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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION
FMZ UOAT T GFUHIFFA

Kapadair Paniniyavi ca sarvasastropakarakam,

“JLogic and grammar are indispensable aids for
every branch of knowledge.” .

This little book, called A PRIMER OF INDIAN
LOGIC, is primarily based on Annambhatta’s Tarka-
sarmhgraha and is designed to serve as an introduction,
not only to the study of Indian logic as embodied in
the Nyiya-Vaisesika literature in Sanskrit, but also to
the study of Indian philosophy in its diverse systems.
In preparing this book, the oft-quoted Sanskrit dictum
given above was borne in mind. This book comprises
three paits. Part I contains an historical introduction.
Part II gives the Sanskrit text of the Tarkasarhgraha
in the Devaniigari scriptand in English transliteration.
Part 111 forms the bulk of this work and contains an
English rendering of the Sanskrit text accompanied by
a critical and comparative exposition of each topic in
English, In this exposition, an endeavour is made to
combine strict fidelity to the original Sistraic texts in
Sanskrit with an intelligible presentation of the techni-
cal ideas of Indian systems of philosophy in an English
garb. In the course of this endeavour, it has become
unavoidably necessary to coin and bring into vogue
certain technical terms, which, at first sight, look some-
what uncouth.
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Nearly two years ago, I undertook to write this
book for the benefit of modern University students,
more especially B.A. students offering philosophy as
their optional subject, in compliance with a suggestion
made by my esteemed friend, Prof. P. N. Srinivasa-
chariar, mM.A., Professor of Philosophy in the Pachai-
yappa’s College, Madras. M essrs. P. Varadachari & Co.,
Publishers and Book-scllers, 8, Linga Chetty Street,
Madras,#rtly undertook to publish this work. The
printing of parts 1I and 1Il was finished in January
1931 and these two parts were separately made avail-
able to students in the beginning of 1931, The com-
plete work, with part I also and a very useful Sanskrit
glossary, is now made available in a complete formi;
and in this form, it is hoped that it will be received
well by all the students and scholars interested in
Indian philosophy.

The bulk of the matter in this book is directly
based on Sastraic texts in Sanskrit. In the course of
the preparation of this work, I consulted well-known
English books on Indian philosophy like Prof. Radha-
krishnan’s ¢ Indian Philosophy’, Dr. Keith’s ¢ Atomism
and Indian Logic’, and Dr. Randle’s ‘Indian Logic in
the Early Schools’. My thanksare due, in particular, to
two of my young friends and former pupils—to
Mr. T. R. Chintamani, M.A., Senior Lecturer in Sans-
krit, Madras University, for preparing the table of
contents and the Sanskrit glossary, and to Mr. T.
Chandrasekharan, m.A., (Diploma in German), Profes-
sor of History of Sanskrit Language and Literature,
Madras Sanskrit College, and Manager, Journal of
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Oriental Research, Madras, for reading the proofs. I
should also take this opportunity to express my thank-
fulness to the Madras Law Journal Press, Mylapore,
for its very kind and efficient co-operation in seeing
this work through the press and to Pandit T.S.
Subrahmanya Sastri (Sahitya-§iromani) of the M.L.J.
Press for the alert and willing assistance which he
rend®red at various stages in getting me to do the work
in the midst of my multifarious duties.

S. KUPPUSWAMI1 SASTRI

5, North Mada Street, Mylapore,
11th March, 1932,



PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

The authorities of the Kuppuswami Sastri
Research Institute have great pleasure in bringing out
this second edition of the Primer of Indian Logj by
Prof. S. Kuppuswami Sastri, and puili hingit on
the occasion of the Seventh Foundation Day celebra-
tions of the Institute founded in ‘the name of the
author.

Dr. A. Sankaran, m.A,, Pu.D.,and Dr. V. Raghavan,
M.A,, PH.D,, were in charge of the work of hrin=iag
out this second edition.

The corrections noted by the author in hisown
copy of the book preserved in the Institute Library have
been incorporated here.

Sri K. Venkateswara Sarma, M.A., was of much
assistance in the reading of the proofs and seeing the
work through the press.

The thanks of the Institute authorities are specially
due to Sri N. Ramaratnam, M.A., B.L., Proprietor,
M. L. J. Press, for his continued co-operation in the
work of the Institute,

7th Sept. 1951.
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A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC

PART 1

INTRODUCTION






SECTION 1
PRELIB?INARY: Locic IN THE WEST AND IN INDIA

In ‘the cultural history of Europe, over twenty-two
centuries ago, thinking, like speaking, needed an
elucidative and regulative aid and found it in a distinct
branch of investigation, which was founded and orga-
nised in Greece by Aristotle and which came to be
designated Logic. It is significant that the name logic
is etymologically connected with the Greek word logos,
which denotes both ‘thought’ and ‘word’ or ‘discourse’,
The significance of this etymological connection can be
adequately appreciated if i* is remembered that logic,
in its rise and development in the western world,
particularly in Greece, was closely connected with
rhetoric. Thus the name logic is of a tell-tale character
in its application to logic in the West; and it may be
taken to indicate how, almost from its very rise, western
logic found. itself in the firm grip of formalism and
how it took more than twenty centuries for the
scientific method underlying Aristotle’s Organon to be
redeemed, brought into prominence and implemented
in the Noyum Organum of Francis Bacon (1561-1626).
‘The term logic should not be taken to carry with it all
these implications of European history when it is used
in the phrase Indian logic. This phrase is usually
rendered by the Sanskrit equivalents— anviksikd
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nydyavistara, nydyadarsana, tarMasistra and pramana-
S8sira. 1t is also usual to describe Indiam logic by the
anglicised phrase Nyaya-Vaisesika spstem and it is
usually described thus in this work. | All these phrases
are significant and appropriate in one way or other,
particularly in view of the place which Indian logic
occupies in the cultural history of India and of the
manner in which it arose and grew—not asa mere
grammar of thinking, but as an orthodox (astika)
system of philosophy with a special stress on the science
of methodical reasoning in both its inductive and
deductive aspects, this science forming its dominant
and distinctive part. Indian logic is anviksiki or
nyayavistara or npayadarsana in the sense that it isa
philosophical system, of which methodical reasoning
or investigation of knowledge got through observation
or perception and trustworthy verbal testimony forms.
the central theme; it is pre-eminently the science of
ratiocination or ferkasasira; andin contrast with the
padasastra or ‘the science of grammar’ (Vyakarana)
and with the vakyasasirae or ‘the exegetics’ (Mimamsa),
it is described as the pramanasdsira or the epistemo-
logical science, chiefly concerned with valid knowledge
and its sources. That Indian logic is usually described
as the Nyayae-Vaisesika system is not because it is the
result of the syncretism of the two opposing systems —
Nyéya realism and Atomistic pluralism; rather it is so-
described because at a very early stage in the history of
Indian logic, the VaiSesika stress on the #md#ctive phase
of inference came to be synthesised with its deductive

phase in the Nydya theory of .l .%+: reasoning.
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Those who are familiar with Western logic and desirous
of studying Indian logic from a historical and com-
parative point of view will do well to bear in mind the
fact that, while one may find striking parallels in the
Indian and Western systems of logic, one should not be
misled by such parallels and lose sight of the funda-
mental differences in respect of scope and method,
which Indian logic discloses in itsrise and development,
as compared with Western logic.

SECTION II

ANTECEDENTS AND FORESHADOWINGS OF THE

V AISESIKA AND NYAYA

The story of India’s quest for truth and of India’s
attempts to lay out suitable ways and approaches to
truth is long and varied and it has been reconstructed
with a considerable measure of success by several
eminent scholars, Indian and alien, from the ancient
literary monuments of India, which are mostly inthe
form of Sanskrit works, In all this quest and these
attempts, a careful student of the history of Indian
philosophical thought may discern, almost from the
very beginning, two tendencies—the sniwitionistic and
the 7ationalistic, and two chief aims—the achievement
of Dharma and the realisation of Brahman. 1f one of
the Rg-Vedic seers could be said to have boldly intuited
the monistic absolute in the well-known verse « That
One breathed breathlessly by itself ” (Anidavatam
svadhaya tadekam: Rv. X.129.2), it would not be
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far-fetched to find the rationalistic exhortation of
another Rg-Vedic seer in the verse “Meet one another,
discuss and understand your minds ”’ (Samgacchadh-
verr  samvadadhvam  saviv vo mandnsi  janat@m
Rv. X.191.2). These two tendencies came to exhibit
themselves throughout the Vedic age, in close
association with the two aims mentioned abovk. On
one side, as a result of the influence of the rationalistic
tendency on the ritualistic aspect of the Veda, ritualistic
and exegetic doctrines, which, in due time, emerged as
Jaimini’s system of Piirva-Mimirhsa, were developed.
And, on the other side, the combined workings of the
intuitionistic and rationalistic tendencies in the direc-
tion of spiritual insight and knowledge of truth led to
the emergence of the Upanisadic philosophy of Atman.
This philosophy was marked by a pronounced emphasis
on the efficacy and value of intuition, which culminated
in Badarayana’s system of Vedanta. The dominant
feature of the philosophy of the Upanisads is its
monistic absolutism, which led up, within the Upani-
sadic period itself, to rationalistic reactions of different
types$ representing collateral and casual phases of
Upanisadic thought-}-some of them coming to be
systematised later on in the dualism and realism of
Kapila’s Samkhya and the allied discipline of Pata-
fijali’s Yoga, some others eventually giving rise to the
pluralistic rationalism of Kanada’s VasSesika system
and its complementary Npdya of Gautama, and yet
others emerging as anti-Vedistic rebels in the form of
the Jaina may-be-ism (syddvdda), the Bauddha idealism
(ujjfianavada) and nihilism . ($4nyevdada), and the
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Carvaka materialism. All these post-Upanisadic sys-
tems came to be called darsanes (darSanami). It
should be noted here that the term ‘system’ is very
inadequate as the English equivalent of the Sanskrit
word ‘darsaxa’. While the former word brings into
promilnence the idea of systematisation, the latter word
brings into relief the fact that the plenary intuition of
truth or spirit (tatlvadarSana or dtmadarsama), whicl
a gifted saint or seer came to have, liesat the root of
every system of Indian philosophy and forms its fruit
also. A long-established and widely accepted tradition
classifies these darSanas into astika and ndstska.) The
history of the meaning of these two words throws some
light on the manner in which the ground of classifica-
tion happened to be shifted under varying circums-
tances. Panini’s sitra 4.4.60 (asti ndsti digtarm matih)
gives the derivation of the words dastika, ndsttka and
daistika: and according to Panini, dstika is ‘one who
believes in the other world’, ndstika is ‘one who does
not believe in the other world’ and daistika is a ‘pre-
destinarian’ or ‘fatalist’. This is the oldest recorded
explanation of these words, On the basis of this expla-
nation, even Jainism, and Buddhism in some of its
aspects, could be described as dstika systems. An old
popular tradition would take the word dstika in the
sense of ‘one who believes in God’. If this should be
accepted, Jaimini’s Piirva-Mimimsa and Kapila’s
Sérikhya, which are usually included in the dstika list,
ought to be dropped from that list, asthey do not
recognise Ifvara, A post-Buddhistic, but pre-Christian,
tradition fixed the meaning of the word dstika as ‘one
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who believes in the infallibility and the supreme
authority of the Veda’ and of the word ndstika as
‘one who does not believe init’. This tradition has
been widely accepted for a long time. According to
this, the Sarmkhya and Yoga, the Vaidesika and Nyaya,
the Pirva-Mimamsa and Vedanta are described as
dastika-darsanas, and the Carvika, Jaina and Bauddha
systems as ndstika-dar§amas. In this context, whenever
the terms orthodox and heterodox happen to be used as
the English equivalents of dstika and ndstika, it should
be remembered that they have reference to belief and
disbelief in the authority of the Veda.

Though the first beginnings of the VaiSesika and
Nyaya systems are misty in certain respects, a careiul
student is not likely to miss the foreshadowings of the
central doctrine of these systems in the Upanisads. In
the well-known three-fold scheme of self-culture lead-
ing to self-realisation, as taught in the oft-quoted
Upanisadic text ““ Verily, Maitreyi, the Spirit should
be realised, heard, discussed and consiantly contem-
plated upon” (Aima@ va are dragtavyas Srotavyo
mantavyo mnididhyasitavyah—Brhad. IV. 5), it s
generally accepted that hearing or initial comprehension
($§ravana) represents the inaugural stage, investigation
and discussion with the help of reasom (manana)
represent the central stage and constant contemplation
(nididhyasana) stands for the culminating stage. The
grim spiritual teacher of the Kathopanisad, Death
(Yama), pulls up the rationalist of the Upanisadic age
with the warning ¢ Self-realisation cannot be got
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through ratiocination or tarka” (Naisa tarkena matird-
paneyda—Katha II.9). From these foreshadowings
of deliberate attempts to exercise reason, when consi-
dered together with the fact that philosophical debates
such as those that were carried on under the auspices
of Ajatasatru and Janaka were very common during
the Upanisadic age, the inference is irresistible that,
already during the period of the Ubpanisads, some
logical doctrines should have not only begun to appear,
but also progressed beyond the nebulous stage.

SECTION III

How THE VAISESIKA AND NYAYA SCHOOLS
EMERGED AND WHEN THEIR DOCTRINES

WERE REDACTED INTO SUTRAS

(I_Sefore the end of the Upanisadic period and prior
to the advent of the Buddha, the Vedic scriptures
embodying the results of the intuitive insight of the
Vedic and Upanisadic seershad asserted their authority
so far as to persuade a large section of rationalistic
thinkers to agree to play second fiddle to scriptural
authorities. This should have resulted in the develop-
ment of the pre-Buddhistc Nydya method in close asso-
ciation with Vedic exegesis and accounts for the earlier
use of the term Nydya in the sense of ‘the prmcnples
and the logical method of Mimarhsid exegetics.,” This
also accounts for the fact that, even after the disentan-
glement of the Nyaya logic from Vedic exegetics, the
legislators of ancient India like Manu and Yajfiavalkya



x A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [ParT 1

emphatically recognised the importance and value of
logical reasoning (farka) in a correct comprehension
of dharma as taught by the Vedas (Manu XII. 105
and 106; Yajiiavalkya 1. 3). @Another section of
rationalistic thinkers who did not agree to play second
fiddle to scriptural authorities, perhaps developed and
expounded rationalistic doctrines on independent lines,
without subjecting themselves to the thraldom of Vedic
religion and philosophy. Some of these doctrines.
perhaps shaped themselves into the Sarhkhya thought
of the pre-Buddhistic stage, with a marked degree of
hostility to Vedic ritualism. Some other doctrines of
this kind gave rise to the pre-Buddhistic logic and
and metaphysics of the Vaidesika, with a special leaning
in favour of the inductive method of reasoning based
on observation and analysis and with a simple rationa-
listic scheme of two sources of valid knowledge—
perception and inference (pratyaksa and anumana). It
is very likely that the anti-Vedic speculations of the
pre-Buddhistic Sammkhya and the anti-Vedic logic and
epistemology of the pre-Buddhistic VaiSesika paved the
way for the development and systematisation of
Buddhism. ) It may here be borne in mind that
Buddhistic tradition, as preserved in ancient Chinese
records, readily recognises the priority of the Sarhkhya
and the VaiSesika to Buddhism. (See Ui's VaiSesika
Philosophy, pages 3 and 4.)

CbAbout the fifth century B, C., when thz anti-Vedic
movements of Buddhism rose and began to spread, the
exponents of Vedic philosophy and religion keenly felt
the need for showing greater accommodation to
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rationalistic modes of thought. The rationalistic
resources available for Vedic religion and philosophy
had to be pooled together and kept fit for defensive and
offensive use, as against the impact from collision with
avaidika developments. On the one side, it was found
easy to diseniangle from its Vedistic environment the
logical method (Nydya) of Vedic excgetics; and on the
other side, to bring the unfettered methods of reasoning
and analysis known to the early VaiSesika under the
influence of the attempts for rapprochemeni made by
the Vaidika thinkers turned out to be an easy task,
chiefly as a result of the disquieting nihilistic excesses
of early Buddhism. Thus, the Nydya of the Vedic
exegesis and the logic and metaphysics of the early
anti-Vedic VaiSesika came to fraternise with each other
and gave rise to two sister-schools of philosophical
reasoning—the Vaifesika school mainly concerned with
inductive observation and analysis, and the Nydja
school chiefly concerned with the formulation and
elucidation of the principles of ratiocination on the
basis of inductive reasoning. These two schools should
have appeared in a fairly definite form, with their
characteristic methods of reasoning and metaphysics, by
the middle of the fourth century B. C., though the chief
doctrines of these schools came to be systematised and
redacted in their basic siitras at a relatively later date,
This statement may receive good support from the
following facts, if they could be taken to be conclusively
established. Bhadrabahu, a Jaina sage, whose activity
as a Jaina logician may be assigned to about 357 B. C.,
was quite familiar with an old theory of ten-membered
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syllegism. The Nyiya logic was known to Kityayana
of the fourth century B. C., as Goldstucker has shown
in his work on ‘Panini and his Place in Sanskrit Litera-
ture’. Badariayana's Vedanta-sutras (Il-iill to17)
definitely presuppose the VaiSesika. The Lalitavistara
and Milindapaiia mention the Vaidesika. Even the
VaiSesika-siitras, which were, in all probability, pro-
duced later than the middle of the fourth century
B. C.,, do not controvert any of the Buddhistic
doctrines, while Buddhistic tradition generally re-
cognises the pre-Buddhistic origin of the Vaidesika.
These considerations, which tend to show that the
Nyaya and VaiSesika schools came into being ina
definite form before the middle of the fourth century
B. C., cannot be lightly brushed aside.

The doctrines of these two schjols were syste-
matised and redacted in the form of the Nyaya-sitras
and Vaisesika-sitras. The authorship of the former
is ascribed to Gautama, and that of the latter to
Kanada. According to the generally accepted Indian
tradition, which goes back to the early centuries of the
Christian era, Gautamais otherwise known as Aksapada
and Kanada is otherwise known as Ulika and Kasyapa,
It will be obvious to those who are familiar with the
traditions of ancient India that Aksapdda was the
personal name and Gautama the gotra name of the
author of the Nyaiya-siitras, and that Kandde and
Ulika are the personal names and Kaséyapa the gotra
name of the author of the Vaidesika-siitras, in the
same way as Pgkstlasvamin is the personal name and
Vatsydyana the goira name of the author of the
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Nyayabhasya. Though the exact dates of Kanada and
Gautama are not known, the dates of their siitras can
be fixed within fairly definite limits. Jacobi, in his
well-known article on the date of the philosophical
sitras (Journal of the American Oriental Society
XXXI. 1911), endeavours to show that the Nyiya-
sitrad and the Brahma-siitras were redacted between
200 and 500 A.D., that the VaiSesika-siitras and
Mimarmsa-sitras were redacted at a somewhat earlier
date, that the redaction of the Yoga-siitras should be
assigned to about 450 A. D., and that the sirhkhya-
siitras were produced at a much later date, later than
the fourteenth century. With regard to the Sarhkhya-
sitras, it is generally accepted that they were composed
later than the fourteenth century, though the Tativa-
samdsa, which may be regarded as the nucleus of the
basic stutras of the Samkhya system, is perhaps older
than ISvarakrsna and the Christian era and is certainly
older than the Bhagavadajjuka, a farce earlier than
the seventh century A.D. (See Journal of Oriental
Research, Madras, Vol. 11, pages 145 to 147). 1f the
Bhiksu-sttra referred to in IV.iii.110 of Panini’s
Astddhyayt and the Brahma-siitra mentioned in XI1I,4
of the Gita could be taken to refer to Badardyana's
Brahmasttras, it would be difficult to accept, without
due reservations, Jacobi’s argument in its application to
the Vedanta-siitras. The name Pataifijali, borne by the
author of the Yoga-siitras, presents some difficulties to
Jacobi, as the date of Patafijali, the author of the
Mahabhiasya, is accepted to be the middle of the 2nd
century B. C. But Jacobi would attempt to differentiate
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the author of the Mahabhasya from the author of the
Yoga-siitras, though, as a matter of fact, the ancient
tradition identifying the two Pataifijalis is sound and
maintainable on reasonable grounds. The central point
of Jacobi’s argument relates to the internal evidences
furnished by the nature of the Buddhist doctrines con-
troverted in some of these siitras. The Nyaya-citras,
according to Jacobi, refute the nihilistic $anpa-vada of
Nagarjuna (3rd century A, D, circa) and do not refute
the idealistic vijfidna-vdda of Asanga and Vasubandhu
(middle of the 4th century A. D.). But, according to
Vitsyayana and Vaicaspatimi§ra, the Nyaya-siitra
1V. 2.26 refutes the vijfiana-vddae. 1t should also be
remembered here that the §inya-vada and vijfiana-vada
doctrines were not introduced in the world for the first
time by Nagirjuna and Asanga and Vasubandhu and
that, before these Buddhist teachers, these old doctrines
had been in existence for a long time. Even if this
line of argument adopted by Jacobi should be accepted
as satisfactory, it does not touch the VaiSesika-sitras;
and if the obverse of this argument were to be applied
to these siitras, the logical result would be that they
should be held to be pre-Buddhistic. Kautaliya Artha-
§astra mentions the types of thought comprising
anvikgsiki in the statement:—Samkhyam yogo lokdye-
tam cetydnuviksibi (Vol. 1. page 27, Trivandrum edi-
tion). Though the date of the Kautaliya is not yet
finally settled, the general trend of well-informed and
unprejudiced opinion among Indian and alien Indo-
logists is in favour of assigning that great work to 304
B.C. In this extract from the Kautaliya, there is no
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specific mention of Nyaya or Vaisesika as such. Atten-
tion is drawn by Ui and Randle to noteworthy cases of
parallelism between the Vaisesika-siitras and Nydya-
sttras, in which it would be more reasonable to say that
the former siitras were used in the composition of the
latter (See Ui's ‘VaiseSika philosophy’, Introduction,
page 16, note 1; and Randle’s ‘Indian Logic in the
Early Schools’, Introduction, page 7, note 1), There is
evidence to show that the sixth Jaina schism (18 A.D.)
presupposes the Vaidesika redaction (‘Ui’s ‘Vaise-
sika philosophy’, Introduction, page 34). Chiefly, on
these grounds, it is surmised by several scholars that
the VaiSesika-siitras should have been redacted in the
pre-Christian era, subsequent to 300 B. C.; and that
the Nyaya-sitras should have been redacted about the
time of Nagiarjuna and Deva, between 150 and 250
A.D.may be inferred from the fact that the sitras
2.2.17—19 seem to presuppose the refutatory comments
in Nagarjuna’s Vigralaevydvartani on the realistic
position regarding the relation between pramana and
prameya (Ui’'s VaiSesika Philosophy, Introduction
pages 84 to 86). Randle concludes that the “Vaife-
sika and Nyaya were systematised between 200 B. C.
and 200 A. D., the VaiSesika being the earlier of the
two”; and that ¢“the indications, such as they are,
point to the beginning of the first century A. D,, as
the latest date for the systematisation of the
Vaifesika”.  (Randle’s ‘Indian Logic in the Early
Schools’, Introduction, pages 16 and 17.)

These conclusions, based as they are on good
grounds as far as they go, would appear to require
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reconsideration on a careful scrutiny of all the
evidences available. That the redaction of the Nyaya-
siitras presupposes that of the VaiSesika-sutras may be
readily admitted. It is not easy to establish that the
VaiSesika-siitras were redacted subsequent to 300 B. C.,
on the ground that the name Vaisesika is not contained
in the extract from the Kautaliya quoted above. “Those
who are sufficiently familiar with the use of the word
poga in its old sense of wvaiSesika, as it is found used,
for instance, in Vitsydyana’s bhasya on 1.1.29, are not
likely to consider it a strained interpretation to take the
word Yoga, as used in the Kautaliya, in the sense of
vaiesika. In fact, according to Vacaspatimi$ra’s
Tatparyatiké and the Bhdsyacandra on the bhiasya
on 1.1.29, the word jJoga may be taken in the
somewhat comprehensive sense of Nyaya, including
the VaiSesika, the Nyaya being a philosophical
school laying special stress upon yogae or yukti or
reasoning (yogo mkiih pradhdinataya vidyate yesam
—Bhdgsyacandra). Further, in the extract quoted
above from the Kautaliya, scholars have generally
overlooked one important point, to which sufficient
prominence ought to be given in this connection,
In chapter 2, the Vidyasamuddesa section of the
Kautaliya, the chief branches of knowledge (vidya),
according to Kautalya, are stated at the outset.
These are four:—anviksiki (logic and philosophy),
trayi (the Vedic religion and philosophy of dharma and
adharma), vartd (the economic science and philosophy
of wealth) aud dandaniti (the science and philosophy
of polity). Then there is a reference to the view of
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the Manavas (Manu’s disciples or ancient legislators),
according to which anviksiki should be regarded as a
special part of {rayi. This view, it may be noted, is
consistent with the spirit of the Vedic and Upanisadic
age, when logic (Nyaya) had not yet been disentangled
from its applications to Vedic religion and philosophy,
Theré is also a further reference to the materialistic
doctrifie of the Carvakas (the followers of Brhaspati),
that {rayi (including anviksiki) is only a pretension or
imposture of one who knows the ways of the world and
that only varid and dandaniti should be reckoned with
as the two real vidyas. The followers of USanas (the
teacher of the Asuras) are afterwards referred to as
recognising only one zidyd—viz,, the dandaniti. At the
end of this chapter, Kautalya reiterates his views about
the four branches of learning and explains their nature
and aim. In the concluding para of this chapter, he
makes two important observations. One is to the
effect that amwviksiki cousists of Sarhkhya, Yoga and
Lokayata, The other is that anviksiki is helpful to the
world through its ratiocinative process in the investiga-
tion of the soundness or unsoundness of the conclu-
sions and doctrines of the different branches of know-
ledge.

Samkhyam yogo lokdyatam cetyinviksiki. Dhar-
madharma irayyam. Arthanarthau vartéyam. Baldbale
caitasam heiubhiranviksamand anviksiki lokasyopaka-
roti; vyosane abhyudaye ca buddhimavasthapayati;

prajriavakyakyiyavaisaradyar ca karoti.
B
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Prodipah sarvavidyandm wpdyah sarvakarmandm|

Asrayuh sar:atharmadndm sasvadanviksiki matd)|

(Pages 27 and 28 of Vol. I of the Kautaliya,
Trivandrum edition, )

It is evident here that Kantaliya elucidates the two
mmeanings of the term @nviksikl. One is the general
:sense, philosophical enquiry or philosophy. In this
:sense, it is used in the first sentence of the above ex-
tract. As already pointed out, the word jyogah in this
sentence refers to the Vaisesika logic; cr even if it be
tuken in the special sense of the yoga discipline of Patafi-
jali’s system, the word lokdyata does not refer to the
materialism of the Carvakas, but very probably it refers
to the logic of the VaiSesika and Nydra in its secular-
ised form and as disentangled from its Vedic associa-
tions. It shonld be noted here that the view of the
Carvika materialist is separately mentioned in a pre-
vious part of the same chapter and Kautalya rejects it
and is not prepared to bring the Car\aka doctrine under
any recognised vidyd or branch of learning. Vatsya-
yana, in the concluding part of his bhasya on 1.I-1,
amplifies the second sense of the word dnviksiki, i.e.—
slogic which investigates by means of rationalistic
methods’ (heiswbhiranviksamand) and gives Kautalya’s
verse quoted above, with its last quarter modified as
« yidyoddese prakirtita”. Itis quite clear from this
amended quarter of the verse, as given by Vatsyayana
that he is quoting from the v idydsamuddesa section of
the Kautaliya. It is hardly necessary to point out that
a careful consideration of the above extract from the
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Kautaliya in comparison with its striking parallel in
Vitsyayana’s bhasya on 1.1.1 would make it very diffi-
cult to believe that dnuiksiki, in the sense of ‘system of
logic', was not presupposed by the Arthasastre of
Kautalya, Further, a careful consideration of the ex.
tract from Nagarjuna’s Vigrahavydvartani, which Uj
gives in pages 84 and 85 of his introduction to the
‘Vaisesika philosophy’, in comparison with its parallel in
the Nyaya-stiras 2.2.17—19, would tend to show that
Nagarjuna is presupposing these siitras and refuting
the view embodied in them, rather than support Ui's
inference in the reverse direction. Patafijali, at the end
of his b&'idsya on Panini’s 3.2.123, remarks—*“Qther
thinkers hold that there is nothing known as the
present time” (Apara Gha—ndasti vartamanah kala iti)
and gives five verses in support of this view. This
portion of the Mahabhisya closes with the remark
“ Another thinker holds that there is such a thing as
the present time, and it is not perceived in the same
way as the Sun’s motion is not perccived” (Apara dha
—asti variamdnah kalah) and supports this view with
one verse. Between this portion of the Mahiabhasya
and the Nyaya-sitras 2.1.40—44, there is a striking
parallelism, which none can miss. A careful consider-
ation of these two texts would lead to the impression
that Patafijali is here using not only the ideas in the
Nyaya-siitras referred to, but also the phraseology in
those siitras, in his characteristically graphic narrationof
of a discourse between two imaginary dialogists. All
these considerations may reasonably lead to the
conclusion that the VaiSesika-sutras and the Nyaya-
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siitras were redacted between the middle of the fourth
century and second century B. C,, perhaps towards the
end of the fourth century B. C,, the VaiSesika-siitras
being earlier than the Nyaya-siitras.

SECTION 1V

THE NAMES VAISESIKA AND NYAYA; THE NATURE,
AIM AND SCOPE OF THE TWO SYSTEMS

It is generally accepted that the names Vaisesika-
darsana and Ngaya-darsana are based upon the terms—
vifesa and nyafa. It is not possible now to ascertain
exactly what these two terms signified to the early
exponents of these two systems, who were responsible
for devising and introducing these two names. Accor-
ding to an old tradition recorded by the Chinese Bud-
dhists—Ci-tsan (549-623 A.D.) and Kwhéi-ci (632-
682 A. D.), Kanada’s work came to be called the Vai-
fesika-sastra, since it excelled works of the other
systems, more especially the Sarmhkhya and it was diffe-
rentiated from them, the term vaiSesika being taken in
the sense of ‘superior to’ or ‘distinct from’. (See Ui’s
Vaisesika Philosophy—pp. 3 to 7). Indian tradition is
in favour of connecting the name VaiSesika with the
doctrine of specialities (visesah), viSesa being regarded
as the distinctive category of the Vaifesika scheme of
categories. The VaiSesika-siitra—1.1.4—which practi-
cally represents the beginning of Kanada’s siitras, lays
special emphasis, not upon any of the categories, but
upon ‘the comprehension of truth through similarities
and dissimilarities’ (sadharmyavaidharmyabhyam
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tattvajfianam )—upon the striking out of the one in the
many; and this amounts to an unmistakable stress on
‘the analytic or inductive method of philosophical
reasoning’. Gautama’s Nydya-darsana took its name
from nyaya, which means ‘the synthetic or deductive
method of syllogistic demonstration’.  Gautama’s
system 'lays particular stress on the synthetic method
of syllogistic reasoning, One of the earlier mea-
nings of the term mnyaya is ‘exegetic principle or
maxim’; and after logical reasoning had been
released from Vedic exegesis, the term mydyas
developed the specialised sense of syllogistic reasoning.
The appropriateness of using the term wydya, in this
specialised sense, as the name of Gautama’s system lies
not only in the historical connectionbetween the Nydya
and Mimarhsa systems; but it lies also in the fact that
the term nyaya means sllustration or example and that
example (udaharana) is the most important of the five
members constituting Gautama’s syllogistic expression.
Thus it may be seen that the names vaisesika and nyadya
may be connected with the two aspects of sound reaso-
ning—the analytic or inductive aspect which mounts
up from particulars (vifesa) to the general or universal
(samanya) and the synthetic or deductive aspect which
moves on from the universal - (samanya) to the parti-
culars (viSesa). In these logical notions, it would be
in keeping with the history of Indian philosophical
thought to recognise the basis of the names, vaiSesika’
and nyaya, rather than in the ontological doctrines of
atomism and pluralistic realism. This would account
better for the way in which the interrelation of the
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Vaifesika and the Nydya came to be conceived of as
two sister systems in spite of their differences on the
metaphysical side,

The VaiSesika and the Nyiya, in their early and
later phases, are not restrictcd in their scope and aim
to logic in a narrow sense. Like other Indian systems,
these two form selt-contained philosophical disciplines
of a complex character, with a distinctive central theme
correlated to their special goal. The final cessation of
all miseries (apavarga) is the goal of the Vaisesika
and the Nyaya. The VaiSesika stresses the analytical
side of rea oning and furnishes the metaphysical back-
ground and the inductive basis of the Nyaya system.
With the Vaiéesika material, suitably modified in minor
details, the Nyiya builds up a complete system of
epistemology and logic, combined to some extent with
psychology, ethics, ontology and religion. Such a
mixed composition of Indian philosophical systems is
due not to any lack of appreciation of differences of
value in different things, but rather to the cultural
outlook of India, which is dominated by an intense
desire to synthesise all the departments of knowledge
in a scheme ot progressive realisation of life’s ends
culminating in final emancipation (mukti) conceived
of as the summum bonum. Methodical reasoning,
involving a critical investigation of krowledge got
through perceptual experience and verbal testimony,
i.e., anviksd, with the help of the five-membered scheme
of syllogistic expression (nYydya or poficdveyavavakya),
forms the distinctive contribution of the Nyaya to phi
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losophical thou: ht, Since its first redaction, the Nyaya
system has permanently secured for itself a position of
importance in the Hindu scheme of Vedic religion ard
philosophy, chiefly by the ancillary role which it has
assumed in its relation tothe Veda; and if the VaiSesika
also is given a place among the dstrka systems, it is due
mainly to its fraterrity with th Niava. Gokulanitha,
a Naiyayika of the 16 h century A.D, suggests in his
philosophical drama, c.lled Amyriodaya, that Anvikgikt
is the amaz nian commander-in-chief of Sru#i —the
empress ruling over the empire of krowledge ard
emancipation. This poetic represertation would be
very helpful in appreciating the exact position of the
Nyaye-vaiSesika system in the scheme of dstiha schcols
of philosophy.

SECTION V

SYNCRETISM AND SYNTHESIS

It has now become usual among mcdern scholars,
when speaking about the hisiorical development of tle
Vai$ g ka and N.aya systems, to refer to the tendency
to symcretism in these two scho.ls. In chapter 11, part
I of “Imiian Logic a1d Atomism"”, Dr. Keith dwells
upon what he de-cribes as “the syncretism of the
schools” and the «“syncretist school”. Syncretism, in
its strict sense, means the tendency to reconcile and
blend two oppusing and irreconcilable systes, by
minimising diffcrences. In this sense, it would be
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correct to speak about syncretism in the VaiSesika and
Nyiya only with reference to their condition before
their redaction into sitras, and even then, with due
reservations. It may be said that, in the pre-Buddhi-
stic age, rationalistic thinking came to have a schis-
matic split which resulted in two opposing types of
rationalistic thought, one linking itself with Vedic
tradition and the other antagonising it. As already
pointed out at page xi-supra, a rapprochement was
effected hetween these two types of thought; andas a
result of this, the Vaise§ika and Nyaya arose in the
form of two sister schools. The tendency which led to
the first redaction of these two schools in a fraternal
relation may be appropriately described as syncretism.
Since their definite emergence as two distinct and allied
systems about the fourth century B. C. to this day, the
VaiSes’ka and Nyaya have been treated as sister
schools, fundamentally agreeing with each other in
respect of important metaphysical and logical doctrines
and persistently showing some comparatively minor
differences; and in this condition, they were never
regarded as opposing schools and it would not be quite
accurate to speak of syncretism in them, in the strict
sense of the term. In the somewhat larger sense,
however, of synthesis, one may well speak of
syncretism in these two sister schools from and after
their first redaction. In the history of the Nyaya-
VaiSesika system, the VaiSesika and Nyaya schools
were never regarded as rival sehools. Nor were their
differences ever forgotten: and till recently, separate
Nyaya and VaiSesika treatises continued to be written.
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In fact, even as late as in the seventeenth century A, D,
separate handbooks dealing with the VaiSesika
doctrines, like Gangadharasiri’s Kanadasiddhanta-
candrika (Trivandrum Sanskrit Series No. XXV),
were written. It should be remembered here that
Akspada-Gautama, effected the momentous synthesis
between the ¢ ductive (Vaifesika) and deductive
(wydyb) types of rationalistic thinking, in his doctrine
of five-membered syllogi~tic expression (nyayaprayoga)
hinging upon the example (udaharana) as the central
member. The Nyaya ontology is built upon the atomic
theory and pluralistic realism of the VaiSeska, The
Nyaya epistemology, with its fourfold scheme of
pramanas is distinctly pro-Vedic; and in this respect, it
shows a sharp contrast with the VaiSesika scheme of
pramanas which consists of perception and inference
and which betrays arti-Vedic leanings. Such points
of contrast have only led to VaiSesik+ gradually losing
its hold and influence. Indian philosophical tradition
recognises three important pairs of allied systems
(samanatentrani)—viz., the Saitkhya and Yoga, the
Vaisesika and Nyaya, and the Mimdwsa and Vedanta.
Vatsyayana, in his bhagya on the Nyaya-siitra (1.1.22),
speaks of the aiesika and the Nyadya as samanatanira,
It is noteworthy that, while the Samkhyae and Yoga,
and the Mimamsa and Vedanla grew as two pairs of
allied systems, the Vaifesika and Nydyas came to be
more closely knit together and grew as fwin systems,
chiefly as a result of the complete symthesis which the
Nyaya effected in its logical method.



SECTION VI

AFTER THE SUTRAS T0O UDAYANA

The extant early works, forming the has‘c source-
books of the VaiSesika system, are Kanpiada's siitras
and Prasastapada’s Paddarthadharmasargraha, better
known under the name of Prasastapidabhdsya. Accord-
to Udavanicarva’s Kirandrali, as interpreted by
Padmanabhami$ra in his Kirandvalibhaskara (Benares
Sinskrit Series, Kirandvali, page 5), PraSastarada’s
Padarthadharmasamgraha is a comprehensive epiteme
of the Vai§ s ka system which presupposes an extensive
Vaisesika-bhi s a. known as Ravanae-bhdsya and attri-
buted to an ancient philosopl er called Ravapa. At
page 2/8 of the manu«cript of the commentary called
the Prakatarthavivarana on Satmkara’s Brahmasatia-
bhdgya, preserved in the Government Oriental Marus-
cripts Library, Madras, Ravana’s bhdsya on the Vai'e-
sika-stitras is cited. (See p. 491 of Pt. of the edition
of this work in the Madras University Sanskrit Series),
Prakatarthavivarana is earlier than 13th century A. D.
An interesting coufirmation of the tradition about
Ravana-bhasyd is contained in the vishambha to the
fifth Act of the dAnargharaghava (Nirnayasagara
edition, page 161). There is evidence to show that
this drama must be earlier than the latter part of the
ninth century A.D. In this connection, attention
is invited to my paper on the Ravane-bhisya,
which appears in volume 111 of the Journalof Oriental
Reseaicn, Madras, pages 1to5. In this paper,itis
indicated that it may not be unrcasonable to conjecture
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that the Ravana-bhdsya was perhaps dominated by
atheistic and pro-Buddhistic proclivities, such as were
quite in keeping with the text of the Vaiscsika-siitras
and with the spirit of the tradition characterising the
Vaisésikas as ardhaz aind$ikas (semi-nihilists), while
the work of Prasastapada gave a theistic turn to the
Vaisesika system and presented its doctrinesin an anti-
Buddhistic dstika setting. There is conclusive proof
to show that Prasastapada should be earlier than
Uddyotakara, the author of the N9yajavartika, who
flourished in the latter part of the sixth or the begin-
ning of the seventh century A. D. Professor Uj, in his
introduction to the ‘Vaisesika Philosophy’, draws atten-
tion to the evidences showing that Prasastapada should
be earlier than P.ramartha and Dharmanala. Though
Keith emphatically asserts in his ‘Indian Logic ond
Alomism’ that Praastapada’s indebtedness to Dignaga
is undoubted, it must be said that Prasastapada’s debt
to Digniaga has not yet heen proved. 1f, on the other
hand, Prasastapada could be taken to be presupposed
by Vitsyayana on the ground relied upon by Mr. Bodas
in his introduction to the Tar asan:giela (Bombay
Sanskrit series, No. LV.), Dignaga, who presupposes
Viatsyiyana, must be later than PraSastapada. The
two most authoritative commentaries on Pradasta-
pada’s Bhasya are Sridhara's Kandali and Udayana-
cirya’s Kiranavali  Sridhara’s date is given as 991
A.D. in his Kandali and Udayana’s date is given as
984 A.D. in one of his works—ZLa*sanavali. Sri-
dhara’s reputation is restricted to his Vaisesika work ;
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but Udayana holds a far higher place in Indian philo-
sophy and he is held in high esteem as the Nyayacarya
par excellence,

The extant basic works of Nyaya are Gautama’s
Nydya-siitras, the Nyiya-bhasya by Vatsyayana, other-
wise known as Paksilasvamin, and the Nydya-vartika
by Uddyotakara. In the Nyaya-vartika and other
works, there is sufficient evidence to show conclusively
that Dignaga, the famous Buddhistic logician, adverse-
ly criticised the Nyiya-bhisya. Vasubandhu, the
famous teacher of Digniga, criticised Nyaya-siitras
and the Nyiya-bhasya does not reply to Vasubandhu’s
criticisms. From these facts, it would be reasonable
to cornclude that the Nyaya-bhagya is earlier than about
the middle of the fourth century A.D., which is the
date for Vasubandhu. Vatsyayana suggests alternative
interpretations to some of the siitras, as, for instance,
in his Bhéagya on 1.1.5. This may lead to the ipference
that Vatsydyana wrote his Bhasya, long after the
Sitrakira, perhaps at a time when the meaning of some
of the stitras had already become a matter for specu-
lation. There has been some controversy among scho-
lars as to whether there was any commentary on the
Nydya-siitras before Vitsydyana, and whether the
aphoristic statements, which the Bhasyakara introduces
in the course of his exposition, are really quotations
from some earlier commentary on the siitras. Professor
Windisch and several others are inclined to think that
such aphoristic statements are citations from an earlier
commentary. Professor Randle discusses this question
in his recent work “Indian Logic in the Early Schools’”
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(pages 19 to 24) and concludes that these aphoristic
statements are not citations from any author but should
be viewed as forming « the heritage of the schcol and
as carrying an authority only less than that of the
siitras themselves”. Indian tradition, however, is
wholly against any speculation of this kind in regard to
to the aphoristic statements in the Bhasya above re-
ferredto. In Sastra literature, more especially in old
works like the Bhasyas on the various systems, itis a
common stylistic device to put forward a main thesis
or argument in the form of a terse aphoristic statement
and amplify it in an expository note. Several old
Bhisyakiras have adopted this device and hundreds of
instances can be given from the Mahabhasya of Patafi-
jali and Sankara’s Bhigyas on the Brhadaranyakopani-
sad and the Brahma-sitras. In fact, the aphoristic
statements which Vatsyayana makes at the beginning of
his expository sections form integral parts of Vatsya-
yana’s own composition ; and it would be as absurd to
ascribe such statements to any author different from
Vatsydyana, as it would be to ascribe the aphoristic
statement, “Since there is no difference from cattle and
other lower animals” in Sankara’s Bhiasya on the
Brahma-siitras (paSvadibhiscaviSesat-1.1.1) to some
author different from the Bhasyakra, who amplified
that statement in the following expository paragraph
beginning with the words “Yathd hi pasvadayah’,
Students of Indian logic will do well to remember that
Vitsyiyana is the earliest known writer who drew
pointed attention to the reason why Gautama’s Nydya
came to be regarded as the science of epistemology
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and logic (Pramanasastra, Anvikgiki or Nyayae-Sasira).
It is worth remembering, in this connection, that
Vatsyayana indicates in the very first sentence of his
Bhasya how valid thinking (rrama) and fruitful doing
(arthakriya) serve as each other’s axle in each other’s
wheelings and how they constitute real living with all
its complexity in the pluralistic universe of the Nya-
ya-VaiSesika realism. It is also worth noting that it is
Vatsyayana who first explained how the entire epistemo-
logical scheme of Pramanas could be synthesised in a
valid syllogistic expression, (vide pages 30 to 42 of his
Bhasya on 1.1.1, Chaukhamba edition) and how, for
this reason, logic proper justly came to exercise a pro-
found influence over the whole realm of philosophical
thought in India.

About the end of the sixth century A.D., or in the
former half of the seventh century, Uddyotakara wrote
his Nydya-vartika, the earliest extant commentary on
the Nyaya-bhdsya. Some scholars like Dr. Keith
maintain that Uddyotakara was a contemporary of the
Buddhistic logician Dharmakirti. Hiuen-tsang (629-
645 A. D.) does not speak of Dharmakirti, while I-tsing
(671-695 A. D.) refers to him. The reference in the
Nyadya-vartika to a Vada-vidhi (page 117, line 21,
Chaukbamba edition) is the only argument relied upon
for showing that Uddyotakara is not earlier than Dhar-
makirti. This argument assumes that Dharmakirti is
the author of the Vada-vidhs, Sufficient evidence has
not been adduced in support of the view that the Vada-
vidhi is one of Dharmakirti’s works. Chinese tradition
definitely lends support to the identification of the
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Vada-vidhi with one of Vasubandhu’s works, Further,
in the Vartika on 1.1.4, Dignaga’s definition of percep-
tion is criticised; and it is generally accepted by Brah-
manical and Buddhistic authorities alike that Dharma-
kirti was responsible for the introduction of the addi-
tional word abhrdnta in that definition, chiefly with a
view to meeting the objections raised by Uddyotakara
against it, These considerations tend to show that it
would be reasonable to assign Uddyotakara to the end
of the sixth or the beginning of the seventh century
A.D. and to assign Dharmakirti to about the third
quarter of the seventh century A, D. Uddyotakara’s
great service to Nydya consists in his successful en-
deavour to lift it up from the slough into which it was
thrown by Dignaga’s confutation of Vatsydyana's
Bhagya. After Uddyotakara, the philosophical contest
between the anti-Vedic and pro-Vedic sides of the
Nyidya thought was keenly carried on by great
Buddhistic logicians like Dharmakirti, Dbharmottara
and Ratnakirti and eminent Brahmanical logicians like
Vidaspatimi$ra, Javantabhatta, Bhasarvajfia and
Udayana, Vacaspati has himself given 841 A, D, as
the date of the composition of his index to Gautama’s
siitras, called Nyaya-sici-nibandha, Vacaspati is
famous for his polymathic learning and dispassionate
philosophical outlook. He isthe author of many im-
portant and authoritative treatises, mainly in the nature
of expository and critical commentaries, on almost all
the systems of Indian philosophy. His Brahmatativa-
samiksa on MandanamiSra’s Brahmasiddhi and
Bhamati on Sankara’s Brahmasiitra-bhagya represent
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the Advaita system; his Sankhya tattvakaumudi and
Yoga-bhasya-vaisaradi represent the Sarhkhya-Yoga
system; and his Nyaye-sici-nibandha and Nydya-
vdrtske-tatparya-yikad represent the Nydya system.
There is evidence to show that Bhamati should have
been his latest work. In his Nyaya vartika-tatparya--
tika, he renders intelligible the difficult portions of the:
Nyadya-virtika and incidentally discusses several obs-
cure portions of the Nyiya-bhagya and the Nyaya-
siitras, in accordance with the Nydya tradition handed
down to him by his Nyaya teacher—Trilocana, For
the monumental contribution which he made to Nyaya
in his Tatparya-tikd, he came to be known as the
Tatparyacadrya in Nydya literature. He justly claims,
in his Tatparya-tikd, special credit for having re-
deemed from oblivion Uddyotakara’s work, which
came to be regarded very old and nearly forgotten in
the ninth century A. D. Jayantabhatta, who presup-
poses Vacaspati in his work and refers to Ananda-
vardhana's Dhvanydloka (Vide page 48 lines 21 to
25, Nyayamaiijari, Benares), should be taken to be
later than the middle of the ninth century A.D.; and
with the help of the particulars furnished by Jayanta’s
son, Abhinanda, in the Kadambarikathdsara, Jayanta
may be assigned to the third quarter of the ninth cen-
tury A. D. Jayanta’s chief contribution to Nydya is his
Nydgameafijari, This work is of the nature of an
elaborate vyits (expository gloss) on select siitras of
Gautama. Jayanta himself says that the Nydya-mafi-
jari was so well appreciated by his contemporaries that
he came to be recognised as the Vrtti-kira of Nyaya.
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Bhasarvajiia, who flourished perhaps about the begin-
ning of the tenth century A.D., is the author of an im-
portant Nydya work called Nya@ya-sdra; and the dis-
tinctive feature of this work is its epistemology which
deviates in certain respects from established Nyaya
tradition, as for instance, in discarding #pamadna as a
distinct Pramdna and in recognising six hetvabhdsas
including anadhyaevasita. Udyanicirya is the greatest
Naiyayika of the tenth century A.D. At the end of
one of his works, Laksanavali, he has given 984 A.D.
as the date of its composition. Besides his erudite
commentaries on PraSastapada’s Bhasya and Vacas-
pati’s Tatparya-tika—Kirandvali and Tatparya-pari-
Suddhs, he wrote three important Nyaya works—
the Prabodhasiddhi, otherwise called Nydyaparisista,
the Atma-tattva-viveka, otherwise called Bauddha-
dhikkdara and the Nyaya-kusumaiijali. The first of
these three works contains an elucidative and illustra-
tive exposition of the subtleties of jati (futile respon-
dence) and nigrahasthana (vulnerable points) in ac-
cordance with the dialectics of early Nyaya, The
Atma-tattva-viveka is a brilliant exposition of the
Nyadya metaphysics with particular reference to the
Nydya conception of the self (jiva) and containsa
forcible refutation of the Buddhistic doctrines of
momentariness (ksana-bhanga) and voidness ($#nya),
The K#sumaiijali is Udayana’s masterpiece. It is
devoted to a refutation of the anti-theistic theories
maintained by the Vedistic, Sarmkhya, nihilistic and
naturalistic schools of his age and to the amplification
and vindication of the Nyaya theism, chiefly on the
c
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basis of the creationistic view of causation, Udayana’s
theistic argument consists of two main parts:—one part
arguing towards values, design and causation in the
sense of creation and the other part arguing fo God
from values, design and creation. His monumental
contribution to Indian theism has secured for him the
high rank of Nyaydcarya. From the references yiven
on page 21 of the Sanskrit introduction to the Kandali
(Vizianagaram Sanskrit Series), it may be safely con-
cluded that Udayana was a contemporary of Sridhara.

SECTION VII
AFrTER UDAYANA TO ANNAMBHATTA

Sivadityamisra’s Saptapaddrthi is a short and sim-
ple manual setting forth the essentials of the Vaisesika
system chiefly in accordance with Prasastapada’s
Bhigya. It also makes use of the Nyaya material in
Bhasarvajiia’s Nydya-sdra, to some extent. Sivaditya’s
text giving his scheme of six fallacious types of
probans with anadhyavasita corresponding to asadhd-
rana (uncommon probans) as a distinct type, is practi-
cally a reproduction of the corresponding text of
Bhasarvajia. (Compare page 23, Saptapadarthi—
Vizianagaram Sanskrit Series, with page 25in the
Nyayasira—Poona Oriental Book Agency). A
careful comparison of Sivaditya’s Saptapadarthi
with Udayana’s Kiranavali would lead one to believe
that the Saptapadarthi utilised the material in
the Kiranavali. For instance, the definition of dark-
ness on page 71 of Saptapadadrthi appears to presuppose
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Udayana’s remarks about darkness on pages 111 and
112 of the Kiranavali (Bibliotheca Indica) ; the defini-
tion of jation page 70 of the Saptapadarthi appears to
presuppose Udayana’s enumeration of jatibddhakas on
page 161 of the Kiranavali and the definition of laksaua
(definition) found on page 192 of the Kirandvali is
reproduced on page 35 of the Saptapadarthi. Sriharsa,
the author of the Khandanakhandakhadye, and
Gangesa, the author of the T'at/vacintamans, undoubt-
edly refer to Sivaditya. (Vide introduction to the
Saptapadarthi—page 2.) On these grounds, it would
not be unreasonable to assign the Saptapadarthi to the
eleventh century A.D. {circa). The importance of
the Saptapadarthi lies in the fact that later writers
like Aunnambhatta used it as their model for their
primers of Nyiya, as may be unmistakably made out
from the close correspondence between several portions
in the Japtapudarthi and primers like the Tarka-
saiitgraha.

The greatest Nyaya work, which was written after
Udayana, is the Tattvacintamani by GangeSopadhyaya.
In this monumental work, Gangesa utilised all the con-
structive, expositary, critical and polemical material in
the earlier works on Nyiya and Vaisesika and gave the
final shape and turn to the logic and metaphysics of
Nyaya. In treating the various topics of Nyaya, the
earlier writers usually adopted the categoristic method,
which was inaugurated by Gautama. This method as
expounded by Vitsyayana, consists in enumeration and
classification (¥ddeSa and vibhdga), definition (laksana),
careful investigation and discussion (feriksd). Varada-
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raja’s Tarkikaraksa (1100 A, D, circa) is the latest im-
portant work on Nyaya, which adopts the old catego-
ristic method in accordance with the Nydya-siitras and
Bhasya. It was GangeS$a who replaced this old method
by what may be described as the epistemological method
or the framane method, which definitely shifted the
emphasis from the categoristic treatment of the topics
(padarthah) of Nyaya to the epistemological treat-
ment of the four means of valid cognition (pramanani)
recognised by the Naiyiyikas. Thus, the Nyiaya-$astra
which had remained hitherto a mere padartha-Sastra,
for all practical purposes, was turned into a full-fledged
pramana-$astra in Gange$a’s Tattvacintamani; and in
this partly lies the epoch-making character of this
monumental work on Nyiya. That the Tattvacintamani
serves as the basic work on which the whole literature
of what is commonly known as mavye-nyaya (modern
Nydya) rests is also another reason for regarding it as
an epoch-making work. The Tattvacintamani, or the
Mani as it is popularly known, consists of four main
divisions represented by the four chapters (khanda) on
perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumana), assimi-
lation in the sense of analogising (upamana), and
verbal testimony (fabda). In the course of an elabo-
rate elucidation and discussion of the nature and ob-
jective reach and content of these four Pramainas, the
relevant topics of the Nyaya-Vaiesika system are con-
sidered in the Mani in comparison with the kindred
topics of other philosophical systems. The language
of Gangesa’s Mani is also of an epoch-making type.
Such of the modern students of Nyaya literature as are
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not equipped with the required control over the termi-
nology of mavya-nyaya are apt to indulge in the ill-
conceived criticism that the language of the Mani and
the connected works is spoiled by a huge over-growth
of inflated and hair-splitting logic-chopping. The key
to savya-nyaya is its terminology. Those who have
controlled this terminology are sure to find in the Mant
and allled works a discipline of unique subtlety and
value. The history of philosopbical thought shows
that lack of precision in expression seriously hampers
its progress. In Indian thought, this defect was sought
to be remedied by Naiyayikas like Gange$opadhyaya
through several thought-measuring devices, which
chiefly consisted of formulas in Sanskrit constructed
with the aid of terms like avacchedaka (the delimitor),
avacchedya (the delimited), nirdpaka (co-forming),
niripya (co-formed), anuyogin (containing correlate)
and pratiyogin (the other correlate or counter-corre-
late). All the Indian dialecticians, who wrote after
GangeSopadhydya, were influenced by the thought-
measuring formulas used by Gange$a. By using such
formulas, it was possible for later dialectics in Indian
philosophical literature to achieve a remarkable degree
of quantitative precision in measuring the exient
(temporal and spatial), content and intent (purpose
and potency) of cognition (jiiana).

