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secr. XLIIL §fF&T:.

The contact of organ und object, which is the cause of
‘Perceplion, is of six kinds:-1 Conjunction, 2 Intimate umion
‘with the conjoint, 3 Intimate union with the intimately united with
.the conjoint, 4 In‘imate union, 5 Intimate umion with the intimate-
dy united, and 6 Connection of the attribute with the subject.
Conjunction is the contact producing perception of the jar by the
-eye. Intimate union with the conjoint is the contact produc:ng the
perczption of the cclour of a jar, asthe colour is intimately
united with the jar which is conjoint wtih the eye. Intimate union
with the intimately wunited is the confact in perceiving
the genus of cclour, as colour is intimately umited with the
_jar conjoint with eye, and the genus of colour is intimately
united therewith. Intimate union is the contact in the perception
-of word by the organ of hearing, as the crgan of hearing is the
ether in the cavity of the ear, (since) word i3 ths quality of ether
and the quality and the qualified are intimately united. Intimate
union with the wntimately united is the contact in cogmizing
th- genus word, us the genus is intimalely uniled with word which
.48 inlimatety united with (organ of) hearing. The connection of the
-altribute and subject is the contact in the perception of
negation, as the negation f a jar is an attribute of a place in
-contact with the eye wherever a place is devoid of a jar. The
knowledge thus produced yrom the sizfold contact s Percept.
Iis peculiar cause is the organ. Hence orgax is perceplion.

1. Having defined 97 as the product of the contact of
the organs of sense with their appropriate

The siz contacts.  qpiacts, the author mow enumerates and
illustrates the six varieties of this contact

that is, six ways in which the different organs may come in
-contact with their objects. Three of these contacts are
primary, viz. @90, §RA1T and (@sigonassgar, and the other
“three are combinations of the two former, viz, ¥THEAAME,
mﬁﬁ%ﬂﬁlﬂmﬁﬁ, and wAYAgAT@. The organ of sight be-
ing a =7 comes in actual contact w1th a substance like a
Jar when it sees it; and so the &faEs is ®40, the ordinary
<onjunction. The eye perceives also the colour of W%, as

- 7. B. Bom. ed.ﬂl‘. 27,
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colour is the special quality of light of which. the eye is.
formed, but the organ, being a =7, cannot have direet conjun-
otion with the quality of another substance ; and hence the
contact of the eye with F2®® is FIHEAAMT, intimate union
with the conjoined, the ®T being intimately united with the 4
gz which is conjoined with the organ. The ®TA on UE®q
is also perceived by the organ of sight, because the
Naiy@yikas have laid down a maxim, FAfe=qor TITAS -
i Azd WTATYE AeRWATTREAEea Taa,! © the organ which
apprehends a thing also apprehends the STid and §HA1IT on
that thing as well as its negation. ’ qawyed is therefore per-
ceived by the eye by means of the contact HTHAAIAEHTE,
intimate union with a thing (¥2®7) which is intimately
united with a substance ( 9= ) that is in conjunction with
the organ. The fourth contact is simple intimate union, as
that of 5=, organ of hearing, which, being HTETIIEE, is
intimately united with its product the sound. The differ-
ence between =it and other organs is that, while the latter
are products ( @ER® ) of their corresponding elements, such
as the eye of light, the nose of earth and the taste of water,
the 3T is the all-pervading ether itself in its elemental
form, defined and conditioned by the cavity of the ear.
Sound therefore as a product of the ether has direct intimate
union with sir=, while other qualities are not so directly
brought into contact with their corresponding organs. ¥
being apprehended by §RIM, its HA 31=5 is obviously ap-
prehended by ®¥Wiawwa™, intimate union with a thing
( =r== ) intimately united with the organ.) The last HAFET
will be noticed further on.

In the case of other organs also the same contacts will be
found efficient. The only organ besides the eye which, ac-
cording to some, apprehends substances snd therefore has-
conjunction with them is the organ of touch. The three
external organs, HTOT, T8F and 1, apprehend qualities onl¥;
and the kind of contact operating in the case of each object
apprehended by these senses can be easily determined.

s e

1. T K, Bom.ﬁ ed. p. 10.
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9. The subject is involved in some intricacy owing to the-
difference that exists inthe perceptive capa- -
What things are . 3
perceived and how, city of the various organs. Some organs are
said to perceive substances and qualities,
while others perceive qualities only. Hence we must distin-
guish between the perception of substances and the percep-
tion of qualities, actions and generalities. 3T, FW and STAT,
are, according to all, perceived by their respective organs
and by means of appropriate contacts. Perception of these
therefore is divided into six kinds according to the six
organs of sense namely ‘::ITUI'E |A, AgY, @, sined,
and ®MH, while the things perceived are respectively the -
qualities, odour, savour, colour, touch, sound, pleasure, and
pain, as well as their generalities and negations.! Substan-
ces, however, are held to be perceivable by two senses only, .

the sight and the touch, the remaining four organs being

capable of perceiving qualities only. As to the perception
of substances by sight there is not and cannot be any doubt,
but there is a difference of opinion as to whether the organ
of touch is capable of perceiving a substance. The ancient
Najyayikas' answer is in the negative, asserting that IZAET

: is a necessary ‘condition for every external
,o,f;e,,i"e” tion by perception of a substance, while the-

moderns answer in the affirmative saying

that ﬁaﬂm can be also efficient for external perception.
The controversy has been already explained in a previ- -
ous Note. 2

3. Visvanatha lays down a rule which is as il werea
compromise between the two views :—

Wmi‘ﬂ' T ST T &=
BTG T FETAINT FROR 1°

“ A substance having a manifested touch is apprehended
by the organ of touch, and also touch. Everything except
colour that is perceived by the eye is perceived by the organ
of touch also ; but ( manifested ) colour is necessary even in

1B P.5l
2 See Note p. 117. Supra.
3 B.P. 25. a
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-these cases. ”’ =% is thus declared to be capable of perceiv
_ing, but only when the thing is also visible to the eye;and
.the same will probably be the case with the other organs,
‘Thus neither touch nor savour nor odour can be perceived
in atoms which have no manifested colour. This compromise
however is not tenable, for, if strictly taken, the touch in
air and the sound in ether should always be imperceptible
.as the two substances have no manifested colour ; buf this
cannot be accepted, and so the necessity of TETET for all
_perceptions must be confined to substances only This is the
ancient view and also that of Annambhatta. He has declared
air to be imperceptible and inferrible from the existence of =
«touch, while touch itself is defined as a quality perceived
by the acrial cuticle ( &grait Ior: ). It is clear therefore that
he accepts the capacity of &% to perceive qualities, but uof
~ -substances unless the latter possess SEAET. Similarly
.the S can perceive sound but not ether, both because it
- has not SFAET and also because it is not distinct from the
-organ. As regards qEAgITT it is to be noted that while
Dleasure, pain etc. are perceived by the mind, the human
-soul is perceptible according to the Nuaiyayikas, but not
-according to the Vaisesikas'!  Anmnambhatta holds the
Vaisesika view. By thus distinguishing the perception of
«substances from that of qualitiés we can, it seems, remov
the apparent discrepancy between several passages of T. S.
and T. D., in some of which the author appears to limit th
“term w=rE to STYwAE only, while in others asin the pres-
ent, he talks of the perception by other organs such as g |
-and &%. In the case of substances there is =Tgaaed only
and perhaps &7 also ; while in the case of qualities there
-are six kinds which, though nowhere expressly mentioned b
the author, can be inferred from his mentioning 0¥ in th
present passage. In conclusion he declares the organ .
itself to be the wegargator, that is the FIOT of W&T thereb! 4
-removing any doubt as to whether he takes Zf*&¥ or
“RIAFT to be the Fwur.2

4. The five contacts account for the perception of the
“first fogr categories. 733w, being a QTHTEH, is unperce

1B.P. 49 ; see Note 6 under Sec. 17, p. 144, Supra.
2 See on this Note p. 181, Supra.
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ble. The cases of ®AITT and AW are specially provided
for by the sixth H1@®Y called F3qorEsrsywry. This last is
. of a peculiar kind, and is assumed to ac-
The sizth contact. . n for the perception of negation and
intimate union according to those in.

whose opinion both are perceptible, and of negation only
according to those who deny the perceptibility of ®®aTT.
Visvandtha says i—TATTqT walma?r IfegaaTgasyoEar
%W | TheEAa g 7 @A wwe:! The Nayayikas hold
FHATT to be perceptible by EIMonasrsTwTS, while the Vai-
desikas regard it as I@ii*zT and inferrible only. Annam-
bhatta as usual holds the Vaisesika view, as may be easily
guessed from his proving ¥A919 by inferencein T. D. on
Sect. 79. The \@sryuriasreasTT is therefore confined, accord-
ing to our author, to the perception of negation, which re-
quires a special contact because neither FAWT nor HHEAIT is.
possible in the case of s1¥Te. Negation, not being a sub-
stance, cannot exist by itself; nor can it reside in any other
substance by ¥R, as it is neither quality, nor action, nor-
@nd. How does it then exist in the world, and how
is it apprehended ? It is conceived, replies the Naiyayika,
as a property (9w ) of its :T4FEIW, that is of the thing on.
which it exists. Thus in a cognition RELRIEER- LIS the ==71-
W is spoken of as the &3rgur of the waw “which is the
3T, their relation fASrqurfasisawia being expressed by the
termination 8. Now let us see how this cognition takes.
place. We observe the spet of ground and see no jar on it
The spot of ground, being a substance, is perceived by the
contact €3iw, that is, it is physically connected with the
FWAYTH g ; but the WIWIT on ¥AF can come into-
contact with the eye through 3d% only. The §fEY there-
fore by which the 92191 on ¥aF is perceived is the contact
between the wg®_ and ¥a®, i. e. ¥UT plus that between
AT and YN, 4, e. (AZT9OIASISTNT, the combined contact
being named HIFHFRTMIAITWIT, or rather FREIRIFITRIOL
§3wis.  Now the relstion EZsmETw@wWT existing te-
tween waz and wzrwrT, though spoken of as ome, may be
split up into two that is, the relation of w2T¥I¥ with w¥a&
may be called 1F3iswar, and that of ¥a@ with w=TwrT

1. S. M. Calc. ed. R, 53.
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‘{F3rgar.  Hence mﬁﬁwm is often spoken of astwo
- contacts, fASTYUETETEY and WSM?TN’IW‘? or takmg them
in their enlarged form, Fragaagiazryuar and Freadaghinm.
:ar. Thus the perception of W2TMIT on A& is effected by
means of two contacts, not of course jointly but alterna-
“tively ; that is, either of the two contacts serves the purpose.
But why should two contacts operate in the perception of
ga19Ta, when one only suffices for the perception of ¥z ?
‘The reason is that the existence of I=ZMATT on WAF may be
. expressed in two ways, HETHTHHE:\H‘EHT?H or A& TE(WETSR, |
both of which propositions, though conveying the same
‘meaning, namely, the negation of ¥Z on A, are differentin
grammatical form and therefore produce different cognmi-
tions. In W2WIFagaed, ¥@w is the fa5ir and 9INE its
‘f@siqw, while in ¥A® TEWEISRA, 92T being in the |
nominative is the (35T, and the locative ¥a¥ is its FAdmm,
The first cognition is prineipally that of ¥d& as possessing
FETHTT (FETTAfATRTE ), the second cognition is that of w2r-
T as residing in ¥a® (¥aSAT ); or to use technical ex-
pressions already explained, the first cognition has ¥d® for
its A3rer and g=rwTETAETEA for its WFW, while the second
has =TT for its fA3rT and swa@Ag for its 9%17 ( property)
‘Thus the two cognitions being different in form and having
.o different TFW respectively, the contacts operating fo
produce them are also different. In the first TZTaTATFEAH,
the eye is §g% with o of which wzrara is fasvam, and
therefore the WIA®Y is WIHASIGOWr; in the second
‘Eﬁﬁ' gz, the eye is ®a® with qaa of which eWE
is fazier, and therefore the WfFET is HQ,?ETW‘
As these two cognitions, though differing in form, are
identical in meaning, they are conjointly and briefly
expressed in the text as being produced by the compotm&
-contact FASTIONAIISTAT..

5. One might ask here, why should there not be two cog-
nitions in the perception of 9= similar to those inthe pel'ceptl‘m
of wzrarg 2 We can say 'IEFH‘&"E as well as &AS AT ST, 80 %
that in one case T7 is the fA3rgor of wAw, and in the other
wa7 is the fA3r90 of 9= ; and therefore there ought to be tw0.
contacts corresponding to these two cognitions in e
perception of w2 also. Bpt this is not so, for We never
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“perceive WETHIT by itself but only as a property of ¥a®, and

<o the double relation subsisting between %¥@® and %% is
required to be taken into account ; while we perceive ¥Z by
itself, and there is no necessity of bringing in ¥&%. In the

_case of =TV, the eye is directly connected with ¥a®, and

through it with the zx#ra; while in the case of 92 it is directly
connacted with o= itself, and therefore there is only one

“Ffa®d, namely IO

6. V. V. reads simply raaryatar instead of (A3TIUNEIAAT:

. in the text, and mentions as & reason for

; df" reading discuss- hig preference that the T. S. gives an

example of AZWoET only, and s0 may

have intended to limit the &TAFY to that alone. But it will

be clear from the above explanation that V. V. ’s reading as

well as the reason for preferring it are both wrong. Although

T, S. gives an instance of fA&rqumar only, T. D. supplies the
.desideratum which V. V. seems not to have noticed,

7. As the negation of T on ¥a¥ is perceived by HIHA-
e UIATHTAFY, so the negation of ¥2®4 on
:S,-xl,,?,‘:rc’:,’;zitof the  gx§aT or vice versa is perceived by HI®-
. HHAAASIY0MET, the eye being §I% with 72

which is ¥@¥a with &eqr of which ®arwra is a f¥¥qor.  Simi-
larly the negation of 2®T on TTHEATA is perceived by -

(92 YaR¥a-( SeT )gAIa- ( §eTeT )@guar; and so oa with

other organs and the negationsof their corresponding objects.
AT however is perceived by simple @A3rgoraT, not I54-
FTHESOAT, for sEgAr is the fAdrywr of ST itself as
the organ is identical with T which is the real B

of F=TTRrE, Srezearara ( e. g, the 19 of FT on WA ) is appre-

hended by zfezaamIafayraorar.! Both st and Eargar
are therefore of two kinds, sfezararamar-asrar simply, and

T RTZITSRar-3reTar ; the first two in the perception by

T and correspond to AI@ and FEIaEATT contacts, the
latter two in the case of other organs and correspond to the
other three contacts. EaTFoTAsra«@ mentioned by Annam-
bhatta is therefore not a simple contact but has five varieties,
corresponding to the first five contacts, although all of them.

1 T. K. Bom, ed. P. 9;S. M. Calc, ed: b. 53-4.
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are comprlsed under one name as they all have a common.v
element, [ASTUET or FAITTAT. :

8. T. D. hereintroduces a discussion as to why a fifth proof
called gu=1sq which is accepted by Mi-

pr:);}fm”“l“bdhi’ masmsakas and Vedantins is not recognized |
by the Nasyayikas. The former hold that

=TT is not perceptible because there can be no mannerof
contact between a substantial organ and a pure negation, and
have therefore to account for the apprehension of negation
by a fifth proof called iga=i=1 ( non-perception ); while the
Naiyayikas hold that s1WiT is perceptible by the same organ
which perceives its Siaanil, but by means of a peculiar ®i&-
FY called fA3rymESregWiT. So that one party assumes a
separate proof to account for =1MTamTA, and the other as-
sumes & separate §{AFY. The arguments on both sides are
equally specious and interminable, and the controversy is ab
last reduced to a determination of the comparative simplicity
(a199) of the two rival assumptions. The Naiyayikas however
cannot wholly dispense with 2gq&T89. S™IT is not a thing
that is independently known. The cognition of 3IWIT neces-
sarily depends on the previous knowledge of its counter-
entity (92) and its support (¥@® ). Now the fact that
we never perceive HWETMIT wherever there is =g shows |
that there is a relation of contrariety between the
two, and that the absence of the one must be ascertained
before the other can be apprehended. This ascertainment
of the absence of &2, or JAIFI=Y, is therefore deemed to be |
& necessary condition for the perception of w2E™ME;
that is, @IS0 is a ¥2FMT ( accessory ) of the JgRf=T
which perceives 92T41T on ¥a%. Now what is thissgwera? |
It is not simply the not-perceiving or not-finding; for §
though we do not perceive & in darkneSS, we do not alse
perceive T2T91T there. The wgu@ar ( non-perception ) must |
be AFATARAARTIITN, that i is, must be ‘ inconsistent W1th iy
the hypothetlcal assumption of the existence of its i
* It is not sufficient that we do not perceive 92; we musf“g

not perceive it in a place, where, from all surrounding €ir-
cumstances, we would naturally expect to find it, but do not
owing to its actual absence. The gY@ must therefore be .
preceded by an ascertainment that no unfavourable circum-
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stances such as darkness exist which would prevent even a.
present 9% from beirg pare2ived. T. D.’s expression afEa-
qQRTIAAE=I A TIT315T has bean dissolved and interpreted
by Nilakantna in two ways both of which really convey the
same meaning. The simpler method is af¥aaATdiea Fr@-

TETE=T ATZATTAT TITTZE: © that non-perception which is
inconsistent with the assumed existence of IETHI. @ &% is

an assumption or hypothesis ( a reductio ad absurdum sas it it
sometimes called ) which is for a moment taken for granted

for the purpose of proving the contrary. So here we first

assume the WATTHTATT, 7. e the existence of 9=, in the
place, and then reject it as false because that SEFIAHE=T is
not perceived although all the conditions are favourable.
Our reasoning is TIX YIATSWHATAE TAZTHITIZTR ‘if there

had been 9= here, we should have necessarily perceived it
just as we perceive 9a@®,” the perception of ¥@® showing
that the usual conditions for SIreI9a3eT are existing. By this
F we assume the existence of ¥ in the place. But
this assumption is inconsistent with the actual fact that
we do not perceive the @2, and must be therefore rejected.
In this way our non-perception of 92 which was doubtful
at first is made certain by the intermediate assumption
and its rejection. It is this fully ascertained non-perception
that assists the eye in apprehending 9=z™ma. The compound

may also be dissolved as @THAT AMNZAT TAGIRTET T272:
BT HeIqEE: (AT 7 ITFET: AATQ B ISHISTTS T
‘that non-perception which is opposed not to the real exis-
tence of I= but to its assumed existence.’ Either way the
result is the same, that the non-perception must be first as-
certained by a proper enquiry that the 72 does not really exist.
But even this periphrasis is not enough to guard the definition
from a fault. Merit (9% ) and demerit (3a% ) being qualities
of the soul are i;nperceptible ; if therefore one after looking
for them in vain coneludes that they do not exist at all, one
will be quite wrong, for the imgerce_ptibility of merit and
30
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demerit is inherent and not due to their non-existence.
#ITF1=4a is therefore qualified with a9, so that the ascer
tained non-perception must be of & thing capable of being
perceived. In the Naiyayika view therefore 31WT¥ is perceived
by the FASumIATwT-HAFT (i e. as a property of its
support ¥A® ) with the accessory aid of a FaTgewiay, that
is, an ascertained non-perceptible object. The Naiyayikas
‘have thus to make two assumptions, one of a new iEea )
and another of its accessory Hgu&(=q ; while the Mimarmsakas
are satisfied with one assumption only, namely that of a
new TATOT or SATEWOL, T. D. thinks that the first two being
only subordinate, there is greater @T9¥ in assuming those
two than in assuming the last one ; because it is simpler to
assume two operations ( =ITq1¥ ) than to recognize a separate |
instrument ( FTor ). Besides the relation FEATIWISISTAET is

not really a new thing ; but it is identical with the ATFETT
yaF itself, for when we say that there is 9=TWTT on 4@

we really mean nothing more than that there is ¥d®
and nothing else. Hence Nilakantha defines amWw-
Eirsrare  as  Seq@geararegaaaadtT:.  The only new |
assumption is that of si@Yasqy which is also common
to the Mimarnsakas. The difference between the two |
schools is simply that the one calls it accessory, the other -
principal.

9. It may not be out of place here to notice a distinction
between a cognition and its appropriate proof. Cognition
resulting from TAWTATOT perception is a pereept ; but the |
contrary is not true ; a percept does not'necessarily arise |
from perception alone. It may arise from another kind
of proof, such as =T or =FTA=4. Both Nyays and M- |
mamsd agree in holding that =wry is an object of
perception. But the Fasrex of a thing according to M 1
mamsa does not depend upon its resulting from FAAIA®M
A Vedantic writer remarks on this point, @ w3 rgARAT -
TTAT  AFOE TOATATANAIRA AR | ggawmaan |
TFTATHAT  TAXASR AT AFTET  TAFTATONAATAA |
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AFIITAT ' | Perceptive knowledge is not necessarily
caused by perception ; it may be caused by AJTFZITATOT or
by I=qIHTH, just as in the sentence, “Thou art the tenth,”
‘the cognition of being the tenth, though a percept, is not
-caused by perception, but by word. ;

10. The remark of the Vedanta—Paribhasa quoted at the

- end of the last preceding Note is important
: ofT ’}? eﬁ%;’;?ozletg s as showing that the Nyaya ideas of percep-
distinguished from tion and percept materially differ from
that of others. those of other schools, and that Annam-

bhatta’s definitions of them will not at all be accepted as
«orrect by Vedantic writers. The Naiyayika theory of per-
ception and in fact of all knowledge is essentially physical.
All cognitions (3¥a: ) are conceived to be merely qualities
residing in the soul which is a substance, and exactly in
the same way as the quality of blueness or whiteness resides
in the jar. These cognitions again are all primarily
derivad from perceptive experience which is again founded .
onthe physical contact of senses with external objects.
‘There is nothing idealistic or supersensuous in this
matter-of-fact and almost mechanical theory of the origin
of our ideas. This is the reason why the Nyaya-Vaisesika
#ystem has become so thoroughly re:listic, and why it is
strenuously opposed by the ideal and pantheistic philo-
sophers of the Sanmkhya and Vedantic schools. The Nyaya
theory of perception has a very close resemblance to

; Locke’s doctrine of semsationalism and may be describad

8lmost in his own words. Locke considers that all our
knowledge is derived from experience which is two-fold,
“ ohservation employed either about external sensible
bjects or about the internal operations of our minds, per-
ceived and reflected upon by ourselves. ” These two sources
of our ideas are thus described:—

1 Vedanta- Paribhasa, Calc. ed. p- 25.
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* First. Our senses conversant about particular sens
objects, do convey into the mind several distinct perceptions ‘;,f
things, according to those various ways wherein those objects do
affect them ; and thus we come by those ideas we have of yellow
white, heat, cold, soft, hard, bitter, sweet, and all those which
we call sensible qualities; which when I say that the senses
convey into the mind, T mean, they from external objects conve,,'
into the mind what produces there those perceptions. This great
source of most of the ideas we have, depending wholly upon our
senses, and derived by them to the understanding, I call, sensation.

“ fecondly. The other fountain from which experience
furnisheth the understanding with ideas, is the perception of
the operations of our own minds within us as it is employed
about the ideas it has got; which operations when the soul
comes to reflect on and consider, do furnish the understanding
with another set of ideas which could not be had frem things
without ; and such are perception, thinking, doubting, believing
reasoning, knowing, willing, and all the different actings of ouf
own minds ; which we being conscious of and observing in our-
selves; do from these receive into our understanding as distim ;
ideas, as we do from bodies affecting our senses. 8
«‘ The understanding seems to me not to have the leastghﬂ‘
mering of any ideas which it doth not receive from onopf
these two. External objects furnish the mind with the ideas
of sensible qualities, which are all those different perceptions
they produce in us; and the mind furnishes the understa
ing with ideas of its own operations.” * k

This may almost be mistaken for a translation of a pas
sage in some Nyaya work. Locke's theory of senses has
now been partially abandoned chiefly owing to the povﬂil’f“1
criticism of Kant, but its enormous influence on subsequent
philosophical thought cannot be doubted. Similarly the
Naiyayikas' doctrine of §AFY was afterwards considersbly
modified by Vedantins and others, but not before if had
given a decided turn to philosophical speculations in Indi'

1 Locke: Essay on Human Understanding, Bk. 11 ch -1, Sec. 3,
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Inference 1s the peculiar cause of a judgment; judgment is -
_the knowledge that springs from SXTAST or conmsideration : con-
sideration is the knowledge of reason as distinguished by
snvariable concomitance, as for inslance, the knowledge that
this mountain has smoke whick is invariably accompanied by
fire 1s Cunsideration, while the Fknowledge born of it that
:the mountain is fiery 18 Judgment. Invariable comcomitance 18
the certaiaty of associalion that wherever there 18 smoks, there
8 fire. The existence of an invariably concumitant thing
-un objects like mouniain makes it the characterisiic of a 98 or
Receptacle.

1. The chapters on Inference contain the science of
Indian logic as developed and skilfully
Judgment and ’ 5
Inference. dovetailed into the general system of
metaphysics evolved by the Vaisesikas.
WA or inference is the instrument, JFAA the resulting
judgment, and ¥’ the intermediate operation. sigfRIA
is thus said to depend upon TiRaY. This W occupies a
"very important place in Nyaya logic ; because when once a
valid 9TaT is obtained a sound conclusion or MA@ neces-
sarily and immediately follows, just as cloth is produced as
an invariable consequence of the motion of the loom.
Hence Nyaya wrlters mainly devote themselves to a discus-
sion of this 9#r@3T and its two constituent parts =9 and
% &% or 27 is the thing from which the existence of
another thing invariably concomitant with it is inferred ;
ST is this invariable concomitance existing between the
‘T¥¥ and the other thing inferred from it, namely |Te3.

2. It will b2 clear from the above that an inference when
simplified always consists of three terms
denoting respectively g, &Ted and their
mutual relation of invariable concomit-
‘ance, any two of which when given necessarily lead to a
_knowledge of the third. Of these the &7 is of course the

thing which is always to be proved ; and consequently the
-other two terms, g and the ¥gATeaE=T or @ne as it is
-called, must be known before any inference is possible. In

-

Inference analysed.
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the Aristotelian syllogism they correspond to the first two.
premises which, being connected together by a common
middle term, lead to the conclusion : but the Aristotelian
syllogism is defective in so far as it merely implies thiscon-
nection between the two premises, and has no separate
premise to express it. The Nyaya syllogism on the other
hand actually expresses this connection by joining the two
premises, or rather the two terms denoting #g and =m§
into one ; that is, it dces not merely state the two termsor |
premises separately, and then at once jump to the con-
clusion, but after stating them fully gives a third premiss
which combines the previous two terms, and thus givesa
unity as it wereto the two separate cognitions of &g and
=fR. This combined premise is called the s, which
immediately givesrise to the conclusion and ig therefors
said to be its F¥ur.

3. aurAat has been said to be a combinetion of two dis-
tinct notions, those of ¥T and =m®. Bub
how is this combination effected? Nob
simply by placing them side by side, nor
by putting them in a sentence as subject and predicate; but
by joining them inseparably as @3tsx and /&3iyur or subject
and attribute. The fASryorarsi=+1 being indissoluble is the
closest union between two things, and consequently the
perfect unity of qara=T is attained by making =aT(& the 3
907 of &g, that is by making the g s nafnIe. A -
may therefore be defined as the knowledge not merely of
=R and &g but of =aEARERA. ]

4. The author however defines q¥TH3T as the knowledge
of =arfafnErevsrasar. Does this lafter
definition differ from that noted above?
In other words, does Taia® diﬁercfrﬂ‘fnf
what we have called the #3? Really not, for gerdsar I5
nothing more than a particular kind of gar ; or rather it is-
&dar under particular circumstances. It is not any 3@ H}’kg
will give rise to 9erast, but only such a one as besides being
FMRERE is also gwwdATARre. As a matter of fact: ;‘
a ¥ is always wWATHRIE and is already stated ©
be so in the =arfaar#w, just as in the major premis®
of the Aristotelian syllogism. When for instant®

L2

Paramars’a.

Author’s definition.
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we say I T3 WW@WT aF dg or * all men are
mortal, ” we always lay down the invariable concomitance
of a® and T& or humanity and mortality ; that is, we state
9 to be =Ig=TCmAT-( =R AT, and AIH to be AeFA-
sfa@fre.  But this alone is not sufficient to produce a new
conclusion, for besides the major we also require a minor
premise in which the range of ¥g is restricted, that is, we
gpeak of it nct generally as in the major premise, but in
connection with a particular place or a particular occasion
only. Hence in addition to being =an@a%re, the ¥g must
also be qualified by another limitation, namely s&ra#ar ( the
fact of its being & property of &7 or place ) For a proper
oonclusion therefore the 8 must be =NF@EZTE, and must
also be known as & 9% residing in 9 ; in other words it
must be known to be invariably associated with the &rsw
and must also be cognized as being in a particular place
(w27). So that we have two separate cognitions respectively
expressed by Aristotle’s major and minor premises, namely,
that the 3g is invariably concomitant with &7 and that it
exists in a particular place. These separate cognitions
combined together produce the joint cognition that that
#3 which is known to be invariably concomitant with |TeT
exists in the particular place; or to take a concrete ex-
ample, that the smoke which is known to be TAETCT ex-
ists on the mountain. This joint cognition FFEATTIRIT
q¥®: which is formed by the combination of the two in-
dependent cognitions of §F as AW and as sfRFAAE is
called Grwsr. Annambhatta’s definition of g¥rmai how-
ever requires some further elucidation before it can be fully
understood.

5. Ths preceding remarks are equally applicable to both

Co 5 . the Aristotelian and the Mu’-fjayz'ka syl-
Aristrgﬁal;:{;ion Oi,{tl;f logistic systems; and they are intended to
the Naiyayika syl- show that both systems, though widely
o differing in their ultimate forms, are really
founded on identical analysis of our thinking process. The
two systems materially agree with each other until we
arrive at the two cognitions expressed by Aristotle in the
form of major and minor premises, and by the Naiyayixas
&S ST(1® and qeraHar respectively. But from this point they

»
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diverge, chiefly on account of their different ways of com
ing these two cognitions ; and the divergence, though shgig
at first, ultimately leads to the different forms of syllogism
in the two systems. Aristotle first cognises 27 as invaria-
bly concomitant with |me¥ (in the major premise), an
then finds this invariably concomitant &% in a particular
place in the minor ; that is, he first makes sure of =i as
a general truth, and then determines the existence of this
Frer=areaeg on the 31, The Naiyayika reverses the order,
by first determining the ¥d on 927, and then joining to i
the notion of invariable concomitance, which, being derived
from past experience, is remembered as soon as the %@ is
perceived on the 9&. In Aristotle’s system, =an®& is deter-
mined first and then Tarawar; in Nyaya first 9aradar of the 33
is known and then the recollected notion of =am& is added
to it. To adopt Sanskrit terminology, the combination of
the two notions, 7. e. the quTAET, is expressed in Nydya as
STTRTTaTS9THar ; while Aristotle would probably have
Pescribed it as gayaFAT AN, if of course he had laid
«down any third premise corresponding to AR AT, As
matter of fact we do not find this last form in Aristotle’s
syllogism, because the mixture of the two notions of =i
and gaadar designated q@Ast is only implied and not ex:
‘pressed in the Aristotelian inference. If however we
introduce a premise into the latter syllogism corres:
ponding to TrAsf, we shall find that it assumes exactly
the form indicated above, viz. garadaraisrz=aiy. Take for
example:—

All men are mortal ;
Socrates is a man ;
Socrates is mortal.

A Nayayika will put this as :—

Humanity (#ge#) is invariably concomitant with -
mortality ( ®eTeT=aTed ) ; -

There is humanity in Socrates ;
.. There is mortality in Socrates.

_ Thissyllogism is defective according to Nyaya, becat '
just before the conclusion there is wanting a step combining
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Cacies extremely puzzling to beginners.
ities however are not meaningless ; on ©

Noles. 237

+the two premises into one proposition. This RSt would

‘be “ the humanity in Socrates is invariably concomitant

with mortality; >’ that is, we cognize Ag= not as Hera=aTeT
generally, but as wae=arew in a particular individual
Socrates. In other words, the =m® which was first universal
is here limited by FeTawar, i e. GgHanARzre=an®. On the

_other hand, the same argument put in the Nyaya syllogism
would be:—

FTET wer: ( AR ) |

AT |
oY 47 AFSY: § HAFATIEIE: | TAT FAIW: |
AT A FAE: ( AelEATOIRgSTA AT ) |

AT (3EA "G ) |

The only difference between this and the former syllogism
. . - - ° . ©
isthat here in the fourth step ¢. e. THI we predicate HIE-

- SrrETTATRaTE of 3954, while in the former we predicat-

ed mateTereT of TagwiAsAasTa. The result of course is

“the same, and the conclusion is as velid in the one as in

the other syllogism.

6. The above dictinction between the forms of the
Aristotelian syliogism and Sanskrit Nyaya isnodoubt rather
subtle, and cannot be fully grasped by a student ina prelimi-

‘nary stage ;butitis veryimportant as it explains the peculiar
form assumed by the syllogism of the Naiyayikas. 1t is

referred to here in order to show the exact significance of
Annambhattu’s definition of qurAst.  The Nawyayika HIATC is

~essentially basedon g7183T, and the form of qUHET is largely

due to the peculiar structure of the Nyayz syllogism. The
necessity and the form of the qerest have been much
criticized by writers imperfectly acquainted with the Nyaya

c

-system ; but the above analysis wiil show that THIT is not
-only natural, hut absolutely essential in every process of

inference. Only it must be looked af from its . proper
standpoint. Persons accustomed to Aristotle’s syllogism
find it difficult at first to comprehend the Nyaya theory of

Inference, involved as it is in endless technicalities and intri-
These technical-

he contrary they will

be found on a proper examination to be the result of a deep

31




238 Tarka-Sarngraha. [BECT, XLIV.

and far-reaching analysis of our process of thinking. To
understand the Indian logical method, it is quite necessary
to view all its parts in their properlight. Theabove comps-
rison of the Indian and Aristotelian syllogisms will therefore :
be useful as showing how both, though starting from the-
same common principles, differ in their outward form owing
to a difference in the manner of applying those principles,

7. sigiata:—The gist of ¥IA has been suceinetly putby
Kesava Misra in the following statement,
SEATE ¥ AF R THAHAT AR A
T ATAETHTITRIY: | EAT: HHATEI
|NAE qeAaReR(33y: [@ea® | | This means that of the two
parts of an ¥PHF, TN and Tergwar, the first proves the
invariable association of ®TeT with ¥g in general, while the
latter proves the same on9&7. The inference therefore consists
-in proving existence of 17 on &7 from that of @) Vat —_1
syayana explains the derivation of HFHIT as fHaw FEAEE
93T HEH, the ‘ subsequent ascertaining of a thing (&)
from a sign already known.? The same scholiast defines S@AN
as fEF@TeAT: FT7973199° or rather Tegafor AY-TIET HaHd
giaqra:.  The last definition is certainly the simplest, though
not very accurate. It describes 3igHTT asthe process by which |
from the perceived we get at the knowledge of an associated’
.unperceived. 1t is free from some objections to which Annam-
bhatta’s definition is linble. One such objection is moted
and answered by T. D., namely, that the definition of 3@
fa (st ) would extend to waTaeRSasr, which
too is produced by & kind of intermediate gwrwal. When
one sees indistinctly some elonzated substance standing 86
a distance, one first doubts whether it is a post or ml.mr ,'
Then the observer examines it carefully, and on perceif -
ing hands and feet to it he concludes that it is a man 8?14»‘}
not a post. This last conclusion ought to be an ;

for it is derived from a ¥g, #wiRwws. We reason 9"
ARSI | FORAEE) @t T FRAE e | e | T A
F:1 and so on. This would be an wgfHfa, although we

What is Anumiti.

1T. B. Ben. ed. p. 41. 2
2 Vat.onG.S.1,1, 3.
3 Vat on,G.8.1,1,5, IbidII1.2,2.

.
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usually call it 9797 because we actually perceive the man.
after the intermediate reasoning. Vatsyayana’s definition-
would obviously exclude it, for here although we reason
we do not infer an umperceived thing from the percerved,
both 9% and ™% being actually perceived. The answer
given by T. D. is somewhat different. Similarly there will
also be J@AANH on TMAFNFITT which is got after some-
sort of an unconscious process of reasoning. We first see
a thing indistinctly and cognize its property FHIANZAT -
separately ; then we infer from the latter that the thing
is a jar. Similarly cognitions derived from ST#™ and I=¥
also fall under |FAT and are actually so included by the-
Vaisesikas and Bauddhas. But we cannot include these
cognitions under JiFfAA for they give rise to a different
consciousness ;( AF=YAWIT ) such as WISTETE or ITWANH -
while in an IR the consciousness is AF®RAIH. The-
definition of HFATA is therefore faulty, in as much asit-
applies to cognitions that are not @@ T. D. gives
one answer to both this and the former objection, uz., that
although there is wwiRET in ®og@Iwae, it is not
accompanied by 9avar which is a necessary condition of an
inference. It is therefore necessary to understand what:
937ar really signifies.

8. wwar:--An inference has been already described as-
the application of a general truth to a

S okuiG particular instance. When we infer that:
Socrates is mortal, we simply realize in-

Bocrates that property of mortality which we already know~
generally as being invariably associated with humanifzy.
This particular instance is called 987 and may be an in-
dividual, a substance, a place or any other thing, of which
an inferrible property can be predicated. w&al is the-
characteristic which distinguishes the @&t for the time-
being from other things of the same or of different nature.
Thus any mountain is not ¥&7, but it becomes one as soon.
as we observe smoke on it, and desire to infer fire there-
from. 93 is first defined as IV, ‘possessing.the'
non-ascertainment of a thing’, that is, having on it a-
thing (®rer) which is unascertained but which is to be-
inferred. Why not then simply say &Tearg 9%, rather:
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‘than saying fagaraeTg 9e1: ? Because although the wa,
_as a mountain for instance, may have fire on it, we do not
know it at first. In the beginning we simply know that the
fire is not ascertained, that is, we know of the non-ascer-
tainment of the &Tex ( fAg¥T™ ) ; but not of the &eT itself.
Where fire is actually perceived itsexistence is ascertained
-and there is no knowledge of non-ascertainment, and conse-
quently no 9atar. But suppose we desire to infer fire from
smoke even though we know of its existence from another :
source. There is no =¥ here, but the inference would
‘be still valid. In a gUI9igAN again the |IeT is already

‘previously ascertained by the speaker; and so if qAT were
‘simply defined as f&gTwra all such inferences would be
.excluded. The ascertainment ( f&i% ), therefore, the
_absence of which constitutes gatat, is qualified as being that
which is accompanied by frsTa@wratg ‘absence of any
. desire to infer. The compound FSN-Wr:, is to be dissolved
as FRSTIESIEEREEAT a7 (@ 4591 ®3T:, and not “FEEAI T
R that is, forgsar there is required not only am
absence of {1, but also an absence of [EETITIAIEE OF
rather the absence of a &fF which is ﬁmW‘é’W) In
a ToOEAT or in the case sbove mentioned where fire
“though actually perceived is sought to be proved by infer-
ence, although there is the g, it is not accompanied by |
- fTIT@NIAE ; and consequently there is still an ¥ of
such a FRE as is RmaRTAERzsa. This latter Eoics
results from the non-existence of either of its constituents
( viz. Rrgrafridg or fafy ), and exists both where there
is no RTE as in an ordinary #igWM, and also where theré
is Ay but there is no FAMT@NATE, i. e. where there s |
RrarasT, Of the two conditions therefore mentioned above,
namely, non-ascertainment of ¥1%@ and a desire to infer,
~either may suffice to constitute g&war. In a & 1
there is no such gzar, because the man and his Farg being
perceived simultaneously there is no &7eq left to be aseer: |
“tained and also no desire to infer it. The above deﬁniti?n ]
- of qarar, which is taken by Annambhatia from Tattva-Chite -
taman: of Gangesa, is the most common one ; but it is oped
“to an objection. When a man in the interior of the house |
‘hears a loud noise in the sky, he at once concludes it (ff) be
-thunder. This is undoutedly an inference, but there isn0

e
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- gt according to the above definition, because there is no-
. fagTamE, the ascertainment of thunder instantly following
the hearing of the sound ; nor is there any IHMIUTAT on the -
part of the hearer, as there is nosufficient interval between the
hearing and the HFMATX for such a desire to arise. The .
whole operation is instantaneous and almost involuntary.
Annambhaita’s definition would have the effect of excluding
such inferences from the class of s¥F1&@. Nor can they be
974, because the hearer being in the interior of the house -
never sees the clouds. Hence N. B. on Sect. 51, having
stated the objection, remarks : Qr=ftazarol @Ferw adAa®-
WEWT qwATHE Radzan.  This new definition of qemar -
adopted by the moderns in preference to the one accepted
by Annambhatta is wIWTEIAT or FIRATIFAATAR,
which being very wide is not likely to exclude any thing.
As regards the time-honoured definition it is necessary to
add 8 remark of S. M. REMAWIRGEF® IEINTZHA-
TGRS AT AMEIEAT@EISIET T%aT,’ that
is, the ascertainment spoken of must be of the particular
sort intended in the inference, so that although one might -
have ascertained fire upon a mountain from light, he should
not be debarred from further inferring the same fire from
smoke, In Sect. 51 further on 7T is defined as ¥RvIaTETT
‘s thing on which the existence of @reT is doubted ;”but
the definition does not differ from the one given above as.
the word #f¥¥7 implies both the absence of f&% and the
Dresence of fRqrafasT.?

