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Abstract

According to nyaya there are three types of kotha, and among these, vada (debate) is one.
Katha that is conducted solely for ascertaining truth is called vada; for this reason, many also
refer to vada as tattvabubhuitsukatha (discussion aimed at knowledge of reality). In Nyaya
philosophy, what is called vada is described by Dharmakirti in his Vadanyaya as
prapaficakatha or bistarakatha. Although the prapaficakatha accepted by Dharmakirti
appears similar to the vada recognized in Nyaya, it is not actually vada, because according
to Nyaya, vada (debate) can take place between a teacher and a student, or between two
students belonging to the same tradition. However, according to Dharmakirti,
prapaficakatha can take place between any two individuals who are interested in acquiring
knowledge on the same subject. Jain Acharya Vadideva Suri, while describing the
characteristics of vada, says that vada is a form of reasoning that involves two sides: the
proposition and the counter-proposition. On one side, a point is established, and on the
other, it is refuted. He notes that both the jigisu (inquirer) and the tattva-nirnayisu (one
seeking to ascertain truth) can initiate the debate. However, the Nyaya tradition considers
only tattvabubhuitsukatha as vada and does not recognise the presence of jigisu in vada.
Thus, the question arises: Is vada a form of tattvabubhiitsukatha or jigisu-initiated debate?

Keywords: Vada, Pramanatarkasadhanopalambhal, siddhantabiruddhal,
paficabayabopapannah, paksha-pratipaksha-parigraha, avyupagamabyabastha

There are three types of katha: Vada, Jalpa and Vitanda. Among these three forms of katha
(discussion), vada is one of them. That form of debate whose only purpose is the
establishment of truth is known as vada; therefore, many also describe vada as
tattvabubhatsukatha. while discussing vada, Acharya Jayantabhatta said- “Vitaragaih
Sisyabrahmacarivi saha vadah prayoktabyah”! That is, the teacher (Guru) or instructor
himself, being free from attachment and passions, should engage in debate (vada) with his
students and fellow learners. But why would a person choose to engage in such a debate
(vada)? In response to this question, it can be said that both the disputant (vadin) and the
opponent (prativadin) engage in debate (vada) for the determination of truth. When a

! Jayantabhatta, Nyayamaiijari, edited by Nyaya Vyakaranacharya Suryanarayana Sharma, Varanasi,
Chaukhamba Sanskrit Pustakalaya, 1992, p. 152.
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student, having learned from the Nyaya standpoint that the self is eternal, encounters an
atheist claiming that the self is non-eternal, he becomes doubtful —whether the self is eternal
or non-eternal. At that point, the student, free from the question of victory or defeat
(jigyasashunya), solely to remove doubt or attain true knowledge, approaches the teacher
and expresses his desire. The teacher then engages in discussion with the student to resolve
his doubt, and this variety of discussion is called vada (debate). Therefore, the ancient
authorities have said — “Gurvadivih saha vadah” That is, one should engage in debate
(vada) with the teacher as well as with fellow students. Acharya Jayanta Bhatta says that in
vada (debate), the arguments employed by the teacher are so flawless that, by merely
hearing them, the doubts of the students regarding the subject under discussion are
removed. According to Jayanta Bhatta, in this vada (debate) there are two parties: the first is
the learned, impartial teacher —free from attachment and aversion—who imparts true
knowledge; and the second is the students or fellow learners. In this kind of debate, there is
no trace of arrogance or vanity.

In Nyaya philosophy, what is called vada (debate) is referred to by Dharmakirti in his
work Vadanyaya as prapaficakatha or vistarakatha. According to him, in this prapaficakatha
there is no role for victory or defeat. The disputant and the opponent rise above victory and
defeat and engage in prapaficakatha; their sole aim is to attain true knowledge. Although
the prapaficakatha accepted by Dharmakirti appears similar to the vada recognized in
Nyaya, it is not actually vada, because according to Nyaya, vada (debate) should be
conducted only among teacher and student, fellow learners (brahmacarins), as well as those
who are well-versed in scriptural truth and seekers of the highest good.2 In simple terms,
vada (debate) can take place between a teacher and a student, or between two students
belonging to the same tradition. However, according to Dharmakirti, prapaficakatha can
take place between any two individuals who are interested in acquiring knowledge on the
same subject.

The Advaita Vedantin Adi Shankaracharya also accepts the vada recognized by Maharsi
Gautama. According to him, even in vada (debate), along with establishing one’s own
position as the disputant, it is also necessary to refute the opponent’s position; otherwise,
the objective of determining the truth cannot be achieved.? Here a doubt arises: if, for seekers
of liberation (mumuksu), it is reasonable to determine truth merely by establishing one’s
own position, then why should they, with an attitude of hostility, refute the views of others?
It is true that merely establishing one’s own position is sufficient for the seeker of liberation
(mumuksu) to attain knowledge of truth, however, a person of dull intellect may think that
since teachers like Kapila, Patanjali, and Kanada are worthy of reverence, their established
doctrines must be accepted as true without question. But Adi Shankaracharya holds that
although they are worthy of reverence, their doctrines may not necessarily be true; therefore,

2 “Tarn Sisya-guru-sabrahmacari-biéistasreyorthibhirasayibhirabhyupeyat” ~-Maharshi Gautama,
Nyayasutra - 4/2/48.

