being an example of absence of fire and smoke. The 

                                
222 The word “Hetu” is also used for “cause” or “reason”. 
223 Cf. Gangopadhyay (1971) pp. 145f. This will be dealt with in greater detail below on p. 64. 
224 Cf. Siderits (2003) p. 305, and Mohanty (1992) p. 102. 
225 See Mohanty (1992) p. 103. Cf. the section on paråmarßa and tarka below. This 
phenomenon is apparent in the concept of tarka as well. Tarka refers to a certain verbalized 
statement as well as a cognition.  
226 Anumåna is a derivative of anu må having the lexical meanings of “conjecture”, “guess” 
and “infer”. 
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stating of an instance of the concomitance between presence-of-smoke and 
presence-of-fire and between absence-of-fire and absence-of-smoke 
indicates a higher degree of certainty of the knowledge generated in such an 
inference, but it is not always possible or necessary to provide both a 
positive and a negative example. Seen as a property or characteristic vyåpti
resides in the sådhana, that is, the sådhana is the place of vyåpti, or the 
sådhana is characterized by vyåpti. The sådhana is divided into three kinds, a 
division pertaining to the member of udåharaˆa, which states how the 
relation of vyåpti is upheld in the inference. It is possible to establish vyåpti
by three kinds of examples, a positive (sapak a), a negative (vipak a) and 
both a positive and a negative.227 The first kind is called kevalånvayin (only 
positive) and is exemplified by the following stock example:  

1. Kevalånvayin (only positive) 

Pratijñå:  The pot is nameable. 

Hetu: Because the pot is cognizable. 

Udåharaˆa: Like the cloth.228

In this case, it is only possible to give a positive example of the relation 
between cognizability (jñeyatva) and nameability (abhideyatva) since 
nothing whatsoever exists that is not cognizable. Every real, existing entity 
in the world possesses cognizability in the Vaiße ika ontology, and hence it 
is not possible to find a place where there is absence-of-cognizability, and 
thus vyåpti is established by connection or positivity only.229

The second kind is called kevalavyatirekin (only negative) and is 
exemplified by the following inference: 

2. Kevalavyatirekin (only negative) 

Pratijñå:  Earth differs from other things. 

Hetu: Because earth has smell. 

Udåharaˆa: Unlike water.230

Earth in this inference is the subject, the pak a; the sådhya is the “difference 
from other things” and the sådhana is “having smell”.  Now, in order to 
establish vyåpti positively, it is necessary to find an entity having smell and 

                                
227 TS (1969) pp. 53f., Wada (1990) pp. 37f. 
228 TS (1969) pp. 54f. 
229 Jha (1982) p. 37. 
230 TS (1969) pp. 55f. 
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having the property “difference from other things” at the same time. This, 
however, is not possible since the only entity that fits the above requirement 
is earth itself, and since earth is the subject of this inference, it would not 
yield any knowledge to posit earth as an example. Doing so would only 
result in a circular argument.231 Hence, the only way of establishing vyåpti is 
to give a negative example, an example of an entity in which absence-of-
“difference from other things” and absence-of-“endowed with smell” are 
present. Such an entity could be any of the other substances, though in this 
case it is water (åp), in which we find both “not differing from other things” 
and “non-possession of smell”. And thus vyåpti is established by a negative 
example only.232

In the case of the third kind, the anvayavyatirekin (positive and negative), 
it is possible to give one example of connection and one of discernment, or 
in other words, one instance where sådhana is accompanied by sådhya and 
one instance where neither sådhana nor sådhya are to be found. 
Anna bha††a gives us the following stock example: 

3. Anvayavyatirekin (positive and negative) 

Pratijñå:  The mountain has fire. 

Hetu: Because the mountain has smoke. 

Udåharaˆa: Like the kitchen, unlike the lake.233 

As will be seen below, in chapter five, the invariable relation (vyåpti) of the 
sådhana to the sådhya could be, and has been, described in different ways: 
there are three frequently-used terms or definitions of this relation, 
avinåbhåva (not without the other), avyabhicåra (non-deviation) and 
svåbhåvika (own-nature). The so called avinåbhåva relation could be 
understood as a relation where the absence of the sådhya is also the absence 
of the sådhana, and the avyabhicåra as a relation in which the sådhana is 
non-deviating from the sådhya, that is, the sådhana is not found where the 
sådhya is not found.234 The relation of vyåpti could also be understood in 
terms of a “natural” relation (svåbhåvikasambandha) that is upheld by the 
very nature of the relata, as in the case of smoke related to fire: smoke could 
not exist without fire; smoke (sådhana) is caused by fire (sådhya). The 
relation of vyåpti is, however, not always understood as a cause and effect 
relationship. In the inference above, for example, where “nameability” is 

                                
231 In the Vaiße ika categorization only the substance of earth has the quality of smell. See Jha 
(1982) p. 65. 
232 Bhattacharya (1983) pp. 233f. 
233 TS (1969) pp.53f. 
234 Cf. Wada (1990) pp. 108, 110. 
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inferred from “cognizability”, the relation between these two is not causal: 
“nameability” and “cognizability” are generalities inherent in every thing 
that exists, that is, if something would not have nameability it would not be 
existent. 

Vyåpti is generally translated by “pervasion”, “concomitance”, or 
“invariable relation”. It is, however, also treated as a well-known concept 
and is thus not always translated.235 In the translation and the running text I 
have used vyåpti as well as the translations stated above. What is important 
to notice is that vyåpti is understood as a particular kind of relation, and 
therefore the most preferable translation is “invariable relation”. The concept 
of vyåpti can be described by using different terms in Sanskrit, sometimes 
depending on which definition one favors: avinåbhåva or svåbhåvika. Other 
terms for vyåpti are niyama/niyata (i.e. restriction/restricted), pratibandha
(i.e. connection).236

2.2.3.2 Vyåptigraha : grasping the invar iable relat ion
Since vyåpti is crucial to the validity of the inference the means of grasping 
or knowing vyåpti is central to the analysis of the inference. To grasp vyåpti
is to grasp that the sådhya is always present where the sådhana is present, 
and that the sådhana is absent wherever the sådhya is absent. The crucial 
point here is the word “always”. It is thus not enough to know of this relation 
in a particular situation; it must be known in a general way, as pertaining to 
smoke in general. This is sometimes articulated as an apprehension of all 
past, present, and future instances of vyåpti. With this in mind it might seem 
strange that vyåpti is often said to be grasped somehow through 
perception.237 This obviously does not mean that a person has to have 
directly perceived all instances of smoke and fire together in order to detect 
vyåpti, since such a perception would be physically impossible. In general 
there are two ways of understanding how the perception of vyåpti is 
possible. Within Nyåya-Vaiße ika this perception is often explained in terms 
of “repeated observations” (bhËyodarßana). That is, after having seen smoke 
together with fire a number of times, say in the kitchen of a house and in the 
garden of someone burning a pile of grass, one can form the idea that smoke 
is concomitant with fire. Then, the next time one sees smoke the idea of the 
concomitance comes to mind. In Navya-nyåya yet another understanding of 
this appears, based upon the extraordinary perception of generalities 
(såmånyalak aˆa), a perception that enables us to have a certain access to all 
smoke and fire particulars. There is, in this case, no direct contact between 
the objects of perception (smoke particulars) and the sense organ (the eye), 
and consequently this perception cannot be of an ordinary kind. Every 

                                
235 vi åp has the lexical meanings of “to reach or spread through”, “pervade”, or “permeate”. 
236 NK (1996) pp. 426, 532. See also text [3-5] in this work. 
237 See for example Potter (1995) p. 202. 
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smoke particular is perceived insofar as it is characterized by the generality 
“smokeness”. This means that no individual characteristics of these smoke 
particulars are perceived but only that characteristic which is common to 
them all. The contact giving rise to this kind of perception is sometimes 
called såmånyalak aˆasannikar a and sometimes såmånyalak aˆapraty-
åsatti.238

To translate vyåptigraha is rather unproblematic since the translation of 
graha into “grasping” is unproblematic. “Grasping” implies perception of 
some kind, but it also carries an aspect of understanding what is perceived. 
There is a tendency, however, visible in Ga geßa’s texts, for graha to also 
imply certainty, being without doubt.239 Graha is not enumerated and defined 
in the divisions of different kinds of cognitions, something that would make 
for an easier interpretation. There are other terms used for cognitions as well 
that are not classified, such as “sa vedana” and “vedana”. I translate these 
as “apprehension” and “grasping” respectively.240 Just as the concept of 
vyåpti is described with several different terms, so also is vyåptigraha.
Vallabha, for example, never once uses the term “vyåptigraha” in the chapter 
on inference in NL, although it is one of the main subjects of the text. 
Instead he uses “niyata sa vedana” and “niyama sa vedana”.241

2.2.3.3 Paråmarßa and causal i ty
Paråmarßa means consideration or reflection that goes beyond or forward. It 
belongs in the process of coming to inferential knowledge, and has a causal 
efficiency within this process, as remarked above.242 This consideration is 
classified as a cognition that comes with two components, vyåptivißi †a
(characterized by concomitance) and pak adharmatå (being a property of the 
inferential subject). It is verbalized in the fourth step (upanaya) of the 
“inference for others”. It is immediately followed by the conclusion, and 
consists of a consideration of, or reflection on, the nature of the sådhana. If 
the sådhana is characterized by the invariable relation (vyåptivißi †a), that is, 
if it is a pervaded property and at the same time has the nature of being a 
property of the inferential subject (pak adharmatå), the inference will hit 
home and the conclusion will follow from this. In TS paråmarßa is phrased 
as follows: “This mountain is possessed of smoke which is pervaded by 
fire”.243

                                
238 Cf. above section 2.2.1. 
239 TC (1982) pp. 210f. Cf. also Gangopadhyay (1975) p. 203 who translates vyåptigraha with 
“ascertainment of invariable concomitance”. 
240 These two terms could be translated as synonyms, cf. Lasic (2000) pp. 49, 123.  
241 Cf. text [74, 77, 84] and n. 331 below. 
242 parå m®ß has the lexical meanings of “lay hold of”, “seize”, “point to”, “consider” or 
“deliberate”. 
243 TS (1969) pp. 47f., “vahnivyåpyadhËmavån aya  parvata˙”. 
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In connection with the role of paråmarßa within the inferential process it 
is important to notice how causality is heterogeneously conceptualized 
within the discourse. That is to say, that there are differing positions held 
within the Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya concerning the understanding 
of the concepts of kåraˆa, karaˆa, and vyåpåra.

According to Matilal the karaˆa is understood as a kåraˆa of special value 
or of uniqueness by most of the propounders of nyåya tradition.244 A kåraˆa
is in turn understood, in NK, as that condition under which an effect is 
produced and that condition in the absence of which this effect will not be 
produced.245 An effect such as inferential knowledge, for example, requires 
many kåraˆas, causes, in order to be produced. Kåraˆa comes forth as an 
overarching concept of causality which is further subdivided into specific 
categories.  

A threefold division is found in Nyåya-Vaiße ika literature from the time 
of the commentaries on PDS and onwards, a division which appears to be 
generally accepted by both the Naiyåyikas and the Vaiße ikas.246 This 
division distinguishes between samavåyikåraˆa (inherence cause), asama-
våyikåraˆa (non-inherence cause) and nimittakåraˆa. The inherence cause 
can be understood in terms of the relationship subsisting between cause and 
effect. That is to say, in such cases where the effect that is produced inheres 
in the cause this is described as an inherence cause, as, for example, the pot-
halves or the threads being causes of pot and cloth respectively. The non-
inherence causes are such entities that inhere in or are connected to the 
inherence cause and have an influence on or a connection to the effect, for 
example when the guˆa (quality) of color in the threads gives the cloth its 
color.247

The concept of nimittakåraˆa is often translated as either the “efficient 
cause” or the “instrumental cause”, but also carries with it a sense connected 
to being the basis or substrate and that of being regulative.248 The former 
translation is perhaps more fitting in case of the uncommon or specific 
(asådhåraˆa) kåraˆa and the later in the case of the common or general 
(sådhåraˆa) kåraˆa, which are both, at least according to Potter, a 
subdivision of the nimittakåraˆa.249 The common causes are such things as 
god (¥ßvara), time, and place, whereas the uncommon ones pertain to each 

                                
244 Matilal (1997) p. 373. 
245 NK (1991) p. 224. 
246 Shastri (1964) p. 281. 
247 See for example, Potter (1995) pp. 55f., Matilal (1977) pp. 285f., and Shastri (1964) p. 
281. See also TS (1969) pp. 39ff. 
248 Halbfass (1992) pp. 209ff. 
249 Potter (1995) p. 57. On the other hand the TS states that that which is the uncommon 
kåraˆa among those three causes is the karaˆa. Common and non-common hence appears not 
as a subdivision of nimitta but rather of kåraˆa. See TS (1969) p. 41. This is also mentioned 
by U. Mishra, (1936) p. 248, who refers to Tarkabhå a translated by Jha (1949) p. 10. Matilal, 
though, states that karaˆa “generally” is a subdivision of nimitta. Matilal (1997) p. 376. 
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individual effect respectively. The karaˆa, then, is to be found among these 
uncommon causes and occupies a somewhat elevated place; it is often 
referred to as a “condition par excellence”. The discussions concerning 
karaˆa and its nature seem to have begun around the time of Uddyotakara, 
and the views regarding it vary considerable. Matilal has summarized the 
discussions and listed two major strands of thought with respect to how the 
karaˆa is unique among causes. In the first theory karaˆa is defined as the 
final cause, the cause that is most proximate to the effect, whereas in the 
second theory it is thought of as immediately preceding the effect through an 
operation named vyåpåra. With regard to the example of cutting down a tree 
with an axe, then, the contact (sa yoga) between tree and axe is the karaˆa
in the former definition, whereas in the later the contact is understood as the 
vyåpåra and the axe as the karaˆa. The karaˆa in the second definition is the 
final cause, but it is so through its operation (vyåpåra) that comes between 
the karaˆa and the effect. The second view is, according to Matilal, almost 
generally accepted among the Navya-naiyåyikas.250 In reference to the 
discussion on paråmarßa it is, in my view, important to notice that the 
definition of the causal role of paråmarßa is very much linked to the 
understanding of karaˆa.251

Paråmarßa is sometimes translated as “consideration” or “confirmatory 
cognition”.252 Both of these translations taken together convey fairly well, in 
my opinion, the use of the term paråmarßa within the analysis of anumåna,
but this double aspect would prove an awkward translation, and therefore 
paråmarßa will remain untranslated in this work.  

2.2.4 Upådhi
Upådhi could be understood as a concept used within two distinct spheres of 
the Nyåya-Vaiße ika discourse. Ontologically it refers to a generality that is 
not a proper generality (jåti) within the system of categories (padårtha). 
Epistemologically it refers to a property of any relation that is contingent or 
“non-natural”, that is, a relation characterized by upådhi is seen as irregular 
and adventitious. It is the later kind of upådhi that is related to, and 
contrasted with vyåpti. 253

Upådhi is something whose presence points to a variable relation, in 
contrast to the invariability of the relation of vyåpti. It is important to note 
that whereas vyåpti is a relation, or rather the characteristics of a relation, 
upådhi is an entity that in turn affects the nature of a given relation. A classic 
example of this is the following pseudo-inference: 

                                
250 Matilal (1997) pp. 337ff. 
251 See also section 5.5.1 below. 
252 See for example Wada (1990) p. 30 and Vattanky (2003) p. 5. 
253 This latter kind is sometimes called “inferential upådhi” in order to clarify the distinction. 
Cf. Phillips (2002) p. 14 and Narain (1980) p. 430. 
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Pratijñå:  The mountain has smoke. 

Hetu: Because the mountain has fire. 

Upådhi: Wet fuel.254

In this pseudo-inference the sådhya is smoke and the sådhana is fire, and if 
fire would stand in the relation of vyåpti to smoke every instance of fire 
should also be an instance of smoke. But this is not the case since there is 
fire without smoke, for example in a glowing lump of iron. The knowledge 
of presence of fire does not, in this case, lead to the knowledge of presence 
of smoke; in other words, fire cannot function as a li ga (mark) of smoke. 
Fire produces or causes smoke only when there is moisture in the fuel used 
for burning, or put another way, smoke is dependent upon wet fuel in order 
to be existent. Wet fuel thus has an erratic existence in relation to fire; it is 
not an essential “natural” ingredient of fire, but rather a thing coming from 
the “outside” as it were. In a somewhat more technical manner upådhi is 
defined as that which is “a non-pervader of the sådhana while being a 
pervader of the sådhya” (sådhyavyåpaka sati sådhanåvyåpaka˙).255 Wet fuel 
is an upådhi since it is always present where smoke is present, but it is not 
always present where fire is present.256

The presence of an upådhi points to a failing vyåpti, in the sense that the 
relation which is supposed to be invariable is in fact shown to be variable. In 
that sense an upådhi points to a deviation (vyabhicåra) in the relation of the 
sådhana to the sådhya. In an “inference for another”, that is, in a discussion 
where inferences are used, the upådhi functions as an “undercutter”. An 
opponent can expose the proponent’s seeming inference as a pseudo-
inference by pointing out the presence of an upådhi in the relation between 
the sådhana and the sådhya.

In an “inference for oneself” the search for an upådhi can function as a 
remover of doubt if an upådhi is not found, and as a confirmer of doubt if 
found. In that sense upådhi plays an important role in the process of 
establishing a certainty of vyåpti. If the possibility of the presence of an 
upådhi is taken away, the process of coming to inferential knowledge can 
continue. If the presence of an upådhi is confirmed, the process comes to a 
halt and inferential knowledge is not generated.  

As for the translation of upådhi, Phillips has contributed an extended 
discussion on this in his translation of the upådhi section in Ga geßa’s TC. 

                                
254 TS (1969) p. 61. 
255 TS (1969) p. 60. There are many different definitions of upådhi within the Nyåya-
Vaiße ika tradition, cf. Gangopadhyay (1971) pp. 146-164. Cf. also text [41-42] in this work 
for Vallabha’s definition. 
256 Cf. Phillips (2002) pp. 15f. 
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Phillips above all directs his critique, and rightly so, towards the fairly 
common translations of upådhi as “additional condition” or “associate 
condition”. Both of these translations can lead to the misunderstanding that 
an upådhi has the power to change a pseudo-inference into an inference, 
which it might actually have in some cases, if one takes the upådhi as a 
sådhana instead of the faulty original sådhana.257 This, however, does not 
appear to be the function, that is, the use of an upådhi.258 Phillips’s critique is 
also leveled by Kitagawa, although he does not propose an alternative 
translation, as does Phillips.259 Phillips’s suggestion is “undercutting 
condition” or “undercutter”, and in my view this mirrors well the function of 
an upådhi. The translation is, however, not used in this work since it is 
formulated within contemporary European/American theories of logic and 
epistemology and in order to fully comprehend the semantic sphere of 
“undercutter” in Phillips’s work one has to be acquainted with predicate 
logic.260 Hence upådhi remains untranslated in this work. 

2.2.5 Tarka
Tarka is a concept that has at least two distinct meanings within the Indian 
philosophical discourse, one general and one more specific/technical. In a 
general sense tarka means reasoning, a philosophical reasoning sometimes 
tied to the domain of debate.261 In a more specific way, which is the main 
concern in this work, it signals a certain kind of reasoning that can prove 
helpful within the process of knowledge. In some schools, for example 
Jainist ones, tarka is seen as an instrument of knowledge (pramåˆa) in 
itself.262

Tarka is explained in TS and TSD as reasoning that expresses a 
concomitance relation between two entities, not entities given in perception 
but imagined, or rather conjured up, and expressed in a hypothetical 
sentence. Anna bha††a describes this expression as following: “If there 
would not be fire, neither would there be smoke”.263 He does not elaborate on 
why this is used and in which situations, but the TSD adds that tarka is a 
help for means of knowledge (pramåˆånugråhakatva) and the sub-
commentary N¥lakaˆ†haprakåßika explains further that tarka can function as 
a means to remove obstacles in the process of coming to knowledge.264

                                
257 According to Phillips this is not the case with every upådhi. Phillips (2002) pp. 21, 27f. 
258 Cf. section 5.3.2 in this work. 
259 Kitagawa (1965) p. 432 (23). 
260 Phillips (2002) pp. 16-19.  
261 Tarka appears in texts as early as the Bråhmaˆas and some of the Upani ad. See 
Vidyabhusana (1970) p. 23. 
262 See for example Bagchi (1953) pp. 54ff. and Bhattacharya (1994) pp. 204ff. 
263 TS (1988) p. 56, yadi vahnir na syåt tarhi dhËmo ’pi na syåd.
264 TSDN (1969) p. 378, pramåˆena pramåyå  janan¥yåyå  pratibandhakavigha†ana-
dvåropayogitvam.
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Tarka could be explained as a kind of hypothetical or conditional 
argument brought into play when doubt stalls the process of knowledge. The 
reasoning is hypothetical in that it does not originate from an object that is 
perceived, from a factual situation. Tarka is imagined or visualized, that is, 
constructed within the mind of the person reasoning. The tarka, when 
functioning as supportive of an argument (anukËlatarka), points to such an 
absurd or unbelievably contradictory consequence that the entertaining of the 
doubt or hesitation is dropped. When reasoning like this in the case of the 
inference on smoke and fire, the doubt consists of the contrary view of the 
idea about the concomitance between smoke and fire: –Could there be 
smoke without fire? And the tarka reasoning answers –no, if there is no fire, 
there could not be any smoke. The absurdity here would be the denial of the 
causal relation between fire and smoke, the fact that smoke actually is 
caused by fire. Although in particular cases of this relation it might not 
perhaps be likely that one entertains a doubt; if one sees smoke billowing out 
from a room one tends to call the fire-department rather than wait around 
doubting the presence of fire. There are limits to doubt and Udayana, for 
example, mentions in his Nyåyakusumåñjali that one should not entertain 
doubt in contradiction to ones’ own actions.265

It might be clarifying here to separate between the form and function of 
tarka. The form of tarka points to how a tarka reasoning is expressed and the 
nature of that expression. In this sense it is, I think, helpful to speak of tarka
as a hypothetical, or rather, conditional reasoning. In this sense it could also 
be divided into several kinds of tarka, which has been done throughout the 
history of Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya.266 But this does not convey the 
whole meaning of tarka within the Nyåya-Vaiße ika discourse, because the 
function of tarka is not best understood in terms of being hypothetical. It 
appears that the function of tarka is as a sort of auxiliary component of the 
inference, something that can promote the reaching of anumiti (inferential 
knowledge) when doubt is stalling the process. It is very important to notice 
that it is only in the case of doubt that it is helpful. It is not a regular feature 
of the inferential process, and is thus dependent upon the individual 
entertaining or not entertaining doubt. A further clarifying matter in 
connection to tarka is the division of different kinds of cognition that appear 
in Nyåya-Vaiße ika.267 Tarka is characterized as a kind of cognition that is 
unreal in the sense of being non-objective. It is imagined and thus 
hypothetical. This has been pointed out as one of the reasons why tarka can 

                                
265 Udayana’s comment appears to answer an objection about the possibility of an endless 
series of doubt about concomitance. See Dravid (1996) pp. 245, 248. See also p. 142 in this 
work. 
266 For different classifications of tarka see for example Potter (1995) p. 207, NK pp. 325f. 
and Bagchi (1953) pp. 151ff. Since Vallabha does not deal with classifications of tarka this 
will not be treated in this work. 
267 Cf. above section 2.2.1. 



68

never be regarded as a regular member (a ga) of the inferential process, as 
for example paråmarßa is. Neither could it be regarded as an independent 
instrument of knowledge, since its object is imaginary and hence, in that 
sense, unreal.  

There are a number of different suggestions concerning the translation of 
tarka; Bharadwaja renders tarka as “contrafactual conditional”, Phillips has 
“dialectical reason”, Wada has “hypothetical argument” and “reductio ad 
absurdum”, Bagchi has “inductive reasoning”, “reasoning” and “reductio ad 
absurdum” as a description of tarka’s form.268 Potter, on the other hand, does 
not give any direct translation, he uses tarka but informs us of its 
hypothetical character.269 In this work I have chosen not to translate tarka
since it is virtually impossible to find a corresponding word that does not 
gravely diminish its complexity. In that sense Bharadwaja’s “counterfactual 
conditional” covers a great deal of semantic space, but on the other hand it is 
too awkward a translation to use. 

2.2.6 Concluding remarks on anumåna
Inference, in a wide sense also incorporating tarka and upådhi, could be 
understood as being both psychologically and epistemologically treated by 
the Nyåya-Vaiße ikas. It is psychological insofar as it offers an analysis of 
the mental processes that take place when we come to know things, or when 
we do not come to know things. It is epistemological in the sense that it 
contains prescripts for validity and means for reaching certainty. This 
phenomenon has been and still is a point of discussion, and the interpretative 
distinctions that are made in the secondary discourse dealing with Nyåya-
Vaiße ika differ. Chatterjee, for example, makes an interesting distinction 
between psychological and logical grounds of inference. The concept of 
vyåpti and its validity comprises the logical, whereas the concept of pak atå
(the being an inferential subject), and presence of doubt or absence of 
certainty, comprises the psychological. Pak atå forms a condition of the 
inferential process; without it there would be no inference at all. That is, 
without the mountain in the inference there would be nothing to infer about 
anything. The mountain functions as a pak atå only when there is a desire to 
infer.270 At other times it is just a mountain, so to speak.271 Siderits, on the 
other hand, distinguishes between logical and epistemological aspects of the 

                                
268 Bharadwaja (1976) p. 559, Phillips (1997) p. 64, Wada (1990) pp. 26, 205, Bagchi (1953) 
pp. xxiii, 7.  
269 Potter (1995) p. 203. 
270 This view changes within the later tradition. In TS for example, this is no longer seen as a 
necessary condition of inferential knowledge, although it is not denied that doubt or desire 
may precede an inferential process. Cf. Bhattacharya (1983) p. 197 and Chatterjee (1950) pp. 
255f. 
271 Chatterjee (1950) pp. 254f. This is also mentioned by Mohanty (1992) p. 102. 



69

analysis of anumåna where the epistemological aspect roughly equals the 
above in being prescriptive, and the logical concerns ideas about validity.272

Phillips, in his analysis of Ga geßa, points out the psychological concerns 
that are interwoven with logical and epistemological considerations. Phillips 
does not, however, discuss these distinctions.273 As has been showed above, 
in the introduction, scholars like Mohanty and Matilal have pointed to the 
epistemological and psychological aspects of the treatment of anumåna,
Mohanty emphasizes a phenomenological perspective whereas Matilal 
employs an analytical one. 

                                
272 Siderits (2003) pp. 304, 305. 
273 Phillips (2002) pp. 8, 27. 
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3. Sanskrit text 

3.1 A note on notation and the lack of manuscript 
references 
Below is the Sanskrit text of the NL chapter on anumåna, given in a 

separate section with a separate system of notation set apart from the 

rest of the present work. The footnotes display different readings in the 

three different editions of the text. In presenting a Sanskrit text here, I 

have used the Chowkhamba edition as my point of departure. This is the 

only edition with co-edited commentaries, and since these are used in the 

translation given here the Chowkhamba edition is an obvious choice. 

There are, however, some differences between the three editions, and I 

have chosen to give information, in footnotes, about the readings that 

differ from the edited text in the Chowkhamba edition. In some cases I 

have read differently than the Chowkhamba edition, selected one of the 

alternate readings or a reading from another edition. All of these minor 

changes are accounted for in the footnotes. The readings differing from 

the Chowkhamba edition are all chosen on grounds of understanding, that 

is, when the meaning of one passage becomes obscure with one reading 

and clear with another, the latter is chosen. 

I would like to stress that the Sanskrit text provided in this work is not a 
critical edition; it could not be since it is not based on manuscript readings. It 
is, however, the text that has been translated, and therefore it seems 
important to include it in the present work, at least for the sake of clarity. No 
single one of the three extant editions of NL has any remarks on how many 
or which manuscripts of NL that have been used. There is furthermore no 
information on where the manuscripts are located or how old they are. This 
is, needless to say, a source of difficulty for a translational project such as 
this. There is however a possibility that the editors have used, at least 
partially, the same manuscripts, since the alternative readings given in 
footnotes sometimes coincide in all of the editions.  

As said previously, I have followed the Chowkhamba edition in its 
division of passages of the whole anumåna chapter. Thus the Sanskrit text is 
divided into four separate sections: anumåna, vyåpti, tarka, and paråmarßa.
There is, however, one irregularity in connection to this appearing in the NL 
text itself. The section on tarka does not end with the usual “iti” as do the 
other sections, and neither does the paråmarßa section begin with a question 
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or a statement of the subject matter as do the other three sections. I have, 
nevertheless, divided the last section on tarka and paråmarßa in two separate 
sections, following the Chowkhamba edition. This is also the division 
mentioned in the foreword to the Jaipur work as well. 274

3.1.1 Abbreviations 
The following abbreviations are used only within this present chapter. I 

have not used standard text-critical signs in order to avoid the text being 
mistaken for an edition. In this, clarity, as always, is the guiding principle. 

Ch.  Chowkhamba edition. 

Bom.  Bombay edition. 

Ben.  Benares edition.  

n.  Alternate reading given in footnote in one of the editions. 

t.  Reading chosen in one of the edited texts. 

°  Marks the space within which the text is altered. 

                                
274 NL (1991) p. 2, NL (1996) p. 9, NL (2004) p. 14. 
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3.2 Transliterated text 
(489) athå275numånam ucyate. tad asiddham adhyak asyaivånumånatvåt. 

tathå hi tat pratibandhasiddhisåpek am. sa ca na såmånyayo˙, yatra 
dhËmatva  yad276 dhËmatvam iti vå niyamåyogåt. 
vyaktyantarbhåvena niyatatve katipayåntarbhåve na277 sarvopasa håravat¥ 5

vyåpti˙. (490) samagråntarbhåvasya278 tu deßakålavyavadher 
bhËyodarßanånå  tatråbhåve (491) aßakyatvåt. ata eva na vyakt¥nå  na 
cobhayor iti. 
tasmåd anåkalitatavyåbhicåradahanasahacaritadhËmådisa vedanavaßena 
k®ßånumåtram atra smaryate279. tena ca280 smaryamåˆenåsa sargågrahåt. 10

sa sargavyavahåre sa vådavisa vådåbhyåm anumånatadåbhåsa-
vyavasthety astu. 
maivam. na hy ayam artha˙ pratyak agocara˙. tad abhåvåt. anumåna-
pråmåˆyasv¥kåre tenaiva vyåghåtåc ca281. nåpi så ßayika˙. anumånena 
sådhanadË aˆavyavasthånupapatte˙.15

evam evåstv iti cet, na, anißci(492)tapratibandhatvån nedam anumåna
tathåbhËta  ca vyåptinißcayahetor abhåvåd iti svayam evånumånena 
dË aˆopasa håråt. vådiprativådisådhanayoß ca pratyak eˆa 
sa vådånupalabdhe˙. anumånasya pramåˆåsa vådånupalabdhe˙.282

anumånasya pramåˆåntarasa våda  vinå pramåˆavyavahåragocara-20

tvåna g¥kåråt. sa sargajñånasyaiva sa sargavyavahårahetutvåt. 
na ca pratibandhåvedanam. vyaktimåtrasahitajåtinirbhåsåt. måtrårthasyåpi 
purask®tajåtidvayåtiriktavyaktiviße aˆå283nupådånarË(493)patvåt. tåd®ßasya284

katipayavi ayabhËyodarßanajasa skårasacivabåhyendriyavedyatvåt. 
tathaiva ßakter avasåyåt. anyathopådånådivyavahåravilayåt. na hi d® †am 25

upådeyam upåttatvåt. nåpy anågatam. anavagatatvåt. 
na ca tad evånumitam. anavagataniyamatvåt. (494) na ca jåtir anumeyå. 
tasyå anupådeyatvenånumånavirodhåt. na ca jåti˙ kåraˆasambandhånupa-

                                
275 Ben. t. °atha° omitted. 
276 Bom. t. °yacca°, Ch. n. °yacca° 
277 Ch. t. °katipayåntarbhåvena°, Ben. t. °katipayåntarbhåve na°. Ben. t. as alternate reading 
chosen. 
278 Ch. n. °samåntarbhå°. 
279 Ben. t. °måtram avadhåryate°, Ben. n. °måtram avasmaryate°. 
280 Ben. t. °ca° omitted. 
281 Ben. t. °vyåghåta˙°, °ca° omitted.  
282 Ben. t. °anumånasya…ånupalabdhe° omitted. 
283 Ch. t. °viße ato ’nupådå°, Ben. t. °viße ånupådå°, Ben. n. °viße ato ’nupådå°, Bom. t. 
°viße aˆånupådå°. Bom. t. as alternate reading chosen. 
284 Bom. t. °¥d®ßasya°. 
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patter285 vyaktim åk ipati. hetau saty anantarabhåvasya hetvabhåve 
’bhåvasya jåtåv anupalabdhe˙286.30

astu jåtimat¥ vyaktir287 iti cet, na, upådeyavyakter anavagamåt. tato jåti-
mattayåße avyaktinirbhåsas tåvat siddha˙. anyathå cetanamåtra-
prav®ttivilayåpatte˙.
atra ca katipayavyaktigocarasa skårasahak®tasya (495) cak u a288 eva 
såmarthyam. ananyathåsiddhånvayavyatirekabalåt.289 do asahakårivaßåd 35

asannihitapadårtha290pratibhåsa iva viparyayapratipatti u, jåteß ca kåryatvena 
såhacaryavirodhåt. [iti] anumånam. 

(496) kå punar vyåpti˙. sådhanasya sådhyasåhitya  kårtsnyena291, na 
(498)292 punar anupådhitva 293, anaikåntike sopådhitvodbhåvanåpatte˙294.
(500)295 nåpi sådhyåbhåvavirodha˙. anvayini pratibandhåsiddhipråpte˙.40

(501) ki  punar asyå lak aˆam. anupådhikatvam296. ki  punar upådhitvam. 
(502) sådhyak®tsnasahacåriˆa˙ sådhanaikadeßav®ttitvam. 
ata eva ca297 na (510)298 k®takatve sådhane såvayavatvam. vaipar¥tye vå 
nopådhi˙299.
sa (511) cåya  kvacin nißcitobhayarËpa˙. [yathå prameyatve k®takatvam. 45

kva cin nißcitånyatararËpa˙. yathå maitratanayatve300 ßåkådyåhåra301 (512) 
pariˆati˙. kvacin nißcitacaramarËpa˙302.]303 yathå pårthivatve praßithilasa -
yogitvam. 
anißcitobhayarËpo ’nirËpita rËpaß ca deßakålasådhyetarav®ttitvam 
anumånamåtravyavahåravicchedakatvån nopådhi˙.50

(513) unn¥yate ca bådha304vyabhicårånukËlatarkåbhåvapratikËlatarkai˙,
yathå dahanetaratva  k®takatve, prameyatve k®takatvam. maitratanayatve 

                                
285 Ch. t. °pattir°. Alternate reading chosen according to Ch. n. °patter° and Ben. t. °patter°. 
286 Ch. t. °anupapalabdhe˙° is corrected to anupalabdhe˙.
287 Ch. n. °vyåptiri°. 
288 Bom. t. °sya sacak u a°, Bom. n. °sya cak u°. 
289 I have added a daˆ a since the sandhi suggests it. 
290 Ben. t. °padårthasårthaprati°, Bom. n. °padårthasårthaprati°. 
291 Ben. t. °kartsnyena°. 
292 p. 497 consists only of commentary. 
293 Bom. n. °anåupådhitvam°. 
294 Ch. t. °nåpatti˙°. Alternate reading chosen according to; Ch. n. °nåpatte˙°, Bom. t. 
°nåpatte˙°, Ben. t. °nåpatte˙°. 
295 p. 499 consists only of commentary. 
296 Ben. t. °anupådhitva °, Bom. t. °anupådhitva °, Bom. n. °anupådhikatva °. 
297 Bom. t. °ca° omitted. 
298 pp. 502-509 consist only of commentary. 
299 Bom. t. °nopådhitvam°. 
300 Ben. t. °tanaye°. 
301 Ben. t. °ßåkåhara°. 
302 Bom. n. °caram svarËpa˙°. 
303 Ch. n. “etan madhyasthå˙ på†has tå apatrapustake tru†ita˙.” It appears that the text 
between the brackets is corrupt in some way due to damage of the manuscript. The other 
editions do not mention this or have any alternate readings. 
304 Ben. n. °bådhavyavahåravyabhicåra°. 
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ßåkådyåhårapariˆati˙. upalabhyamånasparßatve cåk u atvam iti. [iti] 
vyåpti˙305.

(514) Atha kas tarka˙. eka dharmåbhyupagame dvit¥yasya niyata-55

pråptirËpa˙.
(515) nanu kim etasya phala . vipak ajijñåsåniv®tti˙ ßa kåniv®ittir vå (516) 
tannyËnatå vå. 
nådya˙. anumånåd eva tat siddhe˙. na dvit¥ya˙. (517) anumånavaiyarthyåt. 
nißcayårtha 306 tad iti cet. 60

na. tata eva ßa kåniv®tter api siddhe˙307  na t®t¥ya˙. nyËnåyå anyËnåyå vå 
anumånanivartan¥yatvena tannyËnatvåpådana308vaiyarthyåt. 
nanu anumåna 309 karaˆatvena vyåpåratayå tarkam apek ata iti cet. 
na. dåtrådau d® ha u †ini p¥ anådivyåpåravyatireke chidånupapattivat 
tarkajñåna 310 vinå li gåd anumitivyatirekådarßanåt. svajñånam (518) vå 65

li gasyåvåntaravyåpåra˙ syåt tad anupakåraka  nedam anumånå gam. 
atrocyate. anumånånukËla311pratibandha312nißcayotpattau vyabhicåra-
ßa kåniv®ttidvåreˆåsyopayogåt. 
sa cåyam åhåryåroparËpa˙. (519) åropitahetusamutthatvåt bådhita-
vi ayatvåc ca. ko†idvayopanipåte (520) caikako†iparigrahasya yady arthatvåt. 70

tathåpi ki  bhËyodarßanåpek ayå, vyabhicårasandehasya tatråpi sattvåt. 
vipak a313bå314dhakasyaitadabhåve ’pi tulyatvåt. upådhyabhåvasya cånukËla-
tarkavedyatvåd iti cet. 
maivam. (521) prathamato niyatasa vedanåbhåvåt. anyathottaratra315

sandehånupapatte˙. bråhmaˆatvaratnatva316såd®ßyånå  tathå saty avabhåse 75

uttarakåla  pracura317darßanasya vipar¥taßa kåmåtravicchedaphalatåpatte˙.
bhËya˙ såhitye tu niyatasa vedanavyavasthitau tatpråmåˆya eva (522) 
sandehåt. tarkasya318 tadapanodakatvåt. 

(523) tad etad vyåptism®tipak adharmatåsa vedanåtmakam 
anyånanubhavåt kåryasyåsmåd evopapatte˙.80

                                
305 Bom. t. °iti vyåpti°. 
306 Ch. n. °nirˆayatva °, Ben. t. °nirˆayatva °. 
307 Bom. t. °tatsiddhe˙°. 
308 Ch. t. °nyËnatvåpåyanra°, Ben. t. °nyËnatåpådana°. Alternate reading chosen according to; 
Bom. t. and Ch. n. °nyËnatvåpådana°. 
309 Ch. n. °månakaraˆa°, Bom. t. °anumåna  karaˆatayå vyåpåratvena°, Ben. t. 
°anumånakaraˆatvena°. 
310 Bom. n. °jñåne vi°. 
311 Bom. n. °kËlåprat°, Ben. t. °kËlaprat°. 
312 Bom. t. °pratibandhå°, Bom. n. °pratibandha°. 
313 Ch. t. °vipak ebådha°. Alternate reading chosen according to; Ch. n. °vipak a°, Ben. t. 
°vipakßabådha°. 
314 Ch. n. °vipak avå°. 
315 Ch. n. °niyatasandhe°, Ben. t. °niyatasande°, Ben. n. °uttaratra sande°. 
316 Ch. n. °bråhmaˆatvaka†hatvådiså°, Ben. t. °bråhmaˆatvaka†hatvådiså°. 
317 Ch. n. °pracurataradar°, Ben. t. °pracurataradar°, Bom. t. °pracurataradar°. 
318 Bom. t. °tarkasyaitadapa°. 
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na ca li ga319sa vedana  vastutas tadvi aya 320 vidËråt tad-
viße ånavabhåse321 ’janakam, li gatvollekhitayå tu322 janakam ekavedanam323

eva paryavasyat¥ti våcyam. 
niyama324sa vedanapurask®tajåtyullekhåd evopapatte˙(524). anyathå 
paråmarße ’py upaplavåt. 85

na ca pak adharmatå sa vedana  hetor eva jåtam ity upanayasya 
piˆ ita325vi ayateti våcyam. 
tasya parå gatåpanna326li gamåtravi ayatvåd iti kecit.  
tan na327. (525)yathå vyabhicårågrahe’ pi vyabhicåraßa kåyå  nånumånam, 
tathå vyåpyapak adharmayor vaijåtyågrahe’ pi328 vaijåtyaßa kåyå90

nånumånam, hetor vyåpyatvåsiddhatvåt.  
tasmåd vyåpyapak adharmayor ekajåt¥ya329vedanam anumitikåraˆa
våcyam. sa eva paråmarßa iti. anumånam.330

                                
319 Ben. t. °li ga °. 
320 Ben. t. °visaye°. 
321 Ben. t. °vidËråt tad anavabhåse°, Ben. n. °tad viße ånavabhåse°. 
322 Ben. t. °tu° omitted.  
323 Bom. t. °ekavedana eva°. 
324 Bom. t. °niyata°. 
325 Ch. n. °vißi †avi ayateti°, Bom. t. °vißi †avi ayateti°, Bom. n. °piˆ itavi ayateti°, Ben. t. 
°vißi †avi ayateti°, Ben. n. °piˆ itavi ayateti°. 
326 Ch. t. °parå gatåli°. Alternate reading chosen according to Ch. n. °para gatåpannali°, 
Bom. t. °parå gatåpannali°, Ben. t. °parå gatåpannali° and P (1991) p. 524, 
parå gatåpannatva . KB (1991) p. 524, parårddhatåpannatva .
327 Bom. t. °vi ayatvåditi cet. na °. 
328 Ch. n. °vyåpyapak adharmmatayorva°. 
329 Ch. n. °jåt¥yatva veda°, Bom. t. °jåt¥yatvena veda°, Ben. t. °jåt¥yatva veda°. 
330 Bom. t. °iti. saparikaram anumånam.°. 
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4. Translation and comments  

4.1 Introduction 
The guiding principle of the present translation has been to try to retain the 
specific style of Vallabha’s text in the translation. It has been my wish that 
the economy of expression in the text should be visible in the translation. 
The high degree of implicitness of arguments and counterarguments is also 
something that I have tried to make visible. There is of course no principle 
that can be followed blindly, and hence there are passages where the 
translation moves quite far away from the original expression; this is done 
when clarity would otherwise be altogether lost. In principle I have tried to 
stay close to the Sanskrit expression in passages whose interpretation is 
tentative and still unclear. In passages with a working interpretation, 
however, I have allowed for a higher degree of explanatory translation. 
Needless to say, this is a task of weighing alternative routes against each 
other, as is all translation.  

