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The Pramāṇaviniścaya on the Purpose of  the Division 
of  Reasons into Nine Types in the Hetucakra*

Dignāga classifies inference into two kinds: inference for one’s own sake 
(svārthānumāna) and inference for the sake of  others (parārthānumāna). 
Inference for one’s own sake is the cognition of  an object (artha), i.e. 
the logical consequence to be demonstrated, through a mark (liṅga) 
which possesses the three characteristics of  a valid reason (trairūpya), 
namely, the three conditions for a valid reason.1 While inference for 
one’s own sake is the cognition of  a logical conclusion derived from a 
valid reason, inference for the sake of  others is the verbal expression of  
a reason.2 Though the definitions of  these types of  inference differ, the 
essential factor which establishes them does not. This essential factor 
for the derivation of  the consequence in both inferences is the reason 
fulfilling the three conditions for a valid reason. 

The first of  the three conditions requires that the reason be present in 
the subject of  inference (dharmin). In order to examine how the reason 

 * I would like to express my thanks to Mr. Roland Playle, who kindly correc-
ted my English, and to the editorial staff  of  the WZKS.  Research for this article 
has been made possible by a grant in support of  research in a special subject area 
(International Joint Research) of  Waseda University, 2001-2002. 
 1 Cf. PS II 1a’b: ... svārthaṃ trirūpāl liṅgato ’rthadṛk / (see Kitagawa 1965: 
73f.); PVin II 1,24-2,2 = SyVR 23, 9 & 12f.: svārthaṃ trirūpāl liṅgato ’rthadṛk / 
(= PVin II 1a’b) trilakṣaṇāl liṅgād yad anumeye ’rthe jñānaṃ tat svārthānumānam.
 2 Cf. PVin II 1,1-7; Steinkellner 1979: 21, n. 1 and 4, and p. 23, n. 9; Iwata 
1995: 155, n. 14. Inference for the sake of  others is defined as follows: “On the 
other hand, inference for the sake of  others is [the verbal expression] which mani-
fests the object (i.e. the reason) recognized by [the proponent] himself” (PS III 1ab 
= PVin III 1ab = SyVR 23,10: parārtham anumānaṃ tu svadṛṣṭārthaprakāśanam /). 
Although inference for the sake of  others is essentially the cognition of  the conse-
quence, i.e. the property to be proved, it is approximately recognized as the verbal 
expression of  the reason. In the process of  inference, the cognition of  the conse-
quence is the effect which arises from the verbal expression of  the reason. On ac-
count of  the superimposition of  the effect onto the cause, i.e. because the cogniti-
on of  the conclusion as effect is superimposed onto the expression of  the reason
as cause, inference for the sake of  others is regarded as the expression of  the 
reason.
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present in the subject of  inference can fulfil the second and third condi-
tions, Dignāga classifies, in his Wheel of  Reasons (hetucakra), the reason 
into nine types by combining the threefold division of  the relationship 
of  the reason to the similar instances (sapakṣa) with the threefold divi-
sion of  the relationship of  the reason to the dissimilar instances 
(vipakṣa),3 and indicates a method for determining whether the classi-
fied reasons are valid or not.4

Although the theory of  the three conditions for a valid reason is already 
mentioned in the Shun zhong lun attributed to Asaṅga, the above-men-
tioned classification of  the reason into nine types is an original idea of  
Dignāga’s. One of  his major contributions to the development of  
Buddhist logic consists in the following: Rejecting the traditional 
Indian logical idea that real relations such as contact (saṃyoga) and 
inherence (samavāya) have to be presupposed as the basis for the estab-

 3 First, he divides the universe of  discourse into the subject of  inference, the 
similar instances (sapakṣa) and the dissimilar instances (vipakṣa). The similar in-
stances are a set of  cases which are similar to the subject of  inference in the sense 
that they possess the property to be proved (sādhyadharma). The dissimilar in-
stances are a set of  cases which do not possess the property to be proved. Second, 
he divides the relationship of  the reason present in the subject of  inference to the 
sapakṣa into three cases: the reason’s presence in all of  the sapakṣa; the reason’s 
absence in all of  the sapakṣa; and the reason’s presence only in some of  the sapakṣa. 
In the same way, he divides the relationship of  the reason to the vipakṣa into three 
cases: the reason’s presence in all of  the vipakṣa; the reason’s absence in all of  the 
vipakṣa; and the reason’s presence only in some of  the vipakṣa. Furthermore, he 
combines each of  the former three cases with the latter three cases. By means of  
this combination he enumerates nine cases; cf. PSV2 131a5ff. (= PSV1 48b5ff.) and 
Kitagawa 1965: 185ff. & 27ff. These are the nine types of  the reason in the Wheel 
of  Reasons.
 4 Due to the third condition for a valid reason, namely, the reason’s absence 
in the dissimilar instances, the reason must be absent in the instances which do not 
possess the property to be proved. This corresponds to the case where the reason 
is absent in all of  the dissimilar instances. On the other hand, according to the 
second condition, namely, the reason’s presence in the similar instances, the reason 
is not necessarily present in all the similar instances. This corresponds to the cases 
where the reason is present either in all of  the similar instances or in some of  the 
similar instances. The reason present in the subject of  inference is valid only when 
it fulfils both the second and the third conditions. Therefore, the valid reason is of  
two types in the nine types of  the reason: 1) the second type of  reason which is 
absent in all of  the dissimilar instances and present in all the similar instances; 2) 
the eighth type of  reason which is also absent in all the dissimilar instances but 
present only in some of  the similar instances. The remaining seven types of  reason 
are fallacious reasons.
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lishment of  a logical relation between reason and consequence, and 
working only within the logical field, Dignāga explains how the conse-
quence is derived from the reason by means of  the examination of  the 
nine types of  reason. Via his table of  the nine types of  reason, he 
presents a concise method for examining how the second and the third 
conditions for a valid reason are or are not fulfilled. However, he does 
not explain the foundation for the establishment of  the logical relation, 
i.e. the pervasion of  the reason by the consequence, which is the main 
factor for the derivation of  the consequence.5 According to Dignāga’s 
trairūpya theory, the absence of  the reason in all dissimilar instances 
must be confirmed for the establishment of  the derivation of  the con-
sequence; but this is practically impossible as no one can examine all 
dissimilar instances.6 There thus arises the problem as to what might 
serve as the basis for a certain derivation of  the consequence from a 
reason. It is Dharmakīrti who solves this problem. He introduces an 
ontological relation, i.e. essential connection (svabhāvapratibandha), as 
the basis for the logical relation between the reason and its consequence. 
It consists of  identity (tādātmya) and causality (tadutpatti), i. e. in the 
first case, the object indicated by the reason is the same as the object 
indicated by the consequence to be demonstrated, and in the second 
case, the object indicated by the reason is the effect (kārya) of  the ob-
ject indicated by the consequence to be demonstrated. He insists that 
the derivation of  the consequence from the reason is possible precisely 
because the reason is related to its consequence through the essential 
connection.

Given that Dignāga’s system of  logic is interpreted by Dharmakīrti on 
the basis of  his original idea of  essential connection, the following ques-
tion poses itself  when we analyze Dharmakīrti’s interpretation of  
Dignāga’s nine types of  reason: Which part of  Dignāga’s theory of  the 
nine types of  reason does Dharmakīrti change or improve? It is the 
purpose of  this paper to make clear Dharmakīrti’s original view 
expounded in his Pramāṇaviniścaya (= PVin) on Dignāga’s nine types 
of  reason and to extract the characteristic features of  Dharmakīrti’s 
logic.

 5 Cf. Katsura 1992: 224.
 6 Cf. PVin II 66 (= 65), Steinkellner 1979: 113f. & n. 433; Steinkellner 1997: 
637f.
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I. THE PURPOSE OF  THE INDICATION OF  THE NINE TYPES OF  REASON

In the programmatic verse in the third chapter of  his Pramāṇaviniścaya 
(= PVin III) Dharmakīrti describes the purpose of  the indication of  
the nine types of  reason in the following way: 7

[Of  the nine types of  reason] two [valid] reasons (the second and eighth 
reasons) and two contradictory [reasons (the fourth and sixth reasons)] 
are [indicated in the Wheel of  Reasons] for the purpose of  establishing 
that [only] essential property (svabhāva) and effect (kārya) [are valid 
reasons]; a specific [reason (the fifth reason)] and a common [reason (the 
first reason) are indicated in order to show that these are inconclusive 
reasons], because [opponents] dispute [that these are valid reasons]; the 
rest (the third, seventh and ninth reasons) [are indicated in order to] 
establish that [the valid reasons] are excluded [from all of  the dissimilar 
instances].

With a view to interpreting the purpose of  Dignāga’s nine types of  
reason, Dharmakīrti divides the reasons into three groups: (1) the 
second and eighth reasons, and the fourth and sixth reasons; (2) the 
first and fifth reasons; (3) the third, seventh and ninth reasons. In 
Dignāga’s logic (1) the second and the eighth reasons are valid (samyak) 
reasons; the fourth and the sixth reasons are contradictory (viruddha) 
reasons; the others are inconclusive reasons: (2) the fifth is an inconclu-
sive (anaikāntika) reason inasmuch as it is “uncommon” (asādhāraṇa), 
that is, it is present neither in the similar instances nor in the dissimilar 
instances; the first is an inconclusive reason inasmuch as it is present in 
all similar and dissimilar instances; (3) and the rest (the third, seventh 
and ninth reasons) are also inconclusive reasons inasmuch as they are 
common, that is, they are present in some or in all dissimilar instances. 
The following table shows Dharmakīrti’s division of  Dignāga’s nine 
types of  reason into three groups:

 valid reason  (the second and eighth reasons) (1)
 contradictory reason  (the fourth and sixth reasons) (1)
 inconclusive reason
  uncommon  (the fifth reason) (2)
  common  (the first reason (2)
  the third, seventh and ninth reasons) (3)

 7 PVin III 301a4f. = PVin III 34 = PV IV 195: svabhāvakāryasiddhyarthaṃ 
dvau dvau hetuviparyayau / vivādād bhedasāmānye śeṣo vyāvṛttisādhanaḥ //, trans-
lated in Ono 1985: 82.



228 T. Iwata  The Pramāṇaviniścaya on the Purpose of  the Division of  Reasons 229

Dharmakīrti explains the purpose of  the indication of  these reasons as 
follows.