Gan gesa quotes Sriharsa (the Khandanakara)
and refutes his view (page 233 of the Mani—anu-
mana, Bibliotheca Indica). There is sufficient evidence
in favour of assigning Sriharsa to 1136 A. D. circa.
Paksadharamiéra, otherwise known as Jayadeva, wrote
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a commentary called Aloka on the Mani. This Jaya-
deva is believed to be identical with Jayadeva, the
author of the Prasamnaraghava. A verse from this
drama (kedali kadali etc., 1. 37) is quoted in the
Sahityadarpana, as pointed out by Mr. P. V. Kane in
his introduction to the latter work, Thus Paksadhara-
misSra, alias Jayadeva, must have been considerably
earlier than the Sdahityadarpana (1300 A. D. circa).
These facts will show that it would not be reasonable
to assign Gange$a to any date much earlier than 1200
A. D. and that he may be assigned to the former half
of the thirteenth century A.D.

Vardhamanopadhyaya, the only son of GangeSa
according to tradition, was also a reputed Naiyayika of
this period. He wrote several learned and illuminating
works, generally known as Prakad$e, in the form of
commentaries on Udayana’s treatises, Gange$a’s Mant
and Vallabhacarya’s Nyayalilavati. Jayadeva’s pupil,
Rucidatta, was a logician of considerable repute and
was the author of a well-known commentary called
Makaranda on Vardhamina’s Prakase.

The end of the fifteenth century, as also the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries, may well be described
as marking the heyday of Nyiya dialectics in Nuddea
(Navadvipa, Bengal). Vasudeva Sarvabhauma was
the greatest Naiyayika who flourished about the end of
the 15th and the earlier part of the 16th century. He
had the unique privilege and glory of having taught
Nyiya to four of the greatest personalities of the 16th
century; v§z.—Caitanya, the greatest Vaisnava teacher
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and reformer of Bengal in the 16th century; Raghu-
nitha, otherwise known as Tarkska-Siromars (the crest-
jewel of all logicians); Raghunandana, a‘ famous
Bengal lawyer; and Krsnananda, a reputed tantrika,
who was a great authority on the different forms and
charms of the Sakta cult. Raghunatha (Tarkika-Siro-
mant) was admittedly the greatest logician of the six-
teenth century. He wrote several treatises on Nyaya,
mostly in the form of commentaries and the greatest
and the most famous of the works is the Didhiti, an
expository and critical commentary on Gangesa’s Mawni.
Mathuranatha was the most famous of Raghunatha-
Siromani’s pupils and wrote authoritative commentaries
on the Mani and the Didhiti. Jagadisa and Gadadhara
were the greatest exponents of navya-nyaya as re-
presented by the Mani and the Didhiti, and flourished
in the earlier part of the seventeeth century. Jagadisa
is famous as the author of the commentary on the
Didhiti, populatly known as J@gadisi, the Sabdasakti-
prakasiki—an independent treatise on the speculative
Semantics of Nydya, a short manualcalled the Tarka-
mria and a commentary called the Bhdsya-sikti on
the Bhasya of Prasastapada. Gadadhara is famous as
the author of the commentary, popularly known as the
Gadadhari, on the Didhili, the commentary called the
Mulagadadhari on portions of the Mani, commentaries
on Udayana’s Atmatattvaviveka, and fifty-two dialectic
tracts and treatises—such as the Vyutpattivada and
and Saktivada (dialectic treatises onthe speculative
Semantics of Nydya). The more important works of
Jagadi$a and Gadadhara are still studied carefully by
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those students who seek to specialise in ravya-nyaya
and they are regarded as constituting an indispensable
discipline of high value to every scholar who wishes to
be recognised as a sound sastrin, The dialectic litera-
ture of later Nyaya is a vast banyan tree, which had its
roots struck deep and its huge trunk fully developed in
Mithila in the Tativacintimani, had its immense
branches and foliage stretched out and ramified in the
Didhiti in Nuddea, and bore fruit in the rich fruitage
of Jagadi$i and Gadadhari, which formed the colossal
monument of Indian dialectics in the seventeenth
century. If Raghunitha is regarded as the crest-jewel
(Siromani) of logical dialecticians, Gadidhara may well
be characterised as the prince of Nuddea dialecticians,
who wears the diadem inlaid with this brilliant crest-
jewel.

In the latter part of the seventeenth century, the
Nyaya scholars interested themselves chiefly in the
interpretation of the earlicr and later works on Nyiya
and in the production of introductory hand-books.
Three of such scholars may be mentioned here—Sari-
kara-miSra, ViSvanitha-paficinana and Annambhatta,
Sarhkara-miSra wrote a commentary on the Jagadisi and
a comprehensive commientary called the Upaskara on
Kanada’s siitras. Vi$vanatha-paficinana wrote a com-
mentary on the Nyaya-siitras in 1634; and he is
famous as the author of the popular hand-book of the
Nyaya-VaiSesika system, called the Blhasapariccheda or
Karikavali, which consists of 168 easy verses. The
Karikavali is accompanied by the author’s own com-
mentary called the Nyayasiddhantamuktavali, Accord-
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ing to the traditional methods of study, the Muktavali
is widely studied by students of Nyiya, immediately
after finishing the study of Annambhatta’s Tarkasari-
graha and Dipika.

Annambhatta was an Andhra scholar who
ﬂounshed in the latter part of the seventeenth century.
He was a versatile scholar and a reputed polymath
He wrote several learnad works on almost all the im-
portant branches of Sastraic learning. In this connec-
tion, attention may be invited to some of Annam-
bhatta’s known works. In the sphere of Pirva-
mimariisa and Vedanta, he is known as the author of
the massive commentary called the Ranakojjivani on
Bhatta SomeSvara’s Nyaya-sudhd, otherwise known as
Ranaka, and of a commentary on the Brahma-siitras.
In Vyakarana, he is famous as the author of an easy
commentary on Panini’s Astadhyayi and of an exten-
sive commentary called Uddyoiana on Kaiyata’s
Pradipa.  In the sphere of the Nyaya-Vaisesika
system, he wrote a learned commentary called Sid-
dhafijana on Jayadeva’s Manyaloka, as also the most
popular handbook of Indian logic called the Tarka-
sarirgraha and its expository and supplementary gloss
called the Digikd. The name Tarkasawigraha is inter-
preted by Annambhatta himself as a compendious
elucidation of the nature of substance, qualities and
such other ontological categories of the Vaisesika sys-
tem, which are accepted by Nyaya. These two works
—the Terkasarigraha and the Dipika—fulfil the object
mentioned in the concluding verse of the Tarka
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PRATYAKSA-PARICCHEDAH
1., Nidhaya hrdi visveSam vidhéya guruvande-
nam Balanarm stkhabodhaya kriyate tarkasamgrahah||

2. Dravya-guna-karma-samdinya-visesa-samavays-
bhavah sapta padarthdh.

3. (a) Tatra dravyani prthivyap-tejo-vayvakdsa-
kdla-dik-aGtma-mandrisi navaiva.

(b) Rapa-rasa-gandha-sparsa-sankhya-parimana-
prthakiva-samyoga-vibhaga-paratva-aparatva - gurutva-
dravatvae - smcha - Sabda - tuddhi - sukha-duhlkha -iccha -
dvesa-prayatna-dharmadharma-sawskardh caturvimsatir
gunah,

(c) Utkgépana - avaRsepana - dRuficana-Prasa-
rana-gamanans paiica kaymani.
(d) Param, aparam ceti 'vividham samanyam,

() Nityadravyavritayo viSesistu ananta cva.

(f) Samavayastu eka eva.
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(g) Abhavah caturvidhaly, pragabhiveh, pra-
dhvamsabhdavah, atyant@bhavah, anyonyabhavasca iti.

4. Tatra gandhavati prihivi. Sa dvividha, nityd,
anityd ca. Nitya paramanwurapa. Amityd karyarapd.
Punah trividha, Savira-indriys-visaya-bhedat. Sarirar
asmadadingm, Indriyam gandhagrahaMarm ghranam,
tacca ndsagravarti. Visayo mrtpasanadih.

5. SitasparSavatyahdpah. Tah dvividhdh, nitydh,
anstyasca. Nityah oaramdnuripah. Anitysh karya-
riapdh. Punah trividhah, Sarira-indriya-vesaya-bhedat,
Sariram varunaloke. Indriyar rasagrahakaers rasanam
jihvagravarti. Visayah sarit-samudradih.

6. Usnasparsavat tejah. Tacca dvividham,
nityam ansiyam ca. NityYam paramanmrapam. Anityam
karyarapam. Punah trividham, Sarire-indriya-visaya-
bhedat. Sariram adityaloke prasiddham. Indriyar
rapagrahakain caksuh  krsnatdragravarti. Visayah
caturvidhah, bhauma - divya-udarya - gkaraja-bhedat,
Bhaumariv  vahnyadikam. Abindhanam dsvyem
vsdymdads. Bhuktasya parindmaheiurudaryam. Akara-
jan suvarndds.
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7. Ruparahitah sparavin vayuh. Sa dvividhal,
nstyah, anityasca. Nityah paramanurdpah. Anityah
Raryarapah. Punah trividhah, Sarira-indriye-visay -
bhedat. Sariranm vayuloke. Indriyarr sparSagrahaRam
tvak sarvasariravarti. Visayo vrksadikampanahetsh.
Sarirantah-saficari v@yuh pranah. Sa ca eko’pi upadhs-
bhedat pranapanadi-sarvjiidis labhate.

8. Sabdagunakam akasam, Tacca ekan, viblu,
nityam ca,

9. Atitadivyavaharahetuh kalah. Sa ca eko,
vibhuh, nityasca,

10. Pracyadivyavaharahetuh dik. Sa ca ekad,
vibhvi, nitya ca.

11. Jianadhikaranam dtma. Sa  dvividhah,
jivatma paremdima ceti. Tatra ISvareh paramaima
eka eva. Jivastu pratisariram bhinno, vibhh, nityasca.

12, Sukhadyupalabdhisadhanam indriyars manah.
Tacca pratydimaniyatatvit amantam, paramanuripam,
wityam ca.

13. Cakgnrmatragrahyo guno r@pam. Tacca
Subla-nila-pita-rakta-harita-kapisa-citrabhedat  sapta-
vidham. Prthivi-jala-tejovriti. Tatra prthivyim sapte-
vidham. Abhasvarasuklam jale.  Bhasvarasuklam
tejasi.
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14. Rasanagrahyo guno raseh. Sa ca madhura-
amla - lavana-katu - kasaya - tiktabhedat  sadvidhah.
Prthivi-jalavrttih. Tatra prthivyam sadvidhah. Jale
madhura eva.

15. Ghranagrahyo guno gandhah. Sa dvividhah,
surabhih’ asurabhisca. Prihivimatravritih.

16. Twuagindriyamatragrdhyo gunah sparSah. Sa
ca trividhah, Sita-usna-anusnasitabhedat. Prthivyap-
tejo-paywurttih. Tatra Sitah jale. Usnah tejass.
Anusnasitah prihivivayvoh.

17. Rapadicatustayam prthivyam pakaejam omni-
iYyam ca. Anyatra apikejomn nilyam anityam co.
Nityagataw nityam. Anityagaian anstyar.

18. Ekatvadivysvaharahetuh sankhya. Sa nava-
dravyavritih, ekatvadi-pardrdhaparyanta. Ekastvam
nityam anityam ca. Nityagatam mtyam, Anityagatam
anityam, Duvstvadikam tu sarvatra anityameva.

19. Manavyavaharakaranar, parimanam, Nava-
dravyavrtti. Taccaturvidham, anu, mahat, dirgham,
hrasvam ceti,

20, Prthagvyavahdrakidranaw prthakivam, Serve-
dravyavrtti,
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21. Sawyuktavyavaharghetuh sarmyogah. Sarva-
dravyavrttih,

22. Sanmyogandsako guno wvibhagah. Sarve-
dravdavrttip.

23+ Paraparavyavaeharasadharanakdrane paratva-
paratve, Prthivyadicatustayamanoyrttini, Te dvividhe,
dikkrte kalakrte ca. Dirasthe dikkrtaws paratvam.
Samipasthe dikkrtam aparatoam. Jyesthe kalakrtew
paratvam. Kanisthe ka@lakyrtam aparatvam.

24. Adyepatandsamavayikaranar gurutvams,
prihivijalavrtti,

25. Adyasyendanasamavayikaranans draveivam,
prihivyaptejovrtti.  Taddvividhaem, sawsiddhska,
naimittiRarm ca. Sawsiddhikawm jale, Neimittikam
prihivitejasoh. Prthivyam ghrtadavagnisamyogajam
dravatvam. Tejasi s4varnaden.

26. Curnadipindibhavahetup  gunah  snehah,
jalamatravrttih.

_27. Srotragrahyo gunal Sabdah, aka: amatravrttih.
Sa dvividhah, dhvanyatmakah verndtmakaSca. Taetra
dhuvanydtmakah bheryideu. Varndtmakaeh sawskrte-
bhasadirapah.
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28. (a) Sarvevyavehdrahetuh jiianam buddhih.
Sa dvividha, smytih, anubhavasica.

(b) Sawskaramatrajanyarr jianen. smysh.

(¢) Tadbhinnar  jiianam  anubheveh. Sa
dvividhah, yatharthah, ayathdrthasca.

(d) Tadvati tetprakarakah anubhaveh yathar-
thah., Saiva prama ityucyate,

(e) Tadabhavavati tatprakdrakeh anubhavaeh
ayatharthah.

(f) Yatharthamubhavael  caturvidhah, prai-
yaksa-anumsiti-upamiti-§abdabhedat,

(g) Tatkaranam apsi caturvidham, pratyaksa-
anumans-upamana-sabdabhzdat.
29. (a) Asadharanam karanam Reranam,
(b) Karyaniyatapirvaevrtii karanam.
(c¢) Karyam pragabhdvapratiyogs.

(d) Karanam trividham, semavdyi-asamavayi-
nimstiabhedat, ‘ /

(e) Yatsamavetam kdryam utpadyste iat
samavayi-karanam ; yatha tantaveh patasya; pajasca
svagataripadeh. -
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(f) Karyena karenema va saha ekasmin arthe
samavetam sat karanam e@samavayskaranam; yotha
tantusamyogah patasya, tanturvipam pataripasya,

(g) Tadubhayabhinnam Raranam nimittakara-
nam; Yatha turivemdadikam patasya,

(h) Tadetattrividhakaranamadhye yadasadha-
ranam karanam tadeva karanam.

30. (a) Tatra pratyaksajfianakaranam pratyak-
sam.

(b) Indriyarthasamnikarsajanyam jiianam prat-
yaksam, Tat dvividham, nirvikalpakam savikal-
pakam ceti.

(c) Tatra wmisprakdarekarii jiidnan: nirvikgl-
pakam,

(d) Saprakarakam  jiignam  savikalpakam.
Yatha ‘Ditthah ayam’, ‘Brahmanah eyam’, ‘Syima}
ayam’, ‘Pdcakah ayam’ iti.

(e) Pratyeksajiianahetuls indriyarthasanni-
karsah  sadvidhah—sanyogal, saiyuktasamavayah,
sanyukiasamavetasamavayah, samavayaeh, samaveta-
samavdyah, visesanaviSesyablhiavasca iti.
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Caksusa ghatapratyeksajenane sarviyogah son-
nikarsai. Ghataripapratveksajanane saviiyukiasena-
vayeh sennikarsah, sariiyukte ghatc ripasya samavayat.

Riipatrasamanyapratyakse saniyuktasamaveta-
samavayah sannikarsah, caksussamyYukte ghate rapasi
sahiavetem, tatra riipalvasya samavayat.

Srotrena fabdasakgsatkare samavayah sannikarsah,
karnavivaravartyakisasya srotratvat, sabdasya dakasa-
gunalzdt, gunaguninosca samavayai. Sabdatvasdk-
satkare  samavetgssamavayah sannikarsal, Srotra-
samavete Sabde Sabdatvasya samavayat.

Abhavapratyakse  :ilesara Hegid’ aial sanni-
karsah—-*ghatibhavavat bhiatalam’ ityaira caksuhsari-
yukte bhittale ghatabhdvasya visesanatvat.

Evan sannikarsasatkajanyam jiianam pratyaksam,
tatkaranam indriyamn. Tasmad indriyam pralyaksapra-

manam iti siddham,

Iti pratyaksaparicchedah.
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J1. (a) Anumitikaranam anumanam.
(b) ParamarSajanyaiii jiianam anumitih.

(c) Vyaptivisistapaksadharmatajfianam  pPara-
marsah. Yatha ‘Vaehnivyapyadhamavan ayam parvatah’
tt¢ jianam paramarSah. Tajjanyan ‘parvato vahni-
man’ iti jiianem anumitify,

(d) Yatra yatra dhamaj tatragnil’ ité siha-
caryaniyamo vyaptili.

(e) Vyapyasya parvatddivrttitvam paksadhar-
matd.

32, (a) Anumanai dvividham, svartham pard-
rtham ca.

(b) Svartham scanumitihetuh.  Tathd hi—
svayameva bhiiyodar§anena <yaira yatra dhiimaly tatra
agnil’ iti mahanasadau vyaplim grhitea parvatasami-
pam galaly, tadgale ca agnatt sandihanvah parvate dhi-
mam pasyan vydptii smarati—‘yatra yatra dhiimah
tatra agnih' iti. Tadanantaram ‘vahnivyapyadhimayan
ayam pervatah’ iti jianam utpadyate. Ayam eva
lingaparamarsa ityucyate. Tasmat ‘parveto vahniman®
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iti jilanam anumitil utpadyate. Tadetat svartha-
numanam.,

(c) Yattu svayam dhimatl agnim enumadye
param  prati  bodhayitum  paficavaysvavikyam
prayujyate lat pardrthanumanam. Yatha—

Paryato valiniman.

Dhamazattzat.

Yo yo dhamazan sa vahniman, yatha mahanasah.
Tatha ca ayam,

Tasmat tatha—iti,

Anena Pratipaditat lingat paro’pi agnim prati-
padyate.

33. (a) Pratijiia-hetu-udaharana-upansya—niga-
manany paiicavayavah.

‘Parvato vahnimaw’ iti fratijia.
‘Dhamavattvat’ iti hetuh.

‘Yo yo dhimavin sa vaehniman, yotha maha-
nasah’ iti udaharanan.
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‘T'athad ca ayan’ iti upanayaj.
“T'asmat tatha' sti nigamanamnt.

(b) Swvarthanumiti-pararthantmstyoh linga-
paramarsa cva karanam. Tasmat lingaparamarSal
ammanant,

34, (a) Lingam tricvidham, ap:a-a. alire's,
kevalanyayi, kevalaryatireki ca it

(b) Anvayena  vyatirekcna ca  wyaptimat
anyaYavyatireki; yathi—uvahnan saidhye dhimavattvam
‘Yatra dhimah ta'ra agnih, yatha mahanase’ iti an-
vayavyaptih, ¢ Yaitra vahnih nasti tatra dhiamo’pi
nasti, yatha hrade’ iti vyatirekavyaptih.

(¢) Anvayamatravyaptikam kevalanvayi,
yatha—‘ghatah abhidheyal prameyatvat, patavat.
Atra  prameyaiva-abhidheyatvayoh vyatirekavyaptih
nasts, sarvasyapi premeyatvad abhidheyatvacca,

(d) Pyatirekamatravyaptikam kevalavyatireki;
yathi—prthivi itarebhyo bhidyate, gandhavattvat; yad
itarebhyo na bhidyate na tad gandhavat, yatha jalam;
na ca iyam tatha; tasmat na tathd iti. Atira‘yat
gandhavat tad itarabhinngm’ ityanvayadrsiantah nasti,
prihivimatrasye paksatvat.
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35. (a) Sandigdhasadhyavan  paksal, yatha
dhamavative hetau parvatah

(b) Niscitasadhiyavan sapaksah, yathd latraivae
mahdnasah.

(c) Nisci tasadhyabhavacan  vipaksah, Yatha

tatraiva hradah.

36. (a) Sazvabhicara-viruddha-satpratipaksa-
asiddha-badhitah paiica hetvabhasah.

(d) Savyabhicaral anaikantikal. Sa trividhalh
—sdadharana-asadharana-anupasamaribhedal.  Tatra
sadhyabhavavadurttily sadharanaly anaikantikal, yathd
‘parvato vahniman, prameyatvai’ iti; prameyatvasya
vahnyabhdvavats hrade vidyamanatydt.

Sarvasapaksavipaksavyavritah  paksamatravyitip
asadharanah; yatha ‘Sabdo nityah, Sabdatvat’ iii, Sabda-
tuam sarvebhyah nityebhyah anityebhya$ca vyavrtiam
Sabdamatravrits.

Anvayavyatirekadrstantarahital,  anupasamhari;
yatha ‘sarvam amstyam, prameyatvat’ iti. Atra sarva-
syapi paksatvat drstanto nasti,
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(¢) Sadhyabhavaryapto  hetulr  viruddhah;
Vvatha ‘$abdal. nityal krtakatvat' iti, Kriakatvaiiv hi
nityalabhavena anityatvena vyaptam,

*(d) Sadhyabhavasadhakarii hetvamiaraiii yasya
Sa satpratipuksah; yatha ‘Sabdo nityah, Sravanatvat
Sabdatvavat,” ‘Sabdali anityal, karyatvat ghatavat’.

(e) Asiddhaly trividheh—dsrayasiddhal, sva-
ripasiddhah vyapyatvasiddhasca iti.

Jdsrayasiddah  vath@ ‘gaganaravindam surabh,
aracindatvat, sarojaravindavat’. Aira gaganaravindam

asrayah, sa ca ndstyeva.

Svaripasiddho wyatha ‘sabdo gunal caksusatvdt,
ripavat.” Atra caksusatvan Sabde nasti, sabdasya

Sravanatvat,

Sopadhiko letuh yapyetvasiddhah. Sadhya-
vyapakalve  sati  sadhanavyapakatvam  upadhip.
Sadhyasamanadhikarana-atyantabhara - apratiyogitvam
sadhyavydpakatzam. Sadhanavannistha-atyantabhava-
pratiyogitvam sadhanavyapakatvam, ‘Parvato dhiima-
van, vahmimatteat’  ityatra  ardrendhanasaii:yoyal
upadhih,c Yatra dhimalh tatra ardrendhanasamyoga
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iti sidhyavyapakata, Yatra vahnih tatra ardrendhana-
samyogo wmasti, ayogolake  ardrendhanasamyoga-
bhavat’ iti sadhandvydpakati.  Evam.  sadhya-
vydpakatve sati sadhanavyapakatvat ardrendhanasai-
yogah upadhili. Sopadhikatvat vahmimativam vyapya-
tvasiddham,

(f) Yasya sadhyabhavah  pramapaniarena
niscitah sa bidhitah—yatha ‘vahnih anusnah, dravya-
tvat’ iti. -ltra anusnatvam sadhyam, tadabhavah
usnatvam sparSanapratyakscna grhyaté iti badhitatrvam.

I'ti anumanaparicchedah.

UPAMANA-PARICCHEDAH

37. Upamitikaranam  upamanam.  Swmijiia-
swijiiisambandhajiianam upamitih, tatkaranam sadr-
Syajignam, Tatha hi—Racit gavayapadarthamajanan
kutascit aranyakapurusat ‘gosadrsah gavayal’ iti Srutva
vanam gateh vakyarthain smaren gosadysasiv pindam
pasyeti. Tadenantaram ‘asau  gavayapadavacyeh’
styupamitih utpadyate.

Iti upawmanaeparicchedah
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38. (a) Aptavakyam Sabdah. Apastu  yathd-
rthavakta. Vakyam  padasamihalh—2atha  <gam
anaya’ iti,

(b) Saktar: padam. “1smat padal ayam
arthal- boddhavyaly iti i§varasanketal Sakti).

39, (a) Akanksa, yogyaid, sannidhifca vakyar-
thajiiane hetuh,

(b) Padasya padantarazNatirekaprayukta-
anvaya-ananubharakatvam a&kanksa.

(¢) Arthabadho yogyata.

(d) Padandiit avilambena uccaranam sanni-
dhih.

(e) Tatha ca akanksadirahitam vakyam apra-
manam. Yatha ‘gauh asvah purusah  hast? itina
pramanam, Gkanksdvirahat. <I’akning sificet’ ili na
pramanam, yogyatdavirahat. Prahare prahare asahocca-
ritani ‘gam anaya’ ityadipadam ma pra:;zdna:ﬁ, sannt-
dhyabhavat. A

40. (a) Vakyair dvividham, vaidikaii lawki-
kam ca. Vaidikam isvaroktatvat servamera prama-
nam. Laukikain tu aptokiam pramanam, anyat
apramanam. -
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(b) Vakyarthajianam  Sabdajiianam. Tat-
karanam Sabdah.
Iti $abdaparicchedah.

Evam yatharthanubhavo niripitah.

41. (a) Ayatharthanubhavah trividhal, sa-
Saya-viparyaya-larkabhedat.

(b) Elkasmin dharmini viruddhandnadharma-

- -1t~

S RO P A samSayah—yatha sthanurva
puru;o a #h.

(¢) Mithyajiianam wiparyayah—pyatha Suktaw
‘idam rajatam’ 3.

(d) Vyapyaropena  vyapakaropah  tarkah—
yatha ‘@adi vahnih na syat tarhi dhiamo’pi na syat’ iti.

42. Swmrtirapi dvividha, Yathartha eyathartha
ca. Pramajanya gathartha. Apramajanya ayatharthg,

43. (a) Sarvesam  anukilataya vedaniyars
sukham,

(b) Pratikalataya vedaniyam duhkham.
(c) Iccha kamah.

(d) Krodho dvesah.
C
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(e) Krti) prayainal.

(f) Vihitakarmajanyal dharmah,

(g) Nisiddhakarmajanyastu adharinal.

(h) Buddhyadayal asteu atmematravisesa-
gundh. Buddhi-iccha-prayatnah  nitydh  anitydsca.
Nityah Tsvarasya. Anitydh Jivasya.

(i) Swiskarel,  trividhah—vegah, bhavana,
sthilasthapakasca iti.

Vegal prthivyadicatustayantanovyttih,

Anubhavajanya smytihetuly bhavana atmamdlra-
wrttih,

Anyathdkrtasya punah tadavasthyapadakah sthita-
sthapakah katadiprthizimatracritil,

Ity gunah,

44. Calanatmakaiiv karma. UrdhyadeSasaryoga-
hetuhy utksepanam. AdhodeSasminyogahetuh avakge-
panayr. Sarirasya sannikystasmiryogahetul akuficanam.
Viprakystasaiivyogahetupy  trasaranam. Anyat sarvam
gamanant,

45. Nityam ekam anekanugalam samanyam
Dravye-guna-karmazriti,  Param satta. Aparam
dravyatvadi.



36 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC

46, MAXATIA: qAH: A
47. MI9I: guarg:, ygafdgar: | aq
gl AA HARATEIIYA AHAIERes
JPARSI—AAT  ATFAEARA,  JOAREL, R
fRarEeaY, sifsal, RAsREEss I3[ 0
48. (a) FAIR: @FA: TANA, IANW: 99
FEE |
(b) AIR: A= geda|:,  IGFIAL
FEH |
(c) AFIRHEATATBAIRARIAIF: dF=dl-
W —IT ‘TS gL 0’ @
(d) ARIFAGFIIABAIRAAIAF: H+41-
SME:—391 ‘92 1 [
49. QAR qIEEAT  AIEI. SFAUER
g8 gt g R o

50. FMEAERAY): TBFARREY |
JAeIzA @Rl Uaeashang: |

gfd akaag: ama: |



VISESA, ABHAVA 37
#6.  Nityadravyavrtteyah vyavartakah visesah.

47. Nityasambandhah samardyah, ayutasiddha-
vrttih. Yayoh dvayoh wadhye eckamavinasyadavas-
tham, aparasritam evavatisthate tau ayutasiddhau—
Yatha avayavdvayavinau, gunaguninau, kRrigdghriya-
vantau, jatioyakti, visesanityadravye ca iti.

48. (a) Anadih santah pragabhavah, utpatteh
purvam karyasya.

(b) Sadih ananteh pradhvariseh, utpattya-
nantaram karyasya.

(¢) Traikalikasarisargavacchinnapratiyogitakah
atyantabhavah—yatha ‘bhitale ghatah nasti’ iti.

(d) Tadatmyasembandharacchinnapratigogita-
kah anyonyabhavah—yatha ‘ghatah pato na’ iti,

49. Sarvesam pPadarthandm Yyathdyatham uktes-
vantarbhavat saptaive padarthah iti siddham.

50. Kanadanyayamatayoh bdalavyutpatiisiddhaye
Annambhattena viduga racitastarkasargrahah||

ITI TARKASAMGRAHAH SAMAPTAH

— 01—
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A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC

PART Il

TRANSLATION AND EXPOSITION






CHAPTER I
PERCEPTION
1

T—In my heart, I devoutly
cherish the Lord of the universe;
my teacher, I respectfully greet;
and I proceed to write this
Primer of Indian Logic, called
Tarka-Saingraha, with a view
to beginners gaining knowledge
easily.

Following the time-honoured practice of orthodox
Sanskrit writers, Annambhatta begins his Primer witly
an appropriate marngala, which consists, here, in paying
devout homage to his God and to his teacher. The
expression VisveSa—the Lord of the universe—is sug-
gestive of the central argument of the Nydya theism—
the creationistic argument. The four preambulary
factors, constituting what is known as anubandha-
catustaya, are also indicated in the second line of the
introductory verse. They are subject-matter (visaya),.
the chief aim (prayojana), relation (sambandha) and:
the persons for whom the work is specially designed
(adhikarin). Such preambulary details are usually
incorporated in modern books in a separate preface
prefixed to the work in question, while they are briefly
set forth in the opening verses in $astra treatises i
Sanskrit. The elements of the Nyaya-Vaiesika system
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in its syncretist form constitute the subject-matter of
this Primer and its aim is to enable beginners to
understand them easily. It follows from this that this
Primer is intended for the beginners. Pratipadya-
pratipadaka-bhava—the relation of treated and treatise
—is generally stated to form the sambandha in almost
all $§astra works., This would be useless information,
when understood literally. It would acquire special
significance if it should be interpreted as holding out an
assurance, that the author can be trusted to treat wel}
in his treatise, the subject in hand.

The name Tarka-saigraha is interpreted by
Annambhatta himself as a compendious elucidation of
the nature of substance, qualities and such other onto-
logical categories of the Vaidesika system, that are
accepted by Nyaya. The term tarka is thus taken by
the author in a somewhat unusual sense, The usual
meanings, however, of the word tarka are logic, reason-
ing, reductio ad absurdum and discussion. Putting all
these ideas together, it would be easy to see how the
title Tarka-saringreha may be taken to be equivalent to
‘A Primer of the Nyaya-VaiSesika system in its syn-
cretist form’.

2

T—Substance, quality, ac-
tivity, generality, particularity,
inherence and non-existence are
the seven categories (paddrthah)

A padartha is literally a nameable or denotable
thing or a thing which corresponds to a word. Kanada,
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in his Vaidesika-siitras, gives the name artha to sub-
stance (dravya), quality (guna) and activity (kerma).
Pradastapada, the author of the Vaisesika-bhasya
called Padartha-dharma-saingraha enumerates the first
six padarthas out of the seven mentioned above. Later
Vaidesikas add non-existence (abhdra) to Prasasta-
pada’s list of six padarthas. Gautama, the author of
the Nyaya Sitras, Vitsydyana, the author of Nyaya-
bhasya and later Naiyayikas :ecopnise all these seven
padarthas.

What is a padartha or category as understood in
the above text—2. T.? A padartha is usually defined
as a knowable thing (jiieya) or as a validly cognisable
thing (prameda), or as a nameable or denotable thing
(abhidheya). The Nyiya-Vaisesika system maintains
that its scheme of seven paddrt/ias represents a satis-
factory classification of all the knowable or nameable
things., The first six are called bhavae-padarthas or
existent entities and are thus contrasted, in a marked
way, with abhdva, which amounts to non-existence.
Though Kanada speaks of abhdva, he does not include
itin his list of arthas for the reason that he under-
stands by artha an entity in which existence or satta,
in the VaiSesika sense, inheres. PraSastapada does not
mention ab’dva in his scheme of six paddrthas, since
this scheme confines itself to blidvas. But a complete
scheme of all the knowable or validly cognisable or
nameable things must not omit abkdva; for it is main-
tained in the Nyaya-VaiSesika system that we know
abhava, know it correctly and the negative terms in
language denote it,
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It would be useful to compare in this connection
the above scheme of seven padarthas with Gautama’s
scheme of sixteen paddrthas and with the correspond-
ing schemes adopted in certain other systems of Indian
philosophy. Inthe first Sitra of the Nydya-daréana,
‘Gautama enumerates sixteen padarthas—means of valid
tknowledge (pramana), objects of valid knowledge
(pramcya), doubt (samsSaya), purpose (prayojana),
instances (drstanta), established conclusions (sid-
dhanta), members of syllogism (avayazva), reductio ad
absurdum (tarka),decisive knowledge (nirnaya), argu-
ing for truth (vdda), arguing constructively as well as
«destructively for victory (jalpa), merely destructive
argument (vitanda), fallacious reasons (hetvabhasa),
quibbling (chala), specious and unavailing objections
(jats), and vulnerable points (nigrahasthana). These
sixteen are not metaphysical categories similar to those
of the VaiSesikas; but they are merely sixteen topics
which one should study in order to master the details of
the Nyaya dialectics. The Mimarhsakas of the Bhatta
school recognise five padarthas—substance, generality,
-quality, activity and non-existence. The Prabhikaras
Tecognise eight—the five bhdwvas of the Nyaya-system
(omitting viesa) and potency (Sakti), similarity
((sadr$ya) and number (sankhya),non-existencenot being
accepted as a distinct category. The Sariikhyas accept
twoultimate padarthas: primordial matter ( prakrti) and
spirit (p¥rusa). Among the Vedantins, the Advaitins
maintain that there is one ultimate reality-—Brahman
and there are only two padarthas—spirit (cit) and
non-spirit  (acit), or soul (dtman) and non-soul
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(andatman) ; the ViSistadvaita school recognises three—
spirit (cit), non-spirit (acit), and God (I$vara); and
the Dvaitins reduce all the padarthas to two main cate-
gories—independent and dependent. Among the older
Vaidesikas, we find some, like the author of the Dafa-
padartha-Sastra, who would recognise ten padarthas
in all—the six bhavas of the later VaiSesikas, poten-
tiality (Sakti), inability (e-Sakti), generic differentia
(samanya-visesa) and non-existence (abhava). Except
Gautama's list of sixteen paddarthas, all these schemes
of categories attempt, with a large measure of success,
at a sound metaphysical classification of all nameable
or knowable things; and none of these Indian schemes
can justly be said to exhibit the logical defects that we
notice in similar schemes of categories known to
Western logic such as the somewhat arbitrary scheme
of ten categories or predicates given by Aristotle, and
the schemes of four or three or seven categories put
forward by the Stoics, Descartes, Spinoza, Locke,
Mill and other philosophers.

In most of the syncretist works dealing with the
tenets of the Nyaya-VaiSesika system, the arguments
advanced by the Bhittas as well as the Prabhakaras to
establish theexistence of potentiality (fakti) asadistinct
entity (quality or category) and the view upheld by the
latter school of Mimarhsakas that similarity (sadrSya)
should be given a distinct place in the list of categories
arerefuted. Counter-agents (pratibandhaka) counteract
the operation of causes and causes turn out to be un-
availing. The counteraction that we experience in such
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cases cannot be explained otherwise than as consisting
in the destruction of the causal efficacy or S$akii of the
causes, Thus according to Mimarhsakas, the existence
of Sakti as a distinct category must necessarily be re-
cognised. The Naiyayikas argue that counteraction
consists merely in the presence of counter-agents, the
total non-existence of which is one of the elements
constituting the full compliment of the causal apparatus
(samagri). Thus they disprove the neccessity for re-
cognising Sakti as a distinct category. Similarity, ac-
cording to Prabhikaras, does not consist merely in the
possession of parts or qualities or features of the same
kind as the Naiyayikas urge; but it is revealed in ex-
perience as a distinct category. The Naiyayikas contend
that a careful analysis of experience would show that
similarity consists merely in the possession of parts or
qualities or features of the same kind.
3 (a)

T—Of them (theseven cate-
gories), the Substances are only
nine—uvis.: earth, water, light,
air, ether, time, space, soul and
mind.

The word ‘only’ in this text is intended to exclude
‘darkness’, which according to Mimarisakas, is a dis-
tinct substance, The Mimarisakas argue that on the
strength of the experience which associates blue colour
and movement with darkness, it should be regarded as
a substance; and it cannot be any of the nine substances
mentioned above. So, it should be given a distinct



On. 1] PERCEPTION 9

place as the tenth substance in the list of substances.
The Naiyayikas point out that the experience which
associates colour and movement with darkness is erro-
neous, Ifor, a substance having colour can be seen only
in the presence of light; and darkness, which is seen in
the absence of light, cannot be a substance having
colour. In {fact, darkness, according to Naiyayikas,
is nothing but the total absence of such light as is effec-
tual in normal perception.

In the text under consideration, substances are
divided into nine classes. This may be taken to bea
definition of substances from the point of view of ex-
tension. But the Nyaya method of exposition, according
to Vatsyayana (Nyaya-Bhisya—1-2-3, Avatarika)
recognises that expository scheme to be perfect which
consists of uddesa (enumeration accompanied by
vibhaga or division), laksana (definition) and pariksa
(investigation). Thus a mere enumeration or division
of substances will not do and they should be defined.
A substance is usually defined as that which possesses
the jati (generic attribute) called dravyaeiva (sub-
stance-ness) ; or as that in which a quality (guna) or
activity (Rrfya) inheres; or that which is fit to be
treated as the inherent cause (Samavayi-karana) of
some effect. Of these alternatives, the second and
third, based on quality and activity, are not applicable
to substances in the first moments of their creation;
for, according to the Naiyayika theory of causation,
every cause should necessarily precede its effect, and
qualities and activities, which are the effects of sub-
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stances, require at least one moment before they could
come into being. If the function of definition should
be to provide a valid reason (ketu) for inferring differ-
ence from others and if inference should be of some-
thing which is not already comprised in the connota-
tion of the minor term (paksa), substance-ness (d7e-
vyatva), which is connoted by the term dravya, would
not form a satisfactory definition. In such circum-
stances, by using quality or activity and without
directly using dravyatva, a substance is defined as a
thing possessing a jati (generic attribute), which is not
sattd (existence) and is co-existent with a quality or
activity. This kind of ingenious device, which is com-
monly adopted by the Naiyayikas, is known as jdti-
ghatita-laksana.

In this connection, it would be of advantage to
elucidate briefly the Naiydyika’s view of definitions
and their functions. A definition in Nyaya is not
merely an explication of the connotation of a term; but
it isa proposition specifying the differentia or the
differentiating feature of the species or the thing
defined. A laksana is a specific feature or asadharaina-
dharma. The term asadhdrana means that which is
free from the three faults of a definition—viz: over-
applicability  (ativyapti),  partial inapplicability
(avyapti) and total inapplicability (asambhava). A
definition, that is too wide and that consists of an
attribute which is present in things sought to be defined
as well as those not intended to be defined, has the
defect of atfyyapts; while a definition which does not
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apply to some of the things defined has the defect of
avyapti; and one which is wholly inapplicable to any of
the things defined has the defect of @sambhava. Such
a specific feature (asadhdranadharma) is reciprocally
co-extensive with the adjunct that delimits the scope
of laksyata (being sought to be defined); in other
words, wherever that feature is, laksyat@vacchedaka or
the delimiting adjunct of laksyatid is, and wherever the
latter is, the former is. In the case of a cow or an ox
(gauh), for instance, gotva or bovineness is the laks-
Yatavacchedaka, when all the quadrupeds of the bovine
species, and none else, are sought to be defined. In this
case, brown colour or uncloven hoof would be too
narrow to constitute a definition, the former, which is
applicable only to some of the laksyas, being vitiated by,
the fault of avyapti (partial inapplicability), and the
latter, which is applicable to none of them, being vitia-
ted by asambhava (total inapplicability), while having
horns would be too wide and therefore vitiated by the
fault of ativyaptsi. It will be seen, from this, that the
Nyaya view of the function of a definition is primarily,
differentiation, and incidentally, designation also, while
the latter is the only conceivable function in certain
cases. “Vyavrttir vyavahdro wva laksanasye prayo-
janam” is an oft-quoted dictum in Nyiya literature,
Vyavrtts or differentiation consists in the inference of
difference from the other things. Smell in the case of
earth or rationality in the case of a man formsa
differentiating laksana and serves as a valid reason
leading to the inference of difference from not-earth in
the former case, and from not-man in the latter. What
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helps in differentiation also helps in specific designation,
All vydvartakalaksanas are thus vyavaharikalaksenas
also. In certain cases like nameability (abhidhe-
yatva), all things (padartha) are intended to be covered
by the definition; but no differentiation is possible, as
nothing can be said to be other than a thing (pedartha);
and in such cases the only function of leksang is desig_
nation (vyavahara).

It would be interesting to observe here that lak-
sanas or definitions are as important on the positive
side in the pluralistic realism of the Nyiaya-Vaiscsika
system, as they are on the negative side in the monistic
phenomenalism of the Advaita Vedanta. Inthe former
system, laksanas are helpful in arriving at, and main-
taining the reality of, several self-contained and
mutually exclusive units, which, according to the
Advaitic monist are but fragmentary appearances of
the one absolutc; while, in the latter system, laksanas
are but so many unsustainable stunts demonstrating
the futility of the Jdiffcrei:intin: efforts of the fissi-
parous phase of human intellect and the soundness of
the doctrine of indefinability (anirvacaniyata) which
the Advaitins seek to uphold.

It may also be useful to remcmber here that the
conception of substance (dravya) as the substratum of
qualities and movements is the bed-rock of the realism
of Nyaya; and one has only to show the hollowness of
the Nyaya distinctions of substance (dravya), quality
(yuna) and movement (karman or kriya), in order to
knock off the bottom of the Nyaya realism.
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3 (b)

T—Colour, taste, smell,
touch, number, size, separate-
ness, conjunction, disjunction,
remoteness, proximity, weight,
fluidity, viscidity, sound, cogni-
tion, pleasure, pain, desire,
dislike, volition, merit, demerit,
tendency—these are the twenty-
four qualities.

Patafijali, in his Mahabhagya, describes a guna as
something which inheres only in a substance, and, under
certain circumstances, ceases to be there; which is
found in different species of substances but eternal in
some cases and non-eternal in other cases.

“Satlve nivisate’paili prthagjatisu vartate
Adheyascakriyajaica so’ sattvaprakrtirgunah.”
This is Patafijali’s definition of a guna. It is generally,
adopted by all the grammarians (Vaiyakaranas) and
it amounts to this in plain language: ;a guna may be
eternal or non-eternal and inheres in a substance; but it
is neither a substance nor an activity. The Vaiyakara-
na’s conception of a guna, for all practical purposes,
is the same as the Naiyayika’s conception of it. The
Mimarhsakas sometimes use the term guna in the sense
of a quality and sometimes in the general sense of
something that is ancillary and comparatively unimpor=
tant, The term guna is sometimes used in the sense of
literary merit and also in the general sense of a good
feature. The Samkhya sense of the word is the com-



14 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [PART

ponent strands of the composite primordial matter
called prakrti which consists of the three gunas—good-
ness (sattva), passion (rajas) and darkness (tamas).
The Vedantins generally use the word guna in the
sense of an attribute or dharma. Though the term guna
is thus greatly ambiguous in Sanskrit philosophical lite-
rature, the Naiyayika's technical use of this term is
sufficiently precise and does not admit of confusion.

It would be difficult to justify the need for giving
a distinct place in the Naiyiyika’s list of gunas, to
prthaktva, vibhaga, paratva and aparatva, Prthaktva
(separateness) is not materially different from
difference which, according to Naiyayikas, is anyonya-
bhava ot reciprocal negation—a species of non-exis-
tence. Vibhaga (disjunciton) could hardly be distin-
guished from Sariryogandsa (loss of contact). What
are remoteness and proximity (paratvae and aparatva)
but space-relation or time-relation, the former consist-
ing in a larger number of intervening samyogas (con-
tacts) or viprekrstatva and the latter in a smaller
number of intervening samyogas or sannikrstatva? In
fact, some Navya-Naiyayikas are prepared to discard
these gunas, on the grounds indicated. The realistic
obsession of the Nyaya-Vaiesika writers, who often
go to the length of finding in the external world an
objective reality corresponding to every thought and
every word, is mainly responsible for the retention of
these qualities in the traditional list of gunas.

It would be useful to note here that the Nyaya
system draws a distinction between viSesa-gunas and
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samanya-gunas. Colour, smell, taste, touch, viscidity,
natural fluidity, cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, hatred,
effort, merit, demerit, reminiscent impressions and sound
—these are vifesa-gunas; and the rest are samanya-
gunas, The former are special qualities, as the name
vifesa-guna signifies; and they are special qualities in
the sense that they are never found to be common to
two classes of substances, or to be more accurate, that
a vifesa-guna, in the specific form in which it is actu-
ally found, has a jati which is not present in any
quality co-existing with two classifying attributes
(vibhajakopadhi) of substances. It is easy to see how
the rest are samanya-gunas or general qualities.

3 (c)

T—Activity or motion is of
five kinds: upward motion,
downward motion, contraction,
expansion and going or move-
ment from one place to another.

Kanfda’'s traditional classification of karma
(activity) is here followed, though the classification is
unsatisfactory, as pointed out by Nilakantha in his
Prak&$ikd and by several others. It is obvious that
gamana in a broad sense would include all other
varieties of activity. In common parlance, karma,
kriya and krti are used as synonyms. In Sastraic
terminology, kr#i is equivalent to Yatna, which is the
inner volitional process immediately and invariably
preceding a voluntary activity, In this sense krt;
should not be confounded with kriya or karma. The
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Nyaya-VaiSesika system distinguishes between volun-
tary activity (yatna-pirvakakriyd or, as it is sometimes
called, cestd) and involuntary activity (a@-ydtna-pir-
vaka-kriya). The term karma used in the sense of
kriya should be distinguished from the syntactic karma
(object); and it should be also differentiated from
karma, used in the sense of the unseen impression or
vestige which every work leaves behind it and which
shadows the doer. Itis in this latter sense that the
word karma should be understood in phrases like the
sIKarma theory’ and ¢ prarabdha-karma.*

According to VaiSesikas and Naiyayikas, the
essential feature of every activity isto bring about
disjunction (wzibhaga), then the destruction of con-
junction with a previous spot (pirvadesasamypogandisa)
and lastly conjunction with a further spot (uttaradcsa-
samyoga). The origin of a kriyad occupies one moment
(ksana) ; and the three factors that follow its origin—
separation, loss of prior contact and further contact—
occupy each one moment. An activity, thus, fulfils its
purpose completely in the fourth moment (ksana), as
soon as the further contact (uttaradesasaryoga) arises
and comes to an end in the fifth ksana. Every activity
lasts only for four ksanas. An important corollary,
deducible from these facts is that one karma can never
cause another karma; for, an activity cannot be said to
be caused in the second or third or fourth ksana of a
prior activity, the prior contact being destroyed by the
disjunction resulting from the prior activity, the later
activity having no purpose to serve in the second or
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third or fourth ksana of the prior activity, and the
fifth ksana being one in which the prior activity
comes to an end and cannot, therefore, be asso-
ciated with the later activity as its cause. In this con=
nection, it should be remembered that a kriya cannot
be conceived of otherwise than as direct and indepen-
dent cause of disjunction and as leading to further
contact, through loss of prior contact; for, according
to Kandda and Gautama, to go to is to forego, or, in
other words, to quit, to sunder and touch further on.
(Kriya, tato vibhagah, tatah piircadesasariyoganaseh,
tatah ultaraieSa-saiiyogah, tatah kriyanasah). It may
also be noted here that the VaiSesikas and Naiyayikas
use any one of these five factors, from the origin of
kriya down to its cessation, as the delimiting condition
(upadhi) of a ksana, which is regarded as the smallest
unit of time.

The Nyiya-Vaidesika conception of k7#ya stands
in sharp contrast with the Vaiyakarana view of this
category. According to the Vaiydkaranas a kriya is
what is usually denoted by a verbal root (diatu) and
it is ordinarily a process consisting of many activities
(vyaparah) arising in succession. In its fully accom-
plished state (siddhdvastha), a kriya is denoted by a
substantive like paka; and when it is being doneor in
its sadhyavastha, it is denoted by the radical element in
a finite or infinitival verb.

It would be worthy of notice here that the Naiya-
yikas and the Bhatta-mimarhsakas maintain that a
kriya is perceptible and may be visualised under cer-

2 '
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tain conditions; whereas, the Prabhakaras hold that it
falls beyond the scope of the senses and it comes to be
known only through inference from furthey contact
preceded by disjunction (wvibhdgaparveka-saiiyoya).
It should also be remembered that Indian philosophers,
like Sankara, draw pointed attention to the funda-
mental difference between a kriva and a jitana, which
consists in the former being such as directly falls with-
in the scope of the will (purusatantra) and the lattcr
never coming within the scope of the will but having its
nature determined by its object (vasiutanira).

3 (D)
T—Generality is of two

kinds—the more comprehensive
and the less comprehensive.

3 (c)
T—Particularities, on the
other hand, abide in cternal sub-
stances and are innumerable.

3 (f)
T—Whereas, inherence is
merely one.

In common speech, samanya means a common fea-
ture; but, in the technical language of Nyaya, it is
equivalent to jati and is understood to stand for a
generic feature which inheres in all the individuals
constituting a class and is eternal. The individual units
(vyakts) of a class may come and go, but the generic
attribute common to the whole class exists for ever.
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Humanity, or more literally man-ness (manuspatva),
which is common to all mankind, is cternal and it
existed before the origin of man and will continue to
exist even after the annihilation of all mankind. A jati,
in this technical sense, is connected with a wvyakts
through the intimate relation known as samavaya or
inherence. An attribute may be common to several
individuals and connected with them either through the
direct relation of svaripa-sambandiia, the related object
itself being looked upon as relation, or through some
indirect relation (parampard-sambandha); such an
attribute is called #padhi and should not be confounded
with a jats. Martatza, for instance, is not a jafi; and
it amounts to “being the seat of all activity” (kriydsra-
yatva). It is sometimes called sakhandopadhi—a
feature which admits of being defined and stands in
need of the help of a definitive expression for its defi-
nite comprehension; and in this sense, a saklhandopadhi
is said to be nirvacaniya. A jati like pot-ness (yhatalva)
is anirzvacaniya—does not stand in need of the help of a
definitive expression for its comprehension. The Naiya-
yvikas recognise certain generic attributes called
akhandopadhis, which are not jatis but similar to them
in all respects except that the relation of the former to
their abodes is self-link (svaripa-sambandha)—the
related thing itself constituting its own relation—and
that it is not inherence (samavdya) as in the case of
jati. Visaya is object; visayata is object-ness} visayatd-
tva is being object-ness and is an akhandopadhi. Prati-
Yyogin is correlative; pratiyogitd is correlativeness;
pratiyogitatva is being correlativeness and is an



20 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [PART m

akhandopddhi. Under which of the seven categories
should an ekhandopddhi be brought? In reply to this
question, a Naiyayika would say that it could be
brought under samanya, if that term should be under-
stood to mean all generic attributes—jatis and
akhandopadhis. Or, if the term simdnya should be
restricted to a jats, an akhandopadihi could not be
brought under any of the seven categories. It should
be remembered in this connection that these two kinds
of generic attributes (jati and akhandopadhi) are the
only things that are presented in thought, by them-
selves, without the help or mediation of their attributes
(svaripatobhana-yoyyih); and that thought grasps
sther things only under the aspect of, or only through
the mediation of, a qualifying attribute (kificitprakara-
puraskarenaiva bhanayogyah). In Nyiya terminology,
a distinction is sometimes made between aklanda-
amanya and sakhanda-samanya, the former being a
jati directly connected with a zvekti and the latter
being a generic attribute which is reducible to a jati
connected with a zyakti through some indirect relation
(Paramparasambandha). For instance, kriyatva (mo-
tion-ness) is an akhanda-samanya; while martatea
is a sakhanda-samanya, as it is equivalent to kriydsra-
yatva (possessing an activity), whichis a generic
attribute common to all the martas—earth, water, fire,
air and mind, and may be said to consist in the jati—
kriydtva—being present through the indirect relation—
svasemayayi-samavayitve (being the intimate substra-
tum of its own intimate substratum),
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How do the Naiyayikas show that it is necessary,
to recognise samanya or jati as a distinct category?
Qur experience, in several cases where it relates to
diverse objects, exhibits a certain degree of uniformity.
When we see a human being or a beast, our experience
howsoever it may differ in other respects, invariably
takes the, form—r<this is a man’ (ayam manusyal) or
‘this is a beast’ (a¥am mrgal). The uniformity that we
thus observe in our experience cannot be accounted for
otherwise than through the assumption of a generic
feature common to all mankind or all the beasts. This
generic feature is called manusyata (humanity) in the
case of human beings and myrgatva (beasthood) in the
case of beasts. Parsimony in thought is relied upon by
the Naiyayikas as a criterion of soundness, when it
does not clash with any other criterion which is
stronger or more reliable. The principle of economy,
or the law of parsimony or the laghava-nyaya deter-
mines the nature of many a hypothesis in Nyiya and
other systems of Indian thought. According to this
principle, a generic feature like manusyatva or mryatva
should be taken to be cternal, one, and connected with
men or Dbeasts through the intimate and eternal relation
called samavdya (inherence). In one word, it should
be taken to be a jats in the technical sense, in the in-
terest of laghata, so long as there is nothing preventing
the hypothesis of jati being put forward in the case
under consideration. Thus, through perceptual ex-
perience, one might arrive at a jdti, in order to account
for uniformity in such experience. There are several
cases in which perceptual experience of a whole class
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is impossible or it happens to be restricted to a few and
not accessible to all. For instance, in the case of
substances (dravya), only three of them— earth, water
and fire—are perceptible to the external senses, some of
their varieties being imperceptible. Though dtman
(spirit or soul) is perceptible to the inner sense called
manas (mind), its existence as a dravya cannot be
taken for granted at the stage atwhich the jati—
dravyatvae (substanceness) is yet to be established. In
such circumstances, the Naiyiyikas maintain the neces-
sity for recogni-ing a jati by means of inference
(enumanae) aided by the principle of parsimony
(laghava). Dy way of illustration, their argument to
establish dravyatva may be set forth here. Only a
substance can be samazdyikarape (intimate cause or
inherent cause). Iluman thought, in respect of causa-
lity (kdranata) as in other respects, shows a habitual
preference for compactness and unity. The conception
of karanatd could serve some useful purpose in life,
only when it takes a definite and comprehensive form;
and it cannot take a form which is at once definite and
comprehensive, so long as it is not specifically delimited
in its scope by a comprehensive and definite adjunct.
In other words, a suitable delimiting adjunct of kara-
nata ((karanatavacchedaka), besides a similardelimiting
adjunct of kdryata or cffectness (karyatavacchedaka)
should be thought of in the case of every comprehen-
sive and definite statement of causal relation (Rdrya-
kdrana-bhava). The need for such a statement being
taken for granted in the case of the samavdyi-karanata
belonging to substances as a class, it follows that this
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karanata is definitely determined in its scope by a deli-
miting adjunct which is common to all the substances.
Such a delimiting adjunct in the case of samavays-
karana (samavayi-karanatazacchedaka) is called drav-
yatya, FLconomy in thought, in the absence of any
outweighing dizadventige or difliculty, would neces-
sarily lead to dravyatza (substanceness) being assumed:
to be eternal (nitya), one (cka) and connected with all
the substances through samazraya, ie., a jati in the
technical sense. This argument is usually stated in
Sanskrit thus:—

“ Drayyanistha samavayikaranata (gunam, sai-
yogam, vibhagam va prati), yatkiiicidanugata-
dharmacacchinna, karanatatvat, dandanistha-
yhatakdaranatacat.”

