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1. Introduction 

In this paper 1 shall try to present some points of argumentation 

between the Advaitin Madhusfidana Sarasvati (hearafter Madhu-

sfidana， 1540-1600 ca.， Sharma， 1981: 375) and the Dvaitin Vyasa 

1irtha (hearafter Vyasa， 1478-1539， Sharma， 1981: 286)， which stand 

as the background for・"theinference of the falsity of the phenomenal 

world" (prapancamithyatvanumana) and for the formulation and 

defence of “the five definitions of falsity" (pαncamithyatva). My 

preliminary investigation concems， in some ways， also how Madhu-・

sfidana uses Navya Nyaya material and its consequent adaptation to 

Advaita tenets. 

1 am not going to strictly follow the order proposed by Madhu-
sfidana but， starting from the prapancαmithyatva ihference itself， 1 

shall analyse the main disagreement sentence (νipratipattivakya) and 

the consequent doubt which the Advaitins maintain to be a 
constitutive part (anga) of the debate or of the reflection (vicara)， and 

of the inference itself (anumana).1 

2. General Premises 

The main concem of the Advaitins is to establish non-duality 

(advaitasiddhi). Of course advaitabrahman is always a self-

established reality (svatafJsiddha)， auto-luminous (svaprakasα)， pure 

consciousness (suddhacaitanya)， so no proof is necessary to establish 

* 1 would lik巴tothank Prof. Kamaleswar Bhattacharya for his precious advices and guidanc巴

Many thanks also to Prof. Tosh山 roWada， Prof目 AlbertoPelissero， anq Dr. Elisa Freschi. Of 
course， ev巴ryshortcoming is due to my own und巳rstanding.

1 1 will， obviously， just introduce the subject hence 1 shall skip over th巴 complexdiscussion 
concerning pak:>atavacchedaka， briefly glancing through the analysis of pak:>ata. 
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it. As consciousness requires no proof， the falsity of the world alone is 

to be established. Once established the falsity of the world， the 

non-duality becomes automatically established (Chakraborty， 1967: 

41). That's why at the veηT beginning of Advaitasiddhi (hereafter AS)， 

Madhusudana underlines that for establishing non-duality we must 

first prove the falsity of the world:2“NOW，3 since the establishment 

of non-duality is possible only having previously established the 

falsity of duality， in primis the falsity of duality alone should be 
proved."4 

Madhusudana5 adapts to the present context an inference utilized 

by Anandabodha Bhattaraka 6 and， adding two probans (hetu)， 
slightly improves it: 7 "the subject under consideration is false， 

because it is an object of cognition， because it is insentient， because it 
is limited， just as the silver [super-imposed] on the nacreア(Pellegrini，

2011: 442-443). Here the term“νimata" is obviously the inferential 

subject (pak~a) ， falsity (mithyatva) is the probandum (sadhya)， the 

three probans (hetu) are“the property of being an object of cognition" 

(drsyatva)，“the property of being insentient" (ja4atva) and “the 

property of being limited" (paricchinnatvα) and the example 

(dr~tãnta) is the silver super-imposed on the nacre (suktirapya). 

3. Viprαtipattivakya 

Let's now focus the attention on the subject， the pak~a of this 
inference， expressed by the term“νimata" . 1 have roughly translated it 

as "the subject under considerationぺevenif it more precisely means 

“the subject of disagreement". The term vimata has been glossed as 

2 AS/SV厄C(p. 8):“tatradvaitasiddher dvaitamithyatvasiddhipurvakatvad dvaitamithyatvam 
eva prathamam upapadanfyam". 

3 1 could have interpret巴dth巴adverb“tatra"according to the reading of Madhusfidana direct 
disciple Balabhadra's gloss， the Siddhivyakhya (SV; AS/SV/LC， p. 8):“tatreti tasyam advaita-
siddhau.人“There，that is ιin that Advωtasiddhi' ..." 

4 This sam巴 att山 deis connected with some earlier Advaitinピstatements，just lik巴 inth巴
Brahmasiddhi (III.106a， p. 119): “ανidyastamayo mokoal:t sa ca salJ1sara udahrtal:tノペ “The 
lib巴rationconsists in the setting of ignorance. That [= ignoranc巴1is said to b巴thebondage .. ."; or 
in th巴 Tattνapradzpika(TP/NP， IV.8a， p. 602):“nivrttir atma mohasya j舟atatvenopalakoital:t/"， 
“the Self is the withdrawal of delusion， indicat巴dbyth巴propertyof being the known ・ー"
5 At this point， obeying to the principle "lakowzapramalJabhyalJ1 hi vastusiddhil:t"， Madhu四

sfidana's n巴xtst巴Pto prove the falsity of the world is to fumish the means of knowledge to 
determine the real nature of falsity (Pellegrini， 2011: 442， n. 3). 

6 Th巴textis r巴ferringtoλnandabodha Bhattaraka Nyayαdzpavalz (p. 1)“νivadapadalJ1 mithya 
ののatvat.yad itthalJ1 tat tatha. yathobhayavadyavivadapadalJ1 rajatam. tathaitat tat tatha." 
(Pellegrini， 2011: 442). 
7 AS/SVILC (pp. 30-31):“vimatalJ1 mithya drsyatvat， ja4，αtνat， paricchinnatvat suktirupyavat." 
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“νimativise，'>yaぺ“the [element] having as its qualificand the 

disagreement". The word vimati is a synonym of the term vipratipatti. 

Vipratipatti is that kind of statement which， at the opening of a debate， 
expresses a divergence of opinions on a given subject.8 Into AS， this 
sentence presents an incompatibility of views between the falsity and 

the reality of the world. The Laghucandrika (LC， p. 30) of 

Brahmananda SarasvatI (18 cent.) glosses the term vimata as viprati-

pattiviSe~ya “the [element] whose qualificand is the disagreement 

sentence". Accordingly，νipratがattiis the qualificand portion of a 

certain statement. Therefore， that same sentence should also have a 

quali自erpart， a vise~a7;a. This is clearly set forth in the Balabodhinl-

vyakhya of Y ogendranath Bagchi， as the doubt born out from the 
double option proposed by the disagreement sentence.9 

Madhusudana showed two main vipratipattivakyas，lO even though 
the discussion is especially focused on the first one:“that [kind of 

entity which] is qualified by the property of being not sublatable by a 

valid knowledge different from that of brahman， that is worthy of 

being cognised as real and different from consciousness， is [this 
entity] the counter-positive of a triple-time negation in the [same] 

locus where it is cognised?"l1 

8 The definition propos巴dby AS (p. 2) is“viruddhαko，tidvayopasthapaka1(l vaわJam";s巴ealso 
th巴 passageof AS/BB (p. 16):“ekadharmikaviruddhakotidvayaprakarakαj高anajanakavaわlasya
vかrat伊attirupαtvat."，“...since the nature of the disagreem巴ntsentence is to be a s巴nt巴nc巴

producing a cognition having two s巴tsof mutual1y contradictory determinations r巴gardingon巴
single subj巴ct..." See also Nyayakosal; (1978・765-766)
9 AS/BB (p. 26)“νlmaωm ity asya v伊rat伊αttivakyのanyasa1(lSαyaviSe$yamity arthal;." 

