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accepted, is thus given by Vtsvanatha ■—1 “ ffvm% ( \ )
I rTrT- <Umu=l-c<̂ Jl f^FT: I fffT 5T|T̂ ^^M>Rt̂ r- * 

'T'TT SSIpRRiT: I ( 3 ) fra: TFTPJTT 3gFTrf?BT5n I ) cTHt TtUFOTTR: t'
( Sj) vTffr SSJT^WrggDTT^PT I ( H) BUI I W I :  I ( ^ ) cTcT-- i dU'-TuRl^U I
(«>) cTrT 3Trmr̂ #?frp; i ( c ) ewr i (<*) unf r’
Of these the first four steps constitute the first moment 
marking the gradual destruction of the binary, and make 
up, together with the following eight ones, the total num
ber of nine moments. Those who accept a disjunction 
arising from disjunction ( RBFIRTTBFT) make ten moments 
by adding after the third another step 
tFTpJTf cessation of the action in the atoms produced by 
the original conjunction of fire; while the advocates of 
eleven moments add another disjunction after the first step. 
Again, if of the nine moments above described we take the- 
first, the second, then the next two, then the next four, and 
then the last, we have the time divided into five moments- 
only.2 3 To this fantastical theory the Naiyayikas who advo
cate object on the ground that, if the first jar
is destroyed and a new one substituted, the identity of the 
jar can never remain intact. We recognize the jar to be 
exacty the same jar as before ; we observe the same through 
all stages of baking ; and other pots placed over it do- 
not tumble down, as they must if their support is comple
tely destroyed even for a moment. Again how do the num
ber, the shape and even the lines on the jar remain the- 
same ? These strong objections are answered by the counter
question, how dees the identity of a jar remain intact even if we 
scratch some particles out of it with a needle-point, although 
the jar after scratching becomes minus some particles and is 
quite different from the former one ?:1 The followers of Nyaya 
therefore accept the simpler and on the whole the more reason
able theory of the change of colour being accomplished without" 
the total dissolution and reconstruction of the jar. The objec
tion how fire can reach the atomsis met’withby the practical

1. S. M. Calc. Ed. p. 103.
2. For further explanation see V. S. Up. Calc. ed. p. 291, Boer’s Trans, 

of B. P. B ill. Ind. pp. 57-9, and Sarva, D. 8. Cowell’s Trans, p. 154.
3. V. S. Up. calc. ed. pp. 289-90.
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.instance of water boiling inside a pot placed over fire without 
actual touch. In this way the controversy between the 
(baking of atoms) and the naiMt'F (baking of the pot) has been 
carried on by their respective partisans with a scholastic sub
tlety and an amount of energy that are quite disproportionate 
to the importance of the result. The doctrine of 
has in fact become one of the standing tests of distinguishing 
a genuine Vaisesika from his rival the Niayayika proper.

3. The chief points of distinction between the two
schools are stated in the following

Vais’esikas and .
Daiyayikas. QlstlOm—

=q- rtvirb ^  ifvrmk i
H »Wi%cTr i f f :  11

The Vaisesika doctrines about and 
will be'explained subsequently. Whatever view of 
we adopt, it is certain that the qualities in earth are non
eternal. According to the Vaisesika 'tfif'U*', even in 
earthy atoms seems to be non-eternal; but the other theory 
leaves the point doubtful.

Sect. XXIY,

' Number is the ( special and instrumental) cause of the 
common usage o f ( words ) one, two etc. "  It resides in the nine 
substances from one to Pardrdha. Oneness is eternal and 
non-eternal, eternal in eternal substances, and non-eternal in 
non-eternals. Duality and the rest are only non-eternal 
everywhere.

1. The definitions of n̂rrrr and qftHPU in the text are 
taken fom Prasastapada. ' The word 

Dumber. here, as in the definition of time, is to be
understood in the sense of sremTO- 

iffWwrwr, artmnwr in order to exclude universal causes like 
time and space, and to exclude ether which is the 1

1 P. B. Sen, ad. pp. 111-30.
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material cause of all -^^sk . Number is the first of the com
mon qualities, i. e. those which reside in all the substances, 
-iney are enumerated as follows:--

u 3rj?rn r r̂qTr-ikiif Hfraf%=RfT3jr i 
uim^rgun qn sp̂ rr̂ ur: n ’

. ^ m ber, dimension,, severalty, conjunction, disjunction, 
priority and posteriority, these seven, together with deri
vative fluidity, gravity and velocity, are qualities common

®U ^stances. They appertain to substance in general, 
and not to any particular kind of substance; and hence they 
cannot be due to special characteristics which distinguish 
one class from another. It will 'be noticed that all these 
+-|Ua,! .le,> con-no ê roally a state, aspect or arrangement of 
t-ie thing or its parts, and not any attribute inherent in the 
tiling itself. They are, to adopt modern phraseology, sub
jective or notional rather than objective or material. They 
are in fact imposed upon the thing by the operation of our 
own mind;^that is, as the Veduntin would say, they are 
3T’s W  or 3TT™'m- K is true that we apprehend them, but 
we cannot assert positively whether they have a real ex
istence in the external object or are merely conceptions of 
our own mind imposed upon the object. It will be more 
correct to say that we conceive them than that we perceive 
tnem_ The special qualities ( msiqnni) on the other hand 
v.nich Pave been already enumerated, have areal objective 
existence. Number of course is pre-eminently a subjective 
property and varies at our will, for we can contemplate a 
numoer of things, each as one separately, or all as so many 
or all as one collection. The Vaisesikas, had undoubtedly 
realized the true nature of number, for they called duality 
and the higher numbers 5tq̂ rrfr%3?fq-.

Jot of the numbers which are ordinarily counted from one 
to a. parardha or a !akh of lakhs of crores, unity resides in 
eternal substanceslike atoms, while the other kindsare found

IB. P.90- l.



inproducts. The transientness of non-eternal unity in products 
Arises from facts such as that a Log of wood ceases to be one 
when you break it into pieces. Numbers from duality onwards 
eing are non-eternal. Samlcara Misrci regards

î e. an indefinite multitude, as a separate number apart 
from fir?uu% which are all definite ; but this opinion is not 
generally accepted.1

2‘ The verse quoted in Note 3 on Sect. X X III2 3 4 men- 
W h . . , tions as one of the three contested-

s uall,n- points between Nyaya and Vaisesika 
schools. The Vaisesika view, which is 

no doubt shared by Armarrit îaita, is that all numbers from 
ua.ity onwards are produced ( zr*r ) and not simply made 

known (srrrrr) by is defined 3#W ?gfr%-
_ wbich may be translated as “ the notion 

whic]! refers to many unities is called the ” It is
difficult to t r a n s l a t e by “ comprehending intellect” 
as Roer does, or by any other exact English equivalent;but 
it's meaning can be easily understood. When two things are 
brought before us, we do not at once cognize them as two, 
but first apprehend each one separately, as this one and 
that one. These separate notions are denoted by the term 
3fcr3TTsrf%. When the conceptions of these two unities are 
formed in our mind, they are joined together and produce one 
general notion of duality; and then we get the knowledge 
that there are two things. The process is thus described =—

“ I dffl Ieq ̂  MTT I dHryraiT-
1 %  i ftffr nHifum: i ant i \

I
First we have the contact of the organ of sense with 

the object ( t. e. each of tire two jars ) ; thence arises the 
knowledge of the genus unity ( apart from the individual); 
then the distinguishing perception, by which the
notion of nnity is realized in each of the objects, and we

1 V. S. Up. Calc. ed. p. 322.
2 S u p t a .  p, 159.
3 B. P. 108.
4 Sarv. D. S. Calc. ed. p. 10.
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apprehend “ this is one, ”  “ this is one ” etc.; then the 
production of duality by the combination of separate unities; 
then the knowledge of the abstract genus of duality; then 
the cognition of that quality of duality as existing in the 
•two things ; and lastly the consciousness that we see two 
things. In this way we derive the complex knowledge of 
two, three etc. from the simple notions of unity. The reason 
why is regarded at 3#STTfT%?PRT and not is
rather subtle. It is that 3#?nfr% cannot simply be the *rPT?r- 

of like a stroke which reveals a sound lying dormant 
in ether ; but it is the '+.KT% 3  of i|rR, because it is always 
found inseparably associated with f|?R, while a =Tfg-$t3  need 
not be so ( Rhai 1 a 1 1 fRrgR'rr-
'TfflTFTTFT 1 5T^ glrf frarmR). Madhavacdrya gives a simpler 
argument, viz. that the non-eternal 3TT8Trfi% cannot be p P f  
of Ie»R, which, like the quality resides in several
objects conjointly ; while resides in each object sepa
rately, and hence it must be the jR-T.gg of The
importance of this subtle distinction lies in the different 
views of n?R to which it leads. According to one, rifR 
is an independent reality, different from the several unities 
of which it is composed and generated by ; according
to the other view it is already comprehended in the unities, 
and is only revealed when several or' them are brought 
together. It may be further mentioned that both the 
notion of duality and its generating cause vanish
away when their purpose is served, that is, when the objects 
are actually perceived as two. As soon as the
result of is produced, the latter which lasts for
three moments only is destroyed, and with its destruction, 
its direct effect, the duality, is also destroyed, and there only 
remains the cognition ‘ two drauyas The steps follow in 
this order : 1 ; 2 m^rrf r% ; 3 nSRTRfW and CRR^TR-
R5T ; 4 rjjtRjTR ; 5 RRrroif f% and ; and 6 R R -
?TnjT and The reason for this assumed
destruction of 3TT8TTf'P§[ and fgRfris' is rather
technical, being founded on the Vaisesika doctrine
that all cognitions, being qualities of the all-pervading 
soul, last for three moments only, and are destroyed by the 
generation of j leiretfects. The student has been led through 
this labyrinth if speculative subtlety in order to acquaint



Birn with the exact import of Annambhatta's simple dictum,
5  that is, duality and other larger

numbers are always 3TFT?u.

sect . XXV.

Dimension is the ( special and instrumental) cause o f 
the common usage of measurement. It resides in the nine 
substances, and. is of four kinds: minuteness, largeness, length 
•and shortness.

1. Each of the four kinds of dimension mentioned 
above may again be divided into two

Dimension. kinds, as SP2TJT middling and gTH extreme.
Thus an atom has extreme minuteness,

"which is also technically called HHWfvSrT ( infinite- 
simality) from a globular atom; a binary has
¥I«mrur  ̂ middling minuteness; Akaia has or
nrg?̂  all-pervasion; and all tangible objects such as a jar 
have JTsqwTgr* intermediate greatness. The comparative use 
of these words, as this pearl is minuter or larger than that 
other, is secondary. The distinction between and 
on the one hand and <?tfr and on the other seems to be 
that the first two denote magnitudes of two or three dimen
sions, i e. bulk, while the latter two denote one dimension 
only such as a line. This four-fold division of TROTtf is after 
all rough, many including S ^ T  and in srqjrT and

respectively. As a matter of fact all of them are 
relative terms, and denote different numbers of constituent 
parts or decrees of contact in which they are combined.

is again divide! into v w  and that residing in
eternal things as and being ftnr, and all
the rest w ftfw ftr*  is threefold, tf<!7r3T«T,
and B'or the expla i ition of tnese S93 Noi.es 9 and
10 on Sect. XIII, PP- 121-3, supra.

v- V « ® r j s i y .  ] Notes 163 ^  I .



Sect. XXVI. ^ y ^ m .

Severalty is the ( special and instrumental) cause of the 
common usage of one thing being different from another.

1. The definition in the text is rather crude. A better 
though a little more abstruse definition 

Severalty. 0f is the cause
of our practice of separating one thing from all the 
rest.’ srqt^rr is t mufrnra; *r-., that is,
the determination of the identity of one thing by separating 
it from all others. The reason why is regarded as
distinct from is that the notions conveyed to
our mind by the two are of different sorts. When we say 
■g?-- g5T we simply get a negative notion, that a jar is 
not a piece of cloth; while by y>jqr we gat a positive
notion that one is quite distinct from the other, gvĵ fqr there
fore tells us something more than for it not
only informs us that a jar is not a piece of cloth but also 
that it is a different thing. The importance of this distinc
tion may be illustrated by another example. We can say 
that a jar is not the quality of blueness residing in it, but 
we cannot say that it is distinct from it, the two being 
inseparably connected. Similarly we can say that a black 
unbaked jar is not the same as the red jar when baked, but 
it is not from it. Again we can say 3[0^r%^TTis noti^^r 
without a but the two are not distinct persons. In 
short SAPPS' is opposed tc objective identity of the things, 
while ;T>-4i«-<u*ny is to the sameness of their natures. 'Z'GT&t is 
a Material distinction; 3T?nr»rrTUTg notional only. In the same 
way T can be distinguished from q’gig or%f|rcg'.
: . ---------------

Sect . XXVII. *Mnn:.
1. Conjunction is the ( special and instrumental) cause o f  

the common usage of catting two things united.
1. #THT is also defined as the contact of two things that 

were first separate ( 3WTSPm§ STITtf: 
Conjunction. wutu <% : ) ; and therefore there can 1
__no between two all-pervading things which j

1 P. B Ben. ed. p. 138.
2 B. P. 114.

r. \ ^  ) ”.]  1^4 Tarka-Samgraha. [ SECT, xafifrl.



xxvn .] Notes :

^ver apart from each other. *TPT is always 
“ iwiicial and non-eternal. T. D. divides it into two-
, 111 S’ tbat born of action, and ruftst that produced 
y another conjunction. The contact of the hand with the 

^ 'S ,̂ s b̂e bl-st kind, because it is produced by the mo- 
b10n ° f tbe hand, while this contact of the hand with the 

°.° r dUC6S anofcber conjunction, namely that of the body 
. 10 bo°k, which is therefore Rum;*. The jprnr yrm  is 

agam of two kinds, and The instance-

xvhi h „  A® the C°nfcacfc ° f the bird with mountain, in 
Th 16 1 1 a ône m°ves while the mountain is stationary. 
fi^ h t^ ^ 1̂ 68 01 second kind are fcbe meetings of two 
th rams,orof *wo wrestlers, orof two clouds, where both 
• 6, ™nJS move.yhfmR again is two-fold, that of a thing 

 ̂ UCed’ such as the contact of an effect with some- 
b akeauy connected with its material cause, and that 

° atlllnS P i o u s l y  existing, as the contact of the tree in 
consequence of the contact of the hand and the tree. A ll 

ods of contacts are that is, cover only a part
f the thing, and are destroyed either by separation or des

truction of the siratr, namely the things connected.
2- Three Mss. of T. S. insert the word amiUROT after

in the definitions of gRHm, s w g  and ym»T,
but the reading of others that reject it appears to be the 
right one and has been adopted. Although the qualification 
-Rn-gryor is necessary to exclude universal causes, it can be 
a-id is always presumed wherever the words tpRUT or
°ccur as in the definitions of ipM and ft=F; and so there is
°o  need of its express mention. There are also other grounds 
to beljeve that the word eRrrgRnr did not exist originally but 
"9 s  supplied by the Dipika. The words JsRfTVTRtnfa; in
he Dipika would of course have been conclusive on the 

Puint had they been found in all Mss. of the work. S. C. 
however is quite explicit, as it remarks-
Rr-yn'fjrqpi i

22



V ^  . 166 Tarka-Samgraha. [ S E C T , s p i l l r .
\ % ^ -------

3. The BT'TRui+.kui ( universal cause ) referred to in this
and the preceding definitions is defined by

Universal Causes, y . y_ as
which signifies that a universal cause is a 

cause of all effects as effects, and not as particular products ; 
as for instance, a stick is an instrument of a jar because it 
is a jar and not any other thing, while time and space are 
instrumental causes of the same jar because it is a product. 
These universal causes are eight, God, His knowledge, His 
will, His effort ( d^iM^gTyffg:), antecedent negation 
( strivtr' ), time ( ), space ( )  and destiny ( z^ng ),
comprising both merit and demerit. Some add the absence 
o f counteracting influences ( )  as a ninth, 
universal cause. These, being universal causes, are necessa
rily implied wherever we speak of a cause or an effect; 
and consequently when a thing is specially mentioned as a 
cause or an effect of another, they are not meant.

SECT. XXYI1I. T3STW.
Disjunction is the quality which destroys conjunction.
1. Disjunction is not merely the absence of tnffar, in which 

case it would have fallen under 3RTPT
Disjunction. and need not have been reckoned as a se

parate quality •. but it denotes an actual 
separation which produces the destruction of a previous 
contact. Again by disjunction we denote not the act of sepa
rating which is excluded from the definition by the word svr 
but the state which immediately results from the act of 
separation. Hence Annambhatta defines rirnPT differently 
and not on the analogy of ymvr as or nr*ry-
n-rWCTTW, as is done by Visix.nut/ia. The latter definitions 
being ambiguous may as well denote the state of being separate 
as the actual act of separation. The order of succession 
therefore is always this •• first act of separating, then sepa
ration here called f%«m, then u£rxwtj(Jmi$r, and lastly 
y$Tthit»T. When we remove a jar from one place to another, we 
have an effort to lift it up,-this is the then the jar is lifted 
from the ground,—this is T%*rrn; then its contact with the 
particular spot is severed,—this is and lastly it is-

' Got̂X.
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placed on another spot,—this is sw^^T^nTirr. is there
fore the cause of and not the same as ■wapHlyU Two tree;, 
on the opposite banks of a river have always remained apart,
■but there has never been an actual separation of them. nr*Tm 
•has the same varieties as w«frn, and the examples also are 
similar, namely, ( subdivided into 3,*r<ra>i$3T and

) and TgUTirsr/giTTfT. There is however a difference of 
opinion as to the last between the Vaisesikas and the 
Nuiyayikus proper, the latter not recognizing f%*PIT5rra’»TR

all.1 The instance of a TgUCTHfgUTU is 3H'U'-
■n̂ fesrpT: separation of the body from the tree, consequent 
upon the removal of the hand from the tree. Here the 
separation of the body is not directly caused by the motion 
■of the hand because the two things (fgWl and f^cT%qr) reside 
in different receptacles,viz.the body|and the hand respectively, 
while there is no motion in the body itself which might 
-cause the separation. This argument by which the 
necessity of recognizing a fqumHnrum is sought to be proved 
is founded on the axiom that the motion of a part is not the 
motion of the whole ( as we see in a stationary revolving 
wheel) and so the motion of the hand is not itself the motion 
of the body. ■Rruwa-R'UPT is also divided into two kinds, 

and r̂rorr̂ R'nTrgvrRTH', for which however see 
Sarv. D. S. Calc. ed. p. 107.

SECT. XXIX.
Posteriority and priority are the ( special and instrumental ) 

causes of the common usage of the ivords posterior and prior.
They reside in the four { substances ), earth, etc. and the mind.
1 hey art twofold, caused by space and Urns. The pos'e.rhrriiy 
caused by space is in the remote, and priority so caused is 

■ w the near. Postei ioriiy caused by tims is in the etcer, and 
priority so caused is in the younger.

1- Posteriority and priority may also be designated re- 
. moteness and proximity respectively

teriolity^and These qualities reside in the first four
substances, because they are the only 

corporeal and non-eternal substances having a limited di

1 Soo verse quoted in Note 3 of Sect. XXfIL p. 159 supra.

— < V \  ^



mansion. Mind, being corporeal, possesses only one kind 
-of priority arid posteriority, namely that made by space, t ŝHVc
but not the other caused by time, as mind is eternal. The last 
four substances remaining are both eternal and incorporeal 
and cannot therefore have any kind of qr?g or Really
speaking and are nothing more than relations of
corporeal things to time and space, expressed in the form; 
of qualities for the purpose of marking their varying degrees.

Se c t . XXX, XXXI.

Gravity is the non-intimate cause of the first fall, and resides: 
in earth and water.

Fluidity is the non-intimate cause of the first flow, residing- 
in earth, water and light. It is two-fold, natural and• 
artificial.

1. The definitions of Gravity and Fluidity are analogous,
one being called ‘ the non-intimate cause 

uiity!*1 1 °f fhe first act of falling, ' and the other 
‘ a like cause of the first act of flowing.' 

The word STTV is inserted in both definitions to exclude 
velocity ( ) which is the non-intimate cause of the second j
and all subsequent acts of falling or flowing. As a matter 
of fact, falling and flowing are essentially the same acts, 
one being the coming down of a solid from a higher level, 
while the other is the same act in a fluid ; but the Naiyayi- 
kas do not seem to have realized this. They do not 
also seem to have known the dynamical theory of falling 
bodies, as is clear from their calling the cause of the 
first falling only, while it is in fact the cause of every act 
of falling. The confusion of the^two meanings of the 
word 5 ^ ,  viz. weight and he aviness, is already noticed and 
commented upon.

2. Fluidity is of two kinds, natural;as that of water, and 
artificial as that of melted ghee. The’ distinction between <*T-

and uiHfqtp umg-, though spoken of as inherent and 
absolute, seems to have been made to indicate the fact that 
some things remain fluid at normal-temperature and other* j 1

1 See Note 3 on Sect. IV. p. 85, Supra.
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not. Those of the first kind such as water are said to pos
sess natural fluidity, while others requiring the application 
of additional heat have artificial fluidity only The solidity 
of snow and hail which are forms of watei is exceptional 
and hence does not affect the proposition.

3. Unlike gravity, fluidity is assumed in light also, 
namely, in melted gold and other metals, while the gravify 
of the metals is ascribed to earthy portion in them. It 
might be urged that, following the analogy of gravity, even 
the fluidity of metals can be attributed to some watery por
tion in them ; but this cannot be, says the Vcisesilca, for 
in that case it would be while the fluidity of
metals is really only. Again why cannot the same
earthy portion, which accounts for the gravity of metals, 
also account for its This is also not possible
for the fluidity of metals is of a different kind, being sig- 
■̂ «nsTT?r ( indestructible ) even by the application of ex
treme heat, while that of earthy substances is «r.
Light in the form of metals must therefore be regarded as 
having a peculiar fluidity of its own.

Se c t . XXXII.
Viscidity is the quality which is the ( special and ins

trumental ) cause o f  the agglutination of powders and resides in 
water only.”

1. The viscidity found in oil, milk and other such earthy 
substances is of course due to the watery 

Viscidity. portion in them. How can oil, says an
objector, inflame fire if there is water in 

it, while water itself extinguishes fire ? Here too, the 
Vaisesika is ready with his explanation, viz. fTrsŷ ’TT-

Oil hastens fire because it has a greater 
amount of viscidity than pure water. It is not explained 
however whence this greater viscidity in oil comes if it is 
due to water alone, means thickening or concen
tration. It is the peculiar combination which holds parti* 
cles of powder together. The reason why this 
acquires a special quality and cannot be attributed to l.

l. B. P.156.
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is that melted gold which possesses fluidity cannot 
form lumps of powders. N. B., however, quite appositely' 
remarks that liquid water is alone the real cause, while solid 
water such as hail and ice is incapable of agglutinating par
ticles. The fact is that the modern scientific theory of 
molecular attraction and repulsion which induced the three 
states of solid, liquid and gaseous in all matter was hardly 
rnown to Indian physicists, and hence they were often led 
into giving fantastic explanations of ordinary phenomena.

2. T. D., N. B. and S. C. say that the propriety of the word 
sinr in the definition of£rf is to exclude time etc. ;but this does 
not seem correct, as time and other universal causes are 
already excluded by interpreting tg; as 3WT'Trm|g. V. V. 
explains the word as excluding =gnJT, but this is also incor
rect, since can be excluded by taking *£g in the sense of 
vnt?rT+.i<uf as it has been hitherto taken. It appears more- 
reasonable to understand mg as excluding the act of aggluti
nating which is also the special and instrumental cause o f  
rgtrgpTPT. Hence either the line etc. in T. D., which
is retained in this edition because it is found in all copies, 
is interpolated by some one who failed to understand th& 
text or Annambhatla deliberately used the word £g here in 
a narrower sense than previously. Probably he borrowed 
the definition from a more ancient work, without determin
ing accurately the propriety of each word.1

Sect. XXXIII. 5TS=:.
•'i mnd is the quality which is apprehended by the sense o f  

tearing, and resides in ether alone. It is twz-fold, inarti
culate oi nmse and articulate or words. The noise is (heard) in 
drums etc.-, while words appearin the form of Sanskrit language 

1 ■ Besides the two-fold division in the text, the T. D. gives 
s ] another three-fold division of sound, mak

ing in all six varieties of it. The latter 
three divisions are : 1 iptptst, born of 

conjunction, such as the sound of a drum produced by the 
contact of the stick or hand with the drum ; 2 ftiwnr, born 
o < isjunction, such as the sound produced by splitting a 
jam boo-stick ; and 3 s>l«vn horn of sound, such as alt 

subsequent sounds which are produced from the first one.
I P. B. Ben. ed p. 266.
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'2. A more elaborate division of sound is the following :—

II__________________
I " "  I

I e. g. fT̂ TliqiUi :
r  i

^Hrnrer; tEMTO:
I__________________ !___________________

i I l
-  1 ■ r*^KnTT̂ T̂ -- Tfhd^-. ŴT?iT?F:

I______I______
j J r

*nw - r ^ W :
i!

! I
uiuTSpf: si^nrmw:

ii
! I

I f e :  T%F:
And so on. The articulate sound will be treated further on 

under stĥ wtw ( Sect. 59-63.).
3. The ii^Mi snsf is recognized to account for the fact that 

sound can be heard at any distance from 
of sound.aVa 1 t0'y the place where it is first produced. There 

are only two senses which apprehend their 
objects at a distance, namely, sight and hearing. Of these 
the eye is supposed to go outside to the object, and carry 
back its impression to the mind. But the organ of hearing 
being of the nature of all-pervading Akasa cannot move 

or organ of hearing is defined as the Akasa which is spot- 
e. the portion of ether limited and severed 

from the rest of the Akasa by the cavity of the ear. Evidently 
cannot go out of the ear-cavity by which it is conditioned r 

for as soon as it goes out it will be n o ^ b u t  common ether.
As the organ of hearing cannot go to its object, it is 
necessary that the object should reach the ear, so that anyhow 
the two may come into contact. B,ut the sound which is 
produced in that portion of Akasa which is immediately in

_ ■ . n



■contact; with the drum is distant from the ear and cannot it
self travel to the ear, being, as a quality,[inseparably connect
ed with a definite^portion of the Akasa. Besides it is a doc
trine of the Naiyayikas that sound is 5TR?q- and cannot last 
for more than a few moments. This first sound therefore is 
supposed to produce a second similar sound in the next piece 
of Akasa, and this second a third ; and so on, until the train 
reaches the portion of Akasa confined in the ear, that is, the 

It is this last sound produced in the that is
directly perceived by the organ of hearing, and as it is the 
last of a series generated by the first sound, it is called WT*- 
So far this theory of sound is accepted by all Naiyayikas, 
but there is a slight difference of opinion as to the mode in 
which sound travels or rather propagates its species. Some, 
applying the analogy of ocean-waves say that
' ® sei ‘ es sounds travels in a straight line in one direction 
only, namely from the drum direct to the ear. Others apply 
the analogy ° f a flower the filaments
ot which shoot round about in all directions ; and so they 
say that sound travels not in one direction only but in all 
• irections, that is, innumerable series of sounds start from 
the central point where it was first produced, and go in every 
direction. The simple fact that the sound of a drum is 
leard on all sides and not in one direction only is enough to- 

prove that the latter analogy is nearer the truth than the 
former. The whole of the above theory of sound is very 
cru e and faulty owing to the inveterate habit of Indian
P llosophers to indulge in speculations in matters that can

e mown on y y actual observation or experiments. They did
“ ar S  7 e ° r8an ° f i,earin-  tympanum in the
jL ™ h hh ***  C 0ser similarity with the drum than with the

^ s a ,w h H e  the fact of the sound being carried by air by
means of successive undulations of air-particles was also
undreamt of. Instead of investieatinrr i. f,. . . .  Ul/ uvescigat,mg the nature of sound
ill such practical direction,, the exhausted their

erg,esm drscussine whether sound was eternal or nou- 
eterna1 The pro, and cons a , well as the importance ot 
4h slant controversy in Indian philosophy will he noticed 
later on.
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‘ Cognition is the ( special and intrumental ) cause o f 
all communication or intercourse, and it is knowledge. It is 
twofold, remembrance and apprehension. Remembrance is 
knowledge produced, from mental impression alone. Knowledge 
other than remembrance is apprehension.

1. Cognition is the proper equivalent for i'R* as used in
the Nydya system. Ballantyne translates

Cognition, ‘ understanding, ’ and Roer by
‘ intellect : ’ but both renderings are 

wrong. The word is capable ofhavingthreemeaningsHLst 
the act of knowing, which may be called ‘ understanding;
2ndly the instrument of knowedge which is ‘ intellect,’ and 

•3rdly the product of the act of knowing, which is ’cognition.
It is in this last sense that the word is invariably used in 
Nyaya and Vaisesi/ca philosophies. This should be quite 
clear from the mention of a;r% among the qualities, that is, 
as a property of the soul. A cognition is undoubtedly such 
a property; while under standing is an act, and intellect, being 
an instrument of knowledge, is a substance, and is identified 
by Naiyayikas with mind. Other schools of philosophers 
■such as the Samkhyas and the Vedun'ins designate as an 
elemental thing under the name and divide it into
several faculties performing different functions, namely, 

and "ifrr̂ TOT. According to them, therefore, fT% is an 
instrument of knowledge; but their doctrine is emphatically 

repudiated by Naiyayikas who regard as a quality of
the soul and capable of being perceived, while the direct 
instrumentality of knowledge is assigned to mind which 
being atomic is imperceptible. Hence in the definition given 
in the text 37% is said to be knowledge itself, and not an 
instrument of knowledge.

2. is as Y. V. rightly defines it,
Yqi«p , utterance of words for the purpose of communicating 
ideas, and not 3TT?T?Ttffftrr?-' as S. C. has it, for the latter is 
too wide and would include involuntary actions, such as 
■walking in 6leep, which are not prompted by knowledge.
Briefly speaking, is a property of the soul which
'prompts articulate language; or, in other words, it is thought.

^clothed in intelligible words. This invariable association of
23
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and Sf=n?TT makes the above definition too narrow, inas
much as it does not apply to HT^FT^TFr or mere sensation,, 
which is a species of cognition, but which can never be 
expressed by articulate language. V. V. therefore modifies 
the definition into (Tlgspqqg i< imuTM-e", that is,
cognition is the quality having that 3TTM which characterizes- 
the efficient cause of the above kind of str̂ gTT. Thus PTPT- 
'-t-.p’MjiiST, though itself not -gqitnsH, has the 3TIW fr%f7  which 
differentiates the'

3. The definition of ff%  given in the text is in many re-
, . spects more convenient in practice than

scientifically accurate. The T. D. there
fore supplies a better definition, srPWrifT- 

Cognition is said to be that knowledge 
( STffT; which becomes the subject ( ffnr ) of the conscious
ness ( 3Tjj-3ĵ Tpr ) having the form ‘ I know. ’ This requires 
a little explanation. Perceptive knowledge according to 
Nyaya is acquired by going through three successive steps, 
viz 5TPT and When an object like a
jar is brought before us, our organ of sight first comes into 
contact with it, and carries an image of the object to the 
mind which conveys it to the soul. This organ is called the 
STfmtWHMJT, efficient cause of perception. This image is then 
converted into a cognition or fl%  having the form 3TT 
‘ this is a jar. ’ This cognition ( ) again being a
property ot the soul, the Ego becomes ^t t̂pptpt, which 
when combined with the ever present ‘ I am, ’ results
into the compound consciousness, or
XMUM ‘ I know a jar. ’ This last consciousness is called 3pj- 
’sresrPT because it always follows r̂^vrpr or simple cognition. 
Hence the cognition ‘ This is a jar ’ ( apf ’PT:) is said to 
become the subject matter of the consciousness ‘ I know. ’
The peculiarity of this definition consists in the fact that 
other scholastics, such as the Samkhyas and the Vedantins, 
do not recognize the cognition 3TT 'U?: to be the »T*q3mT of a 
further 3P£3nrtrPT, but give the name cognition to 
itself. The definition thus states a peculiar doctrine of 
Nyaya.

4. Another noteworthy definition of 51%  given in thfc

Tarka-Scimgraha. [ Se c t . X X ^ ^ X j
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Sapta-Podarthl of
•the commentator Jinm dham

knowledge is of the nature of lig :>eca  ̂ ^
darkness of ignorance and illuminates all ob jcts to he 
mind's eye. The epithet 3HOTOT: m e a n - m ^ t h e  
soul as a property, and explains Annam > -•  STnony-
Ofanfw as fl%  and *W being of corns Y
mous. Prasastapada defines ff%  merely by giving VW  
3TM and Scsrrr as its synonyms.'

5. The wording of the definition in four copies is differ
ent, being %51TH IT%: instead of SpRJ- 

Reading discus- . whfte two other copies add ?PT-
after 5 3 -- quite unnecessarily. The inter

change of r̂fi' and fT%[: has an important bearing on * ® 
right understanding of the definition ; for t e o ■ er rea 
ing is not only ambiguous, but is likely to mi^-ac s°™ 
into ta k in g # *  to be only one species of knowledge which 
ia w n w r f -  AS a matter of fact 3IW is an independent- 
predicate of ff%  intended to describe the exact na mr 
cognition, and probably also to exclude m possi 1 
11% being mistaken for the act or the instrument o mo 
ledge. I t  contradicts according to S. C. the ^octr 
Savikhyas that ff%  or is a material element, Produced

*»■ > « - « - < • ■ »
Co. Me — U J

taking I s  as 3UTTOT3. Another propriety of the word 
^  noticed by S. C„ that 3 %  ^ je  does notm ean
excess of knowledge, as in expressions like fT & K  
rather far-fetched. The expression is orr° W!  - 0i a^. 
tama’s aphorism, and i s p r «
ly used as a hint to the student < W « S
and logic are easily reconcilable with the> s _« be
sesika padarlhas adopted in this hook. a

1 P. B. Ben. ed, p. 171

2 G.S. 1,1,15.



.Mis case it Is evident that in this and in all the following 
sections of the book treating of the kinds and proofs of 
knowledge the author is a consistent follower of Gotama 
raoher than of Kayada, and has attempted with consider
able success to incorporate the Nyatja doctrine of proofs 
with the Vaisesika system of paddrthas.

C. Cognition is of two kinds, remembrance and appre-
Divisions o f cop- hensi°n- Remembrance is defined as the 

nition. knowledge which is born of a mental im
pression alone ( SRSTR ). This is

that particular kind of it, which is called urggf and which 
is defined further on ( Sect. 75 ) as being born of apprehen
sion and causing remembrance. So is properly
speaking the operation ( ilfgir ) which comes into existence, 
between the product ?ffsr, and its cause =gf7 R
is defined as fTjjTeqvif rot that is, an inter
mediate operation born of the cause and producing the thing 
which is the effect of that cause. ETCtiT is therefore a sort 
of intermediate link between the effect and its cause, which 
often, as in this case of is separated by a great
interval of time.

7. The insertion of irr  ̂ in the definition of has been
Definition of sharply criticised, and as strongly defend

er/;™  ° ed. The word, it is said, excludes Uc'grujrr
( reminiscence ) which is produced by 

but not by it alone, as a direct perception of the 
object is also an operating cause in it. The difference between 
SRUWSTT and consists in the presence or absence of 
the thing recollected. When a man, for instance, who has 
seen an elephant with a driver on its back, sees either the 
elephant or the driver alone, and at once remembers the other 
one, his knowledge is said to be remembrance, and is solely 
due to the impression that had been left on his mind 
since he saw the elephant with a driver on its back.
The thing which brings back to the mind the memory 
of the absent object by the law of association is called the 

( reviver ) of that 1SRFR. In ( reminiscence )
the object recollected is actually before our eyes, and the 
novelty of the knowledge only consists in the identity of the

• gô>\
^  I
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object now perceived with some one previously seen, as when 
•on seeing V ^ tT one recollects that it is the same V-Hri whom 
one saw before. Here the actual perception of is as
much the cause of knowledge as the impression left on the 
mind by a former perception; and hence is not

but gr’TSTTTi';?,rld-M-. I'M-g. Several copies of T. S. and 
T. D. omit ura in the definition in the text as well as the 
sentence in T. D. referring to it. S. C. appears to have had 
both readings before him as he expressly prefers the one 
with HTir. Other writers omit srrg from the definition on 
the ground that even without it the definition does not cover 

because there the immediate cause of the gfgro?Tf is 
not the previous impression, but the remembrance of the 
identity of the thing ( frfTT=' ĉrriTfir) which is produced from 

! In a remembrance the impression is the immediate 
cause, while in a reminiscence the impression produces re
membrance of identity, and then this remembrance of simple 
identity produces the reminiscence that that identity resided 
in the object actually seen. Thus uvqfirsrr is not gxsrnRT 
at all, and hence rri  ̂ is unnecessary. NUakantha answers 
this argument by simply remarking that the cause of 
is the impression of identity and not an intermediate remem
brance. Another objection to the definition is that it is 
STO’StT and will not cover even Rjrrg which is not *RtfrrtTiT5r 
3Rqr but also ; but the 3RIUV can be removed
either by taking 3RV in the sense of or by constru
ing the definition, as NUakantha remarks, to mean =?T<jJIRT- 

rrrg ( and not m s ) As to
which is also it is excluded by

8. The author defines as 1 all knowledge other than 
Apprehensicn remembrance,’ i. e. all cognitions which are

newly acquired and are not repetitions of 
former ones. The negative definition of in the text is
due to the fact that etanv is a simple ultimate operation of 
the mind which is at the bottom of all other mental opera
tions, including even the act of defining. Besides a defini
tion <J is really unnecessary ,as by simply e^cluding**^



or repeated knowledge, the definition of fi% will also serve 
for the residuum, that is This and the subsequent
divisions ana sub-divisions of fi%  are according to the 
system of Gotama. The Falsest hi division is slightly 
different and may therefore be profitably compared with that 
given in the text. Prasastapada divides and subdivides 
mr% as follows ••— 1

fT%
i

i j
I%TT srfaRITi ii i

i i i i i' r  I i1 -- -  1 -  1 r . I J  £ I 1 , jrqprer rqm im  ptjsPT turner r̂?r ewvjrggw
or

_J________

srcrsr̂ rnri

L -  J

Of these is inference, while stpt whioh isakind of srPT̂T 
is the supernatural perception of Yogins. Others can be easily 
identified with their corresponding varieties given in the text.

9. The three words 1% , and are rendered into
English by ' cognition. ’ ‘ apprehension ’ 

E n g u J t t e r m l and ‘remembrance,’ because they are their 
nearest equivalents ; but the meanings of 

the last two require to be clearly defined. Remembrance, re
collection, and reminiscence, for instance, are analogous but 
easily distinguishable. Remembrance is an idea which recurs 
to the mind without the operation of an external object on 
the sensory nerve, and is thus opposed to pereception; while it 
becomes recollection, if it is sought after and found with 
difficulty and effort.1 is remembrance as above defined
and probably includes recollection also, as Naiyayikas do

1 P. B. Ben. ed. p. 172 . et. seq.
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not seem to make a distinction between a spontaneous and an 
^artificial recollection. Remembrance as above defined may 
seem to be concerned with impressions gainedfrom perception 
only; but there is no reason wrby a former inference treasur
ed up in mind or an impression produced from a previous 
remembrance should not be remembered as well; and hence 

properly speaking is general and comprehends all impres
sions however originally derived. Reminiscence is the act by 
which we endeavour to recall and re-unite former states of 
•consciousness, and is a kind of reasoning by which we 
ascend from a present consciousness to a former one. This is 
akin to gsrmm Apprehension is the simple knowledge of a 
fact, and is an act or condition of the mind in which it 
receives a notion of any object.® Simple apprehension is 
again divided into two kinds, incomplex and complex, which 
respectively correspond to Naiyayika W&-T5W and

This is not exactly the erjgg of Nyaya, but it is very 
near it. Cognition is knowledge in its widest sense, embracing 
aensation, perception, conception and notion. According 
to Kant, cognition is the determined reference of certain 
representations to an object; that is, to cognize is to refer a 
perception to an object by means of a conception. A dog 
■knows his master, but does not cognize him, because it has 
not the faculty of forming a mental conception of the mas
ter. An absent-minded man sees an object, but does not 
cognize it because his mind is not working to form a notion 
of the object.4 The Naiyayikas expressed this idea by saying 
that in an the property of the external object must
become the of the corresponding cognition.

1 Locke : Essay on. Human Understanding. Bk II. c » 19.
*

2 Wliately : Logic, B s. II ch I sec, 1.
3 Haywood ; Critique of Pure Reason, p. 593.

»
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It (apprehension) is {u nfold: true and false. The true one is- 

the apprehension of a thing having an attribute as possessing 
that attribute and it is called Prama ; the false one is the- 
apprehension of a thing not having an attribute as possessing that 
attribute, e. g. knowledge of silver in a conch-shell.

1. Apprehension is divided into right and wrong
(spT̂ TPl.', the first being usually called 

ppre icn&.on, qrrT and the second sram. is a
correct apprehension iu which the- 

object is cognized as it is ( ^ n ’̂ Trsm *n%pj. *r:). It is- 
defined fTSCTcT tP-sroiTO: which may be paraphrased as Ĥ i9.tr- 
ŝ TOTtPSTOrTO:, that is apprehension of a certain object pos
sessing an attribute as possessing that attribute.

2 . The words RT^PTOT, T̂ ritw and STOTT should be c a r e fu l ly "
noted as they constantly occur in Nyaya• 

iTtiW, i%trsT works. When we see an object, the object
and d̂dT. becomes the TO5TOT of our knowledge, while
the characteristic, which distinguishes that object and makes 
it what it is, is called the U+.R of the same knowledge. Thus 
in the cognition, 3rd' V2 R̂T the object of the cognition is 
the T=t?TTO, while the distinguishing property of ̂ Rf, is
the 5TOT? of the corresponding cognition. Hence the cogni
tion aw U?-' is defined as ^3c^f^si%^cp-'Ei^sTgci?qrl that isq 
one which has a jar possessing the attribute jar-ness for its 
object ( m * *  ), and has for its special characteristic
( itott ). The use of this two-fold terminology is that while 
the l̂ 5TsU' describes the form of the cognition, itott distin
guishes it from similar cognitions, asfor instance ̂ r îrtfrom 
*T23n«T. There is a similar distinction between i^rqnT and 
W ,  When we see a the quality of hr* becomes a
STOTT of the cognition of the blue jar, while the same quality 
blueness is a iqsfqcrT of the jar itself. Similarly in the cog
nition 3TT is the Î r̂qoT of and the STOTT of
tqjtqtJT is tlie property of a material object, while HquT is the 
property of knowledge.

3. The definition of iWT-ngpa' —can ihere-
lore be paraphrased into ^TOTli êqtP-'SR-f=r- 

inramu and Apra- which in simple language
means that in a right apprehension that

Tarka-Samgraha. [-S e c t . X X ^ J j
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'  itaiflarcharacteristic which marks the object must also be 
the difeliinguifehing property of its notion. Hence V. V. 
remarks ^rarimr meaning that the locative fT3[R
denotes that the thing ( i. e. ,*R ) possessing fTcj; ( i. e ^ R R ) 
is the object ( 'R'JrPT ) of the apprehension, which has the 
same ffiT for its SPPH. All this can be briefly expressed by 
saying that right apprehension is the knowledge of an 
object as it really exists. The opposite of this is stshtt, 
namely, the cognition of a property ( cTRepir-p: ) in a thing 
which does not possess that property ( 3frTgR ). The cog
nition of silver-raess, in a thing which is silver is STHT; while 
the same cognition of silver-aess, if made in!amother-o’ pearl, 
which is not silver, becomes 3Rffr. The use of the quali
fication in the definition of arm is made apparent in a 
combined knowledge of two or more things. Suppose we 
perceive viz and <R simultaneously and together, but in
stead of cognizing rR as ^R and <R as <R we take tR  to be >R 
and vice versa. Here we have a knowledge which has both 
tpS and <R for its objects ( T3%R) and also t r r  and <RR 
for its properties ( srm  ) ; but it is not a STfTT because rusr- 

belongs to the part-cognition which is and
vice versa. Hence the necessity of saying that the know
ledge must be fTRtjrRcF with reference to the object itself (,<T§[R '. 4

4. A very subtle objection to the definition is suggested 
and answered by T. D. The definition 

Some objeitions. applies to a cognition of US' when we can
interpret fnrnr as ’SR^lfugRur; but it can 

not apply to a cognition of fR R  itself as residing in a rR, 
for nRR is not the erniiPW of tR or any other thing ; so the 
expression rt§[R is meaningless in this case, and the defini
tion will he atRTF. The difficulty can he avoided by tak- 
‘ng ftacw to mean fTf r̂tvRfS’, so that as vr is the emmor of 

so ■eRR is the r w r r  of sRtPRJR and the defi
nition comprehends both. Similarly the definition of 3WRT 
is too wide as it will apply even to a right cognition, ‘This is 
m union. ’ For conjunction being a partial ( 3TRT<nr5i% > 
Property, the same thing is always as well as

; and a cognition mrTRT will be both sjJTT as 
w'ell as 3i5mr. But this is not so, for in a wrong cognition 
Hie knowledge is obtained frcm a part where there is a 
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negation of w m , while in a right cognition the- W 5! is 
known to he on the part having tTOThT. Again although a thing 
resides in another by tidl4! and not wiflgFT, its absolute 
negation subsisting on the same substratum by thr-7
does not make it a wrong cognition.

All this scholastic subtlety does not lessen even a bit the 
inherent ambiguity of the definitions. The practical difficulty 
is, which of the many properties of a thing is denoted by 

and is therefore to be taken as the test of right apprehen
sion. That they are the -gT?g of rrs andgTrg of V? will of course 
be the prompt reply ; but do trjfg and TJfg, it may be asked, 
convey any definite ideas apart from rr? and 'I? ? We cannot 
understand rfjrg or V7>-g unless we first know what ^7 or 

is. How can then or TJfg become the test of judg
ing the validity of the knowledge of or V7 ’ It is said 
that we see a truly when we observe in it, but 
properly speaking we cannot see in the thing unless 
we have first recognized the thing to be 'g?. It is not 
easy to overcome this dilemma.

5. other philosophers such as the Sumkhyas and the 
Vedantin9 reject the Nyaya definitions and define gflT as

a cognition having for its object 
a thing that was not apprehended before and that is 
never contradicted. 3Tgf̂ r»m excludes »*=rfg and may be 
omitted if the definition is to apply to both right appre
hension and right remembrance. also, according to
Annambhatta ( see Sect. 65 infra ), is divisible into U’STf*! and 
awsTHT, though its validity depends on other reasons ; but 
according to some Naiydyikas is of one kind only. As 
to the three kinds of spTangffgg see Sect. LXIV and notes 
thereon. There is no reason why the following four divisions 
of jtot should not also be applicable to *rg. Thus
there may be a wrong perceptive knowledge owing to defect of 
organs and other causes, or a wrong judgment due to fallacious 
reasoning, or a false analogy,or a misunderstanding of words.
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r
AU these, it seems, will fall under the second division of 
3y*rsmf, namely, ftqifpr, unless of course they have the ad
ditional characteristics of A5FT and ct£.

S e c t . X X X V I .  3 T g * i^ 3 R f ? T : .

Night apprehension is divided, into four kinds • Percept,
Judgment, Analogy and verbal knowledge. The instruments 
of these are also four, namely■ Perception, Inference, Com
parison and Word or Language.

The superiority of Sanskrit terminology is proved 
R. here by the fact that except in the case of

the same root supplies two distinct 
and appropriate names, one for the instru - 

™ent, aQd the other for the result of knowledge, while in 
English we are often obliged to employ the same term for 
oth. Even in Sanskrit much confusion often results from 

tne ambiguous use of the word for both knowledge
^nd its instrument. I have therefore borrowed some new 
erms from English logic, so as to provide different names 

for each of these. Perception is commonly applied to 
knowledge, its instrument, as well as the act of knowing ; 
hut I have restricted it to the instrument only, or rather 
the instrument in the act of knowing ; while a new term 
Percept is used on the authority of Max-Muller to denote 
the particular notion acquired by perception. 1 2 The act of 
reasoning is denoted by Inference,• while the conclusion 
reached is called Judgment, which according to Mansel is 

a combination of two concepts related to one or more 
°ommon objects of possible intuition. K ”  sgrwS and 
are respectively rendered by Analogy and Comparison, the 
latter denoting the act of establishing similarity between 
two things, while the former implies the similarity so 
established. There is no appropriate name for 

authority ' and ‘ tradition ’ which are sometimes employed

1 Max Mu 1 lor: Science of Thought p 20.

2 Mansel : Prologom Log. p. GO.
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meaning quite different things. Verbal Knowledge and. 
Word are therefore used for STTSTsTTg and 5T?T respectively.

2. The four varieties of gJTr as well as their instruments- 
, _ will be defined and explained later ;

1 I d t  I S  ' f< ‘U'.Ia » 5jU £ -ft W JH  fog U S 0 f U } g j g j .  £q  e S a r n {n e  (jgQ

general nature of smrcT. The aim of 
Nyaya as that of all sciences being the attainment of truth, 
a knowledge of ‘ proofs ’ by which that truth is to be known 
is necessary, according to the maxim wrrator WJT%T%: ;

knowledge of the thing to be measured depends on a know
ledge of the measure. ’ When we have once determined the 
nature and limits of valid proofs, it is comparatively easy to 
arrive at true knowledge hy employing those proofs pro
perly ; or rather the latter function, being beyond the pro
vince of any art or science, may be left to the judgment and 
capacity of each individual. The greater part of Nyaya 
writings is therefore devoted to a consideration of these 
proofs, and many controversies have raged respecting them 
among rival systematists. The number of proofs has varied 
greatly with different schools from one to nine, and all of 
them have been equally tenacious in holding to their fa
vourite theories. Annambhatia follows Golama in recognizing 
four proofs,1 2 but the assignment of each to the four divi
sions of smr respectively seems to be his own improve
ment. nrnvr ( M+tmn-Srtwiri) is defined in T. D. as PTTPhlU|*t,
‘the instrument of right apprehension’ ; but the definition is 
rather vague, and inapplicable in those cases where the 
proofs, though perfectly valid in themselves, lead to wrong 
knowledge owing to extrinsic causes.

The definition given by the author is according to 
some imperfect, as it mentions only one function of a 
proof, namely, smrnrpff f production of sim >, and does not 
comprehend its other function, ( determination
of the validity of the smr). Another and a somewhat more 
accurate definition is ppr ‘proof
is that which is always followed by right apprehension (mrr),

1 G. S. 1, 1, 3.
2 Sarv. D. S. Calc. ed. p. 110.
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(md isunited with the appropriate organ and the receptacle of 
knowledge, viz. soul’. Thus proof is first an invariable condi
tion of srrrr, and not merely the cause of mrr. srwro has a 
double function; it not only produces right apprehension, 
hut sometimes also tests its truth. It is not therefore 
only, but also ; and so the definition STflrr=nTFT is
more correct as comprehending both. The Ndiyayilcas are 
^fPvrraT'Jyii%r:, t. e. they hold that the validity of a cogni
tion is proved not by itself, but by some other extraneous 
means. The objection in their view is not therefore very 
serious. grtm is neither soul, nor mind, nor the organs of 
sense, for if it had been so there would have been no neces
sity of its separate mention apart from these latter which 
are_already enumerated. The Minianuaka’s define Vfrm as 
"Wr-rfTrTf'uu'?̂ , ‘that which apprehends an object not known 

oie ; but this definition, says S. C , is wrong because in 
* long series of sensations of the same object, the first only 
mereby becomes STfTr, while the succeeding sensations will 
-lot be STFrr, being srmrJTcTr̂ . The Mimamsaka's answer to this 
objection is that each individual sensation is different from 
its predecessor inasmuch as it was produced at a different 
moment. The expression statuitft is intended to prevent

being called the proof of The NaiyUykns restrict
all proofs to 3tg»rg or new cognitions and call wjfcr mere repeti- 
“ions thereof caused by Hyipir from previous impressions.