3 “Vedantarthanirnayasya ca samyagdarsanarthatvat annirnayena svapaksha sthapanarh
prathamam krtarm tat hi abhyahitarh parapaksha pratyakhyanat iti” - Badarayan, Brahmastitra,
Shankaracharya, Sarirakamimdimsabhasya, translated by Vishvarupananda and edited by
Citghanananda Puri and Ananda Jha, Vedantadarsanam (Vol. 1), Kolkata, Udbodhan Karyalay,1996,
p- 216.
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in order to make such a dull-intellectual person understand this, it is necessary to
demonstrate the inadequacy of those doctrines or refute them.*

In the Bhamati tika, it is stated that a discourse motivated by the desire to determine truth
(tattva-nirnaya) is called vitaraga-katha (dispassionate discussion). The disputant can never
arrive at the determination of truth without addressing the defects in the opponent’s view
and refuting the objections or faults that the opponent raises against his own position. In a
vitaraga-katha, truth-determining discourse, the presence of the opponent’s standpoint is
always evident; it is never a case of the absence of an opposing view; but this does not in any
way undermine the purpose or meaning of vitaraga-katha.5 The disputant and the opponent
are advised to engage in vada (debate) free from attachment, passion, and similar emotions
(ragadisunya). That is, what is accepted as vada in Nyaya is referred to in the Caraka Samhita
as sandhyasambhasa, by Dharmakirti in Vadanyaya as prapaficakatha, as tattva-bubhttsu-
katha, and in the Bhamati tika as vitaraga-katha.

Jain philosophers have also regarded the debate of a vijigisu (one who desires victory) as
vada. In Pramanamimamsid, Hemachandra states that since the occasion of defeat
(nigrahasthana) are also to be brought out in vada (debate), the preservation of truth
(tattvasamrakshan) is achieved through vada itself, for that, there is no need for jalpa or
vitanda.¢ According to him, through vada (debate) itself it is possible to explain the
reasoning of disputant and opponent who seek victory (vijigisu). Therefore, he speaks
regarding the characteristics of vada (debate), for the purpose of preserving truth, vada
(debate) is the discourse in which one presents one’s own position and refutes the faults of
the opponent before the prasnikadi (vadin or prativadin, Savya, savapati). Therefore, he
rejects the jalpa and vitanda recognized in Nyaya for the preservation of truth. According to
him, both the determination and preservation of truth are possible through vada (debate)
itself.”

The Jain Acharya Badidevasuri, while describing the characteristics of vada (debate),
states that vada is a form of reasoning in which there is a disputant and an opponent. On
one side, a particular proposition is established, and on the other side, the exact opposite

4“Nanu mumukshanarm mokshasadhanatvena samyagadarsananirtipanaya
svapakshasthapanameba kébalar kartturh yuktar, kirh parapakshanirakaranena paradveésakaréna?
Barhamebar, tathapi mahajanaparigrhitani mahanti sankhyaditantrani” Sharirikabhasya -2/2/1
(Badarayan, Brahmasiitra, Shankaracharya, Sarirakamimamsabhdsya, translated by Vishvarupananda
and edited by Citghanananda Puri and Ananda Jha, Vedantadarsanam (Vol. 1), Kolkata, Udbodhan
Karyalay,1996, p. 216.)

5 “Tattvanirnayabasana bitaragakatha, na ca parapakshadiisanamantarena tattvanirnayah sakyah
karttumiti tattva-nirnayaya bitaragenapi parapaksho drgyate, natu parapakshatareti, na
bitaragakathatvabyahatirityarthah” - bhamatitika 2/2/1. Ibid - p. 216.

6 “Tésarh ca nigrahasthanantaropalakshanatvat. Ataeba na jalpa bitande kathe, vada syaiba
tattvasanrakshanarthatvat”. - Hemachandra, Pramanamimamsa, edited by Pandit Sukhlal Ji
Sanghavi, Ahmedabad, Saraswati Pustak Bhandar, 1989, p. 63.

“Ucitanarh ca nigrahasthananar vadeapi na virodhosti”. Ibid. p. 64

7 “Tattvasanrakshanartham prasnikadisamaksham sadhanadtsanavadanam vadah” 113011 - Ibid. p.
63.
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position is refuted.® He states that this vada (debate) can be initiated by both the vijigisu (one
who seeks victory) and the tattva-nirnayisu (one who wishes to determine the truth).?

However, the Nyayikas recognize only tattvabubhititsukatha as vada; they do not, in any
way, acknowledge the presence of a vijigisu (one seeking victory) in vada (debate). Because
in a discourse where a vijigisu (one seeking victory) is present, the determination of truth
may not be possible. In short, the Jains endorse it as ‘vada’ (debate), whereas the Nyayikas
recognize it as ‘katha’ (discourse). Just as the Nyayikas recognize two types of discourse —
tattva-bubhtutsu-katha and vijigisu-katha —the Jain philosophers also accept two types of
vada (debate): in one type, the tattva-nirnayisu (truth-seeker) participates, and in the other
type, the vijigisu (one seeking victory) participates.