9. STFAT:— qeTaT being thus determined, it wiil be com-

paratively easy for the student to under-

Paksa-dharmata stand gerawar the knowledge of which is

: said to constitute 7mal. It is defined as
(1) qemr@a® or gmwsw: (V. V.) ‘the residence of

& on 9%’ ; but this does not convey the idea accurately.

There are many things on the mountain such as trees and
stones, but smoke alone is called qaraw because smoke alone-
leads to the inference of fire in the particular case. There-

1 S. M. Calc. ed. p. 69,
2 For further remarks see Note on Sect. 51 infra.
3 B.P.69. 2
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»may be other things such as light or burnt-up ashes which
‘may equally conduce to an inference of fire; but they are ir-
.relevant in an inference from smoke, and 8o are not TETH,
_Again as all things on the moum:a.ln are not YaT9H, so all
~smoke in the world is not slso qata although the whole of
it be afg=areg. Only that particular line of smoke whlch is
.seen issuing from the top of the mountain is qem because
~the knowledge of that alone is effective in giving an infer-
.ence of fire on the mountain. All our previous knowledge about .
the invariable concomitance of smoke and fire will avail
us nothing if we do not observe a particular IRTET
.on the top of the mountain. This is the reason, as has
«been already pointed out, why 'T{TFI'ST is defined as the
:knowledge of garyRar, and not that of g9 merely ; foritis
.not any smoke but smoke when cognized as a 9/ of the ¥ ]
“that produces sigiw@.  Nor is it sufficient to cognize smoke
.on any mountain, but the cognition must take place ona
mountain which is a 2T, that 15, which possesses the wem .
as ahove defined. Hence wsya®arl may be fully defined as; .
wma%@zwmmﬁwm which is paraphra.sed as FREm— |
RIGINIAEq T TAAT AT SNSIEF TAAGT AAmAreIwn Al
g% W gWET, ‘the smoke as conditioned by the mountsin |
which determines in this ease the sphere of g&@t. The
‘knowledge of smoke so conditioned leads to eﬁmﬁ when
additionally qualified by a knowledge of the R ?ﬂﬁ
'W&m cannot be dissolved, says Nuakcmtl.a. :
SMRA(GTZNE T TETIVET €T F9, ‘cognition of qaTHAT in 8
smoke that is already known to be argsarer.” This would .
accord with Aristotle’s method, as has been already pointed
-out, which first states the s7Tfit in the major premiss, and
then realizes it in the thing denoted by the minor term buk
such a dissolution, says Nilakantha would exclude 8B
inference of the s7@Xf% kind which is always basedons
contrary negative concomitance, and in which the THGHAl
belongs not to the thing which is =ariRfafire but to its
contradictory. The compound therefore must be taken ass
wEITT, being dissolved =rTfafTTe = AGAIHATAA =, know- L
ledge (f Tavasar as qualified by the (knowledge of ) =M.’
Mere knowledge of gsrawar is obtained by perception when |
one sees the lire of smoke on the mountain top, but it alone
-does 10’ produce wFTHEA, Tt becomes TITHST when combined




.~ .gEOT. XLIV ] Notes. ' 243

with & knowledge of =an® after JTioeRver. Hence the remark
of T. D. \ATATATTE W&Nﬂﬁm Technically expressed
‘mﬁ' is not a TAAYUT of q&r9H ( smoke ), but a TFRX of the
. qEYHATHT ; it is & property of the perceptive knowledge of
- smoke on the mountain, and not a qusality of the smoke
" itself. The reason is obvious. MR is a subjective-conception,
~ not a material quality residing in an external object such as
| smoke. 4 itself cannot therefore be TETMSNE, but YW

can be © mmmmmm Hence thecomplete definition
of wrEEr s wmﬁmrm—mmr%a—
ﬁﬁmﬁw ( Nit.). Thlsm is illustrated in the
cognition ﬂmﬁ qaa:, which always precedes the

U N

maﬁmma

10. There is no English word which can convey the
exact notion of gTrH=T. Ballantyne trans-
lates it by ‘logical antecedent,” but the
g rendering is not appropriate. The expres-
sion logma] datum’ is also not very happy as it implies that
is an assumption made to serve a logical purpose and

- isnot a necessary step in every natural process of thinking.
. The word qTrarst etymologically means consideration, but the
'~ latter word does not convey the full idea of «¥THaT as used
- by the Naiy@ipkas. It is however issued by Roer and Max
. Miller, and I have adopted it for want of a better one. For
. 3R I have adopted the term Judgment on the authority
. of Whately,! while its instrument the (AT is denoted by
~ Inference. =7r® is ‘invariable concomitance,” and not
‘pervading inherence’ as Roer renders it, because it is not
.~ aninhering attribute of a material object, but & relation of
the notions of two things. There is a difficulty about the

. Droper rendering of 931, It is not correct to translate &
- by ‘minor term’ as Roer and others, probably misled by
- Dotions of Aristotelian logic, have done. ‘Minor term’
 would be a proper equivalent for 9e7aT=I% %%, and not for
W itself. The rendering of ¥ by ‘subject’ is perhaps
: better, as 91 like Aristotle’s minor term is the subject
~ inthe conclusion, but it also is liable to misapprehension.
'~ Ihave therefore contented myself with the ordinary word

English equivalents.

1. Whately Elementsof Logic BE. ii, Cb. 1, 1.
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‘place’ to express the idea of aaf. For the same reason if
is misleading though not positively incorrect to translate ﬁ‘
by ‘middle term,’ as some have done. #g or rather Bgam,
as a part of the five-membered syllogism, can best be render-
ed by ‘ reason.’ and corresponds to minor premiss, while
&% can be translated by ¢ sign . Terms of the formal syl-
logism ought not to be indiscriminately applied to things
which form part of the previous process of thinking. The
same caution is required in applying other terms derived
from Buropean logic to their Sanskrit counterparts.

=mia:—The word =an® is perhaps the most difficult
. as it is also the most important term
Vyapti. occurring in connection with the subjectof
inference. =& has been translated as
invariable concomitance ; and the author defines it in the text
as ®EITATA: (invariability of concomitance) which means |
the same. But what does concomitance mean, and what
does its invariability signify ? The illustration ( sfay ) of
=m®, © Wherever there is smoke there is fire, ” gives 1o
doubt some idea of this invariable concomitance, buf if
does not furnish us with a sure test as to how =R is
be found out and under what conditions it is valid. We
must therefore further analyse the two notions involved |
a =IM®, viz. that of |WE=d ° co-existence ’or ° concor
tance,’ and that of ° universality ' or rather the® inv
ability ° of this ®T8=. W'Y is the WHEMENEEE,
existence in one and the same place, of g and & ; .
when this coexistence of one thing with another is observed
wherever the other thing exists, the ®me=a is called ﬁ“
( fg#= 789 ) or invariable, and the thing so found &
existing is said to be =rTa® of the other thing, Thus firé
always found where smoke exists, and is therefore =F
4® ; while as smoke is not always observed along with ﬁﬁ
as in a red-hot iron-ball, smoke is not the =17 of
There is no doubt a =& between fire and smoke, but !
=TIT® is of fire on smoke, and not vice versa ; for fire, besl
existing in all places occupied by smoke, exists in
where there is no smoke, and is thus more extensive.
=rii® therefore not only means co-existence or concomita
but also involves the idea of a greater extent. A %%
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~ generally greater in extent than the zg7ey, though not neces-
sarily so; for in the exceptional case where both may be
co-extensive, both are =¥MF and =TT of each other. T
. cover this exceptional case Naiyayikas define =amT simply
:' as invariable co-existence, which is of course found both
- when ‘the ®|TeT is greater than or equal in extent to
. the ATV,
. 12. The words erfent and exlensive are ambigucus as
they are likely to be misunderstood in the sense of volume
. sach as bulk or quantity or area. Thus a field of 20 acres
. would be said to be more extensive than another of 10
acres as it would include the latter and would still leave
~ some of its parts unoccupied , but it is not =9 in the
sense in which the term is used in MNyaya. This will be
clear by another example. Of the two sums of 100 and
30 rupees respectively, the larger obviously includes the
~ smaller, but a Naiyayika would call the smaller sum the
| AWE of the larger, because it is found in a greater number
of places than the other. The number fifty exists wherever
there is the hundred, and in many other places, besides,
. &0 where there are numbers between fifty and hundred. If
. for instance, we bring together twenty people having salaries
| 8bove fifty, of whom only five get a hundred rupees or
- more, the sum of hundred occurs in five instances only*
while that of fifty is found in twenty. TFifty invariably co-
 exists with hundred, but not wice versa ; and hence the Nai-
- Uipkas would say that fifty is the =779 &@4T and hundred
 the =Ty Hwar. Any inference from hundred as a 2 to fifty
. 88 819, such as A has fifty cows because he was seen with
- 8 hundred, would therefore be valid, so far as =m@&
18 Concerned. Of course, being immediate inferences,
€y may not perhaps be called deductions proper, but
e MR is true all the same. =ATEA, therefore,
 though primarily involving the ideas of extension
| 3d inclusion, is often the opposite of them ; for it is not
'_the bigness of the thing itself, but the number of instances
- which it is foupd that makes it =ma®. Hence =m#® is
Gefineq in terms of co-existence or concomitance, and nof as
'ltensiqn or pervasion.
13. Except in the rare case where &3 and ¥T are co-
'ﬂegsive, JNT is a unilateral relation between them ; that
3
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is, if any two things are taken, one of them is at once deter-
mined to be the =% of the other, and their TATIFAT
does not vary so long as the two things are takenin the
came sense and with the same qualifications. The ¥iE=®
faTq is therefore the invarisble co-existence of 9% with
the =a71e7 and not vice versa ; and as in a valid inference the
|17 must always be the =a19% of Za, that is, must be more
extensive than or at least co-extensive with the %‘@) the
definition of =arf¥ in T. S. must obviously be taken”ina
limited sense. This limitation is fully brought out in the
enlarged definition of =& given by T. D. , EGEATATIEI0-
AT A ATA TSI RTATAT Y F0as, which is explained by
Nilakantha thus : FIAEATT gaTEarEr (|gar) TRTHATATRO
qrseAE: ( SETEeATTT: ) agSiAgnh (g ), AEHEi-
FT0F qASEA, T TAET Feur@AeIT:, The WTHTATIAEIT, 80
cording to this definition, is of the ®re¥ on the ga, e of 1
the =ITF on the =g, But how do we know that the &
is the =T9% ? To clear this doubt & qualification is added
to the ®TeT, that it must be ¢ a thing whichis not a counter =
entity ( SFFAR ) of any absolute negation (i.e. an absolute =
negation of anything ) co-existing with the 3.” Smoke for
instance can co-exist with the FF=aTHTS of ¥, or 42, oF i -
fact of every thing that is not necessarily associated wiﬂi,;
it ; and hence those things are.counter-entities of 83—
while fire is not so, because there can be no smoke in the
absence of fire. The expression WTMWM'
i@ is nothing but a paraphrase of the word fg® which
oceurs in T. 8., for the invariable presence of a thing i
the same as the absence of its co-existent negation. Com- |
mentators however ara not satisfied even with this circum
locution, for there is still a doubt as to whether the?d |
and | are all things denoted by the words or only if* |
dividual things referred to on particular occasions;or in |
other words, whether the smoke said to be =f@=ared I8 |
smoke in general, or the particular JH¥®T observed on th‘?:;:;
mountain. That the former meaning is to be taken is msde
clear by the insertion of the word ®¥3f===; and the definition
is thus enlarged : BERAAMIHIOIAATATIAAAAATZIEE
VregaA=TEFATA — SNTRAEANTFOIR —— ZFAFBIFAL
( NiL). =30 is thus a W of 33 (ZaAra=3z® ) residivs |
(3% ) in a thing co-existent with a ®reT that is distinguis-
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ed (wAT=Zw ) by an WT=TZFIH ( A ) which characterizes
the /1T (:. e. resides in the &7 ), but does not pertain to
. agiagEir ( ArageTarAa=Es® ) of any of the ( countless ) ab-
solute negations coexisting with & (u® ). This frightful
periphrasis is intended to signify nothing more than that
. the =Mer=THWIT lies between the genmeralities of fire and
. smoke and not between the individual afg and u# ; that is,
~ fire is the =q9F of smoke as fire in general and not as a
" particular fire in the kitchen or the hearth.

14, Before adverting to the question how this =i is
knownu, it may be useful to consider a few
definitions of =qT(¥, given by other writers,
- in order to further elucidate the Nasyayika
| nofion of =q1(®, as well as to irdicate briefly the general
. character and drift of the endless controversies carried on
sbout it. There is in fact no other single topic in the Nyaya
philosophy, which has evoked such an amount of subtle
.~ hair-splitting from scholastic disputants, as the definition
i of =ME. Whole works have been written for the purpose
. of seftling a correct definition, and every writer of some
- Dretensions has endeavoured to start a separate school ad-
- Vocating a particular definition. Visvanatha gives two
- definitions of =&, of which he prefers the second. He
frst defines =qTd@ as WAIIATTAFETT: ‘ absence of the
. % on any thing except the one having &T%.’' But this
definition is =1=11H as it does not apply in a FI@Teaid FGwM,
| SUch as 3% 3r<F [geaTq, where F1=a7T and HTAT being pro-
Derties of all knowable things, there is no object that can
. be called Wrewwrzea, and hence =71® in such cases cannot be
own. Consequently this definition of the ancients is
. 3bandoned by modern writers. The other definition of
- VSwnatha i  FgemfreTmAdnmErSETaEwan’ which
- Bidentical with the one given by T. D., ¥gAIFEEE cor-
- ™®sponding to EwwWmmMUFOMTA=araa.  Here also, as in
'{'- D’.s definition, the ®regad is to be understood as =id-
fi =3 and W|TEEATT=S%%.° Again the FEFANGET
i .
1B. P 67,
2 P.B. 68.
3 See page 35 1. 4 and the preceding Note 13 on p. 246. Supra.

- Various defini-
- tions of Vyapti.
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is to be by the same 373 such as either &WATT or Ham.
Otherwise fire not residing in the parts of smoke by intimate-
union will not be ®AMIYETT with it. Now, an objector
may ask, will not the definition be 1napphcable to an.
inference like ¥/ FAEIRI, TAZNATT | where HIGT being
an J[THITT 01, both it and its AT are WHTATYFEI with
the 3217 of the tree ? The answer is no, because it is a rule
that 35T and its SRR are never TFNAEI0r. In this way
rival disputants go on starting and answering objections,
most of which are technical and scarcely add to the know-
ledge of the student.

15. =777 is divided into two sorts, F*IT=IN® and G-
=, of whlch the first again is of two
Kinds of Vyapti. ings, gawamrnsr and THEFATHSATE.
=T is the one already explained,
where the |7 has r«mamm with 3. Its two subdivisions,
WH and WITAMSNE, seem to be invented chiefly
for dialectical purposes and are of no scientific value. Each
of these classes comprises a number of definitions arranged
on a system of gradatlon, the s1mp1er preceding the more
difficult. Of these the REFATHEATHs are comparatlvely
few and simple; but the other class comprises those o
which Indian schoolmen like Raghundtha and Gadadhare
ha.ve exhausted their whole dialectical ingenuity. The class'f
of TEqeT=aTHs comprises in all twenty-one definitions, of whmh
five form one group called T23@&7uiT, fourteen another gmup'
called Sg35T@«0i, and the last two are independent, having
the quaint names THE@@W and =TI respectively. The
five definitions in T23@2T0iT together with the last two, being,
like the first of Visvanatha noticed above, based on the ¥
or =TT of |Ted, do not apply to FI@T=ni@ inferences, and
are accepted only by the school of Gangesa. The fourteen
definitions comprising STAZSTeI0N are applicable to all the
three kinds of inferences, as they are based on the doctriné
that things might be as well defined by properties they do-
not possess as by those they do. The doctrine was I
enunciated by Sauudadopadhyaya, and is technically knO"‘
as ARFOTTHITIZWTT. These details are quite suffici

1B.P.141-3,
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‘to frighten away an ordinary student from the tangled web
«of dialectic subtlety, named =aTfe=1Z, that has been woven
round the broad and quite intelligible rule, A AETE=T
‘e Annambhatta has wisely kept clear of all this mass of
superfluous refinement by contenting himself with a simple
definition suited to a manual for beginners.

16. The other kind of =aTf¥ is =qTATF=AT® and is the con-

; verse of the s*I9=aTq. AAFATH is ex-
Piatireromgs . plained by 8. C. as =ity ramiTEa-
WG Q@ESgHE GO9isar (=3aiE o ) Fiid..

Every 3+ag7:AN® has a =qd<&=AT® corres-

ponding to it, because if ITTHTIFETIT exists between 27 and
|1, it must also exist between their negations taken in the
inverse order. Thus if the proposition 7 75 YA@T aFT(E: is
true, its converse IT I TFIWTEAT aF THTMIT: must also
.be true. The difference between the two is that while in
AETANE, T is =q9%F and g HTT, in & T(A(EANE
the 3™ becomes =aT9F, and HIAMIT becomes WTeH.
In other words the premise stands as if we are
actually inferring wRMME, from FewmE. [t is clear
‘therefore that the same proposition I a‘?gmaﬁa THTHTE:
would be =aia®E=® if the resulting HIWIR is AT TZFAN,
and would be an w=g=aN® if the wFAT is vFAT gwWEIA,
‘the ™ in the latter case being ¥g93a. Udayana according-
ly defines =rAtE=MTE as FIATHTACH FATAEARITNAT,
which Visvanatha puts in simple language * FTHATHTATTES
#@WEET 7739, There is much difference of opinion about
TAFATH, which will be noticed when we come to the
AR HIHT ; but it may be remarked here that according
tomany Indian scholastics, and according to European
logicians generally, sa/@#=N® is not a different 71" but a
Mere restatement of the @+3T obtained by a sort of conver-
sion of the major premise. The process however is not
‘8imple conversion, but corresponds to what Prof. Bain .calls
Obverted Conversion or Contraposition. The predicate in a
Universal Affirmative proposition being always e e
tensive than the subject, it requires to be either limited or
obverted when the wroposition is converted. Hence the con-
version of an A proposition always requires two processes,

1B.P. 142
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first Obversion and then Conversion. Obversion is the denisl
of the predicate, while Conversion is the transposition of the-
subject and the predicate. Thus to give Prof. Bain’s own
example of the Olw:rtive Conversion of an A proposition,!

Al Xis ¥

gives by Obversion
No X is not-Y

which by simple Conversion (of E) is
No not-Y is X.

Or
All men are mortal ;
by Obv.=No men are immortal ;

by Conv.=No immortals are men.

Now let us put the Nyaya stock-instance into the
general form All Xis Y, and we shall see how the same
process gives us its =AIFTME:—

a1 ar EGRIERA FigATT =All smoking things are ﬁery,
By Obv.=31 a1 ya=g

| ¥ 9 geaaaard=No smoking things are non—fiery ;
By Conv. =91 9t =\

¥ ¥ 4 IRAT or
a7 T TRIATAATT § IRTATEATT

It will be thus seen that a =97a%%=an® is only a repeti-
tion of the ¥=a=a1i® in another form of language, and con:
sequently no change is made in the nature of the proof or i in
the SITA@ by its substitution for the sr==7=mm&. Sometimes
and especially in a FTF=NTUT inference where ’
cannot be had it is very useful, and hence it has been ré
co'vnlzed as a distinet species. ‘

=No non-fiery things'al
smoking.

1 Bain, Deductive Logic, p. 116.
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Inference 18 of two kinds:-——One’s Own and Amnother’s.
Of these. One's Own is the source of one’s own inference ;
since @ man having  himself ascertained by frequent ob:
servation the generalization, wherever there is smcke there is fire
as ma kitchen, approaches a mountain, and suspecting fire
thereon and seeing smoke on the mouniain, remembers
the gemeralization, wherever there 1S smuke there is fire.
Then the kncwledge is produced that the mountain has smcke
accompanied by fire. This is called Consideration. Thence
arises the inference, viz. the knowledge that mountun 18 fiery.
This is One’s Own inference. When, however, ofter inferiing
fire from smoke oneself, a five-membered syliogism 18 employed to
enlighten another person,itis Another's inference : e. g. Mountain
is fiery, because it smckes; whatever smokes is fiery as a FKitchen;
this is so; hence this is fiery. By this means even another man
apprehends fire from a sign ( so ) prepoundcd.

1. The division of =¥g®M into =T and que, though not

found in the aphorisms of Gatema or Kana-
MIf"fZTne; cef{:‘:f ore" da is considerably old, being first mention-
other. ed in Prasastapada’s scholium. Ety”
mologically reT and qare respectively mean what is intend-
ed for oneself and what is for another (¥ QT A1 =19 A=
% TRATE A7 ) ; but they can be better named Injcrmal and
formal, or primary and secondary respectively. ATAFATT
is useful for removing one’s own doubt, while qAEATA is
employed when a conviction is sought to be produced in
the mind of another. SraigAr therefore presupposes
and is based upon a TTaTgAT, for one man cannot con-
vince another without being first convinced himself.
The distinction between the iwo is founded on the
presumption that as in. a ww?gma we deal with pre-
mises immediately known to us and derived from our own
experience, we do not require them to be stated with exact
formality, while in a qurarga, the premises which are
discovered by one man and imparted to another through
the medium of language are liable to be misunderstcod
or misconstrued, and therefore require to be stated with
drecision.” The speaker cannot express himself fully and
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clearly, or the hearer may be incapable of comprehending
his meaning, or he may be misled by his own pre-conceived
notions, or the words used may be ambiguous or- incorreet,
too general or too narrow in sense. There is in fact a greater
likelihood of what we cail fallacies of langu age being commit-
ted and other fgHacies being disguised in a w=re than in a
=TT $1gAT ; and hence the condition is laid down in the
former that each proposition must be stated in a prescribed
form. The etymological sense of the two words has therefore
merged into the later and mora intelligible distinction
between the two kinds of inference, namely, that QI
is syllogistic or formal, and that ¥1%¥ is the opposite of it.
N. B. defines them as IMa941s4 and *qEI9q1sT respectively,
meaning that sa17 or syllogism is essential to a g1 but not
to a T wawE.  Similarly  Dharmottarcarya, the
commentator on Nydya,-Bindu, remarks SUTATTHIT SIZFAE |
TAGAA & FAAEAT. | Prasastapada also says T2ra9EA
TFA WAEIATIIAEH GRrATFTAAT, 2

2. Of the two kinds the term sm@#a is properly applica-
ble to the ¥ only, for it is the real FOr of HIHM.
Whether we take the gfafa®o to be g, =aa=A or
R, it is undoubtedly FIwWE as the ersk is, while
"mvxlbeing F=TAFE should raturally fall under sr=zawmor. But
AR is included under =@EIA for the sake of conm-
venience. The explanation given by the author of Nyaya
Bindu is W FETTTRTE, the word 2i@AT isused in a second-
ary sense to denote TTrd which is T=ARaE because the a9
(syllogism) is the cause of conveying to the hearer’s mind
@FI17 which is the real wgwm™.’ The w@fafd in a TGF
TAM is the notion UFAT ITZATT generated in the hearer’s
mind. This notion is not conveyed to him directly by words
as in g9, but he is made to infer it from a previous
notion similarly conveyed by the words TEATTIRATE .
'Thii latter notion exactly corresponds to the qrAE in 8
HTAGAM, and is likewise a combination of =T and TAH-
At Hence the definition of HITHIA, viz. ASIAT THE
applies to a vicarious ( garef ) judgment as much as to an
original (19 Jone. The real FXWr of this wTgigiaTa is then
L T A

i § Ny&ya-Bihdu-Z_’ik&, Bibl. Ind., p. 21.
2 P. B. ed. p. 231.
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-the notion of GTTAET or HTW or f¥F as comprehended by the
‘hearer ; but we have no knowledge of this notion except
through the T or syllogism which produced it. Hence the
‘FATAE0T which really belongs to the notion in the mind
of the listener is attributed to its cause the T2arag==a137 by
g sort of FAUM or ITAW. Nilakantha therefore remarks:i—-
FAR GOATIAANEE (T ARIET: ST aTeraiEaey
mn%% Rl ww&am’ﬁﬁmn%mw | | QT =l
grmmm:nmmrzrgmwa o wunwummmm |1Y iwrr-
=Za | AT 'T{TWSWTHEF LE EDEEIED] WQZTQHTHWWW
TRFE: ST @ WAWGST HIATARA@. Nilakantha means
that the author is not inconsistent in calling here the gzar-
FgFATFT the 'T!’T’Jf{f,mﬂ', and again in stating subsequently
that Togawat is the %ot of both ¥rd and 9 M,
“because theuse of the word gIT¥T@ATT to denote the syllogism
is only secondary. Except in this one particular, both kinds
of inferences agree in all respects, and the same rules and
conditions apply to both equally. The distinction between the
“two is useful for no other purpose than to emphasize the fact
that, though in practice the syllogistic form, i. e. the ITATAATH,
absorbs almost all our attention owing to its being subject to
rules of logic, the mental process called TTHTEHATE, whether

. original or induced by words in the hearer’s mind, constitutes

“the real inferential operation. Practically every mental
-operation can be clothed in words, while on the other
hand every syllogism presupposes a mental inference ; s0
both are one, or rather they form two parts of the same
process of inference. Consequently Aristotle takes account
of syllogism only, ignoring the (mfgfﬁ‘fﬁ altogether, and
“the Naiyayikas also have done the same. Prof. Max
Muller is therefore totally wrong when he remarks:—
“ What is called by Annambhatta the conclusion for one-
self, corresponds fofidem wverbis with the first form of
Aristotle’s syllogism. What is called the conclusion for
~others seems more irregular on account of its five members,
and of the additional instances which seem to vitiate the
syllogism.! It appears that Prof. Max Miiller like many

~ ~other Western scholars failed to understand the real signi-

Hicance of the division of ¥T% and TIH.

1 Thomson’s Laws of Thought Appendix p. 293.
33
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3. Annambhatta gives a circumstantial and fairly accurate-
description of the process by which we first infer fire on
a smoking mountain, and then communicate our knowledge
to another in the same order. We first observe smoke on
the mountain, then suspect that there is fire, and then re~
member the =Ti® : at last joining this =aTfa=wzor with the
TAUHaTATT got by actual perception, we obtain the complex
@RsT  denoted by IfEaTwrgEATd 9Ea:. This SR s
variously called f@gwmst or Adraragaaaar. S. C. explains.
the former term as SANATFA FARYT TATAN 1BF AT AN
T qUAST FTEsT: ¢ knowledge of %% in the peculiar
form defined as a wwrRaEr’ It is also called ARATREEHAT
because it is the last of the three cognitions of smoke that
are requisite for the inference of fire. The first cognition
is the knowledge of smoke as associated with fire in the
kitchen room ( RErRH®TaT ) ; the second is the perceptive
knowledge of smoke on the mountain and the third is
the complex and derived knowledge of the same smoke as
invariably concomitant with fire.'! This XT3t necessarily
gives birth to &ErataIA@™. When this process is put in the
form of a syllogism for the edification of another it be-
comes a 'ITITI:EWIW

4. There are however other classifications of JgaTT which
. are based on real distinctions. Golame
of?fl?:;en‘izlsmns divides wgwm into three kinds:—J%d
3r773 and swFmar zE?  This division

appears to be the most ancient as well as the most generally
accepted. TFAT is TF FWUT A4, .rmn%wﬁmn? ¢ reason-
ing from cause to effect,” as aninference from the appearance:
of thick clouds that a shower of rain will ensue, because
clouds are known to cause rain. 3I9%3 is 3w FMH A5,
FTITSFE, TIT ASTISTT TTTIAAA, an inference of a past
shower of rain from the overflow of the river, because tie
latter is known to be the effect of the former. WTHIIAl EE
comprises all other inferences that are neither from cause
to effect nor from effect to cause. Vatsyayana adds another
interpretation of the words, according to which the distin-
tive marks of the three varieties differ slightly. Accord

1 8. C. loc. cit. and T. K. Bom. ed. p. 10-1.
2G.8.1,1.5.
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ing to this second interpretation,’ ga"eﬁ{ is an inference from
a precedent, i. e., an inference of ome from the other of
two things that were formerly observed to be closely asso-
ciated together. The ordinary inference of fire on the
mountain from smoke, and in fact all deductions proper are
of this kind. 333 is the inference by elimination, ¢. e
the determination of an object to be something because it
is not any other thing, just as sound is proved to be a

‘quality because though a product it is neither substance

nor action. WIAT=TAT =¥ is the deduction of the nature of
an invisible thing from a general law previously known, such
as the law of causality. Soul for instance is invisible,
but its existence is proved by the necessity that g and
other qualities must reside in a substance according to the
general law that every quality must have a substratum.
ST 2% is thus in one sense opposed to 9344, the latter,
as Vacaspati remarks, being TEEPAUEATETaYT, while
the former is HWETTEFAUHTATT(A9T.2 7379 is the inference
of an object whose peculiar property (F=@&u), which is also-
the common characteristic ( AT ) of its class such as the
afze of A1E, is previously observed ( 2% ), while the ¥EZHAW
of an invisible object inferred by ®IAF@ar ZE is never
perceived. Vicaspati classes these two kinds under one.
head, taTaAT, that is, an inference through an affirmative
generalization ( #=T7=aM® ) ; while 3ry=q differs from them
both in being based on a negative generalization (FIRTF=ATR).

5. Another division of Wi is into three kinds, F7w-
=T, FameafdE, and A=ITARTE, the fundamentum divisionis
being the affirmative or negative character of the g or
rather of the sam&. A judgment derived from an =13 &g or
a J|AUF 29 alone is FASTT or ¥a@faa®, while one
to which both kinds of #F are applicable is S¥¥ or
¥IT=IANE.  The difference between this classification
and the former one is that while the former is based
partly on the nature of the conclusion or wgiata, and
partly on the mode of reasoning employed, the latter is.
entirely based on the character of the ®tw or ¥ The-

- 1 Vat. on G.S. L 1,5.
2 Sankhya-T. K. p. 16.
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-distinetion of a7 and =I@IF pertains to the ¥ alone and
not to the resulting judgment which is the same whether
derived from an 31T or a TNAUF 23. Annambhatia therefore
very properly treats this last classification as a division of
% and not that of wgwma.') The first classification also
seems to have rather gone out of fashion with the modern
‘school of Naiyayikas, owing probably to its vagueness and
want of a common principle of division. The distinction
between #=T9f and WY inferences was probably invented by
the Vaisesikas.

6. Prasastapdda sub-divides ¥ «FAT into Z= and
"HTFar 7, the difference between the two being that, in
2% the inferred thing is exactly of the same kind as its
prototype, as when we infer a cow from our previous know-
ledge of cows having dew-laps, while in STHTIHT 2% a property
is inferred in a thing from itsobservation in a quite different
kind of thing, as causality is inferred in dead matter because
it is observed in animals.? There is probably a confusion
of ideas here, for the illustration of == is more like a case
of WIAFFITTT or u mere TWAW than an inference proper,
while the example of the second is only a particular
application of the general method of inference as deseribed
-above. -

7. Having noticed the different kinds of AT mentioned

. by Sanskrit writers, it will be useful to

7 Njg%?;;g:e;: the  compare these classifications with those

of Aristotle and the modern European

logicians. The most obvious defect in the Nyayu system and

one that has been chiefly dwelt upon by its European critics

is the non-recognition of anything corresponding to what
Wwe now call inductive reasoning. The same objection formed
“the gist of Lord Bacon's indictment against Aristotle and
‘the logic of medizval schoolmen; but a closer study of
Aristotle’s work has now shown that h: did not actually
-ignore induction but attached less importance to it than

We are prone to do now. The same thing is true of the Nyaya

-system. Like Aristotle, Naiyayikas were aware of the

1 See Sect. 48, Notes 3 & 4 p. 287. Infra.
2 P. B. Ben, ed. p. 205.
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inductive method, but considered it as subservient to the-
purposes of deduction which was the /gwT proper. Every-
deduction isbased on a generalization,and this generalization-
is obtained by an accumulation of particular instances by a

process known as induction. A Naiyayika would therefore-
value induction only as a means for discovering =aTT® which

is necessary for a proper 3@AE. How then is this Induction
treated of in the Nyaya system ? To get an answer to this

question we must consider the Naiyayika doctrine as to how

a FMq is obtained.

8. It will be remembered that =& was defined as 197a--
qE=ST of 8@ and ®A; and the exact
meaning of this phrase was also explain-
ed. But how are we to make ourselves
sure of this fagawE=T ? What is in factthemeansof arriv-
ing at, and the test of determining this invariability of
concomitance ? Annambhatfa supplies the answer to this
question in Sec. 45. 'In describing ¥ATIEHE he says that
MR is obtained by repeated observation of the association
of fire with smoke, or in other words by the accumulation
of numerous instances in which this association is found.
But this would certsinly not suffice to give us a valid =R
Observation of a fact, howsoever often repeated, is no
guarantee against the possibility of the existence of a.
contrary fact. We may observe the association of fire and
smoke in ninety-nine cases, but we cannot from thence
conclude that it must exist in the hundredth case also. It
is impossible for one man to examine ali the cases of a.
particular nature, and our widest generalizations are there-
fore based on a limited number of instances. The possibi-
lity of a contrary fact, therefore, still remains and the =am&
remains at best a doubtful hypothesis. To prfvent this
==, T. D. adds that the knowledge of @ig=d produces
AW not by itself, but when combined with the absence of
the knowledge of == ( contradiction ). The [Eot:1 of
|1E=9T which copstitutes =M@ is therefore defined as =T3-
I, ¢ absence of any contradiction ;’ that is, in order to
know =m® not only is it necessary to observe the associa-
tion of fire and smoke in numerous instances, but there
must not also be a single instance in which smoke is found

Vyapti.
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.dissociated from fire. qrE=aaTT and SMTHSEIATETEGE are
therefore the two causes of the knowledge of =mH, and as
such correspond to the Method of agreement and the Method
of difference that are employed in Induction. These two
are not however collateral or independent causes of =M,
‘but the latter is subservient to the former, and both constitute
ope joint cause. The process therefore closely resembles
‘Mill's Joint Method of agreement and difference.’

9. Now WIHTT may be the certainty of a contrary
facet or a mere suspicion, because both are -
Ingt‘;’:::eas‘.“do’y equallz\ effectivein destrozing iﬁle certainty
of =md. Again, the =MWIs3IT may be
well-grounded; or ill-grounded ; if the former, it is true, and
the =7T7® is invalid. If it is ill-grounded, or if there isonly a
suspicion of =W=W, it can be dispelled either by reason-
ing or by a sort of intuitive knowledge. Instances of the
latter are what we call necessary truths, such as the axioms
of Geometry which are self-evident and require no proof.
When they ara not so, they can be proved to be true by the
reductio ad absurdum method of reasoning which is called
a= in Nyaya? Take for example the =Tf®, I gR®= g
If this is not true, its contradictory, wiz. that smoke is
sometimes not accompanied by fire, must be true. Then '
in those cases where smoke is found without fire, it must
have for its cause something else. Hence fire is not the
invariable antecedent of smoke and it cannot therefore be
its cause, which is inconsistent with our knowledge that
fire is the cause of smoke. The conclusion being thus absurd,
the assumption from which it was derived must be wrong;
and its contradictory, namely the =aTf#, must be right. In
this way by meanps of an assumed hypothesis (&%), which
when carried to its legitimate conclusion leads to FM@-
Fmorsg of fire and smoke, we prove the invariable econco-
mitance of those two things. The reductioc ad absurdum
reasoning consists in taking for granted an hypothesis
exactly opposite to the proposition to be proved and then
drawing from it a conclusion which is evidently false, and

1 Mill : System of Logic. People’s Ed. p. 259,
2 See Sec. LXIV Note 3, p. 361 infra.
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the falsity of which vitiates the hypothesis and thus proves
its contradictory. In this way W& too may be said to be
indirectly obtained by wigwra.) In the particular ihstance
of fire and smoke, we can indeed derive the generalization
of their invariable concomitance from a still wider generali-
gation, namely the law of causality, by the direct syllogi-
stic method, thus:—
Every effect is invariably associated with its cause;

Smoke is the effect of fire ;
. Smoke is invariably associated with fire.

But this syllogism is quite different from the &% des-
ceribed above and is practically useless asitinvolves anargu-
ment in a circle. If smoke is invariably associated with
fire, because it is the effect of fire, how do we know that it
is such an effect ? This FEFROAE of smoke and fire can
only be deduced from the observed invariable concomitance
of the two, snd hence the syllogism is defective as assum-
ing a minor premise that is really derived from the conclu-
sion. The =& therefore must ultimately rest on the |TE=T
with its accessary FRAAAIAE.