Some jatis like drezyatra (substanceness) are
more comprehensive (ffara) as compared with prihivi-
fza (earthness) and less comprehensive as compared
with safta (existence); while ylhatatza (potness) is the
least comprehensive (apara) of all the jalis in the
scries of jdtis—satta, dravgatza, prihivitve, ghatatva.
In every series of jatis, it will be seen that satid is the
most comprehensive jd@f7 and is the generic attribute
characterising the one summum genus recognised in the
Nyaya-Vaisesika system, which may be called sat and
to which Kanada gives the technical name artha. Lvery
series of jalis ends with its own antyae-jati, which
characterises its infima species. Thus in the Nyiya-
VaiSesika system, while there are several antya-jatis
and diverse infimoc species, there is only one higher
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jati, viz., satt@ and one summum genus. Jatis, in-
cluding sattd, can inhere only in substances, qualities
and activities (dravye, guna and karma) and cannot
inhere in any other category. The predication, of
sattd with reference to the remaining positive cate-
gories, samanya, viSesa and samaviya, is explained
away by the Naiyidyikas, on the basis of co-‘inhetence,
and not on the basis of inherence. Propositions like
‘dravyam sat’, ‘gunall sawn’, ‘karmma sat’ convey that
sattd inheres in a dravya or guna or karma; whereas
the propositions—‘samanyam sat’, ‘visesah sanial’,
‘samavdyah san’—should be interpreted as referring to
the co-inherence of samanya, visesa and samavaya with
sattd in the same place.

In his Satra, “Sdmanyam visesa iti buddhyapck-
sam” (ch, I-ah-2-st 3), Kanada observes that ‘genera-
lity and speciality are dependent upon the nature of
the view-point’. Some modern writers on Indian logic,
more especially some writers in English, are misled by
this Sttra into the belief that Kanada was in favour of
a conceptualist view of s@manya and would reduce it to
a conceptual factor existing only in thought. This
misapprehension results from an imperfect knowledge
of Kanada's position, Kanida maintains, partly in an
explicit way and implicitly in part, that jatis are eternal
universals, existing outside the sphere of thought in the
same sense in which other realities exist; and that a
jati is looked upon as a generic feature (samdnya) or
a specific differentia (v#fesa), according as it is con-
ceived of as a unifying or differentiating factor, For
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instance, substanceness (dravyaiva) is a sdmanya, when
it is looked upon as a generic feature common to all the
substances; but it is a v4isesa when it is looked upon as
the differentia of substances, by means of which they
are dist’n., i-"..1 from other things like qualities and
activities. One could clearly see how solicitous Kanida
really is to establish the reality of jatis, from the signi-
ficant way in which he uses the phrase antya-vi¥sesa to
designate the distinct category known as viSesah, so
that they may not be confounded with jatis looked upon
as differentia.

To philosophise, according to the exponents of the
Nyiya-Vaisesika system, is to unify, wherever possible,
through universals arrived at on the basis of observed
similarities or uniformities, and to ramify and differen-
tiate, wherever fidelity to experience requires it,
through differentiating ’‘eatures arrived at from ob-
served dissimilarities. This process, in the direction
of generalisation, has led to several jatis being recog-
nised, and in the direction of differentiation, has re-
sulted in the hypothesis that a unique, self-differentia-
ted and everlasting  feature called  “particularity’
(wisesa) should be attributed to every ecverlasting sub-
stance that could not be otherwise distinguished from
similar everlasting substances. Composite substances
like @ jar or a cloth, made of component parts, can
easily be distinguished from each other by means of the
different parts constituting them. Eternal substances,
which are alike in respect of guna, Parma and jats, like
the eternal atoms of earth, water, fire or air, cannot be
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distinguished from similar substances of the same class
without ascribing to them some unique feature called
vifesa. In our perceptual experience, one thing is
differentiated from another thing through a distin-
P70 feature. As a matter of fact, in the super-
normal perceptual experience (alaukika-pratyaksa) of
seers and Yogins, one atom of earth is distinguished
from another atom of earth; in such cases, there must
be a differentiating feature; no guna, karta or jats can
be relied upon as a di-tingui<hin: feature, for in those
respects, all atoms of carth are alike; even the super-
normal perception of a Yogin cannot change the funda-
mental nature of things (vastu-scabhdra) and cannot
see a man as a beast or a horse as an ass; it is the
fundamental nature of perception, both normal and
super-normal, that it distinguishes one object from
another through a distingui~iiing feature; and thus, the
perception of omne atom of earth as distinct from
another atom of the same kind, super-normal as it
happens to be, should be accounted for by ascribing to
each atom of earth a unique feature called visesa. Dy
following the same line of argument, it would be
necessary to ascribe a uifcsa to each of the atoms
constituting producible substances (janya-dra:ya).

These viscsas should be taken to be self-discrimi-
nating (svatovyavariaka) or self-differentiated (Lwato
vyavrita). If a vifcsa were to be differentiated
from another wifcsa or from any other object
through some distinctive feature other than itself
or its own szaripa, it would lead to an endless
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assumption of distinctive features and this lire of
thought cannot be sound as it is vitiated by ana-
vasthd or endless regression, It follows necessarily
that each tifesa stands isolated and unique; and ex
hypothesi, even a jats called tifcsatza, common to all
the ¢isesas, becomes inadmissible for the reason that a
visesa would cease to be self-descriminating were it to
be associated with a jati, every jati—including saftd—
turning out tobe a differentia in cases of contrast with
things devoid of that jats.

All the Vaisesikas and Naiyiyikas agree that each
atom should he taken to have a unique ziscsa inherent
in it, that the relation between a vifesa and its abode
is inherence (samardya) and that viScgas are eternal.
There is, however, some difference of opinion as to
whether every eternal substance should be taken to
have a vifesa, It is nccessary that each jive (indivi-
dual soul) and cach manas should be assumed to ha e
a unique viesa; for, though, when a jiza is in a state
of bundage (baddha), he and his mind could e shown
to have distinctive features in the form of distinctive
experiences and such other characteristics, yet neither
a liberated (mukta) jiva nor his mind could be differ-
entiated from other liberated jivas and their minds,
without ascribing to each of them a unique visesa; and
there can be no difference of opinion about this matter
among the Naiyayikas. With regard to ether (akafa),
while some Naiyayikas hold that a vifesa should be as-
cribed to it as the delimiting determinant of its causa-
lity of sound (Sabda-samavayikaranatavacchedaka),
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others hold this is unnecessary. In the case of spatial
direction (dik) and time (kdla), if they are recognised
to be distinct substances, they should be taken to have
distinctive visesas; but, while the earlier Naiydyikas
recognise dik and kala to be eternal substances, distinct
from others, the later Naiyayikas, like Raghundtha
Siromans, would bring dik and kdla under God (I$vara),
uncommon attributes like eternal omniscience being
quite adequate to distinguish God from the rest with-
out the help of a vifesa of His own. It should be re-
membered in this connection that, when the term visesa
is taken in its usual sense of differentia, the phrase
antya-viscsa is used to describe the unique category
known as visesa, it being said to be antya for the reason
that it stands at the end of all differentiating features,
or for the reason that it inheres in eternal substances
which transcend creation and destruction and are,
therefore, denoted by the word anta.

When two substances come into contact with each
other, their relation is called saiiiyoga; and this relation
is not of an intimate character and is separable, There
is another type of relation which determines determi-
nate cognitions of objects as associated with certain
attributes (wiSista-pratiti); and this relation when it
happens to connect two things of which one, as long as
it does not become moribund or cease to exist, is always
associated with the other—two things which are techni-
cally called ayuta-siddha—is known as samavdya.
This is an intimate type of relation recognised as sub-
sisting between component parts and composite wholes
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(6zayaze and awzeyarin), qualities and substances
(guna and dravya), movements and moving substances
(kriya and dravya), generic attributes and the indivi-
duals forming a class (jati and vyakt:), and particula-
rities and eternal substances (visesa and nifyadravya).
The intimate relation of samaraya stands in marked
contrast with contact (saiiyoga) which is not an in-
dissoluble relation and is easily lost. With some effort
the Naiyayikas distinguish samazdya from another type
of relation recognised by them, which is known as
svaripa-sambandha or self-relation and which consists
in one of the related things being looked upon as com-
prising a relational phase forming a connecting link.
For instance, time-relation (kdalika-sambandha) is time
(kala) itself looked upon as a connecting link between
time and things limited in time. Numerous varieties of
svaripa-sambandha are recognised by the Naiyayikas
in all cases where cognition of an object with its
adjunct (viSista-pratiti), the configuration of which in-
volves three cognised factors—an adjunct (vifesana),
an object qualified hy it (@iesya) and their relation,
has to be accounted for through some relation and
where that relation cannot be contact or inherence
(samyoga or samavdya). The conception of svariipa-
sambandha is pressed into service too much by the
Naiyayikas and is pushed too far in their view regard-
ing the relation of tddatmya (complete identity), which
forms the relation underlying cognitions like this—¢,
jar exists in itself’. It is maintained by the Naiyayikas
that, though a relation ordinarily implies difference,
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the relation of identity should be considered an ex-
ception and cannot be ignored since it is presented in
valid experience.

The Nyidya conception of jatt may, with advan-
tage, be compared with the views held by the Vaiya-
karanas (Grammarians), Bhattas, Prabhakaras, Baud-
dhas and Advaitins on this subject. The terin jats, ac-
cording to Indian Grammarians, primarily denotes
class-attributes in the Nyaya sense; and terms denoting
caste, lineage and followers of a Vedic school are also
treated as terms denoting a jati for purposes of the
application of certain grammatical rules framed with
reference to terms denoting jati (jativaci). The
Bhatta-mimarhsakas hold that a jatt like cowness
(yolva), horseness (asvatva) is eternal, omnipresent
and perceptible; that, though present everywhere, it is
manifested only in and through the individual objects
comprising a class and that such objects are called
vyaktis chiefly for the reason that they serve to manifest
jati; and that their relation to zyaktis is not inherence
(samavaya) but relative identity or identity compatible
with difference (tadatmya). The relation of tadatmya,
according to the Bhattas, is not absolute identity,
as the Naiyayikas take it to be; but it is identity in a
relative sense—i.e. identity (abdheda) compatible with
difference (bheda-sahisnu). Though difference and
identity are ordinarily oppesed to each other, yet they,
are taken by the Bhattas to be compatible with each
other, on the ground that it is experience, after all, that
determines the compatibility or incompatibility of two
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things and that experience warrants the recognition of
difference, associated with identity, as forming the rela-
tion between jati and vyakti. In the proposition—‘this
is a horse’ (ayam asvah), for instance, ‘this’ refers to
a particular zyakti and ‘horse’, according to the
Bhittas, primarily refers to horseness (aSvatva), which
is a jati According to this view, in the judgment em-
bodied in this proposition, a jati is equated with a
vyakti. But this equation cannot be absolute as, in
that case, the two words ‘this’ and ‘horse’ would turn
out to be synonyms.  Therefore, the Bhattas argue
that, on the strength of what is presented in cognition,
a peculiar relation - - -* i, .| in difference-cum-identity
(bhedabhedau), should be recognised in the case of
jati and vyekts, While Naiyayikas restrict jatis to the
first three categories—substances, qualities and acti-
vities, the Bhattas ascribe the highest or the most com-
prehensive jati called existence (satta) to those three
categories and also to the fourth category, generality
(samanya). The Prabhdkaras, on the other hand, con-
tend that a jati or generic attribute can be recognised
only in perceptible substances, and any common attri-
bute which cannot be perceived alike by the learned and
illiterate in vyaktds should not be regarded as a jati.
It would follow from this that cowness (gotva) and
such other attributes may be regarded as jdtis, while
existence (Sattd), substanceness (dravyatva), and such
other attributes are not jatis, According to these
philosophers, the relation between a jati and vyaekti is
inherence (samavdya), as in the Nyiya system, the re-



32 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [PART m

lation of fadatmya consisting in difference-cum-identity
being discarded as an impossible jurnble,

The Buddhistic idealists would reduce all j&tis to
the negative formof ‘difference from the rest’ (svetara-
bheda), cowness (gotva), for instance, being no
more than difference from things other than a cow
(yavetarabheda). They ridicule the Nyiya doctrine of
jati in this strain:—¢Eternal cowness, dogness, assness
and such other jatis—where do they exist, after all the
cows, dogs and asses cease to exist at the time of uni-
versal dissolution (pralaya)? Do they exist in God?
To say so would be blasphemy. When a dogor an
ass or a cow dies, does its jati leave it? It cannot do
so, for the reason that only substances can move.
When a cow is just born, how does it come
to have cowness? It cannot be said that cow-
ness is produced in a new-born calf, for jati is eternal
and has no origin. Nor can it be said that a jati loses
some of its parts when a yakiz ceases to exist, and
acquires additional parts as new ¢Yaktis are produced;
for eternal jalis can have no parts. Indeed, in your
doctrine of jat?, you have brought a hornet’s nest to
your ears.” The Advaitic monists of the post-Sankara
and pre-Sankara stages in the history of Indian monism
cleverly use the Nyiya theory of jati to their profit, by
showing that the highest jati, existence (sat{@), is the
grand generality (mahasamanya), which represents the
only absolute reality called Brahman, and that the
various vyaktis and smaller jatis like gotra and astatve
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are but appearances super-imposed upon the absolute:
satta,

Inherence (samatdya) is recognised by Priabhi-
karas in cases where two inseparable things (ayuta-
siddha) are intimately connected with each other; but
it is taken to be eternal in cases where both the related
objects are eternal, and non-eternal in other cases. Itis.
the obsession of economy (ld@ylava) that has led the
Naiyayikas to hold that inherence is eternal and one.
In the place of samawaya, the Bhittas and Advaitins
recognize the relation of difference-cum-identity (tadat-
mya), Vifesas, in the sense in which the VaiSesikas.
and Naiyiyikas recognize them, are not recognized by:
other Indian philosophers, who find it easy to disprove
the necessity for recognizing 'ifesas by pointing out that
the self-discriminating capacity ascribed to wiSesas
might be attributed, with advantage, to eternal substan~
ces themselves.

In order to completely understand the Nyaya doc-
trine of jati, it is necessary to pay some attention to the
principles which Udayanicarya, one of the greatest
exponents of Nyiya in the tenth century, laid down for
determining which of the numerous common attributes
presented in one’s experience should be treated as jdtis
and which should not be. These principles are six:i—
(1) the individuals in guestion being only one (zyak-
tyabheda); (2) the individuals in question being the
same—neither more nor less (fulyaiza); (3) attributes
which exclude each other in some places being found
together elsewhere (saiikara); (4) endless regression

3
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(anavastha); (5) giving up the distinctive feature
made out ex hypothesi (riipahant) ; and (6) the absence
of the necessary relation (asambandha). In his
Kiranavali, Udayana sums up these six principles in
this verse :(—

“Vyakterabhedastulyatvam saiiikaro’thanavasthitih;
Rapahanirasambandho jatibadhakasaiiyrahah.”

Etherness (akasatva) cannot be a jats, for the
obvious reason that, according to Naiyayikas, ether is
eternal and one and that there is no question of form-
ing a class consisting of several similar individuals.
There can be no distinction between jarness and potness
(kalasatra and ghatatva), as the jars or pots, which
form the class in view and to which the generic attri-
bute in question is ascribed, happen to be the same.
Senseness (indriyaiva) co-exists with elementness
(bhitatva) in the external senses like the visual sense
constituted by fire; tndriyatva is dissociated from
bhatatva in the mind (manas), which is not a bhita;
bh#tatva alone exists in a jar, which is made of earth
and not a sense; the only possible relations that are
warranted by experience, between two attributes re-
couni~nd to be jdtis, are inclusiveness and mutual exclu-
siveness; for instance the sphere of dravyeiva includes
that of ghatatva, while ghatatva and patatva (jarness
and clothness) are mutually exclusive; so, neither sndri-
yatva nor bhntatva can be regarded as a jati, on the
ground of unwarranted blend (samkarya). If all the
jatis were to be supposed as having a jati common to
them there would be endless regression in this way.
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Suppose the jatis we start with are three—a, 0 and c;
if we assume that these three jatis have a jat1 common
to them called #, the total number of jatis would become
four—o, b, ¢ and #; and having committed ourselves to
the position that there should be a ja#i common to all
jatis, the meaning of the word all will increase at every
step by ohe more jati being added to the list and we
should go on assuming an endless series of jdtis com-
mon to all jdtis, like x, #1, ¥2, ¥3, Thus, on the ground
of endless regression (anaevastha), a jati called jatitva,
common to all jatis, cannot be recognized. To say that
vifesatra is a jati common to all the zifesas would be
fatal to the distinctive feature of self-differentiation
(svato-vyavartakatva), which is ascribed ex-hypothesi
to visesas. The hypothesis of antya-vicsas (ultimate
particularities) is put forward for differentiating
eternal substances which could not be otherwise differ-
entiated. If the antya-visesas were to have a jati—vise-
satra common to them, they would cease to be self-differ-
emntiating ; for in the case of objects having jatis fit to be
treated as differentiwe, it is a well-established habit of
thought to rely upon such generic differentic for pur-
poses of differentiation and not upon the things them-
selves that have to be differentiated. Thus wvifesatva
cannot be treated as a jati, since it would jeopardise the
distinctive feature of viSesas—svato-vyavartakatva and
thus involve 7ipahani. Negation-ness (abhdvatva) is
a feature common to all the varieties of non-existence
(abhava); but this common feature cannot be regarded
as a jati, for the reason that there is difficulty in recog-
nizing the relation of inherence (saiia:dya) as a link
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serving to make abhdva the substratumof any attribute
or the attribute of any substratum. In cases like this,
the jatibadhaka is called asambandha, the required re-
lation of inherence being impossible.

Samanya and viSesa may appropriately be described
as the two poles of the pluralistic realism of the Nyaya-
Vaidesika system. Seattd, the highest saménya, to
which the Naiyayikas rise with a true philosophic in-
stinct, is not allowed to exhibit itself in its full glory as
the all-comprehending absolute reality, DBetween the
two poles of samanya and wviSesa, the pluralistic uni-
verse of Nydya is sought to be fitted to a threefold
scheme of external relations—contact (sa#tyoga), self-
linking relation (svaeripa-sambandha) and inherence
(samavaya)—a scheme which, with the eternaland
intimate relation of samavaya, turns out to be the Pro-
crustean bed of Nyaya thought, The Nyaya doctrines
of samanya, visesa and samavaya exhibit fatal weak-
nesses. 1f uniformity of experience should necessitate
the assumption of samdnya and if the principle of
parsimony (ldghava) should lead toa samanya being
taken to be eternal, strict consistency in thought would
necessarily result in one absolute all-comprehending
reality in the shape of satfa being recognized and thus
the Advaitic monist would find it easy to demolish the
oluralistic realism of Nyaya. If aniya-viscsas should
be taken to be self-discriminating to avoid anavastha,
why should not the self-discriminating capacity,
ascribed to them, be attributed to such eternal sub-
stances as could not be otherwise distinguished and
thus save the Nyédya thought from the cumbersome
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doctrine of wviSesas? The Nyaya philosopher, who
takes samavaya to be eternal and one and yet seeks to
avoid inherence of colour (ripa-samavaya) being ab-
surdly jumbled together with the inherence of touch
(sparfa-samavaya) in air, which is a colourless sub-
stance, is only swallowing a camel but straining at a’
gnat, when he refuses to accept the relation of relative
identity ‘(tadatmya=>bhedabhedan) in the place of in-
herence on the ground that bkheda and abheda are in-
compatible,
3 (2)

T—Non-existence is of
four kinds:—antecedent non-
existence, annihilative non-exis-
tence, absolute non-existence and
mutual non-existence.

In rendering the term abhgva, the two terms non-
existence and negation are commonly used. Of these
two, the former term is nearer to the Sanskrit word
abhava; and the latter term is likely to prove some-
what misleading, as it primarily refers to negative ex-
pression rather than to the negative category denoted
by such expression., In the previous section, it was
pointed out that abkavatvacould not be treated as a jati,
Some Naiyayikas take abhgvata to be an akhando-
padhi, while others describe it as consisting in the
negation of sattd (existence) through the relation of
inherence (samavaya) as well as its negation through
co-inherence (ckartha-samavaya). Abhava is defined
as a thing which neither has samavaya nor is
samavaya,
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Things which are yet to be produced are referred
to as non-existent prior to their production. When
threads are ready and a cloth awaits production, it is
said “Here, a cloth will come into being” (atra pato
Lha. isyati). Such expressions conveying the non-
existence of a product prior to its creation should be
relied upon as evidence of antecedent non-existence
(pragabhara). According to the Naiyiyilkas, every
producible object (kdrya) is invariably preceded by its
own antecedent non-existence (prayabhaza), which is
also regarded as a necessary part of the causal machi-
nery required for producing an effect. This forms an
important element in the creationistic theory of causa-
tion upheld by the Naivayikas. They maintain that a
pragabhdca has no beginning but comes to an end at
the moment of the creation of its counter-correlative
(pratiyogin)—which is the product in question; that
its abode is invariably the intimate or material cause
(samavayi-karana) ; that it is destroyed by the com-
plete causal apparatus which immediately produces the
effect in question; and that it is usually referred to by
an expression which, though affirmative in form, con-
veys an implied negation—such as ‘Here the jar <will
come into being” (atra ghato bhavisyati). The Nyaya
theory of creationism (arambha-vada) is as insepa-
rably bound up with the view that what is destroyed
is annihilated completely and can never arise again, as,
on the other side, with the view that what is created is
produced for the first time and never existed before.
Every created bhava (positive entity) is, therefore,
hemmed in between two kinds of non-existence, ante-
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cedent and annihilative (pragabhava and dhvanisa).
Pradhvarisa is thus produced; and it can never come
to an end, since the end of dlvaiisa would mean the
regeneration of what is once annihilated —which, ac-
cording to Naiyayikas, is impossible. Dhwaiisa, like
rrasabhd.a, abides in the intimate or inherent cause of
what is destroyed and it is presented in experiences,
such as ‘the jar is annihilated’ and ‘the annihilation of
the jar is produced’ (‘yhato dhvastaly’, ‘ghatadhvaniso
jatal’). Some Naiydyikas of the Nuddea school, like
Riaghunitha Siromani, hold that, though it is clearly
necessary to recognize dhtarisa on the strength of cer-
tain experiences common to all, it cannot be said that
pragabhara is supported by any such experience and
antecedent negation may well be explained as no more
than complete non-existence (atyantabhdra) viewed
particularly in association with the time preceding the
creation of the effect in juestion. The earlier school
of Nyaya, however, argues that, if the prior non-exis-
tence of a cloth (pata-pragabhaca) were not recognized
as a special type of non-existence, having no beginning
but coming to an end at the moment at which the cloth
comes into being, the absurd result that the same cloth
is produced again and again in an endless series of
successive moments (patadharapatii) would follow;
and that, if the prior non-existence of a cloth be re-
cognized as a special type of non-existence forming
one of the factors constituting the causal apparatus
of the cloth, no such absurd result would follow, one
of the causes of the cloth, ziz. its own pragabhava,
ceasing to exist at the first moment of the creation of
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the cloth. ‘On this spot there is no jar’ (atra bhatale
ghato masti)—expressions like this, and experien-
ces corresponding to, and embodied in them, refertoa
certain type of non-existence which is not restricted to
the past, present or future but has reference to =zll
time. In this respect, this variety of abkava stards
out in sharp contrast to the two varieties, already men-
tioned—pragabhava and dhvaiisa and is called atyantd-
bhave, absolute non-existence, its presence being en-
tirely independent of its counter-correlative (prati-
Yyogin) being produced or destroyed. Absolute non-
existence (atyantabhava) is eternal and the pluralistic
universe of Nydya is wide enough to accommodate in-
numerable such atyantabhavas,

The concept of abhdva is complex and involves
several factors. In order to encompass completely an
abhava in thought, one has to think of it in association
with five factors—uiz., counter-correlative (pratiyogin),
«correlated substratum (anuyogin), the determining ad-
junct of the former which delimits the scope of
counter-correlativeness (pratiyogitdvacchedakadharma),
the adjunct delimiting the scope of the substratumness
(anuyogitd), and the relation which determines the
counter-correlativeness of an object (pratiyoyita-
vacchedalasambandha), Taking a specific instance of
atyantabhava, such as is embodied in the proposition—
«On this spot there is no jar’ (atra bhatale ghato
nasti), these five factors may be illustrated. What is
intended to be denied, or that object the non-existence
of which is referred to here, is not a particular jar
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but the whole class of jars. What is sought to be
conveyed is that no jar is present here, not evena
single jar. In this case, jar, in general, is the prati-
yogin and the sphere of its pratiyogitd is delimited by
jarness (ghatatva), i.c.—it is found wherever jarness
is found or in every jar. In other words, in this case
jarness (ghatatva) is said to be the pratiyogitavacche-
dakadharma. A reference to the non-existence of an
object amounts to a denial of its existence. When one
thinks of the existence of an object, one has to think
of its presence in a certain place through some rela-
tion. This relation which is intended to be brought
within the scope of the denial kept in view is known
as the relation determining the pratiyogila (pratiyo-
gitavacchedakasambandha). In other words, itis the
relation through which the counter-correlative is in-
tended to be conceived of as present, in the particular
place, if it were present there. The intended relation
may vary in different cases. In the case of the abhava
referred to in the proposition ‘There is no jar in con-
tact with this place’ (atra samyogcna ghato nasti), the
relation kept in view as determining the presence of
the object denied (pratiyoyitavacchedakasambandha)
iscontact (swiiyoga). On the other hand, in the case
of the ablava referred to in the proposition—¢There
is no jar inherent in this place’ (aire samavayena
ghato nasti), inherence (samavaya) constitutes such a
relation. The former of these two propositions may
be true where the non-existence of a jar is predicated
‘as present in the component part of a jar (kapala);
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while in that case the latter proposition would not be
true. For a kapale may not have any jar in contact
with it; but a kapdla must have inherent in it the jar of
which it is a component part. The place in which the
non-existence of an object is said to he pres-nt is
anuyogin and its adjunct which delimits the scope of
the substratumness (anuyogita) is called the anu-

r Ty

oo i DT e 0 A specific reference to this
is necessary. To say ‘there is no jar on the earth,”is
altogether different. In the former case, this-spot-
ness  (etadbhiitalaipa) is the anuyoyitavacchedaka-
dharma; and in the latter case it is earthness (bhilala-
tva)—a feature common to the whole of this world.
For the reason that the cognition of ablidva is so
complex as to comprise these five factors, it is placed
on a par with a cognition of an object associated with
an adjunct (visistabuddhi), the abhava itself being
treated as the chief object (vifesya) and the remaining
factors set forth above being regarded as adjuncts
(visesana). In the case of pragabhavas and dhvaii-
sas also, 1o know them definitely would be to cognise
them in association with these five factors, the contain-
ing correlative or correlated substratum (anuyogin)
of these two varieties of ab/iida being the respective
inherent cause (samazdayi-karana) and the relation
determining their pratiyoyitd being inherence (sama-
vaye). These three abhavas—pragabhava, dhvaise
and atyantabhdva—are otherwise known as 1. <1 .a-
abhava, varieties of non-existence, the pratiyogita of
which is delimited by some relation other than complete
identity (tddatmya). Mutual negation or differen-
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tiative non-existence (anyonyabhava=>bheda) amounts
to difference; and itis a variety of non-existence, the
pratiyogita of which is determined by identity (taddi-
mya=aikya). <A jar isnot a cloth’ (yhatah pato na)
—1in propositions like this, difference (anyonyabhawva,
mutual non-existence) is referred to. In this case, the
presence of a jar in a cloth, or of aclothina jar,
through the relation of complete identity, is denied; or,
for all practical purposes, the identity of the two ob-
jects referred to is denied. 1t should be borne in mind
that tadatmya, in the Nyaya sense, is absolute identity
and that tdadatmye, in the Bhatta sense, is relative
identity or diflerence-cum-identity. The variety of
ablhava is eternal in the case of eternal objects and
non-eternal in other cases. Some old Naiyayikas
speak of a certain type of «bhave called samayika-
bhave, which, according to them, is a temporary
variety of non-existence cognized, for instance, in the
place from which a jar is removed for a time and to
which it is re-introduced afterwards. But the general
sense of the Naiyayikas is in favour of equating
samayikabhava with ever-lasting afyantabhava, which
may be cognized for a time and may not be presented
in certain forms of thought, owing to the absence
of the relation determining the prerence of abhave
in a certain place. In the case of an abiawa, the rela-
tion which determines its presence in a certain place,
or its being contained (dd/icya) in a container (adhi-
karana) is known as vaisistya. This is but a variety
of self-linking relation (svaripa-sambandha) and con-
sists in the particular container itself viewed in asso-
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ciation with the particular moment at which the
counter-correlative in question (pratiyogin) is not
present on that spot; in other words, the particular
container, as such, constitutes the vaisistya.

It is noteworthy here that, accordingto the Naiya-
yikas of the older school, total non-existence is never
cogni~ed in the substratum of antecedent or annihila-
tive non-existence. (Dhvamsapragabhavadhikaranc at-
yantabhavo nangikriyatc). This is not accepted by
the later Naiydyikas. Some Naiyadyikas hold that the
delimiting adjunct of prativoyitd, in the caseof an
atyantdbhara, may be an attribute which never belongs
to the particular pratiyogin, Forinstance, in the pro-
position—‘A jar does not exist as determined by cloth-
ness’ (yhatalh patatena nasti)—jar is the pratiyogin
and clothness (patatza) is the pratiyogitavacchedaka-
dharma, This type of atyvantabhdra is known as
vyadhibaranadharmavacchinnaprativogitakabhdava — a
form of non-existence whose counter-correlativeness
is determined by a deiimiting adjunct which is never
co-existent with what is delimited by it. This form
of non-existence is omnipresent (kcvalancayi) and is
co-existent even with its own prativoyin—which is
not ordinarily possible. Several later Naiyayikas
reject this view and explain cases like ‘yhatah patatcna
nasti’, by taking the total non-existence of clothness
(patatvdtyantabhara) to be referred to. Advanced
students of Advaita would be able to see how the
theory of ‘non-existence delimited by an incompatible
adjunct’ (vyadhikaranadharmavacchinnapratiyogitika-
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bhava) turns out to be a treacherous device which
Advaitins could conveniently use in proving the un-
reality of the world.

There is much divergence among the different
schools of Indian philosophy in this matter. A stu-
dent of Nydya should be able to contrast the Nyiya
view of ablidva with the views of the Bhittas and
Prabhakaras about ab/idea.  Like the Naiyayikas the
Bhattas also hold that «abhdze is a distinct category-
The latter maintain that every reality has a positive
side consisting of positive attributes, and a negative
side represented by non-cxistence (abhawa), Thus
abhawa is an attribute of reality—a bhavadharma or
vastudharma,  According to the Bbattas, abhdva is
cognised by a special instrument of cognition, which is
called non-cognition (anupalabdhi) and which consists
in the non-cognition of an object when all the condi-
tions necessary for its cognition are present. In the
Bhatta scheme of pramanas (instruments of valid
cognition), anupalabdhi is given the sixth place and
it is known as the sasthapramana and it is itself some-
times called abiava. The term abhava used in the
sense of anupalabdii, should not be confounded with
the abhdva whichis the object of this pramdana
(premeya). The Naiyayikas, on the other hand, con-
sider that abhava is known through one or the other,
as the case may be, of the pramanas recognized by
them. In fact, of the four pramdanas recognized by
them—uviz.: pratyaksa (perception), anumdna (in-
ference), upamana (comparison) and Sabda (verbal
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testimony ) —ab/dra may come within the scope of the
first, second or the fourth, as the case may be. The
Naiyayikas contend that non-cognition, or strictly
speaking, effectual non-cognition (yogyanupalabdhi),
serves as a necessary accessory to pratyaksa, in cogni-
zing abhava. In the case of a sawiisargabhava, it can
be perceived only when its prativogyin happens to be
perceptible; while in the case of anyonyabhava, it can
be perceived only when its anuvoyin is perceptible. For
instance, one would be able to perceive the non-exis-
tence of a jar on a certain spot, but not the non-exis-
tence of air in a place; whereas, one could perceive the
difference from ether (@kasa-bhicda) in a jar. The
Naiyiyikas further explain that the effectuality
( yogyatd) of non-cognition (anupalabdhi) when it
helpsa pramana in. . .~ ablaza, consists in there
being no cognition when all the conditions required for
it are present,

The Prabhakaras refute the theories that ablhdza
is a distinct category and that anupalabdhi is a distinct
pramana. They contend that the basis of negative pro-
positions is the mere container (kcvaladhikarana).
For instance, in the proposition ¢ Here, on this spot,
there is no jar”, the only thing which, in fact, is re-
ferred to is the empty floor (kcvala-bhitala). 1f
abhava should thus be equated with the empty container
(Bevaladhikarana), it might easily be argued from the
opposite camp that this is an evasive trick of the Pri-
bhikaras which could be easily seen through and that
the concept of the ‘emptiness of the container’ inevi-
tably presupposes non-existence. The Prabhdkaras,
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however, meet this difficulty by explaining that the
phrase ‘empty container’ is only a description of the
form of the cognition underlying negative statements
and that ablidwa, strictly speaking, is the cognition of
the container, and of nothing else, in such circum-
stances as would necessarily lead to the missing object
(pratiyoyin) being cognized, were it present. One of
the greatest Prabhakaras—Salikanatha—describes
abhava thus in the Prakaranapaficikd:—“ Abhava is
the cognition of that (container) alone, when the
pratiyogin (the thing denied in negative statements)
ought to have been perceived were it present” (drsye
pratiyogini  ya tadckavisaya Obuddhily sa tadabhdavo
vyapadisyaic). This view shows a clear idealistic
leaning. The weak spot in this theory is that it fails
to account adequately for the specific reference to
pratiyogin in negative propositions, since it would be
fatal to the Prabhakara view to connect the cognitions
underlying them with anything other than the container
and it has to be necessarily said that emptiness is not
presented as an adjunct in such cognitions.

In order to avoid needless complications and also
endless regression in some cases, abhdvdbhava is
equated by the Naiydyikas with the corresponding
bhava (positive entity), on the ground thata denial
of the non-existence of a thing amounts to an affirina-
tion of the corresponding positive entity. Where one
abhava is said to be present in another abhava, some
Naiyayikas equate the contained abhdza with the other
abhava which represents the ...::iiin,: substratum
(adhikarana). It would be useful to note here that
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difference from a certain object is reciprocally co-ex-
tensive with the absolute negation of the differentia of
that object. Difference from a jar (yhatabheda) is
mutually co-extensive with the alsolute non-existence
of jarness (yhatatvatyantabhava).

Abhava is one of the realities recognized by the
Naiyayikas. In a sense, it might be said that it is the
reality of the greatest moment in the pluralistic universe
of Nydya. Final emancipation (imukti or apacarya) is
the highest aim of spiritual life in Nyaya as well as in
other systems of Indian philosophy. In Nyaya, mukit
consists in the annihilation of all evils (duhkhas), the
term dulikha in this context comprising everything
connected with voluntary activity and leading directly
or indirectly to the cycle of death and birth (prefya-
bhava) and including in this manner every form of
pleasure (sukha). In the language of Nyiya, mukti
is atyantikaduhPhadheaiisa. It would be a mistake to
suppose that the Naiyiyikas are pessimists. In fact,
no system of Indian philosophy can be said to be
pessimistic; for pessimism, in a strict sense, affords no
hope or solace, but every system of Indian philosophy
aims at the attainment of what it believes to be the
highest good and expects its adherents to find comfort
in the summum bonum it offers to them. One can
easily see why Naiyayikas attach so much importance
to abhava, having due regard to its close relation to the
Nyiya conception of mukti,

At this stage, it would be useful to consider the
Nyiya conception of sambandla (relation), with rarti-
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cular reference to the Nyaya theory of difference
(anyonyabhava). The Naiyayikas maintain that rela-
tion always presupposes difference and that difference
invariably involves total exclusion of identity. Accord-
ing to this view of sambandha, it may be said that
relation in the Nydya system is wholly exfcrnal, and in
no case internal. Bearing this in mind, one cannot
easily understand the rationale of the way in which the
Nyaya realists bring relations under different categories
—contact (samyoga) being brought under quality
(guna), inherence (samavaya) representing a distinct
category, and self-relation (svarfipa-sambandha) being
reducible to the form of one or the other of the seven
categories, as the case may be. The Naiyayikas hold
that not only the simples which unite into complex
wholes, but the complex wholes also, exist as indepen-
dent entities and that neither the simples nor the wholes,
when they happen to be the relata of some relation, lose
their independence. In Western philosophical literature
those relations are said to be cxternal which bring the
relata together without unifying them, and tnternal
relations are said to be rooted in the very nature of
things and serve to transform and to unify, though in
varying degrees. In Indian philosophy, the relation of
difference-cum-identity (tadatmya) is essentially an
internal relation, according to the Sarmkhya, Bhatta and
Advaita systems. In these systems, where difference
is not wholly incompatible with identity, where causa-
tion is not new creation, but transformation to some
extent, and wherc all relations may be said to involve
difference and identity in some sense and no relation

4
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can be recognised in cases of absolute difference, it can
be easily seen that no relation is strictly external and
notning which does not unify, in some sense, can be
considered a relation. In the Nyaya-Vaisesika system,
difference is uncompromising and amounts to a total
negation of taddtmya in the sense of complete identity;
it is an external reality and not a mere conceptual
product; it is presupposed by every relation, and every
relation is thus eaternal. It may be asked whether
complete identity (atyentabheda =tadatmya), which is
treated as a sambandha by the Naiyayikas in all cases
where a thing is equated with itself, is also an external
relation. To this question, a Naiyayika would reply
that nothing can be said to be rooted in the nature of a
thing, in view of the fact that an attribute (diarma) is
wholly different from a qualified thing (dharmin), a
composite whole (avayavin) is totally different from
its component parts (avayava), jati is totally different
from vyaki, and that inallcases of relation, the relata, as
such are different from cach other. Even in cases where
complete identity (aikya = tadatmya) is recognized to
serve as relation, though the relation amounts to a
negation of difference (bhicdabhava), yet there would be
no inconsistency in recognizing difference between the
relata as such; for, where a jar is conceived of as
existing in a jar through the relation of identity, what
is denied is the difference between a jar and itself, as
determined by jarness (ghatatva), the difference
presupposed by the sambandha, in that case, having
reterence to the relata as such—i.c. as determined by
relatedness (sambandhitva). The opponents of Nyiya
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realism point out that the conception of relation, which
is based upon uncompromising difference incompatible
withr  identity, is unsustainable, in as much as the
fundamental function of every relation is to unify,
in however small a measure it may be, and for
the reason that it would be absurd to speak of any
relation of proximity or distance between entirely
different things such as Madras and Monday or Vara-
nasi and Friday. A Naiyayika would meet this kind
of objection by saying that the fundamental function of
relation is to bring together and not to unify—ifo glue
and not to weld or solder or fuse, and that any two
things can be brought together or glued together through
a relation. With an unyielding pertinacity, the Nyaya
realism clings to the conception of uncompromising
difference and seeks to represent that all relations must
be taken to be cxtcrnal. Nevertheless the philosophical
integrity of Nyaya thought pulls in the opposite direc-
tion and inevitably leads to compromises with the phi-
losophical systems recognising infcrnal relations; and
such compromises are to be found in-saniyoga—the
most prominent type of external relation which is
possible only between independent substances (dravya)
—being regarded as a quality (guna) which, along with
the related elements (samyukta) where it inheres, forms
pairs of inscparables (ayutasiddha) ; in samavaya being
regarded as an intimate relation and in the somewha ¢
clumsy efforts made to save its externality by making
it eternal and one and by letting it survive its relata in
several cases; and in the very conception of self-rela-
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tion (svarapa-sambandha), more especially in the con-
ception of complete identity (abheda) as a variety of
self-relation. These compromises are indeed the weak
spots in the walls of the realistic fortress of Nyaya,
at which the opponents of Nyaya, like the Bhattas and
Advaitins, find it easy to effect convenient breaches.

4

T—Of them, earth is that
which has smell. It isof two
kinds—eternal and non-eternal.
Its eternal variety consists of
atoms. Its non-eternal variety
consists of its products. Again,
it is of three kinds—the three
varieties being the body (sarira),
the sense (indriya) and other
objects (wisaya). The earthen
body is the body that belongs to
the beings of our class. The
earthen sense is the olfactory
sense by which one perceives
smell; and that sense finds its
abode in the tip of the nose. The
earthen objects (wisaya) are
clay, stones and such other
things,

5

T—Water is that which has
cold touch. It is of two kinds—
eternal and non-eternal. The
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eternal variety consists of atoms.
The non-eternal variety consists
of its products. Again, it is of
three kinds—the three varieties
being the body, the sense and
other objects. The body made
of water is found in the world
of the Water-God. The sense
made of water is the gustatory
sense by which one perceives
taste; and that sense resides in
the tip of the tongue, The ob-
jects made of water are riverss
ocean and such others.

6

T—Fire is that which has
hot touch, Itis of two kinds—
eternal and non-eternal, Its
eternal variety consists of atoms.
Its non-eternal variety consists
of its products. Again, it is of
three kinds—the three varieties
being the body, the sense, and
other objects. The body made of
fire is in the world of Sun. The
sense made of fire is the visual
sense by which one perceives
colour; and that sense resides in
the foremost part of the dark
pupil of the eye. The objects
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made of fire are of four kinds,
the four varieties being the light
of the earth, that of the sky, that
of the stomach and that of the
mine. The common fire which
people use and its varieties be-
long to the earth. Lighining and
such other varieties, with water
as fuel, belong to the sky. The
gastric variety is what digests the
food. Gold and such other
lustrous metals form the variety
which is dug out of a mine,

7

T-—The air is that which
has touch but no colour. Itis
of two kinds—eternal and non-
eternal. Its eternal variety con-
sists of atoms. Its non-eternal
variety consists of its products,
Again, it is of three kinds — the
three varieties being the body,
the sense and other objects. The
body made of air is found in the
world of the Wind-God. The
sense made of air is the tactus
by which one perceives touch;
and that sense is found all over
the body. The object made of
air is the air that shakes trees
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and such other things, Theair
that moves about within the
body is the vital air, which,
though one in itself, is called
differently as pranae, apdna,
etc., according as its abodes in
the body differ.

8

T—Ether is that which has
sound as its quality. That is
one, all-pervasive and eternal.

In the texts given above, the first five substances
are defined and classified. These definitions, with the
required amplification, are faultless, according to the
requirements of what a Naiyayika would consider a
valid definition, In these five definitions, the relation
connecting the respective qualities with the respective
substances is inherence (samavdya). In order to make
the first four definitions quite accurate so as to cover
cases of earth, water, fire and air in the first moments
of their creation (#tpatti-ksana), the device of jatigha-
titalaksana, already referred to on page 10 supra, is
adopted. In the definition of ether (dkdfa), the word
quality (guna) is interded to indicate that sound is the
only wifesaguna of this substance. In the Nyaya
system, as in the other systems of Indian philosophy,
the five substances—earth, water, fire, air and ether—
are said to be the five elemental beings (bhuta). The
Naiyayikas define a bh#ta as a substance having a
special quality which may be perceived by one or the
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other of the external senses (bahirindrijagrahya-
vifesagunavat) ; and the bhatas are contrasted with
what are called mirtas in Nyaya. There are five
mirta substances—earth, water, fire, air and mind
(manas). A marta is a moving substance (kriya-
Sraya).

In the case of earth, water, fire and air, two
varieties are spoken of—the eternal and the non-
eternal. The eternal variety in each case is said to be
represented by atoms (paramanu). This leads to
a consideration of the atomic hypothesis of the Nyaya-
VaiSegika system. This hypothesis is closely connect-
ed with the Nyaya-VaiSesika theory of causation and
it forms the pivotal part of the Nyaya-Vaisesika cosmo-
gony. Though it had its origin mainly in the specu-
lative thought of Nydya metaphysics, it exercised a
profound influence over many a doctrine of the plura-
listic realism of Nyaya and it is in no sense less worthy
of consideration than the corresponding atomism which,
till recently, swayed scientific thought in the Western
world, until it came to be replaced by the theory reduc-
ing every atom to a miniature solar system consisting
of numerous small electrons gyrating round a sun in
the centre. The course of speculative reasoning which
led the exponents of the Nyaya-Vaisesika system to
formulate the atomic hypothesis should receive due
attention here. All visible substances are composite
structures consisting of component parts joined together
and are large, i.c. have the size (parimana) called
largeness (mahattva). Largeness (mahativa) and



CHu.1] PERCEPTION 57

smallness (amutva) are the two main varieties of
size recognized by the Naiyayikas and they vary
between two extreme limits, the highest and the
lowest. The highest limit of mahativa is called
paramamahativa and is ascribed to all-pervasive
substances (vibhudravya). The lowest limit of
mahativa belongs to the smallest visible substance—say
a mote floating in a sunbeam, one of the conditions of
visual preception being association with the size, mahat-
tva, to the minimum degree at least. The highest limit
of smallness (anutva) is the smallest conceivable size
(anutaatva=parimandalya), which is attributed to
atoms (paramanu). Even the smallest visible subs,
tance is a composite structure consisting of component
parts (sdvayava), because it is a visible substance
{caksusadravya). We know this from our observation
of the nature of visible substances like a jar. We
know also from our observation of the nature of the
component parts of visible substances that such parts
produce discrete wholes possessing mahattva (largeness)
and are themselves discrete wholes consisting of
distinct parts. In other words, from our observation,
we arrive at the generalisation—whichever forms a
part of a large substance (mahaddrambhaka) is itself a
discrete whole made up of parts (sdvagava). So,even
the constituent part of the smallest visible substance—
say the smallest mote seen floating in a sunbeam isa
discrete whole made up of parts (savayava). An
endless assumption of parts would involve the defect
of endless regression (emavastha), which is generally
regarded in Indian philosophy as a fatal objection to
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the recognition of causal relation or to explanation. It
would, therefore, be necessary that the process of divi-
sfon should stop at some point and the point at which it
stops is the last conceivable part (avayazva). It would
be most reasonable to recognize that as the last con-
ceivable part, beyond which no kind of argument con-
strains us to recognize further parts. Beyond the parts
constituting the component elements of the smallest
visible motes, there is no necessity to recognise further
parts, the reason constraining the recognition of parts
in the smallest visible substances being that the latter
are visible and, likewise, the recognition of parts in the
constituents of the smallest visible substances being
that those constituents cause a composite whole which
is large (mahadarambhaka), and there being no such
compelling reason in the case of the component parts
of such constituents, since those parts are neither visible
nor members of a large substance. The whole argu-
ment is usually stated thusin the form of two syllo-
gisms in Sanskrit:i—

« Jalasaryamaricistham yat saksmatamam drsyate
tat savayavam, caksusadravyatvat, ghatavat. Tadara-
Yavo'pi savayaval, mahadarambhakaivat, kapdlavai,”

The smallest visible substance forming the minor
term (paksa) in the first of these two syllogisms is
called truti or trasarenu and is regarded as a triad or
ternary product. Its component part forming the minor
term (paksa) of the second syllogism is called anu or
dvyanuka, whichisa dyad or binary product. The
smallest conceivable unit,forming a dyad is called an
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atom (paramans). The component part of a trutsis
not visible and does not possess even the minimum
mahattva (largeness); and it is, therefore, said to be a
minute part (anx). This minute part forms a member
(avayava) of the smallest visible substance called truts
which has the minimum mahativa; and it is thus maha-
darambhaka and, for that reason, consists of parts.
The parts of each component element in a f7ufi must
be at least two and need not be more than two and they
are therefore taken to be fwo; and these two parts are
the smallest conceivable units which are taken to be the
smallest ultimates not admitting of further sub-division
and are called atoms (paramanus). It is now apparent
why each component element of a #rufi is called a dyad
(dvyanuka=a binary product of atoms). For obvious
reasons the component elements of a truft itself cannot
be less than two; and they are taken to be three in the
Nyaya-VaiSesika system. In other words, a trutior
trasarenu is made up of three dyads (dvyanuka), For
this reason, it is also called ¢ryanuka. The reason why
the number of parts in a trufiis fixed at three requires
explanation. In our experience, we see that the size
(Parimana) of the parts gives rise invariably to an
increased size of the same kind in the composite whole
and that this increase is only an increase in degree.
Our observation is restricted to substances having
mahativa (largeness). This observation leads to the
generalisation that, if a size should serve as the non-
intimate cause (asamavdyikdrana) of another size,
both of them, the size that causes and the size that is
caused, belong to the same variety of size, and the size
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that is caused represents a higher type of the same
variety, as compared with the size that causes. (Pari-
mandnam  svasajatiyasvotkystaparimanarambhakatva-
niyamajh). A strict application of this rule to anutva
would make it clear that, if the anutva (smallness) of
atoms (paramanu) or dyads (dvyanuka) were to be
taken as the non-intimate cause (asamavayikarana) of
dyads or triads (tryanuka), the size of the dyads and
triads should represent a higher degree of smallness
(anutaratva). This is an obviously absurd result, for
the reason that tryanuka must necessarily have the
minimum wmahattva at least, since it is the smallest
vistble substance. So, from the scope of the rule set
forth above, the sizes of dyadsand triads should be
taken away; and this is done by assuming that, in the
case of dyads and triads, the size of the composite
product (avayavin) is caused, not by the size of the
component parts but by their number (samkhya). In
such circumstances, unless the number of the component
parts of adyad differs from that of the component
parts of a triad, the difference between a triad and a
dyad in respect of size cannot be accounted for. The
size of a triad is mahattva; the size of a dyad is
anutva; the number that causes mahattza must be
larger than fwo, which is the number causing the anutva
of the dyads. The simplest thing to do here is to
assume the next higher integer—thrce—as the number
of the component parts of a triad. Those who closely
follow the Nyaya-Vaisesika tradition hold that, in the
atomic theory, there is clear justification for some res-
Ariction regarding the nature and number of the com.



Cu.1] PERCEPTION 61

ponent parts in the case of dyads and triads and there
is no necessity for recognising any such restriction in
the case of composite products (avayavins) beyond the
stage of triads. It is maintained that the parts of a
triad (¢tryanuka) are composite structures (saveyava),
and they cannot be less than three and need not be
more than three and therefore must be fhree in num-
ber, The constituent elements of the composite pro-
ducts beyond the stage of triads may be four dyads or
five dyads and so on, or four triads or five triads and
so on, according to the varying circumstances in each
case.

It should also be borne in mind that atoms and
dyads are never presented in normal perception and
that they are capable of combining with each other,
In the atomic theory of the Nyaya-Vaisesika system,
it is assumed that the fiat of the ommipotent God, im
conjunction with the inevitable vestiges of the works
done by embodied souls (jivdh), causes concretive
activities of various kinds in various atoms; and as a
result of such activities, they come into contact with
each other and composite products in the shape of
dyads, triads, and so on, arise. Thus creation (srsti)
takes place. The Nyaya theory of dissolution involves
what would appear to be an unnatural assumption,
Disintegration or dissolution (pralaya) begins not
from the top, but from the root—not in the whole, but
in the parts. The fiat of the omnipotent God, again, in
the absence of any demand for creation on behalf of
fivas, causes descretive activities of various kinds in
atoms, with the result that the contacts (samyogap )
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by which two atoms are held together in dyads are
destroyed and all the composite products, beginning
from dyads, crumble to pieces.

The opponents of the atomic hypothesis of the
Nyiya-VaiSesika system draw pointed attention to its
weak points. In the first place, it is difficult to deter-
mine which is the smallest visible substance. The
motes in the sunbeam are not all of a uniform size.
What happens to be the smallest visible substance to
the naked eye would not be such to the visual sense
aided by a powerful microscope. Even t, the naked
eye, the smallest visible substance would not be the
same, as visual power varies in different individuals.
In cases where the size of a composite product is the
effect of the size of its component parts, each compo-
nent part is a composite product. Where, however,
the size of the composite product is regarded as result-
ing from the number of its component parts, one may
very well stop with the members of the smallest visible
substance and take these members to be two in number,
The arguments of anavastha and laghata, if pushed a
bit further, would knock off dyads and atoms and
would lead to the smallest visible substances themselves
being regarded as the indivisible ultimates of composite
matter. Further, how can atoms come together?
How can contact (sasiiyoga) arise between two atoms?
In our experience, contact (saiiyoga) is possible ordi-
narily between two composite substances (sa@zayazva)
or, in some cases, between one composite substance and
another all-pervasive substance (vibhudravyae). Con-
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tact is by its very nature spatially non-pervasive
(avyapyavrtti); if it is present in one part of a thing
it is missing in another part of the same thing; and it
can never be said to completely pervade its relata.
Such being the case, it is hardly conceivable how an
indivisible atom can come into contact with another
atom, These are the more important defects in the
atomic theory and pointed out by anti-creationistic

philosophers like the Advaitins, the Sirhkhyas and the
Mimarhsakas,

A disingenuous attempt is made by some writer to
ascribe the origin of the atomic theory of Kanada and
Gautama to Hellenic influence. Luckily and justly,
that attempt has failed. In the first place, it has to be
remembered that, though Kanada might have been the
earliest complete and systematic exponent of the atomic
theory, he cannot be said to be its discoverer and it
might have been one of the floating theories of the
pre-Kanada period of Indian thought, Further a com-
parison of Kanada’s atomic theory with Greek atomisin
would show that the divergences between them are
more numerous and striking than similarities. In fact,
the only noteworthy similarity between the Indian and
Greek theories is that both consider atoms impercepti-
ble. On the contrary, the Greek conception of atoms
recognizes quantitative differences in them and totally
dissociates them from qualities; while, in the Nyaya-
VaiSesika system, atoms are of uniform size, their size
representing the extreme limit of minuteness called
parimandalya or paramdnuparimana, and they have
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qualities, which are non-eternal in the case of colour,
taste, smell and touch in the atoms of earth, and eternal
in other cases. Another important difference is that
the integration of atoms according to the Nyiya theory
is the result of the deliberate design of the omnipotent
and omniscient God; while atoms in the Greek theory
are wholly subject to chance drifts and e ration- of
various types. Professor Keith and those who agree
with him are at liberty to think that these divergences,
however fundamental they may be, need not be taken
to shut out all possibility of Greek influence. It must,
however, be remembered that any suspicion of Greek
influence has to rest almost entirely on the slender basis
of temporal proximity or synchronism and that even
this flimsy ground is shattered by the evidences in the
early philosophical literature of India in favour of the
view that atomic theory might have gained currency in
India, in some form, perhaps long before the age of
Kanada and Gautama.

