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Abstract 

The concept of Nigrahasthāna (points of defeat) occupies a central place in the Nyāya system’s theory 

of debate, as articulated in the Nyāyasūtra and elaborated in its Bhāṣya. These points of defeat signify 

the conditions under which a debater is considered logically or procedurally defeated in a philosophical 

disputation. Far from being merely rhetorical devices, Nigrahasthānas function as normative principles 

that ensure intellectual rigor, clarity, and fairness in dialogue. The Nyāyasūtra enumerates various forms 

of defeat, such as self-contradiction, incoherence, irrelevance, failure to respond, and improper 

reasoning. The Bhāṣya further refines these categories by explaining their practical application in debate 

and emphasizing their epistemological significance. Together, they provide a systematic framework to 

identify errors not only in argumentation but also in cognitive processes underlying reasoning. 

The relevance of Nigrahasthāna extends beyond formal debate into the broader pursuit of truth (tattva-

jñāna). By identifying faults in reasoning, these principles guide participants toward valid knowledge 

(pramā), discouraging fallacious thinking and dishonest tactics. They also reflect an ethical dimension, 

as adherence to proper debate conduct is seen as essential for genuine philosophical inquiry. In 

contemporary contexts, the study of Nigrahasthāna remains highly significant. It offers valuable insights 

into logic, critical thinking, and discourse ethics, making it applicable to modern fields such as 

philosophy, linguistics, and argumentation theory. Thus, the Nyāya conception of points of defeat is not 

only a technical classification but also a profound contribution to the understanding of rational dialogue 

and the disciplined pursuit of knowledge. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The concept of Nigrahasthāna (points of defeat) occupies a central place in the dialectical framework of 

the Nyāya school of Indian philosophy. Rooted in the epistemological and logical concerns of the Nyāya 

Sūtra attributed to Akṣapāda Gautama, and elaborated in the classical commentary, the Nyāya Bhāṣya 

by Vātsyāyana, Nigrahasthāna represents those conditions under which a debater is justifiably 

considered defeated in a formal debate. Far from being merely technical faults, these points of defeat 

reveal the deep concern of Nyāya thinkers with rational discourse, intellectual integrity, and the pursuit 

of truth. According to the Nyāya Sūtra, there are twenty-two such points of defeat, each representing a 

specific lapse in reasoning, communication, or debate conduct. These include errors such as self-

contradiction (pratijñā-virodha), failure to maintain the thesis (pratijñā-hāni), incoherence 

(asambaddha), and irrelevant responses (arthāntara), among others. 

Importantly, the notion of Nigrahasthāna also has an ethical dimension. Nyāya does not treat debate as a 

mere contest of victory and defeat; rather, it is a disciplined practice aimed at truth-seeking. A debater 

who commits a Nigrahasthāna demonstrates not only logical error but also a lapse in intellectual 

responsibility. This aligns with the broader Nyāya commitment to Tattva-jñāna (knowledge of reality), 

where correct reasoning and honest engagement are indispensable. By identifying specific points at 

which discourse breaks down, Nyāya provides a systematic method for evaluating arguments and 

diagnosing weaknesses in reasoning. By studying these points of defeat, one gains not only a deeper 

understanding of classical Indian philosophy but also valuable tools for navigating the complexities of 

reasoned discourse. 

 A critical study of Nigrahasthāna: The points of defeat in Nyāya dialectics: 

Nyāya holds that valid hetu must be used to construct a thesis (pratijñā). Fallacies (hetvābhāsa) must be 

avoided. Objections (nigrahasthāna) arise if rules are broken. Nigrahasthāna is a time for reproach, 

which determines whether a team wins or loses. Maharṣi Gautama defines it as 

“Vipratipattiḥ apratipattiḥ ca nigrahasthānam” || 1.2.19 ||”  

A counter-argument and non-perception are grounds for refutation. In the context of logical debates, the 