4. Before proceeding further, it will be worth while to
intuition and belief. notice two varieties of knowledge recog

nized by European logicians, which are 
apparently left out of the Naiya ika’s olas- 

81 fication of =ji%, namely intuitions and beliefs. AO intuition 
is any knowledge whatsoever, sensuousor intellectual which 
is apprehended immediately, that is, without the fast rumen* 
mifcy of any sense or mental faculty. A x i o m s  in G o  metry, 

and the notions of time, space and causality are such 
^tuitions, which do not come under any of the heads of 

°f the Naiydyikas. Some of these are accounted for 
I ®r wise, as by the recognition o f  time and space as 

dependent entities which are inferred from their effects.
0 rest will be probably included under as reminiscen

ces of previous births retained by The doctrines of
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and transmigration enable Indian philosophers to ex
plain many facts that are incomprehensible to Western 
hmkers. The other kind of knowledge that is apparently 

left unnoticed is belief ot faith, which differs from cognition 
m that it denotes “ those exercises of the mind in which 
we believe in the existence of an object, not now before us- 
and under immediate inspection.” 1 We often entertain many 
notions which are not self-evident and yet which we do not 
know to be positively true. These are beliefs. The Naiyayikas, 
l seems, would include them, if authoritative, under 
and if not, under sfsnrr. In this way the classification of 
may claim to be exhaustive.

Sect. XXXVII. ^ o i^ .

An instrument is a cause which is peculiar.

1. A is defined as ‘a cause which is peculiar.”
Tj , „  According to V. V., S. C. and Nilakan'ha, 

srTrPTTTnr is inserted to exclude general 
causes such as time and space ; but this 

does not seem to be the sole purpose of the word. The 
word must also be intended to exclude other causes such as 
the intimate and the non intimate causes of a thing, which 
^  ^ Gr Univers*1 nor ^rur- is better paraphrased

cause without which a desired effect will never be produced;' 
but this also is not strictly accurate. A smot properly speaking 
is the immediate or proximate cause that gathers together 
the scattered materials and gives final shape to the product, 
it ie the cause which, other accessories being present, is 
absolutely necessary for the completion of the effect. This 
seems to be the meaning of erttruTrar here, which consider
ably differs from the sense in which it is used in other 
passages/ But even so much restriction is not sufficient to

1. M’Cosh Intuitions p. 196.

"̂'ee Sec. 29, and the rea d in g  of several copies in Secs. 24-5-6-7.
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ensure perfect accuracy in the definition of 3B*ur. For exam- 
plhT^¥ is an 2i*rrvnTnT W I H ^ P  of TT and is therefore its 

; but a t i t  in a forest can never be the 3yur of a 
although the definition would equally apply to it, as it is po> 
tentially if nor actually an efficient cause of T̂T. To exclude 

in the forest, the ancient Naiyayikas inserted an additional 
qualification irrr, so that only a which is
actually employed in the act of producing a jar, is its qywr, 
while a ^ur in the forest having no suTTPr is excluded, runny 
is defined by S. C. as stuhtfu mu cTST-mr mu THrrrnTUr:: 
that is, ‘an operation which, not being a sru, is the product 
° f a thing ( FPT ), and produces the effect of that thing.
When an axe lops off a tree, the axe is the qyvr, the cutting 
is the final product, and the contact of the axe with the 
w 00(i is the runny because it is produced from the axe and 
Produces the cutting. The words nrr are inserted
ln ^ e  definition of -UlUK to prevent an intermediate 
proQuct ( trymnnTfuq;), such as a q-.qitf, being rupnr. 
although it is produced from atoms and produces the jar.
So the complete definition of a uynr according to the 
ancient view is -urqrruTni-nTuf qrmra: i. e. ‘a peculiar and 
operative cause.’

2. This has given rise to an important controversy bet- 
2,, ween the ancients and the moderns. The

W mo< crr' ‘ ' latter disapprove of the ancient definition
of uyor above given and propose one o f 

their own” qrTTururuufig^- umpiTS, i. e. ‘a cause which is 
invariably and immediately followed by the product’. This 
° f  course excludes ?<it  in the forest as well as all universal 
and special causes, which are not necessarily and immedi
ately followed by the effect. The difference between the two 
views is not merely verbal but fundamental, for quite 
different things are designated uyur according as we accept 
either of the definitions. The definition of the ancients 
^quires the urm to be ^qTTRTri; and therefore strictly speak- 
ln6 it must always be a substance in which actions and 
qualities that constitute a sjtutt may inhere ; while according 
0 moderns it is this sututt itself which becomes the -rvn 

as it is even more proximate to the effect than the piaterial 
° f  the ancients. When an object for instance is visible



the organ of sight comes into contact with the object. This 
contact ( )  is the oimF, and the organ of sight 
would be the in the act of perception according to the 
ancients; while the moderns would call the BPPP'T itself 
the HRny, as the «*75J (percept) immediately follows from 
it, but is not necessarily produced from In an infer
ence the ancients are rather inconsistent in calling TcS^rnr 
or the of 5PjT*ri?r; since, being a cognition i. e.
a guna, the jjfR cannot properly speaking possess a ĴTgrr 
which is either guna or karma and as such can inhere in a 
•substance alone. In the is called the T̂TglT by
the ancients, and the srot by the moderns. Another inconsis
tency of the ancient view is that on the analogy of tTftr̂ T 
there is no reason why mind should not be the of
-Tffmfh instead of scmre ; and mind being also the of
S^T%1cÛt, and would be confounded.
These are some of the reasons which make the moderns 
reject the definition strum s and define a. as simply
WTmn5TTcn%^Rr or more briefly 'TTSsyTTHR, that is, one which 
is invariably associated with the R®. This difference of 
definitions results in the important distinction of the snTTTf 
of the ancients becoming the srct of the moderns ; while the 
'■kJuF of the ancients merges, according to the modern view, 
into the genera] category of simple causes.

3. The original notion of a qETfor seems to be that convey-
„ . . ed in Kesuva Misras definition -yr-i r̂tH
Origin of th, Jif- . .

ference. which is explained as a
cause par excellence.’ Many causes contri

bute to produce an effect but some of them are related to the 
effect more closely than others. Of two murderers one 
who strikes the blow has certainly a greater share in the 
murder than the other who simply holds the victim. Some * 
causes are most active and also most essential in production, 
while others simply aid it The horse which draws the car
riage is certainly more efficient than the wheels which only 
facilitate motion by lessening friction. These are causes 
pre-eminently so called, and are distinguished from other 
causes by the special name The SPFT, pre-eminence of

- 1. T., B. Bom. «d. p. 10.

i(Wm (c t |
Tarka-Sa/hgraha '{2SECT. X'vVllA- k



I f T O W *! XXXVII.)  ̂ .Mote* ' ■ i s l f i l

'ERT, is therefore said to consist in its activity or effici- 
en°y (R imk^t )̂. Hence a ^yor came to be defined as °misK- 

But here comes another difficulty. The definition 
is obviously inaccurate since it applies to an agent 

also who is by far the most active in the production, but 
who is not called a qjyur. Somehow or other the notion of an 
instrument or means is involved in that of gyor, and the 
agent therefore ought to be excluded. Hence in discussing 
the ̂ definition of UFTTW as UWcmui. Kesava Misra remarks 
n i y r g n v f f i  =g y g  vwr-

that is 3*BT55̂ *T ^TMrR\% { im
mediate production ) constitutes the srey of and this
is found only in the case of Other efficient
causes, such as the knowor and the object of knowledge are 
not called $yor even though they may be -VTqTRg because 
ihe result is not produced even if they exist. This restriction 
of necessarily led to the abandonment of ÛT'm̂ Tgr, and 
the substitution instead of 3Tt%5n%T ^pfffiTr^pTg, or more 
accurately 'frsrdinsg^rr?ggr?g, as a definition of hrut. But 
’-his farther restriction went too far as it excluded organs 
of sense, and in fact all instruments from the class of $ytJT.
The moderns boldly accepted this as an 5HRT%, but the an
cients could not assent to it as the idea of was inextri
cably involved in their mind with the notion of an instru
ment. They therefore satisfied themselves by retaining 
RKrrygrg aDd excluding the agent expressly by inserting in 
the definition of mnor some such limitation as etgugrvwrvg- 
^rRgr%^^^R^fq?npRuifTT5irgc% yrtg. stpw or snrnrT is ex
cluded because he is the tprcurawr ( i. e. the cause ) of 
many other effects besides a smr which is a species of 3?gir=r 
t f̂fiJ-STTfar). This is the gist of the controversy about tfyur,

. ' v hich has furiously raged between the ancient and modern 
fV aiyayikas.

4. The two views being thus distinct, the question 
, naturally occurs which of them is adopt

ed by Annambhatta. Before answering 
this question, it is necessary to discuss 

ttie reading tPHCT which occurs in
most of the copies of the text, but which has been for

1 T. B. Bom. ed. p. 26.

-  ___
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■various reasons rejected in this edition. Although
is necessary to complete the definition, it 

A reading discus- is almost certain that the word did not 
exist there originally. The Pratikas in 

T. D„ N. B., S. C. and Nil. prove that the definition began 
with srer-nniT; while the fact that both S. C. and A?/, ex
pressly quote eqrmvsnwn: as an ancient substitute for 31- 
tmiHur shows that in their opinion at least
did not form part of Annambhatta’s definition. Besides, if it 
had been there, the author ought to have defined e<*IMIT and 
explained the propriety of 3TicrnvpT either in the text or in 
the commentary, which he does not do. One Ms. no doubt 
inserts the words FTH "qTTiT: after the •
definition of in the text ; hut the addition is clearly 
spurious; and the readings of N and Y  are equally unauthenti
cated. In Sect. 41 again, the author repeats that 3WTW®T- 
-tPTnir alone is without mentioning ÛTTF̂ PT, while in 
Sect. 47 he calls itself the of snrfHTrr, al
though it cannot be so according to the definition euttf- 

But as if not wishing to leave the point in ^any 
doubt, the author himself, in the Lipika on beet.
47, quotes as a distinct view which^ he •
disapproves, remarking emphatically gqWH

On the other hand, at the end of Sect. 43 he as 
emphatically declares fFsFT to be the SFOT of which
can only be true if we accept the ancient definition. Simi
larly he calls the of OTtwR, and mentions
efiWi.siq rw iqvjTTUT as a distinct oJiTTF. In the case of 
again he seems inclined to prefer the modern doctrine.

5. The question therefore -which view was accepted by 
Annumbhatta must still remain involved in doubt. Probably 
he had formed no decisive opinion on the point, and was 
wavering between the two conflicting views. That there is • 
a clear inconsistency between his calling on the one hand 

and the qrror of sraT$T and FTrmft respectively
and on the other his preference for as the of

is undeniable ; but it is hard to believe, as some have 
supposed, that such a glaring inconsistency was due to an 
oversight of the author. Most probably he was fully consci
ous of it, and accepted it as inevitable in an elementary
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treatise like the present, which, being intended for begin
ners, preserved as much consistency and accuracy as was 
compatible with simplicity and clearness. If he had accepted 
either of the two views in toto, he must necessarily have 
launched into the controversy as to the comparative merits 
of the rival views, which from its subtlety and intricacy is 
quite beyond the capacity of beginners. He followed the 
ancient view in sRU'^ands’TrOTa', because it was more easily 
comprehensible by beginners, while by accepting to
be the of he certainly made his treatment of
inference simpler, more rational and more methodical. 
Thus practical expediency rather than theoretical consis
tency seems to have weighed with the author in his accepting 
different doctrines in different places. That he purposely 
did this seems evident from his employment of such a 
vague word as armWTW in the definition of and the total 
absence of any allusion to either in the text or in
the commentary of the present section. This omission must 
have been deliberate, for the controversy about had
raged furiously, and was too important to be passed over 
through inadvertency by such a careful writer as Annam- 
bhatta. The conclusion seems irresistible that he purposely 
used an ambiguous word like which might apply to*
either of the two views of

'X^M SOT. x x x v i i  ] Notes. 1 9 1 k ;



Sect . XXXVIII.
L

A cause is that which invariably precedes the effect.

1- The definition of =Rnr having referred to a the
latter is now defined as ‘that which invari
ably ( m-4c( ) precedes ( ) its effect
( ^  ). ’ That a cause must precede its 

effect is evident, for otherwise it will not be a cause. T. D. 
remarks that is inserted to exclude itself. But
all antecedent things are not necessarily causes. The pot
ter’s ass that carries the earth of which jars are made, pre
cedes the jar, but it is not an invariable antecedent, for earth 
can he brought in hand or in a cart, and so the jars can be 
made without the aid of the ass. Hence the word f^Tfr is 
inserted to exclude all hut invariable antecedents.

2. The definition in the text is not however sufficiently ac
curate, and hence T. D. adds another qualification aTsuy-qr- 
(VRpr *rr<T, which means “ provided the antecedent thing is 
not connected with the effect too remotely.” The father of 
the potter for instance invariably precedes the jar, for 
without him the potter would not be born, and without 
the potter there could be no jar ; but the potter’s father and 
all his ancestors are not causes of the jar. Again while 
is the cause ol the jar, the is not, although it is as
much an invariable antecedent as the itself. To exclude 
fnese the limitation }s added, so that all things,
which, though invariably preceding, are not immediately 
connected with the effect, are excluded. S. C. paraphrases 
the definition as ■m?%q7rr ( (  $Sr$T®T?l%: )

is explained as
tTrgJr, i, e. “ existence in the same place as the 

effect at the moment immediately preceding its production. ”
Tuis will exclude the ass, the potter’s father and even 
the if necessary ; but ko^T^T and ^ ^ rm n r
would still come in, and can be excluded only by a 
separate qualification such as Accordingly

sums up the complete definition of gJpnJT as MgfiT^i-

srrninr. The whole of 
us long and terribly involved expression means nothing

Q i  j
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V :^ m 6re  than that a cause must be invariable ( TRFcT), must not 

He too remote ( ar^w ^T H ^r) and must not be the counter- 
entity ( )  of a negation (sronr) that 
resides in the place of the effect ( )  
at the moment immediately preceding production ( cjipfreT̂ '- 
r^^^rorR%gr). All these circumlocutions have no doubt 
their use in the Nyaya system, but the whole definition does 
not after all amount to much more than M ill’s definition 
of a cause as ‘an unconditional and invariable antecedent’.

3. The word being thus necessary to complete
the definition of cFTCyT, it may be asked 

A reading discuss- why it is omitted in the text of this edi
tion, especially when it is found in almost 

all copies. The reasons for dropping from the
text are not indeed as strong as those for omitting 
from the preceding definition; but they are sufficiently cogent 
to warrant the guess that the word did not originally exist in 
the text but was probably added afterwards by the Dipilca 
The reading in the text is taken from four authentic Mss. 
as being what the author probably wrote at first. Five 
copies prefix to the definition, while two others
read WfT and s w  rrffi respec
tively before rtjw etc. In J, the oldest of the Mss. available, 
the word is absent in the body but is added in the margin by a 
later corrector. V. Y. and S. C. appear to take as
Part of the definition ; but N« B. is evidently of the contrary 
opinion, its remark sr^r.S7Fr4TI%^T[g 
showing that it did not find the words in the original. Any 
doubts on the point however should be removed by the snfr^
In T. D. which is the same in all copies and which shows 
that the definition began with the word Besides the
wording of T. D. YdflY fb tlW ff also implies
that the words were added by the commentary and did not 
stand in the text at first. The different readings of 
E and H also bear a very close and therefore suspicious 
resemblance to the remark in T. D. and suggest the infer
ence that they were inserted into the text from T. D. by 
some later copyist to supply the imperfection of the original 
definition. It may therefore be presumed that the word 

was at first left out of the definition of



■either inadvertently or purposely as being too obscure for 
the easy comprehension of beginners, and the omission was 
supplied by the author himself in the Bipika, which is 
evidently intended for advanced scholars. Later copyists, 
however, who could not bear to see the definition in a 
standard book being so palpably imperfect, tried to supply 
the omission from the commentary and supplied it differently.

4. is she opposite of 3T^srn%i[, which means
_ ‘proved to be antecedent through another",
P r o p r ie ty  o f  the q u a -,,  , . . , ,  , , ,  , . ,

lification. that is, a thing the antecedence of which
is due to the antecedence of another thing 

to the effect. Roer translates the word 3i«r*rrra3[ by ‘super
fluous causality', probably on the authority of some 
writers who explain as denoting a cause which is
not necessary for the production of effect.1 But this view 
is wrong as will appear from the following quotation from
S. C., which, after explaining 3[aT«rr%5 as 
3TFR irq- cfjpiiinlr remarks -‘ %Rr?r
rRamriTHg *T«rr wstmuct̂ -

JTugprgcnkv TOMTro&sft rri^af ^rsrpmnfr
gf?r i

The argument of S. C. is that stFgarrfirgr is not merely a 
cause that is unnecessary for production, but everything 
that accompanies a necessary antecedent; otherwise 

will not be STFqvjrn-R? as it is quite necessary for 
the production of a jar, because without sprsrsr there will be 
no and consequently no also. Roer’s rendering is 
therefoie incorrect and the word really means ' a thing 
which is proved to be antecedent ( cause ) to the effect, 
thr ugi. another or because it accompanies another ’, that 
i-h a secondary cause deriving its character through the 
primary and real cause.

1. Boer s trans. of B. P. Bibl. In. p. 10.
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5. T. D. mentions three varieties of these ‘secondary
• antecedents, ’ which Anmmbhatta, says Nilakantha, borrow- 
ad from Gahyesa, the author of Tattva- Chintamani, 
viz. :■ (1  ) first, the things that are connected by

with cfeKm', and are therefore antecedent to
• affect through it, as for instance the and which
being intimately united with cT?g, are antecedent to its effect 
^  ; (2) secondly, the things that are antecedent to ^ROT, and 
are therefore a fortiori antecedent to the effect, such as the 
potter's father who, being anterior to the potter, must be 
antecedent to the jar also, or as ether which is antecedent 
to a jar, because it is the intimate cause of the word P? that 
always precedes the thing ; { 3 ) and thirdly, all other 
concomitants of ^rtct that are not connected with it by prr- 
P̂T, such as which is not the cause of al

though in a baking jar or a ripening mango it co-exists with
i*iapt which is the real cause of *T?vr. This classification 

does not claim to be exhaustive, and in fact, the first two 
classes are obviously included in the last.

6. Others mention five varieties of 3TfgqTr%<5 which are 
thus summed up by Visvanatha-—

bit spypr ( 1 )  $TPJmrTPT <rr srctr ( 2 ) i 
5THT ??iforeT%RH; (3  ) II
u r  z  nyg pant ( 4 ) i

( 5 ) n

And these are illustrated thus1—

par <T3jr?g«rr%3cr puirqrifp^nrrfpwp i
PTrpc f?rfprrrfg pffmn: n

gswr yrcnTfT% u ]

1 B. P. 18-21.
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Of these the first two correspond to the first class of 
Annambhatta, the third and fourth to his second class, and' 
the fifth to his third. The splitting of the first two varieties 
mentioned in T. D. is based on minute distinctions between 
the illustrations which are of no special importance. 
f£n§i being thus described and its need to complete the- 
definition being proved, an objection may be made to the 
retention of the word RPcT in the definition of as its 
purpose is served by the last kind of 3^qvTTmi%, the 
instance TTtT*T coming under that head. r^Tn is not however 
useless, for, though an individual ass may be 3T?qvTri%̂  as 
regards a particular UT7, TRPTfg in general is not so with 
respect to and hence RgcT is necessary to exclude it.

--JT may also be pointed out that the word 3RT»gri% ;̂ is- 
too vague and general, and r t r  helps to make its meaning 
• more definite.

Sect. XXXIX.

Effect is the counter-entity of antecedent negation.

1. As the definition of cause is framed in terms of the-
£jject effect, we cannotfullv understand it unless

we know what effect is. Effect is therefore 
defined as a thing that is the counter- 

entity of (its) anterior negation ; in othef words .an effect 
is that which has a beginning. smmR will be subsequently- 
explained as the negation of a thing before it comes 
into existence : and so, to say that an effect has a qrrnTiT 
is tantamount to saying that it has a beginning ( 3Tli% ) 
and is not eternal. Eternity may however be limited on 
both sides, past and future, of which past non-eternity 
alone corresponds to Both STRUR and are non- 
eternal, but having a beginning but no end, is

Tarlca Samgraha. [ SECT. XXXVSP > ‘



r

■'''bile utiptr having an end but no beginning is not swS.
Hence 37PT is defined as the irmgFfr ( contradictory) of 
srnrvrrg. mg r̂nr is not a epw, as it cannot be a srf^fnft 
of itself.

2. Now what is a ? The idea of a ufa'gpfr is one
What is a Pr t' ^ ose concePtiOI1s which are more easy

yogin. U >ai to understand than to define; and conse
quently various definitions of irm̂ frmcTr 

are given according to the standpoints from which the 
writers view it. srmdfmfTr is no doubt a relation ; but how 
can there be any relation between existence ( *rrg ) and non
existence, between a thing and no-thing ? 3TUT=r however i& 
an independent entity according to Nyaya ; and hence this 
relation is possible. Besides STfMrmfTr is not an objective 
connection between two external things ; it is truly speak
ing a purely subjective relation existing between the sub
jective notions of those things. Though the things may be 
non-existent and immaterial, their notions are real enough 
to allow a relation between them. Thus air 3THHT may be 
pure negation, but the notion of Jfflg is positive and really 
exists in the mind ; and it must therefore have some 
external object to which it corresponds, som? itself can
not be this object because it has no positive existence ; and 
hence this object by which the notion of srnjg is produced 
and is to be explained must be found among the six positive 
padarthas. That vrtmrgpi therefore by which a particular 
notion of 3rvrrg is explained is called the of that
?BTnr. A TVS is thus called the STmnrnr of trerwg, and ga: of 

because the notions of those two negations depend 
for their existence on the prior knowledge of tj? and g? 
respectively. This is one kind of uf^hnhfintdu, and is call- 
ed Tq+,vg.rg ( opposition ). Another kind is called rin%ii?i?=r 
»nd exists between a thing and its attribute or rather between 
two objects and the relation between them, as for instance, 
when we say that a face is like the moon, moon is the 

nr of the residing in HPT. In this case
also the notion of depends on the prior knowledge
° f  the nX'on, but this bifPrrPTHT differs from the former 
in having a corresponding external object. The first 
^srifnaT is a relation between two things of which cne 
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exists and the other does not, while the second lies between
things which are both positive and existing. The first may
be called contrariety as that between and ra ffr* ; the 
second co-existence as that between moon and its attri
bute the meaning of course those qualities which
it has in common with g*T. Similarly the thing in rela
tion to which this n ftfdw r is spoken of is called the 

of the relation. Thus gig of which the likeness 
to the moon is predicated is the 3l3<TPTf of the tinner , 
while the of which glW R  is likewise predicated is 
called the erjgtrn of that swrg. Now g ?  is sngg’tn? of 

; and g? of qrWTWW; so gng in general is the 
mfmpfr of the grmnrg of all products, that is of W R  
in general.

3. The definition of qtpf given in the text involves a 
verv important principle which is one of

The theory of ^he cardinal doctrines of Nyaya philoso- 
Causahty. pbyj and which, as having been the
subject of bitter controversy, requires some notice. The 
doctrine is that an effect is non-existent before production, 
and is quite distinct from its cause. This apparently 
simple doctrine, involving as it does many wider issues, 
sharply divides the Nyaya-Vaisesikci from other schools 
of philosophy, and is as a matter of fact the keystone of 
its realistic philosophy. There are four principal theories 
.of causation accepted by different Indian philosophers, 
which are thus summed up by Madhavacarya■ “ 'ETff- 
grRoruTg ^ ’-if iwggr%: irntm i srcra; ffg

i sftrh m g g : gsrsgsjrrqff i #  i g g t  i% ra:

g r r tfH w  g  3  g g j  g % g  i g s r fffc t  i 1

While the Bmddhis hold that a real effect is produced 
from an unreal cause, that is, from absolute non-existence, 

the Veddntins maintain the opposite view of the reality of

1 Sarva—D. S. Calc. ed. p. 147.
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se and the total unreality  of effect. The N a i y d y i k a s ^  
_ 'nkhyas accept the reality  of both cause and effect, but 

Whll° the latter bold both of them to be always and sim ul
taneously existing, the Naiyayikas consider the effect to be 
non-existing before creation. l a  the Bauddha system, creation 

? thS production of a thing out of nothing ; in  Nyaya i t  is 
■f e productlon of a new th ing  out of an old one ; in  Sdmkhya 
. lfmei'elJ  the evolution of the latent properties of the cause

“ 5 “  T edUnta is a  mental conception only, and corres
ponds to no actual change in  the cause itself.

4- The Bauddha view is opposed to the celebrated Aristo-

Realism and idea- ^  ^  E -n ih ilo  nihil fit, and h&s 
hsm■ been severely criticised by all orthodox

. , scll00is'', white the third, viz. the Vedantic
lt_plf ei" S lnvolved ln the general doctrine of Maya stands by 
SathhJ  ̂ ^  l̂tfcerest c_ontroversy has raged between the 

Views n l a”, ‘ N a iyW b x ,as regards their particular 
’ “ m ely .th etM rw ^ a n d  the wtrsirruui? as lheJr

a :  : " 6*  ?“" ed' ThS N m ‘J"  view is adm i™My summed 
H _fmambhatla S definitiou ° f  * * ,  th a t an effect bem»

e r e a t f o r  ‘" ’n ,'!r “  8 '” 6tal ‘° ta lly  before

5. The w n f ^ o f t h e  SSmkhyas as well as the arg u 
m ents by which it  is supported are thus sum m arized in
J 'varakrsna’s tenth Karika —

■

^ ^ u „ a , ^ r̂ rfdnn;) i,
^TcpT^orrci^opTr^ra-, *r?cpn!n̂  na

T ”  t rei60ting t t 8  < •« * •»  of3at * l s _8“  ffect, and holding th a t the effect does exist 
la ten tly  in the cause eva „ uaFn a- „  exisfe

- ____ -u before creation. F irst, th a t which

A* y0e S’a^ r a .  on Brah^ Sm n> 2_ 2g>
2- Samlchya. T. K , 10.
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does not exist can never be created, for a blue colour cannot 
be changed into yellow even by a thousand artizans. Second
ly, the material cause is always found associated with the 
effect, as sesamum with o i l ; and as there can be no associa
tion with a non-existing thing the effect must be exist
ing in its cause. Thirdly, if it be said that a cause might 
produce an effect even though totally unconnected, any 
thing can be produced from anything, for there will be no 
reason to determine that a particular effect shall be produc
ed from a particular cause only; while as a matter of fact 
we find this to be actually the case, and hence the effect 
must be pre-existing in the cause. Fourthly, if it be main
tained that an unconnected cause produces the effect owing 
to some inherent faculty in itself, is this power or faculty, 
it may be asked, connected in any way with the effect ? If 
It is, then it is as much as saying that the effect pre-exists 
in the cause; while if it is not, the previous difficulty 
recurs as to how a particular effect only is produced 
from the power. Lastly, as cause and effect are of the same 
nature, one cannot be always -existing while the other is 
non-existent. Both of them ought therefore to co-exist. All 
these arguments can be summed up in one objection against 
the Nyaya doctrine that if the effect is totally distinct from 
the cause there can be found no determining principle to- 
establish the relation of causality between the two things, 1 
and the doctrine will approximate to the Bauddha view 
that the effect is produced from nothing. This may be 
the reason why the followers of Nyaya- Vaisesika are often 
taunted as being ( Semi-Buddhists) by their ortho
dox opponents. And as the Bauddha doctrine is opposed to 
nature, Nyaya theory also must be rejected as having the sar-10 
tendency.

<5. The chief argument by which the Naiyayikai 
defend their view is that unless effect is supposed to 
be quite distinct from .its cause we cannot account for the 
obvious different e between the two. A rt>- must be something 
different from its constituent parts, ,or otherwise it wrnuld 
not be tpj at all. The same atoms ca11 used to make a jar 
and a saucer ; and if cat se and effect are ndt distinct, both 
^  and will be identical with the ah-11’ ?, and therefore

| ( S ) |  < S L !
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■ Will be identical with each other according to the axiom, 

that things equal to the same thing are equal to one another.
But â 33 is certainly not a $KM, for it has a certain form or 
shape ( $ wjTi-a3^3 3 3 ) which is not found in the latter. The 
 ̂edantins who hold uv-tP-mi’? avoid this difficulty by deny

ing the axiom itself. Again the particular shape ( q^sjqNI- 
of a jar, or of a piece of cloth, ) is

not found in the parts either separately or collectively. 
Whence does it come then ? It cannot be said that it does 
exist latently in the cause, and that production is nothing 
but its manifestation ; for this manifestation itself, being an 
effect, must have existed previously. The 3U33T13§T3 
and all other properties which distinguish a '33' from its 
parts must therefore have been newly produced. As the 
Nyuya theory of has a tendency to the Buddhistic
nihilism ( ), the Sdmkhya. doctrine of 3 3 3 3  or qTrom?
ultimately merges into the pantheism ( (3 3 3  or HT3 T3 T3  ) of 
the T'edantins. If an effect is materially indistinct from 
che cause, its special properties must be real or unreal. If 
real, they must have been newly produced ( as the Naiyayikas 
say ), or only manifested : in the latter case their manifesta
tion will require another manifestation, and so on ad infink 
turn. If the properties are unreal, they can be only 
notional, and attributed to the effect by a subjective error 
( 3TWW,) which is the doctrine of j w .  Thus the contro
versy ends practically in a draw, and the problem remains 
’^soluble.

7. A. little consideration will suffice to show that the 
CT33333r,3 is the basis of Realism, while 3333313 inevitably 
leads to all sorts of Ideal and Pantheistic theories. All the 
important conceptions of Nyaya, such as those of atoms,
God, soul, iamavaya, Visesa and Abhava will be found, if 
Properly aaalysed, to depend ultimately on this fundamental 
doctrine c: non-existent effect, and it was therefore to be 
wished thit the author had said something about it in the 
text. Bu'1 he probably avoided all reference to it, as being: 
too intricite and controversial for beginners. A Btudent 
however oan never clearly understand the Nyaya- Vaisesika 
systems, unless, he has thoroughly grasped their peculiar 

wiew of causality.



~~ '
8. It is of course needless ,to point out that the cause

over which this controversy has arisen is
The instrumental , . , ^ 7T_ _  „„ • „QT,Qand non-intimate the material cause, or^TT^M as it is gene-

causes. rally called. As to the instrumental causes
there is no difference of opinion, while 

the non-intimate cause is not recognized by any systematist 
except the Naiyayikas. This last is an arbitrary assumption- 
necessitated by the Nyaya theory of causation and is inse
parable from it„

9. The recognition of a non-intimate cause has made the
Naiyayikas liable to a severe attack by

about causation^ tlieir usual opjKments, the Mimamsakas, 
who advocate grspiWT. The arguments

on both sides of this controversy are so strong and cogent 
and yet so irreconcilable, that one is inevitably led to- 
suspect that, as both cannot be right, both of them must be 
wrong. It is not easy to find out where their error lies, but 
the fact that so much philosophical subtlety should have 
been spent without advancing a single step naturally sug
gests the inference that they must have misunderstood the 
question altogether, or must have been seeking for the true 
solution in a wrong direction. This is partially true, but 
partially only, for as a matter of fact the difficulty of get
ting a right solution is to a considerable extent inherent in 
the subject itself. The chief cause of the error of these 
Indian schoolmen appears to be their want of a true induc
tive method by which alone the true notion of causality 
could be attained. Instead of determining the nature of 
causation as it is actually found in the world outside, they 
started from a limited experience and began to an-Jyse their- 
own a priori notions of cause and effect. Of course this 
deductive reasoning they carried to perfection, bu; it could 
not avail them very far. The result has been that though 
the subsequent speculations are good specimens of correct

(i(WW, vCT
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logic, the preliminary notions on which they are based 
remain crude and often groundless. Thus, while the defini
tion of a +.K0| is guarded on all sides from the usual three 
faults of a definition by carefully chosen qualifications, 
no attempt is made to explain the fundamental notions 
involved in it.

10. A cause for instance is said to he that which is not ̂ T'7̂ ^ '
But what is ? No accurate and comprehensive

definition of the word is given, and the classification too is 
merely illustrative and not exhaustive ; so that we are ulti
mately left to our own unaided intuition to discover whether 
a particular thing is a true cause or is 3Rmurf5N*. The 
potter’s father is declared to be hut what about
the potter himself ? The doer or agent is nowhere expressly 
mentioned as a cause ; the potter therefore must be either 
■fche mfjTff^Rer of like a or must be An

intelligent agent is required to set the 
A0ent- particles in motion, and as the motion

is the immediate cause of the product, 
the agent may in one sense be said to become 
by this intervention of the motion. But the agent is 
commonly received as a cause, and oftentimes the most 
important cause. He is in fact the most indispensable 
cause : and yet, strange as it may seem, he is classed along 
'•'ith inanimate and often optional means such as 
sivl The difference between an intelligent agent and
other causes does not seem to have weighed much with the 
Naiyuyikas.

11. Again the distinction between material and instrumental
causes is not made quite clear. A jar is 

T h * material and * . . .  „ ,,
*ii8tru)vental causes. or particles of earth that are held

together by water by means of a peculiar
Property in it named *%. Is this water an gqi^R or a
*ERwr only ? Properly speaking it should be the first, for it

■ G°i&X



inseparable from the jar. The jar will weigh something, 
over and above the particles of earth composing it, and the  ̂
excess is unquestionably the weight of the water. The water 
should therefore be as much a tl'WTTPT̂ ITnr as the earth ; and 
yet the Naiyayikas appear to include it among instrumental 
causes. Similarly in every product formed by the combina
tion of several ingredients it is absurd to call one material 
and the others instrumental causes only ; but the Naiyayikas 
nowhere recognize the possibility of several intimate causes 
forming one product. Perhaps they may^silently acquiesce in 
i t ; but the fact is positively irreconcilable with the rival 
theory of According to this latter doctrine, the jar
must before creation be latent in both its material causes, 
namely earth and water ; but how is this possible, when the 
two ingredients might have perhaps been separated by 
hundreds of miles ? The earth of the Himalayas and the 
water of the Ganges might go to form a jar which could 
not have certainly existed at one time in both those places.
If this is the case with mechanical mixtures, much greater 
difficulties will occur in what we now call chemical combi
nations where the properties of the constituents and often
times the constituents themselves are either disguised or 
completely transformed in the process of production. 12

12. The above-mentioned objections are after all super
ficial and can be removed by speculative artifices. But there 
are others which lie deeper, and which strike at the very 
foundation of both the rival theories. The common assump

tions which seem to underlie these theories 
lU,Vhere the err0r is that every effect has one cause and 

that there is invariable concomitance 
between the tw o; but this is not warranted by experience.
The disturbing influence of what Mill calls Plurality of 
causes and intermixture of effects, has been totally ignored 
by Indian systematists, and consequently their theories hav e 
often been at marked variance with observed phenom ena.
The same effect may be produced from several alternative 
causes, while the same number of ingredients differently 
combined might produce totally different products. Heat for 
instance may be produced either by friction or by electricity
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and therefore neither can be the cause of heat according to 
f the Nyaya definition of a cause, as neither is invariably(i*WfT) 

antecedent ( ) to the Ferhaps the Naiyayika will
include both friction and electricity among efficient^ causes 
which may be optional, or he will call them the
vibrations of particles by either being the real proximate 
cause of heat ; but that will not improve his position very 
much. Besides while the two controversialists have confined 
themselves to material causes they have not given much 
attention to the efficient ones which are generally as impor
tant as, if not often more so than, the material causes. The 
controversy has been in fact carried on more on speculative 
than on practical grounds; and consequently the result also 
lias been barren. Bacon’s strong condemnation of the school
men of mediaeval Europe applies in a great measure to their 
prototypes, the Indian systematists.

13. The real difficulty of the solution lies in the metaphy
sical conception of causality, which when analyzed resolves 
itself into mere sequence of things or successive events.
Kant’s explanation of the insolubility of this problem is that 
the conception of causation is intuitive like those of time 
and space, and cannot be proved by reasoning as it is anterior 
to and is itself in fact the basis of all process of reasoning.
The Veduntins alone of all Indian systematists appear to 
have sufficiently grasped this idea of causality, and^have 
expressed it in their own way by calling an wflPTcT or 
sTsqyq w .  The realism of the Naiydyilcas prevents them from 
accepting any such view.

'27



Sect. XL. 3>R®TTR.

Cause is of three kinds, * intimate, ’ ‘ non-intimate r‘
and 1 instrumental ’ or ‘ efficient.’ The inti-

The three Causes. ma[e cause {s 'that in inseparable union with
which the effect is produced, ’ as the threads 

are of the cloth or the cloth is of the colour on it. The non-intimate 
cause is one winch is inseparably united in the same object either 
with the effect or ivilh the ( intimate ) cause, as the conjunction.- 
of threads is of the cloth, or the colour of threads is o f the 
colour of cloth. A  cause different from both these is an in
strumental cause, as Ihe shuttle or the loom.

1. The threads constitute the intimate or material cause of
the piece of cloth, because the latter is

Intimait cause. connected with the former by intimate 
union (

). Simiiarly the colour in the piece of cloth being a 
quality resides in it by ), and
hence the piece of cloth is the intimate cause of the colour. 
All constituent parts of a substance and all substances are 
intimate causes of their products as well as inhering qualities 
and actions respectively. The substratum is deemed a cause 
in the latter case because the qualities and actions cannot 
exist without it.

2. The non-intimate cause is a link as it were between
the initimate cause and the product. It is 

Caitsc r al1’ of two sorts. One is intimately connected 
with the material cause, and is thus - 

fw ior with the product. The conjunction with which the 
separate threads are held together and which enables them to 
form the cloth-piece is the non-intimate cause, because 
being a quality it resides in the threads by WFnTT, and 
is thus rmwfijT.rm with q?. This is a neces
sary cause because it makes the T? what it looks, and 
distinguishes it from a mere bundle of threads. The examp! 
of the second kind of non-intimate cause is wh;ch 
is the non-intimate cause of q?^>r, because it is inti
mately united with the ( intimate) cause ( FT?g ) 3f t]ie 
substance ( T ? ) which is the intimate cause r 
The colour of the threads is not the intimat cause of

t(f)|
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the colour of the cloth-piece because they are and
so there can be no connection between them. and
*13^ are not ^mramPROT, for while resides in the
threads, the qs^q- resides in the cloth. They are therefore 
connected only indirectly ( qtqfTRqqw ), which is explained 
hy S. C. as « r a «  *m i f*i *  uufi qrTq^qummTwrmTrq cT#

q^qtrmRnraqRmrmq i 'Rqrr-
nqvrfqU'rTqTq: I ; that is, while (T ^T O  is RrTPmu- 

with q? by the grnrrc' relation, the is so with q?-
by the combined relation, njqqrfqnjqqiq, i. e. a wwm 

with the qj, the m̂qrmqrRtJT of q ^ q . Both fRjffiqrq and 
are however called the 'iTUTTqTfhqrnci of q? and q?^q 

respectively. S. C. therefore gives, as a joint definition of 
the two sorts of non-intimate causes, rmqrq-^qrmqrNUH'-HUT- 

q-rmir rmqrqg snm w& rrm srpmtfrq-
3Rr?qdr qrrar qq?iqJTRiqqrrwrcoT»T ; that is, a non-intimate 
cause should reside by Rff5TPT, in a common thing in which 
drq resides either by or ^Ĥ THTRiRmr, and should at
the same time be different from the special qualities of the 
soul. The latter saving clause is needed to prevent cogni
tions produced from them, simply because both are inti
mately united with the same srfqqRqr, the soul. It is of 
course needless to remark that the word qrrprr in the defini
tion of 5r^Hqn%RDT in the text is to be taken for B W R  
$RtJT,

V/3. The class of efficient causes comprises everything else 
that is necessary for the production of the 

• eausetrUmental effect but is not inseparable from it, such 
as the loom and the shuttle-cock in the 

case of the cloth-piece. Instrumental causes are of two 
sorts, ‘ universal ’ which are eight ( ,  cTrqn#^TS)fTq:, 
f̂ STOT, and 3T£H*f including and 3T-TJT) and ‘special’ 
which are innumerable. The agent also appears to be in
cluded in this third class, which is as a matter of fact 
miscellaneous, and comprehends everything that is not in 
eluded in the first two. Others first divide cause into two 
sorts, principal (?nw) and accessary (wjrur), and then split 
up the principal cause into the abovethreeclasses,the group
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of accessaries consisting of all those minor circumstances 
which are required before production. Of the three sorts of 
causes mentioned above, the intimate cause is always a sub
stance, because no other padurtha is capable of being the 
substratum of an intimate union ; the non-intimate cause 
must be either an action or- a quality, and nothing else; 
while the instrumental causes may be of any kind. The 
above three sorts of causes exist, it is said, in the case of 
positive things only, the swrff having only an instrumental 
cause. Mere negation cannot have an intimate or a non
intimate cause as it does not reside in anything by intimate 
union. A. remark to this effect is found in one copy of T.
D. but its authority was not sufficient to warrant the addi
tion in our text.

4. The name spqrrgfiir is rather misleading, as it does
not properly denote a cause which is not connected by 
with the effect. In this sense RirTPrarROT will also be srenr- 
=ni*r, while one species of aimBraTuf proper will be excluded. 
The origin of the name can be explained only by supposing 
that the Naiyuyihas first divided causes into two classes, 
those which are separable, and those which are inseparable 
from effects. The first are instrumental ; the second are of 
two sorts, material or ffJTffrrff and non-material or srarrurra"1 
So an eTmfnmg simply means an inseparable cause which is 
different from BJRTlff, The is not recognized
by other systematists, and is an invention of the Ncuyayikas, 
who, holding the theory of the utter distinctness of effect 
from cause, are obliged  ̂to assume a link to join the two. 
The advocates of tffqnggrr regard cause and effect as united 
by the relation of identity ( ) .  Nor do they re
cognize ffJTqrff. In their opinion therefore causes are only 
two-fold, material ( ) and instrumental ( h WtT).

5. It may be useful here to compare briefly the Nyaya
. . classification of causes with those of Wes-

icauses. J" tern philosophers. Aristotle mentions four
kinds of causes : first, the Form proper to 

each thing, called the formal cause or Quiddity by schoolmen.
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•"When a potter makes a jar, he must first have in his mind 
an idea of what a jar is ;or when a house is built, the architect 
must first draw a plan on paper. This is the causa Jormalis 
of Aristotle, and appears to combine in itself two different 
conceptions of the Naiyayikas, namely, that of 3TrfR which 
is regarded as antecedent and necessary to the production 
°/_all things, and that of 3t̂ nT3TRfoRiJT which often being a 

corresponds to tbe plan or shape of the product.
The second cause of Aristotle, causa materials, is identical 
With the or tTFr̂ tfsT̂ Rnr. The third is the principle
of movement that produced the thing, called causa efficiensf 
corresponding to the of Nytiya. The fourth is the
reason and good of all things, called causa finalis. There 
is nothing corresponding to a final cause in the Nydya 
system, except perhaps the universal cause, destiny ( ).
A jar is made for carrying water, and so Aristotle would say 
that its final cause is the purpose for which it is to be 
used, namely, carrying water ; a Naiydyika would say that 
a particular jar was produced by the potter for the ultimate 
use and enjoyment of some unknown person who would buy 
it ; and so the 31?  ̂of that buyer may be said to be a cause 
in the production of that jar. This notion of 312E' being a 
cause to every product seems to have been invented, like the 
final cause of Aristotle, to satisfy our moral intuition that 
nothing exists in this world without a purpose, and perhaps 
also to account for many phenomena in the world that can
not be explained more naturally. Bacon inveighed strongly 
against the final cause of Aristotle ; and similarly in 
India the universal causality of WZ'Z also came to be 
ignored by later systematists, although it was never express
ly  repudiated.

6. In addition to the above four causes, the model or exemplar 
was considered as a necessary cause hv the Pythagoreans 
and Platonists, which model was numbers according to the 
former, and ideas accordingto the latter. Nail ay Has conceiv
ed a 3TT!<T or UPS’) to be eternally existing, in imitation 
of which the particular jars or cows w ere foirned. In ad
dition to the Platonic enumeration of causes,Seneca insisted 
that time, space and motion i ught to be regarded as causes 
Naiydiikas included the first two under tl e 1 ead of univer-
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sal causes, and assigned a peculiar position to the laot 
under the name of sgrm. Modern science has practically 
abandoned all these distinctions as useless and often impos
sible. As has been pointed out, it is sometimes very difficult 
to single out the material cause of a compound product from 
the efficient causes, while the formal and final causesare 
often nothing more than the thing itself. The only real distinc
tion perhaps is that between material and non-material or 
instrumental causes, that is, those which are inseparable 
from the product and those which are separable. Consequent
ly Vedantins mention only two causes, ( material)
and mrWrT ( instrumental).

S ect . XLI.
“ Of the three sorts of causes just mentioned that alone which 

is peculiar is the gROT. ” ^

1. In order to exclude the intimate and non-intimate causes 
-which can never be gRUT, we should either insert before 5T- 
rrPTtnn the additional qualification as N. B.
suggests, or take the word itself as implying that
condition. gRnr therefore is thatefficient cause which directly 
and immediately produces the effect by its own action. Ihe 
present section seems to have been copied from Kesava 
Misra’s remark fprg FRg rsrfggWOIWT Wig WTHT-
iTg ffgg 1 Annambhatta substitutes STWT'TlT'n' for WffiT- 
5PT, but probably intends to convey the same meaning. 
Hence sn-TPIRtn' may be taken to mean TTrfiruigg( ,  and 
almost corresponds to what English lawyers call a 
proximate cause. This section sums up the intervening 
-discussion about causality.

1 T. Li. Bom. ed. p. 25.
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Perception is the peculiar cause of perceptive knowledge 
Perceptive knowledge is the knowledge, horn of the contact 
of the organ with ( external ) object. It is twofold, un
differentiated and differentiated. Of these, undifferentiated is 

■ the knowledge of a thing without its qualities, e. g. 1 this is 
something. ’ Differentiated is the knowledge of a thing with 

■all its qualities, e. g. he is Dittha, he is a Brahman, he is black.

1. -ftot, and being thus defined, the author now 
proceeds to define in order the four proofs 

■cepHonPt and pcr~ and the four kinds of apprehension which 
stand in the relation of causes and effects 

respectively. Annainbhatta uses the word for both
the proof and the resulting knowledge, but other writers 
have done better in giving a separate name to the latter, viz.

so that the proof is defined as 
Others again define urnsT as h I'-m ,jie 1 or W3TTar.my+u-
'El'TO',2 but Annambhatta seems to have deliberately used 
rTR in order to include both right and wrong apprehensions 
The four divisions of smr are equally applicable to 3WIT, and 

there is no need of defining them separately as the same qRor 
usually gives rise to both kinds of apprehensions. The 
rightness or wrongness of a perception is determined by 
quite extraneous reasons such as 3rRTUT=r, and not by any 
difference of fRSU'ffR'Hf. Of course the rightness or wrong
ness when determined would affect the proof also, and make 
it either correct or incorrect. The etymology of srftr̂ r in 
the sense of gnniT is explained as srrsUfTOfPJ; or

fr% -, the presence of an organ at each object. In 
the sense of 3TFT, the same word is explained differently as 

qffr?qi>'7 qa' or gOTdmrlraWff, knowledge which is 
obtained through each organ. The STHg^R' is defined as 

that knowledge which is produced by the contact of organs 
with, external objects. The word 5TR is here used to exclude 

which is also while the epithet
differentiates qtPTff from other kinds of knowledge.

1 T. K. Bom. ed. p. 8. 2 T. B. Bom. ed. p. 27.
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2. The process of perception is thus described by Vatsyu 
yana ■ 3U?rrr rnr*n\ figigb I IR sfvsmsr i fT^TJWTTcT.’ Why 
then is one only singled out as the cause of
a percept ( ST?qr$TqVR ) when as a matter of fact three come 
into operation ? The reason, says the commentator, is that 
the last is peculiar to tTRST while the former two, viz. the 
contact of soul and mind and that of mind and organ are 
common to all kinds of knowledge. This definition of percep
tion is literally borrowed from Gotama’s aphorism, which 
however limits its scope by adding three more epithets 5T̂ T‘ 
q̂ iMH’iulV-̂ TTT Of these 3T3TT*Nnrc, denoting
uncontradicted knowledge, excludes 3flrJTr which comes 
under 3TR ; while ( unnamable ) and turned*
( differentiated) denote the two kinds of g?*T?r, Wirtr'IJ and 

5TR. Annnmbhatta’s definition includes 
( reminiscence ) and also WTOSRTST, such as that of pleasure, 
pain etc. as well as that of Soul. No organ of sense is 
needed in the case of the last as thereismind which is accep
ted to be 5T%U\

2. The definition however is defective in one important 
respect, namely, that it does not include

An objection. fsq-rrp^ which, being Rfh, is not
Another definition of URST is 

therefore given by N. B. which applies to both divine and 
human knowledge, viz. jTRr-TJrtjrk 5TR Urtr̂ PT. Percept 
requires no previous knowledge for its ^ar. 'spjfflifh is 
caused by by ; yqrHTrr by WgAUilM
and by srjrnr; but no such previous knowledge is required 
for perceptive knowledge. This latter definition also is not 
perfect, for it excludes the most important portion of 
perceptive knowledge, namely, the which is
born out of Some no doubt oxolude the whole

fromthe province of perception, and so according 
to them the definition will be accurate; but of this later.
S. M. gives ouly srVqjffgjrRe; as the definition of JBW 
but this, besides involving all faults chargeable to Annarn- 
bhntta’s definition, is liable to the serious objection of being 

. applicable to all kinds of knowledge, since all cognitions are 
products of mindwhichisanZGtrg. HenceAnmmbhattds defi- 1

1 Vat. on G. S. 1 .1. 4.
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nition is the best, and has been most commonly accepted. Its 
r̂aiTTH' on f5grsr?q-̂ T can be explained away, as 1ST. B. remarks,, 

by an admission that the definition being borrowed from 
Gotama himself than whom no higher authority can be cit
ed, must be regarded as not intended to apply to P̂̂ TVÂ 'iJ.
God’s knowledge in fact stands on an altogether different 
level from our own, and the divisions and definitions 
of the human knowledge ought not to he extended to thê  
divine. The divisions and suh-divisions of ^r%, for instance, 
given above do not at all apply to God’s knowledge. There 
can he no past remembrance, or recollection in the case 
of God, for all His knowledge is present and eternal. There 
is no r*T for Him. Similarly neither inference, nor
comparison, nor any other operation of derivative know
ledge can be attributed to Him, who, being omniscient, 
perceives all things directly and does not require the aid of 
any mediate proof. All knowledge of God is therefore 

; and, being of so different a kind from our own, will 
require a separate definition for itself. The defect of sicunm 
on that account is not therefore of much weight.

