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About Saṁśaya Evaṁ Pramā 

The nature, conditions, limits and validity of knowledge are 
perennial issues of contemplation in epistemic debates. In 
both Indian and Western Epistemology, epistemologists 
right since the beginning have deliberated upon ‘what 
knowledge is not’ and ‘what knowledge is’. As such 
knowledge and its anti-thesis, both are equally important in 
epistemic discussions. Saṁśaya or Doubt has been in both 
East and West, a catalyst to initiate philosophical reflection 
on the nature of knowledge. 

In Nyāya, Saṁśaya is one of the 16 categories and how and 
why it affects the analyses of pramāṇa, prameya, and 
pramā has been a hot topic for classical and subsequent 
scholars. In Mīmāṁsā, later Vedānta, later Buddhism, 
śaṅkā, its nature and its implications for the possibility and 
impossibility of knowledge has a long history of reflection. 
Thus in order to understand the nature of pramāṇa and 
pramā, an understanding of apramā and its most important 
category saṁśaya, is imperative. Equally important is the 
need to understand the relationship between these two. 

In order to understand the relationship between knowledge 
and its anti-thesis, knowledge and doubt, one yet again 
needs to have a survey of the classical debates and issues in 
'theory of knowledge' as it developed from Greek to 
Analytical traditions. How doubt ignited the philosophical 
enquires in Greek and Modern Philosophy, could be seen in 
the thoughts of Plato, Pyrrho and Rene Descartes and his 
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methodic skepticism. Hume’s revolutionary topsy-turvying 
the entire flair of epistemic discussion in modern 
philosophy, whereby he categorically terms 'universal and 
necessary' and factual knowledge an impossibility, is 
indubitably a milestone in the history of Epistemology. It 
would be an ad-nauseam repetition to state here that how 
Kant’s slumber was broken by such devastating doubt of 
Hume and how he endeavors to show the possibility of 
certain knowledge. 

In Contemporary Epistemology, G. E. Moore’s response to 
skepticism and Wittgenstein’s analysis of 'knowledge and 
certainty' is a reopening of the debate and dialectic between 
doubt and knowledge. A. J. Ayer’s detailed analysis of 
doubt, gives another dimension to the debate. Gettier’s 
problem and the reflection over the relationship between 
knowledge and belief resurged the attempts to understand 
the structure of knowledge with its essential conditions and 
also with the pivotal question: ‘is certainty essential for 
knowledge?’. Needless to mention a large tribe of 
epistemologists in 20th century, had for its solitary 
objective: counter-replying the skeptics. Similarly the third 
condition of knowledge, i.e., justification has undergone 
huge range of variegated treatment in Contemporary 
Epistemology and new avenues like Virtue Epistemology 
have developed as such. 

It follows therefore that the history of debates regarding the 
nature of knowledge and its relationship to doubt is a 
complex one, and one that opens a cascade of related 
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problems. This ordains an analysis of knowledge with its 
associate notion-doubt. This also mandates an 
understanding of the various perspectives on the issue, 
which sprouted in the more than two millennia long history 
of Epistemology. 

A profitable study of classical texts in Indian 
Epistemology, thereby re-opening certain lost debates 
related to the problem, could be restarted in order to 
understand the issue. The discussion in Indian 
Epistemology could be complemented through a cross 
cultural enquiry by infusing the rich insights available in 
Greek and Analytical traditions. Similarly the problems as 
discussed in Western Theory of Knowledge could be better 
understood, resolved or dissolved by absorbing the Indian 
perspective. 

In order to delineate the history of debates and dialectic 
between these two pertinent ideas of Epistemology, namely 
knowledge and doubt or pramā and saṁśaya, the idea of a 
jñānayajña (conference) on Saṁśaya Evaṁ Pramā, Doubt 
and Knowledge- Indian and Western Perspectives, was 
conceived. Attempts were made in the conference to 
understand the relationship between knowledge and doubt 
or pramā and saṁśaya; reflections were also made upon 
certain other pivotal questions of Epistemology. 

The present volume consists of some of the papers 
presented in the International Conference on Saṁśaya 
Evaṁ Pramā, Doubt and Knowledge- Indian and Western 
Perspectives, sponsored by Indian Council of Philosophical 
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Research and UGC, organized by Department of 
Philosophy, University of Rajasthan, from 15th to 17th 
March 2019. Resource persons/paper-presenters from 
China, New Zealand, U.S.A. and more than fifteen states of 
India, participated in the conference. Over 40 papers were 
read in the conference and more than ten papers were 
received in addition to the above. 

The paper of Prof. Ernest Sosa, eminent philosopher and 
father of Virtue Epistemology, Rutgers University, U.S.A. 
and undoubtedly one of the most important epistemologists 
of last century, is the talk that he delivered as the keynote 
address of the conference. Prof. Sosa’s paper, The Telic 
Normativity of Epistemology, summarizes his celebrated 
notion of Virtue Epistemology with the five main 
components of a telic theory, namely- attempt, success, 
competence, aptness, achievement. As per his views, “the 
normativity of knowledge is a special case of such telic 
normativity”.  

The paper by Prof. J. L. Shaw, Victoria University, New 
Zealand, Knowledge and Doubt: Some Contemporary 
Problems and their Solutions from an Indian Perspective, 
discusses the intricacies of Nyāya concept of cognition and 
draws its parallels in the Analytic Tradition. Prof. Shaw 
elaborates certain technical terms of Navya-Nyāya such as 
sambandha, viśeṣya, viśeṣaṇa, etc. and relates these to 
certain concepts in Bertrand Russell. He concludes by 
underscoring that the very notion of doubt presupposes 
certain knowledge (as in Nyāya) and thus certain 
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knowledge is possible. Prof. P. K. Mukhopadhyay, in his 
paper, On the Possibility of Philosophy, presents a broad 
overview of how doubt has been the greatest foe as well as 
the greatest friend of the philosopher. Presenting the 
intersections and differences between the two traditions, on 
‘doubt’ and ‘knowledge’, his paper reveals how doubt 
plays an important role in making philosophy possible.  

The article by Prof. Raghunath Ghosh entitled, Can Doubt 
be considered as a Witch (piśācinī)?, distinguishes between 
logical doubt and psychological doubt, in order to evaluate 
the famous remark by Udayana. The paper emphasizes that 
it is psychological doubt which is deplorable, logical doubt 
on the other hand is conducive and essential in the 
furtherance of philosophical debates. He gives a detailed 
exposition of the treatment by Nāgārajuna to 'doubt' in 
Vaidalyaprakaraṇam and also how thinkers in Nyāya 
tradition, from Gotama to Udayana perceive doubt. Prof. 
Ghosh gives a brilliant overview of the relation between 
saṁśaya and pramā in Indian Philosophy and explains how 
saṁśaya has a vital role in genesis of pramā. The paper by 
Prof. Dilip Kumar Mohanta, through a textual exposition of 
the first twenty sūtras of Vaidalyaprakaraṇam, elaborates 
how Nāgārjuna pulverizes the epistemic categories of 
Nyāya and how an epistemological relativism is his import. 
The article also elaborates the sūtras of Vaidalya on 
Saṁśaya and the contentions of Nāgārjuna on saṁśaya as a 
category. 
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Prof. B. Agarwala introduces the notion of conative doubt 
and its resolution as in Bhagvadgītā. He presents Kṛṣṇa as 
‘destroyer of doubt’ through ‘knowledgeable resolve’ 
(jñāna). Prof. Agarwala gives a textual as well as a 
hermeneutic treatment to the notions of jñāna, saṁśaya, 
praśna, deha, dehī, matrāsparśa, etc. Prof. Ambika Datta 
Sharma presents a detailed textual treatment of the problem 
of prāmāṇya in Buddhist tradition. Harping upon thinkers 
like Dharmakīrti, Śāntarakṣita, Kamalaśīla, the author 
explains the Buddhist position with great rigor. He gives a 
nuanced exposition of the intra-systemic development in 
the Buddhist tradition on the issue and beautifully terms the 
Buddhist view on Prāmāṇyavāda as Sandarbha-Saṁvedī-
Prāmāṇyavāda. Dr. Arun Kumar Mishra, in his paper, 
Saṁśaya-Sūtra Kī Vyākhyā-Tantrāgat Vicalana Aur 
Samānatantrī Bhinnatā, presents a detailed analysis of the 
interpretations of Saṁśaya-sūtra by Vātsyāyana, 
Udyotkara, Vācaspati Miśra, Udayanācārya and Śaṁkara 
Miśra. He highlights how in Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika tradition, 
subsequent scholars made deviation and variation by the 
virtue of their creativity and how Nyāya tradition differed 
from Vaiśeṣika on this league. 

The paper by Prof. V. N. Sheshagiri Rao, gives a textual 
analysis of the notion of jñāna in Bhāmatī and elaborates 
the Advaitic distinction between vṛtti and swarūpa jñāna. 
Prof. Proyash Sarkar’s paper, A Case for Indirect Doxastic 
Voluntarism, through an analysis of Nyāya, Mīmāṁsā and 
Vedāntin positions, examines the issue, whether beliefs are 
under direct control of human volition or not. He develops 
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a case for Indirect Doxastic Voluntarism and thus tries to 
defend the normativity of cognition in Nyāya. As per the 
argument delineated by him, we have “indirect control over 
our beliefs, which in its turn, creates a space for 
normativity in Nyāya epistemology”. Prof. Dipayan 
Pattanayak gives an overview of the vitaṇḍā tradition in 
Indian Philosophy and summarizes the four major lines of 
arguments by Nāgārjuna in his anti-epistemology. Dr. 
Pattanayak shows how pramāṇa-prameya dichotomy could 
be safeguarded and how Nyāya logicians reveal the 
hollowness of Vaitaṇḍika position. Dr. Arnab Kumar 
Mukhopadhyay contextualizes certain questions of 
Philosophy of Mathematics on a cognitive basis. He 
elaborates the key tenets of Philosophy of Mathematics in 
Principia Mathematica and Russell’s treatment of number 
as ‘class’. Presenting the issue as in Bhāskara’s Līlāvatī, 
Dr. Mukhopadhyay highlighted how the Līlāvatikāra’s 
position is a better account of ‘knowledge of mathematical 
truths’ than the Western paradigm. Dr. Saroj Kanta Kar, 
tries to offer an understanding of the fundamental reason 
behind Nāgārjuna’s rejection of epistemic categories in 
Vaidalyaprakaraṇam and Vigrahavyavartini. Dr. Kar 
opines that it were the noumenal and spiritual motives of 
Nāgārjuna that led him to reject the realist position. The 
former of us and Dr. Manish Sinsinwar in our paper have 
tried to present the views of Prof. Biswambhar Pahi on 
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika theory of knowledge. We have reflected 
on his reformation of the traditional view and its epistemic 
implications. 
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The following papers presented in the conference, are 
included in the XXVIII.Ist volume: 

1. On Certain Knowledge-R.S. Bhatnagar 

2. Skepticism, Doubt and Knowledge-P. R. Bhat 

3. On Knowledge And Certainty-Hari Shankar Upadhyaya 

4. Skepticism, Rule-following and Knowledge of 
Language-Nirmalya Narayan Chakraborty 

5. Role of Skeptic Hypotheses in Revising Epistemic 
Presumptions-Sreekala M. Nair 

6. Is Wittgenstein a Rule-Following Skeptic?-Gopal Sahu 

7. Hume on Probability: A Review-Abha Singh 

8. Some Cases of Non-Conceptual Knowledge in Indian 
Epistemology-Arvind Vikram Singh and Manish 
Gothwal 

9. The Notion of Primitive Certainty in Ludwig 
Wittgenstein’s ‘On Certainty’-Ahinpunya Mitra 

10. Knowledge as Justified True Belief: Gettier's Problem 
and his aspirations-Pratibha Sharma 

11. Experience, Knowledge and the Space of Reasons-
Manoj K. Panda 

12. Davidson on Self-Knowledge and Externalism-
Pragyanparamita Mohapatra 

13. The Notion of 'Appropriative Epistemology' and 
Epistemic Justice-Anubhav Varshney, Bheeshm 
Narayan Singh and Megh Goswami 
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14. Vaidalyaprakaraṇa and Epistemological Skepticism of 

Nāgārjuna-Bijoy Sardar 

15. Jayarāśi’s Polemic against Perception as an Epistemic 
Tool-Debopama Bose 

16. Śrīharṣa’s Rebuttal Arguments Against Pramāṇavādins-
Saheb Samanta 

17. Does Skepticism Necessarily Imply the Denial of 
Certainty?: Reconstructing Kantian Response-Pinaki 
Sarkar 

*** 

It is obligatory for us to register our gratitude to all the 
people behind the conference and the publication of this 
issue. We are thankful to the Indian Council of 
Philosophical Research, MHRD, New Delhi and University 
Grants Commission for the financial assistance for the 
conference and digital printing of this issue. We are also 
indebted to the authorities of University of Rajasthan, 
Jaipur for their support and cooperation. It is an 
overwhelming feeling to recall the response from scholars 
of international repute for the event. Prof. Sosa obliged us 
by delivering his talk in wee hours of the morning; it was a 
lifetime experience to have him in our midst. Prof. J. L. 
Shaw has been inspiring and guiding us ever since. Prof. P. 
K. Mukhopadhyay, Prof. R. N. Ghosh, Prof. D. K. 
Mahanta, Prof. Rajaneesh Kumar Shukla, Prof. N. N. 
Chakraborty, Prof. Ambika Dutta Sharma, Dr. Arun Mishra 
and others encouraged and supported in every possible 
way. We owe an insurmountable debt to all the scholars 
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who participated in the conference; a word on the academic 
worth of their paper will surely be an act of impudence. 
The presence of Prof. Biswambhar Pahi, Prof. R. S. 
Bhatnagar, Dr. K. L. Sharma, Prof. V. S. Shekhawat, Prof. 
Kusum Jain, Prof. Yogesh Gupta, throughout the 
conference-from dawn to dusk-was a life-breath of 
resilience and inspiration for us; their legacy is what we 
seek to revive. We are also thankful to the faculty members 
of the department, Dr. R.P. Sharma, Dr. Manish Sinsinwar, 
Sri Manish Gothwal, Dr. Vinita Nair and teachers from 
other departments, for their support and cooperation. A 
word of gratitude is also due, to the non-teaching staff of 
the department and the printers of the present volume. We 
are also full with gratitude towards our family members, Sri 
Bechan Singh, Smt. Shail Kumari, Smt. Anuradha Singh, 
Amitesh Singh, Ayushi Singh, Sri Kishore Varshney, Smt. 
Leena Varshney, Abhinn Varshney, for providing us 
enough support, energy and leisure, without which the 
present task could not have been accomplished. In the end 
it is imperative to put on record that in a way the 
conference was largely a student organized event; it was an 
impossibility for us to have conceived about it without the 
tireless support of our students. Megh Goswami, Hemant 
Sharma, Bheeshm Narayan Singh, Sameer Kumar, 
Dharmpal Garhwal, Jitendra Chandolia, Uroosa Tanzeem 
worked day and night for the event; we are thankful to all 
our students and research scholars. 
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Any academic worth that is found in the present volume, is 
due to the scholars who have made contribution to it and all 
flaws and imperfections are owned by us. 

 

Arvind Vikram Singh 
Anubhav Varshney 
Editors 
  





The Telic Normativity of Epistemology1 

 

Ernest Sosa 

 

A. All achievements are bound to be attempts that succeed, 
but the converse is false. Success by luck rather than 
competence need not be achievement. However, there 
are many ways in which a successful performance can 
be lucky without falling short in the slightest as an 
achievement. 

B. Achievement requires success that is apt: through 
competence rather than luck. This emerges from a 
review of telic theory’s five main phenomena: attempt, 
success, competence, aptness, achievement.  

C. When generalized to all attempts, of whatever sort, that 
is an account of the telic normativity of attempts as 
attempts, in terms of their accuracy, adroitness, and 
aptness. 

And there is a connection with credit of a certain sort, 
telic credit, where a success is thus “creditable” to someone 
if it is attributable to them, without necessarily importing 
any more substantive axiological standing. A shot that 
constitutes a “perfect” murder may be an excellent shot, 
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one thus creditable to its agent, while constituting an 
abominable crime, not to his moral credit. 

D. Surely the archer deserves full credit so long as his 
arrow is in fact unaffected by wind on the way to the 
target, no matter how likely a spoiler gust may have 
been. 

That being so, it emerges that the relevant “situation” is 
not a modal property of the spatio-temporal volume 
involved. Success in hitting the target across the relevant 
space is quite unlikely at that time, despite our archer's 
excellent skill and shape. What makes success so unlikely 
is the high risk (by hypothesis) of a spoiler gust. However, 
so long as no spoiler gust in fact comes along, our archer 
enjoys the complete competence required for creditable, apt 
success.  

E. Apt performance, including apt epistemic performance, 
is not dependent on how safely one possesses relevant 
competence. This applies to all three sorts of 
competence: first, the (innermost) skill; second, the 
skill plus the required inner shape; third, the skill and 
shape, in turn, plus the required situation. None of these 
varieties of competence need be safely in place. The 
safety that does seem required for apt performance, 
including apt judgment and belief, is rather the SSS-
relative safety constituted by the fact that one is 
(actually, however luckily) SSS-competent enough, so 
that, if one tried when thus SSS-competent, then one 
would likely enough succeed. 
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F. Here again are the five main ideas of our account: they 

are those of attempt, success, competence, aptness, and 
achievement.  

Archery not only provides an example of a telic triple-a 
normativity constituted by those five ideas. It also shows 
how achievement comes in degrees within two dimensions. 
One dimension is that of the apt shot, accurate because 
adroit. The other is that of the fully apt shot, where the 
agent aims not just at accuracy but at aptness and succeeds 
through competence in this more complex endeavor. 

G. If a shot is too risky, it is ill-advised. A shot can attain 
quality in the specific regard of being well selected. A 
well selected shot can thus rate higher in that regard 
than one that falls short through pertinent negligence or 
recklessness. 

A dimension of second-order evaluation of Diana’s shot 
thus involves more than its aptness, its success through 
(first-order) competence. Also relevant is whether the 
attempt is well selected so as to avoid recklessness, and 
even negligence.  

H. When successfully enough guided that way, an attempt 
rises to the level of the fully apt. Nothing short of this 
will suffice for achievement full well. If an attempt 
succeeds aptly without being fully apt, there is an 
element of relevant luck in its success. Its aptness is not 
secured through the guidance of the agent’s second-
order competence. It is thus lucky that the agent 
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succeeds aptly. And this sort of luck reduces or blocks 
credit to the agent for their success, as it reduces or 
blocks credit to the agent for the aptness of their 
success. 

I. Going beyond virtue theory in general, here is a main 
thesis of virtue epistemology:  

that the normativity of knowledge is a special case of 
such telic normativity.  

Knowledge is thus a central sort of epistemic 
achievement. Here we find the traditional issues of 
skepticism, and other issues of the nature, scope, and value 
of knowledge.  

Gettier cases may now be seen as ones in which the 
epistemic agent falls short either because their pertinent 
belief falls short of aptness altogether, or because it falls 
short of full aptness.  

J. An alethic affirmation might be just a guess, as when a 
contestant tries to affirm the correct answer to a quiz 
show question. But an oncologist would aim not just to 
guess but to affirm competently, indeed aptly. Only an 
alethic affirmation can amount to a judgment, which it 
can do only if it aims not just at truth but also at 
aptness. This yields the following hierarchy. 

Saying: of “p” 

Affirmation: saying that p 
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Alethic affirmation: endeavor (attempt) to get it right by 
affirming that p 

Judgment: endeavor (attempt) to get it right aptly by 
alethically affirming that p 

K. In the domain of action in general, not just epistemic 
action, we find a “forbearance” that amounts to 
intentional omission. Here two varieties can be 
distinguished through the following formulation: 

Forbearing from X’ing in the endeavor to attain an aim 
A.  

Where might parentheses go into that formulation? 
Here are two options: 

Narrow-scope: (Forbearing from X’ing) in the endeavor 
to attain a given aim A.  

Broad-scope: Forbearing from (X’ing in the endeavor 
to attain a given aim A). 

L. When one faces judgmentally a question whether p, one 
deliberates on whether to affirm alethically (positively 
or negatively) or suspend (intentionally omitting alethic 
affirmation). Judgment on whether p would require 
aiming for apt alethic affirmation. So, competent 
pursuit of that aim would require aiming to affirm only 
if one (likely enough) would affirm aptly. One puts 
oneself in the appropriate shape and situation and 
approaches the question with the required skill so that 



6 | The Telic Normativity of Epistemology 
 

one affirms only if one would do so aptly. That is part 
of what proper inquiry involves; one must aim to satisfy 
that conditional. And this is half of our biconditional 
objective: to affirm (positively or negatively), on the 
question whether p, if and only if one would thereby 
affirm aptly. (In abbreviated form, the objective is: to 
affirm re <p?> iff one would affirm aptly.) 

M. A desirable level of human knowledge is the fully apt 
alethic affirmation. That is a further dominant aim of 
inquiry. When we inquire, we adopt certain subsidiary 
aims in the endeavor to attain our dominant aims. Such 
knowledge is thus a (telic) norm of inquiry; it 
constitutes a desirable sort of success in inquiry. It thus 
provides a (main) norm of judgment, whether public or 
private. And it is thus not only a norm of judgment, but 
also a norm of suspension.  

                                                        
Notes: 
 
1 This was the keynote address to the International Conference on 

Saṁśaya Evaṁ Pramā, Doubt and Knowledge-Indian and Western 
Perspectives, organized by Department of Philosophy, University 
of Rajasthan, Jaipur, from 15th to 17th March, 2019. Prof. Sosa 
obliged us by presenting the key tenets of Virtue Epistemology, in 
his talk. 

 
 

Distinguished Professor, 
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Knowledge and Doubt: Some Contemporary Problems 
and their Solutions from an Indian Perspective1 

J. L. Shaw 

Abstract 

One of the aims of this paper is to discuss the Nyāya 
concept of knowledge, although there is no separate word 
for the Western concept of knowledge. But, there are 
certain conditions which will justify and guarantee the truth 
of a cognition, and thereby the cognizer will be able to 
discriminate between true and false cognitions. Since 
justification is a property of true cognition, not a property 
of cognition or belief in isolation, this concept will throw 
light on contemporary discussions of knowledge as 
Justified True Belief (the JTB thesis), and thereby solve the 
age-old problems of knowledge, including the Gettier and 
post-Gettier counter-examples. 

In order to achieve the above goals, this paper deals with 
the Nyāya concept of cognition, including the distinction 
between qualificative and non-qualificative cognition, 
which has affinity with Russell’s distinction between 
'knowledge by acquaintance' and 'knowledge by 
description', although the Nyāya avoids both scepticism 
and solipsism. 

I shall also mention the Nyāya concept of relation as well 
as the Nyāya concept of causation, as causation is used to 
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explain all types of knowledge, namely perceptual, 
inferential, analogical and verbal. Moreover, causation is 
used to specify the causal conditions for cognitions, the 
causal conditions for false cognitions, the causal conditions 
for true cognitions, and the causal conditions which will 
guarantee or justify the truth of a cognition. 

In this context, I shall also demonstrate how to explain a 
false cognition or belief without postulating the existence 
of the non-existent, and thereby falsify Russell’s claim that 
no one has succeeded in explaining a false belief “without 
postulating the existence of the non-existent.” 

I shall also mention the Nyāya conception of doubt, as it 
rests on certainty. This is how the universal scepticism can 
be avoided. Some of the technical terms of the Nyāya 
philosophers will also be discussed in this paper for the 
perspicuous presentation of the Nyāya standpoint.  

Introduction 

The aim of this paper is to demonstrate how Indian 
philosophy can contribute to the discussion of shared 
problems with Western philosophy, and especially how 
Indian philosophy and Western philosophy can derive 
insights from each other. 

There are several ways of introducing Indian philosophy 
and all of them are required at some stage or the other, 
although some of them may not appear to be useful to 
Western philosophers2. 
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1) To translate the texts from the original sources into 
English, or to write commentaries with translation; 

2) To compare Indian philosophy with some trends of 
Western philosophy, ancient or modern, such as 
comparison of Advaita Vedānta with Hegel or 
Bradley, or existentialist’s conception of ‘angst’ 
(anxiety) with Buddhist conception of duḥkha 
(suffering); 

3) To demonstrate the relevance of Indian philosophy 
with respect to certain shared problems or 
questions, especially the contemporary problems of 
epistemology and philosophy of language. 

Since this paper focuses on the latter approach, I would like 
to focus on the following questions: 

1) How to suggest new or better solutions to some of 
the epistemological problems of contemporary 
philosophy; 

2) How to suggest solutions to some age-old or 
unsolved problems of Western philosophy; 

3) How to add new dimensions to Western philosophy. 

The first section of this paper deals with some of the 
technical terms for the perspicuous presentation of the 
Nyāya view. The second section deals with the sources of 
knowledge, focussing on the Nyāya conception of 
perception, inference, analogy and testimony. In this 
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context, I shall mention a) the causal conditions of 
perceptual, inferential, analogical, and verbal cognitions; b) 
the causal conditions of their falsehood; c) the causal 
conditions of their truth, and d) the causal conditions which 
will guarantee or justify their truths. 

In the third section, I shall deal with the Nyāya conception 
of false belief or cognition, which does not postulate the 
existence of the non-existent, and thereby falsifies Russell’s 
claim that no one has succussed in explaining a false belief 
without postulating ‘the existence of the non-existent’. 

The fourth section deals with the Nyāya conception of 
doubt and the classification of dubious cognitions into four 
types. Since a dubious cognition rests on certainty, it does 
not lead to universal scepticism. Hence, if you doubt 
something, then you have assumed something else with 
certainty. 

In my concluding remarks, I shall mention that the Nyāya 
techniques would not only solve some epistemological 
problems of the contemporary philosophers, but also 
suggest solutions to some age-old problems of Western 
philosophy. Moreover, some of their discussions or views 
would add new dimensions to Western philosophy. 
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Section-1 

Some technical Terms 

The Nyāya has drawn a distinction between qualificative 
(svavikalpaka) and non-qualificative (nirvikalpaka) 
cognitions. The Nyāya concept of qualificative cognition 
can be expressed by the form ‘aRb’. A qualificative 
cognition involves at least three elements, namely, a 
qualificand (viśeṣya), a qualifier (viśeṣaṇa), and a 
qualification relation (viśeṣya- viśeṣaṇa-sambandha), 
which relates the latter to the former. According to the 
Nyāya, the possibility of qualificative perception cannot be 
explained without postulating non-qualificative perception. 
Let us consider the qualificative perception of a flower, 
which is atomic in nature. This cognition has three 
elements, namely, a particular flower which is a substance 
(dravya), flowerness which is a class-character (jāti), and 
the relation of inherence (samavāya sambandha), which 
relates the latter to the former in the ontology of the Nyāya. 
Since the perceptual cognition of a relation presupposes the 
cognition of its relata, the cognition of the inherence 
relation in this case presupposes the cognition of both the 
particular flower and the flowerness. These relata are 
cognized in a non-qualificative perceptual cognition. Now 
the following points are to be noted in this context: 

i) Since only the qualificand and the qualifier of an 
atomic qualificative perceptual cognition are 
cognized in a non-qualificatve perceptual cognition, 
they are not cognised as qualificand or qualifier. 
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They are cognised as such without any mode of 
presentation. 

ii) The objects of a non-qualificative cognition cannot 
be cognised by expressions. Hence a non-
qualificative cognition cannot be generated by an 
expression. For example, the expression ‘a flower’ 
will not generate a cognition of a flower which is 
not qualified by a property. 

iii) Regarding the truth of a non-qualificative cognition, 
the Navya-Nyāya philosophers claim it to be neither 
true nor false. This is due to the fact that both true 
and false cognitions presuppose qualificand-
qualifier relations. Since there is no qualificand-
qualifier relation in a non-qualificative cognition, it 
is outside the scope of true and false. 

iv) Since it is a causal condition of perceptual 
qualificative cognition, it is always immediately 
prior to it. When a sense-organ is related to its 
objects, the initial cognition which is due to this 
contact is non-qualificative. Thereafter, a 
qualificative cognition is generated. 

v) Since it has been postulated to give an account of 
qualificative perceptual cognition, it is also 
considered as perceptual in character. The objects of 
non-qualificative cognition, such as the particular 
flower and flowerness in the above example, are 
cognised as being related in a qualificative 
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cognition, such as, the flower qualified by 
flowerness in the relation of inherence. Hence the 
objects of non-qualificative cognition are public, 
not private sense-data.  

Therefore, the Nyāya view does not lead to 
relativism, phenomenalism, or solipsism. For this 
reason the problems of the supporters of sense-data 
theory in contemporary philosophy do not arise in 
the Nyāya philosophy. 

From the above discussion it follows that a 
qualificative cognition has the form ‘aRb’. If we 
consider a non-atomic qualificative cognition, such 
as, a flower is red, then it will be described in the 
following way: 

The cognition in which the property of being the 
qualificand (viśeṣyatā) residing in a flower is 
limited by (avacchinna) flowerness, but determined 
by (nirūpita) the property of being the qualifier 
(viśeṣaṇatā) residing in the red colour, which is 
limited by redness and the relation of inherence 
(samavāya). 

Now let us explain the Nyāya conception of 
relation, as anything can play the role of a relation, 
and the distinction between the relation limited by 
and the relation determined by. 
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R is a relation if and only if (Ǝx) (Ǝy) (It is due to R that x 
appears as the qualificand and y as the qualifier in the 
cognition xRy), and (Ǝx) (Ǝy) (It is due to R that there is a 
unified or qualified object, or fact xRy), where ‘x’ and ‘y’ 
range over entities of the Nyāya system. 

It is to be noted that in this definition the x and the y of a 
cognition need not be the same as the x and the y of a fact. 
If the cognition is true, then the x and the y of it would be 
the same as the x and the y of the fact xRy. 

The limitor-limited relation (avacchedaka-avacchinna) 
relation is usually defined in the following way, as there are 
exceptions: 

x is limited by y if and only if (i) both x and y are 
properties, (ii) x is a relational property, and (iii) the 
property y is a mode of presentation of the object where the 
relational property x resides. 

The determiner-determined relation (nirūpya-nirūpaka-
sambandha) may be stated in the following way: 

x is determined by y if and only if x and y are relational 
properties of correlatives. 

As mentioned before, a qualificative cognition has the form 
‘aRb’, where a is the qualificand (viśeṣya), b is the qualifier 
(viśeṣaṇa), and R is the qualification relation (viśeṣya-
viśeṣaṇa-sambandha). The qualificand-qualifier category is 
used to differentiate the qualificand from other objects in 
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terms of the qualifier. If R is a mode of presentation of b, 
which happens in almost all cases, then b is called 
‘prakāra’ (‘relational qualifier’). Hence viśeṣya-viśeṣaṇa-
sambandha cannot be equated with viśeṣya- prakāra-
sambandha. Again, they cannot be equated with the pairs 
anuyogī – pratiyogī (first term – second term), ādhāra – 
ādheya (substratum – superstratum), uddeśya – vidheya 
(subject – predicate). 

The Nyāya has postulated several relational properties 
which signify the roles of objects, especially in epistemic 
contexts. The Nyāya also emphasises the direction of the 
relation for the explanation of the meaning of a sentence as 
well as for semantical analysis. 

The relation of cognition (jñāna) to the qualificand 
(viśeṣya) is called ‘viśeṣyatā’ (‘the property of being the 
qualificand’), the relation of cognition to the qualifier 
(viśeṣaṇa) is called ‘viśeṣaṇatā’ (‘the property of being the 
qualifier’), and the relation of cognition to the relation 
(saṃsarga) is called ‘saṃsargatā’(‘the property of being 
the relation’). The relation of cognition to the relational 
qualifier (prakāra) is called ‘prakāratā’(‘the property of 
being the relational qualifier’).  

As regards the ontological nature of these properties, there 
is no unanimity among the Nyāya philosophers. Barring the 
question of their ontological status, they are very useful for 
drawing epistemic distinctions, including the distinction 
between true and false cognitions. Let us consider the 
cognition of the brown table or the table is brown. The 
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relation of cognition to the table which is the qualificand is 
viśeṣyatā, the relation of cognition to the brown colour is 
viśeṣaṇatā, and the relation of cognition to the relation of 
inherence (samavāya) is saṃsargatā. But the relation of 
cognition to the brown colour presented under the mode of 
the relation of inherence is prakāratā. It is to be noted that 
both the table and the brown colour are presented under the 
modes of tableness and brownness respectively. So we 
have altogether two objects, namely, the table, the 
particular brown colour, and the relation of inherence, two 
property-limitors (avacchedaka dharma), and three 
relational properties of being the objects of this cognition 
(viṣayatās). The Nyāya claims that they are related in the 
following ways: 

1) The property of being the qualificand residing in the 
table is limited by tableness. 

2) The property of being the qualifier residing in the 
brown colour is limited by brownness. 

3) The property of being the qualifier residing in the 
brown colour is also limited by the relation of 
inherence. 

4) The property of being the qualificand residing in the 
table is determined by the property of being the 
qualifier residing in the brown colour. 
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5) The property of being the qualifier residing in the 
brown colour is determined by the property of being 
the qualificand residing in the table.  

6) The property of being the qualification relation 
(saṃsargatā) residing in the inherence relation is 
determined by the property of being the qualifier 
residing in the brown colour.  

7) The property of being the qualifier residing in the 
brown colour is determined by the property of being 
the qualification relation residing in the brown 
colour.  

The first three relations are called ‘limitor-limited’ 
(‘avacchedaka-avacchinna’), but the remaining four are 
called ‘determiner-determined relations’ (‘nirūpya-
nirūpaka-sambandhas’). It is to be noted that the above 
seven relations are present both in a true as well as in a 
false cognition. In other words, if the cognition of the table 
is brown is false, then also these relations are present. But 
when the cognition is true, it is related to the fact or the 
qualified object (viśiṣta-viṣaya). Hence it is related to the 
fact the table being brown. This relation of the cognition to 
the qualified object is called ‘viśiṣta-viṣayatā’ (‘the 
property of being the qualified object’). 

It is to be noted that the viśiṣta-viṣayatā resides in the 
whole which includes the qualificand, the qualifier and the 
relation. Hence it is not something over and above these 
three entities. If a qualificative cognition is represented by 
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aRb, then the cognition of R which relates b to a, in 
addition to cognising a as the qualificand and b as the 
qualifier, will amount to the cognition of the qualified 
object (viśiṣta-viṣayatā). As mentioned before, the function 
of a relation at epistemic level is to make one object as 
qualifier of another. Hence, in this case, b is cognised as the 
qualifier of a. Another function is to make a fact or a 
qualified object.  In the case of a false cognition, the former 
function is present, but not the latter with respect to the 
same a and b, although it relates two other objects 
elsewhere or elsewhen. But in the case of a true cognition 
both the functions are present with respect to the same 
items.  

When we put a book on the table, a new fact occurs, and 
the novelty of this fact is explained in terms of the novelty 
of the conjunction relation of the book to the table. But in 
the case of a false cognition, this novelty is missing, as a 
previously cognised relation makes one the qualifier of 
another. 

So far we have explained the relation of a cognition to its 
objects, and the relation among the objects. Now let us 
point out the relation of objects to the cognition. In our 
above example, the relation of the table to the cognition is 
called ‘viśeṣyitā’. This relation is the converse of the 
property of being the qualificand (viśeṣyatā). The relation 
of the brown colour to the cognition may be called 
‘viśeṣaṇitā’, which is the converse of viśeṣaṇatā, although 
this term has not been used by the Nyāya philosophers. The 
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relation of the inherence relation to the cognition is 
saṃsargitā, which is the converse of the property of being 
the qualification relation (saṃsargatā). And the relation of 
the brown colour under the mode of the relation of 
inherence to the cognition is prakāritā, which is the 
converse of prakāratā. The relation of the table being 
brown, which is a qualified object, to the cognition is 
viśiṣta-viṣayitā, which is the converse of viśiṣta-viṣayatā. 

As the properties residing in the objects of cognition are 
related to each other by the determiner-determined relation 
(nirūpya-nirūpaka sambandha), so are the properties of a 
cognition which are due to relations of the objects to the 
cognition. Hence viśeṣyitā is determined by viśeṣaṇitā, and 
the latter by the former. Again, saṃsargitā is determined 
by visesanitā, and the latter by the former. Similarly, 
prakāritā is determined by viśeṣyitā, and the latter by the 
former. 

As in a true cognition the relation of cognition to its 
qualified object is viśiṣta-viṣayatā, similarly the relation of 
the qualified object to the cognition is viśiṣta-viṣayitā. As 
the nirūpya-nirūpaka-bhāvāpanna-viṣayatās (the objects 
related to each other by determiner-determined relation) 
explain the unity of the objects of a cognition, similarly 
nirūpya-nirūpaka-bhāvāpanna-viṣayitās (the elements of a 
cognition related to each other by determiner-determined 
relation) explain the unity of the elements of a cognition. 
As viṣayatās are related to each other by the determiner-
determined relation and the viṣayitās are also related to 
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each other by derterminer-determined relation, so are the 
relations between viṣayatās and their respective viṣayitās. 
That is to say, the relation of viśeṣyatā to viśeṣyitā, and its 
converse, the relation of viśeṣaṇatā to viśeṣaṇitā and its 
converse, the relation of saṃsargatā to saṃsargitā and its 
converse, the relation of prakāratā to prakāritā and its 
converse, as well as the relation of viśiṣta-viṣayatā to 
viśiṣta-viṣayitā and its converse, are all determiner-
determined relations. In a true cognition all of them will 
hold good, but in a false cognition the last one will not hold 
good, as the cognition is not related to the qualified object. 
In our above example, the cognition would be related to the 
table being brown by the relation of inherence if it is true, 
but not otherwise. 

By introducing the determiner-determined relation 
(nirūpya-nirūpaka-sambandha) at different levels, the 
Nyāya emphasises not only the unity of the cognitive 
situation, but also explains the difference between a true 
and a false cognition. 

It is to be noted that in the definition of truth, the Nyāya 
philosophers have used the terms viśeṣyakatva (the 
property having the converse of the qualificand at cognitive 
level) and prakārakatva (the property having the converse 
of the relational qualifier at cognitive level). I think this is 
due to the fact that these terms emphasise reference to the 
objects of cognition, although they are due to relations of 
objects to the cognition. It is to be noted that the Nyāya 
philosophers have not used the term “viśiṣta-viṣayatā” in 
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their definition of truth, although it is present in a true 
cognition.  

The following diagrams will represent the points mentioned 
in this section. 

1. Objects of qualificative cognition  

 

 

2. Relation of cognition to objects 

 



22 | J.L. Shaw 
 
3. Relation of objects to cognition 

 

 

4. Relation among the objects of cognition  
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5. Relation among the elements of cognition  

 

 
Section-2 

A) Sources of knowledge 

As regards sources of valid cognition or knowledge, all 
the systems of Indian philosophy have emphasized 
perception. In this context it is to be noted that there is a 
substantial difference of opinion among the different 
schools of Indian philosophy regarding the sources of 
knowledge.  

For the Cārvāka (a type of materialist) philosophers, 
perception is regarded as the only source of valid cognition.  

The Bauddha and the Vaiśeṣika philosophers accept both 
perception and inference as sources of knowledge. The 
Sāṃkhya, Rāmānuja and Bhāsarvajña accept perception, 
inference, and verbal testimony. 
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The Nyāya accepts perception, inference, comparison, and 
verbal testimony.  But the followers of the Prabhākara school 
of Mīmāṃsā accept presumption (arthāpatti) in addition to 
the four sources accepted by the Nyāya. 

The followers of the Kumārila Bhaṭṭa school of Mīmāṃsā 
and the Advaita Vedānta accept non-apprehension 
(anupalabdhi) in addition to the previous five sources of 
knowledge.  

The followers of the Purāṇas accept two more, namely, 
entailment (sambhava) and tradition (aitihya).  The followers 
of the Tantra accept gesture and posture (ceṣtā) in addition to 
the eight other sources of knowledge.   

The Jaina philosophers have accepted two more sources of 
valid cognition, namely, the use of a type of counterfactual 
conditional (tarka), and memory (smṛti). 

Since the Nyāya philosophers do not accept presumption as a 
source of valid cognition, it is reduced to agreement in 
absence type of inference (vyatirekī-anumāna).  Similarly, 
non-apprehension is reduced to perception, entailment to 
inference, tradition to verbal testimony, and gesture (or 
posture) to inference.  

 But tarka is not reduced to an inference.  It gives rise to an 
inference and thereby becomes auxiliary to an inference.  
Similarly, memory is not reduced to some other source of 
valid cognition. But the truth of a memory-cognition 
depends upon the truth of a previous apprehension which is 
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derived from perception, inference, comparison, or verbal 
testimony.  

B) The Nyāya on Knowledge 

The Nyāya philosophers have discussed the conditions or 
causal conditions of cognition, conditions of a true 
cognition, conditions of a false cognition, and conditions 
which justify the truth of a cognition. The causal conditions 
involved in the process are not exclusively internal. Hence 
some conditions are external.  

1) Perception 

The Nyāya claims that there are both a set of positive and a 
set of negative causal conditions of perception. The 
perceiver (the self), the internal sense-organ (manas), the 
external sense-organs (such as eyes), the objects of 
perception, the sense-object contact, etc., are positive 
causal conditions. In addition to these causal conditions, 
there are certain negative causal conditions. In this context 
it is to be noted that the Sāṃkhya3 philosophers have 
mentioned the following negative causal conditions of 
perception, some of which have been accepted by the 
Nyāya: 

(a) Not being too far (atidūratābhāva); 

(b) Not being too close (atisāmīpyābhāva); 

(c) Absence of loss of sense-organs, such as deafness, 
blindness, etc. (indriyanāśābhāva); 
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(d) Not being inattentive (mano’navasthānābhāva); 

(e) Not being too subtle (sūkṣmābhāva); 

(f) Not having intervening objects such as wall, screen, 
etc. (vyavadhānābhāva); 

(g) Not being overshadowed (or covered) by a more 
powerful object (abhibhavābhāva), e.g., during the 
day, stars are not visible as they are overshadowed 
by the rays of the sun; 

(h) Not being mixed up with similar objects 
(samānābhihārābhāva), e.g., rain water cannot be 
perceived in a lake or a river separately as it is 
mixed up with similar objects. 

But the Nyāya philosophers have not treated all of them as 
negative causal conditions.  

They would consider only (a), (b), (g) and (h) as negative 
causal conditions.  The remaining four will be considered 
positive.  Therefore the third one will be normal sense-
organs instead of absence of loss of sense-organs.  The 
fourth one will be attentive instead of not being inattentive, 
and the fifth one having some magnitude (mahatva) instead 
of not being too subtle. The sixth one is to be rejected as 
negative on the ground that the sense-object contact is a 
positive causal condition. Hence the Nyāya philosophers 
would consider only (a), (b), (g) and (h) in the above list as 
negative. 
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In the case of an ordinary perceptual cognition sense-
organs are special instrumental causes (karaṇas), and the 
sense-object contact is the operation (vyāpāra). The 
technical terms ‘karaṇa’ and ‘vyāpāra’ may be defined in 
the following way:  

(i) x is a vyāpāra (operation) of the effect E iff (Ǝy) (y is a 
cause of E and x is a cause of E, but x is due to y).  
(ii) x is a karaṇa (special instrumental cause) of the effect E 
iff x is a causal condition, x is related to the locus of E 
through an operation, and it is considered as a cause due to 
this relation only.4 

Let us consider the following example of the Nyāya 
philosophers:  
The floor has a pot. In this case our visual sense-organ is 
the special instrumental cause, and the contact between the 
visual sense-organ and the floor is the operation. Since our 
sense-organ is related to the floor, it is also related to the 
pot which is on the floor. Since the cognition that the floor 
has a pot is due to a sense-organ, it is considered as 
perceptual. In this case the objects of cognition such as the 
floor, the pot and the relation of conjunction are related to 
the cognition. Hence the cognition is also related to all 
these items. The cognition will be related to these items 
even if it is false. Hence in terms of the relation between 
these items and the cognition alone we cannot draw the 
distinction between a true and a false cognition. When a 
perceptual cognition is true, our sense-organ is related to 
the qualified object. In the above example, our visual sense 
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organ is not only related to the floor, but also to the floor 
that is qualified by a pot on it.  

Hence the cognition generated by this process will be 
related to the qualified object or the fact. The relation of the 
cognition to the fact is called ‘viśiṣṭa viṣayatā,’ which is a 
relational property of the object of cognition. The cognition 
is characterized by the converse of this relational property, 
which is called ‘viśiṣṭa viṣayitā’. Thus a true perceptual 
cognition presupposes certain additional conditions.  

A false perceptual cognition could be due to a defect (doṣa) 
or an inappropriate causal condition (kāraṇavaiguṇya). A 
defect (doṣa) is the negatum of a negative causal condition 
of a true perceptual cognition, but an inappropriate causal 
condition (kāraṇavaiguṇya) is the weakness of a positive 
causal condition of a true perceptual cognition such as a 
defective visual sense organ or the absence of a positive 
causal condition of a true cognition such as blindness or 
loss of a visual sense organ. So a visual perception could be 
false due to distance (dūratva), which is the negatum of a 
negative causal condition of a true cognition. Similarly, it 
could be false due to weakness of the visual-sense organ or 
due to the absence of the visual sense organ. 

In our above example, if the cognition is true, then it is 
related to the floor, the pot, the relation of conjunction, and 
the qualified object, i.e., the floor qualified by a pot on it.  
The causal conditions of this perceptual cognition would 
include the relation of the visual sense organ to these items. 
But, in addition to these relations of the cognition to its 
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objects, the Nyāya philosophers have accepted the relation 
of the cognition to universal floorness and the relation of 
the cognition to universal potness. Now the question is, 
what is the need for these additional relations? 

In this context it is to be noted that some contemporary 
epistemologists claim that identification and discrimination 
are necessary for knowledge. On Goldman’s theory, if S 
knows that p, then S can discriminate the truth of p from 
relevant alternatives. In his system these alternatives are 
counterfactual. But his theory cannot explain why a person, 
say Smith, is able to discriminate the truth of p from 
relevant alternatives, but another person, say Jones, is not 
able to discriminate the truth of p from relevant 
alternatives. The Nyāya can explain this phenomenon in 
terms of the relation of Smith’s cognition to the universal 
floorness and the universal potness which are limitors of a 
floor and a pot respectively.  

Since Smith’s sense-organ is related not only to the floor 
and the pot, but also to their limitors, his cognition is 
related to these limitors as well. Since the cognition of 
limitors can explain our ability to discriminate, there is a 
need for these limitors in epistemic contexts. This is how 
the Nyāya solves the problems of Goldman as well as the 
post-Gettier counterexamples to the JTB thesis. 

2) Inference  

Similarly, in the case of an inference,5 the Nyāya 
philosophers have discussed the causal conditions of an 
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inferential cognition (anumiti), the causal conditions of its 
truth or falsehood, and the causal conditions which justify 
the truth of an inferential cognition or the ability to 
discriminate. An inference, according to the Nyāya, has 
three terms, namely, sādhya (probandum), pakṣa (locus of 
inference), and hetu (probans, or reason). The term sādhya 
refers to what is to be inferred. The term pakṣa refers to the 
locus of inference where there is some doubt about the 
presence of sādhya. The term hetu refers to the reason by 
means of which the sādhya is inferred in the pakṣa. In this 
context it is to be noted that an inference for others, 
according to the Nyāya, involves five members, which are 
related to each other by the relation of relevance. Relevance 
is a relation between the contents of expressions or 
sentences via some questions.6 

Let us consider the following inference for others: 

Thesis (pratijñā): The mountain has a fire. 

Reason (hetu): Because of smoke. 

Example (udāharaṇa): Wherever there is smoke, there is fire, 
as in a kitchen, etc. 

Application (upanaya): The mountain has smoke which is 
pervaded by fire. 

Conclusion (nigamana): Therefore, the mountain has a fire. 

This inference has the following form:  

Thesis (pratijñā): a is G. 



31 | J.L. Shaw 
 
Reason (hetu): Because of F. 

Example (udāharaṇa): Wherever there is F, there is G, as in 
b, etc. 

Application (upanaya): a has F which is pervaded by G.  

Conclusion (nigamana): Hence a is G, or G is present in a, 
where a is the locus of the inference (pakṣa), F is the 
probans, G is the probandum, b is the locus where G is 
known to be present (sapakṣa ). 

According to the Nyāya each of the sentences in an inference 
for others is an answer to a question and each of them except 
the last one will give rise to a question.  Moreover, each of 
them is used to generate a cognition in the hearer.  Since a 
self-contradictory sentence such as 'a is both G and not G' 
cannot generate a cognition, it cannot be used either as a 
premise or conclusion of an inference. 

An inferential cognition, according to the Nyāya, has 
certain instrumental causal conditions (nimitta-kāraṇas) 
such as parāmarśa (operation), vyāpti jñāna (cognition of 
invariable concomitance of the probans with the 
probandum), and pakṣatā (a special relational property of 
the locus). An inferential cognition (anumiti) is usually 
defined in terms of parāmarśa (operation). Parāmarśa 
(operation) is the cognition of the property of being the 
pervaded which appears as the qualifier of the probans 
which is present in the locus (vyāpti-prakāraka-
pakṣadharmatā-jñāna). In other words, an inferential 
cognition of the form ‘a is G’ is derivable from the 
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cognition of the form ‘a is F which is pervaded by G’, 
where a is the locus, F is the probans, and G is the 
probandum. The latter is a causal condition of the former. 
But the truth of the inferential cognition does not depend on 
this causal condition. Hence the truth of the cognition a is 
G does not depend on the cognition of a is F which is 
pervaded by G. The truth depends on the fact that the locus 
which is cognized in the operation is characterized by the 
probandum. 

Now the question is whether a true inferential cognition 
would assume the status of knowledge. In this context it is 
to be noted that a false operation such as ‘the mountain has 
fog which is pervaded by fire’ might lead to the true 
inferential cognition ‘the mountain has fire.’ Since the 
occurrence of a false cognition can be prevented by a true 
one, the occurrence of the above false operation can be 
prevented by the true cognition that fog is not pervaded by 
fire. If the occurrence of the operation is prevented, then 
the occurrence of the inferential cognition which is due to 
this operation would also be prevented. In other words, if a 
person knows that fog is not pervaded by fire, then he 
would not use this operation to infer that the mountain has 
fire. For this reason the Nyāya would claim that the above 
true inferential cognition does not have the status of 
knowledge. In other words, if the inferential process which 
leads to a true cognition contains a false cognition, then the 
true inferential cognition does not have the status of 
knowledge.   
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The Nyāya philosophers have also discussed our ability to 
discriminate in the case of inferential cognition.  Consider 
the following inference: 

(a) Wherever there is blue smoke, there is fire.  

(b) The mountain has blue smoke.  

(c) Therefore, the mountain has fire.  

In this inference the conclusion follows from the premises, 
and both the conclusion and the premises are true. Now the 
Nyāya raises the question whether the cognition expressed 
by the sentence ‘wherever there is blue smoke, there is fire’ 
is such that the property of being the pervaded residing in 
blue smoke which is signified by the expression ‘wherever’ 
is limited by blue smokeness or by smokeness only. In 
other words, the question is whether the property of being 
the pervaded is presented under the mode of blue 
smokeness (i.e. blueness and smokeness) or under the mode 
of smokeness. If it is presented under the mode of blue 
smokeness, then the person, who has inferred the mountain 
has fire from the above two premises, would not be able to 
infer the same conclusion from the cognition of 'the 
mountain has black smoke.' On the contrary, if he/she 
would have inferred ‘the mountain has fire’ from ‘wherever 
there is smoke, there is fire, and the mountain has smoke’, 
then he/she would be able to infer ‘the mountain has fire’ 
from the observation of black smoke as well. This is due to 
the fact that the mode of presentation of the property of 
being the pervaded signified by the expression ‘wherever’ 
is smokeness, not blue smokeness. Since the property of 
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being the pervaded residing in any smoke, blue or black, is 
limited by smokeness, the cognitions expressed by 
sentences such as ‘wherever there is blue smoke, there is 
fire,’ and ‘wherever there is black smoke, there is fire’ 
would be true. In other words, if the property of being the 
pervaded is cognized under the mode of smokeness, then it 
reveals an ontological property of smoke, blue or black. 
Hence the cognition of smoke as qualified by smokeness, 
not as qualified by blue smokeness, gives us a guarantee for 
making similar inferences. Therefore, a person is able to 
infer fire from any smoke, blue or black, if he/she has 
cognised the property of being the pervaded under the 
mode of smokeness. Hence the Nyāya not only emphasizes 
our ability to discriminate in the case of inference, but also 
explains this ability in terms of the cognition of certain 
properties. In this case, it is the cognition of the limitor of 
the property of being the pervaded which resides in the 
probans.  

3) Analogy or comparison 

Now let us discuss the causal conditions of analogical 
cognition (upamiti). In an analogical cognition (upamiti),  
we cognise the property of being the referent of an expression 
(vācyatva) in its referent.  Hence it takes the following form: 

(A) y is the referent of `x’ under the mode y-ness, where 
`x’ is the expression and y is its referent. 

An analogical cognition presupposes the cognition of the 
following sentence: 
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(B) That which is similar to z is the referent of `x', where z 

is the referent of the term `z' which is different from `x', 
and the cogniser already knows the referent of `z', but 
not the referent of `x'. 

Moreover, an analogical cognition presupposes a perceptual 
cognition, which is described by the following sentence: 

(C) This is similar to z. 

Let us illustrate with an example of the Nyāya 
philosophers: 

(a) That which is similar to a cow is the referent of the 
word 'gavaya'. 

(b) This is similar to a cow. 

(c) Gavaya is the referent of the word 'gavaya'. 

In this example, (c) is the analogical cognition (upamiti).  It 
presupposes the understanding of the meaning of the 
sentence (a), which the cogniser might have heard from 
someone else or read in a book.  Here (b) represents the 
perceptual cognition.  The inherent and the similar-to-
inherent causes would be the same as other types of 
cognition.  In our above example, the special instrumental 
cause (karaṇa) would be the cognition of similarity with a 
cow in the animal, which is being perceived.  This 
cognition would give rise to the memory-cognition of (a).  
Hence the memory cognition of (a) would be the operation 
(vyāpāra) of the analogical cognition (upamiti).  In this 
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analogical cognition gavaya which is the referent of the 
word `gavaya’ is cognised under the mode gavayaness 
(gavayatva), not under the mode of thisness or being 
similar-to-a cow.  For this reason, according to the Nyāya 
philosophers, it cannot be reduced to an inferential 
cognition (anumiti). 

Here also there are four sets of conditions for the analogical 
cognition. One set of conditions will define the analogical 
cognition. In our example, the perceptual cognition of 
similarity with a cow is the special instrumental cause 
(karaṇa), and the memory cognition of that which is similar 
to a cow is the referent of the word ‘gavaya’ is the 
operation (vyāpāra). The analogical cognition would be 
true if we have cognised similar to a cow in the referent of 
the word ‘gavaya’. But if we have not cognised similarity 
with a cow, then the analogical cognition would be false. In 
addition to the causal conditions for the truth of the 
analogical cognition, the Nyāya postulates gavayatva as the 
mode of presentation of gavaya, which gives us guarantee 
for its truth. Hence, it gives us the ability to discriminate in 
other cases. The property of being the qualificand residing 
in the perceptual cognition, and the property of being the 
qualificand residing in the analogical cognition are limited 
by gavayatva, although they are determined by different 
properties of being the relational qualifier (prakāratā). 

4) Verbal cognition or Testimony 

With respect to a verbal cognition (testimony) also, the 
Nyāya philosophers have discussed its causal conditions, 
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the causal conditions of its truth or falsehood, and the 
causal conditions which justify its truth.  

The chief instrumental cause (karaṇa) of the cognition of 
the meaning of a sentence is the cognition of the words 
contained in it, and the operation of this cognition is the 
memory-cognition of the referents of the words. According 
to the Nyāya, the cognition of the meaning of a sentence, as 
distinct from the cognition of the meanings of its parts, lies 
in cognizing the relation of the referent of its second term 
to that of its first term. Hence, the cognition of the meaning 
of the sentence ‘a flower is red’ lies in cognizing the 
relation of a red colour to a flower.  

If the sentence is true, then it would generate a true 
cognition, and the cogniser would apprehend the relation 
which holds between a red colour and a flower. If the 
sentence is false, then it would generate a false cognition, 
and the cogniser would apprehend a relation which does 
not hold between that red colour and the flower, but which 
holds between some other objects such as between a red 
colour and a table. Now the question is whether a true 
cognition generated by a true sentence has the status of 
knowledge. On this point the Nyāya claims that it would be 
a case of knowledge if the true sentence is uttered or 
inscribed by an āpta (a trustworthy person). A person is an 
āpta iff (a) he/she has a true cognition of what he/she says, 
(b) he/she selects the appropriate expressions to convey 
his/her true cognition, (c) he/she is not lying, and (d) 
his/her sense-organs which are causal conditions for 
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utterance or inscription do not suffer from any defect or 
weakness. 

Hence a true cognition generated by the utterance of an 
āpta has justification. Therefore, it has the status of 
knowledge. 

From our above discussion it follows that knowledge is 
justified true cognition or belief, provided justification is a 
qualifier of true cognition or belief. A true cognition is 
justified by certain perceptual causal conditions, or by 
certain inferential causal conditions, or by an analogical 
causal condition, or by certain verbal causal conditions. 
Hence, the Nyāya technique for justifying a true cognition 
may be used for interpreting or explicating the meaning of 
the word ‘knowledge’. In Western philosophy justification, 
belief and truth are not related in the way they are related in 
the Nyāya philosophy. It is similar to saying that ‘there is a 
person with a red iron mask in this room’ is true by virtue 
of the fact that there is a person in this room and there is an 
iron mask in this room and there is a red object in this 
room. This is due to the fact that they are not related to 
each other as qualifier-qualificand. But in the Nyāya 
philosophy truth is the qualifier of cognition, and 
justification is the qualifier of truth.  

From the above discussion it also follows that the Nyāya 
philosophers have treated justification as a qualifier of a 
true belief or cognition. The causal condition for the truth 
of a perceptual cognition is the contact of our sense-organs 
with the qualificand which is qualified by the relational 



39 | J.L. Shaw 
 
qualifier. In the case of an inferential cognition, it is due to 
the cognition of the hetu pervaded by the sādhya in the 
locus of inference which is qualified by the sādhya. In the 
case of an analogical cognition, it is due to the cognition of 
similarity in the referent of the word. In the case of a verbal 
cognition, it is due to the cognition of appropriate relation 
(yathārtha-yogyatā-jñāna) between the referents of the 
terms that have occurred in the sentence. In their 
explanation of sources of valid cognitions, they have 
mentioned why certain true cognitions or beliefs have 
justification. Moreover, the Nyāya explains the ability to 
discriminate an object or a set of objects in terms of the 
cognition of limitor(s). This explanation will allow us to 
solve some problems of contemporary Western philosophy, 
including the Gettier and the post-Gettier problems or 
counter-examples and explain the ability to discriminate.  

The Nyāya theory of meaning may be used to explain the 
difference in meaning between the members of the 
following pairs of sentences: 

(1) Brutus killed Caesar. 

(1’) Caesar was killed by Brutus. 

(2) John gave a book to Tom. 

(2’) Tom received a book from John. 

(3) John sprayed paint on the wall. 

(3’) John sprayed the wall with paint. 

(4) Bees are swarming the garden. 
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(4’) The garden is swarming with bees. 

(5) The speeches preceded a buffet luncheon. 

(5’) A buffet luncheon followed the speeches. 

(6) The audience liked the overture. 

(6’) The overture pleased the audience.7 

Contemporary philosophers of language are concerned with 
the problem whether transformation preserves the meaning 
of a sentence. Western philosophers such as Chomsky, 
Katz, Fodor, Fillmore, Postal and Jackendoff are concerned 
with this problem, but there is no unanimity among their 
views as they have not yet developed a comprehensive 
theory to deal with this problem. According to some 
linguists such as Fillmore (6) and (6’) are synonymous, but 
not according to others. Hence Western philosophers are 
either guided by intuitions or by a theory which has limited 
application. On the contrary, the Nyāya theory of relation 
and meaning can explain why the members of the above 
pairs of sentences do not have the same meaning. Since the 
direction of the relation is part of the meaning of a 
sentence, the meaning of (1) cannot be identified with that 
of (1’). Similar will be the case with the remaining pairs of 
sentences in the above list. Hence the Nyāya theory of 
meaning will throw some light on the contemporary 
discussion of synonymity and meaning. This is how I 
would like to demonstrate the relevance of the Nyāya 
philosophy. 
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In this context, I would also like to mention the atomistic as 
well as the holistic nature of understanding the meaning of 
a molecular or complex sentence. In the case of atomistic 
understanding, first we understand the meanings of 
embedded sentence(s) or complex expressions which have 
occurred in a sentence. Then we understand the meaning of 
the entire sentence. But in the case of holistic 
understanding we apprehend simultaneously the meanings 
of the embedded complex expression(s) and the molecular 
sentence. Let us consider the nature of the cognition 
generated by the sentence ‘The table has a red book’. The 
question is whether we first apprehend the relation of a 
particular red colour to a book, and then apprehend the 
relation of the red book to the table. For the sake of 
simplicity consider ‘the table’ as one term. According to 
the atomistic understanding the cognition of the relation of 
the red book to the table follows the cognition of the 
relation of the red colour to the book. But according to 
holistic understanding, we cognise both the relations 
simultaneously. 

Holistic Understanding 
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Let us explain the nature of the cognition corresponding to 
this sentence. In this cognition the table is the qualificand, 
the book is the qualifier, and the red colour is the qualifier 
of the book. For the sake of simplicity, we are not 
considering the modes of presentation of the qualificand 
and the qualifiers of this cognition. In this cognition the 
book is the relational qualifier in relation to the table, and it 
is also a qualificand in relation to the red colour. Since the 
table is the qualificand, it has the property of being the 
qualificand (viśeṣyatā). The red colour has the property of 
being the relational qualifier (prakaratā). But the book has 
both the property of being the qualificand and the property 
of being the relational qualifier. It is to be noted that these 
relational properties specify the ways objects are related to 
this cognition. Now the question is how these relational 
properties are related to each other. In this cognition the 
property of being the qualificand (viśeṣyatā) residing in the 
table is determined by (nirūpita) the property of being the 
relational qualifier residing in the book, and vice versa. 
Similarly, the property of being the qualificand residing in 
the book is determined by (nirūpita) the property of being 
the relational qualifier residing in the red colour, and vice 
versa. Now the question is whether the properties of being 
the qualificand and the relational qualifier residing in the 
book are related to each other. If they are independent 
properties, then we cannot draw the distinction between (a) 
and (b). 

(a) The table has a red book. 

(b) The table has a book, and that book is red. 
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In order to draw the distinction between them the Nyāya 
claims that in (a) the property of being the relational 
qualifier (prakāratā) and the property of being the 
qualificand (viśeṣyatā) residing in the same book are 
related to each other by the relation of limitor-limited 
(avacchedya-avacchedaka-sambandha). In other words, the 
property of being the qualificand is the mode of the 
presentation of the property of being the relational 
qualifier, and vice versa. But this is not the case with (b). 
Hence, in (b) they are not related to each other by the 
relation of limitor-limited. In a holistic understanding we 
cognise the relation of the red colour to the book and the 
relation of the book which is red to the table 
simultaneously. But in an atomistic understanding first we 
cognise the former relation, and then we cognise the latter 
relation. 

It is to be noted that the Nyāya has drawn a fine-grained 
distinction between (a) and (b). This distinction has been 
explained in terms of higher-order properties residing in the 
properties of being the qualificand and the relational 
qualifier. Since the classical symbolic logic cannot draw 
this type of fine-grained distinction, the Nyāya technique 
will add a new dimension to Western philosophy. 

Section-3 

Belief 

In this context, I shall discuss the Nyāya conception of 
belief, as in contemporary philosophy knowledge is defined 
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in terms of justified true belief. Since there is no 
proposition in the Nyāya as distinct from a sentence, beliefs 
are considered true or false.  It is to be noted that belief is a 
doubt-free cognition. The Nyāya concept of doubt does not 
lead to sceptism, as a dubious cognition rests on certainty. 
Moreover, the Nyāya discussion of belief suggests 
solutions to some problems of belief in the Western 
philosophy.  

I shall also mention the view of Russell, as he claims that 
no one has succeeded in explaining a false belief without 
postulating the existence of the non-existent.  

Russell, in The Philosophy of Logical Atomism, claimed 
that in a belief-sentence, such as ‘Othello believes that 
Desdemona loves Cassio’, there are at least two verbs.  

Here the verbs ‘believes’ and ‘loves’ have occurred as 
genuine verbs, and the verb in the subordinate clause seems 
to relate Desdemona to Cassio; but in fact it does not do so. 
He says, 

This is what constitutes the puzzle about the nature of 
belief. You will notice that wherever one gets to really 
close quarters with the theory of error one has the puzzle of 
how to deal with error without assuming the existence of 
the non-existent.8 

Now the question is how to explain the nature of this belief 
without postulating non-existent love as an entity, which 
will relate Desdemona to Cassio. Moreover, Russell 
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claimed that ‘loves’ should be treated as a verb. This 
requirement leads to the rejection of his earlier view 
proposed in The Problems of Philosophy,9where this 
sentence has been analysed as a four-place relation between 
Othello, Desdemona, loves, and Cassio. Hence it takes the 
form: 

 B (Othello, Desdemona, loves, Cassio). 

Since the verb 'loves' in this sentence is on a par with the 
terms ‘Desdemona’ and ‘Cassio,’ this analysis does not 
fulfil one of the above requirements of Russell.  

In spite of these shortcomings, I think, Russell's great 
contribution lies in the view that what occurs in a belief-
sentence is not a proposition, but the constituents of a 
proposition, and in his suggestions that a satisfactory theory 
of belief should not postulate non-existent objects and 
should not reduce the verb in the subordinate clause to a 
term. In the context of our discussion of the Nyāya we shall 
see how the Nyāya philosophers have avoided the 
shortcomings of Russell's theory and at the same time 
followed the suggestions of a satisfactory theory of belief. 

Let us begin with the Nyāya analysis of this sentence. It is 
to be noted that in this case we are not talking about 
Desdemona or Cassio, but about the belief state of Othello, 
which is related to the self by the relation of inherence in 
the ontology of the Nyāya. In the content of this belief there 
are three major elements, namely, Desdemona, Cassio, and 
the relation of love (loving relation). 
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Desdemona is the qualificand, Cassio is the qualifier, and 
love is the qualification relation. The relation of the mental 
state of Othello to Desdemona is the property of being the 
qualificand (viśeṣyatā) residing in Desdemona, to Cassio is 
the property of being the qualifier (viśeṣaṇatā) residing in 
Cassio, and to the relation of love is the property of being 
the qualification relation (saṃsargatā) residing in love. 

As a belief mental state is related to its objects, so are 
objects related to the belief state. Hence the relation of 
Desdemona to this belief is the converse of viśeṣyatā, i.e., 
visesyitā, the relation of Cassio to this belief is the converse 
of viśeṣaṇatā, i.e., visesanitā, to introduce a technical term, 
and the relation of love to this belief is the converse of 
saṃsargatā, i.e., samsargitā. 

Now the question is, how can the belief state of Othello be 
related to the relation of love which does not exist between 
them? If there is no such relation, then the converse of it 
cannot characterise the belief-state of Othello. Now the 
Nyāya claims that the belief-state of Othello is related to a 
real relation of love, for example, between John and Janet, 
which is real elsewhere or else when. Since this relation is 
real elsewhere, and the belief state is related to this relation, 
it is characterised by the converse of this qualification 
relation. It is to be noted that here also the relation performs 
both the functions. It relates John to Janet, as John loves 
Janet, and makes Desdemona the qualificand and Cassio 
the qualifier. For this reason, the relation has not been 
reduced to a term. This is how the Nyāya has avoided the 
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postulation of non-existent entities in their explanation of 
false beliefs or cognitions. 
 

Section-4 

Doubt 

Regarding doubt, the Nyāya claims that a dubious 
cognition rests on certainty. A dubious cognition has the 
form ‘Is x F or G?’, where x is the property-possessor, F 
and G are mutually incompatible properties. 

Since the Nyāya claims that belief is a doubt-free cognition, 
I would like to discuss the Nyāya conception of dubious 
cognition. Moreover, the Nyāya analysis or conception of 
doubt may also solve some problems of Western 
philosophy or add a new dimension to Western philosophy, 
as the Nyāya claims that a dubious cognition rests on 
certainty and discusses the causal conditions of different 
types of doubt. 

Since F and G are mutually incompatible, one of them may 
be the absence of the other. Hence it may be stated as ‘Is x 
F ornot F’. As regards the number of alternatives in a 
dubious cognition, such as ‘Is it a stump or a human 
being?’, there is some difference of opinion among the 
Nyāya Philosophers. But all of them have accepted the 
thesis that there are at least two mutually incompatible 
alternatives in a dubious cognition. It is to be noted that a 
dubious cognition cannot be identified with a question. A 
question presupposes the cognition of one of the 
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alternatives. For example, the question ‘Is it a stump?’ 
presupposes the cognition of stump only. But a dubious 
cognition presupposes the cognition of both the 
alternatives. Moreover, in a question, there is desire to 
know; but not in a state of doubt, although there may be 
desire to know afterwards. 

From the Nyāya conception of doubt it also follows that 
there is certainty about the property-possessor in a dubious 
mental state. Hence the dubious cognition of the form ‘Is 
xF or G’ presupposes certainty with respect to x. Therefore, 
we do not doubt the existence of x. The property-possessor 
may be an object of doubt in another mental state, where it 
is one of the alternatives. Hence a doubt presupposes 
certainty or rests on something which is free from doubt.  

When I doubt the colour of the table in the mental state ‘Is 
the table brown or red?’,  I do not doubt the existence of the 
table. Again, when I doubt the existence of the table, I 
presuppose something else. For example, consider a mental 
state of doubt ‘Is there a table or a bed in this room?’ In this 
case, I presuppose the existence of the room. Hence there 
cannot be universal doubt, even if there is doubt about any 
specific thing or set of specific things. Moreover, there is 
no dubious mental state without presupposing something 
certain. Hence the Nyāya concept of doubt rules out 
universal scepticism. We may doubt almost anything, but 
not everything, and every dubious state has some element 
of certainty.  
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The Nyāya has classified doubts into four types depending 
upon the causal conditions of their origins. One of them is 
due to the observation of some common property or 
properties of the referents of ‘F’ and ‘G’, and the non-
observation of any specific or unique property of the 
referents of ‘F’ and ‘G’. Consider again, for example, ‘Is it 
a stump or a human being?’ The observation of common 
properties, such as identical or similar heights and widths, 
will give rise to the memory-cognitions of the alternatives 
that are causal conditions of a dubious cognition. 

The second type of dubious cognition is due to the 
observation of an uncommon property. An uncommon 
property is something which is known to be not present in 
the known alternatives. For example, ‘Is sound eternal or 
non-eternal?’ In this case, soundness is known to be not 
present in both eternal objects such as the soul and in non-
eternal objects such as a pot. If this type of doubt is 
expressed in the form ‘Is xF or G?,’ then one of the causal 
conditions of this type of doubt is that x-ness or the 
property of being x is not known to be present in the known 
examples of F or G.  

The third type of dubious cognition is due to the 
understanding of the meanings of the words which have 
occurred in contradictory or contrary sentences. This type 
of doubt will arise in those who are not committed to one of 
the alternatives or who do not have certain cognition of one 
of the alternatives. Consider now, for example, the dubious 
state ‘Is mind physical or spiritual?’ or ‘Is soul eternal or 
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non-eternal?’ The Vedāntins claim that the soul is eternal, 
but the Buddhists claim it to be non-eternal. If a person is 
not committed to one these views, or convinced by the 
arguments of the Vedāntins or the Buddhists, then he/she 
will doubt whether the soul is eternal. 

The fourth type of doubt is due to doubt about the truth of a 
cognition, as in the doubt ‘Is the cognition of a chair in this 
room true or false?’ This doubt implies doubt about the 
presence of a chair in this room. In other words, doubt 
about the truth of a cognition would give rise to doubt 
about the content of this cognition. Hence a higher type of 
doubt would imply a lower type of doubt if these doubts are 
arranged in a hierarchical order. Here too the Nyāya 
discussion of doubt can also be integrated with the 
mainstream of Western philosophy and answer some of its 
questions about doubt. 

Concluding Remarks: 

From the above discussion it follows that the views of 
Nyāya philosophers would suggest solutions to the 
following problems of Western philosophy: 

1) Since justification is a property of a true belief or 
cognition, not a property of belief or cognition in 
isolation, the Gettier or the post-Gettier 
counterexamples to the JTB thesis are not 
applicable to the Nyāya view. 
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2) It can solve the problems of Goldman, as the 
cogniser has the ability to discriminate both in 
perceptual and inferential cognitions. 

3) It avoids the contemporary sense-data theory of 
perception, which leads to scepticism or 
solipsism.This is due to the fact that the objects are 
apprehended without the mediation of tertiary 
entities, such as sense-data or images. 

4) Since objects are causal conditions of perception, 
the brain-in-a-vat argument of contemporary 
philosophers and the evil demon argument of 
Descartes are not applicable to the views of the 
Nyāya philosophers. 

5) It falsifies the claim of Russell that no one has 
succeeded in explaining the nature of a false belief 
without postulating the existence of the non-
existent. 

6) Since the relevance condition for any inference, 
valid or invalid, has been emphasised, the following 
valid inference of Western logic is not treated as an 
inference in the Nyāya logic: 

P and not P,  

Therefore, Q. 

This is due to the fact that it violates the relevance 
condition as well as certain epistemic conditions for 
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understanding the meaning of a sentence. As a result, we 
cannot derive 2+2=4 from it is raining and not raining, 
which is valid in classical symbolic logic. Since the Nyāya 
logic has emphasized the relevance condition, it might 
throw some light on contemporary discussion on relevant 
logic. Since it deals with the preventer-prevented relation at 
epistemic level and the ways a cognition can be prevented, 
it will throw some light on epistemic logic as well. 

7) Since the meaning of a sentence lies in the relation 
as well as in the direction of the relation of the 
referents of the terms of a sentence, 
transformationally equivalent sentences do not have 
the same meaning. Hence, the sentence ‘Brutus 
killed Caesar’ does not have the same meaning as 
the sentence ‘Caesar was killed by Brutus’. Hence 
our discussion not only answers the question of 
Frege on this topic, but also throws further light on 
contemporary philosophy of language, as linguists 
or philosophers, such as Chomsky, Katz, Fodor, 
Fillmore and Jackendoff, are concerned with the 
question whether transformation preserves the 
meaning of a sentence. 

8) Regarding the nature of understanding the meaning 
of a complex sentence, the Nyāya philosophers have 
discussed atomistic as well as holistic 
understanding. Moreover, they have interpreted 
holistic understanding in terms of higher order 
properties. This discussion would also add a new 
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dimension to Western philosophy, as there is no 
logic for it. 

9) Since a dubious cognition rests on certainty, it goes 
against universal scepticism. Moreover, the 
explanation of different types of dubious cognitions 
in terms of their causal conditions would also add a 
new dimension to Western philosophy. 

This is how I tried to demonstrate the relevance of Indian 
philosophy to contemporary Western philosophy. 
 

 
                                                

Notes and References : 
 
1  The talk of Prof. J. L. Shaw was the keynote (from Indian 

perspective)  for the International Conference on Saṁśaya Evaṁ 
Pramā, Doubt and Knowledge-Indian and Western Perspectives, 
organized by Department of Philosophy, University of Rajasthan, 
Jaipur, from 15th to 17th March, 2019. 

2  J.L. Shaw, The Collected Writings of Jaysankar Lal Shaw: Indian 
Analytic and Anglophone Philosophy, Bloomsbury, London, 2016, 
pp 1-3. 

3 Purnachandra Vedāntacuñcu, Sāṃkhyakārikā of Īśvarakṛṣṇa and 
Tattva-Kaumudī of Vācaspati Miśra, with Bengali translation and 
commentary, first published in 1901, West Bengal Book Board, 
1983,  pp. 66-8. 

4 For a more comprehensive discussion on causality, see J. L. Shaw, 
Causality: Sāṃkhya, Bauddha and Nyāya, Punthi Pustak, Calcutta, 
2005. 

5  For a more comprehensive discussion on inference, see J. L. Shaw, 
The Collected Writings of Jaysankar Lal Shaw: Indian Analytic 
and Anglophone Philosophy, Bloomsbury, London, 2016. 



54 | J.L. Shaw 
 
                                                                                              
6 For a discussion on relevance, see The Collected Writings of 

Jaysankar Lal Shaw: Indian Analytic and Anglophone Philosophy, 
Bloomsbury, London, 2016. 

7 J. Fodor, Semantics: Theories of Meaning in Generative Grammar, 
Thomas Y. Cromwell Company, New York, 1977, pp. 90-2. 

8  B. Russell, ‘The Philosophy of Logical Atomism’, Logic and 
Knowledge, edited by R. C. Marsh, Allen & Unwin, London, 1977, 
p. 225. 

9  B. Russell, The Problems of Philosophy, p. 73, Oxford University 
Press, Oxford, 1980, p. 73. 

 
 
Ex. Professor, 
Victoria University of Wellington, 
New Zealand  
jayshankar.shaw@gmail.com 



 
On the Possibility of Philosophy 

P. K. Mukhopadhyay 

 

We propose to speak on the possibility of philosophy. The 
consideration which led us to this choice is that the 
discussion of this topic can provide us with a proper 
context – the context of discussing in a connected and 
meaningful way – the subjects like Saṁśaya, Pramā, and 
the like.1 Alternatively described our chosen context is 
Skepticism. Let us for the present agree to use the 
expression “knowledge” for pramā and “doubt” for 
saṁśaya. So it may be found that the themes under 
reference belong to the domain of epistemology. That 
epistemology or, as many view it, first philosophy involves 
essential reference to skepticism can be gathered or verified 
from the literature of modern or contemporary European 
philosophy (or epistemology). There, one is likely to find 
assertions like “theory of knowledge is primarily an 
exercise in skepticism”.2 However, skepticism is not a 
matter of concern exclusively of the modern and 
contemporary European philosophers or epistemologists. 
Besides the form of skepticism which these philosophers 
discuss is not the only form which skepticism has or takes. 
The contemporary Euro-American philosophers and 
epistemologists are primarily concerned with what may be 
called modern (forms of) skepticism which doubts or 
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denies that we can know the external world or other minds 
or the (human) past. As an abiding concern of philosophers 
of all time and all cultures skepticism is not restricted to 
only these three doubts. The literature of the Classical 
Greek Philosophy from the Pre-Socratic era and that of the 
systematic Indian Philosophy from more than two thousand 
years ago testifies to the truth of this remark. The scope of 
different forms of skepticism is different. Accordingly the 
modern skepticism may be viewed as the mitigated form or 
version of skepticism. In the history of Classical European 
and Indian Philosophy one meets with absolute or 
unrestricted skepticism also which doubts the possibility of 
knowledge as such including philosophical knowledge or 
philosophy. One should not immediately dispose of such 
skepticism as absurd since it denies the patent fact that we 
have experience and we could not live or talk if we did not 
have it. For no sensible skeptic denies the possibility or 
reality of belief (jñāna3); he only doubts or denies the 
knowledge claim we tend to make implicitly or explicitly in 
favour of many, if not all, beliefs that we have or can have. 
The absolute skepticism doubts or denies the possibility of 
knowledge (roughly pramā or pramāṇa); it doubts or 
denies the claim that there is or can be a belief which may 
be counted as knowledge. The reason may be that the 
skeptics think that no belief that we have or can have 
satisfies or can satisfy the definition or description which a 
thing must satisfy if it is to be considered a case of 
knowledge.4 It may not be necessary or correct to ascribe to 
even the skeptics of Europe or India of the classical age the 
belief that it is false or doubtful that there could be any 
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indubitable belief or that even truths of logic or 
mathematics or analytic statements are dubitable. On the 
contrary the famous contemporary American philosopher, 
who has forcefully argued that even the truths of logic and 
mathematics are revisable and hence is not necessarily true 
is not certainly a skeptic. Be that as it may, according to the 
sensible skeptics of classical or modern period it is at least 
doubtful that there could be any factual belief which was 
true or an instance of knowledge. What follows is that 
Philosophy or Indian Philosophy in its standard sense is not 
and cannot be possible; it cannot be a body of (factual) 
knowledge nor can it give us synthetic knowledge or 
tattvajñāna. 

*** 

So far skepticism has been found to be opposed to 
philosophy. It does not allow philosophical enterprise to 
take off. And yet philosophy is there. Moreover history of 
skepticism is as old as that of philosophy.5 How to 
understand this mystery, if it is a mystery? Careful 
consideration convinces us that philosophy owes its origin, 
continuity and growth to skepticism or to interaction with 
it. It is a myth that philosophy originated in man’s lazy 
wonder. It originated when certain adverse or negative 
forces (represented by the nāstikas, saṁśayavādīns, 
vaitaṇḍikas, skeptics etc.) challenged the world view of a 
people and threatened the very foundation of their culture 
and society. Philosophy emerged as man’s (the āstika 
people’s) response to such challenge. The relevant sense of 
meeting the skeptic’s challenge is not indulging in, 
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dreaming or wishing that there is no skeptic or lazily 
ignoring them. Meeting the skeptics as the philosophers, 
understand their challenge rationally and theoretically 
defending the cherished world view of the people 
concerned and preventing the skeptics or the nāstikas from 
destabilizing the entire fabric of the personal, family and 
social life of the people concerned. Philosophers put up 
such resistance to skepticism. This makes philosophy a 
rational and theoretical enterprise which is extremely useful 
and relevant in all ages. For the skeptical thought never 
gets fully eliminated from society rather it continues to 
spread its seductive influence on unsuspecting men. 
Philosophers are, not only, not men of this sort but they 
also have won up the responsibility of freeing society of the 
menace of skepticism. 

What is more important for us to note here is that 
philosophy also owes its rational character to skepticism. 
Further this character and history of it, distinguishes 
systematic philosophy and does not allow it to become 
merely edifying philosophy which often tends to become a 
form of mysticism. This account of philosophy, which is 
informed by the classical Indian thought and culture, 
should be contrasted with the view of philosophy of a 
famous American philosopher according to whom when it 
is the question of what preserves and promotes our society 
we should remember: Sophia yes, philosophia not 
necessarily.6 Anyway, skepticism (saṁśayavāda), if not 
saṁśaya also, is thus the greatest friend and enemy of 
philosophy (darśana). It is so, in so far as darśana (Indian 
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Philosophy) and also philosophy in the view of many 
thinkers is a pursuit of knowledge (pramā) or better of 
reasoned truth (nirṇaya). Tattvajñāna in this sense is what 
the dārśanikas (the Indian philosophers of the classical age) 
aspire for. 

Whatever may be true about lay doubt (mere saṁśaya) or 
wonder on the one hand and the otherwise indifferent 
(udāsīna) knowledge (yathārtha niścaya) on the other as 
well as the relation between the two, it is not without 
reason that philosophy or epistemology is an exercise in 
skepticism. Doubt (saṁśaya) involved in the theory and 
practice of skepticism is closely related to philosophy as a 
rational and socially relevant enterprise. 

It is oversimplification to say that skepticism consists in the 
attempt at just invalidating philosophy or making it 
impossible whereas philosophy is the uncommon trait of a 
few strange individuals who are obsessed with the thought 
of scoring triumph over doubt and disbelief. Skepticism is 
itself a philosophical theory; at least it will be so 
understood here. It is also not the case that philosophy is 
just a name for the faith or disposition of a few trusting 
individuals, that knowledge and philosophy are possible. 
Philosophy is indeed a quest for truth but it is more than 
that the pursuit of reasoned truth. Philosophy is not just an 
exercise in skepticism. Rather it consists in the exercise in 
rationality on the part of philosophers who are realist 7. 
This cautious formulation is informed by the need to 
acknowledge that skepticism is also a philosophical theory 
or position. 

*** 
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Though the two are related yet doubt (or saṁśaya) and 
Skepticism (or saṁśayavāda) are not the same thing; they 
are different. We need some more clarification as to the 
sense in which we do or should understand the expressions 
like saṁśaya and pramā. When translated respectively as 
doubt and knowledge and one takes epistemology to be the 
context of discussion, it may be thought that saṁśaya and 
pramā are two of the many different propositional 
attitude(s). Such risk is quite common when we use two 
different languages or conceptual frameworks. However 
there is reason to believe that in Indian philosophy, 
particularly in the Nyāya school of Indian philosophy 
saṁśaya, etc. are not necessarily understood as 
propositional attitude. These are not usually taken as 
dispositions. On the other hand though saṁśaya (doubt), 
pramā (knowledge), bhrama (error or false belief) etc. are 
taken as cognitive episodes yet their discussion in Nyāya 
does not make Nyāya a mere system of psychology. When 
Nyāya discusses saṁśaya, pramā etc. the thrust of the 
discussion is how cognitive states figure individually or as 
related to each other in the scheme of different possibilities 
which a certain cognitive state (jñāna)8 has or can have. 
The four possibilities are true (pramā), false (bhrama), 
neither and both. Unlike what we usually think an 
erroneous cognitive state (normally a perceptual error) falls 
not into the second category of bhrama; rather it belongs to 
the fourth category ‘both pramā and bhrama’ – it is partly 
an error and partly knowledge. What about saṁśaya? One 
thing is certain it is different from pramā. So far it is not 
true (apramā). But it is not a case of bhrama or false belief 
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either. Pramā and apramā are mutually exclusive. Saṁśaya 
is indeed a case of apramā. But apramā and bhrama are 
not the same thing. Is there any cognitive state which is 
neither true nor false? The right answer is in the 
affirmative. The characteristic of such cognitive states is 
that they can be causally related to cognitions that are true 
or false but they do not bear epistemic or logical relation to 
cognitive states that are true or false. There does not obtain 
among them epistemic-logical or ontological opposition 
(pratibadhya-pratibandhaka-bhāva-sambandha). For better 
and clearer understanding, cognitive states are first divided 
into two classes: definitive (niścaya or niścayātmaka) and 
non-definitive. The first class is exhausted by knowledge 
(pramā) and error (bhrama). Saṁśaya belongs to the class 
of non- definitive cognitive state; as such it is neither 
pramā nor bhrama. There are other cognitive states which 
are like saṁśaya in this respect. 

