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accepted, is thus given by Visvanatha:—' “guan® (T)
FRIAONER | T AT (TR | aq AReIwEg R
A FTFATI: | (R ) A WA ARG | (3) 6 i b
(2) aat s=qEarggonar | (1) a6y @WRn | (&) qa: gEeanaEr b
(9) @ sEwFEEIE: | (¢ ) adr FAuHEETT: | (R ) a6 e
Of these the first four steps constitute the first moment
marking the gradual destruction of the binary, and msake:
up, together with the following eight ones, the total num-
ber of nine moments. Those who accept & disjunctiom:
srising from disjunction (fE¥MSARWET) make ten moments-
by adding after the third another step FTFAFAAHRATE-
it ATET: 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.? To this fantastical theory the Nazyayikas who advo-
cate f¥2TME=TT object on the ground that, if the first jar
is destroyed and & 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 doesthe identity of a jar remain intact even if we-
seratch some particles out of it with a needle-point, although-
the jar after seratching becomes minus some particles and is
quite different from the former one ?* 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 ofthe jar. The objec-
tion how fire can reach the atomsis met'with by the practical-

1. 8. M. Cale. 4. p. 103,

2. For further explanation see V. 8. Up. Oalc, ed. p. 291, Roer's Trans..
of B. P, Bibl. Ind. pp. 57-9, and Barva, D. 8. Cowell’s Trans. p. 154.

3. V. 8. Up, cale. ed. pp. 289-90.




.instance of waterboiling insidea pot placed over fire withouf
actual touch. In this way the controversy between the digur®-
(baking of atoms)and the fa=xar® (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 qTGATE
has in fact become one of the standing tests of distinguishing
& 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

Naiyayikas. distich:—
' B T aresteasr T T AR
T T IRWFAT JEE 7 AZ09S 19 !

The Vaisesika doctrines about B& and fAWRIEREMRT
will be'explained subsequently. Whatever view of STt
we adopt, it is certain that the qualities in earth are non-
eternal. According to the Vaisesika Wigur®, even I+ in.
earthy atoms seems to be non-eternal; but the other theory
leaves the point doubtful.

SEcT. XXIV, §&q1,

*“ Number is the ( spacial and instrumenial) cause of the
common usage of ( weords ) one, two efc. '’ It resides in the mine
substances from one to Pardrdha. Onenessis eternal and
non-eternal, eternal in eternal substances, and nonm-eternal in
non-elernals. Duality and the rest are only mnon-eternal
everywhere,

1. The definitions of W&ar and TRAMT in the text are.

) taken fom Prasestap@da.' The word ¥
Humber. here, as in the definition of time, is to be
understood in the sense of IETNIWA-

RffwoT, SMTIR in order to exclude universal causes like-
time and space, and fAfa® to exclude ether which is the-

1 P. B, Ben, ed. pp. 111-30.
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QL

material cause of all agR. Number is the first of the com- A
mon qualities, 7. e. those which reside in all the substances.
They are enumerated as follows:—-

Tarka-Sargraha. [sEcr. x

REEHFRATAT 57 FATEHETAT |
T TEAT=T900 & SESerr: 0!

3 Number, dimension, severalty, conjunction, disjunction,
priority and posteriority, these seven, together with deri-
vative fluidity, gravity and velocity, are qualities common
“to all substances. 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, Tt will be noticed that all these
qualities connote really a state, aspect or arrangement of
the thing or its parts, and not any attribute inherent in the
thing itseif, They are, to adopt modern phraseclogy, 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, asthe Vedantin would say, they are
A or ARG, It is true that we apprehend them, but
we cannob 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
them. The special qualities ( 31979 ) on the other hand,
which have 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
number 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 HENTGHAT,

Out of the numbers which are ordinarily counted from one
0 & parardha or a lakh of lakhs of crores, unity resides in
eternal substanceslike atoms, while the other kindsare found

1B.P.80-- 1,



‘#rises from facts such as that a log of wood ceases to be ong
when you break itinto pieces. Numbers from duality onwards
being s®amafgsr=r are non-eternal. Swinkara Misra regards
FEH, 7 e. an indefinite multitude, as a separate number apart

from @Mz which are all definite ; but this opinion is not
generally accepted.!

2. The verse quoted in Note 3 on Sect. XXIII® men-
tions fE7T as one of the three contested
points hetween Nydya and Vaisesika
schools, The TVaisesika view, which ig
1o doubt shared by Annambhaita, is that all numbers from
duality onwards are produced ( 97 ) and not simply made
known (sires) by sy, wwenmi® is defined AR FFAT G-
v VST RT=78%, which may be translated as “the mnotion
which refers to many wnities is called the FTEiE. ' It is
difficult to translate AqeTTgg by “comprehending intellect”
as Roer does, or by any other exact English equivalent; but
its 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
HYATERE. When the conceptions of these two unities are
formed in our mind, they are joined together and produce one
8eneral notion of duality ; and then we get the knowledge
that there are iwo things. The process is thus described :—

What is duality.

AT TURAESTAFAFT: | AR EAAHETAT | qersyer-
I | AFT BAEAS: | ad FEEHEIET | AE TR ¢
aq: TR |

First we have the contact of the organ of senge with
the object ( 7. e. each of the two jars) ; thence arises the
knowledge of the genus unity ( apart from the individual)
then the distinguishing perception, 3Wenafyg, by which the
notion of nnity is realized in each of the objects, and we

1 V. 8. Up. Cale, ed. p. 322.
2 Supra. p, 159.

3 B. P. 108.

4 Sarv.D. 8, Calec. ed. p. 10.
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-apprehend “this is ome,’’ “this is ome ” efc.; 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
4wo 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 JaTafgw=T and not WIMTIREITT is

2 tather subtle. It is that sWaTgiE cannot simply be the FT9F-
‘27 of @ like a stroke which reveais a sound lying dormant

in ether ; but it is the #FREEG of 1Fer, because it is always

‘found inseparably associated with fg, while a FIT®3g need

not be 50 ( ATAIGIEAZTANEET | ASAFATGITH: | AT AT
“FATAATG | ;155 qia $4vEa ). Madhovacarye gives a simpler
argument, viz. that the non-eternal ={@arais cannot be FATIFE
of g, which, like the quality o, resides in several
objects conjointly ; while siqafTgf¥ resides in each object sepa-
rately, and hence it must be the wa®ag of B=. The
importance of this subtle distinction lies in the different
views of @& to which it leads. According to one, @&
is an independent reality, different from the several unities
of which it is composed and gensrated by =1%a1gi ; according
to the other view it is already comprehended in the unities,
and is only revealed when several of them are brought
‘together. It may be further mentioned that boih the
‘notion of duality and ifs generating cause @U@ vanish
away when their purpose is served, that is, when the objects
are actually perceived as two. As soon as BAuwigiy, the
resulb of @2, 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
remaing the cognition ‘ two dravyas'. The steps follow in
this order : 1 TFaAT" ; 2 AIAFE ;3 Bl and THFAFTA-
AT ; 4 BEsra ; 5 GAgoEig and ATaagant; and 6 @e-
At and F=aafs. The reason  for this  assumed
destruction of SWATIE and @agfz 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 theireffects. The student has been led through
this labyrinth of speculative subtlety in order to acquaint
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im with ‘the exact import of Annambhatia’s simple dictum,
e g ®a=nA@wa, that is, duality and other larger
mumbers are always A,

SgcT. XX V. i 10R.

Dimension is the ( special and instrumental ) cause of
the common usage of wmeasurement. It resides in the mnine
substances, and is of four kinds: minuteness, largeness, lenglh
«and shortness. j

1. Hach of the four kinds of dimension mentioned
above may again be divided into two
kinds, as ®e7@ middling and 9%H extreme.
Thus an atom has extreme minuteness,
‘which is also technically called wiRwwesy ( infinite-
simality) from gr@iju=® a globular atom; . a binary has
WA middling minuteness; Ak@se has WHAFTE or
g all-pervasion ; and all tangible objects such as a jar
have werwma<y intermediate greatness. The comparative use
of these words, as this pearl is minuter or larger than that
‘other, is secondary. The distinction between = and HEF
on the one hand and #rT and & on the other seems to be
that the first two denote magnitudes of two or three dimen-
sions, 7. e. bulk, while the latter two denote one dimension
only such as a line. This four-fold division of qiLaTor is after
all rough, many including %@ and figew in sweE and
®Ew respectively. As a matter of fact all of them are
relative terms, and denote different numbers of constituent
parts or degrees of confact in which they are combined.
TR|or is again divided into Yo7 and stfasx; that residing in
eternal things as ARAMTIFT and g being @, _and all
the rest wfAm. @WA@TTA M is threefold, HRIAT, TRATWTT
and gg7a-7. For the explanition of thes2 sea Nofes 9 and
10 on Sect. XIII, pp. 121-3, supra.

Dimension,

1
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* SEcT. XXVI. 72FH,

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. of UFT is AUGTTTERF RO the cause
of our practice of separating one thing from all the
n Test,! IUGR is ATHTAERIAILT T TERT (@or T, that is,

the determination of the identity of one thing by separating
it from all others. The reason why 99@%=a is regarded as
distinet from wwfi=anara is that the notions conveyed to
our mind by the two are of different sorts. When we say
gZ: g7 anea we simply get a negative notion, that a jar 1s
not a piece of cloth; while by 92182 gu® we gat a positive
notion that one is quite distinct from the other. gurzFe there-
fore tells us something more than ==gregrara, for it nof
only informs us that a jar is not a piece of cloth but also
that it is a different thing. The importance of this distinec-
fion may be illustrated by another example. We can say
that a jar is nof 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 9= from it. Again we cansay gt 3757 is notF=FEw
without a g, butf the two are not distinet persons. In
short ga#= is opposed tc objective identity of the things,
while == 7 is to the sameness of their natures. TUFA is
a naterial distinetion; WU+t notional only. In the mame
way F9%T can be distinguished from 3wa or ¥y,

Spor, XX VI, 3.

1.  Conjunction is the ( special and emz‘mme‘m‘al cause of
the common usage of calling two things united.

1. w917 is also defined as the contact of two things that
were first separate ( AMTRARG a1 TOH:
Hatw £7a: ? ); and therefore there can
He no /I betueon two 911 pelvadln" thmgs v\hlch

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

Conjunction,
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, 3T€ mnever =apart from each other. Ty s always:
artificial and non-eternal. T. D. divides it into two
kinds, F@sr that born of action, and H¥RrE that produced
by another conjunction. The contact of the hand with the
books is of the first kind, because it is produced by the mo-
Yion of the hand, while this contact of the hand with the
book produces another conjunction, namely that of the body -
With the book, which is therefore ¥awsT. The FHW WIWT is '
288in of two kinds, sraavwsa and svawss. The instance
of the first is the contact of the bird with the mountain, in
Which the bird alone moves while the mountain is stationary.
The examples of the second kind are the meetings of two
fighting rams, or of two wrestlers, or of two clouds, where both

‘?he things move, weyasr again is two-fold, that of a thing

Just produced, such ge the contact of an effect with some-

thing already connected with its material cause, and that

of a thing breviously existing, as the contact of the tree in

S0nsequence of the contact of the hand and the free. All

| kindg of contacts are TS, that is, cover only a part

of the thing, and are destroyed either by separation or des-
truction of the AT, namely the things connected.

2. Three Mss. of T. S. insert the word SMTIWRUT after
|ITW in the definitions of HETAT, TRATN, guF and wawT,
but the reading of others that reject it appears to be the
Tight one and has been adopted. Although the qualification
?Wrmm is necessary to exclude universal causes, it can be
and is always presumed wherever the words FRur or Er g
Occur as in the definitions of &7 and 3% ; and so there is
10 need of its express mention. There are also other grounds
to believe that the word si@T4arer did not exist originally but
Was supplied by the Dipika. The words SRS 83 &4 in
the Dipika would of course have been conclusive on the
Point had they been found in all Mss. of the work. 8. C,
however is quite explicit, as it remarks- “SvgiHawanageys-
IRuGE ¥ | FRATEE CRWO TSNNSO xR
ATy @® S Pt ~

22
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3. The §maorEIw ( universal cause ) referred to in this
and the preceding definitions is defined by
Universal Causes. V, V. as FRAAEASSHEAATAGQAGTON,
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 & 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 (asiA==T®a9:), antecedent negation
{ arrarT ), time ( #1% ), space (@) and destiny (3EE ),
comprising both merit and demerit. Some add the absence
of counteracting influences (S@a=a®FT™T ) as a ninth
universsl cause. These, being universal causes, are necessa-
rily implied wherever we speak of a cause or an effect s
and consequently when a thing is specially mentioned as &
cause or an effect of another, they are not meant,

Secr. XXVIIL. fyam:.

Disjunction is the quality which destroys conjunction.

1, Disjunction is not merely the absence of @4, in which
case it would have fallen under sTaTE

Disjunction. and need not have been reckoned as a. se-
parate qualiby : but it denotes an actusl

separation which produces the desiruction of a previous
contact, Again by disjunction we denote not the act of sepa-
rating which is excluded from the definition by the word zwr
but the state which immediately results from the act of
separation. Hence Annambhaltu defines vy differently
and not on the analogy of 91T as AwH=TECERNR or fvs-
HATENOM, as is done by Viswniitha. 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 alwaysthis : first 5, act of separating, then sepa-
ration here called fAwnT, then yFzsgmamT, and lastly =1qe-
Faraar. When we remove a jar from one place to another, we
have an effort to 1ift it up,~this is the %#; then the jar is lifted
from the ground, —this is f@9RY; then its contact with the
particular spot is severed,—this is €47 war; and lastly it is
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placed on another spot,—this is UTgZraTT. FAMT is there-
fore the cause of and not the same as ¥IWARI, Two trees
‘on the opposite banks of a river have always remained apart,
but there has never been an actual separation of them. fE¥ry
‘has the same varieties as @aiww, and the examples also are
gimilar, namély, #a7 ( subdivided into T¥aIHAN and Fgaz-
FHS ) and fFwrrw@weT.  There is however a difference of
opinion as to the last between the Vaisesikas and the
Natyayikas proper, the latter not recognizing ECLSIELIR
At all.'! The instance of a AWRISTANTT is SATANFE, 1A~
: : 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
<.>f the hand because the two things (fAWTT and gEaiaHar) reside
in different receptacies,viz.the bodyand the hand respectively,
‘while there is no motion in the body itself which might
<ause the sgeparation. This argument by which the
Decessity of recognizing a FWEIRAWET 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. Rwr=r@wnT is also divided into two kinds,
FROHTHEATTH and FROEROTENTA, for which however see
Sary. ». S. Cale, ed. p. 107.

e e e

Sper, XXIX, qUeIges.

Posteriority and priority are the ( special and instrumenial )
causes of the common usage of the words pasterior aud prior,
They reside in the four ( substinces ), earlh, ¢tc. and the iind.
They are twofold, caused by space and téme. The posieriority
(_'“u-”'ed by space is in the remote, and priorily so caused is
i the near.  Posteriority caused by tims is in the eleer, and
Driority so caused is in the younger.

1. Posteriority and priority may also b2 designated ze-
e noteness afxd proximity  respectively
terior;'ty_y nEPOS- Thege qualities reside in the first four
substances, because they are the only

COrporeal and non—eternal substances having a limitad di

—_

— - S e e wecis s e i

1 8ea verse quoted in Note 3 of Sect. XXIIL p. 159 supra.

I
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mension. Mind, being corporeal, possesses only one kind
of priority ard posteriority, namely that made by spacs, ﬁ%'a',
butuot 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 9% or zwava. Really
speaking 97T and AWeT are nothing more than relations of
corporeal things to time and space, expressed in the forme:
of qualities for the purnose of marking their varying degrees..

Sect, XXX, XXXI, J&HedH, FATH,

Gravity is the non-intimate cause of the first fall, and resides
2n earth and water.

Fluidity is the non-intimate cause of the first flow, residing
in earth, water und light. 1t is two—fold, matural and
ariificial.

1. The definitions of Gravity and Fluidity are analogous,

h : one being called ¢ the non-intimate cause
,’fjl;’; Syjand s of the first act of falling, > and the other
¢ a like cause of the first act of flowing.”
The word 2trar is inserted in both definitions to exclude:-
velocity ( &1 ) which is the non-intimate cause of the second
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 &o have realized this. They do not
also seem to have known the dynamical theory of falling
bodies, as is clear from their calling a1%: the cause of the
first falling only, while it is in fact the cause of every acth
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. Theldistinetion between qi-
T F and H1TATAE 4734, thouzh spoken of as inherent and:
absolufts, seems to have tesn made to indicate the fact that
some things remain ﬂuld at normal.temperature and others

ot e

1See Note 3 on Sect. IV. p. 85, Supra.
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mot. Those of the first kind such as water are said to pos-
sess natural fluidity, while others requiring the applieation
of additional heat have artificial fluidity only The solidity
of snow and hail which are forms of water 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 gravity
of the metals is ascribed to earthy portion in them. 1%
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 Veisesika, for
in that case it would be WifWfg®, while the fluidity of
metals is really afaf== only. Again why cannot the same
earthy portion, which accounts for the gravity of metals,
8_Jlso account for its afmH®E sai7? This is also not possible
ﬁ)r the fluidity of metals is of a different kind, being #3-
IS9A ( indestructible ) even by the application of ex-
tl‘fime heat, while that of earthy substances is SRETAT.
ngl.lt in the form of metals must therefore be regarded as
having a peculiar fluidity of its own.

sgor. XXXII, §E:

* Viscidity is the quality which is the ( special and ins-
trumental ) cause of the agglutination of powders and resices in
water only."

L The viscidity found in oil, milk and other such earthy
substances is of course due to the watery
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. ¥@Tea ATFIT-
EgTETgESar.!  Oil hastens fire because it has a greater
amount of vigcidity than pure water. It is not explained
however whence this greater viseidity in oil comes if it is
‘due to water alone. fAUEtWIT means thickening or concen=
tration. Tt 4s the peculiar combination which holds partis
cles _Of powder together. The reason why this IELEALIE]
?wcial quality ¥z and cannot be" attributed to

1. B.P.156

Viscidity.

L
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%99 is that melted gold which possesses fluidity cannot -

form Tumps 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
known to Indian physicists, and hence they were often led!
into giving fantastic explanations of ordinary phenomena.

2. T.D., N.B. and 8. C. say that the propriety of the word’
s107 in bthe definition of &% is to exclude time ete. : but this does
not seem correct, as time and other universal causes are-
already excluded by interpreting &g as wramamwzg., V. V.
explains the word as excluding i}ﬁ', but this is also incor-
rect, since 0T can be excluded by taking &g in the sense of
MHTER as it has been hitherto taken. It appears more:
reasonable to understand 1ot as excluding the act of aggluti-
nating which is also the special and instrumental cause of
muSTrE.  Hence either the line #T#rar ofc. 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 the
text or Annambhatla deliberately used the word &3 here in
& narrower sense than previously. Probably he borrowed’
the definition from a more ancient work, without determin--
ing acourately the propriety of each word.'

secr. XXXIII, 31=3:.

Sound is the quality which is apprehended by the sense of
hearing, and resides in ether alone. It 3s tws-fold, irarti--
culate or moise and urliculate or words. The noisa is (heard) in
drums elc.; while words appearin the Sform of Sanskrit language

L. Besides the two-fold division in the text, the T. D. gives
another three-fold division of sound, mak-
ing in all six varieties of it. The latter
three divisions are: 1 ®&mar, born of
conjunetion, such as the sound of & drum producad by the
contaet of the stick or hand with the drum ; 2 fawmrs, born
of disjunction, such as the sound produced by splitting a

Sound.

- bamboo-stick ;. and 3 S=H born of sound, such as alF

subseggent sounds which are prodruced from the first one.

1 P. B. Ben. ed p. 266.
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And so on. The articulate sound will be treated further on
under s=gwaAT ( Sect. 59-63. ).

3. The 3153w 3r2% is recognized to account for the fact that
Tl iy ey sound can be heard at any distance from
of sound. 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 ocarry
back its impression to the mind. But the organ of hearing
being of the nature of all-pervading Akase cannot move
ST or organ of hearing 1s defined as the Akase which is F-
SSFTRARIH, 4. e. the portion of ether limited and severed
from the rest of the Akasa by the cavity of the ear. Evidently
ST cannot go out of the ear-cavity by which it is conditioned,
for as soon as it goes out it will be no 1= but 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. But the sound which is
produced in that portion of Akdse which is immediately in

Notes. 171
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<ontact with the drum is distant from the ear and cannot it-
self travel to the ear, being, as a quality,finseparably connect-
©d with a definite portion of the Akasa. Besides it is a doc-
trine of the Nasyayikas that sound is sy 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
Teaches the portion of A%7sa confined in the ear, that is, the
. It is this last sound produced in the AATERT 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 BEak
So far this theory of sound is accepted by all Nazyayikas,
but there is a slight difference of opinion as tv the mode in
which sound travels or rather propagates its species. Some,
applying the analogy of ocean-waves (dT=flaTg=arT), say that
the series of sounds travels in a straight line in one direckion
only, namely from the drum direct to the ear. Others apply
the analogy of a £z flower (FFFaMwFa®), the filaments
of which shoot round about in all directions; and so they
say that sound travels not in one direction only but in all
directions, 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
heard 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
crude and faulty owing to the inveterate habit of Indian
philosophers to indulge in speculations in matters that can
be known only by actual observation or experiments. They did
not know that thereal organ of hearing is the tympanum in the
<ear which has a closer similarity with the drum than with the
Akasa, while the fact of the sound being carried by air by
means of successive undulations of air-particles was also
undreamt of. Instead of investigating the nature of sound
in such practical directions, the Naiyayikas exhausted their
energies in discussing whether sound was eternal or non-
eternal. The pros and cons as well as the importance of

this last controversy in Indian philosophy will be noticed
later on.



SECr. XXXIV. kg

“ " Cognition is the ( special and inlrumental ) cause of j

-all communication or interccurse, and it 8 knowledge. Itis
twofold, remembrance and  apprehension. Hemembrance is
Jenowledge produced from mental impression alone. Knowledge
~other than remembrance is apprehension.

1. Cognition is the proper equivalent for g as used .in
the Nydya system. Ballantyne translates
3‘!"?3; by ° understanding, ' and Roer by
¢ intellect : but both renderings are
‘wrong. The word I7% is capable ofhav mvthree meanings:—1st
“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.
Itris in this last sense thatthe word is invariably used in
Nyaya and Vuisesika philosophies. This should be quite

Cognition,

~clear from the mention of I among the qualities, that is, .

as a property of the soul. A cognition is undoubtedly such
:a property; while understanding is an act, and énfellect, being
an instrument of knowledge, is a substance, and is identified
by Naiyayikas with mind. Other schools of philosophers
such as the Sawmkhyas and the Vedantins designate IiF as an
-elemental thing under the name ®Hz#+7, and divide it into
sc.veral faculties performing different functions, namely,
HRETY and sf@:#Ewon.  According to them, therefore, 3 is an
instrument of knowledge; but their doctrine is emphatically
irepudiated by Nasyayikas who regard =(® asa quality of
“{:he soul and capable of being perccived, while the direct
instrumentality of knowledge is assigned to mind which
being atomic is imperceptible. Hence in the definition given
in the text gvs is said to be knowledge itself, and not an
instrument of knowledge.
?- a8 is as V. V. rightly defines i, FATT AT FATFT-
G , utterance of words for the purpose of communicating
ideas, and not sERMAEENG: as S. C. has it, for the latter is
too wide and would include involuntary actions, such as
walking in sleep, 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

Noles. 193"
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I¥ and =T®R makes the above definition too narrow, inas-
much as it does not apply to fATS%ersT 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 AEI=TRREIFEaE=TsE=TRATT, that is,.
cognition is the quality having that ¥m& which characterizes.
the efficient cause of the above kind of =r2™. Thus fora-

Feqa1r, though itself not =r=gwEg, has the WA (%= which
differentiates the =TagrzEg.

3. The definition of i 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, FTATHIT-

gHaaEETEan.  Cognition is said to be that knowledge

( = ) which becomes the subject ( e ) of the conscious--
ness ( AF=479™ ) having the form ‘I know.’ This requires-
a little explanation. Perceptive knowledge according to

Nyaya is acquired by going through three successive steps,
viz SETRIAFY, 707 and FFTHFTAE. 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 ealled the-
aegeraEno, efficient cause of perception. This image is then
converted into a cognition or % having the form = 9=:

‘this is a jar.’ This cognition ( 9=z ) again being a.
property of the soul, the Ego becomes w=ztwara, which

when combined with the ever present @tg®® * I am, ’ results

into the compound consciousness, TEFTAITAEATER or TIHE
A& ‘ T know a jar. * This last consciousness is called g

=] because it always follows 73w or simple cognition.

Hence the cognition ‘ This is a jar’ (@& w=:) is said to
become the subject matier of the consciousness ¢ I know. ’

The peculiarity of this definition consists in the fact that

other scholastics, such as the Samkhyus and the Vedantins,

do not recognize the cognition =T w2 to be the IFTT= of a

further ig=raat™, but give the name cognition to =AF=azaTT

itself. The definition thus states a peculiav doctrire of

Nyaya.

Other definitions,

4. Another noteworthy definition of 1% given in the-
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Sapta-Padarthi of Sivadityacarya is SRTT: grE:, which
“the commentator Jinavardhana explains, AT AR
FRFAESUETA A TUSFIRE: qfia 27 TR T T T Tz,
knowledge is of the nature of light because it dispels the-
darkness of ignorance and illuminates all objects to the-
mind's eye. The epithet AT : means residing in the
soul as a property, and explains Annambhatta’s definition
of JTeAr as FTATHAEOE, g and T being of course synony-
mous. Prasastapada defines I merely by giving SIS,
s and S&IT as its synonyms.'

5. The wording of the definition in four copies is differ-

Reading discus- egt’ being °§§3ﬁﬁ gﬁ: inStea(.l gt 033?:1’%--~
sed. Amw ; while two other copies add JOw:

after #a: quite unnecessarily. The inter-
change of s and IfF: has an important bearing on the-
?ight understanding of the definition ; for the other read-
ing is not only ambiguous, but is likely to mislead some-
into taking @ to be only one species of knowledge which
is ygWeg:. As a matter of fact A is an independent=
predicate of 3% intended to describe the exact nature of
GOE.nition,and probably also to exclude the possibility of
T being mistaken for the act or the instrument of know-
ledge. It contradicts according to S. O. the doctrine of"
Samkhyas that g or AETW is a material element, produced
from SF@® and identical with IFAHN the instrument of
knowledge. One copy of T. D. inserts % K ‘
A, bus that is incorrect, 8s time etc. are excluded by
taking &g as w@mawueg. Another propriety of the word:
st noticed by S. C., viz., that gfi here does not mean
excess of knowledge, as in expressions like Figad ZAEA, 1S
rather far-fetched. The expression is borrowed from Go-
tama’s aphorism, Wﬂahﬁmmz and is probab-
ly used as a hint to the student that Golama's psychology
and logic are easily reconcilable with the system of Vai--
fesika padarthas adopted in this book. Whatever may be-

1 P. B. Ben, ed, p. 171L.
2 G.9.7,1,165.
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{ =
case it Is evident that in this and in all the following:
ssections of the hook treating of the kinds and. proofs of
knowledge the author is a consistent follower of Gorama
rather than of Kanada, and has attempted with consider-
-able success to incorporate the Nyaya doctrine of proofs
with the Vaisesika system of padarthas. '

6. Cognition is of two kinds, remembrance and appre-
D3i8tms o doige hension. Reme.zmb?ance is defined as 'the
Lo *  knowledge which is born of a mental im-
pression alone (#®#H¥ ). This WEHRT is

that particular kind of it, which is called wrgar and which
18 defined further on ( Sect. 75 ) as being born of apprehen-
sion and causing remembrance. So WFAMFEER is properly
speaking the oparakion ( 270917 ) which comes into existence,
between the product €I, and its cause HAAT., (AT
is defined as @sFesq W@ aASHAFIE:, that is, an inter-
mediate operation born of the cause and producing the thing
which is the effect of that cause. 57741t is therefore a sorf,
-of intermediate link between the eifoct and its cause, which

-often, as in this case of #3fd, is separated by a great
interval of time.

7. The insertion of A= in the definition of I has been

Daration of sharply criticised, and as strongly defpndf
e ed. The word, it is said, excludes Te(a(
: (reminiscence ) which is produced by
HeE but not by it alone, as a direct perception of the
-object is alsoan operating cause in it. The difference between
g@fwaT and ¥@A consists in the presence or absence of
the thing recollected, Whan 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
3F19%F ( reviver ) of that ¥eF1t. In weafusir ( reminiscence )
the object recollected is actually before our eyes, and the
Mmovelty of the knowledge only consists in the identity of the

RSN e
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object now perceived with someone previously seen, as when.

“on seeing TaZ= one recollects that it is the same T2 whom-

one saw before. Here the actual perception of FAFTA is as-
much the cause of knowledge as the impression leflt on the-
mind by a former perception; and hence S=THI is not HFHERATH --
ST but TTqwEsTaEsEIT=g. Several copies of T. S. and
T. D. omit &A1= in the definition in the text as well as the-
sentence in T. D. referring fo it. S. C. appears to have had
both readings before him as he expressly prefers the one-
with ®rsr.  Other writers omit &= from the definition on
the ground that even without it the definition doesnotcover
THTHAT because there the immediate cause of the Se¥s is.
not the previous impression, but the remembrance of the-
iQentity of the thing ( @wr =%=gwar ) which is produced from
HFEW. ! In a remembrance the impression is the immediate-
cause, while in a reminiscence the impression produces re-
fnembrance of identity, and then this remembrance of simple-
identity produces the reminiscence that that identity resided
in the object actually seen. Thus WeATRF is not HEERATT
at all, and hence M= is unnecessary. Nilakantha answers.
this argument by simply remarking that the cause of Fef¥=T
is the impression of idertity and notanintermediate remem-
brance. Another objection to the definition is that it is
AHTA and will not cover even ¥@I@ which is not HTETTHTI-
St=at but JgwIE=AT also; but the JFWT can be removed
either by taking s=7 in the sense of ®WATET or by constru-
ing the definition, as Nilakantha remarks, to mean =T~
| Wi ( and not FFFMFTH AR ) WFRATETL. As to
HERE® which is also HepTa=ES= it is excluded by TH.

8. The author defines 3guT as ‘ all knowledge other than

A , remembrance,’ 2. e, all cognitions which are
pprehension. FA

newly acquired and are nof repetitions of

former ones. The negative definition of FAT in the text is

due to the fact that =W|¥F 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 of sigwT is really unnecessary,as by simply excluding ®ifa

1T. K Bom, ed- p. 6.

L



8 Tarka-Sagraha. [ SECT. XX I '

-or repeated knowledge, the definition of gi§ will also serve
for the regiduum, that is wgwT. This and the subsequent
divisions and sub-divisions of & are according to the
system of Gotama. The Vaisesila division is slightly
different and may therefore be profitably compared with that
given in the fext. Prasastapada divides and subdivides
gy as follows :—' i

: e
| ' |
r”alrzn STt
1
Lo 1. L0k DS % sadeil
b T R e e R !
b [0 0 S o A T Aogg @Y AMIEINE
or
F afaraas

FIEIFHA faraFeT

Of these %% is inference, while ¥ which is a kind of S&T&
isthe supernatural perception of Yogins. Others can be easily
identified with their corresponding varieties given inthe text.

9, The three words g, @797 and ¥ are rendered into
English by ° cognition, ’* apprehension ’
and ‘remembrance,” because they are their
nearest equivalents ; but the meanings of
the last tworequire to be clearly defined. Remembrance, re-
collection, and reminiscence, for instance, are analogous but
-eagily distinguishable. Remembrance is an idea which recurs
to the mind without the operation of an external objsct on
the sensory nerve, and is thus opposed to pereception; while it
becomes recoliection, if it is sought after and found with
difficulty and effort.’ & is remembrance as above defined
snd probably includes recollection also, as Naiyayikas do

Corresponding
Bnglish terms.

1 P, B. Ben.ed. p. 172.. ef. seq.
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ot seem to make a distinctionbetween aspontaneous and an
artificial recollection. Remembrance as above defined may
‘seem to be concerned with impressions gained from perception
only; but there is no reason why a former inference freasur-
ed up in mind or an impression produced from a previous
Temembrance should not be remembered as well; and hence
T properly speaking is general and comprehends all impres-
sions however originally derived. Reminiscence isthe act by
which we endeavour to recall and re-unite former states of
consciousness, and is & kind of reasoning by which we
ascend from a present consciousness to a former one. This is
akin to gaTTw. 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 objeet.? Simple apprehension is
again divided into two kinds, incomplex and complex, which
respectively corvespond to Naiyayika (afa%ea® and FEAEAE
. This is not exactly the sigwa of Nydya, but it is very
mear it. Cognition is knowledge in its widest sense, embracing
sensation, perception, conception and notion. According
to Kant, cognition is the determined reference of certain
Tepresentations 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
1ot 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.* The Nuiyayikas expressed this idea by saying
that in an =gww, the property of the external object must
become the g%™ of the corresponding cognition.

1 Locke : Essay on Human Understanding, Bk IL ¢ 19.
2 Whately : Logic, B. IL ch. I. sec, 1.
3 Haywood ; Critique of Pure Reason, p. 593.
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1t (apprehension) is twofold: irue and false. The true one s
the appreheasicn of a thing having an attribute as POSSESSING
that attribute and it s called Prama ; the false one is the-
apprehension of a thing not having an attribute as possessing that
woitrihute, e. g. knowledge of silver in a conch-shell.

1. Apprehension is divided into right (1) and wrong
(zara), the first being wusually called
ot and the second =rwwr. FgraIEyT is &
correct apprehension in  which the
object is cognized as it is (TATIRTSAT FRET w:). It is
defined agi@ &% ¥%F: which may he psraphrased as Agigal-
SRS FNE:, that is apprehension of a certain object pos-
sessing an attribute as possessing that attribute.

2. The words f@r9wr, &3rer and T%W should be carefully

! noted as they constantly ocecur in Nyaya:
1331907, (33757 works. When we see an object, the object
and 9FT, becomes the /@57 of our knowledge, while

the characteristic, which distinguishes that object and makes
it what it is, is called the 9% of the same knowledge. Thus-
in the cognition, 1T w=:, 7= the object of the cognition is
the fa&i=7, while @z, the distinguishing property of 9=, is
the =R of the corresponding cognition. Hence the cogni-
tion w7 wz: is defined as ITAAGAANAF-TTATEEE, that is,
one which has a jar possessing the attribute jar-ness for its
object (183157 ), apd has @aex for its special characteristic
( %17 ). The use of this two-fold terminology is that while
the @510 deseribes the form of the cognition, SFW distin-
guishes it from similar cognitions, asfor instance g2 HTH from
92314, There is a similar distinction between 1Esi90r and
9%, When we see a w9z, the quality of i@ becomes a
w%1T of the cognition of the blue jar, while the gome quality
blueness is a 1951907 of the jar itself. Similarly in the ecog-
nition & wZ:, 9T is the 4590 of 9= and the TFT of TEHT.
f@31yor is the property of a material object, while 9FIT is the
property of knowledge.
3. The definition of w@T-az® mgzwFrsawa-—can there-
fore be paraphrased into gzafgsicgE-gaar-
ﬁ;“’”a and Apra- SERESANT: which in simple langusage
. means that in a right apprehension thak

Apprehenslon,

Turka-Samgraha. [-SECT. X L
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airie charact pistic which marks the object must also be
- the distingal hmg property of its notion. “Hence V. V.

remarks WEFTAT (3557@R, meaning that  the locative @&/
denotes that the thing (7. e. 92 ) possessing @@ (i e =& )-
is the object ( f&srs7 ) of the apprehension, which has the
same qq for its wER. 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 ST,
namely, the cognition of a property (a=®R®: ) in a thing
which does not possess that property ( 3@si@ ). The cog-
nition of silver—ness, in a thing which is silver is war; while
the same cognition of silver-ness, if made in'a mother-o’ pearl,
which is nof silver, becomes zrgar. The use of the quali-
fication @& in the definition of &y is made apparent in a.
combined knowledge of two or more things. Suppose we
pexceive T= and gz simultaneously and together, but in-
stead of cognizing 7= as 9= and 9= as 9= we take %= to be =
and vice versa. Here we have a knowledge which has both
a2 and 9 for its objects ( @3rw ) and also W= and W=
for its properties ( w&TT); but it is not a TAT because TTa-
¥R belongs to the part-cognition which is gafadie® and
vice versa. Hence the necessity of saying that the know-
ledge must be am®™® with reference to the object itself @g1R).

4. A very subtle objection to the definition is suggested
and answered by T. D. The definition
applies t0 a cognition of & when we can
interpret AgTa as WEATYEIOr ; but it can
not apply to a cognition of weew itself as residing in a 9=,
for wzem is not the =w¥®Ior of W= or any other thing ; so the
expression @gla is meaningless in this case, and the defini-
tion will be sr=mT®. The dlﬂ‘iculty can be avoided by tak-
ing (@ to mean ANIWATR, so that as 9= is the =rrEor of
WETHETY, so WA is the 0YEIr of FTWFAT and the defi-
nition comprehends both. Similarly the definition of =i1war
18 too wide as it will apply even to a right cognition, ‘This is
in union. ’ For conjunction being a partial ( ==ETCAE® )
Droperty, the same thing is always dgomag as well as
AT ; and a cognition 3% WHiAT will be both. W®T as
Well ag sigmr.  But this is not so, for in a wrong cognition

the knowledge is obtained from a part where there iga
24

Some objections,
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negation of ¥4wT, while in a right cognition the A s
known to be on the part having 4T, Again although a thing
resides in another by ®IUr and not @wara, its absolute
1 egation subsisting on the same substratum by FRIFHAT
does not make it a wrong cognition.

AN this scholastic subtlety does not lessen even a bit the
inherent ambiguity of the definitions. The practical ditficulty
is, which of the many properties of & thing is denoted by
aq, and istherefors to betaken as the test of right apprehen-
sion. That they are the gz=r of 92 and 9g& of 7= will of course
be the prompt reply ; but do 92+ and 92, it may be asked,
convey any definite ideas apart from 92 and 92 ? We cannof
understand %z or 9Z7 unless we first know what = or
gz is. How can then 52 or 927 become the fest of judg-
ing the validity of the knowledge of ¥z or 9z ! It is said
that we see & = truly when we observe wZe¥ in it, but
properly speaking we cannot see ¥z in the thing unless
we have first recognized the thing tobe =z. It is nof
eagy to overcome this dilemma.

5. oOther philosophers such as the Samkhyas and the
Vedantins reject the Nyaye definitions and define war as
AR AATa YT a®, a cognition having for its objeet
a thing that was mnot apprehended before and that is
never contradicted. =ATFE excludes WA and may be
omitted if the definition is to apply to both right appre-
hension and right remembrance. @@ also, according to
Annambhatta ( see Sect. 63 infra ), is divisible into s and
79Ty, though its validity depends on other reasons ; but
according to some Naiyayikas ®8(® is of one kind only. As
to the three kinds of WFqTaTgHT see Sect. LXIV and notes
thereon. There is no reason why the following four divisions
of s\t should not also be applicable to arr*am?gwa. 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 an3logy,or a misundersfanling of words.

82 Tarka—Sawgraha. [ SECT. XX L
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Allithose; 1t sedins) will fall: dder | he second  division of
' QTW‘&, namely, @999, unless of course they have the ad-
ditional characteristics of €51 and 7%,

SEoT. XXXVI. AFATAZL:.

Right apprehension is divided into four Fkinds: Percept,
Judgment, Analogy and varbal knowledge. The instruments
Of these are also four, mamely: Perception, Inference, Com-
Dparison and Word or Language.

1. The superiority of Sanskrit terminology is proved

' here by the fact that except in the case of
.iéRoz_?% :j’lz’lfzzestmo'l T the SBII.IB root supplies two di.stinci;
and appropriate names, one for the instru -

ment, and the other for the result of knowledge, while in
English we are often obliged to employ the same term for
both. Rven in Sanskrit much confusion cften results from
ithe ambigu()us use of the word 9T for both knowledge
and its instrument. I have therefore borrowed some new
terms from English logie, 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 ;
but 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-Miller to denote
‘the particular notion acquired by perci:ption. ' The act of
Teasoning is denoted by [nference, while the conclusion
Teached is called Judgment, which according to Mansel is
“ a combination of two concepts related to one or more
®ommon objects of possible intuition. *” IR and TTEmE
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
fstablished. There is no appropriate name for sz,

authority ' and ‘ tradition ' which are snmetimes employed
B i e

1 Max Mullor: Science of Thought p 20.
2 Mansel: Prologom. Log. p. 60.
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meaning quite different things. Verbal Knowledge and
Word are therefore used for st=zs117 and 31=% respectively.

2. The four varieties of TAT as well as their instruments:
will be defined and explained later :

Whatis Eramana, y,,¢ 3t will be useful first to examine the
general nature of AT, 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 wrANTET TR -

¢ knowledge of the thing o 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 by 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, Anrnambhatia follows Golama in recognizing
four proofs,” but the assignment of each to the four divi-
sions of 9T respectively seems to be his own improve-
ment. AT ( THEASHAAT ) is defined in T. D. as THIFI0TH,
‘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 WrIong
knowledge owing to extrinsic causes,

3. The definition given by the author is according to-
some imperfect, as it mentions only one function of a
proof, namely, ST ( production of F/T ), and does nof
comprehend its other function, swrasmasa ( determination
of the validity of the &ar ). Another and a somewhat more
accurate definition is WraamsEEN&RTT @ warTam,? ‘proof
is that which is always followed by right apprehension (I&AT),

e SR
16.8.1,1,3.

2 Sarv, D. S. Cale. ed. p, 110,
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.&nd igunited with the appropriate organ and the receptacle of

knowledge, viz. soul’. Thus proof is first an invariable condi-
tion of war, and not merely the cause of AT, SHWT has a
-double function ; it not only produces right apprehension,
but sometimes also tests its truth. It is not therefore STATEHTT
only, but sAwamGF also; and so the definition SaT=ATH is
more correct as comprehending both. The Nuaiyayikas are

WAAMATOgANE:, ¢. 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, =& is neither soul, nor mind, nor the organs of
Seénse, for if it had been so there would have been no neces-
Sity of its separate mention apart from these latter which
areﬁalready enumerated. The Mimanmaka's define T&ETW as
ATINArGTE, ‘thal which apprahends an object not known
before s but this definition, says S. C, is wrong because in
& long series of sensations of the same object, the first only
Therehy becomes war, while the succesding sensations will
10t be war, being wifdard. The Mimarmsaka's answer to this
Objection is that each individual sensation is different from
1ts predecessor inasmuch as it was produced at a different
I?flﬂment. The expression safysa is intended to prevent; WEAT-
HYER being called the proof of *7f@. The Nuiydyikas restrict:
all proofs to #3wT or new cognitions and call ¥2f& mere repeti-
tions thereof caused by ®¥%T from previous impressions.

4.'Before proceeding further, it will be worthk while to
notice two varieties of knowledge recog-
nized by European logicians, whieh are
0 -apparently left out of the Naiyavika’s cles-
-;mﬁcation of g1, namely inluitions and beliefs. ~n intuition
IS any knowledge whatsoever, sensuous or intellectual, which
I8 apprehended immediately, that is, without the irstrumen-
tality of any sense or mental faculsy. Axioms in Geometry,
?nd the notions of time, space and causality &are such
‘Muitions, which do not come under any of the heads of
I of the Naiyayikas. Some-of these are aecounted for
?thel‘ Wise, as by the recognition of time and spsce as
}ndependent entities which are inferred from their effects.

© rest will be probably included under =& 35 reminiscen-
€s of previous births retained by @®e. The doctrines of

Intuition and belief.

L
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SE¥ and transmigration enable Indian philosophers to exs
plain many facts that are incomprehensible to Western
thinkers. The other kind of knowledge that is apparently
left unnoticed is belsef or Jaith, which differs from cognition
in that it denotes “those exercises of the mind in which
we believe in the existence of an object, not now hefore us.
and under immediate inspection.””! 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,

t seems, would include them, if authoritative, under R=ZF(T,

and if not, under sraaT, In this way the classification of iz
may claim to be exhaustive.

SECT. XXXVII. FHYurs.
An instrument is a cause which is peculiar.

1. A Fxwr is defined as ‘a cause which is peculiar.”
According to V. V., 8. C. and Nilakan!ha,
SN 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
are meither universal nor #¥or. FAFTITIOT is better paraphrased
by Nilakantha as A ZEFIASAFTIGATAEOE=T, that is, ‘a
cause without which a desired effect will never be produced;”
but this also is not strictly accurate, A FL0T properly speaking

is the immediate or proximate cause that gathers together
the scattered materials and gives final shape to the product,

It is the cause which, other accessories being present, is.
abgolutely necessary for the completion of the effect. This.
seems to be the meaning of w&marsor 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-

Prozimate Cause.

1. M'Cosh Intuitions p. 196.

2. Bee Fec. 29, and the reading of several copies in Secs. 24-5-6-7. -
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sure perfect accuracy in the definition of ®Xol. For exam-
, 30T is an FATIROT AHAEEO of ¥ and is therefore its
0T ; but a 3v% in a forest can never be the & of a 4z,
although the definition would equally apply to it, as it is po-
tentially if not actually an efficient cause of ¥=. To exclude
30T in the forest, the ancient Naiyayikas inserted an additional
Qualification =qa=x @(d, so that only a FUs, which is
actually employed in the act of producing a jar, is its Fwur,
while a zug in the forest having no =X is excluded. =MIR
is defined by S. C. as ZTUATT WA AT WA AATTTE:
that is, ‘an operation which, not being a #=7, is the product
of a thing (&7 ), and produces the effect of that thing.
When an axe lops off a tree, the axe is the &, the cutting
Is the final product, and the contact of the axe with the
Wwood is the =1a7¥, because it is produced from the axe and
produces the cutting. The words Zda¥a |i@ are inserted
-0 the definition of =M™ to prevent an intermediate
product (weymmafa), such as a @, being =MW,
although it is produced from atoms and produces the jar.
So .the complete definition of a %I according to the
anclent view is TIRITATIRGT FWORT i e. ‘a peculiar and
Operative cause.’

2. This has given rise to an important controversy bet-
ween the ancients and the moderns. The
latter disapprove of the ancient definition
of #Fur above given and propose one of
ifheir OWN': HSHTUNEATINgS FWOH, ¢ e. ‘a cause which is
Invariably and immediately followed by the product’. This
©of course excludes gu% 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 ig not merely verbal but fundamental, for quite
different things are designated FXWw according as we accept
either of the definitions. The definition of the ancients
feQuires the #vwr to be =aT9waa ; and therefore strictly speak-
INg it must aiways be a substénce in which actions and
dualities that constitute a =raTe may inhere ; while according
to Moderns it is this =aram itself which becomes the #wor
88 1t is even more proximate to the effect than the material
FIW of the ancients. When an object for instance is vigible

The modern view.



the organ of sight comes into contact with the object. ~ This
contact (FFEgEEY ) is the o™, and the organ of sight
would be the T in the act of perception according to the
ancients ; while the moderns would call the W@®Y itself
the #xW, as the %w (percept) immediately follows from
it, but is not necessarily produced from gwsa. In an infer-
ence the ancients are rather inconsistent in calling THgaTT
or SATHAT the F70r of w@fafy : since, being a cognition 7. e.
a guna, the T cannot properly speaking possess a NI
which is either guna or karma and as such can inhere in &
substance alone. In wgfaf@ the uwraat is called the =maR by
the ancients,and the ®wor by the moderns. Another inconsis-
tency of the ancient view is that on the analogy of wegex
there is no reason why mind should not be the Fxur of
AFIAEA instead of =978 ; and mind being also the FIw of
BERT@, smiafe and a@maw@es would be confounded.
These are some of the reasons which make the moderns
reject the definition =mramas and define a FIO as simply
memmvaam or more briefly weo=ara®, that is, one which
is invariably associated with the w@. This difference of
definitions results in the important distinction of the =am@E
of the ancients becoming the %ur of the moderns ; while the
F0f of the ancients merges, according to the modern view,
into the general category of simple causes.

