
A Splash of the Logical Reason

[Homage to the Sweet Lord!]

(0.1 Motive and purpose)

Because the apprehension of objects beyond the range of perception 
(parokṣārtha) is based on inference (anumāna), the following is 
undertaken in brief exposition to explain it.

(0.2 Programmatic strophe: Definition of the logical reason)

The reason (hetu) is a property of the subject (pakṣa) pervaded by a 
member (aśa) of the same. This is of only three types because the 
invariable concomitance (avinābhāva) is restricted to these.30 Others 
than these are pseudo-reasons.

(0.3 Explanation)

(1. Definition of “subject” (pakṣa))

In this definition, the subject (pakṣa) is the property-bearer (dharmin) 
because the term for the compound of bearer and property is metaphorically 
applied to a part.

30 The interpretation of the compound avinābhāvaniyama is in accordance with HB 6,1f. 
For other explanations of the compound, cf. Dunne 2004: 150, note 16.
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2 Dharmakīrti

(1.1 Against Īśvarasena’s objection to a metaphorical definition of the 

subject)

(Objection:) “There is here no metaphorical application, since this has no 
purpose.” (Response:) No, because the metaphorical application serves to 
reject the property of just any property-bearer (dharmin) as reason. For in 
this way a property such as visibility is excluded. (Opponent:) “When the 
support of a property-bearer is also secured by the term ‘property’—for 
a property is based on something else—, the bearer of the consequent 
(sādhyadharmin) in particular is obtained through the term ‘property-
bearer’ due to its proximity.” (Response:) No, because also the property-
bearer of the example is in proximity. (Opponent:) Since the reason’s 
occurrence in the example’s property-bearer is established through the 
pervasion by a measure of the same, one comprehends only the bearer 
of the consequent through the expression ‘property of the property-
bearer’. (Response:) When the former is established, one may suspect 
its repetition to have the purpose of a restriction to it. Namely: In case of 
common absence (vyatireka) the absence of the reason in the absence of 
the consequent is stated although the absence of the reason in the absence 
of the consequent is established by the statement “occurrence only in 
the realm of similar instances.” In the same way one might still suspect 
that the expression ‘property of the property-bearer’ has the purpose 
of restricting the occurrence exclusively to this, namely, the example’s 
property-bearer, although the occurrence in the example’s property-bearer 
is already established through the mention of pervasion by a member of 
the same. Thus, even if the meaning is implicitly understood, through a 
mere metaphorical application also a difficulty in understanding because 
of the equal indication is avoided.

(1.2 The reason defined as a property of the subject is not uncommon.

(Objection:) “If the reason is a property of the subject, dependent 
on the qualification through the latter, it will not extend to something 
else and therefore be uncommon (asādhāraṇa).” (Response:) No, 

NM005764-002-646848_Steinkeller_jav10201127_VE.pdf / 38. oldal

NM005764-002-646848_Steinkeller_jav10201127_VE.pdf / 38. oldal



3Hetubindu

because it is qualified in the form of an exclusion of non-connection 
(ayogavyavaccheda), as in “Caitra is an archer indeed,” not in the form 
of an exclusion of connection with another (anyayogavyavaccheda), as in 
“only Pārtha is an archer.”

(2. The meaning of “a member of the same”)

Member of the same (tadaṃśa) means property of the same.

(3. Definition of “pervasion”)

Pervasion (vyāpti) is the exclusive presence of the pervading property 
there, in the locus of the pervaded, or the presence of the pervaded 
property exclusively there, in the locus of the pervading.

(3.1 The reason’s qualification as property of the subject and as 

pervaded by a part of the same implies an ascertainment of positive 

concomitance and negative concomitance)

On account of this pervasion by a property of the subject positive 
concomitance (anvaya) or negative concomitance (vyatireka) must be 
taken to be explained as respectively ascertained (niścita) by a means 
of valid cognition, as well as the property of the subject (pakṣadharma). 
Since anywhere the pervasion of a reason is not established in a reason 
with a consequent not present or there is no absence of the pervaded 
property in the absence of a property not pervading, the pervasion by a 
member of the same subject is ascertained through an ascertained positive 
or negative concomitance.

(3.2 The ascertainment of the reason as a property of the subject)

Among these ascertaining cognitions, the ascertainment (niścaya) of the 
property of the subject (pakṣadharma) is the establishment in the bearer 
of the consequent through perception or inference, such as of smoke 
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4 Dharmakīrti

at a location or of producedness in sound. For someone who through 
perception has seen a smoky location in its uncommon nature with a 
nature distinct from other things, a mnemonic cognition (smārta) of the 
inferential mark (liṅga) arises with the particularities experienced as its 
proper object.

(a. Digression on these ascertainments)

(a.1 Only the first experience is a valid cognition.)

Among these cognitions, only the initial experience that refers to 
something uncommon is a valid cognition.

(a.2 Why memory is not a valid cognition)

When such an object has been experienced, the memory (smṛti) arisen by 
virtue of the perception refers to an exclusion from what it is not, when it 
verbally conceives (abhilap-) the object’s being uncommon―whatever it 
is uncommon with―as the difference from that. It is not a valid cognition 
because it grasps only the mental form (ākāra) which corresponds to 
an already experienced object. For, if after the first experience of the 
uncommon object it verbally conceives of this object as uncommon, it 
is not a cognition that apprehends something new, since only that which 
brings about a causal function (arthakriyā) is experienced, and, on the 
other hand, something (svabhāva) not yet experienced which brings 
about this causal function is not apprehended by a conception (vikalpa), 
as in case of an inference. 

Indeed, any judicious person (prekṣāvant) eager for causal functions 
inquires whether a valid or an invalid cognition is at hand. But a universal 
(sāmānya) does not render any causal function at all as it can be grasped 
only after apprehending a particular (svalakṣaṇa) by means of a conceptual 
cognition arisen due to the efficacy of this apprehension of the particular, 
such as in case of the conceptual cognition “blue” when something blue 
has been seen. For it is only this blue particular that achieves the causal 
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5Hetubindu

function to be brought about by such an entity. This particular, however, 
has already been experienced in this nature by perception. The causal 
function to be brought about by the blue particular is also not brought 
about by the object of the conception of blue which occurs after grasping 
that particular. Therefore even the definition “a means of valid cognition 
has an object that has not yet been apprehended” (cf. PV 2.5c and PVin 
1. 20,1) must be supplemented by “when a particular has not yet been 
apprehended.”

When the particular has been apprehended, however, the conception 
which arises due to the efficacy of this particular and corresponds to 
this particular is nothing but a memory, not a valid cognition, since it 
has that particular as object only in terms of being its effect (kāryataḥ). 
This is because the nature of something real not previously apprehended 
has not been apprehended by it, since the criterion that something is a 
valid cognition depends on something real. But this is so because the 
activity of those who are interested in that function relates to something 
capable of a causal function, since a real object is defined as something 
capable of a causal function. For, also on account of this conception 
one acts on nothing but something real by way of determining it as that 
(tadadhyavasāya), because in regard to an ensuing activity the successful 
function (yogakṣema) of a conception is the same as that of a perception.

(a.21 Denial of an undesired consequence for the phases of a perception 

after the first phase)

(Objection:) “Since in regard to a certain object the service is, then, also the 
same as that of previous phases (kṣaṇa) within a continuous perception, 
it would follow that its later phases are also no valid cognitions.” 
(Response:) That does not follow, because the successful function of the 
phases is various when one has aims in mind that are to be accomplished 
through different phases. For, if the effect sought is common to all of 
them, the capacity of these later phases does not differ, as in the case of a 
nearby fire apprehended through several phases of smoke when the aim 
can be accomplished just by fire as such.
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6 Dharmakīrti

(a.1 Summary)

It is, therefore, denied that conceptions such as of a property-bearer, a 
property, and a logical mark that follow immediately upon a means of 
valid cognition, namely perception, are valid cognitions as well.

(3.3 Ascertainment of positive concomitance)

(3.31 in the case of essential property as reason)

Furthermore, the ascertainment of positive concomitance (anvaya-
niścaya) in the case of essential property as reason (svabhāvahetu) is 
the establishment that the consequent follows the mere presence of the 
proving property insofar as the consequent is in substance the latter. This 
establishment consists in the operation of a means of valid cognition that 
negates the reason in the contradictory opposite of the consequent. For 
example, “What is existent is nothing but momentary. If something were 
not momentary, being real as its defining property is lost, because that 
would militate against causal efficacy.”

(3.32 in the case of effect as reason)

In the case of effect as reason (kāryahetu), the ascertainment of common 
presence is the establishment of a relationship between effect and cause. 
That means: A relationship between effect and cause as the presence 
when this is present and the absence in its absence, the establishment of 
this, proven through perception and non-perception in the following way: 
“This non-perceived entity, which is perceptible as such, is perceived on 
the perception of that, but is not present when that is not present, even 
if the other causes for its perception are present.” Because only in case 
of a relationship between effect and cause could it be said in this way 
for another entity “where there is smoke, there is necessarily fire,” for 
presence only in the presence of fire is a smoke’s character of being an 
effect of that fire.
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7Hetubindu

(3.33 in the case of non-perception as reason)

Further, in the case of non-perception (anupalabdhi) as reason, the 
ascertainment of common presence is the establishment that a treatment 
of something as non-existent (asadvyavahāra) is in place merely when 
something perceptible as such is not perceived, because it has been 
demonstrated that there are no other causes for this treatment. 

(3.4 Ascertainment of negative concomitance)

(3.41 In the case of essential property and effect as reasons)

Also, the ascertainment of negative concomitance (vyatirekaniścaya) of 
effect and essential property as reasons, given the established relationship 
between effect and cause, as well as between pervading and pervaded 
property, is the establishment of the reason’s absence in the absence of 
the consequent through non-perceptions of the cause or of the pervading 
property the objects of which non-perceptions are perceptible. This holds 
for the case when the absence is demonstrated in regard of an indicated 
domain, since otherwise the absence of something imperceptible as such 
is nowhere established. The declaration of the reason’s absence in the 
absence of the consequent in regard of a domain not indicated, on the 
other hand, is already established when the mere connection between the 
two properties is established. In this latter case, therefore, it is not required 
that for establishing the negative concomitance the non-perception has a 
perceptible domain.