Nyāyasūtra outlined various methods to refute an opponent’s argument. This particular sūtra identifies 

two such methods: Counter-argument (विप्रविपवतिः , vipratipattiḥ): Presenting an opposing argument that 

directly contradicts the opponent’s claim. Non-perception (अप्रविपवतिः , apratipattiḥ): Demonstrating that 

the opponent’s claim cannot be perceived, thereby challenging its validity. By employing these methods, 

debater can effectively refute an opponent’s position in a debate.  

http://www.ijcrt.org/


www.ijcrt.org                                                 © 2026 IJCRT | Volume 14, Issue 4 April 2026 | ISSN: 2320-2882 

IJCRT2604141 International Journal of Creative Research Thoughts (IJCRT) www.ijcrt.org b125 
 

In Nyāya philosophy, the Points of defeat (nigrahasthāna) are directly connected to the structure, ethics 

and success or failure of a debate (kathā). It refers to mistakes, inconsistencies, or fallacies made by a 

debater. It is considered the critical tool to regulate debates and ensure logical rigor. It defines the limits 

and boundaries of rational discussion. If someone commits a Nigrahasthāna, it is a sign that their 

position has collapsed logically. Ensures the debater does not use dishonest tricks, irrelevant arguments 

or self-contradictory positions. They should maintain intellectual integrity. Even if the opponent has not 

yet refuted the proposition directly, committing one of these faults automatically leads to loss. It acts as 

quality control to maintain order, fairness and precision in reasoning. It regulates logical defeat of a 

debate, controls ethical and procedural correctness, decides victory or defeat in the debate and also 

protects integrity of philosophical inquiry. In Nyāya philosophy, debate is not just about verbal victory 

but about rigorous methodological reasoning.  

 Types of points of defeat (nigrahasthāna) and its relevance:    

Naiyāyikas refers to a critical fault in debate known as the excessive use of fallacious arguments, 

captured through the compound expression. Points of defeat addresses a situation in dialectical 

disputation where a participant, typically in the role of the opponent and engages in an overflow of 

improper logical devices. Nigrahasthāna denotes any established point of defeat or error that discredits 

the participant in a debate like jātiḥ (analogy).  The excessiveness indicates that when these fallacies are 

used repeatedly or excessively without relevance or valid reasoning, the participant reveals a lack of 

philosophical rigor and dialectical discipline. This kind of behavior signals that the opponent has no 

proper refutation and hence supports to the discussion with misleading or excessive counterpoints. This 

is ultimately a point of defeat for the debater who indulges in it. There are twenty-two types of points of 

defeat. 

“Tadvikalpajātinigrahasthānabahuttam.” 1.2.20 

Following are the twenty-two kinds of points of defeat mentioned in the Nyāyasūtra.  

1. Hurting the proposition (pratijin͂ā-hāni), 2. Shifting the proposition (pratijn͂āntara), 3. Opposing the 

proposition (pratijn͂āvirodha), 4. Renouncing the proposition (pratijin͂ā-sannyāsa), 5. Shifting the reason 

(hetvantara), 6. Shifting the topic (arthāntara), 7. The meaningless (nirarthaka), 8. The unintelligible 

(avijñātārtha), 9. The incoherent (apārthaka), 10. The inopportune (aprāpta-kāla), 11.  Saying too little 

(nyūna), 12. Saying too much (adhika), 13. Repetition (punarukta), 14. Silence (ananubhāsan̩a), 15. 

Ignorance (ajñāna), 16. Non-ingenuity (apratibhā), 17. Evasion (viks̩epa), 18. The admission of an 

opinion (matānujñā), 19. Overlooking the censurable (paryanuyojyopeks̩an̩a), 20. Censuring the non-

censurable (niranuyojyānuyoga), 21. Deviating from a tenet (apasiddhānta), and 22. The semblance of a 

reason (hetvābhāsa).  
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When a debater commits any of these faults, they are considered defeated because they have failed to 

uphold logical consistency, proper procedure or rational argumentation. 

1. Hurting the proposition (pratijñā-hāni): ‘Hurting the proposition’ occurs when a debater fails to 

defend, explain, or maintain their own proposition (pratijñā) during a debate. If a debater makes a claim 

but later does not present arguments or reasons in support of their argument or abandons it altogether. It 

is considered a point of defeat. 