Keeping in mind what has just been said we should try to 
understand skepticism. An act of doubt is saṁśaya but 
skepticism is saṁśayavada – a certain theoretical stand or 
position (and not doctrine)9 which advocates doubt or 
disbelief (saṁśaya) of a certain sort. Skepticism or a 
skeptic doubts or denies10 the legitimacy of man’s claim to 
have knowledge. By this, is sometimes understood that a 
skeptic doubts or denies the claim of a man (whether a 
philosopher or not), that at least some of our beliefs are 
indubitable.11 When skepticism is construed as the denial 
(pratiṣedha) of knowledge claim it is more vulnerable to 
the decisive attack of the opponents, say the realists. This 
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denial is neither saṁśaya (doubt) nor is it necessarily a case 
of pramā. It may be a case of bhrama (false belief) or 
viparīta niścaya. When their subject is the same, saṁśaya 
gets removed as much by the corresponding pramā as by 
bhrama. Both are cases of niścaya or definitive belief 
which alone has truth value- true or false. But saṁśaya is 
neither true nor false as it is not a form of niścaya. It is 
apramā (not knowledge) but not bhrama (definitive false 
belief) either. For it is not a state of definitive belief. 

Skepticism can be of many different types and their scope 
is not the same. The scope of absolute skepticism is greater 
or wider than that of say the mitigated skepticism. The 
scope of the classical skepticism covered ‘knowledge’ 
(pramā/pramāṇa) as such (perhaps excluding the 
exceptions like truths of logic or mathematics). If the 
central concern of skepticism is to doubt or deny the 
possibility of knowledge, that of philosophy is to justify 
and legitimize man’s claim that knowledge is attainable. 
This amounts to claiming that skepticism is false or that its 
truth (soundness) is doubtful. Thus doubt (if not denial 
which is epistemologically a stronger position) is central to 
both skepticism and philosophy; often people do not note 
this. Again some of those who note this think that doubt 
does not and cannot bear the same relation to both 
skepticism and philosophy. Philosophy and skepticism are 
opposed to each other. The truth however is that as a 
rational enterprise, as an exercise in rationality, philosophy 
involves doubt in its very constitution or structure. As such, 
doubt should be held to be one of the conditions of rational 
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inquiry and hence of philosophy.12 There is a broad 
agreement about the conception of philosophy and 
rationality in the two cultures – Indian and Euro-American. 
However there are differences in details, depth and clarity 
so far as the relation of doubt to philosophy (darśana) and 
skepticism is concerned. In other words there seem to be 
some important differences between the European and 
Indian philosophical traditions, when it comes to the 
conception of philosophy (darśana), skepticism 
(saṁśayavāda) and their relation to doubt (saṁśaya). 

It needs to be noted that however central to philosopher’s 
concern it might be, the issue of skepticism is external to 
philosophy. Philosophy cannot even begin without 
successfully meeting skepticism. But for all that philosophy 
does not end with doubting its possibility. On the other 
hand there is hardly anything more in skepticism than 
doubting. Normally skeptics do not have any positive thesis 
(of their own) to defend. Their only agenda is to challenge 
– doubt or deny – the knowledge claim13 which 
philosophers are inclined to make. Philosophy proper – 
actual philosophizing – begins only after skepticism is 
overcome. For example before disproving skepticism 
philosopher cannot begin to discuss the internal questions, 
like how many accredited sources of knowledge are there 
or what is the criterion or criteria of knowledge. One 
cannot start asking or answering these internal questions 
before one has good reason to believe that philosophy or 
knowledge is possible or that doubt in their possibility can 
be overcome.14 Skeptics doubt or deny that there is or can 
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be any acceptable criteria of knowledge pramā or that they 
doubt or deny the legitimacy of all actual (or possible) 
criteria or definitions of knowledge. The debatable issue is 
whether it can be proved that there is knowledge – pramā 
or pramāṇa15. The issue involved is prāmāṇyasiddhi 
(siddhi of the prāmāṇya of pramāṇa), that is proving that 
the alleged pramāṇa (true belief) is really a case of 
knowledge. 

*** 

What has just been said shows that doubt is central to 
skepticism but not to philosophy. What is central to 
philosophy and or philosophizing is the strong belief and 
confident hope that philosophy is possible. However, it is 
more accurate to say that certain doubt is also integral to 
philosophizing or even to philosophy though philosophy 
begins with doubt and ends with knowledge – knowledge 
which results from the successful pursuit of it. Skepticism 
begins as well as ends with doubt. To put it differently in 
case of philosophy doubt is methodological and not 
systemic. Nonetheless the particular doubt in question 
almost defines philosophy in so far as it is a self-reflective 
theoretical enterprise. Though in this sense philosophy does 
and must entertain doubt about the possibility of 
philosophy yet what still explains the continuity of the 
philosophical enterprise is that philosophers never cease to 
remain sanguine that the pursuit of knowledge would come 
to bear fruit if not necessarily to a totally successful end. 
Against the background of what has just been said we can 
make sense of skepticism as a philosophical theory. 
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Otherwise the expression “philosophy of skepticism” or 
“skepticism is a philosophical theory” would have been 
dismissed as instances of oxymoron. Something similar is 
the case with the familiar expressions like “Nominalist’s 
theory of universal” or ''Atheist’s view of God''. 

The authentic practice on the part of philosophers (in 
general) – the philosophical enterprise or philosophizing – 
seems to entail a belief (jñāna) in the possibility of 
philosophy (or of philosophical knowledge). However as a 
self reflective theoretical discipline philosophy is 
committed to investigate into the possibility of philosophy 
or knowledge itself16, which in its turn entails that it 
entertains doubt in the possibility of knowledge. It follows 
that even if there were in fact none who actually doubted or 
denied the possibility of knowledge as such or of certain 
particular kind of knowledge, philosophy is committed to 
entertaining doubt about the possibility of knowledge 
(though not to denying this possibility). In other words the 
philosophers admit that the doubt that we may not attain 
knowledge is at least a theoretical possibility. 

Some may think that it follows from what has just been 
said that the very concept of philosophy is inconsistent. 
Two beliefs that it entails – or the two beliefs that follows 
from the very nature of the subject – the belief in the 
possibility of knowledge and the belief in the possibility of 
doubting this possibility – conflict. Actually however, 
philosophy incorporates skepticism in the sense of a 
theoretical possibility of doubting as otherwise it cannot 
show through critical examination that such doubt is 
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ultimately untenable. And till this is shown philosopher’s 
hope that philosophy and / or knowledge are / is possible, 
cannot become a reasoned conviction. Philosophical pursuit 
is not the pursuit of just knowledge or truth but reasoned 
truth. In the vocabulary of Indian philosophy there are two 
expressions Pramā (knowledge) and Nirṇaya (reasoned 
truth). Nirṇaya results from rational and critical 
examination, which the philosophers (dārśanikas) practice. 
Even when skeptics are found to perform rational critical 
examination their purpose is to establish the negative thesis 
that it is not beyond doubt (even if it is not false or bhrama) 
that knowledge and philosophy are possible. Realists or 
philosophers conduct critical examination to defend certain 
positive thesis. Even when a philosopher argues to disprove 
certain position, say the position of the skeptic, he does so 
to indirectly defend his own positive thesis that philosophy 
and or knowledge is possible.17 Even if there is not or there 
had not been any person who doubted or denied the 
possibility of knowledge, philosophy would still discuss 
skeptical doubt. To put it simple, philosophy would lose its 
character of being a  self reflective and rational inquiry if it 
did not admit (its obligation to demonstrate that we can 
have knowledge, by showing that it cannot be reasonably 
doubted or denied that we can have it) the possibility of 
doubting that there could be knowledge or philosophy. As 
already said such acceptance of skepticism on the part of 
philosophy is a methodological stance. Unless one accepts 
skepticism provisionally one cannot demonstrate that 
skepticism cannot stand the test of reason. And till we do 
that, the possibility of skepticism would continue to haunt 
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ordinary men as well as philosophers. Philosophy or 
philosophizing entails methodological skepticism18, which 
is perfectly compatible with the assertion or thesis that 
knowledge or philosophy is possible. And at least this 
particular piece of knowledge confirms beyond doubt that 
knowledge is possible or that skepticism is an untenable 
position. When we understand skepticism in this way we 
become convinced that skepticism itself is a philosophical 
‘theory’ at least in the sense that it is implied in the very 
enterprise of philosophy. 

The pertinent question is how exactly skepticism figures in 
the methodological stance of philosophy. Does it figure as a 
form of doubt (saṁśaya) or denial of a sort (viparīta 
niścaya or bhrama which is different from both saṁśaya 
and pramā). The weaker formulation of skepticism as a 
particular form of doubt (saṁśaya) renders it more difficult 
to disprove. The corresponding stronger formulation in 
terms of denial (pratiṣedha) is easier to reject. Where a 
denial is a case of bhrama the corresponding assertion is a 
case of pramā. Both these are forms of definitive 
(niścayātmaka) belief or cognitive state (jñāna). 

*** 

It may be asked, is a debate or dialogue between a 
philosopher and a skeptic possible. And if it is not possible, 
then how the conflict between the skeptic and the 
philosopher can be resolved? Resolution in some other way 
or resolution of any kind may not be appropriate, to say the 
least, in the present context. On the other hand the 
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resolution of this conflict, solution of the external question 
under reference, is the beginning of philosophy. However, 
there does not seem to be any possibility of the dialogue in 
question. The philosopher remains convinced that 
knowledge is possible, nay knowledge has already been 
obtained and the skeptic remains equally unconvinced that 
knowledge could be possible. In order that there could be 
authentic debate and dialogue, each party must be 
convinced or unconvinced about certain matter. But the 
conviction or the non-conviction should not be a morbid 
one. Just as morbid curiosity cannot lead to a stable and 
acceptable result, so also morbid conviction cannot ensure 
authentic dialogue or debate. On the other hand only an 
authentic dialogue or debate bears real fruit. If the 
philosopher finds that the skeptic’s doubt (or denial) is idle 
or the skeptic finds that the philosopher’s conviction is a 
mere lazy hope then no authentic dialogue can begin or no 
resolution of the conflict can be reached. If the situation 
turns out to be such then the philosopher is defeated. For, 
he will win if only the skeptic is defeated. The skeptic will 
be defeated in the required sense only if dialogue takes 
place and the philosopher succeeds in showing that the 
doubt or denial in the possibility of knowledge is 
indefensible. But such a dialogue is not feasible in so far as 
there is no common platform for the skeptic and the 
philosopher to engage in an authentic dialogue. 

It will be a cheap and contrived victory if the philosopher 
uses to his own advantage, the disadvantage which the 
skeptic suffers for being the opponent in the debate. As 
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shown by Quine the opponent in a (certain) debate does not 
even get to formulate his position without violating the 
requirement of consistency. In other words in the very act 
of expressing his denial19 the opponent contradicts himself. 
Sometimes the paradoxical situation of the opponent, here 
the skeptic, is put in this way. Unless the skeptic admits 
knowledge or philosophy as the subject of denial he cannot 
formulate his denial or the negative position: there is no 
such thing as philosophy or knowledge. Some Naiyāikas 
have formulated the position in this way. Nobody can 
reasonably say or show that there is no knowledge (pramā) 
unless this particular piece of cognition is a case of pramā. 
So nobody can deny pramāṇa or knowledge as such. At the 
most one can deny or doubt the possibility of certain 
particular case of an alleged pramāṇa20. We will see later 
on (in the second part of this paper) that the Naiyāyikas 
formulate the position of the skeptic in this way: beliefs 
claimed to be knowledge or perception etc. which are 
alleged to be pramāṇa are not really so. Thus they avoid 
the temptation of securing a fake or contrived victory. 

For the present, we would like to suggest that there seems 
to be at least two ways to overcome or bypass the impasse 
in which the skeptic and the philosopher find themselves,  
when they attempt to resolve their conflict by initiating 
authentic dialogue or debate. First, we stop viewing the 
dialogue in question between two historical persons or 
thinkers; one of them (the philosopher) is situated within 
philosophy while the other (the skeptic) stands outside that 
realm. Let us view or imagine the proposed dialogue as a 
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dialogue between two notional or logical persons who are 
situated within philosophy and representing two opposite 
theses. In other words it is a debate of a philosopher with 
himself. This happens in cases like critical thinking or 
manana in which a man argues with himself. The debate 
between the skeptic and philosopher is a debate of the 
philosopher with himself. The philosopher anticipates the 
opposite thesis and posits a person as a skeptic to represent 
the rival thesis. The very nature of philosophy, properly 
understood, provides room for such dialogue within 
philosophy and between a skeptic philosopher and a realist 
(non-skeptic) philosopher. A non-skeptic philosopher 
anticipates the criticisms – doubts and denials – which his 
counterpart, the skeptic philosopher may bring against him. 
The other way out of the impasse in question is to note that 
men are not born as philosopher; rather the philosophers 
are born as man. Both the skeptic outside philosophy and 
the philosopher are inhabitants of a common world – the 
common-sense world of ordinary men. Ordinary men share 
a large body of beliefs and practices. The common world as 
given, is constituted by or is reflected in these beliefs and 
practices. That these beliefs are there, as our common 
inheritance, is neither doubted nor denied by any one of the 
two parties in the debate. Using this as the shared platform 
the skeptics and philosophers can engage in debate or 
dialogue. They disagree about the status of these beliefs. 
The skeptics (the saṁśayavādīns or the vaitaṇḍikas) hold 
that these beliefs or jñāna are not (and perhaps cannot be) 
cases of knowledge proper (that is, pramā or pramāṇa). 
The philosophers on the other hand hold that at least some 
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of these beliefs are cases of knowledge proper. As already 
shown, both these views owe their origin in the shared 
common sense or ordinary beliefs and practices. It might 
seem too naïve, if we suggest that the large body of shared 
beliefs of ordinary common men do not incorporate the 
belief that at least some of these beliefs are true. It is to be 
admitted that the large body of common sense beliefs, also 
include the beliefs that there are true beliefs as well as false 
beliefs. Ordinary natural language contains its own meta-
language. Similarly the body of common sense beliefs, 
contains critical judgments on these beliefs. How can then 
the skeptic, who begins by accepting commonsense, hold 
that there is not or cannot be any true belief or knowledge? 
Common experience does not provide any take off point for 
the unrestricted or universal skepticism. It will be in order 
if we clarify the matter a little more. 

Common man is intuitively21 aware that not only we have a 
large body of shared beliefs but also this body includes the 
belief that some of our beliefs are true and some of our 
beliefs false. Not only beliefs are given but also 
'knowledge' and 'error' are given. So far no common man is 
or can be a skeptic. Skepticism is a theoretical stance which 
consists in admitting and advocating some general thesis, 
such as say, no belief is or can be true or at least no belief 
can be knowledge. This is not a common sense belief, but 
nonetheless it is a generalization, on the basis of common 
sense or ordinary belief, that at least some of our beliefs are 
false – or that they are not knowledge proper. The skeptic 
detects the implication of such commonsense belief which 
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ordinary men fail to notice. Thus skepticism is not a matter 
of commonsense or intuitive experience but theorization 
on, and certain generalization on the basis of, 
commonsense. So far it is a theory or theoretical stance. 
However, it is not an ordinary empirical theory or a formal 
one. It is a philosophical theory based on interpretation, 
elaboration, examination and rational development of some 
commonsense experience and belief. To be more precise 
skeptic starts by accepting the commonsense belief that 
some of our beliefs are false. There are perceptual errors or 
false beliefs. Given that there are (some) false beliefs, the 
argument proceeds, no belief can be trusted. Therefore no 
belief is true or that there is no knowledge. Knowledge 
claim, that we make in favour of some belief, is unjustified. 
Thus 'argument from illusion' is said to lead to skepticism, 
if not in the sense of doubt or denial of knowledge, as such, 
then at least of the knowledge claim in favour of the thesis 
which the supporters of physicalism advocate. 
 

II 

Before we proceed further we may take a few examples of 
skepticism and debate between the skeptic and the 
philosopher from the philosophical literature of India. We 
will take a brief note of how the realist philosophers of the 
Nyāya School responded to mainly the skeptics of Buddhist 
school. 

Philosophers of the Cārvāka School advocate limited 
skepticism; their thesis is nānumānam pramāṇam22 that is, 
knowledge claim in support of inferential (and some other) 
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belief is unfounded. These thinkers are realist and 
philosopher (and not skeptic) in respect of perceptual belief 
and they hold that perceptual beliefs alone constitute 
knowledge proper. Their position is known as 
pratyakṣaikapramāṇavāda which contends that the 
knowledge claim in favour of perceptual beliefs alone is 
justified. Only perceptual beliefs are or can be pramāṇa 
(pramā). Udayanācārya, of the Nyāya School of 
Philosophy, before Gaṅgeśa rejected this limited skepticism 
of the Cārvākas. A part of his argument is that one cannot 
doubt or deny knowledge as such.23 Gautama in his 
Nyāyasūtra and Vātsyāyana in his gloss on this text 
discussed another case of limited skepticism (this time of 
the Bauddhas) which contends that there is no perceptual 
knowledge or pratyakṣa pramāṇa; the so called perception 
is a case of inference. The argument of these skeptics puts 
forth that a perception is anumāna; if and in so far as it is 
alleged to be a pramāṇa or a case of knowledge then the 
belief in question should turn out to be a case of 
inference.24 Take another case. Vātsyāyana begins his 
Nyāyabhāṣya by responding to unlimited or absolute 
skepticism of some Bauddhas who appear to doubt or deny 
knowledge (pramāṇa) as such. The very first sentence of 
Vātsyāyana’s commentary on Nyāyasūtra reads “… 
arthavat pramāṇam”. Here he asserts by way of responding 
to the saṁśayavādīns (perhaps of some Bauddha School of 
thought) who advocate unrestricted skepticism. Vātsyāyana 
says that pramāṇa (like perception, inference and so on) 
which is alleged, by the skeptic, to lack the character of a 
pramāṇa, does have the character which a thing must have 
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if it is to be really and actually a case of pramāṇa or 
knowledge proper. The character in question is ‘to be 
related to the object it reveals (knows) by the relation of 
‘non-discrepancy’’ (avyabhicāritva). Arthavyabhicāritva 
(being non-discrepantly related to the object known) is the 
defining mark of a pramāṇa and perception, etc (which are 
accepted in the Nyāya School to be pramāṇa) have this 
character. The point of the Nyāya philosopher is that the 
skeptic is wrong when he says that there is no pramāṇa. 
This last assertion amounts to doubting or denying (either 
or both) that there is knowledge (a belief which is true etc.) 
or that there is any accredited source of knowledge. The 
Sanskrit expression pramāṇa is understood to mean one or 
the other of these two things according to the context. 

*** 

The realist philosophers of the Nyāya School responded to 
the skeptics of the Buddhist school; the lineage of debate 
between the two is long. The response of the two realist 
schools of India namely the earlier Mimāṁsā School and 
later day Navya-nyāya school, to skepticism, could be 
compared in developing an understanding of the issue. 
Realism in Indian philosophy broke new grounds and made 
real advances, which demand a careful analysis. Thus the 
discussion in context of the themes of Saṁśaya and Pramā, 
could be turned into the study of the development of Indian 
philosophy, particularly Indian realism, over the centuries. 
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Notes and References : 

1  There may be many other such contexts as well. 

2  Ayer, A. J. 

3  We will show later that the word belief is not the accurate 
translation of the expression jñāna when it occurs in the literature 
of Nyāya philosophy. 

4  In the literature of Indian philosophy, the Vaitaṇḍika (skeptic of a 
sort) of different schools of Indian philosophy like Buddhism and 
Advaita Vedānta, critically examined the definitions of pramāṇa 
that a philosopher does or can offer and showed that all these 
definitions are unacceptable. 

5  We find evidence of skeptical thinking even in the Veda. 

6  Quine 

7  Unlike the skeptic, these philosophers believe that knowledge and 
philosophy is possible. It is in this sense we say philosophers are 
realist, meaning non-skeptic. 

8  It seems to be more accurate to translate the word jñāna as 
cognitive state rather than as belief. Saṁśaya is a jñāna but not a 
belief in the standard sense. Similarly (a) nirvikalpāka pratyakṣa is 
indeed an instance of jñāna but it is not an example of belief in the 
usual sense. When we do not take into consideration all the four 
possibilities noted here (but restrict the possibilities to only two – 
pramā and bhrama) we tend to translate jñāna as belief and pramā 
as knowledge. We ourselves have done so in some of our works. 
However it is more accurate to translate jñāna as cognitive state 
and belief as niścaya or niścayātmaka jñāna. A niścayātmaka 
jñāna like belief has only two possibilities. It is either true or false. 
But a cognitive state or jñāna can belong to both the class of 
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pramā and bhrama or to none of these two classes. A cognitive 
state which realizes the possibilities ‘both’ or ‘none’ is apramā but 
not necessarily bhrama. In philosophy we need to be careful so 
that we do not to confuse apramā with bhrama. Saṁśaya or doubt 
is apramā but not bhrama in the usual and standard sense in which 
the Naiyāyikas use the expression. 

9  Skepticism should not better be construed as a doctrine of doubt. 

10  In the literature of Indian philosophy, like Nyāya, there is 
discussion about (who are called) vaitaṇḍikas as well as of those 
who are called saṁśayavādīns. Vaitaṇḍika stands as rejectionist in 
relation to the doctrines that different philosophers advocate from 
their respective positions. When a certain philosopher, unlike a 
vaitaṇḍika, rejects the position of a rival philosopher, his rejection 
contributes at least indirectly to defending or justifying his own 
position. Since he has a position of his own and has need to defend 
it against his rivals his approach and attitude is positive. He is not 
just a rejectionist. A Vaitaṇḍika has no position of his own (to 
defend). He does not and cannot have a positive agenda. He is just 
a rejectionist. Sometimes in his eagerness to reject certain position, 
a Vaitaṇḍika unscrupulously makes use of deceptive and pseudo 
arguments. 

11  People who hold the sort of belief in question, that is the belief 
which skeptics doubt or deny will be referred to as realists. 
Realism has many different senses; for example, those who hold 
the view which the phenomenalists reject are also sometimes 
called realist. 

12  Critical philosophical inquiry called by different names like vicāra, 
manana, nyāyacarcā and so on has saṁśaya as a precondition. 
Saṁśaya is said to be the purvāṅga of vicāra. 

13  The scope of Skepticism can be broadened to include the doubt or 
denial of certain other possibility claims as well– the claim say that 
man can ensure through his own effort, the attainment of life’s 
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highest and best fulfillment. 

14  In one’s own case and shown to be unsound when a different 
person entertains the sort of doubt in question. 

15  As hinted earlier the word knowledge is not the exact synonym of 
pramā, whereas under certain grammatical analyses the word 
pramā and pramāṇa mean the same thing. 

16  Those who take a practical attitude may argue that philosophical 
enterprise does not need to initiate, investigation into the 
possibility of knowledge and its positive outcome, in order to start 
philosophizing. The test of pudding is in the taste. Just begin 
philosophizing and see if it succeeds. However if philosophizing is 
a case of niṣkampa pravṛtti, then prior certainty of its possibility is 
necessary. 

17  With the realist doubting the possibility of knowledge, or the 
saṁśaya in question, is more a methodological stance than 
systemic position. 

18  There are many other familiar forms of methodological doubt, such 
doubt that there could be any indubitable truth. 

19  Situation is little better for the opponent, if he chose to doubt the 
tenability of the proponent’s position instead denying it. 

20  As Udayana says na pramāṇye virodhataḥ. 

21  He does not have a theory of knowledge and hence he does not 
have theoretical understanding of the phenomenon of knowledge. 
He does not have a criterion to distinguish knowledge from false 
belief. 

22  This formulation is found in Gaṅgeśa’s Tattvacintāmaṇi. 

23  Na pramāṇye virodhataḥ, Nyāyakusumañjali 1/17. 
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24  Nyāyasūtra 2/1/31. This is not exactly what some European 
idealists contend. According to them, all inferences are developed 
perception and all perceptions are incipient inference. See B. 
Blanshard’s The Nature of Thought. 
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Can Doubt be considered as a Witch (piśācinī)? 

Raghunath Ghosh 

I 

The present paper considers the statement of Udayana in 
his Nyāyakusumāñjali regarding the status of doubt in 
philosophy. In fact, doubt or saṁśaya is taken by the 
opponents like Nāgārjuna, etc. as a non-entity. Some of the 
opponents consider it as having a negative impact. In the 
Śrīmadbhagavadgītā the Divine Teacher affirms that doubt 
as such is to be taken as a devil having negative impact on 
others in the following verse- ‘saṁśayātmā vinaśyati’ i.e., 
an individual having dubious state of mind is ruined. In the 
following an effort will be made to highlight the reasons 
given by the opponents in favour of negative attitude 
towards doubt. Ultimately it will be shown that doubt is not 
a devil having a negative impact, but it is part and parcel in 
philosophical exercise and growth following the line of 
Udayana who emphatically declares- ‘na hyevaṁ sati 
śaṁkāpiśācyavakāśamāsādayati.’1 

II 

The theory of skepticism in Indian Philosophy is called 
saṁśayavāda. Though doubt or saṁśaya has been accepted 
by most of the schools of Indian Philosophy, there are 
certain thinkers who are said to be absolute skeptics. 
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Among these thinkers Jayarāśi and Śrīharṣa are in the first 
water. Jayarāśi had challenged all the epistemological and 
metaphysical findings of Indian Philosophy and refuted all 
of them. To him no feature of certitude (niścaya) can be 
maintained with regard to the epistemological and 
metaphysical standpoints of the philosophers. He had given 
a hair-splitting analysis to refute the definitions of valid 
cognition (pramā) and means of valid cognition (pramāṇa). 
He himself denied providing any valid definition and a 
theoretical account of the world in response to the views of 
the opponents. Jayarāśi had neither justified the 
faultlessness of any instrument of cognition nor put forward 
any thesis of his own. His main objective was to show the 
inconsistencies and lack of clarities in others’ position. He 
had introduced the concept of satlakṣaṇa (real defining 
characteristic) as the determinant of the faultlessness of the 
pramāṇa-s. The term satlakṣaṇa of pramāṇa means its 
capacity of being devoid of doubt and error (saṁśaya-
viparyaya-rāhitya). To Jayarāśi the valid cognition has 
been defined by the cognitivists as ‘non-erroneous’ 
(avyabhicārī). But how is the non-erroneous character 
known?  It may be said that a piece of cognition may be 
taken as non-erroneous if it is produced by a set of causal 
factors which are non-defective in nature.2 

The Sanskrit rendering of the term ‘doubt’ is saṁśaya, 
which is enumerated as one of the forms of apramā 
(improper cognition), the definition of which is given by 
Viśvanātha as cognition characterized by the contrary 
properties of positivity and negativity belonging to a single 
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object (Ekadharmika-viruddha-bhāva-abhāva-prakārakaṁ 
jñānaṁ saṁśayaḥ).3 The knowledge of the common 
properties remaining in two objects becomes the cause of 
doubt. The height etc. being common between trunk of a 
tree and a man, give rise to a dubious cognition in the form: 
‘whether this is a trunk of a tree or a man’ (sthāṇurvā 
puruṣo vā). The common cognition of both trunk of a tree 
and a man is the cause of doubt. In the like manner, after 
apprehending the property of soundness (śabdatva) in a 
sound which is different from eternity or non-eternity one 
can have doubt in the form-‘whether sound is eternal or 
non-eternal’ (śabdo nityo vā anityo vā). Though a word 
being uttered can give rise to cognition touching two 
alternatives (koṭidvaya) yet doubt has to be taken as a 
mental phenomenon (kintu tatra śabdena koṭi-dvayaṁ 
janyate, saṁśayastu mānasa eveti). In the same manner, it 
can be said that on the event of the doubt of validity 
(prāmāṇya-saṁśaya) of cognition there arises the doubt of 
the object and the doubt of the pervaded (vyāpya-saṁśaya) 
generates the doubt of the pervader (vyāpaka-saṁśaya). 
Moreover, it has been admitted by the Naiyāyikas that the 
cognition of the possessor of the properties (dharmi-jñāna) 
and the contact of the sense-organ with the possessor of 
property (dharmi-indriya-sannikarṣa) are the causes of 
doubt. Though the word through which something is 
known dubiously yet words do not have the capacity of 
generating doubt. But though two alternatives come to our 
mind through the instrumentality of a word yet doubt is 
said to be a mental phenomenon.  
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Gotama has defined doubt as follows. Doubt is nothing but 
a conflicting judgment regarding the precise character of an 
object. It originates from the recognition of properties 
common to many objects or of properties uncommon to any 
of the objects, from the conflicting testimony, and from 
irregularity of perception and non-perception. From this 
definition it can be presumed that there are five kinds of 
doubt arising from different causes. First, it may arise from 
the recognition of common properties (samāna-dharma-
upapatti). Seeing an object in dim light it is not possible for 
us to ascertain whether it is a man or trunk of a tree on 
account of the fact that the common properties like tallness 
etc. belong to both the objects. Secondly, the recognition of 
properties not common (aneka-dharma-upapatti) may 
sometimes be cause for doubt. As for example, after 
hearing a sound one cannot ascertain whether it is eternal or 
non-eternal, because the property of soundness neither 
belongs to man, beast etc. that are non-eternal nor in atoms 
etc. that are eternal. Thirdly, the conflicting testimony 
sometimes may give rise to doubt. With reference to some 
textual references it is very difficult to ascertain whether 
self exists or not. As we have ample references in favour of 
both the alternatives, it is not always possible to ascertain 
the status of it. Fourthly, an irregularity of perception 
becomes sometimes the cause of doubt. As for example, we 
may have some perceptual awareness about water, but it is 
difficult to ascertain whether we are seeing real water or 
water in the mirage. A question always remains in one’s 
mind whether water is perceived in a place where water 
really exists or even when it does not exist (upalabdhi-
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avyavasthātaḥ). Lastly, an irregularity of non-perception 
(anupalabdhi-avyavasthātaḥ) may become the cause of 
doubt in some cases.  We do not find water, for example, 
where it really exists and also in the dry land where it does 
not.4 The situation leads us to a stage of confusion. A 
question arises whether water is not perceived only when 
does not exist or also when it does exist. 

III 

Now we may concentrate to the arguments given by 
Nāgārjuna on denying doubt or saṁśaya as a category 
(padārtha) in his famous Vaidalyaprakaraṇa which is 
available in the Tibetan version. In this small but 
philosophically significant text Nāgārjuna has refuted all 
the sixteen categories accepted by the Naiyāyikas with 
special reference to Vātsyāyana.  An attempt has been 
made to highlight the arguments given by Nāgārjuna on 
refuting saṁśaya, which is very much significant in the 
philosophical analysis.  

In the treatise Vaidalyaprakaraṇa5 Nāgārjuna is of the 
opinion that the Naiyāyikas have introduced a new category 
called saṁśaya or doubt in order to prove the existence of 
pramāṇa and prameya.  If someone thinks whether 
something is pramāṇa or prameya, a doubt arises regarding 
this. The phenomenon of doubt allows someone to infer the 
existence of pramāṇa and prameya. By virtue of being a 
padārtha doubt cannot refer to an unreal object. 
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Nāgārjuna has encountered this position of the Naiyāyikas 
and refuted their position with some convincing arguments. 
Nāgārjuna has emphatically established the impossibility of 
the doubt as a category. Because doubt is not related to 
something which is perceived and to something which is 
not perceived. The importance of such statement is 
grounded on the fact that the perceived object is an existent 
object while the non-perceived object refers to a non-
existent one. 

Nāgārjuna, however, assumes a third alternative, which 
may be taken as an object of doubt. To him there may 
remain an object which seems to be perceived apart from 
the two alternatives-a pure perceptual and a pure 
imperceptual. Even this third alternative cannot justify 
doubt, because there does not remain an entity, which 
seems to be perceived. Hence three probable alternatives 
cannot justify doubt as an entity.6 

If the above-mentioned logical stand of Nāgārjuna is 
analyzed, the following clarifications can be offered. When 
an object is seen, a mere mental representation of that 
particular object is manifested. If an entity is known as, ‘as 
a man or a trunk of a tree’ (sthāṇurvā puruṣo vā), the 
corresponding image in the form of either man or a trunk of 
a tree is produced in the mind. If the object is a man and it 
is perceived as such, there is a valid cognition. On the other 
hand, if the object is a trunk of a tree but it is perceived as a 
man or vice-versa, there is an illusory or invalid cognition, 
which is nothing but the lack of valid cognition. Perception, 
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as Nāgārjuna suggests, provides us the data of the 
perceived object and hence our expression, which is 
dependent on these data, cannot provide us the cognition of 
the object as otherwise or the cognition, which can generate 
doubt. If a man is perceived, the mere representation of a 
man bears no elements, which can generate doubt in the 
form; ‘I am seeing a man or a trunk of a tree’ or which can 
lead to think that what is known as a man is not an actual 
man. If, on the other hand, there is the mere absence of the 
perception of an object, it will lead to the cognition of its 
non-existence, but it does not bear any element, which can 
provoke doubt. 

Apart from the above-mentioned two alternatives there may 
be a third one. An object may be related to something that 
seems to be perceived. When a rope is perceived as a 
serpent, a rope is related to serpent, which seems to be 
perceived, accepted by the Naiyāyikas. In such cases, 
Nāgārjuna argues, there is only the false representation of a 
serpent in the place of rope- this false representation of a 
serpent is nothing but the lack of representation of rope 
generated through the mere absence of its perception. 
Hence there are no elements that can give rise to doubt.7 

The Naiyāyikas may come up with the following 
justifications. To them doubt does not arise at all if there 
were no reference (ltos pa, apekṣā) to particular attributes 
or peculiarities (khyad par, viśeṣa). First, the Naiyāyikas 
give a description of an instance of doubt. After seeing an 
object from a distance there arises an uncertain cognition or 
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a wavering judgement (vimarśa), which provides an 
uncertain cognition in the form: ‘It is a man or a trunk of a 
tree’. In this case some common features between man and 
a trunk of a tree are perceived. It is justified by the 
definition-‘tad anavadhāraṇaṁ jñānaṁ saṁśayaḥ’. 
Secondly, Vātsyāyana explains how the doubt is resolved. 
To him when the specific characters or differentiating 
features of a man or a trunk of a tree is known, the doubt 
ceases due to having certainty in the mind in the form-‘It is 
a man or a trunk of a tree’. Lastly, Vātsyāyana has added a 
novel feature of doubt. For, the perceived object can be or 
cannot be a man or a trunk of a tree, as the qualities 
common to the both are seen. This uncertainty of mind can 
generate a tendency to search (ltos pa, apekṣā) for the 
specific qualities, which can distinguish an object from the 
other (khyad pa, viśeṣa).  As soon as these are available, 
doubt is resolved. As these differentiating factors or ‘some 
features different from that’ (de las gzan du na) are 
searched for, it leads to the presupposition that doubt 
persists in our minds. The ‘looking for’ or ‘the search of’ 
(Itos pa, apekṣā) or ‘desire to know’ (bubhutsā) the specific 
feature of the thing is the new element in Vātsyāyana’s 
definition of doubt (viśeṣāpekṣaḥ vimarśaḥ saṁśayaḥ). 
Over all we get three stages: a) perception in a correct 
cognition or erroneous cognition. b) The perception of 
special features, which generate the correct cognition and 
rectify the wrong one. c) There is a third moment when a 
knower’s mind wavers due to the non-ascertainment of the 
thing perceived, which leads to looking for the specific 
character. The last one generates doubt in one’s mind.8 
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Nāgārjuna in his sūtra xxiii has refuted the above-
mentioned view and proved that doubt does not exist at all. 
As the doubt is nothing but a fiction to him, there is no 
room for the relation between doubt and peculiarities. In 
the stock example- whether it is a man or a trunk of a tree, 
if the characteristic features distinguishing them are 
perceived, there is no doubt at this moment, as it gives rise 
to certain cognition presenting things as such (yan dag pa ji 
lta ba bzin du, yathābhūta), i.e., a man as a man or a trunk 
of a tree as a trunk of a tree. On the other hand, if the 
characteristics perceived are not adequate to give a correct 
cognition, there is no doubt due to having ‘a lack of 
cognition’ (mi ses pa, ajñāna). In other words, if the 
peculiarities of ascertaining an object exist, there is 
knowledge. If these do not exist, or not perceived, there is 
the lack of knowledge. The third alternative, which asserts 
the existence and non-existence of peculiarities at the same 
time, is denied by Nāgārjuna. Hence doubt does not at all 
exist.9 

IV 

When Nāgārjuna considers the third alternative, i.e., rope is 
considered as serpent due to the lack of presentation of rope 
(ajñāna), it reminds me the Mīmāṁsā theory of error 
technically called akhyātivāda. It explains error (e.g., snake 
in the place of rope) as the absence of the knowledge of 
discrimination between snake and rope (yatra 
yadadhyāsastadvivekāgrahanibandhano bhramaḥ).10 
Nāgārjuna takes the same position when he says that the 
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understanding of snake as rope is due to the absence of the 
cognition of rope. 

The Naiyāyika could say that doubt arises when there is a 
cognition touching both the alternatives 
(ubhayakoṭikajñāna). When an object is known as either as 
a man or a trunk of a tree, it is true that there is some lack 
of cognition. It can be interpreted that when there is 
cognition of a man, it is due to the lack of cognition of a 
trunk of a tree. When there arises the cognition of a trunk 
of a tree, it is due to the lack of the cognition of a man. 
Whatever may be the case we must admit that there is 
certainly a cognition sometimes taking man as its content 
and sometimes taking a trunk of a tree as its content. An 
individual’s mind waves between two cognitions 
successively, but not simultaneously. That is why; such 
wavering cognition arises from the mental state 
metaphorized as the movement of the cradle 
(dolācalacittavṛtti). The cognition of a man may be caused 
by the absence of the cognition of a trunk of a tree or 
otherwise, but the existence of the cognition of a man for 
one moment and the cognition of a trunk of a tree for the 
next moment must be accepted. In this case the existence 
and non-existence of the peculiarities in a man is known in 
the successive moment, but not simultaneously as accepted 
by Nāgārjuna. Herein lies the difference between two 
schools- Bauddha and Nyāya. 

When the determinants are not available in determining the 
nature of an object, doubt arises there. The absence of 
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determining proof of an entity, which is the object of 
knowledge, is the cause of doubt. Doubt plays a positive 
role in generating critical thinking of mankind after 
removing blind faith from them. In other words, doubt is 
the revealer of the windows of our critical and open-
minded thinking. Considering this aspect Gautama has 
enumerated it as one of the sixteen categories, the right 
cognitions of which lead us to the land of success-- 
mundane and transcendental (niḥśreyasādhigamaḥ).  To 
Vātsyāyana doubt has been given a due emphasis in Nyāya 
on account of the fact that logic can alone be applied to the 
object in doubt, but not to an object which is purely known 
or unknown ( ‘Tatra nānupalabdhe na  nirṇīte’rthe nyāyaḥ 
pravarttate. Kiṁ tarhi?  saṁśayite’rthe’ -Nyāyabhāṣya on 
sūtra no.1.1.1.). From this statement it is proved that 
Nāgārjuna’s thesis that something is either known or 
unknown is wrong. If it is known, he says, it is a kind of 
valid cognition. If it is unknown, it is to be taken as 
illusion. Vātsyāyana is of the opinion that this is the ideal 
case where we can have doubt. To him doubt is a kind of 
intellectual activity arising out of the confrontation by two 
different philosophical positions called pakṣa (thesis) and 
pratipakṣa (antithesis) at the same time.11 To think an 
entity as both known and unknown does not lead us to 
admit its fictitious character, but it is a kind of doubt. This 
view of the Naiyāyikas will find support in Vācaspati 
Miśra’s Bhāmatī, where he accepts the dubious character of 
an object   as a criterion of an enquiry about it.12 
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We may recall Udayana in this connection. To him if there 
is mistrust among the family-members, social-beings etc, 
our empirical doubt will not be possible. If, on the other 
hand, there is no doubt, there does not arise any 
philosophical enquiry (Śaṁkā cedanumāstyeva na 
cecchaṅkā tatastarāṁ/ vyāghātāvadhirāśankā tarkaḥ 
śaṁkāvadhirmataḥ.//)13 If there is doubt, there is inferential 
cognition or an inferential procedure is to be resorted to, 
with a view to resolving doubt. If not, inference is 
established easily. Such doubt is permissible so long there 
does not arise self-contradiction (vyāghāta). Sometimes the 
method of Tarka (reductio-ad-absurdum) is taken into 
account. From this it is proved that doubt has got a positive 
role in philosophical methodology if it is taken as a 
category.   

The Buddhists in general and Nāgārjuna in particular 
cannot accept the perceptibility and imperceptibility 
simultaneously due to various presuppositions in their 
minds. To them a perceptual entity remains only for a 
moment, as per the theory of momentariness, and hence it 
is of svalakṣaṇa nature. An imperceptible entity does not 
come under the purview of it due its vitiation by the mental 
constructions (kalpanā) and hence it bears a character of 
sāmānyalakṣaṇa. On account of such ontological 
commitments, the Buddhist cannot feel the existence of the 
contradictory properties in an entity. For this reason 
Nāgārjuna does not accept the existence and non-existence 
of the peculiarities of an object at the same time, leading 
him to the non-acceptance of doubt as an existent object. 
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Thus Nāgārjuna cannot accept the dubious character of an 
object which is svalakṣaṇa (unique particular) in nature. 

V 

In the same way it has already been shown that doubt 
(saṁśaya) is not to be taken as a witch (‘na hyevaṁ sati 
śaṁkāpiśācyavakāśamāsādayati’) destroying all positive 
actions. It may play a positive role, particularly in 
philosophical analysis. Philosophy cannot go further, had 
there been no confusion or doubt regarding some concepts. 
The arousal of confusion leads to the composition of so 
many commentaries like Ṭīkā, Bhāşya, Vārtika etc. That is 
why; in philosophy no conclusion is to be taken as final but 
ad hoc. One can easily doubt or challenge the thesis 
propounded by an individual or a section of philosophers 
and can refute or substantiate the earlier thesis. In this way, 
philosophy grows through Pūrvapakşa and Uttarapakşa 
debate. Doubt is the seed through which the philosophical 
plant grows and hence doubt is the mother of invention.   

Apart from the above-mentioned arguments, we can supply 
some more from common sense point of view. Any 
discovery, scientific or philosophical, presupposes doubt 
about something. Newton had discovered the law of 
gravitation as he had some doubt regarding the falling of an 
apple downwards. His doubt was why it cannot go up. 
Before this apple had fallen down many times, but no 
question was raised about it due to the absence of doubt. 
That is why; doubt is taken as the key of discovery or 
invention. Doubt prompts an individual to question 
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regarding something. If there is questioning, it is to be 
presupposed that there prevails a kind of doubt. Our 
Upanişads start with a question from an innocent disciple. 
The Kenopanişad has started with a question which runs as 
follows:  ‘keneṣitaṁ patati preşitam manaḥ, kena prāṇaḥ 
prathama praiti yuktaḥ/ keneşitāṁ vācamimāṁ vadanti 
cakşuḥ śrotraṁ ka u devo yunakti//’’.14 That is, by whose 
desire does our mind direct towards an object? By whom 
our vital organ has received first prominence? Whose 
desire does make, our speaking organs function? And by 
whom our eye and hearing organs are engaged in revealing 
the objects. Again, in Kaṭhopanişad Naciketā, a 
representative of the youth, asks the question of knowing 
self to the great teacher Yama, which is very much 
appreciated as ‘varāṇameṣo varastṛtīyaḥ’ (i.e., among the 
three boons third was the most desired one as it involves 
doubt regarding self). Following the same line Maitreyī in 
Bṛhadāraṇyaka Upaniṣad asks question to Yājñavalkya- 
‘yenāhaṁ nāmŗtāṁ syāṁ tenāhaṁ kiṁ kuryāma’ (What can 
be done with that which cannot provide me Immortality?).  
Even Narendranath who was known as Swami 
Vivekananda afterwards went to Ramakrisna with a 
question- ‘Have you seen God?’ All these questions are 
prompted by some doubt regarding a particular object. 
Keeping this in view Śrīmadbhagavad-gītā has taken 
paripraśna or repeatedly questioning as a method of 
learning (praṇipātena paripraśnena sevayā). In fact there 
are three methods of learning- repeatedly questioning 
(paripraśna),  deep regards towards teachers (praṇipāta) 
and service to the teachers (sevā). All these activities are 
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backed by certain doubt to know the truth. In ancient time 
when a student used to feel tension being disturbed by 
some doubt regarding some incident, he tried to dispel his 
doubt through questioning about this again and again to the 
senior persons. Sometimes the teacher is given service to 
get some enlightenment from him, which is also prompted 
by doubt in mind on certain subject. It is already known to 
us that a student having profound regards to his preceptor 
can attain knowledge alone (śraddhāvān labhate jñānam). 
One who has regards can attain education from the 
preceptor and in this way doubt in the form of darkness is 
dispelled. If we seriously think about it, the proper 
education is meant for removing doubt from the mind. 

Those who are engaged in laboratory for scientific 
discovery try to dispel some sort of doubt there. Had there 
been no doubt, no discovery is possible. That is why; we 
get so many scientific discoveries. There are two types of 
doubt- positive and negative. The positive doubts are called 
non-pathological doubts which are otherwise called 
epistemological or metaphysical doubts. These doubts are 
virtuous in nature as they lead us to phenomenon of 
philosophical analysis. At the same time there is another 
type of doubt called pathological doubts which have no 
importance in our philosophical enterprise. It has been said 
in the Bhagavad-gītā –‘saṁśayātmā vinaśyati’. Those who 
are possessing doubt are ruined. For smooth running of our 
empirical and spiritual life we must have a sense of reliance 
towards our Vedic and secular codes that are called vidhi-s. 
If we do not have reliability towards our laws formulated 
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by the state machinery, our society would be turned into an 
anarchic state, which is not desirable. That is why; we must 
maintain the laws and orders in the society. If we always 
nourish doubt, regarding the efficacy of such laws, we shall 
refrain from obeying it, which ultimately leads to the world 
of chaos technically called mātsyanyāya. Just as big fishes 
can swallow the smaller ones due to having greater 
physical power, the powerful persons would have killed the 
weaker section (śūle matsyānivāpakşyan durbalān 
balavattarāḥ).  If we want to live in a society, we have to 
maintain civic laws without any doubt on them. We always 
depend on our near and dear relatives and hence some sort 
of reliability lies on them. Had there been doubt, our life 
would not have been smooth and steady. In habitual cases 
(abhyāsadaśāyām) we cannot doubt about the efficacy of 
an object as told earlier. Depending on our past experience 
we take food when hungry, drink water when thirsty, when 
sick, take medicines, when tired take rest. These are 
habitual behaviors grown after repeated experience. If 
somebody expresses doubt even in these cases, this leads to 
contradiction (vyāghāta). A question may be asked to a 
person entertaining doubt- if doubt pertains whether water 
will quench thirst or not then why does he ask for water? 
Even after this if he carries on doubts about the efficacy of 
water, food, medicine etc., then this doubt is to be taken as 
pathological one having no importance in philosophical 
activities. This type of doubt is taken as bhayāvaha or 
frightening. For the phenomenon of doubting may be 
treated as psychological disorder. Such pathological doubt 
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leads one to the state of disbalance described as a ruin or 
vināśa. 

The Sāṁkhyakārikā begins with enquiry being moved by 
the suffering of three types (duhkhatrayābhighātād bhavati 
jijñāsā).15 When an individual suffers from sorrow, he will 
have doubt whether such suffering can be removed or not. 
This doubt gives rise to the innovation of a path for it. In 
Tattvakaumudī  it has been explained that a sufferer has got 
doubt about its removal, because such suffering cannot be 
dispelled through an ordinary means (laukika upāya). The 
suffering related to body (ādhyātmika duḥkha) and 
suffering caused by external factors like animal etc. 
(ādhibhautika duḥkha) can somehow be managed if an 
individual takes prior precaution. But doubt regarding its 
removal is more prominent when we see our helplessness 
in case of suffering arising out of Divine will (ādhidaivika 
duḥkha). The calamities caused by earth-quake, draught, 
flood etc. are not under the control of human being and 
hence it is under Divine will. So prior precaution cannot 
help us to remove such suffering. Doubt becomes stronger 
in such cases regarding the impossibility of its removal. To 
the Sāṁkhya system, the absolute cessation of suffering is 
not possible even through the super-normal means 
(alaukika upāya). Doubt is clear when Īśvarakŗşna has 
prescribed a path, for the knowledge of discrimination 
between Purusa and Prakṛti. Most of the systems of Indian 
Philosophy are found to be worried about suffering and its 
removal. Hence Indian systems are not free from doubt, 
giving rise to philosophical exercise. 
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Again, a question may be raised that sometimes over 
reliance on some authority; person or institution makes no 
room for doubt which sometimes leads to a chaotic 
situation. Just like over-confidence over-reliance is harmful 
and hence the doubt on some principles of the authority or 
person or institution makes them self-critical and self-
assessing. Doubt remaining in the opponents or critical 
points helps them to rectify themselves. This is true in case 
of philosophical or any type of writing. Had there been 
doubt giving rise to critical analysis, the writer would have 
been cautious in self-assessment leading to their self-
rectification. All these cases are the results of positive or 
constructive or virtuous or non-pathological doubt and 
hence its methodological value can never be ignored. 
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Critique of Pramāṇa and Saṁśaya (Doubt) in 
Vaidalyasūtra of Nāgārjuna 

Dilipkumar Mohanta 

Introduction: 

My contention here is mainly text-based exposition of 
Nāgārjuna’s arguments against Gautama’s Nyāyasūtra in 
the context of pramāṇa and saṁśaya (doubt). Apart from 
occasional reply from the Nyāya position no elaborate 
discussion is included in this presentation. Before entering 
into the textual details let us put the gist of the arguments of 
Nāgārjuna. He raises the objection that as claimed by the 
Nyāya philosopher, there is no necessary tie that exists 
between the truth of any cognitive position and how do we 
arrive at it. There lies an epistemic gap between our 
available causal evidence and asserted content.  Nāgārjuna 
is critical about any kind of cognitive claim for certitude. 
He also questions the veracity of the law of excluded 
middle. He tries to show the patent incompleteness and 
inconsistency in the very assumption of the Nyāya 
philosopher.  If pramāṇa-s are admitted as self-established 
and prameya-s are by pramāṇa-s, then this argument is 
nothing but an exercise of dogmatism (dṛṣṭivāda). It will be 
a case of assumption of putting it in privileged and 
sacrosanct class without sufficient logical ground. If 
pramāṇas are not prameya-dependent, then let prameya be 
not dependent on pramāṇas. If pramāṇas do not require 
premeya, then pramāṇas are pramāṇas of what? Let both 
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be admitted as inter-dependent on this ground. Again, in 
case of arguing for the validity of pramāṇas on the basis of 
something external to pramāṇa itself, this will lead to the 
blemish of infinite regress. So in either way pramāṇa 
cannot be claimed as established. If pramāṇas themselves 
as causal instruments (karaṇas) are not established, there is 
no possibility of establishing prameya and pramā. The 
claim to the possibility of non-erroneous and certain 
presentational cognition thus remains unestablished. 
Therefore, the very possibility of non-erroneous and certain 
cognition is doubtful. There cannot be any such thesis. 
Because, no knowledge-claim can be accepted as 
absolutely indubitable or certain. Our judgments are never 
free from obscurity and uncertainty. Had it been so, the 
question like ‘Is the judgment true?’ could not be raised. 
This indicates that there always remains an epistemic gap 
between our available evidence and asserted content. The 
no certainty position is followed from the ‘No Criterion 
Argument’ (refutation of Pramāṇa). For Nāgārjuna, in this 
strict sense ‘certainty’ here means ‘absolute certainty’ and 
this is next to impossibility. He questions the Nyāya 
Cognitivist’s assumption that the Law of Excluded Middle 
cannot be doubted. The claimer of the possibility of 
knowledge relies on the assumption that the judgment 
about the world of fact (either bhāva or abhāva) is either 
true or false. You are to accept either ‘p or not-p’; there is 
no other alternative. But Nāgārjuna finds no sufficient 
rational ground to   accept either of the two. To him, to any 
pro-argument for a thesis there is an equally strong counter-
argument, and therefore, honestly speaking, he cannot have 
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any position to put forward or a thesis of his own. “The 
great individuals hold no thesis and are without disputes. 
How can there be a counter- thesis for those who do not 
have a thesis? When one assumes any position /thesis, one 
is destroyed by the deceitful poisonous snakes of the 
afflictions. Those individuals whose minds lack any 
position / thesis will not be destroyed”1 The shunning of all 
standpoints (sarvadṛṣṭiprahāṇa) is the main content of 
Mūla-madhyamaka-kārikā. It is a kind of philosophy with 
'no-position, no thesis'. It ends with contextual refutation of 
all views and with no further assertion.  With these pre-
requisites let us discuss the textual position of 
Vaidalyasūtra of Nāgārjuna in the context of pramāṇa and 
pramā.  

Refutation of Pramāṇa:  

In the Treatise of Tearing (Vaidalyasūtra) Nāgārjuna 
refutes the claims made by pramāṇavādi philosophers. In 
the Aphorism of Logic (Nyāyasūtra), Gautama, the founder 
of the Nyāya school of philosophy has asserted the 
existence of sixteen objects of knowledge or in short, 
knowable beginning with the causal instrument of knowing 
(pramāṇa). The realists in general, and the Nyāya 
philosophers in particular admit the independent existence 
of knowable and causal instrument of knowing, and on the 
basis of this admittance, they developed their knowledge-
claims. It is quite natural that Nāgārjuna who is engaged to 
question any kind of absolute claim about knowledge and 
to refute all kinds of exclusivism about what is real would 
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advance intensive criticism against the Nyāya realism and 
as a matter of fact, Nāgārjuna has applied dialectics to tear, 
to refute the Nyāya assumption of the sixteen independent 
categories to pieces. So Vaidalyasūtra or ‘the Aphorism of 
Tearing’ or ‘Treatise of Tearing’ aims at demolishing or 
refuting the Nyāya philosophy of Gautama primarily and 
secondarily the other allied matters admitted also by other 
realist philosophers of philosophical debate-tradition. 2 He  
devoted nineteen verses numbering from 2 to 19 of 
Vaidalyasūtra2  and twenty verses numbering from 31 to 51 
of Vigrahavyāvartanī 3 in order to refute the Nyāya claim 
for independent existence of pramāṇa and prameya. If this 
claim of the Nyāya  Cognitivist is refuted, then logically 
there cannot be any claim in favor of the possibility of valid 
cognition (pramā) which is necessarily characterized by 
‘non-promiscuity’ and ‘certitude’.  

Though Nāgārjuna has not mentioned the name of 
Akṣapāda Gautama in this Treatise of Tearing/ Refutation, 
yet from the close reading of the text it is evident that it is 
Gautama’s sixteen categories or the objects of knowledge 
which have been subjected to tearing into pieces one by 
one. Gautama in the very first aphorism of his Treatise on 
Logic (Nyāyasūtra) states that the right cognition of the 
sixteen knowables will lead to emancipation (niśreyasaḥ). 
The sixteen categories, according to Gautama, are 1) the 
causal instrument of knowing (pramāṇa), 2) the object of 
knowing (prameya), 3) doubt (saṁśaya), 4) the purpose of 
activity (prayojana), 5) the corroborative example 
(dṛṣṭānta), 6) the proved thesis (siddhānta), 7) the inference 
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component (avayava), 8) the hypothetical argument (tarka), 
9) the final ascertainment (nirṇaya), 10) debate for the final 
ascertainment (vāda), 11) the debating maneuver (jalpa), 
12) the commitmentless denial (vitaṇḍā), 13) the pseudo-
probans (hetvābhāsa), 14) the purposive distortion of the 
counter-thesis (chala), 15) the futile rejoinder based on 
mere similarity or dissimilarity (jāti) and 16) the point of 
defeat (nigraha-sthāna). The right cognition of the afore-
said categories of knowing leads, according to Gautama to 
the attainment of the highest good (niśreyasaḥ). All these 
sixteen categories of knowing have been refuted by 
Nāgārjuna one by one. 

In the 1st aphorism Nāgārjuna uses the word ‘yaḥ’ (who) to 
indicate the author of Nyāyasūtra and his followers. This is 
in our opinion the philosophers who admit the objective 
reality of the aforesaid categories as independently existing 
and who on the logical strength of their admission express 
pride and arrogance in philosophical circle are Nyāya 
philosophers. Nāgārjuna thus starts his refutation right from 
the causal instrument of knowing (pramāṇa) and stops with 
the refutation of the point of defeat (nigrahasthāna). An 
important question may arise here: why is Nāgārjuna silent 
about ‘the right cognition of real that leads to emancipation 
(tattva-jñānānniḥśreyasaḥ), an important component of the 
first aphorism of Gautama’s ‘Nyāya-sūtra’? It is our 
considered opinion that it is the liberty of the author of any 
philosophical treatise to put something where it suits the 
most in his opinion. And as a matter of fact, Nāgārjuna has 
not left it untouched in his refutation. In the sixty sixth 
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aphorism of ‘Vaidalyasūtra’ Nāgārjuna clearly states, 
‘samastottaresvayaṁ prasaṅgahsyāt’ – that is to say, 
Nāgārjuna intends to tell us here that one who understands 
his refutation from ‘pramāṇa to nigrahasthāna’ 
understands that in other remaining matters, the refutation 
would follow automatically from the aforesaid refutations 
done by him.4 In other words, when all sixteen categories 
of the Nyāya are refuted how can there be any knowledge 
of what is real? And in such a situation ‘the possibility of 
the question of emancipation through the knowledge of 
what is real’ stands irrelevant. It is to be noted here that 
after refuting the Nyāya claim with regard to pramāṇa and 
prameya, Nāgārjuna has used the Sanskrit word ‘niṣedha’ 
right from the refutation of doubt to the refutation of the 
point of defeat. The word niṣedha is ordinarily translated 
into English as ‘negation’. But the word ‘negation’ is used 
as ‘propositional negation’ (paryudāsa pratiṣedhaḥ) as 
well as ‘simple negation’(prasajya pratiṣedhaḥ). 5 In the 
first type of negation, if we negate ‘P’ as false, we are 
compelled to admit ‘Not-P’ as true. But in ‘pure negation’ 
we negate something without any commitment, that is to 
say, without any possibility of admitting ‘the counter-
thesis’. Here Nāgārjuna’s use of the Sanskrit word 
‘niṣedha’ is to be understood in the second sense of 
negation, that is to say, as ‘refutation -- pure and simple’.   

But the Nyāya philosopher might argue here that 
Nāgārjuna’s “No thesis is a thesis”. The very denial of the 
veracity of all pramāṇa is self-referring, because otherwise 
it cannot make any ‘sense’. But from Nāgārjuna’s side it 
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could be said that the Nyāya charge is based on the 
dogmatic assumption that “nothing is equal to something”. 
If I am asked whether there is ‘anybody’ in my room of the 
Guest House of the University of Rajasthan now and if I 
reply, “there is nobody” do I mean ‘somebody’ by the word 
‘nobody’? The answer is in the negative.  When Nāgārjuna 
rejects all pramāṇas his rejection is to understood as ‘meta-
level’ statement, a second order activity where to deny ‘p’ 
does not necessarily imply the admission of ‘not- p’. Let 
me take two statements: “'Dog' has four legs” and “ 'Dog' 
has three letters”. In the first one I am speaking about the 
animal called ‘DOG’ and in the second I am speaking about 
the grammatical word “DOG” and by no means the two can 
be called the same sort of entity. Here Nāgārjuna would 
suggest the Nyāya Philosopher to take little effort to 
understand the distinction between ‘object-level’ and 
‘meta-level’ statements.6 There is no room for 
'inconsistency phobia or self contradiction'. His statements 
are to be understood as ‘negations of their opposites’.7 He 
only questions the exclusive categorization of our possible 
worlds as ‘either ‘p’ or ‘not-p’. If something is not possible 
how can it be necessary? If something is not necessary, 
then its denial does not lead to contradiction. In the denial 
of four possible ways of know-ability ‘p’ is ‘true for’ a 
specific set of individuals and ‘not-p’ stands for a separate 
set of individuals. The world of know-ability is a fluid one 
with all its fuzzy and definitely categorically indefinable 
character. We see only relative, context-bound, 
interdependent existence. Let us be non-assertive about 
categorical / independent existence of pramāṇa and 
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prameya. It would allow us to be open-ended and be non-
egoist, and always ready to learn.  Let us now see how 
Nāgārjuna carries further his refutation in Vaidalya-sūtra 
from the 2nd aphorism to aphorism 19th.   

In the 2nd aphorism Nāgārjuna begins his refutation with 
the criticism of pramāṇa and prameya as independently 
real. According to Nāgārjuna, this claim of the Nyāya 
philosopher is unjustified. The so-called differentiating 
marks between the two are confusing. Neither the first nor 
the second can be established as existing something 
independent of others. The so-called causal instrument of 
knowing is worthy of name pramāṇa only when there 
exists a knowable, prameya. This means that without the 
knowable, the pramāṇa stands as the causal instrument of 
nothing. Again, a knowable (prameya) as the object of 
knowing is worthy of name only when there exists an 
instrument of knowing which causally justifies it. A 
pramāṇa is the causal proof for a knowable being existing. 
This shows that one is claimed to be established as existing 
depending on the other and vice versa. The rigid distinction 
between the two, Nāgārjuna argues, does not seem to hold 
good and as such the defining features of the two would 
become inter-changeable and they stand worthy of their 
names only on the basis of the mutual relation of 
dependence. In other words, the defining features of the 
one becomes applicable to the other and vice versa and this 
amounts to say that any one of them would function both as 
the causal instrument of knowing and as the knowable 
which may create a very confusing situation. This shows 
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that neither of them as existing is established in the sense in 
which the Nyāya philosopher holds. 

In the 3rd aphorism Nāgārjuna develops a fresh argument 
against the claim of independent existence of pramāṇa and 
prameya. What is dependently existent is devoid of its own 
nature and what is devoid of any nature of its own cannot 
be established as an independent category. In other words, 
there is no substantiality, no essence. It is a mistake, 
according to Nāgārjuna, to classify in absolute sense the 
furniture of the world into sixteen independent categories. 
The arising of a pot cannot be explained had it been 
existing independent of others. In such a case, it could not 
have been arisen depending on clay, instrument say a stick, 
the usually known causal conditions for arising of the pot. 
On the other hand, if something is independent, and by its 
own nature is non-existent like sky-flower or rabbit’s horn, 
that is called fictitious. Nothing can be classified as both 
existing and non-existing in this sense. Neither pramāṇa 
nor prameya can be classified either as existent or nor-
existent or both because of their own dependent nature. 

The pramāṇa-theorists like Nyāya philosophers may object 
here that the pramāṇa is required to establish the prameya, 
the knowable. The pramāṇa is like a weighing instrument 
and just as the weighing instrument measures other objects, 
pramāṇa establishes prameya. In response to such an 
explanation in favour of the independent existence of 
pramāṇa Nāgārjuna advances subtler implication of this 
and derives absurdity from it. He argues that if we admit 
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that pramāṇa is required as the causal instrument in order 
to establish the knowable, prameya but pramaṇā itself 
belongs to a ‘self-establishing, privileged and sacrosanct’ 
class then the pramaṇā-theorist would be introducing 
arbitrariness and dogmatism (dṛṣṭivāda). And without 
sufficient logical ground the admission of the distinction 
between pramāṇa and prameya is as good as admitting 
inconsistency and discord. Again, another implication of 
admitting pramāṇa as self-established may amount to say 
that pramāṇa is established independent of prameya. In 
fact, in such a situation it would cease to be a pramāṇa, 
because it would be the pramāṇa of nothing. If one is 
established, however, through the other and vice versa, then 
none of them would have an independent nature. It would 
further be a case of proving what is already proved 
(siddhasādhana), because of the assumption that prameya 
is already established. In that case the necessity of pramāṇa 
itself for establishing prameya becomes superfluous. And 
when the independent nature of both pramāṇa and prameya 
remains un-established, the so-called ‘knowledge claim’ by 
the Nyāya cognitivism becomes unwarranted.  

The 4th aphorism also contains the examination of the 
Nyāya cognitivist’s arguments in favour of the existence of 
pramāṇa as an independent category. The pramāṇa-theorist 
here introduces the analogy of weighing scale. But 
Nāgārjuna refutes the justifiability of the analogy of the 
weighing scale or a lamp-light. What itself is not 
established cannot be the causal instrument for establishing 
others. If in order to avoid the arising of the aforesaid 
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question it is said that a pramāṇa is established by another 
pramāṇa, then the so-called first instance of pramāṇa 
would turn out to be a prameya. In that case how can we 
distinguish between a pramāṇa and a prameya? 

But the pramāṇa-theorist may, however, argue here that a 
pramāṇa is just like a lamplight which illuminates others as 
well as itself and when a pramāṇa is established through 
other pramāṇa, that other one is also a pramāṇa. But 
Nāgārjuna at this juncture brings the charge of infinite 
regress against the pramāṇa-theorist. If in order to avoid 
the charges of non-accordance and of dogmatism, the 
pramāṇa-theorist adopts that a pramāṇa is established by 
another pramāṇa of the same type or of different type, this 
would instead of providing any justification for establishing 
pramāṇa as existing simply invite infinite regress. To cite 
an example of the first alternative, we may say that a 
perception, say P1 is established through another 
perception, say P2, and P2 by P3 and so on, and for the 
second alternative, a perception, say P is established 
through an inference say F, and so on. But in either case, 
the blemish of infinite regress would be inevitable. The net 
outcome, according to Nāgārjuna, is that the existence of 
pramāṇa is not established. 

The fifth and the sixth aphorisms contain a possible 
counter-argument by the cognitivist Nyāya philosopher and 
the refutation of that counter-argument by Nāgārjuna. We 
see in the Nyāyasūtra 2.2.19 that there is comparison of 
pramāṇa to a lamp-light (pradīpa). Light is the revealer of 
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objects. But we do not require any other thing for revealing 
the existence of light itself. Pramāṇa, according to 
Gautama, functions in this manner in order to establish the 
existence of prameya. But Nāgārjuna, however, shows the 
unfitness of the afore-said analogy in the 6th aphorism. 
Darkness is opposite / contrary to light and there is no 
generally admitted connecting tie between the two. As 
there is no established connecting tie between the two, the 
light cannot be said to reveal objects being in connection 
with darkness. Now if light is in no way in connection with 
darkness, how can it destroy darkness? In a similar way it is 
absurd to say that prameya is established by pramāṇa. To 
strengthen his refutation, Nāgārjuna in the 7th aphorism 
introduces a possible analogy in favour of the opponent and 
refutes it subsequently. The opponent may argue that 
though light is not outwardly in connection with darkness, 
yet it can illuminate the object destroying darkness as it is 
seen in case of the hurtful influences of planets upon 
human beings despite there is no contact between the two. 
Similarly light can destroy darkness, though there is no 
direct contact between light and darkness. This shows that 
for influencing the cessation of darkness by light no direct 
contact is necessary between the two. 

But Nāgārjuna refutes this possibility and considers the 
new analogy given by the opponent not only unfit but also 
contradictory to the example. In the given analogy, planets 
and individual human beings who are said to be affected by 
the inferences of the planets, both have bodies. But it is not 
fit for the case of light. In case of an individual, say 
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Devadatta or Brahmadatta, it has a body to be affected by 
the evil influences of the planets. But this is not the case 
with darkness. Now if it is argued that even in the absence 
of any contact light destroys darkness, then it must also be 
admitted that a lamplight in a particular room is also able to 
destroy the darkness that prevails in the interior of the 
caves of the mountain or a distant dark place is illuminated 
by the lamp-light of this room. 

In the 9th aphorism Nāgārjuna continues his refutation of 
pramāṇa. He says that darkness is considered as the 
absence of light. And both the common people as well as 
the scholars admit that darkness being the absence of light 
does not have any independent nature, that is to say, it does 
not exist independently. Now if lamplight is compared to 
pramāṇa and darkness to prameya, then in the absence of 
prameya, (i.e. darkness) the role of pramāṇa (i.e. light) 
becomes irrelevant. So light cannot be claimed to be 
established as the illuminator of darkness. And this proves 
that the example of light and darkness is not a suitable one. 
Moreover, this 9thaphorism elaborates another dimension of 
the same argument. It is logically arguable that light can 
illuminate itself if and only if there is darkness. But light 
and darkness are mutually exclusive and therefore are 
contradictory and on account of this the claim that the 
presence of darkness is to be eliminated by the presence of 
lamplight remains unestablished. 

In the 10thaphorism Nāgārjuna has constructed a counter-
argument, we would like to call it ‘darkness-analogy’ in 
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contrast to the Nyāya-cognitivist’s argument what we have 
titled as ‘light analogy’. The Nyāya cognitivists argue that 
light illuminates other things as well as itself. Analogous to 
this, we may say, according to Nāgārjuna, that ‘darkness 
conceals the existence of itself as well as of other things.’ 
But as a matter of fact, though darkness conceals the 
presence of other things, it does not conceal the presence of 
itself. What is evident here is that the claim of the 
pramāṇavādin’s is not justified. 

Next Nāgārjuna tries to show that neither pramāṇa nor 
prameya can be established as existing in any of the three 
times. The 11th aphorism thus continues the refutation of 
pramāṇa in a broad sense introducing the temporal 
consideration of pramāṇa and prameya. Nāgārjuna argues 
that if pramāṇa is meant to establish prameya (as existing), 
then it must exist either ‘before or after’ prameya or it must 
be admitted that pramāṇa and prameya are simultaneous. 
According to Nāgārjuna, none of the afore-said alternatives 
are tenable. If pramāṇa is temporally ‘before’ prameya, 
then it must be admitted that ‘pramāṇa exists when 
prameya does not exist. But in that case pramāṇa itself 
cannot be worthy of its name; because without prameya, it 
is pramāṇa of nothing. The cognitivists themselves defined 
pramāṇa as the causal instrument of knowing and prameya 
as the object of knowing. So in the absence of the knowable 
how can the causal instrument of knowing be worthy of its 
name? Again, if it is argued that pramāṇa exists after the 
knowable, prameya, then it must also be admitted that even 
in the absence of the causal instrument of knowing, the 
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object of knowing, the knowable (prameya) is already 
established (as existing), and in that case, there would not 
be any necessity for the role of pramāṇa. We cannot 
logically any more say that pramāṇa is required to establish 
prameya. But it is absurd to admit something as the causal 
instrument which comes into being after the very object 
whose existence is already established. And something 
being a causal instrument of knowing must be temporally 
prior to the object of knowing. This shows that something 
existent and something non-existent may be seen at the 
same time. But our practical experiences show that even the 
simultaneous existence of pramāṇa and prameya cannot 
establish pramāṇa as the causal instrument of establishing 
prameya just as the fact of simultaneity in existence of two 
horns of a bull cannot prove that the left horn causes the 
right horn. 

In the 12thaphorism Nāgārjuna apprehends another counter-
argument from the pramāṇa-theorists like a Naiyāyika. The 
objection is that if you deny the existence of pramāṇa in 
three times, the denial is not established as existing in any 
of the three times. If you deny everything, then you cannot 
deny the fact that ‘you are denying’. If you do not deny the 
fact that ‘you are denying’ then you are not denying 
everything. Only foolish or a mad person can deny all 
pramāṇas, all positions. Such a person can first burn his 
own finger in order to burn others’ finger later. It involves 
self-refutation. 8 
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But Nāgārjuna in the 13thaphorism eliminates the 
possibility of the afore-said counter-argument as non-
sensical. It is an admitted position to all that if something is 
negated earlier, then from that negation the existence of 
that thing cannot be followed. When something, say, 
pramāṇa is negated as existing, it is non-sensical to argue 
that here ‘negation’ itself is established as something 
existing. It is as good as saying ‘nobody’ is ‘somebody’. In 
such a situation, we are to accept the non-sensical 
derivation from “There is nobody” to “There is somebody 
who is called nobody”. Candrakīrti for a similar occasion 
states that suppose, A asks B for something and B replies “I 
have nothing to give.” Then A again says, “Give me that 
nothing.” (yoḥ na kiñcidapi te panyaṁ dāsyāmityuktaḥ, sa 
ced “dehi bhostadevamahyaṁ na kiñcinnāmapaṇyam” iti 
bruyāt, sa keno’payena sakyaḥ paṇyābhāvaṁ grahayitum”9 
Here A’s understanding of the meaning of the word 
‘nothing’ as ‘something’ is ‘non-sensical’. Similarly, when 
the opponent’s cognitivistic position is negated, that is to 
say, as the claim that “pramāṇa and prameya are existent 
and the former causally establishes the latter” is already 
negated, it must be admitted, that from the fact of negation 
of their existence, their existence cannot be claimed to be 
established. 

In the 14th and 15thaphorisms Nāgārguna simply continues 
the implication of his refutation of pramāṇa and prameya 
as existing. His main contention is that once the claim for 
the independent existence of pramāṇa and prameya has 
been shown unjustified, there remains no further scope or 
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necessity for debate.10 However, Nāgārjuna sharpens his 
refutation of pramāṇa-prameya tradition by saying further 
that even if the negatum is non-existent, yet the negation is 
meaningful. How? He explains that in negation we deal 
with the concept of negation and with the claim about 
something being negated. Nāgārjuna’s aim in this ‘Treatise 
of Refutation/Tearing’ is to demolish the wrong 
philosophies and so he also refutes the idea of something 
non-established posing as existing something. 

But the opponents (i.e. the pramāṇavādins), however, may 
loom a fresh argument in defense of their claim from the 
right act of knowing. They would begin with the first 
pramāṇa, say perception. The cognition which yields the 
correct object is called right (yathārtha) and only with 
correct cognition of object, we feel temptation of 
performing or non-performing certain acts. Nāgārjuna 
states this in the 16th aphorism and examines this claim in 
the 17thaphorism. His point is that even if for the sake of 
argument we admit the existence of pramāṇa, this by no 
means constitutes any guarantee for the existence of 
prameya as established. If something is a knowable for its 
being something perceived or inferred, then there is no 
meaning in saying that it independently exists. Therefore, 
the independent existence of prameya is not established 
even if the existence of pramāṇa is admitted. And what is 
true about perception and inference with regard to their 
respective knowable is also true about other pramāṇa-s and 
their respective knowable. 
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If it is said by the opponent (i.e. the Nyāya cognitivist) that 
in the instance of a pot, the knowable is the pot and the idea 
of the pot is the causal instrument of knowing, Nāgārjuna 
keeps himself ready with a fresh refutation. ‘What is an 
idea about something?’ asks Nāgārjuna. The idea arises out 
of sense-object-contact in knowledge-episode. The pot 
constitutes a determining condition only with regard to the 
function of pramāṇa. But the idea cannot be the causal 
instrument of knowing. Again, the pot cannot fulfill the 
sufficient condition to be a knowable in the true sense, 
according to Nāgārjuna. The idea of the pot is temporarily 
prior to the cognition of the pot and therefore, it is non-
existent during the time of cognition. In order to be a 
knowable, the pot must be independently existent at the 
time of cognizing. Since in the given instance, the pot does 
not fulfill this condition, it cannot be established as the 
right object of knowing. Nyāyasūtra (1.1.1) also 
characterizes prameya as ‘‘ātma-śarīre-indriyārtha-
buddhi-manaḥ-pravṛtti-doṣa pretyabhāva-phala-
dukhāpavargāstu-prameyam” – this is to say, soul, bodies, 
senses, intellect, mind ……suffering, liberation etc. are 
knowables. These are claimed to be established by the four 
different types of pramāṇa, according to Nyāya. Nāgārjuna, 
therefore, in the 19thaphorism continues his refutation of 
pramāṇa including its varieties. 

Refutation of Doubt:  

Nāgārjuna tries to strengthen his refutation of the pramāṇa-
prameya trend of philosophical investigation by way of 
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criticizing doubt as a pertinent knowable. All furniture of 
the world, as we have discussed earlier, are classified under 
several sets of knowable. In Nyāya system of philosophy 
knowledge is taken as something which always points 
beyond itself. A piece of cognition is valid if it can give us 
an indubitably true awareness of an object that exists 
independently. Nāgārjuna’s main concern in the refutation 
of Nyāya position here is not to say that what we know 
about the world is false; rather he maintains that the 
knowledge-claims made in the Nyāya philosophy of 
Gautama are not supported by adequate logical grounds. In 
Nyāya doubt (saṁśaya) is one of the indispensable 
categories of knowing, because it is the necessary pre-
condition for any philosophical investigation. The ipso-
facto doubt is to be dispelled by thorough investigation 
through pramāṇa. Unless there is initial doubt, the 
necessity of admitting the existence of pramāṇa and 
prameya cannot be explained. Nāgārjuna, therefore, refutes 
the existence of doubt as a prameya as classified in 
Gautama’s Nyāyasūtra. In the 20thaphorism of 
Vaidalyasūtra Nāgārjuna apprehends the Nyāya position 
with a possible argument. This is that doubt cannot be 
arisen about an unreal object and therefore, it exists. 
Nāgārjuna examines three possibilities – the object of doubt 
may be something perceived or non-perceived or 
something seemingly perceived. In none of the cases, it is 
logically justified to admit the existence of doubt as an 
independent category of knowable. The object of doubt is 
characterized by two mutually contrary attributes; here our 
mind vacillates between the two and unless this peculiar 
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characteristic is attributed to the same object of knowledge, 
doubt would not be established as existing. But before 
elaborating Nāgārjuna’s arguments against doubt as an 
existing knowable it is important to discuss, at least in 
short, the necessity of combating doubt according to 
Nāgārjuna. Nāgārjuna makes it clear in his commentary just 
before the 20thaphorism that the Nyāya pramāṇavādin 
might argue that the pramāṇa-prameya tradition is not 
refutable, because even the argument that ‘what is called 
pramāṇa turns out to be a prameya and vice-versa’ refers to 
the existence of doubt. And it enables the pramāṇavādin-s 
to admit pramāṇa and prameya as existing because they are 
the objects to which doubt refers. Doubt is accepted as an 
existing knowable in the Nyāya set of knowable and for 
this an unreal or a non-existing object cannot be referred by 
doubt. This is precisely the reason why Nāgārjuna takes so 
much care in refuting doubt as an independent category of 
knowable. In order to refute the pramāṇavādin’s new 
argument in favour of the existence of pramāṇa and 
prameya, Nāgārjuna in the 20thaphorism contends that 
doubt is not possible about the perceived objects nor about 
the non-perceived objects nor even about the seemingly 
perceived objects. What is perceived is apprehended, 
cognized with certitude as existing. What is not-perceived 
is also apprehended, cognized with certitude as non-
existing. So in these two cases, there is no possibility of 
doubt. Now remains the third possibility that is to say, the 
cases of seemingly perceived objects. When a piece of rope 
is seemed to appear as a snake, the object is cognized not 
with real defining characteristics but with the 
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characteristics of something other than itself. So the 
cognition is surely a case of false cognition; there is no 
scope for uncertainty in that cognition. And since there is 
no scope of uncertainty, there is no possibility of doubt. 
The spirit of Nāgārjuna’s refutation here seems to be as 
follows: Ascertainment of something by perception is a 
piece of confirmed cognition about that thing’s existence. 
In fact, when we perceive something, we do have a mental 
picture of the object of the said perception. When we 
perceive something as a tree-trunk, we are sure about its 
existence. In case of true perceptual cognition there is 
always an element of certitude. The same is true about 
other alternatives. Even the case of false perception of a 
snake in a rope is not a case of doubt during the time of 
perception or after perception, because in that case there is 
the absence of representation of mental picture of a rope 
but there is no sufficient condition for producing doubt as 
we usually find in the example of the mere non-perception. 

In Gautama’s Nyāyasūtra, doubt is called a kind of 
wavering cognition (vimarśa) (samāna-aneka-dharma-
upapatteh vipratipatteḥ upalabdhi-anupalabdhi-
avyavasthātaḥ ca viśeṣa-apekṣaḥ vimarśaḥ saṁśayaḥ – 
1.1.23). It is the contradictory ‘apprehension about the 
same knowable which relies on the recollection of the 
specific distinguishing marks of each.’ The five varieties of 
doubt are due to five different causal conditions. When we 
recollect the unique features of each objects and we are 
indecisive about the nature of the yonder object because of 
the apprehension of common features we have the 
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contradictory cognition of the same object. This is the first 
form of doubt. There we find common features, -- like the 
length and the breadth, between the man and the tree-trunk. 
From a distant place an yonder object may be perceived 
having the common features of the tree-trunk and the man. 
Next because of the nearness we can see the specific 
features of the moving of hand and feet etc. which 
distinguish it from a tree-trunk and we have the cognition 
of a man. Nāgārjuna’s point is that there cannot be any 
relation between the state of doubt and the unique feature’s 
awareness. The confusing features assigned to the same 
object is the distinguishing mark of doubt. According to 
Nāgārjuna, this is not possible. In the 22ndaphorism 
Nāgārjuna argues that the confusing features of the yonder 
object which is the distinguishing mark of doubt may either 
be known or unknown. If it is known, then there cannot be 
any scope for doubt. Even if it is not known, then also there 
is no possibility of doubt. When we know that there is tree-
trunk or this is a man, in either case, there is no doubt. In 
either case it is the right cognition. If on the other hand the 
exact features of the object are unknown, it is then 
cognized (i.e. known) as unknown. There is also no scope 
for uncertainty. The cognition of distinguishing unique 
features of existence and non-existence cannot be possible 
in the same time. This leads Nāgārjuna to conclude that the 
existence of doubt cannot logically be established. 

These objections of Nāgārjuna have immense value in the 
philosophical debate between the Nyāya of Gautama and 
the Madhyamaka critique of Gautama’s categories of 
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knowable. In the second chapter of the Nyāyasūtra while 
examining different objections against doubt Gautama in a 
very subtle way criticized the arguments of Nāgārjuna. 
Gautama in Nyāyasūtra 1-5 elaborates the objections 
against doubt and in 6-7 sūtra-s tries to defend the Nyāya 
position. The objections against Gautama’s understanding 
of doubt as a separate category of existents have been 
elaborated by Vātsyāyana in his commentary and it is 
noticeable that the second and the fifth objections are 
directly the objections raised by Nāgārjuna in 
Vaidalyasūtra (i.e. 20-22 sūtra-s). Whether Gautama 
himself in the second part of Nyāya-sūtra (i.e. 2.1.1 – 2.1.7) 
could answer Nāgārjuna’s charges or whether any later 
Nyāya philosopher is successful in meeting the charges 
raised by Nāgārjuna is a separate issue and this needs 
further research by the competent researchers who are well-
versed in the development of both Nyāya and Madhyamaka 
traditions. 

Concluding Remarks:  

From what has been explained above there seems to be no 
commonly shareable ground where both of them (Gautama 
and Nāgārjuna) can meet. Rather they seem to be walking 
on two parallel tracks without any meeting-point. 
Sometimes they use the same term in two different senses – 
‘relative’ and ‘absolute’ - due to the difference in their 
meta-theoretic presuppositions. But this does not imply that 
the skeptical charges of Nāgārjuna leaves the arena of 
knowledge empty-handed. Nāgārjuna is right in pointing 
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out that the Nyāya cognitivist’s conception of knowledge is 
not well-defined and that the knowledge-claim and its 
causal ground is not sufficiently well-connected. The risk 
of incoherence seems to be an in-eliminable fact of 
epistemic enterprise and a Nāgārjunian philosopher with 
skeptical orientation can avoid it by using different levels 
of language. Even when all object-level statements are 
asserted to be false it cannot affect the truth-status of the 
meta-level one. In meta-language the limits of our ordinary 
language can be conceived. This type of analysis seeks a 
much deeper root of our linguistic aberrations. All 
linguistic assertions are vitiated by some inner 
contradictions. The remedy, as would have been suggested 
by the non-cognitivists like Nāgārjuna, is the rejection of 
language as an adequate instrument for any veridical 
description of the real. It seems to be just on virtually the 
entire gamut of the subsidiary issues, related to the 
insufficiency of our knowledge. Nāgārjuna s statements are 
to be understood as negations of their opposites. The over-
all ever dynamism in the context of knowledge will lead to 
an open question device applicable to all kinds of ‘theory-
making’ regarding the infallibility of knowledge. The 
lacking in finalization and openness are the key notes of 
research for the philosophers with skeptical orientation. 
Such a philosopher understands the progress of science as a 
fundamentally historical project. The moot question here is 
not that a scientific theory is absolutely wrong and another 
theory is absolutely right. Scientific theories, as we know, 
are all the time ‘better and better approximation and one is 
developed upon the realization of the limitation of the 
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earlier one’. The Nāgārjunian skeptic’s rejection of the Law 
of Excluded Middle seems to be consistent with the 
presupposition of many valued logic. It is a kind of logic 
that also works on modality. Our possible world does not 
have the exclusive categorization of “either “p” or “not-p’’.  
And if something is not possible how can it be necessary? 
If ˷Mp then ˷Lp. Therefore, the law of excluded Middle is 
not necessary. If something is not necessary, then its denial 
does not lead to contradiction. Like a Cognitive Skeptic 
Nāgārjuna’s use of negation in Indian philosophy is not 
propositional but rather pure or simple which may be 
called ‘verbally bound predicate negation’. In actual state 
of affairs in the world there are ill-defined and vague areas 
where we are incapable of saying whether the concept or its 
negation is applicable to it. The Nāgārjunian skeptic points 
his finger to this important fact of our epistemic discourse. 
The Nyāya philosopher uses hypothetical reasoning (tarka) 
within the scope of only two alternative possibilities where 
one is the exhaustive denial of the other. But Nāgārjuna’s 
rejection of each possible alternatives in a different context 
enables him to exercise the art of non-asserting and his use 
of dialectics is a case of negation of unrestricted principle 
of Reduction ad Absurdum, which is rather a case of de-
conditioning instead of deconstruction. The Nyāya 
philosopher uses paryudāsa pratiṣedha whereas Nāgārjuna 
uses prasajya pratiṣedha and this roughly corresponds to 
Johnson’s understanding of the difference between ‘s is 
not-p’ and ‘s is non-p’.11 Nāgārjuna negates different 
possibilities separately and in different senses. Like the 
cognitive skeptics in Western philosophy we cannot deny 
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that Nāgārjuna ‘has fought a stiff fight and has won many 
battles in its course’. Do the repeated cognitivistic efforts 
ensure our claim to know in absolute term?12  However, it 
is indeed admirable that many required clarification13, 
regarding our claim about the nature of knowledge, can 
solely be gained “by analyzing how the key arguments 
deployed by the skeptic fail in the final analysis to establish 
his governing conclusion of the illegitimacy of claims to 
knowledge.”14 This presupposition is based on experience 
that we ‘cannot know’ more things than we ‘can know’. In 
other words, it is possible to say that whatever we can 
know is interdependent, relative and context-bound. There 
cannot be any absolute claim about the nature of the world. 
Context-free absolute claim is a non-sense.  The world of 
our know-ability is a fluid one with all its fuzzy and 
definitely indefinable character. Our experiential data 
cautiously tell us that we cannot exhaustively demarcate in 
exclusive terms anything in the world as either real or 
unreal and therefore, cannot make any statement either as 
true or false in absolute or categorical term. All objects of 
the world have relative, context-bound, interdependent 
existence in our actual experience. Nāsti ca mama 
pratijñā,- I have no thesis to advance. Let us learn to be 
non-assertive and avoid dogmatism, be open-ended and 
always ready to learn, and be non-egoist.15    

[This paper is the revised version of the paper presented in 
the International Conference on ‘Doubt and Knowledge’ 
organized by The Advanced Centre of Philosophy, 
University of Rajasthan, Jaipur from March 15--17, 2019 
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Saṃśaya, Jñāna and Karma in the Bhagavadgītā 

Binod K. Agarwala 

[Abstract: In the Bhagavadgītā Kṛṣṇa is presented as the 
best destroyer of saṃśaya. Saṃśaya in Vedic tradition 
means not only cognitive uncertainty and doubt but also 
conative irresolution and hesitation to perform action. It is 
the conative irresolution and hesitation as part of meaning 
of saṃśaya that receives greater emphasis in the 
Bhagavadgītā. The doubt and hesitation emerge as question 
(praśna) in thinking. Emergence of question is emergence 
of multiple possibilities of the thing, which are not yet 
settled in favour of the one possibility that is actual. Once 
multiple possibilities of the thing emerge in the open then it 
takes the form of doubt and hesitation (saṃśaya) whether 
the thing is like this or that. The doubt and hesitation 
(saṃśaya), therefore, is nothing but opening up of the 
multiple possibilities in thinking, where it is not yet settled 
which one of them is actual. Uncertainty and hesitation 
(saṃśaya) is destroyed by knowledgeable resolve (jñāna). 
The essay, therefore, explores various aspects of 
knowledgeable resolve (jñāna) and perception 
(mātrāsparśa) in the Bhagavadgītā 

Key Words: saṃśaya, praśna, jñāna, mātrāsparśa, dehin, 
deha and karma] 
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yogasaṃnyastakarmāṇaṃ jñānasaṃchinnasaṃśayam / 

ātmavantaṃ na karmāṇi nibadhnanti dhanaṃjaya // 

tasmād ajñānasaṃbhūtaṃ hṛtsthaṃ jñānāsinātmanaḥ / 

chittvainaṃ saṃśayaṃ yogam ātiṣṭhottiṣṭha bhārata // 

“Him who has yoga with rightly vested action, whose doubt 
(saṃśaya) has been cloven asunder by knowledgeable 
resolve, who is self-possessed, actions bind not, O 
Dhanaṃjaya. Therefore, with the sword of knowledgeable 
resolve cleave asunder this doubt (saṃśaya), born of 
ignorant irresolution and lying in the heart and, and resort 
to Yoga. Arise, O Bharata.” 