The first three of the five elements (bhita)—
earth, water and fire—are defined through their
characteristic qualitics; and the fourth element, air, is
defined through the quality of touch in association with
the negative adjunct of colourlessness (rapabhave).
The eternal varieties are represented by the atoms
whose nature is described above. In the textual sec-
tions relating to earth, water, fire and air, the threefold
classification, which follows the twofold classification
into eternal and non-eternal, divides each of these
substances again into body (farira), sense-organ
(indriya) and object (visaya). Sarira (body), in
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Nyidya, is the field within whose bounds, the soul
(dtmanm) has its experiences (bhogayatanam); or itis
antyavayavi or a composite whole which never forms
the component part of another composite whole and it
serves as the seat of voluntary activity. In the Nyaya-
VaiSesika system, a body is constituted wholly by earth,
water, fire or air; and it is not madeup of five elements
(paiicabhuutika) as admitted in the Sarkhya and
Vedanta systems. A body made of earth, for instance,
is constituted entirely by earth which forms its material
cause (samavayikdrana), the remaining elements form-
ing merely supportive (upastambhaka),not constitutive
(samavayi), factors. This is the case also in the
hodies made of water, fire and air. The belief that
these three varieties of bodies (jaliyasarira, taijasa
Sarira, vayaviyasarira) are ullramundane existences
and are found in the worlds of Varuna, Aditya and
Vayu is based on Puranic cosmology and does not
require any discussion here. A sensc-organ (indriya).
is defined in Nyiya as the seat of such contact with
imanas as causes a cognition, there being initno special
quality which shows (udbhiataviscsaguna), except
sound (Sabda). The Sanskrit definition of a sense-
organ runs thus;—¢Sabdctarodbhiitavisesagunand-
Srayatve sati jiAanakaranemanassariyogasrayatvam
indriyatvam.” 1t may be noted here that perceptible
qualities like colour, touch, etc.,, may be present in a
substance either in a condition in which it shows
(udbhiatazastha) or in a sub-perceptional condition in
which it does not show (anudbhitavastha). Colour
in the former condition, for instance, is visible and

5 .
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actually visualised when all the circumstances necessary
for visual perception are present and it is present in
all visible substances; while, colour in a sub-percep-
tional condition (anudbhatavasthd) though not in-
herently invisible, is never actually visualised. Theterm
visaya in the threefold classification of earth, water,
fire and air turns out to be somewhat misleading in
the case of some people. Professor Keith, for instance,
takes this term to mean ‘an object of sense-perception’
and accuses Annambhatta of inadvertence for having
brought atoms under zisaya, It will be seen that there
is no inadvertence on the part of Annambhatta though
some of his readers may lose sight of certain matters
in their bumptious presumption. The term visaya here
means object of cognition (jfignavisaya); and in the
classification of earth, etc., what is referred tois ‘a
variety of earth which is neither body (Sarira) nor
sense-organ (indriya)’. In other words though Sarira
and indriya are also visaya in the sense of object, it is
obvious that, in the classification referred to in the
text, they are not intended to be denoted by the term
visaya. Intelligent students of philosophy would not
find it difficult to appreciate the ontological and episte-
nological significance of this threefold classification.
The knowing souls (jivah) form the fulcra of the
pluralistic universe of the Nydya realist, in whose
philosophical setting all the things would fall most
naturally into three groups—the cognitional group
comprising various forms of cognition, their instru-
ments and their field (bhogdyaiana), the group of
knowing souls, and the objective group comprising
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cognised objects. The Nyaya realist would thus like to
fancy the universe as a bunch of three distinct flewers
fastened together by some kind of external relation;
while monistic philosophers would feel sorry that the
pluralism of Nydya mistakes an integral three-petalled
flower for a motley cluster,

In the textual section dealing with fire (7ejas),
gold and such other valuable metals are said to come
under the mine-born (dRaraja) variety of fire.
Through speculative reasoning, the Naiydyikas seek
to maintain that gold is light. The yellow metal that
we see and handle has some weight. Yellow colour
belongs to earth and weightiness to earth and water,
So, the metal which has these two properties—yellow
colour and weightiness, should be taken to be a variety
of earth, However, the yellow and weighty substance
that we see and handle and commonly regard as gold
cannot all be earth; for, however much you may heat
it, it does not completely lose its fluidity (dravatva),
and any variety of earth, which preserves its fluidity
under heat, does so only when it is associated with a
substance which is not earth and has fluidity and is
capable of counteracting the effect of heat on fluidity,
This may be seen in certain varieties of earth, like
ghee, placed in water. Thus the yellow substance
referred to, though it is itself a variety of earth,
should be taken to preserve its fluidity for the reason
that it is associated with some other substance which is
not earth and has fluidity and counteracts the destruction
of fluidity by heat. The latter substance which coun-
teracts and which has occasional fluidity (nagmittskg-
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dravatva) cannot be brought under water characterised
by natural fluidity (samstddhikadravatva); nor can it
be brought under any of the colourless substances, since
it has colour. So, the counteracting substance associated
with the yellow lump of earth should be a variety of
fire or light (fejas). This reasoning has got merely
an antiquarian interest and rests upon premises involv-
ing pre-scientific notions about solidity and fluidity.
Even the old-world physical science of India, as known
to ancient Ayurvedic writers, would not accept the
assumption that gold never loses its fluidity.

With regard to air, there is some difference of

.opinion between the earlier and later Naiy@yikas about
its perceptibility. The former hold that air is inferred
1s the substratum of touch which is neither hot nor
sold. The latter maintain that air is perceived by the
sense of touch. Though it is the same throughout, it
comes to have different names as prana, apana, vyina,
wdana and samana, when it passes through the body,
the heart, the anus, the whole bcdy, the throat and the
navel, These five aspects of the alr are known as the
vital airs.

The senses of sight, taste, smell and touch are
respectively constituted by light (tejas), water (jala),
earth (prthivi) and air (wayu). They are all large
enough (mahat), the senses of sight, taste and smell
(cak;us, rasana and ghrana) being triads of the res-
pective elements (bhiita) and the sense of touch (izak)
spreading all over the body. Though they are large
enough, they fall outside the range of external sense-
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perception, for the reason that their qualities are sub-
perceptional (amudbhita), or to be more accurate, for
the reason that they are not associated with perceptible
colour (udbhiitarapa).

Ether (Akdsa) is inferred as the eternal and all-
pervasive substratum in which sound inheres. Accord-
ing to the Sarnkhyas and Advaitins, it is an element
produced and destroyed in the same way as other ele-
ments. In Nyiya, the sense of hearing is represented
by ether delimited by the orifice of the ear. Ether is
all-pervasive (z40/it) in the sense that it comes into
contact with all the movable (mirfa) substances of
finite size (paricchinnaparimana). An all-pervasive
substance does not admit of any movement and is one
and eternal, divisibilty and non-eternity being incom-
patible with all-pervasiveness. The sense of hearing is
equated with space (dik=spatial direction) by the
Mimarisakas. It should be remembered that the term
cther is the nearest approximation to gkdsa as under-
stood in Nyaya and that the function of serving as the
medium of light and heat, which modern science
ascribes so ether, does not belong to akasa.

9

T—Time is the (distinctive):
cause of expressions involving
the terms past, etc. It is one,
all-pervasive and eternal.

10

T—Direction (in space) is
the distinctive cause of expres--
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sions involving the terms cast,
etc, Itis one, all-pervasive and
eternal.

The above definitions of time and space, or direc-
tion in space, indicate in simple and clear language, the
way in which the exponents of the Nyiya-VaiSesika
realism arrive at the two substances known as kdla and
dik. One of the firmest convictions of the Nyiva
realist is that there are objective realities exactly cor-
responding to the elements constituting the subjective
form of every valid experience (anubhava) and that
propositions and expressions rccognised to be correct
should be relied upon as the unmistakable indexes of
the forms of experience which they are intended to
express. The Naiyayikas argue that events are refer-
red to as past, present or future, anterior or posterior,
simultaneous or occurring in succession, slow or quick,
and that such references cannot be accounted for except
by the hypothesis that there is a distinct substance
(dratya) known as kala (time). ‘Now the jar is
(tdanim ghatah)—such propositions are understood by
the Naiyayikas as referring to some relation between
the jar and the sun’s motion, on the basis of the old-
world astronomical theory that the sun moves on the
sky without ever coming to rest. The Naiyayikas
believe that the sun’s motion can be ascertained through
perception as well as inference. The common-sense
view of men connects the concept of mow (idanim)
with the sun’s motion (siaryaparispanda), brought into
relation with the thing denoted by the word collocated
with iddnim in expressions like “danim ghatah’. The
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sun’s motion is directly related only with the sun, such
direct relation being inherence (samavaya) in this case.
A jar can be connected with the sun’s motion only
through some indirect relation. The principle of eco-
nomy (ldghata) makes it necessary that the simplest
conceivable relation of an indirect nature should be
thought of as connecting the sun’s motion with a jar.
The simplest form of indirect relation that may be
conceived of in this case is ‘contact with the thing
which is in contact with the intimate substratum of the
motion in question—u1iz., the sun’ (stesamavayisavi-
yukiasariiyoga). Inthis chiin of indirect relation the
two extreme ends are the two relata—21izs., motion on
the one side and jar on the other. The sun is the
intimate substratum of the motion (svasamavayi); the
thing in direct contact with it is not the jar, as we
know, but something else; and that something should
be taken to be in contact with the jar. The relation of
contact being possible only in the case of two subst-
ances, the sowmicthing, which forms the intermediate
link between ri *..uv : 7 i (the sun) on the one side
and contact with the jar (ghatasamyoga) on the other,
must be a substance (dravya). This substance is called
time (kala).

How are we to know that this intermediate sub-
stance that bridges over the gulf between the sun and
a jar, isone, eternal and all-pervasive, and does not
come under any of the other substances? It is presented:
in every experience or expression, explicitly or impli-
citly, as substratum of other objects; it is not percep-
tible, nor has it the qualities of colour, touch and
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sound ; so, it must be different from the five bhstas; it
would be reasonable to suppose that it is of infinite
magnitude (paramamahativa), since it is taken to be
one and eternal for the sake of economy (laghava);
and in view of the distinct cognitions we have of the
past, present and future, as compared with the cast,
west, north and south, we should take time (kd'a) to
be different from space (dik). In a similar manner
space (dik) is also inferred by the Naiyayikas as the
substratum of the contact which serves as the non-
inherent (asamarayi) cause of spatial proximity and
distance (aparata and paraiva), referred to in state-
ments like ¢ This lies farther’, *This lies near’. Both
time and space (kdla and dik) are imperceptible
according to the Naiydyikas and are all-pervading
substances in which all the things in the Universe may
be said to be present through the self-relation of time
or space (kalikasambandha or daisikasambandha).
While tinie or space taken by itself (mahdkala or
akhandadik) is regarded as the containing substratum
(adlitkarana) of every thing in the world, eternal or
non-cternal, only non-eternal objects, among the rest,
may be regarded as container (adhikarana) of other
objects through time-relation (kalikasambandha), This
is embodied in the oft-quoted dictum of Nyaya—
“nityesu Balikayogah.”

Any producible thing may serve as the condition-
ing adjunct of mahakdla (the immense and indivisible
time), and anything of limited size as the conditioning
adjunct of akhandadesa (the immense and indivisi-
ble space). The Naiyayikas say—‘Janyamatram
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kalopadhih, martamatram digupadhiih.” Though time
and space are indivisible and all-pervasive, temporal
and spatial divisions are conceivel of through associa-
tion with delimiting adjuncts in the form of some
producible thing (janya) or of something limited in
size (marta). In this way, divisions of time to a
moment (%sana) downward and divisions of space are
arrived at.

The Vaiyakarana philosophers speak of time and
space as modifications of the subtle sound (Sabdatan-
mdtra), which is a substance (dravya) according to
them. The Buddhist idealists regard time and space as
mercly forms of momentary and fleeting consciousness
(v4jiiana). The Advaitic monists look upon time and
space as phenomenal appearances super-imposed upon
the absolute Brakman, which is the only reality trans-
cending them. The Sarilhyas would bring both timne
and space under the elemental evolute (Dhita) called
akasa. Modern Naiyayikas like Raghunatha Siromani
bring time and space under God (I$vara) and regard
them as phases of the omnipotent and omnipresent
Lord. In Chapter II, ahnika I, siitras 40 to 44, of the
Nyayvasitrabhasya, Gautama and Vitsydyana elucidate
the conceptions of the present, past and future,
Vitsyayana points out that time is presented in our
experience mainly through the help of motion and not
through association with distance. The Dhisyvakiira
observes under 11—1—41,—«“Nadhvavyangyah kalah,
kim tarhi kriyavyangyah”. A kriya, as understood by
Vitsyayana in this context, is not a single activity but
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a series of activities, The conception of a kriya or
Rarma, even in its strict sense, is inseparably bound up
with the conception of duration, every kriya lasting for
four ksanas (moments) as already explainedin page 16,
part 11, supra. In this connection, it should be
remembered that though there can be no contact
hetween two all-pervasive substances (vibhudrazya),
there is contact between onc such substance and
another substance limited in size; for contact presup-
poses movement, and in the case of a substance limited
in size, movement is possible, though it is not possible
in the casc of an all-pervasive substance,

11

T—The substratum in
which cognition inheres is the
soul (atman). It is of two
kinds—the supreme Soul and
the individual soul, Of these
two, the supreme Soul is one
and is the ommniscient Lord.
The individual soul, on the other
hand, is different in association
with different organisms or
Lodies, though it is all-pervasive
and eternal.

12

T—Mind (manas) is the
sense by means of which plea-

sure and such other (perceptible
qualities of the soul) are direct-
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ly apprehended. There are
innumerable minds (manaiisi),
since they are specifically linked
up with each soul and they are
atomic and eternal.

Atman (soul) is the substratum in which know-
ledge inheres. This definttion is quite adequate to
indicate that the soul is a substance (dravya) and to
differentiate it from other substances. One’s own
soul or self is, . : ' to Nydya, revealed in one's
inner perceptual experience arising through the inner
sense of mind, independently of the external senses,
t.c., in ond’s manasa-praiyaksa which takes the forms
— I know’, ‘I will’, ‘1 fecl’, ‘L wish’ (‘alam janami’,
‘aham yate', ‘«aham sukhi’, ‘aham icchami’). 1t should
be noted that, even iu such inner experiences, it 1s
never presented by itself, but it is presented only as the
substratum of knowledge or consciousness (jfiana),
volitional effort (krii==yatna), plecasure and pain
(sukha, dihlkha) and desire (#ccha). For this reason,
the Naivayikas hold that one’s own soul or self is
revealed in mental perception (manasapratyaksa), only
in association with one or the other of its perceptible
special qualities (yogyaviscsagunayogenaiva), It is
believed by some that the VaiSesikas hold that atman is
imperceptible and that they differ from the Naiyayikas
in this respect. The authority of Kanada's sitra VIII
—2 (tatratma mana$capratyakse) is also invoked in
this connection. Prasastapada also seems to support
this view in his statement that, though datman is subtle



76 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [PART 111

and imperceptible, he is inferred as the conscious agent
who uses the senses as instruments in producing cogni-
tions :—Cf.—

“Tasya sauksmyat apratyaksatve’pi  karanaih
Sabdadyupalabdhyanumnitaih  Srotradibhiph  samadhi-
gamah kriyate”  (PraSastapadabhasya—Viz. S. S,
page 69). This belief is based on a misapprehension
which threatens to become a permanent feature of many
an English treatise dealing with Indian logic. The
fact, however, seems to be that both Kanada (Cf.—
Vai$, Sii. 11I—ii—9 and 10) and Pradastapada (Cf.
Bhasya—Viz, S. S., pages 70 187) admit that one’s
own dlman is revealed in one’s own mental perception.
Sridhara also draws attention to this in his Kandali
(Viz, S. S. page 71) when he observes that, though
atman is directly perceived by the manas, as agent or
owner through association with the body and senses
with which he came to be invested as a result of his
own deeds, yet imperceptibility (apratyaksatva) happens
to be predicated with reference to a@tman, merely in
view of the soul falling outside therange of the external
senses. The leading exponents of the Nyaya-VaiSesika
system are, however, agreed that one person’s soul
cannot b2 perceived by the nanas of another personand
that, even in the case of one’s own soul, mental percep-
tion (manasapratyksa) is misleading since it often
lumps up dtman and body into one jumble. For this
reason, in order to prove the existence of soulasa
distinct entity and to differentiate it from the body, the
senses, the vital airs and such other things, it would
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be necessary to resort to inference. Two typical argu-
ments adduced by the VaiSesikas and Naiyayikas in this
connection are worthy of consideration, From the
movement of a chariot, one ordinarily infers the pres-
ence of a charioteer who ‘drives it; even so, one infers
an individual soul who drives a body, from its various
activities, Knowledge and such other qualities, nor-
mally perceived only by the inner semse manas, require
an intimately related substratum in which they inhere,
for the reason that qualities invariably inhere in subs-
tances; all other substances being eliminated, a distinct
substance, in which knowledge and such other qualities
inhere, should be recognised; and that substance is
called atman. Since individual expericnces vary in a
definite manner, the individual atman associated with
one body should be taken to be different from the
individual dtman associated with another body. At
the same time, in order to account for remembrance of
previous experiences and for the first instinctive effort
which a new-born baby, immediately after its birth,
puts forth to preserve its life by means of the usual
suck, it would be necessary to assume that every indivi-
dual soul is permanent and eternal. It is an accepted
principle that everybody reaps ashe sows and never
reaps what he does not sow; and in order to avoid
conflict with this principle, it would be necessary to
ascribe to every jiva, pre-natal existence and persistence
after death. The soul cannot be atomic in size; for,
cognition and such other special qualities are perceived
by the inner sense—manas, while the qualities of atoms
can never be perceived. Nor can the soul be of medium
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size (madhyamaparimana); for, anything which has
the size called mahattva (largeness) and which is not
all-pervasive (vibhu), is non-eternal and therefore
comes to an end; but @étman cannot come to an end as
already explained. On these grounds, the Nyaya-Vai-
Sesika system maintains that there are innumerable
souls and every diman is eternal (nitya) and all-perva-
sive (viblin), Though the soul is present everywhere,
consiousness and other special qualities attributed to it
are produced within the sphere delimited by body
($arira); and this is the reason why body is described
as the field of atman’s experience— (atmano bhogaya-
tanant Sarirant),

According to Nyaya, dafman is of two kinds—the
individual soul (jiza) and the supreme Soul (paramat-
man). VFourteen qualities are ascribed to the former—
vis. :—number, size, contac!, disjunction, separateness,
cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, dislike, volitional
effort, merit, demerit and reminiscent impressions; and
eightqualities are ascribed to the latter—wzis. :—number,
size, contact, disjunction, separateness, cognition, desire,
and volitional effort. The Naiyayikas accept the
supreme authority and infallibility of revealed texts
($ruti) and recognise, on the authority of those texts,
the existence of ommnipotent and ommniscient God. He
should be brought under the class of substances called
atman, for the reason that he is the intimate substratum
(samavayin) of eternal knowledge. With a view to
removing such doubts, misapprehensions and difficulties
as may arise in this connection, the Naiyayikas seek to
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support their theistic doctrine, ultimately based on $ruti,
by means of syllogistic arguments. Udayanacirya of
the tenth century A. D., who is the greatest champion
of Nyaya theism, suggests no less than eight syllogistic
arguments in support of the Nyiya view that the whole
creation is made by God who is omniscient, omnipotent
and eternal. Earth and such other products (karya)
constituting the created world should have been created
by a conscious agent having a full and definite know-
ledge of all the details relating to the required causal
apparatus; and such an agent in the case of the whole
creation cannot conceivably be a jize (individual soul)
and should therefore be the sunreme Soul (Paramatman
= I§vara). At the bheginning of creation (srsli), the
volitional effort (gatna) leading to the concretive
activity (ayojana), which produced contact between
two atoms, should be taken to inhere in a conscious
being; and the concious being cannot be jiva and
should be 7§yara. The various planets are sustained in
their position and do not sink down or dash against
each other; this should be due to the sustaining effort
(dhriti) of some conscious being, who is ISvara. The
intelligent being, who is originally responsible for the
first introduction (pada) into the world of certain
indispensable crafts and arts like weaving and pot-
making, cannot be jiva and should be taken to be
ISvara. The infailibility of the Vedas depends on the
unfailing validity of the knowledge derived from them;
that knowledge is always valid on account of the
eternal purity of the source from which the Vedas
originated ; and that source is the omniscient God. The
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vedic texts consisting of sentences should have been
composed by some intelligent author; and that author
of supreme intelligence is the omniscient God. The
number ‘two’ (dvitvasamBhya), belonging to two
atoms, is the cause of the size of dyads (dvyanuka);
two and the higher numbers are all products resulting
from the enumerative cognition (apcksabuddhi) of the
person who counts; and at the beginning of creation,
such enumerative cognition could be attributed only to
the omniscient God and to none else. All these eight
arguments are summed up by Udayana in this verse
(Kusumaiijali V. 1)1 —“Karyayojanadhrtyadeh padat
pratyayatah Sruteh; Vakyat samkhyavisesacca sadhyo
visvavidavyeyah.”

It would be useful to compare the Nyiya view
of atman with the corresponding theories in other
systems of Indian philosophy. In the Samkhya-Yoga
system, there are innumecrable souls (purusah) and
every puruga is an unrclated, attributeless, sclf-lumi-
nous, eternal and omnipresent being who is identical
with consciousness (cit). In the Yoga system, in
addition to the ordinary purusa, God is recognised as a
special type of purusa (purusaviesa), who 1s not
affected by any of the defects by which the ordinary
purusa is affected and who is pre-eminently and eter-
nally omniscient and functions as the first teacher of
all the ancient teachers. The Bhiattas and Prabhikaras,
for all ostensible purposes, banished God {rom their
systew, for fear lest the sovereign authority and
supreme pre-eminence of the Veda might be detracted
from. The soul in the Bhitta system is the substratum
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of consciousness and the object of inner perception
(manasapratyaksa), though cognition itself is only
inferred and not perceived by the wmanas; and in each
body a different soul which is eternal and all-pervasive,
is embodied. The Pribhikaras also recognise differ-
ent, eternal and all-pervasive souls in different bodies;
and the soul, however, is not the obhject of mental
perception (mdmnasapratyaksa), according to their
system. Iixpressions like ‘I cognize myself’ (mam
janami) are understood to refer to diman, not as the
object (karma) of cognition, but merely as coming
within the scope of cognition. The Pribhakara school
holds that in every cognition, three factors are invari-
ably presented—u1iz., the object (wisaya), the soul as
knower or the substratum of cognition (jidatd), and
the cognition itself (jilana-szaripa). The followers
of Sri Rimianuja and certain other Vaisnavas hold that
the individual soul (jiza) is different in different
bodies and is atomic in size (anuparimana). The
Bauddha idealists would not recognise a permanent
soul and would reduce it to momentary consciousness
(ksanikavijiiana) ; while the Jaina realists would make
the soul commensurate with the body. The Advaitic
monists hold that the individval soul (jizae), which
appears to vary in association with mind (entahkarana)
and to partake of the latter’s vicissitudes, isin fact
identical with the immutable and absolute reality called
Brahman.

Mind (manas) is described by the Naiyayikas as
the inner sense which directly apprehends pleasure,
6
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pain, cognition and such other perceptible qualities of
the soul. To avoid confusion of one’s experiences
with those of another, it should be taken to be different
in different individuals. On the ground that a percep-
tual experience can arise only through some sense
(indriya) being brought into relation with what is per-
ceived, an inner sense (anfarindriya) is inferred to
account for the inner perception of pleasure, pain etc.
One can have only one cognition at a time; .. :.'&:

to the Naiyayikas, more than one cognition cannot arise
simultaneously. This fact (yugapajjfiananutpatir) is
relied upon by Gautama as the chief argument to prove
the existence of manas an an atomic substance, Iiman
is all-pervasive (vtbh#) and comes into relation with all
the senses and their objects at the sametime. How
are we then to account for the fact that two or more
cognitions never arise simultaneously but come into
being one after another? This has to be explained
through the assumption ot a substance which can come
into relation with only vne of the external sensesat a
time; and this substance is the atomic manas (para-
manuparimanam  manal). The Nyaya-Vaisesika
system ascribes eight qualities to 71amas—number,
atomic size, separateness, contact, disjunction, remote-
ness, proximity and rapidity. The Pribhakaras agree
with the Naiyayikas in the view that smanas is an eternal
atomic substance, but would not accept the view that
atman is the object of mental perception (manasa-
pratyaksa). The Bhattas maintain that manas is all-
pervasive and is in eternal contact with the all-perva-
sive dtman; that atmen and imamnas, in contact with
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each other, function only within the sphere of the body
(Sarira) with which they happen to be associated; and
that our experience is inconclusive and cannot be said
to be such as would rule out the possibility of several
cognitions arising at the same time. The Advaitins
regard antafikarana or the inner instrument of know-
ledge as a substance constituted by light (fejas) and
maintain that it is not a sense (indriya) in the strict
sense of the term and that its modifications (vrttayaj)
may assume a cognitive, volitional or emotional form
according as circumstances vary.

The unswerving fidelity of the Naiyiyikas to
realism in a strict sense is mainly responsible for the
somewhat extreme views which they have chosen to
adopt in regard to atman and #anas. 1t would appear
that the fundamental distinction between spirit and
matter is either missed or ignored in the Nyiiya theory
which reduces atman to a mere substance and places it
on a par with forms of dead matter like a stone, and
which treats consciousness as a quality arising in dtman
under certain conditions. The Nydya realist, hOWever,
would point out that his theory of atman is free from
the weak holes through which the idealistic inundation
may sweep away everything, such as, for instance, a
shrewd mind might easily notice in the Samkhya view
that the soul (purusa) is identical with the self-lumi-
nous consciousness. It should be remembered that the
Naiydyikas have provided adequate safeguards against
the materialist (cdrvdka) fraternising with them, in
the facts that atman is always the seat of reminiscent
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impressions (bhdvand), merit (dharma) and demerit
(adharma) till the moment of final release and that,
even after final release, dtman is the seat of the annihi-
lation of all evils (atyantikaduhkhadhzariisa) and not
reduced to the form of an eternal stone, as some critics
may fancy. Manas, in the Nydya theory, is in no way
better than any form of dead matter, except in respect
of its fitness for a special kind of activity and of
contact with atman; and it is so in most of the other
systems of Indian philosophy. It is, however, where
the Nyaya theorist endeavours to maintain the eternity
of atman by making it all-pervasive (vibhu), that he
allows himself to be tripped up by the Advaitic nmoenist,
who would triumphantly draw attention to the ultimate
merger which the recognition of innumerable all-
pervasive souls might inevitably result in. It is here
that the Nyaya theory of dtman stands foredoomed.

It is suggested by some writers that neither
Kanada nor Gautama could be said to have intended
to give a place in their systems to the conception of
God. But it would be difficult to believe that Kanada,
who believed in seers and the immense scope and capa-
city of their knowledge (arsajiiana), did not believe in
the existence of the omniscient God. There are good
reasons to believe that Gautama, who would ascribe the
authorship of the Veda, to the Greatest Apta (truth-
speaker), took God for granted and that Uddyo-
takara, Vacaspatimiéra and others were right in
suggesting that the refutation of God’s causality
in the fourth chapter of Gautama’s siitras should
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be understood to have reference to the relation of
material cause (unpadanakdrana) and effect, and not
to that of the agent, an instrumental cause (nsmitia-
karana). It is also worthy of notice, in this connec-
tion, that the Nyidya theory of creationistic causa-
tion (arambhavida) and the atomic theory would
be incomplete and unintelligible in certain respects,
without explaining, as Udayana points out, the first
concretive activities of pairs of atoms to form dyads,
by attributing them to the volitional effort of the omni-
scient Creator. If the Naiyayikas had confined them-
selves to the creationistic argument to prove the
existence of God, their God would be reduced to a
‘demiurgic potter of the macrocosmic pot’ (Brahmanda-
kuiala). But luckily for the Nydya theism. Udayana-
carya based many a theistic argument in his Kusuma#-
jali on the moral values recognised in the Hindu
society. In the history of Indian theism, that
Udayana’s theistic contiibution is of particular value
in demonstrating the extent to which theism may press
reason into service where revelation fails, as in the
case of anti-Vedic Buddhists, is a fact which every
student of Nyava should remeniber. It is this fact
that emboldened Udayana to claim to be the saviour of
the world’s Saviour in the following verse which tradi-
tion attributes to Udayana :—
“AiSvaryamadamatto’si mamavajiiaya vartase |
“Upasthitesi bauddhesu madadhing tava sthitih|1”
In Thy almighty power, inebriate thou art and
thou dost not care for me. But Thy very existence
depends upon me, when the Bauddhas approach.



86 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [PART 1t

13

T—Colour is the quality
which is perceived only by the
sense of vision. Itis of seven
kinds—the seven varieties being
white, blue, yellow, red, green,
brown and variegated. It is
found in earth, water and
light. Of these three, in earth,
all the seven varieties are found.
White colour, which is not
brilliant, belongs to water.
White colour, which is brilliant,
belongs to light.

14

T—Taste 1is the quality
which is perceived by the sense
of taste. Itis of six kinds, the
six varieties being sweet, acid,
salt, pungent, astringent and
bitter. It is found in earth and
water. Of these two, in earth,
all the six varieties are found;
while the sweet only belongs to
water.

15

T—Smell is the quality
which is perceived by the sense
of smell. Itis of two kinds—
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the fragrant and the non-frag
rant. It is found in earth only

16

T—Touch is the qualit
which can be perceived only b;
the sense of touch. It is of thre
kinds—the three varieties being
cool, hot and lukewarm. Iti
found in earth, water and fire
Of these three, to water belong
the cool touch, the hot touch t«
fire, and the lukewarm touch t«
earth and air.

17

T-—The four qualitie
beginning with colour are pro
duced in earth through the appli
cation of heat and are no
eternal. In the case of othe
substances, they are eternalir
such of them as are eternal anc
they are not eternal in such of
them as are not eternal.

The word ¢only’ in the definition of colow
excludes the sense of touch. Thus the definition
amounts to this:—that colour is quality which is per-
ceived in the normal way by the sense of vision and
does not come within the range of the normal percep-
tion arising from the sense of touch. In this definition
it is necessary to refer to ‘normal visual perception’,
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since even smell and such other qualities may, accord-
ing to the Naiyayikas, be brought within the range of
the super-normal perception arising from the sense of
vision. The word quality (guna) in the definition is
necessary and it excludesthe jats, colourness (r#palva),
common to all the colours and the total negation of
colour (rapabhava); for, a sense which perceives an
object perceives also its jati and ab/igvea under normal
conditions and ripatva and ripabhava can thus be
normally perceived by the sense of sight. The defini-
tion of colour, as explained above, is not satisfactory;
it is applicable to contact between a ray of light and a
wall (prabhabhittisaiiyoya), the contact in such cases
being visible, though not tangible. To obviate this
ativyapti, the definition of colour has to be modified in
this manner :—Colour has the differentia of a species
of gunas, which is normally visible but not tangible’—
(“Tvagagrahyacaksuryrahyagunavibhajakopadhimat’”).
The definitions of taste, smell and touch set forth
above have to be understood in a similar way. These
pre-scientific classifications of colourand other qualities
have only some historical and speculative interest. In
the list of colours, the Naiyayikas have included the
varicgated colour (cilraripa) as a distinct variety.
The reason why they have done so is to be found in
their theory of avayaevin (composite structure), which
is ultimately attributable to their creationistic view of
causation. In the Nyaya theory, a composite product
(avayavin) is entirely different from its component
parts (avayava); a cloth which is made up of threads
of different colours, is seen as having a variegated
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colour; the different colours belonging to the threads
cannot be said to produce the corresponding colours in
the single composite whole, for the reason that colour
is a pervasive (wydpyavrtti) quality, unlike the non-
pervasive (auvyapyavriti) contact, which may be at once
present and not present in a composite unit, and for the
reason that one composite unit can thus have only one
colour; were it true that the cloth of variegated colour
has no colour apart from those of the component
threads, the composite cloth itself would be devoid of
any colour and would therefore become normally invi-
sible, visual perception ordinarily depending upon the
presence of colour which is not sub-perceptional
(anudbhiita) hut perceptible (udbhiita); and on these
grounds, in order to account for the visual perception
of a variegated cloth, it becomes necessary to recognize
variegated colour (citrar@ipa) as a distinct variety of
colour. In cases where a composite product is made
up of component parts having different tastes or
different smells, the awayawin itself has no taste or
smell and the different tastes or smells that may be
perceived belong to the avayavas. In such cases, there
is no necessity for postulating any distinct variety of
taste or smell known as cifrarasa (varied taste) or
citragyandha (varied smell).

Colour, taste, smell and touch admit of change in
earth through baking (paka), which is explained by
the Naiyayikas as amounting to contact of a special
kind with fire (vijdtiyatejassammyoga). The Vaidesika
theorists hold that, when a pot is baked or whena
mango ripens through heat, the composite products get
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disintegrated down to the stage of atoms; the qualities
of colour, taste, smell and touch in those atoms are
destroyed by heat; and a different colour, taste, smell
and touch are produced; and then integration takes
place, new dyads, triads and other composite products
being formed in accordance with the adrstas of the
individual souls concerned with such products. This
theory of paka is known as pilvpakavida or ‘the theory
of atoms being burnt’. The Nyidya theorists, on the
other hand, hold that composite products are left intact
in paka and are not disintegrated and that their colour
and such other qualities are replaced by corresponding
qualities of different species. This theory of paka
maintained by the Naiyayikas is known as pitharapaka-
vada or ‘the theory of composite wholes being burnt.’
It should be remembered, in this connection, that in the
Nyaya-VaiSesika system, earth is the only substance
which admits of the special process of burning called
paka, though contact with fire is quite possible in the
case of any other substance.

18

T—Number is the special
cause of enumerative exXpres-
sions, such as one, two and so
on. Itis present in all the nine
substances and it is represented
by numbers beginning from
onc and ending with parardha
(one thousand crores of crores).
Number one may be everlasting
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or non-eternal—everlasting in
everlasting substances and non-
eternal in non-eternal substances.
Number two and the higher
numbers are non-eternal every-
where.

The Nyadya-Vaisesika theory of ‘number’ is one
of the instances of the realistic excesses of the Nyaya-
Vaisesika ontology. Number is a quality (guna)
according to this system and is an objective reality.
Number being a quality, how would the Naiyayikas
account for propositions like ‘there are twenty-four
qualities’ (caturviiisatirgunah)? They would explain
such propositions as referring to numbers co-cxistent
with qualities in substances or as referring to the
relation of objectness (visayatd) between qualitics and
peculiar type of cognition known as cmumeratize
cognition (apeksabuddhi). According to the Nyaya-
Vaisesika theory, two (dvitva) and the higher numbers
are produced in the substances which are counted and
come within the scope of cnumerative cognition
(apeksabuddhi). Apeksabuddhi in this system is the
cognition involved in the process of counting and it
takes the form ¢This is one; this is one; and thus these
are two’ (@yam ekap, ayam ekah, dhatya, dvau).
Though a cognition lasts only for two moments
(ksana) and comes to an end in the third moment from
its origin, apeksabuddhi lasts three moments from ifs
origin and comes to an end in the fourth moment.
Why the exponents of the Nyaya-Vaisesika system
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allow a longer lease of life to apeksabuddhi than to
other varieties of cognition requires some explanation.
Apeksabuddhi is the cause of ‘two’ (dvifva) and the
higher numbers. If apeksabuddhi were to come to an
end at the third moment from its origin, dvitve would
come to an end at the fourth moment of apeksabuddhi.
Apcksabuddhi arises at a particular moment; at the
next moment, dvitva arises, and may come into relation
with an external sense—say sight—at that moment ; the
indeterminate perception of dvitvaiva (dvitvaetvaniryi-
kaltaka) comes into being at the third moment and the
determinate perception of dwitva arises at the fourth
moment ; if apebsabuddhi were to come to an end at
its third moment, dwitva would cease to exist at the
fourth moment, when it is actually seen; and to say
that a thing is seen at the moment at which it ceases to
exist is ohviously absurd. In order to avoid this
absurd result, the Nyiaya-Vaisesika hypothesis of
apelsabuddhi allows to it a life of three moments, its
end taking place at the fourth moment from its origin
and being followed at its fifth moment by the end of
dvitva, which continues to exist and comes to be seen
at the fourth moment. In Nydya terminology ekatra,
dvitya and such other terms ordinarily denote number
(saikhya), and may, in certain cases, denote the rela-
tion of being the object of a particular enumerative
cognition  (apeksabuddhi-visesa-visayatva). Ekatra
may also be taken occasionally in a negative sense,
when it is understood to mean uniqueness or ‘being not
seconded by another thing of the same species’ (sva-
sajatiyadvitiyarahityam). In VaiSesika treatises like
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Sarnkaramisra’s Sutropaskara, the process by which
apeksabuddlii originates and functions is described
thus: “The sense concerned comes into relation with
the thing in which dvitvais to be produced;then the
indeterminate perception of ekalvatoa, common to all
the numbers called c¢katea, arises; then the co-ordinat-
ing group-cognition (samuhdalambana) of two units of
ckatva arises; then dvitva itself comes into being; then
the indeterminate perception of dvitvaiva, the jatt
common to all the numbers called dvitva, arises; then
follows the determinate perception of dvifva; then the
two substances having duita are cognized; and lastly
such a cognition produces the corresponding impres-
sion (saiiiskara) in the soul.”” While ckatva is com-
pletely contained in a single container (pratyclka-
paryapta), dvitva and the higher numbers are partially
contained (wydsajyavrtti) in each of the containers
and completely contained only in groups of two and
SO on.

The Nyaya conception of number—more especially
of two and the higher numbers—as qualities inhering
in substance may be described by the opponents of the
Nyidya-VaiSesika realismand pluralism, as well as by the
exponents of the modern school of Nyaya (navya-
nydya), as specimens of the warty overgrowths dis-
figuring the complexion of Nyiya realism. But shrewd
critics who can probe into the heart of Nyaya may be
able to find in it an effective check to monistic thought
which seeks to efface completelyv all the numbers and
their metaphysical implications holding together the
component parts of the social fabric.
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19

T—Size is the special cause
of expressions pertaining to
measurement. It is found in all
the nine substances. It is of
four kinds—atomic, large, long
and short.

20

T—Separateness is the
special cause of expressions
such as ‘this is separate from
that>. It is found in all the
substances.

21

T—Contact is the special
cause of expressions such as
‘these are in contact with each
other.” It is found in all the
substances.

22
T—Disjunction is  the

quality which destroys contact.
It is found in all the substances.

23

T—Remoteness and proxi-
mity are the special causes of
expressions such as ‘this is
remote,” ‘this is near’. They
are found in the four substances
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beginning with earth and in
manas, They are of two kinds,
those that are due to time and
those due to space. In a remote
substance, spatial remoteness is
found; and in a substance lying
near, spatial proximity is found.
In an older person, temporal
remoteness is found; and in a
younger person, temporal proxi-
mity is found.

It will be seen that sections 18 to 21 and section 23
in the text define number, size, contact, remoteness and
proximity as special causes of the respective expressions
which refer to them. The term wyavahara is used in
the text and is usually understood in the sense of
‘expression in words’ or ‘putting into words’ (Sabda-
prayoga). One cannot say ‘this is one’ (ayamckah)
or ‘this is large’ (ayam mahan), unless the thing
referred to has the attribute connoted by the words
‘one’ (cka) or large (mahat). By elimination, the
attribute ekatva or mahattva can be shown to be distinct
qualities. In the case of the expressions referred to,
our experience enables us to establish the relation of
causality between them and the qualities connoted by
the expressions used. God, time, space and adrsia
(the unseen impressions resulting from good or bad
deeds) are believed by the Naiyayikas to be common
causes of all products; and to exclude these common
causes (sadhdranakdrana), the phrase asadharana-
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karana (special causes) is used in the definitions of
number, size, contact etc. All these definitions are
based on the supposition that the expressions referred
to are all correct and should be taken in their popular
sense.

In the Nyaya-Vaidesika system, the size of the
atoms—called parimandalya and the size of all-perva-
sive substances (v$bhu)—called paraman:ahaiiva are
eternal. The cause which produces a size is the corres-
ponding size of the component parts, as in the case of
all the degrees of mahatiza above that of a triad and
below that of an all-pervasive substance; or it is the
number (saiitkhya) of the component parts, as in the
case of the sizes of a triad and a dyad; or it is loose
contact (pracaya) of the component parts as in the case
of a ball of cotton. The two sizes denoted by the
words ‘long’ and ‘short’ (dirghatve and hrasvatva)
may well be brought under #ahattva and anutve and
need not be recognised to be distinct varieties of size.

The distinct position which separateness (prihak-
tva) occupies in the list of qualities recognised by the
VaiSesikas is dependent chiefly upon the view that the
experience embodied in the proposition ‘A jar stands
out separate from a cloth’ (ghatah patat prihak) should
be distinguished from the experience embodied in the
proposition ‘A jar is not a cloth’ (ghatah pato ma) and
that the former should be interpreted as an affirmative
proposition referring to the positive entity called
prthaktva and the latter as a negative proposition refer-
ring to the negative category of reciprocal non-existence
called unyomyabhave. Though the older Naiyayikas
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support this view, some of the Naiydyikas like Raghu-
natha Siromani shrewdly sce that this way of differ-
entiating prthakivae from enyonyabhava would only
amount to the recognition of some useless distinction
without any real difference and they discard prthakiva
along with similar useless qualities like remoteness and
distance, which are merely temporal and spatial rela-
tions involving a larger or smaller number of interven-
ing contacts (Vide part I111—p. 14).

It would be useful to refer again, in this connec-
tion, to the remarks at pages 51 and 52 of part III,
about the Nyaya conception of contact (sawiyoga) as a
quality and as an external relation possible only
between two substances. The Nyaya theorists would
not recognize contact between two all-pervasive sub-
stances, Contact may arise from activity (kriya) or
from another contact. The Ilatter variety is to be
found in the contact which arises between omne’s body
taken as a whole and a book, when the book is held in
one’s hand; and this variety of sui:voga called sazryo-
gaja-samyoga is an inevitable result of the Nyaya view
that a composite whole (avayavin) is totally different
fromits component parts. The contact which arises when
one hits with force is called abhighata (striking) and it
causes sound or some activity resulting in disjunction
between the things joined by such contact; and a con-
tact which does not cause sound or does not cause some
activity of the kind described is called nodana (push-
ing). In the Nyaya system, contact is a typical instance
of a non-pervasive object (avYapyavrtii). Certain

7
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things are spatially non-pervasive (daiSikavydpyavrtti) ;
for instance, contact with a monkey (kapisanipjoga) is
spatially non-pervasive in the sense that it may be said
to be present and not present in the same tree at the
same time, with reference to its top and foot. Ina
similar way, all the producible things (jamyapadartha)
are temporally non-pervasive in the sense that they may
be said to be present and not present in undivided time
(mahakala), with reference to the periods preceding
and following their production. Advanced students of
Advaita may realise that the conception of avyapya-
vrititra developed by the Naiyilyikas is, indeed, used by
them as their life-belt when they have to save their
realism from being drowned in the Advaitic deluge in
which everything other than the absolute Brahman
sinks down to the level of mithyd (unreal) and turns
out to be relatively real in the sense that it co-exists
with its own non-existence.

The VaiSesika theorists argue that disjunction
(vibhaga) should not be equated with the negation of
contact in any form; and the older Naiyayikas support
them. Disjunction cannot be the antecedent negation
of contact (samyogapragabhava); for, in cases where
we have the experience ‘these are disunited’ (fmnau
vibhaktan), we do not have the experience ‘these will
come into contact with each other’ (imau sanyuliau
bhavisyatah). Disjunction cannot be the total negation
of contact (samyogalyamtibhava); for, in that case,
one should have the experience ‘these two qualities are
disunited’ (¥mau gunau vibhakiaun), but one never has
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such experience of v$bhaga in the case of qualities. In
every case of disjunction, one invariably realizes that
contact is destroyed; but disjunction itself cannot be
identified with loss of contact (sariiyogandsa), for the
reason that contact is also lost when one of the substan-
ces in contact with each other happens to be destroy-
ed and that, in such cases, one does not speak of dis-
junction  (wibhdga). Loss of contact between two
substances which continue to exist has to be accounted
for. It cannot be the direct result of discretive move-
ment (kriya). For, in a case where a particular finger,
as a result of its activity, comes into contact with a tree
and the hand likewise comes into contact with the same
trec as a result of its movement, the finger may be
moved away {rom the tree and thus lose its contact
with the tiee; in that case, one speaks of the hand also
Insing contact with the same tree; the movement of the
finger may cause the loss of contact between the finger
and the tree; and this moviement does not belong to the
hand and cannot, therefore, have anything to do with
the luss of contact between the hand and the tree. In
such instances, the loss of saii.10oq4a should be attributed
to a cause other than movement (karma) and this
cause is called vibhaga or disjunction. By a process of
elimination, disjunction is brought under the category
called guna. This argument set forth by the Vaisesikas
to maintain that vibhdgae is a distinct quality involves
many an assumption which canrot be satisfactorily
sustained. The later Naiydyikas realize the weak
points in this argument and bring vibkdga under loss of
contact (samyogandsa).
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The qualities mentioned above, viz.—number,
size, separateness, contact, disjunction, remoteness
and proximity, and fluidity and viscidity are capable,
of being perceived by two of the external senses—
the sight and the touch. Sections 25 and 26 in the
following text deal with fluidity and viscidity.

24
T—Weight is the non-inti-
mate cause of the first downward
motion (of a falling substance).
It is found in earth and water.
25
T—Fluidity is the non-inti-
mate cause of the first flow (of
a fluid substance). Itis found
in earth, water and light. It is
of two kinds—natuial fluidity
and artificial fluidity. Natural
fluidity is found in water. Arti-
ficial fluidity is found in earth
and light. In certain varieties
of earth like ghee, etc., fluidity
of the artificial variety is
brought about through contact
with fire; and it is also found in
gold and such other varieties of
light.

26
T—Viscidity is the quality
which causes the lumping up of
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powder etc.,—i.e. the particles

of powder,etc., to adhere to each

other. It belongsonly to water.

The above definitions of gurutvae, dravatva and

snehe have hardly any scientific value and they are

based wholly on speculation resting upon certain popular

notions. "It should be noted that gurutva (weight),

according to Nyaya theorists, is beyond the range of

sense-perception (afindriya). The Naiyayikas main-

tain that, though oil and such other substances appear

to have viscidity (smeha), it really belongs to water
which forms part of those substances.

27

T—Sound is a quality
which is perceived by the ear. It
belongs only to the ether. Itis
of two kinds —uviz., noise and
alphabetic sound. Noise is found
in a drum and alphabetic sounds
form languages like Sanskrit.

The Nyaya-VaiSesika theorists di~tineni~h between
inarticulate noise called dhvani and articulate alpha-
betic sounds called varna. They further distinguish
three varieties of sounds, in view of the three kinds of
<auses which may produce them, These three varieties
are:—(1) the sound caused by contact (sanyogaja),
{2) the sound caused by disjunction (vibhagaja), and
(3) the sound caused by another sound itself (Sabdaja).
The first variety arises when a drum is beaten by a
stick; the second variety arises when a bamboo is split;
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and the third variety is to be found in the series of
sounds successively arising in the gkdsa intervening
hetween a drum, for instance, and thesense of hearing.
In Indian philosophy, a considerable measure of specu-
lative value is attached to the Nyaya theory of Sabdaja-
Sabda or series of successive and exactly similar sounds
arising in a continuous chain, beginning with the first
sound caused in the portion of ether delimited by the
substance that is struck, such as a drum, and ending
with the last sound that is caused in the portion of
ether representing the sense of hearing and is actually
heard. The Naiyayikas explain the way in whicha
sound-series is produced in auditory perception, by
means of two illustrations—uviz,, the illustration of
slittle wave and big wave’ (vicitaranganyiya) and the
illustration of kadamba buds. These two illustrations
suggest two ways of «xplaining how a sound comes to
be heard on all sides and inall the ten directions, in-
cluding the intermediate points and up and down. A
little circular wave springs up; around it a bigger wave
arises; around it a still bigger wave and so on; in this
way, a circular wave of sound is caused, around it a
bigger sound-wave and soon, until at last a certain
sound-wave is produced in such a way that it reaches
the senses of hearing which may be fit and ready to
hear in all the ten directions. In this explanation, there
is only one series consisting of several circular sound-
waves, each coming into relation with all the ten direc-
tions, One kadamba filament—which first shoots up,
causes several kadamba filaments to shoot up simul-
taneously in all the parts of a kadamba flower; in the
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same way, the first sound, produced at some point,
causes ten sounds to spring up simultaneously in all the
ten directions; and thev cause ten other sounds to
spring up in all the ten directions and so on; and thus
the sound in question comes to he heard on all sides. In
this explanation, the series of Sabdaja-Sabdas consists
of several groups of sounds, each group being taken to
be a ten. In the illustration of kadamba bud, it should
be remembered that each bud-like filamentofa kadamba
flower is described as a bud in the phrases kadamba-
mukulanyiye and kadambakorakanyayes. The expla-
nation suggested by the second illustration is consider-
ed unsatisfactory and cumbrous.

The Bhittas and Prabhakaras hold that alphabetic
or articulate sounds (wvernatmakasabda) are eternal.
The former maintain that varpae is an all-pervasive
eternal substance (nityam ibhu dravyawt); while the
Iatter hold that warna is an eternal quality (nityaguna).
The Mimamsakas seek to support their view that varpae
is eternal by referring to the recognition which we are
conscious of in the case of the same warna and which
takes a form like this:—<This sound g which I now
hear is the same as that g which I heard several times
before’ (So’yam gakarah). Onec can easily see the
reason why the Mimarhsakas are particularly solicitous
to maintain the theory of the eternity of varnas if one
remembers that the Mimarhsa theory of the eternity of
the Vedas rests upon ‘the eternity of warpas. The
Vaiyakaranas hold that the transcendental substratum
of varpas called sphota is real and permanent and that
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varnas themselves are not permanent. The Nyaya-
VaiSesika system maintains that every variia@ is caused
and the Vedas themselves were produced by God, the
recognition of the same varna like ‘This g is that’
(So’yam gakarah) being interpreted as referring to the
permanent jaii called gatva and not to the same
g-sound (ga-vyakti)/
28

T—(a) Buddhi and J#Rana
are the same thing,and stand for
cognition which is the cause of
all verbal expressions., It is of
two kinds—recollection and ex-
perience.

(0) Recollection is the cogni-
tion which is caused only by
reminiscent impression.

(¢) All cognitions other
than recollection come under ex-
perience. There are two kinds
of experiences, real and errc-
neous.

(d) The experience which
cogrizes an attribute as belong-
ing to a thing which really has
it, is real; and this is known as
prama (valid knowledge).

(e¢) The experience which
cognizes an attribute as belong-
ing to a thing in which it is not
present, is erroneous.
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(f)—Valid experience is of
four kinds—uiz., perception, in-
ference, assimila‘ive experience
and verbal experience.

(9)—The instrument of
valid expetience is also of four
kinds—the perceptive instru-
ment, the instrument of infer-
ence, assimilation, and sentence
or proposition.

Buddhi is an ambiguous term and it is used in
various senses in Sanskrit philosophical literature.
Sometimes it is used in the sense of antalikarana—the
imier organ of knowledge. It is also used in the sense
of determination (nifcaya), which is an aspect or
modification of antahkarana, according to the
Sarkhyas and Advaitins: and the connected words
mati and manas are contrasted with buddhi in this
sense, the word mat: being used in the sense of imagi-
nation or imaginative cognition of something yet to
come about (#:!irdy@miyocard) and the word manas
in the sense of a dubitative activity of antahkarana
which corresponds to doubt (vimarsaimakam manah).
The Naiyayikas are quite consistent and definite in
their use of the term buddhi, and they always take it to
be synonymous with mati, upalabdhi and jiigna; and
they take manas to be equivalent to antahkarana.