0. The &% by which =71® is obtained finds its analogy
in Aristotle’s system where he attempts

‘gisl,'r‘ld““”e syllo- o prove that induction is only a variety
: of syllogism. The central idea of the
syllogism, as defined by Aristotle, is ‘that of a conclusion
following from given premises by mecessary sequence,~—an
idea, by the way, which is already implied in the Naiyayika
doctrine that werear is the 0T of wgA@. To bring induc-
tion under syllogism it must be shown that the generaliza-
tion follows as a necessary consequence from the premises,
viz. the accumulation of particular instances. The proposi-
tion for instance that all bile-less animals are long-livedis
deduced from particular caszs of a horse, an ass, etc. Here
Aristotle assumes that we kave ascertained the attribute to
belong to all the particulars, and that the inductive in-
ference consists merely in passing from all of them to the
class-term, «@nimal. The passage fcom premises to - con-
clusion is here necessary, for to grant the premise and yet
to deny the conclusion involves & contradiction, 7. e. the i
of Nyaya. The fallacy of this reasoning evidently lies in
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the deduction per saltum from a few particulars to the whole-
class. Mr. Grote's criticism on it is so just and so pertinent:
to our subject that the passage is worth quoting:-— »

““ We can never” says Grote * observe all the particulars of
a class, which is indefinite as to number of particulars and definite
only in respect of the attributes connected by the class term. We
can only observe some of the particulars, a greater or smaller pro-
portion. Now it is in the transition from these Zo totality of
particulars that the real inductive inference consists: not in the
transition from the totality to the class-term which denotes to-
tality and connotes its determining common attribute. In fact
the distinction between the totality of particulars and the mean-
ing of class-term is one mnot commonly attended to; though it is
worthy of note in an analysis of the intellectual process, and is
therefore brought to view by Aristotle.” 1

11. This is exactly what is implied in the objection stat--
ed in T. D. SFFNEIRTRAAEAES FMA-
The Nyaya ez~  gx.  The objection shows that the Naiya-
pedient. s
yikas clearly saw the error into which
Aristotle fell, and they tried to escape from it in a way
peculiar to themselves. The difficulty is two-fold. In the-
first place, there is the obvious impossibility of our observ:
ing all the particulars denoted by the class-term (e. g. 98 )5
and secondly, even granting that we have ascertained ail the
cases, how do we arrive at the general notion of =am®, com™
prising those cases but certainly distinct from them? 98-
FZHETT may be seen to exist in this case, and in thaf,
and in a third, and so on ; but how do we get the superadd-
ed knowledge that it exists everywhere ? The notion of
everywhere is distinct from and additional to the totality
of particular cognitions. The expedient by which this
two-fold difficulty is avoided by the Naiyayikas is very
characteristic, and atoncedistinguishes them from Aristotle,
who regards induction as a mode of syllogism, and also:
from modern logicians like Mill, who regard it as an inde-
pendent method of reasoning. J. S. Mill defines Induction
as “ that operation of the mind by which we infer that what
we know to be true in a particular case or cases will be true
in all cases which resemble the former in Gertain assignabljétr
respects.”” Like Deduction Induction too is a process of

1 Grote’s Aristotle, Vol. I, p. 278.
2 Mill ; System of Logic, People’s Ed., p. 188.
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inference, proceeding from the known to the unknown, the
unknown in its case being the general notion which is derived
from the known particulars. Nasiyayikas however will not
accept this, because they regard Induction not as an infer-
ence but as a kind of extraordinary perception ( s=aren® ).
T. D. says that although we can never actually observe all
the cases in which fire is associated with smoke,the invari-
able concomitance obtaining between the class fire and the
class smoke is known by the @ FFaad called HHET-
gaom swarans.  This kind of extracrdinary perception has
already been explained as the process by which after perceiv-
ing an individual thing such as a 92, we at once cognize
its A& waea, by the law of association. When two things
are closely associated together, the perception of one neces-
sarily leads to the immediate apprehension of the other.
This is not an inference, for there is neither wxr&at, nor any
g4, It is not also ordinary perception, because there is no
gFagEAET with smoke in all the cases. The process is there-
fore something intermediate between perception proper and
inference proper, quasi—perception, or a gquasi-inference.
TR is thus & kind of immediate inference, and is there-
fore more akin to perception than to @A which is concerned
Wwith mediate truths only. But how is this explanation to
be reconciled with the preceding statement of T. D. that
MR is proved by &% or reductio ad absurdum mode of
Teasoning ? The answer is that it is not =T that is known
by ¥ or any other syllogistic mode of reasoning, as Aristo-
tle seoms to say, but it is the sTTR=ETE that is so known.
MR is directly produced by gz which is the result
of actual perception, while the &% which proves IR
. is accessory to it only so far as it dispels all doubts,

80d makes the knowledge of ®7=d a certainty. It is not
- therefore correct to say that Najyayikas did not know
 Inductive reasoning. They were quite aware of it and have
- ®ven described it pretty. accurately ; but they included it
under wgsr, This is quite clear from Kesava Misra's
~ datement, AUT T FYIANTAANGEAESAA FAEHAA -
. ¥OrETEAT wreduTRon SRUT qARITHaEaGa. wy-
- @R is essentially a mediate judgment, and cannot therefore
—

—

1T. B. Bom, ed, p. 35.
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include a generalization which is known immediarely. Again
this goneralization has no use of its own beyond serving as
& basis for a further deduction. Whether they were wrongor
right in thus excluding Induction from inference proper isa
different question, and need not occupy us here. :

2. Other varieties of g™ mentioned in a preceding note

> may also find their equivalents in Euro- ;
"gfgfip;’:g::g va- pean logic. 9999 is deduction proper;
and Westarn logic. while ®TAT*IaIEE is either a deduction, or
induction in the wider sense of the term
used by Mill, namely, inference from several particulars,
not to a generality, but to a distinct particular. EREL
is the process of elimination, which closely resembles
Plato’s method of Logical Dwision. Aristotle regarded
Logical Division as only a fragment of the syllogistic pro-
cess ; and similarly Naiyayikas class 99 under wfaii®
sgwra’. The three-fold division of ¥iF@T into ¥=14, =Tid-
#% and IWT chiefly concerns the 2, and is suffici-
ently accounted for by the obversion and conversion of

propositions®.

Ssct. XLVI 313391,

The five members are:——1 Proposition, 2 Reason, 3 EzaMpla;
4 Application and 5 Conclusion. Mountain s fiery,—this 18
Propositiom Because it has smoke,—this is Reason. ‘W hatever
smokes etc.—this is Example. This is like it,—this is Appl-
cation. Hence it is so,—this 18 Conclusion.

1. Having distinguished the wruatgara from the wain
the preceding section, the author now goes

Sylﬂ'g“-z:f'mmbered on to enumerate its five component parts.
qErttgare is technically called a =47, which

is defined as RIABIRFZAITIT: ‘collection of the fiveproposi=
tions, TfAzT-etc. in a regular order.’ Gangesa defines ¥arg more
accurately as HIRATAEAMBFIOATINAFAEIAAAARA-

78, * a proposition or a series of propositions producing the

1 Visvanatha: Gotama-Sutra- Vritti,1,5. e
2 See Note 16 under Sect. 44, p. 251, Supra. .
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verbal knowledge which gives rise to the T#r®af (i e in
. the hearer’s mind) which is the last and immediate cause of
. 3gfAA. ' In other words 1@ is a series of propositions that
produce in another’s mind the same kind of TIIRATHIA as
has already baen produced in the speaker’s mind by his own
mental reasoning) This fairly corresponds to Aristotle’s
notion of syllogism which is defined “a spezch(or enunciation)
in which certain things (the premises) being supposed,
something different from what is supposad(z.e the conclusion,)
follows of necessity; and this solely in virtue of the supposi-
- tions themselves. ” ! Unlike Aristotle however who gives
. three premises to the syllogism,(the Naiyiyikas make it
consist of five parts or limbs (%95 ), namely, Assertion
(M) , Reason ( 33 ), Proposition or Ezample ( 3gmEtm ),
Application ( 3777 ) and Deduction or Conclusion ( fmaAT ).
Assertion is defined as WreTfAgar: ‘ the declaration of the
LT as existing on the 927’ 2 or |rewIwar quT=+, as T. D.
puts it, * speaking of ¥aT as possessing the Wrew.” Its purpose
isto prepare the hearer beforehand as to what thing he
should expect to ba proved by the'syllogism, and it istherefore
analogous to the Problema or Questio of the older European
logicians. After the Assertion is made, ome is naturally
tempted to ask, whence, or why, or what evidence ; and their
| answer to this query is the Reason which declares'the mark
. orevidence that proves the existence of ®T¥¥ on &, and
which is generally but not necessarily in the ablative case.
Every word in the ablative is of course not.s ¥, as
for instance, in the sentence #§ A FUSTA | FUTHIOT-
AgggeArqg, 3Iusrqg is not a. 4, although the word
is in the ablative, because it does mot declare the
. ®F. Hore it may be remarked that the two words &g
- and g, though often used indiscriminately, slightly differ
. iimeaning, f5% being the mark such as 9, while ¥ is the
‘ TEETFT  the sentence which declares that mark.’
- The 5% as expressed in the 37T may be similar or
 dissimilar to the wrew, and thus the 37 is of two kinds w=3i¥

>

1 Aristotle Prior. An‘:lyt. Bk. i, Ch, 1, Sec. 7

96 471 33
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and sqfa7®. When the Reason is given, the question would
naturally arise, ( Why should the &% prove that ®1ew, orin
other words, what connection can therebe between the fire and
the smoke which makes us infer the one from the other ? To.
satisfy this query, the third premise ZBA or IFIFIW is
employed to show the invariable concomitance of fire and
smoke. Well, says the objector, let there be this invariable
concomitance, but how is it relevant to the point before us #
To show this the =71(® is incorporated with gfasr and 27 and:
the combination results in TSt which is expressed by the
fourth sentence, Application or <I4. The last, viz
Conclusion, brings together all these several elements into
one proposition, and thus enables the hearer to comprehend
the result at once. fAwwA is defined by Gotama as the
repetition of the STA=AT as proved by the #&,' and Vatsyayana
explains it as fma= FALER WEweAsHT  TiamTedge-
qaar CEN(@ fAwAAE,  Its purpose, says T. D , is to exclude:
the possibility of any uncertainty or contradiction as to the
existence of ®1eq. The last three will be obviously either
positive or negative according as the #& 1s 3¥#=1% or FTAE.

2. The forms of these five premises are also settled by
convention. First there is the Asserlion
pilhe five pre-  wddt afgwE, in which the wa7 (9da ) is
; the subject, and the ¥1e7 is spoken ofas
its property. The Reason is generally in the ablative, but |
sometimes in the instrumental also. The =qne or Pro-
position has two forms ; in one the ®Ier and ®TIA whose
concomitance is spoken of are used as properties of their
common substratum, which is the subject in both the principal :
and the relative sentences, as in a1 ¥ YAAM § TGHE;
while in the other form the substratum is put in the locative
and the ®TeT and ®raa are expressed in the nominative,
as in a7 TF yw@S ax Tg. Of these the first is pre-
ferred as agreeing with the form of other premises,
although the second expresses the =an® better and more
naturally. The STa=T#7 has of course the ¥ for its sub-
ject with the WTeT=ITeaEq as its qualifying attribute, and it
js indicated by the general formula AT IEA, ATH denot-
ing the 957 and &uT its qualification. The fanaa does ok

1G.8.1.1, 345
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differ in form from the wWi&am, but that it is different in
reality is plainly indicated by its formula a&&Tg d4qT, in
which @ar denotes the sense conveyed by the giazT, and

-aeara sums up the result of the intermediate premises.}

3. The five-membered T as described above considerably

i differs from the tripartite syllogism of
8L ivistotelian Aristotle, but a little consideration will
syllogisms com-  show that the difference lies more in the
frarec. form than in the essence in which the
two have been shown to agree remarkably. The most
obvious distinction between the two syllogisms is of course
the different number of premises, which are five in one and
three in the other ; and as both give equally valid conclu-
sions, one is naturally tempted to conclude that either two
premises in the one must be superfluous or the other must
be defective to that extent. As a matter of fact, neither
alternative is true. Human mind being alike everywhere,
it is no wonder that philosophers inthe East and the West
independently followed the same laws of thought and
.adopted the same process of reasoning. But though there
is no difference in our thinking process, there is much in
.our respective modes of conveying our thoughts to other
Hence is it that while the essential requisites of a valid
inference are the same according to both Gotama and Aris-
totle, their manner of clothing those essentials in the
form of premises varies considerably. Aristotle’s premis-
‘es are nothing more than the absolutely necessary consti-
‘tuent parts of an inference connected together by the
slender tie of mere juxtaposition. The limbs of the Naiyayi-
ka s@aT on the other hand constitute a fully reasoned out
‘argument whose parts follow one after another in their natural
sequence. Aristotle’s premises are as it were a simple
.enumeration of the several steps in a deductive reasoning ;
the Sanskrit =T is a regularly constructed debate in minia-
‘ture. Aristotle’s syllogism only furnishes the skeleton, and
the reader or hearer fills up the interstices; in its Sanskrit
counterpart, the speaker himself goes through sll the steps
and the hearer has only to follow him. Thus one is rather
amalytical or demonstrative, the other is expository and

'rhetorioal. The #=rw is more useful in discovering the
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conclusion ; Aristotle’s syllogism is better fitted to test
its validity. Each has a different purpose and isbest suited
to achieve it. In this respect, the Sanskrit T is more:
akin to the rbetorical mode of argumentation which wasso
popular with the Sophists before Aristotle and which at- =
tained its height in the Socratic method of cross-examina-
tion and Plato’s Dialectics.

4. A Sanskrit ¥I17 is in fact nothing but a model dialogue-
in which the questions of one party are
The Nyaya. omitted and are to be inferred from the an-
swers given. The five-membered syllogismis-
designed to convince a doubting adversary who asks questions.
and raises objections at each step, which questions and objec-
tions are answered by the successive premises. It is in fact
an axiom with the Naiyayikas that there can be no argu-
mentation without an sT&I=am, a sort of doubt accompanied
by a desire to have it solved. But how. can there be an
SATETERT in the beginning when the debate is not yet com-
menced and neither of the disputants has spoken. This
STETEAT is therefore artificially created by the dogmatic
assertion ( @71 ) of the proposition that is to be ulti-
mately proved Gangesa in his Taltva—Cintamani ex-
pressly says | FACTATEEATHAON R TIH mwnwaﬁ
: ‘Fa:’ TTFRESATIEEAMNIIG S8y Qiaameanr.
. Thls is the reason why the Sanskrit =717 begins with
ofasr and not, like Aristotle’s syllogism, wich the =TfH-
ATFT or major premise ; for the =amf&; being an undis-
puted generalization, will not give rise to any m&“
or doubt, and so the argument would never proceed. The
Sanskrit syllogism seems to be purposely framed so asfo
keep this 1T alive until the conclusion is reached. The
five members of the Sanskrit =7 thus form a seri'es of
doubts and answers in a logical sequence, and the qTAIGA™
“ormed by them isa demonstrative deduction mainly intend-
ed for the enlightenment of another. -

- 5. Thefive-membered argument has been sub]ected to-

: Tk : mach undeserved criticism, both for and
'syn,fgﬁ:ne c’f,‘;’,’;,j:;d against it. Those seeking :brevity

- compactness censure it .as -being & ruf® =

aand .clumsy form of syllogism, while:others prefer -it to the:
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Aristotelian syllogism as exhibiting * a more natural mode
of reasoning than is compatible with the compressed limits
of the syllogism.” ' Both the praise and the blame however
are only partially true. The five-membered Nyaya reflects
no doubt more accurately the astual method followed in a
debate, but it is for that very reagon unsuited o be & fest
of the validity of the reasoning. The five-membered form
is much more loose and affords greater facilities for falla-
¢ies to creep in undetected than the compact Aristotelian
syllogism. It does not provide fully for the correct in-
dication of the quantification, qualification and modality of
each proposition. The distinction befween Universals and
Particulars is not observed, while the distinction between
Affirmative and Negative is only partially recognized in the
form of 3r=a7 and s7fa3®. Consequently there are no figures
and no moods.  Aristotle starts from the generalization and
inquires what conclusion can be legitimately deduced from if.
He is therefore obliged first to determine the exact scope
of the proposition that stands as the mgjor premise and so
the most common fallacies, such as the Pefitio Principit,
which generally underlie the major premise, are at once
excluded. Not so with the Naiyayika who starting with the
conolusion as a STAFT and having to find out & =& most
suited to prove it, does not pay much heed to the wording of
the IZTEION or of any other premise so long as his meaningis
intelligibly conveyed. It would in fact have been impossible.
to raise upon the five-membered Nyaya the splendid super-
structure of Deductive Logic that Aristotle has construct-
ed on the basis of his syllogism. On the other hard as a
controversial weapon, the five-membered syllogism is far
superior to that of Aristotle, since it forces the debate to
run in & paﬂ:icular channel, and thus prevents the adversary
from straying away from the point.

6. It is also very well adapted for the exposition
of simple truths to the uninstructed mind, as it requires
N0 assumption and does not tax the brain at all
The best illustration of this is tobefound in Euclid’s
geometrical theoréms. Euclid’s method closely resem-

1 Sir G. Haughtan's Prodromus p- 215, quoted ‘in Ballantyne's

Lectures on Nyaya Philosophy.
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bles the five-membered syllogism. First, there is the
hypothesis or enunciation (Sf&FT ) that all the “angles of
@ triangle are equal to two right angles. The three
angles together constitute the a1, and the equality to
two right angles is the @T. The particular. enunciation
and the determination are only a special application of the
facts declared in the hypothesis. Strictly speaking the
Darticular enunciation is the real SAHT while the Aypothesis
is a further generalization derived from it. Then comes the
‘demonstration which first gives reasons (8g) and then quotes
authorities (Ig1&70r). The demonstration ends with a summing
up corresponding to 9r®ar and introduced by ‘Where'; lastly
comes the conclusion ( Awaa) beginning with * Therefore, ’
and identical with the enunciation. The whole is then
wound up with a flourish of trumpets in the shape of &
Quod erat demonstrandum ( Q. E. D. ). Euclid employed
the dialectical syllogism prevailing before Aristotle, as
most suited to his purpose ; and a similar one was adopted
by the Indian Pandits in instructing their pupils)

7. ‘As already noted, the five-membered syllogism, not-
: withstanding the difference of form, is
‘, pof:jgs"é}”tlh:‘;;’} essentially the same asthat adopted 'E)y
logism. Aristotle and the modern European logic-
¥ ians. In a legitimate syllogism, says J.
S. Mill, ' it is essential that there should be three and
no more than three propositions, namely, the conclusion
and the two (major and minor) premises. It is also
essential that there should be three and no more than
three terms, namely the major and the minor terms which
respectively form the predicate and subject of the con-
clusion, and & third one named the middle term, which
acts as a link between the two. Similarly there are
three and no more than three terms in & Sanskrit Nyaya,
namely, the &7 the major term and predicate of the con-
clusion, 927 the minor term and subject of the conclusion,
and g the middle term, which being cognized as a
acts as a link to connect the ®Ter with the ®. But what
about the three and no more than three “propositions that
~form the syllogism ? A little examination will show that

> 1 Mill : System of Logic, People’s Ed. 2.108,
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“they too have their count.ipartsin the five members of the
Nyaya. The fawwa and iasm are the same, and so one of
them, the SfaxT for instance, may be safely dispensed with.
1t has also been pointed out 1 that the mental operation
corresponding to qerAst and denoted by IUAF is a repetition

_or rather a particular application of the 3d, and is taken as
understood between the minor premise and the conclusion
in Aristotle’s syllogism. Either I9ad or 23 may therefore
be omitted as superfluous. There remain thus three proposi-
tions only, the &g or I7A7 which is the minor premise, the
gaTeTw which is the major ome, and the fA7A| or con-

-¢lusion.

8. The component parts of the two syllogisms being the
same, they can be easily converted into

Mutual conver- - 2
sion of the two syl- each oth?r. Slmply.by .transpOslng the
logisms. two remaining premises in the five-mem-

bered Nyaya, we get a perfect Aristotelian
-syllogism in Barbara of the First Figure. Take for exam-
ple the hackneyed instanca of a smoking mountain :—

(s )--qear TEaT |

(&g )—wwma !

( IFTEROT )—T AT AT § § IAGATE TAT REAE: |

( ITAT )—aFeaTeT AT T |

( FRe )—arETEwE 99 |

Omitting the sfas, the Iww@ and the illustration

"Tqr wEgrE: appended to the IFTEIw, and likewise transpos-
“ing the two premises ¥g and 3IZTE0r, we geb:i—

It 97 qEATA § |/ qgAE |
THTY = TRAe RAEE
( By dropping the useless ablative ).
= q¥wer gH: or THAT YHATA |
" arenTa TRAT AFH |

1 See Note 5 pp. 236-7 Supra.
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When translated the premises will run:—
Whatever smokes is fiery ;
This mountain is a thing that smokes ;

.y This mountain is fiery.

This is evidently a Universal Affirmative in Barbara,.
corresponding to

All Bis A,
All C is B,
AN Cis A,

Similarly an Aristotelian syllogism in Barbara can be-
eonverted into the Sanskrit Nyaya by the reverse process,.
namely fransposition of premises and addition of Sf@=T and.
999, Thus:—

All men are mortal,
Socrates is a man,
.". Socrates is mortal.
Which is the same as,
Whoever has humanity has mortality,
Socrates has humanity,
.. Socrates has mortality.
Transpose the premises and translate :i——
FIFAT AFFeTTTT ( AT )
1 1 ATTFIE (/TSI ) ¥ § werq919 (77 )
; TEATE IT3AT wegeqara (|/A: ) ;
Add 97T and 3997 and put the 24 in the ablative form,.
and the syllogism becomes a full-fledged Nyaya——
I AT ((®a: ) | '
_ _ FEwAERReam (#gear) )
T 9 AgIASe: (AE:) ® aateArdEne: (@A ) Ut T
aqT I |
AT | .
We might arrive at the same result by taking only the

first three members, afaaT, 33 and IgTEA0W, as the Mimarmsakas
do, and by ignoring the rest; only that in this case we shall.
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have to invert the order of all the three propositions when:
converting them into an English syllogism. The easiest
mode of conversion however is to omit the first two propo-
sitions AT and & altogether, and then take the remain--
ing three in their order, so that the IzTexor would be the
major premise, 3T the minor, and e the conclusion of
the English syllogism. In this way we shall avoid the:
necessity of transposing the premises, and also remove the
awkwardness of changing the ablative ¥% into nominative.

9. As to the Second, Third and Fourth Figures, as well as-
: the remaining three Moods of the first
poion, Figure, conversion can be easily effected
by first reducing them to Barbara and
then converting them in the above manner. The last three
figures being always reducible to the first may be left out of
consideration. Of the three remaining Moods of the First
Figure the two particular Moods, Darii and Ferioque are not
possible in the Sanskrit Nydya, as it does not recognize
a particular conclusion. The reason why particular
conelusions were disregarded by the Naiyayikas appears
to be their uselessness. ~What the Naiyayikas wished
to gain from an inference as from all other proofs
was AT, right and definite knowledge, for it is this-
TEFRESTE alone that has any scientific value. A par-
ticular conclusion is obviously a vague and imperfect jude-
ment. The very form o: the five-membered syllogism points-
to the impossibility of having a particular conclusion. A
_conclusion in I or O can be had only when its subject, tha¢
is, the minor term or 97 denotes only some individuals of &-
class ; but in the Sanskrit syllogism, the 7&1 must be a defi-
nite thing, that is, either an individusal object like this or
that mountain ( as is generally the case ), or at best the-
whole class denoted by a class-name and looked upon a8s-
one object. Otherwise there can be no qaygA and there can
‘be no qarqHATITA having a particular object like the moun-
tain for its rag7. In cases where the ®MET is inferred on a .
‘number of things which do not however form the whole
‘class, there is really no particular conelusion, but there are-
as many inferences and conclusions as there are things.
The minor term being thus always universal, the conclusion:
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must be universal too. The case of Celarent (E A E)is
“more complex but can be explained in the same way. Al
“though the Naiyayika does not deny the possibility ofa
negative judgment (AP FPMWATR ), it seems that his con-
clusion ( Msw= ) is always affirmative in form, the change
from negation to affirmation being made by the simple ex-
pedient of prefixing the mnegative particle (31 or 3m), or
-adding the word 19T to the predicate. Thus a Naiyayika
will say, not sr=4t fAedt arf@a, but TEFTSAGNRA or =% (Al
WrETsi®.  His m&T and @, which are identical, must
always assert something of another thing, even though that
~8omething is an 3WIT ; the I3AT therefore cannot be purely
negative although the =am® or T be =q1Atr®. Besides
'purely negative knowledge cannot strictly speaking be a
" 9HT, because there can be no SFW in AYY and the definition
‘gl aswFERTww will be inapplicable. Hence Celarent too s
not possible in Sanskrit. Whenever therefore we have a
negative judgment, we have always to turn it into an affir-
mative one by the addition of =TT or its synonym Wg, as
1is generally done in a ¥TF=ATATE HIWIT e. 9. FraAFACHTIA,
‘which simply translated means Earth is nof anything
relse. It is obvious therefore that there can be only one
“form of syllogism in Sanskrit, namely, the Universal
- Affirmative ( Barbara). Even Aristotle has shown that all
kinds of syllogism can be ultimately reduced to the first
“two Moods of the First figure,' and the distinction between
these two is easily removed by the above expedient. This
-explains why the Sanskrit Nyaya, though so much limited
in its scope, never fails to give a valid conclusion under any
- eircumstances.

10. The five-membered syllogism, though generally populsr,

: is not universally accepted even in Indis.

i cgggfﬁl‘ﬁ'gﬁi An ancient school of Naiyayikas was not
- systematists. satisfied with the five limbs, but added
flve more, namely, Curiosity ( fFrgmar),

Doubt (&7 ), Power of the proofs to produce knowledge
“(w¥amfy ), Aim ( 59919 ) and Removal of -objections (®#¥U-
“SgxTN). But they are, says Vatsyayana, only aids to the

1. Grote’s Aristotle Vol I. p, 233.




: - SECT. XLVL ] Noles. 273;

inference, not members of the syllogism, because the defini-

tion of an ATTT (~TTIHA ) does not apply to them.' The
five-membered syllogism thus became the type for all Nai--
yayskas and was accepted even by the Vaisesikas. Other -
systematists however carried the pruning process still fur--
ther, The Mimarnsakas recognized three members only,.
af&7T, &g and I%Te¥0r, while another school recognized g, .
ggreeor and ITW9. The Vedantins also insist on having
three members only, but they are not particular as to whe-

ther the first three or the last three should be taken. Thus.
Vedanta- Paribhisa remarks ‘—3Tgqa1sq 9 T3 TTAFTRIZTE-

T SETEATHAAATATRAEAT T 7 g T2 | ATIIII0T SATTHIATHAT-

sEsAEEATaErIgIgaes  saaara..  The Bauddhas recog--
nize only two, ¥Z1&I0T and I94g. The author of Nyaya-Bindu

who was a Buddhist likewise mentions two only, Sf@sm and

23, making the Z=I#F or =qmr® a part of the 28. Thus it will

be seen that the weight of opinion outside the Nyaya and

Vaisesika schools inclines towards the acceptance of a three-

membered syllogism, which is practically identical with.
that of Aristotles

11. Althougk there is so much difference of opinion as to
the number of the members of a Nyaya,
there is a general agreement about the -
form and the import of the several mem-
bers ; only that the Vaisesikas have a second set of signifi-
cant names for the five members, viz., Siaar ( Promise), .
R (sign ), fgaia ( Illustration ), ATEHIE ( Scrutiny ) and
YA ( Repetition ).? Which of these two sets of the
names is the older one is not known at present.

Other names.

12. The case of one of the five members, viz., SZTEIOT or
W =g, is somewhat peculiar, and requires:
bensyct:ﬁ:g"gd’gi’;' further examination, as it.is likely to-
rana. throw much light on the history of the
five-membered syllogism. It must have-

been noticed that while the names of other' members are

i

1. vat.onG. 8. I 1. 32
3, Vedonta Paribh@sa Calc. ed, p. 14.
3. V. 8. Up. Calc. od. p. 397.
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significant, there is apparently no reason why the proposi-
tion stating the i@ should be called IFTETU or zr,
-except the accident of its containing, as a sort of an appen-
dage, the illustration ur Ag=E:. It is the first part of the
IF18T0T containing W that is really essential to the sylle-
gism, while the illustration is not only unnecessary, but is
-often omitted. It is certainly anomalous that the most im-
portant premise in the syllogism, on which in faet the infer-
ence chiefly rests, should be reduced to the position ofs
mere ZTETA, and thus be deprived of its essential character,
viz., universality. How are we to account for this anomaly ?
Nay, the presence of the illustration in the I3Tz79r has besn.
-actually made the ground of censure against the Indian
-syllogism by some superficial critics ; while even those who
have defended it offer rather an apology than a well-grounded
explanation of its existence. Ritter' for instance says thattwo
-of the five members of Kanada’sargument*“are manifestly su-
perfluous, while by the introduction of an example in the third
the universality of the conclusion is vitiated.”” The conclu-
sion is vitiated because the addition of the example puts
some sort of limitation on the general proposition, and thus
takes away its universality. The mosi that Ballantyne
could say to justify the example was that it is “‘a matter of
rhetorical convenience, designed to bring to the recollection
of the hearer examples, in regard to which all parties are
unanimous, and which are such as should constrain him to
admit the universality of the principle from which the con-,
clusion follows.””®  But this explanation is not at all
satisfactory. The universal proposition, if true and unani-
mously accepted, does not get any additional weight by B
stray example, while if it is false or unfounded, the citation
of a single example only serves to mislead the hearer, and
is therefore quite out of place in a valid syllogism. The
example, say the critics, is either superfluous or mis-
chievous, and ought therefore to he discarded altogether. It
was so discarded by the Vaisesikas who limited the pro-
position to tte'mere statement of the zarf&, but the general
practice of the Naiyayikas has still retained-it, :

1. Ritter History of Philosophy Vol. IV. p, 365.
2. Ballantyne : Lectures on Nyaya Philosophy. p. 36.
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~ 13. Max Miiller starts another theory to explain away
‘the difficulty. “But if we inquire more carefully,” says
he, “we find that the instance in Gotama’s syllogism has
4ts own distinct office, not to strengthen or tolimit the uni-
versal proposition, but to indicate, if I may say so, iis
modslity. Every Vydpti must of course admit at least one

" ' instance. These instances may be either positive only, or

megative only, or both positive and negative.””' This
means that the instance is intended to show whether the
TR is 37T or sAfak®. The theory is no doubt plausi-
ble, and seems to have been suggested by the two kinds of
instances, RTAEET and [AT9EErA, recognized by the Naiya-
yikas ; but it neither solves the real difficulty, nor is it ab-
solutely correct. As a matter of fact the &¥=T and =oTa®
are indicated, so far as they can be so indicated, in the =T
itself, and not the zwre; while the latter takes ifs own
oharacter from the sgrfa. It is the =aM& which makes a
‘FuT either =1 or sqTa<i®, and not vice versa. Take for
instance the proposition Tx FMFATRA aF JAIST AR TAqT
#EEE, that is to say, T TearWIT@TIATATT: T971 7elz5. This
is a ATAXFAANE, if T is the & and YA the 44, and
7T will be a fHysEerw. But suppose the ®TET to be
FATTT and the |TYT to be F7anw, that is, we infer not fire
from smoke but absence of smoke from the absence of fire;
then the same =9T'® will be an #ag=ariw and the g2T7a will
be & §ymzwTeA. So it is really the §TeT and @raw that first
determine the modality of the 3a1®, and then of the Z=r+a.
The 8177 will therefore be practically useless for defermining
the modality of the universal proposition, for when we know
what sort of Zwr=a it is, the modulity is already determined.
Of course the zera may often assist us in understanding the
scope of the =ym® ; but the question before us is not whether
it may be occasionsally useful where it is put, but whether it
is absolutely necessary. Besides, the theory, even supposing
it to be correct, does not explain the anomaly how the
universal proposition came to be called a mere SFEITT or
Z=¥a. In one sense, however, Max Miiller is right, probably
without being aware of it. We shall presently see how.

1 Thomson’s Laws of Thought, 'App-en'dix.p . 296.
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14. The real explanation, if a conjecture may be hazarded,

. is rather historical than logical. If is.
w;;;xeg.la"atw" not that the instance was tacked to the
universal proposition for the purpose of

satisfying some logical necessity ;but it appears more
probable that the instance was the original part, and the
generalization itself is a later addition. There seems to have:
been at first only the instance and nothing else in the third
member when the five members received their designations,
and that the portion stating the =a1& was added afterwards.
when its necessity came to be perceived. We can clearly
discover traces of the process by which this enlargement
of the third member was brought about, if we examine the
wvarious references to it in different works on Nyaya. Modern
writers like Annambhatia define IITET as AMHATAIEE
FrFTR, but there is no trace of this sqtaai@arzH= in Gotama’s
definition, WTETATTATA AGHWIAT WA IITewwrw,’  which.
mears that ¢ the IZ18701 is an instance which possesses an
essential property of the ®/Te7 by similarity. ' This definition
obviously applies to the #Z® alone which possesses the
|TeTIH T(gH<T, and not to the =aTfaar¥w. At the time of
Gotama’s Sutras, therefore, the five-membered syllogism
seems to have run thus : gal FFATT | YRIATI | TAT HET-
qE: | 41 @Y | @ewTwAar | This primitive form of the
syllogism at once explains two things. First it accounts
for the third member being called IFTZ0T or FEI=A, because
there is obviously nothing but the instance in it. Secondly,
it explains why the 39T which follows I3TeT0r began with:
@oxr, which seems to have been first used as a correlative of
Tur in the IgTew0r. The IITEvur and the IqwT appear in
fact to have formed one complex sentence, TUT AEAEEATA
3 ( As was the kitchen so is this mountain smok’ng )

of which the IZTE0r beginning with 9T formed the relative .

half, and the ITAT beginning with a¥ar was the principal

part. On some such supposition alone can we understand
why Gotama defines 3977 as wmwmm I
T, says Vatsyayana, means IZTET0TTaT, * depending on the
Igrew, ‘ depending of course in the sense that the c€o-

1G.8.1,1, 36.
32 G.8.1,1,38.
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relative sentence AWTT wFa: can be properly understood
only from its relative antecedent 7ur wews:. But this
does not convey the full idea of 3747 ; so it is further called
anITHEN, ‘& summing up ’ as it were, i, e. an application
of the sense conveyed in the IZTET0T to the present case of
the mountain, which application is of course implied by
the word @4ar. Gotama's definition of 3777 is however quite
unintelligible if applied to the syllogism as it stands at
present, for the IFr#70r which begins with =118 cannot be
the relative antecedent of the 3947, and so there is no word
of which @41 might be a correlative.

15. The above hypothesis as_to the original form of the
syllogism is not conjectural only; for the skeleton syllogism
mentioned above is actually found in all the ancient works
on Nyaya, which rarely mention the =7ITa. Dharmakirts,
for instance, the author of Nyaya-Bindu, gives, as an illus-
fration of a faulty F=r=a, the syllogism, #iFa: T FTAE-
AT | STETSTIT’ ; while in another place of the same work
he quotes the stock instance thus, I JATAT Tg: | TAT H2TH-

| AT ¥E 9w =@ 1 (p. 109 ). This was therefore the
original five-membered syllogism, but it was soon found to
beimperfect. There was nothing in it to determine the
SPATRTaeT of ¥, that is, to show the invariabls concomitance
of the &Te7 with the ¥3. At first the Zurew itself was made
to convey this sense, but it was obviously inadequate to
serve the purpose, and a door was opened to many fallacies
arising from imperfect generalizations. To guard against
this danger the universal proposition IF I ¥H: ete. was
inserted. If a guess can be hazarded, the =aIE=TIFT was
Dossibly at first inserted in the 2AITFT as a fASgor of
SIS 89, as is shown in the above quotation from
Myaya-Bindu, and 1ater it was transposed to IF1ET0.  Being
thus originally a subordinate adjunct of &, it became later
o0 an independent and the chief premise. Before the
Rufeicss had come into the syllogism, the 33 and
F@E of the ¥ were determined by the gerd,  according
a5 it had similarity ( HIqEr ) or dissimilarity ( 3997 ) with
the 8147 ; but it was rendered practically useless after the
had settled down as a necessary part of the syllo-

1 Nyiya-Bindu-Tika, Bibl. Ind. p, 118
36
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gism. Max Miiller’s theory about the instance being indi-
cative of the msdality may therefore have been true when
the = was the sole member of the IFrETw=TFT. The com-
mentator of Nyaya-Bindu declares in fact the same thing

when he says, AEITZETFAIACET AT el I T T
Ffama,’ ¢ the 3= or =qfa<® of the ¥F cannot be indicated
except by the g=T=.’ After the = had become the chief
and necessary part of the IgTevor, this function of the
FgTea was naturally shifted to it, and the Fer=@ graduslly
sunk to the level of a useless appendage. The conservative
Naiyayikas have persisted in retaining it, buta modern writer
Laugaksi Bhaskara in his Nyaya—Szddhanta Maiijari-
Prakasa, has the courage to declare TZATARE |IATE 7
f&ga:, * the employment of the instance is purely conven-
tional and not necessary. ° In this way the z=r=a, which
was at first the gist of the IZmEIwr, came to be positively
ignored.

16. A singular analogy to the Naiyayika SZTeI0r is to be
found in the Argument from Example, noticed by Aristotle,
and apparently very common before him in Greece. Aristotle
gives as an illustration:—

~ The War of Athens against Thebes (727) was mischievcus
{(®\rew ) ;
Because it was a war against neighbours (28 ) ;
Just as the war of Thebes against Phokis was (Z=t<a)."
. Both the ancient Sanskrit syllogism and the Greek Argu-
ment by Example appear to be cases of an inference from

particulars o particulars which, according to J. S. Mill, was
the original and true type of an inference.?

1 Nyaya-Bindu-Tika. Bibl, Ind. p. 90.
2 Grote Aristotle Vol. I p. 274.
3 Mill : System of Logic, People’s Ed. p. 126,
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SEer. XLVIIL QTUasy:,

 Consideration of the sign is alone the cause of both Judgment
jor One’s Own sake and that for An.ther's. Heuce Considera-

_tion is the Inferenee.

1. gUAST has already been explained, ' and it has also
: : been shown why it is called R¥wmaT or
o of Tmits,  ARTCOFACHA. 2 Annambhatta purposely
: uses the word f@gaTwaT, instead of simple
“qTTHaT, in order to emphasize his view that the real ur of
SR is the FFgaTAaT and not fFF merely, as some say, and
that the name =1@®T is properly applicable to the Rrgarrast
alone. In T.D. he briefly notices the three views that
have prevailed about the real proximate cause of SFfHf.
The s@fATAFTOT according to these three schools of opinmion,
is either fogare, =aTfasnT or qrwal. The first is the view of
the Vaisesikas, who accordingly name @GR as #TEeEaM.
Sankara Misra the author of Upaskara sums up this view
in the following couplet :—

WIRIA I THE T agrea |
FIVTH § AT AGTATATTES 1P

‘T is the WATHAFIO, because it is connected with |TeT
{#3#7) on the 7&, is known to exist wherever ®MeT exists,
and is never found where @ is absent.’ Suikara Misra
argues that gerA=T, having no a1 after it, cannot be the
W which is always s79rea3, while if f#§ be the ¥,
. WA itself becomes its E!INTI) This view is summarily
rejected by Annambhatta on the ground that it leads to the
.~ sbsurdity that even & past or a future foF, that is, smoke
. which was once observed but does not now exist on the
mountain or smoke which is not yet seen on the mountein,
- would produce the w@@ta of the present existence of fire. If
.~ smoke alone is the F0T of JFIAFA there is no reason why the
. smoke of yesterday or the smoke of to-morrow should not
' Droduce an inference of a fire existing on the mountain to-

.

1 Vide Note 3 on Sec. 44, p. 234, Supra.
> 2 See INote 3 on Sec. 45. p. 255, Supra.
3 V. 8. Up. Cale. ed. p. 392. :

S
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day. Henoce the necessity of the condition that /&, in order
to be effective for S#FAT, must be first observed as a ay9s,
that is, as a property of the mountain actually existing at
the time of theinference. In other words it is the TavawaTm,
otherwise called Wnﬁ, and not /@gs14 merely, that is the

real F¥0r of AATATA.