Bhagavadgītā 4.41-42 

1.  Kṛṣṇa as Destroyer of Saṃśaya 

In the Bhagavadgītā Kṛṣṇa is presented as the best 
destroyer of saṃśaya. Arjuna says to Kṛṣṇa in 
Bhagavadgītā 6.39: “This doubt (saṃśaya) of mine, O 
Kṛṣṇa, you destroy without remainder; for none other than 
yourself there is possibility of taking steps for destruction 
of this doubt.”1Although we have translated saṃśaya as 
‘doubt’, in Vedic tradition it conveys more than mere 
‘doubt’. As we will show later saṃśaya in Vedic tradition 
means not only cognitive uncertainty and doubt but also 
conative irresolution and hesitation to perform action. It is 
the conative irresolution and hesitation as part of meaning 
of saṃśaya that receives greater emphasis in the 
Bhagavadgītā. 
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Kṛṣṇa himself gives assurance of absence of doubt 
regarding what he is conveying to Arjuna thrice in the 
Bhagavadgītā. First time he gives assurance in 
Bhagavadgītā 8.5: “And whoso, at the time of end, 
remembering of Me alone, leaves the body and goes forth, 
he reaches My being; there is no doubt (saṃśaya) here.”2 
Second assurance is given in Bhagavadgītā 10.7: “He, who 
feelingly knows in essence this vibhūti and yoga of mine, is 
harnessed unwaveringly in (karma) Yoga; there is no doubt 
(saṃśaya) here.”3 Third time the assurance of absence of 
doubt is given in Bhagavadgītā 12.8: “Fix your mind 
wholly in Me, enter your reason into Me. You will no 
doubt (saṃśaya) live in only Me hereafter.” 4 What does 
Kṛṣṇa as destroyer of doubt (saṃśaya) represent? It will be 
answered later. 

2.  Destruction of Saṃśaya by Jñāna 

How is doubt destroyed? The answer to this question is 
contained in what Kṛṣṇa says in Bhagavadgītā 4.41-42: 
“Him who has yoga with rightly vested action, whose doubt 
(saṃśaya) has been cloven asunder by knowledgeable 
resolve, who is self-possessed, actions bind not, O 
Dhanaṃjaya. Therefore, with the sword of knowledgeable 
resolve cleave asunder this doubt (saṃśaya), born of 
ignorant irresolution and lying in the heart and, and resort 
to Yoga. Arise, O Bharata.” 5  In these two verses doubt 
(saṃśaya) is destroyed by knowledgeable resolve (jñāna). 
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3. Jñāna and Karmacodanā 

Before we proceed further a semantic point related to the 
word jñāna needs to be taken care of. Generally the word 
jñāna in the Bhagavadgītā is understood and translated as 
‘knowledge’. Since in the modern sense knowledge does 
not imply conation, understanding of the word jñāna as 
‘knowledge’ is misleading. The Bhagavadgītā 18.18ab 
states: impulse to action (karma codanā) is threefold, i.e. 
jñānam, jñeya and parijñātā. 6 In the Bhagavadgītā in 
particular and Vedic thought in general, jñāna entails 
‘resolve’ (cikirṣā). As resolve (cikirṣā) is already involved 
as a component of meaning in jñāna, it cannot be 
understood as ‘knowledge’ in the modern sense because 
‘knowledge’ in the modern sense entails no conation or 
resolve. Hence, proper translation of jñāna cannot be 
‘knowledge’ it has to be ‘knowledgeable resolve’, so that 
the fused cognition and conation involved in jñāna 
becomes apparent in translation in modern vocabulary, 
otherwise we will get into confusion in following the logic 
of thinking involved in the Bhagavadgītā.  

One may object that impulse to action is that type of jñāna, 
where the distinction of jñānam, jñeya and parijñātā can be 
made. This distinction is available only in indriya-jñāna. 
As this distinction is not available in the Brahma-jñāna, 
there is no conation or impulse to action (karmacodanā) in 
the Brahma-jñāna. But this argument does not hold good in 
the Bhagavadgītā, for conation or impulsion to action 
(karmacodanā) is involved in the Brahman itself. One can 
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cite the following from the Bhagavadgītā: “Penetratively 
know that action originates in Brahman’ 7  (3.15a); 
“Brahman is the offering, Brahman the oblation; by 
Brahman is the call given in the fire of Brahman; verily the 
destination of that (call/caller) absorbed in Brahmakarma 
(action of Brahman) is Brahman”8 (4.24); “He, who does 
actions, placing/ascribing them on Brahman, abandoning 
attachment, is not smeared by sin, as a lotus leaf by water”9 
(5.10); “Whoever taking shelter under Me strive for 
liberation from old age and death, they feelingly realize in 
full that Brahman, the transcendental Self and all action”10 
(7.29);“And how should they not, O Mighty Self welcome 
you, superior even to the Brahman, the Primal agent”11 
(11.37ab).  

That Brahman itself involves impulse to action 
(karmacodanā) and also is involved in indriya-jñāna is 
testified in the Śruti itself. The Kena Upaniṣad 1 asks: “By 
whom impelled and directed does the mind soar/alight? By 
whom engaged does first breath move? By whom 
motivated men speak this speech? Who is the deity that 
engages the eye and the year?”12 The Kena Upaniṣad 1.4–8 
answers who is the impeller of the sense organs: “What one 
cannot express by speech, by what speech is expressed, you 
penetratively know (viddhi) that that alone is Brahman, and 
not what they here worship. What one cannot think with the 
mind, by what, they say, the mind is made to think, you 
penetratively know that that alone is the Brahman, not what 
they here worship. What one cannot see with the eye, by 
what the eyes are made to see, you penetratively know that 
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that alone is the Brahman, not what they here worship. 
What one cannot hear with the ear, by what the ears are 
made to hear, you penetratively know that that alone is the 
Brahman, not what they here worship. What one does not 
breathe with the breath, by what breath moves, you 
penetratively know that that alone is the Brahman, not what 
they here worship.”13 The same question was asked in the 
Aitareya Upaniṣad 3.1 but in different words: “Who is this 
(Ātman=Self)? Whom shall we attach ourselves to as the 
Ātman? Which [of the two spoken of in the first two 
adhyāyas of the Aitareya Upaniṣad: Brahman and man] is 
the Ātman? Is it that by which one sees, or by which one 
hears, or by which one smells the smell, or by which one 
speaks the speech or by which one discerns what is tasty 
and what is not tasty?” 14  The Aitareya Upaniṣad 3.3 
answers: “he is brahma…”15. 

So, in Vedic tradition jñāna gives impulse to action. This 
not only differentiates Vedic jñāna from modern 
conception of knowledge, but also differentiates modern 
conception of action, the impulse for which comes from 
free-will, which is not only different from knowledge but 
also cannot be an object of knowledge. 

4.  Jñāna in the Bhagavadgītā 13.7-11 

In this essay the expression jñānaṃ has been consistently 
understood as ‘knowledgeable resolve’ instead of 
‘knowledge’ going against traditional Sanskrit scholarship. 
The point of view of the present essay is confirmed by the 
five verses Bhagavadgītā13.7–11 where what is jñānaṃ is 
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explained. The list of jñāna that is given in these verses 
cannot be taken as list of ‘knowledge’ simpliciter as it is 
counter intuitive to the usage of ‘knowledge’ for these, but 
there is no violation of usage when we see the list of items 
in these verses, which is really a list of ‘knowledgeable 
resolves’. Since the verses give list of jñāna it follows that 
jñāna cannot be translated as ‘knowledge’ rather it is to be 
translated as ‘knowledgeable resolve.’ 

The following items are recognized as jñāna 
‘knowledgeable resolve’ in Bhagavadgītā 13.7-11: 
“Humility, modesty, nonviolence, patience (forgiveness), 
uprightness, service of the teacher, purity, stability, self-
control; absence of attachment for objects of the senses, 
and also absence of I-doer-ness; perception of blemish in 
birth, death and old age, in sickness and pain; Un-
attachment, absence of affection for son, wife, home and 
the like, and constant equanimity on the attainment of the 
desirable and the undesirable; Unflinching sharing in Me in 
Yoga of non-separation, resort to solitary places, distaste 
for the society of men; constancy in transcendent Self-
knowledgeable resolve, perception of the end of the 
knowledgeable resolve of that-ness. This is declared to be 
knowledgeable resolve, and what is opposed to it is 
ignorant irresolution.”16 

The last line of the verse 13.11 declares: ‘this is declared to 
be knowledgeable resolve, and what is opposed to it is 
ignorant irresolution.’17 This declaration fits well with the 
role of jñānam ‘knowledgeable resolve’ that is given in 
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karma codanā ‘connation or impulsion to action’ in 18.18. 
As jñānam ‘knowledgeable resolve’ is opposed to and 
destructive of saṃśaya, the latter also means not only 
cognitive uncertainty and doubt but also simultaneously 
conative irresolution and hesitation to perform action. 

5.  Praśna and Saṃśaya 

How does doubt (saṃśaya) arise? In Bhagavadgītā 6.39 
quoted above Arjuna asks Kṛṣṇa to destroy his doubt, as 
Kṛṣṇa happens to be the one who is unrivalled in destroying 
doubt. The context of emergence of doubt is as follows: 
Kṛṣṇa states in Bhagavadgītā 6.36 toArjuna: “Yoga (with 
Self), in my view is hard to attain for a man of uncontrolled 
self; but by him who is self-controlled, who (often) strives, 
it can be acquired by coming nearer to it.”18 When Arjuna 
heard this, a question (praśna) emerges for him which is 
asked by him in 6.37: “He who does not succeed in 
controlling the mind, but who is possessed of faith, whose 
mind wanders away from Yoga, having failed to attain 
perfection in Yoga, what way, O Krishna, does he go?”19 
The question emerges because there is no guarantee that 
even if a man has śraddhā for being harnessed with the 
Self, that he will succeed in getting fully harnessed with the 
Self. He may fail halfway through. Then, what happens to 
such person? There are other possibilities open to him than 
success. This is expressed in the further question by Arjuna 
in 6.38:“O mighty-armed, perplexed in the path to 
Brahman, having failed in both, does he not perish like a 
supportless torn cloud?” 20  The doubt of Arjuna that 
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emerges as question (praśna) had emerged in Arjuna’s 
thinking. Emergence of question is emergence of multiple 
of possibilities of the thing, which are not yet settled in 
favour of the one possibility as actual. Once multiple 
possibilities of the thing emerge in the open then it takes 
the form of doubt (saṃśaya) whether the thing is like this 
or that. The doubt (saṃśaya), therefore, is nothing but 
opening up of the multiple possibilities in thinking, where it 
is not yet settled which one of them is actual. 

6. Destruction of Saṃśaya as Removal of Multiple 
Possibilities 

As emergence of doubt (saṃśaya) is emergence of multiple 
possibilities in the open, the destruction of doubt is removal 
of the multiple possibilities in favour of one of them which 
is actuality. Hence Arjuna, who has doubt (saṃśaya) 
whenever more than one possibility appear, keeps insisting 
that it be determined with one of them is actual.  

For example in Bhagavadgītā 3.1-2 Arjuna insists: “If it be 
thought by you that intelligence is superior to action, O 
Janārdana, why then do you, O Keśava, direct me to this 
terrible action? With an apparently perplexing speech, you 
confuse as it were my understanding. Tell me with certainty 
that one by which I may attain the good.”21 Arjuna was in 
doubt as he was thinking that Kṛṣṇa is advocating two 
possible paths for achieving good: path of intelligence 
(buddhi) and path of action (karman). Hence he wants to 
get his doubt destroyed by getting the multiple possibilities 
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removed by being told which one of them will actually 
attain the good.  

Similarly in 5.1 Arjuna once again insists: “Saṃnyāsa of 
actions, O Kṛṣṇa, you praise, and again Yoga. Tell me 
conclusively that which is the better of the two.”22 Arjuna 
is in doubt as he understood Kṛṣṇa as praising and 
advocating two possible paths: saṃnyāsa of action and 
yoga of action. He wants his doubt to be removed by being 
told which one of them is actually superior to the other.  

7.   The Need for Destruction of Saṃśaya 

Why is destruction of doubt essential? Why is assurance of 
absence of doubt needed? Kṛṣṇa had laid down the reason 
that necessitates removal of doubt as early as 2.41: “O son 
of Kuru, there is one resolute buddhi here. Many branched 
and endless are the irresolute buddhis.” 23 The resolute 
buddhi is one for every man. Resolute buddhi is resolved in 
favour of the one actuality and it is effective 
(vyavasāyātmikā) and also it is one buddhi in all men. In 
contrast to this when buddhi is branched into multiple 
possibilities it ceases to be effective and there is no one 
way of branching of buddhi but there can be infinite way of 
branching of buddhis of different men, i.e. each man has 
his own doubt which makes them dysfunctional. Hence, it 
was stated by Kṛṣṇa in Bhagavadgītā 4.40: “The ignorant 
irresolute, the one without faith, and one of doubting self, is 
ruined. There is neither this world, nor the other, nor 
happiness, for one of doubting self (saṃśayātmā).”24Man 
of doubting self is ruined because he is dysfunctional, i.e. 
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he is kiṃkartavyavimuḍha and cannot perform action in the 
present or future so long as the doubt lasts. Hence, doubt 
needs to be destroyed.  

8.  Relevance of the Discourse on the Embodied-Body 
Relation to Jñāna  

The embodied-body relation is discussed in chapter 2 not to 
prove immortality of soul as is generally assumed. 
Immortality of self is not proved in the chapter 2 of the 
Bhagavadgītā at all. It was the prevailing doctrine of the 
time of the Mahābhārata, which is assumed as known to 
the readers and listeners of the Bhagavadgītā. It is used, in 
the arguments of the chapter 2 of the Bhagavadgītā to 
clarify the relation of the embodied with the body, which 
was needed to clarify the structure of resolve involved in 
the jñāna arising due to mātrā-sparśa ‘sense object 
contact’. 

The context of the discussion is provided by the śoka 
(grief) and moha (delusion) that emerged for Arjuna due to 
his perception. In the battlefield Arjuna asks Kṛṣṇa (1.21) 
to place his chariot in the middle of the two armies saying: 
(1.22) “till I may inspect those who stand here desirous to 
fight”25; (1.23) “I will see those who are assembled here 
and are about to engage in battle.”26Kṛṣṇa places the chariot 
in the middle of two armies (1.24) and said(1.25) “O son of 
Pṛthā, look at these assembled Kurus.” 27  Then Saṃjaya 
informs: (1.26-28) “Then the son of Pritha saw arrayed 
there in both the armies fathers and grandfathers, teachers, 
maternal uncles, brothers, sons, grandsons and comrades, 
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fathers-in-law and friends. When the son of Kunti saw all 
the kinsmen standing, he was overcome with deepest pity 
and said thus in sorrow: Seeing these own-people, O Kṛṣṇa, 
arrayed and desirous to fight…” 28 Arjuna further says: 
(1.31)“And, O Kesava, I see omens foreboding evil. Nor do 
I see any good from killing my kinsmen in battle.”29 He 
further argues: (1.38-39) “Though these, whose intelligence 
is stricken by greed, perceive no evil in the extinction of 
families and no sin in treachery to friends, yet, O 
Janardana, should not we, who clearly see evil in the 
extinction of a family, know to refrain from this sinful 
deed?” 30 Further he says: (1.44) “We have heard, O 
Janārdana, that necessary is the dwelling in hell of the men 
whose family dharmas are subverted.”31 Arjuna articulates 
his śoka (grief) and moha (delusion) due to what he saw in 
words: (2.8) “I do not indeed see what can dispel the grief 
which dries up my senses…”32 

It is interesting to note that most of words related to 
knowledge used with respect to Arjuna are concerning 
pratyakṣa ‘perception’ especially perception by eye33 and 
only one word is used which is related to hearing34. But all 
of these in one way or the other relate to body (deha / 
śarīra), as the instruments of knowledge like eye, ear etc. 
belong to body. The problem of śoka (grief) and moha 
(delusion) of Arjuna is emerging due to his perception of 
his situation in the beginning in the battlefield.  

So, the issue Kṛṣṇa is discussing in the beginning of his 
discourse in chapter 2 is regarding correct understanding of 
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perception, the being of the perceiver, the embodied being, 
and the means of perception, i.e. the body, which has sense 
organs, and the relation of the embodied being with the 
body. This is confirmed by Kṛṣṇa’s statement in the middle 
of the argument regarding the embodied body relation in 
2.14-15: “The sense-contacts it is, O son of Kunti, which 
cause heat and cold; pleasure and pain; they come and go, 
they are impermanent. Them endure bravely, O descendant 
of Bharata. That wise man whom, verily, these afflict not, 
O chief of men (puruṣarṣabha), to whom pleasure and pain 
are same, he for life (mṛtatvāya) is fit.”35The statement of 
2.14-15 makes no sense if the discussion is to prove the 
immortality of self. So, the issue is not immortality of self 
but clarification of the being of the perceiver who is 
embodied and the nature of the body and the relation of the 
two, where the doctrine of immortality of the soul is 
presupposed. The significance of the verses 2.14-15 will 
become clear later. 

The problem of śoka (grief) and moha (delusion) is 
emerging for Arjuna due to his erroneous way of 
conceiving the perceiver in himself when he perceives his 
situation in the battlefield. The perceiver in Arjuna should 
have been the Brahman as required by valid perception 
according to the Vedic tradition outlined above, but 
unfortunately Arjuna was completely under the sway of his 
Ahaṃkāra ‘Ego’ or the ‘I’. This came out clearly when he 
spoke for the first time in the battlefield in 1.21bc-23, 
which I quote in full:“O Acyuta, place my chariot between 
the two armies, that I may just see those who stand here 
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desirous to fight, and know with whom I must fight in this 
strife of battle. I will observe those who are assembled here 
and are about to engage in battle desirous to do service in 
war to the evil-minded son of Dhṛtarāṣṭra.”36The way the 
words me (my), aham (I) [used twice], mayā (by me) are 
used in Arjuna’s utterance and its content, i.e. contempt for 
sons of Dhṛtarāṣṭra clearly manifests Arjuna’s Ahaṃkāra 
‘Ego’. When in 2.9 Arjuna takes his resolutionna yotsya“I 
will not fight”, then he was under the sway of Ahaṃkāra 
‘Ego’. Kṛṣṇa makes it explicit when he tells Arjuna in 
18.59: “If, indulging egoism, thou think ‘I will not fight,’ 
vain is this, your resolve; prakṛti will engage you.”37Arjuna 
suffered śoka (grief) and moha (delusion) in the battlefield 
because he perceived his situation with Ahaṃkāra ‘Ego.’ 
Had he allowed the Brahman to be the perceiver in him he 
would have suffered no śoka (grief) and moha (delusion). 
Brahman is the collective Self of all existents, present as 
self of each existent, in the Bhagavadgītā in particular and 
the Vedic tradition in general. 

This is stated as a principle in Īśopaniṣad 6 and 7. The 
Īśopaniṣad (Kāṇva) 6 says: “Who however sees all 
existents in the self and the self in all existents – thereupon 
he does not hesitate (vijugupsate).”38In the Mādhyandina 
recension in the last quarter vicikitsati replaces vijugupsate 
of Kāṇva recension and the mantra there is: “Who however 
sees all existents in self and self in all existents – thereupon 
he does not doubt.”39If anyone perceives that all existents 
belong to the self, and perceives that the self belongs to all 
existents, then his hesitation and doubt is removed. This 
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means that one who has realized that his self is a collective 
self, he neither hesitates nor doubts.  

The very setting of the Bhagavadgītā in the condition of the 
war where Arjuna is hesitating to fight in the war is based 
on the transposition of Īśopaniṣad 6, thereby showing that 
he does not see all in the self and self in all, of which he 
will get convinced only by listening to the message of 
Kṛṣna and he will not hesitate any more regarding fighting 
in the war and will participate in the war enthusiastically. 
Hence after setting the condition of hesitation regarding 
action, to overcome that hesitation of Arjuna, he was 
informed of how the self has to be envisioned in two 
consecutive verses, i.e. Bhagavadgītā 6.29-30: “The Self 
abiding in all existents, and all existents (abiding) in the 
Self, sees he whose self has been harnessed by Yoga, who 
sees the same everywhere. He who sees Me everywhere 
and sees everything in Me, for him I do not get destroyed, 
nor for Me does he get destroyed.”40 

Īśopaniṣad 7 says: “One who has knowledgeable resolve of 
action, in whom all existents have verily become the self: 
one who constantly beholds oneness, there what delusion, 
what sorrow can be?”41 The questions in the third quarter of 
the mantra:“there what delusion, what grief can be?”42 is a 
rhetorical question which contains its own answer that there 
can be no delusion and no grief. The reasoning is as 
follows: The man in whom all existents have verily become 
the self, i.e. has realized Brahman, necessarily constantly 
beholds oneness, which in turn implies indubitability and 
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self-evidence of knowledgeable resolve of action.  

Since, the reasoning is correct, the mantra in transposition 
implies that if a man suffers from moha 
“delusion/infatuation” and śoka “grief/sorrow,” as was the 
case with Arjuna in the beginning of the Mahābhārata war, 
then neither in him all existents have verily become the Self 
nor does he constantly behold the unity and oneness of the 
Self, i.e. he has not realized the Brahman in him. Hence, 
Arjuna was imparted the knowledgeable resolve of the 
Unity and Oneness of Self, which is the Brahman by Kṛṣṇa 
in the Bhagavadgītā. The entire argument of the 
Bhagavadgītā is to convince Arjuna of the truth of 
Īśopaniṣad 7, that’s why after the argument of the 
Bhagavadgītā is over and Kṛṣṇa asks Arjuna in 
Bhagavadgītā 18.72: “Has it (argument of the 
Bhagavadgītā) been heard by you, O Pārtha with an 
attentive mind? Has the delusion of ignorant irresolution 
been destroyed, O Dhanaṃjaya?”43 And Arjuna replies in 
the next verse, i.e. Bhagavadgītā 18.73: “Destroyed is 
delusion, and I have gained recollection through your 
Grace, O Achyuta. I am firm, with doubts gone. I will carry 
out your advice.”44 

Kṛṣṇa as destroyer of doubt (saṃśaya) is the collective self 
in man. That is to if a man has realization that the self in his 
body is the collective self then he neither has doubt nor 
hesitation. 

Earlier it was mentioned that knowledgeable resolve 
(jñāna) destroys uncertainty and hesitation (saṃśaya), now 
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it is mentioned that realization of one’s self as Kṛṣṇa 
dispels doubt and irresolution (saṃśaya). Is there a change 
of opinion? The answer is in the negative. The realization 
that one’s self is Kṛṣṇa leads to obtainment of 
knowledgeable resolve (jñāna) and destruction ajñāna, 
which leads to saṃśaya. According to 4.42 doubt or 
hesitation (saṃśaya) is born of ignorant irresolution 
(ajñāna). 45 Kṛṣṇa says in 10.10-11: “To those who are 
constantly harnessed, those who share Me with love, I give 
the yoga of intelligence by which they obtain Me. Out of 
mere compassion for them, I, abiding in their self, destroy 
the darkness born of ignorant irresolution, by the luminous 
lamp of knowledgeable resolve.”46 

The discussion of embodied-body relation in the second 
chapter of the Bhagavadgītā is just the beginning of 
clarification of the being of the thinker, perceiver, and 
knowledgeable resolver in the body of man. 

9.  The beginning of Argument in Bhagavadgītā 2.11-12 

Kṛṣṇa’s intention to correct the perceptual activity that lies 
behind Arjuna’s hesitation or doubt comes out clearly in 
the first verse spoken by him to begin a discourse that will 
last till the near end of chapter 18 of the Bhagavadgītā. 
Kṛṣṇa says to Arjuna in 2.11: “For those not to be cared for 
you have cared, yet you speak words of wisdom. To which 
breath is gone or breath is not gone the wise do not care.”47 

Kṛṣṇa’s intention here is not to address Arjuna’s grief or to 
console the grieving Arjuna, but to correct the error in his 
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thinking.48 The error is not in what he is thinking of, but 
how he is thinking. The thinker in him, who is doing the 
thinking, is erroneous in itself, which is making the 
thinking erroneous leading to overwhelming care. From 
2.11 onwards Kṛṣṇa is clarifying the very nature of thinker, 
who has to think in each one of us, to make the thinking, 
non-erroneous or straight.   

The verse spoken by Kṛṣṇa in 2.11 has a parallel verse 
spoken by Vidurā in Mahābhārata 5.131.15: alabdhvā yadi 
vā labdhvā nānuśocanti paṇḍitāḥ /ānantaryaṃ cārabhate 
na prāṇānāṃ dhanāyate // The verse is translated by 
Kishori Mohan Ganguli49 as:“Whether he gaineth his object 
or not, he that is possessed of sense never indulges in grief. 
On the other hand, such a person accomplisheth what 
should be next done, without caring for even his 
life.”Malinar translates the verse as: “The wise men do not 
care about winning or losing (alabdhvā yadi vā labdhvā 
nānuśocanti paṇḍitāḥ); they immediately take action and 
never run for their lives.”50 To me it appears that the proper 
translation is: “Whether not having perceived or having 
perceived, paṇḍitas do not care; they immediately begin to 
act and are not desiourous of lives.” What the verse is 
saying is that it is not perception that motivates the action, 
rather it is motivated independently of perception, it is 
immediately motivated a priori. The paṇḍitas do not care 
about what is perceived or not perceived and do not have 
desire for lives. 
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Similarly in Bhagavadgītā 2.11 Kṛṣṇa is using gatāsūn 
agatāsūṃś ca in the sense of perceived (labdham) and 
unperceived (alabdham) respectively. Here perception is 
modeled on the early understanding of the activity of 
smelling. In Jaiminīya Upaniṣad Brāḥmaṇa 1.60.5,  
(Bṛhadāraṇyaka Upaniṣad 3. 2. 2 = Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 
14.6.2.2) one hears: “by apāna, indeed, that one smells 
scents” (apānena hi gandhāñ jighrati). Here apāna is the 
breath that goes out to grasp the thing. In Vedic 
metaphysics in grasping a thing by senses something goes 
out to grasp the thing. Hence breath (as fire) goes out to 
smell, similarly rays (fire) go out of eyes to grasp the thing 
seen, breath (fire) go out to grasp and lick the food. 
Understood in the Vedic sense gatāsūn is masculine 
accusative plural of gatāsu, which is a Bahuvrīhi 
Compound meaning that to which asu (breath) has gone 
(gata), i.e. the thing perceived. Similarly agatāsūn is 
masculine accusative plural of agatāsu, which is a 
Bahuvrīhi Compound meaning that to which asu (breath) 
has not gone (agata), i.e. the thing not perceived. Arjuna’s 
overwhelming grief had emerged due to what he perceived. 
But paṇḍitas do not care about what they perceive and do 
not perceive. But Arjuna was concerned with what he 
perceived and was overwhelmed by emotion due to 
perception and refused to fight. Hence Kṛṣṇa opens the 
discussion smilingly but reproaching Arjuna for caring for 
what is not fit to be cared for. What is not fit for caring is 
what is perceived or not perceived from the limited horizon 
of perception, as paṇḍitas do not care about what is 
perceived or not perceived from the limited horizon of 
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perception. And yet he is speaking words of wisdom but 
lacking wisdom of paṇḍitas. That means that Kṛṣṇa is 
reproaching Arjuna for his speech giving arguments, which 
although is clothed in the words of wisdom but actually is 
lacking wisdom. Hence, Arjuna’s speech is erroneous. The 
indication of error in Arjuna’s speech and error in thinking 
behind it is given by the expression paṇḍitāḥ. Who is 
paṇḍita? Paṇḍita is one who has paṇḍā, i.e. buddhi that 
reflects ātman/puruṣa. Paṇḍā is from root paṇḍ meaning 
‘to gather’, ‘to pile up’, ‘to stack’ etc. and hence brings out 
the collective aspect of ātman/puruṣa reflected in buddhi. 
Paṇḍita is one who has buddhi, which is fit to do the 
thinking for collective self and to take resolution for 
collective action. Paṇḍitāḥ are the fit persons to be 
collective institutional persona. So when it is said gatāsūn 
agatāsūṃś ca nānuśocanti paṇḍitāḥ “paṇḍitas do not 
careof what is perceived and what is not perceived” what it 
means is that when buddhi reflects collective person, then 
the concern is not with things perceived and not perceived. 
Their concern is the ātman/puruṣa, the collective self or 
person reflected in buddhi, who does the thinking. Arjuna 
has fallen into error, as it is not the collective 
ātman/puruṣa, who is doing the thinking, rather it is his 
ahaṃkāra, that has taken over his thinking, as it will be 
stated in by Kṛṣṇa in 18.59 as stated earlier in the essay. 

The topic of discussion, as rightly noticed by Śaṃkara, is 
opened up in the very first line of 2.11 with the words: 
aśocyān anvaśocas tvaṃ “for that which is not fit to be 
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cared for you have cared.” So the issue is what is fit thing 
for caring by the wise.  

As what is perceived or not perceived from the limited 
horizon of perception are not fit things for caring, rather 
what is to be cared for from the universal holistic eternal 
point of view of the collective self, is introduced by Kṛṣṇa 
in 2.12, without stating it explicitly: “[It is] not indeed the 
case [that] (na tu eva) I was not there ever, nor thou, nor 
these rulers of people; and [it is] not the case [that] (na ca 
eva) after this time we all shall not be there.”51 

We have to pay close attention to how Kṛṣṇa is speaking. 
The first thing to be noticed is that the negative particle na 
is repeated six times in the verse: four times in first line and 
twice in the second line. This repetition is to draw attention 
to the speech itself. Secondly, all the three grammatical 
puruṣas – ahaṃ: uttam-puruṣa (puruṣottama) [1st person in 
English], tvaṃ: madhyam puruṣa [2nd person in English], 
and ime janādhipāḥ: pratham puruṣa [3rd person in 
English] occur in the very first line of the verse. This is 
drawing attention to the metaphysics of grammatical 
puruṣas. Thirdly, the first line indicates I-Thou structure, 
i.e. dialogical structure and the topic, which is between the 
I and Thou, is a collectivity ‘these rulers of people’ and the 
second line absorbs the I and Thou into the collectivity to 
make it a ‘We’. This indicates that the concern is not with 
the individual speaker or hearer but the collectivity to 
which one belongs harboring that collectivity as speaker 
and hearer in oneself. Fourthly, instead of saying positively 
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that I, thou and these rulers were there all the time, Kṛṣṇa 
says negatively that it is not the case that I, thou, and these 
rulers were not there ever. Similarly instead of saying we 
all shall be there from this time onwards, Kṛṣṇa says it is 
not the case that we all shall not be there. Kṛṣṇa in his 
negative formulation is ruling out the abhāva of the 
collectivity at any time past, present and future, as the 
collectivity is sat ‘eternal’. Kṛṣṇa will draw this conclusion 
in 2.16. Fifthly, Kṛṣṇa although speaks in a manner where 
the reference to past and future is explicit, but present is 
also covered implicitly in the very speaking in the dialogue, 
that is going on in the present time between I and Thou 
with respect to presently perceived ‘these rulers of people’ 
severally and collectively. And lastly, the preponderance of 
sarvanāma (pronoun in English) - ahaṃ(I), tvaṃ (Thou), 
ime (These), and vayam (We) is noticeable in the verse. All 
the sarvanāma are names of the same sarva ‘a collectivity 
of all’, which has being as puruṣa in each member of the 
collectivity sarva. The occurrence of the word sarve ‘all’ is 
to indicate samaṣṭi ‘the collectivity’ of all, which remains 
the invariable concomitant of each and every sarvanāma 
applied to speaker, hearer or the one spoken about. That a 
samaṣṭipuruṣa ‘collective person’ is involved will become 
clear in the next verse, i.e. 2.13.  

Kṛṣṇa in 2.12 is not beginning any argument for the 
immortality of soul, as it is interpreted traditionally, but 
using the metaphysics of Sanskrit grammar to clarify the 
true nature of the speaker and hearer, and by extrapolation 
clarifying the perceiver and motivator of action (karma) in 
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each of us. If one does not take care of the true nature of 
the speaker, hearer, perceiver and motivator of karma in 
himself, then he will err in performing the corresponding 
function. How any action is motivated to be performed by 
the samaṣṭipuruṣa ‘collective person’, who is present as 
self in each body as dehin in deha, comes out in the next 
verse, i.e. 2.13, spoken by Kṛṣṇa where an explanation of 
the involvement of the collective puruṣa as self in action is 
given.   

10. Dehāntaraprāpti and Karma 

Kṛṣṇa says in Bhagavadgītā 2.13:“Just as in this body the 
embodied (Self) obtains childhood and youth and old age, 
so does He obtain another body (dehāntaraprāpti). There 
the wise one is not distressed.”52 

To understand this verse 2.13 of the Bhagavadgītā we have 
to find out what phenomenon exactly does the 
dehāntaraprāpti ‘obtaining of another body’ by dehin ‘the 
embodied’ refer to. Does it refer to passing of the self at 
death into another body due to cycle of birth-death-rebirth-
redeath till one gets liberated from the operation of law of 
karma by obtaining mokṣa from saṃsāra? Or does it refer 
to some other phenomenon? The entire commentarial 
tradition, both Indian as well as Western have unanimously 
interpreted dehāntaraprāpti ‘obtaining of another body’ by 
dehin ‘the embodied’ as referring to passing of the self at 
death into another body due to cycle of birth-death-rebirth-
redeath till one gets liberated from the operation of law of 
karma by obtaining mokṣa from saṃsāra. But the context 
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does not warrant this interpretation. In the previous verse 
(2.12) there is no establishment of eternal individual soul, 
which can be caught in the cycle of birth, death and rebirth 
etc., rather through the metaphysics of grammar eternality 
of a collective person is introduced, who is involved in the 
activity of perception (2.11). In the next verse (2.14) also 
once again as we shall see mātrāsparśa ‘sense-object 
contact’, i.e. sense perception, is discussed. So, in between 
discussion of activity of sense perception, sudden 
discussion of cycle of birth and death, is incongruous and it 
is erroneous interpretation to attribute this kind of 
incongruity to the text, if better interpretation is available 
that removes the incongruity and explains successfully the 
continuous development of the topic, then that 
interpretation is to be preferred, which we will discuss.53 

So, what phenomenon exactly does the dehāntaraprāpti 
‘obtaining of another body’ by dehin ‘the embodied’ refer 
to? It refers to the discharge of the semen from male body 
to female body in the prajanana karma. We explained 
above that in perceptual activity something goes out to the 
thing to grasp it as in Jaiminīya Upaniṣad Brāḥmaṇa 
1.60.5, Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 14.6.2.2 (Bṛhadāraṇyaka 
Upaniṣad 3.2.2). This idea of activity of perception is the 
specific application of more generalized idea of yajña-
karma, which in our understanding is collective action 
involving the collective person. This generalized idea of 
yajña-karma is modeled on the discharge of the semen 
from male body to female body in the prajanana karma. 



152 | Saṃśaya, Jñāna and Karma in the Bhagavadgītā 
 
The discharge of the semen from which originates the child 
provides the fundamental model for action in the 
Bhagavadgītā. The discharge of the semen in sexual union 
from which originates the child is understood as yajña-
karma in the Vedic literature. Consider Śatapatha 
Brāhmaṇa 11.6.2.10: “they (i.e. two libations) enter woman 
and make her vagina their sacrificial fire…and the semen 
their pure libation…, and for him who, knowing this, 
approaches his mate, the agnihotra comes to be performed. 
The son who is born there from is the renascent ‘world’: 
this is the agnihotra, there is nothing higher than this.”54 As 
we will be showing below the Bhagavadgītā has crystalized 
the definition of action from ideas that occur in Brāhmaṇas 
and Upaniṣads.  As part of doctrine of five fires (pañcāgni 
vidyā)55Jāiminīya Brāhmaṇa 1.45 says: “Woman is Agni 
Vaiśvānara. Its fuel is the vagina, its flame the vulva, its 
smoke desire, its spark the feelings of enjoyment, its coals 
the coitus. In this same Agni Vaiśvānara the deities offer 
semen. From this oblation when it has been offered Man 
(puruṣa) comes into existence.” 56 The sexual act of 
procreation in the passage is implicitly taken as yajña 
karma.57 

It may be noted that not only the definition of action in 
Bhagavadgītā 8.3 but also the factors of action mentioned 
by Kṛṣṇa in Bhagavadgita 18.13-1458, especially the deity 
(deva) as the fifth factor, fit with the above model of action 
from the doctrine of five fires (pañcāgni vidyā).  

It may be argued: If the Bhagavadgītā’s conception of 
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action is modeled on the basis of doctrine of five fires 
(pañcāgni vidyā) as described above then one can at most 
relate birth to action but not death. The reply is that the 
Vedic literature relates death and birth to yajña-karma 
through the idea of punrmṛtyur ‘re-death’ and punarjanma 
(re-birth), which we will present below.  

One comes across the idea of punrmṛtyu ‘re-death’ in the 
Jāiminīya (or Talavakāra) Brāhmaṇa 1.46. This idea of re-
death is elaborated in the Jāiminīya (or Talavakāra) 
Upaniṣad Brāhmaṇa 3.11.1-4: ‘Verily, thrice man dies, 
thrice he is born. Then he dies for the first time, when the 
seed, emitted, comes into being. He is converted into 
breath; he is born into space. Then he dies for the second 
time, when he consecrates himself. He is converted into 
meters; he is born unto the sacrificial gift. Then he dies for 
the third time, when he dies. He is converted into faith; he 
is born into [his] world.’59 So the idea of punarmṛtyu ‘re-
death’ is homologized with emission of semen and 
initiation etc. in the Vedic literature. 

Corresponding to the idea of punrmṛtyur ‘re-death’ in 
Jāiminīya (or Talavakāra) Upaniṣad Brāhmaṇa 3.11.1-4 
one also comes across the idea of punar-janma ‘re-birth’ in 
Āitareya Upaniṣad 2.1-4: “At the beginning, this garbha 
comes into being within a man as semen. This radiance 
gathered from all limbs he bears as self (ātman) in self 
(ātman). And when a man emits it in a woman, he gives 
birth to it. That is his first birth. It becomes one with the 
woman’s self (ātman), as it were her own limb. As a result 
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it does not harm her. And she nourishes this self (ātman) of 
his that has entered her. As she nourishes him, so he should 
nourish her. The woman carries him as the garbha. At the 
beginning, he nourishes the child even before its birth. 
When he nourishes the child even before its birth, he 
thereby nourishes self (ātman) for the continuance of these 
worlds, for it is in this way that these worlds continue. That 
is his second birth. And he – this self (ātman) of his – is 
appointed to carry out holy actions, while his other self, 
after it has done all it has to do, becomes old and departs. 
As soon as he departs, he is born again. That is his third 
birth.”60 

Why is emission of semen homologized with death and 
also birth in Vedic Literature? Here we have to keep in 
mind that according to the Vedic literature the man carries 
in himself, his soul, as his own garbha, which goes out of 
his body to be deposited in as the garbha of the wife. In 
Bṛhadāraṇyaka Upaniṣad 6.4.20 the man says to his wife: 
“Come, let us two clasp together, together let us deposit the 
semen, to get a male, a son.”61 In 6.4.21, i.e. in the next 
passage: “Then he spreads apart her thighs, saying: ‘Spread 
apart, earth and sky.’ He slips his penis into her, presses his 
mouth against hers, and strokes her three times in the 
direction of her hair, as he says: May Viṣṇu prepare your 
womb, and Tvaṣṭṛ mold the forms; May Prajapati 
impregnate you, and Dhātṛ lay the garbha in you. Lay the 
garbha, Sinīvāli, lay the garbha, you with broad plaits. Lay 
the garbha, you two Aśvins, lay the garbha, you two with 
lotus wreaths.” 62  He continues to speak in 6.4.22: “The 
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golden fire-drills with which the Aśvins churned the fire; 
That I invoke as the garbha for you, for delivery in the 
tenth month. As fire lies a garbha in the earth, and rain in 
the sky; As the wind is the garbha of the cardinal points; 
So I place this garbha in you, So-and-so.”63 This shows 
that in Vedic literature the garbha is carried within the 
male and subsequently and emission of semen is the 
emission of the garbha from the body of the male into the 
womb in the female. The male is conceived as bearing 
himself, i.e. his own soul, as garbha within himself prior to 
his discharge into the womb of the wife. According to 
Āitareya Brāhmaṇa 7.13.9: “The husband enters as an 
embryo in his wife; having become again new in her he is 
born in the tenth month (=the twelfth month). Then the 
wife (jāyā) becomes wife (jāyā) when he is born of her 
again.” 64  Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 12.4.3.1 also says, “The 
father is the same as the son, and the son is the same as the 
father.”65 Pāraskara Gṛhyasūtra 2.3.2 makes a man say with 
respect to his son: “From my every limb you spring; out of 
my heart you are born. You are my self (ātman) called 
‘son’; live a hundred autumns!”66 Jaimīnīya Brāhmaṇa 1.17 
says: “The human womb is the human world. It is the 
generative organ of the woman. Out of that progeny is 
born. Therefore also one should desire a good wife 
(thinking:) ‘Let my Self come into existence in something 
good.’ Therefore also one should seek to watch over one’s 
wife (thinking:) ‘Lest in my womb, in my world somebody 
else come into existence’. When he is about to come into 
existence (during the coitus) the life-breaths enter first, then 
the seed is emitted.”67 Aitareya Brāhmaṇa 7.13 eulogizes 
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the son as the new birth of the father: “The husband enters 
the wife; becoming an embryo he enters the mother. 
Becoming in her a new man again, he is born in the tenth 
month. A wife is called ‘wife’ (jāyā), because in her he is 
born again (jāyate). The gods said to men: ‘She is your 
mother again’. A sonless man has no world.”68Similarly 
Mahābhārata 1.68.36, 47-48 informs us: “Because a 
husband enters his wife and is born (jāyate) again from her, 
the poets of old knew that this is the ‘wifehood’ (jāyātva) 
of a wife (jāyā) … A son, the wise say, is the man himself 
born from himself; therefore a man will look upon his wife, 
the mother of his son, as his own mother. The son born 
from his wife is like a man’s face in a mirror.” 69 This 
conception of one’s Self entering the womb of wife and 
then getting born as one’s son comes from the Ṛgvedic idea 
that the father himself is reborn in his progeny. The ṛṣi 
prays to Agni in Ṛgveda 5.4.10: “As I, remembering thee 
with grateful spirit, a mortal, call with might on thee 
Immortal, Vouchsafe us high renown, O Jatavedas, and 
may I be immortal by my children.”70 The ṛṣi in Ṛgveda 
6.70.3 says: “Whoso, for righteous life, pours offerings to 
you, O Heaven and Earth, ye Hemispheres, that man 
succeeds. He in his seed is born again and spreads by Law: 
from you flow things diverse in form, but ruled 
alike.”71Chāndogya Upaniṣad 2.13.2 says: “When in this 
manner a man knows this Vāmadevya Sāman woven upon 
copulation—he becomes proficient in copulation and 
regenerates himself through every copulation.” 72 
Āpastamba Dharmaśāstra 2.9.24.2 says: “Now it can also 
be perceived by senses that the father has been reproduced 
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separately in the son.”73 The emission of the soul from the 
body is death. Since the male carries his own soul in the 
body, when he emits that soul in the form of semen into the 
womb of the female it is also death. This comes out 
explicitly in Jāiminīya-Upaniṣad Brāhmaṇa 3.10.4: “When 
the father thus emits him as having become semen into the 
womb, then the son thus emits him as having become 
semen in the womb. He there lords over this death.” 74 
These quotations make it obvious that the self (ātman) 
when seen as going from inside of the body in the form of 
semen it is death, but the same movement when seen as 
coming out of the body it is birth. So death and birth are 
indissolubly interrelated as these are the two aspect of the 
same movement which is a boundary crossing, i.e. crossing 
the boundary of a body involved in yajña karma. The 
indissoluble interrelation of birth and death will be 
explicitly stated as a metaphysical principle by Kṛṣṇa in 
Bhagavadgītā 2.27.  

Now we can see what Kṛṣṇa is saying in 2.13 when he says 
that as the embodied experiences in the body the transition 
from childhood to youth to old age similarly he experiences 
the transition from one body to another body. The 
embodied is the self here, which is present as garbha in the 
body of man and this self as garbha experiences the 
transition from one body, i.e. male body, to another body, 
i.e. female’s body. Experience of this transition by the self 
is exactly like its experience of transition from childhood to 
youth to old age in the body. The continuity of the 
transition of self from one body to another body is 
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continuous without a demarcating line because in 
copulation the penis is inserted in the vagina, the male and 
female body overlap and get joined, and therefore, there is 
no exact demarcating line when the self has made the 
transition from one body to another. It may be kept in mind 
this is the description of prajanana karma, which is a yajña 
karma according to pañcāgni vidyā, and it is a collective 
action involving the collective person as the self, as both 
male, female and deities are involved together in it. This 
provides the model for all actions in the Vedic tradition, 
which is followed by the Bhagavadgītā. 

Hence, what is true of emission of semen, is also true of 
other actions in Vedic literature. In Dīkṣā (i.e. initiatory 
consecration for the Soma yajña) womb and gestation 
symbolism are conspicuously present. The dīkṣita (i.e., he 
who undergoes the Dīkṣā) is placed in a hut in which he 
spends much of his time. Aitareya Brāhmaṇa 1.3.1 notes: 
‘The hut of the dīkṣita is the womb of the dīkṣita; verily 
thus they [i.e., the priests] conduct him to his own womb.’ 
The text also notes: ‘Him whom they cause to undertake 
the Dīkṣā, the sacrificial priests make into an embryo 
again.’ The dīkṣita is covered with a garment. ‘The garment 
is the caul (i.e., ulba) of the dīkṣita; verily thus they cover 
him with a caul. Above that is the black antelope skin; the 
placenta (i.e., jarāu) is above the caul; verily thus they 
cover him with the placenta.’ Other Brāhmaṇa texts also 
use the symbolism of self-sacrifice and death while 
describing the consecrated yajamāna [i.e., the dīkṣita]. 
Taittirīya Saṃhitā 7.4.9 explains Dīkṣā as a sort of slow 
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self-sacrifice. The text notes at 7.4.9.1: “They kindle 
themselves with Dīkṣās.” Being kindled through the Dīkṣā, 
the body is enveloped by flames. Since Dīkṣā involves 
fasting, Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 10.6.5.1 states, “Hunger is 
death.” Further Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 11.1.8.4 states, “When 
he [i.e. the yajamāna] enters on a fast, he thereby gives 
himself up to the gods… for he becomes an oblation to the 
gods.” So in nutshell the practices of the brahmacārin and 
the dīkṣita when successfully performed amount to death 
and rebirth. So, the Vedic idea of multiple deaths (re-death) 
and births (re-birth) is involved in multiple kinds of actions 
of taking initiation as explained above.       

The idea of symbolic death is in the action of initiation is 
present from the Vedic saṃhitā period. The student spends 
three nights in the womb of the teacher according to 
Atharva Veda 11.5.3: “The teacher, welcoming his new 
disciple, into his bowels takes the Brahmachāri. Three 
nights he holds and bears him in this belly. When he is 
born, the deities convene to see him.” 75 Atharva Veda 
11.5.14 further states that the teacher is death.76 Atharva 
Veda 6.133.3 a mantra explicitly prescribed for use at the 
Upanāyana, notes that the brahmacārin is the student of 
Death.77  Atharva Veda 8.1, also a mantra prescribed by 
Kauśika Sūtra for use at the Upanāyana, states, ‘Step up 
here… loosening the fetters of death’ (verse 4)78 and ‘make 
now (this one), O gods, pass up out of death’ (verse 18)79.  

Further in Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 11.2.1.1 rebirth is also 
symbolic: “Verily, man is born thrice, namely in this way: 
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first he is born from his mother and father; and when he to 
whom the sacrifice inclines performs offering he is born a 
second time; and when he dies, and they place him on the 
fire, and when he thereupon comes into existence again, he 
is born a third time.”80 Jāiminīya (or Talavakāra) Upaniṣad 
Brāhmaṇa 3.14.8 notes: “Verily unborn is man in so far as 
he does not sacrifice. It is through the sacrifice that he is 
born; just as an egg first burst.”81 It is interesting to note 
that one is born through yajña-karma. The image of egg 
bursting here is instructive, for egg born like the birds are 
specifically termed dvi-ja ‘twice born’, in the Vedic texts. 
They are born first when they are laid as eggs and born a 
second time when the eggs burst. Through the funeral pyre 
the dead one is reborn as a pitṛ, i.e. as ancestor.   

That rebirth of creatures is symbolic ritual rebirth becomes 
clear from Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 3.8.4.18 82  where 
significantly, the sacrifice is viewed as a process of 
repeated birth or more exactly continuing rebirth. This 
indicates that the symbolism of death and birth is related to 
the very idea of action in the Vedic tradition. The 
successful undertaking of initiation for studentship is birth 
and death, i.e. begins in death and ends in birth. Similarly 
successful undertaking of initiation for yajña is birth and 
death, i.e. begins in death and ends in birth. Since the one 
undertaking initiation has to be in condition of embryo in 
the womb for three nights the modern scholars have 
wondered whether the embryo presents the essence of life 
through birth or essence of death through being placed in 
the womb. 83  But if we keep in mind the metaphysical 
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principle then it follows that the condition of the garbha in 
the womb represents both death (due to placing into womb) 
and life (due to birth) simultaneously as the two are 
metaphysically interrelated as one is not without the other.   

In the Vedic literature the symbol of the womb carries the 
bivalent imagery of death and life. The fast of the dikṣita is 
a death as hunger is death (Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 10.6.5.1), 
yet the Brāhmaṇas also note that the dikṣita fasts because 
“embryos live in the womb without taking food” 84 
(Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 2.3.1.4). Further Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 
8.4.2.1 notes that “Prajāpati became pregnant with all 
beings; whilst they were in his womb, death seized them.”85 
Even more strikingly, at Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 10.6.5.486, 
Prajāpati desires to be reproduced. It is here Death, which 
carries Prajāpati as a garbha for a year and after that time 
gives birth to Prajāpati, thus effecting his rebirth.  

Bhagvadgītā 8.3 is also seeing action to be a kind of 
boundary crossing when it states: “Brahman the 
Imperishable (Akṣara), the Supreme, One’s own being is 
said to be the transcendent Self (Adhyātma).  The emission 
which springs up the being of existents is called action 
(Karma).” 87 Emission (visarga) that is action (karma) 
involves departure-from something or leaving something 
behind or getting rid of something, or freeing something 
from itself. It is the time of departure-from required for 
action that is indicated by prayāṇakāla (7.30; 8.2; 8.10). 
Who or what is the prayātā (8.23; 8.24) that departs 
(prayāti: 8.5; 8.13) in action (karma)? The definition of 
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action (karma) makes it clear that it springs up the being of 
existents (bhūta bhāva udbhavakara), and it was also 
clarified that the one’s own being is said to be the 
transcendent Self (adhyātma), so it follows that in every 
action by the bhūta (existent) its own being (sva-bhāva) 
which is the self in the body (adhyātma) that springs up and 
hence the self of the bhūta (existent) is the prayātā, who 
prayāti (departs). In every action when the self of the 
existent departs then it abandons or frees what? In every 
action the self of the existent departs leaving the body 
(tyaktvā dehaṃ: 4.9) or freeing the cover of the body 
(muktvākalevaram: 8.5). In the Bhagavadgītā the discussion 
in terms of prayāṇakāla (7.30; 8.2; 8.10) or antakāla (2.72; 
8.5) and the movement of soul muktvākalevaram (8.5) or 
tyaktvā dehaṃ (4.9) ‘abandoning the body’ is not actually a 
discussion regarding what happens at actual death. 
Similarly neither prayātā (8.23; 8.24) refers to the one 
departing from the world nor prayāti (8.5; 8.13) refer to 
actual dying. In Bhagavadgītā 4.9 the event of tyaktvā 
dehaṃ ‘leaving the body’ does not mean actual death 
mṛtyu. Rather it means beginning of yajña karma, which is 
homologized with death. Similarly gatāsūn refers to the 
perceptual action that has begun by departure of self and 
agatāsūn refers to the perceptual action, which has not yet 
begun, as the departure of the spirit has not yet taken place. 

Does this metaphysical explanation of action (karma) make 
sense in the Bhagavadgītā? It may be recalled that in 8.3 
the definition of karma is preceded by explanation of the 
self inside (adhyātma) equated with own being (svabhāva), 
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which in turn is preceded by the declaration that own being 
is the supreme Brahman. So it is the Brahman that is in 
movement in all action. So it fits with what Bhagavadgītā 
says regarding yajña-karma in 3.14-15: “… sacrifice is 
born of action; penetratively know that action comes from 
Brahman, and that Brahman comes from the Imperishable. 
Therefore, the all-pervading Brahman ever rests in 
sacrifice.”88 So action originates in Brahman, which is the 
Self of the bhūta (existent), and also it is the Brahman (the 
Self), which is in movement in action, and the action along 
with the Brahman (the Self) gets deposited in the yajña, 
making Brahman (the Self) ever established in yajña. The 
emission that is called action is not merely departure of 
Brahman (the Self) from inside the body (death) but also 
movement to the yajña outside the body (birth), making this 
emission of Brahman (the Self) as yajña-karma, just as 
described in the doctrine of five fires given above. We also 
hear in Bhagavadgītā 4.24: “Brahman is the offering, 
Brahman the oblation; by Brahman is the call given in the 
fire of Brahman; verily the destination of that (call/caller) 
absorbed in Brahma-karma (action of Brahman) is 
Brahman.”89 

The model of action is presented not only in the Muṇḍaka 
Upaniṣad but also in other Upaniṣads, which the modern 
mind failed to understand. The model of action is given in 
Muṇḍaka Upaniṣad 2.1.1: “That here is the eternal-actual-
ethical: As from a well-stoked fire sparks fly by thousands, 
all looking just like it, so from the imperishable issue 
diverse things, and into it, O fair one, they return.”90 Here 
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the flying of the sparks is the analogy of the action of the 
imperishable and the tiny spark is the analogy of the thing 
that results from the action of the imperishable, that the 
sparks have the same form as the main fire is the analogy of 
the things having the form (=manifestation=bhāva=being) 
of the imperishable in it. Returning back of the spark in the 
fire is the analogy of the another phase of the action of the 
imperishable, whereby the thing that manifest go to the 
imperishable in the sense that it belongs to the 
imperishable. That this is the model of yajña karma 
becomes clear in Muṇḍaka Upaniṣad 2.1.6: “From That 
[=the imperishable] (result) Ṛg verses, Sāman chants, 
Yajus formulas, as well as initiation (for yajña), yajña, all 
actions, and dakṣiṇā, the year, the yajamāna, and the 
worlds were soma gets purified and where [there is] sun.”91 
Then in the last stanza of the Dvitīya Muṇḍaka Prathama 
Khaṇḍa (2.1.10) it is stated: “All this is simply that Puruṣa 
– actions, tapas, brahman (= mantra spoken in words), the 
highest immortal (or alive/non-dead). One who feelingly 
resolves this, hidden in the cave (= hṛdaya=heart) cuts the 
knots of avidyā here, O Fair one!”92  When we read the 
entire Dvitīya Muṇḍaka Prathama Khaṇḍa keeping in view 
the three stanzas we translated above, it becomes clear that 
for Muṇḍaka Upaniṣad the flying away of the spark from 
the well stoked fire and returning back to it represents the 
to and fro of the action going on repeatedly unendingly, as 
sahasra in the vedic tradition represents uncountable 
number also. The spark flying has the form of fire, and 
hence the spark flying is also like the yajamāna riding the 
ray of sun, the latter also being fire, and the spark flying is 
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also carrying oblation of the form (rūpa) of something to 
the fire. The rūpa is never without name (nāman), which is 
functioning as the ray here representing vāc (speech).  

There are more similes used for action in the Muṇḍaka 
Upanisad 1.1.7: “As a spider stretches out threads, then 
draws them into itself; as plants are born from earth; as 
head and body hair grows from a living man; so from the 
imperishable all things here spring.”93 Here the action is 
homologized with stretching of thread and drawn back into 
the tantra where it is stretched, and also with emergence of 
plants from the earth, emergence of hair from head and 
body of living person etc. 

Both the imagery of action is simultaneously presented in 
the Bṛhadāraṇyaka Upaniṣad 2.1.20: “As a spider sends 
forth its thread, and tiny sparks spring forth from fire, so 
indeed do all the vital functions (prāṇāḥ), all the worlds, all 
the gods, and all beings spring from this self (ātmanaḥ). Its 
hidden name (upaniṣad) is ‘the actual behind the actual,’ 
for the actual consists of the vital functions, and the self is 
the actual behind the vital functions.” 94  Even when the 
sparks of self fly repeatedly from fire of self and thread of 
self emerge repeatedly from the spider, i.e. the self it is not 
exhausted because according to Bṛhadāraṇyaka Upaniṣad 
5.1.1:“That is full (infinite); this is full (infinite), (for) from 
the full (infinite) the full (infinite) (indeed) arises. When 
the full (infinite) is taken from the full (infinite), what 
remains is full (infinite) indeed.”95 

The imagery of sparks flying from the fire was the favorite 
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imagery of the karma for the yājñikas, the imagery of 
action as stretched thread was the favourite imagery for the 
muni-traya of the Saṃskṛta Vyākaraṇa: Sūtrakāra Pāṇini, 
Vārttikakāra Kātyāyana and Bhāṣyakāra Patañjali. It is 
reflected in the definition of kartṛ given in Pāṇini Sūtra 
1.4.54: svatantraḥ kartā // “Kartṛ (agent) is one having 
svaṃ (Self) aswarp/thread (tantra) to weave kriyā (action).” 
Patañjali in his Mahābhāṣya explains the sūtra: “Is a 
svatantra a person who has his own thread/warp (svam-
tantra)? And what follows from that? It would result that 
[svatantra means] ‘weaver’.”96 Patañjali further explains: 
“This is not a shortcoming. Certainly the word tantra is 
employed in the sense of ‘extended [thread/warp]’, e.g., 
āstīrṇaṃ tantram ‘the thread/warp has been stretched side 
to side’, protaṃ tantram ‘the thread/warp has been strung 
lengthwise’. [In such cases] ‘extended [thread/warp]’ is 
meant…”97 

The connection between the two imageries of action was 
presented in Nighaṇṭu and also Yāska’s Nirukta. In 
Nighaṇṭu after the eleven names of flame (ekādaśa jvalato 
nāmadheyāni) are given in section 1.17, the next section 
2.1 gives twenty six names of action (ṣaḍviṃśatiḥ 
karmanāmāni) followed by section 2.2, which gives fifteen 
names of offspring (pañcadaśāpatyanāmāni) which 
includes among them tanayaḥ (in some recensions: 
tanayaṃ) meaning ‘one who stretches or extends’ from the 
√tan meaning ‘to stretch, to extend’. Synonyms of action 
follow those of flame, because it is from the flame of 
burning fire that action begins and also in the flame of 
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burning fire it ends. Action in Yajña is flanked on two 
sides, i.e. beginning and end, by flames. Hence Muṇḍaka 
Upaniṣad after giving exhortation in 1.2.1 to perform 
action as seen by ṛṣis in mantras explains how to perform 
actions in 1.2.2: “When the flame flickers after the fire 
[literally: carrier of oblation (havyavāhana)] is lit, let him 
make the offering [āhuti = the action = calling the deities 
as kārakas of the kriyā] of portion of ghee of the goat [ājya 
=literally: the offspring (tanaya) of the unborn (aja= 
Self)]in the intermediate space/time of the [two 
flames].”98The synonyms of offspring follow those of the 
action, because procreation is not only the most important 
of all actions but also it was the model of action for the 
Vedas. In the Vedic model of action self/brahman/puruṣa 
emerges from self/brahman/puruṣa.  

11. Dehin and Deha  

What the Bhagavadgītā is trying to say is that since it is the 
same self, which is in all kṣetras it is a collective self, 
which is in all bodies. All action, which is yajña karma, is 
the manifestation of this collective self. As manifestation is 
nothing but movement from hiddenness to openness, it is 
simultaneously death (emission from hiddenness) and birth 
(emission into openness), involving crossing the boundary 
that separates hiddenness from openness. Here it is of 
interest to note that emergence of self from the body is 
emergence from hiddenness because of the very meaning of 
deha in Sanskrit. ‘Deha has been derived from the root 
‘diḥ’ which primarily means ‘to gather, collect or pile-up’. 
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The act of gathering, collecting and piling of is in fact the 
act of what we call in English harvesting, which act in turn 
leads to the experience of ‘growth, increase, prosperity’. 
This, in fact, is an alternative meaning of the root ‘diḥ’ 
which also means ‘to increase, grow, prosper’. But there is 
a third meaning of root ‘diḥ’, which is ‘to cover.’ To cover 
also means to hide, to conceal, to anoint, to plaster and 
smear. When what is harvested is piled up much of it is 
hidden as the surface hides and covers the pile. This 
meaning of deha is visible in the word ‘saṃdeha’, meaning 
doubt. Saṃdeha has two components: ‘sam’ and ‘deha’. 
The word ‘sam’ is a prefix, which refers to the experience 
of completeness, totality and perfection. We also see this in 
the English word ‘sum’. The next component is ‘deha’, 
meaning concealing or covering. The word Saṃdeha’s root 
sense is ‘perfect concealment or covering’. So in a state of 
doubt, consciousness is perfectly clouded, the reality is 
covered or concealed, the truth is hidden, and thus there is 
no clarity of vision.99 One is confused and is groping in the 
dark. The body is called deha in Sanskrit because it is a 
cover for the dehin (the embodied). It conceals the dehin 
within as the dehin gathers, collects and piles deha up and 
deha increases and grows. 

That the dehin is not the individual transmigrating self but 
is the collective self comes out further in the way the 
analogy is stated. The first thing to be noticed is that the 
possibility of ontological separation of dehin from deha is 
explicitly denied in the verse 2.13. This denial is by way of 
bringing in the analogy of deha and its various states, as 
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there is no possibility of ontological separation of the deha 
from its changing states.  

Had there been any indication of ontological separation, 
then the prevailing theory of transmigration of soul, i.e. 
migration of dehin from one deha to another deha would 
have been a clear enough example by itself. There was no 
need of giving the analogy of 2.13, which is indicating 
deviation from that theory. Had the prevailing theory of 
trans-migration been accepted in Bhagavadgītā, with 
possibility of separation of dehin from deha there would 
have been no need to bring in the analogy of relation of 
deha with its changing states: childhood, youth and old age. 
The example of the deha with its changing states is 
precisely to emphasize the permanence in the change 
without the ontological separation of the permanent from 
what is changing in it, as deha cannot be separated from the 
changing states of it, as that is inconceivable, i.e. it is 
inconceivable that there can be deha which is not in any of 
its changing states. The way the verse is formulated, this 
example is primary, and on the basis of this example one 
has to think of the relation of dehin with deha, i.e. deha is 
changing but dehin is permanent and we are not to think of 
dehin as existing ontologically separated from deha ever. 
Dehin’s being is like that of the numbers. Even though a 
number is distinct from the same number of things, yet 
number is not separable from the same number of things. 
Even if these things perish, the number is present in another 
same number of things. That is to say the dehin if not with 
this deha then it is with another deha.  
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As there is no ontological separation of embodied 
individual self and the body, there is no question of the 
individual self getting embodied in a body (birth) followed 
by it getting separated from that body (death) and after that 
the same individual self getting embodied in a different 
body (re-birth) and followed by its separation from the new 
body (re-death) and the same cycle repeated again and 
again for the same individual self. So the traditional reading 
of the verse appears to be erroneous.  

In verse 2.13 the analogy is between the passing from 
childhood to youth to old age and passing from one body to 
another. We saw one aspect of this analogy above, but there 
is a second aspect too. In transition from childhood to 
youth to old age there is a continuous passing. There is no 
abruptly dividing and demarcating line between childhood 
and youth and also between youth and old age. In the 
analogy the transition of the embodied from one body to 
another also have to be thought of as a continuous 
transition like transition from childhood to youth and from 
youth to old age. What self is that which experiences this 
kind of change of body where there is no abrupt change and 
continuity is maintained in change? In the traditionally 
understood theory of transmigration no individual jīvātman 
is conceived to be transmigrating from one body to another 
as described in Bhagavadgītā 2.13. It is only the collective 
institutional self that has body with features like this. For 
collective body [politic] of the institutional self does 
change but not abruptly and discretely, i.e. over a period of 
time maintaining continuity. The body (politic) of the 
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institutional self changes continuously over a long period of 
time like the change from childhood to youth and from 
youth to childhood.  

That the dehin/śarīriṇa/Ātman/Brahman is never manifest 
without body is an accepted principle of the Śruti. One can 
cite the following passages in this regard. The 
Bṛhadāraṇyaka Upaniṣad 2.4.12: “‘It is like this. When a 
chunk of salt is thrown in water, it dissolves into that very 
water, and it cannot be picked up in any way. Yet, from 
whichever place one may take a sip, the salt is there! In the 
same way this Immense Being, which has no limit 
boundary and is a single dense mass of activity of 
perception. It arises from and together with these existents 
and disappears after them – so, I say, after death there is no 
awareness.’ Yajñavālkya said.” 100 The Bṛhadāraṇyaka 
Upaniṣad 4.5.13: “‘It is like this. As a mass of salt has no 
distinctive core and surface; the whole thing is a single 
mass of flavour – so indeed, my dear, this self has no 
distinctive core and surface; the whole thing is a single 
mass of cognition. It arises out of and together with these 
beings and disappear after them – so I say, after death there 
is no awareness.’ Yājñavalkya said this.”101 The example of 
the lump of salt dissolved in water is not to emphasize the 
prior separate existence of lump of salt from the water, 
rather it is to emphasize that there is inseparability of salt 
and water in salty water. Similarly the Brahman/Ātman is 
inseparable from body in an animated/conscious body. 
Hence apāraṃ vijñānaghana, which is Brahman, arises 
from and together with these existents and disappears after 
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them. 

So inseparability self from the body and continuity of 
change of body, just like the inseparability of body from its 
state and continuity of bodily states, are exhibited by the 
institutional self and its body (politic) only. The individual 
jīvātman and the body of the jīva do not exhibit such 
properties. So the issue under discussion in the verse 
vulgate 2.13 (or Kashmir 2.14) is not regarding the 
individual jīvātman and its changing bodies, rather it is the 
collective institutional self and its changing body (politic) 
that is at issue here.102 

The last quarter of Bhagavadgītā 2.13 says: dhīras tatra na 
muhyati “There the wise one (dhīra) is not distressed.” 
Why is the dhīra not perplexed by what has been said in the 
first three quarters of Bhagavadgītā 2.13? Dhīra is 
someone who has capacity of dhīḥ, and according to 
Kullūka and Rāghavānanda dhīḥ is sāstrāditatvajñānam i.e. 
“knowledge of the true meaning of the authoritative 
works”. 103  Only in light of the essence of traditional 
authoritative texts like Saṃhitās, Brāhmaṇas and 
Upaniṣads, as we have explained one can understand 
Bhagavadgītā 2.13 without getting perplexed or distressed. 
The commentators are perplexed because they interpret it 
not in light of the authoritative texts like Saṃhitās, 
Brāhmaṇas and Upaniṣads, but their own superficial 
understanding of meaning of words. But once we interpret 
2.13 in light of the traditional authoritative texts it is easy to 
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understand how the transition is made to verse 2.14-15 
where once again the activity of perception is discussed. 

Dehin deha distinction is only a distinction in ‘dhīḥ’ into 
which dhīra has insight. In the thinking of something the 
two relata distinguished as well as related by ‘of’ is a 
distinction and relation within an ideational realm. Here it 
is pertinent to remember that the dhīra is not perplexed by 
all this, as dhīra is someone who has capacity of dhiḥ, i.e. 
capacity of holistic insight, i.e. capacity for holistic 
thought, which is required by collective institution as 
person for its functioning. 

Even when the distinction is made between dehin and deha, 
there is denial of separation. The denial of separation is 
declared in the śloka 2.22: “As a man casts off worn out 
clothes and takes on new ones, even so the embodied (self) 
discards worn out bodies and meets new ones.”104 

Since there is a change of meter in 2.22 by reverting from 
the meter of 2.21 to that of 2.20, there is an emphasis on 
something that is present in 2.20 as well as earlier. Hence, 
the analogy of garment (vāsāṃ) with body (deha) is to be 
understood carefully.  A man may be without cloth naked 
but the dehin is not without a deha or śarīra (body). It is 
the same with numbers. Even though a number is distinct 
from the same number of things, yet number is not 
separable from the same number of things. Even if these 
things perish, the number is present in another same 
number of things. That is to say the dehīn if not with this 
deha/śarīra then it is with another deha/śarīra. 
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We had mentioned in the context of interpretation of 
Bhagavadgita 2.13 that the inseparability of self from the 
body and continuity of change of body, just like the 
inseparability of body from its state and continuity of 
bodily states, are exhibited by the collective institutional 
self and its body (politic) only. The individual jīvātman and 
the body of the jīva do not exhibit such properties. So the 
issue under discussion in the verse vulgate 2.13 is not 
regarding the individual jīvātman and its changing bodies, 
rather it is the institutional self and its changing body 
(politic) that is at issue here. The same point is emphasized 
here in Bhagavadgītā 2.22 too. 

The traditional commentators have unanimously read 2.22 , 
just like vulgate 2.13, as concerned with the jīvātman and 
its body. But their reading is erroneous, as these are 
dictated not by logic of the verse but by their prior 
commitment to the cycle of birth and death of jīvā in 
saṃsāra governed by law of karma. But their kind of 
reading of the verse is erroneous because none of them has 
taken into consideration semantic syntax of vulgate 2.22, 
which determines the meaning of the analogy given in it. 
The expression ‘naro’ and dehī are in singular but 
expressions vāsāṃsi jīrṇāni, navāni … 'parāṇi, śarīrāṇi 
…jīrṇāny, anyāni… navāni are in plural indicating that man 
has many old garments which he discards and he acquires 
many new garments and similarly a single dehin has many 
old bodies which he discards and it acquires many new 
bodies. This feature, of having many bodies at a time like 
the man having many garments at the same time, is 
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satisfied by the collective institutional self or collective 
institution as person, but not by jīvātman. The traditional 
thinkers having commitment to the cycle of birth and death 
of jīva under the control of law of karma assume that 
multiplicity of bodies of dehin is due to sequentially 
discarded or acquired bodies but one at a time and then 
they account for the multiplicity of garments of a man in 
the same way. But this is not a natural reading as it is 
reading backwards as if the issue under discussion is the 
garments of man which is to be understood in analogy to 
bodies of jīvātman (=man), which are sequentially acquired 
and discarded one at a time in the cycle of birth and death 
under law of karma. But that is not the issue at all. The 
issue is that of discarding and acquiring (not acquiring and 
discarding) of many bodies by a single dehin which has to 
be understood in analogy to discarding and acquiring of 
many garments by a man. Then the natural reading is that 
the dehin is the collective institutional self or person and it 
discards many old bodies as many human beings die in the 
body-politic of the collective institution as person, and it 
acquires many new bodies by birth of many human beings 
in the collective body politic of the institution as person. 
So, the traditional commentators are not actually faithful to 
the nuances of the terms in the verses and the semantic 
syntax of the verses due to their prior doctrinal 
commitments, which prevent them from seeing the 
meaning present in the verse due to its semantic syntax.  

It is the metaphysics introduced in Bhagavadgītā 2.11-30, 
which enables Kṛṣṇa to say in Bhagavadgītā 13.1-2:“This, 
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the body, O son of Kunti, is holistically thought of as 
Kṣetra; him who feelingly knowingly resolves it, they, who 
feelingly knowingly resolve of them, call Kṣetrajña 
(knowledgeable resolver of Kṣetra). And you also 
penetratively knowledgeably resolve Me as Kṣetrajña in all 
Kṣetras, O Bhārata.”105 It is interesting to note that in 13.2 
kṣetrajñaṃ and māṃ are in singular just like ‘naro’ and 
dehī in 2.22 and in 13.2 sarvakṣetreṣu is in plural just like 
vāsāṃsi jīrṇāni, navāni … 'parāṇi, śarīrāṇi …jīrṇāny, 
anyāni… navāni in 2.22. It may further be noted that 
sarvakṣetreṣu is in locative case meaning (in all kṣetras) 
making the kṣetrajña related to kṣetra just as dehin/śarīriṇa 
is related to deha/śarīra. Now the important question 
arises: why is it first declared that śarīra is holistically 
thought of as kṣetraṃ then it is declared that Kṛṣṇa is the 
one kṣetrajña in all the multiple kṣetras instead of 
straightaway saying that Kṛṣṇa is the knowledgeable 
resolver of body in all bodies? The answer is that once the 
vocabulary of kṣetras is introduced then the possibility of 
Kṛṣṇa being in the bodies one after another is dispelled, as 
kṣetras do not admit of being successive in time rather 
these are simultaneous in time. So, Kṛṣṇa is in all bodies 
(sarvakṣetreṣu) simultaneously making it obvious that 
Kṛṣṇa is the collective self in all bodies at the same time, 
dispelling the idea that dehin/śarīriṇa is individual 
jīvātman as Kṛṣṇa is the dehin/śarīriṇa.  

The analogy of discarding and acquiring of new garments 
by man with dehin discarding of old bodies and acquiring 
of new bodies introduces the feature of voluntarism without 
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agency of change. What body or which body has this 
feature of voluntarism in change? This features is not 
present in body of the transmigrating jīvātman of traditional 
theory of transmigration of soul. To repeat, in traditional 
theory of transmigration of jīvātman, there is no 
voluntarism in discarding or acquiring of body as it is 
strictly governed by law of karma. So, the feature of 
voluntarism point not to transmigration of jīvātman, as 
understood traditionally, but to some other phenomenon. It 
is the collective institution as person, which exhibits 
voluntarism of change of body. The collective institutional 
self discards the old bodies, for example in the Indian 
āśrama system the people with bodies of more than 75 
years old were discarded and required to leave the 
institutional life to retire into forest to prepare and wait for 
death and in modern institutions people are retired by 
institution when they reach the age of superannuation and 
the institutional self acquires new bodies when after being 
born a man becomes fit to be member of the institution and 
he enters the institution, in modern institution new bodies 
are hired, and one comes across expressions like ‘body 
shopping’ for companies and corporations. In many 
Upaniṣads the so-called movement of soul, e.g. 
Bṛhadāraṇyak Upaniṣad 6.2.15-16 and Chāndogya 
Upaniṣad 5.10.1-6, does not describe so-called 
transmigration of individual soul as it tries to convey the 
idea of individual member’s entry into and exit from and 
temporary and permanent inclusion in the collective 
institution as person. 
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Therefore, the conclusion of the above discussion is that the 
assumption of the theory of cycle of birth and death, which 
is the traditional theory of transmigration of soul, is not 
advocated or justified in Bhagavadgītā; rather the 
vocabulary of prevailing theory of transmigration of soul is 
utilized, neutralizing some features of it, to clarify the 
metaphysics behind the collective institutional action and 
institutional actuality.106 

Bhagavadgītā 2.22 is not only reformulating the change of 
collective body politic as understood in Bhagavadgītā 2.13, 
but also is re-emphasizing the eternality of the collective 
institutional self mentioned in Bhagavadgītā 2.20. But there 
is a difference too. Earlier in Bhagavadgītā 2.20 it is 
mentioned that body is killed in contrast to the collective 
self, which cannot be killed. But now the language of 
killing of the body is avoided but only the language of 
discarding of old bodies and acquiring of new bodies is 
used. Why? In the previous verse, i.e. 2.21 the question is 
raised: “How, O son of Pṛthā, does such a person [who 
knows his self to be collective person] cause to slay whom, 
and whom does he slay?” 107  The answer is that as a 
member of the body politic, when one participates in the 
war, the war is a collective action and killing occurs in the 
war, which is not attributed to any member, but from the 
collective universal institutional person’s point of view it is 
a natural occurrence as the natural birth and death of many 
in the body politic. The idea is that as many people die of 
natural old-age, disease, epidemic, no one is held 
responsible for such deaths as do not amount to killing. So, 
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there is no attribution of killing to any one, even if he 
participates in the war, as war is a natural phenomenon, not 
an artificial making of individuals as moderns think. The 
collective person being unborn and undying is eternal and 
hence natural and not an artificial person created by 
individuals as moderns think. The war, as a collective 
phenomenon, is also natural. This will be stated explicitly 
in Bhagavadgītā 2.32 when war (yuddha) will be claimed to 
be occurring by itself (yadṛcchayā …upapannaṃ), i.e. it is 
not brought about artificially by the individuals, rather 
occurs naturally whether one wants or not. One can, 
therefore, cause someone to be slayed in the context of 
institution, as judge can cause the criminal to be killed, 
without inviting the charge of murder. The same applies to 
the context of war, which is a collective institutional 
context of settlement of an institutional issue as claimed by 
Indra in Kauśitaki Upaniṣad.108 

Therefore, the conclusion of the above discussion is that the 
Bhagavadgītā clarifies the structure of institutional action 
including the perceptual activity. And institutional 
actuality, as the collective person or self of institution, has 
some voluntary control over discarding and acquiring of 
men in its body (politic).109 

12. Mātrāsparśa and Feelings 

When we read the Bhagavadgītā 2.13 and 2.14 quoted 
above together, what emerges is the identical triadic 
structure in both embodied-body relation and the perceiver-
perceived relation. In embodiment there is (1) eternal dehin 
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hidden in (2) temporary deha, which is being replaced by 
another in time and (3) each deha is experienced by dehin 
in some changing state. Similarly in perception 
(mātrāsparśa) of something there is (a) eternal perceiver 
hidden in (b) temporary some thing perceived, which is 
being replaced by another thing perceived in time and (c) 
each something is perceived by the perceiver accompanied 
by changing feelings. As the state of body belongs to the 
body and not to the embodied the feeling accompanying a 
thing perceived belongs to the thing perceived and not to 
the perceiver. The feeling is not subjective in the 
Bhagavadgītā as it belongs to the something perceived and 
not to the perceiver. It is declared in 3.34 by Kṛṣṇa: “In 
object of each sense is respectively stationed attraction and 
aversion of (respective) senses; one should not come under 
the control of these two; for, they are obstacles on the path 
of his.”110 The primary model of perception (mātrāsparśa) 
in the Bhagavadgītā is the embodied body relation as was 
the case with jñāna (knowledgeable resolve) in the 
Bhagavadgītā 13.1-2. In the Bhagavadgītā 13.6 feelings 
like pleasure and pain (sukhaṃ duḥkhaṃ) belong to the 
body (śrīra), which is also designated as Kṣetra (clearing). 
Hence, neither perception (mātrāsparśa) nor jñāna 
(knowledgeable resolve) in the Bhagavadgītā admit of 
modern subject-object dualism. 

In 2.13 it was mentioned that the triadic structure of 
embodiment does not perplex the holistic thinker or the one 
who has holistic insight (dhīras … na muhyati). In 2.15 it 
was mentioned that the man, who is holistic thinker or who 
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has holistic insight (puruṣaṃ…dhīraṃ), whom feelings in 
the triadic structure of perception do not afflict, he is fit for 
life (yaṃhi na vyathayanty ete puruṣaṃ…dhīraṃ so 
'mṛtatvāya kalpate). The introduction of dhīra ‘holistic 
thinker’ or ‘who has holistic insight’ is very significant. 
The term ‘dhīra’ is necessarily connected with ‘dhiḥ’, 
namely, with the ‘holistic idea/insight reconciled of many 
elements,’ or ‘holistic thought/vision reconciled of many 
elements.’ So, dhīra,‘who has holistic insight’ or ‘who is 
holistic visionary,’ has insight into or has the vision of 
connection between embodiment and perception.  

The two triadic structures (X) dehin– deha– state of deha 
and (Y) perceiver – perceived thing – feeling of the thing 
perceived, together create a third structure (Z) Dehin 
(=perceiver) – Deha in some state – the thing perceived 
with some feeling.  Dehin and deha relation of the structure 
(X) which is a necessary relation will be the locus of action 
(karma) and the intentional structure of action (karma), as 
all actions are performed by the body, speech and mind 
(śarīravāṅmanobhir: 18.15), which belong to kṣetra 
‘clearing’ (=śarīra), mediated by feeling from the structure 
(Y) (13.5-6), and Dehin (=perceiver) and the thing 
perceived relation, which again is a necessary relation from 
the structure (Y) will be the locus of jñāna and intensional 
structure of jñāna mediated by the state of deha from the 
structure (X), and these two structures of (i) action – 
intention of action and (ii) jñāna– intension of jñāna merge 
to become a unitary structure of life. A dhīra grasps this 
totality without getting perplexed or getting afflicted and he 
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is fit for life, where life is characterized by ‘deathlessness’ 
(amṛtatva). 

The cognition in the Bhagavadgītā is never dissociable 
from feeling. The relation of image cognition of object in 
sense object contact and the associated feeling are not 
conceived, the way modern philosophy conceives these 
two. In the modern thought the feeling is subjective but the 
image comes from outside from the object. But in the 
Bhagavadgītā the thing itself is the giver of form to 
cognition in sense object contact and also the giver of 
feeling to consciousness. Both are given by the sense object 
together intimately related and are not dissociable.  

In modern philosophy one can treat cognition of image 
independently from the subjectively felt feelings, but not in 
the Bhagavadgītā. It has significant impact on the manner 
of articulation of cognition and expression of the cognition 
in language affecting the intensional structure of thought 
and speech in the Bhagavadgītā. The intensional structure 
of thought and speech in the Bhagavadgītā is therefore, 
different from the intensional structure of thought and 
speech of modern thought. That is to say modern thought is 
entirely different from the thinking in the Bhagavadgītā. 
The intensional structure of thought and speech cannot 
result in intentional structure of action in modern thought 
because image cognition is dissociable from feelings. In 
modern thought image cognition is objective but feeling is 
subjective, therefore, any objective image cognition can 
combine externally with any subjective feeling felt by the 
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cogniser. There is no objective relation between the two in 
modern thought. But, in contrast, in Vedic thought there is 
necessary connection between the image cognition of a 
thing and the feeling that the thing gives rise to, associated 
with the image cognition. In the Bhagavadgītā the locus of 
connection between the image cognition and the associated 
feeling is in the thing itself and it is not a mere subjective 
connection, but objective connection.  Therefore, the 
intensional structure of thought and speech necessarily 
gives rise to intentional structure of action precisely 
because of un-dissociability of image cognition from 
feeling of life in the Bhagavadgītā.111 

To recapitulate the train of argument of the second chapter 
of the Bhagavadgītā it must be stated that in the verse 2.14 
the idea of mātrā-sparśāḥ is brought in to show the 
connection of the dehin-deha relation and perceiver 
(dehin)-and thing perceived relation. Many things are given 
to perception (mātrā-sparśa) and the action like yuddha 
‘war’ is to be performed in the world of perception (mātrā-
sparśa). The dehin – deha relation the locus of action and 
intentional structure of action, get related to perceiver 
(dehin)– thing perceived relation, the locus of jñāna and 
intensional structure of jñāna via mātrā-sparśāḥ, the 
former performing action in the world of perception 
(mātrā-sparśa) out of/impelled by associated feelings and 
the later receiving many entities for perception from world 
of perception (mātrā-sparśa), according to the state of 
body, the two forming a circle which never ceases but 
continues ever which is life and jñāna in one.  
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And yet the dehin which is the common relatum of 
intensional structure of jñāna and intentional structure of 
action (karma) remains unaffected, as stated in 2.15, by the 
world of perception (mātrā-sparśa) both in receiving of 
entities from it for jñāna as per the state of body and 
performing of action in it impelled as per the associated 
feeling.  