In the text, Annambhatta’s definition of buddhi
can be explained in two ways. The former part of
the text—sarvavyavahdarahetuh—may be taken to form
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the definition with the addition of the word gunae
(quality) and the tevm jiigna in the text mnay be under-
stood as merely emphasizing the idea that there is no
diffcrence between jiiana (knowledge) and Obuddhi
(cognition). Or the latter part of the text—jianam
buddliih—may be taken to constitute a satisfactory
definition of buddhi and may also be understood as
incidentally emphasizing the idea that buddhiand jiiana
are identical. According to the first explanation, the
delinition of buddhi amounts to this—+Cognition or
knowledge is a quality which is the cause of all inter-
communication through language.” As the oft-quoted
dictum—s‘artham buddhva sabdaracand’’ puts it, collo-
cation of suitable words always follows ideas of things;
and from this point of view, it is obvious that cogni-
tion is the invariable and indispensable antecedent of
intercommunication through speech. But this mode of
defining cognition is defective for the reason that it
does not cover cases of a peculiar type of cognition
called indeterminate cognition (wnirvikalpakajiiana),
which does not involve any kind of relation and which
can only be inferred and can never be embodied in any
proposition. Nirvikalpakajiiana is called avyapadesya
and it does not admit of being embodied in words; so,
it cannot be regarded as the cause of intercommunica-
tion through expression; and thus the definition
“saryayyaveharahctup” is vitiated by the defect of
avyapti (partial inapplicability or narrowness). In
order to remove this defect, the usual device of jati-
ghatitalaksana is resorted to and the scope of the defi-
nition is increased in this modified form—<Knowledge
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or cognition has a jdti which is not found in colour and
such other qualities and which is co-existent with the
causality of intercommunication through speech”,
This is indeed a clumsy definition. Annambhatta him-
self sees this and suggests in his Dipikd that the former
part of the text “sarvavyavaharahciuh’ may be taken
to be n:erely explanatory and the latter part ‘“jii@nam
buddhili” as the definition. In the Dipikd, Annam-
bhatta says “Janamityanuvyavasayayaniyam jidnatva-
meva laksanam—iti bhavah.” Thus acecrding to him,
Jianatva (cogniticnness), which is the generic attribute
(jat) @ 7.0+ all cognitions, is the distinctive
feature (asadharapadharma) of cognition. He also
suggests that the jati, called jilamatva, is arrived at
through the uniform experience of a cognition which
invariably assumes a form like this—I cognise a jar’
(yhatanm aham janami), or ¢l cognise a cloth’ (‘patam
aliam jama@ni). In such cases, the speaker is aware
of the fact that he 1s cognising a jar; or, in other
words, he has the anuvyavasaye of his vyavasaya, his
cognition of a jar Dbeing called vyavasdye and his
awareness or consciousness of such cognition being
called anuvyavasdya. It is only by a~suming a generic
attribute (jati), called jianatve, as the common
characteristic of all cognitions, that the uniformity in
the anuvyavasaye referred to can be satisfactorily
accounted for. And this jati may, with advantage, be
taken to represent the distinctive feature of cognition,

The phrase ¢jfianam buddhih’, in the text under
consideration is also to be understood as implying a
refutation of the Sarhkhya view that buddhs, upalabdhi



108 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC  [PaArT 11

and jiiana denote difterent things. In 1—1—15,
Gautama, the author of the Nyiaya-siitras, says that the
terms buddhi (cognition), upalabdhi (apprehension),
and jiidna (knowledge) should be understood to signify
the same thing (buddhirupalabdhirjnanamityanar-
thantaram). Vitsyiyana, Vacaspati and Udayana
interpret this sifra as refuting the Sarhkhya view that
these three terms denote entirely different things. In
the Samkhya system, the term luddhistands for the
first evolute called mahattattva, the etymological mean-
ing of the word buddhi being that which first springs
up (v budh=~s ndbudh—=to spring up) and that of the
word mahat being that which growsout of, and into
something clse (/ mah—=to grow or evolve). This
principle called buddhi is the first evolute evolved out
of the primordial maiter, called malaprakrti, and is, in
itself, bot a form of dead matter. However, through
proximity to the self-luminous consciousness (cit),
called purusa, the material evolute, buddhi, cores to be
enlivened, as it were, by consciousness (cailanya) and
undergoes various transformations, of which one of the
most important is called adhyavasaye (determinative
cognition).  Adhyavasaya, in the Sarkhya sense,
usually takes the form «This should be done by me”
(idam kartavyam maya). The Sarkhyas describe
buddhs, in its adhyaevasaya phase, as consisting of three
constituent factors (aitfattayavati buddhih). These
three factors are the egoic element (madasirsah), the
element of voluntary decision (kartavyamiti vyaparar-
$ah), and the objective element of ‘this’ (idamamsah).
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The egoic element or madaiisa, in the Sarbkhya termi-
nology, is said to represent what is called purusoparaga,
which is an unreal element con~i~tiny in the reflection
of the absolutely passive and self-luminous cit called
purusa,in the reflectory, mirror-like, matter called buddhz,
or which is the result of the erroneous identification of
purusa with buddhi, The element of voluntary decision
is a real factor and represents a real modification of
buddhi. The objective element of ‘this’ (idamanisal).
is but an objective modification of buddii unfolding
itself through the sense-organs; and this element is
known as knowledge or cognition (jilana) and is real,
Apprehension or upalabdhi is the relation between the
objective factor, called vigayopardga and represented by
idamams$a and equated with jiiana, on the one hand,
and the absolute purusa, on the other; and wpalabdhi is
thus an unreal factor, for the reason that purusa, ac-
cording to the Samkbyas, cannot be conceived of as
having any real relation. The well-known illustration
of a mirror being held before a person’s face is used in
this connection by the Sarikhyas to explain these dis-
tinctions. When a mirror is held before the face of a
person, the reflection of the face is seen through the
mirror. If that person happens to breath out on the
surface of the mirror, the surface looks dim and the re-
flected image of the face also looks dim. One may
fancy, in these circumstances, that the face also is dim.
In this illustration, the dimness caused on the surface
of the mirror is real and the fancied relation between
this dimness and the face itself that is reflected in the
mirror is unreal. Similarly, j@idna which is the cogni-
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tive modification of the first evolute (buddhi), is a real
factor; and it comes to have a false relation with puru-
sa through his reflection in bsddhi, in the same
way as the dimness of the mirror comes to have a false
relation with the real face through its reflection. This
false relation is called wupalabdhi (apprehension). It
will be seen that, in the Sarhkhya theory, jiiana is
entirely material in its nature and origin and becomes
apparently spiritualised to some extent when it comes
to have a false relation with purusa; and this false
relation with the spirit is called wupalabdhi and is
presented in experiences like ‘I apprehend’ (aham
upalabhe). The Naiyiyikas contend that the sub-
stratum of voluntary decision (krt) ought to be regard-
ed as the substratum also of knowledge or cognition
(jiiana) which there is hardly adequate reason to distin-
guish from consciousness (cailanya) or apprehension
(upalabdhii). Thiscontention is embodied in Gautama’s
satra buddiirupalabdhirjiianamityanarthantaram
and students of Nyiya are reminded of the view embo-
died in this s@fra, when they consider Annambhatta’s
statement « jiianam buddhily ™.

Cognition is flrst divided into two main heads
—recollection  (smrii) and experience (anubhava).
Annambhat{a defines recollection as a cognition caused
solely by impressions. The impressions referred to
here are reminiscent impressions (bhdvana) derived
from prior cognitions. In this definition, the word
‘solely’ (#natra) is intended to exclude recognition
(pratyabhijiia), which is a perceptual experience
(pratyaksa) arising through the relation of a sense-



Cu. 1] PERCEPTION 111

organ with some object (indriyarthasarnikarsa) and
through reminiscent impressions derived from a prior
cognition of the same object. ‘This isthat person’
(so’yam purusah) —cognitions of this type are ins-
tances of recognition and should not be confounded
with cases of recollection. [While the Advaitins and
Bhittas would explain recognition (praiyabhijiia) as a
cognitive complex consisting of two parts, one repre-
senting perceptual experience (pratyaksa) and the
other recollection (smarana), the Naiyayikas, as
champions of consistency, would not accept such
explanations and would banish from their world all such
centaurian and monstrous complexes. Thus, in the
Nyaya theory, it has become necessary to bring recog-
nition under perceptual experience of a special type
and to exclude 1t from the scope of the definition of
recollection (smyrti). The Nyiya theory of smytiis
that certain kindsof cognition, which are different from
indifference (upeksa), invariably lecave reminiscent
impressions (Ohavandripasaiiiskara) in atnan and that
these impressions are kindled up under certain condi-
tions and cause recollection. Lvery group of reminis-
cent impressions causing a recollection comes to an end
immediately after its effect is produced. But this
would not mean that after once recollecting soi.cthiing,
it would no longer be possible to recall it again to
memory; for, every recollection would, in its turn,
cause a reminiscent impression. Thus, according to
the older Nyaya theory, every recollection, even when
it relates to the same object, is caused by a different set
of reminiscent impressions. Later Naiy@yikas and
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Advaitins, on the other hand, hold that the recollections
of the same object are all produced by the same set of
reminiscent impressions, which merely acquire enhanced
intensity through every recollection. Cognitions which
admit of being reproduced in memory through reminis-
cent impressions are classified under three heads by the
Vaisesikas and Naiyayikas of the older school:—
patupratyaya, abhyasapratyaya and ddarapratyaya,
The normal type of cognition which involves the mini-
mum degree of attention sufficient to ensure reprodu-
cation in memory is called ‘vivid cognition' (patupra-
fy-&ya). By repeatedly revolving a certain idea in one’s
mind, one comes to have what may be called ‘repeti-
tional cognition’ (abhydsapratyaya). When one’s mind
gets riveted to a wonderful or extraordinary object,
the cognition that arises is known as ‘regardful cogni-
tion’ (adarapratyaya). All the cognitions other than
recollection (smyrti) aretechnically known as anubhava.
This technical use of the term anubhava is common in
$astraic literature and it has to be rendered by the
English equivalent ‘experience’. In its technical sense,
as used in Nyaya-Vaisesika literature, it may denote
any kind of experience direct or indirect, perceptual
(pratyaksika), or inferential (@numanika), or verbal
($&bda). In some places, the word anubhava is
somewhat loosely used in the sense of direct experience
or direct realization. Students of Nyaya should take
care to avoid confusion between these two uses of
word anubhava.

Anubhava is divided in Nydya literature into real
(yathartha) and unreal (ayathdrtha). The first variety
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is also called prama and the second variety is also called
bhrama. The etymology of the term prama draws
attention to the fact that the experience denoted by that
term is sound or valid, as the prefix pra indicates. The
etymology of the term Dhrama draws attention to the
fact that the thinker’s mind goes astray in every case
of erroneous experience. The term yatharthe means
exactly corresponding to the object; and the definition
of wvalid experience, that it cognises an attribute as
helonging to an object which really has it, is directly
based on the meaning of the term yathariha; and
likewise, the definition of erroneous experience, that it
cognizes an attribute as belonging to an object which,
in fact, does not have i, is based on the meaning of
the term ayathartha, To cognize a piece of silver lying
before one as a piece of silver (purovariini rajate
‘tdam rajaiam’ ili pratitth) is valid experience; and to
cognize a shell, or mother of pearl, or nacre as it is
called, as a piece of silver (Suktan ‘idam rajatam’ iti
pratitih) is erroneous experience,

In order to understand correctly the definitions of
valid and erroneous experiences, as given in the text, it
is necessary to acquire some knowledge of the termi-
nology by which the Naiyayikas indicate the content of
a cognition, with a measure of quantitative precision
which is nor ordinarily achieved through English ex-
pression. Every dcterminate experience involves an
objective complex as representing its objective con-
tent. The objective content of cognition is called
visaya (objective); the cognition itself is known as
visayin (subject); and the relation between a cognition

8
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and its object is known as visayavisayibhava (subject-
object-relation). In the Nyaya-VaiSesika system, this
is conceived of as an external relation between two
distinct relata which are two realities connected with
each other for the time being. The problem of the
relation Dbetween the subject (wvigayin=jiiana) and
object (visaya) is solved by the Naiyadyikas in this
way. Objects like a jar or a piece of cloth exist out-
side the sphere of cognition (jiiana) as realitics inde-
pendent of cognition. Through wisayata (ohjectness),
which is a kind of self-linking relation (szarapasam:-
bandha) and is merely a phase of the object cognized,
an object comes into relation with cognition, which has
the correlated counterpart of wiseyaia kncwn as
visayitd (subjectness). Visayita is also a kind of
self-linking relation and is merely a phase of the
vigayin which cognizes. The Nanvayikas hold that,
while scveral realities n ay exist independently of cog-
nition, the latter never exists independently of, and as
dissociated from, the objects that are cognizad; and this
is regarded by the Nydya theorists »+ a state of things
fatal to idealism.  They forget, however, that their
realism ultimately rests upon experience and what is
relied upon as the only guarantee of the objective rea-
lity of the external world is the content or form which
is involved in experience, and which idealism or sub-
jectivism can easily merge in cognition.

The Nyiva relation of visayarvisayibhava involves
two correlated parts known as wisayald (objectness)
and visayitd (subjectness) and the correlation of these
two parts is dcnoted by the word mirapita, The
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objective content of a.determinate cognition or judg-
ment is constituled by three parts,—uviz., the principal or
leading concept called visesya (substantive), one or
more subordinate concepts called viSesana or prakdre
(adjunct), and a relation (samsarge) connecting the
vifesana and wvisesya, These three parts form the
complex object (visaya) of a judgment; the aspect of
vigayal@ which belongs to the viesya is called viscsyatad
(substantiveness) ; that which belongs to the ziScsana
is called wifcsanata (adjunctness); and that which
belongs to sasitsarga is called switsaryald (relation-
ness). In the judgment ‘the cloth isred’ (raklah
patal), cloth is the visesya, red col ur is presented as
the visegana, and the relation between the redness and
cloth is inherence (samavaya) and that s presented as
the samsarga. The visayata which belongs to these
threethings 1s presented in three forms, vis.,,—uvisesyata,
visesanala or prakarald and samsaryat@. These three
aspeets of visayata are correlatea to eachr other and to
the visayiia@ (subjectness) which belongs to the cogni-
tion in which they are presented. lhe correlation of
these factorsis expressed in S.nskrit by the symbolic
terms nir@ipaka and niripya. The boundary of each of
the objective factors 1s exactly defined by a reference
to the delimiting feature which is also presented in the
coguition under consideration. In the example referred
to, cloth is presented as visesya, not under the aspect
of dravyalva (>ubstanceness), but .under the specific
aspect of patatva (clothness); red colour is presented
as vifesana or prakara, not under the aspect of g¥natva
{qualityness), but under the specific aspect of rakiatva
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(red-colourness) ; and samazayae (inherence) is pre-
sented as samsarga, not under the aspect of samban-
dhatva (relationness), but under the specific aspect of
samavayatva (inherenceness). The required specifi-
cations in these cases are made by referring to patatva,
raktatva and semavdyaiva as the delimiting adjuncts
(avacchedaka) respectively of the wviscsyata in the
cloth, the prakarata in the red-colour and the samsar-
gatd in inherence. Thus by a clever use of the terms
avacchedaka (delimiting). avacchedya or avacchinna
(delimited ), and miritpaka or niripile (corrclating or
correlated), in the instance taken for illustration,
vis.,—the judgment ‘raktali ratal’ (the cloth is red),
the objective content may be described in the following
way, with a considerable measure of quantitative pre-
cision:— “It is a counition whose wvisayitd (subject-
ness) is correlated to the viscsyata (substantiveness)
delimited by clothness (patatva), the vifesyata in its
turn being correlated to the prakarata (adjunctness)
delimited by red-colourness (rakta-ripatva), and the
sansargata (relationness) correlated to the said prakad-
ratd and viScsyald@ being delimited by inherenceness
(samavayatva). The Sanskrit expression which
exactly describes the objective content of the judgment,
sthe cloth is red’ (raktah patah), may be set forth
thus :—*“raktatvavacchinnaprakdaratanirdapila—patatva-
vacchinmaviSesyataniripita — samavayatvavacchinna-
sasargataniripita—uvisayita$als jiianam’’. In this way
the disposition of the component factors of the objec-
tive content of a cognition is exactly indicated by
means of the symbolic words avacchedaka and nirapita.
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The definitions of prama and bhrama, as given in the
text, are somewhat defective, since they do not indicate
correctly the correlation between the viSesyatd and
prakaratd. In the definition of prama, for instance, as
given in the text, the substantive having a certain
attribute is referred to as wvifesya and the particular
attribute as prakdra. This amounts to saying that in
prama, if silverness is presented as prakdra, silver
having silverness (7@jatalva) in it is also presented as
visesya.  Though, for all practical purposes, this looks
like a correct definition of pramad, it would break down
when considered in the light of certain group-cogni-
tions (samihalambana), in which two or more sub-
stantival factors (visesya) are presented as co-ordinate
objects associated with certain adjuncts, Nacre and
silver (Sukt: and ra7ata) may both be presentin a cer-
tain place; a group-cognition, which at once mistakes
nacre for sitver and silver for nacre, may arise; itisa
sainihalambanabhraina which takes the form,—These
are silver and nacre” (ime rajatasukti); the dcefinition
of prama as given in the text would be applicable to
this case of bhrama for the reason that silverness
(rajatatva) and nacreness (S#ktitva) are presented as
attributes (prakdara) and the two things, nacre and
silver, which really have the two attributes mentioned,
are presented as leading concepts (wifesya). There is
nothing in the definition of prama, as given in the text,
which would exclude such cases of samuhalambana-
bhrama. To exclude such cases, it is necessary to point
out that the adjunctness (prekarata) of the attribute
presented in a valid cognition is correlated with the
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substantiveness (vifesyata) of the thing really having
that attribute. In the erroneous group-cognition (samii-
halambana) above referred to, the substantiveness of
nacre is not rightly correlated with the adjunctness of
nacreness but wrongly correlated with the adjunctness
of silverness; and similarly the adjunctness of
nacreness and the substantiveness of silvirness are
wrongly correlated with each other. A correct des-
cription of this erronecus group-cognition in accord-
ance with the technical terminology of the Naiyayikas
wouli facilitate a correct appreciation of these remarks.

This  semuhalambana may be described thus in
Sanskrit:—

“rajatatvanistha-Pprakarataniriapita- Sukimistha- vi-
Sesyata cka, Suktitvanistha-prakarataniripita-rajatonis-
thavifesyata apara, etadrsevisesyitadvavaniripila-visa-
yitasali ‘tme Suktirajate’ iti samahalambanam.”

Thus it will be seen that the correct and complete
definition of prama or valid cognition is that itisa
cognition in which the thing that is presented as sub-
stantive (v Segya) has the attribute which is presented
as adjunct (prakdra) and the substantiveness (zife-
syata) of the former is presented as correlated with the
adjunctness (prakaraia) of the latter. For a similar
reason, the definition of bhrama, as given in the text,
should be amplified with a view to securing greater
precision. A bhrama is an erroneous cognition in
which the thing that is presented as substantive
(viSesya) does not have the attribute presented as
adjunct (prakdra), though the substantiveness
(viSesyat@) of the former is presented as correlated
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with the adjunctness (prakaratd) of the latter. This
definition would be applicible to cases of erroneous
cognition like ‘this is silver’ (ddam rajatam’), where
nacre is mistaken for silver; and 1t also excludes cases
of valid group-cognition (samshalambanaprama) like
‘these are silver and nacre’ (dme rajatasulkii), where
both silves and nacre are seen as such and not con-
founded with each other.

In this connection, it is desirable to say a few
words about the way in which the Nyaya theorist
solves the problem of knowledge and the connected
questions of truth and error. The realism of Nyaya,
which recognizes complete difference (bheda) hetween
the object (visaya) and subject (wvisayin) or between
the known object (jiieya) wnd the cognizing knowledge
(jiana) has inevitably to face the problem of truth and
error and to suggest some solution which may be con-
sistent with the Nyaya thcory, 1f the jfieya should be
wholly different from jiigna, hc w is the gulf between
these two real factors to be bridged over, seeing that
they are fundamentally different? How is knowledge
possible at all? Knowledge is a real factor and its
object is also a real factor existing independently of
knowledge. To a Naiyiyika, esse can never be percipi,
If it is the nature of knowledge, as the Naiyayika con-
tends, to come into relation with a real object existing
outside knowledge, what is it that bridges over
the gulf between these two factors? The Nyaya
theorist who recognizes a scheme of external relations
finds it easy to point out that through the self-linking
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relation (svaripasambandha) of subject and cobject
(visayavisayibhava), the cognizad reality (jfieya) and
the cognizing reality (jiana) can be brought together.
The secret of the Nyiya conception of svaréipasam-
bandha is that relation is but a phase of rcality and
every real object involves that phase. From the Nyaya
point of view, it is perfectly iniciiiziile that knowledge
is knowledge of a real object external to it and is not
simply knowledge of ideas which are only copies of ob-
jects. It is one of the advantages of the Nyaya concep-
tion of relation being wholly external that the Naiya-
yikas can account for cognition without the mediation
of ideas as idealists and subjectivists find it necessary
to do. So, in Nyiya epistemology, it may be said that
the Naiyayika has no difficulty in solving the problem
of knowledge, the term knowledge being understood as
cognition of objective reality, while there is rcal difli-
culty in " for the difference between truth and
error, or valid cognition and crroneous cognition, con-
sistently with the realistic standpoint of Nyaya meta-
physics, not to speak of the difficulties involved in the
Nyaya theory of external relation. In a valid cognition
like ‘thisis silver’ ($dam rajatam), where silver is seen
correctly as silver, the Naiyayika contends that its
objective content exactly corresponds to the external
realities represented by the attribute ‘silverness’, the
thing possessing that attribute, v12., silver, and their
relation of inherence (samaraya). It should be re-
membered here that according to Nyaya epistemology,
the objective content of a cognition is not contained in
cognition but exists outside it and it is called ‘content’
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only in the sense that the relation of object and subject
(visaya and visayin) connects it with jiana. Ina
valid cognition, the exact correspondence between
jfiana and jiicye, as already explained, consists in the
correct correlation of the phases of visayavisayibhava,
v4z2., adjunctness (prakarata), substantiveness (vise-
syatd) and relationness (samsargatad). Inan errone-
ous cognition like ‘this is silver' (idam rajatam),
where nacre ($u ti=mother of pearl) is mistaken for
silver, the objective content does not exactly corres-
pond to the external realities represented by silverness,
silver and their relation; and the lack of correspond-
ence in such cases is due to a wrong correlation of the
phases of wfsayavisayibhaze, the adjunctness (prakad-
rata) of the real silverness which belongs to the real
silver existing elsewhere being erroneously correlated
with the substantiveness (zifesyata) which belongs to
the nacre presented as ddam (this). Thus, a careful
analysis of the Nyiya definition of prama and bhrama
would make it clear that the Naiyayikas are prepared
to regard fruth and error as consisting in correspond-
ence and lack of correspondence with objective reality.

The Nydya theory of bhrama is known as anya-
th@khyitivdda or the theory which explains erroneous
cognition as misapprehension of one thing as another
thing. In the phrase anyathakhyati, the term khyati
means ‘cognition’ and a@nyathd means ‘otherwise than
what it is’. When nacre is wrongly seen as silver, the
erroneous cognition that arises takes the form ‘this is
silver’ (idam rajatam). Here, ‘this’ stands for nacre
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lying in front of the knower; and it is first seen asa
white piece and not as nacre, the distinctive feature of
nacre being missed cither through some defect in sight
or in the particular situation in which the visuval per-
ception arises.  The visual perception of racre as ‘this’
(idamt) arises in the ordinary way, through laukika-
sanmikarse or through the normal sente-relation of
contact between the sense and the object seen. The
real silverness (rajatatva), which belongs to the real
silver existing elsewhere, is presented in this visual
perception as the attribute of nacre scen as ““dam’ in a
general form; neither the real rajata nor the real
rajatatva could he said to be connected with the sense
of sight through normal sense-relation (laukikasanni-
karsa); and without sannikarsa (sense-relation) heing
established hetween the sense-organ concerned and the
obhject to be perccived, perception cannot arise.  So,
the Naiyayikas hold that the real silver and silverness
come to be connected with the sense of sight through an
extra-normal type of sensc-relation (alaukikasanni-
karsa) which is called jianalaksanapratyasatti (sense-
relation represented by cognition), The details relating
to the different kinds of extra-normal sense-rclation
causing extra-normal perception will be fully explained
under section 30, infra. In the present instance of
erroneous cognition, features like white colour and
brightness, wlich nacre possesses in common with
silver, are noticed ; they remind the knower of the real
silver and silverness which he might have seen else-
where; and the recollection (smri1) of the real silver-
ness (rajatafra) constitutes the exta-normal relation
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represented by cognition (jiidnalaksanapratydsatii),
which brings silverness within the scope of the visual
sense seeing nacre as ‘this’ (idam) in the ordinary way.
Thus, according to the Naiydyikas, the visual mis-
apprehension of nacre as silver is an extra-normal
variety of visual perception (alaukikacaksusa). It
may bhe noted here that the proposition ‘One thing is
mistaken for another’ (amyat anyatha grhyate), which-
brings out the meaning of thetechnical phrase anyatha-
khyati, is interpreted in two ways in Nyiya literature,
The earlier Naiyayikas like Vaicaspatimiéra would take:
this proposition to mean ‘One reality is mistaken for
another reality’ (sadantaram sadantargtmana grhyate);
while later Naiyayikas like Gange$opadhyaya would
take it to mean, ‘A realobject which does not have a
certain attribute is mistaken in an extra-normal percep-
tion as having that attribute, which exists elsewhere’
(tadabhavavat vastu tcdvat jiayate).

Students of Nyaya epistemology cannot adequate-
ly estimate the phul sophical value of the Nyiya theory
of anyathakhyati without comparing it to some extent
with the theories of bhrama (khyativada) propounded
by the other schools of Indian philosophy. There are
five theories of bhrama; viz., the theory of self-appre-
hension (dtmakhyati), the theory of non-being’s appre-
hension (asatkhyati), the theory of nom-apprehension
(akhyati), the theory of misapprchension (anyathd-
khyati), and the theory of indefinable’s apprehension
(anirvacaniyakhyati). The Yogicara school of Bud-
dhism, otherwise known as the Vijfidnavada school,
explains erroneous cognition as consisting in the ‘self”
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which is identical with consciousness, externalising
itself in the form of objects like silver; all determinate
cognitions of objects, according to the Yogacara
subjectivists, are erroneous; this theory of bhrama is
called atmakhyativada (theory of self-apprehension).
The nihilistic school of Buddhists, otherwise known as
the Madhyamaka school, explains bhrama as consisting
in the cognition of a non-being (asat) ; inthe case of the
erroneous cognition ‘this is silver’ which arises where
there is no silver, the object of the cognition is a non-
being (asat) ; on the strength of experience, even non-
heing should be taken to admit of being cognized; this
theory of bhrama is known as asatkhyativida. The
Prabhikara school of Mimarhsakas explains all cases of
bhrama as cases of non-apprehension. They contend
that, in the cognition of silver where only nacre is seen,
two cognitions arise in fact, one cognition being the
perception of nacre in a general way as this (idam)
and not as : ... ..* _ the distinctive feature of
nacreness, and the other cognition being the recollection
of silver previously cognized elsewhere. The recollec-
tion of silver in this case is not identified by the knower
as recollection, but is cognized by him merely as cogni-
tion, since the object of recollection—uiz,, silver is
thought of merely as silver, stripped of its association
with past time and the particular place where it was
seen, The Priibhdkaras describe such recollection by
the phrase Aramustatattakasmarana or ‘recollection of
an object robbed of its that-mess.’ In certain other
cases of bhrama like ‘the conch is yellow’ (pitah
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Sankhah), the Prabhakara theorist explains that two
imperfect perceptions arise, one being the visual
perception of a conch as such, its real colour being
missed, and the other being the visual perception of
the yellow colour of the bilious matter which causes
jaundice (pittadravyapitima), the relation of the yellow
colour to the bilious substance being missed. Thus in
all cases of bhrama, two distinct cognitions—either a
perception and a recollection or two perceptions—arise;
their distinction is missed; and the difference between
objects comes to be missed for the time being; as a
result of such non-discrimination, volitional decision
(Pravriti or yatna) leading to voluntary activity arises;
a voluntary activity with a view to seizing the object of
bhrama, such as silver, folows; the knower in such cases,.
acting on his knowledge, realises through his experience
that his activity has becomz futile, as he finds only
nacre on the particular spot and no silver at all; and in
those cases, in view of the fact that the volitional
decision (pravrtii) of the knower concerned leads to a
futile activity, the cognitive antecedent of such a futile
praurttiis technjcally called bhrama. It will be seen
that, while the Prabhikaras are prepared to give aplace
to the term bhrama in their vocabulary, they maintain
that all experiences are valid (enubhatih prama) and
that the so-called cases of bhrama are only undiscri-
minated jumbles of cognitions whose ubjects also happen
to be undiscriminated for the time being (j#iénayoh
visayayosca vivekagrahat bhramaejh). In other words,
according to the Prabhakaras, to experience is te
experience validly and to err in experience is to experi-
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ence imperfectly, though validly, the imperfection con-
sisting merely in non-discrimination and not in
misapprehension, The Nyaya theory of anyathakhyat:
has already been cxplained, The Bhdttas, for all
practical purposes, adopt the Nyaya theory of bhrama,
with this difference—that they describe a bhrama as
viparitakhydti or contrary experience; that they do not
account for bhrama through extra-normal sense-rela-
tion; and that the relation (saiisarga) between nacre
and silverness (7@jalatra) or “iddam and rajatam’ (‘this’
and ‘silver’), in the case of the misapprehension of
nacre as silver, is a non-being (@sat). Among the
Vedantins, those of the dualistic school (dvaitinak)
maintain what they call their own version of anyatha-
khydti and contend that, in cases of erroneous experi-
ence like Suktirajatabhrama, the silver which is
presented in Obhrama is non-being  out-and-out
(atyantasat) within the sphere of nacre, though it is
rcal elsewhere; and the chief argument in support of
this view is that the sublating cognition (badiraka-
pratitt), which arises later takes the form—‘“There
was no silver at all here in the past; it is not here now;
and it will never be here in the future” (natra rajatam
asit, asti, bhavisyats), and it totally denies the existence
of silver.within the sphere of nacre in the past, the pre-
sent and the future, The Vedantins of the ViSistadvaita
school adopt the Pribhakara theory of akhydti with
certain modifications and their version of akhydti is
known as ‘nan-apprchension cum apprehension of
reality’ (akhyatisamvalita-satkhyati)., Sri Ramanuja
and his followers hold that the vbject of bhrama is
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always real and there is strictly speaking no invalid
cognition at all. In the perception of nacre as silver,
it is the silver which is included among the component
parts of nacre that is scen. They assume that subs-
tances which are similar must have some component
parts in common, that silver is made up of parts of
nacre and parts of silver and iscalled silver because
the con-tituent parts represented by silver predominate;
that in the constitution of nacre, likewise, the pre-
domin: ting part is represented by nacre and there is a
small portion of silver; and that this small portion of
silver it is, that happens to bhe seen when nacre is seen
as silver, Thus according to the school of Sri Rama-
nuja, a person who errs in cognition really blunders
into a subtle truth which, under normal conditions, is
missed or ignored.

A critical student of Indian philosophy would find
reason to be dissatisfied with every one of these
theories of bhrama. The non-existent or non-! cing
(asat) is an absolute zero and cannot be perserted in
any experience, though the Midhyamakas insist that
we are helpless in the matter and have to recognize the
possibility of asat being presented in experience on the
strength of experience itself. The Yogacira idealist
endeavours to improve upon the nothingistic explana-
tion of the Madhyamakas by saying that consciousness
comprises its configuration (sakdram vijiianam), and
in its externalised form, it is presented in itself as its
object. But one can easily sce that this explanation in-
volves a number of inconsistencies. The Nyaya realist

realizes that nothing but reality (sat) admits of being
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presented in experience; he explains that error consists
in .onfoanding one reality with another reality and
complicates his theory by trying to bring the absent
reality within the range of the sense-organ concerned
through the extra-normal relation (a'aukikasannikarsa)
represented by some form of cognition itself (jiidna-
laksanapratyasatti). The Bhatta realists, while adop-
ting the theory of anyathakhyati, find it necessary to
accommodate themselves to the asatkhydti theory, in
holding that the samsarga element in the apprehension
of nacre as silver and in such other cases is a non-heing
(a@sat). The Pribhakara realist sees the danger of
compromise with the asatkhydti on the one side, and on
the other side, sees how the Nyaya theory that one
reality is presented as another reality (sadantaram
sadantaratinand grhyatc) would inevitably reduce
itself to a variety of asatkhydti for the obvious reason
that one reality never exists (is asat) in the form of
another reality, In order to avoid these difficulties
the Prabhidkara realist adopts the extreme theory of
akhydts. Though this is the only theory which could
be said to be perfectly consistent with realism, it is not
adequate to account for the volitional decision
(pravrtti) and the further activity that follows a
bhrama. As Vicaspatimisra points out in his Tatparya-
tika and Bhamati, (in the akhydtivada) one could find
as much justification in non-identification (abheda-
grdha), for the two cognitions in cases of bhramas
appearing as two cognitive units and consequently for
the two objects in such cases appearing as different, as
in non-discrimination (bheddgraha), for the two
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cognitions and their two objects in suchcases appearing
as one and the same; and as a result, if there should
be volitional decision in the direction of activity on the
latter ground, there should be volitional decision in the
opposite direction of abstention on the former ground
and the knower should hang between pravriti and
nivrtti. These difficulties, the Advaitins endeavour to
mect by propounding the theory of anirvacaniyakhyati
and explaining bhirama as experience of a relatively
real object, which is neither absolute being (sat), nor
absolute non-being (asat), nor both. According to
the Advaitins, when nacre is seenassilver, for instance,
what happens is thisi—over the real suhstratum
(adhisthana) represented by a nacre, or more correctly,
nacre-delimited spirit (Suktyavacchinnacaitanya) the
beginningless positive mist of nescience (anadibhava-
ripdjiiarna) happens to be thrown; when the sense of
sight comes into relation with nacre in a general way,
the mist is partly dispelled by the cognitive modification
of anta)ikarana which takes the form ‘this’ (idama-
karavrtti); the mist of nescience, however, continues
to veil the nacreness of what is seen as this (idam)
and, reinforced by the prepossessions of the knower’s
mind and by the similarity between the object seen as
‘this’ and silver, undergoes transformation, with the
result that silver comes into being also with the cogni-
tion of silver, which is but a cognitive modification of
nescience (Suktyavacchinnacaitanyadhisthitavidya raja-
tariipena rajatakaravrttiripena ca parinamate); silver
which thus comes into being has relative reality; it is
said to be anirzacaniya in the sense that it does not
9
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admit of being definitely described as sa¢ (being), or
asat (non-being) or both; and it isalso said to be
pratibhdsika in the sense that it is coterminous with its
presentation in cognition. It will thus be seen that the
Advaitin’s theory of bAhrama regards it as a cognitive
complex consisting of two cognitive factors, one of
them being a vrtti of antahkarana and the other being
a vrtti of avidyd. According to this theory, the object
of a bhrama is real in a relative sense and comes into
being along with the Dhrama and lasts as long as the
bhrama lasts; and there is no need for accommodation
to asatkhyati or for any complication in the form of
extra-normal (alaukika) sense-relation. That the
Advaitins have no particular animus against the
advocates of anyathikhyativada is evident from the
way in which they are readily willing to accept the
explanation of anyathakhyati in the case of what is
known as sopadhikabhrama, where theobject of bhirama
happens to be within the normal scope of the sense-
organ, as, for instance in the erroneous perception of a
crystal (sphatika) as red-coloured when a japa (China
rose) is seen to be in its vicinity. Such students of
Indian philosophy as are capable of critically reviewing
the five ‘theories’ of bhrama (khyativada) set forth
here would not find it difficult to conceive of an appro-
priate graph by means of which the epistemological
inter-relation of these theories may be exhibited and
comprehended. If one could imagine that epistemo-
logical thought starts with asatkhyati as centre and, in
its endeavour to escape from it, swings forcibly between
the two diametrical termini of anyathakhyats and
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akhyats, it would not be difficult to imagine that such
thought inevitably describes a comprehensive epistemo-
logical circle in the form of amirvacaniyakhyats, which
easily accommodates itself to akhyati in respect of the
non-discrimination of the two wvrttis constitutinga
bhravia and to anyathakhydti by complete surrender in
the case of sopadhikabhrama.

It would be quite appropriate to consider here the
Nyara view regarding the way in which the validity
and invalidity of a cognition, or truth and error, or
pramanyae and apramanya have to be accounted for and
ascertained. The Naiyayikas hold that validity and
invalidity of cognitions are made out through extrinsic
considerations and are brought about by extrinsic
circumstances, In other words, according to the
Naiyayikas, validity and invalidity cannot be said to be
intrinsically made out (svalograhya) or intrinsically
brought about (svatojunya). Intrinsicality (svatastva)
in respect of the knowledge of reality consists in reality
being made out by every means by which the cognition
having it is ascertained but not ascertained to be
invalid. This definition of svatograhyatva is expressed
thusin the technicallanguageof Nyaya:—‘“pramanyasya
jhaptau svatastvam ‘alifriicivyiirinatayi: ajjid.ca-
grahakasamagrigrahyatvam.’” Whenever a person
knows that he cognizes and does not know for the
moment that he errs, he also knows that he validly
cognizes:—this is the contention of the advocatesof
svatograhyatva or the theory that validity is intrinsically,
made out. Thus, if a person could become aware of
the existence of a cognition in him in a hundred ways
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without becoming aware that that cognition iserroneous
and in any one of those cases he becomes aware of the
cognition only without becoming aware of its validity,
the definition of sva@tograhyatva would not hold good
and the view that validity is made out extrinsically
(paratograhya) has inevitably to be accepted. The
Naiyayikas explain their position thus in regard to this
question. A determinate cognition like “this is silver’”
(idam rajatam) is called vyavasaya and it is presented
first in the anuvyavasaya (after-cognition or conscious-
ness of a cognition) which takes a form like this—*I
cognize this silver” (idam rajatam janami), and in this
anuvyavasaya, the validity of the cognition referred to
is not presented. If such enuwvyavasaye were to in-
variably take cognizance of the validity of such vyava-
saya, it would not be possible to account for the doubt
which an inexperienced person feels regarding the vali-
dity of such vyavasaya. So, in such cases, the validity
of the vyavasaya “this is silver” should be ascertained
through the practical result to which it leads.~ If the
voluntary decision and activity following such vyava-
sa@ya should turn out to be fruitful and if the knower
should actually find himself in a position to get the silver
which he wanted, such vyavas@ya (cognition) is recog-
nized to be valid. The process of inference through
which one’s mind may pass in such cases is usually put
in this form: “This cognition is valid, because it leads
to a fruitful effort; any cognition that leads to a fruit-
ful effort is valid, as another valid cognition already
realized to be such in experience, (idam jilanam
prama; saphalapravritijanakatvat; yaedyat saphala-
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pravrttijanakam {tat jRanam pramd; yathd praman-
taram). It should be borne in mind, in this connection,
that causing fruitful effort is, according to Nydya the
ground of inferring validity, while validity itself con-
sists in the cognition in question cognizing a thing as
possessing an attribute which it really has. In that the
Naiyiyikas make the ascertainment of the truthof a
cognition ‘dependent upon its agreement with its expec-
ted workings or, in other words, with the consequences
which are expected to arise from it in the experience of
the active subject, their view would appear to be closely
similar to that of the modern pragmatist. However,
they do not lose sight of the fact that pragmatism is
only a method of ascertaining truth, that this method
itself presupposes truth whose nature has to be explain-
ed independently of agreement with practical workings
and that, if the trath presupposed by the pragmatic
argument were itself t> be ascertained pragmatically,
through inference, the fault of regressus ad tnfinitum
would inevitably follow. Having due regard to such
difficulties, the Naiyayikas define truth as consisting in
correspondence with reality and thus combine their
pragmatic theory with a theory which has much in
common with what is known as the correspondence
notion of truth in western philosophical literature, The
Nyaya definition of validity (pramatva) makes it clear
that truth consists in correspondence with reality, The
Nayiyayikas also point out that, only in cases where a
cognition leads to effort in practical experience or it
happens to be pravartaka, it becomes necessary to
ascertain the validity of such cognition in order to
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ensure unfaltering effort (niskampapravrtii) ; and that,
on the first occasion of halting effort (sakampapra-
vritti), it is not necessary that the cognition leading to
such effort should have been definitely made out to be
valid and it would do if such cognition should not have
been definitely ascertained to be invalid. It can be
easily seen from this that there is no room for any fear
of anavastha (endless regression) or @tmasraya (self-
dependence) in the pragmatic method of inlerring
truth as employed by the Naiyayikas. In respcct of
the question how validity and invalidity are brought
about, the Nyaya theory is that they are brought about
by certain extrinsic circumstances which, for the sake
of convenience, are called g#nas (good features) and
dosas (defects); in other words the Nyiya theorists
maintain paratastva (extrinsicality) in respect of the
utpatts (production) of validity and invalidity of a
cognition as well as in respect of their jiiapti (know-
ledge). For instance the validity of a perception is
secured by the good feature (guna) consisting in the
adequacy of the contact between the sense-organ con-
cerned and its object; and its invalidity is the result of
defects such as distance and some disease affecting the
sense-organ.

It would be interesting to contrast the Nyaya
theory of truth and error with the epistemological
theories put forward by other schools of Indian philo-
sophy about truth and error. The Sarhkhyas maintain
that both validity and invalidity are intrinsically made
out in the sense that it is by virtue of the reflection or
proximity of the same c¢st (self-luminious conscious.
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ness), that the existence of a cognitive zrt#i and its
validity or invalidity are illuminated. Pra@bhakaras
make no difference between vyavasdya and anwvyava-
s@ya and maintain that, in every cognition, the knower,
the known object, and knowledge itself, along with its-
validity, are presented. They advocate the theory
of intrinsicality (svatastvapaksa), in so far as validity
(pramatva) is concerned ; and there is no question of
error (apramadtva) in their theory, since they maintain
that all experiences are valid (anubhitil prama). The
Bhittas contend that cognition is to be inferred
through its effect, called jAidtata or prakatya, which
consists in what some of them describe as a temporary
luminosity (prakdsa) arising in known objects and:
referred to in propositions like ‘this is known’ (aYyam
jiiatal); and that in such inference the cognition which
has caused jild{atd, and its validity are presented. The
validity which is thus intrinsically made out may be
stultified by a subsequent sublating cognition; and thus,
in the Bhitta theory, invalidity (apramatva) is extrin-
sically made out. The Bhittas are, therefore, to be
taken to advocate svatastva in the case of validity and
paratastva in the case of invalidity. Murarimi$ra, who
does not go the whole hog either as a Prabhakara or as
a Bhitta, but who is undoubtedly a 1 'imarhsaka, recog-
nizes, like a Naiyayika, that a cognition (vyavasdya) is
cognized by its after-cognition (anuvyavasaje), but
maintains, unlike a Naiyayika, that the validity of
vYavasaya is also presented in the same an%vyavasaya.
It will thus be seen that MurarimiSra is an advocate
of the theory of the intrinsicality of validity (prama-
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tvam svato grhyate). The Bauddhas, on the other
hand, hold that all determinate knowledge (savikal-
gaka), in so far as one is conscious of it, is erroneous
(aprama) and its apramadtva is intrinsically made out;
while, through inference, the validity (pramatva) of
indeterminate cognition (wnirvikalpaka) is extrinsically
made out. The Buddhists thus advocate the theory of
extrinsicality (pafatasivapaksa) in regard to validity
and intrinsicality (svatastvapaksa) in regard to invali-
dity. According to the Advaitins, the validity of a
cognition is intrinsically made out in the sense that the
witnessing inner spirit (saksicaitamya), which illumi-
nates the valid cognitive vritf7, also illuminates its vali-
dity (pranatva); and the invalidity (apramatva) of a
cognitive writti is inferred extrinsically, through the
resultant effort becoming futile, In order to evaluate
adequately the different theories of pramatve and
apramatva set forth here, it is necessary to note that
the Naiyayikas would answer in the affirmative, the
question—‘Is error possible in realism?—and would
explain the possibility of error by showing how a real
substantive (wiSesya) and a real attribute (prakdra)
may be erroneously correlated when they are presented
in cognition and thus save realism itself from being
ruined by conceding the possibility of error. The
Prabhakara realists think that any concession of the
possibility of error (bhrama) would spell the ruin of
realism and insist that all experiences are valid
(anubhsitih prama) and that the so-called bhramas
involve an element of non-discrimination (aviveka).
The Bhatta realists adopt the amyathakhyati of Nyaya
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with suitable modifications; and in order to preserve
realism effectively, they would make the knowledge of
cognition (jiidna) dependent upon the knownness
(jhiatatd) of the object (j7ieya) and thus provide an
effective counterblast to idealism which seeks to merge
all jiieya in jfiana. The Buddhist idealist rulesout
truth and considers all determinate knowledge (savikal-
paka) erroneous. The advocates of the theory of
intrinsicality of validity (pramanyasvatastvavadinah),
more especially the Bhittas and the Advaitins, would
generally emphasise the ideas that, in a valid cognition,
the object is not stultified by a subsequent sublating
cognition and is not wmerely re-exhibited through a
reminiscent impression, the former of these two fea-
tures being stressed in particular; and this way of
looking at pramatva would be quite in accord with the
view that apramatva is made out extrinsically and
pramatva intrinsically. It may also be noted, with
advantage, that, in the Nyidya theory, anuvyavasaya
(the subject-centred after-cognition) is regarded as
self-luminous (svaprakasae) in the sense that it reve:ls
itself along with the wvyavasaya (the object-centred
«cognition in which the knower and knowledge are not
presented); and that, in this respect, the Nydya realist
seeks to combine in a way his objectivism with an
aspect of subjectivistic thought which is not incom-
patible with his realism. In this kind of compromise,
a danger is lurking, as students of Advaita may easily
see, and this danger consists in the manner in which
the Nyaya view lends its=lf to @nuvyevasaya being
treated as a fragmentary appearance of the absolute
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reality represented by the absolute, self-luminous
consciousness called cit.

An intelligent attempt to review synthetically all
the theories of bhrama known to Indian philosophy
will bring to light the fact that, in some manner or
other, a negative element is involved in every one of
the five khyativadas (theories explaining the nature of
bhrama). In the asatkhyati doctrine, the negative
element is obvious; and in datmakhyati doctrine, it is
obvious in so far as objective externality is concerned.
In the anyathakhyati view, the negative element is to be
found in the samsarga part or in the idea that one
reality is presented as another reality which it is not or
that areal substantive is presented as having a real
attribute which it has not; and in the akhyati doctrine,
one can easily detect the negative element in the idea of
non-discrimination (aviveka). The anirvacaniyakhyati
doctrine appears on the surface to eschew the negative
element from the conception of bhrama; but, in fact,
the negative element is replaced by relativity which
implies a negative element and transfers the negative
element from the side of object to the side of definite
predications (nirvacana) with reference to the object.
A careful investigation of the Advaitin’s anirvaceniya-
khyat, as compared with the other theories of bhrama,
would lead to the mystery of error being unravelled
through the disentanglement of negatizity, which is the
inner core of bhrama. Butthis would not amount to
all the theories of bhrama being reduced to the level of
asatkhyats; for, it should be remembered that negativ-
1ty is only the other side of relativity and an aspect of
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reality. 1f one might be permitted here to indulge for
a while in epigrammatising, one might well say that yes
(sat) and no (asat) are the fulcra of all epistemology
as they are of all metaphysics; that yes and no are but
phases of the same reality; that all appearances are the
offspring of a cross between Yes and no; that it will be
evident through the gemmatton of yes and no, that yes
is no and no is pes; and that error (bhrama) is the
antechamber of truth (prama).

In subsections (f) and (g) of section 28 of the
text, valid experience (prama) and its instrument are
each divided into four kinds. The term pramana is
used in this section in the sense of the efficient special
cause or instrument (karana) of valid experience. The
word pramana is sometimes used in the sense of valid
experience (prama), as for instance in the proposition
“idam rajetam iti jignam pramda (this is siver—this is
valid experience). /In the word pramana, the suffix
ana denotes an instrument in the former case; and in
the latter case, it denotes bhdve (the meaning of the
root itself). The Indian materialists, called Carvakas,
recognize only one pramana, viz., perception: the
Bauddhas and the VaiSesikas recognize two pramanas,
viz,, perception and inference; the Sarhkhyas recognize
three, viz,, perception, inference and verbal testimony;
the Naiyayikas recognize four, iz, perception,
inference, assimilation and verbal testimony; the
Prabhakaras recognize five, viz.,, the above four pra-
manas and presumptive testimony (arthdpatti); the
Bhattas and Advaitins recognize these five pramanas
and non-cognition (anupalabdhi) as the sixth pramana;
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and the Paurdnikas recognise these six pramanas and,
in addition, recognize necessary inclusion (sambhava)
and traditional hearsay (aitihya) as the seventh and
the eight pramdna. The leading exponents of Indian
philosophy are unanimous in discarding the last two,
sambhava and aitihyay the reason is obvious; the
former which enables one, for instance, to be sure of
fifty when hundred are guaranteed is nothing more
than a plain case of immediate inference;and the latter,
which consists in traditional hearsay like ¢a spirit
dwells in this banyan tree’ (iha vate yaksastisthati), is
no pramana at all until it is verified, and when verified,
it comes under verbal testimony., The arguments
advanced by Carvikas to reject even an#mana and the
grounds on which the Vaidesikas and Bauddhas would
bring upamana (comparison or assimilation) and Sabda
(verbal testimony) under inference will be considered
under appropriate heads in chapters II, III and IV,
infra, The Naiydyikas would bring presumptive testi-
mony (arthapatti) under anumana (inference), and in
some cases, under Sabda (verbal testimony). A refer-
ence to pages 44 to 47 supra would show how the
Naiyayikas and Prabh@karas discard anspalabdhi
(non-cognition) as a distinct pramana and how the
former reduce it to the level of a necessary acessory to
pratyaksa, in perceiving non-existence (abhavae). From
chapter III it will be seen that the Nydya view of
upamdana is different in several respects from the
Mimarhsaka’s view of that pramana.

It would be useful to consider here how the chief
champions of arthapatti, the Bhittas and Prabhakaras,
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maintain that it is a distinct pramana and should not be
brought under anumana or Sabda and on what grounds
the Naiydyikas refuse to recognize it as a distinct
pramana, According to the Bhattas, a knowledge of
some fact which is unaccountable otherwise than by
presumptively granting another fact is the instrument
in the case of arthapatti and the knowledge presump-
tively arrived at of the explanatory fact is the resultant
cognition (upapadyajiianam karanam, upapadaekajiianam
phalam). TFor instance, Devadatta is alive and not
present in his house; this fact has to be accounted for
(upapadya), and cannot be accounted for otherwise
than by presumptively granting that he must be present
in some place outside his housdbakissadbhavakalpanam
vind nopapadyate). In the Bhatta view, the etymology
of the word arthapatti should be explained in two ways
according as the word is taken in the senseof the instru-
mental cognition~ (karanibhutajiiana) or _resultant
cognition (Phalibhatajiiana). 1In the former case,
the word is to be explained as denoting the
knowledge of the fact which has to be accounted
for and is otherwise unaccountable—the knowledge
through which the needed explanatory fact is presump-
tively arrived at (arthasya upapadekasya kalpana
yasyah anyathanupapannasya upapadyasya pratiteh si).
In the latter case, the word denotes the presumptive
knowledge of the required explanatory circumstance
(arthasya upapadakasya kalpana). The Bhattas define
arthapattt to be a pramana which consists in such a
conflict between two valid cognitions, of which one
takes a general form and the other takes a specific form
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of a conflicting character, as necessarily leads to the
presumptive knowledge of a fact which removes the
conflict. One of the stock examples given by them
may be set forth thusi—Itis known for certain that
Caitra is alive; he must be present in some
particular place; he is not present in his house;
so, he is presumably present elsewhere. That
Caitra is alive and present in some particular
place is an established fact which is presented in the
valid cognition taking a general form (sadhdrana-
pramana). That he is not present in his house is also
an established fact which is presented in the valid
cognition taking a specific form (asadharanapramana).
The conflict between these two pramaunas is not of the
nature of the irreconcilable conflict which one notices
between two contradictories; but it is of the nature of
the conflict between a general affirmation and specific
exclusion or between a general rule and an exception
(samanya and visesa). The Naiydyikas contend that, in
such cases, there is no real conflict at all since both the
general affirmation and the specific exclusion may be
true. The Bhattas point out in reply that conflict need
not always be thoroughgoing as in the case of two con-
tradictories, and that partial conflict is quite conceiv-
able. In instances like the one cited above, there is real
conflict, though of a partial nature and there is a stage
in the process of thought, at which the validity of the
general affirmation is about to be completely imperilled.
Caitra is alive and must be present somewhere; he is
not present in his house; between this stage in thought
and the final stage of presuming Caitra’s presence out-
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side his house, the truth of the pre-established fact of
his being alive stands imperilled; thus, just at this
intervening stage, there is the possibility of the know-
ledge that Caitra is alive being falsified; and the
knower’s conviction that this knowledge is true induces
him to presume that Caitra is present outside his house
and to prevent the possibility of falsification from
becoming actualised. The Bhattas maintain in this
manner that arthdpatti, as an instrument of valid cog-
nition, is represented by a kind of conflict between a
sadharanapramana and asadharanapramana (a valid
cognition in the form of a general affirmation and a
valid cognition in the form of a specific denial or
exclusion), and that the resultant prama arising from
a consciousness of such a conflict is a presumptive type
of knowledge. 1If the essential element in arthapatti is
that a certain fact like Caitra’s being alive and net
being present in his house is unaccountable without
presuming another fact like Caitra’s being outside his
house, could not arthdpatti be reduced to inference
based on negative concomitance (vyatirekyanumana)?
This is what the Naiydyikas ask. To get over this
difficulty and to prevent arthdpatii being reduced to
anumana, the Prabhikaras urge that, in the example
above referred to, it is not the possible falsification of
the knowledge of Caitra being alive that constitutes the
pramana called arthapatti; but it is the doubt regarding
Caitra being alive (jivanasamsaya), which arises from
the conflict indicated above, that serves as the means of
the resultant cognition which consists in the presump-
tive knowledge of Caitra being outside his house
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(bahissattvakalpana). While the strong point in the
Prabhakara view of arthdpatti is that by treating
doubt as the means of presumption, the pramana in
question is redeemed from the grip of anumana, the
weak spot in that view is that it exalts doubt to the
rank of a pramana; but the Prabhiakaras, who hold that
all experience is valid, would be quite willing to take
this criticism as a compliment. The Bhittas meet the
difficulty raised by the Naiydyikas, by pointing out that
the fundamental elenient in the mental process involved
in arthapatti is presumption through negative concomi-
tance (vyatirekavyapti) while the fundamental element
in the mental process called anumana is subsumption
under positive concomitance (amvayavydpti);and that
presumptive knowledge is cognition of a distinct type
belonging more to the side of imagination than to
inference—Dbelonging more to the sphere of Aypothesis
than to the sphere of inferentially established thesis,
and it is articulated through propositions like ‘I pre-
sume’ and not through propositions like ‘I infer’. The
Bhattas do not approve of the way in which the
Pribhakaras have exalted do#bt in this connection to
the rank of a pramanpa. Itis also pointed out by the
Bhattas that there are certain cases of presumptive
knowledge which do not admit of being reduced to
inference. For instance, Devadatta is known to be
present in the third house from mine; it is presumed
that he is not present in any other howuse; this presump-
tive knowledge refuses to be reduced to inference; it
would not be a sound argument to say that any place
other than the third house from mine is not a place
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Devadatta is, on the ground that such a place happens
to be different from the third house {rom mine and on
the analogy of the second house from minc; for with
equal force it might be argued that any place other
than the three houses which have come within the scope
of my observation is the place where Devadatta is pre-
sent, on the ground that such a place is different from
the two houses adjacent to the third house in which he
is present and on the analogy of that third house. The
Naiydyikas would, however, explain their attitude in
the matter by pointing out that, where one has to rely
exclusively on negative concomitance (vyalirekavydapti).
one’s mind has to pass inevitably through a stage of.
positive concomitance (anvayavyapii) before it arrives
at the resultant cognition; that presumptive knowledge
(kalpana) is really the anticipatory forestalling by the
imaginative side of one’s mind of what its somewhat
slower ratiocinative side arrives at through inference;
and that such foreshadowings through negative con-
comitance (vyetireRavyapti) may well be brought
under anumana as a distinct variety of it and need not
be exalted to the rank of a distinct pramana. It should
be remembered in this connection that the Bhaittas
maintain that what the Naiyayikas would treat as in-
ference based exclusively on negative examples and
negative concomitance {kevalavyatirekyanumana) is
really no inference at all and demands a distinct place
as pramana, sinece it lacks the essential feature of
inference—viz,, direct subsumption to positive con.
comitance. The Bhattds realize the danger that this
10
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way of merging vyatirekin in artRapatti may lead to the
entire province of anumdana being swallowed up by the
latter; and this fear they remove, by drawing attention
to the fact that the inference of fire in a mountain from
smoke, for instance, through the concomitance of fire
and smoke in all observed cases, may be reduced to
arthdpatis, and that the universal concomitance of all
smokes and all fires, including the few obseived and
many unobserved cases, is a clear case of inference
which cannot be accounted for by any pramana other
than enumana. The Bhattas speak of two kinds of
arthapatti, Srutdrthdpatts and dystarth@paiti, according
as the upapadya (the fact requiring explanation) is
made out through perception or through verbal
&estimony.