3. Perceptive knowledge is of various kinds. The divisions 
and suh-divisions will he as follows1—

myrar
i________________________i_______ _  ^

t. e. divine i. e. human
___  I__________

. i  : ; i
I

J Z  r r  i „  -~ T  i
snom Tinvr wtsth- « r tm  rrmn

I  ______________ I.___
i I ‘ J
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The distinction between and srfgcfT will be
explained later. The first is divided into 

^ZfeiswBS 0/  ordinary, namely, that derived from
organs of sense, and extraordinary, that 

not so derived. The ordinary percept is six-fold, accord
ing to the six organs, smell, taste, vision, touch, hearing, 
and mind. The extraordinary percept, otherwise called mur- 
*n%, is three-fold. The - first ( r̂rrrrvg t c w
trar) is that in which the knowledge of a general notion, 
e. g. is comprehended immediately upon the direct
perception of ^R. When we see a jar we do not know the 
jar alone but get also the general class-notion of jar ; this 
latter is derived by extraordinary perception, because a 3TTR 
is not perceptible by any organ of sense. The second kind 
called sTR̂ SPUT is that in which one percept gives rise to 
another, as when one perceives a piece of sandal-wood at a 
distance, one at once knows that it is fragrant. Here the 
fragrance could be perceived neither by the eye, nor by the 
nose as the sandal-piece was at a distance ; it is therefore 
apprehended by a kind of extraordinary perception. The 
third kind UPTHT belongs exclusively to Yogins who, by means 
of their superhuman powers, can perceive objects im
perceptible to others. 1 It can be easily seen that while the 
third kind of extraordinary perception is hypothetical, the 
first two are varieties of associated knowledge, and should 
properly go under judgments derived by what is called 
immediate inference. Annambhatta does not mention these 
and therefore it is doubtful whether he accepted them. 
Probably he did, as there is nothing in his book inconsistent 
with them.

4. As the author himself declares at the end of the next 
section that Sl's.if is the ^ tit of there ought to be no
doubt on the point, but it should be noted that so far as the 
definition of is concerned, it is applicable to either
view of =jrrar.2 If compared with the definition of erffirfct 
{ •mfT^rg ) it favours the view of pfwp’C being the

just as Tfwsr is that of stJWR; but the word spir 
____________________ _ i________ _ _______ _ __ _________ __ I,

1 T. K Bom. ed. p. 9 ; B. P, 63-4
2 See Note 2 upder Sect. 37, p. 137, Su-pra.
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be here strictly construed in the sense of boin^
, directly or i in mediately produced.

5. A percept is of two kinds, indeterminate and determi-

Savikalpaka and ^  "  if may ad°pt Whately ’s terms, 
Nirvikalpaka mcomplex and complex. When a thing

gradually conies within the range of our 
■sight, we first simply apprehend that there is something, and 
it is after some time and after we have observed the thing 
more closely that we recognize it to be a particular thing 
having particular qualities. The first is called or
Rsqwep, while the second is hRr r j j  or r j r f r s
yiPT is defined as that knowledge in which there is no srtiT' 
fir, while *rprer5!T:t? is ‘that in which it exists.’ ipppt is 
already explained as the property of a particular cognition 
which distinguishes it as the cognition of a particular object 
from other cognitions, e. g. s r r  is the sr-tit of 
which distinguishes it from TT^R.1 It is evident that* the 
^rsr !̂T5:^R presupposes the previous knowledge of sr^rRT 
that is, we cannot know that a particular thing is ■g? unless* 
we first know what q'JR is. The maxim is RqfRR^TqTnr 

that is, we connot apprehend the 
qualified without first knowing the qualification. The H£T- 
^PTRyTR is essentially the knowledge of'the qualified object, 
for its srer* is nothing more than the qualities of the object 
wnile the msst-E R ^R , being a knowledge of the object 
itself without the qualities, clearly precedes the 
T. D. defines as ?rfir3TP gRrp-fg-
=TR»I, ‘knowledge which comprehends the relation of the 
qualified and the qualifications such as name, class, etc.’
We already possess a previous knowledge of q jR , 
and other qualities, acquired by former experience. We 
then see some unknown thing come within our vision. At 
first we only feel that it is some thing; that is, we apprehend 
only the most general of its attributes, namely, T̂rTT or 
*R W rr; this is the R tW r ? or indeterminate knowledge, 
for in it the thing is not yet determined or distinguished 
from other things. At this stage we have two separata 
knowledges, the knowledge of the object q i  as some thing

1 See Note under Sec. 35, p. ISO, Supra.
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and the previous knowledge of but there is no connec
tion between the two, and hence both these individual-' 
knowledges are They are then combined to
gether and form a joint knowledge gHV'qqrg g ?  in which 

appears as the mEK of the other. Those which 
were at first separate are combined and connected with each 
other and thus the joint knowiedge becomes or

In this way -we first apprehend qualities separately 
and ihen tack them to the object. These qualities are 
chiefly of four sorts, sot, i%ut, and tflTT. In the
sentence q̂f̂ rfr sngtor: q=en% we have instances of the 
four kinds, -ftW being ?jut ( quality ), being a
( proper name ), sngjopg being snig ( class ), and denot
ing the action Each of these properties as well
as the individual in whom they reside are first apprehended 
separately, and then results the complex perception ex

pressed in the sentence.

6. The two kinds of knowledge being thus distinguished,
the question arises why they are both re- 

kalpaka recognized, cognized. The * * * * *  ^  is the subject
of our daily consciousnes and cannot be 

ignored; but the f****** Sh* according to Naiyayikas is 
not actually perceived and is to he inferred only. The in
ference is stated by T. D. and is briefly expressed in the- 
maxim quoted above,
The Nyaya theory therefore clearly appears to he that the 

5TR alone constitutes percept proper, while 
is simply assumed as a necessary condition of it.

7. It may not be amiss here to go a little deeper into the

The difficulty a b o u t™ * '!*  T° f  tw 0 g0rts o f
Nirvxkaipaka pereeptrv e knowledge. In the first place

it should be noted that although orthodox 
systematists generally agree in the Nyoyci doctrine of the 
two kinds t>f knowledge,1 the Bavddlas radically differ from 
them in taking the alone to be the the true per
ceptive knowledge, and the to be neither real nor
perceived. The qualities according to them having no objective

1, SSnkhya-T. K. p. 93.
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■existence, the g'sr^r^^ra' cannot be real, but only a sub- 
. jective conception like a barren woman’s son, while the R - 

T=r3?5<T-:?> being concerned with the thing itself is real.1 This 
argument of the Bauddhas is no doubt based on their general 
theory of the falsity of material existence, but its import
ance to us consists in its pointing out the weakness of 
the Nydya doctrine. Even taking the Nyaya definition of 
SRT2T it is evident that URiFvgq? can hardly be called 

as it is merely a combination of the several knowledges 
of the qualities with the indeterminate knowledge of the 
property-less object, therefore is not simple and
direct knowledge gained immediately through the contact 
.of the senses with the objects ; it is complex and mediate 
like or 3Wrf?r and does not therefore deserve to be
called if we accept the definition of JTPLfT given in
.the book.

8. The H H H I  alone is really derived from 
while the consists of inferences based partly on fq'rV

and partly on previous knowledge. When a ship for 
instance appears on the ocean near the horizon, we first see 
only a black spot, which gradually enlarges. From this 
and from like observations made before, we infer that the 
lines above the spot must be the masts and the thing must 
be a ship. Similarly in we first see indistinctly a
thing which appears to have the same form as that of a jar 
with which we are familiar; and hence we infer that the 
round thing must be a This is virtually the same process 
as the proof by which a gayal is likened to a cow.
Besides we must have the knowledge of the name 'ST? before 
we can cognize the thing as ; and hence ^Tr^TR also is 
necessary for WR-EV-gq; STRcfr. Determinate knowledge is there
fore properly speaking a mediate cognition obtained by the 
operation of several other proofs. The remarks of in  English 
writer on Logic are very apposite on this point:

“ Wbat we term a fact or an observation, is seldom an absolutely sin
gle or individual conscious impression. We speak of tbe fact that high 
water at Leith follows high water at London by a certain definite inter
v a l ; but this is far beyond any individual impression upon our senses-

1. V. S. Up. Calc. ed. 358.
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It is a generality of considerable compass, the result of the comparison 
of many separate observations....There is a process of induction requi
te in order to establish such a fact; and all the securities for sound

ness in the inductive proofs are called into play. " 1
.

A nd again ••—
“ It is from previous knowledge that we know that we are looking at 

a needle (magnet), and that its direction is north. The simplest 
observation is thus a mixture of intuition and inference ; and our habit 
of joining the two is one cause of error in the act of observing."

Are not the Bauddhas then nearer the truth when they- 
call the RfW pW the percept proper, and the a
mere combination of conceptions that are according to them 
devoid of external reality ? And are n'ot Naigayikas inconsis
tent in including hi?*.'■'*■+. under UIUSI which is ex hypothese 
born of only ? But this conclusion cannot be
accepted ; for once we accept it, the despairing SJftmr of the 
Bauddhas, that all the world is a falsity and a mirage, 
necessarily follows. being indeterminate cannct give
us any mental notion; while if it bo the only spun, all other 
proofs which essentially depend upon nwqr as their start
ing point will be without basis and therefore void. It is 
the that forms the real basis of all our mental
processes. To deprive it of its primary and authentic charac
ter is therefore to take away the very foundation of our 
knowledge of the external world and thus to reduce it to a 
mere delusion and a snare.

9. Here indeed we have a dilemma which cannot be
solved by observation or reasoning, be-

A partial solution cause j j es at f ne rooj. 0f observation

itself. Various solutions, more or less 
plausible, have been offered, out of which we are concerned 
with only that which is furnished by later Naiyagikis, and 
which, though not quite satisfactory, at least absolves them 
from inconsistency. according to this school of
Naiyatjikas is neither srRtfT, nor u p r i ,  nor any other kind 
of 3T3IT*, and can hardly come under gi% itself, as it gives

1, Bain : Deductive Logic, p.36-7.
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rise to no sirgfrv. It can be neither UHl nor srsnrr, for 
as it has no irenw neither the definition ajjln rffar-^miw 
nor 3TcTg[m rTfsrq^rt applies to it. It is no doubt =TRT 
but ?TPT of a peculiar kind and quite distinct from other 
cognitions. While other cognitions have defined objects 
(jt^ar), properties (snPTC) and relations (̂ HT), says
Nilakantha, has none of these ; and so it is altogether of a 
different kind. Its position therefore under ought to be
not as a subdivision of U'RTST as Annambhatta has placed 
it, but rather as a subdivision ofsrg^q' above UTTT; thus:-

(apprehension;

| I
(indeterminate) (determinate)

! ISTFrr 2TSWT

having no sr-Ere is thus discriminated from all 
determinate cognitions such as percepts, judgments, analogies 
and verbal knowledge, and may be given the name of sensa- 
tion, while the may be called percept proper.
This is in accordance with Eant’s division of apprehension 
into perception proper and sensation proper. This restric
tion of the meaning of the words perception and percept and 
their discrimination from sensation proper are accepted by 
a high authority. “ Sensation” , says Prof. Fleming, p io- 
perly expresses that change in the state of the mind which is 
produced by an impression upon an organ of sense (of which 
change we can conceive the mind to be conscious, without 
any knowledge of external objects): perception on the other 
hand expresses the knowledge or intimations we obtain by 
means of our sensations concerning the qualities of matter ; 
and consequently it involves, in every instance, the notion of 
externality or outness which it is necessary to exclude in 
order to seize the precise import of the word sensation. ’ 1 
This restricted use of perception to denote the cognitions of 
external objects through the senses was introduced by Reid 
and Kant and is now generally accepted. So that we may 
Very well cal lH ih I q  sensation and TrfgsFFHrsrriTST percep-

1 Fleming : Vocabulary of Philosophy p. 443.



tion or rather percept. In this way the dilemma hinted above 
can be removed partially at least.

10. The determinate cognitions will have many varieties, 
according as they are more or less mediate, and the medium 
is of different kinds. If it is the cognition of a real external 
object, it is UR3T; if it is a judgment obtained by a combina
tion of two or more propositions, it is argfirm-; if an analogy 
between two objects known by comparison, it is ? rifgfa; 
and if a notion derived from the meaning of words, it is 
verbal knowledge. The frreqrgqcftirergr therefore may be 
mediate and yet sufficiently distinguishable from other 
cognitions. Nor is the definition quite
inapplicable^to : for although it is not solely
due to ktfop'T and although a of one kind or another
is present in all kinds of apprehension, the ffivgFT is the 
direct and immediate cause of while in srjfrnt
etc. other operations of the mind intervene. The constituent 
cognitions, which by combining form the complex ?rf%- 
5F?4cj,i(r̂ i*r, are necessarily obtained by while
in r̂gTJTPT they need not be so obtained. The 
as well as the process of combining the separate cognitions 
of ̂ qualities so as to form one *TT%?q^TR which comes after 
tfwtR may be called the SfqTVfPtsqTlTT.1 In this way the 
Nyaya doctrine may with some modifications be reconciled 
with our common experience. Kesavj. Misra attempts a 
very curious compromise which, though easily comprehen
sible, is faulty as it reduces q̂ ror and to mere relative 
notions. He lays down three varying pairs of qrrur and 

for srsra, viz. =n%v, and
When f t ^ r e p r is  -TwJ, is the ^  and ig
- :W ;w h e n * fT O U s  is the q*nr and
i s l a n d  when which results from knowledge is 

is the Tnrr and is But this
-compromise is not accepted by later writers.

1 T. B. Bom. ed. p. 27.
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The contact of organ and object, which is the cause o f 
Perception, is of six kinds:-! Conjunction, 2 Intimate union 

■with the conjoint, 3 Intimate union with the intimately united with 
the conjoint, 4 In’imate union, 5 Intimate union with the intimate
ly 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 producing the 
perception of the colour of a jar, as the colour is intimately 
united luith the jar which is conjoint ictili the eye. Intimate union 
with the intimately united is the contact in perceiving 
the genus of cdour, as colour is intimately united 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 organ of hearing is the 
-ether in the cavity of the ear, (since) word is ths quality of ether 
and the quality and the qualified are intimately united. Intimate 
union with the intimately united is the contact in cognizing 
th-j genus ivord, as the genus is intimately united ivith word which 
*  intimately united with (organ, of) hearing. The connection of the 
attribute and subject is the contact in the perception of 
negation, as the negation of 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 jrom the sixfold contact is Percept.
Its peculiar cause is the organ. Hence orgaa is perception.

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

The six contacts. 0bjects, the author now 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. HirTW and and the other
three are combinations of the two former, viz,

and The organ of sight be
ing a comes in actual contact with a substance like a 
3ar when it sees i t ; and so the is WTPT, the ordinary
conjunction. The eye perceives also the colour of re, as 1

1 T. B. Bom. ed. i'. 27.
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colour is the special quality of light of which the eye is 
formed, but the organ, being a z&T, cannot have direct conjun
ction with the quality of another substance ; and hence the 
contact of the eye with is intimate union-
with the conjoined, tbe being intimately united with the 

which is conjoined with the organ. The 3T1# on qdV* 
is also perceived by the organ of sight, because tbe 
Naiyaijikas have laid down a maxim, q-̂ rr-ph aw-

rTS<f UTTTF’T flffnTTIiRfTsUrT  ̂ ’TpFf,' ‘ the organ which 
apprehends a thing also apprehends the 3Trnr and fraTTT on 
that thing as well as its negation. ’ is therefore per
ceived by the eye by means of the contact 
intimate union with a thing ( ) which is intimately
united with a substance ( U? ) that is in conjunction with 
the organ. The fourth contact is simple intimate union, as 
that of snsr, organ of hearing, which, being 5ii+;ii>i'+=(fcq, is 
intimately united with its product the sound. The differ
ence between 3TT3T and other organs is that, while the latter 
are products ( T ) of their corresponding elements, such 
as the eye of light, the nose of oaxtn and the taste of water, 
the sfrar is the all-pervading ether itself in its elemental 
form, defined and conditioned by the cavity of the ear. 
Round therefore as a product of the ether has direct intimate 
union with sfT3', while other qualities are not so directly 
brought into contact with their corresponding organs, 
being apprehended by its r̂n?r is obviously ap
prehended by 'HtHd-Hip-mr, intimate union with a thing 
( ) intimately united with the organ. The last
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 and therefore has 
■conjunction with them is the organ of touch. The three 
external organs, itm, ” Tsr and sfra1, apprehend qualities only; 
and the kind of contact operating in the case of each object 
apprehended by these senses can be easily determined.

1 T. K. Bom. od. p. 10.
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subject is involved in some intricacy owing to the 
difference that exist In the perceptive capa- 

peTcetvedZdhZ" city of the various organs. Some organs are 
said to perceive substances and qualities,

..bile others perceive qualities only. Hence we must distin
guish between the perception of substances and the percep
tion of qualities, actions and generalities. ?jnT, ^Tand^TW^T, 
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 STPJra', PTRT*T, snT^T,
and JTR*r, 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 
Naiyuyihas answer is in the negative, asserting that

is a necessary condition for every external
Perception by perception of a substance, while the 

moderns answer rn the affirmative saying 
that can.be also efficient for external perception.
The controversy has been already explained in a previ
ous Note. 2

3. Visvariatha lays down a rule which is as it were a 
compromise between the two views :—

'Hl'Snr =sr i
fffrcf '̂TSTUTW IIs

“  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 1 2 3

1 B. P. 51.
2 See Note p. 117- Supra.
3 B. P. 25-
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y y y y 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 c o lo u r  ; but this 
cannot be accepted, and so the necessity of 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 aerial cuticle ( P?nn?rr ). It is clear therefore that 
he accepts the capacity of sun to perceive qualities, but not 
substances unless the latter possess Similarly
the srra can perceive sound but not ether, both because it 
has not and also because it is not distinct from the<a,
organ. As regards JTR'trq'fq'^r it is to be noted that while 
pleasure, pain etc. are perceived by the mind, the human 
soul is perceptible according to tiie JYaiyui/ilcas, but not 
according to the Vaisesi/cas.1 Annimbhatta holds the 
Vaisesika view. By thus distinguishing the perception of 
substances from that of qualities we can, it seems, remove 
the apparent discrepancy between several passages of T. S. 
and T. D., in some of which the author appears to limit the 
term to =qTjg'ra'?*T3T only, while in others as in the pres
ent, he talks of the perception by other organs such as srrar 
and F3TET. In the case of substances there is only
and perhaps also ; while in the case of qualities there 
are six kinds which, though nowhere expressly mentioned by 
the author, can be inferred from his mentioning ssriF in the 
present passage. In conclusion he declares the organ 
itself to be the STFqsrsrfnor, that is the fjtttjt of JPW, thereby 
removing any doubt as to whether he takes ff^ T  or fPSF- 

to be the tJFUT.2

4. The five contacts account for the perception of the 
-first four categories. fd5P?, being a qrmgjqF, is unpercepti-

1 B. P- 49 ; see Note 6 under See. 17, p. 144, Supra.
2 See on this Note p. 191, Stipra.
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hip- The cases of ^TRPT and 3THT̂  are specially provided 
for by the sixth T̂RcPT called This last is
' , • ■ . • •  of a peculiar kind, and is assumed to a c -

1 he sixth contact. , . ,, ,. e ..count for the perception or 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 ^Fr^pr. 
Visvanatha says rmsnqsrarsT %pgqyTq^T^§Tqarar
%  I hfomrfoa 5  y nrm g: STfĝ r:.1 The Naiydyikas hold 

to be perceptible by fy5T'?cir%5T'^nm, while the Vai- 
sesikas regard it as 3WfTr%y and inferrible only. Annam- 
bhatta as usual holds the Vaisesika view, as may he easily 
guessed from his proving *TJT3Ttr by inference in T. D. on 
Sect. 79. The miri'iifh’strgUR is therefore confined, accord
ing to our author, to the perception of negation, which re
quires a special contact because neither ^ifFr nor Hrnrnr is 
possible in the case of swpr. Negation, not being a sub
stance, cannot exist by itself; nor can it reside in any other 
substance by *mypr, as it is neither quality, nor action, nor 

How does it then exist in the world, and how  
is it apprehended ? It is conceived, replies the Naiyayikat 
as a property ( ujt ) of its empsyor, that is of the thing on 
which it exists. Thus in a cognition the yjT-
Wry is spoken of as the l5 î«I«l of the ’which is the 
T=T%rrrr, their relation m±1Hnrtgspumy being expressed by the 
termination yy;. Now let us see how this cognition takes 
place. We observe the spot of ground and see no jar on it 
The spot of ground, being a substance, is perceived by the 
contact ypTHT, that is, it is physically connected with the 

’Sgp; hut the PHnm on *iaff can come into 
contact with the eye through *ja?r only. The there
fore by which the yymty on Tja<7 is perceived is the contact 
between the and ^a?y, i. e. yuly plus that between

^ 5  and ^ mT^’ *• the combined contact
being named or rather

Now the relation existing be-
h 'e e n w a r d  n j m .  though spoken of as one. may be 
split up into two ;that is, the relation of Tryntry with ^ay  

be called t^nraT , and that of wy?j with gymm

• f ' x l i i l ] Notes. 2 2 5 \ f i T

1. S. M. Calc. ed. p, 58.



^iuqrfr. Hence rW'TfiTTVSTOTvrTV is often spoken of as two 
contacts, T%ilMurdT'HR*:,T and MlhUcTraT^’T, or taking them 
in their enlarged form, sn -u d-s.Nij'fnnrr and
fTT. Thus the perception of ^r*rr^ on t̂T3T 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 
'ersT̂ rm', when one only suffices for the perception of ? 
The reason is that the existence of on ricT5J maj- he
expressed in two ways, or ^nrr^riRfT,
both of which propositions, though conveying the same 
meaning, namely, the negation of ^  on ’>3jTc7, are different in 
grammatical form and therefore produce different cogni
tions. In is the and UdTuiM' its
iW'T'JT, while in *3d7? w H t s m ,  Uswrv being in the 
nominative is the Hr̂ pai, and the locative is its TW'TrT. 
The first cognition is principally that of as possessing 
'fpjmra ), the second cognition is that of Vif-
W  as residing in :‘JrT?5' ( ) ;  or to use technical ex
pressions already explained, the first cognition has for 
its nrSrcg and U'^rwRTf for-iis mmr, while the second
has m-rrrrr=r for its and 'HHd rmjfq' for its ( property).
Thus the two cognitions being different in form and having 
a different SPEF respectively, the contacts operating to 
produce them are also different. In the first 
the eye is with of which VZWVV is R̂ HTtiT,' and
therefore the ffrh '̂7 is ff’pfAijquirir; jn the second 
■̂3 ^ the eye is H’JtP with of which cTuprr̂
is f̂ fr̂ qr, and therefore the is
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 compound 
contact f5 ̂  i 'ipm ̂  »l ̂  *rr?i.

5. One might ask here, why should there ndt be two cog
nitions in the perception oftrssimilar to those in the perception 
of ? We can say ViV&Vrm as well as ■‘JrKk ’gHt sm , so
that in one case V i is the re5P?nr of vgVZ, and in the other 

is the firSTm of Vi ; and therefore there ought to be two 
contacts corresponding to these two, cognitions in the 
perception of V i also. But this is not so, for wp never
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perceive URTUTU by itself but only as a property of ’SfRT, and 
-so the double relation subsisting between and UR is
required to be taken into account; while we perceive UR by 
itself, and there is no necessity of bringing in ’3355'. In the 
case of URTUTU, the eye is directly connected with Y355, and 
through it with the ewrU; while in the case of UR it is directly 
connected with UR itself, and therefore there is only one 

namely YUPT.

6. V. V. reads simply rwunrar instead of fu5T7'UiupT'5UUTU:
in the text, and mentions as a reason for 

reading discuss- -ys preference that the T. S. gives an
example of TUSTUOTUT only, and so may 

have intended to limit the to that alone. But it will
be clear from the above explanation that V. Y. ’s reading as 
well as the reason for preferring it are both wrong. Although 
T. S. gives an instance of rû TUOTur only, T. D. supplies the 
desideratum which V. V. seems not to have noticed,

7. As the negation of UR on is perceived by
WUrufuUi'Y, so the negation of URYU on

Varieties of the• or vice versa is perceived by YTUrK"
sixt contact. the eye being UYpfj with UR
which is 3ffUcT with YHjUr of which ûruru is a fulTUOT. Simi
larly the negation of UR̂ U on URUYUTfU is perceived by YTUtH- 
( UR )uftucT-( #CUI )URUtT- ( Û -UffU jtusm ur; and so on with 
other organs and the negations of their corresponding objects. 
?T^TUru however is perceived by simple tÛ tUOTUT, not fRSU- 
YTfUjfUStq-OTrTr, for SPUfUTU is the TU5TUU of Uf3 itself as 
the organ is identical with 3TPPT5T which is the real ujfUUPUl 
of T̂iprUTU. SYYUruru ( e. g, the aruru of tUcU on ?U-U ) is appre
hended by RRSUWURfu r̂gaTUr.1 Both rusTguRr and fû YUUT 
are therefore of two kinds, simply, and
?!%URU^ffst uarcTr-5TcTUT ; the first two in the perception by 

and correspond to 3flruru and Ym*aru«Turu contacts, the 
latter two in the case of other organs and correspond to the 
other three contacts. ru$TY»rru$rfUUru mentioned by Annam- 
bkatta is therefore not a simple contact but has five varieties, 
c °rrespon(ling to the first five contacts, although all of them

1 T. K. Bon), ed. P. 9s, S. M C alc. ed. P- 53-d.
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are comprised under one name as they all have a common, 
element, ftfhrmfrr or retramr.

8. T. D. here introduces a discussion as to why a fifth proof 
called which is accepted by M i-

proof. P maimahas and V edantms is not recognized
by. the Naiyayikas. The former hold that 

3WRT is not perceptible because there can be no manner of 
contact between a substantial organ and a pure negation, and 
have therefore to account for the apprehension of negation 
by a fifth proof called sigq^jvq' ( non-perception ); while the • 
Naiyayikas hold that 3W * is perceptible by the same organ 
which perceivesjts mcThwt, but by means of a peculiar ^fw- 
SF? called N?i°(uiRtr^rtrrT. So that one party assumes a 
separate proof to account for 3WJqTR, and the other as
sumes a separate s fiq s i The arguments on both sides are 
equally specious and interminable, and the controversy is air 
last reduced to a determination of the comparative simplicity 
(3TTW) of the two rival assumptions. The Naiyayikas however 
cannot wholly dispense with 3T3>ToTr%. swnr is not a thing 
that is independently known. The cognition of sranr neces
sarily depends on the previous knowledge of its counter
entity Csrar) and its support ( ) •  Now the fact that 
we never perceive wherever there is 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 or 3Tar^r%, is therefore deemed to be 
a necessary ^ condition ^for the perception of -
that is, is a ( accessory ) of the
which perceives WTT*H* on W  Now what is this 
It is not simply the not-perceiving or not-finding; for 
though we do not p e r c e iv e s  in darkness, we do not also
perceive W t l ?  there. The (non-perception) must
be that is, must be ‘ inconsistent with
the hypothetical assumption of the existence of its snfrfpft 
tj?. It is not sufficient that wre do not perceive ’SI?; wre must 
not perceive ii in a place, where, from all surrounding cir
cumstances, we would naturally expect to find it, but do not 
owing to its actual absence. The a^qafivr must therefore b& 
preceded by an ascertainment that no unfavourable circum-
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otances such as darkness exist which would prevent even a. 
present'TT from being parcsived. T. D.’s expression Ht&z- 
irrmrrriTJTT̂ î JTvrrjtT̂ r̂ T has bean dissolved and interpreted 
by Nilakantui in two ways both of which really convey the 
same meaning. The simpler method is fnlftTinfrrqrr «rfprra-«
n̂TrrfrrT qT5<T5riitr: ‘ that non-perception which is.

inconsistent with the assumed existence of srmgmr. : atp is 
an assumption or hypothesis ( a redudio ad absurdum as 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 srihdiNibr^, i. e the existence of NZ, in the 
place, and then reject it as false because that bRhTrgfrTir is 
not perceived although all the conditions are favourable.
Our reasoning is iRT-siTRsirmir ‘ if there
bad been er here, we should have necessarily perceived it 
just as we perceive ‘ifcTST,’ the perception of showing
that the usual conditions for =3T3j*nRT$T are existing. By this 
'Tejt we assume the existence of er in the place. But 
this assumption is inconsistent with the actual fact that 
we do not perceive the ■sre', and must be therefore rejected.
In this way our 11011-perception of NZ 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 ERmre. The compound 
may also be dissolved as ht% tt 3WTfT%Tr uf?rfirmdr 

fytrPBfr m ^ 5*1%.-
that non-perception which is opposed not to the real exis
tence of er 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 er does not really exist.
But even this periphrasis is not enough to guard the definition 
from a fault. Merit ( W  ) and demerit ( a r w ) being qualities 
° f  the soul are imperceptible ; if therefore one after looking 
for them in vain concludes that they do not exist at all, one 
will be quite wrong, for the imperceptibility of merit and 
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demerit is inherent and not due to their non-existence. 
*3<T3r% is therefore qualified with *ft*T, so that the ascer
tained non-perception must he of a thing capable of being 
perceived. In the Naiyayika view therefore 3W3T is perceived 
bv the ( i. e. as a property of its
support *JcT55) with the accessory aid of a dw<-i id.'-Wl-q, that 
•Is, an ascertained non-perceptible objeot. The Ndiyayikas 
have thus to make two assumptions, one of a new 
and another of its a c c e s s o r y ; while the Mimamsakas 
are satisfied with one assumption only, namely that of a 
new iWPJT or T. D. thinks that the first two being
only subordinate, there is greater OTTT in assuming those 
two than in assuming the last one ; because it is simpler to 
assume two operations ( sbTTIT ) than to recognize a separate 
instrument ( STOT). Besides the relation fttrwfiTstrvrnr is 
not really a new thing ; but it is identical with the 
^  itself, for when we say that there is on
we really mean nothing more than that there is W5* 
and nothing else. Hence NUakantha defines w  
f ^ n r n r  as :. The only new
assumption is that of which is also common
to the M imamsakas. 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 TrTTffgfTM perception is a percept; 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 or Both Nydya and Mi-
mdihsa agree in holding that is an object of
perception. But the STfggrfg of a thing according to Mi- 
mainia does not depend upon its resulting from qviTiTWOT 
A  Pedantic writer remarks on this point, ft 

?Tf$'<»reT i
rf-'&WT m &xm 'nfcw nm  -
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■ f̂ T*J!T»THf' I Perceptive knowledge is not necessarily 
caused by perception ; it may be caused by or
by vT^Uung, 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 

O f  P e r c e p t i o n as showing that the Nyaya ideas of percep- 
d istin gn ish ed  fr o m  tion and percept materially differ from 

ia t o f  o th ers .  thos9 of other schools, and that Annam-
bhattu's definitions of them will not at all be accepted as 
correct by Vedantic writers. The Naiyayika theory of per
ception and in fact of all knowledge is essentially physical.
■Adi cognitions ( f^ pr:) 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 
derived from perceptive experience which is again founded 
on the 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-Vaisesi.lca 
system has become so thoroughly realistic, and why it is 
strenuously opposed by the ideal and pantheistic philo
sophers of the Sdntkhya and Vedantic schools. The Nyaya 
theory of perception has a very close resemblance to 
Locke’s doctrine of sensationalism and may be described 
nlmost in his own words. Locke considers that all our 
knowledge is derived from experience w'hich is two-fold, 

observation employed either about external sensible 
objects or about the internal operations of our minds, per- 
«eived and reflected upon by ourselves. ” These two sources 
° f  our ideas are thus described:—

s ( f ) i  ( C T
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1 Vedanta-Paribhasa. Calc. ed. p. 25.



First. Our senses conversant about particular sensible- 
objects, do convey into the mind several distinct perceptions of 
things, according to those various ways wherein those objects do 
affect them ; and thus we come by those ideas wo 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, I moan, they from external objects convey 
into the mind what produces there those perceptions. This great- 
source of moBt. of the ideas we have, depending wholly upon our 
senses, and derived by them to the understanding, I call, sensation.

“ Secondly. The other fountain from which experience 
furnisbeth 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 from things 
without ; and such are perception, thinking, doubting, believing, 
reasoning, knowing, willing, and all the different actings of our 
own minds ; which we being conscious of and observing in our
selves, do from these receive into our understanding as distinct 
ideas, as we do from bodies affecting our senses. ” * * *
< * The understanding seems to me not to have the least glim
mering of any ideas which it doth not receive from one of 
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 understand
ing with ideas of its own operations." 1

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 powerful 
criticism of Kant, but its enormous influence on subsequent 
philosophical thought cannot be doubted. Similarly the 
Naiyayika.fi doctrine of was afterwards considerably
modified by Vedantins and others, but not before it had' 
given a decided turn to philosophical speculations in India,

—----------------  ' ' T 1 " — — .........  ......  —
1 Locke; Essay on Human Understanding, Bk. 11 ch -1. Sec. 3, 4.
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Inference is the peculiar cause of a judgment; judgment is 
the knowledge that springs from  'TTTBRT or consideration : con
sideration is the knowledge o f reason as distinguished by 
invariable concomitance, as fo r  instance, the knowledge that 
tins mountain has smoke which is invariably accompanied by 
fire is Consideration, while the knowledge born of it that 
the mountain is fiery is Judgment. Invariable concomitance is 
the certainty of association that wherever there is smoke, there 
is fire. The existence of an invariably concomitant thing 

■ on objects like mountain makes it the characteristic o f a ^  or 
Receptacle.

1. The chapters on Inference contain the soience of
r Indian logic as developed and skilfully

Judgment and
Inference. dovetailed into the general system of

metaphysics evolved by the Vaisesikas. 
or inference is the instrument, the resulting

judgment, and 'TTTÔT the intermediate operation, srgmm' 
is thus said to depend upon TO?#. This occupies a
very important place in Nyuya logic ; because when once a  

valid is obtained a sound conclusion or stjfrrm neces
sarily and immediately follows, just as cloth is produced as 
an invariable consequence of the motion of the loom.
Hence Nyaya writers mainly devote themselves to a discus
sion of this qvrrnsr and its two constituent parts aitTH and 
r&W1- or is the thing from which the existence of 
another thing invariably concomitant with it is inferred; 
s?ni% is this invariable concomitance existing between the 

and the other thing inferred from it, namely T̂TW.

2. It will be clear from the above that an inference when
T , . simplified always consists of three terms
■inference analysed. , , ,, .denoting respectively gror and their

mutual relation of invariable concomit-
auce, any two of which when given necessarily lead to a

‘knowledge of the third. Of these the is of course the
thing which is always to be proved ; and consequently the
other two terms, and the fg u ra tfw  or *nm as it is
o&lled, must be known before any inference is possible. In

fl I •SoB.f̂ LIV. ] Notes. 235 \ C T



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 this con
nection between the two premises, and has no separate 
premise to express it. The Nyuya syllogism on the other 
hand actually expresses this connection by joining the two 
premises, or rather the two terms denoting I f  and sirfw 
into one that is, it does not merely state the two terms or 
premises separately, and then at once jump to the con
clusion, but after stating them fully gives a third premise 
which combines the previous two terms, and thus gives a 
unity as it were to the two separate cognitions of | f  and 
amU This combined premise is called the 'TOTf5r, which 
immediately gives rise to the conclusion and is therefore 
said to be its sjwur.

3. qrmsr has been said to be a combination of two dis
tinct notions, those of I f  and anrlr. But 

Paramars'a. how .g combination effected ? Not
simply by placing them side by side, nor 

by putting them in a sentence as sub;ect and predicate; but 
by joining them inseparably as t̂ 5V«T and T%5i7<Jr or subject 
and attribute. The being indissoluble is the
closest union between two things, and consequently the 
perfect unity of <T?TW5T is attained by making anfl the H$i- 
mn of that is by making the I f  sqTlKfaiff .̂ A grrrrsf 
may therefore be defined as the knowledge not merely of 
am t and I f  but of -nrrtftriT’erlf.

4. The author however defines <mrb5T as the knowledge
. . . . . . .  of Does this latter

definition differ from that noted above?
In other words, does differ from

what we have called the I f  ? Really not, for is
nothing more than a particular kind of | fm ; or rather it is 
IfaT under particular circumstances. It is not any I f  that 
will give rise to grriTST, but only such a one as besides being 
3qrrffflT%H' is also As a matter of fact
a I f  is always sqrfffflrlr'S and is already stated to
be so in the "UiPh^i+u, just as in the major premiss
of the Aristotelian syllogism. When for instance
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'•vS&s'
w e  s a y  q=T q^r n 5  q i § : o r  “  a l l  m e n  a r e

‘ m o r t a l ,  ”  w e  a l w a y s  l a y  d o w n  t h e  i n v a r i a b l e  c o n c o m i t a n c e  

o f  '■j i t  a n d  o r  h u m a n i t y  a n d  m o r t a l i t y  ; t h a t  i s ,  w e  s t a t e  

•'■OT t o  b e  5 l f f a n « m r - (  )fq f5 T C , a n d  t o  b e  n w q -
^ T T fr r iq B t c . B u t  t h i s  a l o n e  i s  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  p r o d u c e  a  n e w  

c o n c l u s i o n ,  f o r  b e s i d e s  t h e  m a j o r  w e  a l s o  r e q u i r e  a  m i n o r  

p r e m i s e  i n  w h i c h  t h e  r a n g e  o f  i s  r e s t r i c t e d ,  t h a t  i s ,  w e  

s p e a k  o f  i t  n o t  g e n e r a l l y  a s  i n  t h e  m a j o r  p r e m i s e ,  b u t  i n  

c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  a  p a r t i c u l a r  p l a c e  o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  o c c a s i o n  

o n l y .  H e n c e  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  b e i n g  ^TTTHrqT^re, t h e  % g; m u s t  

a l s o  b e  q u a l i f i e d  b y  a n o t h e r  l i m i t a t i o n ,  n a m e l y  gS-r-IffcU  (  t h e  

f a c t  o f  i t s  b e i n g  a  p r o p e r t y  o f  qifT o r  p l a c e ^ ) .^  F o r  a  p r o p e r  

c o n c l u s i o n  t h e r e f o r e  t h e  ijjJ  m u s t  b e  l I H T q w 'I ,  a n d  m u s t  

a l s o  b e  k n o w n  a s  a  VT*T r e s i d i n g  i n  ; i n  o t h e r  w o r d s  i t  

m u s t  b e  k n o w n  t o  b e  i n v a r i a b l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  

a n d  m u s t  a l s o  b e  c o g n i z e d  a s  b e i n g  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  p l a c e  

(  g a p ) .  S o  t h a t  w e  h a v e  t w o  s e p a r a t e  c o g n i t i o n s  r e s p e c t i v e l y  

e x p r e s s e d  b y  A r i s t o t l e ’ s  m a j o r  a n d  m i n o r  p r e m i s e s ,  n a m e l y ,  

t h a t  t h e  i s  i n v a r i a b l y  c o n c o m i t a n t  w i t h  a n d  t h a t  i t

e x i s t s  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  p l a c e .  T h e s e  s e p a r a t e  c o g n i t i o n s  

c o m b i n e d  t o g e t h e r  p r o d u c e  t h e  j o i n t  c o g n i t i o n  t h a t  t h a t  

f e ;  w h i c h  i s  k n o w n  t o  b e  i n v a r i a b l y  c o n c o m i t a n t  w i t h  * r m r  

e x i s t s  i n  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  p l a c e  ; o r  t o  t a k e  a  c o n c r e t e  e x 

a m p l e ,  t h a t  t h e  s m o k e  w h i c h  i s  k n o w n  t o  b e  e x -  .

i s t s  o n  t h e  m o u n t a i n .  T h i s  j o i n t  c o g n i t i o n
w h i c h  i s  f o r m e d  b y  t h e  c o m b i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  h v o  i n 

d e p e n d e n t  c o g n i t i o n s  o f  a s  U ST iW  a n d  a s  i s

called qrU T ST. Annarnbhatta's d e f i n i t i o n  o i  n o w .

e v e r  r e q u i r e s  s o m e  f u r t h e r  e l u c i d a t i o n  b e f o r e  i t  c a n  b e  f u l l y  

u n d e r s t o o d .

5 . The p r e c e d i n g  r e m a r k s  a r e  e q u a l l y  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  b o t h  

t h e  A r i s t o t e l i a n  a n d  t h e  Naiyoyika s y l -
C o m p a r i s o n  o f  the , r i s t i c  By  s t e m s ;  a n d  t h e y  a r e  i n t e n d e d  t o  

thl'SNaiynyi/caVyl- s h o w  t h a t  b o t h  s y s t e m s ,  t h o u g h  w i d e l y  
io ff‘ sn». d i f f e r i n g  i n  t h e i r  u l t i m a t e  f o r m s ,  a r e  r e a l l y

f o u n d e d  o n  i d e n t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  o f  o u r  t h i n k i n g  p r o c e s s .  T h e  

t w o  s y s t e m s  m a t e r i a l l y  a g r e e  w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r  u n t i l  w e
arrive at the t w o  c o g n i t i o n s  e x p r e s s e d  b y  A r i s t o t e  i n  ■ 
f o r m  of major a n d  m i n o r  p r e m i s e s ,  a n d  b y  t h e

a s  nq-ffw  a n d  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  B u t  f r o m  t h i s  p

■ G° iJ X
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verge, chiefly on account of their different ways of combin
ing these two cognitions ; and the divergence, though slight 
at first, ultimately leads to the different forms of syllogism 
in the two systems. Aristotle first cognises as invaria
bly concomitant with T̂TtST ( in the major premise ), and 
then finds this invariably concomitant fg  in a particular 
place in the minor -/that is, he first makes sure of as
a general truth, and then determines the existence of this 

on the T3T. The NaiyUijilca reverses the order, 
by first determining the Iff on T$T, and then joining to it 
the notion of invariable concomitance, which, being derived 
from past experience, is remembered as soon as the f?r is 
perceived on the In Aristotle’s system, is deter
mined first and then in Nyaya first TSTUWtr of the
is known and then the recollected notion of ssrhfT is added 
to it. To adopt Sanskrit terminology, the combination of 
the two notions, i. e. the 'mu:*!, is expressed in Nyaya as 
ÛTi%Th'i%yT̂ r<fJtcTr; while Aristotle would probably have 

Pescribed it as if of course he had laid
■down any third premise corresponding to qrrusiqiejqr. As a 
matter of fact we do not find this last form in Aristotle’s 
syllogism, because the mixture of the two notions of 11tr
and designated TVTFTS? is only implied and not ex
pressed in the Aristotelian inference. If however we 
introduce a premise into the latter syllogism corres
ponding to <TffTT5T, we shall find that it assumes exactly 
the form indicated above, viz. 'tSTt'ttTfnTqfl5T'd-.qrffT. Take for 
example:—

All men are mortal ;
Socrates is a man;

Socrates is mortal.

A Naiyaijika will put this as '■—

Humanity (RgctTF̂ ) is invariably concomitant with 
mortality ( spuFtremd- ) ;

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

Til's syllogism is defective according to Nyaya, becaus# 
just before the conclusion there is wanting a step combining



^  the two premises into one proposition. This 'PTR̂ T would 
bb “ the humanity in Socrates is invariably concomitant 
with mortality; ’ ’ that is, we cognize not as
generally, but as in a particular individual
Socrates. In other words, the T̂TTJT which was first universal 
is here limited by 'T̂ TUtffTT, i. e. On the
other hand, the same argument put in the Nyaya syllogism 
would be:—

^T^tTT ( WFUfUtUTSTe: ) I 
nUutTFUTcT I
rfr rrr zfz'zv- WtUrUMiiiTE: \ pvjr i ^
kut =urd ( rr?tN r̂r,̂ TH§'^r^i^Rre:) i
ffwrfT'Jir ( ) 1

The only difference between this andttie former syllogism 
is that here in the fourth step i. e. TOUST we predicate fJtgf=r- 
spt>.<4prilj; | 0 o f  '̂44̂ T> while in the former we predicat 
ed TTHjr4^mTr? of The result of course is
the same, and the conclusion is as valid in the one as in 
the other syllogism.

6. The above distinction between _the_ for™s of J * ®  
Aristotelian syllogism and Sanskrit Nyaya is no doubt rather 
subtle, and cannot be fully grasped by a student in a prelimi
nary stage ;butitis very important as it explains the peculiar 
form assumed by the syllogism of the Nmyayikas. It is 
referred to here in order to show the exact significance of 
Annambhattas definition of qrmsr. The Nai y a y i k a is 
essentially based on grTiRr, and the form of TOi# is largely 
due to the peculiar structure of the Nyaya syllogism. Th 
necessity and the form of the TUnsT have been much 
criticized by writers imperfectly acquainted with the Nyaya 
•system ; but the above analysis will show that TOHvi is not 
only natural, hut absolutely essential in every process of 
inference. Only it must be looked at from its proper 
®tandpoint. 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
cacies extremely puzzling to beginners. These technics - 
ities however are not meaningless ; on the contrary they will 

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

\ V ^ LIV* J Notes. 237 \ C T
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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 proper light. The above compa
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. apjTHTrr: The gist of has been succinctly put by
Kesava Misra in the following statement.

What is Anumiti. , <• -

^HTwr-6rmrwrrwi%: i %rfr: q îuroTT^ra; 
raHiiH I 1 This means that of the two 

parts, of an si^PT, *J77ff and gsrqjfm, the first proves the 
invariable association of HTW with tg  in general, while the 
latter proves the same on Tiff. The inference therefore consists 
in proving existence of *nw on qsr from that of t f .  Vat- 
sydyana explains the derivation of apprnT as mrPT laffHruw 
'Tsg'PHRW, the ‘ subsequent ascertaining of a thing ( f w  ) 
from a sign already known.2 3 The same scholiast defines 3ppTPT 
as or rather UcUtfrar mgvqvq
srm'TTW:. The last definition is certainly the simplest, though 
not very accurate. It describes stjjtpt as the process by which 
from the perceived we get at the knowledge of an associated. 
unperceived. It is free from some objections to which Annam- 
bhatta’s definition is liable. One such objection is noted 
and answered by T. D., namely, that the definition of au
rora 1 would extend to which
too is produced by a kind of intermediate qyrtrsf. When, 
one sees indistinctly some elongated substance standing at 
a distance, one first doubts whether it is a post or man.
Ihen the observer examines it carefully, and on perceiv
ing hands and feet to it he concludes that it is a man and 
not a post. This last conclusion ought to be an spjfwfs 
for it is derived from a syrreffysr. We reason g w y -  
re i yyTrjrrvyTrT i fit u: qyn%TPi tt tt uyy; i qyjr ky-
ifrf: l and so on. This would be an STjfrfffT, although we

1 T. B. Ben. ed. p. 41.
2 Vat. on G. S. I, I, 3.
3 Vat. on, G. S. I, 1, 5, Ibid II. 2. 2.
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usually call it Jr???? because we actually perceive the man 
‘after the intermediate reasoning. VatsyUyanas definition 
would obviously exclude it, for here although we reason 
we do not infer an unperceived thing from the perceived, 
both and being actually perceived. The answer 
given by T. D. is somewhat different. Similarly there will 
also be on which is got after some
sort of an unconscious process of reasoning. We first see 
a thing indistinctly and cognize its property 
separately ; then we infer from the latter that the thing 
ls a jar. Similarly cognitions derived from and
also fall under angina and are actually so included by the 
Vaisesikas and liauddhas. But we cannot include these 
cognitions under for they give rise to a different
consciousness ;(aijprrctng) such as or 3WWTW
while in an etgrJnu' the consciousness is stgiRititir. The 
definition of argifiTTf is therefore faulty, in as much as it 
aPplies to cognitions that are not srsjmfa; T. D. gives 
one answer to both this and the former objection, viz., that 
although there is TTU# in it is not
accompanied by which is a necessary condition of an 
inference. It is therefore necessary to understand what 
fSPtT really signifies. 8

8. <T$rgT :—An inference has been already described as 
the application of a general truth to a

Paksata. particular instance. When we infer that
Socrates is mortal, we simply realize in 

Socrates that property of mortality which we already know 
generally as being invariably associated with humanity.
This particular instance is called 'PjT and may be an in
dividual, a substance, a place or any other thing, of which 
an inferrible property can be predicated. 'TtfifTT is the 
characteristic which distinguishes the <T$r for the time 
being from other things of the same or of different nature.
Thus any mountain is not <T3T, but it becomes one as soon 
as we observe smoke on it, and desire to infer fire there- 
from. ggr is first defined as TffsfSTHTor̂ Trr, ‘possessing the 
non-ascertainment of a thing’, that is, having on it a 
thing (*ym ) which is unascertained hut which is to be 
inferred. Why not then simply say rather
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than saying ra^'jvrrwra g?r: ? Because although the <T$r, 
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 *TTW ( )  ; but not of the itself.
Where fire is actually perceived its existence is ascertained 
and there is no knowledge of non-ascertainment, and conse
quently no g ĉW. 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 again the is already
previously ascertained by the speaker ; and so if ĝ TfTT were 
simply defined as all such inferences would be
excluded. The ascertainment ( f%[% ), therefore, the 
absence of which constitutes is qualified as being that 
which is accompanied by rowqiwi%i? ‘absence of any 
desire to infer.’ The compound raqro°-*rpr, is to be dissolved 
as ut r%[% aror?.-, and not °as5Far tr:
m^nrr^; that is, forgsrar there is required  ̂not^ only an 
absence of r%T%, but also an absence of or
rather the absence of a j%i% which is rq'TTUi'f11-a4ffrnr^a. In 
a or in the case above mentioned where fire
though actually perceived is sought to be proved by infer
ence, although there is the r%%, it is not accompanied by 
Hfyraiuarrfvg . and consequently there is still an of
such a f%T% as is This latter arura
results from the non-existenoe of either of its constituents 

•{ viz. frr'TrurarvrraT? or ), and exists both where there
is no r%r% as in an ordinary srjtna, and also where there 
is r%l% but there is no t. e. where there is
l%7T*rmT. Of the two conditions therefore mentioned above, 
namely, non-ascertainment of ?TTW and a desire to infer, 
either may suffice to constitute «r$rar. In a H3Taraysr?a§T 
there is no such q$taT, because the man and his being 
perceived simultaneously there is no ^nxr left to be ascer
tained and also no desire to infer it. The above definition 
of TSTfrr, which is taken by Annambhatta from Tallva- Chin- 
tamani of Gangesa, is the most common one ; but it is open 
to an objection. When a man in the interior of the house 
hears a loud noise in the sky, he at onoe concludes it to be 

•thunder. This is undoutedly an inference, but there is no
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fea~ i ^ ° ! 1dlng to th? above definition, because there is no 
, •’ 16 ascertainment of thunder instantly following

narf-IS. 16̂ ” ?  ° f the sound ; nor is there any IWgrmTT on the 
o he hearer, as there is no sufficient interval between the

wTnl1118 Snd .tlle for such a desire to arise. The
e operation is instantaneous and almost involuntary 

* T n t tta’s definition would have the effect of excluding 
lnferenc0s from the class of oprmrfr. Nor can they be 

6Ca^ e tHe hear6r b6inS in the interior of the house
s ta te d r  v  C! - UdS’ HenCe K  B- 0n Sect- 51> having 
^  obIeSLtlo“ ' ^remarks = hT^aTOT r%TT
S e d  T T  This new definition of <T8*TT
bv A by *be m°derns in preforei - v  to the one accepted
vvhich T -  is 'or
As re L ,n ln! J ery wWe is not Ukely to exclude any thing, 
add f  ds the time-hon°urerl definition it is necessary to

° j  J L M-
t h a t

. the ascertainment spoken of must be of the particular 
rt intended in the infere’ ce, so that although one might 

ave ascertained fire upon a aountain from light, he should 
not be debarred from further’, ffirring the same firf) from 
f moke; In Sect. 51 farther on V  h defined as 

a thing on which the existence c js doubted ; ’ but
the definition does not differ from the ne given above as 
the word bktu- implies both the absence ^  f%f% and the 
Presence of m ?rarw .? ^

9- TSTWrU:— T̂STcTT being thus determined, it will he com- 
p , _ paratively easy for the student to nnder.