9. But one might ask why create a new FI of S1=Z{#H1 in the
form of the composite qaTAsT which is a mixture of sTfazTR
and TeT9RATAT, when you can as well look upon the last two.
themselves as severally the FXuls of JFfATA. To this Annam-
bhatta replies that it is simpler to hold the complex g¥rmsf
as the one Ut of JFTHEA than to recognize two separate
#20ts in the shape of ATAFIA and THAIAAF(A. Besides we
mlght have even agreed to this latter alternative if the -
w31 could have been a.ltogether dispensed with ; but that is
not possible, because 9ITHET is necessary to accoun’ for the
cognition which is conveyed by the I7aT in a YITATIAM,
and which thereupon produces the =13MAT& in the hearer’s
mind. If then 9xr®at must be recognized as the #¥ur of &
qerIta s, why havea separate F¥0r for the wTUIETAIR,
when the same can do for both ? This reasoning is faultless.
except that accordmg to those who define F¥or as =ATIESE-
HTIWOT FWOT, GOHE cannot be the FVOT as it has no TR
coming after it. Hence the advocates of this definition of
F7or, namely, the anclent Nazyayikas, propose =ATIHZT o
be the FOT and qRST to be its =19w, while the moderns.
who deny the necessity of AT and define 0T as ®al
FrTEraTes S #ROr regard quAEr itself as the Fxor. Annam
bhatte seems really to be vacillating between these two.
views, although in the text he has made the emphatic decla-

ration FFTAS @3 FXo™, and his vacillation is due to-

his non-preference for either of the two definitions of L FA,
At least there is a glaring inconsistency -between this pas-
sage and the concluding remarks of Sect. 43 where he de-

clares 27727 to be the FXur of warw.! Had it not been for
. those remarks, it could have been said with much plausibi-
1lity that, notwithstanding his obvious indecision as to the
real definition of a ¥, Annambhatta adopted the modern in

1 See p. 32; and Note 3 thereon p. 224, Supra.
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preference to the ancient view. Probably he did so, and
‘the statement about the F¥r of T7asr was made simply in
deference to the popular convention which from time im-
memorial has regarded 31%xa to be the %0 of warsr and has
‘thereby made the very word #™W synonymous with gfe=g.
The Yook being intended for beginners, the author appears to
have avoided all fruitless controversies as much as possible,
-and hence sometimes fell into inconsistencies.

3. The reading #™uIg in the first part of this section is
-obviously wrong, although it is found in all Mss, except two.
It is probably an emendation of some later copyist, who
having noticed the inconsistency of this passage with Sect.
41 thought of removing it by improving the text.

Secr. XLVIIL &%q.

- Mark or Sign is of three kinds : 1 positive and negative, 2
Jurely positive, and 3 purely negalive. That which perv tdes both
’ positively and neqatively is positive-negative, as for instance,
mokiness when fire is to he proved. * Where there is smoke,
Yhere is fire as in a kilchen ** is positive concomitance. * Where
there {8 no fire there is no smoke as in a lake '’ is negalive con-
‘Comitance. Purely positive is that where there is posilive
“Concomitance only, e. g. pot is mamable because it is know-
. Gble like cloth. Here there i3 mo megative concomitance of
amability or lmowability as all things are knowable and
~ namable. Purely n-gative is that which has a negative concomit-
. ‘Gnce only, e, 9. earth differs from other things because it has
Amell; that which does not so differ has mo smell, as waler ;
-fhzs'isnotlike it ; and hence it is mot so. Here there is mo
- -Pf’s‘itl've tnstance ( of a thing ) tkat has smell ( and yet )
- difers from others, because the whole earth forms the subject.

« Having described the typical syllogism, the author
: now proceeds to treat of the mark or
‘ middle term,’ which determines the
E character of the syllogism and also makes
‘% inference valid or invalid, A mark may be true or false,

h T’Mk Teason or

‘.
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and accordingly a &7 is either ¥ or 3r@3q, the latter be-
ing usually termed Z=THIH, Before adverting to this dis-
tinction, it is necessary to tell what a markin general means.
and how it usually stands in @ syllogism. The author

therefore first describes the three kinds of f®. ** The mark

is of three sorts, positive and megalive, merely positive, and

wnerely negative. Of these the first is in invariable con-

comitance with the ®reT both affirmatvely and negatively,

as smokiness is with fire. The second has the invariable-
concomitance affirmatively only ; and the third negatively

only. An instance of the second is * A jar is namable, for

it is knowable, ’ because both the & ‘ namability * and

the ®T9s * knowability ’ being here co-extensive, a negative

concomitance of theirs, that is, a concomitance of their
absolute negations is impossible. The properties of nam-
ability and knowability residein all things, and so there isno

faqerzeT= on which the 3T of | exists, and hence there:
is no sTavE=a®. The example of the third kind is ‘ Earth

is distinet from all other padarthas, because it has odour.’

In this case there is a fag@Eers® where there is neither

odour nor AW as in water or air, but there is no HIHFErFA

where both 7#7 and gav¥#g are concomifant. In the second

case therefore we can have only an JFETAME, such as I
g THTE aAWSTE 997 92, but no sarAFNE, such as AT

st ATTET A% THTAA AN, owing to the impossibility of
finding a corresponding FEra. In the third case we have

8 SIFRTESANE, TT ZATHET ATTEN aF AIT<IAQ ATed, because

we have no less than 14 odcurless things ( the 8 dravyas

besides earth, plus the remaining 6 padarthas), on which

the zawwT ( difference of earth from all other things) does

not exist ; but obviously we cannot have any F=@=® in

this case, as neither 3= nor gfustatyg, which is the same

as TT9F, exist anywhere but on gi%#i. In the first case:
however we have both kinds of =aT(®, because we can have

both similar a‘nd‘contrary instances. We can say 3% 3
WHEEAT AR: TUT WETAH, as well as T TIRANR a TATSK

@yt wzs. The chief test therefore of discovering to which

of tbe'sa'.three kinds a mark belongs is to” see whether there:
is any ®§9mzeT, that is, an instance in which the |reT co--
exists with the %3, and also a f3wmgera or a contrary in-

tance .in which WISITWTT co-exists with ¥erwre. If both
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kinds of instances are available, then the %q as well as the
inference in which it is employed are s¥=I@=qiatr# ; secondly
if the first kind of instance alone is found and not the
second, they are ¥¥a1=a1¥ ; and lastly if the second only is
found but not the first, they are Fa@=MIF.

9. 3737 is defined by T. D. as the invariable concomitance
of g and &g while =fe®, literally
meaning WM, is asimilar concomitance
of their absolute negations. The =a1eT and
% interchange places in the =qat®=am®, that is, the
%S of a8 which is the =aT9® in the S=ag=aT8 becomes
ey of the 31w of WA the original =are¥. This can be
best illustrated by three squares drawn with two sides of
each coinciding thus :-—

Anvaya and Vya-
tireka.

B C
E
E &
E F
Vs
H K
%
TR a® TETT
A L G D

Let the largest square A C represent any class larger than
TR such as 7=7, the intermediate figure A F represent the
sphere of (g, and the smallest A K represent that of ¥®.
Now it is clear that the whole space of ¥ is covered by
that of 31%, and.so we can say I3 YH@H afz:. The square
A K will therefore comprise all similar instances such as
WETw, a7vareT etc. The gnomon E K G will comprise all
instances such as wWe:{Awe where there is fire but no
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smoke. In a contrary inference from aig to s, the gnomon
E K G will correspond to an IINT ( =ATEF9AHEIT) which
vitiates a =I#® like 7= a3 Figeas vq:.  The gnomon BF D
comprises instances where YHTAIT is co-existent with
Fga9ra.  This is the region of fAyarzer=a which will justify
the =q1f®, ax TEINETEAT  THMNTT:. The figures also
show that the square of I8 being larger than that of
YA, TE is W9F of yW. Similarly, the Gnomon B K D
representing WHTWIT is larger than the gnomon B F D

which represents Tgawrs, and hence QAT is =q7q%

of aggwra, the intermediate gnomon E K G again
representmg the I if the =an® is reversed. The pro-
per =TTAYEATI® therefore runs a3 % AZIVTIETT  QHTAT:,
TIT ATEE.
3. T. D. defines a Fa@1=91@ 13§ as ' that the wiew of
: which is FFT7a1%; ’ and a |Te7 is Fa@Fa@
Kevalanvayi. when its J==mArT exists nowhere, that
is, when the #Te, e. ¢. =fwgwa, is co-
terminous with the whole class of existing things. It
should also be noticed that the Fawre=afaex, which T.D.
defines as meﬂmﬂﬁ'ﬁ?ﬁr?, is that pertaining to the
g, and not that of the &g, for the total absence of an
eq=ATaTT of the #g is not necessary for a FTFrFA1d JIAHF.
For instance, the sylloglsm TEMTRAT: | TEAT | is FASTAM,
as there is no AATFE=ATW, TIMRYTA an®y ax g AAQ A0 ;
but the 8g in it is not wrmWIAIIAATN, since TITWIT ex-
ists in many places. The essence of a ¥IaT=a(¥ therefore
consists in the ®I®T being co-existent with all existent
things. But an objector might say that the illustration in
the text is incorrect, since there are many things in the
universe which have no names, and which we do not and
cannot know, and yet of which the s1WrT of Wage¥ or #i¥-
9T can be predicated. But,saysT. D., the wifwgws and
9#ga referred to are not those determmed by our own
limited capacity ; they are absolute, and so though a thing
may be unknown and unnamed to us, it is still the object Of
the omniscience of God.
4. The case of FAwHAL® is rather complicated. Its
essence consists in the ®TET being coter-
K"”"l“'”?"‘“’ek' minous with g2, as in the example,

1 weqrerg. . Here wé can~

L kit e L R S e S S
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aot have an HF=ITANE, TIT T TFIIF AT QAHaIng:, be
cause everything that has 71599%T as well as qraFiaTas, i. e.
gi@di-, being included in AT itself, there is no ZeT™
spart from the 921. There are plenty of instances, however,
-on which the |TsaTHIT, i, e. GiUSATHFINT or FUA@TA, is
found coexistent with s=qrard. Any of the eight sub-
stanees other than 9Tor4T or any of the remaining six cate-
gories will serve for such a fATazEr=a.
5, Here T. D. indulges in a little argument which is
, typical of the scholastic subtleties for
i dH"g’l. s‘;‘l‘;‘i’t‘ i I;:‘O”m which Naiyayikas have become so famous.
~gther substances. An objector starts up saying that za¥¥x
cannot be proved by inference on CIDELR
.and he puts down a dilemma. The %7 i. e gavuz is either
previously known or not ; if it is known to exist somewhere
({ elsewhere than earth of course ), then the 23 (37q ) either
-eo-exists with it or not. Now if the &g co-exists with the
§Te7 in the other thing, then that is clearly a ¥IdEErd and
‘there is an s=ag=qn® ; but if the ¥F co-exists with it in no
other thing than earth, then it is a peculiar characteristic
-of the 9e7, ar.d there can be no =aT& and no inference based
-on it. On the other hand, if the ®|rew itself is unknown,
‘then of course there can be no #FIHIA ; and for this reason :
an FFMEE, such as TYAT AEAM, is a fARreFE, that is,
knowledge of a mountain, not pure and simple, but as g
fifire  characterized by fire. °  But there is a maxim that 8
fifte thing cannot be known without the previous know-
ledge of the far3rqur ; for how can we know a ZfUgd unless we
first know what a 70z is. The knowledge of Ffg@eaa can-
not therefore be had without our first having the knmlvledg.e
-of the af&. But by our hypothesis the §re7 i. e. FaHT, 18
unknown ; and hence there can be no TR like
‘9I9Ht. Similarly as the knowledge of an ¥ depends on
the knowledge of its wfa@nf, the zatwgra is also un®
known, and hence there can be no SRRF=NE, T : -
WI egTaE. A FI9TAa® syllogism is therefore an impos-
-sibility.
6. The above dilemma is fairly nettling, although our

author does attempt to give some sort of

4 : st ; ;
Tarr‘.kl,’,a_%'-::fkﬁ i areply to it in the concluding Pf’ftl:ln ,‘:i
- Plained, the commentary. The passage is Involved

oy
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in considerable obscurity. As read by all copies except one-
or rather two, it is quite unintelligible, and is probably
corrupt ; and I have therefore ventured to correct it, on the-
high authority of Nilakantha and the Ms. J , by transferring:
the words arsn@aTaTaRUg to the preceding sentence, and
splitting TAETROT{ZAT into THFENIFIOT  THZAT.  Read
thus, the gist of the reply is briefly this. The &7 in the

inference in question is not the cumulative difference of

fourteen padarttas ( 8 substances+ 6 categories ) from earth
which being unobserved on anything other than earth
may be unfit to be a ®T¥r. What is really intended to be
proved on earth is the simultaneous existence of the thirteen
mutual negations of those fourteen padarthas. Mutual nega-
tion exists between two things, and so there are thirteen
mutual megatinns, corresponding to the thirteen couples that
can be formed out of fourteen padarthas, water etec., and

residing in thirteen things, excluding that of which the
negation is spoken of. Thus W&W resides in the thirteen

things, light etc. ; and #5197 resides in all things excepting
light. Thus the thirteen mufual negations reside in thirteen
things at a time, but on none of the fourteen things do all

of them exist at one and the same time. They do however so-

exist on earth, and in this respect earth is distinguished

from the fourteen things. Our #rer therefore here is Fdl--

AT ANGAEMAFIONIATTH,  the simultaneous exis-
tence of the thirteen mutual negations on one thing. ' And
a8s no instance is known on which the existence of this &Ter
is previously ascertained, we cannot know whether the 3@

exists there or not ; and having thus no knowledge of the:

T positive or negative, we can neither call it #9149, nor

HEMRW.  Thus the first horn of the objector’s dilemma is

disposed of. The second, that the @rew being unknown
there can be no 3@, is also weak, because we have

seen that the ® M7 which we have taken, namely S@TZg-

¥2, * aggregate of the thirteen mutual negations of water
etc.’, is already known by the previous ascertainment of

its thirteen components, the thirteen mutual negations:

severally. But, the objector rejoins, though your thirteen

Megations may be severally known, their aggregate is Shn_’
unascertained ; how can then the ®TST .be called ﬂﬁﬁ’
Well, replies the undaunted Naiyayika, I-do not recognize:

el ot el
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au-aggregate(ﬂg%:ﬂ')as a separate thing from its com=
ponents, and my HTET here is not a fictitious thing like-
gasm, but the several negations themselves, which, being
ascertained on their respective substrata (FTETAFE RS,
may be inferred conjointly on earth. Consequently there

ought to be no difficulty in obtaining & WTEAERIEEATG - 88
well as a =avatw=gnea. The ¥aw=rtaii® inference is thers-

fore quite possible and valid.

= We have followed the tedious argument in T.. D

i simply to show into what absurdities the
vaﬂ_olf’yr;gf;’e% ke-  Nayayikas have fallen by recognizing a
: ¥ageaiacis wgA™. The essence of it, as

is pointed out above, is that the &TT is co-terminous with
qq. The |1 cannot therefore be anything but a peculiar
characteristic of . Now how can the peculiarity ofa.
thing be known except by actual observation? The syllogism
is quite incapable of discovering it. The conclusion in an.
inference is a particular deduction from the general proposi-
tion, and, being already contained in it, is not & mew piece-
of knowledge. But an SETIOTIN is ez hypothese a mew
fact, and capable of being known only by observation or by
induction. This is the gist of the dilemma stated above-

while the answer given by T. D. is most unsatisfactory.

8. Why then did the Naiyayikas at all recognize SATAI®
#gwE which involved them in so much absurdity. Two-
reasons might be suggested for this ; one is historical while
the other is purely dialectical. The three—fold division of
% and =@M is comparatively modern, but it is derived
from Gotama's division of 37 into amsaor and Fwsgon'  The-
two kinds of ¥g made the IFTEIW, ST and fAsAe also two-
fpld ; and thus the whole syllogism changed its character-
aocording as the &g was through similarity or dissimilarity..
The ®rasd or 3u#d referred fo was that of Feww, and thus
the F&r=t was as it were the key o ‘the whole syllogism.
Whe'n the Z&T7a was enlarged by the addition ofthe STfRATH,
and thereby itself sank into insignificance, the =T® became-
the means of détermining the character of the &g and the-

FWAT as_regards their wrasd and ¥, or, to use their

Wy A uliizes 3 FQBL N
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modern equivalents, #==i3= and =fA@a. So long as the
distinetion was confined to =718, there was nothing absurd
or unintelligible about the doctrine ; but the modern school
of Naiyayikas in their zeal to carry each and every doctrine
of the ancients to its ultimate result, discovered three ways
in which the two kinds of =& might be used in a syllogism,
‘namely, either each alone by itself, or both optionally. In
“this way the mark (13 ) became three-fold, according as it
was followed by a =& that was purely =3, or purely
-SqTAUE, or both alternatively. Hence modern writers like
Annambhatta define a g as one having an s==w=a11¥ or =-
REM® or both, As most inferences have both kinds of
‘SR, the class of w=T=aTHTRE T#% is the largest and also
the most general one, while the other two are exceptional
cases which are classed apartbecause they cannot be included
in the general category. 2

9. In one sense both the ¥7%1=1@ and FAFATGI*F may be
said to be defective syllogisms, as lacking
one or more characteristics that are re-
quisite for & sound deduction. Properly
speaking, a deduction ought to be the inference of a particular
Or & less general proposition from a wider one; but in 8 #3-
‘BTEAM the ATWRAEEETAR is not only no particular case
included in the =qrf®, but the qrey is actually co-terminous
‘with the widest generality, namely, Existence (®wr).
Similarly in a ¥3@=RAE, the wrey being co-terminous with
“the 94, there is no middle term between the two, or, if there
‘bhappens to be one, it is co-extensive, with 927 and ®re7 (as
in the example given in the text). The three terms being
“Co-extensive, all the premises become equally wide and
.practically tautologous. The Naziyayikas themselves seem to
have been half conscious of the precarious case of the #¥@-
-JTaE, for the reply they give to a strong objection, some
“times advanced against it, is anything but convincing. The
-objection is directed against T F=AT itself wgfAr(d is the
result of @IS, and wITHET is ATRTATSTETsIHaTATa, that is
Wﬁ'ﬁw which can arise only when .the |reo=gT=
i known to reside in f¥¥. Now in a MIATFANR, the wTedl-
W= is the =T of ¥=WIT, and hence the =yTegew or
Tesides in ¥rerwrs. But how can a =TTE, residing in one

‘Objections.
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thing, namely §TeqT4T, be the FFTW of a quite different
thing, namely |97 or {5§, and thus produce the HiREARTE-
qusarsTa ? The Naiyayikas try to meet this difficulty by
making =T wfa2TEa a property not of 95T9® but of TeTTHAT-
F@.' The force of the objection is not however thereby
much lessened. The difficulty in short is, how can we infer
fire from smoke from the invariable concomitance of their
negations ? Or to make it stili more clear, if a A ACETATT
be put in the English Celarent (E A E), of which the major
premise, 7. e. SWAYFAIN is negative, the conclusion also
must be negative, while in the Sanskrit Nyaya, we derive a.
positive conclusion ( wddt FZAMT) from a negative major
premise. This is absurd. The reply of the Naiyayikas is that
though the =& may reside in |reaTE the qTIT is still
known as the S1&FI13 of its 7w which is =A19%F ; and that
sort of knowledge of the ®T9a being an accessory suffices to
produce the requisite grrast. Hence S.C. 88YS WIETTATTTTFY -
HAMNITXRTITETT HITGATT TAINATA FeFIR.  But this is a
lame explanation after all.

10. The true reason for recognizing a =a@% ATAM seems to.
B e or Kool havebeento avoidthe peiessity of having
vyatireki. a fifth proof called =1ai/{ (Presumption‘);
The instances which the Mimarsakas give

of S1aTarH are all included by Naiyayikas in their FATATETE
/. The analogous reasoning from &% or Reductio
ad absurdum would also come under the same head, and in
* fact all conclusions that cannot be proved directly (e, g.
ST, I WTRE SToniREe ) will be proved by the Naiyay;-
kas by Fam=afaxiF. Those of course who , like the Mimarisy-
kas and the Vedantins, accept SIATTFT as proof, dispense’
with not only the #¥a1=1f7 and FTFA@UF but the whole
R ATATH altogether. The strictures passed by the
Vedanta—Pan'bhasa upon the Nyaya doctrine of =it
inference are instructive and deserve to be quoted in full:--
HETH T A FASTEAT WA TR

( wgama AR AT AT (A (A AT AT R AT a T
FPTREENAY: | ATTIAT  AFETT  AUanmy
[FFAE  I94q  SrEAaTEaqanna | g

\‘\ A = = e

1 Vide Note p. 243, Supra.
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YRTIITFIG=T A AZAS(T MAREANARAEIRQ: | 9l

afersaonfEiE TaarE: o]

e

sgorrons. IL, L, LI 981: @aeat faua=.

A subject is one where the thing to be proved is doubted
.as mountain when smokiness is the reason. '

A similar instance 15 one where the thing to be proved is
.ascertained, as kitchen in the same case.

A confrary instance is that where the absence of the thing
.o be provad 13 ascertained, as a lake in the same case.

1. In these three short sections, Annambhatta defines three
terms whieh constantly occur in connec-

S5 5e fopelae . gion with the ayllogism. “ A o=, place
. or subject, is that on which the existence
.of the thing to be ascertained is doubtful, as the mountain
in an inference of fire from smoke. A ®Y{ or similar in-
stance is that on which the existence of the thing to be
ascertained is already known, as the culinary hearth in the
same inference. A f¥9&T or contrary instance is that on which
the negation of the thing to be ascertained is definitely
known, as a great lake in the same inference. * Annambhalla
has given the simplest definitions of the terms, probably
copied by him from Gangesa’s Taitva-Cintamani , while
most of the others such as that of N. B. are merely
variations of it. The |92 and 13987 of the later Naiyayikas
of course correspond respectively to the instances by simi®
larity and dissimilarity mentioned by Golama, and’
are employed to illustrate STInd and STETEATIA Tes

pectively.
- 9. The definition of 987 is however open to an objection.
: 1t is prima facie incorrect because it does
_ An objection. not apply to cases where we infer a thing,
- even though it may have'been previously
ascertained by other proofs such as Perception or Word. We

1 Ved, Par. Calc. ed. p- 14.
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bave for instance the injunction of the Sruti, wremr av =it
FET: R(AAT Ava=4T TATEANAa=a:' | in which =rremT is first
.directed to be heard and then reflected, and then contem-
plated upon. 37707 is acquiring the knowledge of the Soul
from the Vedas, while #a4 comprehends reasoning or in-
ference. But how can inference work if the Soul is already
ascertained by 313oT, and is therefore no longer §+q ? And
yet the injunction being that of infallible Sruti cannot be
groundless. It is not necessary therefore that the 72t in an
inference should be ¥Z39. Besides even in ordinary life we
-often practise inference, although the |rew is actually ob-
served or otherwise ascertained, as when we wish to corro-
borate our observation of fire on the mountain by the addi-
tional evidence of an inference. The definition ‘of &% is
therefore inaccurate. The author's reply to this objection is
not quite clear. The true definition of 9&1, says T. D., is
“a thing which is the substratum of the wsia as already
defined, viz. fATITIAERESARGTATT: .2 That is quite true,
but does the author thereby admit that_ the definition of a¥
given here is wrong ? And if so, why did he insert it at all ?
The difficulty will, however, be removed by taking the word
¥ in the sense of, not doubtful sabsolutely, but
doubtful for the time being, or doubtful in the precise
Wway in which an inference ascertains the &13. The =rar
for instance might have been known from Srufi, but mere
" verbal knowledge of a thing is not sufficient to dispel all
doubts and questionings which often obstruct the free
working of the intellect. Arguments of both ®™¥% and
M9%F kinds are needed to remove these doubts and make
our knowledge absolutely certain. Similarly though fire
may have been actually observed, our senses often mislead
Us, and there is no positive certainty until independent
reasoning corroborates the evidence of our senses. In this
sense of course the wreg is still doubtful, even though it
has been previously known.,
3. It is rather strange that Annambhaita, after having
W : described the general nature of a mark
hetu, .~ %9994 . did not, before proceeding to the FATVIE
; or invalid reasons, mention the -distinative
1 Brhad. Ar, Up.1V: 5, 6.
2 Vide Note 6 Under Sect. 44, p. 240, supra.
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characteristics of valid marks. The desideratum however
has been supplied by the writers of other manuals, such as.
Tarka-Kaumudi and Tarkamrita. These essentials of ®gg

are five, and are thus described in T. K. :—37moif &

FrseTAEIFT § THEA99H CF FAA1T WO | anF T2 TWqrion
QEHEE, WUS WYAH, [AOAETIEN:, AAEAETIET, A8
qa:% . The five requisites of a good &7 are :~(1) existence:
on the 92T, of course at the time of making the inference;
(2) existence on ®§uST T+ ; (3) non-existence on the fawer;
(4) non-contradiction of the subject matter by another
stronger proof ; and (5) absence of a counterbalancing reason
on the other side, proving the negation of #®#Teg. The first
three conditions are obviously deducible from what has been
already said about the nature of the 727, ¥as¥ and 1591, The-
latter two belong to the matter rather than to the form of
the inference. These five requisites are necessarily present
in an Z=Xg=giaL* &4; but the other two, FF@T+x17 and F33-

=man+, being exceptional, are by their very nature wanting

in one requisite each, and therefore pass on with four only.

The Fa&FNT cannot have A9A=A1R/ because there is no

13927 in its case ; while a #IFA@UF cannot have HWIUHFA

owing to the absence of ®uay itself. With these two excep-

tions, the requisites are essential to all inferences, and the

absence of any one of them gives rise to the several fallacies.

Thus the want of- qanm'a produces THTTEF and FTEAIHE ;

that of HUNE<, FEINI-H=TTATR and HaqEsn? ; that of
AT, AwAnEy, [3%g and |IYRO-"{=719=917 ; and the

absence of the last two gives rise to ING& and FA@TR.
respectively.? This will be fully understood when the nature
of the several fallacies has been explained.

4. The author of Nydya—-Findu mentions only the first

: three as the requisites of a good %4,

Angiher view omitting the last two, perhaps because
they pertain more to the matter than to

the form of the %&, and involve what are called material
fallacies. He describes this (&F®usa thus:- “I&F
{SFEAT (1. e. 937 ) TYAAT | §UF T HvEA | AFIH THA

1T. K. Bom. ed. p. 12.
2V.8. Up. Calc. ed. p. 160.

T A i e
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. @a(@Bgan.’ The Vaisesikas too would seem to recognize

- ata®Teg. The whole Nyaya theory of valid reasons and
the five kinds of fallacies is as a matter of fact deduced from
this three-fold character of the &a.

Sect. LIL E%Ermrm:.

: There are five fallacies, wviz. —1 Discrepancy, 2 Contra-
diction, 3 Ambiguity, 4 Futility and 5 Falsity,

1. The next six sections deal with the five groups of
fallacies, an accurate knowledge of which
is necessary to ensure sound reasoning.
; It is often as necessary to know what we
are to avoid as to know what we are to accept, and hence
a treatise on Logic can never be complete without a descrip-
tion of the various fallacies to which an inference is liable.
The word ##marar is capable of two derivations and two
meanings. It means a fallacious reasom, (BT #a: ), if dis-
solved either as ¥gagTwrad  that which looks like a %a but
Is not g, ’ or as FAWTWE: Wzaw: ‘that which resembles a 343
if dissolved as Edi: ar Frwre: the word would mean a
fallacy (%gZiw:), i e. the error which underlies the ap-
parent ¥ and makes it invalid. The difference between
the two meanings is important, because it must be
noted that the five—fold division of fallacies is really based

on the different kinds of ¥3Zr¥ and not on those of F=Ed.
The reason of this distinction is that a single %9 may often
be vitiated by two or more errors occurring at ounce, each of
which would fall under one or other of the five classes;
but their combination will not make a separate kind of
TINE. Such a g7 might in fact be classed under as
many heads as there are fallacies involved in it 'Ilhus .if
e take the syllogism, FrgsiwuaTx #erd | the &g e will
be found to fall under all the five heads of F=marE. Simi-

_ Fallacies.

1 Nyaya-Bindu-Tika, Bib. In. p, 104,
38
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larly in o=: 921sf3@ FETATE, the @ T has fallacies of
all kinds. Inz7r IEATT 9T, the ¥F is of three kinds:
qmaa, |AETT and WEIES ; while in 4T gATT T8,
the 8% would be both @RUE=IfwIR and =aTeganEy. If
the division had been applied to 323 instead of ¥J3IW, how
could these mixtures of several fallacies have been classed?
They can neither be put under one only of the possible
heads, nor form an independent class. Hence Naiyayikas
have adopted the better plan of classifying all the fallacies

or errors that are possible in a &7, and then denominating a :
23 which possessed one or more of them as fallacious in
so many ways. The author of Didhiti remarks to the same
effect : ‘ TFHET TEw  swEnE:, ‘ Aeg TAMZTTTTT-
T FUN TANEHEEAE— | ITETEECGITEE: | IR
WAL AT FERAY  THENRHEATer: ; (that is,
* the fallacious reasons are divided into five classes not be-
cause only five varieties of them are possible, but because
the errors which underlie them are of so many kinds. ' The
correct method for a Nyaya writer would therefore be to
classify and define the five #331%s or fallacies and then to
define a TEA as one that is infected with one or more of

them.

9. Annambhatta has avoided the difficulty by simply
enumerating in the text only the five kinds of g=&gs without
defining 2T ( §¥83 ) in general and then adding the
definition of a 331 as added in T. D. The remark of
Nilakantha shows that the word Fe&rarw is used by the
author in two different senses in the text and in the com-
mentary. In the text it means a =%7 , since the five class-
names given are names of the §¥s while the definition in
T. D. is that usually given of a 8331¥. The five errorsina
gd corresponding to the five ga“@s mentioned in the text
are given by N. B. as =¥¥=Iw  ( discrepancy ), /&&rq ( con-
trariety ), Stagst ( counter-balance ), s&F (ineonclusive-
ness ) and 17 ( absurdity ). The five apparent reasons which
derive their names from these errors are respectively called
F=(R=1T ( discrepant, or inconsistent ), fa%sg ( contrary 3
Feqfaqar (counter-balanced), =% (inconclusive) and YA
( absurd or futile ).
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3. T.D, defines a 331V as SEMATAT-IFTaITAAT:,
‘that which is the subject of a right know-
'offz‘:ggz"” defects ledge which prevents a judement. ° The
: errors named above prevent a conclusion
that would otherwise follow from the reason given. Thus
in the syllogism #%7 IFAM wArE, the judgment that the
lake is fiery would follow in due course, if it were not for
«our certain knowledge that there is no smoke on the lake.
This knowledge becomes therefore JFfH@ATAT9F and the
subject of that knowledge, namely the absence of smoke on
‘the lake, becomes a %M. But why say Funfsta? The
word TATT is used to prevent an erroneous knowledge of a
1Y from obstructing even a valid 917, As for example,
our familiar syllogism 74T BT (5 JHTd may be opposed
by an erroneous perception that there is no fire on the
mountain. The FZETWETTY however being only a ¥H
ought not to make the g in ¢Far IfEAM IMT ete.; and
hence the restriction that the knowledge of &g or any
other FF3TT must itself be right knowledge, and not a =®
merely.

4. The definition however is imperfect in another way,
because it does not cover those 33ZT¥s, such as =AW,
A0y, /rgATTRIRE and TEEITNIE, which do not prevent an
| JIW@A directly but only indirectly, by preventing NRITA
. O0r @AM or WA, and are thus W-uTRrZ themselves so
far as WAPATaT=T is concerned. Nilukantha therefore
~ emarks, ANIARITHATIZ AT IAA@EONAGATE | T
| IRTNIRHAT WENIRIEAIT A EEI AT AT e R
. ARTREY A=A The word JFMAM in the definition s to be
. enlarged so as to include WTRMFIOT that is AT, =ATHATHOr
| ¥, whatever it may be. - In this way 7@K and other
3s which directly affect the =gtafa®Tor only but not the
‘ AGAR, will be included in the definition. The same result
. Wight be obtained, says the author of the Didkiti, by taking
3@""6 to mean not a simple ]udgment q3d1, (A, but
E HWE@RH as ET{{WCNH’ET (9 94T TEAF. Other writers
L Wk TR avoidthe difficulty by act 1ally introducing the word
| T after FFMH@A in the definition.
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5., After knowing what a %@'{“W is, it is easy to define a.
a’eﬁ as (A&®Ha9ard. . Another deﬁnmon

o [ lnns (tume of- s qERY given by T. B /mnd Sarikara:
Misra is. I ZAGMEA  ©IOT  AH-

FAMAETA azFgaETEia;, ¢ wanting in any of the five or
four requisites of a good 8g." This latter definition is
simpler as well as more scientific, because it takes away the
necessity of recognizing so many ga219s, all of which canin
fact be reduced to the absence of one or more of the five

requisites of a B,

6. Although all writers are practically agreed as to the
definitior of a @WTH, there is no such unanimity about its
number. The chief divergence of views is between the Nai-
yayikas, who on the authority of Golama recognize five
fallacious reasons mentioned by Annambhatia,and the Vaise-
sikas, who following Kanada accept only three, namely,
e, (A%g and W@y, The dlvergence is not however
radical, for the last two, ®exfagat and amaa, which Gotama
enumerates separately, are included by Vaié:sikas either
under sTIANES or under WA or HAAEI=a® as it is
often called. 2 Again the names of the several ¥&T¥IEs are
not the same in all books. Gotama names the five as F=™-
ar, A%E, SEWEHA, angEd and AdiaEre. © Of these
the first two are identical with those given by Annambhatia.
gqevoreH is defined as that which leaves the conclusion
doubtful, owing to the opposition of an equally strong argu-
ment on the other side,* and is therefore the same as our
Feraqe. A WreTEH g is that which is as doubtful as the
|, and which is therefore ATEE. F@FAi@ corresponds to
our 3. Kandda's aphorism® is a little obscure, but his
doctrine is unmistakably summed up in the verse of an un-
known writer, quoted by Prasastapida, EEgNAGHIGTIAGY
FrEaqsaEa | ¢ Kasyapa or Kandda declared three false

reasons, {357, Ag and §37T. ’ Of these A%y and #wE

1V.S. Up. Calec, ed. p. 159.
2 Ibid p. 150. .
3G.S. 1245

4G.S 2,48,

5V.S. IIL T, 15.
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_are the same as ours, while ®f&¥9 corresponds to F=TWIR
or FF=a®. A fourth one named siAegaiaa is also added
by some writers, but it is, says Sankara Misra, identical
with sr@TEEIR and thergf’or/e comes under F=FNFA®. Bud-
dhists, like the author of Nyaya-Bindu, adopt the enu-
meration and terminology of Kanada. The sub-divisions of
FHMER and H|AWF appear to be the work of modern
writers.

7. It is obvious that the difference between Gotama and
Kanada mainly lies in the recognition of
gegfaaer and Fitad.  These together form
a separate group of material fallacies, as
distinguished from the other three, which may for convenience
be called formal fallacies. Many European logicians regard
material fallacies as being out of the province of logic, and
-8 similar reason may have prompted Kandda to exclude -
faver and Tty from his list of & rrgs. The exclusion of
FRAGqer and sETEEa ( which correspond to the two
AT Har@aar and T ) by some writers from among the
five requisites of a good g may be accounted for on the same
ground. It must however be stated, to prevent any misunder-

Formal and Mate-
rial fallacies.

P -standing, that there isin Indian Logic nosuch clearly marked

division of formal and material fallacies as was laid downby
Aristotle under the two names of fallacia in dictione, and
fallacia extra dictionem. Tt will be found later on that some
. varieties of tAFIf*a® and 4%, when reduced to an English
- syllogism, disclose material fallacies, while others are formal
fallacies. The fact is that the peculiar form of Sanskrit
-syllogism did not permit a clear demarcation of formal from
material fallacies, nor are the two so separated in practice
- Most of theso-called formal fallacies involve material miscon-

. ceptions or overstatements, while almost all the material

{allacies can be avoided by a strict adherence to the syllo-
gistic form. The distinction is purely artificial, and has not.
‘been observed by the Naiyayikas.




298 Tarka-Samgraha. [ sECT, LI

SEct. LIIL §=qT8=ITC,

The discrepant reasom is ome that coexists partially. Ii-
i8 threefold, over-wide, peculiar and non-exclusive. One that*
coexists with negation of the thing to be proved is over-wide; e. g.
mountain 1s fiery because it i8 knowable, since knoxability.
exists with absence of fire on a lake. Peculiar is that which is
not found either in simalar or contrary instances ;e. g. Sound
is eternal because it is Word. The genus word is ubsent
JSrom all eternar and non—eternal things, and resides in Sound
only. Non-exclusive is that which has neither similar nor ais--
ssmilar instances ; e.g. Fuverything is transitory because it is
knowable. Here everything being the subject of inference, there
18 no separate example.

1. F=VWER is =WIRO §g FAWT: * that which involves a.

: FTATTT or discrepancy of the #g with the
sml: iscrepant rea-  greg ’ It is defined as JREMHE, or * co-
existing with the ®T<¥ only partially.”

Thus if one says f@: sr:a?rsws??m | I TGS (-
aﬁ) a4 aaAgE AT geged, the 3@ will be AHEWRE or-
-WTWR?I’ because there are the ea.rthy atoms which though
A are AT just as there is I which is both =1%9ar and:
#f77. Hence the =am® is not correct ; that is, the ¥ co-
exists partially with the @rey, parmally with the |TeaTME,.
and entirely with neither. V&tsy&yana explains the word
STETTAE a5, MR | aAREREE: | qERewe mam
TR TmfaE: e swarATIEAT.| The word
FNER implies the same thing, for =WIR or FANERT
has been defined ATTHIETHAF MTE I TATIE MA=PIFEITEE,
that is, * it is a property which leads to the proof of both,

|TET and its negation, and thus causes doubt absut the ®Te..
TLe w=3f¥r=¥ has a tendency to prove both ®TeT and its-
‘negation because it is coexistent with both; and the-
simultaneous knowledge of these two extremes, produces
3% of the ®WMT which is wmmm _ Hence Kanadae

calls 3tA%1*% by the name of HIZvY.

1 Vat.on.G. 8. 1, 2, 56.
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9. g=Aw=R is subdivided into three varieties HrTaTIOT
~ ( Over-wide ) , 78TaRW (Peculiar) and =79~
Its three varieties. g=riy ( Nom-exclusive ). Of these ®TIRUT or
. the over-wide mark is ‘ that which is found
both on the ®7aT and the fAqaT, that is, which co-exists both
with |17 and its negation’. ' Annambhatta defines a J|TIROT
simply as one that coexists with &regmwra, but the full
definition would be that given by T. K. ®umf@award. The
reason why Annambhatta omits WIHRITHA
Over-wide mark:  f1om his definition is that it is necessarily
implied in an 3Fa1@&d, such as the FrIIROT
is, and need not therefore be particularly mentioned. As an
illustration of ®wramor the author gives “ Mountain is fiery,
because it is knowable ” ; where the reason, ‘knowability,”
exists both in things known to possess fire as the ordinary
hearth, and also things that have no fire, as a lake. The
W being thus associated with both a1g and Fg¥m, there
is n0 reason why one should be inferred from it and not the
other; but both cannot exist together and hence the g is
fallacious. Similarly in TT4T Yw=TT T&:, the &g (7 is HTIW,
being found to co-exist both with ¥R/ in ®EM® and with
HHINTT in SEENST.