In section 28 of the text, four kinds of premanas
arereferred to by Annambhatta, A pramanais a karana
-of a valid cognition (prama). The concept of karana
has to be elucidated. The author proceeds to define
karana in section 29 (a) and this leads on to a detailed
«cansideration of the Nyaya view of causation.

29
T—(a) Karana (efficient
or instrumental cause) is a
special cause,

(5)—The invariable antece-
dent of an effect is its cause.
(¢)=—An effect is the coun-

ter-correlative of its antecedent
non-existence,
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(d)—Cause is of three
kinds, the three varieties being
inherent cause, non-inherent
cause, and occastoning cause.

(e)—That is called inherent
cause, in which the effect inkeres
when it is produced. For in-
stance, threads are the inkerent
cause of a cloth, and a cloth
of its colour and such other
qualities.

(f)—That is called non-
inherent cause, which serves
as a cause, wlule co-inhering
with its effect, or with the
inherent cause of its effect. For
instance, contact between
threads is the mon-tnherent
cause of cloth; and the colour
of the threads is the non-inher-
ent cause of the colour of the
cloth.

(9)—Occasioning cause is
a cause not coming under either
of the above-mentioned kinds.
For instance, the shuttle, the
loom and such other things are
the occasioning causes of cloth.

(h)—Of these three varie-
ties of causes, only that is called
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an efficient or insirumenial cause
(karana), which operates as
special cause.

Annambhatta’s definition of karana uses the
phrase asddharanakdrana. The terms sadharane
(general) and asddhdrana (special) are vague and
have to be interpreted in relation to the context in
which they are used. In the present context, sadhdrasa-
karana should be understood as a cause which is believed
to be the common cause of all the conceivable effects
in the world; and in this sense, according to the Nyaya
theorists, God, time, space and such other things are
general or common causes. Asddhdaranakarana should

be understood as a cause which is not common to all
the effects but is the special cause of particular effects

or classes of effects; and in this sense, the component
parts of a pot called kapila (potsherd), the potter’s
stick and such other antecedents of a pot are its special
causes. The Naiyayikas of the older school would
define a karana as a special and mediate cause (asadha-
ranakarana), its mediacy consisting in its causal opera-
tion depending upon the co-operation of its intermedi-
ate effect in producing itsfinal result. The intermediate
factor which a karana causes and which, in its turn,
co-operates with the karana in producing the final result
is technically called vyapara. The term vyapara, in
this restricted sense, should not be confounded with
the same term used in the general sense of activity.
In the restricted sense of the intermediate accessory
of a karano, a vyapara is defined in Sanskrit
in this way—tajjanyah tajjdnyajanakasca vydparah.
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(A vydpara is caused by a karaps, and in associa-
tion with it, causes its final effect). The full defini-
tion of a karana, according to the older Naiydyi-
kas, is this:—vydparavat asadharanakaranam karanam.
Annambbhatta considers it expedient to adopt this defi-
nition. A potter’s stick (danda) is karana in the sense
that he uses it in revolving his wheel and it causes the
pot through the rotation of the wheel (cakrabhramana).
A sense-organ is pramakarana in the sense that in asso-
ciation with its intermediate vyapare, which consists in
its relation with the object (sannikarsa), it produces a
valid perception (pratyaksaprama). The Navyanaiya-
yikas are not in favour of this definition of karana.
They would define it as a cause which is felt to be most
necessary for having the effect, or for want of which
it is believed that the effect is not produced though all
the other causes are duly _present—(phaldiyoga-
vyavacchinnam karanam karanam), Understood in this
way, a potter’s stick may be looked upon as karana;
and likewise the rotation of the potter’s wheel or even
the contact between the component parts of a pot; in
other words, according as the view-point varies, one
may refer to an sns/rument or to its intermediate func-
tion or even to asamavayikdrana as karana., The view
of the later Naiyayikas thus agrees with that of the
Vaiyakaranas in respect of haranatve, the Paniniyan
conception of a karana being that it is most efficient of
all the causes (sddhakatamam karanam). ’

The Nyiya theorists define a cause (karena) as an
invariable, immediate and indispensable antecedent of
an effect. In Sanskrit, the full definition of a karaye
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is set 'forth thus:—Edaryaniyatdvyavahitapiirvavrits
ananyathdsiddham ca karanam,. This definition insists
upon three conditions being satisfied before an antece-
dent and a consequent could be connected as cause and
effect. The antecedent should immediatcly precede the
consequent; the two should be invariably co-existent
with each other; and the antecedent in question should
not be made out to be otherwise than indispensable.
Mere co-existence or even invariable co-existence, as
in the case of a pot and threads which may be found in
the same place, or of earthness (prthivitva) and smell,
is not causality. Immediate sequence is one of the
essential elements in causality. The adjunct ananyailia-
siddha, introduced in the definition of a cause, literally
means ‘not made out to be otherwise than indispen-
sable’. Anyatha means otherwise; siddha means
made out; otherwise, in the context of causation,
means otherwise than indispensable; ananyathasiddha,
as an adjunct to an antecedent factor, thus means ‘not
made out to be otherwise than indispensable’ or ‘not
made out to be such as one cando without’. This use
of the word anyathdsiddha should not be confounded
with its use as an adjunct with reference to the result
kept in view (prayojana). In phrases like ananyatha-
siddham prayojanam, the result kept in view is
described as something which cannot be accomplished
otherwise than by particular means, With reference to
a cause, ananyathdsiddha means, as already explained,
an antecedent which is not made out to be otherwise
than indispensable. .4 may be seen to be an invariable
antecedent of B; still, one may be justified in thinking
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that it is not indispensable; in that case, 4 should not
be regarded as cause of B. The Naiyiyikas have made
an attempt to classify all the conceivable varieties of
dispensable antecedents (anyathasiddha) and usually
recognize five classes of dispensable antecedents. A
thing is made out to be invariable antecedent, only as
determined by a delimiting adjunct; for instance,
thread (famtu) is an invariable antecedent of cloth,
under the aspect of threadness (tantutva) ; this delimit-
ing adjunct, though it finds a place in a definite concep-
tion of the causality referred to, does not participate in
the creative process involved in such causality and is
therefore felt to be dispensable in the sense that the
causal process does not depend upon it; all such de-
limiting adjuncts of causeness (karanatavacchedaka)
form the first class of anyathasiddha. Invariable
sequence between an antecedent and a consequent is
generally made out through a knowledge of invariable
concomitance between these two factors and between-
their negations—in other words, through a knowledge
of anvaya and vyatireka; the colour of thread may be
made out to be an invariable antecedent of cloth; but in
this case, the anvaeye and wvyatireka, with reference to
the colour of thread and cloth, cannot be made out
independently of the invariable concomitance between
thread and cloth on the positive and negative sides; the
colour of thread is therefore anyathdasiddha with
reference to cloth and is typical of the second class of
dispensable antecedents. The third class of dispensable
antecedents is represented by ether (dkdsa) in relation
to a cloth; in this case, ether being eternal, it may be:
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easily shown to precede every effect; but it has to be
conceived of as cause through the delimiting adjunct
etherness (dkdfatva), which involves causal relation
with sound; a thing which cannot be specifically thought
of except as the cause of a certain effect may well
be imagined to be a thing whose causal efficacy is com-
Ppletely pre-occupied in the direction of that effect and is
no longer available in any other direction; and the
feeling, therefore, in the case of akdse, is that it may
wmay be dispensed with in producing a cloth. The
fourth variety of anyathdsiddha is represented Dy
instances like the weaver’s father with reference to a
cloth woven by his son; only as the weaver’s father, he
is made out to be the invariable antecedent of the cloth,
and not in his own right; and the feeling in that case
is that one can do without the weaver’s father in ac-
counting for the production of a cloth, The fifth
wariety is represented by instances like an ass; it may
so happen that in the case of an individual cloth, a
certain ass precedes it; the particular ass necessarily
turns out to be the invariable antecedent of the parti-
cular cloth; but it is felt that certain antecedents, other
than the ass, which are known to be quite adequate to
account for the production of similar cloths, must be
adequate in the case also of the particular cloth under
reference; and so, the ass, in thatcase, is anyathasiddha.
Annambhatta, following GangeSopadhyiya, would
combine the first two varieties into one, and likewise
the third and fourth varieties, and would thus recognise
only three classes of dispensable antecedents. In fact,
fater Naiyayikas show that all these five varieties may
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be brought under the fifth variety; the principle
underlying the fifth variety may he stated thus; while
other invariable antecedents are made out to be quite
necessary and adequate for producing similar effect
Dol o oing to the same ¢lass, orto be more accurate,
while invariable antecedents of a relatively simpler type
are made out to be quite necessary and adequate for
proau.ing such effects, in the case also of the effect in
question, an invariable antecedent, which is not one of
such antecedents felt to be necessary in the case of
similar eflects belonging to the same class, and which
is less simple than such antecedents in respect of form
(Sarira) or thought (upasthiti) or relation (samban-
dha) as the case may be, should be eliminated as a’
dispensable antecedent (amyathdsiddha); this principle
holds good in all the five varieties of anyathdsiddha.
Thus all the five varieties may be brought under the
comprehensive formula that invariable antecedents of a
simpler type being quite adequate to account for the
effect under reference, another antecedent, though in-
variable, has to be discarded as a dispensable antecedent
(anyathasiddha). This formula is expressed in this
way in Nyaya literature—*¢ laghuniyataparvavaertinasva
karyasambhave tadbhinnam anyathasiddham,” The
adjunct enanyathdsiddha in the definition of a cause is
intended to eliminate all such antecedents as ome can
reasonably feel one may well do without, After
introducing the qualification ‘not made out to be
otherwise than indispensable’ (anayathasiddha), it has
to be considered whether the adjunct ‘invariable’
(miyeta) is mecessary. It would appear that most of
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the antecedents which are not invariably concomitant
with the consequents in question can easily be eliminated
as dispensable antecedents; for instance, an ass is
neither an invariable nor an indispensable antecedent of
a certain cloth, However, when the whole species of
effects represented by cloth is sought to be connected
as effect with some species as cause, the general
formula of anyathdsiddha does not hold good; for, one
can never say that the antecedents recognized as causing
another species of effects, like a jar, would be adequate
to produce the species under reference, viz,, cloth; and
in such cases, the only way in which accidental antece-
dents like an ass can be eliminated would be through
the adjunct ‘invariable’ (niyata).

The conception of a karya or an effect involves,
according to the Nyiya theory of causation, the idea
that the effect is invariably preceded by its antecedent
non-existence. To say thata jaris produced means,
in the Nyaya theory, that it is created for the first time
and that it never existed before. Consistently with the
creationistic view of causation (arambhavada), Annam-
bhatta defines an effect as the counter-correlative of
antecedent non-existence, In this connectionstudents are
advised to consider again the remarks about pragabhgva
in pages 37 to 40, part III, supra. Positive product
(bhavakarya) has three kinds of causes; the first being
of the nature of component parts or of thenature of the
substratum in which the effectuated quality or activity
inheres and called ‘inherent cause’ (semavayikarana);
the second being of the nature of the ¢onjunction of
parts producing the whole or of the nature of the
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quality or activity inhering in the component parts
or a substratum and producing a corresponding quality-
in the whole or disjunction in the same substratum, and
called non-inherent cause (asamava@yikdarana); and the
third being of the nature of agent and such other
causes, not falling under either of the first two heads,
and being called occasioning cause (mimittakarana). It
would be a mistake to suppose that all the nimittas are
less important than the other two varieties. For, karta
or the intelligent agent, in whose absence the other
causes become ineffectual, is technically a nimitta, but is,
in a sense, the most important of all the varieties of
causes.

Thatis a saemayayikarana in which the effect
inheres as it comes into being. The component parts
(avayavah), like threads, thus form the inherent cause
of a composite substance (avayavin), like a cloth; and'
likewise a substance, of the quality or activity which is-
produced in it. To secure precision and avoid confu-
sion, the delimiting adjuncts of effectness (karyata)
and causemess (karanata)—Fkaryaiavacchedakadharma
and karanatdvacchedakadharma—should be specified in
defining the relation of cause and effect in every case,
as also the relations which determine the co-existence
of the antecedent and the consequent in question—
karyatavacchedakasambandha and karanaiavacchedaka-
sambandha. Causality involves invariable co-existence
between an antecedent and a consequent; their
co-existence (samandadhikaranya) istheir presence in
the same place; when they are present in the same place
they should each be connected with the common sub-
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stratum through a relation; the relation which connects
the antecedent with the common substratum (samana-
dhikarana) is known as the determinating relation of
causeness (RBaranatdvacchedakasambandha); and the
relation which connects the consequent with the same
substratum is called the determining relation of effeci-
ness (karyatavacchedakRasambandha). The exponents
of the Nydya-VaiSesika doctrine of causation contend
that, by a careful observation of the invariable con-
comitance between an antecedent and a consequent, as
determined by particular delimiting adjuncts and rela-
tions, as also of the invariable concomitance between
the negations of such antecedent and consequent—of
anvayasahacdra and vyatirekasahacara—the causal re-
lation in every case can be accurately defined so as to
obviate every conceivable hitch. In the case of a
samavayikarana, like threads in relation to a cloth
(tantavals patasya), the simplest and the most accurate
way in which the causal relation may be defined is this:
‘the causeness delimited by threadness and by the rela-
tion of identity (taatutvdvacchinng tadatmyassam-
bandhdvacchinnd ca karanatd) is correlated to the
cffectness delimited by clothness and by the relation of
inherence  (patatvavacchinnasamavayasambandhavac-
chinnalkaryatanirapita). It will be seen here that, in
every case of semavayikarang, the simplest way of
defining the causal relation (karyakaranabhava) would
be by referring to the cause itself as the common subs-
tratum (samanadhikarana) in which the antecedent and
the consequent under reference co-exist. In Nyiya
definitions of causality, the common substratum kept
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in view is generally suppressed; and the student of
Nyaya has to find it out first before trying to interpret
such definitions. It should be noted here that the
Nyaya conception of samavayikdrana, while it includes
what the Vedantins call the upadanakdrana (material
cause), is not exactly parallel to it; because, upadane
(material cause) is the substance which enters into the
make-up of its product and this is true, in the Nydya
theory, only in the case of the component parts and
their composite product, and not in the case of a sub-
stance and the quality or activity arising in it, the cause
and effect in the latter case representing fundamentally
different categories. It should also be observed here
that the phrase imhercnt causc, samavayikdrana, is
somewhat misleading, in that it may lcad one to
suppose wrongly that it is the cause that inheres in the
effect but the fact is that the phrase here means ¢a
cause which is capable of producing an effect that
inheres in it’. It may appear at first view that the
phrase ‘intimate cause’ is a better equivalent; but it
turns out to be more misleading when the correspond-
ing phrase non-intimate cause comes to be used as
the equivalent of asamavdyikdrena, as may be seen
presently from the next para.

The phrase usamu: d3ikdrara means a cause which,
under no circumstance whatever, could be treated as a
samavayikarane (inherent cause). Substances only
can be treated as semavdyikdrans and they can never
be treated as asamavdyikirana, Qualities and
activities only can be treated as asamagvayikdrana,
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\While the two kinds of causes—inherent cause
(samavayi) and non-inherent cause (asamavayi)—are
absolutely exclusive of each other, the third kind—viz.,
.occasioning causc (#imittakarana) includes causal
factors which, while being the nimiita of certain effects
may well bz the inherent or non-inherent causes of
certain other effects, as the case may be. The pbrase
non-inherent cause used as the equivalent of asama-
vayikarana should not be takento mean that the cause
referred to does not inhere in any substratum, since
every non-inherent cause, on the contrary, inheres
somewhere ; but this phrase should be understood to
stand for, like its Sanskrit equivalent, a cause which,
under no circumstance whatever, could be treated as
inherent cause. In defining the causality of a non-in-
herent cause, the inherent cause of the effect in ques-
tion should be kept in view as the common substratum
(samanadhikarana), inherence (samavaya) should be
referred to as the relation determining the presence of
the effect in question in the common substratum
(karyetavacchedakasambandha), and either inherence
or co-inherence (samavdya or ekdrtha-samaviya)
should be referred to as the relation determining the
presence of the cause in question in the common subs-
tratum (karanatavacchedakasambandha). The con-
junction of threads (femtusamyoga) is the non-in-
herent cause of cloth; and in that case, the common
substratum is thread; the relation connecting cloth
with such substratum is inherence; and likewise, the
relation connecting the conjunction of threads with such
substratum is inherence; this is one type of non-in-
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herent cause. Another type of non-inherent cause is to
dbe found in the colour of the threads forming the com-
ponent parts of a cloth; in this case, the colour of the
threads is the non-inherent cause of the colour of the
cloth; the common substratum is the cloth; the relation
connecting the effect with such substratum is inherence
and the relation connecting the cause with it is co-
inherence, It should be remembered here that, accord-
ing to the Nyaya-VaiSesika system, the special qualities
(visesagunah) of soul (d&tman) should not be treated
-as non-inherent cause in the case of any effect, though
the general definition of such cause holds good in the
case of knowledge in relation to desire, of desire in
relation to voluntary decision or effort (yatna) and in
such other cases. The chief reason why the special
qualities of soul should not be treated as non-inherent
cause in the case of any, effect is that, in all such cases,
it would be simpler to treatthe contact between the soul
and the mind (dtmamanassamyoga) as non-inherent
-cause and in the case of any effect, more than one non-
inherent cause need not be recognized. Inview of this, in
the general definition of non-inherent cause given in the
text, it is necessary to introduce the qualification that
such cause is different from the special qualities of soul
(atmaviSesagunabhinnam),

The atomic hypothesis of the Nyiya-Vaifegika
system and the creationistic view of causation main-
tained in that system are closely bound up with each
other. The Nyiya-VaiSesika theory of causation is
known as arembhavada (creationism) as distinguished
from the parindmavada (evolutionistic view of causa-
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tion) of the Samkhyas. In the Nyaya-VaiSesika
system, ‘to come into being’ means ‘to spring upat a
certain point of time and not to have existed before’;
for this reason, the Nyaya theory of causation is
known as asatkdryavada. The expression asatkarya-
vdda, according to Naiyayikas, means ‘the view that
every effect is invariably preceded by its antecedent
non-existence’ and it should not be understood to imply
that an effect arises out of nothing. On the contrary,
according to the Nyaya theory, a positive product
(bhavakarya) is invariably preceded by a causal
machinery, the full complement of which includes
several positive antecedents and two negative antece-
dents, viz., the antecedent negation of the effect in ques-
tion (karyapragabhava) and the absence of counter-
acting causes (pratibandhakabliava). The Naiyayikas
are anxious to repudiate the suggestion that their
theory of asatkdryavdda implies that an effect may
arise out of nothing; and they point out that antece-
dent negation (prdgabhdava) would be inconceivable
without thinking of a suitable an#yogin (correlated
substratum) and pratiyogin  (counter-correlative),
and that in the case of pragabhava, as in the case
of annihilative negation (dhvamsa), while the
effect itself represents the latter, the inherent cause
(samavayikdranae) represents the former. Invariable
eoncomitance between an antecedent and a consequent
(niyatapiirpavartitva) and absence of such circum-
stances as would justify the idea that the antecedent in
question is not indispensable (ananyathdsiddhatva)—
these are the two essential elements in the Nyaya eon-
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cept of causality. The former, according to the
Naiyayikas, is generally made out through a know-
ledge of the invariable sequence between two positive
factors (anvayasahacdra) and of the invariable con-
comitance between the negations of those two factors
(vyatirekasahacara)., The formula for anvayaeseha-
cara is usually stated thus:—“Whenever C precedes, E
follows”; and that for wvyaetiwrcksahacara thus:—
“Whenever C does not precede, E does not follow.”
The latter formula is intended to serve as a corrective
to the former and effectively eliminates the mistake
which may arise through an exclusive adoption of the-
former formula and which consists in mere co-exist~
ence or sequence being taken for causality, There are
certain cases where it is not possible to make out
negative concomitance (vYyatirckasahacara); for ins-
tance, where a cause, like God, is ex hypothesi present
everywhere and the invariable antecedent of every
conceivable effect, the negative formula of wvyatireka
cannot possibly apply. In such cases, the affirmative
formula of anvaye alone is available and depended
upon. In all other cases, the Naiyayikas insist that
causality should be determined through an application
of both the formulas of anvaya and vyatireka. Where
these two formulas are applied to instances falling
within the range of direct observation (¢7aiyaksa) and
as a result causality is made out, it is said to be made:
out through pratyaksa. Students of Western logic, who
are familiar with the experimental methods formulated

by Mill for determining causal relations, may be able to
11 '
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find in the combination of the Ny&ya formulas of
auvaya and vyatireka a parallel to what is known as the
joint method af agreement and difference. The Naiya-
yikas are keenly alive of the difficulties in determining
causality, which are brought about by cases of plurality
of causes and intermixture of effects. They contend
that, strictly speaking, there can be no plurality of
causes or intermixture of effects. If fire appears to be
the effect of straw ({rna), or tinder-sticks (arani), or
lens (momi), the fact is that the same effect is not pro-
duced from these three causes and the effect in each
case has different properties. Such differences in effects
may be apparent in certain cases and may be subtle and
thave to be noted with care in others. In a similar way,
the effects of different causes may be mixed up; and in
such cases, these effects should be carefully distinguish-
od. The Naiyayikas are never tired of reminding
themselves and others of the need for carefully observ-
dng and making out the relation of invariable concomit-
ance between particular classes of antecedents and
consequents, as also between their negations. This
aeed is embodied in Udayana’s dictum—*Concerning
the truth about the affirmative and the negative con-
comitance, one should be particularly careful” (tattve
Jainavaid bhavyam anveyavyatirekayoh). It is con-
tended by the Naiyayikas that our experience of several
things as existing only during a particular period of
time and never existing before that time—in other
words, as being kaddcitka in their nature—cannot be
satisfactorily explained except by assuming causal rela-
gion between such things and certain antecedents. The
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causal factors also—some of them at least—should
themselves be occasional (kddacstka) and contingent,
for the reason that, otherwise, the prior non-existence
of the effects in question cannot be accounted for,
This would mean that a beginningless chain of causes
and effects shonld be admitted; and the Naiydyikas do
not hesitate to say that the stream of causes and effects
is beginningless (kdryekdaranapravaho’ndadih), for the
simple reason that the starting point, if any, of the
causal stream lies far beyond human ken.

30

T—(a) Of those pramanas,
perceptive instrument (prat-
Yakgsa) is the means of percep-
tion.

(b) Perception is the cogni-
tion which is produced through
sense-organ coming into relation
with an object. It is” of two
kinds :—indeterminate and deter-
minate.

(¢) Indeterminate percep-
tion is a cognition which does
not involve any attribute or
adjunct (prakdra).

(d) Determinate perception
is cognition which involves an
attribute or adjunct. It isem-
bodied in propositions like
“This is Ditths”, *This is a
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Brahmana”, “This is black”,
“This is a cook”.

The definition of perceptive instrument (prai-
yaksapramana) is based on Gautama’s séitra 1.1.4,
which  runs  thus:—indriydrthasannikarsotpannam
jfianam avyapadesyam avyabhicari vyavasayatma-
kam pratyaksam’’. This s#@tra may be rendered
thus:—¢Perception is cognition  which arises
through sense-organ coming into relation with object,
and which is non-verbal, unerring and of the nature of
imdubious knowledge’’. The Sitrakdra is evidently
defining valid perception (pratyaksaprama) in order to
definitely indicate the nature of the instrument of valid
perception (pratyaksapramana). According to the
earlier interpretation of this siitra, as given in Vatsya-
yana’s bhagya, the adjurct ‘unerring’ (avyabhicari)
excludes erroneous perception; and the adjunct ‘indubi-
ous’ (vyavasdyatmaka) excludes doubt, The adjunct
‘non-verbal’ (avyapadesya) in the sitra is understood in
various ways by different scholiasts. Some of the old
scholiasts take this adjunct to mean ‘not coming within
the scope of expressions referring to objects’ (Sabda-
karmatam dpannam na bhavati yat) ; and in this sense,
it differentiates perception as described by the expres-
sions referring to objects from perception as it arises,
the former having become objectified as prameya and
thus ceased to belong to the subjective sphere of pra-
mana (valid cognition). Some other Naiyayikas of an
early school would take the adjunct ‘non-verbal’
(avyapdeSya) in the sense of ‘ot being caused by word
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in association with sense-organ’ (@nubhayaja or
Sabdaksobhayajabhinna); and, in this sense, it should
be understood as excluding cases where the meaning of
a word is made out through the perceptual observation
of the way in which an object is referred to by that
word, or in other words, cases where a word is first
made out to be significative of a certain object that is
actually being perceived by a sense-organ. In such
cases, they hold that the cognition in question should
be brought under verbal cognition (§dbda) and not
under perception. Another set of early Naiyayikas,
(like Jayantabhatta) would take avyspadesya in the
sense of asabda (non-verbal) and would explain its
purpose as consisting in saving determinate perception
(savikalpaka) from being merged in verbal cognition
($abda) on the ground that the cognitive process
involved in such perception invariably results through
the operation of a sense-organ in association with the
recollection of a scheme of words with which the
knower happens to be familiar. VacaspatimiSra and
several others who follow: him ‘would take the word
avyapade§ya  (non-verbal) and vYavasaydimaka
(definite and determinate) as referring to the two kinds
of perception—uiz., indeterminate (wirvikelpaka) and
determinate (savikalpaka). They maintain that the
former adjunct (avyapadesya) refutes the view of the
grammatical philosophers who refuse to recognize
nirviklalpaka and hold that knowledge is impossible
except though some language and no object is cognized
by itself and without being associated with the word
signifying it. (Na so’sti pratyayo loke yatra Sabdo na
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bhasatey. The latter adjunct (vysvasayatmaka), they
further maintain, refutes the Buddhist doctrine that
indeterminate perception (nfrvikalpake) is the only
genuine type of valid perception and thatall determinate
cognitions (savikalpaka) are illusive. The last expla-
nation given by Vacaspatimi$ra and his followers is
generally accepted by later Naiyayikas and Gautama’s
s#tra dealing with perception (I. 1.4) is believed to
presuppose both the types of perception—determinate
(savikalpaka) and indeterminate (nirvikalpaka).
What exactly is the nature of indeterminate pecep-
tion and how does it difler from determinate peception?
The answer suggested by Annambhatta’s definitions of
nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka, which follow Gangesa’s
view, may be explained in this way. In the first place,
it should be remembered that the Nyaya distinction of
erroneous cognition (bhrama) and valid cognition
(prama), which is intended to apply only to cognitions
leading to some activity (pravartaka), holds good only
in the case of determinate cognitions and cannot have
any reference to indeterminate cognitions. The relation
of object and subject (visayavisayibhdva) involved in
a determinate cognition is a definite complex consisting
of three cosrelated phases—adjunctness (prakarata),
substantiveness (vifesyatd) and relationness (sassar-
gatd). In an indeterminate cognition, on the other
band, there is the relation of object and subject; and
while a thing, its attribute such asa generic feature
(78%) and their relation are presented in it, they are
not presernted in a specific manner in their respective
ferms as a qualified substantive (vifegys), as a qualify-
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ing attribute (vifesana) and as a relation of a definite
type (samsarga). Such indeterminate cognitions have
only to be inferentially arrived at through determinate
cognitions, on the basis of the observed causal relation
between a cognition of a certain attribute (vifesone-
jfiana) and a complex cognition of a thing as having
that attribute (viSistajiiana). On this ground, the
determinate cognition of a jar, for instance, one cannot
possibly have without previously having an indeterminate
cognition in which the substance in question, its
generic attribute and even their relation are presented
in a vague and undifferentiated form. Indeterminate
cognitions are therefore said to be alindriya (beyond
the scope of any sense), while determinate cognitions
are generally perceived by mental perception (mdnasas
pratyaksa) and presented in anuvyavasdya. 1t may
also be noted that a mnirzikalpaka can never be directly
expressed in a proposition and that every propositiony
according to Naiyayikas, embodics and conveys a deter-
minate cognition (Samsargavagahijiiana or savikalpoka).

The grammatical philosophers ($abdikas) as
already stated, refuse to recognize nirvikalpuka, Al
the other philosophers recognize the distinction between
nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka in one form or other. In
the first place, the Buddhists hold that the nirvikalpaka
is the only form of valid perception and it cognizes the'
absolute, unrelated, momentary existence called svalak-
sena (the mere thing-in-itself); while the determinate
cognitions (savikalpaka) are illusive in that they
involve wholly fictitious fabrications (vikalpe of
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#alpand), which usually take the forms of a name
(ndma), a generic attribute, (@), a quality (guna),
an activity (£riyad) and a substance (dravya). The
Advaitins hold that indeterminate cognition (nirvikal-
paka) may arise from propositions like ‘This is that
Devadatta’ (so’yam devadattah) and ‘That thou art’
(tat tvam asi); and that the absolute existence alone
(sanmatram), which is identical with Braliman, is pre-
sented in indeterminate cognitions (nirvikalpaka). The
Mimarhsaka view of wirvikalpaka is that it is an
indeterminate perception which consists in the direct
and simple awareness of an individual object (vyakts)
and its generic attribute (j4#/) which arises immediate-
ly after the sense-organ comes into relation with them;
and that it misses the definite feature of the jdii as
being common to several individuals belonging to a
particular class and the specific character of the vyak!|
as being different from others—i.e., the element of
anuvriti in the former case and of yyavrtti in the latter
case. This is closely similar to the old Vaidegika view
of nirvikalpaka. Prasastapada describes indeterminate
perception as simple awareness (@&locanamatra) and
Kumarila, in his description of it, uses the same expres-
sion and compares it to the unverbalised dumb experi-
ence of a child or a dumb person. Indeterminate
perception is only to be inferred like any other cognition,
in the view of Bhattas; while it is presented in itself
along with the knower and the known object, as in the
case of other cognitions, according to the Prabhikaras.
The Vedantins of the Visistidvaita school adopt the
Prabhakara view of indeterminate perception and main-
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tain that every cognition, however simple it may be,
involves a substantive, an attribute and their relation;
that both samanya (generic attribute) and vifesa (the
individual vyakti) are presented in nirvikalpaka along
with difference in the form of the individual object
(vyaktisyaripa) ; and that, at the stage of nirpikalpaka,
the knower does not realize that the generic attribute pre-
sented in his knowledge is common to all the individuals
belonging to the same class and that these individuals
are different from the individuals belonging to a
different class, and he is not, therefore, in a position to
articulate his indeterminate perception through verbal
c¢xpression.

The Advaitic view of nirvikalpaka—that the abso-
lute existent (Satta=Brahman) is the only thing which
is presented in it and that the highest form of truth-
realizcation which leads to final emancipation is a niryi-
kalpaka—is an inevitable development of the doctrine
of nirvikalpaka as adopted by the exponents of the
Nyéya-Vaisesika system. The Nyaya-VaiSesika realists
have shown how a permanent reality, and not a momen-
tary isolated ‘this’ (svalaksana or thing-in-itself) as in
the case of the Buddhist theory of nirvikalpaka, may be
presented in indeterminate perception; and it has thus
become easy for the Advaitins to push the Nyaya theory
of nirvikalpaka to its logical conclusion and to maintain
that the true nirvikalpaka is one in which Brahman, the
only absolute and permanent reality, is presented.
This is, indeed, one of the several instances in which
the Advaitic Monist effectively uses a weapon made in
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the Nyiya forge against its maker himself to annihilate
his pluralistic universe, Jayantabhatta, an authorita-
tive exponent of Nyaya, observes in a significant
manner that the only way in which one may get out of
the mess which various Indian theorists have made of
the content of nirvikalpaka would be by adopting the
view that the same reality that is presented in sevikal-
paka is presented in the nirvikalpaka, the only difference
between them being that the former is invariably bound
up with a linguistic scheme or verbal image while the
latter is not and cannot be specifically articulated
through any verbal expression. The sub-joined extracts
from the Nyayamafijari (Viz. S. S. page 99)
deserve a carelul consideration in this connection :—
“Tasmad ya cva vastvaima savikal pasya gocarah ;
Sa eva nirvikalpasya Sabdollekhavivarjitah.
Kimatmako'saviti ced yad yada pratibhasate;
Vastupramtayascaiva prastavyd na tu vadinah.
Kuvacijjatip kveciddravyam kvacitkarma kyacid
gunah ;
Yadeva savikalpena tadevanena grhyate.
Iha $abdanusandhanamatramaebhyadhikam param.”
The Nyaya-Vaidesika definition of pratyakse
(sense-perception) generally intists that sense-data
form its essential feature and that it is invariably the
result of a special type of relation called senmikarsa
between a sense and an objeet. This definition takes.
into account only perceptual experiences which are pro-
duted from certain causes and does not hold good in the
case of the eternal omniscienrce whith is alse called
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pratyaksa and which is ascribed to God. Strictly speak-
ing, the etymology of the word pratyaksa would sup-
port its application only to perceptual experiences
atising from the senses, However, usage has extended
the term to all cognitions which are characterised by
immediacy. God’s omniscience has the highest degree
of immediacy conceivable. So, in order to cover nitya-
pratyaksa, also, perception is defined as a cognition
which does not arise through the instrumentality of
another cognition; (jAanakaranakam jianam prai-
yaksam), It should be remembered that, though a
determinate perception arises from an indeterminate
perception, the latter does not operate as karana
(efficient instrument).

It would be desirable to consider here whether per-
ception, in the sense in which it is used in the Nyiya*
VaiSesika systemm, may correctly be called §ntuition.
Without misapprehension, the term intuition may be
used with reference to perception (pratyaksa), only in
the sense that it possesses a comparatively greater degree
of immediacy, as compared with non-perceptual cogni-
tions, If sntuition should be taken to exclude absolutely
mediacy of any kind whatever, the pratyaksa of the
Nyaya system, which arises through a special kind of
relation between an object and a sense-organ, cannot
be callei intuition. In the strict sense of the term
intuitiom, it may be proper to use it only with
reference to what is sometimes called pratibha
or the innate capacity of the mind to immediately
perceive certain things; and it may also be appropriate
to describe the Advaitic realisation of the one abselute
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reality as intuition, in view of the fact that it results
from the intuitive faculty of mind to perceive reality
coming to have a full, free and efficient play after the
required preliminary discipline of studying and under-
standing (§ravana), reflective thinking (7anana) and
constant meditation (nididhyasana). In fact,in the
Nyaya system, all knowledge is mediate in a sense,
except the eternal knowledge ascribed to God, even
indeterminate perception depending upon the mediation
of a special kind of relation between sense-organ and
object (indriyarthasannikarsa).

The Bhatta Mimarsakas adopt, for all practical
purposes, the Nyiya definition of perception and
would, like Naiydyikas, lay special stress on #ndri-
yarthasannikarse. The Prabhakaras, on the other
hand, define perception as ‘direct awareness’ (sdksat
pratitih); and according to them, even recollection,
inference and such other cognitions, usually considered
non-perceptual in their character, are really perceptual
on the subjective side, in so far as they themselves and
the knower are concerned (svarmie jiiatramSe ca),
though they are non-perceptual on the objective side,
in so far as their objects are concerned (visaydamse).
The Advaitic theory of perception rightly points out
that the Nyaya view gives undue prominence to indri-
ydrthasannikarsa and belittles the importance of the
element of immediacy which ought to be treated as the
essential element in pratyaksa. The Advaitins seek to
remedy this defect by treating sense-relation as an
antecedent necessary only for certain kinds of percep-
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tion and by insisting that immediacy consisting in
subject-object-unity is the essential feature of all per-
ceptual forms of experience, and not sense-relation.
Consistently with usage in language, the Advaitins dis-
tinguish the pratyaksatva (perceptuality) of a cogni-
tion from the pratyaksatva (perceivedness) cf an
object. They describe cognition (j#iana) as pratyaksa
(perceptual experience), when it comes to be unified
for the time heing with its object, in the sense that
consciousness as conditioned by cognition (pramana-
caitanya or vrttyavacchinmacaitanya) becomes equated
with consciousness as conditioned by object (v1saya-
caitanya). In a similar way, they describe an object
(visaya) as pratyaksa (perceived), when the knower
(pramadtrcaitanya) becomes equated with object or
consciousness as conditioned by object (visayacaitanya).
It may be noticed here that the idea that immediacy in
the sense of subject-object-unity forms the essential
element in pratyaksa has turned out to be wholly foreign
to Nyaya realism, mainly because the relational scheme
on which the realistic edifice of Nydya is erected con-
sists entirely of external relations, and because the
object-subject-relation (visayazisayibhaa), in parti-
cular, is conceived of as being entirely external in its
character, chiefly with a view to keeping the dangerous
idealist always at a safe distance,
30 (e).

T—The sense-relation (san-
mikarsa) which causes a percep-
tual cognition is of six kinds—
viz,, contact, inherence in what
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has come into contact, inherence
in what is inherent in a thing
which has come in to contact,
inherence, inhérence in an in-
herent thing and adjunct-sub-
stantive relation.

When a jar is perceived by
the sense of sight, the sense-
relation is ‘contact’. When the
colour of a jar is seen, the sense-
relation is ‘inherence in a thing
which has come into contact’,
the jar, in that case, having
come into contact with the visual
sense and colour being connected
with the jar through the relation
of inherence. When colourness
(ragpatva) in the colour of a jar
is seen, the sense-relation is
‘inherence in what is inherent in
a thing which bas came into
contact’; for, in that case, the
jar has come into contact with
the visual sense, the colour of
the jar inheres in it and colour-
ness inheres in colour.

When sound is perceived by
the sense of hearing, ‘inherence’
is the sense-relation; for, the
ether bound within the auricular
orifice is the auditory sense,
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sound is a quality of ether, and
the relation between a quality
and its substratum is inherence.
When soundness (Sabdatza) is
perceived by the auditory sense,
the sense-relation is ‘inherence
in a thing which inheres’; for,
soundness inheres in sound
which inheres in the auditory
sense.

In the perception of non-
existence, the adjunct-substan-
tive-relation is the sense-relation;
for in the case of the visual per-
ception which takes the form—
“The seat of the non-existence
of jar is floor”, the ‘non-exis-
tence of jar’ is an adjunct to
the floor with which the visual
sense has come into contact.

Thus the cognition which
arises from one or the other of
these six sense-relations is per-
ception; and sense-organ is its
efficient instrument (karana).
Therefore, the senses canstitute
the efficient instrument of per-
ceptual experience (pratyaksa»
pramana).

(THUS ENDS THE CHAPTER ON PERCEPTION] °
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In the foregoing portion of the text, the scheme
of sannikarsa adopted by the Naiyayikas is set forth.
The term sannikarsa isused in a technical sense; it is
not a mere relation, nor is it exactly contact, for the
word ‘contact’ is generally taken to be equivalent to
saryoga. It would be correct to describe sannikarsa
as a special type sense-relation which determines and
constitutes the extent of the perccptive reach or range
of the sense-organs. In Nyaya literature, the term
sannikarsa is generally used in this technical sense.
The scheme of sannikarsa set forth above relates
to normal perception (laukikapraiyaksa) and com-
prises normal sense-relations (laukikasannikarsa).
The Nyaya-Vaidesika theory regarding the nature and
constitution of the sense-organs (indriya) is already
set forth on pages 65, 66 and 68 supra. According to
the Naiyayikas, the visual sense (caksuh), constituted
as it is by light, travels to the spot where the visible-
objects happen to be and visualize them and it is there-
fore said to be prapyakarin; the remaining senses are
said be aprapyakarin, in the sense that they do not
leave their place but, remaining where they are, they
perceive the objects which come within their reach,
Some early exponents of the Nyaya-VaiSesika system,
like Jayantabhatta and Sridhara, hold that all the
senses are prapyakdrins, in the sense that they function
with reference to objects within their reach, it being
immaterial whether a sense reaches an object or an
object reaches a sense. Samavdye (inherence) is
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recognized as a distinct type of sannikarsa in order to
account for the auditory perception of sound. The
Nydaya theory of the perception of sound (fabdaprat-
yaksa) is already set forth and explained on pages 101
to 104 supra. The Nyaya view regarding the percep-
tion of non-existence is that, through the help of
effectual non-cognition ()eg¥dnupalalidni), a sense-
organ perceives the non-existence of an object which
is perceptible to it. As a rule, a sense-organ which
perceives an object can also perceive its jati (gepoeric
attribute) and its abhdva (non-existence). The Nyiya
view regarding this matter is usually expressed in this
Sanskrit dictum—«Yenendriyena ya wvyaktih grhyate,
tannistha jatih tadabhavasce tenendriyenaiva grhyate”.
It is necessary, in this connection again, to refer to
pages 45 and 46 supra. The relation of vifesana-
viSesyabhdva, which is recognized as the sannikargae
connecting non-existence with a sense-organ, is, in fact,
an indirect relation inv.-lving one or the other of the
other sannikarsas. For instance, in the visual percep-
tion of the non-existence of jar (ghatabhdva) as
adjunct of the empty floor (bhiitala), the visual sense
comes into contact (s@ryoge) with the empty floor
with which the non-existence of jar is connected as
adjunct; so, the complete chain of sannikarga, in this
case, is not mere vifeganatd, but caksussaryuktavise.

sonatd (being adjunct to a thing with which the visual
sense has come into contact).

In the case of inner perception through the inner
sense (antarindriya) called manas, it is necessary to

12
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recognize three distinct sense-relations ;—uviz., samyoga,
samyuktasamavada and samyuktasamavetasamaviya, in
order to account respectively for the mental perception
(manasapratyaksa) of the soul (datman), of the cogni-
tion in it and of cognitionness (jfianatza). In connec-
tion with the auditory perception of sound (sabda)
and soundness (Sabdatva), it is necessary to 1ccognize
two distinct sense-relations :—uviz., samavdya and sama-
vetasamavadya, The sense relation of viSesanavisesya-
bhava is necessary to accourt for the perception of
non-existence. Would it be necessary to use the first
three sense-relations (samyoga etc.) in accounting for
external perception through the external senses other
than the auditory sense? No substance which does not
possess at least the minimum degree of mahative
(largeness) can be perceived by an external sense; and
in the case of every external perception of substance or
quality other than sound, association with mahativa is
a necessary condition. So, in all cases of external
perception, except auditory perception, one has to take
into account only composite substances (avayavin),
from a triad (i7yanuka) upward. It would appear that,
in such cases, the first two sense-relations may le
dispensed with, and the third —samyuktasamavetasama-
vdya—would be quite adequate to account for any per-
ception, For instance, the visual perception of a triad
of earth (prihivitryanuka) or its colour (r@pa) or its
colourness (ripatva) can easily the accounted for by
taking samyuktasamavetasamgvd@ya as the sense-rela-
tion; this chain should be understood in the first case
(tryanuka) as consisting of contact between the visual
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sense and the atoms, the inherence of dyads in those
atoms and the inherence of the triad in those dyads}
the first link in this chain in the second case (rfipa)
is contact between dyads and the visual sense; and im
the third case (r@patza), the first link in this chain is
contact between the triad and the visual sense. To the
above question, the Nyaya theorists reply that the first
three sense-relations are indispensable and explain theig
necessity in this way. Take, for instance, visual percep»
tion ; the conditions of visual perception such as udbh.
tar@pa (perceptible colour) and mahattva (largeness)
should be regarded as the co-existing determinants
(avacchedaka) of contact with the visual sense (indriya-
samyoga) ; it would not doif they are associated in some
manner withthe object visualized ; otherwise, the earth»
ness (prihivitva) in the atoms of earth and the blueness
(nilatva) in the blue colour "¢l it ., to an atom of earth
should be visualized, the former (prthivitva) being asso-
ciated with largeness (mahattva) in a jar and the latter
(nilatva) being associated in some manner with large-
ness through the blue colour of a jar; or otherwise, as
a result of indirect association with mahativa and
udbhiitardpa in a jar, the jati called sattd should be
visualized in air (vdyu) as well as its touch (sparfa);
in order to avoid these absurdities, makativa and such
other conditions in the case of visual perception shoul
be referred to as avacchedaka (co-existing determiha;n't
of contact with the visual sense (caksussamyoga),

all cases of visual perception; In these cxrcumstané '
it becomes necessary to leave entirely out of accou,nlt
contact between 'the visual sense and atoms or dyads;
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thus, semyoga, samyuktasemavdya and samyuktasama-
velasamavdyae are shown to be indispensable in account-
ing for external perception of a substance (dravya),
its quality (guna) and the generic attribute (jdtf) in
the quality.

The scheme of six sense-relations explained above
relates only to cases of normal perception (laukika-
pratyaksa) and these sense-relations are called laukska-
somnikarsah (normal sense-relations). In the case of
perception through the external senses, the complete
scheme of relation mecessary to bring about perceptual
experience consists of contact between soul and mind,
mind and sense-organ and sense-organ and object (atma
ManasG savyufyate, mana indriyena,  indrigiam
arthena). The first of these three factors—uviz., con-
tact between mind and soul (datmamanassaryoga)—is
a general condition of knowledge (j#ianasamanya). In
cases of mamasapratyaksa (inner perception through
the internal sense-organ manas), this general condition
ftaelf (atmamanassaryoga) assumes the specifie form
of sense-relation (indriyarthasannikarsa).

The Naiyayikas also recognize three types of
super-normal perception (alaukikapratyaksa), as aris-
ing from three kinds of super-normal sense relations
{(alaukikasannikarsa), vis.,—the relation of sense-
hound generality  (samanyslaksanasannikarsa), the
relation of sense-bound cognition (jRanaleksanasanmi-
farga) and the relation of yogic power (yogajasanni-
Farse). In Nyéya literature, the word pratydsatti is
also used in this context, as the equivalent of sammi-
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#arsa. The co-existence of smoke and fire is seen in a
hearth; this visual perception relates only to the parti
cular smoke and particular fire; a doubt arises as te
whether the co-existence between smoke and fire is
invariable or not, and takes the form ¢ Is smoke co~
existent with the non-existence of fire anywhere o
not?”’ (dhamo vahnivyabhicari na vd); such a doubt
relates to all smokes and all fires; only a particular
smoke and a particular fire happen to be seen in the
hearth; the perceptual doubt referred to arises through
the visual sense and presupposes the visual perception
of all smokes—past, present and future, in the hearth
and elsewhere (dhfimasamanyacaksusam); the normad
sense-relations of contact (sarityoga) and inherence i
the thing in contact (saryuktasamavaya) are esta-
blished between the visual sense on the one side, and on
the other side, the particular smoke and smokeness
(dh@imatva) in it; no normal sense-relation can he
shown to connect the visual sense with all the smokes;
in this situation what happens is that the visual percep-
tion of the generic feature, smokeness (dhimaive)
which is preseat in the particular smoke normally com-
nected with the visual sense and which is common to ad
smokes, serves as the super-normal link (&laukikasanni-
karsa) through which all the unobserved smokes are, in
the first instance, connected with the particular smoke
actually observed, and through the latter with the visual
sense which has already come into relation with it in
normal way. Thus samdnyalaksanasannikarsg is a
supersnormal semse-relation which immensely extends
the perceptive reach of semsewrgan and brings whele
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classes of perceptible objects within its scope when only
particular individuals of a class have actually come
within its reach. The word sdménya in this context
means any common attribute (samdnadharma) and not
necessarily a jati; even a jar, for instance, may be
treated as the samanya of all the places having a jar.
The earlier view is that the phrase samadnyalaksana
should be understood in the sense ‘consisting in
sdmdnya’ (samdnyasvaripa) and that this variety of
super-normal sense-relation consists in the common
attribute presented as adjunct (prakara) in the cogni-
tion of a substantive (2ifegya) which has come into
normal rclation with the sense-organ. (Indriyasambad-
dhaviSesyakaffianaprakaribhiitam  samdnyam sanni-
karsah). This view is defective; for, it does not
cover, for instance, the super-normal perception of all
the places having a particular jar which has ceased to
exist and which is remembered as the common attribute
(samanadharma) of all such places. In that case, one
visualizes through the super-normal (samanyalaksana)
sense-relation all the places having the particular jar
which no longer exists (tadghatavatah sarvan pra-
defan), while seeing in the normal way only one of
such places without the jar and while recollecting the
particular jar previously seen in that place in the
normal way. Tadghata (the particular jar) is the
common feature in that instance; if samdnya itself
were to be understood as constituting the needed
sense-relation, sdmanyalaksanasannikarsa would not be
available there, for the reason that the particular jar
representing the samdnyas no longer exists; but if
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cognition of samanye (samanyaffiGna) should be
treated as sannikarsa, the required sense relation in the
form of recollection (sd@manyasmarana) would be avail-
able. For these reasons, Naiyayikas of the later school
take the phrase samanyalaksana to mean ‘having
samanya as object’, the word laksana being taken in the
sense of object (visaya); and they hold that it is
cognition of samanya (samanyasiiana) that constitutes
the super-normal relation in question. It should be
remembered in this connection that while (sdmdanya-
jfiana) avails as super-normal sense-relation in internal
perception (ru1dnasapratyaksa) under all circumstances,
it avails as such in external perception (bahyapratyaksa)
only when the conditions necessary for bringing about
the normal perception of the sdmanya in question are
present. (T adindriyajataddharmabodhasdmagryapek-
sitdé.)  For instance, one can have a super-normal
inner perception (alaukikaménasapratyaksa) of all
smokes through the recollection of smokeness (dhfi-
matva), even in darkness; but, in darkness, one can
never have a super-normal visual perception (alauki-
kacaksusa) of all smokes through the samanyajfidna
consisting in the recollection of smokeness (dh#imatva-
smarana), Itmay also be stated here that one could
not become omniscient (sarvajfie) for the mere reason
that one could have super-normal perception of all
knowable things (prameya) through the cognition of
their common feature knowableness (prameyatva),
since omniscience (sdrvajiya) consists in a detailed
and full knowledge of all things and not in a general
knowledge of them.
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A person sees sandal; his sense of smell does not
function for the moment and his sense of sight alone
functions; he sees not only sandal but also its fra-
grance; his visual perception assumes the form *the
sandal is fragrant” (surabhi candanam), and he is
conscious of the fact that heis ceeing the fragrant
sandal. In cases like this, no normal sense-relation
(laukskasannikarsa) between the visual sense and
fragrance can be recognized and the presentation of
fragrance (saurabha) in visual perceptionas an adjunct
of sandal has to be accounted for by means of the
super-normal sense-relation  (alaukikasamnikarsa),
which consists in the recollection of fragrance smelt in
the sandal on a previous occasion. This variety of
super-normal sense-relation is called jignalaksanasan-
nikarsa. By means of samdnyajiidna (cognition of a
common attribute) representing s@manyalaksanasanni-
karsa, it would be possible to account for fragrance
being hrought within the scope of the visual perception
of sandal, the required sense-relation being foun1 in the
cognition of fragranceness (saufrabhatva)—the generic
feature of fragrance. But the presentation of sawra-
bhatva in the visual perception of sandal cannot be
accounted for by means of samanyalaksanasannikarse,
since saufabhatva is a fa¥ and is therefore presented
in cognition as adjunct by itself (svaripatah) and not
as delimited by any attribute.  In this case, it becomes
unavoidably necessary to recognize jignalaksanasanni-
karsa as distinct from samdnyalaksana,. Further, where
a person mistakes nacre for silver in visual perception
and has the anuvyavasiya—*1 see silver’, silverness
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(rajatatva) is presented in the inner consciousness of
visual perception through j#ignaleksana, and not
through samanyalaksana; for, in the latter case, the
generic attribute, whose cognition is proposed to be
treated as sannikarga, should be present in the subs-
tantive (vifesya) actually perceived, and in the present
instance, silverness is not present in the nacre which is
seen. On these grounds, the Naiyayikas maintain that
jAianalaksana should be taken to form a distinct type of
super-normal sannikarsa.  They also hold, on the
strength of the evidence furnished by the VYogafdstra,
that the super-normal capacity, which the mind
(mamas) acquires through the yogic practice, constitutes
the third variety of alaukikasannikarsa described as-
gogajadharmalaksana. This variety of super-normal
sense-relation enables any sense to reach any object.
The Nyaya theory of alaukikasamnikarsa seeks
to account for certain cognitions which really stand
on the border line bhetween ordinary perceptual
cognitions and non-perceptual cognitions and would
appear to be more akin to the former than to the latter.
The Mimiarhsakas and the Advaitins are not in favour
of this theory and refuse to recognize any special type
of pratyaksa known as alaunkikapratyakga. These oppo-
nents of the Nydya theory argue thus, Universal
judgments relating to smokes and fires in general terms
are the result of the synthesis which a thinker’s mind
is capable of making; this synthesis is sometimes effect-
ed through a negative process and sometimes through a
positive process; in the case of a negative synthesis,
- particular individuals only are observed and brought
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into relation with each other as determined by certain
generic features, the individualities of the individuals
‘being entirely ignored for the moment; such a negative
-synthesis may well be brought under normal perceptual
process (laukikapratayksa). In positive synthesis, a
generalisation of all the conceivable individuals, with-
out ignoring their individualities, is definitely contem-
plated and is effectuated by the thinker’s mind passing
from particulars to universals; the mental process in-
-volved in such a positive synthesis is essentially one of
inference. In cases like the visual perception of sandal
as fragrant (surabhi candanam), one may see easily
a jumble of visual perception of sandal and recollection
of fragrance through association of ideas. Even in the
case of yogic perception, what happens, in fact, is that
the normal reach of the mind comes to be immensely
extended by yogic powers through the great potentiali-
ties of the mind becoming actualised in experience; and
all instances of yogic perception may be accounted for,
without the help of the theory of super-normal sense-
relation, either as manasapratyaksa (inner perception)
or as vivid recollection of the past, or as vivid imagi-
nation of future possibilities. Mimarhsa theorists dis-
card the doctrine of yogic perception altogether.

However, it should be observed here that the
Nyaya theory of alaukikapratyaksa (super-normal per-
ception) rests on reascns which should not be lightly
brushed aside and which are worthy of very careful
consideration. In the first place, it may be noted that,
in every case which a Naiyayika would bring under the
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super-normal variety of perception, the mediacy which
is characteristic of non-perceptual cognitions is entirely
missing and the immediacy-which is characteristic of
perceptual cognitions is invariably felt tobe present,
In cases of external perception, where cognition of a
samadnya or cognition of some other kind is treated as
sannikarsa, the mind is entirely subordinated to a sense
and if certain impressions derived from previous ex-
perience get mixed up with perceptual elements, such
impressions come to be divested, for the time being, of
their non-perceptual character and invested with a
sense-bound, perceptual garb. The inner consciousness
(anuvyavasiya) of disciplined minds, which takes a
form like this ““I sec a fragramt sandal” (surabhi can-
danam pasyami), is certainly an evidence which the
Naiyayikas feel bound to respect and rely upon, in this
connection,



CHAPTER II
INFERENCE
31

(a) Anumdna (Inference)
is the efficient instrument
(karana) of inferential cogni-
tion.

(b) Inferential cognition is
a cognition which arises from
subsumptive reflection (para-
marsa).