(3.42 in the case of non-perception as reason)

The ascertainment of negative concomitance in the case of non-perception 
as reason is the demonstration of the absence of a non-perception on 
account of an existing entity that is perceptible as such.

NM005764-002-646848_Steinkeller_jav10201127_VE.pdf / 43. oldal

NM005764-002-646848_Steinkeller_jav10201127_VE.pdf / 43. oldal



8 Dharmakīrti

(4. The three types of the logical reason)

This reason with the characteristics outlined above (cf. HB 1,4) is of 
only three types, that is, of only three varieties—as essential property 
(svabhāva), as effect (kārya), and as non-perception (anupalabdhi). For 
example: existence (sattva) as reason when something is to be known 
as impermanent, smoke as reason with regard to a location possessing 
fire, and non-perception of something perceptible as such with regard to 
its absence—, because the invariable concomitance is restricted to 
only this threefold reason. The invariable concomitance of the subject’s 
property is the pervasion (vyāpti) as explained above (cf. HB 2,6). This 
invariable concomitance does not obtain in anything other than this 
threefold reason. It is therefore said to be restricted to only this.

(4.1 Essential property (svabhāva) as reason)

(4.10 Definition of essential property as reason)

Among these reasons, an essential property (svabhāva) is the reason for 
a property to be proved which co-occurs with the mere presence of the 
proving property.

(4.11 Explanation of this definition)

(4.111 Conceptual difference and factual identity)

In reality (vastutaḥ) the reason is nothing but the intrinsic nature 
(svabhāva) of the marked property (liṅgin), even though the two properties 
are different in terms of the exclusion from this or that other.

(4.112 The purpose of the attribute “that co-occurs with the mere 

presence of the proving property”)

Since there is no deviation from common presence when a consequent 
has the reason’s intrinsic nature, the qualification in the definition by co-
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9Hetubindu

occurring merely with that proving property is provided in view of the 
opinion of other logicians. For others, such as the Naiyāyikas, regard as 
essential property also a property that as being caused by other entities 
does not occur with the mere presence of that proving property. By means 
of the qualification, the author therefore asserts that such a property does 
not have the intrinsic nature of that proving property, and that the reason 
deviates with regard to this consequent, just as the property of being 
produced deviates with regard to cessation that has an external cause.

(4.12 Two kinds of formulation of the reason)

The proof formulation (prayoga) of this reason is twofold: in terms of 
similarity (sādharmyeṇa) and in terms of dissimilarity (vai-dharmyeṇa). 
For example, “What is existent, all that is momentary, such as a 
pot and the like; and sound is existent” as well as “In the absence of 
momentariness, existence is absent, such as in the case of a barren 
woman’s son; and sound is existent.” Such are the formulations in terms 
of similarity and dissimilarity which aim at presenting the pervasion in 
the modes of positive concomitance and negative concomitance by way 
of encompassing the consequent in all bearers of the proving property 
(sarvopasaṃhāra).

(4.13 No further members are needed in a proof.)

(4.131 The formulation of a thesis is superfluous.)

Among these two types of proof formulations, there is no formulation 
of a thesis (pratijñā) because one apprehends the subject of the thesis 
already by implication.  (Objection:) “If what is to be apprehended is 
not indicated, how is it apprehended?” (Response:) If one apprehends by 
oneself, who would indicate what is to be apprehended? When someone 
perceiving smoke that hovers over a location recollects its pervasion 
by fire, the cognition “there is fire” unfolds already by force of these 
cognitions. But no one tells him at this occasion that there is fire. Nor 
does he know something himself already before a reason is at hand. This 
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10 Dharmakīrti

is because without a means of cognition, namely a reason, there is no 
ground for a cognition in this manner, or because otherwise a logical 
mark would be futile if such a cognition were around. What sequence of 
apprehensions would this be, when someone just on his own decided by 
chance something to be apprehended, namely, that there is fire, and then 
again in order to apprehend it looks for a logical mark? Also, when that 
which is to be apprehended is stated by another person, it certainly fades 
away since there is no use of it.

(4.1311 The formulation of a thesis has no purpose.)

(Objection:) “The application of a thesis is to indicate the reason’s object, 
the consequent.” (Response:) What, to begin with, is the advantage 
when precisely this has been indicated? If the intended cognition would 
otherwise not come about, then all this would be fine. Therefore, knowing 
it even without any provision of the object through someone when he 
knows by himself, he sees us intent on it and, then, asks for a plain fee in 
form of a thesis, like a Brahmin who charges for irregular rituals. Even 
upon a formulation provided by us he knows the object only in betaking 
himself to the logical mark he has already established himself. What, 
then, is the difference between these two situations of indicating and not 
indicating a thesis? But the resulting inferential cognition is known even 
without the formulation of a thesis on account of the mere formulations 
of the subject’s property and its relation. What, therefore, is the use of this 
formulation of a thesis? But a proof (sādhana) is brought forward in order 
to induce a determinate cognition (niścaya) in other persons comparable 
to one’s own determinate cognition. What is the motive for the fact that 
an inferring person, when in this case knowing it himself even without an 
indication of what is to be apprehended, when expounding it to another 
person relies on a new order of purpose? Therefore, a formulation of 
what is to be apprehended is of no use, because its apprehension comes 
about in another way as well.
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11Hetubindu

(4.132 The formulation of application, conclusion, and other 
members of a proof are superfluous.)

For this reason, also other members of a proof such as application (upanaya) 
and conclusion (nigamana) are rejected, because the acknowledgement as 
a proof-statement (vākya) ensues through a formulation to precisely the 
extent mentioned above (cf. HB 6,9-13). Thus, abstain from this clownish 
passion, close your eyes, and consider first: Would the consequent be 
cognized through this amount of proof members or not? If it is, what 
good is in a string of prolixity? Consequently, the formulation in a proof 
statement to precisely the extent above explained is superior.

(4.14 The sequence of the statements of the subject’s property and its 

pervasion is not compulsory.)

Moreover, in this formulation of a proof the sequence of the statements 
of the subject’s property (pakṣadharma) and the relation (sambandha) is 
not fixed, because it is indicative in both ways.

(4.15 The statement of a pervasion differs only in its formulation, not in 

fact.)

Also in case of the statement of the relation (sambandha) only the 
formulation differs, not the meaning (artha), for in both ways, even if the 
properties differ, nothing is conveyed but the fact that the proving property 
is the intrinsic nature of the consequent. For, if a property which does not 
have the intrinsic nature of the other is present, that other property is 
not necessarily present, such as having the property of arising through 
an effort (prayatnotpattidharmatā) is not necessarily present when the 
property to be produced is present. Also that property is not absent if a 
property which does not have its intrinsic nature is absent, given it is not 
an effect; for example, these same two properties in reverse. Therefore, 
even one of the two, positive or negative concomitances as defined above 
(cf. HB 6,9-13), indicates as employed the second. Thus, we are not in 
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12 Dharmakīrti

favour of the formulation of both in a single statement of proof, because 
it is useless. For, when the positive concomitance of that property is 
established through the fact that it has the intrinsic nature of the other, 
the absence of the latter in the absence of the former is established, and 
when its absence is established in the absence of the former, their positive 
concomitance is established.

(4.151 Refusal of Īśvarasena’s demand for both formulations)

A separate formulation of negative concomitance is also not appropriate 
with the purpose of communicating the restriction that the designation of 
absence may only be applied to the absence of the consequent, but not to 
what is other than what is similar or to what is in contradiction to what 
is similar,31 because also what is other and what is in contradiction is 
something dissimilar (vipakṣa).

(b. Digression: The cognition of the pervasion between the essential 

properties of existence and of being a ceasing nature in the proof of 

the momentariness of all entities)

(Question:) How is it, now, apprehended that the intrinsic nature of 
an existent entity is necessarily ceasing (cf. HB 5,16), so that common 
presence and absence of these properties would be given in the proof of 
momentariness?

31 The assumption of this purpose of a separate formulation of negative concomitance 
derives from Īśvarasena’s lost commentary on PSV on PS 3.19.
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13Hetubindu

(b.1 The unsuitability of external causes of cessation)

(Response:) Because external causes of cessation (vināśahetu) are 
unsuitable. Entities cease only on account of their intrinsic nature 
(svabhāvataḥ). 

(b.11 The incapability of external causes)

The cessation of these accomplished entities does not come about through 
another entity, because that would be incapable (asāmarthya) of causing it. 

(b.111 An external cause of cessation does not cause the nature of an 

entity.)

For, an external cause of cessation does not cause the very nature of an 
entity, because this nature has been accomplished through something 
else, namely already through its own causes. 

(b.112 An external cause of cessation does not cause another nature.)

Moreover, if a cause of cessation caused another nature, it would mean 
nothing for the entity in question that remains in the same state. Thus, 
it would follow that the entity would still be perceived and so on. A 
concealing (āvaraṇa) of this entity in question, too, would not be another 
nature, because also a concealing is not suitable for this entity that 
remains in the same state. 

(b.113 An external cause of cessation does not cause the absence of an 

entity.)

Nor does an external cause of cessation cause the absence of an entity. 
Since, if one assumes that absence is an effect by affirmation, i.e., by 
way of an implicative negation, there is no overcoming the alternative 
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14 Dharmakīrti

of difference and non-difference. But if absence is the simple negation of 
an entity, it would be the case that this cause does not produce an entity. 
But since in these ways what does not produce something is not a cause, 
nothing would be an external cause of cessation.

(b.12 The uselessness of external causes)

Also because external causes are useless (vaiyarthya). 

(b.121 An entity ceases due to its own nature.)

If an entity ceases due to its nature, an external cause serves it in no way 
because it ceases by itself through nothing but the fact that it has that 
ceasing nature. For what nature something has, it is like that when it 
arises from nothing but its own causes. It does not again depend on other 
causes for being like that (cf. HB 21,12f), such as bright, fluid, hot and 
hard substances and so on. For, entities such as bright ones which have 
arisen with that nature do not further require another cause for being 
bright and so on, because if something of that nature were not to have 
that nature, it would consequently be without a nature. In the same way, 
if an entity has been produced in terms of its nature with the property of 
instability (asthiti), it does not further require another cause for having 
that nature.