10 Madhusu.dana adds also another type of vipratipatti “pãramãrthikatvãkãrelJoktani~'edha
pratiyogi， na veti?"，“Is the counter-positive of白巴 mentionednegation endowed with an absolute 
d巴greeof reality， or not?"， c1e但・lyinseted du巴 toth巴 upholdersof th巴 vyadhik，αralJadharma-
vacchinnapratiyogitakabhava. A vyadhikaralJa property with reference to a thing is said to be that 
property which exists only in a different巴ntity.Hence a vyadhikaralJadharmavacchinna-
pratiyogitakabhaνa is that absence in respect of which the counter田positiven凶 sis determined by a 
prop巴町 (pratiyogitavacchedakadharma) which is not pr巴sentin the r巴levantnegatum but is 
something else. Here the word paramarthikatva means“the prop巴rtyof having th巴samedegree of 
reality as brahman" (brahmasamasattakatva) and it is relat巴dwith the property of being a 
counter-positive (pratiyogitva). For example， in th巴 sentence“th巴clothdoes not exist as endowed 
with the property of being a pot" (“ghatatvena pato nasti"; or“ghatatvena pαtabhaνal;ぺ“the
absenc巴ofthe cloth as endowed with the property of being a pot") Naiyayikas， taking the prop巴rty
ghatatva which does not share the same locus with its counter-positive [= the cloth (pata)] 
(νyadhik，αralJa)， say that the pa!a is巴ndowedwith “the property of being a counter-positive of the 
absolute absenc巴 whosecounter-positiveness is determined by the property of being a pot" 
(gha.tatvavacchinnapratiyogitakatyantabhavapratiyogitva). In the same way， this second vがrati-
patti can be re同writtenas “brahmasamasattakatvena prapanco nastiぺ“thephenomenal universe 
does not exist as endowed with th巴 samed巴gre巴 ofreality as brahman"， where the brahmasama-
sattakatva has been consid巴redaν'yadhikaralJa property (dharma) in respect to the ph巴nornenal
world (prapa克ca)，and cons巴quentlythe phenomenal wor1d is巴ndowedwith “the prop巴託yofbeing 
a counter-positiv巴 ofth巴 absolut巴 absencewhose count位向positivenessis determined by the 
prop巴rtyof being endowed with the sam巴 l巴velof reality of brahman" (brahmasamasattak.ル
tvavacchinnapratiyogitakatyantabhavapratiyogitvα). 

11 AS/SV/LC (pp. 20):“ωtra mithyatve viprati]フattil;- brahmapramatiriktabadhyatve sati sat四

tvena pratltyarha1(l cidbhinna1(l pratipannopadhau traikalikani，5edhapratiyogi， naνa?" 

5 



G. PELLEGRINI 

This sentence can be divided in two main portions“brahma-

pramatiriktabadhyatve sati. sattveηα pratftyarha711 cidbhinna711" is the 

qualificand part (νise$yabhaga) and “'pratipannopadhau traikalikα-

ni$edhapratiyogi na va" is the qualifier part (vise$wwbhaga). In the 
quali白candpart as well， we distinguish three different portions: 

“brahmapramatiriktabadhyatvaぺ“sattvenapratrηarhatva" and “cid-
bhinnatva". Generally speaking， when seen in the body of the 

inference， the vipratipattivaわla's qualificand part (vise$yabhaga) 

constitutes the inferential subject (pαk$a)， which also is the vise$ya or 

dharmin of an inference， whilst the qualifier part (viSe$a7Jabhaga)， 

namely the probandum， together with the probans constitutes the 

vise，ya7Ja or dharma of the inference. Unfortunately， there is no room 

here to treat more thoroughly the first among these properties， since it 

would involve the concept of the determiner of the inferential 

subjectness (pak$atavacchedaka).12 However， the first adjective“bra-

hmapramatiriktabadhyatva" is added to avoid “the flaw of proving 
what is already proved" (siddhasadhanα) into apparent entities (prati同

bhasikapαdartha); 13 the second "sattvena pratrtyarhatva" 14 is to 

12 For that discussion glance through AS/SV/LC (pp. 20-27). 

13 Without including in the body of the disagrωment s巴ntenceth巴 aの巴ct1ve“th巴 propertyof 
being sublatable [by a valid knowledg巴1different from th巴 knowledgeof brahman" (brahma-
pramatiriktabtidhyatva) there will be the flaw of proving what is already proved (siddlωsad.加 na)
into apparent entities， like the silver projected on the nacre (suktirupya)， the snake on the rope 
(sarparajju)ヲ etc.Of cours巴 hereth巴 explanationinvolves the conc巴ptof the“det巴rmm巴rof the 
inferential subjectn巴ss"(pak(iataναcchedaka). Ther巴 aretwo ways to establish (siddhi) the 
occurrenc巳 ofa probandum in an inferential subject. In the first option， technically called 
"pak~atävacchedakasämänädhik，αralJyena sadhyasiddhilJ" (“巴stablishmentof the probandum as 
sharing the same locus with the det巴rmm巴rof the inferential s両氏tness")，only a limited number 
of pak(ias with a particular and specific form ar巴 chos巴nfor this establishment， thos巴 whichar巴
homogeneous with the propos巴dinferential subject， that is“some infer，巴ntialsub jects qualified by 
the d町 rminerof the in財団tials刷 ectness"(pa伽 tavacchedakavi的.tayatkincitpak(ia).In the 
second instance the establishment of the probandum is don巴 inall th巴 pak(iasas such 
(pak~atävacchedakãvacchinnapak(ia) ， and this i呂 田 med，"establishm巴ntof the proband附
determin巴dby the determiner of the inf，巴rentialsubjectness" (“pak~atävacched，品ävacchedena
sadhyasiddhilJ"; K/NSM， pp. 500】 504;Vattanky， 2003: 204-205，210-214). Ifthe aim (udddya) of 
the debater is to establish the probandum according to th巴 firstinstance (= pak(iataνacchedaka 
samanadhikaralJyena) we have two options: before formulating the inferenc巴 weshould verify 
whether the probandum is established all over the pak~a (sakalapak(ia) or just in a portion of it 
(pak~aik，αdesa). The AS/BB (2000: 20-21) points out a difference among old (pracfna) and 
modern (nωfna) Naiyayikas about th巳 establishmentof th巴 probandumthrough pak~atã
vacchedakasamanadhikaralJyenαAccording to th巴 modernthe qualifi巴rmust b巴 admittedas 
useful， b巴causewhen a probandum is already established (siddha) in an inferential subj巴ct
determined by a c巴rtainproperty， th巴 resultinginferential knowledge (αnumiti) - namely th巴

establishm巴ntof the probandum (sadhyasiddhi) - does not occur in another inferential subj巴ct
determin巴dby that prop巴rty.Thus， the inferential knowl巴dg巴producedby proving the probandum 
as sharing由巳 samelocus with the determiner of th巴 inferentialsubjectness is obstructed by that 
V巴ryestablishment. On the other hand， according to th巴 oldview， th巴reis no need to accept the 
said qualifier， because when the probandum is established in a c巴rtaininferential subject 
d巴terminedby a cert泊nproperty， then出ereinth巴rewill not be anumiti. Neverth巴less，anumiti will 
occur in another inferential subj巴ctdetermined by that property. Hence the anumiti produc巴dby 
proving the probandum as shari時 thesame locus with th巴determin巴rof the inferential subj巳ctness
is not obstfllcted by that establishm巴nt.In th巴presentcase， the inferential subject can b巴eitherthe 
entire phenomenal world (vyavaharikaprapa高ca)or the app紅巳ntworld (pratibhasikaprapa丘ca)as 
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prevent the contradiction (badha) into unreal entities (αlfka/tuccha) 

and the third “cidbhinnatva" 15 to avoid the contradiction with 

brahman.16 

At any rate， to present the same vipratipatti in a simplified way， it 
could be stated that the sense of the entire qualificand part is merely 