( 1 )  Va l i d  R e a s o n s  a n d  C o n t r a d i c t o r y  R e a s o n s

In Dharmakīrti’s logic, only the reason which possesses an essential 
connection with its consequence is a valid reason. Essential property as 
reason (svabhāvahetu) and effect as reason (kāryahetu) possess an 
essential connection with their consequences and hence make these 
consequences known (gamaka). However, when these two are formu-
lated for the derivation of  the opposite of  their intended consequences, 
they are contradictory reasons. In order to show this, two valid reasons 
(the second and eighth reasons) and two contradictory reasons (the 
fourth and sixth reasons) are indicated in the Wheel of  Reasons.8

For Dignāga, the valid reason present in the subject of  inference con-
sists of  two kinds: the second reason which is present in all of  the 
similar instances and absent in all of  the dissimilar instances, and the 
eighth reason which is present in some of  the similar instances and 
absent in all of  the dissimilar instances. For Dharmakīrti, the valid 
reason present in the subject of  inference must satisfy the requirement 
of  the essential connection with its consequence and is classified into 
three kinds: svabhāvahetu, kāryahetu and reason as non-cognition (an-
upalabdhihetu). In Dharmakīrti’s logic, however, the valid reason con-
sists finally only of  svabhāvahetu and kāryahetu, because the anupalab-
dhihetu is reduced to the svabhāvahetu.9 

Dharmakīrti’s standpoint thus differs from that of  Dignāga: The 
former introduces an ontological relation for the ascertainment of  the 
logical relation while the latter ascertains the logical relation within the 
logical domain. Hence Dharmakīrti’s classification of  the valid reason 
itself  is also different from Dignāga’s. Thus, when interpreting Dig-
nāga’s nine types of  reason, Dharmakīrti must show the relationship 
between his own valid reasons and Dignāga’s. Dharmakīrti clarifies this 
relationship as follows. An effect does not always occur when there is a 

 8 Cf. PVin III 301a5f.: raṅ bźin daṅ ’bras bu dag kho na bdag ñid ’brel pa’i phyir 
go bar byed pa daṅ / bzlog na phyin ci log tu byed pa yin no źes bstan pa’i phyir / mi 
rtag ste byas pa’i phyir daṅ / brtsal (D 203b4; btsal P) ma thag tu byuṅ ba’i phyir ro 
źes bya ba’i gtan tshigs gñis daṅ / rtag ste byas pa’i phyir daṅ brtsal (D; btsal P) ma 
thag tu ’byuṅ ba’i phyir ro źes ’gal ba gñis bstan to //, and 310a4f.
 9 Cf. PVin III 303a6ff.; Iwata 1991: 86ff.
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cause (kāraṇa), though there is surely a cause if  there is an effect. 
Therefore, the effect as reason cannot entirely pervade the cause as its 
consequence. In other words, it is impossible that the reason as effect 
(kāryahetu) is present in all of  the similar instances; it is present only 
in some of  the similar instances and absent in others.10 The kāryahetu 
thus does not correspond to Dignāga’s second reason which is present 
in all similar instances; it corresponds only to Dignāga’s eighth reason 
which is present only in some of  the similar instances. Therefore, the 
kāryahetu is necessarily the eighth reason. The stock example of  the 
eighth reason is “being something which follows immediately upon 
effort” (prayatnānantarīyakatva), i.e. “being caused by effort”, for the 
derivation of  the consequence “non-eternity” of  sound. When in this 
case what is caused by effort is interpreted as a cognition caused by 
effort, then this cognition of  sound is an effect arising from non-eternal 
sound as cause and hence is regarded as a kāryahetu for the derivation 
of  the consequence “non-eternity” of  sound. On the other hand, when 
this property “being caused by effort” is interpreted as an essential 
property of  sound, it is regarded as a svabhāvahetu for the derivation 
of  the same consequence “non-eternity” of  sound. Viewed from the 
angle of  the eighth reason, it is a kāryahetu as well as a svabhāvahetu.11 

 10 Cf. PVin III 301a6f.: raṅ bźin (D 203b5; ñid P) las gźan ni mthun pa’i phyogs 
thams cad la yod pa mi srid de / rgyu ni ’bras bu la (D; las P) ’khrul pa’i phyir ro // 
de’i phyir ’bras bu ni mthun pa’i phyogs la rnam pa gñis su ’jug pa yin no // “No 
[reason] other than [the reason as] essential property can be present in all of  the 
similar instances, because cause deviates from effect [namely a cause does not al-
ways produce an effect]. Therefore, effect [as reason] resides in the similar instances 
in two ways [namely it is present in some of  the similar instances and absent in 
others]”; PV IV 196: na hi svabhāvād anyena vyāptir gamyasya kāraṇe / saṃbhavād 
vyabhicārasya dvidhāvṛttiphalaṃ tataḥ //.
 11 Cf. PVin III 303a2f.: ’bras bu’i gtan tshigs kyi dper brjod pa ’dis ni phyogs gcig 
la brten (P; brtan D 205b1) pa’i raṅ bźin yaṅ bśad par rig par bya’o // de ñid kyis na 
(P; ni D) dper brjod pa ’dra bar gsuṅs te / brtsal ma thag tu byuṅ ba’i gsal (D; bsal 
P) ba daṅ skye ba dag la de ltar brjod pa’i phyir ro // “It is to be recognized that by 
means of  this exemplification of  the reason as effect also [an example of  the reason 
as] essential property which resides [only] in part [of  the similar instances] is cited. 
Exactly for this reason, a common exemplification [for two kinds of  reason present 
only in some of  the similar instances] is pointed out [by Dignāga in the form of  
the reason ‘being caused by effort’], since the manifestation [i.e. perception of  
sound] caused by effort and the origination [i.e. essential property of  sound] caused 
by effort are mentioned in that manner [i.e. commonly, by the expression ‘being 
caused by effort’]”; PV IV 201: tenātra kāryaliṅgena svabhāvo ’py ekadeśabhāk / 
sadṛśodāhṛtiś cātaḥ prayatnād vyaktijanmanaḥ //.
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In contrast to the kāryahetu, which is present only in some of  the 
similar instances, the svabhāvahetu can also be present in all the similar 
instances. An example of  the latter is Dignāga’s second reason “being 
produced” (kṛtakatva) for the derivation of  the consequence “non-eter-
nity” of  sound, for the properties “being produced” and “non-eternity” 
imply each other reciprocally. Since both “being produced” and “non-
eternity” are essential properties of  sound, the second reason “being 
produced” is a svabhāvahetu. Accordingly, the second reason corre-
sponds only to the svabhāvahetu; the eighth reason corresponds to the 
svabhāvahetu and the kāryahetu:12

Dharmakīrti

Dignāga
svabhāvahetu kāryahetu

second reason O X

eighth reason O O

( 2 )  I n c o n c l u s i ve  R e a s o n s
( T h e  F i r s t  a n d  F i f t h  R e a s o n s )

As for the first and fifth reasons, opponents of  Dignāga’s view argue 
that the first is a valid reason which satisfies only the requirement of  
the positive concomitance (kevalānvayin) and that the fifth is a valid 
reason which satisfies only the requirement of  the negative concomi-
tance (kevalavyatirekin). According to Dharmakīrti’s interpretation, 
the first and fifth reasons are indicated in the Wheel of  Reasons in 
order to reject such objections because doubt (saṃdeha) exists as 
regards the reason’s presence in similar instances and its absence in 
dissimilar instances.13 This idea is not mentioned in Dignāga’s descrip-

 12 On the correspondence of  Dharmakīrti’s valid reasons to Dignāga’s valid 
reasons, see Ono 1985: 82ff.
 13 As for Dharmakīrti’s argument against kevalānvayin and kevalavyatirekin 
reasons, see Ono 1987: 10f., and 1999: 304ff.; cf. my forthcoming article “The 
Negative Concomitance (vyatireka) in the Case of  Inconclusive (anaikāntika) 
Reasons”, III & IV.
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tion. As will be shown, Dharmakīrti is responsible for the introduction 
of  the concept of  doubt regarding the establishment of  the concomi-
tance.

( 3 )  I n c o n c l u s i ve  R e a s o n s
( T h e  T h i r d ,  S e ve n t h  a n d  N i n t h  R e a s o n s )

The rest (the third, seventh and ninth reasons) are indicated to show 
that the exclusion (vyāvṛtti) of  the reason from all dissimilar instances 
is the principal factor (pradhāna) for the derivation of  the consequence 
from the reason.14 Although this idea is not clearly mentioned in 
Dignāga’s explanation, it was accepted by him.15 One observes that 
according to Dignāga’s logic the statement that the absence of  the 
reason in all dissimilar instances is the principal factor for the derivation 
of  the consequence does not hold when the fifth reason is taken into 
consideration since the fifth reason is inconclusive even though it fulfils 
the condition of  the reason’s absence in all dissimilar instances;16 how-
ever, since in the interpretation of  the purpose of  the indication of  the 
third, seventh and ninth reasons the fifth reason is excluded, the state-
ment that these three remaining reasons show exclusion as the principal 
factor does hold according to Dignāga’s logic. We shall have occasion 
to analyze how Dharmakīrti demonstrates his view that the exclusion 
of  the reason from the dissimilar instances is the principal factor for 
the derivation of  the consequence.

II. THE CLASSIFICATION OF  INCONCLUSIVE REASONS 

In the Wheel of  Reasons the second and eighth reasons are valid, while 
the fourth and sixth reasons are contradictory. These reasons are indi-
cated in the Wheel of  Reasons, according to Dharmakīrti’s above-men-
tioned interpretation, for the purpose of  establishing the view that 

 14 Cf. PVin III 310a6: gtan tshigs kyi (P; kyis D 212b3) ldog pa gtsor sgrub (P; 
bsgrub D) pa’i phyir phyogs kyi chos rnam pa gsum bśad do // (’di ltar rjes su ’gro 
ba’i sgo nas ni gtan tshigs go bar byed pa ma yin te / mi rtag pa ñid las rtsol ba las 
byuṅ ba ma yin pa ñid mi rtogs pa’i phyir ro //); PVP 368b2.
 15 In his PSV2 135a1-3 (= PSV1 51b8-52a2, ad PS III 30cd-31a), Dignāga insists 
that the ground for the derivation of  the consequence from the reason consists in 
the exclusion of  the reason from the dissimilar instances; cf. Iwata, op. cit. (n. 13), 
I.
 16 Cf. PS II 6cd-7, PSV2 111b3-8, Kitagawa 1965: 102f., Ono 1999: 303, n. 8, 
and Iwata, op. cit. (n. 13), IV.
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svabhāvahetu and kāryahetu are valid reasons. The other reasons are 
inconclusive. In order to classify the inconclusive reasons, Dharmakīrti 
makes use of  the differentiation between ascertainment (niścaya) and 
non-ascertainment with respect to the establishment or non-establish-
ment of  the reason’s presence in similar instances and the reason’s 
absence in dissimilar instances. According to this differentiation, we can 
be certain that the valid reasons are present in similar instances and 
absent in dissimilar instances, and we can be certain that the contradic-
tory reasons violate these two conditions, but we cannot always be cer-
tain that the inconclusive reasons are present in similar instances and 
absent in dissimilar instances. Therefore, the ascertainment of  the rea-
son’s presence and absence cannot be a criterion for determining the in-
conclusiveness of  the reason. In consequence, Dharmakīrti insists that 
the ground for the inconclusiveness of  the reason is not the ascertainment 
but the doubt of  the derivation of  the consequence from the reason: 17

[The inconclusiveness of  the reason] does not depend on the ascertain-
ment that [the reason] is present or absent in the similar and dissimilar 
instances, because [inconclusive reasons] are faulty precisely on account 
of  [the fact] that even if  there is ascertainment [as in the case of  the 
first and third reasons], doubt [arises as to whether a consequence or 
the opposite of  the consequence is present in the subject of  inference], 
and this [kind of  doubt arises] similarly in [the case of  the fifth reason] 
also [where the presence and absence in similar and dissimilar instances 
are] not ascertained.