(b.122 In defence of the above position: The reason for the use-lessness 

of an external cause is not inconclusive because only the final 

phase of an entity is the cause of another entity. The example of 

seed and sprout)

(Objection:) “The reason for the uselessness of an external cause given 
above (HB  b.121) is inconclusive (anekānta), as in the case of seed and 
so on.” That is to say: “Although seed and the like exist with the nature to 
produce a sprout and the like, they do not produce these in isolation since 
they require other causes such as water. Similarly also an entity would 

NM005764-002-646848_Steinkeller_jav10201127_VE.pdf / 50. oldal

NM005764-002-646848_Steinkeller_jav10201127_VE.pdf / 50. oldal



15Hetubindu

require other causes for its cessation.” 
(Response:) This inconclusiveness does not obtain because what is 

of that nature produces, and what does not produce is not of that nature. 
Precisely therefore a difference in the real entities is to be taken for 
granted between these two states of producing and non-producing. For, 
because entities do not change their nature, an entity which has that 
producing nature would consequently produce already earlier as it does 
later. Therefore only the final, specific state of a seed and so on has the 
nature of producing a sprout and so on. The preceding specific states 
in the continuum of seed phases, however, are only the causes of this 
final cause. The reason for the uselessness of external causes is, thus, not 
inconclusive, for in momentary entities there is no unity, since they arise 
from ever other phases.

(b.1221 Refutation of objections based on the presence of several causes 

in a single causal complex)

(b.12211 The final phases of the different causes do not produce the 

effect alone.)

(Question:) “Why do these final capable causes not each produce?” 
(Response:) They certainly produce. With respect to producing they do 
not change, because their nature is not inconsistent.

(b.12212 The contributing causes are active even if one alone is 

capable.)

(Question:) “If all these contributing causes are each of capable nature, 
what would the respective other causes serve for?” (Response:) Surely 
entities have no activity preceded by deliberation so that the other causes 
would abstain on thinking “capable is this single one even alone. What 
could be our task in this matter?” For these entities that operate without 
intentions and have the property of being near to each other through a 
transformation in their own causes do not deserve to be blamed for being 
so because of their nature.
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(b.12213 The contributing causes do not each produce different effects.)

(Question:) “Why do contributing causes that are capable not produce 
different effects respectively?” (Response:) They do not, because as 
contributing causes they are capable only with regard to this, namely, this 
single effect. Since they are capable of producing precisely this single 
effect and not another, they do not each produce different effects.

(b.12214 Different contributing causes cause different properties in a 

single effect. The example of a pot)

(Objection:) “If through the contributing causes eyes and so on with 
different natures a single effect were produced, different effects would not 
come about through different causes.” (Response:) This does not follow. 
Because the contributing causes, in their respectively different nature, 
contribute to the specific characters of the effect, and therefore the specific 
characters of the nature to be effected by these causes’ contribution are 
not conflated. For example: For a pot produced through a complex of 
causes such as a lump of clay, a potter, and a thread, a nature comes about 
on account of the lump of clay which is distinct from things such as a tree 
that are not of the nature of clay. On account of the potter for the same 
pot, while it consists of clay, through having the nature of a specific shape 
of clay a nature comes about which is distinct from others than this clay 
product. On account of the thread for the same pot that is of the nature 
of clay and of a specific shape, a nature comes about that is different 
from a disc and the like. In this way, therefore, neither does the pot have 
the nature of clay due to the potter, nor is the specific shape due to the 
clay. Yet, even if the causal domain of the specific capacities of these 
two causes is different, the effect with its different specific characters 
produced by these causes does not differ in its nature. For, otherwise, due 
to the fact that clay and shape do not have the nature of the respective 
other, it would follow that these two could not appear in cognition with 
the specific natures of shape and clay, respectively.
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17Hetubindu

(b.122141 Refutation of a Vaiśeṣika explanation: Since the shape of 

a pot is different from its substance clay, the effects are 

different.)

(Opponent:) “Shape (saṃsthāna) as a quality (guṇa) is certainly something 
else than the substance clay. Therefore a different nature, respectively, is 
the causal domain for the contribution of the potter and the lump of clay.”

(Response:) This point we have already addressed (cf. HB 12,3f). 
Moreover, if the pot’s shape were different from the clay, why does the 
potter not produce it separately?

(Opponent:) The shape is not brought about separately because 
as quality it depends on a substance. Thus, if the Buddhist asks “This 
substance clay which is by nature the support of that shape, or its shape 
which is by nature what is supported by this substance, why do they depend 
on a potter?” we answer: This is no objection, for they depend on a potter 
because their capacity to be mutually connected is attained through that 
potter. Otherwise, if the capacity of the lump of clay to be connected with 
a specific shape were given even before the potter’s presence, it follows 
that the connection with a specific shape would already be given through 
the mere fact that it is a property of the stuff clay.

(Response:) In this way, then, this capacity of the substance of clay 
would be due to the potter. But the natures of these two, clay and its 
capacity, are not distinct. For, if they were distinct, the consequence 
would be as above (HB 12,7), namely, that the potter could produce these 
separately. There is, therefore, indeed a certain fact that distinctions are 
caused by many causes, even if something has only a single nature. Thus, 
we do not insist on proving that clay and its shape are of one and the same 
nature.

(b.12214 Continuation: the example of visual cognition)

Contributing causes, therefore, do not have a single domain for their 
assistance, although the effect’s nature, in reality, is single. Thus, as in 
this case of a pot and its causes, different causes do not have a single 
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18 Dharmakīrti

effect because they contribute to different specific properties, so is it 
to be presumed when a cognition arises through eyes and other senses. 
That is to say: That a visual cognition has the nature of cognition is 
due to cognition as the immediately preceding homogeneous cause 
(samanantarapratyaya). While it is cognition by nature, the restriction 
of the same to a capacity for grasping visibles (rūpa) is due to the sense 
of the eyes. Due to the object is the fact that cognition has a form like 
this object. Thus, quite different essential properties result due to the 
different natures of the effect’s causes, although the effect is in reality not 
different. Even though, therefore, the contributing causes are different, 
the thereby resulting essential properties are not non-different. For this 
reason, exactly these different capacities of the causes are engaged due to 
the fact that the capacities for producing the specific effects respectively 
cannot be impeded, and because of their momentariness are referred to 
as the basis for the presence of the essential properties of the effect of 
a causal complex.32 That is to say: This effect is produced through all 
these causes only as a single one with a nature respectively differentiated, 
namely, as having the nature of cognition, as being restricted to grasping 
visibles, and as bearing the form of an object.

(b.12215 The contributory function of momentary causes)

(Question:) “What is the point of mutually contributing (sahakāra) in 
case of causes with unimpeded capacities, with immediate effects, and 
upon which as momentary a specific property cannot be imposed?”

(Response:) Contributory activity (sahakriyā) is certainly not in all 
cases the production of an additional property (atiśaya); it is rather the 
production of one and the same entity by many causes, such as by a final 
causal complex. Precisely this is the principal contributory character 
of contributing causes, because only this final complex is a cause, and 
because in this final phase, a specific property cannot be added, since 
there is no distinction for a single nature, because the arising of a specific 
property is characterized as the arising of a different nature. If, however, 
the generation of a different nature were possible, the complex would 

32 On the construction of kṣaṇikatvāt, cf. Yoshimizu 2003: 214.
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19Hetubindu

not be final, and, therefore, would not directly be the cause. Thus, a 
specific property does not come about in a cause through contributing 
causes. These final causes, well capable by nature, arise together and, 
as momentary, exist neither earlier nor later nor separately, so that the 
effect is produced immediately. Among these final causes, the fact that 
contributing causes are contributing is nothing but the production of one 
and the same entity.

(b.122151 Causes come about as capable due to their causes.)

(Question:) “On account of what did the capable cause come about?” 
(Response:) On account of its own causes.

(b.1221511 A cause is not capable in the absence of other causes.)

(Question:) “Do these causes produce this capable one only in proximity 
to other causes? They might on occasion also be otherwise, and, thus, 
even a single one among them might somewhere produce it.” (Response:) 
Even if these fabricated entities (saṃskāra) that belong to a continuum 
(santanvant) and have different capacities in each phase due to their 
relation with ever other causes, are identified as similar because of a 
certain similarity, their nature still is definitely different. Therefore only 
certain ones are the cause of certain effects.

(b.122151 Continuing: Capable is a complex of causes.)

Among these phases, the cause capable of producing a visual cognition is 
the complex of a visible, a sense and so on with a location unconcealed 
and so on. The specific cause as the ground for the mutual approximation 
and so on of these causes is capable of producing the actual cause of 
this effect. But these causes exist neither earlier, nor later, nor separately. 
Thus, the faults that would be given in case of earlier, later, or separate 
existence do not apply to these capable causes as well. For this reason, 
the cause of the mutual approximation and so on between these causes is 
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20 Dharmakīrti

the cause of the capable one. Consequently, the latter does not sometimes 
change. On this rule, the restriction of the relationship between cause 
and effect must in all cases be understood when the capacities of entities 
concur in each phase with ever other different natures, but not when the 
entities are of a lasting and uniform nature. For, since a nature does not 
change, it is not suitable that something with a capable nature is inactive 
and something without a capable nature is active.

(b.1221512 Refutation of the position that something is capable but 

produces together with other causes, not alone)

(Objection:) “Something produces together with others, not alone.” 
(Response:) Is, then, the nature of an entity alone incapable of producing 
its effect? (Opponent:) It is capable. (Response:) Why does it not produce? 
How is it capable when it does not produce? (Opponent:) “Weavers and 
the like, though capable of producing a cloth and so on, do not always 
work.” (Response:) The playful beloved of the gods who has been brought 
up in comfort, asks for work done to be done again! To wit: This point has 
already been rolled about with regard to the suggestion “as in the case of 
seed and so on” (cf. HB b.122). Since there is, therefore, no change in the 
nature of this capable cause, the fact that what has this property is of this 
kind cannot be denied, as in the final state of a complex.

(b.122152 Refutation of theorems regarding the occurrence of 

capability in non-momentary causes)

(b.1221521  Introductory alternative: If a capable entity differs from 

an earlier incapable one, something new arises; if it does 

not differ, nothing arises.)

If in the final state capability arises for something incapable earlier, this 
would be nothing but the arising of something new, if capability were the 
nature of this earlier incapable entity. If it were not its nature, it would not 
be effective at all, because the effect would arise on account of another 
entity counted as capability.