“the phenomenal world" (vyavaharikaprapa克ca): because it is 

sublatable only by the knowledge of brahman (brahmapramabadhya 

= brahmapramatiriktabadhya)， because it is perceivable as real 

(sattvena pratftyarha) and because it is different from the supreme 

consciousness (cidbhinna). Besides， the qualifier part corresponds 

exactly to PrakMatman' s definition of falsity， defended in AS' s 

dvitηαmithyatva (Pellegrini， 2011: 444-445). So， it simply coincides 

with mithya. Consequently， the vipratipattivaわlawill be reduced to 

this straightforward sentence:“Is the phenomenal world false or not?" 

(“ν'yavaharikaprapa方comithya na va?ぺAS，p.5).

Advaitins consider this vipratipatti sentence the seed out of which 

sprouts the germ of doubt (sarnsaya) because， without suggesting a 

final solution， it presents two mutually contradictory positions: the 

falsity of the world (prapa方camithyatva)vis-a-vis the reality of that 

world (prapa万cωαtyatva).

To understand the entire issue we must get back to the beginning 

of AS， where Madhusudana clearly states that“proving a position by 

arguments (upapadana) takes place through the establishment of one's 

own view and the rebuttal of the opponent's view. Both these acts are 

well. The probandum is not yet巴stablishedin the ph巴nom巴nalworld， but it is already established 
in the apparent realm， by oth巴rsm巴ansof knowledge. So， if we try to asc巴rtainthe presence of the 
probandum in the inferential subject through paksataνacchedakasamanadhikarmJyena， then 
according to the point of view of th巴 modemNaiyayikas there will be the flaw of proving what is 
alr巴adyproved in a pa抗 ofthe inferential subject， namely th巴 silv巴r-nacre，because also白E

apparent entities ar巴cognisable as real and diff，巴rentfrom supreme consciousness. Therefore， in 
order to avoid this flaw it is compulsory to add the qualifier under discussion， namely brahma-
pramatiriktabadhyatva (AS， p. 3). 

14 Here the main purpose is to highlight the nature of falsity (mithyatva). If w巴donot insert the 
adjective“the property of being cognis巴das real" (sattvena pratfのarhatva)it will result a 
contradiction flaw with the absolutely unreal entities (αlfka/asat/tuccha)， like th巴sonof a barr巴n
woman， the hare's hom， etc目 These“巴ntities"are not false (mithya) b巴causethey are not sublatabl巴
by any knowledge different from the knowledge of brahman， and， since they are absolutely 
non-exlst巴nt，they ar巴 notcognisable by any cognition whatso巴V巴r.Mor巴over，they are different 
from suprem巴 consciousness.Therefore， this qualification is necess訂 Yto avoid th巴 said
contradiction. 

15 Th巴 lastadjective“the property of being diffe印刷 fromsupreme consciousness" (cid-
bhinnatva = cidbheda) is necess征 Yto avoid a contradiction of the disagreement sentence with the 
nature (svarupa) of brahman itself， which is pure (suddha) and infinite (niraνacchinna) 
consciousness (cit/caitanyα). Thus， th巴propertyof being different from supreme consciousness is 
a distinctive mark of a fals巴entIty.

16 AS/SV/LC (p. 27):“itaravisesalJadvayam tu tucche brahmalJi ca badhavaralJayadaralJfyam 
eva". These three flaws， that of proving what is alr巴adyproved (siddhasadhana) and the two 
contradictions (badha)， from anoth巴rstandpoint can simply be viewed as atiν'yaptlS 
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accomplished by resorting to one among three kinds of debate 

(katha): 17 discussion (vada， NyS I.2.1)，18 sophistry (jalpa， NyS 
I.2.2)19 and cavil (vitm:uja， NyS 1ユ3)."20(Potter， 2006: p. 208).21 

The conclusion (paryavasana) of vadakatha is the ascertainment of 
the truth (tattvaninJaya); the conclusion of jalpa is the victory (vijaya) 

or the defeat (nigraha); while the conclusion of vitm:ujakatha is the 
mere refutation of the opponent's view (khm:ujanamatra) without 

presenting one's own (AS/BB， p. 9). 

At the beginning of the vada and jalpa types of katha， the judge of 

the debate (mαdhyasthα) must utter the vipratipattivaかa，because 
such a disagreem~nt sentence generates a doubt (samsayα) into the 

debaters and into the audience. This initial doubt， according to 
Madhusudana， is a constitutive part of the reflection (vicara).22 On 

the other hand， if we interpret the term vicara as inference (anumana)， 

then doubt becomes a fundamental element in formulating the subject 

of the inference (pak.ya) (Sukla， 2004: 21-23). In more simple words， 

it could be said that till the initial doubt (samsaya) is not clearly 

expressed， the debate cannot be undertaken (Matilal， 1999: 4).23 

Several centuries before Vatsyayana， commenting on NyS (I.l.1)， 

wrote that also the object of an inference should be a doubted one:24 

17 SV:“Debat巴 isthe extent of th己記nt巴ncespresenting the opponent's and the propon巴nt's
views as distinctly authored." (p. 14: "katha nama nanakartrkapiirvottarapak$apratipadaka-
vakyavistara/:l"); or LC“Debate is the sentence aided by the fiv巴-memb巴rs[of the syllogism]."。
14:“"pancavaym叩 arikaropetavakyalJ1katha"). 

18 The word vada is translatable as“discussionぺandin Nyayasiitra (N yS， I.2.1) is defined: 
“"pramalJatarkasadhanopalambhas siddhantaviruddha/:l pa舟cavayavopapanna/:lpak$apratipak$a-
parigraho vada/:l"; in LC takes a short巴rand more useful shap巴 (p.14)“tattvabubhutsuna saha 
kat，師"

19 The jalpa is a“sophistry" (NyS， I.2.2):“yathoktopapannas chalajatinigrahasthanasadhano-
palambho jalpa/:l"; in LC (p. 14)‘'Vijigl$UlJa saha [ka的a]."

20 The third typ巴 ofdebate-mode is vitanda:“cavil" (NyS， I.2.3): "svapratipak$asthapanahrno 
νitaIJ4a"; in LC (p. 14)“svapak$asthapanahrna [，此atha]."

21 AS/SV/LC (pp. 8， 14):“upapadanalJ1 ca svapak$asadhanaparapak$anirakaralJabhyalJ1 
bhavatrti tadubhayalJ1 vadajalpavitalJ4anam anyatamalJ1 katham asritya sampadanryam." 

22 AS/SV/LC (p. 14):“tatra ca vipratipattijanyasalJ1sayasya ViCaralJ1gatvan madhyasthenadau 
vipratipatti/:l pradadanrya人“Amongthem， since the doubt generated from the disagreement 
sentence is a constitutive part of the reflection， at the beginning the judge should show the 
disagre巴ments巴ntence."

