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The formal logician's role is analogous to that of the theoretician in any 
science. If the theory is too disparate with the data, his task is to alter the 
theory, not to abandon theory altogether. 

Ruth Barcan Marcus, 'Interpreting Quantification', 

Inquiry 5 (1962) 259 

vikalpa-yonayal;z sabdä vikalpäl;z säbda-yonayal;z. 

Quoted by Heläräja under Väkya-padiya III/54 

( Sambandha-SamuddeSa) 
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INTRODUCTION 

I. RATNAKIRTI. HIS PHILOSOPHICAL CONGENERS 

AND ADVERSARIES 

Ratnakirti :t1ourished early in the 11th century A.D. at the University of Vi­
kramasilä, a member of the Y ogäcära-Vijiiänaväda school of late Buddhist 
philosophy. Thakur characterizes Ratnakirti's writing as "more concise and 
logical though not so poetical"l as that of his guru, Jiiänasnmitra, two of 
whose dicta are focal points of the present work. 2 

From a translogicalor absolute pointofview, Ratnakirti endorses aform of 
solipsistic idealism. The Sarhtönöntaradü$aIJa 3, his proof of solipsism written 
from the standpoint of the highest truth (paramörtha), concludes that an exter­
nal nonmental continuum is impossible. In ultimate reality the cognizing sub­
ject, its act of awareness, and the cognized object coalesce - all are fabrications 
superposed on what is really an indivisible evanescent now (svalak$alJa).4 

As Ratnaldrti's predecessors have put it: 

There is neither an 'I' nor a 'he' nor a 'you' nor even an 'it'; neither the thing, nor the 
not-thing; neither a law nor a system; neither the terms nor the relations. But there are 
only the cognitive events of colourless sensations which have forms but no names. They 
are caught for a moment in a stream and then rush to naught. Even the stream is a fiction. 
That sensum of the moment, the purest particular, that advaya, the indivisible unit of 
cognition, that is the sole reality, the rest are all fictions, stirred up by time-honoured 
convention of language which is itself a grand fiction. 5 

I must emphasize that this ultimate or absolute state is apprehended only 
by a few seers endowed with paranormal powers of intuition and falls wholly 

1 See JfiänaSrimitranibandhävali (Buddhist Philosophica1 Works of Jfiänasrimitra) (ed. by 
A. Thakur), Patna 1959, p. 31. 
2 For an account of the life, work, and influence of Ratnakirti's guru, see Thakur's JN, 
pp. 1-42. 
3 See Y. Kajiyama, 'Buddhist Solipsism. A free translation of Ratnakirti's Samtänänta­
rad~QlJa', Journal 0/ Indian and Buddhist Studies 13 (1965) 435-420. 

N.B. Solipsism is provable onlyfrom the vantage point ofthehighest truth, and, in his 
discussion of our knowledge of the everyday world, Ratnakirti emphatica1ly disavows 
solipsism. See his Isvarasädhanadü$atta, in Ratnakirtinibandhävali (ed. by A. Thakur), 
Patna 1957, pp. 29-52. 
4 Thus there can be no real relationship (because there is not reaUy any distinction) 
between the merely fictitious conceptual apparatus of an illusory subject and an abso­
lutely real svalak$Q(IQ. 
5 H. Ganguli's citation of a conclusion of Prajiiäkaragupta. H. Ganguli, Philosophy 0/ 
Logical Construction, Calcutta 1963, p. 193. 
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outside the purview of logic or language. Thus, paradoxically, that which is 
real in the ultimate sense, the dynamic pure particular, the self-annihilating 
energy of the moment 6, cannot properly be said to be such. F or the attributes 
'real' and 'unreal' are both linguistic fictions and (if one is stricdy brought 
up) ought to be used exc1usively to discourse about the merely relative 
(sünya) - viz., the phenomenally real and the phenomenally unreal. As well 
try to encapsulate the 'essential fluxional nature' of a svalak$a1;la in a label 
(or characterize it or define it) as to make a pIaster of paris mold of the 
lineaments of a quantity of quicksilver. Discursive language, in its efforts to 
grasp such a pure particular, can only falsify it by transmuting it into that 
which is general. Whenever language is employed at all vis-a-vis translin­
guistic 'truths' the words are being used in an extended sense (by courtesy, 
as it were) and cannot succeed in direcdy referring to their purported refer­
ents. Yet it is humanly impossible to dispense with interpretive intermedi­
aries, so each (absolutely real) svalak$a1;la remains elusive, pristine in its 
ineffability, while all else - to which our discourse does pertain (and that 
very discourse itself, as well) - has the status of a mere dream. 

Now let us shift our attention to the everyday world, the realm of relative 
truth (sa1flvrti), the milieu in which most of ~a1;labhangasiddhil:z Vyatirekät­
mikä (KBII) moves. In order to structure an adequate explanation of our 
cognition of this world (a world under the sway of a transcendental illusion), 
Ratnakirti follows the lead of his spiritual and philosophical mentors in 
making full use of a modified version of the logic and epistemology of 
Dharmakirti 7 - itself an amplification of Dignäga's logic.s The approach of 

6 Called by the Yogäcära Buddhists the svasa",vedana-svalak~alJa (self-defined self-ex­
perience). And, of course, to say that a svalak~alJa is definable only in terms of itself is 
tantamount to saying that it is not really definable at all. (See Ganguli, Phi/osophy 0/ 
Logical Construction, p. 133.) A svalak~alJa simply, inexplicably, occurs - even this much 
cannot properly be asserted. It is an indivisible unique unity, the discrete psychic fact of 
the moment - not a substance at all, but a quantum of energy, a/ortiori not a material or 
aspiritual substance. And this unity is faIsely bifurcated into aspects by the inveterate 
iIIusoriness of the human conceptual apparatus. 
7 The members of Ratnakirti's philosophical school (as is true of Indian philosophers in 
general) do not make a sharp distinction between logic and epistemology. 
8 Within the Yogäcära-Vijftänaväda tradition, Ratnakirti belongs to the subschool of 
interpretation of Dharmakirti's PramälJavärtika begun by Prajftäkaragupta (whose prob­
able jloruit was in the early part of the 8th century A.D.). The PramälJavärtika, written by 
Dharmakirti in the 7th century A.D. is a highly original recasting of the basic tenets of 
the great Buddhist logician Dignäga (ca. 480 A.D.) into a system oflogic and epistemology 
which became the point of departure for alI subsequent developments in Buddhist logic. 
See The PramälJavärttikam 0/ Dharmakirti. The First Chapter with the Autocommentary 
(ed. by R. Gnoli), Rome 1960. See also T. Stcherbatsky, Buddhist Logic, 11 (Dover edition), 
1962, which is a translation of Dharmakirti's short logical treatise, the Nyäyabindu. M. 
Nagatomi's doctoral thesis (which I have not seen) is also pertinent: A Study 0/ Dharma­
kirti's PramälJavärttika. An English Translation and Annotation 0/ the PramälJavärttika, 
Book I (PramälJasiddhi), Harvard University, 1957. 
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the Yogacara-Vijiianavadins to this world of phenomena has been aptly 
characterized as pan-fictional. The import of this characterization will be 
made clear in the next few paragraphs. 

On the one hand, Ratnakirti and his fellow Buddhist logicians do not 
advocate abandoning the well-entrenched locutions of ordinary speech; nor 
do they - in their extra-philosophical moments, in their practical dealings 
with the world around them - have any quarrel with the tacit metaphysical 
assumptions of the man on the street. On the other hand, Ratnakirti and 
his preceptors do differ radically, both from the man in the street and from 
epistemologists with a 'realistic' bent, as concerns the philosophically correct 
interpretation to be given statements about 'external' objects. 

To speak of such objects is to employ terms which do not directly refer 
to any extra-mental entities, but rather to a complex nexus of interrelated 
mental constructions - i.e., to concepts (which have the status of logical 
fictions).9 And these concepts in turn do not copy, grasp, describe, or directly 
relate to the inherent nature of any transconceptual reality.lO 

It is true, however, that certain of our concepts seem to project themselves 
'outwards' - to 'externalize' themselves, as it were, thus engendering the 
whole as if world of phenomena, of ships, sealing wax, cabbages and kings, 
and jugs too.u Other concepts - not concepts of objectively existing things 
- are not so projected; they remain the barest of logical fictions. Such is the 
case with the key concept of the present treatise, the concept of a non­
momentary entity. The phrase 'nonmomentary entity' is, according to late 
Buddhist tenets, a mere abbreviation for denied objective reality, all real 
existents being momentary. But whether our constructs are such that we do 
or do not impute objective reality to them, they are (alike in either case) tools 
or 'handles' and the question oftheir meaning can only be answered in terms 
of their functionality in a variety of contexts. 

Finally, while no conceptual network is strictly entailed by experience (nor 
does the converse relationship hold), the network as a whole does affect the 
things we say and do, and can therefore be evaluated as an instrument. Thus 
Ratnakirti is advocating a rather exotic brand of pragmatism, set against a 

9 Here any psychologistic overtones which sometimes accompany the word 'concept' must 
be ruled out. Ratnakirti construes a concept as a logical construction, a synthesis (see 
p. 76), not as the private adjunct of some individual mind. 
10 As has been said (p. 1, footnote 4), from the standpoint of paramärtha there can be 
no real relationship between an only apparently existent concept and an absoIuteIy existent 
svalak~alJa. Nonetheless, in assuming the standpoint of sal'/1vrti (spawned and pervaded as 
it is by a primordial illusion), Ratnakirti perforce attempts the analysis and pragmatic 
assessment of the fabricated and merely indirect 'relationship' between a fictitious con­
ceptual construct and a sequence of self-annihilating staccato bursts of energy. (See p. 76, 
footnote 94.) 
11 A jug, qua stock example of phenomenon in KBI, is also alluded to in KBII. 
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background of extreme subjective idealism and culminating in a mystically 
intuited trans-phenomenal solipsism of the present moment. 

Whether or not this miscellany meshes together into a coherent whole, it 
will not be the business of the present conspectus to decide.12 Nor do I 
intend to review the catalog of woes endemic to philosophies which (like 
Ratnakirti's) deny the ultimate existence of an enduring conscious subject. 
I also claim theprivilege ofabstainingfrom further comment on the problem 13 

ofthe ontological commitments ofthe various Buddhist logicians from Dhar­
makirti onwards. Despite its not inconsiderable intrinsic interest, such a 
discussion is not germane to our present purpose. For Ratnakirti's logic is 
primarily concerned with explicating the structure of mind-fabricated inter­
relationships among the concepts to which our language refers, and with 
determining the inferential force of certain premisses in which these concepts 
co-function. In other words, the ambitus of his logic is restricted to what is 
relative, to what is expressible via language; the 'perseity' of what is non­
relative lies wholly beyond that logic's range and ought not to bear directly 
on the defensibility of Ratnakirti's logical innovations. Accordingly, in what 
follows it will be possible (and preferable) to maintain a neutral attitude 
towards the absolute status of Ratnakirti's staccato-point 'atoms' and con­
cern ourselves instead with whether accounts ultimately based on them are 
simple, consistent, and adequate to solve the problems which exercise hirn 
in KBII. 

Having done with all the synoptic preliminaries, there remains the task 
of setting forth and appraising the details of KBII, wherein Ratnakirti pro­
vides a unique logico-epistemological buttress for the contraposed version of 
the proof of his school's central thesis - viz., the thesis that all real existents 

12 Does it, for instance, make any sense to seek a raison d' etre for the primordial, di­
chotomizing illusion? I leave it to a more metaphysica1ly oriented study of Y ogäcära 
philosophy to render intelligible that school's received doctrine that there is nothing except 
for staccato discrete cognitions - i.e., that "knowledge alone exists; the projection of an 
external world is an illusion of knowledge brought about by beginningless potencies of 
desire (väsanä) associated with it" (S. Dasgupta, A History 0/ Indian Philosophy, Vol. I, 
p. 411). Such a study ought also to resolve (if, indeed, they are resolvable) the ambiguities 
in the notion of dynamism (arthakriyäkäritva), the dynarnism of each staccato point 
(svalak~Q{Ul) being, according to Ratnakirti, the hallmark of its real existence. 
13 The disparate opinions of the critics are legion. To a certain extent the problem is a 
pseudo-problem, engendered by a failure on the part of critics and commentators to 
distinguish a pan-fictional idiom from a literal one. In addition, some critics have a 
tendency to extrapolate full-blown metaphysical doctrines from incidental remarks in 
treatises prinlarily concerned with logic. Apropos, see the insightful observations of A. B. 
Keith, Buddhist Phi/osophy in India and Ceylon, pp. 308-9. To the extent that the problem 
is areal one, the first step towards solving it would seem to be a clarification of some of 
the more refractory material in Dharmakirti's Pramänavärtika. M. Nagatomi's soon to be 
published translation and exegesis of this extremely difficult work promises to dispel much 
of the obscurity and confusion which surround it. 
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are momentary.14 KEIl stands in an intimate relationship to the corpus of 
Ratnakirti's other writings - most obviously to its companion treatise ~a-
1J,abhangasiddhil; Anvayätmikä (KBI), the uncontraposed (anvaya) version of 
the proof of the same thesis. But KBII is also closely linked to the Citräd­
vaitaprakäsavädal; and to the Apohasiddhil;, both of which propound in more 
detail Ratnakirti's theory of the formation of concepts, their relation to one 
another and to 'extra-conceptual' entities. KEIl rather than any of Ratna­
kirti's other treatises attracted my attention because of the topicality of its 
centrallogical issue - viz., the possibility of extending systematic treatment 
to terms which refer to concepts of entities which are phenomenally unreal.15 

In addition to the aggregate of Ratnakirti's works, KBII must be under­
stood in the light of the philosophy of Jiiänasrimitra (Ratnakirti's pre­
ceptor).16 KEIl also presupposes a passing acquaintance with certain perti­
nent doctrines of Ratnakirti's Naiyäyika opponents 17, for whom (in some 
cases) citations by Buddhist logicians constitute the only extant source. Too, 
scholars have noted that Ratnakirti's view is proleptic of the theory of 
antarvyäpti (inner concomitance), a theory first explicitly articulated, as far 
as we know, by Ratnakirti's disciple, Ratnäkarasänti.18 

14 Yat sat tat k~al)ikam (Reality is essentially cinematographic). See p. 9 for a formal 
symbolic expression of this thesis. The contrapositive of the foregoing is, of course, the 
thesis that whatever is nonmomentary does not exist (expressed in symbols on p. 9). 
15 Contemporary Western philosophicalliterature abounds in discussions ofthe same sort. 
To name a few: B. Russell, 'On Denoting', Mind 14 (1905) 479-93; P. Strawson, 'On Re­
ferring', Mind 59 (1950) 320-44; K. S. Donnellan, 'Reference and Definite Descriptions', 
The Philosophieal Review 75 (1966) 281-304; W. V. O. Quine, Word and Objeet, Cam­
bridge, Mass., 1960. 
16 See pp. 1 and 36. 
17 Although Ratnakirti expressly mentions philosophers of the Mirpämsaka, Yoga, and 
Cärväka schools in his other writings, in KEIl he is concerned to rebut SlUllkara, Bhäsar­
vaji'la, Trilocana, and Väcaspati Misra, all of whom are members of the Nyäya school 
('Naiyäyikas'). The Nyäya school is generally conceded to have bred the logicians par 
exeellenee of the six orthodox Hindu philosophical schools. lnimical scholarly encounters 
between the heterodox Buddhist and the orthodox Brahmanicallogicians have fructified 
systematic logical developments on both sides ever since the dawn of Buddhist logic. 
S. Dasgupta gives an account of the earliest beginnings of Nyäya philosophy in A History 
0/ Indian Philosophy, Vol. I, Cambridge 1922, pp. 274-310. For a detailed discussion of 
Nyäya epistemology and logic, see S; C. Chatterjee, The Nyiiya Theory 0/ Knowledge, 
Ca1cutta 1939. A. Thakur details the parallel growth and mutual influence of pre-Ratna­
kirti Hindu and Buddhist systems in his JN, pp. 15-23, and in his RN, pp. 23-7. For 
post-Buddhistic developments in Nyäya philosophy see D. H. Ingalls, Materials /or the 
Study 0/ Navya-Nyiiya Logie, Cambridge, Mass., 1951. See also K. Potter, The Padärtha­
tattvanirüpanamo/ Raghuniitha Siromani, Cambridge, Mass., 1957, pp. 1-20. C. Goekoop's 
Introduction to The Logie 0/ Invariable Coneomitanee in the Tattvacintiimani, Dordrecht 
1967, is also informative. 
18 See Ratnäkara§änti's Antarvyiiptisamarthana in Six Buddhist Nyiiya Traets, Calcutta 
1910. See also p. 55. Antarvyäpti is a late Buddhist modification of the traditional notion 
of vyiipti (concomitance, pervasion). For details on the ascertainment of vyiipti as the 
basis of valid inference, see p. 12. 
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Finally, as a 'flux' philosopher, Ratnakirti bears undeniable resemblances 
to both Heraclitus and to Bergson in the West. Other doctrines Ratnakirti 
maintains bring to mind at one time passages in Whitehead, at another 
remarks of Leibniz, at another comments made by Kant, and at still another, 
statements of Bishop Berkeley. All of these comparisons are mere sotto voce 
suggestions, recorded at present for their probable utility in subsequent 
explorations of other aspects of Ratnakirti's philosophy. Here, however, 
these surface similarities must be noted and as quickly de-emphasized so as 
to avoid distorting Ratnakirti's ideas by forcing them into inappropriate 
molds. 

11. NOTATION 

Ratnakirti's primary task in KBII is to present the rudiments of a theory 
broad enough to accommodate statements with 'unreal' subjects (e.g., 'A 
hare's horn is not sharp', 'Whatever is nonmomentary does not exist') as 
weIl as statements with 'real' subjects (e.g., 'This jug is blue'). In order to 
accomplish this task he must perforce expose the latent self-contradiction in 
the fiat of his Naiyäyika opponents which categorically bars from discourse 
all referring noun expressions which lack suitable referents. In particular, the 
discussion focuses on Ratnakirti's defense of the use of the allegedly maverick 
term 'nonmomentary entity' 19 as subject of a certain dass of statements. 

Ratnakirti's theory of concept formation (mentioned in Section I of 
this Introduction and presented in greater detail in the notes to (85.22» will 
prove adequate to encompass both the concept of a phenomenally unreal 
nonmomentary entity and the concept of a phenomenally real jug as special 
subcases. Hence if the cardinal Buddhist doctrine: 

(l) All real existents are momentary 

be demonstrable 2o, so also (Ratnakirti's analysis assures us) is its contra­
positive: 

(2) Whatever is nonmomentary is nonexistent. 

The fact that an 'unreal' term stands as subject of (2) will not alone suffice 
to disqualify (2). Ratnakirti goes on to explain how in his system 21 the as­
cription of the term 'nonexistent' to an appropriate subject term no more 

19 Referring, as it does, to a concept not explicable in terms of actual existents. 
20 And KBI purports to provide a demonstration for (1). 
21 To say that Ratnakirti's speculations constitute a system is perhaps to wax hyperbolic, 
since Ratnakirti does not make a sharp enough distinction between what is presystematic 
and what falls within the confines of his system. But this piecemeal attacks on a related 
class of problems do amount to (at the very least) 'systematizing', if not to a fullfledged 
system. 
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commits him to the hypostatization of dubious entities than does the as­
cription of the term 'blue' to the subject term 'jug'. 

In what follows a modification of the usual quantification theory similar 
to that developed by R. Routley22 is employed as a heuristic device for 
rendering RatnakIrti's reasoning (and the logical and philosophical conse­
quences thereof) more perspicuous.23 The aptness of this choice of interpre­
tative instrument rests - among other things - on the not unjustified as­
sumption that the concept of a nonmomentary entity is not inconsistent -
merely unexampled. 24 

The symbolic expressions which appear in the present discussion and 
throughout the notes accompanying my translation contain the following 
improper symbols, which bear their customary meanings: 

v ( ).25 

In addition there is the universal quantifier (1I), whose usual interpretation 
must, however, be altered. Henceforward the domain of 1I will include both 
merely possible as weIl as actual individuals. (To be more precise - it will 
include both possible and actual individualloci. 26) '1I' is to be read 'for all 
possible'. 

Consider now a typical atomic sentence such as 'The jug is blue'. (The 
Sanskrit sentence is 'ghato nilab' : 'ghata' = df 'jug'; 'nila' = df 'blue'.) This 

22 Routley's system R* appears in its entirety in bis articIe 'Some Things Do Not Exist', 
Notre Dame Journal 0/ Formal Logic 7 (1966) 251-76. Note that while crucial similarities 
between portions of KBII and R* make R* a tool par excellence for elucidating certain 
passages of KEIl, I am far from c1aiming a point-for-point correspondence between 
Ratnakirti's results and the more sophisticated full-blown system of Routley. 
23 The writings of e.g., J. F. Staal, S. Schayer, I. M. Bochenski, D. H. Ingalls, and 
C. Goekoop comprise the most cogent arguments I know of in favor of utilizing formal 
structures to trace out the logic in both Nyäya and late Buddhist texts. 
24 Should this assumption prove to be iII-founded, perhaps a variant of Lesniewski's 
'ontology' (see, e.g., A. N. Prior, Formal Logic, pp. 293-9) might be more profitably ap­
plied as an analytical intermediary. The trouble is that late Buddhist epistemology sorts 
out entities via a more or less 'psychologistic' possibility criterion, wbich effects the fol­
lowing trifurcation of entities: (1) phenomenally real (for example, a jug); (2) 'conceivable' 
but not phenomenally real (for example, a nonmomentary entity, a hare's horn, the son 
of a barren woman); (3) inconceivable (for example, Nirv~a). Whether or not there are 
significant differences between the subvarieties of kind (2) must be gleaned from the 
context, which, as I have said (pp. 69 and 80) seems to warrant making a distinction 
between the (nonactualized) nonmomentary entity and the (inconsistent) son of a barren 
woman. Though there is a modicum of arbitrariness in holding Ratnakirti to a distinction 
only implicit in his writings, it seems to me preferable to do so, if necessary (despite the 
longueurs of qualifications and reservations), than to abandon altogether the enterprise of 
explicating bis theory. 
25 As in, e.g., W. V. Quine, Mathematical Logic, New York 1940, or A. Church, Intro­
duction to Mathematical Logic, Vol. I, Princeton 1956. 
26 See below, p. 8. 



8 AN ELEVENTH-CENTURY BUDDHIST LOGIC OF 'EXISTS' 

might be construed as involving the ascription of the term 'blueness' to the 
term 'jug'. More commonly, however, such a sentence is analyzed by Indian 
logicians in general and by Ratnakirti in particular as a description of the 
conditions under which the attribute nilatva may be said to 'occur in' a 
'locus' of ghatatva.27 Accordingly, the present study utilizes a relation 
'O(j, a)' to be read 'f occurs in locus a'.28 And thus, while our language is 
equipped with a stock of individual variables x, y, ... , these must here be 
understood to range over actual and possible individualloci. 29 

Various other constants will be introduced where needed but special 
mention must be made of the predicate constant 'E' (to be read 'exists')30 
which is governed by the following formation rule: If x is an individual 
variable (or constant) then E(x) is well-formed. The definition to be given 
'exists' is the one common to Yogäcära-Vijfiänaväda epistemological trea­
tises. I.e., to say 'x exists' (written 'E(x)') is equivalent to saying that x is 
efficacious, which means simply that the term 'x' refers to a concept indirecdy 
coordinated with aseries of ineffable self-annihilating quanta of energy 
(svalak$a1:uini). Hence a jug, qua phenomenally real entity is a 'locus' of 
(causal) efficacy (arthakriyäkäritva)31 in addition to jugness (and whatever 
other special attributes happen to co-occur with these). For the Buddhists, 
all the attributes play perfecdy symmetrical roles. Moreover, a correct 
analysis discloses no autonomous locus in addition to (and in support of) 
the totality of attributes. In short, a phenomenally real (unreal) entity re-

27 'nila' + 'tva' =dr'blueness'; 'ghata' + 'tva' =dr'jug-ness'. 
28 While Ratnakirti makes free use of this format in his paraphrases of ordinary sen­
tences, both the 'locus' and the 'attribute' dissolve in the course of his reductive analysis, 
so that his employment ofthese locutions amounts to a mereja(:on de par/er, which does not, 
in the long run, commit hirn to any perduring entitative correlates thereof. See pp. 64ff. 
29 This means that loci characterized by the occurrence of 10gica1ly inconsistent combi­
nations of attributes will not be possible substituents for variables - i.e., our quantifiers 
will not take account of such loci. Hence the relatively unimportant example of the son of 
a barren woman must be exc1uded from our analysis. (Alternatively, perhaps one might 
employ a constant to refer to the son of a barren woman.) This constitutes a very minor 
(and it seems to me unavoidable) distortion of Ratnakirti's thought. 
30 The by now familiar point that no /ogical obstac1es stand in the way of taking 'exists' 
as a predicate need not be belabored. See, e.g., G. Nakhnikian and W. Salmon, "'Exists" 
as a Predicate', Philosophical Review, 1957, 535-42. But it must be kept in mind that there 
are significant differences between ascribing the term 'exists' (or 'does not exist') to a 
certain subject term and ascribing a more mundane attribute term such as 'blue' to that 
same subject term. In fact, in Buddhist epistemology 'exists', 'is efficacious', and 'is mo­
mentary' all require special handling, since none of the three refers to an ordinary quali­
tative property. What is important is that Ratnakirti's theory is capable ofhandling them. 
31 In the absolute sense, neither a phenomenaIly real nor a phenomenally unreal entity 
exists. Hence, even a phenomenaIly real jug possesses whatever efficacy it has in a merely 
derivative sense, by virtue of the jug's indirect relation to svalak~llI,Iäni. The latter, while 
efficacious in the primary sense are also translinguistic and cannot, strictly speaking, be 
said to be efficacious at an. 
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duces to a congeries of attributes including (excluding) arthakriyäkäritva. 
Alike in either case analysis is a tracing out of compatibility relationships 
among these conceptual attributes. 

Further quantifiers are defined as folIo ws: 

DI: (Ix) O(f, X)=df-(IIx)-O(/, x) 
D2: (3x) O(f, x)=df(Ix) (O(!, x).E(x» 
D3: ('Ix) O(/, X)=df-(3x)-O(/, X).32 

'I' is read 'for some possible', '3' is read 'for some actually existing', and 
''I' is read 'for all actually existing'. Any standard axiomatization of the 
propositional calculus will do, if supplemented by the usual rules of inference 
and by postulates governing II. For convenient reference, I reproduce here 
in all essentials the postulate set given by Routley (p. 254) for his R*. 

RO: If Ais truth-functionally valid, then A. 
RI: (IIx)(A =>B)=>(A =>(IIx) B), provided individual variable x does 

not occur free in A. 
R2: (IIx) A => S;AI, where y is an individual variable or an individual 

constant. 
RRI: A, A=>B-+B (modus ponens). 
RR2: A-+(IIx) A(generalization).33 

Where 'k$a1;likatva' =df 'momentariness' and 'ak$a1;likatva' =df 'nonmomen­
tariness', consider the following case by way ofillustration. 'All existents are 
momentary' is formalizable as folIows: 

(i) (IIx) (E(x) => o (k$a1;likatva, x».34 

The contraposed version of (i) (and the focal point of Ratnakirti's efforts in 
KBII) is: 

(ii) (IIx) (-O(k$a1;likatva, x)=> -E(x». 

Equivalently: 

(iii) (IIx) (O(ak$at;likatva, x) => E(x». 

And (ii) and (iii) are logically equivalent because the nonoccurrence of 
momentariness in x( -O(k$Q1;Iikatva, x» is logically equivalent to the oe-

32 (Vx) 0(1. x) can also easily be shown to be logically equivaIent to (Ux) (E(x) => 0(1. x». 
33 Notation, terminology and abbreviations are adapted from A. Church, Introduction to 
Mathematical Logic, Vol. I, Princeton 1956. 
34 EquivaIently, (Vx) (O(k$ll!Iikatva, x». 
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currence of nonmomentariness in x(O(ak~a{likatva, X)).35 To be more ex­
plicit, Ratnakirti takes the disjunction of momentariness and nonmomen­
tariness to be exhaustive of all possible entities (i.e., (llx) (O(k~a{likatva, x) 
v O(ak~a{likatva, x))), whence the nonoccurrence of momentariness in any 
10cus is tantamount to the occurrence of nonmomentariness in that 10cus. 

Finally, there is one portion of my commentary (viz., the notes to (82.1)) 
which requires a more complicated system than my adaptation of R* for its 
formalization. For details on an extended function calculus adequate to the 
expression of the material explicating (82.1), see e.g., Church's Introduction 
to Mathematical Logic, Vol. I, Princeton 1956. Here it suffices to note that 
'(P) N(P) (formula (1), p. 67) is read 'All attributes P are characterized 
byN'. 

111. VYAPTI 

On the level of relative truth (sarrzvrti), late Buddhist epistemologists counte­
nance two (and only two) means of valid knowledge (pramä{la) - viz., per­
ception (pratyak~a) and inference (anumäna).36 Nor need any additional 
pramä{la be posited to account for our cognition of 'unreal' entities such as 
nonmomentary entities, hare's horns, etc.37 

35 N.B. The same equivalence relationship decidedly does not obtain between e.g., 'krama' 
and 'akrama'. On the contrary, neither the occurrence of succession (krama) nor the 
occurrence of nonsuccession (akrama) can be affirmed of a nonmomentary locus. (See 
p. 46.) This is because the disjunction of succession and nonsuccession is exhaustive of the 
realm of efficacious entities but not of the realm of possible entities. (I.e., (Vx) (O(krama, x) 
V O(akrama, x». By D3, we also have: (lIx)(E(x)=> [O(krama, xlV O(akrama, x»)); but 
we do not have: (lIx) (O(krama,x)V O(akrama, x».)What is nonefficacious is not properly 
c1assifiable as either successive or nonsuccessive. It is, in fact, one of the main points of 
KBII to limit the ascription of both the term 'succession' and the term 'nonsuccession' to 
phenomenally real entities and to use this limitation as a criterion for setting off what is 
phenomenally real from what is phenomenally unreal. Hence, for a nonmomentary subject, 
both these statements are true: 

(a) (ll x) (O(ak~a{likatva, x) => '" O(krama, x» 
(b) (lIx) (O(ak~a{likatva, x) => '" O(akrama, x». 