NM005764-002-646848_Steinkeller_jav10201127_VE.pdf / 56. oldal

NM005764-002-646848_Steinkeller_jav10201127_VE.pdf / 56. oldal



21Hetubindu

(b.1221522 Refutation of the position: a lasting entity is capable by 

nature.)

Moreover, does this non-momentary entity truly produce an effect only 
then, when all contributing causes are near? (Opponent:) It is seen as 
producing. Therefore we say “it produces.” (Response:) Of great capacity 
is the observation of yours of mighty powers, since it assigns entities to 
various activities due to their mere nature, although they do not have this 
nature! This idea pains our mind, that when something at some time would 
somehow transgress your honour’s path of vision, alas, it would as non-
productive be deprived of continuation. 

(Opponent:) We certainly do not hold the production of an effect for 
entities without that nature only on account of our observation. Rather 
these entities are effective for this certainly due to their nature. When we 
see them, we know that these are the effective ones. (Response:) True! 
Yet also the following is the case: The nature of these entities has the 
property of producing an effect. Therefore, entities with all contributing 
causes present do not lapse into indifference without having produced an 
effect. Has this nature with the property of acting without delay, therefore, 
come about for these entities only then, at the final state, or was it there 
earlier too? (Opponent:) It was there, because for entities with a nature 
that has neither been dislodged nor arisen, is stable and uniform, the 
absence of a certain nature at some time is incompatible. (Response:) Is 
then, now, someone a mother as well as barren? Or what is the meaning 
of this statement “A nature has the property of acting without delay, but 
does not act”?

(b.1221523 Refutation of the position: A lasting entity is not capable 

on its own, but in connection with other entities.)

(Opponent:) “An entity has this nature in company, not alone.” (Response:) 
Then the one alone is one, the one in company another, because the 
difference of entities is characterized by a difference in natures. For, even 
in company, an entity is not an agent by way of another’s nature. Yet its own 

NM005764-002-646848_Steinkeller_jav10201127_VE.pdf / 57. oldal

NM005764-002-646848_Steinkeller_jav10201127_VE.pdf / 57. oldal



22 Dharmakīrti

nature was also earlier the same. Why should it, therefore, stop sometime 
to be active? (Opponent:) Also for whom an entity is momentary, why does 
it not produce for him alone as well? (Response:) It certainly produces, 
if it were alone. (Opponent:) Why is it not? (Response:) Because it is 
momentary. Regarding this point, it has already been explained (cf. HB 
14,8-10) to what kind of entity activity belongs. How could this entity 
that exists for a single phase be otherwise? But what is otherwise, that 
is not the same (sa eva). Thus, this consequence does not pertain to our 
position of momentariness, because the natures of a producing and a non-
producing entity, as well as their causes are not compatible.

(b.1221524 Refutation of the position: A lasting entity is capable, but 

its effect depends on the presence of other causes.)

Someone, moreover, thinks: “The nature of this entity has indeed the 
property of acting without delay. This nature does not depend on being 
accompanied. The effect, however, does depend on other causes. Thus, 
the effect arises only through causes accompanied, not through single 
ones.” For this person, too, there is incompatibility under this position, 
for why is this entity actually also alone productive, yet the effect does 
not come about through it? (Opponent:) “It does not actually produce 
alone.” (Response:) Why, in this case, does it have the nature of acting 
without delay? Has this point not just been thoroughly illuminated, that 
it actually produces? But why would this lasting entity which is capable 
also alone be indifferent to the effect while waiting for another cause? 
Disregarding another cause, it would rather produce that effect at once, 
because in this way it shows also its own capacity. By saying “the effect 
depends on another cause” you have stated that it does not arise through 
this cause alone; by saying “this entity is even alone of capable nature” 
you have stated that it arises through it. But how can these two options 
occur with regard to one and the same effect? Hence this person cries out 
distressed, with his vitals speared by the arrow of envy. So, he deserves 
to be ignored.
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23Hetubindu

(b.122152 Conclusion: Contribution is only possible for momentary 

entities that do not occur separately.)

Being contributory defined as the production of one and the same entity is 
possible, therefore, only for momentary entities, not for non-momentary 
ones that can exist also separately.  For, since their separate activity is 
possible, it is not appropriate that they have to be contributory.

(b.122153 The contributory function with regard to continua)

When, however, entities become causes by contributing to a continuum 
(santāna), for example, fire, water, earth and other matter, when boiled 
rice is produced from grains of rice or a sprout from a seed, in these cases 
the contribution of causes is explained as the production of a specific 
property (viśeṣa) by resorting to a conceptualized continuum, but not by 
resorting to a real entity (dravya) itself, because in a momentary entity 
a specific property does not come about. For, if by fire, water and so 
on an additional character of their nature is not gradually (krameṇa) 
produced for the grains of rice and so on, boiled rice and so on will not 
come about; nor will a cognition of objects come about, if for the visual 
sense of someone who has entered a dark room from a bright one an 
additional character has not been gradually produced in its continuum by 
its contributing causes.

For the senses and so on that are active without delay, on the other 
hand, there is no mutual production of specific properties. In this case, 
these causes, which have been generated through the respective conditions 
as the basis for their mutual approximation and so on as situated in 
appropriate locations and so on, become the cause of cognition with the 
accomplishment of their nature. Thus, among these senses and so on, the 
contributory character is nothing but the production of one and the same 
entity. Where, however, the contributing causes are conditions through 
their generating a specific property, in this case it is explained as the 
obtainment of another nature through these other conditions, because the 
continuum of the main cause depends on other conditions. When in this 
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24 Dharmakīrti

continuum of the main cause the earlier phases of the main cause and 
of the contributing conditions have ceased on account of their nature, 
a specific property of a phase arises, distinguished from precisely these 
earlier phases. Consequently, the effect comes about through the final 
bundle of causes which has been gradually provided with an additional 
character.

(b.1221531 Also in case of a continuum the contributory character 

consists in the production of one and the same effect 

by many causes. Explanation of the arising of specific 

properties)

(Opponent:33) “When an effect arises through contributing causes with an 
occurrent specific property, the arising of precisely that specific property 
(viśeṣa) might not be the case. If the specific property were to arise through 
something not specified, the arising of even the effect itself might take 
place. But then the contributing causes would produce the effect with no 
need to mutually generate specific properties. For this reason, even non-
momentary entities with no need of contributing causes could be a cause. 
But an additional character of their nature would not arise through those 
causes which they are supposed to be in need of.

If also with regard to the arising of a specific property in the main 
cause likewise a specific property produced by the contributing causes 
were joining, in this way there would be an indefinite regress. Yet, 
the contributing causes are not always mutually in a state suitable for 
generating a specific property appropriate for producing the effect, so 
that the mutually generated specific property would definitely always 
be attached. For we see an effect’s manifestation or failing when these 
contributing causes appear or disappear. Therefore, the first specific 
property would not come about for a cause without assistance from 
contributing causes.”

33 The following passage can be associated with the strophes of TS 428-434 and 
Kamalaśīla’s commentary (TSP 192,13-143,29), there attributed to a Bhadanta 
Yogasena, as well as in Nayabhadra’s HBṬV f. 83b6 and 84a4 on HBṬ 130,21 and 
131,8. This author would, then, have to be a contemporary of Dharmakīrti.
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25Hetubindu

(Response:) We do not get tired of saying something again and again. 
If perhaps also in this way people might understand correctly, we will 
tell it once more. The contributory character of contributing causes is not 
only due to their producing a specific property, so that because lacking 
this capacity they would not be contributing to the arising of a specific 
property. It is rather also their producing one and the same entity (cf. 
HB 14,2f).

(Objection:) “Also this latter character might not be given for 
contributing causes that mutually lack a specific property. Or, if it were 
given, it might be given for them also separately, just as in the state of 
lacking this property. But in this way even the effect that comes about 
on account of this specific property might come about through a single 
contributing cause.”

(Response:) All this has already been explained, namely: that in each 
phase a specific property arises in the continuum of an entity through 
ever other causes (cf. HB 10, 10f; 14,14f; 19,9-11); that causes which 
produce an effect are in specific states, such as occupying a suitable 
location (cf. HB 15,3f); also from what these causes arise (cf. HB 15,4f; 
19,4-7); that, even if each of them is capable, they do not produce alone 
because the specific agents do not exist separately (cf. HB 15,5f); and 
that there are two types of effect, one which arises through a sequence 
of specific properties generated by contributing causes, such as a sprout, 
and the other, such as cognition through a sense that is active without 
delay (cf. HB 19,4-11), because the nature of the effect and the cause is 
different in these cases. When, among these two types, the effect comes 
about through a cause that depends on assistance by contributing causes 
to a continuum, the first specific property of the contributing causes does 
not arise through a specific property induced by contributing causes, like 
the immediately following effect. The specific properties following this 
first one arise through these due to the fact that this is their nature, namely, 
of this first one and of these later ones. Thus, there is no infinite regress. 
If in the same way also a non-momentary entity without an additional 
feature imposed upon it would generate an effect like the cause of the 
first specific property through contributory causes, let it generate! If this 
entity’s nature is qualified as an agent without delay, since it can occur 
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separately, it might be so even alone. That has already been explained (cf. 
HB 16,4-18,10 = b.1221522). Without this nature, however, even then it is 
certainly not productive.

(b.122 Conclusion: Non-momentary causes can have no contributory 

function.)

In the case of non-momentary causes, therefore, the contributory character 
is neither necessary for any in the manner of producing one and the same 
entity, nor in the manner of assisting to a continuum. Thus, there is no 
contributing cause for these non-momentary causes, and for this reason 
they would produce even alone. Mostly, however, we therefore see that the 
continuum of an entity situated amidst a collection of contributing causes 
produces its effect when a specific property has been imposed upon it 
by the contributing causes, such as in case of a seed. Thus, for one who 
proposes a lasting cause dependence on other causes evidently means 
the arising of another productive nature. One does not say, therefore, that 
something depends which does not have an effect, because it is not fitting 
that it does not produce when the productive nature is present earlier too.