3. The =1GTIRUT or Peculiar is just the opposite of HIIWuT,

. being found neither in &9& nor -in HTA.
Peculiar mark. 1t ghsence in the f@da7 is of course natu-
ral, because even a good &g is non-existent

in @927 ; but the fallacy of @IIIOr consists in its being ab-
sent in §99Y also. If the |IIWW is over-wide, owing to its
trespassing on the forbidden region of fagey, this is not
wide enough as it does not even cover the legitimate
ground of ®947. One errs on the side of excess, the other on
that of defect; and thus both are equally falla-
cious. The sz@TywO, in fact, as its name denotes,
is a peculiar characteristic of the &7 which exists nowhere
else, and for which therefore no ¥9¥Z¥ra can be found.
As for example, if we say, * Sound is eternal, because it has
the nature of sound,’’ the nature of sound, 357, isapeculair
characteristic of sound ; and being so, can lead to no valid
conclusion. In this case the ®4&l instances, e.g. those
having the &mey e, would be ether and other eternal
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things, while the /@9s7 instances would be all non-eternal
products, such as a jar. The &3 31T exists in neither, and

hence it is called JFETIROT.
4. The third variety of F=rRm is =R (Non-exchu-

. sive ) which is defined in the text as‘ one
mﬁz‘“e“c’“s”'e that has neither a W98T nor a 39 zgreg, ’
that is, which is never present where the

|1e7 is present, excepting of course the war itself. Now
this can happen only when all things in this world are in-
cluded in 927, and so nothing is left outside the range of T
that can be denominated |I%T or fAg®. The definitions
given in T. K. and T. A. make this quite clear. They are,
TFEAETAE: or HATHE:, * one in which the universality of
things is the 9&1,” that is, one in which the |17 is unascer—
tained ( ®@77 ) of all things in the world, and there is there-
fore no WI2T or 19y where the |7 or its negation might
be said to be ascertained ( f@f3a@ ). The example given in
the text is “All things are transient, because they are know-
able,” where &% being the 9eT, there is no @Y or fAwH
apart from it. But why cannot the individuals, says an
objector, serve as §9 or 139eY ? that is, why cannot we
argue, HIATHA | THTATI | IT I THIS ATTATS | T4T 92
92 29 a1 ? It cannot be said that the ®Ter being #fZT in
®9, it is necessarily so in 92, 92 and §T ; for first the &rT
{ 979 ) may be TA%3d in the 927 at one time, and be &
at another ; and secondly uncertainty as to the whole does
not necessarily imply an equal uncertainty as to individuals
or some parts of that whole. 9z and 9= therefore which
are certainly transient might very well serve as H9qZETFA
to prove 4@ on §T. To remove this objection modern
Naiyayikas define an JETHEIR as FAFTATAIHETTE: - one in
which the ®1e¥ is only positively connected with the &g, ’
and so there is neither a =9T@IF=IT® nor a AAIFz=T=a. But
this latter definition also is faulty, as it would apply even to
a FA@T=a19 wEd. The proper answer to the first objection
would be that in an s@TEeTR, although there may be indi-
vidual things in which the =if4ereT is ascertained, there is
no TR either of the =¥ or of the =yf@¥r® kind, since
the conclusion itself constitutes the widest possible geners:
lization. The name ¥FTHETR, ( Non-exclusive ) is given




SECT. LIII. ] Notes. 301

to this fallacy because the 921 being universal nothing is
.excluded from it.

5. Now it may be asked, why are these three fallacies, ap-
parently so dissimilar, and the last a quite anomalous case,
classed under =TS ? A closer examination of the
definitions and examples of the three varieties will how-
ever show that there is a common principle underlying
the division, and that principle is derived from the general
‘definition of AN itself.

A NS or discrepant reason has been defined as
~ ‘ one which is not uniformly concomitant
o 'Zflfli”l’:f;‘di 4~ with wreg,’ that is, which uniformly exists
neither with &7 nor with |regmarmE. It
is neither purely =#(®, nor purely =/@i®, nor both com-
pletely, but half of tkis and half of that. It is thus
defective in either or both of the two requisites of a &34,
namely, §9%=7 and Iqsa@Ta. Now there are four and
only four ways in which the two properties may be pre-
dicated of a 3, namely, both may be present, both may be
absent, or either may be present when the other is absent.
“Thus we have four cases : (1) presence of both ®§IH™T and
fRes=a13r ; (2) absence of both of them ; {3) presence of
|IHHT, but absence of fATars7I1H ; (4) absence of FIFHTA
but presence of fawer=arzyrR. The first is undoubtedly a
case of ¥4, as both the requisites are present, and may
therefore be left out. In the latter three cases the 23 is
obviously defective, and is respectively called ITHZIR,
HMWW and wATYWOT,  #ITHETR has been defined as one that
has neither a ®a2¥ nor a (3927 Z21=A ; that is, there is no FI¥
on which the &g co-exists with &<T nor a @7 from which
the ¥q is =973 just as the @Tey is. w@wweTR has therefore
nefther of the two properties §aet@=x and fAgezarra.  The
third case is that of a &TaTwor which is defined as existing
both on the wer and the f3wer; that is, there is HTHE™
but no fve=g3®.  The fourth is F@mgw which, as non-
eXisting on both #9ar and @YW instances, possesses only
b , but not ®wer@er. Ths three varieties are thus
. nothing but the three possible ways in which the CECAIE C
{ defectiveness ) of a w=ATAYT may ocour. : '
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6. One more point remains to be noticed in connection
with these, and especially the last two.
Kfj‘f;}ﬁi‘;’;’;‘l‘rygk‘:"d HTIIROT and A|TYROT, 'namely, in what re-
distinguished. spect they do respectively differ from #a--
=3 and FA@=w@AUE wedAs. The in-
stances of ATNIM and HWATIRW given in the text are very
similar to those given for #F@T+a/@ and ¥3==NaU%, and no-
distinction can at first sight be made between the two pairs..
A comparison of the illustrations will however show the
difference. Thus g=ar aTEmi WEITH is a |MROT, while-
TTATSIWIT: SWgETE is a FF@TEE. The difference be-
tween the two lies in the §T¥T which is co-extensive with
the g7 in the latter case, but not so in the first. Similarly
iﬁnﬁa’twr g gwar-ena or ITITTEIT is FISAEIE,.
while gi¥Et fA-a1 giaataarg will be |y, the difference
being the same, namely, that the §TT in a Faz=afafE is:
co-extensive with the &g, but not so in the sy@raRer. Now
why should this difference make one a good and the other
a bad inference ? The reason is obvious. When the |1%T and
&g coincide with each other, there is no =mM® = or discre--
pancy between the two, although we cannot always have a.
|9 or fAveT e, The essence of HTIWOT and ETIROT lies-
not so much in the absence of ®9eT or {&9sy zEra, but in the
imperfect generalization, the absence of the zeta only indi-
cating the =M¥=I or defect in the =711R.

SECT. LIV. {¥&g:-

Contrary resson is thut which is pervaded by the negation
of the thing to be proved, e. g. Sound is eternal because it is"
created. Creatabilily is ccvered by the megation of eternity or
transitoriness.

-

1. fA%g or contrary reason is ‘ that which is less o
tensive than the negation of |Te7 and is
never coexistent with |17’ As when we-
say, * Sound is eternal, because it is artifi-
cial,” the reason, ‘artificialness’ coincides with fAeeaTaTT or-
#fAe and not with @=. We have the =&, 7% I%

Contrary reason.
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FAEA aaTiAEe 79T 92, bud’ not I X TaFE ax [Aaan.
The 38 ZA%™ being thus fA=@ETATT=Are, it becomes a FIIE
or 2% of that 37, and not of its STAanM fAere; that is,
the artificialness of sound is exactly the reason why sound’
should be non-eternal. Thus the fallacy consistsin drawing &
conclusion just contrary to that which would be justified by
the reason. This accords well with Gotama’s definition HgT=-
qegdm anpddt @eg' e f@sg is that which is contrary to-
the conclusion desired to be drawn. ’

9. fawg differs from FIHOT IR in never existing-
on the @47 as the latter does ; while it differs from STETIROT
in existing on the Fge¥ unlike the latter which does not.
The chief distinction between T and &g is that in
the former the saTT& is only imperfect or defective, while in.
the latter it is actually contrary. There is only & discre~
pancy in the first ; there is direct opposition in the second.

e e i

Sger. LY. QeaqeE::

The ambiguous or inconclusive reason is that wherein-
there is another reas.n preving the megation of the thing to be
proved ; e. g. Sound is eternal, because it is audible like any:
other sound ; and scund is non—eternal, because it is @ creation-
like a jar.

The w:qf@qay differs from the &g in this, that while in.
L the latter the very same g which ought to.
CWnterbaI;Zni:dor prove |EA(ATT is given as a reason for:
reason, proving the &7, in HeIfaqat the 23 which.

proves e is different (g==az ) from.
that actually given. For example, if we say ‘Sound is eternal,
b‘_*cause it is apprehended by the organ of hearing, ' the ¥,
Klven., namely srTsore, does not prove A& ; but neither
does it prove fraregrars. The WA however is proved by.
another ¥F FawaT, in such an inference as, ‘ Sound is non-
| ®ternal, because it is artificial. * In {@%g the & is incon-
. Sistent with ®Ter in the same inference; ingefawe it isincon-
sistent with the ®reT in a contrary inference. FeXiAvH is.

1.G.8. 1,2 4%

!
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classed by Vaisesikas under amaa, of which it is in one
sense a species ; but there is a clear distinction between the
two. In arfaa the |reT of the inference in question is actual-
ly disproved by a stronger proof of another kind, such as
_perception ; as for instance, if one says “ Fire is cold be-
cause it is a substance, ” the e1gwwes is proved to be false by
our actual perception of the heat of fire, according to the
maxim WTSOFHIA Ireqq.  In §A(@qeT there is no such amg
of the inference by a stronger proof, but only a counter-
baiancing of two inferences, which, being of equal weight,
are mutually destructive, but neither prevails over the other.
This peculiarity of Farf@sT was well expressed by the ‘more
significant name 9FOMEA ( Inconclusive ) which Gotama
gave lt: Gotama’s definition of TSEIMHA is TEATT TEHIONTAT |
AUETI RIS SETOEA:' | TEI07 is an argument and its T
is the curiosity (ftr|T) or expectancy (an®iarr) which is creat-
-ed in the course of the argument, and remains until it is satisfi-
-ed by a certain and well-grounded conclusion. An inference
which is inconsequential owing to being counterbalanced ( or
opposed by a contrary inference of equal weight ) does nof
remove this THETOMF=AT ; and hence a TFTorgA is defined as
* a &g which though propounded for the purpose of giving
‘& certain conclusion ( fAUTFrdwaEs: ) leaves the expecta-
“tion of a certain conclusion unfulfilled.’ It is therefore !Téﬁ‘{'l!l'
G‘H’ that is, as Vatsyayana explains it, TEAOTHATATAHH:
* always remaining in the stage of a non-concluded argu-
‘ment. ’ The word ®&fagsT also conveys the same sense, but
:rather distantly. The author of Didhiti interprets it as &4

«{ frrEmE: ) ﬁfrﬁrmwnqu WA B AAraEsn
T T QWHITATAST TARAT gaafagar:.  To understand this

derivation, it must be observed that when there are two
mutually destructive inferences containing the two &gs that
-are 9Ta9ar of each other, the judgment is impeded because
“the two ¥ds give rise to distinct grests leading to quite
-contrary conclusions. It is needless perhaps to point out
 “that a FeUTAYN BT is such, only so long as it is of eqﬂﬂl
weight with its contrary (m qfaqwe  AgeaIear
i@ @aw: ). As soon as the iA9sr becomes stronger by any
"reason, the former ceases to be a warfaws, and becomes

1G.8.1,2.48.
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a amga. Thus if there are two arguments, one in harmony
with the Srufi or any other wraaT#7, and the other opposed
to it, the latter is =MAa on account of the greater weight .
of the former.

[

Secr. LVIL 9g:

Futile reason is of three sorts: having non-existent subject,
non-existent reason, and non-existent concomitance. Non-existent
subject is thus:—=Skyey lotus is fragrant because it is a lotus like
alotusin a lake. Here skyey lotus is the subject, but it does
not evist at all. A Non-existent reason is this —Sound
18 a quality because it is ocular. Here Sound is not ocular
as it 18 audible. Non—existent concomitance is one which in-
volves a limitation or condition. Condition is that which
pervades the thing to be proved, bul does mot pervade the
reason. Pervasion of the thing to be proved means not having
absolute negation co-existent with the thing ; while non-per-
wsion of reason means huving absolute negation co-existing
with the reason. In ‘the mountain ¢ smoky because it has fire,”
contact with wet fuel is the condition. For instance wherever
there ©5 smoke there is contact of wet fuel. Where there is
fire, not mecessarily is there contact of wet fuel; e, g. there is
10 contact of wet fuel v an iron ball. Thus wet fuel is the
condition because it pervades the thing to be proved-and does not
Pervade the reasom. Fieriness s ‘a futile reason owing to.
the condition. :

1. The fourth ¥aTary is JAF * inconclusive or unproved
reason, which Gofama calls HT:79H( similar
to |TeT ), on account of its being as doubt-
ful as the ®TET.! An @\ 83 is one that
has the 317 called &TE, and S@1F is defined by Udaya-
Nichryq as SATHET TeTIHaTT WIAT@: (@TgAZ9E: © absence of
the 181§ which consists in the true cognition of the dTega
ATIEG as a propeity of the 9a¥; * or, briefly speaking, snafy
is the non-production of wwrwal. Hence @18 has been

4siddha or Incon-
clusive reason,

14,81, 2 49
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.defined as any cause, other than a =m®=1¢ (which gives rise
-0 F=T=TT ), which obstructs the knowledge of QIS As
QST ( SRR SreTEaHEaTET ) is composed of three elements,
corresponding to the three terms of the syllogism, namely
‘=qTie, 99ar and qanqiar or #adl, the obstruction to the
knowledge of qerast will be caused by a defect or error in
“the apprehension of any of its three constituents. Thus an
3t 23 naturally resolves into three varieties, formed
according as the error lies in the knowledge of 9&, or of ¥ or
of =rid. The first is called 2HTNEE, the second FHEANEG,

_and the third saTTaEg.

9. Anmnambhatta only enumerates the three varieties,
e without defining either &g ingeneral or
Agﬁ; :f”d o its first two varieties. 3UsANEY is defined
: as THATISSEFNIETQAE:, that is, & ‘¥
the subject or place of which is devoid of the distinctive
_character of the supposed ¥&. * Thus in the example, “ A
sky-lotus is fragrant, because it is alotus,”” the reasoning
would be correct if the a7 sky-lotus were a real thing;
but being only an imaginary thing, it is devoid of the essence
.of the supposed 927, namely swretgex.  Here the w27 is nob
-sfaex simply, but sWriTATITRE or WATTAT S e sWiars and
hence the TeT&Ta=3%F or the essence of T2AaT is sEriga which
never exists on an @Raeg. Inthiscase, being misled by the
-metaphorical application of the word R(F== to IWANIAS we
_attribute the qualities of a real lotusto a fictitious thing, the

existence of which is quite hypothetical or unproved. Here
the WW is WA, because it distinguishes IFHR-
fa==, the 77 in this case, from other lotuses; and as AR
steelf is a real thing, the falsity of TR+ must be due to
the non-existence of its ¥ T=Z%F, the TEITA, according to
the maxim, when a property predicated of a qualified thing
( @f3re ) cannot reside in the qualified (Fsey) it is attri-
buted to the qualification ( && A%y =d afarer grgiaero-
mewmm@AE ). In the present instance there is on the war the
non-existence of the qATTSZEEIH, that is, TrAITE. An
=T or &7 however may be &g in two ways, either by
being n]f:q_gether non—existent, as in the above example, OF
by wanting the character of 927aT, that is fagra@artare ete.
Take, for example, IWIK SEWIMIAA FwaAnEAwaT TAEAEAT.
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Here the 3 being identical with the &y (z&mzw=), the
argument is mere fAGHMNA, ‘proving what isalready proved. -
As there is no v here, the 97 is wanting in the
essential character of 9&ar, and is therefore s1r&%. Hence T -
D. remarks under the next section that according to ancients
| fgErA comes under WTSATRIE, while moderns regard it
L— 48 a separate fATgET and not a fallacy.

3. The second variety =&wEg, non-existence, is so called
2 because in it the &g itself is a8, 4. e
non-existent on the 97 ; as in the example
given in the text, the 8% =Tyv= does not
#xist on ¥=F. Other examples of &I ZF are 237 TEAT
W, TE: YAt 9ITAE, SRR FAEETd. or IEmE-
OF1 AnOiaTa, in all of which it will be marked that the
% is non-existent on the qer. It differs from AHAMHE in
this, that in the latter the 31I7 is either false or not a proper
%4, while in the former, both 8% and =17 may be real
things but there is no connection between them, or rather
the negation of &g, and not the &g, resides in the 7. &&-
| %% has many sub—varieties, such as IFgrHy, AT,
Ry and fASreaTiers, all of which ultimately resolve
| info the general characteristic that the 4, as it is taken, is
Don-existent on the 9a7. In this raspect @&Emi®®E may be
38id to be complementary to FIW=R, FA@TT and Tmaa,
The three varieties of F=T (TR, as has been already shown =
furn on the existence or the non—existence of two of the five
TeQuisites df a §¥7, namely FYeTa=T and FTAAEIT ; while
and Fra9a are due to the neglect of the last two
Tequisites, (TrEun@rg is due to the absence of the first and
- the mogt im\portant requisite, namely gara®a. Not that the
Is unreal or non-existent in itself, but that it lacks the
essential character of gaar, namely Ta7qAAT. T}:}e real defi-
Bition of a =TI therefore is 2AT: TETIATA. :

L WIENRY, nom-evistent comcomilance or improper
limitation, is defined by Anrambhatia as ‘a

The third king, mark which has a ( suppressed ) condition
1 (3TTT%), that is, which is true conditionally
Y. T.K. and the older writers generally define it as
{ EWW%E@E(@EF[ 2a: ‘a mark which is devoid of the
dls“ﬂguishing attribute that is necessary to make it #reg-

The second kind.
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zmer. When the 2, in the form in which it is given, is
not known to be invariably accompanied by the |rew it is
not |rer=aTyT, that is, its =areae is W®F or doubfful. Such
a 37is wanting in the proper FTHATIZTIFYH, either by
excess when it is too generally stated, or by defect when
it is unnecessarily restricted by a limitation that might be
totally false or superfluous. Any way the 2d is different
from what it ought to be, and its |re=aTE@a is therefore
questionable. A ¥@EI®YE #F does not exist on the & ;
while a JTTANES is not imwvariably associated with Frem.
In one the gau#ar is vitiated ; in the other the e is
faulty. The stock example is qFAr AT FEARTIAD
¢ the mountain is fiery because it has golden smoke. ’ Here
although mere ¥H is I(FATT, F2JFAATIA is not ; for the
additional epithet makes it a different thing which is not
invariably associated with fire. In this example the =Te-
AA=YEE UF is not mere ¥HT but FEFARTIRA or rather
Fi23aAT, which does not exist on the %a ; and hence 9H is
HITATHS.
5. Sofar there is not much difference of opinion, but an-
cients and moderns are asusual dividedas
Difference bet- o the exact scope of this fallacy. In the

ween ancients and i 5
moderns. above example, the epithet FT=ART 18 not
only superfluous, but makes the %3 unreal. Suppose how-

ever we have 9iarT Figwia digywra. Here although the
adjective #iz is superfluous, it does not make the 27 actually

false, and the argument will in spite of it be valid. Hence
the moderns regard it, not as a case of e, but only as
a fault of language, called =9 F (tautology). The ancients
however include the case under TgATaE, because iz,
being a needless limitation of ¥&, is as misleading as &Ed-
wg, and cannot therefore be the proper wrgATacgsE I8
The reason why this is regarded as arapaTieg fallacy bY
the ancients appears to be that the addition of the qualifica-
~ tion AT®E conveys by implication that unqualified ¥8 is
not Fi@zaTw, and that it is the limitation Atwg  that
brings it within ihe pale of the =n®. diwd thus becomes:
Mraaiaies® which it really is not. ;
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6. Now this &g of =7n® may oceur in two ways, either
S : when the concomitance is not ‘proved
".sfg?;;;g",;'f:(’l’;"tance owing to its non-observation in any other

place, or when it is actually proved to be

false owing to the presence of some ITTH or condition.
Accordingly there are two varieties of =rreweari@g, (1) wrey-
AHETRA: ‘ not concomitant with ®rew % and (2) wmarfrs-
1 smT®EeT: ‘concomitant with |reT only conditionally.” The
1 instance of the first is e F0TE: T TAHAITO1F TAT
¥:, where the invariable concomitance of §=7 and qioTEa
is not proved. The cases of FEAETIA and d@uR would
4 also apparently come under this class, because there too the
{ =M% is not proved. The other variety is that of a conditional
= and is ordinarily known as &19179% 2g. The familiar
| example of a HraTF is FAT THATT TF:, where g is not
. WY absolutely, but becomes so only when we add the
condition wrFeIRwTT /1A ; that is, fire in general is not
{ invariably accompanied by smoke, but fire in contact with wet

. fuel is. Hence the &g in this case, namely 18, is made |-
{ T only when we add io it the limitation smSwgasFnmEM.
§ The g is too widely stated and requires to be restricted
to make the =& true. In one sense this case is the
§ converse of Fr2gawayd. In that case the fallacy consisted in

theaddition of an unnecessary restriction, whilein this, it con-
b 8ists in the omission of a necessary one. In both cases, how-
&ver, the SITIqTI=34F is equally false, and hence the general
| definition of a =qregeaTiRrg applies to both.

7. After having comprehended what =reaaTiEE really
; is, the student will be in a position to
de»g:sz)rzbhatta's understand and  correctly eftirllate An-
. nambhatta’s statement that & FaT 27 is
§ TR, There is a difference of opinion asto the true
§ "e8ning of this statement. 8. C. takes it asa definition of
i, but it will be seon from what has been said
: ‘I.’OVG that &T9MF% can properly be a definition of only one
: i‘md of ATeTTfirg, and does not at all apply to instances
‘—;'hke ¥PIAATIN.  On the other hand Nilakantha seems to
take the statement not as a definition, but as a reply to
H0%e who class HMTYE as a separate 3TWTe. The inter-
Ration of Nilakantha would undoubtedly be preferable’.
. 40
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as it saves the author from a palpable error ; but there is
against it the unequivocsal statement of T. D. ATTANEEH
FauaE |TaE ga. We have no choice therefore but
to agree with S. C. in taking the sentence as 2 definition.
There are only two suppositions on which Annambhatia’s
definition can be reconciled with the general doctrine of
smgatiag.  Bither he included instances like Fr&THI—
gwrg and T wfors: =g under grarfas  itself, or he
relegated them to some other head of BFINE. Both sup-
positions are plausible and may be partly true. In the in-
ference, for example, I=F* arforE: §<arq we can conceive of
an Iaria such as A<y |, or raa@AAnTET |fa, so thab
ether and other eternal things may not be &T0i® simply be-
cause they exist. Thus the g @ will be Framia®. Simi-
larly we might regard FREARTIHIG as an instance of T®dI-
farg, since, there being no such thing as FREFARIIH in the
world, the ¥g is non-existent on the T&. In this manner
we can perhaps justify Annambhatta’s definition ; but the
fact that it is inconsistent with the express views of other
eminent authorities such as Gangesa, Raghunatha, and Vis-
vanatha is undeniable. On the other hand there is 8
distinct school of writers who exclude even the /TS
proper from the class of wfag 23, and put it under FA-
= ; and their reasoning is very plausible. Ins, they sa¥,
vitiates#@T®, which in its turn destroys queaEt. Iung is
therefore not a direct cause of @faiadra==d. IqUE pro-
Juces STAET of T, and that =rfe=e obstructs the 18-
fufw. Ity therefore being srequTiag is not itself a ey s
the real 17 in all the F1qTiaE §ds being the @t which
springs from gqrfa. Hence &T0Tu® is in fact only & spe-
cies of =riw=t. The difference between this view and
the generally accepted opinion is that the former includes
the RTaTiy® under =Afw=i¥ because there is the =W
while the latter includes it under sqTeAETEE because there
is the g of =aTfR.

8. A question here arises as to what distinction ocan be

~

made between sarw== and wfars of .

Asiddhi distin- e e 23
, guisffddf;oﬁ'%;z_ The distinction is important, because it is

bhicara. that on which the difference between asil-

crearfrg and & WOIROT FIATHAT depends-
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Apparently the two are identical, because both of them
.denote the break of the snvariable concomitance of ®1eq and
33 The distinction is rather nicely drawn, but it is real.
It is that s@=I is positive while =araramidtg is negative.
R is the cause which aetually disturbs the snvariable
concomitance ; ATATY is only the absence of that concomitance.
R is the certainty that the =aT(® is false, =iy is the
uncertainty that it is real. W= is therefore stronger
and more palpable, while @i occurs more frequently in
practice and is not easily detected. Instances often occur in
which we strongly suspect that the generalization is imper-
fect, but we cannot positively say why it is so. The example
1= srfes weaATq is of this kind, for we can neither say that
sfrpa and W< are associated, nor that they are not. To
take & common instance, both gravity and elasticity being
common properties of all matter are found invariably
associated with each other; and yet we cannot say that
one is =q7e of the other. The concluding remark of N. B.
where this distinction is expressed in & peculiarly technical
language, though somewhat obscure, amounts to the same
thing. T. D.’s dictum that in FTaer there is F=TT-
SR, 4. 6. =R, while in TegETiag there is f@fATE-
H|IFTTE, is really the same distinction expressed in a slight-
ly different way. In ®raTor we are assured of the non-
existence of =@M, i. e. of the actual existence of
=, while in 31 we are certain only of the non-exist-
ence of =4T(¥, but cannot positively say whether there is an
actually sgfar=Ra a1, -

9, =yregeni@< has been defined as FqrTaE, but the mean-
ing of the latter phrase cannot be under-
stood unless we know what an ITY is.
ROITAT is & 3G that is true condifionally ;
but what is a condition * Etymologically the word 99 is
interpreted by Udayandcirya 8s SY R EICIE] AT -
"Il | T .. Tt is a thing which imparts its own
Droperty to another object placed in its vicinity, as & red
flower which makes the crystal placed over it look like a
ruby by imparting-to it its own reduness, not really but seem-
{ ingly. The flower is therefore the Iqmra. Similarly the all-

Pervading Akasa appears to have dimensions and form when

Upadhi.
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circumscribed in a jar, because the IHa= of its IINT the
= is for the time being imparted to it. ITNT is therefore:
the condition or the surrounding circumstances, individually
and collectively, which give a thing its distinctive cha-
racter for the time being, and make it look as it appears
tous. Although therefore a thing may generally belong
to a class, its specific character by which we usually
distinguish the thing from other species or individuals of
the same class is given to it by its ITn¥. Thus though
smoke may be generally said to be produced from fire, the
specific and immediate cause of its production is the pre-
sence of wet fuel, for it is wet fuel that, when ignited, in-
variably gives out smoke. There is therefore an invariable
concomitance (aTi&) between wes fuel-and smoke, for the smoke,
being the immediate effect of wet fuel, cannot exist without
its cause, the wet fuel. In other words ¥R is sTErIARTRT=ITT
and WTE"IAHANT is the =a19% of ¥@. It is not however a
general rute that wet fuel exists wherever there is fire, for
fire may exist on dry fuel or without any fuel at all, asina
red-hot iron ball. Therefore JTE-IAETET is not the =y®
of a1®. Thus =E#9ad4qET, which is the Iumfy of wA, that
is, the invariable condition on which the production of smoke:
depends, may be described as SH=ITFEE TiA IZIT9E:, that
is, it is more extensive than 4% and less extensive than 1%
It is intermediate between the two, and is in fact the differ-
ence by which the range of 9H is smaller than the range of
718 If we take the figure on p. 283 it will correspond to the-
gnomon EKG, which added to the smaller square of smoke
makes the larger one representing fire. When therefore we
reason Y9AT YHITT T8 , this JUNMT invariably checks us. For
if this syllogism is valid, ¥" being the ®Tew must be the
=Tq% of the g a18. ' But AE+Ia¥a™ is already shown to
be the =at9® of ¥®W; a fortiori Ars=yamaT must be
the =71a% of a1g@. It is however shown tc be the =:a9F
of =fg. The same thing thus becomes both =I9% and
=1=q19%F of (F, which is absurd. Hence the inference w3ar
gHATT T8 cannot be valid, that is, the 3g =7 is tiot a ¥98
but a EATVH.

.

We can deduce the same oconclusion by direct reasoning.
AIEFIARANT is the ITF of Y7 and F1F is the =wF of the
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F. A fortior: TF is always the =9 of 9H, and can never
be a proper &g for inferring the gH, since a &5 must be
always the =917 of its ®TeT. A syllogism, therefore, having a"
for its §TeT and afF for its 8g or WTYA, is rendered invalid on
-account of the presence of the 3T, 4. e, wrEvymwATT, which
being IR=AT9F and IETATTE may be expressed by the general
formula, |TET=9FT F@® TraaT=ATOE: This is in fact the de-
finition of ST given by Amnambhatta, a definition which
he has borrowed from Udayanacarya. In a valid syllo-
gism, such as 9SAT TFATT YWE there is no such FaNF
because there MF and ua being |17 and |14 respectively
FAEFIAFAT is not WTITE and HrIARETTE. The defini-
tions of ATeT=AT9TT and WraAEITRT givenin the text are
‘easily understood. The first is the quality of never being
the AT of any absolute negation co-existing with the e,
or more shortly, the property of never being absent where

the §TT is present. The second of course is just the opposite
-of this.

10. T.D. notices four kinds of IS :—( 1) that which co-
: vers the |17 absolutely, that is, universal-
ly ; (2) that which covers it only in that
3 form in which it exists on the 9s7; (3) that
which covers it only when it is associated with |19 ; and
lastly (4) that which exists in the T independently. =ws-
PIFHANT is an instance of the first kind, because it co-exists
with smoke everywhere. An instance of the second kind is
SEAEUITT (manifested colour) in the inference FIT: Teaw:
l 'me. because WH&IRTHTT co-exists with -
9 only when it is accompanied by SFATIIA. But this
; Wﬂmw is not a necessary condition for 7/ of all kinds
since it doeg not exist in ATAETEL. SZAEUT is necessary
fo’: only that kind of qeqeT which is possible in the case of a
like air, that is, the w:qe7 of external objects. Hence

i is an 3T for I35 Tawe only, that is, Tamm
‘:qlimited by a property ( af@&=a7 ) residing in the &, w2,

Four kinds of
Upadhi,

The third is still more complex. In the instance Eﬁ‘a}
~, aar, WA s the IWW  because the =MW
" AWBATAT is true of WiT things only, and requires
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to be limited by the qualification WX ||, wEE is &
pecessary condition for a thing being A=, only when
the thing is a product, since qrrars though not a ¥WETH is:
both #rs=T and =A@, WFA is therefore the Iamd of the-
stfaeges of products, not of non-products, that is, it is F==r-
TRg=Aaa=eE. Put in the above instance s=¥e3 being
the |9, and (A the |TeT, WA is AT ST 0E.
Nilakantha here reads SHTHTAT st wewama, thus making:
auraT instead of ¥4® the 787 of the syllogism and adds the-
remark I SRIE GETIHET T HuTdaTd AT g AT
gizazerors. But this appears to be wrong, for the syllogism,
as put by Nilakantha, will be an instance of wEanag where:
#a does not exist on the T&, and not of |ATA%F or A
fag. The appended comment is also incorrect, because the-
SqTfr here is ATIATIREHATA=ATE not because segex is not
a qe7a¥, but because the Iqma itself cannot be 8 qaTIR.
Another instance of this kind of IqiT is TREAT (REEAT
qTH:, (ASTaaaeTd, firgraag=a ¢ the unborn son of the woman
named Mitra is dark-coloured, because he is a son of Mitrd
like his elder brothers. Here JITEIEAS is an SuTTa  because:
the dark colour is found only in those sons of Mitrd who-
were born when their mother had ecaten only vegetables and
not ghee. Other sons of Mitra born after eating ghee are:
not dark-coloured, while eating of vegetables is mnot known:
to produce dark colour anywhere except ic Mitra’s sons.

The fourth kind of ST is SRTWTAT FEAT TRIAT, where
W is IS because only those knowable things that are:
W=7 (and not FIwATHIT ) are destructible. But again EiEG
is a condition for #fAaT only when the thing is a product ;
that is, it is the Ian¥ of ST waaa, where T
being neither the |94 nor 8 T379H is. an garaiad.  Hence

in this case the IaNT is IFFEMTHETSSA.

-

e e e

"1 For a fuller explanation of the doctrine of zgn@ see B. P. 15"7‘?‘
- and S. M, loc. cit; Calc. éd. pp. 123-5. See also Appendix to this*
" -edition. -
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A reason is false where the megation of the thing to be
proved 18 established by another proof, e. g. fire is cold as i
is substance. Here coldness is the thing to be proved, and
its negalion 18 hotness which 18 cogmized by touch-perceplion.
Hence the reason is fulile.

1. The special characteristic of gmaa has been already ex-
plained in distinguishing it from gegraqayr. !

digé’;“:edaggn?o"t"" Annambhatta defines it asf a A des.igne'd
to prove a ®TeT, the negation of which is

ascertained by another and presumably a more authoritative
proof;’ for if the other proof is not stronger, it will not
prevail and the first 37 will not be amaa or contradicted.
Annambhatta’s definition of gaa is in conformity with
the opinion of the ancient school that the knowledge of the
|reamaTa obtained by the other proof must be a certain and
right knowledge ( THTHE. ) Raghunatha Siromani and other
moderns, however, think that it need not be SHIERE. Gangesa’s
definition STEAeTCATWTER@erEl amaa:, of which Annam-
bhatta’s definition is only & paraphrase, is simple and toler—
ably correct ; but it requires one important qualification,
viz. FFARTT, in order to prevent it from applying in the
case of an w=aTeaITw W, Thus when we say FOFEAPEFT
3:, the same w27 I will have the & i e wdIw in one
part ( sTTETTSSET ), and FIRUAE in another part (FFTE=857);
and yet the inference will not be arfdm. It is therefore de-
clared that in aT(@a the ascertainment of FTEATHIT must be
with respect to the whole &, and not a partﬂof it only.
The complete definition therefore is fn EqTATE -
/. The varieties of this amaa are enumerated, according
as the thing apprehended by the other proof is w&f, or ¥IE-
TR, or 28, and according as the other -proof is ST

. FGATA, JIATA, Or TH.> g i

1 See Note under Sec. 54 p. 307 Supra.
3 Buimacarya : Nyaya-kosa 2nd ed- p- 534-
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2. It may be remarked by the by that there exists much

3 confusion as to the correct reading of

Correct reading. sqrirauagayor, among different copies and

commentators, probsbly owing to the

doubt whether there can be a ¥qrEraweas¥ of Isurex; but there

ought to be no reasonable doubt on the point after what
has been already said as to the perception of qualities.’

3. The five “ fallacious reasons ’’ having been explained,

. : we may now take a brief survey of all of
ofﬁl;lff{ﬁﬁfgjw" them together, in order tq understand, if
possible, what general principle underlies

the classification given in the text and with what limita-
tions it is to be accepted. In the first place, even a cursory
glance will show that the five #aTwrd@s do not exhaust all
the kinds of fallacies that are liable to be committed in the
course of reasoning. They are professedly E=rar®s only,
that is, fallacies of the g or middle term of the syllogism.
But our daily experience shows that the other terms, the
major and the minor, are equally capable of hiding fallacies
of their own, even though the middle be faultless. The two
Lilicit Processes of major and minor in English logic are
distinctly fallacies of this latter kind. Again there are other
fallacies which are as it were extra-logical, and which can-
not be said to belong to particular terms, either because a
premise is false in fact though correct in form as in a
Petitio Principii, or because the argument is totally irrele-
vant, as in an Ignoratio Eléenchi. What place is provided
for these in Sanskrit logic ?. Or is it that they were not re-
garded as fallacies in India ? The latter case is certainly
not possible, for an argument once invalid is invalid wher-
ever you go. So that either these fallacies must be includ-
ed in some one or other of the five classes of FATAE men~
tioned above, or there must be a separate group or
groups of fallacies not alluded to by Amnambhaita. A
perusal of the standard works on Nyaya shows that both'
surmises are partially true. Like the E=TWT®s some writers
treat of other kinds of sTwr&s also, such as a8 97T and 8
FETAMIN, which are as much fallacies as the ¥=Twras and
many of “which have their exact equivalents in English

2 See Note 2 under Sec. 43 p. 232 Supra.
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Jogic. And that is just as it should be, for if the &g is
liable to be mis—conceived and mis-stated, so are the 9&,
the ®TeT and the Zr=a. Many of these ATWHs and especially
those of Z=T+a are enumerated in old works.! Again Gotama
mentions numerous fallacies of argument under the two heads
of SNA and fAsrg®, of which the #@mwrds form only a sub-
division. Apart from these there are found in practice many
_complex cases of bad reasoning such as JAFFATHAT, JATEAT
and %%, Strictly speaking therefore the so-called FETATES
mentioned in Nydya manuals form only a part of the possi-
ble fallacies.

4. A little consideration however will show that all the
varieties of =mwr® can be reduced to 8

: duﬁz’lél{altl(;lc;ejt = FeATATH. A fal%acy, in .whatever part. of
bhasas. " the syllogism it may lie, can by stating
the syllogism in a logical form be reduced

to some improper use of the middle term in one or both the
premises. The nuddie term, being the link which connecis
‘the subject and the predicate of the conclusion, determines
in fact the character of the whole syllogism ; and so if the
latter is invalid the invalidity must in one way or another
arise from some defect in the connecting link. Not that
other parts of the syllogism may not be faulty, but the
faults can, by re-stating the syllogism in & suitable forms
be transferred to the middle ferm. This is rendered much
eagier in the Sanskrit syllogism than in the English, owing
to the peculiar form of the former. The chief thing re-
‘quired for a valid s/@fei@ in Sanskrit is a correct QIR ;
and a @rAaT, which is composed of three constituent ele-
ments, T7AT, TeTTHAT and =TE, is correct only when its three
c?mponents are faultless. Hence all the faults of & syllo-
gism must belong to some one of these three things. When
the fault lies in the Tarawar or &g, it is of course a AN
proper. The fault lies in 9&¥ar only when the & or minor
~ fterm is a totally unreal thing, such as TATIE=g, or when it
88 thing on which the g does not reside. Either way the
or middle term cannot be predicated of the minor, and the
W0 cases fall under swUTReE and =ewTag respectively.
e

18e6 for instances of these Nydya-Bindu-Tika; Bibl Ind p. 91 ef. seq.
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A third case oceurs in English logic, namely that of Illicit-
Process of minor in which the term is undistributed in the-
premise, though distributed in the conclusion. But this
case is not possible in the Sanskrit syllogism, because there,
as has been already pointed out,’ the w&T or mimor term is.
always universal. The minor premise, ¢. e. the 33T, be-
ing always in the universal affirmative, the minor term is.
never undistributed in the premise. Lastly when the fault
lies in the =aT(¥, it can always be traced to a =aTw=Ra or &

|qTaE 4.