The Bhagavadgītā’s a priori condition of perception 
(mātrāsparśa) is different from the a priori ‘I’ in ‘I think’ 
which accompanies the experience of object from 
Descartes to Kant as the ‘I’ of ‘I think’ is not out of focus 
of consciousness but is in the focus of consciousness as self 
consciousness, i.e. transcendental consciousness of the 
unity of apperception and the ‘I’ of ‘I think’ of the modern 
tradition is not only not out of focus of consciousness, it is 
self-consciousness and as consciousness of something that 
is transcendental consciousness of unity of apperception is 
limited and delimited by mātrā, i.e. the measure of the self 
which is distinguished and delimited by limits from other 
selves. To use the Bhagavadgītā’s terminology, the self-
consciousness, ‘I’of ‘I think’ of modern tradition is 
simultaneously ahaṃkāra (mamakāra). None of this is 
applicable to the a priori condition of the perception 
(mātrāsparśa) in the Bhagavadgītā.  

Hence, there is a fundamental difference in the a priori 
condition of perception (mātrāsparśa) in the Bhagavadgītā, 
which is out of focus of consciousness, merely like light 
(jyoti), but without delimitation. It is ideational like 
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number, which is non-dual due to nonlimitation and 
infinite. But in modern thought the a priori of the 
experience of object is in the focus of consciousness as self 
consciousness, is delimited consciousness limited by the 
limits of ‘you think’ ‘he thinks’ ‘the other thinks’ etc. In 
modern thought the intesional structure of knowledge has 
limited things on both side of thought, i.e. the thinker side 
and the thing thought side. There is total separation of 
feeling from this intensional structure of thought in modern 
thought, as feeling has no role to play in it.112 

There is another difference too. The locus of sense 
perception is not the individual ‘I” in the Bhagavadgītā. 
The locus of all the senses in it is the collective body of the 
collective person as stated in Bhagavadgītā 13.13: “With 
hands and feet everywhere, with eyes and heads and 
mouths everywhere, with ears everywhere, That exists 
enveloping all.”113 What this verse of the Bhagavadgītā is 
describing is a collectivity, which is institution as person. 
Further more in Bhagavadgītā 13.14 it is stated: “Shining 
by the guṇas (strands of prakṛti) of all the senses, (yet) 
without the senses; unattached, yet supporting all; devoid 
of guṇas but enjoyer of guṇas.”114 According to this verse 
the collective institution as person manifests with functions 
of senses without having corporeal senses. 

13. The relation of Karma with Jñāna 

There is a little prefiguring of the relation of intentional 
structure of action with intensional structure of jñāna in 
perception (mātrāsparśa) in the Bhagavadgītā 2.25, which 
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says: “It is said that it (i.e. Brahman/Ātman/Puruṣa/ 
Dehin/Śarīriṇa) is unmanifest, unthinkable and without 
possibility of vikāra (without modes).  Therefore, feelingly 
knowing apriori (viditvā) it to be such, you should not 
grieve.”115  The first statement indicates that the being of 
the collective self is not to be validated by perception for 
that deals with what is manifest, thinkable and transitory. 
Rather it is confirmed by language, what we say. All 
confusion in thinking and hence thinking of what is to be 
done arises because we fail to distinguish and to keep 
distinct in thinking the one ideational being from the many 
empirical changing particulars in which it is present. 
Arjuna is failing to distinguish the one idea of dharma from 
the many empirical individual situations in which it is 
present. Since he is unable to distinguish the two he is 
caught in the sophistic dialetic, speaking like paṇḍita while 
actually caring for that which the learned find as something 
for which one should not care. So to remove the sophist 
dialectic confusion we have to pay attention to the language 
and how the distinction is present in the way we speak. 
Arjuna should think of the one idea of dharma and not the 
empirical particular situation of dharma. As Arjuna is 
thinking of the empirical particular situation of dharma he 
is thinking all that is involved in the particular empirical 
situation, i.e. killing, dying involved in the particular 
situation and these have no bearing on the issue of dharma 
when the war has already arrived. Once the war has arrived 
it is the arrival of war that is relevant to determination of 
dharma. It is this that is highlighted through the linguistic 
distinction between one soul, which is unmanifest, 
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unthinkable and unchanging, like number, which is the 
collective person of institution in himself and many 
empirical particular bodies, which are manifest, thinkable 
and changeable, constituting a collective body politic, in 
which the collective self of institution is present. To arrive 
at one idea of dharma and what it requires one has to base 
his argument on the a priori felt knowledge of the collective 
soul and not on what happens to the empirical body. But 
this a priori felt knowledge of the collective soul is 
knowledge of the unmanifest, unthinkable and the 
unchanging, i.e. what is aprameya, that is not measurable 
and hence not an object of perception (mātrāsparśa) and 
hence not perceptually known, but feelingly known a priori. 
What is being said is that feelings associated with many 
perceptual things must be equalized and balanced with its 
opposite feeling and neutralized and action is to be 
performed without attraction or aversion to perceptual 
things. 

Here there is a little prefiguring of the relation of 
intentional structure of action with intensional structure of 
perception (mātrāsparśa) of something. In this prefiguring 
of the relation, it must be noticed that the intentional 
structure of action emerges parallel to the intensional 
structure of jñāna in perception (mātrāsparśa) from the 
same puruṣa; and the two parallel structures, i.e. the 
intensional structure of jñāna in perception (mātrāsparśa) 
and intentional structure of action merging in one structure 
which is both, i.e. has both aspects as explained earlier.  
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In the modern thought the intensional structure of 
experience of object and the intentional structure of action 
are independent and when the two are related then they are 
related sequentially in a series where the experience of 
object with its intensional structure with the two relata the 
‘I’ of ‘I think’ and the object experienced come first and 
then the action with its intentional structure with its two 
relata ‘I’ of ‘I freely will’ and the intended objective come 
next and the relation of the two structure is from the side of 
the object as the intended objective is always the 
breakdown of the resistance of the object whose experience 
is already obtained prior to action. This modern model of 
action has catastrophic and holocaustic consequences when 
it comes to institutional and social action and necessarily 
involves power to break the resistance of the object be it a 
man, be it a society or institution, or be it an object like 
wood or iron. Since, the Vedic and the Bhagavadgītā’s way 
of relating the intensional structure of jñāna in perception 
(mātrāsparśa) to the intentional structure of action is 
entirely different. The Bhagavadgītā discusses it at length 
spreading the discussion till the last chapter, i.e. eighteenth 
chapter. Here it was merely a prefiguration of the relation 
that is presented in 2.25. 

The Indian way of conceiving the relation between the 
intensional structure of jñāna in perception (mātrāsparśa) 
and the intentional structure of action is such that once the 
intentional structure of action emerges parallel to the 
intensional structure of jñāna in perception (mātrāsparśa), 
in fact the two merging into one structure then from 
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whichever side of the two sides of intensional structure of 
jñāna in perception (mātrāsparśa) one proceeds the 
intentional structure of action remains unaffected. The 
example of why nānuśocitum arhasi “you should not care” 
as the example of intentional structure of action has already 
been discussed in the śloka 2.25 starting from one side of 
the intensional structure of jñāna in perception 
(mātrāsparśa), i.e. the side where one has the infinite and 
indestructible puruṣa as the relatum. Now Kṛṣṇa 
demonstrates that even if one proceeds from the finite 
measured side of the intensional structure then also the 
intentional structure of action remains unchanged. The 
same example of why nānuśocitum arhasi “you should not 
care” of the śloka 2.25 is discussed in the next two ślokas 
starting from the other side of the intensional structure of 
jñāna in perception (mātrāsparśa) where the relatum is 
finitely delimited existent.  

2.26-27 says:“And even if you think it (the finite side of the 
intensional structure of thought is taken to be puruṣa) to be 
constantly born (when the body is born) and constantly 
dying (when the body dies), O mighty-armed Arjuna, you 
should not care for it. For, death is certain for one that is 
born and birth is certain for one that dies. Therefore, you 
should not care for that which is inevitable.”116 The second 
premise is a metaphysical principle, which says that the 
birth/beginning/origin on one side and death/end on the 
other are indissolubly related, so that one that has 
birth/origin has death/end and one that has death/end had 
birth/origin too. So, once the intentional structure of action 
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emerges from the intensional structure of jñāna in 
perception (mātrāsparśa) as parallel to it and merging with 
it, that intentional structure of action remains firm and 
unshakable from whichever side of the intensional structure 
of thought you may proceed. So, this was Kṛṣṇa’s 
elaboration of the comment with which he had begun his 
discourse in 2.11:“For those not to be cared for you have 
cared, yet you speak words of wisdom. To which breath is 
gone (the thing perceived) or breath is not gone (the thing 
unperceived) the wise do not care.”117So, this comment was 
actually on the intensional structure of Arjuna’s jñāna in 
perception (mātrāsparśa) going wrong leading to doubt and 
hesitation.  

With 2.28 the discussion of so-called immortality of soul 
comes to an end. It says:“Existents are unmanifest in 
their beginnings; they become manifest in the middle, O 
Bharata; and they become unmanifest after death. So 
why care for them?”118 With this rhetorical question one 
argument is completed. Be it noted it is not an argument for 
the immortality of soul. For if we take it to be argument for 
eternality of soul it will require explanation of the existence 
of soul after it is dead or before it is born, i.e. when it is 
unmanifest. But in this argument this issue is not raised at 
all. So, the issue is that of intention to care or not to care 
when the thought of death of near and dear ones is haunting 
Arjuna and the consequent thought of demise of the 
familiar social formation is also haunting him. This issue is 
solved not by any decision or choice as a modern man 
would do with reasons. Kṛṣṇa’s way of solving the issue is 
entirely different. He questioned the intensional structure of 
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thought that was involved in the doubt and hesitation that 
was haunting Arjuna. When the intensional structure of 
thought was corrected by discerning what went wrong in 
the intensional structure of his thought, then automatically 
and necessarily the intentional structure of action emerged 
that gave the injunction/resolution not to care.  
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//adhyātmajñānanityatvaṃ tattvajñānārthadarśanam /etaj jñānam iti proktam 
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27 uvāca pārtha paṣyaitān samavetān kurūn iti 
28 tatra apaśyat sthitān pārthaḥ pitṛn atha pitāmahān /ācāryān mātulān bhrātṛn putrān 
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/ dṛṣṭvemān svajanān kṛṣṇa yuyutsūn samavasthitān // 
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pātakam // kathaṃ na jñeyam asmābhiḥ pāpād asmān nivartitum / kulakṣayakṛtaṃ 
doṣaṃ prapaśyadbhir janārdana // 

31 utsannakuladharmāṇāṃ manuṣyāṇāṃ janārdana / narake niyataṃ vāso bhavatīty 
anuśuśruma // 

32 na hi prapaśyāmi mamāpanudyād; yac chokam ucchoṣaṇam indriyāṇām 
33 1. 22 (nirīkṣe); 23 (avekṣe); 25 (paśya); 26 (apaśyat); 27 (samīkṣa); 28 (dṛṣṭvā);31 

(paśyāmi, anupaśyāmi); 38 (paśyanti); 39 (prapaśyadbhi) 
34 1.44 (anuśuśruma) 
35 mātrāsparśās tu kaunteya śītoṣṇasukhaduḥkhadāḥ / āgamāpāyino 'nityās tāṃs 

titikṣasva bhārata //yaṃhi na vyathayanty ete puruṣaṃ puruṣarṣabha / 
samaduḥkhasukhaṃ dhīraṃ so 'mṛtatvāya kalpate // 

36 senayor ubhayor madhye rathaṃ sthāpaya me 'cyuta // yāvad etān nirīkṣe 'haṃ 
yoddhukāmān avasthitān / kair mayā saha yoddhavyam asmin raṇasamudyame // 
yotsyamānān avekṣe 'haṃ ya ete 'tra samāgatāḥ / dhārtarāṣṭrasya durbuddher 
yuddhe priyacikīrṣavaḥ // 

37 yad ahaṃkāram āśritya na yotsya iti manyase / mithyaiṣa vyavasāyas te prakṛtis 
tvāṃ niyokṣyati // 

38 yas tu sarvāṇi bhūtāny ātmany evānupaśyati |sarvabhūteṣu cātmānaṃ tato na 
vijugupsate || 

39 yas tu sarvāṇi bhūtāny ātmany evānupaśyati | sarvabhūteṣu cātmānaṃ tato na 
vicikitsati || 

40 sarvabhūtastham ātmānaṃ sarvabhūtāni cātmani / īkṣate yogayuktātmā sarvatra 
samadarśanaḥ // yo māṃ paśyati sarvatra sarvaṃ ca mayi paśyati / tasyāhaṃ na 
praṇaśyāmi sa ca me na praṇaśyati // 
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41 yasmin sarvāṇi bhūtāny ātmaivābhūd vijānataḥ |tatra ko mohaḥ kaḥ śoka ekatvam 

anupaśyataḥ || 
42 tatra ko mohaḥ kaḥ śoka 
43 kaccid etac chrutaṃ pārtha tvayaikāgreṇa cetasā / kaccid ajñānasaṃmohaḥ 

prāṇaṣṭas te dhanaṃjaya // 
44 naṣṭo mohaḥ smṛtir labdhā tvatprasādān mayācyuta / sthito ’smi gatasaṃdehaḥ 

kariṣye vacanaṃ tava // 
45 ajñānasaṃbhūtaṃ … saṃśayaṃ 
46 teṣāṃ satatayuktānāṃ bhajatāṃ prītipūrvakam / dadāmi buddhiyogaṃ taṃ yena 

mām upayānti te //teṣām evānukampārtham aham ajñānajaṃ tamaḥ / nāṣayāmy 
ātmabhāvastho jñānadīpena bhāsvatā // 

47 aśocyān anvaśocas tvaṃ prajñāvādāṃś ca bhāṣase / gatāsūn agatāsūṃś ca 
nānuśocanti paṇḍitāḥ // 

48 Generally it is believed that Kṛṣṇa’s intention is to address Arjuna’s grief or to 
console the grieving Arjuna.  Taking cue from Viṣṇu Smṛti,regarding the group of 
verses Bhagavadgītā 2.11-30 Angelika Malinar writes, “Thus, whether one thinks of 
the self as eternal or as being constantly born or dead, the conclusion is the same: 
there is nothing to grieve for. This message is conveyed in the refrain-like formula, 
‘You must not grieve’ (na socitum arhasi; 2.25, 26, 27, 30), which is a perfect 
conclusion of this speech of consolation, drawing on the style of funeral oration. That 
consolation is the main purpose of these verses is corroborated by their inclusion of 
the Viṣṇusmṛti (ViS), one of the later manuals on dharma. In this text, the verses are 
cited as an example of words of consolation that should be addressed to mourners (cf. 
ViS 19.24). Almost all the verses in the BhG are cited, with slight variations and 
certain omissions, as a repertoire of aphorisms to be used on such occasions.” (In her 
The Bhagavadgītā: Doctrines and Contexts, Cambridge University Press: 
Cambridge, 2007 [referred to as Malinar herein after], pp.65f.)Malinar also compares 
Kṛṣṇa’s speech in Bhagavadgītā 2.11-30 with Vidura’s speech of consolation in 
Mahābhārata 11.2.3ff. She continues the quoted passage, “It is probable that the 
authors of the BhG [Bhagavadgītā] are drawing on an extant stock of teachings as is 
the case in other passages from the MBh [Mahābhārata],” (Malinar:66),and clarifies 
that she is referring to Vidura’s speech of consolation in Mahābhārata 11.2.3ff 
(Malinar: 66, fn.20).She further explains, “Here, the refrain tatra kā paridevanā 
(‘Why should one complain?’) is frequently used, as is the case in the BhG 
2.”(Malinar: 66, fn.20). 

 According to Olivelle the Viṣṇu Smṛti was composed by a single Brahmin, who was a 
devotee of Viṣṇu and an expert in the Dharmasāśtra tradition, most likely between 
700 and 1000 CE on the ground that (1) the text cites the centrality of written 
documents and events which occurred in the Common Era, (2) the text uses a 
vocabulary that emerged in the Common Era, for example the word pustaka,used in 
Viṣṇu Smṛti 18.44, was first used by a sixth-century astronomer, (3) the text mentions 
satī and deals comprehensively with tīrthas , which is a late development, as no other 
Dharmasāśtra deals with them, and (4) the text gives a description of Vaiṣṇava 
images, which uniquely correlate with the specimens found only after the eighth 
century in Kashmir. (Patrick Olivelle, “The Date and Provenance of the Viṣṇu 
Smṛti,” Indologica Taurinensia, 33 (2007), pp.149-163.) 

 Hence, to interpret Bhagavadgītā 2.11 as mere part of a funeral speech on the basis of 
Viṣṇu Smṛti is anachronistic and to interpret it by comparing Kṛṣṇa’s speech 
Bhagavadgītā 2.11-30 with Vidura’s speech of consolation in Mahābhārata 11.2.3ff 
is to miss the significance of the verses, which is not just meant for consolation of 
Arjuna, but meant for clarification of the manifestation of the collective institution as 
person and the very nature of collective institutional action, performed by mind, 
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speech and body, and what is involved in the performance of such collective 
institutional action, which we will try to show in this essay. 

 That Kṛṣṇa’s speech in Bhagavadgītā 2.11-30 is not to be interpreted as speech of 
consolation, even though he is addressing the grieving Arjuna is indicated in 
Bhagavadgītā 2.10, which is a report by Saṃjaya. Since, in this verse, Kṛṣṇa is 
reported to be speaking as if smilingly precludes his speech being a speech of 
consolation. Malinar’s translation of the verse 2.10 is as follows: “To him who sat 
desperate between the two armies, Hṛṣīkeśa (Kṛṣṇa) spoke almost bursting out in 
laughter” (Malinar: 64). One speaking almost bursting out in laughter and at the 
same time consoling is incongruous. Hence Kṛṣṇa’s speech could not have been a 
speech of consolation if we go by Saṃjaya’s report, even though Kṛṣṇa’s speech 
appears to be a speech of consolation on the surface when seen in light of Viṣṇu 
Smṛti 20.1-53 and Vidura’s speech of consolation in Mahābhārata 11.2.3ff. 

 The Viṣṇu Smṛti’s injunction forspeech of consolation as part of funeral presupposes 
not merely the fact of mourning but also the correctness and validity of mourning for 
the dead as part of funeral. Viṣṇu Smṛti 19.24 gives the injunction: “The mourners, 
who lament the loss of a relative, shall be addressed by men gifted with a tranquil 
frame of mind with such consolatory speeches as I shall now recite to thee, O Earth, 
who art cherished to my, mind.” (duḥkhānvitānāṃ mṛtabāndhavānām āśvāsanaṃ 
kuryur adīnasattvāḥ /vākyais tu yair bhūmi tavābhidhāsye vākyāny ahaṃ tāni mano 
'bhirāme //Translated by Julius Jolly in his The Institutes of Vishnu). 

 The injunction is followed by the group of verses 20.1-53 which constitute the 
speech of consolation. The verse 2.11of the Bhagavadgītā is not included in these 
verses.Traditionally the verse 2.11 of the Bhagavadgītā following translation: “For 
those who cannot be grieved for you have grieved, yet you speak words of wisdom. 
For whose life breath is gone or whose life breath is not gone the wise do not grieve.” 
In this translation this verse appears to be questioning the very validity of grieving 
and mourning. Hence, the verse 2.11 is present to prevent the speech of Kṛṣṇaṃ from 
2.11-30 in the Bhagavadgītā from being construed as speech of mourning. 

 To get the clue to the correct interpretation of these verses interpreters need to ask 
what is that gatāsūn (whose breath have departed) and agatāsūn (whose breath have 
not departed) which are anvaśocas (cannot be grieved for) and regarding which 
nānuśocanti paṇḍitāḥ (wise do not grieve). We have to keep in mind that grieving for 
the dead is a legitimate part of funeral and Kṛṣṇa is not advocating modification of 
manual of Dharma to do away with the mourning in the funeral. So, gatāsūn and 
agatāsūn do not mean dead (whose breath have departed) and alive (whose breath 
have not departed), rather it refers to the activity of sense perception of things and 
non-performance of such activities of sense perception of things respectively, as we 
will show below.  

 Malinar did not notice the incongruity between the two claims she makes: first the 
claim, “Kṛṣṇa declares that the truly educated, the paṇḍita, do not grieve when there 
is nothing to grieve for. They never mourn for either the living or the dead because 
they distinguish between the mortal body and the immortal ‘owner of the body’ 
(dehin, śarīriṇa)”(Malinar: 65), and the second claim, “Thus, whether one thinks of 
the self as eternal or as being constantly born or dead, the conclusion is the same: 
there is nothing to grieve for. This message is conveyed in the refrain-like formula, 
‘You must not grieve’ (na socitum arhasi; 2.25, 26, 27, 30), which is a perfect 
conclusion of this speech of consolation, drawing on the style of funeral 
oration.”(Malinar: 65). 

 Since paṇḍita’s conduct is taken as the exemplar, the paṇḍita for Kṛṣṇa in the 
Bhagavadgītā is performing the same function as performed by śiṣṭa in determination 
of dharma where there is no clear injunction from the texts (śāstra). On Malinar’s 
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reading, since paṇḍitas do not mourn, and they being exemplar of the correct 
conduct, there is no place for mourning and speech of consolation in the funeral 
performed by them, this goes against the injunction for speech of consolation in the 
Viṣṇu Smṛti accepted by Malinar. 

 Simon Brodbeck articulates Arjuna’s anxiety as presented in the first chapter in the 
following words: “… he expresses his misgivings first of all in terms of anticipated 
loss of śreyas (the good, 1:31), prīti (joy, 1:36), and sukha (contentment, 1:37). 
These terms seem to indicate the existential problem of living with himself thereafter. 
This is then tied to kinship responsibility: the anticipated act is contrary to 
kuladharma and jātidharma and will precipitate varṇasaṃkara and kulakṣyaya 
(class-mixture, tribal destruction, 1:39-42) through the corruption of the kula’s 
womenfolk (1:41). Kula here is conceived as containing the already dead and the yet 
to be born, each group dependent on the other in equal measure. Naraka (hell, 1:42, 
44) denotes the oblivion of this particular kula as an entity, as well as serving as a 
postmortem location (in contrast to pitṛloka) for its individual members.” (Simon 
Brodbeck, “Calling Kṛṣṇa’s Bluff: Non-attached Action in the Bhagavadgītā,” 
Journal of Indian Philosophy,Vol. 32 (2004), p. 83).It is this anxiety that is making 
Arjuna grieve. Had there been a direct attempt to address Arjuna’s grief then there 
should have been an attempt on the part of Kṛṣṇa to respond to Arjuna’s anxieties 
directly. He does not respond to these anxieties of Arjuna. Therefore, it cannot be 
said that Kṛṣṇa in his speech in Bhagavadgītā 2.11-30 is trying to console Arjuna, as 
that attempt would require responding to his anxiety, which were never addressed by 
Kṛṣṇa in the Bhagavadgītā. So, the intention of Kṛṣṇa starting with 2.11 is not to 
address Arjuna’s grief, not to console grieving Arjuna, not to allay Arjuna’s 
anxiety. 

49  In Pratap Chandra Roy, Mahābhārata, vol.4, Udyoga Parva, Sec.133, Oriental 
Publishing Co., Calcutta (1884-1894), p.266. 

50 Malinar: 40. 
51 na tv evāhaṃ jātu nāsaṃ na tvaṃ neme janādhipāḥ / na caiva na bhaviṣyāmaḥ sarve 

vayam ataḥ param // 
52 dehino 'smin yathā dehe kaumāraṃ yauvanaṃ jarā / tathā dehāntaraprāptir 

dhīras tatra na muhyati // 
53 But first we have to find out what can be the reason for this erroneous incongruent 

interpretation of verse 2.13 of the Bhagavadgītā. This verse is included verbatim in 
speech of consolation in Viṣṇu Smṛti as verse 20.49, which can be dated earliest to 
the 700CE and it is this inclusion that appears to be the cause of erroneous 
understanding advocated by traditional commentators from Śaṅkarācārya onwards, 
whose commentaries date from 700CE onwards. All traditional commentators 
including Śaṅkarācārya, Rāmānujācārya, Madhvācārya, Bhāskara and 
Abhinavagupta take the analogy of deha and its states with self and its body as meant 
merely to highlight that as one states of deha gives way to another state and for 
passing away of the earlier state of body we do not grieve because the individual-self 
remains unchanged through the changing states of body, in the similar way one body 
of the self gives way to another and the individual-self remains unchanged while 
passing from one body to another. Hence, we should not grieve for the old discarded 
body. But as explained above this kind of interpretation is incongruous in the context. 

54 te striyamāviśataḥ tasyā upasthamevāhavanīyaṃ kurvāte … reta eva śukrāmāhutiṃ 
/te striyaṃ tarpayataḥ sa ya evaṃ vidvānmithunamupaityagnihotramevāsya hutam 
/bhavati yastataḥ putro jāyate sa lokaḥ pratyutthāyyetadagnihotraṃ / … nātaḥ 
paramastīti…/ 

55 In the description of doctrine of five fires (pañcāgni vidyā) we hear in Bṛhadāraṇyaka 
Upaniṣad 6.2.13:yoṣā vā agnir gautama |tasyā upastha eva samit |lomāni dhūmaḥ 
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|yonir arciḥ |yad antaḥ karoti te 'ṅgārāḥ |abhinandā viṣphuliṅgāḥ |tasminn etasminn 
agnau devā reto juhvati |tasyā āhutyai puruṣaḥ saṃbhavati |“A fire—that’s what a 
woman is, Gautama. Her firewood is the vulva; her smoke is the pubic hair; her 
flame is the vagina; when one penetrates her, that is her embers; and her sparks are 
the climax. In that very fire gods offer semen, and from that offering springs a man 
(puruṣa).”Similarly in doctrine of five fires (pañcāgni vidyā) Chāndogya Upaniṣad 
5.8.1-2 says:yoṣā vāva gautamāgniḥ |tasyā upastha eva samit |yad upamantrayate sa 
dhūmaḥ |yonir arciḥ |yad antaḥ karoti te 'ṅgārāḥ |abhinandā visphuliṅgāḥ || tasminn 
etasminn agnau devā reto juhvati |tasyā āhuter garbhaḥ saṃbhavati ||“A fire—that’s 
what a woman is, Gautama. Her firewood is the vulva; when she is asked to come 
close, that is her smoke; her flame is the vagina; when one penetrates her, that is her 
embers; and her sparks are the climax. In that very fire gods offer semen, and from 
that offering springs the fetus.” 

56 striyo vā agnir vaiśvānaraḥ / tasyopasthaṃ samid yonir jyotir iṣyā dhūmo ’bhinando 
viṣphuliṅgāś saṃsparśo ’ṅgārāḥ / tasminn etasminn agnau vaiśvānare ’harahar devā 
reto juhvati / tasyā āhuter hutāyai puruṣas saṃbhavati // 

57  This comes out quite clearly in Bṛhadāraṇyaka Upaniṣad 6.4.1-4: eṣāṃ vai bhūtānāṃ 
pṛthivī rasaḥ /pṛthivyā āpaḥ /apām oṣadhayaḥ /oṣadhīnāṃ puṣpāṇi /puṣpāṇāṃ 
phalāni /phalānāṃ puruṣaḥ /puruṣasya retaḥ // sa ha prajāpatir īkṣāṃ cakre -- 
hantāsmai pratiṣṭhāṃ kalpayānīti sa striyaṃ sasṛje /tāṃ sṛṣṭvādha upāsta /tasmāt 
striyam adha upāsīta /sa etaṃ prāñcaṃ grāvāṇam ātmana eva samudapārayat 
/tenainām abhyasṛjata //tasyā vedir upasthaḥ / lomāni barhiś /carmādhiṣavaṇe 
/samiddho madhyatas tau muṣkau /sa yāvān ha vai vājapeyena yajamanasya loko 
bhavati tāvān asya loko bhavati /ya evaṃ vidvān adhopahāsaṃ caraty āsāṃ strīṇāṃ 
sukṛtaṃ vṛṅkte /atha ya idam avidvān adhopahāsaṃ caraty āsya striyaḥ sukṛtaṃ 
vṛñjate //etad dha sma vai tad vidvān uddālaka ārunir āha /etad dha sma vai tad 
vidvān nāko maudgalya āha /etad dha sma vai tad vidvān kumārahārita āha -- 
bahavo maryā brāhmanāyanā nirindriyā visukṛto 'smāl lokāt prayanti ya idam 
avidvāṃso 'dhopahāsaṃ carantīti /“Of these existents, essence is verily the earth; of 
the earth, the waters; of the waters, the herbs; of the herbs, the flowers; of the 
flowers, the fruit; of the fruits, man; of man, semen. Prajāpati then thought to 
himself: ‘Let me make a base for that semen,’ and he created woman. Having created 
her, (he) had intercourse with her. A man, therefore, should have intercourse with a 
woman. Prajāpati stretched out from himself the elongated stone for pressing Soma 
and impregnated her with it. Her vulva is the sacrificial platform; her pubic hair is the 
sacred grass; her labia majora are the Soma-press; and her labia minora are the fire 
blazing at the centre. A man who engages in sexual intercourse with this knowledge 
obtains as great a world as a man who performs a Soma-yajña (Vājapeya), and he 
approprites to himself the merits of the women with whom he has sex. The women, 
on the other hand, appropriate themselves the merits of a man who engages in sexual 
intercourse with them without this knowledge. Surely it was this knowledge that 
made Uddālaka Āruṇi exclaim, as also Nāka Maudgalya and Kumārahārita: ‘Many 
are the mortals of Brahmin descent who, engaging in sexual intercourse without this 
knowledge, depart this world drained of virility and deprived of merit’.”Patrick 
Olivelle also claims that “… I find that the author of BU [Bṛhadāraṇyaka Upaniṣad] 
intends to teach a theology of sexual intercourse as a fire sacrifice…” in his essay 
“Young Śvetaketu: A Literary Study of an Upaniṣadic Story,” Journal of the 
American Oriental Society, vol.119, No.1 (Jan. – Mar., 1999), p.48.   

58 pañcaitāni mahābāho kāraṇāni nibodha me / sāṃkhye kṛtānte proktāni siddhaye 
sarvakarmaṇām // adhiṣṭhānaṃ tathā kartā karaṇaṃ ca pṛthagvidham / vividhāś ca 
pṛthakceṣṭā daivaṃ caivātra pañcamam // “These five factors in the accomplishment 
of all action, you understand from Me, O mighty armed, as procaimed in the 
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Sāṃkhya which ends/completes action. The ground/seat and agent and the various 
organs/instruments, and the separate functions of various sorts, and the deity also, the 
fifth among these.” 

59 trir ha vai puruṣo mriyate trir jāyate/ Sa hāi 'tad eva prathamam mriyate yad retas 
siktaṃ sambhūtam bhavati/ sa prāṇaṃ evā 'bhisambhavati/  āśām abhijayate/ 
athāi'tad dvitīyam mriyate yad dīkṣate / sa chandānsy eva 'bhisambhavati/ dakṣiṇām 
abhijāyate/ athāi 'tat tṛtīyam mriyate yan mriyate/ sa śraddhām evā 'bhisambhavati/ 
lokam abhijāyate/ 

60 puruṣe ha vā ayam ādito garbho bhavati yad etad retaḥ /tad etat sarvebhyo 
'ṅgebhyas tejaḥ sambhūtam ātmany evātmānaṃ bibharti /tad yadā striyāṃ siñcaty 
athainaj janayati /tad asya prathamaṃ janma //tat striyā ātmabhūyaṃ gacchati 
yathā svam aṅgaṃ tathā /tasmād enāṃ na hinasti /sāsyaitam ātmānam atra gataṃ 
bhāvayati //sā bhāvayitrī bhāvayitavyā bhavati /taṃ strī garbhaṃ bibharti /so 'gra 
eva kumāraṃ janmano 'gre 'dhi bhāvayati /sa yat kumāraṃ janmano 'gre 'dhi 
bhāvayaty ātmānam eva tad bhāvayaty eṣāṃ lokānāṃ santatyai /evaṃ santatā hīme 
lokāḥ /tad asya dvitīyaṃ janma //so 'syāyam ātmā puṇyebhyaḥ karmebhyaḥ 
pratidhīyate /athāsyāyam itara ātmā kṛtakṛtyo vayogataḥ praiti /sa itaḥ prayann eva 
punar jāyate /tad asya tṛtīyaṃ janma // 

61 tāv ehi saṃrabhāvahai saha reto dadhāvahai /puṃse putrāya vittaya iti // 
62 athāsyā ūrū vihāpayati -- vijihīthāṃ dyāvāpṛthivī iti /tasyām arthaṃ niṣṭhāya 

mukhena mukhaṃ saṃdhāya trir enām anulomām anumārṣṭi --viṣṇur yoniṃ 
kalpayatu tvaṣṭā rūpāṇi piṃśatu /ā siñcatu prajāpatir dhātā garbhaṃ dadhātu te 
/garbhaṃ dhehi sinīvāli garbhaṃ dhehi pṛthuṣṭuke /garbhaṃ te aśvinau devāv 
ādhattāṃ puṣkarasrajau // 

63 hiraṇmayī araṇī yābhyāṃ nirmanthatām aśvinau /taṃ te garbhaṃ havāmahe daśame 
māsi sūtaye /yathāgnigarbhā pṛthivī yathā dyaur aindreṇa garbhiṇī /vāyur diśāṃ 
yathā garbha evaṃ garbhaṃ dadhāmi te 'sāv iti // 

64 patirjāyāṃ praviśati garbho bhūtvā sa mātaraṃ; tasyaṃ punarnavo bhūtvā daśame 
māsi jāyate / tajjāyā jāyā bhavati yadsyāṃ jāyate punaḥ /   

65 ya u vai putraḥ sa pita yaḥ pita sa putraḥ  
66 aṅgād aṅgāt saṃbhavasi hṛdayād adhijāyase / ātmā vai putranāmāsi sa jīva śaradaḥ 

śatam / 
67 sā yā manuṣyayonir manuṣyaloka eva saḥ / tat striyai prajananam / ato ’dhi prajāḥ 

prajāyante / tasmād u lalyāṇīṃ jāyām icchet kalyāṇe ma ātmā saṃbhavād iti / 
tasmād u jāyāṃ jugupsen nen mama loke ’nyas saṃbhavād iti / tasya vai 
saṃbhaviṣyataḥ prāṇā agraṃ praviśanty atha retas sicyate / See also Baudhāyana 
Dharmaśāstra 2.2.3.34; Āpastambha Dharmaśāstra 2.13.7; Mānava Dharmaśāstra 
9.7-9;Yājñavalkya Dharmaśāstra 1.81. 

68 …patir jāyāṃ praviśati garbho bhūtvā sa matsaram / tasyāṃ punar navo bhūtvā 
daśame māsi jāyate // taj jāyā bhavati yad asyāṃ jāyate punaḥ //… devā manuṣyān 
abruvann eṣā vo jananī punaḥ // nāputrasya loko ’stīti…       

69  bhāryāṃ patiḥ saṃpraviśya sa yasmāj jāyate punaḥ / jāyāyā iti jāyātvaṃ purāṇāḥ 
kavayo viduḥ // …  ātmātmanaiva janitaḥ putra ity ucyate budhaiḥ / tasmād bhāryāṃ 
naraḥ paśyen mātṛvat putramātaram // bhāryāyāṃ janitaṃ putram ādarśe svam 
ivānanam / 

70 as tvā hṛdā kīriṇā manyamāno 'martyam martyo johavīmi /jātavedo yaśo asmāsu 
dhehi prajābhir agne amṛtatvam aśyām // 

71 yo vām ṛjave kramaṇāya rodasī marto dadāśa dhiṣaṇe sa sādhati /pra prajābhir 
jāyate dharmaṇas pari yuvoḥ siktā viṣurūpāṇi savratā // 

72 sa ya evam etad vāmadevyaṃ mithune protaṃ veda /mithunī bhavati /mithunān 
mithunāt prajāyate / 
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73 atha-api sa eva-ayaṃ [virūḍhaḥ pṛthak pratyakṣeṇa-[upalabhyate [dṛśyate ca-api 

sārūpyaṃ dehatvam eva-anyat / 
74 sa yad dha vā enam etat pita yonyāṃ reto bhūtaṃ siñcaty ādityo hāi ’naṃ tad 

yonyāṃ reto bhūtaṃ siñcati / sa hā ’sya tatra mṛtyor īśe /   
75 ācārya upanayamāno brahmacāriṇaṃ kṛṇute garbham antaḥ / taṃ rātrīs tisra udare 

bibharti taṃ jātaṃ draṣṭum abhisaṃyanti devāḥ // 
76 ācāryo mṛtyur… 
77  Atharva Veda 6.133.3:mṛtyor ahaṃ brahmacārī yad asmi niryācan bhūtāt puruṣaṃ 

yamāya / tam ahaṃ brahmaṇā tapasā śrameṇānayainaṃ mekhalayā sināmi // “As I 
am now Death's Brahmachāri claiming out of the living world a man for Yama, So 
with Austerity and Prayer and Fervour I bind this Girdle round the man before me.” 

78 ut krāmātaḥ puruṣa māva patthā mṛtyoḥ paḍvīṣam avamuñcamānaḥ / mā chitthā 
asmāl lokād agneḥ sūryasya saṃdṛśaḥ //  “Up from this place, O man, rise! sink not 
downward, casting away the bonds of Death that hold thee. Be not thou parted from 
this world, from sight of Agni and the Sun.” 

79 ayaṃ devā ihaivāstv ayaṃ māmutra gād itaḥ / imaṃ sahasravīryeṇa mṛtyor ut 
pārayāmasi //“Here let this man, O Gods, remain: let him not go to yonder world. 
We pass him out him from Mrityu with a charm that hath a thousand powers.” 

80 trirha vai puruṣo jāyate etannveva mātuścādhi pituścāgre jāyate'tha yaṃ yajña 
upanamati sa yadyajate taddvitīyaṃ jāyate'tha yatra mriyate 
yatrainamagnāvabhyādadhati sa yattataḥ sambhavati tattṛtīyaṃ jāyate tasmāttriḥ 
puruṣo jāyata ityāhuḥ / 

81 ajāto ha vāi tāvat puruṣo yāvan na yajate, sa yajñenāi ’va jāyate / sa yathā ’ṇḍam 
prathamanirnhiṇṇam evan eva /    

82 athātyupayajati / sa yannātyupayajedyāvatyo haivāgre prajāḥ sṛṣṭāstāvatyo haiva 
syurna prajāyerannatha yadatyupayajati praivaitajjanayati tasmādimāḥ prajāḥ 
punarabhyāvartam prajāyante / “He then makes additional by-offerings. Were he not 
to make additional by-offerings, there would only be as many living beings as were 
created in the beginning; they would not be propagated; but by making additional by-
offerings he indeed propagates them; whence creatures are again born here 
repeatedly.” 

83 Walter O. Kaelber writes in his essay, “The "Dramatic" Element in Brāhmaṇic 
Initiation: Symbols of Death, Danger, and Difficult Passage,” History of Religions, 
Vol. 18, No. 1 (Aug., 1978), pp. 58f, “Both Oldenberg and Hauer argued that at both 
the Upanāyana and the Dikṣā symbols of rebirth are preceded by a symbolic 
representation of death. Lommel, however, consistently maintains that rebirth at 
these rituals is not preceded by symbols of death. The intricacies of this "debate" 
between Hauer, Oldenberg, and Lommel need not be detailed, except to say that the 
major argument revolves around the issue of whether the embryo is a symbol of new 
life, "the essence of life" (as it is for Lommel), or a symbol of death or a deathlike 
condition which precedes new life (as it is for Oldenberg and Hauer). It appears, 
however, that the crucial issue has been overlooked. The issue is not whether the 
embryo represents "the essence of life" or death but rather that it represents both 
simultaneously.”  

84 garbhā anaśnanto jīvanti  
85 etadvai prajāpatiretasminnātmanaḥ pratihite sarvāṇi bhūtāni 

garbhyabhavattānyasya garbha eva santi pāpmā mṛtyuragṛhṇāt  
86 so'kāmayata dvitīyo ma ātmā jāyeteti sa manasā vācam mithunaṃ 

samabhavadaśanāyām mṛtyustadyadreta āsītsa saṃvatsaro'bhavanna ha purā tataḥ 
saṃvatsara āsa tametāvantaṃ kālamabibharyāvāntsaṃvatsarastametāvataḥ kālasya 
parastādasṛjata taṃ jātamabhivyādadātsa bhāṇakarotsaiva vāgabhavat 
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 “He desired, ‘May a second self be produced for me.’ By his mind he entered into 

union with speech,--(to wit) Death with hunger: the seed which was produced 
became the year, for theretofore there was no year. For as long as the year he (Death) 
carried him (within him), and at the end of that time he produced him. He opened his 
mouth (to devour) the new-born one, and he (the child) cried ‘bhâ’'; thus speech was 
produced.” 

87 akṣaraṃ brahma paramaṃ svabhāvo ’dhyātmam ucyate / bhūtabhāvodbhavakaro 
visargaḥ karmasaṃjñitaḥ // 

88 …yajñaḥ karmasamudbhavaḥ // karma brahmodbhavaṃ viddhi 
brahmākṣarasamudbhavam / tasmāt sarvagataṃ brahma nityaṃ yajñe pratiṣṭhitam // 

89 brahmārpaṇaṃ brahmahavir brahmāgnau brahmaṇā hutam / brahmaiva tena 
gantavyaṃ brahmakarmasamādhinā // 

90 tadetatsatyam /yathā sudīptātpāvakādvisphuliṅgākaḥ sahasraśaḥ prabhavante 
sarūpāḥ / tathākṣarādvidhāḥ somya bhāvāḥ prajāyante tatra caivāpiyanti // 

91 tasmādṛcaḥ sāmauajūṣi dīkṣā yajñāśca sarve kratavo dakṣiṇāśca / saṃvatsaraśca 
yajamānaśca lokāḥ somo yatra pavate yatra sūryaḥ // 

92 puruṣa evedaṃ viśvāṃ karma tapo brahma parāmṛtam / etadyo veda nihitaṃ 
guhāyāṃ so’vidyāgranththiṃ vikiratīha somya // 

93 yathorṇanābhiḥ sṛjate gṛhṇate ca yathā pṛthivyāmoṣadhayaḥ saṃbhavanti / yathā 
sataḥ puruṣātkeśalomāni tathākṣarātsaṃbhavatīha viśvam // 

94 sa yathorṇavābhis tantunoccared yathā agneḥ kṣudrā viṣphuliṅgā vyuccaranty evam 
evāsmād ātmanaḥ sarve prāṇāḥ sarve lokāḥ sarve devāḥ sarvāṇi bhūtāni vyuccaranti 
/tasyopaniṣat satyasya satyam iti /prāṇā vai satyaṃ teṣām eṣa satyam // 

95 pūrṇam adaḥ pūrṇam idaṃ pūrṇāt pūrṇam udacyate /pūrṇasya pūrṇam ādāya 
pūrṇam evāvaśiṣyate / 

96 kiṃ yasya tantram sa svatantraḥ? kiṃ cātaḥ?tantuvāye prāpnoti. 
97 naiṣa doṣaḥ / ayaṃ tantraśabdo’styeva vitāne vartate / tadyathā /āstīrṇaṃ tantram / 

protaṃ tantramiti / vitānamiti gamyate / 
98 yadā lelāyate hyarciḥ samiddhe havyavāhane / tadājyabhāgāvantareṇāhuti 

pratipādayet // 
99 Arjuna uses the expression saṃdeha in this sense when he says in Bhagavadgītā 

18.73:naṣṭo mohaḥ smṛtir labdhā tvatprasādān mayācyuta / sthito ’smi 
gatasaṃdehaḥ kariṣye vacanaṃ tava //“Destroyed is delusion, and I have gained 
recollection through your Grace, O Achyuta. I am firm, with doubts gone. I will carry 
out your advice.” 

100 sa yathā saindhavakhilya udake prāsta udakam evānuvilīyeta na hāsyodgrahaṇāyeva 
syāt /yato-yatas tv ādadīta lavaṇam /evaṃ vā ara idaṃ mahad bhūtam anantam 
apāraṃ vijñānaghana eva /etebhyo bhūtebhyaḥ samutthāya tāny evānuvinaśyati /na 
pretya saṃjñāstīty are bravīmi /iti hovāca yājñavalkyaḥ // 

101 sa yathā saindhavaghano 'nantaro 'bāhyaḥ kṛtsno rasaghana eva /evaṃ vā are 'yam 
ātmānantaro 'bāhyaḥ kṛtsnaḥ prajñānaghana eva /etebhyo bhūtebhyaḥ samutthāya 
tāny evānuvinayati /na pretya saṃjñāstīty are bravīmi /iti hovāca yājñavalkyaḥ // 

102  The speech of Kṛṣṇa in 2.11-30 is not for consolation of grieving Arjuna, rather it is a 
preparation of collectivist metaphysics of yajna karma, which also includes 
perceptual activity.This also confirms that inclusion of the verse 2.13 in the speech of 
consolation in Viṣṇu Smṛti as verse 20.49 appears to be because of erroneous 
understanding. 

103  Cf. J. Gonda, The Vision of the Vedic Poets, Munshiram Monoharlal Publishers Pvt. 
Ltd., New Delhi, 1984,p.10 fn.9. 

104 vāsāṃsi jīrṇāni yathā vihāya; navāni gṛhṇāti naro 'parāṇi / tathā śarīrāṇi vihāya 
jīrṇāny; anyāni saṃyāti navāni dehī // 
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105 idaṃ śarīraṃ kaunteya kṣetram ity abhidhīyate / etad yo vetti taṃ prāhuḥ kṣetrajña 

iti tadvidaḥ // kṣetrajñaṃ cāpi māṃ viddhi sarvakṣetreṣu bhārata / 
106 Malinar also makes the same error as the traditional commentators when she writes: 

“The author [of the Bhagavadgītā] is obviously drawing on teachings that were 
current in certain contemporary philosophical schools that make the ontological 
distinction between a mortal body and an immortal entity functioning as the 
temporary ‘owner’ of a mortal body. ‘Ownership’ is based on the idea of 
transmigration, or rather re-embodiment, characteristic of the older Upaniṣads and 
early Sāṃkhya philosophy. Upaniṣadic ideas are recalled when death is described as 
a chance to acquire a new body and compared with ‘weaving a new cloth’ (BĀU 
[Brhadarnyaka Upanisad] 4.4.5; cf. BhG [Bhagavadgītā]2.22).” (Malinar: 66). 

107 kathaṃ sa puruṣaḥ pārtha kaṃ ghātayati hanti kam // 
108 Indra says to Pratardana Daivodāsi in Kauśitaki Upaniṣad 3.1 when the latter asks 

what the highest boon is:mām eva vijānīhi / etad evāham manuṣyāya hitatamam 
manye yan māṃ vijānīyan / triśīrṣāṇaṃ tvāṣṭram ahanam arunmukhān yatīn 
sālāvṛkebhyaḥ prāyaccham bahvīḥ sandhā atikramya divi prahlādīyān atṛṇam aham 
antarikṣe paulomān pṛthivyām kālakañjān / tasya me tatra na loma canāmīyate / sa 
yo māṃ veda na ha vai tasya kena cana karmaṇā  loko mīyate na steyena na 
bhrūṇahatyayā na mātṛvadhena na pitṛvadhena /nāsya papaṃ cakṛṣo mukhān 
nīlamvetīti//“Perceive just me. This I consider most suitable for a person, that they 
perceive me. I killed the three-headed son of Tvastṛ; I offered the Arunmukha 
ascetics to the dogs; violating many agreements, I crushed the Prāhladīyas in the sky, 
the Paulomas in the intermediate region, and the Kālakañjas on earth. In doing so, not 
a single hair of mine was damaged. Whoever knows me does not have their world 
damaged by any action whatever, be it stealing, infanticide, matricide or patricide. 
Having committed a sin (pāpa), their face does not pale.”(Brodbeck 
(2004):p.82.)How can this be so? The answer is in what is stated in Kauśitaki 
Upaniṣad 2.6:tadetadaiṣṭikaṃ karmamayamātmānamadhvaryuḥ samskaroti 
tasminyajurmayaṃ pravayati yajurmaya ṛṅgmayaṃ hota ṛṅgmaye 
sāmamayamudgātā / sa eṣa trayyai vidyāyā ātmaiṣa u avaitadindrasyātmā bhavati 
ya evaṃ veda // “Now, this self of the sacrifice, this self consisting of rites—the 
Adhvaryu priest puts it together and weaves upon it the self consisting of the Yajus 
formulas; upon the self consisting of the Yajus formulas the Hotṛ priest weaves the 
self consisting of the Ṛg verses; and upon the self consisting of the Ṛg verses the 
Udgatṛ priest weaves the self consisting of the Sāman chants. Such is the self of the 
triple Veda— and this becomes, therefore, the self of Indra, [the self of him] who 
knows this.” (Patrick Olivelle, The Early Upaniṣads, Oxford University Press, 
Oxford, 1998 [referred to as Olivelle herein after]: p.337.) Here it is made clear that 
Indra is the self of yajña (= yajñapuruṣa) consisting of karma (=yajña karma).  

 From the very beginning of the Vedic tradition yajña puruṣa is a collectivity, and 
yajña karma is a collective action as testified by Puruṣa Sūkta. The Puruṣa Sūkta is 
one of the most important sūktas in the Vedic literature. It is present in all the four 
Vedas. The extant Puruṣa Sūkta consists of sixteen mantras in the Ṛgveda and the 
Śukla Yajurveda, of eighteen mantras in the Taittirīya Āraṇyaka, of five mantras in 
the Āraṇya Parva of the Sāmaveda, of fifteen mantras in Śaunakīya Śākhā of 
Atharvaveda and of thirteen mantras in the Paippalāda Śākhā of Atharvaveda. The 
collectivity involved in yajña is not a collectivity of a group of individuals, but a 
collectivity of the character of an institution. I have discussed this issue and have 
given reasons elsewhere. (Binod Kumar Agarwala, “Errors Revisited in Light of the 
Balanced Contrast of Two Polarities in the First Chapter of Bhagavadgītā,” Journal 
of Indian Council of Philosophical Research: Volume 32, No. 3 (December 2015), 
pages 337-357, and “Yajña Puruṣa: The Uniting Thread in the Continuous 
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Development of Śṛti from Vedic Saṃhitās to Upaniṣads,” paper presented in a 
National Seminar on “Neo-Vedanta” organized by the Department of Philosophy, Dr. 
Hari Singh Gour Vishwavidyalaya: A Central University, Sagar (M. P.) on 9th March 
2016 to 11th March 2016). So, yajna karma is of the nature of collective institutional 
action. When one knows the self of Indra then the self of Indra becomes his self too 
and he also becomes capable of performing collective institutional action. The 
context in which the issue of the boon came is stated in the very opening line of 
Kauśitaki Upaniṣad 3.1: pratardano ha vai daivodāsirindrasya priyaṃ 
dhāmopajagāma yuddhena pauruṣeṇa ca //“Once Pratardana, the son of Divodāsa, 
arrived at the favourite residence of Indra as a result of war and valour.” (Olivelle: 
347). And then Indra asked him to choose a boon. War (yuddha) is a collective act, in 
fact an institutional act, and never an act of the individual. So the context makes it 
clear that the discussion regarding boon is in the context of collective institutional 
act. 

 So, according to Indra the highest boon is to know the yajna puruṣa ‘the institution 
as person’, and by implication to know the institutional action. When Indra acts, it is 
institutional action that occurs. So, the example of his own actions given by Indra are 
examples of institutional actions, which involved cruelty, but did not harm the 
institution as person, i.e. himself. When a member of the institution performs 
institutional action, it is vested on the institution and its results also accrue to the 
instituition, and not to the member who performs the institutional action. Hence, 
Indra said when a man performs institutional action even if it is stealing, patricide, 
matricide, or infanticide, its consequences in the form harm of body or guilty 
conscience will not come to that member. There is a way of performing institutional 
action, and whatever be its form and whatever its consequence, it does not lead to 
guilty conscience or harm. When a hangman executes a death sentence, he neither 
suffers the guilt of murdering a man, nor any revenge harm can happen to him from 
the relatives of the executed man, as hangman’s execution is an institutional act.  

 Here we have to keep in mind that the context of the discussion in the Bhagavadgītā 
is just the beginning of the Great War (Mahābhārata) according to the epic 
Mahābhārata, in which the Bhagavadgītā is embedded. In the epic Mahābhārata, the 
war between the Pāṇḍavas and the Kauravas was a yajña, i.e. raṇa-sattra 
(Mahābhārata 3.242.14), raṇayajña (Mahābhārata 5.57.12 and 5.154.4) and 
śastrayajña  (Mahābhārata 5.139.29). So, while performing action according to the 
injunction of the previous verse one performs collective action as required by the 
collectivity, and hence there is no guilt on the part of the śarīrin, who is the 
collective institutional person in the śarīra, of killing and no fear of being killed as it 
is pūrṇa ‘full’ eternally and inexhaustibly. When the action of battle is performed, 
action is not formed to kill someone as both Arjuna and Duryodhana were thinking, 
even if killing takes place. So, śarīrin as the source of action of yuddha is not a killer, 
even if killing takes place. The śarīrin is also not killed, as collective person the one 
śarīrin is eternal. 

109 The simile in the Bhagavadgītā II.22 has its roots in Vedic literature, for the idea that 
the “body-dweller” (dehi) abandons his inveterated bodies, vāsāṃsi jīrṇāni yathā 
vihāya echoes Pañcaviṃsa Brāhmaṇa 25.15. 4: hitvā jirṇaṃ tvacam. In the Ṛgveda 
9.86. 44, Soma “like Ahi creeps forward out of his old skin” (ahir na jūrṇām ati 
sarpati); in 4.13.4 “Thou goest forth with mightiest steeds, discarding the black robe 
(asitam . . . vasma, cf. asitaḥ in Atharva Veda 6. 72. 1), the quiveringing rays of the 
Sun, as he extends his web (tantum avavyayan ... rasmayaḥ, involving the “spider” 
Ūrṇavābha “thread-spinner,” imagery), sink the darkness like a skin (carmeva) into 
the Waters,” cf. 7. 63. 1; that is, “when man’s libation calls me to the white-garment” 
(nirṇije, 10. 49. 7), for indeed Varuṇa“changes the black robes into clean and white 
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ones in his operation” (anu vratā, 8. 41. 10, his operations being respectively interior, 
guhya, and exterior, āvis), “Agni now weilds, now layeth down his tool (vāśīm), as 
does the Titan his white garment” (8. 19. 23, cf. 10. 20. 6 agnim …vāśīmantam, 
“with the flaming sword”?); in 10. 63. 4 the Ādityas “man-regarding, with ever open 
eyes, have won as Angels, won by their qualification (arhaṇā) a lofty aeviternity; 
driving in chariots of light (jyotirathaḥ, contrast the young streams that are still 
‘footless and carless’ in 10. 99. 4), having the serpents’ magic but yet innocent 
(ahimāyā anāgasaḥ), have clothed them in a glorious heavenly garment.” In 
Jāiminīya Brāhmaṇa 2. 134  “As Ahi casts his skin, as one would pull a blade of 
grass from its sheath,so he (Indra) is liberated from all evil” (yathāhir ahi-cchavyai 
nirmucyeta. . . eva, sarvasmāt pāpmano nirmucyate). In Pañcaviṃsa Brāhmaṇa 
25.15.4 etena vai sarpā apamṛtyum ajayann apamṛtyuṃ jayanti ya etad upayanti 
tasmāt te hitvā jīrṇāṃ tvacam atisarpanty apa hi te mṛtyum ajayan sarpā vā ādityā 
ādityānām ivaiṣāṃ prakāśo bhavati ya etad upayanti “By that sacrificial session, the 
serpents conqured Death; he conquers Death who follows the same course. Thereby 
they shook off their old skin, and crept onwards, put away Death and conquered him. 
The serpents are the Ādityas. He who follows the same course shall shine with the 
Ādityas’ glory.” In Śatapatha Brāhmaṇa 2. 3.1.3 and 6 the Sun, who when he sets 
enters as an embryo (garbha) into that womb that is Agni (agnāv eva yonau), and is 
hidden by the night as embryos are hidden, now when he rises, “Even as Ahi, so does 
he free himself from his skin (yathā ahis tvaco nirmucyeta), so does he free himself 
from night, from evil” (pāpmanaḥ, cf. Aitreya Brāhmaṇa V. 25, where the Sun is 
called “that Angel who has most effectively smitten evil away”); and all this is 
imitated in the ritual when the officiating priests “creep” (sṛp, with, prati,niḥ, etc.) to 
or from the sadas, “Even as Ahi frees himself from his skin, even so do they free 
themselves from all evil.” To put off the snake skin corresponds, accordingly, to 
“putting off the old man.”  

 Sarpyā vā ādityāḥ “The Serpents are the Suns,” Pañcaviṃsa Brāhmaṇa 25.15. 4.  
Ṛgveda 9. 86. 44 Soma “even as Ahi, creeps forward from the ancient skin”(ahir na 
jūrṇām ati sarpati), is in harmony with Pañcaviṃsa Brāhmaṇa 25. 15. 4 where the 
serpents “abandoning their inveterated skin (hitvā jirṇām tvacam) creep forward 
(atisarpanti), put away Death, and become Ādityas.” So, the idea behind the 
Collective Institutional Self abandoning the old bodies and acquiring the new bodies 
is that without that happening the manifest institution will loose the character of 
Deva and Asura, i.e. the institution will loose the powers of Light and acquire the 
powers of Darkness. Without the transformation of body politic the institution will 
become opposite of itself in operation. Hence, the principle of Bhagavadgītā 2.22, is 
not applicable as the individual principle but as collective principle of body politic.  

110 indriyasyendriyasyārthe rāgadveṣau vyavasthitau / tayor na vaśam āgacchet tau hy 
asya paripanthinau // 

111 The enormity of the error committed by mankind by dissociation of feeling from 
cognition under the influence of modern thought cannot be described in words. Even 
if I say this error is horrendous, catastrophic or holocaustic, these adjectives pale in 
insignificance compared to the enormity of the error. By this single error the 
modernity lost its capacity to think, for science does not think in the true sense of the 
word, making Heidegger look in vain for what calls for thinking. By this single error 
the modern humanity lost its capacity to speak, for science does not speak making 
Buber and Gadamer search for the word in dialogue, a dialogue that got drowned in 
the noise of technology even before it started. By this single error mankind lost its 
capacity to listen to the extent that it can merely see the others’ faces but cannot hear 
even the ārtanāda (the cry of distress) of any one, giving ascendancy to ocularity 
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which could not be undone even by the combined and successive efforts of Jewish 
thinkers like Martin Buber and Franz Rosenzweig, Christian thinkers like Theodor 
Haecker and Ferdinand Ebner, and the Protestants like Kierkegaard, Graf Yorck, 
Karl Hohl, and so on, and over against the Greek ocularity the hearing of the word 
has found no actual home in modern times. By this single error the mankind lost its 
capacity to act becoming kimkartayva vimūḍha (confused regarding what is doable) 
making Heidegger lament in 1949 “We are still far from pondering the essence of 
action decisively enough.” [Martin Heidegger, “Letter on “Humanism”,” translated 
by Frank A Capuzzi, in Martin Heidegger, Pathmarks, edited by William McNeill, 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1998, p.239.] 

112 This again is the consequence of the earlier error mentioned in fn.10 from whose 
consequences modern thought could never escape as it inexorably led to solipsism, 
subjectivism making it impossible to have an institutional arrangement free from the 
exercise of power by one solipsistic subjectivity over another of the same kind. 

113 sarvataḥpāṇipādaṃ tat sarvatokṣiśiromukham / sarvataḥśrutimal loke sarvam āvṛtya 
tiṣṭhati //This verse is taken verbatim from Śvetāśvatara Upaniṣad 3.16. If we go by 
Śvetāśvatara Upaniṣad this verse is an explanation and expansion of the idea of 
someone with all round organs brought in as answer to a query raised by ṛṣi 
Viśvakarmā Bhauvanaḥin the Ṛgveda sūkta 10.81 dedicated to devatā Viśvakarmā: 
ya imā viśvā bhuvanāni juhvad ṛṣir hotā ny asīdat pitā naḥ /sa āśiṣā draviṇam 
icchamānaḥ prathamacchad avarām̐ ā viveśa //1// “He who sate down as Hotar-
priest, the Rsi, our Father, offering up all things existing, he, seeking through his 
wish a great possession, came among men on earth as archetypal.” Then the question 
is raised: kiṁ svid āsīd adhiṣṭhānam ārambhaṇaṁ katamat svit kathāsīt / yato 
bhūmiṁ janayan viśvakarmā vi dyām aurṇon mahinā viśvacakṣāḥ //2//” What was 
the place whereon he took his station? What was it that supported him? How was it? 
Whence Visvakarman, seeing all, producing the earth, with mighty power disclosed 
the heavens.” Answer is given: viśvataścakṣur uta viśvatomukho viśvatobāhur uta 
viśvataspāt / sam bāhubhyāṁ dhamati sam patatrair dyāvābhūmī janayan deva ekaḥ 
//3// “He who hath eyes on all sides round about him, a mouth on all sides, arms and 
feet on all sides, he, the sole deity, producing earth and heaven, welds them, with his 
arms as wings, together.” What is called deva ekaḥ in this mantra is further 
elaborated as the puruṣa of the first two mantras of Puruṣa Sūkta, i.e. Ṛgveda manta 
10.90.1-2, which were quoted in Śvetāśvatara Upaniṣad as verses 3.14-
15:sahasraśīrṣā puruṣaḥ sahasrākṣaḥ sahasrapāt / sabhūmiṃ viśvato vṛtvātyatiṣṭhad 
daśāṅgulam // puruṣa evedaṃ sarvaṃ yad bhūtaṃ yacca bhavyam / 
utāmṛtatvasyeśāno yadannenātirohati //  “A Puruṣa with thousand head, a thousand 
eye, a thousand feet, on every side grasping ground by ten fingers, stays. This Puruṣa 
is all that yet has been and all that is to be; the Lord of what is not dead (alive) grows 
greater still by food.” This is a description of a corporate person, which incorporates 
many human persons. 

 The verse 13.13 of the Bhagavadgītā needs to be compared with the Sāttvata Saṃhitā 
verses 1.23 and 1.25-27: trividhena prakāreṇa paramaṃ brahma 
śāśvatam/ārādhayanti ye teṣāṃ rāgastiṣṭhati dūrataḥ//1.23//ṣāḍguṇyavigrahaṃ 
devaṃ bhāsvajjvalanatejasam/ sarvataḥ pāṇipādaṃ tat 
sarvato’kṣiśiromukham//1.25//parametat samākhyātamekaṃ sarvāśryaṃ 
prabhum/etatpūrva trayaṃ cānyajjñānādyairbheditaṃ guṇaiḥ//1.26//viddhi tad 
vyūhasaṃjñaṃ sad niḥśreyasaphalapradam/mukhyānuvṛttibhedena yuktaṃ 
jñānādikairguṇaiḥ/ 

 nānākṛtiṃ ca tad viddhi vaibhavaṃ bhuktimuktidam//1.27// 
 The verse 13.13 of the Bhagavadgītā also needs to be compared with the Jayākhya 

Saṃhitā verses 4.63-64 & 4.42 4.76-82: Sarvatra kara-vāk-pādaṃ sarvato’kṣi-śiro-
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mukham //4.63//sarvataḥ-śrutimad viddhi sarvam āvṛtya tiṣṭhati /4.64./sarvataḥ 
pāṇipādyairduktaṃ lakṣaṇaistvayā /4.72/ 

 tathā samastamākṣiptaṃ yasmādvai parmātmanā //4.76//tasmādvai sarvapāṇitvaṃ 
sarvagasyānumīyate/nāvacchinnaṃ hi deśena na kālenāntarīkṛtam//4.77// 

 ataḥ sarvagatatvādvai sarvataḥpāt prabhūḥ smṛtaḥ/ūrdhvaṃ 
tiryagadhoyātairyathoccairbhāsayed raviḥ//4.78//tadvat prakāśarūpatvāt 
sarvacakṣustato hyajaḥ/yathā sarveṣu gātreṣu pradhānaṃ gīyate 
śiraḥ//4.79//bhave’smin prākṛtānāṃ tu na tathā tasya sattama/samtvāt pāvanatvācca 
siddha sarvaśirāḥ prabhūḥ//4.80//yathā’nantarasāḥ sarve tasya santi sadaiva 
hi/sarvatra śāntarūpasya ataḥ sarvamukhaḥ smṛtaḥ//4.81//satvarāśiryato viddhi sa 
eva parameśvaraḥ/sarvataḥ śṛtimāṃścāsau yathā dṛkśrāvakoragaḥ//4.82// 

 These mantras from the Ṛgveda, the Sāttvata Saṃhitā and the Jayākhya Saṃhitā 
and the tracing of lineage of verse 13.13 of the Bhagavadgītā to these mantras 
shows that there is an unbroken tradition of Pañcarātra/Vaiṣṇava thinking from 
the Ṛgveda to the Bhagavadgītā which has successfully developed a theory of 
manifest institution as person which encompasses all existents including 
multiplicity of all human beings. 

114 sarvendriyaguṇābhāsaṃ sarvendriyavivarjitam / asaktaṃ sarvabhṛc caiva nirguṇaṃ 
guṇabhoktṛ ca //This verse is taken with modification from Śvetāśvatara Upaniṣad 
3.17 which says: sarvendriyaguṇābhāsaṃ sarvendriyavivarjjitam /sarvasya 
prabhūmīśānaṃ sarvasya śaraṇaṃ suhṛt// “Shining by the guṇas (strands of prakṛti) 
of all the senses, (yet) without the senses; the influencer, the sovereign lord of all, the 
shelter, the heart-felt of all.” 

 This verse also occurs with modification in the Sāttvata Saṃhitā 12.164: 
sarvendriyaguṇābhāsaṃ sarvendriyavivarjitam / ādhāraṃ bhuvanānāṃ ca 
dhyātavyastadadhaḥ sthitaḥ //Compare also the Jayākhya Saṃhitā 4.64:saguṇair 
indriyais sarvair bhāsitaṃ caiva varjitam // What 13.14 of Bhagavadgītā is 
describing is the function of the institution as person to further crystallize the idea of 
institution as person. It is sarvendriyaguṇābhāsam ‘shining by the guṇas (strands of 
prakṛti) of all the senses’, i.e. it is shining and hence manifest with 
functions/workings/ations of all the senses. But it is sarvendriyavivarjitam ‘devoid of 
the senses’, i.e. the institution as person does not have any of the senses as human 
being as person has. How does the institution as person then manifests with 
functions/workings/actions of senses? Śvetāśvatara Upaniṣad 3.19 answers the 
question by saying: apāṇipādo javano grahītā, paśyatyacakṣuḥ sa śṛṇotyakarṇaḥ/ sa 
vetti vedyaṃ na ca tasyāsti vettā, tamāhuragryaṃ puruṣaṃ mahāntam // “Without 
hands and feet fast grasper; he without eyes sees; without ears hears; he, fit to be 
feelingly known, feelingly knows; of him there is not feelingly knower; him they say 
the foremost great person.” It is because the institution as person manifests with 
functions/actions of senses without having corporeal senses, the institution as person 
is called the foremost and greatest person which surpasses all human persons. 
Institution in this crystallization is just an arrangement of actions of senses spread 
over space and time divested of the corporeality of senses, which belong to 
individual human beings who are members of the institution. 

 The problem of the verse 13.14 of Bhagavadgītā was anticipated earlier in 
Śvetāśvatara Upaniṣad as mantra 3.3: viśvataścakṣurūta viśvatomukho 
viśvatobāhurūta viśvataspāt/ saṃ bābhyāṃ dhamati saṃpatatreirdyāvābhūmī 
janayan deva ekaḥ // “(Though) heaven and earth creating deva one only, (yet he is) 
conjoined with all eyes, conjoined with all mouths, conjoined with all hands and 
conjoined with all feet, by means of two hands by means of bellows, (he) fans/excites 
fire into flames.” This mantra in a way solves in advance the issue of how the one 
devaḥ who is the institutional person manifests with the functions/actions of senses 
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without having the corporeal senses. The problem is solved by giving or vesting the 
corporeal senses to human beings but vesting the functions of these senses in the one 
institutional person, this is how the institution as person is conjoined through 
functions/working with senses divesting it of corporeality of senses.  

115 avyakto 'yam acintyo 'yam avikāryo 'yam ucyate / tasmād evaṃ viditvainaṃ 
nānuśocitum arhasi // 

116 atha cainaṃ nityajātaṃ nityaṃ vā manyase mṛtam / tathāpi tvaṃ mahābāho nainaṃ 
śocitum arhasi //jātasya hi dhruvo mṛtyur dhruvaṃ janma mṛtasya ca /tasmād 
aparihārye 'rthe na tvaṃ śocitum arhasi // 

117 aśocyān anvaśocas tvaṃ prajñāvādāṃś ca bhāṣase / gatāsūn agatāsūṃś ca 
nānuśocanti paṇḍitāḥ // 

118 avyaktādīni bhūtāni vyaktamadhyāni bhārata / avyaktanidhanāny eva tatra kā 
paridevanā // 
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lkSxr çkek.;okn  

vfEcdk nÙk 'kekZ 

Hkkjrh; n'kZu esa çkek.;okn ds iz'u ij igys ehekald vkSj ckn esa 
uS;kf;dksa us ftruh xEHkhjrk ls fopkj fd;k gS mruh xgjkbZ ls bl 
izdj.k ij ckS) ijEijk esa fopkj ugha gqvk gSA bldk ,d dkj.k 
ckS) çek.kehekalh; fpUru ij rÙoehekalk dk og vf/kHkkj gS ftlds 
pyrs mudh çek.kehekalk yksdkfHkeq[k de vkSj fuokZ.kksUeq[kh vf/kd 
jgh gSA bldk nwljk dkj.k ;g Hkh gks ldrk gS fd ckS)ksa us bls 
O;ogkj dks bruk vf/kd lefiZr iz'u ekuk fd rÙoehekalk vkSj 
Kkuehekalk dh vuq:irk esa bldh O;k[;k djus dh mUgsa 
vko';drk gh eglwl ugha gqbZA ckS) ijEijk esa rdZiqaxo fn³~ukx] 
/keZdhfrZ] /keksZÙkj] nqosZd feJ] izKkdj xqIr] eks{kkdj xqIr] 
jRukdj'kkafr] jRudhfrZ vkSj KkuJhfe= tSls ,d ls c<+dj ,d 
izek.kehekald gq,A buds izHkko esa Hkkjrh; izek.kehekalh; fpUru dk 
vHkwriwoZ fodkl gqvk gSA ijUrq buds xzUFkksa esa izkek.;okn dh ppkZ 
izlaxizkIr :i ls ;Rk~fdafpr~ gh ns[kus dks feyrh gSA tcfd 
izkek.;okn dks lqxfBr :i esa çLrqr djuk fdlh Hkh çek.kehekalk 
ds fy, vius iq:"kkFkZ dks izkIr djus tSlk gksrk gSA 'kkUrjf{kr vkSj 
dey'khy gh dsoy blds viokn dgs tk ldrs gaS ftUgksaus dze'k% 
^rÙolaxzg^ vkSj ^rÙolaxzg iaftdk^ esa izkek.;okn ds lHkh fodYiksa 

ij ckS) nf̀"V ls fopkj fd;k gSA1 'kkUrjf{kr og igys O;fDr gSa tks 

ckS)srj n'kZuksa ds izkek.; lEcU/kh fopkjksa dks iwoZi{k cukdj mudk 
Hkwfj'k% [k.Mu djrs gSa vkSj izek.;okn ds ckS)i{k dks lehf{kr :i 
ls mn~?kkfVr Hkh djrs gSaA ;gk¡ ;g Hkh nz"VO; gS fd fn³~ukx ls 
dey'khy i;ZUr ckS) izkek.;okn ds fodkl dh yEch ;k=k esa 
mldk Lo:i ,djs[kh; ugha jgk gSA tcfd ehekald vkSj uS;kf;d 
vius&vius Lor% izkek.;okn vkSj ijr% izkek.;okn dh n<̀+ /kkj.kk 
ls dHkh fopfyr gksrs fn[kkbZ ugha iM+rsA oLrqr% ckS) uS;kf;dksa ds 
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le{k ,d vksj Kku dh vkn'kZHkwr fLFkfr cq) dh loZKrk Fkh rks 
nwljh vksj lk/kkj.k O;fDr;ksa dks gksus okyk uhy&ihr dk Kku 
lkaO;kOkgkfjd Kku dk izfrn'kZ FkkA bu nksuksa izdkj ds Kku dks ,d 
Lrj dk Kku ugha dgk tk ldrkA  blfy, ckS) uS;kf;dksa us 
izkjEHk ls gh izkek.;okn ds foe'kZ dks ijekFkZ vkSj laof̀Ùk ds f}ryh; 
/kjkry ij lqxfBr djus dk iz;kl fd;k gSA cq) loZK gSa vkSj 
ijekFkZ lR; dks lE;d~ :i ls tkuus okys gSaA bruk gh ugha] os 
ijekFkZ lR; vkSj laof̀Ùk lR; ds Hksn dks Hkh tkurs gSaA blhfy, mUgsa 
lE;d~ lEcq) dgk tkrk gSA vr% muds Kku dh Lor% izkekf.kdrk 

LokHkkfod gh gSA2 ;g ckr Bhd oSlh gh gS tSls ehekald osnksa dh 

vikS:"ks;rk dh j{kk gsrq Lor% izkek.;okn dk izfriknu djrs gSa 
ijUrq blls vkxs ?kViVkfn ykSfdd Kkuksa ds izkek.; dk LorLRo 
fl) djus ds fy, gB djrs gq, fn[kkbZ iM+rs gSaA ckS) ,slk ugha 
djrsA muds vuqlkj cq) loZK gksus ls izek.kHkwr gSaA vr% muds 
Kku dk Lor% izkek.; gksuk vkSRlfxZd gSA ijUrq lk/kkj.k O;fDr;ksa 
dks gksus okyk uhy&ihr dk lkaO;kogkfjd Kku izFke n"̀V~;k ijr% 
izkek.; gh gksrk gSA ;g ckr vyx gS fd lkaof̀Ùkd /kjkry ij gksus 
okys lHkh Kkuksa dh izfLFkfr ,d tSlh ughaa gksrhA vr% lkaO;kogkfjd 
{ks= ds dqN Kkuksa dk izkek.; Lor% vkSj 'ks"k dk ijr% Hkh Lohdkj 
fd;k tk ldrk gSA oLrqr% ;g ;FkksiyfC/kU;k; ls fudyk gqvk 
lkSxr izkek.; fpUru dk ^vfu;eokn^ gS ftl ij 'kkUrjf{kr vkSj 

dey'khy lcls vf/kd cy nsrs gSaA3 

ckS) izek.kehekalk esa lk/kkj.k O;fDr;ksa dks gksus okyk og Kku 
ftlls O;ogkj dk lEiknu gksrk gS og uke] nzO;] tkfr xq.k vkSj 
fdz;k uked iapfo/k dYiukvksa ls ;qDr gqvk djrk gSA blhfy, ,sls 
lHkh Kkuksa dks lkaof̀Ùkd dgk tkrk gSA ckS) izek.kehekalk esaa izkek.; 
vkSj vizkek.; dh ppkZ bUgha lkaof̀Ùkd Kkuksa ds lanHkZ esa dh xbZ gSA 
lkaof̀Ùkd Kkuksa dk izkek.; ijr% gksrk gS] bldk loZizFke izfriknu 
/keZdhfrZ us fd;k gSA izek.kokfÙkZd esa ckS) lEer izek.ky{k.k dh 
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izLrkouk djrs gq, gh os bldk ladsr dj nsrs gSa fd ^Lo:iL; 