(¢) ParamarSa (subsump-
tive reflection) is a cognition
which cognizes the presence of
the invariably  concomitant
factor denoted by the middle
term (probans) in the thing
denoted by the minor term. For
instance, the cognition, “This
mountain has smoke which is
invariably concomitant with fire’’
is a subsumptive reflection;
and the cognition resulting
from it and taking the form
“mountain has fire” is inferential
cognition.
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(d) “Wherever there is
smoke there is fire”—This type
of invariable concomitance is
vydpti (co-extension),

(e) Subject - adjunctness
(paksadharmatd) consists in the
invariable concomitant (vydpya)
being present in things like a
mountain (denoted by paksa or
the minor term).

r".fi’numdna, as its etymological sense indicates is
aft%hpmof. It is after-proof in the sense that it uses
the knowledge derived from perception (pratyaksa) or
verbal testimony (dgama) and helps the mind to march
on further and add to its knowlediQ As Vitsyayana
puts it, it is equivalent to anvi&sa; and the Nyaya
system is called dnuviksiki, for the reason that its
immediate and chief aim is to elucidate the nature of
anumana or anviksa as a pramane. (Pratyaksdga-
masritam anumdnam; sa anviksd; tayd pravertate
styanviksiki nyayavidya mydyaiastram,) Seeing that
verbal testimony is not recognized as a distinct pramdna
by the Bauddhas and the VaiSesikas, the Nyaya writers
prefer to consider Sabda at the end and rightly proceed
to consider anumana immediately after praiyakga.

It would be interesting to note here how the Nyiya
realist deals with the criticism that all knowledge may,
in a sense, be brought under inference and that even
perceptual experience may be brought under inference.
1t may well be contended that, in the visual experience
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of a composite structure like a horse, only certain parts
of the animal come into relation with the sense of sight
and several parts do not, in fact, come into relation
with the sense; and that in such cases, the experience
of the whole, of which we become conscious, must be
taken as inference.)Gautama himself refers to this
contention in [[—1<=31 and indicates how this difficulty
may be met by using the Nyaya theory that the com-
posité whole (avayavin) is entirely different from its
parts (avayavah). “The Nyaya theorists claim that
their conception of pafts and whole as entirely different
entities has as its chief advantage the preservation of
the province of pratyaksa from being wholly swallowed
up in the province of anumdna/\’

In the case of every prf[mdzza, the karana (special
or efficient instrument), the vydpdre (intermediate
cause) and the phala (final result) should be carefully
distinguished. In the case of anumana (instrument of
inferential experience) the knowledge of co-extension
(vydptijiana) is karana; subsumptive reflection
(paramarSa) is vyapara; and inferential experience
(anumiti) is phala,

Students of Nyaya, before they proceed to study
the Chapter on antmana, should start with a clear con-
ception of the meanings of the technical terms paksa,
sadhya and hetw or sadhana, They are usually render-
ed respecttvely by the English equivaleats— minor term,
major term and middle term, But it should be remem-
bered here that these English terms have primary
reference to certain terms constituting syllogistic
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expression; whereas, in Sanskrit Nyava, the term
denoting paksa corresponds to the minor term, the term.
paksa itselT standing for the substantive with reference
to which something has to be inferred or inferentially
predicated; the term denoting sadhya corresponds to:
the major term, the term sadhya itself standing Tor the
thing that is sought to be inferred or inferentially pre-
dicated with reference to paksa; and the term denoting
hetu or sadhana corresponds_to the wmiddle term, the
term Tietu or sadhand Ttself standing Jor flié Tédson or
ground which is invariably concomitant with whatis
sought to be inferred and whose knowledge leads to
inf.rence. Thus, one may see in the Indian terminology
itself'evidence of a fundamental difference in the way
in which the topic of inference is treated in Indian logic
as compared with the way in which European tradition
deals with that topic—such difference consisting in
greater stress being laid on the material aspects of
inference by the exponents of the Nyiya-VaiSesika
system and undue stress being laid by European tradi-
tion on the formal side of syllogistic expression,

Annambhatta defines anumili as a cognition pro-
duced by subsumptive reflection (paramarSa). This
definition, as it is, may be applied even to a perceptual
experience following a doubt and arising from a sub-
sumptive reflection. With reference to a man standing
at a distance, a doubt may arise in twilight, as to
whether he is a man or a post. As one approaches the
object, the cognition “This object has hands and such
other features as are found invariably associated-with
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humanity” (purusatvevyapyekaradiman ayam) arises;
and immediately {ollows the perceptual experience
“Tbis is a man” (ayam purusah). Such cases of
samsayottarapratyaksa (perceptual decision following
a doubt) and arising {rom the reflective perception of
certain particulars (viSegsaparamarsa) are not instances
of anwmiti and have to be excluded by the adjunct ‘in
association with the pakgetd’ (paksatdsahakrta) so that
the complete definition of anumiti will be this—
“Anumm is a cognition which is produced by subsump-
tive reﬂecuon in association with subjectness
(palz;atd)”)

What is paksatd (subjectness)? The earlier
school of Nydya understood sw#bjectness as consisting
in ‘doubt regarding the presence of probandum’
(sadhyasandeha)—or, in other words, understood a
paksa to be the substantive with reference to which one
doubts whether one may correctly predicate something
or not. This view of paksatd ignores the fact that
sadhyasandeha (doubt regarding prodandum) is not a
necessary condition of inference and that a person who
has actually seen clouds on the sky may also infer their
presence from their peal of thunder. The later
Naiyayikas seek to remove this defect in the earlier
definition of paksata and suggest a modified definition
which may be stated thus:—¢Pakgatd (subjectness)
amounts to the absence of such indubious knowledge of
the probandum as is associated with the absence of a
desire to establish the probandwm™ (sigadhayigdviraha-
vifistasiddhyabhduah paksata), In experience, it is



CH. 1) INFERENCE 193

found that indubious knowledge of the probandum
(sadhyasiddhi) prevents inference unless there is a
positive desire to arrive at the same result through
inference.  Sdadhyasiddhi is thus a counteracting agent
preventing  anumiti  (anumitipratibandhaka) and
sisadhayisad neutralises the influence of the counter-
acting agent and is therefore wuttejaka, Paksatd thus
reduces itself to non-existence of such counteracting
agent as is associated with the absence of the
neutralising agent (®ttejakabhavaviSistam yat prati-
bandhakam tadabhavah). When the Naiydyikas
include pafsata in the causal equipment necessary for
anumiti, they do not assume anything unusual, but
are simply applying to the specific effect, anumiti,
the general principle that wuttejakabhdavavisistapraiy.
bandhakabhava is one of the things making up the
causal complement of au effect. It must be remems-
bered that universal sadhyasiddhi in every conceivable
instance of paksa prevents the inference of the same
sadhya in some of the paksas asalso in all paksas;
whereas partial sadhyasiddhi in some paksas prevents
only the inference of the same sddhya in some pakgsas,
Universal sddhyasiddhi is technically " described as
paksatavacchedakavacchedena sadhyasiddhi and may be
embodied in a proposition like this— All S is P,
Inference of the same sddhya in all paksas is likewise
described as pakgsatavacchedakavacchedewa anumiti and
embodied in a proposistion like this—¢« All S is P *,
« Some S is P”—a proposition of this type embodies
partial sadhyasiddhi, which is technically described as
poksaiavacchedakasamanadhikaranyena sadhyasiddhi.
13
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An inference which may be embodied in a propo-
sition like “Some S is P” is prevented by any
sadhyasiddhi, universal or partial, while the inference
in the form ¢« All S is P” is prevented only by uni-
versal sddhyasiddhi, It should also be remembered that,
when the conditions necessary for having the perception
of a certain object are present along with those neces-
sary for inferring the same object, only the perception
of that object arises and not its inference; but in cases
where the conditions necessary for perceiving an object
are present along with those required for inferring
another object, inference would arise and not perception.

The Naiydyikas insist that, in every case of infe-
rence, quick or slow, inference for oneself or inference
for others, subsumptive reflection mmramarsq) is an
indispensable antecedent —and " “should, therefore, be
treated as cause of anumiti. Parg_zn_g[jg__ls_i.cmfplex

<coghnition which _arises from a combination of the
knowledge of” mvanable concomilance’ (v;apt;;nuna)’

;ﬁ&na “In the stock example of inference—* The hill
has fire; because it has smoke”, the pardmarsa takes the
form—*“The hill has smoke, which is invariably con-
comitant with fire” (vahnivyapyadhamavan parvatah) ;
and it is contended by the Naiyayikas that, in the
absence of such a paramarSa, asumiti does not arise.
This cognitive complex called pardmarsa is also known
as lingaparamarsa or trtiyalingaparamarse (the third
cognition of the reason). The cognition of the presence



Cr. ] INFERENCE 195

of the linga (reason) in the subject (paksa) may be said
to be the first lingaparamarsa; the cognition of the in-
variable relation between linga and sadhya is the second
lingaparamarsa; and the complex cognition which arises
from these two cognitions is the third lingaparamarsa.
The Mimarhsakas and the Vedantins who follow
them hold that the complex cognition called paramarsa
is not indispensable for anumiti, though it may
actually arise just before anumiti in many cases.
In our experience, we are conscious of having anumiti
directly after becoming aware of the presence of the
hetu (reason) in the paksa (subject) and remembering
vydpti (invariable concomitance) and without any
intervening pardamarsa, In such cases, the Naiyayikas
also cannot help recognizing causal relation (kdrya-
karanabhdva) hetween anumiti on the one side and the
two . 7 . referred toon the other side (vyapti-
jitiana and paksadharmatajiiana); and in cases where
paramarsa intervenes, they should recognize another
causal relation (kdryakaranabhava) between paramarSe
and anumiti, Thus the Mimarhsakas argue and maintain
that, in order to avoid this difficulty, it would be neces-
sary to treat anumiti as the effect of vydptijiiana and
paksadharmatdjiiana and to exclude paramarSa from
the causal complement of anumiti, The Naiyayikas,
however, point out that it would be much simpler to
connect every case of anumiti with paramarsa asits
cause and to assume that, even in cases where anumiis
appears to arise directly from vydptijiana and paksa-
dharmatd@jiiana, there is an intervening pardmarSa
though one may not be conscious of it on account of the
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quick passage of the mind from the stage of paksa-
dharmatdjfigna to the stage of inference. The con-
troversy between the Mimarhsakas and Naiyayikas, as
to whether anumiti should be taken as the effect of the
two cognitions—uvydptijiiana and paksadharmatajiiana
or as the effect of the complex cognition called para-
marSa, appears to hinge on the principle of parsimony
(léghava) and turns out to be a consideration of the
greater or smaller degree of cumbersomeness which one
might notice in the Mimarhsaka’s or the Naiyayika’s
way of defining the causal relation between anumits
and its cause. However, a careful estimation of the
arguments advanced by the Mimarhsakas and the
Naiyayikas would reveal the significance of the insis-
tence in Nyaya on pardmarsa being treated as indis-
pensable. If subsumption to a generalisation be the
essential element in inference, it is obvious that infe-
rence of fire in a hill cannot arise from the perception
of smoke in it, until the particular smoke in the hill is
subsumed under the generalisation involving vydpti
between smoke and fire; and the Naiyayikas insist that
subsumption is the essential feature of inference and
insist therefore that every anumiti should be taken to
be preceded by paramaréa, which is but a subsumptive
reflection subsuming the smoke in the hill under the
pre-established vyapis. The Bhatta Mimamsakas, on
the other hand, hold that it is the subsultive, rather
than the subsumptive, passage of the mind from the
observed relation of particulars to a certain unobserved
particular, that characterises the inferential process
of thought; and this view accounts for their attitude
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towards pardmarSa. From the following exposition
of vyapti, the difference between the views of the
Mimamsakas and the Naiydyikas would become further
clarified.

What _is vydpts? Annambhatta’s definition of
vydpti is that it consists in the lie/# (reasonor probans)
being co-existent with the sadhya (probandum or the
Thing {0 be inferentially established), which is per-
vasive of the hetu (hetuvydpaka). To be pervasive
(Zyapakay, in the contéxt of amumiti, means ‘never
being the counter-correlative (pratiyogin) of a negation
(abhava) which is co-existent with hetu.” In an infe-
rence, where smoke is the ketu and fire is the sadhya
to say that there is vyapti (invariable concomitance)
between smoke and fire implies the following tRIBgS,
according to this definition, Firstly, it implies that fire
and smoke co-exist in the particular form and through
the particular relation, with reference to which they are
intended to be treated as hetu and sadhya respectively,
the particular form of hetu and sadhya being technically
called hetutdvacchedakadharma and sadhyatavacche-
dakadharma and the particular relations intended to
determine the co-existence of 4et# and sadhya being
technically known as hetutdvacchedakasambandha and
sadhyatavacchedakasambandha. Secondly, it implies
that, with reference to the same hetut@vacchedaka-
dharma, sadhyatdvacchedakadharma, hetutdvaccheda-
kasambandha and sadhyatavcchedakasambandha, fire
is never the counter-correlative (pratiyogin) of any
negation which co-exists with smoke, Where firein a
hill is inferred from smoke, fire is sddhya, fifeness
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(vahnitva) is said to be sddhyatdvcchedakadharma in
the sense that fire is proposed to be treated as
sddhya in its general and universal form as fire, and
not in any othcr form such as that of a substance
(dravya) ; smokeness (dhamatya) is said to be hetuta-
vacchedakadharmna in the sense that smoke is proposed
to be treated as Aetu in its general and universal form
as smoke, and not in any other form; and conjunction
or contact (samyoya) is caid to be sadhyatavacchedaka-
sambandha, as also hetutavacchedakasambandha, in the
sense that fire and smoke, in their respective form as
sddhya and hetu, are proposed to be treated as connect-
ed with paksa (subject), through the relation of con-
tact, and not through any other relation such as
inherence (samavaya) or self-linking relation (svariipa).

In later Nyidya literature, based on Gangesopa-
dhyaya’s Tattvacint@mani, two types of definitions of
vyapti are distinguished, one type being called siddhanta-
laksana and the other type being called parvapaksa-
laksana or parvapaksavyapti. The definition explained
in the preceding para represents the former type and is
briefly set forth in this Sanskrit formula:—Hetuvya-
pakasadhyasamanadhikaranyam vyaptih. This defini-
tion, when fully amplified, comes to include the
hetutavacchedakadharma, sadhyatavacchedakadharma,
hetutavacchedakasambandha and sadhyatavacchedaka-
sambandha, It is affirmative in its main form, the
latter half being affirmative, though the adjunct
hetuvydpaka reduces itself to the negative form hetu-
samanddhikarandtyantabhavapratiyogin  (which is
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never the counter-correlative of any negation co-exist-
ing with the reason).

The other type of definition of vyapti is known as
piurvapaksalaksana in the sense that it is provisional
and prima facie satisfactory. It is generally putina
negative form, A typical instance of pairvapaksavydpts
is this:—Co-extension (wydpti) consists in non-exis-
tence of the probans in every place where the probandum
(sadhya) does not exist (sadhyabhavavadavrttitvam).
This definition also, when fully amplified, comes to in-
clude the hetutavacchedakadharma, sadhyatavacchedaka-
dharma, hetutavacchedakasambandha and sadhyata-
vacchedakasambandhae, This prima facie definition of
vyapts is negative in its main part and is a direct
amplification of the conception of awindbhava. The
contrast between the two phrases awinabhdva and
sahacaryaniyama should be clearly understood. The
former phrase is more commonly used in earlier
Nyaya literature and the latter in later literature, Vind
means ‘without’; a@-bhdva means non-existence; and
a-vind-bhdva means non-existence (of the probans or
hetu) without or in the absence (of the probandum or
sadhya). This is the basis of parvapaksavyapti which
is generally negative in its form. The other phrase
sahacaryaniyama which is used by Annambhatta is
equivalent to niyatasahacarya, which means invariable
co-existence. This forms the basis of what is referred
to above as siddhantavydpti, The prima facie defini-
tion of vydpti set forth above is defective. It does not
hold good in cases where the sdd/iya happens ta he a
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thing whose non-existence anywhere is inconceivable
(kevalanvayi), like abhideyatva (namableness); nor
does it apply to the ketu in syllogisms like :—“A quality
{guna) has existence (satta), because it has a generic
attribute (jati)”. It willbe seen that non-existence of
the probans in a place where the probandum does not
‘eXist can be conceived of only when its existence in
such a place through the specific relation in view
(hetutavacehedakasambandha) is conceivable and that,
in the latter instance referred to, the presence of the
probans, jati, through the relation of inherence, which
is the specific relation in view, in a place like samanya
avhere the probandum (sattd) is not present, is incon-
ceivable, In order to getover difficulties of this kind,
thesiddhantalaksana or conclusive definition of vyapti is
put forward,

The term wyapti literally means pervasion and lays
stress on the universal character of the relation kept in
view. The phrase ‘universal connection’ brings out
exactly the meaning of the term zydpti. In early
Nyaya literature, the term avindbhava is frequently
used as the equivalent of zyapti, It should be observed
that this term, avsn@bhdva, brings into prominence the
invariable character of the relation kept in view. The
two concepts, uniyerselity and invariableness, Vim“ifly'
€dCh other; but they are not identical. A careful
examination of early Nyaya literaiure would show that,
from Kanida and Gautama downward, all the leading
exponents of the Nyiya-Vaifesika system were quite
familiar with the ideas of universality and invariable-
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ness as forming the essential elements in the conception
of vyapti, Vatsyayana, who preceded Dignaga, defini-
tely makes use of the conception of avindabhdva in his
Bhiasya on the siitras 2-2-1, 2-2-2 and 2-2-61. The
very conception of vyabhicdra as a fallacy (hetvabhdsa)
presupposes the invariableness of the relation called
avindbhava or vyapti. Patafijali, in his Mahabhagya
(on 3—2—124), shows a definite knowledge of the
universal character of the relation called zydpts. In
the face of these facts, it would be unreasonable to
hold, as Professor Keith does, that the doctrine of
indissoluble or invariable relation (avinabhdva) is
Dignaga’s special contribution to Indian logic and that
Pradastapada and others borrowed this idea from
Dignaga and developed it. In this connection, atten-
tion is invited to the article on “The evolution of
vyapty” contributed by one of my former pupils, Mr,
A. S. Krishna Rao, M.A,, in part 1 Volume I, (1927)
of the Journalof Oriental Research, Madras.

What is the exact nature of the relation of vydpts,
or avinabhdva? How is it arrived at? Is it arrived at
through perceptual experience? Or does it represent
itself the result of an inferential .process? If vydpti in
its universal form is the basis of inferential reasoning,
does it not already contain in itself the result of the
inferential process and does it not render inference
wholly superfluous? Questions like these were raised
and answered both by Naiyiyikas and Mimamsakas of
the early and later schools. It would be of great value
to students of Indian logic to pay some attention to
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these questions. Vatsyayana remarks in his Bhdsya on
1-1.37, that the parallelism between the probanms as
found in the paksa and the probans as found in the
example (uddharana), on which the probative character
of the probans rests, is very subtle and dithcult to
explain and can he well understood only by men of
great learning. (Tudidam heindaharanayoh sadhar-
myam paramasaksmam duhkhabodham panditaripa-
vedaniyamiti), The Bhdsyakdra says this, not because
he was quite innocent of the nature of the invariable or
universal relation called avindbhara or wvyapti, as
Professor Keith and some others may fancy, but
because, perhaps, he was keenly alive to the difficulty in
satisfactorily answering the questions raised at the
beginning of this para and to the snares and pitfalls in
the way of generalisation.

Uddyotakara, Vacaspatimira, Jayanta and some
other early writers on Ny@ya describe vydpts as an un-
conditioned or nccessary relation which is not brought
about by any adventitious circumstance—anaupadhikah
sambandhah. For instance, that smoke is pervaded by
fire, i.e., that dhsima is vahnivydpyaisa necessary and un-
conditioned relation and does not depend upon any adven-
titious circumstance; whereas, the relation of wvyapti
embodied in the proposition—‘Wherever there is fire,
there is smoke’—is not a necessary and unconditioned
relation and depends upon the association of fire with
the adventitious contact of wet fuel with fire (&rdren-
dhanasarmyoga). Such adventitious circumstances are
called upddhayah. An upadhi is an adventitious factor
which is invariabiy concomitant with the probandum
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(sddhyavydpaka) and not so with the probams
(sadhandvyipaka). It is called upadhi because as
Udayana explains, its invariable concomitance with the
probandum comes to be erroneously associated with the
probans, just in the same way as the redncss of a japa
(China rose) is erroneously associated with a crystal
(sphatika) in its vicinity. To define zydpti as anau-
padhikasambandha is significant in several ways. In
the first place, it shows that the earlier schools of
Indian logic, which adopted this definition, do not defi-
nitely insist upon any conscious process of generalisa-
tion or universalisation preceding inference. Secondly,
according to the early schools, it should be made out
that the connection between the probans (hei#) and
probandum (sadhya) is necessary, Thirdly, in order
to satisfy oneself that the connection in question in-
volves necessity, one should know that it is not due to
association with any adventitious circumstance, ft.e,,
that it is sv@bhdvika and not aupdadhika, Further, this
definition clearly lays greater stress on the element of
necessity in the relation between the hetu and sddhya
than on the element of invariableness. It should, how-
ever, be remembered, in this connection, that Gautama
who recognised vyabhicara or absence of invariableness
as a fallacy, and Vatsydyana and PraSastapada who
definitely referred in their works to the concept of
avinabhdva as an essential element in anumdna, were
fully alive to the importance of the idea of invariable-
ness in vydpti.

What is the form in which the relation of vydpii
comes to be known and leads to inference? How does
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it come to be known? According to Annambhatta, who
follows GangeSopadhyaya in this as in several other
matters, the cognition of vyapti (vydptijiiana) atises in
the form of a universal generalisation which is usually
embodicd in the proposition—“Wherever there is smoke
there is fire” (yatra yatra dhimah talra vahnih), or in
the proposition—“Whatever has smoke, has fire” (yo
yo dhimavan so’gnimdn) ; in a statement of vyapti, the
vyapye (pervaded) should be first referred to and the
vydpaka should be the principal predicate; and the
cognition of zyapti arises usually from the observation
of the co-existence of smoke and fire in one or more
instances, in the ahsence of any knowledge of a place
where the hetu is present and the sddhya is not present.
Annambhatta criticises the view that the relation of in-
variabhle concomitance is known through bh#iyodariana
or repeated ohservation. As Nilakantha points out,
the Sanskrit phrase bhayodarsana is ambiguous. It
may refer to the frequent repetition of the same obser-
vation or to observation of several instances of the
sddhya and hett or to observation of the co-existence
of the sadhya and hetu in several places. Inany of
these senses, though the observation of the co-existence
of hetu and sddhyae may be repeated a thousand times,
vyapti cannot be made out, if, even in a single instance,
the hetu is known to be present in the absence of the
sddhya. So, following the Manikara, Annambhatta
points out that a knowledge of the co-existence of the
hetu and sadhya in association with the absence of a
knowledge of the presence of the hetu where the sadhya
is not present (vyabhicarafjfidnavirahasahakytem seha-
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cdraffianam) causes vyaptijiiana. Knowledge of vya-
bhicara may arise in the form of a doubt or one may
be sure of the presence of this defect. In the latter
case, unless it is shown that such knowledge is erro-
neous, one cannot make out the relation of vyapti. 1In
the former case, any doubt, of vyabhicara, which is
otherwise technically known as aprayojakatvasanka and
which is usually expressed in the form ¢Let there be
the hetu ; the sadhya need not be present” (heturasiu
sadhyam mastu), is recmoved by an indirect type of
reasoning known as farka. The indirect argument
called tarka corresponds to reductio ad absurdum and
consists in showing how the assumption of the oppo-
site leads to an absurd result by coming into conflict
with some established truth. In the case of invariable
concomitance between smoke and fire, for instance, if
one should doubt that smoke may be present some-
where in the absence of fire, the indirect argument of
tarka may be put forward in this form:i—If smoke
were present in the absence of fire, smoke could not be
produced by fire. But the causal relation between fire
and smoke is a well-recognized fact’. Thus according
to later Naiyayikas, vydptiis a umversal type of gene-
ralisation cov crmg all conceivable case~ Toth observed
and unobserved. The elément of nwanabTenecs 15 of
greater value than the element of necessity, in ensuring
the safe passage of inferential thought from thé Kiidwn
tFt-ﬁ—e’:mknown, ‘though these two elements—mvan—
a‘SEI;ess and necess:ty—-xmply each other. The “element
of ne necessxty looms large only at the stag® at which the
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element of invariableness happens to be challenged and
comes to be maintained by a suitable tarka.

qin/several instances the universal relation of vyapti
is felt” to be arrived at as perceptual experience
(pratyaksa) through some sense-organ. Perceptual ex-
perience persupposes some sannskarsa (sense-relation)
between the sense concerned and the objects coming
within the scope of the experience in question. \Vhen,
for instance, one comes to have visual perception of the
relation of invariable concomitance between all smokes
and all fires, it is through the super-normal sense-rela-
tion (alaukika-sannikarsa) called samanyalaksana-
pratydsatii that all the smokes and. fires are brought
within the reach of the visual sense.) The nature of
this super-normal sense-relation is eXplained in pages
180 to 184 of Chapter I, supra. Thus, according to
later Naiyayikas, the knowledge of vydpti arises in
several cases as super-normal perception through the
super-normal sense-relation of sen:ce-bound generalit-)r'
(samanyalaksanasannikarsa). Jayantabhatta discus-
ses the nature of vyaptijiiana in pages 121 to 123 of
his Nyayamafijari (Viz. S. S.) and arrives at the
conclusion that it arises through the inner sense, manas,
as mental perception (wmanasapratyaksa), when co-ex-
istence is observed and no hitch in such co-existence is
seen, Evidently, Jayantabhatta is inclined to think
that manas, though it cannot directly reach external
objects (bahirasvatantram manah) under ordinary
circumstances, is resourceful enough to reach all the
smokes and fires, both observed and unobserved, in the
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absence of definite obstacles in the way. Jayanta, how-
ever, does not account for the mind’s resourcefulness
in this direction and seems to be inclined to attribute it
to its nature and not to the aid of any super-normal
sense-relation known as samdnyalaksanasannikarga.
The nature of this sannikarsa has been explained in
detail on pages 180 to 184, in Chapter I, supra.

Buddhist logicians like Digniga and Dharmakirti
lay particular stress on the negative phase of vydpti—
vi3,, nonezxistence of the probans in the absence of
the probandum (avimibhava).  They hold that
every case of auvinabhdva involves a mnecessary
and indissoluble connection Dbetween the hetw and
the sddhya and that this connection is based upon
identity (taddtmya) or causality (tadwtpatti). The
Naiyayikas rightly criticise this view as ignoring such
cases of invariable concomitance as do not rest upon
identity or causality—cases like a blind man’s inference
of colour (r@pa) from taste (rasa).

The Mimirhsakas of the Bhatta school maintain
that vyapts, in the form of a universal generalisation, is
not a necessary condition of inference. Fire is observ-
ed to be co-existent with smoke in two or three places;
and smoke is never seen to be present in a place where
fire is not present. When one comes to have this
experience repeatedly within the sphere of one’s obser-
vation, one finds oneself in a position to make out
invariable connection between smoke and fire in the
form in which they happen to be seen in the particular
instances which have come within the scope of one’s
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observation. When one later on happens to see smoke
in the same form in an unobserved place as in a place
already observed, or even wlen one happens to see
smoke again in the same form in an observed place as
already observed there, one’s mind comes to have a
knowledge of the presence of fire in that place where
smoke is seen for the moment. The knowledge of fire
which thus arises cannot be regarded as perceptual
experience as fire is not for the moment within the
range of any of the senses; nor can it be regarded as
reproduction in memory of a past experience, since the
knowledge of fire which thus arises is felt to be experi-
ence having reference to the cxistence of fire in the
present time. Thus, according to the Bhattas, the pro-
position ‘Wherever there is smoke, there is fire’ repre-
sents ordinarily a 1estricted form of synthesis which
has reference only to thie observed particulars and is
quite adequate as a condition of inference; and anybody
who is equipped with the knowledge embodied in this
proposition would be able to infer the existence of fire
on seeing smoke in any place, provided there isno
suspicion of wvyabhicira (presence of heiu in the
absence of sadhya). At the same time it must be
remembered that Bhattas do not deny that, not infre-
quently, in the course of inferential reasoning, one may
arrive at a universal generalisation of the type recogniz-
ed by the Naiyayikas, which has reference to the
invariable concomitance between all cases of hetu and
sadhya, including observed and unobserved instances in
the present, past and future. The Bhattas, however,
insist that such universal generalisations themselves are
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cases of inference. Parthasirathimi$ra, one of the
most reliable exponents of Kumarila’s views, explains
the inferential process through which such universal
generalizations are arrived at. In this connection, a
reference to Parthasdrathi’s Nyayaratnamala (Chow-
khamba edition—pages 69 and 70) would show how
unobserved places, which have smoke, may be inferred
to have fire, from the fact thai smoke is predicated in
those places, on the basis of observed cases. In the
face of this, it would not be correct to suppose, as
Professor Randle does in foot-note (1) to page 282
of his work—¢ Indian Logic in the Early Schools”,
that “there is nowhere in Indian Logic the notion that
Induction or generalization is an inferential process”.
The Prabhakaras hold that vydpti is the invariable
relation between hetu and sadiiya, which, when it is
made out, happens to be free from temporal and spatial
limitations and thus comes to assume the form of a
universal generalization. In the hearth, for instance
contact between smoke and fire is made out as the
relation connecting the two substances—smoke and fire.
In the cognition of such relation, the two relata are the
two principal concepts. The relation on the one side
and time and space (kdla and defa) on the other are
presented in that cognition only as adjuncts subsidiary
to the two relata. While two subsidiaries agree to
subordinate themselves to a common principal, one
subsidiary does not ordinarily tolerate its subordina-
tion to the other subsidiary. This is as true in the
sphere of thought as in the external world. Thus the
knowledge of the relation between smoke and fire that
14 :
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arises from the observation of their co-existence in
particular instances takes a universal form, unhamper«
ed by the temporal and spatial limitations of the parti-
cular place and time actually coming within the scope
of observation., With the help of such a universal
generalization, when a person infers fire in a mountain
on seeing smoke there, he is, in fact, cognizing again
what has already been cognized and forms part of the
content of the generalization at which he arrived as a
result of his observation. Such inference is valid ex-
perience (prama), though it cognizes something already
cognized. According to the Prabhakaras,” all cogni-
tions other than recollection are valid (prama) and it
is not necessary that a prama should cognize something
not already cognized. Thus, the Prabhakaras maintain
that inferential experience is re-experience and does
not involve the passage of the mind from the known to
the unknown, as is commonly supposed to be the case;
but it involves merely the passage of the mind from a
known object to something that is already known to be
invariably connected with it. In the Prabhikara
scheme of inference, even a single observation (sakrd-
darfana) is enough for having a knowledge of vyapts
and repeated observation (bAayodar§ana) is, however,
nseful in showing that the relation observed between
hetw and sadhya is not brought about by any adventi-
tious circumstance (upddhi).

&Ggoﬂf the foregoing account it will be seen that all
ding schools of Indian philosophy are agreed in

& general way that generalization (vyaptijiana) reprec
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sents the ground-work of inference. The Naiyayikas
and the Prabhikaras take this generalization to be of 3
universal type and to have reference to all the conceiv-
able particulars—unobserved as well as observed. The
Bhattas look upon this generalization as a synthesis
confined to the observed particulars, which is arrived at
by sinking all incompatible differences, [I‘or instance,
according to the former, the generalization, “Wherever
there is smoke there is fire”” has reference to every
conceivable case of smoke and fire; while, according to
the latter, this generalization represents a synthesis of
all the observed cases and sinks such incompatible
differences as are due merely to spatial and temporal
limitations.

At a very early stage in the history of Indian logic,
the Carvaka materialist, who recognizes only one
pramana—viz., pratyaksa. throws out against inference,
the challenge that »ydpti cannot he relicd upon as the
basis of anumana. The Carvaka’s contention is that,
if vyapti were to be restricted to the known or observed
particulars, it would be impossible to have any infer-
ence regarding unknown or unobserved particulars for
the simple reason that the latter are wholly different
from the former; and that, if vydpti were to be looked
upon as a universal generalization having reference to
all the conceivable particulars, unobserved as well as
observed, all that has to be known is already known
and nothing remains to be known through inference.
This objection is embodied in am old verse which is
queted by several old philosophical writers like
Silikaniiba and Jayanta and which suns thusew
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“ Anumabhangapanke’smin  nimagna vdadidantinah.
Visege'nugamabhdvah  samanye  siddhasadhyata.’
(Vide Prakaranapaficiki—Benares edn, Page 71).
The Carvakas contend that Indian logicians are hope-
lessly caught between the two horns of the dilemma
indicated—they hopelessly sink down in this slough in
which anumana is lost. Students of western philoso-
phical literature are here likely to be reminded of the
Empiricist’s objection that any inference of a particular
fact from a general principle already known and taken
to be valid wonld amount to arguing in a circle. They
may think in this connection of objections similar to
what is put forward by Mill when he says *that no
reasoning from generals to particulars can, as such,
prove anything; since from a general principle, we
cannot infer any particulars but those which the prin-
ciple itself assumes as known.”

To this kind of objection, the logic of the Bhatta
school, as may be evident from their view set forth
above, gives the answer that inference is really from
particulars to particulars and that, in cases where it
appears to be from a universal to particulars, the real
cause of such appearance is to be found either in the
fact that wvydpti, constituting the basis of inference,
assumes a general form, since such differences as are
immaterial, or incompatible, are left out for the time
being; or it is to be found in the fact that a universal
generalization interposes itself, though it does so as an
sntermediate inference. Inthisconnection, a reference to
Bradley’s Principles of Logic (pages 323 to 326) would
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be of great value. One may easily see that Bradley’s
criticism of Mill’s view holds good as againstthe Bhatta
view also, in a considerable measure. The Bhitta
logic, where it insists upon a very close similarity
between the probans in the paksa and the vydpya in the
sepaksa (example), reduces inference to reasoning
from resemblance. But where it insists upon diffe-
rences being left out, the reasoning turns out to be one
from identity. Is it not then palpable, (ne may ask in
Bradley's language, that, when the differences are disre-
garded, the residue is a universal? The strong pointin
the Bhatta view is that it shows how inference may
really involve an advance in knowledge in two direc-
tions:—where one infers unknown particulars from
known and where one inferentially arrives at a
universal generalization from the observation of parti-
cular instances,

As already explained, the Prabhakaras get over the
difficulty under consideration by saying that every ex-
perience (a: bhava) though it may not involve any new
element or any advance in knowledge, isvalid (prama).
All that is required to show that anumana is a pramdanae
is that inferential cognition (anumiti) resulting from it
is an experience (amn%bhava), and not mere recollection
(smrti). The Prabhakaras do not consider it necessary
to go beyond maintaining that anumiti, though it hap-
pens to be a re-experience (grhitagrahi anubhavah), is
a valid experience. It should, however, be remembered
that, according to them, vydpti assumes the formofa
universal generalization; -and this is not because every
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conceivable particular is brought within the scope of a
supernormal observation, as the Naiydyikas contend,
but because the elements of titne and space do not enter
into the scheme of relation represented by wvyapti, for
the reason already indicated.

\I_he Naiyayikas, who are the generally accredited
exponents of the doctrines of Indian logic, maintain
that inference is not from particulars to particulars but
it is from umver<al to particulars. They hold that
W‘Ts?' a universal generalization which does not
represent a mere summation of the observed instances.
It has reference to the invariable concomitance between
all conceivable cases of hetu and sadhya. Such a
generalization, though it involves a hig leap ere
feW observed casés (o mmﬁ.a'rme'ﬁﬁab's"érvE‘d"H’se“s’,“is
tion called sania: x\alaksanavarr:ztkarca Leavmg out
thé technical concept of alaukikasannikarsa, one might
well say that such a big inductive leap is rendered
possible by the immense resourcefulness of a disciplined
mind in the direction of synthesis. [The Nyaya theory
of inference effectively exorcises the ghost of pelitio
principis, by drawing attention to the fact that infe-
rence helps one to see and understand more. One may
be equipped with the universal generalization—
“Wherever there is smoke there is fire’”’ and yet may be
quite unaware of the presence of fire in a particular
mountain; gnd on seeing smoke in that mountain, the
presence of fire may be inferred there. Ig such cases,
inference leads to a distinct addition to knowledge and
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helps one to see more. The Naiydyikas also point out
that, alter acquiring definite knowledge of a certain
thing in a certain place through observation or by some
other means, the same thing may be inferred in the
same place; and in such cases, inference helps one to
understand more by enhancing the degree of clarity or
certitude in the knowledge already got.

32—T

,'(7;) Inference is of two
“inds:—inference for oneself
and inference for others.

(b) Inference for oneself
‘eaﬁ;es one’s own inferential
experience. For instance, a
person may make out the rela-
tion of invariable concomitance
between smoke and fire and
arrive at the universal generali-
zation—“Wherever there is
smoke there is fire’’ from his re-
peated observation in the hearth
and such other places and then
approach a mountain. He may
have doubt as to the presence of
fire in that mountain, On seeing
smoke there, he remembers the
generalization—“Wherever there
is smoke there is fire.”” Then,
he comes to have the cognition—
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“This mountain has smoke which
is pervaded by (or invariably
concomitant with) fire.,” It is
this cognition that is called linga-
paramarsa  (the subsumptive
reflection of the probans). From
this cognition arises the inferen-
tial cognition—*The mountain
has fire”. This is what is called
iiwfgg _for oneself—

(¢) Inference for others is
the-syllogistic expression which

\/gn(sists of five members and
which a person employs after
inferring for himself fire
from smoke, with a view to
enabling another person to have
likewise the same kind of infe-
rential cognition,

E.9.—“The mountain has
fire; because it has smoke;
whichever has smoke has fire, as
a hearth; the mountain is such
(has smoke which is invariably
concomitant with fire); and
therefore, it is such (has fire).”
From this five-membered syllo-
,érsm, the other person to whom
it is addressed comes to know
the probans (smoke) and infers
fire from it.
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Professor Keith and some others believe that the
above distinction of inference into inference for onself
(svartha) and inference [or others (parariha) was
first introduced by Dignaga and borrowed from him
by Pra$astapada. (Vide Professor Keith’s ¢Indian
Logic and Atomism’, pages 106 to 108). A careful
consideration, however, of what Vatsyayana says in his
Bhéasya and Gautama in his Sdtras would clearly show
that the distinction in question should be held to be at
least as old as the Sitrakiara himself. Vitsydyana,
where he speaks of anumana as distinct from nyaya-
prayoga, presupposes evidently the distinction of
svartha and parartha. Gautama’s description of the
five members of a complete syllogistic expression would
be unintelligible, should it be assumed that he was not
familiar with the substance of the distinction in ques-
tion, though the terms parartha and svirtha are not
found used in his Sdlras.

The distinction of anumdna into svdrtha and
pardrtha is not only as old as the Nyayadar$ana itself,
but it is also one of the most vital topics in the
Nyaya system. Itis a natural result of one of the dis-
tinctive features of Indian logic and it enables intelli-
gent critics to appreciate duly the pivotal idea on which
Indian logic turns both in its scope and its development.
It should be remembered here that Indian logic never
allowed itself to be restricted in its scope and develop-
ment to the exclusively formal side of ratiocination,
but always kept in view as its constant, knowledge or,
more accurately, knowledge of truth (fattvajfiana) in
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relation to what is conceived of as the summum bonum,,
In this connection, it would be very interesting” to
consider what Benedetto Croce, one of the greatest
contributors to contemporary philosophical thought,
has chosen to observe concerning Indian logic, parti-
cularly the distinction of svd@rthanumana and parar-
thanumana recognised in Indian logic, Attention is
invited to the subjoined extract from pages 583 to 585
of Benedetto Croce’s ‘Logic as the Science of Pure
Concept’—rendered into English by Douglas Ainslie,

« This error, which appeared very early in our
western world, has spread during the cenluries and yet
dominates many minds; so true is this that ‘logic’ is
usually understood to mean ‘illogic’ or ‘formalist logic’,
We say our western world, because if Greece created
and passed on the doctrine of logical forms, which was
a mixture of thoughts materialised in words and of
words become rigid in thoughts, another logic is known
which, as it seems, developed outside the influence of
Greek thought and remained immune from the forma-
list error, Thisis Indian logic, which is notably anti-
verbalist . . . . . . Indian logic studies the naturalistic
syllogism ¢n itself, as internal thought, distinguishing
it from the syllogism for others, that is to say, from
the more or less usual, but always extrinsic and acci-
dental forms of communication and dispute, It has
not even a suspicion of the extravagant idea (which
still vitiates our treatises) of a truth which is merely
syllogistic and formalist and which may be false in
fact. 1t takes no account of the judgment, or rather it
considers what is called judgment, and what is really
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the proposition, as a verbal clothing of knowledge;
it does not make the verbal distinction of subject,
copula and predicate; it does not admit classes of cate-
gorical and hypothetical, of affirmative and negative
judgments. All these are extraneous to logic, whose
object is the constant, “knowledge considered in itself.”

Students of philosophical literature in the west
may fing it easy to appreciate, in the light of the above
exlractfthe significance of the distinction which Indian
logic recognizes between ‘inference for oneself”
(svartha) and ‘inference for others’ (parartha). This
distinction is not merely one of a formal kind, Itis
rooted firmly on the fundamental doctrine of Indian
logic that syllogistic reasoning should be viewed, not
apart from the inductive process of thinking, hut mere-
ly as a continuation and methodical application of it.
In Indian logic, deduction and induction do not repre-
sent two mutually exclusive types of inference but they
should always be looked upon as inseparably connected
parts of a complete process of thinking called inference
(anumana) ; and the chief function of anumana, as a
means of valid cognition, is to enable one to realize
how certain facts are inseparably and necessarily con-
nected with each other in accordance with a general
principle. This view of inference influenced the
development of Indian logic for good and saved it from
falling into the grip of formalism which, till very
recently, dominated logic in the west. One of the
chief advantages which have accrued to Indian logic
from this view is that it never makes the extravagant
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claim that formal validity may be viewed apart from,
and independently of, material validity.Z

A complete syllogistic expression ¥ called nyaya-
prayoga by Vitsyayana and all the Naiyayikas who
followed him. Itis a synthesis in expression (maha-
vdkya) built up by five parts or members (avayavdh),
each of which embgdwd.gmmt forming a'necessary

o s e she

part of a 'llll)l(lt ratiocinative process, (\prtssed in

Words in order to demonstrate a fact by hrizgige it

int6 an established “§ctieine "of niversal ahd iffeatiable

relation. "The Nyiya doctrine of five-membered syllo-

gism is at least as old as Gautama and accepted by

Vitsyayana and Pradastapada, and almost all the later

Naiyayikas and VaiSesikas. These five members are
described in the following section of the text.

T—33

(a) The five members of a

syllogism are:—(1) the thesis

set down (pratijiia), (2) the

reason (hetu), (3) the exempli-

fication (uddharana), (4) the

subsumptive=TOTIEMtion (wpa-

naya) and (5) conclusion (mga-

iang) ; e.9.—“The mountain has

ire’”’—this is the thesis. “For

it has smoke’’—this is the reason.

“‘Whichever has smoke has fire,

as a hearth”—this is the exem-

plification, “And so is this"—

this is the subsumptive correla-
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tion. “Therefore it is such’”—
this is the conclusion,

(6) In the case of inferen-
tial cognition for oneself as well
as that for others, it is the sub-
sumptive reflection of the reason
(lingaparamarsa) that serves as
the efficient and special cause
(karana). So, lingaparamarsa
in this sense is the instrument of
inferential cognition (anumdana).

Annambhatta’s illustrative description of the five
members of a syllogism set forth above, read together
with the remarks in the dipikd, throws adequate light
on the function of each of the members. A typical
pratiffid is in the form of a proposition consisting of a
subject (paksa), which is already known specifically to
both the parties in a discussion, and a predicate which,
in a specific form, is proposed to be established in the
subject; in other words, it is in the form of a definite
thesis to be maintained. Its chief purpose is to bring
about a definite knowledge of the paksa as such or
what is proposed to be proied as having the probandum
(sadhya). The person to whom the pratijfia is
addressed would naturally desire to know first the
reason why the pakga is said to have the sddhya; and
to satisfy this desire, the litiga or the reason which
serves to establish the sddhya in the paksa is indicated
ordinarily by a term in the ablative case in Sanskrit.
It would be possible to satisfy oneself that the reason
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(linga) adduced is capable of proving the sadhya, only
after ascertaining that the former is invariably con-
comitant with the latter; and the needed knowledge of
the invariable connection between the probans and the
probandum (vyaptijiiana), on which the probative
capacity of the probans depends, is derived from the
statement of the example, which is usually in a form
like this:—*“Whichever has smoke bas fire, as a
hearth.” The probams which 1s made out to be invari-
ably concomitant with the probandum (sadhyavyapya)
should be specifically known to be present in the paksa;
without such a knowledge, the subsumptive process of
thought on which the conclusion rests would not be
complete; and such a knowledge results from the
member called subsumptive correlation (upanaya).
The final statement of the conclusion called
nigamana is not a purposeless reiteration of the thesis,
as proved. The purpose of the nigamana is to indicate
that the probans is not vitiated by the presence of a
counter-probans proving the contrary (asatpratipaksi-
tatva), nor stultified by a stronger proof (abddhitatva),
According to Gautama and his followers, these five
members are called avayavah in the sense that they
form the necessary parts of a complete syllogistic
expression. Vatsyayana, in his Bhasya, refers to and
rightly discards an earlier view that the total number
of avayavas is ten—viz.,, a desire to know the proban-
dum (jijidsa), doubt regarding the probandum or its
reverse (samsaya), belief in the probability of the
-probandum and in the probativeness of the proof
($akyapraptih), the object of discussion (prayesans)
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and the removal of doubt on proving the probandum
(sarm$ayavyudasa), in addition to the five members of
the Nyaya =\1ligi-m already mentioned. Of these ten,
the first five are only psychological conditiors which
lead to a discussion and they cannot,in any sense, be
said to be logical propositions forming the parts which
constitute a complete syllogistic expression. It may be
noted here that the VaiSesika tradition, as recorded by
Pradastapada usesthe terms pratijiid, apadesa, nidarSana,
anusandhana and pratyamnaya as the respective equi-
valents of the Nyidya terms pratijiia, hein, udaharana,
upanaya and nigamana,

Vatsyayana, the author of the Nyayabhisya, in his
Bhasya on the first Siitra, equates nydya with anviksa,
and explains it as amounting to a critical investigation
of facts by means of instruments of valid cognition
(Pramanairarthapariksanam nyayah). When such in-
vestigation is carried on in a methodical way so as to
convince another person of a fact, it is expressed in the
form of five-membered syllogistic expression which is
described as mnydyaprayoga or peiicavayavavikya.
Vatsyayana further explains, in his Bhasyaon 1-1-1
and 39, how all the four Pramainas accepted by the
Naiydyikas meet in the five-membered syllogism and
tend to demonstrate a fact in a conclusive manner, The
Bhasyakara points out that the statement of the thesis
(pratijia) may be taken to stand for valid verbal
testimony ($abda), the reason (hetu) for the instru-
ment of inference (anumdna), the example (#daharana)
for the instrument of perceptien (pratyaksa) and the
subsumptive correlation (upancya) for analogy (upae-
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mana). According to him, one should find in the conclu-
sion (nigamana) the culminating stage of demonstrative
expression for the reason that it is nigamana that shows
how all the four pramanas have collaborated to
maintain conclusively the fact in question; and on this
ground, nigemana is described as the acme of logical
demonstration (paramo nyayah). Inorder to appreciate
fully the significance of the Bhagyakadra’s account of
nydyaprayoga as represented by the five-membered
syllogistic expression described above, it should be
remembered that the Naiydyikas, from Gautama down-
ward, look upon logic both as a science and art, that
the function of logic, according to them, comprises both
discovery and proof, induction and deduction, and lays
adequate stress on the material and formal aspects of
reasoning; and that logical debate, even in its apparent-
ly non-logical forms of jalpa (successful advocacy)
and vitanda (destructive objection), is never allowed to
stand completely divorced from the aim of nyaya, viz.,
conclusive determination of truth (tattvadhyavasayae).
Remembering these facts, one may easily see that the
structure of the five-membered syllogism is designed to
meet in an adequate manner the requirements of logical
demonstration, which seeks to convince another person by
drawing his attention specifically to fact and by enabling
his mind to pass through successive stages of thought
which conclusively establish that fact. Professor
Randle is inclined to believe that Vatsyiyana thinks
of the five-membered syllogism ‘“as more than inference
or the expression in words of inference” and that “the
five-membered formula was influenced by its historical
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origin in a nydya which was methodologicalrather than
logical and its structure must be regarded as in part
vestigial, rather than determined by the requirements
of logical analysis.,” (Vide pages 165 to 167 of Pro-
fessor Randle’s book ‘Indian Logic in the Early
Schools’). The learned Professor’s estimate of the
five-membered syllogism of Nydya and his interpreta-
tion of Vitsyayana’s remarks in this connection can
hardly be said to have givendue weight to the fact that
Indian logic, particularly in its early stages as exhibited
in the Sttras of Gautama and the Bhisya of Vatsya-
yana and in the connected early literature, never allowed
valid anumana (inference) to be divorced from other
Pramanas, at any rate from the more important of
them, viz, perceptual instrument (pratyaksa) and
credible verbal testimony (Sabda), and that syllogistic
formalism abstracted from induction is an aberration
unthinkable to the Naiyayikas, A careful consideration
of these facts would show that the structure of the five-
membered formula need not be regarded as in part
vestigial. On the contrary, the considerations indicated
above would show that this formula is based on an
efficient and self-contained type of verbal apparatus
which logical methodology has evolved for the purpose
of demonstration. Professor Randle further observes
that “either hetu or upanaya, and either pratijfia or
nigamana are superfluous and this superfluity is inheri-
ted from the time when the Nyiya was a method of
debate and not yet a syllogism: and in the case of the
Nyaya school, the convention of five members may

have been fixed by a desire to equate the four ‘premises’
I5
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with the four Pramanas.” If syllogistic expression,
like any other exgression, directly or indirectly presup-
poses a hearer to whom it is addressed, if nydyaprayoga
or syllogistic expression finds a place only in inference
for others (pardrthamumana), andif the process of
reasoning in inference for oneself (svarthanumana) is
not syllogising, a strictly logical debate, as recognized
by Gautama and his followers, must involve a self-con-
tained syllogistic expression as its main part. The aim
of such a self-contained syllogism is to enable the
hearer, first to specifically think of what hasto be
demonstrated, sccondly to learn what the reason is,
thirdly to understand how the universal and invariable
relation which forms the basis of inference is arrived
at through observation, fourthly how the reason
actually relied upon is identical with what is known to
be invariably concomitant with the probandum, and
fifthly to realize that the probendum is conclusively
proved by a probans which is not vitiated by a counter-
probans or by a stultifying proof. As already indicated,
these five requirements can be fully met by the five
members of a syllogism, viz., pratijiia, hetu, udaharana,
spanaya and nigamana. It wll be seen from this that
the five-membered syllogism of Gautama, far from
¢amprising any superfluous member, is the only com-
plete form of syllogistic expression which would enable
a hearer’s mind to pass in a methodical way through
each of the five stages of demonstrative reasoning, as
indicated above,

The Nyaya theory of five-membered syllogism may,
‘here be compared with the theory of three members
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(avayavah) put forward by the Mimarsakas and the
Buddhist theory of two members. The Mimarsakas
maintain that either pratij#ia, hetw and wuddharapa, or
udaharana, upanayq and nigamana will do; for, the
conclusion should be specifically stated and a knowledge
of the general relation between the probans and the
probandum and of the presence of the probans in the
paksa (vyaptiand paksadharmata) is necessary, and
these requirements are fully met by the three members
above-mentioned. The Buddhists hold that syllogistic
expression is only an aid to reasoning and that it would
be unreasonable to assume that any hearer endowed
with the minimum capacity for reasoning would require
more than the members conveying the needed informa-
tion about vydpti and paksadharmata, and that the twa
members necessary for that purpose, viz., the example
and the subsumptive correlation (uddharana and upa-
naya) would be quite adequate to form a syllogism. It
may also be noted here that the three-membered syl-
logism of the Mimarmsakas, represented by the latter
alternative, v42.,, uddharana, upanaya and nigamana,
may be regarded as a close parallel to the Aristotelian
syllogism of the Barbara mood. The Naiyayikas would
criticise the three-membered syllogism of the Mimarm-
sakas and the two-membered syllogism of the Bauddhas
as incomplete and truncated, for the former, when it
consists of pratijiida, hetu and udaharana omits to make
provision for equating the probans in the paksa with"
the vydpya and for obviating any possible suspicion of-
a counter-probans or a stultifying proof (satpratipak«
satva or badha) ; while, in the form which consists of
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udaharana, upanaya and nigamana, it startles the hearer
by a generalization without adequately preparing him;
and the latter adopted by the Bauddhas combines all
these defects.

It may be noticed that all the schools of Indian
logic—the Nydya, Mimarsa, Bauddha and the other
schools—agree in regard to the importance and value
of the example (uddharana) as a memberfof syllogistic
expression, Ordinarily, uddharana is in a form like
this—“Whichever has smoke, has fire, as the hearth.”
Its aim, according to the Naiyayikas, is to show how
the generalization on which deduction rests is arrived
at. Consistently with this aim, the former part refers
to the universal connection between the probans and the
probandum and the latter part refers to a typical ins-
tance in which the co-existence between the /Aei# and
sadhya may be observed. Nydya tradition, which must
have influenced Gautama’s mind when, in his Sitra
1-1-5, he proceeds to give an account of the different
classes of anumana after referring to it as fatprirvakam
(presupposing or resting upon pratyaksa), should have
also left its stamp, in the shape of specific instance, on
the pivotal part of the five-membered syllogism, viz,
udaharena. Some writers on Indian logic, who lose
sight of the distinctive features of the Nyaya doctrine
of syllogism, regard the wuddharana as a useless and
clumsy excrescence. Some others would historically
account for the present form of the wddharana by treat-
ing it as result of the portion expressing the generaliza-
tion (vYydpii) coming to be combined at a later stage in
the. history of Nyaya with the latter portion referring
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to a specific instance, the original form of udaharana
being merely like this:i—as a hearth (yatha mahd-
#asah). It may, however, be pointed out herethat if
Gautama’s Siitra defining wdaharana (1-1-36) is
correctly interpreted, it eannot be held to convey any-
thing other than this:—that #dakaranais a typical ins-
tance (drstanta) which, on the strength of the invari-
able connection observed in it between the probams and
the probandum, enables one’s mind to pass in the paksa
from a similar case of the probans to a similar case of
probandum. 1If it is true that, from the days of Gau-
tama, the inductive basis of deductive reasoning has
been treated by the Naiyayikas as an integral part of a
complete syllogism, it must be accepted that the uda-
harana as known to Gautama and his followers com-
prises both the parts, viz., the part representing vydpts
and the part referring to a typical instance, and neither
the former nor the latter of these two parts can be held
to be a later addition. The logic of Nyaya seeks to
combine discovery and proof; the Nydya syllogism is
such a harmonious blend of induction and deduction as
ensures the safe progressof thinking on right lines;
and if, sometimes, the syllogism of Nyaya is abused in
Indian philosophical speculation, it is certainly due to
the fact that the basis of syllogistic reasoning in such
cases turns out to be a superficial or unsound induction
and not to any defect in the scientific method of reason-
ing formulated by the Naiyayikas.