And therefore (Vx) ('" O(ak~a{likatva, x» may be conc1uded, but not (lIx) ('" O(ak~a{li­
katva, x». [Again borrowing from Routley ('On a Significance Theory', Australasian 
Journal 0/ Philosophy, 1966, pp. 193, 194), the disjunction 0/ succession and nonsuccession 
might be said to be a 'universal' predicate, whereas the disjunction 0/ momentariness and 
nonmomentariness might be said to be 'ultimate' ; and Ratnakirti might be credited with 
an inchoate 'significance' theory.] For details, see notes to (81.23). 
36 N.B., 'relative truth'. Yogic intuition, providing (as it does) access to absolute truth 
(paramärtha), need not be considered further in this discussion. Here again the parsimoni­
ous tendencies of late Buddhism are in evidence, for Ratnakirti's Naiyäyika adversaries 
posit/our means of valid knowledge. 
37 Nonperception (anupalabdhi), the source of our knowledge of what is 'unreal', is not a 
separate means of cognition at all; rather, it is inferential in character. Nor does anupa­
labdhi involve the apprehension of any peculiar sort of 'negative' entity. See the notes to 
(85.5) and those to (85.15). 
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This section is devoted to an examination of the inferential basis of Rat­
nakirti's defense. Determination that, for example, a particular occurrence 
of fire may be validly inferred from an occurrence of smoke, rests on the 
ascertainment that the occurrence of fieriness is invariably concomitant with 
the occurrence of smokiness. Equivalently (and more simply) one can say that 
smoke is pervaded by (i.e., is necessarily accompanied by) fire. In general, the 
fact that a relationship of pervasion (vyäpti) obtains between the components 
of its major premiss constitutes the ground for any logically sound inference. 
The following technical terms (and variants thereof) figure in both late Bud­
dhist and in Nyäya definitions (and attempted definitions) of pervasion. 

'pak~a' (or 'äsraya')=df'subject', 'locus', 'substratum'. 
'hetu' (or 'lbiga') = df 'reason', 'mark', 'sign'. 
'sädhya'=df'that which is to be proved'. 

The he tu (H) functions as probans (sädhana) with respect to the sädhya (8) 
as probandum. Roughly speaking, 8 is traditionally said to be 'invariably 
concomitant with' H or to 'pervade' H (or to stand in a relationship of per­
vasion to H) if and only if every locus of H is a locus of 8.38 Hence if 8 is 
known to pervade H, from this fact as major premiss, one can infer the 
occurrence of 8 in any particular locus where His known to occur.39 

To tighten the preceding analysis, a more precisely formulated criterion 
for determining invariable concomitance is needed. The stock-in-trade of 
Buddhist logicians ever since the time of Vasubandhu (ca. 280-360 A.D.) 
has been the set of strictures called the 'three-aspected logical mark'; thus 
the articulation of these strictures is an important step in the direction 
leading to Ratnakirti's vyäpti criterion. 

The Three-Aspected Logical Mark: 
(a) The hetu must indeed be present in the given sädhya. 
(b) The he tu must be present only in cases where the sädhya is also 

present 40, though not necessarilyin all such cases. In symbols: 
(V'x) (O(hetu, x)~O(sädhya, x»). 

38 In the case involving fire and smoke, fieriness serves as sädhya and smokiness as hetu. 
39 In a given inference, S mayaiso be termed the 'pervader' ('vyäpaka') relative to H, 
which is then termed the 'pervadendum' ('vyäpya'), whereupon, in the contraposed 
(vyatireka) version of that same inference, the nonoccurrence of S (i.e., the nonoccurrence 
of the vyäpaka) is pervaded by the nonoccurrence of H (i.e., by the nonoccurrence of the 
vyäpya). For alternative symbolizations of this relationship employing the correlatives 
'hetu'-'sädhya', 'vyäpya'-'vyäpaka', respectively, see conditions (d') and (d") below and 
formulae (1) and (2) of the notes to (80.29). 
40 These cases are caIled 'sapak~a' or 'similar' or 'homologous'. 
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(e) The hetu must be absent in all eases where the sädhya is 
absent.41 In symbols: 
(\fx) ( -O(sädhya, x)::::> -O(hetu, x»). 

As is easily seen, (b) and (e) are logically equivalent, (e) being the contra­
positive of (b). 42 

Notiee that (b) and (e) make reference to (similar and dissimilar) eases. 
The earliest Buddhist (and Naiyäyika) logicians tended to regard inductive 
enumerations of eases as probative. Realizing that there is no logical (though 
there may weIl be a psychologieal) utility in an examination of homologous 
and heterologous eases 43, late Buddhist logicians regard invariable eoneomi­
tanee as resting on an internallogieal relationship between the hetu eoneept 
and the sädhya eoneept. 44 Hence the above three ease-oriented strietures 
eoalesce and are subsumed by Ratnakirti 45 under the demand that for an 
inferenee to be valid its hetu eoneept must be logieally ineompatible with the 
contradictory of its sädhya eoneept. Formalizing this yields: 

(d) -(l'x) (O(hetu, x).-O(sädhya, x»). 

By the definitions of '1:' and '::::>', (d) is l-equivalent to: 

(d') (IIx) (O(hetu, x)::::> ° (sädhya, x»). 

And the (l-equivalent) contrapositive of (d') is: 

(d") (IIx) (-O(sädhya, x)::::> -O(hetu, x»). 

Applying D3 in the form given in footnote 32 on p. 9, it beeomes clear 
that (b) and (e) above are special subeases eovered by (d') and (d") re­
speetively. 

A faIlaey is ineurred and a proffered inferenee thereby invalidated if, for 
any reason, the stipulations expressed in (d') are not met. The enormous 
eatalog of fallacies eompiled by earlier logicians is disearded by the later 

41 So-called 'heterologues' - 'vipak~a' or 'dissimilar' cases. 
42 This fact has been noted by J. F. Staal in 'Contraposition in Indian Logic', in Pro­
ceedings 0/ the 1960 International Congress /or Logic, Methodology, and Philosophy 0/ 
Science, Stanford 1962, pp. 634-9. 
43 I.e., realizing that deductive necessity cannot be arrived at by a mere inductive compi­
lation of experienced examples and counter-examples. Here, perhaps, Stcherbatsky's 
Kantian reading of late Buddhist logic seems less far-fetched than it usuaIly does. One 
almost wants to say that, for Ratnakirti, inference represents the mind's constructive ac­
tivity and is, to that extent, apriori. 
44 It goes without saying that neither is a concept reducible to a mere compilation of the 
instances which fall under it; otherwise one would have to resort to tallying homologues 
and heterologues after all. I.e., blueness is not to be identified with the dass of all blue 
things. Rather, blueness is a rule of synthesis in the sense explained on p. 76. 
4S In Ratnakirti's anticipation of RatnäkaraSänti's theory of antarvyäpti. 
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Buddhists, for whom all fallacies are seen as essentially reducible to one or 
another of the following three faults of the reason (hetudo$a or hetväbhäsa). 

(1) The reason's presenee in a given loeus is unproved (asiddha). This case 
is further subdivided into three cases: 

(a) the loeus is unreal (äsrayäsiddha) as in the example of (83.11); 
(b) the loeation ofthe locus is in doubt (sandigdhäsraya) as in the example 

involving the peaeoek in (83.14); 
(c) the very nature ofthe reason prec1udes the possibility ofits occurrence 

in the putative locus (svarüpäsiddha) as in saying, for example, that sound is 
a quality because of its visibility. 

(2) The reason is uncertain (anaikäntika). I.e., the reason's absence in dis­
similar cases has not been determined. E.g., 'Sound is eternal because it is 
cognizable'. Here 'cognizability' is disqualified, since its. referent occurs in 
both similar and dissimilar cases. 

(3) The reason is contradictory (viruddha). I.e., the alleged reason is 
present in certain dissimilar cases and absent in all similar cases. E.g., 'Sound 
is eternal because it is a product'. 



TRANSLITERATED TEXT 

K$ANABHANGASIDDHII;l VYATIREKÄTMIKÄ 

Namastäräyai 

(77.4) vyatirekätmikä vyäptir äk~iptänvayarüpiI)i. vaidharmyavati dr~tänte 
sattva I-hetor ihocyate. 

(77.6) yat sat tat k~al).ikam. yathä ghatal).. santascämi vivädäspadibhütäl). 
padärthä iti svabhäva-2hetul).. 

(77.8) na tävad asyäsiddhil). sambhavati. yathäyogarp. pratyak~änumäna­
pramäl).apratite dharmil).i sattvasabdenäbhipretasyärthakriyäkäritvalak~al).a­
sya sädhanasya pramäl).asamadhigatatvät. 

(77.10) na ca viruddhänaikäntikate. vyäpakänupalambhätmanä vipar­
yaye bädhakapramäl).ena 3 vyäptel). prasädhanät. 

(77.11) yasya kramäkramau na vidyete na tasyärthakriyäsämarthyam. 
yathä sasavi~äl).asya. na vidyete cäk~al).ikasya kramäkramäviti vyäpakänu­
palambhal).. 

(77.12) na tävadayamasiddho hetul).. ak~al).ike dharmiQ.i kramäkrama­
sadbhäväyogät. tathähi präptäparakälayorekatve nityatvam. tasya kramä­
kramayoge k~al).advayepyavasyarp. bhedal).. bhedäbhedayosca parasparavi­
rodhät kuto 'k~al).ike kramäkramasambhaval).. k~al).advaye 'pi bhede kra­
mäkramayogal).. abhede hi prathama eva k~al).e saktatväd. bhävino 'pi 
käryasya karal).aprasaIige katharp. käryäntarakaral).e kramäntarävakäsal).. na 
cäk~al).ikasyäkramel).aiva sakalasvakäryarp. krtvä svästhyam. k~al).äntare 'pi 
saktatvät punastatkäryakaral).aprasaIigät. 

(77 .18) tasmädak~al).ikamiti pürväparakälayorabhedal).. kramäkramayo­
ga iti pürväparakälayorbhedal).. anayosca parasparaparihärasthitilak~al).o 
virodhal).. 

(77.20) tadayamak~al).ike dharmil).i kramäkramäbhävalak~al).o hetur nä­
siddho vaktavyal).. kramäkramayogitväk~al).ikatvayorvirodhädeva. 4 

1 sattve S. 
2 svabhavo S. 
3 viparyayabädhakapramäl)ena S. For reasons of internal consistency, I have here used 
S's reading rather than that of the Thakur edition in my translation. 
4 For (77.11)-(77.20), S reads as folIows: 

vyäpakai'lcärthakriyäkäritvasya kramäkramikäryavi~ayatvameva. na puna~ käral)aga­
tau käryagatau vä kramäkramävasya vyäpakau. krtvä karw.alak~al)asya kramasya k~al)ike 
'sambhavät. käryagatäbhyiiq! kramäkramäbhyälTl käral)asaktervyäptyayogät. tasmät kä­
rw.agatayä kramäkramikäryavi~ayatayä vyäpyamänä käral)asakti~ kramakramavyäpte-
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(78.1) näpi viruddhal).. sapak~e bhävät. 
(78.2) nacänaikäntikal).. kramäkramäbhävasyärthakriyäsämarthyäbhä­

vena vyäptatvät. 
(78.3) yenaiva hi pratyak~ätmanä pramä1).enäparaprakäräbhävädvidhi­

bhütäbhyäyp kramäkramäbhyäyp vidhibhütasyärthakriyäsämarthyasya vyäp­
til). prasädhitä, tenaivärthakriyäsämarthyäbhävena kramäkramäbhävasya 
vyäptil). prasädhiteti svikarttavyam. nahi dahanädinä dhümädervyäptisädha­
kapramä1).ädaparayp dhümädyabhävena dahanädyabhävasya vyäptisädha­
kayp kificit pramä1).ayp sara1).abhütamasti. tasmädvidhyoreva vyäptisädha­
kayp pramä1).amabhävayorapi vyäptisädhakamiti nyäyasya duratikramatvät 
sattväbhävena kramäkramäbhävo vyäpta eveti nänaikäntika ityanavadyo 
vyäpakänupalambhal).. tadayamak~a1).ikäd vinivartamä1).al). svavyäpyayp 
sattvayp nivartya k~a1).ike visrämayatiti sattvahetol). k~a1).abhatigasiddhira­
pyanavadyä.5 

(78.10) nanu vyäpakänupalambhatal). sattvasya kathayp svasädhyaprati­
bandhasiddhil)., asyäpyanekado~adu~tatvät. tathähi na tävadayayp prasati­
ga 6-hetul).. sädhyadharmi1).i pramä1).asiddhatvät, paräbhyupagamasiddha­
tväbhävät, viparyayaparyavasänäbhäväcca. atha svatantral)., tadäSrayäsid­
dhal).. ak~a1).ikasyäsrayasyäsambhavät. apratitatvädvä. pratitirhi pratyak~e-
1).änumänena vikalpamätre1).a vä syät. 

(79.1) prathamapak~advaye säk~ätpäramparye1).a vä svapratitilak~a1).är-

tyucyate. vi~ayena vi~ayinirdesät. vyavahäraläghavärtham. tatasca yadyapi sarvatra kra­
mäkramau sattvasya vyäpakävityädyucyate. tathäpi kramäkramikäryavi~ayatvam eva 
vyäpakarp boddhavyarp. 

nanu yadaikameva käryamankurädikamutpadyate, tadä katharp käryagatakramäkra­
mavyavastheti cet. 

ucyate. yadyapyekameva käryarp bhinnakälakäryamapek~ya kramastadbhäväccäkra­
mastatkäritvameva kramäkramakäritvarp. tathäpyapek~aQiyavi~ayabhedät kramäkrama­
yorasäiJ.karyameva. pitfputratvavat. 

kaJ:t punarasau vyäptiprasädhake vyäpakänupalambha iti cet. 
ucyate. yasya kramäkramikäryavi~ayatvannästi, na tat saktarp, yathä sasavi~äQ.arp. 

nästi ca nityäbhimatasya bhävasya kramäkramikäryavi~ayatvamiti vyäpakänupalambhal). 
na tävadayamasiddho vaktavyal). nityasya dharminal) kramäkramikäryavi~ayatvena vyä­
pakena saha virodhasadbhävät, tathä hi pÜfväparakälayorekatve nityatvarp k~al}advayepi 
bhede kramäkramitvarp. tatasca nityatvarp kramäkramitvaiicetyabhinnatvarp bhinna­
tvaiicetyuktarp bhavati. etayoSca parasparaparihärasthitilak~al}atayä virodhal). tat katharp 
nitye kramäkramasambhaval). 
5 For 78.3-9, S reads as folIows: 

tathä hi na tävat kramäkramäbhyämanyal) prakärosti, yenärthakriyäsambhävanäyärp 
kramäkramäbhyämarthakriyävyäptima syät. tasmädarthakriyämätränubaddhatayä tayor­
anyataraprakärasya. ubhayorabhäve cäbhävädarthakriyämätrasyeti täbhyärp tasya vyäp­
tisiddhil). pak~ilqte ca tayorabhävenärthakriyäsaktyabhävasiddhau kathamanekäntah. na 
hi vyäpyavyäpakayorvyäpyavyäpakabhävasiddhimuddhüyavyäpyäbhävena vyäpakäbhä­
vasya vyäptisiddhau, upäyäntaramastiti nirvadyovyäpakänupalambhal.1. sattvasya k~al}i­
katvena vyäptirp sädhyatyeva. 
6 S has prasaIigo. 
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thakäritve maulal). sädhäral}.o hetul). vyäpakänupalambhasca svarüpäsiddhal). 
syät. arthakriyäkäritve kramäkramayoranyatarasyävasyambhävät. 

(79.4) antimapak~e tu na kasciddheturanäsrayal). syät. vikalpamätrasid­
dhasya dharmil}.al). sarvatra sulabhatvät. 

(79.6) api ca, tat kalpanäjiiäna1!l pratyak~ap!'~thabhävi vä syät, litiga­
janma vä, sa1!lskäraja1!l vä, sandigdhavastuka1!l vä, avastuka1!l vä. 

(79.8) taträdyapak~advaye 'k~al}.ikasya sattaivävyähatä. katha1!l bädha­
kävatärab.. 

(79.9) tptye tu na sarvadä 'k~al}.ikasattäni~edhal).. tadarpitasa1!lskärä­
bhäve tat smaral}.äyogät. 

(79.10) caturthe tu sandigdhäsrayatva1!l hetudo~al).. 
(79.11) paiicame ca tadvi~ayasyäbhävo na tävad pratyak~atal). sidhyati. 

ak~al}.ikätmanal). sarvadaiva tvanmate 'pratyak~atvät na cänumänatastad­
abhävastat 7 -pratibaddhalitigänupalambhädityäsrayäsiddhistävaduddhatä. 
eva1!l d!'~täntopi pratihantavyal).. 

(79.14) svarüpäsiddho 'pyaya1!l hetül).. sthirasyäpi kramäkramisahakä­
ryapek~ayä kramäkramäbhyäm arthakriyopapattel).. näpi kramayaugapadya­
pak~oktado~aprasatigal).. tathähi kramisahakäryapek~ayä kramikäryakä­
ritvan tävadaviruddham. 

(79.17) tathä ca sa1!lkarasya sa1!lk~ipto 'yamabhipräyal).. sahakärisäka­
lya1!l hi sämarthyam. tadvaikalyancäsämarthyam. na ca tayorävirbhävati­
robhäväbhyän tadvatal). käcit k~atil).. tasya täbhyämanyatvät. tatkatha1!l 
sahakäril}.o 'napek~a 8 käryakaral}.aprasaliga iti. 

(79.20) trilocanasyäpyaya1!l sa1!lk~iptärthal).. käryameva hi sahakäril}.am­
apek~ate. na ca 9 käryotpattihetul).. yasmät dvividha1!l sämarthya1!l nijam­
ägantuka1!l ca sahakäryantaram, tato 'k~al}.ikasyäpi kramavatsahakärinä­
nätvädapi kramavatkäryanänätvopapatterasakya1!l bhävänäm pratik~al}.a1!l­
anyonyatvamupapädayitum iti. 

(79.24) nyäyabhü~al}.o 'pi lapati. prathamakäryotpädanakäle hi uttara­
käryotpädanasvabhäval).. atal). prathamakäla eväso~äl}.i 10 käryäl}.i kuryäditi 
cet. 

(79.26) tadida1!l mätä me bandhyetyädivat svavacanavirodhädayuktam. 
yo hi uttarakäryajananasvabhäval). sa kathamädau tat kärya1!l kuryät. na 
tarhi tatkäryakaral}.asvabhäval).. nahi nilotpädanasvabhäval). pitädikamapi 
karotiti. 

(80.1) väcaspatirapi pathati. nanvayamak~al}.ikal). svarüpel}.a kärya1!l ja­
nayati. taccäsya svarüpa1!l trtiyädi~iva k~al}.e~u dvitiye 'pi k~al}.e saditi tadäpi 

7 ••• abhävaspratibaddha ... s. 
8 'napek~ya s. 
o Omitted in S. 
10 Read: ev~~. 
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janayet. akurvan vä trtiyädi~vapi na kurvita. tasya tädävasthyät. atädavasthye 
vä tadeväsya k~aQ.ikatvam. 

(80.4) atrocyate. satyaIP svarüpeQ.a käryaIP janayati na tu tenaiva. saha­
kärisahitädeva tatal). käryotpattidarsanät. tasmäd vyäptivatkäryakäraQ.a­
bhävo'pyekatränyayogavyavacchedena.anyaträyogavyavacchedenanävabod­
dhavyal)..H tathaiva laukikaparik~akäQ.äIP sampratipatteriti na kramikärya­
käritvapak~oktado~ävasaral).. 

(80.8) näpyak~aQ.ike yaugapadyapak~oktado~ävakäsal).. ye hi käryamut­
päditavanto dravyavise~äste~äIP vyäpärasya niyatakäryotpädanasamartha­
sya ni~pädite kärye 'nuvartamäne~vapi te~u dravye~u nivrttärthädünä säma­
gri jäyate. tatkathaIP ni~päditaIP ni~pädayi~yati. nahi daQ.Qädayal). svabhä­
venaiva kartäro yenämi ni~patterärabhya käryaIP vidadhyul).. kiIP tarhi 
vyäpärävesinal).. na ceyatä svarüpeQ.a na kartäral).. svarüpakärakatvanirvä­
haparatayä vyäpärasamävesäditi. 

(80.13) kiQ1 ca kramäkramäbhävasca bhavi~yati. na ca sattväbhäva iti 
sandigdhavyatireko 'pyayaQ1 vyäpakänupalambhal).. na hi kramäkramäbhy­
ämanyasya prakärasyäbhäval). siddhal).. vise~ani~edhasya se~äbhyanujiiävi­
~ayatvät. 

(80.16) kiQ1 ca prakäräntarasya drsyatve nätyantani~edhal).. adrsyatve 
tu näsattäniscayo viprakar~iQ.ämiti na kramäkramäbhyämarthakriyäsämarth­
yasya vyäptisiddhil).. atal). sandigdhavyatireko 'pi vyäpakänupalambhal).. 

(80.19' kiIP ca drsyädrsyasahakäripratyayasäkalyavatal). kramayauga­
padyasyätyantaparok~atvät tena vyäptaIP sattvamapi parok~ameveti na tä­
vatpratibandhal:t pratyak~atal). sidhyati. näpyanumänatal).. tatpratibaddha­
lingäbhäväditi. 

(80.22) api ca kramäkramäbhyämarthakriyäkäritvaIP vyäptamityatisu­
bhä~itam. yadi krameQ.a vyäptaIP kathamakrameQ.a, athäkrameQ.a na tarhi 
krameQ.a. kramäkramäbhyäQ1 vyäptimiti tu bruvatä vyäptereväbhäval:t pra­
darSito bhavati. nahi bhavatyagnirdhümabhäväbhäväbhyäIP vyäpta iti. ato 
vyäpteranaikäntikatvam. 

(80.26) api ca kimidaQ1 bädhakamak~aQ.ikänämasattäIP sädhayati. uta­
svidak~aQ.ikät sattvasya vyatirekam. atha sattvak~aQ.ikatvayol). pratibandham. 

(80.28) na pürvo vikalpal).. uktakrameQ.a hetoräsrayäsiddhatvät. 
(80.29) na ca dvitiyal).. yato vyäpakanivrttisahitä vyäpyanivrttirvyatire­

kasabdasyärthal:t. sä ca yadi pratyak~eQ.a pratiyate tadä taddhetul:t syäditi 
sattvamanaikäntikam. vyäpakänupalambhal:t svarüpäsiddhil:t. atha sä vikalp­
yate tadä pürvoktakrameQ.a paficadhä vikalpya vikalpo dü~aI).iyal).. 

(81.1) ata eva na trtiyo 'pi vikalpal:t. vyatirekäsiddhau sambandhäsid­
dhel).. 

11 ••• vyavacchedenävaboddhavyai) S. S also omits punctuation after the first occurrence 
of 'vyavacchedena'. 
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(81.2) kitll ca na bhütalavadaträk~a~iko dharmi drsyate. na ca svabhä­
vanupalambhe vyapakänupalambhal}. kasyacit drsyasya pratipattimantar­
e~antarbhävayituq1 sakyata 12 iti. 

(81.4) kiq1 cäsyäbhävadharmatve äsrayasiddhatvamitaretarasrayatvaq1 
ca. bhävadharmatve viruddhatvaq1 ca. ubhayadharmatve cänaikäntikatvam 
iti na trayiq1 do~ajatimatipatati. 

(81.6) yat punaruktam ak~a~ikatve kramayaugapadyabhyämarthakriyä­
virodhaditi. tatra virodhasiddhimanusaratä virodhyapi pratipattavyal}.. tat­
pratitinantariyakatvad virodhasiddhel}.. yathä tuhinadahanayol}. sapek~a­

dhruvabhävayosca. 
(81.8) pratiyogi cak~a~ikal}. pratiyamanal}. pratitikäritvat sanneva syät 

ajanakasyäprameyatvät. 
(81.1 0) saq1vrtisiddhenak~a~katvena virodhasiddhiriti cet. saq1vrtisid­

dhamapi västavaq1 kälpanikaq1 vä syät. 
(81.12) yadi västavaq1 kathaq1 tasyäsattvam. kathaq1 cärthakriyäkäri­

tvavirodhal}.. arthakriyäql kurvaddhi västavamucyate. 
(81.14) atha kälpanikam. tatra kiq1 virodho västaval}., kälpaniko vä. na 

tävad västaval}.. kalpitavirodhivirodhatvät, bandhyäputravirodhavat. atha 
virodho 'pi kälpanikal}.. na tarhi sattvasya vyatireka!:t päramärthika iti 
k~a~abhango dattajaläfijaliriti. 

(81.17) ayameva codyaprabandho 'smad gurübhi!:t 13 saqlgrmta!:t. 
(81.18) nityaq1 nästi na vä pratitivi~ayastenäsrayäsiddhatä h~o!:t svä­

nubhavasya ca14 k~atiratal}. k~iptal}. sapak~o 'pi ca. 
sünyaqlca dvitayena sidhyati na cäsattäpi sattä yathä 
no nityena virodhasiddhirasatä sakyä kramäderapi. iti (k~a~abhangädh­

yaye). 
(81.23) atrocyate. iha vastunyapi dharmidharmavyavahäro dr~to yathä 

gavi gotvam, pate suklatvam turage gamanamityädi. avastunyapi dharmi­
dharmavyavahäro dr~to yathäsasavi~ä~e tik~~atväbhävo bandhyäputre 
vaktrtväbhävo gaganäravinde gandhäbhäva ityädi. taträvastuni dharmi­
tvaq1 nästiti kiq1 vastudharme~a dharmitvaql nasti. ähosvidavastudhar­
me~äpi. 

(81.27) prathamapak~e siddhasädhanam. dvitiyapak~e tu svavacanavi­
rodhah. yadahurgurava!:t. 

(81.28) dharmasya kasyacidavastuni manasiddhä bädhävidhivyavahrti!:t 
kimihasti no va kväpyasti cet kathamiyanti na dü~a~äni nästyeva cet svava­
canapratirodhasiddhil}.. 

12 sakya S. 
13 jiiänaSrimitraib.. 
14 This line is quoted on p. 81.19 as: " ... cäk~atiratab. ... " and on p. 88.9 as: ..... ca 
k~atirataQ. ... " 
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(82.1) avastuno dharmitvasvikärapürvakatvasya vyäpakasyäbhäväd 15_ 
äsrayäsiddhidü~aI)asyänupanyäsaprasaiJ.ga ityarthal).. yenaiva hi vacanenä­
vastuno dharmitvarp prati~idhyate. tenaivävastuno dharmitväbhävena dhar­
meI)a dharmitvamabhyupagatam.16 parantu 17 prati~idhyata itivyaktamidam­
isvarace~titam. tathähyavastuno dharmitvarp nästiti vacaneva 18 dharmi­
tväbhäval). kimavastuni 19 vidhiyata, anyatra vä, na vä kvacidapiti trayal). 
pak~äl).. 

(82.6) prathamapak~e 'vastuno na dharmitvani~edhal).. dharmitväbhä­
vasya dharmasya tatraiva vidhänät. 

(82.7) dvitiye 'vastuni kimäyätam. anyatra dharmitväbhävavidhänät. 
(82.8) trtiyastu pak~o vyartha eva niräsrayatväditi katharn avastuno 

dharmitvani~edhal).. tasmädyathä pramäI)opanyäsal). prameyatvasvikära 20 
pürvakatvena vyäptal)., väcakasabdopanyäso vä väcyasvikärapürvakatvena 
vyäptastathä 'vastuno dharmitvarp nästiti vacanopanyäso 'vastuno dharmi­
tvasvikärapürvakatvena vyäptal).. anyathä tadvacanopanyäsasya vyarthatvät. 

(82.11) tadyadi vacanopanyäso vyäpyadharmastadä 'vastuno dharmi­
tvasvikäro 'pi vyäpakadharmo durväral).. atha na vyäpakadharmal)., tadä 
vyäpyasyäpi vacanopanyäsasyäsambhava iti mükataivätra balädäyäteti ka­
tharp na svavacanapratirodha 21 siddhil).. 

(82.15) yadähäcäryal)..22 nahyabruvan pararpbodhayitumisal).. bruvan 23 
vä do~amimarp parihartumiti mahati sarpkate pravesal).. 

(82.17) avastuprastäve sahrdayänärp mükataiva yujyate iti cet. aho ma­
hadvaidagdhyam. avastuprastäve svayameva yathäsakti valgitvä bhagno 
mükataiva nyäyapräpteti paribhä~ayä nil).sartumicchati. na cävastuprastävo 
räjadaI)Qena vinä caraI)amardanädinäni~timätreI)a vä prati~eddhurp sakyate. 
tatascäträpi kramäkramabhävasya sädhanatve sattväbhävasya ca sädhyatve 
sandigdhavastubhävasyävastvätmano vä k~aI)ikasya 24 dharmitvarp kena 
prati~idhyate. 25 

(82.22) trividho hi dharmo dr~tal).. kascit vastuniyato nilädil).. kascida­
vastuniyato yathä sarvopäkhyävirahal).. kascidubhayasädhäraI)o yathä 'nu­
palabdhimätram. tatra vastudharmeI)ävastuno dharmitvani~edha iti yuktam. 
na tvavastudharmeI)a. vastvavastudharmeI)a vä. svavacanasyänupanyäsa-

15 vyäpakasyäbhäve S. 
16 Defective in S: vacanenävastuno ... abhyupagatam. 
17 parastu S. 
18 I have used S's reading: vacanena. 
19 kimavastu S. 
20 prameyasvikära S. 
21 svavacanavirodha S. 
22 Omitted in S. 
23 Read: abruvan. 
24 Read: ak~al)ikasya. 
25 pratihanyate S. 
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prasatigädityak~at;likasyäbhäve sandehe 'pi 26 vä 'vastudharmet;la dharmi­
tvamavyähatamiti näyamäsrayäsiddho vyäpakänupalambhal).. 