While describing the characteristics of vada (debate), Maharshi Gautama said—
“Pramanatarkasadhanopalambhah siddhantabiruddhah paficabayabopapannah
pakshyapratipakshaparigraho vadah”. 1/2/1. That is, in a vada (debate), the disputant and
opponent adopt mutually opposing positions on a subject (for example, “the self is eternal’
and ‘the self is non-eternal’), establish their own side using pramana and tarka, and refute
the opponent’s position. Moreover, the discourse follows sid’dhantabirud’dhah and
paficabayabopapannah (employs the five-membered syllogism), applying both the
disputant’s and opponent’s statements. Such a discussion is called vada (debate).

While explaining the term paksa-pratipaksa-parigraha (acceptance of disputant and
opponent), the commentator states that in the same subject (adhikarana) or dharmi, the
mutually opposing doctrines acknowledged by the disputant and opponent are called
paksha and pratipaksha.10 The Vartikakara Uddyotakara states that in the same subject
(adhikarana) and at the same time, two mutually opposing qualities or doctrines are called
paksha and pratipaksha (disputant and opponent).1? While explaining, Acharya Jayanta
Bhatta says—parigraha is the method or arrangement for approach and acceptance of
positions. For example, if one person says ‘sound is eternal’ and another says ‘sound is non-
eternal,” the acceptance of these mutually opposing positions as disputant and opponent
constitutes vada (debate).2 The commentators Batsyayana and Uddyotakara also state that
a subject is fit for debate when there is general knowledge of the object, but doubt arises
regarding its specific characteristics. If the specific property is also certain, then there is no

8 “Viruddhayodharmavyavacchedena svikrtatadanyadharmavyavasthapanartha
sadhanadtisanabacanam vadah. 811" - Vadideva Suri, Pramananyayatattvalokalamkara (with English
Translation and Commentary), edited by Dr. Hari Satya Bhattacharya, Bombay, Jain Sahitya Vikash
Mandal, 1967, p. 616.

10 “Ekadhikaranasthau viruddhau dharmmau pakshapratipakshau pratyanikabhabat, astyatma
nastyatmeti” - Fanibhusan Tarkabagish, Nyayadarshana (Vol- I), with Gautama Stitra and
Vatsyayana Bhasya, Kolkata, Paschimbanga Rajya Pustak Parshad, 2018, p. 367.

11 “Bastudharmabekadhikaranau biruddhabekakalabanabasitau bastudharmabiti” - Uddyotakara,
Nyayabhasyavartika, edited by Anantalal Thakur, Delhi, Bharatlya Darsanik Anusandhan Parisad,
1997, p. 138.

12 “Pakshapratipakshau byakhyatau tayoh parigraho abhyupagamo niyamah, eko bakti nityah
Sabdah aparastvanityah $abdah ityahi - soayam pakshapratipakshaparigraho vadah” -
Jayantabhatta, Nyayamarijari, edited by Nyaya Vyakaranacharya Suryanarayana Sharma, Varanasi,
Chaukhamba Sanskrit Pustakalaya, 1992, p. 250.
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need for further debate in that case. Such a pair of object-properties, which is generally
known but specifically doubtful, must be doubtful in the same subject (adhikarana). Because
if they belong to different subjects (adhikaranas), there is no need for their debate. Because
both of those properties can be established through valid proofs (pramana). For example,
‘the self (atma) is eternal” and “the intellect (buddhi) is non-eternal.” Here, although eternal
and non-eternal are mutually opposing properties, they belong to different subjects and can
be established through valid proofs, so no self-contradiction is observed. Moreover, those
specific properties must be mutually opposed. For only what is opposed requires debate;
what is not opposed does not require debate. For example, the substance has qualities
(dravyo gunavan) and the substance have action (dravyo kriyavan). Since these two
properties of the substance are not mutually opposed, their presence in the substance can be
established through valid proofs. Moreover, the mutually opposing properties must occur
at the same time. Properties occurring at different times cannot be the subject of debate,
because they can be established through proof. For example, a substance that is active at one
time may be inactive at another time. Moreover, only that knowledge which is anabasati
(uncertain knowledge) requires debate. And knowledge that is already established does not
require debate. Because once a determination (nirnaya) is made, there is no need for debate;
therefore, after a determination, debate is unnecessary. All such mutually opposing
properties with these characteristics constitute the paksha-pratipaksha. It should be noted
here that what is the disputant’s paksha becomes the opponent’s pratipaksha, and what is
the opponent’s paksha becomes the disputant’s pratipaksha. For example, in the
contradictory statement (vipratipatti-bakya) ‘Is the self-eternal or not?” — “the self is eternal’
is the disputant’s position paksha) and ‘the self is non-eternal” is the disputant’s counter-
position (pratipaksha); conversely, ‘the self is non-eternal’ is the opponent’s position
(paksha) and “the self is eternal’ is the opponent’s counter-position (pratipaksha).