3. The original notion of a #Tw seems to be that convey-
A5 ~ edin Kedava Misra's definition |rIwaw
Origin of the Jif- 3 I J c A
ference, "~ ®RW, which is explained as ¥&E FNW, &
cause par excellence.' Many causes contri-
bute to produce an effect but some of them are related to the
effeet more closely than others. OFf two murderers one
who strikes the blow hag certainly & 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
©auses by the speelal name FW. The FFY, pre~eminence of

i . B. Bom, ed, p. 10,

|
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' TENE FROT, i therefore said to consist in ifs activity or effici-
[ ~ency (;aRE=a). Hence a &0 came to be defined as =aTam-
| IFENC, But here comes another difficulty. The definition
“HURET 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 #%ur. Somehow or other the mnotion of an
“énstrument or means is involved in that of T, and the
agent therefore ought to be excluded. Hence in discussing
the definition of wwmT as qHTEW, Kesava Misra remarks
“HE AR TR T TREORRESIREET § SerieaT TH-
MR TEEA R #om,! that is wfE@sa F@EOE  (im-
mediate production ) constitutes the TY of a %30T, and this
is found only in the case of zfezad®®s. Other cfficient
causes, such as the knower and the object of knowledge are
not called #W even though they may be ARG because
“the result is not produced even if they exist. This restriction
of FXu necessarily led to the abandonment of =gTaRaE<x, and
the substitution instead of WA@s¥7 FEWEEFE, or more
accurately wSENTEAMETAA, as a definition of Fw. But
this farther restriction went too far as it excluded organs
of sense, and in fact all instruments from the elass of AT,
The moderns boldly accepted this as an E=19, but the an-
cients could not assent to it as the idea of FH¥W was inextri-
cably involved in their mind with the notion of an instru-
ment. They therefore satisfied themselves by retaining
=TT and excluding the agent expressly by inserting in
the definition of wior some such limitation as AGATATITT ~
AT AFAACENAFIOGHTE TR, AT or THIAT is ex-
cluded because he is the FRUEIsT ( 7. e. the cause) of
many other effects besides a SAT which is aspecies of sigwa
{ stg-wwfa ). This is the gist of the controversy about #wur,
. Which has furiously raged between the ancient and modern
Nayayikas.

4. The two views being thus distinet, the question

; naturally occurs which of them is adopt-

Author's view, ed by Annambhaita. Before answering
this question, it is necessary to disouss

the reading =ITWMIG FWi *wow, which oceurs in
most of the copies of the text, but which has been for

e it s e i el i it e D

1T. B, Bom, ed. p. 2.
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“various reasons rejected in this edition. Although =TaRIT
N, is necessary to complete the definition, it
Sog tdimg discus: g almost certain that the word did mnob

exist there originally. The Pratikas in-
T. D,, N. B, 8. C. and Ni/. prove that the definition began
with 7|0 ; while the fact that both S. C. and Nil. ex-
pressly quote =TIIAGEINUN as an ancient substitute for =I--
TR FROA shows that in their opinion at least =TaRId

A did not form part of Annambhatta’s definition. Besides, if it
had been there, the author ought to have defined =TIR and'
explained the propriety of =ma=d either in the text or in
the commentary, which he does not do. One Ms. no doubt -
inserts the words a==aar ®Ix a=tegsAa®r = after the -
definition of ¥t in the text ; but the addition is clearly
spurious; and the readingsof N and Y are equally unauthenti- -
cated. In Sect. 41 again, the author repeats that THI¥NUI- -
F190T alone ig T without mentioning =ataw=a, while in
Sect. 47 he calls fegawear itself the FOT of s/iA®, al-
though it cannot be so according to the definition =ITAR--
9. But as if not wishing to leave the point iz any
doubt, the author himself, in the DLipika on Sec.
47, quotes =grarTEEEwui as a distinct v1ew whlch he -
disapproves, remarking emphatically @Taaa LEE]

FAWETY. On the other hand, at the end of Sect. 43 he as

emphatically declares 21957 to be the %01 of Fedel which

can only be true if we accept the ancient definition. Simi--
larly he calls @rzsastt the ®¥or of Sufdi@, and mentions

AfTgerETEFITITE a5 a distinet =7ra@.  In the case of AN

again he seems inclined to prefer the modern doctrine.

5. The question therefore which view was accepted by
Annambhatta 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 -
8 clear inconsistency between his calling on the one hand

and FrE=aaE the ®wor of Yarer and IqrATa respectively
and on the other his preference for wxrmst as the F¥or of -
@giwa is undeniable ; but it is hard to believe, as some have -
supposed, that such a glaring incongistency was due to am
oversight of the author. Most probably he was fully consoi-
ous of it, and accepted it as inevitable in an elementary
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treatise like the present, which, being intended for begin-

“hers, 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 S&re¥ and SATATA, because it was more eaiily

comprehensible by beginners, while by accepting W™ to-
be the #xur of w@wid, 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 hisaccepting

different doctrines in different places. That he purposely

did this seems evident from his employment of such a

vague word as S®MOr in the definition of #Xor and the total

absence of any allusion to =qTqRAq either in the text or in

the commentary of the present section. This omission must
have been deliberate, for the controversy about =ammaa 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 @90t which might apply to-
either of the two views of FIur,
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- A cause is that which invariably precedes the effect.

1. The definition of #%ur having referred to . & FUT, the
latter is now defined as ‘that which invari-
ably ( fi@@ ) precedes (3= ) its effect
(% ). * That a cause must precede its
-eifect is evident, for otherwise it will not be a cause. T. D.
‘remarks that 93719 is inserted to exclude F& 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 be brought in hand or in a carf, and so the jars can be
made without the aid of the ass. Hence the word fama is
inserted to exclude all but invariable antecedents.

Cause.

2. The definition in the text is not however sufficiently ac-
curate, and hence T. D. adds another qualification ra=rar-

f9g |, 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 gug

is the cause of the jar, the 403%q is not, although it is as
much an invariable antecedent as the 0= itself. To exelude
these the limitation @a=rarfrg is added, so that all things,
which, though invariably preceding, are not immediately
connected with the effect, are excluded. S. C. paraphrases
the definition as Fratiraar ( erragwitadAr ) oIS ( g )
V‘v'?:\a'?'l"’ﬂ. fAgagdafre is explained as IETARATIRIGIATIEA
EH G, 4. e, “ existence in the same place as the
effe.ct at the moment immediately preceding its production. "
This will exclude the ass, the potter’s father and even
the swugeg goz if necessary ; but 30E®d and EUSTENNA
would still come in, and can be excluded only by a

- 8eparate qualification such as ww=rum®g. Accordingly

V. V. sums up the complete definition of FNW as fAgATg-
HTA WA BRI R - F A AR S ST AT -

mmmﬁﬁﬁiﬁm@m@ﬁm #wH, The  whole of

thig long and terribly involved expression means nothing

|
) i
Tarka-Samgraha. [ sEOT. x_xxvx@ I i

S —— =



! % XXVIL | . Nates.", "~ ] 19&@'

o, m0re than that a cause must be invariable (f33a ), must not

be t00 remote ( FFTATRTZR ) and must not be the counter-

entity ( wfteiaTAT=25® 9999 ) of & negation (2ma) that:
resides in the place of the effect ( FraTF AT RATTATIT )

at the moment immediately preceding production ( FrEEIT-
fequatonaSzar).  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 Mill's definition e
of & cause as ‘an unconditional and invariable antecedent’.

3. The word wA#T4mHg being thus necessary to complete
the definition of ®Hwur, it may be asked

eg. 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 SF=TANEE from the
text are not indeed as strong as those for omitting RIPGEnE
from the preceding definition; but they are sufficiently cogent
to warrant the guess that the word did nof originally exist in
the text but was probably added afterwards by the Dipika
The reading in the text is taken from four authentic Mss.
as being what the author probably wrote at first. Five
copies prefix srA=raTAF to the definition, while two others
Tead SHAIGE i and HA A=TUNRTEITT TR respec-
tively before f@a ete. 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. V. and S. C. appear to take HATTANNG as
part of the definition ; but N. B. is evidently of the confrary
opinion, its remark SRISTAAATAN & FROTFH (g
showing that it did not find the words in the original. Any
- doubts on the point however should be removed by the adrE
in T. D. which is the same in all copies and which shows
that the definition began with the word #I¥. Besides the
wording of T. D. #ATIMAGT Falld FIYoUT also implies
that the words were added by the commenfary and did nof
stand in the text at first. The different readings of
E and H also bear & very ¢lose and therefore suspicious
resemblance to the remark in T. D. and suggest the infer-
ence that they were inserted ints> the text from T. D. by
some later copyist to supply the imperfection of the original
definition. It may therefore be presumed that the worg
FAnaE was at first left out of the definition of oy,
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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 Dipika, 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
ithe omission from the commentary and supplied it differently.

4. HATATHF is the opposite of weauNRT, which means
‘proved to be antecedent through another’,

Propriety of the qua-
Aification. that is, a thing the antecedence of which
is due to the antecedence of another thing
1:0 the effect. Roer translates the word @egarfag by ‘super-
fluous causality’, probably on the authority of some

“writers who explain sr=raifas as denoting a cause which is

‘not necessary for the production of effect.’” But this view

is wrong as will appear from the following quotation from
8. C., which, after explaining ATANEG as aﬁmssmmga»

'maqaammwa qcgEzHaA, remarks Ebl'a"'r'f ﬂ?qﬂ'ﬁﬂ'fﬂaqﬁ'mﬂ‘
T FEENE AlgAA? TANEG TaT €I RINTAZFIRAS §RTWH"¥|'-

AT TIARTATTLT TETRIFE TqETEaaay afgatr soqmmrEt

AT AT Y S0 7150 ATEA | FOTHELETANAGeararaas,’

The argument of S. C. is that =termfarg is not merely 2
cause that is unnecessary for production, buf everything
that 3(f0mpanies & mnecessary antecedent; otherwise
SeTAAMA will not be wtegarfirg as it is quite necessary for
the production of a jar, because without Fuger there will be
DO 98 and consequently no ¥z also. Roer’s rendermg is
therefore incorrect and the word really means ‘a thing
whick is proved to be antecedent ( cause ) to the effect,
thr ugh another or beeause it accompanies another ’, that

is, 8 secondary cause deriving its character through the
primary and real cause.

1. Roer's trans. of B, P. Bibl. In. p. 10.
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5. T. D. mentions three varieties of these ‘secondary
-"antecedents,' which Anrnrambhatta, says Nilakantha, borrow-
ed from Ganigesa, the author of Zattva-Chintamans,
viz. :=—(1) first, the things that are connected by
- TRAGEEY with ®wor, and are therefore antecedent o
-effect through it, as for instance the a@e3®T and a<geT, which
being intimately united with @73, are antecedent to its effect i
‘92 ; (2) secondly, the things that are antecedent to F0T, and
are therefore e 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 & jar, because it is the intimate cause of the word ¥z that
-always precedes the thing 9= ; (3 ) and thirdly, all other
concomitants of FWT that are not connected with it by ww-
M@, such as EIIEWE which is not the cause of sr#a, al-
though in a baking jar or a ripening mango it co-exists with
SteaqraTe which is the real cause of si#q. 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 @=gan@¥y which are
thus summed up by Visvanatha:—

T §E gawrE: (1) srawee av awr (2)
I AT GINE O FegEAEEAE (3) 0
A% (R FHARATACAT T T yaa (4
ARRFAAT sERmammsET@T (5) 0

And these are illustrated thug:=—

T TRFTANAGT TOTAMEFRAIEAT |
TAEl FOSEANT BAAAT TR 0
TR MAGA W FATSHAABISTTC: |
TEAT TATANE: WEAAETTEETRr U !

1 B. P.18-21.
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Of these the first two correspond to the first class of
Annambhatta, the third snd fourth to his second class, and=
/ the fifth to his third. The splitting of the first two varieties
N mentioned in T. D. is based on minute distinctions betweern
9 the illustrations which are of no special importance. . FJ=TAT-
~} g being thus described and its need to complefe the
Uy definition being proved, an objection may be made to the
\3‘{ retention of the word @@ in the definition of Hwor as its
purpose is served by the last kind of =wauriwiyg, the
instance THW coming under that head. T@7a is not however
~ useless, for, though an individual ass may be S=aITTE as
regards a particular 9=, I/ eT in general is nob so with
| respect to =2, and hence (79d is necessary to exclude it
‘~It may also be pointed out that the word =FguNEw is
?oo vague and general, and fA=a helps to make its meaning

‘more definite.

sger. XXXIX. 4.
Effect is the counter-entity of antecedent negation.

1. As the definition of cause is framed in terms of the
effect, we cannot fully 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 other words an effect
is that which has a beginning. amrard will be subsequently
explained as the negation of a thing before it comes
into existence : and so, to say that an effect has a SwnRuE
Istantamount to saying that it has a beginning ( =® )
and is not eternal. Eternity may however be limited on
! ~ both gides, past and future, of which past non-eternity
alon e corresponds to F19:. Both ST and &® are non—
eternal, but 29, having a beginning but no end, is ®,

Effect.
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ile wPIT having an end but no beginning is not FTM.
Hence %17 is defined as the wRFHA ( contradictory ) of

AT, SO is not a F@, as it cannot be a SRR
of itself.

%. Now what is a qfadtr ? The idea of & TGN is one
Tt e o of those conceptions which are more easy
yogin, to understand than to define; and conse-
quently various definitions of WEATEET
are given according to the standpoints from which the
writers view it. SRFTEET is no doubt a relation ; but how
can there be any relation between existence (w3 ) and non-
existence, between a thing and no-thing ? = however is
an independent entity according to Nyaya ; and hence this
relation is possible. Besides Sf@driar 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 an &¥r@ may be:
bure negation, but the notion of =1¥r¥ is positive and really
exists in the mind; and it must therefore have some
external object to which' it corresponds. wWiF itself can-
not be this object because it has no positive existence : and
hence this object by which the notion of 1T is produced
and is to be explained must be found among the six positive
padarthas. That Wraggrsr therefore by which a particular
notion of ®WrA is explained is called the W@ALH of that
W, A ¥z is thus called the S&WHET of g=rarE, and 9= of
9=, because the notions of those two negations depend
for their existence on the prior knowledge of ¥z and yx
respactively. This isone kind of widgr@arssy, and is call-
ed fawgeT ( opposition ).  Another kind is called fafsawear
and exists between athing and its attribute or rather between
two objects and *he relation between them, as' for instance,
wien we say that a face is Hke the moon, moon is the
Hfn T of the WIZTZT®sI=w residing in 8@ In this case
also the mnotion of WrEEw depends on the prior knowledge
of the mioon, but this sfagiar differs from the former
in hayving & corresponding external objeet. The first
WiRdifitar is a'relation between two things of which cne
26

'



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 ¥Z and Tz ; the
second co-existence as that bstween moon and its abtri-
bute the Wrz=a, meaning of course those qualities which
it has in common with @& Similarly the thing in rela-
tion to which this wi@atar is spoken of is called the
wgarit of the relation. Thus BW of which the likeness
to the moon is predicated is the wrgantt of the |EI ;
while the A% of which wzpirx is likewise predicated is
called the =wgawfr of that wwrA. Now 9z is wfaawit of
TgzauraE ; end 9= of YEHRETATH; S0 & in general is the
qiaantt of the swrara of all products, that is of STHE
in general. L

3. The definition of #@ given in the text involves a
very important principle which is one of

Cﬂ;ﬁfﬁ;‘.’w of. the cardinal doctrines of Nyaya philoso-
phy, and which, as having been the

subject of bitter controversy, requires some nobice. The

doctrine is that an effect is non-existent before production,
and is guite distinct from its cause. This apparently

simple doctrine, involving as it does many wider issues,
sharply divides the Nyaya-Vaisesika 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 Madhavacirya-—" 8§ FHI-
FEOAT T ATANE: TEYR | wHa: WHA@A @ WEEE
e G 1oeg o P G o o I 1 GO O U G
FdAR 7 g 95 WA | QEEAT T ga@: gHga s@ )

While the Bauddhas hold that a real effsct is prodiced
from an unreal cause, that is, from absolute non-existence,
the Vedantins maintain the opposite view of the riality of

1 Sarva—D. S. Cale. ed. p. 147.
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cause and the total unreality of effect. The Naiyayikas
Sarlthyas accept; the reality of both cause and effect, but
‘while the Iatter hold both of them to be always and simul-
‘ taneously existing, the Naiyayikas consider the effect to be
1 non-existing before creation, Inthe Bauddha system, creation
i§ is the production of a lhing out of nothing ; in Nyaya it is
| the production of a new thing out of an old one ; in Samlkhya
1 it is merely the evolution of the latent propertie
!‘ itself; in Vedanta it is & mental conception onl
Ponds to no actuaj change in the cause itself.

s of the cause
Y, and correg-

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

1 . telian maxim Ez nikilo nthil fit, and has
1 ‘Hsﬁ.e“l’s’" and ided- hoon severely criticised by all orthodox
schools’, while the third, viz. the Vedantic
View being involved in the general doctrine of 47 aya stands
itself. The bitterest contro
S@rnkhyas and the Naiyayika
Views, namely,

by
versy has raged between the
8, as regards their particular
the ®#Fm™IaTz and the AAFHGAT as they are
Tespectively called. The Nyayae view is admirably summed

UD in Annambhatta’s definition of

the T@aWt of srmarar in general is
| Sreation,

®q, that an offect being
totally non-existent before

S. The WerT4aTE of the Samkhyas as well ag the argu-

Ments by which it is su pported are thus summarized in
Livaralkrsna’s tenth Karikg —

ANGFE, TUFATRON, FIFFHTET |,
AT TFIEAOG, , FRONTIS, GHT 112

Hive reasbng are given for rejecting the Nyaya doctrine of
ON-existent « ffect, and holding that the offect does exist
i‘ i&tenﬂy in the cause evep hofora creation. First, that which

o

= e T N R U

e

L. See 8'amkara. on Brah

m. Swat. 11, 2, 26,
2 Samkhya. 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-
Iy, the material cause is always found associated with the
effect, as sesamum with oil ; 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 prodac-
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,
ard 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 @¥FANHE ( Semi-Buddhists ) by their ortho-
dox opponents. Aud as the Bauddha doctrine is opposed to
nature, Nyaya theory also must be rejected as having the sar:e
tendency.

6. The chief argument by which the Aiawyayikas
defend their view is that wunless effect is stpposed to
be quite distinct fromjits cause we cannot accrunt for the
obvious difference between the two. A =2 must be something
different from its c« nstituent pgj-t& ‘for (.U}GI‘WiSO it V\'()Uld
mot be gz at all, The same atoms cal be used to make a jar
and a saucer ; and if cavse and effect are not distinct, both

92 and 31717 will be identical with the atoms, and therefore

f:
1
i

e




i1l"be identical with each other according to the axiom
“that things equal to the same thing are equal to one another.
But a 92 is certainly not a I, for it has a certain form or
shape (F#zafanza= ) which is not found in the latter. The
Vedantins who hold ®=FW=1g avoid this difficulty by deny-
ing the axiom itself. Again the particular shape ( FHIATE-

BT of & jar, or A@ATRATAAAFGAT of a piece of cloth, ) is

‘ot 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 mothing
but its manifestation ; for this manifestation itself, being an
-effect, must have existed previously. The =EIRESS
and all other properties which distinguish a @2 from its
-parts must therefore have been newly produced. As the
Nyaya theory of «/q=FT¥ has a tendency to the Buddhistic
nihilism ( gFaaTz ), the Samkhya doctrine of FAFIT or TTONH
ultimately merges into the pantheism ( @&3& or wrgrETg ) of
the Vedantins. If an effect is materially indistirct from
the cause, its special properties must be real or unreal. If

'real, they must have been newly produced ( as the Nayayiras

82y ), or only manifested ; in the latter case their manifesta-
‘tion will require another manifestation, and so on ad nfini

dum. If the properties are unreal, they can be only

notional, and attributed to the effect by a subjective error
(=rear|,) which is the doctrine of fa¥. Thus the contro-

versy eunds practicaliy in a draw, and the problem remains
“msoluble,

7. A little consideration will suffice to show that the

" ST is the basis of Realism, while =1dm17 inevitably

leads to all sorts of Ideal and Pantheistic theories, All the
important 3onceptions of Nyaya, such as those of atoms,
God, soul, Samavaya, Visesa and Abhiva will be found, if
Properly aaalysed, to depend ultimately on this fundamental
“doctrine of non-existent effect, and it was therefore to be
Wwighed that the author had said something about it in the

“text. Bu? he probably avoided all reference to it, as being

too intricate and controversial for beginners. A student
however ¢an never clearly understand the Nyayu—Vaisesika
‘Systems, vnless, he has thoroughly grasped their peculiar
View of cavsality- .

Notes. ’ 201@L
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8. It is of course needless to point out that the cause
over which this controversy has arisen ig
The instrumental s lee
and non-intimate  the material cause, or 3UTTH as it is gene-
Saises; rally called. As tothe instrumental causes:
there is no difference of opinion, while
the non-intimate cause is nof recognized by any systematist
except the Naiyayikas. This last is an arbitrary assumption
n necessitated by the Nyaya theory of causation and is inse-
parable from it,

e -

9. The recognition of a non-intimate cause has made the-

Naiyayilkas liable to a severe attack by
their usual opponents, the Mimarmsakas
who advocate FewE@arz. 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 frue
solution in & 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 & 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-
{ive method by which alone the true mnotion 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:lyse their-
own a priori notinns of cause and effect. Of course this

The controversy
about causation.

deductive reasoning they carried to perfection, bu; it could
nof avail them very far. The result has been that though
the subsequent speculations are good specimens of correct
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l logic, the preliminary notions on which they are based

| remain crude and often groundless. Thus, while the defini-

tion of a #17ur is guarded on all sides from the usual three

1 faults of a definition by carefully chosen qualifications,

l no attempt is made to explain the fundamental notions
involved in it.

10. A cause for instance is said to be that which is not 7=’ -
‘ 9. But what is wFaan@s ? 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
j & particular thing is & true cause or is J=qun@g. The
| Dotter’s father is declared to be @#gori®s, but what about
| the potter himself ? The doer or agent is nowhere expressly
| ;gntioned as a cause ; the potter therefore must be either
the ﬁ'rrﬁmrm of wZ like & 0T, or must be FgUNEZF. An
intelligent agent is required to set the
Agent. particles in motion, and as the motion
is the immediate cause of the product,
the agent may in one sense be said to become FATEE
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
tause ; and yet, strange as it may seem, he is classed along
with inanimate and often optional means such as 0T
‘and =i, The difference between an intelligent agent and

other causes does not seem to have weighed much with the
Navyayilkass

11. Againthe distinction between material and instrumental
causes is not made quite clear. A jar is
mada of particles of earth that are held
together by water by means of a peculiar
broperty in it named g, Is this water an 39131 or a fAfw
¥ only ? Properly speaking it should be the first, for it

_ Ti=2 material and
nstrumental causes.
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-is 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 FAATIER as the earth ; and
yet the Nuiyayikas 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

1 nowhere recognize the possibility of several intimate causes
forming one product. Perhaps they may silently acquiesce in
it ; but the fact is positively irreconcilable with the rival
theory of @:Figarz. According to this latter doctrine, the jar
must before creation be latent in both its maferial 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. 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
is that every effect has one cause and
that there is invariable concomitance
between the two ; 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 have
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 fotally different products. Heat for
instance may be produced either by friction or by electricity

. Where the error
lies.
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“and therefore neither can be the cause of heat according to
the Nyaya definition of a cause, as neither is invariably(f@@d)
antecedent ( T¥315 ) to the F1T. Perhaps the Naiyayika will
include both friction and electricity among efficient causes
which may be optional, or he will call them Fewiag, 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
has been barren. Bacon’s strong condemnation of the school-
men of mediseval Europe applies in a great measure to their
prototypes, the Indian systematigts.

13. The real difficulty of the solution lies in the metaphy-
sical conception of causaliby, which when analyzed resolves
itgelf 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 timie
and space, and cannot be proved by reasoning as itis anterior
to and is itself in fact the basis of all process of reasoning.
The Vedantins alone of all Indian systematists appear to
have sufflciently grasped this idea of causality, and bave
expressed it in their own way by calling FAA an ATAA Or
Wegsq qW. The realism of the Nawydyikas prevents them from

~acecepting any such view.

L
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SEoT. XL. HITUMIH.

’

Cause is of three Iinds, °intimate, ¢ non—infimate *
and * instrumental * or © efficient.” The inti-
male cause is ‘that in inseparable union with
which the effect is produced,’ as the threads
are of thecloth orthe cloth is of the colour onit. The non-intimate-
cause 1s one which i3 inseparably united ¢n the same object either
with the effect or with the ( intimale ) cavse, as the conjunction.
of threads is of the cloth, or the colour of threads is of the
colour of cloth. A cause different from both these is an in-
strumental cause, as lhe shutlle or the loom.

The three Causes.

1. The threads constitute the intimate or material cause of
the piece of cloth, because the latter is-
connected with the former by intimate-
union ( VAAGH =HAATFATT FAATAFIFAA
Hagd ). Similarly the colour in the piece of cloth being a
quality resides in it by wwamm (gumitEr: §7a@: ), 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 theirproducts as well as inhering qualities
and actions respectively. The substratum is deemed a cause
in the latter case because the gualities and actions cannot
exist without it.

Intimate cause.

2. The non-intimate cause is a link as it were between
the initimate cause and the product. It is
of two sorts. One is intimately connected
with the material cause, and is thus waT-
TF0r 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 wwaTT, and
ig thus @W@ANE#ZEION with 92, This awg&=in is -4 neces-
sary cause because it makes the 9& what it looks, and
distinguishes it from & mere bundle of threads. The examp!
of the second kind of non-intimate cause is A¥g®T whic),
is the non-intimate cause of a=®&w, hecause it is ipti-
mately united with the ( intimate) cause (@%F ) 5f the
substance (92 ) which is the infimate cause ¢ qaeq.
The colour of the threads is not the intimat sause of

Non-iniimate
Cause.
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the colour of the cloth-piece because they are =d=s3ur, and
B0 there can be no connection between them. ag@ExT and

92ET are not FATATYHIT, for while A®T resides in the-
threads, the 9=wq resides in the cloth. They are therefore

connected only indirectly (o¥@¥r€#¥a ), which is explained

by 8. C. as wamwarwwﬁmmanmm aa TAra
Wmtm Wammrqmzmm mmﬂa \ ‘R’W'
VIFYST GRANAEASTT: | ; that is, while a:gwm is WATANY--
F with g2 by the mwrtr relation, the asg%7 is so with 92-
®T by the combined relation, ERaTHEANT, i e a AW

with the 9z, the War@FRO of g2y, Both awg@am and

TGET are however called the sERATHFER of 92 and TFET
Tespectively. 8. C. therefore gives, as a joint definition of
the two sorts of non -intimate causes, FRATT-FFAAMTTAATIT-

TATHANT FIEAW VAT FTAIGT TATHTA FA A=

QT Hid FROATWATEEROME ; that is, a non-intimate
cause should reside by ®wam™, in a common thing in which
FT4 resides either by §®a@ or wRaNGEAE, 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 =Afu®eor, the soul. I is of
course needless to remark that the word ®Rur in the defini-
tion of “rHAATEFRW in the text is to be taken for wwaTR™
F0T,

\/o The class of efficient causes comprises everything else

that is necessary for the production of the-

‘ wggg”“’”""“’l effect but is not inseparable from it, such
as the loom &and the shuttle-cock in the

eage of the cloth-piece. Imstrumental causes are of two
sorts, ‘ universal ' which are eight (§2a%: , avara=sIEaa:,
fEwrar, and s®es including 9® and @a® ) 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-
cluded in the first two. Others first divide cause into two
sorts, principal (¥%7) and accessary (278%d), and then gplif
up the principal cause into the abovethreeclasses,the group.

L.
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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 padartha 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
1 ‘positive things only, the 213 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-

$ion in our text.

4. The name #®WWATE is rather misleading, as it does
not properly denote a cause which is not connected by =g
with the effect. In this sense fAf@wFIor will also be @ @w-
aa, while one species of ATAATE proper will be excluded.
The ‘origin of the name can be explained only by supposing

- that the Naiyayikas 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 ®Aa1@ and non-material or EWaT@*
So an AFWHANT simply means an inseparable cause which ig
different from &®an@, The JMHANAFRW is not recognized
by other systematists, and is an invention of the Naiyayikas,
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 AT regard cause and effect as united
by the relation of identity (aEreassy ). Nor do they re-
cognize @A™, In their opinion therefore causes are only
two-fold, material (2912 ) and instrumental ( A ).

9. It may be useful here to compare briefly the Nyaya

.. .. . classification of causes with those of Wes-
capacssification of yorn 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 formalis
of Aristotle, and appears to combine in itself two different
conceptions of the Nawyayikas, namely, that of SNG which
is regarded as antecedent and mecessary to the productiom
of all things, and that of srewaT@®Rer which often being a il
IR corresponds to the plan or shape of the product.
The second cause of Aristotle, causa materiaks, is identical
with the Iurgm or @@ai@F o, The third is the principle
of movement that produced the thing, called causa efficiens,
corresponding to the ATATAENOT of Nyaya. The fourth is the
reason and good of all things, called causa finalis. There
is nothing corresponding to a final cause in the Nyaya -
System, except perhaps the universal cause, desfiny (=1zw ).
A jar is made for carrying water, and so Aristotle would 88y
that its final cause is the purpose for which it is to be
used, namely, carrying water ; a Naiyayika would say that
& particalar jar was produced by the pbtter for the ultimate
use and enjoyment of some unknown person who would buy
it ; and so the :iEgw of that buyer may be said to be a cause
in the production of that jar. This notion of 2EY 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 cane
not be explained more naturally., Bacon inveighed strongly
against the final cause of Aristotle; and similarly in
India the universal causality of ¥ also came to be

ignored by later systematists, although it was never expresy«
1y repudiated.

6. In addition to the above four causes, the model cr exemplar
Was considered as a necessary cause by the Pythagoreans
and Platonists, which mcdet was nunbers according to the
former, and ideas according-to the latter. Naiyayiias conceiv-
ed a ST (gZex or A+F) to be eternally existing, in imitation
of which the particular jars or cows were formed, In ad-
dition to the Platonic enumerativn of cau.&:es,Sm;cca insisted
that time, space and motion cught to be regarded as causes
Naiyayikas included thke first two under tl e bead of univer-
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sal causes, and assigned a peculiar position to the last
wnder the name of =ararw. Modern science has practically
-abandoned all these distinctions as useless and often impos-
sible. As has been pointed out, itis sometimes very difficult
to single out the material cause of a compound product from
the efficient causes, while the formal and final causes are
-often nothing more than the thing itself. The only real distinc-
tion perhaps is that between material and non-maberial or
instrumental causes, that is, those which are inseparable
£rom the product and those which are separable. Consequent-
1y Vedantins mention only two causes, SHIFE ( material )

-and fataT ( instrumental ).

Secr, XLI. HTIH,

" Of the three sorts of causes just mentioned that alone whick
45 peculiar is the &I ” i

1. In order to exclude the intimateand non-intimate causes

which can never be ®%ar, we should either insert before -
- amawor the additional qualification sqmEazy @@ as N. B.
suggests, or take the word AR itself as implying that
condition. FTur therefore is thatefficient cause which directly
and immediately produces the effect by its own action. The
present section seems to have been copied from Kesava
Misra’s remark a5 awg QIIEEORT @4 J3T FIENQ FIR@-
o a5 ForR.! | Annambhatia substitutes FHrGWO for -
517, but probably intends to convey the same meaning.
Hence SHITRW may be taken to mean ®FAM=AASTH, and
almost corresponds to what English lawyers call a
prozimate cause. This section sums up the intervening
discussion about causality.

1T. B. Bom. ed. p. 25.



Notes. 211

Seor. XLIL S84,

Perception is the peculiar cause of perceptive knowledge
Perceptive Iknowledge is the knowledge born of the contact
of the organ with ( external ) object. It is twofold, un-
differentiated and differentiated. Of these, undifferentiated ¢s

the knowledge of a thing without its qualities, e. g. * this is -

something. ° Differentiated is the knowledge of a thing with
all its qualities, e. g. he is .Qittha, he is @ Brakman, he is black.

1. %o, F@en, and %12 being thus defined, the author now
. proceeds to define in order the four proofs
Aceptfg,f_ept and per=  and the four kinds of apprehension which
stand in the relation of causes and effects
‘respectively. Amnnambhatta uses the word I@y for both
the proof and the resulting knowledge, but other writers
have done better in giving a separate name to thelatter, viz.
WA, so that the proof is defined as WIATCEHRIFATAEIIR.
‘Others again define IaT as WeTATHATEHEIUR ' Or WIATETRTHT-
FE,2 hut Annambhalta seems to have deliberately used
T in order o include both right and wrong apprehensions
The four divisions of 98T are equally applicable to 1@, and
there is no need of defining them separately as the same HT0r
usually gives rise to both kinds of apprehensions. The
rightness or wrongness of a perception is determined by
-quite extraneous reasons such as g, and not by any
difference of gfegad@®y. Of course the rightness or wrong-
Ness when determined would affect the proof also, and make
it either correct or incorrect. The etymology of we@s¥ in
the sense of WATH is explained ‘as WiATAWAR or T
SfnFed giw: , the presence of an organ at each object. In
the sense of @, the same word is explained differently as
WAy wAriwad or WiAnAAEaNe®, knowledge which is
obtained through each organ. The wAJFA is defined as
that knowledge which is produced by the contact of organs
With external objects. The word F(7 is here used to exclude
AOxEF:57 which is also WixsTaT, while the epithet gfz-
AT difforentiates TeTw from other kinds of knowledge.

e

1T. K. Bom. ed. p. 8. 2 T. B. Bom. ed. p. 27.

L
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9. The process of perception is thus describe(i'\bz Vaisya-
yana : FGHT WART, HLIA | A7 gieaqwr | greEmAdaE.’ Why

then is one Wf®T only singled out as the cause of

a percept ( TereTw ) when as a matter of fact three come
into operation ¢ The reason, says the commentator, is that

the last is peculiar to s=1e7 while the former two, viz. the -

contact of sonl and mind and that of mind and organ are
common %o all kinds of knowledge. This definition of percep-
tion is literally borrowed from Gofama’s aphorism, which
however limits its scope by adding three more epithets \=a-
TEEIIHATAATR ST REATE.  Of these F=nw=R, denoting
uncontradicted knowledge, excludes @l which comes

under W ; while w=guZz7y (unnamable ) and TIFETHE

( differentiated) denots the two kinds of ¥e7a1, WiaFeI® and
FEAFAE FA,  Annambhatta’s definition includes SeTwHT
{ reminiscence ) and also wraagara, 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 thereis mind which is accep-

ted to be zr=z7,

9. The definition however is defective in one important

- respect, namely, that it does not include-
An objection. Sogramrer whi 3 ~ E i
geavqeer which, being @&, is not giFEa-

HiaFyA-9, Another definition of S=a¥ is
therefore given by N. B. which applies to both divine and
human knowledge, viz. FTATETOF FrA SATA". Percept
requires no previous knowledge for its ®wvor. =rgratd is

caused by NRAT, ==F by F=FW; STAQ by WEA[E

and T& by 9397; but nosuch previous knowledge is required
for perceptive knowledge. This latter definition also is not
perfect, for it excludes the most important portion of
percaptive knowledge, namely, the @@Eeygarsy, which is
bo‘fn out of (AaFeITg2, Some no doubt exclude the whole
|/AEETFFT from the provinee of perception, and so according
to them the definition will be accurate ; but of this. later.
8. M. gives only gfFzaweagiaa as the definition of w7ay
but this, besides involving all fanlts chargeable to Annam-
bhatta’s definition, is liable to the gerious objection of being

. applicable to all kinds of knowledge, sinceall cognitions are

productsof mind which isan g%z3, Hence Annambhatta’s defi-

1 Vat,on G.S, I 1. 4,
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nition is the best, and has been most commonly accepted. Its
AW on £2a997e can be explained away, as N. B. remarks,

by an admission that the definition being borrowed from
Gotama himself than whom no higher authority can be cit-

ed, must bhe regarded as not intended to apply to EoATTT.

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 be extended to the
divine. The divisions and sub-divisions of &%, for instance,
given above do not at all apply to God’s knowledge. There
can be no past remembrance, or recollection in the case
of God, for all His knowledge is present and eternal. There
is no fMTaweazta 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
SAQATHT ; and, being of so different a kind from our own, will
‘Tequire a separate definition for itself. The defect of s=aTiR

on that account is not therefore of much weight.

3. Perceptive knowledge is of various kinds. The divisions
and sub-divigions will be as follows:—

et
i
gl ey S i
™ i, e. divine SfRar ¢ e, human
VERERALIR NG |
| - %
W’:;'WQ" ICIEEARER
| N aagt AAUK
| “\L\ -JA
| & :

| i !
‘

1}
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The distinction between @@#+a% and fata®sas Teaer will be
explained later., The first is divided into
Divigions of g8, .

qarey ordinary, namely, that derl'ved from
organs of sense, and exfraordinary, that

not so derived. The ordinary percept is six-fold, accord-
ing to the six organs, smell, taste, vision, touch, hearing,
and mind. The exiraordinary percept, otherwise called weaT-
|15, is three—fold. The first WHIHeOM ( WHATE FA0T {990
7= ) is that in which the knowledge of a general notion,
e. g. 92, is comprehended immediately upon the direct
perception of 2. 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 FT&
is not perceptible by any organ of sense. The second kind
called TA@&Tom is that in which one percept gives rise to
another, as when one perceives a piece of sandal-wood at &
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 grraT belongs exclusively to Yogins who, by means
of their superhuman powers, can perceive objects im-
perceptible to others. ' It can be easily seen that while the
third kind of extraordinary perception is hywpothetical, the
first two are varieties of associated knowledge, and should
properly go under judgments derived by what is calied
immediate inference. Amnnambhaiia 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. Asthe author himself declares at the end of the next
section that gfeaa is the 01 of weyer, there ought to be no
doubt on the point, but it should be noted that so far as the
definition of WerazuiA is concerned, it is -applicable to either
view of F1.® If compared with the definition of wiaff
( TAFAT J) it favours the view of HEEY being the

o~

STAELOT just as 4R is that of AITAE ; but the word sq

————e ~ o

1T. K. Bom. ad. p.9; B. P, 63-4

2 Bee Note 2 upder Sect. 37, p. 187, Supra.




el of be here sirictly construed in the sense of bzing
irectly or immediately proiuced.

9. A percept is of two kinds, indeterminate and determ;-

: nate, or if we may adopt Whately’s terms,
N,ﬁﬁ;’,;’;‘;;fg;jc’;‘“ " imcomplex and complex. When a thing
gradually comes within the range of our

-sight, we first simply apprehend that there is something,and
1t is after some time and after we have observed the thing
more closely that we recognize it to be a particular thing
having particular yualities. The first is called fA{T£:9F or
AT\, while the socond is WEFTE or GTFE, atwsas
4 is defined as ‘ that knowledge in which there is no TFT-
ar,’ while §@%:9% is ‘that in which it exists’ IER 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. Wz is the IERX of gazra
which distinguishes it from ¥zsa.! It is evident that the
HAERFEFT presupposes the previous knowledge of qEITAT,
that is, we cannot know that a particular thing is 9= unless
we first know what w2eg is. The maxim is @A g
FEETaTERIAR, that is, we connot apprehend the
qualified without first knowing the qualification. The @q-
FREF[E is essentially the knowledge of:the qualified object,
for its 9% is nothing more than the qualities of the object,
while the fasT®FaA, being a knowledge of the object
itself without the qualities, clearly precedes the qIEITE,
T. D. defines |AEFIE as AT IR (AATNAACTEI= AT
F1a", ‘knowledge which comprehends the relation of the
qualified and the qualifications such as name. class, etc.’

' We already possess a previous knowledge of wawm, fweg
and other qualities, acquired by former experience. We
then see some unknown thingz 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, ¥ or
AEAEAAT; this is the fAfI®ea® or indeterminate khowledge,
for in it the thing is not yet - determined or distinguished
from other things. At this staze we have two separate
kunowledges, the knowledze of the object 97 as some thing

ey e

1 See Note under Sec. 35, p. 180, Supra,
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and the previous knowledge of 2¢; but there is no connec-
tion between the two, and hence both these individuaP
knowledges are €a+uirasma. They are then combined to-
gether and form a joint knowledge w&@aa 9= in which
W appears as the WEW of the other. Those which
were at first separate are combined and connected with each:

other and thus the joint knowledge becomes F=syramiz or-

wuwEn®. In this way we first apprehend qualities separately:
and then tack them to the object. These qualities are

chiefly of four sorts, aw, {%ar, 1@ and EAT In the-

sentence ATAT FIZTT FIH/M: YT we have imstances of the
four kinds, 318 being @[ur ( quality ), 3337 being a 3T
( proper name ), NFOTT being WNF ( class ), and T=1F denot-

ing the action 99M%ar. Each of these properties as well

as the individual in whom they reside are first apprehended

separately, and then results the complex percepticn ex--

pressed in the sentence.

6. The two kinds of knowledge being thus distinguished, .
the question arises why they are both re-
cognized. The WWERF JT is the subject
of our daily consciousnes and cannot be-
ignored ; but the RFWF ;= according to Naiyayikas is
not actually perceived and is to be inferred only. The in-

ference is stated by T. D. and is briefly expressed in the-
maxim quoted ahove, WwHAFEITMT I EFTWRUEE WG,

The Nyaya theory therefore clearly aprears to be that the

HIAFTE T alone constitutes percept proper, while AaEns

ig simply assumed as a necessary condition of it.

Why 18 Nirvi-
kalpaka recognized.

. 7. It may not be amiss bere to go a little Ceeper into the

G i merits 'of this theory of two sorts of
Niroieaioaba perceptive knowledge. In the firstplace-
it should be noted that altbcugh orthodox

systematists generally egree in the NyZva doctrine of the
two kinds of knowledge,' the Bauddkas radically differ from
them in taking the fAf@Fsw@sr7 alcne to be the the true per-
ceptive knowledge, and the ®&®79% tobe neither real rnor
perceived. Thequalities according tothem having no objec‘tive

1, 8ankhya-T. K. p. 93.
\
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existence, the WIFENFF T cannot’ be real, but only a sub-

«Jective conception like a barren woman’s son, while the fA-

fweas being concerned with the thing itself is real.” 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 Nyaya doctrine. Even taking the Nyaya definition of

qFA it is evident that §=FFeq® T can hardly be called
‘qeFeT as it is merely a combination of the several knowledges

of the qualities with the indeterminate knowledge of the
property-less object. WiE®za% therefore is not simple and
direct knowledge gained immediately through the contact
of the senses with the objecis: it is complex and mediate
like =WgTRTC or ITATT and does not therefore deserve to be

called war, if we accept the definition of @w&er given in
the book.

8. The fata%+7% alone is really derived from FIFXTHEHT,
while the ®13%#1% consists of inferences based partly on fafs-
F+q% 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 wa we first see indistincily 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 2. This is virtually the same process
as the proof 3a&@ by which a gayal is likened to a cow.
Besides we must have the knowledge of the name ¥ before
we can cognize the thing as @2 ; and hence SIEFFIT also is
mnecessary for AAFI® gy, Determinate knowledge is there-
fore properly speaking a mediate cognition obtained by the
.operation of several other proofs. The remarks of én English
writer on Logic are very apposite on this point:

“What we term a fact or an observation, is seldom an absolutely sin-
gle or individual conscious impression. We spaak of the fact that high
water at Leith follows high water at London by a certain deflnite inter-

«wal; but this is far beyond any individual impression upon our senses-

1. V. 8. 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.

1y

And again:—

«Jt is from previous knowledge that we know that we are looking at
a needle (magnet), and that its direction is nmorth. 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 nearcr the truth when they
call the fATa®wa® the percept proper, and the HTFTE a.

mere combination of conceptions that are according to them

devoid of external reality ? And are not Naiyayikas inconsis-

tent in including #&@F7F under Teaey which is ex Aypothese
born of =TEgEWEY only ? But this conclusion cannot be
accepted ; for once we accept it, the despairing JI+a=1x of the
Bauddhas, that all the world is a falsity and a mirage,

necessarily follows. fATa%#9% being indeterminate cannct give:

us any mental notion; while if it be the only sr&wer, all other
proofs which essentially depend upon %eT3f as their start-
ing point will be without basis and therefore void. It is
the sAFeqET that forms the real basisof 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-
cause it lies at the root of 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 Naiyayikas, and
which, though not quiue satisfactory, at least absolves them
from inconsistency. [AAFTE AT acoordmﬁ, to this school of
Nasyayikas is neither 9egaT, nor SF@ATA, nor any other kind
of ﬂg’lﬁ' and can hardly come under irl%f itself, as it gives

1, Bain : Deductive Logic p. 36-7.

A partial solution
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‘rise to no =mFEw. It can be neither WHT mnor =\wATr, for
as'it has no wwWar neither the definition @ER AeHFTA=T
nor Hag@ amFWaws applies- to it. Tt is no doubt =
but T of a peculiar kind and quite distinct from other
cognitions. While other cognitions have defined objects
(@577), properties (wFW) and relations (F&%), REAFF, says
Nilakantha, has none of these ; and so it is altogether of a.
different kind. Its position therefore under gi=s ought to be
not as a subdivision of warer as Amnambhatia has placed
it, but rather as a subdivision of gw= above T&T; thus—

=gwT (apprehension)

|
fagEea® (indeterminate) Hﬁ‘ﬂs‘lsw (determinate)

I
qAr HAYHAT

1Af%e7% having no YFKR 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 wiassaeaaer may be called percepl proper.
This is in accordance with Kant’s division of apprehension
into perception proper and sensationm pPrODer. 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, “pro-
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 oufness which it is necessary to exclude in
order to seize the precise import of the word sensation, " :
This restricted use of perceplion to denote the cognibions of
external objects through the senses was introduced by Reid
and Kant and is now generally accepted. So that we may
Very well call fATi®er®aTa sensation and Wi¥wEerEwgey percep-

el ” e e i S

1 Fleming: Vocabulary of Philosophy p. 443.
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dion 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 w&e; if it is a judgment obtained by a combina-
tion of two or more propositions, it is srg#H ; if an analogy
between two objects known by comparison, it is IqTHTE;
and if a notion derived from the meaning of words, it is
verbal knowledge. The WiAFe FTAN therefore may be
mediate and yet sufficiently distinguishable from other
cognitions. Nor is the definition zFmgwGEHET=T quite
inapplicable to GEFsaEweeT ; for although it is not solely
due to Hia®T and although a JRES of one kind or another
is present in all kinds of apprehension, the WiF®ET is the
direct and immediate cause of ¥Feraamar while in AFATR
ete. other operations of the mind intervene. The constituent
cognitions, which by combining form the complex |E-
FEAFIAA, are necessarily obtained by WEEY, while
in W3TaTa they need not be so obtained. The AT FeaFT
as well as the process of combining the separate cognitions
of qualities so as to form one HITFTFFTT which comes after
H@®T may be called the swwavsmam®.’ In this way the
Nyaya doctrine may with some modifications be reconciled
with our common experience. Kes$ava Misra attempts a
very curious compromise which, though easily comprehen-
sible, is faulty as it reduces ®wor and Y to mere relative
notions. He lays down thres varying pairs of %Iuwr and
AWK for q@A, viz. FET, SFETEAET and fAtaFerEz.
When fATa#er®31 is %@, a7 is the ®, and WEAEY is
MW ; when GEAFAE is B, HRET is the &vor and IC1PEaz o
is =W and when 22T which results from knowledge is
BB, IMIEAE is the FW and w@%ew® is =R’ But this
compromise is not accepted by later writers,

1 T. B, Bom, ed. p. 27.
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Szt XLIIL st

The contact of organ und object, which is the cause of
Perception, is of six kinds:-1 Conjunction, 2 Iniimate union
with the conjoint, 3 Intimate union with the intimately umited with
-the conjoint, 4 In‘imate union, 5 Intimate union with the intimate-
Yy 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 conjcint is the contact producing the
Dperc:ption of the cclour of a jar, asthe colour vs intimately
united with the jar which is conjoint wtih the eye. Intimate union
With the intimately wnited is the confact in perceiving
the genus of cclour, as colour is intimately wwited with the
_Jar conjoint with eye, and the genus of colour is intimately
' united therewith. Intimate union is the contact in the perception
“of word by the organ of hearing, as the crgan of hearing is the
€ther in the cavity of the ear, (since) word is ths quality of ether
“and the quality and the qualified are intimately united. Intimate
Unton wilh the wmtimately umited s the contact in cogmizing
th= genus word, as the genus is imiimately united with word which
~28 intimatety united with (organ of) hearing. The connection of the
“altribute and subject is the comtact in the perceplion of
negation, as the negation of a jar is an atiribute of a place in
“contaet with the eye wherever a place is devsid of a jar. The
knowledge thus produced jrom the sizfold contact 18 Percept.
Its pecutiar cause is the organ. Hence organ is perception.

1. Having defined ¥&ey as the product of the contact of

| the organs of sense with their appropriate
objects, the author now enumerates and

l 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
Drimary, viz. §91%, 9RI1T and (asigonassgar, and the other
‘t_hree are combinations of the two former, viz, HIFHwaarw,
mam, and gHaaqaa™. The organ of sight be-
Ing a ¥=7 comes in actual contact with a substance like a
Jar when it sees it ; and so the ¥f®§ is @aw, the ordinary
“Conjunction. The eye perceives also the colour of 9=, as

The six contacts,

1 T. B. Bom. ed. V’. 27.
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colour is the special quality of light of which the eye is-
formed, but the organ,being a =7, cannot have direct conjun-
ction with the quality of another substance; and hence the
contact of the eye with T2®q is WI®HQRIT, inlimate union
with the ccnjoimed, the €T being intimately united with the
¥= which is conjoined with the organ. The ST on TE&T
is also perceived by the organ of sight, because the
Naiyayikas have laid down a maxim, Fafegor Fzvara ad-
=80 azd QAT aeaHaATgw@s s Tad,’ ¢ the organ which
apprehends a thing also apprehends the @ and 71T on
that thing as well as its negation. ’ w@®qes is therefore per--
ceived by the eye by means of the contact HgmaRIaawaTT,
intimate union with a thing (92®% ) which is intimately
united with a substance ( @2 ) that is in conjunction with
the organ. The fourth contact is simple intimate union, as
that of 2ft=, organ of hearing, which, being =zm=TaTea®y, is
intimately united with its product the sound. The differ-
ence between T and other organs is that, while the latter
are products ( & ) of their corresponding elements. snch
as the eye of light, the nose of esrthi and the taste of water,
the i1 is the all-pervading ether itself in its elemental
form, defined: and conditioned by the cavity of the ear.
Sound therefore as a product of the ether has direct intimate
union with %7, while other qualities are not so directly
brought into contact with their corresponding organs. 3Iteg
being apprehended by &#aMT, its ANA =2 is obviously ap-
prehended by #HIAEHa™, intimate union with a thing
( 3r=% ) intimately united with the organ. The last WE®T
will be noticed further on.