(b.123 Summary of the arguments for the non-changeability of nature 

through external causes. Supplement: The melting of copper and 

other metals)

What has a certain nature, therefore, is like that through nothing but its 
own existence. But once having come to be, it does not again depend on 
the influence from something else for being like that (cf. HB 9,12f). An 
entity with the property of instability on account of its nature, therefore, 
does not profit from causes of cessation. Since also an entity with the 
property of stability cannot be changed by anything in its nature, what 
would be the use of causes of cessation? Or, if one admits a change, 
the entity would not be of just this stable nature. Thus, the first option 
remains, and with regard to this option the refutation has been stated (cf. 
HB § b.12). But that which is different on account of something else is 
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another nature; and what is another, how will it belong to the former? For 
the difference of entities is characterized by the difference of natures. In 
this way, however, the former entity remains in its property of stability. 
Thus, it does not change.

Thereby the development of another intrinsic property such as 
liquidity in case of hard and so on copper and other metals through fire 
and so on is accounted for. Also in these cases, when the earlier form has 
vanished due to being annihilated on account of its nature, only another 
liquid nature has come about on account of fire and so on as well as of its 
material cause.

(b.1231 Refutation of the position: An entity is lasting and ceases 

through another. Cessation is not another nature, but the 

disappearance of the entity.)

(Objection:) “This entity has certainly itself the property of stability, 
because it abides when a cause of cessation does not occur. It ceases 
through something else, but what is called ‘cessation’ is not another 
nature. Cessation is nothing but the disappearance of the entity.”

(Response:) This defence does not exceed the following two options: 
For him who with regard to the alternative “is the entity permanent by 
nature or impermanent?” says that it was permanent earlier and becomes 
impermanent later, there are two entities with different permanent 
or impermanent natures. For the first one assumed to be permanent 
he proclaims cessation and non-cessation in and of itself at all times. 
Therefore a cause of cessation is incapable in the earlier case. 

(Objection:) It is not permanent earlier and, then, becomes impermanent 
later. Rather it is also later certainly permanent, because it is of one and 
the same nature.

(Response:) When this entity, then, because of its nature, does not 
attain cessation, why is it called “ceased,” since its permanent nature and 
cessation are mutually exclusive?
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(b.1 Conclusion of the establishment of the unsuitability of external 

causes of cessation)

If there is, therefore, a cessation of this entity, this entity certainly has to 
have the nature of cessation. Also in this way it has been explained that a 
cause of cessation is useless. Whether an entity, therefore, ceases or does 
not cease by its nature, there is no use for a cause of cessation.

(b.2 Summarizing the pervasion between the properties of existence 

(sattva) and of being a ceasing nature (naśvarasvabhāvatva))

Consequently, an entity independent in its cessation is necessarily bound 
to the state of this cessation. Therefore common presence and common 
absence are established in the form of “That which exists, is ceasing, and 
when the character of ceasing is absent, the character of existence is also 
absent.”

(b.21 The general validity of this pervasion in the proof from existence 

(sattvānumāna))

(Objection:) “Although the character of cessation may be given on account 
of the intrinsic nature, certain entities might be also without this ceasing 
nature. For not every nature is the nature of everything. Thus, positive 
concomitance and negative concomitance are not established.”

(Response:) This is not the case because it would follow that, if 
something were not momentary, it would not be real (vastu). For, capacity 
(śakti) is the characteristic of entities and the characteristic of non-entities 
is the lack of all capacity. But non-momentary entities have no capacity 
for anything because their causal function (arthakriyā) is incompatible 
with the modes of gradual or sudden production. Therefore, the pervasion 
“that which exists is nothing but momentary” is established.
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(4.2 Effect (kārya) as reason)

(4.20 Definition of effect as reason)

If a factually different entity is to be indicated, the reason is an effect 
(kārya) because this does not deviate.

(4.21 This relationship is restricted to certain properties of the cause and 

of the effect.34

(Objection:) “If the reason is indicating through a relationship between 
cause and effect, then the relationship between the indicated and the 
indicating would be given in every respect, because the relationship 
between the product and the producing is given in every respect.” 
(Response:) This is not the case, because something that comes about in 
the absence of another does not necessarily arise through that. Therefore, 
an effect is a reason for a cause with as many of its essential properties it 
is invariably concomitant because it is necessarily an effect of these. But 
the effect is a reason only with those of its properties that do not occur 
without those in the cause. (Objection:) “Then it would follow that cause 
and effect would be producing and product only in part.” (Response:) 
This does not follow, because we think of the specific properties of the 
cause as indicated, when the specific properties of the effect produced by 
those of the cause are grasped, as well as of the universal properties of 
the effect as indicating when qualified by the specific properties of the 
logical mark. If, however, unspecified universal properties of the effect 
are meant, the relationship between the producing and the product is not 
accepted in every respect because these properties deviate.

(4.22 The pervasion between effect and cause is established through 

establishing the relationship between cause and effect.)

(Objection:) “Whence do we know that, even if something sometime 
comes about through something, everything of that kind comes about 

34 For the Dignāgean background of this paragraph, cf. Katsura forthcoming.
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through something of that kind? But so, there is neither positive 
concomitance nor negative concomitance for an effect as reason.”

(Response:) This is not a valid objection, because that which does not 
come about through something does not even once come about through 
that. For effect and cause are in mutual dependence characterized as 
being of produced and of producing nature. If smoke on this rule were to 
come about also through something else than the complex of fire and so 
on, it would not have a nature produced by that complex of fire and so on. 
Therefore smoke would not even once come about through this complex, 
like another entity. Neither would the complex of fire and so on produce 
this smoke, because it would not have the nature of producing it, like 
another complex. But it is also not appropriate that smoke has a nature 
produced by that complex as well as not by that complex, because smoke 
has only a unitary nature. Something that comes about through something 
with the nature of producing smoke and non-smoke would have the 
nature of smoke and non-smoke. This is because the natures of effects 
are caused by the natures of causes, or, should there be no dependence 
on causes, it would follow that the natures of effects were without causes. 
It is, therefore, the particular complex of fire and so on which produces 
smoke, and it is what is produced by this particular complex of fire and 
so on that is smoke. Because of the restriction of the natures of effects 
and causes in this manner there is no arising of an effect from a cause 
different in kind. Thus, an effect well-known does not deviate from its 
cause. Therefore, the pervasion of an effect with a cause is established 
when the relationship between effect and cause is established.

(4.221 Explanation of entities arising from some things different in kind, 

such as water lily-roots from cow dung)

(Objection:) “Do we not know of some effects that arise also from a cause 
different in kind? For example, the roots of water lilies and so on from 
cow dung and so on.” (Response:) This is not a case of arising from some 
things different in kind. For only such a cause as cow dung is the material 
cause for starting such effects as water lily-roots (śālūka). Thus, the cause 
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is not different. When water lilies, however, occur in natural continuity, 
they grow out of reed-grass. But the two that are produced from cow dung 
or the other have a different nature, although they do not differ in form. 
Since mere sameness in appearance is not a cause for things being of the 
same kind, because a difference in kind is observed in certain things even 
with the same appearance on account of a further specific character. For 
were this not so, if through a variant complex something non-variant 
would arise, there would be no difference and non-difference of effects 
on account of the difference and non-difference of causes. For this reason 
difference and non-difference of everything would be without a cause.

That is to say: When there is no difference because of a difference, 
there is also no non-difference because of a non-difference. But no 
nature of an entity whatsoever is beyond this alternative. Thus, for being 
without a cause entities would permanently exist or not exist since there 
were nothing to depend upon. For entities would be occasional through 
dependence, and there would be no regular employment of means for 
their ends. For, if the capacities of causes are respectively restricted, 
precisely a certain one would be employed in order to realize a certain 
result, not another one, because only the former would be capable of 
this task, and the other incapable, since these two differ in having the 
nature for producing one thing or something else. If the former were to 
arise also from a cause that is different from the one with a nature for 
producing it, there would be no respective restriction of the capacity for 
producing it. Then anything would be given on account of anything. In 
case, however, that the different causes’ capacity for producing it were 
the same, the effect would be just this. Therefore, an effect well-known 
does not deviate from a cause.
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(4.3 Non-perception (anupalabdhi) as reason)

(4.30 Definition of non-perception as reason)

The non-perception35 of something perceptible as such36 
(upalabdhilakṣaṇaprāpta) is a reason for its absence or a reason for 
treating it as absent (abhāvavyavahāra).

(c. Digression: What is non-perception?)

(c.1 Dharmakīrti’s position)

(c.11 Definition of non-perception)

(c.111 As property of the perceiver non-perception is, with implicative 

negation (paryudāsa), a perception other than the perception of 

the absent entity.)

When perception, in this definition of non-perception, is taken as a property 
of the perceiver, perception is an apprehension of his. Non-perception is 
a perception other than this perception of the negate, because it is other 
than the perception meant by this term, in the function of implicative 
negation (paryudāsa) as in case of the prohibitive attributes “not to be 
eaten” or “not to be touched” for a village-cock or a Caņḍāla.

(c.112 As property of the perceived non-perception is, with implicative 

negation, the capacity for perception of an entity other than the 

absent entity.)

When perception is taken as a property of the perceived, perception is the 
nature of an object defined as the capacity to produce an apprehension 
with itself as object, because the nature of entities is capacity. Non-
perception is, then, as above with implicative negation, a nature other 
than this capacity just as capable of producing perception.

35 For an explanation of the compound anupalabdhi, cf. Ogawa 2011.
36 For this translation, cf. Steinkellner 2013 II, 26-32.
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(c.113 The determination of otherness in this context)

Under whatever circumstance the perception of an entity necessarily 
occurs when a spot on the ground is perceived, because their capacity for 
producing an apprehension is the same, that entity is mixed with that spot 
since they are mixed in one and the same perceptual apprehension. Of 
these two, when present, there is no apprehension restricted to the form 
of only one of them, for that is not possible. Therefore, the otherness 
(anyatva) of two entities with a nature of the same capacity mixed in one 
and the same apprehension is meant here37, in the context of explaining 
non-perception, only as mutually related: That one of these two is, when 
isolated, in relation to the second the other than that. Non-perception 
characterized as property of the agent or of the object of apprehension 
respectively is the apprehension of that other or the nature of that other. 
This non-perception proves the absence or the treatment as absent of the 
counter-correlate (pratiyogin).

(c.2 In defence of this position)

(c.21 Non-perception is absence as presence of something other or of 

another perception with implicative negation, not with simple 

negation.)