Lorksxfr%] izkek.;a O;ogkjs.k^A4 /keZdhfrZ dk ;g vfHkdFku ,d izdkj 

lss ckS) izkek.;okn dk izLFkkuHksnh oDrO; gSA bldk rkRi;Z ;g gS 
fd lHkh Kkuksa dk vius Lo:i dh voxfr Lor% gksrh gS] vFkkZr~ 
,slk dksbZ Kku gh ugha tks vius Lo:i ds Lolaosnu ls fo;qDr 
jgrk gksA Kku gksuk vkSj bl ckr ls vufHkK jguk onrksO;k?kkr gSA 
ijUrq vius Lo:i dh voxfr ds lkFk mRiUu gq, Kku ds izkek.; 
dk fu/kkZj.k O;ogkj ls vFkkZr~ vFkZfØ;k dh flf) ls ijr% gksrk gSA 
blhfy, /keZdhfrZ us izek.k dks vfolaoknh Kku ds :i esa ifjHkkf"kr 

fd;k gS vkSj vfolaokn 'kCn dh fu:fDr ^vFkZfØ;kfLFkfr* dh gSA5 

/keZdhfrZ ds earO; dks Li"V djrs gq, dgk tk ldrk gS fd ;|fi 
izR;sd Kku dks vius Lo:i dk Lolaosnu gksrk gS rFkkfi Kku ds 
Lo:i dk Lor% voxr gksuk mlds izkek.; dk lekuqikfr ugha dgk 
tk ldrkA ;fn nksuksa ,d nwljs ds lekuqikfr gksrs rks ,d vksj 
izek.;kizkek.; dh ftKklk ugha gksrh vkSj nwljh vksj ;FkkFkZ ,oa 
v;FkkFkZ Kku esa vUrj fd;k tkuk lEHko ugha gksrkA ,slk blfy, 
fd ftl rjg ;FkkFkZ Kku dh Lo:i esa voxfr Lor% gksrh gS mlh 
rjg HkzekRed Kkuksa dh Lo:ikoxfr Hkh Lor% gh gksrh gSA vr% 
/keZdhfrZ ds mi;qZDr dFku dk fufgrkFkZ ;g gS fd izR;sd Kku vius 
Lo:i dks ^eSa Kku gw¡^ ;g |ksfrr djrs gq, rks mRiUu gksrk gS 
ysfdu ^eS izek gw¡^ bl izek.ki= ds lkFk mRiUu ugha gksrkA Kku dk 
izekRo ;k izkek.; ,d mÙkjHkkoh fLFkfr gS tks iwoZ Kku ds }kjk 

iznf'kZr oLrq dh izkfIr ¼vFkZfdz;kfLFkfr½ ls fu/kkZfjr gksrk gSA6 

;gk¡ /keZdhfrZ }kjk izfrikfnr izkek.; ds ijrLRo dks Bhd ls 
le>kus ds fy, U;k;lEer ijr% izkek.; ds vo/kkj.k ls mlds 
vUrj dks le>uk t:jh gSA mij ls ns[kus ij ;s nksuksa ,d nwljs ls 
feyrs&tqyrs izrhr gksrs gSaA uS;kf;dksa ds fy, izkek.; dk fud"k 
izof̀ÙklkQY; gS rks /keZdhfrZ ds fy, vFkZfdz;k dk fu"iknuA ;s nksukas 
dlkSfV;k¡ ,slh gaS fd izkek.; dh foo{kk Kkuof̀Ùkd u gksdj 
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fdz;kof̀Ùkd gks tkrh gSA ijUrq ijr% izkek.; ds bu nks laLdj.kksa esa 
lw{e vUrj Hkh gS vkSj ml vUrj dh vuns[kh ugha dh tk ldrhA 
og ;g fd uS;kf;d izkek.; dh KfIr vkSj fu/kkZj.k nksuksa dks ijr% 
ekurs gSa tcfd /keZdhfrZ dk ekuuk gS fd izkek.; dh KfIr rks Lor% 
gksrh gS ijUrq mldk fu/kkZj.k ijr% gksrk gSA bl lw{e vUrj ls 
ijr% izek.;okn dh O;k[;k vkSj lkS"Bo ij fu.kkZ;d izHkko iM+rk gSA 
bl fu.kkZ;d izHkko dks bl lanHkZ esa le> ikuk lqdj gksxk fd ijr% 
izkek.; ds bu nks laLdj.kksa ij fdl rjg vuoLFkk nks"k dh izlfDr 
fn[kkbZ tkrh gS vkSj mldk fdl rjg ifjgkj fd;k tkrk gSA 
U;k;er esa ,d Kku dk Kku vuqO;olk; :ih ekul izR;{k uked 
nwljs Kku ls gksrk gS vkSj nwljs Kku ds Kku ds fy, rhljs 
vuqO;olk; :ih ekul izR;{k dh vis{kk gSA bl vis{kk dk vUrghu 
gksuk gh ewyksPNsnd vuoLFkk gSA ;gh vuoLFkk izkek.; dh ijr% 
KfIr dks ysdj mRFkkfir gksrh gS] D;kasfd izkek.; dk xzg.k Hkh rks 
,d KkufLFkfr gh gS vkSj mlds Kku ds fy, KkukUrjksa dh vkorhZ; 
vis{kk vuoLFkk dks lS)kfUrd :i ls nqfuZokj cuk nsrh gSA blds 
mÙkj esa uS;kf;d ;g ugha dg ldrs fd izof̀ÙklkQY; ds i'pkr~ 
izs{kkoku O;fDr dh fuof̀Ùk gks tkrh gS] vr% ;g izfdz;k blh fcUnq ij 
fojfer gks tkrh gSA ;g mÙkj izkek.; ds Hkh ijr% izkek.; dh nf̀"V 
ls loZFkk mfpr gS ysfdu ftl izof̀ÙklkQY; ls iwoZorhZ Kku dk 
izkek.; fuf'pr vkSj Kkfir gksrk gS ml izof̀ÙklkQY;&Kku ds Kku 
dh nf̀"V ls ;g lek/kku dFkefi larks"ktud ugha gSA ;gk¡ vuoLFkk 
dk izlax izkek.; ds Hkh ijr% izkek.; dh vis{kk ls ugha gS cfYd 
izkek.;&Kku dh ijr% KfIr dh vis{kk ls gSA ;g lgh gS fd iwoZorhZ 
Kku dk izekRo ;k izkek.; mÙkjorhZ izof̀ÙklkQY; ls fl) gks tkrk 
gS vkSj izkek.; dh ftKklk blh ds lkFk fojfer Hkh gks tkrh gS 
ysfdu izof̀ÙklkQY; Hkh rks ,d KkufLFkfr gh gS vkSj mlds ijr% 
Kkfir vFkok izdkf'kr gksus dh vis{kk ;gk¡ Hkh cuh gh jgrh gSA vr% 
uS;kf;dksa ds ijr% izkek.;okn esa vuoLFkk dh izlfDr Kkuehekalh; 
nf̀"V ls nqfuZokj gSA muds ikl ,d gh fodYi 'ks"k cprk gS fd os 
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ekusa fd lHkh Kkuksa dk Kkr gksuk vifjgk;Z ugha gSA bl rjg 
izof̀ÙklkQY; dh KkufLFkfr vKkr jgdj Hkh iwoZ Kku dh 
izkekf.kdrk dks fl) dj ldrh gSA ijUrq ,sls fu'ps"V izkek.;xzg 
dks vkRepsru euq"; dk izkek.;cks/k ugha dgk tk ldrkA 

vc /keZdhfrZ ds }kjk ijr% izkek.;okn dh tSlh O;k[;k dh xbZ gS 
mlesa uS;kf;dksa ds ijr% izkek.; dh rjg ^izek.;&Kku^ dh ijr% 
KfIr dks ysdj vuoLFkk ugha fn[kkbZ tk ldrh] D;kasfd tSls iwoZorhZ 
Kku dks Lo:Ik dh LolafofÙk gksrh gS mlh izdkj iwoZorhZ Kku dks 
izekf.kr djus okys mÙkjorhZ Kku vFkkZr~ ^vFkZfdz;kfLFkfr&Kku^ dk 
Hkh Lolaosnu gksrk gSA ijUrq dqN ,d izfrif{k;ksa us /keZdhfrZ dh 
O;k[;k ij csotg vuoLFkk dks nwljs rjhds ls vkjksfir djus dk 
iz;kl fd;k gSA og ,sls fd ;fn iwoZorhZ Kku dk izkek.; mÙkjHkkoh 
vFkZfdz;kfLFkfr ls fu/kkZfjr gksrk gS rks vFkZfdz;k fLFkfr ds izkek.; 
dk fu/kkZj.k Hkh fdlh vokUrj vFkZfdz;kfLFkfr ls gksuh pkfg,A ;g 
Hkh ,d vkorhZ; izfdz;k gksus ls vuoLFkkdkjd gh gksxkA ckS) i{k ls 
bldk Li"Vhdj.k nsrs gq, dgk tk ldrk gS fd Kku esa gekjh 
izof̀Rr fdlh iz;kstu dks ysdj gksrh gSA ^;g ty gS^ bl Kku dk 
izkek.; ge blfy, tkuuk pkgrs gSa fd bldk lh/kk lEcU/k gekjh 
Luku&iku dh bPNk iwfrZ ls gSA vr% ty Kku ds i'pkr~ ge 
rRlEcU/kh izof̀Ùk dh vksj vxzlj gksrs gSaA ml Kku ds QyLo:i 
gekjk iz;kstu iw.kZ gks tkrk gS rks og Kku izkek.; :Ik ekuk tkrk 
gS rFkk blls vkxs tkus dh u rks gesa izof̀Ùk gh gksrh gS vkSj u blls 
vkxs tkus dh vko';drk gh gSA ekuk fd I;kl cq>kus ds fy, ge 
tyKku ls izoÙ̀k gq, Fks vkSj tc ty ih dj gekjh r"̀kk 'kkar gks 
xbZ rks bl vFkZfdz;k fu"ifÙk ds lkFk gh izkek.; dh foo{kk Hkh 

fojfer gks tkrh gSA vr% vuoLFkk ds fy, dgk¡ vodk'k gSA7 bl 

izlax esa izKkdj xqIr8 dh vH;qfDr ;g gS fd tgk¡ izFke Kku esa 

dsoy vfXu dk Hkku] f}rh; Kku esa nkgkfn&:i vFkZfdz;k vkSj 
rr̀h;kfn Kkuksa esa mÙkjksÙkj vFkZfdz;k dk Hkku gksrk gS ogk¡ vo'; gh 
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iwoZ&iwoZ Kku dks mÙkjksÙkj Kku dh vis{kk gksus ls vuoLFkk izlDr 
gksrh gS] fdUrq mi;qZDr izlax essa ,slk ugha gSA ftl f}rh; 
vFkZfdz;kfLFkfr&Kku ls iwoZorhZ Kku ds izkek.; dk vf/kxe gksrk gS 
og f}rh; Kku Lor% gh izek.k gksrk gS ¼rr~ lqrjkeso izek.ke~½ 
D;ksafd ml ,d gh Kku esa fo"k; vkSj mldh vFkZfdz;k nksuksa dk 
vf/kxe gksrk gSA vr% vuoLFkk dk iz'u gh ugha mBrkA 'kkUrjf{kr 
Hkh ;g iz'u mBkdj fd izFke Kku dh vis{kk f}rh; Kku esa dkSu 
lh fof'k"Vrk gksrh gS fd igys dk ijr% izek.; vkSj nwljs dks Lor% 
izkek.; ekuk tkrk gS] dqN blh izdkj dh vH;qfDr izLrqr djrs gSaA 
la{ksi esa 'kkUrjf{kr vkSj dey'khy nksuksa dk vk'k; ;g gS fd izFke 
Kku esa dsoy oLrqfLFkfr dh Kkidrk gksrh gS] izkidrk ughaA 
blhfy, og Kku u rks euq"; dks ml LFkku ij ys tkrk gS] tgk¡ 
ij og fo"k; gS vkSj u gh fo"k; dks gh Kkrk ds ikl mBkdj ys 
vkrk gSA ijUrq f}rh; Kku vFkkZr~ vFkZfdz;kfLFkfr dk vfr'k; ;g gS 
fd og Kkidrk vkSj izkidrk nksuksa dk vkJ; gksrk gSA blfy, 

izFke Kku dk izkek.; ijr% gksrk gS vkSj f}rh; dk Lor%A9 

'kkUrjf{kr vkSj dey'khy10 us vU; rjhds ls Hkh vuoLFkk dk 

ifjgkj fn[kk;k gSA oLrqr% Kku dks nks izdkjksa esa foHkkftr fd;k tk 
ldrk gS& lfUud̀"V fo"k; okyk vkSj vlfUud"̀V fo"k; okykA blesa 
igys izdkj ds Kku dk izkek.;&fu'p; Kku ds dkj.kksa ds 
xq.kko/kkj.k ls ugha vfirq  vFkZfdz;k ds vfolaoknh Kku ds }kjk 
gksrk gSA tc rd vFkZfdz;k laokn ds }kjk Kku esa lE;dRo dk 
fu'p; ugha gks tkrk rc rd mlesa xq.k dk vo/kkj.k lEHko ugha 
vkSj tc lE;dRo Kku esa vofLFkr gks rks mÙkjorhZ vFkZfdz;k laokn 
ds }kjk iqu% mlesa xq.k dk vo/kkj.k vfdafpRdj gh gSA tgk¡ Kku 
foiz—"V fo"k; okyk gksrk gS] tSls lqo.kZ'ka[kxzkgh Kku] rks mlds 
izkek.; dk fu'p; fo'kq) dkj.ktU;rk ds vk/kkj ij gks tkrk gSA 
tks Kku fo'kq) dkj.ktfur gksrk gS og izek.k gksrk gS& 
;f}'kq)dkj.ktfura rr~ izek.ke~A 
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mi;qZDr leh{kk ds vk/kkj ij U;k;lEer ijr% izkek.;okn vkSj 
/keZdhfrZ ds ijr% izkek.;okn ds chp ds vUrj dk milagkj djrs 
gq, dgk tk ldrk gS fd bu nksuksa O;k[;kvksa esa ^f}rh; Kku^^ dh 
izfLFkfr lokZf/kd egÙoiw.kZ vkSj fooknkLin gS ftlls izFke Kku ds 
izkek.; dk ijr% vf/kxe gksrk gSA uS;kf;d viuh lEiw.kZ 
izek.kehekalh; fu"Bk ds LkkFk bl f}rh; Kku ¼izof̀ÙklkQY;½ dh 
izfLFkfr ds fo"k; esa ;gh dguk pkgsaxs vkSj mUgsa ;gh dguk Hkh 
pkfg, fd mlds fy, izkek.; ftKkflrO; ughaa gSA mldh izfLFkfr 
dk fopkj Lor% izkek.; vkSj ijr% izkek.; dh dksfV esa ugha fd;k 
tkuk pkfg,A ;g izek.kehekalh; ftKklk dh mijfr dh fLFkfr gSA 
ijUrq /keZdhfrZ vkSj muds O;k[;kdkjksa ds er esa og f}rh; Kku 
¼vFkZfdz;kfLFkfr½ Lor% izkek.; gSA mldk ijr% izkek.; ftKkL; 
ugha] D;kasfd mlesa Kku dh Kkidrk vkSj izkidrk dh ,dfu"Brk 
gksrh gSA tgk¡ Kku dh Kkidrk vkSj izkidrk esa nwjh vkSj vUrjky 
jgrk gS ogha izkek.; dh foo{kk gksrh gS vkSj ;g foo{kk ijr% :Ik ls 
gh iw.kZ gks ldrh gSA 

bl izdkj izkek.;okn ds fo"k; esa /keZdhfrZ dk er bl :Ik esa fLFkj 
gksrk gS fd O;ogkj n'kk esa og Kku ftlds izkek.; dh ftKklk 
izs{kkoku O;fDr ds }kjk dh tkrh gS] mlds izkek.; dh flf) ijr% 
gh gksrh gS vkSj og Kku ftlds }kjk iwoZorhZ Kku ds izkek.; dks 
fl) fd;k tkrk gS og Lor% izkek.; gksrk gSA ijUrq bl fu"d"kZ ls 
tks ,d nwljh ckr lkeus vkrh gS og ;g fd lkaO;kogkfjd {ks= ds 
lHkh Kkuksa dks izkek.; dh nf̀"V ls ,d dksfV dk ugha dgk tk 
ldrkA muds izkek.; dk fu'p; fdlh ,d fl)kUr ¼Lor% vFkok 
ijr%½ dk vkJ; ysdj lEHko ughaA vr% bl ckr dh [kkst dh 
tkuh pkfg, dh O;ogkj n'kk esa os dkSu&dkSu lh ifjfLFkfr;k¡ gSa 
ftlesa Kku dk izkek.; Lor% vkSj dkSu&dkSu lh ifjfLFkfr;kas esa Kku 
dk izkek.; ijr% fuf'pr gksrk gSA blls izkek.;okn dh leL;k ij 
fopkj djus dk ,d u;k gh vk;ke mn~?kkfVr gks ldrk gS] tgk¡ ge 
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,dy lS)kfUrd fu"Bk ls eqDr gksdj ;FkksiyfC/kU;k; dk vuqlj.k 
djrs gq, izkek.;kizkek.; dh leL;k ij iqufoZpkj dj ldrs gaSA 

ckS) vkSj tSu ijEijk ds mÙkjdkyhu izek.kehekalh; fpUru esa 
izkek.; dh leL;k ij blh nf̀"V ls fopkj djus dh izo`fÙk fn[kkbZ 
iM+rh gSA blfy, fn³~ukx vkSj /keZdhfrZ ds i'pkr~ vf/kdka'k 
Vhdkdkjksa us /keZdhfrZ dk vuqlj.k djrs gq, Hkh viuh jpukvksa esa 
mu ifjfLFkfr;ksa vkSj Kku ds mu izdkjksa dks ;=&r= ladsfrr fd;k 
gS ftuesa dqN Kkuksa dk izkek.; Lor% vkSj dqN dk ijr% vf/kxr 

gksrk gSA11 nsosUnzcqf) us vFkZfdz;kKku vkSj vuqeku dks Lor% izek.k 

ekuk gS tcfd oSls izR;{k ds izkek.; dks ijr% dgk gS ftlesa HkzkfUr 
ds fufeÙkksa dk viuksnu ugha gqvk jgrk gSA 'kkD;cqf) us 
vFkZfdz;kleFkZ oLrq ds oSls izR;{k dks tgk¡ la'k; vkSj HkzkfUr ds fy, 
vodk'k u gks rFkk vuqfefr vkSj vFkZfØ;kfLFkfr & Kku ds Lor% 
izkek.; gksus dk ladsr fd;k gSA lkFk gh lkFk izoÙkZd ek= izR;{k ds 
izkek.; dks ijr% ekuk gS ftlesa HkzkfUr ds rFkkdfFkr dkj.kksa dk 
fu'p; ugha gqvk gksA blh rjg /keksZÙkj us vFkZfØ;kfuHkkZlh izR;{k] 
vH;kln'kkiUu izR;{k vkSj vuqeku ds izkek.; dks Lor% ekuk gS 
tcfd ijr% izkek.; ds vUrxZr mUgksaus pkj izdkj ds izR;{kksa dks 
ifjxf.kr fd;k gSA izFke] og izR;{k ftlesa Kku dk vFkZ ls 
vfoukHkko la'k;;qDr gks ¼vFkkZfoukHkko la'k;%½A f}rh;] oSlk izR;{k 
ftlesa izfrHkkleku vFkZ la'k;kLin gksA rr̀h;] ,slk izR;{k ftlesa 
lkekU; /keZ rks Li"V :i ls fofnr gksrk gS ysfdu fo'ks"k /kekasZ dk 
Kku fofoDr :Ik ls izfrHkkflr ugha gksrk gSA ,slh fLFkfr esa lkekU; 
/keZ ¼/kehZKku½ dk Kku rks Lor% izkek.; ysfdu fo'ks"k /keksZa ¼/keZKku½ 
ds Kku dk ijr% izkek.; gksrk gSA prqFkZ] ,sls izR;{kksa dk izkek.; Hkh 
ijr% vf/kxr gksrk gS tgk¡ Lo;a izR;{k ds Lo:Ik dks ysdj vfu'p; 

dh fLFkfr jgrh gSA euksjFkuUnh12 us vFkZfØ;kfuHkkZlkRed izR;{k vkSj 

vuqfefr ds izkek.; dks Lor% ekuk gSA lkFk gh lkFk dqN ,sls Hkh 
izR;{k gksrs gSa ftuds izkek.; fu'p; ds fy, vFkZfØ;kleFkZ oLrq dh 
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izkfIr dh vis{kk ugha gksrh cfYd vH;kl dh ǹ<+rk ¼vld̀n~ 
O;ogkjkH;klkn~½ ds dkj.k muesa vFkZfØ;kleFkZ oLrq dh izki.k;ksX;rk 
Lor% izekf.kr jgrh gSA blds vfrfjDr vUkH;kln'kkiUu izR;{kksa dk 
izkek.; lfUnX/k gksus ls muds izkek.; dk fu'p; mÙkjdkyhu 

vFkZfØ;kKku ls vFkok vuqeku ls gksrk gSA nqosZdfeJ13 Hkh 

izki.k'kfDr dks gh Kku dk izkek.; ekurs gSaA og izki.k'kfDr izkIr 
gksus okys vFkZ ds dkj.k vkReykHk dk fufeÙk gksrh gS D;kasfd ftlds 
}kjk izorZu gksrk gS og Hkh izkIk.k;ksX; gh gSA vFkZfØ;k dks fuHkkZflr 
djus okys lHkh vuqekuksa esa bl izki.k'kfDr :Ik izkek.; dk fu'p; 
Lor% gks tkrk gSA izoÙkZd izR;{k esa tgk¡ vH;kl ds pyrs foHkze dh 
vk'kadk pkjks rjQ ls lekIr gqbZ jgrh gS ogk¡ Hkh izki.k'kfDr dk 
fu'p; Lor% gh gksrk gSA lkFk gh lkFk funzk ls vuqiIyqr ikl okys 
LFkku esa jgus okyh oLrq dk xzg.k] ftlesa fdlh vU; O;atd ds 
dkj.k fdlh vU; izdkj dh vfHkO;fDr dh vk'kadk u gks] Hkh Lor% 
gks tkrk gSA mlds Lo:Ik dh laosnuk ls gh mlds okLrfod vFkZ 
dk fu'p; gks tkrk gSA ,sls gh dgha ij izki.k'kfDr dk fu'p; 
ijr% Hkh gksrk gSA ijr% dk vFkZ gS vFkZfØ;kfuHkkZlkREkd Lor% izek.k 
ls vU; fdlh lzksr ls] tSls fd nwjLFk fdlh vFkZ dks ns[kus ls chp 
ds dky esa gksus okyh 'kadk dks gVkdj gksus okyk fu'p;A  

;gk¡ mYys[kuh; gS fd lUnHkZ fo'ks"k esa izkek.; ds LorLRo vkSj 
ijrLRo dk iz'u U;k; ijEijk esa Hkh mBrk jgk gS] tcfd uS;kf;d 
mHk;rks ijr%okn ¼izkek.; vkSj vizkek.; nksuksa dk ijr% fu'p;½ dh 
,dyfu"Bk ds vfHkekuh ekus tkrs gSaA vuqO;olk;] vuqfefr] QyKku 
vkSj vH;kln'kkiUu Kku ,sls Kku gksrs gSa ftuesa e/;orhZ la'k; ds 
fy, dksbZ vodk'k ugha jgrkA blfy, U;k;er esa ,sls Kkukas dk 
Lor% izkek.; ekuk tkrk gSA ;|fi cgqla[;d uS;kf;d bls Lohdkj 
ugha djrs gSa fQj Hkh izd̀r izlax esa bruk dguk gh i;kZIr gS fd 
U;k; ijEijk esa Hkh bl iz'u dks mBk;k x;k gSA ;g ckr vyx gS 
fd ckn esa t;Ur Hkê] mn;u vkSj xaxs'kksik/;k; us bldh HkRlZuk 
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djrs gq, Hkqfj'k% [k.Mu fd;k gSA tSu ijEijk esa Hkh mRifÙk vkSj 
KkfIr dh ǹf"V ls izkek.; ds ijrLRo vkSj LorLRo dks ysdj fdruk 
Hkh mgkiksg D;ksa u fd;k x;k gks ysfdu ckS) izHkko esa vUrr% mudk 
>qdko izkek.; ds izfr Dofpr~ Lor% vkSj Dofpr~ ijr% dk gh jgk 

gSA ijh{kkeq[k dk lw= gh gS& rRizkek.;a Lor% ijr'psfrA izHkkpUnz14 

us bldh O;k[;k djrs gq, ^^izkek.;eqRiÙkkS ijr% ,oA KIrkS Lodk;sZ 
p Lor% ijr'p vH;klkuH;klkis{k;k** dgk gS] izkek.ku;rÙokyksd esa 
Hkh ^^rn;eqRiÙkkS ijr% ,oa KIrkS rq Lor% ijr'psfr^^ dgk x;k gSA 
TkSu izek.kehekalk dk lokZf/kd O;ofLFkr vkSj lehf{kr :i gsepUnz 
dh ^izek.kehekalk^ uked xzUFk esa feyrk gSA bl xzUFk esa izkek.;okn 
ds tSu i{k dks j[krs gq, fdlh ,d fl)kUr dk vuqlj.k ugha fd;k 
x;k gS cfYd cyk?kkr bl ckr dks fn[kkus esa gS fd izkek.; dk 

fu'p; dqN LFkyksa ij Lor% vkSj dqN LFkyksa ij ijr% gksrk gSA15 

mnkgj.k ds fy, vH;kln'kkiUu Lodjry vkfn ds Kku esa vFkok 
Luku&iku] voxkgu vkSj ihiklk 'kkfUr vkfn esa rFkk 
vFkZfØ;kfuHkkZld izR;{k esa izkek.; dk fu'p; Lor% gh gksrk gSA ,sls 
LFkyksa esa izs{kkokuksa dks ijh{kk djus dh vkdka{kk ugha gksrhA izFker;k 
ty dk Kku gksrk gS] mlds ckn xehZ vFkok I;kl ls ihfM+r O;fDr 
dh mlesa izof̀Ùk gksrh gSA rnqijkar ty dh izkfIr vkSj Luku&iku 
vkfn ds ckn xehZ ls jkgr vkSj ihiklk dh 'kkfUrA brus ls gh 
izs{kkoku izekrk —r—R; gks tkrk gSA ;g ugha fd og nkg vkSj 
ihiklk 'kkfUr ds vuqHko dh ijh{kk djrk gSA vr% ,sls lHkh Kkuksa ds 
izkek.; dks Lor% ekuus esa dksbZ dfBukbZ ughaA iqu% ml izdkj dh 
vuqfefr ftlesa O;fHkpkj 'kadk dk loZFkk fujkl gks pqdk gS] mlds 
izkek.; dk fu'p; Hkh Lor% gh gksrk gSA vO;fHkpkjh fyax ls mRiUu 
vuqfefr dk vkdkj fyaxkdkj gksrk gS vkSj fyaxkdkj Kku fyax ds 
fcuk rFkk fyax fyaxh ds fcuk ugha gks ldrkA oSls gh 
vuH;kln'kkiUu izR;{k esa pw¡fd vFkZ ds lkFk mldk vO;fHkpkj xg̀hr 
ugha jgrk] vr% mldk leku fo"k; okys laoknd Kku ls] nwljs Kku 
ls vFkok vFkZfdz;kKku ls] ;k fQj vfoukHkko ds n'kZu ls ijr% gh 
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fuf'pr gksrk gSA ijUrq vH;kln'kkiUu Kku dk izkek.; fu'p;] 
lqrjka Lor% gh xg̀hr gks tkrk gSA tgk¡ rd 'kCn izek.k dk iz'u gS 
rks n"̀V vFkZ ls mlds vO;fHkpkj dk Kku nq"dj gksus ls laokn 
bR;kfn ds v/khu gh mlds izkek.; dk fu'p; ekuk tk ldrk gSA 
ijUrq vn"̀V fo"k;ksa ds lUnHkZ esa n"̀VkFkZ pUnzxzg.k vkfn ds izfriknd 
Kkuksa ds laokn ls izkek.; fuf'pr gks tkus ij vkIropu :Ik 'kCn 
dk izkek.; fcuk laokn ds gh lqfuf'pr gks tkrk gSA 

'kkUrjf{kr vkSj dey'khy us bl leL;k ij vis{kkd̀r vf/kd 
xEHkhjrk ls fopkj fd;k gSA budh fof'k"Vrk ;g gS fd ckS)] tSu] 
vkSj U;k; ijEijk ds vU; fo}kuksa us tgk¡ dsoy izkek.; dks ysdj 
gh mlds dL;fpr~ Lor% vkSj dL;fpr~ ijr% gksus dk ladsr fd;k gS 
ogha dey'khy izkek.; vkSj vizkek.; nksuksa ds LorLRo ,oa ijrLRo 
dk fopkj lanHkZlaosnh :Ik ls djrs gSaA bUgksaus izkek.;kizkek.; ds 
LorLRo vkSj ijrLRo dks ftl rjg lwphc) fd;k gS og Hkh vU;kas 

dh vis{kk vf/kd O;kid gSA dey'khy16 us Lolaosnu izR;{k] 

;ksfxKku] vH;klor~ izR;{k vkSj vuqeku dks Lor% izkek.; ekuk gS 
tcfd pksnuktU; vkSj HkzkfUr ds fufeÙkksa ls vuqixr izR;{k ds 
izkek.; dks ijr% crk;k gSA iqu% vH;klor~ izR;{k dh Hkwfedk dks os 
vU;ksa dh rjg dsoy izkek.; ds Lor% fu'p; rd lhfer ugha djrs 
cfYd mldk foLrkj feF;kKku i;ZUr djrs gSaA tSls vH;klcy ls 
dqN Kkuksa dk izkek.; Lor% xg̀hr gksrk gS mlh izdkj vH;klcy ls 

dfri; feF;kKkuksa dk vizkek.; Hkh Lor% fuf'pr gks tkrk gSA17 

bl izdkj nsosUnzcqf) ls dey'khy i;ZUr mi;qZDr losZ{k.k ds vk/kkj 
ij dgk tk ldrk gS fd /keZdhfrZ ds ckn vkSj /keZdhfrZ dh O;k[;k 
djrs gq, Hkh ckS) ijEijk ds vUnj gh vUnj izkek.; ds iz'u dks 
ysdj ,d fHkUu izof̀Ùk fodflr gks jgh FkhA bl izofÙk dks ml 
,dy lS)kfUrd fu"Bk dk fojks/kh dgk tk ldrk gS ftlds rgr 
ge ;g eku ysrs gSa fd izkek.; vkSj vizkek.; nksuksa dh O;k[;k ;k 
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rks Lor% ;k fQj ijr% :i ls gh dh tk ldrh gSA oLrqr% ;g 
fojks/k ladfyr vkSj laxfBr gksdj izkek.;okn ij ,d u;s f'kjs ls 
fopkj djus dh Hkwfe rS;kj djrk gSA 'kkfUrjf{kr vkSj dey'khy us 
bl fopkj&Hkwfe dks igpkuk vkSj mls ldy izkek.;O;kfiuh cukdj 
,d oSdfYid fl)kUr ds :i esa izfr"Bkfir fd;k gSA dey'khy bls 
izkek.;okn dh vfu;eoknh ckS) nf̀"V dgrs gSA ;g ckS) n'kZu ds 
fofHkUu lEiznk;ksa dh rÙoehekalk vkSj Kkuehekalk ls dgk¡ rd laxr 
gS] ;g fuf'pr gh ,d fopkj.kh; iz'u gS] fQj Hkh 'kkUrjf{kr vkSj 
dey'khy us bls Hkkjrh; izkek.;okn ds prqfoZ/k i{kksa dh leh{kk dk 
QfyrkFkZ dgk gSA bu nksuksa vkpk;ksZa us rÙolaxzg vkSj 
rÙolaxzgiaftdk esa bldh izfr"Bkiuk ,d O;kid ,sfrgkfld i"̀BHkwfe 
esa dh gSA vo/ks; gks fd ehekald Hkh izkek.;okn dh leh{kk mlds 
prqfoZ/k fodYiksa dh vo/kkj.kkRed ;kstuk esa djrs gSaA mUgksaus rhu 
fodYiksa dk [k.Mu djds prqFkZ fodYi ¼izkek.; Lor% vkSj vizkek.; 
ijr%½ dks viuk fl)kUr i{k cuk;k gSA vc 'kkUrjf{kr vkSj 
dey'khy izkek.;okn ds pkjksa fodYiksa dh leh{kk djrs gSa ¼,slk 
izrhr gksrk gS fd bu nksuksa vkpk;kasZ us fo'ks"k :i ls ehekalk lEer 
Lor% izkek.;okn dk gh [k.Mu fd;k gS vkSj 'ks"k rhu i{kksa dk 
ehekaldksa }kjk [k.Mu fd;s tkus ls gh [kf.Mr eku fy;k gS½ vkSj 

iape fodYi ds :i esa vfu;eokn dk izLrko djrs gSaA18 bl 

vfu;eokn dks ;fn nwljs 'kCnksa esa dgk tk; rks bls ^lUnHkZlaosnh 
izkek.;okn^ ls vfHkfgr djuk vf/kd mfpr gksxkA nsosUnzcqf) ls 
dey'khy i;ZUr ckS) izek.kehekaldksa us ftu&ftu Kku&LFkyksa dks 
mnkgfjr dj izkek.;&fu'p; ds izfr fu;eoknh nf̀"V dk fojks/k 
fd;k gS] mlls okLro esa vfu;eokn Qfyr ugha gksrk cfYd 
izkek.;&fu'p; dk lUnHkZ&laosnh fopkj mn~?kkfVr gksrk gSA vr% 
çkek.; vkSj vizkek.; ds lUnHkZ&laosnh fu/kkZj.k dks gh izkek.;okn 
ds izfr ckS) izek.kehekaldksa dk fof'k"V ;ksxnku dgk tk ldrk gSA 
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lUnHkZ ,oa ikn fVIi.kh & 

1-  rÙolaxzg iaftdk] Lor% izkek.; ijh{kk] 2810&11& rFkk fg pRokj% i{kk% lEHkofUr& 
dnkfpnqHks vfi izkek.;izkek.;s Lor ,osfr izFke%] dnkfpn~ijr ,osfr f}rh;%] izkek.;a 
ijrks·izek.;a rq Lor ,osfr r̀rh;%] ,rf}Ik;Z'prqFkZ%A 

2-  fn³~ukx us izek.kleqPp; esa cq) dks ^izek.kHkwrk;^ dg dj Lrks=kfHk/kku fd;k 
gS&izek.kHkwrk; txf)rSf"k.ks iz.kE; 'kkL=s lqxrk; rkf;usA vr% cq) dks ^izek.kHkwr^ 
dgus dk vk'k; ;gh gS fd muds Kku esa izkek.; mRlxZr% vFkkZr~ LokHkkfod :Ik ls 
Lor% gh jgrk gSA 

3-  rÙolaxzg ¼iaftdk½] u fg ckS)Sjs"kka prq.kkZesdrks·fii{kks·Hkh"V%] vfu;ei{kL;s"VRokr~A 
rÙolaxzg] lEiknd] Lokeh }kfjdknkl 'kkL=h] ckS) Hkkjrh izdk'ku] ì-& 981] 
okjk.klh] 1968A 

4-  izek.kokfÙkZd] izek.kflf)%] 6 ,oa 7oha dkfjdk dk v)kZa'kA 

5-  ogh]3] izek.kefolaoknh Kkue~] vFkZfØ;kfLFkfr%A 

6- izek.kokfÙkZdkyadkjHkk";] u [kyq KkuLo:iek=koxrkfona izek.kfefrHkofrA fdUrfgZ] 
vFkZL; nkgikdkns% fØ;kfu"ifÙkLrL;k% fLFkfrjfopyuefolaoknua O;oLFkk okA lk p 
vFkZfØ;k Hkfouh u rRdkysA rrLrRlaEcU/kks u Lo:ilaosnuek=ko/k̀r%A Lokeh 
;ksxhUnzkuUn] izek.kokfÙkZde~ ¼okfÙkZdkyadkjO;k[;ksisrokfrZdyadkjHkk";lfgre~½] izFke 
Hkkx] ì-&4] "kM~n'kZu izdk'ku izfr"Bku] okjk.klh&1991A 

7-  nz"VO;] rÙolaxzg] dkfjdk&2959&2962 vkSj ml ij iaftdk O;k[;kA 

8- izek.kokfÙkZdkyadkjHkk"; ¼Lokeh;ksxhUnzkUn½] i`-&5] ;k=kFkZfØ;kfLFkfrjijksidfYirk rn~ 
;kor~ izek.ke~A ;= rq LorLrnSokFkZfØ;kuqHko%] rr~ lqrjkeso izek.ke~A 

9-  nz"VO; rÙolaxzg] dkfjdk&2958 ls 2961 ij iaftdk O;k[;kA 

10-  rÙolaxzg] dkfjdk& 2988 ls 2989 ij iaftdk O;k[;kA 

11-  ØkLlj gsyesV us bu lUnHkkasZ dks nsosUnzcqf)] 'kkD;cqf)] /keksZÙkj] dey'khy vkSj 
euksjFkuanh dh jpukvksa ls ,df=r fd;k gS ijUrq dqN Vhdkdkj tSls nqosZdfeJ dks 
mUgksaus NksM+ fn;k gSA nz"VO;] tuZy vkWQ bf.M;u fQykslkWQh] vad 31] la- 1&3] 
o"kZ 2003] i`- 161 ls 184] ØkLlj gsyesV] vkWu nh ,LljVsUesaV vkWQ oSfyfMVh bu 
nh cqf)LV ,fiLVseksykWftdy VªsfMluA 

12-  izek.kokfÙkZd ¼euksjFkuUnh of̀Ùk lfgr½] lEiknd] Lokeh }kfjdknkl 'kkL=h] 
ckS)Hkkjrh] okjk.klh] 1987] ì- 4& vFkZfØ;kfuHkkZla rq izR;{ka Lor% 
,okFkZfØ;kuqHkokRede~] u r= ijkFkZfØ;k·is{;rs bfr rnfi Lorks fuf'pr izkek.;e~A 
vr,okFkZfØ;kijEijkuqlj.kknuoLFkk nks"kks·fi nq%LFk ,oA ;ÙouH;Lrn'kk;ka 
lfUnX/kizkek.;e~] mRiÙkkS rL;kFkZfØ;kKkukn~] vuqekuk}k izkek.;a fu'ph;rsA 
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13-  /keksZÙkj iznhi] lEiknd] nylq[kHkkbZ eyokf.k;k] ds-ih- tk;loky bULVhV~;wV] iVuk] 

1955] i`-19& vr,o izki.k'kfDrjso KkuL; izkek.;e~A lk p izkI;knFkkZnkReykHk 
fufeÙksfr] ;rks ;su izorZrs rnfi izki.k;ksX;esoA 'kfDrfu'p;LRoFkZfØ;kfuHkkZlL; 
loZL;kuqekuL; p Lor ,oA izoÙkZdk/;{kL; p dL;fpRLor ,o ;nH;klsu ifjrks 
fujLrfoHkzek'kade~] ;fUunzk|uqiIyqra ln~ vklUUkns'keuk'kaD;O;atdk/khuk·U;FkkfHkO;fDr 
p oLrq xg̀.kkfrA rnzqilaosnuknso lR;kFkZa fu'ph;rsA dL;fpr~ 
ijrks·FkZfØ;kfuHkkZlkRedkr~ Lor% izek.kknU;rks ok ;r% 
dqrf'pUukUrjh;dkFkZn'kZukUe/;dkyofrZHkzkfUr'kadkiuksnsu~ fu'ph;r bfrA 

14-  izes;deyekrZ.M] ì-149    

15-  izek.kehekalk of̀Ùk] ì-6¼1-1-8½ 

16-  rÙolaxzg]2943&44 ij iaftdk O;k[;k& rS% fdafpn~ Lor%izek.kfe"Ve~] 
;FkkLolaosnuizR;{ka] ;ksfxKkue~] vFkZfØ;kKkue~] vuqekue~] vH;kloPp izR;{ke~] rf) 
Lor ,o fu'ph;rs( vH;klcysukigfLrrHkzkfUrdkj.kRokr~A fdafpn~ vU;r% ;Fkk& 
fooknkLinhHkwra pksnuktfur Kkue~] izR;{ka PkkuixrHkzkfUrfufeÙke~( 
vH;klkFkZfØ;kKku;ksjuokIrÙokr~A 

17-  rÙolaxzg] 3099 & vH;kflda ;Fkk Kkua izek.ka xE;rs Lor%A feF;kKkua rFkk 
fdafpnizek.ka Lor% fLFkre~AA dey'khy us viuh iaftdk O;k[;k esa Li"V djrs gq, 
dgk gS& rFkk feF;kRoefi dL;fpr~ Lor ,okolh;rsA ;Fkk p ǹ';Ur ,o 
rSfefjdkn;% dsfpr~ vH;klcykr~ ds'kks.MªdkfnfoKkueqRiknleuUrjeso feF;kRosu~ 
fuf'pUoUr%A 

18-  rRolaxzg]3122 ij iaftdk O;k[;k & ;Ùkq i{kprq"V;eqiU;L; i{k =;s nks"kkfHk/kkua 
dr̀e~] r=kfi u dkfpr~ ckS)L; {kfr%] u fg ckS)Sjs"kka prq.kkZesdreks·fi i{kks·Hkh"V%] 
vfu;ei{kL;s"VRokr~A rFkk fg mHk;eI;srfRdafpr~ Lor%] fdafpr~ ijr bfr 
iwoZeqiof.kZre~A vr,o i{kprq"V;ksiU;klks·I;;qDr%( iapeL;kI;fu;ei{kL; lEHkokr~A 
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la'k;lw= dh O;k[;k% 
rU=kUrxZr fopyu vkSj lekurU=h fHkérk 

v#.k feJ 

U;k;”kkL= ds vUrxZr izek.kehekalk ds {ks= es fo’k;ksa ds fo”ys’k.k 
vkSj rRlEcU/kh fl)kUrksa dh LFkkiuk esa ,d ljyjs[kh; xeu ugha 
gSA ;g xeu lw= dks Lohdkj djrs gq, fr;Zdjs[kh; gSA U;k;”kkL= 
dh ;g izof̀Ùk ijh{kk lw= dh egÙkk dks Hkh Li’V djrh gSA mnkgj.k 
ds fy;s la”k; lw= dh O;k[;k ls ;g Li’V gS fd m|ksrdj dh 
O;k[;k Hkk’;dkj dh O;k[;k ls fopfyr gks tkrh gSA iqu% okpLifr 
dh O;k[;k vkSj mn;ukpk;Z dh O;k[;k esa Hkh fopyu gSA la”k; lw= 
dh O;k[;k esa lw= dks Lohdkj djrs gq, okRL;k;u] m|ksrdj] 
okpLifr] ,oa mn;ukpk;Z vusd fcUnqvksa ij ,d nwljs ls fopfyr gks 
tkrs gSaA U;k; ds lekurU= oS”ksf’kd esa fopyu ugha vfirq fHkérk 
ik;h tkrh gSA ;g fHkérk Jh “kadj feJ ds miLdkj esa vkSj vf/kd 
eq[kj gks tkrh gSA Jh “kadj feJ vius bl xzaFk esa U;k;Hkk’;e~ vkSj 
U;k;Hkk’;ofÙkZde~ esa izfrikfnr erksa dk gh fojks/k ugha djrs vfirq 
viuk LorU= er izfrikfnr djrs gSaA vr,o bl ys[k dk mÌs”; 
U;k;prqxzZafFkdk esa dh x;h la”k;lw= dh O;k[;k izLrqr djus ds lkFk 
lkFk miLdkj esa dh x;h Jh “kadj feJ dh O;k[;k Hkh izLrqr djuk 
gS ftlls fd U;k; vkSj mlds lekurU= oS”ksf’kd esa la”k; lw= dh 
O;k[;k dh fn”kk fu/kkZfjr dh tk ldsA ;g ys[k fuEufyf[kr xzaFkksa 
ij vkk/kkfjr gS & okRL;k;u dk U;k;Hkk’;e~] m|ksrdj dk 
U;k;Hkk’;okfÙkZde~] okpLifr feJ dh U;k;Hkk’;okfÙkZdrkRi;ZVhdk] 
mn;ukpk;Z dh U;k;okfÙkZdrkRi;Zifj”kqf)] vkSj Jh “kadj feJ dk 
miLdkjA fo’k; ds vuqlkj ys[k dks rhu [kaMksa esa foHkkftr fd;k 
x;k gS & izFke [kaM esa U;k; er izLrqr fd;k x;k gS] f}rh; [kaM esa 
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Jh “kadj feJ dk er izLrqr fd;k x;k gS] rFkk r̀rh; [kaM esa ys[k 
dk milagkj fd;k x;k gSA 

¼ƒ½ 

^izek* dks Li’V djus ds fy;s mls *vizek* ls iF̀kd~ djuk vko”;d 
gSA la”k;] foi;Z;] vkSj rdZ ds Kku dks *vizek* dgk x;k gSA 
blhfy, la”k; dh O;k[;k dh x;h gSA la”k; lw= dh O;k[;k djrs 
gq, okRL;k;u la”k; dk ik¡p vkSj m|ksrdj ek= rhu gsrq ekurs gSaA 
;|fi okpLifr feJ ,oa mn;ukpk;Z m|ksrdj ds er dk gh leFkZu 
djrs gSa rFkkfi rhuksa dh O;k[;k,a fHké gSA lw=dkj vius izFke lw= 
esa izek.k vkSj izes; inksa ds ckn *la”k;* dk mYys[k djrs gSa] blhfy, 
U;k; ijaijk esa izek.k vkSj izes; dk y{k.k vkSj fo”ys’k.k djus ds 
ckn la”k; dk y{k.k vkSj fo”ys’k.k izLrqr fd;k x;k gSA  

lw= esa la'k; dk y{k.k % 

xksreh; U;k; esa la”k; dk lw= gS fd 
Þlekukusd/keksZiiÙksfoZizfriÙks#iyC/;uqiyC/;O;oLFkkr”p fo”ks’kkis{kks 
foe”kZ% la”k;%Þ¼ƒ&ƒ&„…½ la”k; ,d vuo/kkfjr Kku gS vkSj ;g 
vuo/kkfjr Kku foe”kZ dgykrk gSA gekjk ;g Kku fd nwj es 
vofLFkr fo’k; LFkk.kq gS ;k iq#’k la”k; dk ,d mnkgj.k gSA bl 
Kku esa ge nksuksa esa ls fdlh ,d ds fo”ks’k/keZ dh vis{kk djrs gSaA 
fo”ks’k/keZ dh vis{kk djuk ;k vkdka{kk djuk fo”ks’kkis{k dgykrk gSA 
la”k; esa gesa oLrq dk fo”ks’k/keZ miyC/k ugha gksrk gSA fo”ks’k/keZ 
miyC/k gksus ls la”k; ugha gksrk gSA fo”ks’k/keZ vKkr gksus esa gh ml 
fo”ks’k/keZ dh vis{kk ;k vkdka{kk laHko gSA  

Þfo”ks’kL;kis{kk vkdka{kk lk pkuqiyH;ekus fo”ks’ks ;qäkAÞƒ 
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*fo”ks’kkis{k fo”ks’k/keZ dh Lef̀r dh vis{kk gksrk gSA la”k; esa fo”ks’k/keZ 
dks vKkr gksus ds vfrfjä ml fo”ks’k/keZ dh Lèfr Hkh visf{kr gSA 
fo”ks’k/keZ dh Lef̀r ds fcuk la”k; laHko ugha gSA Kkrk dks nwj ls 
izR;{k gksrk gqvk fo’k; dh Å¡pkbZ vkSj foLrkj ns[kdj ;g la”k; 
gksrk gS fd og fo’k; LFkk.kq gS ;k iq#’kA bl mnkgj.k esa Kkrk dks 
ml fo”ks’k/keZ dh Lèfr gks jgh gS ftldk mls la”k; gks jgk gS ;k 
fdlh vU; fo”ks’k/keZ dh Lèfr gks jgh gS ;k fdlh vU; fo’k; ds 
fo”ks’k/keZ dh Lèfr gks jgh gS\  

Þfo”ks’kkis{kks foe”kZ% la”k; bfrA fo”ks’kkis{kks fo”ks’kLèR;is{k bfrA vFk lk fo”ks’kLèfr% fda 
fo”ks’kfo’k;k] fda la”k;fo’k;fo”ks’kfo’k;k] mrkU;fo’k;sfr\ Þ„ 

m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd fo”ks’kkis{k ,d lkekU; dFku gS vkSj ds ;k 
fdlh vU; fo’k; dk fo”ks’k/keZ dh Lèfr ugha gksrh gSA ;fn gesa iwoZ 
esa Kkr fo’k; ds fo”ks’k/keZ dh Lèfr gksrh gS rks og Lèfr iwoZ esa 
vuqHkwr fo”ks’k/keZ dh gksrh gSA Lef̀r vuuqHkwrksa dh ugha gksrhA ;fn 
la”k; ml fo’k; dk gksrk gS tks iwoZ esa vKkr Fkk ijUrq og fo’k; 
fdlh ,sls fo’k; ds l–”k gS tks igys Kkr Fkk] rks og Lèfr ml 
vU; fo’k; ds fo”ks’k/keZ dh gksrh gS tks igys Kkr FkkA ;g Lèfr 
fo’k; ds lk–”; ds dkj.k gksrh gSA… 

okpLifr la”k; ds HkkokRed i{k ij cy nsrs gq, dgrs gSa fd la”k; 
esa gesa lR; tkuus dh bPNk gksrh gSA fo”ks’k/keZ dh vis{kk djuk 
fo”ks’kkis{k dgykrk gS vkSj ogk¡ gesa lR; tkuus dh bPNk gksrh gSA 
;|fi gekjh bPNk esa vis{kk gksrh gS rFkkfi okD; ds lkeF;Z ls ;g 
Li’V gS fd fo”ks’k/keZ dh vis{kk esa Kkrk dks lR; xzg.k djus dh 
bPNk gksrh gSA ijUrq lR; tkuus dh bPNk la”k; dk gsrq ugha gSA 
fo”ks’kkis{k ls ;g Li’V gS fd igys ds vuqHkwr oLrq ds /keZ ds lk–”; 
ds vk/kkj ij mRié Lej.k esa nks fo”ks’kksa esa Kkrk lR; xzg.k djuk 
pkgrk gSA† 



223 | la'k;lw= dh O;k[;k% rU=kUrxZr fopyu vkSj lekurU=h fHkérk 

 
blls Li’V gS fd uS;kf;d la”k;oknh ugha gSa vfirq lR; tkuus ds 
fy;s la”k; uked izR;; ij fopkj djrs gSaA izek dks vizek ls iF̀kd~ 
djus ds fy;s gh la”k; dh ijh{kk dh x;h gSA 

*fo”ks’kkis{k* ds vfrfjä *foe”kZ* la”k; dk nwljk y{k.k gSA fo’k; esa 
LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k dk Kku gksuk gh foe”kZ gSA vr,o *la”k;* in y{; 
vkSj *foe”kZ* mldk y{k.k gSA m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj fo’k; esa ukuk 
izdkjd vFkkZa dk Kku gksuk foe”kZ dgykrk gSA  

Þfoe”kZ bfr ukukFkkZoe”kZua foe”kZ%AÞ‡ 

okpLifr y{k.k vkSj y{;   esa Hksn djrs gSa vkSj dgrs gSa fd *foe”kZ* 
la”k; dk lkekU; y{k.k vkSj *la”k;* in y{; gSA  

Þv= p foe”kZ% la”k; bfr la”k;lkekU;y{k.ke~A r= la”k; bfr y{;funsZ”k%] foe”kZ bfr 
y{k.kine~AÞˆ 

os dgrs gSa fd ,d /kehZ esa ukuk izdkjd vFkksZa dk Kku gksuk gh ugha 
vfirq ukuk izdkjd fojks/kh vFkksZa dk Kku gksuk foe”kZ dgykrk gSA  

Þ,dfLeu~ /kfeZf.k fojksf/kukukFkkZoe”kksZ foe”kZ%] fda fLofnfr Kkue~AÞ‰  

okpLifr ds vuqlkj foe”kZ la”k; dk ,d lkekU; y{k.k gS] ijUrq 
mn;ukpk;Z dgrs gSa fd *foe”kZ* in ls la”k; ds nks lkekU; y{k.k 
& fo’k;r% vkSj Lo:ir% & lwfpr gksrs gSaA mn;ukpk;Z dh ;g 
vo/kkj.kk fo’k; vkSj mlds Lo:i esa Hksn ij vofLFkr gSA fo’k; 
LFkk.kq gS ;k iq#’k fo’k;r% la”k; dk mnkgj.k gSA fo’k; bl izdkjd 
gS ;k ml izdkjd Lo:ir% la”k; dk mnkgj.k gSA  

Þfoe”kZ bR;usu p fo’k;r% Lo:ir”p lkekU;y{k.k};a lwfpre~A r= izFkekg & 
,dfLeféfrA f}rh;ekg & fda fLofnfrAŠ 
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vr% fo”ks’kkis{k vkSj foe”kZ la”k; ds nks y{k.k gSaA bl izdkj ;g 
Li’V gS fd ,d /kehZ esa ukuk izdkjd fojks/kh vFkksZa dk Kku gksuk 
la”k; dgykrk gSA  

lw= esa la'k; ds gsrq 

la”k; dk lw= gS fd 

Þlekukusd/keksZiiÙksfoZizfriÙk#iyC/;uqiyC/;O;oLFkkr”p fo”ks’kkis{kks foe”kZ% la”k;%AÞ‹  

okRL;k;u ds vuqlkj fo’k; esa leku/keZ dk Kku gksus ls] vusd/keZ 
dk Kku gksus ls] foizfrifÙk gksus ls] miyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk gksus ls] 
vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk gksus ls la”k; gksrk gSA lR; dks tkuus dk 
bPNqd Kkrk fo’k; esa fo”ks’k/keZ dh vis{kk djrk gSA Kkrk dh ;g 
vis{kkcqf) gh la”k; izofrZr djrh gSA blh gsrq ls fo”ks’kkis{k vkSj 
foe”kZ dks la”k; dk y{k.k dgk x;k gSA nwj ls fn[kkbZ nsrs fo’k; dh 
yEckbZ vkSj foLrkj ns[kdj gesa la”k; gksrk gS fd og fo’k; LFkk.kq gS 
;k iq#’kA yEckbZ vkSj foLrkj LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k nksuksa ds leku/keZ gSaA 
fo’k; esa nksuksa ds leku/keZ dks ns[krs gq, Kkrk iwoZ esa ns[ks x;s nksuksa 
ds fo”ks’k/keZ vo/kkfjr ugha djrk gSA ;g vuo/kkj.kkRed Kku la”k; 
dgykrk gSA LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k nksuksa dk leku/keZ miyC/k gS ijUrq 
fo”ks’k/keZ ughaAƒ0 

m|ksrdj la”k; lw= dh O;k[;k djrs gq, bl izdj.k dks ,d ubZ 
fn”kk iznku djrs gSaA mudh O;k[;k okRL;k;u dh O;k[;k ls 
fopfyr gks tkrh gSA m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj fo’k; esa leku/keZ dk 
Kku gksus ls] vusd/keZ dk Kku gksus ls vkSj foizfrifÙk gksus ls la”k; 
gksrk gSA miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk bu rhuksa ds fo”ks’k.k 
gSaA la”k; esa fo’k; ds Lo:i dk vo/kkj.k ugha gksrk gSA ge ;g 
fu”p; ugha dj ikrs fd fo’k; LFkk.kq gS ;k iq#’kA la”k;kRed Kku 
fu”p;kRed ugha] vuo/kkj.kkRed gksrk gSA vuo/kkj.kkRed gksuk 
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vfu”p;kRed gksuk gSA la”k; esa fo’k; ds Lo:i dk vo/kkj.k ugha 
gksrk gSA fo’k; ds Lo:i dk vuo/kkj.kkRed izR;; la”k; dgykrk 
gSA og izR;; tks fo’k; ds leku/keZ ls mRié gksrk gS 
vuo/kkj.kkRed gksrk gS vkSj la”k; dgykrk gSA ;gk¡ Kkrk fo’k; dk 
fo”ks’k/keZ vo/kkfjr ugha djrk gSA leku/kekZfn ls mRié la”k; esa 
fo’k; ds Lo:i dk vo/kkj.k ugha gksrk gSA m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd 
leku/kekZfn ls mRié fo’k; ds Lo:i dk vuo/kkj.kkRed izR;; tks 
fo’k; ds fo”ks’k/keZ vo/kkfjr ugha djrk gS la”k; dgykrk gSA D;k 
izR;; dks vuo/kkj.kkRed dguk fojks/kh ugha gSa\ izR;; dks 
vuo/kkj.kkRed dguk fojks/kh rc gS ;fn izR;; esa vo/kkj.k gksrk gSA 
;fn izR;; esa fo’k; dk Lo:i vo/kkfjr gksrk gS rc izR;; dks 
vuo/kkj.kkRed dguk fojks/kh gSA ijUrq la”k; esa fo’k; ds Lo:i dh 
izrhfr gksrh gS] u fd fo"k; ds Lo:i dk vo/kkj.kA izrhr gksuk gh 
izR;; gSA bl izdkj izR;; dks vuo/kkj.kkRed dguk fojks/kh ugha 
gSAƒƒ 

fo"k; esa leku/keZ ds Kku ls la'k; & 

okRL;k;u ds vuqlkj Kkrk dks fo’k; esa leku&/keZ dk Kku gksus ls 
og fo”ks’k&/keZ dh vis{kk djrk gS vkSj mldk ;g Kku 
vfu”p;kRed gksrk gSA ,slk vfu”p;kRed Kku la”k; dgykrk gSA 
Kkrk iwoZ esa LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k nksuksa dk fo”ks’k&/keZ ns[k pqdk gSA 
LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k nksuksa ds leku&/keZ dks fo’k; esa ns[kdj Kkrk dks 
nksuksa ds iwoZ esa ns[kk gqvk fo”ks’k&/keZ dk Lej.k gksrk gSA Kkrk dks 
nksuksa esa ls fdlh ,d ds fo”ks’k&/keZ dk Kku ugha gksus ls og ;g 
fu”p; ugha dj ikrk fd fo’k; LFkk.kq gS ;k iq#’kA Kkrk fo”ks’k&/keZ 
dh vis{kk djrk gS vkSj Kkrk dh ;g vis{kkcqf) la”k; izofrZr djrh 
gSA bl izdkj okRL;k;u dgrs gSa fd Kkrk dk fo’k; esa ukuk 
izdkjd vFkksZa dk Kku tgk¡ Kkrk fo”ks’k dh vis{kk djrk gS la”k; 
dgykrk gSAƒ„ 
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okRL;k;u lw= dh O;k[;k dk fn”kk funsZ”k ek= djrs gSa] os ;qfä dh 
ijrksa dks ugha [kksyrs gSaA bu ijrksa dks m|ksrdj [kksyuk vkjEHk 
djrs gSa vkSj okpLifr rFkk mn;ukpk;Z iw.kZr;k [kksy nsrs gSaA  

*leku* in dk vFkZ *lk/kkj.k* ugha vfirq *lk–';* gS& 

m|ksrdj lw= esa *leku* in dh O;k[;k lk–”; ds vFkZ esa djrs gq, 
dgrs gSa fd  

Þu czweks xq.k% lk/kkj.k bfr] ukfi lkekU;e~ vfirq lk–”;kFkZ% lekukFkZ%AÞƒ… 

nwj ls fn[kkbZ nsrs /kehZ esa la”k; gksrk gS fd og LFkk.kq gS ;k iq#’kA 
muds vuqlkj ;g la”k; fo’k; esa nksuksa ds leku/keZ ds Kku ls gksrk 
gSA m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj lw=LFk *leku* in dks lk/kkj.k ds vFkZ esa 
xzg.k ugha fd;k tk ldrk gSA *leku* dks lk/kkj.k ds vFkZ esa xzg.k 
djus ls ;g dguk pkfg;s fd la”k; lk/kkj.k/keZ ds Kku ls gksrk gS 
vkSj iqu% *lk/kkj.k* in dk vFkZ fopkj.kh; gks tkrk gSA *lk/kkj.k* 
in xq.kokpd gS ;k lekU;okpdA m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj *lk/kkj.k* 
in xq.kokpd ;k lkekU;okpd ugha gks ldrk gSA xq.k dks 
,dnzO;of̀ÙkRo gksrk gS vFkkZr~ og ,d nzO; esa gksrk gSA xq.k dks ,d 
nzO; esa gksus ls xq.k LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k nksuksa esa lk/kkj.k ugha gks ldrk 
gSA vr,o ,d nzO; esa ik;s tkus ls xq.k lk/kkj.k ds vFkZ esa xzg.k 
ugha fd;k tk ldrk gSA *lk/kkj.k* in lkekU;okpd Hkh ugha gSA 
Å/oZRo uked lkekU; fu”p; gh nzO; esa ugha vfirq Å/oZ uked xq.k 
esa gksrk gSA lkekU; ds bl nzO;kof̀ÙkRo ls *lk/kkj.k* in 
lkekU;okpd Hkh ugha dgk tk ldrk gSA *Å/oZ* uked xq.k esa 
orZeku ;g *Å/oZRo* lkekU; nzO; esa la”k; mRié djus dk gsrq ugha 
gks ldrk gSA xq.k dks vo/kkfjrRo gksrk gS vFkkZr~ xq.k dk gesa 
vo/kkj.k gksrk gSA xq.k ds vo/kkfjrRo ls xq.k esa ik;s tkus okyk 
lkekU; Hkh vo/kkfjr gksrk gS vkSj og vFkZ vo/kkfjr gksrk gS tgk¡ 
xq.k ik;s tkrs gSaA vFkZ vo/kkfjr gksus ls la”k; ugha gksrk gSA 
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m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd *lk/kkj.k* ds vFkZ dh O;k[;k vU; izdkj ls 
laHko ugha gSA *lk/kkj.k* in xq.kokpd ugha gS] lkekU;okpd Hkh ugha 
gS] vr% lw=LFk *leku* in dks lk/kkj.k ds vFkZ esa xzg.k ugha djuk 
pkfg;sA muds vuqlkj *leku* in lk–”;okpd gSA ftu nks vFkksZa 
dks igys ns[kk Fkk muesa Å/oZRo /keZ ik;k FkkA mu nksuksa esa Å/oZRo 
/keZ orZeku Fkk vkSj ml /keZ ds l–”k ;g /keZ gSA ml /keZ dh 
miyfC/k v/;olk; dgk tkrk gSA ;g ugha dg ldrs fd leku /keZ 
dh miyfC/k ls la”k; gksrk gS D;ksafd leku/keZ dh miyfC/k ls la”k; 
gksuk Lohdkj djus ls vuqDr dk Hkh vfHk/kku gks tkrk gSA *leku* 
in dks *lk–”;* ds vFkZ esa xzg.k ugha djus ls vkSj leku/keZ dh 
miyfC/k ls la”k; gksuk Lohdkj djus ls LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k esa tks /keZ 
vuqDr gS og vuqDr /keZ Hkh Tkkuk tkrk gS] vkSj bl izdkj fo”ks’k dk 
vfHk/kku O;FkZ gks tkrk gSA LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k ds fo”ks’k&/keZ dks tkuus 
dh gekjh vis{kk vkdka{kk dgykrh gS vkSj og vkdka{kk fo”ks’k&/keZ dks 
ogk¡ vuqiyH;eku gksus esa gh laHko gSA fo”ks’k/keZ dks ogk¡ miyC/k 
gksus esa gesa mls tkuus dh vkdka{kk ugha gksrh gSA fo”ks’k/keZ 
vuqiyH;eku gksus esa gesa mls tkuus dh vkdka{kk gksrh gS vkSj la”k; 
gksrk gSA vuqiyH;eku fo”ks’k esa gesa ml fo”ks’k dks tkuus dh 
vkdka{kk gksrh gSA ;fn Kkrk LFkk.kq ;k iq#’k dk fo”ks’k/keZ ugha ns[krk 
gS rks fo”ks’k dh vuqiyfC/k ls og lkekU; gh ns[krk gSA ;g ugha dg 
ldrs fd la”k; esa ge /kehZ esa u lkekU; vkSj u fo”ks’k ns[krs gSa 
D;ksafd ml fLFkfr esa lw= esa fo”ks’kkis{k uked opu O;FkZ gks tkrk gSA 
bl lkeF;Z ls ge /kehZ esa LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k dk lekU; tkurs gSa vkSj 
vkSj og lkekU; miyC/k gksrk gSAƒ†  

bl izdkj m|ksrdj lw=LFk *leku* in dh O;k[;k lk–”; ds vFkZ 
esa djrs gq, okRL;k;u ls fopfyr gks tkrs gSaA 

m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj *leku/keksZiifÙk* in esa *miifÙk* in miyfC/k 
dk i;kZ; gSA miifÙk dh izek.kxE;rk gh miyfC/k gSA la”k; esa 
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fo”ks’k dh vis{kk gksrh gS vkSj fo”ks’k miyC/k ugha gksus ls la”k; gksrk 
gSA la”k; esa fo”ks’k vuqiyH;eku gksrk gSA la”k; esa vuqiyH;eku dk 
l˜ko gksrk gS vkSj og fo|eku gksrk gSA vuqiyH;eku dk l˜ko 
vfo|eku ds rqY; gksrk gSA vuqiyH;eku dk l˜ko dk rkRi;Z mls 
fo|eku gksuk gSA vuqiyH;eku dks fo|eku gksuk vfo|eku ds rqY; 
dSls dgk tk ldrk gS\ m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd vuqiyH;eku ds 
l˜ko dks vkSj vfo|eku nksuksa dks izek.k dk LorU= vkyEcu ugha 
gksrk gSA izek.k dk LorU= vkyEcu ugha gksuk gh nksuksa dh rqY;rk 
gSA nksuksa dks gh izek.k dk vukyEcuRo gSA vfo|eku dks Hkh izek.k 
dk LorU= vkyEcu ugha gksrk gS vkSj vuqiyH;eku dk l˜ko Hkh 
vuqiyfC/k y{k.k izkIr gksrk gSA mls Hkh izek.k dk LorU= vkyEcu 
ugha gksrk gSA fo|eku dk vfo|eku ds lkFk ;gh lekurk gSA bl 
izdkj m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd *leku/keksZiifÙk* esa miifÙk miyfC/k dk 
i;kZ; gSAƒ‡ 

fo’k; “kCn ls Kku izR;; dk vfHk/kku gksrk gS ;k *leku/keksZiifÙk* 
“kCn ls Kku vfHkfgr gSA m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd bl oD; ls ykSfdd 
U;k; izfrcfU/kr ugha gksrk gSA ge yksx ;g dgrs gSa fd */kwe ls 
vfXu dh vuqfefr gksrh gS*A bl okD; esa n”kZu “kCn dk iz;ksx ugha 
gqvk gSA ge ;g ugha dgrs fd */kwe* n”kZu ls vfXu dh vuqfefr 
gksrh gS*A bl okD; ls ;g cks/k gksrk gS fd /kwe dks ns[kdj ge 
vfXu dk vuqeku djrs gSaAƒˆ 

D;k leku&/keZ ds lkFk *vO;oPNsn* dk iz;ksx mfpr gS 

lw= ds vuqlkj fo’k; esa leku/keZ dk Kku gksus ls la”k; gksrk gSA 
fo’k; esa LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k ds leku&/keZ dk Kku gksus ls ge Hksn 
ugha dj ikrs gSa] Qyr% gesa la”k; gksrk gSA vr,o ,dns”kh; 
uS;kf;d dgrs gSa fd leku& /keZ ds lkFk *vO;oPNsn gsrq* dk Hkh 
iz;ksx gksuk pkfg;sA bl izdkj muds er esa vO;oPNsn gsrq ls 
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fof”k’V leku/keZ ds Kku ls gesa la”k; gksrk gSA muds vuqlkj dsoy 
leku/keZ dk Kku la”k; dk gsrq ugha gSA dsoy leku/keZ ds Kku dks 
la”k; dk gsrq dgus ls ÑrdRo ik;s tkus ls fuR;Ro vkSj vfuR;Ro 
esa Hkh la”k; gksuk pkfg;sA vr,o vO;oPNsn gsrq ls fof”k’V leku/keZ 
ds Kku ls la”k; gksrk gSA okpLifr dgrs gSa fd bl er ds vuqlkj 
leku&/keZ O;oPNsn Hkh djrk gSA Qyr% bl er ds vuqlkj ek= 
leku&/keZ dk Kku la”k; dk gsrq ugha gSA tSls ÑrdRo “kCn uked 
lk/;/kehZ esa vkSj ?kVkfn uked –’VkUr&/kehZ esa leku gSA ijUrq 
ÑrdRo fuR;Ro vkSj vfuR;Ro ds chp la”k; mRié ugha djrk gSA 
vfirq ;g leku&/keZ lk/;/kehZ *”kCn* esa vfuR;Ro dk ;ksx ugha gksus 
dk O;oPNsn djrk gSA vr% leku/keZ O;oPNsn gsrq Hkh gS vkSj ek= 
mlh ls la”k; ugha gksrk gSA la”k; gksus ds fy;s leku&/keZ ds lkFk 
vO;oPNsn dk Hkh iz;ksx gksuk pkfg;sA vr,o bu ,dns”kh; uS;kf;d 
dk vfHker gS fd vO;oPNsn gsrq ls fof”k’V leku/keZ dk Kku la”k; 
dk gsrq gSAƒ‰ 

m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj leku/keZ ds lkFk vO;oPNsn gsrq dk iz;ksx 
mfpr ugha gSA muds vuqlkj *leku* in ds vFkZ dk Kku ugha gksus 
ls *vO;oPNsn gsrq* dk iz;ksx fd;k x;k gSA vO;oPNsn gsrq ds iz;ksx 
ds ihNs ;g vo/kkj.kk gS fd leku&/keZ O;oPNsn Hkh djrk gSA 
m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd ,d gh /keZ nksuksa esa leku vkSj iqu% ogh /keZ 
nksuksa dk O;oPNsn ugha dj ldrk gSA O;oPNsn gsrq LFkk.kq tkfr dks 
iq#’k tkfr ls fHké djrk gSA og tks rTtkrh; esa gksrk gS vkSj 
fotkrh; esa ugha gksrk gS O;oPNsn gsrq dgykrk gSA os nksuksa esa leku 
ugha gks ldrk gSA mldks lekukFkZrk ugha gksrh gSA blds foijhr 
leku/keZ rTtkrh; vkSj fotkrh; nksuksa esa gksrk gS] Qyr% gesa la”k; 
gksrk gSA vr,o LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k ds leku/keZ ds Kku ls la”k; gksrk 
gS vkSj vO;oPNsn gsrq dk iz;ksx mfpr ugha gSAƒŠ 
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okpLifr ds vuqlkj lw=LFk *leku* in lk–”; vFkZ dk okpd gS] 
ijUrq ÑrdRo vkSj vfuR;Ro ds mnkgj.k esa *leku* in lk–”; dk 
okpd ugha gSA nwj ls fn[kkbZ nsrs fo’k; esa LFkk.kq ;k iq#’k dk la”k; 
muds lk–”; ds vk/kkj ij gksrk gSA la”k; vius fo’k; dk 
mikLFkkid gksrk gSA la”k; vius fo’k; dk miLFkkid gksus ls nks 
ijLij fojks/kh oLrq] LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k] mifLFkr gksrs gSa vkSj gesa la”k; 
gksrk gS fd nwj ls fn[kkbZ nsrk oLrq LFkk.kq gS ;k iq#’kA yEckbZ vkSj 
foLrkj nksuksa esa leku gS vkSj og leku nksuksa ds fy;s tkuk tkrk 
gSA yEckbZ vkSj foLrkj rTtkrh; LFkk.kq esa vkSj mlls vU;tkrh; 
iq#’k nksuksa esa gksrk gSA ;gk¡ LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k esa lk–”; gSA ;g 
dguk fd ÑrdRo uked leku/keZ ls O;oPNsn Hkh gksrk gS] vr% 
leku &/keZ ds lkFk vO;oPNsn gsrq dk Hkh iz;ksx djuk pkfg;s 
mfpr ugha gSA ftl izdkjd lk–”; ge LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k esa ikrs gSa 
ml izdkjd ÑrdRo ugha gSA ÑrdRo rTtkrh; vkSj vU;tkrh; esa 
ugha ik;k tkrk gSA ogk¡ *leku* “kCn dk vFkZ lk–”; ugha gSA vr% 
;g dguk mfpr ugha gS fd vO;oPNsn gsrq ls fof”k’V leku/keZ ds 
Kku ls la”k; gksrk gSAƒ‹ 

ek= leku/keZ dk Kku la'k; dk gsrq ugha gS 

ek= leku/keZ dk Kku la”k; dk gsrq ugha gSA blds lkFk vU; Hkh 
visf{kr gSA nwj ls fn[kkbZ nsrs fo’k; dk yEckbZ vkSj foLrkj ns[kdj 
gesa la”k; gksrk gS fd og fo’k; LFkk.kq gS ;k iq#’kA bl mnkgj.k esa 
ek= miyC/k gksrk gqvk leku/keZ la”k; dk gsrq ugha gSA leku/keZ ds 
Kku ds lkFk miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk Hkh visf{kr gSA 
ijUrq brus ek= dks Hkh la”k; dk gsrq ugha dgk tk ldrk gSA 
m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj fo”ks’k dh vkdka{kk] leku/keZ dh miyfC/k] oLrq 
dh miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k fLFkj ugha gksuk la”k; dk gsrq gSA oLrq 
dks veqd gksus dk Hkko bnUrk vkSj veqd ugha gksus dk Hkko usnUrk 
dgykrk gSA bna dk Hkko bnUrk vkSj bna ugha gksus dk Hkko usnUrk 
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dgykrk gSA vr,o leku/keZ dk Kku] bnUr;k ;k usnUr;k oLrq dks 
O;ofLFkr ugha gksuk vkSj fo”ks’kkdka{kk gksus esa la”k; gksrk gSA„0  

okpLifr miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks lk/kd ,oa 
ck/kd&izek.k ds vHkko ds in esa O;k[;k djrs gSa rFkk dgrs gSa fd 
bnUrk vkSj vfunUrk dks ugha gksuk gh lk/kd izek.k vkSj ck/kd 
izek.k dk vHkko gSA 

okpLifr miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dh O;[;k Øe”k% 
lk/kd&izek.k vkSj ck/kd&izek.k ds vHkko ds in esa djrs gSaA bnUrk 
dk gksuk miyfC/k vkSj vfunUrk dk gksuk vuqiyfC/k gSA miyfC/k 
O;ofLFkr gksus ls leku/keZ dk Kku la”k; dk gsrq ugha gksrk gSA 
miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk esa lk/kd&izek.k vkSj 
ck/kd&izek.k dk vHkko gksrk gSA Å/oZ oLrq esa f”kj vkSj ikf.k dk 
gksuk rFkk oØdksVj ugha gksuk iq#’k dk lk/kd&izek.k gSA blds 
fo#) f”kj rFkk ikf.k dk ugha gksuk vkSj oØdksVj dk gksuk iq#’k dk 
ck/kd&izek.k gSA blls fl) gksrk gS fd og iq#’k gh gS ;k ;g 
bnUrk ls O;ofLFkr gksuk gSA ;k iq#’k dh bnUrk ds fu’ks/k ls ge 
dgrs gSa fd ;g iq#’k ugha gSA ;g iq#’k dh vfunUrk ls O;ofLFkr 
gSA vfunUrk ls O;ofLFkr gksus dk vHkko iq#’k gksus dh O;oLFkk 
dgykrh gSA blls lk/kd vkSj ck/kd izek.k dk vHkko dk o.kZu 
gksrk gSA„ƒ  

bl izdkj lw= ls ;g Li’V gS fd fo’k; esa leku/keZ dk Kku] 
miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk rFkk fo”ks’k/keZ dh vis{kk ls 
fo’k; esa vusd vFkksZa dk Kku gksrk gS vkSj Qyr% gesa la”k; gksrk gSA  

la'k; dk dkj.k rhuksa dk leLr gS ;k vleLr\ 

;g iz”u fopkj.kh; gS fd fo’k; esa leku/keZ dk Kku] miyfC/k vkSj 
vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk] rFkk fo”ks’k &/keZ dh vis{kk leLr :i ls 
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la”k; dk gsrq gS ;k iF̀kd~&iF̀kd~ :i lsA D;k bu rhuksa esa ls dksbZ 
Hkh ,d ,d la”k; ds gsrq gSa ;k dksbZ Hkh nks nks la”k; ds gsrq gSa\ 
m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj bu rhuksa esa ls ,d in ;k nks in la”k; ds gsrq 
ugha gSA ,d in vkSj nks in ds fu’ks/k ls ;g Li’V gS fd ;s rhuksa 
gh in lfEefyr :i ls la”k; ds gsrq gSaA ;fn dsoy ;g dgrs gSa 
fd leku/keZ ds Kku ls la”k; gksrk gS rks miyC/k fo”ks’k ds lkekU; 
dk gesa izR;{k gksrk gS vkSj gesa la”k; gksuk pkfg;sA ijUrq ,slk ughs 
gksrk gSA vr,o ;g ugha dg ldrs fd dsoy leku/keZ ds Kku ls 
la”k; gksrk gSA m|ksrdj ds “kCnksa esa &  

Þfdfena leLra dkj.ke~] mrkleLrfefr\ leLrfefr czwe%A ;fn leku/keksZiiÙksfjfr 
dsoyeqP;rs miyC/kfo”ks’kL;kfi lkekU;ksiyfC/kjLrhfr rnkfi la”k;% L;kr~AÞ„„  

os dgrs gSa fd miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk ek= ls Hkh 
la”k; ugha gksrk gSA lIre jl ;k n”ke nzO; vuqiyC/k gksrk gSA tc 
ge miyH;eku inkFkZ dks ns[krs gSa rks gesa ;g la”k; ugha gksrk gS 
fd og miyH;eku inkFkZ lIre jl gS ;k ugha] ;k og miyH;eku 
inkFkZ n”ke nzO; gS ;k ughaA ml miyH;eku inkFkZ esa gesa lkekU; 
dk cks/k gksrk gSA vuqiyC/k ¼lIre jl ;k n”ke nzO;½ ds lkekU; dks 
Hkh miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk gksrh gh gSA miyfC/k vkSj 
vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk ek= dks la”k; dk gsrq ekuus ls miyH;eku 
inkFkZ esa ;g la”k; gksuk pkfg;s fd ;g lIre jl gS ;k ugha] ;k 
n”ke nzO; gS ;k ughaA ijUrq gesa ;gk¡ ;g la”k; ugha gksrk gSA vr% 
miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk ek= ls la”k; ugha gksrk gSA 
m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj  

Þ;fn iqu#iyC?;uqiyC?;O;oLFkkr”p la”k; bR;srkonqP;rs] vuqiyC/klkekU;L;kfi 
DofpnqiyC?;uqiyC/;O;oLFkk vLrhfr la”k;% L;kr~AÞ„… 

okpLifr m|ksrdj ds er dks lk/kd vkSj ck/kd izek.k ds vHkko dh 
lgk;rk ls Li’V djrs gSaA tc ge fo’k; dks ns[krs gSa rks gesa 
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lkekU; dk Kku gksrk gSA vuqiyC/k lIre jl ;k n”ke nzO; ds 
lkekU; dks Hkh miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk gksrh gSA 
miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk gksus ls ogk¡ lk/kd vkSj ck/kd 
izek.k dk vHkko gksrk gS] ijUrq gesa ;g la”k; ugha gksrk fd og 
miyH;eku inkFkZ lIre jl gS ;k ughaA blls Li’V gS fd miyfC/k 
vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk ek= la”k; dk gsrq ugha gSA okpLifr 
ds “kCnksa esa &  

ÞvuqiyC/klkekU;L;kfi DofpnqiyC/;uqiyC/;O;oLFkkLrhfrA ;Fkk lIres jls n”kes ok 
nzO;sA u fg r= lk/kda ck/kda okfLr izek.ke~A u p la”k;%AÞ„†  

mn;ukpk;Z ds vuqlkj bl la”k;kRed Kku esa fo’k; /kfeZrk ls ;k 
/keZrk ls gks ldrk gSA fo’k; /kfeZu~ gS blhfy, fo’k; /kfeZrk ls gks 
ldrk gSA iqu% fo’k; esa /keZ gksrk gS blhfy, fo’k; /keZrk ls gks 
ldrk gSA bl la”k;kRed Kku esa lIre jl /kfeZrk ls ;k /keZrk ls 
laHko ugha gSA vuqiyC/k lIre jl ds lkekU; dks Hkh miyfC/k rFkk 
vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk gksrh gS] ijUrq os la”k; ds gsrq ugha gSA bl 
izdkjd la”k; esa fd ;g vuqHkw;eku inkFkZ lIre jl gS ;k n”ke 
nzO; gS] fo’k; /kfeZrk ls ;k /keZrk ls xzg.k ugha gksrk gSA vr% ;g 
lansg Hkh ugha gksrk fd ;g miyH;eku inkFkZ lIre jl gS ;k n”ke 
nzO; gSA ;fn dgrs gSa fd ;g la”k; gksrk gh gS fd lIre jl gS ;k 
ugha gS rks mn;ukpk;Z dgrs gSa fd lIre jl ;k n”ke nzO; vuuqHkwr 
gksrk gS vkSj vuuqHkwr esa Lej.k dk vHkko gksrk gSA iqu% ftldh gesa 
Lèfr ugha gS og la”k; dk fo’k; ugha gks ldrk gS D;ksafd vLèfr 
dks la”k; dk vfo’k;Ro gksrk gSA lIre jl vuuqHkwr gksrk gS Qyr% 
ogk¡ Lej.k dk vHkko gksus ls mldh Lèfr ugha gksrh gSA lIre jl 
dh Lèfr ugha gksus ls og la”k; dk fo’k; ugha gSA vr,o ;g la”k; 
ugha gksrk gS fd vuqHkw;eku inkFkZ lIre jl gS ;k ugha gSA bl 
izdkj ;g Li’V gS fd ek= miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk 
la”k; dk gsrq ugha dgh tk ldrh gSA„‡ 
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;g Li’V fd;k tk pqdk gS fd fo’k; esa leku/keZ dk Kku] miyfC/k 
vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk] rFkk fo”ks’kkis{k esa ls fdlh ,d in ls 
la”k; ugha gksrk gSA m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj nks in ek= ls Hkh la”k; 
ugha gksrk gSA ;gk¡ rhu fodYi curs gSa & ¼ƒ½ leku/keZ dk Kku] 
vkSj miyfC/k rFkk vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkkA ¼„½ miyfC/k vkSj 
vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk] rFkk fo”ks’kkis{kA ¼…½ leku/keZ dk Kku rFkk 
fo”ks’kkis{kA bu rhuksa esa ls fdlh ls Hkh la”k; ugha gksrk gSA m|ksrdj 
dgrs gSa fd leku/keZ dk Kku rFkk miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh 
vO;oLFkk uked nks inksa dks gksus esa la”k; ugha gksrk gSA ukS;ku rFkk 
>wys ij >wyrs O;fä dks nwj ls fn[kkbZ nsrs fo’k; esa Å¡pkbZ vkSj 
foLrkj nksuksa /keksZa dk Kku gksrk gSA ;g ioZr vkSj ckny dk 
leku/keZ gSA ;gk¡ miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk Hkh gS] ijUrq 
gesa ;g la”k; ugha gksrk gS fd ;g ckny gS ;k ioZr gSA m|ksrdj 
ds “kCnksa esa &  

Þ,oa leku/keksZiiÙks#iyC/;uqiyC/;O;oLFkkr”psfr in};s·fi ukS;kuizsa[kkfnxrL; u Hkofr 
la”k;%AÞ„ˆ  

okpLifr dgrs gSa fd ukS;ku ;k >wyk ij vk:< O;fä nwjh ij Å¡pk 
vkSj foLrkjoku~ oLrq ns[krk gSA Å¡pkbZ vkSj foLrkj ioZr vkSj ckny 
nksuksa dk leku/keZ gS vkSj vk:< O;fä dks bu leku/keksZa dk Kku 
gksrk gSA leku/keZ dk Kku gksus esa Hkh lk/kd rFkk ck/kd izek.k dk 
vHkko esa fo”ks’k dh Lèfr dk vHkko gksus ls ;g la”k; ugha gksrk fd 
*;g ckny gS ;k ioZr*A blls Li’V gS fd leku/keZ dk Kku rFkk 
miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk ;s nks in ek= la”k; ds fy;s 
i;kZIr ugha gSA okpLifr ds “kCnksa esa &  

ÞukSnksyk|kÅ<ks fg xPNu~ fonwjs vkjksgifj.kkgo}Lrqn”kZus·fi lR;fi p 
lk/kdck/kdizek.kkHkkos fo”ks’kLèR;Hkkokr~ ux bfr ok ukx bfr ok u lfUnX/ksA Þ„‰ 
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mn;ukpk;Z ds vuqlkj lekurk dk Kku nks vo/kkfjr oLrqvksa esa gh 
laHko gSA bl mnkgj.k esa lekurk dk Kku ugha vfirq lk–”; dk 
Kku gksrk gSA ioZr vkSj ckny esa tks lk–”; gS ml lk–”; dk 
Kku gksrk gSA lk–”; dk n”kZu gksus esa Hkh Lej.k dk vHkko gksus ls 
;g la”k; ugha gksrk fd *ckny gS ;k ioZr gS*A iVq ds vH;kl dk 
vknj gksus ls Lej.k vkSj iVq ds vH;kl ds vknj dk vHkko gksus ls 
Lej.k ugha gksrk gSA vr% lk–&”; ds n”kZu esa Hkh iVq ds vH;kl ds 
vknj dk vHkko gksus ls Lej.k ugha gksus ds QyLo:i la”k; ugha 
gksrk gSA mn;ukpk;Z ds vuqlkj &  

ÞukSnksysfrA l–”kn”kZus·I;Lej.ka rq iV~oH;klknjizR;;kHkkokr~A ;Fkk fg rFkkfo/kizR;;tU;% 
laLdkj%] rFkk rnqn~cks/;ks·ihfrA Þ„Š 

m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk vkSj 
fo”ks’k dh vis{kk gksus esa Hkh la”k; ugha gksrk gSA os dgrs gSa fd 
vR;UrkuqiyC/k esa miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk rFkk fo”ks’k 
dh vis{kk nksuksa gksrh gSA ijUrq nksuksa dks gksus esa Hkh vR;UrkuqiyC/k esa 
leku/keZ vuqiyH;eku gksus esa la”k; ugha gksrk gSA  

Þ,oeqiyC/;uqiyC/;O;oLFkkrks fo”ks’kkis{k bfr in};s fo/kh;ekus·R;UrkuqiyC/ks lkekU;s·FksZ 
la”k;% L;kr~AÞ„‹  

okpLifr dgrs gSa fd vuqiyH;eku /kehZ esa miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k 
dh vO;oLFkk rFkk fo”ks’kkis{k nksuksa fo/kh;eku inksa dks gksus esa Hkh 
la”k; ugha gksrk gSA vuqiyH;eku gksuk vR;UrkuqiyC/k gSA miyfC/k 
vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk rFkk fo”ks’kkis{k nksuksa fo/kh;eku inksa ls 
la”k; gks rks rks vuqiyH;eku l–”k /kehZ esa bu nksuksa fo/kh;eku inksa 
dks gksus esa la”k; gksuk pkfg;sA vuqiyH;eku /kehZ esa fo”ks’k dh Lef̀r 
vkSj lk/kdck/kd izek.k dk vHkko gS ijUrq oØdksVjkfn ;k 
f”kjik.;kfn xzg.k ugha dj ldrs gSA vr% nks inksa dks gksus esa Hkh 
ogk¡ la”k; ugha gksrk gSA…0 
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m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd lkekU;/keZ ds n”kZu gksus esa vkSj /kfeZ esa 
fo”ks’k/keZ dh vkdka{kk gksus esa Hkh miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k O;ofLFkr 
gksus ls la”k; ugha gksrk gSA tSls ,d nz’Vk fdlh oLrq dks ns[krk gS 
rks mls lkekU;oku~ vkSj fo”ks’koku~ vFkZ miyC/k gksrk gSA ogk¡ 
miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k O;ofLFkr gksrh gSA og nz’Vk tc ml LFkku 
ls nwj pyk tkrk gS rks nwj pys tkus ls fo’k; nwj gks tkrk gSA 
fo’k; nwj gks tkus ls mls fo’k; dk lw{e fo’k;fo”ks’k dk n”kZu ugha 
gksrk gSA nz’Vk dks ek= Å¡pkbZ vkSj foLrkj uked lkekU; fn[krk gSA 
ml izdkj ls Hkh nz’Vk dks fo’k; dk lw{e fo’k;fo”ks’k dh Lèfr jgrh 
gSA blls iqu% miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh O;oLFkk ik;h tkrh gS 
vkSj nz’Vk dks la”k; ugha gksrk gSA bl izdkj m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd 
leku/keZ dk izR;{k] miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk] vkSj /kfeZ 
ds fo”ks’k/keZ dh vkdka{kk rhuksa esa ls nks ls la”k; ugha gksrk gSA…ƒ  

okpLifr ds vuqlkj lk/kdizek.k vkSj ck/kdizek.k dk vHkko ugha 
gksus ls miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k O;ofLFkr gksrh gSA os fo’k; dk 
vYifo’k;Ro vkSj egkfo’k;Ro Li’V djrs gSaA nz’Vk tc ey; ioZr ls 
pyus okys eUn ok;q ds izHkko ls ukprs gq, okfVdk ds o{̀k dh “kk[kk 
ij e/kq ds en ls eÙk Hkzej rFkk iape Loj esa xkrs gq, dks;y dk 
laxhr lqurs gq, ml o{̀k dk vuqHko djrk gS vkSj iqu% ogk¡ ls nwj 
gks tkrk gS rks nwj tkdj og gkFkh l–”k fo’k; dk vuqHko djrk gSA 
nz’Vk dks gkFkh vkSj o{̀k ds fo”ks’k/keZ dh Lèfr gksrh gSA vr,o o{̀k 
dk lk/kdizek.k vkSj ck/kdizek.k dk vHkko ugha gksrk gSA blls nz’Vk 
dks nwj pys tkus ds mijkUr Hkh miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k nksuksa 
O;ofLFkr gksrs gSaA leku/keZ dk izR;{k vkSj /kfeZ esa fo”ks’k/keZ dh 
vis{kk gksus esa Hkh la”k; ugha gksrk gSA bl izdkj m|ksrdj dk 
fu’d’kZ gS fd rhuksa inksa esa ls ,d in ls ;k nks inksa ls la”k; ugha 
gksrk gSA lHkh rhuksa inksa dks gksus ls gh la”k; gksrk gSA leku/keZ dk 
Kku ;k miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk ;k /kfeZ esa fo”ks’k/keZ 
dh vkdka{kk la”k; mRié ugha djrh gSA bu rhuksa esa ls ,d in ek= 
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la”k; mRié djus ds fy;s l{ke ugha gSA iqu% nks inksa ds ;qXe ls Hkh 
la”k; ugha gksrk gSA leku/keZ dk Kku vkSj miyfC/k rFkk vuqiyfC/k 
dh vO;oLFkk ls] leku &/keZ dk Kku vkSj fo”ks’k/keZ dh vkdka{kk 
ls]miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk rFkk fo”ks’k/keZ dh vkdka{kk 
ls la”k; ugha gksrk gSA leLr in ds xzg.k ls nks nks inksa ls la”k; 
gksus dk fu’ks/k gks tkrk gSA bl izdkj m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd /kfeZ esa 
leku/keZ dk Kku gksus ls] miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk 
gksus ls] fo”ks’k/keZ dh vkdka{kk gksus ls gesa /kfeZ esa ukuk izdkjd vFkksZa 
dk Kku gksrk gSA /kehZ esa ukuk izdkjd vFkksZa dk Kku gksuk la”k; 
dgykrk gSA…„ 

m|ksrdj] okpLifr vkSj mn;ukpk;Z dh ;g O;k[;k mUgsa okRL;k;u 
ls fopfyr dj nsrh gSA LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k nksuksa dk leku/keZ miyC/k 
gksuk nksuksa es ls fdlh ,d dk fo”ks’k miyC/k ugha gksus dh cqf) 
vis{kk dgykrh gSA okRL;k;u ds vuqlkj gekjh og vis{kk cqf) 
la”k; izofrZr djrh gSA ;gh dkj.k gS fd fo”ks’kkis{k vkSj foe”kZ dks 
la”k; dk y{k.k dgk x;k gSA m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd&  

Þlekueu;ks/keZeqiyHks] fo”ks’keU;rjL; uksiyHk bR;s’kk cqf)jis{kkA lk la”k;L; izofrZdk 
orZrsA rsu fo”ks’kkis{kks foe”kZ% la”k;%AÞ……  

okRL;k;u dh O;k[;k KkrL̀Fk /keZ vkSj Ks;LFk /keZ ds Hksn ij 
vk/kkfjr gSA os miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks KkrL̀Fk 
/keZ dgrs gSa rFkk mUgsa la”k; dk nks iF̀kd~ gsrq ekurs gSaA m|ksrdj 
mUgsa iF̀kd~ gsrq ugha ekurs gSaA iqu% okRL;k;u leku/keZ vkSj vusd/keZ 
dks Ks;LFk /keZ dgrs gSaA m|ksrdj Kkr̀LFk vkSj Ks;LFk /keZ ds Hksn 
dks ugha ekurs gSaA muds vuqlkj miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh 
vO;oLFkk dks KkrL̀Fk /keZ vkSj leku/keZ rFkk vusd/keZ dks Ks;LFk 
/keZ dguk O;FkZ gSA Kkr̀LFk /keZ vkSj Ks;LFk /keZ ds Hksn dks fujLr 
djus ds fy;s m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd /kehZ dk /keZ la”k; dk dkj.k 
ugha gS] vfirq /keZ dk Kku la”k; dk dkj.k gS vkSj og Kku Kkrk 
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dks gksrk gSA bl izdkj Kkr̀LFk vkSj Ks;LFk /keZ dk Hksn lekIr gks 
tkrk gSA…†  

ftl izdkj ls miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks leku/keZ 
ds Kku dk fo”ks’k.k ekudj leku/keZ ds Kku dks m|ksrdj la”k; 
dk gsrq dgrs gSa mlh izdkj ls okpLifr dgrs gSa fd m|ksrdj 
*,rsu* in dk iz;ksx dj miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks 
rFkk fo”ks’kkis{k dks vusd/keZ dk vkSj foizfrifÙk dk fo”ks’k.k ekurs 
gSaA bl izdkj m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj vusd/keZ ds Kku ls rFkk 
foizfrifÙk ls la”k; gksrk gSA vr% lw= esa rhu in & leku/keZ dk 
Kku] vusd/keZ dk Kku] vkSj foizfrifÙk & la”k; ds gsrq gSa( vkSj 
vU; “ks’k nks in bu rhuksa ds fo”ks’k.k gSaA okpLifr ds vuqlkj &  

Þf=inifjxzgeusd/keksZiiÙksfoZizfriÙksfR;=kfi ;kst;fr,rsusfrAÞ…‡ 

fo"k; esa vusd/keZ ds Kku ls la'k; % & 

lw=dkj dgrs gSa fd fo’k; esa vusd/keZ ds Kku ls Kkrk dks la”k; 
gksrk gSA okRL;k;u ds vuqlkj *vusd* in ls lekutkrh; vkSj 
vlekutkrh; nksuksa dk cks/k gksrk gSA lekutkrh; vkSj 
vlekutkrh; nksuksa esa *fo”ks’k* ik;s tkus ls ml vusd/keZ ds Kku ls 
la”k; gksrk gSA lekutkrh; vkSj vlekutkrh; nksuksa ds fy;s og 
vFkZ fof”k’; gksrs gSaA “kCn foHkkxtU; gksus ls mls foHkkxtU;Ro gksrk 
gSA “kCn dk foHkkxtU;Ro mldk vlekutkrh; nzO;] xq.k] vkSj deZ 
esa Hkh ik;k tkrk gSA “kCn dk foHkkxtU;Ro mldk lekutkrh; vkSj 
vlekutkrh; nksuksa esa ik;s tkus ls la”k; gksrk gS fd “kCn nzO; gS 
;k deZ gS ;k xq.k gSA bl izdkj okRL;k;u ds vuqlkj fo’k; esa 
vusd/keZ dk Kku gksus ls Kkrk dks la”k; gksrk gSA…ˆ 
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,dns'kh; uS;kf;d }kjk *vusd/keZ* dh O;k[;k vkSj mldk 
[kaMu  