5. Leaving aside all material or non-Logical fallacies

] ‘which are ultimately reducibie to some-
peballacies in Buro: fayl in the =TT, the strictly Logical or
formal fallacies recognized by KEuropean.

logicians fall under four heads, I Undistriluted middle, 2.
the two Illicit Processes ( of major and minor), 3. Negative -
premises for affirmative conclusion and wvice versa, and 4.
four or more terms.? Now the first of these expressly per--
tains to the middle term, while the Illicit Processes have -
been shown to be impossible in Sanskrit. The Illicit major
is impossible, because if the major term is to be distributed
in the conclusion, the conclusion must be negative; but a
negative conclusion is inadmissible in Nyaya logic. An:
Tllicit minor would require an undistributed minor term in .
the premise which is also impossible in Sanskrit. The-
other two kinds are resolvable into Ambiguous Middle. AlY
the semi-logical fallacies also come under Ambiguous Middle.

So all possible fallacies are reduced to three classes, non— -

lTogical fallacies coming under =rias, the Undistributed”
Middle and the Ambiguous Middle. Of these the Undistri—

buted Middlé is not possible in Sanskrit, as the e
which corresponds to the major premise is always in the"

ersal

form of a universal proposition, and must have a univ
middle for its subject. But more of thislater. The Ambigu=

ous Middle is nothing more than an &g or sy 3

Thus we see that all fallacies sre ultimately reducible to-

some defect in the 3§ or middle term. The same can be

1 See Note on p. 874, Supra. - - .
.3 Whately : Blements of Logic, Bk. IIL;$ 2.

L Rl Gt R UL e SR B U g s
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shown to hold good in the English syllogism if all the
moods are reduced to the only valid and proper mood,.

Barbara.

6. Now let us consider the fallacies mentioned in the older
B i works on Ny&yg, which do not apparenf}y
ed in old works. ~  belong to the #F. The twenty-four SIS

mentioned by Gotama' are nothing more-
than arguments based on false analogy or false distinction,
and can be easily reduced to geararg.  Of the twenty-two-
farzenAs or points where an adversary can be caught or
defeated, some like wofreaw, gAe® and f@xa® are merely
tricks usually resorted toby a disputantin order to confound:
his rival, and which his rival ig therefore taught to expose-

at once. Others like sifgard, AN, sqfawr and 99-
gatsai9eq0r are only possible in long-continued controversies,.
and have nothing to do with the syllogism. They are dia-
lectical lapses rather than fallacies of a particular argu-

ment, and belong therefore to the provinoe of Rhetoric, not

Logic. Only seven of these twenty-two'c.a.tching Points' viz.

afaerty, SR, WATAGY, SR, St -
frgT and B=TwTH, can have any pretensions to be called
logical fallacies. Of these the grst four and the last but one
are manifestly cases where the disputant is inconsistent with-
himself, and his conclusion does not therefore follow \frozn
his premises. ¥@#aL occurs where he employs one g im
%=¥7 and another in the =, All these are cases of

=aafa 29, The fallacies proper are therefore included in.

the last fATz=aTe, named FSTAE. Similarly it can be showrr;.
apart.

that there can be no TATHH or qTEATATH Or

from the FTWTH. T&IWIH or 2 misleading mincr falls under.
ArHAATIHE. ATAITATH or false generalization isnothing but a
mfusfta or wg =W, and is included in SHAFIaE OF
TeATRIE FATHIE, TR also falls under the same,as it
is not a 31w in itself, but acts by vitiating the sqmw. If we say.
fier: srRrsudarg 929q, the example W2 is 8 W,
because neither &TET nor T4 exists on ¥=. Again, if wesay
FET=ATNTR because TWMZA being doubtful in the man pass:

5 3

1

; 1 G.»S.~V;.I.1;lndTi D.p: 64

the TeATEEY 18 &
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ing in the street, the zwrea is not faisaaars=ra. All such
-cases of false or doubtful instances give rise to =fr=Ra=TiR
-and go under FAFI+a%F or AWH. There are some miscellane-
-ous fallacies such as HTIATITRIZ, WTEATNRRE ete. which are
SATHT 3Fs under different names, Lastly the complex fallacies
known as s=ir=1rsra, StATeqT, and THE are only series of
$wo or more invalid syllogisms. In this way the five g=THI"s
named in the text can be shown to include all the possible
-cases of fallacious arguments.

7. The narrowing down of the circle of fallacies to the

: single bead of ¥gZ1¥ has the great advan-
i the fisoo e 20 %f tage of facilitating their deteotion. In the
fication, English syllogism you have first to examine
all the three terms separately, then the

form of each premise, and then the material truth of
the major premise. In Sanskrit you ha.e only to look to a
-single term, namely the 28, and see whether it possesses all
the five requisites of a good %d. If it lacks any one of them
you can at once pronounce that the argument is:invalid.
Then find out which requisite is wanting. If gera@a is
absent, the fallacy is either ATIANEE or wEEAHG. If
HIHE is wanting, it is wETIR or sETEEIR.  If OISR
ds not found, it is WrawUTAEIEaE or rmATRE. In
&%F the =1® is just the opposite of that assumed, snd
-hence you will find both ¥v=rR=T and fA9er=aEi® not only
absent, but actually reversed, that is, you will find
“HINHEEE and fAgarg=r. The last two Z=Targs are only
:special cases of false or imperfect generalization. Of these
"varieties the two that are most insidious and occur most fre-
quently in practice are STaTUr and =TerETRIE; and as these are
caused by incorrect generalization, you have only to state the
=MW in the form already provided 9%g avg or I g5—a=x ax
-and then see whether the =& as stated is warranted by ex-
-Perience. If it is not, it is s7fraRa and the syllogism is in-
'valid.}‘In the Aristotelian syllogism the multiplication of
figures and moods only breeds confusion and makes the de!
‘tection of fallacies often difficult. The Naiyayikas, profiting
iby the vast resources of the Sanskrit language, have con-
siderably minimized this difficulty byproviding asingle form
-of syllogism which is both the simplest and the most elas-
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tic at the same time. It is capable of conveying even the-
most complex ideas in the fewest words possible. For ex-
ample nothing is more difficalt in English than to obvert a
proposition, that is, to change an affirmative into negative
and vice versa; and yet in Sanskrit you can do thig
at once by simply adding =T to the word. This  hag.
enabled the Nuiyayikas to dispense with all negative moods
and thus reduce the syllogism to the single form Barbara. !
They have thereby avoided all fallacies arising from non-.
distribution of terms. In this way they have narrowed the
cirele of formal fallacies to the single case of * ambiguous ’
middle, ’ and reduced all marerial tallacies to a =T9=fa or
HAHF =M.

8 It isa useful exercise to convert the Aristotelian and
: . the Sanskrit syllogisms into each other.
yg;ﬂfﬁg"jf lﬁg’ They have each its special characteris-
telian syllogisms. tics, and allowance must be made for
them tefore an English syllogism is con-
verted into Sanskrit or wice versa. The principal rule of
conversion is, “ Always reduce an English syllogism to the
form Barbara before converting it into Sanskrit, and
conversely when a Sanskrit #17 is tobeput intoan English
garb, make such modifications as are necessary to put it in
the most natural form sanctioned by the rules of English
logic. ** Ina valid argument the rule may be sometimes.
ignored without much inconvenience, but when the argu-
Ment is fallacious, its neglect is likely to mislead the stu-
dent by making the detection of fallacies difficult. The most
siriking difference between English and Sanskrit logic
Is the absence in the latter of any distinction correspond-
ing to the Sformal and material fallacies, or as Aristotle
termed them, fallucies in dictione (in form) and those extra
dictionem (outside form). The reason of this has been already
explained. The form of the Sanskrit syllogism isso strictand
tircumscribed that an argument put into it isat once reduced:
t 8 mere mathematical equation. The chance of any fallacy
lurking in words is therefore reduced to & minimum Wha-
 kly divides the Yormal fallacies into two groups, one of

1 Vide Note p. 274, Supra.
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purely logical, comprising the two Illicit processes and the
Undistrtbuted middl:, and the other of Ambiguous middle,
called semi-logical. We have seen that fallacies of the first
group are totally absent in Sanskrit since they are stricily
formal. The semi-focrmal or semi-logical fallacy of ambiguous
middle is found, exactly because it is partly material ; and
even that, when stated in Sanskrit, assumes the character
.of & material fallacy, namely &mra®ég. The ambiguity of
the middle term becomes the Iqna in Sanskrit, and when
.once that Iamd is ascertained, we immediately know that the
=qTf¥ is =TH=Ra, which is a material fallacy. Not that no
formal fallacies are possible in Sanskrit. There are some of
them of the kind known in English as the fallacy of four terms
or paronymous terms; but when analysed they are reduced to

.either TAEANHE Or ATTATHS.

9. Now we shall illustrate ourremarksby a few examples:—

1. Take, an Illicit Process of Major : ;

_Ezamples of Eng- Whatever is universally believed is true ; |
lish syllogisms. ; # 3 - . i
God’s existence is notuniversallybelieved;

.. It is not true.
Or stated more simply i—

All universally-helieved things are true ;
God’s existence is not a universally-believed thing;

. God’s existence is not true.

This is an invalid mood (A E E ) of the first figure and
the major ter.n ‘true’ is distributed in the conclusion butun-
distributed in the premise. As we must have all affirmative
propositions in Sanskrit, obvert the minor premise and the
conclusion in the above ; so we have :—

All universally believed things are true;

God’s existence isa not-universally-believed thing

- God’s existence is a not-true ( untrue ) thing.

Translated into Sanskrit this will run :—

ST THTIATHIOA | %
AEITRTE AT or FITRIE@ATAETE.

7% 9% FITRUEEE AT AT TAT TEET

T A v g ey e 2
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Here it will be seen that the =qm® is: not proper because
-the two terms in it do not correspond to 28 and @{TeT. But
the general proposition is true; hence its correct =aE
will be T TITATIT A AT WITRTE@ETATT: ; that is,
gAwe which is the ®Te7 in the syllogism here is FIarrET-
FEATTIATET {. . HrgA=ared. Thus the 83 in this syllogism
is the =a19%F of §T¥T and not |THATA, as it always is in
avalid syllogism ; hence it is §19M4F or =qregameg. £ Or
after translating the syllogism into Sanskrit, we may supply
a MR of our own that will suit it, namely ¥ % TITRWE-
AAMEREITAINET TAT  STAa.  Here if we had any
fAgarzerer where the 37 (sr@TqRTfiae) co-existed for certain
with the ®rearra (wATONER), the faliacy would have been
FRor, Now the 37fd¥#F of this latter =qn® is I IT FAMW-
& 7% gYqRTEraa, which when retranslated into English
becomes : “ All true things are universally believed ” ; but
this is not the true converse of the major premise already
given, and hence it is false. Thus an Illicit process of major
in English becomes =aregaaria< in Sanskrit ; while a =reg-
ey, when converted into English will be either an
Jllicit major or a material fallacy, named by Whately the
Fallacy of undue assumption.

II. Take now an example of an “ambiguous middle.

All angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles
A B Cis an angle of a triangle ;

.» A B C is equal to two right angles.

This is called a Fallacy of Division and Composition, be-
cause the middle term, * angles of a triangle ’ is taken collec-
tively in the major and distributively in the minor premise.

In Sanskrit it will be :—
7 Froir FEABTOEH: |
T ¥ FFTORyar o FEAREEET: |

This iy s7®mmfg. and the fallacy at once appears by ex-

Pressing the 9Ty correctly a3 ¥ A FRIARTONTEIITT

menm( The real Hrexsa1eT 23 is not “Fror slmply but
W'Wg‘w, which does not exist on the 93 ; hence the 23 is
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meq@g. Or you can say that the real gg is EEOUEIAT-
o=TaeeT, which is not ®Tea=aTeT ; and then the fallacy wilk
be s/ ETIROL :

III. Take another example of an “ ambiguous middle,”
called Fallacia accidentis or Fullacia a dicto secundum quid
ad dictum simpliciter :——

What is bought in the market is eaten ;
Raw meat is bought in the market ;

. Raw meat is eaten.
Which converted into Sanskrit becomes :—

I WA0EH |
HATqOER @A |
TR ARFAUITH |
Here the 37 is ¥ana® and the =& is incorrect because
there is an implied cordition w@waeg |ia. In the orig-
inal, the middle term, ‘s thing bought in the market’ implies

in the major premise “ asto its substance only,” in the
minor “as to its eonditicn and circumstances.” It is therefore
ambiguous. :
1V. Take this argument in a circle:—
Every rule has exceptiors ;
This is a rule ;
. This rule ( viz. that every rule has exceptions }
has exceptions.

. Some rules have no exceptions.

Tn Sanskrit it will be:—
' Agawms @S @E =)
1ATHATT |
3 9 fAawE a9 aF FAWFIREd |
This is ®141I0T because there is no AYWTLFA on which
both |ixg and |194 are kncwn to be absent.

-

V. Take anolher case of an Ambigucus middle.

‘Water is liquid ; .
Tce is water; :
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", Tce is liquid.
This is equal to ==
RH A |
SHATATT |
TAHST AZTETET TAT AR|FENZ |
This is also |rarw, for we know that S&eT resides on
the @92t FXFNE where there is no g,
VI. Take this syllogism in the third figure :—
All books are liable to err ;
All books are human productions ;
*. All human productions are liable to err.
Here the conclusion is right but it does not follow from
the premises, the only legitimate conclusion from them
being ‘Some human productions ete.,” when it will be Darapti
in the Third Figure. The fallacy is Illicit Minor. Translated
mto Sanskrit, the above syllogism will be :—
AATSAAE TAERA |
GXAFAET |
TF IT GEFS a7 aF IAEFEAR |
This is clearly w¥mna=.
VII. Lastly take this stock instance of Undistributéd
Middle—~
All is not gold that glitters ;
Glass glitters ;
*. Glass is not gold.
= Some things that glitter are not gold ;
Glass is a thing that glitters :
.. Glass is not gold.
= F=r 7 g0 |
WWEIT'G( i
7= g ASTER AT AF IO TA1ERF |
Here the =i is SIT@=12q, because there isno MTZEr on

‘ which &wrerer is absent, and hence the fallacy is WYL
42
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10. To convert a Sanskrit syllogism into English is much
easier because there you have the argu-

hﬁ"; y’;‘lg;eifg;f_ Sans- . ont already put into a syllogistic form.

I. Thus take for example :—
. ~ ~ © ﬁ \
it E:“ :
T a7 fEaT WTIHET SEET | €3
This is ®raTaF with fAfvge as 34, and will become
in English :—
Animal-killing is sinful ;

A sacrifice is killing of an animal ;
.. A sacrifice is sinful.

Here if you insert ‘ all ' before the subject in the mujor
premise, it becomes false, and the fallacy is that of undue
assumption ; or the word * killing ' may be said to be used
in two different senses in the major and minor premises,
when it is ‘ambiguous middle ’or ‘the fallacy of four terms.’
If you do not insert ‘ all ’ in the major premise, then it is a
fallacy of Undistiibutéd middle.

IL. Or take an STATIN-FTHHI : —
FHF=3TE JURA |
FIOMEHETETE |
TIq TOMRAAGATIE |

‘Which in English is equal to :(—

All living things have motion ;
Our body is a living thing ;
.". Our body has motion.

Here the major term is not distributed in the premise
and hence the fallacy is an Illicit prccess of major. The
illustrations given in this as well as in the last preceding
note will show that no hard and fast rule can be laid down
as to the correspondence of any §&Twr® with any particular
English fallacy or vice versa. It is the mode of conversion
that determines them, and cases often’ occar in which the

same ATWIE when converted differently gives different
fallacies.

»
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Comparison i3 the immediate Cuuse of Analogy. Analogy is
the knowledge of the connection of a mame with the object
denvted by it. The knowledge of similarily is its proximate
Cause. The recollection of an authoritative dircction is the
~ dntermediate operation.

2 (The third kind of proof is Comparison which is ‘ the
‘ immediate cause of the apprehension (g-
M’ril.gg}:.’gy and Com- 3= ) known as Analogy.’ Analogy is de-
fined as ‘the knowledge of the relation ex-
isting between a name (¥F-71799¢) and the thing denoted
by it (Fsf—saezar=a:). The immediate cause of this is the
knowledge of the similarity of /7 with 31T, which is there-
fore called ITAE. The process of acquiring this ITAR may
be described thus : A man who has never seen a gayal, nor
knows what it is like, is told by some forester ( who being
daily familiar with gayals is rs * worthy to be believed *)
that a gayal ( Bos Gaveas ) is like a cow. He then goes 0 a
forest and there sees a strange animal unknown to him before.
‘Hethen perceives in that animal some resemblance to the
cow which of course he knows full well. The perception
of this similarity with the cow reminds him of the former
direction ( sazZmarFT ) of the forester that a gayal is like
8 cow. Then, combining this reminiscence with his actual
perceptive knowledge of similarity tetween the cow and
the new animal, he at last concludes that the animal which
he sees before him as a gayal. This last cognition namely
“ This is a gayal ” is the Iaf#Ta, for it is a knowlédge of
the denotative relation of the word gayal with the object
perceived. “ This is a gayal ( %% 739:) ” means * This
object bears the name, or is denoted by the name gayal
(3@ waggzarss: ), U that is, there exists between this
- object and the word gayal the relation of denotation (=ar=g-
TFFATT ). This relation is the FFTATFETT, and the know-
ledge of it is T@fa, Two pravious cognitions are required
to preduce this Iufefa, namely, the verbal knowledge of
the forester’s directicn ( azmarFTdTE) and the actual
Perception of the resemhlance to the cow that was existing
in the animal gayul)
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2. Both these previous cognitions are indispensable t> a
valid analogy ; but the question still re-

N maim which of e e the FI0r of IR,
and which is &%, that is, which is

more immediate, and which is only accessory. The ancient
and the modern schools of Naiyaykas are diametrically op-
posed on this point : the former, i. e. the ancients, regard
as the F¥0r and |TZITFA as FEFM, while

the moderns prefer just the opposite view. The recollec-
tion of the swAxsraaTy is of course the =TIN according
to both. Annambhatta here evidently accepts the view of
the moderns, for he expressly says that the HIEIAHN, i.e.
the WETAT—SrETZEAYAS, is the For of gqETa. He does
not however seem to follow the moderns in taking the exack
form of the IUTATR to be s=FaT ITTIGFAT=T:, and not =T or
| TIAIATET:, the difference between the two being that
the second cognition would inform him that the particular
object alone is denoted by gayal, while the first conveys that
the whole class of which that object is an individual is
denoted by the name gayal. Visvanatha, who is a modern
in tolo, says @ @F TAYUGATTA FTAMAQ: | I TRl
wrasrEgTa.’  Although the FWu of JudTd is declared to be
the |TZ3THIA, it is not the sole o, for an IYTARTE may
arise even from a knowledge of dissimilarity or a merepecu-
liarity. Hence S. C. divides STaI ( SuTATA®L0 ) into three

~es s

kinds : agwE @ETE )| STATIIOTIR-

fftseRTeRE TyEERERueTE 3. SwHE is of three

kinds, viz the knowledge of an amimal possessing ( 1)a
similarity, (2) a peculiar property or { 3) a dissimilarity. "
SrEEs 7T is an example of the first kind; that of the
second is ANEF@EITIE: @RI ( a rhinoceros has onme
horn adorning its nose ) ; the example of a dissimilarity
would be IET AT TR sERTasic ( a camel does
not possess a level back and a short neck like a horse). The
word ®1=37 in the text is therefore to be taken as illus-
trative ( Sg@aI0n ) of the other two. -

18. M Calc. ed. p. 78.
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3. In accepting ITHTA and F=F as independent proofs
: Annambhatta follows Gofama. The Vai-
Sesikas as well as the Samkhyas do not
accept SYATH as a separate proof. They
include it under WIWA. Vidcaspati explains this view
thus : AT WY TIF A TAT: KragwEAT | AT @
¥R a7 T IISTA RINIA TeraL a97 ar9F: | gIT A=Ay aq-
T | LI A AT AL A A€IT A(9F 2@ ASHAAG-
AEAAT ! ‘ !

Comparison as an
dndependent proof.

The Naiyayika's reply to this argument may be given in
Nilakantha's words - TSRFIRT  TZTTAAAAATZSATIZ GRS -
TEATAFETIRQEATAT AITATT THOIARATE: | 1T+ TR~
FARFONG A=A AqAagwaagard. The 3dE as
framed by the Vaisesikus would be ¥ fqUST FFTIZFAT=A: |
MEEIATT | T T AHIEIT a9 NII9ZI=9TE . But our daily
experience tells us that such a =aT® is not necessarily true
nor is it essential for the knowledge that a certain word
denotes a certain-object. Hence STAM is different from HFATA.
The fact is that the concepts derived from analogy are
generally approximate or tentative only, not positive like
those of perception or inference. They are very useful
in pratical life, and a distinct proof must be assumed to
account for them. ~ Udayandcarya from whom Annambhalta
has borrowed his definition of ITMTE has made this clear
in the following verse in Kusumanjali:i—

Faeuer TR=PE: €T W97 9% |
TR ATgIHARY (33: 0

The certain knowledge (¥R=%%) of HrEia®=+q is regard-
€d as the result of an independent proof IUWI, because it
¢annot be obtained by any other known proof such as Per-
<eption,

Sect. LIX 233
Word is a sentence spoken by an authority. Authority is a
Person who speaks truth. Sentence is @ group of words, e. 9
bing a cow. Word is a thing having power ( of comveying
meaning ), Power is a convention made by Gud that a certain
- %nse be understocd from a certain word.

1 Samkhya-Tat. K. p. 278,
2 Kus. Cowell's Ed. III, 8. 8nd 31.
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1. The author now proceeds to the fourth proof, Word.
Tt is deGned as “the sentence or proposition
Word. of (uttered by) a credible or authorita—
tive person.” An ‘authoritative person (=11H) aoam is “ he
who speaks the truth.” Truth ( TAT = TUTEALST: ) is ¢ an
object as it exists in reality.” The verbal krowiedge (Zrr==z3a)
of truth is the representation of a thing just as it exists. A
ploposmcn (sr=%) which conveys such true werbal knowledge
is TaT9T=, and he who asserts suc1 a provosition is HW-
F#T or =M. V. V. therefore defines an 3T¥ as TEAATFITL-
ATTETaTIETSESAvISEaregard, ~he who conveys a
meaning ( areqy ), that is the subject of a true verbal
knowledge concerning the sense of the sentence uttered’; that
is, & person is 3T¥ when the words spoken by him convey
TOTaETETAT, and a IMEEATT is TATT when it accords com-
pletely with the external reality of things. These definitions of
2117 and TATT are very characteristic because they clearly
show that according to Naiyayikas the ultimate test of the
truth of verbal knowledge was not the authority attaching
to the speaker himself, but the fact of his words being in
harmony with the reality of things. Having defined an #TH,
the author defines a IT¥T as “a collocation of words such as
‘ Bring a cow, ’”” while a word is “that which possesses the
power ( 31w ) of conveying a meaning. ”

2. These definitions of a ITFT and a 9% are very impor-
tant, because they embody a particular

arheNyaya and  theory of Wrexaa which distinzuishes
of verbal knowledge. the Naiyayikas from other schools, and
: which has become the subject of several
interminable controversies. The Naiyay:kas are on this point
particularly opposed to the Mimassakas who hold the doc-

trine of TETATA=IATA(RIE 31wh:;, while the Nuiyayikas maintain
the contrary view, 9ZMIRT TF Tith:

3. The Mimamsa theory of the import of propositions is
rather,complicated. Along with the gram-

The two theories  marians they hold that the verb isthe prin-

contrasted.
cipal word in a proposition (

W37 ), because it is the verb that forms the copula as it were
to connect a number of words into a sentence. If one onl! says

-
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=7 qTHY, we can make nothing out of those disconnected
words ; but as soon as the verb 7=z is added, the whole
forms a connected proposition conveying the idea of Deva-
datta’s motion to the town. The idea of motion is the chief
significance of the sentence, the word ¥33« and IT® simply
serving to specify and define as it wera that motion. ==
denotes ‘ motion ’in general ; the addition of Fagw limits
the sense to the motion of a particular individual, while the
further addition of It/ still more restricts this limited mo-
tion of an individual to one in a particular direction and
towards a particular place. The whole sentence thus means
TR T TTHERF—THATEAT, in which T is the ST
while the other two expressions simply act as limiting
qualifications. All the words of a sentence are interdepen-
dent, because the predicate is too vague and general to convey
any sense unless otherwise determined, while the substan-
tives and other words are nearly subordinate members of
the sentence. By themselves the words of a sentence import
nothing, but placed inthe sentence they denote the faT as
happening in a particular thing. Thus 92 alone signifies no-
thing, but whenwe join 92& with 114%, we at once know it
to be FTATFAIEa®Ew=T®, that is, we know ¥ mnot
independently, but only as standing in seme relation to the
action of ‘bringing.” When each word is thus apprehended,
as related in some way to the 134T, we get the meaning of
the whole sentence in the form of that far as conditioned
and particularized by the several substantives. This doctrine
is expressed by saying fharfeaa T ggT4l ;w:, or as Annam-
bhatta puts it at the end of his commentary, zar-( &ar-)
fFaa SRR STaTEar:.

4 The followers of Gofama, adds T. D., deny the neces-
sity of thus apprehending each word separately before
~ combining them in a sentence, when the mesaning of

the whole sentence can as well be conveyed at once
in the form of the collective sense of all the words; that is,
according to Naiyayikas the 317 resides in the =7 itself, and
not in the waqas, Single words, say they, like 7%, %= etc,
convey no sense, not because they are srafesd, but because the
three requisites of SIT=FaTy, namely STETEAT, Hiay and JrTaT,
are not satisfied. A proposition or sentence is nothing but a
DU mber 6f significant words (F7¥6Y%) which possess FETEAT,
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grsgar and |fA19; and the collective meaning of such words
will be apperehended even though there be no FraTara®9 in
the sentence, e. g. FT=aT fAgIAA@HI a1, which designates
a king in the town of Kanchi without attributing any
action to him. Similarly we say IT: FT&T:, although no &FaT-
Ar=E9% can be supplied there; for the only possible verbs
applicable to =T ®@N: are |Wita or ( A=A ) AT+, but the
first is inapplicable, as there is no specification in IT: F1T: of
any particular time, past, present or future, while BIR et
is inappropriate, because ‘time’ is unknowble by human
beings. There can therefore be no {#ar¥a7 in I7: Fi@M: and
yet the words convey a sense because the above three requi-
sitesaresatisfied. According to Mimamsakasand grammarians
a proposition is WTAYEEATIAAE, that is, II@ITE T
would be interpreted as FIFIF-AVIFEHE-UIE(HAT. Bub
the above example shows that this is not always possible;
and therefore in such cases a proposition is TIRT-ATIE &I -
te7F only, that is, the illustration would mean JIfATEM@-
HAGFAT-FSINST avgz:. The consequence of this nice dis-
tinction is that according to Mimamsakas a THRATAIFIFT
or @faT# is alone legitimate, while a RZIITF I,
which they call s19=T%, has no independent significance, and
can exist only as a part of another Erarara® FFq. The
Naiyayikas of course consider both kinds of sentences equally
significant and independent. Hence the definition of a IrFa
in the text is 31%) 93¥%s:, which implies, as V. V. says,
that TTEEERT JIIGT AFAMRQA WiE: ' Verbal knowledge is
obtained not from one word (such as a f&a1ar9% ) but from
all the words together.’

5. On a proper analysis it will be found that a proposition
consists of a subject, a predicate and a copula. The predicate
is always resolvable into an attribute residing in the subject
and the copula is the connecting link showing the relation
that exists between the subject and the attribute predicated
of it. Thus in the sentence “Man is mortal’’, the attribute
of mortality is predicated of man, and the verb is the copula
connecting the two. In Hefer1a #geT: or IS 375 We
denote substantives possessing attributes. This view is
very similar to the Naiyayika doctrine. <
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6. From the import of proposition we pass on fo the
import of single words. A word is defined
Import of words.  gg g thing that is = ‘having pouer or
significance.’ But what is 31%? Annambhatta
_defines it as “‘the convention made by God that such and such
.a meaning should be understood from such and such a word”.
Some copies here read Ssa¥t=zTd®a:, but the word ==3T is
redundant as ¥%a implies 258T1. According to this definition
language is the creation of God, and each word is capable
.of conveying a particular sense because God has so willed it.
The definition is in accordance with the view of the ancients.
The moderns say STEIHIF 3w meaning that even the will
-of man can give significance to words, &8s in proper names
like 5=, 7=, @2 etc. The ancients do not deny the significance
of these latter kind of words, but call them simply TIfanS®
-or conventional, while only those derived from God are 3%
in the proper sense of the term. But this is not quite
satisfactory, for one might say that although the two kinds
.of words may be named separately, no difference is really
observable in thir power of denofting particular objects.
Z93% denotes an individual exactly in the same way as 92
denotes a jar although one word is of human and the other
-of divine origin. A later writer therefore defends the ancient
view by attributing even wrRwris% words to divine origin.
The sauthor of Tarka-Prakasa says * ‘STE¥sga dar a8
A 2@ g aar W, FEIEEERAIERaaEEna
THEET:  fryy  sATERESSEEIN  ATESgREuEATIgAE s
A EsavEdarswaT.’ | But this is going rather too far, or,
-as Sanskritists say, EsrFEaesA, supporting one absurdity
by another. We know that new phraseology is invented by
men in different countries to convey new ideas or denote
new inventions and discoveries. Innumerable words un-
known before are thus added to the language. The exist-
‘ence of many distinct and unconnected languages in the
world is the strongest proof of the absurdity of the theory
~ -of a divine origin of any particular language.
7. It is probably to avoid this controversy that our author
. gives another and a better definition of
ﬁon.A"Other defini- =% in the Gommentary, ATGATES: W
Cioade qRTaEEey: o ‘Power is the relation

- 1. Bhim#&charya : Nyaya-koya. 2nd ed. p. 782
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of a word and an object, that always serves to revive the
memory of that object (whenever the word is spoken). ' This
definition, says Nilakantha, is purposely made vague so as to-
apply to 311%, whether it is regarded as an independent gz
as the Mimamsakas do, or whether it is identified with the-
will that makes the convention, as the Nasyayikas hold. The
Mim@msaka’s arguments for regarding 31 as a separate T{I‘&
are summed up in the couplet:—

T 73 AUFAAE. TOUERIEZAT |
HIATATZT <39 (Qgwrareas g ari
Power i3 not a subs'ance as qualities inhere (in them) ; itis
also distinct from quaiities and actions. It resides in genus
and other categories. It must therefore be regarded as a
Separale category.

The Naiyayikas however refuse to recognize 3N a&s &
separate category on the ground that, as each substancee. g.
9§+, F87 ete. is the object of several smss, to accept the
independent existence of them all would involve WRE.
3T is therefore properly speaking only a power in a word to-
denote the meaning imposed upon it by divine or human
will.

8. But the question still remains where this F2a®qT T®
is apprehanded. In other words, what does
a word like 7= denote primarily : the objec
jar, or the common property jar-ness that
resides in it, or both together? This is an important questioni
as it lies at the basis of the several antagonistic theories of
=39 proposed by different schools. The opinions on this-
point are as various and numerous as opinions can possibly
be on any single topic. Of these views four are the most
important, namely ¥Iwwmia, Fae=mis, FArarararesae and’
@1qrg. The first is adopted by the Mimissakas, the second by
modern Naiyayikas, the third by ancient Naiydyikas, and :
the last belongs to the Bauddhas.'! The advocates of each of
these views look at the significant word from différent stand-
‘points. When one says wzarw, the spesker undoubtedly
desires the thing, jar, and not the class-notion, jar-uess, 0

Conflicting theo-
ries.

1 Mammata : Kavya- Prakase Bom. Ed. Ch. IL. p, 30.
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be brought to him. That the =af% °jar’ must be somehow

or other implied by the word &= is therefore necessary, for-
unless it is so implied the hearer can never fetch the object.

Modern Naiyay kas rely on this simple fact, and say that the

word = primarily denotes the wz=ym®. The capacity of
being the subject of any act ( StfHaTENTT ) resides in the

concrete object =n@ alore, and hence it is the =r®% on.
which the €% is made. But there are insuperable objections

to this view. If 9= denotes a particular ==&, we would

rejuire as many separate words as there are jars in the world

and the ¥%a on each would have tobe learnt separately as:

they can have no connection with each other. As a matter

of fact however there is only one word 92, and when we-
once know its significance as expressing a aTiEAgE, we-
apply it to denote all objects having that shape. 92 therefore

denotes not a particular T3=7(%%, but the property Wmfi‘-

#=3. Further the word 92 conveys many notions besides

that of the =77 ; it implies that the thing denoted belongs.
to a particular class of substances having some common
properties, and it also distinguishes the =ai% from other
dissimilar substances. Thus the word 92 performs three-
functions ; it points out a particular object jar, it signifies

that the particular jar is similar to all the jars in the world

and it distinguishes that jar from all other things, such as.
stones, walls and trees. When we say 3T we at once denote

the =715, the class-noticn e, and the peculiarity HreT-

f&w=s which distinguishes a cow from other animals. In other

words, ¥t signifies =T, W@ and TSR at the same time ; or-
as & writer puts it, @AY =TI F5rey = 93rAf wews.  This was

the view of the ancient Naiyayikas, and is apparently theone

preferred by Annambhatta.

9. According to modern Nuiyayikas words denote the =71%
only, and the attributes come inbyimplication; that is, words .
are primarily concrete names. But according to the
Mimarmsakas words are purely abstract names denoting the
W& only. The ancient Naiyayikas seem to have adopted
a middie course between these extremes by holding that words-
denote neither ¥¥@=7%6 nor FF@wNA but! AfAETRIE=A®, .
that is, a particular objeot 9 as possessing the olass-notign
2. The reason given by T. D. for rejecting the FagAa-
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g is, that the actions of ‘bringing’ and ‘binding’, express
ed in the propositions W2wT@T and TWIT=T:, are possible
in the respective =3*s only. If & word signified ST@ only,
the sentence would mean ¥2=AWT and AiAII+T", which
is absurd because 9= and M cannot be separated from
the concrete objects. The M imamsakas however maintain
that the fact that I2ex or 7™ cannot be separated from
the concrete object ( i Farars ) is exactly the reason why
the significance of the word w2 or it should, for the sake
of #1949, be confined to the =&, while the notion of =f &
must be conveyed by 18T or necessary implication. This
view of SITATIT NHATHHTREATATT was held by the Mimarm-
sakas, grammazrians and rhetoricians, and is rejected by
Annambhatia.

10. Thelast of the four views mentioned above which was
held by the Bauddhas was that the primary import of words
was only H9IE or AAFEATAR, distinction of all other different
objects from it. What do we understand, they argued, by a
word such as 9= ? Not an external object, because we never

-really know external objects ; nor the HT@, because Fd is
nothing more than a mere conception formed by our mind
and imposed upon what we call external objects. What ==
then really signifies is that a certain thing possesses some
peculiarities which distinguish it from all other things. We
never. know what 92 or 92 is ; we only know what it is nof,
"viz. that it isnot 9= or F&r. We have therefore only a negative
knowledge of things, and consequently the import of words
‘must also be negative. The Vedantins by way of harmonizing
“the above views, each of which expresses a part of the
truth, have started the theory that the power of a word
‘resides in both the ®& and the =¥, but in different ways :
‘that is, it is active or expressive in ST, and passive or
latent in the =3i®%. The Vedanta-Paribhasa says, TR
"RTAT ST W WETEAT A g FAT | W@y g 67 Fr 89
'This appears to mean that a word primarily signifies FTd,
“but its capability of signifying the class-notion is derived ‘
“from its acknowledged connection with the concrete objects
~comprised in that class. Thus & signifies the general no-

1 Ved, Par.Calc. ed.p.17.
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tion of a trunked animal ; but it does so beeatise the property-
‘t:unk ' was found in the actual object elephant.

11. It must have been noticed thatthe distinction between.
the denotation and the connotation of words insisted upon by
Mill and other English logicians does not strictly speaking
find a place in any of these views. But if we may use those

terms as applying to the signification of =afF and
aia respectively, we might say that in #F@=n@TT words
are purely denotative, while in FsgwmiaaT® they are
purely connotative. Similarly in the sfafaEIZ=afarz of
the ancient Naiyayikas they are both denotative and
connotative, while in the theory of =191® they connote only
the differentia.

12. A 93 is defined as 37+, but 3% does not exhaust the
whole import of words. Every word is cap-
able of conveying two meanings, one
primary or direct and the other secondary
or implied. The relation by which a word signifies a par-
ticular thing is called 3f®, which is of two kinds, srfE
or Swdr ( expression) and @aum ( implication ). The
first is created by @%a and is inseparable from the word;
the second operates in the absence of the first, and, being
derived from it, is entirely dependent on it. Hence the
definition of & 9% as % is not ¥ATH on a FTAGETF, for a
% can never be &T&A0F unless it is also 1. Bach of these
two kinds of 3f¥ or special relation is subdivided into three
sorts, thus :—

The two-fold
power of words

qr?r:
]

F 1 | i i
T wE: JOTER: WESHUT  ANIEANl  FEESegeuT

13. The expressive power ( 317 ) of words is of the ab.ove
three kinds ; and so words are divided into

mfff expressive three classes according as they operate
. through any one of these modes. 17 or




338 Tarka-Sarhgraha | SECT. LIX

-etymology is defined ¥Fg=mT® ' the power of the several
“roots or component parts of the words.” A qIME 3= is
therefore one which adheres to its etymological meaning
-anl conveys nothing more nor less than what is implied in
the parts, e. g. 9% which, being compounded of the root
9= and the FARTAT, signifies quaFal. @ or customary
.significance is defined as #@gT=®, the power of the whole
word without any reference to its parts. Not that such &
words have no etymology, for there is an influential school
.of grammarians who assert that all words are derived from
roots ; but these ¥ words have completely abandoned their
-original signification and acquired a new sense. Thus w2
‘gignifies ‘ jar ' not because it is derived from ¥T or any
other root, but because convention has attached that mean-
ing to it. Majority of simple words in Sanskrit belong
“to the third kind, namely, Fist6e words in which both the
«etymological and the customary meanings are partly re-
tained. Words like 9§, #9%¥ or 14 have no doubt an
-etymological sense, but it is restricted by custom to a par-
‘ticular object or kind of object comprised in the original
meaning. Etymologically 95 might mean any thing pro-
-duced in mud, such as a lotus or a frog. But custom has
narrowed the meaning of the word to a lotus. Similarly
g1&T has come to denote only one out of many animals hav-
ding &, such as elephants, men and monkeys. Some mention
# fourth variety named atfi%®e, such as 37&%, which may be
interpreted either by etymology or by customary sense
“independently.

14. All these varieties require the knoweledge of the %4,
either on the 31987 or on the ¥¥ZT™ or on
both ; and this ¥%a is learnt by the child
in various ways of which the IE=TER
deseribed by T.D. is one. Eight of these generally re-
-cognized modes of learning 3% are mentioned in the
following couplet:—

wiETET W{WWW 1

Y o e, SRR e

TMFTFT JNNEIATA(~A FiiAsTa: EIF 350 I

‘The import of words is learnt in any of the following
ways: (1) Grammar, as the meaning of roots, terminations
and cases ; ( 2 ) Comparison, as when the meaning of 738

How Convention
.18 known,
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is known by the similarity of a gayal with a cow; (3)
Dictionary, as of synonyms 07, T1% ete. ; (4) Express asser-
tionof a oredible person, as #1fFe: fFrgars:; (5) Usage
of elders as when one elder person says to another® Bring
acow,’ or ‘ Bring a jar, * the child eliminates the common
word ‘ bring’ and thus determines the meanings of #it and
%2; (6 ) Context, as in the vedic text TIRTEEATR, the
exact meaning of 97 is known by a concluding passage ;
{ 7) Explanaticn by synonyms or paraphrase as 92: Faar,
T qF F1a; and lastly (8) Contiguity with a well-
known word as in % WeFWalr @y [@Fr A, the meaning
of @ is known by its association with §EFR and AYT.
Some also add signs of hand ete. as the ninth, as when
one points a finger to a woman and says to the child
¥ & #rar, the gesture imparts to the child the knowledge
of the word \TaT.