In the case of other organs also the same confacts 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 foiich. The three
external organs, HTUT, ¥8A and 3i7=, 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. ed. p. 10.
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The subject is involved in some intricacy owing to the-

difference that exists inthe perceptive capa--

What things are _. s
perceived an?l how, city of the various organs. SomelonESTiarel

said to perceive substances and qualities,
hile others perceive qualities only. Hence we must distin-

gulsh botween the perception of substances and the percep- -

tion of qualities, actions and generalities. W, Fw and AT,

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 HTOWT, TEA, AT, AR, FO=T,

and @raw, 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. Asto 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 tonch is capable of perceiving a substance. The ancient

Naiyayikas' answer is in the negative, asserting that SEasw

is a necessary condition for every external

Perception by
touch. . : s
moderns answer in the affirmative saying

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

3. Visvanatha lays down a rule which is as it ware a .

compromise between the two views :——
IEaTISAgEA WA STT =7 & )
T E G TG ©IARATT FRoR 1

*“ A substance having a manifested touch is apprehended

by the organ of touch, and also touch. Everything except

colour that is perceived by the eye is perceived by the organ
of touch also ; but ( manifested ) colour is necessary even in

—

1 B, P. 51
9 See Note p. 117. Supra.
3 B. P. 25

perception of a substance, while the -
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“these cases. 7’ &% 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 cclour : but this

~cannot be accepted, and so the necessity of SEAET for =il
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 ( =@zt 3ot ). It is clear therefore that
he accepts the capacity of &= to perceive qualities, but uot
.substances unless the latter possess SEAEA. Similarly -
.the 2ir=r can perceive sound but not ether, both because it
has not 3ZATT and also because it is not distinct from the
~organ. Asregards ®(AEIT it is to be noted that while
pleasure, pain ete. are perceived by the mind, the human
soul is perceptible according o tlic Nawyuyikas, but not
-according to the- Vaisesikas.!  Amnmambhatta holds the
Vaidesika 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 S=raY to =wrgaweasr only, while in others asin the pres-
ent, he talks of the perception by other organs such as s
and &@%. In the case of substances there is FMgIaTT 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 %= in the
present passage. In conclusion he declares the organ
itself to be the Wegarawiur, thst is the I of a7qey, thereby
-removing any doubt as to whether he takes gfega or F(&d-
Hfa®T to be the or.?

4, The five contacts account for the perception of tb_e
-first four categories. f35w, being a qTATAEH, is unpetrcepti-

1 B, P. 49 ; see Note 6 under Sec. 17, p. 144, Supra.
9 See on this Note p. 191, Supra.
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“The cases of ¥9aT@ and zrvT@ are specially provided
for by the sixth §17#T called @agoasreawrs. This last is«
of apeculiar kind, and is assumed to ac--
count for the perception of negation and
intimate union according to those in.
Whose opinion both are perceptible, and of negation only"
according to those who deny the perceptibility of w®=Ta. -
Visvanttha says ‘—SES@E TRIEANEN AETATSIAIIOET
B\ TEEE g 9 @aarg: gaer! The Naiyayikas hold
HEATT to be perceptible by @EIwuEIT™TE, while the Vai--
Sesikas regard it as =ifeT and inferrible only. Annam-
bhatta as usual holds the Vaisesika view, as may be easily
guessed from his proving ®®a17 by inference in T. D. on
Sect. 79. The FImor@3rawrT is therefore confined, accord-.
ing to our author, to the perception of negation, which re-
Quires a special contact because neither ¥FWr nor wray is.
possible in the case of =wr. Negation, not being a sub-
stance, cannot exist by itself; nor can it reside in any other -
substance by &&=, as it is neither quality, nor action, nor-
WNd. How does it then exist in the world, and how
is it apprehended ? It is conceived, replies the Naiyayika,
as a property (9% ) of its =\, that is of the thing on
which it exists. Thus in a cognition ETEIZAGH the ¥2T--
W is spoken of as the ta3ryur of the waw which is the
T3y, their relation FRIMONEISTWT being expressed by the
termination aq. Now let us see how this cognition takes.
place. We observe the spet of ground and see no jar on it
The spot of ground, being a substance, is perceived by the
contact WM, that is, it is physically connected with the.
 FWRRIA TG ; but the WAIWIT on WA can come into
Contact with the eye through ¥a@ only. The @f%¢ there.
fore by which the W2IWig on Wa® is perceived is the contact
between the Fg¥. and ¥a, 7. e. WU plus that between
AT and 92T, 7, e. fayymasiwe, the combined contact
being named GamRsvmSSa i, or rather giisgvs g agqur
S§wwy,  Now the relstion \EIYMES W existing e~
Ween yaw and 9arwiT, though spoken of as ope. may be
8plit up into two ;that is, the relation of gaag with was
™y be called @Fwwar, and that of wag with werwrE
e

1

The sizth contact.

1. 8. M. Cale. ed. p. 53.
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‘{a3rwar. Hence fasmamifasrsawrT is often spoken of as two
-contacts, ASMUATATEEY and ASSTarEfA®EY, or taking them
in their enlarged form, ZFzaagiay@r and FETHIGIILA-
ar. Thus the perception of werrT on ¥ax 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
s=twra, when one only suffices for the pereantion of Tz ?
The reason is that the existence of FZrta@ on ﬁaé My he
~expressed in two ways, W2T Wm OF ¥A® USTA(AT1STRa,
.both of which propositions, though conveying the same
meaning, namely, the negation of 92 on ¥a®, are different in
.grammatical form and therefore produce different cogni-
‘tions. In WemEIEaEH , ¥Aw is the ¥ and werwm its
“fasigor, while in @d® =IWETSRA, TETWE being in the
nominative is the 13%i, and the locative ¥a® is its fA3rgor.
The first cognition is principally that of ¥a®% as possessing
Tarara (TETTATErETE ), the second cognition is that of =@ar-
uTT as residing in WA (YAFAT ); or to use technical ex-
pressmns already explamed the first cognition has saw for
its fstsy and TEATAIA(RTZA for its ST, while the second
‘has =TT for its EzsT and qag(ag for its IHR ( property).
Thus the two cognitions being different in form and having
a different & respectively, the contacts operating to
produce them are also different. In the first mmm*x
the eye is @a® with ¥A® of which werary is fEdrqer, and
therefore the WIA®Y is WIFHEAJWWAT; in  the second
qa;r T=TE;, the eye is €3 with \‘e(aar of which =@ T
is fasier, and therefore the wWfazy is Ww(AREl.
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 -
gontact EETTONEITA,,

5. One might ask here, why should there nct be two cog-
nitions in the perception of 72 similar to those in the per ceptlon
of gZTaTa ? We can say FETEACE as W oll as WP WEISIH, 50
that in one case 92 is the fastgoy of A%, and in the other
7@ is the f&3mam of 9= ; and therefore there ought to be two
cfm%acts corresponding to these ©wo, cognitions in the

,perception of ¥# also. But this is not so, for we neves
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‘ﬁerceive T2 by itself but only as & properby of 3@, and
s0 the double relation subsisting between ¥d@ and =T is
required to be taken into account ; while we perceive ¥ by
itself, and there is no necessity of bringing in ¥@®. In the
~case of gaTwT, the eye is directly connected with ¥@®, and
~through it with the ¥tr; while inthe case of 9z if is directly
connected with 5= itself, and therefore there is only one
“HTEY, namely FIwT.

6. V. V. reads simply w&arqorar instead of (ASrqur@aTsAT:

in the text, and mentions as & reason for

vedA reading discuss- hig preference that the T. S. gives an

example of tersrwra“r only, and so0 may

‘have intended to limit the #f¥®T to that alone. But it will

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

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

‘T. 8. gives an instance of fAJquar only, T. D. supplies the
-desideratum which V. V. seems not to have noticed,

7. As the negation of % on MAJ is perceived by HIHF3T-
JUTATHTHEY, s0 the negation of ¥2Ew on
- Varieties of thes  gagrweqr or vice versa is perceived by HT®-
sixth contact. p . .

Faarasyuar, the eye being 4% with ¥

which is gRaa with @ear of which I is a fa3rqor. Simi-
larly the negatlon of TTEJ on TEJETTA is perceived by HI®-
A 9z Ygaaa-( geq )qaaqa- ( Feger )@Fagmar; and so on with
other organs and the negations of their corresponding ob]ects
W’TWE however is perceived by snnple f@astqoar, not INeEd-
Fgwiasgomr, for SN is the faRrym of siix itself as
‘the organ is identical with str#Tar which is the real sif¥®wr
-of Zr=zTAT. TexeTaIT ( e. g, the 1T of & on @A ) is appre-
hended by zfezmawiafarawar.’ Both @gjqudr and @3reaar
are therefore of two kinds, zfezarusranar-zegar simply, and
g A aaaaar-areaar ; the first two in the perception by
M and correspond to WAF@ and TAIAFAIT contacts, the
latter two in the case of other organs and correspond to the
other three contacts. fFaraa@aregwid mentioned by Annam-
dhatta is therefore not a simple contact but has five varieties,
chrespondlno to the first five contacts, &Ithoug h all of them

1 18 18 K. Bom, ed‘ P.9;S. M (‘Jh, el p. 33-4.
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are comprised under one name as they all have a commom:
element, Aquar or F3rwaT.

8. T. D. hereintroducesa discussion as to why a fifth proof”
called g%y which is accepted by Mi-
* Anupalabdhi’ - mamsakos and Vedanting is not recognized
Zhock, . +. + ¢ by.the Nasyayikas. The former hold that-
snarT is not perceptible because there can be no manner of
contact between a substantial organ andapure negation, and
have therefore to account for the apprehension of negation.
by a fifth proof called @ig9@i=1 ( non-perception ); while the.
Naiyayikas hold that =1317 is perceptible by the same organ
which perceives its FiGantT, but by means of a peculiar ®iH-
F9 called fA3Tamfasrawra. So that one party assumes s.
separate proof to account for s EETA, and the other as--
sumes o separate WA#®Y. The arguments on both sides are
equally specious and interminable, and the controversy is at-
last reduced to a determination of the comparative simplicity
(@193) of the two rival assumptions. The Naiyayikas however-
cannot wholly dispense with #1g9@1$4. T is not a thing
that is independently known. The cognition of stars neces-
sarily depends on the previous knowledge of its counter-.
entity (92) and its support (¥@@ ). Now the fact that
we never perceive WETWIF wherever there is w& shows.
that there is - a relation of contrariety between the
two, and that the absence of the one must be agcertained
before the other can be apprehended, This ascertainment
of the absence of @2, or #FIBIEY, is therefore deemed to bhe
8 necessary condition for the perception of wETwE ;
that is, Age@1e0 is & WeFNT ( accessory ) of the TFgRicag
which perceives 92181 on Had@. Now what is this HAFIHTY >
It is not: simply the not-perceiving or not-finding ; for-
though we do not perceive 7z in darkness, we do not also.
pereeive 9ZTHTT there. The wigumy ( non-perception ) must
be BiFaMEETAGTTNG, that is, must be ‘ inconsistent with
the hypothetical assumption of the existence of its TIRG Y
wZ.’ It is not sufficient that we do not perceive W=; we must
not perceive it 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 %igemi3y must therefore be
preceded by an ascertainment that no unfavourable circum-
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‘stances such as darkness exist which would prevent even g

present TZ from heirg perczived. T. D.’s expression &fba-
!lmrrma'ratrwgqmq has bean dissplved and interpreted

by Nilakantna in two ways both of which really convey the

same meaning. The simpler method is affamTdiGa T~

AT ATZACAAT FrFaHET: ¢ that non-perception which is

inconsistent with the assumed existence of STA@E. @ aF is

an assumption or hypothesis ( @ redurtio ad absurdum as it it

sometimes called ) which is for a moment taken for granted

for the purpose of proving the confrary. So here we first
assume the WAFTRIE<A, 7. e the existence of ¥z, in the
Dlace, and then reject it as false because that SRTTATsT is
not perceived although all the conditions are favourable.
Our reasoning is a9 WITSWEATAE FASRIITT “if there

had been 9z here, we should have necessarily perceived it
Just as we perceive ‘W&®,’ the perception of wawm showing
that the usual conditicns for IRITI@ET are existing. By this

% weo assume the existence of T2 in the place. But
this assumption is inconsistent with the actual fact that
we do not perceive the ==, and must be therefore rejected.
In this way our non-perception of = which was doubtfu}
at first is made certain by the intermediate assumption
and its rejection. It is this fully ascertained non-perception
that assists the eye in apprehending 9=rrs. The compound
may also be dissolved as af¥ar sarRar wEEREr TEw:
VY gagah: AT a7 STSET: Al wrarsgua oy
“that non-perception which is opposed not to the real exis-
tence of &= 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 %2 does not really exist.
But even this periphrasis is not enoughto guard the definition
from a fault. Merit (W ) and demerit (=raw) being qualities
of the soul are imperceptible ; if therefore one after locking
for them in vain concludes that they do not exist at all, one
Wwill be quite wrong, for the imperceptibility of merit and

30
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demerit is inherent and mnot due to their non-existence.
WFTF(3q is therefore qualified with T, go that the ascer-
tained non-perception must be of a thing capable of being
perceived. In the Naiyayika view therefore 31T is perceived
by the ARuTaRsaWA—dwEY (4. e. as a property of its

1 sﬁpport wa® ) with the accessory aid of a Trarge@ied, thab
is, an ascerfained non-perceptible object. The Naiyayikas
have thus to make two assumptions, one of a new WY
and another of its accessory J@a@=a ; while the Mimamsakas
are satisfied with one assumption only, namely that of a
new waror or SatEwwn, T. D. thinks that the first two being
only subordinate, there is greater 97 in assuming those
two than in assuming the last one ; because it is simpler to
agsume two operations ( WY ) than to recognize a separate
instrument ( 7ot ). Besides the relation RERrawiigzrsawE is
not really & new thing ; but it is identical with the =rfEEor
a7 itself, for when we say that there is 9ETNTT on WS
we really mean nothing more than that there is wa®
and nothing else. Hence Nilakantha defines  fa3r9or-
fAsreTarE as eerdaearaeganaayanra:.  The only new
assumption is that of wigustsy which is  also common
to the Mimamsakas. The difference hetween the two
schools is simply that the omne 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 TEAAIATHN perceplion is a pereept ; but the
contrary is not true ; a percept does not'necessarily arise
from perception alons. It may arise from another kind
of proof, such as 3% or FFIAH=A. Both Nyaya and Mi-
miamsid agree in holding that =T is an object of
percepbion. But the Swae of a thing according to AMi-
mamsa does mnot depend upon its resulting from SexqTam
A Vedantic writer remarks on this point, T & ®argaANAEr
qeqAe  ACEOTH TTATATNAMRAAAATT | SRTACAAEATR
SEFTATFAT  TAAEAST THEOET AT A TATONWEATHITN -
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AT ) Perceptive knowledge is not necessarily

‘0aused by perception ; it may be caused by HFIGEAIHTT or
by =ZwA, 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
The Nyaya view

*0f . Perception a5 98 showing that the Nyaya ideas of percep-

distinguished from tion and percept materially differ from
those of other schools, and that Annam-
bhatta’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 2ll knowledge is essentially physical.
All cognitions (54: ) are conceived to be merely qualities
Tesiding in the soul which is a substance, and exactly in
the same way as the quality of blueness or whiteness resides
in the jar. These cognitions again are all primarily
derivad from perceptive experience which is again founded
on the physical contact of senses with external objects.

‘There ijs 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-TVaisesika
Bystem has become so thoroughly realistic, and why it is
Btrenuously opposed by the ideal and pantheistic philo-
* 8ophers of the Sanmkhya and Veddntic schools. The Nyaya

theory of perception has a very close resemblance to
Locke’s doctrine of semsationalism and may be described
8lmost in his own words. Locke considers that all our
knowledge is derived from eiperience which is two-fold,
k Ohservation employed either about external sensible
Objeets or about the internal operations of our minds, per-
Ceived and reflected upon by ourselves. ” These two sources

Of Gur ideas are thus desgrihed=—-

1 Vedanta- la’a,ribhﬁ‘?('l. Cale. ed. p. 25.
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‘“ First. Qur 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 we have of vellow
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 mean, they from external objects convey
into the mind what produces there those perceptions. This great
source of most of the ideas we have, depending 'wholly upon our"
senses, and derived by them to the understanding, I call, sensation.

“Secondly. The other fountain from which experience
furnisheth the understanding with ideas, is the peFception  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 mnot to have the least glim-
mering of any ideas which it doth not receive from ons 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 miod furnishes the understand-
ing with ideas of its own operations.” *

This may almost be mistaken for g translation of a pas-
sage in some Nyaya work. Locke's theory of senses has
now been partially abandoned chiefly owing to the powerful
eriticism of Kant, but its enormous influence on subgequent
philosophical thought cannot be doubted. Similarly the-
Nayayikas' doetrine of §9FET was afterwards congiderably
modified by Vedantins and others, but not before it had'
given a decided turn to philosophical speculations in India,

1 Locke: Essay on Human Undersianding, Bk. 11 ¢h 4, Sec. 8, 4.
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SECT. XLIV. SIgATAA.

Inference is the Dpeculiar cause of a judgment; judgment gs
the knowledge that springs from wwws or comsiderafion : con-
'f‘demfion 18 the knowledge of reason as distinguished by
-snvariable concomitance, as for instance, the knowledge that
~this 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 comcomitance 18
: t_h’ certaiaty of associalion that wherever there is smoke, there
38 fire. The existence of an invariably concomitant thing

-on objects like mountain makes it the characteristic of a 9 or
Receptacle.

1. The chapters on Inference contain the soience of
Indian logic as developed and skilfully
Judgment and y £
Inference. dovetailed into the general system of
metaphysics evolved by the Vaisesikas.
SWWHIA or inference is the instrument, @& the resulting
judgment, and gwmAaT the intermediate operation. s
is thus said to depend upon qurAst, This WWS occupies a
very important place in Nydya logic ; because when once a
valid q3r&sT is obtained & sound conclusion or wgfAla neces-
-sarily and immediately follows, just as cloth is produced as
an invariable consequence of the motion of the loom.
Hence Nyiya writers mainly devote themselves to & discus-
“gion of this gor@ar and its two constituent parts =nf¥ and
T&¥. %% or 39 is the thing from which the existence of
another thing invariably concomitant with it is inferred;
. ST is this invariable concomitance existing between the
ﬁﬂ” and the other thing inferred from it, namely |4,

2. It will be clear from the above that an inference when
simplified always consists of three terms
" denoting respectively 8@, arew and their
mutual relation of invariable concomit-

Inference analysed

ance, any two of which when given necessarily lead to a

‘Knowledge of the third. Of these the &1 is of course the
thing which is always to be proved ; and consequently the
“Other two terms, 8 and the IFATTEEW or =nw as it is
“Galled, must be known before any inference is possible. In

I
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the Aristotelian syllogism they correspond to the first two-
premises which, being connected together by & 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 mno separate-
premise to express it. The "Nyaye syllogism on the other
hand actually expresses this connection by joining the twa
premises, or rather the two terms denoting 8§ and =an®
into one ; that is, it dces not merely state the two terms or:
premises separately, and then at once jump to the con-
clugion, but after stating them fully gives a third premise
which combines the previous two terms, and thus gives a.
unity as it wereto the two separate cognitions of 3§ and
=rie. This combined premise is called the gwr®st, which
immediately gives rise to the conclusion and is therefore
said to be its &IuT

3. wImsl has been said tobe a combination of two dis-
tinct notions, those of T and =nw. But
how is this combination effected ? Not
simply by placing them side by side, nor
by putting them in a sentence as subject and prediocate: but
by joining them inseparably as f3rsa and &390 or subject
and attribute. The fasmoATEE+d being indissoluble is the-
closest union between two things, and consequently the
perfect unity of aaraaT is attained by making TR the ﬁ.’}?—-
wm of B, that is by making the ¥ =naf@ire. A ouasl
may therefore be defined as the knowledge not merely of

=¥ and T but of sanafIATE:EA.
4. The author however defines q¥TH3t as the knowledge
, .. of =arfafatsTegeradar. Does this latter:

Author's definition. S .

definition differ from that noted above ?
In other words, does gwu® differ from
what we have called the 83 ? Really not, for qesHaAr is
nothing more than a particular kind of &gar ; or rather it is
gaar under particular circumstances. It is not any 8@ that
will give rise to g¢raar, but only such a one as besides being
AR is also gerywan@nrre. As a mafbter of fack
a &g is always =rietaEre and is already stated to-
be so in the =ariwarFw, just as in the major premise
of the Aristotelian syllogism. When for instance.

Paramars’a.
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we say I¥ I¥ WS & dlg OF all men are
“mortal, ” we always lay down the invariable concomitance
of =\ and M8 or humanity and mortality ; that is, we state
UH to be sTEmmemAT-( =N )fafsre, and #EE to be WElex-
=fy@fre.  But this alone is notsufficient to produce a new
conclusion, for besides the major we also require & minor
premise in which the range of &@ is restricted, that is, we
speak of it not generally as in the major premise, but in
connection with a particular place or a particular occasion
only. Hence in addition to being =N®ARE, the T must
algo be qualified by another limitation, namely gepaaar ( the
fact of its being a property of & or place ). For a proper
conelusion therefore the 3g must be IMA(A(aE, and must
also be known as & T% residing in &% ; in other words it
must be known to be invariably associated with the @rex
and must also be cognized as being in a particular place
(wa7). So that we have two separate cognitions respectively
expressed by Aristotle’s major and minor premises, namely,
that the ¥g is invariably concomitant with &1e7 and that it
exists in a particular place. These separate cognitions
combined together produce the joint cognition that that
g which is known to be invariably concomitant with &Tex
exists in the particular place; or take a concrete ex-
ample, that the smoke which is known to be STZ=ACT ex-
ists on the mountain. This joint cognition TFATCTIRATT
o¥a: which is formed by the combination of the two in-
dependent cognitions of ¥ as WATH and as mfefEEe is
called gerwst, Annambhatia’s definition of quaEst  how.,
ever requires some further elucidation before it can be fully
understood.

5. The preceding remarks are equally applicable to both:

L the Aristotelian and the Nawayiha syl-
Aristontian  with logistic systems; and they are intended to
:hE, Nasyayika syl- show that both systems, though widely
g differing in their ultimate forms, arereally
founded on identical analysis of our thinking process. The
two gystems materially agree with each other until we
arrive at the two cognitions expressed by Aristotle in the
form of major and minor premises, and by the Naiyayikas
a8 7§ and Tavawar respectively. But from this point they

L



diverge, 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 & ( in the major premise ), and
then finds this invariably concomitant £ in a particular
place in the minor ; that is, he first makes sure of =aN& as
a general truth, and then determines the existence of this
wreg=areasg on the 9et. The Nasyayika reverses the order,
by first determining the %3 on 9&, and then joining to it
the notion of invariable concomitance, which, being derived
from past experience, is remembered as soon as the ¥@ is
perceived on the 9z¥. In Aristotle’s system, =an® is deter-
mined first and then ara®ar; in Nyaya first 9av9#ar of the g
is known and then the recollected notion of =an® is 'added
to it. To adopt Sanskrif terminology, the combination of
the two notion°s, i. e. the awraaT, is expressed in Nydya as
ZTIA T T29q9HAr ; while Aristotle would probably have
Pescribed it as  qeradarF2ie=aniy, if of course he had laid
down any third premise corresponding to qUATAIFT. As a
matter of fact we do not find this last form in Aristotle’s
syllogxsm because the mlxtule of the two notions of =amw
and geraear designated qurasc is only implied and not ex-
pressed in the Aristotelian inference. If however we
introduce a premim into the latter syllogism corres-
ponding to 9¥rAEf, we shall find that it assumes exactly
the form indicated above, viz. YeTHAATRITESIY. Take for
example — :
All men are mortal ;
Socrates is & man ;
Socrates is mortal.

A Nayayika will put this as :—

Humanity (wg5ae) is invariably concomitant with
mortality ( ¥ex=aTed ) 5

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

This syllogism is defective according to Nyaya, because
just before the conclusion there is wanting a step combining

Gl Tarka-Samgraha. ['sEcT. X L |
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“two premises into one proposition. This WHE would
B8 “ the humanity in Socrates is invariably concomitant
with mortality; ”’ that is, we cognize AFHE not as AT
generally, but as wejesarer in a particular individual
Socrates. In other words, the =m& which was first universal
is here limited by gerawar, i e qarianase=And. On the
- other hand, the same argument put in the Nyaya syllogism

would be:—

Faa<y A ( AAEEEe: ) |

WS |

I 9% AT | AAATAIRE: | IAT TG |
qIT ST 39E: ( AeeEsATeHg s aTare: ) |
FeATRAT ( FFE wA )

The only difference between this and the former syllogism
is that here in the fourth step 2. e. quiAsT we predicate Hedea-
Fregagsrararsrea of 398w, while in the former we predicat-
ed weymrzqrems of zagwiagwgsda. The result of course is

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

the other syllogism.

6. The above distinetion between the forms of fhe
Aristotelian syliogism and Sanskrit Nyaya isnodoubt rather

- subtle, and cannot be fully grasped by a studentina prelimi-
Jary stage ;butitis very important as it explains the peculiar
form assumed by the syllogism of the Nawyayikas. 1t is
referred to here in order to show the exact significance of
Amnnambhatta’s definition of quwat.  The Naiyayika SE@T is
“@ssentially bazed on qitAsy, and the form of quwa is largely
due to the peculiar structure of the Nyaya syllogism, The
Necessity and the form of the W¥iAst have been much
Criticized by writers imperfectly acquainted with the Nyaya
8ystem ; but the above analysis will show that quUEET is not
“Only natural, hut absolutely essential in every process of
Inference. Only it must be looked at from its proper
standpoint. Persons accustomed to Aristotle’s syllogism
_ﬁnd it difficult at first to comprehend the Nyaya theory of
inference, involved as it is in ondless technicalities and intri-
“Cacies extremely puzzling to beginners. These technical=
ities however are not meaningless ; on the contrary they will
e found on a proper examination to be the result of a deep

31
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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 properlight. Theabove 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. wginta:—The gist of ¥TW has been suceinctly put by
Kesava Misra in the following statement,
AFAEE § A WNR: GEEHAT 1 | aT
T AT | §AT SaTHaTE e
WITE qerawea(a3y: (@eat@ | | This means that of the two
parts.of an SgHI, MN® and WeTvwal, the first proves the
invariable association of &Tew with %g in general, while the
latter proves the same on 9aT. The inference therefore consists.
in proving existence of 17 on & from that of ®¥g. Var-
syayana explains the derivation of s/gwma as faw fERATIRT
TeareHA, the © subsequent ascertaining of a thing ( arew )-
from a sign already known.? The same scholiast defines Stg®T
as [Fg@TEar: Gaeagaraa’ or rather TeTefor ATATT Havqed = |
gfaarsr:. The last definition is certainly the simplest, though |
not very accurate. It describes @At asthe process by which
from the percewed we get at the knowledge of an asgociated.:
unperceived. It is free from some objections to which Annam- |
bhatta’s definition is liuble. Omne such objection is mnoted. |
and answered by T. D., namely, that the definition of @w- |
faf® (amEEts=RTE ) would extend to HIiwigaer, which ‘
too is produced by a kind of intermediate qyAst.  When

one sees indistinetly some elonzated substance standing at-

a distance, one first doubts whether it ig & post or man.
Then the observer examines it carefully, and on perceiv-

ing hands and feet o it he concludes that it is & man and

not & post. This last conclusion ought to be an =@l -

for it is derived from a &g, FIMEATT, We reason qHEYA - -
ARESTE | FUEHEE! T T FWEAE T OEY: | guT EF-

g@:1 and so on. This would be an sgfata, although we -

What is Anumiti.

1 T. B. Ben. ed. p. 41,
2 Vat.on G. 8.1, I, 3.

3 Vat.on, G, 8, 1,1, 5, Tbid II,2,2.
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usually call it TraT beoause we actually perceive the man-
“‘after the intermediate reasoning. Vatsyayana’s definition
would obviously exclude it, for here although we reason
we do not infer an unpercewved thing from the perceved, .
b?th 9%Y and #N% being actually perceived. The answer
given by T. D. is somewhat different. Similarly there will
v also be suE=NE on WMAFHT@ which is got after some-
sort of an unconseious process of reasoning. We first see
a thing indistinctly and cognize its property FEAANZAT
l‘ .Sepa_rate]y; then we infer from the latter that the thing
: 1s a jar. Similarly cognitions derived from Suwi=r and =%
§ &{SQ'fall under #3AIF and are actually so included by the-
Vagsesikas and Hauddhas. But we cannot include these
1 cognitions under WM& for they give rise to a different
< consciousness i FFTWIFT) such as TR or IYTHRANA
while in an @AA the cowsciousness is @H«A. The-
definition of &M is therefore faulty, in as much as it
applies to cognitions that are not @@i@. T. D. gives
one answer to both this and the former objection, wz., that
although there is EST in  €SEwRSEe, it is not
accompanied by T&ar which is a necessary condition of an
inference. It is therefore necessary to understand what
9aET really signifies.

Notes

8. wmar:--An inference has been already described as-

: y the appiication of a general fruth to a
“ Paksara. particular instance. When we infer that.
Socrater 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 927 and may be an in-
dividual, a substance, & place or any other thing, of which
an inferrible property can be predicated. wwWaT is the
oharacteristic which distinguishes the wet for the time:
being from other things of the same or of different nature.
Thus any mountain is not 927, but it becomes one as soon
as we observe smoke on it, ‘and desire to infer fire there-
from. qar is first defined as TETWEATE, ‘possessing the-
Non-agcertainment of & thing’, that is, having on it a:
'_’hing (wrew ) whioch is unascertained but which is to be-
inferred. Why not then simply say TTEUETF 98T, rather
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“than saying fag=rma@m 9a1: ? Because although the 9at,
z88 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 |rex ( == ) ; but not of the @exw itself.
Where fire is actually perceived itsexistence is ascertained
-and there is no knowledge of non-ascertainment, and conse-
-guently no 9&1@l. But suppose we desire to infer fire from
smoke even though we know of its existence from another
_source. There is no AFTWT here, but the inference would
‘be still valid. In a sraigaAT™ again the |IsT is already
previously ascertained by the speaker ; and so if vefar were
simply defined as f&@gawa all such inferences would be
excluded. The ascertainment ( &% ), therefore, the
absence of which constitutes gatar, is qualified as being that
which is accompanied by faTaiEaETE ‘absence of any
-desire to infer.” The compound f&ara®-3rg:, is to be dissolved
‘as [ITIANTEEEETAT 97 Qg aear #9rd:, and not *HEZaT a4
" fagmTE:; that is, for g=@r there is required not only an
.absence of fT%, but also an absence of FEITITYWIETE or
‘rather the absence of a & which is fearafraaTgdesa. In
& UNGIGAT or in the case sbove mentioned where fire
‘though actually perceived is sought to be proved by infer-
ence, although there is the /&<, it is not accompanied by
- frqTavaeIEeE ; and consequently there is still an st of
such a g as is MuraIEAIEEaEsEd. This latter s
zesults from the non-existence of either of its constituents
A viz. fgrata9iETe or Wiz ), and exists both where there
is no 18 as in an ordinary HiFH™, and also where there
is f&f but there is no fAITIGYNRE, i. ¢. where there is
Y&, Of the two conditions therefore mentioned above,
mnamely, non-ascertainment of #¥T and & desire to infer,
-gither may suffice to constitute gerar, In a FWETTAIAGNT
there is no such g&iar, because the man and his FINF being
perceived simultaneously there is no |Tew left to be ascer-
tained and also no desire to infer it. The above definition
of 9aTarl, which iy taken by Annambhatia from Tallva—Chin-
taman: 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 once concludes it to be
sthunder. This is undoutedly an inference, but there is no

=
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: sccording to the above definition, because there is no-
T,

the ascertainment of thunder instantly following
the hearing of the sound ; nor is there any [RWIETRAT on the -
parg ‘of the hearer, as there is no sufficient interval between the -
hearing and the wgmfT for such a desire to arise. The.
Wwhole operation is instantaneous and almost involuntary.
Annambhaﬁa s definition would have the effect of excluding:
such inferences from the class of wiF1AR.  Nor can they be-
S, because the hearer being in the interior of the house.
never sees the clouds, Hence N. B. on Sect. 51, having-
Btflted.the objection, remarks : wr=ftazant Gerr AT -
=T qera®d fRafizas.  This new definition of wayar
adopted by the moderns in prefeerei« to the one accepted
by . Annamblza_l_ta is ePgEEEHEAT or AR A,
whigh being very wide is not likely to exclude any thing.

S regards the time-honourecl definition it.

is 1ecessary fto -
add g o

~2 Temark of S. M. faTMTAwIAEErS TR -
RRIGIE S Co T e e TR ARAGTTET T3p5aT,! that-
18, the ascertainment spoken of must be of the p.rticular
Sort intended in the infere’ e, 80 that although one miyght
&ve ascertained fire upon & 10untain from light, he should
Dot be debarred from further ‘erring the same fire from
Smoke. In Sect, 51 further on % ‘g defined as HiEnrareTaTg
‘a thing on which the existence ¢ TET is doubted ; ' but-
the definition does mot differ from the- g given above as
the word . ®f%v+7 implies both the absence” s fa% and the.

Presence of fRaTafEeT.

9. werqwAT:— g&er being thus determined, it wiit be com-
paratively easy for the student to under-.
stand garawar the knowledge of which ig
said to constitute s0iAEl. It is defined us
(&a: ) qer@aa® or q@wEw (V. V.) ‘the residence of
83 un 927’ ; but this does not convey the idea accurately.
There are many things on the mountain such as trees and
Stones, but smoke alone is called FeTa because smoke alone-

Pokga-dharmata

leads to the inference of firé in the particular case. There:

1 8. M. Cale. ed. p. 69,
9 For further remarks see Note on Sect, 51 infra.
8 B. P. 69.
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/may be other things such as light or burnt-up ashes which
may equally conduece to an inference of fire; butthey are i]:
relevant in an inference from smoke, and 80 are not T&T9H.
Again as all things on the mountain are not qarad, so all
_smoke in the world is not salso gatge although the whole of
it be afg=arer. Only that particular line of smoke which is
-seen issuing from the top of the mountain is 9eTIH, becanse
¥ :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 JRY@ET
~on the top of the mountain. This is the reason, as has
been already points’ ouit, why wrEsT is defined as the
knowledgs of 9ayudaT, and . not that of 87 merely ; for it is
‘not any smoke put smoke when cognized as a 9" of the &
‘that produces swgf@i@.  Nor i it sufficient to cognize smoke
.on any mountein, but the cognition must take place on a
mountain which is a 9&7, that ii;, which possesses the u&tar
as aho e defined. Hence qaA98aT may be fully defined as
ATz FTa g iavaar which, is paraphrased as Ryma—
I TaEqT 91 THAl AT ST 4% TEAAE aArEiegwr Swat
qW A gEEAT, ‘the smoke gy conditioned by the mountain
whicl, determines in 4hi oase the sphere of waar.’ The
knowiedge of smoke,s~ conditioned leads to s when
additionally qualif.2 by a knowledge of the =m®. =Ti®-
e gasatsTL cannot be dissolved, says Nilakantla, as
ATwEEE TETLET aRAT ATAH, ‘cognition of YEHAT in a
smoke that is already known to be a1@sa1ey.” This would
accord v'vith Arigstotle’s method, as has been already pointed
-out, whlc.h ﬁl‘.st. states the =TT in the major premiss, and
thea realw.,es it in the thing denoted by the minor term but
{auch a dISSOIUt’OP\,\ says Nilakantha would exclude an
inference of the s7feif® kind which is always baged on &
contrary negative concomitance, and in "which the Tere <&t
belongs.not to the thing which is =gr@RMRE but to its
contradictory, The compound therefore must be taken as a
79T, being dissolved =atiafaTare = aevarasara <1, know-
ledge cf T¥9WAl a5 qualified by the (knowledge of ) =ariw.’
Mere knowledge of qayqwar is obtainad by perception when
one sees the line of smoke on the mountain top, but it alone
does nob produce HFTHA. It becomes WS when combinerd
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with a knowledge of =@ after =ariaTazor. Hence the remark
-of T. D. =MAfAwa® gasrarara=a. Technically expressed
-ﬂm’frpis not & (@39 of . gera® ( smoke ), but.a FFR of the
YHIAGIA ; it is a property of the perceptive knowledge of
-8moke on the mountain, and not & quality of the smoke
itself. The reason is obvious. =umd is & subjective:conception,
not a material quality residing in an external object such as
smoke. w& itself cannot therefore be =amaTaiaNe, but AR
~can be FUTCARS AUFRANAG9a. Hence the complete definition
of WER is ATHTEEATE AN AT g g R AT -
TeRreaeRET fsaa: ( Nit. ). This st is illustrated in the
cognition ag=TeagAai@ Yaa:, which always precedes the

PSSP

10. There is no English word which can convey the
exact notion of grraat. Ballantyne trans-
lates it by °‘logical antecedent,” but the
rendering is not appropriate. The expres-
-sion ‘logical datum’ is also not very happy as it implies that
- is an assumption made to serve a logical purpose and
is not & necessary step in every natural process of thinking.
"The word qurast etymologically means consideraticz\z, but the
latter word does not convey the full idea of “THIT as used
by the Naiydykas. It is however issued by Roer and Max
Miller, and I have adopted it for want of a befter one. For
‘#gfa® I have adopted the term Judgment on the authority
of Whately,' while its instrument the 31gA® is denoted by
Inference. =amtw is ‘invariable concomitance,” and not
“pervading inherence’ as Roer renders i, because it is not
an inhering attribute of & material object, but a relation of
the notions of two things. There is a difficulty about the
Droper rendering of ¥27. It is not correct to translate &%
by ‘minor term’ as Roer and others, probsbly misled by
Notions of Aristotelian logic, have done. ‘Minor term'
Would be a proper equivalent for T&AT=F ¥7, and not for
T itgolf. The rendering of wa¥ by ‘subject’ is perhaps
better, gs wor like Aristotle’s minor term is the sub.ject
in the conclusion, but it also is liable to misapprehenslon.
I have therefore contented myself with the ordinary word

English equivalents.

R N Il

1. Whately Elements of Logie Bk. ii, Oh, 1, 1.



‘place’ to express the idex of qa7. For the same reason it
is misleading though not positively incorrect to translate e
by ‘middle term, assome have done. &g or rather FFATHT, .
as a part of the five-membered syllogism, can best be render-

ed by ‘ reason.’ and corresponds to minor premiss, while

&% can be translated by ‘ sign . Terms of the formal syl-

logism ought not to be indiscriminately applied to things
which form part of the previous process of thinking. The-
same caution is required in applying other terms derived

from Huropean logic to their Sanskrit counterparts.

=omia:—The word =am& is perhaps the most difficult
as it is also the most important term

Vyapti.
inference. =qM® has been translated as

snvariable concomitance ; and the author defines it in the text
as ETTAETR: (invariability of concomitance) which means
the same. But what dues concomitance mean, and what
does its invariability signify ? The illustration (ew¥=a) of
=M®, ¢ 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 =zam® is to
be found out and under what conditions it is valid. We-
must therefore further analyse the two notions involved in
2 =aM®, viz. that of HqEIT ¢ co-existence ' or ¢ concomi-
tance,’ and that of ‘ universality ' or rather the‘ invar-:
ability ° of this ®rEg=d. WESY is the Wraman@wwww, co-
existence in one and the same place, of #g and &reT ; and
when this coexistence of one thing with another is observed
wherever the other thing exists, the wEST is called @ua
( faa®a adAT ) or invariable, and the thing so found co-
existing is said to be =% of the other thing, Thus fire is
always found where smoke exists, and is therefore =Ta®F of
u# ; while as smoke is not always observed along with fire
as in a red-hot iron-ball, smoke is not the =a19% of A&,
There is no doubt a =IM& between fire and smoke, but the
s7ira 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
. =gmia therefore not only means co-existence or concomitance,
but also involves the idea of a.greater extent. A =% is

occurring inconnection with the subject of

44 Tarka-Sathgraha. [ SECT. L "
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ene ly greater in extent than the zq7eT, though not neces-

sarily so; for in the exceptional case where both may be
co-extensive, both are =q19% and =aTew of each other. T
cover this exceptional case Naiyayikas define zam& simply
as invariable co-existence, which is of course found both
when the #TeT is greater than or equal in extent to
the |y,

12. The words extent and extenswe are ambigucus 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 =9% in the
sense in which the term is used in Nyayae. This will be
clear by another example. Of the two sums of 100 and
90 rupees respectively, the larger obviously includes the
smaller, hut a Naiyayika would call the smaller sum the

- FE of the larger, because it is found in a greater number
of places than the other. The number fifty exists wherever
there is the hundred, and in many other places, besides,
€. g. where there are numbers between fifty and hundred. If
for instance, we bring 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-
Yayikas would say that fifty is the s¥19% @%ar and hundred
the srey stwar, Any inference from hundred as a g to fifty
as a |, such as A has fifty cows because he was seen with

'8 hundred, would therefore be valid, so far as =&
8 concerned. Of course, being immediate inferences,
they may not perhaps be called deductions proper, but

e =y is true all the same. zamFEA, therefore,
tbOUgh primarily involving the ideas of extension
3nd inclusion, is often the opposite of them ; for it is not
f ® bigness of the thing itself, but the number of instances
In which it is found that makes it =am®. Hence =qn® is
efined in terms of co-exigtence or concomitance, and nof as
®xtension or pervasion.

13. Except in the rare case where &g and @Teware co-
®Xtensive, =m& is a unilateral relation between them ; that

32

I
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is, if any two things are taken, one of them is at once deter-
mined to be the =aa® of the other, and their =ATCTATIFAR
does not vary so long as the two things are taken in the
same sense and with the same qualifications. The wrE=a-
Gow is therefore the invarisble co-existence of =aT9% with
the =atca and not vice versa ; and as in a valid inference the
Frer must always be the =Ta& of Ta, that is, must be more
extensive than or at least co-extensive with the %g, the
definition of =Tw in T. S, must obviously be taken in a
limited sense. This limitation is fully brought out in the
enlarged definition of zmfe given by T. D. , EPERTAT AEIOMT-
saarmmf‘ﬁrﬁrmwvmmﬁxm, which is explained by
Nilakantha thus : F(GAE gaTRaTEr (%A ) SHAATAT TR0
SrsmreaTarE:  ( TETEeaTarE: ) aggtaat ( g ), AEHAMATE-
Frud gAsEa, sia oar gaueaeaa:. The FIATATIIE0T, ac-
cording to this definition, is of the <7 on the %4, i.e. of
the =9T9% on the =a1cq. But how do we know that the |TET
is the =ama® ? To clear this doubt & qualification is added

to the &Tew, that it must be * a thing which is not a counter- -

entity ( T@FwM ) of any absolute negation (7. e. an absolute
negation of anything ) co-existing with the 88.” Smoke for
instance can co-exist with the syegearara of ¥E, or 92, or in
fact of every thing that is mot mecessarily associated with
it ; and hence those things are counter-entities of g3 ~—"WId,
while fire is not so, because there can be no smoke in the,
absence of fire. The expression HATAT AE O =TI rsia-
i@ is nothing but & paraphrase of the word fAg® which
oceurs in T. 8., for the invariable presence of a thing is
the same as the absence of ifs co-existent negation. Com-
mentators however arz not satisfied even with this circum-
locution, for there is still a doubt as to whether the &g
and @Tar 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 afgsured is
smoke in general, or the particular gai@r observed on the
mountain. That the former meaning is to be taken is made
clear by the insertion of the word ®ifeza; and the dsfinition
je thus enlarged : B IARATANT R EToeT AT T R A (MATATS E1F-
Areg AASTIHATA —= AETAAATARINIR —— STAFSZIFAR
( Nil. s =7if@ is thus a 9& of 83 (¥FA@=TIF ) residing

gia)ine thing co-existent with a &eT that is distinguish~
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2d (S @=3= ) by an s@=egwan ( Tiga ) which characterizes
the |1T (1. ¢. resides in the &rew ), but does not pertain to
8 T@AET ( qfadtEaszg® ) of any of the ( countless ) ab-
-solute negations coexisting with & (9% ). This frightful
periphrasis is intended to signify nothing more than that
the =gregsqigEana lies between the gemeralities of fire and
smoke and not between the individual afg and 9 ; that is,
dfire is the =a19® of smoke as fire in general and not asa
particular fire in the kitchen or the hearth.

14. Before adverting to the question how this =mi{® is

g known, it may be useful to consider a few
f,ol,l:;;?zf,zg;fz’"' definitions of =m#, given by other writers,
in order to further elucidate the Naswyayika

notion of =riw, 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 Nyayae
philosophy, which has evoked such an amount of subtle
hair-gplitting from scholastic disputants, as the definition
of =amg. 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 & particular definition. Visvanatha gives ftwo
definitions of =an®, of which he prefers the second. He
first defines =& as WrAag=aTeA=mHI=T: ‘ absence of the
g1 on any thing except the one having &T.’! But this
definition is ==aTH as it does not apply in a FIST*AT HATHI,
such as 2% T=7 [gard, where a=aT and [T being pro-
perties of all knowable things, there is no object that can
be called ®r¥a=z+q, and hence =TT in such cases cannot be
known. Consequently this definition of the ancients is
abandoned by modern writers. The other definition of
Visvanitha is SERAREEAEENRINAASTETGFWTS? which
is identical with the one given by T. D., ¥GRI®®IAE cor-
responding to %a‘anmnl:rmruarma Here also, as in
T. D’.s definition, the qreTaH is to be understood as wW@&-
qifama<es® and WrwaEssa®.’ Again the ¥mMEMGEva

TIBSEE6T

2 P. B. 68.
3 See page 351 4 and the preceding Ncte 13 on p. 246. Supra,

[



is to be by the same #=vq such as either WHIT™ or HAWT.

Otherwise fire not residing in the parts of smoke by intimate-
union will not be AT with it. Now, an objector-
may ask, will not the definition be inapplicable to an
inference like =@ Fa@AIm, QageiETd | where §F1T being

an TN aur, both it and its INTT are WETATRIFEOT with

the 3zex of the tree ? The answer is no, because it is a rule-
that 219 and its STGERT are never TFMAEO.  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, W*IT=n® and =EIH--
=g, of which the first again is of two

Kinds of Vyapii. “pin g 9997ANe  and weraaeang.”
Ieag=ama is the one already explained,

where the &7 has Raawg=d with Ba. Its two subdivisions,.
ga'wamn?r and THEFATAGSE, 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 RMYFAWF=NEs are comparatively

few and simple; but the other class comprises those on-

which Indian schoolmen like Raghunatha and Gadadhara
have exhausted their whole dialectical ingenuity. The class
of gAYzA=a R s comprises in all ’cwanﬂty-one definitions, of which
five form one group called 923@AUT, fourteen another group
called sTaAZT@«0M, and the last two are independent, having
the quaint names (HE@&W and STHTWW respectively. The
five definitions in T23@8T0ft together with the last two, being,
like the first of Visvanitha noticed above, based on the Y&
or ST of &I, do not apply to FA@wEaF inferences, and
are accepted only by the school of Gangesa.;: The fourteen
definitions comprising FAZF@A 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 Saundadop&dhy&ya, and is technicauy known

as TAFEIOAHIEIZANTE. These details are quite sufficient.