This passage shows why Dharmakīrti claims that the ground for the 
inconclusiveness of  the reason does not consist in the ascertainment of  
the reason’s presence and absence in similar or dissimilar instances, but 
simply in the doubt about the derivation of  the consequence. The 
original idea of  doubt stems from Dignāga’s description of  the incon-
clusive reasons: 18 

 17 PVin III 299b6f.: mthun pa’i phyogs daṅ mi mthun pa’i phyogs la yod pa’am 
(D 202a6; pa la’am P) med pa ñid du ṅes pa la ltos (D; bltos P) pa ni ma yin te / ṅes 
pa la <yaṅ>*the tshom za ba ñid kyi sgo nas skyon du ’gyur la / de ni ma ṅes pa la 
yaṅ mtshuṅs pa’i phyir ro // (* Cf. PVin²[Dh] 81a6: ṅes pa la yaṅ źes smos so //; 
PVin²[Bu] 434, 5).
 18 PSV2 132a1f. (= PSV1 49a8-b1): gźan ni ma ṅes ñid // (anyas tv aniścitaḥ // 
[PS III 22d]) lhag ma rnam pa lṅa po ni gtan tshigs daṅ ’gal ba ñid du ma ṅes  pas 
the tshom gyi rgyu yin no źes bya ba’i don to // (Kitagawa 1965: 494,16ff.). For the 
citation of  PS III 22 (NMu 7) cf. Kitagawa 1965: 190f. and PVBh 601,5f.
Prajñākaragupta also deals with inconclusive reasons on the basis of  PS III 22 in 
the light of  the relevant passage in PVin III (310a6ff.); cf. PVBh 645,6ff.
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On the other hand, [of  the nine reasons, reasons] other [than the two 
valid reasons and the two contradictory reasons] are not ascertained 
(aniścita) (PS III 22d). This means: the remaining five (i.e. the first, 
third, fifth, seventh and ninth reasons) are a cause for doubt (saṃ-
śayahetu), because they are ascertained neither as [valid] reasons nor as 
contradictory [reasons].

Dharmakīrti’s unique notion of  doubt being the ground for inconclu-
siveness of  the reason can be seen in his argument of  the uncommon 
reason as inconclusive. As regards doubt about the derivation of  the 
consequence from the uncommon inconclusive reason, Dignāga states 
that the uncommon inconclusive reason, which is, according to his 
logic, absent both in the similar and dissimilar instances, is a cause of  
doubt as to whether an intended consequence or the contrary to it is 
derived.19 Dharmakīrti conceives his idea about doubt concerning the 
derivation of  the consequence from the uncommon reason on the basis 
of  Dignāga’s description of  the uncommon reason as a cause for doubt. 
Furthermore, he asserts that the uncommon reason is doubtful as 
regards both its occurrence (vṛtti) in that which has the property to be 
proved and its exclusion (*vyāvṛtti) from that which does not have the 
property to be proved. His view of  doubt concerning the presence and 
exclusion of  the uncommon reason, however, is not expressed directly 
in Dignāga’s relevant explanation of  the uncommon inconclusive 
reason. Dharmakīrti therefore differs in view from Dignāga about the 
interpretation of  the uncommon reason since while according to 
Dignāga’s description of  the fifth reason, i.e. the uncommon inconclu-
sive reason, this reason is absent both in the similar and dissimilar in-
stances, Dharmakīrti raises doubt about the certainty of  the reason’s 
absence in the similar and dissimilar instances.20

In consequence, Dharmakīrti changes the meaning of  being uncommon 
for the reason: the uncommon inconclusive reason is doubtful as regards 
the derivation of  the consequence because doubt arises both as to the 
reason’s presence in things possessing the intended property to be 
proved and as to the reason’s exclusion from things which do not possess 
this property. The main ground for this doubt is that, firstly, there is 
no definite cognition of  the reason’s presence in either of  the alterna-
tives, and secondly, the mere non-perception (adarśanamātra) of  the 

 19 Cf. PSV2 133a3 (= PSV1 50a6f.) = PVBh 629, 13f.; see Katsura 1979: 74 and 
Iwata, op. cit. (n. 13), n. 33.
 20 Cf. PVin II 7,14ff. (Steinkellner 1979: 38 and Iwata, op. cit. [n. 13], IV1.1) 
and PVin III 299b8ff.  (Iwata, ib., n. 35).
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uncommon reason in the dissimilar instances is not sufficient to estab-
lish the exclusion of  the reason from these instances.21 Here it is clear 
that according to his interpretation the uncommon reason is ascer-
tained neither as regards its absence both in the similar and dissimilar 
instances nor as regards its presence in the dissimilar instances; rather, 
it is uncertain as to which of  the alternatives the reason is present in. 
Since there are inconclusive reasons which are doubtful as regards their 
presence or absence in the instances, Dharmakīrti bases the inconclu-
siveness of  the reason not on the ascertainment of  the reason’s presence 
or absence in similar and dissimilar instances, but on the doubt of  the 
reason’s presence in things possessing the property to be proved and its 
absence in things which do not possess the property to be proved.

In this way Dharmakīrti consciously makes use of  the concept of  doubt 
in his description of  inconclusive reasons. Now a question arises. Why 
does he introduce this doubt into the description of  the uncommon 
inconclusive reason? The main motive for it can be ascribed to his refu-
tation of  an opponent’s claim. The Naiyāyikas formulate a specific 
inference in order to be able to prove the existence of  the eternal self  
(ātman): A living body (jīvaccharīra) possesses a self  (sātmaka) because 
it possesses breathing (prāṇa) etc.22 They maintain that this reason 
“possession of  breathing etc.” fulfils only the condition of  negative 
concomitance (kevalavyatirekin), i.e.  the absence in the dissimilar in-
stances, on the ground that – since the self  is not existent for the Bud-
dhist opponents – similar instances which possess a self  are not existent; 
no property can be absent in a locus which is not existent. Thus the 
reason “possessing breathing etc.,” cannot be absent in the non-existent 
similar instances; therefore, it is absent merely in the existent dissimilar 
instances.23 They hold that the existence of  the eternal self  is proved 
with this argument. Dharmakīrti holds the argument to be unsound. 
In order to refute this claim he emphasizes that there is doubt as to 
whether their reason is absent in the dissimilar instances only. One of  
his main arguments is that when the subject under discussion is an 
object like ātman which is beyond the domain of  the senses (viprakṛṣṭa), 
no one can definitely say that the reason is present in things which 

 21 Cf. Iwata, op. cit. (n. 13), IV 1.1-3 and IV 2.1 (see also n. 35-36).
 22 Cf. PVin III 300b4f. and 321b3; NB III 97: yathā sātmakaṃ jīvaccharīraṃ 
prāṇādimattvād iti.
 23 Cf. PVin III 323b8 (= Matsuda 1991: 145,3): asataḥ sapakṣān na nivṛttir ity 
asapakṣa eva nāsti; cf. PVin III 322a5f.
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possess a self  or that the reason is absent in things which do not possess 
a self.24 

As Dharmakīrti considers this doubt about the reason’s presence in 
things possessing a self  and its absence in things not possessing a self  
indisputable ground for the refutation of  the Naiyāyikas’ inference of  
the eternal self, he feels it necessary to reinterpret the inconclusive 
reasons from the aspect of  doubt. He thus introduces his own classifica-
tion of  the inconclusive reasons by means of  adding the aspect of  doubt 
to the combination of  the positive concomitance (anvaya), i.e. the rea-
son’s presence in the similar instances, with the negative concomitance 
(vyatireka), i.e. the reason’s absence in the dissimilar instances. The 
inconclusive reasons are classified as follows: both anvaya and vyatireka 
are doubtful; either anvaya or vyatireka is doubtful; vyatireka is reversed, 
namely, unestablished.25 These inconclusive reasons are treated in detail 
in the context of  his presentation of  fallacious reasons. In examining 
this let us take a look at the examples for each case.

The previously mentioned inference is presented as an example of  infer-
ence from a reason with doubtful anvaya and vyatireka: A living body 
possesses a self  because it possesses breathing etc. Both the anvaya and 
vyatireka of  this reason are doubtful because, although breathing as the 
reason must be present either in things possessing a self  or in things not 
possessing a self, there is no ascertainment as to the reason’s presence 
in either of  the alternatives.26

As an example of  inference from a reason which is doubtful in regard 
to the anvaya, the following inference is formulated: This man is om-
niscient (sarvajña) because he is a speaker (vaktṛ). 

 24 Cf. PVin III 322a3f. (Iwata, op. cit. [n. 13], IV 2.2.). The passage (PVin III 
321b2-324b7) which treats the uncommon inconclusive reason is translated into 
Japanese (with the Tibetan text) in Ono 2000.
 25 Cf. PVin III 299b7f.: (gźan du ni) gñi ga’am gcig la the tshom za ba’am / gcig 
phyin ci log tu gyur pa (ni sgrub pa ma yin źiṅ / sun ’byin pa yaṅ ma yin te / sgrub 
pa’i yan lag de lta bu ni nus pa med pa yin pa’i phyir ro //). Generally speaking, in 
the context of  the classification of  the inconclusive reason, the terms anvaya and 
vyatireka do not refer to a logical pervasion: the former is simply the coexistence 
of  the reason and the property to be proved and the latter is the mutual absence 
of  them; therefore, in contrast to the anvaya and vyatireka as the logical pervasion 
which are contrapositive, these anvaya and vyatireka are not contrapositive, and 
quite independent. Accordingly the combination of  anvaya and vyatireka is not 
meaningless for the purpose of  constructing possible cases of  the inconclusive 
reason.
 26 Cf. PVin III 321b3-7 and NB III 96-108; Iwata, op. cit. (n. 13), IV 2.1.
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Let us employ the following mode of  presentation:

subject: (reason → consequence).

“subject” stands for the subject of  inference. “(reason → consequence)” 
stands for the pervasion of  a reason by its consequence. The colon 
denotes that the reason is formulated with respect to the subject. The 
above-mentioned inference described may thus be:

man: (speakerness → omniscience).

In this case the anvaya, i.e. the presence of  “being a speaker” as reason 
in the similar instances possessing “omniscience”, cannot be ascertained 
because it is doubtful whether one who is omniscient is a speaker or not, 
on the ground that omniscience is beyond the domain of  the senses 
(viprakṛṣṭa).27 

The following inference is formulated as an example of  inference from 
a reason which does not fulfil the condition of  exclusion from all dis-
similar instances: Sound is non-eternal because it is an object of  correct 
cognition (prameyatva):28 

sound: (being an object of  cognition → non-eternity).