(Question:) Why is the absence of something the presence of what is  
other, so that a treatment as absent is established by a non-perception 
in the form of the presence of what is other? (Response:) Regarding 
this question, we have already explained (cf. HB §§ c.111, c.112) that 
absence and non-perception are relatively given through the function 
of implicative negation. Non-perception is, in this context, not a simple 
negation (pratiṣedhamātra), for it would follow that a treatment of 

37 Considering how meticulously rational Dharmakīrti is when reasoning each of his 
points, this “here” (iha) strikes me as if he were resorting to a dogmatic solution of 
a kind I have never run across elsewhere in his works. It is not surprising that this 
solution has been critically discussed later by Utpaladeva (cf. Torella 2007).
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something as absent cannot be established since a means of proving it 
is not established. Only the establishment of the presence of the one in 
unmixed form is the establishment of the other’s absence. Thus, although 
it is the presence of what is other, it is spoken of as the absence of the one.

(c.22 The presence of what is other or of another perception does not 

prove the absence of something, but is the same.)

(Question:) “Whether the absence of the one characterized as presence 
of what is other, itself established through a valid cognition, would prove 
the treatment of something as absent, or the absence of the negate that 
is known through the establishment of that absence as the presence of 
what is other, there is no difference at all, whereby the establishment of 
the treatment as absent would be incompatible with the non-perception 
as absence that we accept. Why does not precisely this presence of what 
is other and the perception referring to this other prove the absence of 
the negate, but only the establishment of the presence of what is other 
the establishment of the absence of the negate?” (Response:) Because 
the absence of the one is not established as separate from the presence of 
what is other, and because there is no relation between the absence of the 
negate and the presence of what is other.

(c.221 The presence of what is other does not prove the absence of an 

entity,)

To begin with, the presence of what is other is not a means for proving 
the absence of an entity.

(c.2211 because the absence of something is not known as being 

different from the presence of what is other,)

What is not established when something is established, for this the latter is 
a logical mark (liṅga) or reason, as in case of smoke and fire. The absence 
of the negate, however, is already established with the establishment 
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of the presence of what is other. Because the exclusion of the other is 
established through the same valid cognition which determines the state 
of that which is isolated with a nature unmixed in cognition with what is 
other than the negate.

(c.2212 and because there is no relation between the presence of what 

is other and the absence of something.)

Also, because there is no relation. That, indeed, is a logical mark for 
that with which it has some kind of relation. For example, the inherence 
in one and the same thing of the properties being produced and being 
impermanent, or of smoke the connection with one and the same thing, 
a hill, in case of what is marked by it (svaliṅgin), namely, fire, or the 
relation between the support and the supported, or the relation between 
the producing and the product. There is no relation whatsoever of this 
kind between presence and absence so that the presence of what is other 
could prove the absence of something.

(c.22121 The relation is not a relationship between object and subject 

(viṣayaviṣayibhāva) as between word and meaning.)

(Objection:) “The relation is a relationship between object and subject, 
such as between word and meaning.” (Response:) That is not the case. 
Since a word is used when one intends to convey a meaning, between 
a word and its meaning there may be a relation of the word with its 
meaning characterized as the relationship between effect and cause or as 
invariable concomitance. But this scheme is not possible in the present 
case. On what grounds, then, would there be a relationship between object 
and subject? For, only if a relationship between a proving property and a 
consequent were established for these two, word and meaning, could there 
be a relationship between object and subject by virtue of this relationship. 
Yet precisely this relationship is not established when a relation does not 
exist; but if the latter is not established, there is no relationship between 
object and subject. Otherwise, if a further relation is not available, this 
would be a case of mutual dependence.
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(c.221211 In a proof of the absence of something through the presence 

of the what is other, the consequent would not be a compound 

of property and property-bearer. The absent entity and the 

spot cannot be a compound when the spot on the ground is 

the other.)

Moreover, when the absence of something is established through the 
presence of what is other, the consequent would also not be a compound 
of property and property-bearer (as presupposed in HB 1,6). And in this 
way because of the statement “the absence of the pot follows from the 
presence of what is other than this pot” the pot would be absent everywhere 
at all times. (Objection:) “This does not follow because the absence is 
proved as it qualifies a property-bearer such as the spot.” That means: 
“The absence is proved as the qualification of a property-bearer such as 
the spot, not as isolated. Therefore, it is not a proof of a non-compound as 
you insinuate. But there is a relation between the logical mark and what 
is marked because the presence of what is other is related to a property-
bearer such as the spot.” (Response:) There is no such relation, because 
the very spot and so on is what is other than this pot. For, precisely at 
which spot and so on something is said not to be present, only that spot 
is the other as unmixed with that pot. Through nothing but seeing this 
unmixed spot has someone the notion “a pot is not around.” How could 
this presence of is other be a mark or what is marked by it?

(c.2212111 The relation is not possible on the basis of general and 

specific properties.)

It is also not possible to conceive in case of the presence of the other of a 
relation between general and specific properties so that the general would 
be the reason, the specific one the property-bearer. This is because, since 
the absence of the pot, as the general, is only known through the cognition 
of the specific spot, this specific spot does, then, not extend to anything 
else in kind. That the specific spot is not a logical mark, moreover, is due 
to the fact that it would be part of the content of the thesis (pratijñā). It 
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is also not the case that the absence of a pot is established where there 
is a spot in general. (Opponent:) “It is precisely the absence of a pot at 
such an isolated spot, namely, one lacking a pot.” (Response:) Is not the 
absence of a pot expressed by your saying “isolation of precisely this 
spot”? But this absence of a pot is established here already when the 
spot as the mark, according to you, is apprehended. What, then, is this a 
mark for? Also the search for a positive concomitance between the spot 
as isolated and the absence of a pot is in vain. Therefore, the presence of 
what is other is not a means for proving absence. 

(c.22122 Also incompatibility (virodha) is not the relation.)

(Objection:) “There is incompatibility (virodha) as the relation. Because 
of this relation the absence of something is established through the 
presence of what is other.” (Response:) What would be incompatible with 
what? (Opponent:) The counter-correlate (pratiyogin) of the absence, 
the pot, with the presence of what is other. (Response:) Do you perhaps 
wish to apprehend the counter-correlate, so that incompatibility would 
be the relation between the mark and what is marked? The absence of 
the counter-correlate, however, is not incompatible with the presence of 
what is other, because they occur together. If that absence of the counter-
correlate which occurs together with the presence of what is other is to 
be apprehended, how would there be incompatibility between a mark and 
what is marked? Therefore it is clearly not the relation. 

Also in this case the fact that the consequent would not be a compound 
of property and property-bearer remains as above (cf. HB 28,16-17).

(c.22123 The apprehension of the absence of something through 

apprehension of the presence of what is other is possible 

without a relation.)

(Objection:) Would not without a relation between the absence of 
something and the presence of what is other even through the apprehension 
of the presence of the other the apprehension of the absence of something 
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not be the case? (Response:) We certainly do not hold the presence of the 
other to be indicative of the absence of something on account of some 
relation. Rather the absence of something is precisely the presence of 
what is other, as has been explained above (cf. HB § c.21). Already the 
determination of this isolated entity with a nature not mixed with the other 
settled in its unique self excludes in this nature the other. Thus, precisely 
the isolation (kaivalya) of that entity is the absence (vaikalya) of the other. 
Therefore, only the presence of what is other than that is the absence of 
that, and only the apprehension of what is other than that is explained as 
the non-apprehension of that. Otherwise, if what is other than that were 
not excluded through its determination, already a determination of the 
latter would not be the case, because entities of this or that nature would 
not be differentiated. Thus, definitely a treatment would not be in place 
on account of the observation of anything with the aim of acquiring or 
avoiding it somewhere. For, even when this person sees fire, he does not 
see only fire, so that he would not attend to this place when yearning for 
water.

(c.221231 Absence is not cognized through non-perception. Refutation 

of Kumārila’s alternative to the position of HB 30,7f)

(Opponent:) “The absence of water is apprehended through non-perception 
(anupalambha).” (Response:) What is this so-called non-perception? If it 
is the absence of the perception of water, how would this absence be an 
apprehension of anything or the cause of an apprehension? Or how is 
even this absence of an apprehension of water apprehended? However, 
if this apprehension of the absence of water or an entity other than water 
is not apprehended by anyone at all, why is the absence of water not 
apprehended in states such as deep sleep, intoxication, swoon, the object’s 
concealment, and oneself turned away? This has been examined in the 
Pramāṇaviniścaya (cf. PVin 2. 58,13-59,11). Thus, this person who yearns 
for water, though seeing fire, yet not determining that it is fire, not water, 
would neither linger nor advance. So, a quandary hard to overcome would 
have fallen to his lot.
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(c.221232 Absence of the other is not known through the perception 

of an entity.)

(Objection:) “For that very reason the absence of the other is apprehended 
through the seeing of the one.” (Response:) How would one know that the 
other is not present upon seeing the one? (Opponent:) “Through seeing 
precisely the one as isolated.” (Response:) When we are explaining 
exactly the same (cf. HB § c.113), why does it appear to your honour as 
disagreeable? Therefore, although you have been roaming afar like a bird 
who does not find the shore, you have to come back again. Thus, enough 
of this proceeding in directions with no solid ground!

(c.221233 Defence of the theorem that the determination of the 

isolated entity excludes only that other entity which would 

be perceived if present)

(Objection:) If the exclusion of the other is already established merely 
through the determination of the other one, the absence of all other 
entities would be established equally at this spot, and not just of that one 
in a state equally fitting for being perceived. Also, the qualification that 
the non-perception of something perceptible as such proves its treatment 
as absent should not be taught, because entities that are not perceptible as 
such are also excluded at this spot.

(Response:) Contingent on the definition of otherness (cf. HB c.113), 
through the determination of the nature of the one the nature of what is 
other than this is excluded, because an appearance is apprehended that 
is restricted to the former’s nature. For the nature of that entity is not the 
nature of the other. If the other’s nature is, thus, not distinguished, the 
above consequence holds that one would be neither active nor inactive 
(cf. HB 30,17-31,2). Yet when cognition perceives this entity restricted in 
place, time and state in this restricted nature, it excludes that it is deprived 
of being so. For in this way that entity is determined by this cognition, if 
it is excluded that it may be otherwise; and the fact of its being so is given 
only for this entity, not for another. Cognition, therefore, indeed excludes 
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things being one way from things being other. Thus, the function of a 
single valid cognition separates all entities into two groups, as being 
this and as being another, because this cognition is useful only in that it 
induces the knowledge of agreement (anvaya) and difference (vyatireka).