In the cases when the commentaries have been crucial to my 
interpretation, the relevant passages from the commentaries are cited in 
footnotes. Usually they are elaborated upon in the comments section 
following the translation. Both of the commentaries contain a number of 
typos, and in the cases where I have amended the text this is recorded in the 
footnotes. Both the KB and the P commentaries are quite uneven as to 
degree of explanatory comments, and sometimes entire passages of 
Vallabha’s text remain unaccounted for. This fact is of course reflected in 
the translation and comments section. There are also internal Navya-nyåya 
debates going on in the commentaries, especially in Vardhamana’s Prakåßa
on the vyåpti section. These debates will not be addressed here; the 
commentaries are analysed only with regard to how Vallabha’s text is 
explained. During this work I have noticed a tendency to resort more often to 
the KB for explanation than to the P. This is due to the fact that I have found 
the KB easier to understand, and also that it generally contains more 
explanatory comments than P.  

The purpose of the comments section is threefold. First of all the 
comments are included as an explanation of the contents of the translation, 
as a guide to the reading of the translation, and as an explanation of the 
interpretations made. Secondly they are intended to give the reader an 
understanding of the argumentative structure of the translation, to inform the 
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reader about who is saying what, when this information has been possible to 
provide. This also entails a kind of argument analysis in order to discern 
what kinds of arguments are employed, for example counter-argument, 
supportive argument, main-argument and so on. Thirdly, the purpose of the 
comments is to reveal interpretational problems and alternative routes. All 
three of these elements are not present in every single comment; they rather 
form an overall structure of the intention behind the comments section as a 
whole. 

As for brackets in the translation, they have been used in order to clarify 
the Sanskrit text; most frequently in the vyåpti section. As will be apparent 
Vallabha’s text is generally very brief, nearly to the point of being summary. 
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4.2 Anumåna
4.2.1 Translation  
[2-4] 
Now the inferential process will be discussed. 
[CCårvåka] It (i.e. inference) is not established since perception itself is 
inference. That is to say, [inference] is dependent on the establishment of an 
invariable relation.331 And this [relation] is not [established] between two 
generalities, because a restriction (niyama), [in the form] “where there is 
smokeness [there is fireness]” or “that which is smokeness [is fireness]”, is 
impossible.332

[5-8] 
If [the relation is] restricted as being included amongst (i.e. holding between) 
particulars [then] when being included [only] amongst some particulars, the 
invariable relation does not comprise all the cases, because an inclusion of 
all [particulars] is impossible when repeated observations are absent in this 
case, due to the separation in time and space. Therefore [an invariable 
relation] is neither [established] between particular entities nor between both 
[i.e. a particular and a generality].333

[9-12] 334

Therefore, here (i.e. in the case of knowledge of fire) only fire is 
remembered by means of an apprehension of smoke etc. accompanied by 
fire whose deviation [from smoke] is not observed. And because there is no 
grasping of a non-relation of [smoke] with that (i.e. fire) which is being 
remembered335 [by means of the above apprehension], the determination [of 

                                
331 In NL the term “vyåpti” is seldom used for the invariable relation but rather the terms 
“niyata” (restricted), “niyama” (restriction) and “pratibandha” (i.e. connection). “Niyata” and 
“niyama” are derivativess from ni yam, meaning, among other things, to restrain, control, 
govern, restrict, and regulate. Cf. also NK (1996) p. 426, tadvadanyåv®ttitvam. vyåptir iti 
yåvat (ga° siddhå°). yathå kårye kåraˆaniyama˙ ity atra kårye kåraˆavadanyåv®ttitvarËpo 
niyama˙. yathå dhËme vahnimadanyåv®ttitvam.
332 KB (1991) p. 489, yatra dhËmatva  tatra vahnitva  yaddhËmatva  tadvahnitvam iti.
333 KB (1991) pp. 490-491, na cobhayo˙. na jåtivyaktyor ity artha˙.
334 A note on the translation of vyavahåra is indeed called for here. The use of this concept 
can in a sense be termed vague since it cannot be translated into a single corresponding word 
or concept. Vyavahåra has a general meaning of “practice”, “behavior” or “custom”. But it 
can also have the more specific meaning of “verbal behavior”. In the Nyåyakoßa it is 
explained as the activity of using words. See NK (1996) pp. 825f. I have here chosen the 
wider translation including human behavior other than verbal, viz. mental and physical as 
well. For example behavior such as a person looking for the warmth of a fire when walking 
through a village and upon seeing smoke from a hut walking over to that place. Vyavahåra
may also have a meaning near to cognizing or apprehending/understanding, and I think this 
should be included within the semantic sphere in this case. Cf. K (1971) p. 124: 4-5, 19-20, V 
(1931) p. 455:19-25.  
335 KB (1991) p. 491, asa sargågraha˙ parvatådau vahny asa sargågraha˙.
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this] as an inferential process or as the [mere] appearance [of such a process]
can be made through corroboration or non-corroboration in respect to 
everyday practice of relation.336

[13-15] 
[VVallabha] This is not the case. This (i.e. artha)337 is not within the range of 
perception, because that [perception] is absent there. Furthermore, because 
there is a contradiction precisely with this (i.e. your own view) when you 
accept inference as a valid means of knowledge. And this [practice of 
relation]338 is not doubtful, because [in that case] it would be impossible to 
establish either a refutation or a proof by inference.339

[16-21]
[CCårvåka]340 -Let it be just like that then (i.e. that it is impossible to 
establish either a refutation or a proving by inference). 
[VVallabha] -No, because you yourself conclude a refutation [when stating] 
that “this is not inference because the invariable relation is not determined,341

and it is so because of the absence of a reason for ascertainment of vyåpti.” 
Because the corroboration of the proof (sådhana) of the proponent and the 
opponent cannot be grasped by means of sense perception. Because of a non-
grasping of a non-corroboration of inference being a means of knowledge. 
Because without a corroboration by another means of knowledge it is not 
accepted that inference is [included within] the scope of an everyday practice 
of a means of knowledge. Because an everyday practice of a relation is 
caused by a cognition of a relation. 

[22-26] 
And it is not the case that there is no grasping of an invariable relation, 
because the appearance of a generality (jåti) encompasses all and every one 

                                
336 Pv (1991) pp. 491-492, asa sargeti. vyavahårasa vådåvasa vådau cåvidyamåna-
vidyamånåsa sargågrahanibandhanåv iti bhåva˙. sa vådena våcya iti. tvayå 
tathaivåbhyupagamåd iti bhåva˙.
337 P (1991) p. 491, na hy ayam artha iti. tasmåd anåkalitavyabhicåretyådinå pratipådita˙. That 
which is not within the range of sense perception appears to be “an apprehension of smoke 
etc. accompanied by fire whose deviation [from smoke] is not observed”.  
338 KB (1991) p. 491, asa sargågrahådh¥no ’yam vyavahåro ’nyathå veti ßå ßayika ity 
artha˙. I have amended the KB in the case of asa sargågraha, it reads asa sargagråha but 
that makes no sense. 
339 KB (1991) p. 491, anumåna  na pramåˆam iti yat sådhita  yac cånumånapråmånya
dË ita  tad apy anumånådh¥nam ity åha anumåneti.
340 That this amounts to a Cårvåka answer is surmised from the context. Cf. KB (1991) pp. 
491f., evam eveti. sådhanadË aˆayor apy anumånam atantram evåstv ity artha˙. And P (1991) 
p. 491, evam eveti. anumånena sådhanadu aˆavyavasthå nåst¥ty evåstv ity artha˙.
341 The verb niß ci has the meanings of “to ascertain”, “determine”, “decide”, “settle”, “ to be 
convinced”, and “resolve”. It is important to bear in mind that this is a cognition; “nißcaya” is 
classified as “buddhi” in the NK (1996) p. 440. Cf. also text and translation [60, 67]. 
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(måtra) of the particulars. As for the purpose of the word “måtra” this is used 
because of an exclusion of the characterizations of particulars different from 
the two indicated generalities [dhËmatva and vahnitva].342 Because such an 
[invariable connection] is grasped by an outer sense assisted by mental traces 
that are produced from repeated observations of some particulars; because it 
is determined by the power [of the traces] in this manner.343 [Also] Because 
otherwise the everyday practice of appropriating etc.344 is destroyed. For that 
which was seen (i.e. by sense perception) is not to be appropriated,345

because it has already been appropriated. Nor is it a future [object] because it 
(i.e. a future object) is not perceived. 

[27-30]
Nor is that [future object] inferred, because the restriction (i.e. invariable 
relation) is not apprehended. Nor is the generality to be inferred, because in 
as much as it cannot be appropriated it is incompatible with inference.346 And 
it is not so that the generality implies the particular since the connection to a 
cause is not established.347 Because in the case of a generality it is not 
perceived that it exists when the cause is present, and it does not exist when 
the cause is absent. 

[31-33]
[CCårvåka] –Let the particular possess a generality.348

[VVallabha] –No, because a particular to be appropriated is not appre-
hended. Therefore the appearance of all particulars is indeed established as 
possessing a generality. Because otherwise the activity of every sentient 
being would be impossible.349

                                
342 According to KB, (1991) pp. 492f., this is an answer to an anticipated objection concerning 
the use of the word måtra. vyaktimåtreti. sarvavyakt¥ty artha˙. nanu jåtyupagraheˆa 
såmarthya  na tu vyaktimåtrasyeti måtrapadam anarthakam ity åha –måtrårtheti.
343 This passage, uncommented upon, appears in the exact same wording on p. 473. The 
discussion on that page concerns the existence of an all-knowing being, and is commented 
upon, but very briefly. KB (1991) p. 473, tathaiveti. sa skårasya svavi ayamåtre 
jñånajananaßakter avasåyåd ity artha˙. P (1991) p. 473, tathaiveti. bhåvyamåtravi ayaka-
jñånajanakatvenety artha˙.
344 KB (1991) p. 493, upådåna  prav®ttirådipadån…
345 The seen, d® †a, carries with it the implicatory meaning of experienced. d® †a are such 
things that are possible to apprehend through the senses.  
346 P (1991) p. 494, upådeyatvena yadanumåna  tasya virodhåt jåter anupådeyatvåd ity 
artha˙.
347 The word used in this passage, “åk ipati”, can mean “to exclude” but also “to imply”. I 
have here chosen the latter meaning. Cf. NK (1996) p. 116. 
348 KB (1991) p. 494, astu tarhi jåtimat¥ vyaktir ity atrånumeyety åha –ast¥ti.
349 Cetana probably means people in general, i.e. the behavior of every human being. 
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[34-37]
And here (i.e. on apprehending an invariable relation), the sense of sight, 
assisted by mental traces whose object consists in several particulars, is 
capable [of apprehending the invariable relation], [it is apprehended] due to 
the force of positive concomitance and negative concomitance (anvaya and 
vyatireka) which could not be established otherwise. [It is not apprehended] 
due to the influence of [the cognition] being accompanied by faults in an 
erroneous cognition like the seeming appearance of a remote object, and [it 
is not apprehended] because the generality, as a result [of an inferential 
process], is incompatible with concomitance (såhacarya). That was [the 
section on] the inferential process. 

4.2.2 Comments  
[2-4] 
The opinion of the Cårvåkas here initiates the discussion on inference.350 The 
Cårvåka opponent says that inference is not established as a separate means 
of knowledge apart from perception. The reason given for this statement 
could be expressed in an optional mode: if you, Vallabha, would want to 
state that inference is a separate means of knowledge, it would depend upon
the verification of an invariable relation. This verification is then analysed 
from two possible angles, either the invariable relation holds between 
generalities or it holds between particulars. The two generalities smokeness 
and fireness do not share location, and it is therefore not possible to 
formulate any rule of an invariable relation such as “where there is 
smokeness there is fireness” or “that which is smokeness is fireness”. The 
argument runs from the implicit assumption that fireness is located in fire 
and smokeness is located in smoke and hence do not have a common 
location. From Vallabha’s viewpoint this is not the case since smokeness and 
fireness both are located in the mountain through the particulars, smoke and 
fire, in which they inhere.  

[5-8] 
In this passage the second alternative is tried, an invariable relation holding 
between particulars. In order to establish such a relation one would have to 
know of all particular instances of smoke and fire together. To know all 
particulars ever and everywhere is, of course, not physically possible. That 
the invariable relation comprises all the cases means that the conclusion of 
the relation should rest upon all the instances of observation of smoke and 
fire together, but since it is only possible to have access to a limited number 

                                
350 KB (1991) p. 491, cårvåka˙ svamatam upasa harati –tasmåd iti.
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of particulars within a limited space and time, this possibility is ruled out.351

A third alternative is finally refuted, that the relation holds between a 
generality and a particular.  

[9-12] 
The Cårvåka arguments against the impossibility of establishing vyåpti are 
here concluded in a description of how there can be activity regarding fire 
due to an observation of smoke without acknowledging inferential 
knowledge of fire.352 According to the Cårvåka, a person who sees smoke 
rising on a mountain has a remembrance of fire because she has seen smoke 
from fire before, in a kitchen for example, and until now she has never seen 
smoke without fire; no deviation has been observed. And through this past 
experience she connects, in this particular situation, the smoke with the fire 
that is remembered. The everyday practice of activity towards fire is due to 
“asa sargågraha”, non-apprehension of absence of relation between smoke 
and fire. That is to say, since one does not apprehend that there is no relation 
one can initiate action with regard to fire. The deciding factor, the 
determination of whether this relation is inference or not, seems to be 
whether or not one can confirm that there is such behaviour. 

[13-15] 
Vallabha initiates his refutation of the Cårvåka view by refuting that this 
knowing of fire described above is not within the range of perception.353 The 
force of the whole argument here seems to consist in self-contradiction: the 
Cårvåkas use inference themselves in order to deny it. According to the KB 
the doubt in question would be whether the everyday practice of a relation 
between smoke and fire is based upon a non-grasping of a non-relation or 
not.354 This is not possible to doubt without recourse to inference, that is, 
without inference the possibility to either refute or prove the doubt is absent. 
In a tentative reading this implies that the Cårvåka view, i.e. both the 
refutation of inference as a means of knowledge and the establishment of 
how there can be everyday action with regard to knowledge of fire rests on 
inference and would hence be impossible without it.355

                                
351 The KB, (1991) p. 490, explains that vyåpti is then to be grasped through particulars in 
each other’s vicinity. sannihitavyaktimåtragatavyåptigrahe sarvopasa håreˆa vyåptigraha iti.
352 This is nicely put by the P (1991) p. 491, nanv eva  vahnyanumityabhåve dhËmadarßanåt 
katham agnyarth¥ pravarttatety ata åha –tasmåd iti.
353 P (1991) p. 491, na hy ayam artha iti. tasmåd anakålitavyabhicåretyådinå pratipådita˙.
354 KB (1991) p. 491, asa sargågrahådh¥no ’yam vyavahåro ’nyathå veti ßå ßayika ity 
artha˙.
355 KB (1991) p. 491, anumåna  na pramåˆam iti yat sådhita  yac cånumånapråmåˆya
dË ita  tad apy anumånådh¥nam ity åha anumåneti.
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[16-21] 
In answer to the above argument the Cårvåkas just say: Let it be like this 
then, that there is no way of establishment, neither of a refutation nor of a 
proof.356 To this Vallabha answers that when the Cårvåkas themselves refute 
inference as a means of knowledge they use an inference. This passage thus 
continues the above argument. Following upon this charge of self-
contradiction are a number of reasons why the Cårvåka denial of inference 
as something other than perception is untenable.  

The two discussants here, the vådin (proponent) and the prativådin 
(opponent), could be identified as Vallabha and a Cårvåka respectively. In a 
discussion such as this above, the partakers present their views by 
arguments, the one with faulty arguments loses, and the one with correct, 
effective arguments wins. In such a discussion it is, in Vallabha’s line of 
reasoning, impossible to discern whose argument is effective and whose not 
if the only recourse is to sense perception. Accordingly the P explains that it 
is necessary to agree upon the existence of inference in order to be able to 
have a discussion at all.357 In additionVallabha seems to say that it is 
furthermore not possible to argue, when having perception as sole means of 
knowledge, that inference is not a means of knowledge. And, moreover, 
there is no other means of knowledge by means of whose corroboration the 
Cårvåka could establish that perception includes inference.  

Vallabha concludes the passage by saying that an everyday practice of 
relation is caused by a cognition of a relation, and not, as the Cårvåkas hold, 
by a non-apprehension of a non-relation. That non-apprehension of non-
relatedness is unable to cause action has previously been argued by Vallabha 
in the NL. This discussion, with a M¥må saka opponent, concerns the cause 
of error (viparyaya). The opponent holds that the non-apprehension of non-
relation generates error. Vallabha argues that even in the case of error, for 
example when mistaking a shell as having connection with silverness, there 
is a positive cognition of a connection. This cognition causes, in the person 
seeing the shell, motion towards the shell and also towards the knowledge 
that the shell is not in connection with silverness, that an error has been 
made.358

[22-26]  
With this passage another line of argument begins about the possibility to 
apprehend the invariable relation. Vallabha states that it is indeed possible to 
have knowledge of the relation of vyåpti. When a person sees smoke on a 

                                
356 P (1991) p. 491, anumånena sådhanadË aˆavyavasthå nåst¥ty evåstu ity artha˙.
357 P (1991) p. 492, våd¥ti. vådiprativådisådhane nirdo e pramåˆavyavahåra˙ pramåˆ-
åntarasa vådena våcya˙ prav®ttisa vådådes tatråbhåvåt pratyak a  ca na tatra sambhavat¥ty 
avaßyam anumånam abhyupagaman¥yam ity artha˙. kiñ ca yat tvayå pratyak eˆa pratipanna
tat katha  bodhayitavya iti bhåva˙.
358 NL (1991) pp. 417f., 420ff. see also Mohanty’s summary of NL in Potter (1995) pp. 618f. 
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mountain he immediately also knows the generality, “smokeness”, through 
sense perception as it were, and due to the mental trace (sa skåra) he 
remembers that previously seen instances of smoke have always been 
accompanied by fire and thus knows of “fireness”. And his remembrance 
then is of smokeness invariably connected to fireness, a remembrance of 
vyåpti. The word måtra (all), above, is used to exclude other generalities 
unconducive to the inferential process, such as for example “being made of 
grass”.359 For Vallabha, it seems, it is the power (ßakti) of the traces to yield a 
remembrance of smokeness and fireness and not of “grassness” or any other 
possible generality. So the perception does not, in a sense, consist of every 
particular instance of smoke and every fire, but rather of the very thing that 
is common to them all, smokeness and fireness. Without the ability to 
perceive generality amongst particulars, no activity could be possible. The 
knowledge of a generality enables us to relate present, past, and future 
particulars; this knowledge in turn explains our capability to desire and act 
upon things that are still hidden in the future. This activity would not take 
place if there were no apprehension of the generality and along with it of 
every particular that it inheres in. According to Vallabha’s argument here, 
the Cårvåkas, having excluded the possibility of knowing the general, have 
no way of explaining the activity undertaken, for example the activity 
towards fire. The implicit counterargument from the Cårvåkas appears to be 
that they are concerned with the particular, towards which action actually is 
conducted, and not the general. But Vallabha answers that since they do not 
have any possibility to know of an invariable relation, neither between 
particulars nor between generalities, they cannot know of particulars in the 
first place because there is nothing really there to connect the particulars. 

[27-30] 
The argument concerning the generality is here continued. It seems that the 
dicussion in this passage contains implicit counterarguments from the 
Cårvåkas, and for this I have relied upon the KB commentary.360 The 
subsequent implicit Cårvåka objection tries out another line of reasoning and 
suggests inference here as a way of knowing the generality.361 But Vallabha 
points out that a generality is not something which an act could be related to; 
activity, effort, and desire are, of course, always related to the particular.362

After this there seems to be yet another implicit argument from the 
Cårvåkas. The interpretation of this, and of Vallabha’s answer, must 
however remain tentative. According to the implicit argument the generality 

                                
359 P (1991) pp. 492f., vyåpyavyåpakabhåve purask®ta  yaj jåtidvaya  vahnitvadhËmatva-
rËpa  tad atirikta  tårˆatvådika  dhËmågnivise aˆatvena nopåd¥yate.
360 I am very grateful for Pt. Venugopalan’s efforts to make sense of this passage. 
361 KB (1991) p. 494, nanu påka˙ k®tisådhya˙ påkatvåt pËrvapåkavad ity atra påkatvam 
evånumeya  tac ca pËrvag®h¥tam evety åha –na ca jåtir iti.
362 KB (1991) p. 494, anupådeyatvena prav®ttyartham anumånavirodhåd ity artha˙.
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is inferred from a previously existing particular, and then, by implication, the 
future particular is known. In KB cooking exemplifies a particular and 
“cookingness” (påkatva) the generality. Cookingness, then, is inferred from 
a previous cooking particular, and by implication the future cooking 
particular can be known, and hence be possible to act upon. Vallabha again 
retorts that this is impossible, since there is no cause-effect relationship 
between the reason (the cooking activity) and its effect (cookingness). The 
generality is hence not generated, or produced by the presence of particulars. 
Since there is no inferring of a generality, there can be no generality to imply 
a particular.363

[31-33] 
The Cårvåkas then try yet another angle and suggest that one knows the 
particular as possessing a generality. That is, from the knowledge of 
particulars we know that there must be a generality.364 To this Vallabha says: 
no, it is not so, because action is always directed towards a particular, but 
this particular can not be known before there is a conception of a generality. 
And with that the discussion appears to have come full circle. Vallabha 
concludes that every particular is possible to know precisely because of the 
presence of a generality in it. This generality is thus a prerequisite of the 
possibility of activity in respect to particulars, and of course, of the 
possibility to infer. 

[34-37] 
Vallabha here clarifies his position. The invariable relation is apprehended 
by an outer sense, sight, aided by the traces that are generated by repeated 
observations of particulars. The positive and the negative concomitance 
could be phrased: “Everywhere there is smoke there is also fire (anvaya) and 
everywhere fire is absent smoke is also absent (vyatireka)”. Without the 
ability to apprehend all particulars through the presence of the generality it is 
not possible to apprehend the negative and the positive concomitance, 
without which in turn it is not possible to infer at all. The prerequisite for the 
inferential knowledge of fire is that there is an invariable relation of smoke 
to fire. To know this invariable relation one has to know that smoke, as we 
know it, is always—now and in the future—related to fire in this invariable 
way. This is possible to know because there is a generality, “smokeness”, 
which gives us knowledge about every particular that this generality inheres 
in, that is, every smoke-particular there is and ever will be.  

                                
363 KB (1991) p. 494, nanu påkatva  jåtir evånumeyå tatra ca kåraˆasya k®te˙ sambandho 
’nupapanna iti tadåk ipya vyaktåv eva k®tisådhyatva  paryavasat¥ty ata åha –na ceti. tarhi 
påkatva  k®tisådhyam ity anumånabådhån na syåd eva k®tas tadanantara  vyakter åk epa ity 
åha –hetau sat¥ti.
364 KB (1991) p. 494, astu tarhi jåtimat¥ vyaktir ity atrånumeyety åha –ast¥ti.
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But the invariable relation is not apprehended in the case of error, for 
example when mistaking the fog above the lake for smoke. In this case there 
is an accompanying mental trace of smokeness, but the connection is 
mistaken due to some fault or other, for example bad eyesight, that makes 
something appear where it is not. The function in the text of this passage on 
non-apprehension of vyåpti however remains unclear. 

Nor could the invariable relation be apprehended if one holds that the 
generality is something that we construe after having apprehended the 
particular. These last lines are nicely fitted to Vallabha’s previous discussion 
with the Cårvåkas where they argue that the generality is something that we 
know of after knowing the particular, that is, an inferred generality.365 With 
this passage Vallabha concludes the argument concerning the inferential 
process as a separate means of knowledge. 

                                
365 Cf. translation and comments [31-33]. 
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4.3 Vyåpti
4.3.1 Translation 
[38-40] 
What then is vyåpti? [vyåpti] is the complete association of the sådhana with 
the sådhya. However it is not the state of being without an upådhi, because 
the state of being with an upådhi would [have to] arise in the case of a 
deviating sådhana (anaikåntika).366 Nor is it (i.e. vyåpti) the absence of the 
absence of the sådhya because in [inferences] which have [only] positive 
concomitance the invariable relation would not be established. 

[41-42] 
What then is its differentiating mark? It is the state of being without an 
upådhi. What then is the state of being an upådhi? [That which has the 
character of] complete association with the sådhya has the character of being 
present in one part [of the locus] of the sådhana.367

[43-44] 
And therefore “being composed of parts” is not [an upådhi] for the sådhana
“being a product” [and the sådhya “non-eternal”]. Nor is it upådhi the other 
way around (i.e. when the sådhana is “having parts” and the upådhi is “being 
a product”).368

[45-48] 
And this [upådhi] sometimes has a form with both [aspects] ascertained. For 
instance [when] “being a product”369 [is upådhi] for [the sådhana]
“cognizable”. And sometimes [the upådhi] has a form with one aspect (i.e. 
the first aspect) ascertained. For instance [when] “digestion of green 
vegetables” [is upådhi] for [the sådhana] “being a son of Maitra”. And 
sometimes [the upådhi] has a form with the last [aspect] ascertained. For 

                                
366 The translation of this argument remains tentative, cf. below comments [38-40]. 
367 This definition of upådhi has two parts: 1) Pervading the sådhya and 2) Not pervading the 
sådhana. These two parts will be referred to below as the two aspects (the first and last) of 
upådhi. Cf. KB (1991) pp. 501, 505, sådhyak®tsnasahacåriˆa˙ sådhyavyåpakasya 
sådhanaikadeßav®ttitva  sådhanåvyåpakatvam ity artha˙.
368 I have used the commentaries here to fill in the gaps. P (1991) pp. 509f. ata eveti. ßabdo 
’nitya˙ k®takatvåd ity atra såvayavatva  nopådhi˙ sådhyåvyåpakatvåt. vaipar¥tya iti. pa†o 
’nitya˙ såvayavåd ity atra na krtakatvam upådhi˙ sådhanavyåpakatvåd ity artha˙. nisciteti.
and KB (1991) pp. 505, 510, ata eveti. ßabdo ’nitya˙ k®takatvåd ity atra såvayavattva
nopådhi˙, karmådau sådhyåvyåpakatvåt. vaipar¥tya iti. pa†o ’nitya˙ såvayavatvåd ity atra 
k®takatva  nopådhi˙ sådhanavyåpakatvåd ity artha˙. I have amended the KB in the case of 
såvayavattva , it reads sådhanavattvam but that makes no sense. 
369 The word k®takatva could equally well be translated with “being created”. 
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instance [when] “loosely connected” [is upådhi] for [the sådhana]“ of earthly 
character”.370

[49-50] 
The presence in something different from the place [of the sådhana], the time 
[of the sådhana] and the sådhya [of the sådhana], which has both [aspects] 
unascertained and whose nature is indefinite is not an upådhi because it 
[would] destroy the practice of every inferential process.  

[51-54] 
And [an upådhi] is set up (unn¥yate)371 through obstruction [by other means 
of knowledge] (bådha), deviation (vyabhicåra), absence of conforming tarka 
(anukËlatarka), and a refutational tarka (pratikËlatarka), as “being other than 
fire” [is an upådhi] for [the sådhana] “being a product” [and] as “being 
created” [is an upådhi] for [the sådhana] “object of knowledge”. [And] as 
“digestion of green vegetables” [is an upådhi] for [the sådhana] “being a son 
of Maitra” [and] as “being perceptible by the sense of sight” [is an upådhi]
for [the sådhana] “having touch which is being perceived”. 372 That was [the 
section on] vyåpti.

4.3.2 Comments  
[38-40] 
With this question Vallabha initiates the section on vyåpti. The definition of 
vyåpti that Vallabha gives is interpreted so that every sådhana should share
the same locus (såmånådhikaraˆa) as the sådhya. This is, at least, the 
interpretation given in the KB.373 Following this definition two other 
definitions of vyåpti are rejected. The first defines vyåpti as that which is 
characterized by an absence of upådhi, and Vallabha’s subsequent rejection 

                                
370 P (1991) pp. 511f., yathå ßabdo ’nitya˙ prameyatvåd ity atra k®takatvam upådhi˙… sa 
ßyåmo Maitratanayatvåd ity atra ßåkapåkajatva … ida  lohalekhya  pårthivatvåd ity.
371 The word “unn¥yate”, also carries with it the secondary meaning of “being inferred” or 
“discovered through inference” and the primary meaning of “lead up to” or “bring out from”. 
372 KB (1991) p. 512, atra yathå sa khya  udåharati vahnir anu ˆa˙ k®takatvåd ity atra 
vahn¥taratva  bådhonneyam upådhi˙. P (1991) p. 513, ßabdo nitya˙ prameyatvåd ity atra 
vyabhicåradarßanåt k®takatvam upådhi˙. The KB commentary, p. 512, has, prameyatvåd ity 
atra nitya--pi prameyatvasya sattvåd vyabhicåreˆa k®takatvam upådhi˙, and is apparently 
corrupt in some way. This is further discussed in comments [51-54]. KB (1991) p. 512, sa 
ßyåmo mitråtanayatvåd ity atrånukËlatarkåbhåvonneya˙ ßåkapåkajatvam upådhi˙. P (1991) p. 
513, våyË rËpavån upalabhyamånasparßådhi †hånatvåd ity atra pratikËlatarkonneyaß 
cåk u atvam upådhi˙.
373 KB (1991) pp. 496, 498, sådhanasyeti. k®tsnasyåpi sådhanasya sådhyasåmånådhi-
karaˆya  ity artha˙. The import of the word k®tsna remains vague. Does it mean “each and 
every one of the smoke instances”, or does it mean “smoke in its entirety”? There are at least 
three possible interpretations of this definition given by Ga geßa in TC (1892) p. 83. Cf. 
Goekoop (1967) pp. 97f., Chakraborty (1978a) pp. 215f., and Gosh (2000) pp. 46-51. 



 89

of this remains tentatively interpreted. The rejection may imply that 
Vallabha means that in the case of a certain faulty inference there is first an 
absence of vyåpti, and second an inquiry into the faulty inference and 
subsequently a pointing out of an upådhi that does make sense, and not the 
other way around. If pointing out an upådhi were the first thing to do, it 
would not be possible because in certain faulty inferences it is not the 
presence of upådhi that renders the inference faulty. This, at least, seems to 
be the interpretation given by KB.374 In that case it seems that Vallabha finds 
fault with the negatively stated definition of anupådhitvam insofar as it 
concerns the nature of vyåpti. In a more specific reading, as is made by 
Chakraborty, Vallabha could be understood as implying that even though 
every instance of vyåpti could be said to have absence of an upådhi, it is not 
so that every instance of a failing vyåpti has an apparent upådhi. Or rather, it 
is not so that every failing vyåpti fails because of an upådhi. In the case of a 
deviating sådhana (anaikåntika), when the sådhana is there although the 
sådhya is absent, vyåpti remains unestablished, but it is not always the case 
that there is an upådhi to point to in order to show this. For example when 
the sådhana is “being cognizable” and the sådhya is “fire”, it is, according to 
Vallabha’s definition, an absence of vyåpti that causes the inference to fail. 
Since there are very many things that are cognizable where fire is not 
present, water for example, there is deviation in their relation.375 In this 
inference it is very difficult to point to an upådhi, given the requirement that 
it must pervade the sådhya but only partly co-exist with the sådhana, since 
the sådhana in this case is omnipresent. From the above it seems that 
Vallabha’s reading of the anupådhitva (without an upådhi) definition of 
vyåpti is such that if the nature of vyåpti is anupådhitva then the nature of 
absence of vyåpti must subsequently be sopådhitva (having an upådhi). But, 
since this is not the case in all failing instances of vyåpti the definition is too 
narrow. 

The second definition of vyåpti refuted by Vallabha is that a sådhana
characterized by vyåpti is such that it appears only in places that have 
absence of absence of sådhya. According to Vallabha, this definition fails to 
cover the so-called kevalånvayini (positive-only inference) where the 
sådhana and the sådhya are omnipresent. In a kevalånvayini inference the 
sådhana and sådhya are found in every place there is, so it is not possible to 
ascertain vyåpti if one works with such a definition. This is because there is 
no possibility to point to a place where both the sådhya and the sådhana are 
absent. For example in the inference, “the pot is nameable because the pot is 

                                
374 KB (1991) pp. 499f., anaikåntikatva  hi vyåptivirahonnåyakatvayå yadi dË aˆa  tadå 
tatra sopådhikatva , yad vyåptiviraha˙ prathama  sa evodbhåvyate tarhy anumeyam 
anudbhåvyonnåyakodbhåvanåvasara˙, apråptakålatvåpatte˙. vyåptiviraharËpatvayå ced 
du akatva  yadå kårtsnyena sambandho vyåptir ity åyåta  sådhyåbhåvavad 
v®ttitvasyånaikåntikatvasya kårtsnyena sambandhåbhåvarËpatvåd ity artha˙.
375 Chakraborty (1978a) pp. 217ff.  



90

cognizable”, the absence of the sådhya is not possible to find because 
everything that exists is by definition nameable (abhideyatva) nor is the 
absence of the sådhana to be found since every existent thing is by definition 
cognizable (jñeyatva).

[41-42] 
In this passage Vallabha defines vyåpti as that which has the character of not 
having an upådhi.376 After stating this differentiating definition (lak aˆa)
Vallabha goes on to define upådhi by giving a characterization which could 
be understood in a twofold way as: 1. pervading the sådhya and 2. not-
pervading the sådhana, i.e. sådhyavyåpaka and sådhanåvyåpaka.377 If these 
conditions are met by the assumed upådhi, vyåpti is ruled out since there are 
then places where the sådhana is present but not the sådhya. One of the most 
common examples of this is the pseudo-inference whereby smoke is inferred 
from the presence of fire. The relation of fire to smoke is not characterized 
by vyåpti, and in this case it is indicated by the upådhi “wet fuel”. The 
counter instance given is that of a glowing iron ball, where fire exists but not 
smoke. The upådhi “wet fuel” pervades the sådhya, i.e. it is present wherever 
smoke is present, but does not pervade the sådhana, fire, since it is not 
present in the case of fire in the iron ball.  

[43-44] 
This extremely abbreviated passage cites two examples of non-upådhi. Most 
likely this is stated in order to clarify what is meant by upådhi in the first 
place. Both KB and P have elaborated at length on these examples. The first 
example is ruled out as an upådhi since the sådhya, “non-eternal”, is not 
pervaded by the upådhi, and the second is ruled out because the upådhi
pervades the sådhana, “having parts”. That is to say, they do not meet the 
above stated requirements of pervading the sådhya and non-pervading the 
sådhana.

The inferences have the following pattern:  

1. 

Pratijñå:  Sound is non-eternal. 

Hetu: Because sound is a product.

Non-upådhi: Having parts. 

                                
376 That there are, in fact, two definitions here has, to my knowledge, only been remarked 
upon by Chakraborty (1978a) p. 217. This will be discussed further below on p. 129. 
377 Cf. n. 367 above. 
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2. 

Pratijñå:  Cloth is non-eternal. 

Hetu: Because cloth has parts. 

Non-upådhi: Being a product. 

The relation between the three factors in the first example is that everything 
that has parts is a product and is non-eternal but there are non-eternal, things 
not composed of parts, like karma. In the second example the upådhi
actually pervades both the sådhya and the sådhana, which disqualifies it. 
“Being a product” is coexistent with both “having parts” and “being non-
eternal”. These inferences are both “without upådhi”, and hence they are 
characterized by vyåpti. 378

[45-48] 
Here Vallabha gives three different forms of upådhi, with different levels of 
certainty. The full forms of the examples of the pseudo-inferences are given 
in the commentaries. 

In Vallabha’s first form of upådhi both the pervasion of the sådhya and 
the non-pervasion of the sådhana are well established, certain. 

1. Both requirements are certain. 

Pratijñå:  Sound is non-eternal. 

Hetu: Because of being an object of knowledge.

Upådhi: Being a product.

Here every produced thing is non-eternal and every produced thing is an 
object of knowledge, though there are knowable things that are not produced 
and thus the relation between being an object of knowledge and being non-
eternal is not characterized by vyåpti.379

                                
378 P (1991) p. 509f., ata eveti. ßabdo ’nitya˙ k®takatvåd ity atra såvayavatva  nopådhi˙
sådhyåvyåpakatvåt. vaipar¥tya iti. pa†o ’nitya˙ såvayavåd ity atra na k®takatvam upådhi˙
sådhanavyåpakatvåd ity artha˙. nisciteti. and KB (1991) pp. 505, 510, ata eveti. ßabdo ’nitya˙
k®takatvåd ity atra såvayavattva  nopådhi˙, karmådau sådhyåvyåpakatvåt. vaipar¥tya iti. pa†o 
’nitya˙ såvayavatvåd ity atra k®takatva  nopådhi˙ sådhanavyåpakatvåd ity artha˙. I have 
amended the KB in the case of såvayavattva . It has sådhanavattvam originally but that 
makes no sense. 
379 KB (1991) p. 511, yatheti. yathå ßabdo ’nitya˙ prameyatvåd ity atra k®takatvasyopådher 
ubhayarËpanißcayåt… I have amended the text here. Instead of prameyatvåd it gives k®takatva
both as upådhi and sådhana. P, (1991) p. 511, on the other hand gives prameyatvåt as sådhana.
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The next pseudo-inference is a well-known stock-example and refers to 
the belief that when a pregnant woman eats too many green leafed 
vegetables her baby will be born with dark colored skin. The pseudo-
inference tries to establish “the being dark-skinned” of a person on the 
grounds that he is Maitra’s son. Apparently, all sons of the woman Maitra 
are dark-skinned. Maitra however could have a son who is not dark-skinned 
as well since “the being dark-skinned” of a child has to do with what the 
mother has consumed during her pregnancy. This inference exemplifies 
Vallabha’s second form of upådhi where it is only possible to ascertain the 
pervasion of the sådhya, that dark skin in a child depends upon the food 
eaten by the pregnant woman. The uncertainty lies in the non-pervasion of 
the sådhana (being a son of Maitra); will Maitra always eat green vegetables 
during her pregnancies or will she not?380 The upådhi, however, works 
anyway by showing that the regularity between sådhya and sådhana is not, in 
this case, to be taken for granted. 

2. Only sådhyavyåpaka is certain. 

Pratijñå: He is dark-skinned. 

Hetu: Because he is Maitra’s son. 

Upådhi: Being caused by eating 
greens.381

Another well-known inference serves as an example of the third form of 
upådhi, where only the non-pervasion of the sådhana is ascertained.  

3. Only sådhanåvyåpaka is certain. 

Pratijñå: This is scratchable by iron. 

Hetu: Because this has earthly character.

Upådhi: Being loosely connected.382

                                                                                                                               

It would be quite impossible to have the sådhana and the upådhi as the same entity since that 
would be a complete concomitance. The very idea of the upådhi, as expressed here, is that it 
only partly coexists with the sådhana.
380 Cf. Frauwallner (1970) p. 59. 
381 KB (1991) p. 511, anyatararËpa  sådhyavyåpakatva  vaidyakåt ßåkådyåhårapari-
ˆåmasya utpattikanaraßyåmatvarËpaparyavasitasådhyavyåpakatvanißcayåt…
382 KB (1991) p. 511, ida  lauhalekhya  pårthivatvåd ity atra h¥rake hetau satyapi 
praßithilasa yogåbhåvat sådhanåvyåpakatvanißcaya˙, vyabhicåraßa kådhåyakatve 
sandigdhopådher api dË akatvåt sandigdhånaikåntikavat.
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In this pseudo-inference one tries to establish that something is possible to 
scratch, or inscribe, with iron on the grounds that it is of “earthly 
character”.383 There are however things of earthly character not possible to 
scratch with iron, such as diamonds. The relation between sådhana and 
sådhya is thus not an invariable concomitance, but is dependent upon 
whether something is loosely connected or not. Because of the existence of 
diamonds the sådhana cannot be pervaded by being “loosely connected”. 
The sådhanåvyåpka of the upådhi is thus established, but the pervasion of the 
sådhya is not. Is everything that is scratchable by iron loosely connected? 
Apparently this is not possible to establish, but the reason for this has not 
been possible for me to ascertain. I have not come across an explanation of 
this example in any other source.384 The KB explains it as a doubtful upådhi
which is upådhi as well, and thus obstructs the inferential process.385

[49-50] 
This passage has proven very hard to interpret but I have nevertheless made 
a tentative interpretation. The upådhi could have the form of being altogether 
doubtful, in which both the pervasion of the sådhya and the non-pervasion of 
the sådhana are uncertain and in which case it is not an upådhi. It would 
have the form of being indefinite, explained in the KB as “there might be 
some upådhi here”.386 This apparently entails a mere suspicion of an upådhi,
but no particular, definite upådhi is pointed to. As for the rest of this passage 
I have interpreted the compound, “deßakålasådhyetara-v®ttitvam”, as “the 
presence in something different from the place [of the sådhana], the time [of 
the sådhana], and the sådhya [of the sådhana]”. This then, according to 
Vallabaha, is not an upådhi. If one takes the stock-example of fire from 
smoke it would however be unclear whether the something that is different 
from the place of the sådhana is different from the mountain, i.e. the 
particular pak a, or from every single place of smoke in general. The former 
would at least satisfy the “sådhanåvyåpaka” restriction and could be the 
kitchen for example; this would also be something different from the time of 
the sådhana. What is meant by something different from the sådhya remains 
however unclear to me. In the commentaries, the reason for this not being a 
real upådhi is self-contradiction (svavyåghåta).387

                                
383 The commentary uses the words “lauhalekhya” meaning “scratchable by something made 
of iron” but likh also imports the meaning “to write”. Cf. n. 382 above. 
384 The example can be found in TC (1892) pp. 177f. and TS (1959) pp. 259f., but not in 
connection with upådhi.
385 KB (1991) p. 511, tadbhåvanånarhatve ’pi svårthånumåne do atvadhrauvyåt 
sandigdhopådhy upådhir eva.
386 KB (1991) p. 512, anirËpitarËpo bhavi yati kaß cid atra upådhir ity eva  rËpa˙.
387 KB (1991) p. 512, deßakåleti. etad deß¥yånyasådhanatvam etat kål¥nånyasådhanatva  ca 
svavyåghåtakatvån nopådhir ity artha˙., P (1991) pp. 512f., deßakåleti. etad 
deß¥yånyasådhanatvam etat kål¥nånyasådhanatvañ ca svavyåghåtakatvån nopådhir ity artha˙.
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Alternatively one might interpret the compound as “presence of another 
sådhya in a [particular] time and place”. This “presence of the other sådhya
in a [particular] time and place” cannot be an upådhi although it might seem
to be one. In the inference of fire from smoke on the mountain one could 
mistakenly take the “kitchen-fire”, or equally “fire in the woods” (i.e. every 
fire other than mountain-fire), as a counterexample where smoke is present 
but not mountain-fire. The pseudo-upådhi in that case would be formulated 
as the above compound. 

In the most straightforward reading the passage amounts to stating the 
fact that when there is no upådhi to present in an argument there is no way of 
resorting to the presence of an upådhi as a counter-argument. That is, one 
could not say—as a counter argument—there might be some upådhi here. If 
this was possible, every attempt at inferential knowledge would be 
impossible. And that is obviously not the case since there is such an activity 
amongst human beings; this at least seems to be an implicit point of 
departure of Vallabha’s argument.  