Later, while explaining the meaning of the term “parigraha’, the commentator states —
‘Parigrahovyupagamabyabastha’ that is Parigraha is avyupagamabyabastha, Acharya
Jayanta Bhatta has expressed the same view. The meaning of ‘avyupagama’ is the method
or arrangement of acceptance, Therefore, the substance is of this kind and not another —the
arrangement of such acknowledgment is called avyupagama or parigraha. On this matter,
Uddyotakara has said— “Tayoh parigrah6 it'thambhabaniyamah, ébarm dharm’mayarh
dharm’mi naibamh dharm’meéti” - That means this property (dharmin) possesses such a
characteristic and not another; the acknowledgment of such a property of the dharmin
constitutes the paksha-pratipaksha parigraha (acceptance of disputant and opponent
positions). When a vadin (disputant) asserts that the self-possesses the property of eternality
and it cannot in any way possess non-eternality —thus acknowledging the vadin paksha
(disputant’s position) — and the opponent asserts exactly the opposite, that the self-
possesses non-eternality and in no way eternality —thus acknowledging the prativadin
paksha (opponent’s position), then the acknowledgment of these mutually opposing
positions regarding the self is called paksha-pratipaksha-parigraha. It should be noted here
that this paksha-pratipaksha-parigraha is the very cause of the katha (discussion) itself.

Here an objection is raised that if paksha-pratipaksha-parigraha is considered as vada
(debate), then it would be liable to the defect of ativyapti as found in jalpa and vitanda.
Because in jalpa and vitanda, such paksha-pratipaksha are also present. In response, it is
said: yes, that is true; since paksha-pratipaksha-parigraha is merely a property of the katha,

Volume II, Special Issue March 2026 146



Nature of Vada in Nyaya Philosophy Yeasin Ali Molla

it is only a universal characteristic of the katha. But there is a special feature of vada: in vada,
the establishment of a position is through ‘pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah’, whereas in
jalpa and vitanda, the establishment of a position is through chhala and others (chhaladi).
Therefore, a katha (discussion) in which one establishes one’s own position and refutes the
opponent’s solely through pramana (valid proofs) and tarka (reasoning) is called vada.
Whereas a katha (discussion) in which one establishes one’s own position and refutes the
opponent’s using chhala, jati, and nigrahasthana (occasion of defeat) is called jalpa.
Similarly, a katha in which the first party establishes its position using chhala, jati and
nigrahasthana but the second party does not establish its position, is called vitanda. It should
be noted that vada is ‘pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah’. Here, the term ‘sadhana’ means
establishment, and ‘upalambha’ means refutation. 3 Therefore, ‘pramana-tarka-
sdadhanopalambhah’ means the establishment of one’s own position through pramana (valid
proofs) and tarka (reasoning), and the refutation or objection of the opponent’s position also
through pramana (valid proofs) and tarka (reasoning). And for this reason, the commentator
Batsyayana has said in the Vada Suatra Bhashya (commentary of vada satra)— “Tasya
bisésanam,’ pramanatarkasadhanopalambhah’ pramanatarkasadhanah
pramanatarkopalambha” That is, the characteristic is “pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah’,
which means the establishment of one’s own position through pramana (valid proofs) and
tarka (reasoning), and the refutation of the opponent’s position also through pramana (valid
proofs) and tarka (reasoning).

The question arises: how does the term “pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah’ distinguish
vada from jalpa and vitanda? Or is it the case that, like ‘paksha-pratipaksha-parigraha’, it is
equally present in all three types of katha? In response, it is said: no, it is not the same.
Establishment and refutation through pramana (valid proofs) and tarka (reasoning)
constitute vada, whereas establishment and refutation through chhala, jati and
nigrahasthana jalpa and vitanda. The Vartikakara Uddyotakara has tried to explain this
matter by giving an example, He said, for example, that although a cow (go) and a
boselaphus tragocamelus (gavaya) share all other characteristics, they are distinguished
from each other by the presence or absence of a dewlap (galakamvala). The one with a
dewlap is a cow, and the one without it is a boselaphus tragocamelus (gavaya). Similarly,
‘pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah’ distinguishes vada from jalpa and vitanda.

Here, Acharya Jayanta Bhatta of the Nyayamarijari raises a possible objection and refutes
it. The objection he raises is as follows: if pratyaksha (perception) is para-pratiti-
anupayatvat, then it cannot serve as a means for the opponent, because pratyaksha
(perception) is only the means for one’s own perception. That is, the pratyaksha (perception)
of the pot by person ‘A’ will be the cause of A’s own knowledge of the pot. It can never be
the cause of person B’s knowledge of the pot. Then how can it (pratipaksha) establish one’s
own position and refute the opponent’s position in vada? Farther, it is not possible to
establish (sadhana) one’s own paksha through tarka, because tarka is non-valid (aprama),
and Maharshi Gautama does not accept establishment (sadhana) through non-valid
(aprama) means. Therefore, if it is not possible to establish one’s own position through tarka,

13 “Sadhanar sthapana, upalambhah pratisedhah” - Fanibhusan Tarkabagish, Nyayadarshana (Vol-
I), with Gautama Stitra and Vatsyayana Bhasya, Kolkata, Paschimbanga Rajya Pustak Parshad, 2018,
p. 367.