1 B. P. 141-3,

|
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1o frighten away an ordinary student from the tangled web

| of dialectic subtlety, named =rrfaaTs, that has been woven !
rouEd the broad and quite intelligible rule, fATRwTE=F

‘ TSN 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 =aT& is =afat#=am@ and is the con-
: e I verse of the CpE Ei"r\'&mr'ﬁ is ex-
Vyatirekavyapti, plained by § C. as FaE: TR A-
WG WIET9H aOqisar ( SalE ) =i,
f Every sivag=any has a :qA3&=TE corres-
ponding to it, because if HTCT=ATTEATT exists between %g and
|1, it must also exist between their negations taken in the
inverse order. Thusif the broposition I I YW aFT(E: is
true, its converse = a3 TAZIAETS & JAT9TE: must also
be true. The difference between the two is that while in
ST, @y is =Ue® and ¥F =Tew, 'in & WRREEATR
' the E=wTa becomes =aTF, and WrARMT becomes 52 > o
In other words the premise stands as if we are
actually inferring wAM™MME, from F=AAE. It is clear
' " therefore that the same proposition I FTFWATAT THTHI:
would be smiat®&=niw if the resulting JFHER is a9ar ar@aE,
and would be an w=Ea=AUR if the sFATH is UFAT wAEAIFAE,
“the ™ in tho latter case being agawta. Udayana according-
ly defines =MA{®FAME as WOHETHTGEF (FATHAI(E 10T,
which Visvandtha puts in simple language * |ramniF=awaseat
&WTTeT Tgaa.’’! There is much difference of opinion about
HTARE=AT, which will be noticed when we come to the ;
SATR® STgH ; but it may be remarked here that according
to many Indian scholastics, and according to European -
logicians generally, =ia3®&=In% is not a different =90/ but a
Mere restatement of the ¥*aq obtained by a sort of conver-
‘sion of the major premise. The process however is not
*8imple conversion, but corresponds to what Prof. Bain calls
Obverted Conversion or Contraposition. The predicate in a
Universal A firmative proposition being always more ex-
tensive than the subject, it requires to be eifher limited or
obverted when the proposition is converted. Hence the con-

version of an A proposition always requires two processes,
; \

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

All X is ¥

Tarka-Samgraha.

gives by Obuersion
, No X is not-Y
which by simple Conversion ( of E ) is
No not-Y is X.
Or
All men are mortal ;
by Obv.=No men are immortal ;
by Conv.=No immortals are men.

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

7 4t yrATT @ @ aigAr=All smoking things are fiery ;.
By Oby, =3t at 9RaA1T

q @ 7 grannaard=No smoking things are non-fiery .;

By Conv. =31 at a=a(¥T=aAT, o .

e e ST Smoiin;on fiery things are
o7 AT AT | S AT

It will be thus seen that a sa@RF=m® is only & repeti-
tion of the ¥=¥@=a1¥ in another form of language, and con-
sequently no change is made in the nature of the proof or in.
the %1grAA by its substitution for the wa=am®, Sometimes
and especially in a FAFGUF inference where F=ET=IT(o
cannot be had it is very useful, and hence it has been re-
cognized as a distinet species.

1 Bain, Deductive Logic, p. 116.
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Inference is of two kindsi——One’'s Oun and Another’s.
Of these One's Own is the source of one’s own inference ;

since a man having himself ascertained by jfrequent ob

servation the generalization, wherever there is smcke there i3 fire
as wma kitchen, approaches a mountain, and suspecing fire
thereon and seeing smoke on the mountain, remembers
the. gemeralization, wherever there s smoke there s fire.
Then the knowledge is produced that the mountain has snioke:
accompanied by fire. This is called Consideration. Thence:
arises the inference, viz. the knowledge that mounlun 18 fiery.
This is One’s Own inference. When, however, afler inferiing
fire from smoke oneself, a five-membered syliogism 13 employed to.
enlighten another person,itis Another'sinference : 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 ( so ) prepounded.

1. The division of S® into & and Wrd, though not
found in the aphorisms of Gotama or Kana-
sel{f?lffg:(?cef{)gr 0;:;: da is.considg-ably _(.)ldf being ﬁr.st mention:-
other. od in Prasastapada’s scholium. Kty
mologically wrst and quier respectively mean what is intend-
ed for oneself and what is for another ( TET TTFT T W WA=
S+t qeeTa @ ) ; but they can be better named Infermal and
formal, or primary and secondary respectively. AT FHTA
-is useful for removing one’s own doubt, while QUUATTATH is
employed when a conviction is sought to be produced in
the mind of another. weraigATa therefore presupposes
and is based upon a W‘?ﬁgmﬁ’, for one man cannot con-
vince another without being first convinced himself.
The distinction between the {wo is founded on the
presumption that as in a wragaE 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 gurargAre, the premises which are

discovered by one man and imparted to another through
the medium of language are liable to be misundersteod
o Mmisconstrued, and therefore require to be stated with
recision. The speaker cannot express himself fully and

L
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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,
$00 general or too narrow in sense. There is in fact a greater
likelihood of what we cail fallacies of language bemg commit-
ted and other fallacies being disguised in a @r¥ than in a

i T i@ ; 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 dlstlnctmn
between the two kinds of inference, namely, that trmn?mm
is syllogistic or formal, and that 19 is the opposite of it.
N. B. defines them as =a@941s4 and “graoaisd respectively,
‘meaning that =17 or syllogism is essential to a ¥ but not
to a @Y A, Similarly Dl:armoz‘ta;c?cm ya, the
commentatox on N yay aya,~Bindu, remarks TIGGAT sriqrnw {
mmgmw g FraAEAT. Pfasas(apada also says T2ETEEA
AFGT (A SAATATAAEH qATFATAR.

9 Of the two kinds the term =ig®Ta is properly applica—
ble to the el only, for it is the real W of =FAT.
Whether we take the wigfafasem to be @Fam, "‘TW?T:"‘T or

W it is undoubtedly FATEAE as the @y is, while
W?I being zr==1@® should naturally fallunder r=gg@mor. But
qrrargara is included under AT for the sake of con-
venience. The explanatlon given by the author of Nyaya
Bindu is FH FAEIE, the word S1gH isused in a second-
ary sense to denote quier which is TIA0AF because the T=w
{syllogism) is the cause of conveying to the hearer’s mind
f@waT which is the real wgmmd.’ The @@ in a OAT-
TR is the notion 99T TEATE generated in the hearer’s
mind. This notion is not conveyed to him directly by words
as in 3MegaTy, but he is made to infer it from a previous
notion similarly conveyed by the words If@saTeaywaTd 94a:,
'Thisr latter notion exactly corresponds to the @rER in a8
FTATFAT, and is likewise a combination of =an& and TaIIH-

_@ratd.  Henoe the definition of sigfaa, viz. QAR FAE
applies to a vicarious (919 ) judgment as much &s to an
original (#@d )one. The real FAW of this AR is then

1 Nyaya-Bitdu-Tikd, Bibl. Ind., p. 21,
2 P. B. ed. p. 281,

|
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“the notion of wXTHaT or =aTfw or f#F as comprehended by the
‘hearer ; but we have mno knowledge of this notion except
through the 7919 or syllogism which produced it. Hence the
“IFEEEEE which really belongs to the notion in the mind
of the listener is attributed to its cause the w2ar=a==1Fa by
a sort of FETOT or ITF. N 1lakuntha therefore remarksi—-
T WWT’W ERE) H"&’J’W AT munmwram
'm%'mwmmmw | ¥ TF A
@mmmrqrﬂmqnw o mmwmmmq |y -
==a | R IC Wmam QAT ergmﬁir'—'wm-
STRE: ST 2fd WAMNST U@HAARAE.  Nilakantha means
that the author 1s not inconsistent in calling here the 92aT-
FE=FTFT the WQJTWT-IT—T and again in statmg subaequently
that f@garaaT is the 1ot of both g and Y g,
because theuse of the word nr{'r'ma'ma todenote 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 ugeful for no other purpose than to emphasize the fact

that, though in practice the syllogistic form, i. e. the TiaT@aT™,
absorbs almost all our attention owing to its being subject to
rules of logic, the mental process called I TgA, 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

. brocess of inference. Consequently Aristotle takes account

of syllogism only, ignoring the ¥arengf®nd altogether, and

“the Naiyayikas also have done the same. Prof. Max

Muller is therefore totally wrong when he remarks:i—
“ What is called by Amnnambhalta the conclusion for one-
self, corresponds folidem verbis with the first form of
Aristotle’s syllogism. What is called the conclusion fop

~others geems more irregular on account of its five members,

and of the additional instances which seem to vitiate the
syllogism." It appears that Prof. Max Miller like many

~other Western scholars fa.lled to understand the real signi-
-ficance of the division of ¥Tef and RTer.

—

a3 1 Thomson's Laws of Thought Appendix p. 293.

Li
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3. Annambhatta gives a circumstantial and fairly accurate-
description of the process by which we first infer fire om:
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--
1 member the =M ; at last joining this =rfawwwor with the-
qagHaraE got by actual perception, we obtain the complex
qumar  denoted by SfmergEaE THe:. This awemar s
variously called fegams or Aqamgauast. S. C. explains
the former term as SANATGT FAAT TATAQ@ (@7 aF JHI=-
T qEat aEe: ‘ knowledge of @§ in the peculiar:
form defined as a guAar” It is also called AATAIGTITHAT
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 ( ®a@@Tar ) ; 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 qeTHEl necessarily
gives birth to @rargrAra. When this process is put in the-
form of a syllogism for the edification of another it be-

comes 8 TIATTAT.

4. There are however other classifications of si@aTd which: |
are based on real distinctions. Golama-

Of(g;};;enfgfsfons divides #gAM into three kindg:—ga=d,
3r9ga and HAETAr TE.? This division-

appears to be the most ancient as well as the most generally
accepted. 9F9d is U4 FWUI dZA, FNUGFEF-TA: ‘ reason-
ing from cause to effect,’ as aninference from the appearance.-
of thick clouds that a shower of rain will ensue, because
clc:uds are known to cause rain. 9@ is S F@ agd,
FHTEGE, TAT A5ESTT ITITATAH, an inference of a past
gshower of rain from the overflow of the river, because tioe:-
latter is known to be the effect of the former. [IRIITAT TF
comprises all other inferences that are neither from cause
* ¢o effect nor from effect to cause. Viatsyayana adds another
interpretation of the words, according to which the distin-
tive marks of the three varieties differ slightly. Accord

1 8. C. loc, cit. and T. K, Bom. ed. p. 10-1.
2@G.8.1,1,5.
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ing to this second interpretation,’ ga%l?[ is an inference from
& precedent, 7. 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. 3my=a is the inference by elimination, . e.

the determination of an object to be something because it

is not any other thing, just as sound is proved to be a
quality because though a product it is neither substance-
nor action. JIHFIAT ¥ 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 T and
other qualities must reside in a substance according to the-
general law that every quality must have & substratum.
HIAIAr €% is thus in one sense opposed to gaTa, the latter,.
as Vdcaspati remarks, being TeEwAMEMFAIEYT, while
the former is WEEEFANATATTE99.2 g9 is the inference
of an object whose peculiar property (¥@etor), which is also-
the common characteristic ( TR ) of its class such as the

qig of a1F, is previously observed ( = ), while the ¥@erur

of an invisible object inferred by @TATTAT T iz never-
perceived. Vicaspati classes these two kinds under one

head, staraars, that is, an inference through an affirmative

generalization ( @iv=rg=a0® ) ; while 3twad differs from them
both in being based on a negative generalization (FNETE=®).

9. Another division of 2@#I is into three kinds, Fa@T-
=, FTA@UEF, and HAFITATANE, the fundamentum divisionis
being the affirmative or negative character of the %3 or
rather of the =am®, A Judqmunl derived from an =14 & or
& JravuE &3 alone is Fa@™NT or Fge=rtau®, while one
to which both kinds of 89 are applicable is SWg or
HeITIa®.  The difference between this classification.
and the former one is that while the former is based
partly on the nature of the conclusion or @@, and
Partly on the mode of reasoning employed, the Ilatter is
entirely based on the character of the %xw or , 8%. The

=

1 Vat. on G.8. L, 1,5
2 8ankhya-T, K. p. 16.
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~distinction of #¥a% and =% pertains to the ¥ alone and
not to the resulting judgment which is the same whether
derived from an =19 or a FAAE 29. Annambhatta therefore
“very properly treats this last classification as a division of

fo¥ and not that of =5g®Ta.’ The first classification algo
seems to have rather gone out of fashion with the modern
-school of Naiyayiias, owing probably to its vagueness and
want of a common principle of division. The distinction
‘between =19 and TS inferences was probably invented by
the Vaisesikus.

6. Prasasiapdda sub-divides warsf @@ into T and
HIATTAT 2, the difference between the two being that, in
22 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 |TRI*TAT Z€ a property
is inferred in a thing from its observation ina quite different
kind of thing, as causality is inferred in dead matter because
it is observed in animals.” There is probably a confusion
of ideas here, for the illustration of ¥ is more like a case
of WIAEFINTLT or a mere TYOr 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 31@®ra mentioned

: by Sanskrit writers, it will be useful to
N;g%”st;g;;; the  compare these classifications with those
of Aristotle and the modern European

logicians. The most obvious defect in the Nyayu system and
one that has been chiefly dwelt upon by its European critics
is the non-recognition of anything corresponding to what
we now call inductive reasoning. The same cbjection formed

" the gist of Lord Bacon’s indictment against Aristotle and
“the logic of mediseval schoolmen: but a closer study of
Aristotle’s work bas now shown that h: did not actually
ignore induction but attached less importance to it than
we are prone to do now. The same thing is true of the Nyaya
-gystem. Like Aristotle, Naiyayikas were aware of the

1 Bee Sect. 48, Notes 3 & 4 p. 287. Infra.
2 P. B. Ben. ed. p. 205.



uctive method, but considered it as subservient to the.
purposes of deduction which was the G proper. HEvery-
deduction isbaged 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 =aN® which -

is necessary for a proper H#FAT. How then is this Induction
treated of in the Nyaya system ? To get an answer to this

question we must consider the Naiyayike doctrine as to how -
& MW is obtained,

8. Tt will be remembered that =an® was defined as 1qqa-
=9 of 87 and @ew; and the exact
meaning of this phrase was also explain-
ed. But how are we to make ourselves
sure of this fAoa@Tg=4 ? What is in fact the means of arriv-
ing at, and the test of determining this invariability of
concomitance ? Annambhatia supplies the answer to this
question in Sec. 45. In describing ¥Tai@A™ he says that
=YI® is obtained by repeated observation of the association
of fire with smoke, or in other words by the accumulation
of numerous instances in which this association is found.
But this would certsinly not suffice to give us a valid =R
Observation of a fact, howsoever often repeated, is no
guarantee against the possibility of the existence of a
contrary fact. We may observe the association of fire and
smoke in ninety-nine cases, but we cannot from thence
conclude that it must exist in the hundredth case also. It

Vyapti.

'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-
lity of a contrary fact, therefore, still remains and the =an®
Temains at best a doubtful hypothesis. To prevent this
TSR, T. D. adds that the knowledge of |Ig=d produces
|R not by itself, but when combined with the abgence of

€ knowledge of == ( contradiction ). The f@aw of
mgaé which constitutes zarn® is therefore defined as s=arS-
FRA, * absence of any contradiction ;° that is, in order to
k.now R not only is it necessary to observe the associa-
bion of fire ang smoke in numerous instances, but there
mUust not algo be g single instance in which smcke is found:

‘i‘XLV.] . Notes 25 Tal I |
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.dissociated from fire. Hie=asmA and SAWHRAEAE are
‘therefore the two causes of the knowledge of =am®, 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 =amu,
“but the latter is subservient tothe former, and both constitute

phl one joint ceuse. The process bherefore closely resembles
Mill's Joint Method of agreement and difference.’

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

Iﬂg&"'fb{'e(;‘.iwt”"y equally effective in destroying the certainty
of =md. Again, the =M¥=RM=ag may be

well-grounded; or ill-grounded ; if the former, it is true, and
the =r17a is invalid. If it is ill-grounded, orif there is only a
‘suspicion of =799, it can be dispelled either by reason-
ing or by a sort of intuitive knowledge. Instances of the
latter are what we call necessary truths, such as the axioms
of Greometry which are self-evident and require no proof.
When they ara not so, they can be proved to be true by the
reducho ad absurdum method of reasoning which is called
& in Nyaya? Take for example the FTH, IT gHa=x A(F:.
If this is not true, its contradictory, wiz. that smoke is
gometimes nob accompanied by fire, must be true. Then
in those cases where smoke is found without fire, it must
have for its cause something else. Hence fire is not the
snvariable antecedent of smoke and it cannot therefore be
its cause, which is inconsistent with our knowledge that
fire is the cause of smoke. The conclusion being thus absurd,
the assumption from which it was derived must be wrong ;
and its contradictory, namely the sa1f&, must be right. In
‘this way by means of an assumed hypothesis ( &% ), which
when carried to its legitimate 'conclusion leads to #r4-
gromag of fire and smoke, we prove the inivariable conco-
mitance of those two things. The reductic ad absurdum
reasoning consists in taking for granted an hypothesis
exactly opposite to the proposition to be proved and then
drawing from it a conclusion which is evidently false, and

1 Mill : System of Logic. People’s Ed. p. 259,
9 See Sec. LXIV Note 3, p. 361 infra.
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iite-falsity of which vitiates the hypothesis and thus proves
its contradictory. In this way =& too may be said to be
indirectly obtained by wig@ra. In the particular instance
-of fire and smoke, we can indeed derive the generalization
of their invariable concomitance froma still wider generali-

Zation, namely the law of causality, by the direct syllogi-

stic method, thus:— V

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 a® des-
<cribed above and is practically useless asitinvolves an argu-
ment in & 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 FTa®EWETT of smoke and fire can
-only be deduced from the observed invariable concomitance
of the two, snd hence the syllogism is defective as assum-
ing a minor premise that is really derived' from the conclu-
sion. The =378 therefore must ultimately rest on the wrz=rt
with its accessary STURARIAEATE."

10. The &% by which =q1& is obtained finds its analogy
in Aristoile’s system where he attempts
Inductive syllo- 45 prove that induction is only a variety
kg of syllogism. The central idea of the
syllogism, as defined by Aristotle, is -that of a conclusion
following from given premises by nzcessiry sequence,~—an
idea, by the way, which is already implied in the Naiyayika
.doctrine that qerasr is the ®wor of wg@@R. To bring induc-
tion under syllogism it must be shown that the generaliza-
tion follows as a necessary consequence from the premises,
Viz, the accumulation of particular instances. The proposi-
tion for instance that all bile-less animals are long-lived is
deduced from particular casas of a horse, an ass, etc. Here
Aristotle assumes that we have ascerbained the attribute to
belong to aif the particulars,’and that the inductive in-
ference consists merely in passing from all of them to the
class-toerm, qnima/. The passaze from premises to con-
clusion is here necessary, for to grant the premise and yet
to deny the conclusion involves & c._)ntradictliou, i, e. izhe ?TJE
of Nyaya, The fallacy of this reasonin3 evidently lies in

[4
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the deduction per saltum from a few particulars to the whole-
class. Mr. Grote’s criticism ou it is so just and so pertinent:
to our subject that the passage is worth quoting:-—

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

11. This is exactly what is implied in the objection stat--
ed in T. D. SF@AEIATIE @FIEFY ANE-

peg’!éent]}’ yaya e~  gr= The objection shows that the Naiya-
yikas clearly saw the error into which

Aristotle fell, and they tried to escape from it in a way
peculiar to themselves. The difficulty is two-fold. In the-
firgt place, there is the obvious impossibility of our observ-
ing all the particulars denoted by the class-term (e. g. 57 ) ;
and secondly, even granting that we have ascertained ail the
cases, how do we arrive at the general notion of =a1f®, com=
prising those cases but certainly distinet from them ? 4&-
aizEe=T 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 of
everywhere is distinct from and additional to the totality
of particular cognitions. The expedient by which this
two—fold difficulty is avoided by the Naiyayikas is very
characteristic, and at oncedistinguishes 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. 8. 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.”” Like Deduction Induction too is a process of

e

1 Grote’s AQ%;;iZ'(’:—‘fol. I, p. 278.
9 Mill ; System of Logic, People’s Ed., p. 188.



-] Notes. 261

inference, proceeding from the known to the unknown, the
unknown in its case being the general notion which is derived
from the known particulars. Najyaykas however will not
accept this, because they regard Induction not as an infer-
“ence but as g kind of extracrdinary perception ( SI‘?QTGT%.):'
T. D. says that although we can never actually observe alj
the cases in which fire is associated with smoke,the invari-
‘able concomitance obtaining between the class fire and the
class smoke is known by the w@iTFFEa™ar called WA -
FAUT T=qraT®.  This kind of extracrdinary perceplion has
already been explained as the process by which after perceiv-
ing an individual thing such as a 9=, we at once cognize
its InF Tae, by the law of association, When two things
are closely associated together, the perception of one neces-
‘sarily leads to the immediate apprehension of the other.
This is not an inference, for there is neither @¥r@sf, nor any
gd. It is not also ordinary perception, because there is no
‘EFEIEAEST with smoke in all the cases, The process is there-
fore something intermediate between perception proper and
inference proper, quasi-perception, or a quasi—inference,
SEATATR is thus a kind of immediate inference; and is there-
fore more akin to perception than to 1@ which is concerned
with mediate truths only. But how is this explanation to
be reconciled with the preceding statement of T. D. that
|NT is proved by &% or reductio ad absurdum mode of
reasoning ? The answer is that it is not =¥ that is known
-by a& or any other syllogistic mode of reasoning, as Aristo-
-tle seems to say, but it is the STRANETE that is so known,
S is directly produced by E=daT which is the result
of actual perception, while the a% which proves sATHINIIIA-
&eE is accessory to it only soifar as it dispels all doubts,
and makes the knowledge of ®E=wT a certainty. It is not
therefore correct to say that ‘Nedyayikas did not know
Inductive reasoning, They were quite aware of it and have
even described it pretty accurately ; but they included it
under wigsy. This is quite clear from Kesava Misra's
statement, gur o RGITANTTARACF WA WG g stasriia-
i WIEAIROT T JATA AR, v
R s essentially a medsate judgment, and cannot therefore
\

1T. B. Bom. ed. p. 55.
34
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include a generalization which is known immediately. Again
this generalization has no use of its own beyond serving as
& basis for a further deduction. Whether they were wrong or
right in thus excluding Induction from inference properisa
different question, and need not occupy us here.

12. Other varieties of 31gW mentioned in a preceding note

: may algo find their equivalents in Euro-
rig?:;‘;flp;’;‘gfgg Y% pean logic. 998 is deduction proper ;
and Western logic. while RIAT-IAIEY 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. Hwaa
is the process of elimination, which closely resembles
Plato’s method of Logical Dwision. Aristotle regarded
Logical Division as only a fragment of the syllogistic pro-
cess : and similarly Nayayikas class 9Ta under 'ﬂ’ﬁﬁ’!%
wgar!. The three-fold division of JFTATA into w77, =71a-
#1% and Iw(T chiefly concerns the &3, and is suffici-
ently accounted for by the obversion and conversion of

propositions®

Seor, XLVI 33319391,

The five members are:—=1 Proposition, 2 Reason, 3 Exzamples,
4 Application and 5 Conclusion. Mountain ¢s fiery,—this is
Proposition. Because it has smoke,—this is Reason. W hatever
smokes etc.—this is Example. This i3 like ¢t,~—this is Appli-

cation. Hence tt is so,—this s Conclusion.

1, Having distinguished the Sraig®r from the #et in
the preceding section, theauthor now goes

sygobg‘iﬁ,’f'mmb”ed on to enumerate its five component parts.
qUIAEATA is technically called a #a1@, which
isdefined as RAETAATEZTEZG: ‘collection of the five proposi-
tions, wi@ar-ete. in a regular order.’ Gangesa defines¥d more
accura.tely as FIRR TAF RN B FITARIGAEJEIATTATEAT-
77, ‘' a ‘[)I'ODO:Ithtl or a series of propogitions producing the

stvanatha f}ulama Sutra I/rzttt, L3S,
9 See Note 16 under Sect, 44, p, §51, Supra.
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verbal knowledge which gives rise to the qITaET (6. e. in
theﬁhearer’s mind) which is the last and immediate cause of
WA, In other words #ai¥ is a series of propositions that
produce in another’s mind the same kind of TFIAATAA as
has already been produced in the gpeaker’s mind by his own
'mental reasoning. This fairly corresponds to Aristotle’s Sl
1'1otion of syllogism which is defined “a speech(or enunciation)
in which certain things ( the premises) being supposed,
-something different from what is supposed(.e the conclusion,)
follows of necessity; and this solely in virtue of the supposi-
tions themselves. ” ! Unlike Aristotle however who gives
‘three premises to the syllogism, the Naiydyikas make it
consist of five parts or limbs (w17a¥), namely, Assertion
( &=t ) , Reason ( 37 ), Proposition or Ezample ( IFEIW ),
Application ( 3973 ) and Deduction or Conclusion ( FaRA ).
Assertion is defined as wregfagar: ‘ the declaration of the
W7 as existing on the wet’ ® or §rewawar qew=d, as T. D,
puts it, ¢ speaking of & as possessing the Wieg.” Its purpose
is to prepare the hearer beforehand as to what thing he
:should expect to ba 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 §T¥ on A, and
which is generally but not necessarily in the ablative case,
Every word in the ablative isof course not a %, as
- for instance, in the sentence 4 T FILTY | ZUTHIMET-
Feyg=geara, 3uerd is not a §d, although the word
Is in the ablative, because it does not declare the
% Tere it may be remarked that the two words &g
and fow, though oftea used indiseriminately, slightly differ
in meaning, f5® being the mark such as ¥®, while ¥ is the
’%Fﬂﬁwemaa * ¢the sentence which declares that mark.”
The % as expressed in the gaar® may be similar or
dissimilar to the |Ted, and thus the & is of two kinds sweaTy

1 Aristotle Prior. Analyt. Bk. i, Ch, 1, Sec. 7.

2G.8.1,1,38
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and =71&31%. When the Reason is given, the question would
‘naturally arise, ( Why should the 13§ prove that @iew, 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 VA or TSI is
'employed to show the invariable concomitance of fire and}
gmoke. Well, says the objector, let there be this invariable
concomitance, but how is it relevant to the point before us #
To show this the =a1(® is incorporated with sfaztr and 8 and:
the combination results in @3l which is expressed by the:
fourth ' sentence, Application or IFau. The last, wviz.
Concluion, brings' together all these several elements into
one proposition, and thus enables the hearer to comprehend:
the result at 'once. TAwA is defined by Gotama as thel
repetition of the qi@sm as proved by the ga,! and Vatsyayana-
explains' it ‘as FwFasd FHWET HILTASHA HIQFRAFEN~
qaaT wESE fAwAAE,  Its purpose, says T. D, is to excluder
the possibility of any uncertainty or contradiction as to the
existence of @red. The last three will be obviously either
positive or megative according as the ga 1s 31T or TR
9. The forms of these five premises are also settled by
convention. First there is the Assertion
The five pre-  qiar afgAtE, in which the war (9@ ) is
e , the subject, and the W1¥g is spoken of as
its property. The Keason is geuerally in the ablative, but
sometimes in the instrumental also. The =R or Pro-
postiion has two forms ; in one the @YY and wraa 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 &1 &1 gwaTd @ FAFWT ;
while in the other form the substratum is put in the locative :
and the |reg and #r9A are expressed in the nominative,
as in 9% g3 @@= ax 1@, Of these the first is pre-
ferred as agreeing with the form of other premises,
although the second expresses the =M% better and more
naturally. The S9a7a#7T has of course the &7 for its sub-
ject with the ATGETAET as its qualifying attribute, and ik
is indicated by the general formula aar Ivgs", g® denot-
ing the a8% and &YT its qualification. The;RuwAA does not

i 1G.8.1. 1, 34~5.
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differ in form from the wf@am, but that it is different in
reality is plainly indicated by its formula AdTHId auT, in
Which 9T denotes the sense conveyed by the Iid=r, and
AT sums up the result of the intermediate premises,

3. The five-membered =a17 as described above considerably
! differs from the tripartite syllogism of

The Indian and 3 A 4 S 3
Zhe Aristotelinn ~ Avistotle, but a little consideration will
;Z[rlg.’;fsmﬂ com-  show that the difference lies more in the
: & form than in the essence in which the
two have been shown to agree remarkably. ' The most
Obvious distinetion between the two syllogisms is of course

‘the different number of premises, which are five in one and’

‘three in the other; and as both give equally valid conclu-
sions, one 1is naturally tempted to conclude that either two
Dremises 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 eveérywhere,
1t 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
s 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 Naiytyi-
ke =garT on the other hand constitute a fully reasoned out
“8rgument whose parts follow one after another in their natural
Séquence. Aristotle’s premises are as it were a simple
®Numeration of the several steps in a deductive reasoning ;
the Sanskrit =7 is a regularly constructed debate in minia-
ture. Aristotle’s syllogism only furnishes the skeleton, and

the reader  or hearer fills up the interstices; in its Sanskrit!

Counterpart, the speaker himself goes through all the steps
and the hearer has only to follow him. Thus one is rather
2nalytical or demonstrative, the other is expository and
Thetorigal. The =g is more useful in discovering the

1

[
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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 =gta is more-
akin to the rhetorical mode of argnmentation 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 ®17 is in fact nothing but a model dialogue-
in which the questions of one party are
Lhe Nyaya. omitted and are to be inferred from the an-
swers given. The five-membered syllogism ig.
designed o convince a doubting adversary who asks questions
and raises objections at eachstep, 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 sr®1Far, a sort of doubt accompanied
by a desire to have it solved. But how can there be an
STETEAT in the beginning when the debate is not yet com--
menced and neither of the disputants has spoken. This
ArFETEAr is therefore artificially created by the dogmatic
assertion ( ofazv ) of the proposition that is to be ulti-
mately proved. Gangesa in his Ta'tva-Cintamani ex-
pressly says ‘ HUTATATEISATHRUINIRITAAG TIT  WreamimamT
B  gu:’ TAEEERSATIEEATAI ST s,
This is the reason why the San:krit #armg begins with
9faam and not, like Aristotle’s syllogism, wich the =qTf¥-
AT*T or major premise; for the AN ; being an undis-
puted generalization, will not give rise to any SET=aT
or doubt, and go the argument would never proceed. The
Sanskrit syllogism seems to be purposely framed so as to
keep this sw®T=amr alive until the conclusion is reached. The
five members of the Sanskrit =gy thus form' a series of
doubts and answers in a logical sequence, and the FTATIATT
formed by them isa demonstrative deduction mainly intend-
ed for the enlightenment of another,

d.  The five-membered argument has been subjected to-
much undeserved criticism, both for and
against it. Those seeking brevity and
compactness censure it as being a rude-
and clumsy form of syllogism, while others'prefer it to the-

The five-membered
syllogism criticized,
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Aristotelian syllogism as exhibiting * a more natural mode
of reasoning than is compatible with the compressed limits
of the syllogism.” ' Both the praise and the blame however
| are only partially true. The five-membered Nyaya reflects

| no doubt more accurately the actual method followed in a
[ debate, but it is for that very reason unsuited to be a test
of the validity of the reasoning. The five-membered form

is much more loose and affords greater facilities for falla-

cies to creep in undetected than the compact Aristoteliam
syllogism. It does not provide fully for the correct in-
dication of the quantification, qualification and modality of
each proposition. The distinction between Universals and
Particulars is not observed, while the distinction between

Affirmative and Negative is only partially recognized in the
form of +37 and =ufa’®. Consequently there are no figures
and no moods. Aristotle starts from the generalization and
inquires what conclusion can belegitimately deduced from if.

He is therefore obliged first to determine the exact scope
of the proposition that stands as the major premise and so
the most common fallacies, such as the Pefitio Principi,

which generally underlie the major premise, are st once

exeluded. Not so with the Naiyayika who starting with the

conclusion as & ST&FT and having to find out & =N® mosk
suited to prove it, does not pay much heed to the wording of
the I=TETor or of any other premise so long as hismeaningis.
intelligibly conveyed. It would in fact have been impossible.
to raise upon the five-membered Nyiya the splendid super-
structure of Deductive Logic that Aristotle has construct-
ed on the basis of his syllogism. On the other hand as a
controversial weapon, the five-membered syllogism is far
superior to that of Aristotle, since it forces the debate to
run in a particular channel, and thus prevents the adversary
from straying away from the point.

6. It is slso very well adapted for the exposition
of simple truths to the uninstructed mind, as it requires
no assumption and does not $ax the brain at all
The best illustration of- this is tobefound in Buclids
geometrical theorems. FEuclid’s method closely resem-

SN

1 8ir G. Haughtsn's Prodromus p- 215, quoted :in Ballantyne's
Leciures on Ny@ya Philosophy.
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bles the five-membered syllogism.. First, there is the
hypothesis or enunciation (@HT) that all the angles of
a triangle are equal to two right angles. The three
angles together, constitute .the a1, and the equality to
two right angles is the @m=a. The particular enunciation

L]

and the determination ave only a special application of the

facts declared in the hypothesis. Strictly gpeaking the
particular enunciafion is the real If@=T while the Aypothesis
i a further generalization derived from it. Then comes the
aemonahalz’oﬁ which first gives reasons (8q) and then quotes
authorltles(a"rgi'vr) The (z’emonslmlmn ends witha summing
up corresponding to trtmir and introduced by ‘“Where'; lastly
comes the conclusion { @WAT ) beginning with * Therefore, ’
and identical with the enunciaficn. The whole is then
wound up with a flourish of trumpets in the shape of &
Quod erat demonstrandum ( Q. E. D. ). Euclid employed
the dialectical syllogism prevailing before Aristotle, as
most suited to his purpose ; and a similar one was adqpted
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-  ggusentially the same asthat adopted by
ponents of the syl- i i <
logism. Aristotle and the modern European logic-
ians. 1In a legitimate syllogism, says J.
Si Mill, ' it is essential that there should be ‘hree and
no more than three propositions, nmamely, the conclusion
and the two (major and nunor ) premises. T 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 termsina Sanskrit Nyaya,
namely, the &7 the major term and predicate of the. con-
clusion, 987 the minor term and subject of the gonelusion,
and {&® the middle term, which bving cognjzed as a garaw
acts as a link to connect the &1%7 with the war. But what
about the three and no more than three propositions that
form the syllogism ? A little examination will show %hat

1 Mill : System of Logic, People’s £d. p. 108,

R
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they too have their count ipartsin the five members of the
Nyaya. The fawaa and S@zT are the same, and so one of
them, the i@z for instance, may be safely dispensed with.
It has also been pointed out ' that the mental operation
corresponding to axTEar and denoted by ST is a repetition
or rather a particular application of the 3d, and is taken as
understood between the minor premise and the conclusion
in Aristotle’s syllogism. Either 9T or 8g may therefore
be omitted as superfluous. There remain thus three proposi-
tions only, the ¥ or ¥39@ which is the minor premise, the
IzTexW which is the major ome, and the @W#HA or com-
clusion.

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

Mutual conver- a4 S
sion of the two syl- eachl othgr.. blmp]y'by 'transposmg the
logisms. two remaining premises in the five-mem-

bered  Nydya, we get & perfect Aristotelian

syllogism in Barbara of the First Figure. Take for exam-
ple the hackneyed instanca of & smoking mountain ==

(wfazr )--g3ar NEa |

(%3 )—wwma! frnHh

( FZTETOr )—4t AT WATE W T AgATE TAT REAT: |

( ITAT )—(EATTIRATAT T4 |

( [RTHA ) —aTHIETERATE T98: |

Omitting the S/azT, the 79w and “the illustration
Juy ®eraw: appended to the Igrexm, and likewise transpos-
ing the two premises €3 and IFreLor, we gebi—

At A7 YA |/ FgEE |
YT =THqE FHIEE
( By dropping the useless ablative ).
= qFATT YH: or TAAN YW |
ATHrE THAT A(FATT |

—

1 See'Note 5 pp. 236-7 Supra.
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When translated the premises will run:—
Whatever smokes is fiery ;
This mountain is a thing that smokes ;
s This mountain is fiery.
This is evidently a Universal Affirmative in Barbara, .
corresponding to
All B is A,
All Cis B,
.. All Cis A.

Similarly an Aristotelian syllogism in Barbara cen be.
converted into the Sanskrit Nyaya by the reverse process, .
namely transposition of premises and addition of wf@mr and
899, Thus :—

All men are morfal,
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 ard translate :—-
FIFAT AgweRaT ( Ay )
1 WA (AT ) W F wdeqwmy (wer: )
AYATE, TA5AT Hegeaars (7 )
Add aTa=T and 99T and put the %3 in the ablative form,.
and the syllogism becomes a full-fledged Nyaya—

TATAT AR AR (A ) |
RETEATREAT ( Hgwery) |
aq A ATTAEE: (WFew:) § Eden AR (wrea: ) gar gyg:
agr =g |
aHTaar |
We might arrlve at the same result by taking only the-

first three members, Ffavam, 37 and 37T, as the Mimamsakas -
do, and by ignoring the rest; only that in this case we shall .
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have to invert the order of all the three propositions when.
converting them into an English syllogism. The easiest
rx}qde of conversion however is to omit the first two propo-
sitions wra=r and 87 altogether, and then take the remain--
ing three in their order, so that the IZTE¥or would be the-
major premise, IUAT the meror, and faaraa the conclusion of
the English syliogism. In this way we shall avoid the

necessity of transposing the premises, and also remove the-
awkwardness of changing the ablative #g into nominative.

9. As to the Second, Third and Fourth Figures, as well as-
Rt the remaining three Moods of the first
' 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, Darti and Ferioque are not
possible in the Sanskrit Nyaya, as it does not recognize
& particular conclusion. The reason why particular-
conelusions were disregarded by the Naiyayikas appears
to be their uselessness. What the Naiyayikas wished
to gain from an inference as from all other proofs
was war, right and definite knowledge, -for it is this-
TRFAFEST alone that has any scientific value. A par-
ticular conclusion is obviously a vegue and imperfect judg-
ment. The very form of the five-membered syllogism points .
_ to the impossibility of having a particular conclusion. A
| 90nclusion in I or O can be had only when its subject, tha¢
is, the minor term or ¥ denotes only some individuals of & .
g 01.855; but in the Sanskrit syllogism, the g&t 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 g]ass denoted by a class-name and vlooked upon as.
| one object. Otherwise there.can be no 987w/ and there can
be. no TaHaT having a particular object like the moun-
tain for its fiww. In cases where the ®rew is inferred on a.
| Qumber of things which do not however form the whole
{ class, there is really no particular conclusion, but there are-
' 85 many inferences and conclusions as there are things.
1 The minor term being thus always universal, the conclusion.:
l
l
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must be universal too. The case of Celarent (T A E ) is
more complex but can be explained in the same way. Al-
though the Naiyayika does not deny the possibility of a
negafive judgment (STEIHT JGTHIA ), it seems that his con-
elusion ( @+ ) is always affirmative in form, the change
from negation to affirmation being made by the simple ex-
pedient of prefixing the negative particle (=1 or =), or
adding the word =197 to the predicate. Thus a Naiyayikae
will say, not sr=5t {97t Arf%a, but ITETSFGNRA or =T (HeaaaT-
arEtsEa.  His m&ST and @staa, which are identical, must
-always assert something of another thing, even though that
something is an 91T ; the 19777 therefore cannot be purely
negative although the =Ir® or f&% be =u@uF. Besides
purely negative knowledge canmot strictly speaking be a
ST, because there can be no 9% in A¥T and the definition
agia awEa<ay will be inapplicable. ~Hence Celarent too is
not possible in Sanskrit. Whenever thereford we have a
negative judgment, we have always to turn it into an affir-
mative one by the addition of =¥ or its synonym %z, as
is generally done in a FIAFAUE ATAT e. g. FTAAATIZAAT,
which simply tpanslated means Earth is ' nof anything
else. It is obvious therefora that there can be only one
form of syllogism in Sanskrit, namely, the Universal
‘Affirmative ( Barbara ). Even Aristotle has shown that &ll
kinds of syllogism can be ultimately reduced to the first
two Moods of the First figure,' and the distinetion between
these two is easily remdved 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
circumstangées.

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

. e ¥ is not llpiversally accepted even in India.
iaruied Tl T Al An ancient school of Naiwyayikas was nof
systematists. satisfied with the five limbs, but added

flve more, namely, Curiosity (ferzar),
Doubt (@317 ), Power of the proofs to produce knowledge
( grFaaTin ), Aim (99T ) and Removal of objections ( €3T7-

-&gqT® ). But they are, says Valsyayana; only aids to the

1. Grote's Aristoile Vol. 1. p, 228.
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tion of an w399 (=nagz®a ) does not apply to them.' The
five-membered syllogism thus became!the type for all Nai-
Yayikas and was accepted .even by the Faisesikas. Other
systematists however carried the pruning process still fur-
ther, The Mimamsakas recognized three members only,
A, 37 and IFTELor, while another school recognized @,
I3 and Igad. The Vedantins also insist on having
three members only, but they are not particular as to whe*
ther the first three or the last three should be taken. Thus
Vedania-FParibhasaremarks —#a79137 I7 OF A(ARTEAZE0-
AT TTTRACIGAT(ATAAETT 1 7 § T2 | ATGIIA0T ARG THAL-
TqESAEWEATIEAaIgas sy’ The Buuddhas recog-
nize only two, 3Zr8¥0T and 39a9. The author of Nyaya-Bindw
who was a Buddhist likewise mentions two bnly, gz and
8, making the Z=& or =ANT a part of the g&. Thus it will
be seen that the weight of opinion outside the ANy@ya and
Vaisesiha schools inclines towards the acceptance of a three-
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 Nyaya,
there is a general agreement about the
form and the import of the several mem-
bers ; only that the VaiSesikas have a second set of signifi-
cant names for the five members, viz.,, saar ( Promise),
wasT (sign ), Maaa ( Illustration ), W&y ( Serutiny ) and

Other names.

gty ( Repetition ). 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., SFIET or
i Bt MY, is somewhat peculiar, and requires
Why the third mem- ey’ R 1

ber is called Uduha- further examination, as it is likely to

rana.. throw much light on the history of the,
five membered syllogism. It must have

been noticed that while the names of other members are

et

1, Vat.on G. 8. I, 1. 82. b .
' 2, Vedonta Paribhasa Cale. ed, p. 14.
3. V. 8. Up. Calc.ed. p. 397.

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

L
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:significant, there is apparently no reason why the proposi-
‘tion stating the =& should be called TzmExwr of T,
~except the accident of its containing, as a sort of an appen-

dage, the illustration aar wawew:. It isthe first part of the
‘ST containing =R thet is really essential to the syllo-
- gism, while the illustration is not only unnecessary, but is
often omitted. It is certainly anomalous that the most im-
portant premise in the syllogism, on which in faet the infer-
-ence chiefly resés, should be reduced to the position of &
'mere TETA, 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 SETEY has besn
-actually made the ground of censure against the Indian
‘syllogism by some superficial critics ; while even those who
have defended it offer rather an apology than a well-grounded
explanation of its existence. Ritter! for instance says thattwo
of the five members of Kanada’s argument‘are manifestly su-
perfluous, while by the introduction of an example in the third
the universality of the conclusion is vitiated.” The conely-
sion is vitiated because the addition of the example puts
some sort of limitation on the general proposition, and thus
‘takes away its universality. The most that Ballantyne
could say to justify the example was that it is “a matter of
rhetorical convenience, designed to bring to the recoliection
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 prineiple from which the con-
clusion follows.’’? But this explanation is not at all
#abisfactory. The univerasal 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 g valid syllogism. The
example, say the critics, is either superfluous or mis-
chievous, and ought therefore to he discarded altogether. If
was so discarded by the Vaidesikas who limited the pro-
position to tte mere statement of the N, but the general
practice of the Naiyayikas has still retuined it

L]
1. Ritter + History of Philosophy Vol. IV, p, 865,

2. Ballantyne : Lectures on Nyaya Philosophy. p. 36.
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13. Max Miller starts another theory to explain away
‘the difficulty. “But if we inguire more carefully,’’ says
e, “we find that the instance in Gotama’s syllogism has
‘its own distinet office, not to strengthen or tolimit the uni-
“versal proposition, but to indicate, if I may say so, its
modality, Every Vyapti must of course admit at least one
instance. These instances may be either positive only, or
negative only, or both positive and negative.”’’ This
means that the instance is intended to show whether the
MR is W=71@ or safaii®. The theory is no doubt plausi-
ble, and seems to have been suggested by the two kinds of
instances, ¥I@EZEr and f@q2gered, recognized by the Naiya—
ytkas ; but it neither solves the real difficulty, nor is it ab-
-golutely correct. As a matter of fact the ==a@ ‘and =n&av®
! are indicated, so far as they can be so indicated, in the Sy )
' itself, and not the zwr=a; while the latter takes its own
character from the =amf&. It is the =ama which makes a
TET either :=n@ or suTati®, and not vice versa. Take for
instance the proposition T WEATRA a= YHISK an?a gur
AETEE, that is to say, I TFEAMTERATTAINT: Fa7 Aezg. This
is a m{At®=NE, if a1@ is the @y and yw the Hruw, and
‘WETEx will be a fAqmzer@. But suppose the &I to be
YR and the @Ta® to be a7@rwT™, that is, we infer not fire
from smoke but absence of smoke from the absence of fire;
then the same =an® will be an sFag=aTi& and the gerF will
be & wuerzETeR. So it is really the &TeT and WT9a that first
determine the modality of the =aT(®, and then of the Twre.
‘The gurea will therefore be practically useless for determining
‘the modality of the universal proposition, for when we know
what sort of erFa it is, the modulity is already determined.
‘Of course the @@ may often assist us in understanding the
scope of the =an® ; but the question before us is not whether
it may be accasionally useful where if is put, but whether it
is absolutely necessary. Besides, the theory, even supposing
it to be correct, does nobt explain the anomaly how the
Universal proposition came to be called a mere SEEIW or
2WT. In one sense, however, Max Miller is right, probably
Without being aware of it. We shall presently see how.

SRS

e

1 Thomson's Laws of Thought, Appendit p. 296.
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14. The real explanation, if & conjecture may be hazarded,.
' is. rather historical than logical. It is.
not that the instance was tacked to the
" universal proposition for the purpose of
‘satisfying some logical iecessity;but ‘it appears more
probable that the instance was the original part, and the
‘generalization itself is a later addition. There seemsto 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 z7n® was added afterwards
when ifs necessity came to be perceived. We can clearly
discover traces of the process by which this enlargement
of the third member was brought about, if we examine the
various references to it in different works on Nyaye. Modern
writers like Anrnambhatta define TZTEY as AMUNTAIIEE
Fr#aa, but there is no trace of this syfaafawra®e in Gotama’s
definition, |IETATIAIR AGANET 2ETFR 95TEE,'  which
mears that © the 331E701 is an instance which possesses an
essential property of the ®Te7 by similarity. ' This definition
obviously applies to the @graw alone which possesses the
HTeTaE AlgA<, and not to the =@if&aT#E. At the time of
Gotama’s Siitras, therefore, the five-membered syllogism
seems to have run thus : AT TGFHTT | TATTITA | TAT [El-
aa: |\ aar =ras | gsmraar | This primitive form of the
syllogism at.once explains two things. First it accounts
for the third member being called 857FTw or Faiza, because
‘there is obviously nothing but the instance in it Secondly,
it explains why the 3947 which follows Izreror began with
awr, which seemss to have been first used as a correlative of
gar in the ¥FwEIW. The IR and the IgAw: appear in
fact to have formed one complex sentence, Tur WerAwEATS
q3a: ( As was the kitchen so is this mountain smoking ).
of which the I3T&TW beginning with aur formed the relative
half, and the 397 beginning with gur was the principal
part. On some such supposition alone can we understand
why Golama defines 3987 as ITEANIAwATATGETC.? TATEWT-
T, says Valsyayana, means IFrevorasy, * depending on the
azreor, ‘ depending of course in the sense that the cg-

An explanation
suggested.

1G.81,1 360
2G.8.1, 1,88
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relative sentence aur w¥a: can be properly understood
only from its relative antecedent JAT WETa®:. But this
does not convey the full idea of 377 ; so it is further called
80 ITFEY, ‘ o summing up ’ as it were, i. e. an application
of the sense conveyed in the ¥gT&¥0r to the present case of
the mountain, which application is of course implied by
the word gur. Gotama’s definition of I337 is however quite
unintelligible if applied to the syllogism as it stands at
Present, for the ¥zT8ew which begins with =Ti& cannot be
the relative antecedent of the 3944, and so there is no word
of which aur might be 8 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 Nyiya, which rarely mention the =7mig. Dharmalkirt,
for instance, the author of Nyaya-Bindu, gives, ag an illus-
travion of a faulty gureq, the syllogism, sn@a: st=z: was-
AN | 2FETaa’ ; while in another place of the same work
he quotes the stock instance thus, == qweas ME: | AT HEE-
|/ET | kg g aq i@ | (p. 109 ). This was therefore the
Original five-membered syllogism, but it was soon found to
be imperfect. There was nothing in it to determine the
Rrufdgae of ¥d, that is, to show the invariable concomitance
Of the &rex with the §q. At first the ZuTa 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 T3 T UH: efte. was

inserted. If a guess can be hazarded, the TIHNFT was
Dossibly at first inserted in the ¥gaT®w as a fadmqor of
Wiew=arer ¥4, as is shown in the above quotation from
Nyaya-Bindu, and later it was transposed to 3F1ET0T. Being
thus originally a subordinate adjunct of &, it became later
On an independent and the chief premise. Before the
|nwarsy had come into the syllogism, the swag and
BTN of the 2@ were determined by the g=rea, according
3s it had similarity (®a#¥ ) or dissimilarity ( Fa9F ) with
the |LT ; but it was rendered practically wuseless 'after the
SWfeaTHEr had settled down as a necessary part of the syllo-

1 Nyaya-Bindu-Tika, Bibl. Ind. p, 118.

L



gism. Max Miiller's theory sbout the instance being indi-
cative of the msdality may therefore have been true when
the ==r=a was the sole member of the SFEIMATF. The com-
mentator of Nyaya-Bindu declares in fact the same thing
when he says, AATEETFASTIAE EAREAAT SAEET AT & A0
Farfaga,’ ¢ the 1799 or zgfas% of the &g cannot be indicated
except by the g=r=a.” After the =qmie had become the chief
and necessary part of the Tzmexor, this function of the
zutea was naturally shifted to it, and the Ferea gradually
sunk to the level of a useless appendage. The conservative
Naiyayikas have persisted in retaining it, but & modern writer
Laugaksi Bhaskare. in his Nyaya-Siddhanta- Mafijari-
Prakasa, has the courage to declare ZFATARRT WIAMEE! T
faaa:, ¢ the employment of the instance is purely conven-
tional and not necessary. ° In this way the z@rea, which
was at first the gist of the IZEIW, came to be positively
ignored.