“ 9a-aharmata stand "TSTtnTHT the knowledge of which is 
said to constitute <m*T3T. It is defined as 

! ^T; ) or ( V. V. ) ‘ the residence of
on tr̂ r’ ; but this does not convey the idea accurately.

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

IS . M. Calc. ed. p. 69.
2 For further remarks see Note on Sect. 51 ivfra.
% B. P. 69.
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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 so are not 
Again as all things on the mountain are not so all

. smoke in the world is not also yQTVTR although the whole of 
it be ?fg-.qr<ar. Only that particular line of smoke which is 
seen issuing from the top of the mountain is qsr-TO, because 
the knowledge of that alone is effective in giving an infer- 

-enceof 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 
■on the top of the mountain. This is the reason, as has 
been already point: ’ out, why wimsi is defined as the 
knowledge of yjr-JtTrTT, and not that of Hj merely ; for it is 
not any smokp but smoke wioen cognized as a UJT of the 'TSff 
that produces sffpJTffi. Nor in it sufficient to cognize smoke 
-on any mountain, but the cognition must take place on a 
mountain which is a 'T3T, that in, which possesses the ysfnrr 
as aho’ e defined. Hence maybe fully defined as
q>lri | whi ch is paraphrased as f w h c— 

krwTT ut mgerr awr m fif
rn=q- ̂  \sireTTTr, ‘the smoke aftr conditioned by the mountain 
whicli determines in case the sphere of ysrar.’ The
knowledge of smoke,-s" conditioned leads to when
additionally qualffi--* by a knowledge of the ttrrfff. anfa- 
f%f5T̂ T̂ uHrrr5TT-.< cannot be dissolved, 6ays Nilakantha, as 
strrfaf%l%€--v- awr ‘cognition of in a
smoke that is already known to he aT^tncq-.’ This would 
accord with Aristotle s method, as has been already pointed 
out, which first states the aaTTcT in the major premiss, and 
the11 realizes it in the thing denoted by the minor term but 
such a dissolution, says Nilakardha would exclude an 
inference of the oTirprpp kind which is always based on a 
contrary negative concomitance, and in which the y ^ T ’Tr 
belongs not to the thing which is n̂afirf̂ TCT but to its 
contradictory. The compound therefore must be taken as a 
vtpjFa. being  ̂dissolved earfR(%r?rj =ar aPTwuJTfrrsTffi =€r, Know
ledge cf T-iTTFraT as qualified by the ( knowledge o f ) :-urT?f.’ 
Mere knowledge of ŷ Ttrrrfn is obtained by perception when 
one sees the line of smoke on the mountain top, but it alone 
does not produce BTffwnT. It becomes when combined
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•with a knowledge of «rmr after smiti-W^T- Hence the remark 
of T. D. 5mHTWT=F Technically expressed
'Tlftf is not a rqfiMur ( smoke ), but a ststr of the
WUHoi^i«i ; it is a property of the perceptive knowledge of 
smoke on the mountain, and not a quality of the smoke 
itself. The reason is obvious, sUTTWis a subjective-conception,
"not a material quality residing in an external object such as 
smoke, tjtr itself cannot therefore be but
can be sUTVrU'q ^ y +.Kd i M d . Hence the complete definition
of qTTR̂ - is W| l Cdl i idlPi^RtT—’ d M <4*1 =U £S5T-
f^HTrrr t̂T t̂ RWU: ( Nil. ). This is illustrated in the
cognition ^%aj|cip$F{3T3 qwff:, which always precedes the 
ĝTfJTcT ‘q̂ rrr ’

10. There is no English word which can convey the 
exact notion of qrrrRT. Ballantyne trans- 

ghsh equivalents. ja£eg ^  by ‘ logical antecedent,’ but the
rendering is not appropriate. The expres

sion‘logical datum’ is also not very happy as it implies that 
’rtTTR? ig an assumption made to serve a logical purpose and 
is not a necessary step in eveiy natural process of thinking.
The word mw$f etymologically means consideration, but the 
latter word does not convey the full idea of as used
by the Naiynyikas. It is however issued by Roer and Max 
Muller, and I have adopted it for want of a better one. For 
3T5rrnft’l  have adopted the term Judgment on the authority 
of Whately,’ while its instrument the STJRR is denoted by 
Inference. SMifit is ‘ invariable concomitance, and not 
pervading inherence’ as Roer renders it, because it is not 
&n inhering attribute of a material object, but a relation of 
the notions of two things. There is a difficulty about the 
Proper Tendering of *T8T. It is not correct to translate 
by ‘minor term’ as Roer and others, probably misled by 
Motions of Aristotelian logic, have done. ‘Minor term’
Would be a proper equivalent for and not for

its8if The rendering of <T3T by ‘subject’ is perhaps 
better as like Aristotle's minor term is the subject 
in the’ conclusion, but it also is liable to misapprehension 
I have therefore contented myself with the ordinary word

1. Whately Elements of Logic Bk. ii, L h. 1, 1.
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‘place’ to express the idea of 'TJfT. For the same reason it ' 
is misleading though not positively incorrect to translate £3' 
hy ‘middle term,’ as some have done. or rather g^qi-W, 
as a part of the five-membered syllogism, can best be render
ed by ‘ reason. ’ and corresponds to minor premiss, while- 
r̂ Tif 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 European logic to their Sanskrit counterparts.

aqrrrcr—The word amir is perhaps the most difficult 
as it is also the most important terra 

Vyapti. occurring in connection with the subject of
inference. sTlTH' has been translated as 

invariable concomitance ; and the author defines it in the text 
as (invariability of concomitance) which means
the same. But what does concomitance mean, and what 
does its invariability signify ? The illustration ( 'JfTMvm ) of 
ĴTrm, “ Wherever there is smoke there is fire, ”  gives no 

doubt some idea of this invariable concomitance, but it 
does not furnish us with a sure test as to how eutth is to 
be found out and under what conditions it is valid. We 
must therefore further analyse the two notions involved in 
a sqriH', viz. that of ‘ co-existence ’ or ‘ concomi
tance, ’ and that of ‘ universality ' or rather the ‘ invar- 
ability ’ of this is the r̂WTTm .-W , co
existence in one and the same place, of and ; and 
when this coexistence of one thing with another is observed 
wherever the other thing exists, the is called israrT
( ) or invariable, and the thing so found co
existing is said to be sgTW of the other thing. Thus fire is 
always found where smoke exists, and is therefore S9TW of 

; while as smoke is not always observed along with fire 
as in a red-hot iron-ball, smoke is not the arm : of 
There is no doubt a *-lll<T between fire and smoke, hut the 
sqrnt is of fire on smoke, and not vice versa ; for fire, besides 
existing in all places occupied by smoke, exists in others 
where there is no smoke, and is thus more extensive. The 
anffT therefore not only means co-existence or concomitance, 
but also involves the idea of a-greater extent. A  gjTTO is-



K:^ge|^'a:lly greater in extent than the =Tf=g, though not neces
sarily so ; for in the exceptional case where both may be- 
co-extensive, both are Hrm; and of each other. T
cover this exceptional case Naiyayikas define PTTTK simply 
as invariable co-existence, which is of course found both 
when the htw is greater than or equal in extent to 
the Hrqvr.

12- The words extent and extensive are ambiguous as. 
they are likely to be misunderstood in the sense of volume- 
such 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 HUTTq? in the 
sense in which the term is used in Nydya. This will be- 
clear by another example. Of (he two sums of 100 and 
50 rupees respectively, the larger obviously includes the 
smaller, but a Naiyayika would call the smaller sum the 

of the larger, because it is found in a greater number 
° f  places than the other. The number fifty exists wherever 
there is the hundred, and in many other places, besides, 
e■ 0- where there are numbers between fifty and hundred. I f 
for instance, webring together twenty people having salaries 
above 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. Fifty invariably co
exists with hundred, but not vice versa ; and hence the Nai- 
yuyihas would say that fifty is the HtHTf tTT-gT and hundred 
the 3TP3J- ;^ ir . Any inference from hundred as a fg  to fifty 
as a brmr, such as A has fifty cows because he was seen with 
a hundred, would therefore be valid, so far as 
-s concerned. Of course, being immediate inferences, 
they may not perhaps be called deductions proper, hut 
the igTitr is true all the same. therefore,
though primarily involving the ideas of extension 
aud inclusion, is often the opposite of them ; for it is not 
the bigness of the thing itself, but the number of instances 
ln which it is found that makes it Hence is
^efined in terms of co-existence or conoomitance, and not as 
Extension or pervasion.

Except in the rare case where tlj and trrw are co* 
'Atensive, sgTT% is a unilateial relation between them ; that 
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. ^ y  ^  if anv two things are taken, one of them is at once deter
mined to be the Of the other, and their
does not vary so long as the two things are taken r n ^ e  
same sense and with the same qualifications. The 
T%m is therefore the invariable co-existence of with
the and not vice versa ; and as in a valid inference the
*rmr must always be the of S3, that is, must be more
extensive than or at least co-extensive with the 53 , the 
definition of *rmf in T. S. must obviously be taken m a 
limited sense. This limitation is fully brought out m the
b a r g e d  definition of anffr given by T. D.

which is explained by
Nilakantha thus : ^Rr«Mii*i^u|l
w t r w r : { t t x & f v m - - )  ( W  ), jR rm R rre-

'-jh jT%, sR  ^ORTTRSP. The ac
cording to this definition, is of the wot on the l5> i- e. of 
the "qTT  ̂ on the Rl îr. But how do we know that the *ttst 
is the RPPF ? To clear this doubt a qualification is added 
to the STC7, that it must he ‘ a thing which is not a counter
entity ( rrrardrm ) of any absolute negation U- e an a iso 11 e 
negation of anything ) co-existing with the Smoke for
instance can co-exist with the of VR, or <R or in
fact of every thing that is not necessarily associated with 
it • and hence those things are counter-entities of S* -  *R , 
while fire is not so, because there can be no smoke in toe 
ahsen~e of fire. The expression

is nothing but a paraphrase of the word R*m which 
occurs in T. S. , for the invariable presence of a thing is 
the same as the absence of its co-existent negation. Com
mentators however are not satisfied even with this circum
locution, for there is still a doubt as to whether the 
and *TTST are all things denoted by the words or only in
dividual things referred to on particular occasions ; or in 
other words, whether the smoke said to be is
smoke in general, or the particular r̂ftJgr observed on the 
mountain. That the former meaning is to be taken is made 
clear by the insertion of the word H; and the definition
is thus enlarged:

( N i l  )■ i r i t i s  thus a * *  ot"t5  residing
'  A %y ia a thing co existent with a #@T that is distinguish-
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T s o V ) by an ) which characterizes
the BTW ( ;. p. resides in the BTW ), but does not pertain to 
a srfmnifr ( ) of any of the ( countless ) ab
solute negations coexisting with |fT ( W  ). This frightful 
periphrasis is intended to signify nothing more than that 
the r̂!C3T̂ tcpp̂ n=r lies between the generalities of fire and 
smoke and not between the individual 9%  and tiff; that is,
'fire is the 591997 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 sqrfR is 
known, it may be useful to consider a few 

tionTopVyUpU1 2 3' definitions of 59TtB, given by other writers, 
in order to further elucidate the Naiyayika 

notion of as well as to indicate briefly the general
character and drift of the endless controversies carried on 
about it. There is in fact no other single topic in the Nyaya 
philosophy, which has evoked such an amount of subtle 
bair-splitting from scholastic disputants, as the definition 
■of stith'. Whole works have been written for the purpose 
of settling a correct definition, and every writer of some 
pretensions has endeavoured to start a separate school ad
vocating a particular definition. Visvanatha gives two 
definitions of 59719, of which he prefers the second. He 
first defines 59TT9 as ‘  absence of the

on any thing except the one having tnw .’ 1 But this 
definition is 3759T9 as it does not apply in a %9?nv9t9 south', 
such as S'? 9P59 ^9r975, where 97=59̂ 9 and 5T9f9 being pro
perties of all knowable things, there is no object that can 
be called B7W9 5 V9 , and hence 59119 in such cases cannot be 
known. Consequently this definition of the ancients is 
abandoned by modern writers. The other definition of 
Visvanatha is which
is identical with the one given by T. D., cor
responding to [*rr9. Here also, as in
T. D’.s definition, the 9 T W 9 9  is to be understood as 979- 

and Again the 9191917999(19

1 B. P. 67.
2 P. B. 68.
3 See page 35 1. 4 and th e  p r e c e d in g  Note 13 on p. 216. Supra.
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is to be by the same BsRT such as either TTfprnr or ?nfnT. 
Otherwise fire not residing in the parts of smoke by intimate ■ 
union will not be ^ R T fw ror with it. Now, an objector 
may ask, will not the definition be inapplicable to aa 
inference like 5W =FlV̂ hrmT, h<T̂ 2T?gr?r i where ffqf*T being 
an *jsr, both it and its swrT are rrrrRrfwrnr with
the of the tree ? The answer is no, because it is a rule 
that and its hmutfir are never cpprrwrrrr. 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. is divided into two sorts, and cqfar^--
, . sm t, of which the first again is of two

Kinds o f Vyapti. k in (jSj and Iff.1

5 1 >a'.-41[ is the one already explained, 
where the wrw has with . Its two subdivisions,
S?,Taî nTH' and in-s.if Fr f ? H ir?r, 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 gradation, the simpler preceding the more 
difficult. Of these the ra^r^rnre^rTTHs are comparatively 
few and simple; but the other class comprises those on 
which Indian schoolmen like Eaghunatha and Gadadhara 
have exhausted their whole dialectical ingenuity. The class 
of ̂ fq̂ tegTT̂ rs comprises in all twenty-one definitions, of which 
five form one group called TSÎ ahJfr, fourteen another group 
called ^iM Sfrofr, and the last two are independent, having 
the quaint names and respectively. The
five definitions in together with the last two, being,
like the first of Visvcmatha noticed above, based on ’the M  
or -WIT of fTt<sr, do not apply to inferences, and
are accepted only by the school of Gangesa. The fourteen 
definitions comprising are applicable to all the
three kinds of inferences, as they are based on the doctrine 
that things might be as well defined by properties they do 
not possess as by those they do. The doctrine was first 
enunciated by SaundadopadhyUya, and is technically known 
as grC9w«i<i-W«H%smin?r. These details are quite sufficient

1 B. F. 141-3.
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io frighten away an ordinary student from the tangled web 
of dialectic subtlety, named anfjfcrRf, that has been woven 
round the broad and quite intelligible rule, ■RircRTTf̂ Rr 
r'TTTFf:- 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 ĴTTH' is cUTafqrssfinT and is the con- 
. _ verse of the ;T??mwTf?r. is ex-

v7aiirekavmVtLd Plained S. C. as mWHTT#^-
aispffruT ( ciri^por) ~rrf?f:.

Every s q̂q-iqrfST has a un^q^TTTH corres
ponding to it, because if exists between and
BT*<4, it must also exist between their negations taken in the 
inverseorder. Thus if the proposition qxr ^  u;fRnsT fTar̂ r%: is 
true, its converse q=r 5rgfirm^a=r cT=r must also
be true. The difference between the two is that while in 
3T«t*4aTTra, is SUT'TSP and 5 5  WIW, in a îfiPfcir=inT'tr
the 1 'fq'iTT̂ ' becomes and BT<3JTHT=r becomes vjrvtr.
In other words the premise stands as if we are 
actually inferring from W?5PTnr. It is clear
therefore that the same proposition q3T qv*y*nqv?ra' vjRrura': 
would be anw^arifH- if the resulting srgfma' is 
and would be an ST^aniH if the 3Tf fork is q̂ cTT •■PTtUT̂ TH, 
the in the latter case being Udayava according
ly defines rqfffV '̂TTia' as 
which Visvanutha puts in simple language “ 
ft̂ nTT̂ tr ” 1 There is much difference of opinion about

which will be noticed when we come to the 
stfiHirf; hut it may be remarked here that according 

to many Indian scholastics, and according to European 
logicians generally, srirforsTn? is not a different but a 
Mere restatement of the obtained by a sort of conver
sion of the major promise. The process however is not 
simple conversion, but corresponds to what Prof. Bain calls 
Obverted Conversion or Contraposition. The predicate in a

( Universal Affirmative proposition being always more ex
tensive than the subject, it requires to be either limited or 
obverted when the proposition is converted. Hence the con
version of an A proposition always requires two processes*

1 B. P. 142. *
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first Obversion and then Conversion. Obversion is the denial 
of the predicate, while Conversion is the transposition of the- 
subject and the predicate. Thus to give Prof. Bain’s own. 
example of the OLvtrtive Conversion of an A proposition,1

All X  is Y
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 Nyuya stock-instance into the-- 
general form All X  is Y, and we shall see how the same 
process gives us its —

dr dr ywrn. W c(Q itpi =  A11 smoking things are fiery; 
By Obv.—m UT nFRR

g’ n 5r??Ptmra =  No smoking things are non-fierv ;
By Conv. =ni nt nvsjwmnm \

r =No non-fiery things are 
*  *  * v;w5rra or (  smoking,

fit fit h '-xHPTmnni i

It will be thus seen that atnmt=P3rrta' is only a repeti
tion of the in another form of language, and con
sequently no change is made in the nature of the proof or in 
the by its substitution for the yr q i j i fg ,  Sometimes
and especially in a inference where 3Trgn5TTlH
cannot be had it is very useful, and hence it has been re
cognized as a distinct species.

1 Bain, Deductive Logic, p. 116.
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sect. x l y .

Inference is of two kinds’-—One’s Own and Another s.
Of these One’s Own is the source of one’s own inference , 
since a man having himself ascertained by frequent ob 
serration the generalization, wherever (hire is stncke theie is fife 
as in a kitchen, approaches a mountain, and suspecting file 
thereon and seeing smoke on the mountain, remembers- 
the. generalization, wherever there is smoke there is file..
Then the knowledge is produced that the mountain has snide 
accompanied, by fire. This is called Consideration. Thence 
arises the inference, viz. the knowledge that mountain is fieiy.
This is One’s Owninference. When, however, after inferring 
fire from smoke oneself, a five-membered syllogism is employed to 
enlighten another person,it is Another’s inference: e. g. Mountain 
is fiery, because it smokes; whatever smokes is fiery as a kitchen-, 
this is so; hence this is fiery. By this means even another man 
apprehends fire from a sign ( s o )  propounded.

]. The division of into and <TVriT, though not
found in the aphorisms of Gotama or K ana- 

i n f e r e n c e  f o r  o r e -  d a  ig considerably old, being first mention- 
■IvLr.anl 0̂1 an ed in Prasastapada's scholium. Ety 
mologically and respectively mean what is intend
ed for oneself and what is for another ( FfW 3T 3W spfr- 
3TJT *TOTT(T Hcf) ; but they can be better named Informal^ and 
formal, or primary and secondary respectively. 
is useful for removing one’s own doubt, while is
employed when a conviction is sought to be produced in 
the mind of another. <rmT%HTflr therefore presupposes 
and is based upon a for one man cannot con
vince another without being first convinced himself.
The distinction between the two is founded on the 
presumption that as in a WSjfgHR 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 qmihfHR, the premises which are 
discovered by one man and imparted to another through 
the medium of language are liable to be misunderstood 
°r misconstrued, and therefore require to be stated with 

recision. The speaker cannot express himself fully and

|(f)| <SL
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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- incorrect, 
too general or too narrow in sense. There is in fact a greater 
likelihood of what we call fallacies of language being commit
ted and other fallacies being disguised in a than in a

eifnrre ; 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 more intelligible distinction 
between the two kinds of inference, namely, that TTVJHBM 
is syllogistic or formal, and that reisr is the opposite of it.
N. B. defines them as reresrer̂ re and rerersreire respectively, 
meaning that rere or syllogism is essential to a TTP-T but not 
to a Similarly Dharmottaracurya, the
commentator on Nyaya,-Bindu, remarks vreuffrnre \
reraiSOTB ft *1 H I W E ire.1 Prasaslapada also says T l̂^re%H

rertitrepiurlrereb <rtTOrg*THH;.*
2. Of the two kinds the term stjjrrrer is properly applica

ble to the rerer only, for it is the real of jsagfJtffT. 
Whether we take the 3tffrrmspreT to be ft^rre, reirtiTH or 
qpiHsTSTH, it is undoubtedly r̂rerfiBP as the rersr is, while 
<TTT̂f being should naturally fall under But
tprT'ureiTT'T is included under for the sake of con
venience. The explanation given by the author of Nyciya 
Biiulu is BPTrer remvreumrfthe wordspmre is used in a second
ary sense to denote 'RT̂ -T which is T3Rr?fTJi because the srrew 
{syllogism) is the cause of conveying to the hearer’s mind 
T^5fR which is the real Sfl-JJTR. ’ The 'sRmre in a 'FfTOT- 
{HIH is the notion 'refit sriiSfret generated in the hearer’s 
mind. This notion is not conveyed to him directly by words 
as in but he is made to infer it from a previous
notion similarly conveyed by the words ^T r̂erre^nreTB 
This latter notion exactly corresponds to the in a
rewnjjmH, and is likewise a combination of rent and <TSnJ*r- 
fTT^R. Hence the definition of 'JUjmre, viz. 
applies to a vicarious ( 'PTO ) judgment as much as to an 
original ( rets? )one. The real of this 'TTT'ufgwre is then

1 Nyaya-Bihdu-Ttku, Bibl. Ind., p. 21.
2 P. B. ed. p. 231.
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"the notion of 'TTTFtST or ^ 1 #  or as comprehended by the 
hearer ; but we have no knowledge of this notion except 
through the T̂PT or syllogism which produced it. Hence the 
3M,lhici'.h*uira which really belongs to the notion in the mind 
of the listener is attributed to its cause the 'T̂ aT'PTTTgBT by 
a sort of sŷ rorr or q̂-g-iy. Nilakantha therefore remarks:---

dî m m m rsTh T̂: i 3Tcr <pr w-trr- 
îKq-rT^Tr f̂trfdrfefq'JTHjf qu ^TOTfrpunrfhHhim ^n-

w k  i f iw f  <Tmfr5HT«rsrui<ri* tnam^mfSr
fra’ Jrar% r̂a J|3tracTRgra. Nilakantha means 

that the author is not inconsistent in calling here the ^ T - 
î -i) the gyrurawra, and again in stating subsequently 

that Wib'-Hlusi is the of both tyru and W?T 
because the use of the word k̂ TsfnjTTra 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 ’prruiuH'R, 
absorbs almost all our attention owing to its being subject to 
rules of logic, the mental process called ^T«fT"Hra, 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 ; so 
both are one, or rather they form two parts of the same 
process of inference. Consequently Aristotle takes account 
•of syllogism only, ignoring the rerafgffiriSr altogether, and 
the Naiyuyikas 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 to!idem verbis 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.1 It appears that Prof. Max Muller like many 
other Western scholars failed to understand the real signi
ficance of the division of fsrra and Ttrg.

1 Thomson’s Laws of Thought Appendix p. 293.
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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 crmH ; at last joining this am w iW  with the 
<T3TvjTTHT=rPT got by actual perception, we obtain the complex 
rmftsT denoted by This qynrsr is
variously called or mflUl'S '̂UlHid. S. C. explains
the former term as 9JTtfr®iri*i cff'WST UWTrntcT "JTTrrT-

toirt!  STRiî l'T: ‘ knowledge of in the peculiar 
form defined as a qTTHST.’ It is also called iTnmrcf l̂’TTHsr 
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 ( irfRWTfft ) ; 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 VTTW necessarily 
gives birth to When this process is put in the
form of a syllogism for the edification of another it be
comes a 'TTTsrhpTFT.

4. There are however other classifications of which
are based on real distinctions. Golatna 

other divisions divides stfWR' into three kinds:—' 
of inference. 5TT?ci and WTJTRqdt This division.,
appears to be the most ancient as well as the most generally 
accepted, q̂ GRT is W  R̂UT frgyr, <*:r o i ‘ reason
ing from cause to effect,’ as an inference from the appearance 
of thick clouds that a shower of rain will ensue, because 
clouds are known to cause rain. %qqcr is P̂P

tr»4T 5®3J5*TT«n̂ , an inference of a past
shower of rain from the overflow of the river, because the 
latter is known to be the effect of the former. RIWRUHT WS 
comprises all other inferences that are neither from cause 
to effect nor from effect to cause. Vaisyayana adds another 
interpretation of the words, according to which the distin- 
tive marks of the three varieties differ slightly. Accord 1 2

1 S. C. loc. cit. and T. K. Bom. ed. p. 10-1.
2 G. S. 1, 1, 5.
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ing to this second interpretation,1 53377 is an inference from 
a precedent, i. e. , an inference of one 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. %3377 is the inference by elimination, i. 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. 777*7753777 Z'S 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 37% and 
other qualities must reside in a substance according to the 
general law that every quality must have a substratum. 
TTTWFhcrr £5 is thus in one sense opposed to 533ff, the latter, 
as Vacaspa/i remarks, being tv-nr%73, while
the former is 375273537777777*77537333.8 5.3371 is the inference 
of an object whose peculiar property (73^ 707), which is also 
the common characteristic ( 777*7753 ) of its class such as the 
5r%73 of 3 %  is previously observed ( 52  ), while the ?355̂ mT 
of an invisible object inferred by 777*7753777 52 is never 
perceived. Vacaspali classes these two kinds under one 
head, 377T7ff*7r57, that is, an inference through an affirmative 
generalization ( erh 373773 ) ; while $13371. differs from them 
both in being based on a negative generalization 03773737=377w).

5. Another division of 37ff*7757 is into three kinds, 3737*7- 
•3Tr3, 373<>jH3f(%r3r, and 3773373777%%, the fundamewum divistonis 
being the affirmative or negative character of the tff or 
rather  ̂o£ the =377% A judgment derived from an 375373 Iff or 
a 3̂777773? 55 alone is 753777*373 or %375=377T7T3>, while one 
to which both kinds of Iff are applicable is 2*73 or 
3*F̂ 373T?T7T3r. The difference between this classification 
and the former one is that while the former is based 
partly on the nature of the conclusion or 37ffrai% and 
Partly on the mode of reasoning employed, the latter is 
er>.iiely based on the character of the 377717 or 1*7. The

1 VSt. on G. 8. 1 ,1, 5.
2 Sarikkya-T. K. p. 16.
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distinction of and HUTRT'F pertains to the gg alone and 
not to the resulting judgment which is the same whether 
derived from an stkjw or a Annambhatta therefore
very properly treats this last classification as a division of 
lei St" and not that of ^ H R .1 2 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 and M'-» Iinferences was probably invented by 
the Vaisesilcas.

6. Prasastapdda sub-divides Kwra into and
ffTHT*-gRr TZ, the difference between the two being that, in 

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 a property
is inferred in a thing from its observation in a quite different 
kind of thing, as causality is inferred in dead matter because 
it is observed in animals.15 There is probably a confusion 
of ideas here, for the illustration of ZZ is more like a case 
of or a mere than an inference proper,
while the example of the second is only a particular 
application of the general method of inference as described 
above.

7. Having noticed the different kinds of stjittr mentioned 
by Sanskrit writers, it will be useful to 

Nyu7afy°stem.the compare these classifications with those 
of Aristotle and the modern European 

logicians. The most obvious defect in the Nycvya system and 
one that has been chiefly dwelt upon by its European critics 
is the non-recognition of anything corresponding to what 
we now call inductive reasoning. The same objection formed 
the gist of Lord Bacon's indictment against Aristotle and 
the logic of mediaeval schoolmen ; but a closer study of 
Aristotle s work has now shown that hj 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 awaie of the

1 See Sect. 48. Notes 3 & 4 p. 287. Infra,
2 P. B. Ben. ed. p. £05.
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- in uctive method, but considered it as subservient to the 

purposes of deduction which was the srgrrR proper. Every 
deduction is based 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 suttW which 
is necessary for a proper spJflPT. 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 ■3TTTH' is obtained.

8. It will be remembered that was defined as WIcT- 
Yyapfi of 55 and T̂ivtr; and the exact

meaning of this phrase was also explain
ed. But how are we to make ourselves 

sure of this ? What is in fact the means of arriv
ing at, and the test of determining this invariability of 
concomitance ? Annambhatta supplies the answer to this 
question in Sec. 45. In describing he says that

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 certainly not suffice to give us a valid surfa- 

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, hut we cannot from thence 
conclude that it must exist in the hundredth case also. It 
is impossible for one man to examine all the cases of a 
particular nature, and our widest generalizations are there
fore based on a limited number of instances. The possibi- 
Bty of a contrary fact, therefore, still remains and the SUTTH- 
remains at best a doubtful hypothesis. To prevent this 

T. D. adds that the knowledge of produces
not by itself, but when combined with the absence of 

the knowledge of sJTPpgrt ( contradiction ). The Mirrr of 
which constitutes SUTTR is therefore defined as 

kncT^’ ^ sence °f any contradiction s ’ that is, in order to 
tion" Qot on*y is ** necessary to observe the associa- 

n ,° fire and smoke in numerous instances, but there 
6 aot also he a single instance in which smcke is found.
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dissociated from fire. and are
therefore the two causes of the knowledge of Hmsr, 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 annr, 
hut the latter is subservient to the former, and both constitute 
one joint cause. The process therefore closely resembles 
M ill’s Joint Method of agreement and difference.

9 Now may be the certainty of a contrary
fact or a mere suspicion, because both are 

Contradictory equally effective in destroying the certainty 
Instances. of Again, the may be
well-grounded; or ill-grounded ; if the former, it is true, and 
the sirm is invalid. If it is ill-grounded, or.if there is only a 
suspicion of *n%rrT, it can be dispelled either by reason
ing or bv a sort of intuitive knowledge. Instances of the 
1 utter are what we call necessary truths, such as the axioms 
of Geometry which are self-evident and require no proof. 
When they are not so, they can be proved to be true by he 
reductio ad absurdum method of reasoning which is caUed 

Nyaya? Take for example the *TTT*, ^  t iff .
If this is not true, its contradictory, viz that smoke is 
sometimes not accompanied by fire must be true. Then
S t o o s e  c a s e s  where s m o k e  is f o u n d  w i t h o u t  fire, i t  must
“ Bve for its cause something else. Hence fire is not the 
'invariable antecedent of smoke and it cannot therefore he 
its cause, which is inconsistent with our knowledge that 
fjTP 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 srrm, must be right. In 
this way by means of an assumed hypothesis ( ), which
when carried to its legitimate ''conclusion leads to ^PT- 
grTTomf of fire and smoke, we prove the invariable conco
mitance of those two things. The reductio ad absurdum 
reasoning consists in taking for granted an hypothesis 
exactly opposite to the proposition to he proved and then 
drawing from it a conclusion which is evidently false, and

1 Mill : System of Logic. People’s Ed. p. 250.
2 See Sec. LXIV Note 3, p. 361 infra.
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tire falsity of which vitiates the hypothesis and thus proves 
its contradictory. In this way eqult too may be said to be 
indirectly obtained by srgJTR. In the particular instance 
■of fire and smoke, we can indeed derive the generalization 
of their invariable concomitance from a still wider generali
sation, 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- 

-cribed above and is practically useless asitinvolves an argu
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 of smoke and fire can
only be deduced from the observed invariable concomitance 
of the two, and hence the syllogism is defective as assum
ing a minor premise that is really derived from the conclu
sion. The STTrlr therefore must ultimately rest on the 
with its accessary ssn^K^inM-fg.-

10. The pre by which egrrlt is obtained finds its analogy 
in Aristotle’s system where he attempts 

Inductive syllo- j.0 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 necessary sequence, an 
idea, by the way, which is already implied in the Naiyayika 
doctrine that qrnTST is the of STffwIt To bring induc
tion under syllogism it must he 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-lived is 
deduced from particular cases of a horse, an ass, etc. Here 
Aristotle assumes that we have 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 
^lass-term, animal. The passage from premises to con
tusion  is here necessary, for to grant the premise and yet 
to deny the conclusion involves a contradiction, ». e. the eras 
of Nyaya. The fallacy of this reasoning evidently lies in

( ( (  g c j 'J x L V . ]  Notes. 259 v f i ]



the deduction per salturn 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 Grot.e “ 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 to to tality  of 
particulars th a t the real inductive inference consists : not in the 
transition  from the to tality  to the class-term which denotes to 
ta lity  and connotes its determining common attribute. In fact 
the distinction between the totality  of particulars and the mean
ing of class-term  is one not commonly attended to ;  though it is 
worthy of note in ap  analysis of the intellectual process, and is 
therefore brought to view by Aristotle. ” l

11. This is exactly what is implied in the objection stat-

The Nytiya ex- The Q^jection shows that the Naiya-
Pedient- yika3 cieariy saw the error into which
Aristotle fell, and they tried to escape fiom 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. '<£1T j ; 
and secondly, even granting that we have ascertained all the 
cases, how do we arrive at the general notion of aiTT%, com
prising those cases but certainly distinct from them ? W - 
crit^ns^nr may be seen to exist in this case, and in that, 
and in a third, and so on ; but how do we get the superadd- 
ed knowledge that it exists everywhere ? The notion o f  
everyichere 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 at once distinguishes 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 certain assignable 
respects."2 Like Deduction Induction too is a process o f

1 Grote’s Aristotle, V o l. I, p. 278.
2 M i l l; System of Logic, People’s Ed., p. 188.
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inference, proceeding from the known to the unknown, the
n vnou n in its case being the general notion which is derived

rom i ie lvnown particulars. Naiyayikas however will not 
accepL- this, because they regard Induction not as an infer
ence nu as a kind of extraordinary perception ( UrUTiTm ).

‘ D' “ ps that although we can never actually observe all 
-he 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 3 Î%qrsTfR$r called qrraT«7- 

srwrtrra1. This kind of extraordinary perception has 
already been explained as the process by which after perceiv
ing an individual thing such as a We at once cognize 
Its *rm y * r ,  by the law of association. When two things 
are dosely 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 nor an y

It w not also ordinary perception, because there is no 
with smoke in all the oases. The process is there

fore something intermediate between perception proper and 
inference proper, quasi-perception, or a guasi-inference. 
spSTOm is thus a kind of immediate inference, and is there
fore more akin to perception than to srgrrrR which is concerned 
with mediate truths only. But how is this explanation to 
be reconciled with the preceding statement of T. D. that 
stttk- is proved by or reductio ad absurdum mode of 
reasoning ? The answer is that it is not *TTiR that is known 
by or any other syllogistic mode of reasoning, as Aristo
tle seems to say, but it is the that is so known.

is directly produced by which is the result
^  actual perception, while the fro? which proves 3srnixn,̂ rra- 
**** is accessory to it only so;,far as it dispels all doubts 
and makes the knowledge of a certainty. It is not
herefore correct to say that -Naiyayikas did not know 

inductive reasoning. They were quite aware of it and have 
even described it pretty accurately ; but they included it 
under This is quite clear from Kesava Misra's
statement, rWr =R

RTfR^arffiTT 1 s r -
essentially a mediate judgment, and cannot therefore

Q IT . B. Bom. ed. p. 65.
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include a generalization which is known immediately. Again 
this generalization has no use of its own beyond serving as 
a basis for a further deduction. Whether they were wrong or 
right in thus excluding Induction from inference proper is a 
different question, and need not occupy us here.

U ’ . . ____
12. Other varieties of STjJfTPT mentioned in a preceding note

may also find their equivalents in Euro-
r iet°ies Vn In d ia n  Pean logic- is deduction proper ;
and. W e s te r n  lo g ic ,  while 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. 
is the process of elimination, which closely resembles 
Plato’s method of Logical Division. Aristotle regarded 
Logical Division as only a fragment of the syllogistic pro
cess ; and similarly Naiyaijikas class under Hqfaynp
argrrrer1. The three-fold division of into -qrff-
f f£  and chiefly concerns the ffj, and is suffici
ently accounted for by the obversion and conversion of 
propositions2.

S ect. XLYI. W « m r r :.

Trie five members are■—1 Proposition, S Reason, 3 Examples,
4 Application and 5 Conclusion. Mountain is fiery,—this is 
Proposition. Because it has smoke,—this is Reason. Whatever 
smokes etc.—this is Example. This is like it,—this is Appli
cation. Hence it is so,—this is Conclusion.

1. Having distinguished the from the prra in
the preceding section, the author now goes

syllogism membered on to ermmerate its five component parts.
is technically called a v-m, which 

is defined as ‘ collection of the five proposi
tions, srftirr-etc. in a regular order.’ Gahgesa defines^siw more 
accurately as ^rFrprraif%jrTCm5TgtfrH^5TP^rH'?nT^q7.

‘ a proposition or a series of propositions producing the

1 V isv cm a th a : G o ta m a -S u tr a -  V r it ti ,  1, 5.
2 Se# Note 16 undor Sect. 44, p. 851, Supra.
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verbal knowledge which gives rise to the 'T’TÔ T ( t. e. in 
the hearer’s mind) which is the last and immediate cause of 
Aq.mitT. ' In other words |tr is a series of propositions that 
produce in another’s mind the same kind of 'T^wn^rr* as 
has already been produced in the speaker s mind by nis own 
mental reasoning. This fairly corresponds to Aristotle’s 
notion of syllogism, which is defined “ a speech^or enunciation) 
in which certain things ( the premises ) being supposed, 
something different from what is supposed(t.e the conclusion,) 
follows of necessity, and this solely in virtue of the supposi
tions themselves. ”  1 Unlike Aristotle however who gives 
three premises to the syllogism, the Naiydyikas make it 
consist of five parts or limbs (AAtR-), namely, Assertion 
( UTHsU) , Reason ( ), Proposition or Example ( AJuAor),
Application ( ) and Deduction or Conclusion ( ).
Assertion is defined as yniTMTU1 ‘ the declaration of the 
Anar as existing on the t a ’ 2 or 'TA5̂ .  as T. D.
Puts it, ‘ speaking of <TA as possessing the «TWT.’ Its purpose 
is to prepare the hearer beforehand as to what thing he 
should expect to be proved by the syllogism, and it is therefore 
analogous to the Problema or Questio of the older European 
logicians. After the Assertion is made, one is naturally 
tempted to ask, whence, or why, or what evidence ; and their 
answer to this query is the Reason which declares the mark 
or evidence that proves the existence of on TA. and
which is generally but not necessarily in the ablative case.
Every word in the ablative is of course not a %5,  ̂as 
for instance, in the sentence AA * I
srarswsgtA, is not a %?, although the word
is in the ablative, because it does not declare the 

Here it may be remarked that the two words IRJ 
and though often used indiscriminately, slightly differ 
in meaning, being the mark such as utt, while is the 

m qvr * the sentence which declares that mark.
The fit# as expressed in the may be similar or
dissimilar to the ATW, and thus the 5* is of two kinds

1 A r is to t le  Prior. Amlyt. B k . i, Ch, 1, Sec. <■

2 G. S. I ,1, 33
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and cqffryup. When the Reason is given, the question would 
naturally arise, ( AVhy should the prove that triCT", or in 
other words, what connection can there be between the fire and 
the smoke which makes us infer the one from the other ? To 
satisfy this query, the third premise or 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 1 
T o  show this the sqrnr is incorporated witharfir r̂r and and' 
the combination resalts in ’TTTOSjT which is expressed by the- 
fourth sentence, Application or TTU’f. The last, viz, 
Conclusion, brings together all these several elements into 
one proposition, and thus enables the hearer to comprehend' 
the result at once. ffiJTWT is defined by Got am a as the- 
repetition of the ur%T as proved by the |ar,'1 and Vatsyayana, 
explains it as fixnxrfif s»T'T I -
qqqr wnJWf. Its purpose, says T. D , is to exclude-
the possibility of any uncertainty or contradiction as to the 
existence of The last three will be obviously either 
positive or negative according as the is or

2. The forms of these five premises are also settled by 
convention. First there is the Assertion

The five pre- qfiffr srfgtrra, in which the q-̂ r ( qqFT) is 
the subject, and the trrw is spoken of as 

its property. The Reason is generally in the ablative, but 
sometimes in the instrumental also. The S’jtth' or Pro
position has two forms ; in one the tnw and pnvpp 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 fir fir tT wfirrW ;
while in the other form the substratum is put in the locative 
and the and *TT<FT are expressed in the nominative, 
as in q=r T=T fW Of these the first is pre
ferred as agreeing with the form of other premises, 
although the second expresses the Sfint? better and more 
naturally. The has of course the T2T for its sub
ject with the as its qualifying attribute, and it I
is indicated by the general formula cW  r̂nr*T, aw*! denot- I
ing the W  and its qualification. Theci?,qn?r does not

“ la Y T l. 1, 31-5.
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differ in form from the sn%r, but that it is different in 
reality is plainly indicated by its formula frwrff cT'xjt, in 
w nich fT̂TT denotes the sense conveyed by the and

sums up the result of the intermediate premises.

. 3. The five-membered ?tTPT as described above considerably
The Indian and dififers from  the bipartite syllogism of 

the Aristotelian Aristotle, but a little consideration will
■pared.SmS C°m~ shovv thafc fclie difference lies more in the

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 
iree 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 in the 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, 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;

1e Sanskrit ̂ mr is a regularly constructed debate in minia- 
j^re. Aristotle’s syllogism only furnishes the skeleton, and 
he reader or hearer fills up the interstices ; in its Sanskrit 

c°unterpart, the speaker himself goes through all the steps 
and the hearer has only to follow him. Thus one is rather 
analytical or demonstrative, the other is expository and 
pbetorical. The rtTPT is more useful in discovering the

XLVL Notes- 265 °
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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 ?*TFr is more 
akin to the rhetorical mode of argumentation which was so 
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 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 syllogism is 

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 a sort of doubt accompanied
by a desire to have it solved. But how can there be an 
3hv.isV?TT in the beginning when the debate is not yet com
menced and neither of the disputants has spoken. This 
3TI*i&.$rr is therefore artificially created by the dogmatic 
assertion ( srm=rr ) of the proposition that is to be ulti
mately proved. Gangesa in his Ta'tva-Cintamani ex
pressly says “ ■qT’Ti« i+ 1 1 H <J 11rm-TTgnrfg m w  ^ q rTTH*n»T 
nmr ‘ ’  s 'M  i-+. (■> -tts?mu i+i 4-<fnvrr̂ rg mvrrmr ufH^mfr*T:. ”
This is the reason why the Sanskrit begins with
uf̂ firr and not, like Aristotle’s syllogism, wich the anfw- 

or major premise ; for the vrrfit ; being an undis
puted generalization, wall not give rise to any arm^TT 
or doubt, and so the argument would never proceed. The 
Sanskrit syllogism seems to be purposely framed so as to 
keep this 3Tr^87T alive until the conclusion is reached. The 
five members of the Sanskrit thus form a series of 
doubts and answers in a logical sequence, and the 
formed by them is a demonstrative deduction mainly intend
ed for the enlightenment of another.

5. The five-membered argument has been subjected to.
n .  Z I t  " “ ?.ese" ed 0,m c,ism’ b° lh ,fOT

syllogism criticized. Inose seeking brevity and
compactness censure it as being a rude 

and clumsy form of syllogism, while others prefer it to the-

■ G° ^ i x
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A r i s t o t e l i a n  s y l l o g i s m  a s  e x h i b i t i n g  “  a  m o r e  n a t u r a l  m o d e  

o f  r e a s o n i n g  t h a n  i s  c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  t h e  c o m p r e s s e d  l i m i t s  

o f  t h e  s y l l o g i s m . ”  '  B o t h  t h e  p r a i s e  a n d  t h e  b l a m e  h o w e v e r  

a r e  o n l y  p a r t i a l l y  t r u e .  T h e  f i v e - m e m b e r e d  Nyaya r e f l e c t s  

n o  d o u b t  m o r e  a c c u r a t e l y  t h e  a c t u a l  m e t h o d  f o l l o w e d  i n  a  

d e b a t e ,  b u t  i t  i s  f o r  t h a t  v e r y  r e a s o n  u n s u i t e d  t o  b e  a  t e s t  
o f  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  r e a s o n i n g .  T h e  f i v e - m e m b e r e d  f o r m  

i s  m u c h  m o r e  l o o s e  a n d  a f f o r d s  g r e a t e r  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  f a l l a 

c i e s  t o  c r e e p  i n  u n d e t e c t e d  t h a n  t h e  c o m p a c t  A r i s t o t e l i a n  

s y l l o g i s m .  I t  d o e s  n o t  p r o v i d e  f u l l y  f o r  t h e  c o r r e c t  i n 

d i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  q u a n t i f i c a t i o n ,  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  a n d  m o d a l i t y  o f  

e a c h  p r o p o s i t i o n .  T h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  U n i v e r s a l s  a n d  

P a r t i c u l a r s  i s  n o t  o b s e r v e d ,  w h i l e  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  

A f f i r m a t i v e  a n d  N e g a t i v e  i s  o n l y  p a r t i a l l y  r e c o g n i z e d  i n  t h e  

f o r m  o f  a n d  C o n s e q u e n t l y  t h e r e  a r e  n o  f i g u r e s

a n d  n o  m o o d s .  A r i s t o t l e  s t a r t s  f r o m  t h e  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  a n d  

i n q u i r e s  w h a t  c o n c l u s i o n  c a n  h e  l e g i t i m a t e l y  d e d u o e d  f r o m  i t .

H e  i s  t h e r e f o r e  o b l i g e d  f i r s t  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  e x a c t  s c o p e  
o f  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  t h a t  s t a n d s  a s  t h e  major premise a n d  s o  
t h e  m o s t  c o m m o n  f a l l a c i e s ,  s u c h  a s  t h e  Petitio Princtpii, 
w h i c h  g e n e r a l l y  u n d e r l i e  t h e  major premise, a r e  a t  o n c e  

e x c l u d e d .  N o t  s o  w i t h  t h e  Naiyayika w h o  s t a r t i n g  w i t h  t n e  

c o n c l u s i o n  a s  a  smT?TT a n d  h a v i n g  t o  f i n d  o u t  a  s m f f t  m o s t  

s u i t e d  t o  p r o v e  i t ,  d o c s  n o t  p a y  m u c h  h e e d  t o  t h e  w o r d i n g  o f  

t h e  o r  o f  a n y  o t h e r  p r e m i s e  s o  l o n g  a s  h i s  m e a n i n g  i s

i n t e l l i g i b l y  c o n v e y e d .  I t  w o u l d  i n  f a c t  h a v e  b e e n  i m p o s s i b l e  

t o  r a i s e  n o o n  t h e  f i v e - m e m b e r e d  Nyaya t h e  s p l e n d i d  s u p e r 

s t r u c t u r e  o f  D e d u c t i v e  L o g i c  t h a t  A r i s t o t l e  h a s  c o n s t r u c t 

e d  o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  h i s  s y l l o g i s m .  O n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d  a s  a  

c o n t r o v e r s i a l  w e a p o n ,  t h e  f i v e - m e m b e r e d  s y l l o g i s m  i s  f a r  

s u p e r i o r  t o  t h a t  o f  A r i s t o t l e ,  s i n c e  i t  f o r c e s  t h e  d e b a t e  t o  

r u n  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  c h a n n e l ,  a n d  t h u s  p r e v e n t s  t h e  a d v e r s a r y  

f r o m  s t r a y i n g  a w a y  f r o m  t h e  p o i n t .

6 .  I t  i s  a l s o  v e r y  w e l l  a d a p t e d  f o r  t h e  e x p o s i t i o n  

o f  s i m p l e  t r u t h s  t o  t h e  u n i n s t r u o t e d  m i n d ,  a s  i t  r e q u i r e s  

n o  a s s u m p t i o n  a n d  d o e s  n o t  t a x  t h o  b r a i n  a t  a l l .

T h e  b e s t  i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  t h i s  i s  t o  b e  f o u n d  i n  E u c l i d ' a  

g e o m e t r i c a l  t h e o r e m s .  E u c l i d ’s  m e t h o d  c l o s e l y  r e s e m -  1

1 Sir O. Hsughtan’s Prodromus p- *15, quoted-in Ballantyne a 
Ltcturas on NyZtya Philosophy.
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bles the five-membered syllogism. First, there is the 
hypothesis or enunciation ( srr%5tr ) that all the angles of 
a triangle are equal to two right angles. The three 
angles together constitute .the ĝ r, and the equality to 
two right angles is the fTTWT. The particular enunciation 
and the determination are only a special application of the 
facts declared in the hypothesis. Strictly speaking the 
particular enunciation\v. the real nra’jrr while the hypothesis 
is a further generalization derived from it. Then comes the 
demonstration which first gives reasons (fg) and then quotes 
authorities(T̂ T̂ rar). The demonstration ends with a summing 
u.p corresponding to qrm^r and introduced by ‘ Where'; lastly 
comes the conclusion 1 PT*TFT<T ) beginning with ‘ Therefore, ’ 
and identical with the enunciation. The whole is then 
wound up with a flourish of trumpets in the shape of a 
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

Essential com- essentially the same as that adopted by 
logism. ' Aristotle and the modern European logic

ians. In a legitimate syllogism, says J.
S'. Mill, 1 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 a 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 a Sanskrit Nyaya, 
namely, the the major term and predicate of the con
clusion, *T2f the minor term and subject of the conclusion, 
and the middle term, which being cognized as a gifrvrtf 
acts as a link to connect the s r o  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. p. 108,



■ th ey  t o o  h a v e  t h e i r  co u n t  . ; p a r t s  i n  t h e  f i v e  m e m b e r s  o f  t h e  

Nyaya. T h e  H U r m  a n d  s r ia S T  a r e  t h e  s a m e ,  a n d  s o  o n e  o f  

t h e m ,  t h e  nfFTSTr f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  m a y  b e  s a f e l y  d i s p e n s e d  w ith .
I t  h a s  a l s o  b e e n  p o i n t e d  o u t  1 t h a t  t h e  m e n t a l  o p e r a t i o n  

c o r r e s p o n d i n g  t o  TtTsrsT a n d  d e n o t e d  b y  i s  a  r e p e t i t i o n
o r  r a t h e r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  t f j ,  a n d  i s  t a k e n  a s  

u n d e r s t o o d  b e t w e e n  t h e  m i n o r  p r e m i s e  a n d  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  

i n  A r i s t o t l e ’ s  s y l l o g i s m .  E i t h e r  o r  m a y  t h e r e f o r e

b e  o m i t t e d  a s  s u p e r f l u o u s .  T h e r e  r e m a i n  t h u s  t h r e e  p r o p o s i 

t i o n s  o n l y ,  + h e  fjj o r  SWr w h i c h  i s  t h e  r n w o r  p r e m i s e ,  t h e  

3 n T £ * u r  w h i c h  i s  t h e  iiajor o n e ,  a n d  t h e  o r  c o n 

c l u s i o n .