(82.27) ak~at;likäpratitäväsraya27-siddho heturiti yuktamuktäm. tada­
pratitau tadvyavahäräyogät. kevalamasau vyavahärätigabhütä pratitirvast­
vavastunorekarüpä na bhavati. säk~ätpäramparyet;la vastusämarthyabhävini 
hi vastupratitil).. yathä pratyak~amanumänarp pratyak~apri?tabhävi ca vikal­
pal).. avastunastu sämarthyäbhävädvikalpamätrameva pratitil).. vastuno hi 
vastubalabhävini pratitiryathä säk~ätpratyak~am, paramparayä tatpr~tha­
bhävi vikalpo 'numänarp ca. avastuno 28 na vastubalabhävini pratitistatkä­
rakatvenävastutvahäniprasatigät. tasmädvikalpamätramevävastunal). prati­
til).. 

(83.4) nahyabhävah kascidvigrahavän yal). säk~ätkartavyo 'pi tu vyava­
hartavyal).. sa ca vyavahäro vikalpädapi sidhyatyeva. anyathä sarvajanapra­
siddho 'vastuvyavahäro na syät. i~yate ca. 

(83.6) taddharmitvaprati~edhänubandhädityakämenäpi vikalpamätra­
siddho 'k~at;likal). svikartavya iti näyamapratitatvädapyäsrayäsiddho hetur­
vaktavyal).. tatascäk~at;likasya vikalpamätrasiddhatve yaduktam. 

(83.9) na kasciddheturanäsrayal). vikalpa 29-mätrasiddhyasyadharmit;lal). 
sarvatra sulabhatväd iti. 

(83.10) tadasatigatam. vikalpamätrasiddhasya dharmit;lal). sarvatra sam­
bhave 'pi vastudharmet;la dharmitväyogät. vastudharmahetutväpek~aya äs­
rayäsiddhasyäpi hetol). sambhavät. 

(83.11) yathä ätmano vibhutvasädhanärthamupanyastarp sarvatropa­
labhyamänagut;latväditi sädhanam. vikalpascäyarp hetüpanyäsät. pürvarp 
sandigdhavastukal).. samarthite tu hetävavastuka iti brümal).. 

(83.14) na cätra sandigdhäsrayatvarp näma hetudo~al).. ästärp tävat. san­
digdhasyävastuno 'pi vikalpamätrasiddhasyävastudharmäpek~ayä dharmi­
tvaprasädhanät. vastudharmahetvapek~ayaiva sandigdhäsrayasya hetvä­
bhäsasya vyavasthäpanät. yatheha nikufije mayüral). kekäyitäditi. avastuka­
vikalpavi~ayasyäsattvarp tu vyäpakänupalambhädeva prasädhitam. evarp 
dr~täntasyäpi vyomotpaläderdharmitvarp 30 vikalpamätret;la pratitiscävagan­
tavyä. tadevamavastudharmäpek~ayä 'vastunodharmitvasya vikalpamätret;la 
pratiteScäpahnotumasakyatvännäyamäSrayäsiddho hetul).. Na ca 31 dr~tän­

tak~atil).. 

(83.20) na cai~a svarüpäsiddhal).. ak~at;J.ike dharmit;li kramäkramayor 
vyäpakyorayogät. tathähi yadi tasya prathame k~at;le dvitiyädik~at;labhävi 

26 Omitted in S. 
27 ... pratitävayamäSraya S. 
28 avastunastu S. 
29 syädvikalpa S. 
30 vyomäderddharmitvarp S. 
31 Omitted in S. 
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käryakaral}.asämarthyamasti tadä prathama~al}.abhävikäryavat dvitiyädi­
k~al}.abhävyapi käryarp. kuryät. samarthasya k~epäyogät. 

(83.22) atha tadä sahakärisäkalyalak~al}.asämarthyarp. nästi. tadvaikal­
yalak~al}.asyäsämarthyasya sambhavät. nahi bhäval.1 svarupel}.a karotiti 
svarupel}.aiva karoti. sahakärisahitädeva tatal.1 käryotpattidarsanät iti cet. 

(83.24) yadä tävadami militäl.1 32 santal.1 käryarp. kurvate tadaikärthaka­
ral}.alak~al}.arp. sahakäritvame~amastu ko ni~eddhä. militaireva tu tatkäryarp. 
karttavyamiti kuto labhyate. pürväparakälayoreka~vabhävatväd bhävasya. 
sarvadä jananäjananayoranyataraniyamaprasangasya dürväratvät. 33 tasmät 
sämagri janikä naikarp. janakamiti sthiravädinärp. manoräjyasyäpyavi~ayal.1. 

(83.29) kirp. kurmo df!;yate tävadevamiti cet. df!;yatärp. kirp. tu pürvasthi­
tädeva pascät sämagrimadhyapravi~täd bhävät käryotpattiranyasmädeva 
visi~tasämagrisamutpannät k~al}.äditi vivädapadametat. tatra prägapi sam­
bhave sarvadaiva käryotpattir34.na vä kadäcidapiti virodhamasamädhäya tat 
eva käryotpattiriti sädhyänuvädamätrapravrttal.1 krpämarhati. 

(84.3) na ca pratyabhijiiänädevaikatvasiddhil.1. tat pauru~asya lünapu­
narjätakeSakusakadalistambädau nirdalanät. vistarel}.a ca pratyabhijiiädü­
~al}.amasmäbhil.1 sthirasiddhidü~al}.e pratipäditamiti tat evävadhäryam. 

(84.6) nanu käryameva sahakäril}.amapek~ate. na tu käryotpattihetul.1. 
yasmäd dvividharp. sämarthyarp. nijamägantukarp. ca sahakäryantararp., tato 
'k~al}.ikasyäpi kramavat sahakärinänätvädapi kramavatkäryanänätvamiti cet. 

(84.8) bhavatu tävat nijägantukabhedena dvividharp. sämarthyam. ta­
thäpi tat prätisvikarp. vastusvalak~al}.arp. sadyal.1 kriyädharmakamavasyäbhy­
upagantavyam. tadyadi prägapi, prägapi käryaprasangal.1. atha pascädeva, 
na tadä sthiro bhäval.1. 

(84.11) na ca käryarp. sahakäril}.o 'pek~ata iti yuktam, tasyäsattvät. he­
tusca sannapi yadi svakäryarp. na karoti, tadä tatkäryameva tanna syät. 
svätantryät. 

(84.13) yaccoktam. yo hi uttarakäryajananasvabhävah. sa kathamädau 
käryarp. kuryät. na tarhi tatkäryakaral}.asvabhäval.1. na hi nilotpädanasva­
bhäval.1 pitädikamapi karotiti. 

(84.15) tadasangatam. sthirasvabhävatve bhävasyottarakälamevedarp. 
na 35 piirvakälamiti kuta etat. tadabhäväcca käral}.amapyuttarakäryasva­
bhävamityapi 36 kutal.1. 

(84.17) kirp. kurmal.1. uttarakälameva tasya janmeti cet. sthiratve tad­
anupapadyamänamasthiratämädisatu. sthiratve 'pye~a eva svabhävastasya 

32 militä1). S. 
33 Read: durväratvät. 
34 ••• otpatter S. 
35 käryanna S. 
36 ••• käryakaraJ;lllSvabhävamityapi S. 
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yaduttarak~aIJ.a eva käryatp karotiti cet. na, pramäIJ.abädhite svabhäväbhy­
upagamäyogäditi na tävadak~aIJ.ikasya kramikäryakäritvamasti. näpyakra­
mikäryakäritvasambhaval}. dvitIye 'pi k~aIJ.e kärakasvarüpasadbhäve punar­
api käryakaraIJ.aprasatigät. 

(84.21) kärye ni~panne tadvi~ayavyäpäräbhävädünä sämagri na ni~pä­
ditaIp. ni~pädayediti cet. na, sämagrisambhaväsambhavayorapi sadyal} kri­
yäkärakasvarüpasambhave janakatvamavadhäryamiti 37 prägeva pratipäda­
nät. käryasya hi ni~päditatvät punal} kartumasakyatvameva käraIJ.amasam­
arthamävedayati. 

(84.23) tadayamak~aIJ.ike kramäkramikäryakäritväbhävo na siddhal}. na 
ca kramäkramäbhyämaparaprakärasambhavo yena täbhyämavyäptau san­
digdhavyatireko hetul} syät. prakäräntarasatikäyätp tasyäpi drsyatvädrsya­
tva 38_prakäradvayadü~aIJ.e 'pi svapak~e 'pyanäsväsaprasatigät. tasmädanyo 
'nyavyavacchedasthitir 39 näparal} prakäral} sambhavati. svarüpäpravi~tasya 
vastuno 'vastuno vä 'tatsvabhävatvät.40 prakäräntarasyäpi kramasvarüpä­
pravi~tatvät. tathätindriyasya sahakäriIJ.o 'drsyatve 'pyayogavyavacchedena 
drsyasahakärisahitasya 41 sattvasya drsyakramäkramäbhyäIp. vyäptil} pra­
tyak~ädeva sidhyati. evatp kramäkramäbhyämarthakriyäkäritvaIp. vyäptam­
iti kramäkramayoranyo 'nyavyavacchedena sthitatvädetatprakäradvaya­
parihäreIJ.ärthäkriyakäritvamanyatra na gatamityarthal}. ata evaitayorvini­
vrttau nivartate.42 

(85.4) trilocanasyäpi vikalpatraye prathamadü~aIJ.amäsrayäsiddhido~a­
parihärato nirastam. 

(85.5) dvitIyatp cäsatigatam. vikalpajfiänena vyatirekasya pratitatvät. 
nahyabhäval} kascidvigrahavän yal} säk~atkartavyal}, apitu vikalpädeva 
vyavahartavyal}. na hyabhävasya vikalpädanyäpratipattirapratipattirvä sar­
vathä. ubhayathäpi tadvyavahärahäniprasatigät. evatp vaidharmyadr~tän­
tasya hetuvyatirekasya ca vikalpädeva pratipattil}.43 

(85.9) trtiyamapi dü~aIJ.amasatigatam. vyäpakänupalambhena 44 nirdo­
~eIJ.a 45 sattvasya k~aIJ.ikatvena vyäpteravyähatatvät. 

(85.11) tadayatp vyäpakänupalambho 'k~aIJ.ikasyäsattvam. sattvasya 
tato vyatirekatp k~aIJ.ikatvena vyäptiIp. ca sädhayatyekavyäpärätmakatväditi 
sthitam. 

37 ••• tvamaväryamiti S. 
38 dciyädrsyatva S. 
39 sthitayor S. 
40 'nyatvät S. 
41 Inserted in S at this point: drsyasyaiva. 
42 nivarteta S. 
43 pratitiQ S. 
44 yyäpakänupalambhe S. 
45 nirdo~tvasya S. 
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(85.13) nanu vyäpakänupalabdhiriti yadyanupalabdhimätrarp tadä na 
tasya sädhyabuddhijanakatvamavastutvät. na cänyopalabdhirvyäpakänupa­
labdhirabhidhäturp sakyä bhütalädivadanyasya kasyacidanupalabdheriti 
cet. 

(85.15) tadasatigatam. dharmyupalabdherevänyatr 46-änupalabdhitayä 
vyavasthäpanät. yathä hi 47 neha sirpsapä vrk~äbhävädityatra vrk~äpek~ayä 
kevalapradesasya dharmiQ.a upalabdhirvrk~ä 48-nupalabdhil:1. sirpsapäpeks­
ayä ca kevalapradesasya dharmiQ.a upalabdhireva sirpsapäyä 49 abhävopa­
labdhiriti svabhävahetuparyavasäyivyäpäro vyäpakänupalambhal:1. tathä 50 
nityasya dharmiQ.o vikalpabuddhyavasitasya 51 kramikäritväkramikäritvä­
pek~ayä kevalagrahaQ.ädeva 52 kramikäritväkramikäritvänupalambhal:1. ar­
thakriyäpek~ayä ca kevalapratitirevärthakriyä'yoga 53_pratItiriti vyäpakänu­
palambhäntarädasya na kascidvise~al:1. 

(85.22) adhyavasäyäpek~ayä ca bähye 'k~aQ.ike vastuni 54 vyäpakäbhäväd 
vyäpyäbhävasiddhivyavahäral:1. adhyavasäyasca samanantarapratyayabaläd­
äyätäkära 55-vise~ayogädagrhite 'pi pravartanasaktirbodhyavyal:1.56 Idrsas­
cädhyavasäyo 'smacciträdvaitasiddhau nirvähital:1. sa cävisarpvädi vyavahä­
ral:1 parihartumasakyal:1. yad vyäpakasünyarp tadvyäpyasünyamiti. etasyai­
värthasyänenäpi krameQ.a pratipädanät. ayarp ca nyäyo yathä vastubhüte 
dharmiQ.i tathä 'vastubhüte 'piti ko vise~al:1. 

(85.27) tathähyekajiiänasarpsargyatra vikalpya 57 eva. yathä ca hariQ.a­
sirasi tenaikajiiänasarpsargisrtigamupalabdharp. sasasirasyapi tena sahaika­
jiiänasarpsargitvasambhävanayaiva srtigarp ni~idhyate, tathä nilädävapari­
ni~thitanityänityabhäve kramäkramau svadharmiQ.ä särdhamekajiiänasarp­
sargiQ.au dr~tau, yadi nitye 58 bhavatal:1 nityagrähijiiäne 59 svadharmiQ.ä 
nityena sahaiva grhyeyätämiti sambhävanaya ekäjiiänasarpsarga 6°-dvära­
kameva prati~idhyate. kathatp. punaretasmin 61-nityajiiäne kramäkramayor-

46 Inserted in S: apy. 
47 Omitted in S: hi. 
48 upalabdhirdrsya S. 
49 In S this word is compounded with the next as folIows: sirpsapäbhävopalabdhiriti. 
50 Inserted in S: hi. 
51 ... adhyavasitasya S. 
52 kevalagrahaQ.am S. 
53 viyoga S. 
54 'vastuni S. 
55 .. , pratyayavaläyätäkära S. 
56 Here I have used S's reading in my translation: ... saktirboddhavyal). 
57 ... jilänamätravikalpa S. 
58 nitye 'pi yadi S. 
59 nityagrähiJ;lä jMnena S. 
60 ... sarpsargi S. 
61 punaretan S. 
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asphural).amiti yävatä kramäkramakro<;likrtameva nityaql vikalpayäm iti 
cet. ataeva bädhakävatäro viparitäropam 62-antarel).a tasya vaiyarthyät. 

(86.6) käläntare 'pyekarüpatayä 63 nityatvam. kramäkramau ca k~aI)a­
dvaye bhinnarüpatayä. tato nityatvasya kramäkramikäryasaktesca paraspa­
raparihärasthiti 64 lak~aI)atayä durväro virodha iti kathaql nitye kramäkra­
mayorantarbhäval).. anantarbhäväcca suddhanityavikalpena dürikrtakramä­
kramasamäropeI)a kathamullekhal).. tatasca pratiyogini nitye 'pi vikalpya­
mäne 65 ekaji'iänasaqlsargilak~al).apräpte nityopalabdhireva nityaviruddha­
syänupalabhyamänasya kramäkramasyänupalabdhil).. tata eva cärthakriyä­
sakteranupalabdhil)..66 tasmäd vyäpakavivekidharmyupalabdhitayä na vyä­
pakänupalambhäntarädasya vise~al).. 

(86.13) nanvetadavastudharmikopayogi vastv 67 adhi~thänatvät pramä­
I)avyavasthäyä iti cet. kimidaql vastvadhi~thänatvam näma. kiqlparampa­
rayä 'pi vastunal). sakäsädägatatvam, atha vastuni kenacidäkäreI)a vyavahä­
rakäraI)atvam, vastubhütadharmipratibaddhatvarp. vä. 

(86.16) yadyädyal). pak~astadä kramäkramasyärthakriyäyäsca vyäpti­
grahal).agocaravastupratibaddhatvamasyäpi. 68 na k~iI)am. 

(86.18) na 69 dvitiye 'pi pak~e dosah sambhavati. k~aI)abhaIigivastu sä­
dhanopäyatvädasya.70 

(86.19) na cäntimo 'pi vikalpal). kalpyate. tasyaiva nityavikalpasya vas­
tuno dharmibhütasya kramäkramavad bähyanityopädänasünyatvenärtha­
kriyävad bähy 71 anityopädänasünyatve 72 prasädhanät. paryudäsavrttyä 
buddhisvabhävabhütäk~al).ikäkäre vastubhüte dharmiI)i pratibaddhatva­
sambhavät. 

(86.23) ayameva nyäyo na vaktä bandhyäsutascaitanyäbhävädityädau 
yojyal).. etena yathä vrk~äbhävädir73 antarbhävayituql sakyate 74 na tathäya­
miti trilocano 'pi nirastal).. 

(86.25) na ca kramädyabhävastrayiql do~ajätiql nätikrämati, abhäva­
dharmatve 'pi äsrayäsiddhido~aparihärät. 

62 viparitariiparopam S. 
63 käläntareI;läikariipatayä S. 
64 ••• sthita S. 
65 kalpyamäne S. 
66 värthakriyäSakteranupalabdheh S. 
67 ••• kopayogikastv S. 
68 ••• baddhatvamapi S. 
69 na ca S. 
70 ••• vastusädhanopäyatvädasya S. 
71 Read: "krarnäkramavadbähyanityopädänasüoyatvenärthakriyävadbähy ..... , as S does. 
72 ••• süoyatvaprasädhanät S. 
73 Vfk~äbhävädityädy S. 
74 sakyo S. 



TRANSLITERATED TEXT 25 

(86.26) yattvanena pramä~äntarännityänämasattvasiddhau kramädivi­
rahasyäbhävadharmatä 75 sidhyatityuktam, tadvälasyäpi durabhidhänam. 
nityo hi dharmi. asattvarp. sädhyam. kramikäryakäritväkramikäryakäritva­
viraho hetub. asya cäbhävadharmatvarp. näma asattvalak~a~asvasädhyävi­
näbhävitvamucyate. tacca kramäkrame~a sattvasya vyäptisiddhau sattvasya 
vyäpyasyäbhävena kramäkramasya vyäpakasya viraho vyäptab sidhyatity­
abhävadharmatvarp. prägeva vidhyorvyäptisädhanät 76 pratyak~ädanumänäd­
ekasmädvä 77 pramä~äntarät siddhamiti netaretaräsrayado~ab. 78 

(87.7) na ca sattäyämiväsattäyämapi tulyab prasatigo bhinnanyäyatvät. 
vastubhütarp. hi tatra sädhyarp. sädhanarp. ca. tayordharmyapi vastveva 79 
yujyate. 

(87.9) vastunastu pratyak~änumänäbhyämeva siddhib. tayorabhäve ni­
yamenäsrayäsiddhiriti yuktam. asattäsädhane tvavastudharmo heturavas­
tu 8°-vikalpamätrasiddhe dharmi~i näsrayäsiddhido~e~a dü~ayiturp. sakyab. 
tathä 'k~a~ikasya kramayaugapadyäbhyämarthakriyävirodhab sidhyatyeva. 

(87.13) tathä vikalpädeväk~a~iko virodhi siddhab. vikalpollikhitascäsya 
svabhävo näpara ityapi vyavahartavyam. anyathä tadanuvädena kramäkra­
mädirahitatvädini~edhädikamuktam. 81 tatsvarüpasyän ullekhädanyasyolle­
khä 82-dityak~a~kasasavi~ä~ädisabdänuccära~aprasarigab. asti ca. ato yathä 
pramä~äbhäve 'pi vikalpasiddhasya 83-bandhyäsutädeb saundaryädini~edho 
'nurüpastathä vikalpopanitasyaiväk~a~ikarüpasya tat eva 84 pratyanikäkä­
re~a saha virodhavyavasthäyärp. kidrso do~ab syät. yadi cäk~a~ikänubha­
väbhävät virodhaprati~edhastarhi bandhyäputrädyanubhavädeva 85 saundar­
yädini~edho 'pi mäbhüt. 

(87.20) nanvevarp. virodhasyäpäramärthikatvam. taddväre~a k~a~abhari­
gasiddhirapyapäramärthiki syäditi cet. 

(87.21) nahi virodho näma vastvantararp. kificitubhayakotidattapäda­
sambandhäbhidhänam-86i~yate, 'smäbhirupapadyate vä. yenaikasambandh­
ino vastutväbhäve 'päramärthikarp. 87 syät. yathä tvi~yate tathä päramärthi-

75 Inserted in S: na. 
76 ... sädhakät S. 
77 pratyak~ädanumänätmakädvä S. 
78 ... äsrayatvado~a~ S. 
79 vastubhiita eva S. 
80 heturavastuni S. 
81 ... ädikamayuktarp S. 
82 Omitted in S: danyasyollekhä. 
83 vikalpasatvasya S. 
84 ... k~T;likasvaqniipasya tat S. 
85 ... ananubhavädeva S. 
86 ... dattapädaip sambaddhäbhidhänam S. 
87 'paramärthik~ S. 
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ka eva. viruddhäbhimatayoranyo 'nyasvarüpaparihäramätraIp virodhärthal). 
sa ca 88 bhäväbhävayol) päramärthika eva.89 na bhävo 'bhävarüpamävisati. 
näpyabhävo bhävarüpaIp pravisatiti yo 'yamanayorasaIpkaraniyamal) sa 
eva päramärthiko virodhal). käläntaraikarüpatayä hi nityatvam. kramäkra­
mau k~aI).advaye 'pi bhinnarüpatayä. tato nityatvakramäkramikäryakäri­
tva 90-yorbhäväbhävavad virodho 'styeva. 

(88.1) nanu nityatvaIp kramayaugapadyavattvaIp 91 ca viruddhau dhar­
mau vidhüya näparo virodho näma, kasya västavatvamiti cet. 

(88.2) na, na hi dharmäntarasya sambhavena virodhasya päramärthika­
tvaIp brümal). kintu viruddhayordharmayo 92 sadbhäve. anyathä virodhanä­
madharmäntarasambhave 'pi yadi na viruddhau dharmau kva päramärthi­
kavirodhasambhaval).93 viruddhau ceddharmau 94 tävataiva tättviko virodha­
vyavahäral). kimapareI).a pratijiiämätrasiddhena virodhanämnä vastvan­
tareI).a. 

(88.7) tadayaIp pürvapak~asaIpk~epal). nityaIp nästi na vä pratitivi~ayas­
tenäsrayäsiddhatä hetol) svänubhavasya ca k~atiratal) k~iptal) sapak~o 'pi 
ca. sünyasca dvitayena sidhyati na vä 'sattä 'pi 95 sattä yathä no nityena 
virodhasiddhirasatä sakyä kramäderapi. iti. 

(88.12) atra siddhäntasaIpk~epal). dharmasya kasyacidavastuni 96 mäna­
siddhä bädhävidhivyavahrtil) 97 kimihästi no vä. kväpyasti 98 cet kathami­
yanti na dü~aI).äni nästyeva cet svavacanapratirodhasiddhil).99 

(88.17) tadevam nityaIp na kramikäryakäritväkramikäryakäritvayogiti 
paramärthal).100 tatasca sattäyuktamapi naiveti paramärthal).101 tatasca k~a­
I).ikäk~aI).ikaparihäreI).a räsyantaräbhävädak~aI).ikännivartamänamidaI11102 

sattvaI11 k~aI).ika 103 eva visrämyatvena vyäptaI11 sidhyatiti sattvät k~aI).ika­
tvasiddhiravirodhini.104 

88 tacca S. 
89 päramärthikameva S. 
90 ••• käryakärakatva S. 
91 nityatvakramayaugapadyavattvatp S. 
92 ... dharmayo1;l S. 
93 ... sadbhävah S. 
94 ca dharmau S. 
95 vä sattäpi S. 
96 S has an obvious misprint: kasyacivadastuni. 
97 Another error in S: bädhävidhivyavakrati1;l. 
98 käpyasti S. 
99 ... siddhiriti S. 
100 ... ayogiparamärtha\:l S. 
101 näiva paramärthata1;l S. 
102 ... ak~alJ.ikädvinivartamänamidarp S. 
103 k~alJ.ikatva S. 
104 S has an obvious error in this sentence. 
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(88.21) prakrtii)105 sarvadharmäI).atp. yadbodhänmuktiri~yate. sa eva 
tirthyanirmäthi k~aI).abhai1gai). prasäditai)..106 

(88.23) iti krtiriyatp. ratnakitai)..107 

105 prakrteQ S. 
106 S adds the following; 

vipak~e bädhanäddhetoQ sädhyätmatvam prasidhyati. tat siddhau dvividhä vyäptisid­
dhiraträbhidhiyate. iti väidharmyadrHänte vyatirekarüpavyäptyä k~aJ;labhaIigasiddhiQ 
samäptä. 

krtiriyatp mahäpaJ;lc;litaratnakirtipädänäm. 
107 Omitted in S. 



ENGLISH TRANSLATION 

PROOF OF UNIVERSAL MOMENTARINESS BY ESTABLISHING 

THE CONTRAPOSITION OF AN ASSERTION OF CONCOMITANCE 

Homage to Tärä 

(77.4) Pervasion involving contraposed premisses 1 is characterized by im­
plicit reference to the [corresponding]2 direct (or positive)3 form. If a heter­
ogeneous example of that which has reality as a reason is given, [the proof] 
is regarded as being of this [contraposed] kind. 

(77.6) Whatever exists is momentary4 - as, for instance, a jug. And the 
objects 5 under dispute are existent; thus the reason is identity.6 

(77.8) Indeed it is not possible that this proof is inconc1usive. It is valid 
because, if there is a subject 7 known through perception or inference (the 
means of valid knowledge)8, then a probans 9 whose essence is causal ef­
ficiencylO, which is synonymous with reality [or real existence], is obtained 
from the means of valid knowledge. 

(77.10) And there is neither uncertainty nor logical incompatibility 11 

since there is proof by a pramä1)a refuting the opposite [of the generalization 
that whatever exists is momentary], [whichpramä1)a is] defined on the basis 
of nonperception of a pervader. 

(77.11) Whatever is not successive or nonsuccessive does not have the 
capacity for causal efficiency - as, for instance, a hare's horn. And a noo­
momentary entity is neither successive nor nonsuccessive - hence no per­
vader is perceived. 

(77.12) It is not the case - insofar as this is so - that such a reason is 
inconc1usive 12, because it is impossible for succession or nonsuccession to 
1 vyatirekätmikä. 
2 'äk#pta' means 'implicitly referred to', 'suggested', but can also mean 'withdrawn from', 
'dispersed' . 
3 anvaya. 
4 k~a1)Qhlwrigädhyäya, p. 1. 
5 'padärtha' =df 'denotatum', 'object'. 
6 svabhäva. 
7 'dharmin' =df 'subject', 'substratum'. 
8 'pramä(la' =df 'means of valid knowledge', 'evidence'. 
9 'sädhana' =df 'proving instrument', 'probans'. 
10 arthakriyäkäritva. 
11 viruddhänaikäntikate. 
12 'asiddho' =df 'inconcIusive'. 
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ex ist in a nonmomentary subject. For thus [it has been said], in the case of 
unity 13 between present and [future moments], there is permanence. If suc­
cession or nonsuccession is possible - even between two moments - those 
two are necessarily different. And since difference and identity 14 are mutu­
ally contradictory, how is succession or nonsuccession possible in the case 
of a nonmomentary entity? Furthermore, if there is a difference between two 
moments, succession or nonsuccession is possible; whereas, in the case of 
identity, since the very first moment has potency 15, if this [first] moment 
results in the production of the nascent effect, how can there be occasion 
for another succession, in case another effect is produced? Nor is it satis­
factory [to assume] that a nonmomentary entity produces its entire effect 
just by means ofnonsuccessive [operation], for, since there would be eflicacy 
in other moments as weIl [as the first], that effect would be produced re­
peatedly. 

(77.18) Thus a nonmomentary entity is one which [retains its] identity 
throughout prior and subsequent times. If succession or nonsuccession is 
possible, there is nonidentity between prior and subsequent times. And be­
tween these two [viz., identity and nonidentity] there is [logical] opposition 16, 

which is defined as the state of their mutual confutation. 
(77.20) Hence it must be admitted 17 that the reason, whose essence is 

the absence of either succession or nonsuccession in that nonmomentary 
subject, is not inconclusive.l8 [This is true] precisely because there is a 
contradiction between being nonmomentary and being related to either suc­
cession or nonsuccession. 

(78.1) Nor is it [i.e., the reason] self-contradicting19, since it actually 
exists in a positive example.2o 

(78.2) Nor is [the reason] uncertain 21, since the absence of either suc­
cession or nonsuccession is pervaded by the absence of the capacity for 
causal efliciency. 

(78.3) The following must be accepted: precisely by that pramä1)a 

(grounded in perception) which proves the pervasion of the capacity for 
causal efliciency (a positive term) by succession or nonsuccession (another 
positive term) - just by that [pramä1)a], the pervasion of the absence of 

13 'ekatva' = 'unity', 'identity'. 
14 bhedäbhedayosca. 
15 'saktatva' =df 'potency', 'efficacy'. 
16 virodha/:l. 
17 'vaktavya' literally means 'it must be said'. 
18 asiddho. 
19 viruddha/:l. 
20 'sapak$a' = 'supporting instance', 'homogeneous example'. 
21 anaikäntika/:l. 
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succession or nonsuccession by the absence of the capacity for causal ef­
ficiency is proved, because there is no other qualifying term 22 [than suc­
cession or nonsuccession]. For there is not any auxiliary 23 pramo:1J,a proving 
the pervasion of the absence of fire by the absence of smoke, other than the 
pramo1;la proving the pervasion of smoke, etc. by fire, etc. There is an invio­
lable rule that precisely the pramo1;la proving pervasion between two positive 
terms is also the pramo1;la proving pervasion between these two terms ne­
gated [in the contraposition of the original assertion]. From this rule, there­
fore, it follows that the absence of succession or nonsuccession is pervaded 
by the absence of reality. Thus there is no uncertainty and hence the non­
perception of a pervader is unobjectionable. Therefore, the reality proved 
lacking in a nonmomentary entity rests as pervadendum 24 in the transient 
momentary entity. 

(78.10) [Objection.] But, since no pervader is perceived, how can there 
be proof of the invariable concomitance 25 of areal entity with its own 
proband um 26, since just such [a proof] would contain many faults and 
hence be defective? 

[Not an Indirect Proof.] For, it is surely not an indirect proof27 since: 
(i) there is proof by a pramä1;la only if there is a substratum for the pro­
bandum 28; (ii) there is no establishment of agreement with the opponent, 
and (iii) there is no conclusion of the contradictory position. 