[51-54] 
Here Vallabha describes four ways of finding an upådhi that will cause the 
inference to fail. Firstly, if there is a contradiction in the sense that another 
means of knowledge has given opposing knowledge, as in the case of the 
following pseudo-inference:388

1. Obstruction by other means of knowledge (bådha).

Pratijñå:  Fire is non-hot. 

Hetu: Because of being a product.

Upådhi: Being other than fire. 

Sense perception establishes that fire is hot and thereby the contradiction is 
apparent. The sådhya, non-hot, is pervaded by everything that is not fire and 
the sådhana “being a product” is partly coexistent with everything that is not 
fire. 

The second way of discovering upådhi is deviation, vyabhicåra. This is 
exemplified by the following: 

2. Deviation. 

Pratijñå:  Sound is non-eternal. 

                                
388 KB (1991) p. 512, atra yathå sa khya  udåharati vahnir anu ˆa˙ k®takatvåd ity atra 
vahn¥taratva  bådhonneyam upådhi˙.
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Hetu: Because of being an object of knowledge. 

Upådhi: Being a product. 

The deviation of the sådhana “being an object of knowledge” is apparent 
since there are objects of knowledge that are eternal as well as non-eternal. 
In fact every existent thing is an object of knowledge, so the upådhi is easily 
found; a knowable thing that is not eternal is something that is a product. But 
a knowable thing can be eternal as well and hence not a product.389 This is 
interpreted a bit differently by Potter in his account of Vallabha’s four ways 
of discovering upådhi. According to Potter the pratijñå is “sound is eternal”, 
because being a product does not pervade the sådhana, and because it is 
uncertain whether sound is a product or not.390 But, in my opinion, this is 
problematic since “sound” is not the sådhya. The sådhya is “non-eternal”, 
and if it was “eternal” there would be no pervasion of the sådhya by “being a 
product”. Eternal things are by definition not created, so it would not even be 
a case of an uncertain co-existence with the sådhya, which is the first aspect 
of the definition. “Completely coexistent with the sådhya” would not be 
possible to apply at all. Furthermore there is actually no difference in 
Vallabha’s expression between this inference given here and the inference 
given in the beginning of the explanation of upådhi as an example of an 
upådhi that is certain in both ways. All that is stated in Vallabha’s text is 
“prameyatve k®takatvam” on both these occasions.391 The difference is in the 
commentaries; in the first example they have “ßabdo ’nitya˙” and in the 
second “ßabdo nitya˙”.392 This might very well be a misprint such as we have 
seen in the commentaries to the vyåpti section.393

The third way of finding an upådhi is through an absence of a so-called 
conforming tarka, a kind of hypothetical reasoning394 that Vallabha deals 
with in the section following on this one. This is exemplified by the 
following pseudo-inference:395

3. Conforming tarka.

Pratijñå:  He is dark-skinned. 

                                
389 P (1991) p. 513, ßabdo nitya˙ prameyatvåd ity atra vyabhicåradarßanåt k®takatvam 
upådhi˙. The KB commentary, p. 512, has, prameyatvåd ity atra nitya--pi prameyatvasya 
sattvåd vyabhicåreˆa k®takatvam upådhi˙, and is apparently corrupt in some way.  
390 Potter (1995) pp. 205f. 
391 NL pp. 511, 513. 
392 KB (1991) p. 511, ßabdo ’nitya˙ and P (1991) p. 511, ßabdo ’nitya˙. In the second place 
KB (1991) p. 512, prameyatvåd ity atra nitya--pi and P (1991) p. 513, ßabdo nitya˙.
393 Cf. above n. 381, 382, and 389. 
394 See above section 2.2.5 on tarka.
395 KB (1991) p. 512, sa ßyåmo maitratanayatvåd ity atrånukËlatarkåbhåvonneya˙
ßåkapåkajatvam upådhi˙.
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Hetu: Because he is a son of Maitra. 

Upådhi: Digestion of green vegetables. 

As long as there is no tarka to support the statement that all sons of Maitra 
are and will be dark-skinned, this inference fails. Such a tarka would be “if 
he had no dark skin he would not be Maitra’s son”. As was said above the 
upådhi is uncertain in such a way that the non-pervasion of the sådhana is 
uncertain. 

The fourth way of discovering an upådhi is through a refutational tarka 
(pratikËlatarka), another variant of hypothetical reasoning:396

4. Refutational tarka. 

Pratijñå:  Air has color. 

Hetu: Because it is the bearer of perceptible touch. 

Upådhi: Being perceptible by the eye. 

The tarka would run as follows: “if something has color it will be perceptible 
by the eye”.397 The upådhi, “being perceptible by the eye”, pervades color 
but does not pervade that which is perceptible by touch.398

                                
396 P (1991) p. 513, våyËrËpavån upalabhyamånasparßådhi †hånatvåd ity atra prati-
kËlatarkonneyaß cåk u atvam upådhi˙.
397 KB (1991) p. 512, pratikËlatarko yady aya  rËpavån syåt dravyatvavyåpyacåk u a-
jåtimån syåd ity eva  rËpa˙.
398 Potter, (1995) p. 205, gives the example of fire in boiling water. 
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4.4 Tarka
4.4.1 Translation 
[55-56] 
[VVallabha] What then is tarka? It is this (rËpa˙): When admitting one 
property another follows invariably. 

[57-58] 
[OObjector A] But what is its result? The cessation of the desire to know  
[whether the sådhana may exist] in the domain of the dissimilar example 
(vipak a), or the cessation of a doubt [whether the sådhana may exist where 
the sådhya does not exist], or a weakening of it (i.e. of the doubt).399

[59] 
It is not the first, because this is established by the inferential process alone. 
It is not the second, because the inferential process [would be] useless. 

[60] 
[OObjector B] But it (tarka) has the purpose of certainty [of cessation of 
doubt]. 

[61-62] 
[OObjector A] No, because the [ascertainment of] cessation of doubt is also 
established precisely from that [inferential process]. It is not the third, 
because the removal of a weakened [doubt] has no purpose, given that 
[doubt] whether weakened or not, can be stopped by inference.  

[63] 
[OObjector B] But the inferential process by being an instrument (karaˆa)
requires tarka as an operation (vyåpåra). 

[64-66] 
[OObjector A] –No. It is not seen that there is absence of inferential 
knowledge from the li ga when there is no cognition of tarka400, as [we do] 
in the case of a non-arising of cutting with a sickle when there is no 

                                
399 KB (1991) pp. 515f., vipak eti. pak e sådhyåbhåvako†ikajijñåsåniv®ttir ity artha˙. ßa keti. 
jijñåsåjanakasådhyåbhåvako†ikaßa kåniv®ttir ity artha˙. tannyËnateti. sådhyåbhåvako†ika-
ßaktotka†ako†ikatvanivartana  vå tarkaphalam ity artha˙. P (1991) pp. 515f., vipak eti. 
sa ßayåt svåtantryopasthitobhyako†au sådhyåbhåvako†igocarajijñåsåniv®ttir ity artha˙… tan 
nyËnateti. sådhyåbhåvako†åv ani †aprasañjanena tatko†er h¥natvam ity artha˙.
400 It is important to note here that tarka is in itself classified as a cognition. Cf. above section 
2.2.5 on tarka.
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operation of pressing the handle401 hard. Or, the cognition of itself [i.e. of the 
li ga] may be the operation in relation to the li ga [because] when this 
[tarkajñånam] does not assist that [inferential process] it is not a part (a ga)
of the inferential process.402

[67-68] 
[VVallabha] Here it is said that [the above is not correct] because when an 
ascertainment of vyåpti which is favorable to the inferential process arises, it 
[tarka] is useful through [promoting] the cessation of doubt about a deviation 
(vyabhicåra).403

[69-70] 
And this [tarka] is in the form of imposition of the imagined [property] 
(åhåryåropa).404 Because it (tarka) arises from an imposed hetu, and because 
tarka has an object which is contradictory [to the sådhana and sådhya]. And 
because when there are two alternatives, resorting to one alternative has a 
conditional meaning (lit. the meaning of “if”). 

[71-73] 
[OObjector C] Nevertheless, why the requirement of repeated observation 
[in order to grasp invariable concomitance], since a doubt about deviation is 
present there (i.e. after repeated observations) also, [according to you]?405

Because even in the absence of them (repeated observations)406 the hindering 
factor of the [presence of the sådhana] in the dissimilair example (vipak a) is 
the same.407 And [furthermore] since the absence of upådhi is known through 
a conforming tarka.

                                
401 Böhthlingk gives mu †i˙ three meanings: clenched fist, handful, or handle. The identical 
words, appearing in NKd, are translated by G. Jha as “when held strongly in the hand”. See 
NKd (1991) p. 407:4 and Jha (1982) p. 367. 
402 KB (1991) p. 518, li gam eva kåraˆa  tajjñåna  vyåpåra ity artha˙.
403 P (1991) p. 518, anumånånukËleti vyabhicåraßa kåvirahasahak®ta  sahacåradarßana
vyåptigråhakam, så ca tarkeˆåni †ham upadarßayatå nivartyata iti vyåptigrahe tarkasyopa-
yoga ity artha˙.
404 åhåryåropa has proven difficult to render in translation. å h® in causative has the meanings 
of “procure” and “manifest” among others. I have here used “imagine” for åhårya since it 
conveys the active, purposeful aspect of the concept as well as its “unreal” aspect. The 
cognizer, then, is not a receptor of cognitions but a creative agent with intentions. The 
causative meanings of å ruh are: “to raise”, “deposit/place”, “produce”, and “attribute”. åropa
has the meanings of “superimposing”, “assigning”, or “placing in or on”, but also carries the 
meaning of being secondary or supplementary. I have rendered this with imposition.  
405 Cf. P (1991) p. 520, nanu tathåpi sak®tsahacåradarßanasya vyabhicårisådhåraˆatayå 
vyabhicåraßa kådhåyakatvåt tanniråsårtha  bhËyodarßanåpek etyata åha –vyabhicåreti.
bhËyodarßane ’pi pårthivatvalohalekhyatvayor vyabhicåråt taccha kådhåyakatvåd ity artha˙. I 
have amended the text “vyamhicåråt” to “vyabhicåråt”. 
406 KB (1991) p. 520, etadabhåva iti. bhËyodarßanåbhåva ity artha˙.
407 P (1991) p. 520, nanu vipak abådhakåd bhËyodarßanåviße e ‘pi ßa kåniv®tti˙ syåd ity ata 
åha –vipak abådhakasyeti.
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[74-78] 
[VVallabha] This is not the case; from the first [observation] there is absence 
of an apprehension of a restricted [relation] (i.e. invariable relation). Because 
otherwise there could not arise a doubt in the subsequent [observations]. 
Since this would have the undesirable consequence of removing all doubt 
about an opposite (vipar¥ta)408 of many observations at a future time,409 as 
when the similarities “brahminhood” and “jewelhood” are appearing.410

Because in the case of a determined apprehension of a restricted [relation] 
when [two things are seen] associated repeatedly, there is a doubt precisely 
about that [determination] being eligible for a process of knowledge 
(pråmåˆya).411 Because tarka removes that [doubt]. 

4.4.2 Comments 
[55-56] 
Vallabha opens the section on tarka by giving a description of the 
conditional functioning of stating a tarka; if something is admitted then
something else will follow. How this process ensues is explained in both of 
the commentaries. The relationship between the two things assumed is that 
of pervader and pervaded.412 It is phrased in the form “if there were no fire 
here then there would be no smoke”, that is, from the absence of the 
pervading entity the absence of the pervaded follows.413

[57-58] 
Three results of the functioning of tarka are given. The point of departure of 
this passage is a doubt concerning two alternatives, for example, presence of 
fire or absence of fire. That is, doubt whether there could be a place that has 
smoke but not fire. The first outcome of tarka is that the very wish to know 
another alternative to the inferential assumption is halted. In the case of the 
“smoke on the mountain” example this would consist in the desire to know 
whether there is some place that has smoke but not fire. That is, whether the 
domain of absence-of-fire could have an instance of presence-of-smoke. 
Vipak a, or dissimilar example, is cited as a domain where both the sådhya

                                
408 Vipar¥ta is most likely used as “vipak a” here, that is, doubt about the presence of the 
sådhana where the sådhya is absent. 
409 Uttarakåla  can have the wider meaning of “following” or “subsequent”.  
410 KB (1991) p. 521, nanu vyåptigraha˙ prathamadarßanata eva, vyabhicåraßa kå tu 
bhËyodarßanåpaneyety ata åha –bråhmaˆatveti.
411 P (1991) p. 521, nanu bhËyodarßanam api sa ßåyakam ity uktam ity ata åha –bhËya iti. 
KB (1991) p. 521, nanu bhËyodarßanånantaram api sa ßayatåd avasthyam ity uktam ata åha –
bhËya iti.
412 P (1991) p. 514, ekasya dharmasya vyåpyasyåbhyupagame dvit¥yasya vyåpakasyåropa ity 
artha˙. Both the NLP and KB appear to have the same basic explanation. 
413 Cf. TS (1969) pp. 69f., vyåpyåropeˆa vyåpakåropas tarka˙. yathå yadi vahnir na syåt tarhi 
dhËmo ’pi na syåt iti.
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and the sådhana are absent.414 Secondly, in the doubt underlying the wish to 
know whether the other alternative is the case, i.e. absence of fire, the tarka
functions so as to remove that doubt. Thirdly, when the doubt is so strong 
that the possibility of the other alternative gains prominence in the mind, and 
consequently halts the process of the inference, the use of tarka can be 
brought in. Its purpose in this case is to weaken the doubt about the 
possibility of there being no fire although there is smoke, so that the process 
of inference can continue.415

[59] 
According to P the rejection of the first outcome of tarka stems from the 
assumption that the desire to cognize something, whether inferential or 
perceptual, has no bearing upon the cognition at all. If, for example, there is 
a desire to see a pot where there is only a piece of cloth this desire does not 
prevent our seeing a piece of cloth. Similarly in the inferential process, after 
having gone through the step of paråmarßa, there is according to P no 
hesitation before arriving at the inferential knowledge, the result. It might be 
possible to understand this in the sense that given the proper conditions for 
an inference the inferential knowledge will inevitably follow.416 In light of 
this we can understand the rejection of the first alternative rejecting tarka
viewed as an abolisher of the desire to know the other alternative, that is, 
absence of fire where smoke is present. 

The second use, or rather result of tarka is rejected on grounds that the 
inferential process alone takes care of the doubt about the vipak a. If tarka
would be used as such an instrument then inference would become useless.  

[60] 
In answer to this rejection it is said by objector B that tarka could have the 
role of ascertainment of cessation of doubt. The KB explains it as 
ascertainment of the elimination of the doubt, the very elimination 
accomplished by the inference.417 The role of tarka then appears to come into 
use after the doubt is set aside and thereby certifies its setting aside. This 
reading is however tentative. 

[61-62] 
Objector A refutes objector B’s suggestion on the grounds that such an 
ascertainment is accomplished by the inference itself.418 Objector A then 

                                
414 For explanation of vipak a see section 2.2.3.1 above. 
415 Cf. n. 399 above. 
416 P (1991) p. 516, vastuto virodhijijñåså na jñånamåtrapratibandhikå, gha†ajijñåsunå cak ur 
unm¥lanånantara  pa†asyåpi jñånåt. nåpy anumite˙. t®t¥yali gaparåmarßånantara
virodhijijñåsayånumitau vilambåbhåvåt.
417 KB (1991) p. 517, ßa kå niv®tter nißcayårthatvåd ity artha˙.
418 P (1991) p. 517, ‘tata eva’ anumånåd evety artha˙.
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continues by rejecting the third result of tarka on the same basis as the 
previous rejections; inference takes care of the weakening by itself. Here the 
P adds, as an explanation, that it does so inevitably, that it is in some way 
built into the inferential process itself.419

[63] 
Objector B suggests here that tarka could be understood as the operation 
(vyåpåra) of the inferential process (anumåna) which is the karaˆa, the 
instrumental or special cause.420

[64-66] 
The rejection of the above suggestion begins with a negative simile. In the 
case of using a sickle to cut something, the sickle is the instrumental cause 
(karaˆa) and the firm holding of its handle is the operation (vyåpåra) without 
which the cutting will never take place since the instrument would be 
disabled.421 But unlike this case of operation tarka cannot have the same 
function in reference to anumåna, since the outcome of an inference, namely 
the inferential knowledge, anumiti, is present without any cognition of tarka.
The KB explains that when paråmarßa is present, the outcome of inferential 
knowledge is present without delay, automatically as it were, which would 
imply that tarka is not necessarily needed to conclude the process.422 The 
above passage, then, is in opposition to the earlier statement that tarka has a 
necessary function in the process of anumåna, that tarka has the function of a 
vyåpåra.

A somewhat peculiar statement here is yet another alternative in which 
the li ga functions as the cause of inferential knowledge, and the very 
cognition of the li ga itself functions as the operation.423 This would rule out 
the possibility of letting tarka in as a necessary element within the inferential 
process proper, but it is difficult to understand exactly what is meant by this 
statement; there is no further detailed discussion on it in Vallabha’s text. 

                                
419 P (1991) p. 517, nyËnako†ikåßa kånivartanårtham apy anumånasyåvaßyakatvåd.
420 Cf. section 2.2.3.3  above. Jhå, in NL (2004) p. 321, appears to understand anumåna in this 
passage as paråmarßa, which then would imply that tarka is vyåpåra to paråmarßa. The P 
appears to do the same, P (1991) p. 517, anumånam iti. t®t¥yali gaparåmarßa ity artha˙.
421 This example appears to be popular when tarka is discussed. It is found in slightly different 
versions in Udayana’s K (2002) p. 513 and in NKd (1991) p. 407. The NKd passage, 
“d® hamu †inip¥ ito”, is partly rephrased in NL, “d® hamu †ini p¥ ana”, cf. text [64]. The 
word for axe is “ku†håra” in K and NKd whereas “dåtra” is used in NL. Since dåtra means an 
“instrument for cutting”, a “sickle” or some such, there is a slight difference in the examples, 
this however does not seem to be of great import. The axe-example furthermore appears in 
discussions concerning the meaning and distinction of different kinds of causes. Cf. comment 
on VMB (1980) p. 34 and VMB (1975) p. 31 (1.4.23). 
422 KB (1991) p. 516, anumitau li gaparåmarße sati vilambåbhåvån na tasya vyåpåratety åha –
dåtrådåv iti.
423 KB (1991) p. 518, li gam eva kåraˆa  tajjñåna  vyåpåra ity artha˙.
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[67-68] 
This passage signals the position of Vallabha. Tarka is a means to establish 
the grasping of vyåpti insofar as tarka eliminates doubt concerning a 
deviation of the concomitance.424 This position will be further modified by 
Vallabha in the final passage of this section. It is important to note that the 
doubt is in the event of a grasping of vyåpti that is already apprehended. 
Tarka then is an abolisher of doubt about deviation in this cognized vyåpti.
In that sense tarka does not have a causal role in the production of inferential 
knowledge, and is therefore not an essential part of the inferential process, as 
has been suggested in the above objections. But tarka is, on the other hand, 
helpful in the grasping of vyåpti. This at least is how the KB seems to have 
understood it.425

[69-70] 
This passage is easily read together with the opening statement of the tarka
section where Vallabha says, “when admitting one entity, another follows 
invariably”.426 So, when one assumes “no fire”, “no smoke” comes along as a 
consequence. This is furthermore stated negatively or in contradiction to the 
inference whose invariable relation one is doubting, in this case: “wherever 
there is smoke, there is fire”. The tarka is, so to speak, imagined the other 
way around, and this imagined situation is stated with the word “if”, that is 
to say, in a conditional manner. The two alternatives spoken about comprise 
the two alternatives to resort to when in doubt, either there is fire or there is 
no fire. When the alternative “no fire” is chosen it is tested with the tarka
reasoning –“suppose that there actually is no fire there, well, then there 
could not be any smoke”.427

[71-73] 
This passage is phrased as an objection to the need for repeated observation 
in order to grasp invariable concomitance. The argument appears to be that 
there is doubt about a deviation in the relation between smoke and fire 
whether it is seen many times or just once. So even if repeated observations 
have not taken place, tarka could come in as a means to abolish the doubt 
about the opposite, that there could be smoke but no fire.  

                                
424 In KB (1991) p. 518, vyabhicåraßa kå virahasahak®ta  sahacåradarßana  vyåpti-
gråhaka  så ca tarkeˆåpan¥yata ity artha˙.
425 KB (1991) p. 518, kva cit tad anapek åyå  vyabhicåråt tarkasya kåraˆatå eva na syåd ity 
ade ya  ßa kå niv®ttåv eva tad upayogåt. kva cid vyåghåtåt ßa kaiva nåvatarati. na hi 
dhËmårtha  vahnim upådadåno vahni  vinåpi dhËma˙ syåd iti ßa kate. yady api 
anaupådhikatva graho vyåptigrahåka ity ukta  tathåpi tatråpi tarka eva upåya iti bhåva˙.
426 See above p. 97. 
427 KB (1991) p. 519, åropiteti. åhåryåropavi ayo vyåpyadh¥sattvåd ity artha˙. nanu yady 
aya  nirvahni˙ tantunå nirjala˙ syån na hy upahito ’rtha˙ satya eva tathå ca katham 
avayavinety ata åha –ko†idvayeti. ekako†yabhyupagamamåtra ‘yadi’ ßabdo darßayat¥ty 
artha˙.
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According to KB the question seems to be in what sense one can require 
repeated observations in order to apprehend the concomitance between 
smoke and fire, when this could be grasped through tarka in one single 
observation.428 If there is a deviation of the concomitance then, it is present 
in the first observation as well as in following observations. An additional 
argument is then levelled which is apparently connected to the previous 
section on vyåpti. If absence of an upådhi indicates vyåpti then one can of 
course use a conforming tarka in order to ascertain that there is no upådhi
and hence in order to ascertain vyåpti. In that case repeated observations 
would also be rendered unnecessary.  

The P apparently connects the above passage to the discussion on the 
necessity of repeated observation for grasping vyåpti in the TC. The P at 
least uses an example that is existent in the TC as well; although one has 
repeated observation of the co-existence between “being of earthly 
character” and “being scratchable by iron” the invariable relation is still not 
ascertained.429 In the TC this argument is levelled by a Prabhåkara 
M¥må saka.430

[74-78] 
Vallabha states that there is no grasping of an invariable concomitance from 
only one observation. The reasoning could be phrased as follows: a doubt 
about a deviation requires an idea of a concomitance; such an idea cannot 
come into the mind after only one observation and thus tarka cannot be of 
any help. Tarka requires an idea of concomitance against which a 
contradictory case can be formulated, at another stage in the process as it 
were. The second or third time one sees smoke from fire it is plausible to 
assume that where there is smoke there is also fire. It is then, in other words, 
plausible to form an idea of a concomitance of smoke and fire. If this was 
not the case doubt would be impossible in the first place. This forms the 
subsequent reason in Vallabha’s refutation of the objection. Without a 
grasping of an invariable relation there is not actually anything there to 
doubt. 

The argument concerning “brahminhood” seems, at least according to 
KB, to be directed towards an implicit counter-suggestion that repeated 
observation might have the function of removing subsequent doubt about 

                                
428 KB (1991) p. 520, tathåp¥ti. tarkaß ca vyåptigråhaka˙, sa sak®ddarßanavißi †a eveti ki
bhËyodarßanenety artha˙. yathå sak®ddarßana  vyabhicårisådhåraˆya  tathå pårthivatva-
lauhalekhyatvådau bhËyodarßanam api.
429 P (1991) p. 520, bhËyodarßane ’pi pårthivatvalohalekhyatvayor vyabhicåråt 
taccha kådhåyakatvåd ity artha˙. TC (1892) p. 177, api ca, pårthivatvalohalekhyatvådau 
ßataßo darßane ’pi vyåptyagrahåt. tarkasahak®ta  tatheti cet, tarhisahacåradarßana-
vyabhicårådarßanasahak®ta˙ sa eva vyåptigråhako ’stu, åvaßyakatvåt. ki  bhËyodarßana˙.
430 TC (1892) pp. 174, 177. Cf. also Gangopadhyay (1975) p. 174, Bhatt (1962) pp. 234f. A 
record of this view is found in Sucaritamißra’s M¥må såßlokavårttikakåßikå (1943) pp. 12ff., 
who himself argues in favour of repeated observation. 
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deviation, although the concomitance is apprehended in one observation 
only.431 Vallabha’s answer to this appears to be along the same lines as 
above, namely that such a position would render doubt impossible. But since 
his use of the example of “brahminhood” and “jewelhood” is unclear, this 
interpretation must remain tentative. Vallabha ends this passage by stating 
that it is doubt about deviation that tarka removes, doubt with regard to an 
already formed apprehension of a concomitance born of repeated 
observation. Repeated observation thus appears as a tool for apprehending 
vyåpti but not for checking it or warranting it, which, on the other hand, is 
done by tarka.

                                
431 KB (1991) p. 521, nanu vyåptigraha˙ prathamadarßanata eva, vyabhicåraßa kå tu 
bhËyodarßanåpaneyety ata åha –bråhmaˆatveti. tarhi bråhmaˆatvåd¥nåm api 
prathamadarßanavedyatvam eva syån na ca tathåbhyupagamo vastusthitir vety artha˙.
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4.5 Paråmarßa
4.5.1 Translation 
[79-80] 
[MM¥må saka] The nature of this [inferential process]432 is apprehension of 
pak adharmatå and remembrance of vyåpti because there is no awareness of 
[anything] further (i.e. paråmarßa) [and] because only from this 
[apprehension and remembrance] is the effect (i.e. inferential knowledge) 
produced.433

[81-83] 
And this is not to be said: The apprehension of [something as] a li ga has in 
reality that [li ga] as its object. When it (i.e. something) [is seen] from afar 
without its characterization it is non-producing [inferential knowledge]. But 
by being delineated (ullekhitå) as “li ga” the producing factor [of inferential 
knowledge] is determined as a single apprehension (i.e. paråmarßa).434

[84-85] 
Because it (i.e. apprehension of something as a li ga) is established precisely 
from the delineation of the generality prior to an apprehension of a 
restriction (i.e. vyåpti) because otherwise it (i.e. apprehension of something 
as a li ga) would be afflicted in the paråmarßa too. 

[86-87] 
And this is not to be said: The apprehension [of the sådhana] as a property of 
the subject of inference (pak adharmatå) arises from the hetu[vacana];435 the 
upanaya has a combined object (piˆ itavi aya).436

[88] 
Some say that [this apprehension of the pak adharmatå] has the character of 
being obtained in the latter part of [the inference] since the object [of the 
hetuvacana] is the li ga only.437

[89-91] 
[VVallabha] This is not the case. Just as when there is no inference when 
there is a doubt about a deviation (vyabhicåra), even when the deviation is 
                                
432 KB & P (1991) p. 523, tad etad iti. anumånam ity anu ajyate.
433 KB (1991) p. 523, kåryasyånumite˙.
434 KB (1991) p. 523, li gatvollekhitayå ekavedana  vyåptivißi †apak adharmatåvedanam ity 
artha˙.
435 KB (1991) p. 524, hetor eveti. hetvavayavåd evety artha˙.
436 For upanaya and hetuvacana see section 2.2.3 above. 
437 P (1991) pp. 524f., tasyeti. parå gatåpanna  sådhanatvamåtratåtparyakam. tathå ca 
li gavacanena hetusvarËpamåtra  pradarßayate na tu tasya pak av®ttitvam ap¥ti tasya 
pak adharmatopanayasya eva upanayasya phalam ity artha˙.
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not apprehended. In the same manner as when there is a doubt that the 
pervaded property and the property of the subject are of different kinds, even 
when there is no apprehension that they are of different kinds, there is no 
inference because the hetu is not established as a pervaded property. 

[92-93] 
Therefore it should be said that the apprehension that the pervaded property 
and the property of the subject are of the same kind is the cause of inferential 
knowledge. Precisely that is paråmarßa.438 That was [the chapter on] the 
inferential process. 

4.5.2 Comments 
[79-80] 
Vallabha introduces the discussion of paråmarßa with a M¥må saka 
objection to the very use of this in the inferential process.439 According to 
this objection, the apprehension of the sådhana as a property of the subject, 
for example that smoke is on the hill, and the remembrance of vyåpti, that 
smoke is concomitant with fire, are enough to bring about inferential 
knowledge.440

[81-83] 
The objector, the M¥må saka, continues by raising a counterargument. In 
the interpretation of this passage I rely on the KB and P. In the commentaries 
it is noted that the consequence of the M¥må saka argument would be that 
one could actually, by chance as it were, remember that fire pervades smoke 
even though smoke is seen only as smoke441 and not as a li ga (ie. as smoke 
invariably connected to fire) and through this, inferential knowledge would 
then result.442 This apparently serves as an underlying assumption for the 
counter-argument. The counter-argument could be understood in the 
following way. To see, or apprehend the li ga as a thing only, is to see, for 
example, smoke stripped of its being a part of the implicatory li ga-li gin
relationship. For example when seeing smoke as a li ga it is recognized that 
fire comes along with the smoke and that smoke would be characterized as 
being produced by fire. When seeing smoke as just smoke, these 

                                
438 KB (1991) p. 525, sa eveti. vyåpyatvena pak adharmatågraha evety artha˙.
439 KB (1991) p. 523, atra t®t¥yali gaparåmarßam asahamåno m¥må saka˙ pratyavathi †hate.
440 For a more detailed description of the various stages in the inference, see section 2.2.3 
above. 
441 I presume here that “vastutas” in Vallabha’s text refers to the smoke as it is, without its 
being a li ga, that is smoke in a very basic ontological sense, as a thing. 
442 KB (1991) p. 523, Nanu yatra dhËmo vastutvådinå sphurati daivåc ca vyåptism®tis tatråpy 
anumiti syåd ity åha –na ceti. P (1991) p. 523, nanu yatra dËråt ki  citvena dhËmo jñåyate 
daivåc ca vahnivyåpyo dhËma iti smarati tatråpi vyåptism®tisahak®tapak adharmatå jñånam 
ast¥ty anumiti˙ syåd ity åßå kya niråkaroti –na ceti.
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implications are not entailed. And when these are absent, no inferential 
knowledge is produced. On the other hand, the argument runs, when the 
smoke is characterized as a li ga, when it is delineated (ullekhitå) by 
“li gatva”, inferential knowledge will be produced. Hence it is the 
apprehension of the li ga that is the effective component in the production of 
inferential knowledge. The KB tells us that this single apprehension is the 
apprehension of the li ga as pak adharmatå and vyåptivißi †a.443

So it would not be enough then to know of pak adharmatå and then 
remember the pervasion, as the M¥må sakas say, there must be a further 
cognition of the li ga as a li ga, in other words as something characterized 
by pervasion. In this sense the knowledge of fire upon the mountain comes 
not primarily from the perception of smoke on the mountain but rather from 
the cognition of this perceived smoke on the mountain as a li ga, as 
something that has the character of being invariably related to something 
else (li gatva). This counterargument is outright rejected by the 
M¥må sakas.  

[84-85] 
Here the M¥må sakas continue with an answer directed to the above 
objection. In their view it would follow that it is from the apprehension of 
something as a jåti, i.e. li gatva, that the inferential knowledge is produced, 
and not, as it were, from a perception of a concrete thing, for example 
smoke. The KB supplies us with a rhetorical question in order to explain the 
second statement, “Why would not the case of smoke being grasped through 
a jåti apply to the paråmarßa as well?”.444 This might imply that the 
M¥må saka objector says that the consequence of your jåti then would be 
that it is from the perception of a generality, for example smokeness, that 
inferential knowledge occurs. And that can obviously not be the case, since 
without perception of the thing functioning as a sådhana there could be no 
knowledge of the sådhya. If you do not accept smoke as effective in the 
inferential process as a particular on the mountain then the argument would 
apply to your paråmarßa as well and make it untenable, because it is smoke 
that is also seen in your paråmarßa, not smokeness. 

The understanding of this is still tentative; much is assumed implicitly, 
which of course makes for a difficult reading. 

[86-87] 
Once again the M¥må saka fends off an objection. The upanaya is the fourth 
member of the inferential process, the location of paråmarßa. And the 

                                
443 KB (1991) p. 523, li gatvollekhitayå ekavedana  vyåptivißi †apak adharmatåvedanam ity 
artha˙.
444 KB (1991) p. 524, kiñ cit tvena yatra dhËmagrahas tatra paråmar a eva ki  na syåd ity 
artha˙.
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objector says that what is really there is a cognition that combines the 
pak adharmatå and the vyåptivißi †a, whereas in the hetuvacana, the second 
statement, only the pak adharmatå is cognized. This at least is how the P 
seems to understand it.445

[88] 
I have made a tentative interpretation of this on the assumption that 
parå gatå (the later part) refers to the upanaya, the application. The function 
of upanaya then, as is explicitly stated in the commentaries, is to convey the 
pak adharmatå.446 The hetu alone is conveyed in the second member of the 
inference, the hetuvacana. This understanding of the second member as only 
conveying one aspect of the li ga and not the pak adharmatå is found in 
Íridhåra’s NKd and it is mirrored in the P.447 It appears to be the case then 
that the commentary connects this passage in NKd with the passage in NL. 

[89-93] 
Here Vallabha gives the reason why vyåptism®ti and pak adharmatå are not 
enough to produce inferential knowledge. Vallabha ascribes a causal 
function to paråmarßa by stating that it is the kåraˆa (cause) of inferential 
knowledge. The focal point of this argument is that the cognition of the 
pervaded property as the property of the subject is a necessary requirement 
of the process that leads to inferential knowledge. The reason for this, 
according to Vallabha, is that the character of the sådhana as pervaded 
remains unestablished, and hence possible to doubt. The pervasion in 
general, for example between smoke and fire, is established in the 
remembrance of vyåpti, but that this pertains in a particular situation, as 
when seeing smoke on a mountain, must also be apprehended. This is, 
according to Vallabha, what happens in the cognition of paråmarßa, that the 
pervaded property (smoke) is the same as the property of the subject (smoke 
on the mountain). 

                                
445 P (1991) p. 524, na ca pratipådanam eva tadartha˙, tasya hetuvacanåd eva jåtatvåd ity ata 
åha –na ceti. piˆ itavi ayatå vyåptasya pak adharmatå vi ayatety artha˙.
446 KB (1991) p. 524, yad vå hetvavayavatvena sådhanatvena li gam upasthitam 
li gatåpannatva  pak adharmatvamåtra  bodhyate tathå ca tasyeti upanayasyeti artha˙. P 
(1991) p. 524, tasyeti. parå gatåpanna  sådhanatvamåtratåtparyakam. tathå ca li gavacanena 
hetusvarËpamåtra  pradarßayate na tu tasya pak av®ttitvam ap¥ti tasya 
pak adharmatopanayasya eva upanayasya phalam ity artha˙.
447 NKd (1895) p. 250, hetuvacana  hetusvarËpamåtra  kathayati na tasya pak adharmatåm.
And in P (1991) p. 524, tathå ca li gavacanena hetusvarËpamåtra  pradarßayate na tu tasya 
pak av®ttitvam ap¥ti tasya pak adharmatopanayasya eva upanayasya phalam ity artha˙. This is 
further discussed in section 5.5.2 below. 
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5. Text analysis 

5.1 Introduction 
In the following I will analyse some of the main points of the anumåna
chapter in NL. In doing so I have followed the disposition of subjects found 
in the NL as a division of four sections, anumåna, vyåpti, tarka and 
paråmarßa. The anumåna chapter taken as a whole does not contain any 
general discussion on the nature of anumåna. There is neither any definition 
nor any complete description of the process leading to inferential knowledge. 
This constitutes one of the difficulties I have encountered when analysing 
the text. The NL, like many other texts in the same genre, discusses certain 
aspects of the theory of anumåna, often in relation to an opponent’s 
viewpoints. The conclusions are, most of the time, expressed clearly enough, 
but the underlying premises or conditions of the discussion are almost 
always absent. In the below chapter I have tried to shed light upon the 
diversity and complexity of the discussions concerning anumåna and its 
related sub-concepts that take place in the NL and texts near to it in time and 
theory. The above-mentioned difficulty also applies when it comes to 
comparing texts with each other. It appears that the theme of anumåna is 
expounded and discussed from many angles, depending upon the context and 
whom one is addressing, and hence is not amenable to straightforward 
comparison. However important it is to mention this fact, this does not pose 
any immediate obstacle to a discussion of specific concepts, for example 
vyåptigraha or vyåpti, as long as one is aware of these limitations.  

5.2 Anumåna
In the following I will highlight two main threads in the anumåna section 
which introduces the chapter on anumåna in NL: first, the grasping of vyåpti,
and second, Vallabha’s debate on inference with the Cårvåkas. 

5.2.1 Vyåptigraha within the tradition(s) 
Although there appears to be a great variety of different viewpoints 
concerning the grasping of vyåpti, two main strands of understanding this 
can be discerned within the Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya discourse. 
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Firstly there are theories according to which repeated observation of 
particulars is a necessary condition for the grasping of vyåpti. In these cases 
vyåpti itself is apprehended either by the medium of an outer sense, eye, ear 
etc. or the inner sense, manas. The second theory, mainly held by later 
authors, works with a special perception, såmånyalaksaˆa involving the 
apprehension of generalities whose function is to bind together all particulars 
of past, present, and future.448 The ability to perceive all particulars in which 
the same generality inheres, rests on a special kind of contact between the 
sense and the object which is given the term såmånyalak aˆapratyåsatti.449 It 
is important to take notice of the fact that when a person perceives all 
particulars in this way she does not perceive each and every particular with 
its own different individual characteristics but only that characteristic which 
is common to them all, that is, the generality.450 In this sense one does not 
always need to have repeated observations of particulars since they are all 
included under the general. This later theory is found elaborated in the TC 
and texts following upon that. 451 

In the NM it is mentioned that some believe that a kind of yogipratyak a
is required for the grasping of vyåpti.452 Yogipratyak a is one of the three 
extraordinary (alaukika) perceptions, the other two being såmånyalak aˆa
and jñånalak aˆa.453 Although this threefold division is not clearly specified 
until later on, it is apparent that at the time of Jayanta there were discussions 
of different kinds of perception in relation to the problem of grasping 
vyåpti.454 It appears that Jayanta himself is of the view that the internal organ 
(manas) grasps both the positive and negative relation; i.e. presence of 
smoke is always presence of fire and absence of fire is always absence of 
smoke.455 Jayanta furthermore seems to hold that vyåpti is a relation between 
generalities. This is apparent in a discussion held with the Cårvåkas 
concerning the possibility of inferential knowledge. The Cårvåkas maintain 
that it is impossible to know of an invariable relation between generalities 

                                
448 See TS (1969) p. 51, and TSD (1969) pp. 264, 267. Cf. Bhattacharjee (1985) pp. 10f.
449 Sometimes also såmånyalak aˆasannikar a, cf. section 2.2.1 above. 
450 Cf. Bhattacarya (1978) p. 57 and Chatterjee (1950) pp. 209f. 
451 In the TC and the texts following after Ga geßa there are diversified interpretations and 
varying degrees of acceptance of this special contact, såmånyalak aˆapratyåsatti. These 
Navya-nyåya issues will not be addressed here. See for example; Bhattacharya (1978) ch. IV, 
Dash (1999), Mishra (1979) pp. 643f. and Potter (1993) p. 61.  
452 NM (1936) pp. 111f., apare puna˙ anagnitvam såmånyam antareˆåpi yogipratyak a-
kalpanåm akurvanta eva månasapratyak agamyam anvayavyatirekam åhu˙…
453 Cf. section 2.2.1 above. 
454 The discussion of these concepts within the Nyåya-Vaiße ika is described in Shastri (1964) 
pp. 462ff., 470f. For divisions of different kinds of apprehensions in NM see Gupta (1963) pp. 
42-68.  
455 NM (1936) p. 112, api na yogipratyak am upayujyate bhåvåbhåvasåhacaryam avadhårya 
manaså niyamajñånasiddher ity ala  nirbandhena, tasmån niyamavat tad grahaˆopåyo ’py 
ast¥ti siddham.
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since there are no generalities at all, and Jayanta rejects this by saying that 
vyåpti is grasped because it is a relation between generalities.456

The Cårvåkas serve as opponents also in the NBh section on anumåna and 
the viewpoints presented there are, according to Prets, similar to the ones in 
NM, although more elaborated.457 Prets has discerned three points of 
discussion in the NBh: the question concerning repeated observation 
(bhËyodarßana), the question concerning generalities, and the question of by 
what capacity an invariable relation is known, the inner sense or an outer 
one.458 Bhåsarvajña’s view appears to be that the apprehending of vyåpti
takes place in the internal organ (manas), which grasps the totality of the 
cases (sarvopasa håra) but this happens together with the outer senses that 
apprehend a specific case of invariable relation.459 In Prets’s reading, this… 

…besondere Erkenntnis durch das Denkorgan ist immer eine allgemeine, 
eine alle fälle in form der Gemeinsamkeit zussamenfassende, die es 
gemeinsam mit der konkreten Wahrnehmung des Individualfalles ermöglicht, 
die notwendigkeit der logischen Verbindung [sic. vyåpti] zu erkennen, und 
die Erinnerung im konkreten zu beweisenden Fall enstehen lassen kann.460

It appears to be a twofold apprehension that makes the grasping of vyåpti
possible for Bhåsarvajña, first the internal organ (manas) that grasps the 
relation between generalities and thus makes it possible to apprehend a 
general invariable relation holding at all times, and then the outer perception 
enabling a recognition of this in the particular case.461 A further interesting 
aspect of NBh is that repeated observation is not always deemed necessary 
for apprehending an invariable relation. Its role however is to leave mental 
traces so that one can remember the sighting.462

The concern with the capacity of the internal organ to apprehend a 
general invariable relation is visible also with Trilocana who sees vyåpti as a 
relation between generalities.463 This relation is grasped through the inner 

                                
456 NM (1936) p. 109, såmånyadvårako ’py asti nåvinåbhåvanißcaya˙. våstava  hi na 
såmånya  nåma ki  cana vidyate. and p.111, na ca sakalatribhuvanavivaraniruddha-
dhËmågnivyaktisårthasåk åt karaˆam upayujyate jvalanatvådisåmånyapura˙saratyå 
vyåptigrahaˆåt, yat tËkta  såmånya  våstava  nåst¥ti tac chabdårthacintåprasa ge 
pratisamådhåsyate.
457 Prets (1989) p. 404, n. 11. The Cårvåka viewpoints will be discussed below in section 
5.2.3. 
458 Prets (1989) pp. 405f. 
459 NBh (1968) p. 220, …cak urådijanitågnivißi †adhËmajñånasahitasya manasa˙
sarvopasa håreˆa vyåptigråhakatvam…
460 Prets (1989) p. 409. 
461 Prets (1989) p. 409. 
462 NBh (1968) p. 218, tad yogyatå ca pratiniyatahetvanvayavyaktir ekånuvidhåyigrahaˆåd 
evåvagamyate, cak urådibhi˙ pratiniyatarËpådigrahaˆavat. See also Prets (1989) pp. 406ff. 
463 Trilocana’s views are known through fragments cited by Jñånaßr¥mitra and Ratnak¥rti, see 
Oberhammer (1964) pp. 132f., Chakraborty (1978b) p. 385, Solomon (1986) p. 561, and Prets 
(1989) p. 404. Furthermore, Våcaspati names Trilocana as his teacher and cites a number of 
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sense giving a mental connection to all the particulars perceived through 
repeated observation. The apprehension of the relation of vyåpti for 
Trilocana could be understood as grounded in the experience of generalities 
(såmånya/jåti) and backed up by repeated observations of particulars in 
which the generality inheres.464