8 . T h e  c o m p o n e n t  p a r t s  o f  t h e  t w o  s y l l o g i s m s  b e i n g  t h e  

s a m e ,  t h e y  c a n  b e  e a s i l y  c o n v e r t e d  i n t o
Mutual conver- h  o t l i e r  S i m p l y  b y  t r a n s p o s i n g  t h e  

*ion of the. two sul- . . .logisms. two remaining premises in the five mem-
bered. Nijuya, we get a perfect Aristotelian 

syllogism in Barbara of the First Figure. Take for exam
ple the hackneyed instance of a smoking mountain .

( n f ? q r r  )- -< n r «r r  n i g r r r a  j 

( ? 3 ) —
( )—nr nr 'jtrnrn tr ut%frr?r nur i
( n'rnn)—ni^^nr'nnwnnTu guvr i 
( fh n iT .T  ) — crw rs !T § T rra  'tI n : >

O m i t t i n g  t h e  S W T ,  t h e  a n d  t h e  i l l u s t r a t i o n

n n r  * r ? n w -  a p p e n d e d  t o  t h e  S ^ T f? n r , a n d  l i k e w i s e  t r a n s p o s 

i n g  t h e  t w o  p r e m i s e s  a n d  ^ r f f o r ,  w e  g e t :

nr nr ^  u *r gT%rrm i 
’■ jr T r a = <TUrri n  ’u rru rn irT

( B y  d r o p p i n g  t h e  u s e l e s s  a b l a t i v e  ).

=  q n f n n  y r p  o r  g u m  w n w  i 

p rw r a . rrnaT  n f ^ r r m  i

’ < t
1 See Note 5 pp. 336-7 Supra.
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When translated the premises will rum—
Whatever smokes is fiery ;

This mountain is a thing that smokes ;
This mountain is fiery.

This is evidently a Universal Affirmative in Barbara, 
corresponding to

All B is A,
All C is B,
All C is A.

Similarly an Aristotelian syllogism in Barbara csn be 
converted into the Sanskrit Nyaija by the reverse process,. 
namely transposition of premises and addition of uffTfrr and 

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 :—
U iW  ( rpjrq-: )
m UT H *T tTST?sprFj ( HSP )

nfd-f̂ arr!! ( )

Add trSw  and 3 W  and put the 55 in the ablative form, 
and the syllogism becomes a full-fledged NyOya—

U r u f t  JTSTr^fwFfra'; ( p r p  ) i

) t
*  m tj&xrxrftmr: (*rror:) ( ^ : ) w w :

TOT =3W?r ! 

rrWrfT<TT I
W e might arrive at the same result by taking only the • 

first three members, srtTTSTTi ?Rf and as the Mimathsakas
d o , and by ignoring the rest; only that in this case we shall

t ( l ) |  < S LTarka-Samgraka [SECT. XL V L .



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 and gfr altogether, and then take the remain
ing three in their order, so that the would be the-
major premise, the minor, and 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

Reduction. 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 Nyaya, as it does not recognize 
a particular conclusion. The reason why particular 
conclusions were disregarded by the ISiaiyayikas appears 
to be their uselessness. What the ISiaiyayikas wished 
to gain from an inference as from all other proofs 
was smr, right and definite knowledge, for it is this 

alone that has any scientific value. A par
ticular conclusion is obviously a vague and imperfect judg
ment. The very form of 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, that 
is, the minor term or denotes only some individuals of a 
class ; but in the Sanskrit syllogism, the must be a defi
nite thing, that is, either an individual 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 ae 
one object. Otherwise there can be no and there can 
he no having a particular object like the moun
tain for its iw .  In cases where the is inferred on a
number of things which do not however form the whole 
class, there is really no particular conclusion, but there are 
as many inferences and conclusions as there ore things,
The minor term being thus always universal, the conclusion i

\-S . ^tfecTi XLVI. J Notes. 271; J
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Nss-ŝ ŷ .vs&Js' -t
must be universal too. The case of Celarent ( E A E ) is 
more complex but can be explained in the same way. A l
though the Naiyayika does not deny the possibility of a 
negative judgment ( a t j mm), it seems that his con
clusion (fhmTfT) is always affirmative in form, the change 
from negation to affirmation being made by the simple ex
pedient of prefixing the negative particle (at or 3^), or 
adding the word sptra to the predicate. Thus a Naiyayika 
will say, not fh m r srrftcT, but or fh m ^ r -
«T^T6lffr. His tnWttr and m*TTT?r, which are identical, must 
always assert something of another thing, even though that 
some:king is an 3RTR"; the PTrirry therefore cannot be purely 
negative although the ^TTTft or raif be =gT?!7 r%. Besides 
purely negative knowledge cannot strictly speaking be a 
smT, because there can be no’snFT? in m g  and the definition 
rf ĵrf e will be inapplicable. Hence Celarent too is
not possible in Sanskrit. Whenever therefore’ we have a 
negative judgment, we have always to turn it into an affir
mative o-m by t!ie addition of 3TUTg or its synonym as 
is generally done in a 3T3TTR e.g. tneN far^PTcTT,
which simply tjanslated means Earth is not anything 
else. 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,1 and the distinction between 
these two is easily remowed 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 
circumstances.

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

Other syllogisms ™ Ce* t(iA eVtm in  In d i°-
accepted by Indian A n  anc]ent school of Naiyayikas was not
systematic. satisfied with the five limbs, but added

five more, namely, Curiosity ( PH# HUT), 
Doubt jW sw .i, Power of the proofs to produce knowledge 

(  i l^ u n r r fT ), Aim ( in fr a v r ) and Removal of objections ( ttstit-  
ogTHT). But they are, says 1 atsyayana, only aids to the

1. Grote’s Aristotle Vol. I. p, 223.



inference, not members of the syllogism, because the defini
tion of an ( *3PT33T‘Pf3) does not apply to them 1 The
five-membered syllogism thus became:the type for all Nai- 
l/atjikas and was accepted eve a by the T aisesikas. Other 
systematists however carried the pruning process still fur
ther. The Mlmavisakas recognized three members only, 
sn^TT, and while another school recognized $3 ,
33TjR0T and ^RtT. The Veciujifms 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-Paribhaqaremarks ■— 33 Iĝ ui-

^TfTufnr^q-RniRW 3 r 3 3 7211 34333^013
f.JTOf3T3.2 The Buuddhas recog

nize only two, and 3333. The author of Nyatja-Hindu
who was a Buddhist likewise mentions two bnly, nm̂ TT and 
$3, making the or a part of the §3 . Thus it will 
be seen that the weight of opinion outside the NyUya and 
Vaisesika schools inclines towards the acceptance of a tlnee- 
membered syllogism, which is practically identical with 
that of Aristotle.

11. Although the.e is so much difference of opinion as to
■ the number of the members of a Xyuya,

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., srm̂ TT (Fromise),

( sign ), R??T3 ( Illustration ), ( Scrutiny ) and
373Tf3T3 ( Repetition ).s Which of these two sets of the 
names is the older one is not known at present.

12. The case of one of the five members, viz., 3 ^ 3 3 13  or
«Tn1t, is somewhat peculiar, and requires- 

fee” 2 VcaUed rudzh7- furfcher examination, as it is likely to 
rava- throw much light on the history of the

five-membered syllogism. It must have 
been noticed that while the names of other members are

1. vnt. onG. S. 1, 1. 32.
2, Vedanta P aribhasa Calc, ed, p. 14.
3 -V .S . Up. Calc. ed. p. 397.
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significant, there is apparently no reason why the proposi
tion stating the ^JJTK should be called or ^ F f f ,

' except the accident of its containing, as a sort of an appen
dage, the illustration TOT TTSTRyr:. I t  is the first part of the 

containing *Trrt that is really essential to the syllo
gism, while the illustration is not only unnecessary, but is 
often omitted. I t is certainly anomalous that the most im
portant premise in the syllogism, on which in fact the infer
ence chiefly rests, should be reduced to the position of a 
mere 5ETOT, 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 has been
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. R itte r’ for instance says that two 
Ot the five members of if’a7iacfa,sarg u m en t“are manifestly su
perfluous, while by the introduction of an example in the third 
the um versality of the conclusion is vitiated.1’ The conclu
sion is vitiated because the addition of the example puts 
some sort of lim itation cn the general proposition, and thus 
takes away its universality. The most that Ballantyne 
could say to justify the example was that it is “a m atter 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. g But this explanation is not at all 
satisfactory. The universal proposition, if true and unani
mously accepted, does not get any additional weight by a
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 m is
chievous, and ought therefore to be discarded altogether. It 
was so discarded by the Vaisesihas who limited the pro
position to the mere statement of the surra, but the general 
practice of the Naiyiiyikas has still retained it.

0 —  ---------- ------------ -----

1. Bitter • History of Philosophy Vol. IV. p, 365.
2. Ballantyne : Lectures on tiyaya Philosophy, p. 36.
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13. Max Muller starts another theory to explain away 
the difficulty. “ But if we inquire more carefully,”  says 
h e,‘ ‘we find that the instance in Gotama's syllogism has 
its own distinct office, not to strengthen or to limit the uni
versal proposition, but to indicate, if I may say so, its 
modality. Every Vyapti must of course admit at least on® 
instance. These instances may be either positive only, or 
negative only, or both positive and negative.”  1 This 
means that the instance is intended to show whether the 
surm is 3TJUTU or ogfffti*. The theory is no doubt plausi
ble, and seems to have been suggested by the two kinds of 
instances, and msrCEPrT, recognized by the Naiya-
yikas ; but it neither solves the real difficulty, nor is it ab
solutely correct. As a matter of fact the and
are indicated, so far as they can be so indicated, in the curfa- 
itself, and not the OT?rT; while the latter takes its own 
character from the ?glf?r. It is the vrxfa which makes a 

either or and not vice versa. Take for
instance the proposition uw vrfprrriy ftu yrirsfr mf?tT man 

that is to say, gsr This
is a Hurarqicgn'H, if is the WTOT and VJW the W*PT, and 

will be a But suppose the to b#
UrmTR' and the to be *^PTTT, that is, we infer not fire 
from smoke but absence of smoke from the absence of fire ; 
then the same sgrfF will bo an spygyrTTjr and the will
be a So it is really the ynvtr and yrPPT that first
determine the modality of the s<TTTF, and then of the I ’SnvtT.
The will therefore be practically useless for determining 
the modality of the universal proposition, for when we know 
what sort of it is, the modality is already determined.
Of course the may often assist us in understanding the
scope of the cgmT; but the question before us is not whether 
it may be occasionally useful where it is put, but whether it 
1b 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 or
^T'tT. In one sense, however, Max Muller is right, probably 
■without being aware of it. We shall presently see how.

1 Thomson’s Laws of Thought, Appendix p . 296.

.
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14. The real explanation, if a conjecture may he hazarded, 
is. rather historical than logical. It is 

biggestfdanatWn no  ̂ ^ie 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 sqrnr was added afterwards 
when its necessity cams 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 
various references to it in different works on Nyuija. Modern 
writers like Annambkatta define as eTlfrgfaTPrfc

but there is no trace of this in Qolama’s
definition, rP̂ OTPTT SHTnT which
means that1 the is an instance which possesses an
essential property of the nri'err by similarity. ’ This definition 
obviously applies to the JTfTTO alone which possesses the 
iilVWIT U'fgH-rT, and not to the egrtH’TPPr. At the time of 
Gotamas Sutras, therefore, the five-membered syllogism 
seems to have run thus • tghrr | i rrgp-
jpg-. l a«rr -yF-tu i cT?rrPTUT i This primitive form of the 
syllogism at.once explains two things. First it accounts 
for the third member being called or fiTT-iT, because
there is obviously nothing but the instance in it. Secondly, 
it explains why the agau" which follows began with
frm, which seems to have been first used as a correlative of 
yvrr in the ’3'r? I $tot. The and the g igg  appear in
fact to have formed one complex sentence, uviT 
gyrf- ( As was the kitchen so is this mountain smoking ). 
of which the beginning with trsrr formed the relative
half, and the yqyq beginning with cT̂arr was the principal 
part, On some such supposition alone can we understand 
why Golima defines OTfPT as atTffntT-
q r̂, says Valsyayana, means ^rsrunr^r, • depending on the 

depending of course in the sense that the co- 1 2

1 G. S. 1 ,1, 36.
2 G. 8. I, 1,38.



relative sentence frmq qqfT can be properly understood 
^niy from its relative antecedent w  But this

oes not convey the full idea of qqsrq ; so it is further called 
an 3-q-JTsrr, ‘ a summing up ’ as it were, i. e. an application 

the sense conveyed in the qrrBfur to the present case of 
the mountain, which application is of course implied by 
the word frur. Gotama’s definition of qqqq is however quite 
unintelligible if applied to the syllogism as it stands at 
Present, for the 3*iwnr which begins with sm t cannot be 
the relative antecedent of the qqgq, and so there is no word 
of which cpqT 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 Ayuya, which rarely mention the 5qmr. DJiarmatrir/i, 
or instance, the author of Nyuya-Bindu, gives, as an illus- 
ration of a faulty |UT?rT, the syllogism, srfqfq:

^ r?T I ; while in another place of the same work
he quotes the stock instance thus, I qmTTiTR-

I srrtfT utt sffT I ( p. 109 ). This was therefore the 
original five-membered syllogism, but it was soon found to 
he imperfect. There was nothing in it to determine the 
^PRTrqqqvq of t?j, that is, to show the invariable concomitance 
of the *m-q with the At first the JSPtT 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 qq qq utp etc. was 
inserted. If a guess can be hazarded, the sqrrqqiqq was 
possibly at first inserted in the t̂ TTqq as a fqfpm 0f 
*rn-5Rqp:q as is shown in the above quotation from 
Nyaya-Bindu, and later it was transposed to qqrfqq. Being 
thus originally a subordinate adjunct of 5 3 , it became later 
on^an independent and the chief premise. Before the 
^Tth-TITT had come into the syllogism, the 3T?qq and 

of the ipr were determined by the fjr?fr, according 
*s tt had similarity ( qrq*q ) or dissimilarity ( qqrq ) with 

9 w o r ; but it was rendered practically useless after the 
T̂TTKqrqq had settled down as a necessary part of the syllo- 1

1 Nylya-Bindu-TikU, B ib l. Ind.p, 118.
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gism. Max Muller’s theory about the instance being indi
cative of the modality may therefore have been true when 
the was the sole member of the T̂ iyciT'-U'-fT. The com
mentator of Nyaya-Bindu declares in fact J;hê  same thing 
when he says, 3T H # r

‘ the or of the %g cannot be indicated
except by the fSBrT. ’ After the Hunt had become the chief 
and necessary part of the this function of the

was naturally shifted to it, and the fSTffT gradually- 
sunk to the level of a useless appendage. The conservative 
Naiydyikas have persisted in retaining it, but a modern writer 
Laugaksi Bhaskara in his Nyaya-Siddhanta-Manjari- 
Prakdsa, has the courage to declare *U«lb$T qr

‘ the employment of the instance is purely conven
tional and not necessary. ’ In this way the which
was at first the gist of the came to be positively
ignored.

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

The War of Athens against Thebes (T$T) was mischievcus
{ m w  ) ;

Because it was a war against neighbours ( )  ;
Just as the war of Thebes against Phokis was (̂ TT?cT).8

Both the ancient Sanskrit syllogism and the Greek Argu
ment by Example appear to be cases of an inference from 
particulars to particulars which, according to J. S. Mill, was 
the original and true type of an inference.3 1 2 3

1 iVytiya-Bindu-TikU. 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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Consideration of the sign is alone the cause of hath Judgment 
fo r  One’s Own sake and that for  An J hers. Hence Considera
tion is the Inference.

1. crTTJT̂T has already been explained, 1 and ît has also 
been shown why it is called or

The proximate 2 Annambhatta purposely
cause of Anumiti. 4 ^  ____ r . , , * „• p l uses the word r5Jlfyu*T5r, instead 01 simple
<Trwii, in order to emphasize his view that the real of 
3Tgl?rr̂  is the TSff'TTTfRT and not merely, as someday, and 
that the name srgJTUT is properly applicable to the icnpKn-Ssi 
alone. In T. D. he briefly notices the three views that 
have prevailed about the real proximate cause of 'iTJl̂ rcT.
The 3Tffirf^nTi according to these three schools of opinion, 
is either fi^ rra , or TTTJT5T. The fir s ts  the view of
the Vaisesikas, who accordingly name <SsEiWlrf as 
Sankara Misra the author of Upaskara sums up this view 
in the following couplet :

irrtrt ^  i
rT^UTg 5  V'-J 'A r i H ' l  +11̂  T.  ̂ d

is the because it is connected with T O
{ 3Tgrnr) on the <TST, is known to exist wherever *TCT exists, 
and is never found where trrw is absent. Sankara Misra 
argues that having no TOTTf after i t  cannot be the
^ynt which is always while if R if be the
qnTT̂ T itself becomes its aTPm. This view is summarily 
rejected by Annambhatta on the ground^that it leads to the 
absurdity that even a past or a future T&sf, that is, smoke 
which was once observed but does not now exist on the 
mountain or smoke which is not yet seen on the mountain, 
would produce the arfrfTO oE the present existence of fire. If 
smoke alone is the tfo i of 3TfT%fsr there is no reason why the 
amoke of yesterday or the smoke of to-morrow should not 
Produce an inference of a fire existing on the mountain to- 1 2 3

1 Vide Note 3 on Sec. 44, p. 234, Supra.
2 See Note 3 on Sec. 45. p. 255, Supra.
3 V. S Up. Calc. ed. p. 392.
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day. Hence the necessity of the condition that , in order 
to be effective for 3T-nTT?T, must be first observed as a 
that is, as a property of the mountain actually existing at 
the time of the inference. In other words it is the 7̂ 'TRHr5TT'T!, 
otherwise called TVI«5r, and not r%^nsr merely, that is the 
real of 3t«JTWTcT.

1
2. But one might ask why create a new of in the

form of the composite Tilt# which is a mixture of ÛTTRSTH' 
a n d  qr̂ JWHT̂ n̂ T, when you can as well look upon the last two 
themselves as severally the of ergfrrfh'. To this Annam- 
bhatta replies that it is simpler to hold the complex >mJ# 
as the one <̂JT of ĝiriTFf than to recognize two separate 
3?nns in the shape of sy and TSTWcTrfrR. Besides we
might have even agreed to this latter alternative if the T»T- 
j #  could have been altogether dispensed with ; but that is 
not possible, because TTrt# is necessary to account for the 
cognition which is conveyed by the OTW in a TITOTgHrav 
and which thereupon produces the srgmiH in the hearer's 
mind. If then T in #  must be recognized as the of a
qvrargnrfh, why have a separate for the ^mrrgTtrfr,
when^the same can do for both ? This reasoning is faultless, 
except that according to those who define as a im n g-

T *#, T in #  cannot be the TnuT as it has no 
coming after it. Hence the advocates of this definition of 
&nn, namely, the ancient Naiyayitcas, propose STTTHsmr to 
be the Tnvr and T in #  to be its °TTTTT, while the moderns 
who deny the necessity of EUTTRTrT and define sppir as TTOST- 
qtxr=cr=n%# TTTOT regard TOW itself as the Annamr
bhatta seems really to be vacillating between these two 
views, although in the text he has made the emphatic decla
ration fiSIpTTTinsr erg and his vacillation is due to
his non-preference for either of the two definitions of 
At least there is a glaring inconsistency between this pas
sage and the concluding remarks of Sect. 43 where he de
clares to the of srftrai.1 Had it not been for
those remark?, it could have been said with much plausibi
lity that, notwithstanding his obvious indecision as to the 
real definition of a TtiTO, Annambhat/a 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 q*or of PW$T was made simply in 
deference to the popular convention which from time im
memorial has regarded ST̂ PT to be the of srRTST and ^has 
thereby made the very word synonymous with
The book 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 <Pirora; 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.

SECT. XLYIII.
Mark or Sign is of three kinds : 1 positive and negative, 2 

purely positive, and 3 purely negative. That which ptrv ides both 
. positively and negatively is positive-negative, as for instance, 
smokiness when fire is to he proved. “ Where there is smoke,
'there is fire as in a kitchen ’ is positive concomitance. 11 here 
there is no fire there is no smoke as in a lake is negative con
comitance. Purely positive is that where there is positive 
concomitance only, e. g. pot is namable because it is know* 
able like, cloth. Here there is no negative concomitance of 
namability or knowability as all things are knowable and 
namable. Purely n-gative is that which has a negative concomit
ance only, e. g. earth differs from other things because it has 
smell; that which does not so differ has no smell, as water-, 
this is not like i t ; and hence it is not so. Here there is no 
positive instance ( of a thing ) tkat has smell ( and yet )

■ differs from others, because the whole earth forms the subject.

Having described the typical syllogism, the author 
now proceeds to treat of the mark or 

™ fre,a>on "r ‘ middle term, ’ which determines the 
character of the syllogism and also makes 

he inference valid or invalid. A mark may be true or fah-e,

‘ G°i^X
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and accordingly a is either -H"s.d or 3Tff^rj, the latter be
ing usually termed fsmmr. Before adverting to this dis
tinction, it is necessary to tell what a markin general means 
and how it usually stands in a syllogism. The author 
therefore first describes the three kinds of “ The mark
is of three sorts, positive and negative, merely positive, anu 
merely negative. Of these the first is in invariable con
comitance with the nrig both affirmatively 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 ’nvjTf ‘ 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 reside in all things, and so there is no 

on which the of exists, and hence there 
is no sqraT^ITTff. The example of the third kind is ‘ Earth 
is distinct from all other padarthas, because it has odour.’
In this case there is a fW'T^^T'cT where there is neither 
odour nor farsT? as in water or air, but there is no TTgstJSIva 
where both aw* and farira are concomitant. In the second 
case therefore we can have only an a r̂r-anTH1, such as qa’ 
vrsf smmT fT̂ TfiroraTg qsrr a?, but no such as qm-
fatpTfq qu% ?f3r STrav-cmfr rm%, owing to the impossibility of 
finding a corresponding In the third case we have
a smwvawff, usr gcTorer qn% ?T=r ;m?cT, because
we have no less than 14 odourless things ( the 8 dravyas 
besides earth, plus the remaining 6 padarthas), on which 
the srarcwrf ( difference of earth from all other things ) does 
not exist; but obviously we cannot have any 3T?qq-5qTra in 
this case, as neither nor gfsnftaoftf, which is the same 
as STOcfcq', exist anywhere but on £f$Nt. In the first case 
however we have both kinds of arrnr, because we can have 
both similar and contrary instances. We can say qsr qa 

trot wsrcir, as well as qq q # m %  qq qn%
q«rr awa*. The chief test therefore of discovering to which 
of these three kinds a mark belongs is to see whether there 
is any TTT>fi5'?Tf<T, that is, an instance in which the ^uw co
exists with the sg, and also a rqq-iTf̂ IvtT or a contrary in- 
tance in which »nw«rr* co exists with ^qqrq. If both

f(l)| ■
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kinds of instances are available, then the f^ a s jv e ll as the 
inference in which it is employed are a*s*H3iWTT«; secondly 
if the first kind of instance alone is found and no the
second, they are %5T55T^#; and lastly fifths secon y
found but not the first, they are

2. is defined by T. D. as the invariable^concomitance
of and vrr-’T while wraTSb literally 

Anvaya and Vya- meaning stun*, is a similar concomitance
C a- of their absolute negations. The ^  and

*TTtT* interchange places in the that is, the
T O  of which is the in the becomes
ancq- of the -IMT5! of W  the original This can be
best illustrated by three squares drawn with two sides of 
each coinciding thus

R C
E
g  .£■

E _______ ___________ F

I
H K !

-------------------*

A L G D

Let the largest square A C represent any class larger than 
« «  suoh as «w , the intermediate hgnre A F « »
sphere of HI®, and the smallest A K represent that of W- 
Now it is clear that the whole space of 'JW is JJ*er ‘
that of «Tf%, and so we can say ch as
A K will therefore comprise all similar tojtanp ftU
*Tfnra-, UWT55T etc. The gnomon E K G 1 
instances such as HimpftW where there is fire but

* ___
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' : ^ k®,' T“ a contrary ^ference from * r f  to w ,  tlie gnomon
. 11 ^  Wl11 correspond to an ?<rn% ( )  which 

vitiates a -mm  like spr to w .  The gnomon B F D
comprises instances where w nm r is co-existent with 
T^HPr. ^This is the region of wllich will justify
the anm, mi *wronr:. The figures also
show jlhat the square of being larger than that of 
¥*, is a w  of -<jh. Similarly, the Gnomon B K D 
representing mrmm is larger than the gnomon B F D 
which represents ^«rrar, and hence ijm*rpr is strmr 
of *r^nrnr, the intermediate gnomon E K G again 
representing the OTfft if the a m t is reversed. The pro- 
per =cr(rR*cimt therefore runs TO TO w m im
mm ’

3. T. D. defines a fr ro in fl  l %  as * that the m w  of

Kevalnnvayi. W“ ^.j6 ’ Md S *»t f M i
when its exists nowhere, that
is, when the STW, e. g. ^ T O T , is co

terminous with the whole class of existing things. It 
should also be noticed that the which T D
defines as itfRRmrmsrrTOUTOr, is that pertaining to the 
*rw , and not that of the |g, for the total absence of an 
SFTOimnr of the %g is not necessary for a sitor
For instance, the syllogism TOrflrTO: i | js
as there is no ■zmffxmzmm, TOrrTOxpg hti%  ft it mzmKvi dii% • 
but the t s  in it is not '^Rtm grhR im h, since t o ?  ex
ists in many places. The essence of a TOfrrofh  therefore 
consists in the ^  being co-existent with all existent 
thmgs 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 ^  of or 3TO-
W R  can be predicated. But, says T. D. , the and
7. , re eire 0 ore not those determined 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 is rafcher complicafced. Its
i- ; • e8S0nce consists in the mw being eoter-
Keva a- y . min0UB with ^  as in the example, swfr 

id-* i Here we can-

' G°i&X
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not have an ^pr^nTS, ^  ^  .^e'
cause everything that has as well as '̂•a^rtHT ,̂ i. e.
5T ^ rt, being included in ?1 W  itself, there is no iTCT^
■apart from the <TST. There are plenty of instances^ however, 
on which the W f ,  i. e. or is
found coexistent with ns*m*T*. Any of the eight sub
stances other than ^T%fr or any of the remaining six cate
gories will serve for such a rTOfTJ'SHfi'.

5. Here T. D. indulges in a little argument which is 
typical of the scholastic subtleties for 

How earth isprov- Naiyuyikas have become so famous.
t L Z S S L J ™  An objector starts up saying that w f *  

cannot be proved by inference^ on S t r 
and he puts down a dilemma. The i. e. ?cTHr? is either 
previously known or not ; if it is known to exist somewhere 
( elsewhere than earth of course ), then the HfJ ( *1^ ) ci er 
■co-exists with it or not. Now if the S3 co-exists with the 

in the other thing, thon that is clearly a and
there is an ; but if the %S co-exists with it in no
other thing than earth, then it is a peculiar characteristic 
of the and there can be no am * and no inference based 
on it. On the other hand, if theJTTCT itself is unknown,
then of course there can be no '• f
an awmifr, such as is a TW^TW, that m,
knowledge of a mountain, not pure and simple, but as ^  
firrw  ‘ characterized by fire. ’ But there is a maxim that a 
fiff^re thing cannot be known without the previous know
ledge of the ; for how can we know a unless we
first know what a zpw is. The knowledge of can
not therefore be had without our first having the knowledge 
of the But by our hypothesis the e. ™
unknown ; and hence there can be no srgmTtT like 
?T^r. Similarly as the knowledge of an <nwar depends on 
the knowledge of its the is also un
known, and hence there can be no ^  V **?'*™ -

nwapr'UTT. A syllogism is therefore an impos
sibility.

6. The above dilemma is fairly nettling, although ou 
author does attempt to give some sor

A passage in a  rep i v  to it in the concluding POT loQ 
< arka-Dipika ex- , v  ' , m u . naocftM  is involvedplained. the commentary. The passage is

' G0l%\



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 oiNtlakantha and the Ms. J, by transferring 
fche_ words to the preceding sentence, and
splitting sr '̂qnrqrurqT^^ir into R e a d
thus, the gist of the reply is briefly this. The w m  in the 
inference in question is not the cumulative difference of 
fourteen padurthas ( 8 substances+ 6 categories ) from earth 
which being unobserved on anything other than earth 
may be unfit to be a *P*. What is really intended to be 
prove on eartn 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 negations, corresponding to the thirteen couples that 
can be formed out of fourteen padarthas, water etc. , and 
residing in thirteen things, excluding that of which the 
negation is spoken of. Thus resides in the thirteen i
things, light etc. ; and ir̂ ffirsr resides in all things excepting 
light. Thus the thirteen mutual 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 urw therefore here is ^rr- 

rg.j-Tfu r̂nJifrn-He, * the simultaneous exis
tence of the thirteen mutual negations on one thin°\ 'And 
as no instance is known on which the existence of this mwr 
is previously ascertained, we cannot know whether the s<r 
exists there or not ; and having thus no knowledge of the 
m  Positive or negative, we can neither call it w r f i  nor

the firSt h°rn ° f the objector's dilemma is disposed of The second, that the ?rr*T being unknown
there can be no is also weak, because we have
seen that the which we have taken, namely

aSSfgateofthe 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 
negations may be severally known, their aggregate is still 
unascertained ; how can then the btwt be called sn%^ ?
Well, replies the undaunted Naiyuyika, I do not recognize

v l v ^ y l v 286 Tarka-Samgraha. f SECT. XTAWtV I  1



(fiTXLVIIL J Notes. 287'k jJ _ i

an aggregate ( ) as a separate thing from its com
ponents, and my t r a  here is not a fictitious thing like 
^5TTh, but the several negations themselves, which , being 
ascertained on their respective substrata UTthp.-̂ r),.
may be inferred conjointly on earth. Consequently there- 
ought to be no difficulty in obtaining a as
well as a sirrTÔ q'Tfa'. The inference is there
fore quite possible and valid.

~. We have followed the tedious argument in T. D.
simply to show into what absurdities the 

v a I a-vyatireki. Naiyuyikas have fallen by recognizing a
3PJfn>T. The essence of it, as 

is pointed out above, is that the is co-tertninous with 
The cannot therefore be anything but a peculiar 

characteristic of <T3T. Now how can the peculiarity of a 
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 a new piece 
of knowledge. But an artrrvrTTVTUiT is ex hypothese a new 
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 
SfipTR which involved them in so much absurdity. Two 
reasons might be suggested for this ; one is historical while 
tlie other is purely dialectical. The three-fold division of 

au  ̂sfiprPT is comparatively modern, but it is derived 
from Gotama,s division of into and ^rwro.1 The
two kinds o f?g  made the STW and HTOR also two
fold ; and thus the whole syllogism changed its character 
according as the Ihf was through similarity or dissimilarity.
The ^rrw or referred to was that of fsrFcT, and thus 
the TSTPtT was as it were the key to the whole syllogism.
When the f  ST'fT was enlarged by the addition of the 9mH3T5Br, 
and thereby itself sank into insignificance, the smiTT became 
the means of determining the character of the Iff and the 
3T3*TP* as regards their and %spfr, or, to use their

1 G. 8. 1,1, 34-5.
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i'S>- modem equivalents, 31^n%sr and ?TriWn%F?. So Jong as the 

distinction was confined to *unr, 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 am* might be used in a syllogism,
namely, either each alone by itself, or both optionally In
this way the mark ( rg jf) became three-fold, according as it 
was followed b y a ^ g  that was purelv or purely

or both alternatively. Hence modern writers like 
Annambhatta define a % = as one having an 3T?OTTrR or

X' *  01 b°tb. As most inferences have both kinds of 
*rrm, the class of 3T^r*mrt% % =  is the laPgest and also 
the most general one, while the other two are exceptional 
cases which are classed apart because they cannot be included 
■in the general category.

In one sense both the and may be
Objections. saicI fco be defective syllogisms, as lacking

one or more characteristics that are re
quisite for a sound deduction. Properly 

speaking, a deduction ought to be the inference of a particular 
or a less general proposition from a wider one; but in a fer- 
?5T^mr the mwriwstfTmFT is not only no particular case 
included in the mn% but the is actually co-terminous 
with the widest generality, namely, Existence ( w ) .
t h ! ? ?  +> 1D S- being co-terminous with

? ?  18 D0 m rm b6tween the two, or, if there
fn th e ?  i ° D- ’ ’ S c°*eitensive. with TO and «rar ( as
co exten m f r ? 1 *“ * >• The three terms being

the become equally wide and
f a v t  he ?  1?  g°US- The themselves seem tobavebeen half conscious of the precarious case of the t o *

for the reply they give to a strong objection, some 
times advanced against it, is anything but convincing. The 
objection lsdirected against itself. is the
result of TOTO, and <nrro is that is

which can arise only when the Hrawnsr-i 
is known to reside in %=. Now in a the wwr-

is the of and hence the grrcqf? or antfft
resides in 9TyTPnv. But how can a 11R, residing in one
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thing, namely ffr^ffffR, be the R5R0T of a quite different 
thing, namely ffiqvr or ukif, and thus produce the RriffRfiiff- 
TST-TfRrSR ? The Naiyayikas try to meet this difficulty by 
making STr’trVrtrcR a property not of gtfrqff but of T̂ TUffaT- 
n̂?T- 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 still more clear, if a STRfgnffffR 
he put in the English Oelarent ( E A E ), of which the major 
premise, i. e. STR^igrtff is negative, the conclusion also 
must be negative, while in the Sanskrit Nydya, we derive a 
positive conclusion ( SRcff g fg ffR ) from a negative major 
premise. This is absurd. The reply of the Naiyayikas is that 
though the sniff may reside in ffTWlffR the ffPR is still 
known as the of its 3RR which is ĝPTgr; and that
sort of knowledge of the ffRff being an accessory suffices to 
produce the requisite gnffff. Hence S.G. says ffrfgruTg r̂rqcpr- 
^rffIffq-Iff^pr^ ffPTJIffr <T5T?r%f^R fffcp?^. But this is a 
lame explanation after all.

10. The true reason for recognizing a ffffffR seems to •
_  , have been to avoid the necessity of havintr

vyatircki. a fifth proof called sm g.ff (Presumption).
The instances which the Mimdmsakas give 

of spqfqiri are all included by Naiyayikas in their
The analogous reasoning from or Redudio 

ad absurdum would also come under the same head, and in 
fact all conclusions that cannot be proved directly ( e. g,

5Tnr ffPff-ff sn<JTTfiffRrff) will be proved by the Naiyayi- 
kas by qR55RTrrc'f%. Those of course who , like the Mirndihsa- 

■ kas and the Vedantins, accept 3TsiWfff as proof, dispense 
with not only the and qRSRTflW but the whole
sjtS ?#  spjffR altogether. The strictures passed by the 
Vedanta-Paribhasa upon the Nydya doctrine of sjfsifft 
inference are instructive and deserve to be quoted in full:—

( staff'd ) _ sRnhOTRfafURTRqrRRa'rmRruRTariadfRffTvq--

ffrtRrq\4f a r t̂ r r  ffRa* ffroRfRngagqprrR i 1

1. Vide Note p. 243, Supra.
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A subject is one where the thing to be proved is doubted 
as mountain when smokiness is the reason.

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

A contrary instance is that where the absence of the thing 
to be proved is ascertained, as a take in the same case.

1 i n  t h e s e  t h r e e  s h o r t  s e c t i o n s ,  Annambhatta d e f i n e s  t h r e e  

t e r m s  w h i c h  c o n s t a n t l y  o c c u r  i n  c o n n e c -
Paksa, Sapaksa i j o n  w i t h  t h e  s y l l o g i s m .  “  A  m ,  place 

and Vipaksa. ^  - g  ^  0 Q  w h i c h  t h e  e x i s t e n c e

o f  t h e  t h i n g  t o  b e  a s c e r t a i n e d  i s  d o u b t f u l ,  a s  t h e  m o u n t a i n
in an inference o f  f i r e  f r o m  s m o k e .  A  ^  o r  s i m i l a r  i n 

s t a n c e  i s  t h a t  o n  w h i c h  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h e  t h i n g  t o  b e  

ascertained i s  a l r e a d y  k n o w n ,  a s  t h e  c u l i n a r y  h e a r t h  i n  t h e  

s a m e  i n f e r e n c e .  A  i % m  o r  c o n t r a r y  i n s t a n c e  i s  t h a t  o n  w h i c h  

t b Q negation  o f  t h e  t h i n g  t o  b e  a s c e r t a i n e d  i s  d e f i n i t e l y  

k n o w n  a -  a  g r e a t  l a k e  i n  t b e  s a m e  i n f e r e n c e .  Annambhatta 
h a s  g i v e n  t h e  s i m p l e s t  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  t h e  t e r m s ,  p r o b a b l y

n i e d  b y  h i m  f r o m  Guhqesa's Taitva-Cintumuni , w h i l e  

m o s t  o f  t h e  o t h e r s  s u c h  a s  t h a t  o f  N .  B .  a r e  m e r e l y  

v a r i a t i o n s  o f  i t .  T h e  m m  a n d  l ^ m  o f  t h e  l a t e r  Naiyayikas 
o f  c o u r s e  c o r r e s p o n d  r e s p e c t i v e l y  t o  t h e  i n s t a n c e s  b y  s i m i 

l a r i t y  a n d  d i s s i m i l a r i t y  m e n t i o n e d  b y  Gotama, a n d  

a r e  e m p l o y e d  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  s m n r e i m r  a n d  r e s 

p e c t i v e l y .

9 T h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  i s  h o w e v e r  o p e n  t o  a n  o b j e c t i o n .

I t  i s  prima facie i n c o r r e c t  b e c a u s e  i t  d o e s
An objection. n o t  a p p l y  t o  c a s e s  w h e r e  w e  i n f e r  a  t h i n g ,  

e v e n  t h o u g h  it m a y  h a v e  b e e n  p r e v i o u s l y  

as< ertained b y  o t h e r  p r o o f s  s u c h  a s  Perception o r  Word. W e

1 V e d , P a r .  C alc- ed. p. 14.
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have for instance the injunction of the Sruti, slum 3T 3R 
5V'-T: WffT r̂ Jprfstff HR[Wn%aW:' t in which 3TFRT is first 
directed to be heard and then reflected, and then contem
plated upon, sptijt is acquiring the knowledge of the Soul 
from the Vedas, while JlfPT comprehends reasoning or in
ference. But how can inference work if the Soul is already- 
ascertained by snoT, and is therefore no longer ? And 
yet the injunction being that of infallible Sruti cannot be 
groundless. It is not necessary therefore that the TfT in an 
inference should he Besides even in ordinary life we
often practise inference, although the UP2T 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 V̂ T, says T. D., is 
<-a thing which is the substratum of the isifTi as already 

■defined, viz. ’ ’.2 That is quite true,
but does the author thereby admit that the definition of <r̂ r 
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 absolutely, but 
doubtful for the time being, or doubtful in the precise 
way in which an inference ascertains the UTOi. The sflrgT 
for instance might have been known from Sruti, hut 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

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 4JTWT is still doubtful, even though it 
has been previously known,

3. It is rather strange that Annambhatta, after having 
described the general nature of a mark 

heL^at 1S ° ff00<i did not, before proceeding to the
or invalid reasons, mention the distinctive

1 Brhad. A t. Up. IV. 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 
Tarlca-Kauvtudi and Tarkdmrita. These essentials of 
are five, and are thus described in T. K. gqrnrf 

rr nrmm i ?itr
rRTvtwfTO, t o  uvw, f%q̂ T5jn-fi%.-, apqn'urrfwr^*!, -rmwm- 

%!%.' The five requisites of a good t<5 are •*-(]) existence 
on the "T̂T, of course at the time of making the inference ;
(2) existence on TOT3T : (3) non-existence on the iq'TST ;
(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 T̂TTO. The first 
three conditions are obviously deducible from what has been 
already said about the nature of the 'T»T, TOT̂T and iq<T̂ T. The 
latter two belong to the matter rather than to the form of 
the inference. These five requisites are necessarily present 
in an I'-t.' but the other two, and

being exceptional, are by their very nature wanting 
in one requisite each, and therefore pass on with four only.
The cannot have ftq̂ TSJJTlT̂  because there is no
I%rn in its case ; while a cannot have
owing to the absence of UTifr 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- r a w  produces 3TisfTlT%̂  and ;
that of suFTTUim-nwr^lT and ; that of
■fipr̂ iravq', and ÊtnjRor—toulU^tr ; and the
absence of the last two gives rise to gTTUffl and tusnaisr 
respectively.1 2 This will be fully understood when the nature 
of the several fallacies has been explained,

4. The author of Nyaya-Eindu mentions only the first 
three as the requisites of a good 

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

the form of the g j, and involve what are called material 
fallacies. He describes this rq+;qs?r thus “si^crf tpj- 
jSjĵ .̂ rTrLHhr ( i. e. q$r) uvqiur i totst im n  1 -sorq-at sqrursr-

1 T. K. Bom. ed.p. 12.

2 V. S. Up. Calc. ed. p. 160.
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n^rarsafPi;. The Vaisesikas too would seem to recognize 
a Tar̂ q-gTj. The whole Nyuya theory of valid reasons aiid 
the five kinds of fallacies is as a matter of fact deduced from 
this three-fold character of the fjj.

Sect. L I! ?;^rarai:.

There are five fallacies, viz. :—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
fa l la c ie s .  • , , .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 ffTmnr is capable of two derivations and two 
meanings. It means a fallacious reason, ( |a: ), if dis
solved either as f-jaaET̂ TTiTa ‘ that which looks like a fa; but 
is not fa, ’ or as faTTPUff: ‘that which resembles a |a;’
if dissolved as tab fat aruth: the word would mean a 
fallacy ( tgrta :), i. e. the error which underlies the ap
parent fa  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 fij^br and not on those of ^ f a .
The reason of this distinction is that a single f j  may often 
be vitiated by two or more errors occurring at once, each of 
which would fall under one or other of the five classes ; 
but their combination will not make a separate kind of 

Such a fa  might in fact be classed under as 
many heads as there are fallacies involved in it. Thus if 
we take the syllogism, #fTfj i the fg  w f  will
be found to fall under all the five heads of ftarurrr. Sinri-f

1 Nyuya-Bindu-Ttktl, Bib. In. p. 104.
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38



(’ ( Ja* jfe'94 Tarka-Samgraha [SECT.Vst|
\ ‘$l \ «nm« .w y x /  . . -JBl—̂

----<5 /
larly in 3?: rersT% ^Tfsrra;, the has fallacies of
all kinds. In ffiT VTftffFT 'iRTcT, the is of three kinds: 
srmTrT, Rf!TlH<T?r and *3re<rrr%5; while in 'Tsfcrr g%:,
the would be both and eqT«T?̂ Tr%;§:. If
the division had been applied to instead of %5 fPT, 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 NaiyayiJcas 
have adopted the better plan of classifying all the fallacies 
or errors that are possible in a ^ ,  and then denominating a 
5 3  which possessed one or more of them as fallacious in 
so many ways. The author of Didhiti remarks to the same 
effect : ‘ 3 + ^  ‘ ST^rhrW::/ ‘

^ I ’TTiiTTrTrrWTRr̂ PT 1 ^ 3 0 4 h rsqq'SIf : ; 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 'f3 3 i<Ts or fallacies and then to 
define a as one that is infected with one or more of 
them.

2. Annambhatta has avoided the difficulty by simply 
enumerating in the text only the five kinds of fsrljs without 
defining % r̂nrnr ( )  in general and then adding the 
definition of a ?33bT as added in T. D. The remark of 
Nilakantha shows that the word is used by the
author in two different senses in the text and in the com
mentary. In the text it means a , since the five class- 
names given are names of the f f s  while the definition in 
T. D. is that usually given of a ?a£r«r. The five errors in a 
S3 corresponding to the five f ^ s  mentioned in the text 
are given by N. B. as a r fo rr  ( discrepancy ), ftfrr ( con
trariety ), srr%<TST ( counter-balance ), * % %  ( inconclusive
ness ) and smr ( absurdity ). The five apparent reasons which 
derive their names from these errors are respectively called 
*r*rr$Nrrf ( discrepant, or inconsistent), ( contrary ),

(counter-balanced), (inconclusive) and sjrrUcT 
( absurd or futile ).



/ / y~

3. . T. D. defines a %3 fn? as 3Tfmr^Rgv'T^ W ^Rfm ru:,
„  . ■ ‘ that which is the subject of a right know-

■ofrea°on°rde êCtS ledge which prevents a judgment. ’ The 
errors named above prevent a conclusion 

that would otherwise follow from the reason given. Thus 
in the syllogism ^fr 5ri%JTrq; wra;, 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 argmRimsRTtP and the 
subject of that knowledge, namely the absence of smoke on 
the lake, becomes a But why say qvmfjTH ? The
word U'utst is used to prevent an erroneous knowledge of a 
?nr from obstructing even a valid erjwffT. As for example, 
our familiar syllogism TtfTT may be opposed
by an erroneous perception that there is no fire on the 
mountain. The however being only a wn
ought not to make the in giffr 'gf̂ rrra; smurar etc. ; and 
hence the restriction that the knowledge of sm* or any 
other mu&t itself be right knowledge, and not a »rr
merely.

4. The definition however is imperfect in another way,
■because it does not cover those fjTr'Ts, such as 3TW3TC, 
itmr, WgJTrsrfyT% and which do not prevent an
^3 Wid directly but only indirectly, by preventing
-or or TTTfTST, and are thus 3TR».irw§[ themselves so
far as aRTCTTfnTffrav'T is concerned. Nilakaritha therefore 
remarks, ^^r§,WRT^jT^fg^orglfffrRfTfprorT?gcTRr '̂ i arcr 

<Tfrit?TgR5r?»TspiTgsr m rTfr ?̂mR£rR5TfiT=PRif$ 
RRq-rm:. The word 3T$fflT?r in the definition is to be 

enlarged so as to include ergmrfT-PRr that is TORR, sqrrR^Ror 
whatever it may be. In this way and other

?TTs which directly aifect the STSmrfreFP&r only but not the 
îirrTraf, will be included in the definition. The same result 

might be obtained, says the author of the Didhiti, by taking 
to mean not a simple judgment ggfT'f,: 37%frra, but 

as g îfr sn%«R. Other writers
like T.K. avoid the difficulty by actually introducing the word 

after in the definition.

| ( l j  ( f iT
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5 . After knowing what a tgfr'T is, it is easy to define a
*25*5 as Another definition

Erroneous reasons a given by T. B. and Sankara
or fallacies. Mism  is W  %Hnrhn% T̂rfiJT W
5 3 ^ % ^  ‘ wanting in any of the five or
four requisites of a good I s ’. 1 This latter definition is 
simpler as well as more scientific, because it takes away the 
necessity of recognizing so many i&si'Ts, all of which can in 
fact be reduced to the absence of one or more of the five 
requisites of a

6 . Although all writers are practically agreed as to the 
definition of a Sfynmr, there is no such unanimity about its 
number. The chief divergence of views is between the Nai- 
yayikas, who on the authority of Gotama recognize five 
fallacious reasons mentioned by Annambhatta, and the Vaise- 
sikas, who following Kanada accept only three, namely,

and The divergence is not however
radical, for the last two, and srrrw, which Gotama
enumerates separately, are included by Vaiijsikas either 
under susmrung or under srsn^nr or zffaTFWZ as it is 
often called 2 3 Again the names of the several m s  are 
not the same in all books. Gotama names the five as sarm- 

f^^ -, rcptyprw, tiTOTrrw and ^uudw,. Of these 
the* first two are identical with those given by Annambhatta.

is defined as that which leaves the conclusion 
doubtful, owing to the opposition of an equally strong argu
ment on the other side,4 and is therefore the same as our 

A * r «r a w ts  is that which is as doubtful as the 
OTvy, and which is therefore 3Prai£. tfanfSTffirr corresponds to 
our srTT̂ rr- Kanada’a aphorism5 is a little obscure, but his 
doctrine is unmistakably summed up in the verse of an un
known writer, quoted by Prasastapuda,

I ‘ Kdsrjapa or Kanada declared three false 
r e a s o n s ,  and wrap*?. ’ Of these and

1 V. S. Up. Calc. ed. p. 159.
2 Ibid p. 150.
3 G. S. I. 2, 45.
4 G. S 2, 48.
5 Y. S. III. I, 15.
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88 °UrS’ While ^ Tvr corresponds to 
^T r̂np. A fourth one named 3Tff*prrffiT is also added 

wr l̂ers’ 'Jut ifc is» says Sankara Misra, identical 
and therefore comes under 3J%$7T%3r. Bud- 

is s, like the author of Ni/aya-Bmdu, adopt the enu
meration and terminology of Kandda. The sub-divisions of
■a, -i. ^  and 3Tra'i* appear to be the work of modern writers.

■
7- It is obvious that the difference between Gotama and

f  ormal and Mate mainly lies in the recognition of
rial fallacies. HfgRTTffT and glfufT. These together form
j . ,. . , a separate group of material fallacies, as
b p S ? Ui S,hed from the other three, which may for convenience 
m l l  / T <al fallacies- Many European logicians regard 

. U aEacies as being out of the province of logic, and
/Swot ^ai reasou may have prompted Kanuda to exclude ̂ r?sr- 

* | “ d ^  from his Est of t o * s. The exclusion of 
k-vr and 3mf^HRr < wllich correspond to the two

f' fffq-TTTT̂ r and grrm?r ) by some writers from among the
Ve recll,isites of a good maybe accounted for on the same 

ground. It must however be stated, to prevent any misunder
standing, that there is in Indian Logic no such clearly marked 

i vision of formal and material fallacies as was laid-down by 
Aristotle under the two names of fallacia in dictione, and
yari«K gXt?  t * ! ° nen- Tt w il1  bG later on that some neties of 3 * ^ % *  and when reduced to an English

material fallacies, while others are formal 
Sv1] jC1.es" The fact is that the peculiar form of Sanskrit 
m abr!Tf DOt permit a clear demarcation of formal from
M o t o lfu  Sun° / a re th e tw 0  s° separated in Practice
cenr f t l6 S 0  calied formal fallacies involve material miscon- 
cephons or overstatements, while almost all the material
allacies can be avoided by a strict adherence to the syllo-

eistic/c™ . The distinction is purely artificial, and has not 
»een observed by the Naiyuyikas.

(* \ S' JbU r. Lir. ] v , nl i



Sect. LIII.

The discrepant reason is one that coexists partially. I t  
is threefold, over-wide, peculiar and non-exclusive. One that 
coexists with negation of the thing to he proved is over-wide; e. g, 
mountain is fiery because it is knoivable, since knoxability 
exists with absence of fire on a. lake. Peculiar is that which is 
not found either in similar or contrary instances ; e. g. Sound 
is eternal because it is Word. The genus word is ubsent 
from all eternal and non-eternal things, and resides in Sound 
only. Non-exclusive is that which has neither similar nor dis
similar instances ; e. g. Everything is transitory because it is 
knowable. Here everything being the subject of inference, there 
is no separate example.