23 According to Balabhadra's SV， AS follows the discussion type of debate:“tasyalJ1 vada-
kathayam ity artha/:l， tatreちI asya vipratipattil;t pradarsanηety anenanνayal;t". In addiction， 
Madhusildana himself further in th巴 textwill us巴 theword “ahamkarinah" in the sense of 
“a町ogantdebat巴r"(AS/SV /LC， p. 17) in ord巳rto designate someone who resorts to th巴jαlpakatha
and for showing his lack of interest towards sophistry. By his own admission， Madhusildana 
mt巴nd巴dto produc巴 awork of vada (Gupta， 2006: 12). However， in AS's fourth ma見galav巴rs巴it
is said that the purpose of the text is twofold “bodhaya vadivijayaya ca" (“for the comprehension 
and the victory on the propon巴nt")wh巴re，if the t巴rm“bodhaya"refers to vadakatha， the 
compound“vadivijayaya" is undoubtedly connected withjalpakatha. 

24 NySB (ad NyS， I.1.l)“na 'nupalabdhe na nirlJlte 'rthe nyayal;t pravartate. kilJ1 tarhi? 
salJ1sayite 'rthe ..." See also NySB ad NyS I.1.41 

8 



IS THERE ANY NEED FOR DOUBT? 

“the syllogism does not proceed towards an entity not perceived， or 

towards an entity already established. [Objection:] What's then? 

[Answer:] [The syllogism proceeds] towards what is doubted .. ."25 

4. Dvaitins' position 

Following in the text， from “yady api" ，26 Madhusudana starts to 

present Dvaitins' point of view as developed in Vyasa's Nyiiyiimrta 

(NyA). Even if Vyasa himself presents the vipratipatti， he does not 
accept it as useful (upayogin) in the reflection/debate (νiciira). He 

writes that the v伊ratipattisentence is used in accordance to the sty le 

of logicians， not because it is really useful.27 In fact， it does not 

generate a doubt， since those who are involved in the debate have 

already ascertained their respective positions and do not have any kind 

of doubt about them. So， from the disagreement sentence does not 
arise a real doubt to be dispelled and the vipratipatti itself is not 

necessary. If， notwithstanding， the rise of such a doubt would be 

accepted for a while， it cannot be maintained as fundamental part of 

the discussion and neither as indispensable constituent for inferential 

subject or inferential subjectness (pak~atii) considered in the sense 

demonstrated by Gangesa's T.αttvacintiima1J，i (hereafter TC). 

1 personally think that since the beginning Vyasa aims at 

preventing the very formation of the mithyiitviinumiina， showing that 
there are not the necessary causal presuppositions for constituting any 

inference whatsoever: nor the need of any doubt， neither any 

relevance of the vipratipatti sentence， and not even the formation of 

inferential subjectness. 

Even the Navya Naiyayikas do not accept doubt as constituent of 

the inferential subjectness (pak~atiigha.taka). According to them， 

whose methodology and technical terminology is fully utilized by 

Madhusudana， the starting point is the definition of consideration 

25 W orth mentioning紅巴 someearlier connections with Madhusudanaヲsview， at血巳 b巴ginning
of Bhamatl (BSBB， p. 2) Vacaspati Misra points out that th巴 objectof debate among巴xpert
philosophers shou1d b巴 something“doubted"(sUlJ1digdha) and “usefu1" (saprayojana):“atha yad 
asalJldigdham aprayojanalJl ca naωt prek$avαtpratipitsagocara/:l， yatha samanaskendrかα-
salJlnikr$ta/:l sphftalokamadhyavartf ghata/:l， karatadantaνd…" Anoth巴rana1ogous instanc巴 lS

found at the very opening of th巴SalJlkhyatattvakaumudf

26 AS/SV/LC (pp. 14-15):“yady api vipratipattijanyasalJlsayasya na pak$atasampadaka-
tayopayoga/:l. si$adhayi$avirahasahakrtasadhakamanabhavarupayas tasya/:l salJlsayaghatitatvat."， 
“Even though the doubt generated by the disagre巴mentsent巴ncelS not us巴fu1in constructing the 
inferentia1 subj巴ctn巴ss，because that [inferentia1 subjectness] whose shape is of an 'absenc巴 ofan 
estab1ishing m巴ansofknow1edge aided by the desire to infer' is not constituted by the doubt..." 

27 Nyλ/AS (p. 3)“idalJl ca vipratipattipra材'arsanalJltarkikarityaivoktalJl na tu vastuta/:l." 
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(paramadaj万ana)28which basically involves two notions:νyapti 

(invariable concomitance) and pak:-;adharmata，29 that is the OCCUf-

rence (vrttitva) of the probans in the inferential subject (pak$a)_30 

This last concept is based on the notion of inferential subjectness 
(pak$ata) and is directly responsible for the rise of the inferential 

knowledge (αnumiti). 

A question arises: what does make something fit to be the 

substratum of pak$ata， namely， the subject or the pak$a of an 

inference? Roughly speaking pak$ata or inferential subjectness is the 

property of being the inferential subject， which is directly responsible 

for the rise of inferential knowledge (anumiti). This is a psychological 

requirement for inference: before inferring something there should be 

certainty concerning the conditions under which inference is possible 

and， among them， pak$ata has an essential importance (Bhattacharya， 

1978: 76). What's more， if paramar，向 isthe positive cause of the 

inference， pak$ata can be viewed as the negative one (abhaviya-
karm;a) (Dravid， 2007: xvii-xix)_31 

Gangesa discusses fOUf different definitions of inferential subject-
ness (pak$ata). Three are refuted whilst the last results flawless. The 

first definetion analysed and refuted is the so-called “doubt-

subjectness" (sam知yapak$ata)，accepted by ancient (pracina) 

Naiyayikas: 32 "inferential subjectness is being endowed with the 

property of a doubtful probandum"}3 Gangesa r吋ectsthis definition 

28 The Karikavalr (K/NSM， II.68a; Vattanky， 2003: 88-91) defines consideration (paramada) 
as:“vyapyasya paksavrttitvadhif:t paramarSa ucyatelヘ“consid巴rationis said to b巴th巴cognitionof 
the occu汀巴nceof the pervaded [= probans 1 in th巴 inferentialsubj巴ct";while TS/D/NyB (p. 34): 
“vyaptivisis!apak$adharmatのnanam paramarSaf:t" ，“consid巴ration is the cognition of th巴
occu紅enceof the probans in th巴 inferentialsubject， qualified by the invariabl巴 concomitanc巴
[between the probans and the probandum]". Consideration is the dir，巴ctcause of infer巴ntial
knowl巴dge(anumiti):“infer.巴ntialknowledg巴 isthe cognition born out of the consideration" 
(TS/D/NyB，p.34:“taramarsajanyam jnanam anumitif:t"). 
29 TS/D/NyB (p. 34) directly adapts the definition to the locus classicus of the inference 
(pa円 αωνahniman，dhumat)・“vyi1pyasyaparvati1divrttitvam pak$adharmati1." 

30 While th巴 invariableconcomitance (vyi1pti) has been treated in the prωeding part of TC， in 
order to explain pari1marsa， pak$adharmata must be properly understood (TCP， p. 1:“vyi1pti 
nirupm;i1nantaram pak$adharmati1 nirupyate…"). 