[An Independent Proof?] But if it is an independent [proof]29, then it is 
inconclusive because of its 10cus.3° For a nonmomentary locus is either 
impossible or unknown. Indeed knowledge of such a locus would be either 
(i) by perception, (ii) by inference, or (iii) by mere conceptual construc­
tion.31 

(79.1) If either ofthe first two alternatives obtains, the reason (which has 
its basis in a causal efficiency whose essence is knowledge of the nonmomen­
tary entity by direct or indirect means) will be too broad.32 Moreover, the 
nonperception of a pervader will be inconclusive because the nature of the 

22 prakära (N.B. A qualifying term when construed extensionally is a class and intension­
aIly, a qualifier. Ratnakirti's use of the word is equivocal - extensional in its import in 
some passages, intensional in others). 
23 'saratzabhütam' literally means 'existing for protection or help'. 
24 'svavyäpya' =df 'that which is to be pervaded', 'the included or contained term'. 
25 pratibandha. 
26 svasädhya. 
27 prasQ/igahetul;z. 
28 sädhya. 
29 svatantral;z. 
30 'äsrayäsiddha' = 'inconclusive because the substratum or locus is problematic'. 
31 'vikalpa' ='conceptual construction', 'ideation'. 
32 sädhäratzo. 
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reason will be incompatible with that of the locus.33 [This is so] because, if 
causal efficiency is operative, it must necessarily be either 34 successive or 
nonsuccessive. 

(79.4) But in case the last alternative obtains, then no reason will be 
locusless 35, since a subject proved to be a mere conceptual construction is 
trivially available.36 

(79.6) Moreover, conceptual cognition 37 is either (i) dependent upon 
perception, (ii) produced by a sign, (iii) engendered by memory, (iv) a doubt­
ful real, or (v) an unreal entity. 

(79.8) But in that case, as regards the first two [of the immediately pre­
ceding theses], the mere existence of the nonmomentary is uncontradicted. 
How can it be refuted? 

(79.9) But in the case of the third [alternative], the existence of the non­
momentary is never denied, since, if there is no engraved memory trace of 
something, it is impossible to remember it. 

(79.10) Then, as concerns the fourth [viz., the contention that the non­
momentary is a doubtful real], a reason which has a doubtfullocus 38 is 
fallacious.39 

(79.11) And in the fifth case, the nonexistence of that object [qua ir­
realium] is not proved by perception, since the nonmomentary is never 
perceived at all, according to your 40 theory. Nor is the nonexistence of that 
[viz., the nonmomentary] the result of an inference, since no invariably 
concomitant reason 41 for such [an inference] is perceived. Therefore, insofar 
as this is so, äsrayäsiddhi 42 is engendered. Thus, even the example must be 
opposed. 

(79.14) Such a reason will also be inconc1usive because the nature of the 
reason is incompatible with the nature of its locus.43 [This is true] because 
- there is proof that even a permanent entity - with due consideration of 
its successiveand nonsuccessive cooperating agents - can produce effects 
successively or nonsuccessively. Nor does this entail a logical flaw 44 in the 

33 This fallacy is called 'svarüpäsiddhi'. 
34 anyatara. 
35 anäsraya/:t. 
36 'sarvatra sulabhatvät': (literally) 'is easily attained at all times'. 
37 kalpanäjfiänaf]l. 
38 sandigdhäsrayatvaf]l. 
39 hetudo$a/:t. 
40 I.e., the Buddhist theory. 
41 pratibaddhaliliga. 
42 The inference is iIIegitimate because based on a problematic or nonexistent Iocus or 
substratum. 
43 svarüpäsiddho. 
44 dO$a. 
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said thesis 45 of succession or simultaneity.46 For, [as has been said] in the 
case of successive co operating, the [mere] production of a successive effect 
is indeed not contradictory. 

(79.17) The preceding is a conspectus of the opinion of Satpkara. Indeed, 
'capacity for [causal efficiency]' 47 = df 'possession of the totality of cooper­
ating factors'; and 'lack of [such] capacity' = df 'an insufficiency of those 
factors'. Nor is there any confusion of [their] locus 48 with the absence or 
presence of those two, since that [locus] is different from the two. How can 
one conclude, in that case, that an effect is produced disregarding cooper­
ating factors? 

(79.20) That is a summary of Trilocana's position as weIl. For he regards 
the effect alone as depending on co operating factors - not the cause 49 of the 
production of the effect. There are two kinds of capacity [for causal ef­
ficiency], (1) the innate 50 and (2) the adventitious 51, which comprises supple­
mentary cooperating factors. Thus, since a variety of different successive 
effects arise, and moreover, since a nonmomentary entity also has a variety 
of [different] successive cooperating factors, it is not possible to justify the 
mutual dependence 52 of beings at every moment. 

(79.24) The Nyäyabhü$alJa also says53 that at the moment in which the 
first effect is produced, the inherent disposition 54 to produce a sub se quent 
effect certainly exists. 

(79.26) But then, if it be argued that the first moment will thereby pro­
duce all effects, the author of the Nyäyabhü$alJa's rejoinder is that such [an 
objection] is meaningless 55, because it is a self-contradictory assertion. For 
how can an entity which has the inherent disposition to produce a subsequent 
effect produce that effect at first? There is no inherent disposition to produce 
such [a future] effect at that [present] moment. For surely the inherent 
disposition to produce blue does not also thereby produce yellow. 

(80.1) Väcaspati also teaches such a doctrine. [He considers the fol­
lowing] objection.56 

45 N.B. 'pak~a' may mean 'thesis' or 'that which is to be concIuded'. It mayaIso mean 
'the subject (or substratum) of a concIusion'. 
46 kramayaugapadya. 
47 stimarthyam. 
48 ladvatal,l. 
49 hetul,l. 
50 nija. 
51 tigantuka",. 
52 anyonyatvam. 
53 '[apali": (literaIly) 'prates'. 
54 'svabhtiva' =df 'inherent disposition', 'nature'. 
55 LiteraIly: 'I shall prove that to be useless'. 
56 'nanu' (here written 'nanv' because of sariuJhi) is used to introduce an adverse argument. 
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A permanent entity produces an effect by its own nature, and its nature 
[qua permanent] ought also at the moment [of production] to produce what 
exists in the second moment - likewise, what exists in the third moment, etc. 
Otherwise, not producing [these], it would not accomplish them in the third, 
etc. moments either. This is so because either a nonmomentary entity remains 
in the state X 57 or, if it reverts to the state not-X 58, just that change consti­
tutes the entity's impermanence.59 

(80.4) Väcaspati's response 60 to this objection is that while reality by its 
own nature causes an effect to be produced, the effect is not producedjust by 
that nature alone. It follows from the observation ofthe production of effects 
that the effect results just from the real entity's conjunction with cooperating 
factors. Therefore, the very presence of a cause and effect, between which a 
relation of pervasion subsists, must be understood as involving a distinction 61 

with dependence 62 on others on the one side [viz., on the effect's side], as weIl 
as a distinction with independence on the other.63 [Understood] in just this 
manner, the said thesis concerning the production of a successive effect is 
irrefutable, because it agrees with the observations of everyday experience. 

(80.8) Moreover, there is no scope for areproach directed towards the 
thesis of simultaneity 64 in the case of a nonmomentary entity. For, given an 
accomplished effect of an action [or operation] capable of producing a 
definite effect, if there are also concurring substances whose qualities have 
produced the effect, the totality [of these], exclusive of the completed ob­
jective, produces. But how will that [totality] bring about the accomplished 
[effect]? For surely those agents such as a stick, etc., will not produce an 
effect which begins by being derived just from [its cause's] own inherent 
nature. How, then, does this production 65 transpire? Neither is there such 
through [the cause's] nature [alone] nor is it [due to] the agent's [nature 
alone]; rather it is because oftheir simultaneous occurrence 66 in production, 
with the absolute sufficiency of that whose essence is to produce. 

(80.13) Moreover, there will be absence of succession or nonsuccession, 
yet not the absence of reality. Hence the aforementioned nonperception of 
a pervader will be a mere doubtful negative.67 For there is no proof of the 

57 tädavasthyät. 
58 atädavasthyät. 
59 k~anikatvam. 

60 Literally: 'In this matter it is said ... ' 
61 vyavacchedena. 
62 yoga. 
63 For this sentence I have adopted S's reading. 
64 yaugapadya. 
65 'vyäpära': (literally) 'performance', ·operation'. 
66 samäveSa. 
67 sandigdhavyatireko. 
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nonexistence of a qualifying term 68 other than succession or nonsuc­
cession, since the denial of a particular [term] 69 is an assent to its comple­
ment. 70 

(80.16) Further, if [this] other term [defines a class which] is visible, it is 
not absolutely denied. But if it is invisible, then there is uncertainty 71 as to 
the existence of inaccessible entities.72 Thus there is no proof of the per­
vasion of the capacity for causal efliciency by succession or nonsuccession. 
Hence the nonperception of a pervader is surely just a doubtful negative. 

(80.19) Moreover, because both succession and simultaneity are abso­
lutely unperceivable 73 in that which possesses a totality of cooperating 
factors (visible or invisible), the reality pervaded by them is also unper­
ceivable. Insofar as this is so, it is not the case that invariable concomi­
tance 74 is proved by perception, nor even by inference, since there is no 
three-aspected mark 75 of connection in that case. 

(80.22) Furthermore, according to an oft-quoted maxim, the operation 
of causal efliciency is pervaded by succession or nonsuccession. If pervaded 
by succession, how [can it be pervaded] by nonsuccession? And, if at any 
moment x [it is pervaded] by nonsuccession, then during x it is not [pervaded] 
by succession. But then, by saying that it is pervaded by succession or non­
succession, precisely the lack of pervasion is truly indicated. For surely fire 
is not pervaded by the absence or by the presence of smoke. Hence pervasion 
is uncertain.76 

(80.26) In addition it is asked whether (i) that opposition 77 proves the non­
existence 78 of nonmomentary entities. (ii) On the contrary, perhaps [it proves] 
the negation 79 [or removal] of reality 80 from a nonmomentary entity; (iii) 
or perhaps there is an invariable concomitance of momentariness with 
reality. 

(80.28) The first horn of the trilemma must be rejected 81, since the reason 
will be äSrayäsiddha in the said manner.82 

68 prakiirasya. 
69 vise~a. 

70 'se~a': (literally) 'that whieh remains'. 
71 aniScayo. 
72 viprakar~b:ziim. 
73 atyantaparok~atviit. 

74 pratibandha/;l. 
75 'Ibiga' here abbreviates 'trirüpa lbiga'. 
76 anaikiintikatvam. 
77 Viz., between a permanent entity and successive or nonsuccessive causal efficieney. 
78 asattiim. 
79 vyatirekam. 
80 sattvasya. 
81 na pürvo vika/pah. 
82 uktakramefJll. 
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(80.29) Nor does the second [hold], since the meaning of the word 
'negation' is that the denial of the pervadendum 83 is entailed by the denial 
of the pervader.84 And if that [denial of the pervader] results from per­
ception, then there will be areal reason. Hence the reality [of a nonmomen­
tary] entity will be uncertain. The nonperception of a pervader will be in­
conclusive because the nature of the reason will be incompatible with the 
supposed locus.85 Hence that [denial] must be called into question, since a 
conceptual construction 86 ascertainable in five ways - according to the 
methods mentioned earlier 87 - is liable to be defective. 

(81.1) F or this very reason the third 88 horn of the trilemma is also 
vitiated, since in the absence of proof of the contraposition of an assertion 
of concomitance 89, there is no proof of [that concomitance] relationship. 

(81.2) A nonmomentary entity never manifests itself as a substratum in 
Jhis case, as does, for example, the surface of the ground. Nor, in case an 
entity's inherent nature 90 is unperceived, can the nonperception of a per­
vader engender an internal image 91 without any visible object's being dis­
cerned. 

(81.4) Moreover, ifthe intrinsic nature 92 ofthat [viz., the nonmomentary 
entity] is nonexistence 93, there will be äsrayäsiddhi and also a vicious circle.94 

And if it has existence (qua real presence) as its nature, there will be a 
contradiction; and if both [existence and nonexistence] there will be un­
certainty. Thus the three faults cannot be circumvented. 

(81.6) As was said before: "There is a contradiction if either successive 
or simultaneous production occurs in a nonmomentary entity." It would 
seem to follow that the very contradicting 95 is to be assumed as a conse­
quence of the proof of contradiction, since the knowledge of that is inherent 
in the proof of contradiction. Consider, for example, the case of snow and 
fire or that of dependent and independent being. 

(81.8) And although a nonmomentary entity may not be areal entity 96, 

83 vyäpya. 
84 vyäpaka. 
85 svarüpäsiddhib. 
86 vikalpo. 
87 Vide (79.6). 
88 Viz., the hypothesis of invariable concomitance. 
89 'vyatireka' =df 'negation' (in the sense defined above - viz., the deniai ofthe pervaden­
dum follows from the denial of the pervader). 
90 svabhäva. 
91 antarbhävayituTfI. 
92 dharmatve. 
93 'abhäva': (literally) 'absence'. 
94 itaretariiSrayatvaTfl. 
95 'virodhyapi' = 'virodhin' + 'api'. 
96 sanneva syät = sat + na + iva + syät. 
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it is known as an object of negation 97, because it is able to produce know­
ledge, since whatever is absolutely unproductive is unknowable. 98 

(81.10) If it be argued that there is proof of contradiction through non­
momentariness proved of a mere phenomenon 99, even this will be proved 
of the phenomenon as either real 100 or fictitiouS.101 

(81.12) If real, how can it be devoid of real existence? And how can it 
be logically incompatible 102 with the operation of causal efficiency? To be 
real is to act with causal efficiency. 

(81.14) But what ifit is fictitious? Under those circumstances, is the con­
tradiction real or imaginary? Since the contradiction is based on a fictitious 
locus of contradiction, to that extent it is not real - as, for instance, the 
contradiction in the case of the son of a barren woman. Thus, the contra­
diction is also imaginary. Hence, the negation 103 of real existence is not, in 
this case, rea1.104 Thus universal momentariness has to be renounced.105 

(81.17) Now we shall discuss that commentary communicated by our 
venerable teacher.106 

(81.18) There is no nonmomentary entity - neither is it areal object for 
knowledge 107, nor does the reason have the defect of being äsrayäsiddha on 
that account. And thus even the supporting instance 108 may be dispensed 
with. Moreover, relative [reality]1°9 is proved by two means. Strictly speak­
ing, Existence and non-Existence are not [proved]. Really there cannot be 
proof of the logical opposition of succession, etc. with a permanent entity 
which is an [absolute] nonentity.ll0 

(81.23) [At this point Ratnakirti begins an explication and defense of] 
his own theory.111 Surely in the case of areal entity112 an attribute may be 
ascribed to a subject113 ; for instance, cowness [as ascribed] to a cow, white-

97 'pratiyogin' =df 'object of negation', 'counterpositive of an absence', negatum. 
98 'ajanakasyäprameyatvät': (literally) 'because of the not being an object of knowledge 
of that which is unproductive'. 
99 'sa",vrti' =df 'illusion', 'phenomenal veil', 'surface rea1ity'. 
100 västava",. 
101 kälpanika",. 
102 virodha/:l. 
103 vyatireka/:l. 
104 k~a{Ulbharigo. 

105 dattajaläfljalir. 
106 I.e., by Jflänasrimitra. 
107 pratitivi~ayas. 

108 sapak~o. 

109 sünya. 
110 Quoted from Jflänasrimitra's Lecture on Universal Momentariness, p. 89. See also 
Jflänasrimitranibandhävali, p. 565, line 2. 
111 atrocyate. 
112 vastunyapi. 
113 dharmidharmavyavahäro dr#o. 
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ness to a cloth, motion to a horse, etc. Just so [mutatis mutandis] an attribute 
may be ascribed to a subject which is an unreal entity - for instance, absence 
0/ sharpness [ascribed] to the horn of ahare, absence 0/ power 0/ speech 114 

[ascribed] to the son of a barren woman, absence 0/ /ragrance [ascribed] to 
a sky lotus, etc. According to one view, an unreal entity cannot function as 
the subject of an assertion.115 Does it [viz., the unreal entity] then lack 
subjecthood with respect to [the ascription] of a real attribute? But even if 
this were so, [would it] also [be the case] with respect to [the ascription of] 
an unreal attribute? 

(81.27) As regards the first thesis [viz., the denial that a real attribute 
may be ascribed to an unreal subject], it is tautological.116 But as regards 
the second [the denial that an unreal attribute may be predicated of an unreal 
subject], it is self-contradictory. As our revered teachers have said 117 : 

(81.28) One can discuss (i) whether or not in tbis case there is an irreg­
ularity 118 or contradiction proved in the conception of an arbitrary attribute 
[ascribed] to 119 an unreal entity. (ii) Are there any significant objections 
extant? (iii) Is it certain that there is no counterproof? 

(82.1) Since an unreal entity, to whose subjecthood there is prior agree­
ment, lacks a pervader, this means one can demonstrate that the objection 
of äsrayäsiddhi is unfounded.120For, by whatever words the subjecthood of 
an unreal entity is disallowed, just by those very words the subjecthood [of 
that unreal entity] with respect to the attribute nonsubjecthood121 is admitted. 
But the preceding122 is disallowed - it is manifestly the caprice of Isvara in 
its arbitrariness. For the assertion that an unreal entity truly lacks subject­
hood admits of three alternative [interpretations]. Either nonsubjecthood 
is [established] (i) in an unreal entity, (ii) or elsewhere, (iii) or nowhere 
at all. 

(82.6) The first alternative does not involve the denial of an unreal enti­
ty's subjecthood, since the very [assertion] of the statement in question 123 

ascribes the attribute nonsubjecthood. 
(82.7) How could the second alternative be directed towards an unreal 

entity, since it asserts that nonsubjecthood is elsewhere? 

114 abhävo. 
115 Literally: 'There is no subjecthood of an unreal entity'. 
116 'siddhasädhanam' =4f (litera1ly) 'the proving of something already proved'. 
117 JftänaSrimitra, Kjm;wbharigädhyäya, p. 89. 
118 avidhi. 
119 (literally): existing in. 
120 See (82.22). 
121 dharmitväbhävena dharmeIJa. 
122 Viz., the proposition that an unreal entity cannot serve as subject for any predi­
cate. 
123 tatra. 



38 AN ELEVENTH-CENTURY BUDDHIST LOGIC OF 'EXISTS' 

(82.8) But the third alternative is simply meaningless, because there is 
no locus 124 at all. Hence, how could it involve the denial of an unreal 
entity's subjecthood? Thus, just as the establishment of a pramäl)a presup­
poses an object of knowledge 125, and just as the establishment of an ex­
pression as designative 126 presupposes the entity which is designated 127 - in 
the same way, the establishment of the assertion that an unreal entity lacks 
subjecthood presupposes the subjecthood of that unreal entity. The reason 
for this is that otherwise the assertion ofthat statement would be meaningless. 

(82.11) [Objection.] But in that case, if the establishment of that state­
ment involves a pervadendum 128, then assent to the subjecthood of an 
unreal entity necessarily involves a pervader 129 as weIl. But there is no 
pervader,13° Thus it is impossible to prove even the assertion of a pervaden­
dum, and therefore mere silence must necessarily be resorted to in this 
matter. Under these circumstances, how can one avoid proof of self-contra­
diction? 

(82.15) As [one] teacher has said, one cannot, indeed, communicate the 
highest knowledge without speaking. [And yet] speaking gives rise to the 
[foregoing] objections. Thus one enters into great difficulty. 

(82.17) [Ratnal<Irti's rejoinder.] It might be argued that precisely the 
silence of the sages is appropriate for making allusion to an unreal entity. 
Such sublime sagacity ! [Our opponent] wishes to withdraw by means of the 
following explanatory rule 131 : Ifreference is made to an unreal entity, silen ce 
alone is entirely appropriate, insofar as one is able (according to a rule of 
Nyaya). Neither can reference to an unreal entity be prohibited without 
absolute authority nor [can it be prohibited] by a mere [arbitrary] decree 
of [its] undesirability132, by annihilating [it] in dealing with [it], etc. And, 
therefore, in this case, if the absence of succession or nonsuccession is the 
probans, and if the absence of reality133 is the probandum, how can one 
disallow subjecthood of a nonmomentary entity, whether [it be construed] 
as an unreality or as a doubtful reality? 

(82.22) Indeed it is obvious that there are three kinds of attributes. (i) 
Certain attributes are established as [wholly] real - for instance, blue. (ii) 

124 niräsrayatväd. 
125 'prameyatvasvikära pürvakatvena vyäptah' (devolves on pervasion by a prior agreement 
to an object of knowledge). 
126 väcaka. 
127 väcya. 
128 vyäpya. 
129 vyäpaka. 
130 Vide, e.g., (77.11). 
131 'paribhä$ä': 'meta-rule', 'interpretative rule'. 
132 'ani$/i': (literally) 'a nondesideratum', 'nonseeking'. 
133 sattväbhäva. 
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Others are [wholly] unreal - e.g., the negation 01 all that is discernable. (iii) 
Still others are partly real and partly unreal 134 - such as mere nonpercep­
tion. 135 Thus, denial of the subjecthood of an unreal entity with respect to 
[the ascription] of any real attribute is valid, but not [denial] with respect 
to [the ascription] of an unreal attribute, nor, again, denial in the case of an 
attribute [partly] real and [partly] unreal. Hence it follows that whether in 
the case of the nonexistence of a nonmomentary entity or even in the case 
of doubt [as to its existence], its subjecthood with respect to an unreal 
attribute is not contradictory, since [if it were], this would entail the inde­
terminacy 136 of one's own assertion. Therefore nonperception of a pervader 
does not engender an argument which is äsrayäsiddha. 

(82.27) But it is a well-established 137 fact that if there is no knowledge 138 
of a nonmomentary entity, then the reason will be äsrayäsiddha. This is be­
cause, if knowledge of it [viz., a nonmomentary entity] is wholly lacking, it 
is impossible to make use of139 it at all. But knowledge, which is a [crucial] 
part of such usage, is not uniform with respect to what is real and what is 
unreal. For, because it has real capacity140, there is both direct and indirect 
knowledge of areal entity - in perception, inference, and conceptual con­
struction 141 (which is based on perception). But, because of the lack of real 
capacity in the case of an unreal entity, knowledge in this case comprises 
conceptual construction alone. For, knowledge of areal entity is engendered 
through [its] real potency142, directly in perception and indirectly in infer­
ence and in conceptual construction based on perception. [But] knowledge 
of an unreal entity is not engendered through [its] real potency, since it 
would relinquish [its] unreality by producing that [knowledge]. Hence, 
knowledge of an unreal entity consists of mere conceptual construction 
alone. 

(83.4) Nor, indeed, is absence 143 anything autonomous.144 Rather, it is 
that which is amenable to direct consideration and use - and this use 145, 
albeit grounded in a conceptual construction, is indeed valid. Otherwise one 

134 'ubhayasädhära1)O': (literaIly) 'having something of both'. 
13S 'anupalabdhi' = 'the negation of the hypothetically assumed presence of something'. 
136 svavacanasyänupanyasa. 
137 yuktam. 
138 pratitau (here written 'pratitäv' because of sariuJhi). 
139 'vyavahära': 'use in communication'. Vide J. F. Staal's 'Review of R. Gnoli's critical 
edition of the first chapter of Dharmakirti's Pramä1)Ovärttikam', JAOS 84 (1964) 92. 
140 vastusämarthya. 
141 'vikalpa' : 'conceptual construction', 'logical fiction', 'idea'. 
142 vastubala. 
143 'abhäva': 'nonbeing', 'negation', 'absence'. 
144 vigrahavän. 
14S vyavahära. 
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would not be able to deal with an unreal entity at all, as everyone knows. 
And [being able to deal with 146 an unreal entity] is a desideratum.147 

(83.6) And because negation 148 is invariably connected with its subject­
hood, a nonmomentary entity should be accepted as established through 
mere conceptual construction, even by our reluctant [opponents]. Hence one 
ought not to say that the reason is äsrayäsiddha, since knowledge of that 
[conceptual construction] is surely not lacking. And the foregoing is our 
explanation 149 of the nonmomentary's being established from a mere con­
ceptual construction. 

(83.9) The objection is raised that, because a merely conceptual subject 
is trivially available, no reason will ever be locusless.150 

(83.10) This objection is unfounded because, even if a subject proved to 
be a mere concept can occur under any circumstances, [its] subjecthood 
with respect to a [positive] real attribute is impossible. As regards an infer­
ence which has a [positive] real attribute as reason, the reason may surely 
be äsrayäsiddha. 

(83.11) Consider the example whose probans is: "because its properties 
are universally apprehended" (mentioned for the purpose of proving the 
omnipresence ofthe ätman). And since the reason is alluded to, [the subject] 
is [entertained as] a conceptual construct - at first as a doubtful real, but, 
after the reason is carefully considered, we declare [the subject] to be unreal. 

(83.14) And certainly this [viz., the case of a nonmomentary entity] does 
not involve the fallacy 151 of a doubtful subject.l52 (In a certain sense the 
two really existed [-namely, as concepts].) For there is proof that what is 
determined to be a mere conceptual construct - a doubtful or an unreal 
entity - may serve as subject for an unreal attribute. The fallacy of a doubtful 
subject [can bel established only when considering a case having a [positive] 
real attribute as reason. For example: "Here in the thicket there is a peacock, 
since there are cries." But the unreality 153 of that which has an unreal con­
ceptual construct as its object is proved just from the nonperception of a 
pervader. Thus the subjecthood of the heavenly entities, hell, etc. and also 
of the example [under consideration] is mere conceptual knowledge and is 
intended to be understood as such. The reason is not one which is äsrayä­
siddha because knowledge (via mere conceptual construction) of an unreal 

146 'to deal with' here means 'to use in communication'. 
147 i~yate. 

148 prati~edha. 

149 'yaduktam': (literaUy) 'what is said'. 
150 Vide (79.4). 
151 hetudo~ab. 

152 sandigdhäsrayatvalfl. 
153 asatfvalfl. 
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subject qualified by an unreal attribute, is impossible to deny. Nor is the 
example defective.l54 

(83.20) Nor is this [inference] inconclusive because the nature of the 
reason is incompatible with that of the locus or subject, because, if there is 
a nonmomentary subject, it is impossible to have either succession or non­
succession as pervaders. For thus, ifthe first moment ofthat [nonmomentary 
entity] has the capacity for producing an effect which is to exist in the second, 
etc., moments, then an entity whose effect exists in the first moment might 
accomplish an effect which is to exist in the second, etc., moments as weIl. 
For delay of potential 155 is impossible. 

(83.22) [The Realists' Counter-Argument.] But at that time [viz., in the 
first moment], capacity (defined as 'possession of the totality of co operating 
factors')156 is lacking, since incapacity (defined as 'the insufliciency of those 
factors') will prevail. An entity produces through its own nature, but not, 
to be sure, through its own nature alone. For the production of an effect is 
experientially observed to follow just in consequence of a conjunction of 
co operating factors. 

(83.24) [Ratnakirti's reply.] Meanwhile, whenever those factors have 
combined 157, what would serve toprevent their cooperation (which in its 
essence is their acting with unity of intention for the purpose of producing 
an effect)? But then that effect must be producedjust through the agency of 
the combined [factors] - thus how does it follow? For a [permanent] entity 
[supposedly] has a single intrinsic nature in prior and subsequent times, 
which would necessarily involve either 158 its producing or its not producing 
at all times. Therefore it is the totality which pro duces - not one [entity]. 
Thus the object of the advocates of permanence 159 is surely a fanciful one. 

(83.29) If it be asked whether it is truly proved to be such, how do we 
proceed? Is it to be proved just because, since [a permanent entity] remains 
in its former condition afterwards as [one] entity existing in a totality, the 
effect is really produced by another entity, engendered by the particular 
totality immediately? This is the matter under dispute. [But] even if the 
previously mentioned situation were possible - viz., that an effect is pro­
duced either at all times or never at all - the mere explanatory repetition 160 
of the thesis to be proved 161 (viz.: "Production of an effect is nothing more 

154 dr$täntak$ati/:l. 
155 samarthasya. 
156 Vide (79.17). 
157 ami militä/:l santa/:l. 
158 anyatara. 
159 sthiravädinälfl. 
160 anuväda. 
161 sädhya. 
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than not assembling mutually opposed phenomena" 162) would deserve 
pity. 

(84.3) Nor is there proof of [the permanent's] self-identity163 just from 
recognition. For [there is spurious recognition even] of the destroyed and 
regenerated fragments of plant hair and grass in a thicket of banana trees, 
etc. And by an appropriate ramification we prove that the refutation of 
recognition is [inherent] in the refutation ofthe proof ofpermanence. Hence 
precisely this must be understood. 

(84.6) [Objection.] Doesn't the effect alone require a cooperating agent, 
whereas the cause of the production of the effect does not? For there are 
two kinds of [causal] capacity: the innate and the adventitious.164 Thus, 
since even a nonmomentary entity has a variety of successive cooperating 
factors, there are a variety of successive effects. 

(84.8) Indeed, let there be two kinds of [causal] capacity, with a dis­
tinction between the innate and the adventitious. Even so, it has to be 
admitted that an entity characterized by production in a given moment has 
areal specific nature 165, uniquely individual. And if this be prior, it entails 
the priority of the effect as weIl. But [if this exists] only afterwards, then 
there is no permanent being. 

(84.11) And since [a nascent] effect is not [yet] really existent166, this 
proves that the effect does not require a cooperating factor [or agent]. More­
over, the cause albeit existent167, if it doesn't produce its own effect, then 
the effect will not be truly an effect of that [cause], since [the effect] will be 
independent [of the cause]. 

(84.13) Of course [it may be objected] that whatever has an inherent 
disposition to produce a later effect may not produce that effect at first, 
since, at that [earlier] moment the inherent disposition to produce that 
effect is lacking. For thus the inherent disposition to produce blue does not 
also produce yeIlow, etc.16S 

(84.15) The objection is unfounded. For if an entity has a permanent 
inherent disposition [to produce an effect], why does this [effect] exist just 
at the 1ater time and not at an earlier time? And since this [effect] is absent 
earlier, how can there possibly be a cause whose inherent disposition is [to 
produce] a later effect? 