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

The War of Athens against Thebes (¥87) was mischievous
(grer ) ;

Because it was a war against neighbours (g3 ) ;

Just as the war of Thebes against Phokis was (z=teq).2

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. 8. Mill, was
the original and true type of an inference.?

1 Nyaya-Bindu-Tika, Bibl, Ind. p. 90.
2 Grote Aristotle Vol. 1. p. 274,
8 Mill : System of Logic, People’s Ed. p. 126.
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Consideration of the sign is alone the'('ause of both Judgment
_for One’s Own sake and that for An _ther’'s. Hence Considera-
-tion is the Inference.

1. garEsT has already been explained, ' and it has also
s el been shown why it is called fFFRES or
o T qaruragwtmsr.i Ann;zmbha?_ta purposely
uses the word FgITHST, instead of simple
AT, in ordsr to emphasize his view that the real v of
IR is the fgar@ar and not @F merely, as some say, and
“that the name @3 is properly applicable to the fwaRTal
alone. In T.D. he briefly notices the three views that
have prevailed about the real proximate cause of wigfam.
‘“The wgfifa®wur according to these three schools of opinion,
is either forgmTa, =AW or qurest.  The first is the view of
‘the Paisesikas, who accordingly name FEHTR a8 IGHI.
Sankara Misra the author of Upaskara sums up this view
in the following couplet :——
wgHaT gag TG T agred |
FEWTE § AT ATGFAEHEE W
‘e is the WITAAFIN, because it is connected with |TeT
{ =g@a ) on the T, is known to exist wherever |IET exists,

and is never found where @rew is absent. * Sankara Misra
argues that Trest, having no =TI after if, cannot be the

. Ty which is always =miead, while if f¥g be the =,

quwat itself becomes its =TI This view is summarily
rejected by Annambhatta on the ground that it leads to the
absurdity that even a past or a future few, that is, smoke
which was once observed but does not now exist on the
mountain or smoke which is not yet seen on the mountein,
would produce the @@ of the present existence of fire. If
smoke alone is the FT of #FMAT there is no reason why the
smoke of yesterday or the smoke of to-morrow should not
Droduce an inference of a fire existing on the mountain to-

1 Vide Note 3 on Sec. 44, p. 234, Supra.
2 See 1 ote 3 on Sec. 45. p. 255, Supra.
3 V. 8. Up. Cale. ed. p. 382.
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day. Hence the necessity of the condition that /&, in order
to be effective for w@ATA, must be first observed as & TaT9w,
that is, as a property of the mountain actually existing at
the time of theinference. In other words it is the FerasaTzT,.
otherwise called qrHET, and not i@gatw merely, that is the

real FAuT of srgraf

9. But one might ask why create a new FIur of iZfAra in the
form of the composite q7r@aT which is a mixture of =aviwsr=
and TEIAATAT, when you can as well look upon the last two
themselves as severally the #xuts of w@gf@@. To this Annam-
bhatta replies that it is simpler to hold the complex avrwst
as the one FXoy of :Ag(wiG than to recognize two separate
#707s in the shape of =qTfawaia and THAYHATHIA. Besides we-
might have even agreed to this latter alternative if the war-
73T could have been altogether dispensed with ; but that is
not possible, because UITESET is necessary to account for the-
cognition which is conveyed by the 797 in a qITITIAT,
and which thereupon produces the 3@ in the hearer’s
mind. If then qurAat must be recognized as the #F¥wr of a
quratqrAta@, why have a separate &X0 for the wTa@TAE,
when the same can do for both ? This reasoning is faultless,.
except that according to those who define #¥w ags =qFa=-
ATt FEOT, GOHAr cannot be the FW as it has no =
coming after it. Hence the advocates of this definition of
o, namely, the ancient Naiyayikas, propose =aTfasiA to
be the F¥0T and T@ar to be its SAMW, while the moderns
who deny the necessity of ST and define 0T as HHT-
AEETATES S FEO regard AT itself as the Fwwr. Annam-
bhatta seems really to be vacillating between these two
views, a]thougl‘} in the text he has made the emphatic decla-
ration [@FUUHE T F0ME, and his vacillation is due to
his non-preference for either of the two definitions of ;#¥m.
At least there is a glaring inconsistency -between this vas-
gage and the concluding remarks of Sect, 43 where he de-
clares g174 to be the #701 of 9@z.! Had it not been for
those remark;,ﬁin cauld.hava.been said with much plausibi-
1ity that, notwithstanding his obvious indecision as to the
real definition of & o, Annambhatta adopted the modern in

SR g i
1 See p. 32; and Note 8 thereon p. 224. Supra.
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Jpreference to the ancient view. Probably he did so, and

ithe statement about the #I0r of weaer was made simply in

-deference to the popular convention which from time im-
| memorial has regarded g% to be the FI0r of I and has
1 ~thereby made the very word FI0I synonymous with zfe=a.
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.

-obviougly wrong, although it is found in all Mss. except twao.
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.

’ 3. The reading FWorw in the first part of this section is
i

SEoT. XLVIIL (&§9.

Mark or Sign is of three kinds : 1 positive and negative, %

_purely positive, and 3 purely negative. Thal which pérv wes both
_Positively and negatively i3 positive-negative, as for instance,
#mokiness when fire is to he proved. ** Where there i3 smuke,
- there is fire as in a kilchen ' i8 positive coacomitance. “ Where
- there is no fire there is no smoke as in a lake " ¢s nmegative con-
-comifance. Purely positive is that where there 1s positive
- €oncomitance only, e. g. pot is namable because it is know-
able. like cloth. Here there is no megative concomitance of
-namability or knowability as all things are knowable and
namable. Purely n-gative is that which has a negalwe concomit:
-ance only, e. g. earth differs from other things because it has
- smell ; that which does not so differ hus no smell, as waler 3
¢his is not like it ; and hence il is not so. Here there i¢ mo
‘Positwe instance ( of a thing ) that has smell ( and yet )
~differs from others, because thz whole earth forms the subject.

1. Having described the typical syllogism, the suthor
The reason or now proceeds to treat of th? ?nark oF

“ mark, ’ ‘ middle term,’ which determines the
¥ character of the syllogism and also makes

e inference valid or invalid. A mark may be true or false,
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and accordingly a 27 is either ¥ or w@=d, the latter be--
ing usually termed gamm Before adverting to this dis-
tinction, it is necessary to tell what & markin general means-
and how it usually stands in a syllogism. The author
therefore first describes the three kinds of f@§. * The mark
is of three sorts, positive and negatwe, merely positive, and
wnerely negative. Of these the first is in invariable con--
comitance with the |ET both affirmaively and mnegatively,
as smokiness is with fire. The second has the invariable -
concomitance afjirmatively only : and the third negatively
only. An instance of the second is * A jar is namable, for
it is knowable, ’ because both the #HTew ‘ namability * and
the W1as ‘ knowability ’ being here co-extensive, a negative
concomitance of theirs, that is, a concomitance of their-
absolute negations is impossible. The properties of nam-
ability and knowability residein all things, and so there isno
faverErea on which the s of |ivT exists, and hence there -
is no =qiAtF=ANMH. The example of the third kind is ‘ Earth
is distinet from all other padarthas, because it has odour.’
In this case there is a fAwarg®re@ where there is neither
odour nor gAT¥F as in water or air, but there is no FqWFEI=A
where both =7 and gaT¥T are concomitant. In the second
case therefore we can have only an ma"u'n'a, such as aF
o= GRS aFiage 99T 92, but no suf@tE=NT, such as TAT-
fme ausy ax THIAArG AN, owing to the impossibility of
finding a corresponding ZF®Fd. In the third case we have
a SEAEANY, TX FTAIHET AN aF TUTEAQ AT, because
we have no less than 14 odcurless things (the 8 drawjas
besides earth, plus the remaining 6 padarthas), on which
the gavag ( difference of earth from all other things) does
not exist ; but obviously we cannot have any 33I=I9=1® in
this case, as neither ##q nor If@=fiatwg, which is the same
as 19, exist anywhere but on 3@, In the first case -
however we have both kinds of z47(®, because we can have
both similar and contrary instances. We can say gz o=
YREAT AI@: AT AFTAH, as well as T TRANT ax TAISE a1
797 W%24. The chief test therefore of discovering to which
of these three kinds a mark belongs is to see whether there -
‘ig any mﬁwaﬁr, that is, an instance in which the ®rsTw oo
exists with the ¥ %3, and also a f@Y9FEFA or a contrary in-
tance in which WHTSGTATT coexists with F=wm. If both
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: inds of instances are available, then the %g as well as the
inference in which it is employed are seRTAAUE ; secondly

’ if the first kind of instance alome is found and not the

! second, they are Fa@ri ; and lastly if the second only is

{

?
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found but not the first, they are FaeALE.

. 9. a7=7 is defined by T. D. as the invariable concomitance
| of ¥g and |r=T while mters, literally
| tiélgg_a yaand Vye- o oaning @, is asimilar concomitance
| of their absolute negations. The =a1eq and
| =ma% interchange places in the arAiF=ane, that is, the
| SwTT of A8 which is the =% in the steaasaTie becomes
=Ty of the =rwra of ¥& the original =arer. This can be
best illustrated by three squares drawn with two sides of

each coinciding thus :-—

B C

TR
i

&
H K
%
TH g TETWE
A L G D

TLet the largest square A C represent any class larger than
13 such as =7, the intermediate figure A F represent the
sphere of a1g, and the smallest A K represent that of ¥®.
Now it is clear that the whole space of ¥H is covered by,
that of af@, and so we can say T gHEH a%:. The square
A K will therefore comprise all gimilar instanpes such a8
W, aavanat ete, The gnomon E K G will comprise all
instances such as WWr:f4vs where there is fire but no
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In a contrary inference from a2 to aH, the gnomon
E K G will correspond to an zan& (=ms=qas@mT ) which
vitiates a =aTd like a3 a3 aigEaT 9R:. The gnomon BF D
comprises instances where YHMIT ig co-existent with
a4, This is the region of fAywzarsa which will justify
the =g, ax IgETITEET THMNTT:.  The figures also
show that the square of aIZ being larger than that of
YA, arg is =% of ¥@. Similarly, the Gnomon B K D
representing YATWE is larger than the gnomon B F D
which represents TZIT91T, and hence UHINTT  is =guos
of wgawrE, the intermediate gnomon | K G again
representing the I9M¥ if the =an® is reversed. The pro-
per FATAREAT® therefore runs s a3 TRAWT  AHTHT:,
QAT AFES,
3. T. D. defines a Fa@r=a1@ FF as * that the m1eg of
. which is FT@T1; ’ and & wney is Famrard
Kevalanvayi. when its SAF=ATNIT existg nowhere, that
is, when the &1, o g, rage, is co-
terminous with the whole class of existing things. It
should also be noticed that the %m-‘-in'ﬁ'a, which T. D.
defines as HFFATATANA(AATGRT, is that bertaining to the
e, and not that of the &g, for the totg] absence of an
Fegwararg of the &g is not necessary for a ¥amraid wgwIA.
For instance, the syllogism ‘J{T[m: | JEerg | is HAFTAT,
as there is no AAEATH, TANMRITH A%y a3 gzawld ansy :
but the g in it is not HAATAAIATINY, since WIrwg ex-
ists in many places. The essence of g Fagreara  therefore
consists in the &M being co-existent with all existent
things. But an objecior might gay that the illustration in
the text is incorrect, since there gre many things in the
universe which have no names, and which we do not snd
cannot know, and yet of which the stury of waTem or wfw-
9ge can be predicated, But, says T. D., the u¥ysm and
a#ad referred to are 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 FAFHAAT® is rather complicated. Tis
essence consists in the /ey being coter-
Kevala-vyatireki. minous with qet, as in the example, g%’lﬁ

gacRgedl | wrqwwe, - Here we  can-




Notes. 285@L

not have an ST, I 99 FEA A FASEGE:;,  be
'ca}\xse everything that has s=a== as well as TIAT@INT, i. e
9147, being included in graEt itself, there is no TEEA
apart from the 721, There are plenty of instances, however,
-0n which the HIaTaId, i. 6. JIAH@IHGATT OF gieraTaTe, is
found coexistent with =aTTE. Any of the eight sub-.
-stances other than SferdT or any of the rermaining six cate-
Zories will serve for such a FETHZET=A.
| 5. Here T. D. indulges in a little argument which is
T i ath typieal of the scholastic subtleties for
ed dis“t‘z‘.;i’t‘ 23 T}:Zj’n which Naiyayikas have become so famous.
~other substances. An objector starts up saying that EGRE G
cannot be proved by inference on T,
-and he puts down a dilemma, The Wi€T i. e. gawig is either
previously known or not ; if it is known to exist somewhere
( elsewhere than earth of course ), then the zg (e ) either
“Co-exists with it or not. Now if the 8§ co-exists with the
WeT in the other thing, then that is clearly a WIIEET and
there is an SFaT=qNE ; but if the ¥g co-exists with it in no
other thing than earth, then it is a peculiar characteristic
of the gar, ar.d there can be no =a7(w and no inference based
on it, On the other hand, if the @I itself iz unknown,
then of course there can be no w@TA(a ; and for this reason :
an wgfa@, such as 9IAC @AM, is a fAamresnE, that is,
'i knowledge of a mountain, not pure and simple, but as IE-
~ fﬁ’ﬁf‘! ‘ characterized by fire. ° But there is a maxim that a
\ 4 thing cannob be known without the previous know-
| ledge of the fa3mur; for how can we know a Z(0Zq unless we
" first know what a oz is. The knowledge of FiEA@a can-
not therefore be had without our first having the knowledge
“of the 7. But by our hypothesis the ®reT &. e. gatuy, is
| unknown ; and hence there can be no @At like gaTugAAT
' SISy, Similarly as the knowledge of an W& depends on
the knowledge of its WiAgwi, the gavwgIwia is also un-
known, and hence there can be no fEE=an g, I FRLGCALIE R
Wy e ey, A Fegaa® syllogism is therefore an impos-
. - sibility.
I 6. The above dilemma is fairly nettling, although our
[ ] author does attempt to give some gort 0!
! 4 passage in g peply to it in the concluding portion ©

arka- Dipikd ex- e Ived
Dlgined, the commentary. The passage 18 involve
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in considerable obscurity. As read by all copies except. one-
or rather two, it is quite unintelligible, and is probably |
corrupt ; and I have therefore ventured to correct it, on the- |
high authority of Nilakantha and the Ms. J, by transferring

the words Sre@aTaATMROG to the preceding sentence, and
splitting WAFNENUMINSAT into wawm@a=or  wa=ar. Read
thus, the gist of the reply is briefly this. The @=rex in the
inference in question is not the cumulative difference of
fourteen padarthas ( 8 substances+ g categories ) from earth
which being unobserved on anything other than earth :
may be unfit to be a W17, What is really intended to be-
proved on earth is the simultaneoyg existence of the thirteen
mutual negations of those fourteen padarthas. Mutual nega-
tion exists between two things, and go there are thirteen
mutual negatinrns, corresponding to the thirteen couples that
can be formed out of fourteen padarthas, water etoe. , and
regiding in thirteen things, excluding that of which the -
negation is spoken of. Thus S&¥ resides in the thirteen
things, light etc. ; and d=(T%g 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 go -
exist on earth, and in this respect earth is distinguished
from the fourteen things. Our @rex therefore here is wefi- .
AT RS ARE P EIAFOTTAEH, © the simultaneous exis- ’
tence of the thirteen mutual negations on ope thing, * And

as no instance is known on which the existence of this |Ter

is previously ascertained, we cannot know whether the 8@
exists there or not ; and having thus no knowledge of the -

#7 positive or negative, we can neither call it sw=a1a, nor
SIHIIN.  Thus the first horn of the objector’'s dilemma is
disposed of. The second, that the W7 being unknown
there can be no wgfaA, is also weak, because we have

seen that the #rew which we have taken, namely swmavwe- -

&<, ' aggregate of the thirteen mutual negations of water
ete.’, is already known by the Drevious ascertainment of

its thirteen components, the thirteen mutual negations :
soverally. But, the objector rejoins, though your thirteen ‘
negations may be severally known, their aggregate is still ,
unsscertained ; how can then the Wiwr be called wirg ? ‘
Well, replies the undaunted Naiyayika, I do not recognize -

————
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an aggrogate ( @@ATT ) as a separate thing from its com-
ponents, and my @rex here is not a fictitious thing like-
WEAT, but the several negations themselves, which , being
ascertained on their respective substrata (TFFETIH0N TGS,
may be inferred conjointly on earth. Consequently there-
ought to be no difficulty in obtaining a WA EAREEHT as
well as a =arATF=and. The FT@=afati® inference is there-
fore quite possible and valid.

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

iy, ; simply to show into what absurdities the
uala_ﬁlralff,fje%_l‘e' Nawyayikas have fallen by recognizing a
Fa@uaG® saAa. The essence of it, as.
is pointed out above, is that the |1e7 is co-terminous with
987, The ®1¥7 cannot therefore be anything but a peculiar
characteristic of ga1. 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. Butan J@MREMY 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 =aTati®
A which involved them in so much absurdity. Two
reasons might be suggested for this ; one is historical while
the other is purely dialectical. The three—fold division of
&% and 3G/ is comparatively modern, but it is derived
from Gotama’s division of §% into wrawdor and Tasfo.! The
two kinds of g made the ITETw, I3 and fAwE also two-
fold ; and thus the whole syllogism changed its character-
aocording as the ¥ was through similarity or dissimilarity.
The |a#T or 9% referred to was that of g, and thus.

the &= was as it were the key to the whole syllogism.

When the Z€17@ was enlarged by the addition of the =ariaarsy,
and thereby itself sank into insignificance, the =aTT® became
the means of determining the character of the 83 and the-
AGA  as regards their ®Wrasq and FW+H, or, to use their

16.8.1, 1, 34-5,

L
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modern equivalents, #==i@a and =R, So long as the

~distinction was confined to =&, there was nothing absurd

or unintelligible about the doctrine ; but the modern school

of Naiyayikas in their zeal to carry each and every doctrine

of the ancients to its ultimate result, discovered three ways

in which the two kinds of =& might be used in a syllogism,

namely, either each alone by itself, or both optionally. In

“this way the mark (1$§ ) became three-fold, according as it

1 was followed by a =& that was purely M, or purely

=qiasi%, or both alternatively. Hence modern writers like

Annambhatta define a &% as one having an @==7=q7(® or =-

fa¥F=am® or both. As most inferences have both kinds of

“SATIE, the class of wFaT=aniti: &% is the largest and also

the most general one, while the other two are exceptional

-cases which are classed apartbecause they cannot be included
4in the general category.

9. In one sense both the Fa&=@ and Faz=afaie may be
said to 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 & less general proposition from a wider one; butin a Fa-
@A the Wreaf@RrEmI@M@ is not only no particular case
included in the =a1(®, but the &TeT i actually co-terminous
with the widest generality, namely, Existence (==r ).
Similarly in a %a@=afa3r#, the arey being co-terminous with
the 9av, there is no middle term between the two, or, if there
happene to be one, it is co-extensive, with 987 and wHew (as
in the example given in the text ). The three terms being
‘Co-extensive, all the premises become equally wide and
[practically tautologous. The Naiyayikas themselves seem to
haze Eeen half conscious of the Precarious case of the #aw@-
“SaE, for the reply they give to a strong objection, some
times advanced against it, is anything but convincing. The
-objection is directed against afE=aTMR iteelf. G is the
result of TwaT, and wTwE is AR T gsadarT, that is
ATASTAFSHIA which ean arise only when the &Tew=rege
is known to regide in F¥. Now in a AEFETNE, the wTeaTr-
Wra.is- the T of AW, and hence the M| or MW
resides in WTeITW™. But how can a =aTfw, residing in ome

‘Objections.
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thing, namely @reqram, be the (3199 of & quits different
thing, namely @t or (&, and thus produce the =ridfEe-

TETIHATITT ? The Naiyayikas try to meet this difficulty by
making =1 Wix@raex a property not of Fa79 but of TaTaHAT-

T The force of the objection is not however thereby

much lessened. The difficulty in short is, how ¢an we infer
fire from smoke from the invariable concomitance of their

negations ? Or to make it stili more clear, if a = FEEAT
be put in the English Celarent (E A ), of which the major-
Premise, 7. e. =q[AYFATW is negative, the conclusion also

must be negative, while in the Sanskrit Nydya, we derive a
Dositive conclusion (wddr a@ATL) from a negative major

premise. This is absurd. The reply of the Naiyayikas is that

though the s7MM& may reside in WreaTw@ the wraw is still
known as the SR4T of its @wi@ which is =319%; and that

sort of knowledge of the ®raa being an accessory suffices fo-
produce the requisite 97Aal. Hence S.C. says |reqrarasarass: -

FATATL RGO FIATT AIATTA G8F17.  But this ig a

lame explanation after all.

10. The true reason for recognizing a zq{@ti@ ATATT seems to-
have been to avoidthe necessity of having
a fifth proof called %4iq.F (Presumption)
The instances which the Mimamsakas givE
of s1yiara are all included by Naiyayikas in their FIFATRLE
SR, The analogous reasoning from &% or Reductio.
ad absurdum would also come under the same head, and in
fact all conclusions that cannot be proved directly (e, g,
ST, 3 WS SonEATEE ) will be proved by the Naiyayi-
kas by Faw=afaci®. Those of course who , like the Mimarsq-
kas and the Vedantins, accept <9 as proof, dispense
with not only the #Fa@r=a{@ and FaFH@UF but the whole
TAv® wEAT altogether. The strictures passed by the
Vedanta-Paribhasé upon the Nyaya doctrine of =gfaifa:
inference are instructive and deserve to be quoted in full:~=
AIGAAAACTASAT A & FIASET@  |/I™ THETTORAR
( 3garq ) SWAETAATNTTI AT AR TR I A G AT
FACTHAGFAAAANGEG: | ATTTATAIT A FETA  FIarEre

The use of Kevala
Vyatireki, s

VAT MEAa=aUaIaE  TI949  QreaEAaaaqannd 1wt

sl Ll

1. Vide Note p. 243, Supra.
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N e ~ o~ -~ o —~ o~ Lo
qle  JHE(TTIIT ARASASTT AERFANAIAEI A |
qfygamontEE T2aTE: o'

et

aporions. IL, L, LI 98t @uat faaa=.

A subject is one where the thing to be proved is doubted
_as mountain when smokiness 18 the reason.

A similay instance 13 one where the thing 10 be proved is

_ascertained, as kitchen in the same case.

A contrary instance is that where the absence cf the thing

t0 be proved 18 ascertained, as a lake in the same case.

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

am]; “Tfffg& gzz-wkw tion with the syllogism. “A &, place
or subject, is that on which the existence

of the thing to be ascertained is doubtful, as the mountain
in an inference of fire from smoke. . A ¥ or similar in-
stance is that on which the existence of the thing to be

accertained is already known, as the culinary hearth in the
£ instance is that on which

same inference. A 13987 OT contrary

the negation of the thing to be ascertained is definitely
known, as & great lake in the game inference. “ Annambhatta
Thas given the cimplest definitions of the terms, probably
copied by him from Guangeda’s Taitva-CintGmani , while
most of the others such as that of N. B. are merely
variations of it. The Tu& and {98 of the later Naiyayikas
of course correspond respectively to the instances by simi-
larity and dissimilarity mentioned by Gotama, and
are employed to illustrate HATANE and =f@FATH  Tes-

pectively.
9, The definition of 927 is however open to an objection.
A 1t is prima facie incorrect because it does
.An objection. not apply to cases where we infer a thing,
even though it may have been previously
ascertained by other proofs such as Perception or Word, We

o

1 Ved, Par. Oalc. ed. p. 14,

g
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have for instance the injunction of the Sruti, AT AT A

EEET: A@AT WeqsqT fargeamEaeT:’ | in which A is first
-directed to be heard and then reflected, and then contem-

plated upon. sror is acquiring the knowledge of the Soul
from the Vedas, while ®a@ comprehends reasoning or in-

ference. But how can inference work if the Soul is already
-ascertained by %1, and is therefore no longgr Hfzsg 2 And
et the injunction being that of infallible Sruti cannot be

groundless. It is not necessary therefore that the 987 in an
inference should be @f@79. Besides even in ordinary life we

-often practise inference, although the Wrew 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 9&¥ is
therefore inaccurate. The author's reply to this objection is

not quite clear. The true definition of 92, says T. D., is
“a thing which is the substratum of the g3 as already

-defined, viz. fATIEINEEEsHA@ETITT: .2 That is quite true,

but does the author thereby admit that the definition of &%
given here is wrong ? And if so, why did he insert it at all ?
The difficulty will, however, be removed by taking the word
Wy 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 ¥req. The =AY
for instance might have been known from Sruti, but mere
‘verbal knowledge of a thing is not sufficient to dispel all
doubts and questionings which often obstruct the free
working of the intellect. Arguments of both &ET9% and
AF kinds are needed to remove these doubts and make
our knowledge absolutely certain. Similarly thongh fire
may have been actually observed, our senses often mislead
us, and there is no positive certainty until independent
reagoning corroborates the evidence of our senses. In this
senge of course the @i is still doubtful, evén though i¢
hag been previously known.
3. It is rather strange that Annambhaiia, after having
described the general nature of a wmark
},ezz_h“t isagood  g3id not, before proceeding to the Farma
or invalid reasons, mention the distinctive

1 Brhad. Ar. Up. IV: 5, 6.
2 Vide Note 6 Under Sect. 44, p. 240, supra.

L.
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characteristics of walid marks. The desideratum however:
has been supplied by the writers of other manuals, such as
Tarka-Kaumudi and Tarkamrita. These essentials of #gg
are five, and are thus described in T. K.:—Imwi #w
mosa-:m:rﬁﬁim | cr?awwm o FET AT | an| 929 w9
TAaEEd, Y 6", EORETET, AMeaETaEd, S\ea-
qexes 1@’ The five requisites of a good 87 are :~(1) existence-
on the g1, of course at the time of making the inference;
(2) existence on WY TT#A ; (3) non-existence on the M&aer ;
(4) non-contradiction of the subject matter by another-
stronger proof ; and (5) absence of a eounterbalancing reason
on the other side, proving the negation of @Ted. The first
three conditions are obviously deducible from what has been
already said about the nature of the g7, §as¥ and 13987 The-
latter two belong to the matter rather than to the form of
the inference. These five requisites are necessarily present
in an WFAgEA{ALE &d; but the other two, ¥T@T#a1 T and Fa3-
=ma®i¥, being exceptional, are by their very nature wanting
in one requisite each, and therefore pass on with four only.
The Fa@#a1a cannot have fagz1=a@1” because there is no
{auss in its case ; while a Fag=@U® cannot have wWuerg==
owing to the absence of @waT itself. With these two excep-
tions, the requisites are essential to all inferences, and the
absence of any one of t‘mem gives rise to the several fallames
Thus the want of TeTTH produces AATIRG and =ENHT 5
that of HUeIH™, ARTINU-RINAR and #FTEENT ; that of
faarasa, AEAngg, @ey and SMEN-TATT ; and the
absence of the last two gives rise to an¥a and waETT
respectively.” This will be fully understood when the nature.
of the several fallacies has been explained.

4. The author of Nyaya-Findu mentions only the first

. three as the requisites of a good %a,
Ancthergion, omitting the last two, perhaps because
they pertain more to the matter than ta

the form of the #g, and involve what are called material
fallacies. He describes this E®wga thus:- “Swoi ax-
mwnzx(z,e 9% ) AR | 99 OF WA | $w9s Srae-

1T. K. Bom. ed. p. 12,
2V.8. Up. Cale. ed. p. 160,
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‘Wjﬁﬁaﬂ.‘ The Vaisesikas too would seem to recognize
a T3%38d. The whole Nyaya theory of valid reasons and
the five kinds of fallacies is as a matter of fact deduced from
this three—fold character of the 2.

Secr. LIL &sanarat:,

There are five fallacies, wiz. :—1 Discrepancy, 2 Contra-
diction, 8 Ambiguity, 4 Futility and'5 Falsity,

1. The next six sections deal with the five groups of
fallacies, an accurate knowledge of which
is necessary to ensure sound reasoning.
It is often as necessary to know what we
are to avoid as o know what we are to accept, and hence
a treatise on Logic can never be complete without a deserip-
tion of the various fallacies to which an inference is liable.
The word gamarg is capable of two derivations and two
meanings. It means a fallacious reason, (FET &4: ), if dis-
solved either as ggagrmaa * that which looks like a #& but
is not 8g, ’ or as FAWIWE: Wz ‘that which resembles a g3
if dissolved as Edi: ar awwra: the word would mean a
Jallacy (®g#iw:), ¢ e. the error which underlies the ap-
parent 8% 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 §3%(v and not on those of F=za.
The reason of this distinction is that a single 3 may often
be vitiated by two or more errors occurring at ouce, each of
which would fall under one or other of the five classes;
but their combination will not make a separate kind of
%WWTH. Such & 83 might in fact be elassed under as
many heads as there are fallacies involved in it. Thue if
we take the syllogism, a@w=watg T@srq | the g @g will
be found to fall under all the five heads of Famwra. Simi-

Fallacies,

1 Nyaya~Bindu-Tika, Bib. In. p, 104.
38
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“larly in 9= qarsiia Teaara, the 8§ F=TT has fallacies of

all kinds. In 37 aigAM wATa, the ¥F is of three kinds:
dq, FernReaw and WEI(ES; while in afdr wmarw TR,
the g would be both FMRME=ATWANR and =Areganay. If
the division had been applied to &g instead of ¥gtw, how
could these mixtures of several fallacies have been classed?
They can neither be put under one only of the possible
heads, nor form an independent class. Hence Naiyayikas
have adopted the better plan of classifying all the fallacies
or errors that are possible in g 24, and then denominating &
%3 which possessed one or more of them as fallacious in
so many ways. The author of Didhiti remarks to the same
effect : ‘ TFEWT TEW ' shmEntvw:, ¢ v TANGIEETT-
T FOE W IS — ¢ SqRUEEaInaE s’ SR
FEAEIVAGEIWAEET  ZE3AT  qaangaeIr=aae: ; 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 fo
classify and define the five ¥3319s or fallacies and then to
define a Z¥&7 as one that is infected with one or more of

them.

2. Annmambhatta has avoided the difficulty by simply
enumerating in the text only the five kinds of g223s without

defining ¥emarw (2237 ) in general and then adding the
definition of & ¥g&w as added in T. D. The remark of

Nilakantha shows that the word ¥amire is used by the
author in two different senses in the text and in the com-

mentary. In the text it means a 387 , since the five class-
names given are names of the s while the definition in
T. D. is that usually given of a 88519. The five errors in a
€7 corresponding to the five 38¥4s mentioned in the text
are given by N. B, as swfdt=re (discrepancy ), @éra ( con-
trariety ), Sf&9aT ( counter-balance ), AWF (inconclusive-
ness ) and 19 ( absurdity ). The five apparent reasons which
derive their names from these errors are respectively called
Faara=T ( discrepant, or inconsistent ), @AEg ( confrary ),
Fexfaqst (counter-balanced), @®g (inconclusive) and arfya
{ absurd or futile ).
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- 3. T. D, defines a #q3Iw as IWHATRATIFTALGTARTD:,

‘that which is the subject of a right know-
ledge which prevents a judgment. ° The
errors named above prevent a conclusion
#that would otherwise follow from the reason ‘given. Thus
in the syllogism z&r T(EATT YATE, the judgment that the
dake 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 gfn@sRa=aF and the
‘8ubject of that knowledge, namely the absence of smoke on
“the lake, becomes a ¥aZiw. But why say Fardsia? The
word w9 is used to prevent an erroneous knowledge of a
"FI¥ from obstructing even a valid #1gAf¥. As for example,
‘our familiar syllogism 73dr afgWrE 9@E. may be opposed
by an erroneous perception that there is no fire on the
mountain, The FgawEg™d however being only a &
‘ought not to make the #g in wadr IFAMR @A etc. ; and
‘hence the restriction that the knowledge of =T or any
other ¥gZTY must itself be right kncwledge, and not & =&
merely,

Errors or defects
-of reason,

4. The definition however is imperfect in another way,
because it does mnot cover those 2gg¥s, such as =fw=T,
190y, SraaTafo® and SEISE, which do not prevent an
AFAQA directly but only sndirectly, by preventing SUMRI
Or EIAM or qTWET, and are thus HAANNE themselves so
far as wWaAA@a*T is concermed. Nilakantha therefore
remarks, AAFRATINASTEZANTIHRATFOMTARGTE | A
ANTETAE  WHTNAITFAIT (AR R I HTTRITFRR
AT a=a®:. The word HIrAf in the definition is to be
-enlarged so as to include sigTRAHTOr that is qorway, srfesror
'%ﬁ’am, whatever it may be. In this way =@f@¥=® and other
[M9s which directly affect the wgTHAFHTN only but not the
AFH(F, will be included in the definition. The same result

might be obtained, says the author of the Didhiti, by taking

AIN(F to mean not a simple judgment T34, TiFar, but
[itteEi®@E, as FECTIRATE TIAT (EATT, Other writers
like T.K. avoid the difficulty by act 1ally iniroducing the word
TF 07 after AFTH(A in the definition.

Iy
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5. After knowing what a 319 is, it is easy to define -

‘ ZUEA as fAaswaigard. Another definition
or?;lfg;eizg_s’wsons of a =g given by T.B. and Sankara:
Misraw is a#1 Bdm@Eea  €IoT IA-

FRMfEETR ageIate g, - wanting in any of the five ‘or
four requisites of a good #g.' This latter definition is
) simpler as well as more scientific, because it takes away the-
necessity of recognizing so many ga3ids, all of which canin
fact be reduced to the absence of one or more of the five

requisites of & TJAd.

6. Although all writers are practically agreed as to the
definition of a BNWTH, 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,
FATAET, ([@eg and sifag. The divergence is not however
radical, for the last two, @exfaaar and amaa, which Golama
enumerates separately, are included by Vaié:zsikas either
ander @AANEE or under FATA=T or FAEIf~a® as it is
often called. > Again the names of the several BATWI®s are
not the same in all books. Gotama names the five as @=m3-
aw, vy, SEwEd, wnaes and wdftawT®. ° Of these
the first two are identical with those given by Annambhatta.
gaworan is defined as that which leaves the conclusi;)n
doubtful, owing to the opposition of an equally strong argu-
ment on the other gide,* and is therefore the same ag our
gerfaqer. A @rerEd ¥g is that which is as doubtful as the-
grex, and which is therefore HE. F@FAA corresponds to
our anaa. Kandda's aphorism® is a little obscure, but his
doctrine is unmistakably summed up in the verse of an un.-
known writer, quoted by Prasastapida, AEgNAGHGTIHISE
FrEadsAAAa AKas'yapa or Kanada declared three false
reasons, A%, AHY and @F79. " Of . these fAwg and sfEw

———

1 V. 8. Up. Cale, ed. p. 159.
9 Ibid p. 150.

3G. 8. 1.2 45.

4G.8 2, 48,

5V.8, III. 1, 15.

[
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~are the same as ours, while Ry corresponds to =R
I OF AT, A fourth one named wATaRA is also added
|

by some writers, but it is, says Sankara Misra, identical
‘ With s RwHsIR and therefore comes under wiawn=a®. Bud-
| dhists, like the author of Nyaya—-Bindu, adopt the enu-
! Mergtion and terminology of Kanada. The sub-divisions of

WINIR and a1frg appear to be the work of modern
‘Writers,

7. It is obvious that the difference between Gotama and
et Kaﬁ&da mainlyﬁlies in the recognition of
rial fallacigs, - WeAATer and YA, These together form
‘ 8 separate group of material fallacies, as
distinguished from the other three, which may for convenience
“be called Jormal fallacies. Many European logicians regard
-material fallacies as being out of the province of logic, and
- isimilar reason may have prompted Kandda to exclude -
1898 and a1fya from his list of gaTHs.  The exclusion of
HAqTaqerT and  waTRES ( which correspond to the two
%'““TWR?S FqTa9eT and A ) by some writers from among the
five requisites of a good ¥ may be accounted for on the same
_ 8round. It must however be stated, to prevent any misunder-
Standing, that there isin Indian Logie no such clearly marked
J division of formal and material fallacies as was laid.down by
Aristotle under the two names of fallacia in dictione, and
Jallacia extra dictionem. Tt will be found later on that some
Varieties of JA®If3a% and A9y, when reduced to an English
*8yllogism, disclose material fallacies, while others are formal
tallacies. The fact ig that the peculiar form of Sanskrit
- 8yllogism did not permit a clear demarcation of formal from
Material fallacies, nor are the two so separated in practice
Most of theso-called Sormal fellacies involve material miscon-
Ceptions or overstatements, while almost all the material
fallacies can be avoided by a striet adherence to the syllo-
gistic form. The distinction is purely artificial, and has not

“been observed by the Naiyayikas.
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SEcT. LITL §saii=T,

The discrepant reason is one that coexists partially. It
i3 threefold, over-wide, peculiar and non-exclusive. One that
coexists with negation of the thing to be provedis over-wide; e. g.
mouniain 18 fiery because it i8 knowable, since knowability:
" exists with absence of fire on @ 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 eternac and non-eternal things, and resides in Sound
only. Non-exclusive is that which has neither similar nor dis--

similar instances ; e.g. Everythiny is transitory because it 18-
knowable. Here everything being the subject of inference, there
1S no separate example.

1. FER is AR g Faara: ¢ that which involves &
AT or discrepancy of the 87 with the
sof"s“ep“"t rea-  greq, ’ It is defined as SAENTAE, or ‘ co-
; existing with the ®Te@ only partially.”
Thus if one says fAe: ETSTIIET | T TARITATIT: ( Tq37-
T ) 9 aAAEE gur geged, the #@ will be wAENRE or-
srfe=fta, because there are the earthy atoms which though
qETAa are [T just as there is @fg which is both wyst and.
s, Hence the =am® is not correct ; that is, the ¥ co-
exists partially with the ®rex, partislly with the wremame,.
and entirely with neither. Vatsyayana explains the word:
eﬁwmas,ﬁwaj’%rﬁz | ARATERF T | qFRaea @ga-
TR TEfea®: AUIAEAERAE WAy, The word
F=AT9ER implies the same thing, for =mR=) or wwfuEma
hag been defined HTHTHIFTAAFE AL R ITRATIE AT TFEITET,.
that is, ‘ it is a property which leads to the proof of both
|reT and its negation, and thus causes doubt abcut the #reT..
ThLe @=af#=X has a tendency to prove both ®IeT and its.
negation because it is coexistent with both ; and the:
simultanegus knowledge of these two extremes, produces
#¥g of the W@ which is TwaFiR®Ez@m., Hence Kanade
oalls =aFf*a® by the name of Fgvw.

1 Vat.on.G. 8. 1, 2, 56.
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2. WER=w® is subdivided into three varieties wraTRUT
( Over-wide ) , FHTIRW ( Peculiar) and g~
T ( Non-exctusive ). Of these RTIRUT or
the over-widemark is ¢ that which is found
both on the wuar and the (A9&, that is, which co-exists both
with §1e7 and its negation’. Annambhatia defines a |TIROT
simply as one that coexists with ®rearm, but the full
definition would be that given by T. K. @ua{aqaigrd. The
reason why Annambhatta omits FEAIE
from his definition is that it is necessarily
implied in an sFA@EA, such as the |TaIIOr
is, and need not therefore be particularly mentioned. As an

Its three varieties,

Over-wide mark.

illustration of wrawer 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 ﬁ‘e, as a lake. The
q¥geT being thus associated with both aig and IgT¥s, there:
is no reason why one should be inferred from it and not the
other; but both cannot exlst together and hence the ¥g is
fallacious. Similarly in TT4T SHATT Tg:, the ¥ iy is Wraww,
being found to co-exist both with ¥® in ®EAH and w1th
SHIMTT in FERISE.

3. The ETIRI or Peculiar is just the opposite of E’NTWT,'
being found neither in &Y nor in T,

Tts absence in the @aay is of course natu-
ral, because even a good &g is hon-existent’
in R9e7 ; but the fallacy of S|TIW consists in its being ab-
sent in €9 also. If the WIRW is over-wide, owing to its
trespassing on the forbidden region of fawer, this is not
wide enough as it does not even cover the legitimate
ground of ®9a¥. One errs on the side of excess, the other on
that of defect; and thus both are ' equally falla-
oious. The zt®mTawor, in fact, as its name denotes,
is a peculiar characteristic of the ¥&¥ which exists nowhere
else, and for which therefore no ¥INTErA oan be found!
As for example, if we say, ** Sound is eternal, beeause it has
the nature of sound,”’ the nature of sound, =g, is a peculair
characteristic of sound ; and being so, can lead to no valid
conclusion. In this case the ®WIW instances, e. g those
having the &Tew fAagar, would be ether and ‘other eternal

Peculiar mark.

L,
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things, while the {3qar instances would be all non-eternal
products, such as a jar. The &3 35T exists in neither, and
hence it is called sTETIRT.

4. The third variety of ®=af4= is smugeIR (Non-exclu-
sive ) which is defined in the text as‘ one

Non-exclusive that has neither a HYST nor a I%W&T zore,
B that is, which is never present where the
|1 is present, excepting of course the wer itself. Now
this can happen only when all things in this world are in-
cluded in 9a7, and so nothing is left outside the range of =¥
that can be demominated ®wer or fager. The definitions
given in T. K. and T. A. make this quite clear. They are,
FIGAAIAE: oF FATSE:, * one in which the universality of
things is the 927,” that is, one in which the ®T=T is unascer—
tained (®ETT ) of all things in the world, and there is there-
fore no WY or @A where the &reT or its negation might
be said to be ascertained ( faisa@ ). The example given in
the text is “All things are transient, because they are know-
able,” where &% being the ger, there is no | or &TT
apart from it. But why cannot the individuals, says an
objector, serve as Y or 1agey ? that is, why cannot we
argue, HIRTA | TRIATT | 99 o THTS ASqaTS | gq7 0=
92 Zza a1 ? It cannot be said that the 1 being #Rwy in
W4, it is necessarily so in 5=, 9= and F&T ; for first the w1
(%777 ) may be ffsaa in the 927 at one time, and be Wiz
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. 92 and 9= therefore which
are certainly transient might very well serve ag HIHZE
to prove e on ®3. To remove thiy objection modern
Nayayikas define an JIHEIR as TR YTaTTE: ¢ One in
which the &1 is only positively connected with the &g,
and so there is neither a =q@¥F=A® nor a =rArF=er=a. But
this latter definition also is faulty, as it would apply even to
a #a5T7114 Ggd. The proper answer to the first objection
would be that in an wgwwEIR, although there may be indi-
vidual things in which the sfA@e is ascertained, there is
no #ATH either of the s=f@ or of the =yfdf# kind, since
the conclusion ifself constitutes the widest possible genera-
lization. . The name gTHEIR, ( Non-exclusive ) is given
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to this fallacy because the 27 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 w=rr@=T? 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 wafI= T itself.

A WS or discrepant reason has been defined as
‘ one which is not uniformly concomitant
with ®reT,” that is, which uniformly exists
: neither with @rex nor with |rearamE. It
is neither purely s1=2(3, nor purely =3f@%i®, nor both com-
Dletely, but half of this and half of that. It is thus
defective in either or both of the two requisites of a W4,
namely, §qerq=T and @Iay=A1aTa. Now there are four and
only four ways in which the two properties may be pre-
dicated of a &g, namely, both may be present, both may be
absent, or either may be present when the other is absent.
?\hus we have four cases : (1) presence of both §YeTH=T and
asr=a13fy ; (2) absence of both of them ; (3) presence of
W=, but absence of AYA=TR® ; (4) absence of FIHATH
but presence of fAwsr=ardi®. The first is undoubtedly a
case of §¥d, as both the requisites are present, and may
therefore be left out. In the latter three cases the ¥q is
obviously defective, and is respectively called AFIHETNR,
VIHWOr and HETIRO,  AGIHETR has been defined as one that :
has neither a Hqar nor a (39 TE[F ; that is, there is no H9ay
on which the §g co-exists with &reT nor a @qy from which
the ¥g is sq137 just as the Aew is. wWwqHETR has therefore
nheither of the two properties &vatg=@ and @wsra«. The
third case is that of a §Tawer which is defined as existing
both on the @y and the (@7t ; that is, there is Wyww<
but no fAger=ara®. The fourth is sWwTIEOT which, as non-
existing on both ®¥27 and (@9er instances, possesses only

131K, but not ®ysrg=s. Ths three varieties are thus
nothing but the three possible ways in which the WABITaHS
{ defectiveness ) of & FUTRER may ocour. '

The three~fold di-
vision explained.
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6. One more point remains to be noticed in conmnection:
; with these, and- especially the last two-
nggzg’;%?;k‘f"d MW and SEWIIRO, namely, in what re-
distinguished. spect they do respectively differ from *a--
Fea and FEAEEEIS Tgds. The in-
stances of TN and FFIRW given in the text are very
similar to those given for Fawr=aia and FT@=mau®, and no
distinction can at first sight be made between the two pairs..
A comparison of the illustrations will however show the-
difference. Thus gadl =@ 9HIETE. is a WMWY, while-
TIRTSIWNT: WHTEATT is a Faemad The difference be-
tween the two lies in the ¥17 which is co—extensive with
the &7 in the latter case, but not so in the first, Similarly

— T

Tg=aedr g geEiETa or TITETT is  FASGAANE, -
while 9=t @A gf¥EteaTa will be J|Rer, the difference

being the same, namely, that the AE in a FAGHI@IE is:
co-extensive with the &g, but not so in the srraTeoL, Now

why should this difference make one a good and the other'
a bad inference ? The reason is obvious. ‘When the |rey and
&g coincide with each othér, there is no TSR or discre- -
pancy between the two, although we cannot always have a.

"I or @I ZET. The essence of WTIRW.and srETYTROr lies-
not so much in the absence of Y& or fAger TETed, but in the~
imperfect generalization, the absence of the zwrea only indi-
cating the =A or defect in the =TrR,

SECT. LIV. f4%g:

Contrary reason is that which s pervaded by the nmegation.
of the thing to be proved, e. g. Sound 18 eternal because it is-
created. Creatability is covered by the negation of elermity or
transitoriness,

1. %% or contrary reason is * that which is less ex--
tensive than the negation of wmew and is

never coexistent with wrew.” As when we -
say, ‘ Sound is eternal, because it is artifi-
cial,’ the reason, ‘artificialness’ ¢oincides with fArarars or-
sifArex and not with fey. We hdve the =T|, aw ax-

Contrary reason,
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| SR TR TuT 9F, but’ not I TN FATH AX e,
| The &g Tawa being thus fAereTaTa=ared, it becomes a WIS
‘\ or ¥ of that srars, and not of its SrAaT® faae; that is,
: the artificialness of sound is exactly the reason why sound.
should be non-eternal. Thus the fallacy consists indrawing &
conclusion just contrary to that which would be justiiied by-
the reason, This accords well with Gotama’s definition -
AIq gzt @eg:' ¢ o @%g is that which is contrary to-
the conclusion desired to be drawn. ’ _ ‘

2. Bwz differs from WU §=IRMER in never existing
on the /a7 as the latter does ; while it differs from SETIROT,
“in existing on the faqer unlike the latter which does not.
The chief distinction between ¥=afu=R and @ex is that in
! the former the zam& is only imperfect or defective, while in,
| the latter it is actually contrary. There is only & discre--
pancy in the first ; there is direct opposition in the second.

Spor. LV, €esaaE:.

The ambiguous or tnconclusive reason i3 that wherein,
there is another reas.n proving the megation of the thing to be
Droved ; e, g. Sound is eternal, because it is audible like any
other sound : and sound is non-eternal, because it is @ Creation.
ke a jar, :

| The wefa@qar differs from the &g in this, that while in.
' g the latter the very same %g which ought to-
O:n’;:‘r'é;plzﬁi‘; ;7 provewrerrwr is given as a reason for-
Peason, proving the &7, in Werf@aar the g which
. proves AT is different ( 8=t ) from-
that actually given. For example, if we say ‘Sound iseternal,
Scause it is apprehended by the organ of hearing, ' the Fro o
8iven, namely srravrer, does not prove f@&a ; but neither™
does it prove fAwg@rwma. The s @™ however is proved by:
&nother 88 A%, in such an inference as, ‘ Sound is non-
8ternal, because it is artificial. ° In /@& the &g is incon-

Blstent with &< in the same inference; in gewfayer it is incon-
Sistent with the @ner in a contrary inference. rfAYH is
! .