31 I'd just like to remind that among the nine types of common causes (sadhi1ral]aki1ral]a) 
r巴gardingall the effects， Naiyayikas accept also the causality (ki1ral]atvα) of the absence (abhi1vα)， 
namely the ant巴cedentabsence (pragabhi1να) and abs巴nceof the obstructing element (prati-
bhandakabhi1va) . 

32 The TCP (p. 3) presents the definition in this form: "samdigdhasi1dhyadharmatvam pak$a 
tvam". The same definition is also expressed as“samdigdhasi1dhyadharmavatれiampαksαtvam" 
(translated above) and alternatively translatabl巴as“inferentialsulヲ'jectnessis the prop巴rtyofbeing 
endowed with a doubtfulprobandum" (AS， p. 2; TCP， Introduction: 2). In the s巴condinstanιe the 
poss巴ssive(matvarthiya)νatUP affix (pratyaya) clearly helps to understand th巴 d巴finition.Th巴
first one might be viewed as a bahuvrihi compound as well. For a thorough explanation of the 
S巴veralinterpretative options see Ramanuja Tatacarya's Bi1labodhini (TCP， pp. 5-8). 

33 Th巴 clos巴stoccurrenc巴 tothis definition is in Sivaditya's Saptapadi1rthr (SP， p. 113): 
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IS THERE ANY NEED FOR DOUBT? 

arguing that doubt cannot have any direct involvement in the 

emergence of inference， since the perception of the inferential mark 

(luigadarsana)， the recollection of vyapti (vyaptismara(la)， etc.， occur 

in the wake of doubt about the probandum. Only then inference arises. 

Hence， inference is not dependent on doubt. Ergo， since the cause is 

immediately antecedent to its effect (karyaniyatapurvavrtti)， between 
them there should not be any time-gap (avyavahita). In our example 

doubt ceases to exist two moments before inference， because it has to 

leave room for other psychical events constitutive of the consideration 

(paramarsa) and the subsequent inference (Bhattacharya， 1978: 78).34 

Then Gangesa， after refusing other two definitions ，35 proposes his 

own， which is adopted also by Madhusudana and Vyasa:“the 

inferential subject is where there is the absence of an establishing 

“sal!ldigdhasadhyadharmavattvenopattatval!l pak$atvam". ln the Nyayakosa (p. 452) it is also 
found a reference to JanakInatha's Nyayasiddhantamanjarf (NySMa， p. 111)“sa ca sadhyavat-
tvena sal!ldihyamanatval!l". lt should be noted that TS/D/NyB (p. 43) keeps the old definition: 
“sal!ldigdhasadhyavan pak$al:z" 
34 For explaining this passage 1 need to r，巴f巴rto a few Nyaya t巴nets.First of all， it is w巴11known 
the rule according to which a specific quality (vise$aguT;la)， having as its locus (adhikaraT;la) a 
pervasive substance (vibhudravya) worthy of being perc巴ived(yogya)， is destroyed by the 
emergence in that same locus of another immediately subsequent specific quality (NSM ad K 1.27， 
p.244):“yogyavibhuvise$aguT;lanal!l svottaravartigu附 nasyatvat…"The Self (atman) is this kind 
of pervasive substance and doubt is one among its specific qualiti凶 (νise~'aguT;la). Besides， it 
sho日ldbe kept in mind that巴achand every specific quality lasts for three instants (k$aT;la): 
巴m巴rgence(utjワatti)，permanence (sthiti) and d巴struction(nasa/layα)， This is the proc巴ss:in the 
first instant a specific quality is born， in th巴 s巴condpersists and in th巴 thirdis destroyed. Two 
specific qualities cannot emerge in the same instant (ekakalavacchedena) and in the same locus 
(ekadhikaraT;lavacchedena)， but onc巴 on巴 vise$aguT;laarises， it passes to its second instant and， 
only during the second instant of the firstνise$aguT;la， another νiSe$aguT;la can紅 isein that same 
locus. Thus， when the second vi允5agUT;lais in the sthitik$aT;la， then the first is in th巴thirdmoment， 
the layak$aT;la， so it is d巴stroyed.This same displaying order pertains to any oth巴rviSe$aguT;la 
arising in th巴thirdinstant of the first viSe$aguT;la， and in th巴自巴condofthe s巴condvise$aguT;la. Now， 

let's briefly analyse the present situation: if pak$ata were the doubt (sal!ldeha) regarding the 
probandum and the cause of inf，巳rentialknowledge， it should be present in the first moment. After 
that， following the inferential process， th巴r巴 isth巴 perceptionof infer巴ntialmark (lingadarsana)， 
subsequ巴ntly the recollection of th巴 invariable concomitance (vyaptismaraT;la)， th巴n the 
consideration (paramar初)and， at last the inferential knowl巴dge(αnumiti). So， according to the 
previously m巴ntionedrules， doubt is destroyed at the emerg巴nceof vyaptismaraT;la， ergo it cannot 
be considered a direct cause of paramarSa， and even least of anumiti (TCP， lntroduction: 3). 

35 Then Ga白gesa(TCP， p. 55) cites this definition:“sadhakabadhakapramaT;labhaval:z'二“the
absence of an establishing or contradicting prove". GaIigesa r巴:jectsit saying that in presenting 
both -the absenc巴ofsiddhi and badha -there is a redundancy: just巴itheris enough for inf，巴r巴nc巴.
The other definition called icchapak$ata might have been formulated by Vacaspati“si$adhayi$ita-
sadhyadharma dharmf pak$al:z" (TCP， pp. 57ヲ 63)，“theinferential subject is the qualified el巴ment
(dharmin) having as property the probαndum， which is th巴 objectof th巴 desireto infer" 
(Bhattacharya， 1978・78-79).Although som巴on巴knowsthe nature of the Self from scriptures and 
accordingly aims at liberation， if he desir巴sto infer (si$adhayi$a) lts existenc巴 h巴 mighttake 
recourse to inference. ln fact， TCP (p. 63) adds “the lovers of inferential arguments desire to know 
through inferenc巴 alsoan entity already well cognised by means of a dir巴ctperception" 
(pratyak$aparikalpitam apy artham anumanena bubhutsante tarkarasikal:z). GaIigda refutes also 
this option， because the desire to infer is separated by a time-gap， so it cannot be direct cause. 
Conversely， even without any si$adhayi$a whatso巴V巴r，through the roar of a cloud that very c10ud 
or rain can be inf，巴rr巴d.ln fact， desire to inf，巴rdoes not precede the inferenc巴 forone's own sake 
(svarthanumanα) (Bhattacharya， G. M.， 78-79; Rai， 1995: 3-4). 
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means of knowledge aided by the absence of the desire to infer"戸 As

a consequence， the property residing into the pab;a， capable of 

making such an inferential subject a pak$a， is indeed pak$ata. This 

definition clarifies the occurrence of inference in such cases where 

causal factors of perception， such as the ascertainment of a 

probandum etc.， are present and accompanied by a desire to infer. It 

has two parts: the quali自erone "si$adhayi$avirahasahakrtaぺwhich

means“qualified by the absence of the desire to infer" (anu-

mηziμtsabhalνyανis丘i匂$t仰α) and the qualif白Icand one '“‘'sadhakα'PYαmaJ;αa" 

C∞or汀res叩pond副ingtωO“"as民ce町rtai担n凹I立ment"(υsiddhi/ni“scαyαω). This is the reason 
why this definition involves a qualified absence (visi$tabhava): 

absence of a causal factor coupled with the absence of the desire to 

infer. This qualified absence is conditioned by three possible 

alternatives (Rai， 1995: 1): 

1. vise$yabhavaprayuktavisi$tabhava: absence qualified by the 

absence of the qualificand (vise$ya); 

2. vise$aJ;abhavaprayuktavisi$.tabhava: absence qualified by the 
absence of the qualifier (vise$aJ;a); 

3. ubhayabhavaprayuktavisi$.{abhava: absence qualified by the 
absence of both [qualificand and qualifier] (ubhaya). 