162 virodhamasamädhäya. 
163 ekatva. 
164 Vide (79.20). 
165 vastusvalak$alJa",. See p. 52 for a discussion of the svalak$alJa's role in Buddhist 
epistemology. 
166 tasyäsattvät. 
167 sannapi. 
168 Vide (79.26). 
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(84.17) What if it be said that that effect is produced just in the later 
timeZ If there is [supposed to bel permanence, the earlier nonproduction of 
that - viz., the effect - shall point to impermanence. If, in addition, our op­
ponents say that in the case of a permanent entity, there is an inherent dis­
position whose last moment alone produces the effect, this is impossible.169 

Since it is impossible to assent to an inherent disposition [or nature] which 
is contradictory to means of valid knowledge, a nonmomentary entity cannot, 
indeed, produce successive effects. Nor can it produce nonsuccessive effects, 
since if an entity whose inherent nature is production exists in a second 
moment as weIl [as in a first], this will entail producing its effect again. 

(84.21) Suppose it be argued that, in the case of a completed effect, the 
totalitY minus the operation which has that [effect] for its object may not 
bring about that which is effected.170 This will not do! Since there is pro­
duction just previously, it follows that production [of the effect] must be 
understood whenever the self-identical productive agent exists, whether or 
not the totality [of co-factors] is possible. But of course, since the effect is 
[already] completed, the impotent cause presents the mere inability to pro­
duce it again. 

(84.23) Now let us consider the objection that the absence of the pro­
duction of a successive or nonsuccessive effect is not proved in the case of a 
nonmomentary entity.l71 But there cannot be a qualifying term 172 different 
from the [disjunction of] succession and nonsuccession 173 because, if this 
disjunction is not pervasive 174, the reason [in the inference in question ] will 
be a doubtful negative. For if one assurnes that there is another term and 
that, moreover, there is an objection whether [the class defined by] this term 
be visible or invisible 175, the unreliability ofthis assumption follows. A class 
other than that [viz., the disjunction of succession and nonsuccession], which 
is astate of mutual exclusion of these alternatives 176, is impossible - since 
an inherent nature different from either the real or the unreal will have no 
form [or essence] of its own. In particular, succession cannot be the essence 
of this [supposed] other class. Thus pervasion of areal entity (together with 
[its] visible cooperating agents, with [its] distinction from because of [its] 
independence of a transcendent l77 cooperating agent, if [that agent bel in-

169 'abhävädiinä': (literally) 'deficient by the absence of'. 
170 Vide (80.8). 
171 Vide (80.13). 
172 prakära. (See p. 59, footnote 33.) 
173 kramäkramäbhyämapara. 
174 täbhyämavyäptau. 
175 Vide (80.16). 
176 anyo 'nyavyavacchedasthitir. 
177 atindriyasya. 
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visible) by visible succession or nonsuccession is proved precisely by direct 
ocular evidence. Thus causal efficiency is pervaded by succession or non­
succession; this means that causal efficiency is not established other than by 
[proving) its exclusion 178 from the state which mutually excludes succession 
and nonsuccession. Hence, it [viz., causal efficiency) does not exist if those 
two [succession and nonsuccession) are wanting. 

(85.4) Moreover, as regards Trilocana's trilemma l79, the first adverse 
argument 180 is refuted by excluding [the possibility) of the fallacy of äs­
rayäsiddhi. 

(85.5) And the second is improper, since negation 181 is known through 
cognition of a conceptual construct [i.e., a concept). For absence 182 does not 
possess any separate form which can be made fully perceptible - rather it 
ought to be dealt with just from its concept because both the discernment 
and nondiscernment of absence are always grounded in its concept. Surely 
in both cases runder consideration) a minus 183 is deduced by using that 
[concept). Thus discernment of that which employs a negative reason 184 and 
of an instance which is heterogeneous follows from a mere concept. 

(85.9) The third adverse argument is also improper, since the pervasion 
of reality by momentariness, [established) through a logically sound non­
perception of a pervader, is noncontradictory. 

(85.11) Just such nonperception of a pervader [establishes) the unreality 
of a nonmomentary entity. The situation is as folIows: from astate charac­
terized by a production 185, one proves pervasion by momentariness and 
thereupon the negation of [a nonmomentary entity's) reality. 

(85.13) [Objection.) [It has been said) that it is the nonperception of a 
pervader. But if it is a case of mere nonperception, which is something un­
real, then no cognition 186 of the probandum will be generated. Nor can one 
explain the nonperception of a pervader as the apprehension of something 
other [than the pervader) such as the ground, etc., since no other is per­
ceived.187 

(85.15) The foregoing objection is unfounded, since [our proof's being) 
established by means of nonperception elsewhere 188 is tantamount to the 

178 etatprakäradvayaparihiirelJO. 
179 vikalpatraye. 
180 Vide (80.28). 
181 vyatirekasya. 
182 abhäval;z. 
183 häni. 
184 hetuvyatirekasya. 
185 ekavyäpärätmakatväd. 
186 buddhi. 
187 See (81.2). 
188 anyatra. 
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apprehension of a substratum.189 In the example involving a tree, the non­
perception of a tree is the apprehension of a substratum - a mere place.190 
As, for instance: "Surely there is no silllsapii191 here because there is no tree 
here." And, as regards the sil]lsapii, the apprehension of its absence is just 
the apprehension of a substratum, a mere place. Thus, nonperception of a 
pervader amounts 10 [the inference's] having self-identity as a reason.192 So 
also the nonperception of successive or nonsuccessive production is grounded 
in the mere grasping 193 of a permanent subject (ascertained through cog­
nition of a concept) 194 in relation to successive or nonsuccessive production. 
And, as regards causal efficiency, the knowledge of [a nonmomentary enti­
ty's] incompatibility195 with causal efficiency is just mere knowledge. Hence 
this does not really differfrom the other [case of] nonperception of a pervader. 

(85.22) And, subject to the condition that an [imagined as] reaP96, ex­
ternalized nonmomentary entity depends on a noetic judgmental synthesis 197, 
the lack of a pervader proves that there is no pervadendum. And an act of 
judgmental synthesis ought to be recognized as the potency for [noetic] 
construction even when nothing is grasped [in sensation]. Such a synthesis 
is generated by an immediately preceding cognizance 198 of something con­
nected with a particular present mental image.199 Moreover, this noetic 
judgmental synthesis is described by us in the Citriidvaitasiddhi, and its 
noncontradictory establishment is impossible to refute. Hence, "Whatever 
lacks a pervader also lacks a pervadendum." For just this rule is also ex­
plained by our method. And the rule holds as weIl in the case involving an 
unreal substratum as it does in the case involving areal substratum. There 
is no difference. 200 

(85.27) For thus in the case being considered, [an attribute] is to be ~on­
ceived as related [to its substratum] through cognition alone. For example, 
in the case of a deer's head, the apprehension of ahorn is related through 
a mere cognitive act to that [deer's head]; moreover the horn is denied of a 
hare's head just through the assumption of a mere cognitional relationship 
with that [hare's head]. [Still other examples are attributes] such as non-

189 dharmyupalabdher. See (86.10)-(86.11). 
190 kevalapraddasya. 
191 'si",sapä' =df 'the Asoka tree'. 
192 svabhävahetu. See p. 75, footnote 89. 
193 'grahaIJa' =df 'grasping'. 
194 vikalpabuddhyavasitasya. 
195 ayoga. 
196 vastuni. 
197 adhyavasäya. 
198 pratyaya. 
199 äkära. 
200 (LiteraIly): 'What is the difference?' 
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absolute 201 [or empirieal] permanence or impermanence, blue, etc. In like 
manner [the disjunction of] succession and nonsuccession is observed to be 
related through cognition alone with its own substratum. Let us assume 202 
that the [disjunction of] the two [viz., succession, nonsuccession] can occur 
in a permanent entity, with a cognition grasping this permanent entity, whence 
the [disjunction ofthe] two will be situated in that which is grasped 203, with 
the permanent entity as substratum. The denial 204 that [such a situation] can 
be brought about by a mere cognition relating [succession or nonsuccession 
to a permanent substratum] follows [immediately]. Inasmuch as our op­
ponents conceive of a permanent entity precisely as one [whose concept] is 
included in 205 [that of] succession or nonsuccession, how [can they explain 
that], although a permanent entity is cognized, neither succession or non­
succession is manifested? It is for this very reason that the refutation 
emerges, for the preceding [assumption] is useless because it involves the 
imposition 206 of a form contradictory207 [to the supposed substratum]. 

(86.6) Indeed permanence is associated with uniformity208 throughout 
different times, while succession and nonsuccession are accompanied by 
distinct forms 209 in different moments. Thus it follows that there is an ir­
resistible contradiction (whose essence consists of astate of mutual confuta­
tion) between the capacity210 for successive or nonsuccessive effects and the 
state of permanence. Hence, given [the concept] of a permanent entity how 
can there [also] be an internal image 211 of succession or nonsuccession? And 
since such an image is lacking, [there remains the problem of] explaining 
how the superimposition 212 of repelled succession or nonsuccession is as­
sociated with the concept of a pure permanent entity. And consequently, 
even if a permanent entity be conceived as an object of negation 213 whose 
essence is attained through a mere cognitional relationship, it is precisely the 
nonperception of succession or nonsuccession 214 - the not being perceived 
of that which is incompatible with permanence - which is tantamount to the 
apprehension of the permanent. And this [in turn] is merely the nonper-

201 aparini$thita. 
202 sambhävanayä. 
203 'grhya': (literally) 'that which is to be grasped'. 
204 'prati$idhyate': (literally) 'it is disallowed'. 
205 krof/,ikrtam. 
206 äropam. 
207 viparita. 
208 ekarüpatayä. 
209 bhinnarüpatayä. 
210 saktesca. 
211 antarbhäval;!. 
212 samäropel)a. 
213 See (81.8). 
214 kramäkramasyänupalabdhil;!. 
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ception of the capacity for causal efficiency. Hence one cannot distinguish 
this [case] from other [cases of] nonperception of a pervader, which involve 
apprehension of aseparate substratum for the pervader. 

(86.13) Suppose it be objected that since the establishment of a pramä1;ta 

requires a real basis, an unreal substratum will not be compatible with such a 
[requirement]. But what, exactly does this [requirement] of a real basis entail? 
(1) Does it involve origin from areal being, albeit indirectly; (2) or must there 
be a causal relationship, in some form or another with activity 215 involving 
areal entity; (3) or is there invariable concomitance in areal substratum? 

(86.16) If the first alternative obtains, in that case the invariable con­
comitance of [the concepts of] succession or nonsuccession and causal ef­
ficiency is grounded in real data, attained by grasping a relation of pervasion. 

(86.18) Likewise if the second thesis holds no fault is possible, since that 
[viz., a nonmomentary entity] is the means of proving that what is real is 
transient. 216 

(86.19) Nor is the last to be considered as ahorn of a trilemma 217, since 
if the unreality 218 of an external, permanent material basis 219 which is suc­
cessive or nonsuccessive entails the unreality of an external permanent ma­
terial basis which is causally efficient - this much proves the existence of a 
substratum, real merely qua concept of that permanent entity. A rule of 
exclusion 220 is employed, since invariable concomitance is possible in a 
nonmomentary form which exists as a mere idea, real as a substratum. 

(86.23) Just this rule [is to be used] in examples such as that ofthe barren 
woman's son not speaking because intellect is lacking, etc. By [a further 
application] of this [rule] to examples in which absence (such as that of a 
tree, etc.) is supposedly incapable of engendering internal images, Trilocana 
is refuted as weIl. 

(86.25) Nor does the absence of succession, etc., give rise to the [afore­
mentioned] three fallacies. 221 For, äsrayäsiddhi can be avoided even in cases 
characterized by absence. 222 

(86.26) But it is suggested that, in the proof of the unreality of permanent 
entities, absence 223 is established as the essential nature of the lack of suc-

215 vyavahära. 
216 k~alJabha1igivastu. 

217 Here 'vika/pa' is used in its original sensc. See also (80.28) and (85.4). 
218 'sünyatva': (literally) 'lack of absolute reality'. 
219 upädäna. 
220 In this case the 'paryudäsa' or 'rule of exclusion' applies to what is other than momen­
tary and exists qua concept. 
221 Literally: 'Nor does the absence ofsuccession, etc., faH to circumvent the three faults'. 
Vide (81.4). 
222 Literally: ' ... even if there is a case whose intrinsic nature is absence'. 
223 'abhäva': 'absence', 'negation'. 
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cession, etc., by means of a different pramät;la. This is erroneous. For a 
permanent entity is the substratum [of our proof], unreality is the pro­
bandum, and the reason or [probans] is the nonproduction of either a suc­
cessive or a nonsuccessive effect. And, indeed, absence as the intrinsic nature 
ofthat [reason] is shown to be necessarily connected with its own probandum 
- viz., unreality.224 Thus, in the proof of the pervasion of reality by suc­
cession or nonsuccession, the absence of a pervader (succession or nonsuc­
cession) is proved pervaded by the absence of a pervadendum (viz., reality 
[or real existenceD.225 Hence a reason whose intrinsic nature is absence is 
established correlatively with the proof of pervasion involving two positive 
terms, based on either one pramät;la or the other - viz., perception or infer­
ence. Hence the proof is not circular.226 

(87.7) And, since different logical rules [are employed]227, deduction in 
the case of [the concept of] a nonexistent object is not the same as [deduction] 
in the case of [the concept of] an existent object. For in the latter case both 
the probandum and the probans are [concepts of what is] real; their sub­
stratum is also real. 

(87.9) But [the presence] of an [objectively] real entity is established by 
perception or inference. If those two fail to yield evidence, under certain 
conditions äSrayäsiddhi can be proved. But in a case having [the concept of] 
what is nonexistent as probans, if there is a substratum proved to be a mere 
concept, [objectively] unreal, an unreal attribute as reason cannot invalidate 
the proof by engendering äSrayäsiddhi. [In fact] it is precisely under circum­
stances of this sort that the contradiction of causal efficiency (either suc­
cessive or simultaneous) with a nonmomentary entity is proved. 

(87.13) So a nonmomentary entity is proved as contradicting [successive 
or simultaneous causal efficiency] just from its concept. Hs nature is wholly 
circumscribed 228 [or delineated] by its concept and this is also the source of 
its pragmatic value. Otherwise, when referring to such [a nonmomentary 
entity], one could deny the lack of either succession or nonsuccession, etc.; 
for [the act of referring to the nonmomentary entity] would not cleady 
delineate the entity's own form, but that of another. All of this would render 
reference to a nonmomentary entity, a hare's horn, etc. impossible.229 But 
[surely] such [reference] is made. Hence, just as, notwithstanding the lack 

224 'asattva': 'unreality', 'lack of real existence' . 
225 Vide (78.3). 
226 LiteraUy: 'There is not the fault of mutuaUy dependent loci'. 
227 bhinnanyiiyatviit. 
228 ullikhitaScasya svabhiivo. 
229 Literally: ' ... deduction of the nonarticulation of sound in the case of a nonmomen­
tary entity, a hare's horn, etc.'. 
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of empirical evidence 230, one can [legitimately] deny that the son of a barren 
woman (proved to be a mere concept) is handsome; so also no fallacy is 
involved 231 [in asserting that] a contradiction arises from the superimposition 
of a form incompatible with the nature of a nonmomentary entity (also pre­
sented as a concept). And if [an opponent] wishes to disallow this contra­
diction, on the grounds that a nonmomentary entity is nonexperiential 232, 
he may not do so and simultaneously predicate the denial of handsomeness, 
etc. of the [equally] nonexperiential 233 son of a barren woman. 

(87.20) [Objection.] Is not [this] contradiction lacking in ultimate re­
ality234? Then the proof of universal momentariness based on this contra­
diction will also lack ultimate reality.235 

(87.21) But surely we neither prescribe nor produce a contradiction as 
an [independent] relationship 236 whose foundation is erected on each of two 
alternative terms (not wholly real) which jointly act as its basis 237; because 
then, if one of the terms related 238 happens to be unreal, the contradiction 
will lack ultimate reality. Rather, the contradiction [in this case] is ultimately 
real, just as is prescribed. The word 'contradiction' merely means 'the mutual 
confutation of natures of the two entities supposed contradictory' and just 
this is the ultimate realiiy in the case of 'p and not-p'.239 Absence cannot 
assume the form of presence, nor conversely. Precisely the rule of their 
mutual exclusion 240 is the true essence of a contradiction. Now permanence 
is astate of uniformity throughout different times, whereas [the disjunction 
of] succession and nonsuccession involves different forms in different mo­
ments. Thus a contradiction (viz., 'p and not-p') does indeed exist between 
successive or simultaneous causal efficiency and permanence. 

(88.1) [Objection.] But is not a contradiction something more than the 
mere repulsion between two mutually opposed attributes, succession or 
simultaneity [on the one hand] and permanence on the other; is it not 
something independently real? 

(88.2) We answer that the ultimate reality of a contradiction does not 
consist in the occurrence of an additional attribute, but rather in the simul-

230 pramät;läbhäve. 
231 Literally: 'Of what sort would the fault be1' 
232 anubhaväbhäväd. 
233 Instead of 'anubhaväd' read 'ananubhaväd', as S does. 
234 apäramärthikatvam. 
235 Vide (81.14). 
236 sambandha. 
237 Literally: ' ... the assemblage of a relationship moving on both alternatives somewhat 
other than real'. 
238 yenaikasambandhino. 
239 bhäväbhavayo/:!. 
240 'yamanayorasa/llkaraniyama/:!. 
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taneous presence of the two mutually opposed attributes. Otherwise, even 
if there were an additional attribute (viz., logicalopposition) in the absence 
of the two mutually opposed attributes, there would not really be a contra­
diction. Whenever the two mutually opposed attributes are simultaneously 
present, just then there is a true contradiction. [The foregoing answers the 
question of whether,] by the mere act of asserting it, a contradiction refers 
to another real attribute superadded [to the two mutually opposed attributes]. 

(88.7) Thus we have explicated our revered teacher's dictum: 
There is no nonmomentary entity - neither is it areal object for knowledge 

nor does the reason have the defect of being äsrayäsiddha on that account. 
And thus even the supporting instance may be dispensed with. Moreover, 
relative [reality] is proved by two means. Strict1y, Existence and nonExist­
ence are not [proved]. Really there cannot be proof ofthe logical opposition 
of succession, etc. with a permanent entity which is an [absolute] nonentity. 241 

(88.12) This, then, is a summary of the established conc1usion. 
One can discuss (i) whether or not in this case there is an irregularity or 

contradiction proved in the conception of an arbitrary attribute predicated 
of an unreal entity. (ii) Are there any significant objections extant? (iii) Is 
it certain that there is no counter-proof? 

(88.17) Thus a permanent entity is not connected with the production 
of either successive or nonsuccessive effects - this is the real import 242 [of 
our proof]; nor is it proved to have existence in the absolute sense.243 And 
thus if one exc1udes [the extension of] succession or nonsuccession, there is 
no other c1ass.244 Hence that reality shown to be lacking in a nonmomentary 
entity is proved pervaded by virtue of its dependence on a momentary 
entity.245 Thus by reason of real existence, the proof of universal momentari­
ness is consistent. 

(88.21) Knowing the fundamental nature 246 of all attributes, one desires 
salvation. The proof of universal momentariness is indeed a refutation of 
our opponents' [beliefs]. 

(88.23) This conc1udes the work of Ratnakirti. 

241 Vide (81.17). See also Jfiänasrimitranibandhävali, p. 565, line 2: "na sattäsädhana1Jl 
kväpi sakti/:! sattä tu laukiki" . 
242 paramärtha/:!. 
243 sattäyuktam. 
244 räsyantaräbhäväd. 
245 Vide (78.9). 
246 prakrti/:!. 



NOTES 

Ratnakirti purports to defend a theory of instantaneous cyclic perishability 
and renewal. In this treatise the very word 'k~a1)a' or 'moment' acquires the 
meaning of 'that which is self-annihilating and therefore momentary'. Com­
parisons with flux philosophers of the West are, of course, apposite, and 
have been noted in the Introduction. 

The crux of the proof employed herein is the principle of contraposition, 
accepted by both the Naiyäyika and Buddhist logicians. In (80.29) 'vyatireka' 
is defined as: 

(1) (nx) (",O(vyäpaka, x)::J ",O(vyäpya, X)).l 

This, according to KBI (see, e.g., p. 65, lines 17-23) is logically equivalent 
to the anvaya or uncontraposed assertion of concomitance 2 : 

(2) (nx) (O(vyäpya, x)::JO(vyäpaka, x)). 

Now the anvaya version of the proof of universal momentariness has been 
established in KBI; hence (since (1) and (2) are supposed to be equivalent), 
the vyatireka version would seem to follow at once. However, Ratnakirti 
deerns the examination of the contraposed proof worthy of aseparate study 
because the very possibility of such a proof devolves on the use of statements 
whose subject terms refer to concepts of 'unreal' or fictitious entities. This 
circumstance, according to Ratnakirti's opponents, engenders the fallacy of 
äsrayäsiddhi, thus vitiating the Buddhist argument. An adequate analysis of 
the ascription of attributes to subjects in general, leading to a precise de­
lineation of the legitimate role of 'unreal' subjects, is therefore necessary if 
the Buddhist position is to stand. 

First Ratnakirti invokes Tärä 3 for an auspicious beginning. 

1 Here 'Q(y, x)' is read 'y occurs in locus or substratum x', quantifier 'll' is read 'for aU 
possible', '::::>' is read '(materiaHy) impIies'. See Introduction, p. 7. Hence, to say that 
invariable concomitance or pervasion (vyäpti) obtains is to say that the nonoccurrence of 
the pervader (vyäpaka) (in aH possible loci) is pervaded by (implies) the nonoccurrence of 
the pervadendum (vyäpya) (in aH these loci). 
2 See also Stcherbatsky, BLII, p. 143. (1) expresses vyäpti as the pervasion of the oc­
currence of the pervadendum by the occurrence of the pervader. 
3 See A. Danielou, Hindu Polytheism, pp. 276-7, for abrief description of the Buddhist 
worship of Tärä. 
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(77.4) The heterogeneous example or heterologue (vaidharmyavati dr~tänte) 
customarily given in support of certain demonstrations is of diminished 
importance to Ratnakirti's proof, because here pervasion (vyäpti) is a logical 
relationship of 'inner' concomitance between two concepts.4 Hence the 
actual conjoint presence (in a homologue) of the two attributes functioning as 
hetu and sädhya in our proof (or their conjoint absence in a heterologue) has 
a psychological or corroboratory value, but its logical significance is nugatory. 

(77.6) 'Whatever exists is momentary.'5 This is the cornerstone of the 
Y ogäcära-Vijfiänaväda philosophy, here expressed in averse which is a 
variant of one appearing in Jiiänasrimitranibandhävali, p. 5, where everything 
that is is said to be momentary, just as an ever-changing cloud is.6 Upon a 
basis of momentary bursts of energy (svalak~alJ.a) 7 whose very essence or 
'substantiality' consists in their capacity for causal efficiency, all the 'objects' 
of the phenomenal world are grounded. When correctly analyzed, reference 
to each phenomenal object can be shown to involve a conceptual construct 
indirectly related to aseries of ineffable dynamic flashes. A given concept of 
a phenomenally real object does not 'correspond to' or 'directly reflect' any 
svalak~at)a; rather a relationship of negative co-ordination obtains between 
the two.8 

In the direct version of the proof of momentariness (as presented in KBI), 
ajug - qua series of extremely similar (but nonetheless distinct) ever-changing 
momentary existents - is cited as a homologue, an exemplification of the 
momentariness of all that exists. 

According to Dharmakirti, in a valid deduction the connection between 
a reason (hetu) and its probandum (sädhya) is based on (1) existential identity 
(tädätmya),(2)causation (tadutpatti), or (3) negation (anupalabdhi). 9 The state­
ment quoted in (77.6) can be subsumed under case (1). More explicitly, the hetu 
construed intensionally (extensionally) contains (is contained in) the sädhya. 

(77.8) The Buddhist proof cannot be impugned on the grounds that it 
involves one of the three standard fallacies. lO It is not an inconclusive proof 

4 See p. 12. 
5 (IIx) (E(x) => 0 (k$a1;likatva, x», where 'k$a1;likatva' =df 'momentariness'. This is equiva­
lent to: (Vx) (O(k$a1;likatva, x». See p. 9. For adefinition of 'E(x)' see p. 8. 
e 'Yal sal lat k$a1;likam yathäjaladharab .. .' 
7 Note that Stcherbatsky sometimes renders 'svalak$a1;la' as 'Ding an sich' because he feels 
the svalak$a1;la's role in Buddhist epistemology bears some resemblance to that of the 
thing-in-itself in the Kantian system. This rendering turns out to be more misleading than 
helpful. 
8 See KBII, (85.22) plus my comments on p. 76, footnote 94. 
9 See, e.g., BLI, p. 254; BLII, p. 116. For more about (3), see BLI, part IV, chapter I. 
10 Seep.13. 
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(asiddha). Neither is it uncertain (anaikiintika) nor contradictory (viruddha), 
as will be shown in (77.10). 

Note that Buddhist epistemology admits of only two means of valid know­
ledge - perception and inference. l1 I.e., legitimate evidence for ordinary 
knowledge must be either perceptual or inferential. 

Rejecting the Platonism of their Naiyäyika rivals, who construe reality as 
participation or coinherence in a subsistent universal called 'sattii' 12, the 
Buddhist logicians espouse a criterion of reality reminiscent of that of 
Leibniz.13 ('Esse' is defined as 'efficere' by Ratnakirti and the other members 
of his school.) 

(77.10) The reason or probans is not uncertain (anaikiintika).l4 I.e., the 
generalization that whatever exists (in the sense of being a causally efficacious 
entity) is ipso facto momentary is not uncertain. Nor is the probans of this 
generalization logically incompatible (viruddha) with its probandum. In the 
present case, showing that the probans is logically incompatible with the 
probandum would be tantamount to the establishment of the contrary op­
posite of the original assertion (viz., to proving that whatever exists is non­
momentary).l5 But there is evidence (viz., nonperception of a pervader)l6 
which (1) serves as a basis for refuting the contrary opposite and (2) is 

11 'pramäl)a' =df 'means of valid knowledge'. See p. 10. 
12 'sattii' may be translated as 'Existence' or 'absolute existence'. For a critique of both 
'sattiisambandha' and 'sattiisamaviiya' (participation in and co-inherence in Existence, re­
spectively) see S. Mookerjee, BF, p. 6. 
13 With proper reservations, the resemblances between the metaphysics of Leibniz and 
Ratnakirti are worth noting. See, for instance, B. Russell's A Critical Exposition 0/ the 
Philosophy 0/ Leibniz, p. 45, wherein Leibniz is quoted as saying: "Wherefore I regard 
force as constitutive of substance, since it is the principle of action which is characteristic 
of substance." Of course it is a gross Inisunderstanding of Leibniz to say that he identified 
substance with a mere sum of forces passing into action. Rather, he regards substance as 
the ground or substratum whose essence is activity. Hence, although Leibniz would agree 
with the Buddbists in construing substantiality dynaInically, he does differ from them in 
that he regards a substance as a self-identical subject (defined in terms of the persistence 
of a certain law) which is really distinguishable from its predicates. Another suggestive 
remark of Leibniz (New Essays Concerning Human Understanding) is noted by Russell on 
p. 233: "It must be known, to begin with, that force is indeed something truly real, even 
in created substances; but space, time and motion are of the nature of rational entities 
and are true and real, not of thernselves, but in so far as they involve divine attributes -
immensity, eternity, operation - or the force of created substances." Again (Russell, p. 88): 
"Leibniz thought, however, what the CaJculus was likely to suggest, that the momentary 
increment was real in some way in which the whole sum of increments was not real." 
14 See p. 13. 
15 But (77.6) presents jug as a homologue (an instance of the co-occurrence of probans and 
probandum)-and tbis constitutes a counterexample to the contrary ofthe original assertion. 
16 This is not to posit nonperception as an additional (and independent) means of know­
ledge (pramäl)Q). See (78.3). For an explanation of the role of nonperception in the formu­
lation of a negative judgment, see the notes to (85.15). 
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relevant to ruling out the contradictory opposite (to showing that there 
cannot be even a single instance of an objectively existent nonmomentary 
entity) as weIl. And, as will become clear below, to rule out the possibility 
of an instance contradicting a given general statement is logically equivalent 
to establishing the truth of that statement by establishing its contrapositive.17 

(77.11) The remainder of the treatise is devoted to a detailed examination 
of the contraposed (vyatireka) version of the proof. All causal efficiency is 
either successive or nonsuccessive. Now, since anything real must be capable 
of either successive or nonsuccessive operation, a permanent or nonmomen­
tary entity (lacking in capacity for either successive or nonsuccessive oper­
ation) is accorded the ontological status of a hare's horn.18 

(77.12) Is nonperception of a pervader probative or not in the case involving 
a phenomenally unreal permanent entity as subject or substratum ? It is 
hardly pertinent to point out that neither succession (krama) nor nonsuc­
cession (akrama) has - as a matter of fact - been observed to pervade a 
permanent or nonmomentary (ak$a1;lika) substratum. For such a substratum 
is, ex hypothesi, nonexperiential - wholly unobservable. Hence the proof 
cannot rest on the mere denial (on observational grounds) of the co-occur­
rence of nonmomentariness and the disjunction of succession and nonsuc­
cession. The very possibility of their conjoint presence must be ruled out. 
Accordingly, Ratnakirti shows that by its very definition, a nonmomentary 
(qua unchanging) entity is incompatible with either succession or nonsuc­
cession. But the disjunction of this pair of mutually exclusive attributes 
characterizes all real objects.19 Hence the nonoccurrence of either successive 
or nonsuccessive causal efficiency in a nonmomentary entity serves as hetu 
or reason for Ratnakirti's concluding that a nonmomentary entity - totally 
lacking in the capacity for activity - is not areal object. Ratnakirti employs 
the standard philosophical arguments to force his opponents to jettison the 
notion of a really existent nonmomentary agent. He shows such an agent to 
be doomed to eternal iterated production on the one hand, or, on the other, 
to permanent barrenness, in case it fails to produce in any given moment. 