The reason “being an object of  correct cognition” does not fulfil the 
condition of  exclusion from all dissimilar instances because both eternal 
things and non-eternal things can be objects of  correct cognition. The 
Naiyāyikas object to this and claim that this reason satisfies only the 
requirement of  the anvaya because, given that the dissimilar instances 
are eternal things which are not existent for the Buddhist opponents 
and no property can be present in non-existent things, the reason “be-
ing an object of  cognition” is not present in the non-existent dissimilar 
instances, and exists only in the existent similar instances.29 According 
to Dharmakīrti their claim does not hold since the reason’s presence 

 27 Cf. PVin²(Dh) 81b6f. (ad PVin III 299b7f.): mthun pa’i phyogs la yod pa gcig 
la the tshom za ba skyes bu ’ga’ źig ni thams cad mkhyen pa yin te / smra ba’i phyir 
ro źes bya ba ’di ni mthun pa’i phyogs la yod pa la the tshom za ba’o //; PVin III 
321a8-b2; NB III 93-95: dvayo rūpayor ekasyāsiddhāv aparasya ca saṃdehe ’n- 
aikāntikaḥ | yathā vītarāgaḥ kaścit sarvajño vā vaktṛtvād iti, vyatireko ’trāsiddhaḥ, 
saṃdigdho ’nvayaḥ | sarvajñavītarāgayor viprakarṣād vacanādes tatra sattvam a- 
sattvaṃ vā saṃdigdham |.
 28 Cf. PVin²(Dh) 81b8: gcig phyin ci log tu gyur pa źes bya ba ni mi mthun pa’i 
phyogs la med pa ste / dper na gźal bya bźin du ...; PVin²(Bu) 434,7-435,1: gcig mi 
mthun phyogs las ldog pa las phyin ci log tu rjes su ’gro bar gyur pa dṅos kyi ma ṅes 
pa ste .... 
 29 Cf. PVin III 324b7f.; Iwata, op. cit. (n. 13), n. 15.
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only in the similar instances implies its absence in the dissimilar in-
stances, i.e. the establishment of  the vyatireka, which contradicts their 
claim of  the establishment of  the mere anvaya.

Dharmakīrti examines the inconclusive reasons in detail when he later 
deals with fallacious reasons.30 The following table provides an outline 
of  the threefold classification of  reasons into inconclusive, valid and 
contradictory by the application of  the notion of  doubt to the combi-
nation of  anvaya and vyatireka in PVin III.

anvaya vyatireka nine reasons fallacious reasons

samyak-hetu established established second, eighth 
301a5ff.

viruddha-hetu unestablished unestablished fourth, sixth 
301a5f.; 310a4f.

320b1ff.

anaikāntika-hetu doubtful doubtful 299b7f.

fifth 299b8-300a6

321b2ff., 
kevalavyatirekin 

321b3ff., 322a5ff.
322a2f., b2-4

doubtful vaktṛtva  for
sarvajñatva 

321a8ff.
doubtful vaktṛtva for

asarvajñatva
318a6ff.

unestablished 299b8f.
first

third, seventh, 
ninth 310a6ff.

318a6
kevalānvayin 

324b7ff.
318a6

III. THE PURPOSE OF  INDICATING THE THIRD, SEVENTH

AND NINTH REASONS

According to Dharmakīrti’s programmatic verse (see above, p. 228) in-
terpreting the purpose of  the indication of  the third, seventh and ninth 
reasons, the purpose of  indicating these reasons in the Wheel of  Rea-
sons is to show that the vyatireka, i.e. the exclusion of  the reason from 
all of  the dissimilar instances, is the principal (pradhāna) factor for the 
derivation of  the consequence. This determination of  vyatireka as the 
principal factor for the derivation of  the consequence provides an im-
portant clue for the ascertainment of  the most fundamental factor as 

 30 On Dharmakīrti’s classification of  fallacious reasons, see Ono 1987: 8-14.
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regards the logical pervasion of  the reason by the property to be 
proved. Dignāga also notices its importance, but does not treat it in any 
detail. Dharmakīrti, on the other hand, takes it up for discussion in his 
interpretation of  the indication of  inconclusive reasons. His conclusion 
is drawn from the negation of  the cases where the exclusion of  the 
reason from all dissimilar instances is not principal, i.e. from the con-
firmation that consequences cannot be derived from reasons which do 
not fulfil the condition of  exclusion from all dissimilar instances. In his 
interpretation Dharmakīrti sets forth three types of  inconclusive rea-
sons:31 

(a) the reason which fulfils only the condition of  presence in similar 
instances (anvaya), for example, the seventh reason in the Wheel of  
Reasons, “non-eternity” for the thesis “sound is not caused by effort” 
(aprayatnānantarīyaka),

(b) the reason which fulfils the condition of  presence in similar instanc-
es and of  absence in dissimilar instances (vyatireka) in the same (sama) 
form, for example, the ninth reason, “intangibleness” (asparśatva) for 
the thesis “sound is eternal”, and 

(c) the reason whose presence in the similar instances is principal, that 
is, for which the anvaya and not the vyatireka has decisive force, for 
example, the third reason “non-eternity” for the thesis “sound is caused 
by effort”.

Before analysing Dharmakīrti’s interpretation it should be noted that 
the terms anvaya and vyatireka do not refer to the logical relation of  
the pervasion of  the reason by the property to be proved and the con-
trapositive logical relation, but rather respectively to the reason’s pres-
ence in similar instances and its absence in dissimilar instances; in this 
context anvaya and vyatireka are thus mutually independent. As for the 
reason’s presence in similar instances and its absence in dissimilar in-
stances, Dignāga introduces two cases for each in his classification of  
the reason into nine types: the reason’s presence only in some similar 
instances and its presence in all similar instances, and the reason’s ab-
sence only in some dissimilar instances and its absence in all dissimilar 
instances. The term anvaya in this context refers to the reason’s pres-
ence only in some of  the similar instances and the term vyatireka refers 

 31 Cf. PVin III 310a6ff. & 310b2f. Devendrabuddhi and Prajñākaragupta 
expound Dharmakīrti’s view on the purpose of  the indication of  the third, seventh 
and ninth reasons; cf. PVP 368b2-369a1 (ad PV IV 195) and PVBh 645, 9ff.
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to the reason’s absence in some of  the dissimilar instances. In order to 
denote the cases of  the reason’s presence in all similar instances or its 
absence in all dissimilar instances, the word “principal” (pradhāna) is 
used; for example “the anvaya is principal”.

(ad a) When the vyatireka is not the principal factor for the derivation 
of  the consequence, for instance, when a reason satisfies only the an-
vaya, then this reason is inconclusive because a consequence cannot be 
derived from a reason for which there is presence merely in some simi-
lar instances since this reason can be present in dissimilar instances: 32

It is not [the case that only] by means of  the anvaya (i.e. the presence 
of  the reason in some similar instances) the reason is [the factor which] 
makes [its consequence] known (gamaka), since [for example, the con-
sequence to be demonstrated] “[sound] is not caused by effort” (apra-
yatnānantarīyaka) [can]not be cognized by [the seventh reason in the 
Wheel of  Reasons] “non-eternity” [of  sound].

An example of  the reason which fulfils the demand for presence in 
similar instances is the seventh reason in the Wheel of  Reasons, namely, 
“non-eternity” for the thesis “sound is not caused by effort”:

sound: (non-eternity [seventh reason] → not being caused by effort).

The reason “non-eternity” is inconclusive because it is present also in 
dissimilar instances which are caused by effort, for example non-eter-
nity is present in a pot which is caused by effort. Accordingly this kind 
of  reason which fulfils only the condition of  presence in some similar 
instances cannot be a valid reason.

(ad b) Dharmakīrti presupposes an objection: the above-mentioned 
reason is inconclusive, since it, though satisfying the anvaya, lacks the 
other condition, namely, the vyatireka, the reason’s absence in dissimi-
lar instances;33 the reason can be valid when the anvaya and vyatireka 
are in the same form,34 that is, when the same situation obtains for the 

 32 PVin III 310a6f.: ... rjes su ’gro ba’i sgo nas ni gtan tshigs go bar byed pa ma 
yin te / mi rtag pa ñid las rtsol ba las byuṅ ba ma yin pa ñid mi rtogs pa’i phyir ro 
//; cf. PVP 368b2-4 and PVBh 645,10f.: yady anvayo gamakatve (anvayāgamakatve 
Ms. 313a6) prayojako ’nityatvād aprayatnānantarīyaka ity api gamakaḥ syāt. asty 
atrānvayaḥ (Ms.; abhā[vā]nvayaḥ in text).
 33 Cf. PVin III 310a7: ’di las ni rtogs par mi ’gyur te ldog pa med pas (D 212b4; 
pa’i P) rjes su ’gro ba ’ba’ źig yin pa’i phyir ro źe na /; PVP 368b4; PVBh 645,11f.: 
atha na bhāvamātreṇa (Ms. 313a6f.; athānabhāvamātreṇa in text) gamakatvam, an-
vayasya vyatirekasāhityāpekṣayā gamakatvāt.
 34 Cf. PVin²(Dh) 130a4f.: gaṅ gi phyir ldog pa daṅ lhan cig pa’i rjes su ’gro ba 
go bar byed pa yin na /; PVin²(Bu) 501,5: ’o na reg (in text: rig) bya ma yin pa’i
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reason’s presence in similar instances and its absence in dissimilar 
instances. He refutes this objection as follows: if  the reason here would 
be a valid reason, it would then follow that the ninth reason which is 
both present and absent in similar and dissimilar instances would be a 
valid reason.35 An example of  the ninth reason is “intangibleness” for 
the thesis “sound is eternal”: 

sound: (intangibleness [ninth reason] → eternity).

The reason “intangibleness” is present only in some eternal things (the 
similar instances), e.g. ether, being eternal, is intangible, whereas an 
atom, though eternal, is not intangible, and it is absent also only in 
some non-eternal things (the dissimilar instances), e.g. a pot, being non-
eternal, is not intangible, while karman, though non-eternal, is not 
non-intangible, i.e. is intangible. Thus, as regards the ninth reason, the 
form of  the presence in the similar instances and that of  the absence 
in the dissimilar instances are the same, but it is inconclusive. Therefore, 
the sameness of  the form of  the reason’s presence in the similar in-
stances and its absence in the dissimilar instances is not the decisive 
factor in determining the validity of  the reason.

(ad c) Another objection may be raised: the ninth reason is inconclusive 
because it is present in some similar instances and absent in some dis-
similar instances,36 but not present in all similar instances, namely, 
because the anvaya is not principal.37 This objection implies that simply 
because the anvaya is principal the reason is valid. This is also rejected 
by Dharmakīrti: 38

[When the anvaya, i.e. the presence of  the reason in similar instances, 
is principal, the reason] pervades all similar instances and [can] be ab-
sent in some dissimilar instances. Therefore, in this case the anvaya (the 

phyir sgra rtag go źes bya ba ’di chos can / go byed du ’gyur / de la phyogs chos daṅ 
rjes su ’gro ldog cha mñam pa’i phyir ro // (ad PVin III 310a7f.).
 35 Cf. PVin III 310a7f.; PVBh 645,12: ayaṃ tarhi gamako <’>sparśatvān nitya iti.
 36 Cf. PVBh 645,12: ayam api na gamakaḥ samatvād anvayasya.
 37 Cf. PVin III 310a8: ma yin te de la yaṅ rjes su ’gro ba gtso bo ma yin pa’i phyir 
ro (D 212b5; om. P) źe na; PVP 368b5f.
 38 PVin III 310a8-b1: mthun pa’i phyogs la khyab pa’i phyir daṅ / mi mthun 
pa’i phyogs ’ga’ (D 212b5; ’gal P) la med pa’i phyir na ’dir rjes su ’gro ba stobs daṅ 
ldan źiṅ ldog pa stobs (D; stobs pa P) chuṅ ba yin te / dper na brtsal (D; btsal P) ma 
thag tu byuṅ (P; ’byuṅ D) ba yin te / mi (D; ma P) rtag pa’i phyir ro źes bya ba lta 
bu’o //; cf. PVP 368b6-8 and PVBh 645,13f.: ayaṃ tarhi syād anityatvāt pra-
yatnānantarīyaka iti. atra hi balavān anvayo (anveyo Ms. 313a7) durbalo vyati-
rekaḥ.
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reason’s presence in the similar instances) has decisive force (*balavat); 
[on the contrary] the vyatireka (the reason’s absence in the dissimilar 
instances) has little force (*durbala), for example, [in the inference] 
“sound is caused by effort, because it is non-eternal” [the reason “non-
eternity”, namely, the third reason in the Wheel of  Reasons, pervades 
all things caused by effort as the similar instances; hence the anvaya of  
this reason is prevalent. However this reason is inconclusive, because it 
is present in some dissimilar instances].