1L.G.8. T, 2 47,
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assed by Vaisesikas under amaa, of which it is in one

-sense a species ; but there is a clear distinction between the
“two. In Fifaa the |rew of the inference in question is actual-

1y 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 s1dsurex is proved to be false by

-our actual perception of the heat of fire, according to the

maxim FFAUMGA Jreqq.  In AA@YLT there is no such &g

.of the inference by a stronger proof, but only a counter-

baiancing of two inferences, which, being of equal weight,
are mutually destructive, but neither prevails over the other.
This peculiarity of Farfaser was well expressed by the more
significant name AFIOWHA ( Inconclusive ) which Gotama
gave it. Golama’s definition of TFETOHR is TEATT TFION=AT |
AUETAATEE: TETOEA:' | G407 is an argument and its =eAT
is the curiosity (fST5T4T) or expectancy (AFtaAT) which i is creat-
ed inthe course of the argument, and remains until itis S satisfi-

«ed by a certain and well-grounded conclusion. An inference

which is inconsequential owing to being counterbalanced ( or
opposed by a contrary inference of equal weight ) does nof
remove this T&eor=ar ; and hence a IFIOHA is defined as

“ a @ which though propounded for the purpose of giving

a certain conclusion ( fAGIArARAREE: ) leaves the expecta-
tion of a certain conclusion unfulfilled.” It is therefore TFHTuT~
ww, that is, as Valsyayana explains it, YFTOHARTIAT:

* always remaining in the stage of a non-concluded argu-

ment. * The word Fexfaqsy also conveys the same sense, but
wrather distantly. The author of Didhii; 1nterpretb it as %Fl
{ FEmm: ) EOTEITRATEREAr WEsRAr gA: AdawEE
AT ITG WIGIAATA SANHT HAf@Ta:.  To understand this
derivation, it must be observed that when there are two
mutually destructive inferences containing the two ggs that
‘are WTa9et of each other, the judgment 1s impeded becaure
the two &ds give rise to distinct wwrmsts leading to quite
-contrary conclusions. It is needless perhaps to point out
‘that a STATY g is such, only so long as it is of equal
weight with its contrary ( mﬁﬁ? FHfAGNE Ageadedl-
fifa (A@w®: ). As soon as the S{d9er becomes stronger by sny
weason, the former ceases to be 2 Han@ws, and becomes

1G.B. L2 48
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., Thus if there are two arguments, one in harmony -
with the Srus or any other SAr@aT1¥q, and the other opposed:

to it, the latter is ar@a on account of the greater weight.
of the former.

Skor. LVI =&g:

Futile reason is of three sorts: having non-existent sub ject,
non-existent reason, and nion-existent concomita nce. Non-existent
Subject is thus—Skyey lotus is fragrant because it is a lotus Like
| alotusin alake. Here skyey lotus is the subject, but s does

nol exist at all. A Non-existent reason s this —Sound -
s a quality because it is ocular. Here Sound is not ocuylar
as it is audible. Non-existent concomitance is one which in-
volves & limitation or condition. Condition is that whick
Pervades the thing to be proved, but does mnot pervade the
Teason. Pervasion of the thing to be proved means' not having
absolyte negalion co-existent with the thing ; while non-per-
Yasion of reason means huving absolule negation co-existing
With the reason. In ‘the mowntain is smoky because it has fire,’
Contact with wet fuel is the condition. For instance wherever
there i smoke there is contact of wet fuel. Where there s
i Jire, not necessariy s there contuct of wet fuel ; o, 9. there is
| "0 contact of wet fuel in an iron ball. Thus wet Sfuel is the
' Condition because it pervades the thing to be proved-and does not
Pervade the reason. Fieriness is ‘a futile reason owing o
he condition.

1. The fourth ¥a=marT is =RrE * inconclusive or unproved

reason, which Gofama calls HETHA( similap

i isiddha or Incon- 4 gror ), on account of its being as doubt.

Ustve reason. e o i i

ful as the &rew.! An afag 83 is one that

has the giw called sATE, and W@ is defined by Udaya-

Racarya as SATHET TEITHATT WTHEA: g absence of
the /&1 which consists in the true” cognition of the |- ‘

as a property of the 4a7; ’ or, briefly speaking, JSinfg

18 the non-production of 9wT®al. Hence ¥&TE has been

L— AN
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defined as any cause, other than a =R=Te (which gives rise
to w=ara=ny ), which obstructs the knowledge of qIrAsT.  As
TR ( TR RnarETH AT ) is compoged of three elements,
corresponding to the three terms of the syllogism, namely
=iy, q@ar and or ¥ami, the obstruction to the
knowledge of ar@st will be caused by a defect or error in

. the apprehension of any of its three constituents. Thus an
' e Eg naturally resolves into fthree varieties, formed
-according as the error lies in the knowledge of 92T, or of & or

of =T, The first is called SN, the second FEWIwE,

and the third saTaaTGE.

9. Annambhatta only enumerates the three varieties,
ey without defining either #i¥g ingeneral or
Agﬁfl f_‘"d o its first two varieties. ANTE is defined
o5 TAATTSYEFNMEAAAF:, that is, a ‘&

the subject or place of which is devoid of the distinctive
ter of the supposed &, ' Thus in the example, “ A
because it is alotus, ' the reasoning
o 9 sky-lotus were a real thing;
‘but being only an imaginary thing, it is devoid of the essence
of the supposed 9aT, namely wrataex. Here the 9aT is not
wRiE+% simply, but AEETRTE or SFTATAT e g W Fa g and
hence the a=aTa=g® or the essence of T is wige which
never exists on an swasz. Inthiscase, being misled by the
metaphorieal application of the word sR{E=Z to INAWIA+= we
attribute the qualities of a real lotus to a fictitious thing, the
oxistence of which is quite hypothetical or unproved. Here
the nga'raﬁw:ﬁ is g, because it distinguishes IFER-
faez, the a1 in this case, from other lotuses; and as AR
stself is & real thing, the falsity of mraeiaeg must be due to
the non—existence of its wsgF, the wHIg®, according to
when a property predicated of a qualified thing
( fafare ) cannot reside in the gualified (fsem-) it is abbri-
buted to the qualification (wf@ fasrss a1y @Rrer gigfasmor-
Wrmﬁ' ). In the present instance there is on the 98 the
non-existence of the werATa=d =W, that is, wrige. An
“rr or 7% however may be wfaw in two ways, either by
being nltogether non-existent, as in the above example, or
acter of 7e7ar, that is Wara@ar=es ete.
s EEANEAT. SRANEHAYT SaHTEETd.

.charac
sky-lotus is fragrant,
would be correct if th

the maxim,

by wauting the char
Take, for example,



L | Notes. 307

ere'the &g being identical with the &rer (&wmzw=t ), the
-Argument is mere [FgwMA, ‘proving what is already proved, -
As there is no RrgwTs here, the 97 iz |wanting in the
-essential character of atar, and is therefore &g, Hence T -
D. remarks under the next section thataccording to ancients

comes under TAT4E, while moderns regard it
-88 a separate MHgTATT and not a fallacy.

3. The second variety T&aTaSg, non-existence, is so ocalled
because in it the &g itself is =@, 7 e
non-existent on the 97 ; as in the example
given in the text, the 8 =gy does not
-exist on 31=F. Other examples of T&IAZ are ¥IT IAZATT
WA, & gd 9EErd, SSRGS SAEETE. or STEmE-
T fAgntiera, in all of which it will be marked that the
®g is non-existent on the ger. It differs from AT E in
this, that in the latter the swsr@ is either false or not a proper
9, while in the former, both @ and =wsw may be real
‘things but there is no connection between them, or rather
the negation of &g, and not the &, resides in the &y, w=w=-
‘ANHZ has many sub-varieties, such as Fgrirg, wnlesg,
faSiyonfirg and fASran@, all of which ultimately resolve
into the general characteristic that the &g, as it is taken, is

‘non-existent on the 927. In this raspect E{fmﬁ!@ may be
said to be complementary to F=AW=N, F=fa%er and =Ty,

The three varieties of ¥=7(W=, as has been already shown;
turn on the existence or the non-existence of two of the five

Tequisites of a ¥gg, namely HveTHT and AIXTZF ; while

Waager and anda are due to the neglect of the last two

Tequisites. - TTEANAT is due to the absence of the first and
the most important requisite, namely Taradax. Not that the

£3 is unreal or non-existent in itself, but that it lacks the

essential character of 33ar, namely 98r98ar. The real def -
nition of a TW&ANAY therefore is BAV: qarzieaas.,

4, wrA@ANNT, nor-evistent concomilance or  improper
limitation, is defined by Annambhatta as ‘a

Thethird kind.,  purk which has a ( suppressed ) condition
(3urt™), that is, which is true conditionally

only. T, K. and the older writers generally define it as
thmmara-%gqq:{{ga‘r 8 ‘ a mark which is devoid of the
-distinguishing attribute that is necessary to make it wreg-

The second kind.

L
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=q7eq. When the #a, in the form in which it is given, is
not known to be invariably accompanied by the =T it is.
not wreTsaTaT, that is, ite =aega is @< or doubtful. Such
a g7 is wanting in the proper HTAATAREHAH, 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 ¥g is different .
from what it ought to be, and its @ISR is therefore
questionable. A wEEanayg =7 does nob exist on the et ;
while a =aT@@T®E is not imvariably associsted with e
In one the W2AYHaAT is vitiated ; in the other the =m®& is
faulty. The stock example is qaar TEAE  FIEAARTIATT
¢ the mountain is fiery because it has golden smoke. ’ Here
although mere 9 is =gFzaTd, Frzgaagaw is not ; for the
additional epithet makes it a different thing which is not
invariably associated with fire. In this example the =Tea-
aa<Fa® 9w is not mere WA but FEAARTIWE or rather
F123an7:, which does not exist on the & ; and hence I# is

ARG,
5. Sofar there is not much difference of opinion, but an-
cients and moderns are asusual divided as

Difference bet- 4 the exact scope of this fallacy. In the

ween ancients and ¥ 5
moderns. above example, the epithet F12aAwT is not

only superfluous, but makes the g unreal. Suppose how-
‘ever we have GF&T gigaa Hiegag. Here although the
adiective st@ is superfluous, it does not make the 24 actually
false, and the argument will in spite of it be valid. Ience
the moderns regard it, not as a case of A, but only as
a fault of language, called 3N4% (tautology). The ancients
however include the case under =rewaniag, because Hiza,
being a needless limitation of 4®, is as misleading as ®1=4q-
wga, and cannot therefore be the proper HTAATIEEE  TH.
The reason why this is regarded as =anmanag fallacy by
the ancients appears to be that the addition of the qualifica-
" ion At@a conveys by implication that unqualified ¥w is
not afgeaTer, and that it is the limitation @@ that
brings it within the pale of the =anf. al@@ thus becomes

sareraa<ga® which it really is not.
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6 Now this 3@ Rg of =am& may occur in two ways, either

e e b when the concomitance . is : not proved
s of two kinds. owing to its non-observation in any other

place, or when it is actually proved to be

false owing to the presence of some ST or condition.
Accordingly there are two varieties of =rereaTfEs, (1) |- -
AWEIRA:  not concomitant with |reT ’; and (2) |raTtRE-
HTETHa=: ‘concomitant with §1e7 only conditionally.’ The
instance of the first is 3tz &MF: AT | TTHTEI(O0H TAT
g7, where the invariabie concomitance of &<¥ and &furme
1s not proved. The cases of FTIa@aIw and Hiwyw would
also apparently come under this class, because there too the
=qe is not proved. The other variety is that of a conditional
=17® and is ordinarilv known as |1979®% 8. The familiar
example of a WIAMWF is THAT ‘TAAE Tg: where (g is not
gH=ITeT absolutely, but becomes so only when we add the
condition EegASTIT @ ; that is, fire in general is not
invariably accompanied by smoke, but fire in contact with wet
fuel is. Hence the g in this case, namely TTE, is made |TET-
agrew only when we add to it the limitation sMEvIREIRETI.
The &F is too w1de1y stated and requires to be restricted
| to make the =& true. In one sense this case is the
| converse of F2aATEw. In that case the fallacy consisted in
‘ the addition of an unnecessary restriction, while in this, it con-
sists in the omission of a necessary one. In both cases, how-
ever, the sareqara<aa® is equally false, and hence the general
definition of a =gtcgeaTig applies to both.

’ 7. After having comprehended what saregariag really
| is, the student will be: in a position to
| Annambhatta’s understand and correctly estimate An-~
fesnicion: nambhaita’s statement that a ¥YE 87 is
=regeTiag. There is a difference of opinion asto the true
meaning of this statement. 8. C. takes it as a definition of
TN E, but it will be seen from what has been said
above that #TaTt9% can properly be a definition of only one
kind of sgreaeatiasg, and does not at all apply to instances
1ike Frgad99d. On the other hand Nilakantha seems to
fake the statement not as a definition, but as a reply to
those who class &1aTa® as a separate ¥=mwra. The inter-
Pretation of Nilakantha would undoubtedly be preferable®
40
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as it saves the author from a palpable error : buf there is
against it the unequivocal statement of T. D. sqrcgaTRIge
FAUATE ROTIF td. We have no choice therefore but
to agree with S. C. in taking the sentence ag a definition.
There are only two suppositions on which Annambhatic’s
definition can be reconciled with the general doctrine of
FregaaTtag. Bither he included instances like Freswsg-—
! ywrg and 55 AUE: F(@ under FIIUF itself, or he
relegated them to some. other head of E=r¥E. Both sup-
positions are plausible and may be partly true, In the in-
ference, for example, 31=3: &7(01%: §<arq we can conceive of
an ST such as TARWY FA, or WHENATEE afq, so that
ether and other eternal things may not be 1% simply be-
cause they exist. Thus the 8g &=@ will be |rariv®. Simi-
larly we might regard #FT=a@gyaTa as an instance of TT&EWTI-
1%, since, there being no such thing as Fraaaaga in the
world, the g is non-existent on the 9&. In this manner
we can perhaps justify Annambhatia’s definition ; but the
fact that it is inconsistent with the express views of other
eminent authorities such as Gangesa, Raghunatha, and Vis-
vandtha is undeniable. On the other hand there is a
distinet school of writers who exclude even the JRaifiE
proper from the class of &= &7, and put it under w=fu-
=T ; and their reasoning is very plausible. 3un%, they say,
vitiates 2amd, which in its turn destroys gers. SR is

o

therefore not a direct cause of wafrAwfaa=y. IM@ pro-
duces AR of =4T(W, and that W= obstructs the =1g-
fafe.  IATia therefore being S=frg is not itself a ¥gam,
the real €1y in all the §19T9® 8qs being the =ar¥=t which
springs from 3T9. Hence #IAF is in fact only a spe-
cies of w=afwaX. The difference between this view and
the generally accepted opinion is that the former includes
the F1UT4® under waafirae because there is the ==,

while the latter includes it under syregmarfirs because there
is the JflE of =rfR. '

8. A question here arises as to what distinction can be
ity WG, made between =TH=R and ATE of =Mw,
gufe?zz(fid?rzoj “;’7!;2: The distinction is important, because it ig
dhicara. that on which the difference between a =qt-
wgeEfaE and & WA AT depends
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Apparently the two are identical, because both of them
_-denote the break of the snvariable concomitance of ®vea and
3. The dlstlnculon is rather nicely drawn, but it is real.
It is that =n®= is positive while =aTeaTi®tg is negative.
SRR is the cause which aetually disturbs the snvariable
concomitance ; At is only the absence of that concomitance.
AW is the certainty that the =¥ is false, AW1E is the
uncertainty that it is real. =W=T is therefore stronger
-and more palpable, while @I occurs more frequently in
practice and is not easily detected. Instances often occur in
‘which we strongly suspect that the generalization is imper-
fect, but we cannot positively say why it isso. The example
Feg: (01%: W1 is of this kind, for we can neither say that
Al and §<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 ig =a1eq of the other. The concluding remark of N. B.
where thig distinection is expressed in & peculiarly technical
language, though somewhat obscure, amounts to the same
thing, T. D.'® dictum that in ¥Taer there is st=af™-
HRTATE, 7. e. =R, while in wTEEnyg there is fETENE-
SIwTaE, is really the same distinction expressed in a slight-
ly different way. In @raiXor we are assured of the non-
existence of =arR=XwTE, ¢ e. of the actual existence of
SN, while in s1f4¥ we are certain only of the non-exist-
ence of =T, but cannot positively say whether there is an
actually sair=Ra =TH.

9. =@ has been defined as |YITY®, but the mean-
ing of the latter phrase cannot be under-
stood unless we know what an IOV is.
HAMYE is & 3 that is true conditionally ;
but what is a condition ? Etymologically the word I is
interpreted by Udayanicirya as IT SHIGITATA ATZINA TeHl-
HOT® *d guieegana:. 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 Sum®. Similarly the all-
pervading dkase appears to have dimensions and form when

Uptidhs,
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circumsoeribed in & jar, because the IRf&ae of its IING the
¥= is for the time being imparted to it. 39T 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

i 4o 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 (=Tia) between wee fuel-and smoke, for the smoke,
being the immediate effect of wet fuel, cannot exist without
its cause, the wet fuel. In other words ¥¥ is AEIART=ATT
and aTEeIAdaET is the =a1a® of wA. Tt is not however a
general rute that wet fuel exists wherever there is fire, for
fire may exist on dry fuel or WiﬂTlout any fuel at all, as in a
red=hot iron ball. Therefore ATE-ITETET is not the =maFE
of a12. Thus wigeaadawy, which is the 3Tty of 4w, that
is, the invariable condition on which the production of smoke
depends, may be described as YHAATIES H{d T@T=09%:, that
is, it is more extensive than ¥ and less extensive than a1g.
Tt is intermediate between the two, and is in fact'the differ-
ence by which the range of Y¥ is smaller than the range of
arg. 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 YHAl IRAT qg: , this IUNG invariably checks us. For
if this syllogism is valid, ¥7 being the & must be the
9% of the #3 T1g. But NE*wa€dntis already shown to
be the =u19% of ¥W; a fortiori =wgeaImain must . be
the =919% of MB. It is however shown to be the st:ara®:
of /@ The same thing thus becomes both =a19% and
s=rra% of a(g, which is absurd.” Hence the inference ofar
guaTd 75 cannot be valid, that is, the 3g T1E is not a W¥g
but & FATAH.

We can deduce the same conclusion by direct reasoning.
sireqawa is the =m9% of ¥i and FF is the =419F of the
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“qgEr. A fore‘zorz (@ is always the z319% of 9&, and can never
‘be a proper %3 for inferring the ¥d, since a gg. must be
-always the =are7 of its |rea. Asylloglsm therefore, having 9®
for its wrew and afz for its ¥ or |I4A, -is rendered invalid on
-account of the presence of the I, i, e. AeeIaEaRT, which
being wa=am9E and agaarr'ﬁa' may be expressed by the general
formula, wrer=gTeEs Gi@ Fraa=ae®: This is in fact the de-
finition of Iun® given by Amnambhaita, & definition which
hi_% has borrowed from Udayanidcarya. In a valid syllo-
-gism, such as q¥ar FFAME 9AE there is no -such SINA
because there g and Y& being &rea and FTIA respectively
HEFIAHAW is not WIw=rg® and @raarsaw®. The defini-
tions of @TeT=A®EA and WIIAETGHT given in the text are
-@asily understood. The first is the quality of never being
the MR of any absolule negation co—-existing with the |reT,
or more shortly, the property of never being absent where
the wrvT is present. The second of eourse is just the opposite
<of this. :

10. T.D. notices four kinds of Igu% :—(1) that which co-
Four kinds of vers the WiT absolutely,that is,»universal-
Upadhi. ly ; (2)that which covers it only in tha
form in which it exists on the 9&%; (3) that

which covers it only when it is associated with @a«; and
lastly (4) that which exists in the ®ew independently. ATE-
FUFHqM is an instance of the first kind, because it co-exists
with smoke everywhere. An instance of the second kind is
SEAEI™T (manifested colour) in the inference MY: e
' RTPATAIHTATE, - because NAFETRTHTR  co-exists with -
& only when it is accompanied by SFAEIA. But this
SEATYET is not a necessary condition for w/ase of all kinds
since it does not exist in ATATNEA, rﬁ:ma-a is necessary
for only that kind of waar which is posslble in the case of a
thing like air, that i is, the Te@ar of -external objects. Hence
SEAWIATT is an I for aigteaaaey only, that is, wegerw
'::;li_mited by a property ( afgg=aex ) residing in the 9&1, wiz.

The thizd i is gtill more complex. In the instance war
i T Swegary, Wiw. i the. IWR’  because the HWUR
TS AwgAIeT is true of Wiw things only, and requires

L
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%o be limited by the qualification W= qW. WiEeEw is 8
necessary condition for a thing being stwa, only when:
the thing is a product, since TTATE though not a wFaxg is-
both zis=x and =i, wme is therefore the Iun@ of the
wifasger of products, not of non-products, that is, it is =T
TRg=naE@a=E. But in the above instance S=rex being
the &Ta, and A the TIET, AEH is AT SS HATATIE.
Nilakantha here reads SETATAT @amstt s=gara, thus making:
arraTE instead of ¥4 the 7aT of the syllogism and adds the
remark W SRIA qHUHT W @ATATA R R (ke e o
afa@aror. But this appears to be wrong, for the syllogism,
as put by Nilakantha, will be an instance of TregTag where-
#z does not exist on the 7&r, and not of FENEE or ATHAT
fas. The appended comment is also incorrect, because the-
SqTf here is ATIATASTATET=ATE not because A=A is not"
a Qa7H, but because the Tamd itself cannot be a q2TTH.
Another instance of this kind of STTT. is wedt A
SUTH:, fASTaagATd, (HeaAgad © the unborn son of the woman
named Mitra is dark-coloured, because he is a son of Mitrd
like his elder brothers. Here SIMHEIATESTA is an IqME 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 ic Miira 's sons.

The fourth kind of SUNY is wrTwTET @ATSY YHTeATq, where
Arae is U9 because only those knowable things that are-
m(an.d.not SevaraTT ) are destructible. But again AT
isa c?ndltxon for s1f@e@e only when the thing is a product ;
thijtt is, it is the IUNT of FwraTafRg=ANAA, where T+’
being neither the §T9® nor s aras is an IFrEiAaH. Hence-
in this case the I is FFrEmaREAT.'

1 For a fuller explanation of the doctrine of 3yyd see B. P. 137-8-
and 8. M, loo. cit, Calo. ed. pp. 123-5. See also Appendix to this
edition,



L,

'y SBOT., LVIL ] Notes. - 315

Secr, LVIL stiaa:, E

A reason s false where the megation of the thing to be
Droved 18 established by another proof, e¢. g. fire is cold as at
i3 substance. Here coldness is the thing to be proved, and
s negation is hotness which is cognized by touch-perception.
Hence the reason is futile.

1. The special characteristic of aT¥a has been already ex-
plained in distinguishing it from Famagey.?

d‘.ﬁs(‘;u:iggf""t’“' Annambhatta defines it as ‘ a 37 designed '
to prove a @T:d, 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 87 will not be ama ‘or contradicted.
Annambhatta's definition of anda is in conformity with
the opinion of the ancient school that the knowledge of the
[reamara obtained by the other proof must be a certain and
right knowledge ( TRTRE. ) Raghundtha Siromani and other
moderns, however, think that it need not be SHHE. Gangesa's
definition WiREETETEIARET Jmaa:, of which Annam-
bhatta’s definition is only & paraphrase, is simple and toler—
ably correct ; but it requires onme important qualification,
iz, ARSI, in order to prevent it .from applying in the
case of an =aTeIT® wW. Thus when we say ®REITEIAT
3eT:, the same 927 3&¥ will have the &meT 4. e. | in one
part ( sTr@E=EEw ), and §YTETE in another part(AFE=ETEA);
and yet the inference will not be arf¥. It is therefore de-
clared that in sTi¥@a the ascertainment of |reaTyry must be
with respect to the whole &r, and not a part of it only.
The complete definition therefore is FRfATATSTHHTEATINT-
1, The varieties of this am¥A are enumerated, according
as the thing apprehended by the other proof is &%, or HT-
,or 83, and according as the ofher -proof is W&

W, SYHIA, OF W.z

1 Bee Note under Seo. 54 p. 307 Supra.
2 Bhimxcﬁx;yé : Ny@ya-kogq 2ndad. p. 554,
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9. It may be remarked by the by that there exists much

A confusion as to the correct reading of

Correct reading. sqrStamegator, among different copies and

commentators, probably owing to the

doubt whether there can be a sqraTANea e of FouteT; but there

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

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

) ; we may now take a brief survey of all of
of‘.gl:lf‘fffzngi.g;’o” them together, in order to understand, . if
possible, what general principle underlies

the classification given in the text and with what limita-
tions it is to be accepted. In the first place, even a cursory
glance will show that the five Eamwrgs do not exhaust all
the kinds of fallacies thai are liable to be committed in the
course of reasoning. They are professedly B@mrEs only,
that is, fallacies of the &g or middle term of the syllogism.
But our daily experience shows that the other terms, the
major and the minor, are equally capable of hiding fallacies
of their own, even though the middle be faultless. The two
Tilicit 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 Elénchi. What place is provided
for these in Sanskrit logic ? Or is it that they were not ze-
garded as fallacies in India ? The latter case is certainly
not possible, for an argument once invalid is invalid whers
ever you go. So that either these fallacies must be includ-
ed in some one or other of the five classes of F@TAI® men~
¢ioned above, or there must be a separate group. oF
groups of fallacies not alluded to by Amnambhatte.” A
perusal of the standard works on Nydya shows that both
surmises are partially true. Like the ¥@maras some writers
trest of other kinds of sTuTds also, such 8s & TWTWH and a
Zwrearard, which are as much fallacies as the ¥=mwTas and
maiiy of which have their exact equivalents in’ English

3 See Note 2 under Sec. 43 p. 292 Supra.
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i Jdogic. . And that.is just as it should be, for if the 27 is
| & liable to be mis-conceived and mis-stated, so are the qaT,
“the §TeT and the zarea. Many of these =1¥@s and especially
those of &1+ are enumerated in old works.! Again Gotama
mentions numerous fallacies of argumentunder the two heads
-of A and fAwgeadia, of which the EaTwrds form only a sub-
division. Apart from these there are found in practice many
~complex cases of bad reasoning such as SFIFIEET, HATLAT
and I%®. Strictly speaking therefore the so-called EeaTaTas
mentioned in Nydye manuals form only a part of the possi-
ble fallacies.

4. A little consideration however will show that all the
varieties of HTMIA can be reduced to a

. dufillgli “ltl‘;wjf:t;;: gearars. A fallacy, in whatever part of
Bhasas, the syllogism it may lie, can by stating

the syllogism in a logical form be reduced

to some improper use of the middle term in one or both the
Premises. The nuddie term, being the link which connecés

“the subject and the predicate of the conclusion, determines

in fact the character of the whole syllogism ; and so if the

latter is invalid the invalidity must in one way or another

arige 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 forms

be transferred to the middle term.. This is rendered much

eagier in the Sanskrit syllogism than in the English, owing

to.the peculiar form of the former. The. chief thing re-

' "Quired for a valid *WgfA® in Sanskrit is a correct YIIWEY;

. and a Wy, which is composed of three constituent ele-

‘ ments, T27dT, geTqHaT and =W, 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 QETHAT or BAAT, it is of course a BeETNTH

} Proper. ‘The fault lies in q2t&r only when the war or minor
| term is a totally unreal thing, such as FrAMR=z, or when it
_Jsa thing on which the §% does not reside. Kither way the
or middle term cannot be predicated of the minor, and the
"&Wo oases fall under waTeg and wmﬁ‘( respectively.

N

1 8ee for instances of shese Nyaya-Bindu- Ttkﬁ, Bibl, Ind p. 81 t. seqg.
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A third case oceurs in English logic, namely that of Iilicit-
Process of minor in which the term is undistributed in the-
premise, though distributed in the conclusion, Butf this
case is not possible in the Sanskrit syllogism, because there,
as has been already pointed out,! the 98T or minor term is
always universal. The minor premise, i e. the gTATFT, be-
ing always in the universal affirmative, the minor term ig.
never undistributed in the premise. Lastly when the fault
lies in the =91T®, it can always be traced to a =aW=Ra or a

HIAM9F 8.

9. Leaving aside all material or non-Logical fallacies
T which are ultimately reducibie to some -

pone Toaes in Buro- foul in the satri, the strictly Logioal or
formal fallacies recognized by Kuropean

logicians fall under four heads, 1. Undistriluted middle, 2.
the two Illicit Processes ( of major and minor), 3. Negative -
premises for affirmative conclusion and wice versa, and 4.
four or more terms.2 Now the first of these expressly per-
tains to the middle term, while the Ilicit Processes have -
been shown to be impossible in Sanskrit. The I/licit major
is impossible, because if the major term is to be distributed
in the conclusion, the conclusion must be negative; but a
negative conclusion is inadmigsible in Nyaya logic. An .
Tllicit minor would require an undistributed minsr term in
the premise “which is also impossible in Sanskrit. The
other two kinds are resolvable into Ambiguous Middle. All
the semi-logical fallacies also come under Ambiguous Middle.
So all possible fallacies are reduced %o three olasses, non- -
logical fallacies coming under HTIwE, the Undistributed
Middi¢ and the Ambiguous Middle. Of these the Undisiri—~
butéd Middle is not possible in Sanskrit, as the =anRE=T
which corresponds to the major premise is always in the -
form of a universal proposition, and must have s universal .
middle for its subject. But more of this later. The Ambigu=
ous Middle is nothing more than an H€Y or AAWF ¥a.
Thus we see that all fallacies are ultimately reducible to-
some defect in the g or middle term. The same can be

1 8ee Note on p. 874, Supra.
2 Whately : Blements of Logic, Bk. 111, 8 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 letus consider the fallacies mentioned in the older-
T g works on Nyaya, which do not apparenf}y 0
ed in old works. belong to the . The ¢wenty-four STTAS.

mentioned by Gotama' are mnothing more-
than arguments based on false analogy or false distinction,
and can be casily reduced to Beamwrd. Of the twenty-two-
faargeaiAs or points where an adversary can be caught or
defeated, some like s, gas® end {3caF are merely
tricks usually resorted toby & disputantin order to confound:
his rival, and which his rival is therefore taught to expose

at once. Others like @fﬁiﬂiﬂ"i, S{ATATIT, arqfaer and 99-
le in long-continued controversies,.

gatsgigayor are only possib
and have nothing to do with the syllogism. They are dia-
lectical lapses rather than fallacies of a particular argu-
ment, and belong therefore to the provinoe of Rhetorie, not
Logic. Only seven of these t wenty-two ‘catching points” viz.
SR, SR, MR, TR, a9
fSgTea and TN, can have any pretensions to be called
logical fallacies. Of these the first four and the last but one:
are manifestly cases where the disputant is inconsistent with
himself, and his conclusion does not therefore follow from
his premises. &AL oocurs where he employs one 8§ in:
#@aFw and another in the zin®.  All these are oases of
sqra=rfia 29, The fallacies proper are therefore inocluded im.
the last Aageara, named FATAE. Similarly it can be shown.
that there can be no IATA or TR or TEFAT™ apart
from the BeTHIH, TI(VE Or 8 misleading mincr falls under
ST, STESTTE or false generalization is nothing but a
sfiraRa or Weg =W, and is included in WNHIA® OF
sTereRTRrg BT, EEIRATE algo falls under the same,as it
is not a 21w in itself, but acts by vitiating the =qTiw. If we say”
fer: segTsudETa wewd, the example WE is 3 ZETATHIN,
bacause neither |IT nor WA exists on WE. Again, if wesay

TRwrd qeRr | ROREEuaTgeEd,  the TURIISH is o
TETRTIE because IRTNIWET being doubtful in the man pass-
s e A

———

16 BV, I, ;emdT. D.p. 64



ing in the street, the zeTe is not fABagareasrd. All such
-cases of false or doubtful instances give rise to =afraRa=a®
and go under HE+a® or Arg. There are some miscellane-
ous fallacies such as RTIATMTHIZ, ATEATHIGRE etc. which are
%7 #gs under different names. Lastly the complex fallacies
known as H==I19T, ST¥AT, and F=%F are only series of
% two or more invalid syllogisms. In this way the five =aT3ids
mnamed 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 bead of g3 has the great advan-

_the]’;fef’f‘i’;g’:lzggi?f tage 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 haie only to look to a
single term, namely the &g, and see whether it possesses all
‘the five requisites of a good &d. If it lacks any one of them
.¥ou can at once pronounce that the argument is:invalid.
Then find out which requisite is wanting. If qapg&ex is
absent, the fallacy is either w@IMY or wwwrfaw. If
|99 is wanting, it is HETIROT or FYTEEIR,  If Eer=arai@
is not found, it is WIYROMEFNFF or =g, In
#a%g the =a1(& iz just the opposite of that assumed, and
hence you will find both ®9e/@~a and Avsr=ag™ not only
absent, but actually reversed, that is, you will find
FUAATR and {@werwss. The last two ¥amaras are only
:special cases of false or imperfect generalization. Of these
‘varieties the two that are most insidious and oceur most fre=
-quently in practice are ¥TIRV and =veueaTiRr; and as these are
caused by incorreet generalization, you have only to state the
=M in the form already provided Tag awe or ax yT—aF ax
and then see whether the =m® as stated is warranted by ex-
perience. If it is not, it is =afurRa and the syllogism is in-
wwalid. In the Aristotelian syllogism the multiplication of
figures and moods only breeds confusion and makes the de-
tection of fallacies often difficult. The Naiyayikas, profiting
by the vast resources of the Sanskrit language, have cons
siderably minimiged this difficulty by providing asingle form
«of syliogiem whigh is both the simplest snd the most elas-

Tarka-Samgraha. [ sECT. LVII.§L
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ic at the same time, It ig capable of conveying even the-
most complex ideas in the fewest words possible. For ex-
ample nothing is more difficalt in English than to cbwert 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 @™ to the word. This has.

enabled the Naiyayikas to dispense with all negative moods.
and thus reduce the syllogism to the single form Barbara, !
They have thereby avoided all fallacies ‘arising from non--
distribution of terms. In this way they have narrowed the.

cirele of formal fallacies to the single case of ‘ ambiguous *'

middle, ’ and reduced all material tallacies to a TWIRA or-
AT A,

8. It is a useful exercise to convert the Aristotelian and

the Sanskrit syllogisms into each other.

Conversion of Nai- ey have each its special charactoris.,
yayika and Aristo-
telian syllogisms. tics, and allowance must be made for-

them tefore an English syllogism is con-

verted into Sanskrit or wiceversa. 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 1T 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 Engligh
logic. ** In a valid argument the rule may be sometimes
ignored without much inconvenience, but when the argua-
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 distinetion correspond-
ing to the formal and matérial fallacies, or as Aristotle
termed them, fallacies in dictione (in form) and those cxtra
dictionem (outside form). The reason of this has been already
explained. The form of the Sanskrit syllogism isso strictand
circumsoribed that anargument put into itisat once reduced
to 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

S ——

1 Vide Note p, 274, Supra.
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purely logical, comprising the two ZIllicit processes and the
Undistrtbuted middl:, and the other of Ambiguous middle,
<called semi-logical., We have seen that fallacies of the first
:group are totally absent in Sanskrit since they are stricily
formal. The semi-formal or semi-logical fallacy of ambiguous
middie is found, exactly because it is partly material ; and
even tha$, when stated in Sanskrit, assumes the character
1 of a material fallacy, namely ®MTa%ag. The ambiguity of
the middle term becomes the ¥ama in Sanskrit, and when
.once that 3am™ is ascertained, we immediately know that the
=TT is Z@TA=Nea, 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 arereduced to
ither TEANEE or ATTATNTZ.
9. Now we shall illustrate our remarksby a few examplesi—
I. Take, an Illicit Process of Major :

Ezamples of Eng- Whatever is universslly believed is true ;
Aish syllogisms. > s 2 : .
God’s existence is notuniversallybelieved ;

.. It is not true.

Or stated more simply i—
All universally-believed things are true ;
God’s existence is not a universally-believed thing;
.". God’s existence is not true.
This is an invalid mood ( A E E ) of the first figure and
the major ter.n ‘true’ is distributed in the conclusion butun-
distributed in the premise. As we must have all affirmative

propositions in Sanskrif, obvert the minor premise and the
conclusion in the above ; 8o we have :—

All universally believed things are frue;
God’s existence isa not-universally-believed thing
.. God’s existence is & not-true ( untrue ) thing.
‘Translated into Sanskrit this will run :—
EATHARATATA |
STAAYIE@ATA OF WIT AT, |
IR T FATILTAE AF TAMETT TYT G2ET |



Here it will e seen that the =& is not proper because

“the two termg in it do not correspond to 8% and @{rex. But

the genera] proposition is true; hence its correct =afay®

will be o garwaTRd 7w am HIURTE@ATTS: ; that is,

OIS which is the grex in the syllogism here is FHURITET-

; t. e. Graa=areq. Thus the 8§ in this syllogism
1s the 3919% of {reg and not WIAATH, as it always is in

@ valid syllogism ; hence it is RITME or HregEnTg. £ Or

after translating the syllogism into Sanskrit, we may supply
8 SR of our own that will suit it, namely a3 77 HITRTH-

SRR E L CE R e giweta. Here if we had any

HIFEEA where the 33 (sraFaRT&iaeT) co-existed for certain
Wwith the wrearars (wamore), the faliacy would have been

WNRw, Now the 37fR% of this Iatter =R is I TIF AT0-
& a7 FIIRTEAER, which when retranslated into English

becomes : “ All true things are universally believed s but

‘this is not the true converse of the major premise already

8iven, and hence it is false. Thus an Z/scit process of major

in English becomes FrwAreg in Sanskrit ; while a e~

» when converted into English will be either an
Tllicit major or a material fallacy, named by Whately the
Fallacy of undue assumption.

II. Take now an example of an ambiguous middle.

All angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles
A B Cis an angleof a triangle ;
-+ A B C ig equal to two right angles.

This is called a Fallacy of Division and Composition, be-
“Cause the middle term, * angles of a triangle *is taken collec-

_tively in the major and distributively in the minor premise.

In Sanskrit it will be :=—
wid ST Faasorew: |
T aasroraTy |
¥ ¥ fAPnRaan Fiom’ Fawdrray: |
This iy er&Trfrg, and the fallacy at once appears by ex-
Dressing the smify correctly ax as ARRIABOTRgTEed |

NAEmrERga, The real wreTsrey 83 is not °#ror simply  but
PUFg7a, which does not exist on the 9 ; hence the §3 is

11 | Notes. ' 323 @L
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mmg Or you can say that the real g is EEaFREALS
uregAveT, which is not ®TET=aTeT ; and then the fallacy wilk

‘be erqTHTIOL.
III. Take another example of an “ ambiguous middle, i
oalled Fallacia accidentis ox Fullacia a diclo sécundum quid:

ad dictum simpliciter :—
What is bought in the market is eaten ;
Raw meat is bought in the market ;

*. Raw meat is eaten.
Which converted into Sanskrit becomes =

0 WAT(AH |
SATTOIEE (AT |
TAZTIOEHTE AAFRAUTH |
Here the &7 is Sna® and the zau® is incorrect because-
there is an implied cor.dz!wn waugnaa @i, In the orig-
inal, the middle term, ‘a thing bought in the market’ implies
in the mq;or premise ‘ asto its substance On]y, ¥ in the
munor “as to its condition and ecircumstances.” It is therefore
ambiguous.
1V. Take this argument'in‘a circle:—
Every rule has exceptiors ;
This is a rule ;
.". This rule ( viz. that every rule has exceptions )
has exceptions.

.. Some rules have no exceptions.
In Sanskrit it will be:—

¢ MAETE ATNFIENR [RIAC Fw= |
1AaRATE |
gF g fAused a a3 saw=iag |

This is S0 because there is no fAg8zerFa on which
both WitT and |149a are known to be absent,
V. Take another case of an Ambigucus middle.

Water is liquid ;
Tce is water ;
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.. Toe is liquid.

This is equal to :——

& gawem |

ATt |

TTHSY AERTET TAT ARAIZNZ |
\

This is also ®ramw, for we know that S @eT resides on.

o~

the {3y FFTE where there is no ze.

VI. Take this syllogism in the third figure :—
All books are liable to err ;
All books are human productions ;
-+ All human productions are liable to err.
Here the conclusion is right but it does not follow from
the premises, the only legitimate conclusion from them
being ‘Some human productions etc.,’ when it will be Darapt;
1 the Third Figure. The fallacy is [llicit Minor. Translated
into Sanskrit, the above syllogism will be :—
N AAASTATE SR |
GEAEATA |
I I GEAFA A aF TAEEE |

This is clearly ¥FMaT.

VII. Lastly take this stock instance of Undistribufea
Middje:--

All is not gold that glitters ;
Glass glitters ;

.". Glass is not gold.

= Some things that glitter are not gold s
Glass is a thing that glitters :

.. Glass is not gold.

= 19T 7 gaviw |
aATEIAET )
g9 9T AATE ax a7 AT qur |

Here the =m® is saT#=ta, because there is no IAYIEErET on

Which &ar¥ae7 is absent, and hence the fallacy is Wramur,
42
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10. To convert a Sanskrit syllogism into English is much
easier because there you have the argu-
krfjﬁ%gée;ss ;’Lf Sans- 1 ent already put into a syllogistic form.

I. Thus take for example :—
~ ~e () ﬁ '
Lal) l
T AT W GIEE AEET |
This is HaTa® with fAfig= as SwE, and will become
in English :— v

Animal-killing is sinful ;

A sacrifice is killing of an animal ;
.. A sacrifice is ginful,

Here if you inserf ‘ all ' before the subject in the m 1jor
premise, it becomes false, and the fallacy is that of undue
assumption ; or the word ‘ killing ' may be said to be used
in two different senses in the major and minor premises,
when it is ‘ambiguous middle ’ or ‘the fallacy of four terms, ’
If you do not insert ‘ all ’ in the major premise, then it is a
fallacy of Undist;ibutéd middle.

II. Or take an JAATIROTFTTHT : —
FHia=zAE WORA |
qOIEHATE, |
TIT. TN RATEATIRE |

Which in English is equal to .-

All living things have motion ;
Our body is a living thing :
."» Our body hss motion,

Here the major term is

not distributed in th .
and hence the fallacy ig ributed in the premige

; : , a6y 18 an Illicit process of major. The
illustrations given in this ag well as in the last preceding

note will show that no hard ang fast rule can be laid down
as to the correspondence of any g@raTe with any particular
English fallacy or vice versa, Tt is the mode of conversion
that determines them, and cases often- occur in which the

same BT when converted differently gives different
fallacies.

e s

|
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SEcT. LVIIIL SYHTAH

Comparison is the immediate Cuuse of Analogy. Analogy is
the knowledge of the comnection of @ mame with the object
denofed by it. The knowledge of similarily is s prozimate
Cause. The recollection of an authoritative direction is the
Intermediate operation.

1. The third kind of proof is Comparison which is °the
immediate cause of the apprekension (z1g-
% ) known as Amalogy.’ Analogy is de-
{ined as ‘the knowledge of the relation ex-
isting between a name (§F1-7a97g) and the thing denoted
by it (¥sfr—sraavgar=a:). The immediate cause of this is the
‘knowledge of the similarity of s with i, which is there-
fore called ¥TwrA. The process of acquiring this ITRNE may
e 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 stre © worthy to be believed *)
that a gayal ( Bos Gaveas ) is like a cow. He then goes %o a
forestand there sees a strange animal unknown to him before.
He thenperceives 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 ( er@gzamsw ) of the forester that a gayal is like
- & cow. Then, combining this reminiscence with his actual
perceptive knowledge of similarity tetween the cow and
the new animal, he at last concludes that the animal which
he sees before him as a gayal. This last cognition namely
“ This is a gayal ” is the IufdTa, for it is a Enowledge of
the denstative relation of the word gayal with the object
perceived. “ This is & gayal (=g wg) means “ Thig
object bears the name, or is denoted by the name gayal
( =% srxmazar=y: ), © that is, there exists between this
object and the word gayal the relation of denotation ( ar=q-
Ar9FATT ). This relation is the HsTAERAST, and the know-
ledge of it is ga@fd. Two previous cognitions are required
to produce this M@, namely, the verbal knowledge of
the forester’s directicn ( wfigmreardsa) and the actual

perception of the resemhlance to the cow that was existing
in the animal gayal, ‘

Analogy and Com-
parison,

L,



Tarka;Sarizgraha. [ SECT. gL

2. Both these previous cognitions are indispensable t3 a.
valid ansalogy ; but the question still re-

éagf;f o?"ff‘;",,fiﬁe; mains which of these is the #vur of TR, .
SPAMEE and which is §EFIR, - that is, which is-

more immediate, and which is only accessory. The ancient
and the modern schools of Naiyay:kas are diametrically op-
posed on this point : the former, 7. e. the ancients, regard
ST STETREITIS as the FXOT and |ATEITTA as HIEMR, while-
the moderns prefer just the opposite view. The recollec-

tion of the AARI==FTT is of course the =R according
to both. Annambhatta here evidently accepts the view of

the moderns, for he expressly says that the WEsama, 7 e
the TaaRE—TaTEzawas, is the For of ITAT@. He does
not however seem to follow the moderns in taking the exact
form of the IR to be wxaT F=wgzar=a:, and not =T or
SEt waTagarA:, the difference between the two being that
the second cognition would inform him that the particular
object alone is denoted by gayal, while the first conveys that
the whole class of which that object is an individual ig.
denoted by the name gayal. Visvanatha, who is a modern
wn toto, gays W &G TAAIGATH FATATR: | AT SIHUET-
wagagta.’  Although the FXur of S9ATG is declared to be-
the ®rz=a=11A, it is not the sole FW, for an IMHR may
arise even from a knowledge of dissimilarity OT & mere pecu-
liarity. Hence S. C. divides STaI ( IurRtaswor ) into three-
kinds : RETAM AR | FEWERERvEIE | srarRoTTs-
o~ ~ s A © ~ R !
TTFERUEaH IMREAREAETE 5. ¢ gymm is  of three
kinde, viz. the knowledge of an amimal possessing (1)a
similarity, (2)a peculiar property or ( 3) s dissimilarity. *
e AG: is an example of the firgt kind ; that of the
second is ANEFTEEFTY: Wgam: ( a rhinoceros has ome
horn adorning its nose ); the example of -a dissimilarity
would be 3T AMPRTeawymzesiamav ( & camel does
not possess a level back and a short neck like a horse). The-
word H1Z3T in the text is therefore to he taken as illus-
trative ( ST ) of the other two,

18. M. Cale. ed. p. 78,
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3. In accepting SYHTT and =% as independent proofs
Annambhatia follows Gotama. The Vai-
,,-ng;p"gl’;;;‘;";rggf‘f" Sestkas as well as the Saskhyas do not
accept ITATH as a separate proof. They
include it under HAgHTE.  Vacaspati explains this viey
‘thus : sae=h Arweyw T=F =Y g WTOgATaT | a1’
I T T TIEAX WA AR AT ATGF: | g4T Tigr=aT -
| TISIA T AT e B qeaw 19F 20 asAaHG-
HiawT ) !

The Naiyayika's reply to this argument may be given in
Nilakantha's words +- FAm1Rg  wRaT=TE=TCIRTZS TR TR -
AT ETFIRCACTTET AT9aTd TAMANAATE: | ara=d =q7H-
FTTACOG  qFareaa ARG afigama.  The HIATT  as
framed by the Vaisesiius would be =@ fu=t TTTIZHT=Y: |
: A | I I MFTEIT A NIIEISTETT . But our daily
€xperience tells us that such a =y is not necessarily true
nor is it essential for the knowledge that a certain word
-denotes a certain-object. Hence Iaara is different from sgaTS.
The fact is that the concepts derived from analogy are
Zenerally approximate or tentative only, not positive like
“those of perception or inference, They are very useful
in pratical life, and a distinct proof must be assumed to
-account for them, Udayondcarya from whom Annambhatia
has borrowed his definition of Sqf@ has made this clear
in the following verse in Kusumanjali:—

T IeT OR=E: ST | qe |
TR TIATZTHAGS (37 1) 2

The certain knowledge (TR=ET) of FFTHEETT is regard-

+ -ed as the result of an independent proof SYHM, because it

cannot be obtained by any other known proof such as Per-
«ceplion,

———

SEct. LIX =m=%:.

Word is a sentence spoken by an authority. Authority iz a
person who speaks truth. Sentence is a group of words, e. g.
bring a cow. Word is a thing having power ( of conveying
-meaning ). Fower is q convention made by God that a certain
-8ense be"_gvlderstood Jrem a certain word.