17 See (77.20)--(78.3). 
18 In Indian logic a hare's horn, a sky lotus, and the son of a barren woman are stock 
examples ofunreal entities. Most authors make no c1ear distinction between (a) that which 
does not as a matter of fact exist at any time (e.g., a hare's horn) and (b) that which cannot 
exist because it is not self-consistent (e.g., the son of a barren woman). Is a nonmomentary 
entity to be construed in sense (a) or in sense (b)? Strict!y speaking, it is assimilated with 
apparent indifference to examples of both kinds in this treatise, but several remarks of 
Ratnakirti give the impression that a nonmomentary entity is not inconsistent, merely 
nonempirical. See the notes to (87.13). 
19 See p. 43. 
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(77.18) Permanence or self-identity (characteristic of nonmomentariness) 
and change or nonidentity (associated with successive or nonsuccessive 
causal efficacy) are mutually contradictory attributes. 

(77.20) The argument is conc1usive not merely because of the perception 
of extrinsic homogeneous or heterogeneous examples. Rather, its validity 
rests on the logical relationship between the intrinsic natures of the concepts 
concerned.20 And these concepts are mutually incompatible. Hence one can 
make the apodeictic assertion that a nonmomentary entity is incapable of 
either successive or nonsuccessive production. 

(78.1) According to the definition given on p. 13, a reason is viruddha, and 
therefore fallacious, if it is present in certain cases dissimilar (vipak$a) to the 
probandum and absent in all similar cases (sapak$a). Such a reason serves 
to establish the opposite of the original probandum (sädhya). 

The reason or probans in the anvaya version of the proof is not logically 
incompatible with its probandum, as is c1ear from the notes to (77.10). 
Ratnakirti goes on to cite a hare's horn (77.11) as neither successively nor 
nonsuccessively efficacious and therefore objectively unreal, as is a non­
momentary entity.21 Hence we have an instance in which the hetu and sädhya 
of the anvaya proof coincide (viz., the jug) and another in which the two are 
conjointly absent (the hare's horn). Mutatis mutandis if one begins by con­
sidering the vyatireka proof, where the hare's horn might be construed as 
homologue 22, the jug as heterologue. 

(78.2) Next Ratnakirti must give detailed attention to the following con­
sideration. In the case of a nonmomentary or permanent entity - unper­
ceivable according to the Buddhists - nonperception of a pervader can at 

20 In other words, the pervasion in question is a relationship of inner concomitance 
(antarvyäpti). See p. 12. 
21 For some of Ratnakirti's critics, the use of a momentary entity to exemplify the joint 
presence of attributes is inadmissible. Moreover, as S. Mookerjee notes (BF, p. 394): "In 
'All that exists is momentary' ... 'momentariness' is predicated of all existents without 
exception and as such there is no homologue external to and apart from the subject, 
where the agreemental aspect could be verified." But the preceding (and other) objections 
to the proffered sapak~a (and vipak~a) are of very little consequence to our present proof. 
For, in his analysis of universal momentariness, Ratnakirti presages RatnäkaraSänti in 
relying on an interna/logical relationship between the hetu concept and the sädhya concept, 
rather than on examples in which the two relata co-exist. 
22 Except, of course, that in the traditional Indian systems an unreal homologue is con­
sidered inadmissible. Note, however, that the use of an unreal entity as heterologue is 
sanctioned by earlier members of Ratnakirti's school (though not by the Naiyäyikas). 
Stcherbatsky (BLII, p. 114, footnote 1) cites the following rule governing the choice of 
heterologues: "vastu avastu vä vaidharmyadNtänta i~yate". 
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best yield a problematic or doubtful result. For, since a permanent entity is 
supposedly nonexperiential, nothing in experience can license a conclusive 
assertion of its real existence (or lack thereof). How, then, can one defend 
the derivation of the unreality of a permanent entity from the mere non­
perception of its successive or nonsuccessive operation? 

(78.3) Ratnakirti reiterates theconclusion established in KBI that (1) what­
ever is capable of causal efficiency must act successively or nonsuccessively. 23 

But if (1) is a theorem, then its equipollent contrapositive is also logically 
necessary.24 Hence (2) whatever is incapable of successive or nonsuccessive 
production cannot be said to possess the capacity for causal efficiency. I.e., 
the disjunction of the occurrence of succession and nonsuccession exhausts 
all possibilities for causal efficiency. And from the nonmomentary entity's 
incapacity for either successive or nonsuccessive causal efficiency, its un­
reality necessarily follows. 

(78.10) The possibility of indirect or reductio ad absurdum proof (prasan­
gahetu) is excluded - Ratnakirti's method of procedure obviously does not 
involve deriving a contradiction as a result of incorporating the negation of 
the desired conclusion among the premisses.25 

But, to employ an unreal entity as locus or substratum in a direct proof is, 
according to Ratnakirti's opponents, to commit the fallacy of äsrayäsiddhi. 
A nonmomentary entity is therefore logically unacceptable as subject. 

(79.1) The real crux of the objection to a nonmomentary subject is that a 
nonmomentary entity is either wholly unknowable, or, if we assurne access 
to it by the usual avenues of cognition, it turns out to be a self-contradictory 

23 Where 'arthakriyäsämarthya' =a! 'capacity for causal efficiency', and '0', 'krama' and 
'akrama' are as defined above, we have: (1) (lIx) (O(arthakriyäsämarthya, x) => (0 (krama, x) 
V O(akrama, x))). 
24 "na ca vyatirekaprasädhakamanyat pramälJaTfl vaktavyam. tataSca sädhyäbhäve sädha­
nasyaikäntiko vyatireka/:l. sädhane sati sadhyasyävasyamanvayo veti na kafcidarthabhedal;z. 
tadevaTflviparyayabädhakapramälJQmantarelJäpiprasaligäprasaligaviparyayahetudvayabaläd­
anvayarüpavyäptisiddhau sattvahetoranaikäntikatvasyämävädatal;z sädhanät k~alJabhali­
gasiddhiranavadyeti." KBI, p. 65, lines 20-23. See also KEIl (86.26) of this translation, 
where the assertion that no additional pramälJa is needed in the contraposed proof is 
repeated and reinforced. 
25 The term 'prasaligahetu' means literally 'a falsely assumed reason'. The term 'prasali­
gänumäna' is the Indian analogue (with minor qualifications) of 'reductio ad absurdum 
proof'. According to Mookerjee (BF, pp. 402-3): "The requisite conditions of prasaligä­
numäna are that (1) the probans (hetu) is false and assumed for argument's sake on the 
statement of the opponent and is not accepted as true by the arguer (vädin) himself, and 
(2) consequently the probandum is a false issue which is forced upon the adversary; (3) 
the main implication of such argument is of course the truth of the contradictory position, 
which decisively invalidates the assumption ofthe adversary." 
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concept. For, suppose that a nonmomentary entity has causal efficacy - at 
least to the minimal extent that it pro duces knowledge of itself by perception 
or inference. It is therefore a cognizable object. But cognizability is too 
inclusive an attribute to function as a reason (hetu) in a valid demonstration. 
Since cognizability characterizes aH heterogeneous (vipak$a) as weH as aH 
homogeneous (sapak$a) cases, it cannot provide justification for any definite 
conclusion. 

Moreover, the capacity to produce cognition is simply a special case of 
efficacy in general. As such, it can only be exerted successively or nonsuc­
cessively. But both succession and nonsuccession are logically incompatible 
with a nonmomentary locus. 

(79.4) And, if one imputes a merely conceptual status to a nonmomentary 
entity, this amounts to condoning the arbitrary conjuring up of merely 
conceptual substrata, whenever and wherever they are needed. The force of 
those rules which comprise the critical apparatus for distinguishing 10gicaHy 
sound subjects from those which are unsound would thereby be lost. 

(79.6) The Buddhist theory of concept formation will be elaborated in 
(85.22). For now SaI11kara's 26 discussion of conceptual cognition vis-a-vis 
a nonmomentary entity continues. 

(79.8) Is the concept of a nonmomentary entity based on perception or 
inference? But each of these, in turn, presupposes the real existence of its 
object. Hence it is inconsistent to conceive of a nonmomentary entity as not 
really existent if alternative (i) or (ii) obtains. 

(79.9) And memory (alternative (iii») is a source which is, in the long run, 
based on the prior occurrence of cognition through (i) or (ii). 

(79.10) If the ontological status of a nonmomentary entity is in doubt, 
how can anything be predicated of it? 

(79.11) If the term 'nonmomentary' refers to the concept of an absolutely 
unreal entity, then neither perception nor inference will suffice to inform us 
with certainty of its nonexistence. 27 So we are 1eft in a quandary. 

26 Here the reference is to Sarpkarasvämin, a post-Dhannakirti Naiyäyika, whose works 
seem to be lost. See A. Thakur, JN, p. 19. 
27 "When there are altogether no means of cognition, the nonexistence of the object 
cannot be established" (T. Stcherbatsky, BLII, p. 107). 
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(79.14) There is a further objection to the contraposed version of the 
Buddhist proof of universal momentariness. 8a:q1kara disallows the absence 
of the disjunction of succession and nonsuccession as a hetu in a proof 
whose substratum is a nonmomentary or permanent entity. He avers that a 
nonmomentary entity is indeed capable of successive or nonsuccessive pro­
duction and that, consequently, the denial of the attributes succession and 
nonsuccession is incompatible with a nonmomentary entity's intrinsic nature. 
In this passage, 8a:q1kara's cavalier replacement of 'kramäkrama' by 'krama­
yaugapadya' shows that for hirn 'akrama' and 'yaugapadya' are mere stylistic 
variants for one another.28 

(79.17) In KBI, p. 69, lines 9-11, this passage is repeated verbatim. 

(79.20) Trilocana's29 theory of innate vs. adventitious causal efficacy is 
also taken up in KBI (p. 70, lines 18-20), wherein the assumption of auxiliary 
co-operating factors is subsequently shown to be gratuitous. 

(79.24) The Nyäyabhü~a1:za is the Naiyäyika Bhäsarvajfia's autocommentary 
on the Nyäyasära. For further particulars, see A. Thakur, RN, pp. 24-26. 

(79.26) The notion of a permanent inherent disposition, which produces its 
effects at some later time and only then, will be examined and rejected as 
inconsistent in (84.13)-(84.21). 

(80.1) VäcaspatPO counters the charge that a permanent entity, since its 
nature is unchanging, is under constraint to produce all its effects in any 
given moment of its existence or remain forever barren. 

(80.4)-(80.8) According to Väcaspati, the nature of any given real entity 
is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for the production of its effects. 
Auxiliary factors also come into play.31 Hence, given a 'cause', its effects 

28 The term 'akrama' is the proper contradictory of 'krama'. The two are mutually ex­
c1usive and jointly exhaustive of all modes of causal efficacy. Since Sarpkara supplies no 
arguments for his treatment of 'yaugapadya' ('yaugapadya' =df 'simultaneity') and 'akra­
ma' ('akrama' =df 'nonsuccession') as intersubstitutable, it is probable that he makes no 
distinction between the two. 
29 Trilocana is the Naiyäyika author of the Nyäyamaiijari. See A. Thakur, JN, p. 20. 
30 See RN, p. 27, for additional information on Väcaspati Misra, the Naiyäyika, said to 
be a 'sarvatantrasvatantra' (independent authority in all the systems of philosophy). See 
also Stcherbatsky, BLII, pp. 257-308. 
31 "Things possess duration and (during the time their existence lasts) they gradually 
produce their results, by successively combining with the totaIity of causes and conditions 
which create together a (stable) result" (BLII, appendix i: 'Väcaspati Misra on the Buddhist 
Theory of Perception', p. 297). 



NOTES 59 

need not inevitably follow. A cause can exist without its effect(s) but not 
conversely. Väcaspati's position is strikingly reminiscent of those arguments 
directed against the Spinozistic conception of cause and effect as mutually 
implicative.32 

(80.13)-(80.18) The gravamen of Väcaspati's argument in this passage is 
that the contraposed (vyatireka) version of the proofis doubtful because the 
uncontraposed (anvaya) proof has never been conclusively established. In 
the direct proof, the disjunction of succession and nonsuccession is said to 
exhaust all possible modes of causal efficacy (and hence of reality). But 
perhaps there is still another kind of causal efficacy in which case reality 
(defined as causa! efficacy) will not be pervaded by the disjunction of 
succession and nonsuccession. Ratnakirti's rebuttal is found in (84.23)­
(85.4). 

Note that I have used the neutral word 'term' to translate 'prakära', an 
expression which is rendered as 'chief qualifier' or 'mode' by some trans­
lators, and as 'class' by others. A term construed intensionally is an attribute 
or qualifier - extensionally, it is a class. The extent to which Indian logic as 
a whole is intensional is still a moot point, pending the careful study of a 
vast corpus of texts.33 As it happens, Ratnakirti's treatment of logic is, in 
the main, intensional, though this does not reflect an act of conscious choice 
on his part, for he has no clear-cut intensional-extensional dichotomy in 
mind.34 To affix the label 'non-extensional' to Ratnakirti's system is to tidy 
things up at the expense of a genuine understanding of those nuances of his 
analysis which make the label not wholly appropriate. 

(80.19) There is a further objection that if both succession and simuItaneity 
are unperceivable, then a fortiori so is that which they pervade (i.e., the 
vyäpya). By way of illustration, consider first a less problematic case. Let 
'tree' be the pervader (vyäpaka) and 'si1psapä'35 the pervadendum (vyäpya). 
Then, if no tree is perceived in a given place, it follows that no silflsapä is 
perceived there. But what is the status of a deduction in which both vyäpaka 
and vyäpya are not only unperceived, but also unperceivable? It is argued 

32 See, e.g., Spinoza's Ethics, Proposition XXXV and his Short Treatise I, 4, § 1. See 
(84.6)-(84.21), this translation, for a further discussion of this point. 
33 For recent and penetrating discussions ofthis matter, see B. K. Matilal, 'The Intensional 
Character ofLak~aJ;la and Sarllkara in Navya-Nyäya', Indo-Iranian Journal 8 (1965) 85-95, 
and J. F. Staal, 'The Theory of Definition in Indian Logic', JAOS 81 (1961) 126. 
34 The conclusions reached by Ruth Barcan Marcus in her 'Classes and Attributes in 
Extended Modal Systems', Acta Philosophica Fennica 16 (1963) 123-36, are germane to 
our present discussion. 
36 A kind of tree (viz., the Dalbergia Sissoo). 
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that neither perception nor inference will suffice to establish invariable con­
comitance in such a situation. 

(80.22) Next, Ratnakirti's opponent plays on the equivocation arising be­
cause in the Sanskrit dvandva compound 'kramäkrama' (which expresses the 
concatenation of succession and nonsuccession), the exact logical relation­
ship between 'succession' and 'nonsuccession' is not explicitly indicated. 
Rather, as is usuaUy the case with such compounds, the connective between 
the relata is to be contextuaUy determined. 

Moreover, the lack of an instrument refined enough to indicate scope as 
precisely as a quantifier 36 (with its attendant parentheses) does, merely com­
pounds the ambiguity. But it should be obvious that neither Ratnakirti nor 
any able Indian logician ever entertained the mistaken belief that fire is 
pervaded by smoke.37 Examples of smokeless fires are easy enough to come 
by. Nor would Ratnakirti have committed the equaUy serious error of sup­
posing that fire is pervaded by the absence of smoke, since many fires are 
obviously smoky. Le., Ratnakirti would certainly deny that either aU fiery 
things are smoky or else that aU fiery things are not smoky. On the other 
hand he would surely want to assert that every fiery thing is either smoky 
or not smoky. 

Bringing the 'fire-smoke' illustration to bear on the central case involving 
the disjunction of succession and nonsuccession, it is clear that the line of 
attack against Ratnakirti presented in (80.22) is ill-conceived. For Ratna­
kirti's assertion that causal efficiency is pervaded by succession or nonsuc­
cession may be symbolized as foUows: 

(1) (llx) [O(arthakriyäkaritva, x) => [0 (krama, x) v O(akrama, x)]J. 

And since arthakriyäkaritva is the haUmark of existence 38, (1) may be re­
written as: 

(2) (llx) [E(x)=> (0 (krama, x) v o (akrama, x))]. 

But (2) in turn is equivalent to: 

(3) ("Ix) [O(krama, x) v o (akrama, X)].39 

36 For a concise discussion of the significance of Frege's introduction of the quantifier to 
modem Western logic, see W. and M. Kneale, The Development 01 Logic, pp. 485ff, p. 511. 
See D. Ingalls, Materials lor the Study 01 Navya-Nyäya Logic, p. 50, also pp. 59-61, for 
comments on the Navya-Nyäya use of abstract properties to express some of the facts 
which Western logic expresses by quantification. 
37 Theconverseis, ofcourse, truein Indianlogic. I.e., thetruism 'Where there's smoke, there's 
fire' is commonly used for purposes of illustration by both Buddhist and Nyäya logicians. 
38 See p. 8. 
39 See p. 9, footnote 32. 
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Now Ratnakirti's opponent either ignores or blurs the distinction between 
(3) and: 

(3') (\Ix) O(krama, x) v (\Ix) ° (akrama, X).40 

I.e., to say that all causal efficacy is operative either successively or nonsuc­
cessively (which is the import of(3)) is not logically equivalent to asserting 
that either all causal efficacy is operative successively or else that all causal 
efficacy is operative nonsuccessively (which is the import of (3')). Conse­
quently, since (1) does not yield (3'), Ratnakirti is not guilty of asserting 
(3'), either explicitly or as an implicate of (1). 

(80.26) Less obliquely put, since successive and nonsuccessive causal ef­
ficiency are held by the Buddhists to be attributes inconsistent with non­
momentariness, are we to conc1ude: (1) that a nonmomentary entity does 
not exist at all, (2) that it exists, but only as a concept - a mere logical 
fiction - or (3) that whatever is real is necessarily momentary? 

(80.28) In (80.28)-(81.2), Trilocana presents objections to the three im­
mediately preceding interpretations of the Buddhist conc1usion. Each of 
these adverse arguments will be refuted in turn by Ratnikirti in (85.4)-(85.11). 
The first is the familiar charge of äsrayäsiddhi.41 If a nonmomentary entity 
is (by the Buddhist's own admission) nonexistent, how can it function as the 
subject or locus of an inference? 

(80.29) Recall that in a direct proof the pervader (vyäpaka) is entailed by 
(or pervades) the pervadendum (vyäpya). I.e.: 

(1) (IIx) [O(vyäpya, x)=>O(vyäpaka, x)]. 

Thus in the contraposed proof being analyzed in this treatise, the denial of 
the pervader functions as hetu or reason, while the denial ofthe pervadendum 
acts as sädhya. In symbols: 

(2) (IIx) [",O(vyäpaka, x)=> ",O(vyäpya, x)]. 

Now it is assumed by Trilocana (and by the Naiyäyika logicians in general) 
that to deny something presupposes the autonomous reality of that which 
is denied. It follows that the foregoing denial of the occurrence of the per­
vader is somehow tantamount to the positing of areal reason. And such a 
reason will be incompatible with a nonmomentary locus which, according 
to alternative (2) is unreal, because it is merely conceptual. 

40 Via a trivial demonstration it can be shown that: [(vx) Q(krama, x) V (Vx) Q(akrama, x)] 
:::> (Vx) [Q(krama, x)V Q(akrama, x)]. But the converse relationship does not hold. 
41 See p. 13. 
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(81.1) The same inferential anomaly42 which obstructs the progress of the 
contraposed proof will also render inconclusive the corresponding direct as­
sertion of the concomitance of momentariness with reality, since the two are 
logically equivalent. 

(81.2) Still another critical comment notes that knowledge of the absence 
of succession and nonsuccession is contingent on the perception of areal 
locus or substratum which lacks the attributes in question. It is contended 
that the wholly unperceivable nonmomentary entity is unfit for the role of 
substratum. 43 

(81.4) The charge of äsrayäsiddhi has already been made above. The vicious 
circle arises as follows: "The nonmomentary cannot be a reality because 
causal agency in succession or nonsuccession is incompatible with it and the 
latter is incompatible, because the nonmomentary is unreal."44 

The three faults are the three fallacies of the reason described on p. 13. 
Any argument whose reason (he tu) is either inconclusive (asiddha), uncertain 
(anaikäntika), or logically incompatible with its sädhya (viruddha) is logically 
unsound. 

(81.6) "As was said before ... ". This refers to (77.18). 
What exactly constitutes a contradiction or is entailed by it? Ratnakirti 

explains in (87.21) and (88.2). 
Note that no distinction is made in the present passage between the pair 

'snow', 'fire' (contrarily opposed terms) and the pair 'dependent being', 
'independent being' (contradictorily opposed terms). 

(81.8) A nonmomentary entity, known as an object ofnegation or counter­
positive (pratiyogin)45 is, according to Ratnakirti's opponents, an entity, 
but not a really existent entity. This may be explained as follows. Tradition­
ally, the Nyäya-Vaise~ika system classified individuals into seven categories: 
(1) substances, (2) tropes, (3) motions, (4) universals, (5) inherence, (6) indi­
viduators, (7) absences.46 Now, "'sat' means literally 'that which is', but the 

42 Viz., the above-mentioned faIlacy of svarüpäsiddhi. See (80.29). See also p. 13. 
43 Ratnakirti's reply to this criticism begins at (85.13). 
44 S. Mookerjee, BF, p. 27, footnote 1. 
45 On p. 55 of his Materials, IngaIls defines the 'counterpositive of an absence x' as 'any 
entity negated by absence x'. For example, a pot is the counterpositive of the absence of 
a pot. 
46 The classical Nyäya-VaiSe~ika system based on seven categories (padärthäs) was ac­
cepted by most members of that school until it was revised by one Raghunätha. For 
details, see K. Potter's Padärthatattvanirüpar;am 0/ Raghunätha Siroma1Ji, especially pp. 
1-20. 
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older Nyaya limits this term to the first three categories, substances, tropes, 
and motions".47 This means that only substances, tropes, and motions exist 
in the strict sense that the universal called 'sattä'48 resides in them. Catego­
ries (4)-(6) are said to have presence (bhäva) but not absolute existence 
(sattä), while the seventh category, absence (or negation) lacks both absolute 
existence and presence.49 Hence an object of negation is construed as an 
entity or individual which 'sat+na+iva+syät'. 

For the Buddhist account of how knowledge of nonmomentariness is 
generated, see (82.27) and (85.5), plus the notes to these passages. 

(81.10) Strict1y speaking it is the real (vastu) and its proper contradictory, 
the nonreal (avastu), which when taken together comprise a pair of mutually 
exclusive alternatives whose disjunction is exhaustive of all possibilities. 
However, Ratnakirti's critic avers that a nonmomentary entity must be 
either real (västava) or fictitious (kälpanika). 

(81.12) The supposition that a nonmomentary entity is real conflicts with 
Ratnakirti's earlier characterization of it as unreal. 

(81.14) On the other hand, it is difficult to see how an unreal or fictitious 
entity can figure in areal contradiction. And if it turns out that there can 
be no real contradiction between a fictitious nonmomentary locus and suc­
cessive or nonsuccessive causal efficacy, then causal efficacy will be possible 
for a nonmomentary entity. But in that case, since causal efficacy is the 
touchstone of real existence, it follows that real existence cannot be categori­
cally denied of a nonmomentary entity. Hence the thesis that all real existents 
are necessarily momentary must be rejected. The literal meaning of the last 
sentence is that universal momentariness is as the extended hollow palms 
filled with water for the purpose of making obeisance to one's ancestors 
(dattajaläiijalir). This is an idiomatic statement meaning that universal mo­
mentariness is something which has to be given up. 

(81.17) For the Buddhist logicians, proofs transpire wholly in the con­
ceptual sphere and all conceptions, qua logical fictions, are relative (sünya) 
- neither existent nor nonexistent in the strictest sense. Now surely the non­
momentary, albeit the conception of a phenomenally unreal object, cannot 

47 Ibid., pp. 60-1. 
48 'sattä' =df 'absolute existence'. 
49 The Nyäya proclivity for hypostatization is nowhere more evident than in the doctrine 
of a special subsistent but nonexistent object of negation (pratiyogin). The pratiyogin is at 
least as prolific as Meinong's irrealia, if productivity be measured by the capacity to 
generate insuperable philosophical difficulties. 
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be, when considered in itself, a pure nonentity.50 Otherwise it would tran­
scend all modes of linguistic representation and therefore be unable to 
function in any assertion. 

(81.23) To say that areal entity is an acceptable locus for attributes (i.e., 
may figure as subject in certain statements) is to say that, for example, 
motion may be legitimately affirmed of a horse. Ratnakirti's theory would 
sanction a paraphrase to the effect that the concept of horse-ness is not 
incompatible with that of motion. I.e., a 'locus' in which horse-ness and 
motion co-occur is possible. This may be symbolized as follows (where 
'turagatva' =df 'horse-ness', 'gamana' =df 'motion', and where 'O(x, y)' is as 
defined on p. 8): 

(Ey) (O(turagatva, y).O(gamana, y). 

This is in keeping with Ratnakirti's 'internalist' bias, according to which the 
subject-attribute relationship is based primarily on an inner consistency be­
tween subject and predicate concepts. Of course Ratnakirti would certainly 
also concede in this case the existence of areal locus, 'in' which the two 
attributes co-occur. In symbols: 

(3y) (O(turagatva, y).O(gamana, y). 

Likewise an unreal entity may serve as subject of predication for a suitably 
restricted class of predicates - viz., the so-called 'unreal' predicates. The text 
is equivocal on this point, but what Ratnakirti seems to mean is that one 
may significantly (indeed truly) deny the occurrence of various attributes in 
unreal subjects without assuming the existence (or 'subsistence' in the Nai­
yäyika sense of the word) of these subjects. Let us unpack the example to 
the effect that sharpness cannot occur in a nonexistent hare's horn. The 
correct analysis of this truth does not require positing an actually existing 
(or even a subsisting) hare's horn. The statement that sharpness and hare's 
horn-ness do not co-occur in any possible locus may be symbolized as: 

(1) ",(Ey) (0 (Sasavi$ä1;latva, y).O(tik$1;latva, y).51 

In so symbolizing the statement, the ambiguity inherent in the negative as­
sertion has been resolved by denying the quantified conjunction of putative 
occurrences of attributes in loci. But we have not categorically denied (since 
Ratnakirti clearly would not have done so) that there is a possible (albeit 
purely fictitious) locus of hare's horn-ness. I.e., from (1), one cannot derive: 

(2) ",(Ey) (O(Sasavi$ä1;latva, y) 

50 I.e., it cannot be transcendent, wholly unamenable to discursive formulation, as is, for 
instance, Nirväl).a. 
51 'sasavi~ä1;latva' = df 'hare's horn-ness'; 'tik~l;latva' = df 'sharpness'. 
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in the absence of further information which is not forthcoming from Rat­
nakirti. In fact, the import of various remarks of Ratnakirti is that attributes 
such as hare's horn-ness, nonmomentariness, etc,52 are capable of 'occurring' 
(in an extended metaphorical sense of the word 'occur') in purely conceptual 
'loci', although Ratnakirti's insistence on this leads him into difficulties 
which he does not adequately resolve. 

All of the foregoing constitutes Ratnakirti's defensive analysis of state­
ments whose subject terms refer to concepts of 'unreal' entities. And the case 
of ascription of attributes to an ex hypothesi nonexistent nonmomentary 
entity is to be treated analogously to the above example of a hare's horn. 
That is, one need not (in fact, one must not) presuppose some no nm omen­
tary object to wh ich the negation 01 the disjunction 01 succession and non­
succession is ascribable. To assert that a nonexistent nonmomentary entity 
is incapable of either successive or nonsuccessive causal efficiency presup­
poses only the concept of nonmomentariness - and this concept, according 
to Ratnakirti, is amental construction analyzable in terms of repelled suc­
cession and nonsuccession. To be nonmomentary is simply to be incompati­
ble with either successive or nonsuccessive causal efficacy.53 I.e. 

(1) -(I'y) (O(ak$a"(likatva, y).[O(krama, y) v o (akrama, y)J).54 

Equivalently: 

(1') (ny) (O(ak$a"(likatva, y):::> - [0 (krama, y) v o (akrama, y)]). 

But on p. 60 we have: 

(2) (ny)(E(y):::> [(0 (krama, y) v o (akrama, y»)J) 

62 Even a self-contradictory attribute - viz., son 0/ a barren woman-ness - is regarded by 
Ratnakirti as capable of 'occurring in' a purely conceptual locus - Le., is conceivable. 
63 See (86.6). 
54 'ak~alJikatva' =df 'nonmomentariness' and (as has aIready been noted) 'krama' 
=df 'succession', 'akrama' =df 'nonsuccession'. Ratnakirti does not regard the disjunction 
of the nonoccurrences of succession and nonsuccession as equivalent to the conjunction 
of the occurrences of succession and nonsuccession. I.e., while 

(A) "" [O(krama, y) V O(akrama, y)] 

is (by DeMorgan's Law) equivaIent to 

(A') "" O(krama, y). "" O(akrama, y), 

(A) and (A') are not, in turn equivalent to: 

(A") O(akrama, y). O(krama, y). 

See p. 10, footnote 35. For Ratnakirti to equate (A') and (An) would amount to his con­
ceding that the concept of a nonmomentary entity is inherently inconsistent. On this 
matter, see also the notes to (87.13). 
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which by contraposition yields: 

(2') (IIy) [ ,..., [O(krama, y) v o (akrama, y)]:::> ,..., E(y)]. 

(I') and (2') yield: 

(3) (IIy) [O(ak,va~ikatva, y):::> ,..., E(y)] , 

which by contraposition is equivalent to: 

(3') (IIy) [E(y):::> ""'O(ak,va~ikatva, y)]. 

And (3') is equivalent to: 

(3") (V'y) (""'O(ak,va~ikatva, y».55 

Given a bare handful of paradigms exemplifying the legitimate ascription of 
attributes to various sorts of subject terms (where even these examples are 
not worked over in sufficient detail), Ratnakirti's theorizing is sketchy and 
indeterminate, to say the least. If it is true that the son of a barren woman 
cannot speak 56, is it also true that the son of a barren woman is male (and 
simultaneously not male as weIl)? Ratnakirti is silent! And is a hare's horn 
identical with itself? Is it the case that a nonmomentary entity is nonmomen­
tary? (It would seem so.) Can a nonmomentary entity be characterized by 
various other (albeit 'unreal') attributes? (Also likely, but not explicitly 
articulated at this juncture.) Is there one such nonmomentary entity or are 
there finitely many or infinitely many distinguishable 'unreal' members of 
Ratnakirti's universe of discourse?57 And if one assumes a plurality of 
different 'unreal' entities, then Ratnakirti has failed to stipulate precise cri­
teria of identity for these diverse 'intensional' entities. 