The objection that the anvaya is principal means on the one hand that 
the presence of  the reason in similar instances is prevalent with respect 
to the capacity to derive its consequence, i.e. it is a sufficient condition 
to derive its consequence, and on the other hand that the presence of  
the reason in similar instances has decisive force with respect to the 
mode of  the reason’s presence, namely, the reason is present in all 
similar instances. However, this objection does not hold, since despite 
the decisive force of  the anvaya, the reason is inconclusive, like the third 
reason in the Wheel of  Reasons, i.e. “non-eternity” for the derivation 
of  the thesis “sound is caused by effort”: 

sound: (non-eternity [third reason] → being caused by effort).

The reason “non-eternity” is present in all similar instances which are 
caused by effort, and thus fulfils the condition that it pervade all similar 
instances. However, it is inconclusive because it does not fulfil the con-
dition of  absence in all dissimilar instances, for it is present in a dis-
similar instance, i.e. the non-eternity present in lightning which is not 
caused by effort. 

Pointing out that no consequence can be derived from the above-men-
tioned three types of  inconclusive reasons, Dharmakīrti summarizes his 
arguments: 39

Thus, no [consequences can] be cognized by [each of  these three condi-
tions, namely, the condition that] this (anvaya, i.e. the reason’s presence 
in similar instances) merely occurs; [the condition that the form of  the 
anvaya and that of  the vyatireka are] the same; and [the condition that 
the anvaya is] principal.

What then is the prevalent condition for the derivation of  the conse-
quence? For Dharmakīrti, the consequence can be derived from the 

 39 PVin III 310b2f.: des na ’di yod pa tsam daṅ mñam pa daṅ gtso che bas rtogs 
pa ma (D 212b7; om. P) yin no //; cf. PVP 368b8-369a1 and PVBh 645,9: nānv-
ayadvārako hetur gamakatve (Ms. 313a6; gamakatva- in text) vyavasthitaḥ / bhāva-
mātrasamādhikye tridhāpy agamakatvataḥ // (v. 604).
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reason when the vyatireka is principal, i.e. when the reason is absent in 
all dissimilar instances, whereas the condition that the anvaya is prin-
cipal is not always necessary: 40

When the exclusion [of  the reason] pervades [all dissimilar instances], 
even though the anvaya is not principal, [the cognition of  the conse-
quence by the reason] occurs, as [in the case of  the inference] “sound 
is non-eternal, because it is caused by effort”.

His view is illustrated by the example of  the eighth reason in the Wheel 
of  Reasons: 

sound: (being caused by effort [eighth reason] → non-eternity).

The eighth reason “being caused by effort” for the thesis “sound is non-
eternal” is absent in all eternal things which constitute the dissimilar 
instances; hence the vyatireka is principal, but the reason does not 
entirely pervade non-eternal things which constitute the similar in-
stances. For example, “being caused by effort” is absent in lightning 
which is non-eternal; hence the anvaya is not principal. It is, however, 
a valid reason, not a fallacious one.

By way of  his refutation of  these possible objections, Dharmakīrti 
concludes that the indispensable condition for the derivation of  the 
consequence is not the mere presence of  the reason in similar instances, 
but the exclusion of  the reason from all dissimilar instances: 41

Consequently, merely by means of  the exclusion (*vyavaccheda) of  [all 
dissimilar instances which are] eternal [things from the domain where 
the reason resides] – [just] as [by means of  the exclusion that] whatever 
is caused by effort is exclusively (eva) non-eternal –, the reason [“being 
caused by effort”] makes [its consequence “non-eternity” of  sound] 
known, because the function of  these words [to express the reason] is 
fulfilled when the exclusion (*vyāvṛtti) [of  the reason from all dissimilar 
instances] is cognized through [the determination that the reason 
“being caused by effort”] excludes [the occurrence of] the [property] 
“eternal” in [the subject of  inference] “sound”, and [that the reason 
“smoke”] excludes [the occurrence of] the “non-existence of  fire” in [the 
subject of  inference] “place” and so on.

 40 PVin III 310b3: rjes su ’gro ba gtso bo ma yin yaṅ ldog (P; bzlog D 212b7) pas 
khyab na yod pa yin te / dper na sgra mi (D; om. P) rtag ste / rtsol ba las byuṅ ba’i 
phyir ro źes bya ba lta bu’o //.
 41 PVin III 310b3-5: de’i phyir gaṅ rtsol ba las byuṅ ba de ni mi rtag pa ñid do źes 
de ltar rtag pa rnam par bcad pa ñid kyis gtan tshigs go bar byed pa yin te / sgra daṅ 
sa phyogs la sogs par rtag (P; rtogs D 213a1) pa daṅ me med pa (P; om. D) la sogs pa 
rnam par bcad pas ldog pa rtogs na ṅag ’di’i nus pa yoṅs su rdzogs pa’i phyir ro //.
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Dharmakīrti’s assertion that the main condition for the derivation of  
a consequence from a reason consists in the exclusion of  the reason from 
all dissimilar instances implies his criticism of  the objection that the 
mere perception of  the reason in the similar instances (darśanamātra) 
is a sufficient condition for the derivation of  a consequence from a rea-
son.42 Dharmakīrti is of  the view that even though the reason is seen 
once in a similar instance, it still cannot be determined as a valid reason 
since doubt arises as to whether it is present in the opposite of  the 
consequence, and therefore, in order to avoid this doubt, the exclusion 
of  the reason from all of  the dissimilar instances is necessary.

Although Dharmakīrti’s view is clear, he does not explain why the mere 
perception of  the reason in similar instances is not sufficient for the 
derivation of  the consequence. Prajñākaragupta gives the following 
account of  Dharmakīrti’s view: 43

[The presence of  the reason in similar instances is not an establishing 
factor for the derivation of  the consequence,] to the contrary, the ab-
sence (vyatireka) [of  the reason in all dissimilar instances] is able [to let 
one derive the consequence, and] depends only on the mere occurrence 
of  [the reason’s] presence (anvaya) [in similar instances], but neither on 
the sameness (i.e. the fact that the same situation obtains for the 
reason’s presence in similar instances and its absence in dissimilar in-
stances) nor [on the prevalence of  the anvaya], as [it is illustrated in 
the case of  the inference] “[sound] is non-eternal, because of  being 
caused by effort”. Whatever is caused by effort is exclusively non-eter-
nal. [In this case the reason “being caused by effort”] is the factor which 

 42 As for Dharmakīrti’s view against the objection that perception of  the co-
existence of  the reason and the property to be proved can establish the logical 
relation between them, see PV I 31: kāryakāraṇabhāvād vā svabhāvād vā niyāmakāt 
/ avinābhāvaniyamo ’darśanān na na darśanāt //. For a detailed exposition of  the 
background of  his view and a translation of  this verse – and especially for a 
discussion of  the term svabhāva understood as “essence” as opposed to “identical 
relation”, and of  the term avinābhāva-niyama understood as a genitive tatpuruṣa 
(“restriction of  the inseparable connection [to ...]”), not as a karmadhāraya –, see 
Steinkellner 1997: 627ff.
 43 PVBh 645,17-20: vyatirekas tu prayojakaḥ sadbhāvamātram evānvayasyāpekṣate 
(°kṣete Ms. 313b1), na samatvādikam*, yathā prayatnānantarīyakatvād anitya iti. 
yaḥ prayatnānantarīyakaḥ so <’>nitya eva, nityatāvyavacchedakatvena gamakaḥ. 
evam anyo ’pi hetuḥ. tathā hi – nityād vyāvartate yena tadabhāvaṃ sa sādhayet / 
anitye vartamānaṃ na tadabhāvasya sādhakam // (606). (*The Tibetan translation 
does not correspond to the Sanskrit text, cf. PVBh (Tib) 339b2: mñam pa’am lhag 
pa (*ādhikya) la ni ma yin te /)
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makes [its consequence “non-eternity” of  sound] known, since it exclu-
des the eternity [of  sound]. Thus the other [valid] reasons are also 
[factors which make their consequences known]. Namely, the factor 
[“caused by effort”] which excludes eternal [things] can establish the 
non-existence of  these (eternal things) [that is, “non-eternity”]; [how-
ever, it is] not [the case that simply because “caused by effort”] occurs 
in non-eternal [things] it is a factor which establishes the non-existence 
of  these (eternal things).

Here Prajñākaragupta makes two points clear: first, that the exclusion 
of  the reason from all dissimilar instances is the establishing factor for 
the derivation of  the consequence, and second, that the mere occur-
rence of  the reason in similar instances is not an indispensable condition 
for the derivation of  the consequence. Now let us examine how he ar-
gues for his view: 44

If, further, [the reason] is [a factor which] makes [its consequence] 
known [merely] on account of  the perception [of  the presence of  the 
reason in similar instances], [this reason, for example “smoke”,] can 
make known in its entirety only “fire” which is perceived, but there is 
no apprehension [caused by it] of  things other than this (“fire” which 
is now perceived or was perceived in the past) [from this reason]. Ac-
cordingly, [the inference of  the consequence from this reason] would not 
be a valid means of  cognition for attainment of  things other than 
this. 

According to Prajñākaragupta, the perception of  the reason in similar 
instances leads to the derivation of  a particular consequence which is 
experienced, but not to the ascertainment of  others which will be per-
ceived later; therefore, this kind of  perception does not generally make 
its consequence known.