Vyomaßiva also says that the invariable relation holds between 
generalities when he addresses the problem of an infinite number of 
particulars. This grasping is coupled with repeated observations, and these 
two, he seems to say, create a certainty that there will be no deviation 
between hetu and sådhya (for example smoke and fire) in another place and 
at another time. Although Vyomaßiva does not here explicitly direct his 
discussion towards the Cårvåkas, the mentioning of an infinite number of 
particulars in other times and places resembles the Cårvåka positions in NM, 
NL, and NBh.465

Våcaspati deviates from the views of his teacher Trilocana insofar as he 
emphasizes an external, sense-perceptual apprehension of vyåpti. It is here 
important to notice, as Våcaspati does, that manas is the basis of every 
cognition; perception of vyåpti does not differ from regular perception in 
this.466 For Våcaspati repeated observations generate a mental trace 
(sa skåra), and this trace supports the sense organ in a situation where an 
invariable relation is to be grasped. This grasping is furthermore helped by 
the use of tarka in the case of doubt.467 Although Våcaspati does not 
explicitly mention whether vyåpti subsists between generalities or particulars 
it seems unlikely that he would say that it is not between generalities since 
he is advocating, just like Trilocana, the so called svåbhåvika understanding 
of vyåpti.468 If this relation subsists “by the very nature of an entity” as 
opposed to being a contingent relation (sopådhika), this very fact seems to 

                                                                                                                               

views belonging to him. This is treated in Potter (1995) pp. 396f. and Chakraborty (1978b) p. 
385. H. Lasic has given an extensive list of references to information on Trilocana, see Lasic 
(2000) p. 78 n. 8, 9. 
464 VC (2000) p. 32, asmåkam tu bhËyodarßanasahåyena manaså tajjat¥yånå  sambandho 
g®h¥to bhavati. ato dhËmo någni  vyabhicarati. tad vyabhicåre dhËma upådhirahita  sam-
bandham atikråmed iti. hetor vipak aßa kånivartaka  pramåˆam upalabdhilak aˆa-
pråptopådhivirahahetur anupalambhåkhyam pratyak am eva. tata˙ sidda˙ svåbhåvika˙ sam-
bandha˙. Cf. Chakraborty (1978b) pp. 386, 388, and Oberhammer (1964) p. 145. 
465 V (1931) p. 570, yady apy agniviße å dhËmaviße åß cånantyenåvasthitå˙, tathåpi 
te vevåvasthitam agnitva  dhËmatva  ca såmånyam upagrahakam ast¥ti tadupagråhaka-vaßåt 
bhËyodarßanabalåd agnidhËmayor deßådivyabhicårepy[sic.] avyabhicåragrahaˆam. tathå hi 
pråtarmadhyåhnådibhedena kålasya bhede samavi amådibhedena ca deßabhede 
dhËmasyågninå såhacaryopalabdhe˙ deßåntare kålåntare ca dhËmo ’gni  vinåpi bhavi yat¥ty 
åßaˆkå na syåt. 
466 NVTT (1996) p. 136, tad idam avadhåraˆa  na månasam, anapek asya manaso båhye 
prav®ttåv andhabadhir ådyabhåvaprasa gåt. bhËyodarßanasåpek asya ca prav®ttau 
pramåˆåntaråpåtåt, na hi mano nimittam ity eva månasa  pratyak a  bhavati. tathå sati na 
kiñ cid amånasam, pratyayamåtrasya mano nimittatvåt. 
467 NVTT (1996) p. 136. Cf. also Gokhale (1992) p. 125. 
468 Cf. p. 123 below. 
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presuppose that vyåpti is a relation on the level of generalities.469 However, 
this aspect of the invariable relation seems to fade into the background as 
other aspects of the relation come into focus in NVTT.470

Die Umformung dieser Lehre äussert sich in einem Zurücktreten des 
ontologischen Aspektes des Svåbhåvikasambandha. War dieser bei Trilocana 
noch deutlich als eine innere und objektive Beziehung zwischen 
Gemeinsamkeiten (såmånyam) erscheinen, so ist dies bei Våcaspati nirgends 
mehr ausgesprochen, sondern nur mehr als selbstverständlicher Hintergrund 
der Lehre vorausgesetzt.471

Also for Udayana this relation between generalities appears to be 
presupposed rather than explicitly addressed, at least in the NVTS.472 By 
Udayana the function of tarka, and thereby exclusion of upådhi, is more 
clearly tied to the possibility of grasping vyåpti. Furthermore, in 
Oberhammer’s reading, the role of repeated observations is treated by 
Udayana as secondary to that of tarka. According to Oberhammer the 
invariable relation (as svåbhåvika) is in itself a relation between generalities 
whose particulars would, if it were not so, cease to be just the particulars 
they are. But this, in Oberhammer’s reading, does not give any warrant for 
the relation, since the understanding of the generalities in itself rests upon 
the possibility of an invariable relation, and that is the reason for bringing in 
tarka as a helpful device.473 It seems that Oberhammer has discerned a need 
for a higher degree of certainty concerning the grasping of vyåpti in 
Udayana’s position. This is also clearly expressed in discussion with the 
Cårvåkas on the possibility of inference in the NKM.474

In conclusion it is necessary to stress one further important factor to the 
different theories of vyåptigraha: the question whether vyåpti is a relation 
between generalities or particulars. As soon as vyåpti is linked to the 
generality it proves valuable for the capability to apprehend vyåpti. The 
problem of the impossibility of perceiving each and every particular is 
solved through the possibility of grasping the particular in its totality when 
grasping its generality. When seeing smoke one apprehends “smokeness” as 
well and thus one can connect every particular in which the generality 
inheres in the present, past and, future. It seems to be the case that the 
understanding of vyåpti as a relation between generalities is present within 

                                
469 Cf. Potter, (1995) p. 202, who says that neither Jayanta nor Våcaspati view vyåpti as a 
relation between generalities, although Potter is tentative when it comes to Våcaspati’s view. 
470 The relation between Trilocana and Våcaspati’s understanding of vyåpti will be further 
discussed in section 5.3.1 below. 
471 Oberhammer (1964) p. 158. 
472 It seems that the NVTS is mostly concerned with the grasping of vyåpti through absence of 
upådhi and the use of tarka. The NVTS though is in need of further analysis regarding this 
matter. 
473 Oberhammer (1964) pp. 167, 178ff. 
474 Cf. p. 126 below 
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Nyåya-Vaiße ika from Jayanta and onwards, whereas it is not in the writings 
of the very early Nyåya and Vaiße ika texts.475 It is not quite clear exactly 
when the theory of såmånyalak aˆa appears in the history of the Nyåya-
Vaiße ika tradition. However the initial discussions in all probability took 
place before the use of a standardized term as is found in the TC and later 
Navya-nyåya. The most obvious problem here, then, is that there is no 
consensus regarding the terminology in the earlier texts. How Vallabha treats 
this subject will be discussed below.  

5.2.2 Vallabha on vyåptigraha
Vallabha’s understanding of the grasping of vyåpti involves two different 
strands as it were. Firstly, he utilizes the generality as a connector of all 
particulars. This involves an understanding of vyåpti as ultimately subsisting 
between generalities, though it is not explicitly stated in the text. However, 
the bringing in of the generality as instrumental to the grasping of vyåpti
points to an understanding of this process akin to the såmånyalak aˆa-
prattyåsatti˙ theories of the Navya-nyåya. Secondly, Vallabha retains the 
necessity of repeated observations of particulars, a feature of the earlier 
Nyåya-Vaiße ikas, as a means of recognizing vyåpti. These observations 
lead to the formation of mental traces that assist the outer sense by which we 
experience vyåpti.476 The number of repeated observations required is, 
however, somewhat vaguely stated; the word Vallabha uses is “katipaya”, 
meaning a few or some. Towards the end of the chapter Vallabha states that 
it is indeed the organ of sight that grasps vyåpti, and that without the 
capability to apprehend all particulars by the generality it would be 
impossible to apprehend the negative and positive concomitance, anvyaya
and vyatireka, that is: everywhere that fire is absent smoke is also absent, 
and everywhere that smoke is present, fire is also present. A further 
interesting thing mentioned in NL is the capacity or power (ßakti) of the 
traces to enable us to remember the essentials, namely the characteristic of 
being smoke and the characteristic of being fire (vahnitva and dhËmatva).477

This passage seems to be an explanation of the process of grasping vyåpti
rather than being a straightforward argument against the opponent in the 
text, that is, a descriptive aspect is added to the text. 

In order to show that vyåpti is indeed grasped, and thus possible to 
ascertain, Vallabha sets out to establish the generality as a prerequisite for 
this grasping. The whole argument has a kind of spiral movement in the text 

                                
475 Cf. PDS (1895) pp. 205f. and Potter (1995) pp. 200ff. Although it is not taken into account 
here it is important to notice that the Buddhist logicians Di någa (ca. 500 AD) and 
Dharmak¥rti (ca. 650 AD) were major partners in the discussions on the grasping of vyåpti
and the nature of this relation. Cf. for example Bhattacharya (1986) and Kajiyama (1958). 
476 See text [22-24]. 
477 See comments [22-26] and text [25]. 
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but could be analysed as beginning with an establishment of the very 
existence of a generality. It becomes apparent that despite the fact that the 
generality is held to be perceptible, one cannot just point to a generality in 
order to show that it really is there.478 Instead it is so that the generality is 
perceptible because without it there would be no perception of particular 
entities whatsoever. The only way of proving generalities, then, seems to be 
to treat them as a condition for the cognition of particulars in general, and 
then build up an argument around how it can be such a prerequisite. In 
Vallabha’s argumentation it is activity that would be impossible to explain if 
there were no generalities. In this it also becomes apparent that there is 
indeed knowledge to be had from the presence of generalities, knowledge 
that enables us to act with respect to the future and the past. This knowledge 
is furthermore possible because the generality makes all of its particulars 
accessible: “Therefore the appearance of all particulars is indeed established 
as possessing a generality.”479 This, in turn, gives Vallabha reason to say that 
vyåpti is indeed possible to grasp.  

Another interesting aspect of Vallabha’s argumentation is how it indicates 
his general view of generality, a view very much consistent with the views 
expressed in the VS commentarial tradition.480 In Praßastapåda’s 
understanding, reinforced by Ír¥dhara, the indication or justification of the 
existence of generalities is buddhi (cognition).481 For Vallabha the very 
capability to apprehend particulars presupposes the presence of generalities. 
This becomes apparent when he responds to the Cårvåka suggestion that 
generalities are something surmised from the presence of particulars. 

[CCårvåka] –Let the particular possess a generality. [VVallabha] –No, 
because a particular to be appropriated is not apprehended. Therefore the 
appearance of all particulars is indeed established as possessing a generality. 
Because otherwise activity of every sentient being would be impossible. And 
here (i.e. on apprehending an invariable relation), the sense of sight, assisted 
by mental traces whose object consists in several particulars, is capable [of 
apprehending the invariable relation], [it is apprehended] due to the force of 
positive concomitance and negative concomitance (anvaya and vyatireka)
which could not be established otherwise.482

Vallabha says that the particular appears as (nirbhåsa) possessing a 
generality and that the generality is established as possessing all particulars. 

                                
478 Vallabha uses the word “nirbhåsa” of both the particular and the generality. Cf. text [22] 
and text [32] above. I will not touch upon the concepts of ålocanamåtra pratyak a and nir-
vikalpa/savikalpa here since it would be to stray too far outside the purpose of this section. Cf. 
Halbfass (1992) p. 118. 
479 Text [31-32]. 
480 Cf. Halbfass (1970) pp. 144f. 
481 PDS (1931) p. 133, NKd (1991) p. 64. 
482 See text [31-35]. 
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This might be understood in terms of a mutual dependence between 
generalities and particulars.  

To conclude, for Vallabha the generality is instrumental in grasping 
vyåpti. We grasp smokeness when seeing smoke, and fireness when seeing 
fire, because smokeness is inherent in smoke, and fireness in fire. By this we 
may be able to connect, so to speak, all past, present, and future particulars 
of fire and smoke, and thus we can know all particulars. Together with 
repeated observations we can have an apprehension of the invariable 
relation. We grasp vyåpti because vyåpti is characterized by the generality of 
smoke (dhËmatva). KB interprets this in terms of såmånyalak aˆapraty-
åsatti, the special connection enabling one to apprehend all present, past, and 
future particulars through the apprehension of smokeness in one smoke 
particular.483 Smokeness functions here as the binding factor, connecting the 
sense organ with all the particulars that have smokeness inhering in them. 

Smokeness appears in smoke, and fireness in fire, and it (i.e. the generality) 
is grasped through inherence in the connected and through the state of being 
a qualifier of that when all past and future smoke and fire particulars appear. 
Vyåpti is grasped by the sense of sight etc. through the state of being a 
qualifier of that which inheres in the connected. 484

In NL the generality as a means to grasp vyåpti appears to be at least as 
important as the concepts of tarka and upådhi. In this respect it is different 
from Udayana’s and Våcaspati’s texts where the generality falls somewhat 
into the background. With Udayana there is also the subordinate role of 
repeated observations, made apparent in Oberhammer’s reading, which is 
not the case in NL. It seems, however, necessary to differentiate between the 
very apprehension of vyåpti and the warranting of the apprehension which is 
not done by Oberhammer but which could clarify the different foci of 
dealing with vyåpti. By such a differentiation one might say that Udayana is 
more concerned with establishing certainty, i.e. to not be in doubt, about 
vyåpti rather than explaining the process whereby it is apprehended in the 
first place. It is prescriptive rather than descriptive. Vallabha, on the other 
hand, appears to combine these two foci: the explanation of the process of 
the cognition and the means whereby the cognition is warranted. This will be 
made apparent in the subsequent sections on vyåpti and tarka. I would like to 
stress, however, that my conclusions concerning Udayana’s texts are made 
tentatively. In my opinion there is great need of further analysis of these 
sources, especially the NVTS. 

                                
483 Potter, (1995) p. 169, seems to be under the impression that Vallabha himself uses the term 
såmånyalak aˆapratyåsatti. At least he states that Vallabha “discusses the doctrine explicitly”. 
There is, however, no footnote indicating where Vallabha might have used the term.  
484 KB (1991) p. 493, upasthitadhËme dhËmatva  vahnau ca vahnitva  sa yukta-
samavåyena g®hyamåna  tadviße aˆatayå cåt¥tånågatasakaladhËmavahnivyakti-bhåsamåne u
samyuktasamavetaviße aˆatayå vyåptiß cak urådinaiva g®hyata ity artha˙.
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5.2.3 Vallabha’s discussion with the Cårvåkas 
In the anumåna section of NL there are three interrelated arguments 
defending a Cårvåka view of the inferential process. Indeed, the entire 
anumåna section appears to be a discussion between Vallabha and a Cårvåka 
opponent where the Cårvåka opponent initiates the section with a lengthy 
pËrvapak a passage subsequently rejected by Vallabha. The school 
affiliation of the opponent is not explicitly stated in NL, but is noted in the 
KB.485 The initial argument comprises a general rejection of inference as a 
means of knowledge separate from perception on the grounds that it is 
impossible to establish. The second passage concerns the question of the 
invariable relation, something that, if established, would render the 
inferential process a separate means of knowledge. It is here said that 
inference is dependent upon the establishment of the relation of vyåpti. This 
line of reasoning is also present in Prabhåcandra’s PKM and in the SDS 
where it is said that inference is possible only if vyåpti is ascertained.486 In 
the Cårvåka argumentation in the NL there are three alternative 
understandings of an invariable relation: either it subsists between 
generalities or between particulars or between a universal and a particular. 

And this [relation] is not [established] between two generalities, because a 
restriction (niyama), [in the form] “where there is smokeness [there is 
fireness]” or “that which is smokeness [is fireness]”, is impossible. If [the 
relation is] restricted as being included amongst (i.e. holding between) 
particulars [then] when being included [only] amongst some particulars, the 
invariable relation does not comprise all the cases, because an inclusion of all 
[particulars] is impossible when repeated observations are absent in this case, 
due to the separation in time and space. Therefore [an invariable relation] is 
neither [established] between particular entities nor between both [i.e. a 
particular and a generality].487

No explicit reason is given for the statement that an invariable relation 
cannot hold between universals but, on the other hand, universals are
commonly held to be non-existent by the Cårvåkas; they are not observable, 
and this seems to be the underlying reason for not accepting vyåpti between 
universals. That is the case in TUS, where vyåpti between universals is 
rejected on the grounds that universals are impossible to prove. The 
alternatives of vyåpti between particulars and between a particular and a 
universal are also rejected in TUS.488 The invariable relation involving 

                                
485 See comments [2-4]. 
486 PKM (1972) p. 476, cf. also Chattopadhyaya (1990) p. 312. SDS (1978) p.10f. 
487 See text [3-8]. 
488 TUS (1940) p. 65. TUS is a text with a skeptical stance insofar as it denies all the 
instruments of knowledge the capacity to yield knowledge, including perception. In the 
editor’s note in the anthology Cårvåka/Lokåyata, Chattopadhyaya states that the discussion is 
a closed matter and that the TUS is not a Cårvåka text. See Chattopadhyaya (1994) p. xiv.  
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universals and particulars is also denied in Prabhåcandra’s NKC, but on the 
grounds of universals being ubiquitous and hence impossible to bring into a 
relation in a certain place.489 There is an affinity in form between these above 
arguments and the ones in NL, but the grounds for stating them are different. 
In the KB it is said that the universals fireness and smokeness have different 
loci (adhikaraˆa) and that it therefore is impossible to state that wherever 
there is smokeness there is also fireness.490 The impossibility of establishing 
an invariable relation between particulars is, as seen above, also raised by 
the opponent as an argument against inference. The condition under which 
an invariable relation between particulars can be known is a situation in 
which we can gain knowledge of every particular instance of the relation, 
that is, all cases of smoke and fire together. But this knowledge is not 
available to us since it is impossible to perceive this relation in every place it 
ever has and ever will hold. The P states that since there are an infinite 
number of particulars, repeated observation is not possible.491 The Cårvåka 
argument in NL brings out the implicit absurdity of the possibility to have 
perceptual access to every particular there is, past, present, and future. This 
argument is rather common; it appears for example in NM, PKM, and TUS. 
The possibility of repeated observation (bhËyodarßana) of particulars is 
denied in NM on the grounds that it is not possible to observe every case. 
There might come a future observation deviating from the former pattern. It 
is also said that things can change in accordance with time and space.492 In 
TUS, it is stated that an invariable relation between particulars is impossible 
to establish since they have no common element and are innumerable.493 In 
the PKM the perceptual apprehension of vyåpti is rendered impossible 
because the grasping of the entirety of the cases of concomitance is 
impossible. This in turn is due to the fact that the capacity of perception only 
enables one to grasp objects that are proximate (sannihita).494 In this case, 
neither the form nor the content of this NL passage are very different from 

                                                                                                                               

Such a conclusion is, of course, dependent upon a certain definition of what the Cårvåka 
discourse entails. Franco, (1994) pp. XIIf. has discussed and discarded Chattopadhyaya’s 
argumentation. This discussion will not be dealt with here but see further, for example, K. N. 
Jayatilleke (1963) pp. 81f., Franco (1991) pp. 154-163, (1983) pp. 147ff. and Koller (1970) 
pp. 155ff. What is interesting to note here, though, is that irrespective of the acceptance or 
rejection of perception as a means of knowledge these positions do seem to share some 
common ground with respect to arguments levelled against the possibility to establish vyåpti.
489 NKC (1991) pp. 420f. 
490 KB (1991) p. 489. The subcommentary, Pv (1991) p. 490, actually gives four 
additional forms of possible invariabilities, also relating particulars with 
universals. 
491 NL (1991) p. 491, vyaktinåm ånantyena bhËyodarßanåbhåvåd ity artha˙.
492 NM (1936) p. 109, bhËyodarßanagamyåpi na vyåptir avakalpate. sahasraßo ‘pi tadd® †e 
vyabhicåråvadhåraˆåt. bahuk®†vo ‘pi vastvåtmå tatheti parinißcita˙. deßakålådibhedena 
d®ßyate punar anyathå.
493 TUS (1940) p. 65. 
494 PKM (1972) p. 473, na ca vyåptigrahaˆam adhyak ata˙; asya sannihitamåtråthagråhi-
tvenåkhilapadårthåk epeˆa vyåptigrahaˆe ’såmarthyåt.
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these other sources. Similar discussions concerning the infinite number of 
particulars and the obvious impossibility of having access to them all are 
present in NBh and V as well; it thus seems to have been a common enough 
topic in many Nyåya-Vaiße ika texts.495

Finally, after having refuted the possibility of establishing vyåpti there is 
a positive statement of the Cårvåka view of how knowledge of a fire upon a 
mountain is possible.496

Therefore, here (i.e. in the case of knowledge of fire) only fire is remembered 
by means of an apprehension of smoke etc. accompanied by fire whose 
deviation [from smoke] is not observed. And because there is no grasping of 
a non-relation of [smoke] with that (i.e. fire) which is being remembered [by 
means of the above apprehension], the determination [of this] as an 
inferential process or as the [mere] appearance [of such a process] can be 
made through corroboration or non-corroboration in respect to everyday 
practice of relation.497

The Cårvåka arguments against the impossibility of establishing vyåpti are 
here concluded with a description of how one can explain activity towards 
fire from seeing smoke without acknowledging inferential knowledge of fire. 
According to the Cårvåka, a person who sees smoke rising from a mountain 
has a remembrance of fire because she has seen smoke from fire before, in a 
kitchen for example, and until now she has not ever seen smoke without fire; 
no deviation has been observed. The everyday activity, that is, of human 
beings acting as if there is a relation between smoke and fire, seems to be the 
indicator of whether this above process is a process of knowledge or not. 
The activity in turn seems to be based upon a non-grasping of a non-relation 
(asa sargågraha).498

The Cårvåkas do not alltogether deny the possibility of cognition of fire 
when seeing smoke or that there is such action amongst humans that 
indicates at least an idea about fire when seeing smoke. What exactly is it, 
then, that the Cårvåkas deny when they say that inference is perception? It 
appears that what the Cårvåkas reject is the idea that there is some element 
or stage outside of the domain of perception within the process of coming to 
know fire. They say that we can know fire to the extent that we seem to 
know it in our ordinary everyday behavior. What seems impossible to know 
is a universal relation, that is, that smoke, for example, is connected always 
and everywhere to fire. In my opinion this passage in NL is indicative of a 
tendency seen in later Cårvåka where a certain kind of inference is accepted 

                                
495 NBh (1968) p. 216, V (1931) p. 570. Cf. Prets (1989) p. 404. 
496 This is nicely put by the P (1991) p. 491. nanveva  vahnyanumityabhåve dhËmadarsanåt 
katham agnyarth¥ pravarttatety ata åha –tasmåd iti.
497 See text [9-12]. 
498 I have not found any similar argument in the other Cårvåka sources that have been 
discussed here. 
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as giving some sort of knowledge, at least practical everyday knowledge 
within the domain of perceptible entities.499 The position expressed in the 
above NL passage might seem to be problematic, since it neither expresses 
an outright total denial of any inferential activity whatsoever, nor does it 
speak explicitly about accepting an empirically verifiable kind of inference. 
In my opinion the passage requires a supplementary reading outside the 
scope of the text itself in order to be understood. Gokhale has made the 
following remark; 

Cårvåkas … are suggesting that perception may give us certain knowledge; 
anumåna of the empirically testable (utpannapratt¥ti…) kind can give us only 
probable cognition, which may turn out to be true or false after 
investigation.500

It is possible to understand the Cårvåka opinion concerning inference, 
expressed in NL, in terms of a reaction against an argument raised against 
their rejection of inference. This argument, in short, is based on the 
observation that people in general do seem to act as if they had access to 
some knowledge regarding entities not given in direct perceptual 
experience.501 This argument is indicated in the P commentary to NL and 
stated as the rhetorical question of how it is possible that there is activity 
intended for fire when one perceives smoke.502 The Cårvåka answer, then, 
entails an understanding of this activity as grounded in perception, primarily 
the remembered experience, i.e. remembrance of perception of fire and a 
non-grasping of a non-relation. In short this is possible to understand as a 
limited kind of inference, without vyåpti, thus excluding the leap made in 
Vallabha’s inference that enables one to have knowledge of particulars not 
accessible through ordinary perception and verified in the end through tarka,
a hypothetical non-empirical process of reasoning.503 The discussion between 
the Cårvåkas and Vallabha could be understood as a discussion on the nature 
and definition of the knowledge process, and not as a Cårvåka rejection of 
the possibility of knowing fire when seeing smoke. From Vallabha’s point of 
view the Cårvåkas reject inference since for Vallabha inference is always 
grounded in an apprehension of an invariable relation, vyåpti. From that 

                                
499 Bhattacharya, (1999) pp. 490ff., has argued that the general opinion amongst the Cårvåkas 
from ca. 700 AD was to view perception as the primary touchstone of validity but insofar as 
inference dealt with verifiable subjects it was accepted. For an outline of the Cårvåka view on 
perception and inference and fragments expressing this see Franco (1991) pp. 154-163, 
Bhattacharya (1999) pp. 485-497, Koller (1977) pp. 155-164, and Jayatilleke (1963) pp. 71-
80. For a complementary list of fragments see Bhattacharya (2002) pp. 597-640. 
500 Gokhale (1993) p. 3. The passage mentioning the utpannaprat¥ti kind of inference is found 
in NM (1936) p. 113. 
501 Gokhale (1992) p. 123. 
502 P (1991) p. 491, nanv eva  vahnyanumityabhåve dhËmadarsanåt katham agnyarth¥ 
pravarttatety ata åha –tasmåd iti.
503 This will be dealt with below in section 5.4.2. 
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perspective the Cårvåka argumentation could be understood, not as denying 
the validity of knowledge of fire from smoke, but rather as denying the 
procedure of ascertaining this validity which, from Vallabha’s point of view, 
is vyåpti and from the Cårvåka viewpoint is perception.  

Vallabha’s answers to the Cårvåka rejection of inference includes 
counterarguments found in other Nyåya-Vaiße ika texts. Gokhale has 
differentiated between two types of answers to the Cårvåka rejection of 
inference, that is, Nyåya-Vaiße ika inference, from the time of Jayanta. First 
of all there are arguments from what could be called a pragmatic point of 
view that emphasize that people actually tend to infer and seem to gain 
knowledge from this process, at least occasionally. In Gokhale’s 
understanding this argument promotes a view of inference as an “authentic 
means of knowledge”. The second response concerns the possibility of 
establishing the invariable relation with a high degree of certainty, in 
Gokhale’s words; “authentic inductive reasoning”.504 According to Gokhale, 
the answer based on contradiction, which is also one of Vallabha’s first 
arguments against the Cårvåkas, belongs to the first kind of response. That 
is, it aims at establishing inference as a separate means of knowledge by 
showing that the opponent also utilizes inference without being aware of it. 
This kind of response to the Cårvåkas is, for example, also raised by 
Bhåsarvajña who states that it is self-contradictory to deny inference, and 
furthermore that all practical behavior (vyavahåra) would be obstructed, or 
rather that any behavior whatsoever would be ruled out.505 This latter 
response is reminiscent of Vallabha’s discussion concerning the 
establishment of vyåpti, which he argues for by showing the necessity of 
accepting generalities. According to Vallabha, desire and activity would be 
impossible if there were no generalities since the very means of connecting 
past, present, and future would not be there.506 Vallabha’s response, though, 
can be classified in terms of Gokhale’s second kind of argument since he is 
arguing that vyåpti is accessible because of the existence of generalities. 
After having established that generalities in turn are readily accessible to us, 
Vallabha can proceed to establish that we also have access to vyåpti. In that 
regard Vallabha’s understanding of generalities becomes crucial in the 
discussion concerning the possibility of apprehending vyåpti. There seems, 
however, to be a problem in Gokhale’s understanding of the Naiyåyika 
response to the Cårvåka denial of the possibility to grasp vyåpti. This 
problem becomes apparent when Gokhale somehow equates the theories on 
the internal organ perceiving vyåpti, which is held by some of the above 
mentioned Naiyåyikas, with the understanding of some kind of “intuitive 

                                
504 Gokhale (1992) pp. 123f. 
505 NSa (1968) p. 223, atha dhËmådy anumånasyåpi tad dË aˆam eve yate, tadå sarvaloka-
vyavahåravirodha˙ svavacanaprav®ttivirodhaß ca.
506 See comments and text [27-30]. 
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perception” different from ordinary perception (laukika pratyak a).507 That is, 
he appears to hold that a conception of vyåpti as graspable by the internal 
organ is tied to the idea that the grasping of vyåpti is an “intuitive 
perception” of vyåpti. Gokhale’s conclusions apparently seem to be at odds 
with the position of Vallabha who explicitly and repeatedly states that vyåpti
is grasped by an outer sense, i.e. the eye, but who, at the same time, also 
speaks of the ability to perceive all particulars in which the same generality 
inheres, which is evocative of an understanding of såmånyalak aˆa. Gokhale 
is rather vague in his reasoning and does not explicitly say that it is the idea 
of såmånyalak aˆa to which he is referring though the differentiation 
between “intuitive perception” and ordinary perception would suggest that. 
Irrespective of how one can possibly read Gokhale it is important here to 
clarify that although the inner sense (manas) is involved in the process of the 
special perception of såmånyalak aˆa there is a great difference between, say 
Jayanta, and the ideas expressed in Navya-nyåya texts on this subject. Both 
in NL and in the KB it is clearly expressed that vyåpti is apprehended by an 
outer sense and this seems to be a common understanding in the Navya-
nyåya discourse as well.508

It is, in my opinion, clear from the above that the discussion with the 
Cårvåkas in NL is part of a common discourse apparent in Nyåya-Vaiße ika 
texts dating from the time of Jayanta onwards. A further possibility, which 
can only be tentatively held at the time being, is that the Cårvåka denial of 
the possibility to secure vyåpti might have been instrumental to the discourse 
on the concept of såmånyalak aˆapratyåsatti.509

A further point of discussion taken up in the NL is related to another 
problem in the Cårvåka view, which may have promoted the gradual 
acceptance of a modified form of inference within the school. This problem, 
or rather, raised question, is the difficulty of establishing perception as the 
sole means of knowledge without resorting to another means of 
knowledge.510 In connection with this argument there is one interesting 
passage suggesting a sort of meta-view, expressed by Vallabha, concerning 
the very discussion that takes place between him and the Cårvåkas: 

Because the corroboration of the proof (sådhana) of the proponent and the 
opponent cannot be grasped by means of sense perception. Because of a non-
grasping of a non-corroboration of inference being a means of knowledge. 
Because without a corroboration by another means of knowledge it is not 
accepted that inference is [included within] the scope of an everyday practice 
of a means of knowledge.511

                                
507 See Gokhale (1992) pp. 125f. 
508 KB (1991) p. 493, text [34], and Dash (1999) pp. 116f. 
509 Cf. Chakraborty (1978c) p. 300. 
510 See text [18-21], cf. also Franco (1983) p. 148 and Koller (1977) pp. 156f., who both view 
this as important for the changes within the Cårvåka school.  
511 See text [18-21]. 
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Here Vallabha appears to say that the very discussion underway between 
himself and the Cårvåkas would be impossible to have if one did not accept 
inference. That is, in a discussion one always uses inferences that go outside 
the sphere of being perceptually verifiable, and if this is not accepted all that 
remains is to be silent.  

5.3 Vyåpti and upådhi

5.3.1 Vyåpti and upådhi within the tradition(s) 
The nature and definition of the relation between the li ga and the li gin is 
discussed from early on in the history of the tradition(s). By the time of 
Våtsyåyana, Di någa, and Praßastapåda the terms avyabhicåra (non-
deviation) and avinåbhåva (not without the other) were apparently known to 
designate what was later called vyåpti.512 Although it will not be treated in 
this study, it is important to note that many of the discussions concerning 
this relation were held with Buddhist philosophers, at first Di någa and later 
Dharmak¥rti.513

According to Praßastapåda a li ga is something that is always and 
everywhere connected with something else; this is exemplified as “wherever 
there is smoke there is fire, and wherever fire is absent smoke is also 
absent”.514 The li ga is here understood as an invariable mark or sign 
indicating the li gin. According to Di någa the relation between these two 
could either be that of identity (tådåtmya) or of causality (kåryakåraˆa-
bhåva), but in PDS it seems that there is a number of relations, which could 
be understood in terms of an avinåbhåva relation.515

Trilocana uses another term for characterizing vyåpti, svåbhåvika-
sambandha, often translated as “natural relation”, “wesensmässige Verbind-
ung”, or “intrinsic relation”. This relation is maintained by the very nature of 
the relata. Smoke for example is by its very nature as smoke invariably 
connected to fire. The particular smoke is understood as something that 
points to or discloses something else, fire, through its very nature of being 
smoke (smokeness).516 Such a relation is thought of by Trilocana as a relation 
devoid of upådhi, that is, devoid of having the character of being 

                                
512 NSB (1997) p. 99, PDS (1895) p. 205. Cf Prets (1989) p. 403. Di någa apparently used 
both of these terms, whereas Praßastapåda has avinåbhËta. See Potter (1995) p. 200.  
513 For a general overview see, for example, Matilal (1997) pp. 140ff., (1998) pp. 108ff. Potter 
(1995) pp. 200ff. and Kajiyama (1958) pp. 364ff. (32ff.). 
514 PDS (1895) p. 205, vidhis tu yatra dhËmas tatrågnir agnyabhåve dhËmo ’pi na bhavat¥ti.
515 PDS (1895) pp. 205f. See also Randle (1930) p. 157. 
516 Cf. Oberhammer (1964) p. 145. Oberhammer describes the svåbhåvikasambandha as 
“inhaltlicher implikation”. 
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adventitious. A relation that is described as having an upådhi can never be 
“natural” because the parameters of the relation come from the outside as it 
were and not from the inside, that is, from the very nature of the relata.517 It 
seems to be the case that Trilocana is one of the first to bring the concept of 
upådhi into the characterization of vyåpti, but he does so without much 
further discussion or analysis.518 Since Vyomaßiva also uses the term 
svåbhåvikasambandha it seems to be the case that at least that term was 
discussed before Trilocana’s time.519 The concept of svåbhåvika-sambandha
becomes the standard definition for both Våcaspati and Udayana, though 
they both differ in certain details and focus from Trilocana. Bhåsarvajña, 
contemporary with Våcaspati, also seems to have a relation by “own-nature” 
in mind when defining vyåpti, though he does not use the term
svåbhåvikasambandha but rather the term avinåbhåva. This at least is how 
Prets has read him.520 Slaje has pointed out that he does not use the 
compound svåbhåvikasambandha˙, as do Vyomaßiva, Våcaspati, and 
Udayana, but rather the words svabhåvata˙ and svabhåvena.521

As discussed previously Våcaspati holds that vyåpti is grasped by an 
external sense organ by means of repeated observation.522 The reason for this 
non-agreement between Trilocana and Våcaspati is, in Chakraborty’s 
reading, that manas, according to Våcaspati, only perceives internal objects, 
which vyåpti is not. Chakraborty expresses the difference in Våcaspati by 
stating that he is more “realistic” than Trilocana.523 In Oberhammer’s reading 
we find this interesting aspect of the difference between Trilocana and 
Våcaspati a bit more elaborated. With Våcaspati the grasping of vyåpti
through generalities (såmånya) falls into the background and another aspect 
comes to the fore, the svåbhåvika relation as a relation free from upådhi. In 
Oberhammer’s analysis this is expressed as a shift from the ontological 
aspect of the svåbhåvikasambandha towards a problem concerning the non-
apprehension of upådhi and the use of tarka. This shift is in my 
understanding a change of focus from ontology to epistemology. For 
Våcaspati it is the non-apprehension of an upådhi that is important and not 

                                
517 VC (2000) p. 32, asmåkam tu bhËyodarßanasahåyena manaså tajjat¥yånå  sambandho 
g®h¥to bhavati. ato dhËmo någni  vyabhicarati. tad vyabhicåre dhËma upådhirahita
sambandham atikråmed iti. hetor vipak aßa kånivartaka  pramåˆam upalabdhilak aˆa-
pråptopådhivirahahetur anupalambhåkhyam pratyak am eva. tata˙ sidda˙ svåbhåvika˙
sambandha˙.
518 Since Trilocana’s views come in fragments it is of course not possible to articulate a 
definitive analysis of his position. In this I have relied on Oberhammer’s reading. Cf. 
Oberhammer (1964) pp. 131f.  
519 See p. 126 below where Vyomaßiva is discussed. 
520 NSa (1968) p. 226, svabhåvata˙ sådhyena sådhanasya vyåptir avinåbhåva˙. Cf. Prets 
(1989) pp. 403f. 
521 Slaje (1986) pp. 273f. 
522 NVTT (1996) p. 136. 
523 Chakraborty (1978b) p. 389. 
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the determination of the non-existence of an upådhi as for Trilocana.524

Oberhammer writes;  

Um dies zu zeigen, weist Våcaspati nach, dass, falls keinen bedingende 
Bestimmung (upådhi) festgestellt werden konnte, ein Zweifel, ob es nicht 
eine solche gäbe, die der Wahrnehmung nicht zugänglich wäre, nicht möglich 
sei.525

Oberhammer’s point seems to be that Våcaspati emphasizes that if one 
cannot point to an upådhi, i.e. apprehend an upådhi, then the doubt is no 
longer possible. In this process the use of tarka is brought in by Våcaspati as 
that through which the relation between hetu and sådhya is understood as 
non-contingent and thus as being without upådhi.526 According to 
Oberhammer Våcaspati has given the concept of svåbhåvikasambandha a 
closer connection to the world of reals (vastu), which in Oberhammer’s 
language is expressed in terms of a higher degree of empiricism. By 
emphasizing that the relation of vyåpti is apprehended by an external sense 
organ, the relation, in Våcaspati’s understanding, loses the “intuitional” 
character it had in Trilocana’s description. That is, the inner mental process 
of apprehending the generalities is exchanged for an outer apprehension of 
the generalities.527 It is important to note here that both Oberhammer and 
Chakraborty differentiate between the Buddhist and Nyåya views of the 
relation between hetu and sådhya by applying the concepts “extensional” 
and “intensional”. In Oberhammer’s understanding this is apparent in their 
different descriptions of the nature of the relation; in the Nyåya discourse the 
relation between hetu and sådhya is intensional in the sense that it pertains 
between the generalities contained within the particular entities, whereas in 
the Buddhist understanding the particulars are summed up in classes 
between which the relation holds.528

Vyomaßiva and Ír¥dhara explain vyåpti by the terms avinåbhåva and 
avyabhicåra in line with Praßastapåda. Both of them emphasize that the 
relation of vyåpti holds between generalities and not particulars. As noted in 
the previous section on vyåptigraha this is one of the points of difference 
concerning vyåpti that can be seen in the tradition(s).529 Vyomaßiva, 

                                
524 Oberhammer (1964) pp. 158f. 
525 Oberhammer (1964) pp. 159f. 
526 Oberhammer (1964) p. 160. Våcaspati’s view regarding tarka will be dealt with further 
below, see p. 140. 
527 Oberhammer (1964) p. 163. 
528 Oberhammer (1964) pp. 156, 166. Chakraborty (1978b) p. 388. It is important to note that 
in Oberhammer’s reading Våcaspati takes in the extensional ascertainment of vyåpti, through 
anvaya and vyatireka, but does not give this method the primacy it is given in the Buddhist 
understanding of vyåpti. For an overview of the extensional-intensional debate in relation to 
Nyåya-Vaiße ika see Mohanty (1992) pp. 125-131 and Chatterjee (1996) pp. 135f. This issue 
will not be dealt with in the present work. 
529 NKd (1895) p. 206, V (1931) p. 570, cited above in n. 112. 
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however, also uses the term svåbhåvikasambandha, something that Slaje has 
pointed out in an article on the chronology of some of these philosophers. If 
Vyomaßiva predates Trilocana, as is suggested by Slaje, this would show 
that svåbhåvikasambandha was discussed before Trilocana.530 There are two 
further interesting aspects of Ír¥dhara that are very much in line with his 
predecessor (almost contemporary) Våcaspati. Firstly, he seems to 
understand the relation between hetu and sådhya as a natural relation 
(svabhåvena sambandha), and secondly, he brings the concept of upådhi into 
the discourse on vyåpti. It seems to be the case that Ír¥dhara conceives of 
vyåpti as a relation that is a co-existence of hetu with sådhya and is free from 
an upådhi, and this character of being free from an upådhi is in turn 
established by repeated observation.531

For Udayana the concept of tarka comes to play a significant role in 
ascertaining absence of upådhi and thereby in ascertaining the svåbhåvika-
sambandha.532 Through this both the upådhi and the tarka take on a more 
precise function and description in Udayana’s thinking and this is one of the 
changes in relation to Våcaspati and Trilocana.533 Another interesting aspect 
of the ATV and NKM is that the svåbhåvikasambandha is defined as 
“absence of upådhi” (nirupådhitvam); upådhi, in turn, is defined as “that 
which has the character of pervading the sådhya while having the character 
of not pervading the sådhana”.534 The negative definition of vyåpti is 
inherited from Trilocana and Våcaspati, but the definition of upådhi is a new 
element brought in by Udayana. It is, in my opinion, quite clear that the 
epistemological problem of ascertainment of vyåpti draws further attention 
by Udayana and that the focus is put in that direction. In the NKM this is, for 
example, seen in that this theme is addressed in a discussion with the 
Cårvåkas in much the same manner, although not with the same arguments 
as we find by Vallabha described above.535 Udayana actually gives two kinds 
of definitions of upådhi, first asking what it is and then asking for its 
differentiating mark (lak aˆa).536 Oberhammer distinguishes these two 
definitions calling the first one a description of the nature of upådhi and 

                                
530 V (1931) p. 578, dhËmo hi svåbhåvikasambandhena sarvapråˆabh®tåm anumeyårthaprati-
pådaka˙, cf. Slaje (1986) p. 272. 
531 NKd (1991) pp. 486, 488, svabhåvena hi kasya cit kena cit saha sambandho niyato 
nirupådhikatvåt, upådhik®to hi sambandha˙ tad apagamån nivartate na svåbhåvika˙…
nirupådhikatva  ca tasya bhËyodarßanåbhyåsåvaseyam ity antena bhËya˙ sahabhåva-
grahaˆabalabhuvå savikalpakapratyak eˆa so ’dhyavas¥yata iti. 
532 Udayana treats upådhi in ATV (1940) pp. 403ff., NKM (1912) p. 30(3), NVTS (1996) pp. 
187-192. 
533 Tarka is dealt with in greater detail below in section 5.4.1. 
534 ATV (1940) p. 403, ka˙ punar aya  pratibandha˙. svåbhåvikasambandha˙. ka˙
svåbhåvårtha˙. nirËpådhitvam ka˙ punar upådhi˙. sådhyaprayojaka  nimittåntaram. ki
våsya lak aˆam. sådhanåvyåpakatve sati sådhyavyåpakatva . NKM (1912) p. 30(3), 
tatropådhis tu, sådhanåvyåpakatve sati sådhyavyåpaka˙.
535 This is most apparent in Dravid (1996) pp. 244ff. Cf. NKM (1912) p. 30(3). 
536 See above n. 534. 
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characterizing the second one as describing the formal logical (formal-
logisch) function of upådhi.537

Oberhammer reads Udayana as bringing in a new aspect of upådhi into 
the discourse and thereby as positioning himself at the peak of philosophical 
development, a place where “formal logic” apparently is situated.538

Regardless of the claim of evolutionary primacy I think Oberhammer misses 
the point when bringing in the concept of formal logic, especially when 
doing so without explaining in what sense the second definition deals with 
“formal logical” aspects. In my view the definition of upådhi could be 
understood in terms of the importance of ascertaining vyåpti which seems to 
gradually become a more pressing matter as the discourse unfolds. Of 
course, given the definition of vyåpti as “being without an upådhi”, it 
becomes crucial to establish a method of finding and knowing exactly what 
an upådhi is. But this is better described as an epistemological zeal rather 
than in terms of “formal logic” so that the trend of “epistemologizing” the 
relation of sådhya and hetu can be traced within the discourse from 
Trilocana and on as gaining more and more attention. This will also be 
apparent when turning to Vallabha’s treatment of vyåpti below.  