In any case, at least this much is clear: the significance of (1) is not in the 
least imperilled by the 'unreality' of nonmomentary entities. Nor need an 
explanation of the ascription of attributes to a nonmomentary subject involve 
the proliferation of dubious entities. 

(81.27) The Naiyäyika insists on denying the legitimacy of ascribing any 
attribute whatsoever to an unreal entity. Such a sweeping denial, as Rat­
nakirti astutely points out below, is antinomie, since it involves a contra­
dictory self-reference.58 Rather one should ask how a properly restricted 

55 See p. 9. 
56 As Ratnakirti avers at the beginning of our present passage. 
57 Sanskrit does not employ articles, nor does Ratnakirti comment explicitly on this 
matter. 
58 Nyäya logic includes a rule which precludes asking questions involving self-reference. 
Sophistry ofthis sort is called 'nityasama'. See H. K. Ganguli, Philosophy 0/ Logica/ Con­
slruction, pp. 201,245. 
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class of attributes may be properly ascribed to unreal entities. At this point 
Ratnakirti provisiona1ly bifurcates the problem into two separate subcases: 
(1) the problem of ascribing real attributes to unreal subjects, and (2) the 
problem of ascribing unreal attributes to unreal subjects.59 

If X is unreal, then to say that x is not characterizable by any real attribute 
is analytic. But to deny that an unreal x may be characterized as unreal is 
self-contradictory. 

'(82.1) The preceding statement - viz., the statement which denies subject­
hood of an unreal entity - is disallowed. Ratnakirti argues as follows: to 
ascribe nonsubjecthood to an unreal x is to deny that such an x can function 
as the subject for any attribute. But to deny all attributes of x is clearly to 
ascribe the nonascribability of all attributes to x - which is to make a self­
refuting statement. 

I.e., symbolizing the property of nonascribability with respect to an unreal 
subject by 'N'60, by hypothesis N is ascribable to all attributes, P. In symbols: 

(1) (P) N(P). 

Now let 'A' stand for the nonascribability of any attribute. The question arises 
as to whether or not A may be truly ascribed to an unreal subject. If A is an 
attribute, then as an immediate consequence of (1) we obtain: 

(2) N(A). 

But A is an attribute only in virtue of its having been ascribed to a subject 
which is unreal. Hence, also: 

(3) "'N(A). 

Ratnakirti sees that the denial of all attributes is itself an attribute, one 
which generates a vicious circle; and this vicious circle can be avoided only 
by adherence to the rule that whatever involves all of a collection must not 
be a member of that collection.61 The paradox arises not from the use of a 
null subject but from the illegitimate reference to an unrestricted totality of 
attributes. For, as has already been shown above, predication is permissible 
even with respect to a subject whose denotation is null, provided certain 
precautions are observed. 

59 Reconsidering the matter on p. 38, Ratnakirti treats, instead, three separate subcases: 
predication of (1) real, (2) unreal, and (3) partly real and partly unreal attributes, re­
spectively. See also p. 69, footnote 66. 
60 I have used boldface capitalletters to symbolize properties of properties of individuals, 
in order to avoid ambiguity. 
61 The prohibition was expressed in this form by Russen in his reply to a letter of Poincare 
(Mind, 1906, 143). 
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(82.6)-(82.8) Concerning the substratum in which the alleged nonsubject­
hood is to be established, three alternative loci are given. ("Either nonsubject­
hood is established (1) in an unreal entity, (ii) or elsewhere, (iii) or nowhere 
at all.") Here the reference to loci in which an attribute inheres must not be 
interpreted literally, because the notion of areal and enduring substantial 
locus or substratum - prominent in realistic Nyäya contexts - ill accords 
with the more nominalistic tenets of Buddhism. According to the Buddhist 
logicians there is, in reality, no self-identical substratum in addition to the 
totality of a thing's attributes.62 

Turning to the next point, just as the existence of an object of knowledge 
is a necessary condition for a pramäf)a, etc., so a necessary condition for the 
assertion of a meaningful statement is that there be a subject or substratum 
for that statement. Exactly what the nature of that substratum must be, in 
those cases involving ascription of attributes with respect to a nonmomen­
tary entity, will have to be shown. The fact remains, however, that ascription 
of nonsubjecthood to a nonmomentary subject has been proved to be self­
contradictory. Le., a categorical denial of a nonmomentary entity's subject­
hood is logically impossible. 

(82.11) This passage ends on a Wittgensteinian note, enjoining (in effect): 
"Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent."63 An interesting 
precedent for the injunction of (82.11) (as well as that of Wittgenstein) is to 
be found in the dialectical procedures of early Buddhism. "Vasubandhu (Ab. 
Kosa, V, 22) reports that it was a rule of dialectics at the time of Buddha 
to answer by silence those questions which were wrongly formulated, e.g., 
all questions regarding the properties of a non-existing thing."64 

(82.15) Speaking or not speaking, the consequence would seem to be in­
tolerable in either case. 

(82.17) Away with dogmatic prohibitions! Ratnakirti insists that a non­
momentary entity - notwithstanding its problematic ontological status - can 
function as a subject in a proof whose probans or reason (hetu) is the absence 

62 To assert, as the Buddhists do, that the criterion for an entity's real existence is its 
capacity for causal efficiency is not to posit, in each case, a distinct and persistent intensive 
substantial basis whose essence is causal activity. In this the Buddhists differ sharply from 
Leibniz. The view of the Buddhist logicians is: "The substance and quality relation 
is logical, it is not ultimately real; the ultimate reality is something unique, undivided" 
(Stcherbatsky, BLII, p. 291). 
63 "Wovon man nicht sprechen kann, darüber muss man schweigen" (L. Wittgenstein, 
Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, London 1922, p. 188). 
64 T. Stcherbatsky, The Conception 0/ Buddhist Nirväl)a, p. 22, footn ote 3. 
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of the disjunction of succession and nonsuccession, and whose probandum 
is the absence of (empirical) reality. Taken together, the details in (82.22) 
consolidate this position by ramifying Ratnakirti's earlier analysis. 

(82.22) The purely conceptual or ideal nature of the relationship between 
a subject and its attributes must be borne in mind throughout the follow­
ing.65 Ratnakirti avers that while one may not legitimately ascribe (1) areal 
attribute to an unreal subject, one may truly ascribe either (2) an unreal 66 

or (3) a quasi-real, quasi-unreal attribute 67 to an unreal subject. For, as he 
has just shown, to forbid the ascription of attributes in all three cases is to 
engen der a paradox. 

And if it is logically permissible to construct premisses which ascribe 
unreal or quasi-real, quasi-unreal attributes to unreal subjects, it follows 
that arguments which utilize such prernisses are not thereby fallacious. 

(82.27) As has been dernonstrated, the use of a nonrnornentary subjectcannot 
be irnpugned on logical grounds. Moreover, its episternological credentials 
are equally sound. For, while a nonrnomentary entity is not objectively 
real 68 , neither is it an absolutely unknowable, unrepresentable transcendent 
entity. Rather, cognitive access to a nonrnornentary entity is provided by 
conceptual construction.69 Hence it exists in the Pickwickian sense of being a 
mere concept or logical fiction. Yet this concept of a nonmomentary entity 
has undeniable pragmatic value in that it affects human behavior.70 

65 For details, see (85.27). 
66 See the analysis on p. 65, especially footnote 54. See also (83.6). Here Ratnakirti's 
language is suggestive of that of contemporary Western many-sorted logics. 
67 anupalabdhi is said to be a quasi-real, quasi-unreal attribute in the sense that to speak 
of the nonperception (anupalabdhi) of a pervader with respect to a given substratum is to 
make an affirmation and a denial simultaneously. I.e., nonperception has a dual character, 
because while it is the nonperception of an imagined or hypothetically entertained x, it is 
at the same time the apprehension of that which is other than x. N.B. Speaking more 
strictly, of course, even a 'pure' affirmative (negative) proposition contains an adrnixture 
of negation (affirmation), since the meaning of each of its component substantives is at 
once both positive and negative. 
68 A nonmomentary entity is one which is not, as a matter of fact, existent in any time, 
past, present or future. 
69 See pp. 75ft". 
70 Stcherbatsky distinguishes (1) contingent unrealities (such as an absent jar) from what 
he calls (2) absolute unrealities (Le., those which are nonempirical but imaginable, such 
as a hare's horns or a sky lotus), and from (3) metaphysical entities (wholly unimaginable 
entities - e.g., Nirvä1}a in its Mahayanistic conception). (See T. Stcherbatsky, BLII, p. 119.) 
He goes on to say that, according to Dharmakirti, "even absolute unrealities are repre­
sentable and have some negative importance in guiding our purposive actions, this being 
the test of reality. It is real absence, it is not nothing (tuccha), because nothing could not 
guide our actions even negatively. But it is not a reality sui generis (vastvantaram) as the 
realists rnaintain, it is irnagining (drsya)." 
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(83.4) The polemic in this passage is obviously aimed at the Naiyäyika 
realists for whom each negation rests on the cognition of some particular 
negatively real individual. 71 

(83.6) "And because negation is invariably connected with its subject­
hood ... " The negation (prati$edha) alluded to is of the relative (paryudäsa) 
rather than of the absolute (prasajya) variety.72 I.e., a nonmomentary entity 
is other than momentary (and hence, according to Buddhist tenets, other 
than a dynamic point instant of reality). But this is not to say that a non­
momentary entity is an absolute nonentity, for the notion of nonmomentari­
ness possesses the relative reality proper to a mere concept or logical fiction. 

(83.9) A merely conceptual entity is defended against the charge of trivi­
ality, for such an entity cannot be conjured up at will as a locus for any 
reason (he tu) whatsoever.73 

(83.10) Under pain of contradiction 74, a purely fictitious substratum cannot 
serve as locus for a real attribute. Hence some alleged proofs will still be 
discredited because they lack definite realloci. The fallacies of sandigdhäsraya 
and äsrayäsiddha hetu are no less fallacious as a consequence of Ratnakirti's 
analysis. 

(83.11) and (83.14) In the first case considered, the substratum is the ät­
man.75 The reason (he tu) or proving instrument (sädhana) is the fact that the 
attributes of the ätman are universally apprehended.76 Omnipresence of the 
ätman is the probandum (sädhya). This is an instance of äSrayäsiddhi. 

The second example considered (that of the peacock) involves the fallacy 
of a doubtful subject, for a positive real attribute (the sound 0/ crying) is 

71 See p. 73. The realists' reification of nonexistence, as is weIl known, leads to the ex­
istential paradoxes - those indecorous smudges on the history of both Indian and Western 
philosophy. Yet E. Toms (Being, Negation, and Logic, Oxford 1962) claims, after an ex­
amination of various conceptions of nonexistence, that it is precisely the paradoxical 
notion of nonexistence which is the root meaning of aIl the other seeming alternatives. 
72 See the notes to (86.19). 
73 Ratnakirti is far from exhorting that there be no holds barred on the use of terms which 
refer to concepts of unreal entities. But the question is whether the vague and ad hoc 
restrictions he imposes on such terms suffice to ward off inconsistency. See the notes to 
(87.13). 
74 See (81.27) and (82.22). 
75 The soul (ätman) is imaginary, according to Buddhist ontology (whereas in the old 
Nyäya-Vais~ika system, ätman is a nonelemental all-pervasive substance). 
76 The self and its attributes are the objects of an internal perception or introspection, and 
not the objects of direct sense perception, according to the Naiyäyikas. See S. C. Chatterjee, 
Nyäya Theory 0/ Knowledge, Calcutta 1939, pp. 182-3. 



NOTES 71 

predicated as· hetu with respect to a substratum whose exact location is 
unknown. This is an instance of sandigdhäsrayatva. The passage concludes 
with a final vindication of predication of unreal attributes with respect to 
unreal subjects. 

(83.20) The reason or hetu, it will be recalled, is the absence of successive 
or nonsuccessive causal efficacy. The assumption that a nonmomentary or 
permanent entity has the capacity for either successive or nonsuccessive 
causal efficiency is shown to lead to the absurd conclusion that all that 
entity's effects must then be produced in any given moment of its existence 
or else not at all.77 Hence successive or nonsuccessive causa! efficiency is 
impossible in a nonmomentary substratum, whence it follows that the ab­
sence of successive or nonsuccessive causal efficiency is perfectly compatible 
with such a substratum. 

(83.22) The realists demur. They say that the capacity or potency of a non­
momentary entity must be triggered by the presence of co-operating factors. 
Without these catalytic agents, the nonmomentary entity cannot produce its 
effects. 

(83.24) and (83.29) Ratnaklrti does not wish to deny the empirical evidence 
in favor of production by a combination of factors. Rather he questions the 
relevance of an aggregate of co-factors to a supposedly permanent cause. 
For, (1) if these co-factors alter the 'cause' it is ipso Jacto not permanent; 
and (2) if they fail to alter it, the permanent entity either produces identically 
the same effects again and again ad infinitum 78 or it remains eternally barren 
(that is, properly speaking, it is not a cause at all). In either case, then, the 
real productive agent must be the changing totality of factors, and the as­
sumption of an immutable permanent cause is gratuitous. 

And finally, should the recalcitrant realists wish to defend the indefensible, 
the vacuous statement they proffer on behalf of their view of causality pro­
vides neither support nor elucidation. 

(84.3) As the counter-example shows, 'recognition' from one moment to 
the next is no sure indication that what is allegedly recognized endures as a 
self-identical individual. Clearly, if recognition is to constitute proof of self­
identity, what is recognized must be recognized as self-identical throughout 
different moments. But then permanence (in the sense of endurance as a 

77 It is illogical to suppose that the potency of an unchanging permanent entity can be 
held in abeyance. 
78 I.e., the impossible situation of (83.20). 
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self-identical individual) is a necessary precondition for recognition, whence 
recognition cannot constitute proof of permanence. To refute permanence 
(a pre-requisite for recognition) is at the same time to rule out the possibility 
of recognition.79 

(84.6) In the face of Ratnakirti's argument of (83.24)-(83.29), the realists 
attempt to reinstate the theory that the permanent cause is able to utilize 
auxiliary factors in production and still remain the cause. As has been 
pointed out by Väcaspati in (80.4), the presence of co-factors does not 
detract from the role of the permanent causal agent - it still remains the 
true cause. For its existence as a cause is wholly independent of the presence 
or absence of auxiliaries. The effect alone requires these co-factors. 

(84.8) Ratnakirti redargues this view on the grounds that the supposed 
cause's nature - qua permanent - is (and remains) immutably what it is, and 
hence is sempiternally productive or not. If an entity fails to produce in a 
given moment and subsequently does produce - albeit in the presence of 
co-factors - just this change constitutes that entity's impermanence. 

(84.11) There is a further implausibility in the realist's account of pro­
duction. The nascent effect - since it does not yet exist - cannot be said to 
require or depend on the co-factors. And the cause is really no cause at all 
if of itself it is incapable of producing its effect. For the Buddhists, the 
'cause' is under constraint to produce its effect in order to be a cause in the 
true sense of the word. They construe the relationship between a cause and 
its effect(s) as one of bilateral necessitation. The two terms are co-extensive 
(samavyäpti).80 In contrast, the Naiyäyikas maintain that a cause can exist 
independently of its effect, from which it folIo ws that the correlatives 'cause' 
and 'effect' are not necessarily coextensive. 

(84.13) It is self-contradictory to define an immutable or permanent cause 
as exercising its function at time t + k but not at time t. 

(84.21) Nor will it suffice to interpret the causal relationship as the mere 
absence of the effect consequent upon the absence of its 'cause'. According 
to the Buddhist interpretation of causality, one must also ascribe the presence 

79 All the standard arguments against 'recognition' as a proof of permanence were known 
to Ratnakirti and employed by him or his predecessors. See, e.g. Indian Idealism, p. 146, 
where S. Dasgupta presents Säntarak~ita's arguments against recognition as proof of 
permanence. 
80 See S. Mookerjee, BF, p. 11, footnote 1. 
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of the effect to the presence of its cause (notwithstanding the presence or 
absence of co-factors) - else the effect cannot truly be said to follow from 
or depend upon that 'cause'. But if the cause is assumed to be permanent 
- and thus permanently present or absent - the old conundrum re-emerges. 

(84.23) RatnakIrti redoubles bis efforts to prove beyond all peradventure 
that the capacity for causal efficiency is pervaded by the disjunction of suc­
cession and nonsuccession. He points out that - as a matter of empirical 
fact - all causal efficiency is exercised either successively or nonsuccessively.81 
And - as a matter of logic - the two mutually exclusive alternatives (suc­
cession and nonsuccession) are jointly exhaustive of all varieties of real 
causal efficiency. 

Now Ratnakirti admits that a nonmomentary or permanent substratum, 
qua bare logical fiction, is nonperceptible. But he does not therefore concede 
that such a substratum must be relegated to an indefinite position, suspended, 
for sheer lack of sensory evidence, in a Limbo somewhere between the two 
mutually exclusive attributes, succession and nonsuccession. Rather, it has 
been demonstrated in (77.12) that the concept of a nonmomentary entity is 
logically incompatible with either successive or nonsuccessive production. 
And, if both these modes of production are excluded as impossible in a 
nonmomentary substratum, it follows from the foregoing that all causal 
efficiency must likewise be excluded. 

(85.4) This passage refers to (80.28). Trilocana contends that even if the 
Buddhists succeed in exhibiting opposition between a nonmomentary entity 
and successive or nonsuccessive causal efficiency, the fact that there is such 
opposition does not prove the nonexistence of nonmomentary entities. For, 
if a nonmomentary entity were proved to be nonexistent, no use could be 
made of it without engendering the fallacy of äsrayäsiddhi. 

By clearing an empirically inexistent nonmomentary entity of the charge 
of äsrayäsiddhi 82, RatnakIrti is able to refute this first counter-argument. 

(85.5) Referring to (80.29) (Trilocana's second objection), RatnakIrti ju­
diciously administers Occam's razor to the 'entities' promulgated by the 
Nyäya-Vaise~ika doctrine of negation of presence, i.e., absence (abhäva). An 
assertion of absence does not require a corresponding independently ob­
jective pratiyogin 83 to render it significant. Rather, an adequate explanation 
of absence or negation (of presence) can be given in terms of 'repelled sug-

81 See, e.g., p. 60, (1). 
82 See the discussion culminating in (87.9). 
83 'pratiyogin' =df 'object of negation', 'counterpositive of an absence'. 
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gestion'84, without positing additional entities. In the present case Buddhist 
ontology secures itself from a population explosion as folIows. A certain 
object is imagined as being present in a particular locus, which object is, in 
fact, not present in that locus. "Thus in order to deny its presence we 
mentally construct the relation between the imagined object and the locus. 
For it is not the reality which we deny, but its relation - merely a logical 
construction. "85 

(85.9) See (81.1). Ratnakirti will show that the contraposed (vyatireka) 
version of the proof (based on nonperception or a pervader) is indeed con­
clusive. But, since an assertion and its contrapositive are logically equivalent, 
the original or anvaya version of the thesis (viz., the assertion that reality is 
pervaded by momentariness) is likewise unassailable. 

(85.13) I have translated 'upalabdhi' as 'apprehension' (i.e., 'cognition in 
general') rather than giving it the more specific meaning 'perception' which 
it sometimes bears.86 (Thus a nonmomentary or permanent entity, which 
has the status of a mere logical fiction and is consequently not amenable to 
direct sense perception can nonetheless be 'apprehended' as a mere con­
cept.87) 

(85.15) The words 'Our proof's being established by means of nonpercep­
tion elsewhere is tantamount to the apprehension of a substratum' simply 
mean that in the contraposed version of the proof of momentariness a 
permanent substratum is apprehended, and this as a concept in the following 
sense. The concept of a nonmomentary entity is a synthetic construction 
imposed on the nonperception of either successive or nonsuccessive causal 

84 The locution is Stcherbatsky's. See BLU, p. 82, footnote 5. 
85 P. 81 of an unpublished translation of and commentary on Ratnakirti's Apohasiddhi/;l 
by D. Sharma (now published under the title The Differentiation Theory 0/ Meaning in 
Indian Logic). See too the commentary to (81.8) on p. 62, and the explanatory notes 
apropos of (83.4) and (83.6) on p. 70. Part IV, chapter I of Stcherbatsky's BLI is also 
illuminating on this matter. Thus an explanation of negation (or absence) requires neither 
the positing of nonperception as an independent source of knowledge (this point will be 
driven horne in (86.26» nor the positing of a subsistent nonentity as object of negative 
cognition or negatum (vide (85.15) and (86.19». 
86 "upalabdhi is cognition in general, but anupalabdhi is non-cognition or negation con­
ceived as the absence of sense-perception (drsya-anupalabdhi)" (T. Stcherbatsky, BLU, p. 62, 
footnote 3). While 'apprehension' accurately conveys what Ratnakirti means by the word 
'upalabdhi', his realist opponent here seems to construe ' upalabdhi' more narrowly, equating 
it with 'perception'. (But just the realist's faHure to resolve the ambiguity in favor of the 
broader sense of the word constitutes the reason for the apparent difficulty which arises 
in this passage.) In any case, I have made uniform use of 'apprehension' as a translation 
for 'upalabdhi'. 
87 See (86.6) and notes. 
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efficiency. Now all objectively real 'loci' are successively or nonsuccessively 
efficacious. But our hypothetically entertained nonmomentary entity is never 
(upon analysis it is clear that it can never be) perceived as efficacious in 
either of these modes. Hence 'nonmomentariness' merely signifies denied 
objective reality. As such, the concept of a permanent entity is no more than 
a concept of denied objective reality. 

Concerning 'the mere grasping of a permanent subject (ascertained through 
cognition of a concept) in relation to successive or nonsuccessive production' 
(nityasya dharmi1;zo vikalpabuddhyavasitasya kramikäritväkramikäritväpek­
$ayä kevalagraha1;zädeva), the word 'graha1)a' (from 'grah' =df 'to grasp', 'to 
seize') is capable of a great many nuances of meaning. Depending on context, 
its possible translations include 'grasp', 'receive in sensation', 'perceive', 'be 
aware of', 'recognize', 'comprehend'.88 Here 'grasping' connotes awareness 
(or entertainment of) a bare conceptual construction, which construction, 
upon analysis, proves to be logically incompatible with the disjunction of 
the attributes succession and nonsuccession. But, since all causal efficiency 
operates either successively or nonsuccessively, it follows that the mere 
awareness 01 the concept of a nonmomentary entity suffices as a basis for 
ascribing the incapacity for causal efficiency to that entity.89 

(85.22) In this passage, Ratnakirti alludes to his account of noetic judg­
mental synthesis - in other words to his account of judgment, which is the 
synthetic activity of consciousness in its cognition of the phenomenal world. 
Compare the words 'And an act of judgmental synthesis ought to be recog­
nized as the potency for noetic construction even when nothing is grasped 
in sensation' with Stcherbatsky's translation of a similar passage from 
Dharmottara's commentary on Dharmakirti's Nyäya-Bindu 90 : "But con­
structed knowledge is not produced by the object (actually apprehended) 
and therefore it is not a (narrowly) restricted mental reflex, since the factor 

88 That 'grasping' is not, in the present context, to be equated with 'receiving in sensation' 
or 'perceiving' is clear from Ratnakirti's insertion of the qualifying phrase: 'ascertained 
through cognition of a concept'. (And, of course, it has already been noted above that an 
'unreal' permanent entity is unperceivable.) 
89 Stcherbatsky's gloss on this passage would characterize both 'All absences of trees are 
absences of si",sapös' and 'All absences of momentariness are absences of the capacity 
for causa! efficiency' as contrapositives whose respective direct (anvaya) counterparts are 
expressive of judgments 'ana!ytic' in the Kantian sense. (See Stcherbatsky, BLII, pp. 66, 76, 
and 120.) Instead I prefer to say that each of the two statements is the result of an inference 
which has identity as its reason (hetu). For one thing, there is my reluctance to revive that 
tired old bugbear, the 'analytic-synthetic'. But, more important, while there are tempting 
similarities between the Buddhist and Kantian positions in this regard, Stcherbatsky's 
proclivity to Kantianize Buddhist epistemology proves, especially in the present case, to 
be quite misleading in the long run. 
90 BLII, p. 21. 
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corresponding to it does not exist (it is created by the synthesis of productive 
imagination)".91 

The following is the epistemological basis (subscribed to by Ratnakirti, 
Dharmottara, Dharmakirti, and most ofthe other Buddhist logicians) which 
will serve both to support and to explicate the foregoing remarks. A general 
term, according to later Buddhist epistemology, corresponds to a concept 
and refers to the synthesis comprised by that concept - this is true, alike in 
a case involving a phenomenally real entity (e.g., adeer) and in a case in­
volving a phenomenally unreal entity (e.g., a nonmomentary or permanent 
entity). Although the constructive activity of consciousness in the formation 
of concepts is ultimate1y coordinated with sense data, conceptualization, ac­
cording to Ratnakirti and the members of his school, does not involve a 
direct contact with or reflection of either a particular extra-mental sense 
object 92 or a subsistent universal dass character. Rather, a concept is a mere 
logical fiction constructed by consciousness and as such is, in a manner of 
speaking 'illusory'. 93 And each concept, qua synthetic act of differentiation, 
is properly analyzable in terms of its function - not in terms of its supposed 
ontological correlates. 

For instance, 'deer' refers to a concept which is a logical synthesis com­
prising a positive aspect - deer - qualified by the exdusion (apoha) of what 
is other than nondeer. Mutatis mutandis 'nonmomentary entity' refers to a 
concept comprising a prima facie aspect or substratum qualified by the ex­
du si on of a common counter-correlate - in this case, what is excluded is any 
successive or nonsuccessive operation. 

Now, under certain circumstances, a conceptual construct may be pro­
jected 'outward' and the reality proper to a phenomenal object may be 
imputed to it. This is done by the indirect or negative correlation of the 
construct with a dynamic momentary flash of energy (svalak~a1;la). 94 Such 

91 I.e., the 'particular present mental image' which Ratnakirti mentions (85.23) as a crucial 
factor, since it is the product of constructive activity is (as is clear from Dharmottara's 
comment) no mere passive reflex - no copy slavishly depicting a pure sensum. 
92 A dynamic point instant of reality (sva/ak~a1)a), qua pure sensum, is transconceptual. 
It is not amenable to discursive formulation - cannot enter directly into the language 
game. 
93 Tbe concept bears no positive similarity to what is experienced, but is related indirectly 
by a neglect of the difference between concept and experiential datum. 
94 A conceptual construct and a sva/ak~a1)a correlated with it do not bear a positive re­
lation of similarity to one another; we merely neglect the difference between the two. 
More precisely, a concept stands in an indirect logical relationship to a svalak~Q1)a if and 
only if that sva/ak~a1)Q is differentiated from those which comprise the counter-correlate 
of the concept in question. B.g., the term 'jug' refers to what is other than nonjug and, 
as such, serves to mark off in our minds the distinction between the causa! efficacy of the 
series of dynamic momentary flashes which form the basis for the conceptual construct 
referred to by 'jug' and those which do not. The term 'nonmomentary entity' refers to 
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a construct may figure as the subject of a true perceptual judgment. (See, 
e.g., the example of the deer given in paragraph (85.27).) 

However, in the absence of an immediately given svalak~ava, a conceptual 
construct is a bare logical fiction which is capable of functioning as subject 
with respect to the ascription of 'unreal' attributes.95 Such is the ca se with 
a phenomenally unreal nonmomentary (or permanent) entity. 

In keeping with the pre-eminently pragmatic tenor of Buddhist epistemo­
logy, an account of the constructive activity of consciousness would be in­
complete without noting the obvious goal of a typical act of cognitive 
synthesis. In Stcherbatsky's fifth appendix, the Buddhist describes his po­
sition as follows: "Thus it is that the function of our empirical conceptions 
is to call forth human activity with its various aims, by imputing efficiency 
to an unefficient (image) with its extensions and distinctions. (And because 
our empirical conceptions, constructions though they be), are indirectly re­
lated to reality, (they are to a certain extent real), they therefore lead to 
successful action in regard of a causally efficient reality, thus bringing about 
(the efficacy of thought and) producing consistent human experience."96 
Hence even the concept of a phenomenally inexistent nonmomentary entity 
has pragmatic value in guiding purposive activity in that, in conceiving of 
this concept, we act with the knowledge that the terminus of a purposive 
action can never be an objectively realized nonmomentary entity. 

Adhyavasäya is discussed at greater length in Citrädvaitaprakäsaväda. 97 

The notion is also prominent in Ratnakirti's K$avabhangasiddhib-anvayätmi­
ka (RN, pp. 62-76) and in his Apohasiddhi (RN, pp. 53-61). And for a 
meticulous analysis of what Stcherbatsky describes in Kantian terms as "the 
problem of the gap between a simple reflex of sensation and a constructed 
mental image" see Stcherbatsky BLII, Appendix III. The more recondite 
details of the relation described therein between 'outer sensation' (aroused 
attention), 'mental sensation' (a postulate of the later Buddhist epistemo­
logical theories), and constructive imagination are interesting enough in 
themselves but not essential for an understanding of KBIL Although the 
same appendix raises significant questions about the svalak~ava's capacity 

what is other than successively or nonsuccessively operative (and thus to what is wholly 
lacking in causa! efficacy). But, by definition, no svalak~a1Ja lacks causal efficacy. Hence 
the term 'nonmomentary entity' refers to a bare construct, a concept of the absence of 
objective reality. For a fuIler discussion of how a conceptual construction is formed and 
coordinated with objective reality, see Stcherbatsky, BLII, Appendixes IV and V. See also 
D. Sharma's translation of and commentary on Ratnakirti's Apohasiddhi/:l. 
95 See (81.23). 
96 Stcherbatsky, BLII, pp. 425--6. 
97 See especially RN, p. 124 (lines 1 and 2), p. 130 (lines 25-27), and pp. 132-3 (lines 
30-33 and lines 1-2, respectively). 
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to affect our sensibility98, the Kantianism endemic to Stcherbatsky's inter­
pretation of Buddhist logic slants his very formulation of these key issues 
in a deceptive manner - the more so his attempts to sort out possible means 
of resolving them. 