Volume II, Special Issue March 2026 147



Nature of Vada in Nyaya Philosophy Yeasin Ali Molla
it is likewise impossible to refute the opponent’s position through tarka. Then, how can tarka
serve as the means for establishing one’s own position and refuting the opponent’s position
in vada? In response, he says: this is true, but the term ‘pramana’ does not refer only to
perception (pratyaksa); it also includes inference (anumana-pramana) and its essential
components (avyava). Here it is said that through the five members (paficivyava) of a
syllogism, establishment and refutation can be achieved. Although tarka by itself is non-
valid (aprama), that is, incapable of directly establishing one’s own position or refuting the
opponent, it serves as a helper (anugrahaka) to the pramana. Therefore, it can sequentially
(parampara) establish one’s own position and refute the opponent’s position. “In the Tarka
Satra Bhashya, the commentator Batsyayana said — “Pramanavyanujfidnat pramanasahito
badeapadista iti” That is, tarka removes doubt and directs the pramana to examine its own
subject; therefore, tarka is mentioned in the subsequent characteristic of vada. The
Vartikakara Uddyotakara has also expressed agreement on this matter. He says that non-
valid (aprama) tarka is not itself the cause of establishment and refutation; rather, it serves
to consider the subject of the valid means (pramana). Tarka thus acts as a helper
(anugrahaka) to the pramana.l> Regarding tarka, it can be said that when a question about
the truth of a substance arises, doubt arises concerning the mutually opposing properties of
that substance. Then, the doubter later gives ‘anujiia’ — that is, acceptance or authorization
based on valid inference (upapatti-prayukta)—to one of the opposing properties of the
subject of doubt. Such knowledge in the form of this anujfia is what is called tarka.1¢

Here, another objection is raised: what is the nature of the establishment (sadhana) and
refutation (upalambha) mentioned in the satra? If it is understood as bhavasadhya (as
denoting the act/result), then its meaning would be establishment (siddhi) and refutation
(upalambha). And if it is taken in the sense of “bhavabacya’ (as denoting the act/result), then
one’s own position can be established or achieved (siddhi) through pramana and tarka, but
the opponent’s refutation (upalambha) cannot be accomplished, because they are non-
counteracting with respect to the other’s position (paramata-apratipadakatva). That is,
pramana and tarka cannot establish the opponent’s position, because the viewpoint of the
other cannot be an object of our perception. Because if the opponent’s view were to become
an object of our perception, then it would be established as real; because according to Nyaya,
that which is unreal (asat) cannot be perceived. Consequently, its refutation (upalambha)
would never be possible, because how can something that has already been established be
refuted? Therefore, we cannot say that the opponent’s position becomes an object of our
perception. And since the opponent’s position is not an object of our perception, it cannot be
refuted (upalambha) through pramana and tarka. Therefore, sadhana (establishment) and
upalambha (refutation) cannot be understood in the sense of “‘bhavabacya’ (as denoting the

14 Jayantabhatta, Nyayamafijari, edited by Nyaya Vyakaranacharya Suryanarayana Sharma,
Varanasi, Chaukhamba Sanskrit Pustakalaya, 1992, p. 150.

15 “Brumah siddhy-upalabdhyoh karanam, api tu pramanavisayabivecanat tarkah
pramananyanugrhnati.”- Uddyotakara, Nyayabhasyavartika, edited by Anantalal Thakur, Delhi,
Bharatiya Darsanik Anusandhan Parisad, 1997, p. 139.

16 “ Abijidyamanatattvearthe jijfidsa avajjayate janiya imamiti. Atha jijidsitasya vastuno vyahatam
dharmo vibhagena bimarsati kimsvidityebamahosvinnaivamiti.” - Fanibhusan Tarkabagish,
Nyayadarshana (Vol- 1), with Gautama Sttra and Vatsyayana Bhasya, Kolkata, Paschimbanga Rajya
Pustak Parshad, 2018, p. 345.
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act/result). Again, if they are taken in the instrumental sense (karanabacya), then the
meanings of the paficavayava would already be included within the terms sadhana and
upalambha. Hence, there would be no need for the separate mention of
‘paficavayavopapanna’ in the satra. Therefore, the terms sadhana (establishment) and
upadlambha (refutation) cannot be understood either in the sense of bhavabacya or
karanabacya. Hence, the question arises: in what sense, then, should these two terms be
understood?