Students of western logic, when they compare
the Nyaya syllogism with Aristotelian syllogism,
are not likely to miss the striking contrast between
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theth, This contrast consists in the Nyiya system
not tecognizing anything really corresponding to the
syllogistic figures and moods known to western
logic. Ordinarily, the generalization on which the
typical Nyaya syllogism rests is a universal affirma-
tive proposition, the proposition corresponding to the
minor premise is usually stated in the form of A and
the conclusion is also usually in A. So, it may be said
that the typical Nyaya syllogism is of the Barbara type.
In this connection, a student of Nyaya, familiar with
the distinction made in Nyaya literature between
paksatdvacchedakasamanadhikaranyenanumiti  an d
paksatavacchedakavacchedenanumiti may feel that
there is some reason to find in the former case a con-
clusion in I and to connect such ccnclusions in I with a
minor premise in I;thus, in such cases, he may feel
inclined to find instances of the mood represented by
Datii. In the same way, one may be inclined to find an
instance of the mood Camesires in a syllogism like this
~—-Whichever has negation of fire has negation of
smoke. No tank has fire. No tank, therefore, has
smoke”. But a careful consideration of the Nyaya
theory of syllogism in the light of the Nyaya view
regarding the interpretation of propositions would make
it clear that, strictly speaking, it would not be correct
to find in any Nydya syllogism, a parallél to any
westerti figure or mood. am__u;a,a conception of a
typical syllogism is that it depends chiefly upon a pro-
position embodying vyapli. Vyapti is an invariable or
unim‘aal generalization in the sense that it consists in
unfailing connection between a probuns and probandwm



CH. ] INFERENCE : %

looked upon as attributes predicated of certain subjects
rather than as things having such attributes. The Nyiya
view is generally in favour of adopting the $#tensive or
connotational method of interpreting propositions and
mostly avoids the esiensive or demotational method,
When a proposition like “All S is P” has to be inter-
preted by a Naiyayika, he would first think of the ufi
versal and invariable connection between the essential
attribute connoted by S and that connoted by P and
would not so readily think of all the individuals denoted
by S and P. It would also be remembered in this
connection that there is no fundamental difference
between a vyapti of two positive factors and that of
two negative factors. In fact, the proposition “Wher-
ever there is no fire, there is no smoke” is for all
practical purposes taken by the Naiyayikas to be equiva-
lent to “Wherever there is negation of fire, there is
negation of smoke”, A Naiydyika would have as little
hesitation in saying “Negation of fire is” (vahnya-
bhavo’sti) as in saying “Fire is” (vahmirasti), abhdva
or non-existence being as much a real category as a
bhdva ot positive entity. In these circumstances, one
may easily see how Indian Nyaya did not attach much
importance in syllogistic reasoning to the artificial dis-
tinctions of A, I, E and O propositions, though the
Sanskrit language was quite capable of expressing such
distinctions, and how the formalistic formulas of
different figures and moods caine to be almost com-
pletely eschewed in Indian logic.
34T
(a) Probans (linga=literal-
ly, matk) is of three kinds—
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concomitant in affirmation and
negation (@nvayavyatireki), con-
comitant in affirmation alone
(kevalanvayi) and concemitant
in negation alone (kevalavyati-
rekt).

(b) The anvayavyatireki
type of probans is that which
has affirmative concomitance
(anvayevyapti) and negative
concomitance (vyatirekavyapiti)
with the probandum; as smoke
when fire is the probandum.
“Where there is smoke, there
is fire, as in- a hearth”—this
is affirmative concomitance,
“Where there is no fire, there is
no smoke, as in a tank”—this is
negative concomitance.

(¢) The kevalanvayi pro-
bans has affirmative concomit-
ance alone ; as—*‘Jar is namable,
because it is knowable, like a
cloth”. In this instance, nega-
tive concomitance is impossible
between knowability (prame-
Yatva) and namability (abhidhe-
yatva); for all things are know-
able and namable,
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(d) The kevalavyatireki
probans has negative concomit-
ance alone; as in the syllogism
—“Earth is different from the
rest (not-earth), for it has
smell; whichever is not different
from the rest (not-earth) has no
smell, as water; this (earth) is
not so—i.e,, it does not have
absence of smell or gandha-
bhaya, with which the absence
of difference from mot-earth
(prthivitarabhedabhava) is in-
variably concomitant (vydpya);
therefore, it is not so—i.e., it is
not devoid of difference from
non-earth’”. In cases like this,
there is no example in which the
afirmative concomitance
“Whichever has smell, has
difference from non-earth” may
be made out; for all varieties of
earth come under the paksa
(subject).

35—T

(@) Paksa (subject) is that
in which the presence of the
probandum is not known for
certain and is yet to be proved;
as a mountain, when smoke is
relied upon as the probans.
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(b) Sapaksq.18 a similar
instance, in which the proban-
dum is known for certain; as a
hearth, in the same case of
inference.

(a) Vipaksa is a counter-
example in which the non-exis-
tence of the probandum is known
for certain; as a tank, in the
same case of inference.

In section 34 of the text given above Annambhatta
explains the three types of probans recognized by
the Naiyayikas—wiz., the affirmative-negative probans
(anvayavyatireki), the exclusively affirmative (kevalan-
vayi) and the exclusively negative (kevalavyatireki).
The Advaita-Vedantins insist that there is only one type
of probans, viz., anvayi (affirmative) and that inference
arises always through subsumption to an affirmative
generalization. The Bhattas, though they are inclined
to recognize the anvayavyatireki and kevalanvayi types
of probans, are generally in favour of bringing the
kevalavyatireki type under a distinct premana called
arthapatiti. The Mimarhsakas maintain that a negative
generalization (wvyatirekavydptli) is fit to be treated
as the basis of a presumptive conclusion (arthapatti)
and only an affirmative generalization admits of being
treated as the basis of a subsumptive conclusion
(anumiti). In this connection, it would be desirable to
peruse again pages 140 to 146 (part III supra), which
contain a full discussion of all the important questions
relating to orthdpaits as a distinct pramdpa and an
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explanation of the chief reAsoqs why Naiyayikas would
bring cases of arthapaiti under the kevalavyatireki
type of reasoning,

36—T

(a) Fallacious reasons (het-
vabhasah=literally, semblances
of reason) are of five kinds:—
viz., the reason that strays away
(savyabhicara), the adverse rea-
reason (satpratipaksa), the un-
established reason (asiddha), and
the stultified reason (badhita).

(b) The straying reason
(savyabhicara) is otherwise
known as anaskantika (literally,
not unfailing in its association
with the probandum). It is of
three kinds:—wviz., common (sa-
dharana), uncommon (asadhd-
rana) and non-conclusive (anupa-
samharin).

The common strayer (sa-
dharana) isthat variety of siray-
ing reason which is present ina
place where the probandum
(sddhya) is not present; as, in
the argument—‘“The mountain
has fire, because it is knowable”.
In this argument knowability is
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found in a tank where fire is not
present. The uncommon strayer
(asadharana) 1is that reason
which is present only in the sub-
ject (paksa) and not present in
any similar example (sapaksa)
or counter-example (vipaksa);
as sound-ness ($abdatva), in the
argument—¢Sound is eternal,
because it is sound”, Sabdatra
(sound-ness) being present only
in sound, and nowhere else, eter-
nal or non-eternal.

The non-conclusive strayer
(anupasarharin) isthat reason
which has no aflirmative or
negative example (anvayadr-
st@nta or vyatirekadrstanta); as
knowableness (prameyatva) in
the argument—All things are
non-eternal, Dbecause they are
knowable’”’. Here, no example
is available since all things are
treated as pakga.

(¢) The adverse reason
(viruddha) is one which is in-
variably concomitant with the
non-existence of the frobandum ;
as producibility (%rtekatva), in
the argument—*Sound is eter-
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nal, because it is produced”.
Here producibility is invariably
concomitant with non-eternality,
which amounts to the non-ex-
istence of eternality.

(d) The opposable reason
(satpratipaksa) is one which
admits of being counter-balanced
by another reason that proves
the non-existence of the pro-
bandum; as audibility in the
argument—*“Sound is eternal,
because it is audible, like sound-
ness (Sabdatva)”. The counter
reason in this case is produci-
bility (karyatva) in the counter-
argument—“Sound is non-eter-
nal, because it is producible”.

(¢) The uncstablished rca-
son (asiddha) is of three kinds:
viz., unestablished in respect of
abode (asrayasiddha), wunesta-
blished in respect of  itself
(svaripasiddha) and unesta-
blished in respect of its concom-
ttance (vyapyatvasiddha).

The reason is dsrayasiddha
in the argument—«Sky-lotus is
fragrant, because it is a lotus,
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like the lotus of a pond’”’. Here,
sky-lotus is the abode or subject
and it never exists.

The reason is svarapdsiddha
in the argument—‘Sound is a
quality, because it is visible, like
colour”. Here, visibility cannot
be predicated of sound, which is
only audible,

The reason is said to be
vyapyatvasiddha when it is asso-
ciated with an adventitious con-
dition (#padhi). That is said to
be an adventitious condition
(upadhi), which is pervasive of
the probandum but not perva-
sive of the probans. ‘To be
pervasive of the probandum’
means ‘never to be the counter-
correlative  (pratiyogin) of
non-existence (abhdva) which
co-exists with the probandum’.
‘Not to be pervasive of the pro-
bans’ means ‘being the counter-
correlative of  non-existence
which co-exists with the probans.’
In the argument—¢The moun-
tain has smoke, because it has
fire”, conmtact with wet fuel is
the adventitious condition (#pd=
dhi). “Where there is smoke,
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there is contact with wet fuel”’—
thus it is pervasive of the pro-
bandum. There is no contact
with wet fuel in every place
where there is fire; for instance,
a red-hot iron ball has no contact
with wet fuel; thus the upaddhi is
non-pervasive of the probans, In
this manner, contact with wet
fuel is the upadhs in the present
instance, because it is pervasive
of the probandum but not perva-
sive of the probans. And fire,
in the argument under reference,
is vyapyetvasiddhe, since itis
associated with an adventitioss
condition (upadhi).

(f) The stultified reason
(badhita) is one which is put
forward to prove a probandum
whose non-existence is establish-
ed by another proof. “Fire is
not hot, because it is a sub-
stance”, the probandum is ‘not
being hot’; its reverse—‘being
hot’—is perceived through tactile
perception; so, the probans is
stultified (badhita).

Thus ends the chapter on
Inferemce,
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. A hetyabhdsa is a semblance of reason. Itisa
fallacious reason or defective reason. It would not be
quite correct to use the term fallacy as an equivalent of
hetyabhasa. In western logic, the term fallacy is gene-
rally understood in the sense of ‘a defective conclusion
or interpretation,’ resulting from a defective process of
thinking, The classification and elucidation of falla-
cies in western logic are generally influenced in a direct
or indirect way by Aristotle’s division of fallacies into
those which are related to expression and those wkich
are not. Students of western logic are aware that the
basis of the Aristotelian classification of fallacies can
hardly be considered satisfactory either from the logi-
cal or from the rhetorical point of view. As early as
in the age of Gautama, the Nyaya systemn of Indian
thought equipped itself with a fairly satisfactory and
well-defined scheme of hetvabhasa or defective probans.
Gautama definitely classifies defective reasons under
five heads and uses the significant expression hetva-
bhasa, which suggests the fundamentum divisionis of
his classification. The expression hetvabhasa literally
means ‘a semblance of reason’ or ‘what appears to be a
reason while it is really not such’. The true function
of a hetwor probans is to prove, The defects which
vitiate a probans are called hetudosah. The common
feature of such defects is that they vitiate the probative
value of a probans. That this common feature—uiz.,
vitiating the probative value of a prabans—is the
fundamental basis of Gautama’s classification of defec-
tive reasons is implicitly conveyed by the significant
name hetvdbhdsa used by Gautama, It may be noted
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here that the same philosophic instinct, that helped the
Nyaya theories of inference and syllogism over the for-
malistic barriers which western logic still finds it diffi-
cult to surmount, has also made it possible for the
Nyidya system to equip itself with a really helpful
scheme of defective probans, hinging on the concept of
hetu which forms the main ground of syllogistic rea-
soning. The Naiyayikas who came after Gautama,
more especially later Naiyayikas like Gangesa, effec-
tively used the hint afforded by Gautama’s classification
and clearly and definitely elucidated the principle
underlying the Nyidya classification of hetvabhdsas,
The principle is taken for granted by writers like
Annambhatta and is embodied in the definition of &et-
vdbhdsa in general. This definition may be set forth
thus:—A defective probans (hetvabhasa or dustahetu)
is a reason whose 'probative value is vitiated by a
circumstance, a valid knowledge of which would pre-
vent the inferential cognition (anumiti) kept in view
or the efficient cause of such cognition (anumitikarana),
For instance, a vyabhicdrihet#, which is of the sadha-
rana type (common strayer), such as ‘a jar’ in the
argument—*The mountain has fire, because it hasa
jar”, is a defective probans (dustahetu or hetvabhasa)
because its probative value is vitiated by the fact that
it happens to be present in a place where fire is not
present and a valid knowledge of this fact would pre-
vent the generalization (vydptijiana)—* Wherever
there is jar, there is fire’’. This is a typical case where
the efficient cause of inference (amumitikarana) is

prevented. In an argument like this—*“Fire is not hot,
16
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bdcause it is a substance”, the hetu is of the badhits
type (Stultified probams); in this case, the probative
vilue of the probans is vitiated by the fact that it hap-
pens to be put forwardto prove a thing which is already
disproved by perceptual experience; that fire is not cold
is a fact established by pratyoksa; and a valid know-
ledge of the fact that fire is never cold would directly
prevent the inference that fire is cold. Thus, it will
be seen that a valid knowledge of some vitiating ele-
ments (hetudoga), would directly prevent inferential
oognition (anumiti) and a valid knowledge of some
others like vyabhicdra would prevent only the efficient
cause of inference (anumitikarana), such as generali-
gation, in the form of knowledge of the invariable re-
lation between the probans and probandum. The Naiya-
yikas would insist that it is only a real defect, and not
& fancied one, that should be taken to vitiate the pro-
bative value of a probans. Any erroneous notion that
the connection between a valid probans, like smoke,
and a probandum, like fire, is not invariable, should
not be held to vitiate the probative value ofthe probars.

Of the three varieties of the vitiating circumstance
called vyabhicara (literally, straying away or incon-
stancy), the first, known as sadharana, is the most im-
portant, It generplly proceeds from a careless or
hasty generalization and when detected, it prevents a
valid knowledge of invariable connection (vyapti-
jRana), The uncommon sirayer (asadharana) is con-
eeived of by the earlier Naiydyikas as a reason which
is known not to co-exist with the probandum in any



Ca.u) INFERENCE .43

sapaksa, where the probemdum is recognized to be pre-
sent, Inthe illustration of asddhdarana given in the

text, Sabdatva (sound-ness) is present only in the paksa
and nowhere else. According to the earlier Naiyayikas
asddhdranatva is anityadosa or operatesas a defect only
under certain circumstances. They draw a distinction
between nityadoga (permanent defect)—a defect,
which, when rightly detected, always vitiates the pro-
bans, and anityadosa (occasional defect)—a defect
which, when rightly detected, vitiates the probams only
under certain circumstances. They also hold that asd-
dhdranatra is an occasional defect (anityadoga) in the
sense that a valid knowledge of its presence vitiates the
reason only so long as there is a doubt regarding the
presence of the probandum in the paksa. For
instance, in the esample given in the text, Sabdatve
(sound-ness) may be said to be not present ina
supaksa, only so long as there is some doubt regarding
the presence of the probandum in the pakga; and if one
should be sure of the presence of the probandum in the
paksa and still desire to confirm one’s knowledge by
means of inference, the probans— sabdatva—cannot be
said to be not present in any place where the probandum
is known for certain to be present, for the obvious
reason that the probans is present in the paksa, where
the probandum is already known for certain to be pre-
sent. Annambhatta adopts the view of the earlier
Naiyayikas in this matter. The later Naiyayikas define
asadhdarana to be a probans which is not co-existeut
with its probandum (sadhydsamanddhikarapeh); and a
knowledge of the mon-existence of the probans and the



244 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [ParT m

probandum would prevent a knowledge of their invari-
able co-existence. The mon-conclussve strayer (anupa-
samhdrin) is defective reason which has neither an
affirmative example (anvayadrstdnta) nor a negative
example (vyatirekadrstanta). This is the view of the
earlier Naiyayikas and the illustration given by Annam-
bhatta in his text is based on this view. In this illus-
tration, all things come under paksa; when there is
doubt regarding the probandum everywhere, there can
be no certainty concerning the co-existence of the pro-
bans and the probandum, anywhere; thus one cannot
have a conclusive knowledge of wvydpti in such cases;
and this is how, in such cases, the probative value of
the probans comes to be vitiated. The later Naiyayikas
do not accept this view. They contend that, even
when “ll’ are paksas, those particular cases in which
one may be sure of the co-existence of the probans and
the probandum, may well be treated as drstanta; and
s0, a mon-conclusive strayer (anupasarmharin) should be
defined to be a defective probans, whose probandum
happens to be omni-present (kevaldnvayin). The viti-
ating circumstance in this case is, according to the later
Naiyayikas, that a knowledge of the negative concomit-
ance (vyatirckavydpii) is prevented; and, in spite of
this defect, inferential cognition (enumiti) may arise
from a knowledge of positive concomitance alone
(anvayavyapts). )

The adverse probans (wiruddha) and the oppos-
able probans (satpratipaksa) should be carefully
distinguished. In the case of viruddha, the same



CH, 1] INFERENCE 4>

probans proves the contrary, the probandum being
known to be invariably concomitant with the absence of
the probans. In the case of satpratipaksa, the probans
admits of being counter-balanced by an opposite pro-
bans, which may be put forward to prove the contrary.
The vitiating circumstance in a viruddha is that it
prevents inference (anumiti). In the case of a satprati-
paksa, the two counter-balancing reasons prevent each
other from producing the inference connected with it.
Some Naiyéyikas hold that, in cases of satpratipaksa,
a dubitative type of inferential cognition (semSaya-
ripantmils) arises. It will be seen that viruddhaiva is
a more serious defect than satpratipaksatva, for the
obvious reason that the former involves a greater
degree of carelessness in reasoning,

The unestablished reason (asiddha) is defective
in that a knowledge of the fact that the probans
is unestablished prevents a knowledge of the
presence of the invariably concomitant probasms in the
paksa (i.e., prevents paramar§a) in the first two
varieties—uviz., dSraydsiddha and svarapdasiddha; while,
in the third variety—uviz., vydpyatvasiddha, it is defec-
tive in that a knowledge of the relation of invariable
concomitance (vydptijfiana) is prevented. In con-
nection with the elucidation of the nature of upddhi,
which is associated with the third kind of asiddha,
Annambbatta speaks of four kinds of adventitious cir-
cumstance (#padhi) in his Dipika. These four varieties
are:—(1) an adventitious circumstance with which, the
probamdum, taken by itself, is concomitant (kevala-
sadhyavyapakah); (2) one with which, the probendum,
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as determined by an attribute of pakga, is concomitant
(paksadharmdvacchinnasddhyavyapakah); (3) one
with which, the probandum, as determined by the pro-
bons, is concomitant (sddhandvacchinnasddhyavyd-
pakah); and (4) one with which, the probandum is
concomitant, as determined by an attribute not belong-
ing to the paksa, nor being the probans (udasing-
dharmavacchinnasadhyavyapakah). The instance cited
in the text, viz., contact with wet fuel (drdrendhanasari-
yoga) is lypical of the first variety of 4pdadhi. In the
argument—*“Air is perceptible; because it has touch
which is perceptible’” —‘perceptible colour’ (#dbhata-
ridpa) is upadhi of the second variety; jor, with this
upadhi, the probandum—perceptibility—is invariably
concomitant, as dctermined by the attribute—being an
external substance (bahirdravyatva)—which belongs
to the paksa. In the argument—¢ Antecedent negation
is destructible; because it is producible’, bkdvaira
(ens-mess) is upadhs of the third variety; for, with this
upddhi, the probandum—destructibility—is con-
comitant, as determined by the probans—producibility,
In the argument—‘‘Antecedent negaticn is destructille;
because it is knowable”, bhdvatra is wupadhi of the
fourth variety; for, with this upadhs, the probandus: is
concomitant as determined by producibility, which is
neither the probansnor any other attribute of the paksa,
In all these four varieties, it will be seen that the
probans may be present in a place where the wpddhi
may not be present (i.e., upddhivyabhicarin); that the
sadhya (probandum), in one of its four formsdescribed
above, is invariably associated with the wpadhs, which
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is thus sddhysvydpaks; and that the probans, which
strays away from the sphere of sadhyavydpakas, must
necessarily stray away from the sphere of sadhya itself.
A thing, whose extent is represented by a circle, which
has a portion falling outside the sphere of a second
thing represented by a second circle, must necessarily
have a portion falling outside the sphere of a third
thing represented by a third circle contained within the
second circle representing the sphere of the second
thing. This relation is embodied in the generalization:
“Whichever strays away from the pervader, must stray
away from the pervaded” (yo yadvyapakavyabhicard
sa tadvyabhicari). On the basis of this generalization,
every case of updadhileads to the inference of vyabhicira
and through such inference, prevents a knowledge of
vyapti, Some Naiyayikas hold that the vitiating cir-
cumstance in u#pddhi is that the negation of the parti-
cular #pddhi admits of being put forward as a counter-
balancing probans to prove the contrary and that it
leads thus to the inference of satpratipaksatra. These
two viiews are usually expressed thus in Sanskrit . —
“Upadhih vyabhicaronndyakah; “Upddhih saipratie
paksonnayakah”.

The defect called badha consists in the negation af
the probandum being already established by a strongex
proof, This defect directly prevents inference (gH#e
miti). It is sometimes suggested that it is unnecessary
to recognize bddha as a distinct defect of the probang;
for, it may be merged in vyabhicdrg in cases where {he
probans is known to be present in pakga which is knowg
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to be devoid of the probandum; and it may be merged
in asiddhi in cases where the paksa is known to be
devoid of the probans. It should, however, be remem-
bered that the suggested merger is not possible in certain
arguments like this,—-“A jar at the first moment of its
creation has smell; because it is earth” (utpattiksane
ghatah gandhavan, prihivitvat); and that, in such
cases, the only defect that may be pointed out is badha.

The Vaidesikas recognize only three hetvabhasas—
viz,, viruddha (the adversec probans), asiddha (the
uncstablished probans) and samdigdha (the doubtful
probans). The last corresponds to what the Naiyayi-
kas call wyabhicara. The satpratipaksatva of the Nyfya
system may be broughit under wviruddha, according to
the Vaisesikas, and the badha, partly under samdigdha
and partly under asiddha.

It is necessary to differentiate the defective varie-
ties of the probans (hetvabhasah) described above,
from what are known in Gautama’s Nyaya as chala,
jati and migrahasihana. Chals is dialectic quibbling
mainly through equivocation. Jatiis a futile respon-
dence through parity or disparity. Gautama shows at the
end of the first ahnika of the fifth chapter of Nydya-
siitras, how a debate, carried on exclusively through
fati, is bound to become a barren type of dialectic #u
guoque, leading to nothing. Nigrahasthdna is a vulne-
rable point which makes for defeat in a debate and need
not necessarily invalidate an argument. When a person
is described as mavakambala in the sense that he has a
new blanket, it would be chala to object to the state-
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ment by perversely misinterpreting it to mean ‘having
nine blankets’. It should be noted here that the expres-
sion navakambala is ambiguous and may mean ‘having
a new blanket’ or ‘having nine blankets.” To theargu-
ment “Sound is non-eternal, because it is produced,
like a jar”, it would be a futile respondence (jatyuttara)
to say “Sound may well be said to be eternal, because
it has no activity (niskriya), like ether”, To shift
one'’s ground without adequate reason and give up the
thesis proposed to be maintained (pratijfiahdni and
pratijiiagsmiinyasa), to Le unable to give a suitable reply
when a reply is called for (apratibha)—weak points
like these are vulnerable points (nigrahasthana) which
make for defeatin a debate. All the defective varie-
ties of probans (hetvabhdsah) may also be treated as
vulnerable points, while the latter, other than defective
reasons, do not invalidate an argument,



CHAPTER III
ASSIMILATION OR ANALOGY (upamana)
37—T

Assimilation (upamana) is
the instrument of assimilative
cognition.  Assimilative cogni-
tion (upamili) consists in the
knowledge of the relation bet-
ween a name and the object de-
noted by it. Knowledge of simi-
larity is the efficient instrument
(karana) of such cognition.
This may be illustrated thus:—
A person happens to be ignorant
of the exact meaning of the
word gavaya (a particular ani-
mal of the bovine species). From
a forester, he learns that a
gavaya is similar to a cow; he
goes to a forest, sees the animal
called gavaya, which is similar
to a cow and recollects the in-
formation conveyed by the as-
similative proposition (atideSa-
vakya). Then the assimilative
cognition, “This is the animal
(of the bovine species) denoted
by the word gavaya” arises.

Thus ends the chapter on
upamana.
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The Nydya conception of upamdna as a distinct
instrument of valid cognition restricts its scope to as-
certainment of the primary denotative or significative
power of a word (Saktigraha). The chief object of
the Naiydyikas in so restricting its scope is to save it
from being swallowed up in inference (anumana). It
should be carefully noted here that, according to the
Mimarhsakas, the cognition embodied in the proposition
“The animal called gavaya is similar to acow’ is the
efiicient instrument (karana) and the cognition “My
cow is similar to this animal called gavaya” is the
resultant upamits (assimilative cognition); whereas,
according to the Naiydyikas the resultant upamsti is in
the form of the knowledge of the primary significative
power of the word gavaya (gavayapadasaktigraha).
It could be easily seen that the relation between the
karana (efficient instrument) and the phala (result),
according to the Mimarhsakas, is exactly similar to the
relation between the two propositions “A is similar
to B” and “B is similar to A”. The VaiSesikas and
Bauddhas could easily show how the latter, viz.,, “Bis
similar to A”’ may be taken to he inferred from the
former, viz,, “A is similar to B”. The Naiyiyikas
cleverly escape from this danger by narrowing the
scope of upamana as indicated above. One might,
however, remark that the Nyaya conception of upamana
is singularly unpractical and unfruitful. Vatsysdyana's
remarks on upamdna, under 1-i-6 and II-i-44 to 48,
throw some light on the practical value of this pramana.



252 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [Pakr m

The Bhagyakara points out how it would be of great
practical value to know exactly what is denoted by cer-
tain technical names ol medicinal herbs, as used in the
Ayurveda literature. It should be remembered here
that the Indian view of a pramana is that it is an cfh-
cient instrument of valid knowledge, which possesses
such unchallenged certitude as is usually associated with
validity or as is not nullified by subsequent experience;
or according to some Indian thinkoers, it is an efficient
instrument of valid knowledge, which possesses such
practical ulility and effectiveness as is usually associa-
ted with validity. In this way, it would not be difficult
to appreciate the reasons why the Naiyayikas regard
-upamana as a distinct pramana.



CHAPTER 1V
VALID VERBAL TESTIMONY. Sentence or
proposition (Sabdha)
38—-T
(@) Valid verbal testimony
is a proposition set forth bya
trustworthy person (dpta). One
who habitually speaks only truth
is a trustworthy person (dpfa).
A sentence or proposition isa
group of words like “Bring a
cow” (gamdnaya). )
() A word is that which
has significative potency ($akti).
“From this word, this concept
should be known”—God’s will
to this effect (ISvarasamketah)
is called Sakti (significative po-.
tency).

The VaiSesikas would bring valid verbal testimony
also under inference. The Naiydyikas however, con-
tend that, in cases where valid knowledge is derived
from valid verbal testimony (pramanafabda), one is
not conscious of any conclusion through subsumption
to a generalization; but one is, on the contrary, con-
scious of a valid verbal cognition or judgment ($abda-
bodha) resulting from a knowledge of words, without
the mediacy of any such subsumptive process of
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thought. For this reason, the Nyaya system holds that
Sabda deserves the rank of a distinct pramana.

The recognition of fabda as a distinct pramadnahas
laid most of the Indian systems of philosophy open to
the charge of dogmatism. Careful students of Indian
philosophy know well that this charge, when put for-
ward in a sweeping forth, can easily be exposed as
based on certain misapprehensions. Certain objections
may be raised by advocates of independent thinking
against the view of the Mimérhsakas that the relation
between a word and its meaning is eternal and that the
statements constituting the Vedas should be held to be
eternal and eternally valid and to possess self-evident
validity. But these objections cannot be raised
dgainst the Nyiya view of Sabdapramana. This
view seeks to reconcile the Nyaya stand point of
raifonalism with the conception of $abda as a distinct
seurce of valid knowledge, through the Nyiya theory
of extrinsic validity (paratahpramanya). According to
the Naiyayikas, it should be remembered that a Sabda
is a source of valid knowledge only in so far as the
source of Sabda is a perfectly trustworthy person and
that validity (pramatva) of the knowledge derived from
a Sabda is extrinsically caused (parateh wsipadyate)
through the reliability of the speaker and is also ex-
trinsically made out (paratak jAidyate) through verifi-
cation in direct experience. The Naiydyikas seek to
gain a twofold advantage by this view of Sabda. One
advantage consists in the fact that they bave succeeded
in freeing their rationalisticsystem of thought from the
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reproach of dogmatism; and the other advantage con-
sists in ' the fact that they are able to base a theistic
argument on this view by pointing out that belief in the
infallibility of the Veda would necessarily imply a belief
in the VPeda having been produced by an infallible
authcr—such an infallible author in the case of Veda
being none other than the Omnipotent and Omniscient
God.

The primary significative potency of a word, called
padasakti, is the eternal significative relation between a
word and its sense, according to the Mimarhsakas; and
it should be brought under S$akti, which is a distinct
category or quality according to them. The Naiyayikas
refuse to accept this view and hold that the utmost that
could be said about padasakti is that it is the will of
God to the effect that a particular word should convey
a particular sense. This is on the assumption that
speech is not a human product but made by God for the
benefit of humanity. ,

39—-T

(a) Vebal expectancy, eon-
gruity and proximity—these are
the causes which bring about
verbal cognition or judgment
from a proposition,

(?) Verbal expectasey
(dkanksd) consists ina word not
being capable ®f conveying a

complete judgmentinthe absence
of another word.
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(¢) Congruity (yogyata)
consists in the sense being not
stultifiable.

(@) Proximity (semnidhi)
consists in the articulation of
words without undue delay.

(e) A sentence which is
devoid of expectancy and the
other two requirements (con-
gruity and proximity) does not
bring about a valid cognition.
For instance, a string of words
like *“Cow, horse, man, elephant”
does not produce any judgment;
for there is no verbal expectancy
(akanksa) here. The sentence
“One should sprinkle with fire”
does not produce a valid judg-
ment, as there is no congruity
here, Words like ¢Bring a
cow’’, uttered at long intervals,
cannot produce a valid judg-
ment, owing to want of proxi-
mity.

In section 39, Annambhatta briefly states the

Nyiya view regarding the accessories necessary for
arriving at a valid judgment from a proposition. In
every language, &ertain words necessarily require certain
other words to complete the sense. For instance, a
verb denoting an action necessarily requires a kdraka:



Cu. 1v] VERBAL TESTIMONY = 7

such asa word denoting the agent or instrumeént or
object of the action; and in the absence of such a word,
it cannot convey a complete sense. This kind of
syntactic need is what is called verbal expectancy or
akanksa. Words which are not required for syntactic
completengss or which have no kind of syntactic rela-
tion whatever cannot form a proposition. Yogyatd or
congruity of the sense is stated to be another require-
ment. One can easily see that, in the example given in
the text, the concept of fire is incongruous as a means
of sprinkling; because sprinkling is done with water,
and not with fire. When the words constituting a
sentence are uttered at long intervals, one cannot have
any connected thought and complete judgment in the
form of verbal cognition does not arise. With regard
to the causal connection between yogyatd and $abda-
bodha, there is difference of opinion among the Naiy#-
yikas. Many Naiyayikas hoid that a decisive know-
ledge of congruity (gogyetiniscaya) is a pre-requisite
of verbal cognition. Some of them maintain that a
decisive knowledge of incongruity (ayogpyatanicaya)
prevents verbal cognition (.fabdabodhaﬂranbandhaka)
and the absence of sych a counteracting agent is neces-
sary for having the effect.

In this conmection, attention may be drawn to tke
relation between a decisive knowledge of the speaker’s
intention ( tatparwam.fcaya) and the verbal cogtutmp
($abdabodha) arising from a sentence. Some . hold
that tdtparyemiScaya is an accessary cause of .fabdq-
bodha; others hold that it is’ rcquued only in cages

-where ambiguous words or expressions are used; and
17 w0 ’
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yet others maintain that, though it is required, it need
not be referred to separately as a cause of Sabdabodha,
for the reason that dkasksd (syntactic expectancy)
consists in the need which one word has for another
word in order to convey the complete sense intended
to be conveyed and that, in this form, akanksd includes
tatparya.

Students of Nyiya will do well to note the essen-
tial features of the Nydya theory of $abdabodha.
This theory is, for all practical purposes, the Nyiya
theory of the import of propositions. The Nyiya view
is that only a determinate judgment (savikalpakajfiana)
i{s embodied in, and conveyed by, a proposition; every
proposition comprises at least a subject (uddeSya) and
predicate (vidheya); in a verbal judgment (Sabda-
Bodha) arising in thehearer’s mind from a proposition,
the meaning of the chief substantive in the nominative
case (prathamantdrtha) plays the role of the leading
concept (mukhyavisesya) and all the other concepts
are directly or indirectly subordinated to it; the cogni-
tion arising - from a proposition is always non-percep-
tdal (parok';a) ; and the additional element conveyed
by a sentence,’ over and above the separate co?cepts
conveyed by separate words, is the intended relation of
the concepts (padarthasarsarga) and this additional
element, which is the distinctive feature of a verbal
judgment (vakyariha), is conveyed 'thtough the parti-
.cular juxtaposition of words (semsargamaryada), a.nd
fot through a primary or secondary significative
“power of words (abhidha or laksand). It may be

‘observed here that the juxtaposition (samsargamar-
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yada), referred to here, turns out to be identical with
co-utterance (samabhivydhara), which is reducible to
the form of what is technically known as syntactxc
expectancy (dkdnksa).

It may be useful here to contrast the Nyidya theory
of $abdabodha with the §aébdabodha theories of certain
other Indian schools, According to the Vaiyadkaranas,
the activity denoted by the root of the finite verb
(dhatvartha) is the leading concept in a verbal cogni-
tion arising from a sentence; and according to the
Bhattas, the ‘will to do* (Mrti) denoted by the ending
of the finite verb is the leading concept there, If, from
the stand-point of logical analysis, the subject is the
central concept of a judgment, the meaning of the root
of the finite verb may be regarded as its central concept
from the stand-point of linguistic analysis; or the ‘will
to do’, denoted by the ending of the finite verb, may be
viewed as its central concept from the stand-point of
Mimarsa legalism.

The Nydya system recognizes only two main types
of significative force (Sabdavrtti)—uviz., abhidha (the
primary significative force) and laksana (the secondary,
significative force). It refuses to accept the third type
of significative force called vyaiijanad or suggestion,
which is recognized by the Alarbkirikas as a distinct
type of $abdavrtis, and brings it under inference.
According to the Nyaya system, the primary significa-
tive force (abhidha) includes two phases, which corres-
pond to connotation and denotatiom, and relate to jati
(generality) as the connoted attribute, and to vyakti
(the individual thing) as the denoted object qualified
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by such attribute. In other words, the Naiydyikas
generally maintain that the primary sense of a word is
ordinarily an individual qualified by a generic attribute
(jativisistovyakti). Students of modern philosophy
will find ‘it easy to see that, according to the Nyiya
system, the comcepts conveyed by separate words are
apparent simples, but really petrified judgments. All
the names, including proper names, are connotative,
according to Nyaya.
40—-T

(a) There are two classes
of sentences: those that belong
to the Veda and those that
belong to secular speech. Those
that belong to the Veda are all
statements of God and therefore
authoritative, Of those that
belong to secular speech, such as
produced by trustworthy persons
are authoritative and others are
not authoritative.

(b) Verbal cognition ($§ab-
dajfiana) is the knowledge of
the meaning of a sentence. Its
efficient instrument (karana)
is sentence (fabda).

Here ends the chapter on
Verbal Testimony,

‘ Thus  valid  experience
- (yatharthanubhava) has been
explained.
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41T

(a) Ertoneous experience
is of three kinds—the three
varieties being doubt, misappre-
hension and indirect argument
(reductio ad absurdum),

(b) A doubtisa cognition
which relates to several incom-
patible attributes in the same
thing—as, in the dubitative cog-
nition—*“It may be a postora
man’’,

(¢) Misapprehension is a
false cognition—as in the erro-
neous cagnition of a nacre, in
the form—This is silver”.

(@) Indirect argument (re-
ductio ad absurdum) consists in
the hypothetical admission of
vydpya (an invariably concomi-
tant fact) which leads to the
admission of the pervasive con-
comitant (vydpaka); as, “lf
there were no fire, there would
be no smeke’’.

42T

Recollection is also of two
kifds:—true and false, The
former is the result of a valid
experience ; and the latter arises
from an erroneous experience.
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In this connection students may be advised to read
again pages 104 to 146 of chapter I part III.
' 43—T

(a) Pleasure is a quality
which all consider agreeable.

(b) Pain is a quality which
all consider disagreeable.

(¢) Desire is wish,

(@) Dislike is sll-feeling.

(e) Volitional effort is the
will to do.

(/) Dharma is the unseen
spiritual benefit accruing from
the performance of actions
which are enjoined by the Vedic
law.

(9) Adharma is the unseen
spiritual demerit accruing from
the performance of forbidden
actions,

(k) Cognition and the
following seven qualities (eight
in all) are the specific qualities
(vifesagundh) found only in the
soul. Cognition, desire and
volitional effort may be eternal
or non-eternal; they are eternal
in God and non-eternal in the
ordinafy souls of living beings
(1iva).
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(3) There are three kinds
of tendencies or impressions—
speed, reminiscent impression
and elasticity. Speed belongs
to the substances—earth, water,
fire, air and mind. Reminiscent
impression belongs only to the
soul and it results from a previ-
ous experience and causes recol-
lection, Elasticity is the ten-
dency of a thing to recover its
original form when it is changed.

Here ends the section dealing
with Qualgties.

It would be useful if students read again, in this
connection, pages 13 to 15 of chapter I part III,

44T

Activity is of the nature of
motion. Upward motion leads
to contact with an upper place.
Downward motion leads to con-
tact with a lower place. Con-
traction leads to contact with a
place near one’s body. Expan-
sion leads to contact with a place
reméte from one’s body. All
the other varieties of motion
come under ‘going’.
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45—-T
Generality is a generic attri-
bute which is etermal and one
and inheres in many things, It
is found in substances, qualities
and activities, Existence (sat{8)
is the most comprehensive type
of generality. Substance-ness
and such others are less compre-
hensive.
46—-T
Specialities are the differen-
tiating features belonging to
eternal substances.
47—T
Inherence is the eternal
relation, which belongs to the
inseparables. An inseparable
pair consists of two things of
which one thing, so long as it
does not come to an end, exists
only in the other thing:—as
component part and the compo-
site whole, quality and subst-
ance, motion and moving body,
generality and the individua
having it, and speciality and the
_ eterssal substance having it.
In this connection, students will do well to read
again pages 18 to 37 of chapter I, part III.
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48-—-T

(8) Antecedent non-exis-
tence has no beginning but has
an end. It relates to the period
preceding the production of an
effect.

() Annihilative non-exis-
tence has a beginning but has no
end. It relates to the period
subsequent to the production of
an effect.

(c) Total non-existence is
the negation of a counter-corre-
lative in respect of relation to
all the three times—present,
past and future—as in the
statement—<There is no jar on
this spot”’

(d) Reciprocal non-exist-
ence is the negation of a counter-
correlative in respect of its
identity with another thing—
as in the statement—“A jaris
not a cloth”,

Here, students should peruse again pages 37 to 52

of chapter I, part III.

49T
All the other padarthas may
be brought under one or the
other of the seven paddrthas
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enumerated at the beginning of
this work. So, there are only
seven categories.
Here, attention is drawn to pages 4 to 8 of
chapter I, part 111,
50—T
Annambhatta has written
this treatise called Tarkasaw-
graha with the object of intro-
ducing beginners to a study of
the Nyaya and VaiSesika systems
of Gautama and Kanada.

THuUs ENDS THE TARKASAMGRAHA
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akhandadesa: indivisible space.
akhandopadhi: an attribute which is not a jati but
similar to it,

akhyati: non-apprehension.

acit: non-spirit; matter.

anu: atom; minute part,

anutva: smallness.

anuparimina: atomic size.

atidesavakya: assimilative proposition.

ativydpti: over-applicability; being too wide.

atyantibhidva: absolute non-existence.

atyantasat: non-being out-and-out.

adharma: unseen spiritual demerit.

adhikirin: a qualified person or one to whom the
result accrues.

adhisthana: real substratum,
adhyavasiya: determinative cognition.
anavastha: endless regression.
aniatman: non-soul.

anadi: without beginning.

anitya: non-eternal.

anityadoga: occasional defect.
anirvacaniyakhyiti: indefinable’s apprehension,
anirvacaniyata : indefinability.
anudbhiita: sub-perceptional.
anupasariihdrin : non-conclusive reason.
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anubhava : experience.

anumina: inference; instrument of inference.

anumiti: inference.

anuyogin: correlated substratum.

anuvyavasaya: after-cognition, in which the subject
also is presented.

anugnasita : lukewarm.

antahkarana: inner instrument of knowledge.

antyaviSesa: ultimate particularity.

anyathakhyati: misapprehension.

anyathdsiddha: dispensable antecedent.

anyonyabhava: reciprocal negation; mutual non-
existence.

anvayadrstanta: affirmative example.

anvayasahacidra: sequence of positive factors,

anvayavyatirekin: concomitant in affirmation and
negation,

anvayavyapti: positive or affirmative concomitance.

ap: water.

apara: less comprehensive.

aparatva: spatial or temporal proximity.

apavarga: final emancipation.

apeksabuddhi: enumerative cognition.

apratyaksa : imperceptibility.

apramanya: error; invalidity.

abhava: non-existence.

abhidheya: denotable thing.

abhidheyatva : namability.

abhighata: striking; a kind of contact producing
sound.
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abheda: identity.

abhyasapratyaya : repetitional cognition.

amla: acid.

ayathartha: erroneous,

ayatharthanubhava: erroneeus experience.

ayutasiddha : inseparable,

arani: tinder-stick.

artha: substance,

arthapatti: presumptive testimony.

alaukika: extra-normal.

avaksepana: downward motion,

avacchedaka : delimiting.

avacchedya: delimited.

avacchinna: delimited.

avayava: member; member of a syllogism; component
part.

avayavin: composite structure or product.

avinabhdva: invariable relation.

aviveka: non-discrimination.

avyapade$ya : non-verbal; unverbalisable,

avyapti: partial inapplicability.

avyapyavrtti: non-pervasive.

a$akti: inability.

asat; non-being.

asatkhyati: non-being’s apprehension.

asamavayikarana: non-inherent cause.

asambhava: total inapplicability.

asadharana: special; uncommon strayer.

asadharanadharma: specific feature,

asiddha: un-established reason.

asurabhi: non-fragrant,
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akaraja: mine-born; born of the mine.

ikanksi: verbal expectancy; syntactic expectancy.

akasa: ether.

akadatva: etherness.

dkuficana : contraction.

agama; verbal testimony.

itman: soul.

atmakhyiti; self-apprehension.

atmasraya: self-dependence.

adarapratyaya: regardful cognition.

Aditya: Sun,

anumanika: inferential.

apta: trustworthy person; truth-teller.

ayojana: concretive activity.

arambhavida: creationistic theory of causation.

dropa: hypothetical admission.

aérayasiddha : unestablished in respect of abode.

iccha: desire.

indriya: sense-organ.

indriyatva: senseness.

indriyarthasannikarsa: relation between sense-organ
and object.

indhana: fuel.

I$vara: God.

utksepana upward motion,

utpatti: production.

udarya: that of the stomach; gastric.

udaharana: exemplification.

udde$a: enumeration.

uddesya: subject.

udbhiita ; perceptible; not sub-perceptional.
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upanaya : subsumptive correlation.

upamana;: instrument of assimilation; assimilative
instrument; comparison.

upamiti : assimilative cognition or experience.

upalabdhi: apprehension.

upastambhaka : supportive,

‘upasthiti: thought.

upadé@nakirana: material cause.

upadhi: adventitious condition; an attribute which is
not a jati,

upeksa: indifference.

usna: hot,

usnasparsa: hot touch.

eka: one.

katu: pungent.

kadamba: a kind of flower.

kapéla : potsherd.

kapisa : brown.

kampana: shaking.

karana: efficient or instrumental cause.

karma: activity.

kalasatva: jarness.

kalpana: presumptive knowledge; fictitious fabrication.

kasaya: astringent.

kama : wish.

karya : product.

kala: time.

kalikasambandha: time-relation.

krtakatva : producibility.

krti : volitional effort,

krsnatara: dark pupil.
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kevalabhiitala : empty floor.

kevalavyatirekin : concomitant in negation alone,

kevaladhikarana: mere container.

kevalanvayin: concomitant in affirmation alone.

kriya ; activity.

kriyatva: motion-ness.

krodha: ill-feeling.

ksana: moment,

ksanikavijfidna : momentary consciousness.

gandha: smell.

gamana: going.

guna: quality,

gurutva: weight.

ghatatva: potness.

ghrina: olfactory sense; sense of smell.

caksus: visual sense; sense of sight.

calana: motion,

cits spirit; consciousness,

citral variegated.

ciirna : powder,

chala: dialectic quibbling.

janya: producible thing.

japa: China rose.

jala: water.

jalpa: argument for victory; successful advpcagy. .

jati: generic or class attribute; specious and unavail-
ing objections or futile respondence.

jihva: tongue.

jiva: individual soul.

jivaitman: individual soul.

jiiapti: knowledge.
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ifiana s knowledge.

ifleya : knowable thing.
attvidhyavasdya: conclusive determination of truth,
adutpatti: casuality.

antu: thread.

amas: darkness.

wrka: reductio ad absurdum ; indirect argument.
.adatmya : complete identity,
;ikta : bitter.

turi: shuttle,

rna: straw,

:ejas: light; fire,

irasarenu: triad ; ternary product.
rruti triad ; ternary product.
tvak : tactus; sense of touch.
danda: stick.

dik : spatial direction.

divya: that of the sky.

dirgha: long.

dustahetu: defective probans,.
dubhkha: pain.

drstinta: typical instance.
dravatva: fluidity.

dravya: substance,

dravv-*va: substanceness,
dvyanuka: dyad; binary product,
dvesa: dislike.

dharma: merit; unseen spiritual benefit; attribute.
dharmin: thing qualified.

dhatu: verbal root.

dhrti : sustaining effort,
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dhvani: noise.

naman: name,

nigamana: conclusion,
nigrahasthina : vulnerable point,
nitya: eternal,

nityadosa : permanent defect.
nityaguna: eternal quality.
nididhyasana: constant meditation.
nimittakarana: instrumental cause.
niyata: invariable.
niyatapiirvavrtti; invariable antecedent.
nirliipaka: correlating; correlated.
nirnaya: decisive knowledge.
nirvacana: definite predication,
nirvikalpaka: indeterminate,
nicaya: determination.
nigkampapravrtti: unfaltering effort.
nila: blue,

nodana: pushing.

naimittika: artificial,

paksa: minor term; subject.
paksata : subjectness,
paksadharmata; subject-adjunctness.
pata: cloth.

patatva: clothness.

patupratyaya : vivid cognition.
pad@rtha: category.

para: more comprehensive.

paratva: temporal or spatial remoteness.
paratastva: extrinsicality.
paratahpr@manya: theory of extrinsic validity.

[PART m
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paratograhya: made out extrinsically.

paramanu: atom.

paramitman: Supreme Soul.

paramparasambandha: indirect relation.

paramarSa: subsumptive reflection.

pararthanumaiana: inference for others.

parirdha: one thousand crores of crores.

parinima: modification; digesting.

parimana: size.

pariksa: investigation.

paroksa : non-perceptual.

piaka: heat; baking.

pacaka: a cook.

parimiandalya: the smallest size conceivable; atomic
size.

pasana: stone.

pinda: lump.

pita: yellow.

purusa: spirit.

pfthaktva: separateness.

prthivi: earth,

prthvi: earth.

prakara: adjunct.

prakarata: adjunctness.

prakasa : luminosity.

prakrti: primordial matter.

pracaya: loose contact.

pratijfia: thesis.

pratipidyapratipadakabhiva: relation of the
and the treatise.

pratibandhaka: counter-agent,
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pratiyogin: correlative ; counter-correlative,
pratiyogita : correlativeness.

pratiyogitatva: the state of being correlativeness,
pratyaksa: perception; perceptive instrument,
pradhvmsabhiva ;: annihilative non-existence,
prama: valid knowledge.

pramana: means of valid knowledge; valid knowledge.
pramatva: validity.

prameya: object of valid knowledge; cognizable thing.
prameyatva: knowability.

prayatna: volition.

prayojana: purpose;aim.

pralaya: dissolution ; universal dissolution,
pravrtti: volitional decision.

prasiarana: expansion.

prigabhava : antecedent non-existence.
pratyaksika : perceptual.

pramanya: truth; validity.

pretyabhiva: cycle of death and birth.
phala: result.

phalibhiitajfiana: resultant cognition,
baddha: bound.

badhakapratiti: sublating cognition.

badhita: stultified reason.

buddhi : cognition,

bhavakirya: positive product.

bhavana: reminiscent impression.
bhavapadartha ; existent entities.

bhasvara: brilliant.

bhitti: wall.

bhita: elemental being.
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bhiitatva: elementness.

bhuyodarsana: repeated observation,
bheda: difference.

bhedasahisnu: compatible with difference.
bhauma: that of the earth,

mani: lens,

madhura: sweet.

manas: mind,

manana: reflective thinking.
manusyatva : humanity.

mahat: large.

mahattva: largeness.

mabhakala: undivided time.
mahasamanya: grand generality ; the summum genus.
mana: measurement.

manasapratyaksa: mental perception.
mithyéd: unreal.

mithyijiiana: false cognition.

mukti: final emancipation.

mirta: moving substance; limited in size.
mrgatva: becasthood.,

mrt: clay.

yatna: volitional effort.

yathartha: real.

yogyata: congruity.

yogyanupalabdhi: effectual non-cognition.
rakta: red.

rajas: passion.

rasa: taste.

rasana: sense of taste; gustatory sense.
riipa: colour.
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riipatva: colourness.

laksana: definition.

lavana; salt,

laghava: principle of parsimony or economy.
linga: probans; mark; reason.
lingapardmar$a; subsumptive reflection of the probans.
loka: world.

Varuna: Water-God.

varna: alphabet.

vahni: fire.

vakyarthabodha: verbal judgment.
vada: argument for truth,

vayu: air,

vayuloka: world of Wind-God.
vikalpa: fictitious fabrication.
vijidna: consciousness.

vitanda ; destructive argument or objection.
vidyut: lightning,

vidheya: predicate.

vipakga: counter-example.
viparitakhyati: contrary experience,
viparyaya: misapprehension.
vibhaga: division; disjunction.
vibhagaja: caused by disjunction.
vibhudravya: all-pervasive substance.
viruddha ; adverse probans or re: son.
viSigtapratiti: determinate cognition.
viSesa: particularity.

viSesaguna: specific quality.
vi§-sana: adjunct,

videgyat@ ; substantiveness.
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visaya: object; subject-matter.

visayata: objectness,

visayatitva: the state of being objectness.

visayita: subjectness.

vrksa: tree,

vrtti: activity ; modification,

vega: speed.

veman: loom.

vyakti: individual unit.

vyafijand: suggestion.

vyatirekadrstanta; negative example.

vyatirekavyapti: negative concomitance; negative gene-

ralization.
vyatirekasahacira: concomitance of negation.
vyavasdya: cognition in which an object is presented
and not the subject.

vyapira: activity ; intermediate cause.

vyapti: co-extension; invariable concomitance,

vyapyatvasiddha: unestablished in respect of its con-
comitance,

vyapyavrtti: pervasive,

vyavartaka: differentiating feature.

vyavrtti: differentiation.

vyasajyavrtti: partially contained.

Sakti: significative potency or power; potentiality.

§abda: proposition; verbal testimony; sound.

Sabdaja: caused by sound.

§abdatanmatra: subtle sound.

Sabdavrtti: significative force.

Sarira: body; form.

§abda : verbal; verbal experience.
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§abdajfiana: verbal cognition.

$@bdabodha: verbal cognition.

§ita: cold.

§itaspar$a: cold touch,

Sukti: nacre.

$ukla: white,

§yama: black.

§ravana: understanding,

Sruti: Revealed Texts,

sakampapravrtti: halting effort.

sakrddarSana: single observation,

sat: being.

satta: existence,

sattva: goodness,

satpratipaksa: opposable reason.

sapaksa: similar instance.

samavaya: inherence,.

samavayin: constitutive,

samavayikdrana: constitutive or inherent or intimate
cause,

samudra: ocean.

samiihalambana: group cognition.

sarikhya : number,

sarndigdha: doubtful probans.

sannikarsa: sense-relation.

sannidhi: proximity.

sambandha: relation.

saryoga: conjunction.

sarhyogaja: caused by contact.

samh$aya: doubt,

sarhisarga ; relation,
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sarhsargata’: relationness.

sathskdra: tendency or impression;
impression.

sarit: river.

Sarvajiia: Omniscient.

savikalpaka: determinate.

savyabhicara: straying reason.

sinta: having an end.

sadrSya: similarity.

sidhana: middle term; probans,

sadharana: general; common strayer.

sidhya: probandum; major term,

samagri: the whole causal apparatus.

samayikdabhidva: temporary non-existence.

samanya: generality.

samanyavidesa: generic differentia.

sarhkarya: unwarranted blend.

sarhsiddhika: natural.

siddhanta: established conclusion,

sukha: pleasure.

surabhi: fragrant.

suvarna: gold.

srsti: creation.

sthitasthapaka : elasticity.

sneha: viscidity,

spar$a: touch.

sphatika: crystal,

281

reminiscent

sphota: the eternal substratum of significativeness,

smrti: recollection.
smarana: recollection,
svatastya: intrinsicality.
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svatograhyas intrinsically made out.

svatojanya: intrinsically brought about,

svatovyavartaka: self-discriminating,

svatovyavrtta: self-differentiated.

svariipasambandha: self-relation; self-linking:

svariipisiddha: unestablished in respect of itself.

svirthinumana: inference for oneself.

svetarabheda: difference from the rest,

harita: green.

hetu: probans; reason; valid reason; middle term.

hetviabhiasa: fallacious reason; semblance of reason;
defective probans.

hirasva: short.
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