(85.27) Attributes are not really distinct from their respective substrata 99; 

thus the 'relation' of a substratum to the attributes which qualify it is not 
real. Rather, the substratum-attribute relationship is a logical connection 
between concepts 100 (not an objectively existing linkage between one sva­
lak$ar;za and another). 

For instance, the first example cited gives explicit expression to two un­
separated aspects of a single particular perception. Quite simply, horns are 
ascribed to a deer's head. Now, in the principal case being considered, no 
positive datum is given in perception. Rather, the bare concept of a non­
momentary entity - as framed by the constructive activity of consciousness 
- is seen to be logically incompatible with the concept of successive or non­
successive causal efficiency. 

(86.6) To 'apprehend' a permanent entity is merely to form the conceptual 
synthesis of all nonoccurrences of successive or nonsuccessive causal ef­
ficiency. Thus 'pratiyogin' is to be understood in Buddhist epistemology not 
in terms of the hypostatization of an independent object of negation, but in 
terms of a construction comprising repelled suggestion.101 

Note that from (86.10) to (87.9) inflected occurrences of 'kramäkrama' 
assume singular endings instead of the dual endings assumed by this com­
pound throughout the rest of the treatise. This may indicate that lines 
(86.10)-(87.9) are not authentic. 

(86.13) Three alternative interpretations of the requirement that a pramär;za 
have a real basis are considered. 

(86.16) Certainly knowledge of the successive or nonsuccessive causal ef­
ficiency of all real entities is grounded in empirical data - and this fact has 
obvious relevance to the truth of the assertion that such successive or nonsuc-

98 E.g., is the svalak~a1Jll really amorphous? If so, how is its coordination with a struc­
tured concept possible? 
99 Reality is not bifurcated into subjects and their attributes, nor is any one dynamic real 
particular (svalak~a1Jll) really related to any other. Differentiation comes about merely 
because of the mind's constructive activity. 
100 ..... that predication, affirmative or negative alike, refers to the concept psychologically 
feIt as an objective fact - in other words, to the hypostatized concept" (S. Mookerjee, 
BF, p. 134). 
101 See notes to (85.5). 
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cessive causal efficiency is invariably absent in the case of an 'unreal' non­
momentary entity. 

(86.18) Proving that a nonmomentary entity cannot be empirically real can 
be a means of proving (via the principle of contraposition) that whatever is 
real is momentary. 

(86.19) Concerning the words 'real merely qua concept of that permanent 
entity', Prajiiäkara says in his commentary to Dharmakirti's Pramä1)a-vär­
tika: "Even a vikalpa, or logical fiction, is not a fiction in itself, but adefinite 
datum in so far as it is entertained in thought".1°2 

'Paryudäsa' here signifies the relative exclusion of reality from a permanent 
entity. A permanent entity is nonmomentary in the sense that it is other than 
momentary - i.e., it is other than an objectively real dynamic point instant 
of reality. 'Paryudäsa' 103 is here to be distinguished from 'prasajya-prati$edha' 
which is synonymous with 'denial in the absolute sense' .104 Indeed a non­
momentary entity is not absolutely nothing - as has been noted, it has the 
noetic reality proper to a concept and, as such, is perfectly capable of 
functioning as substratum under the conditions outlined in (81.23) and (82.22). 

(86.23) Likewise in the case of the son of a barren woman, etc., the 'pa­
ryudäsa' variety of negation is to be understood. 

(86.25) The discussion of the avoidance of äsrayäsiddhi - a leitmotiv 
throughout this treatise - culminates in (87.9). 

(86.26) Although absence or negation is not an 'entity' directly perceived 
by any sense organ, it is an inferential construction ultimately based on sense 
perception.105 Hence no pramä1)a in addition to perception and inference 
need be posited in order to account for negative judgments. Attempts of 

102 H. Ganguli, Philosophy 01 Logical Construction, Calcutta 1963, p. 175. 
103 More explicitly: 'paryudäsa-prat#edha'. 
104 For a fuH analysis and formalization of the distinction between paryudäsa-prati~edha 
and prasajya-prati~edha, see J. F. Staal, 'Negation and the Law of Contradiction in Indian 
Thought: A Cornparative Study', Bulletin 01 the School olOriental and Alrican Studies 
2S (1962) 52-71. See especially pp. 58-61. It is interesting to cornpare Staal's exposition 
with the writings of late rnediaeval Western logicians who differentiate between logical 
operators applied Ode dicto' (or 'divisively') and those applied ode re' ('cornpositely'). See, 
e.g., the present author's Ph.D. dissertation, The Assertoric and Modal Propositional Logic 
olthe Pseudo-Scotus, p. 49. 
105 ..... that the negative judgment receives its practical significance (through an inference) 
frorn challenged imagination, although it is really produced by sense-perception and only 
applied in Iife (through a deductive process of an inference whose logical reason consists 
in the fact of) a negative experience" (Stcherbatsky, BLIl, p. 85). See also the notes to 
(85.15) for details of the role of nonperception in the case of negative judgments concerning 
nonmornentary entities. 
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various Buddhist logicians and their adversaries to cope with the problems 
arising in giving a coherent account of the distinctive character of nega­
tive judgments can be found in the chapter entitled 'Negative Judgment' 
(S. Mookerjee, BF). 

In any case, given the proof of an assertion of concomitance, its contra­
positive necessarily follows, so that this passage is essentially a recapitulation 
of the line of argument presented in (78.3) and (84.23), strengthened by Rat­
nakirti's intervening defense of the admissibility of an unreal nonmomentary 
entity as subject of that contrapositive in the special case being examined. 

(87.7) and (87.9) Ratnakirti eschews the Naiyäyika exclusion 106 of unreal 
entities from subjecthood. He has provided a defense of the principle of 
contraposition even when the resultant contrapositive has an 'unreal' sub­
ject. True, ascription of attributes in a case involving the concept of an unreal 
entity differs from ascription of attributes in a case involving the concept of 
an empirically real entity.107 But provided we keep this fact in mind, there 
need be no insuperable difficulties in either case. 

(87.13) The context (see especially the remarks of the paragraphs immedi­
ately preceding and following the present one and also the query of (81.10)­
(81.14), to which (87.13) constitutes an answer) justifies my translating 'vi­
rodhin' as 'contradictory' or 'incompatible with' 108 rather than as 'self­
contradictory'. The rather interesting ambiguity of the passage - if it were 
resolved in favor of the latter translation - would taint much of Ratnakirti's 
analysis with inconsistency and would call for an interpretation differing 
radically from our present suggestion (and, indeed, from any standard con­
sistent Western system I know Of).109 For, if the concept of nonmomentari­
ness is, in fact, not se1f-consistent, Ratnakirti does not have the right to 

106 The Naiyäyika stance in this regard is not without paralleIs in contemporary Western 
philosophical literature. E.g., in view of the fact that the contrapositive of 'p entails 
qV - q' would yield one of the strict implication paradoxes, A. R. Lacey advocates a 
noncontraposable entailment relation. See his 'Necessary Statements and Entailment', 
Analysis 22 (1962) 101-6. 
107 See (81.23) and (82.22). 
108 I.e., incompatible with succession and nonsuccession. 
109 Alternatively, one can of course conc1ude that his solution is irreconcilable with any 
Western theory, and that it ought thus to be evaluated solelyon its own terms. (This 
conc1usion has a false ring in the light of Ratnakirti's demonstrated ability to wield 
'Western' standards of consistency as weapons against his Naiyäyika adversaries.) Even so 
we stand in need of far more than the rough explanation he has provided before we can 
reasonably be expected to evaluate the soundness of his proposaI. In short, if the concept 
of a nonmomentary entity is not self-consistent, Ratnakirti's arguments do not, as they 
stand, warrant a verdict in favor of his (inconsistent) position over that of his opponents. 
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ascribe, e.g., the lack of both succession and nonsuccession to a nonmomen­
tary subject, without thereby also assenting to the occurrence of both these 
attributes in that subject. And this is a step he decidedly does not wish to 
take. 

In other words, if the concept of a nonmomentary entity is logically in­
consistent, Ratnakirti has provided no defense against the Naiyäyika's charge 
that such a subject is trivially available as a locus for any attribute whatso­
ever - except, of course, his fiat to the contrary. 

Next, the ascription of attributes to the inconsistent son of a barren 
woman is again mentioned as similar in certain respects to our central case. 
This certainly does not allay our suspicion that the concept of a nonmomen­
tary entity might be inconsistent as weIl. However, I can urge on Ratnakirti's 
behalf that he has never explicitly averred (in fact, he would wish to deny) 
that a conjunction of inconsistent attributes comprises the concept of a non­
momentaryentity.1l0 

(87.21)-(88.2) Occam's razor again! The relationship between two contra­
dictory attributes ought not to be hypostatized. There is no need to posit a 
third attribute or individual superadded to the two mutually opposed attri­
butes. 

(88.7) This completes the contraposed version of the proof that whatever 
exists is momentary. 

110 See p. 46. 



SELECTED BIBLlOG RAPHY 

Annambhatta, Tarkasalflgraha. Commentary by Y. V. Athalye and introduction and 
English translation by M. R. Bodas (Bombay Sanskrit Series, 55), Bombay 1930. 

Atreya, B. L., Elements 0/ Indian Logic. Text and Hindi and English Translations of 
Tarkasalflgraha, 3rd ed., Bombay 1948. 

Bochenski, I. M., Formale Logik, Freiburg/München 1956. 
Candrakirti, Prasannapadä Madhyamakavrtti (ed. by J. May) (Collection J. Przyluski, 2), 

Paris 1959. 
Capek, M., The Philosophical Impact 0/ Contemporary Physics, New York 1961. 
Chatterjee, S. C., The Nyäya Theory 0/ Knowledge, Calcutta 1939. 
Conze, E., Buddhism. Its Essence and Development, Oxford 1951. 
-, Buddhist Texts Through the Ages, Oxford 1954. 
Dasgupta, S. N., A Historyo/IndianPhilosophy, Vols. land 11, Cambridge 1922 and 1932. 
-, Indian Idealism, Cambridge 1962. 
Dharmakirti, Nyäyabindu. With commentary (Nyäyabindutikä) by Dharmottara (ed. by 

T. Stcherbatsky) (Bibliotheca Buddhica, VII), Leningrad 1918. 
-, Pramäl.lavärttikam (ed. with notes by R. Gnoli) (Serie Orientale Roma, XXIII), Rome 

1960. 
Dharmottara, K~anabhal.lgasiddhi. Translated into the German by E. Frauwallner, Wiener 

Zeitschrift für die Kunde des Morgenlands 42 (1935) 217-58. 
Ganguli, H., Philosophy 0/ Logical Construction, Calcutta 1963. 
Haraprasad Shästri, M. M. (ed.), Six Buddhist Nyäya Tracts in Sanskrit (Bibliotheca 

Indica Series), Calcutta 1910. 
Hintikka, J., 'Existential Presuppositions and Existential Commitments', Journal 0/ Phi­

losophy 56 (1959) 125-37. 
IngalIs, D. H. H., Materials /or the Study 0/ Navya-Nyäya Logic (Harvard Oriental Series, 

40), Cambridge, Mass., 1951. 
Jayatilleke, K. N., Early Buddhist Theory 0/ Knowledge, London 1963. 
Jhalakikar, B., Nyäyakosa, or Dictionary o/Technical Terms 0/ Indian Philosophy, 3rd ed., 

Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona, 1928. 
Jiiänasrimitra, Jfiänasrimitranibandhävali (Buddhist Philosophical Works 0/ Jfiänasrimitra) 

(ed. by A. Thakur) (Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series, 5), Patna 1959. 
Jong, J. W. de, Review of Ratnakirtinibandhävali, Indo-Iranian Journal 4 (1960) 196ft'. 
Kajiyama, Y., 'Buddhist Solipsism. A Free Translation of Ratnakirti's Sarhtänäntaradü~a-

l.Ia', Journal 0/ Indian and Buddhist Studies 13 (January 1965) 435-420. 
Keith, A. B., Buddhist Philosophy in India and Ceylon, Oxford 1923. 
-, Indian Logic and Atomism, Oxford 1921. 
Kitagawa, H., 'A Refutation of Solipsism. A Translation of Dharmakirti's Sarhtänänta­

rasiddhi', Journal 0/ the Greater India Society 14 Nos. 1 and 2. 
Kneale, W. and M., The Development 0/ Logic, Oxford 1962. 
Kunst, A., 'The Concept of the Principle of Exc1uded Middle in Buddhism', Rocznik 

Orientalistyczny 21 (1957) 141-7. 
Kuppuswami, Sastri, S., A Primer 0/ Indian Logic (with translation of Tarkasalflgraha of 

Annambhatta), Madras 1932. 
Lambert, K., 'On Logic and Existence', Notre Dame Journal 0/ Formal Logic 6 (April 

1965) 135-41. 
Lewis, C. I. and Langford, C. H., Symbolic Logic, New York 1959. Paperback republica­

tion of the first edition, 1932. 



SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 83 

Marcus, R. B., 'Classes and Attributes in Extended Modal Systems', Acta Philosophica 
Fennica 16 (1963) 123-36. 

Martin, R. M., 'OfTime and the Null Individual', Journal 0/ Philosophy 42 (Dec. 16, 1965) 
723-35. 

Matilal, B. K., 'The Intensional Character 0/ Lak~a1J.ll and Samkara in Navya-Nyäya', 
Indo-Iranian Journal 8 (1965) 85-95. 

McDermott, A. C., The Assertoric and Modal Propositional Logic 0/ the Pseudo-Scotus. 
Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 1964. 

Mookerjee, S., The Buddhist Philosophy 0/ Universal Flux, Calcutta 1935. 
Moore, C. A. and Radhakrishnan, S., A Source Book in Indian Philosophy, Princeton 1957. 
Müller, M., Six Systems 0/ Indian Philosophy, London 1903. 
Murti, T. R. V., The Central Philosophy 0/ Buddhism, London 1955. 
Nakhnikian, G. and Salmon, W., '''Exists'' as a Predicate', Philosophical Review 66 (1957) 

535-42. 
Pandeya, R. C., 'The Mädhyamika Philosophy: A New Approach', Philosophy East and 

West 14 (April 1964) 3-24. 
-, The Problem 0/ Meaning in Indian Philosophy, Delhi 1963. 
Potter, K., Padärthatattvanirüpa1J.Qm 0/ Raghunatha Siromal;li. English Translation with 

Introduction, Cambridge, Mass., 1957. 
-, Presuppositions o/India's Philosophies, Princeton 1963. 
-, 'Reality and Dependence in the Indian DarSanas', in Essays in Philosophy presented 

to Dr. T. M. P. Mahadevan, Madras 1962, pp. 155-62. 
Prior, A. N., Formal Logic, Oxford 1962. 
-, 'Nonentities', in Analytical Philosophy. A Collection 0/ Papers edited by R. J. Butler, 

Oxford 1962. 
Quine, W. V. 0., 'Designation and Existence', Journal 0/ Philosophy 36 (1939). Reprinted 

in Feigl, H. and SeIlers, W., Readings in Philosophical Analysis, New York 1949, pp. 
44-51. 

-, From a Logical Point 0/ View, New York 1963. Paperback republication of the second 
revised edition, 1961. 

-, Word and Object, Cambridge, Mass., 1960. 
Ratnakirti, Ratnakirtinibandhävali (Buddhist Nyäya Works 0/ Ratnakirti) (ed. by A. 

Thakur) (Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series, 3), Patna 1957. 
Rescher, N., 'Logic of Existence', Philosophical Review 68 (1959) 157-80. 
Routley, R., 'On a Significance Theory', Australasian Journal 0/ Philosophy 44 (1966) 

172-209. 
-, 'Some Things Do Not Exist', Notre Dame Journal 0/ Formal Logic 7 (July 1966) 

251-76. 
Russell, B., A Critical Exposition 0/ the Philosophy 0/ Leibniz, 2nd ed., 5th impression, 

London 1958. First published in 1900. 
-, 'Mathematica1 Logic as Based on the Theory of Types', American Journal 0/ Mathe-

matics, 1908,222-62. 
-, 'On Denoting', Mind 14 (1905) 479-93. 
-, 'Reply to a Letter of Poincare', Mind, 1906, 143. 
Sanghvi, S., Advanced Studies in Indian Logic and Metaphysics, Calcutta 1961. 
Sarma, E. R. S., Mal;likana. A Navya-Nyäya Manual (Adyar Library Series), Madras 1960. 
SarvadarSanasafl'lgraha of S. Mädhava (ed. by M. M. V. S. Abhyankar), 2nd ed., 1951. 
Schayer, S., Contributions to the Problem o/Time in Indian Philosophy (Polska Akademia 

ümiejetnosci, Prace Komisji Orientalistycznej, 31), Cracow 1938. 
-, 'Studien zur indischen Logik', Bulletin International de I'Academie Polonaise des 

Sciences et des Lettres, Classe de Philologie (Cracow) 1932, Nos. 4-6, 98-102; 1933, 
Nos. 1-6,90-6. 

-, 'Uber die Methode der Nyäya-Forschung', in Festschrift für M. Winternitz, Leipsic 
1933, pp. 247-257. 

Sharma, D., 'Apohasiddhil:! of Ratnakirti. Translation and Commentary'. Unpublished 



84 AN ELEVENTH-CENTURY BUDDHIST LOGIC OF 'EXISTS' 

manuscript. (Now published as The Differentiation Theory of Meaning in Indian Logic, 
The Hague 1969.) 

-, 'The Paradox of Negative Judgment and Indian Logic', Vishveshvaranand Indological 
Journal 2, part 1 (1964) 110--4. 

Staal, J. F., 'Contraposition in Indian Logic', in Proceedings of the 1960 International 
Congress for Logic, Methodology and Philosophy of Science, Stanford 1962, pp. 634-49. 

-, 'Correlations between Language and Logic in Indian Thought', Bulletin ofthe School 
of Oriental and Ajrican Studies 23 (1960) 109-22. 

-, 'Formal Structures in Indian Logic', Synthese 12 (1960) 279-86. 
-, 'Means of Formalisation in Indian and Western Logic', in Proceedings of the 12th 

International Congress of Philosophy, Vol. X, Firenze 1960, pp. 221-7. 
-, 'Negation and the Law of Contradiction in Indian Thought: A Comparative Study', 

Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 25 (1962) 52-71. 
-, 'The Theory of Definition in Indian Logic', JAOS 81 (1961) 122-6. 
Stcherbatsky, T., Buddhist Logic, land 11, Dover edition, 1962. Reprint of Bibliotheca 

Buddhica XXVI, parts 1 and 2, Leningrad 1930. 
-, The Conception of Buddhist Nirvii1;la, Leningrad 1927. Photomechanical reprint, The 

Hague 1965. 
Thakur, A. L., 'Ratnakirti and his Works', Journal of the Bihar and Orissa Research 

Society 37 (1951) 25-31. 
Toms, E., Being, Negation, and Logic, Oxford 1962. 
Tucci, G., Minor Buddhist Texts, 11: Containing First Bhävanäkräma of KamalaSila, 

Roma 1958. 
-, Storia della filosofia indiana, Bari 1957. 
Vidyabhu~ana, S. C., History of Indian Logic, Ca1cutta 1921. 
Zimmer, H., Philosophies of India, New York 1951. 



INDEX OF SANSKRIT TECHNICAL TERMS 
(The English translation of a term is given in parentheses) 

akra~(nonsu~sion),10,14-17,19,22-26,46,54,56,58,60,61,65,66,78 
ak~a1Jika (nonmomentary, permanent), 9,10,14-20, 22-26, 54, 65, 66 
ati + V patl (to circumvent), 18 
atindriya (transcendent), 22, 43 
adhyavasäya (noetic judgmental synthesis, thought construction, judgment), 23, 45, 77 
anäsraya (Iocusless), 16,20,31 
anitya (impermanent, momentary), 23 
aniScaya (uncertainty),17, 34 
anupalabdhi (nonperception, the negation of the hypothetically assumed presence of 

something), 10, 19, 23, 24, 39, 46, 52, 69, 74 
anumäna (inference), 10,14-16,20,25 
anaikäntika (uncertain because the alleged hetu is capable of cooccurring in loci other than 

those of the sädhya), 13-15, 17, 18, 29, 34, 53, 56, 62 
antarbhäva (internal image), 24, 26, 46 
antarvyäpti (inner concomitance), 5, 12, 55 
anyonyatva (mutual dependence),16, 32 
anvaya (the assertion that the pervadendum entails [Le., is pervaded by] the pervader), 

5,14,28,51,55,56,59,74,75 
apoha (negation, discrimination from, exclusion)2, 76 
abhäva(absence,nonoccurrence),14-26,35,37-39,43,47-50,56,73 
arthakriyäkäritva (causal efficiency, dynamism), 4, 8, 9,14,16-18,22,28 
arthakriyäsä~rthya (capacity for causal efficiency, causal efficacy), 15,56 
avastu (unreal), 16,18-20, 22-26, 55, 63 
asattä (nonexistence), 17, 18,21,25,26,34 
asattva (unreality, lack of real existence), 18,21,22,25,40,42,48 
äk#pta (implicitly suggested, referred tO)3, 14, 28 
ägantuka (adventitious),16, 21,32 
ätman (soul), 20, 40, 70 
äropa (imposition), 24, 46 
äsraya (Iocus, substratum, foundation), 11,15 
äsrayäsiddha (inconclusive because of an unreallocus), 15,17, 18,20,26,30,34,36,39,40, 

50 
äsrayäsiddhi (inconclusiveness of a proof because its locus is unreal), 13, 16, 19, 22, 24,25, 

31,35,37,44,47,48,51,56,61,62,70,73,79 
itaretaräsraya (vicious circle), 18,25, 35 
upalabdhi (cognition in general, apprehension), 23, 24, 45, 74 
upädäna (material basis), 24, 47 
ubhayasädhärana (having something of both), 19,39 
ekatva (unity, self-identity), 14,21,29,42 
kalpanäjnäna (conceptual cognition),16, 31 

I V denotes a root. 
2 A denotative term, according to Buddhist epistemology, refers to a mere concept, a 
logical synthesis based on the exclusion of a common counter-correlate. E.g., 'cow' refers 
to the exclusion of non-cow. 
3 From the verb 'äV k$ip' (to point to, to refer to). 
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käraI;UJ (cause), 14, 15,17,21,22 
kärya (effect), 14-17,21,22,24,26 
kälpanika (fictitious), 18,36,63 
krama (succession), 10, 14-19,21-26,46, 54, 56, 58, 60, 61, 65, 66, 78 
kramayaugapadya (succession or simultaneity), 16-18, 25, 26, 32, 58 
kramäkrama (succession or nonsuccession), 14-17, 19,20,22-26,46,58,60,78 
k~aI;UJ (point instant, moment), 14-16,20-22,24,26,51 
k~a1Jabhaliga (universal momentariness, constant fiux), 14, 15, 18,24,25,27,28,36,56 
k~a1Jika (momentary), 5,9, 10,14, 17, 19,22,25,26,33,52 
k~ati (defect, fiaw), 16, 18,20,26,41 
grahaI;UJ (grasping), 23, 24, 45, 75 
tadutpatti (causation), 52 
tadvat (having or containing that, locus of that), 16, 32 
tädätmya (existential identity), 52 
trirüpaliliga (three-aspected logical mark), 34 
-tva = tä (-ness, -hood), 8, passim 
dr~tänta (example), 14, 16,20,22,41,52,55 
do~a (Iogical fiaw), 15-20,22,24,25,31,40 
dharma (attribute), 18-20,24-27,36,37 
dharmatva (intrinsic nature), 18, 24, 25, 35 
dharmitva (subjecthood), 18, 19, 20, 37 
dharmin (subject, substratum)4, 14-18,20,23-25,28,36,45,75 
nija (innate), 16, 21, 32 
nitya (permanent, nonmomentary), 14, 15,18,23-26,75 
niräsraya (Iocusless, having no locus), 19, 38 
nyäya (Iogical role), 15,19,23,24 
pak~a (thesis, substratum), 11, 15-19,22,26,32 
padärtha (object, denotatum), 14,28,62 
paribhä~ä (interpretative rule),19, 38 
paryudäsa (role of exdusion), 24, 47, 70, 79 
prakära (qualifying term, qualifier, dass), 15, 17,22,30,34,43,44,59 
pratibaddha (invariably concomitant), 16, 17, 24, 31 
pratibandha (invariable concomitance), 15, 17,30,34 
pratiyogin (object of negation, counterpositive of an absence), 18,24,36,62,63,73,78 
prati~edha (negation), 20, 25, 40, 70, 79 
prafiti (knowlege), 15, 18,20,23,26,39 
pratyak~a (perception), 10, 14-17,20,25 
pratyaya (cognizance), 17,23,45 
pramä1Ja (means of valid knowledge, evidence), 10, 14, 15, 19,22,24,25,28-30,47-49,53, 

56, 68, 78, 79 
prasaligahetu (a falsely assumed reason las employed in a reductio ad absurd um proof]), 

15,30,56 
prasanganumana (reductio ad absurd um proof), 56 
bandhyäputra = bandhyäsuta (son of a barren woman)5, 18,24,25 
bähya (external), 23, 24 
buddhi (cognition), 23, 24, 44, 45, 75 
bhäva (presence, occurrence), 14,15, 17, 18,21,24,26,49,63 
bheda (nonidentity, change), 14, 15,29 
bhedäbheda (identity and nonidentity), 14, 29 
yogavyavaccheda (distinction with dependence), 17 
yaugapadya (simultaneity),16-18, 33, 58 

4 Same as äsraya. 
5 This is the Indian counterpart of the Western 'square cirde'. 
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räjada1Jl!a (absolute authority), 19, 38 
räsi (cIass, aggregate), 26, 50 
lalqana (definiens)6, 14, 15,21,24,25 
linga (logical mark, reason), 11, 16, 17, 31, 34 
laukika (everyday experience, ordinary language, common usage), 50 
vastu (real, that which is real), 16, 18-20,22-25,36,39,42,45,47,55,63,69 
vastubala (real potency), 20, 39 
västava (reaI),18, 26, 36, 63 
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vikalpa (conceptual construction, idea, horn of a trilemma), v, 15-17, 20, 22-25, 30, 34, 35, 
39,45,47,75,79 

vipak~a (dissimilar case, heterogeneous example), 12,27,55,57 
viparyayabiidhakapraTnäf.la (evidence refuting the opposite),14, 56 
viruddha (contradictory,logically incompatible), 13,14,16, 18, 24, 26, 29, 53, 55, 62 
virodha (logical opposition, contradiction), 14-16,18,21,24-26,29,36 
vaidharmya (or vaidharmyavat) (heterogeneous),14, 27, 52, 55 
vyatireka (contraposition, negation as the assertion that the absence of the pervader 

entails the absence of the pervadendum), 11, 14, 17, 18,22,27,28,33-36,44,51,54-56, 
59, 74 

vyavaccheda (distinction, excIusion), 17,22,33,43 
vyavahära (use, empirical applicability),18, 20,22-24, 26, 36, 39,47 
vyäpaka (pervader),l1,14,15,17,19, 20, 23-25, 35, 38, 51, 59, 61 
vyäpakänupalabdhi (nonperception of a pervader), 23 
vyäpakänupalambha (not perceiving a pervader, nonperception ofa pervader), 14-18,20, 

22-24 
vyäpära (performance, operation, production), 17,22,23, 33,44 
vyäpti (pervasion, necessary concomitance), 5, 11,14,15, 17, 19,22,25,27,51,52,56 
vyäpya (pervadendum, that which is pervaded by the pervader), 11, 15, 17,19,23,25,30, 

35,38,51,59,61 
saktatva (potency, efficacy), 14,29 
sakti (capacity), 15,23,24,46,50 
sänya (relative reaIity, relativity), 2,18,23,24,26,36,47,63 
safllvrti (phenomenon, illusion, phenomenal veil), 2, 3,10,18, 36 
sat (that which is, existent entity), 18,26,35,56,62,63 
sattä (Existence [qua genusl, absolute existence),16, 18,25,26,50,52,63 
sattva (reality), 14, 15, 17-19,22,25,26,34,38,56 
sandigdha (doubtful), 16, 17, 19,20,22,33 
sandigdhäsraya, (having a doubtfullocus), 13,16,20,31,40,70,71 
sapak~a (similar case, homogeneous exarnple),11,14, 18,26,29,36,55,57 
samäropa (superimposition), 24, 46 
sambandha (relationship), 17,25,49,53 
sarvopäkhyäviraha (negation of all that is discernable), 19 
sahakärin (cooperating agent),16,17, 21, 22 
sädhana (probans, proving instrument),l1,14, 18,19,20,24,25,28,37,50,56,70 
sädhäraf.la-hetu (overwide reason, reason pervading all similar and dissimilar cases), 16,30 
sädhya (probandum, that which is to be established), 11, 12, 15, 19,21-23,25,27, 30,41, 

52,55,56,62,70 
sädhyänuvädamätra (mere explanatory repetition of the thesis to be proved, having what 

is to be proved as predicate already assumed as subject), 21, 41 
sämagri (totality), 17,21,22 
sämarthya (capacity [for causal efficiencyJ), 15,16,20,21,32,39,56 
siddhi(proof),14,15,18,19,23,25-27,56 

6 ' ___ is the lak~ana of ... .' is synonymous with '.... is defined as - --' or '.... in its very 
essence consists of ---'. 
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sthira (permanent), 21 
sthiravädin (advocate of permanence), 21, 41 
svatantra (independent), 15, 30 
svabhäva (inherent disposition, nature), 16-18,21,22,24,25,32,48 
svabhävahetu (having existential identity as a reason)7, 14,23,45 
svabhävänupalambha (nonperception of the inherent nature), 18 
svarüpäsiddha (unproved with regard to its own nature), 13,16,20,31,62 
svarüpäsiddhi (a proof inconclusive because the nature of the reason is incompatible with 

that of the Iocus), 17, 31, 35 
svalak~a1Ja ('point instant' of reality, uniquely specific dynamic 'point instant', momentary 

dynamic flash), 1,2,8,21,42,52,76-78 
hetu (logical reason, cause), 11, 12, 14-18,20-23,25-27, 31, 32, 40, 44, 45, 52, 54-57, 62, 

68,70,71,75 

7 I.e., hetu and sadhya coinhere in the self-identical inherent nature of a single point 
instant of reality. 
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