He refutes on the same ground the objection that the exclusion of  the 
reason from dissimilar instances can be ascertained by the presence of  
the reason in similar instances: 45

[The anvaya, i.e. the presence of  the reason in similar instances, is] not 
[principal for the derivation of  the consequence], because perception 

 44 PVBh 645,23f.: yadi ca darśanadvāreṇa gamakas tadā dṛṣṭam evāgniṃ gamay-
et sakalam, na tadaparavyaktigatiḥ. tatas tadanyavyaktiprāptāv apramāṇatā bhavet.
 45 PVBh 645,26-28: (nanu vyāvṛttir api tadanvayadvāreṇaiva niścitā, tat kathaṃ 
nānvayaprādhānyam.) na, darśanasya vyāvṛttiniścaye <’>nadhikārāt. darśanaṃ hi 
dṛśyamānatām eva niścāyayati, na tadaparam. nānyadarśanam anyaniścayahetuḥ. 
Cf. PVBh²(Ya) 313a8: snaṅ ba ñid ces bya ba ni da ltar ba (vartamāna) ñid do // de 
las gźan źes bya ba ni ma ’oṅs pa’o (anāgata) //.
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does not have the capacity to ascertain the exclusion [of  the reason from 
all dissimilar instances], since perception ascertains only [the fact] that 
[an object] is now being perceived, but not others. The perception of  
one [thing] is no cause for the ascertainment of  others .

Since the ascertainment of  the derivation of  the consequence through 
the perception of  the reason and the property to be proved in similar 
instances is restricted only to the experienced consequence, there al-
ways remains doubt about the derivation of  the consequence yet to 
occur, no matter how often the relation between the reason and the 
consequence is experienced. Probably Prajñākaragupta’s argument 
against perception as the ground for the ascertainment of  the logical 
relation includes a criticism of  Kumārila, who claims that the pervasion 
of  the reason by the consequence is cognized by repeated perception 
(bhūyodarśana).46

IV.  THE INTERPRETATION OF  ANTINOMIC REASONS

(VIRUDDHĀVYABHICĀRIN)

The fifth reason in the Wheel of  Reasons is inconclusive because it is 
present neither in similar instances nor in dissimilar ones. A stock 
example for the fifth reason is “audibility” for the thesis “sound is eter-
nal”: 

sound: (audibility [fifth reason] → eternity).

Since only sound is audible, “audibility” as the reason is present only 
in sound as the subject of  inference and not in other instances, either 
in similar or in dissimilar instances, it is, therefore, called the uncommon 
(asādhāraṇa) inconclusive reason. Audibility is inconclusive because
no ascertainment can be attained as to whether it is present in eternal 
or non-eternal things. Dignāga takes this fifth reason “audibility” as
an example of  antinomic (viruddhāvyabhicārin) reasons, i.e. reasons 
which derive mutually contradictory consequences and do not deviate 
from the derivation of  their consequences. In PS III the antinomic 
reasons are alluded to in the following context: Subsequent to the ex-
planation of  his theory of  the nine types of  reason, Dignāga adds that 
in the case of  the determination of  whether a reason is valid, incon-
clusive or contradictory, an examination must be made with respect

 46 Cf. ŚV Anumāna, 12a-c: bhūyodarśanagamyā ca vyāptiḥ sāmānyadharmayoḥ 
/ jñāyate bhedahānena; Steinkellner 1997: 639ff.
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to only one reason, not more. Alluding to the reason “audibility”, he 
explains: 47

Because it is experienced that, on account of  two (antinomic reasons) 
which possess the aforementioned [three] characteristics [of  a valid 
reason] and [yet] are [mutually] contradictory, doubt is raised with 
respect to one (subject of  inference). For example, on account of  two 
(reasons), “[being] produced” and “[being] audible”, with respect to 
“sound” [as subject of  inference] doubt [arises] as to whether it is non-
eternal or eternal.

The inference of  the non-eternity of  sound from the reason “being 
produced” is well known to the Buddhists. The other reason “audibil-
ity” for the thesis “sound is eternal” is formulated by an opponent who 
makes use of  the theory of  the Vaiśeṣikas. Dignāga presupposes the 
objection that the latter could be regarded as valid on the presumption 
of  their theory: 48

If  in this case (of  examining whether “audibility” is a cause for doubt 
or not) the eternal soundness (śabdatva) is accepted, then this (audibi-
lity) could be precisely a [valid] reason.

According to the theory of  the Vaiśeṣikas, soundness as an universal 
(sāmānya) inheres in every sound as an individual quality, and is differ-
ent from sound individuals in that it is both audible and eternal. In 
reliance on this soundness as an example for the reason’s presence in 
some similar instances, the opponent may insist on the validity of  the 
reason “audibility”: the first condition for a valid reason is fulfilled since 
“audibility” is also present in the subject of  the inference “sound”, that 
is, it is present in soundness, too, and hence not restricted only to the 
subject of  inference; the second and third conditions are also fulfilled: 
the reason “audibility” is present in some eternal things, the similar 
instances, i.e. in soundness, and absent in non-eternal things, the 
dissimilar instances. In Dignāga’s nine types of  reason the ground for 
the fallacy that the fifth reason “audibility” is uncommon is ascribed 

 47 PSV2 132a4f. (= PSV1 49b3 [ad PS III 23b]): gaṅ gi phyir bśad pa’i mtshan 
ñid can gyi ’gal ba dag gcig la the tshom bskyed pa dag mthoṅ ste / dper na byas pa 
daṅ mñan par bya ba dag las sgra la rtag pa daṅ mi rtag pa dag ñid la the tshoms za 
ba bźin no // (Kitagawa 1965: 495,8ff.; for the Japanese translation cf. ib., p. 194).
 48 PSV2 133a5 (= PSV1 50a8) = PVBh 646, 25f.: yadā tarhi śabdatvaṃ nityam 
abhyupaiti tadāyaṃ hetur eva syāt. The passages which are cited in this chapter 
(PSV2 133a5ff.) have been translated into Japanese in Kitagawa 1965: 203f. As for 
the citation of  these passages in NMu (PSV2 133a5-b1 = NMu Taishō 32,2b20-26 
& 2b29-2c1), see Kitagawa’s notes and Katsura 1979: 77f.
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to the fact that except for the subject “sound” itself, there is nothing 
that is audible, and hence “audibility” cannot be present in things 
possessing “eternity” as the property to be proved. In this case, how-
ever, in addition to the subject there is an instance, soundness, which is 
both audible and eternal; it is therefore possible to avoid the fallacy 
that the reason is uncommon.

Now the question is how Dignāga treats the antinomic reasons. He 
concedes that the reason “audibility” may be assumed to be valid only 
when the other reason “being produced” for the thesis “sound is non-
eternal” is not formulated: 49

If, with respect to the (subject “sound”), no one would formulate also 
[other] reasons such as “being produced” for [the derivation of  the 
consequence] “non-eternity”, [the reason “audibility”] could be [an 
establishing factor for the thesis “sound is eternal”].

On the other hand, he admits that when two reasons from which mutu-
ally contradictory consequences are drawn are formulated in regard
to the same subject of  inference, then these reasons are a cause for 
doubt: 50

Suppose, however, that [with respect to the same subject] two (reasons, 
i.e. “audibility” for the derivation of  eternity of  sound and “being 
produced” for the derivation of  non-eternity of  sound) are recognized, 
[these reasons] are a cause for doubt, for it is impossible that in the same 
thing contradictory (properties) [exist].

Thus, according to Dignāga’s explanation in his theory of  the nine 
types of  reason, the antinomic reasons are set forth as a kind of  falla-
cious reason which causes doubt about the derivation of  its conse-
quences: 51

When things [as subjects of  inference] possess a property which is un-
common [to the similar and dissimilar instances], or a property which 

 49 PSV2 133a5f. (= PSV1 50a8-b1): gal te ’di la yaṅ mi rtag pa ñid kyi gtan tshigs 
byas pa ñid la sogs pa ’ga’ źig ston par mi byed na ni ’gyur na / (Kitagawa 1965: 
498,13f.); cf. PVBh 646,30f.: syād gamako, yady atra kṛtakatvam api kaścid anityatve 
hetuṃ na brūyāt.
 50 PSV2 133a6f. (= PSV1 50b1): gñi ga dmigs pa na ’gal ba dag don gcig la mi srid 
pa’i phyir the tshom gyi rgyu yin no //. Cf. PVBh 646,31: ubhayaṃ tu gamakam 
upalabhamānasya svābhyupagamād eva saṃśayaḥ.
 51 PS III 25 = PSV2 133a7f. (= PSV1 50b2): thun moṅ min daṅ spyi daṅ ni // 
’gal ba ’khrul pa med pa can // chos rnams kun la gaṅ yin pa // de la the tshom gtan 
tshigs yin // (= NMu 8). As for the sentence structure of  this verse (yeṣāṃ yeṣām 
... teṣāṃ ...; cf. PSṬ 197a2ff.) see Kitagawa 1965: 204, n. 393.
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is common [to both of  them], or [a couple of] properties which are 
contradictory and not deviating, [these properties are] reasons [which 
cause] doubt about those (things).

In the Wheel of  Reasons fallacious reasons are classified into two types: 
contradictory reasons which are free from doubt, and doubtful rea-
sons.52 Since fallacious reasons in the Wheel of  Reasons are either con-
tradictory or inconclusive, doubtful reasons are nothing but inconclu-
sive reasons. As antinomic reasons are included under doubtful reasons, 
they are also inconclusive reasons. Thus, Dignāga takes the position 
that antinomic reasons are a subset of  inconclusive reasons.

On the other hand, it seems that he thinks that the problem of  anti-
nomic reasons can be solved when the reasons are formulated on the 
basis of  the valid means of  cognition, since he is of  the view that when 
one examines theses which are asserted on the basis of  the testimony 
of  other schools, the decision whether these are true or not must be 
made in conformity with testimony which is not in contradiction to 
direct perception (pratyakṣa):53

In this case, too, since verbal testimony [which does not deviate from] 
direct perception [as a valid means of  cognition] possesses the ability 
[to prove], one should examine the ascertainment [of  whether sound is 
eternal or non-eternal] on the basis of  only this (non-deviating verbal 
testimony).

However, he does not claim the impossibility of  the antinomic rea-
sons.

Dharmakīrti, treating the problem of  antinomic reasons which effect 
the derivation of  mutually contradictory consequences without devia-
tion, draws the conclusion that antinomic reasons are impossible in 
reality. Generally speaking, this conclusion relies on Dignāga’s view 

 52 Cf. PS III 26 = PSV2 133a8-b1 (= PSV1 50b2f. = NMu 10): gaṅ yaṅ phyogs 
chos mthoṅ ba las // śes par ’dod la bzlog pa yis // gnod pa byed daṅ dpyod thob pa // 
de las gźan pa rtags mthuṅs med // (Kitagawa 1965: 499,5ff.) “Since [the reasons 
which are] seen as properties of  the subject [of  inference] invert [their own conse-
quences which are] intended to be known [by the proponent], either annulment or 
doubt (the tshom PSV1) [of  their consequences] occurs. Except for these there are 
no fallacious reasons (gtan tshigs ltar snaṅ PSV1)”.
 53 PSV2 133a7 (= PSV1 50b1f.): ’di la yaṅ mṅon sum gyi (Kitagawa 1965: 203, 
n. 391; daṅ P) luṅ stobs daṅ ldan pa’i phyir de kho na las ṅes pa btsal bar bya’o (źes 
bya ba ...).
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that mutually contradictory properties cannot reside in one and the 
same subject of  inference: 54

Just as in the inference relating to real things no [mutually] contradic-
tory [properties to be proved] can [reside] in one (subject of  inference), 
so also the [reasons] pervaded by these (properties) [cannot reside in it]. 
Therefore, these (two antinomic reasons) are not present in one (sub-
ject). Accordingly, in the (inference relating to real things) the antino-
mic [reasons] are impossible.