Example: 

Proponent: Sound is eternal.  

Opponent: If sound is eternal, why does it disappear after being heard? 

Proponent: Well, maybe it’s not eternal then. 

Here the proponent contradicts the original statement. Debater’s statement is counted as hurting the 

proposition. 

2. Shifting the proposition (pratijñāntara): Points of defeat are the logical or procedural faults in 

debate which lead to the defeat of a debater. One of these is shifting the proposition. The opponent, 

having stated a certain thesis (pratijñā), abandons that thesis during the course of debate and introduces 

a different one, either mysteriously or apparently. Debater changed the original claim into another 

without admitting defeat or giving justification. It is considered as a logical fallacy and a ground for 

defeat.  

In this type of debate, a debater substitutes the original thesis with a different one in the course of 

debate. They are avoided refutation. This is treated as a point of defeat.  

3. Opposing the proposition (pratijñā-virodha): ‘Opposing the proposition’ is the act of presenting a 

statement or reasoning that contradicts one’s own established proposition, thereby violating the rules of 

consistency. 

Proponent: The debater who makes the original proposition. 

Opponent: The opposition who challenges or refutes the proposition. The proponent is defeated because 

they have contradicted their own proposition. 
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4. Renouncing the proposition (pratijñā-sannyāsa): ‘Renunciation of the proposition’ is when the 

opponent or proponent, after having made a proposition (pratijñā) and refuses to defend it further or it 

when challenged or questioned, it is called pratijñā-sannyāsa. The participant must defend what they 

propose. If they fail to do so, they are considered defeated because they cannot establish their thesis. 

5. Shifting the reason (hetv-antara): When a debater discontinues a given reason and introduces a new 

one, without addressing the opposition’s objection to the original reason. Original reason has been 

refuted by the opponent and offering a different reason in its place. This type of shifting is violated the 

debate rules and leads to defeat. It is a defeat-point because it reflects inconsistency.  

6. Shifting the topic (arthāntara): This is considered a logical or dialectical error committed during a 

debate, especially when one attempts to evade the original issue by introducing an unrelated or different 

topic. When the respondent or debater shifts the subject from the one originally proposed to another 

topic. It is called arthāntara. This results a point of defeat. 

 For example, when the topic is ‘The soul is eternal,’ the response is ‘The body is eternal.’ Here, ‘soul’ 

is the original topic but ‘body’ is an entirely different topic. Thus, it is shifting the topic. Here the 

opponent does not refute or engage with the original claim about the soul’s eternality. Instead, they 

introduce the body into the discussion, which is a different topic. This shows that the opponent has 

failed to stay on point in the debate. 

7. The meaningless (nirarthaka): ‘The meaningless’ is a statement that is grammatically or 

semantically incorrect, incoherent or irrelevant. It fails to convey any understandable meaning within the 

context of debate. It shows the speaker is either careless, confused or lacks competence in reasoning and 

thus, they lose the debate point. 

8. The unintelligible (avijñātārtha): A statement is considered avijñātārtha when the debater uses 

words or terms whose meaning is not known or not intelligible either to the debater themselves or to the 

opposition. They are making the speech meaningless or incomprehensible in the context of debate. They 

are failing to contribute meaningful discussion. The proponent himself fails to define or clarify it. This 

shows they are not in command of their own argument or terminology. This type of debate introduces 

confusion rather than clarity in the debate. Thus, the use of unintelligible or undefined language 

becomes a point of defeat.   

9. The incoherent (apārthaka): When a debater’s statement has no relation to the subject matter or 

lacks meaningful content in the context of the discussion. It refers to a defect where the debater makes a 

statement that has no purpose, relevance, or logical sense in the debate. This is considered like this type 

http://www.ijcrt.org/


www.ijcrt.org                                                 © 2026 IJCRT | Volume 14, Issue 4 April 2026 | ISSN: 2320-2882 

IJCRT2604141 International Journal of Creative Research Thoughts (IJCRT) www.ijcrt.org b128 
 

of point of defeat because it shows lack of rational support or logical relevance. This kind of debate 

distracts from the topic and fails to address or challenge the proponent’s reasoning. 