1 Samkhya-Tat. K. p, 278.
¢ Kus, Cowell's Ed. IIT, 8. and 31.
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1. « The author now proceeds to the fourth proof, Word.
Tt is defined as “the sentence or proposition:
of (uttered by) a credible or authorita-

tive person.” An ‘authoritative person’ (3778) again is “ he
who speaks the truth.” Truth. ( Targ = FATIATST: ) is “ an
object as it exists in reality.” The verbal knowledge (zri===ra)
of truth is the representation of a thing just as it exists. A
bl pvoposmc.n (zr=%) which conveys such true werbal lcnowledge
is garaa=, and he who asserts suc1 a pronosition is zersy-.
Fw%T or 2=MH. V. V. therefore deﬁnes an IH as TSaAIFarey-
twuwﬁmamrmrq ‘he who conveys a
meaning ( ateqT ), that is the subject of a frue wverbal
knowledge concerning the sense of the sentence uttered’; that-
is, a - Derson is =¥ when the words spo‘{en by him convey
TIT=AT, and a STEEATT is AT when it accords com-
pletely with the external reality of things. These definitions of
=18 and TATT are very characteristic because they clearly
show that according to Naiyayikas the ultimate test of the
truth of verbal knowledge was not the authority attaching
to the speaker himself, but the fact of his words being in
harmony with the reality of things. Having defined an #rw,
the author defines a =T as “a collocation of words such as
‘ Bring a cow, *” while a word is “that which possesses the-
power ( 3 ) of conveying a meaning, ”

Word,

2. These definitions of a aTF T and g 97T are very impor-

tant, because they embody a particular

M?nﬁfnﬁ%%&ﬂfs theory of MY which distinguishes

of verbal knowledge. the Naiya@yikas from other schools, and

which has become the subject of several.

interminable controversies. The Naiyayikas are on this poing

particularly opp0sed to the Mimarmsakas who hold the doc-

trine of YFTATHFITRAAT 31%:, while the Nu,/ayzkas maintain
the conlrary view, 9zTara=yg aT sifE:

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

The two theories  mgriang they hold that the verb isthe prin-
sgretel. cipal word in a proposition (= FEITATIR
3T ), because it is the verb that forms the copula as it were
to connect a number of words into a sentence. If one only says-
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Eeryf T, we can make nothing out of those disconnected
words ; but as soon as the verb s=zi@ 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 73w and IR Slmply
serving to specify and define as it were that motion. n=TIR
denotes ‘ motion ’in general ; the addition of gz limits
the sense to the motion of a particular individual, while the
further addition of Im® 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
AN EIE—-UTHERFE—THAHAT, in_which f&ar is the IERE
while the other two expressions simply act as limiting
qualifications. All the words of a sentence are interdepen-
dent, because the predicate is too vague and general to convey
any sense unless otherwise determined, while the substan-
tives and other words are nearly ‘subordinate members of
the sentence. By themselves the words of a sentence import
nothing, but placed inthe sentence they denote the Zar as.
happening in a particular thing. Thus 9= alone signifies no-
thing, but when we join T=® with srta=, we at once know if
to be SATAlFAIAENaEW=Iw, that is, we know %€ not
independently, but only as standing in some relation to the
action of ‘bringing.’ When each word is thus apprehended,
ag related in some way to the {%aT, we get the meaning of
the whole sentence in the form of that ®ar as conditioned
and particularized by the several substantives. This doctrine
is expressed by saying {Fhari~aa v g™ 1ih:, or as Annam-
bhatta puts it at the end of his commentary, avi-( =ar- )

* {eaa AfBITA STaTET:.

4. The followers of Gofama, adds T. D., deny the neces-
sity of thus apprehending each word separately before
combining them in a sentence, when the meaning of
the whole sentence can as well be conveyed at omnce
in the form of the collective sense of all the words; that is,
according to Naiyayikas the Tfw resides in the =7 itself, and
not in the wiaaygs. Single words, say they, like g, 92 etc.,
convey no sense, not because they are si=tieaa, but because the

three requisites of TT=3a¥, namely syETEraT, F14 and Joar,

are not satisfied,” A proposition or sentence is nothing but a
number of significant words (Fr#9%) which possess J®TE&T,

L
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and ®§f19; and the collective meaning of such words

will be apperehended even thongh there be no fFrmra®EYE in
‘the sentence, e. g. F==AT fAgFAMSHI AAA:, which designates ]
a king in the town of Kéafichl without attributing any
action to him. Similarly we say 3% &1&T:, although no EHaT-
Fr=%9% can be supplied there; for the only possible verbs
applicable to I¥: F@T: are |iea or ( Fa ) TR, but the
first is inapplicable, as there is no specification in T FraT: of

b any parbicular time, past, present or future, while Frax
is inappropriate, because ‘time’ is unknowble. by human
beings. There can therefore be no Zar==T in IT: T@: and
yet the words convey a sense because the above three requi-
sitesaresatisfied. According to Mimamsakasand grammarians
a proposition is WrIYEEATIAeTE, that is, II@UTS =t
would be interpreted as %ﬁﬁr—ﬂ@m—wﬁm But
‘the above example shows that this is not always possible:
snd therefore in such cases a proposition is TTRTATITEE-
te® only, that is, the illustration would mean JARESR-
FEANEAT-FFINAT avga:. The consequence of this nice dis-
tinction is that according to Mimamsakas a TRATIrIFIFT
or @A is alone legitimate, while a fgrIamaE Ty,
which they call =z, has no independent significance, and
can exist only as s part of another Fararys TJ(F. The
Nayayikas of course consider both kinds of sentences equally
significant and independent. Hence the definition of a EIED]
in the text is (317F) TEFHRE, which implies, as V. V. says,
that TFEAEET AETAAT AFIHRQR W ‘Verbal knowledge is
obtained nob from one word (such as s fisardra® ) but from
all the words together.’

9. On a proper analysis it will be found that a proposition
consists of a subject, a predicate and g copula. The predicate
is always resolvable into an attribute residing in the subjeoct
and the copula is the connecting 1ink showing the relation
that exists between the subject and the attribute predicated
of it. Thus in the sentence “Man is mortal’’, the attribute
of mortality is predicated of man, and the verb is the copula

- connecting the two, In watrmr wger: or sraefier &vaw: we
denote substantives possessing attributes. THis view is
very similar to the Naiyayika doctrine,
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</ ftraar and Hfa14; and the eollective meaning of such words

will be apperehended even thongh there be no AT EeE in
the sentence, e. g. FT5=a1 fErgFARSEr TR, which designates
a king in the town of Kaichi without attributing any
action to him. Similarly we say =g: F1@T:, although no fraT-
Fr=$9% can be supplied there; for the ounly possible verbs
applicable to Ia: F@t: are &fea or ( sfaa ) =, but the
first is inapplicable, as there is no specification in T7: FTaT: of
any particular time, past, present or future, while Ty
is inappropriate, because ‘time’ is unknowble. by human
beings. There can therefore be no Zxar=ag in ¥7: F@1: and
yet the words convey a sense because the above three requi-
sitesaresatisfied. According to M/ imamsakas and gramuiarians
& proposition is WTEYTEATIECTE, that is, IIFMTS T
would be interpreted as SAFIF-AVZFENF-TIE(RAT, . But
‘the above example shows that this is not always possible;
and therefore in such cases a proposition is TIHTATTE T (o~
9% only, that is, the illustration would mean TAATSE-
FEANEAT-FSZINST auga:. The consequence of this nice dis-
tinction is that according to Mimamsakas a TRaTIraEaFy
or &farFr is alone legitimate, while a fSgriIras T,
which they call s19raz, has no independent significance, and
can exist only as & part of another FaTdrq® Trzm. The
Nazyayikas of course consider both kinds ofsentences equally
significant and independent. Hence the definition of a aTFT
in the text is (31%%) IEHTE", Wf’l\iCh implies, as V. V. says,
that TZETERT AGTAET TEAGRY W ‘Verbal knowledge is
obtained not from one word (such g g fa1r9% ) but from
all the words together.’

9. On a proper analysis it wii] be found that a proposition
consists of a subject, a predicate ang a copula. The predicate
is always resolvable into an attribute residing in the subject
and the copula is the connecting link showing the Trelation
that exists between the subject and the attribute predicated
of it. Thus in the sentence “Man is mortal’’, the attribute
of mortality is predicated of man, and the verb ig the copula

- conneoting the two. In wetermer wger: or wwsfis Fagw: we

denote substantives possessing atiributes. This 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 s, whether it is regarded as an independent qaTd
as the M imamsakas do, or whether it is identified with the-
will that makes the convention, as the Naiyayikas hold. The
Mimamsake's arguments for regarding 3w as a separate m‘ﬁ ;
1 are summed up in the couplet:—

T %5 TS, SOEATS Zar |
HIATATET a7 fAZarareas @ ari

Power i3 not a subs'ance as qualities inhere (inthem); itis
also distinct from quaiities and actions. It resides in genus
and other categories. It must therefore be regarded as a-
separale category.

The Naiyayikas however refuse to recognize IN® as a
separate category on the ground that, as each substance e. g.
9%, F8T ete. is the object of several aiss, to accept the
independent existence of them all would involve #RE.
I is therefore properly speaking only a power in & word to-
denote the meaning imposed upon it by divine or human
will. :

8. But the question still remains where this ¥Hasar %
or: ig apprehended. In other words, what does
. Donfiicting theo- g wordlike W= denote primarily : the objec .

jar, or the common property jar-mess that
resides in it, or both together? This is an important question

as it lies ab the basis of the several antagonistic theories of
mirezaTT proposed by different schools, The opinions on this .
point are as various and numeroug ag opinions can possibly
be on any single topic. Of these views four are the most
important, namely ¥w@wiR, ¥=m=n®, wrRtRwEaRs and
21arg. The first is adopted by the Mimaimsakas, the second by
modern Naiyayikas, the third by ancient Nasydyikas, and
the last belongs to the Bauddhas.! The advocates of each of -
these views look af the significant word from different stand-
points. When one says wzwraw, the speaker undoubtedly
desires the thing, jar, and not the oclass-notion, jar-ness, to-

1 Mammata : Kavya- Prakate Bom, Bd, Ch. IT: p. 80.
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© brought to him. That the =% °jar’ must be somehow
| or other implied by the word &= is therefore necessary, for-
| unless it is so implied the hearer can never fetch the object.
Modern Naiyay:kas rely on this simple fact, and say that the
word 92 primarily denotes the wz=ur®. The capacity of
being the subject of any act ( sTarmaTENTT ) resides in the
concrete object =@ alore, and hence it is the =ai% on- -
which the ®#%a is made. But there are insuperable objections-
to this view. If 9= denotes a particular w==arwE, we would
rejuire 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 @2, and when we-
once know its significance as expressing a FIATANEGATE, we-
apply it to denote all objects having that shape. 92 therefore
denotes not a particular ¥==a(®, but the property FETA G-
#33. Further the word 92 conveys many notions besides
that of the =a1% ; it implies that the thing denoted belongs.
, to a particular class of substances having some common
Properties, and it also distinguishes the =% from other-
dissimilar substances. Thus the word W= 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 it we at onca denote -
| the 711w, the class-notion s, and the peculiarity @wat-
i 1§" =3 which distinguishes a cow from other animals. In other
words, it signifies =T, W@ and ATE@ at the same time ; or
‘ .8s a writer puts it, FEY =wHr TRET T 979 wws.  This was .
| the view of the ancient Naiyayikas, and is apparently the one -
| breferred by Annambhatta.

2% 9. According to modern Nuiyayikas words denote the =ai% -
only, and the attributes come in by implication; that is, words
are primarily concrete names. But according to the sriRam®
Mimarnsakas words are purely abstract names denoting the
W& only. The ancient Nazyayikas seem to have adopted
& middie course between these extremes by holding that words
denote neither ¥¥wsa®% nor P¥FAMR but! sARNSIE=aRE,
that is, s partioular objeot = as possessing the olass-notion
Wewr. The reason given by T. D. for rejecting the HF@T--
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A1 is, that the actions of ‘bringing’ and ‘binding’, express-
‘ed in the propositions Z=aM@a and FWFIT=T:, are possible
in the respective =ifws only. It a word signified ST& only,
the sentence would mean T=&@™T and A=EwII=wT", which
is absurd because @=@ and W& cannot be separated from
‘the concrete objects. The M imamsakas however maintain

‘that the fact that @& or stiea cannot be separated from
) the concrete object ( AXARTT ) is exactly the reason why
the significance of the word o2 or 3 should, for the sake
of &9, be confined to the HMA, while the notion of =&
-must be conveyed by @TeiT or necessary implication. This
view of STaTaT SFEAHBTIEATAIE was held by the Mimar-
sakas, grammarians and rhetoricians, and is rejected by
Annambhatta.

10. Thelast of the four views mentioned above which was
‘held by the Bauddhas was that the primary import of words
was only #4iE or EIH{EHII’EI%, distinction of all other different
-objects from it. What do we understand, they argued, by a
word such as 92 ? Not an external object, because we never
-really know external objects ; nor the FT, hecause IR is
nothing more than a mere conception formed by our mind
and imposed upon what we call external objects. What &
‘then really signifies is that a certain thing possesses some
peculiarities which distinguish it from all other things. We
never know what 92 or 9@ ig ; we only know what it is not, -
viz. that it1sn0t7Z 0rF&T. Wehave therefore only anegative
knowledge of things, and consequently the import of words
‘must also be negative. The Vedantins by way of harmonizing
“the above views, each of which expresses a part of the
: tru.th, have started the theory that the power of a word
'resides in both the W& and the =afe, but in differont ways :
“that is, }!: 1s active or expressive in 1@, and passive or
latent in the =riw. The Vedanta-Paribhasa says, TATE-
TIAT TN A FEER A g wwer | ww g W v
This appears to mean that s word primarily signifies wifer,
'but its capability of signifying the class-notion is derived
from its acknowledged connection with the conerete objects
-eomprised in that class, Thus gRaa signifies the general no-

1 Ved, Par. Cale. ed. p. 17.
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' tton of a trunked animal ; but it does so because the property
‘ trunk ' was found in the actual object elephant.

- 11. It must have been noticed thatthe distinction between:
the denotation and the connotation of words insisted upon by
Mill and other English logicians does not strictly speaking
find a place in any of these views. But if we may use those
terms as applying to the signification of =af and
SIfa respectively, we might say that in Fa@=maZ  words.
are purely denotative, while in FIwwmaarz they are-
purely connotative. Similarly in the STATIEIEATEAE of
the ancient Naiyayikas they are both denotative and’

connotative, while in the theory of ®uig they connote only -

the differentia.

12. A g7 is defined as 517, but 316 does not exhaust the-

whole import of words. Every word is cap-
able of conveying two meanings, one
primary ordirectand the other secondary
or implied. The relation by which a word signifies a par-
ticular thing is called Zf®, which is of two kinds, sm*s
or emudr ( expression) and @eurr ( implication ). The
first is created by W&« and is inseparable from the word ;
the second operates in the absence of the first, and, being
derived from it, is entirely dependent on it. Hence the-
definition. of & 9% as I is not AW on a FTHUFUZ, for a
9% can never be @T&W® unless it is also 316, Each of these
two kinds of If*¥ or special relation is subdivided into three
sorts, thus :—

The two-fold
power of words

B
i
I |
Tith: Faorr
i l
i 9 I i I
T w e AOTER:  FEHHOT  AAESU  WEIHESAUT

13. The expressive power ( 31(7% ) of words is of the above
three kinds ; and so words are divided into
three classes according as they operate
through any one of these modes. 9w or

The expressive
power,

L,
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-etymology is defined t@s=Tss ‘ the power of the several
roots or component parts of the words.” A #ifE ==g is
therofore one which adheres to its etymological meaaing
-and conveys nothing more nor less than what is implied in
‘the parts, e. g. 7% which, being compounded of the root
= and the FARTT, signifies T=aFal. ¥ or customary
-significance is defined as HEZMRN®, the power of the whole

3 .word without any reference to its parts. Not that such ®e
-words have no ebymology, 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 9T 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, #i7&& words in which both the
.etymological and the customary meanings are partly re-
tained. Words like 9§, ®g®< or &% 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 9§ might mean any thing pro-

.duced in mud, such as a lotus or & frog. But custom has
narrowed the meaning of the word to a lotus. Similarly

‘gr&ra has come to denote only one out of many animals hav-

‘ing &%, such as elephants, men and monkeys. Some mention

a fourth variety named aIA%%e, such ag &g, which may be

interpreted either by etymology or by customary sense
-independently.

14. A1l these varieties require the knoweledge of the ##a,
either o qFqT
How Convention 41 D;he R Lor ol the ¥8FT@ or on
is known, VOl 5 and this ¥ is learnt by the child
_ In various ways of which the Fg=Taar®
described by T.D. is one. Eight of these generally re-
cognized modes of learning a1 are mentioned in the
following couplet:—
BT AT R AR F A TTERA |
qFIT INETRagiea qifavaa: e a2 |
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 saq
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~ is known by the similarity of a gayal with a cow; (3)

Dictionary, as of synonyms T, TF ete. ; (4) Express asser-
‘tion of a credible person, as Fi¥s: FFEvTI=T: ; (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 ‘ bring’ and thus determines the meanings of T and
"9%; (6 ) Countext, as in the vedic text TIRTAwATR, the

exact meaning of 9% is known by a concluding passage ;
«( 7) Explanation by synonyms or paraphrase as Ta: FSIC,

"I aTk FW; and lastly (8 ) Contiguity with a well-

known word as in ¥ SeFRa Ayt QT R, the meaning

«of % is known by its association with WeER and WYR.

Some also add signs of hand etc. as the ninth, as when
one points a finger to & woman and says to the child

&4 & W, the gesture imparts to the child the knowledge
-of the word wraT.

15. The other kind of IR is &0, Implication, which ig
defined as TarTFTHT: (T FrnoE & aww

l)hfggfj)‘;"a orIm-  srers qreqiss: a@gai: ) © connection with
the expressive sense of the word’. I is

resorted to only when there is H@mfgw% ‘inapplicability of
the primary sense in the context’ In TFTE 9W: for in-
stance, the primary sense of %1, namely the stream, is
inapplicable because a hut cannot stand on the current; and
henece s1§T is made to signify the bank of the river which is
«connected with the current by €awr, If Annambhatta acoepted
the views of the ancient Naiyayikas abont e, he follows
the moderns with regard to =ayom. According to the

"ancients the essential condition for IAMT was SFIYGT-

9 unsuitability of the a7 or meaning of the
sentence '; but there is no such HEAYTFINR  in
-examples like #@E¥ ¥ v3wal or gei: S¥arw, which by
themselves give a fair sense without any @, although
that sense is clearly not the one intended by the speaker.
Hence T. D. says anqaigaqragerornais, AT is resorted to
when the primary sense is unsuited, not to the F(FYT+IT, but
to the FFgareTd. The three-fold division of &:301 into T,
ARgEArAT and HEFgHERAAT is also taken from the moderns,
WIEFAN is that where the primary sense is wholly abandon-
od and & new one substituted, as in ®wap: ®HAT*A, where
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¥ signifies a child sleeping on a cot and not the cot itself.

Tn SFsTEaTar the word retains its primary sense and conveys-
something more, as in TSN aT=a where both those who have-
umbrellas and those who have not are implied, or as in
#T3¥aT gf@ g where all birds including crows are
to be kept off. The examples of TEFHAEEATAT are VIST TIZH: Or
a=wr®, where only a parf of the primary meaning is retain-

od and a part is left out as being inapplicable. In H/IST 292
@: means AFFTSMI aagw: while ST9  means TAFEAC
Zag=: and so to establish the identity of the two we leave
out the quahﬁcatlons T ET@ and qmam In a<I@r@ the

aa denotes f@turarar and &7 denotes WYUIHTT ; so we leave-

out the properties wdorm and ®ZOE and make the two
substances identical. A fourth kind, wfttazaur, is also
recognized by some, as in 1%, which primarily signifies the
word @waT and through it the object, bee. N. B. repudiates

the last kind on the part of the Naiyayikas, snd ascribes it

to Vedantins.

16. Another division of 2301 is into ®2T or =T and M,
otherwise called SaTsHAaar. Most of the

_Another sub-divi- ghove examples are of the first kind, where
sion. the ,mplicalz‘on solely rests on the un-
suitability of siFaTe. In TTTofT zmplzcatzon is regorted to in
order to suggest a third sense called 94T, as in TFEt TW:
the qualities of coolness and holiness which really belong to
the current are transferred to the bank. This suggested third

sense is called =ag=I1¥ and is supposed by rhetoricians to be.

conveyed by a third mode called =75,

17. =aw=ar is of two kinds s7=27 and amﬁ, but Naiyayikasre-
e cognize neither. 3=, they say as in ‘the
co;i{g:ifm“ not re- above example, is invariably included in
the HIWTGB‘&TUTT and so need not be regarded

as o separate mode, i is found in such examples as :—

=T NEFNR AFieq GraT: Heg & 19077 |
AATG AH A= FATIT AT 90T 0
Here the maaning conveyed by the speaker is fqanmsi-

qt 8 SOETET WEFSG@ ; but this semse, says T. D, is
obtained by inference, and so the =I%AT process becomes
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. According to Naiyayikas there‘ore thers are only
two modes of ¢ nveying sense, expression ( T ) ard impli-
cation ( ®aotr ), of which the latter being secondary is based
on the former. The definition of 9z (Z#® 9% ) i therefore
applicable in both cases.

o

Sgor. LX, avp LXI. mg{—q‘nﬂat—éﬁl'ﬂm. /8

 Expeclancy, compatibility, and juxtiposition are lhe causes
of the knowledye of the meaning of a sentence. Expectancy s
the inability of a word to convey the meaning of a sentence on
account of the abzence of some other word. Compatibility is the
non-contradiclivn of the sense. Juxlaposition s the consecutive
ullerance of words.

A senterce devoid of expectancy, ete. is umauthoritative;
e. g. ( the words) cow, horse, man, elephant are not authoritutive,
being devoid of expectancy, etc. (The sentence) ‘ Sprinkie with fire
is unauthoritative for want of compatibility ; (the words) ‘ Bring
a cow’ pronounced at intervals are mot authoritative owing to
want of juxtaposition.

1. 3r=% has been defined as a ATFT, but an intelligible sen-
tence cannot be formed simply by stringing
together any number of words, as ¥&: q&:
a1t & In order to convey the combined
rarrey the words require the aid of some accessory proper-
ties, which are three, I®IEHT ( Expectancy), angar ( Compa-
tibility ) and €@ ( Juxtaposition ).

Three Tequisites of
@ proposition.

9. The simplest definition of STFEAT is AT
‘ non-completion of the sense owing

Ezpectancy. to the absence of some other word

or words’.- Annambhatla defines it as °the

inability of a word (wZ¥r) to convey ( ATWTEE:T ) the
whole meaning of the sentence (3+3% ), which inability
is caused (wg7) by the absence (=4Taw®) of so ne other word
gatea?). If one says simply ueH, a desire is at once

L
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created to know what about the jar, and is satisfied only
when we supply some such words as 3@@ which completes
the sense. This desire to know is called wrwr=&m and de-
pends generally .on the exact form of the words used.
Thus T2w/AT conveys four notions, a jar (92), the objective
relation (@%@ ), the act of bringing ( =T ) and the
} command ( the termination of Imp. 2nd sing.) ; and if any
; of these notions is wanfing the sense remains so far incom-
plete. The imperfection cannot however be made up by
saying ¥2: FWS AMAT Sfa: although these words import
the same thing as wewAT, because no AFIEAT is raised in

this case.
3. gwgal or compatibility is “ the mon-contradiction of
sense.” A word is said to have ITwar
Compa bility. with another when the meanings conveyed

by the two are not inconsistent with each
other. Thus we cannot say ITEAT AW or FPa 3=k, be-
cause the notions of fire and sprinkling as well as of wafer
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-
gruoug notions in one =T,

4, The third requisite is €f#TT or =& which consists in

“ the utterance of consecutive words one

Juxtaposition. after another without intervul between
any iwo of them.” A sraml is made

up by the combination of the several notiong 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 previousimpressions vanish before the sentence is finigh-
ed, and the sense would remain incomplete. What consti-
tutes €iATT is, as T. D. remarks, the unbroken apprehension
of all the words ; and hence actual utterance of words isnot
absolutely necessary. In a written or printed book Ffor
msta.nce we have no utterance, and yet we understand the
arFaTd because the words are placed in juxtapogition.
ATRTEAT, avaar, and d@ty, T. D, further adds, are neces-
sary preliminaries fo .. comprehension of g sentence,
not in themeelves, but as known that ig, it iz their know«
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ge that is required irrespective of their actual existence
or absence. If a man wrongly conceives them to exist in
@ sentence waea taey really do not, he will make out a
| meaning of the sentence, while he will uot understand a
1 sentence possessing all the three, if he fails to detect their
i Presence.

' 5. Tisvandtha adds a fourth requisite araasm™' © know-
/ ledge of the intention of the speaker, ’
1 Intended sense.  which is often as necessary for the
{ right understanding of a sentence as any
’ of the preceding three. For instance, the sentence ¥=azwET
might convey two distinct senses ‘Bring salt,” and ° Bring
8 horse. ’ ATFHTEAT, TTAT and HiATT, 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 oceasion, that is,
‘which of the two things is intended by the speaker. This can
be determined only by knowing the iﬁzﬂrw, which agdin is
to be gathered from the circumsftances under which or
the oceasion on which the sentence is spoken. If the
8Speaker is dining he almost certainly orderssalt, while if he
is dressed and is going out, he orders a horse. Withouat 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 ¥waar as compatibility
©of & meaning must always bs judgzed with reference to the
particular occasion or the probable intention of the
. Speaker.

6. Although Annambhita doss not mention &I in
this sestion, his reference to it in connectien with Fagoy
in the commentary on the preceding section leaves no
doubt that he accepts its necessity. His definition of
alqqd, namely amdEIczaraNa™®, is  however faulty.
Words which convey a sense are neo# necessarily
uttered with an intention to convey that gense.
A fool or an idiot sometimes utbers words which he
does not understand but which ars intelligible to others :
a parrot pronounces words which have a meaning in ordinary

LB, B, 81
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& anguage;and yet there is no intention of the speaker in such:
cases. It may be urged against this that they are not real words.
at all, although appearing to be so. But what if a Vedic text
is repeated by a person who understands nothing of it? The
text is there and you cannot ‘deny it, and yet there can be
no AFIATAT, Again, if a teacher expounds such a text wrong-

1 ly the meaning which he intends is at variance with the
truth and can never be conveyed by the text. Or sSuppose
one reads such a text in s hook ; there is no speaker here
and there can be no i et Ra, It cannot be argued
that the o'riginal intention of the author of the text, viz.
God, is to be assumed in such cases; because there are many,
88yS Vedc‘mta-l’am‘bbc‘zsc’z, 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 astdifawamdTa 7R AreTaaifiegar Ar=R-

03 {2

a= araad © filness of the words to express a particular
mesaning, while there®is no utterance with an intention fo
convey a different sense.’! The second clause is added to
prevent a doubt in examples like F=raaTag where, although
¥=qT is fit to express both salt and a horse, the intention is
always to convey only one meaning and not the other. Even
in cases where two meanings are intended to be simultane-
ously expressed, as in GXEAT W 417, the definition will
apply since ad will comprehend both the senses.

SECT, LXIL gy,

1. A senfence is of two kinds, sacred (3’{%}:) or profane
(T ) ; the sucred, being promounced by Gogd, is always
Trustworthy, while a profane sentence is trustworthy if pro-
nounced by a credible person. Any other is untrustworthy.

1. Having defined zr=x, word, as the fourth proofin general

: ; the author divides it irto two sortg,
'Seglg;:m/;z'nd.s of divine' and pr’(\zfane;‘ T}le TNIF AT is o
f.ur kinds, g@, W@, sz and gaor,* o L

1 Ved. Par. Calc. ed, p. 50,
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- which each preceding is of & higher authority than each

following. The definition in the fext applies only to the g

85 other compositions are of human origin. I or Vedas

Droper are four T, TIH, §AT, and ATIE0, each of which
15 divided into three parts w=t or |iEar, =Tewon, and  SROTS,

the last including Sufawg. All these being of divine origin -

&re to be implicitly believed. @R is an authority only when

is silent or not inconsistent ( ¥y @9 WERR ag-
AR ).! giaew and QOO are of comparatively slender weight
8nd are brought into requisition only when mno higher au-
thority is to ke found,

2. The two-fold division of a AT into sacred and profane
is chiefly made for the purpose of imply-
ing that the rales laid down in the pre-
ceding three sections apply to FifE® =77
Only ; but the unquestioned authority of the 2% =Tww is
not therefore inconsistent with them, since all the conditions

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

The authority of
the Vedas

T. D. here refers to two points which have long served as
800d bones of contention between M3 mamsakas and Naiyayikas.

he firgt is whether the Vedas are eternal or are special com-
Dositions by God. It must be remembered that there is no
Question here as to the human origin of the Vedas,
8ince hoth the schools, being orthodox, agree in repudiating
the notion of the Vedas being human creations like any other
book. The word qrYw which frequently occurs in this
Controversy solely refers to God ; while &\ 9\%¥7 means
Sternal, having no author at .all. The Mimamsak. s claim
Sternity for the Vedas on two grounds ; first, no tradi-
tion is known aseribing the authorship of the Vedas to any
individual, the several Rsis mentioned as ‘seers of hymns
erger: )having only seen the hymns and not composed them.
On the other hand we know the authorship of all human
Productions, as SErFsTaTOTAT Fay gaEatga: . Secondly, the

“edas themselves declare their own T in several texts,
Such as * arar Fewfagr,’ ¢ o gedt v @ raRARATREIEET
993 The NaiyQyika meets these arguments by contrary

1 Jaimini : Mim8imsa-Sutras. 1, 8, 3.

L,
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toxts, such as AERTHWIAIEGT d71 WA, and T FIAGAX
=it goqe grAnE.”  Their strongest weapon however is the

A, 34 TRUET  AEETERATEAd, or EETEIEAl S9g-
T, | EReArE,  AeRRraraaed.

The Mimamsakas try to refute this argument by calling it -
RTIAE, the TUTTT being WIETOEgFE ; that is, they mean
3 that the above reasoning is applicable only to those wprks-
whose authorship is known. The Naiyayikas 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 had been eternal, all the
words and letters in them would be co-existing, and so there
would be no order of words ( Furggdt ) etc., without which
there can be no JmErE2T and no zEgaTa. The Vedas there-
fore must have been produced by some one, and as no
human origin is possible in the case of works containing
such transcendental wisdom, they must be the work of God.
The Vedantin, who is eminently a compromiser, tries to
reconcile these opposite views, by supposing that the Vedas
as they exist at present are @@, but they are merely
copies of similar compositions existing in the previous
eycles, the authority for this opinion being the text, €m@r
TurgiwEeeaa. This in short means that the Vedas are
eternal as to substance ( @9 ), but non-eternal as to form

( st ).

3. The question of the eternity of the Vedas is involved
. _ in the larger question whether sound is.
wﬁ”d".‘ete’”“y of  eternal. Sound is a quality of Akasa and
is eternal like it, ¥figugw=nr and other
accidental causes only serving to revesl it to our ears. We:
always recognize the letter 7 as the same, and so it cannot |
vanish away the moment if is pronounced. The Naiyayikas. |
prove the non-eternity of sound by st thus : ~-srsgrsfaeg: ¢ |
AT R ARSI A AT, SEEATH
fAstaTaT | 9299, Golama gives three reasons for the
non-eternity of sound :—1 that it hasa beginning, 2 that itis
perceived by organ of sense, and 3 that the attributes of a

I Ved. Par. Cale. ed. p. 21.
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product are ascribed to it." The identification of one TER
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.

SEoT. LXIIL 1=,

Verbal knowledge means the knswledge of the meaning of
Q Senlence ; 1ls proximate cause is the Word.

1. Annambhatta winds up the discussion of =% by the
o declaration that it is the kuowledge of
e prozimate the meaning conveyed by the whole
zﬁﬁiﬁfé}’ﬁ’b“l sentence which is the real werbal know=
ledge, that is, the ®® mentioned sabove
as the fourth kind of apprehension. The special cause of
this & is the 3= or the sentence which conveyed that
Sense, This emphatic declaration seems to be made in
order to repudiate the view of the modern Naiyayikas, that
It is not the 9% but the qamma that is the real Txur of =g~
Visvanatha who prefers the modern view says
in B. P. 80 :—
I G FOE Y T vt |
, ST B A JHT: GERTIROG 1
He then goes on in his commentary ¥ T IFEHWIA &
FOW, TEWIESE  WAGEET  sreEaa? I the word
itself be taken as the ®Tw of m=zary, how do we under-
‘ stand a verse written by a dumb man without ufter—
‘ ing a single word ? It is therefore the knowledge of
|

the word, whether heard orally or seen in writing, that
really produces the wr=g@iy.- The distinetion is prae-
tioally 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 tr‘adition.

e

1 G.8. 1L, g, 14.
2 8. 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 Annambhatta’s opinion
differs from both the above views, since he makes 1= the
0T and defines 315 as a 1T or 9S®¥4E and not a 9%. But
this is not so, beeause according to Naiyayikas a vz@ag is
not different from its components, the several 9%s. Perhaps
by 3% Annambhattc may be meaning R==HE or 93FA, jush
as in a former section he .interpreted SETEAT ote. as wrET=-
aTET 5 and if this is the case his view will agree with
the modern one. At any rate his laxity of expression on
this point shows that he did not regard the distinetion as
very material.

2. T. D. here briefly notices the argument of the Vai-
Sesikas, who recognize only two proofs,
Perception and Inference, viz, that Word
is not a distinct proof asitcan be included
under /nference. The syllogism by which the connection
( @9 ) between & word and its sense is to be known may
be stated either as T. D. puts it, or as @& vzt qwearaas-
I | AETEHAIIATHTHAGIATAATT | gues MHATATAIZ -
IAIZTAAT ; that is, the 97 in the inrference may be
either the 93 as T. D. makes it, or the 93 as is done in
the syllogism given here. Either way, the inference isg incap-
able of producing ez, for the knowledge conveyed by
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 vary with
different persons. Udayaniicarya gives s more convingcing
refutation of the Vaidesika view :—simma: IR=eE quy o
q @A 1! Ap inference like the above is impossible ; for the
oconclusion of it can only be & certainty (9587 ) or & mere
possibility (¥w=) ; if it is the former, the syllogism involves
an Nﬁ@:ﬂeﬂ'ﬁ %amm a8 a cerfain conclusion isnot Warranted
by the premiges ; while if the latter, there is no ascertainment
{ f1% ) of the wTtq, and consequently no I=x4ty. Hence e

T SO e Rt
1 Kus. Cowell's ed, III, 18, ;

Why word is
Separate proof.
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‘must be recognized as a distinct proof, producing a cognition

of a peculiar sort.

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

tQtal number of proofs thus recognized by one or more schools
1s ten, namely, | wewar ( Perception ), 2 s@wta ( Inference ),

3 39A™ ( Comparison ), 4 3= ( Word ), 5 =T ( Pre-
Sumption ), 6 w1g9w»=a ( Non-perception ), 7 §wT (Inclusion),

8 Wfear ( Tradition ), 9 Fer ( Sign) and 10 TR3W ( Eli-

mination ). Of these each of the known philosophical schools

Tecognize only a particulsr number varying from one to ten.
‘Thus, the Carvakes or Atheists accept’ only Percepticn,
'repudiating the validity of all the rest ; the Vaisesikas, the

Bauddl.as and the Jainas accept two, Ferceplion and Infer-
-ence ; the Sankhyas, Yogins, Lawyers, and a section of Vedan-
1ing accept three, the above two with Word; the Naiyaiikas
-add a fourth, Cumparison; the Mimamsakas and some Vedan-
dins accept two more, Presumption and Non-perception ; the
Pauranikas or Mythologists add further Probability or Inelu-
&on, and Traditicn ; while the ninth, Sign, is recognized by

Tantrikas only. Elimination also, though only a species of in-
ference, is regarded as a distinet proof by some Mimamsakas.
Annambhatta having accepted the Naiyayika doctrine of
four proofs disposes of the rest by short references. N,
QT and eT are easily disposed of by including the frst
in wiga@ and the latter two in ==, Non-perception has
been already discussed under a previous section' and
‘declared to be only an accessory to the perception of
negation.

Other proofs,

4. The severest contest lies round =raiuf¥. The
Naiyayskas strenuously try to inolude it in Inference, while
‘the Mimarsakas as strenuously maintain that it i an inds-

Wendent proof. . The stock example: of srawr® is T Fuawy -

1. Vide T. D. on Sect, 43'4 and Note 8 thereon, p, 228 Supra.
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BRI A ¥ wafr asy & | Devadatfa being fat does
not eat in deytime ; and so he must be eating at night.’
Night-eating is thus presumed on the ground of the known
impossibility of remeaining fat without eating, unless of
course 8s Nilakanthu suggests, the fatness is due to disease
or superhuman power. The exceptions of course need not
! betaken into account here. This =ufafr which is advo-
cated by Prabhakara Mimahsakas is of two kinds, TeraTaiy
and gAYt When the knowledge g3l 39T 7 9% on
which the presumption is based is obtained by actual sight,
it is the first ; when it is got by hearsay from sanother
person it isthe second. Both these kinds of wsiqfy are
included by Naiyayikas insigama. The inference is of the #3-
FRRE _kind, Fgwr qrEdeaEal, BEGEEE 9@ QA
Tud awd TAT TS aAgw:. Presumption is therefore
not a separate proof, for all cases of it are accounted for by
FAw=f(% wigAra. The difference between Nyayz and
Mimainsa views on this point is only of &T9= and ¥y, The
Mimarmsakas recognize a fifth proof i to account for
all kinds of presumptions and thereby dispense with the-
SAw=afaire inference, while the Naiyayikas accept the
latter and repudiate @A, The dispute between them is.
therefore reduced to the question which view has @193 on
its side ; that is, whether it is simpler to recognize 2 new
proof or a new variety of inference. Apparently the Naiya-
yikas have the better of it; but if we take into account
the difficulties and absurdities into which the Nayayikas
have involved themselves by their recognition of ¥=a-
Jfavi# (&%, we cannot certainly commend them for Eheir
apparent ‘ simplicity.’ :

5. The second point noticed by T. D. is ~of the utmost
importance, as it in fact lies at the very
root of the whole theory of proofs. We
see a jar and have the cognition =i T=:-
Or YEHE ATAH ; but how do we know that we really see the-
92, and that our perceptive knowledge is not a mis-appre--
hension of something that is not @ ? That is, how do we *
in practice distinguisha v from W ? We may or we-
may not see the reality of 92 ; but what test is there to
prove that we see the reslity and not a shadow ? A wwmp

The validity of
knowledge.
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has been defined as @gfd ar®wR® T  knowledge of a

thing possessing any property as possessed of that pro-

perty. ' It is thus comparatively easy to define what waT

is ; but how are we to ascertain whether a given piece of
knowledge is a =@t or =WAT ? The necessity of this as-
certainment is obvious, for without it there can be no 3
certainty of knowledge and all human intercourse would be
impossible. The question therefore how to determine the

truth of our cognitions becomes a necessary corollary to

any theory of knowledge.

6. The question is resolved into the alternatives whether
right knowledge is wF@:sHTOT ° self-proved ° or IIAHATOT
‘proved by something else” Madhavacarya quotes two
verses which summarize the four principal views on this
point :——

SHTUTEATIAION Ta: Fied: qavear: |
HATAETER O AETATATH T 1)
T XA YTg: TR0 JFATiE: |
THTORH €Id: qTE: qUaAsarIaroarg i '

* Of the two things ¢ authoritativeness (SmwToa) and ¢ non-
authoritativeness ’ (eramamg), the Samkhyes consider both to-
be self-proved ; the Naiyayikas hold both to beknown extern-
ally ; the Bauddhas think that ‘ non-authoritativeness ' is:
self-proved but the other is proved externaily. Lastly, teach-
erg of the Vedas, i. e. the Mimarmsakas maintain that S@ETEE
is self-proved but =IMTATUT requires external proof. '’ This
diversity of opinions about ITATUT may be stated briefly by
saying that according to Sarmkhyas both the truth and falsity
of a ecognition are known intuitively; according to Naiyayikas:
both are proved by independent reasoning and therefore-
neither can be presumed until thus proved ; according to-
Bauddhas a cognition is prima facie incorrect and frue if
only proved to be so by special evidence; while the Mimarnga--
kus regard & cognition as presumably correct, but false when
actually proved to be so. As we are mainly interested in
determining Wt only, the contest chiefly lies between:
the Naiydyike view of waamareg and the Mimarmsa doctrine
of wa:wvemew. T. D. first states the Mimarks@ view fully

S— 5

1 Sarv. D. 8 Calc, ed. p. 198
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88 8 9394, and then refutes it in order to establish the
fHgrea of Nyaya that the truth of knowledge is proved
-externally.

7. The @a%a of qraATeT is defined, AFARIUG I TeHATT SS9 IT-

FTEQTRI A, ¢ 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 meauns which produce the knowledge, that the
means include every thing that is instrumentalin preducing
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 w7, although
it may have been previously known by swaatsT ; and it ex-
“cludes a contrary cognition g2 smaRwAr which, being =,
may prevent the apprehension of STHTUT, provided of course
“this contrary ‘cognition arises with veference to the know-
ledge itself and not to the subsequent AFATHE.  Besides,
“the Naiyayikas themselves in a way assent to EAHTHTG,
since, as they go so far as to aecept that Y, 92 as well as
‘the ®&= of the two, are cognized by wg=g=®T, they should
have no difficulty in accepting the cognizability by the same
“sa=gaw1g of the respective knowledge of those things. Thae
Naiyayika however rejects this last view, viz. that sg=gg=mm
~eognizes e, W2 as well as their &=+, and then refutes
the whole 939aT, The chief objection of the Naiyayika against
WA:TATT 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 TraTw is intuitive and
is known along with the cognition ifself, such a doubt can
never arise. The validity of any cognition is therefore de-
bermined by & subsequent Faw=afati® inference which is bas-
-ed on the intervening actual experience of the thing. Thus
first we belicve we see water ; then this belief produces g=:T
*(for the water), which produces T31® (towards it), This TR
is satisfied if the water reslly exists there, but not if it is
-8imply. a mirage. Hence the satisfaction of a1® is a proof
«of the reality of our perception ; that is, the truth of our
perception is determined by external evidence. 8imilnrly the

352, Tarka-Sutgraha. [ sECT 13
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truth of words is ascertained by their being T9TI 7. . being
in harmony with external things. :

8. The advocates of axa:aTRTUT think that a @T is pro--
duced by the presence of some positive 3o, which varies with
She nature of the war, that is, in perception it is faRruEE-
FTHTAEY and so on; while an = HTis caused by the presence-
of some =17 such as distance, defective sight ete.' According
to the other side, no positive mor is required for SAT but
simple F\9191x is quite sufficient. The chief objection of -
TFATET against the Naiyayika view is that if the truth of one
cognition is to be determined by an extra inference, the vali--
dity of that inference again will have to be ascertained by a-
third inference, and so on ad infinitum. Inthis way there will
be no certainty of knowledge.? It is unne¢cessary 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 313 was =IO as the
Mimatiisakas held, the truth of the Vedas was self-evident,
and they required no external sanction to prove their claim
to unflinching obedience ; while if 7 was qQAgHET, the
Vedas required some externsl proof of their authority, such
as the fact of their being composed by Omniscient God.
The Bauddhas denied the authority of the Vedas altogether,
while the Naiyayikas made it dependent on God’s author-
ship. This may be one reason why the Naiyayikas and
Vaisesikas were termed by their more orthodox rivals, =sig-
qrRrEs or Semi-Buddhisis.

9. T. D. incidentally notices another doctrine of the-
Prabhakara school of Mimarmsakas that all knowledge is.
true ( of course so far as it goes), and congequently the-
distinction between wHT and \9#T is unfounded. If wafy-
HaF is the test for the reality of knowledge, then the
erroneous apprehension ' of silver on mcther-o’pearl algo
sometimes produces a 9H, and will therefore be war while
that 901R] can be fully accounted for by the recollecticn of

1 B. P, 130-3.

2 Fora fuller discussion see*Sarva. D. §. Calc. ed, pp. 129-32, and
Ved, Par. Calc. ed. p. 27, ~

L



the formerly-seen silver and the percept of the object pre-
gent. This cannot be, says the Nasyayika ; because there is
much FTT in ascribing SgFA® to the actual war ifself.
The erroneous apprehension of silver on s3fs may appear
+o be true so long as it lasts, but it is not w&T becauge it is

not agid TAFLS AT,

SECT. LXIV. ITTHL.

. Wrong apprehension s 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 8
false knowledge, as silver in a conch-shell. False assumplion
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. Having treated guTaTTE, the author in the present
secttion enumerates the varieties of -
IragET © wrong apprehension’ because to
anderstand #rue apprekension fully we also require a know-
ledge of its opposite misapprehension. SaTaTERT 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 smardz™ contains no restriction as to
certainty. Misipprehension may therefore be first divided
into Certitude ( @sag or @@ ) and In-certitude (&3 ),
Certitude again may be either conscious or unconseious.
that is, it may either have been voluntarily and purpesely
assumed ( #TETT ), or it may have been caused by some ad-
ventitious circumstance called g (=@w®™ ). The first is
called @% and is assumed with a full consciousness of its
falsity ; the second is called fyqqq or fagdt® and is invol-
untary, @arg or doubt is always involuntary ( @ mem™ ),
because as soon as the error is perceived it is at once

Wrong knowledge.

—— —————————————————— - —— e

digpelled.

1 Vide Sect. 85, and Notes 3, 4 and 5 thereon.
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Thus Misapprehension naturally splits into three kinds :
Doubt, Error aud False Assumption or

_a-pgrfghizfg’iso of mis-  Hypothesis, Some include % in @Avd
] 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 ge-
‘Darately, because although invalid itself it is often useful in
-argumentation and assists the valid proofs in obtaining
right knowledge. Dresm, says T. D, is included under

» while the fallacies of inference already mentioned
will also fall under the same head,

2. Doubt is defined as “ the knowledge of various con-
trary properties in one and the same ob-
ject. *’ The prupriety of each of the three
limitations esftes wffn®, fAve and A,
is explained by T. D. Doubl has three characteristios,
that the knowledge must be of several properties,
that they must be irreconcilable with one another, and that
they must be apprehended in the same thing. The definition
however is not quite satisfactory, for it contains the word
19%g which is not very easy to define. There is no certain
test to determine what properties are contrary toone another
and what not. Roughly we may say that those which are
never observed together as existing in one object are
irrenconcilable. For example, st5a and HISTT are, one might
say, &g 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 fasg. Besides
even supposing that they are @%@ properties and that a
centaur does not really exist, the definition of HIT would
still apply to the imaginary notion of a centaur which ig
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 9 on which the contrary properties are to be
imposed. A better definition is TFRa fed ﬁfi@:v‘fﬁl'ﬁfé‘d’?
AT, FI( is an alternative, and the contrary ®if@s are the
property and its negation. Thus when we have a doubt TTaEY
@Rt q a1, (3 is one FF and ARTT is the other : and

Doubt.
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the =17 is said to be BFiE®. When we have a doubt =T
SATUAT 9ES v, it is WgsENe® ; for there we have four
possible cases o1 T, WT 7 T, AT TE9: and dT LT

$53:3 f&agw ( Error ) is of course any false notion, and is
the mis—appreh:nsion proper. a® Reductio-
ad absurdum requires some explanation,
The definition of &% in the text is
rather vague. Literally it signifies the
imposition of a more exfensive thing through the assump:
tion of the less. The example given is however quite
misleading. TFIWE is FTeT and TATATH is =9% ; therefore:
we assume the existence of AT and deduce from it by
means of a regular syllogism the existence of gaTaTE, as in
$he sentence T(E ATFA TATAE garst @ wara which implies
that Tgwra necessarily leads to THAMTA. This is called
spregTaEe sTEETqer, and this according to Annambhatta’s
definition would be a®. But no one can say that the pro-
position, - FET9IT necessarily leads to IR, ’ i8 a mis-
apprehension, since it is perfectly correct and does nothing
more than express the afgearea of 9A negatively. As a
matter of fact the proposition only expresses the =an®& by
which the conclusion, denominated @%, is arrived at.
Properly speaking a% is neither the process of hypothetical
i reasoning in which a false conclusion is deduced from &
wrongly assumed hypothesis ( as some have erroneously
supposed ), nor is it the =® on which such conclusion is
‘based, as Annambhatta’s illustration has led others to
believe. Such a mistake seems to have been committed by
Roer who translates &% by ¢ discussion, ” and by Ballantyne
who translates Annambhatia’s sa9®@g ¢ by “ consists in
establishing the pervader ete.”’ ® =¥RIq is not the act of -
qur but the conclusion that is s, namely, 315 (957) w¥y
an&, This conclusion which is called % is falee,because it
is contradicted by our actual perception of smoke on the

mountain.