As for the definitions of vyåpti and upådhi there is a great variety in the 
discussions subsequent to the NL. Although this will not be treated in detail 
here, it is, in my opinion, important to take note of this phenomenon.539

Ga geßa’s view of upådhi will be treated below in connection to Vallabha’s 
view. 

5.3.2 Vallabha on vyåpti and upådhi
Vallabha gives a twofold definition of vyåpti in the NL, the first being, “the 
complete association of the sådhana with the sådhya” and the second, “the 
state of being without an upådhi”.540 In connection to the first definition 
Vallabha also rejects two other definitions.541 The first of these, that is, 
“anupådhitvam” is found in Udayana, Våcaspati, and Trilocana and is a 
specification of the svåbhåvika definition mentioned above. Interesting to 
note is that this definition is then reinforced by Vallabha as constituting his 
second admitted definition.542 The other refuted definition, “the absence of 
the absence of the sådhya”, has not been possible to trace to a certain text or 
author, but on the other hand this, and the other two above definitions as 

                                
537 Oberhammer (1964) p. 166. 
538 Oberhammer (1964) pp. 166f., 180. 
539 Cf. Vattanky (2003) pp. 30ff., Gangopadhyay (1971) pp. 150ff., 156ff. 
540 See text [38, 41]. 
541 In the KB, (1991) p. 498, we find the following comment on this passage: †¥kåk®d 
abhimata  vyåptisvarËpa  nirasyati. “†¥kå” most likely refers to Våcaspati’s or Udayana’s 
commentaries on NS in which they both give the svabhåvika definition of vyåpti.
542 See the list of definitions appearing in NL later in this section. 
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well, appear in the NR list of eleven definitions, in the NSD list of seventeen 
definitions, and in the TC list of 21 definitions of vyåpti.543 In the NR and 
NSD the “kårtsnyena” and the “anaupådhika” definitions are found, and in 
the TC these two and the “absence of the absence of the sådhya” are 
found.544 In the case of NR, the commentator, N®si hayajvan, links NL to 
the kårtsnyena definition by referring to “l¥låvat¥kåra”, but such a connection 
is not made in the TC, NR, or NSD.545 Although nothing is mentioned in the 
NSD or the TC about Vallabha being the proponent of the kårtsnyena
definition it is nevertheless attributed to Vallabha in the secondary literature, 
with the exception of Wada who only admits that it may belong to 
Vallabha.546

Definitions of vyåpti appearing in NL:547

1. Vyåpti is the complete association of the sådhana with the sådhya (held 
by Vallabha). 

2. Vyåpti is the state of being without an upådhi (held by Trilocana, 
Våcaspati, Udayana, and Vallabha). 

3. Vyåpti is the absence of the absence of the sådhya548 (appears in TC and 
NR). 

The first definition in this list appears in slightly different forms in the NR, 
NSD, and the TC. In NR it is stated as kårtsnyena sådhanasådhyasaha-
bhåvo; in the NSD it is kårtsnyena hi såmastyena prakåreˆa sambandho; and 
in TC kårtsnyena sambandho. Since both the NR and the TC discuss 
different interpretations of the definition it seems apparent that they read it 
as vague. The main problem with this definition appears to be the sense of 
the word kårtsnyena, whether it is attributed to the sådhya or the sådhana,
and also what exactly the relata in such a relation would consist of.549 There 
is, in my opinion, no possibility to establish with certainty whether the 

                                
543 It must be noted that if one connects the definition in NSD with Vallabha’s definition then 
the dating of Íaßadhara (1125) given by Matilal cannot be correct. Or, this definition was 
present elsewhere than by Vallabha and thus cannot so readily be ascribed to him only. Cf. 
Matilal’s introduction in NSD (1976) p. 11. In this work the dating 1300 AD is used for NSD, 
cf. app. 4. 
544 NR (1953) pp. 44, 48f. TC (1892) pp. 27, 77, 83. NSD (1976) pp. 65f. They are equally 
well documented in the secondary literature. Wada, (1990) pp. 106-116, has summarized and 
explained lists of definitions appearing in TC, NSD, and NR. Goekoop, (1967) pp. 60-109, 
has translated and explained the TC rejections. Matilal, (1972) p. 171, lists NSD’s eleven 
definitions and their proponents.  
545 DM (1953) p. 44. 
546 Matilal (1972) p. 171, Wada (1990) p. 115 n. 9, Chakraborty (1978b) p. 215, Ghosh (2000) 
p. 46.  
547 See text [38-41]. 
548 Cf. Wada (1990) p. 108. 
549 NR (1953) p. 48, NSD (1976) p. 33, TC (1892) p. 83. The details of the refutation of 
Vallabha’s first definition are not to be treated in detail here. Cf. Chakraborty (1978a) pp. 
215f. and Gosh (2000) pp. 46-51. 
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definitions appearing in NR and TC are intended to be the same definitions
as the one appearing in NL, though the probability of this is high, especially 
if the NR is consulted since NL is mentioned in the commentary. 
Furthermore, the definition is vague in the sense that it is interpretable in 
many ways, the formulation of it can be altered, and there are as many as 
four variants of the definition given by Vardhamåna in his discussion in the 
commentaries to NL, NKM, K, and NVTS.550 The above second definition is 
stated in the NR as anaupådhikatva  and in TC anaupådhika˙ sambandha˙;
there is no essential difference between them.551 The third definition in the 
above list is a variant of the so-called vyåpti-pañcaka definitions that are 
found in the TC. These are definitions of vyåpti in terms of non-deviation 
(avyabhicåritatva).552 The definition could be understood in terms of the non-
deviating sådhana; in the case of vyåpti the sådhana is absent in places that 
have absence of the sådhya.553

In connection with the anaupådhikatva definition of vyåpti in NL there is 
also a definition of upådhi: “[That which has the character of] complete 
association with the sådhya has the character of being present in one part [of 
the locus] of the sådhana.”554 This is similar to Udayana’s definition: “that 
which has the character of pervading the sådhya while having the character 
of not pervading the sådhana”.555 The underlying principle of Vallabha’s 
definition of upådhi is the concept of pervasion (vyåpti) just as in 
Udayana’s; the only difference is that Vallabha does not use the terms 
vyåpaka and avyåpaka.

The by now quite obvious problem in the vyåpti section is that the two 
definitions (no. 1 & 2) given by Vallabha apparently oppose each other, that 
is to say, in the discussion on def. 1, def. 2 is rejected, and then later on def. 
2 is reinforced as lak aˆa. Although Vallabha rejects Udayana’s definition of 
the nature of vyåpti as being without upådhi he utilizes this very concept in 
his second definition. I have chosen an interpretational path of charitable 
reading of the text, since I do not think it probable, or constructive, to read 
this apparent contradiction as a mistake by the author of the text.556 This 
appears to be the path taken by Chakraborty as well who, to my knowledge, 
is the only scholar who has taken notice of and tried to explain these two 
definitions.557 Chakraborty distinguishes between two aspects of the 
definitions of vyåpti in Vallabha’s text. The first definition (no. 1) tells us 

                                
550 See Steinkellner (1964) pp. 184f. 
551 NR (1953) p. 49, TC (1892) p. 77. 
552 Cf. NL (2004) p. 311 where Jha also makes this connection. See also Goekoop (1967) p. 
60, Ingalls (1988) p. 86 and Wada (1990) p. 108. 
553 This definition is discussed in comments [38-40]. 
554 See text [43]. 
555 ATV (1940) p. 403. Cf. also n. 534 above. 
556 There is of course also the possibility of mistakes made in the writing/copying of the 
manuscripts.  
557 Chakraborty (1978a) pp. 216f. 
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something about the essential feature of vyåpti, in other words, of what 
vyåpti is made of. The second aspect of Chakraborty’s understanding is that 
Vallabha uses the concept of upådhi in order to explain vyåpti in the last 
definition (no. 2). Chakraborty’s differentiation between the two definitions 
of vyåpti could, in my opinion, be understood partly in terms of a definition 
of what vyåpti is, its nature or essence, in short its ontological status, and 
secondly in terms of how it is singled out from anything else, how it is 
known or recognized, its epistemological status.558 According to the KB the 
purpose of the lak aˆa appears to be knowledge, or rather cognition, of the 
entity defined, in other words, how or through what vyåpti is recognized.559

Chakraborty does not touch upon this problem in any elaborate way, but 
does, in my opinion, mention a very important aspect of the second 
definition:  

The implication of Vallabha’s definition is that the relation in its entirety is 
ascertainable only when the absence of a condition is in evidence and not 
otherwise, and therefore, it is in the fitness of thing [sic] that Vallabha, in 
connection with his discussion of the determination of vyåpti, introduces a 
detailed treatment on [sic] the nature of condition (upådhi).560

And indeed, upådhi seems to be the main focus of the section on vyåpti in 
NL. Rather than concentrating on the nature of vyåpti, Vallabha explores the 
very means to ascertain it through the concept of upådhi. In this sense the 
section on anumåna in general and the one on vyåpti in particular are fitted 
together, united in a sequential undertaking to describe the process of 
recognizing and ascertaining vyåpti.561 Furthermore, if we take 
Oberhammer’s reading of Udayana’s twofold definition of upådhi at face 
value, it is possible to delineate a similar differentiation of levels in the two 
definitions given by Vallabha. As mentioned above Udayana does describe 
the concept of upådhi both in terms of its nature, as an ontological 
description, and in terms of how it is discernible. The second definition, 
then, in my vocabulary at least, serves as a kind of epistemological tool.562

This is, in my view, what Vallabha does with vyåpti. He defines its nature 
but soon abandons that track and goes on to the apparently more pressing 
matter of how vyåpti is ascertained in the process of coming to inferential 

                                
558 Vallabha himself does not mention the word svarËpa in connection with his first definition. 
Matilal, (1998) p. 166, briefly mentions the second definition and, in my view, appropriately 
translates the word lak aˆa as the differentiating mark. 
559 KB (1991) p. 501, ki  lak aˆa  ki  jñåpaka .
560 Chakraborty (1978a) p. 217. 
561 This will be further discussed in the concluding chapter of this work. 
562 Cf. Tachikawa, (1981) p. 29, who notes that “definition” for Udayana is to differentiate, 
that is, to indicate by what the defined entity is singled out from every other entity. 
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knowledge.563 Frauwallner has taken notice of this twofold method of 
definition in connection to Ga geßa’s two definitions of upådhi.564

Er [Ga geßa] benützt nämlich die alte Unterscheidung zwischen Wesen 
(svarËpam) und Merkmal (lak aˆam), um ähnlich wie bei der Umfassung 
zwei Definitionen vorzulegen. Und das ist auch sachlich voll berechtigt. Die 
erste Definition gibt nämlich an, was das Wesen der zusätzlichen 
Bestimmung [upådhi] ausmacht, dass sie dazu dient, das Fehlgehen des 
Grundes aufzuzeigen. Die zweite Definition behandelt ihr formales 
Verhältnis zu Grund und Folge.565

Phillips, on the other hand, interprets the distinction between the two kinds 
of definitions of upådhi given by Ga geßa slightly differently. According to 
him Ga geßa’s first definition entails the nature of the upådhi, the nature of 
being an entity in whose presence a relation is shown to be variable. It also 
entails how the upådhi does that. This conveys the logical aspect of the 
upådhi in Phillips’s vocabulary. Ga geßa’s second definition aims at the 
possibility of recognizing an upådhi by providing its distinctive feature 
(asådhåraˆadharma).566 The difference could thus be understood to lie in how
something exists and whereby what one can recognize that existent. In their 
understanding of the svarËpa definition Frauwallner and Phillips are 
essentially of the same opinion, though Phillips interprets the nature of 
upådhi as being “logical”. It is, however, in their different understandings of 
the lak aˆa definition that things become interesting. It seems to be the case 
that Frauwallner takes the second definition as conveying some sort of 
logical or formal aspect of upådhi, whereas Phillips understands it as a help 
to recognize an upådhi. In my opinion and vocabulary it would be 
convenient to separate the two definitions of vyåpti given in Vallabha’s text 
with their two levels of ontology and epistemology. This understanding in 
turn does not differ essentially from Phillips’s understanding of the 
difference between Ga geßa’s twofold definition of upådhi.

But even though one could understand Vallabha’s two definitions of 
vyåpti as operating on two levels, a problem remains. This problem is also 
inherent in Chakraborty’s above remark concerning his understanding of the 
function of the absence of upådhi as an indicator of the possibility to 

                                
563 There is a nice mirror effect between the formulation of Udayana’s upådhi definitions and 
Vallabha’s definitions of vyåpti. Cf ATV (1940) p. 403, ka˙ punar upådhi˙. sådhya-
prayojaka  nimittåntaram. ki  våsya lak aˆam. sådhanåvyåpakatve sati sådhya-
vyåpakatva . And NL (1991) p. 496, kå punar vyåpti˙. sådhanasya sådhyasåhitya  kårtsny-
ena… ki  punar asyå lak aˆam. anupådhikatvam.
564 The two definitions run as follows: TC (1982) pp. 282, 284, atrocyate yady 
vyabhicåritvena sådhanasya sådhyavyabhicåritva  sa upådhi˙. lak aˆa  tu 
paryavasitasådhyavyåpakatve sati sådhanåvyayåpakatvam. These will be further discussed 
towards the end of this section. 
565 Frauwallner (1970) p. 45. 
566 Phillips (2002) p. 83. 
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ascertain vyåpti. This seems, at least superficially, to be at odds with the 
explanation Chakraborty gives of Vallabha’s initial refutation of Udayana’s 
anaupådhika definition. The rejection of Udayana’s definition is extremely 
brief, but according to Chakraborty Vallabha says that in the case of the 
anaikåntika one fails to find any upådhi although it clearly is a fallacious 
inference, an inference where vyåpti is unascertainable. If one follows 
Udayana’s definition that vyåpti is anupådhitva, then, Vallabha seems to say 
that an absence of vyåpti should reveal an upådhi in order for the definition 
to work. This initial refutation of anupådhitva might perhaps also be voiced 
in connection with anupådhitva in the second definition.567 The question to 
ask in that case is: what exactly is the function of upådhi according to 
Vallabha? It does indeed seem to be something that is to be ruled out along 
the way towards certainty, something that, if present, points towards failure 
or confirmation of doubt regarding the presence of vyåpti. But it also seems 
as if this is not enough, at least not in the cases of failing inferences where 
vyåpti is indeed not present, but where no upådhi is in sight either. In order 
to understand the point Vallabha is making it becomes, as said above, crucial 
to understand the working of upådhi. Following on the characterization of 
vyåpti as anupådhikatva is a discussion on different forms of upådhis
through stock-examples of fallacious inferences. Vallabha gives us three 
kinds of upådhis and four ways to discover them, but in an extremely short-
handed manner that calls for further explanation. With the aid of Ía kara 
Mißra’s and Vardhamåna’s commentaries, and because the examples are 
well known, it has been possible to determine the pseudo-inferences 
Vallabha utilizes in these passages.568 The three kinds of upådhi that 
Vallabha mentions are: 

1. An upådhi where both the pervasion of the sådhya and the non-pervasion 
of the sådhana are ascertained. 

2. An upådhi where the pervasion of the sådhya is ascertained and the non-
pervasion of the sådhana is not. 

3. An upådhi where the non-pervasion of the sådhana is ascertained and the 
pervasion of the sådhya is not.569

One question, however, arises when considering these three kinds of upådhi
and that is in what sense they fulfil the definition given by Vallabha himself. 
It is only in the first kind that both parts of the definition are fulfilled, the 
pervasion of the sådhya and the non-pervasion of the sådhana. In the second 
and third form of upådhi only one of these two is ascertained. Vallabha 

                                
567 Chakraborty (1978a) p. 218. 
568 Potter (1995), pp. 205f., has described Vallabha’s classification of the four ways to 
discover upådhi but not the three different forms of upådhi.
569 See text [45-48].  
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continues by enumerating four different ways of discovering upådhi, and one 
could assume that the factor coming in to play here, though unmentioned, is 
doubt in some form or another. In all three forms of upådhi there is to a 
greater or lesser degree a suspicion that is so strong that further investigation 
is called for. This investigation seems to be conducted through the 
identification of various faults that come with a pseudo-reason, and in turn 
through these faults an upådhi is detectable, or constructed. At least it seems 
as if when a fault is found one can begin to construct an upådhi.

And [an upådhi] is set up through obstruction [by other means of knowledge] 
(bådha), deviation (vyabhicåra), absence of conforming tarka (anukËlatarka)
and a refutational tarka (pratikËlatarka)…570

The upådhi that is only partly ascertained, as in the second and third kind, 
still functions as an upådhi, and thus obstructs the process of coming to 
knowledge. It does so by halting the process through the realization that the 
actual inference in progress was, after all, not a good path to pursue. 
Through the inclusion of these “uncertain” forms of upådhi a certain 
approach towards this phenomenon emerges—an approach that in part could 
be understood in terms of understanding upådhi as a description of a 
psychological condition within the process of coming to knowledge when 
this very process fails or could be undercut.571 The presence of the two 
“uncertain” forms of upådhi indicates, in my opinion, such an attitude. 

Even though no fully ascertained upådhi is found, the process could still 
be halted, as is pointed out in Vallabha’s initial refutation. That is, an 
inference could turn out to be a mere pseudo-inference regardless of an exact 
delineation of an upådhi. In that case, anaupådhika cannot define the 
essence/nature of vyåpti, but what it can and does do is guide the person 
coming to knowledge, or the person in discussion, towards certainty of 
vyåpti, since vyåpti could never ever be present where an upådhi is present. 
The answer then, to the question whether or not Vallabha’s objection to 
anaupådhika as a svarËpa definition might also be applicable to the lak aˆa,
is no. The two definitions describe different aspects of upådhi, which could 
be understood as ontological and epistemological. 

There are some interesting parallels between Ga geßa’s treatment of 
upådhi and Vallabha’s. First of all, as pointed out above, Ga geßa gives two 
definitions of upådhi in TC and one of these, the lak aˆa, is a variant of 
Vallabha’s and Udayana’s lak aˆa. In Phillips’s translation upådhi is  

                                
570 See text [51]. 
571 Cf Phillips, (2002) p. 27, who translates upådhi with “inferential undercutting condition” 
partly because Ga geßa talks about it in “psychological” terms as “blocking inferential 
awareness”. 
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“that which while pervading what amounts to the probandum (of an original 
inference) fails to pervade its (putative) prover… What amounts to the 
probandum is the probandum as delimited by (or qualified by) a property that 
makes it (i.e. anything that exhibits it) known (as that probandum property, 
prasiddha)”572

This definition works with the same parameters as Udayana’s and 
Vallabha’s but with an addition, or rather, a specification of the sådhya
(probandum for Phillips). Ga geßa gives three examples of what the 
specification, “property” for Phillips, could be. In some cases it is the 
sådhana, in some “having the character of substance (dravyatva)”, or in some 
“having the character of being in the kitchen”. In the last example it is the 
case of inferring smoke from the presence of fire that is shown to be 
impossible because of the upådhi “wet fuel”. The sådhya, smoke, is 
apparently known as a sådhya in relation to fire since it has the character of 
being in the kitchen. 573 This conveys that it is not such a strange thing to try 
to infer smoke from fire since they usually are found together.  

The most interesting parallel between Vallabha and Ga geßa, though, is 
the subject of certain and uncertain upådhis, which is a concern running 
through both texts. For Ga geßa there are two kinds of upådhi, the certain 
kind, such as “wet fuel” and the dubious or uncertain kind 
(sa digdhopådhi), such as “digestion of certain kinds of vegetables” (from 
the “Mitrå” pseudo-inference). The uncertain kind can in turn be of three 
kinds: the two kinds that Vallabha has, and a third in which both the 
sådhyavyåpaka and the sådhanåvyåpaka are uncertain. All of these halt the 
inferential process and thus all of them function as upådhi.574 Ga geßa then 
also takes up the epistemological aspect of upådhi, explained above as a 
focal point of the passage in NL.575 Through this second similarity between 
Vallabha and Ga geßa the difference between Udayana and Vallabha also 
becomes apparent. In the NVTS Udayana does not seem to speak about 
uncertain kinds of upådhi in the same straightforward way as Vallabha. After 
having stated his definition of upådhi, Udayana recites three examples of 
upådhi, one of which, “wet fuel”, is grasped directly (såk åt) as a pervader of 
the sådhya.576 This however does not seem to be the case in the other two 
examples, the “Mitrå” and the “scratchable-by-iron” inferences, which are 
treated by Vallabha as the two kinds of uncertain upådhis.577 Although 
                                
572 Phillips (2002) p. 83. 
573 Phillips (2002) pp. 83f. Phillips explanation of this remains a bit unclear to me. 
574 Phillips (2002) p. 115. 
575 Ga geßa’s dependence upon earlier thought, in general, in the treatment of upådhi is noted 
by Phillips (2002) p. 2. Frauwallner, (1970), has connected Ga geßa’s treatment of upådhi
foremost to Udayana and Maˆikaˆ†ha Mißra. Cf. also for example TR (1903) p. 69 and NR 
(1953) p. 96 in which the twofold division of upådhi also appears. 
576 The NVTS treats upådhi in several passages under sËtra 1.1.5, see n. 532 in this work. 
577 NVTS (1996) p. 190, tac ca sådhyåbhimatadhËmaßyåmatve prati vyåpakatvam 
årdrendhanånnapånapariˆatibhedayor avißi †am. avißi †a  ca sådhanåbhimatadahana-
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Udayana does not explicitly state that these two are uncertain upådhis, this 
could be seen as an implicit point of departure. Neither Frauwallner nor 
Phillips point to any such explicit statement in Udayana that would clarify 
this matter.578 There is, however, a statement in ATV that reads: “there are 
two kinds of upådhi, doubtful and certain”.579 Frauwallner comments on 
Ga geßa’s division as follows: “Er unterscheidet nach altem Brauch 
zweierlei zusätzliche Bestimmungen, die festgestellte und die 
zweifelhafte.”580 There is no further specification of the “old way” of 
discerning two kinds of upådhi in Frauwallner’s text nor is there any 
reference to an “old text” in which this is done. However, in connection to 
the passage with Ga geßa’s division, both Frauwallner and Phillips point to a 
discussion in NVTS concerning the possibility of unknown upådhis. This is 
brought up by Ga geßa as a defense against the possibility that if one admits 
an uncertain upådhi, then one also admits that there could be a possible 
upådhi for any inference, even that of inferring fire from smoke, which 
would have the consequence of halting every inferential process there is. 
This possible upådhi is remarked upon and rejected by Vallabha as well; 

The presence in something different from the place [of the sådhana], the time 
[of the sådhana] and the sådhya [of the sådhana], which has both [aspects] 
unascertained and whose nature is indefinite is not an upådhi because it 
[would] destruct the practice of every inferential process.581

The difference between Vallabha and Ga geßa regarding this certain/un-
certain division lies in the fact that for Ga geßa even the kind where both 
aspects of upådhi are uncertain halts the inferential process. But Ga geßa’s 
uncertain kind of upådhi does not seem to correspond to Vallabha’s 
indefinite form, at least not in my reading. The indefiniteness (anirËpitå)
seems to consist in one not even being able to point to a possible upådhi but 
only thinking that there might be an upådhi out there somewhere, of which 
one is not aware. And this is not the case in the example Ga geßa gives of a 
pseudo-inference with an uncertain upådhi, the example being the “Mitrå” 
pseudo-inference.582 This example is, however, differently interpreted by 
Vallabha who states that only one of the pervasions of the upådhi is 
uncertain, namely the pervasion of the sådhya.583 Since Phillips already has 

                                                                                                                               

maitratanayatve prati tayor vyåpakatvam. iyå s tu viße a˙, vahner dhËmenevårdrendhanenåpi 
såk åd eva vinåbhåva upalabhyate. maitratanayas tu ßyåmatvenevånnapånapariˆåmenåpy 
upådher evonn¥yata iti. nanu vajre lohalekhyatva  prati pårthivatvaheto˙ ka upådhi˙?
praßithilåvayavatvam. See also text [46-48]. 
578 In matters of history concerning upådhi Phillips refers to Frauwallner and states that his 
own method is ahistorical. Phillips (2002) pp. 1f. 
579 ATV (1912) p. 30(3), sa ca dvividha˙, ßa kitopådhir nißcitopådhiß ca.
580 Frauwallner (1970) p. 58. 
581 See text [49-50]. 
582 Phillips (2002) pp. 111f. 
583 See text [46]. 
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accounted for the finer points of Ga geßa’s treatment of upådhi I will not 
touch upon that any further. An interesting point to make in conclusion 
though, is that it is possible to discern different levels in how upådhi is 
treated that might correspond to the two levels of defining upådhi, the 
ontological and the epistemological. The ontological level here encompasses 
the logical insofar as the essence of upådhi is to point to a deviation in the 
relation of the sådhana to the sådhya. The epistemological encompasses the 
psychological insofar as the awareness of an uncertain upådhi halts the 
continuation of the process of coming to inferential knowledge.584 The focal 
point for Vallabha in turn could be understood in terms of an 
epistemological and a psychological concern by encompassing the theme of 
certainty of vyåpti. The prescriptive aspect of Vallabha’s treatment of vyåpti
is clearly visible as instructions for how to find, or set up, an upådhi.

5.4 Tarka
5.4.1 Tarka within the tradition(s) 
The focus of the following section is twofold; it deals partly with the 
classification of tarka and partly with the function of tarka within the 
inferential process. The classification of tarka focuses mainly on tarka’s 
ontological status. The function of tarka, on the other hand, could be 
understood as related to an epistemological discussion.585

The discussions on the classification of tarka in the Nyåya-Vaiße ika texts 
are in general highly variegated. In NS it is described as supplementing 
reasoning (nyåya) in such a way that it might point to something leading to 
knowledge when one is uncertain. 586 In the NSB one can see that tarka is not 
reduced to one or another means of knowledge, nor is it a distinct means in 
itself. Tarka is placed as one of the 16 categories, as a specific type of 
reasoning with a specific role, whereas in the VS and in Praßastapåda’s PDS 
it is not mentioned at all.587 It is, however, apparent from the NBV that there 
is a discussion going on concerning the classification of tarka, since a 
number of different views on this are recorded there. According to the NBV 
some hold that tarka is either doubt or certainty and not anything unique, 
others say that tarka is inference in the same manner as “ånv¥k å”, “hetu”
and “anvaya” are inference, and yet others again say that tarka is inference 
but somehow dependent upon further reasoning (yukty åpek a ).588

                                
584 Cf. Phillips (2002) p. 83. 
585 This will be further discussed in section 5.4.3. 
586 NS (1997) p. 36 (1.1.40), avijñåtattve ’rthe kåraˆopapattitas tattvajñånårtham Ëhas tarka˙.
Tarka is also treated in sËtra 1.1.1. 
587 NSB (1997) p. 16. 
588 NBV (1997) p. 133, see also Jhå, (1999) p. 454, who translate yukty åpek a  as 
“dependent upon corroborative proof”.  
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As for the Vaiße ika texts, it is in the commentaries on PDS that tarka is 
taken up. According to Vyomaßiva tarka is not a separate form of avidyå 
(non-knowledge) since it is not apprehended as distinct from doubt and 
certainty.589 In the NKd tarka is also discussed in connection to avidyå.
Ír¥dhara adds at the end that some hold the view that it is a kind of doubt, 
but his own view is not so clearly stated.590 The opponent in the text, 
however, holds that tarka is something other than doubt or determination and 
thus is a form of avidyå.591 Both Ír¥dhara and Vyomaßiva seem hesitant to 
add tarka as a fifth separate kind of avidyå but, on the other hand, they both 
deal with it in reference to avidyå which could be taken to indicate that 
neither of them would want to give tarka the status of being vidyå
(knowledge) either. According to Bagchi, Ír¥dhara in fact argues against a 
Naiyåyika who grants the status of knowledge to tarka, in Bagchi’s words, 
“species of knowledge”. In Bagchi’s reading, both Ír¥dhara and Vyomaßiva 
would want to place tarka under perception or inference, as knowledge 
proper, and not as the Naiyåyika kind of halfway knowledge that is not 
actually proper knowledge (pramå).592 In the V we find a rhetorical question 
indicating this position where Vyomaßiva asks how something could be a 
separate cognition when it is the fruit of specific cognitions such as 
perception.593 Bagchi’s analysis rests on the assumption that tarka has no 
“intrinsic” validity of its own within Nyåya even if it does perform a helpful 
function in the process of coming to knowledge, and furthermore is seen as a 
distinct category. There is, however, a problematic slide in Bagchi’s own 
reasoning where he goes from cognition to knowledge, and then to validity, 
and he seems to somehow equate at least cognition and knowledge.594 Thus 
Bagchi writes;  

…the Naiyåyika must admit that whether as an independent instrument for 
establishing the logical ground, or as an auxiliary condition, reasoning has 
got an intrinsic validity of its own.595

                                
589 V (1931) p. 533, sa ßayanißcayavyatirekeˆohajñånasyåsamvedanåt. This view is also 
mentioned in the NBV so it seems that it was prevalent before the time of Vyomaßiva but still 
not alluded to in PDS, see NBV (1997) p. 133. Vyomaßiva uses the word Ëha here which 
appears to be used synonymously with tarka. Cf. NK (1996) p. 322. See also NS (1997) p. 36 
(1.1.40). 
590 NKd (1991) p. 411, anye tu sa ßayaprabheda eva, tarko ‘navadhåraˆåtmakatvåd ity åhu˙.
Cf. also Jhå (1982) p. 369. 
591 NKd (1991) p. 405, nanv avidyå catur vidheti parisa khyånånupapatti˙, rË hasya 
tarkajñånasyåpi sambhavåt. anubhËyate hy antarå sa ßaya  nirˆaya  ca tarka˙. Cf. also Jhå 
(1982) p. 366. 
592 Bagchi (1953) pp. 72ff. Cf. also section 2.2.1 above on classifications of knowledge and 
cognition. 
593 V (1931) p. 533, katha  tarhi jñånåntara  pratyak ådiphalatvåd ity alam.
594 Bagchi (1953) pp. 57, 72.  
595 Bagchi (1953) p. 75. 
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Since Bagchi does not clarify his own use of the concepts of cognition, 
knowledge, and intrinsic validity or, for that matter, which concepts in 
Sanskrit he has in mind when using these words, it becomes very difficult to 
discuss his readings of Ír¥dhara and Vyomavat¥. What might emerge from 
NKd and V, though, is that they argue against a specific categorization of 
tarka, and that Vyomaßiva at least might suggest that it is possible to reduce 
it to perception.596 Whether their discussion is about “intrinsic validity” 
remains however unclear as does also the very meaning of “intrinsic 
validity”. 

Turning then to Udayana’s K it is apparent that according to him tarka is 
apprehended as something different from doubt (sa ßaya) and determination 
(nirˆaya); it originates from doubt but is not yet determined. Tarka then, for 
Udayana, lies somewhere in between doubt and determination, but it 
nevertheless appears distinct.597 Udayana thus stands for a change in the 
understanding of the classification of tarka through his incorporation of the 
Naiyåyika analysis where tarka is not subsumed under one or another means 
of knowledge, or, as in the NBV, where it is clearly separated from both 
doubt (uncertainty) and determination (certainty).598 The classification of 
tarka becomes a bit more elaborate in the later Nyåya-Vaiße ika texts in the 
sense that it is divided into five types. It seems that this enumeration is 
initiated in Udayana’s Ótmatattvaviveka and is repeated and discussed in 
texts following upon that.599

As for the role of tarka in the process of coming to knowledge, this is also 
addressed in the Nyåya-Vaiße ika texts. In the NS commentarial tradition, 
Våtsyåyana, Uddyotakara, Våcaspati, and Udayana seem to be in general 
agreement that tarka is helpful in attaining knowledge, though there are 
some variations in how this is described. Våtsyåyana describes tarka as 
reasoning that can prove helpful when there is doubt in the process of 
coming to knowledge (pramå) through a means of knowledge (pramåˆa); it 
is helpful in such a way that it can confirm or not confirm the doubt.600

Uddyotakara does not seem to deviate from this view in stating that tarka
mends or reconciles (sa dhatte) the pramåˆa without it being a pramåˆa in 
itself.601 He says furthermore that tarka can help in distinguishing the domain 
of the pramåˆa. It can be a factor in a decision whether a cognition is fit or 

                                
596 Cf. V (1931) p. 533, athendriyårthasannikar ådy eva pramåˆa  Ëhotpattau.
597 K (2002) p. 513, anubhËyate hi sa ßaya  nirnayañ cåntarå sa ßayåt pracyuto nirˆayañ 
cåpråpta˙…
598 See NBV (1997) p. 133 where the words “nirˆaya  cåpråpto…” are used to explain why 
tarka is separated from certainty. This comes again in the NVTT (1996) p. 264, sa ßayåt 
pracyuto nirˆaya  cåpråpta˙…
599 ATV (1939) p. 863. See for example Bagchi (1953) ch. IX and Potter (1995) p. 207. This 
will not be further discussed here, since Vallabha does not treat tarka in this aspect.  
600 NSB (1997) pp. 36f. 
601 NBV (1997) p. 134. 
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unfit, but cannot produce a determined cognition (anavadhåraˆa).602 Tarka is 
then in no way seen as a means of knowledge (pramåˆa), though it may very 
well be helpful in the process of attaining knowledge. The reason for this 
seems to be that the object of tarka is artificial or imagined (åhårya)603 and 
that it is not a determined cognition (nirˆaya or avadhåraˆa). Whilst a means 
of knowledge has an object that is real, and the knowledge is hence objective 
(yathårtha) and determinable, tarka is classified as non-objective 
(ayathårtha), either in itself or as a variety of doubt or error, both of which 
are ayathårtha as well.604 Udayana, for example, states that tarka is not 
determined (nirˆaya) since it has the character of not having an object 
(ayathårtha).605

The causal status of tarka in relation to anumåna seems to be that of a 
helping hand. It cannot in itself function as an instrument/cause (karaˆa) of 
knowledge (pramå) but can have the function of an intermediate operation 
(vyåpåra). In the case of a doubt, the instrument cannot function until the 
doubt/uncertainty is removed, and the remover would be tarka, which would, 
in such a case, function as vyåpåra. The concept of vyåpåra in reference to 
tarka is mentioned by Våcaspati and Udayana.606

Udayana furthermore relates the knowledge of the invariable relation to 
tarka, in that it can be of help in discovering upådhi. In the NKM, doubt 
about deviation, that is to say, doubt about the presence of an upådhi, is said 
to be removed by tarka.607 This Udayana also does in ATV; although the 
passage on tarka is very brief he says that tarka is of assistance in repeated 
observation.608 And, thus, it seems that the aspect of tarka as being helpful 
for establishing vyåpti in particular was brought under closer scrutiny some 
time before Udayana. This tendency is visible with Våcaspati who states that 
tarka is useful when there is doubt about the presence of the hetu in a place 
where the sådhya is absent. Tarka does not, however, seem to be used in 
order to create certainty about the relation of vyåpti, but rather to point out 
that the relation is free from upådhi. To clarify, tarka is understood as 
functioning indirectly as a promoter of inferential knowledge, by showing 
that the relation of vyåpti is non-contingent, and is not primarily functioning 

                                
602 NBV (1997) p. 16. 
603 The use of åhårya in describing tarka is found in Udayana, NVTS (1996) p. 304. As far as 
I know this word is not used in texts preceding Udayana, but I would like to stress that the 
history of the use of tarka within the Nyåya-Vaiße ika discourse is a field in need of further 
research. Bagchi mentions åhårya in connection with Udayana’s thinking on tarka but not in 
connection to anyone preceding him. 
604 This is expressed very clearly and neatly in TS (1969) pp. 33, 69. See also Matilal (1986) 
p. 79. 
605 K (2002) p. 514. 
606 NVTT (1996) pp. 51, 163ff., tasya vyåpåram åha –yat tatra yukta  bhavati sa bhavati tad 
anujånåti, na tv avadhårayati tarka˙. Cf. K (2002) p. 513 and NVTS (1996) p. 304. See also 
Jha’s note to his translation of the NBV in Jha (1999) p. 67, and Bagchi (1953) pp. 19, 67. 
607 NKM (1912) p. 23(3), see also Dravid (1996) pp. 251f. who reads Udayana in this way. 
608 ATV (1939) p. 863, …anvayavyatirekabhËyodarßanasåhåyakam åcarann anuttaras tarka˙.
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as an abolisher of doubt. The tarka shows how one must take the relation as 
invariable; if there would not be any fire in this place there could not be any 
smoke there.609 Udayana describes a more precise functioning of tarka than 
Våcaspati, in that tarka is directly connected to ascertainment of the 
svåbhåvikasambandha, but also, according to Oberhammer, in terms of a 
changed perspective regarding the process of finding or not finding an 
upådhi. For Udayana this is not so much related to the non-finding of an 
upådhi as to the doubt whether there could be an upådhi that one has not 
found out about yet, but that might be possible to find. This kind of doubt is 
resolved through the employment of tarka.610

The narrowing of focus regarding tarka is even more clearly visible in the 
later post-Ga geßa, Navya-nyåya texts.611 In these texts a distinction appears 
between two kinds of tarka, or, rather, two objectives of tarka: the 
vi ayaparißodhakatarka and vyåptigrahakatarka. This division is accounted 
for in the NK and is also mentioned in D and in the P.612 As far as I know the 
two concepts are not mentioned by Ga geßa.613 According to NK the 
vi ayaparißodhakatarka is formulated as follows; “if the mountain would be 
without fire then it would be without smoke”, and the vyåptigråhakatarka;
“if smoke would be deviating from fire then it would not be produced from 
fire”.614 The first kind of tarka is particularized, in one sense at least, whereas 
the second is a general statement about the relation of smoke in general to 
fire in general. That the second statement leads to a grasping of vyåpti is 
rather obvious, but the first statement is also, in a sense, related to an 
understanding of vyåpti. The difference between them lies in the content of 
the cognition. In the first kind the cognition concerns a particular, whereas in 
the second it concerns a general object. In Bagchi’s understanding these two 
kinds of tarka are somehow in opposition to one another. Våcaspati and 
Udayana, he says, are advocating the vi ayaparißodhaka, whereas Vallabha 
and Ga geßa choose the second kind. It seems that according to Bagchi 
Våcaspati and Udayana promote the vi ayaparißodhakatarka since they see 
tarka as a condition for the removal of doubt and as such paving the way for 

                                
609 NVTT (1996) p. 137, svabhåvataß ca pratibaddhå hetava˙ svasådhyena yadi sådhyam 
antareˆa bhaveyu˙ svabhåvåd eva pracyaveran iti tarkasahåyå nirastasådhyavyatireka-
v®ttisandehå yatra d® †ås tatra svasådhyam upasthåpayanty eva. Cf. also Oberhammer (1964) 
pp. 156, 160f. and Chakraborty (1978b) p. 389. 
610 NKM (1912) p. 30(3), tad anena vipak adaˆ abhËtena tarkena sanåthe bhËyodarßane, 
kårya  vå kåraˆa  vå tato ‘nyad vå samavåyi vå sa yogi vå anyathå vå bhåvo våbhåvo vå 
saviße aˆa  vå nirviße aˆa  vå li ga  iti ni˙ßa kam avadhåraˆ¥yam. Cf. also Oberhammer 
(1964) pp. 178f. 
611 Oberhammer, (1964) p. 146, points out how both tarka and upådhi gradually becomes key 
concepts within the discourse of vyåpti from Våcaspati and on. 
612 NK (1996) p. 325, D (1916) p. 454, P (1991) p. 517. 
613 At least not in the section on tarka in TC (1982) pp. 192-208. 
614 NK (1996) p. 325. 
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knowledge.615 There are, however, problems inherent in Bagchi’s reasoning. 
First of all there is nothing in the references Bagchi gives that could support 
a view of these two forms of tarka as being mutually exclusive, and secondly 
there is no mention of the division in any of the texts written by Våcaspati, 
Udayana, Vallabha and Ga geßa. At least I have not found any and Bagchi 
does not seem to have found any either, since he refers to texts written by 
Vardhamåna and Dinakara.616 The division of tarka, one could presume, 
more likely has to do with objectives rather than innate nature. That is to say, 
advocating one of them does not automatically imply rejecting the other. It is 
simply a matter of emphasis, as Vattanky says; 

Hypothetical reasoning is of two kinds: that which examines the existence of 
a particular thing (vi ayaparißodhakatarka), as for instance ‘if something has 
no fire, it will have no smoke’; and that which brings about the knowledge of 
invariable concomitance (vyåptigråhakatarka), as for instance, ‘if smoke 
deviates from fire, it would not be produced by fire’. Naturally the second 
kind of hypothetical reasoning is discussed in K.M.D.R.617

Vattanky further points to a discussion in the commentaries on Kårikåval¥ 
where it is said that vi ayaparißodhakatarka is incapable of removing doubt 
about deviation since the cognition “no fire” does not lead to the cognition of 
vyåpti between fire and smoke. In Vattanky’s reading of D the 
vi ayaparißodhakatarka seems to be beside the point when one wishes to 
establish a grasping of vyåpti. The two kinds of tarka are not in any way 
represented in D as excluding one another; they are just two different kinds 
of reasoning. Furthermore D describes tarka as being established (siddha) by 
virtue of being a remover of a definite desire to know or through the 
experience of reasoning (tarkayåmi i.e. “I reason”).618 In Vattanky’s reading, 
the desire to know the deviation, “smoke is perhaps not caused by fire and 
thus might not always be concomitant with fire”, is removed by tarka since 
tarka produces aversion to that alternative.619 This interpretation might be of 
importance in the reading of Udayana’s position, though one must certainly 
tread carefully when reading backwards in time as such a reading would do. 
I will return to this issue in the following. 