Once these cases are applied to the definition of inferential 

subjectness (pak$ata) we are lead to four options: 

A. the ascertainment of the probandum (sadJり7αsiddhi[= niscaya]) 

qualified by a desire to infer (corresponding to viSe$aJ;abhava-

prayuktavisi$tabhava) ; 

B. absence of the ascertainment of the probandum (sadhyasiddhi) 

qualified by the absence of desire (corresponding to viSe$ya-

bhavaprayuktavisi$tabhava) ; 

C. absence of the ascertainment of the probandum (sadhyasiddhi) 

qualified by the desire to infer (corresponding to ubhayabhava-

prayuktavisi$.tabhava) . 

In all these cases we shall get the conditions for pak$ata， so that 

the inferential judgement arise; but not in the fourth case: 

D. the ascertainment of the probandum is not qualified by the 
desire to infer (TCP， Introduction: 5-6). 

As a consequence， Vyasa says that on accepting as pak$ata the 

36 TCP (pp. 64， 66): "si:jadhayi:javirahasαhakrtasadhakapramal)abhava1; yatra asti sa pak:ja1;"; 
K/NSM (II.70; Vattanky， 2003: 201): "si$adhayi$aya sunya siddhir yatra na vidyate / sa pa訂正7S

tatra vrttitvaj，高anadanumitir bhavet //" and the following remark of NSM (pp. 496-497; Vattanky， 
2003: 201-205)“s i$adhay i$avirahav is i$.t，ωiddhyabhava1; pak:jata， tadvan pak:ja iかarthah
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doubt regarding the probandum in the pakf;a， we will have to face a 

severe flaw. Supposing that someone has realised the highest 

liberating knowledge “1 am brahman" ， through the constant 

meditation on the meaning of mahavaわJas，if he successively has the 
desire to establish again the same by means of an inference like “Iam 

brahman， because 1 am of the nature of Being， Consciousness and 

Beatitude" (AS， p. 3:“aham brahma saccidanandarupatvat")， then， 
since there is no more a doubt regarding the probandum in the pak$a， 

it will result impossible to have such an inference.37 But we know 

that also such an inference might occur. In fact， on that occasion the 

definition of pak$ata is present in its form as“absence quali自edby the 

absence of quali白er"(vise$aJ;abhava-prayuktavisi$tabhava): there is 

the ascertainment of the probandum and also the desire to infer 

(αnumitsa)， thus we have pak$ata and the following inferential 

knowledge. 

But， as maintained by Vyasa， by Navyas and， to some extend， by 

Madhusudana as well， this definition it is not tenable， so it cannot be 

admitted that doubt is a constitutive part of inference. Furthermore， 

the vipratipatti itself is not able to cause the rise of doubt in the 

proponent (vadin) and in the opponent (prativadin)， because they are 

already sure about their respective positions. Therefore， for the debate 

or the inference， there is not any relevance of the doubt generated by 

uttering the 1ゆrat伊attivakya.

Furthermore， purvapak$in38 goes on postulating a possible utility 

of doubt: if in the debaters， because of their ascertainment about their 

own points of view (vise$adarsanasadbhavena)， does not appear a 

spontaneous doubt， then why not to admit a hypothetical doubt?39 In 

37 These remarks recall th巴 discussionof TCP (pp. 55-57) concerning the rebuttal of 
sarrzsayapaksata. As explained巴紅lier，出iskind of paksata is not accepted by Navyas， because 
according to the scriptural passage“srotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavya/:t" (“should be h巴ard，
should be refl巴cted，should be m巴ditatedupon"， BrU 11.4.5) onc巴 som巴thinghas be巴np巴rceived
and compreh巴ndedthrough hearing (SravalJa)， there is a subsequent r巴fl巴ction(manana). Here the 
word “manana" conveys nothing but inference (anumana). So， sarrzsayapaksata contradicts the 
quoted upani$adic passage. 1n fact， once gained the scriptural know ledg巴whosecont巴ntis the Self， 
it is not likely to have a doubt about the same. Moreov巴r，there cannot even be an inference with 
the same object， becaus巳th巴reis no trace of its cause， namely paksata in form of sarrzsaya 

38 AS/SV/LC (p. 15):“anyatha sruかatmaniscayavato'numitsaya tadanumanarrz na syat， vadya-
drnarrz niscayavattvena sarrzsayasambhavad aharyasarrzsayasyatiprasa克ijakatvacca人“Otherwise，
someone who has realised the Self through [the t巴achings0司sruti，will not formulat巴Its[= of the 
Self] inference [巴ven]with a desire to infer [It]， and since the debat巴rand others [= the proponent 
and th巴opponent]have asc巴rtained[their own positions]， the doubt will not be possible and there 
will b巴 anundue extension into hypothetical doubt (aharyasarrzsaya)." 

39 The hypothetical kind of doubt (ahaηlasa庁lsaya)is defined as:“badhasamakalrneccha-
janyaj.丘anam.yatha‘vahnyabhavavan hrado vahniman na va' ity akarakam"，“[the hypothetical 
doubt is] a cognition produced by a desire， simultaneous with its [own] contradiction. For example， 
it has this shap巴:‘isthe lake endowed with the absence of fire， possess巴dof fire or not?'." (AS， p. 
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fact， considering the statement of Vacaspati Mi訂正sNyVTT (αd 

NySBV 1.1.1)“only two persons who have an ascertained knowledge 

carry on a discussion" (niscitau hi vada111 kurutab) according to which 

the vadin and the prativadin involve themselves into a debate only 
having ascertained their respective positions about a certain subject， 

there is no room for the rise of any effective doubt. And， if we were to 

accept for a while the utility of the doubt， then this doubt would 
acquire a hypothetical nature (ahaηαtvena). Consequently， if the 

hypothetical doubt were a causal constituent (prayojaka) of the 

inferential subjectness (pak$ata)， then we will also have to face the 

undesired event of the hypothetical consideration (aharyaparamarsa) 

being the cause of the inferential knowledge (anumiti). In fact here the 

hypothetical judgement wouldn't be obstructed (pratibandhita) by a 

specific ascertainment. Thus， we will have to face the problem (apatti) 

of explaining the rise of the consideration and of the inferential 

knowledge out of the hypothetical doubt (aharyasa111saya).40 But this 

is clearly impossible， because if someone has already established the 

probandum and has not any desire to infer something， he will surely 

not infer anything. Actually， in that situation there is no kind of 

pak$ata， be it considered as PracInas do or according to Navyas. The 

conclusion of the purvapak$in is therefore that the doubt born out of 

the disagreement sentence cannot be accepted -as a part of the 

reflection/inference. 