10. The inopportune (aprāpta-kāla): When a participant introduces a new statement before the 

conclusion of the current issue, raising a new point or objection before the current one has been logically 

resolved. It is called ‘the inopportune’. It is a defeat for the debater who interrupts the logical sequence. 

Example:  

Proponent: Sound is non-eternal because it is produced. 

Opponent: Why do you say that whatever is produced is non-eternal? 

Proponent: Because it comes into existence and ceases to exist, like a pot.  

At this point, the current discussion is still ongoing and not resolved.  

Now, the opponent commits aprāpta-kāla: He says that but smell is eternal because it is inherent in 

earth! This is a different kind of topic. The prior argument about sound is not yet concluded. The 

opponent tried to escape the burden of refuting the current reasoning and shifted the topic.  Therefore, 

the opponent is considered defeated due to ‘the inopportune’. 

11. Saying too little (nyūna): This type of points of defeat arises when a debater violates logical or 

procedural norms, indicating the collapse of their position. When a debater failed to supply an essential 

element of a required statement, especially in the contexts like inference (anumāna) then defeat 

happened. It fails to communicate the full intended argument, thus becoming unclear or logically 

incomplete. It is identified during a formal debate, especially in contexts where strict logical forms (like 

the pañcāvayava-vākya or five-membered syllogism) are expected. 

12. Saying too much (adhika): It represents a defect in argumentation that leads to the debater’s defeat 

because they make an unnecessary or excessive statement beyond what is required or logically necessary 

to defend their proposition. This typically introduces unintended consequences or contradictions. 

When a debater makes a statement that is more than what is required for the establishment of their own 

position and that extra portion does not help in achieving their intended point. The proponent is defeated 

not because the original proposition was wrong but because the added claim was unnecessary and 

incorrect. It is a kind of point of defeat.  

13. Repetition (punarukta): It occurs when a debater repeats a statement which is already accepted or 

already rejected without offering any new reasoning, clarification or contribution to the discussion. This 
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leads to redundancy and is seen as an obstruction to rational dialogue. It is a mistake because it does not 

move the debate forward and demonstrates a lack of understanding or deliberate avoidance. 

14. Silence (ananubhāṣaṇa): It is considered a logical or procedural failure in a debate. Particularly 

when one party becomes silent at a crucial stage that means failure to reply when a relevant question is 

asked or when the opponent expects a response during the process of logical dialogue. This is a point of 

defeat because the debater either does not know how to proceed or is unwilling to defend their position. 

Silence is treated as accepting defeat in debate. 

15. Ignorance (ajñāna): When a debater asked a relevant question or challenged logically towards his 

opposition but fails to respond due to lack of knowledge. The respondent does not reply due to 

ignorance. It is treated as the defeat due to ignorance. 

16. Non-ingenuity (apratibhā): ‘Non-ingenuity’ signifies a debater’s inability to respond or continue 

the argument intelligently when required. This is considered a defeat in debate. When a debater fails to 

provide an appropriate response to a proper question or challenge pretend in a debate. 

17. Evasion (vikṣepa): It occurs when a debater speaking about a different topic when a question is 

asked. The respondent (opponent or proponent) brings in an unrelated or irrelevant topic and avoiding 

the main issue. It is a type of procedural fallacy, violates the norms of fair debate. It is called Evasion. 

18. Admission of an opponent’s opinion (matānujñā): ‘Admission of an opinion’ is the acceptance or 

concession of the opponent’s view by a debater who earlier refuted it but later that was accepted the 

same opinion (either directly or by implication) by the opposition. It implies that if a debater ends up 

upholding the same position that the opponent originally proposed. The debater has lost consistency and 

has been defeated. 

19. Overlooking the censurable (paryanuyojyāpekṣaṇa): It is the defeat (nigraha) that occurs when a 

debater ignores a legitimate objection or criticism pretended by the opponent, which demands a proper 

response. But the proponent fails to respond it knowingly. Such avoidance shows a weakness in 

argumentation and amounts to conceding defeat.  