As for Ga geßa, it is obvious that tarka is related to the grasping of vyåpti
in TC, not as a regular feature of the inference but rather as a helpful device 

                                
615 I am not certain of having understood him correctly here. Bagchi, (1953) p. 19, writes 
“…reasoning serving as a condition for elimination of obstruction of the subject matter, which 
is called vi ayaparißodhakatarka.”  
616 Bagchi (1953) pp. 19f. 
617 Vattanky (2003) p. 29. [K.M.D.R equals Kårikåval¥, Muktåval¥, Dinakar¥, and Råmarudr¥]
618 D (1916) p. 455, tattva  ca månasatvavyåpyo jåtiviße as tarkayåm¥ty anubhavåj 
jijñåsåviße anivartakatayå vå siddha iti. tarkaß ca dvividho vi ayaparißodhako vyåptigråhakaß 
ceti. See also Vattanky (2003) p. 428. 
619 Vattanky (2003) pp. 429ff. 
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in the case of doubt about the presence of an upådhi, and thus doubt about 
deviation (vyabhicårasa ßaya).620 And in line with Udayana, Ga geßa also 
holds that one cannot doubt in such a way that it would contradict one’s own 
behavior. This argument is taken up by both Udayana and Ga geßa against 
the charge of infinite regress in using tarka as a means to grasp vyåpti. Since 
tarka presupposes the grasping of vyåpti one could continue by doubting the 
vyåpti expressed in the tarka and so on.621 That tarka in itself rests upon a 
concomitance relation is taken up in NKM with regard to a Cårvåka 
opponent.622 According to Phillips, who has done readings of Maˆikaˆtha 
Mißra, Ga geßa, and Ír¥har a, Ga geßa’s discussion of tarka seems to be 
mostly directed towards counterarguments coming from the Advåitin 
Ír¥har a who severely criticized Udayana’s position. The discussion 
concerns whether tarka could be used as means to grasp vyåpti, something 
that Ír¥har a denies.623 Tarka is also a theme in the section on means of 
grasping vyåpti (vyåptigråhakopåya) in TC where a Prabhåkara M¥må så is 
the opponent. This, however, will be further discussed in the section 
below.624

5.4.2 Vallabha on tarka
Vallabha does not address all the above mentioned aspects of tarka in NL. 
He has, for example, no fivefold classification of tarka in the manner of 
Udayana.625 In general it is tarka’s capacity to secure a grasping of vyåpti
that seems to form the central concern and conclusion. This is evident from 
where in NL Vallabha deals with tarka. Tarka is not placed under the 
heading of avidyå, as in the commentaries on PDS, but rather under vidyå,
seemingly emphasizing its close connection to the preceding section of 
vyåpti.626 As mentioned earlier, the vyåpti section that primarily deals with 
upådhi ends with the statement that tarka is a means to discover an upådhi.
In addition to this aspect of tarka Vallabha also describes how tarka is 
formed and what form it takes, that is to say its being based upon a 
concomitance relation and its being an imagined imposition (åhåryåropa). 
Furthermore, he describes tarka as resulting in a cessation of doubt about a 
deviation (vyabhicåraßa kå).  

Apart from these positive statements there are also points of discussion in 
Vallabha’s text, and these form the main problem when analysing the section 
on tarka. It has proven difficult to establish which of the passages that are 

                                
620 Gangopadhyaya (1975) pp. 203f., see also Phillips (1997) p. 159. 
621 See Phillips (1997) p. 159 and Dravid (1996) pp. 247, 252.  
622 NKM (1912) p. 30(3). 
623 Phillips (1997) pp. 156ff. and Bagchi (1953) pp. 38ff. 
624 TC (1892) pp. 210f. 
625 See above p. 138. 
626 See above p. 137. 
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expressions of Vallabha’s objections and which are not. Vallabha’s own 
view is expressed fairly clearly with the words “atrocyate” in text [67-68] 
but prior to that there is a quite lengthy discussion that cannot readily be 
ascribed to him. This concerns three possible outcomes of the use of tarka
and its causal status. The question concerning these three outcomes is 
formulated as follows: 

But what is its result? The cessation of the desire to know [whether the 
sådhana may exist] in the domain of the dissimilar example (vipak a) or, the 
cessation of a doubt [whether the sådhana may exist where the sådhya does 
not exist] or, a weakening of it (i.e. of the doubt).627

Bagchi ascribes the three outcomes to Udayana, Våcaspati, and Jayanta 
respectively, which is problematic for several reasons.628 Udayana’s position 
is not so readily reduced to the first outcome as formulated above, and both 
Oberhammer and Chakraborty have argued that Våcaspati did not hold the 
view in the second outcome. Furthermore, how Vallabha himself in turn 
construes the positions of Våcaspati, Udayana, or Jayanta is not something 
we can reconstruct from this very brief passage in NL. Bagchi claims that it 
is Vallabha who is denying these three alternatives and the view that tarka
could function as a vyåpåra. He states in the beginning that; “Udayana’s 
position has been subjected to an elaborate criticism”.629

First of all I think Bagchi’s reading of Udayana’s position could be 
modified a bit as has been remarked earlier. Udayana apparently did not 
think that using tarka for grasping vyåpti excluded his view that tarka
functions by eliminating desire to know the opposite. Both of these views are 
expressed by Udayana as I have shown above.630 Furthermore, as noted 
above, there seem to be indications in the D that tarka can both function as a 
remover of the desire to know the deviation and have the consequence of 
yielding a grasping of vyåpti at the same time.631 There are of course 
differences between D and Udayana, but nevertheless, in my view, a 
modification would point out that Vallabha and Udayana do not stand in 
such stark opposition to each other as Bagchi seems to hold.632 There is both 
a resemblance and a difference between them; Udayana asserts that it is the 
desire to know the opposite that is removed by tarka, and Vallabha says that 
it is the doubt about a deviation that tarka removes. But on the other hand 
they both emphasize the importance of tarka in grasping vyåpti, both sharing 

                                
627 See text [57-58]. 
628 In the case of Jayanta, Bagchi writes that the third outcome is possibly held by Jayanta. 
This position will not be treated here. Bagchi (1953) p. 18.  
629 Bagchi (1953) p. 16. 
630 See above p. 140. 
631 See above p. 141. 
632 Bagchi (1953) pp. 18f. 
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the view that absence of upådhi is the mark of vyåpti.633 This resemblance is 
in my opinion too important not to take notice of. It is furthermore plausible 
to say that Vallabha relates tarka to the grasping of vyåpti to a higher degree, 
as it were, or perhaps one could say more pointedly, than Udayana does. In 
doing this Vallabha’s text could be seen as indicating a more specific 
formulation of what exactly it is that tarka does.  

A further problematic aspect of Bagchi’s reasoning is that he states that 
Vallabha asserts vyåptigråhakatarka in opposition to vi ayaparißodhaka-
tarka, which Udayana apparently asserts. Neither of the above two concepts 
are used by Vallabha himself in the discussion of tarka, but in spite of that 
Bagchi refers directly to NL to support this view. Both of these concepts, as 
varieties of tarka, obviously seem to have been introduced later than the time 
of Vallabha.634 And Bagchi has, in fact, subsequently, added Dinakar¥ and 
the P on NL as references to this twofold division of tarka.635 The only 
passage in the P on NL that mentions these two concepts is the commentary 
on the objection to the idea that tarka functions as a vyåpåra within the 
inferential process. I think it would be highly problematic to hold that 
Vallabha has these two concepts in mind.636 But this is, however, not to say 
that Vallabha does not assert that tarka is helpful in securing invariable 
concomitance since it removes doubt about a deviation. To say this 
practically amounts to a truism, but the problem is that we cannot, of course, 
know whether Vallabha had the above division in mind. What the passage 
indicates, though, is a more specific role for tarka as being helpful or 
supportive within the process of coming to knowledge, a role more akin to 
that of later texts rather than that of those preceding NL. On the other hand, 
we should not forget that there is a great difference between NL and D in the 
sense that, for D, repeated observation is not always needed in the process of 
grasping vyåpti.637 For Vallabha, repeated observation appears to be a 
prerequisite for the apprehension of vyåpti, whereas tarka seems to warrant 
the apprehension.638 The discussion in TC of whether or not repeated 
observation is necessary in grasping vyåpti is akin to that in NL. The fact of 
tarka being used for ascertainment of vyåpti does not render repeated 
observation redundant according to Vallabha. There is an idea of 
concomitance between two things after one has seen them together, but the 
doubt as to whether this concomitance is invariable or not could not be 

                                
633 See above p. 139. 
634 It is, for example, not mentioned in the Tårkikarak å section on tarka which otherwise has 
a lengthy passage on tarka. TR (1903) pp. 185-204. 
635 Bagchi (1953) p. 19. The page in the P referred to is 5, but there is nothing on tarka at that 
page in the NL edition that Bagchi uses so it seems to be a misprint. The P mentions both 
terms on p. 517. 
636 NL (1991) p. 517. 
637 D (1916) p. 454, bhËyodarsanasyåhetutve ’pi kva cit prayojakatayå tadådara…, see also 
Vattanky (2003) pp. 28f. and 430.  
638 Cf. text [74-78]. 
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solved by further observations. There could be a hundred observations of 
concomitance but still no invariability. When there is doubt about a 
deviation (vyabhicåraßa kå), this doubt is duly confirmed, or not confirmed, 
by tarka. For Vallabha, it seems, repeated observation has the function of 
giving the putative knower an idea about concomitance, something that tarka
alone could not do, itself resting upon the idea of concomitance. In 
Gangopadhyay’s reading Ga geßa appears a bit more elaborate in this 
discussion than Vallabha. Gangopadhyay explains that repeated observation 
is sometimes needed, but is dependent upon the knowledge of the putative 
knower. If someone knows that smoke is caused by fire, there is no need for 
more than one observation.639 The reason for grasping vyåpti is twofold: a 
perception of co-existence (sahacåradarßana) together with absence of 
cognition of deviation (vyabhicårajñånaviraha). How this is achieved seems 
to be a question of the ability of the knower. The cognition could, in turn, be 
either certain or doubtful, and tarka, for Ga geßa, is sometimes used for 
resolving such doubtful cognition.640

Even though a reading of Udayana and Vallabha could hypothetically 
show an implicit idea of them asserting the two different kinds of tarka,
Bagchi fails to formulate sufficient arguments for showing that these two 
aspects of tarka are mutually exclusive. And moreover, if it is justifiable to 
say that Vallabha asserts vyåptigråhakatarka when reading the tradition
backwards how is it that we cannot do the same with Udayana? This 
question is by no means answered by Bagchi’s arguments, since he does not 
point to what exactly it is in Udayana’s position that implies the position of 
vi ayaparißodhakatarka. How is it then that the denial of the three 
consequences and the denial of tarka as vyåpåra are positions that cannot 
readily be ascribed to Vallabha?  

To begin with, he does not seem to need to deny them in order to assert 
his own position, because there does not appear to be any opposition at all 
between saying that tarka removes the desire to know the opposite (vipak a)
through creating an aversion towards it and thereby ensuring a grasping of 
vyåpti, and hence thereby also removing doubt about deviation–a deviation 
in turn implied by a presence of an upådhi. The so called opposite (vipak a)
is of course different in the above two kinds of tarka, pertaining to a 
particular in the case of vi ayaparißodhakatarka and to a concomitance 
relation in case of the vyåptigråhakatarka, but the mental process of doubting 
and removing the inclination to go with the doubt does not seem to differ.641

Secondly, the section on tarka in NL has but one single position marker 
indicating the view of the author, namely “atrocyate”, after which it becomes 

                                
639 Gangopadhyay (1975) pp. 203f. 
640 TC (1892) p. 212, tarkasya vyåptigrahamËlakatvenånavastheti cet, na, yåvad åßa ka
tarkånusaraˆåt. yatra ca vyåghåtena ßa kaiva nåvatarati tatra tarka  vinaiva vyåptigraha˙.
641 See above p. 140. 
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easier to discern arguments belonging to Vallabha and arguments belonging 
to an opponent. But in the text preceeding that there is not any indication of 
positioning on behalf of the writer.642 The “atrocyate” might indicate that all 
that was previously said is not taken into account, since an altogether 
different approach is set up. The passage preceding “atrocyate” might be 
understood as a rendering of discussions that have already taken place, and 
towards which Vallabha turns and says, “in this matter none of the above 
hits the mark, neither the objections nor the answers. Here is what I have to 
say”. In this sense it is plausible to understand Vallabha as rejecting 
Udayana, Våcaspati, and Jayanta, not in the sense of a rejection of specific 
statements but as a change of focus. 

Thirdly, in the case of tarka having the status of vyåpåra, which 
apparently seems to be the position of Vallabha’s Nyåya forerunners, there is 
no explicit indication in the text that such a view would be opposed to the 
view expressed in Vallabha’s concluding statement of the section. On the 
other hand, there is nothing to indicate the opposite either. The axe/sickle 
simile appearing in the rejection of this suggestion seems to be common 
enough when describing the concept of vyåpåra, and it appears in both K and 
NKd in reference to tarka.643 In the K it is used to describe how tarka assists 
an instrument of knowledge.644 In the NKd the axe simile is used by an 
opponent in the text, apparently to fortify the view that tarka should be 
admitted as a separate category of avidyå, but also to show that it has some 
causal function within the process of coming to knowledge. Vyåpåra goes 
unmentioned in this passage but, on the other hand it states that the 
instrument needs assistance (anugraha) in order to function.645 Udayana 
ascribes tarka the function of vyåpåra but he does not seem to say that the 
inferential process requires tarka at all times. In the NKM, at least in 
Dravid’s reading, the inferential knowledge can be produced even though
there is doubt, but bringing in a tarka would yield more certainty.646 This 
indicates a view of tarka as indeed helpful, but not always necessary when it 
comes to inferential knowledge. The objection in Vallabha’s text is 
apparently directed at a view in which tarka is required (apek ata) for the 
production of inferential knowledge. And in the answer to this it is obvious 
that what is rejected is an idea of tarka as always required. In relation to the 
opponent’s argument in NKd, the argument in NL appears inverted, denying 
precisely that which is supported by the opponent in the NKd. 

                                
642 Cf. text [57-66] 
643 This is also seen in the NK where it appears under the vyåpåra heading. NK (1996) p. 830. 
It is referred to in Matilal (1997) p. 374. 
644 K (2002) p. 513, …pramå karaˆani †ha˙ pauru eyo vyåpåra˙ ku†haragocara 
ivodyamananipåtanådi˙.
645 NKd (1991) pp. 405ff., see also Jha (1982) pp. 366f. 
646 Dravid (1996) p. 247. 
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–No. It is not seen that there is absence of inferential knowledge from the 
li ga when there is no cognition of tarka, as [we do] in the case of a non-
arising of a cutting by a sickle when there is no operation of pressing the 
handle hard. Or, the cognition of itself [i.e. of the li ga] may be the operation 
in relation to the li ga [because] when this [tarkajñånam] does not assist that 
[inferential process] it is not a part (a ga) of the inferential process.647

In the case of the sickle there is simply no cutting if the sickle is not held 
firmly in the hand but this is not the case when tarka is absent; there is still 
inferential knowledge, but neither is it the case that tarka is of no assistance 
at all. To read Vallabha as rejecting the idea that tarka is always required 
within the process of coming to inferential knowledge seems to be the most 
plausible reading for the moment, since no further comment on it follows 
except for the “atrocyate” passage.648 A weak, but nevertheless interesting 
connection to this is found in the Ka. In the Ka and its commentaries tarka is 
used when repeated observation does not solve the doubt, but such a 
procedure is not necessary at all times. The cause of grasping vyåpti is said 
to be the non-apprehension of deviation and the apprehension of co-
existence. How this is obtained appears to differ from case to case, 
sometimes repeated observation is needed and sometimes, when that is not 
enough, tarka is needed.649 It appears to be the case that when tarka is used as 
a means to grasp vyåpti it does not have a regular place in the inferential 
process; it is brought in when needed. The KB commentary on the above NL 
passage seems to say that in some cases, when doubting would contradict 
actions undertaken, the doubt is not entertained.650 But this must remain a 
tentative interpretation; there is great need of further detailed reading of the 
different positions maintained within the tradition(s). Returning to the 
question of whose position is rejected in the axe/sickle simile passage, the 
answer to that also remains tentative. There is an interesting case of 
intertextuality between Udayana’s K and NL, this could either indicate that 
the passage is a rejection of Udayana or simply reflect the frequency of using 
this example when relating the concept of vyåpåra. But as Bagchi points out, 
the view that tarka functions as a vyåpåra is found in both Udayana’s and 
Våcaspati’s commentaries on NS.651

It has become apparent that there are a number of problems connected 
with the reading of Vallabha’s section on tarka. I have tried to show above 
that the structure of the argumentation preceding “atrocyate” in the tarka
                                
647 See text [64-66]. 
648 See above p. 143. 
649 Ka (2002) pp. 419ff. 
650 KB (1991) p. 518, kva cit tad anapek åyå  vyabhicåråt tarkasya kåraˆatå eva na syåd ity 
ade ya  ßa kå niv®ttåv eva tad upayogåt. kva cid vyåghåtåt ßa kå iva nåvatarati. na hi 
dhËmårtha  vahnim upådadåno vahni  vinåpi dhËma˙ syåd iti ßa kate. yady api 
anaupådhikatva graho vyåptigrahåka ity ukta  tathåpi tatråpi tarka eva upåya iti bhåva˙.
651 NVTT (1996) p. 51, tasya vyåpåram åha –yat tatra yukta  bhavati sa bhavati tad 
anujånåti, na tv avadhårayati tarka˙, and 163ff. NVTS (1996) p. 304. 



148

passage is rather a delineation of the discourse than a discussion in which 
Vallabha positions himself. But since the secondary analysis of the treatment 
of tarka within the tradition(s) comes in bits and pieces, the research 
situation is difficult and the interpretation is tentative. The question remains 
as to how the ascription of vyåpåra to tarka could be understood. Does it 
imply that tarka has a necessary causal role in the inference, or is it used to 
accentuate the subservient, non-independent role of tarka in the inference? 
To ascribe to tarka the role of a vyåpåra could, in my opinion, imply that that 
is the role tarka has in the inferential process when there is doubt, but when 
there is no doubt tarka is simply not used and plays no role at all.  

5.4.3 Concluding remarks on tarka
From the above it seems that tarka has occupied a somewhat indefinite place 
within the early tradition of Nyåya and Vaiße ika, indefinite in the sense that 
there appear to have been a great number of different views concerning its 
classification, as is seen, for example, in NBV. This is also obvious in the 
early Vaiße ika where there is no mention of tarka at all until the 
commentaries on PDS. It also seems that by the time of Våcaspati and 
Udayana the picture has come together to a higher degree. This is most 
clearly visible in Udayana’s combination of the two discourses of Nyåya and 
Vaiße ika respectively. Udayana also introduces a fivefold classification of 
different kinds of tarka. As has been seen in the ATV and NKM he 
furthermore ties tarka to the grasping of vyåpti. Vallabha in turn appears to 
move yet further away from the early Vaiße ika treatment of tarka simply 
through the place he assigns it in NL. Tarka is, in the NL, explicitly tied to 
the process of coming to inferential knowledge, in particular to the concept 
of vyåptigraha since it removes doubt about a deviation (vyabhicåraßa kå). 
This shift of focus towards a somewhat more pointed interest in tarka as 
securing the grasping of vyåpti is visible in the Navya-nyåya division 
between vyåptigråhakatarka and vi ayaparißodhakatarka. As said above 
there are still a number of problems attached to the reading of NL and to the 
understanding of tarka in general in the secondary analysis of Nyåya-
Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya. In the following I will attempt to tentatively 
shed some light on the more general problem of understanding what tarka is 
and what kind of position it occupies within the tradition(s). 

As has been seen, tarka is very much related to doubt. It has been 
classified in relation to whether it is separate from, or a kind of doubt. The 
function of tarka has also been expressed in terms of annihilating doubt or 
annihilating the desire to know the opposite. But in order to understand the 
treatment of this concept in the Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya sources it 
seems necessary to assume that tarka is dealt with from a number of different 
perspectives within the tradition(s). Using the above sources, including NL, 
as a point of departure for analysis I think it is possible to differentiate at 
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least four aspects of the treatment of tarka. First of all, tarka is treated as a 
secondary component of the inferential process (anumåna), secondary in the 
sense of being not necessary, but helpful in the generation of inferential 
knowledge. In this case it is the function of tarka that is in focus, which 
conveys an epistemological concern. Secondly tarka is described as a verbal 
statement expressed in a certain way, perhaps even formally, as a kind of 
reasoning.652 This aspect conveys the form of tarka. Thirdly tarka is 
characterized as a special kind of cognition (ayathårtha), and as an imagined 
imposition (åhåryåropa). This aspect could, I think, be characterized as 
describing the ontological status of tarka, ontological in the sense of how 
tarka is present in the world. Lastly it is also conceptualized as an abolisher 
of doubt or even as a kind of doubt. This doubt is a state of mind described 
as an uncertainty about two or more mutually exclusive positions, for 
example “fire or no fire?”, “could there be smoke without fire?”, or “is 
smoke concomitant with fire?”. This last aspect might be understood as a 
psychological aspect, as describing a certain mental state, whereas the ability 
to abolish doubt or desire for the opposite “no fire” has to do with the 
function of tarka. This has been nicely described by Udayana in his NKM; 

Because tarka is employed insofar there is doubt. Through this [tarka] the 
desire to uphold the undesirable is cut off in the event of an argument 
afflicted by upådhi or deviation, [deviation itself] depending on that [upådhi]. 
The desire for the opposite is cut off, and the knower (pramåtå) calmly 
arrives at an [understanding of a] li ga whose association [with the li gin] is 
grasped through repeated observation.653

The phenomenological character of the different views on tarka has not been 
given much attention in the secondary literature on tarka. Tarka as a means 
of securing a so-called induction and tarka as a logical implication have been 
dealt with, but not tarka as a description of how human beings proceed when 
they come to know certain things.654 Since there is a great difference in 
outcome between describing something as an already existing phenomenon 
and to prescribe an ideal situation for reaching knowledge or validity, it 
seems important to make a further distinction here. Mohanty has aptly 
identified a similar twofold division of focus in Nyåya as an explanation of 
the fact that doubt has a central place in their theories of logic; 

                                
652 This formal aspect of tarka is dealt with by Bharadvaja (1976), (1977) and (1981), 
Barlingay (1965) pp. 128ff., Davis (1981) and Mohanty (1992) pp. 116f. These sources 
discuss whether tarka is to be regarded as a fomal argument or not and what befitting name it 
could get within the discourse of European and American logic.  
653 NKM (1912) p. 23(3), yåvad åßa ka  tarkaprav®tte˙. tena hi vartamånenopådhiko†au 
tadåyatta vyabhicårako†au våni †ha  upanayatecchå vicchidyate. vichinnavipak ecchaß ca 
pramåtå bhËyodarsanopalabdhasåhacårya  li ga  anåkulo ’dhiti †hati…
654 Davis, (1981) pp. 110f., in a reading of Varadaråja’s TR, points to this phenomenological 
aspect of the treatment of tarka.
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[Nyåya] is as much interested in the psychological conditions of the origin of 
a certain type of knowledge, say for example of inference, as in the 
conditions of its logical validity.655

This division of interest, which in this work is called the division between 
descriptive and prescriptive purposes, is also important when comparing 
different viewpoints on tarka. In my opinion, both of these aspects are 
present in the above material, and cut right through the above fourfold 
division of perspectives on tarka. The descriptive aspect is most obviously 
linked to the capacity of tarka to forestall or remove doubt, or to remove the 
desire to proceed with the doubt but also to the description of the 
hypothetical form that tarka takes.  

The impetus for outlining this twofold division of description and 
prescription and the four aspects of tarka described in the above sources is 
that it might promote further understanding. By distinguishing different 
purposes and different aspects of tarka in the tradition(s), tarka remains a 
multifaceted concept in the secondary discourse as well. As long as the 
Nyåya-Vaiße ika/Navya-nyåya discourse on tarka is dealt with as only
treating tarka as prescriptive or formal nothing is conveyed about how the 
ontological status of tarka is conceived of, or for that matter how tarka is 
construed in relation to doubt, certainty, and determination. 

5.5 Paråmarßa
Just before the inferential knowledge arises there is a cognition of the 
sådhana as a property of the inferential subject (pak adharmatå) and as a 
pervaded property (vyåptivißi †a). That is to say, a cognition of the smoke 
that is on the mountain as smoke that is invariably related to fire. The 
understanding of these two “smokes” as being of the same kind (ekajåtiya)
leads, according to Vallabha, to inferential knowledge.656 This step in the 
inferential process is called paråmarßa (consideration), or sometimes 
t®t¥yali gaparåmarßa (the third consideration of the li ga). The first cognition 
of the li ga takes place when seeing smoke as something indicating fire. The 
second cognition is the understanding of vyåpti, of the invariable relation 
between the li ga and li gin. The third cognition links these two together in 
a particular situation, for example on the mountain, and in this sense one can 
understand paråmarßa as a confirmatory cognition.657 In the five-member 

                                
655 Mohanty (1993) p. 101. 
656 See text [92]. 
657 Chatterjee (1950) p. 261. For the understanding of paråmarßa as a confirmatory cognition 
see Wada (1990) p. 30. Cf. also NK (1996) p. 474, aya  ca paråmarßa˙ anumitikåraˆam 
t®t¥ya  li gajñånam ity ucyate.
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classification, inference for others (parårthånumåna), it is called application
(upanaya) and constitutes the fourth member of the inference.658

5.5.1 Paråmarßa within the tradition(s) 
The discussions on the importance of paråmarßa within the inferential 
process appear to have begun with Uddyotakara, who takes up the causal 
relevance of paråmarßa within the inferential process. According to him the 
paråmarßa, aided by the memory of the connection between the li ga and 
li gin, is immediately followed by the result, inferential knowledge. 
Uddyotakara does not specify paråmarßa as a karaˆa or a vyåpåra, but he 
does says that it is the most predominant (pradhåna) part of the process of 
reaching the goal of inferential knowledge. The reason for this importance 
seems to be the fact that paråmarßa is immediately followed by inferential 
knowledge.659

Ír¥dhara does not deal with the causal capacity of the fourth member of 
the inferential process (upanaya) as much as the actual content of it. 
According to him, the anusandhåna, the term for upanaya in PDS, NKd, and 
V, tells us about the connection between the hetu and the pak a. In other 
words it conveys the pak adharmatå, the character of the mountain as 
smoky.660 This in turn, seems to be what is said by Praßastapåda who 
explains the anusandhåna as a statement of the presence of the li ga in the 
pak a. He says that in the example (nidarßana), the third member, the li ga is 
stated but without its power (ßakti). This might point to its being stated with 
its power in the anusandhåna, a power that, in turn, is interpreted by Ír¥dhara 
as conveying that the li ga is a property of the pak a.661 The difficulty here in 
interpreting Praßastapåda is that he apparently uses the word “anumeya” in 
two different senses. According to Vyomaßiva it is alternately used as 
mening pak a and sådhya.662 According to Randle, Praßastapåda anticipates 

                                
658 See for example, Chatterjee (1950) pp. 261f., and TS (1969) pp. 47f. 
659 NBV (1997) p. 42, pradhånopapasarjanabhåvavivak åyå  tu li gaparåmarßa iti nyåyam. 
ka˙ punar atra nyåya˙. ånantaryapratipatti˙. yasmåt li gaparåmarsåt anantara
ße årthapratipattir iti, tasmåd li gaparåmarßo nyåya iti. Cf. also Jha’s reading of this, Jha 
(1999) pp. 160f. 
660 NKd (1991) p. 588, hetuvacana  hetusvarËpamåtra  kathayati na tasya 
pak adharmatåm… dharmiˆyavidyamånasyåpi bhrameˆa hetutvåbhidhånopalambhån na tata˙
pak adharmatåsiddhir ast¥ty udåharaˆasthasya li gasya pak e ’stitvanißcayårtham upanayo 
våcya˙.
661 Jhå (1982) p. 531 and PDS (1895) pp. 249f., NKd (1991) p. 587, li gasya sådhyaprati-
pådane ßaktir anvayavyatirekau pak adharmatå ca, så pËrva  pratijñåhetuvacanåbhyå  tasya 
nåvagatety anupalabdhaßaktika  nidarßane sådhyadharmasåmånyena saha d® †am anumeye 
yena vacanenånusandh¥yate tadanusandhånam iti.
662 PDS (1895) p. 249, nidarßane ’numeyasåmånyena saha d® †asya li gasåmånyasyånumeye 
’nvånayanam anusandhånam. anumeyadharmamåtratvenåbhihita  li gasåmånyam anupa-
labdhaßaktika  nidarsane sådhyadharmasåmånyena saha dr †am anumeye yena 
vacanenånusandh¥yate tad anusandhånam. Cf. V (1931) p. 614. 
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the later explanation of paråmarßa though without using the term itself. The 
function, then, of the fourth member in Randle’s reading is that the hetu is 
cognized as characterized by vyåpti and as being a property of the pak a (i.e. 
vyåptivißi †a and pak adharmatå).663 Vyomaßiva also states that the 
pak adharmatå is brought forward in the anusandhåna, but adds that 
concomitance is grasped through this as well. This is mentioned by 
Vyomaßiva as a response to an opponent who rejects the idea of a use of the 
fourth member. In response to this Vyomaßiva says that although the second 
member of the inference, the hetuvacana, functions as a cause (kåraˆa) it 
does not convey, or promote, the internal concomitance (antarvyåpti). In 
order to establish an inference free from the fault of bådhita, the 
anusandhåna is necessary. That is, to establish a non-deviation the fourth 
member is necessary.664

In the NS commentaries this idea of paråmarßa as being a combination or 
a bringing together of two things is more clearly expressed. Uddyotakara 
explains that the fourth step in the inference points out the similarity 
between the character of the pak a and the character shown in the example 
(udahåraˆa) to be invariably connected to the sådhya.665 This is something 
that both Udayana and Våcaspati seem to agree with.666 In K and NVTS 
Udayana mentions that the fourth member entails the pervasion (vyåpti) and 
the character of the pak a, though the discussion does not seem to primarily 
deal with this but rather whether the third consideration of the li ga is 
necessary in inference for oneself (svårthånu-månam).667 There is also one 
earlier mentioning of li gaparåmarßa in the K where it is stated that the 
consideration of the li ga is anumåna. Furthermore it seems, at least from a 
reading made by Suzuki, that Udayana says that the invariable concomitance 
is once again cognized in the li gaparåmarßa.668

As for the causal role of paråmarßa within the inferential process, a 
change seems to have occurred in how it is viewed. In the NSM there is a 
record of an earlier view (prac¥na) and a new (navya). In the prac¥na view, 
the karaˆa of inference was seen as lingajñåna, the cognition of the li ga.
What happens in the fourth member of the inference, then, is that the third 
consideration of the li ga immediately brings about the effect, the inferential 

                                
663 Although Randle states it as “S is M-which-is-P”. Randle (1930) p. 170. Cf. Atushi (1962) 
p. 20, who also reads Praßastapåda as implicitly encompassing the idea of li gaparåmarßa.
664 V (1931) p. 614, nanu vyartham anusandhånavacana  tadantareˆåpi hetuvacanåt 
g®h¥tavyåptikåt sådhyasiddhe˙. na, anena vinåbådhitavi ayatvasyåpratipatte˙. hetuvacana  tu 
kåraˆamåtropasthåpaka , na tu g®h¥tabahirvyåptikasyåntarvyåptipratipådakam iti. 
665 NBV (1997) p. 129. See also Jha (1999) p. 437. 
666 NVT (1997) p. 129, NVTT (1996) pp. 155f. and NVTS (1996) p. 192. 
667K (2002) p. 556, NVTS (1996) p. 192. The text passage from K is almost the same as the 
passage in NVTS, the only deviation is “tyajyate” which appears in K but not in NVTS. –na, 
pak adharmatå hi vyåptyå saha pratisa hitånumånopayogin¥, tåd® ¥ copanayena (tyajyate)
pradarßyate…
668 K (1971) pp. 193f., Suzuki (2002) pp. 64ff.  
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knowledge. Paråmarßa functions in this process as a vyåpåra, an operation 
through which the karaˆa itself is functional. This view was criticized by the 
Navya-naiyåyikas because if the cognition of the li ga is the karaˆa then no 
li ga situated in the future or, for that matter, in the past could be able to 
produce inferential knowledge. In the later tradition the knowledge of vyåpti 
(vyåptidh¥) is seen as the karaˆa and its intermediate operation as 
paråmarßa.669 But, apparently, there is no unified view of “the later tradition” 
because Vattanky says that “…the later Naiyåyikas accepted consideration 
as the karaˆa of inferential knowledge”.670 This view is also adhered to in the 
TS, and Bhattacharya, in his comments on TS and TSD, states that this view 
is common among those who follow Ga geßa.671 On the other hand 
Chatterjee states that according to Ga geßa the knowledge of vyåpti is the 
karaˆa whereas the consideration functions as the last or final cause, the 
caramakåraˆa.672 Ga geßa uses the concepts of karaˆa, kåraˆa, caramakåraˆa
and vyåpåra to designate the causal role of consideration.673 This need not, of 
course, be a problem since in a sense kåraˆa encompasses both karaˆa and 
vyåpåra. This appears to have been observed by Goekoop who says that 
paråmarßa is the “approximate cause”, karaˆa, which in turn could be seen as 
the vyåpåra.674 Ga geßa states at the end of the passage on paråmarßa that the 
knowledge of vyåpti is the karaˆa, and that paråmarßa is the vyåpåra through 
which inferential knowledge ensues, and this paråmarßa in turn has the 
character of being the final cause.675 Another opinion of the later Naiyåyikas 
seems to be that the karaˆa of inferential knowledge is the internal organ 
(manas). This is mentioned by Vattanky and is found in a Prabhå on TCM 
written by Yajñapati Upådhyåya.676

If one turns to NK, the meaning given for kåraˆa is exactly the one that 
we find in NL, namely that paråmarßa is a kåraˆa of inferential knowledge. 
That paråmarßa functions as the kåraˆa of inferential knowledge is 
furthermore referred to as a Nyåya idea.677 Paråmarßa is also called the 
caramakåraˆa in NK, that is to say the last cause preceding the effect, 
inferential knowledge.678 These things could be said by all the Navya-

                                
669 NSM (2003) pp. 61, 81 and Vattanky (2003) p. 5. 
670 Vattanky (2003) p. 73, n. 1. 
671 TS (1969) p. 53, Bhattacharya (1983) p. 224. Cf. Chatterjee (1982) p. 158. 
672 Chatterjee (1939) p. 263. Chatterjee in turn refers to the whole section on paråmarßa in TC 
(1892) pp. 521-551. 
673 TC (1892) pp. 2, 530, 551. 
674 Goekoop (1967) p. 56.  
675 TC (1892) pp. 550f., yat tu vyåpåråbhåvån na paråmarßa karaˆam iti, tat tathaiva, kin tu 
vyåptijñåna  karaˆa  paråmarßo vyåpåra˙. na ca paråmarßasya sa skåro vyåpåra˙,
paråmarßasya ca caramakåraˆatvena sa skårotpådanasamaye ’numityutpådanåt.
676 Vattanky (2003) p. 5, TCMP (1984) p. 106. Cf. also Bhattacarya’s summary in Potter 
(1993) p. 478. 
677 NK (1991) p. 224. 
678 NK (1991) p. 278. 
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naiyåyikas referred to above, irrespectively of how they understand karaˆa
and vyåpåra.

That paråmarßa has a causal role to play in the inferential process, that it 
is a necessary element within that process, seems to be a general feature of 
both the Nyåya-Vaiße ika and the Navya-nyåya traditions. There is, 
nevertheless, an apparent difference between the earlier and later traditions. 
Paråmarßa is viewed as karaˆa or as vyåpåra in post-Ga geßa texts, whereas 
in texts preceding TC it is seen as the vyåpåra. It has not been possible to 
establish with certainty which of the above later views is the most frequent. 
As for views regarding the content of paråmarßa there is a difference 
between the VS commentaries up to Udayana and the NS commentaries 
from Uddyotakara and on. The view that paråmarßa entails a combinatory 
cognition of the hetu as being a property of the inferential subject 
(pak adharmatå) and as being characterized by pervasion (vyåptivißi †a) is 
found by Uddyotakara and Udayana in the two respective commentarial 
traditions.  

It has not however been clarified what the ascription of vyåpåra to 
different aspects of the inferential process really implies. In the previous 
section on tarka it was noted that vyåpåra has been used in connection with 
tarka as well, and how this could be understood is not yet clear.679 What has 
transpired, though, from the reading of the tradition(s) concerning the causal 
understanding of tarka and paråmarßa is an image of causality as a complex 
and plural process not easily generalized, an image which, perhaps, should 
not be generalized, given the presence of diverse views in the texts.680

5.5.2 Vallabha on paråmarßa
Vallabha ends the section on paråmarßa by saying that the understanding of 
the pervaded and the character of the pak a as being one and the same is 
paråmarßa, and that is the kåraˆa of inferential knowledge. Given that kåraˆa
refers to cause in general, and hence is a concept overarching the sub-
concepts of karaˆa and vyåpåra, Vallabha does not specify exactly what kind 
of cause paråmarßa is.  

It seems clear though that Vallabha’s treatment of the concept of 
paråmarßa is more akin to that of the Nyåya and Navya-nyåya texts rather 
than PDS, NKd, and V. In none of these three sources has it been possible to 
locate the explicit idea that paråmarßa is the cognition of the pervaded 
property and the property of the pak a as being one and the same, which is 
the concluding statement of Vallabha. Randle, on the other hand, does say 
that the idea might be implied in some of these sources.681 There is, though, 

                                
679 See above p. 139. 
680 Cf. Bilimoria, (1988) p. 37. 
681 Cf. Randle (1930) p. 170. 
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an affinity between Vyomaßiva and Udayana’s idea that the fourth member 
is important in establishing concomitance and Vallabha’s idea that the 
concomitance remains unestablished without paråmarßa.682 But this, I 
presume, could be said by anyone who gives the fourth member a pivotal 
role within the inferential process. On the other hand, it might indicate that 
vyåpti and the grasping of vyåpti receive a greater amount of attention.  

A further interesting aspect of the paråmarßa section is the presence of a 
view also found in NKd, namely that the hetuvacana, the second statement in 
the inference conveys the nature of the hetu only (hetusvarËpamåtram) and 
not the hetu as a property of the pak a (pak adharmatå). That cognition, 
however, takes place in the paråmarßa according to Ír¥dhara.683 This view is 
expressed in the NL as follows: 

Some say that [this apprehension of the pak adharmatå] has the character of 
being obtained in the latter part of [the inference] since the object [of the 
hetuvacana] is the li ga only.684

This view is negated by Vallabha in the final conclusive statement of the 
paråmarßa section where he ascribes the fourth member another function, 
namely to show that the vyåptivißi †a and the pak adharmatå are one and the 
same thing. This view is indicated in the NS commentaries, as stated above. 
Vallabha furthermore gives paråmarßa the role of a kåraˆa within the 
inferential process, which could be understood in connection with the 
M¥må saka discussion preceding it. In that discussion the paråmarßa is seen 
by the M¥må sakas as redundant, whereas Vallabha’s statement secures a 
necessary, and thus causal, position of paråmarßa as it is displayed in the 
fourth member of the inferential process. There is then no apparent need in 
the discussion to further specify kåraˆa. Furthermore there is a similarity 
between Vallabha and Ga geßa in their stating of paråmarßa as a kåraˆa.685

I think, however, that one additional point is important to notice about the 
treatment of paråmarßa in NL, namely the epistemological value Vallabha 
ascribes it. In the concluding passage Vallabha states: 

Just as when there is no inference when there is a doubt about a deviation 
(vyabhicåra), even when the deviation is not apprehended. In the same 
manner when there is a doubt that the pervaded property and the property of 
the subject are of different kinds, even when there is no apprehension that 
they are of different kinds, there is no inference because the hetu is not 
established as a pervaded property.686

                                
682 V (1931) p. 614 and NL (1991) p. 525. 
683 NKd (1895) p. 250, see also Jha (1982) p. 532. Cf. also comments [88]. 
684 Cf. text [88]. 
685 TC (1982) p. 408. See also text [92] 
686 See text [89-91]. 
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In one sense this passage gives paråmarßa a role of providing assurance. If 
the person going through the process of inference does not assure herself that 
there is absolutely no difference between the smoke on the mountain and the 
smoke that is pervaded by fire, the process will halt and will not become 
inferential knowledge. In my opinion the text not only has a prescriptive 
character, but also a descriptive character. In a sense the text conveys that 
this is what takes place when we come to know things: we vacillate between 
certainty and doubt throughout the process, and left unchecked, doubt will 
interrupt it. That is the situation where the function of paråmarßa lies 
according to Vallabha. This is accentuated by the insertion of the clause 
“even when not apprehended”. The mere doubt, that is, the mental state of 
uncertainty blocks the natural course of the knowledge process. That would 
at least be one aspect of what it means to say that the cognition of paråmarßa
is necessary to the inferential process.  

5.5.3 Vallabha’s discussion with the M¥må sakas 
The M¥må sakas were to become one of the major adversaries of the 
Navya-nyåya after the Buddhist decline, and this change is also traceable in 
the NL anumåna chapter.687 In NL the main part of the paråmarßa section is 
devoted to refuting the M¥må saka view that the paråmarßa is unnecessary 
in the inferential process. According to them the remembrance of vyåpti and 
the apprehension of pak adharmatå are sufficient for producing the effect, 
inferential knowledge. Instead of the five a gas (members) of the inference 
found in Nyåya-Vaiße ika there are only three members in the M¥må saka 
kind.688  These three are as follows: 

1. Pratijñå (that which is to be inferred): “there is fire on the mountain”. 
2. Hetu (the reason or ground): “ since there is smoke on the mountain”. 
3. D® †ånta (the example): “wherever there is smoke there is fire, as in the 

kitchen”. 

In this scheme the remembrance of vyåpti is spelled out in the third 
statement, and the apprehension of pak adharmatå in the second.689 The third 
combinatory cognition of paråmarßa required by the Nyåya-Vaiße ikas is 
seen as redundant.690 Discussions regarding the status of paråmarßa occurs 

                                
687 This tendency is seen from Udayana and on. See for example Thakur (2003) p. 444, and 
Phillips (1997) p. 118.  
688 Bhatt (1962) pp. 216f. 
689 PP (1961) pp. 220f. Cf. Jha (1964) pp. 93f.  
690 See for example Bhatt (1962) p. 216. Regarding this there seems to be no difference in the 
views of the Pråbhåkaras and the Bhå††as. Cf. Jha (1978) p. 49. 
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for example in V, TSD, in TC, and in NSM.691 In the V the opponent’s 
argument appears to be similar to the one in NL, the anusandhåna is 
unneccessary because the sådhya is established from an apprehended 
concomitance and from the second member (hetuvacana).692 The reasons for 
the use of paråmarßa stated in NL, however, differs from the ones conducted 
in all the above sources, Nyåya-Vaiße ika as well as Navya-nyåya, even 
though the purpose appears to be the same, namely to defend the necessity of 
the consideration.693

The discussion on paråmarßa in NL consists of one main argument and 
two subsequent objections, of which one has a rejoinder. First of all the 
M¥må saka states that there is no further cognition than that of the hetu
characterizing the inferential subject and that of a recollection of invariable 
concomitance. These two cognitions alone lead to inferential knowledge. 
The objection raised to that view claims that it would create a situation 
where cognition of smoke as a mere thing could lead to inferential 
knowledge, which is not the case since smoke must be understood as a li ga,
as that smoke which is characterized by being pervaded by fire, a pervasion 
subsisting between the generalities “smokeness” and “fireness”. The 
cognition of the li ga in turn is secured in the combined cognition of the 
hetu as a property of the inferential subject and as a pervaded property. This 
objection is rejected by the M¥må sakas because according to them it would 
lead to a situation in which it is the generality that leads to inferential 
knowledge. This is, of course, an untenable consequence, since it is the 
cognition of smoke as a particular that subsequently leads to inferential 
knowledge. The generality “smokeness” in turn, when understood as 
invariably connected to “fireness” is also a part of that process. In the 
paråmarßa cognition, smoke on the mountain is seen, and then smoke is also
seen as characterized by invariable concomitance. If, the M¥må saka 
argues, it is the generality alone that produces inferential knowledge, the 
idea of paråmarßa would have to be given up since it entails a cognition of 
the particular instance of smoke. The second objection raised is left 
unanswered in the text, though it is denied by the M¥må sakas. In a sense 
this clause does not serve as an objection to the M¥må saka view since it is 
not formulated as an argument but rather as a statement; the hetuvacana only 
conveys an apprehension that the hetu is a property of the inferential subject 

                                
691 TSD (1969) pp. 271ff., TC (1982) pp. 352-365, NSM (2003) pp. 88f. It is intresting to 
note, though outside the scope of the present work, that a certain ammount of silence seems to 
accompany the concept of paråmarßa in the secondary sources dealing with anumåna in the 
Nyåya-Vaise ika discourse. 
692 Cf. above p. 152 and V (1931) p. 614, nanu vyartham anusandhånavacana  tadantareˆåpi 
hetuvacanåt g®h¥tavyåptikåt sådhyasiddhe˙. na, anena vinåbådhitavi ayatvasyåpratipatte˙.
hetuvacana  tu kåraˆamåtropasthåpaka , na tu g®h¥tabahir 
vyåptikasyåntarvyåptipratipådakam iti.
693 Cf. Bhattacharya (1983) pp. 222ff., Vattanky (2003) pp. 6f. and 104-111 and Potter (1993) 
pp. 194f. 
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whereas upanaya conveys a cognition of a combination of this apprehension 
and the remembrance of invariable concomitance.  