,dns”kh; uS;kf;d ds vuqlkj ,d /keZ dks vusd esa gksuk vkSj vusd 
/keZ dks ,d esa gksuk *vusd/keZ* dgykrk gSA m|ksrdj dk er gS fd 
,dns”kh; uS;kf;d dh O;k[;k *vusd/keZ* dks nks izdkjksa ls foxzg 
djus dk ifj.kke gSA la;ksxtRo vusd nzO;] xq.k vkSj deZ dk /keZ 
gSA nzO;] xq.k] vkSj deZ la;ksxt gksrs gSa blhfy, mUgsa la;ksxtRo 
gksrk gSA bl izdkj ls la;ksxtRo uked ,d /keZ vusd dk /keZ gSA 
iqu% vusd /keZ dks ,d esa gksuk *vusd/keZ* dgk tk ldrk gSA 
*vusd/keZ* ls la;ksxtRo] fuf’Ø;Ro] {kf.kdRo dk cks/k gksrk gS] vkSj 
;s vusd/keZ “kCn esa gksrs gSaA ;g vusd/keZ dh nwljh O;k[;k gSA 
*vusd/keZ* dks bu nks izdkjksa ls O;k[;k djrs gq, ;s ,dns”kh; 
uS;kf;d dgrs gSa fd *vusd/keZ* ds Kku ls gesa ;g la”k; gksrk gS 
fd “kCn ftls la;ksxtRo gksrk gS nzO; gS ;k xq.k gS ;k deZ gSA 
,dns”kh; uS;kf;d ds er dks m|ksrdj fuEu “kCnksa esa O;ä djrs 
gSaA…‰ 

m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd ,dns”kh; uS;kf;d dk ;g er lw=LFk 
*leku/keZ* ls Li’V gks tkrk gSA bl izdkj *leku/keZ* ds Kku ls gh 
la”k; dh O;k[;k gks tkus ls lw= esa *vusd/keZ* ds Kku dks la”k; 
dk gsrq dguk O;FkZ gks tkrk gSA leku/keZ ds Kku ls gh og ,d tks 
vusd esa ik;k tkrk gS vkSj og vusd tks ,d esa ik;s tkrs gSa nksuksa 
dk ykHk gks tkrk gSA vr% lw= esa *vusd/keZ* dks la”k; dk gsrq dgus 
dk vkSfpR; lekIr gks tkrk gSA…Š 

okpLifr ds vuqlkj m|ksrdj okRL;k;u dh O;k[;k xzg.k djus ds 
fy;s gh ,dns”kh; uS;kf;d dh O;k[;k dk [kaMu djrs gSa rFkk 
*vusd/keZ* dh O;k[;k djrs gSaA okpLifr ds “kCnksa esa &  
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Þvusd/keksZiiÙksfjR;=Hk’;Ñrks O;k[;ka xg̀hrqesdns”kh;O;k[;kueqiU;L; nw’k;fr & 
vusdsfrAÞ…‹  

,dns”kh; uS;kf;d dh O;k[;k *leku/keZ* ls pfjrkFkZ gks tkrh gSA 
“kCn la;ksxt gksrk gSA iqu% la;ksxtRo nzO; uked dk;Z esa] :ikfn 
uked xq.k esa] rFkk “kjhjkfn dh fØ;k esa ik;k tkrk gSA la;ksxtRo 
“kCn] nzO;] xq.k vkSj deZ lHkh dk /keZ gS] blhfy, la;ksxtRo mudk 
leku/keZ gSA la;ksxtRo vusd dk /keZ gS vkSj ;g vusd dk /keZ 
leku/keZ ls gh pfjrkFkZ gks tkrk gSA “kCn esa ik;s tkus okyk 
vusd/keZ Hkh lekurk ds dkj.k gh “kCn dks nzO;Rokfn gksus dk la”k; 
mRié djrk gSA nzO;] xq.k vkSj deZ la;ksxt gksrk gSA bu rhuksa es 
la;ksxtRo leku/keZ gSA xq.k vkSj deZnksuksa fuxqZ.k gksrs gSaA bu nksuksa 
dks fuxqZ.kRo gksrk gSA bl izdkj ls {kf.kdRo nzO;] xq.k] vkSj deZ 
rhuksa dk leku/keZ gSA “kCn la;ksxt] fuxqZ.k vkSj {kf.kd gksrk gSA ;s 
“kCn ds vusd/keZ gSA vr% gesa la”k; gksrk gS fd “kCn nzO; gS] ;k 
xq.k gS] ;k deZ gSA “kCn ds bu vusd/keksZa dh O;k[;k leku/keZ ds 
Kku ls gks tkus ls lw=LFk *vusd/keZ* O;FkZ gks tkrk gSA Qyr% 
,dns”kh; uS;kf;d dh O;k[;k mfpr ugha gSA†0 

m|ksrdj] okpLifr vkSj mn;ukpk;Z }kjk vusd/keZ dh 
O;k[;k 

m|ksrdj vlk/kkj.k/keZ dks vusd/keZ dgrs gSaA og /keZ tks 
lekutkrh; dks brj tkfr ls fHké djrk gS vlk/kkj.k/keZ dgykrk 
gSA vlk/kkj.k/keZ fo”ks’kd gksus ls mls fo”ks’kdRo gksrk gSA *vusd* 
in ls lekutkrh; vkSj vlekutkrh; dk cks/k gksrk gS vkSj vusd 
ls fHké djus okyk og fo”ks’k/keZ vusd/keZ dgykrk gSA†ƒ 

m|ksrdj *vusd/keZ* dh O;k[;k vU; izdkj ls djus ds fy;s 
*,dkusd* in dk iz;ksx djrs gSaA ;g okpLifr dh fuEu iafä ls 
Li’V gSA  
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ÞizdkjkUrjs.kkusd/keZina O;kp’Vs,dkusdsfrA Þ†„ 

*vusd/keZ* ,d izR;; gksus dk vkSj ,d izR;; ugha gksus dk gsrq gSA 
og /keZ ftl vk/kkj ij *;g ,d gS* vkSj *;g ,d ugha gS* dgrs gSa] 
vusd/keZ dgykrk gSA vHksn gksus ls izR;; ,d] vkSj Hksn gksus ls 
izR;; brj gks tkrk gSA tSls “kCn dk foHkkxtRo “kCnksa ds chp 
vHksn LFkkfir djrk gS] vkSj og “kCn dks brj ls Hkh fHké djrk gSA 
“kCn dk foHkkxtRo “kCn dks brjksa ls Hksn djus dk Hkh gsrq gSA “kCn 
foHkkx ls mRié gksus ls foHkkxt dgykrk gS vkSj mls foHkkxtRo 
gksrk gSA m|ksrdj ds “kCnksa esa  

Þ,dkusdizR;;gsrqokZ /keksZ·usd/keZ%] ;r ,’k izR;;ks Hkofr bnesdfeneusdfefrA 
r=SdizR;;gsrqjHksn% vusdizR;;gsrqokZ /keksZ fo”ks’k%A ;Fkk “kCnL; foHkkxtRoe~A Þ†…  

,d izR;; vkSj ,d izR;; ugha gksus ds mHk; dks okpLifr vusd 
dgrs gSa vkSj og /keZ tks ml vusd dk gsrq gS vusd/keZ dgykrk gSA 
og vusd/keZ Hksn vkSj vHksn izR;; dk gsrq gksrk gSA “kCnksa dk 
foHkkxtRo “kCnksa ds chp vHksn dk vkSj brjksa ls Hksn dk gsrq gksrk 
gSA “kCnksa ds foHkkxtRo ds vk/kkj ij ge dgrs gSa fd “kCn ,d gSa 
vkSj “kCnksa ls brj vusd vFkkZr ,d ugha gSaA “kCnksa dk foHkkxTkRo 
,d izR;; gksus dk vkSj ogh fo”ks’k/keZ ,d izR;; ugha gksus dk Hkh 
gsrq gSA tgk¡ foHkkxtRo ik;k tkrk gS os ,d tkfr ds vkSj tgk¡ 
foHkkxtRo ugha ik;k tkrk gS os fHké tkfr ds gSaA tkfr 
,dopukRed gksrk gS vkSj tkfr ds vfHkizk; dks O;ä djus ds fy;s 
okpLifr ,d opu dk iz;ksx djrs gSaA†† 

“kCn lr~ gksrk gS vkSj lr~ ds vk/kkj ij mls nzO;] xq.k] vkSj deZ ls 
foHkkftr ugha fd;k tk ldrk gSA vr% la”k; gksrk gS fd “kCn nzO; 
gS ;k xq.k gS ;k deZ gSA nzO;] xq.k] vkSj deZ esa foHkkxtRo laHko ugha 
gSA nzO;] xq.k] vkSj deZ esa ls fdlh ,d dks Hkh foHkkx ls mRié gksrs 
gq, ugha ikrs gSaA muesa foHkkxtRo ugha ik;s tkus ls la”k; gksrk gS 



242 | la'k;lw= dh O;k[;k% rU=kUrxZr fopyu vkSj lekurU=h fHkérk 

 
fd D;k “kCn xq.k vkSj deZ ls fHké nzO; gS ;k nzO; vksSj deZ ls fHké 
xq.k gS] ;k nzO; vkSj xq.k ls fHké deZ gSA ;g la”k; nzO;] xq.k] vkSj 
deZ esa foHkkxtRo ugha gksus ls gksrk gSA foHkkxtRo “kCn dk 
fo”ks/k/keZ gSA†‡  

m|ksrdj “kCn ds foHkkxtRo ls la”k; gksuk fl) djrs gSaA 

vlk/kkj.k/keZ O;frjsd :i ls la'k; dk gsrq gS % & 

tks /keZ ftl –’;eku fo’k; ds lkFk lnSo ik;k tkrk gS og  
–’;eku fo’k; gesa ml /keZ dk Lej.k djkrk gSA og fo’k; vius 
lgpfjr /keZ ds fo#) /keZ ds lkFk Hkh lEcfU/kr gksus ls vfu”p; 
dh fLFkfr mRié gksrh gS vkSj gesa oSls gh la”k; gksrk gS tSls fd 
leku/keZ ds Kku ls gksrk gSA fo’k; esa vlk/kkj.k?keZ dk Kku gksus ls 
la”k; ugha gksrk gSA “kCn dk foHkkxtRo uked vlk/kkj.k/keZ “kCn ls 
fHké ìfFkoh ¼nzO;½] ;k mR{ksi.k ¼deZ½ ;k xU/k ¼xq.k½ esa ugha gksrk gSA 
foHkkxtRo uked vlk/kkj.k/keZ nzO; ;k xq.k ;k deZ dk Lej.k ugha 
djkrk gSA Lej.k ugha djkus ls foHkkxtRo ;g la”k; mRié ugha 
djrk fd *;k ;g gS ;k ;g*A ogk¡ ftKklk ek= mRié gksrh gS u 
fd la”k;A okpLifr ds vuqlkj m|ksrdj blh i’̀BHkwfe dks Li’V 
djus ds fy;s *u fg* inksa dk iz;ksx djrs gSaA foHkkxtRo nzO;] xq.k] 
vkSj deZ esa vlaHko gksus ls ogk¡ ugha ik;k tkrk gSA nzO;kfn;ksa dks 
foHkkx ls tUe gksus esa vUo; rFkk O;frjsd dk fo/kku ugha ik;k 
tkrk gSA vr% fu”p; gh nzO;kfn dk tUe foHkkxr% laHko ugha gSA 
blh vkk/kkj ij ;g dgk x;k gS fd foHkkxtRo la”k; dk gsrq ugha 
gSA bl i{k ds fujkdj.k esa m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd nzO;] xq.k] vkSj 
deZ dks lr~ gksus ls rFkk foHkkxtRo ogk¡ ugha ik;s tkus ls la”k; 
mrié gksrk gSA okpLifr ds vuqlkj ;|fi foHkkxtRo nzO;kfn esa 
ugha ik;k tkrk gS rFkkfi foHkkxtRo dk O;frjsd nzO;] xq.k] vkSj 
deZ esa ik;k tkrk gSA “kCn ds foHkkxtRo ls la”k; mRié gksrk gS 
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fd lr~ “kCn nzO; vkSj deZ ls fHké D;k xq.k gS] lr~ “kCn xq.k vkSj 
deZ ls fHké D;k nzO; gS] lr~ “kCn xq.k vkSj nzO; ls fHké D;k deZ 
gSA bl izdkj foHkkxtRo uked “kCn dk vlk/kkj.k/keZ fu’ks/kkRed 
:i ls rr~ rr~ nzO;] xq.k] vkSj deZ izR;sd dk Lej.k djkrs gq, 
la”k; dk dkj.k gSA†ˆ 

okpLifr dgrs gSa fd os tks lr~ ls laié gSa os fo”ks’k ds rqY; vius 
lekutkrh; vkSj vlekutkfr;ksa ls O;koÙ̀k gks tkrs gSaA tSls if̀Fkoh 
vius xU/koÙo ds dkj.k ty uked vU; nzO; ls] xq.k vkSj deZ 
uked fotkrh;ksa ls iF̀kd~ gks tkrh gSA bl izdkj :iRo ds dkj.k 
:i xq.k gksrk gS] mR{ksi.kRo ds dkj.k mR{ksi.k deZ gksrk gSA ml 
izdkj ls ln~ :i “kCn vius foHkkxtRo ds dkj.k lekutkrh; vkSj 
vlekutkrh; ls fHké gks tkrk gSA vr,o la”k; gksrk gS fd “kCn 
nzO; gS] ;k xq.k gS] ;k deZ gSA†‰  

bl izdkj vlk/kkj.k/keZ fu’ks/kkRed :i ls la”k; dk gsrq gksrk gSA  

'kCn dk foHkkxtRo la'k; dk gsrq gS fu'p; dk ugha% oS'ksf"kd 
ds er dk [kaMu  

oS”ksf’kd ds vuqlkj QVrs gq, oka”k ls “kCn dh mRifÙk esa oa”k ny 
vkSj vkdk”k dk foHkkx oka”k ny ds foHkkx ls mRié gksrk gSA bl 
izdkj “kCn ds foHkkxtRo ds vk/kkj ij “kCn xq.k gSA muds vuqlkj 
“kCn dk foHkkxtRo fu”p; dk gsrq gS] la”k; dk ughaA oS”ksf’kd ds 
vuqlkj foHkkx foHkkx dk vleokf; dkj.k gSA uS;kf;d ds vuqlkj 
foHkkx foHkkx dk ugha vfirq “kCn dk vleokf; dkj.k gSA “kCn dk 
foHkkxtRo mldk vlk/kkj.k/keZ gS rFkk og la”k; dk gsrq gSA 
m|ksrdj oS”ksf’kd ds er dks fuEu “kCnksa esa O;ä djrs gSa& Þuuq p 
foHkkxtks foHkkxks fo|rs xq.k%AÞ oS”ksf’kd dk dFku gS fd “kCn dh 
mRifÙk oa”k ny vkSj vkdk”k ds foHkkx ls mRié gksrk gS] vkSj ;g 
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foHkkx oa”k ny ds foHkkx ls mRié gksrk gSA muds vuqlkj oa”k ny 
vkSj vdk”k dk foHkkx foHkkxt gSA “kCn dk foHkkxtRo foHkkxt 
gksrk gS] vkSj foHkkxt foHkkx ds rqY; “kCn ,d xq.k gSA “kCn dk 
foHkkxtRo mlds xq.kRo ds fu”p; dk gsrq gS] la”k; dk ughaA muds 
vuqlkj “kCn dk foHkkxtRo deZt ugha] vfirq foHkkxt gksrk gSA 
oS”ksf’kd ds vuqlkj oka”k ds nyksa esa fØ;k gksrh gS vkSj ml fØ;k ls 
oka”k ds nyksa esa foHkkx gksrk gSA oka”k ds nyksa esa foHkkx ls ogk¡ 
vo#) vkdk”k ds izns”k dk foHkkx gksrk gS vkSj vo#) vkdk”k ds 
izns”k ds foHkkx ls “kCn dh mRifÙk gksrh gSA bl izdkj fonh.kZ gksrs 
gq, oka”k ds nks nyksa esa fØ;k gksrh gS vkSj ml fØ;k ls oka”k ds 
nksuksa nyksa esa ijLij foHkkx gksrk gSA nksuksa nyksa ds foHkkx ls nyksa esa 
vo#) vkdk”k ds izns”k dk Hkkx dk foHkkx gksrk gS ftlls “kCn dh 
mRifÙk gksrh gSA vkdk”k ds izns”k dk Hkkx dk foHkkx foHkkx ls 
mRié gksus ls oS”ksf’kd foHkkx dks foHkkxt dgrs gSaA oka”k ds nyksa 
dh fØ;k fodflr gksrs gq;s dey nyksa dh fØ;k esa ns[kk tk ldrk 
gSA fodflr gksrk gqvk dey ds nyksa esa fØ;k gksrh gS vkkSj ml 
fØ;k ls dey fodflr gksrk gSA fodflr gksus ls dey vU; ugha 
gks tkrk gS] vfirq izR;fHkKk ds vk/kkj ij dgrs gSa fd dey ogh 
gSA oka”k ds nyksa dh fØ;k Hkh fodflr gksrk gqvk dey nyksa dh 
fØ;k ds leku gSA oka”k esa Hkh izR;fHkKk;ekuRo gksus ls Li’V gS fd 
og oka”k vU; ugha gSA ;g vlafnX/k :i ls dgk tk ldrk gS fd 
oka”k ds nyksa esa ftl foHkkx ls “kCn dh mRifÙk gksrh gS og foHkkxt 
gksrk gSA ml izdkj ls dk;Z nzO; Hkh u’V ugha gksrk gSA oka”k ds nyksa 
esa vo#) vkdk”k ds Hkkx dk foHkkx oka”k ds nyksa dh fØ;k ls ugha 
gksrh gSA oka”k ds nyksa esa vo#) vkdk”k ds Hkkx ds foHkkx dk 
foHkkx ds vfrfjä vU; dkj.k ugha gSA vr% oS”ksf’kd dgrs gSa fd 
“kCn dk foHkkxtRo foHkkxt gksrk gSA ftl izdkj ls foHkkxt foHkkx 
,d xq.k gS mlh ds rqY; “kCn ds foHkkxtRo ls “kCn dk xq.k gksuk 
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fl) gksrk gSA blls Li’V gS fd “kCn dk fOkHkkxtRo mlds xq.kRo 
ds fu”p; dk gsrq gS] la”k; dk ughaA†Š  

“kCn dk foHkkxtRo gh “kCn dks xq.k gksus dk funZq’V gsrq gSA foHkkx 
ls nzO; ;k deZ dk tUe laHko ugha gSA foHkkx dks nzO; ds vuqRiknd 
esa leosr ekurs gSa rks og nzO; ds tUe dk dkj.k ugha dgk tk 
ldrk gSA foHkkx dks nzO; ds mRiknd esa leosr ekurs gSa rks la;ksx 
ds uk”k ls og fouk”kd gh gksrk gSA foHkkx dks deZ dk dkj.k ekurs 
gSa rks foHkkx deZ esa ugha gksus esa vk| foHkkx dh mRifÙk gh ugha gksrh 
gSA iwoZ deZ ds vHkko esa ml deZ dk mÙkj deZ dk tUe Hkh laHko 
ugha gSA ;fn mÙkj la;ksx ls iwoZ deZ dh fuof̀Ùk Lohdkj djrs gSa rks 
foHkkx dh Hkh fuòfÙk gks tkrh gSA foHkkx dh fuof̀Ùk gks tkus ls 
foHkkx ls mÙkj deZ dk tUe ugha gks ldrk gSA mlls fl) gksrk gS 
fd “kCn dk foHkkxtRo gh “kCn ds xq.k gksus dk izek.k gSA 
foHkkxtRo “kCn ds xq.k gksus dh vlafnX/k O;kfIr gSA foHkkx ds 
vokUrj fo”ks’k dks ekudj vlk/kkj.k nks’k ugha fn[kk;k tk ldrk 
gSA ml izdkj ls vlk/kkj.k nks’k fn[kkus esa /kwe Hkh vfXu dk vxed 
gksuk pkfg;sA vr% ;g dguk laxr ugha fd foHkkx ls nzO; dk ;k 
deZ dk tUe laHko gSA mn;ukpk;Z dk dFku gS fd ml izdkj ls Hkh 
Hkk’; esa dgs x;s mnkgj.k dk gh O;qRiknu gksrk gSA†‹ 

m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj foHkkx “kCn dk vleokf; dkj.k gS] foHkkx dk 
ughaA os dgrs gSa fd “kCn dk foHkkxtRo la”k; dk gsrq gS] fu”p; 
dk ughaA tks foHkkxt foHkkx dks vLohdkj djrs gSa muds fy;s “kCn 
dk foHkkxtRo la”k; dk vkSj tks Lohdkj djrs gSa muds fy;s 
fu”p; dk gsrq gSA os tks foHkkxt foHkkx dks Lohdkj djrs gq, “kCn 
ds foHkkxtRo dks mldk fu”p; dk gsrq ekurs gSa os foHkkxt foHkkx 
ds rqY; “kCn dks mlds foHkkxtRo ds vk/kkj ij mls xq.k dgrs gSaA 
foHkkxt foHkkx “kCn dk Hkh vleokf; dkj.k gks rks “kCn ds bl 
vleokf;dkj.kdRo ls “kCn bl vleokf;dkj.k ls mRié gksrk gS] 
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vU; inkFkZ ughaA bl izdkj “kCn dk foHkkxtRo uked mldk 
vleokf; dkj.k “kCn ds vfrfjä vU;= laHko ugha gSA “kCn ds bl 
fo”ks’k/keZ dks mlds rqY; tkfr;ksa esa vkSj “kCn ls fHké inkFkksZa esa nksuksa 
izdkj ls ns[ks tkus ls foHkkxtRo ls la”k; gksrk gSA‡0  

okpLifr dgrs gSa fd foHkkxt foHkkx gks rFkkfi bl izdkjd 
foHkkxtRo “kCn dk vlk/kkj.k/keZ gh gSA vlk/kkj.k/keZ gksus ls 
foHkkxtRo fu”p; dk ugha vfirq la”k; dk gsrq gSA okpLifr ds 
“kCnksa esa &  

ÞvLrq ok foHkkxtks foHkkx%] rFkkfi foHkkxtRoeh–”kelk/kkj.kesosR;rkg vLrq ok 
rL;kH;qxrfoHkkxL;kfi foHkkxtRoelk/kkj.ka fof”k’Ve~A Þ‡ƒ 

foHkkx] foHkkx dk vleokf;dkj.k gS ;k 'kCn dk 

oS”ksf’kd ds vuqlkj foHkkx] foHkkx dk vleokf; dkj.k gSA oS”ksf’kd 
ds foijhr uS;kf;d dk er gS fd foHkkx foHkkx dk ugha] vfirq “kCn 
dk vleokf; dkj.k gSA uS;kf;d ds vuqlkj “kCn dk foHkkxtRo 
mldk vlk/kkj.k/keZ gS vkSj mlls la”k; mRié gksrk gSA uS;kf;d 
vius er dks Li’V djus ds fy;s dgrs gSa fd foHkkxt foHkkx nks 
fof/k;ksa ls gksus ls nks izdkjd gksrs gSaA ¼1½ dkj.k ek= ds foHkkx ls 
mRié foHkkx & nzO; dk vo;o mldk dkj.k gksrk gSA ml dkj.k 
esa mRié fØ;k ftl le; nzO; ds mRiknd la;ksx ds fouk”kd 
foHkkx mRié djrk gS ml le; og fØ;k nzO; dk vkdk”kkfn ns”k 
ds lkFk foHkkx mRié ugha djrk gSA nzO; dk vkdk”k ls foHkkx nzO; 
ds vo;o :i dkj.kksa ds foHkkx ls mRié gksrk gSA nzO; ds vo;oksa 
ds foHkkx ls nzO; dk uk”k gksrk gS vkSj iqu% nzO; dk vkdk”k ds 
lkFk foHkkx gksrk gSA nzO; dk vkdk”k ds lkFk foHkkx nzO; dk dkj.k 
ek= ds foHkkx ls mRié gksrk gSA og tks nzO; ds mRiknd la;ksx ds 
fojks/kh foHkkx dk mRiknd gksrk gS og nzO; ds mRiknd la;ksx ds 
fojks/kh foHkkx ds vuqRiknd dks nwj gVkrk gS vkSj bl izdkj vkdk”k 
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dks Hkh nwj gVkrk gSA tSls ty ls ofà nwj gVus ls /kwe Lo;a gh nwj 
gks tkrk gSA ¼2½ dkj.kkdkj.k foHkkx ls mRié foHkkx & nhoky dk 
gkFk ls foHkkx gksus ls gekjs “kjhj dk Hkh nhoky ls foHkkx gks tkrk 
gSA “kjhj vkSj nhoky dk foHkkx “kjhj dh fØ;k ls mRié ugha gksrk 
gS D;ksafd “kjhj ml le; fuf’Ø; gksrk gSA gkFk dh fØ;k ls “kjhj 
vkSj nhoky dk foHkkx mRié ugha gks ldrk gS D;ksafd ,d vkJ; esa 
gksus okyh fØ;k ml vkJ; ls fHké ns”kksa esa foHkkx mRié ugha dj 
ldrk gSA vr% “kjhj vkSj nhoky dk foHkkx “kjhj dk dkj.k gkFk 
vkSj vdkj.khHkwr nhoky ds foHkkx ls mRié gksrk gSA “kjhj vkSj 
nhoky dk foHkkx dkj.k vkSj vdkj.k ls mRié gksus okyk foHkkx gSA 
dk;kdk”k foHkkx dkj.kkdkj.kfoHkkx iwoZd gksrk gS] dkj.k ek= foHkkx 
iwoZd ughaA oka”k ds nyksa esa foHkkx dkj.kek= foHkkx iwoZd gksrk gSA 
;g foHkkx foHkkx ls mRié ugha gSA blh fHkérk ds vk/kkj ij 
uS;kf;d oS”ksf’kd dks mÙkj nsrs gSaA 

okpLifr dk vfHker gS fd oka”k ds nks nyksa esa ijLij foHkkx “kCn 
dk fufeÙk dkj.k] vkSj nyksa esa vo#) vkdk”k dk foHkkx “kCn dk 
vleokf; dkj.k gSA muds vuqlkj oka”k ds nyksa ds foHkkx ls mRié 
“kCn] <ksyd rFkk n.M ds la;ksx ls mRié “kCn ls fHké gSA <ksyd 
vkSj vkdk”k dk la;ksx <ksyd ls mRié “kCn dk vleokf; dkj.k 
gksrk gS] ijUrq oka”k ds nyksa vkSj vkdk”k dk la;ksx QVrs oka”k ls 
mRié “kCn dk vleokf; dkj.k ugha gksrk gSA oka”k ds nyksa esa 
vo#) vkdk”k dk foHkkx “kCn dk vleokf; dkj.k gSA oka”k ds 
nyksa ds foHkkx ls mRié “kCn vius lekutkrh; “kCn ds vleokf; 
dkj.k ls mRié gksrk gS D;ksafd mu “kCnksa dk “kCnRo mu “kCnksa ds 
vlk/kkj.k&dkj.ktU; gksrk gSA oka”k ds nyksa ds foHkkx ls mRié 
“kCn dk “kCnRo mlds vlk/kkj.kdkj.ktU; gksus ls og vius 
lekutkrh; ds vleokf; dkj.ktU; gksrk gSA os lHkh “kCn tks vius 
vlk/kkj.kdkj.k ls mrié gksrk gS os lHkh vius lekutkrh; “kCn ds 
vleokf; dkj.k tU; gksrs gSaA <ksyd vkSj n.M ds la;ksx ls mRié 
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“kCn dk vleokf; dkj.k <ksyd vkSj vkdk”k dk la;ksx gksrk gSA 
vkSj oka”k nyksa ds foHkkx ls mRié “kCn dk vleokf; dkj.k nyksa esa 
vo#) vkdk”k dk foHkkx gksrk gSA blhfy, okpLifr dgrs gSa fd 
oka”k ds nyksa ds foHkkx ls mRié “kCn dk vleokf; dkj.k] <ksyd 
vkSj n.M ds la;ksx ls mRié “kCn ds vleokf; dkj.k ds rqY; ugha 
gSA nyksa esa vo#) vkdk”k dk foHkkx dkj.k ek= ds foHkkx ls 
mRié gksrk gSA vaxqfy vkSj vkdk”k ds foHkkx ls mRié gLrkdk”k 
foHkkx dk;kdk”k foHkkx dk vleokf; dkj.k gksrk gSA ml izdkj ls 
Hkh ;s nksuksa fHké gSaA okpLifr dgrs gSa fd Hkk";dkj 'kCn ds 
foHkkxtRo ls mlds la'k;Ro dh flf) esa nyksa ds ijLij foHkkx dks 
'kCnksRifÙk dk fufeÙk dkj.k vkSj dkj.k ek= ds foHkkx ls mRiUu 
oka'k ds nyksa esa vo:) vkdk'k ds foHkkx dks vleokf; dkj.k dgrs 
gSaA Hkk";dkj ds vuqlkj vaxqfy vkSj vkdk'k ds foHkkx ls mRiUu 
dk;kdk'k foHkkx bl izdkjd ugha gSA og dkj.kkdkj.k foHkkx ls 
mRiUu gksrk gS] dkj.k ek= ds foHkkx ls ughaA vr,o oS'ksf"kd dk 
er fd 'kCn dk foHkkxtRo mlds fu'p;Ro dk gsrq gS la”k;Ro dk 
ugha ,d fookfnr ekU;rk gSA‡„ 

oS'ksf"kd ds foHkkxt&foHkkx dh ladYiuk dk [kaMu 

oS”ksf’kd ds vuqlkj foHkkx deZt ugha gksrk gSA muds vuqlkj foHkkx 
ls la;ksx dk uk”k vkSj la;ksx&uk”k ls nzO; dk uk”k gksrk gSA 
f}rUrqd iV dh mRifÙk ds fy;s nksuksa rUrqvksa dk la;ksx vko”;d 
gSA foHkkx dks deZt dgus ls rUrq dh vo;oksa dh fØ;k ls mu 
vo;oksa esa foHkkx gksus ls rUrq dk uk”k gksus ls iV dk uk”k gksrk gSA 
vr% oS”ksf’kd ds vuqlkj foHkkx dks deZt dgus ls nzO;&uk”k dh 
leL;k mBrh gSA okpLifr dk vfHker gS fd gesa foHkkxt foHkkx 
dk Kku gh ugha gksrk gS] vkSj Qyr% “kCn ds foHkkxtRo ls mldk 
fu”p;Ro ugha fl) fd;k tk ldrk gSA muds vuqlkj “kCn dk 
foHkkxtRo “kCn ds fu”p;Ro dk ugha vfirq mlds la”k;Ro dk gsrq 
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gSA oS”ksf’kd ;g dg ldrs gSa fd dey ds i=ksa dk foHkkx vkSj mu 
i=ksa dk vkdk”k ds lkFk foHkkx dks Øe ls gksusa esa izek.k dk vHkko 
gksus ls ;g ugha dg ldrs fd dey ds i=ksa dh fØ;k nksuksa foHkkxksa 
dk dkj.k gSA okpLifr dk dguk gS fd dey ds i=ksa dk foHkkx 
vkSj i=ksa dk vkdk”k ds lkFk foHkkx oka”k ds nyksa dk foHkkx vkSj 
nyksa dk vkdk”k ds lkFk foHkkx ds rqY; gSA mudk dFku gS fd 
nzO; ds vo;oksa dh fØ;k ls la;ksx dk uk”k vkSj la;ksx ds uk”k ls 
nzO; uk”k dh leL;k ugha mBk;h tk ldrh gSA okpLifr nzO; dk 
mRiknd la;ksx dk vizfr}U}h foHkkx] vkSj nzO; dk mRiknd la;ksx 
dk izfr}U}h foHkkx esa Hksn djrs gSaA os dgrs gSa fd deZ nzO; ds 
mRiknd la;ksx dk vizfr}U}h foHkkx dk tud gksrk gSA nzO;&uk”k 
ds fy;s deZ dks nzO; dk mRiknd la;ksx dk izfr}U}h foHkkx dk 
tud gksuk pkfg;sA vr% okpLifr ds er esa oS”ksf’kd nzO;&uk”k dh 
leL;k ugha mBk ldrs gSaA oS”ksf’kd ;g ;qfä nsrs gSa fd oka”k ds 
nksuksa nyksa dh fØ;k oka”k ds nksuksa nyksa ds foHkkx dk vkSj mudk 
vkdk”k ds lkFk foHkkx dk dkj.k gS] ijUrq dey ds i=ksa dh fØ;k 
muds foHkkx dk dkj.k gS vkSj i=ksa dk vkdk”k ds lkFk foHkkx i=ksa 
ds foHkkx ls tUe ysrk gSA ;fn dey ds i=ksa dh fØ;k nksuksa 
foHkkxksa dk dkj.k gks rks oa”k nyksa dh fØ;k nzO; dk mRiknd la;ksx 
dk izfr}U}h foHkkx dks tUe nsuk pkfg;s vkSj bl izdkj nzO; dk 
uk”k gksuk pkfg;sA dey dk mnkgj.k vkSj oka”k dk mnkgj.k nksuksa 
esa ls fdlh esa Hkh muds nks foHkkxksa dks ,d gh okj gksus dk fu”p; 
vkSj Øe ls gksusa dk fu”p; dk izek.k dk vHkko ,d ugha gSA bl 
vk/kkj ij oS”ksf’kd dgrs gSa fd fØ;k vkSj foHkkxtudRo esa lansg 
gksus ls nksuksa esa O;kI;&O;kid Hkko dk fu”p; vlaHko gSA oS”ksf’kd ds 
vuqlkj fØ;k vkSj foHkkxtudRo esa O;kfIr dk vo/kkj.k ugha gksus ls 
foHkkx deZt ugha gSA okpLifr ds vuqlkj foHkkx deZt gksrk gS vkSj 
,d fØ;k nwljh fØ;k ls foy{k.k gksrh gSA ,d fØ;k nzO;ksRiknd 
la;ksx dk fojks/kh foHkkx dk tud gks ldrh gS rks nwljh vfojks/kh 
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foHkkx dk tud gks ldrh gSA fØ;k dh bl foy{k.krk dks gesa 
Lohdkj djuk pkfg;s vkSj bl izdkj ;g Lohdkj djuk pkfg;s fd 
,d fØ;k ,d foHkkx dks tUe nsrh gS rks nwljh nwljs foHkkx dks 
tUe nsrh gSA vr% oS”ksf’kd dk er fdfoHkkx dks deZt ekuus ls 
nzO;uk”k dh leL;k mBrh gS mfpr ugha gSA okpLifr dgrs gSa fd 
ml mnkgj.k ds cy ls foHkkxt foHkkx dh flf) ugha gksrh gSA‡… 

mn;ukpk;Z ds vuqlkj oS”ksf’kd vo;oksa dh fØ;k vkSj foHkkx esa 
O;kfIr dh vo/kkj.kk ij iz”u dj ldrs gSa] ijUrq mUgsa ;g Lohdkj 
djuk pkfg;s fd tks fØ;k nzO; dk vuqRiknd la;ksx dk fojks/kh 
foHkkx dks tUe nsrk gS og fØ;k nzO; dk mRiknd la;ksx dk fojks/kh 
foHkkx dks tUe ugha nsrk gSA fØ;k dh ;g foy{k.krk gS fd ,d 
fØ;k nzO;ksRiknd la;ksx dk fojks/kh foHkkx dks tUe nsrk gS rks nwljh 
fØ;k vuqRiknd la;ksx dk fojks/kh foHkkx dks tUe nsrk gSA oS”ksf’kd 
dk vfHker gS fd nksuksa foHkkxksa dh mrifÙk esa deZ ls nzO; ds 
vo;oksa esa LiUnu gksrk gS] vkSj LiUnu ls vo;oksa esa la;ksx dk uk”k 
vkSj vo;oksa esa la;ksx uk”k ls nzO; uk”k gksrk gSA oS”ksf’kd ds bl 
er ds fo#) mn;ukpk;Z dgrs gSa fd vo;oksa dh fØ;k ls nzO; dk 
uk”k ugha gksrk gSA mn;ukpk;Z ds vuqlkj tks deZ vuqRiknd la;ksx 
dk fojks/kh foHkkx dk tud gksrk gS og mRiknd la;ksx dk fojks/kh 
foHkkx dk tud ugha gksrk gSA deZ dh foy{k.krk ds vk/kkj ij 
oS”ksf’kd ds er dk foijhr fl) gksrk gS vkSj foHkkx dks deZt gksus 
ls oS”ksf’kd nzO; ds uk”k dh leL;k ugha mBk ldrs gSaA‡† 

mn;ukpk;Z ds vuqlkj foHkkx dh mä foy{k.krk Lohdkj djuk 
vko”;d gS] vU;Fkk foy{k.k fØ;k ls foy{k.k dk;Z mrié gksus ds 
fu;e dh mrifÙk ugha gksrh gSA foy{k.k dk;Z vius foy{k.k gsrq ls 
gh tUe ysrk gSA Qyr% foHkkx dh foy{k.krk ds vuqjks/k ls deZ dh 
foy{k.krk Hkh Lohdkj djuh pkfg;sA deZ dh foy{k.krk mldh tkfr 
ds dkj.k ;k muds lgdkfj;ksa ds dkj.k gks ldrh gSA deZ dk 
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oSy{k.; mRikndkuqRikndla;ksx ds fojks/kh nks foHkkxksa dh tudrk ds 
in esa ;k vuqRiknd la;ksx dk fojks/kh foHkkx&ek= dh tudrk ds 
in esa ;k vuqRiknd la;ksx&ek= dk fojks/kh foHkkx dh tudrk ds 
in esa ugha le>k tk ldrk gSA bl izdkj mn;ukpk;Z bl fu’d’kZ 
ij igq¡prs gSa fd vuqRiknd la;ksx dk fojks/kh foHkkx dk tud gksuk 
gh deZ dk migkj gSA deZ vuqRiknd la;ksx dk fojks/kh foHkkx dk 
tud gksrk gS] Qyr% og mRiknd la;ksx dk fojks/kh foHkkx dk 
tud ugha gks ldrk gSA vr,o nzO;&uk”k dh leL;k ugha mBk;h 
tk ldrh gSA viuh bl ;qfä ds vk/kkj ij mn;ukpk;Z dgrs gSa fd 
foHkkx dks deZt dgus esa fojks/k ugha gSA rUrq ds vo;oksa dk la;ksx] 
vkSj iqu% rUrqvksa dk la;ksx iV dk mRiknd la;ksx gSA ijUrq rUrq 
vkSj ohj.k dk la;ksx iV dk vuqRiknd la;ksx gSA ohj.k dk la;ksx 
rUrq ls gksrk gS vkSj og ohj.kfØ;k ls loZFkk jfgr gksrk gSA rUrq 
iV dk mRiknd] vkSj ohj.k vuqRiknd gksrk gSA rUrq iV dk dkj.k] 
vkSj ohj.k vdkj.k gS vkSj mu nksuksa dk la;ksx dkj.kkdkj.k la;ksx 
gSA ohj.k dk mÙkj la;ksx rUrq ds mÙkj la;ksx dk tud gS vkSj 
ohj.k ds bl tudRo esa gh deZ dks mRiknd rUrq ds mÙkj la;ksx 
dk tudRo gksrk gSA ml izdkj ls ugha gksus esa dkj.kkdkj.k la;ksx 
gksrk gSA ftl izdkj ls fØ;k dks Øe ls gksus esa izek.k dk vHkko gS 
ml izdkj ls ;gk¡ Hkh izek.k ugha gSA ,d fØ;k nks vo;o ek= esa 
ik;s tkus okys ,d foHkkx dks tUe nsrh gS] rks vU; fØ;k nks 
vo;oksa esa ik;s tkus okys rFkk vo;o vkSj vuo;o esa ik;s tkus okys 
nks foHkkxksa dks tUe nsrh gSA ftl izdkj ls foHkkx esa ;g foy{k.krk 
ik;h tkrh gS ml izdkj ls ;g Hkh Lohdkj djuk pkfg;s fd ,d 
fØ;k vuqRiknd la;ksx dk fojks/kh foHkkx dk tud gksrk gS rks 
nwljh mRikndkuqRiknd la;ksx dk fojks/kh foHkkx dk tud gksrk gSA 
bl izdkj foHkkx deZt gksrk gS vkSj nzO; uk”k dh leL;k ugha 
mBrh gSA‡‡ 
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mn;ukpk;Z ds vuqlkj ,d gh le; esa ns”k dk lglz foHkkx laHko 
gS] Qyr% ;g dguk mfpr ugha fd foHkkx foHkkxt gksrk gSA muds 
vuqlkj foHkkxt foHkkx ds i{k esa izek.k gh ugha gSA oS”ksf’kd dk er 
gS fd oka”k ds nks nyksa esa foHkkx ls la;ksx dk uk”k vkSj la;ksx ds 
uk”k ls nzO; dk uk”k gksrk gSA ftl le; la;ksx ds uk”k ls nzO; 
dk uk”k gksrk gS ml le; oka”k ds nksuksa nyksa dk foHkkx vkdk”k ls 
foHkkx djrk gSA bl izdkj oS”ksf’kd ds vuqlkj foHkkx foHkkxt gksrk 
gSA mn;ukpk;Z dgrs gSa fd deZ fu;qä ugha gksus ls foHkkx ls la;ksx 
dk uk”k] vkSj la;ksx ds uk”k ls nzO; dk uk”k dk Øe izkIr ugha 
gksrk gSA foHkkxt foHkkx esa nks foHkkx gksrs gSa vkSj izFke foHkkx ls 
f}rh; foHkkx dk tUe gksrk gSA fu;qä deZ ls nksuksa foHkkxksa dk 
tUe Øe ls ;k ,d gh ckj gksuk pkfg;sA fu;qä deZ nksuksa foHkkx 
Øe ls ugha dj ldrk gSA deZ foHkkx dk vkjEHk vfoyEc djrk gS 
vkSj foHkkx ds vkjEHk esa deZ dh vis{kk ugha gksrh gSA deZ dh 
vuis{krk ls deZ dk vfoyEcdkfjRo dk fu”p; gksrk gSA deZ ds 
vfoyEcdkfjRo ds fu”p; ls fu;qä deZ nksuksa foHkkx Øe ls ugha 
djrk gSA foHkkx ds vkjEHk esa deZ visf{kr gksus esa vk| foHkkx ckn 
ds foHkkx dks tUe ugha nsuk pkfg;sA foHkkx esa la;ksx dk /oal gksrk 
gS vkSj foHkkx gksuk Øe ls ekuus esa mÙkj la;ksx dk /oal drZO; 
gksus esa iwoZ la;ksx dk /oal visf{kr gSA mÙkj la;ksx ds /oal ls igys 
iwoZ la;ksx ds /oal dh vis{kk gksuk foyEc dgykrk gSA ijUrq 
vkxUrqd la;ksx dks /;ku esa j[kdj fopkj djus ls Li’V gS fd ogk¡ 
iwoZ la;ksx dk /oal visf{kr ugha gSA vr% deZ ls nksuksa foHkkx Øe ls 
ugha gksrk gSA deZ ls nksuksa foHkkx ,d gh ckj esa Hkh ugha gksrk gSA 
ftl le; deZ nyksa dks vkdk”k ls foHkkx djrk gS ml le; deZ 
vU; vo;oksa dks vkdk”k ls foHkkx ugha djrk gSA bl izdkj deZ 
nksuksa nyksa esa foHkkx Øe ls ;k ,d gh ckj ugha djrk gSA bl izdkj 
deZ nksuksa nyksa esa foHkkx Øe ls ;k ,d gh okj ugha djrk gSA vk| 
foHkkx gksus esa deZ dh fujis{krk ds QyLo:i vk| foHkkx gh dky 
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gSA f}rh; foHkkx drZO; gksus esa izFke dky ds ckn dk dky fujis{k 
gksrk gSA ijUrq mlls dky uked nzO; dh mis{kk ugha gksrh gSA deZ 
ls foHkkx Øe ls ;k ,d gh ckj ugha gksrk gSA Qyr% foHkkx 
foHkkxt ugh gSA mn;ukpk;Z ds vuqlkj oS”ksf’kd dk er fodflr 
gksrk gqvk dey nyksa ds mnkgj.k ls gh fujLr gks tkrk gSA vo;o 
dh fØ;k ls gh oka”k ds nyksa esa vo#) vkdk”k dk foHkkx gksrk gS 
vkSj ;g fodflr gksrk gqvk dey nyksa dh fØ;k esa ns[kk tk ldrk 
gSA‡ˆ 

vusd/keZ dh O;k[;k vleku/keZ ds in esa laHko ugha gS 

;g dgk tk ldrk gS fd leku/keZ dk la”k; ds gsrq ds :i esa 
iz;ksx gks tkus ls *vusd/keZ* dk vFkZ vleku/keZ gSA bl er ds 
vuqlkj *leku/keZ* vkSj *vleku/keZ* nksuksa la”k; ds gsrq gSaA 
*leku/keZ* dk mi;ksx gks pqdk gS vkSj *vleku/keZ* dk mi;ksx ugha 
gqvk gS] vr% lw=LFk *vusd* in vleku dk okpd gSA‡‰  

;gk¡ iz”u mBrk gS fd ;fn vusd in vleku dk gh okpd gS rks 
lw= esa lekukleku/keZ ds Kku ls la”k; gksuk D;ksa ugha dgk x;k\ 
bl iz”u ds mÙkj esa ;g dgk tk ldrk gS fd *lekukleku/keZ* in 
dk lw= esa iz;ksx ugha gksus ds nks dkj.k gSa& vleku/keZ ls vusd ls 
O;koÙ̀k gksus dk ykHk ugha gksrk gSA tks /keZ vusd ls O;ko`Ùk gksrk gS 
og vusd/keZ dgykrk gSA ;g foxzg vleku/keZ ls izkIr ugha gksrk 
gSA vr% lw= esa vleku/keZ vfHkizsr gksrs gq, Hkh vusd/keZ dk iz;ksx 
fd;k x;k gSA f}rh;r% lw= esa *vleku* ds LFkku ij *vusd* dk 
iz;ksx gksus ls ,d o.kZ dk ykHk gksrk gSA vleku *dh vis{kk *vusd* 
esa ,d o.kZ de gksrk gSA *vusd* in dk iz;ksx yk?ko gksrk gSA 
yk?ko ds dkj.k gh lw= esa *vusd* in dk iz;ksx fd;k x;k gSA‡Š 
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m|ksrdj *vusd/keZ* dks *vlk/kkj.k/keZ* ds vFkZ esa xzg.k djrs gSaA os 
dgrs gSa fd *vusd* in dks *vleku* ds vFkZ esa ugha xzg.k djuk 
pkfg;sA m|ksrdj ds bl er ds fo#) ;g dgk tk ldrk gS fd 
;fn *vusd* dks *vlk/kkj.k* ds vFkZ esa xzg.k djrs gSa rks 
vlk/kkj.k/keZ tks fu”p; dk gsrq gS og la”k; dk gsrq gks tkrk gSA 
thfor “kjhj es vkRek dk vfLrRo fl) djus ds fy;s ;g ;qfä nh 
tkrh gS fd thfor “kjhj vkRek jfgr ugha gS D;ksafd vkRek jfgr 
gksus ls “kjhj dks vizk.kkfneku gksus dh leL;k mB tkrh gSA 
izk.kkfneku gksuk gh thfor “kjhj dk vlk/kkj.k/keZ gS vkSj ;g 
vlk/kkj.k/keZ fu”p; dk gsrq gS] la”k; dk ughaA vlk/kkj.k/keZ dks 
la”k; dk gsrq dgus ls vizk.kkfneku gksuk tks vkRejfgr gksus ds 
fu”p; dk gsrq gS og vlk/kkj.k/keZ gksus ls la”k; dk gsrq gks tkrk 
gSA ;g nks’k vk tkus ls *vusd/keZ* dks *vlk/kkj.k* ds vFkZ esa ugha 
xzg.k djuk pkfg;sA bl ;qfä dks m|ksrdj fuEu “kCnksa esa O;ä 
djrs gSa &  

Þ;|usd/kekZFkksZ·lk/kkj.kkFkZ%] vlk/kkj.k”p /keZ% la”k;dkj.fefr] usna fujkReda thoPNjhje~] 
vizk.kkfneÙoizlaxkfnR;;eI;lk/kkj.kRokr~ la”k;gsrq% izkIr%A Þ‡‹ 

bl leL;k dk fujkdj.k djrs gq, m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd og 
lk/kkj.k/keZ tks fcuk O;fHkpkj ds lHkh esa ik;s tkrs gSa os la”k; ds 
gsrq ugha gSaA ogh lk/kkj.k/keZ la”k; ds gsrq gSa tks vUo;h ugha gSaA og 
lk/kkj.k/keZ tks O;fHkpkjh gSa la”k; dk gsrq vkSj og lk/kkj.k/keZ tks 
O;fHkpkjh ugha gSa fu.kZ; dk gsrq gSaA mlh izdkj ls vlk/kkj.k/keZ 
O;fHkpkjh gksus ls la”k; dk gsrq vkSj vO;fHkpkjh gksus ls fu.kZ; dk 
gsrq gksrk gSA vlk/kkj.k/keZ dks vU; esa vuqifLFkr gksuk pkfg;sA mls 
vusdof̀ÙkRo ugha gksuk pkfg;sA vlk/kkj.k/keZ dks ,dof̀ÙkRo gksus ls 
og vO;fHkpkjh vkSj vusdof̀ÙkRo gksus ls mls O;fHkpkjh dgk tkrk 
gSA mlls ;g ugha dg ldrs fd ,dof̀ÙkRo ;k vusdof̀ÙkRo fu.kZ; 
;k la”k; dk gsrq gSA lk/kkj.kRo ;k vlk/kkj.kRo esa O;fHkpkj vkSj 
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vO;fHkpkj la”k; ;k fu.kZ; dk gsrq gksrk gSA tks lk/kkj.k ;k 
vlk/kkj.k/keZ O;fHkpkjh gksrk gS og la”k; dk vkSj tks vO;fHkpkjh 
gksrk gS og fu.kZ; dk gsrq gksrk gSAˆ0 

;fn lk/kkj.k vkSj vlk/kkj.k/keZ dk O;fHkpfjr gksuk gh la”k; dk gsrq 
gS vFkkZr~ lk/kkj.k vkSj vlk/kkj.k/keZ li{k vkSj foi{k nksuksa esa ik;s 
tkus ls la”k; dk gsrq gksrk gS rks og /keZ leku/keZ dgykrk gSA bl 
fLFkfr esa ;gh dguk i;kZIr gS fd leku/keZ ds Kku ls la”k; gksrk 
gSA bl izdkj vusd/keZ ds izlax esa i`Fkd~ :i ls ;g dgus dk 
vkSfpR; lekIr gks tkrk gSA m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj leku/keZ vkSj 
vlk/kkj.k/keZ dh O;fHkpkfjrk ds vfrfjä vU; la”k; dk dkj.k ugha 
gSA O;fHkpkj HkkokRed vkSj fu’kk/kkRed nksuksa fLFkfr;ksa esa gks ldrk 
gSA bl izdkj O;fHkpkj ds nks Hksn gks tkrs gSa & fo/kh;eku O;fHkpkj 
vkSj izfrf’k/;eku O;fHkpkjA leku/keZ ds Kku ls la”k; gksus esa 
fo/kh;eku dk O;fHkpkj vkSj vusd/keZ ds Kku ls la”k; gksus esa 
izfrf’k/;eku dk O;fHkpkj gksrk gSA blh Hksn ds dkj.k *vusd/keZ* dks 
lw= esa iF̀kd~ vfHk/kku fd;k x;k gSAˆƒ 

okpLifr dgrs gSa fd QVrs gq, oka”k ls “kCn dh mRifÙk esa mldk 
foHkkxtRo vlk/kkj.k/keZ gksrk gSA og vlk/kkj.k/keZ O;frjsd :i ls 
la”k; dk gsrq gSA os vlk/kkj.k/keZ vkSj vusd/keZ ds lacU/k dks Li’V 
djrs gSaA oLrq dk vlk/kkj.k/keZ ml oLrq dks mlds lekutkrh; 
vkSj vlekutkrh; ls O;koÙ̀k djrk gSA oLrq dk vlk/kkj.k/keZ vusd 
ls O;koÙ̀k gksus ls fl) gksrk gSA oLrq dk vlk/kkj.k/keZ vusd esa ugha 
ik;k tkrk gSAvusd ls O;koÙ̀k gksuk *vusd/keZ* dk y{k.k gSA ;g 
y{k.k *vusd* in ds v/khu gksrk gSA og O;ko`Ùk *vleku* in ls 
izkIr ugha gksrk gSA blhfy, bl yk{kf.kd in dk xzg.k fd;k x;k 
gSA og /keZ tks vusd ls O;koÙ̀k gS *vusd/keZ* dgykrk gS vkSj 
*vleku* ds foxzg ls of.kZr ugha gksrk gSA vlk/kkj.k/keZ O;frjsd :i 
ls la”k; dk gsrq gksrk gSAˆ„ 
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vusd&/keZ dh O;k[;k u´lekl ls laHko ugha gS 

m|ksrdj vius er dh O;k[;k ds fy;s dgrs gSa fd vusd/keZ dh 
O;k[;k u´lekl ls Hkh laHko ugha gSA mudk ;g er okpLifr dh 
iafä ls Li’V gS &  

Þ,oeusd/keksZiiÙksfjfr Loers O;k[;k; ijerO;k[;kua nw’kf;rqeqiU;L;fr & u´ bfrA Þˆ… 

dqN uS;kf;d *u´* ds i;qZnklfo’k;Ro ds vk/kkj ij fo’k; esa nks 
vO;fHkpkjh /keksZ ds gksus dks *vusd/keZ* dgrs gSaA os dgrs gSa fd 
fo’k; esa ,d ls vf/kd /keksZ dk gksuk gh *vusd/keZ* gSA ;s vO;fHkpkjh 
/keZ gksrs gSa vkSj ,d nwljs ds fo#) gksrs gSaA fo’k; esa nks fo#) 
vO;fHkpkjh /keksZa dk gksuk gh la”k; dk gsrq gSA tSls & “kCn dk 
Jko.kRo vkSj ÑrdRoA “kCn ds Jko.kRo ds vk/kkj ij “kCn] “kCnRo 
ds rqY;] fuR; dgs tkrs gSaA Jko.kRo uked “kCn dk ;g gsrq] gsrq ds 
ik¡pksa :iksa dk vuqlj.k djrk gSA vr% ;g gsrq vO;fHkpkjh gSA “kCn 
ds ÑrdRo ds vk/kkj ij “kCn] ?kV ds rqY;] vfuR; dgs tkrs gSaA 
ÑrdRo uked ;g gsrq gsrq ds ik¡pksa :iksa dk vuqlj.k djrs gSa] vr% 
;g gsrq Hkh vO;fHkpkjh gSA okpLifr dh fuEu iafä nz’VO; gS &  

ÞfuR;% “kCn% Jko.kRokr~ “kCnRoofnR;sd% iap:iksiéks·O;fHkpkjh gsrq%A vfuR;% “kCn% Ñr 
&dRokn~ ?kVofnfr pk;eij% iap:iksiéks·O;fHkpkjh gsrqfjfrA Þˆ† 

u´ ij vkfJr vusd/keZ ds bl O;k[;k ls la”k; gksrk gS fd “kCn 
fuR; gS ;k vfuR;A “kCn dk nks fo#) vO;fHkpkjh gsrq ;gk¡ la”k; 
dk gsrq gSAˆ‡ 

m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj ;s nksuksa gh gsrq] gsrq ds ik¡pksa :iksa dk vuqlj.k 
ugha djrs gSa vkSj vO;fHkpkjh ugha dgs tk ldrs gSaA okpLifr dgrs 
gSa fd bu uS;kf;dksa dk iz;ksx mfpr ugha gSA *fo#)* “kCn dk vFkZ 
fo#)kFkZ gksrk gSA fo’k; esa bu nksuksa gsrqvksa ds gksus ls vFkZ nks gks 
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tkrs gSa vkSj nksuksa vFkksZa dk Lo:i fo#) gks tkrk gSA okpLifr ds 
“kCnksa esa &  

Þu pk;a izfrokfnu% iz;ksxks·fi ;qä bfrA fo#)”kCnL;kFkksZ fo#s)kFkZ bfr] Lo:ieu;ksfoZ#)a 
ijLijkHkkoofnR;FkZ%A Þˆˆ  

,d vFkZ esa nks fo#) /keZ ijLij vO;fHkpkjh ugha gks ldrs gSaA oLrq 
ds nks fo#) /keksZa dks oLrq dk vO;fHkpkjh gksus ls oLrq dk nks :i 
izkIr gksrk gSA ,d oLrq dk nks :i vlaHko gksus ls ,d vFkZ esa nks 
fo#) /keZ dks oLrq dk vO;fHkpkjh dguk laHko ugha gSA ;fn ,d 
oLrq esa nksuksa /keZ vO;fHkpkjh gSa rks ,d oLrq nks gksuk pkfg;sA ijUrq 
,d oLrq nks ugha gks ldrs gSaA blhfy, nksuksa /keZ ,d oLrq dk 
vO;fHkpkjh ugha dgs tk ldrs gSaAˆ‰  

ckákFkZ ds Lo:i ij vk/kkfjr ;g ;qfä vf/kd lehphu gS D;ksafd 
,d oLrq dHkh Hkh nks ugha dgs tk ldrs gSaA ,d vFkZ esa nks fo#) 
/keksZa dk gksuk laHko gh ugha gSA nks fo#) /keZ ,d oLrq dk 
vO;fHkpkjh ugha dgs tk ldrs gSaA bl izfrrdZ dh lgk;rk ls 
m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd *vusd/keZ* ls *vlk/kkj.k/keZ* dk cks/k gksrk gSA 
bl izdkj ;g O;ofLFkr gS fd oLrq es *vusd/keZ* ds Kku ls vFkkZr~ 
*vlk/kkj.k/keZ* ds Kku ls la”k; gksrk gSA m|ksrdj ds “kCnksa esa &  

Þrnsoa O;ofLFkresrr~ vusd/keksZiiÙksjlk/kkj.kkr~ /kekZr~ la”k; bfr ÞˆŠ 

foizfrifÙk gksus ls la'k; % & 

lw=dkj ds vuqlkj foizfrifÙk la”k; dk rhljk gsrq gSA ,d vFkZ esa 
fojks/kh dFkuksa dk gksuk foizfrifÙk dgykrk gSA O;k?kkrh ;k fojks/kh 
dFku ,d lkFk ugha ik;s tkrs gSaA *vkRek gS* ;g ,d n”kZu dk er 
gSA vkSj *vkRek ugha gS* ;g nwljs n”kZu dk er gSA vkRek dk l˜ko 
vkSj vl˜ko nksuksa ,d= laHko ugha gS vkSj u nksuksa esa ls fdlh ,d 
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dk lk/kd gsrq miyC/k gSA ogk¡ gesa rÙo dk vo/kkj.k ugha gksrk gSA 
Qyr% la”k; gksrk gS fd vkRek gS ;k ugha gSAˆ‹ 

okRL;k;u fo’k; dh miyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh 
vO;oLFkk dks la”k; dk nks fHké gsrq ekurs gSa] Qyr% os bu nksuksa dks 
foizfrifÙk ds vUrxZr lekfgr ugha djrs gSaA ijUrq m|ksrdj ds 
vuqlkj ;s nksuksa la”k; ds i`Fkd~ gsrq ugha gSA muds vuqlkj ;s nksuksa 
vU; gsrqvksa ds fo”ks’k.k gSaA blls os bu nksuksa gsrqvksa dks foizfrifÙk 
dh O;k[;k esa lekfgr djrs gSaA fo’k; ds izlax esa fojks/kh fopkjksa dk 
gksuk foizfrifÙk gSA vFkZ fojks/kh dFku dk fo’k; gksrk gSA foizfrifÙk 
ls la”k; gksus ds fy;s fo’k; ds izlax esa foizfrifÙk gksuk] fo’k; dh 
miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dks vO;ofLFkr gksuk] rFkk fo”ks’k/keZ dk 
fo’k; esa Lèfr gksuk vko”;d gSA‰0  

okpLifr *foizfrifÙk* ds iz;ksx dk vkSfpR; Li’V djrs gq, dgrs gSa 
fd ;|fi fo’k; ds izlax esa fo#) dFku foizfrifÙk gS] rFkkfi oknh 
vkSj izfroknh dks Kkr og fo#) dFku vR;Ur ijks{k gksrk gSA 
fo#) dFku dks ijks{k gksus ls la”k; dh mRifÙk ugha gksrh gSA blh 
dks /;ku esa j[krs gq, lw=dkj *foizfrifÙk* dk iz;ksx djrs gSaA bls 
la”k; dk gsrq dguk lw=dkj dk d;Z gSA okpLifr ds “kCnksa esa &  

Þ;|fi fo#)k izfrifÙkKkZua foizfrifÙk%] rFkkfi rL;k okfnizfrokfnxrk;k vR;Urijks{kRokr~ 
la”k;dkj.kRokuqiiÙks% Lodk;Za izokna y{k;rhR;FkZ%A Þ‰ƒ 

miyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk ls la'k; % & 

okRL;k;u miyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks la”k; dk prqFkZ gsrq ekurs gSaA 
rkykc vkSj ejhfp nksuksa esa gesa ikuh dk izR;{k gksrk gSA rkykc esa 
izR;{k gksrk gqvk ikuh lr~ vkSj ejhfp esa izR;{k gksrk gqvk ikuh 
vlr~ gSA vr% izR;{k esa dgha dgha rÙo ds O;oLFkkid izek.k dh 
vuqiyfC/k ls la”k; gksrk gS fd D;k lr~ miyC/k gksrk gS ;k vlr~ 



259 | la'k;lw= dh O;k[;k% rU=kUrxZr fopyu vkSj lekurU=h fHkérk 

 
miyC/k gksrk gSA bl izdkj fo’k; esa miyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks 
okRL;k;u la”k; dk gsrq dgrs gSaA‰„ 

vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk ls la'k; % & 

okRL;k;u *vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk* dks la”k; dk ikapoka gsrq dgrs 
gSaA o{̀k ds ewy vkSj “kk[kk esa ty ik;k tkrk gS ijUrq ml lr~ dk 
gesa izR;{k ugha gksrk gSA iqu% vlr~ dk Hkh gesa izR;{k ugha gksrk gSA 
vr% la”k; gksrk gS fd tks vizR;{k gS og lr~ gS ;k vlr~A 
okRL;k;u ds vuqlkj & 

ÞvuqiyC/;O;oLFkkr”pA lPp uksiyH;rs ewydhydksndkfn] vlPpkuqRiéa fu#)a okA rr% 
DofpnuqiyH;ekus] fda léksiyH;rs] mrklfnfr la”k;ks HkofrA Þ‰…  

m|ksrdj }kjk la'k; ds ik¡p gsrqvksa dk [kaMu vkSj rhu 
gsrqvksa dh LFkkiuk 

okRL;k;u la”k; ds ik¡p gsrqvksa dk izfriknu djrs gSa ijUrq m|ksrdj 
lw= dh O;k[;k dj ek= rhu gh gsrq izfrikfnr djrs gSaA okRL;k;u 
ds vuqlkj la”k; ds fy;s Kkrk vkSj Ks; nksuksa gh mÙkjnk;h gSaA 
muds vuqlkj leku/keZ vkSj vusd/keZ Ks;LFk rFkk miyfC/k vkSj 
vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk KkrL̀Fk gksrs gSaA bl izdkj foizfrifÙk la”k; 
dk ,d vkSj gsrq gksus ls la”k; ds ik¡p gsrq gSaA okRL;k;u ds “kCnksa 
esa&  

ÞiwoZ% lekuks·usd”p /keksZ Ks;LFk%] miyC/;uqiyC/kh iquKkZrL̀FksA ,rkork fo”ks’ks.k 
iquoZpue~A Þ‰† 

Ks;LFk vkSj KkrL̀Fk /keZ dk Hksn m|ksrdj dks Lohdkj ugha gSA iqu% 
muds vuqlkj miyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk 
iF̀kd~ :i ls la”k; dk dkj.k ugha gSA bu nksuksa dks la”k; dk 
dkj.kRo ugha gSA os vU; gsrqvksa ds fo”ks’k.k ek= gSaA m|ksrdj ds 
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vuqlkj leku/keZ vkSj vusd/keZ Ks;LFk ugha gksrk gSA os fo’k; dk 
/keZ vkSj fo’k; ds /keZ ds Kku esa Hksn djrs gSaA muds vuqlkj fo’k; 
dk /keZ la”k; dk dkj.k ugha vfirq fo’k; ds /keZ dk Kku la”k; dk 
dkj.k gSA leku/keZ dk Kku vkSj vusd/keZ dk Kku la”k; dk dkj.k 
gS vkSj og Kkrk esa gksrs gSaA bl izdkj Kkr̀LFk vkSj Ks;LFk /keZ dk 
Hksn lekIr gks tkrk gSA *leku/keZ* uked la”k; ds gsrq esa fo’k; esa 
gesa leku/keZ dk Kku gksrk gSA HkkokRed i{k gksus ls ;g /keZ 
fo/kh;eku /keZ gSaA *vusd/keZ* vlk/kkj.k/keZ gksrk gS vkSj ;g /keZ 
fo’k; esa vU; /keksZa dk fujkdj.k djrk gSA fu’ks/kkRed i{k gksus ls 
;g izfrf’k/;eku /keZ gSA blh vkk/kkj ij leku/keZ vkSj vusd/keZ dks 
m|ksrdj la”k; dk ìFkd~ gsrq dgrs gSaA foizfrifÙk uked la”k; dk 
gsrq oäkxr gksrk gSA Jksrk ;g ugha tkurk fd dkSu oäk fo’k; dk 
lE;d~ izfriknu dj jgk gS vkSj dkSu feF;k izfriknu dj jgk gSA 
blls Jksrk dks la”k; gksrk gSA vr,o m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj la”k; ds 
ek= rhu gh gsrq gSa vkSj lw= ds vU; nks in muds fo”ks’k.k gSaA‰‡ 

okpLifr ds vuqlkj lk/kd vkSj ck/kd izek.k dk ugha gksuk miyfC/k 
vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk gSA  

lk/kd izek.k dk ugha gksuk miyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk] vkSj ck/kd izek.k 
dk ugha gksuk vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk gSA os dgrs gSa fd leku vkSj 
vusd/keZ dk Kku gksus esa rFkk fo”ks’k dh Lèfr gksus esa vkSj 
lk/kd&ck/kd izek.k dks ugha gksus esa gesa la”k; gksrk gSA lk/kdizek.k 
;k ck/kdizek.k dks gksus esa la”k; ugha gksrk gSA blhfy, miyfC/k 
vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk la”k; dk i`Fkd~ dkj.k ugha gSA 
okpLifr ds “kCnksa esa & 

Þuks [kyq lekukusd/keksZiyC/kkS lR;ke~] lR;ka p fo”ks’kLèrkS lk/kdck/kdizek.kkl˜kos la”k;ks 
HkorhR;qäe~A rLekr~ uksiyC/;uqiyC/;O;oLFks ìFkd~ la”k;dkj.ks bfrA Þ‰ˆ 
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;g fopkj.kh; gS fd la”k; ds fy;s Kkrk ;k Ks;] ;k nksuksa gh 
mÙkjnk;h gSaA oLrqr% Kku dh izfØ;k esa Ks; dk /keZ fuf”pr gksrk 
gSA vr,o ;g dgus dk vkSfpR; ugha gS fd leku/keZ vkSj vusd/keZ 
Ks;LFk gSaA ;g dgus dk Hkh vkSfpR; ugha gS fd miyfC/k dh 
vO;oLFkk ;k vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk Kkr̀LFk gksrs gSaA ;s nksuksa vU; 
gsrqvksa ds fo”ks’k.k gSa vkSj m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj ;s nksuksa la”k; ds 
iF̀kd~ gsrq ugha gSaA m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj Ks;LFk vkSj Kkr̀LFk /keZ dk 
Hksn ugha gSA ;g leL;k mBk;k tk ldrk gS fd ;fn Kkr̀LFk vkSj 
Ks;LFk /keZ dk Hksn Lohdkj ugha gS vkSj Kkr̀LFkRo mu lHkh gsrqvksa 
dk fo”ks’k /keZ ugha gS rks Kkr`LFkRo vfo”ksf’kr gksus ls leku/keZ] 
vusd/keZ] vkSj foizfrifÙk uked la”k; ds rhuksa gsrqvksa esa Hksn lekIr 
gks tkrk gSA Qyr% lw= esa mUgsa iF̀kd~ :i ls dguk O;FkZ gSA 
m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd leku/keZ vkSj vusd/keZ dks la”k; dk iF̀kd~ 
gsrq dgus ds fy;s gh mUgsa Kkrk esa gksus dk iz;kstu gSA‰‰ 

;g dgk tk ldrk gS fd mu gsrqvksa esa KkrL̀FkRo vfo”ksf’kr gksus ls 
Kkr̀LFkRo ds vk/kkj ij rhuksa gsrqvksa esa ;g lHkh leku/keZ gh gSaA 
Qyr% vusd/keZ vkSj foizfrifÙk uked gsrq O;FkZ gks tkus ls mudk 
iF̀kd~ iz;kstu ugha gSA vr% ;g dguk pkfg;s fd fo’k; esa leku/keZ 
dk Kku gksus ls vkSj fo”ks’k dh vis{kk gksus ls vuo/kkj.kkRed Kku 
uked la”k; gksrk gSA m|ksrdj bl vk{ksi dk [kaMu djrs gSa vkSj 
dgrs gS fd lw=kFkZ dk Kku ugha gksus ls ;g leL;k mBk;h x;h gSA 
m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj leku/keZ dk Kku] vusd/keZ dk Kku] vkSj 
foizfrifÙk esa Hksn gSA mu rhuksa esa ftl izdkj ls Hksn gS ml izdkj ls 
la”k; ds rhu gsrq dgs x;s gSaA‰Š 

okRL;k;u ds vuqlkj la”k; dk ik¡p gsrq gksus ls la”k; ik¡p izdkjd 
gksrs gSaA fo’k; esa leku/keZ dk Kku gksus ls fo’k; esa ukuk vFkksZa dk 
Kku gksrk gS vkSj ge fo”ks’k dh vis{kk djrs gSaA;g Kku la”k; 
dgykrk gSA os dgrs gSa fd ftl izdkj ls leku/keZ ds izlax esa 
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dgk x;k gS ml izdkj ls “ks’k lHkh inksa esa dguk pkfg;sA m|ksrdj 
ds vuqlkj lw= dh ;g O;k[;k mfpr ugha gSA os dgrs gSa fd 
miyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk vU; iwoZ rhu 
inksa dk fo”ks’k.k gksus ls la”k; ds rhu gh gsrq dgs tk ldrs gSaA bl 
izdkj la”k; ds ik¡p gsrq ugha gksus ls la”k; ds ik¡p izdkj Hkh ugha 
gSaA m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj fo’k; esa leku/keZ dk Kku gksus esa] rFkk 
miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk gksus esa fo’k; esa ukuk vFkksZa dk 
Kku gksrk gS vkSj ge fo”ks’k dh vis{kk djrs gSaA fo”ks’k dh vis{kk ls 
fof”k’V ukuk vFkksZa dk Kku fo’k; esa la”k; mRié djrk gSA ;gh 
O;k[;k vusd/keZ ds Kku ls la”k; gksus esa rFkk foizfrifÙk ls la”k; 
gksus esa djuh pkfg;sA vr% miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks 
m|ksrdj la”k; dk gsrq ugha ekurs vkSj os iwoZ inksa ds fo”ks’k.k gSaA 
okpLifr ds “kCnksa esa &  

Þlk/kdck/kdizek.kkHkkojfgra =;efi u la”k;dkj.kfeR;qDrfefrA Þ‰‹ 

blls Li’V gS fd m|ksrdj ,oa muds Vhdkdkj] Hkk’;dkj ls lger 
ugha gSa vkSj os miyfC/k rFkk vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks la”k; dk 
gsrq ugha ekurs gSaAŠ0  

okRL;k;u ds vuqlkj tks miyC/k gS og miyC/k gks Hkh ldrk gS ;k 
iqu% ugha Hkh gks ldrk gSA tks vuqiyC/k gS og vuqiyC/k gks Hkh 
ldrk gS ;k ugha Hkh gks ldrk gSA ;gh miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh 
vO;oLFkk gSA bl vk/kkj ij okRL;k;u miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh 
vO;oLFkk dks la”k; ds nks iF̀kd~ gsrq ekurs gSaA ijUrq m|ksrdj dk 
dguk gS fd miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k ds bl vO;oLFkk ds vk/kkj ij 
mUgsa la”k; ds nks iF̀kd~ gsrq dguk vuqfpr gS D;ksafd blls yksdKku 
dk fojks/k gksrk gSA tks ;g dgrs gSa fd miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh 
vO;oLFkk ls la”k; gksrk gS os yksxksa dks fu”p; iwoZd izofrZr gksus ls 
ckf/kr djrs gSaA okpLifr dgrs gSa fd bu nksuksa dks la”k; dk dkj.k 
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dgus ls vfr izlax dh leL;k mBrh gSA yksd esa tks Hkh dqN 
miyC/k ;k vuqiyC/k gS mlds izlax esa la”k; gks tkrk gSA vfrizlax 
gksus ls yksx fu”p; iwoZd izofrZr ugha gksrs gSaA okpLifr ds “kCnksa 
esa&  

Þvfi pSr;ks% iF̀kd~ la”k;dkj.kRos·frizlaxkr~ fu”p;iwoZa u izorsZr yksd% rFkk p yksdfojks/k 
bfrA ÞŠƒ 

miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k ds bu nks xfr;ksa ds vk/kkj ij mUgsa la”k; 
dk gsrq dgus ls tks dqN miyC/k gS loZ= mldk la”k; gksuk 
pkfg;sA miyfC/k ds }Sfo/; ls tks la”k; gksrk gS ml la”k; ls 
fuokj.k laHko ugha gSA bl izdkj ogk¡ la”k; gksuk fuf”pr gSA gekjs 
vuqHko esa la”k; dk fuokj.k ugha gksus ls yksdKku ckf/kr gksrk gSA 
;g dguk fd fo”ks’k dk n”kZu gks tkus ls la”k; dk fuokj.k gks 
tkrk gS rks m|ksrdj dk mÙkj gS fd miyfC/k dh nks xfr gksus ls 
;g Lohdkj ugha gSA ;g leL;k fo”ks’k dk n”kZu gksus esa Hkh cuh jg 
tkrh gSA ;g leL;k cuh jg tkrh gS fd ftl fo”ks’k dk n”kZu gks 
jgk gS og lr~ gS ;k vlr~ gSA loZ= miyfC/k ds }Sfo/; ls la”k; 
gksrk gS vkSj bl izdkj la”k; vfuokj.kh; gks tkrk gSA m|ksrdj 
dgrs gSa fd vuqiyfC/k Hkh }Sfo/; gksrh gSA tks vuqiyC/k gS og 
vuqiyC/k gks Hkh ldrk gS ;k iqu% ugha Hkh gks ldrk gSA ;g 
vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk gS vkSj bls okRL;k;u la”k; dk gsrq dgrs 
gSaA m|ksrdj dgrs gSa fd bls la”k; dk gsrq dgus ls dgha Hkh la”k; 
ls NqVdkjk ugha gSA bl izdkj yksd&Kku ckf/kr gksrk gSA tc ?kj 
esa lkai ugha gS rks vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks la”k; dk gsrq dgus 
ls ;g la”k; gksrk gS fd ?kj liZoku~ gS ;k vliZoku~A bl izdkjd 
la”k; dk fuokj.k laHko ugha gSA bl ;qfä ds vk/kkj ij m|ksrdj 
dgrs gSa fd miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks la”k; dk 
iF̀kd~ gsrq ekuus ls yksd&Kku dk fojks/k gks tkrk gSA vr% ;s la”k; 
ds gsrq ugha gSaAŠ„ 
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okpLifr dgrs gSa fd miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k ds bl }Sfo/; ds 
vk/kkj ij mUgsa la'k; dk gsrq dguk mfpr ugha gSA miyC/k ;k 
vuqiyC/k dh fu'p; iwoZd fu%'kadrk ugha gksrh gSA bUgsa la'k; dk 
gsrq ekuus ls mPNsnokn dk tUe gksrk gSA okRL;k;u ;g ugha dg 
ldrs fd vuH;kln'kkié esa miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk 
ls la'k; gksrk gSA vH;kln'kkié esa ;g vO;oLFkk ugha ik;h tkrh gS 
Qyr% ogk¡ la'k; ugha gksrk gSA okpLifr ds vuqlkj vuH;kln'kkié 
esa Hkh miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk ls la'k; ugha gksrk gSA 
miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk ls la'k; gksus ds fy;s fo’k; esa 
leku/keZ dk Kku vko';d gSA vuH;kln'kkié esa nwj ls ofà ds 
Kku esa ;g la'k; ugha gksrk fd og ioZr gS ;k cknyA ofà] ioZr] 
vkSj ckny esa fdlh Hkh izdkj ls /keZ dh lekurk ugha gSA nwj ls 
ofà ds n'kZu esa ;g la'k; gks ldrk gS fd ;g dqlqe ds Qwy dk 
<sj gS ;k m’kkdyhu izdk'kA bu rhuksa esa lekurk gSA ;gk¡ leku/keZ 
dk Kku brj dkj.k ds lkFk feydj la'k; mRié djrk gSA bl 
izdkj leku/keZ ds n'kZu ds fcuk v;ksX;kuqiyfC/k ls Hkh la'k; ugha 
gksrk gSA okpLifr ds vuqlkj lw= esa miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh 
vO;oLFkk dks la'k; dk iF̀kd~ gsrq dgus ls fo'ks’k ds n'kZu ls Hkh 
“kadk dk fuokj.k ugha gksrk gSA gesa loZ= “kadk gksuh pkfg;s vkSj bl 
izdkj ls izek dk mPNsn gks tkrk gSAŠ… 

mn;ukpk;Z dk dFku gS fd vuH;kln”kkié esa Hkh miyfC/k vkSj 
vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk ls la”k; ugha gksrk gSA fo’k; dh miyfC/k esa 
vU; izek.k ugha gksus dk fu”p; gh vuH;kln”kkié dgykrk gSA 
bl fLFkfr esa fo’k; esa lkekU; Kku gh gksrk gSA fo’k; ds 
lkekU;cqf)Ro dh miyfC/k ls lR;Ro vlR;Ro dk gesa lansggksrk gSA 
;fn vuH;kln”kkié dk ;g vFkZ vfHkizsr gS rks ;g lw= ds izFke in 
ls gh tkuk tkrk gSA vr% vuH;kln”kié esa Hkh miyfC/k ;k 
vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk la”k; dk gsrq ugha gSA ;g dg ldrs gSa fd 
vuH;kln”kkié esa ge mlds mik;d vFkZ esa lansg djrs gSaA ;fn 



265 | la'k;lw= dh O;k[;k% rU=kUrxZr fopyu vkSj lekurU=h fHkérk 

 
;g vfHkizsr gS rks bl fLFkfr esa lansg vFkZ ds Lo:i ds dkj.k gks 
ldrk gS] ;k ns”kdky ds dkj.k gks ldrk gS] ;k izdkj ds dkj.k gks 
ldrk gSA vuH;kln”kkié esa vFkZ esa la”k; Lo:ir% ugha gks ldrk 
gS D;ksafd ;gk¡ fojks/k gks tkrk gSA vFkZ esa la”k; Lo:ir% gksus ls gesa 
*;g ;g gS ;k ugha gS* uked dFku izkIr gksrk gSA ijUrq ;g dguk 
fd *;g ;g gS ;k ugha gS* laHko gh ugha gSA vr,o mn;ukpk;Z ds 
vuqlkj vuH;kln”kkié esa mlds mik;d vFkZ esa lansg Lo:ir% ugha 
dgk tk ldrk gSA iqu% mn;ukpk;Z dgrs gSa fd vuH;kln”kkié esa 
mik;d vFkZ esa ns”kdky ds vk/kkj ij la”k; funzk ds ladV ls gh 
laHko gSA funzk ds ladV ls la”k; gksus esa la”k; ekufld gh dgk tk 
ldrk gSA funzk dk ladV dk vHkko ds fu”p; ls la”k; ds bl 
dkj.k dk fu’ks/k gks tkrk gSA vr% vuH;kln”kkié dh fLFkfr esa 
mlds mik;d vFkZ esa la”k; ns”kdkyr% ugha gksrk gSA brj dkj.k 
lfgr fo’k; ds leku/keZ dk Kku gh la”k; mRié djrk gSA nwj ls 
ofà ds Kku esa miyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk gksrh gS] ijUrq gesa ;g la”k; 
ugha gksrk fd fo’k; ioZr gS ;k cknyA mn;ukpk;Z dk dguk gS fd 
fo’k; *LFkk.kq gS ;k iq#’k* uked dFku esa LFkk.kq ;k iq#’k miyfC/k 
vkSj vuqiyfC/k ds vuqRikn ds dkj.k gh vO;ofLFkr gksrs gSaA 
mn;ukpk;Z dgrs gSa fd vuH;kln”kkié ds ewy mnkgj.k esa ty dk 
Kku vizkek.; dh “kadk ds dkj.k gh vO;ofLFkr gksrk gSA vr% 
mn;ukpk;Z ds vuqlkj vuH;kln”kkié esa Hkh miyfC/k vkSj 
vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk ls la”k; ugha gksrk gSAŠ† 

okpLifr dgrs gSa fd leku/keZ ds n”kZu ds fcuk v;ksX;kuqiyfC/k ls 
Hkh la”k; ugha gksrk gSA mn;ukpk;Z ds vuqlkj v;ksX;kuqiyfC/k ls 
mRié la”k; dk fo’k; vR;UrkuqiyfC/k Js.kh ds vUrxZr ugh gS 
D;ksafd vR;UrkuqiyC/k dh gesa Lèfr ugha gksrh gS vkSj la”k; ds fy;s 
Lèfr visf{kr gSA v;ksX;kuqiyfC/k ds fo’k; dk la”k; miyC/k dh 
Js.kh ds fo’k; dk Hkh mYys[k ugha djrk gSA ;g dgk tk ldrk gS 
fd gesa ;g la”k; ugha gksrk gS fd *ijek.kq gS ;k ugha* vkSj blls 
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;g fl) gksrk gS fd ijek.kq gS ghA mn;ukpk;Z dgrs gSa fd ;g 
la”k; ns”kdky fo”ks’k ls laié /kehZ dks xzg.k djus ls gksrk gSA ml 
izdkj ls miyC/k gksrk gqvk og ijek.kq Lo:ir% ugha] vUo; ls] 
O;frjsd ls] ;k foizfrifÙk ls Lej.k fd;s tkrs gSaA mn;ukpk;Z ds 
vuqlkj la”k; dk izR;sd gsrq fo’k;O;oLFkk ds izfr gsrq ugha gksrk gSA 
lkexzh ds Hksn ls la”k; rhu izdkjd fl) gksrk gS vkSj fo’k; ds Hksn 
ls la”k; ik¡p izdkjd ugha vfirq vusd izdkjd gksrs gSaAŠ‡ 

m|ksrdj la”k; dks dkj.k ds vk/kkj ij vkSj LoHkko ds vk/kkj ij 
Hksn djrs gq, dgrs gSa fd tks la”k; dks ik¡p izdkjd ekurs gSa mUgsa 
Hkh la”k; esa dkj.kÑr Hksn vkSj LoHkkoÑr Hksn esa vUrj djuk 
pkfg;sA okRL;k;u ;fn dkj.kÑr Hksn ekurs gSa rks mUgsa la”k; dks 
ik¡p izdkjd ugha vfirq vusd izdkjd dguk pkfg;sA vc ;fn 
la”k; ds LoHkko Hksn ls la”k; dks ik¡p izdkjksa esa foHkkftr djrs gSa 
rks la”k; dk LoHkko Hksn vlaHko gksus ls la”k; dk ,d gh :i izkIr 
gksrk gSA la”k; gksuk gh la”k; gSA vr% la”k; ik¡p izdkjd ugha dgk 
tk ldrk gSAŠˆ  

okpLifr ds vuqlkj lkexzh ds Hksn ls la”k; rhu izdkjd gksrk gS 
vkSj fo’k; Hksn ls rks la”k; ds vusd izdkj gks tkrs gSaA okpLifr ds 
“kCnksa esa &  

ÞlkexzhHksnsu Hksns =Sfo/;a la”k;L; lkexzhfuosf”kdkj.kHksnsu rq u iapfo/k%] vfiRousdfo/k 
bR;FkZ%A ÞŠ‰ 
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¼„½ 

Jh 'kadj feJ }kjk okRL;k;u vkSj m|ksrdj ds erksa dk 
[kaMu 

ys[k ds izFke [kaM esa U;k;prqxzZafFkdk ds ifjizs{; esa la”k; izdj.k dh 
ppkZ esa fopyu fn[kk;k x;k gSA ys[k ds bl f}rh; [kaM esa ;g 
fn[kk;k x;k gS fd U;k; dk lekurU= oS”ksf’kd dk er U;k; ls 
iw.kZr;k fHké gSA d.kkn vius oS”ksf’kdlw= ds nwljs v/;k; ds f}rh; 
vkfàd esa la”k; ds gsrq ij fopkj djrs gSaA Jh “kadj feJ vius 
oS”ksf’kdlw=ksiLdkj esa la”k; lw= dh O;[;k djrs gSa vkSj okRL;k;u] 
m|ksrdj] okpLifr] ,oa mn;ukpk;Z ds erksa dk [kaMu djrs gq, 
viuk LorU= er LFkkfir djrs gSaA Jh “kadj feJ dk dFku gS fd 
dkj.k Hksn ds vk/kkj ij la”k; dks ik¡p izdkjd dguk ;k rhu 
izdkjd dguk vlaxr gSA vuHkw;eku fo’k; esa leku/keZ ds Kku ls] 
fo”ks’k dk vizR;{k gksus ls] rFkk fo”ks’k dh Lèfr gksus ls la”k; gksrk 
gSA oS”ksf’kdlw= ds vuqlkj &  

ÞlkekU;izR;{kkf}”ks’kkizR;{kkf}”ks’kLer̀s”p la”k;%A ÞŠŠ 

nwj ls fdlh fo’k; ds izR;{k esa gesa o{̀k rFkk iq#’k nksuksa ds leku/keZ 
ek= dk izR;{k gksrk gS] vkSj mudk fo”ks’k/keZ tSls gLr&ikn ;k 
“kk[kk&dksVjkfn dk nwjrk nks’k ds dkj.k izR;{k ugha gksrk gSA iqu% 
gesa o{̀k rFkk iq#’k nksuksa dk Lej.k gksrk gSA gesa ;g Kku gksrk gS fd 
;g o{̀k gS ;k iq#’kA fo’k; dk gekjk ;g Kku la”k; dgykrk gSA 
oRL;k;u xksreh; lw= dh O;[;k djrs gq, la”k; ds ik¡p gsrq vkSj 
bl vk/kkj ij ik¡p izdkjd Lohdkj djrs gSaA m|ksrdj la”k; dk 
rhu gsrq Lohdkj dj la”k; dks rhu izdkjd dgrs gSaA bu nksuksa gh 
erksa ds foijhr Jh “kadj feJ dgrs gSa fd la”k; dk u ik¡p izdkj] 
;k u rhu izdkj vfirq ,d gh izdkj gksrs gSaA ;g ,d fHké fo’k; gS 
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fd nwljh jhfr ls tSlk fd d.kkn Lo;a dgrs gSa fd la”k; ds nks 
izdkj gSaA Jh “kadj feJ vius miLdkj esa fy[krs gSa fd & 