15. The other kind of IR is o, Implication, which is
defined as ¥TTFTHETAT: (¥ FTAOE F A
ﬂiﬁgﬁan& orIm-  srrs qredtss: @|anr:) ‘ connection with
* . » 5
v the expressive sense of the word’. It is
resorted to only when there is g&aTatgaa ™ ‘inapplicability of
the primary sense in the context.” In wgtat ¥m: for in-
stance, the primary sa2nse of 3T, namely the stream, is
inapplicable because a hut cannot stand on the current; and
- hence wgT is made to signify the bank of the river which is
connected with the current by &40, If Annanbhatta acoepted
the views of the ancient Naiyayikas about 3, he follows
the moderns with regard to @&umr. According to the
ancients the essential condition for @FHOmT was Hﬂ:’l?’l:l’-
9 ° unsuitability of the =T or meaning of the
sentence '; but there is no such JI=AEPITH in
examples like FrE¥dl @ w@ai or E: T339, which by
themselves give a fair sense without any o, although
that sense is clearly not the one intended by the speaker.
Hence T. D. says arqaigqaiasatonisra, S is resorted to
when the primary sense is unsuited, not to the IrFqT737, blit
to the T¥garad. The three-fold division of FHT into FeaTT,
| AqEFAIT and TETASEEAT is also taken from the moderns.
1 AW is that where the primary sense is wholly abandon-
| edanda new one substituted, as in #¥r HETFA, where




340 Tarka-Samgraha. [SECT. LIX..

W1 signifies a child sleeping on a cot and not the cot itself.
In srsrzeeaT™T the word retains its primary sense and conveys-
something more, as in Zrauir ariea where both those who have-
umbrellas and those who have not are implied, or as in
FTvar zry wgars where all birds including crows are
to be kept off. The examples of HEZTEEATAT are AIST FIg: OF
a<ard, where only a part of the primary meaning is retain-
ed and a part is left out as being inapplicable. In J/IST 2939
A: means AETEHT ZF3W: while WH  means aaFETEEr
F=z+: and so to establish the identity of the two we leave:
out the qualifications @FT1#iA and Ta=EA. In aaAr® the
aa denotes fAursrar and #H denotes gyosiT ; so we leave
out the properties fAdorer and |30 and make the two-
substances identical. A fourth kind, Fidraseron, is also
recognized by some, as in @%®, which primarily signifies the-
word 9aT and through it the object, bee. N. B. repudiates:
the last kind on the part of the Naiyayikas, and ascribes it

to Vedantins.

16. Another division of @I is into ®=T or FET and i,

otherwise called wdrsa=dr. Most of the

_Another sub-divi- ghove examples are of the first kind, where:

Sion. - & 3

the implication solely rests on the un-

suitability of gt In ot implication is resorted to im

order to suggest a third sense called 791, as in Tt 9w

the qualities of coolness and holiness which really belong to

the current are transferred to the bank. This suggested third

sense is called wmﬁ and is supposed by rhetoricians to be
conveyed by a third mode called =@%AaT.

17. =gt is of two kinds 1r=§T and =, but Naiyay:kasre-

: cognize neither. sT=3T, they say as in the
cog’;ggfg_“"a not re- above fxample, is invariably included in
the siviTza7o1T and so need not be regarded

as a separate mode. 37i9T is found in such examples as :(—
NeT N JeEeA TFAIA: Feg o AT |
HATE SR a37 TI1IT AT AT0E 0
Here the masning conveyed by the speaker is fargaaar-

9% § WO{IFE WESA@ ;  but this sense, says T. D, is
obtained by inference, and so the =¥ar process becomes
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s=ruTag. According to Naiyayikas therefore thera are only
two modes of conveying sense, expression ( 3f% ) and impli-
cation ( @20 ), of which the latter being secondary is based
an the former. The definition of ¥z (31% 9% ) is therefore
applicable in both cases. .

Secr. LX, axp LXI. m[gr—q"[:m-éﬁ'am.

Expectancy, compatibility, and juxtaposition are the causes
of the knowledye of the meaning of a- sentence. Expectancy is
the inability of a word to convey the meaning of a sentence on
account of the absence of some other word. Compatibility is the
non-contradiction of the sense. Juxtaposition ts the consecuiive
atterance of words.

A senterice devoid of expectancy, efc. is wunauthoritative ;
e. g. ( the words) cow, horse, man, elephant are not authoritative,
beng devoid of expectancy, etc. (The sentence) ‘Sprinkle with fire
is unauthoritative for want of compatibility ; (the words) ‘ Bring
a cow’ pronounced at intervals are mot authoritative owing to
want of juxtaposition.

1. =1=% has Been defined as a =1FT, but an intelligible sen-
tence cannot be formed simply by stringing
. Three requisites of A !
B position tg;,:gt’lger any number of words, as 9 . 9z
v a1i (A&, In order to convey the combined

T the words require the aid of some accessory proper-
ties, which are three, s&r=aT (Expectancy), 9t#7at ( Compa-
tibility ) and ®1a7a ( Juxtaposition ).

2. The simplest definition of TFrE=aT is AR TEAE

‘ non-completion of the semse owing

Ezxpectancy. to the absence of some other word

: or words’. Annambhatta defines it as ° the

inability of a word (gg¥w) to convey ( SAFNTEES ) the

whole meaning of the sentence (¥ ¥ ), which inability

is eaused (wg%) by the absence (safe®) of sone ofher word

{wgreaw). If one says simply ¥eH, 8 desire is at once
44
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created to know what about the jar, snd is satisfied only
when we supply some such words as A7 which completes
the sense. This desire to know is called SATEI=ET and de-
pends generally on the exact form of the words used.
Thus TZHAT conveys four notions, & jar (92), the objective
relation (& ), the act of bringing ( =T ) and the
command ( the termination of Imp. 2nd sing.); and if any
of these notions is wanting the sense remains so far incom-
plete. The imperfection cannot however be made up by
saying 92: FHE AT A although these words import
the same thing as 9ZAIAT, because no arFErEAr is raised in
this case.

3. @@ga or compatibility is “ the non-contradiction of

sense.” A word is said to have FEgar

Compa  bility. with another when the meanings conveyed

by the two are not inconsistent with each

other. Thus we cannot say IT&l faafa or FeA FAq, be-

cause the notions of fire and sprinkling as well as of water

and burning are inconsistent and incompatible with each

other. A sentence like this would therefore be meaningless

owing to the impossibility of combining the two incon-
gruous notions in one HAT.

4 The third requisite is &f«T1 or <TR0GT which consists in

“ the utterance of consecutive words one

Juztaposition. after another without interval between
any two of them.” A FrFaTey is made

up by the combination of the several notions of words,
and it is therefore necessary that the impression made by
each should remain fresh until this combination is effecteds
If however a long break occurs in the middle of a sentence,
the previous impressions vanish before the sentence is finish-
ed, and the sense would remain incomplete. What consti-
tutes €T is, as T. D. remarks, the unbroken apprehension
of all the words ; and hence actual utterance of words is not
absolutely necessary. In a written or printed book for
instance we have no utterance, and yet we understand the
arFard because the words are placed .n juxtaposition.
ATETEMT, TrFar, and Hraty, T. D. further adds, are neces-
sary preliminaries fo. .. comprehension of a sentence,
not in themselves, but as known ; that is, it is their know-
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ledge that is required irrespective of their actual existence
-or absence. If a man wrongly conceives them to exist in
a sentence wae tiey really do not, he will make out a
aneaning of the sentence, while he will not understand a
sentence possessing all the three, if he fails: to detect their
DPresence.

5. Tisvanatha adds a fourth requisite aTgga™' ‘ know-
ledge of the intention of the speaker, *
Intended sense.  which is often as mnecessary for the
right understanding of a sentence as any
«of the preceding three. For instance, the sentence {=gTHTTT
might convey two distinct senses ‘Bring salt,” and ‘ Bring
a horse. * TFETEAT, Tgar and |(ArT, which are all satisfied
here, are not in themselves able to tell us which of the two
senses is to be accepted on a particular occasion, that is,
which of the two things is intended by the speaker. This can
be determined only by knowing the T¥3ar%37, which again is
to be gathered from the circumstances under which or
the occasion on which the sentence is spoken. If the
speaker is dining he almost certainly orderssalt, while if he
is dressed and is going out, he orders a horse. Without this
knowledge of the speaker’s intention, it will be impossible to
interpret a sentence wherever a word is ambiguous or has
more than one sense. Perhaps this speaker's intention may
be included in the sscond requisite FFTar as compatibility
of a meaning must always bz judzed with reference to the
particular occasion or the probable intention of the
speaker.

6. Although Annambhatia does not mention ALTIRCT in
this sestion, his referenca to it in connection with o
in the commentary on the preceding secticn leaves no
doubt that he accepts its necessity. His definition of
AT, npamely amdAidI=garaf@a®, is however faulty.
Words which convey a sense are not mnecessarily
uttered with an intention to convey that sense.
A fool or an idiot sometimes utbters words which he
doss not understaand but which ara intelligible to others;
a parrot pronounces words which have a meaning in ordinary

1B D 8L

A
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language;and yet there is no intention of the speaker in such
cases. It may be urged against this that they are not real words.
at all, although appearing to be so. But what if a Vedic text
is repeated by a person who understands nothing of it? The
text is there and you cannot deny it, and yet there can be
no a'ﬁ?rmm‘ Again, if a teacher expounds such a text wrong-
1y the meaning which he intends is at variance with the
truth and can never be conveyed by the text. Or suppose
one reads such a text in abook ; there is no speaker here
and there can be no a~didrsgaraRaa. It cannot be argued
that the original intention of the author of the text, viz.
God, is to be assumed in such cases; because there are many,
says Vedanta—Paribhasa, who do not recognize God as the
author of the Vedas and yet are able to understand the
meaning of them. The Paribhasa therefore proposes as &
better definilion AeTAIANAATITS WA AFFATATAT=SAT drai-
a= araas ¢ fitness of the words to express a particular
meaning, while there is no utterance with an intention to
convey a different sense.’ 1 The second clause is added to
prevent a doubt in examples like FeqTaraT where, although
¥=aT is fit to express both salt and a horse, the intention is
always to convey only one meaning and not the other. Even
in cases where two meanings are intended to be simultane-
ously expressed, as in F€AT TAA TT, the definition will
apply since @ will comprehend both the senses.

Secr. LXIIL I=F9H:

1. A sentenceis of two kinds, sacred (3% ) or profane
( &F%% ) ; the sacred, being promounced by God, is always
trustworthy, while @ profane sentence 18 trustworthy if pro-
nounced by a credible person. Any other 18 untrustworthy.

1. Having defined3r=%. word, as the fourth proofin general,

' ey the author divides it irto two sorts,
wo Kinds O ST =~ -

S dlvme. and prgfane; Tlie T(2F qFT 18 of

: four kinds, 57, TI@, sgra and o, of

s

1 Ved. Pur. Cale. ed. p. 20.
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which each preceding is of a higher authority than each
following. The definition in the text applies only to the gf®
as other compositions are of human origin. gIf® or  Vedas
‘proper are four %%, I9H, |IAT, and =maaur, each of which
is divided into three parts ##= or ®T&ar, =TE0N, and AXUTE,
the last including Iuf«g. All these being of divine origin
are to be implicitly believed. ¥ is an authority only when
g is silent or not inconsistent ( &A%Y =%y wWRwEl@ zF-
HAw ).! zfaet and SIT0T are of comparatively slender weight
and are brought into requisition only when no higher au-
thority is to ke found.

2. The two-fold division of a IT#¥ into sacred and profane

: is chiefly made for the purpose of imply-

.theT hﬁe'(';;ihor'ty °f ing that the rales laid down in the pre-

ceding three sections apply to @1f%® IFT

only; but the unquestioned authority ofthe ¥f2® TF7 is

not therefcre inconsistent with them, since all the conditions

-of validity implied by thern are taken for granted in the case
of the Vedas.

T. D. here refers to two points which have long served as
good bones of contention between Mimarisakas and Naiyayikas.
The first is whether the Vedas are eternal or are special com-
positions by God. It must be remembered that there is-no
‘question here as to the human origin of the Vedas,
since both the schools, being orthodox, agree in repudiating
the notion of the Vedas being human creations like any other
book. The word @%§g which frequently occurs in this
controversy solely refers to God; while HT\F9T means
eternal, having no author at -all. The Mimamsakas claim
eternity for the Vedas on two grounds; first, no tradi-
tion is known asecribing the authorship of the Vedas to any
individual, the several Rsis mentioned as ‘seers of hymns
{A¥xe¥r: ) having only seenthe hymns ar.d not composed them.
On the other hand we know the authorship of all human
productions, as HEFIGIONAT Fal FAFAtga:. Secondly, the
Vedas themselves declare their own @& in se'v\er:zl te{ts\,
such as * qr=7r FregfaaTr,’ o AgAr GA9 ([AoaEanadgiagt
Tg4Y:.’ The Naiyayika meets these arguments by contrary

1 Jaimini : Mimawmsa-Suiras. 1, 3, 3.
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texts, such as AEATAYTATAT T wHWigww, and ¥TH ARG
=1 go@ AR, Their strongest weapon however is the
AR, AT t?rﬁ!fr ITFFATERATEad, Oor %quxmr T53-
FATAATFITAAEIAT, FTFI(AATATT, FFRGTEA AT AEA.
The Mimarhsakas try to refute this argument by calling it
KIq7aF, the ITTTT being WAATOFEGEA ; that is, they mean
that the above reasoning is applicable only fo those works
whose authorship is known. The Naiyay:kas answer that
even the authorship of the Vedas was known since it was
remembered by Rsis like Golama by the tradition of
teaching. Besides if the Vedas -had been eternal, all the
words and letters in them would be co-existing, and so there
would be no order of words ( FuTggaT ) etc., without which
there can be no s&T=AT and no I=Fard. The Vedas there-
fore must have been produced by some one, and as no
human origin is possible in the case of works containing
such transcendental wisdom, they must be the work of God.
The Vedantin, who is eminently a compromiser, tries to:
reconcile these opposite views, by supposing that the Vedas
as they exist at presznt are HAfAar, but they are merely
copies of similar compositions existing in the previous
cycles, the authority for this opinion being the text, 9@t
guraTHFeTaqd. This in short means that the Vedas are
eternal as to substance ( =197 ), but non-eternal as to form.

( saraget ).

3. The question of the eternity of the Vedas is involved
in the larger question whether sound is
Non-eternity of  eternal. Sound is a quality of Akass and
sound. Z 5 SRR .=
is eternal like it, WOrgug@drm and other
accidental causes only serving to reveal it to our ears. We-
always recognize the letter 3t as the same, and so it cannot
vanish away the moment it is pronounced. The Naiyayikas
prove the non-eternity of sound by AT thus : —-gragTstaea: ¢

AT A7 ARRIAIS T IAANIaTd, Seeaaa-
fasregeaTgT | 923d. Gotama gives three reasons for the

non-eternity of sound :—1 that it hasa beginning, 9 that it is
perceived by organ of sense, and 3 that the attributes of a

I. Ved. Par. Cale. ed. p. 21.

.
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product are ascribed to it.‘:} The identification of one IFT
with a former one can be accounted for by similarity
just as we identify one lamp-flame with another that for-
merly stood in its place.

Sect. LXIL mir=zs.

Verbal knowledge means the knswledge of the meaning of
a sentence ; ils proximate cause is the Word.

1. Annambhatta winds up the discussion of T=g by the
declaration that it is the kuowledge of

The prozimate  the meaning conveyed by the whole
cause of verbal : . :
knowledge. sentence which is the real wverbal know=
ledge, that is, the ®& mentioned above

as the fourth kind of apprehension. The special cause of
this®® is the 3=F or the sentence which conveyed that
sense. This emphatic declaration seems to be made in
order to repudiate the view of the modern Naiyayikas, that
it is not the = but the =17 that is the real FIoT of IT=3-
T,  Visvanatha who prefers the modern Vview Says
in B. P. 80 :—

qITH g FIOT ZIC AT TFTAT |

NEZATT: ®F AT JAHE: FEHTROT )
He then goes on in his commentary T & FraEmd
FUm, gEmaTSE ARegETET  omsgamma’ If the word
itself be taken as the FXur of IT=gamd, how do we under-
stand a verse written by a dumb man without utter—
ing a single word ? It is therefore tte knowledge of
the word, whether heard orally or seen in writing, that
really produces the zr=zaid. The distinction is prac-
tically unimportant, although it has great historical signifi-
eance, since it marks the stage when, writing having come
to take a large place previously occupied by oral tradition.

—

1 G.S.IL 2, 14.
2 S. M. Calc. ed. p. 8.
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the absurdity of defining 31=x in terms of actual utterance
‘was perceived and the difference between writing and oral
tradition was abolished. Apparently Annambhatia’s opinion
differs from both the above views, since he makes =% the
#7071 and defines 3715 as a F(¥7T or 95§49 and not a 9. But
this is not so, because according to Naiyayikas a TZERE is
not different from its components, the several 93s. Perhaps
by 31=% Annambhalic may be meaning IT=ZT= or TFHAI, just
as in a former section he interpreted JIFTSaIT ete. as SATFETET
a7T(Es0 5 and if this is the case his view will agree with
the modern one. At any rate his laxity of expression on
this point shows that he did not regard the distinction as
very material.

2. T.D. here briefly notices the argument of the Vasr
'Wh L $esikas, who recognize only two proofs,
Sen argteqpr bot. Perception and Inference, viz. that Word
is not a distinet proof asitcan be included

under Inference. The syllogism by which the connection
( #| ) between a word and its sense is to be known may
be stated either as T. D. puts it, or as T& 9ETAT: TIEqEE
Fea: | Wawwmmmm | 3USH AR~
mm‘amm -that is, the 9&T in the 1nference may be
either the 9% as T. D. makes it, or the q2Tq as is done in
the syllogism given here. Either way, the inference is incap-
able of producing 3T=g=aTy, for the knowledge conveyed by
words is of an altogether distinct kind from that lmparted
by an inference, and besides produces the consciousness, e
know from words, ’ which differs from the consciousness =
know by inference. ’ This is not a very satisfactory reply
since it rests on self-comsciousness which may vary with
different persons. Udayanicarya gives a more convincing
refutation of the Vaisesika view ——AET: qRegs dwe T
& fAom: 1 An inference like the above is 1mpossib1e ; for the
conclusion of it can only be a certainty ( qi¥=¥% ) or a mere
possibility (#w%) ; if it is the former, the syllogism involves
an SAFNAF TANIH as a certain conelusion is not warranted
by the premises ; while if thelatter, there is-no ascertainment
{ &% ) of the wr:q, and consequently no Zr=gata. Hence I

T

1 Kus. Cowell's ed, III, 13,
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-must be recognized as a distinct proof, producing a cognition
.of a peculiar sort.

3. The description of the four proofs is concluded here,
and the rest of the passage in T. D. dis-

Dther proofs, cusses two points having reference to the
whole chapter on °‘proofs.” The first

point is whether the four proofs, hitherto described, exhaust
the number of valid proofs. The variety of opinions on this
head amongst the different schools is almost perplexingd The
total number of proofs thus recognized by one or more schools
is ten, namely, 1 waeT ( Perception ), 2 wgwta ( Inference ),
3 ggam ( Comparison ), 4 ¥=g ( Word ), 5 =rarara ( Pre-
-sumption ), 6 HFTBTET ( Non-perception ), 7 §9F (Inclusion),
8 afdar ( Tradition ), 9 =T ( Sign ) and 10 gz ( Eli-
mination ). Of these each of the known philosophical schools
recognize only a particulsr number varying from one to ten.
Thus, the Carvakas or Atheists accept only Percepticn,
“repudiating the validity of all the rest ; the Vaisesikas, the
Bauddlas and the Jainas accept two, Perception and Infer-
_ence ; the Sanknyas, Yoyns, Lawyers, and a section of Vedan-
_tins accept three, the above two with Word; the Naiyayikas
add a fourth, Comparison; the slimamsakas and some Vedam-
#ins accept two more, Presumption and Non-perception ; the
Pauranikas or Mythologists add further Probability or Inclu-
sion, and Tradition ; while the ninth, Sign, is recognized by
Tantrikas only. Etimination also, though only a species of in-
ference, is regarded as a distinct proof by some Mimaresakas,
Annambhatta having accepted the Nawayka doctrine of
four proofs disposes of the rest by short references.[:m,
TAar and FET are easily disposed of by including the first
in @A™ and the latter two in 3=. Non-perceplion has
been already discussed under a previous section' and
declared to be only an accessory to the percep,‘ion of

,negation.]

. 4, The severest contest lies round srawara., The
Naiyayskas strenuously try to include it in Inference, W ile
“the Mimarmsakas as strenuously maintain that it is an inds-
:pendent proof. - The stock example of I is dAT FIIA!

1 Vide T. D. on Sect. 43 and Note 8 thereon, P. 228 Supra.
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Rara wE | smiF oxr 4F ! * Davadatta being fat does-
not eat in daytime ; and so he must be eating at night.”
Night-eating is thus presumed on the ground of the known
impossibility of remaining fat without eating, unless of
course as Nilakanthu suggests, the fatness is due to disease:
or superhuman power. The exceptions of course need not
be taken into account here. This #araf which is advo-
cated by Prabhakara Mimamsakas is of two kinds, ZEramars
and SIATATaR. When the knowledge F¥3wl T @ ¥% on
which the presumption is based is obtained by actual sight,
it is the first; when it is got by hearsay from another-
person it isthe second. Both these kinds of FATIA are
included by Naiyayikas in=/g@m. The inference is of the #73-

=faei® kind, TT2RT OEWIAAEAT, BAGHEE F/I@ G99,

qud AW TAT TAEEHAT gFIA:.  Presumption is therefore
not a separate proof, for all cases of it are accounted for by
FaoafairE AgwErE. The difference between Nyaya and
Mimamsa views on this point is only of &< and #ir¥. The
Mimamsakas recognize a fifth proof =refrafer to account for-

all kinds of presumptions and thereby dispense with the-

¥TZ=aiai¥ inference, while the Nasyayikas accept the

latter and repudiate =atary. The dispute between them is-

therefore reduced to the question which view has &T9F on
its side ; that is, whether it is simpler to recognize a new
proof or a new variety of inference. Apparently the Nazya-

yikas have the better of it ;)but if we take into account

the difficulties and absurdities into which the Nasyayikas
have involved themselves by their recognition of FT3-
=faf¥ &%, we cannot certainly commend them for their-
apparent ‘ simplicity.’

5. The second point noticed by T. D. is of the utmost
- importance, as it in fact lies at the very
k”ﬁ?eg‘:;d'ty o root of the whole theory of proofs. [We
or TZRE ATATH ; but how do we know that we really see the-
%z, and that our perceptive knowledge is not a mis-appre-
hension of something that is not 9= ? That »is, how do we
in practice distinguisha 9®T from %W ? We may or we-
may not see the reality of w2 ; but what test is there to4
prove that we see the reality and not a shadow ?’ A gar

see a jar and have the cognition _[g 92
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has been defined as agR AAERFE s+ ¢ knowledge of a
thing possessing any property as possessed Of that pro-
perty. * It is thus comparatively easy to define what S®T
is ; but how are we to ascertain whether a given piece of
knowledge is a SAT or srgat ? The necassity of this as
certainment is obvious, for without it there can be no-
certainty of knowledge and all human intercourse would be.
impossible. - The question therefore how to determine the
truth of our cognitions becomes & mnecessary corollary fto

any theory of knowledge.—l

solved into the alternatives whether
¢ gelf-proved ’ or TIATHTN
Madhavacarya quotes two
our principal views on this.

6. TThe question is re
right knowledge is FTATATI
¢ proved by something else.’
verses which summarize the f
point :——

[« Of the two things ° authoritativeness (strwTeT) and © non-
authoritativeness ’ (s1TATIY), the Samlkhyas consider both to
be self-proved ; the Naiyayikas hold both to be known extern-
ally ; the Bauddhas think that ¢ non—authoritativeness ' is
self-proved but the other is proved externally. Lastly, teach-
ers of the Vedas, i. e. the M imamsakas maintain that AT
is self-proved but FAHTT requires external proof.”’ This.
diversity of opinions about qrAgT may be stated briefly by
saying that according to Sarmlkhyas both the truth and falsity
of a cognition are known intuitively; according to Naiyayikas
both are proved by independent reasoning and therefore
neither can be presumed until thus proved ; according to
Bauddhas a cognition is prima facie incorrect and true if
only proved to be so by special evidence; while the Mimarnsa-
kus regard a cognition as presumably correct, but false when
actually proved to be so. As we are mainly interested in
determining swTe¥ only, the contest chiefly lies between:
the Naiyayika view of TRaSTHITT and the Mimamsa doctrine-
of mmml T. D. first states the Mimamss view fully

1 Sary. D. 8 Cale. ed. p. 129,
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as 8 9394, and then refutes it in order to establish the
f&gra of Nyaya that the truth of knowledge is proved
externally. ' :
7. The w=a%a of ITATUT is defined, AFIATATTITATZFATISATAAT-
gFEETHIATITEES, ¢ the property of being apprehended by the
same entire body of the means which produce the knowledge,
but do not prove its falsity.’ Three conditions are implied in
this definition, that the truth of knowledge is apprehended
by the same means which produce the knowledge, that the
means include every thing that is instrumentalin preducing
the knowledge, and that they should not include arything
that affects the truth of the knowledge. The necessity of the
two latter qualifications is shown by T.D. The definition
speaks of the totality of means in order to include an infer-
ence that may be sometimes used to prove S, although
it may have been previously known by Taa(¥7 ; and it ex-
c¢ludes a contrary cognition g STaAwAT which, being =TI,
may prevent the apprehension of ST@TUg, provided of course
this contrary cognition arises with reference to the know-
ledge itself and not to the subsequent g=aaard. Besides,
the Naiyayikas themselves in a way assent to ¥FFA:HTHIUG,
since, as they go so far as to aecept that 9=, 92 as well as
‘the ®a#7 of the two, are cognized by =T8T, they should
have no difficulty in accepting the cognizability by the same
=g of the respective knowledge of those things. The
_Naiyayka however rejects this last view, viz. that HIATEE
cognizes 9=, 9277 as well as their §=#9, and then refutes
the whole T3921. The chief objection of the Naiyayika against
TEMATT is that it leaves no room for the possibility of
a doubt, which as a matter of fact we often feel, whether a
.certain cognition is true or not. If the STATIT is intuitive and
is known along with the cognition itself, such a doubt can
.never arise. The validity of any cognition is therefore de-
termined by a subsequent Fa@=afati® inference which is bas-
-ed on the intervening actual experience of the thing. Thus
first we belicve we see water ; then this beltef produces gﬁ:
.{for the water), which produces 3% (towards it). This T34
is satisfied if the water really exists there, but not if it 18
simply a mirage. Hence the satisfaction of T3] is a proof
-of the reality of our perception ; that is, the truth of our
_perception is determined by external evidence. Similnrly the




SECT. LXII. ] Notes. 353

truth of words is ascertained by their being T i, . being
in harmony with external things.

8. The advocates of @xa:qm@T0g think that a AT is pro-
duced by the presence of some positive ¥ur, which varies with

the nature of the waT, that is, in perception it is fA3ryomTz-
FETHTAFY and so on; while an9#T is caused by the presence
of some #T7 such: as distance, defective sight etc.” According

to the other side, no positive 30T is required for WAT but
simple %.9T9TT is quite sufficient. The chief objection of #&a-
Ia1ET against the Nasyayika view is that if the truth of one

cognition is to be determined by an extra inference, the vali--
dity of that inference again will have to be ascertained by a

third inference, and so on ad infinitum. Inthis way there will

be no certainty of knowledge.? It is unnecessary to enter

further into this interesting but endless controversy. The

reason why it was pursued with so much vigour on both

sides seems to be its important bearing on the question of

the authority of the Vedas. If 3= was ¥Ea:FHIN as the

Mimamsakas held, the truth of the Vedas was self-evident,.
and they required no external sanction to prove their claim

to unflinching obedience ; while if IEF was IIA:THIW, the

Vedas required some external proof of their authority, such

as the fact of their being composed by Omniscient God.

The Bauddhas denied the authority of the Vedas altogether,.
while the Naiyayikas made it dependent on God’s author-
ship. This may be one reason why the Naiyayikas and
Vaisesikas were termed by their more orthodox rivals, 319-
FfEs or Semi- Buddhists.

9. T. D. incidentally notices another doctrine of the
Prabhakara school of Mimarsakas that all knowledge is
true ( of course so far as it goes ), and consequently t’l\m
distinction between ST and ®WAT is unfounded. If =T~

A% is the test for the reality of knowledge, then the

erroneous apprehension of silver on mother-o’'pearl also
sometimes produces & ¥%1H, and will therefore be AT while

that T31% can be fully accounted for by the recollecticn of

1B. P. 130-3.
2 For a fuller discussion see Sarza. D. S. Cale. ed. pp. 128-32, and
¥ed. Par, Qale.od. .25 i vwis or 7 i
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seen silver and the percept of the object pre-
gent. This cannot be, says the Naiyayika ; becavse there is
much 19T in ascribing gafwsaEa to the actual AT itself.

ion of silver on I may appear

The erroneous apprehensi
to be true so long as it lasts, but it is not &7 because it is

pot AZA ATFHE AT,

the formerly-

sgetr. LXIV. o794T.

. Wrong apprehension is of three kinds, doubt, error and
false assumption. Doubt is the apprehension of various contrary
properties in one objeci,e. g. Isita post or @ man ? Error 18
false knowledge, as silver in a conch-sheli. False assumplion
is thz deduction of a wider thing by the wrong hypothesis of a
narrox one, e. g. if there be no fire there would be no smoke.

1. Having treated TuTIFA, the author in the present
gection enumerates the varieties of -

Wrong knowledge. 3 ; Aoy
gratgws ¢ wrong apprehension because to

understand frue apprehension fully we also require a know-
jedge of its opposite misapprehension. FTaTATENT is already
defined as * the cognition of a thing as possessed-of an attri-
bute which in fact it does not possess. ' It has been well
said that truth is one, but falsehood is various. Hence
the definition of TN contains no restriction as fo
certainty. Misapprehension may therefore be first divided
into Certitude (f&sag or ®) and In-certitude (=3 ),
Certitude again may be either conscious or unconseious.
that is, it may cithar have been voluntarily and purposely
assumed ( SARE ). or it may have been caused by some ad-
yentitious circumstance called %% (@™ ). The first is
called &% and is assumed with a full consciousness of its
falsity ; the second is called a3 7 or Aqara and is ‘invol-
untary. J3F oOr doubt is always involuntary ( wars™™ ),

because as sOCI as the error is perceived it is at once

dispelied. . e

1 Vide Sect. 35, and Notes 3, 4 and 5 thereon. PR
3




SECT LXIV ] Notes. 355

Thus Misapprehension naturally splits into three kinds :
: Doubt, Error aud False Assumption or
_anghiji"s@iso gf mis-  Hypothesis. Some include &% in fFdT
for the obvious reason that though wvol-
-untarily made on the part of one of the two disputants it
.does not essentially differ from any other kind of error ; but
. Annambhatta gives prominence to it by mentioning it se-
parately, because although invalid itself it is offen useful in
argumentation and assists the valid proofs in obtaining
right knowledge. Dresm, says T. D., is included under
fiwdT, while the fallacies of inference already mentioned
will also fall under the same head.

9. Doubt is defined as “ the knowledge of various con-
trary properties in one and the same ob-

Doubt. ject. ’’ The prupriety of each of the three
limitations w#RAT aifr, faeg and v,

is explained by T. D. Doubt has three characteristies,
that the knowledge must be of several properties,

~ that they must be irreconcilable with one another, and that
they must be apprehended in the same thing. The definition
however is not quite satisfactory, for it contains the word
1@%% which is not very easy to define. There is no certain
test to determine what properties are contrary toone another
and what not. R mghly we may say that those which are
never observed tn-ether as existing in one object are
irrenconcilable. For example, 333 and H/ISTT are, one might
say, &g because they are never observed together ; but
suppose a centaur which is half-man and half—hgrse isactual-
1y found on earth, then, they will no longer be 19%%. Besides
even supposing that they are f¥eg properties a:nd that a
centaur does not really exist, the definition of "3 would
still apply $o the imaginary notion of a centaur which is
undoubtedly a knowledge of several contrary properties
in one thing. This last objection may however be answered
by saying that a centaur being wholly an imaginary being
there is no T®f on which the contrary prgp(il'tigs are t? be
imposed. A better definition is TERAT THIN FEFAAHIZE
A9, FiF is an alternative, and the contrary #Iies are the
property and its negation. Thus when we have a doubt Ir=ir
@it 7 31, (37377 is one ENZ and WA is the. other; and
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the ®=T is said to be fEFn2®. When we have a doubt w
wqrapaT 9E90 A0, it is wgsFire® ; for there we have four
possible cases T TITL;, ard F 0L, o TEY: and /T A T

3. &g ( Error ) is of course any false notion, and is

the mis—apprehension proper. @® Reductio-

WE,.Z"’Z;’"%Z;Z;‘;,-O ad absurdum requires some explanation,
ad absurdum. The definition of &% in the text is

rather vague. Literally it signifies the
imposition of a more extensive thing through the assump-
tion of the less. The example given is however quite
misleading. TEIWET is =ATH and AT is ATF ; therefore
we assume the existence of ag=rwrT and deduce from it by
means of a regular syllogism the existence of WM™, as in
the sentence I3 Ffad TR GRS q T which implies
that g necessarily leads to RIS, This is called
syrerrergot saTgFERTqor, and this according to Annambhatta’s
definition would be %, But no one can say that the pro-
position, ' TFFIATT necessarily leads to ¥R, > is a mis-
apprehension, since it is perfectly correct and does nothing
more than express the Figsarege of ¥H negatively. As a
matter of fact the proposition only expresses the =mw by
which the conclusion, denominated a%, is arrived at.
Properly speaking a% is neither the process of hypothetical
reasoning in which a false conelusion is deduced from &
wrongly assumed hypothesis ( as some have erroneously
supposed ), nor is it the =q7f@ on which such conclusion is
based, as Annambhatta’s illustration has led others to
believe. Such a mistake seems to have been committed by
Roer who translates a% by ¢ discussion, ’ and by Ballantyne
who translates Annambhatta’s sroERT : by ‘¢ consists in
establishing the pervader etc.”” 2 =iy is not the ac’ of &=
qur but the conclusion that is ATOUE, namely, 3 (qF%) THT
1%, This conclusion which is called % is false,because it
ijs contradicted by our actual perception of smoke on the

mountain.

4. The process of arriving at his Reductio ad absurdum con-
clusion is this. Suppose one observes smoke on the mountain

1 Roer’s Trans. of B. P. Bibl. In. p. 69-70.
9 Ballantyne : Lectures on Nyaya Phil. p. 52. " |
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and wishes to infer fire from it. He tkereupon declares the
AT and ¥F, TIAT TZATT IATE, and then states the seag=miy,
I3 73 A: ete. But his adversary may not admit the =111g to,
be correct. How is he then to proceed ? He cannot infer
fire from smoke, unless the snvariable concomilance of the
two things is accepted by the adversary. He therefore resorts
to the reverse process of reasoning called Reductio ad
absurdum, in which he grants, for the sake of argument,
the groundless contention of his adversary, namely,
that the mountain is not fiery, and deduces from it
by a regular and correct syllogism, a conclusion ( Moun-
tain has no smoke) which is palpably absurd as it isdirectly
contradicted by the observed fact of smoke, And the absur-
dity of this conclusion of course proves the absurdity of the
hypothesis from which it was deduced, namely,the contention
of the adversary. In order to'do this he begins by asking v3ar
@A™ 7 a1, If the former alternative is accepted, then of
course his conclusion is admitted, and he need not proceed ;
but if the adversary accepts the latter, then he goes on:- IfZ
TIAT AEAME A WG AF § SATER T =q. If the adver-
sary questions this he is at once asked to produce an in-
stance where smoke is found in the absence of fire ; but this
he cannot do since 9W being the F17 of afE can never exist
apart from it. The adversary is therefore forced to accept
the =m®, a3 g3 ggaww=s y@wT. . Now his assumption
 Is 99AT FgTWTAT ; therefore he reasons TFAT WATMITTIT b
FRINFATAG | 9 IF F=FAIT: etc. Thus he gets at the
conclusion g3dT YAINEATIT ; but this must be false ss it is
directly opposed to the observed fact T3aT ¥®IT. The as-
sumption therefore from which this absurd conclusion is
derived, namely 99ar IgTH1aT1F, must be false, and its con-
tradictory 93T WA must be true. Here the speaker
first imposes or assumes the existence of zarg 4. e FZIAT
on the mountain, and from that (301190 ) deduces the ex-
isterce of ¥T9F i. e. YWIWT, both of which impositions be-
ing false are properly termed #Wie. The deduced =miv,
namely the absurd conclusion, is called @. The real sense
of Annambhatta’s definition is thus brcught cut in Nila-
kantha's paraphrase, HETTATAIATHAAT AFTHIFIATIH-
«T;, that‘is, an obvicusly wrong notion as to the existence

46
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of za1e®F on the &, derived from a gimilar palpably “wrong
assumption of the existence of ST in the same place.,

5. The a% differs from foiT in baing formed by ome
who knows its falsity, while it differs from a qraa SR
in being only subsidiary to the establishment of its con-

tradictory. Ancient Naiyayikas mentioned eleven kinds of
a%s, of which the moderns accept only five, viz. SATFAIT

( Ignoratio Elenchi ), s=dm=amsa ( Dilemma ), s=%% ( Circle )R
staear ( Regressus ad infinitum ) and gaTorETaATa Ay ( Re
ductio ad absurdum ). The example usually given comes
under the last head, while the first four are only varieties
of w=afw=Te and sfag fallacies framed in particular forms.
The @ or Fagafaii® IFGA is very useful in proving
things which cannot be proved by positive inference,
and is particularly indispensable in theological discussions.
Religious commands which transeend our limited reason can
be justified only by such special arguments ; Manu there-
fore says :—

=TT AT F 3 \

RO § 9 ¥ Fav 1 (M. S. XIL 106.).

In matters of religion which are aboveand beyond positive
humsn experience a% or contrary inference is often the only
method available to satisfy the inveterate doubter or silence
a persistent adversary. Kant had to assume 8 separate
faculty of Intuition to account for -all such extra-sensuous

knowledge. Naiyayikas solved the difficulty by adopting
a®% inference.

PSS ot

sgor. LXV. &3(a:,

Remembrance also is of two kinds : true and false ; the one
arising from lrue cognition is true, that arising from false
cognition i3 false.