Further, Dharmakīrti argues for the impossibility of  antinomic reasons 
from the standpoint of  his own logical system: 55

[Dignāga] propounded that also antinomic [reasons] are a cause for 
doubt; however, we do not propound these (antinomic reasons) in our 
[logical system], because in the object of  inference they are impossible. 
[Firstly,] it is impossible that [the reasons] possessing the aforementio-
ned characteristics [of  an essential connection], i.e. [the reason as] es-
sential property (svabhāva) and [the reason as] effect (kārya), and [the 
reason as] non-cognition (anupalambha), are contradictory and not 
deviating; and [secondly] there are no other non-deviating [reasons than 
these three].

In Dharmakīrti’s system of  logic, the non-deviating reason is of  three 
types: svabhāvahetu, kāryahetu and anupalabdhihetu. Only these three 
reasons do not deviate as regards the consequences derived from them 
because they fulfil the three characteristics of  a valid reason which are 
ascertained by the ontological relation, i.e. the essential connection 
between real things. The essential connection consists of  identity and 
causality. Identity means that the object indicated by the reason is 
always the object indicated by the property to be proved; causality 
means that the object indicated by the reason is a different thing from 

 54 PVin III 327a3f.: dṅos po daṅ rjes su ’brel pa’i rjes su dpag pa la ni ji ltar ’gal 
ba dag gcig la mi srid pa de bźin du / des khyab pa dag kyaṅ yin pa’i phyir / de dag 
gcig la yod pa ma yin te / des na de la ’gal ba mi ’khrul pa (P; ba D 228a4) can mi 
srid do //.
 55 PVin III 326a3f.: ’gal ba mi ’khrul pa (P; ba D 227a3) can yaṅ the tshom gyi 
rgyur bśad na de ’dir ma bśad de rjes su dpag pa’i yul la (P; om. D) mi srid pa’i phyir 
ro // ji skad bśad pa’i mtshan ñid can raṅ bźin daṅ ’bras bu dag gam / mi dmigs pa 
la ni ’gal ba mi ’khrul pa (P; ba D) can mi srid la / mi ’khrul pa (P; ba D) can gźan 
ni med do //. Cf. NB III 110-113: viruddhāvyabhicāry api saṃśayahetur uktaḥ | sa 
iha kasmān noktaḥ ǁ (110), anumānaviṣaye ’saṃbhavāt ǁ (111), na hi saṃbhavo ’sti 
kāryasvabhāvayor uktalakṣaṇayor anupalambhasya ca viruddhatāyāḥ ǁ (112), na cānyo 
’vyabhicārī ǁ (113). As to Dharmakīrti’s interpretation of  the viruddhāvyabhicārin 
reason see Ono 1987: 11.
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the object indicated by the property to be proved, the former being an 
effect of  the latter. Identity and causality are not mutually contradic-
tory, for identity is a relation between non-different things, and causal-
ity is a relation between different things. Since the bases for the valid-
ity of  the reasons are not mutually contradictory, the consequences 
derived from them are also not contradictory. Thus, since the reason as 
non-cognition, as mentioned before, is reduced to the reason as essential 
property, and the reason as essential property and the reason as effect 
are ascertained respectively by identity and causality which are not 
contradictory, their consequences cannot be contradictory. Further, 
apart from these three kinds of  reason there are no other valid reasons. 
As a result, it is impossible that reasons, though mutually contradic-
tory, do not deviate as regards the consequences derived from them. 
Thus, Dharmakīrti differs in opinion from Dignāga about the treatment 
of  antinomic reasons: Relying on essential connection as the ground for 
the validity of  the reason, Dharmakīrti does not accept antinomic rea-
sons as inconclusive reasons, while Dignāga counts them as such.

From the above argument it is clear that Dharmakīrti does not accept 
antinomic reasons within his own logical system. However, a problem 
remains unsolved. As no one can deny the empirical fact that situations 
occur in which such reasons are employed, Dharmakīrti has to explain 
how these situations come about. The answer is given in his explanation 
of  why Dignāga propounds antinomic reasons: 56

[In the inference functioning on the basis of  the essential connection 
between real things reasons cannot be antinomic.] Therefore, [Dignāga] 
propounds [a view] that antinomic [reasons] are a fault of  the proving 
factor (sādhanadoṣa), when, in dependence upon the inference which 
functions by means of  the non-perception of  real things (avastudarśana) 
and is in conformity with verbal testimony, [a proponent] examines 
objects of  this (verbal testimony which are beyond sense cognitions).

In order to examine objects which are beyond the sphere of  sense cog-
nitions, a proponent may formulate an inference in which the three 
conditions for the validity of  the reason are established only on the 
basis of  verbal testimony, but not on the basis of  a valid means of  

 56 PVin III 326a4f.: de’i phyir dṅos po ma mthoṅ ba’i stobs kyis źugs pa (D 227a4; 
pa la P) luṅ la brten pa’i rjes su dpag pa la brten te de’i don dpyod pa na ’gal (D; ’ga’ 
P) ba mi ’khrul pa (P; ba D) can sgrub (P; bsgrub D) pa’i skyon du bśad de /; cf. NB 
III 114: tasmād avastudarśanabalapravṛttam āgamāśrayam anumānam āśritya tad-
arthavicāreṣu viruddhāvyabhicārī sādhanadoṣa uktaḥ; Ono 1987: 11 & 20, n. 48.
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cognition. In this case, however, the consequence of  the inference based 
on verbal testimony can be in contradiction with one of  the other con-
sequences derived from reasons grounded in an essential connection, for 
it is possible that authors of  scriptures, on account of  their delusion, 
propound wrong views.57 Accordingly, Dharmakīrti’s position on anti-
nomic reasons is summarized as follows: Antinomic reasons are possible 
only when in the formulation of  a reason a proponent presupposes 
verbal testimony which is not yet determined as valid by a valid means 
of  cognition. However, in the inference from a reason which fulfils the 
three conditions on the basis of  an essential connection, they do not 
appear. This elaborate treatment of  the antinomic reasons constitutes  
Dharmakīrti’s improvement upon Dignāga’s view.

Now let us turn our attention to Dignāga’s stock example for anti-
nomic reasons and reconfirm Dharmakīrti’s view. The inferences from 
antinomic reasons are exemplified as follows: 

sound: (being produced [second reason] → non-eternity) 
sound: (audibility → eternity).

The former reason “being produced” is the second reason in the Wheel 
of  Reasons; hence there is no doubt about its validity. The latter reason 
is the fifth reason in the Wheel of  Reasons and is regarded as inconclu-
sive from the Buddhist viewpoint. If  an opponent intends to claim the 
validity of  the reason “audibility”, he must admit the following three 
points: 58

In this case (i.e. the inference of  “eternity” from the reason “audibility”) 
three [points which are] not [based] on a valid means of  cognition are 
to be accepted: the universal (i.e. soundness) [residing] in sound [is] a 
different [entity from sound]; [soundness is] perceived by a sense-organ; 
and [soundness is] eternal.

As mentioned in this passage, these three assumptions are not ascer-
tained by a valid means of  cognition, but are accepted only in conform-
ity with the verbal testimony of  the Vaiśeṣikas. Therefore, the reason 
“audibility” for the consequence “eternity” of  sound is not determined 
as non-deviating; on the contrary, in the case of  the first inference of  

 57 Cf. PVin III 326a5: bstan bcos byed pa rnams ni ’khrul pas (P; bas D 227a5) 
don rnams la raṅ bźin log par ston pa srid pa’i phyir ro //; NB III 115: śāstrakārāṇām 
artheṣu bhrāntyā viparītasvabhāvopasaṃhārasaṃbhavāt ǁ.
 58 PVin III 327a6: ’di la ni tshad ma can ma yin pa gsum khas blaṅ bar bya ba yin 
te / sgra’i spyi ñid tha dad pa daṅ / dbaṅ pos rtogs par bya ba daṅ / rtag pa ste ... .
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the consequence “non-eternity” of  sound from the reason “being pro-
duced”, the required conditions for the derivation of  the consequence 
are fulfilled on the basis of  the essential connection which is already 
established as the ontological ground for the logical relation. Thus the 
reason “being produced” does not deviate as regards the derivation of  
its consequence “non-eternity” of  sound: 59

Accordingly this (reason “audibility” for the consequence “eternity” of  
sound) [can]not refute [the reason] “being produced” which is arrived 
at on the strength of  real things (vastubalāyāta).

Thus, Dharmakīrti is of  the view that as long as inferences are formu-
lated on the basis of  reasons whose validity is ascertained on the basis 
of  an essential connection, there is no possibility that some of  the rea-
sons become antinomic.

S u m m a r y

One of  Dignāga’s major contributions to the development of  Buddhist 
logic is his explanation of  the derivation of  consequences from reasons 
which does not rely on the premise of  real relations such as contact, 
inherence and so on, which are normally assumed in traditional Indian 
logic. However, he does not determine the basis for the establishment 
of  the logical relation. It is Dharmakīrti who deals with this issue. He 
introduces an ontological relation, essential connection, as the basis for 
the logical relation. Since he differs in standpoint from Dignāga who 
assumes no ontological relation as the basis for the logical relation, he 
has to show how his classification of  the reasons corresponds to 
Dignāga’s.

I. As regards the correspondence, it is his main concern to interpret 
Dignāga’s classification of  the reason into nine types from the aspect 
of  his logical system which is based on essential connection. In the case 
of  the valid reason he shows elaborately the correspondence between 
Dignāga’s valid reasons and his own valid reasons: the second reason 
in the Wheel of  Reasons corresponds only to his svabhāvahetu; the 
eighth reason corresponds to the svabhāvahetu and the kāryahetu. 
According to Dharmakīrti’s interpretation, in order to establish the 
validity of  the svabhāvahetu and the kāryahetu, the valid reasons and 
the contradictory reasons are shown in the Wheel of  Reasons. The 

 59 PVin III 327a7: de bas na (D 228a6; ni P) ’di ni dṅos po’i stobs kyis ’oṅs pa’i 
byas pa (D; bya ba P) ñid kyi gegs byed pa ma yin no //.



254 T. Iwata  The Pramāṇaviniścaya on the Purpose of  the Division of  Reasons 255

other reasons in the Wheel of  Reasons are inconclusive reasons. Of  the 
inconclusive reasons, the first and fifth reasons are indicated in the 
Wheel of  Reasons in order to counter the respective objections that a 
reason can possess only positive concomitance (kevalānvayin) and that 
a reason can possess only negative concomitance (kevalavyatirekin). The 
rest of  the inconclusive reasons are indicated in order to show that the 
exclusion of  the reason from all of  the vipakṣa is the principal factor 
for the derivation of  consequences. These are Dharmakīrti’s innovative 
interpretations. 