ÞrFkk p la”k;ks u f=fo/kks u ok iapfo/k % fdUosdfo/k ,o] izdkjkUrjs.k rq }Sfo/;a lw=Ñnso 
Li’V;frA ÞŠ‹ 

Jh “kadj feJ ds vuqlkj lekU;oku~ /kehZ dk izR;{k gksus ls ogk¡ 
erqi~ izR;; dk yksi gksrk gSA bl izR;; ds ;ksx ls fo’k; esa fo”ks’k 
dk gksuk fl) gksrk gSA bl izR;; ds yksi ls /kehZ esa gesa fo”ks’k dk 
izR;{k ughagksrk gSA fo”ks’k ,d O;korZd /keZ gksrk gS vkSj og /keZ ,d 
dks nwljs ls fHké djrk gSA oØ&dksVjkfn ò{k dk O;korZd /keZ g]S 
vkSj gkFk rFkk eLrd iq#’k dk O;korZd /keZ gSA vuqHkw;eku fo’k; esa 
gesa LFkk.kqRo vkSj iq#’kRo uked nks dksfV;ksa dk Lej.k gksrk gSA bl 
izdkj *erqi~* izR;; ds yksi ls lkekU;oku~ /kehZ dk izR;{k gksus ls] 
ijLij Hksn djus okys fo”ks’k/keZ ds vizR;{k ls] rFkk fo”ks’k dh Lèfr 
ls ogk¡ nks dksfV;ksala”k; dk nwljk gsrq gS] ijUrq Jh “kadj feJ ds 
vuqlkj vlk/kkj.k/keZ dk vUrHkkZo lk/kkj.k/keZ esa gh gks tkus ls 
vlk/kkj.k/keZ dks la”k; dk ìFkd~ gsrq dguk mfpr ugha gSA 
vlk/kkj.k/keZ O;korZd /keZ gksus ls la”k; dk dkj.k gksrk gSA 
vlk/kkj.k/keZ dks la”k; dk dkj.kRo O;kof̀Ùk }kjk gksrk gSA ;g /keZ 
li{k vkSj foi{k nksuksa ls O;koÙ̀k gksrk gSA li{k vkSj foi{k esa ugha 
gksuk ,d lk/kkj.k/keZ gh gSA bl izdkj vlk/kkj.k/keZ dk lk/kkj.k/keZ 
esa vUrHkkZo gks tkus ls og la”k; dk iF̀kd~ gsrq ugha gSA Jh “kadj 
feJ ds vuqlkj foizfrifÙk Hkh la”k; dk iF̀kd~ gsrq ugha gSA fo’k; esa 
nks fojks/kh Kkuksa ls mRié nks oD;ksa dk uke gh foizfrifÙk gSA tSls 
*“kCn fuR; gS* vkSj *“kCn vfuR; gS* uked nks okD; foizfrifÙk dgs 
tkrs gSaA Jh “kadj feJ dgrs gSa fd bu nksuksa okD;ksa ls mRié nks 
fojks/kh Kku fo’k; esa ,d dky esa laHko ugha gSA fo’k; esa nks fojks/kh 
Kku feydj la”k; dk dkj.k ugha gks ldrs gSaA *”kCnRo* 
vlk/kkj.k/keZ gS ftldk vUrHkkZo lk/kkj.k/keZ esa gks tkrk gS] ;k 
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lRoizes;Ro uked lk/kkj.k/keZ la”k; dk gsrq gSA bl izdkj 
foizfrifÙk Hkh la”k; dk gsrq ugha gSA‹0 

xksreh; U;k; esa gesa ;g Kku gksrk gS fd *;g bl izdkjd gh gS*A 
Kku muds vuqlkj v/;olk; :i gksrk gSA vu/;olk; :i Kku 
xksreh; U;k; esa Lohdkj ugha gksus ls os fo’k; esa vlk/kkj.k/keZ ds 
Kku dks la”k; dk dkj.k dgrs gSaA foizfrifÙk nks ijLij fo#) 
okD; gksrs gSaA ,d HkkokRed vkSj nwljk fu’ks/kkRedA foizfrifÙk dh 
vUo;”kkfyrk rFkk O;frjsd”kkfyrk ds dkj.k mls la”k; dk gsrq dg 
x;k gSA okRL;k;u miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks la”k; 
ds nks iF̀kd~ gsrq dgrs gSaA lr~ Hkh miyC/k gksrk gS vkSj “kqfä esa 
vlr~ jtr Hkh miyC/k gksrk gSA blls Li’V gS fd miyH;ekurk 
lr~ vkSj vlr~ nksuksa esa ik;k tkrk gSA ;g miyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk 
dgykrh gS vkSj bl vO;oLFkk ls gesa la”k; gksrk gS fd miyH;eku 
lr~ gS ;k vlr~A iqu% oL= ls vkoÙ̀k lr~ ty Hkh vuqiyC/k gksrk gS] 
vkSj vkdk”kdqlqe Hkh vuqiyC/k gksrk gSA vuqiyH;ekurk lr~ vkSj 
vlr~ nksuksa esa ik;h tkrh gSA ;g vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk gS vkSj 
blls la”k; gksrk gS fd vuqiyH;eku lr~ gS ;k vlr~A Jh “kadj 
feJ miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks lkekU;/keZ esa vUrHkwZr 
djrs gSaA os dgrs gSa fd miyH;ekurk lr~ vkSj vlr~ nksuksa esa leku 
gksus ls lkekU;/keZ gSA iqu% vuqiyH;ekurk lr~ vkSj vlr~ nksuksa esa 
leku gksus ls lkekU;/keZ gSA ;gk¡ lkekU;/keZ ds izR;{k ls gh la”k; 
gksrk gSA vr,o miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks la”k; dk 
iF̀kd~ gsrq dguk mfpr ugha gSA m|ksrdj }kjk izLrqr la”k; ds rhuksa 
dkj.k leku/kekZ gSaA la”k;Ro ls vofPNé la”k; uked dk;Z ds izfr 
rhuksa dkj.kksa dh dkj.krk muds leku/keZRo ls gh laHko gSA Qyr% 
la”k; esa gesa oStkR; dh dYiuk ugha djuh pkfg;sA ;g ugha dguk 
pkfg;s fd veqd la”k; veqd tkfr dk gSA blls Li’V gS fd la”k; 
,d gh tkfr ds gksrs gSaA mu rhuksa dkj.kksa esa ls fdlh Hkh ,d ls 
la”k; gksus ls vkSj vU; dkj.kksa dks ugha gksus ls O;fHkpkj nks’k vk 
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tkrk gSA bl gsrq ls Jh “kadj feJ la”k; dk rhu dkj.k ugha ekurs 
vkSj la”k; ds f=Ro dks vLohdkj djrs gSaA ftl izdkj ls r.̀ktU; 
ofà vkSj ef.ktU; ofà esa ge oStkR; dh dYiuk djrs gSa ml izdkj 
ls la”k; esa oStkR; dh dYiuk laHko ugha gS D;ksafd la”k;Ro ls 
vofPNé leku dk;Z ds izfr dkj.kksa dh dkj.krk dh dYiuk dkj.kksa 
ds leku /keZRo ls gh laHko gSA vr% la”k; esa oStkR; ds vk/kkj ij 
dkj.k Hksn ls f=Ro LFkkfir ugha fd;k tk ldrk gSA Jh “kadj feJ 
ds vuqlkj mudk er lehphu ugha tks la”k; esa oStkR; LFkkfir 
djus ds fy;s dgrs gSa fdlh la”k; esa fof/kdksfVRo ¼Hkko i{k½ iz/kku 
gksrk gS] rks fdlh la”k; esa fu’ks/kdksfVRo ¼fu’ks/k i{k½ iz/kku gksrk gS] 
rks fdlh la”k; esa nksuksa i{k iz/kku gksrk gSA la”k; ;gk¡ O;kid ugha 
gksus ls ;s la”k;Ro ls vofPNé ugha gSA la”k; ;gk¡ voPNsnd ugha 
gSA bl izdkj os dgrs gSa fd la”k; dk ,d gh dkj.k gS vkSj dkj.k 
Hksn ds vk/kkj ij la”k; u rhu izdkjd gksrk gS vkSj u ik¡p 
izdkjdA ;g fHké fo’k; gS fd lw=dkj d.kkn us vU; izdkj ls 
la”k; dks nks Hkkxksa esa foHkkftr fd;k gSA‹ƒ 

ftKklktud Kku dks la”k; dk y{k.k dgk tk ldrk gSA “kadj 
feJ ds vuqlkj vfu”p;kRedKku Hkh ftKklk mRié djrk gS] vr% 
ftKklktud Kku dks la”k; dk y{k.k dguk mfpr ugha gSA os 
dgrs gSa fd vfu”p;kRed Kku esa Hkh ftKklk gksus ls ogk¡ Hkh ;g 
y{k.k ?kfVr gks tkus ls la”k; dk ;g y{k.k vfrO;kfIr nks’k ls 
nwf’kr gks tkrk gSA la”k; laLdkj dk vtud Kku Hkh ugha gSA 
fufoZdYid Kku laLdkj dk tud ugha gksrk gS vkSj la”k; dks 
laLdkj dk vtud dgus ls ;g y{k.k fufoZdYid Kku esa Hkh ?kfVr 
gks tkrk gSA bl izdkj ;g y{k.k Hkh vfrO;kfIr nks’k ls nwf’kr gSA 
la”k; dks fof”k’V Kku ekuus ls mlds fof”k’VKkuRo ds dkj.k 
la”k; dks laLdkjtudRo gksus ls ;g y{k.k vlaHko nks’k ls nwf’kr gks 
tkrk gSA /kehZ dks la”k;Rotkfreku gksuk Hkh la”k; dk y{k.k ugha gSA 
“kadj feJ dgrs gSa fd /kehZ ds ,d va”k esa la”k;Ro dk vHkko gksus 
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ls ml va”k esa la”k;Ro tkfr dk vHkko gksrk gS] Qyr% /kehZ dks 
la”k;Rotkfreku dguk mfpr ugha gSA ;g ugha dg ldrs fd la”k; 
tkfr dks /kehZ esa ml va”k esa ugha gksuk tkuk ugha tk ldrk gSA 
vr,o ;g Li’V gS fd /kehZ ds ,d va”k esa la”k;Ro tkfr dk vHkko 
gksus ls /kehZ dks la”k;Rotkfreku gksuk la”k; dk y{k.k ugha gSA bu 
lHkh y{k.kksa dks [kafMr dj Jh “kadj feJ dgrs gSa fd ,d /kehZ esa 
fojks/kh ukuk izdkjd Kku gksuk la”k; dgykrk gSA‹„ 

Jh “kadj feJ la'k; ds nks izdkj ekurs gSa & cká fo’k; ls 
lEcfU/kr vkSj vUr% fo’k; ls lEcfU/krA oká fo’k; ls lEcfU/kr 
la'k; dks os nks oxksZa esa foHkkftr djrs gSa & –';eku /kehZ ls 
lEcfU/kr vkSj v–';eku /kehZ ls lEcfU/krA tSls Å/oZRo ls fof'k’V 
/kehZ ds n'kZu ls la'k; gksrk gS fd og /kehZ LFkk.kq gS ;k iq#’kA ;gk¡ 
la'k; –';eku /kehZ ls lEcfU/kr gSA iqu% taxy esa >qjeqV ds vUnj 
xks&xo; fiaM esa lhax ek= ds n'kZu ls la'k; gksrk gS fd fiaM xks gS 
;k xo; gSA ;gk¡ /kehZ –';eku ugha gSA “kadj feJ dgrs gSa fd 
oLrqr% ;gk¡ la'k; lhax uked /kehZ ls gh lEcfU/kr gSA gesa la'k; 
gksrk gS fd lhax xkS dk gS ;k xo; dk gSA bPNk ek= ds vk/kkj ij 
;g foHkktu fd;k x;k gSA og lkekU; vusd LFky esa ik;k tkrk gS 
vkSj la'k; dk dkj.k gSA ,d /kehZ esa ns[kk x;k lkekU; Hkh la'k; 
dk dkj.k gksrk gSA LFkk.kq vkSj iq#’k esa leku :i ls ik;s tkus okys 
*Å/oZRo *la'k; dk dkj.k gSA *–’Vor~ *esa ofr izR;; dk iz;ksx lkE; 
ds vFkZ esa gqvk gSA ofr izR;; dk iz;ksx gksus ls *Å/oZRo *LFkk.kq vkSj 
iq#’k nksuksa esa lkE; gSA vius le{k /kehZ esa Å/oZRo dks ns[kus ls 
la'k; gksrk gS fd /kehZ LFkk.kq gS ;k iq#’k gSA‹… 

Jh “kadj feJ ds vuqlkj ,d /kehZ esa ns[kk x;k lkekU; Hkh la”k; 
dk gsrq gksrk gSA og tks igys ,d /kehZ esa ftl izdkj ls ns[kk Fkk 
nwljs le; ml izdkj ls ugha ns[ks tkus ls la”k; gksrk gSAJh “kadj 
feJ ds vuqlkj lw=dkj *la”k; dk gsrq* uked in dk iz;ksx ugha 
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djrs gSa vkSj bl in dk iz;ksx “ks’k jg x;k FkkA pdkj dk iz;ksx 
igys dgs x;s dFku vkSj bl le; ds dFku ds leqPp; dk cks/k 
djkrk gSA igys pS= dks lds”k ns[kk Fkk] dkykUrj esa pS= dks 
fu’ds”k ik;k x;kA ps= dks fu’ds”k ns[kuk v;Fkk dk rkRi;Z gSA pS= 
dk eLrd oL=kor̀ gksus esa la”k; gksrk gS fd pS= lds”k gS ;k 
fu’ds”k gSA bl mnkgj.k esa pS=Ro uked leku/keZ la”k; dk dkj.k 
gSA pS=Ro ,d gh /kehZ esa ns[kk x;k gS vkSj og vfHké pS=Ro la”k; 
dk gsrq gSA bl izdkj “kadj feJ ds vuqlkj ,d /kehZ esa ns[kk x;k 
lkekU; Hkh la”k; dk gsrq gksrk gSA miyH;ekuRo uked leku/keZ gh 
la”k; dk gsrq gSA‹† 

Jh “kadj feJ ds vuqlkj vUrfoZ’k;d la”k; Hkh lkekU; ds izR;{k ls 
gh gksrk gS] vU; dkj.kkksa ls ughaA muds vuqlkj bl izdkjd la”k; 
fo|k vkSj vfo|k ls gksrk gSA blh gsrq ls lw=dkj d.kkn dgrs gSa 
fd fo|k vkSj vfo|k ls la”k; gksrk gSA tSls T;ksfr’kh tc pUnz 
xzg.k ds fo’k; esa dgrs gSa rks mudk dFku lgh gks ldrk gS ;k iqu% 
xyr Hkh gks ldrk gSA ml T;ksfr’kh dks la”k; gksrk gS fd mudk 
Kku lgh Fkk ;k xyrA ;g vUrfoZ’k;d la”k; gSA Kku dgh fo|k 
vkSj dgh vfo|k gksrk gSA vr% fo’k; ds Kk;ekuRo ds vk/kkj ij 
la”k; gksrk gS fd fo’k; lr~ gS ;k vlr~A la”k; ds bl mnkgj.k esa 
la”k; *Kk;ekuRo* uked lkekU; ds izR;{k ls gh gksrk gS] vU; 
dkj.k ls ughaA bl izdkj ls Jh “kadj feJ okRL;k;u }kjk dgs x;s 
la”k; ds y{k.k esa miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk uked nks 
iF̀kd~ gsrqvksa dks fujLr djrs gSaA‹‡  
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¼…½ 

milagkj 

ys[k ds izFke [kaM esa okRL;k;u] m|ksrdj] okpLifr] vkSj 
mn;ukpk;Z ds lanHkZ esa rU=kUrxZr fopyu vkSj Jh “kadj feJ ds 
ifjizs{; esa lekurU=h fHkérk fn[kk;h x;h gSA fl)kUrksa ds O;wg dks 
rU= dgrs gSaA *fl)* vkSj *vUr* ls cuk ;g *fl)kUr* in fl) dk 
vkJ; gksrk gSA okpLifr ds “kCnksa esa &  

Þfl)L; lafLFkfr% fl)kUr% Þ‹ˆ  

Hkwr ds izlax esa gekjh vo/kkj.kk gh *vUr* dgykrh gSA Hkwr dk 
lkekU; vkSj fo”ks’k y{k.k Li’V gksus ls og fl) dgk tkrk gSA *;g 
vFkZ gS* ls vFkZ dk lkekU; y{k.k vkSj *vFkZ bl izdkjd gS* ls 
mldk fo”ks’k y{k.k Li’V gksrk gSA fl)kUr esa vFkZ dk lkekU; vkSj 
fo”ks’k y{k.k nksuksa Li’V gksrs gSaA vFkZ dks izn”kZu ds fy;s gh fl)kUr 
dk izfriknu fd;k tkrk gSA “kkL= dks rU= dgrs gSa vkSj “kkL= esa 
,d nwljs ls lac) vFkZ ds lewg dk mins”k fn;k tkrk gSA  

ÞrU=ferjsrjkfHklac)L;kFkZlewgL;ksins”k% “kkL=e~AÞ‹‰  

“kkL= esa lw=dkj ,d y{e.k js[kk [khaprk gS vkSj ml y{e.k js[kk 
ds vUrxZr dk fopyu ml rU= ds ckSf)d fodkl dks lwfpr djrk 
gSA xeu dh fn”kk ljyjs[kh;] oØjs[kh;] ;k fr;Zd js[kh; gks ldrk 
gSA ljyjs[kh; xeu esa ;qfä dk foLrkj ugha gksrk gSA vr% 
ljyjs[kh; xeu esa ckSf)d fodkl ugha gksrk gSA oØjs[kh; xeu dh 
fn”kk Å/oZ vkSj v/kkseq[kh nksuksa gksus ls fl)kUrksa dk izfriknu gh 
ugha gks ikrk gSA fr;Zdjs[kh; xeu esa ;qfä;ksa dk foLrkj gksrk gSA 
;qfä;ksa ds foLrkj esa forku ds dkj.k rU=kUrxZr fopyu dh fn”kk 
fr;Zdjs[kh; gksrh gSA okpLifr ds vuqlkj lekurU= esa *leku* in 
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,d dk i;kZ; gS vkSj blhfy, U;k;”kkL= uS;kf;dksa ds fy;s 
lekurU= vkSj lka[;kfn n”kZu ijrU= gSA bl y{k.k dks Lohdkj 
djus ls oS”ksf’kd U;k; dk lekurU= vkSj Jh “kadj feJ dk 
miLdkj U;k; ds lekurU= dk ,d xzaFk dgk tk ldrk gSA  

Þleku”kCn ,d i;kZ;%A uS;kf;dkuka fg lekua rU=a U;k;”kkL=e~] ijrU=a p 
lka[;kfn”kkL=e~A Þ‹Š  

Jh “kadj feJ ds miLdkj esa la”k; ds y{k.k vkSj gsrqvksa ds izlax esa 
fopyu ugha vfirq fHkérk ik;h tkrh gSA mudh ;gh fHkérk mUgsa 
U;k; ijaijk esa ,d izeq[k vkpk;Z ds in ij LFkkfir dj nsrh gSA 
okRL;k;u la”k; dk ik¡p vkSj m|ksrdj ek= rhu gsrq ekurs gSaA 
okpLifr la”k; ds HkkokRed i{k ij cy nsrs gSa vkSj dgrs gSa fd 
la”k; esa gesa lR; tkuus dh bPNk gksrh gSA bl izdkj uS;kf;d 
la”k;oknh ugha gSaA fo’k; vkSj mlds Lo:i esa Hksn gksus ls la”k; 
Lo:ir% vkSj fo’k;r% gks ldrk gSA tc ;g dgrs gSa fd fo’k; 
LFkk.kq gS ;k iq#’k rks la”k; fo’k;r% gksrk gSA tc ;g dgrs gSa fd 
fo’k; bl izdkjd gS ;k ml izdkjd rks la”k; Lo:ir% gksrk gSA 
m|ksrdj] okpLifr] vkSj mn;ukpk;Z ds vuqlkj la”k; ekul dsfUnzr 
ugha vfirq ckákFkZ dsfUnzr gksrk gSA ;gh dkj.k gS fd os miyfC/k 
vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks la”k; dk gsrq ugha ekurs gSaA bUgsa 
gsrq dgus ds fy;s KkrL̀Fk vkSj Ks;LFk /keZ esa Hksn djuk vko”;d 
gSA okRL;k;u KkrL̀Fk vkSj Ks;LFk /keZ esa Hksn djrs gSa rFkk miyfC/k 
vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks KkrL̀Fk /keZ dgrs gSaA muds 
vuqlkj ;s nksuksa la”k; ds iF̀kd~ gsrq gSaA KkrL̀Fk /keZ Kkrk ds v/khu 
gksus ls okákFkZ dk fojks/k gks tkrk gSA okákFkZ dk fojks/k gksus ls gh 
m|ksrdj bl Hksn dks vLohdkj djrs gSaA os /kfeZ dk /keZ vkSj /keZ ds 
gekjs Kku esa Hksn djrs gq, dgrs gSa fd /kfeZ dk /keZ la”k; dk 
dkj.k ugha vfirq /keZ dk Kku la”k; dk dkj.k gSA fo’k; dk Lo:i 
vkSj la”k; esa vuqHkwr fo’k; ds Lo:i esa Hksn ds vk/kkj ij dgrs gSa 
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fd leku/kekZfn ls mRié fo’k; ds Lo:i dk vuo/kkj.kkRed izR;; 
ftlesa fo’k; dk fo”ks’k/keZ vo/kkfjr ugha gksrk gS la”k; dgykrk gSA 
la”k; esa fo’k; ds Lo:i dk vuqHko ugha gksrk gSA fo’k; ds Lo:i 
dk vuqHko gksus ls la”k; ugha gksrk gSA iqu% ftldk gesa dHkh vuqHko 
ugha gqvk gS og la”k; dk fo’k; ugha gks ldrk gS D;ksafd vuuqHkwr 
dk Lej.k laHko ugha gS vkSj ftldk gesa Lej.k ugha og la”k; dk 
fo’k; ugha gks ldrk gSA bls Li’V djus ds fy;s fo’k; dh /kfeZrk 
vkSj /keZrk esa Hksn djuk vko”;d gSA fo’k; /kfeZu~ gksrk gS] blhfy, 
fo’k; /kfeZrk ls gks ldrk gSA iqu% fo’k; esa /keZ gksrk gS] blhfy, 
fo’k; /keZrk ls gks ldrk gSA vuuqHkwr /kfeZrk ls ;k /keZrk ls xzg.k 
ugha gksrk gS] blhfy, vuuqHkwr esa Lej.k dk vHkko gksrk gS vkSj 
ftldk gesa Lej.k ugha og la”k; dk fo’k; ugha gks ldrk gSA  

Hkk’;dkj lw=dkj dk vuqlj.k djrs gq, dgrs gSa fd fo’k; esa 
leku/keZ dk Kku gksus ls la”k; gksrk gS] ijUrq m|ksrdj ds vuqlkj 
ek= leku/keZ dk Kku gksus ls la”k; ugha gksrk gSA m|ksrdj ds 
vuqlkj leku/keZ dk Kku] fo”ks’k dh vkdka{kk]vkSj miyfC/k rFkk 
vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk leLr :ils la”k; ds gsrq gSaA bu rhuksa esa 
ls dksbZ Hkh ,d ;k dksbZ Hkh nks la”k; ds gsrq ugha gSaAmiyfC/k vkSj 
vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkkdks okpLifr lk/kd&ck/kd izek.k ds vHkko 
ds in esa vkSj lk/kd&izek.k rFkk ck/kd&izek.k dh O;k[;k bnUrk 
vkSj vfunUrk ds inksa esa djrs gSaA bnUrk dk ugha gksuk 
lk/kd&izek.k dk vHkko rFkk vfunUrk dk ugha gksuk ck/kd&izek.k 
dk vHkko gSA miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk vU; inksa dk 
fo”ks’k.k gksus ls os iF̀kd~ :i ls la”k; ds gsrq ugha gSaA  

fo’k; esa vusd/keZ dk Kku la”k; dk nwljk gsrq gSA la”k; izdkj.k esa 
*vusd/keZ* uked gsrq lokZf/kd fooknkLin gSA bl leLr in dk 
foxzg djrs gq, ,d uS;kf;d nwljs ls fHké gks tkrs gSaA bl 
*vusdin* ls lekutkrh; vkSj vlekutkrh; nksuksa dk cks/k gksrk gSA 
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lekutkrh; dk /keZ mls vlekutkrh; ls fHké djrk gSA bl fo’k; 
dks mn;ukpk;Z fuoR;Z fuorZd lEcU/k ls Li’V djrs gSaA ,dns”kh; 
uS;kf;d ds vuqlkj ,d /keZ dks vusd esa gksuk vkSj vusd/keZ dks 
,d esa gksuk vusd/keZ dgykrk gSA fu”p; gh vusd/keZ dh ;s nksuksa 
O;k[;k *vusd/keZ* in dks nks izdkjksa ls foxzg djus dk ifj.kke gSA 
Hkk’;dkj ds vuqlkj *vusd/keZ* ls vlk/kkj.k/keZ dk cks/k gksrk gS vkSj 
;g vlk/kkj.k/keZ lekutkrh; dks brj tkfr ls fHké djrk gSA 
*vusd/keZ* ,d izR;; gksus dk vkSj ,d izR;; ugha gksus dk gsrq gSA 
vHksn ,d izR;; dk vkSj fo”ks’k/keZ ,d izR;; ugha gksus dk gsrq gSA 
,d izR;; gksus dks vkSj ,d izR;; ugha gksus ds gsrq dks gh okpLifr 
vusd dgrs gSaA ml vusd izR;; dk gsrq *vusd/keZ* dgykrk gSA 
foHkkx ls mRié “kCn dk foHkkxtRo “kCnksa esa vHksn dk vkSj brjksa ls 
Hksn dk gsrq gSA tgk¡ foHkkxtRo ik;k tkrk gS og ,d tkfr vkSj 
tgk¡ foHkkxtRo ugha gS os fHké tkfr ds gSaA foHkkxtRo “kCn dk 
vlk/kkj.k/keZ gS vkSj ;g nzO;] xq.k] vkSj deZ ls O;koÙ̀k gksus ls la”k; 
dk gsrq gSA “kCn dk foHkkxtRo gesa nzO;] xq.k] vkSj deZ dk O;frjsd 
:i ls Lej.k djkrk gSA “kCn vius foHkkxtRo ds dkj.k nzO; vkSj 
deZ ls O;koÙ̀k gks tkrk gS vkSj gesa la”k; gksrk gS fd nzO; vkSj deZ 
ls O;koÙ̀k og “kCn D;k xq.k gS] xq.k vkSj deZ ls O;koÙ̀k og “kCn 
D;k nzO; gS] xq.k vkSj nzO; ls O;koÙ̀k og “kCn D;k deZ gSA bl 
izdkj “kCn dk foHkkxtRo fu’ks/kkRed :i ls rr~ & rr~ nzO;] xq.k] 
vkSj deZ izR;sd dk Lej.k djkrs gq, la”k; dk gsrq gks tkrk gSA 
uS;kf;d “kCn ds foHkkxtRo ls mldk la”k;Ro fl) djrs gSa vkSj 
oS”ksf’kd mlls fu”p;Ro fl) djrs gSaA oS”ksf’kd ds vuqlkj foHkkx 
foHkkxt gksrk gS vkSj foHkkxt foHkkx ,d xq.k gSA foHkkxt foHkkx 
ds rqY; “kCn Hkh ,d xq.k gSA bl izdkj “kCn dk foHkkxtRo fu”p; 
dk gsrq gS] la”k; dk ughaA okpLifr vkSj iqu% mn;ukpk;Z oS”ksf’kd 
ds bl er dk fujkdj.k djrs gSaA “kCn dk foHkkxtRo “kCn ds 
fu”p;Ro dk gsrq rHkh dgk tk ldrk gS ;fn foHkkx foHkkx dk 
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vleokf; dkj.k gksA foHkkx dks foHkkx dk vleokf; dkj.k dgus ls 
“kCn ds foHkkxtRo ds vk/kkj ij “kCn dk xq.k gksuk fl) gksrk gS 
vkSj og foHkkxtRo fu”p; dk gsrq gksrk gSA foHkkx dks “kCn dk 
vleokf; dkj.k ekuus ls “kCn dk foHkkxtRo la”k; dk gsrq gksrk 
gSA bl izdkj uS;kf;d dgrs gSa fd oS”ksf’kd dk er fd “kCn dk 
foHkkxtRo mlds fu”p;Ro dk gsrq gS la”k; dk ugha ,d fookfnr 
ekU;rk gSA  

uS;kf;d dk dguk gS fd foHkkx foHkkxt ugha vfirq deZt gksrk gSA 
oS”ksf’kd dk dFku gS fd foHkkx dks deZt dgus ls foHkkx ls la;ksx 
dk uk”k vkSj la;ksx&uk”k ls nzO; dk uk”k gksrk gSA okpLifr bl 
leL;k dk lek/kku nzO; dk mRikndla;ksx dk vizfr}U}h foHkkx 
vkSj nzO; dk mRikndla;ksx dk izfr}U}h foHkkx esa Hksn ds vk/kkj ij 
djrs gSaA os dgrs gSa fd deZ nzO; dk mRikndla;ksx dk vizfr}U}h 
foHkkx dk tud gksrk gSA nzO; ds uk”k ds fy;s deZ dks nzO; dk 
mRikndla;ksx dk izfr}U}h foHkkx dk tud gksuk pkfg;sA vr% 
okpLifr ds vuqlkj foHkkx dks deZt dgus ls nzO; dk uk”k ugha 
gksrk gSA oS”ksf’kd dgrs gSa fd fØ;k vkSj foHkkxtudRo esa O;kfIr dh 
vo/kkj.kk laHko ugha gS] Qyr% muds vuqlkj foHkkx deZt ugha dgk 
tk ldrk gSA okpLifr dgrs gSa fd fØ;k foHkkx dk gsrq gksrk gS 
vkSj ,d fØ;k nwljh fØ;k ls foy{k.k gksrk gSA foy{k.k fØ;k ls 
mRié foHkkx uked dk;Z Hkh foy{k.k gksrk gSA fØ;k viuh 
foy{k.krk ds dkj.k nzO;ksRikndla;ksx dk vizfr}U}h foHkkx dk 
tud gks ldrk gS ;k nzO;ksRikndla;ksx dk izfr}U}h foHkkx dk 
tud gks ldrk gSA vr% foHkkx dks deZt dgus ls nzO;uk”k dh 
leL;k ugha mBrh gSA mn;ukpk;Z ds vuqlkj deZ dh foy{k.krk 
Lohdkj djus ls oS”ksf’kd ds er dk fo#) fl) gks tkrk gS vkSj 
foHkkx ds deZt gksus ls oS”ksf’kd nzO;uk”k dh leL;k ugha mBk 
ldrs gSaA mn;ukpk;Z dgrs gSa fd oS”ksf’kd dks foHkkx dh foy{k.krk 
vo”; Lohdkj djuh pkfg;s vU;Fkk os ;g ugha dg ldrs fd 
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foy{k.k fØ;k ls foy{k.k dk;Z mRié gksrk gSA deZ dh ;g 
foy{k.krk mldh tkfr ds dkj.k gks ldrh gS ;k lgdkfj;ksa ds 
dkj.k gks ldrh gSA mn;ukpk;Z ds vuqlkj vuqRikndla;ksx dk 
fojks/kh foHkkx dk tud gksuk gh deZ dk migkj gSA  

dqN uS;kf;d *vusd/keZ* dh O;k[;k *vleku/keZ* ds in esa djrs gSaA 
lw= vkSj viuh O;k[;k esa rkjrE;rk LFkkfir djrs gq, ;s uS;kf;d 
dgrs gSa fd *leku/keZ* dk la”k; ds gsrq ds :i esa iz;ksx gks tkus ls 
*vusd/keZ* dks *vleku/keZ* ds vFkZ esa xzg.k djuk pkfg;sA ;g iz”u 
mBrk gS fd ;fn *vleku/keZ* gh vfHkizsr gS rks iqu% lw= esa blh in 
dk iz;ksx D;ksa ugha fd;k x;k\ bl in dk iz;ksx ugha djus ds nks 
dkj.k fn;s tk ldrs gSaA vleku/keZ ls vusd ls O;koÙ̀k dk ykHk 
ugha gksrk gS vkSj lw= esa vleku ds LFkku ij *vusd* dk iz;ksx 
djus ls ,d o.kZ dk ykHk gksrk gSA bUgha nks dkj.kksa ls lw= esa 
*vusd/keZ* dk iz;ksx fd;k x;k gSA ;s uS;kf;d dgrs gSa fd *vusd* 
dks *vlk/kkj.k* ds vFkZ esa xzg.k djus ls *vlk/kkj.k/keZ* tks fu”p; 
dk gsrq gS la”k; dk gsrq gks tkrk gSA Qyr% *vusd/keZ* dk 
vlk/kkj.k ds vFkZ esa ugha vfirq vleku ds vFkZ esa gh xzg.k djuk 
pkfg;sA ihNs ;g dgk tk pqdk gS fd leku/keZ ;k vlk/kkj.k/keZ dk 
O;fHkpkfjRo ds vfrfjä vU; dksbZ la”k; dk gsrq ugha gSA og 
leku/keZ tks fcuk O;fHkpkj ds lHkh esa ik;s tkrs gSa la”k; dk gsrq 
ugha gSA ogh leku/keZ la”k; ds gsrq gSa tks vUo;h ugha gksrs gSaA mlh 
izdkj ls vlk/kkj.k/keZ dks O;fHkpkjh gksus ls og la”k; dk gsrq vkSj 
vO;fHkpkjh gksus ls fu.kZ; dk gsrq gksrk gSA O;fHkpkj HkkokRed vkSj 
fu’ks/kkRed nksuksa fLFkfr;ksa esa ik;s tkus ls blds nks Hksn gks tkrs gSa & 
fo/kh;eku O;fHkpkj vkSj izfrf’k/;eku O;fHkpkjA tc leku/keZ ds 
Kku ls la”k; gksrk gS rks fo/kh;eku dh fLFkfr esa O;fHkpkj gksrk gS] 
vkSj tc vusd/keZ ds Kku ls la”k; gksrk gS rks izfrf’k/;eku dh 
fLFkfr esa O;fHkpkj gksrk gSA blh Hksn ds vk/kkj ij lw= esa *vusd/keZ* 
dks iF̀kd~ :i ls vfHk/kku fd;k x;k gSA okpLifr bl fookn dks 
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,d ubZ fn”kk iznku djrs gq, dgrs gSa fd oLrq dk vleku/keZ mls 
mlds lekutkrh; vkSj vlekutkrh; ls O;koÙ̀k djrk gSA oLrq dk 
vlk/kkj.k/keZ vusd esa ugha ik;k tkrk gSA vusd ls O;koÙ̀k gksuk 
vusd/keZ dk y{k.k gSA ;g y{k.k *vleku* in dks xzg.k djus ls 
izkIr ugha gksrk gSA vr,o lw= esa *vusd/keZ* dks xzg.k fd;k x;k gS 
vkSj bl in ls *vlk/kkj.k/keZ* vfHkizsr gSA vlk/kkj.k/keZ O;frjsd 
:i ls la”k; dk gsrq gksrk gSA *vusd/keZ* dks u´ lekl ls O;k[;k 
djuk Hkh lehphu ugha gSA u´ lekl ls O;k[;k djus ls fo’k; esa 
,d ls vf/kd /keksZa dk gksuk gh *vusd/keZ* dgykrk gSA bl O;k[;k 
ds vuqlkj fo’k; esa nks fo#) vO;fHkpkjh /keZ izkIr gksrs gSa vkSj 
fo’k; esa nks fo#) vO;fHkpkjh /keZ izkIr gksus ls gesa la”k; gksrk gSA 
izfrrdZ dh lgk;rk ls m|ksrdj *vusd/keZ* dh O;k[;k 
*vlk/kkj.k/keZ* ds in esa djrs gSaA lw= esa *foizfrifÙk* dks la”k; dk 
rhljk gsrq dgk x;k gSA fo’k; esa fojksf/k;ksa dk n”kZu gksuk gh 
foizfrifÙk gSA fo’k; esa fojks/kh ;k O;k?kkrh dFku ,d lkFk ugha ik;s 
tk ldrs gSaA Qyr% la”k; gksrk gSA okRL;k;u fo’k; dh miyfC/k 
dh vO;oLFkk vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk dks la”k; dk nks iF̀kd~ 
gsrq ekurs gSaA ijUrq m|ksrdj] okpLifr] vkSj mn;ukpk;Z bu nksuksa 
dks la”k; dk iF̀kd~ gsrq ugh ekurs gSaA bu rhuksa ds vuqlkj ;s nkuksa 
vU; rhuksa inksa ds fo”ks’k.k gSaA blh dks /;ku esa j[krs gq, lw=dkj 
*foizfrifÙk* in dk iz;ksx djrs gSaA  

*vusd/keZ *dk u´ lekl ls O;k[;k djuk Hkh lehphu ugha gSA u´ 
lekl ls O;k[;k djus ls fo’k; esa ,d ls vf/kd /keksZa dk gksuk gh 
*vusd/keZ* dgykrk gSA bl O;k[;k ds vuqlkj fo’k; esa nks fo#) 
vO;fHkpkjh /keZ izkIr gksrs gSa vkSj fo’k; esa nks fo#) vO;fHkpkjh /keZ 
izkIr gksus ls gesa la'k; gksrk gSA izfrrdZ dh lgk;rk ls m|ksrdj 
*vusd/keZ *dh O;k[;k *vlk/kkj.k/keZ* ds in esa djrs gSaA  
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lw= esa *foizfrifÙk* dks la'k; dk rhljk gsrq dgk x;k gSA fo’k; esa 
fojksf/k;ksa dk n'kZu gksuk gh foizfrifÙk gSA fo’k; esa fojks/kh ;k 
O;k?kkrh dFku ,d lkFk ugha ik;s tk ldrs gSaA Qyr% la'k; gksrk 
gSA okRL;k;u fo’k; dh miyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh 
vO;oLFkk dks la'k; dk nks iF̀kd~ gsrq ekurs gSaA ijUrq m|ksrdj] 
okpLifr] vkSj mn;ukpk;Z bu nksuksa dks la'k; dk iF̀kd~ gsrq ugh 
ekurs gSaA bu rhuksa ds vuqlkj ;s nksuksa vU; rhuksa inksa ds fo'ks’k.k 
gSaA blh dks /;ku esa j[krs gq, lw=dkj *foizfrifÙk* in dk iz;ksx 
djrs gSaA 

okRL;k;u *miyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk* dks vkSj *vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk* 
dks Øe”k% prqFkZ vkSj ik¡pok¡ gsrq ekurs gSaA dgha dgha izR;{k esa rÙo 
ds O;oLFkkid izek.k dh vuqiyfC/k gksus ls gesa la”k; gksrk gS fd 
D;k ftldk gesa izR;{k gks jgk gS og lr~ gS ;k vlr~ gSA o{̀k ds 
ewy vkSj “kk[kk esa ty gksrk gS] ijUrq gesa mldk izR;{k ugha gksrk 
gSA iqu% tks vlr~ gS mldk Hkh gesa izR;{k ugha gksrk gSA vr% gesa 
la”k; gksrk gS fd tks vizR;{k gS og lr~ gS ;k vlr~A Hkk’;dkj ds 
vuqlkj tks miyC/k gS og miyC/k gks Hkh ldrk gS ;k iqu% ugha Hkh 
gks ldrk gSA iqu% tks vuqiyC/k gS og vuqiyC/k gks Hkh ldrk gS ;k 
ugha Hkh gks ldrk gSA Hkk’;dkj ds vuqlkj ;gh miyfC/k vkSj 
vuq&iyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk gS] rFkk ;s nksuksa la”k; ds gsrq gSaA bu 
nksuksa dks la”k; dk dkj.k dgus ls yksd esa tks Hkh dqN miyC/k ;k 
vuqiyC/k gS mlds izlax esa la”k; gksus ls ge fu”p;iwoZd izofrZr 
ugha gks ldrs gSaA tks dqN miyC/k ;k vuqiyC/k gS loZ= mldk 
la”k; gksuk pkfg;sA Hkk’;dkj ds er dk vuqlj.k djus ls tks 
miyH; gS og miyH; gks Hkh ldrk gS ;k ugha Hkh gks ldrk gSA 
iqu% tks vuqiyH; gS og vuqiyH; gks Hkh ldrk gS ;k ugha Hkh gks 
ldrk gSA bl }Sfo/; ls tks la”k; gksrk gS ml la”k; ls fuof̀Ùk 
laHko ugha gSA la”k; dk fuokj.k ugha gksus ls yksd&Kku ckf/kr gksrk 
gSA fo”ks’k dk n”kZu gksus ls la”k; dk fuokj.k ugha gksrk gSA ;g 



281 | la'k;lw= dh O;k[;k% rU=kUrxZr fopyu vkSj lekurU=h fHkérk 

 
leL;k jg tkrh gS fd tks fo”ks’k miyC/k gS og lr~ gS ;k vlr~ 
gSA yksdKku ckf/kr gksuk fo”ks’k ds n”kZu gksus esa Hkh cuk jgrk gSA 
miyfC/k dh ;s nks xfr mu lHkh esa gksrh gS tks miyC/k gSA bl 
izdkj la”k; vfuokj.kh; gks tkrk gSA iqu% tks vuqiyC/k gS og 
vuqiyC/k gks Hkh ldrk gS ;k ugha Hkh gks ldrk gSA bl vuqiyfC/k 
dh vO;oLFkk dks la”k; dk gsrq dgus ls gesa la”k; ls NqVdkjk ugha 
gS vkSj bl izdkj gekjk yksdKku ckf/kr gksrk gSA miyC/k ;k 
vuqiyC/k dks fu”p;iwoZd fu%”kadrk ugha gksrh gS] Qyr% loZ= la”k; 
gksuk pkfg;sA blls mPNsnokn dk tUe gksrk gSA ;g ;qfä ugha nh 
tk ldrh fd vuH;kln”kkié esa miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh 
vO;oLFkk esa la”k; gksrk gSA vuH;kln”kkié esa Hkh miyfC/k vkSj 
vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk esa la”k; ugha gksrk gSA miyfC/k vkSj 
vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk fo’k; esa leku/keZ ds Kku ds lkFk la”k; 
mRié djrh gSA vuH;kln”kkié esa nwj ls ofà ds n”kZu esa gesa ;g 
la”k; ugha gksrk fd og ioZr gS ;k cknyA bu rhuksa esa fdlh Hkh 
izdkj ls /keZ dh lekurk ugha gSA nwj ls ofà ds n”kZu esa ;g la”k; 
gks ldrk gS fd ;g dqlqe ds Qwy dk <sj gS ;k m’kkdyhu izdk”k] 
D;ksafd bu rhuksa esa lekurk gSA ;gk¡ leku/keZ dk Kku brj dkj.k 
ds lkFk feydj la”k; mRié djrk gSA mn;ukpk;Z vuH;kln”kkié 
ds lHkh laHkkfor rkRi;ksZa dks Li’V djrs gq, okpLifr dh ;qfä;ksa dks 
vkSj vf/kd fodflr djrs gSaA muds vuqlkj vuH;kln”kkié esa Hkh 
miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk ls la”k; ugha gksrk gSA  

fo’k; dh miyfC/k esa vU; izek.k ugha gksuk vuH;kln”kkié gksuk 
dgk tk ldrk gSA bl fLFkfr esa gesa fo’k; esa lkekU; Kku gh gksrk 
gS vFkkZr~ fo’k; dks lkekU;cqf)Ro gksrk gSAfo’k; ds lkekU;cqf)Ro dh 
miyfC/k ls lR;Ro ;k vlR;Ro dk lansg gksrk gSA mn;ukpk;Z ds 
vuqlkj lkekU;cqf)Ro dh miyfC/k ls la”k; gksuk lw= ds izFke in 
ls gh tkuk tkrk gSA vr% miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk 
la”k; dk gsrq ugha gSA fo’k; ds mik;d vFkZ esa lansg gksuk 
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vuH;kln”kkié dk nwljk rkRi;Z gksldrk gSA mik;d vFkZ esa la”k; 
Lo:ir% ;k ns”kdkyr% laHko gSA mik;d vFkZ esa Lo:ir% la”k; gksus 
ls gesa *;g ;g ugha gS* izkIr gksrk gS tks vlaHko gSA iqu% mik;d 
vFkZ esa ns”kdkyr% la”k; funzk ds ladV ls gh laHko gSA funzk ds 
ladV esa la”k; ekufld gh gksrk gSA ;g la”k; ckákFkZ dsfUnzr ugha 
gksrk gSA funzk dk ladV ugha gksus ls la”k; ds ml ,d dkj.k dk 
fu’ks/k gks tkrk gSA vr% vuH;kln”kkié ds mik;d vFkZ esa la”k; 
ns”kdkyr% ugha gksrk gSA rr̀h; fodYi dks fujLr djrs gq, 
mn;ukpk;Z dgrs gSa fd fo’k; dk leku/keZ dk Kku brj dkj.kksa ds 
lkFk feydj la”k; mRié djrk gSA *fo’k; LFkk.kq gS ;k iq#’k* uked 
la”k; esa miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk muds mRikn ds 
dkj.k ugha vfirq nksuksa ds vuqRikn ds dkj.k gksrh gSA mn;ukpk;Z 
ds vuqlkj vuH;kln”kkié ds ewy mnkgj.k ij fopkj djus ls ikrs 
gSa fd ty dk Kku dh vizkek.; dh “kadk ds dkj.k gh vO;ofLFkr 
gksrk gSA bl izdkj mn;ukpk;Z dgrs gSa fd vuH;kln”kkié esa 
miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh vO;oLFkk ls la”k; ugha gksrk gSA  

;g iz”u fopkj.kh; gS fd la”k; ds rhu gsrq gksus dk vkSfpR; D;k 
gS\ *leku/keZ* ls fo’k; esa leku/keZ dk gksuk lwfpr gksrk gSA 
HkkokRed i{k gksus ls ;g fo/kh;eku /keZ gSA *vusd/keZ* vlk/kkj.k/keZ 
gksrk gSA bl /keZ ls vU; /keksZa dk fujkdj.k gksrk gSA fu’ks/kkRed i{k 
gksus ls ;g izfrf’k/;eku /keZ gSA bUgha dkj.kksa ls *leku/keZ* vkSj 
*vusd/keZ* dks la”k; dk gsrq dgk x;k gSA *foizfrifÙk* uked rhljk 
gsrq oäkxr gksrk gSA Jksrk ;g ugha tkurk fd dkSu oäk fo’k; dk 
lE;d~ izfriknu dj jgk gS vkSj dkSu feF;k izfriknu dj jgk gSA 
bl izdkj foizfrifÙk ls Jksrk dks la”k; gksrk gSA Hkk’;dkj ik¡p 
izdkjd la”k; Lohdkj djrs gSaA mUgsa la”k; esa dkj.kÑr Hksn vkSj 
LoHkkoÑr Hksn esa vUrj djuk pkfg;sA Hkk’;dkj ;fn dkj.kÑr Hksn 
ekurs gSa rks mUgsa la”k; ds ik¡p izdkj ugha vfirq vusd izdkj ekuus 
pkfg;sA ;fn la”k; ds LoHkko ds Hksn ds vk/kkj ij mls ik¡p izdkjd 
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ekurs gSa rks la”k; dk LoHkko Hksn vlaHko gksus ls la”k; dk ,d gh 
:i izkIr gksrk gSA la”k; gksuk gh la”k; dgykrk gSA okpLifr Li’V 
dgrs gSa fd lkexzh ds Hksn ls la”k; dk rhu gh izdkj gS vkSj fo’k; 
Hksn ls rks la”k; ds vusd izdkj gks tkrs gSaA  

ys[k esa ;g fopkj Hkh fd;k x;k gS fd D;k la”k; ik¡p ;k rhu 
izdkjd gksrk gS] ;k iqu% la”k; dk ,d gh izdkj gksrk gS\ Jh “kadj 
feJ vius miLdkj uked xzaFk esa bl iz”u ij fopkj djrs gq, 
dgrs gSa fd fo’k; esa *leku/keZ* dk Kku gh la”k; dk ,d ek= gsrq 
gSA bl izdkj la”k; u ik¡p izdkjd u rhu izdkjd vfirq ,d gh 
izdkjd gksrk gSA muds vuqlkj lkekU;oku~ /kehZ esa erqi~ izR;; dk 
yksi gksus ls gesa fo”ks’k dk izR;{k ugha gksrk gSA os dgrs gSa fd 
lkekU;oku~ /kehZ dk izR;{k ls]erqi~ izR;; ugha gksus ls fo”ks’k/keZ dk 
vizR;{k ls] rFkk fo”ks’k dh Lèfr ls /kehZ esa nks dksfV;ksa dk Lej.k 
gksus ls la”k; gksrk gS fd /kehZ LFkk.kq gS ;k iq#’kA os vlk/kkj.k/keZ 
dk vUrHkkZo lk/kkj.k/keZ esa djrs gq, dgrs gSa fd vlk/kkj.k/keZ la”k; 
dk gsrq ugha dgk tk ldrk gSA foizfrifÙk Hkh muds vuqlkj la”k; 
dk gsrq ugha gSA fo’k; esa nks fojks/kh Kku ls mRié nks okD;ksa dk uke 
gh foizfrifÙk gSAnks fojks/kh Kku fo’k; esa ,d dky esa laHko ugha gksus 
ls foizfrifÙk Hkh la”k; dk gsrq ugha gSA miyfC/k vkSj vuqiyfC/k dh 
vO;oLFkk dk vUrHkkZo lkekU;/keZ esa gks tkus ls ;s nksuksa Hkh la”k; ds 
iF̀kd~ gsrq ugha gSaA muds vuqlkj m|ksrdj }kjk izLrqr la”k; ds 
rhuksa gh gsrq leku/kekZ gSaA la”k;Ro ls vofPNé la”k; uked dk;Z 
ds izfr rhuksa dkj.kksa dh dkj.krk muds leku/keZRo ls gh laHko gSA 
la”k; esa oStkR; dh dYiuk ugha dh tk ldrh gS vkSj la”k; dk 
,d gh izdkj gksrk gSA rhuksa dkj.kksa esa ls fdlh Hkh ,d ls la”k; dk 
gksuk Lohdkj djus ls] vkSj vU; dkj.kksa ds ugha gksus ls O;fHkpkj 
nks’k vk tkrk gSA Qyr% la”k; ds rhu dkj.k ugha gSa vkSj bl izdkj 
la”k; dk rhu izdkj LFkkfir ugha fd;k tk ldrk gSA oStkR; 
LFkkfir djus ds fy;s ;g ugha dgk tk ldrk fd fdlh la”k; esa 
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fof/kdksfVRo iz/kku gksrk gS] rks fdlh la”k; esa fu’ks/kdksfVRo iz/ku 
gksrk gS] vkSj iqu% fdlh la”k; esa nksuksa i{k iz/kku gksrs gSaA bl izdkj 
,d ek= leku/keZ dk Kku gh la”k; dk gsrq gS vkSj dkj.k Hksn ds 
vk/kkj ij la”k; u rhu izdkjd ;k u ik¡p izdkjd gksrk gSA os 
la”k; ds lHkh y{k.kksa dk [kaMu djrs gq, dgrs gSa fd ,d /kehZ esa 
fojks/kh ukuk izdkjd Kku gksuk gh la”k; dgykrk gSA Jh “kadj feJ 
viuk er LFkkfir djus ds fy;s okRL;k;u] m|ksrdj] okpLifr 
feJ] rFkk mn;ukpk;Z dh O;k[;k dks [kafMr djrs gq, viuk er 
izfrikfnr djrs gSa rFkk Lo;a dks izkphu U;k; ds ,d LrEHk ds :i 
esa LFkkfir djrs gSaA  

lanHkZ% 
ƒ  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Š† 
„  ogha] i ̀‹† 
…  ogha] i ̀‹† 
†  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „0‡ 
‡  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Š‰ 
ˆ  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „0† 
‰  ogha] i ̀„0† 
Š  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;Zifj”kqf)%] mn;ukpk;Z] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „ˆ‹ 
‹  lokRL;k;uHkk’;a xkSreh;U;k;n”kZue~] okRL;k;u] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; 

nk”kZfud vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰ lw= ƒ@ ƒ@„…] ì „‡  
ƒ0  ogha] i ̀„‡ 
ƒƒ  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Š† 
ƒ„ lokRL;k;uHkk’;a xkSreh;U;k;n”kZue~] okRL;k;u] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; 

nk”kZfud vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì „‡  
ƒ…  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Š† 
ƒ†  ogha] i ̀Š†&Š‡ 
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ƒ‡  ogha] i ̀Š‡ 
ƒˆ  ogha] i ̀Š‡ 
ƒ‰  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „0ˆ 
ƒŠ  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Š‡ 
ƒ‹  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „0ˆ 
„0  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Š‡&Šˆ 
„ƒ  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „0ˆ 
„„  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Šˆ 
„…  ogha] i ̀Šˆ 
„†  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „0ˆ 
„‡  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;Zifj”kqf)%] mn;ukpk;Z] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „‰0&„‰ƒ 
„ˆ  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Šˆ 
„‰  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „0‰ 
„Š  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;Zifj”kqf)%] mn;ukpk;Z] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „‰ƒ 
„‹  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Šˆ 
…0  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „0‰ 
…ƒ  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Šˆ 
…„  ogha] i ̀Šˆ&Š‰ 
…… lokRL;k;uHkk’;a xkSreh;U;k;n”kZue~] okRL;k;u] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; 

nk”kZfud vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì „‡  
…†  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì ‹ƒ&‹„ 
…‡  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „0Š 
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…ˆ lokRL;k;uHkk’;a xkSreh;U;k;n”kZue~] okRL;k;u] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; 

nk”kZfud vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì „‡ 
…‰  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Š‰ 
…Š  ogha] i ̀Š‰ 
…‹  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „0Š 
†0  ogha] i ̀„0Š 
†ƒ  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Š‰ 
†„  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „0Š 
†…  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Š‰ 
††  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „0Š&„0‹ 
†‡  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Š‰ 
†ˆ  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „0‹&„ƒ0 
†‰  ogha] i ̀„ƒ„ 
†Š  ogha] i ̀„ƒ0 
†‹  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;Zifj”kqf)%] mn;ukpk;Z] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „‰†&„‰‡ 
‡0  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Š‰&ŠŠ 
‡ƒ  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „ƒƒ 
‡„  ogha] i ̀„ƒƒ&„ƒ„ 
‡…  ogha] i ̀„ƒ0&„ƒƒ 
‡†  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;Zifj”kqf)%] mn;ukpk;Z] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „‰… 
‡‡  ogha] i ̀„‰…&„‰† 
‡ˆ  ogha] i ̀„‰„&„‰… 
‡‰  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì ŠŠ 
‡Š  ogha] i ̀ŠŠ 
‡‹  ogha] i ̀ŠŠ 
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ˆ0  ogha] i ̀ŠŠ 
ˆƒ  ogha] i ̀ŠŠ&Š‹ 
ˆ„  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „ƒ„ 
ˆ…  ogha] i ̀„ƒ… 
ˆ†  ogha] i ̀„ƒ… 
ˆ‡  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Š‹ 
ˆˆ  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „ƒ… 
ˆ‰  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì Š‹ 
ˆŠ  ogha] i ̀‹ƒ 
ˆ‹ lokRL;k;uHkk’;a xkSreh;U;k;n”kZue~] okRL;k;u] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; 

nk”kZfud vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì „‡&„ˆ  
‰0  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì ‹ƒ 
‰ƒ  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „ƒ‡ 
‰„ lokRL;k;uHkk’;a xkSreh;U;k;n”kZue~] okRL;k;u] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; 

nk”kZfu vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì „ˆ  
‰…  ogha] i ̀„ˆ 
‰†  ogha] i ̀„ˆ 
‰‡  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì ‹ƒ&‹„ 
‰ˆ  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „ƒ‡ 
‰‰  ogha] i ̀„ƒ‡ 
‰Š  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì ‹„ 
‰‹  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „ƒˆ 
Š0  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì ‹„ 
Šƒ  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „ƒˆ 
Š„  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì ‹„&‹… 
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Š…  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „ƒˆ 
Š†  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;Zifj”kqf)%] mn;ukpk;Z] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „‰‰ 
Š‡  ogha] i ̀„‰‰ 
Šˆ  U;k;Hkk’;okfrZde~] m|ksrdj] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud vuqla/kku 

ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì ‹… 
Š‰  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „ƒˆ 
ŠŠ  miLdkj] i ̀‰‡] Jh “kadj feJ] gfjnkl laLÑrxzaFkekyk] dk”khlaLÑr iqLrdekyk] 

ƒ‹„… bZ 
Š‹  ogha] i ̀‰‰ 
‹0  ogha] i ̀‰‡&‰ˆ 
‹ƒ  ogha] i ̀‰ˆ&‰‰ 
‹„  ogha] i ̀‰‰ 
‹…  ogha] i ̀‰‰ 
‹†  ogha] i ̀‰‰&‰Š 
‹‡  ogha] i ̀‰Š 
‹ˆ  lokRL;k;uHkk’;a xkSreh;U;k;n”kZue~] okRL;k;u] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; 

nk”kZfud vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹‰] ì „‰ 
‹‰  ogha] i ̀„‰ 
‹Š  U;k;okfrZdrkRi;ZVhdk] okpLifr] ¼laik½ vuUr yky Bkdqj] Hkkjrh; nk”kZfud 

vuqla/kku ifj’kn~] ubZ fnYyh] ƒ‹‹ˆ] ì „„„ 

 
iwoZ vdknfed funs'kd] 
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The Nature of Jñāna (Knowledge) in Advaita 
Epistemology with special reference to Bhāmatī of 

Vācaspati Miśra 

V.N. Sheshagiri Rao 

I 

Vācaspati Miśra was a versatile genius with encyclopedic 
learning. He had a wonderful expositional skill and 
presentation of whatever subject or system he chose to 
handle. A popular name to be reckoned with, he was a great 
authority in deciding the philosophical issues of Advaita. 

Jñāna (knowledge) in Advaita Vedānta is understood in 
two ways: 1. Vṛtti Jñāna (empirical/relative knowledge) 
and 2. Svarūpa Jñāna (Absolute or Foundational 
knowledge). Vṛtti Jñāna accounts for the ordinary 
distinction between the knower (jnatṛ) and the known 
(jñeya). Avidyā or nescience according to Advaita is the 
cause of Vṛtti Jñāna. Antaḥkaraṇa ( internal organ) consists 
of buddhi (intellect), manas( mind) and ahaṁkāra ( I- 
notion). The function of antaḥkaraṇa is called vṛtti. Vṛtti is 
a modification of antaḥkaraṇa ; modification in the form of 
desire, resolve, doubt (saṁśaya), faith, lack of faith, 
firmness, lack of firmness, modesty, certitude, pride, 
recollection, fear, cognition etc. The antaḥkaraṇa passes 
from doubt to certitude in knowledge. 
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The Svarūpa Jñāna on the other hand, is transcendental and 
non- relational. It is identified with Brahmaṇa, the highest 
metaphysical principle. Thus, the distinction between 
Svarūpa Jñāna and Vṛtti Jñāna is basic and central to 
Advaita epistemology. It is against identifying these two 
jñānas. Infact, we can talk of Advaitic epistemology only in 
terms of vṛtti jñāna which is relegated to the domain of 
avidyā  or nescience. All the means of knowledge 
(pramāṇas) come under the ambit of vṛtti jñāna. 

II 

In Indian logic, the concept of saṁśaya (doubt) is of 
paramount significance. The Nyāya – Vaiśeṣika, which is a 
pramāṇa śāstra has given room for the concept of the 
saṁśaya. Saṁśaya or doubt, is like a catalyst in the 
epistemologies of both India and West. It can produce a 
desire to know. It is the starting point of all logical enquiry. 
When things are unknown, there is no room for doubt. 
When there is ascertainment of things, then doubt, takes its 
rise. In the philosophical vādas (theories), there is no 
ascertainment (nirṇaya) without any doubt. In this sense, 
doubt is closely related to the category of nirṇaya or 
ascertainment. 

In the case of tarka (disputations) also, there is room for 
doubt. Disputation is necessarily preceded by doubt. In fact 
because of doubt, validity of a statement made is disputed. 
Why for that matter, before anything is ascertained and 
established, doubt plays its role. Before mind chooses 
between alternatives such as : “whether it is a post or man”, 
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doubt reigns supreme. Doubt is a case of uncertain 
knowledge. As long as doubt or uncertain knowledge 
continues, so long there is no place for definite conclusions. 

Thus, doubt (saṁśaya), in its initial stage, promotes the 
study and research in Philosophy in general and 
epistemologies of the East and the West in particular. It 
occurs in the absence of the awareness of the difference 
among many incompatible presentations attributed to the 
same thing at the same time, resulting in the failure to form 
a definite judgment. But doubt cannot remain as doubt 
forever. It has to end up in the end on the onset of valid 
knowledge. The proof for the existence of doubt is the 
doubter himself. 

III 

Gautama mentions, in his Nyāyasūtras sixteen categories. 
The third category among them is doubt. In the Nyāya-
Vaiśeṣika, classification of entire categories is made into 
pramāṇa (means of knowledge) and prameya (objects of 
cognition). Doubt is included in the latter as an object of 
cognition. Doubt is regarded as the basis of all reasoning 
and hence has been given independent status.1 The Nyāya-
Vaiśeṣika makes a distinction between wrong cognition and 
doubt. Right cognition presupposes doubt because the latter 
could be obtained only when one is in doubt! In this sense a 
higher status is given to doubt and not to wrong cognition 
(Nyāya Sūtra- I-I-41). What is doubt? How is it defined by 
Gautama? Doubt is a conflicting judgment on the precise 
character of an object.2 This definition is endorsed by 
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Nyāya Bhāṣya of Vātsyāyana, Nyāya-Vārtika of Udyotkara 
and Nyāya- Vārtika-Tatparya-ṭīka of Vācaspati Miśra. The 
clear words of Vācaspati are : “Doubt is the apprehension 
of diverse and contradictory forms in respect of one and the 

same object, in the form of whether ‘this or that’?”
3
. This is 

the standard definition of doubt endorsed by almost all the 
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika philosophers. The definition implies that 
doubt is constituted of knowledge of various contrary 
properties in one and the same thing. Infact, that is a 
condition for arising of doubt. 

IV 

Gautama classifies doubt into five kinds, says Vātsyāyana
4
. 

But there is difference of opinion as to other Naiyāyika’s 
classification of doubts. Udyotkara and Vācaspati do not 
agree with Gautama and Vātsyāyana on this point. 

According to them, the types of doubt are only three
5
. 

Keśava Miśra also accepts three types of doubt.6 Jayanta 
Bhaṭṭa of Nyāya Mañjarī and Bhāsarvajña of Nyāya-sāra 
accept five kinds of classification. Praśastapāda and 
Viśwanātha of Nyāya Siddhānta Muktāvalī accept only two 
kinds. So are the modern Naiyāyikas accepting only two 
kinds of doubt. And Śaṁkara Miśra asserts that doubt is 
only of one form.7 

In the Nyāya-Sūtras, words such as upalabdhi, anupalabdhi 
and avyavasthā occur. Keśava Miśra opines that they 
characterize, all the three forms of doubt. The three kinds 
of doubt, according to him are : 
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1. Doubt due to common characteristics' perception 
(samāna dharmaja). 

2. Doubt due to unique characteristic apprehension 
(asamāna dharmaja) 

3. Doubt due to contradictory statements (Vipratipatteḥ) 

When certain common attributes of two things, without 
noticing any distinguishing feature between them are 
observed, there occurs the doubt of first kind. For instance, 
observing whether the object ahead is a post or a person, 
observing common features of both such as tallness, width 
etc. But the observer fails to notice the distinguishing 
features such as the curvedness of the post or failing to 
observe the head, hands etc of a person. 

The second kind of doubt may now be explained: Doubt 
occurs when one observes some peculiar attribute or 
characteristic of a thing. For instance, when one apprehends 
smell, which is the special quality of pṛthvī. But this act 
does not indicate whether smell subsists in eternal and non- 
eternal things. When he fails to see any reason, the natural 
doubt that arises is whether earth is eternal or not. The 
point is, if smell is not present in eternal things, it will be 
non-eternal, and it will be eternal if smell is not present in 
non-eternal things. 

It is now time to explain the third kind of doubt. If there is 
difference of opinion about one and the same thing and if 
there is no special reason to accept or reject either then, the 
third kind of doubt occurs. For instance according to the 
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Mimāṁāsakas sound is eternal; but according to the 
Naiyāyikas it is not. What should the hearer do now? If he 
finds no special grounds, doubt occurs whether sound is 
eternal or not. 

V 

A distinction has to be drawn between doubt (uncertain 
knowledge) and error or illusion (bhrama). Both are invalid 
knowledge: In error or illusion an object is present before 
the observer, but it is not cognized as it is, but otherwise. 
And in the case of doubt also, the object is before the 
observer, but there is, in the mind of the observer 
uncertainty regarding the status of the object. Doubt is an 
inner state of mind; it cannot be directly cognized or 
inspected by anyone; the doubter himself is the proof of 
doubt! Error leads to a definite judgment in the sense that 
the observer cognizes a thing. But in doubt since the 
observer is in an uncertain state of mind, he cannot arrive at 
a definite conclusion. In this sense, doubt is an uncertain 
knowledge of the present object. In doubt the object 
presented to one’s cognition is not wrongly cognized or 
differently known, but simply doubted. 

VI 

Vācaspati, the Advaitin is a propounder and supporter of 
the view that knowledge is self-luminous (svayaṁ prakāśa) 
and self – valid (svapramāṇa)8, both in respect of its origin 
(utpatti) and ascertainment (jñapti). Valid knowledge and 
means of valid knowledge in his view, as for all Advaitins, 
have reference to nescience (avidyā). Even the knowledge 
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of śruti, which is regarded as a parama pramāṇa is 
nescience-born and hence illusory. 

According to Vācaspati, doubt as discursive thinking, 
works empirically. It is of the nature of dry and uncertain 
knowledge. Discursive thinking starts with doubts and ends 
up in skepticism and despair. It has to come out of its 
circuitous reasoning in the end. If doubt surfaces at all, it is 
only in the vṛtti- jñāna and is born of avidyā or nescience.9 

It has got to be transcended in Absolute knowledge or the 
Advaita Jñāna10, asserts Vācaspati. Thus according to 
Vācaspati, jñāna and ajñāna, both are forms of relative 
knowledge or vṛtti jñāna and should in no way be equated 
with svarūpa jñāna, which is ontological. According to 
Advaita, vṛtti jñāna (empirical knowledge), which may be 
correct or wrong is a form and hence an appearance of 
svarūpa jñāna. Advaita has no hesitation to declare, that 
the so called vṛtti jñāna is not eligible for the title jñāna 
(knowledge), unless it is illumined by the foundational 
consciousness or Brahmaṇa. The internal organ, bereft of 
the foundational consciousness (Brahmaṇa) is as good as 
inert matter (jaḍa). In the view of Advaita, the empirical 
knowledge which is held to be final by realistic schools, is 
not really final and ultimate but only phenomenal. It is 
discursive in character. It is real because it is presented, it is 
false because it is denied in the end. Vācaspati accepts 
psychological realism as well as metaphysical Idealism in 
his theory of knowledge. The knowledge in itself or 
Absolute knowledge (svarūpa jñāna) is extraneous to and 
independent of psychic apparatus. It is Brahmaṇa itself. 
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When all is said and done, the question remains: How to 
realize, Brahmaṇa the ultimate Reality? It is of course 
through antaḥkaraṇa vṛtti (vṛtti jñāna), says Vācaspati. It is 
of the nature of intelligence residing in the knower (jñāntṛ). 
This antaḥkaraṇa vṛtti when carried on with relentless 
meditation on the ultimate truth Brahmaṇa results in the 
intuition of Brahmaṇa. Though Brahmaṇa appears to be 
conditioned by antaḥkaraṇa, in the process of meditation, 
at the final stage of cognition, the antaḥkaraṇa itself is on 
the brink of destruction – asserts Vācaspati11. Thus, in the 
stage of final cognition, the antaḥkaraṇa vṛtti (in the form 
of ‘ahaṁ brahmāsmi’, I am Brahmaṇa), ends up in the 
intuition of Brahmaṇa by destroying itself, just as the dust 
of the clearing nut (kataka raja) mixed with muddy water, 
removes the dirt and disappears itself making water clear.12 

Thus the antaḥkaraṇa vṛtti, though of the nature of 
nescience, by a prolonged meditation with diligence, ends 
up in the intuition of Brahmaṇa. This view is technically 
called prasaṁkhyāna. 
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A Case for Indirect Doxastic Voluntarism 

Proyash Sarkar 

 

Beliefs seem not to be under direct control of human 
volition. This feature of beliefs, appears to come into 
conflict with the normativity of human cognition, in the 
absence of which epistemology becomes impossible. This 
paper deals with Doxastic Voluntarism and Involuntarism, 
in the context of the controversy between Nyāya and 
Mīmāṁsā on this issue. The issue is of crucial importance 
to these two schools (along with others which I have not 
dealt with in this paper), since the very possibility of a 
prescriptive doctrine of liberation (mokṣa-śāstra), as such 
doctrines have been developed in the Indian subcontinent, 
depends upon an amicable solution of this problem. 

Belief and Normativity 

Belief plays a central role in modern Western 
epistemology, as when characterized in some particular 
way it qualifies as knowledge. Though there are a few 
dissenting voices, most epistemologists endorse this view 
while advancing their own respective version and 
explanation of knowledge. There are people who are of the 
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opinion that Indian epistemology does not have the concept 
of belief. It is indeed very difficult to find out the element 
of belief in Nyāya. There is hardly any notion in Nyāya that 
directly corresponds with the Western concept of belief.  
The first thing to note about beliefs is that beliefs may be 
either dispositional or episodic, and in epistemology the 
dispositional sense prevails.  But in Nyāya all mental states, 
except perhaps mental traces (bhāvanā), are episodic. So, it 
is very difficult, if not impossible, to equate belief with any 
mental state admitted in Nyāya. However, considered as an 
occurrent state, belief counterposes doubt. But what does 
this counterposition mean? Apparently, it is pointless to 
state this conflict between doubt and belief, because in the 
Nyāya   context no two episodic mental states can occur in 
the same subject at the same time. Belief and doubt being 
mental states are also episodic, and hence, they cannot 
possibly occur together. If this is true then so also for other 
mental states like desire and pleasure. Thus taken in the 
sense of unable-to-be-colocated (with doubt), this 
counterposition cannot be regarded as a unique feature of 
beliefs. The same problem vitiates our explanation, if we 
take it merely in causal sense such that belief eradicates 
(causally) doubt.  For in the Nyāya system all subsequent 
mental states destroy the immediately preceding states, 
though it is accepted by all that beliefs do really eradicate 
doubt. The Naiyāyika takes this ‘counterposition’ or 
‘eradication’ in a very special sense of ‘sublation’ to mean 
that a belief eradicates any doubt that  occurred in the same 
cognitive agent as that having the belief, has in common 
with the belief the same subject and at least one predicate 
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mentioned in it (ullikhyamāna). The type of mental state 
that sublates a doubt in this sense is called, in Nyāya 
terminology, ‘niścaya’. Therefore, with some reservation, 
we can translate ‘niścaya’ as ‘belief’. In the Nyāya context 
a ‘mental state’ does not mean a state of the mind or 
something that is occurring in the mind, it rather means 
something that is occurring in the self (atman), and 
generally, can be known through the instrumentation of the 
mind (manas).  Nyāya considers the mind as the internal 
sense organ, which is instrumental in the perception of the 
mental states. However, mental traces (bhāvanā), virtues 
(dharma) and vices (adharma) are three types of mental 
states that cannot be subject of perception. They are only 
inferred. Returning to our original issue, certain specific 
processes (pramāṇa) generate beliefs, according to Indian 
philosophers, and Nyāya restricts the number of such belief 
forming processes to four—perception, inference, analogy 
and verbal testimony. All the other belief forming 
processes accepted by other schools are reduced by Nyāya 
to the four accepted by them. The theory of pramāṇa gives 
a causal account of knowledge. The Indian philosophers 
had all along been aware about the tension between a 
causal-nomlogical account and normativity. The first 
problem that crops up with regard to any theory of 
pramāṇa is that given a causal account of cognition, such 
an account of awareness does not make room for 
imperatives and without testimonial imperatives (vidhi-s) 
liberation (mokṣa) becomes unmeaning. Furthermore, the 
causal-nomological account does not make room for 
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normativity, and without normativity epistemology leads to 
nowhere. 

Arguments against Direct Doxastic Voluntarism 

Several arguments have been offered against direct 
doxastic voluntarism (DDV), a claim that we can directly 
control our beliefs, if we will to do so. Against this claim 
the classic argument urges that if we could control our 
beliefs, we could entertain any proposition as true, 
irrespective of whether we thought them to be true. 
Furthermore, if DDV is true, then we should be able to be 
aware with regard to any belief we have formed that we 
voluntarily arrived at it. But we have no such awareness of 
voluntarily arriving at beliefs. So, DDV is false. There is an 
empirical belief argument, which has a limited scope, as it 
applies to only a specific kind of beliefs. Our empirical 
beliefs, the argument runs, reflect how the world is. So, we 
have an empirical belief, if it is true and my perceptual 
apparatuses are working properly. Therefore, we cannot 
entertain an empirical belief about something which is 
false. The intentional act argument claims that if DDV is 
true, then our beliefs should be under our voluntary 
control—we should be able to decide which things are to be 
believed and which are not, involving our intention.  But 
we cannot control our beliefs by intention. Therefore, DDV 
is false. We will not enter into a critical assessment of these 
arguments, for that is not the point at issue. We will rather 
assess the Indian philosophers’ argument in the light of 
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these arguments, and only in that context we will reflect 
upon these arguments. 

The same is often sought to be established with a 
‘phenomenological argument.’ It is argued that beliefs are 
non-voluntary mental state. Beliefs just happen to, or occur 
in, us. At the sight of a tiger, you cannot believe to be 
seeing a deer, however hard you may try. This argument in 
its present form is not immune to criticism. Don’t we 
contemplate and debate to reach at decisions (beliefs) on 
issues we have not yet decided? The case of debate as a 
counterexample to the argument under consideration is 
highly contentious. It may be urged that in case of a debate 
the contending parties already hold firm beliefs about 
issues. They only try to change the views of the opponents. 
But at least the case of contemplation seems to stand 
against belief non-voluntarism. In the Indian context of 
philosophical debate (kathā) the contending parties provide 
arguments against each other’s position to ‘convince’ the 
opponent and also to help the arbitrator reach a ‘decision.’ 
The proper method for doing this is to clinch the point at 
issue with help of debate (vāda). For all practical purposes 
convincing, in this context, stands for making someone to 
believe something. But if this analysis is correct, then the 
case of convincing someone would not stand in the way of 
belief involuntarism, since ‘making someone to believe’ 
may be translated as ‘causing someone to believe.’ But 
doesn’t the decision taken by the arbitrator indicate his/her 
voluntary assent to a position after listening arguments for 
and against it? Apparently, it makes a strong case against 
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belief involuntarism. However, on a closer scrutiny it 
becomes clear that a causal-nomological account of the 
same phenomenon can also be possible, if not more 
compelling. It may be urged that the arbitrator’s decision is 
nothing more than being convinced in the sense explained 
above. 

Jayanta against the Mīmāṁsā Thesis 

Mīmāṁsā accepts the Vaiyākaraṇa thesis that the meaning 
of a verb is an action.1 According to the Mīmāṁsaka, since 
the term ‘jñāna’ (cognition) originates from the root verb 
‘jñā’, ‘jñāna’ refers to an action—a metal action 
(mānasīkriyā)—of the cognitive agent (puruṣa-vyāpāraḥ). 
Jayanta Bhaṭṭa refutes the Mīmāṁsā position on the ground 
that there is no such general rule that a verb would always 
refer to an action. He presents as counterexample a 
grammatical rule—‘cheek [is] (gaḍi) a part of the face’. 
Jayanta asks his opponents as to what action this verb 
‘cheek [is]’ (‘gaḍi’) refers to.2He further argues that in 
contentious context of epistemology the cognition of the 
form, ‘I cognize the jar (that this is a jar)’ the term ‘jar’ 
refers to the object, ‘I’ to the self, and we have to work out 
what the verb ‘cognize’ stands for in this context. The 
opponent cannot just take it for granted that it stands for an 
action, for that is precisely the point at issue. 

It still remains, at least, so thinks Jayanta, to prove that the 
verb ‘know’ does not stand for any action. To understand 
his contention we have to keep in mind two further theories 
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advocated by the Mīmāṁsaka—(1) that actions are 
imperceptible intermediary causes (vyāpāra) operating  
between physical efforts and the volition (kṛti) of the agent, 
and (2) that actions are inferred from their perceptible 
results.3 As against the Mīmāṁsaka, Jayanta argues that 
actions (according to the Mīmāṁsaka) are imperceptible. If 
cognition were actions, it would be imperceptible 
(parokṣatvāt)4, that is to say, they would never be 
perceived (nityaparokṣa). But the present instance shows 
that cognition can become the object of perception. He 
further argues that if cognition were action, then a 
Mīmāṁsā authority, like Śabara-svāmī5 wouldn’t mention 
cognition separately from action.6 Jayanta is not claiming 
that cognition is always revealed through perception, as 
according to him, we can also infer our perceptual states.  
What he is denying is the theory that cognition is always 
revealed through secondary means, like inference. If we 
accept the action theory of cognition, then the former thesis 
would follow as corollary. Jayanta’s rejection of the action 
theory follows from his denial of this corollary. 

Śaṅkarāchārya’s Argument 

In a different context Śaṅkarāchārya7 succinctly draws the 
same distinction between cognition and action, refuting the 
view that cognition is a type of action. Śaṅkara summarily 
rejects the Mīmāṁsā view claiming that cognition and 
action are dissimilar to each other (vailakṣaṇyāt). Actions, 
according to him, have three features—(1) they are 
independent of the nature of the objects, they directed at, 
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(2) they are normative in character, that is to say, they are 
subject to imperatives, and (3) they are induced by 
subjective factors of the agent, like volition and desire. All 
these three features need further clarification. The first 
feature tells us that actions are independent of their objects. 
This is not to say that actions are non-intentional; this only 
means that the object of an action of an agent does not 
determine which course of action the agent will take. If 
there is a glass of water before me I may either take it or 
ignore it. By the mere fact of being water this object does 
not induce any action in me. It is my thirst or my desire for 
water that prompts me to take it. This explains the third 
feature of action that actions are subject to the agent’s 
subjective factors like desire, volition, and aversion. Since 
human actions are guided by volition or free will, they are 
also subject to imperatives or injunctions. This second 
feature of action opens a scope for ethics, since ethics deals 
with the normativity of human action. Contemplation 
(dhyāna) and thought (cintana) are mental actions. That is 
why the agent is free to decide whether to think of (or 
contemplate on) a certain object, or not to think about (or 
contemplate on) it, or whether to think about it otherwise, 
the way in which the object is not.  In contrast, cognition 
lacks all these three features. Cognition is objective (vastu-
tantra), in the sense that the nature of the object determines 
the nature of the cognition. Cognition is produced by 
particular sources (pramāṇa-s), which reveal their 
respective objects as they are. This does not mean that 
cognition cannot be false or that there is no room for error. 
Quite on the contrary, the main thesis of Advaita 
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philosophy depends on the very possibility of illusion. The 
above contention makes a much weaker claim that if a 
piece of cognition is produced by a truth yielding source 
(pramāṇa), it reveals the object as it is. To put it more 
precisely, when the cognition is true, that is, a case of 
pramā, the source is regarded as a truth yielding source 
(pramāṇa).8 Cognition, according to Śaṅkara, is neither 
dependent on the subjective factors of the agent (puruṣa-
tantra) like desire and volition, nor can it be subject to 
injunctions (codanā-tantra). This we call the ‘psycho-
logical argument.’ 

That what is caused by a source of true cognition 
(pramāṇa) cannot be subject to norms, according to Nyāya. 
This comes under the larger claim that anything coming 
under a causal-nomological law cannot be subjected to 
normativity. This is not only the contention of Nyāya, but 
also the contention of other systems of Indian Philosophy, 
like Advaita and Viśiṣṭādvaita Vedānta that accept the 
causal theory of pramāṇa. Nyāya uses ‘cintana’9 
(thought/contemplation)  to stand for any cognitive state of 
the cognizer, in which sense thought is no different from 
cognition; but unlike Advaitin he does not consider it as 
action. For him, thought is a mental property. Thus the 
difference between the Nyāya and the Advaita theory of 
cognition lies in the fact that while Nyāya uses the terms 
‘buddhi’ (intellect/judgment), ‘jñāna’ (cognition), 
‘pratyaya’ (discernment) and ‘cintana’ (thought) 
synonymously and gives a uniform theory for all of these, 
the Advaitin distinguishes between cognition (jñāna) on the 
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one hand, and contemplation (dhyāna) and thought 
(cintana) on the other, maintaining the latter two as action. 

A Case for the Nyāya Position 

The Indian philosophers’ argument against DDV 
mentioned above is immune to at least one serious criticism 
against DDV faced by other arguments mentioned above. 
Sceptics and other philosophers, like Descartes, have 
shown that we often raise doubt about which we have firm 
belief, and after conscious deliberation if we succeed in 
eradicating that doubt, we again restore belief in the same. 
This is the method that was endorsed by Descartes in his 
philosophical enterprise. However, this does not provide 
any support to DDV, as instead of proving voluntary belief 
formation, this argument merely proves, if it proves 
anything at all, that we can have doubt about the objects of 
our belief. This may be regarded as argument from 
hyperbolical doubt. No mental state is permanent. Belief 
being a mental state can also be shaken by subsequent 
doubt, if there are grounds for the latter. This fact hardly 
proves DDV, unless it is also claimed that such doubts are 
again eradicated by subsequent conscious deliberation. This 
observation goes against the first three arguments, against 
DDV mentioned above. If we can eradicate doubt to arrive 
at beliefs, then it can be claimed that such beliefs result 
from our voluntary effort and that we are aware of such 
efforts. The Classic Argument relies on the claim that we 
have no control over our beliefs and that we are never 
aware about voluntarily arriving at beliefs.  The argument 
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from hyperbolical doubt refutes this argument by making at 
least one convincing case against it. At least in case of 
belief eradicating hyperbolical doubt we seem to become 
aware about voluntary acquisition of beliefs. The empirical 
belief argument is correct to the extent that acquisition of 
beliefs concerning empirical content is not always under 
our voluntary efforts.  But it is incorrect in claiming that 
our beliefs are always formed by the way the world is.  We 
often have false beliefs—an illusion or a delusion. The 
argument from hyperbolical doubt shows that we can 
entertain doubt about our empirical beliefs and that by 
conscious voluntary effort we can arrive at beliefs by 
eradicating doubt. The intentional act argument hinges on 
the claim that beliefs are not guided by intentions. 
However, the argument from hyperbolical doubt seems to 
have shown that some beliefs are promoted by intentions. 

The argument from hyperbolical doubt cannot be posed 
against the causal-nomological argument advanced by 
Nyāya and other Indian schools of philosophy. The 
argument from hyperbolical doubt only shows that doubts 
are possible about things we believe in and that we often 
arrive at beliefs after entertaining such doubt. The causal-
nomological account of cognition does not deny these facts. 
It only claims that beliefs are causally determined. Beliefs 
are products of appropriate causal factors. That is why 
these Indian philosophers reject DDV and claim that beliefs 
are produced in the presence of appropriate pramāṇa-s. The 
cases of hyperbolical doubt and its subsequent belief could 
be explained in the same way, that is, in a causal-
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nomological way. If the causes of doubt are present, doubts 
are produced, including doubts of the hyperbolical form; 
and beliefs are produced, if the causes of belief are present.  

Conclusion 

This shows that Nyāya does not accept DDV, nor does it 
accept doxastic involuntarism. But it accepts indirect 
doxastic voluntarism (IDV). We cannot immediately decide 
whether or not to believe in something, according to IDV. 
Our beliefs are spontaneously formed by certain belief-
forming processes that we endorse, consciously or 
unconsciously. This does not imply a total lack of control 
over our beliefs.  Nyāya claims that we can choose an 
appropriate pramāṇa to arrive at a belief. This gives us 
indirect control over our beliefs, which in its turn, creates a 
space for normativity in Nyāya epistemology and also 
opens the scope for the prescription of the attainment of 
self-knowledge for liberation (mokṣa). 
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Restoring Knowledge-claim: A Dispeller of Nāgārjunian 
Polemic 

Dipayan Pattanayak 

 

Conceiving Indian Philosophy as a high-rising tower, we 
see that there are four pillars of this construction namely- 
pramāṇa, prameya, pramātā and pramiti. By pramiti, the 
Indian thinkers understand resultant veridical cognition. 
The instrument by means of which the cognition in 
question is derived is designated by them as pramāṇa. The 
object and subject of the cognition resulted are entitled by 
them as prameya and pramātā respectively. It is by means 
of pramāṇa that a pramātā can obtain pramiti regarding the 
prameyas.  

Of these four principles pramāṇa and prameya have 
occupied important role in Indian philosophical discourse. 
The term ‘pramāṇa’ is derived from the expression pramā, 
which again is a derivative of mā. ‘Mā’ refers to cognition 
and subsequently pramā to veridical cognition. There can 
be two different types of derivation of pramāṇa and two 
different connotations: instrument of veridical cognition 
and veridical cognition itself. [with the suffix ‘lyuṭ’ (in the 
sense of karaṇa), it may give rise to the sense - instrument 
of veridical cognition ; taking ‘lyuṭ’ in the sense of bhāva, 
the same term may be an indicator of veridical cognition 
itself.] In the same way, the expression prameya, to some 
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extent, is equivocal. It bears two different connotations - 
restricted and general. In its restricted sense, ‘prameya’ 
indicates only those objects, whose knowledge is directly 
associated with the attainment of liberation. It is in this 
sense of the term, Gautama, the founder of Nyāya 
Philosophy, spoke of twelve kinds of prameya1. There is, 
however, an etymological meaning of the term in which it 
is ordinarily used. In this general sense ‘prameya’ signifies 
the knowable objects or the objects of knowledge2. In this 
wide sense prameya includes everything, whether it is 
known or not. 