1. wafx ( Remembrance ) has been already defined in

o ~ Section 34. After treating of the two kinds
Re};:g:fbf;‘gc:m“g of apprehensions, true as well as false, the
author announces a similar division of

‘Remembrance. But the fundamentum divisionis is different in
this case. WA is true or false according as it dges or does
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not corres ond to the object as it exists externally; while the
“truth or fa.lsu;y of @« is made to depend entirely on the
truth or falsity of the st@ws from which it originates. /A
remembrance which springs from right apprehension is right
:and that which springs from wrong apprehension is wrong.
The reason of this difference of tests for W and WA
probably lies in the fact that ¥gfd being a mediate knowledge
is not directly connected with external objects. Besides a
:remembrance is often considerably removed both intime and
iplace from the first apprehension, and consequently the test
of staTuT applicable to all first-hand cognitions, namely the
inference based on actual verification of the external object,
is generally not available in the case of @ When we
believe we see water, we can at once verify the truth of our
perception by touching or drinking the water ; but when we
only remember to have seen water some fime back and at a
-distant place, it is obviously impossible for us to go to the
-place and verify the truth of our ®f@. Hence a different
test of truth is applied to T, a test, by the way, recognized
in the case of all mediate cognitions, namely,the correctness
or incorrectness of the original mnotions which produce
them. Thus the validity of an #FAA depends on the
validity of the wr®ar, while the truth of =T=F=ra de-
pends on the correct knowledge of the I1¥7. Similarly the
truth of w@f@ depends wupon the truth of the original
T, But there is one drawback to this method. Suppose
the original 3igwT was true but the impression left by it
is distorted or partially effaced by lapse of time ; then the
remembrance will be obviously mutilated and false, although
the apprehension itself was right. Or suppose both the ap-
prehension and the impression were good, but owing to some
accidental cause, such as a want of proper IZ(9%E or the pre-
‘sence of any obstruction or inattention, the remembrance
does not fully agree with the 3w ; yet it cannot be =&t
Again dreams are supposed to be IRIOHF and are often
produced by actual experience of the things perceived ; why
are then all dreams false ? These objections can be ans-
wered by saying ‘that every ¥gid requires to be verified, if not
with external objects, at least with true cognitions of those
external objects.
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Skcr. LXVI—LXXIL §=E4ar Jur-

What 1s cxf)erianced by all with agreeable feelings 18
Pleasure. ' : ;
What is experienced by all with disagrecable feelings s
Pain.
Desire 18 yearning.
Aversion is irritation.
Action is effort. : :
Merit is the product of ‘enjoined actions.
Demerit is the product af prohbited actions.

1. Sections 66 to 72 contain short definitions of the next
seven qualities. The group donsists of three pairs of
. co-related qualities,’ ‘namely 8WIH, z=5T18Y, and THTIH
and one single quality w=&E. The two qualities ‘which
form each 'a pair, though co-related, are not contradic-
tories of each other ; but both are positive qualities of

opposite kinds.

2. w®W (Pleasure) is defined in the text, as ‘ that which is-
: experienced by all with agreeable feelings\',\‘

Pleasure and Pain ghile @ ( Pain ) is * that which is ex-

, ' perienced with disagreeable feelings. :

They are not absolute negations of each other; and may often co-
exist,as whenaking enjoys much pleasure together with occa-
gional grief. The definitions of T& and 3 given in the text
seem to te faulty, and are therefore replaced by better ones
in the commentary, for, as Nilakantha remarks, a$ ¥ -
FAUTE {7 HWAR, RS TER HTIAT FUESATESATRI-
{ EETEHATETAEIES gEaREas gaum. It is
unphilosophical to label once for all certain external objects
as a@FRE and certain others as F@#®, for the same:
thing may be pleasurable to one man and painful to another.
The best criterion in this case is therefore the individual
experience of each man ( gEagAAg=aTaT: ). But the
question again arises what kind of _iﬁdividual experienée
is pleasurable and wha' is painful Hence more elaborate
definitions of 7@ and T® are given, like those in N. B.
gd,says N. B, is sar=gTAdm=gAT, that is, pleasure is
desired for its own sake and not for the purpose of satisfy-
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ing the desire of some other thing ; or in other words plea-
-fure is the ultimate aim of all our acts and is nota
means to some other end. Similarly pain is the object of
:aversion in itself, and not because it causes aversion for
any other thing.

3. z=zTand W, desire and aversion, are respectively de-
finel as ¢ wishing ’ and ‘irritation. ’

" Desire and aver-

=8ion.

4 g9 or effort is not the actual act, but rather the readi-
ness of the mind coupled with an attempt
towards performing that act, as when a
dying person makes an effort to speak,
‘but cannot do so owing to a failure of his powers. wa=
.or X as it is sometimes called is therfore best rendered by
-effort, or wvclition.

Effort.

. 5. 9& (merit) and 97 (demerit) are the two varieties

of wize ( Destiny ), and imply two posi-

,mMe”t and Deme- tive things popularly known as 907 and

qrg respectively.  Merit 'is that which

is produced from acts enjoined by Sruti, while demerit is

;produced from the doing of prohibited acts. ¥or example,

‘the Vedic text safasia erem™r aa is a {319, and there-

fore the performance of a SAIfag™m sacrifice would produce

merit; while 7 @ watdq being a (A9, the eating of F==t
fruit would produce demerit.

P

Secr. LXXII and LXXIV. spregagom:.

 The eight qualities, cognition etc. are special attributes of
-soul onlv

- Cognition, destre and effort . are of two kinds : elernal
> ~c,md non—eternal; eternal belong to God, non-eternal to human
Suul. ‘ ; f :

-1 The eight qualities from g% to 59 are the special
‘ chsirmter';stios of soul only, 7. e they are subjective as
-opposed to other qualities which have objective or externsl
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existence. They are also co-related to one another as cause-
and effect, and are mentioned in that order. Each of these-

in fact is the effect of that immediately preceding it and the-

eause of that next following it. g18 Cognition is of course the

foundation of all internal experiences. Of these && and 3@

are the ultimate objects to be desired or avoided. The
notions of pleasure and pain respectively produce correspond-
ing desire (=27 ) or aversion (gw) for their means. This

desire or aversion givesrise to an effort(sr)directed towards-
obtaining or avoiding those means. Good and bad efforts-

produce merit and demerit respectively ; while these last
produce a H¥FI on the mind, which ®¥F™ becomes, when.
ripened, the cause of a succession of births.

9. frsraaurs or special qualities are enumerated in the-

verse quoted at p. 86 supra. Out of these, eight i e. the
six, intellect, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion and effort,
and Adrsta or fate including both merit and demerit are

the special qualities of Soul only. The significance of ATH,.

only, is that these qualities reside in Soul alone and no-

where else, while the other special qualities are found in.
other substances. A THsrgmw is defined by T. D. in the:

next section as a quality that resides in one substance only

at a time and not in two or more substances conjointly, such:

as number etc. See p. 87, supra.

Skcr. LXXV. g&51T:.

Faculty or Impulse is of three kinds : Velocity, Mental im—

pression and Elasticily.
1. ¥¥1® or Faculty is almost undefinable, as may be guess:

ed from the truism given by T.D. The:
reason of it seems to be that its three-
varieties are so incongruous and different.

Faculty

in nature that no general definition can be equally applic-

able to all. The wonder rather is how these irreconcilable-

things came to be classed under one head. S.C. gives 8
definition which is only a little better : TTgUTH{IN-

FRrATIAgUeTTSTianr, ‘that which has a AR (FT-

-

¥ ) which is next below auE=TR and which resides in.
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both the gen2ral qualities and the special qualities of Soul.”
The qualities are sharply divided into two classes, general and
special, but EFEW is the only quality which is common to
both, since two of its varieties, Vilocity and Elastici'y go
under general qualities, while the third called WAt or
mental ympression is the special quality of Soul. Another
and perhaps a still better definition of ¥¥FER is given by
Tarkska- Raksd —asag: WEAMEG@SEE FHOE - | @&
TR T: GeER @ guT wAq' 0 A property which pro-
duces an effect from a cause of the same kind, although it
is itself dissimilar. ’ This means that whenever a quality
or action in a thing is repeated or produces effects exactly
gimilar to itself by some internal force and without external
agency, the internal force is called HEFIL

9, The three varieties of e are T3 ( Velocity ), WiaaT

: (Mental impression) and ranasas (Elas-

ki,zzf'ulty 18 of Vel lioity:): {The first is said to reside in the
' five corporeal (@@ ) substances only,
namely, earth, water, light, air and mind; and the reason
is obvious, for there can be no velocity or motion unless the
thing has a limited dimension. ¥W@EAT is simply defined as
that impression which is born of s@ws and becomes the
cause of remembrance. RAATATF or Elastcily is that
power or force which brings & thing back to its normal

shape or condition whenever it is distorted. Elasticity is

found in earthy things such as a mat) The several remarks

of T. D, have been already explained in their proper places,
and so need not be noticed here. Of these three varieties
ATTAT alone deserves the name of #=Fw, and is generally
referred to by that word.The other two are common properties.
of all material things and can be termed ¥ only by a very
far-fotched analogy. Ballantyne thinks that the similarity
of the three varieties of &R consists in the thing acting
by itself without an impulse from an external agent. ’.I‘he
(Xplanation is plausible, though not quite convincing.

#¥F is therefore an impulse iphering in the very thing

in which a property reproduces itself. This is at best the

only characteristic wherein the three varieties a.gree)

1, Tarkika Raksa V. 4. °




364 T arka-Samgraha. [ SECT. LXXX~

spor. LXXVI--LXXIX, #FREMEIEAIEE@set.

Action consists of. motion. That which causes connection
with the region upwards is Tossing; that which causes connection
with the region downwards is Dropping; that which causes con—
nection nearer the body i8 Pulling or Contraction; that which
causes conneclion with a distant place is Rushing or Expansion.
All else is Motion, residing only in the four substances Earth
etc. and mind.

"These sections treat of the remaining categories except
the last. For an explanation of them, see Notes on Sect. V.
to Sect. VIII. pp.81-99 Supra.

SEcT. LXXX spura:.

Antecedent negation is withou! a beginning but has an end,
and exists before the production of an effect. Destruction has
a beginning but no end, and occurs after the production of
effect. Absolute megation exis's during three times, ( past
present and future) and has a counter-entity determined by
connection ( wilh another), e. g. there is no jar on ground.
Reciprocal meg ition i3 that whose. counler-enti!y 18 determined
by relation of identity, e. g. a jar is not a piecz of cloth.

1. 21T or Negation is defined by its very name (wraraET).
As the author has already stated its four
kinds, he now goes on to define each of
them. ¢ Antecedent negation has an end but no beginning,’
while ‘Consequent negation or destruction has abeginning but
no end.”’ The other two negations have neither beginning nor
end. Thus the first two form one group of transient
negations, the other two a second group of permanent ones.
Antecsdent and Conseqiient megations are “spoken of with
reference to a Fi¥, the one representing the time before
production, and the other representing-the time after
destruction. Thus SWTWIE, 19 and @& may be said to
represent in order the three divisions of eternal time, past,-
present and future, of which the past ( wrrary ) ‘has no

Negation.
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“beginning and the future (+¥¥)has no end because time

itself is eternal. Between these two divisions of eternity
lies the #™ which is limited both ways, namely, by creation
at one end and by destruction at the other. But suppose a

“#T@ which has once been destroyed is reproduced ; will not

then its intermediate 5% have been destroyed in its turn by
the reproduction ? The Naiyayika answers, no; because the

-second Eﬁr!f, though production from the same materials, is
-distinet from the first. That which was destroyed was

destroyed for ever, while the new production is one which
never existed before. T. D. mentions three characteristics

-of arTHiT and | each ; both reside on the intimate or ma-

terial cause of their SfA@HT, e. g. T2THTT resides on FATHTE ;
they are respectively the cause and effect of their Sfa@ni ;
and they are respectively the reasons why people say of a

~thing that ‘ it will be, ’ or that * it is destroyed.’

2. Alsclute negation is that which is eteinal and has a

gf@antr determined by some connection

Absolute negation. ( \with another thing ), while reciprocal

negation has a Siagnft that is determined

by the relation of identity of two things. ' The qualification

hes 21T-
MY from SETATT and 4W, while EEIE(S fegria

distinguishes it from sFa=arwE. The name HAFATHIT may

“be explained by the derivation sFARETIR{aZHT=T faaTsaTT

o~ =

‘2R AT | AF IR AFAEIOF §gIudad.

¥ is the eonnection by which one thing may reside on
another. Thus a 92 resides on its HYFIW the ¥AW by

- WgnTEgeT, while 79 resides in earth by HAFEH+, each of

which is called &¥8%. Now if a jar stands on any spot.: Pf
ground we say ¥29ga@®, by which of course we mean JITH

- §3¥9-927q, and hence even in such a case we are free fo

say that SRIITETIA gae 921 anz.  The jar stands on the

.spot by &dnrEE=, but not by FWATAEAT ; so that although

WAT is 9299 by €9 it is TETWEAA by FHA. Here 92 is the

- qfaanft of wA@iRY 9ETTE, not by AP but by FASMW ; or

more briefly the Tfagifirar of 92 is FRTEEcgw.  Similarly

-although earth possesses odour by &®ata, the w#9 may be

:88id to be WEPTARGWAW WRAUNH of - gRAATHETEIRIT.
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Whenever therefore an si@arwr® of a thing is spoken of, it
is always understood that the absolute negation is predicated
of the #faHor by some particular 8. Hence JegeaTTT is

. L R ~ =
oy

defined as FEMAT=SARXALIPAIE:,

3. wei=qmarT is distinguishable from S@=ATNIE in having -

we : to depend on a different kind of #a73. In

eciprocal nega- - % < e

Eie S rimuished. the .fo.rmer’a thing is wfagwit of an AT
residing in another by aIFTFIHAT, and

not by &41w or EATT as is the case with =W, In

simple language, when we speak of absolute negation we

deny any ccnnection between the qiagpt on the one hand:

and the wa7nRT, that is, the 3T, on the other; in reei-
procal negation we deny only the identity of the two. When
we say ¥d® 92T 4, we only convey that they are not identi-
cal ; but when we say WA® W&l An%, we mean something

more ; weconvey that not only ¥@® and 9= are non-identical; -

but that they are not even connected together. STF-aTATT
is the denial of a ®wi.between two things ; F=Fi=aT T is
the denial of their arzr#q. Thus if we say TWHH: fagr=r A,
we deny the identity of the ghost and the post; if we say

& (@ISt 7 we deny the existence of the ghost on the:

post. The nature of the W is therefore determined by
the form of the denial although the idea conveyed may be

the same, 9% W&e @& and ¥2: 92t 7 both mean the -
same thing: but one is an IEATHE while the other is.

an T .

4 S. C. divides =A™ into two sorts, TFTARIRATH-
qiadrarE: ¢ that whose wf@gnit is a pro-
perty residing in one substance as gEeET-
W, ‘ c = ~ e

Divisions of abso-
lute negation. -
and FAFTATFIRETISSAATAATOIATE:

that whose STt is a property jointly residing in many

things as @amwra. ’ But this is not the only division possi- -

ble, for, ‘as T. D. remarks, both =ty and FFTHE™E

will have as many kinds as the ®#&% and the &g of the-
gfamt will be various, although the sfaawtt itself remsins -

* the same.
5. The sentence in T, D., explaining the multiplicity of

absolute and reciprocal megations, is even.

m;i";ﬁb 5. P2 as corrected very obscure if not positively
incorrect. It reads 3

ST ATl ET AT TR idgea.  The: sen-
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tence will be intellgible if we take 3rmirew to mean a" or
property. It will then mean ‘that steg=arars and HATAT,
though having one Sf&4w, are manifold owing to the varie--
ty ( W) of the properties (31¥7e7) and connections (&®T)
that are respectively Sfadrf@ras2q® in each case; that is,
tl&e number of zFate depends on the variety of qigo-T=5 o~
a®, and that of 3wwe on the variety of iR 0T o —Fw.
Nilakantha interprets the sentence in the same way. The-
remark appears to have been copied from a passage in
Raghunatha Siromani’s Didhiti, which, being more explicit,
may be profitably compared with it. Raghunatha says T%-
SR T AT AR T SRS RS
ARSI FE R NEEE R | aF e —RENAggerEag
=® | 9fA o —THugTEATTTAag AT atwar. | An illustra-
tion will make all this clear. The seg=arsT of F99 3934 is
distinct from that of ZuTa3re §35+, because the aiaateETE-
<2=%F in one is ¥a@saswaan and in the other FoeaRE-
T In S=I=aTAE there is no a1 and therefore the-
avareg is considered with respect to properties (a%) residing
on Sfwfr.  Thus the swaT=aTaTY of 33w 92 is different from
that of #i@ 92, because the SRTIAEAT=eaE is fiw= in one-

and s3as in the other case.

6. In conclusion T. D. notices some of the different views
propounded in conneetion with W, The Vassesikas recog-
nize a fifth 37TT called FARIFTATT * temporary absence *in
guch cases as 5% ¥AF 2t Aner. The weTwA exists on ¥ae 80 -
long as 9= is absent, and vanishes as soon as it is brought
there ; it is not therefore SF1f%% and so differs from e=ar-
W9, Annambhatta includes it in AF=TWE, for as a matter of
fact T=TTT resides permanently on ¥d@ while its occasional -
disappearance may be explained by its being covered by 92
whenever the latter is present. A rule is therefore 1aid down.
that the g=ari of w2, though faeg, is manifested only
when it is accompanied by either the WrmTI or aeFq® of
YZHATT on IAS.

7. A writer named Saundadopadhyaya introduced & new -
kind of =nim= called T GFToraRTATeswWE in such examples
as gz wat Anda, that is, = does not exist on ¥A® in.

1 ‘Bhim&carya; Nyaya- Kos'a, 20d ed. p, 45, note 2.
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the form of 9= although it may exist there as 92; but:
Amnnambhatia along with the majority of Nydya writers con-
_giders it at the most a case of FASFAT IPAA and not a
simple wwrT. As a matter of faet this variety of W™ is
.recognized for dialectical purposes only and is of little use
in practical life. :

8. Opposed to the Nwydikas were the I'rabhuakara school

; of Mimamsakas (followers of Prabha-
mg,fgzsogym;t;i; kara or Guru), who refused to. recognize
systematists. 27T as a separate category existing
' apart from its 9FTW. According to them
and genrally according to all the Mimasnsakas and Vedan-
tins @n is only wfAEINaAsgATNH, ‘simple substratum
and nothing more ' T. D. rejects this view on the
_ground that it is impossible to determine what ATIFANFTT
is. But if, says the Mimamsaka, M@ is & saparate cate- .
_gory, there will be raa#ar, for as FE(¥TT is different from
-4z, the wrT of w=twrT will differ from if, and so the num-
ber of =rwrTs will be infinite. To remove this objection, the
- ancient Naiyayikas regarded the second IWTH ¢ e, HITHIAT-
ATT as identical with 9=. The moderns however go one step
further and regard the second ¥ as distinct from both 92
and 92TIT; but the =11 of that, namely the third ¥4,
was identified with the first T=T™rT, the reason being that
an ¥NTT being & negation can be identical with-an 21T only
-and never with a wra=a%g like ¥2. Annambhatta appears to
f_avour the ancient view. :

Sker. LXXXI. IqEET6G:

As all things are included severaily in those enumérated, it 1S
_proved that there are only seven calegories.

1. The author concludes his Compendium of Seven Cate- '
gories’ by showing that all the other

, “Z”h;,a’;‘i-';i“;sf"ef_ padarthas mentioned by Golama as well as
. haustive. other writers are included in some one. of
the seven enumerated at the beginning of

this book, Gotama’s first aphorism which is quoted by T. D.
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contains a list of sixteen padarihas recognized by the Naiya--
yukas proper, namely, 98/ ( Proof ), 98T ( Object of know-
ledge ), &ar@ ( Doubt ), 997517 ( Motive ), z=r=a ( Instance ),
fagrea ( Conclusion: ), 197 (Premise ), a% ( Reductio ad Ab-
surdum ), 1Av ( Determination), T1Z ( Disquisition), T=a
( Controversy ), faavsr ( Cavil ), #amng ( Fallacy ), 39
(Perversion), strf& (Self-contradiction), and fAugzara (Refuta-

.tion ). I'. D. then briefly explains each of these and its sub-
. divisions, All these are not properly speaking categories but

only so many topics that require to be attended to in a dis--
putation with an antagonist. Gotama’s 16 topics which are
meant for dialectical purposes are therefore in no way ir-
reconcilable with the seven Categories of Kanida which are
metaphysical. There are however some other things recog-

- nized as separate padarthas by other systematists, but they

also fall under the seven mentioned in this book. For in-
stance, 3117% (Power ) and @ (Ownership), says T. D., are not
independent categories as some have supposed. The power of
burning which resides in fire is noc different from fire, while

- the power of ashes to cleanse metals. is also not distinct from
.the washing away of those ashes, after they have purified the

metal. 5T or ownership is only the capability of a thing for
being disposed of just as one pleases, and is therefore nothing
but a quality of the thing. ®EIT ( Resemblance) has also
been supposed by some to be a distigxct padﬁrtha;ﬁ buf Vis-
vanatha snswers: WTZWAN 7 9gMAial & g afgad af'c:r
FEATAIHATEE. T TeEWwE §A TRIAGEEFANGAE 89
SegarEEE !’ :

2. The last paragraph of T. D. begins with a curious dis-

- o quisition on the meaning of the Potential

Ziﬁ,‘:t is aninjunc  go.m gRa, G914 ete., which is usually em-
: ployed in Vedie injunctions, but it is ra-
ther difficult to see how the topic is relevant in a book on
Nyaya, unless of course it is intended to show that the Ny_ﬁya
system, although differing considerably from the exegetical
school of Mimamsakas, is not really inconsistent with the
unqu estibned authority of the Vedas and hasits own method

_of interpreting Vedic texts. 1919, according to Gatama, is

3
e

1S. M. Calc. ed. p. 4.
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a @AaTaFarET, '8 text which enjoins some act upon men.’'
Vedic texts are either 131% ( Injunction ), 2raarg ( Statement
.of a fact) or s@arx (Repetition ), of which farq is the
principal and the other two only subsidiary to it. Injunction
is of two kinds, fdmm (Command ) such as wfgge 7g-
qTg FETE:, OF s@sr ( Permission ) such as STTASIAA  &&-
- FTHT 754, the difference between the two being that the first
_enjoins a ferE® which entails sin if omitted, while the
.gecond prescribes only & sr7Ea which may or may not be
performed. Annambhatta’s definition of IArT is “a sentence
which conveys knowledge that prompi:s a desire for action
~whiech in its turn produces offort.” The second of the sbove
+texts for instance promptsa TSTHIA to perform a SAMASA,
-and then he makes preparations for the ceremony. But one
-might ask how can STIfAEA be the cause of the attainment
of heaven to the IFATA since a cause must be FIEARTHER-
Rz, ¢ immediately preceding the effect, while in this case
‘the end of the sacrifice and its ®&, viz. the attainment of
heaven (which can take place only after the death of THAAT),
may be separated by considerable lapse of time ? To remove
-this difficulty and establish a connection between the cause
sfrfaEm and the % ¥, 8 TR is assumed in the interval,
-called =¥gs. :

3. Although the Nuiyayika accepts the efficacy of Vedic
rites as befits every orthodox systematist,

. m{ 7’:“’ summum bo= o does not depend upon them exclusive-
ly. The attainment of heaven by means

of the Vedic rites is not aceording to him the true goal of
man. The end and aim of philosophy, saysT.D., such as
‘the knowledge of the seven padarthas, is Salvation, which
.consists in recoznizing the self as distinot from body and
other material things. This islaid down in the celebrated
text, “Oh Maitreyi, the Self should be perceived, heard,
considered Bl';ld contemplated upon. *’® Gulama defines
{RSTT or ATTT as ATAAET TWAIR * eternal cessation of
pain,’ while Kanada declares that ®727 or salvation consists
in the separation of the soul from the former body, not fol-
lowed by its union with another owing to” the sbsence of

1G.S.II, 1, 62.
9. i 31 AY ZESA: ANASA! FeAsA1 [RFANGAA Had \Brih. Ar. Up,IVAS.
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‘#ge.”” ! According to both, salvation consists not in any
kind of positive pleasure as the Mimarsakas think, but in
the complete and eternal cessation of all pain. This can
be attained by right knowledge alone, as is distinctly said
in the Sruti, a¥= ARREEa™ a7y 77 Agagarg.”? =,
4. ¢, the Vedic rite, does not directly lead to salvation as
the Mimamsakas suppose; but it only prepares the ground
for the attainment of knowledge by destroying sins and
purifying the soul. When this knowledge is digested by
constant contemplation, it ripens and leads to #%+3. This
‘process is deseribed in Gofama’s second aphorism, FEwHA-
AIRFIMHCATAAATGAOANGE  AZA=aqqrargeae, © Of - the
five things, pain, birth, effort, faults and erroneons know-
ledge, the destruction of the subsequent leads to the destruc-
tion of the immediately preceding, and so ultimately the
salvation follows. The destruction of TH#SITsTT causes the
removal of various Z19s such as IAT, 87 etc. When these
are removed <ffort also ceases, for no desire is left to induce
93rH. Cessation of HIM necessarily stops FHAIOIGIFILT;
for 931/ having ceased, no action is done and no 3ZZ which
1is the cause of S¥+H is produced. = When the series of births
-ends, it is necessarily followed by the cessation of pain, for
then the soul is for ever freed from the body which is the
seat of pain. Finally complete cessation of pain brings on
salvation, which is the ultimate goal of all true philosophy.
The proper way to attain salvation is therefore to attack
the very beginning, namely, MearaTa which lies at the
root of all our misery. This fsarsTa consists in'the er-
‘roneous identification of the soul with our body and with
material objects. Cognitions such as 3% g®r, 91§ &1 are
all products of such wrong identification. It is the purpose
of true Sastra therefore to destroy this feTrF= by impart-
ing weasa. This true knowledge is the correct knowledge
-of the seven eategories, for it is only by knowing these ac-
curately that one can discriminate them from the eternal
and transcendental Soul. To give a right k}lowledge of
padarthas is therefore the WFTAA of this Sastra. The

1, Visvanatha:V.S. Vritti I1, 18.
2, Svetasvatara Up. VI 15.
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necessity for inculcating this qITHAA arises from our com-
mon experience as expressed in the maxim FHAARGIET T
#eA1Sf@ Tada which is as true in the case of acquisition of
knowledge as in other walks of life. All systems of Indian
philosophy open with an enunciation of E@I*I=ged, the-
four requisites of every Sastra, and SIAT Or purpose, which
is one of them,is invariably stated to be the @<=, the
knowledge of reality, leading to salvation. - Ancient Hindu
philosophers may fight with one another on. almost every
point, but in one respect they agree among themselves and’
differ from the votaries of other religions, viz. in holding
that it is knouledge of truth and not blind faith in a revela-
tion or & Saviour that is the road to salvation. Even the reli-
gion of Bhakti which spread through and permeated popular
thought in India in later times under Mahomedan
influence was based on the solid principle of awaza. The
doctrine of Frarswrer: isin fact the corner-stone of all the
philosophical systems of India.




Appendix A.
Meaning of Avacchedaka.

Nothing is more difficult for a beginner than to under-
stand the exact sense of the term Awacchedaka and its
varieties which ocour so frequently in Nyayae writings. The
following Note on the meaning of the word appended to
‘Cowell’s translation of Udayanacaryd's Kusumanjali will
therefore be found useful :—

“ The term Awacchedaka has at least three meanings,
-as distinguishing, particularizing and determining.

a. In the phrase ° a blue lotus,” ‘ blue’ is the distinguish-
ing Avacchedaka (i. e. Visesana) of the lotus;—it dis-
tinguishes it from others of different colours.

b. In the sentence °‘ the bird sits on the tree on the
branch ' ( TH Fr@TT 947 ), sakhayamiparticularises the exaot
.spot—this is the ekadesavacchedaka.

¢. But the third is the usual Naiyayika use of the word
4. e. as determining ( néyamaka). Wherever we find a re-
lation which is not itself included in any cne of the seven
categories but is common to several, we require something
‘to determine its different varieties ; thus if we say that fire
1is the cause of smoke, or vice vzrsa smoke the effect -of fire,
we do not mean only this particular case but any fire or
smoke - we therefore require, to determine this parficular
relation of causality, something which shall be always
found present with it. Thus in ‘ fire is the cause of smoke ’
it will be vahnitv1, the species of all fires. This will always
be found present wherever the causation of smoke is found,
and it is therefore called the dhuma-karanatavacchedika
as dhimatva would be the vahnikaryatavacchedaka. If we
have several causes or effects ( as e. g. green wood in the
case of smoke), each kdranata or karyata will require its own
avaohhedaks. But-we “could not say that ‘substance ’ ig
the avacchedaka of ‘quality , although it does always
accompany it, because quality is a category by itself and
common tc'; several. An avicchedak is always requirad
for such relations as karanatd , karyald, sakyal@, jhreyala,
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praliyogiia, etc. Thus gofva is' the avacchedaka of the
go—$abda-$akyata as otherwise the word go might be restrict-
ed to mean only this particular cow, or extended to include
gvery animal ; and in TFTHEH qiRTE aTg:, we have vahni-
tva as the avacchedaka of the pratiyogita. This determining
notion need not be always & species ; this in FHE A%
SawT1, chestd is the avacchedaka of karanald, and chestd
is included in the category of * action. ’ ( Cowell : Kusuman-
jali ot Udayanacarya, p. 26 )

Appendix B.

The following lists of all the known commentaries on
Annambhatta’s Tarka—Satgraha and Tarka—Dipika are com-
piled from Aufecht’s Calalogus Catalogorum, Bhimacarya's
Nyaya-kosa, Hall’s Bibliographical Index of Indian Philoso-
phical Systems and other sources. Letters in brackets
indicate the copies consulted, for which see Appendix C.

1. Commentaries on aHEAE.

9 a¥«UEEaET or a%419FT by the author of T.S. himself,
printed at various places.
R WEENaAr by WagaiAs, printed by N. S. Press at
Bombay. S
3 [RgrFATE1ET by sitEnyRizdiiad, printed at Benares.
2 93T by SI*zs1%z, printed by N. S. Press at Bombay.
u gEHTEATEET by f@F03 ; this is perhaps A@FUEN.
& fA%® or GgnAYAZWT by azn¥UA or ATIIIZTHAH,
printed in 1915 at Madras ( W.)
© AFAUENFAAEEIF or (A€ printed in 1915 at Madras
(W.) ’
¢ aFEuEETTEE by §Fgwg Mz, printed by N. S. Press:
at Bombay. :
Q AFHWEAIAT or AT by WEINET eI, printed in
1915 at Madras ( W.)
e Erf#!:{f\m by SRFEARTIW,
32 AFFHHET by SHFATO. :
R FINASTINEAT by FrASATFTE.
3} AwHTEET by AE.
38 FeS by SRIGIMSE. e
4 ST by SIETEATT,
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2 & a. 9. &% by THAT.
aFaaEaTigu by Aedraimams.

¢ a. §. &FT by ey,

2% aFIIFET or TAT by FAATH MSIMZ.

R0 &. . %" by 98, son of JTH.

Y a. . =TT by 8UR.

RR AFETEIYATH ; author unknown.

R%2 aF€ws=iET; author not known.

¥ aFHmeny; ditto.

R Frg=ieEET,; ditto.

II. Commentaries on YT

2 AFTETEAQAEIIEMET or ASFISIFIRIET by Awwvzanted,
-author of a<¥f~aTATIIaTa2r®#l. This is again commented

on by wawzwz. It is printed at Bombay, Benares and
Madras.

: wREEaE by wAEsWE, printed at Madras ( W)

3 IFAETFNRET or F(WET by T@ AUHE printed at
Madras (W ).

¥ qEATETRIE ends abruptly at I1F, printed at Madras
{W).

@ yEEHZAT, a commentary on ABFIIT by FEHFE, son
.of #t#®vz, printed by N. S. Press at Bombay. (R )

& AE®EEFr by r@TEsaTO, pupil of FA@IWER who wrote
his commentary on both T.S.and T. D. in 1772 A. D.

© gEAFeIa® by Hi@aTH.

< 3TFT by TETITG.

% &1#T by FETRTE.

2° AATILIAET by ATISATFETE.

Appendix C.

The present edition of the Tarka-Sarngraha and its two com=
mentaries is based on the following copies. Of these fourteen
twelve are printed or lithographed editions, and the-rest were
Mss. Out of these, twelve give the text of Savigraha, eleven of
the Dipika and eight of the Nyaya-Bodhkini. Iasome cases
the same copy gives both the original and either’ of the
two commentaries, while' the one marked C contains all the
three. These have been marked as ome. The; following
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conspectus will give an idea of the varied character of the

editions and Mss. consulted :—
Tearka-Sarhgrahe.

A— Tarka-Saingraha with Dipika ( 3rd ed.), carefully edited
by the late Mr. K. P. Parab and printed at the Nirnaya-
sagar Press, Bombay.

B—The text of Samgraha alone, printed in Ballantyne’s
Lectures on Nyaya Fhilosophy ( Allahabad 1849).

@—A lithograph edition of Sarngraha, Dipika and Nyaya-
bodhini, with different paging for each and belonging to
the Jeypur library. It is very carelessly printed. A
portion of the Satgraha from the 28th to the 31st
section inclusive, as well as the concluding paragraph
of the Dipika and the portion of Nyaya-bodhini after
sraqisa are missing. However it generally gives
correct readings and proved useful in disputed places.
It was obtained from the late Pundit Durga-Prasad of
Jeypur.

D—An oblong edition of Samgraha with the commentary
Siddhanta- Candrodaya by Srikrsna Dhurjati Diksita
printed at Benares in 1881. It is carefully edited
and proved a useful guide, chiefly owing to the com-
mentary which is copious, though not always accurate.

E—An oblong edition of Saigraha with the commentary
Vakya- Vrtts of Meru Sastri printed at Poona in 1873.
Its value consists entirely in the commentary.

F—An annotated edition of Sasngraka and Dipikiby Mr.
K. C. Mehendale B. A. This, although professing to be
based on two or three Mss.. does not materially differ
from the Nirnaya Sagar edition. A second edition of
this has been published in 1908 with the addition of a
new Sanskrit commentary by Pandit Bhavanishankar
Shastri.

G—A Ms. containing the Sazigraha and the Dipika obtained
from the library of Baroda Sarskrit Pathasala. It
gives important variants in several places, especially
in the Dipikd, which are not to be found. in other
copies. It closely agrees withJ, and seems to have
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been copied either from it or from some common origi-
nal. It bears no date.

H—Ms. containing Sasingraha only obtained from Ratnagiri.
It was copied at Benares in Samvat 1820, It varies
pretty often from the usual text, but the readings are
not generally happy.

J—A Ms. of Saimgraha and Dipika belonging to Dr. H.
Jacobi of Bonn, Germany. It is undoubtedly the
oldest and also the best authority. It is very clearly
written and contains many marginal corrections in at
least two hands. The Sasgraha and the Dipika are paged
differently and have different colophons. The colophon
at the end of the Dipika is inserted in our edition (p.

~

67 sgpm) ; while that of the Sarzgraha runs thus:- =@

HAFHTENAITAT T=: FATHATHT | FiaREr Fag | 3 )
I QW0 T FraFEgETT foEarsd Ted: | gwwe |

1t arrived after the work of collation of the 1st edition was
completed, but just in time to allow its varietas lectionis
being incoroporated in the footnotes. Fortunately except
in one or two instances no alterations were needed, asthe
readings already selected were found to agree withthose
in J. In several cases many doubtful readings and con-
jectural emendations of mine were unexpectedly con-
firmed by this Ms., a fact which is perhaps the best
proof of the correctness of the readings adopted. My
hearty thanks are due to Dr. Jacobi for lending his
copy for use, and also to Mr. B. G. Tilak of Poona who
procured it for me.

K—This is an old closely written Ms. containing the Sarm-
graha and the Nyaya-Bodhini and obtained from Miraj.
It possesses great value and has been mainly relied
upon for the text of the Nyaya-Bodhini.

Tarka-Dipika
Besides A, €, F, G, and J already described, three print-
ed and two Ms. copies of the Dipika were available,
namely :—
L—An ‘old and badly written Ms. of Dipika obtained from

the Library of the late Balasastri Agase of Ratnagiri.
T seems to have been copied at Benares in Samvat 1790
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by one Visvanatha Joshi, son of Gopal. It is written in
several hands and is often incorrect.

M--A fine and very carefully written Ms. of Dipika obtain-
ed from Barhanpur. It often differed from other copies,
and although its variants had sometimes to be rejected
it was useful for comparison.

N--An oblong edition of Dipika with the well-known com-
mentary of Nilakantha, printed at Benares in 1875. It
contains several additions which were not found in any
other copy and which had therefore to be rejected.
Nilakantha’s commentary however proved a valuable
aid in judging the correctness of a reading, inasmuch
as it generally gives the best reading and sometimes
notices other variants,

P:—An oblong edition of DipikZ only, printed at Jagadis-
vara Press, Bombay. It generally agrees with A and was
not of much use.’

Q:—An edition of Sasgraha, Nilakantha's Prakiéa and a
commentary thereon named Bhaskarodaya by . Nila-
kantha’s son Laksmi-nrsithha, edited by Pandit Mu-
kanda Jha and printed by Nirnayasagar Press, Bombay.

Nyaya-Bodhini,
Besides € and K already described, four printed, and
two Ms. copies of Nyaya—Bodhini were consulted, viz:—

R:—A Ms. of Nyaya-Bodhini only, written carelessly and
often incorrectly. It was kindly lent by the late Mr.
N. B. Godbole, B.A. of the Poona Training College.
It was copied on the 13th of Asadha, Vadya, ‘Saswat
1907, and generally agrees with €. ,

S:—A lithograph edition of Nyaya-Bodhini printed at
Benares in 1875. The edifor seems to have made no
attempt at collation. It contains many sentences and
even long passages extending to a page or more which
are not found in any of the other Mss. consulted by
me. These additions appear to be interpolations, con-
sisting of explanatory paraphrases of the original short
sentences, whlch are sometimes retamed and sometlmes
omitted.

e s sy
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“T:—This appears to be a reprint, and a very incorrect one

too, of the last preceding, printed at Benares in 1881.
0:--An edition of Satngraha and Nyaya-Bodhini with an-

notations called Padakriya, printed by Nirnaya-Sagar

Press, Bombay.

“V:i—A Ms. of Nyaya Bodhini kindly lent by Pandit Bad-
rinatha Sastrin of Baroda. It generally agrees with B,
R and €, and was useful for ascertaining the correct
reading whenever the other copies differed hopelessly
It sometimes gives its own variants. It ends at |@FT
and bears no date.

W:—An edition of Saingraha and nine Commentaries edited
and published by Pandit Chandrasekhara Sastrigal of
Mylapore, published in 1915 at Madras.

X, Y and Z:—These three Mss. were kindly lent to me by
Pandit Balacharya Gajendragadkar of Satara to whom
Iam highly obliged for the loan. One of these, X,
containing the Satrgraha bears the date Sake 1720. The
other two, Y and Z, contain the text of the Dipika. They
mostly agree with G and J and are chiefly valuable for
having been corrected under the superintendence of the
late learned Anantacarya Gajendragadkar.

Most of the Mss. and editions of Sawgraha and Dipika
mentioned above belong to Northern India or the
Decean, As Annambhaita was a resident of Carnatic, Mss.
from that quarter would have proved very valuable guides,

‘but W, which is an elaborate edition of Sarhgraha and Com-
mentaries by a learned Pandit of South India, has largely
supplied the desideratum. The copies already consulted
belong to different ages and distant provinces, and
hence the text of Amnambhatta’s two works may for all
practical purposes be taken as settled. It is to be regretted

‘that the same cannot be said of the Nyaya-Bodhini. Only

_a few copies of this work were available, and they varied
.among themselves s0 much and sometimes 80 hopelessly,
that it was often impossible to ascertain the correct
reading. Sentences .and even whole passages are read

-differently in different Mss. and the work of collation was

most difficult in several places. The defects can be cured

-only wheri more trustworthy Mss. are available.
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Zeller— Intro. XII, XIX
Zeno— Intro. LVIIL.
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