In response, it is said that the terms sadhana (establishment) and upalambha (refutation)
can be understood in both senses —bhavabacya (as denoting the act/result) and karanabacya
(as denoting the means). Even if these two terms are understood in the karanabacya and
thereby include the five members paficavayava, still the mention of “paficavayavopapanna’
in the statra does not become redundant. Because the term “paficavayavopapanna’ has been
added for another reason, which will be explained later. And if it is taken in the sense of
bhavabacya, then the doubt arises that pramana and tarka cannot refute the opponent’s
position, since they are non-establishing with respect to another’s view (paramata-
apratipadaka). According to the Vartikakara, this is true—i.e., the opponent’s standpoint
cannot become an object of our perception. Therefore, the Vartikakara Uddyotakara says—
“Na vrumah pratipakshabisaya upalambha iti, kimh tu sadhanabisayah” That is, the
refutation mentioned here is not of the opponent’s subject itself, but of the means used to
establish the opponent’s position. And since that sadhana is within our scope of cognition,
no objection arises here.

Here again an objection is raised: when the term upalambha is used in the presence of the
opponent, how can it denote the means of establishing (sadhana) the opponent’s position
rather than the opponent itself? In response, the Vartikakara Uddyotakara says that this is
determined by capability (samarthya) and incapability (asdmarthya). That is, only that
which is fit for refutation should be refuted; the opponent’s position itself is not fit for direct
refutation.’” Because whether there is refutation (upalabha) or non-refutation, the nature of
the opponent’s position itself is not affected. But by the same reasoning, the nature of the
sddhana also cannot be affected. Therefore, the idea of refuting the opponent’s sadhana does
not appear to be logically justified.

Therefore, in this way, no refutation would be possible at all —neither of the effect nor of
the cause. Because each of them has the capacity with respect to its own domain; that is,
every effect and cause is supported by its own respective object. And where there is
incapacity (asamarthya) with respect to that object, there neither the effect nor the cause
exists. Now the question arises — then whose refutation (upalambha) will take place there?
In response, the Vartikakara Uddyotakara says — ‘yo’yam nigrhyate’, that is, the one who is
to be defeated (nigrhita) is the one whose refutation (upalambha) takes place. Now the
question is: who is to be defeated (nigrhita)? In response, it is said that it is the person
(purusa) who is defeated. Non-comprehension (apratipatti) and vipratipatti belong to the
person, not to the cause or the effect. The properties of that person are revealed through their
own statements, and it is precisely those person-specific properties— brought to light by

17 “Yadupalambhyayogyam tadupalbhyate, na ca pratipaksha upalambhyayogyah.” - Uddyotakara,
Nyayabhasyavartika, edited by Anantalal Thakur, Delhi, Bharatiya Darsanik Anusandhan Parisad,
1997, p. 140.
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their statements — that become the object of refutation (upalambha). Here, another question
is raised: how do we derive this meaning from the satra? In reply, the Vartikakara
Uddyotakara says that the expression ‘pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah’ means the
establishment (sadhana) through pramana and tarka, and the refutation (upalambha) of that
very establishment through pramana and tarka. Because ‘pramana-tarka-
sddhanopalambhal’ actually stands for ‘pramana-tarka-sddhanasca pramana-tarka-
sddhana-upalabhasca’. Here, one occurrence of the word sadhana is omitted. For example,
the word ustramukhi is derived from the expression “ustrasya mukhamiva mukhar yasyah
sa’ (she/he whose face is like the face of a camel). Here, one occurrence of the word mukha
(face) is elided.18

Regarding this qualifier ‘pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah’, the author of the
Nyayasiddhantamala has addressed another possible doubt. He says that the expression
pramana-tarka-sadhanopalabhah denotes not only establishment and refutation through
valid means (pramana) and reasoning (tarka), but also establishment and refutation through
fallacious means (pramanabhasa) and fallacious reasoning (tarkabhasa). According to him,
since the primary aim of vada is the determination of truth (tattva-nirnaya), fallacious means
such as pramanabhasa and tarkabhasa cannot be deliberately employed there. However, in
jalpa and vitanda, where mere victory is the objective, their use is permissible. If, during
vada, a disciple unknowingly employs pramanabhasa or tarkabhasa, then the teacher will
point out that such fallacious reasoning has been used. Similarly, if the teacher commits such
an error, the disciple will also point it out.

Earlier, an objection was raised that the use of the term “paficdvayavopapanna’ in the
vada-sitra is redundant or unnecessary. Here, that objection is being refuted, and the
necessity of the term “paficavayavopapanna’ is being explained.

From the definition that jalpa is the establishment and refutation through chhaladi
(chhala, jati and nigrahasthana), it may appear that vada, being the opposite of jalpa,
excludes such devices—i.e., that in vada, the use of nigrahasthana is prohibited. The
Vartikakara Uddyotakara says that from the definition ‘pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah’
as vada, it is understood that even in vada there is the presence of nigrahasthana. Because
wherever the term upalambha or its synonyms are heard, there is the presence of
nigrahasthana. But if this is accepted, then no distinction would remain between jalpa and
vada. In response, it is said: no, they are not the same, because in vada not all nigrahasthanas
are admitted. Now an objection is raised: if that is so, then vada would become a kind of
jalpa. That is, vada would be a particular type of jalpa in which only some nigrahasthanas
are mentioned, whereas jalpa would be the general type in which all nigrahasthanas are
admitted. In response, it is said: no, they cannot be the same. Because jalpa is a discourse
motivated by the desire to win (vijigisu-katha), whereas vada is a discourse devoid of such
a desire to win. Therefore, vada can never be jalpa.