Generally, the expression pramāṇa is understood in the 
sense of epistemic instrument. The Indian thinkers are not 
in agreement about the number of pramāṇas. Some of them 
admit only one, like pratyakṣa; there are others who admit 
even ten or more like anumāna, upamāna, śabda, 
arthāpatti, anupalabdhi, aitihya, sambhava, ceṣtā and 
prathibhā. Regarding prameya too they are not in 
agreement. While some schools advocate monism, some 
others are in favour of dualism or pluralism. Despite the 
disagreement regarding nature and number nearly all 
schools of Indian philosophy are in agreement about the 
possibility of pramāṇa and prameya.  

This dichotomy which is admitted almost by all schools, 
has come under the severe attack of some exceptional 
thinkers. In Indian philosophical literature the expression 
‘Vaitaṇḍika’ is found to be used to mean them. Without 
holding any position they used to refute the position of 



313 | Restoring Knowledge-claim: A Dispeller of Nāgārjunian Polemic 
 
others. In its strictest sense the designation ‘Vaitaṇḍika’ 
can be easily ascribed to Jayarāśi Bhaṭṭa who proposes 
eradication (upaplava) of all principles in his epoch-
making work Tattvopaplavasiṁha. Even before birth of 
Buddha, there was a thinker named Sañjaya3 to whom 
application of the designation of Vaitaṇḍika can be 
extended quite aptly. While attacking the views of others, 
Sañjaya and his followers took help of a dialectical 
technique. Assuming the possible alternatives that could be 
conceived in the issue they endeavored to nullify all of 
them. This technique which had been adopted by the 
Mādhyamika Buddhists later was much familiar as 
prasaṅga. This prasaṅga technique received its devastating 
form in the hands of Nāgārjuna. Nāgārjuna put forward 
severe criticism against the Nyāya category system in his 
writings like Mūlamadhyamakakārikā, Vigrahavyāvartanī, 
Vaīdalyaprakaraṇa etc. In the last two, especially in 
Kārikās number 2 to 21 of Vaidalyaprakaraṇa and 31 to 51 
of Vigrahavyāvartanī we witness the refutation of the first 
two categories namely pramāṇa and prameya. An attempt 
will be made in this article to restore the claim of 
knowledge from Nyāya point of view by nullifying 
Nāgārjunian polemic against the pramāṇa-prameya 
dichotomy. 

Nāgārjuna is seen to develop four lines of argument to 
prove it that there is no such thing as pramāṇa which can 
be claimed to be the source of valid cognition. In the first 
form of argument he purports to reveal; that there can never 
be any temporal relation4 between the so called pramāṇa 
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and its object. In the 12th Kārikā of Vaidalyaprakaraṇa,5 
Nāgārjuna points out that pramāṇa can neither precede 
prameya, nor be preceded by the prameya, nor can they be 
said to be simultaneous. If the pramāṇa precedes the 
prameya then of what should it be called the pramāṇa? If 
the prameya didn’t exist before the pramāṇa then what is to 
be ascertained by means of pramāṇa? Pramāṇa cannot be 
preceded by prameya either. If prameya is established as 
prameya prior to the occurrence of pramāṇa then the 
pramāṇa could not be regarded as pramāṇa. If pramāṇa 
comes after prameya then the pramāṇa becomes useless 
and fails to be designated as pramāṇa. The idea of a non-
existent pramāṇa of an existent prameya would be as 
absurd as a hare’s horn. The third alternative is also not 
tenable as the cause and the effect cannot exist at the same 
moment. Two simultaneous things like two horns of a cow 
cannot be related in causal relation with one another. Thus 
the pramāṇa prameya relation cannot take place in past, 
present or future. 

In the second, Nagarjuna took the trouble to make it clear 
that pramāṇa and prameya are relational6 concepts, which 
belong to the mental world only. In the third line of 
argument, which is an extension of the second, it is claimed 
that the notion of pramāṇa and prameya are confused7 and 
reversible. In Vaidalyaprakaraṇa, Nāgārjuna endeavors to 
establish this. Pramāṇa, he points out, can be regarded as 
pramāṇa only in reference to prameya or knowable objects. 
On the other hand the prameya can be regarded as prameya 
only in relation to a pramāṇa or instrument of knowledge. 
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The case bears resemblance with the father son relation. A 
person can be described as a father only in relation to his 
son and vice-versa. On account of pramāṇa the prameya is 
established as prameya. Again on account of the prameya 
the pramāṇa is established as pramāṇa. Viewed from one 
perspective, prameya is the sādhya or probandum and the 
pramāṇa is sādhana or probans; from another it is pramāṇa 
which plays the role of sādhya and the prameya as sādhana 
or probans. Thus the so called distinction between pramāṇa 
and prameya becomes meaningless. 

In the last line of his arguments, Nāgārjuna urges that the 
admission of pramāṇa, as a means of establishment of 
prameya, would lead to infinite regress8. To the 
pramāṇavādīns, adoption of pramāṇa is a must. If there is 
no balance nothing can be weighed.9 Similarly, they argue, 
if there is no pramāṇa at all, the knowable objects cannot 
be grasped. So admission of pramāṇas is obligatory. 
Nāgārjuna does not agree with the opponent here. He asks, 
if it is not possible to establish prameyas without 
pramāṇas, then how can the pramāṇas themselves be 
established without further pramāṇas? Especially after 
advocating the thesis “pramāṇatāharthopapatti”10 (i.e. all 
object are established by pramāṇas) the opponent cannot 
adopt the view that the pramāṇas themselves are 
independent of justificatory grounds or pramāṇas. Either 
the pramāṇavādīns have to admit that there are pramāṇas 
in favour of the pramāṇas or they will have to abandon the 
thesis ‘mānādhīnāmeyasiddhi’11, that is all the objects are 
to be established by means of pramāṇas. 
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Consequently there are two ways left. Either the 
pramāņavādīns have to concede that pramāṇas are valid by 
themselves, which as parātaḥ pramāṇavādīns the 
Naiyāyikas cannot admit, or they would agree that 
pramāņas, like all the other prameyas, are subject to 
justificatory condition. But both of these alternatives are 
untenable. If it is admitted that the pramāņas are 
established by other pramāņas there will be an infinite 
regress in the long run. If we think that the prameya Py1 is 
established by pramāņa Pn1 and the pramāņa Pn1, in turn, 
is established by pramāņa Pn2, the result will be regresus 
ad infinitum. As the series of pramāņa is infinite, its 
beginning cannot be determined. And if there is no 
beginning there cannot be any middle or end.12 In this 
difficult situation the principle “pramāņas are established 
by means of other pramāņas” will be ruled out. 

The cognitivists like Naiyāyikas have tried their best to 
meet the aforesaid objections. In their response to the first 
allegation, the Naiyāyikas point out that if pramāṇa is non-
existent owing to non-establishment of its temporal 
position with prameya, by the same logic the denial 
statement issued by the opponent, would also fail to be 
connected with its objects of denial, in three points of 
time;13 and hence that denial too would be counted as 
unreal. To the Naiyāyikas there can be no fixed established 
rule regarding the temporal relation of pramāṇa and 
prameya. Citing illustrations in support of their position 
they claim that occurrence of a means of knowledge is 
possible before or after the occurrence of the object of 
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knowledge. Occurrence of both even takes place 
simultaneously. Thus something can be designated as 
pramāṇa by yielding pramā in any point of time. 

However the question remains, until and unless the 
cognition occurs how can the designations like pramāṇa 
and prameya be ascribed to something at all? The 
designation ‘pramāṇa’ or ‘prameya’, they would argue, is 
applicable to something only in relation to some veridical 
cognition that is pramā. Nothing could be addressed as 
pramāṇa or prameya before origination of the veridical 
cognition. 

To a Naiyāyika like Vātsyāyana this allegation seems to be 
a shallow one. To him the terms pramāṇa and prameya are 
not necessarily used as actual operative epistemic 
instruments or object of that valid cognition which is 
actually taking place. In common usage14 such statements 
are often issued ‘bring the cook, he will do the cooking’ 
and there is nothing wrong in these utterances. In the same 
way the expression pramāṇa-prameya may be used to 
mean a possible epistemic instrument or a possible 
epistemic object. By apprehending these terms in the sense 
of actual operating instruments and actually accomplished 
objects, the opponent has committed the blunder as he has 
no right to do that thing. 

Like the former the objection of relativity seems irrefutable 
at the very outset. This objection was raised in a different 
form by Sextus Empiricus in Outlines of Pyrrhonism. 
Sextus laid emphasis on the point that a relative thing 
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cannot have real existence. Now if it is taken for granted 
that relatives do not have reality, pramāṇa and prameya 
would also be treated as unreal.  

This objection of relativity too seems implausible to the 
Naiyāyikas. To them relativity cannot be counted as a mark 
of unreality. By considering relatives as unreal, Nāgārjuna 
and his followers have diluted the difference between what 
is intrinsically real (svarūpasat) and what is real only 
epistemologically (jñātatayāsat). Here the Śūṇyavādīns 
may disagree with the Naiyāyikas by saying that the notion 
of svarūpa of a thing is imaginary, as there is no such 
intrinsic property or individuality of anything at all. The 
character or property which is often ascribed to an object is 
only relatively real. A thing, for example, which is 
described as ‘long’, is long in relation to some other thing 
which is short. Again, a thing, which is considered as 
‘short’, is treated as ‘short’ in relation to some other thing 
which is long. Neither of these properties have absolute 
existence of their own.15 

This allegation, to Gautama, is not right, as it involves 
contradiction.16 The contradiction, involved in this position 
may be shown in the following way: If a thing, Vātsyāyana 
points out, considered as short in relation to something 
long, it is clear that property of being long is a non-
relational one. Again if a thing is considered as a long in 
relation to something which is short, the property of being 
short must be taken as real or non-relational. Now if both 
are mutually dependent with one another, the denial of one 
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would imply the denial of the other.  In that case it cannot 
be claimed that the property of being short is determined 
only relatively to the property of being long and vice-versa. 

Though not identical, a similar charge is leveled against the 
presupposition of pramāṇa in addition to the charge of 
relativity. It is pointed out by Nāgārjuna, in the beginning 
of Vaidalyaprakaraṇa that the notion of pramāṇa and 
prameya are confused and reversible; there is no regularity 
in their application. It is on account of some means or 
pramāṇa that some object is established as prameya. Again 
on account of that very object or prameya the means is 
established as pramāṇa. Thus in establishment of 
prameyatva (i.e. the property of being an object of pramā) 
of the latter, the former is playing the role of means, while 
in establishment of pramāṇatva (i.e. the property of being 
an instrument of pramā) of the former the latter is playing 
as a means. Thus both are purported to play the role of 
pramāṇa and prameya simultaneously. Since there is no 
regularity in their designation, Nāgārjuna urged, none of 
them can be treated as real. 

Here the question arises, does the irregularity of 
designation suggest unreality of something? The same 
thing may be designated differently from several 
standpoints. A person who is familiar as a professor to his 
neighbors happens to be husband to a lady, father to a little 
girl and son to an old woman. The expressions like the 
author of Gitanjali, the son of Debendranath Tagore, the 
grandson of prince Dwarakanath, the only Indian Nobel 
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laureate in literature, the founder of Shantiniketan, refers to 
the same person, Rabindranath  Tagore. This variation in 
designation does not prove unreality or non-existence of 
Rabindranath. 

The charge of infinite regress seems too cumbersome at the 
very outset. If the prameya is indebted to pramaṇa for its 
establishment, pramāṇa too, (as it is being counted as 
prameya) would depend on another pramāṇa for its 
ascertainment; and the second on a third, the third on a 
fourth. As a result, the first pramāṇa would remain un-
established. The light analogy which is supposed to be 
admitted by Gautama to check the regress is announced 
unfit by Nāgārjuna on the ground that light does not reveal 
anything. 

In polemic of this objection it may be mentioned in the 
very beginning that the regress is not inevitable from the 
Nyāya point of view. It is true that establishment of any 
object, to Naiyāyika is subject to means or justification. 
They are not ready to recognize reality of any object 
independent of justification or epistemic instrument. And if 
there arises any doubt in the veracity of that very 
instrument, they would not hesitate to take help of another 
instrument. However endless repetition of this process is 
not permitted in Nyāya tradition. By citing several 
instances of everyday practice, Naiyāyikas prove it that the 
regress apprehended does not occur in everyday life. 

Here the proponent may object that if prameyas are 
established by means of unestablished justificatory 
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conditions, the difference between pramāṇa and 
pramāṇābhāsa would disappear. This apprehension seems 
implausible to the Naiyāyikas. For they are not ruling out 
the possibility of a pramāna’s being justified by another. 
The lamplight, which plays the role of an instrument in 
revelation of a jar, may also be apprehended by our visual 
organ; that organ, in turn, can be established by some 
inference. Thus the question of justification of a pramāṇa 
by another is always left open. But that openness does not 
lead us to infinity. 

In this way the Naiyāyikas have tried their best to prove the 
hollowness of the allegation raised by the cognitive 
skeptics. 
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Nature of Number and Knowledge of Mathematical Truths: 

a comparison between Principia Mathematica and The 
Līlāvatī 

Arnab Kumar Mukhopadhyay 

 

Philosophy of mathematics, as is generally held, is the 
branch of philosophy that studies the assumptions, 
foundations, and implications of mathematics, and purports 
to provide a viewpoint of the nature and methodology 
of mathematics, and to understand the place of 
mathematics in people's lives. Traditionally, in Western 
philosophy, mathematical knowledge has been understood 
as universal and absolute knowledge, whose 
epistemological status sets it above all other forms of 
knowledge. The traditional western foundationalist schools 
of formalism, logicism and intuitionism sought to establish 
the absolute validity of mathematical knowledge by 
erecting foundational systems. Although modern 
philosophy of mathematics has in part moved away from 
this dogma of absolutism, it is still very influential, and 
needs to be critiqued. So I wish to begin by summarizing 
some of the arguments against Absolutism, as this position 
has been termed1. 

It is expected that an adequate philosophy of mathematics 
should account for a number of aspects of mathematics 
including the following: 
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1.  Epistemology: Mathematical knowledge; its character, 
genesis and justification, with special attention to the 
role of proof. 

2.  Theories: Mathematical theories, both constructive and 
structural: their character and development, and issues 
of appraisal and evaluation. 

3.  Ontology: The objects of mathematics: their character, 
origins and relationship with the language of 
mathematics, the issue of Platonism. 

4.  Methodology and History: Mathematical practice: its 
character, and the mathematical activities of 
mathematicians, in the present and past. 

5.  Applications and Values: Applications of mathematics; 
its relationship with science, technology, other areas of 
knowledge and values. 

6.  Individual Knowledge and Learning: The learning of 
mathematics: its character and role in the onward 
transmission of mathematical knowledge, and in the 
creativity of individual mathematicians. 

Indian epistemological view point, in general, appears to be 
radically different from the standard Greek or modern 
western view which seeks to establish mathematical 
knowledge as infallible absolute truth. Further, the views 
concerning the nature of mathematical objects such as 
numbers etc., appear to be based on the framework 
developed by the Indian logicians and differs significantly 
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at the foundational level from the class/set-theoretic 
universe of contemporary mathematics. 

It is argued that Indian epistemological view point on the 
nature of mathematical objects etc, could contribute in a 
significant way to the development of mathematics today as 
they appear to have the potential of leading to an entirely 
new edifice for mathematics. A comprehension of the 
Indian methodologies with regard to mathematics would 
also help in making contemporary Indian mathematics 
come on its own and make its mark in the world of science. 
In the Indian tradition mathematical knowledge is not 
viewed to be in any fundamental sense distinct from that in 
natural sciences. The Indian mathematicians declare that 
the purpose of Upapatti is to clarify, disambiguate, remove 
all confusions etc, and to convince the 
fellow mathematicians of the validity of a result. 

In the present paper, we will try to understand the nature of 
number as mathematical objects, and how do we get the 
knowledge of that. 

Also we will try to understand how they would explain the 
knowledge of the ground for mathematical truths from the 
same perspective. 

In this context we will confine ourselves all and only to the 
arithmetic part of Bhaskara’s Siddhānta-Śiromaṇi2, 
especially to Lilāvati (also known 
as pāṭīgaṇita or aṅkagaṇita), named after his daughter, and 
consists of 277 verses; and Principia Mathematica3. 
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 It covers calculations, progressions, measurement, 
permutations, and other topics, where the ancient Indian 
philosophy of mathematics has been discussed following 
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika doctrine. 

Lilāvati is divided into 13 chapters and covers many 
branches of mathematics, arithmetic, algebra, geometry, 
and a little trigonometry and measurement. More 
specifically the contents include: 

 Definitions. 

 Properties of zero (including addition, subtraction, 
division, and rules of operations). 

 Further extensive numerical work, including use of 
negative numbers and surds. 

 Estimation of π. 

 Arithmetical terms and squaring. 

 Problems involving interest and interest computation. 

2. Philosophy of Mathematics in Principia Mathematica: 

Well-known foundational movements in mathematics 
started basically due to the following crises: 

 Emergence of a number of non-Euclidean geometrical 
systems. 

 Emergence of a host of paradoxes. 
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Russell observes that the main reason regarding the above 
mentioned inconveniences in mathematics are- 

 Commitment to the existence of class / set. 

 Unrestricted allowance for class/set formation. 

To get rid of these Russell introduced two devices4- 

 Theory of Incomplete Symbols (to maintain non-
committal to the existence of class). 

 Theory of Logical Types   (to impose a rule for class 
formation). 

2.1.Theory of Incomplete Symbols (a more general 
version of his theory of descriptions) introduces a new 
and powerful method of analysis that is in many ways 
guiding force to advanced analytic philosophy. 
Existence is treated here as a property of propositional 
function. It follows that the kinds of objects which are 
said to exist will depend on the kinds of propositional 
functions which are said to be satisfied; and this is the 
source of Quine’s celebrated dictum that ‘to be is to be 
the value of a variable’.  An ascription of existence 
cannot significantly be coupled with the use of a 
logically proper name. 

2.2.Theory of Logical Types gave the grammar of the 
logical language in which Russell wished to explain 
mathematical notions. The primary objects or 
individuals (i.e., the given things not being subjected to 
logical analysis) are assigned to one type, say, type 0. 
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Propositional functions applicable to individuals are 
assigned to.  

type 0.   arnab ( ‘a’)  

type 1.  ‘arnab is a fool’   (‘f(a)’) 

type 2.  “‘arnab is a fool’ is true”   (‘g(fa)’) 

To exclude impredicative definitions within a type, the 
types above type 0 are further divided into orders.  

Basic theses of Russell’s Program as expounded in 
Principia Mathematica can be summarized as follows5: 

 Logic and Language- 

 Theory of descriptions constitutes the core of the 
general theory of meaning. 

 Distinction between logical form and grammatical 
form of linguistic expression. 

 Language for logic has predicate variables with 
order /type indices and individual variables. 

 Logic is the general theory of the structure. 

 Material implication and other logical connectives 
are not relation signs. 

 No denoting concepts. 

 No bridge between categorical logic and the new 
quantification theory (variables of the new 
quantification theory taken as primitive). 
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 No substitutional theory of propositions emulating 
simple types of attributes / classes. 

 Axiom of reducibility and axiom of infinity are 
admitted.  

 Recursive definition of ‘truth’ and ‘falsehood’ 
justifying order component of the order / type 
indices on predicate variables. 

 Ontology- 

 Abolition of propositions (elementary and general) 
as single independent entities, instead the multiple 
relation theory of judgment is admitted  

 Admission of universals (type free with both a 
predicable and individual nature). 

 No non-existent objects since truth conditions for 
sentences with names can be given by descriptions. 

 Abolition of classes as entities. 

 Abolition of numbers as entities. 

 Epistemology- 

 Principle of acquaintance upheld, and acquaintance 
with universals, sense-data and the subject admitted. 

3. Russell’s Theory of Classes and Number: 

In the Principia Mathematica, Russell, along with 
Whitehead, maintains that the theory of classes, although 
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provides a notation to represent them (classes), it avoids the 
assumption that there are such things as classes. Russell 
seeks to give a definition of symbols for classes on a 
similar line as definitions of descriptions, taking them as 
incomplete symbols. Such definition will assign meaning 
(i.e., truth or falsity) to statements in which words or 
symbols representing classes occur. Such a definition will 
assign meaning to statements containing class-symbols, 
eliminating all mention of classes from a proper analysis of 
those statements. If this becomes possible then Russell 
would say that symbols for classes are mere conveniences, 
like descriptions, they are ‘logical fictions’. 

3.1. Class as Incomplete Symbols6: 

In the Principia Mathematica this technique of deriving an 
extensional function from a function of a given function is 
presented in the form of the following definition: 

ƒ ({z: ψz}) = (∃Ø)[(x) (Øx≡ψx). ƒ{z: Øz}]     Df     
[*20.01] 

The definition *20.01 in the Principia Mathematica 
actually stipulates the condition when a statement asserting 
some ‘propositional function’ ψx can be made. 

The condition is that there must be a predicative function Ø 
x formally equivalent to ψx such that an assertion ƒ of Øx 
is meaningful (i.e., true/false). The equality between the 
two formally equivalent propositional functions is their 
identical extension, which renders the assertion ƒ of ψx to 
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be considered as the assertion ƒ of Ø x. Thus, ƒ of ψx can 
be considered as an assertion of this common extension. 
For the sake of convenience this extension is called ‘the 
class determined by the propositional function (condition) 
ψx’. In this way an assertion ƒ of ψx becomes an assertion 
ƒ of the class determined by the propositional function 
(condition) ψx. 

In the above, by a predicative function what is meant is — 
a function of one variable which is of the next order above 
that of its argument, i.e., the lowest order compatible with 
the order of that argument.  

The definition *20.01 is in fact the definition of a class in 
use. This definition basically effectuates reduction 
(translation) of statements nominally about classes to 
statements about their defining conditions [Russell, B. 
(1919)].  

3.2. Requirements of ‘Class’ 7: 

Now, if a symbol is to serve as a class it must fulfill the 
following conditions: 

i) A class is always determined by a predicative 
propositional function, and that a predicative 
propositional function must determine an appropriate 
class.  

ii) Two formally equivalent propositional functions 
determine the same class and two propositional 
functions that are not formally equivalent to each other 
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must determine two different classes. This is known as 
the principle of extensionality for classes. 

iii) There must be a mechanism for defining not only 
classes, but classes of classes also.  

 Russell has shown in Principia Mathematica that 
classes of classes too have all formal properties of 
classes of individuals. We will see shortly that numbers 
have been defined by Russell as classes of classes 
which are similar to each other. 

iv)  The question whether a class is a member of itself or 
not, will not be entertained in the theory of classes. 
Type theory takes care of this. 

v)  Mathematical induction involves reference to all natural 
numbers less than/equal to a certain, number k. This 
brings in the notion of universal class, i.e., class of all 
individuals, class of all classes etc.  

However, unless all the elements of a so-called universal 
class are of the same logical type, questions regarding the 
legitimacy of a universal class will continue to be raised. In 
the theory of classes, as proposed in Principia 
Mathematica, the class consisting of all elements of a given 
type is called a universal class, the class determined by the 
‘propositional function’ (condition) ‘x = x’, and is 
symbolically represented by ‘V’. 

Thus, V = {x : x = x} [24.01] 
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The null class, symbolically represented by ‘’, is the 
complement of V, or, 

= – V  [*24.02]. 

In this context, in Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy 
Russell defines unit class by saying — A class α is said to 
be a “unit” class if the propositional function “‘x is an α’ is 
always equivalent to ‘x is c’ ” (regarded as a function of c) 
is not always false, i.e., in more informal language, if there 
is a term c such that x will be a member of α when x is c 
but not otherwise. [Russell, B. (1919)]. Taking ‘x is an α’ 
as ‘Øx’, symbolically we may put it as follows — 

α = (∃c) (x) (Øx ≡ x = c) Df. 

In general, a class α is the collection of all those entities x’s 
that satisfy a predicative propositional function ϕz.  

The predicative functions are brought in to ensure that the 
hierarchy of logical types is strictly maintained in 
formation of a class and also in formation of any statement 
about classes. 

The definition 20.01 is a definition in use of an expression 
‘α’ such that α = {z : z}; in other words, 20.01 is a 
definition of ‘‘the class determined by the propositional 
function (condition) z’’, whenever there is a predicative 
function Øz equivalent to z, and ‘{z : Øz}’ is significant. 

However, in Principia, there is a separate definition of 
‘class of classes’, not only because the notion of number is 
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defined in terms of the notion of ‘class of classes’, but also 
because of some deeper reason. We will discuss about it in 
the next section. 

The following is the definition in use of ‘class of classes’. 

{α : α} = (∃ϕ)[ (α) (α≡ϕα).(ϕ)]   [*20.08] 

The above definition actually stipulates the condition when 
a statement involving the propositional function ‘α’, 
where α is a class, can be made. The condition is that there 
must be a predicative function ‘ϕ’, formally equivalent to 
‘’ such that an assertion of ‘(ϕα)’ is meaningful (i.e., 
true or false). 

In Principia Mathematica, classes of individuals are proved 
to satisfy certain properties like,  

(x) (x≡Øx) ≡ [{z : z} = {z : Øz}] (*20.15), 

[{z :z} = {z : Øz}] ≡ (x) [x{ z: z}≡ x { z : Øz}] 
(*20.31), 

[{z : Øz} = { z : z}] → [ƒ {z : Øz} ≡ ƒ{z: z}] (*20.18) 
etc. 

Russell then shows that classes of classes satisfy all these 
properties also.  
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3.4. Number in terms of Class8: 

We know that arithmetic is all about numbers. Numbers are 
of two kinds — cardinal numbers and ordinal numbers. 
Informally speaking, a cardinal number is the number that 
we speak of in answer to the question “how many”? It is 
the number indicating the strength of a set/class. On the 
other hand, ordinal numbers are numbers that we speak of 
while counting the elements/members of a set as the first, 
the second, the third, and so on.      

In mathematics, there are mainly two traditions of defining 
numbers. One is the Frege-Russell tradition of defining 
numbers as classes of similar classes/sets of equivalent sets; 
the other tradition goes back to Dedekind and also to 
Peano, in which fundamental properties of numbers are 
given in the form of some axioms/primitive propositions. 

Russell has defined cardinal numbers as equivalence 
classes of classes; and ordinal numbers as equivalence 
classes of well-ordered classes of the same type, in 
accordance with their respective logicist programs. 

The number of a class is the property that belongs to the 
class collectively and not distributively. Definition of 
number by abstraction as some common property shared by 
similar classes does not satisfy the condition of uniqueness. 
This definition does not guarantee that there is exactly one 
common property shared by two or more similar classes.         
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To avoid this problem Russell defines numbers as classes 
of similar classes. They are unique in respect of their 
extensions. A cardinal number, i.e., the cardinality of a 
given class is the class of all classes similar to the given 
class.  

Thus, Russell’s definition of the number zero, is the class 
whose only member is the null class.  

The definition of the number one is the class of all 
singletons, and the definition of the number two is the class 
of all couples, and so on.  

In general, a number is anything which is the number of 
some classes.  

Since, the number of a class has already been defined 
without reference to ‘number’, the question of circularity 
does not arise.  

Unlike definitions of numbers by abstraction, Russell’s 
definitions of numbers as classes of classes ensure that each 
particular number is unique. Because, each particular 
number, according to Russell, is identified with a class (of 
similar classes) that is identical only with itself. If there is 
another class of similar classes to be identified with a 
particular number, then by the principle of extensionality 
this second class would be identical to the first class. 

The above definition of a cardinal number given by Russell 
is the definition of a particular finite number. It remains to 
be seen how the series or progression of natural numbers, 
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i.e., 0, 1, 2, 3,….. and also infinite cardinal numbers are to 
be defined by Russell. 

3.5. Peano’s Postulates for Natural Numbers9: 

Peano encapsulates the whole of the theory of natural 
numbers with the help of three primitive ideas — ‘zero’, 
‘number’ and ‘successor’, and five postulates.  

Let ‘0’ mean X0, ‘number’ mean the whole set W of terms, 

and let ‘successor’ of any term Xn mean Xn+1. Then, we 

may express Peano’s five postulates as follows — 

A1)  0 is a number. 

[That is, 0. is a member of the set W, i.e., 0  W] 

A2) The successor of any number is a number.  

[That is, taken any term Xn in the set W, Xn+1 is also in 

the set, i.e., for each Xn W, there exists a unique Xn+1  

W]  

A3) No two numbers have the same successor.  

[That is, if Xm and Xn are two different members of the set 

W, Xm+1 and Xn+1  are different, i.e., if Xm, Xn W such 

that Xn Xm, then Xn+1 Xm+1.] 

A4)  0 is not the successor of any number. 
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[That is, no term in the set W comes before X0, i.e., there is 

no Xn W for which Xn+1= 0.] 

A5) Any property which belongs to 0, and also to the 
successor of every number which has the property, belongs 
to all numbers. 

[That is, any property which belongs to X0, and belongs to 

Xn+1 provided it belongs to Xn, also belongs to all Xi’s, i 

I=W ,i.e., if S is a subset of W such that X0S, Xn+1S 

for every XnS, then Xi S for all i I = W.]. 

The above five postulates give the fundamental property of 
a progression or, a series of the form — X0, X1, X2 ,…, 

Xn , … . 

In any series of the above form, there is a first term, a 
successor to each term (so that there is no last term), no 
repetitions, and every term can be reached from the start in 
a finite number of steps. Every progression, according to 
Russell, is a series that verifies these five postulates. ‘Zero’ 
is given the name to its first term, the name ‘number’ to the 
whole set of its terms, and the name ‘successor’ to the next 
in progression. 

The fifth postulates in particular, which is known as the 
Principle of induction gives the nature of a progression. 
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3.6. Russell’s Definition of Cardinal Numbers Satisfying 
Peano’s Postulates: 

Now, it is to be seen how Russell captures the notion of 
progression of natural numbers in his theory.  

Peano’s three primitive notions are given in Russell’s 
theory through definitions. Cardinal number is defined as 
the number of a given class. Each particular number is an 
instance of cardinal number. Zero is defined as the cardinal 
number of the class consisting only of the null class of a 
given logical type. 

0 = {} Df. 

Let us now define the notion of ‘successor’, following 
Russell. 

“The successor of the number of terms in the class α is the 
number of terms in the class consisting of α together with 

x, where x is any term not belonging to the class.”7 
[Russell, B. (1919)] 

It can be shown that in Russell’s theory we get n+1, i.e., the 
class of all classes having n+1 terms as the successor of n, 
i.e., the class of all classes having n terms. 

Let us take the number 0 = {}. 

Then, by the above definition, the successor of 0, i.e., 1 is 
the cardinal number of the class ⋃{x}, where x does not 
belong to . 



340 | Nature of Number and Knowledge of Mathematical Truths 

In other words, 1 = {{x}}. Whatever x may be, {{x}} is the 
class of a class having only one member, and of any class 
equivalent to it. 

The successor of 1 is 2. 1 is the cardinal number of the 
class {x}, whatever x may be. Then, 2 is the cardinal 
number of the class {x} ⋃ {x’}, where x’ does not belong 
to {x}. Thus, 2 = {{x, x'}}. That is, 2 is the class of a 
couple.  

In this way, it can be shown that 3, which is the successor 
of 2, is the class of a trio, and so on. In general, the notion 
of successor would give n+1, i.e., the class of all classes 
having n+1 terms, as the successor of n, i.e., the class of all 
classes having n terms. 

Thus, Peano’s first two postulates come through in 
Russell’s theory of classes, in which numbers are defined in 
terms of classes. 

Now, we would try to understand how Peano’s fourth 
postulate is also available in Russell’s theory of classes.  

Let us recall that 0 is the class {}. Also, suppose that 0 is 
the successor of some number k. Then, 0 is the cardinal 
number of the class composed of k number of elements 
together with any x that is not a member of the class of k 
elements. Then, 0 becomes the cardinal number of the class 
consisting at least of x. This implies x which, we know, 
is false. So, it is not true that there is some number k such 
that 0 is the successor of k. 
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The fifth postulate of Peano is given by a definition in 
Russell’s theory. But, before stating that definition we have 
to understand the notion of posterity first. The posterity of a 
given natural number with respect to the relation 
“immediate predecessor” (which is the converse of 
“successor”) is all those terms that belong to every 
hereditary class to which the given number belongs. A 
hereditary class, in its turn, is a class having the successor 
of n, that is, n+1 as its member whenever n is a member of 
that class, for any n. 

Now, let us present, following Russell, the fifth postulate of 
Peano, that is, the principle of mathematical induction. The 
postulate is — 

The “natural numbers” are the posterity of zero with 
respect to the relation “immediate predecessor” which is 
the converse of “successor”. 

It is not difficult now to understand how any assigned 
natural number can be generated from zero by successive 
steps from “next to next”. 

Thus, in Russell’s theory, cardinal number is defined first, 
and then a natural number is defined as a cardinal number 
satisfying the principle of induction. In fact, a natural 
number is a finite cardinal number. By the principle of 
induction, all natural numbers given by Peano’s axioms are 
generated in Russell’s theory of classes. The collection of 
these natural numbers is an inductive class of which 0 is a 
member and if any natural number n is a member of this 
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class, then its successor n+1 is also a member of this class. 
In other words, the numbers forming such an inductive 
class are inductive numbers. 

Now, if the process of generating natural numbers by 
successor function is to generate numbers infinitely, then 
the third of Peano’s postulates, namely, ‘no two different 
numbers have the same successor’ must hold good.  

However, this can be ensured only if the totality of objects 
in the universe is assumed to be infinite. The axiom of 
infinity is just this postulate. According to this postulate — 

“if n be any inductive cardinal number, there is at least one 

class of individuals having n terms.”
10

. 

Assuming Peano’s third postulate to hold good, it can now 
be said that the class of inductive numbers is an infinite 
class. Then the cardinal number of this class cannot be one 
of the inductive numbers, it must be something new. For 
example, the number of elements in a series starting from 0 
to n is obviously none of 0, …, n, but n+1. Thus, the 
cardinal number of the class of inductive numbers is a new 
number, say (omega), which is none of the finite 
inductive numbers 0, 1, 2,… . 

(Omega) is the first transfinite cardinal number, which is 
the class of all classes similar to the class of inductive or 
natural numbers. Other transfinite cardinal numbers are 
defined accordingly in Russell’s theory. 
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However, this attempt of Principia Mathematica leads to 
some serious doubts about its goal. Some of which are as 
follows: 

 It fails to explain the knowledge of different types 
of numbers. 

 It fails to provide a satisfactory account of class, by 
means of which numbers were sought to define and 
knowledge of mathematical truths were sought to 
explain. 

 It admits a logic which is higher order and hence 
not complete. 

 It fails to address Gödel’s incompleteness thesis. 

4. Philosophy of Mathematics in The Lilāvati: 

Now, we will try to understand the nature of number as 
mathematical objects, and how do we get the knowledge of 
that from the perspective of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika doctrine. 
Also we will try to understand how they would explain the 
knowledge of the ground for mathematical truths. In this 
context we will confine ourselves all and only to the 
arithmetic part of Bhaskara’s Siddhānta-Śiromaṇi, 
especially to Lilāvati (also known 
as pāṭīgaṇita or aṅkagaṇita), named after his daughter, and 
consists of 277 verses. We should note here that, in order to 
understand the study of mathematics, Lilāvati offers the 
characteristics of mathematics as Ganayate saṁkhyāyate 
tadgaṇitaṃ11. This Gaṇita is mainly of two types: Vyakta 
Gaṇita (also called Patigaṇita) and Avyakta Gaṇita (also 
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called Bija Gaṇita).It tends to take what is now-a-days 
referred to as the constructivist approach with regard to 
mathematics. 

4.1.Nature of Number: 

Numbers or, saṃkhyā according to Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika are 
objective realities. Just as entities are seen to be in 
possession of different kinds of qualities (guṇaḥ) like 
colors, tastes, they do possess numbers as their qualities. 
When we perceive a certain object as blue, corresponding 
to our perception (pratyakṣa) of blue through saṁyukta-
samavāya sannikarṣa, there is blue color in the object. 
Similarly when we count realities belonging to different 
categories (Padārtha) as one, two, three, such numbers 
exist in them. And this philosophy is the crux of The 
Lilāvati. 

One may argue that “Oneness” (Number one) is not a 
separate reality but only a specific form of the object. 
Śrīdhara observes that in that case the use of two words viz. 
“one” and “Pot” will become superfluous since they refer 
to the same object.12   

We must know as Uddyotakara argues that we have 
cognitions of “one” and “many” and they must have causes 
just as we have colors in the objects for our cognition of 
colors. Our cognition of “one” and “many” are different 
from our cognition of a Pot. Hence they must have causes 
other than the Pot and the causes for our cognition of “one” 
and “many” is the quality “number”.13 And hence, numbers 
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are the qualities inhering in the substances and they are the 
basis for our usages “one” and the rest. Vaiśeṣikas held that 
number as a quality belongs to and inheres in substances 
only.14  

Then again, one may object that, if we say “this picture is 
painted with four blue colors”. Wherein number belongs to 
qualities which suggest that number four as a property of 
four-blue-colors should inhere in the blue colors (qualities). 

The Lilāvati maintains that this usage should not be 
interpreted to mean that number (four) inheres in qualities 
(blue colors) for it contradicts the Vaiśeṣika dictum that a 
quality cannot inhere in qualities.15 They contend that 
when one says that “this picture is painted with four blue 
colors” it has to be understood that the substance painting 
(picture) constitutes the substratum for both the number 
four and the blue colors to inhere in and thus adhere to the 
rule that “a quality cannot inhere in a quality.” 

However, according to Raghunātha when one says that 
“this picture is painted with four blue colors”, our 
awareness here is that number four belongs to the quality 
(blue colors) and not to the substance picture. Hence, he 
contends, that it is reasonable that we link number four to 
the quality blue color as such. He observes that number 
four resides directly in the quality blue color by inherence 
(Samavāya). Raghunātha, however, respects the old 
Vaiśeṣika view that “one quality cannot inhere in another 
quality” by accepting number as a distinct category.16 
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4.2.  Knowledge of Progression of Number: 

Now, the question is how can The Lilāvati explain our 
knowledge of progression of cardinal numbers? 

Following Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika, The Lilāvati would first 
distinguish between the eternal and the non-eternal 
numbers. And second, among the latter, i.e., non-eternal 
numbers between (1) those that are produced by the 
respective numbers of their cause and (2) those that are 
produced by the enumerative cognition (apekṣābuddhi). 

Number oneness (ekatva) is eternal in eternal entities such 
as souls, minds etc. and non-eternal in products such as 
cloths, pots and the like. Oneness of an entity, such as a 
cloth, is produced by oneness of its inherent cause like, 
yarn. Kaṇada would say that the quality of the cause-
substance, yarn, produces the corresponding quality of the 
effect substance.17 The color of the cause substance, yarn, 
produces the color of the effect substance, cloth (as 
asamavyāyi kāraṇa of cloth). 

Similarly the quality oneness of the effect substance, cloth 
must be held to be produced by the oneness of its inherent 
cause yarn. 

But all numbers from duality (dvitva) onwards are 
produced by our enumerative cognition. 

So, is it that the contention of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika that 
numbers from duality onwards does not exist in objects 
always? 



347 | Nature of Number and Knowledge of Mathematical Truths 

The Lilāvati maintains that when we, for instance, say that 
a cloth is blue, here we perceive the blue color of the cloth 
produced by the blue color of its cause (yarn). Similarly 
when we claim to perceive the quality oneness in the cloth 
we perceive a quality originated by the corresponding 
quality of its cause, yarn. 

In both these cases we perceive qualities that had already 
been existing in the objects. But when we perceive two 
objects e.g. two Pots as two, here our perception of the 
quality 'duality' is not one of perceiving a reality which had 
already been there, but it is a case of perceiving a reality 
which is produced in the two Pots for the time being by our 
enumerative cognition.  

So, is it that the numbers from duality onwards are not as 
much objective as number one or other qualities? 

The answer is: No. They are equally objective and 
independent of our cognition, but there is this difference – 
whereas number one in a product is produced by a similar 
number of its cause, numbers from duality onwards are 
produced by our enumerative cognition. Hence the duration 
of the former is likely to be longer (existing as long as its 
substratum exists) whereas the duration of the latter is 
relatively shorter. But whether they last longer or disappear 
after a few moments, there are ontological correlates 
corresponding to our notion of all numbers.  

While going through the system of The Lilāvati, we should 
not confound the processes involved in the origination of 
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numbers from duality onwards and our perception of them. 
The number duality, for instance, originates in the two Pots 
in the very moment when the enumerative cognition 
operates as “this is one” and “this is one”. But our 
perception of duality does not take place immediately.  

When we perceive any two objects (Pots), we do not 
cognize them immediately as two. 

o First we perceive each Pot as “this is one” (‘Ayaṁ 
Ekaṁ’), “this is one” (‘Ayaṁ Ekaṁ’). This is called 
enumerative cognition (apekṣābuddhi). 

o This enumerative cognition gives rise to the quality, 
duality in the Pots in the second moment. The 
duality which has originated thus is not perceived at 
once. 

o In the third moment after the emergence of duality, 
we perceive the universality of duality (dvitva) for 
in the absence of our perception of the universality 
of duality we cannot account for our determinate 
perception (savikalpaka pratyakṣa) of duality. 

o In the fourth moment we perceive the quality 
duality inhering in the two Pots. This is how the 
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika explains the origination and our 
perception of all numbers from duality onwards. 

Now, we may be curious to know if zero is considered as a 
Number in The Lilāvati? 
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The Lilāvati maintains that – dhanayor dhanaṁ ṛṇaṁ 
ṛṇayordhanaṛṇayor antaraṁ samaikye kham18. That 
means, the sum of two positive numbers is positive, sum of 
two negative numbers is negative, and the sum of two 
equals with opposite is zero. 

So, zero as a number can be known all and only with the 
help of other numbers. 

But, here we have some anomalies. 

First, when duality originates, where does it ‘reside’? Does 
it ‘reside’ in each of the two objects? If it ‘resides’ in each 
of the two severally then we must be able to say ‘two’ 
when we perceive even one of them which is absurd. 

Second, after the destruction of one of the two objects we 
must be able to say “two” when we see the remaining one 
alone. 

Third, duality produced by the apekṣābuddhi of one man 
(X) must be perceptible for another or for any other person 
(Y) who looks at them without themselves producing it 
again. In other words, Y must be able to perceive the 
already existing duality produced by the apekṣābuddhi of X 
without himself producing it by his own apekṣābuddhi 
again and for that reason anyone who looks at those two 
objects must perceive them as two immediately for it is a 
case of simply perceiving what exists already. 

In the system of The Lilāvati we find that on account of the 
absence of the usage that “one is two” and because of the 



350 | Nature of Number and Knowledge of Mathematical Truths 

usage that “one is not two”, duality is supposed to reside in 
both objects taken as a group by the relation called 
“collective extensity” (paryāpti).19 Paryāpti is a relation by 
which numbers from duality onwards reside in the objects 
taken together and not in its members.  

The assumption of paryāpti as a relation by means of which 
numbers reside in groups of objects and not in any member 
of the group steers clear of all our doubts. First in as much 
as number two (duality) resides in the two objects taken as 
a group and not in any of the members of the group of two 
objects, we are free from the apprehension that we may 
have to say in respect of one of the two objects as “two”. 

The second anomaly, that we must be able to see duality 
even in one of them after the destruction of the other, also 
vanishes on the assumption that duality resides in the two 
objects taken as a group. The answer to the third objection 
requires the discussion of the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika notion of 
origination and destruction of the numbers from duality 
onwards. As we have stated already first our enumerative 
cognition in the form “this is one” and “this is one” comes 
into operation. Second this results in the emergence of the 
duality in the two objects. Third we perceive the 
universality of duality. Fourth we perceive duality as such. 
But this duality will not continue to be present in the Pots 
for long for being a product of enumerative cognition; it 
gets destroyed after the destruction of the enumerative 
cognition. The Naiyāyikas hold the view that this 
enumerative cognition being a transient psychical 
phenomenon gets destroyed in the fourth moment and with 
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its destruction its product duality also gets destroyed in the 
fifth moment. Thus duality will not be present in the two 
objects (Pots) after the fifth moment. However the person 
may continue to possess the knowledge (jñāna) of the 
objects as two even after the destruction of duality and 
knowledge of duality should not be confounded with our 
perception of duality. Thus if we understand the 
implications involved in the production and our cognition 
of duality, the anomaly that one man must be able to 
perceive the duality produced by the enumerative cognition 
of another does not simply arise. 

5. Conclusion: 

So, in view of above, we can summarize the following. 

In The Lilāvati, following Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontology, 
Saṁkhyā or number is considered as quality (Guṇaḥ), 
which resides in substance (Dravya) via the relation of 
inherence (Samavāya), which is also the relation between 
whole and parts, Jāti (genus or universal) and Vyakti 
(species or individual) etc. This Samavāya is the relation by 
which a Saṃkhyā such as Dvitva is related to each of the 
objects of a pair, and gives raise to the cognition (Jñāna): 
‘Ayaṁ dvitvaṁ’ - This (one) is (a) locus of two-ness. Apart 
from this, the number-property, Dvitva is related to both the 
objects together via a relation called Paryāpti (completion) 
and gives rise to the cognition 'these are two'. So, there are 
two ways in which number-properties such as one-ness or 
unity, two-ness or duality, three-ness etc., are connected 
with things numbered- 
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firstly via Samavāya relation with each thing, 

and 

secondly via Paryāpti relation with the things together. 

The paryāpti relation connecting the number-property to 
the numbered things together is taken in The Lilāvati to be 
a Svarūpa Sambandha (or a self-linking relation), where 
the two terms of the relation is identified ontologically. 
Thus, according to The Lilāvati any number property such 
us two-ness is not unique. There are indeed several two-
nesses, one associated (and identified) with every pair 
of objects. There are of course the universals such as 
Dvitvatva which inhere in each particular two-ness 
associated (and identified) with each pair of objects.  

The fact, that Nyāya-Vaiśeṣikācāryas talk of the relation 
Paryāpti by which number property such as two-
ness resides in both the numbered objects together and not 
in each one of them, has led various scholars to compare it 
with the Frege's theory of numbers20. According to 
Bertrand Russell21, there is a unique number two, which is 
the set of all sets of two elements (or pair of objects).  

Thus the number two is a set of second-order somewhat 
analogous to the universal two-ness of Nyāya-
Vaiśeṣikācāryas which may be thought of to be a property 
of second-order. 

The most crucial way in which The Lilāvati (following 
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika theory) differs from all the modern 
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western formulations is that, it talks only in terms of 
properties and that too with clearly specified 
ontological status, and totally avoided notions such as set 
whose ontological status is dubious. Any number 
property such as two-ness associated with a pair of objects 
is ontologically identified with the pair, or both the objects 
together, and not with any 'set' (let alone the set of all sets) 
constituted by such a pair. 

Apart from their theory of numbers, the general approach 
of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣikācāryas is what may be referred to as 
'intensional' as opposed to the 'extensional' approach of 
most of western logic and mathematics. It is precisely 
because of the fact that Nyāya-Vaiśeṣikācāryas have built a 
very powerful system of logic which is able to 
handle properties as they are (with both their intensions and 
extension) and not by reducing them to classes or 
sets (which are pure extensions, with the intension being 
abstracted away), that there seems to be a great potential 
for the methodology of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika logic in creating 
an entirely new edifice for mathematics. For, as is generally 
understood: Mathematics, as it exists today, is extensional 
rather than intentional. By this we mean that, when 
a propositional function enters into a mathematical theory, 
it is usually the extension of the function (i.e. the totality of 
entities or sets of entities that satisfy it) rather than its 
intension (i.e. its ‘context’ or meaning) that really matters. 
This leaning towards extensionality is reflected in a 
preference for the language of classes or sets over the 
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formally equivalent language of predicates with a 
single argument. 

If the elementary propositions of the theory are of the form 
F(x), (x has F - where 'F' is a predicate with a single 
argument which runs over a domain of individuals) then it 
is indeed true that it is but a matter of preference whether 
we use the language of predicates or of classes (of all 
those individuals which satisfy the corresponding 
predicate). However, the elementary propositions of 
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika logic are of the form 'xRy' which relate 
any two entities (not necessarily individual substance) x, y 
via a relation R. The elementary proposition in Nyāya-
Vaiśeṣika logic is always composed of a Viśeṣya 
(qualificand x), Viśeṣaṇa or Prakāra (qualifier y) and a 
Saṁsarga (relation R). Here, y may also be considered as 
a dharma (property) residing in x via relation R. Using 
these and many other notions, the Nyāya-
Vaiśeṣika logicians have developed a precise technical 
language, based on Sanskrit, which is unambiguous 
and makes transparent the logical structure of any 
(complex) proposition and which is used in some sense like 
the symbolic formal languages of modern mathematical 
logic. The Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika logicians seem to have used 
this language mainly as a vehicle of conducting 
philosophical discourse concerning the nature of entities 
(Padārthas) and their relations. 

Contemporary mathematics, being rooted entirely in the 
modem western tradition, does suffer from serious 
limitations which can be traced to the kind of epistemology 
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and philosophy of mathematics which have governed the 
development of mathematics in the western tradition right 
from the Greek times. 

Firstly there is the perennial problem of foundations posed 
by the ideal view of mathematical knowledge as a set of 
infallible absolute truths, which is basic to the western 
epistemology of mathematics. As is well known, the 
continued effort of philosophers’ mathematicians of the 
west to secure for mathematics the status of indubitable 
knowledge has not succeeded; and there is perhaps a 
growing feeling that this goal may after all turn out to be 
impossible. Surely this could lead to progress in 
mathematics, but it would be progress of a limited kind and 
within the narrow confines of the western quest for 
indubitable knowledge in the domain of mathematics. 

Apart from the problems inherent in the very goals set for 
mathematics, there are also several other serious 
inadequacies in the western epistemology and philosophy 
of mathematics which are nowadays being seriously 
discussed by many scholars. Most of these, center around 
the issue that the ideal view of mathematics as a formal 
deductive system causes serious distortion in the very 
practice of the science of mathematics. Some scholars have 
argued22 that this ideal view of mathematics has rendered 
philosophy of mathematics totally barren and incapable of 
providing any understanding of the actual logic of 
mathematical discovery. 
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We wish to emphasize that the Indian epistemology of 
mathematics, if sufficiently researched upon by present day 
scholars, may lead to a major revision of the current 
concepts on the nature of mathematical knowledge and its 
validation. Another important foundational issue in 
mathematics is that concerning the nature of mathematical 
objects. Here again the philosophical foundations of 
contemporary mathematics are extremely unsatisfactory 
with none of the major schools of thought, namely 
Logicism, Formalism or Intuitionism, being able to give 
satisfactory account of what indeed is the nature of the 
objects (such as numbers) dealt with by mathematics and 
how they are related to (other) objects in the world. 

What we have indicated above, are just a few examples of 
how the methodology of Indian mathematics could turn out 
to be of considerable relevance for the development of 
mathematics today. 
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On Nāgārjuna’s Stance in his Critique of Saṁśaya and 
Pramāṇa 

Saroj Kanta Kar 

Nāgārjuna is often regarded as a sceptic for not advancing 
any expressive opinion of his own while he criticizes 
others’ metaphysical and realistic views and their 
enunciating epistemic projections. In this context, it is 
important to ask,‘why should a philosopher criticize any 
standpoint at all, if he has nothing to presume, convey or 
propose?’ Can a philosopher go on to use reason, practice 
certain methods in his criticism of pramāṇa without 
sanctioning any credibility to it?’ Can pramāṇa be thrown 
away outright? If not, what is the necessity of such 
critiquing? Meditating upon these questions, this discourse 
is an attempt to appreciate the motive or philosophical 
standpoint of Nāgārjuna in critiquing the realist view on the 
context of pramāṇa and saṁśaya so that any ascription of 
scepticism upon him can be ruled out. This can be achieved 
by adopting a meta-philosophical approach, namely, 
discussing upon the factors, such as his spiritual and 
philosophical affiliations that lead him against the realists’ 
approach of the mentioned categories. 

Keywords: Pramāṇa, prameya, vaitaṇḍika, 
prasaṅgāpādāna, svabhāva, niḥsvabhāvatāchakraka, 
itaretarāśraya, anāvasthā.  
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Nāgārjuna’s Prime Concern leading to Critique of the 
Realists 

Nāgārjuna exhibited a unique approach in the history of 
Indian philosophy. At his time metaphysicians took either 
of the extreme standpoints like eternalism / essentialism 
(śāśvatavāda/ svabhāvavāda) vs., nihilism / non-
essentialism (uchchhedavāda), etc., whereas he took no 
side among them.1 He had a unique approach, where things 
were treated at two levels: accepting everything empirically 
functional at a level of truth called empirical truth / reality 
(vyāvahārika satya), but not adhering to such nature of 
things as ultimate at a higher or deeper level of 
understanding and realization. The higher level would be 
reached by having yathābhūtadarśana by analysis and 
yogic vision. It results in metaphysical view-less-ness (dṛṣṭi 
śūnyatā). It would help in transcending the usual sides of 
the issues: eternalism / essentialism and nihilism / non-
essentialism. This is one of the important aspects of 
Nāgārjuna’s philosophical enterprise, for which he argued 
against the realists. 

Nāgārjuna’s ingenuity is due to his philosophical genesis in 
the Buddha. Buddha’s teaching of pratītyasamutpāda states 
that everything comes into existence by depending upon 
causes and conditions, and therefore here there is no place 
of eternal dharma of anything nor also there is eternal 
nature of anything. Further, as becoming is nature of 
phenomena, complete annihilation or denial of the 
empirical is also not possible. For Nāgārjuna this teaching 
posits neither nihilism nor eternalism of the cosmic 
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process, yet there is no denial of results of actions of the 
individuals.2 In the process of becoming interrelatedness, 
there is hardly any independent, unique eternal entity 
(sattva / dharma) or own nature (svabhāva). Thus, he 
reached at the svabhāvaśūnyatā and dharmaśūnyatā, which 
are derived through pratītyasamūtpāda analysis, and the 
analysis is made on the empirical becoming of things, 
beings and concepts. This being the case, Nāgārjuna has to 
transcend the views of svabhāva, dharma and denial of the 
empirical, and this is dṛṣṭiśūnyatā, a transcendental level of 
understanding. Thus, he accepts relativity of things and 
beings, concepts and views, and thereby rejects their 
absolute constructions, such standpoints, and denounces 
any reification of entity-hood supposed in essentialist and 
realist terms. At the same time, he allows the empirical 
existence, action and meaning of all that come into being or 
becomes meaningful. This is clear in his initial verses in 
Mūlamadhyamakakārikā, where he salutes the Buddha for 
teaching the pratītyasamutpāda for deliverance from the 
phenomenal and conceptual construction of any absolutistic 
nature or extremes, such as nihilism (uchchhedavāda) and 
eternalism (śāśvatavāda) etc.3 Such suppositions and 
thoughts, that explain the world in terms of fixed essences 
or eternal intrinsic nature (svabhāva) or its opposite, are 
persistently criticized upon, in order to walk in the path of 
liberation by overcoming Ego and its attributes. The 
intention is lucidly clarified in the Ratnāvalī as he narrates,  

‘The assumption of ego exists as long as the 
pañchaskandhas, ahaṁkāra being existed, then follows the 
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actions having its results and births over and again. Like 
this, knowing the cause, the effect and cessation of them, 
one can know neither existence nor non-existence of the 
world in reality. ‘To conceive that actions have no effect is 
nāstitā dṛṣṭi (nihilistic standpoint.) This, as heard, is wrong 
view, and not leading to merit. Usually it leads to hell and 
rebirth. To conceive that actions have their effects is heard 
to astitā dṛṣṭī. It is called perfect view and it consists merit 
and leads to good path. Unlike these two options, there is 
quietude of the conception of asti or nāsti, pāpa or pūṇya, 
durgati or sugati as said by the great people.’ The 
contention is that liberation consists in the wisdom of 
transcendence of affirmation and negation, good and evil, 
heaven and hell.4 The wise should adopt this in order to be 
liberated.’5 

The above-mentioned contention clearly shows that 
Nāgārjuna’s philosophical position and spiritual genre 
made him to transcend the opposite alternative extremes as 
well as all such conceptions regarding metaphysical or 
epistemic issues as these are only speculative view or 
dṛṣṭis.6 This is one aspect of his transcendentalism of dṛṣṭi-
śūnyatā. He adopted a middle path (madhymāpratipat) - 
avoiding the extreme views of nihilism and eternalism or 
essentialism about anything, and at the same time without 
doubting about the empirical reality of the phenomenal 
world, i.e., not denying any empirical efficacy of 
pramāṇas, so also fecundity of morality, spirituality, karma 
and their effects as relative to causes and conditions. This is 
his relativism regarding the empirical. The three – 
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transcendentalism, middle path and relativism make up his 
philosophical framework. That which would go against his 
established framework, will obviously be criticized. This 
happens as the realistic projection and depiction of the 
matters of fact go against his framework, but it does not say 
that he doubted the empirical facts and values as a sceptic. 
His framework supports moral and spiritual motives, which 
no sceptic would need, and for this reason he would not be 
understood as a sceptic here. His arguments when taken in 
discrete manners and out of contexts, may seem to be 
sceptical, but taken together, with the context and his 
philosophical framework, can indicate his relativism 
regarding the empirical facts. In consideration of his 
philosophical framework, spiritual lineage and his noble 
intentions, his position can be comprehended as a 
transcendentalism regarding the Reality and transcending 
positive or negative and any alternative in his philosophy.7 
Transcendentalism is one aspect of his philosophy where he 
overcomes the limits and pangs of conceptualizations about 
metaphysical speculations, and there is no conflict in this 
regard. Relativism is another aspect of his philosophy about 
the empirical matters of fact, where relativity and 
dependent origination is a rule. Thus, as a relativist and 
transcendentalist, he took on the realists.  

Nāgārjuna’s Critique of the Essentialist Pramāṇa of 
Nyāya 

Assuming Nāgārjuna’s philosophical standpoints and 
spiritual lineage as depicted in the above section, the same 
may be understood to be conveyed by him in his criticism 
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of the realist Naiyāyikas. Relativity or inter-dependency as 
the true picture of empirical phenomena, proves 
niḥsvabhāvatā, a non-essentialist apprehension of things, so 
also of pramāṇa, prameyas, saṁśaya and other padārthas. 
With this supposition, he argued against the realist 
supposition of essentialist status of things as everything is 
independent and unique and supposed to establish the 
independent, unique and essentialist conception of 
padārthas. So, he questioned only the independent status of 
pramāṇas based on the claim, but not the relative status of 
pramāṇas, which is the actual fact and would go with his 
own position. Arguing against the independent and 
essentialist status of pramāṇas and prameyas, he went on to 
prove that independently none of them can be established. 
It also indirectly shows that they are relative to each other. 

To take up the intention of critiquing the realists in the 
Vaidalyaprakaraṇa, as Lindtner puts it, Nāgārjuna is 
believed to say, ‘In order to put an end to the arrogance of 
those logicians (tārkika[s]) who out of conceit of their 
knowledge are keen to debate, I shall grind them to little 
pieces.’8 This specific reaction here focuses on the context 
that the Naiyāyikas and their debates were gaining strength 
from all debaters’ indispensable acceptance of reality of 
distinguished categories of pramāṇa, prameyas, and all 
forms of debates like tarka, jalpa, vitandā etc., which 
would prove acceptance of their realist thesis, and knowing 
this Nāgārjuna advances to dismantle the credibility of the 
very categories. His arguments that logically exposed the 
difficulties in the realist’s view of pramāṇa and other 
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padārthas did not show that he had any doubt on their 
empirical certainty.  

Examination of independent status of pramāṇas in 
relation to prameyas 

1. The Realist Naiyāyikas have the pratijñā that pramāṇas 
are that which establishes the prameyas. If this is the 
case. How is the pramāṇa itself established? 

(a) It may be said that pramāṇās are established by 
themselves, then the definition of pramāṇa is 
ridiculed, because here it becomes a prameya.  

(b) If one pramāṇa is established by another pramāṇa, 
then that second pramāṇa will similarly need still 
another pramāṇā, thus it may lead to infinite regress 
or anāvasthā, where neither the former nor the 
middle nor the latter can be established.9 

(c) If, on the other hand, it is said that the pramāṇas are 
established without any other pramāṇa, then it 
amounts to say that everything is established or 
proved by pramāṇa, but pramāṇa itself does not 
need to be proved.10 It leads to pratijñā hāni.11 

2. Assuming the Naiyāyikas’ view that pramāṇas are 
either svataḥ prāmāṇya or parataḥ prāmāṇya, 
Nāgārjuna examines these options. 

Exposition of Svataḥ prāmāṇya: 
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(a) If pramāṇa is established by itself, i.e., independently, 
without relating itself to the prameya, then ‘how it is to 
be regarded as pramāṇa?’12 

(b) If without relating to or establishing the prameya, 
pramāṇa is established, then none of them is 
established,13 in as much as the former is supposed to 
establish others and the latter is supposed to be 
established by the former, but this does not happen here 
in supposing the svataḥpramāṇataḥ of either pramāṇa 
or prameya.  

(c) If prameyas are established, without pramāṇas, then 
‘what is the necessity of pramāṇa?’14 

Exposition of parataḥ prāmāṇya: 

(a) If it is said that the pramāṇas are established by other it 
means, one pramāṇa is to be established by another 
pramāṇa, or by establishing a prameya. However, both 
the ways are untenable.  

(b) If one pramāṇa is established by another pramāṇa, by 
what the second one is established? If the second one 
depends upon third one and so on, the matter leads to 
infinite regress. Further, how can a pramāṇa, which is 
yet to be established, can establish another pramāṇa? 

(c) On the other hand, if establishment of prameya 
establishes the pramāṇa and vice versa, then it will be 
like father is defined by son and son is defined by 
father. In this co-dependence or itaretarāśraya, the 
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roles of pramāṇa and prameya will be interchanged.15 
It may fall into chakrakadoṣa, i.e., moving round and 
round. 

Therefore, Nāgārjuna concludes that (i) pramāṇa is neither 
established by itself without relating to any other, i.e., 
prameyas, (ii) nor by other pramāṇas, (iii) nor pramāṇa 
and prameya by each other.16 Thus, it is shown that if the 
pramāṇa or prameya are taken exclusively independent in 
essentialist conceptions, they are not established.  

In the above, the criticism strikes at the mutual independent 
status of pramāṇa and prameya. It indirectly suggests their 
relativity. If these were thought of in relation to each other 
as dependent phenomena, that would depict the real picture 
and would not attract any disproving. Relativity is the true 
picture of every empirical thing, so also of the pramāṇa 
and prameya and all others in discourse – this is 
Nāgārjuna’s intent of probe in the disputes. By explaining 
this, Nāgārjuna might be rendered that his exposition here 
is about non-establishment of independent status of 
pramāṇā, but not a denial (pratiṣedha) of their relative 
status, which is a fact. His argumentation is to be taken, not 
just a denial, but as an exposition that it is not possible to 
establish pramāṇa and prameya as independent padārthas, 
in essentialist terms.17 

Next to pramāṇa and prameya, Nāgārjuna criticised 
śaṁśaya or doubt itself as a separate category, i.e., 
independent padārtha. He put it in a prāsaṅgika way that 
‘there is no place of doubt, if something is comprehended; 
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and if something is not comprehended no doubt also arises 
therein either’.18 He has taken two possibilities, complete 
comprehension and non-comprehension leaving aside any 
intermediary or relative stage in between. Here, let us 
reflect, ‘why he does not consider the normal situation of 
doubt, such as, in the case of insufficiency of information 
for knowledge or where the previous knowledge is at a 
stake or certainty is still awaited -all the situations that are 
expected by the realist?’ May be it is due to the realist 
assumption of doubt as an independent activity, having 
independent status it cannot be related to any 
comprehension, nor can it be part or step of any non-
comprehension. Logically, all things that are independent 
must have mutual exclusion. Accordingly, comprehension 
and non-comprehension being independent where is the 
question of doubt. Doubt, being an independent factor / 
entity, is also not possible to be related to or part of non-
comprehension or process of comprehension. The same 
contention ‘that any supposition of independent entity in 
essentialist terms is difficult’, is also applied here and to all 
other padārthas in Nāgārjuna’s treatment of them. 
However, it might not mean that he had any doubt on their 
practical utility. Thus, the aforesaid criticisms of pramāṇa,  
prameya and saṁśaya, where Nāgārjuna espouses their 
relativistic position in his criticism of their independent 
position, may not be considered to lack their practical 
efficacy. The efficacy is due to their relative status, which 
is an empirical truth.  
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Whether Nāgārjuna is Sceptic or Relativist 

The ascription of scepticism on Nāgārjuna may be 
contrasted with other scholars’ varied depiction of his 
approaches, arguments and philosophy. David J. 
Kalupahana understands non-absolutistic, non-
foundationalist and non-essentialist character of Buddhism 
and for Nāgārjuna as well.19 Sometimes, he also points out 
empiricist and analytical approaches of Nāgārjuna.20 For 
relying upon rationalization and argumentation for 
justification or criticism in use of reasons, Nāgārjuna may 
be seen as rationalist or critical philosopher. T.R.V. Murti 
takes him as a critical philosopher of the genre of Kant. 
Some may also see intuitionism in him for the contention in 
prajñāpāramitā sūtra. Considering thus, any thinker may 
characterize any aspect of his philosophy in a way and, if 
possible, extend the same ascription to his total philosophy. 
There may be suggestions for analytic, anti-metaphysical 
and therapeutic interpretation of Nāgārjuna.21 Considering 
all these, since his philosophy ensued from interpretation of 
pratītyasamutpāda and criticises independent svabhāva 
underpinning an assertion of relativity of phenomenal 
things, he may preferably be ascribed as a relativists in 
connection to his stand on empirical phenomena, and at the 
same time he is a transcendentalist as he does not take any 
position between the alternatives he criticised. 

In the context of ascription or characterization of a 
philosophy or any piece of that philosophical enterprise or 
the philosopher, it is better to think of a method of 
approach.The philosopher must have some action or 
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method and some purpose of being engaged in that action. 
Evaluating upon the action, method or purpose, it can 
easily be said that the purpose has primacy over the method 
as well as action. It is because, the same purpose or 
philosophical content or commitment may be established 
by alternative methods. Sometimes, there may not be any 
purpose or presupposition or entanglement, but free 
following of methods, or random actions slowly get 
configurated into some coherent position or standpoint of 
the philosopher. As soon as the position is carved out the 
purpose is defined therein which is followed up by the 
philosopher and his actions follow it. Considering these 
situations, purpose always gets priority over method and 
actions in a philosopher. The same happened in 
Nāgārjuna’s case, where he possessed a spiritual and 
philosophical affiliation, had spiritual experiences, and 
follows his interpretation of pratītyasamutpāda or 
relativism. All these get configured a purpose for him. 
Being so, he was not a free analyst but has a relativist 
philosophy, Buddhist kind of  spiritualism. Hence, any 
characterization of him upon his method, like scepticism 
here, is weaker than the characterization of relativism that 
is made on the purpose or philosophical commitment. Over 
and above, here the method is also based on relativism. 
Hence, it is preferable and more plausible to ascribe that 
Nāgārjuna’s rejection of pramāṇa is a case of relativism. 
Like any consideration, relativism, has narratives of reality 
of non-essentialism and thereby suggestion for a type of 
moral and spiritual life for nirvāṇa-upāya kauśala for 
kuśala. Such motive, motif and benefits in Nāgārjuna 
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would be defied if scepticism were advocated in 
Nāgārjuna’s philosophy. Like any other Indian philosopher 
belonging to the lineage of morals and spiritual practices, 
he wouldn’t be value neutral, and therefore cannot be 
sceptical in this regard too. His value centric philosophy is 
sustained by relativism that he tookup as the key 
philosophical insight and technique, and therefore, it is 
preferable to ascribe relativism on him in the present 
context regarding his stand on phenomena. 

The prāsaṅgika mādhyamika line of interpretation claims 
for himself a vaitaṇḍika position, where a view is rejected 
without advancing an alternative view at the same parlance. 
To a novice’s mind, this seems to be a sceptical exercise. 
Nāgārjuna, as a vaitaṇḍika who also posited no (anti) thesis 
of his own in the same level, would have been taken 
similarly as a sceptic. However, he is vaitaṇḍika in his 
methods only, but not in his philosophy. Being so, his 
arguments remain successful since these reject the notion of 
essentialist view of pramāṇa, prameya, saṃśaya, and 
isolated entity-hood or svabhāva, and its tacit implication is 
that these are relative. The relativity between them is also 
pointed out, where the conception of svabhāva has no 
place. This is the very purpose that Nāgārjuna presupposed 
in most cases of his argumentation. For this philosophical 
purpose and for explaining relativity, he uses the sceptical 
exercises as a vaitaṇḍika method in many contexts. The 
method and the purpose or priority among them being 
taken together constitute the philosophical position, and at 
this point, one may give weightage to the method alone and 
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ascribe scepticism on him, whereas one may value his 
philosophical reminiscence of relativity and apprise the 
context of critiquing pramāṇa as a case of relativism. It is 
because, upon close scrutiny, and in the line of aforesaid 
primacy of purpose or end over means, as discussed above, 
it can be seen that the vaitaṇḍika position is a technique, a 
means, for a philosophical end, which is relativism 
regarding phenomena and view-less-ness regarding certain 
metaphysical issues. Here, following the consideration of 
end, goal or purpose as major over method, Nāgārjuna can 
be ascribed with relativism regarding phenomena and 
transcendentalism regarding view-less-ness when it comes 
to the transcendental aspect of the Reality.   

On Characterization of Nāgārjuna against the Realist / 
Essentialist 

The arguments that Nāgārjuna advances against the 
essentialist Nyāya are primarily prasaṅgapādānaṁ or 
reductio ad absurdum argument. It is a special type of 
argument that only takes up the opponents’ thesis and 
demolishes it by showing absurdity in it. There is no 
antithesis or alternative to be established in replacing the 
opponents’ thesis in order to prove exactly whatever the 
critique is supposed to uphold. Coinciding with this 
Nāgārjuna says elsewhere that 'I have no thesis or pratijñā' 
(nāsti mama pratijñā). This has been understood 
extensively for all cases of prasaṅga arguments where 
Nāgārjuna does not seem to provide any clear position just 
like in the case of engaging with Nyāya in VV and VP. 
This may be taken as a sceptic announcement. This specific 
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standpoint of Nāgārjuna, shows his consistency of 
supposing no view while refuting the essentialist, because 
he has the purpose to cancel all views (sarvadṛṣṭipraharaṇa 
/ prahāṇa) in the context. Such situations are again 
interpreted as scepticism in Nāgārjuna.  However, these 
may not be extended beyond the context to say that 
Nāgārjuna has no philosophical position and nothing to say 
at all. There is a difference between saying that ‘someone 
has no alternative or counter thesis against or in place of 
the rejected thesis’ and ‘someone has no purpose in the 
argumentation or no business at all in the philosophical 
engagements. To elucidate with an example, a person, like 
a strong wind, sweeps away all dry leaves, and may not put 
other dry leaves in the same place, may be, its action or 
purpose is only to sweep away and make it clean. What for 
is there the sweeping clean? The person may have some 
purpose, or the wind have some cause. Similar may be the 
case of Nāgārjuna’s declaration that 'he has no thesis' 
(pratijñā) or antithesis against the refuted ones, but still he 
might have some purpose or that there might have some 
cause of such saying and arguing. He might just want to 
clean the conceptual hazards, so that the truth or reality 
would be seen as it is. Thus, looking internally within the 
debate he has no counter thesis, but looking coherently and 
comprehensively beyond the debates, on the purpose of the 
debate, he can be assigned with a position at a meta level, 
and this position may be characterized as relativism in 
respect of empirical truth and transcendentalism in the 
context of higher levels of truth, throughout his philosophy. 
To assume relativism and transcendentalism (for different 
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contexts) in Nāgārjuna means to denounce scepticism for 
him. 

There is a little difference between relativism and 
scepticism for which a relativist may look like sceptic. 
Scepticism generally (a) raises the reasons about something 
impossible, (b) it does not advance the solution or 
alternative about the issue. However, both ‘a’ and ‘b’ are 
seen in Nāgārjuna’s case, which other Mādhyamikas have 
accepted as it is their vaitaṇḍika method,22 and for this 
reason, he is judged as a sceptic at this level, and no 
relativism can be advanced at this level. Now, ask any 
sceptic, ‘what is his purpose of advancing the sceptical 
arguments?’ ‘No purpose except exposing the issue,’ – this 
would be the answer from the sceptic. For Nāgārjuna, 
however, there is a purpose in the non-establishment of 
knowledge, that is, eradication of any supposition of 
essential immutable intrinsic nature in the phenomena, 
which can allow phenomenal changes in man for moral and 
spiritual growth. Moreover, if a vaitaṇḍika has such 
spiritual aim and corroborating moral and spiritual 
practices, on which it is found firm with certainty, he 
cannot be termed a sceptic. For this reason, Nāgārjuna may 
not be called a sceptic in all levels, though a vaitaṇḍika. He 
is a vaitaṇḍika at the level of the arguments – level -1, but 
has philosophical and spiritual purpose at a meta-level – 
level -2, which is relativity and niḥsvabhāvatā. One may 
fairly refer to this for rejecting any assumption of 
relativism, but it is not possible. In this respect, it can be 
understood that the actions of level -1 may not be 
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applicable to level - 2. Moved by benevolence and his duty 
towards saving people, a soldier kills the attackers and 
plunderers. Here, the soldier is killer in one level, but is 
also a kind, dutiful saviour in another level. Similarly, 
Nāgārjuna’s exhibition of destructive dialectic argument 
may lead to the action of scepticism in one level, but it may 
not conflict with the ascription of relativism upon him in 
another (meta) level, i.e., purpose.  

Consider the purpose of Nāgārjuna that can make a room 
for possibility of relativism in the context. While advancing 
the destructive dialectic against the Nyāya essentialist 
realist epistemology, Nāgārjuna mentions why he criticizes 
the pramāṇas. He says, 'If you [i.e., essentialists and 
realists] think that things as prameya are established 
through the pramāṇa, then how the pramāṇa (i.e., 
perception, inference, verbal testimony, and comparison) 
are established?23  Thus, criticism of pramāṇa was 
conditional for the context and purpose of eradication of 
the realist essentialist conception of prameya. Such 
conditionality and purpose may not be taken for ascribing 
scepticism. Rather, the purpose of Nāgārjuna behind the 
necessity of criticism of pramāṇa may be taken, and that is 
the exposition of niḥsvabhāvatā and relativity. Thus, the 
ascription of relativism of Nāgārjuna in the context of 
debates on pramāṇa is well supported by his Mādhyamika 
position, where the middle path is adopted avoiding the 
extremes. The Mādhyamika philosophical enterprise also 
aims at sarvadṛṣṭipraharaṇa, and for this reason any ‘ism’ 
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is also a provisional use as required for understanding his 
transcendental position.  

Concluding Remark:  Considering between scepticism 
and relativism, ‘which one of them is more appropriate to 
Nāgārjuna?’ His arguments showing non-establishment of 
pramāṇas, prameya, saṁśaya etc., as independent entity, 
form a logical exposition. The arguments strike at their 
independence that supposedly deny their relativity or 
interrelation. Moreover, when the independent status of 
pramāṇas, saṁśaya, etc., are refuted and that too by 
referring to their relative status, their dependent or relative 
status is indicated. Relativity rules the roost in Nāgārjuna’s 
philosophy and that is also visible in the cases of pramāṇas 
and prameyas. These categories, like any other 
complementary empirical phenomena, are interdependent 
or relative, and hence are lacking any individual status 
(svabhāva) - thus is the relativism of Nāgārjuna. 
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Reflections on Prof. Biswambhar Pahi’s Delineation of 

Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika Methodological and Epistemic Principles 

Arvind Vikram Singh and Manish Sinsinwar 

This paper is an attempt to throw some light upon the 
delineation of some methodological and epistemic 
principles of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika (NV) systems, made by 
Prof. Biswambhar Pahi in his revisionary commentary, on 
the twin tradition, Vaiśeṣika Padārthavyavasthā Kā 
Paddhatimūlaka Vimarśa 1 (VPV). Also some reflections 
have been made on his methodological and epistemic 
reformation, i.e., his objectives behind such reformations, 
what epistemic implications are made by these 
reformations and upon some questions that are implied by 
these. 

1. 

The fundamental objective of Vaiśeṣika Padārthavyavasthā 
Kā Paddhatimūlaka Vimarśa by Prof. Biswambhar Pahi 
has been to seek a possibility of a harmony between 
system-centric commitment and a thinker-centric freedom 
or creativity 2 . He states his reformatory program as 
twofold- (i) identification of the most fundamental 
methodological, epistemic, ontological and axiological 
principles of NV and (ii) to facilitate the natural evolution 
of the twin systems, by a critical re-assessment of their 
principles3. As per him, the former is necessary so as to 
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delimit system-centric commitment and the latter is 
necessitated by thinker-centric creativity. Doing so he has 
made vital contemplation and an original revision of the 
methodological, epistemic, ontological and value-theoretic 
principles of NV. The ontological and in turn value-
theoretic revisions made by him are based on what he sees 
as the basic methodological and epistemic principles of 
NV. We have made an expository summary of some of his 
views upon NV Epistemology, with the objective of 
furthering a dialogue among the scholars of Indian Logic 
and Contemporary Indian Philosophy. The more important 
task however, is to see the epistemic implications of Pahi’s 
methodological-epistemic exercise with NV. It may be 
worth to mention, that he views such methodological and 
epistemic principles divided as universally and locally 
accepted; the former ones, are again seen by him as divided 
into essential and accidental; yet again the former of these, 
are of two types, namely, fundamental and non-
fundamental4 . His enterprise has been to delineate such 
principles which are both essential and fundamental. 

2. 

A Review of some Methodological Principles 

Pahi sees theory-construction as a synthetic and organic 
whole, which begins with methodological and then 
epistemological principles5. The section of his text VPV, 
that received more attention however is value-theoretic. For 
an instance in an anthology, that was based on papers 
written on VPV and other of his writings6, twelve of the 
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fifteen papers were related to his ontology and axiology; 
none was purely concerned with his 
methodological/epistemic reformation/ideas. The only 
argument for including the methodological principles here, 
is that the major ones of these, are epistemic in nature and 
play a vital role in the further development of his 
reformation. 

The key anāgantuk (non-accidental) and fundamental 
methodological principles of NV as per Pahi are:  

1. Loka-pratīti 
a. Abādhita-pratīti 
b. Yathopalabdhi-vyavasthā-nyāya 
c. Anyathā-anupapatti-nyāya 

 
2. Principles pertaining to nature of rationality 

a. Prayojanavattā 
b. Vyāghātaśūnyatā 
c. Lāghava 
d. Mūlocchedī Anvasthā-parihāra 
e. Vinigamanāviraha 

 
3. Śāstra-nirmāṇa-paddhati 

Of these, we propose to discuss only 1a. and 1b., as these 
have importance in ascertaining Pahi’s epistemic position 
and also as an exhaustive treatment of each of the above 
principle, is beyond the scope of this paper. 
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A. 

Loka-pratīti is marked as the foremost principle of theory-
construction in order, by Pahi, and we feel that this is not a 
sheer coincidence. The term is paraphrased by Pahi in 
English as common-sense.7 Pahi discusses the interrelation 
of common-sense and philosophy under this. A due regard 
to common-sense by theorists and epistemologists is 
essential as per Pahi, which is as per our view a straight 
outcome of his realism. 

Common-sense has several sub-principles and the first one 
of these is- Abādhita-pratīti. The epistemologist and 
theoretician is instructed not to disregard the common-
sense but rather follow his ‘epistemological duty’ towards 
it.8 A common-sense proposition is to be rejected only and 
only if there is a stronger pramāṇa against it, for an 
instance the appearance of earth to be flat. Pahi opines that 
it is ‘positivist boundaries’ that should restrict our 
ontological ventures. He cites from Gotama, the view that a 
theoretician cannot order perceived/inferred facts to behave 
otherwise. 

Dṛṣṭānumitānāṁ Niyogapratiṣedhānupapatti9 

The boundaries of such common-sense or loka-pratīti are 
our sense-experience. If one sees the subsequent chapters 
of VPV on ontology and axiology, one shall see that 
exercising his thinker-centric creativity he demolishes 
several tenets of NV which transgress the above ‘positivist 
common-sense’. Common-sense however is not static but 
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dynamic, sensitive to the development of sciences and the 
entailments of logic. 

In our view, this allegiance to loka-pratīti and at the same 
time, enumeration of categories that are entailed by a 
‘transcendental logic’, such as samuccaya, make him a 
Naiyāyika restrained in the limits of sense-experience and 
therefore, in our view, his epistemic position is close to 
Kant. 

B. 

Yathopalabdhi-vyavasthā-nyāya is another essential and 
fundamental methodological principle of NV as per Pahi. 
The compatibility of theory and experience is dealt here by 
the scholar. Loka-pratīti gets further strengthened by this as 
per Pahi for whom, ordinary experience is the starting point 
of philosophizing for NV. Yathopalabdhi-vyavasthā-nyāya 
reinforces the naturalist and empiricist inner voice of NV, 
as it makes mandatory not to dismiss empirical data while 
theorization. Yathādarśanamabhyanujña, Nityasya- 
apratyākhyānaṁ-yathopalabdhi-vyavasthānā 10  , etc. attest 
this. 

What is more important in Pahi’s discussion of the above 
principle, is his comment on temporal relation between 
pramāṇa and prameya. Following Vātsyāyana11, he opines 
that there is no generic rule to govern this but the same 
should be decided as laid down by the experience in a 
given case. According to us, this in part answers the 
vaitaṇḍik allegation of anyonāśrayitā of pramāṇa and 
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prameya. However, in our understanding, an allegiance to 
yathādarśanaṁ vibhāgavacanam is an acceptance of 
relativity of pramāṇas. In our view Pahi, like other 
Naiyāyikas, misses to accept this openly. 

3. 
 

Review of some Epistemic Principles 

The following is the list of essential and fundamental 
epistemic principles of NV, in the view of Pahi: 

1. Jñāna-anityatāvāda 
2. Jñāna-saviṣayatāvāda 
3. Jñāna-nirākāravāda 
4. Jñāna-para-prakāśavāda 
5. Pramāṇa-samplavavāda 
6. Bhākta-pradhāna-nyāya 
7. Causality of Genesis of Knowledge 

We shall make a brief reflection upon 2 and 6 of these. 

A. 

Under Jñāna-saviṣayatāvāda, Pahi underlines the 
essentiality of ‘intentionality of cognition’. Any two given 
cognitions differ owing to a difference of their intended 
objects. Na copalaṁbho nirviṣayoasti confirms this. Pahi 
extends this fundamental principle of NV to revise its 
principle of apekṣābuddhijanyatā. For him, the concept is 
against the fundamental realist position of NV and that 
ideas like farness, nearness, numbers greater than one, etc. 
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can be explained even without accepting 
apekṣābuddhijanyatā. He points out that both Bhāsarvajña 
and Raghunātha save these ideas, while rejecting the latter. 

We feel that this is an honest and consistent reformation 
made by Pahi, as an acknowledgement of a notion like 
apekṣābuddhijanyatā, is not a strictly realist position. 

B. 

Pahi delineates an argument from the tradition, which he 
makes use of, to prove apriori, the possibility of valid 
cognition as different from error. He terms this as Bhākta-
pradhāna-nyāya12. We can extend this and use the same 
analogy to prove apriori, the sanctity of certain knowledge 
over doubt.  

As per Pahi’s line of argument, our vocabulary makes use 
of both primary (pradhāna or śakti) and secondary (bhākta 
or lakṣaṇā) meanings of a term. However, the bhākta 
depends upon the pradhān; it pre-supposes the latter. In a 
similar manner, in an error situation, the appearance of 
rajat in śukti, pre-supposes valid cognition of rajat. 
Vātsyāyana builds on this strong epistemic argument; in his 
view, the apprehension of sthāṇu as puruṣa, proves that 
without the possibility of a valid cognition of puruṣa, even 
an error where puruṣa is erroneously seen in a sthāṇu, is 
not possible.13 

This argument could be well extended to show that in a 
similar league, without certain knowledge being possible, 
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doubt is an impossibility. Therefore, in our view, by 
Bhākta-pradhāna-nyāya, the very existence of doubt, 
apriori proves the possibility of certain knowledge; in other 
words, saṁśaya proves the possibility of pramā; the latter 
is a logical presupposition of the former. 

*** 

Thus to reiterate, in our humble opinion, Pahi’s reformation 
of NV is to a large extent a delimitation of NV inside the 
boundaries of sense-experience. His commitment to a 
‘positivist common-sense’ should be seen as an attempt to 
bring back the twin systems into the realm of lokāyana. 
This gets confirmed when we revisit his rejections of God, 
an eternal and substantial self, adṛṣṭa, etc. He is at a clear 
discomfort, with any transgression of limits of sense-
experience. Under 1b., Pahi following the Nyāya tradition 
answers the vaitaṇḍika but this must follow an 
acknowledgement of the relativity of pramāṇa-prameya, 
which he does not do. Commitment to a pure empiricist and 
realist position makes him revise apekṣābuddhijanyatā. His 
argument for the presupposition of certitude of knowledge 
by error, which we extend, as a presupposition also made 
by doubt, is a typical rendition of traditional view, wherein 
saṁśaya is precisely accepted as a separate padārtha, in 
order to accept pramā. One may see in Pahi’s work, an 
omission of a discussion of several epistemic concepts and 
issues from NV. There is no discussion upon the nature and 
number of pramāṇas, alike categories of Nyāya, issues of 
significance, such as khyāti, prāmāṇya, etc. But then one 
has to remember that the work is primarily an inquiry into 
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the ontology of Vaiśeṣika; it does not claim to be a 
comprehensive treatise on the twin tradition and also that 
he discusses the afore-mentioned methodological and 
epistemological, ontological and value-theoretic principles, 
in an attempt to identify the fundamental and core 
philosophical foundation of NV, before offering a rebuilt 
Vaiśeṣika Padārthavyavasthā.  
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