But that there is no further, third kind is already confirmed through 
establishing that all entities different from the apprehended one are 
pervaded by exclusion. For, if that third kind were not pervaded by being 
other than the one perceived, it would not be excluded from this entity 
by this cognition, and, thus, it would again follow that the entity has not 
been determined. Therefore, a valid cognition operating on any entity 
determines this entity, excludes another from this entity, and indicates the 
absence of a third kind. This is the function of a single valid cognition. 
That is to say: A valid cognition attending to any entity excludes only this 
entity from what is other than it, because it determines only this entity, 
and it excludes only the other than this entity from this because it does 
not determine the other than this in its place. Therefore, precisely this 
valid cognition indicates the absence of a further kind because, when this 
entity is being observed, it separates all entities as being other than this 
observed one, and it separates precisely what is not other than this as that 
observed one. Thereby also properties of a mutually excluding nature, 
such as gradual or sudden, have been explained (cf. HB 23,9-10).

Thus, in this manner through the apprehension of the isolated entity 
follows the exclusion of what is of a nature other than this, but not the 
exclusion of all other entities in its place and time. Therefore, something 
could be given that is not of its nature as well as sharing its place and 
time, such as taste and colour. Thus, the establishment of the absence of 
something somewhere at some time would be given only on account of 
the non-perception as explained above (cf. HB 26,3-7).

(c.222 The perception of the other does not prove the absence of an 

entity, because there is no relation,)

Perception, moreover, which refers to the presence of the other, we 
accept, of course, as establishing the absence of the one, the negate, but 
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just not by way of being a logical mark. This is because also in case of 
this perception, the absence of a relation is the same, when the absence of 
the negate is a consequent separate from the presence of the other.

(c.2221 since the absence of an entity is the case only together with the 

perception of the other.)

Moreover, because the absence of the negate is established only at the 
time of the occurrence of the assumed logical mark. For, one does not 
apprehend the absence of that negate after apprehending the presence 
of the other entity and then establishing the positive and negative 
concomitance between the apprehension of that presence of the other and 
the absence of the negate. Rather one apprehends the absence of the one 
already when apprehending what is other than that, because one ascertains 
that this exists and this does not exist, without interruption, immediately 
upon seeing that other. Also because an example is not established. But 
that is a mark for this, with which it has a positive concomitance. For it is 
impossible to demonstrate that where there is a perception of the presence 
of the other, there is the absence of the one, because there is no perception 
of this isolated entity also somewhere else. If the demonstration were 
given in general, the same perception of the presence of what is other 
than that would be establishing the consequent property, because even in 
the case of an example, no other valid cognition is available. Under such 
an infinite regress of examples, the absence of the one at stake would, 
thus, not be apprehended.

(c.23 Conclusion of the defence)

Therefore, the absence of something is not established through any 
logical mark whatsoever. This presence of the other which is established 
through a non-perception characterized as perception (cf. HB 26,3f,6f) 
would only prove the treatment of something as absent in  case of the 
mental performance of dimwits. Enough, then, of further proliferation!
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(4.31 There are three basic types of non-perception: of a cause, of a 

pervading property, and of an intrinsic nature.)

This non-perception is of the following three types: when the relationship 
between effect and cause is established, the non-perception of the cause 
whose absence is known; when the relationship between pervaded and 
pervading property is established, the non-perception of the pervading 
property whose absence is known; and the non-perception of an intrinsic 
nature. Among these three types, also in case of both cause and pervading 
property, already the establishment of the presence of the other (cf. HB 
36,3f) is the establishment of a treatment of a nature as absent. This so 
established absence proves the absence or the treatment as absent for 
an effect and a pervaded property. In case of the non-perception of an 
intrinsic nature, however, only the treatment as absent is proved through 
non-perception as the logical mark.

(4.311 The first two non-perceptions cannot be used as reasons with 

regard to entities beyond the range of perception. Rejection of 

Īśvarasena’s theorem of “mere non-seeing” (adarśanamātra).)

(Opponent:) If you, then, assume: “A cause and a pervading property, 
whose treatment as absent has been established through a non-perception 
that consists in the establishment of the presence of something another 
than these, are proving the absence of the other, namely, effect and 
pervaded property, and this non-perception proves the treatment as absent 
only when these two, cause and pervading property, are perceptible as 
such,” how can these two non-perceptions be employed in case of entities 
beyond the range of perception (parokṣa)? 

(Response:) These non-perceptions are definitely not employed as 
valid cognitions, because logical marks are not ascertained in the realm 
of entities beyond perception. These two non-perceptions would only be 
employed in order to demonstrate that, if a cause or a pervading property 
is absent whose relation with an effect or a pervaded property has been 
established, then also the other, effect or pervaded property, is necessarily 
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ascertained as absent.

(4. Conclusion of the explanation of the three types of the logical reason)

Therefore, precisely this property of the subject has positive 
concomitance and negative concomitance. Thus, indicative is as 
pervaded by a member of the same the certainly triply characterized 
only threefold reason because it does not deviate from its consequent.

(d. Supplement: Critique of Īśvarasena’s theorem of six characteristics 

for a logical reason)

Others say that a reason has six characteristics (ṣallakṣaṇa), namely, not 
only these three prescribed by Dignāga, but also the characteristics that 
its object has not been invalidated (abādhitaviṣayatva), that its singular is 
meant (ekasaṅkhyavivakṣā), and that it is known (jñātatva).

(d.1 Refutation of the fourth characteristic: that its object has not been 

invalidated)

(d.11 Invalidation and invariable concomitance are incompatible.)

Among these three additional characteristics, that its object has not 
been invalidated (abādhitaviṣayatva), to begin with, is not a separate 
characteristic, because invalidation (bādhā) and invariable concomitance 
(avinābhāva) are incompatible. For, invariable concomitance is the 
occurrence of the reason only when the consequent occurs. But how 
would this reason as characterized by that invariable concomitance 
with the consequent occur in a property-bearer, yet the property of the 
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consequent not occur in it? For, while perception and inference, when 
engaged in invalidating the consequent property, are eliminating this 
property from that property-bearer, the reason that occurs precisely when 
this consequent occurs promotes this property in that same property-
bearer. Thus, alas, extreme discomfort abides by these logical entities to 
be proved.

(d.111 Incompatibility cannot be avoided by referring to different 

property-bearers.)

(Opponent:) “The reason is in other instances invariably concomitant 
with the consequent, not only in the property-bearer to be proved.” 
(Response:) Why, then, does this miserable fellow, the property-bearer, 
aspire to have a son, the consequent, after marrying a eunuch, an inapt 
reason? If one has indicated that reason which occurs in a property-bearer 
even when the consequent does not occur, why is it said that the property-
bearer possesses the consequent? (Opponent:) “Precisely for this reason 
the term non-invalidation is used.” That is to say: “Just because the 
reason might also be otherwise, precisely for this reason is it said that the 
property-bearer has this property which is not invalidated by both valid 
cognitions.” (Response:) What, then, in this case is the reason’s capacity, 
since the consequent is proved already through invalidation because the 
absence of the consequent is bound to the operation of the invalidating 
valid cognition? Thus, in case of non-invalidation the consequent is 
proved. A reason is, therefore, useless. It is useless even in case of an 
invalidation, because it lacks the capacity for proving. If the absence 
of the consequent is not bound to an invalidating valid cognition, there 
might be neither an invalidating valid cognition nor the possibility of the 
absence of the consequent. Then non-invalidation would not be capable 
of proving the consequent.
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(d.112 Incompatibility cannot be avoided by explaining non-invalidation 

as non-cognition of invalidation.)

(Opponent:) Non-invalidation is, further, not an absence of invalidation; it 
is rather a non-perception of invalidation. But this non-perception might 
somewhere be the case for a person even if invalidation were possible. This, 
therefore, would be the domain for employing the reason.  (Response:) 
Is the reason, then, perhaps afraid of invalidation’s perception, not of 
invalidation itself, so that you assume it to be employed irrespective of 
the invalidation, when you do not perceive it? This reason, then, is to 
be employed when invalidation is not perceived, regardless of whether 
the invalidation actually exists or does not exist. To what purpose, then, 
is this reason employed? (Opponent:) In order to prove the consequent. 
(Response:) Would this reason on occasion prove the consequent even 
if an invalidation were given, so that one makes no effort to determine 
the absence of this invalidation and employs the reason? Even so, that 
its object is not invalidated is not a characteristic of the reason, since 
the reason would be capable also in case of invalidation. Yet, just as the 
reason is employed in case of its non-perception while admitting also 
the possible presence of an invalidation—since for someone in doubt it 
is not right to act without such admittance—, so is it employed also in 
case of the perception of an invalidation, because when an invalidation is 
admitted, there is no difference between its being perceived or not.

(d.1121 Refutation of the position that the reason is incapable when an 

invalidation occurs.)

(Opponent:) “In the case of an invalidation the reason is incapable.” 
(Response:) If it were so, a reason of which the impossibility of 
invalidation has not been determined does not deserve to be employed, 
considering that not even an employed reason may be incapable.
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(d.1122 Refutation of the position that the reason is capable when 

invalidation is not perceived.)

(Opponent:) “The reason is capable when invalidation is not perceived.” 
(Response:) Does perception pervade invalidation whereby invalidation 
is failing when its perception is failing, so that the reason would not be 
incapable due to a possible invalidation? Even so, the reason is useless 
because the consequent is proved already by the non-perception of 
invalidation, since in case of its non-perception, invalidation is not 
possible. If invalidation were not failing although its perception is 
absent, the reason’s incapability would be the same. So the reason is not 
employed. Therefore, a reason which occurs also in other ways than 
with the presence or absence of its consequent neither strengthens nor 
undermines anything in a property-bearer. Thus, the mention of that 
reason is not proper.

Therefore, there is no co-occurrence between invalidation and 
invariable concomitance. Hence non-invalidation is not another 
characteristic of a reason.

(d.12 Non-invalidation of a reason is impossible in the presence of 

invariable concomitance. Thus, faults of a thesis (pratijñādoṣa) are 

also impossible.)