II. In the classification of  inconclusive reasons, Dharmakīrti makes use 
of  the notion of  doubt as to the reason’s presence in the sapakṣa and 
its absence in the vipakṣa. His use of  the notion of  doubt as ground for 
the inconclusiveness of  the reason is seen in his interpretation of  the 
uncommon reason. He differs in view from Dignāga: According to 
Dignāga’s description of  the fifth reason, i.e. the uncommon reason, this 
reason is absent in both the sapakṣa and vipakṣa, but according to 
Dharmakīrti, doubt arises as to the certainty of  its absence in the 
sapakṣa and vipakṣa. Considering this notion of  doubt important for 
the analysis of  inconclusive reasons, he reinterprets the inconclusive 
reasons by introducing the factor of  doubt and proposes a new classi-
fication: both anvaya (the reason’s presence in the sapakṣa) and vy-
atireka (the reason’s absence in the vipakṣa) are doubtful; either anvaya 
or vyatireka is doubtful; vyatireka is reversed. The uncommon reason 
belongs to the case where both anvaya and vyatireka are doubtful. The 
advantage of  Dharmakīrti’s classification over Dignāga’s is that it is 
possible to refute the validity of  the opponent’s inferences the reasons 
or consequences of  which include objects which are beyond the domain 
of  the senses, as for instance, the Naiyāyikas’ inference of  “possession 
of  a self” from the reason “possession of  breathing etc.”, which, ac-
cording to them, fulfils only the negative concomitance. 

III. Dignāga is aware of  the fact that the vyatireka, i.e. the exclusion 
of  the reason from all of  the vipakṣa, is the principal factor for the 
derivation of  consequences, but in his description of  inconclusive rea-
sons he does not deal with the problem of  how this might be demon-
strated. Dharmakīrti takes it up for discussion in his interpretation of  
Dignāga’s inconclusive reasons and insists upon the necessity of  the 
prevalence of  the vyatireka through the negation of  the cases where the 
vyatireka is not principal. Neither the condition that the reason is 
present in a part of  the sapakṣa, nor the condition that the same situ-



254 T. Iwata  The Pramāṇaviniścaya on the Purpose of  the Division of  Reasons 255

ation obtains for the reason’s presence in the sapakṣa and its absence 
in the vipakṣa is sufficient for the derivation of  the consequence. Even 
the condition that the anvaya is principal is not sufficient because, ac-
cording to Prajñākaragupta’s interpretation, perception of  the pres-
ence of  the reason in the sapakṣa can only make known the consequence 
which is perceived in the present moment, not the consequence which 
will be perceived in the future. However, when the vyatireka is estab-
lished, the derivation of  the consequence is possible.

IV. Dignāga uses the reason “audibility” for the thesis “sound is eter-
nal”, the fifth reason in the Wheel of  Reasons, as an example for anti-
nomic reasons. He is of  the view that antinomic reasons are a subset 
of  the inconclusive reasons. Dharmakīrti, however, does not accept the 
possibility of  antinomic reasons within his system of  logic, which is 
based on essential connection. The fallacy of  the antinomic reasons 
occurs only when a proponent formulates a reason whose validity is in 
conformity with verbal testimony and which is not yet recognized by 
a valid means of  cognition. Therefore, the reason “audibility”, whose 
validity depends on the verbal testimony of  the Vaiśeṣikas, cannot 
refute the valid reason “being produced” for the thesis “sound is non-
eternal”, whose validity is arrived at on the strength of  real things and 
hence based on essential connection.

We have surveyed how Dharmakīrti interprets Dignāga’s theory of  the 
nine types of  reason. Because of  the contextual restriction of  his 
description to the interpretation of  Dignāga’s theory, Dharmakīrti does 
not always expound his own logical ideas explicitly. However, he presup-
poses and applies them in his unique interpretation. By discerning these 
presupposed ideas, we can appreciate how Dharmakīrti elaborated and 
even improved on Dignāga’s logical ideas. Thus, his interpretation can 
contribute to our understanding of  the development of  Dharmakīrti’s 
logical ideas, a development which goes beyond Dignāga while proceed-
ing from a shared fundamental frame of  logic.



256 T. Iwata  The Pramāṇaviniścaya on the Purpose of  the Division of  Reasons 257

A b b r e v i a t i o n s

D  sDe dge edition of  the Tibetan canon.

Iwata 1991 Takashi Iwata, On the Classification of  Three Kinds of  
Reason in Pramāṇaviniścaya III – Reduction of  Reasons 
to svabhāvahetu and kāryahetu. In: Studies in the Buddhist 
Epistemological Tradition. Proceedings of  the Second In-
ternational Dharmakīrti Conference Vienna, June 11-16, 
1989, ed. Ernst Steinkellner. Wien 1991, p. 85-96. 

Iwata 1995 Id., Pramāṇaviniścaya III (1). Die Definition des parārthā-
numāna. WZKS 39 (1995) 151-179.

Katsura 1979 Shōryū Katsura, Inmyō-shōrimonron Kenkyū (A Study of  
Nyāyamukha) (3). Hiroshima-daigaku Bungakubu Kiyō 39 
(1979) 63-82.

Katsura 1992 Id., Dignāga and Dharmakīrti on adarśanamātra and an-
upalabdhi. Asiatische Studien 46 (1992) 222-231.

Kitagawa 1965 Hidenori Kitagawa, Indo-koten-ronrigaku no Kenkyū (A 
Study of  Classical Indian Logic). Tokyo 1965.

Matsuda 1991 Kazunobu Matsuda – Ernst Steinkellner, The Sanskrit 
Manuscript of  Dharmakīrti’s Pramāṇaviniścaya. WZKS 
35 (1991) 139-149.

Ms.  Ms. of  PVBh. In: The Sanskrit Commentaries on the Pra-
māṇavārttikam from the Rāhula Sāṅkṛtyāyana’s Collection 
of  Negatives I. Sanskrit Manuscripts of  Prajñākaragupta’s Pra-
māṇavārttikabhāṣyam. Facsimile Edition, ed. Shigeaki Wa-
tanabe. Patna – Narita 1998.

NB III Nyāyabindu (Dharmakīrti), ch. III (parārthānumāna): Paṇ-
ḍita Durveka Miśra’s Dharmottarapradīpa [Being a sub-
commentary on Dharmottara’s Nyāyabinduṭīkā, a Com-
mentary on Dharmakīrti’s Nyāyabindu], ed. Dalsukhbhai 
Malvania. Patna 1971 (repr.).

NMu   Nyāyamukha (Dignāga): Inmyō-shōrimonron, tr. Xuan 
Zang. In: Taishō Shinshū Daizōkyō Vol. 32, p. 1-6.

Ono 1985 Motoi Ono, Dharmakīrti no Kukuin-kaishaku (Dharma-
kīrti’s Interpretation of  Nine Types of  Reason). Hikaku-
shisō no Michi 4 (1985) 81-85.

Ono 1987 Id., Dharmakīrti no Giji-ronshōin-setsu (Dharmakīrti’s 
Theory of  hetvābhāsa). Bukkyōgaku 21 (1987) 1-21.

Ono 1999 Id., Dharmakīrti on asādhāraṇānaikāntika. In: Dharma-
kīrti’s Thought and its Impact on Indian and Tibetan Philoso-
phy. Proceedings of  the Third International Dharmakīrti 
Conference Hiroshima, November 4-6, 1997, ed. Shōryū 
Katsura. Wien 1999, p. 301-315.

Ono 2000 Id., Pramāṇaviniścaya niokeru Fugūfuryōin setu (The 
Theory of  asādhāraṇānaikāntika in the Pramāṇaviniścaya). 



256 T. Iwata  The Pramāṇaviniścaya on the Purpose of  the Division of  Reasons 257

In: Indo no Bunka to Ronri. Tosaki Hiromasa Hakushi Ko-
kikinen-ronbunshū. Fukuoka 2000, p. 289-315.

P  Peking edition of  the Tibetan canon.
PS II-III Pramāṇasamuccaya (Dignāga), ch. II (svārthānumāna) – 

III (parārthānumāna); see PSV1/2 and Kitagawa 1965.
PSṬ  Viśālāmalavatī Pramāṇasamuccayaṭīkā (Jinendrabuddhi): 

P 5766. 
PSV1  Pramāṇasamuccayavṛtti (Dignāga), tr. Vasudhararakṣita 

and Seṅ (ge) rgyal (po): P 5701.
PSV2  Pramāṇasamuccayavṛtti (Dignāga), tr. Kanakavarman 

and Dad pa(’i) śes rab: P 5702.
PV IV  Pramāṇavārttika (Dharmakīrti), ch. IV (parārthānumāna): 

Yūshō Miyasaka, Pramāṇavārttika-kārikā (Sanskrit and 
Tibetan). Acta Indologica 2 (1971/72) 1-206, p. 164ff.

PVBh  Pramāṇavārttikabhāṣya (Prajñākaragupta): Pramāṇavār-
tikabhāṣyam or Vārtikālaṅkāraḥ of  Prajñākaragupta, ed. 
Rāhula Sāṅkṛtyāyana. Patna 1953.

PVBh(Tib) Tibetan translation of  PVBh: P 5719.
PVBh²(Ya) Pramāṇavārttikālaṃkāraṭīkā Supariśuddhā (Yamāri): P 

5723.
PVin II Pramāṇaviniścaya (Dharmakīrti), ch. II (svārthānumāna): 

Ernst Steinkellner, Dharmakīrti’s Pramāṇaviniścayaḥ. 2. 
Kapitel: Svārthānumānam. Wien 1973.

PVin III Pramāṇaviniścaya (Dharmakīrti), ch. III (parārthānumāna): 
P 5710.

PVin²(Bu) Tshad ma rnam par ṅes pa’i ṭīk, Tshig don rab gsal
(Bu ston Rin chen grub): Vol. 24 of  The Collected Works of  
Bu ston. 28 vols., ed. Lokesh Chandra. New Delhi 1965-
1971.

PVin²(Dh) Pramāṇaviniścayaṭīkā (Dharmottara): P 5727.
PVP  Pramāṇavārttikapañjikā (Devendrabuddhi): P 5717(b).

Steinkellner 1979 Ernst Steinkellner, Dharmakīrti’s Pramāṇaviniścayaḥ. 2. 
Kapitel: Svārthānumānam. Teil II: Übersetzung und Anmer-
kungen. Wien 1979.

Steinkellner 1997 Id., Kumārila, Īśvarasena, and Dharmakīrti in Dialogue. 
A New Interpretation of  Pramāṇavārttika I 33. In: 
Bauddhavidyāsudhākaraḥ. Studies in Honour of  Heinz 
Bechert on the Occasion of  His 65th Birthday, ed. Petra 
Kieffer-Pülz – Jens-Uwe Hartmann. [Indica et Tibetica 30]. 
Swisttal-Odendorf  1997, p. 625-646.

ŚV  Ślokavārttika (Kumārila): Ślokavārttika of  Śrī Kumārila 
Bhaṭṭa with the Commentary Nyāyaratnākara of  Śrī Pārtha-
sārathi Miśra, ed. Svāmī Dvārikādāsa Śāstrī. Varanasi 
1978.

SyVR  Syādvādaratnākara (Vādidevasūri): Śrīmad Vādidevasūrivi-
racitaḥ Pramāṇanayatattvālokālaṅkāraḥ tadvyākhyā ca Syādvā-
daratnākaraḥ, ed. Motīlāl Lādhājī. 5 vols. Poona 1926-1930.