At last， the purvapak$in41 intends to show that the vipratipatti 
isn't a part of the reflection/inference， not only indirectly， but also 

directly (sak$at = without generating the doubt). The νipratipattivakya 
serves to make accept (parigraha) to the vadin and the prativadin 

their own specific positions (pratipak$a = pratiniyαtapak$a) about one 

single issue (pak$a = dharmin). For this reason， it cannot be main-

3). See also Nyayakosa (pp. 135-136) and the remarks on the fact that aharya“cognition is 
p巴rceptua1and it is supposed to take place in d巴fianc巴ofthe contradictory perception ..." (Dravid. 
1996: 166四 167).

40 LC (p. 15): "salf1sayasya samsayahetutvasvlkarasya. atiprasanjakatvat ahaηaparamar由 der
hetutvapada此αtνat."The ASIBB (p. 12) interprets th巴passagestating that as far as the caus巴ofthe
inf，巴rentialknowledge is concern巴d，the hypoth巴ticaldoubt cannot be a constitutiv巴cnt巴riaof the 
infer巴ntial subjectness， since it is exceedingly extensive: “aharyasamsayasyanumitihetut 
ve 'tiprasamgena pak~atvãprayojakatvãt". 

41 AS/SV/LC (pp目 15-16):“napivipratipatteft svarupata eva pak~apratipak~αparigrahaphala
katayopayogaft.‘fναyedam sadhanηam'， 'anenedam dU~a7Jlyam' ityadimadhyasthavakyad eva 
tallabhena v伊ratipattivaiyarthyat人“Moreoverヲ thedisagreement s巴ntenceis indeed of nか us巴

巴venby its own natur巴， [nam巴ly]by producing as result (phalakataya) th巴 acc巴ptance[of their 
own positions] by the oppon巴ntand the proponent. In fact， sinc巴weget it [= the position of both] 
simply from the s叩 tenceof the judge such as‘Y ou should establish this'， 'he should refute this' ， 
there will be no relevance at all of the disagreement sentence." 
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tained that it must be first uttered by the judge (madhyastha)， because 

this result - iι， the acceptance of respective positions一happens

through command sentences (ajnavakya) of the madhyastha， such as: 

“Y ou must establish thisぺ“Hemust refute thisぺsothe utterance of 

the vipratipattivakya is irrelevant (仰yathasiddha).Vyasa 42 also 

writes that the vipratipatti is useless not only in the formation of pak0a 

but also as far as the probαndum is concerned， because both 訂 e

actually presented by the proposition (pratijnaほかa).43

5.Mαdhusadana' s reply 

The word “tathapi"44 marks siddhantin' s reply.45 He says that， since 

the definition of pak0ata is not constructed around the concept of the 

doubt (samsaya-agha!ita) and even though the doubt generated by the 

utterance of the 1-ゆratipattivakyais not a constitutive part of the 

inferential subjectness， nevertheless the doubt is a part of the 

reflection/inference. This is why it presents the property of being a 

counter-positive of the absence of the doubt， and this absence of doubt 

is caused by the reflection/inference， which brings about certainty. 

Here， in my  opinion， the pivotal word for the entire explanation of 

Madhusudana is vyudasaniyataya. As pointed out in Vit!halesiya (a 

gloss on LC)， this word cannot merely be interpreted as“because the 

42 NyA/AS (pp. 3-4)・“napi sadhyopasthityarthal)1 vipratipattivakyam， pratり万avakyenaivatat-
siddheb ..."ぺヲ
probandumη1， because that [function] it is entirely satisfied by the proposition sentence." 

43 NyS I.l.33. The proposition is the first m巴mberof the syllogism， which mentions together the 
subject (pak$a) as well as th巴 probandum(sadhya). That's why in traditional circles it is also 
defined: "sadhyaviSI$tapaksabodhajanakavacpnam"，“th巴日巴ntencewhich produces the knowledge 
ofth巴 subjectqualified by the probandum."のukla，2005: 21-23). 

44 H紅巳， the pilrvapak$in could have pos巴da question. There is a clear mutual contradiction 
(parasparavirodha) in the two parts of this AS' s sentence: first it is said “anum町anangatve'pi" 
and a few words lat巴r“νlcara内gatvamasty eva". The purport of the sentence results: even though 
the doubt g巴neratedby th巴νipratipattiis not a part of the inference， it is neverthless a part of it 
But the siddhantin wants to say that the doubt g巴neratedby the vipratipatti， being a part of the 
reflection， must consequently be also a part of the inference， namely the pαksa. In order to avoid 
this incongru巴nce(asal)1gati) LC (pp. 16-17) interprets the adverb “tathapi" as “tathavidham". Th巴
opponent has stated that doubt is not a pぽtof reflection/inference in two ways: as a constituent of 
the pak$a and as having as r，巴sultthe capacity of making acc巴pttheir respective positions to the 
vadin and the prativadin. But he failed to not巴 thatfor th巴 sametwo reasons also the siddhantin 
does not accept th巴 doubtas a part of th巴 r巴flection/inference.On th巴 contrary，he accepts th巴
vicaraligatνa/anumityaβgatva of the doubt as vyudasanlyataya. According to LC the twice 
repeated indeclinable“api" (th巴 firstin “tathapi" and th巴 secondin “anumiかanangatve'pi") has 
differ巴ntmeanings: the first means "eva" (evakararthaka)， while the second， not used in a 
concessive sense as could be intended from its position， indicates a mere conj叩 ction
(samuccayartha). 

45 AS/SV/LC (pp. 16-17)・“tathapivipratipattijanyasal)1sayasyanumityanal)1gatve 'pi vyudasa 
nlyataya vicaral)1gatvam asty eva人“Anyway，巴venthough the doubt risen from the disagreement 
sent巴nceis not a constitutive part of the infer巴ntialknowledge， it is surely endowed with the 
property of b巴inga part [of the inf，巴Tenc巴]， being it to b巴negat巴d(ν'yudasanlyataya)."
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doubt has to be dispelled， elirninated" (nirakara1J，iyataya/nivarta-

niyataya).46 But as explained in LC as“νicarasadhyabhavaprati-

yogitaya" .47 This means that what is to be accomplished (sadhya) by 

the vicara is the result (phala) of vicara. This result is the absence of 

doubts (sam向yabhava)and the counter-positive (pratiyogin) of the 

absence of doubt is doubt itself， and the pratiyogita resides in doubt. 

Therefore， doubt becomes a part of the vicara since it is endowed with 

the property of being a counter-positive of its own absence 

(pratiyogitaya). The sense of this reasoning is that without reflecting it 

is not possible to dispel (nivrtti) the doubt generated by a sentence like 
‘'prapanco mithya satyam va?". Consequently， it is the duty of the 

judge to generate a doubt conceming the reality or the falsity of the 

world through the utterance of vipratipattivakya. If the judge 

(madhyastha) does not utter the vipratipatti doubt does not arise， so 

the debate results useless， being the purpose of the debate the 

eradication of every doubt. Therefore， doubt generated by the 

vipratipatti is a constitutive part (αえga)of the vicara. 