The brevity and style of argumentation of the section on paråmarßa in NL 
suggest that it could be understood as a kind of “account of the current state 
of affairs” where the entire scope of the discussion is to be found elsewhere 
and is thus only hinted at in Vallabha’s text. It is however interesting to note 
that the section on paråmarßa forms the final section in the anumåna chapter 
as well as forming the final element in the process of coming to inferential 
knowledge. This mirroring effect will be further discussed in the concluding 
chapter of this work. 
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6. Concluding discussion 

In this work I have translated, commented and analysed the NL chapter on 
anumåna, divided into sections treating the topics of anumåna, vyåpti, tarka
and paråmarßa. In this the final concluding chapter I think it appropriate, 
however, also to provide overarching images of the whole chapter. The 
purpose of the outlines below is neither to exhaust the themes that could be 
formulated from a reading of the anumåna chapter, nor to provide an 
exhaustive list of texts with which the NL aligns or could be read parallel to. 
The following discussion is rather to be seen as a sketch or drawing of the 
ways in which the text emerged, in the reading, as understandable. 

6.1 Thematic outlines of Nyåyal¥låvat¥
From the reading of the NL anumåna chapter the possibility of grasping the 
invariable concomitance, and the need to ascertain this grasping beyond a 
reasonable doubt has emerged as forming one theme. Although it is a general 
concern, the grasping of vyåpti is treated in various distinct aspects so that 
the outcome of the entire anumåna chapter forms a whole with clearly 
visible parts. A second thematic feature of the text is furthermore visible in 
the very sequence of subject matters within the chapter. I have 
conceptualized this theme as a description of the inferential process itself. 

6.1.1 The grasping of vyåpti
First of all, the grasping of vyåpti, as it is treated in NL, could be understood 
in terms of a description of the actual awareness of an invariable relation, 
that is, a description of the cognitive process of coming to awareness about 
such a relation. In this respect vyåpti is described as being accessible by 
perception. This perception is in turn dealt with by Vallabha from two 
interrelated perspectives. The perception is achieved through repeated 
observation, that is, a repeated perceptive experience of the co-existence and 
co-absence of the sådhana in relation to the sådhya.694 The prerequisite of our 
ability to understand that this is a concomitant relation, however, is that 
generalities inhere in the observed particulars. Since the generalities 

                                
694 Cf. text [24, 35].
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encompass all and every particular they inhere in, it is possible to perceive 
that the relation is invariable and thus general, pertaining to all individual 
particulars there could possibly be.695

Secondly, the grasping of vyåpti can also be understood as being treated 
by Vallabha in terms of certainty, verification, and identification. The 
question of identification, which is dealt with in the vyåpti/upådhi section, is 
closely related to the idea of grasping vyåpti previously dealt with, but it 
takes up another aspect of this subject, identification of vyåpti through 
definition. The identificatory definition of vyåpti is absence of upådhi
(anaupådhikatva). Furthermore, on the level of verification, upådhi could be 
understood as functioning as a device whose presence indicates a failure or 
fault in the cognitional process.696 The tool for arriving at certainty 
concerning the presence or non-presence of an upådhi is, in turn, tarka.
Through tarka one can arrive at certainty, either described as absence of 
doubt concerning deviation (vyabhicåra) or as awareness of the presence of 
an upådhi, and hence as halting the inferential process. 697 Insofar as there is 
absence of doubt concerning deviation the putative knower proceeds to the 
last step, paråmarßa, that is, connecting the general knowledge of vyåpti to 
the particular situation where it is being applied and thereby reaching 
inferential knowledge.698

I would like to suggest that when the grasping of vyåpti is taken as an 
overall subject of analysis for Vallabha, then this concept could be 
subdivided into two separate aspects: the apprehension of an invariable 
relation (niyatasa vedana), and the ascertainment of this very relation 
(tatpramåˆya), that is, its being eligible for a process of knowledge.699 The 
aspect of apprehension of vyåpti entails, in the NL chapter on anumåna, a 
description of how this apprehension is possible, namely through repeated 
observation of particulars and due to the presence of generalities in 
particulars. This possibility of apprehension does not, however, seem to 
suffice for a warranting of vyåpti. There could be doubt, to a certain extent at 
least, and insofar as doubt is present it halts the process. In order to become 
an effective tool for inferential knowledge, vyåpti needs further 
endorsement, and this in turn is supplied by the workings of upådhi, tarka,
and paråmarßa. Whereas the mere apprehension of vyåpti is descriptively 
outlined, the text takes, on the other hand, a prescriptive turn when taking up 
the identificatory aspect of vyåpti. This prescriptive character is, for 
example, seen in that the treatment of different kinds of upådhi and ways to 

                                
695 Cf. text [22].
696 Cf. text [51].
697 Cf. text [51, 67-68, 77-78].
698 Cf. text [89-93].
699 Cf. text [77-78]. 
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discover them comes forth as a neat toolbox made available for future 
upådhi hunters.700

6.1.2 The inferential process 
In the concluding section of the analysis of paråmarßa I noted a mirror effect 
pertaining to the very place of paråmarßa in the sequence of subjects dealt 
with in the anumåna chapter. In my opinion it is possible to view the 
arrangement of the whole chapter as running parallel to the sequence of the 
process of coming to inferential knowledge. This process begins with the 
apprehension of an invariable relation and ends with the cognition of 
paråmarßa, which is immediately followed by inferential knowledge. 
Between these stand the two operations of upådhi and tarka, both of which 
function so as to identify and certify an invariable relation. Paråmarßa, in 
turn, functions so as to identify the non-difference between the pervaded 
property and the property of the inferential subject and thereby also to certify 
the invariable concomitance. From this point of view the whole process of 
coming to inferential knowledge can be seen as being characterized by the 
handling of doubt that surfaces and stalls it if not removed. Through
paråmarßa and tarka, and thus indirectly through upådhi, the putative knower 
is either freed from doubt or convinced of its accuracy. Furthermore, when 
reading the sequential treatment of anumåna, vyåpti, tarka, and paråmarßa as 
analogous to the inferential process, the very location of tarka within the 
anumåna chapter could be understood in terms of focusing on the descriptive 
aspect of the process.  

6.2 Nyåyal¥låvat¥ and tradition 
When working with a concept of tradition that is non-essentializing and 

non-stageist the call for generalized remarks and conclusions fades into the 
background whereas the particular and plural emerge as important foci. The 
conceptualization of tradition that has been a point of departure for the 
reading of NL is not understood in terms of a noun, a substance, or an 
essence but rather as a verb, a process, or a happening. In this the 
understanding of the anumåna chapter in NL becomes not an understanding 
of one singular phenomenon, but of a phenomenon in its plurality. That is, 
the analysis of the text has not taken the NL as consequently and singularly 
following previously written texts, and as such also pointing consequently 
and singularly ahed to future texts not yet written. Nor has the reading been 
conducted in relation to an abstracted core of tradition with the aim of 
producing general conclusions about the degree of “traditional” and “non-

                                
700 Cf. text [51-53]. 
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traditional” viewpoints held by Vallabha. The analysis has rather focused on 
particular subject matters in NL and in relation to particular subject matters 
in other texts. From one perspective the text does not follow any particular 
other text or predecessor in this analysis, but instead aligns with different 
topics from different texts. In the anumåna section there are parallels to PDS 
and NKd in the treatment of generalities. In the Cårvåka discussion in NL 
there are parallels to V, NBh, and NM in terms of counterarguments, as well 
as to TUS, PKM, and NKC in terms of Cårvåka arguments. In the vyåpti
section the text could be understood as relating to Våcaspati’s and 
Udayana’s discussions concerning upådhi and vyåpti, the most apparent 
parallel being Udayanas definitions of these two terms. In this section it also 
proved rewarding to utilize the TC in interpreting both Udayana and 
Vallabha’s upådhi discussions. The tarka section aligns thematically more 
with Udayana and the NS commentarial tradition than with PDS, V, and 
NKd. Both Ga geßa and Udayana proved rewarding also in this reading. 
There is, however, an interesting rephrasing of NKd in the example of the 
axe/sickle in the tarka section.701 The NKd seems to reappear in the 
paråmarßa section, though the connection is neither as clear as it is in the 
tarka section nor does it have same function.702 In the tarka section it seems 
to be the view of the opponent in NKd that is denied, whereas in the 
paråmarßa section it appears to be the view of Ír¥dhara that is denied. The 
most apparent theme in the paråmarßa section is, however, the establishment 
of that very cognition as a causal factor within the inferential process, in 
response to a M¥må saka objector who denies this. The discussion with the 
M¥må sakas concerning the necessity of the paråmarßa cognition is present 
in the Navya-nyåya discourse, though the arguments used in these sources to 
a great extent differ from the ones used in NL. There is furthermore a 
parallel to Vyomaßiva but only insofar as he also argues for the neccessity of 
paråmarßa, he does not, however, use the same reasons as does Vallabha.  

6.3 Future research 
That there is a general need for research on specific texts written within the 
later Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya discourse is something that has 
become apparent during the writing of this present work. What is also 
needed however is more particularized research that focuses on individual 
authors and their texts. As Daya Krishna puts it when writing about the 
injustice inherent in incorporating particular texts within a perceived static 
system of thought disregarding individual expressions: 

                                
701 Cf. n. 421 above 
702 Cf. comments [88]. 
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Unless this is realized, writings on Indian philosophy will continuously do 
injustice either to the complexity of thought of the individual thinker 
concerned, or to the uniqueness of the style of thought they are writing about. 
If such an injustice is to be avoided, then the history of Indian philosophy 
will either have to be the history of individual thinkers in relation to one 
another, or the history of styles of thought as they have grown over a period 
of time.703

My primary concern with the future could, in view of this, be summarized in 
two activities: to tend to the particular, and to negotiate vocabularies for 
understanding that particular. When tending to the particular the areas that 
resist interpretation might become not only visible to us but also 
manageable. In practice this amounts to treating the texts we interpret as 
particular texts and not as signs of something else, that is, an abstracted core 
of tradition in relation to which the text stands as a reflection. To negotiate 
vocabularies for the particular and its interpretational consequences is 
something that, in my opinion, needs to be done in a plural way; plural, not 
in the sense that each researcher should present multiple ways of 
understanding the materials of research, but rather in the sense that we 
should encourage a plurality of interpretative stances within the field of 
research on Nyåya-Vaiße ika and Navya-nyåya. Furthermore, and perhaps 
most important, to negotiate vocabularies for understanding requires explicit 
reflection upon, and awareness of, the interpretative activity that we are 
engaged in. 

                                
703 Krishna (1991) p. 14. 
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Appendix 1: List of contents of NL 

(1)vibhågaparicchede 704

1. padårthoddeßapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
2. (dravyavibhågapar ¥k åyå )  p®thiv¥parik åprakaraˆam 
3. “ avayavipar¥k åprakaraˆam (pråsa gikam)
4. “ jalapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
5. “ teja˙par¥k åprakaraˆam 
6. “ våyupar¥k åprakaraˆam 
7. “ indriyapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
8. “ ßar¥rapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
9. “ vi ayapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
10. “ s® †isa håravidhau (pralayapar¥k åprakaraˆam)
11. “ “ ¥ßvarapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
12. “ “ paramåˆupar¥k åprakaraˆam 
13. “ åkåßapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
14. “ kålapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
15. “ digpar¥k åprakaraˆam 
16. “ j¥våtmapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
17. “ mana˙par¥k åprakaraˆam 
18. (guˆavibhågapar ¥k åyå )  sa khyåpar¥k åprakaraˆam 
19. “ parimåˆapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
20. “ p®thaktvapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
21. “ dvip®thaktvapar¥k åprakaraˆam (pråsa gikam)
22. “ sa yogapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
23. “ sa yogåvyåpyav®ttitvapar¥k åprakaraˆam (pråsa gikam)
24. “ vibhågapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
25. “ paratvåparatvapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
26. “ buddhiprakaraˆe sa ßayapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
27. “  “ viparyayapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
28. “ “ anadhyvasåyapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
29. “ “ svapnapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
30. “ “ (pratyak e) yogipratyak apar¥k åprakaraˆam 
31. “ “ “ nirvikalpakapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
32. “ “ “ savikalpakapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
33. “ “ anumåˆapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
34. “ “ vyåptipar¥k åprakaraˆam 
35. “ “ tarkapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
36. “ “ paråmarßapar¥k åprakaraˆam 

                                
704 NL (1991) pp. 1-3. This list is a transcription of the list of contents in the Chowkhamba 
edition.  
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37. “ “ ßabdabha gaprakaraˆam 
38. “ “ upamåˆabha gaprakaraˆam 
39. “ “ arthåpattibha gaprakaraˆam 
40. “ “ sa bhavabha gaprakaraˆam 
41. “ “ aitihyabha gaprakaraˆam 
42. “ “ abhåvapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
43. “ “ apavargapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
44. “ “ nyåyapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
45. “ “ hetvåbhåsapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
46. “ “ sm®tividyåpar¥k åprakaraˆam 
47. “ “ år avidyåpar¥k åprakaraˆam 
48. “ gurËtvapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
49. “ dravatvapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
50. “ snehapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
51. “ sa skårapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
52. “ dharmådharmapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
53. “ ßabdapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
54. “ guˆavibhåganiyamapar¥k åprakaraˆam 
55. karmavibhågapar ¥k åprakaraˆam
56. såmånyatadvibhågapar ¥k åprakaraˆam
57. viße apar¥k åprakaraˆam
58. samavåyapar ¥k åprakaraˆam

(2) vaidharmyaparicchede

59. vyatirekipar¥k åprakaraˆam 
60. vyatirekiviße apar¥k åprakaraˆam 
61. padårthalak aˆaprakaraˆam 
62. dravyalak aˆaprakaraˆam 
63. guˆalak aˆaprakaraˆam 

(3) sådharmyaparicchede

64. adpadårthasådharmyåk epaprakaraˆam 
65. padårthasådharmyasamådhånaprakaraˆam 

(4) prakriyåparicchede

66. dravyaprakriyåyå  dvyaˆukasiddhiprakaraˆam 
67. påkajaprakriyåprakaraˆam 
68. dvitvådisa khyotpattiprakriyåprakaraˆam 
69. parimåˆaprakriyåprakaraˆam 
70. dvip®thaktvaprakriyåprakaraˆam 
71. sa yogaprakriyåprakaraˆam 
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72. vibhågaprakriyåprakaraˆam 
73. paratvåparatvaprakriyåprakaraˆam 
74. (pråsa gika ) jñåtatåprakriyåprakaraˆam 
75. sa skåraprakriyåprakaraˆam 



 139

Appendix 2: Structure of buddhi section in PDS and NL 

PDS 705 NNL 706

buddhi  buddhi 
“ avidyå  “ (avidyå)707

“ “ sa ßaya  “ “ sa ßaya 
“ “ viparyaya  “ “ viparyaya  
“ “ anadhyavasåya  “ “ anadhyavasåya  
“ “ svapna  “ “ svapna 
“ vidyå  “ (vidyå)
“ “ pratyak a “ “ pratyak a

“ “ “ nirvikalpa 
“ “ “ savikalpa 

“ “ anumåna “ “ anumåna 
“ “ “ vyåpti 
“ “ “ tarka  
“ “ “ paråmarßa 
“ “ ßabda 
“ “ upamåna 
“ “ arthåpatti 
“ “ sambhåva 
“ “ aitihya 
“ “ abhåva 
“ “ apavarga 

“ “ “ avayava  “ “ “ nyåya 
“ “ “ “ “ hetvåbhåsa  “ “ “ hetvåbhåsa 
“ “ “ “ nidarßana   
“ “ “ “ “ nidarßanåbhåsa   
“ “ “ “ anusandhåna   
“ “ “ “ pratyåmnåya  
“ nirˆayasya månåntaratvakhaˆ ane 
“ “ sm®ti  “ “ sm®ti 
“ “ år ajñåna  “ “ årßavidyå 
“ “ “ siddhadarßanåntarabhåva   

                                
705 PDS (1895) pp. 17-23. 
706 NL (1991) p. 2. 
707 avidyå and vidyå appear in the text of NL but are not given separate captions. 
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Appendix 3: Important references in and to NL 

Important references in NL 
1. Udayana: p. 445:4, (Kiraˆåval¥kåra): p. 400:1, p. 533:2, p. 823:5 

(È¥kå): pp. 38:3-39:6. 
2. Bhåsarvajñå: p. 405:6, (BhË aˆa): p. 283:3, p. 452:4, p. 856:9 and 

(BhË aˆakåra): pp. 357:5-358:1. 
3. Kumårila (Tutåtita): p. 480:4. 
4. Dharmak¥rti (K¥rti): p. 480:4. 
5. Vyomaßiva (Vyomåcårya): p. 834:2. 
6. Våcaspatimißra I (Tåtparyåcårya): p. 358:2-3, (Tattvakaumudyåm-

åcårya): p. 533:2 and (Paramanyåyåcårya): p. 762:3. 

Important references to NL
1. Vådindra Bha††a in Rasasåra pp. 41:19, 69:17708, Tarkasågara

205:12.709

2. Citsukha in Citsukh¥/Tattvaprad¥pika pp. 196:11-197:1, 326:4.710 In 
the Jaipur ed. of NL there is a list of 10 citations of Vallabha, but 
another edition of Citsukh¥ is used. Since there is no clear reference I 
have not been able to identify these citations.711

3. In Nayanaprasådini, commentary on Citsukh¥ pp. 233:11, 300:6, 
326:1, 327:13.712 In the Jaipur edition 32 citation locations are 
mentioned.713

4. Vådivåg¥ßvara in Månamanohara p. 47?714

                                
708 RS (1997). In the older edition it is pp. 55: 5-6, 92:11, according to Isaacson (1995) p. 349. 
709 TS (1985). 
710 C (1915). 
711 NL (1996) p. 17. 
712 C (1915). These references are places where the commentator states that Vallabha’s 
opinions are discussed in the Citsukh¥, but without Citsukha mentioning Vallabha or NL by
name. According to Dasgupta (1932) p. 147 and Bhattacharya (1958) p. 55, Vallabha and NL 
are frequently discussed in Citsukh¥. With this and the above in mind, it seems very probable 
that there are more places where Vallabha is cited than are noted here. 
713 NL (1996) p. 17. 
714 MM (1973). See above p. 36 for a discussion of this. 
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Appendix 4: Approximate Chronology of authors and 
texts mentioned715

Kaˆåda ca.200 BC716 Vaiße ikasËtra 

Gautama ca. 200 AD717 NyåyasËtra 

Våtsyåyana 450-500 NyåyasËtrabhå ya 

Di någa 500  

Praßastapåda 550-600 Padårthadharmasa graha 

Uddyotakåra 550-610 Nyåyabhå yavårttika 

Dharmak¥rti 650  

Jayaråßi 770-830718 Tattvopaplavasi ha 

Jayanta Bha††a719 840-900 Nyåyamañjar¥ 

Vyomaßiva 800-950 Vyomavat¥ 

Íalikanåtha Mißra 800-950720 Prakaraˆapañcikå 

Trilocana 870-930721

Bhåsarvajña 950722 1)Nyåyasåra 2)NyåyabhË aˆa 

                                
715 If not otherwise stated the datings come from Potter (1993) pp. 9-12 and (1995) pp. 10-13. 
716 Matilal (1977) p. 54. It should be noted that this date is wholly approximate. 
717 Matilal (1977) p. 78. 
718 See Franco (1994) p. XI. 
719 The chronology of Jayanta, Vyomaßiva, Trilocana, Våcaspati, and Bhåsarvajña here 
suggested has been under discussion and is not definitive. Cf. Bhattacharya (1958) pp. 25-30 
and Slaje (1986) pp. 245-274. Slaje has based the chronology upon the discussions 
concerning mok a, anadhyavasåya, pratyak a, and svåbhåvikasambandha that are found in 
these texts. One problematic aspect of Slaje’s chronology, however, is that it presupposes a 
linear development regarding the ideas about these subjects. Cf. also Perry (1995) pp. 18ff. 
Perry has emphasized that Bhåsarvajña should be placed after Trilocana on the evidence of a 
citation in Bhå††a Råghava’s commentary on NS where it is indicated that Bhåsarvajña 
follows a doctrine of Trilocana. See Nyåyasåravicåra (1976) p. 59, yatsvamatam 
tattrilocanåcåryasammatam.
720 For alternative datings see Verpoorten (1987) p. 38 n. 207. 
721 According to Slaje, (1986) p. 274, Trilocana might have been a younger contemporary of 
Jayanta and Vyomaßiva. 
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Våcaspati 950 Nyåyavårttikatåtparyå†¥kå 

Ír¥dhara 950-1000 Nyåyakandal¥ 

Prabhåcandra 980-1065723 1)Prameyakamlamårtaˆ a
2)Nyåyakumudacandra

Sucaritamißra ca. 1000724 M¥må såßlokavårttikakåßikå 

Jñånaßrimitra 1025725

Udayana 1025-1100726 1)Ótmatattvaviveka
2)Nyåyakusumañjali
3)Nyåyavårttikatåtparyåßuddhi
4)Kiraˆåval¥727

Vådivåg¥ßvara 1100-1150728 Månamanohara 

Varadaråja 1100-1150 Tårkikarak å

Vallabha 1150-1175 Nyåyal¥låvat¥ 

Ír¥har a 1150729

Citsukha 1225/1250730 Citsukh¥ 

Våd¥ndra 1230-1250731 1)Mahåvidyåvi ambana
2)Rasasåra (Guˆakiraˆåval¥-
†¥kå) 3)Tarkasågara (Kåˆåda-
sËtranibandhana)732

                                                                                                                               
722 Whether Bhåsarvajña is a younger or older contemporary of Våcaspati is disputed. Slaje, 
(1995) p. 274, asserts the former and Bhattacharya, (1958) p. 28, the latter. Slaje, however, 
proposes 950 as the earliest possible date for both Bhåsarvajña and Våcaspati.  
723 Prabhåcandra’s dating is discussed in NKC (1991) vol. II pp. 50ff. 
724 Verpoorten (1987) p. 38 n. 204. 
725 Cf. Slaje (1986) p. 248. 
726 Bhattacharya (1958) pp. 52f. The alternative dating is 948. This is discussed in the present 
work on p. 36. 
727 This text chronology is suggested as probable by Bhattacharya (1958) pp. 2ff. 
728 Thakur (2003) p. 310. 
729 Phillips (1997) pp. 75f. and Bhattacharya (1958) p. 47. 
730 Stated, but not discussed, by Thakur (2003) p. 310. Bhattacharya, (1958) p. 101, gives 
1250 as a date of the Citsukh¥. Hacker, (1995) p. 151 n. 18, gives the 13th century for 
Citsukha. 
731 Isaacson (1995) p. 4.  
732 This chronology is suggested by Isaacson (1995) pp. 6f. 
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Íaßadhara 1300733 Nyåyasiddhåntad¥pa 

Ga geßa 1325-1350734 Tattvacintåmaˆi 

Vardhamåna 1345/1350-75735 1)Nyåyal¥låvat¥prakåßa 
2)Anv¥k ånayatattvabodha
3)Nyåyaparißi †aprakåßa

Ía kara Mißra 1450/1473736 Nyåyal¥låvat¥kaˆ†håbhåraˆa 

Bagh¥ratha 
Thakkur 

ca. 1500737 Nyåyal¥låvat¥prakåßaviv®ti 

Anna bha††a ca. 1600738 1)Tarkasa graha
2)Tarkasa grahad¥pikå

Vißvanåtha Tarka-
pañcånana 

1630739 1)Kårikåvali 
2)(Nyåya)Siddhåntamuktåval¥

Dinakara 1660740 Dinakar¥ 

Ramarudra 1680741 Ramarudr¥ 

                                
733 Matilal’s dating differs radically from Bhattacharya’s. See Matilal’s foreword to NSD 
(1976) p. 11 and Bhattacharya (1958) p. 90.  
734 Matilal (1977) p. 105, Bhattacharya (1958) p. 101. 
735 Potter (1995) p. 313, Thakur (2003) p. 321. 
736 Matilal (1977) p. 73, Potter (1993) p. 395, Bhattacharya (1958) p. 140. 
737 Bhattacharya (1958) p. 172, Ingalls (1988) pp. 8f. Matilal (1977) p. 107. 
738 Matilal (1977) p. 107. 
739 Matilal (1977) p. 110. 
740 Potter (1983) p. 429. 
741 Potter (1983) p. 440. In the updated bibliography published on the internet, the date 1670 
is given. See http://faculty.washington.edu/kpotter/ckeyt/txt4.htm (061119). 
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Glossary 

åbhåsa The mere appearance of something. Sometimes 
used in the meaning of pseudo-reason (hetvåbhåsa), 
that is, a pseudo-inference. Cf. hetvåbhåsa.

abhåva Absence. Absence is of four kinds: prior, posterior, 
mutual, and absolute.  

abhideyatva The state of being possible to name. One of the 
three characterizations that are common to all 
existing entities. Cf. astitva and jñeyatva.

adhikaraˆa Locus, place, substratum, bearer. Cf. sådhåraˆa.

åhåryåropa Imposition of the imagined. Cf. tarka.

åkåßa Ether or space. The medium of sound. Non-atomic 
substance in the Vaiße ika ontology. Cf. dravya.

alaukika Non-worldly, extraordinary. Used of cognitions that 
only certain people are capable of having, for 
example yogis. Also of cognitions that do not have 
direct contact between sense organ and object. Cf. 
laukika, såmånyalak aˆa, yogaja, yogipratyak a, 
and jñånalak aˆa.

anadhyavasåya Indefinitive cognition, indeterminate awarness. 
Classified as avidyå in Vaiße ika. Cf. avidyå.

ana ikåntika Variable, unsteady. Said of a failed inference where 
the relation between the hetu and sådhya is variable. 
Used as a description of vyabhicåra.

a ga Member or limb of the “inference for another” 
(parårthånumåna). There are five limbs: pratijñå,
hetu, udåharaˆa, upanaya, and nigamana. Cf. 
avayava and vacana.
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anirËpi ta Not outlined, without form, indefinite. 

anubhava Apprehension, awareness, understanding. A 
cognition that is receptive or productive. One of the 
two forms of cognition. Subdivided into objective 
and non-objective cognitions. Cf. sm®ti, jñåna,
yathårtha, and ayathårtha.

anukËlatarka A conforming tarka. A hypothetical, imaginary, line 
of reasoning that dispels doubt by showing the 
absurdity of the consequence of the doubt. Cf. 
pratikËlatarka.

anumå Inferential knowledge, the result of an inferential 
process. Cf. pramå.

anumåna Inferential process. Inference. One of the four 
Nyåya means of knowledge and one of the two 
Vaiße ika means. Cf. pramåˆa.

anumit i Inferential knowledge, the result of the inferential 
process. Cf. anumåna.

anupalabdhi Non-grasping. 

anusandhåna The Vaiße ika term for the fourth member of the 
inferential process. Synonymous to the Nyåya 
upanaya.

anvayavyatirekin Positive and negative. A kind of inference in which 
it is possible to give example of both the co-
presence and the co-absence of sådhana and sådhya.
Cf. kevalånvayin and kevalavyatirekin.

anv¥k å Enquiring, examining, following with the eye. 

anyathåsiddha A remote or accidental factor in the causal process, 
for example the father of the potter in relation to the 
making of a pot.  

artha 1)Meaning. 2)Object. 3)Purpose. 

år a Sagic. One kind of cognition that is classified as 
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knowledge in Vaiße ika. Cf. vidyå.

asådhåraˆa Uncommon, specific. Not sharing the same sub-
stratum, not having the same place or locus. Cf. 
nimittakåraˆa and sådhåraˆa.

asamavåyikåraˆa Non-inherence cause. Cf. kåraˆa and 
samavåyikåraˆa. 

asa sargågraha Non-grasping of a non-relation. Sometimes an 
apprehensional mistake when one believes that there 
is a relation although none is there.  

ast itva “Is-ness”. One of the three characterizations that are 
common to all existing entities. Cf. abhideyatva and 
jñeyatva.

åtman Self, of which cognitions are qualities, guˆas. The 
self is thought of as eternal and falls under 
substances in the Nyåya-Vaiße ika ontology of 
categories (padårtha). Cf. dravya.

avayava Member or limb of the “inference for another” 
(parårthånumåna). Cf. a ga and vacana.

avidyå Non-knowledge in the Vaiße ika classification of 
cognition. Of four kinds: doubt, error, indefinitive, 
and dream. Cf. sa ßaya, viparyaya, anadhyavasåya,
and svapna.

avinåbhåva Not without the other. A term for vyåpti which is 
understood as a relation in which the absence of the 
sådhya is also the absence of the sådhana. Cf. 
vyåpti.

avyabhicåra Non-deviating. A term for vyåpti which is 
understood as a relation in which the sådhana is 
non-deviating from the sådhya. Cf. vyåpti.

aya thår tha Non-objective cognition, of which there are three 
kinds: doubt, error, and tarka. Cf. anubhåva, ßa kå,
viparyaya, and tarka.

bådha Contradiction, opposition. A fault pertaining to a 
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pseudo-inference. Cf. hetvåbhåsa. 

bhËyodarßana Repeated observation. Repeated perception of the 
same phenomenon.  

buddhi Cognition, consciousness, identified with jñåna.742

cak u˙ Eye, perception. One of the six sense organs. Cf. 
indriya.

cetana 1)Mind, intelligence, reflection. 2)Mental, conscious. 

darßana 1)Seeing, looking at, percieving. 3)Viewpoint, and in 
that sense doctrine or system of thought, sometimes 
used of the different philosophical schools. 

dharma 1)Entity or property. 2)Character. 3)Good, virtuous. 
Cf. sådhåraˆa.

dharmin Bearer or basis of a character or entity. Cf. 
sådhåraˆa.

dh¥ Apprehending, cognizing. 

dravya Substance or fundamental entity. Substances are 
seen as eternal. The substances in the Nyåya-
Vaiße ika ontology are nine, the atomic substances 
of earth, water, fire, and air, and the non-atomic of 
ether (åkåßa), space, time, self, and internal organ 
(manas).  

d® †a Seen. That which is perceived.  

gocara Field (of the senses), range (of the senses) or 
domain. 

guˆa Quality, attribute, or particular character.743 Non-
fundamental entity, which is seen as non-eternal, 
that is, coming into and going out of existence. Cf. 
pådårtha, åtman, and rËpa.

                                
742 In PDS the following are synonyms: “Buddhir upalabdhir jñånam pratyaya iti paryåyå˙.
PDS (1895) p.171. 
743 For a discussion on translation, see Halbfass (1993) p. 114. 
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hetu 1)Reason, cause. 2)The object from whose presence 
another object is inferred, the reason for inferring. 
Cf. li ga, sådhana. 3)The second limb in inference for 
another. Cf. a ga and parårthånumåna.

hetvåbhåsa A seeming hetu, a faulty hetu, of which bådha and 
vyabhicåra are varieties. Cf. åbhåsa and vyabhicåra.

indr iya Sense organ. There are six kinds of sense organs, 
one inner, manas, and five outer: eye, ear, tongue, 
skin, and nose. Cf. sparßa, cak u˙.

jåt i Generality, that which enables us to perceive 
entities as being of the same kind and as being 
different from each other. Cf. såmånya. Jåti and 
såmånya could be seen as differing from each other 
insofar as såmånya is assimilating whereas jåti is 
differentiating also. The concepts can, however, be 
used as synonyms. Cf. vyakti, såmånya, and sattå.

jñåna Cognition. Sometimes translated as knowledge or 
judgment. Of two kinds in Nyåya, memory and 
awareness/apprehension. Cf. sm®ti, anubhava.

jñåna lak aˆa An extraordinary kind of perception in which a 
previous contact between sense organ and object is 
what causes the perception. Cf. alaukika.

jñeya tva The state of being possible to cognize. One of the 
three characterizations that are common to all 
existing entities. Cf. astitva and abhideyatva.

karaˆa Cause. Sometimes the most efficient cause 
preceding the effect. Sometimes the final cause. 
Sometimes translated as “instrumental cause”. Cf. 
vyåpåra and kåraˆa.

kåraˆa Cause. An overarching concept of cause, defined as 
that condition under which an effect is produced and 
that condition in absence of which that effect will
not be produced.744 Cf. karaˆa, samavåyi-, 
asamavåyi-, and nimittakåraˆa.

                                
744 NK (1991) p. 224. 
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kårya Effect. 

kevalånvayin Only positive. A kind of inference where it is 
possible to give an example of the co-presence of 
the sådhana and sådhya only. Cf. kevalavyatirekin
and anvaya-vyatirekin.

kevalavya tirekin Only negative. An inference in which it is possible 
to give an example of co-absence of sådhana and 
sådhya only. Cf. anvayavyatirekin and 
kevalånvayin.

lak aˆa Characteristic mark, differentiating mark, definition. 
Cf. svarËpa.

laukika Worldly, ordinary. Used when classifying 
cognitions that are ordinary. These cognitions are 
constituted by direct contact between the sense 
organ and the object of the cognition. Cf. alaukika.

li ga The mark or indication, one aspect of the 
hetu/sådhana in which the mark points to something 
marked. Smoke as a li ga points to or indicates fire. 
Cf. li gin, vyåpti.

li gin That which is marked or indicated, one aspect of the 
sådhya. Cf. vyåpti and li ga.

manas Inner sense or internal organ. Often translated with 
“mind” but within the Nyåya-Vaiße ika discourse 
this is inappropriate since manas is not conscious. 
Consciousness is ascribed the self (åtman) whereas 
manas is like the outer senses in its capacity to 
perceive. Apart from that, manas also functions as 
an intermediary between the self and the outer sense 
organs.745 Cf. indriya and dravya.

mata Thought, viewpoint or thinking. 

nigamana The conclusion. The fifth limb of inference for 
others. Cf. a ga and parårthånumåna.

                                
745 Cf. Phillips (2000) p. 4. 
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nimittakåraˆa Often translated as either the “efficient cause” or the 
“instrumental cause” but also carries with it a sense 
connected to being the “basis” or “substrate” and 
one of being “regulative”.746  Is divided into two 
kinds: common (sådhåraˆa) and specific 
(asådhåraˆa). Cf. kåraˆa.

nirbhåsa Appearing before the perceiver. 

nißcaya Certainty, determination. Could, in a sense, be 
understood as a cognition when contrasted to doubt. 
Cf. ßa kå.

niyama 1)Regularity, restraining. 2)Rule. A term for vyåpti.
Cf. vyåpti.

padårtha Meaning, object of a word. “Category” within the 
ontological description of the world in the Nyåya-
Vaiße ika tradition. The categories are substances, 
qualities, activity, generality, individuality, 
inherence, and absence. Cf. dravya and guˆa.

pak a 1) Subject of an inference. The place of which the 
hetu and sådhya are characteristics. 2) One side in a 
discussion. Cf. pak adharmatå.

pak adharmatå The state of being a characteristic or property of the 
pak a. One aspect of the cognition of paråmarßa in 
which the hetu, for example smokeness, is 
characterizing the pak a, mountain. Cf. paråmarßa,
pak a, and vyåptivißi †a.

paråmarßa Consideration or confirmatory cognition of the 
li ga. Entails two aspects of the hetu in the 
inferential process, firstly the being characterized by 
invariable concomitance and secondly the state of 
being a property of the pak a. The understanding 
that these two aspects belong to the same hetu is 
paråmarßa. This cognition takes place in the fourth 
member of the inference, the application (upanaya). 
Cf. vyåpya, pak adharmatå, and vyåptivißi †a.

                                
746 Halbfass (1992) pp. 209ff. 
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parår thånumåna Inference for another. The inferential process 
displayed verbally, as a number of statements. Used, 
for example, in discussions. Cf. anumåna, a ga,
avayava, and vacana.

prakåra Enables us to recognize an entity in a certain 
manner. “Potness”, for example, enables us to 
recognize a pot as characterized by being a 
pot. Sometimes translated with “epistemic 
qualifier”.747

pramå Known, knowledge. Cf. anumå.

pramåˆa Means of knowing, instrument of knowledge. 
Nyåya has four: pratyak a, anumåna,
upamåna, and ßabda. Vaiße ika has two: 
pratyak a and anumåna.

pramåˆya Eligible for a process of knowledge. Sometimes 
translated with “valid”. 

pramåt® The knower. The knowing person. 

prameya That which is to be known. The object of 
knowledge. 

prat ibandha 1)Connection, a term for vyåpti. Cf. vyåpti.
2)Obstruction, impediment.  

prat ibhåsa Appear as something to the perceiver. 

prat i jñå Declaration, proposition. The first member of an 
inference, the thesis, that which is to be known, 
inferred. Cf. a ga and parårthånumåna.

prat ikËla tarka Refutational tarka. A tarka that indicates the 
absurdity of an inference and thereby renders it a 
pseudo-inference. Cf. anukËlatarka and tarka.

pratyabhi jñå Recognition. A kind of cognition (jñåna). 

                                
747 Wada (1990) p. 53. 
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pratyak a Perceptible/perception. Possible to know through a 
sense organ. One of the four Nyåya means of 
knowledge. One of the two Vaiße ika means of 
knowledge. Cf. pramåˆa, cak u˙ and vidyå.

pratyåsa tt i Contact. Sometimes of the special contact that 
enables us to perceive generalities. Cf. 
såmånyalak aˆa and sannikar a.

pËrvapak a The forepart, the first. Often of the opponent’s 
position in a text, the counterargument which the 
author replies to and discusses. 

rËpa Form or color, a quality. Cf. guˆa.

ßabda 1)Sound. 2)Verbal statement. Sometimes rendered as 
reliable statement. One of the four kinds of means 
of knowledge in Nyåya. Cf. pramåˆa, yathårtha.

sådhana That which is effective. Often used of hetu in 
reference to the inferential process. Cf. sådhya and 
li ga.

sådhåraˆa Common, specific. Sharing the same place or locus, 
having the same bearer or substratum. Cf. dharma,
dharmin, nimittakåraˆa, adhikaraˆa, and 
asådhåraˆa.

sådhya That which is to be effected, the thing to be known 
by inference. Cf. li gin and sådhana.

ßakt i Power, efficiency. 

såmånya Generality. Cf. jåti and vyakti.

såmånyalak aˆa An extraordinary kind of perception that enables us 
to apprehend all particulars in which a certain 
generality inheres. Cf. alaukika and pratyåsatti.

samavåya Inherence. A relation that cannot be broken without
the relata losing their existence. For example the 
relation between cloth and threads. Cf. sa yoga and 
sambandha.
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samavåyikåraˆa Inherence cause. When the effect is inhering in the 
cause. Cf. kåraˆa and asamavåyikåraˆa.

sambandha Overarching concept of relation which could be 
specified. Cf. samavåya, sannikarßa, and sa yoga.

sa ßaya Doubt. A kind of cognition that is classified as non-
knowledge in Vaiße ika. Cf. avidyå and ßa kå.

sa skåra Traces or dispositions created by previous 
impressions (i.e. cognitions) on the self (åtman). 

sa våda Corroboration, agreement. 

sa vedana Apprehension, understanding, grasping. 

sa yoga Contact. A relation that can be broken without the 
relata loosing their existence. Cf. samavåya and 
sambandha.

ßa kå Doubt. A kind of cognition that is ayathårtha, non-
objective. Cf. jñåna and ayathårtha.

sannikarßa A kind of relation. Often the relation between an 
object of perception and the organ of perception. 

sat tå Existence, the state of being existent. The higher 
generality connecting everything that exists. Cf. jåti.

siddha Proven. Established. 

siddhånta That which is established. The lore or tradition. 

sm® ti Remembrance, one form of cognition. Cf. jñåna and
vidyå.

sparßa Touch. One of the six sense capacities. Cf. indriya.

svåbhåvika Characterized by own-nature. A term for vyåpti that 
is understood as a relation pertaining to the nature 
of the relata, that is, the relation pertains therefore to 
the very existence of the relata. Cf. vyåpti and 
upådhi.
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svapna Dream-cognition, classified as avidyå in Vaiße ika. 
Cf. avidyå.

svarËpa Own-form, nature. That which makes a thing one 
specific thing and not just any thing. Cf. lak aˆa.

svavyåghåta Striking against oneself. Self-contradiction. 

tarka Hypothetical reasoning or counterfactual 
conditional. One kind of ayathårtha, non-objective 
cognition. The tarka cognition has the form of being 
made up, imagined, cf. åhåryåropa, Ëha,
partikËlatarka, and anukËlatarka.

udåharaˆa The example. Third limb of the inference for others. 
Cf. a ga and parårthånumåna.