That, namely, would be a further qualification to this invariable 
concomitance, or deserves to be employed as a further qualification, that 
even in the presence of which other qualifications would be otherwise, 
like the characteristics of being a property of the subject and of occurring 
in similar instances. This is not possible, however, for non-invalidation 
when an invariable concomitance is given. Therefore, an invalidation 
with regard to the object, the reason, is possible neither for a reason 
invariably concomitant with the consequent, nor for a contradictory 
reason invariably concomitant with the opposite of the consequent. 
Thus, an absence of this invalidation should not be taught separately as a 
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characteristic of these two types of reason. 
Therefore, when a reason is employed, faults of the thesis (pratijñādoṣa) 

are not possible. Since, moreover, a thesis is not employed alone, the 
faults of a thesis should not be taught at all.

(d.2 Refutation of the fifth characteristic: that the singular of the reason 

is meant)38

(d.21 This characteristic is already refuted by the refutation of the 

fourth.)

By the above refutation of the fourth characteristic also that the singular 
is meant (ekasaṅkhyavivakṣā) is refuted as characteristic. In what way?  
As single, because it occurs only in the presence of its consequent, a 
reason does not deviate from its consequent. With regard to just this 
property-bearer another reason than this single one, moreover, would 
be incompatible with this reason because it occurs precisely when a 
property is present which invalidates that consequent of the single reason. 
Therefore this is similar to the case of invalidation.

(d.22 Specific refutation of the fifth characteristic)

Further: Is that one assumed to be a reason for a correct apprehension or 
its opposite, for which a counter-reason (pratihetu) is factually impossible, 
or for which a counter-reason has not been indicated? But what follows 
from these alternatives?

38 This fifth characteristic (ekasaṅkhyavivakșā) and the sixth (jñātatva) are already 
referred to in the discussion of PVin 3. 37,2-10. It is, therefore, evident that Īśvarasena 
must have developed his șallakșaņa-theorem already before the composition of 
PVin 3, and not, as in Steinkellner 2020:764f hypothetically assumed, only before the 
composition of the Hetubindu (cf. Iwata forthcoming, 199?-201? with notes 468–476).
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(d.221 First alternative: if there is factually no counter-reason)

If a reason is one that has no possible counter-reason, then this fifth is not 
a characteristic because that a counter-reason is not possible cannot be 
ascertained. Or there is no reason at all. For, neither is a proving property 
of unascertained nature characterized as such a property, as when its being 
a property of the proof’s subject is in doubt, nor is one with doubtful 
characteristics a reason. Thus, none would be a reason. For, in case of 
equal characteristics, the observed possibility of a counter-reason raises 
doubt also when a counter-reason has not been observed, because in both 
these cases the reasons are not different. Or if there were a difference, 
then precisely this difference would be the reason’s characteristic. For, 
a reason of which a counter-thesis (pratipakṣa) through this difference 
is definitely excluded, brings the ascertainment of its consequent about. 
Thus, without that characteristic it would not be a reason. But so, that the 
singular is meant is useless as characteristic.

On account of this distinction also Dignāga’s definition of the 
antinomic pseudo-reason (viruddhāvyabhicārin) would be futile, namely, 
“An antinomic pseudo-reason is the case when two reasons with their 
appropriate characteristics occur in contradiction with regard to one and 
the same property-bearer.” (PSV on PS 3.23b)

But the nature of this distinction is not indicated by you, upon whose 
knowledge we might foresee the possibility or impossibility of a counter-
reason. Therefore, that there is no distinction at all must be suspected in 
all cases. Also for a reason of which a counter-reason has been observed, 
no difference whatsoever from the other reason is observed before the 
counter-reason has been observed. Yet also for reasons with a possible 
counter-reason, this counter-reason is not always perceived, although 
we have seen someone with outstanding intelligence imagining such a 
counter-reason. Thus, the possibility and impossibility of a counter-reason 
are not certain. Therefore, since the reason would have an unascertained 
characteristic, none would be a reason.
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(d.222 Second alternative: if a counter-reason has not been indicated)

If the reason is one for which a counter-reason has not been indicated, as 
when Dignāga says: “When, then, soundness is assumed as permanent, 
then this audibility would truly be a reason, if someone were not to 
indicate also a reason for impermanence such as being produced.” (PSV 
on PS 3.24cd)

(d.2221 Rectification of the misplaced appeal to this statement by 

Dignāga)

Now that this particularly grievous calamity has come by which should 
be neither exposed nor suppressed, how could it be overcome? To begin 
with, this reason, audibility, moulds entities, sounds, into having the 
nature of its consequent’s true state, permanence; then it links persons for 
whom this audibility is authoritative on good fortune and final beatitude; 
then again, when its capacity for proving has been withdrawn by a clever 
person through indicating another reason, these entities and these persons 
have been deprived of the accomplishment of these respective states, this 
reason, audibility, proceeds to a penance-grove like a king who has lost 
his kingdom. So, what shall we say about this?

(d.2222 The correctness of a reason does not depend on the imagination 

of a counter-reason)

If, however, to be a means of proof is induced by personal imagination, 
what then would in reality be a means of proof or none? But that reason 
which by its nature occurs with this consequent property, how could it 
be changed, since entities do not change their nature and do not have 
both mutually incompatible natures? How, further, is a reason that occurs 
without this consequent property still at another time a means of proof 
for anyone?
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(d.23 Conclusion: There is no counter-reason in case of essential 

property or effect as reason)

Therefore, because essential property or effect that, with the 
characteristics prescribed, are by nature invariably concomitant with their 
consequent, a counter-reason with these same characteristics, namely as 
essential property or as effect, is impossible. That the singular is meant 
(ekasaṅkhyavivakṣā) is, thus, not a characteristic of a reason because what 
is to be excluded by it, a counter-reason, does not exist.

(d.3 Refutation of the sixth characteristic: that it is known [jñātatva])39

Cognition (jñāna), moreover, is not a property of the logical mark. How 
could it be a characteristic of the mark?

(d.31 Cognition does not satisfy the conditions of a reason’s 

characteristic.)

When considering on account of what sort of a mark something can be 
apprehended, the nature of something non-deviating is stated to a sensible 
person. By recognizing that nature, this person distinguishes between 
what is a means of proof and what is not, and, then, is active because 
he trusts that this reason will deliver the desired object. In this case, that 
which is this reason’s own nature is a characteristic, but not the nature of 
something else. For, if it were the characteristic of something else merely 
because it assists in the production of inferential knowledge, there would 
be an undesired consequence: Since in this way the cognitional object, 
the cognizing person and the like, too, would turn out to be characteristics 
of the mark, because also when these are absent there is no cognition of 
what is marked by it (liṅgin).

39 Cf. above, note 38.
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(d.311 Refutation of an objection against the use of the attribute 

“ascertained” (niścita) in the definition of a reason)

(Objection:) Then the term “ascertained” (niścita in PVin 2.9c’ following 
PS 2.6ab) should not be used. (Response:) It should certainly be used, 
because this term has a different purpose.

(d.3111 The purpose of the attribute “ascertained” and the purpose of 

its insertion)

For those, namely, who accept a reason as indicative through observation 
in similar and non-observation in dissimilar instances, there is no 
proper reason at all, because it is experienced that a reason is not 
indicative, even when observation and non-observation occur. The term 
“ascertained”, therefore, has the purpose of conveying the notion that a 
reason is indicative on account of actual presence in similar and absence 
in dissimilar instances. Thus, the characteristic that it is known is not 
a further characteristic of the reason, because a specific nature of the 
logical mark is not denoted thereby. For these two, presence and absence, 
must be apprehended through the operation of a valid cognition that 
establishes the state of this reason, because no other way is possible. The 
term “ascertained” is, therefore, used in the definition with the purpose of 
revealing these two, although even through the mere mention of presence 
and absence the operation of a valid cognition establishing them is hinted 
at. For, otherwise, already their being given would not be established, 
since a decision about the existence of a cognitional object is based on the 
existence of a cognition. Therefore we hold that in every case already the 
decision on existence entails a valid cognition that establishes it.

A valid cognition is hinted at also because the composition of 
a treatise is for the sake of other persons in the sense of “the triply 
characterized mark informs you of the inferential object.” For, exactly 
because it is meant for other persons cognition is established, since we 
hold that for those who do not know this nature of the mark there is no 
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activity on account of that mark. Nevertheless, some logicians stipulate 
precisely these two, presence and absence, through mere observing and 
non-observing. Thus, the term “ascertained” has the purpose of refuting 
these logicians because, even if presence and absence are given, the fact 
that positive concomitance and negative concomitance are given is still 
doubtful. Since both, presence and absence, are ascertained through 
a valid cognition, the fact that they are given depending on that valid 
cognition is established. In order to convey this notion, we used the term 
“ascertained.”

(d.32 Cognition is implied in the second and third characteristic of a 

reason.)

Moreover, because through the mere mention of presence and absence 
the reference to a valid cognition which establishes these is established, 
also on this account cognition is not a characteristic separate from this 
triple characterization. This follows from its being understood already 
through this formulation of the triple characterization in the same way 
that the content of an application (upanaya) is understood on account of 
the reason’s being a property of the subject (pakṣadharmatva).

(d.321 Refuting the consequence that positive concomitance and 

negative concomitance would also not be separate characteristics)

(Objection:) Then also positive concomitance and negative concomitance 
would not be separate as characteristics, because through the use of 
one, both are understood. (Response:) This is not so. Since the reason’s 
presence in the similar and absence in the dissimilar hint at each other, we 
say that a single formulation conveys both, but not that one is the content 
of the second. (Question:) Are not presence only there and necessary 
absence in the absence of that mutually hinting at each other? (Response:) 
This formulation respectively hints by force at both, because also one of 
them as communicating a restriction is not without a hint at the second. 
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Nevertheless, presence and absence by themselves (kevala) do not hint 
at each other, yet as bearing a restriction they are not by themselves, 
because a restriction has both forms. Therefore by “presence only there” 
neither is only presence expressed, nor also by the other formulation only 
absence, so that presence or absence would hint at the second. Cognition 
is not of this kind, because it is not different from a reason’s being triply 
characterized on account of what other logicians behold. It is, thus, not a 
further characteristic.

(d. Conclusion)

Therefore a reason does not have six characteristics.

(0.4 Colophon)

Thus, the essay named “A Splash of the Logical Reason” is concluded.
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