1. r̂strnT̂ TT is sqrrô Ptar ggjTrg: ‘ that which involves a- 
or discrepancy of the tg with the-

D is c r e p a n t  r e a -  - It ig defined as 3T$f?l7%q;, or ‘ co
existing with the XTTirr only partially.’

Thus if one says ^  <i* 1*^*1 i«ny ( W£T-
) g=f rnir the £ 5  will he 3rfonT%f? or-

n̂̂ FgKfT, because there are the earthy atoms which though 
are just as there is which is both 'iTTysf and - 

arivhu’. Hence the sutik is not correct; that is, the co
exists partially with the tTP3T, partially with the BTWTWR, 
and entirely with neither. Vdtsyayana explains the worcb 

as, PfRTfcnî T SrfP I 3TMrUrg£r̂ sT?cT: ! PRJtT"
F̂Tmu b (•ifi't.tFrfq-. gn y 1 h  qit-q 1 g»' The word

g^rr^mr implies the same thing, for ^ropgR or 
has been defined +11 >;q *1 6 sh H q 1 -i3  qru 1 11 ̂  ̂ ^ « , h q ts*j.,
that is, ‘ it is a property which leads to the proof of both- 
gTS? and its negation, and thus causes doubt about the rtw.
The H^rfwrr has a tendency to prove both and its-
negation because it is coexistent with both; and the - 
simultaneous knowledge of these two extremes, produces 

of the *TTOT which is 7WPPTfg-?r5TPT. Hence Kanadix 
calls 3T%*lPrl-E by the name of 1

1 Vnt. on. G. 8.1, 2, 56.
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2 . is subdivided into three varieties ^mnw

( Over-wide ) , p IN O T  (Peculiar) and 
lts three varieties. ( Non-exclusive ). Of these ?rTUHt!T or

the over-wide mark is ‘ that which is found 
both on the and the i t ® ,  that is, which co-exists both 
with and its negation Annambhatta defines a W-imrr 
simply as one that coexists with *nwr*U<, but the full 
definition would be that given by T. K. The

reason why Annambhatta omits ĥTS-̂ incg 
Over-wide mark. fr0m definition is that it is necessarily 

implied in an such as the ^mjT»vr
is, and need not therefore be particularly mentioned. As an 
illustration of tn̂ nraT 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 

being thus associated with both -41$ and yg-y HM, them 
is no reason why one should be inferred from it and not the 
other; but both cannot exist together and hence  ̂ the k? is 
fallacious. Similarly in <T3vir 'PRTPI the krj is WUTter,
being found to co-exist both with 'JH in and with
•pTJHTU in

3. The or Peculiar is just the opposite of
b e i n g  found neither in nor in T9W§T.

Peculiar mark. I<;6 absenCG in the T%ST is of course natu
ral, because even a goodkff is non-existent 

in m ar ; but the fallacy of 3WT*rc<JT consists in its being ab
sent in ?PTST also. If the PreTTO is over-wide, owing to its 
trespassing on the forbidden region of this is not
wide enough as it does not even cover the legitimate 
ground of *T<Ti?r. One errs on the side of excess, the other on 
that of defect; and thus both are equally falla
cious. The 3inrpjTm, in fact, as its name denotes,
is a peculiar characteristic of the which exists nowhere 
else, and for which therefore no can be found.
As for example, if we say, “  Sound is eternal, because it has 
the nature of sound,”  the nature of sound, isapeculair
characteristic of sound ; and being so, can lead to no valid 
conclusion. In this case the ’EUTifr instances, e. g. those 
having the tnw rkfUrsr, would be ether and other eternal

i
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things, while the iqqsr instances would be all non-eternal 
products, such as a jar. The exists in neither, and
hence it is called 3WTVTP[or.

4. The third variety of *n*TPPSTTT is (Non-exclu
sive ) which is defined in the text as ‘ one 

•mark!'eXC,US" e lllafc llas neither a nor a fqqar ?HT?FT, ?
that is, which is never present where the 

WcTT is present, excepting of course the qsr itself. Now 
this can happen only when all things in this world are in
cluded in <p?r, and so nothing is left outside the range of q$T 
that can he denominated or fifqsT. The definitions
given in T. K. and T. A. make this quite clear. They are, 

cr rrqqarq::, ‘ one in which the universality of 
things is the TST, ’ that is, one in which the tTT'̂ r is unascer
tained ( WR[J"-T ) of all things in the world, and there is there
fore no *PT3T or T=PT3T where the nTTW or its negation might 
be said to be ascertained ( ratin' ). The example given in 
the text is “ All things are transient, because they are know- 
able,”  where being the q̂ T, there is no *rq?r or fqq^T 
apart from it. But why cannot the individuals, says an 
objector, serve as or iqq^r ? that is, why cannot we 
argue, 1 HWqfq(3 l qer smqfq araTFTfqr# 1 qyjT vrt
■q% *■ S'U qr ? It cannot be Baid that the T̂P̂ r being in
TTq, it is necessarily so in q? and ; for first the rrr̂ T 
( nrturq ) may be TnfetT in the qJH’ at one time, and be rngiv;- 
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. and q* therefore which 
are certainly transient might very well serve as 
to prove on KW. To remove this objection modern
Naiyayikas define an 'tf^q^rfr as ‘ one in
which the *rr*T is only positively connected with the 5 5 , ' 
and so there is neither a nor a But
this latter definition also is faulty, as it would apply even to 
a *%<J. The proper  ̂ answer to the first objection
would be that in an although there may be indi
vidual things in which the STPTSTfq is ascertained, there is 
no sUTlIr either of the sfrqfqr or of the 5TT̂ tT% kind, since 
the conclusion itself constitutes the widest possible genera
lization. The name ( N on-exclusive) is given

Tar/ca-Samgraha. [SECT.
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to  this fallacy because the 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 pr=UT*î TT ? 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 -̂:q-r*R7T itself.

A '̂mr=3TT or discrepant reason has been defined as 
‘ one which is not uniformly concomitant 

vision e;xvlained d'~ with that is, which uniformly exists
neither with *rrs*T nor with r̂wPTPT. It 

is neither purely 3T?gPT, nor purely £gr?Tf!%, nor both com
pletely, but half of this and half of that. It is thus 
defective in either or both of the two requisites of a *T%?, 
namely, and T%T2TnrT̂ T%. Now there are four and
only four ways in which the two properties may be pre
dicated of a'Wjf, 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 and

; (2) absence of both of them •, (3) presence of 
tTg3T*m, but absence of TWT3TPfT% ; (4) absence of 
but presence of The first is undoubtedly a
case of as both the requisites are present, and may 
therefore be left out. In the latter three cases the ? ?  is 
obviously defective, and is respectively called stgWflR, 
tnNTmr and 3WPTPTJT. stiJ'THsm has been defined as one that 
bas neither a ?r<T§T nor a ; that is, there is no
on which the 5$J co-exists with nor a from which
the f(j is sgTfrT just as the *nw is. aPTgtffTft has therefore 
Neither of the two properties P̂T̂ rTTrST and fg’TSg^qiiln. The 
third case is that of a HTWor which is defined as existing 
both on the TPTSfi- and the fpPd ; that is, there is 
but no m*TWT?[%. The fourth is STOTiJtTvt which, as non- 
existing on both and instances, possesses only

but not P'ĝ TFrrg. Ths three varieties are^thus 
uothing but the three possible ways in which the 
i  defectiveness ) of a *?WT*r̂ rTT may occur.
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6. One more point remains to be noticed in connection
Kevalanvuyi and eSp6Cially the last two

Kevalavyatireki w 'Tkw and 3ittNN»r, namely, in what re— 
distinguished. spect they do respectively differ from %sr-

and r̂%rs. The in
stances of and sRmmur given in the text are very
similar to those given for and and no
distinction can at first sight be made between the two pairs.. 
A comparison of the ̂ illustrations will however show the- 
difference. Thus <nr?fr is a ffmRcrr, while
TT?TTSW';nT: is a The difference be
tween the two lies in the stst which is co-extensive with 
the the latter case, but not so in the first. Similarly 

m ir  Twrtenff or nsNTrrnr is %^*rra>r%, 
while M  gm#=rrg; will be 3Rmrmn, the difference 
being the same, namely, that the WTW in a is
eo-extensive with the but not so in the amPTRiJr. Now 
w'hy should this difference make one a good and the other 
a bad inference ? The reason is obvious. When the and 

coincide with each other, there is no or discre
pancy between the two, although we cannot always have a.

or T%<r$T?£TnT. The essence of ^mnynr and STmurwr lies - 
not so much in the absence of *PT3T or 1%T8T l^Ffr, but in the- 
imperfect generalization, the absence of the ^T?fr only indi
cating the "TrirUTT or defect in the anTR.

S e c t . l i v .

Contrary reason is that which is pervaded by the negation 
o f the tlrng to be proved, e. g. Sound is Vernal because it is -  

created CreatabilUy is covered by the negation of eternity or 
transitormess.

1. fo n t  or contrary reason is ‘  that which is less e x -
tensive than the negation of jttot isContrary reason. „  . , , ? ™ un 01 *r iw  ancl 1®
never coexistent with TTrrar/ As when we -
say, Sound is eternal, because it is artificial, ’ the reason, ‘artificialness' coincides with or

and not with WWT. W« have the m i*-



vfcrf+.rg (f=rrRRT̂ r uvtt r̂er, but not ^  ?r=r |<,iiî -
The 5 3  vm x? being thus mw^rsn^rr^, it^becoraes a ^  
or 5 3  of that e w r ,  and not of its sjTOTTT^ that i s ,
the artificialness of sound is exactly the reason why sound 
should be non-eternal. Thus the fallacy consists in drawing a. 
conclusion just contrary to that which would he justified by 
the reason. This accords well with Gotaina s definition Pi -s.•̂  

fritfrm r t ^ : ’ ‘ a 1% ^  is that which is contrary to-
the conclusion desired to be drawn.

2 . differs from tTHTRUT in never existing;
on the as the latter does ; while it differs from awTOTOT.

' in existing on the rig^r unlike the latter which does not.. 
The chief distinction between and 1% ^  is that in,
the former the is only imperfect or defective, while in, 
the latter it is actually contrary. There is only a discre
pancy ip the first; there is direct opposition in the second.

SECT. LV. •McSTT%W:-
The ambiguous or inconclusive reason is that wherein 

there is another reason proving the negation of the thing to e 
Proved ; e. g. Sound is eternal, because it is audible like any 
other sound ; and sound is non-eternal, because it is a creation 
tike a jar.

The tr«TKT<T£r differs from the in this, that while in 
the latter the very same % 3  which ought to* 

c A r & n c e d "  Prove TOT*W is given âs a reason for- 
reason. proving the ^FW, in "towfiTOpr the £ 5  which

proves frrwrmr=T is different ( )  from.- 
that actually given. For example, if we say ‘Sound is eternal, 
because it is apprehended by the organ of hearing, ’ the ??3 
Siven, namely sn̂ JT̂ T, does not prove ntsTf r̂; but neither 
does it prove rav-grqrnrrar. The srfgrgrg however is proved by 
another I 3  g wfffg, in such an inference as, ‘ Sound is non- 
®ternal, because it is artificial. ’ In the 5 3  is incon
sistent with WP3T in the same inference; in^rfgf^W it mincon- 
aistent with the ?TTW in a contrary inference. yrgfS'TST i&' 1

1. G. S. I, 2, 47.
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xv: • classed by Vaiiesikas under 3m%T, of which it is in one
sense a species ; but there is a clear distinction between the 
two. In gTTgci the 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 is proved to be false by
our actual perception of the heat of fire, according to the 
maxim ?̂qig<nT«rrrPT T̂cgrT. In *mrf?r'IST there is no such STPT 
of the inference by a stronger proof, but only a counter
balancing of two inferences, which, being of equal weight, 
are mutually destructive, but neither prevails over the other. 
This peculiarity of *Tr"srrâ T was well expressed by the more 
significant name sr=f;vir<*m ( Inconclusive ) which Gotama 
gave it. Gotama s definition of is 5TcR<nT%fflrr *T

g+rmiHrr1 i spptot is an argument and its r%?frr 
is the curiosity (fir r̂raT) or expectancy (3Tt r̂^n) 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 not 
remove this ^C'mirJrrr ; and hence a spprtrrgn is defined as 
‘ a t-r which though propounded for the purpose of giving 
a certain conclusion ( HTOqTWTfTS:) leaves the expecta
tion of a certain conclusion unfulfilled.7 It is therefore ST̂ OT" 
*nr, that is, as Vatsyuyana explains it,
* always remaining in the stage of a non-concluded argu
ment. 7 The word also conveys the same sense, but
rather distantly. The author of Didhiti interprets it as 
( ) rgrrorarray i cj «rrqr firnpT'PTiTsft
qT *TW r̂qTFPTEg:. To understand this
derivation, it must be observed that when there are two 
mutually destructive inferences containing the two 5 3 s that 
are srf^T̂ r of each other, the judgment is impeded because 
the two irgs give rise to distinct leading to quite
contrary conclusions. It is needless perhaps to point out 
that a *T?irm§T is such, only so long as it is of equal 
weight with its contrary ( jjwsrtfqfrar
ftfi' ). As soon as the STTOT̂ r becomes stronger by any
ireason, the former ceases to be a rpirfaw, and becomes
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1 G, 8 .1 ,8. 48.
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a m̂uTr. Thus if there are two arguments, one in harmony 
with the Sruti or any other aW'TT̂ FT, and the other opposed 
t0  *t> the latter is sgTOH on account of the greater weight 
of the former.

Sect. LYI. 3TT%^:

Futile reason is of sort* having non-existent subject, 
non-existent reason, and non-existent concomitance. Non-existent 
sujject is thus-— Skyey lotus is fragrant because it is a lotus like 
a lotus in a lake. Here skyey lotus is the subject, but it does 
not exist at all. A Non-existent reason is this — Sound 
is a quality because it is ocular. Here Sound is not ocular 
as it is audible. Non-existent ccmcomitance is one which in
volves h limitation or condition. Condition is that which 
Pervades the thing to be proved, but does not pervade the 
reaSon, Pervasion of the thing to be proved means not hating 
absolute negation co-existent with the thing ; while non-per- 
vasion of reason means having absolute negation co-existing 
With the reason. In 'the mountain is smoky because it has fire ’ 
contact with wet fuel is the condition. For instance wherever 
tflere ii smoke there is contact of wet fuel. Where there is 
fire, not necessarily is there contact of wet fu el; e. g. there is 
110 contact o f wet fuel in an iron ball. Thus wet fuel is the 
condition because it pervades the thing to be proved and does not 
Pervade the reason. Fieriness is a futile reason owing tn 
*he condition.

1. The fourth is ‘ inconclusive or unproved
' Asuldha or Incan- similar

elusive reason. to Trrw ), on account of its being as doubfc-
ful as the im gf An5TT%^|5is one that 

as the called erttrrt, and 3U%% is defined by Udaya 
J ^ i /a a s a m r c *  ‘ absence of
lhe rm^[ which consists in the true cognition of the 

as a property of the ĝ T; ’ or, briefly speaking,
18 the non-production of qrTfng. Hence errort has been

1 G, 8. l, 2, 49.
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■defined as any cause, other than a (which gives rise
to trsnireTT ), which obstructs the knowledge of As
-qrm^T ( ) is composed of three elements,
corresponding to the three terms of the syllogism, namely 
srmr, qsjmr and qifra&TT or %3 ?n, the obstruction to the 
knowledge of q̂ râ T will be caused by a defect or error in 
the apprehension of any of its three constituents. Thus an 
sniyg fry naturally resolves into three varieties, formed 
■according as the error lies in the knowledge of <T§T, or of or
■ of Emit. The first is called the second
and the third 5dl<arNiKi«d..

2. Annambhatta only enumerates the three varieties, 
without defining either snun? in general or 

First kind of j|-s grst fcw 0  varieties. stpspmtTs* is defined
Asiddlia. ftg > that is, a ‘
the subject or place of which is devoid of the distinctive
character of the supposed qjfi. ’ Thus in the example,  ̂ A 
sky-lotus is fragrant, because it is a lotus, ” the reasoning
would be correct if the W  sky-lotus were a real thing ; 
but being only an imaginary thing, it is devoid of the essence 
of the supposed <**, namely Here the not

simply, but or arem*? and
hence"’ the or the essence of q$rm is which
^fiver exists on an • In this case, being misled by the
metaphorical application of the word to *HWTTnb̂  we
attribute the qualities of a real lotus to a fictitious thing, the 
existence of which is quite hypothetical or unproved. Here 
the is because it distinguishes *FRrr-
n  — the q§T in this case, from other lotuses; and as 
itself is a real thing, the falsity of must be due to
the non-existence of its the qiMrmq, according^ to
the maxim, when a property predicated of a, qualified, thing 
( fifrsre) cannot reside in the qualified (iqsmr-) it is attri
buted to the qualification ( x%r%r̂ r 3 % ^ r o r -
jjtjvfsh'Wrd )• In the present instance there is on the q̂ r the 
p0n_existence of the qarrnq^f'P'dqT, that is, An

or qST however may be 5TT%5 in two ways, either by 
being altogether non-existent, as in the above example, or
hv wanting the character of q ^ t ,  that is etc.
Take, for example, srft* m m * * .  t̂du^HriqT srih u iw ld .
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^Here the tg  being identical with the 3 TW ( ), the
argument is mere T%qĵ TPOT, ‘proving what is already proved, i 
As there is no f%^nrrg- here, the q̂ T is wanting in the 
essential character of 'T̂TtTr, and is therefore 3Tf%3[. Hence T • 

remarks under the next section that according to ancients 
comes under 3TT5qqriqng, while moderns regard it 

as a separate HHWTTg and not a fallacy.

3. The second variety non-existence, is so called
T because in it the ?g itself is i. e.

non-existent on the <T3T ; as in the example 
given in the text, the ~pc =gTgq?q does not 

exist on Other examples of ^r^rrm^ are qrf foTg
’rjwtg, gruqr ’TTfwrg, wnvEnrrfTRT ĉTtfcqrg. or srsnfg- 

N'iliwln,, in all of which it will be marked that the 
?«S is non-existent on the q$r. It differs from smpimn? in 
this, that in the latter the sriwr is either false or not a proper 
,T̂ r, while in the former, both %g and errsrq may be real 
things but there is no connection between them, or rather 
the negation of tg , and not the tg, resides in the q$r.
’HWr? has many sub-varieties, such as S f  rw|, 
f^rqntTRT  ̂and all of which ultimately resolve
into the general characteristic that the tg, as it is taken, is 
mon-existent on the q$T. In this r aspect may be
said to be complementary to g?Jrrsq<g and srrrqg.
The three varieties of gWRmrc, as has been already shown ' 
turn on the existence or the non-existence of two of the five* 
requisites of a *T%g, namely *Tq£RTrq and ; while
gsriHq^r and qrPT?T are due to the neglect of the last two 
requisites. ^qgqrfgij is due to the absence of the first and 
the most important requisite, namely q̂ TWfW. Not that the 

is unreal or non-existent in itself, but that it lacks the 
essential character of tgqr, namely q^rwarr. The real defi - 
nition of a *qgqrr%3 [ therefore is g'ffr. q^TTgfvpqg.

4. non-existent concomitance or improper
limitation, is defined by Annambhatta as ‘a

The thlrd klnd- mark which has a ( suppressed ) condition 
(gqrrrq), that is, which is true conditionally 

'mly. T. K. and the older writers generally define it as 
tg: ‘ a mark which is devoid of the 

distinguishing attribute that is necessary to make it grtq-
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mvzr. "When the 5 3 , in the form in which it is given, is 
not known to be invariably accompanied by the ®TWT it is 
not Hrw=nT'-9\ that is, its is or doubtful. Such
a 5 5  is wanting in the proper 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 5 3  is different 
from what it ought to be, and its is therefore
questionable. A 5* does not exist on the tst I
■while a is not invariably associated with ®n®r.
In one the <T8E4«rtr is vitiated ; in the other the is
faulty. The stock example is q f̂ir
‘ the mountain is fiery because it has golden smoke. Here 
although mere OT is mfjantq-, is n ot; for the
additional epithet makes it a different thing which is not 
invariably associated with fire. In this example the

u® is not mere ijrpgr but qmaHnqurpq' or rather 
which does not exist on the 5® ; and hence 5 ® is

ĵcuFTTPr .̂
5. So far there is not much difference of opinion, but an

cients and moderns are as usual divided as 
Difference bet- the exact scope of this fallacy. In the

niodernsientS above example, the epithet qman®® is not
only superfluous, but makes the 5 3  unreal. Suppose how
ever we have iff. Here although the
adiective HI® is superfluous, it does not make the 55 actually 
false, and the argument will in spite of it he valid. Hence 
the moderns regard it, not as a case of 5;3T®l®, but only as 
a fault of language, called anqip (tautology). The ancients 
however include the case under because 31®^,
being a needless limitation of w ,  is as misleading as

and cannot therefore be the proper an«l3T3^?5$s W* 
The reason why this is regarded as c.mr3 ;3 TlH3E fallacy by 
the ancients appears to be that the addition of the qualifica
tion 3 T®!3 conveys by implication that unqualified *J® is 
not and that it is the limitation 3t®®r that
bringB it within the pale of the --WH. 31®^ thus becomes 

which it really is not.

' Gô X



6‘. Now this 5Tf%t% of i*TTTR may occur in two ways, either 
^  when the concomitance is not proved

is oftwCokinds!anCe owing to its non-observation in any other 
place, or when it is actually proved to be- 

false owing to the presence of some WHU or condition. 
Accordingly there are two varieties of (1) gTW*
Hig§-̂ r?<-i■- ‘ not concomitant with grw  and (2) ynTTPPE- 

‘concomitant with gUTT only conditionally.’ The 
instance of the first is su.'jpp VWRy l U'yc-mfSrfvr  ̂*T̂IT 
^R;, where the invariable concomitance of g w  and s f̂urTW 
is not proved. The cases of 7rrad«q-J7T and RfeyiT would 
also apparently come under this class, because there too the 
gjTTff is not proved. The other variety is that of a conditional 
WITH1 and is ordinarily known as grunTT? Iff. The familiar 
example of a g’Nlfu* is WcTr \f-H7 l«t where is not
ygggw  absolutely, but becomes so only when we add the 
condition stnbyggmg gfg ; that is, fire in general is not 
invariably accompanied by smoke, but fire in contact with wet 
fuel is. Hence the in this case, namely Trft is made gTW- 
".qrw only when we add to it the limitation STlifwggq'rgyTg.. 
The 5 5  is too widely stated and requires to be restricted 
to make the true. In one sense this case is the
converse of spnaggmOT. In that case the fallacy consisted in 
the addition of an unnecessary restriction, whileinthis, it con
sists in the omission of a necessary one. In both cases, how
ever, the is equally false, and hence the general
definition of a 5inctpgTf%:§- applies to both.

■ 7. After having comprehended what gJT»arsrn%5 really 
is, the student vrill be in a position to 

Annambhatta's understand and correctly estimate An- 
defnutwn. nambhatta’s statement that a grqrmr tg  is
*gretpqrfh-£. There is a difference of opinion as to the true 
meaning of this statement. S. C. takes it as a definition of 
syrcgrTTm' ,̂ hut it will be seen from what has been said 
above that grrmN- can properly be a definition of only one 
kind of gTTWfSTTT?R3[, and does not at all apply to instances 
like On the other hand Nilakantha seems to
take the statement not as a definition, but as a reply to 
those who class gprn w  as a separate tcsmrTg'. The inter
pretation 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 unequivocal statement of T. D.
SjJ-ffiJTrrfi!' wgrPT-l? ifTcT. We have no choice therefore but 
to agree with S. C. in taking the sentence as a definition. 
There are only two suppositions on which Annambhatta’s 
definition can be reconciled with the general doctrine of 

Either he included instances like 
and 3TS?": under itself, or he

relegated them to some, other head of ff̂ riWST. Both sup
positions are plausible and may be partly true. In the in
ference, for example, we can conceive of
an ^rn-T such as 3c<TRnm rrw, or W ,  so that
ether and other eternal things may not be £rrGr̂  simply be
cause they exist. Thus the will be Simi
larly we might regard as an instance of T̂k̂ T-
f^R[, since, there being no such thing as in the
world, the gff is non-existent on the ĝ r. In this manner 
we can perhaps justify Annambhutta's definition ; but the 
fact that it is inconsistent with the express views of other 
eminent authorities such as Gangesa, Raghunatha, and Vis- 
vanalha is undeniable. On the other hand there is a 
distinct school of writers who exclude even the 
proper from the class of stflnsc 13. and put it under g-?rni- 
^TT; and their reasoning is very plausible. STymr, they say, 
vitiates WITH', which in its turn destroys TCTÔT. TTTN is 
therefore not a direct cause of STgftrfsgTHgvq. pro
duces wt»Ntt of WITH, and that WTvr̂ TT obstructs the srg- 
fwra. SHrfa therefore being 3T«r*n%§[ is not itself a 
the real in all t̂he yiMii-y* gijs being the which
springs from HHITH. Hence is in fact only a spe
cies of rrwr^yK. The difference between this view and 
the generally accepted opinion is that the former includes 
the Tfmr-jRg under because there is the -ui’g-qif,
while tlmjatter includes it under because there
is the 3trt%  of wrfji.

8 . A question here arises as to what distinction can be 
made between wwgTT and of wrnh

gufshed from'Vya- The distinction is important, because it is 
bhicdra. that on which the difference between a wr-

eVf'»rw [̂ and a ttphtct depends-
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.Apparently the two are identical, because both of them 
denote the break of the invariable concomitance of pt<3T and 
53- The distinction is rather nicely drawn, but it is real. 
It is that csrwgrc is positive while is negative-

is the cause which actually disturbs the invariable 
concomitance ; 3TT*n% is only the absence of that concomitance.

is the certainty that the sutth is false, SfTtTRJ is the 
uncertainty that it is real, is therefore stronger
and more palpable, while stf%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 

$rieiEjr is of this kind, for we can neither say that
3TPntPr3r and tTr̂ T are associated, nor that they are not. To 
take a common instance, both gravity and elasticity being 
common properties of all matter are found invariably 
associated with each other; and yet we cannot say that 
one is squar of the other. The concluding remark of N. B. 
where this distinction is expressed in a peculiarly technical 
language, though somewhat obscure, amounts to the same 
thing. T. D.'s dictum that in T̂OlTTor there is starfa- 
^RT$mr, i. e. arprart, while in there is pffsre-
aTTH'5T»Tr5r, is really the same distinction expressed in a slight
ly different way. In trPTTPJT we are assured of the non
existence of an^rKPlT^, i. e. of the actual existence of 

while in we are certain only of the non-exist
ence of sqTnT, but cannot positively say whether there is an
actually O T f.

9. has been defined as PPmutP, but the mean
ing of the latter phrase cannot be under- 

flpadhi. stood unless we know what an is.
is a that is true conditionally ; 

but what is a condition ? Etymologically the word PTTtU is 
interpreted by Udayanacarya as flffiqvrKR stT̂ urra: 3TST- 
*Ttrra, ^ p f It is a thing which imparts its own
property to another object placed in its vicinity, as a red 
flower which makes the orystal placed over it look like a 
ruby by imparting to it its own redness, not really but seem
ingly. The flower is therefore the Similarly the all*
Pervading Akusa appears to have dimensions and form when
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circumscribed in a jar, because the TN i H H <-q of its trnr-T the 
■erar is for the time being imparted to it. sqrrg 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 
to us. 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 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 (511#)between wec fuel and smoke, for the smoke, 
being the immediate effect of wet fuel, cannot exist without 
its cause, the wet fuel. In other words iJST is UliF-git-4T
and euivguffgTU is the of -W. It is not however a
general rule that wet fuel exists wherever there is fire, for 
fire may exist on dry fuel or without any fuel at all, as in a 
red-hot iron ball. Therefore is^not the
of mft Thus which is the ygTfu of qyr, that
is the invariable condition on which the production of smoke 
depends, may be described as fftfT stfpnanw, that
is it is more extensive than 1-3JT and less extensive than 
It'is intermediate between the two, and is in fact the differ
ence by which the range of utr is smaller than the range o f 

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 tM! , this invariably checks us. For
if this syllogism is valid, i£JT being the HT5 T must be the 
grPTO of the But 3Tt|vtR#iTq is already shown to
be the of ’£TT; a fortiori must be
the 5TPT̂  of 3T§(. It is however shown to be the vpqrg-q: 
of The same thing thus becomes both and
3T5 TltT'£ of £TI%, w'hich is absurd. Hence the inference qir<rt 
vfTfypT cannot be valid, that is, the 5 3  srift if not a 
but a

We can deduce the some conclusion by direct reasoning, 
is the mt’VC 0 : OT and is the 5TPPP of the-
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WTtn. A fortiori eng is always the S’TT'PP of 'fW, and can never 
be a proper for inferring the since a |g must be 
always the Hyp̂ T of its PTWT. A syllogism, therefore, having «TT 
for its saror and si% for its or PPPT, is rendered mvalid on 
account of the presence of the OTIP?, i. e. en^jH^pfFT, which 
being •<£treTPPF and f̂pr l̂PPE may be expressed by the general 
formula, gT’dr-upT^ r̂ urn ppptt«tppe:. This is in fact the de
finition of 3̂ ni% given by Annambhatta, a definition which 
be has borrowed from Udayanucarya. In a valid syllo
gism, such as trifrr glgrrrg •-Jnrp there is no such ~TTPJ 
because there 9nf̂  and tjJT being and ?TPPT respectively 

is not PTWMrppF and nruvfpqppx. The defini
tions of TTTc'PSTrqSPg and given in the text are
easily understood. The first is the quality of never being 
the rnagfiP of any absolute negation co-existing with the PTOT, 
or more shortly, the property of never being absent where 
the PP2T is present. The second of course is just the opposite 
of this.

10. T. D. notices four kinds of :—(1 ) that which co
vers the ^nw absolutely,that is/universal- 

VpM htndS°f  ly ; (2) that which covers it only in that
form in which it exists on the *PfT: (3) that 

which covers it only when it is associated with ; and 
lastly (4) that which exists in the 3TWT independently, 31R:- 
^^^PTHTis an instance of the first kind, because it co-exists 
with smoke everywhere. An instance of the second kind is 

(manifested colour) in the inference gig; P'PSJP 
because co-exists with sr<P-

only when it is accompanied by But this
is not a necessary condition forgrg^Trg of all kinds 

since it does not exist in flTPfWPST. is necessary
for only that kind of snrr̂ T which is possible in the case of a 
thing like air, that is, the JTW$T of external objects. Hence 
^d^M-4-rq- is an for only, that is, sr«l$rf*
as limited by a property ( srtfibap"?) residing in the °r$T, viz.
*15,

The third is still more complex. In the instance 
N* iffr 3r?qanp̂  MPtPf is the aroft because the WTtS 
,,Rrŝ  is true of things only, and require*

t(f)l vfil
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to be limited by the qualification ^  *TK. is &<■
necessary condition for a thing being strst, only when
the thing is a product, since srmwr though not a *rnn*3 is
both and 3P?r?q-. ^  is therefore the of the
g^Tfsr of products, not of non-products, that is, it is 
q fi^ -aTTT̂ r?q-^nq^. But in the above instance erf^r being 
the tRT-TH, and 3TR -’l ^  the ^**P*BfR is
Nilakaritha here reads UTTUPit R'liyti "H’ '̂WTrT, thus making 
OTJpm instead of the T?r of the syllogism and adds the
remark 31=T 3ivqr* q^TWT *

But this appears to be wrong, for the syllogism, 
as put by NUakantha, will be an instance of?3T^rm<5 where 
|rj does not exist on the 7 f̂, and not of ITPTCPT̂  or ~JA 1

The appended comment is also incorrect, because ne
q̂rra" here is WT?TTqT̂ 3 »n:n'yTHrrigqr not because is not

a qsT'iHT, but because the 3Trn* itself cannot be a gar-W. 
Another instance of this kind of OTTPT is W W  i W T =  
?qTTT;, fh r rm w w , WsnHHU’Wi ‘ the unborn son of the woman 
named Mitra is dark-coloured, because he is a son of Mitr3 
like his elder brothers. Here sn+.gbfSfR' is an STT? because 
the dark colour is found only in those sons of Mitra who 
were born when their mother had eaten only vegetables and 
not ghee. Other sons of Mitra born after eating ghee are 
not dark-coloured, while eating of vegetables is not known 
to produce dark colour anywhere except in Mitrci's sons.

The fourth kind of OTTW is5IT»mnTT ftarRTT TrppqTrf , where 
tTrsrfg is because only those knowable things that are

(and not 3T?qrcTPTTq‘ ) are destructible. But again ^ i=«vf 
is a condition for 5TR?q’?=r only when the thing is a product; 
that is, it is the 3Trf% of ^Ur-INpy^rRRR', where 5TST?9" 
being neither the nor a T̂ tunr is an g^wNiW. Hence 
in this case the Tnra is g^t^ R-PRR f ^ gr. 1

1 For a fuller explanation of the doctrine of 360 B. P. 137-8 
and 8. M, loc. cit. Calo. ed. pp. 1*3-5. See also Appendix to this, 
edition.
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S ect. LYII. *nB*rt\

A reason is false where the negation of the thing to be 
proved is established by another proof, e. g. fire is cold as it 
is substance. Here coldness is the thing to be proved, and 
its negation is hotness which is cognized by touch-perception.
Hence the reason is futile.

1. The speoial characteristic of nTHTcThas been already ex
plained in distinguishing it from HFsnra<n*T- ’ 

ditteTreasoii°0ntra' Annambhatta defines it as ‘ a designed 
to prove a Wig, 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 will not be 5JTT%T or contradicted. 
Annambhatta! s definition of nirUcT is in conformity with 
the opinion of the ancient school that the knowledge of the 
W srnw  obtained by the other proof must be a certain and 
right knowledge ( srmfrPF.) Raghundtha Siromani and other 
moderns, however, think that it need not be sraTcfrgr. Gangesa's 
definition of which Annam-
bhatta’s definition is only a paraphrase, is simple and toler
ably correct ; but it requires one important qualification, 
viz. 3rw(vff5V, in order to prevent it from applying in the 
case of an W . Thus when we say qrinwfiwrw

the same g$r 3RT will have the W*T i. e. W in in one 
part ( ), and WTNIMF4 in another part
and yet the inference will not be nrfgK. It is therefore de
clared that in mincT the ascertainment of nTfgrnnr must be 
with respect to the whole <T$r, and not a part of it only.
The complete definition therefore is g§nnS7 WT%nrw:nPTTn- 
Wl, The varieties of this STTPIfT are enumerated, according 
as the thing apprehended by the other proof is g$T, or HTW- 
srfwtnf, or tcf, and according as the other proof is 

? w r , or 1

1 Sea Note under See. 54 p. 307 Supra.

3 BhlmScSrya NyQya-koso. 2nd ad- p 554.



2. It may ba remarked by the by that there exists much 
confusion as to the correct reading of 

C o r r e c t  r e a d i n g . [̂ r̂qqHrlruT, among different copies and 
commentators, probably owing to the 

doubt whether there can be a wfcsmsisr of but there
ought to be no reasonable doubt on the point after what 
has been already said as to the perception of qualities.1

3 The five “ fallacious reasons ”  having been explained, 
we may now take a brief survey of all of 

A  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  ^em together, in order to understand, if 
o f  t h e  f a l l a c i e s .  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 cmsoiy 
glance will show that the five f^PTRTs do not exhaust all 
the kinds of fallacies that are liable to be committed in the 
course of reasoning. They are professedly ic-grmrtrs only, 
that is, fallacies of the fg  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 
illicit 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 JgnoratiO Elenchi. 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 men*
tioned above, or there must be a separate group or 
groups of fallacies not alluded to by Annambhatta. A 
perusal of the standard works on Nyaya shows that both 
surmises are partially true. Like the tampers some writers 
treat of other kinds of 3TBTBTS also, such as a and a
iggl-flTyra', which are as much fallacies as the and
many of which have their exact equivalents in English

3 See Note t under Sec. 43 p. 3S3 Supra.

( ( f ) !  ( fiT
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• And that is just as it should be, for if the is 
3 to be mis-conceived and mis-stated, so are the 737,
T̂ T and the ZZFH. Many of these 3TPTras and especially 
of are enumerated in old works. 1 Again Gotarna

ionsnumerous fallaciesofargumentunderthe.two heads 
Iff and of which the ffgPTWs form only a sub
ion. Apart from these there are found in practice many 
lex cases of bad reasoning such as stsrawT
TsfjQv. Strictly speaking therefore the so-called ffvmra's 
ioned in Nijaya manuals form only a part of the possi

ble fallacies.

4. A little consideration however will show that all the
varieties of amnvr can be reduced to a

All fallacies re- grgTUTO'. A fallacy, in whatever part of 
ducible to hetva- ,, „  . ., ’ . , ,
bhasas. the syllogism it may he, 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 middle term, being the link which connects
the subject and the predicate of the conclusion, determines
in fact the character of the whole syllogism ; and so if the

1 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 a suitable form* 
be transferred to the middle term. This is rendered much 
easier in the Sanskrit syllogism than in the English, owing 
to,the peculiar form of the former. The chief thing re
quired for a valid ehffHlW in Sanskrit is a correct 'T’ riTli ; 
and a which is composed of three constituent ele
ments, q̂ tcTT, ĝ rvnTcTT and sjtth', is correct only when its three 
components are faultless Hence all the faults of a syllo
gism must belong to some one of these three things. When 
the fault lies in the <T̂ mfTT or tgOT, it is of course a % 7̂Hm 
Proper. The fault lies in <T§TKr only when the <T$T or minor 
term is a totally unreal thing, such as or when it
is a thing on which the does not reside. Either way the 
 ̂ or middle term cannot he predicated of the minor, and the 

*w°  0a®eB fall under srrsnriftr? and respectively,
77 ~------------- -------------------------------------------------- --------

“ ee for instances of these Nyaya-Bindu - Ttk'a, Bibl, Ind p. 91 «<. s*q.

.. L V II. | Notes. 3 1 7 ^ 1  J
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A third case occurs 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, 1 the gar or minor term is 
always universal. The minor premise, i. e. the be
ing always in the universal affirmative, the minor term is 
never undistributed in the premise. Lastly when the fault 
lies in the suTTFr, it can always be traced to a or a
tfrrn w ig .

5. Leaving aside all material or non-Logical fallacies 
„  „  . . _ which are ultimately reducible to somerailacies in Euro* r 7. . __

pean Logic. iauit m tne iTrffr, the strictly Logical or
formal fallacies recognized by European 

logicians fall under four heads. 1 . Undistributed middle, 2. 
the two Illicit. Processes ( of major and minor), 3. Negative 
premises for affirmative conclusion and vice versa, and 4 . 
four or more terms.8 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 terra is to be distributed 
in the conclusion, the conclusion must be negative • but a 
negative conclusion is inadmissible in Nyaya logic. An 
Illicit 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. All 

e semi-logical fallacies also come under Ambiguous Middle.
So all possible fallacies are reduced to three classes, non- 
Y? * 0.®1 faiIf*ci6s coming under the Undistributed
Middle and the Ambiguous Middle. Of these the Undistri
buted Middle is not possible in Sanskrit, as the anfikbm 
which corresponds to the major premise is always in the 

mivCf Gl Proposition, and must have a universal
m id d *8 S f  1-S subjQ0t But more this later. The Ambigu
ous Middle is nothing more than an or arsrffoi? tor.
Thus we see that all fallacies are ultimately reducible to 
some defect in the or middle term. The same can be

1 8ee Note on p. 874, Supra.
8 Whateiy ; Elements o f Logic; Bk. I ll, $ 2.
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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 °^ er 
works on Nyaya, which do not apparently 

Fallacies mention- belonK to the The twenty-four 3?TTHS 
ed 0ld WOrks• mentioned by Gotama' are nothing more-
than arguments based on false analogy or false distin ^
and can be easily reduced to 0f th° or
ftlTSTOUTs or points where an adversary can e - 
defeated, some like S W  .«J " »

« ■ » “ £ £ £ « £ £
lectical lapses rather * of Rhetoric, not
" » n t  “ d1 b 8 l 0 n I  ' r t h e s e t » m t y . t w o ' c a t e h i n B  p o i n t s '  v i s .

Losto, tfSsntjvro, 5PRtv, w -
srirr̂ T̂ r, srr̂ rntT, . . to be called

and can have any last but on0
logical fallacies. Of t mse nt js inconsistent with
are manifestly cases where the disputant is m
himself and his conclusion does not therefore touow ir
hUn,em,“ s oocuts where he employe one 51 m

another in the «rtS. AH these are ease, of 
snmsrfrn '(J. The fallacies proper are therefore me n 
the last PhreKTPt, named iprnmr. sl™’” Jy ‘ apart

« “ • a e ' l ^ r !  uttTWlor* a misleading miner falls under 
amratfiTT. arnrarror or false generalisation isn° j1‘l '!? t!° t *
S f c  o T S i  »»d K iMlu<1“d in * * * * *  °?

is not a inr in itself, but acts by vrtiahnsthe arrf*.TfweW
f%fy: srsIr-SHrTf̂ ra,. ^ra;» the examp e _  . jf wesay
because neither HTOT nor kp^t exists on ^  AgV L _  i8 a

because *l*TTT3[*n* being dou u ___ _____

1 e. B. V, 1 ,1 ; *e<1T- D-t*- 61-

f ( f ) ?  (fiT
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ing in the street, the is not TwacTffrwRTqi. All such
■cases of false or doubtful instances give rise to f̂u^RrF-PITS' 
and go under 3T%qrTRiT3a or y There are some miscellane
ous fallacies such as *mRn5TT%fi-, ^n r̂srr%x% etc. which are 
3TTCR* %ffs under different names. Lastly the complex fallacies 
known as s r^ stt, and =5T3vT; are only series of
two or more invalid syllogisms. In this way the five fcTrPTRrs 
named in the test can be shown to include all the possible 
cases of fallacious arguments.

7. The narrowing down of the circle of fallacies to the 
single head of tgtnr has the great advan

ce  %ea-foiadllassi- taSe of facilitating their detection. 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 fff, and see whether it possesses all 
the five requisites of a good 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 is
absent, the fallacy is either or If

is wanting, it is sftmTTyur or STff'rbftR. If 
is not found, it is or 5rrp^TT%g[. In

the sshth- is just the opposite of that assumed, and
hence you will find both TPT8=Rrr̂  and not only
absent, but actually reversed, that is, you will find 

and t%<T̂ raT=r. The last two %ĉ T*ire's 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 WJRVT and and as these are
caused by incorrect generalization, you have only to state the 
srmr in the form already provided msnr arffT or ^  q̂ r— <TsT ftst 
and then see whether the snfff as stated is warranted by ex
perience. If it is not, it is srfirqTOT and the syllogism is in
valid. In the Aristotelian syllogism the multiplication of 
ifigures and moods only breeds confusion and makes the de
tection of fallacies often difficult. The Naiyayihas, profiting 

•by the vast resources of the Sanskrit language, have con
sider ably minimised this difficulty by providing asingle form 
of syllogism which is both the simplest and the most elas-

‘ e< W \



~“ c a  ̂ same time. It is capable of conveying even the' 
most complex ideas in the fewest words possible. For ex
ample nothing is more difficult 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 this 
at once by simply adding wrisf to the word. This has 
enabled the Naiyaiyikas to dispense with all negative moods 
and thus reduce the syllogism to the single form Barbara. 1 
They have thereby avoided all fallacies arising from non
distribution of terms. In this way they have narrowed the 
circle of formal-fallacies to the single case of * ambiguous * 
middle, and reduced all ma'erial fallacies to a or

-.grm.

8. It is a useful exercise to convert the Aristotelian and
. , the Sanskrit syllogisms into each other.

yiyikaand’ArisU,- 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 vice 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 wrrg is to be put into an English 
garb, make such modifications as are necessary to put it in 
the most natural form sanctioned by the rules of English 
logic. ”  In a 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 
striking difference between English and Sanskrit logic 
is the absence in the latter of any distinction correspond
ing to the formal and material fallacies, or as Aristotle 
termed them, fallacies in dictione (in form) and those extra 
dictionem (outside form). The reason of this has been already 
explained. The form of the Sanskrit syllogism is so strictand 
circumscribed that an-argument put into it is at once reduced 
io a mere mathematical equation. The chance of any fallacy 
lurking in words is therefore reduced to a minimum Wha- 
tely divides the formal fallacies into two groups, one of

1 Vide Note p. 274, Supra.
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purely logical, comprising the two Elicit processes and the 
Undistributed middle, 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 strictly 
formal. The semi-fcrmal 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 a material fallacy, namely m m iw ij. The ambiguity of 
the middle term becomes the in Sanskrit, and when
once thatsmtpg is ascertained, we immediately know that the 
anra istqrwgfirr, 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 or =qrW"g|[*K.

9. Now we shall illustrate our remarks by a few examples'-- 
I. Take, an Illicit Process of Major ■

Examples of Eng- Whatever is universally believed is true ;
God’s existence is notuniversallybelieved;

.*. It is not true.
Or stated more simply ;

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

.’. God *6 existence is not true.
This is an invalid mood ( A E E ) of the first figure and 

the major term ‘true’ is distributed in the conclusion but un
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 is a not-universally-believed thing 

.'. God’s existence is a not-true ( untrue ) thing.
Translated into Sanskrit this will run 

isa'rwrTHsmrrrTTr i
3roivfoi£rtT3mi, or ^HyCraf^rronirra; i 
mar mg mWTwffTrtfg snarroifme- tut maTfr i

^ 2  Tarka-Safngraha. [ SECT. L w l  - A
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,, H,S7e Jt w il1  ,be 8een that the is not proper because 
,, 6 vvo *erms in it do not correspond to I f  and *rrsg. But 
 ̂ * r J? s n e r a l  Proposition is true; hence its correct e g R ^ #

^ i b e  arar fra- w r f ^ r f m r a n m - : ; t h a t  i s ,

v/̂ c 1̂ i®  t h e  OTWT i n  t h e  s y l l o g i s m  h e r e  i s
i. e. a r g s r a r r u r .  T h u s  t h e  I f  i n  t h i s  s y l l o g i s m  

s  h e f i T O  o f  ^ t w  a n d  n o t  ^ r a -g E g n a , a s  i t  a l w a y s  i s  i n  

- ‘  V a l i d  s y l l o g i s m  ; h e n c e  i t  i s  ^ T g r r g q r  o r  ^ q v r a T T % ^ r .  ' O r  

a t ^ r  t r a n s i a t i n g  t h e  s y l l o g i s m  i n t o  S a n s k r i t ,  w e  m a y  s u p p l y  

_  o u r  o w n  t iia -t  w i l l  s u i t  i t ,  n a m e l y  gg gg Tr^ rf? i r f r -

g a r  g r % ^ .  H e r e  i f  w e  h a d  a n y  

w h e r G  t h e  ( a r a $ r R ? j f t w )  c o - e x i s t e d  f o r  c e r t a i n

t h e  f a l i a c ^  w o u l d  h a v e  b e e n  
N o w  ̂ t h e s i f i f t *  o f  t h i s  l a t t e r  a r f f t  i s  g g  g g  s r a m r -  

J  * *  ^ W p r f T f g n ; ,  w h i c h  w h e n  r e t r a n s l a t e d  i n c o  E n g l i s h  
b e c o m e s  : A l l  t r u e  t h i n g s  a r e  u n i v e r s a l l y  b e l i e v e d  ” 1  b u t

. 8 18 n o fc  t h e  t r u e  c o n v e r s e  o f  t h e  m a j o r  p r e m i s e  a l r e a d y  
g i v e n ,  a n d  h e n c e  i t  i s  f a l s e .  T h u s  a n  Illicit process o f major 
m ^ E n g l i s h  b e c o m e s  H g p a T fg r % § [ i n  S a n s k r i t ; w h i l e  a  m *T - 
r^ 5 .  w h e n  c o n v e r t e d  i n t o  E n g l i s h  w i l l  b e  e i t h e r  a n  

Z?licit mc*jor o r  a  material f a l l a c y ,  n a m e d  b y  W h a t e l y  t h e  
f a l l a c y  o f  u n d u e  a s s u m p t i o n .

H .  T a k e  n o w  a n  e x a m p l e  o f  a n  “  a m b i g u o u s  m i d d l e .

. A l l  a n g l e s  o f  a  t r i a n g l e  a r e  e q u a l  t o  t w o  r i g h t  a n g l e s  

A  B  C  i s  a n  a n g l e  o f  a  t r i a n g l e  ;

• • A  B  C  i s  e q u a l  t o  t w o  r i g h t  a n g l e s .

T h i s  i s  c a l l e d  a  F a l l a c y  o f  D i v i s i o n  a n d  C o m p o s i t i o n ,  b e -

t i v  T  theLmiddle term’ ‘  a n 8I e s  o f  a  t r i a n g l e  ’ i s  t a k e n  c o l l e c -  
. v e i y  i n  t h e  major a n d  d i s t r i b u t i v e ^  i n  t h e  minor p r e m i s e .

I n  S a n s k r i t  i t  w i l l  b e  :—

s p t  ^ m r  f l w ^ r o R m :  1 
fs r i iu i i r « r a + d u i< g  1 f  s

%  g  f a % m T % j f i r :  q r r e m ft  f % a n a . f ui a m -' 1

P r S ! S i ^ Trf? ^ ’ a U d t h e f a l l a C y a t  0 n c e  a P P e a r a  h y  e x -  
fqn S t h e  c o r r e c t l y  g g  g g  r a ^ h i r f f a g ^ r a T g ^ r g r a

T h e  r9al * f * ^ c g  * 5  i s  not °# ro T  Simply b u t  
w f f r g ,  which does not exist o n  the T -g  ; hence the fc 3 i s

\y-®5̂rn''1 N otea ’ 323 3 -
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Or you can say that the real tg  is i%cPfoif%rfnPl’— 
nrrRT̂ cfw, which is not ^rnsranoT; and then the fallacy wilt 
be vtcpjrTtrr.

III. Take another example of an “ ambiguous middle, '* 
nailed Fallacia accidentis or Fallacia a dido secundum quid 
ad dictum simphciter :—

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

Raw meat is eaten.
Which converted into Sanskrit becomes ;-

Here the 5 5  i s a n d  the anfa1 is incorrect because- 
there is an implied condition Wefffwt1̂  *Urt. In the orig
inal, the middle term, ‘ a thing bought in the market'implies 
in the major premise “  as to its substance only, in the 
minor “ as to its condition and circumstances.” It is therefore 

ambiguous.
IV. Take this argument in a circle:—

Every rule has exceptions ;
This is a rule ;

This rule ( viz. that every rule has exceptions ) 
has exceptions.

.'. Some rules have no exceptions.
In Sanskrit it will be:—

‘ rwRui-rr H?mr arfi^rnr 1
WFptrrat 1
q=t m r ih m r 'i tra asr sjrfihsNfiaria: 1

This is because there is no on which
both *T1W and P̂Jsr are kncwn to be absent.

V. Take anoilier case of an Ambiguous middle.
Water is liquid ;
Ice is water;



•'• Ioe is liquid.
This is equal to :—

TflT i
^ ffiq v ^ T a  l

trasrsfhr qsrr pf^f^nrspS1 1

, is also pt^Kui, for we know’ that <H«'itiĉ r resides on
ae npr̂ r where there is no 5pq-;=r.