" Error and argu-
ment - by Reductio
ad absurdum.

b\ |

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

1 Roer’s Trans. of B. P. Bibl. In. p. 69~70.
9 Ballantyne : Lectures on Nyaya Phil. p. 52.
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and wishes to infer fire from it, ‘He thereupon declares the
QAT and B9, aFar FGAIT AT, and then states the AT,
I 77 & ete. But his adversary may not admit the =g to.
be correct. How is he then to proceed ? He cannot infer
fire from smoke, unless the: tnvariable concomilance of the

two things is accepted by the adversary. He therafore resorts.

to the reverse process of reasoning called Reductio ad
absurdum, in which he grants, for the sake of arguiment,
the groundless coniention 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 ig palpably absurd as it is directly
contradicted by the observed fact of smoke, And the absur-
dity of this conclusion of course proves the absurdity of the
bhypothesis from which it was deduced,namely,the contention
of the adversary. In order to do this he begins by asking 93ar
TMEHT 7 ar. If the former alternative is. accepted, then of
course his conclusion is admitted, and he need not proceed ;
but if the adversary accepts the latter, then he goes on - qiz
WA AR A W @ @ umeER o a wma I 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 uw being the %7 of (g can never exist
apart from it. The adversary is therefore forced to accept
the =m¥, a3 a7 TggvETT gAWET.  Now  his assumption
I8 QAT T@AMTATT ; therefore he reasons AT MHTHTTAT |
SRIMITRT | 9F g TEmwiT: ote. Thus he gels at the
conclusion 93T YRIMFTIT ; but this must be false as it ig
directly opposed to the observed fact 9day 4RA1M, The as-
sumption therefore from which this absurd conclusion is
derived, namely 95a; F@TATTNY, must be false, and its con—
tradictory gasr NFAT must be true. Here the speaker
firet imposes or assumes the existence of =grey 4, ¢ TRINIT
on the mountain, and from that ( AW ) deduces the ex-
istence of =I9F i. e. TN, both of which impositions be-

ing false are properly termed wperg. The deduced =g,

Damely the absurd conclusion, is called A%. The real sense

of dnnaml hatta’s definition is thus hrought out 'in Nila-

kaptha's paraphrase, swetSsgicgasranssy WETHIE T R-

WF:, that is, an obvicusly wrong notion as to the existence
46

[
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of =1TaF on the &, derived from a similar palpably. wrong
assumption of the existence of =ater in the same place.

5. The @® differs from ﬁm’m in b2ing formed by one
: who knows its falsity, while it differs from a quaa g
- in being only subsidiary to the establishment of its con-
1 tradictory. Ancient Naiyayikas mentioned eleven kinds of
ats, of which the moderns accept only five, viz. SATATHT
( Ignoratio Elenchi ), sEqwars ( Dilemma ), ==%_( Circle),
sta=ear ( Regressus ad infinitum ) and TEOETAATaTaR ( Re-
ductio ad absurdum ). The example usually given comes
ander the last head, while the first four are only varieties
of w=rfrae and AAfGE fallacies framed in particular forms.
The a% or Fa@Afav® @A™ is very usgeful in proving
things which cannot be proved by positive inference,
and is particularly indispensable in theological discussions.
Religious commands which transeend our limited reason can
be justified only by such special arguments ; Manu there-
fore says :—
STT TATTZAT + o7 FgETrETELTaAr |
qeaEoTEaR @ ai ag e (M. 8. XTI 106.).

In matters of religion which are aboveand beyond positive
humsn esperience a% or contrary inference is often the only
method available to satisfy the inveterate doubter or silence
a persistent adversary. Kant had to assume a separa.té
faculty of Intuition o account for -all such extra-sensuous
knowledge. Naiyayikas solved the difficulty by adopting
&% inference.

e e o o e

sger. LXV. gias,

Remembrance also i8 of two kinds : true and false ; the one
arising from lrue cogmition s lrus, that arising from false
cognition is false.

1. waf&® ( Remembrance ) has been alreads defined in
b Section 34. After treating of the two kinds
e of apprehensions, true as v‘{ell as false, the
author announces & similar division of

Remembrance. But the fundamentum divisionts is different in
this case. FFHA 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 w&@f¥ is.made to depend entirely on the
truth or falsity of the sigwa 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 Wgws 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 intime and
place from the first apprehension, and consequently the test
of srATUT applicable to all first~hand cognitions, namely the
dnference based on dcotual verification of the external object,
is.generally not available in the case of TI@. 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 obvioasly impossible for us to go to the
place and verify the truth of our #T@i@. Hence a different
'test of truth is applied to w@f&, a test, by the way, recognized
in the case of all mediate cognitions, namely,thecorrectness
or incorrectness of the original notions which produce
them. Thus the validity of an %gf® depends on the
validity  of the wwrwar, while the truth of sT=z=ra de-
pends on the correct knowledge of the I¥3. Similarly the
truth of w@fd depends upon the truth of the original
9. But there is one drawback to this method, Suppose
the original 2IgwT 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-
prehiension and the impression were good, but owing to some
accidental cause, such as a want of proper SEN% or the pre-
sence of any obstruction or inattention, the remembrance
doee not fully agres with the ®1gwa ; yet it cannot be war.
Again dreams 8re supposed to be WWINTHE and are offen
produced by actual experience of the things perceived : why
are then all dreams false ? These objections ¢an be ans-
wered by saying that every g requires to be verified, if not

with external objects, at least with true cognitions of those
external objects.

L



Skor, LXVI--LXXII G@EA1 JUT:.

What is experienced by all wilh agreeable feelings 1s
Pleasure. :
What is experienced by all with disagreeable feelings is
Pain.
Desire 18 yearning.
Awersion s irritation.
Action is effort.
Merit is the product of enjoined actions.
Demerit is the product af proubited aclions.

1. Soctions 66 to 72 contain short definitions of the next
‘seven qualities. The group consists of three pairs of’
©

co-related qualities, namely T@ITH, g<emEsyY, and TRITH

and one single quality @a@. The two qualities which
form each a pair, though co-related, are not contradic-
tories of each other; but both are positive qualities of
opposite kinds.

9. @ (Pleasure) is defined in the text, as ‘ that which is
~ experienced by all with agreeable feelings’,
Pleasure and Pain hile zag ( Pain ) is ‘ that which is ex-

perienced with disagreeable feelings. ’,

They are not absolute negations of each other; and may often co-
exist,as when aking enjoys much pleasure together with occa-
sional grief. The definitions of @& and @ given in the text
seem to be faulty, and are therefore replaced by better ones
in the commentary, for, as Nilakantha remarks, a5 ‘T
FANGE A HEAR, WESAACUEH-aIgE g &Eﬁ?ﬁau:rl'ml‘ls-

i GEERITIERMEd. gEAaEy g, 16 is
unphilosophical to label once for all certain external objects

as w@zw® ond certain others as Fwwwa®, for the same

thing may be pleasurable to one man and painful to another.
The best criterion in this case is therefore the indiwédual

experience of each man ( GeazfATgaTaIT ) ‘But  the

question again arises what kind of individual experience
ig pleasurable and wha' is painful Hence more elaborate
definitions of ®@ and 3@ are given, like those in N. B.

ud, says N. B, is zaegAdA=31A9T, that is, pleasure is

desired for its own sake and not for the purpose of satisfy-

Tarka—Samgrdlla. [ SECT. LXVI.
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| ing the desire of some other thing ; or in other words plea-

‘gure is the ultimate aim of all our acts and is not a
_ means to some other end. Similarly pain is the object of
L ‘aversion in itself, and not because it causes aversion for
‘( any other thing.

3. ===1 and &9, desire and aversion, are respectively de- .
fine i as * wishing ' and ‘“irritation. ’
Desire and aver-
3w0n.

4. 97 or effort is not the actual act, but rather the readi-
ness of the mind coupled with an attempt
towards performing that act, as when a
‘ dying person makes an effort to speak,

but cannot do so owing to a failure of his powers. @&
or Fa as it is sometimes called is therfore best rendered by
effort, or vlition.

Effort.

© : oy Lo 30 . .

5. i (merit) and @& (demerit; are the twa varieties

) of @igw ( Destiny ), and imply two posi-

Titz.uem and Deme-  give things popularly known as 909 and

qrg respectively.  Merit is that which

{ is produced from acts enjoined by S‘ruli, while  demerit is

produced from the doing of prohibited acts. Wor example,

| the Vedic text STiaaTsa Hﬁ'ﬁ*ﬁ g5 is a &M, and there-

| fore the performance of a FAIfa=M sacrifice would produce

meril; while ¥ F@3 wardda being a (A9, the eating of F@ey
fruit would produce deme:it.

Seer. LXXI and LXXIV. syiegayor:.

The eight quaiiiies, cogniltivn ete. are special attrbutes of
soul oniy,

Cogmtion, desire - and ‘¢ffort are of two kinds: elernal
and non-eterndal; eternal belung to God, non-eternal to human
Soul.

1. The eight qualities from gIE to waA are the special
characteristios of sonl only, 4 e they are subjective as
opposed to other qualities which have objective or external
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existence. They are also co-related to one another as cause-
and effect, and are mentioned in that order. Each of these-
in fact is the effect of that immediately preceding it and the-
cause of that next following it. 318 Cogaition is of course the
foundation of all internal experiences. Of these W and @&
are the ultimate objects to be desired or avoided. The
1 notions of pleasure and pain respectively produce correspond-
ing desire (23T ) or aversion () for their means. This
desire or aversion givesrise to an effort(sa+)directed towards-
obtaining or avoiding those means. Good and bad efforts.
produce merit and demerit .respectively; while these last
produce 8 §¥&R on the mind, which ®eFW becomes, when
ripened, the cause of a succession of births.

2. [a39gurs or special qualities are enumerated in the-
verse quoted at p. 86 supra. Out of these, eight ¢ 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 |,
only, is that these qualities reside in Soul alone and no-
where else, while the other special qualities are found in.
other substances. A TA59@wr is defined by T. D. in the
next section as a quality that resides in one substance only
at a time and not in two or more substances conjointly, such-
as number etc. See p. 87, supra.

Skcr. LXXV. geiT:.

Facully or Impulse is of three kinds : Velocity, Mental im—
pression and Elasticily,

1. §¥F1T or Faculty is almost undefinable, as may be guess-
ed from the truism given by T. D. The-

Faculty reason of it seems to be that its three-
varieties are so incongruous and different-

in nature that no general definition can be equallsapplic-
able to all.  The wonder rather is how these irreconcilable-
things came to be classed under one head. 8. C. givesa
definition«which is only a little better : WTRTFTTMAIAST-
TRTATI Y NG ATANA, ‘that which has a SR (T
¥ ) which is next below BUI==T& 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 €¥F is the only quality which is common to
both, since two of its varieties, V.lucity and Elasticity go
under general qualities, while the third called =T or
mental smpression is the special quality of Soul. Another
and perhaps a still better definition of &¥®FR is given by -
Tarkka-Raksa ~—asATAE:  AECTEESTHEE RO | &F
QRATTESATATT: WEER: § IO waq' | A property which pro-
duces an effect from a cause of the same kind, although it
is itself dissimilar. 7 This means that whenever a quality
or action in a thing is repeated or produces effects exactly
gimilar to itself by some internal force and without external
agency, the internal force is called ¥,

2, The three varieties of ¥=&® are F ( Velocaty ), WEAT
. (Mental impression) and TeNGEANE (Elas-
kiﬁi%?ulty is of three yio4 ). The first is ssid to reside in the
five corporeal (=& ) substances only,
namely, earth, water, light, air and mind: and the reason
is obvious, for there can be no welocity or motion unless the
thing has & limited dimension. ¥=AT is simply defined as
that impression which is born of si@@ws and becomes the
cause of remembrance. RAATINE or Elastcity is that
power or force which brings a thing back to its normatl
shape or condition whenever it is distorted. FElasticity 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
w1t alone deserves the name of §W®, and is generally
referred to by that word.The other two are common properties
of all material things and can be termed &§¥&W only by a very
far-fetched analogy. Ballantyne thinks that the similarity
of the three varieties of w1t consists in the thing acting
by itself without an impulse from an external agent. The
explanation is plausible, -though not quite convincing.
$&EW is therefore an impulse inhering in the very thing
in which a property reproduces itself. This is at best the
only characteristic wherein the three varieties agree.

I, Tarkika Raks& V., 48.
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spor. LXXVI--LXXIX, ®RSTACTERAGITLEE {
. Action consists of motion. That which causes conneclion
with the region wpwards is Tossing; that which causes connection
with the region downwards is Dropping; that which causes con~
nection nearer the body is Pulling or Conlraction; that which
i3 3 causes conneclion with a distant place ts Rusling or Ezpansion.
All else is Motion, residing only in the four substances Earth
cele. and mind.

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

SEor. LXXX spara:.

Antecedent negation is withowt a beginning but has an end,
and exis's before the production of an effect. Destruclion has
a beginning hut no end, and occurs aller the production of
effect. Absolule. megation exis's during three times, { past
present and future) and has a counter-cntily determined by
connection (wilh another), e. g. there is wo jar om ground.
Reciprocal neg ition is that whose counler-entiiy 18 dete: mined
by relalion of identity, e. g. a jar 18 not a plec: of cloth.

1, @wrT or Negation is defined by its very name (wrara:).
As the author has already stated its four
kinds, he now goes on to define each of
them. “ Antecedent negation has an end but no beginning,’
while ‘Consequent negation or destruction has abeginning but
no end’ The other two negations have neither beginning nor
end. Thus the first two form one group of transient
negations, the other two a second group of permanent ones.
Antec-dent and Consequent megations ave spoken of with
reference to & Fm, the one representing the ‘tfime before
production, and the other representing the time after
destruction. Thus 9RmwE, #r@ and W& may be said to
repregent in order the three divisions of eternal time, past,
present and future, of which :the past ( S@ur®) has no

Negation
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“beginning and the future (&%) has no end because time
itself is oternal. Between these two divisions of eternity
lies the &I which is limited both ways, namely, by creation
at one end and by destruction at the other. But suppose a
14 which has once been destroyed is reproduced ; will not
then its intermediate ¥ have been destroyed in its turn by
the reproduction ? The Naiyayika answers, no; because the
second Fr7, though production from the same materinls, is
distinet from the first. That which was destroyed was
destroyed for ever, while the new production is one which
never existed before. T. D. mentions three characteristics
of grarwiT and =iw each ; both reside on the intimate or ma-
terial cause of their SAIE, e. g. T=THTT resides on HUIATL ;
they are respectively the cause and effect of their Sfeawm ;
and they are respectively the reasons why people say of a
thing that ‘ it will be, * or that ¢ it is destroyed.’

3. Alsolute negation is that which is“eteinal and has a

gfaaretr determined by some connection

Absolute negation. (i1 another thing ), while reciprocal

negation has a qiagnd that is determined

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

JFENFF ( EWEATEAmESRRET: V. V. ) distinguishes -

s from SwrrE and 99, while WewrafSgRuiaatiTES

distinguishes it from @Fg=gra, The name FATFATATT may

be explained by the derivation SFRETIR{ARTAT (HATSHTR
TR AT | 97 CAETRA ARSI OF S,

HHI is the conneetion by which one thing may reside on
another. Thus a 9= resides on its WWHEIOT the WAW by
H#amATeT, while IT"vI resides in earth by @warg¥=+a, each of
which ig called §69%. Now if a jar stands on any spot of
ground we say w=agasH®, by which of course we mean R TE
wawaq,929q, and hence even in such a case we are free to
—say that @@mawaya uas 921 anva.  The jar stands on the
spot by HIFTHE, but not by “wW=TEA ; so that although
=Aw is g2ag by @A it is TErarTag by wwara. Here 92 is the
qfRanll of yaStAE 93, not by ®Fwr but by FRA; or
more briefly the af@gtimr of 92 is |uargEcsw. Similarly
although earth possesses odour by &@arg, the =4 may be

-said to be ¥IWTIRTWAA SREEH of g&mﬁuﬂmmma

i



Whenever therefore an s=anma of a thing is spoken of, it
is always understood that the absolute negation is predicated
of the wA¥%0r by some particular &, = Hence 1e=amaTa is .
defined as HawmSsAIRATAIE:, ‘
3. si=aterE is distinguishable from sw=anars in having -
; to depend on a different kind of &avq. In
. Cfle;:.gm‘;ﬁi;’fg;_' the .former a thing is S of an =pare
residing in another by aZTaad=+, and
not by #9197 or §9417 as is the case with s=reamae, In
simple language, when we speak of absolufe negation we
deny any ccnnection between the STAINIT on the one hang
and the g4 R, that is, the s, on the other ; in reci-
procal negation we deny only the idertity of the two, When
we say ¥d® Wl 4, we only convey that they are not identi-
cal ; but when we say @@ 921 AN, we mean something

. 366 Tarka-Samgraha. [BECT. I@J

more ; weconvey that not only a® and 9= are non-identical; .

but that they are not even conmected together. sraarma

is the denial of a #@witibetween two things ; Weai=aTaTT is .

the denial of their atgr#a, Thus if we pay TWew: fGzm=r &,
we deny the identity of the ghost and the post; if we S8y

& @3 7 we deny the existence of the ghost on the -

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

the same, 92 92 A% and 9=: 92T 7 both mean the -
same thing: but one is an srF@=arwi@ while the other ig.

a0 HATTTATT . :
4. 8. C. divides @@= into two sorts, TFETTIATTHINST=-
qiRGTAATE: * that whose sfawnsit is a pro-

Divisions of abso-

perty residing in one substance as WZ@T- -

lute negation, LR 3
WE, ¢ and  AARIATHAAETSSWATAATOTAE: -

that whose STt is a property jointly residing in many

things as [gATara. * But this is not the only division possi-
ble, for, as T. D. remarks, both Je=amis and sEa=IIE

will have as many kinds as the §&% and the am@rea of the -
sfawit will be various, although the wfagwft itself remains -

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

absolute and reciprocal negations, is sven.

An obscure p2s- a5 eorrected very obscure if not positively

in T. D. =3
A incorrect. It reads TRGIRATTSTZEWICT-

HiNE eI AN AP T ATAFeTaqiagas. The sen--
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-tence will be intellgible if we take =mirer to mean W¥ or
property. It will then mean ‘that =Fa=aTia and ===,
though having one afaawir, are manifold owing to the varie=-
ty ( 3zra ) of the properties (A TeT) and connections (q=wT )
that are respectively SfadiR@Ta=ee® in each case; that is,.
the number of 3=4To depends on the variety of srra°-a==%°-
w7, and that of =rwe on the variety of iR 0 -5 0 —Hw.
Nilakantha interprets the sentence in the same way. The-
remark appears to have been copied from a passage in
Raghunatha Siromani's Didhiti, which, being more explieit,
may be proﬁtably compared with it. Rughunatha says @
AT (AT mau‘rrtmwm A

Wm“m“ | % wSiao WWE
& | qide— =qie gearia atemn ! An illustra-

tion will make all this clear. The S=araTa of Ha& Zagw is:
distinct from that of guzfAfire 2=, because the SiATTNAE- -
<3%% in one is ¥a@gagaEEn and in the other FuarAfdrs-

FEgaEEI. In AT there is no T and therefore the-
aTgTeE is considered with respect to properties (a®) residing

on Giaarit. Thus the =it of sga 9= is different from

that of #t& 9=, because the SRFIFATas@e® is B in one-
and &&= in the other case.

6. In conclusion T. D. notices some of the different views-
propounded in connection with ™. The Vaisesikas recog-
nize a fifth 3mTT called FATHTT * temporary absence ' in
such cases as & WA T2t Anedr. The T2V exists on AW s0-
long as 92 is absent, and vanishes as soon as it is brought
there ; it is not therefore IFMH* and so differs from FI=ar-
a2, Annambhatta includes it in si@+ama, for as a matter of
fact w=2TTT resides permanently on ¥da% while its occasional!
disappearance may be explained by its being covered by 9=
whenever the latter is present. A rule is therefore laid down.
that the stu=ara® of W=, though e, is manifested only
when it is accompanied. by either the WPy or W@ of.
YTHATT On 9AS.

7. A writer named Saundudopathaya introduced & new-
kind of =tw called E‘WWT!T%E!TW&‘ in such examples
as 929 vt anew, that is, 92 does not exist 'on ¥a&® in.

1 Bhim8@oaryas ; Nydya- Kos'a, 2nd ed. p. 45, noté 2.
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the form of 9= although it may exist there as 9=; but

- Annambhatia along with the majority of Nyadya writers eon-

siders it at the most a case of FF@r=na =@ER and not a

simple @A, As a matter of fact this variety of svma is

recognized for dialectical purposes only and is of little use
1l in practical life.

8. Opposed to the Nwyaikus were the /vablikara school
Te of Mimamsukas (followers of Frabha-
3 mﬁfgg;o}fy"f,;lir kara or Gurw), who refused to recognize
systematists. 27T as a separate category existing
apart from its s1aEIon. According to them
_-and genrally according to all the Mimarsakas and Vedan-
ftins @naTa is only AEWAIeAWIRA, ‘simple substratum
and nothing more ' T. D. rejects this view on the
ground that it is impossible to determine what HATIFOTF T
is. But if, says the Mimasmsaka, S¥T is a saparate cate-
gory, there will be staaEar, for as 92T s different from
=7, the @91 of @Zwi3 will differ from it, and so the num-
her of svaras will be infinite. To remove this objection, the
‘ancient Naiyayikas regarded the second WX 7 ¢, FZTIAL-
AT as identical with 9= The moderns however go one step
further and regard the second =i as distinet from both ¥z
and ZarwiE; bhut the T of that, namely the third =i,
was identified with the first ==rars, the reason being that
an 20417 heing a negation can be identical withian ¥ only
and never with & wv=a g like w2, Annambhatia appears to
favour the ancient view.

Spor. LXXXI. 3qAze:

As all things are included severauly in those enumérated, it is
proved that there are only seven calegorees.

1. The author concludes his Compendium of Seven Cate-

. gories by showing that all the other

eni‘gfer e ’:,l,d padirthas mentioned by Golama as well as
haustive. other writers are included in some one of
* the seven enumerated at the beginning of

this book, Gotama’s first aphorism which is quoted by T. D.
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contains a list of smt;een paddrihas recognized by the N(u_/a~

Yekws proper, namely, 9891 ( Proof ), 87 ( Object of know—
ledge ), 317 ( Doubt ), 9@ ( Motive ), EEA ( Instance ),
g ( (,onchlslon ), 5397 ( Premise ), a% ( Reductio ad Ab-
surdum ), fana ( Determination ), T ( Disquisition ), FeT

( Controversy ), faver ( Cavil), #arma (Fallacy ), 3

(Perversion), Sitid (Self-contradiction), and mwzsara (Refuta-
tion ). I'. D. then briefly explains each of these and its sub-
divisions. All these are not properly speaking catecories but
only so many topics that require to be attended to in a dis-
putdtion with an antagonist. Gotama’s 16 topics which are

meant for dialectical purposes are therefore in no way ir-.

reconcilable-with the seven Cafegories of Kaniida which are
metaphysical. There are however some other things recog-
nized as separate paddrthas by other systematists, but they
also fall under the seven . mentioned in this book. For in-
stance, 511w (Power ) and = (Ownership), says 'I. D., are not
independent categories as some have sitpposed. The power of
burning which resides in fire is no¢ 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. ¥I7 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. ®WwzIm ( Hesemblance) has also
been supposed by some to be a distinet pad@rtha; but Vis-
vanitha answers$: WIZITATR & q{m?:a:} = q alewa wiE
ARAIATIATEE, 99 SEEE 7 FRAaReEEaAnansy 8u
FeraEaa !

2. The last paragraph of T. D. begins with a curious dis-
R quisitic.)\n on the meaning of the Potential
Shior 2 form, asid@, Fga1d ete., which is usually em-

ployed in Vedie injunctions, but it is ra-

ther difficult to see how the topic is relevant in a book on.

Nyaya, unless of course it is intended to show that the Nyaya
system, although differing considerably from the exegetical
school of Mimamsakas, is not really inconsistent with the
unquestioned authority of the Vedas and hasits own method
of mterpletmg Vedic texts, 1819, accordmg to Gatama, is

1 8. M. Cale. ed. p, 4. }

L,
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-a 1IUEATF, ° a text which enjoins snme act upon men.’ !
“Vedic texts are either 1@1d ( Injunction ), 19y ( Statement
.of a fact) or s@a1z (Repetition), of which f&ftx is the
principal and the other two only subsidiary to it. Injunclion
is of two kinds, farT (Command ) such as STEEIE 7E-
'mwmﬂ or @19aT ( Permission ) such as SHifagiaa w@1-
‘FHTET 794, the dlﬁ'erence between the two being that the first
enjoins & fraFs which entmls gin if omitted, while the
.gecond prescribes only a FFTES which may or may not be
rperformed, Annambhatta’s definition of 15ra 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 ISATA to perform & T SATAEH,
-and then“he makes preparations for the ceremony. Buf one
might ask how can ai1fa=@ be the cause of the attainment
of heaven to the a5aiT since a cause must be WHTIFTH-
‘{2z, ‘ immediately preceding the effect,” while in this case
the end of the sacrifice and its ®®, wviz. the attainment of
heaven (which can take place only after the death of as@A™),
may be separated by considerable lapse of time ? To remove
-this difficulty and establish a connection between the cause
SR and the & &0, & =q9E is assumed in the interval,
called =19=.
3. Although the Nuiyayika accepts the efficacy of Vedic
rites as befits every orthodox systematist,
Thei ,’,‘f summum b0=  he does not depend upon them exclusive-
ly. The attainment of heaven by means
.of the Vedic rites is not according to him the true gosl of
msan. The end and aim of philosophy, says T. D., such as
the knowledge of the seven padarthas, 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,
congidered and contemplated upon. ''? Gufama defines
1R:3qd or AIAN as  ATATFa%t F:@ATR * eternal cessation of
pain, while Kanada declares that ®#72¥ or salvafion consists
in the separation of the soul from the former body, not fol-
lowed by its union with another owing fo the absence o¢

1G. 8. I, 1, 62.
9, @I a7 At FIS: AASA] HFAsAY [AFean@as qaE | Brik. Ar. Up,IV.4.5.
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‘=ge.”’ ! According to both, salvation comsists not in any
“kind of positive pleasure as the Mimarmsakas think, but in
the complete and eternal cessation of all pain. This can
be attained by right knowledge alone, as is distinctly said
in the Sruti, a8 AREEIAT™ T<T: 741 @Aaeaa.? wa,
4. ¢, the Vedic rite, does not directly lead to salvaiion 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 Faww. This
'process is described in Gofama’s second aphorism, FESFA=
RS ATAAAE AT agaraqqagaDst. © 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 followss The destruction of TAATTA causes the
temoval of various ZT¥s such as BT, & etc. When these’
are removed <ffort also ceases, for no desire is left to induce
93(w. Cessation of WIH necessarily stops TeHATNTTEIIT;
for 93/ having ceased, no action is done and no #1g¥ which
“is the cause of st#w is produced. =~ When the series of births
-ands, 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 fo attack
the very beginning, namely, f@earsita  which lies at the
root of all our misery. This AearFTa consists in? the er-
‘roneous identification of the soul with our body and with |
material objects. Cognitions such as =% §®r, 3 Tl are
all products of such wrong identification. Tt is the - purpose
of true Sastra therefore to destroy this fReTrzE by impart-
ing gaznia. This true knowledge is the correct knowledge
of the seven categories, for it is only by knowing these ac-
curately that one can disgriminate them from the eternal
and transcendental Soul. To give a right knowledge of
padarthas is therefore the wataa of this Sastra. The

1. Visvanatha:V.S. Vritti I3, 18.
2, Svetas'vatara Up. VI. 15.
3. G.8.1,1, 2
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necessity for inculeating this TTE arises from our com-
mon experience as expressed in the maxim THAAASIZ3T
Ae=isfd Taaw which is as truein the case of acquisition of
kniowledge as in other walks of life. All systems of Indian
philosophy open with an enunciation of IFITT=I=ET, the

“ four requisites of every Sastra, and TITTT or purpose, which

: is one of them, is invariably stated to be the a<a=id, the
knowledge of reality, leading to salvation. Anecient Hindu
philosophers may fight with one enother on almost every
point, but in one respect they agree among themselves and .
differ from the votaries of other religions, viz. in holding
that it is knouledge of trurh and not blind faith in a revela-
tion or a Saviour that is the road to salvation. Even the reli-
gion of Bhakli which spread through and permeated popular
thought in India in later times under Mahomedan
influence was based on the solid principle of ax@=miA. The’
doctrine of SrswiaT: isin fact the corner-stone of all the
philosophical systems of India.
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Nothing is more difficult for & beginner than to under
stand the exact sense of the term Awacchedaka and its
varieties which ocour so frequently in Nyaya writings. The
following Note on the meaning of the word appended to
Cowell’s translation of Udayanicarya’s Kusumanjalz will
therefore be found useful :—- - ot

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

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

b. In the sentence °the bird sits on the tree on the
branch ' ( TH @rTP 9287 ), sakhayam particularises the exact
spot—rthis is the ekadesavacchedaka.

c. Buf the third is the usual Naiyayika use of the word
1. e. as determining ( ntyamaka). Wherever we find a re-
lation which is not itself included in any cne of the seven
categories but is common to several, we require something
to determine its different varieties ; thus if we say that fire
is the cause of smoke, or vice vrsa smoke the effect -of fire,
we do not mean only this particular case but any fire or
smoke ; we therefore require, to determine this particular
relation of causality, something which shall be always
found present with it. Thus in ‘ fire is the cause of smoke ’
it will be vahnitvs, the species of all fires. This will always
be found present wherever the causation of smoke is  found,
and it is therefore called the dhuma-karanatGvacchedala
a8 dhumatva would be the wvahnikaryat@vacchedaka. If we
have several causes or effects ( as e. g. green wood in the
case of smoke), each karapala or karyat@ will require its own
avachhedaka. But we could not say that ° substance ’ is
the quucchedaka of * quality , although it does always
accompany it, because quality is 8 category by itself and
oommon to several. An awvicchedaka is always requirsd
for such relations as karanal@ , kiryald, Sakyal@, jheyala,

48

Appendix A.
Meaning of Avacchedaka.
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pratiyogiia, ete. Thus gotva is the avacchedaka of the-
go—s$abda-sakyata as otherwise the word go might be restrict-
ed to mean only this particular cow, or extended to include-
gvery animal ; and in TETATTE A@ACT Ta:, we have vahni-
tva as the avacchedaka of the prati Jogzta This determlnmg
L notion need not be always s spécies ; this in FEe A%
SAVTATH, che.sga ig the awacchedaka of karanat@, and chesta
is included in the category of ¢ action. ’( Cowell : Kusuman-
gali of Udayanacarya, p. 26 ). '

_Appendix B.

The fol]owmg liste of all the known commentaries omn .
Annambhatia’s Tarka-Samgraha and Tarka—Dipika are com-
piled from Aufecht’s Calalogus Catalogorum, Bhimacarya's
Nyaya-kosa, Hall’s Bibliographical Index of Indian Philoso-
phical Systems and other sources. Letters in brackets
lndlcate the copies consulted, for which see Appendix C.

JE Commenmmes on IHEIT.

9 AFHTTEAST or aF4719%T by the author of T.S. himself,
printed at various places.
R FIENa«l by WagaiRs, printed by N. S. Press at
Bombay.
2 RgFEAgsEET by siEwmusizdn®aa, printed at Benares.
¥ 93%F by w=a=1%sE, printed by N. S. Press at Bombay.
4 gEEqEAUFET by @A@ES ; this is perhaps M@z,
& fA%l®  or TITNUUREWUT by 9gn®yw or AN,
printed in 1915 at Madras ( W, )
© AFQASIFAGMAETF or AT printed in 1915 at Madras.
(W )
¢ aFEgEaIesEl by %739z Mz, printed by. N. S. Press
ab Bombay
Q FEHTEATEAT or 13T by ATIHT M1, prmted in
1915 at Madras ( W. )
9o aFHTESIF! by FAFTAARTIL,
22 qER{EET by FATEwAT,
3R TR g by LIELEIE G 1L
3 wwgzrr*ﬂ by mrm .
¥ A% by FRIAINEE.

-

2 FEayAr by sIEIEATY,
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'?%avzmbyrmmz' ' i

TEATTATIRUN by ReRpademE. ‘ }

?¢av='r€mbymam

. ?%mﬁamorsrmbyawum
. Ro.@ W, Embym son of =qTH.

Ry @ a WA by BUR.

W mxxsm author unknown
RS mszrwr author not known.
¥ amzsr%, ditto.

E8 ‘HTWF‘{W ditto.
II. Commentaries on mqnm

R ATHAZARFIERT or ATGHEISIBTET. by mm
-author of AAfYFATAMIAITAZTFT.  This is again commented
on by TawEwg. It is printed at Bombay, Benares and
Madras.

R UABETT by aE3WE, printed at Madras ( W ).

} IMETFNAET  or FEET by VT ANHE  printed ab
Madras ( W.).

2 wgnmwrrsrvm ends abruptly at 1, printed at Madras
AW

| & IEFILAT, & commentary on HIFEA by SHIEME, son
-of mam printed by N. S. Press at Bombay (R)

& ARRIBEC by eTHIESATN, pupil of TE@TMER who wrote
his commentary on both T. S. and T. D..in 1772 A. D.

9 maqm by sfifqaTa.

< ZTET by THTIRHE.

 &ET by !

R AwEIURIAET by ATIFAgEE.

Appendix €.

The present edition of the Tarka-Sarngraha and its two com=
mentaries is based on the following copies. Of these fourteen
“twelve are printed or lithographed editions, and the rest were.
Mss. Out of these, twelve give the text of Satrgraha, eleven of
the Dipika and eight of the Nyaya-Bodhini. Ia some cases
the saime copy gives both the original and "either” of the
two commentaries, while the one marked C contains all the
‘three. Thése have been marked as ome. The | following
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conspectus will give an idea of the varied character of the
editions and Mss. consulted :—

Tarka-Samgrahe.

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

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

@—A lithograph edition of Sasngraha, Dipika and Nyaya-
bodhini, with different paging for each and belonging to:
the Jeypur library. Itis very carelessly printed. A
portion of the Safgrake from the 28th to the 31st
section inclusive, as well as the concluding paragraph
of the Dipika and the portion of Nyaya-bodhini after
==qiR=3% are missing. However it generally gives
correct readings and proved useful in disputed places.
It was obtained from the late Pundit Durga-Prasad of

Jeypur.

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

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

F—An annotated edition of Sasgraka 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 the addition of a
new Sanskrit commentary by Pandit Bhavinishankar
Shastri.

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

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

J—A Ms. of Sarmgraha and Dipika belonging to Dr. H.
Jaocobi of Bonn, Germany. It is undoubtedly the
oldest and also the best authority. It is very clearly
written and contains many marginal corrections in af
least two hands. The Sagraka 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 Sasigraka runs thus:- g
SHAFATEORATAT TeF: QHITHRTHG | wiaieray 9ag | sieg
Q. QYo FY FiaEABVEAT [H@ATST Te: | Fwwg W
It arrived after the work of collation of the 1st edition was
completed, but just in time to allow its varietas lectionis
being incoroporated in the footnotes. Fortunately except
in one or two instances no alterations were needed, 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.

KE—This iz an old closely written Ms. containing the Sazi-
graha and the Nydya-Bodhini and obtained from Miraj.
It possesses great value and has been mainly relied
upon for the text of the Nyaya-Bodhini. -
Tarka~Dipika
Besides A, €, R, G, and J already described, three print-
ed andtwo Ms. copies of the Diptka were available,
namely -—

L—An old and badly written Ms. of Dipsk@ obtained from

the Library of the late Balasastri Agate of Ratnagiri
1t seems to have been copied at Benares in Samvat 1790
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- . by one Visvanaths Joshi, son of Gopa.l Tt i is wrltten in
several hands and is often incorrect. = ‘¢
M—A fine and very carefully written Ms. of Dipikd obtain-
. ed from Barhanpur. It often differed from other copies,
and although its variants had sometimes to be rejected
2 it was useful for comparison. . {

N--An oblong edition of Dipika with the well-known ¢om-

' mentary of Nilakantha, printed &t Benares in. 1875. I

confains several additions which were nof found in' any

other ecopy 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 rea,dmg and sometimes
notices other variants,

P:—An oblong edition of Dipik7 only, printed at Jagadi§-
vara Press, Bombay. It generally agrees with A and was

not of miich use.

Q:—An edition of Sarmgraha, Nilakantha's Prakdse and a
commentary thereon named Bhiskarodayi by Nila-
kantha’s son Laksmi-nrsitnha, edited by Pandit Mu-
kunda Jha and printed by Nirnayasagar Press, Bombay.

Tarka—Sa ﬁzgi‘ahiz.

Nyaya-Bodhini.

Besides @ and I already described; four prlnted 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, Vadys, Sarwat
1907, and generally agrees with €.

S:—A lithograph edition of Nyaya-Bodhini printed at
Benares in 1875, The edifor seems to have made no
attempt at collation. It confains many sentences and
even long passages extending fo a page or more which
are not found in any of the other Mss. consulfed by
me, These additions appear to be inferpolations, con-
sieting of explanatory paraphrases of the original short
sentences, which are sometlmea retamed and somehmes

" omitted. ;



Appendiz C, 379 EiL

:—This appears to be a reprint, and & very incorrect one
too, of the last preceding, printed at Benares in 1881.
U:--An edition of Sargraha and Nyaya-Bodhini with an-
notations called Padakrlya, printed by Nlrnaya—Sagar
Press, Bombay.

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

W:—An edition of Sagraha and nine Commentaries edited

and published by Pandit Chandrasekhara Sastrlgal of

Mylapore, published in 1915 at Madras.

X, Y and Z:—These three Mss. were kindly lent to me by
.' Pandit Balacharya Gajendragadkar of Satara. to whom

Iam highly obliged for the loan. One of these, X,

containing the Samgiaha bears the date Sake 1720. The

other two, Y and Z, contain the text of the Dipika. They

* mostly agres with Gand J and are chiefly valuable for
having been corrected under the superintendencs of the
late learned Anantacarya Gajendragadkar.

Most of the Mss. and editions of Sazgraha and Dipika
‘mentioned above belong to Northern India or the
Deccan. As Annambhalla was s resident of Carnatic, Mss.
from that quarter wotld have proved very valuable guides,
‘but W, which is an elaborate edition of Sarigrakaand Com-
mentaries by a learned Pandit of South India, has largely
supplied the desideratum. The copies already consulted
belong to different ages and distant provinces, and
hence the text of Ammambhaita’s two works may for all
practioal purposes be taken as settled. It is to be regretted

“that the same cannot be said of the Nyaya-Bodhini. Only
-a few copies' of this work were available, and they varied
-among themselves so much and sometimes so hopelessly,
that it was often impossible to ascertain the correct
reading. Sentences and even whole passages are read
~differently in differerit Mgs. and the work of collation was
most difficult in several places. The defects can' be cured
-only when more trustworthy Mss. are available.




1.

Index.

( Refererces herein are ta pages. )

A

Abhava- 2, 6, 75, 99-103, 364
Adharma- 5, 59, 361
Adhikari- 70

Adrst- 209

Akansa- 52, 341
Akaraja— 8

Akasa- 3, 11, 129, 138
Akuiicana- 5, 60
Ambiguous middle— 324
Amla- 15

Ansikantika- 44, 298 .
Andhanara—4

Anu- 18

Anubhava- 21, 180
Anubandha- 70
Anumans- 34. 37, 233
Anumiti- 34, 238
Anupalabdhi- 32, 228
Anupasamhari- 44 302
Anuvyavasays— 22
Anvaya—vyapti— 40
Anvaya—vyatireki— 40
Anyathasiddha- 26, 192
Anysathakhyati- 56
Anyonyabhava- 6, 62, 366
Ap-3.7, 110

Apina— 9

Aparatva- 5, 19, 167
Apastamba— Inlro. xxxiv,
Apavarge- 64

Apiirva— 66

Aprama- 354

Apta- 50

Apta-viveka- 50
Aristotle— Infro. 1X,

Artha- 30

Arthapatti- 55, 349
Asadharana—- 44,299
Asamavayi- 26, 27, 70
Asambhava—11, 81
Asiddha- 44, 46, 305
Asrayasiddha- 46
Atidesa— 50

Ativyapti- 11, 81
Atman- 3, 12, 134-137
Atomic theory— 120
Atyantabhava- 6, 62
Audarya-8

Audulomi- Intro. XXIV.
Avaci- 12

! Avaksepana- 5, 60
. Avayava—- 64

Avyapti- 11, 81
Ayathartha- 56
Ayutasiddha- 61

B.

Badari- Iniro. XXIV.

Badarayana~ Infro. XXIII..

Badhita— 44. 48, 315

Bharata- 54

Bhava— 76

Bhavana- 22. 59

Bhoga— 57

Bhrama— 57

Buddhi- 5, 20, 59, 173
oh )

Categories— 73-9

Causality— 198

Causes— 206

Caksu- 8

Caitanysa— Iniro. LIIL,



Index
alana- 60 God- 137-142
Chala- 64 Gold- 112
Citra- 14 Fotama- Infro. xvII, xx,

Cognition- 173-176

. Colour- 151-154

Creation- 118

D.
Destruction— 119
Dharma- 5, 58, 361
Dharmakirti- Intro. XLII,XLIV,
Dharmottara- Intro. XLIIL.
Dhvani- 21
Dik-3.12, 132, 133
Dinnaga- Infro. xLII, XLIV.
Dirgha—- 18
Doubt- 355 -
Dravatva- 5, 20, 168
Dravya- 2, 76
Drsta- 256
Dratanta- 64
Duhkha- 5, 58, 360
Dusta-hetu- 44
Dvesa- 5, 58. 64, 361
Dvita-18, 161
Dvyanuka- 9

E.
BEffect- 196
Ekatya- 18

R,

Fallacia accidents— 324
Fallaciee- 293

Q

Gadadhara- Infro. LUI,
Gamana~ 60

Gandhi- 5, 16, 155
Gangesa- Intro.LL
Gavaya- 49

Ghrana- 6

Go- 49

Guna- 2, 5, 81-87
Guru- 63
Gurutva- 5, 20, 168

: H
Haribhadra Sari- Intro. xI..
Harita- 14
Hetu- 38, 39, 291
Hetvabhasa- 44, 64, 293
Hrasvatva—-18 -

I

Iccha- 5, 58, 59. 361
Illicit process of major- 322
Indriya- 6, 7
Tévara- 12

J.
Jahadajahallaksana- 51
Jahallaksana— 51
Jaimini- 69
Jalpa- 64
Jati- 64
Jayadeva- Infro. LIL
Jiva- 13, 142-144
Jivatman- 12
Jiiana- 21, 67

I,

Kadambari~1, 71

Kala- 3. 11, 129

Kama- 58

Kanada~- Infro. xVII, xx.

Kapisa- 14 :

Karana- 25, 29, 60, 186-189.
210 '

Karana-25, 192

Karma- 2, §, 67, 87-89

Karya- 26

Kasakrtsna- Infro. xxIV.

381 @L



/ Kathinatva- 5
Katuka— 15

Kevalanvayi- 40, 257, 284

Kevala-vyatireki-— 40, 257, i

284
Kiranavali- 1, 71
Krsnananda— Intro. LIII.
Krii~ 58
Krodha- 58
Kumarile- Intro, XLIIL

L.

Laghutva-5

Laksana- 51, 339

Lavana- 15

Laukika— 53

Linga- 37, 281

Linga-paramarsa- 37,39, 279
M,

Madhovacarys— Intro, xL

Madhura—- 15

Mahanasa~ 43

Mahat— 18

Manas- 3, 13, 14, 145

Mandana~ Infro. xLIIT:

Mangala- 1, 69

Max-Miiller— Intro. Ix, Lis.

Mind- 145-150

Mithya-jfiana~ 56

Moha~- 64

Moksa- 67

Mrdutva- 5

Mirtatva—11

N.

‘Nigamana- 38
Nigraha-sthana~ 64
Nila- 14

Nimltta- 26, 27, 209

Nirnaya— 64

82 Tarka-Sangraha.

€L,

Nirvikalpa- 29, 215
Nisprakaraka- 29
Niéreyasa- 64

Nyaya- 268, Iniro. XVL

O©.
Onour- 155
P
Padartha- 2, 73
Paka- 17

Paksa— 43, 290
Paksata- 34, 240
Paksadharmata— 34. 239
Paficavayava— 262
Paramanu- 9, 121
Paramanu-vada—121
Paramatman— 12
Paramarsa— 34, 234
Parardha- 18
Parartha— 37, 251
Paratva- 5, 19, 167
Paratastva— 55
Parimana-— 18
Phala- 64
Pilupaks- 17
Pita-4
Pitharapaka- 17, 157
Plato~ Iniro. LVIIL
Praci- 12
Pradhvamsa- 6, 62
Pragabhava— 6. 92
Pralaya-10, 121
Pramiana- 64, 184
Prumanya- 55, 350
Prameya— 64
Prana- 9,115
Prasarana- 5. 60
Prasastepada— Infro. xxxI,
xxxIx.
Pratici— 12



Pratijfia- 38, 39
Pratiyogi- 197
Pratyabhijfa- 22, 177 |
Pratyaksa- 29, 30 183, 211
Pratyasatti- 214 :
Prayatna- 5, 58, 59, 361
Prayojana- 64, 70
Prthivi- 3, 6, 103
Pretyabhava— 64
Puritat- 13, 148
Parvavat- 26? -

R,

Raghunatha-' Intro. LIII;
Raghunandana— Intro, LIIL
Raga- 64
Rajata— 56
Rakta- 14 !
Rasa- 5, 15, 155
Ragana- 8
Reduction- 271
Rudhi- 51, 338 K
Rapa- 5, 151 ’
Ripadi- 19

‘S,
Sabda- 5, 21,170, 330
Sabda-mana— 94, 347
Sadharana- 44
Sakfi- 3,50, 65, 333
Samanya- 2, 5, 68. 89-93"
Samavaya- 2, 6, 61, 96-99
Samavayi- 26, 27, 28
Simayikabhava- 63
Samsaya- 56, 64
Samskara 5, 59, 362 :
Samyoga—5 15, 18, 34, 98, 164
Samkaracarys-— Intro, X1L1,
, XLIV.
Samkara-migra~ Intro, xx1,
Samgati- 70

16

Index

L,

383

Samjia aud Samjai- 49, 50
Samkhya- 5, 18, 159
Samkhya~ Intro. xx.
Samnidhi- 5%, 342 .
Samnikarsa~ 31, 221
Sapaksa- 43; 223 ]
Saprakaraka— 29

Sarira- 6, 13, 105
Satpratipaksa— 44, 48, 84, 298.
Savikalpa- 29, 215
Savour— 155
Savyabhlcara- 44, 298
Sesa,vat— 254

Sukla 14

Siddhanta- 64

Sixth Contact— 225
Slvadltya— Inlro. XLVII, Li.
Sleep- 148

Smrti- 21, 57, 176 358
Sneha- 5, 20, 169
Sopadhika— 46

Sound- 170

Sparsa-5, 16, 155
Sridhara- Intro. xx xIx, XLVI,_
Sthanu-56
Sthitisthapaka—- 59
Subandhu- Iafro. xLII.
Substance- 77-80

Sukha- b, 57, 360

Sukti- 56, 64
Susumna-.149

Suvarna- 8

Svartha= 37, 251
Svartipasiddha- 46
Svatastva— 55

Svatva— 65

Syandana~ 20

T.
Tamas- 3, 4
Tarka- 56, 64, 71, 259. 356



‘Tatparya- 51

Tejas— 3, 8, 111
Tikta-15 2
Touch- 155
Trayanuka—9
Tvac—9

(8]

Uberweg- Intro. 1X.

Udaharana- 38, 39, 276

‘Udayanacarya - 71, Intro,
XLVIIL

Udbhuta— 7

TUdiei-11

Undistributed middle- 322,
325

Upadana- 13, 209

Upadhi- 46, 47, 310

Upamana- 49, 327

Upamiti- 49

Upanaya~ 38, 39

Utksepana- 5, 60

Y

“Vacaspati- Intra. XLIL

Vada- 64

Vahani-8

Vaidika-53

Vallabhacarya— Iniro, IL.

Vardhamana— /niro, LIL

Vaisesika guna or Visesa
guna— 11, §9, 60

Vaisesikas~ lutro. XTI

Vasudeva— Intro. LI

Vakya~ 50, 53,344

~

\ » 83

T arka-Samgraha.

Varna- 21, 54

Vatsyayana- Infro. XXVIII
XLIL,
Vayu-3, 9, 114-117
Veda- 54
Vega—-59
Vibhaga- 5,19,106
Vibhutve— 128
Vidhi- 65 .
Vidyut- 8
Vipaksa- 44, 290
Viparyaya- 56, 356
Viruddha- 44, 45, 206
Visesa- 2, 6, 61, 93
Visesans visesyahhava- 31,
42, 33,225

Visaya- 6,70, 109
Vitanda- 64
Vrtti- 52
Vyabhicara-jiana- 48
Vyaiijana— 51, 340
Vyiparavat- 25, 29
Vyapti- 34, 246-252, 257
Vyapyatvasiddha= 46
Vyatireka—~ 40
Vyavahara~ 22
Vpavartaka- 61

A '4
Yoga-51
Yogarudi- 51
Yogyata- 52, 342

Z

Zeller- Intro, XII, XIX
Zeno- Intro. LVIIIL,

‘. 4

-