By the two terms “paficavayavopapanna’ and ‘siddhantaviruddha’, it is indicated which
nigrahasthanas (points of defeat) are to be identified in vada. Some hold that by the term
‘paficavayavopapanna’, the nigrahasthanas called deficiency (nytina) and excess (adhika)

18 “Pramanatarkasadhanah pakshah, pramanaus tarkena ca sadhanasyaupalambhah.
Pramanatarkasadhanasca pramanatarkasadhanopalambhasca pramanatarkasadhanopalambhah.
Ekasya sadhanashabdasya gamyamanarthatvat lopah, yathostramukhi kanyeti.” - Ibid p. 140.
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are to be indicated in vada. That is, if the vadin or the prativadin, while supporting their
own position, fails to mention any one of the paficavayava, then the nigrahasthana called
deficiency (nytina) arises. And if they mention more than the required avayava, or introduce
unnecessary additional reasons (hetu) and examples (udaharana), then the nigrahasthana
called excess (adhika) arises. The commentator has also explained it in this way. While
explaining the necessity of the term ‘siddhantaviruddha’” mentioned by maharsi Gautama in
the definition of vada, the commentator has referred to the definition of the fallacy of
contradictory (viruddha hetvabhasa). Therefore, even in vada, it is necessary to identify the
viruddha hetvabhasa. Is it only the viruddha hetvabhasa? In response, some scholars explain
the commentator’s statement by saying that, by mentioning the definition of viruddha
hetvabhasa, he actually intended to indicate that the nigrahasthana called hetvabhasa is to
be identified in vada. Later, while explaining the definition of viruddha hetvabhasa, the
Vartikakara Uddyotakara hetvabhasa.says, all types of hetvabhasa are included under
viruddha hetvabhasa. At this point, Acharya Jayantabhatta says, - “... Bhasyakara
bacanatpramanapadena ca  tanmulavayavakshepatpramanabhasamtlanirasé  sati
sakalahétvabhasodbhavanamapi tatra siddhamiti” That is, according to Acharya Jayanta
Bhatta, from the statement of the commentator, and from the primary implication (mukhya-
artha) we derive, it becomes clear that by the term ‘siddhantaviruddha’ one should
understand all types of hetvabhasa-this is established. Therefore, in order to indicate that
even in vada there is a need to identify the nigrahasthana called hetvabhasa, Maharshi
Gautama has included the term ‘siddhantaviruddha’ in the vada-satra. That is, during a
vada between teacher and disciple, if there is any hetvabhasa in the disciple’s reasoning, the
teacher will point it out and correct it. Likewise, if the teacher, by mistake, employs any
fallacy, it is the duty of the disciple to bring that fallacy to the teacher’s attention.

However, the Vartikakara Uddyotakara gives a different explanation. According to him,
by the term “paficavayavopapanna’, not only the nigrahasthanas called deficiency (nytna)
and excess (adhika) are implied, but also the fallacies of the avayava (avayavabhasa) are
included. He said - “paficavayavopapanna iti paficagrahanat nyunadhike labhyaté.
Avayavagrahanat tadabhasa labhyanta iti”. That is, by the inclusion of the term “pafica’ (five)
in “paficavayavopapanna’, the nigrahasthanas called nytna and adhika are implied. And by
the inclusion of the term ‘avayava’, the avayavabhasa are implied. And since avayavabhasa
is included, its root, namely hetvabhasa, is also included. Because if an asat hetu is
employed, it will constitute not only a hetvabhasa but also an avayavabhasa.

If the above explanation of the Vartikakara Uddyotakara is accepted, then the question
arises: what is the necessity of the term ‘siddhantaviruddha’? Does its inclusion become
redundant? In response, the Vartikakara says — “Nanarthakam,
apasiddhantabirodharthatvat.” That is, the term ‘siddhantaviruddha’ in the definition of
vada is not redundant; it is used for the purpose of preventing apasiddhanta (self-
contradictory conclusion). Therefore, in vada, an apasiddhanta cannot be accepted. If it is
accepted, it constitutes a nigrahasthana called apasiddhanta, and if anyone errs in this
respect, it must be pointed out. On this matter, the Vartikakara has cited the sttra concerning
the apasiddhanta nigrahasthana.

Some, in support of the commentator, have stated that the commentator himself admits
that even in vada there is a need for the nigrahasthana called apasiddhanta. Therefore, while
explaining the necessity of the term ‘siddhantaviruddha’, he mentions the phrase ‘kasya-
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cid-avyanujfianartham’ in his commentary. Furthermore, often vada proceeds without
explicit use of the paficavayava, yet even there, the need to point out the hetvabhasa exists.
For this, the commentator explains that the primary meaning of the term
‘siddhantaviruddha’ is to indicate the necessity of the nigrahasthana called hetvabhasa.
Here, a question may arise: if vada can occur without the use of the paficavayava, then how
can the definition or characteristic of vada be indicated by it? It should be noted here that
the two terms paficavayavopapanna and siddhantaviruddha are not essential conditions or
qualifiers of vada; rather, they are sufficient conditions. Therefore, vada can take place even
without them. Here, an objection is raised: if vada can occur without these two terms, then
there is no need to include them in the definition of vada. In response, it is said that if these
two terms are not mentioned in the definition, then the definition would be defective due to
incompleteness (avyapti). That is, Maharshi Gautama has included these two terms in the
vada-sitra in order to indicate that wherever these nigrahasthanas are present, they also fall
within the scope of vada.