Moreover，48 even though somewhere the doubt is not generated 

by the vipratipattivakya due to the presence of an obstructing agent 

(pratibandhaka) in form of ascertainment about a specific view 

(niscayadirupa)， it has 副lywayto be accepted that vipratipatti 

sentence， maintained as constitutive part of the reflection/inference， 

still conveys an immanent quality towards doubt， which represents 

that type of causality (kilra1J，atva) called innate capability (svarupa-
yogyata)メ

46 Vitthaleslya on LC (p. 17)田“vyudasanlyatayetyatra vyudaso na nivrtti/:l， tatrapi vipratipatter 
anupayogat"， '‘Here in th巴 term ‘vyudasanlyatayグ th巴 word ‘negation' is not an ‘巴liminationヲラ

becaus巴 inthat ev巴ntualityth巴r巴wouldnot be any use of the disagreement s巴nt巴nc巴ーー"

47 LC (p. 17)・“ν'yudasanηatayavicarasadhyabhavapratiyogitaya・・"

48 AS/SV/LC (p. 17):“tadrsasalflsayalfl prati vipratipatte/:l kvacin niscayadina pratib仰 dhad
ajanakatve 'pi svariipayogyatvad， vadyadlnan ca niscayavatve niyamabhavat人“Butsomewher巴
[= in som巴 cases]even if th巴 disagreementsent巴ncehas not the capacity to generat巴 [thedoubt]， 
becaus巴 ofthe opposition [repr巴s巴nted]by an ascertainm巴ntetc.， [anyhow] th巴reis an innate 
capability [to generate such a doubt]; in fact， there is not a fix rule conc巴rningthe proponent and 
the oth巴r[persons involved in a debate] as b巴ingendowed with a [precise] ascertainment (8)." 
According to LC's interpretation， with th巴 term"svariipayogyatvad" Madhus日dana intends 
“svariipayo gyatvariipakarOl;atvat". Among the s巴veralc1assifications of causality， we also hav巴
svariipasatkarw;atva and jnatasat.ん'1rOl;atva.Wh巴na cause is such only by being present 
(vartama叩)even without the need of knowing i臼 causality，it is called svariipasatkarOl;a. For 
巴xample，without knowing that fire burns， it is nevertheless the cause of burning (dahakarya). On 
the other hand， some causes have a direct bear to the emergence of an effect only by knowing their 
specific causality. These 紅巳 ca11edjnat，ωαtkaral:tas. For instance， if we need to know 
Madhusudana's reply to Vyasa， we must read AS. So， to know th巴巴百ect，namely Madhusudana's 
reply， w巴musthaveth巴knowledg巴ofAS， which is the cause. 

49 That is the reason why Vacaspati Misra in his NyVTT (αd NySBV 1.2.1) wrotι “anadhigata-
tattvabodha/:l， salflsayanivrtti/:l， αdh勾1りyω肌Gωvaωsayσbhyanz勾lJ克anαm河1iti phαl必aniυit白rτI初1Ji"， 
results [of t出h巴d巴ba討te寸]:compreh巴nsionof a reality not previously known， disp巴llingof doubts， and 
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Subsequently， Madhusudana refutes the previous statement 
according to which the vadin and the prativadin must be sure of their 

respective positions.50 He says that there is not such a rule (niyama). 

In fact it is not possible to formulate this invariable concomitance 
(νyapti = niyama)，51 because it deviates (vyabhicarita) towards the 

position of that arrogant (ahamkarin)52 opponent (parapak$a) who， to 

show his dialectical skills， assumes for a while the position of his own 

adversary resorting to the ja伊αtypeof debate.53 In the sentence 

written by Vacaspati Misra“niscitau hi vadam kurutal;"， the word 

“niscitau" is used for those who have an“abhimanikaniscayabhi-

prayam". 1 believe that this compound can be interpreted in two ways: 

“those who just pretend to have the certainty about something" or， it 

can be better paraphrased， in the sense that even if the two debaters 

are actually without a real ascertainment， they address each other in 

this way“I'm sure of the reality of duality"， "I'm sure of the falsity of 

duality"， and only then their debate begins. 

Concluding his introductory remarks， Madhusudana says that 

having established that the vipratipatti sentence is a cause of the 

reflectionlinference， in order to accomplish his duty， the madhyastha 

should utter this very sentence， together with all the other rules and 

regulations of the debate (samayabandhadi).54 

6. Conclusion 

Later on in the text， Madhusudana seems to come back to an 

final acc巴ptanceof what has been previously asc巴rtained."

50 AS/SV/LC (p. 17):“... 'niscitau hi vi1da1f! kuruta/:l' ity i1bhimi1nikaniscayi1bhipri1yam， 
parapak$am i1lambyi1py aha1f!初 ru;ov伊arltaniscayavatojalpi1dau pra附 tidarsani1t."，“…‘Only 
two persons having an ascertained knowledge carry on th巴discussion'this is th巴m巴aninggiven by 
someone who pretends to have an ascertainment; because the a汀ogant[debater]，巴ndowedwith an 
opposed ascertainm巴nttaking up [for a while] the rival's point of view， is s巴ento resort to 
sophistry (jalpa) and oth巴r[similar methods of debate]." 

51 AS (p. 4) proposes this kind of invariable concomitance: "yatra yatra vi1dyi1drni1m 
anyatamatva1f! tatra tatra svα!pak$aniscayavattvam" ，“wherever there is one among the proponent 
and the others， th巴re，th巴reis the possessing of the ascertainm巴ntof one' s own point of view. 

52 Using this word Madhus日danashows出atthe seeker or the knower of truth doesn't behave 
lik巴that目 S巴巴 note19. 

53 LC (p. 17):“abhimanikaniscayabhiprayam. niscayavi1n asmui j舟i1payanωuvivadete ity 
arthakαm. tatha ca vadinor niscαyaki1le sabhi1patyi1drni11f! sa1f!sayi1bhavam uddisya vici1re 
pravrttir iti bhi1va/:l人“[Theexpression] 'i1bhimi1nikaniscayi1bhipri1yam' means that two persons 
debate addressing [each oth巴r]in this way‘1 have an ascertainm巴nt!'.So， while the debaters are in 
their time of asc巴rtainmentヲ th巴yapproach discussion with regard to the absence of doubt of th巴
president of the assembly [judge = madhyastha) and the oth巴r[members]. This is the idea." 
54 AS/SV/LC (p. 18): “tasmat samayabandhi1divat svakartavyanirvi1hi1ya madhyasthena 
vipratipatti/:l pradarSanηaiva"，“Therefore， in order to accomplish his own duty， the judge should 
surely pres巴ntth巴disagreementsentenc巴justlike [other] rul巴sand regulations [of the debat，巴)."
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altemative suggestion， precisely that an essential condition for 

inference， if not doubt itself， is at least the absence of certainty or 

want of proof， since every operation of the means of knowledge 

presents an acquisition of some novel knowledge， which was not 
earlier available (Sundaram， 1984: 67)戸

At any rate， what clearly emerges from Madhusudana's analysis is 

that there is not any kind of obstruction or logical flaw in uttering the 
vipratipatti sentence， which is useful in generating a doubt， essential 

for the formulation of the inferential subject (pak~a) and the 
probandum (Si1dhya) of the mithyi1tvi1numi1na， as well as the 
consequent continuation of the debate. 
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