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 hut it does not follow from 

the premises, the only legitimate conclusion from them 
pemg Some human productions etc., ’ when it will be Darapti 
V1 the Third Figure. The fallacy is Illicit Minor. Translated 
into Sanskrit, the above syllogism will be :—

p r a q ^ r a r r r a  s tjttttw ’ I  i

S trT E rs rn i i

q= r q q  S fffn c ra  fra  f r a  I

This is clearly ^rrarra .̂

VII. Lastly take this stock instance of Undistributed 
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.

=  Tr^r R gqoTij; l 
rTHr̂ r̂ T̂  I
* ra  t r a  ? r jr r ra ra  f t ?  f r a  q s n  i

Here the ramr is s q T U % fra , because there is no on
^hich is absent, and hence the fallacy is trraTT&r.

42
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10. To convert a Sanskrit syllogism into English is much 
easier because there you have the argu- 

■krftXs,Jllolgism. Sa"S‘ ment already put into a syllogistic form.
I. Thus take for example =—

qrmm is-HiyU'Ki i
IfirTIHId I
vr U7 f̂ UT j?TOiI I

This is with as <i4(i*r, and will become
in English :—

Animal-killing is sinful;
A sacrifice is killing of an anim al;
A sacrifice is sinful.

Here if you insert ‘ all J before the subject in the mijor 
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 ’
I f you do not insert ‘ all ' in the major premise, then it is a 
fallacy of Undish tbufed middle.

II. Or take an 3TRPTRorHsgwgrt : -

srnmi f̂Trqpr i
mrg qiuiiRHTi -̂jrqTT r̂r i

W hich in English is equal to

All living things have m otion;
Our body is a living thing;

. .  Our body has motion.

*?e/ e major t e r m  is not distributed in the premie*
ftnd hence the fallacy is an Tli-tni* s •. b Bn illicit process o f major. The illustrations given in this ,„„n . ,, , .
nn. „„-n i, “  ls as w e l1  as in the last preceding 
note will show that no hard and fast rule can be laid down 
as to the correspondence of any w t o  with any particular 
Enghsh fallacy or vice versa. It is the mode of conversion 
that determines them, and cases often occur in which the

W 6n COnverted differently gives different

/ s s 0 -  ' G° i^ X
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Sect. LVIII.

Comparison is the immediate Cause of Analogy. Analogy is 
■Ike knowledge of the connection of a name with the object 
denoted by it. The knowledge of similarity is its proximate 
Cause. The recollection of an authoritative direction is the 
intermediate operation.

1. The third kind of proof is Comparison which is ‘ the 
. 7 ,, immediate cause of the apprehension (sw-

parison. ^  - known as Analogy. Analogy is de
fined as ‘the knowledge of the relation ex

isting between a name (^TT-WPP?) and the thing denoted 
by it The immediate cause of this is the
knowledge of the similarity of w  with nt, which is there
fore called The process of acquiring this qqftnH 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 3TTR ‘ worthy to be believed ')
■that a gayal ( Bos Gaveas ) is like a cow. He then goes to a 
forestand there sees a strange animal unknown to him before.
Ho then 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 ( 3TTH%̂twpft ) of the forester that a gayal is like 
a cow. Then, combining this reminiscence with his actual 
perceptive knowledge of similarity between 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 TTfJmr, for it is a knowledge of 
the denotative relation of the word gayal with the object 
perceived. “ This is a gayal ( 3W nqq;) means “ This 
object bears the name, or is denoted by the name naval 

), ’• that is, there exists between this 
object and the word gayal the relation of denotation (
«n^«rre ). This relation is the %T%T%%3nr, and the know
ledge of it is STfwffT. Two previous cognitions are required 
to produce this namely, the verbal knowledge of
the forester’s direction ( ) and the actual
perception of the resemblance to the cow that was existimr 
in the animal gayal. K



2 . Both these previous cognitions are indispensable to a
valid analogy ; but the question still re- 

The proximate maiDS which of these is the <rut of
and which is yS'+.m, that is, which is 

more immediate, and which is only accessory. The ancient 
and the modern schools of Naiyayikas are diametrically op
posed on this point : the former, i. e. the ancients, regard 
31icl^i 1 r-d p m as the r-MP I and l&-tr3n»T as ny 3-Tfn while - 
the moderns prefer just the opposite view. The recollec
tion of the 3nct4 i>T3V+*7m  is of course the WTTT according 
to both. Annambhatta here evidently accepts the view of 
the moderns, for he expressly says that the i. e.
the ngyMa’-uini^UVRiTST, is the 3RGT of STrSrm. He does 
not however seem to follow the moderns in taking the exact 
form of the <ssl£ild to be and not spt or

JTPTq̂ rr̂ T--, the difference between the t* o  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 tuto, says ppt f̂ TrHTfr-' i srnfTrgr-
UNUHffTrl'.1 Although the qJVm of is declared to be
the trr?TiU3TTfT, it is not the sole v̂ur, for an may
arise even from a knowledge of dissimilarity or a mere pecu
liarity. Hence S.^CXdivides 3^mpr ( 3ittot?petut ) into three 
kinds ̂  ri=a imhM rarDn ^T^TRT^THTTrg^mT 'sTITT UTrTiTurT- 

WRriTfSre-fqrr^rH' =r, * îppnrr is of three
kinds, viz the knowledge of an amimal possessing ( l ) a  
similarity, (2) a peculiar property or ( 3 ) a dissimilarity. ’ 

is an example of the first k ind; that of the 
second is JTrrfi+dri'yqd-.sî -; ( a rhinoceros has one
horn adorning its n ose); the example of a dissimilarity 
would be TOT ( a camel does
not possess a level back and a short neck like a horse). The 
word tfl&sir in the text is therefore to be taken as illus
trative ( 3T553TUT ) of the other two.

1 S. M- Calc. ed. p. 78.
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3. In accepting 3TOT*T and as independent proofs
Annambhatta follows Gotama. The Vai- . Comparison as an • •> " ,, ,, _ . . .

^dependent proof. se‘- as as well as the Samkhyas do not
accept TTfrPT as a separate proof. They 

include it under Sfgrrpr. T acaspati explains this view 
u„s j  sfa- rrsm-. i <ti i%

q-=r ugwW 9TtnrT a TM'(-!■' fiw I 5TVJT *ff̂ T5̂ T JTt-
i uiTJurr %u nw^Tsfr frrHgsr srfit nw? =rrspj? srir fr^rRira- 

^raipr i 1

 ̂ Ihe Naiyayika'•■? reply to this argument may be given in 
Nilakanthas words i- TXrfq-tFm q ^ m ^=m<^£WTqTra5TT- 
'T^meu*qi^i7f<73rrcfr urim-i smiaTr?;T*r%*rrg-: 1 <n§v??r ^ n r- 

'Tf^TrwWcRfH^r%^ni. The as
yarned by the Vaisesikas would be 'm  rqugt 1
nRn^ ’Tra 1 ^  ^  uqqq^qraic-qji. But our daily
experience tells us that such a siTfa-is not necessarily true
nor is at essential for the knowledge that a certain word 
oenotes a certain-object. Hence STHnr is different from 
-ine fact is that the concepts derived from analogy- are 
generally approximate or tentative only, not positive like 
. 0se ° f Perception or inference. They are very useful 
in pratical life, and a distinct proof must be assumed to 
, 'un'i v̂lem- Udayanacarya from whom Annambhatta 
has borrowed his dehnition of tr<mff?r has made this clear 
in the following verse in Kusumanjali'—

7%%^: TnqrqT: T̂%fTT TTf I 
srKr!Hfim 1 v x r ? q r ^ q n i j ;  118

The certain knowI 2edge(qR%? ) °f is regard.
eannot hpr6hf , T  lndePendent P^of 3TOR, because it 
cannot be obtained by any other known proof such as Per-

‘ C€J)lZOflt

Sect. LIX.
W°rd is a sentence spoken by an authority. Authority is a 

person who speaks truth. Sentence is a group of wards, e. g.
meaning V ’ 1 W°rd, ,S a thing havmg P°wer ( of conveying waning ). Power is a convention made by God that a certain 
sense be understood from a certain word.

1 SBmkhya-Tat. K . p, 278.
2 Kus. C ow ell’ s E d . I l l ,  8. an d  81.



1. The author now proceeds to the fourth proof, Word.
It is defined as “ the sentence or proposition' 

'ord‘ of (uttered by) a credible or authorita
tive person. ” An ‘authoritative person’ (3TTR) again is “ he 
who speaks the truth.”  Truth. ( *TOT3? =  Tqr^tfrs'iT:) is “ an 
object as it exists in reality.” The verbal knowledge (^ns^tru) 
of truth is the representation of a thing just as it exists. A  
proposition (^T^) which conveys such true verbal knowledge 
is q-xrrsN-JW, and he who asserts sue i a proposition is psttst- 
=StET or V. V. therefore defines an STTfr as U’&rHwrer- 
l5'i<4r*>'̂ Urq*11^Tp-i'RHMtyaTc'iwi’], ‘ he who conveys a
meaning ( fTTfq̂ r), that is the subject of a true verbal 
knowledge concerning the sense of the sentence uttered’; that 
is, a person is ■STTfr when the words spoken by him convey 

an(I a is when it accords com
pletely with the external reality of things. These definitions of- 
3TTR and TOT$r are very characteristic because they clearly 
show that according to Naiydyikas 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 3TTH", 
the author defines a qrrq as “ a collocation of words such as 
‘ Bring a cow, ’ ”  while a word is “ that which possesses the- 
power ( ) of conveying a meaning. ”

2. These definitions of a and a are very impor-
tant’ because they embody a particular 

Mimiimsa theories theory of which distinguishes
of verbal knowledge, the Naiydyikas from other schools, and.

which has become the subject of several 
interminable controversies. The Naiydyikas are on this point 
particularly opposed^to the Mimdmsakas who hold the doc
trine of 5Ti%:, while the Naiydyikas maintain
the contrary view, ^  3

3. The Mimamsd theory of the import of propositions is
rather;complicated. Along with the grarn- 

erwtrastedt>>eorieS marians they hold that the verb isthe prin
cipal word in a proposition ( ’HHjqrtiSiMR 

qrqu), because it is the verb that forms the copula as it were 
to connect a number of wordB into a sentence. If one only says-

r. ( ^  330 Tarka-Samgraha. f[ SECT,! v k b ,



^ 4 tT: we can make nothing out of those disconnected
words; but as soon as the verb reutcT 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 and ‘JW simply
serving to specify and define as it were that motion. 
denotes ‘ motion ’ in general ; the addition of limits
the sense to the motion of a particular individual, while the 
further addition of sntr 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 

— T̂f̂ r%qT, in which T%gr is the 
while the other two expressions simply act as limiting 
qualifications. All the words of a sentence aTe 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 in the sentence they denote the refill as. 
happening in a particular thing. Thus re  alone signifies no
thing, but when we join ren; with 3TT*PT, we at once know it 
to be that is, we know re  not
independently, but only as standing in some relation to the 
action of ‘bringing. ’ When each word is thus apprehended, 
as related in some way to the %UT, we get the meaning of 
the whole sentence in the form of that HfiUT as conditioned 
and particularized by the several substantives. This doctrine 
is expressed by saying fiRgrivre crgr TTRTT 5Tt%:, or as Annam- 
bhatta puts it at the end of his commentary, IKTf ( r%trr- )•

' fNA 5TfrFf?TH snvtPETT:.
4. The followers of Gotama, adds T. D., deny the neces

sity of thus apprehending each word separately before 
combining them in a sentence, when the meaning o f 
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 resides in the itself, and
not in the STTHrtMqs. Single words, say they, like re , re  etc., 
convey no sense, not because they arearaivre, but because the 
three requisites of namely arrarf̂ STT, tTMTU and ufirer,
are not satisfied. A  proposition or sentence is nothing but a, 
nu mber of significant words (^Tffire) which possess

k
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and fiMI% and the collective meaning of such words 
'w i l l  be apperehended even though there be no in

the sentence, e. g. sFTŜ TT T̂ 5̂ TrT5T9sf Y 'b u w h ich  designates 
a king in the town of Kafichl without attributing any 
action to him. Similarly we say spTcTT:, although no t%UT- 
gi-y*'!? can be supplied there for the only possible verbs 
applicable to iPT- aHrJr: are tTPcT or ( ) =nqvpr, but the
first is inapplicable, as there is no specification in stm of 
any particular time, past, present or future, while 
is inappropriate, because ‘time’ is unknowble by human 
beings. There can therefore be no T%qr?w in and
yet the words convey a sense because the above three requi
sites are satisfied. According to Mimamsakas and grammarians 
a proposition is that is, 'tw & fs j 7 =37^
would be interpreted as -̂rTUYof Hefc-qT̂ r%trr. But
the above example shows that this is not always possible; 
and therefore in such cases a proposition is 
ST'-T-t only, that is, the illustration would mean

fPifc?:. The consequence of this nice dis
tinction is that according to Mimamsakas a mnrr^rwwnpr 
or rtfq^l'W is alone legitimate, while a gFRT,
which they call sjshrr?, has no independent significance, and 
■can exist only as a part of another fgrqnrrq^ qr̂ pr. The 
Naiyaijikas of course consider both kinds of sentences equally 
significant and independent. Hence the definition of a WPFi 
in the text is (sirf?) which implies, as V. V. says,
that HTSYTrur ‘̂ w r ^ r  *m. • Verbal knowledge is
obtained not from one word (such as a raPTPCTra ) but from 
all the words together.’ 5

5, On a proper analysis it will be found that a proposition 
consists of a subject, a predicate and a copula. The predicate 
*s 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. I bus in the sentence "Man is mortal” , the attribute 
of mortality is predicated of man, and the verb is the copula 
connecting the two. In MrUrq-m?r wg'cq-: or umnsfigr we 
denote substantives possessing attributes. This view is 
very similar to the Naiyayika doctrine.
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and and the collective meaning of such words
will be apperehended even though there be no in
the sentence, e. g. srn^ri W h  which designates
a king in the town of Kanchi without attributing any 
action to him. Similarly we say 5R: although no f%*n-

can be supplied there ■; for the only possible verbs 
applicable to sttp are tTT% or ( 3?fsR ) but the
first is inapplicable, as there is no specification in srg: ^ y r : 0f 
any particular time, past, present or future, while =rpj;% 
is inappropriate, because ‘time’ is unknowble- by human 
beings. There can therefore b8 no T5PTr«"'M'-i in tpr̂ yr; and 
yet the words convey a sense because the above three requi
sites are satisfied. According to Mimamsakas and grammarians 
a proposition is that is,
would be interpreted as But
the above example shows that this is not always possible; 
and therefore in such cases a proposition is !T«mT?cTT̂ fr}rrf%- 

only, that is, the illustration would mean 
SRTTT'-fc'H«•'-!-'-scss?iii The consequence of this nice dis
tinction is that according to Minidmsakas a i%qT?rq-q,-iI-qq 
or RrvRTPT is alone legitimate, while a T%̂ |yhnY=P TPR 
which they call apraTSf, has no independent significance, and 
can exist only as a part of another i%Tnitvpp Tgpr ' The 
Naiyayikas of course consider both kinds of sentences equally 
significant and independent. Hence the definition of a q m  
in the text is (*ItK) 'TT*P3̂ :, which implies, as Y  Y savs 
ttrt ^  ■ Verbal k̂ rtedjis
" o l t ° ” Z , WO' d <SUOh «  * ) but from

5. On a proper analysis it will be found that a propoeition 
consists of a subject, .predicate and a copula. The predicate 

a .waps reso va e into an attribute residing in the subject
and the copula is the connecting lint showing the relation
that exists between the subject and tho attribute predicated 
!  *■ / . h“ S lh« sentence “Man is mortal", the attribute 

o f mortality is predicated of man, and tho verb is the copula 
commoting the two. In TarTOnr *TOr: or m rofei, ' w  we 
denote substantives possessing attributes. Tliis view is 
very similar to the Naiyayika doctrine.
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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 ?n%, whether it is regarded as an independent 
as the Mlmdmsakas do, or whether it is identified with the 
will that makes the convention, as the Naiyayikas hold. The 
Mimomsaka’s arguments for regarding ̂ TTrf; as a separate gTE* 
are summed up in the couplet:—

^  ft n

Power is not a subsance as qualities inhere ( in them ) ; it is 
also distinct from qualities and. actions. It resides in genus 
and other categories. It must therefore be regarded, as a 
separate category.

The Naiyayikas however refuse to recognize ^n% as a 
separate category on the ground that, as each substance e. g.

etc. is the object of several ?lf^s, to accept the 
independent existence of them all would involve *TRg. 
5$TT% is therefore properly speaking only apoiuer in a word to 
denote the meaning imposed upon it by divine or human 
will.

8 . But the question still remains where this ^$rf^.qT 2gT% 
is apprehended. In other words, what does 

ries°n̂ lCtin0 the°~ a wordlike ^  denote primarily : the objeo 
jar, or the common property jar-ness that 

resides in it, or both together? This is an important question 
as it lies at the basis of the several antagonistic theories of 

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 %g -̂rrr%, %gr^n%, 3TTO FW TO  and 
3TgT?. The first is adopted by the Mimahisakas, the second by 
modern Naiyayikas, the third by ancient Naiyayikas, and 
the last belongs to the BauddhasI The advocates of each of 
these views look at the significant word from d ifferent stand
points. When one says ’srenTRU', the speaker undoubtedly 
desires the thing, jar, and not: the class-notion, jar-fiess, to

1 Mammata : Kavya-PrakVba Bom. Ed. Ch. II. p. 80.
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b’e brought to him. That the =th% ‘ jar ’ must be somehow 
or other implied by the word ’gH' is therefore necessary, for 
unless it is so implied the hearer can never fetch the object.
Modern Naiyayikas rely on this simple fact, and say that the 
word UB" primarily denotes the The capacity of
being the subject of any act ( srUTSi'Jt+.'lfT̂  ) resides in the 
concrete object =UT% alone, and hence it is the ?TT% on 
which the ;H%?r is made. But there are insuperable objections 
to this view. If m  denotes a particular we would
require as many separate words as there are jars in the world 
and the on each would have to be learnt separately as 
they can have no connection with each other. As a matter 
of fact however there is only one word tie, and when we 
once know its significance as expressing a we
apply it to denote all objects having that shape. therefore 
denotes not a particular but the property cpragfatr?-
■Htsj. Further the word ’q? conveys many notions besides 
that of the qqf% ; it implies that the thing denoted belongs 
to a particular class of substances having some common 
properties, and it also distinguishes the 3ii% from other 
dissimilar substances. Thus the word 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 *rf we at once denote ■ 
the *fr5gf%, the class-notion ntfu-, and the peculiarity 
TTHtM which distinguishes a cow from other animals. In other 
■words, nr signifies sqr%, srrra' and stTUIW at the same time ; or 
as a writer puts it, 3Tfcfr ?r%H% ^  gfrni r̂r3&:. This was 
the view of the ancient Naiyayikas, and is apparently the one 
preferred by Annambhatta.

9. According to modern Naiyayikas words denote the scn% 
only, and the attributes come in by implication; that is, words 
are primarily ooncrete names. But according to the 3rrm=nf  ̂
Rkimanisakas words are purely abstract names denoting the 

only. The ancient Naiyayikas seem to have adopted 
a middle course between these extremes by holding that words 
denote neither nor but]
ttiat is, a particular object tqj as possessing the olass-notioa 

The reason given by T. D. for rejecting the % 5̂ntri?r-

x' .. JwfcOTy l i x . 1 Notes. 335 ' □ l  j
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^  is, that the actions of bringing and binding’, express- 
ed in the propositions and irffgsTrwr:, are possible
in the respective ^Tl%s only. I f a word signified only,
the sentence would mean and ^rf^rgsFwnr, which
is absurd because UeTf̂ r and cannot be separated from
the concrete objects. The Alimamsakas however maintain 
that the fact that 'HZ'̂  or *fr?* cannot be separated from 
the concrete object ( ) is exactly the reason why
the significance of the word TO or *U should, for the sake 
of <7TTO, be confined to the 3TTO, while the notion of 
must be conveyed by sttmt or necessary implication, This 
view of STraTTO was held by the Mhndni-
sakas, grammarians and rhetoricians, and is rejected by 
Annambhatta.

lO. The last of the four views mentioned above which was 
held by the Bauddhas was that the primary import of words 
was onlysrotf or distinction of all other different
objects from it. What do we understand, they argued, by a 
word such as TO ? Not an external object, because we never 
really know external objects ; nor the srmr, because snnr is 
nothing more than a mere conception formed by our mind 
and imposed upon what we call external objects. What TO 
then really signifies is that a certain thing possesses some 
peculiarities which distinguish it from all other things. We 
never know what TO or TO* is ; we only know what it is not, 
viz. that itisn otre  orgffir. Wehave therefore only anegative 
knowledgei of things, and consequently the import of words 
mus a so je 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 m both the STTHT and the but in different ways : 
that is, it is active or expressive in srrra, and passive or 
latent in the The Veddnta-Paribhasa says, TOrit*

* 3  smir 1 =̂rmt 5  *rr sum %g:. 1 
ib is  appears to mean that a word primarily signifies 3nf?r,
but its capability of signifying the class-notion is derived 
from its acknowledged connection with the concrete objects 

• comprised in that class. Thus ff%T* signifies the general no*

1 Veil. Par. Calc. ed. p. 17.
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tion of a trunked animal; but it does so because the property 
‘ trunk ' was found in the actual object elephant.

1 1 . 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 and
3Trm respectively, we might say that in words
are purely denotative, while in they are
purely connotative. Similarly in the 3TTfhRTSTj'P[%gIT 0f 
the ancient Naiyayikas they are both denotative and 
connotative, while in the theory of sPTtiT they connote only 
the differentia.

1 2 . A T ?  i s  d e f i n e d  a s  ?TtP ,  b u t  5TT%  d o e s  n o t  e x h a u s t  t h e

whole import of words. Every word is cap- 
power of words 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 3 t%, which is of two kinds, $n% 
or 3TT%UT ( expression) and ( implication ). The
first is created by 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 a <TT as is not on a ^ifnr^TT, for a
T? can never be unless it is also T̂tF. Each of these
two kinds of 3 f% or special relation is subdivided into three 
sorts, thus:—

31%:ii

f  1

; i
l l  . i ^  i " : i

*rfrr: 3rn :̂i%: r̂̂ rwrerr

1 3 . The expressive power ( 5TT% ) of words is of the above
three kinds ; and so wrnrds are divided into 

power. cxpressxve three classes according as they operate 
through any one of these modes. 3 TU or

___



:-338 Tarka-Samgraha i SECT. 1 ^ 1  j
i *'

etymology is defined aiWspsmK ‘ the power of the several 
Toots or component parts of the words. ’ A irforsp 3T5? is 
therefore one which adheres to its etymological meaning 
ani conveys nothing more nor less than what is implied in 
the parts, e. g. which, being compounded of the root 
<T^and the signifies s-s^cir. or customary
•significance is defined as *np[T*nsn%, the power of the whole 
word w'ithout 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 ^  
signifies ‘ jar ’ not because it is derived from 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, words in which both the
etymological and the customary meanings are partly re
gained. Words like 'Sjj/ST, or fT%3: 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 'Tĝ r 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 

has come to denote only one out of many animals hav
in g ?^ , such as elephants,^men and monkeys. Some mention 
a fourth variety named such as 3T%T, which may be
interpreted either by etymology or by customary sense 
independently.

14. All these varieties require the knoweledge of the
How Convention on the or on the ^ P T  or on

is known, _ tu > and this tjqSrT is learnt by the child
in various ways of which the 

described by T. D. is one. Eight of these generally re
cognized modes of learning ^r% are mentioned in the 
following couplet:—

srn F rer *rn *w m .- u

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 jppt
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is known by the similarity of a gayat with a cow ; ( 3 ) 
Dictionary, as of synonyms m ,  etc. ; (4) Express asser
tion of a credible person, as reEq^gf-sg: ; ( 5 ) Usage
of elders as when one elder person says to another ‘ Bring 
a cow, or Bring a jar, the child eliminates the common 
word 1 bring’ and thus determines the meanings of gr and 

( 6 ) Context, as in the vedic text gggg^ yggrg, the 
exact meaning of gg is known by a concluding passage ;

 ̂^Explanation by synonyms or paraphrase as 9 7 : 9-^57:,
^Kmr g*rra; and lastly ( 8 ) Contiguity with a well- 
known word as in n w m x A t  wgi f t #  m% the meaning 
of pt-f is known by its association with TTrf+.lf and guy.
Some also add signs of hand etc. as the ninth, as when 
one points a finger to a woman and says to the child 
W  ft JTnrr, the gesture imparts to the child the knowledge 
of the word JTT7TT.

15. The other kind of gfg is Implication, which is
defined as fgsm ggvg: ( tg ga-

Laksana or Im- „~rrr. .  . ,.plication. grsgrjg: (Tfggrg.-) connection with
the expressive sense of the word’. It is 

resorted to only when there is g7jgrg%qgi% ‘inapplicability of 
the primary sense in the context.’ In gjfrg'r grg; for in
stance, the primary sense of g$=r, namely the stream, is 
inapplicable because a hut cannot stand on the current; and 
hence g^T is made to signify the bank of the river which is 
connected with the current by ggm. It Annan,bhatta accepted 
the views of the ancient Naiyayikas about 5TT%, he follows 
the moderns with regard to awnr. According to the 
ancients the essential condition for 5*37017 was arvggmg- 
Tm ‘ unsuitability of the sgfgg or meaning of the 
sentence ’ ; but there is no such in
■examples like q»r%vgf grg T$gtTT or g # :  which by
themselves give a fair sense without any oĴ ngr, although 
that sense is clearly not the one intended by the speaker.
Hence T. D. says mfggfeggrg^igrgrsTg, oj^ngr is resorted to 
when the primary sense is unsuited, not to the gfggifgg, but 
to th8 ggrjfTicgg. The three-fold division of 7 Kgr into TTs^grgr, 
gfjTfiggrgf and 3rfg3Tff7gpgr is also taken from the moderns'.

is that where the primary sense is wholly abandon
ed and a now one substituted, as in g^ f^ r, where

/ s # * -  • e° i& X



signifies a child sleeping on a cot and not the cot itself.
In sr ĉ-fgpsrr the word retains its primary sense and conveys 
something more, as in'ST§wr where both those who have 
umbrellas and those who have not are implied, or as in 

jp j TStrnra; where all birds including crows are 
to be kept off. The examples of Mf ŝTff-wisrr are BTsq or
rT?TfrT&. where only a part of the primary meaning is retain
ed and a part is left out as being inapplicable. In BTOT ^qsrr: 

means qq^rt: while means qsRPT̂ rhfr
and so to establish the identity of the two we leave 

out the qualifications and cfrrf l̂snT. In av^wrer the
ttff denotes rffPTsTgr and ?q*r denotes JFrnanfrq ; so we leave 
out the properties TqrfotFq' and tftJ<JTc=r and make the two 
substances identical. A fourth kind, c5nfra,<7ifl'<nr, is also 
recognized by some, as in rt” FT, which primarily signifies the 
word aw: 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 is into or and JTfafr,
otherwise called srqRRqtfr. Most of the

Another sub-divi- above examples are of the first kind, where 
swn’ the implication solely rests on the un
suitability of srqUT'U. In umr implication is resorted to in 
order to suggest a third sense called spfrenr, as in *rfTUT qfq: 
the qualities of coolness and holiness which really belong to 
the current are transferred to the bank. This suggested third 
sense is called and is supposed by rhetoricians to be
conveyed by a third mode called

17. eqssHT is oftwo kinds STHTT and straff, but Naiyayikas re
cognize neither. T̂Tsfr, they say as in the

Vyaiijana not re- above example, is invariably included in 
tne n̂oTT̂ r̂ T̂TT and so need not be regarded 

as a separate mode.3ti$cfr is found in such examples as :—
*TE3- »t^T% %P£T?cT it TST̂ r- 1
FWTTT 5T?W HUT q q iq q  qftf STqpT II

Here the maaning conveyed by the speaker is rgqim^r- 
^  it srrmf%qi»Tt Hiqsqia' ; but this sense, says T. D., is 
obtained by inference, and so the process becomes

(l( I I  ( C T
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. According to Naiydyikas there'"ore ther j are only 
two modes of cmveying senBe, expression ( Itt> ) aid impli
cation ( ^ o r r ), of which the latter being secondary is based 
on the former. The definition of g? ( ) is therefore,
applicable in both cases.

Sect. LX, a  yd LXh .
Expectancy, compatibility, and juxtaposition are the causes 

of the knowledge 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 is the consecutive 
utterance of words.

A sentence devoid of expectancy, etc. is unauthoritative; 
e. g. ( the words) cow, horse;man, elephant are not authoritative, 
being devoid of expectancy, etc. ( The sentence)' Sprinkle with fire 
is unauthoritative for want of compatibility ; ( the words/ Bring 
a cow' pronounced at intervals are not authoritative owing to 
want of juxtaposition.

1 . sts?  has been defined as a 3 m , but an intelligible sen
tence cannot be formed simply by stringing 

Three requisites of together any number of words, as 3S-' 
a proposition. jj} In order to convey the combined
*rmra?the words require the aid of some accessory proper
ties, which are three, (Expectancy), 3fm T ( Compa
tibility ) and ( Juxtaposition ).

2. The simplest definition of is
‘ non-completion of the sense owing 

Expectancy. to the absence of some other word 
or words’. Annambhaita defines it as ‘ the 

inability of a word ( )  to convey ( ) the
whole meaning of the sentence ( 3 ^ 3 3  ), which inability 
is caused (3 5 3 ?) by the absence (m fnF) of so ne other word 

33ET*«TT). If one says simply a desire is at once



•created to know what about the jar, and is satisfied only 
when we supply some such words as stmm which completes 
the sense. This desire to know is called and de
pends generally on the exact form of the w’ords used. 
Thus conveys four notions, a jar (1T?), the objective
relation ( spjcgwPT ), the act of bringing ( STRT ) and the 
command ( the termination of Imp. 2nd s in g .);  and if any 
of these notions is wanting the sense remains so far incom
plete. The imperfection cannot however be made up by 
saying 3TPRRT although these words import
the same thing as 3̂TTRTU', because no is raised in
this case.

3. or compatibility is “ the non-contradiction of
sense. ” A word is said to have 

Compa bility. with another when the meanings conveyed 
by the two are not inconsistent with each 

other. Thus we cannot say or ^cfa1, 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

4. The third requisite is or srwra' which consists in
“ the utterance of consecutive words one 

Juxtaposition. after another without interval between 
any two of them." A STPFmf 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 effected. 
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. W hat consti
tutes 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 
errand because the words are placed in juxtaposition. 
eptklSgfrr, mvuar, and flTPTmr, 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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isdge that is required irrespective of their actual existence 
•or absence. If a man wrongly conceives them to exist in 
a sentence when they really do not, he will make out a 
meaning of the sentence, while he will not understand a 
sentence possessing all the three, if he fails to detect their 
presence.

5. Visvmutha adds a fourth requisite ‘ know
ledge of the intention of the speaker, ’

Intended sense. which is often as necessary for the 
right understanding of a sentence as any 

o f the preceding three. For instance, the sentence 
might convey two distinct senses ‘Bring salt, ’ and ‘ Bring 
a horse. ' stT^T^TT, dprUHr and 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 ocoasion, that is, 
which of the two things is intended by the speaker. This can 
he determined only by knowing the sr-TtftTffTtr, which agdin is 
to be gathered from the circumstances under which or 
the ocoasion on which the sentence is spoken. If the 
speaker is dining he almost certainly orders salt, 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 second requisite #pnrar as compatibility 
of a meaning must always be judged with reference to the 
particular ocoasion or the probable intention of the 

, speaker.

6 . Although Annambh'itta does not mention FTrf'Tĝ TR in
■this section, his reference to it in connection with cĴ rcrrT 
in the commentary on the preceding section leaves no 
doubt that he accepts its necessity. His definition of 
frrFgg, namely , is however faulty.
Words which convey a sense are not necessarily 
uttered with an intention to convey that sense.
A fool or an idiot sometimes utters words which he 
does not understand but which are intelligible to others ; 
a parrot pronounces words which have a meaning inordinary

IB. P, 8L.
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V jj^ j^ an gu age .-an d  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 '̂FTrrpw, Again, if a teacher expounds such a text wrong
ly 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 a book; there is no speaker'here 
and there can be no 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 a 
better definition fTfgfni^ ^ 177737% rrm fT^gsra'ffn'xOTr firsrrr- 

cTT?we; 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 %3snnTPnr where, although 

exPress both salt and a horse, the intention i& 
always to convey only one meaning and not the other. Even 
m cases where two meanings are intended to be simultane
ously expressed, as in S£f<TT w v ,  the definition will 
apply since will comprehend both the senses.

Sect. LXII. qBRftir.

"***>  < * * * >  orprufane 
a th?  sacred’ beir‘9 Pronounced by Go.d, is always 

trustworthy, while a profane sentence is trustworthy if  pro
nounced by a credible person. Any other is untrustworthy.

1. Having defined*^, word, as the fourth proof in general
Two binds of **e. auth?r , d*Tide\ * ‘  into two sorts’,

sen’ences. divine and profane. The is o
f ur kinds, fjrt, and s*pjr,' 0

------- --- -—-— —*• ■ ■ -
1 Ved. Par. Calc. ed. p. JO.
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which each preceding is of a higher authority than each 
ollowing. The definition in the text applies only to the mm

as otner compositions are of human origin, g w  or Vedas 
pi oper are four r̂r?w, and srrsrwjr, each of which
_ lvided into three parts mm or tfecTT, snarer, and 
Ehe last including Ail these being of divine origin

e to be implicitly believed. ?^w is an authority only when 
X L 1® f llê , 0r n° fc ^consistent ( m rh  wgyg w g r o  

^  ). and srpiT are of comparatively slender weight
no are brought into requisition only when no higher au

thority is to he found.

2‘ The two-fold division of a w  into sacred and profane
T h e  a u t h o r i t y  o f  ?S C*!}efIy ,m a d e  f°r the purpose of imply- 

*he Vedas 1US that the rales laid down in the pre-
ceding three sections apply to aYQ-.q; qrwg

°n y , but the unquestioned authority of the trw=fi is 
not therefore inconsistent with them, since all the conditions 
o validity implied by them are taken for granted in the case 
or the Vedas.

T. D. here refers to two points which have long served as 
good bones of contention between Mimamakas and Naiydyikas.

e drst 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 humau origin of the Vedas,
®lnce b?fch the Bchools, being orthodox, agree in repudiating 
he notion of the Vedas being human creations like any other 

book. The word which frequently occurs in this
controversy solely refers to God ; while sw iw r means 
eternal, having no author at .all. The MlmUmsakus claim 
c^rnity for the Vedas on two grounds; first, no tradi- 
. ° n is known ascribing the authorship of the Vedas to any 
individual, the several Rsis mentioned as ‘seers of hymns 

) having °nly the hymns and not composed them, 
n the other hand we know the authorship of all human 

Productions, as arorersrsfTOTW rwrwijjd : . Secondly, the 
erfas themselves declare their own T O  in several texts, 

eugi as ‘ *r*r t o w w w , ’ ‘ mm wwr w w
The l\aiyayika meets these arguments by contrary

1 Jaimini : Mhnamsa-Sutras. 1, 3, 3.
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texts, such as a^m^rmrf^rr a rm ^ , and f ?  yiw rsw
Their strongest weapon however is the

spn rp r/^ : g r e w  gm^i-riKdiR^r, or % ^ prr^r ^Rf-

The Mimanisakas try to refute this argument by calling it 
the smfg being ; that is, they mean

that the above reasoning is applicable only to those works 
whose authorship is known. The Naiyayikaa answer that 
even the authorship of the Vedas was known since it was 
remembered by Rsis like Gotama by the tradition of 
teaching. Besides if the Vedas bad been eternal, all the 
words and letters in them would be co-existing, and so there 
would be no order of words ( ) etc., without which
there can be no and no sn^m r. 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 Veddnlin, who is eminently a compromiser, tries to 
reconcile these opposite views, by supposing that the Vedas 
as they exist at present are 3TR<V, but they are merely 
copies of similar compositions existing in the previous 
cycles, the authority for this opinion being the text, W T 
wr^m=FPVni. This in short means that the Vedas are 
eternal as to substance ( 3T*T), but non-eternal as to form 
( ).'

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 Akasa and 
is eternal like it, wrapJS'udiu and other 

accidental causes only serving to reveal it to our ears. We 
always recognize the letter *T as the same, and so it cannot 
vanish away the moment it is pronounced. The Naiyayikaa 
prove the non-eternity of sound by sr-pTR thus I'

i Gotama gives three reasons for the
non-eternity of sound •— 1  that it has a beginning, 2 that it is 
perceived by organ of sense, and 3 that the attributes of a. I

I Ved. Par. Calc. ed. p. 21.
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product are ascribed to it. 1 2 The identification of one rpHK 
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.

Se c t . L X I I I .  5 1 1 = ^ .

Verbal knowledge means the knowledge of the meaning o f  
a sentence ; its proximate cause is the Word.

1- Annambhatta winds up the discussion of 5T^ by the 
declaration that it is the knowledge of 

cause of verbal6 *^e meaning conveyed by the whole 
knowledge. sentence which is the real verbal know

ledge, that is, the qrsr mentioned above 
as the fourth kind of apprehension. The special cause of 
®his 'KcJ is the or the sentence which conveyed that 
sense. This emphatic declaration seems to be made in 
order to repudiate the view of the modern Naiyatjikas, that 
it is not the qg but the q^TPT that is the real q=pir of 3*n^- 
'for. VisvanUtha who prefers the modern view says 
in B. P. 80

g  5RIST 5K ?re q^rsrtfr 1 
q ^  l̂f%vft: T̂feElRofr II

He then goes on in his commentary ?r g qTTmrre qr 
q^mmfq gr^Pirra ;.8 If the word

itself be taken as the 'PTtq of STT^^re, how do we under
stand a verse written by a dumb man without utter
ing a single word ? It is therefore tbe knowledge of 
the word, whether heard orally or seen in writing, that 
really produces the The distinction is prac
tically unimportant, although it has great historical signifi
cance, since it marks the stage when, writing having come 
to take a large place previously occupied by oral tradition.

1 G. S. II, 2 , 1 4 .

2 S. M . Calc. ed. p. 78.
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the absurdity of defining in terms of actual utterance 
was perceived and the difference between writing and oral 
tradition was abolished. Apparently Anuambhatta's opinion 
differs from both the above views, since he makes the 

and defines W ?  as a Rgg or gq*r*i£ and not a g .̂ But 
this is not so, because according to Naiyayikas a ĝ uyrg' is 
not different from its components, the several gq's. Perhaps 
by 5T5^ Annambhattu may be meaning or just
as m a former section he interpreted etc. as smprgr-

; 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 Vai-
T?„ , . sesikas, who recognize only two proofs

Separate proof. ' ^ception and Inference, viz. that Word
is not a distinct proof as it can 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 qh gsrur geegrffq-rr- 

i i ummumgr-
; that is, the g?r in the inference may be 

either the as T. D. makes it, or the g^w as is done in 
the syllogism given here. Either way, the inference is incap
able of producing 3TF-T*nr, for the knowledge conveyed bV 
words is of an altogether distinct kind from that imparted 
by an inference and besides produces the consciousness, ‘ I 
know from words, which differs from the consciousness ‘ I 
know by inference. This is not a very satisfactory reply 
since it rests on self-consciousness which may varv with 
dtfferent persons. UdayanUcarya gives a more convincing 
refutation of the Vaisesika view g W ?  ^  f

^  • An inference like the above is impossible ; for the
conclusion of it can only be a certainty ( g r ? ^  ) or a mere
poss^ihty (*nr) ; if it is the former, the syllogism involves
an &*r*n»r as a certain conclusion is not warranted
I ; Wbaef thB latt6r’ th6re is no ascertainment ( ) of the ffHR, and consequently no Hence 1

1 Kus. Cowell's ed, Ilf, IS.
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Hiusfc be recognized as a distinct proof, producing a cognition 
of a peculiar sort.

3. 1 he description of the four proofs is concluded here,
Qther  ̂ and the rest of the passage in T. D. dis-

ic> pi oofs, 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 perplexing^ The 
total number of proofs thus recognized by one or more schools 
is ten, namely, 1 sr?Ui>T ( Perception ), 2 atgiTH ( Inference ),
3 3-qrrrH ( Comparison ), 4 ( Word ), 5 3Tzrm% ( Pre
sumption ), 6 3T5>T̂ T% ( Non-perception ), 7 (Inclusion),
8 ( Tradition ), 9 =gsr ( Sign ) and 10 ( Eli
mination ). Of these each of the known philosophical schools 
recognize only a particular number varying from one to ten.
Thus, the Carva/cr.s or Atheists accept only Perception, 
repudiating the validity of all the rest ; the Vaisesikas, the 
Bauddl.as and the Jiinas accept two. Perception and Infer

ence ; the Sank'iyas, Yojins, Lawyers, and a section of Vedan- 
tins accept three, the above two with Word; the Naiyayikas 
add a fourth, Comparison; the Altmamsakas and some Vedcbn- 
hns accept two more, Presumption and Non-perception ; the 
Pauranikas or Mvthologists add further Probability or Inclu
sion, and Tradition ; while the ninth, Sign, is recognized by 
Turdrikas only. Elimination also, though only a species of in
ference. is regarded as a distinct proof bp someMimamsakas. 
Annambhatta having accepted the Naiydyika doctrine of 
four proofs disposes of the rest by short references. =dNar,
THTifT and grar are easily disposed of by including the first 
In and the latter two in ?TiT. Non-p>erception has
been already discussed under a previous section’ and 
declared to be only an accessory to the perception of 
‘negation.

4. The severest contest lies round The
Eaiyayikas strenuously try to include it in Inference, while 
the Mimamsakas as strenuously maintain that it iq an indj- 
■pendent proof. The stock example of is # fr  1

1 Vide T. D. on Sect. 43 and Note 8 thereon, p. 828 Supra.
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3 $W 1 ST̂ Trl Tî T Tgg i 1 Dsvadatta 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 Nilafcantha suggests, the fatness is due to disease- 
or superhuman power. The exceptions of course need not 
be taken into account here. This STsrrTfrr which is advo
cated by Prcibhakara Mlmamsakas is of two kinds, 
and sjmvTPTPT. When the knowledge i%stt r- 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 is the second. Both these kinds of 3Tsnrrr% are 
deluded by Naiyayikas inerjrrpr. The inference is of the

kind, v-y-ni ’TfarwJTg r̂r, rrrW trfafwrcf,.
q̂ TT Presumption is therefore

not a separate proof, for all cases of it are accounted for by 
The difference between Nyaya and 

Mimamsa views on this point is only of Rmnr and utht. The 
Mlmamsakas recognize a fifth proof arsrrqm to account for 
all kinds of presumptions and thereby dispense with the 

inference,  ̂while the Naiyayikas accept the 
latter and repudiate The dispute between them is
therefore reduced to the question which view has on
its side ; that is, whether it is simpler to recognize a new 
proof or a new variety of inference. Apparently the Naiya- 
yika  ̂have the better of it ; but if we take into account 
the difficulties and absurdities into which the Naiyayikas 
kaJ ® ^ nJ°*ved themselves by their recognition of 
amnre TSJff, we cannot certainly commend them for their 
apparent ‘ simplicity.’

?», The second point noticed by T. D. is of the utmost
The vuli lit f  importance, as it in fact lies at the very 

knowledge. V ° ro°t of the whole theory of proofs. We 
see a jar and have the cognition 3W 

or Wiffg ?TRTTiT ; hut how do we know that we really see the 
stj, and that our perceptive knowledge is not a mis-appre- 
hension of something that is not UH’ ? That is, how do we ■ 
in practice distinguish a SWT from $w ? We may or we 
may not see the reality of ^  ; but what test is there to- 
prove that we sea the reality and not a shadow ? A SWT

■ e0|«>\
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has been defined as HlfK cTrSRnw ffR ‘ knowledge of a 
thing possessing any property as possessed of that pro
perty. ’ It is thus comparatively easy to define what sn5T 
is ; but how are we to ascertain whether a given piece o f 
knowledge is a PTTT or SWHT ? The necessity 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 oognitions becomes a necessary corollary to- 
any theory of knowledge.

6. The question is resolved into the alternatives whether 
right knowledge is ,RHunTPJT ‘ self-proved ’ or 
‘ proved by something else.’ Madhavacarya quotes two 
verses which summarize the four principal views on this 
point :—

mrmmrret m,rf; n
gtcP UTf: UTWTWT I

sngmn# gTj: qv?r^iuwiuwr*r n 1
“ Of the two things ‘ authoritativeness (snrnw) and ‘ non- 

authoritativeness * (eurwrini), the Samkhyas 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 Mimanimkas maintain that smmnr 
is self-proved but awmnnr requires external proof.”  This 
diversity of opinions about WHeg may be stated briefly by 
saying that according to Sdmkhyas 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 facia incorrect and true if 
only proved to be so by special evidence; while the Mimdmsa- 
kas regard a cognition as presumably correot, but false when 
actually proved to be so. As we are mainly interested in 
determining sjtllra only, the contest chiefly lies between 
the Naiyayika view of TOrSTTOTW and the Mimamsa doctrine 
of t̂STTHTW. T. D. first states the MimamsU view fully 1

1 Sarv. D. 3  Calc. ed. p. 1*9.
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as a TTTffT, and then refutes it in order to establish the 
T%^FfT of Nyayn that the truth of knowledge is proved 
externally.

7. The of srrffnnr is defined, ayTTrrr’igriii a q; qr? h u l - 
‘ 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 instrumental in producing 
the knowledge, and that they should not include anything 
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 JTrHPJq, although 
it may have been previously known by auTrqrqq ; and it ex
cludes a contrary cognition STHHJnTr which, being srrspp, 
may prevent the apprehension of mirmr, provided of course 
this contrary cognition arises with reference to the know
ledge itself and not to the subsequent appq-grnq-. Besides, 
the Naiyayikas themselves in a way assent to *qH:irram] 
since, as they go so far as to accept that uwfq as well as 
the of the two, are cognized by 3Tg-:iHUiu, they should 
have no difficulty in accepting the cognizability by the same 

of the respective knowledge of those things. The 
Naiyayika however rejects this last view, viz. that 3Tggrqvrrq 
cognizes as well as their and then refutes
the whole 35T3T. The chief objection of the Naiijayikn, against 
Hd-mmuq 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 $mmrqr 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 %T«3'arid̂ l% inference which is bas
ed on the intervening actual experience of the thing. Thus 
first we believe we see water ; then this belief produces 
(for the water), which produces (towards it'. This JTifm 
is satisfied if the water really exists there, but not if it is 
simply a mirage. Hence the satisfaction of ir?t^ is a proof 
o f the reality of our perception ; that is, the truth of our 
perception is determined by external evidence. Similarly the

' G0|% \
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;
truth of words is ascertained by their being qvmf i. e. being 
in harmony with external things.

8. The advocates of qycT.-smrm think that a nrrr is pro
duced by the presence of some positive mir, which varies with 
ftne nature of the xnrr, that is, in perception it is fg^PTOT -̂

and so on; while ansnmris caused by the presence 
of some tpt such as distance, defective sight etc.1 According 
to the other side, no positive 3er is required for swr but 
simple Ti'TT̂ TR' is quite sufficient. The chief objection of ĝrT- 

against the Naiyayilca 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. In this way there will 
be no certainty of knowledge.K 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 was tWfTiurrrvr 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 was qyrPMHim, the 
Vedas required some external proof of their authority, such 
as the fact of their being composed by Omnisoient God.
The B&uddhas denied the authority of the Vedas altogether, 
while the Naiyayi/cas 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, apj- 
gJTrfsTTs or Semi-Buddhists.

9. T. D. incidentally notices another doctrine of the 
Prabhakara school of Mimamsakas that all knowledge is 
true ( of course so far as it goes), and consequently the 
distinction between srtrr and sisrw is unfounded. If spjr%-

is the test for the reality of knowledge, then the 
erroneous apprehension of silver on mcther-o’pearl also 
sometimes produces a and will therefore be gm while 
that 5T€i§ can be fully accounted for by the recolkcticn of l 2

l  B. P. 130-3.
2 For a fuller discussion see'HS'araa. D. S. Calc. ed. pp. 329-32, atd 

Ved. Par. Calc, ed, p . 27. >
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the formerly-seen silver and the percept of the object pre
sent. This cannot be, says the Naiyayiki ; because there is 
much 55m  in ascribing ^P rliR W  to the actual nwr itself. 
The erroneous apprehension of silver on unft may appear 
to be true so long as it lasts, but it is not RRT because it is 
not rtrM<*>H=h 5TR.

a •

Se c t . L X I Y .  s ?w .

Wrong apprehension is of three kinds, doubt, error and 
false assumption. Doubt is the apprehension of various contrary 
properties in one object, e. g. Is it a post or a man ? Error is 
false knowledge, as silver in a conch-shell. False assumption 
is the- deduction of a wider thing by the wrong hypothesis of a 
narrow one, e. g. if there be no fire there would be no smoke. 1

1 Having treated mHTWTH, the author in the present 
section enumerates the varieties of aw-

Wrong know - ge. 4 wrong apprehension’ beoause to
understand true apprehension fully we also require a know
ledge of its opposite misapprehension. SRTHTsrrgRH 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 3Ur<rm?rw contains no restriction as to 
certainty. Misapprehension may therefore be first divided 
into Certitude ( or h r ) and In-certitude ( ) ,
Certitude again may be either conscious or unconscious, 
that is, it may either have been voluntarily and purposely 
assumed ( STTfCT ), or it may have been caused by some ad
ventitious circumstance called ( 3TRTIW ). The first is
called ?T& and is assumed with a full consciousness of its 
falsity ; the second is called ftw r  or and is invol
untary. RST* or doubt is always involuntary ( 'tfRTfTU), 
because as soon as the error is perceived it is at once
dispelled. _________________ __________________

1 Vide Sect. 35, and Notes 3, 4 and 5 thereon.
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Thus Misapprehension naturally splits into three kinds :
Varieties of mis- ®oub*> EJror aud False Assumption or 

■apprehension. Hypothesis. Some include cTqj in rgq q̂- 
for the obvious reason that though vol

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 often useful in 
argumentation and assists the valid proofs in obtaining
g g  k” ° " 1! ? se;  „Dream' T- D-, is included nude?
« S Y  ,  ?, /  “ “ 6S ° f  iBf8renM alt8ady menliouedwiii also fall under the same head.