20. Censuring the non-censurable (niranuyojyānuyoga): When an opponent blames a statement or 

action of the proponent’s argument that is actually correct, proper or not open to criticism, such an 

unjustified objection is called ‘Censuring the non-censurable (niranuyojyānuyoga).’ This is a 

nigrahasthāna because the opponent tries to attack a point which is not logically or procedurally wrong. 

It is committed an unfair debate. 
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21. Deviating from a tenet (apasiddhānta): This kind of defeat happened when a debater is 

contradicting the established doctrine or principles of one’s own school. 

22. The semblance of a reason (hetvābhāsa): The semblance of a reason (hetvābhāsa) is that which 

appears to be a valid reason but actually fails to prove the conclusion. It is a false hetu.  

These twenty-two types of points of defeat is very crucial role play in debate. These make the debate 

very interesting.  

CONCLUSION 

The concept of Nigrahasthāna (points of defeat) in Classical Indian logic, as articulated in the 

Nyāyasūtra, represents one of the most refined and systematic treatments of dialectical failure in the 

global history of philosophy.  At its core, the doctrine of Nigrahasthāna identifies the specific 

conditions under which a disputant is considered to have failed in debate. These failures are not arbitrary 

but arise from violations of logical consistency, procedural norms, or communicative clarity. One of the 

key insights emerging from this study is that Nigrahasthāna functions as a regulatory mechanism within 

the broader framework of Nyāya dialectics. Debate, especially in forms like vāda, jalpa, and vitaṇḍā, 

can easily devolve into mere verbal contest unless guided by normative principles. The identification of 

points of defeat ensures that participants remain accountable to shared rules of reasoning. For instance, 

errors such as self-contradiction (viruddha), failure to respond (anuttara), irrelevant statements 

(arthāntara), or improper use of inference disrupt the logical flow of argumentation and undermine the 

goal of knowledge acquisition. By marking these as grounds for defeat, Nyāya establishes a culture of 

intellectual responsibility. Moreover, Nigrahasthāna reflects a sophisticated understanding of the 

dynamics of dialogue. This dynamic perspective anticipates modern theories of argumentation, where 

fallacies and procedural violations play a central role in evaluating discourse. Nyāya philosophy places 

great emphasis on valid means of knowledge (pramāṇa), such as perception, inference, comparison, and 

testimony. Points of defeat often arise when these means are misapplied or misunderstood. Ethically, the 

doctrine underscores the value of intellectual honesty and humility.  

In a broader philosophical perspective, the study of Nigrahasthāna reveals the advanced state of logical 

theory in Classical India. It shows that Indian thinkers were deeply concerned with issues such as 

fallacies, burden of proof, relevance, and consistency - concerns that resonate strongly with 

contemporary logic and argumentation theory. Through the systematic identification of points of defeat, 

the Nyāyasūtra and its Bhāṣya establish a robust framework for evaluating arguments and regulating 

debate. This framework not only enhances the precision of logical analysis but also promotes an ethical 

approach to intellectual inquiry. As such, the study of Nigrahasthāna is not merely of historical interest 

http://www.ijcrt.org/


www.ijcrt.org                                                 © 2026 IJCRT | Volume 14, Issue 4 April 2026 | ISSN: 2320-2882 

IJCRT2604141 International Journal of Creative Research Thoughts (IJCRT) www.ijcrt.org b131 
 

but continues to offer valuable insights for contemporary discussions on logic, philosophy, and the art of 

reasoning. Nyāya scholars were often professional debaters. It teaches how to discern truth from error, 

how to construct sound arguments, and how to reach certainty through logical methods and debates. At a 

deeper level, it also offers a metaphysical vision of a pluralistic world where knowledge leads to 

liberation from suffering. By advocating clear thinking and reasoned debate, Nyāya holds an enduring 

place in the intellectual traditions of India. In a broader philosophical sense, Nyāya provides the 

systematic science of reasoning, logic and epistemology that aims at attaining valid knowledge required 

for liberation. Every science is a Nyāya, which means literally going into a subject or analytic 

investigation. The system of Nyāya, which studies the general plan and method of critical inquiries, may 

be called the science of sciences. 
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