Here, another objection is raised: when the term “paficavayavopapanna’ is included in the
definition of vada, it implies that in vada, establishment (sadhana) and refutation (upalabha)
occur through pramana and tarka. Because when we apply the paficavayava to the thesis
and related statements, we must also accept the underlying pramana. Because the
paficavayava are always used for establishing something. And when we are proving, it goes
without saying that the tarka, which is necessarily employed to support the pramana, must
also be accepted. Therefore, it is clear that vada is never possible solely by the paficavayava
without pramana and tarka. This gives rise to the question: why then does Maharshi
Gautama explicitly mention pramana and tarka separately? We also cannot say that the
reason is to prohibit excess in jalpa and vitanda, because the statements by which one’s own
position is established and the opponent’s is refuted through chhaladi belong to jalpa, and
those by which one’s own position is established and the opponent’s refuted through
pramana and tarka belong to vada. According to Nyaya, this is not correct. The commentator
states that there are many instances where jalpa occurs through pramana and tarka.
Therefore, even in the definition of jalpa, the expression pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah
is necessary. Thus, in the context of jalpa, the term ‘yathaktopapanna’ cited in its definition
encompasses the term pramana-tarka-sadhanopalabhah as used in the definition of vada.
Consequently, the concern of excess in the definition of jalpa cannot be used to explain the
necessity of the term ‘pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah’ as mentioned by Maharshi
Gautama in the definition of vada.

In response to the above point, the commentator Battsayana has explained the threefold
necessity of the term ‘pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah’ as applied in the definition of
vada—

According to the commentator, merely establishing one’s own position through the
paficavayava does not constitute vada. For vada to occur, along with the establishment of
one’s own position, refutation of the opponent’s position is also necessary. However, by the
term paficavayavopapanna alone, the need for refutation of the opponent cannot be
conveyed. Therefore, to indicate both the establishment of one’s own position and the
refutation of the opponent, as well as the vyatisanga- Samvandha between them, Maharshi
Gautama has employed the term ‘“pramana- tarka -sadhanopalambhah’. In this context, the
commentator’s statement is- “avayavesu pramanatarkantarbhabe
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prthakapramanatarkagranam sadhanopalambhavyatisangajfidpanartharm” - That is, even
though pramana and tarka are implied in the avayava, and thus are obtained through the
term paficavayavopapanna, they are mentioned separately to indicate the vyatisanga-
Samvandha between sadhana and upalabha. What is the vyatisanga? It is the reciprocal
relation between the two parties: just as the disputant establishes their own position and
refutes the opponent through pramana and tarka, similarly the opponent also establishes
their own position and refutes the disputant through pramana and tarka. If it were
otherwise —that is, if the disputant and opponent each only establish their own position
through the paficavayava without refuting the other’s position— then it would not
constitute a valid vada. And the vyatisanga relation between sddhana and upalambha
cannot be explained by the term paficavayavopapanna alone; it can only be indicated by the
separate mention of pramana and tarka.

The commentator, mentioning another necessity, says: ‘tenapi kalpena sadhana-
upalambho vade bhavata iti jidpayati’, that is, the term ‘pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah’
is included in the vada-sttra to indicate that it constitutes yet another type of vada. On this
matter, the tatparyotikakara Bacaspati Misra also says: “vadah paficavayavopapanna ityekah
kalpah, pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah iti dvitiya ityarthah’, meaning that in vada there
are two alternatives, or that vada occurs in two ways. The two alternatives of vada are,
respectively, paficdvayavopapanna and pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah. Therefore,
Maharshi Gautama has mentioned the term ‘pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah’ in the
definition of vada to explain that valid debate for the determination of truth can occur even
without the application of the paficavayava.

As a third necessity, the commentator says that because jalpa explicitly mentions
chhaladi, many might think that the statements in which one’s own position is established
and the opponent’s refuted through chala, jati, and nigrahasthana belong to jalpa, and those
in which one’s own position is established and the opponent’s refuted through pramana and
tarka belong to vada. However, according to Nyaya, this is not correct. The commentator
states that there are many instances where jalpa occurs solely through pramana and tarka.
Therefore, in the definition of vada, the term ‘pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambhah’ is
mentioned. This is because, in the definition of jalpa, the term yathaktopapanna includes
this qualifier of vada within the scope of jalpa as well. It should be noted here that when
one’s own position is established and the opponent’s refuted through pramana and tarka
without any desire for victory, it is called vada. On the other hand, if a person establishes
their own position and refutes the opponent through pramana and tarka with the desire for
victory (vijigisu), even if chala, jati, and nigrahasthana are absent, it is considered jalpa.
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