:2. Doubt is defined as “ the knowledge of various con- 
trary properties in one and the same ob- 
]ect- ”  The Propriety of each ®f the three 
limitations vrffcrSr, and

is explained by T. D. Doubt has three characteristics,’ 
tuat 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 

which is not very easy to define. There is no certain 
test to determine what properties are contrary to one another 
and what not. Roughly we may say that those which are 
never observed together as existing in one object are 
irrenconcilable. For example, and are, one might
say, because they are never observed together ; but 
suppose a centaur which is half-man and half-horse is actual
ly found on earth, then, they will no longer be Besides 
even supposing that they are properties and that a 
centaur does not really exist, the definition of would
still apply to 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 UW on which the contrary properties are to be 
imposed.  ̂A  better definition is uwrSr
T̂iT*r. spew is an alternative, and the oontrary Zifa's are the 

property and its negation. Thus when we have a doubt
H r̂, HSTcg is one aj?rr? and is the other ; and

1 ' e0|̂ X
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the W T  is said to be T ^ rf^ - When we have a doubt 
?^JT^T 3T, it is ; for there we have four
possible cases 3PT WRJ:, snf ?T F<PRn, 3PT 5*7: and 3T=T * W*'--

3. ra'phr ( Error ) is of course any false notion, and is
the mis-appreh.ndon proper. cPB Reductio■

Error and argu-_ afi ai,surc[um requires some explanation. 
adabsurdum^dUC'l° The definition of IPP 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, is and ijjTWW is ; therefore-
we assume the existence of and deduce from it by
means of a regular syllogism the existence of ^rsTTL as in 
the sentence UTT ^mrft Ufltsn *  ^  which implies 
that necessarily leads to ĴiTrflTT'. This is called
sqTcqrtrmiT ■UTgqrrfiqvrn, and this according to Annambhatta s 
definition would be But no one can say that the pro
position, ’ Pg necessarily leads to •<jTTtnT̂ , ’ is a mis
apprehension, since it is perfectly correct and does nothing 
more than express the of UJRT negatively. As a-
matter of fact the proposition only expresses the amfr by 
which the conclusion, denominated a#, is arrived at. 
Properly speaking a#: is neither the process of hypothetical 
reasoning in which a false conclusion is deduced from a 
wrongly assumed hypothesis ( as some have erroneously 
supposed ), nor is it the W l# on which such conclusion is 
based, as Annambhatta’a illustration has led others to 
believe. Such a mistake seems to have been committed by 
Boer who translates fnp by * discussion, ’ and by Ballantyne 
who translates Annambliatta’s =<n44altt7 •• by “ consists in 
establishing the pervader etc.”  2 wfrg is not the act of snfr- 
goT but the conclusion that is wrrrmTtT, namely, sr? (<nr>) 'JJTT 
?fPI% . This conclusion which is called is false,because it 
is contradicted by our actual perception of smoke on the 
mountain.

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

1 Boer’s Trans, of B. P. Bibl. In. p. 6S-70.
2 Ballantyne : Lectures on Nyaya Phil. p. 52.

• e o i * X



4 J I #  ! N *~ . 357

and wishes to infer fire from it. He thereupon declares the 
-flrTiTT and 55, TUctr urncr, and then states the 3TS*uan(%,
^  ^  etc- Put his adversary may not admit the -qua- to 
he correct. How is he then to proceed ? He cannot infer 
fire from smoke, unless the- invariable concomitance of the 
two things is accepted by the adversary. He therefore resorts 
to the reverse process of reasoning called Eeductio 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 is directly 
contradicted by the observed fact of smoke. And the absur
d ly  of this conclusion of course proves the absurdity of the 
hypothesis from which it was deduced, namely.the contention 
01tfte adversary. In order to do this lie begins by asking q- r̂r 
'n^lTW^^r. If the former alternative is accepted, then of 
course his conclusion is admitted, and he need not proceed ;
ImiHf the adversary accepts the latter, then he goes on 

I ^fft U ?UTcT tnf U W-HUPT * WI5 . 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 OT being the of can never exist 
apart from it. The adversary is therefore forced to accept 
the uu WPTr :̂. Now his assumption
is T̂FTT q^nriqqrpT; therefore he reasons <TUcTf I

• , ^ ’ I W r a i  ^  **  W W  etc. Thus he gets at the 
. conclusion TO* W iu m w  ; but this must be false as it is 

directly opposed to the observed fact T f̂it viOTqT5  The as
sumption therefore from which this absurd conclusion is 
derived, namely q^T W U l 'T *  must be false, and its con
tradictory qqar must be true. Here the speaker
P 'Et lm Poses or assumes the existence of uma / e — _
on the mountain, ar.d from that deduces the ex
istence of i  e. m i ,  huh of whioh im ;  ;
mg false are properly termed * Tm . The deduced *m q 
namdy the absurd conclusion, is called The real sense’ 
of Annamlhattn’a definition is thus brought out 'in Nila, 
kantha 3 paraphrase, eujj

that is, an obviously wrong notion as to the existence 
46
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of =TTW on the <T?T, derived from a similar palpably wrong 
.assumption of the existence of an** in the same place.

5 The z k  differs from R *** in being formed by one 
who knows its falsity, while it differs from a W  ^  
in being only subsidiary to the establishment of its con
tradictory. Ancient Naiyayikas mentioned eleven kinds of 
H^s. of which the moderns accept only five, viz. siTfOTSPT 
( 1gnaraiio Elenchi), eivJjaira* ( Dilemma ), ( Circle),

( Regressus ad infinitum) and um<JT*nw<retTTf { Re- 
ductio ad abmrdum ). The example usually given comes
underthelasthead, while the first four are only varieties
o f J?--trr%*R and 5rr% [̂ fallacies framed in particular forms. 
The tT3s or is very useful in proving
things which cannot be proved by positive mference, 
and is particularly indispensable in theological discussions. 
Religious commands which transcend our limited reason can 
be justified only by such special arguments ; Manu there
fore says :— ^  

ikt*  uRr**st ^  hxsT svtTravrraviT \
^  *  * *  %"-■ >« ( M. S. XII. 106.).

In matters of religion which are above and beyond positive 
human experience or contrary inference is often the only 
method available to satisfy the inveterate doubter or silence 
»  persistent adversary. Kant had to assume a separate 
faculty of Intuition to account for all such extra-sensuous 
knowledge. NaiyafiJcas solved the difficulty by adopting 
fpp inference.

SECT. L X V

Remembrance also is of two kinds : true ana false , the one 
arising from true cognition is true, that arising from false 
cognition is false.

1. *ijfk ( Remembrance) has been already defined in 
Section 34. After treating of the two kinds 

Right and wrong apprehensions, true as well as false, the 
Remembrance. author announces a similar division of
Remembrance. But the fundamentum divisions is different in 
this case. 3T3 « *  is true or false according as it does or does
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not correspond to the object as it exists externally; while the 
truth or falsity of is made to depend entirely on the 
truth or falsity of the 3?§*Tg 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 and
probably lies in the fact that being a mediate knowledge 
is not directly connected with external objects. Besides a 
remembrance is often considerably removed both in time and 
.place from the first apprehension, and consequently the test 
of UTJTPiq- 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 WW. 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 time back and at a 
■distant place, it is obviously impossible for us to go to the 
place and verify the truth of our ftTra-. Hence a different 
Test of truth is applied to a test, by the way, recognized 
in the case of all mediate cognitions, namely, the correctness 
or incorrectness of the original notions which produce 
Them. Thus the validity of an aiffrinw depends on the 
validity of the MflHil, while the truth of de
pends on the correct knowledge of the Similarly the
truth of depends upon the truth of the original
■appBT. But there is one drawback to this method. Suppose 
the original HffUW 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 or the pre
sence of any obstruction or inattention, the remembrance 
does not fully agree with the ; yet it cannot be gtrr.
Again dreams are supposed to be wromrriF and are often 
produced by actual experience of the things perceived ; why 
aie then all dreams false ? These objections cau be ans
wered by saying that every TljrfTrequires to be verified, if not 
with external objects, at least with true cognitions of those 
external objects.



f ( f )|  <SL
-S ); 3 6 0  Tarlca-Sahigraha. [ S E C T . L X V I .

S e c t . L X V I — L X X S I  ^ sT T ^ T  ?7 ^ T T .

What is experienced by all with agreeable feelings is 
Pleasure. -  ;

What is experienced 'by all with disagreeable feelings is 
,, Pain.

Desire is yearning.
Aversion is irritation.
Action is effurt.
Merit is the product of enjoined actions.
Demerit is the product o f prohibited actions.

1 .  S e c t i o n s  6 6  t o  7 2  c o n t a i n  s h o r t  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  t h e  n e x t

s e v e n  q u a l i t i e s .  T h e  g r o u p  c o n s i s t s  o f  t h r e e  p a i r s  o f  

c o - r e l a t e d  q u a l i t i e s ,  n a m e l y  a n d  W T W
a n d  o n e  s i n g l e  q u a l i t y  W * .  T h e  t w o  q u a l i t i e s  w h i c h  

f o r m  e a c h  a  p a i r ,  t h o u g h  c o - r e l a t e d ,  a r e  n o t  c o n t r a d i c 

t o r i e s  o f  e a c h  o t h e r  ;  b u t  b o t h  a r e  p o s i t i v e  q u a l i t i e s  o f  

o p p o s i t e  k i n d s .

2 . ( P l e a s u r e )  i s  d e f i n e d  i n  t h e  t e x t ,  a s  ‘ t h a t  w h i c h  i s
e x p e r i e n c e d  b y  a l l  w i t h  a g r e e a b l e  f e e l i n g s ’ , (

Pleasure and Pain w h i ] e  t P a i n  ) i s  ‘  t h a t  w h i c h  i s  e x 

p e r i e n c e d  w i t h  d i s a g r e e a b l e  f e e l i n g s .  ’

T h e y  a r e  n o t  absolute negations o f  e a c h  o t h e r ;  a n d  m a y  o f t e n  c o 

e x i s t , a s  w h e n  a k i n g  e n j o y s  m u c h  p l e a s u r e  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  o c c a 

s i o n a l  g r i e f .  T h e  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  a n d  g i v e n  i n  t h e  t e x t  

s e e m  t o  b e  f a u l t y ,  a n d  a r e  t h e r e f o r e  r e p l a c e d  b y  b e t t e r  o n e s  

i n  t h e  c o m m e n t a r y ,  f o r ,  a s  Nilakanthu r e m a r k s ,

-qr î^ Tgr irntrgfrTfqTT?qrtr&fgt+i-4. 55$iW3f. It is
unphilosophical to label once for all certain external objects 
as m iiprp  and certain others as f^TTfPP, for the same 
thing may be pleasurable to one man and painful to another.
T h e  b e s t  c r i t e r i o n  i n  t h i s  c a s e  i s  t h e r e f o r e  t h e  i n d i '  m u a l  
e x p e r i e n c e  o f  e a c h  m a n  ( >■ 'B u t  t h e

q u e s t i o n  a g a i n  a r i s e s  w h a t  k i n d  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  e x p e r i e n c e  

i s  p l e a s u r a b l e  a n d  w h a  i s  p a i n f u l  H e n c e  m o r e  e l a b o r a t e  

d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  a n d  z-.® a r e  g i v e n ,  l i k e  t h o s e  i n  N .  B .

^  says N. B.  ̂ is that is, pleasure is
desired for i t s  o w n  s a k e  a n d  n o t  f o r  t h e  p u r p o s e  o f  s a t i s f y -
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i n g  t h e  d e s i r e  o f  s o m e  o t h e r  t h i n g  ; o r  i n  o t h e r  w o r d s  p l e a 

s u r e  i s  t h e  u l t i m a t e  a i m  o f  a l l  o u r  a c t s  a n d  i s  n o t  a  

m e a n s  t o  s o m e  o t h e r  e n d .  S i m i l a r l y  p a i n  i s  t h e  o b j e c t  o f  

a v e r s i o n  i n  i t s e l f ,  a n d  n o t  b e c a u s e  i t  c a u s e s  a v e r s i o n  f o r  

a n y  o t h e r  t h i n g .

3 . a n d  57, desire a n d  aversion, a r e  r e s p e c t i v e l y  d e 

f i n e !  a s *  w i s h i n g  ’ a n d  ‘ i r r i t a t i o n .
D e s ir e  a n d  a v e r 

s i o n .
4 . s r a r g  o r  effort i s  n o t  t h e  a c t u a l  a c t ,  b u t  r a t h e r  t h e  r e a d i 

n e s s  o f  t h e  m i n d  c o u p l e d  w i t h  a n  a t t e m p t

Effort- t o w a r d s  p e r f o r m i n g  t h a t  a c t ,  a s  w h e n  a

d y i n g  p e r s o n  m a k e s  an effort t o  s p e a k ,  

b u t  c a n n o t  d o  s o  o w i n g  t o  a  f a i l u r e  o f  h i s  p o w e r s .  sPTf?r 

o r  a s  i t  i s  s o m e t i m e s  c a l l e d  i s  t h e r f o r e  b e s t  r e n d e r e d  b y  

■effort, o r  v<.lit ion.

5 . vnft ( merit) a n d  STOW ( demerit• a r e  t h e  t w o  v a r i e t i e s
o f  ( Destiny ), a n d  i m p l y  t w o  p o s i -  

^Merit and Dcmn- t i v e  t h i n g s  p o p u l a r l y  k n o w n  a s  v o q -  a n d  

T ry  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  Merit i s  t h a t  w h i c h  

i s  p r o d u c e d  f r o m  a c t s  e n j o i n e d  b y  Sruti, w h i l e  demerit i s  

p r o d u c e d  f r o m  t h e  d o i n g  o f  p r o h i b i t e d  a c t s ,  f o r  e x a m p l e ,  

t h e  V e d i c  t e x t  mJTH i s  a  t t R t, a n d  t h e r e 

f o r e  t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  o f  a  jgT T frerP r s a c r i f i c e  w o u l d  p r o d u c e  

merit; w h i l e  u  T O T r i  b e i n g  a  t h r u ,  t h e  e a t i n g  o f  yrsysr  

f r u i t  w o u l d  p r o d u c e  dement.

S ect. LXXIII and LXX1Y. srirlTTjnTTh
7 he eight qualities, cognition etc. arc special attributes o f  

soul only.

Cognition, desire and effort are of two kinds : eternal 
and non-eternal; eternal belong to God, non-eternal to human 
s . ml.

1 . T h e  e i g h t  q u a l i t i e s  f r o m  t o  a r w  a t e  t h e  s p e c i a l  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  s o u l  o n l y ,  i. e. t h e y  a r e  s u b j e c t i v e  a s  

j o p p o s e d  t o  o t h e r  q u a l i t i e s  w h i c h  h a v e  o b j e c t i v e  o r  e x t e r n a l
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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 tbe- 
cause of that next following it. f f f  Cognition is of course the 
foundation of all internal experiences. Of these and 5 :^ 
are the ultimate objects to be desired or avoided. The 
notions of pleasure and pain respectively produce correspond
ing desire ( s-r-r-i\ ) or aversion ( 5 7  ) for their means. This 
desire or aversion givesrise to an effort(srr^)directed towards 
obtaining or avoiding those means. Good and bad efforts 
produce merit and demerit respectively ; while these last 
produce a tf on the mind, which becomes, when
ripened, the cause of a succession of births.

2. N$iHyuls 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 war, 
only, is that these qualities reside in Soul alone and no
where else, while the other special qualities are found in. 
other substances. A mfirgar 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.

Sect. LXXV.
Faculty or Impulse is of three kinds : Velocity, Mental im

pression and Elasticity.

1. or Faculty is almost undefinable, as may be guess*
ed from the truism given by T. D. The 

Faculty reason of it geemg ^  ^  tha{. its three.
varieties are so incongruous and d if f e r e n t  

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 a 
definition which is only a little better :

*tiqQTrTZTTtzfjTTTifffnT, ‘that which has a suin' I df-Ei- 
) which is next below S®Tf5f5Trtw and which resides in
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both the geniral qualities and the special qualities of Soul/
The qualities are sharply divided into two classes, general and 
special, but is the only quality which is common to 
both, since two of its varieties, F. ludty and Elasticity go 
under general qualities, while the third called or
mental impression is the special quality of Soul. Another 
and perhaps a still better definition of is given by
Ta.rk.ika-Raksa '■—U35UT?TO: I
qfdlfeanyfig: =Stift vrtd;1 11 “ 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 
similar to itself by some internal force and without external 
agency, the internal force is called ffrWf.

2 , The three varieties of are %*T ( Velocity ), *n=RT
(Mental impression) and (Elas-

kindsmltV lS three ticitlJ Tile ^rst *s S£*^ reside in t̂ le 
five corporeal ( *UT ) 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. n̂̂ TT is simply defined as 
that impression which is born of 3^*^ and becomes the 
cause of remembrance. or Elasticity is that
power or force which brings a 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 

alone deserves the name of 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-fetohed analogy. Ballantyne thinks that the similarity 
of the three varieties of rtrqnr consists in the thing acting 
by itself without an impulse from an external agent. The 
explanation is plausible, though not quite convincing.

is therefore an impulse inhering in the very thing 
In which a property reproduces itself. This is at best the 
only characteristic w h e r e i n  the three varieties agree.

I, TSrkika Hak?S V. 48.
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SECT. LXXVI—LXXIX.
•

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 is Pulling or Contraction; that which 
■causes connection with a distant plate is Rushing or Expansion.
All else is Motion, residing only in the four substances Earth 
etc. and mind.

T h e s e  s e c t i o n s  t r e a t  o f  t h e  r e m a i n i n g  c a t e g o r i e s  e x c e p t  
t h e  la s t .  F o r  a n  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  t h e m ,  s e e  N o t e s  o n  S e c t .  v .  

t o  S e c t .  V I I I ,  p p .8 1 - 9 9  S u p r a .

Sect. LXXX
Antecedent negation is without a beginning but has an end, 

and exists before the production of an effect. Destruction has 
a beginning but no end, and occurs alter the production, of 
effect. AhsnluU negation. exis's during three times, t past- 
present and future ) and has a counter-entity determined by 
connection { with another), e. g. there is t o jar on ground. 
Reciprocal negation is that whose counter-entoy is dele; wined 
by relation of identity, e. g. ajar is not a piece of cloth

J. s r n c r  o r  Negation i s  d e f i n e d  b y  i t s  v e r y  n a m e  (w r a f w w :) .
A s  t h e  a u t h o r  h a s  a l r e a d y  s t a t e d  i t s  f o u r

Negation k i n d s ,  h e  n o w  g o e s  o n  t o  d e f i n e  e a c h  o f

t h e m . 1 Antecedent negation h a s  a n  e n d  b u t  n o  b e g i n n i n g , ’ 

w h i l e  ‘Consequent negation o r  d e s t r u c t i o n  h a s  a b e g i n n i n g  b u t  

n o  e n d . ’  T h e  o t h e r  t w o  negations h a v e  n e i t h e r  b e g i n n i n g  n o r  

e n d .  T h u s  t h e  f i r s t  t w o  f o r m  o n e  g r o u p  o f  t r a n s i e n t  

negations, t h e  o t h e r  t w o  a  s e c o n d  g r o u p  o f  p e r m a n e n t  o n e s  
Antecedent a n d  Consequent, negations a r e  spoken v u t h  
r e f e r e n c e  t o  a  w.w, t h e  o n e  r e p r e s e n t i n g  t l » »  t i m e  b e f o r e  
p r o d u c t i o n ,  a n d  t h e  o t h e r  representing t h e  t i m e  a f t e r  

d e s t r u c t i o n .  T h u s  i m w c r ,  * r a r  a n d  ^  m a y b e  s a i d  t o  
r e p r e s e n t  i n  o r d e r  t h e  t h r e e  d i v i s i o n s  o f  e t e r n a l  t i m e ,  p a s t ,  

.p r e s e n t  a n d  f u t u r e ,  o f  w h i c h  t h e  p a s t  ( t m w r ? ) h a s  n o

j ' (ci
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beginning and the future ( s^r)has no end because time 
itself is eternal. Between these two divisions of eternity 
lies the -p r  which is limited both ways, namely, by creation 
at one end and by destruction at the other. But suppose a 
3iR which has once been destroyed is reproduced ; will not 
then its intermediate '<-qyr have been destroyed in its turn by 
the reproduction ? The Naiyayika answers, no; because the 
second sjtrt, though production from the same materials, is 
distinct 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 UPTHR and WTT each ; both reside on the intimate or ma
terial cause of their mFPTT%, e. cj. tRWR resides on im m n r; 
they are respectively the cause and effect of their sncRt*TT ; 
and they are respectively the reasons why people say of a 
thing that ‘ it will be, ! or that ‘ it is destroyed. ’

2. Absolute negation is that which is eternal and has a 
sr(n*5Pfr determined by some connection

Absolute venation.  ̂ wifcll another thing ). while reciprocal 
negation has a sritRPTT that is determined 

by the relation of identity of two things. ’ The qualification
V. V. ) distinguishes

JtTPTR from rrRHR and t̂tr, while WKnRf^aRRTfRtf*ftER 
distinguishes it from apdfaTTOR. The name 3TR?<TPTR may 
be explained by the derivation "sP-rfH-frUlTlrtsbif RRbS'*rRj 
fIR  c5fyf% : I 3 R  rryrnTRTRrvfT^«T5rrr%^

tirPT is the connection by which one thing may reside on 
another. Thus a PRT resides on its the by
^RPRRSR, while qv'-f resides in earth by *J*RR^R»R. each of 
which is called dtPT. blow if a jar stands on any spot of 
ground wo say by which of course wo mean tRPT

and hence even in such a case we are free to 
say that nwm?m=r?vFT TTT frn%. The jar stands on the 
spot by p t w J ,  but not by HtRRfRJR ; so that although 

is by it is vrewravra; by tTfRR. Here ^  is the 
srradmr of Yfrafqg' Y?PfR, not by frdm but by WHI1  ; or 
more briefly the UTOTtmHr of is *nRRR!%PSr. Similarly 
although earth possesses odour by tnrynfj' the nwr may be 
said to be sadViuf̂ SĴ HRST sr/ayfnr of *rfiRffHsriT ^ R ŝ *rR.

X v lg b ^ V . LXXX. ] Notes. 365  ̂ ) L  J



Whenever therefore an of a thing is spoken of, it
is always understood that the absolute negation is predicated 
of the 3rr%R<JT by some particular ^PT. Hence 3Tfg?tTPny is ■

3. 3T«fT«mrpr is distinguishable from BTHr-arurv in having 
to depend on a different kind of j n

tim6distinguished' the former a thing is smfcmfr of an swr* 
residing in another by cTr^fsg^r^T, and'  

not by ĥrt’T or ’TJT̂rru' as is the case v.rith STrÛ tTrurh. In 
simple language, when we speak^of absolute negation we 
deny any connection between the UTdgpfr on the one hand • 
and the sijpfpfr, that is, the srrgcRtJf, on the other ; in reci
procal negation we deny only the identity of the two. When 
we say *3? ^  h-, we only convey that they are not identi
cal ; but when we say 'u.rfsfr «TTT̂fT, we mean something 
more ; we convey that not only *3? ^  and m? are non-identical; 
but that they are not even connected together. smpfrpTP?' 
is the denial of a tfrPT-between two things ; SFSTNrPTRr is 
the denial of their fTT̂TcWT. Thus if we say fwr^rr Hr,
we deny the identity of the ghost and the post; if we say 
*fr«r 14*1 HT we deny the existence of the ghost on the • 
post. The nature of the spTR" is therefore determined by 
the form of the denial although the idea conveyed may be 
the same, 4% H"iT% and hH': f i t  sr both mean the
same thing: but one is an jSPTJtTPTPT while the other is . 
an apUTvqprnr.

4. S. C. divides 3T<-4«ni*rr4 into two sorts, -rf-
r. . . , . mduTfJprnp: ‘ that whose stmuuit is a pro

l u t e  n e g a t io n .  perty residing in one substance as ^fH7-
‘ and r T q = u rkI

that whose srfa^nfr is a property jointly residing in many 
things as liffgPTFr. ’ But this is not the only division possi
ble, for, as T. D. remarks, both 3ir*4*tri*ng and 
will have as many kinds as the and the of the

will be various, although the srfadtnr itself remains 
the same.

■5. The sentence in T. D., explaining the multiplicity of 
absolute and reciprocal negations, is even 

sageinTCUD P7&' as correcfced very obscure if not positively 
incorreot. It reads 41 ddl Rid I 4%  <*.f, rfiicr- 

fJf ĉrrrfTT-ypr rr^T r̂ f̂r r̂ . The sen- |

j ■ G° l f c x

,366 Tarka-Samgraha. [SECT.



tence will bo intellgible if we take amr^ to mean W  or 
property. It will then mean ‘that 3cU*-cUvrnr and aTVtIi'ilPTH',. 
though having one mid dim, are manifold owing to the varie
ty ( ) of the properties (sTffP )̂ and connections ( )
that are respectively g iddi Hid in each case; that is,
the number of 3Rno depends on the variety of srfS0- ^ ? 0-  
W , and that of 3T?*T0 on the variety of 3rra'°-^r%0-^ra,T. 
Nilakcinlha interprets the sentence in the same way. The 
remark appears to have been copied from a passage in 
Ra.ghuna.tha &iromani's Didhiti, which, being more explicit, 
may be profitably compared with it. Raghunatha says tpE-

i srrd^ — g i n f - i i utjhtt. 1 An illustra
tion will make all this clear. The of is
distinct from that of 4 U3 MI*n± 4 M4H, because the gmW’TrTH- 

in one is and in the other
S^rTWrr. In there is no and therefore the
ctT?r?RT is considered with respect to properties (W) residing 
on snSTFft. Thus the sTKJtvgmr̂  of *aRT ttz is different from 
that of fffc* ?fZt because the is jft^r in one
and in the other case.

6 . In conclusion T. D. notices some of the different views
propounded in connection with sruw. The Vaisesitcas recog
nize a fifth 3PUT3T called * temporary absence ’ in
such cases as 5? ’TCt ?m%. The exists on sc
long as ’47 is absent, and vanishes as soon as it is brought 
there ; it is not therefore K̂riW'-fi and so differs from SW’W-

Amiambhatta includes it in 3?fg?<TnTTg, for as a matter of 
fact resides permanently on while its occasional1
disappearance may be explained by its being covered by 
whenever the latter is present. A rule is therefore laid down 
that the of U?, though fHftr, is manifested only
when it is accompanied by either the glUMM or srew of 
tf5rTUT*T on

7. A writer named Saundadopadhijdya introduced a new 
kind of 3WTW oalled s rrJ^U! tmmi*rra  in such examples 
as <T3f?tiT tret sni%T, that is, tre does not exist on tstra in

1 BhiraSoSry a ; Nyaya- Kos'a, 2nd ed. p. 45, note 2.

• / ' G°*feeN\ .
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t h e  f o r m  o f  VZ a l t h o u g h  i t  m a y  e x i s t  t h e r e  a s  T 7 ;  b u t  

Annambhatia a l o n g  w i t h  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  Nyuya w r i t e r s  c o n 
s i d e r s  i t  a t  t h e  m o s t  a  c a s e  o f  3T«JJTR a n d  n o t  a
s i m p l e  3M TC . A s  a  m a t t e r  o f  f a c t  t h i s  v a r i e t y  o f  3 W R  i s  
r e c o g n i z e d  f o r  d i a l e c t i c a l  p u r p o s e s  o n l y  a n d  i s  o f  l i t t l e  u s e  

i n  p r a c t i c a l  l i f e .

8. O p p o s e d  t o  t h e  Naujaikus w e j  e t h e  I Tubhakara s c h o o l  
o f  Mimamsukas ( f o l l o w e r s  o f  Prabh8-

Neyatwn not re- jiara 0 r Guru ), w h o  r e f u s e d  t o  r e c o g n i z e  
cognized by other ’ . .
systematises. STOP? a s  a  s e p a r a t e  c a t e g o r y  e x i s t i n g

a p a r t  f r o m  i t s  3Ti%FPJr. A c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e m  

a n d  g e n r a l l y  a c c o r d i n g  t o  a l l  t h e  Mifnuhtsakas a n d  l edun
tins 3THT5T i s  o n l y  , ‘  s i m p l e  s u b s t r a t u m
a n d  n o t h i n g  m o r e  ’ T .  D . r e j e c t s  t h i s  v i e w  o n  t h e  
g r o u n d  t h a t  i t  i s  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  d e t e r m i n e  w h a t  
i s .  B u t  i f ,  s a y s  t h e  A  imu.in.sa.ko, i s  a  s a p a r & t e  c a t e 

g o r y ,  t h e r e  w i l l  b e  3T<t=Jt-<5r, f o r  a s  'P5i*rrq' i s  d i f f e r e n t  i r o m  
t r ? ,  t h e  eiiTTW o f  w i l l  d i f f e r  f r o m  i t ,  a n d  s o  t h e  n u m 

b e r  o f  sy fiP T s w i l l  b e  i n f i n i t e .  T o  r e m o v e  t h i s  o b j e c t i o n ,  t h e  
a n c i e n t  Naiyuyikas r e g a r d e d  t h e  s e c o n d  =W Tg i. e, t jH T W W - 

■m^T a s  i d e n t i c a l  w i t h  'OZ T n e  m o d e r n s  h o w e v e r  g o  o n e  s t e p  

f u r t h e r  a n d  r e g a r d  t h e  s e c o n d  W  a s  d i s t i n c t  f r o m  b o t h  
a n d  ^retrwp?; b u t  t h e  o f  t h a t ,  n a m e l y  t h e  t h i r d  - W y ,
w a s  I d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  t h e  f i r s t  t h e  r e a s o n  b e i n g  t h a t
a n  s r iT l?  b e i n g  a  n e g a t i o n  c a n  b e  i d e n t i c a l  w i t h  a n  3 W 7  o n l y  
a n d  n e v e r  w i t h  a  l 5k e  {̂Z Annambhatia a p p e a r s  t o

f a v o u r  t h e  a n c i e n t  v i e w .

S e c t . L X X X I.

As nit things are included severally in those enumerated, it is 
■proved that there are only seven categories.

1. T h e  a u t h o r  c o n c l u d e s  h i s  C o m p e n d i u m  o f  S e v e n  C a t e -  
g o r i e s  b y  s h o w i n g  t h a t  a l l  t h e  o t h e r

The seven-fold m dartiias m e n t i o n e d  b y  (M am a  a s  w e l l  a s  

Taustwe.1 JV ' C o t h e r  w r i t e r s  a r e  i n c l u d e d  i n  s o m e  o n e  o f  
t h e  s e v e n  e n u m e r a t e d  a t  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  o f  

t h i s  h o o k ,  Gotama’s first a p h o r i s m  w h i c h  i s  q u o t e d  b y  T. D.

■ G° l ^ \  . . .



contains a list of sixteen patldnhats recognized by the Nuiya- 
yikux proper, namely, UJTi'Ji ( Proof), uhrq- ( Object of know
ledge ;, T̂̂ rcr ( Doubt), xr-Tî PT ( Motive ), <T ( Instance ),

( Conclusion ), 3FTtnr ( Premise ), ( Reductio ad Alr
• surcluni), hui?  (Determination), W(% (Disquisition), 3T?T 

(Controversy), fircTÔ T (Cavil) ,  fegruiyr (Fallacy),  3TPT 
(Perversion;, srrm (Self-contradiction), and f^a'et'-qw (Refuta
tion 1’. 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. Gutami's 16 topics which are 
meant for dialectical purposes are therefore in no way ir
reconcilable with the seven Categories of Kaniida which are 
metaphysical. There are however some other things recog
nized as separate padarthas by other systematists, but they 
also iall under the seven mentioned in this book. For in
stance, T̂itU (Power ) and {Ownership), says T, R., 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. 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. {Resemblance) has also
been supposed by some to he a distinct padditiia-, but T7?s- 
vanutha answers! fT pk 5 rn%̂ T‘T i-rfff

birr 5 #
1 1

2. The last paragraph of T. D. begins with a curious dis- 
qnisition on the meaning of the Potential 

ction. form,mm, jffurffetc., which is usually em
ployed in Vedic injunctions, but it is ra

ther difficult to see how the topic is relevant in a book on 
Nyaija, unless of course it is intended to show that the Nyuya 
system, although differing considerably from the exegetical 
school of Mimamsakas, is not really inconsistent with the 
unquestioned authority of the Vedas and has its own method 
of interpreting Vedic texts, ifiu, according to , Gatama, is

1 S. M. Calc. ed. p, 4.

■ 6°k & X

L IX ‘ 1 A ’o /es. 3 6 9 -  l o H j



a ifijpr^wCFT, ‘ a text which enjoins some act upon men.’ ’ 
Vedic texts are either r?PT ( Injunction ), T O r? ( Statement

• of a fact) or 3ppT? ( Repetition), of which T%fa is the 
principal and the other two only subsidiary to it. Injunction 
is of two kinds, WJ-iiM ( Command ) such as eriilgrff
rrPT or '̂ TgjTr (Permission ) such as mrTurjripT *grr-
qrnrr gdKT, the difference between the two being that the first 
enjoins a wmjnr which entails sin if omitted, while the

• second prescribes only a g-.H-'-l+A which may or may not be 
■performed. Annambhatta’s definition of rfru is “ a sentence
which conveys knowledge that prompts a desire for action 
which in its turn produces effort.” The second of the above 

'texts for instance prompts a *T3?JTTff to perform a 'KJildSW, 
and then he makes preparations for the ceremony. But one 
might ask how can OTrferartT be the cause of the attainment 
of heaven to the inmw since a cause must be sranmrstrw- 
i^jT , ‘ immediately preceding the effect,’ while in this case 
the end of the sacrifice and its grtf, viz. the attainment of 
heaven (which can take place only after the death of sthjpr), 
may be separated by considerable lapse of time ? To remove 
this difficulty and establish a connection between the cause 
T’ftmHtnr and the FTH, a sgPNT is assumed in the interval, 
called

3. Although the Naiyaijika accepts the effieacy of Vedic
rites as befits every orthodox systematist,

I he summum bo- he does not depend upon them exclusive- mum. ly. The attainment of heaven by means 
of the Vedic rites is not according to him the true goal of 
man. The end and aim of philosophy, says T. D., such as 
the knowledge of the seven pidarlha3, is Salvation, which 

-consists in recognizing the self as distinct from body and 
other material things. This is laid down in the celebrated 
text, “ Oh Maitreyi, the Self should be perceived, heard, 
considered and contemplated upon. ” 8 Gotama defines 

or as *rr?gtv?r}ff ‘ eternal cessation of
pain,’ while Kanada declares that or salvation consists 
in the separation of the soul from the former body, not fol
lowed by its union with another owing to the absence Of

1 G. S. II, 1, 62.

2. -vn?qi gr art i Brih.Ar. vp,iv,4.5.
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” ' According to both, salvation consists notin any 
kind of positive pleasure as the Mimamsakas 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 &ruti, ftr^rRPffSnTPT ht« t: fs ^ m r r . ’2 mi,

■ i. d. 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 This
process is described in Gotama's second aphorism,

l̂HfgrgTTfiUyT'TTg fTTĝ cHNlMÎ TgiT-'. ’s 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 TWSqTjflTT causes the 
Temoval of various ĵ PTs such as TT*T, 57 etc. When these 
are removed effort also ceases, for no desire is left to induce 

Cessation of 751% necessarily stops 3T*:WT7<it<t{»:<t7T; 
for srjra having ceased, no action is done and no which 
is the cause of 3T?jt 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, rasqr^TR which lies at the 
root of all our misery. This fflrsqr̂ WT consists in’  the er
roneous identification of the soul with our body and with 
material objects. Cognitions such as erf are
■all products of such wrong identification. It is the purpose 
o f true Rostra therefore to destroy this by impart
ing fTSTSTR. This true knowledge is the correct knowledge 
of the seven categories, for it is only by knowing these ac
curately that one can discriminate them from the eternal 
and transcendental Soul. To give a right knowledge of 
padarthas is therefore the argnrg of this Sustra. The

1. Vi§vanatha:V. S. Vritti II, 18.
2. Svetasvatara Up. VI. 15.
3. G. S. I, 1, 2.



necessity for inculcating: this gmf3T* arises from our ^com
mon experience as expressed in the maxim mTT5fqH9 Tc.-.T 9 
flRsftspr 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 the
four requisites of every Sastra, and ^rf^T or purpose, which 
is one of them, is invariably stated to he 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 knou ledge of truth and not blind faith in a revela
tion or a 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 The
doctrine of =TlrTf5Hr?r: is in fact the corner-stone of all the 
philosophical systems of India.
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Hppendix R.

Meaning of Avacehedaka.

N o t h i n g  i s  m o r e  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  a  b e g i n n e r  t h a n  t o  u n d e r -*

-■ stan d  t h e  e x a c t  s e n s e  o f  t h e  t e r m  Avacehedaka a n d  i t s  

v a r i e t i e s  w h i c h  o c c u r  s o  f r e q u e n t l y  i n  Nyaya w r i t i n g s .  T h e  

f o l l o w i n g  N o t e  o n  t h e  m e a n i n g  o f  t h e  w o r d  a p p e n d e d  t o  

' C o w e l l ’s  t r a n s l a t i o n  o f  Udayandcarya’s Kusumarljali w i l l  

t h e r e f o r e  b e  f o u n d  u s e f u l  :—

“  T h e  t e r m  Avacehedaka h a s  a t  l e a s t  t h r e e  m e a n i n g s ,  

a s  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g ,  p a r t i c u l a r i z i n g  a n d  d e t e r m i n i n g .

a. I n  t h e  p h r a s e  ‘ a  b l u e  l o t u s , ’  ‘  b l u e  ’  i s  t h e  d i s t i n g u i s h - *  

i n g  Avacehedaka ( i. e. V i s e s a n a  )  o f  t h e  l o t u s  ;— i t  d i s 

t i n g u i s h e s  i t  f r o m  o t h e r s  o f  d i f f e r e n t  c o l o u r s .

h. I n  t h e  s e n t e n c e  ‘  t h e  b i r d  s i t s  o n  t h e  t r e e  o n  t h e  

b r a n c h  ’ (  S T H jrw r g #  ) ,  s a M u y a m J p a r t i c u l a r i s e s  t h e  e x a c t  

s p o t — t h i s  i s  t h e  elcadesdvacchedaka.
c. B u t  t h e  t h i r d  i s  t h e  u s u a l  Naiyayika u s e  o f  t h e  w o r d  

i. e. a s  d e t e r m i n i n g  (  niyamaJca). W h e r e v e r  w e  f i n d  a  r e 

l a t i o n  w h i c h  i s  n o t  i t s e l f  i n c l u d e d  i n  a n y  o n e  o f  t h e  s e v e n  

c a t e g o r i e s  b u t  i s  c o m m o n  t o  s e v e r a l ,  w e  r e q u i r e  s o m e t h i n g  

t o  d e t e r m i n e  i t s  d i f f e r e n t  v a r i e t i e s  ; t h u s  i f  w e  s a y  t h a t  f i r e  

i s  t h e  c a u s e  o f  s m o k e ,  o r  vice v-trsa s m o k e  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  f i r e ,  

w e  d o  n o t  m e a n  o n l y  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  c a s e  b u t  a n y  f i r e  o r  

s m o k e  ; w e  t h e r e f o r e  r e q u i r e ,  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  

r e l a t i o n  o f  c a u s a l i t y ,  s o m e t h i n g  w h i c h  s h a l l  b e  a l w a y s  

f o u n d  p r e s e n t  w i t h  i t .  T h u s  i n  ‘ f i r e  i s  t h e  c a u s e  o f  s m o k e  ’  

i t  w i l l  b e  vahnitva, t h e  s p e c i e s  o f  a l l  f i r e s .  T h i s  w i l l  a l w a y s  

b e  f o u n d  p r e s e n t  w h e r e v e r  t h e  c a u s a t i o n  o f  s m o k e  i s  f o u n d ,  

a n d  i t  i s  t h e r e f o r e  c a l l e d  t h e  dhUma-kdranatdvacchedafca 
a s  dhumatva w o u l d  b e  t h e  vuhnikdryatdvacchedaka. I f  w e  

h a v e  s e v e r a l  c a u s e s  o r  e f f e c t s  ( a s  e. g. g r e e n  w o o d  i n  t h e  

c a s e  o f  s m o k e ) ,  e a c h  karayatd o r  kdryata w i l l  r e q u i r e  i t s  o w n  

avachhedaka. B u t  w e  c o u l d  n o t  s a y  t h a t  ‘  s u b s t a n c e  ’  i s  

t h e  avacehedaka o f  ‘  q u a l i t y  , a l t h o u g h  i t  d o e s  a l w a y s  

a c c o m p a n y  i t ,  b e c a u s e  q u a l i t y  i s  a  c a t e g o r y  b y  i t s e l f  a n d  

o o m m o n  t o  s e v e r a l .  A n  avacehedaka i s  a l w a y s  r e q u i r e d  

t o r  s u c h  r e l a t i o n s  a s  kdranatd , kdryata, sakyalu, jheyalak 
48
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pratiyogita, etc. Thus gotva is the avacchedaka of the- 
go-sabda-sakyata as otherwise the word go might be restrict
ed to mean only this particular cow, or extended to include 
every animal ; and in y icidiUT T̂̂ :, we have vahni-
tva as the avacchedaka of the pratiyogita. This determining 
notion need not be always a species; this in STOP-
sa'ex̂ I*!, chesia is the avacchedaka of karanata, and chesta 
Is included in the category of ‘ action. ’ ( Cowell : Kusiimafi- 
jali of Udayanacarya, p. 26 ).

Appendix B.
The following lists of all the known commentaries on 

Anwambhatta's Tarka-Samgraha and Tarka-Dipika are com
piled from Aufecht’s Catalogue Catalogorum, Bhlmacarya’s 
JStyaya-lcosa, Hall’s Bibliographical Index of Indian Philoso
phical Systems and other sources. Letters in brackets 
indicate the copies consulted, for which see Appendix C.

I. Commentaries on
r{ or fT&frvfoT by the author of T. S. himself,

printed at various places.
R by ifmqwmsr, printed by N. S. Press at

Bombay.
^ by printed at Eenaxes.
V by printed by N. S. Press at Bombay.
M by ; this is perhaps *fT553so£f.
% fd*n% or qgB%i*n%'w by qgn^itr or muqq^mmrr, 

printed in 1915 at Madras ( W. )
vs or W^i% printed in 1915 at Madras

( W .)
c  by lTT3'*ffe, printed by N. S. Press

at Bombay.
FPT.TfUpqryur or by printed ip-
1915 at Madras ( W. )

 ̂O rTWZXWaiXFT by 5PX5rPTRTqqr.
\\ a îrfirsRT by 
VK Rnra-|vĵ w5fn%fr by

by urtmTfT.
3 # i^n% by 
3 M BjOTtmt by
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? S sr.̂ r. ? m  by ?T¥Hm.
by mrdp^fnmT^.

\c  fr. fnjTT by
or q-irr by tHpmr m^Avz. 

fr. tf. €rm by sgwra:, son of smr. 
i-T. ■$. sjtw  by SCTR.

^  ^W gnirqW ; author unknown.
fraWETfjr-TTT; author not known.

W  a^555T f; ditto.
ditto.

II. Commentaries on T̂î tftf̂ TT.
? H^^g^pmsTEprsT or by

author of jTWr̂ -HfHrnT̂ rrrrfT?Fr77T. This is again commented 
on by vrrwsuf. It is printed at Bombay, Benares and 
Madras.

 ̂ irrr^^hm: by TnrestJf, printed at Madras ( W ). 
r ?wfPT-rrfppr or ^fufru by tft ;m %  printed at 

Madras ( W ).
a 7fn%msnEr%q7T ends abruptly at ^f5 , printed at Madras

( W ) .

a commentary on HTcJEprjr by son
of frrgrEpuj, printed by N. S. Press at Bombay. ( R )

3 by smrewm, pupil of r^wwgfc who wrote
his commentary on both T. S. and T. D. in 1772 A. D.

^ by sfrRsrpT.
<i 3TEPT by
\ €xm by smsfrsi
\ ° by iR$3t|Fcre^.

Hppendix <2„
The present edition of the Tarlca-Sariigraha and its two com-" 

mentaries is based on the following copies. Of these fourteen 
twelve are printed or lithographed editions, and the rest were 
M s s .  Out of tnese, twelve give the text of Sathgraha, eleven of 
the Dipika and eight of the Nyatja- Bodhini. In some 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 one. The , following
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3 7  a Tarha-Sarngraha.

conspectus will give an idea of the varied character of the-
editions and Mss. consulted '•

TarJca-Samgrah a .

— Tarha-Sarngraha with Dipt lea ( 3rd ed.), carefully edited 
by the late Mr. K. P. Parab and printed at the Nirnaya- 
sagar Press, Bombay.

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

Q,—A lithograph edition of Samgraha, Dipika and Nyaya- 
bodhini, with different paging for each and belonging to 
the Jeypur library. It is very carelessly printed. A 
portion of the Samgraha from the 28th to the 31st 
section inclusive, as well as the concluding paragraph 
of the Dipika and the portion of Nyaya-bodhini after 
$r£5rqrrTV3T 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 
Siddlianta- Candrodaya by drikrsm 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 Samgraha with the commentary 
Vakya- Vrtti of Meru tfastri printed at Poona in 1873. 
Its value consists entirely in the commentary.

F —An annotated edition of Samgraha and Dipika by 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 ths addition of a 
new Sanskrit commentary by Pandit Bhavanlshankar 
Shastri.

G - A  Ms. containing the Samgraha and the Dipika obtained 
from the library of Baroda Sanskrit Pathasala. It 
gives important variants in several places, especially 
in the DipikU, which , are not to be found in other 
copies. It closely agrees with J, and seems to have

___l
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been copied either from it or from some common origi
nal. It bears no date.

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

J—A Ms. of Samgraha and Dipika belonging to Dr. H.
Jaoobi 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 Samgraha 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 supra) ; while that of the Samgraha runs thus fTK

i ^igiljret snrg i s fm g»
?TT $ l ld^& T 3-5 li Mlv-IHI-Sd HWJ: I »

It arrived afterthe 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, as the 
readings already selected were found to agree with those 
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 Sam
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-Dipikd
Besides H, ©, 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.
It seems to have been copied at Benares in Samvat 1790

1(1)1 . IGT
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by one Visvanatlia Joshi, son of Gopak 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 Dipikl only, printed at Jagadis- 
vara Press, Bombay. It generally agrees with R  and was
n o t  o£ m ilc h  u se .

Q  :—An edition of Samgraha, Nilakantha's Prahasa and a 
commentary thereon named Bhaskarodaya by Nlla- 
kantha’s son Laksmi-nrsimha, edited by Pandit Mu- 
kunda Jha and printed by Hirnayasagar Press, Bombay.

Nyaya-Bodhini.
Besides ©  and K  already described, four printed, and

two Ms. copies of Nyaya-Bodhini were consulted, vie:—
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, Samvat 
1907, and generally agrees with ©.

S : —A lithograph edition of Nyaya-Bodhini printed at 
Benares in 1875. The editor 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, which are sometimes retained and sometimes 
omitted.

1(1)1, ; <SL
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*  : ~ T h i s  a p p e a r s  t o  b e  a  r e p r i n t ,  a n d  a  v e r y  i n c o r r e c t  o n e  

t o o ,  o f  t h e  l a s t  p r e c e d i n g ,  p r i n t e d  a t  B e n a r e s  i n  1 8 8 1 .

C l : — A n  e d i t i o n  o f  Samgraha a n d  Nyaya- Bodhini w i t h  a n 

n o t a t i o n s  c a l l e d  Padakrtya, p r i n t e d  b y  N i r n a y a - S a g a r  

P r e s s ,  B o m b a y .

A  M s .  o f  Nyaya Bodhini k i n d l y  l e n t  b y  P a n d i t  B a d -  

r i n a t h a  S a s t r i n  o f  B a r o d a .  I t  g e n e r a l l y  a g r e e s  w i t h  B ,

R  a n d  © ,  a n d  w a s  u s e f u l  f o r  a s c e r t a i n i n g  t h e  c o r r e c t  

r e a d i n g  w h e n e v e r  t h e  o t h e r  c o p i e s  d i f f e r e d  h o p e l e s s l y  

I t  s o m e t i m e s  g i v e s  i t s  o w n  v a r i a n t s .  I t  e n d s  a t  
a n d  b e a r s  n o  d a t e .

W : — A n  e d i t i o n  o f  Samgraha a n d  n i n e  C o m m e n t a r i e s  e d i t e d  

a n d  p u b l i s h e d  b y  P a n d i t  C h a n d r a s e k h a r a  S a s t r i g a l  o f  

M y l a p o r e ,  p u b l i s h e d  i n  1 9 1 5  a t  M a d r a s .

X ,  Y a n d  Z:— T h e s e  t h r e e  M s s .  w e r e  k i n d l y  l e n t  t o  m e  b y  

P a n d i t  B a l a c h a r y a  G a j e n d r a g a d k a r  o f  S a t a r a  t o  w h o m  

I  a m  h i g h l y  o b l i g e d  f o r  t h e  l o a n .  O n e  o f  t h e s e ,  X , 
c o n t a in in g  th e  Sa/nyt cihu b e a rs  th e  d a te  S a k e  1 7 2 0 .  T h e  

o t h e r  t w o ,  Y a n d  Z, c o n t a i n  t h e  t e x t  o f  t h e  Dipika. T h e y  

m o s t l y  a g r e e  w i t h  G a n d  J a n d  are chiefly valuable for 
h a v i n g  b e e n  c o r r e c t e d  u n d e r  t h e  s u p e r i n t e n d e n c e  o f  t h e  

l a t e  l e a r n e d  A n a n t a c a r y a  G a j e n d r a g a d k a r .

M o s t  o f  t h e  M s s .  a n d  e d i t i o n s  o f  Samgraha a n d  Dipikd 
m e n t i o n e d  a b o v e  b e l o n g  t o  N o r t h e r n  I n d i a  o r  t h e  

D e c c a n ,  A s  Annambhatta w a s  a  r e s i d e n t  o f  C a r n a t i c ,  M s s .  

f r o m  t h a t  q u a r t e r  w o u l d  h a v e  p r o v e d  v e r y  v a l u a b l e  g u i d e s ,  

b u t  W , w h i c h  i s  a n  e l a b o r a t e  e d i t i o n  o f  Samgraha a n d  C o m 

m e n t a r i e s  b y  a  l e a r n e d  P a n d i t  o f  S o u t h  I n d i a ,  h a s  l a r g e l y  

s u p p l i e d  t h e  d e s i d e r a t u m .  T h e  c o p i e s  a l r e a d y  c o n s u l t e d  

b e l o n g  t o  d i f f e r e n t  a g e s  a n d  d i s t a n t  p r o v i n c e s ,  a n d  

h e n c e  t h e  t e x t  o f  Annambhatta ’$ t w o  w o r k s  m a y  f o r  a l l  

p r a c t i c a l  p u r p o s e s  b e  t a k e n  a s  s e t t l e d .  I t  i s  t o  b e  r e g r e t t e d  

t h a t  t h e  s a m e  c a n n o t  b e  s a i d  o f  t h e  Nyaya-Bodhini. O n l y  

a  f e w  c o p i e s  o f  t h i s  w o r k  w e r e  a v a i l a b l e ,  a n d  t h e y  v a r i e d  

- a m o n g  t h e m s e l v e s  s o  m u c h  a n d  s o m e t i m e s  s o  h o p e l e s s l y ,  
t h a t  i t  w a s  o f t e n  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  a s c e r t a i n  t h e  c o r r e c t  

r e a d i n g .  S e n t e n c e s  a n d  e v e n  w h o l e  p a s s a g e s  a r e  r e a d  

d i f f e r e n t l y  i n  d i f f e r e n t  M s s .  a n d  t h e  w o r k  o f  c o l l a t i o n  w a s  

m o s t  d i f f i c u l t  i n  s e v e r a l  p l a c e s .  T h e  d e f e c t s  c a n  b e  c u r e d  

o n l y  w h e n  m o r e  t r u s t w o r t h y  M s s .  a r e  a v a i l a b l e .
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