Ëha Reasoning, sometimes used as a term for tarka. Cf. 
tarka.

upådhi 1)Non-natural generality, as opposed to jåti. 2)An 
entity whose presence points to a relation as being 
variable or contingent as opposed to an invariable 
relation. Cf. jåti and vyåpti.

upamåna Comparison. One of the four Nyåya means of 
knowledge. Cf. pramåˆa.

upanaya The application. The fourth limb in inference for 
others which consists in the cognition of paråmarßa.
Cf. a ga, paråmarßa, and parårthånumåna.

vacana Statement. A term for the limbs in the inference for 
another. Cf. a ga, parårthånumåna, and avayava.

vastu Real thing. Concrete entity. 

vedana Grasping, apprehension. 

vidyå Knowledge as opposed to non-knowledge in the 
Vaiße ika classification of cognition. Of four kinds: 
perceptive, inferential, recollective, and sagic. Cf. 
pratyak a, anumåna, sm®ti, and år a.
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vipak a Opposite. In the inference of fire the vipak a is the 
place where there is no fire, for example the lake. 
When speaking about tarka, the opposite is the 
imagined imposition, “no fire”. Cf. vyatireka.

viparyaya Apprehensional error, perceptual error. A kind of 
cognition that is classified as non-knowledge in 
Vaiße ika or as a non-objective cognition in Nyåya. 
Cf. avidyå and ayathårtha.

virodha Opposition, absence. 

vi aya Object, domain. Range or subject matter. 

vi ayaparißodhaka-
tarka

A kind of tarka that concerns a particular case. Cf. 
tarka.

viße a Distinction, qualification, characteristic, difference. 

viße aˆa Distinguisher, qualifier, characterizer, differentiator. 

vißi †a Distinguished, qualified, characterized, 
differentiated. 

v®t ti Presence, occurrence. 

vyabhicåra Deviation. The hetu can be proved to be deviating if 
there is an instance where the pervaded entity
appears without the pervader. In that case the 
inference fails to produce knowledge and is seen as 
a pseudo-inference. Cf. hetvåbhåsa.

vyakti A particular entity. Often contrasted with the 
generality. For example a pot as a particular, and 
potness as its generality. Cf. jåti.

vyåpaka Pervader, the entity pervading in the invariable 
relation of vyåpti. For example fire in relation to 
smoke. Cf. vyåpya and vyåpti.

vyåpåra Intermediate operation, the causal factor that 
enables the instrument or efficient cause to 
effectuate something. Cf. karaˆa.
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vyåpti Pervasion, invariable concomitance or invariable 
relation. The relation between two entities in which 
one pervades the other or they pervade each other. 
That is to say, the range of existence of the 
pervaded entity is overlapped in its entirety by that 
of the pervader. The range of the pervader is not 
necessarily overlapped in its entirety. Cf. li ga,
li gin, sådhya, sådhana, upådhi, avyabhicåra and 
svåbhåvika.

vyåptigraha The grasping or apprehension of vyåpti.

vyåptigråhaka tarka A kind of tarka in Navya-nyåya that promotes the 
grasping of vyåpti. Cf. tarka and vyåpti.

vyåptiviß t †a The state of being characterized by vyåpti. One 
aspect of the cognition of paråmarßa where the hetu
is grasped as being concomitant with the sådhya. Cf. 
paråmarßa and pak adharmatå.

vyåpya Pervaded, the entity pervaded. For example smoke 
in relation to fire. Cf. vyåpti and vyåpaka.

vyat ireka Separation, absence, negative. Opposite to anvaya.
Cf. anvayavyatirekin, kevalånvayin, and 
kevalavyatirekin.

vyavahåra Verbal practice, everyday practice. Verbal, mental, 
and physical activity. Can also mean understanding 
and cognition. 

yathår tha As the object. Objective cognition of which there 
are four: perceptive, inferential, comparative and, 
verbal. Cf. anubhåva.

yogaja Born of yoga. Of the extraordinary perception 
attainable by yogis only. Cf. yogipratyak a and 
alaukika.

yogipratyak a Extraordinary perception attainable by yogis only. 
Cf. alaukika and yogaja.



 185

Bibliography 

Abbreviations in bibliography 

ALB Adyar Library Bulletin 

BI Bibliotheca Indica 

BORI Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute 

BSS Bombay Sanskrit Series 

ChSS Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series 

ChSSt Chowkhamba Sanskrit Studies 

GOS Gaekwood’s Oriental Series 

HOS Harvard Oriental Series 

ICPR Indian Council of Philosophical Research. 

IPQ Indian Philosophical Quarterly 

JIBS Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies [Indogaku BukkyØgaku 
KenkyË]

JICPR Journal of the Indian Council of Philosophical Research 

JIP Journal of Indian Philosophy 

KSS Kashi Sanskrit Series 

NCG Nyåyacaturgranthikå 

ÖAW Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften 



186

PEW Philosophy East and West 

POS Poona Oriental Series 

PWSB The Princess of Wales Sarasvati Bhavana Studies 

SUNY State University of New York 

URSIP University of Rajasthan Studies in Indian Philosophy 

WSTB Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde 

WZKSO Wiener Zeitschrift für die Kunde Süd- und Ostasien 

Primary sources  
Ótmatattvaviveka of Udayanåcårya 

(1939) with the commentaries of Ía kara Mißra, Bhag¥ratha Èhakkura, and 
Rågunåtha Íiromaˆ¥, ed. by V. Dvivedin and L. S. Dravida, BI 170 (n.s.), 
Calcutta: Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal. 
(1940) with the commentaries of Nåråyaˆåchårya Ótreya, Raghunåtha Íiromani 
and Gadådhara Bha††håcharya, ed. with critical introduction, index, and 
footnotes by D. Shåstri, ChSS nos 463-467 (fsc 1-5), Benares: ChSS Office. 

Citsukh¥ (Tattvaprad¥pikå) (1915) of Citsukhåcharya, with PratyaksvarËpa’s 
Nayanaprasådin¥samåkhyå, ed. by K. Shåstr¥, Bombay: T. Jåvaj¥, Nirˆaya-sågar 
Press. 

Dinakar¥ see Kårikåval¥.
Dyutimålikå see Nyåyaratna.
Gautam¥yanyåyadarßana see NyåyasËtra (1997). 
Kårikåval¥ (1916) of Vißvanåtha Tarkapanchånana, with the commentaries 

Muktåval¥, Dinakar¥, Råmarudr¥, ed. by A. Íåstry, Bombay: T. Jåvaj¥, Nirˆaya-
sågar Press. 

Kiraˆåval¥ (2002) of Udayana, with the commentaries of Vardhamåna, Rucidatta 
and Våd¥ndra, ed. by N. C. Vedantatirtha, BI 200 (fasc. IV only), Kolkata: The 
Asiatic Society. [repr.] 
See also Praßastapådabhå ya (1971). 

Månamanohara (1973) of Vådivåg¥ßvara, with a Hindi commentary, ed. by S. 
Yog¥ndrånanda, Varanasi: ›a darßanaprakåßanaprati †hånam. 

M¥må såßlokavårttikakåßikå (1943) of Sucaritamißra, a commentary on M¥må så-
ßlokavarttika by Kumårila Bha††a, ed. by V. A. R. Sastri, Trivandrum Sanskrit 
Series no. 150 (part III only), Trivandrum: University of Travancore. [Part I, 
no.90, 1926. Part II, no. 99, 1929.] 

Muktaval¥ see Kårikåval¥.
Nyåyabhå yavårttika (1997) of Uddyotakara, ed. by A. Thakur, NCG vol. II, New 

Delhi: ICPR. 
NyåyabhË aˆa (1968) of Bhåsarvajñå with Nyåyasåra, ed. by Yog¥ndrånanda˙,

Varanasi: ›a darßanaprakåßanaprati †hånam. 



 187

Nyåyakandal¥ (1991) of Ír¥dhara with three subcommentaries, ed. by J. S. Jetly and 
V. G. Parikh, GOS no. 174. Vadodara: Vadodara Oriental Institute. 
See also Praßastapådabhå ya (1895). 

Nyåyakoßa (1996) of M.B. Jhalak¥kar, rev. and re-ed. by M. V. S. Abhyankar, Bom-
bay Sanskrit and Prakrit Series no. XLIX. Pune: BORI. [repr. of 4th ed., 1st pub. 
1893]. 

Nyåyakumudacandra (1991) of Prabhåcandra, ed. by N. S. Mahendrakumar, Sri 
Garib Das Oriental Series nos. 121-22, Delhi: Sri Satguru Publications. [1st pub. 
1938, Bombay]. 

Nyåyakusumañjali of Udayana  
(1912) with the commentary of Vardhamånopådhyaya and the gloss of 
Ruchidatta, ed. by L. S. Dravid, KSS 30, Benares: ChSS Office. (References in 
the footnotes given to page and part.) 
(1996) with translation and explanation by N. S. Dravid, vol. 1, New Delhi: 
ICPR. 

Nyåyal¥låvat¥ of Írivallabhåcårya  
(1910) ed. by V. P. Dvivedin, Benares Sanskrit Series 151, Benares: B. D. Das. 
(Benares Edition). 
(1923) ed. by M. R. Telang, Bombay: Nirnaya Sågar Press. (Bombay Edition) 
[repr. of 1st ed. 1915].  
(1991) with Ía karamißra’s Nyåyal¥låvat¥kaˆ†håbharaˆa, Vardhamåna’s 
Nyåyal¥låvat¥prakåßa and Bhag¥ratha Èhakura’s Prakåßaviv®tti, ed. by H. Íåstr¥, 
ChSS 64, Varanasi: ChSS Office. (Chowkhamba Edition) [repr. of 1st ed. 1927-
1934, ChSS nos. 355, 379, 387, 400, 407, 409, 412, 422.]. 
(1996) with the Hindi commentaries Íåmbhav¥ of D. Jhå and Candrakånti of C. 
K. Dave, ed. by R. P. Sharma, URSIP no. 3, Jaipur: Department of Philosophy, 
Rajasthan University. (Jaipur work) [vol. I]. 
(2004) with the Hindi commentary Íåmbhav¥ of D. Jhå, ed. by R. P. Sharma, 
URSIP no. 9, Jaipur: Department of Philosophy, Rajasthan University. (Jaipur 
work) [vol. II]. 

Nyåyal¥låvat¥kaˆ†håbhåraˆa see Nyåyal¥låvat¥ (1991). 
Nyåyal¥låvat¥prakåßa see Nyåyal¥låvat¥ (1991). 
Nyåyal¥låvat¥prakåßaviv®tti see Nyåyal¥låvat¥ (1991). 
Nyåyamañjar¥ (1936) of Jayanta Bha††a, ed. by N. S. Íukla, KSS No.106 (Nyåya 

section no. 15), Benares: ChSS Office. 
Nyåyaratna (1953) of Maˆikaˆ†hamißra, with the commentary Dyutimålikå of 

N®si hayajvan, ed. with introduction by S. Sastri and V. Krishnamacharya, 
Madras Government Oriental Series no. CIV, Madras: Government Oriental 
Manuscripts Library. 

Nyåyasåra see NyåyabhË aˆa.
Nyåyasåravicåra (1976) of Bha††a Råghava, ed. by U. R. Jha, Jammu: Sri Ranabir 

Kendriya Vidyapeetha. 
Nyåyasiddhåntad¥pa (1976) of Íaßadhara, with a commentary by GuˆaratnasËri, ed. 

by B. K. Matilal, L. D. Series 56, Ahmedabad: L. D. Institute of Indology. 
Nyåyasiddhåntamuktåval¥ of Vißvanåtha.  

(1995) by N. Íåstri and S. Íåstri, KSS no. 212. Benares: ChSS Office. [5th ed.]. 
(2003) in A System of Indian Logic: The Nyåya Theory of Inference, Analysis, 
Text, Translation and Interpretation of the anumåna section of Kårikåval¥,
Muktåval¥ and Dinakar¥, by J. Vattanky, London: Routledge Curzon. 

NyåyasËtra of Gautama  
(1925) with Våtsyåyana’s Bhå ya, G. Jhå’s Khadyota and RaghËttama’s 
Bhå yacandra, ed. by G. Jhå and D. Íastri, ChSS 55, Benares: ChSS Office. 



188

(1997) with bhå ya of Våtsyåyana, ed. by A. Thakur, NCG vol. 1, New Delhi: 
ICPR. 

NyåyasËtrabhå ya see NyåyasËtra (1997). 
Nyåyavårttikatåtparya†¥kå (1996) of Våcaspatimißra, ed. by A. Thakur, NCG vol. III, 

New Delhi: ICPR. 
Nyåyavårttikatåtparyaparißuddhi (1996) of Udayanåcårya, ed. by A. Thakur, NCG 

vol. IV, New Delhi: ICPR. 
Padårthadharmasa graha see Praßastapådabhå ya
Prakaraˆapañcikå (1961) of Íalikanåtha Mißra, with the Nyåya-Siddhi of Jaipuri 

Nåråyaˆa Bhatta, ed. by S. Shastri, Benaras Hindu University Darßana Series 
no. 4 (Kåß¥ HindË Vißvavidyålaya Darßana granthamålå), Benares: Benares 
Hindu University. 

Prameyakamalamårtaˆ a (1972) of Prabhåcandra, ed. by M. Sarraph and R. Jain, 
V¥ra Jñånodaya Granthamåla 23, Delhi: Ír¥ Lålå Musadr¥lål Jaina Charitable 
Trust.

Praßastapådabhå ya (Padårthadharmasa graha) of Praßastapåda  
(1895) with the Nyåyakandal¥ of Ír¥dhara, ed. by V. Dvivedin, Vizianagram 
Sanskrit Series vol. IV, Benares: E. J. Lazarus & Co.  
(1924-1931) with the Vyomavat¥ by Vyomaßiva, ed. by G. Kavraj and D. 
Shastri, ChSS nos. 316, 342, 354, 374, 375, 384 and 396, Benares: ChSS Office. 
(1971) with the Kiraˆåval¥ by Udayana, ed. By J. S. Jetly, GOS no. 154, Baroda: 
Baroda Oriental Institute. 

Rasasåra (1922) of Bha††a Våd¥ndra, ed. by G. Kaviraj, PWSB Texts no. 5, Benares: 
Govt. Sanskrit Library. 

Sarvadarßanasa graha (1978) of Såyana Mådhava, ed. by V. S. Abhyankar, 
Government Oriental Series, class A no. 1, Poona: BORI. 

Tarkasågara (1985) of Bha††a Våd¥ndra in Vaiße ika-Darßanam, ed. by A. Thakur, 
Mahåråjådhiråja Kameßvarasi ha Granthamålå no. 21, Darbhanga: 
Kåmeßvarasi ha Darbha gå Sa sk®ta Vi va-vidyålaya. 

Tarkasa graha and d¥pikå of Annambha††a 
(1969) with Nyåyabodhin¥, Våkyav®tti, Nirukti, Pa††åbhiråma†ippan¥, Råma-
rudr¥ya, N®si haprakåßikå, N¥lakaˆ†haprakåßikå, Pa††åbhiråmaprakåßikå, ed. by 
S. S. Vangiya, KSS, no. 187, Varanasi: ChSS Office. 
(1988) with Govardhana’s Nyåyabodhin¥, ed. by Y. V. Athalye, BSS no. 55, 
Poona: BORI. [2nd ed. 4th impr.]. 

Tarkasa grahad¥pikå see Tarkasa graha.
Tårkikarak å (1903) of Varadaråja with Mallinåtha’s †¥kå, ed. by V. Dvivedin, 

Benares: s. n. [repr. from the Pandit]. 
Tattvacintåmaˆi of Ga geßa Upådhyåya  

(1892) vol. 1(2), with the commentaries of M. Tarkavåg¥ßa, ed. by K. N. 
Tarkavåg¥ßa, BI (n.s.) nos. 682, 707, 735, 748, 772, 783, 800, 808 and 823, 
Calcutta: Asiatic Society of Bengal. 
(1901) vol. 2(4), with the commentaries of M. Tarkavåg¥ßa and J. Mißra and R. 
Íiromaˆi’s Ókhyåtavåda and Nañvåda, ed. by K. N. Tarkavåg¥ßa, BI (n.s.) nos. 
900, 908, 915, 918, 921, 927, 935, 943, 955, 960, 975 and 977, Calcutta: Asiatic 
Society of Bengal. 
(1982) with Prakåßa of Rucidattamißra and Tarkacu åmani of Dharma-
råjådhvarin, vol. 2(I) (Anumånakhaˆ a), ed. by N. S. R. Tatacharya, Kendriya 
Sanskrit Vidyapeetha Tirupati Series no. 33, Tirupati: Kendriya Sanskrit 
Vidyapeetha. 

Tattvacintåmaniprabhå (anumånakhaˆ a˙) (1984) of Yajñapati Upådhyåya, ed. by 
G. Bhattacharya, ÖAW, Philosophisch-Historische Klasse, Sitzungsberichte, 



 189

423. Band, Veröffentlichungen der Kommission für Sprachen und Kulturen 
Südasiens, Heft 17, Wien: Verlag der ÖAW. 

Tattvopaplavasi ha (1940) of Jayaråßi Bha††a, GOS Vol. LXXXVII, Baroda: 
Baroda Oriental Institute. 

Vaiße ikasËtra of Kaˆåda (1961) together with Candrånanda’s commentary, ed. M. 
Jambuvijayaji, GOS 136,  Baroda: Baroda Oriental Institute. 

Vyåkaraˆa-Mahåbhå ya (1975) of Patañjali, in Patañjali’s Vyåkaraˆa-Mahåbhå ya 
Kårakåhnika: Introduction, Text, Translation and Notes by S. D. Joshi & J. A. F. 
Roodbergen, Publications of the Centre of Advanced Study in Sanskrit, Class C, 
No. 10, Poona: Poona University Press. 

Vyåkaraˆa-Mahåbhå ya (1980) of Patañjali, in Patañjali’s Vyåkaraˆa-Mahåbhå ya 
Vibhaktyåhnika: Introduction, Text, Translation and Notes by S. D. Joshi & J. 
A. F. Roodbergen, Publications of the Centre of Advanced Study in Sanskrit, 
Class C, No. 12, Poona: Poona University Press. 

Vyåpticarcå (2000) of Jñånaßr¥mitra, in Jñånaßr¥mitras Vyåpticarcå: Sanskrittext, 
Übersetzung und Analyse by H. Lasic, WSTB 48, gen. ed. E. Steinkellner, 
Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien.

Vyomavat¥ see Praßastapådabhå ya (1924-1931). 

Secondary sources 
Allen G. (2000) Intertextuality, The New Critical Idiom Series, ed. J. Dra- 

kakis, London: Routledge.
Apte V. S. (1920) The Student’s Sanskrit-English Dictionary, Bombay: Gopal 

Narayen & Co. [2nd ed.] 
Arnold D. (2001) “Intrinsic Validity Reconsidered: A Sympathetic Study of the 

M¥må saka Inversion of Buddhist Epistemology”, JIP 29: 589-675. 
Atushi U. (1962) “The Concept of Vyåpti in the Nyåya School”, Acta Asiatica 

Bulletin of the Institute of Eastern Culture 3: 16-29. 
Bagchi S. (1953) Inductive Reasoning: A Study of Tarka and its Role in Indian 

Logic, Calcutta: Calcutta Oriental Press. 
Bahadur R. M. C. (1915) “History of Navya Nyåya in Bengal and Mithilå”, Journal

(& proceedings) of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, n.s. vol. XI: 259-292. 
Barlingay S. S. (1965) A Modern Introduction to Indian Logic, Delhi: National 

Publishing House. 
Bhabha H. K. (2004) The Location of Culture, Routledge Classics, New York: 

Routledge. [1st publ. Routledge 1994] 
Bharadwaja V. K.  

(1976) “Tarka as Contrafactual Conditional”, Knowledge, Culture and Value: 
Papers presented in plenary sessions, panel discussions and sectional meetings 
of World Philosophy Conference, ed. by R. C. Pandeya and S. R. Bhatt, Delhi: 
Motilal Banarsidass, pp. 559-561. 

 (1977) “Tarka and Implication”, IPQ 5: 91-102. 
 (1981) “A Theory of Tarka Sentences”, Philosophy and Phenomenological 

Research XLI(4): 532-546. 
Bhatt G. P. (1962) Epistemology of the Bhå††a School of PËrva M¥må så, ChSSt 

vol. XVII, Varanasi: ChSS Office. 
Bhattacharjee H. N. (1985) “The Nyåya Concept of Vyåptigraha”, IPQ 12(4): 9-15. 
Bhattacharya D. C. (1958) History of Navya-Nyåya in Mithilå. Darbhanga: Mithila 

Research Institute. 



190

Bhattacharya, Gopikamohan (1978) Navya-Nyåya: Some Logical Problems in 
Historical Perspective, New Delhi: Bharatiya Vidya Prakashan. 

Bhattacarya, Gopinath (1983) Tarkasamgrahad¥pikå on Tarkasa graha of Annam-
bha††a, translated and elucidated, Calcutta: Progressive Publishers. [2nd rev. ed.] 

Bhattacharya H. M. (1994) Jaina Logic and Epistemology, Calcutta: K. P. Bagchi & 
Company. 

Bhattacharya K. (1986) “Some Thoughts on Antarvyåpti, Bahirvyåpti and Trai-
rËpya” in Buddhist Logic and Epistemology, ed. by B. K. Matilal & R. D. 
Evans, Studies of Classical India vol. 7, Dordrecht: Reidel, pp. 89-105. 

Bhattacharya R.  
(1999) ”PaurandarasËtra revisited”, JIP 27(5): 485-497. 

 (2002) “Cårvåka Fragments: A New Collection”, JIP 30(6): 597-640. 
Bilimoria P. (1988) Íabdapramåˆa: Word and Knowledge, Studies of Classical 

India, vol. 10, Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 
Bodas M. R. (1988) Introduction in Tarkasa graha and d¥pikå of Annambha††a, ed. 

by Y. V. Athalye, BSS no.55, Poona: BORI, pp. vii-lxi. [2nd ed. 4th impr.] 
Chakrabarti K. K. (1999) Classical Indian Philosophy of Mind: The Nyåya Dualist 

Tradition, Albany: SUNY Press. 
Chakrabarty D. (2000) Provincializing Europe: Postcolonial Thought and Historical 

Difference, Princeton Studies in Culture / Power / History, Princeton: Princeton 
University Press. 

Chakraborty K.  
(1978a) “Definitions of Vyåpti (pervasion) in Navyanåya: A Critical Survey”, 
JIP 5: 209-236. 

 (1978b) “The Nyåya Concept of Svåbhåvika Sambandha: A Historical Retro-
spect”, JIP 5: 385-392. 

 (1978c) “Determination of Universal Concomitance”, JIP 5: 291-310. 
Chatterjee A. (1996), “Natural Laws, Accidental Generalizations and Vyåpti”, 

Studies in Humanities and Social Sciences III(2): 123-150. 
Chatterjee D. (1982) “Anna bha††a on Karaˆa”, JIP 10: 155-160. 
Chatterjee S. (1950) The Nyåya Theory of Knowledge: A Critical Study of Some 

Problems of Logic and Metaphysics, Calcutta: University of Calcutta. [2nd ed.] 
Chattopadhyaya D. (1990) (ed.) Cårvåka/Lokåyata: An Anthology of Source 

Materials and Some Recent Studies, New Delhi: ICPR. 
Dasgupta S.  

(1932) A History of Indian Philosophy vol. II, Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 
(1940) A History of Indian Philosophy vol. III, Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Dash N. (1999) “On the Meaning of Såmånyalak aˆåpratyåsatti”, JICPR 16(2): 103-
119. 

Davis L. (1981) “Tarka in the Nyaya Theory of Inference”, JIP 9: 105-120. 
Dravid N. S. (1996) Nyåyakusumåñjali of Udayanåcårya, with translation and 

explanation, vol. I, New Delhi: ICPR. 
D’sa X. F.  

(1994a) “The Re-Membering of Text and Tradition: Some Reflections on 
Oberhammer’s Hermeneutics of Encounter”, Hermeneutics of Encounter:
Essays in Honour of Gerhard Oberhammer on the Occasion of his 65th Birthday,
ed. by X. F. D’sa & R. Mesquita, Nobili Research Library vol. XX, gen. ed. G. 
Oberhammer, Vienna: Gerold, pp. ix-l. 
(1994b) “The Happening of Tradition: The M¥må så’s Vedapramåˆam”, 
Hermeneutics of Encounter: Essays in Honour of Gerhard Oberhammer on the 



 191

Occasion of his 65th Birthday, ed. by F. X. D’Sa & R. Mesquita, Nobili 
Research Library vol. XX, gen. ed. G. Oberhammer, Vienna: Gerold, pp. 75-95. 

Franco E.  
(1983) “Studies in the Tattvopaplavasi ha”, JIP 11(2): 147-166. 
(1991) “PaurandarasËtra”, Pt. Dalsukh Bhai Malvania Felicitation Volume I,
Aspects of Jainology vol. III, ed. by M. A. Dhaky & S. Jain, Varanasi: P.V. 
Research Institute, pp. 154-163. 
(1994) Perception, Knowledge & Disbelief: A Study of Jayaråßi’s Scepticism,
Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass. [1st ed. 1987, Stuttgart: Steiner] 

Frauwallner E. 
(1970) Die Lehre von der Zusätzlichen Bestimmung (upådhi˙) in Ga geßa’s 
Tattvacintåmaˆi˙, Philosophisch-historische Klasse Sitzungsberichte, 266. Band 
2. Abhandlung, Veröffentlichungen der Kommission für Sprachen und Kulturen 
Südasiens Heft 9, Wien: Verlag der ÖAW. [Diss.] 
(1984) Nachgelassene Werke I, Aufsätze, Beiträge, Skizzen, Philosophisch-
historische Klasse Sitzungsberichte, Band 438, Veröffentlichungen der 
Kommission für Sprachen und Kulturen Südasiens Heft 19, ed. by E. 
Steinkellner, Wien: Verlag der ÖAW. 
(1992) Nachgelassene Werke II, Philosophische Texte des Hinduismus,
Philosophisch-historische Klasse Sitzungsberichte, Band 588, Veröffentlich-
ungen der Kommission für Sprachen und Kulturen Südasiens Heft 26, ed. by G. 
Oberhammer and C. H. Werba, Wien: Verlag der ÖAW. 

Gadamer H-G. (2002) Truth and Method, rev. tr. by J. Weinsheimer & D. G. 
Marshall, New York: Continuum Publishing Company. [orig. publ. Wahrheit 
und Methode 1966, Tübingen]  

 (1989) “Text and Interpretation”, in Dialogue & Deconstruction: The Gadamer-
Derrida Encounter, ed. by D. P. Michefelder & R. E. Palmer, SUNY Series in 
Contemporary Continental Philosophy, gen. ed. D. J. Schmidt, Albany: SUNY 
Press, pp. 21-51. 

Ganeri J. (2001) “Introduction: Indian Logic and the Colonization of Reason”, in 
Indian Logic: A Reader, ed. by J. Ganeri, Richmond: Curzon Press, pp. 1-25. 

Gangopadhyay M. K.  
(1971) “The Concept of Upådhi in Nyåya logic”, JIP 1: 146-166. 
(1975) “Ga gesa on Vyåptigraha: The Means for Ascertainment of Invariable 
Concomitance”, JIP 3: 167-208. 

Ghosh R. (2000) Knowledge, Meaning & Intuition: Some Theories in Indian Logic,
Delhi: New Bharatiya Book Corporation. 

Goekoop C. (1967) The Logic of Invariable Concomitance in the Tattvacintåmaˆi: 
Ga geßas AnumitinirËpaˆa and Vyåptivåda with Introduction, Translation and 
Commentary, Dordrecht-Holland: D. Riedel Publishing Company. [diss.] 

Gokhale P. P. (1992) Inferences and Fallacies Discussed in Ancient Indian Logic,
Bibliotheca Indo-Buddhica Series no. 107, Delhi: Sri Satguru Publications. 

Guha D. C. (1979) Navya Nyåya System of Logic, New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass. 
[2nd rev. ed.] 

Gupta B. (1963) Die Wahrnemungslehre in der Nyåyamañjar¥, Beiträge zur Sprach- 
und Kulturgeschichte des Orients, Heft 16, Walldorf-Hessen: Verlag für 
Orientkunde. 

Hacker P. (1995) Philology and Confrontation: Paul Hacker on Traditional and 
Modern Vedanta, ed. by W. Halbfass, Albany: SUNY Press. 

Halbfass W. 
(1970) “Remarks on the Vaiße ika Concept of Såmånya”, Añjali–O. H. De 
Wijesekera Felicitation Volume, pp. 137-151, ed. by J. Tilakasiri, Colombo: 



192

The Felicitation Volume Editorial Committee, University of Ceylon, pp. 137-
151. 
(1990) India and Europe: An Essay in Philosophical Understanding, Delhi: 
Motilal Banarsidass. [1st pub. SUNY 1988] 
(1992) On Being and What There Is: Classical Vaiße ika and the History of 
Indian Ontology, Albany: SUNY Press. 

Hall F. (1895) A Contribution Towards an Index to the Bibliography of the Indian 
Philosophical Systems, Calcutta: Govt. of N. W. B. 

Ingalls D. H. (1988) Materials for the Study of Navya-Nyåya Logic, Delhi: Motilal 
Banarsidass. [repr. 1st ed. 1951, HOS vol. 40] 

Isaacson H. (1995) Materials for the Study of the Vaiße ika System, University of 
Leiden. [diss.] 

Jackson P. (2005) ”Retracing the Path: Gesture, Memory, and the Exegesis of 
Tradition”, History of Religions, 45(1): 1-28.

Jayatilleke K. N. (1963) Early Buddhist Theory of Knowledge, London: George 
Allen & Unwin. 

Jhå G. 
(1978) The Prabhåkara School of PËrva M¥må så, Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass. 
[repr. of 1st ed. 1911] 
(1949) Tarkabhå a or Exposition of Reasoning, POS no 17, Poona: Oriental 
Book Agency. [repr. of 2nd rev. ed.] 
(1982) Padårthadharmasa graha of Praßastapåda with the Nyåyakandal¥ of 
Ír¥dhåra Translated into English, ChSSt no.4, Varanasi: Chowkhamba 
Orientalia. [repr. 1st pub. Benares : E.J. Luzac, 1916.] 
(1999) The NyåyasËtras of Gautama; with the Bhå ya of Våtsyåyana and the 
Vartika of Uddyotakara, Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass. [2nd repr. 1st pub. In Indian 
Thought 1912-1919] 

Kahrs E. (1998) Indian Semantic Analysis: The Nirvacana Tradition,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Kajiyama Y. (1958) “On the Theory of Intrinsic Determination of Universal 
Concomitance in Buddhist Logic”, JIBS vol. VII (1): 364-360 (32-36). 

Kaviraj G. (1924) ”Gleanings from the History and Bibliography of Nyåya-
Vaiße ika Literature”, PWSB vol. III: 79-157, Benares: Government Sanskrit 
Library. 

Kitagawa H. (1965) “On upådhi”, JIBS XIV (2): 436-430 (19-25). 
King R. (1999) Indian Philosophy: An Introduction to Hindu and Buddhist Thought,

Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 
Koller J. M. (1977) “Scepticism in Early Indian Thought”, PEW 27(2): 155-164. 
Krishna D. (1991) Indian Philosophy – A Counter Perspective, Delhi: Oxford 

University Press. 
Krishnamacharya V. (1944) “Nyåyal¥låvat¥vyåkhyånunaya by Padmanåbhamißra”, 

ALB vol.VIII (2): 111-116. 
Lasic H. (2000) Jñånaßr¥mitras Vyåpticarcå: Sanskrittext, Übersetzung, Analyse,

WSTB 48, gen. ed. E. Steinkellner, Wien: Arbeitskreis für Tibetische und 
Buddhistische Studien Universität Wien.  

Majumdar R. C. ed. (1957) “The Struggle for Empire”, The History and Culture of 
the Indian People, vol. 5, Bombay: Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan. 

Matilal B. K. 
(1972) “The Logic of Invariable Concomitance in the Tattvacintåmaˆi: Review 
of Goekoop”, Journal of the American Oriental Society 92: 169-173. 
(1977) “Nyåya-Vaiße ika”, A History of Indian Literature, vol. VI: Fasc. 2, ed. 
by J. Gonda, Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz. 



 193

(1986) Perception: An Essay on Classical Indian Theories of Knowledge,
Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
(1998) The Character of  Logic in India, eds. J. Ganeri and H. Tiwari, Albany: 
SUNY Press. 

Mishra A. (1979) “Universals in Nyåya-Vaiße ika Philosophy”, IPQ vol.VI (4): 641-
651. 

Mishra U. 
(1934) “Sm®ti theory according to Nyåya-Vaiße ika”, Commemorative Essays 
Presented to Prof. K. B. Pathak, Government Oriental Series, class B, no. 7: 
177-186, Poona: BORI. 
(1936) Conception of Matter According to Nyåya-Vaiße ika, Allahabad: Syt. 
Umesha Mishra. 
(1966) A History of Indian Philosophy, vol. II, Allhabad: Tirabhukti 
Publications. 

Mohanty J. N. 
(1989) Ga geßa’s Theory of Truth: Containing the Text of Ga geßa’s Pråmåˆya 
(jñåpti) våda, with translation, explanatory notes and an introduction, Delhi: 
Motilal Banarsidass. [2nd rev. ed. 1st ed. Santiniketan 1966] 
(1992) Reason and Tradition in Indian Thought: An Essay on the Nature of 
Indian Philosophical Thinking, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
(1993) Essays on Indian Philosophy: Traditional and Modern, ed. P. Bilimoria, 
Delhi: Oxford University Press. 
(1997) “Between Indology and Indian Philosophy”, Beyond Orientalism: The 
Work of Willhelm Halbfass and its Impact on Indian and Cross-Cultural 
Studies, Poznan Studies in the Philosophy of the Sciences and the Humanities, 
vol. 59, ed. by E. Franco & K. Preisendanz, Amsterdam: Rodopi, pp. 163-170. 
(2000) Classical Indian Philosophy, Boston: Rowman & Littlefield. 

Narain H. (1980) “Evolution of Upådhi as an Ontological Concept”, Proceedings of 
the All-India Oriental Conference 1978, Poona: BORI. 

Nyman P. (2005) “On the Meaning of Yathårtha”, JIP 33: 553-570. 
Oberhammer G. von (1964) “Der Svåbhåvika-Sambandha, ein Gesichtlicher Beitrag 

zur Nyåya-Logik”, WZKSO 8: 131-181. 
Oetke C. (1996) “Ancient Indian Logic as a Theory of Non-monotonic Reasoning”, 

JIP 24: 447-539. 
Perry B. M. (1995) An Introduction to the Nyåyacaturgranthikå: With English 

Translations, University of Pennsylvania. [diss.]  
http://repository.upenn.edu/dissertations/AAI9532256/ [061130] 

Potter K. H. 
 (1983) (ed.) Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies: Bibliography, Delhi: Motilal 

Banarsidass. [2nd rev. ed.]  
http://faculty.washington.edu/kpotter/ckeyt/txt4.htm [061130] 
(1993) (ed.) Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies: Indian Philosophical 
Analysis, Nyåya-Vaiße ika from Ga geßa to Raghunåtha Íiromaˆi, vol. VI, co-
ed. S. Bhattacharya, Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.  
(1995) (ed.) Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies: Indian metaphysics and 
Epistemology, the Tradition of Nyåya-Vaiße ika up to Ga geßa, vol. II, Delhi: 
Motilal Banarsidass. [repr. 1st ed. 1977]

Phillips S. H.  
(1997) Classical Indian metaphysics: Refutations of Realism and the Emergence 
of “New Logic”. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass. 



194

(2000) “Two Problems About Perception and Mental Intermediates in the 
Nyåya Dualism: Focus and ‘Extraordinary’ Sensory Connection with Perceived 
Properties”, Journal of Indian Philosophy and Religion, vol. 5: 1-14. 
(2002) Ga geßa on the Upådhi, the “Inferential Undercutting Condition”.
Introduction, Translation and Explanation by S. H. Phillips and R. Tatcharya. 
New Delhi: ICPR. 

Preisendanz K. (1994) Studien zu NyåyasËtra III.1 mit dem Nyåyatattvåloka 
Våcaspati Mißras II, Alt- und Neu-Indische Studien no. 46, teil 1, Stuttgart: 
Institut für Kultur und Geschichte Indiens und Tibets an der Universität 
Hamburg.  

Prets E. (1989) “Die Erkenntnis des logisches Nexus bei Bhåsarvajña”, Zeitschrift 
der Deutschen Morgendländischen Gesellschaft supp. VII, ed. E. Von Schuler. 
Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, pp. 402-410.

Roy K. (1996) “Vedic Cosmogonies: Conceiving/Controlling Creation”, Tradition, 
Dissent and Ideology: Essays in Honour of Romila Thapar, ed. by R. 
Champakalakshmi & S. Gopal, Delhi: Oxford University Press, pp. 9-51. 

Shastri D. N. (1964) Critique of Indian Realism: A Study of the Conflict Between 
the Nyåya-Vaiße ika School & the Buddhist Dignåga School, Agra: Agra 
University.  

Siderits M. (2003) “Deductive, Inductive, Both or Neither?”, JIP 31: 303-321. 
Sitanushekar B. (1953) Inductive Reasoning: A Study of Tarka and its Role in 

Indian Logic, Calcutta: Ír¥ Munischandra Sinha. 
Slaje W. (1986) “Untersuchungen zur Chronologie einiger Nyåya-Philosophen”, 

Studien zur Indologie und Iranistik 11/12: 245-278. 
Solomon E. A.  

(1978) “Bha††a Udbha†a”, BORI Annals, Diamond Jubilee Volume, ed. R. N. 
Dandekar, Poona: BORI, pp. 985-992. 

 (1986) “Trilocana–A Forgotten Naiyåyika”, Sanskrit and World Culture: 
Proceedings of the Fourth World Sanskrit Conference of the International 
Association of Sanskrit Studies Weimar May 22-30 1979, ed. W. Morgenroth, 
Schriften zur Geschichte und Kultur des Alten Orients 18, Berlin: Akademie 
Verlag, pp. 560-566. 

Stcherbatsky T. (1962) Buddhist Logic, New York: Dover. [unabr. and corr. repub. 
of Bibliotheca Buddhica no. 26, Leningrad 1930] 

Steinkellner E. (1964) “Vardhamåna als Kommentator Ga geßa’s”, WZKSO 8: 182-
223. 

Suzuki T. (2002) “Udayana’s Theory of Inference in his Kiraˆåval¥”, JIBS, 51(1): 
64-66 (459-461). 

Taber J. (2004) “Is Indian Logic Nonmonotonic?”, PEW 54(2): 143-170. 
Tachikawa M. (1981) The Structure of the World in Udayana’s Realism: A Study of 

the Lak aˆåval¥ and the Kiraˆåval¥, Dordrecht-Holland: D. Riedel Publishing 
Company. 

Thakur A. (2003) “Origin and Development of the Vaiße ika System”, History of 
Science, Philosophy and Culture in Indian Civilization, vol. II: part 4, gen. ed. 
D. P. Chattopadhyaya, Delhi: Centre for Studies in Civilizations. 

Vattanky J. (2003) A System of Indian Logic: The Nyåya Theory of Inference,
Analysis, Text, Translation and Interpretation of the Anumåna Section of 
Kårikåval¥, Muktåval¥ and Dinakar¥, London: RoutledgeCurzon. 

Vidyabhusana S. C. (1970) A History of Indian Logic. Calcutta: Motilal 
Banarsidass. [1st pub. Calcutta University 1921] 

Verpoorten J-M. (1987) “M¥må så Litterature”, A History of Indian Literature, vol. 
VI: Fasc. 5, ed. by J. Gonda, Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz. 



 195

Wada T.  
(1990) Invariable Concomitance in Navya-Nyåya, Delhi: Íri Satguru 
Publications/Indian Books Center. 

 (2004) “The Origin of Navya-nyåya and its Place within the History of Indian 
Logic”, Three Mountains and Seven Rivers: Prof. Musashi Tachikawa’s 
Felicitation Volume, ed. by T. Wada & S. Hino, New Delhi: Motilal 
Banarsidass, pp. 439-462. 

Manuscript catalogues 
A Catalogue of the Sanskrit Manuscripts in the India Office Library (1894) part IV,” 

Sanskrit Literature: Scientific and Technical Literature”, E. Windisch and J. 
Eggeling, London: Secretary of State for India in Council.  

A Descriptive Catalogue of the Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Tanjore Mahåråja 
Serfoji’s Sarasvat¥ Mahål Library Tanjore (1931) vol. XI–“Vaiße ika, Nyåya, 
Sa khya and Yoga”, P. P. S. Sastri, Srirangam: Admin. Committee sanctioned 
by Government of Madras.  

A Triennial Catalogue of Manuscripts, Collected During the Triennium 1925-26 to 
1927-28, for the Government Oriental Manuscripts Library Madras (1935) vol. 
VI–part I, “Sanskrit”. By S. Kuppaswami Sastri, Madras. 

New Catalogos Catalogorum (1973) vol. 7. Kunjunni Raja, Madras: University of 
Madras. 

Notices of Sanskrit Manuscripts (1871-90) vols. I-IX by Rajendralala Mitra and 
vols. X-XI by Haraprasad Shastri, Calcutta.  

Notices of Sanskrit Manuscripts (1900, 1904, 1907, 1911) 2nd series 4 vols., by 
Haraprasad Shastri, Calcutta: Govt. of Bengal.  





ACTA UNIVERSITATIS UPSALIENSIS 

South Asian Studies

Editor: William L. Smith 

1. Anna-Pya Sjödin: The Happening of Tradition. Vallabha on Anumåna in 

Nyåyal¥lavat¥. 2006


	Abstract
	Contents
	Acknowledgements
	Abbreviations
	1. Introduction
	1.1 Aim and scope of the study
	1.2 Previous research
	1.3 Practical concerns
	1.3.1 Outline
	1.3.2 Chapter 2: preliminaries
	1.3.3 Chapters 3 & 4: text, translation and comments
	1.3.4 Chapter 5: text analysis

	1.4 Theoretical concerns (postures)
	1.4.1 Translation as interpretation
	1.4.2 Mimetic translation
	1.4.3 Development or change: a discourse of tradition


	2. Preliminaries
	2.1 Vallabha and Nyayalilavati
	2.1.1 Vallabha
	2.1.2 Nyayalilavati

	2.2 Introduction to anumana in Nyaya-Vaisesika
	2.2.1 Cognition and knowledge
	2.2.2 Samanya, jati and vyakti: generalities and particulars
	2.2.3 Anumana
	2.2.4 Upadhi
	2.2.5 Tarka
	2.2.6 Concluding remarks on anumana


	3. Sanskrit text
	3.1 A note on notation and the lack of manuscript references
	3.1.1 Abbreviations

	3.2 Transliterated text

	4. Translation and comments
	4.1 Introduction
	4.2 Anumana
	4.2.1 Translation
	4.2.2 Comments

	4.3 Vyapti
	4.3.1 Translation
	4.3.2 Comments

	4.4 Tarka
	4.4.1 Translation
	4.4.2 Comments

	4.5 Paramarsa
	4.5.1 Translation
	4.5.2 Comments


	5. Text analysis
	5.1 Introduction
	5.2 Anumana
	5.2.1 Vyaptigraha within the tradition(s)
	5.2.2 Vallabha on vyaptigraha
	5.2.3 Vallabha’s discussion with the Carvakas

	5.3 Vyapti and upadhi
	5.3.1 Vyapti and upadhi and within the tradition(s)
	5.3.2 Vallabha on vyapti and upadhi

	5.4 Tarka
	5.4.1 Tarka within the tradition(s)
	5.4.2 Vallabha on Tarka
	5.4.3 Concluding remarks on tarka

	5.5 Paramarsa
	5.5.1 Paramarsa within the tradition(s)
	5.5.2 Vallabha on paramarsa
	5.5.3 Vallabha’s discussion with the Mimamsakas


	6. Concluding discussion
	6.1 Thematic outlines of Nyayalilavati
	6.1.1 The grasping of vyapti
	6.1.2 The inferential process

	6.2 Nyayalilavati and tradition
	6.3 Future research
	Appendix 1: List of contents of NL
	Appendix 2: Structure of section in PDS and NL
	Appendix 3: Important references in and to NL
	Important references in NL
	Important references to NL

	Appendix 4: Approximate Chronology of authors and texts mentioned

	Bibliography
	Abbreviations in bibliography
	Primary sources
	Secondary sources
	Manuscript catalogues


