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PREFACE 

WHILE the philosophy of the Vedanta is well known 
in Europe, the N yaya and V aiye~ika, the Indian systems 
of logic and realism, have attracted hardly a tithe of 
the interest due to them as able and earnest effortA to 
solve the problems of knowledge and being on the basis 
of reasoned argument. The Aystems are indeed orthodox, 
and admit the authority of the sacred scriptures, but 
they attack the problems of existence with human 
means, and scripture serves for all practical purposes 
but to lend sanctity to results which are achieved not 
only without its aid, but ?ften in very dubious harmony 
with its tenets. 

The neglect of these schools in Europe is abundantly 
explained by the nature of the original sources. The 
contempt of Indian science for the uninitiated has re­
Aulted in modes of expression unequalled for obscurity 
and difficulty; the original text-books, the Sutras, present 
fln(lless enigmas, which have not, one feels ItAsured, yet 
been solved, and which in most cases will never yield 
their secrets. The works of the Nuddea school of Bengal 
in their details frequently defy explanation, and in trans­
lation are more obscure if possible than their originals. 
Hence, even historians of Indian philosophy like Pro­
fessors F. Max Muller and P. Deussen have contented 
themselves with sketches which ignore entirely the 
serious and valuable thought of thc schools. The result 
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4 PREFACE 

is gravelyembarrassillg for any serious study of Indian 
philosophy as a whole, and for this reason I have deemed 
it desirable to attempt to set out the fundamental doc­
trines of the systems. with due regard to their history 
and their relations to Buddhist philosophy. 'l'he diffi­
culty of the task is such that no absolutely certain 
results can be achieved; the Sutras are still presented in 
India in the light of centuries of development, and often 
with patent disregard of the meaning of the text, even 
by competent philosophic students, and the originals of 
many Buddhist works are lost, and we are compelled to 
rely on 'l'hibetan versions. But it is clearly an indis­
pensable preliminary to further progress that some effort 
should be made to formulate the results attainable with 
the information now at our disposa1. 

Considerations of space have rendered it necessary to 
omit all. mere philological discussion and all treatment 
of points of minor philosophic interest. On the same 
ground no effort has been made to trace the vicissitudes 
of either system in China or Japan, or to deal with either 
Buddhist or Jain logic save where they come into im­
mediate contact with the doctrines of the Nyaya and 
VaiQe~ika. 

I have given refercnces to the original authorities for 
any statement of importance, but I desire to express 
a more general debt to thc works of Y. V. Athalye, 
S. C. Vidyabhii~al,la, H. Jacobi, GaiiganaUut Jha, Th. de 
Stcherbatskoi, and L. SuaH. To my wife I am indebted 
for advice and criticism. 

A. BERRIEDALE KEITH. 

September, 1919. 
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PART I 

THE LITERATURE OF THE NYAYA 
AND V AIQE$IKA 

CHAPTER I 

'l'HE ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMEN'l' OJ!' THE 
SYSTEMS 

1. l'ke Antecedents of Loy·ic (J/Ib!l the At07nw Theury. 

hWL\, incurious even of her varieu and chequered 
political history, has neglected even more signally the 
history of her philosophical achievements. Even in the 
period when discussions between the schools resulted in 
the production of sketches of the several systems, such 
as those of Haribhadra and Madhava, the expositions 
given attempt no historical treatment of the various 
systems, but treat them merely from the point of view 
of their relation to the favourite system of the author, 
whether Jain or Vedanta. The earliest works of the 
Nyaya and Vaige~ika present us with definitely formed 
schools, which presuppose much previous discussion and 
growth, but it is only occasionally that a later commen­
tator like Vatsyftyana assures us definitely that another 
school-doubtless an older one-gave the syllogism ten 
in place of the traditional five members,l or mentions so 
much divergence of opinion, as in the case of the forms 

I 011 NS. i. 1. 32. 



10 THE ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT 
. 

of inference,! as to induce the belief that the variation 
of view did not merely arise after the production of the 
Siitra. We are reduced, therefore, to seek outside the 
schools in the Brahmanical, Buddhist, and Jain literature 
for hints of the oril"rin of the logic and atomic theory 
of the N yaya and the V ai<;e~ika. 

On one point there can be no dispute; the BrahmaQas 
and the U pani~ads do not present us with anything 
which can be said to foreshadow these doctrines. The 
public controversy of the Upanir:;ads may, however, be 
noted as a feature which favoUl'ed the growth of logic 
and sophistry, and, apart from the great weight allowed 

.to the Veda in general and the Upanir:;ads in particular 
in the arguments of the two schools, it lllay he pointed 
011 t that the doctrine of the place taken in perception 
by mind is foreshadowed in the Upanir:;ads,:& whence also 
is derived in a revised form the Nyayadoctrine of sleep.a 
In even the Dharma Siitms, which are the latest stmtulll 
of the true Vedic writings, neither system finds mention, 
and this is the more important in that N yaya there occurs 
in its general sense of argument or conclusion, and ah.;o 
in Apastamha,4 in the specific semle of the principles of 
the Piirva M"imunsa school. In it we have the result of 
reasoning addressed to the determination of the conflicting 
declarations of Vedic texts regarding the order and mode 
of performance, the purpose and results of the sacrifice, 
while many of the important sacrifices included in their 
course discussions by the priests on sacred topics (b?yt­
hmodya)." As astronomy, geometry, philology, an!l other 
sciences arose in close connexion with the sacrificiaIl'itual, 
so we are entitled to regard the N yaya as a develop­
ment of a tendency which is seen in operation first in 

1 NS. i. 1. 5. " I't. II, ch. ii, § 1. S Pt. II, ch. i, § 8. 
4 ii. 4.8.13; 6.14.13; Biihler, SEE. II.' xxviii. 
~ B1oomfillld, Religion of Ihe Veda, pp. 216 if. 
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the Mimansa schoo1.1 But in the hands of the Pal).9its 2 

who took it up, logic was applied to a wider range of 
interests than the sacrifice, and developed for its own 
sake. Thus most easily is explained the fact that N yaya 
which remains to the end a characteristic term of the 
Mimansa is the specific appellation of the Nyaya school, 
while the Buddhists retain it in the larger sense of 
inference. 

In the earlier grammatical literature Pal,lini, Katya­
yana, and Pataiijali know the meaning of Nyaya as 
conclusion, but show no trace of recognizing a Nyaya 
system.3 '1'he great epic, however, gives us positive 
evidence of such a system; apart from other references,' 
the sage Narada is described as skilled in Nyaya, able 
to distinguish unity and plurality, conjullction and in­
herence, priority and posteriority, deciding matters by 
llleans of proof, amI a judge of the merits and demerits 
of a five-membered proposition.;' 'l'!te mention of in­
herence shows plainly that the V ai~el?ika is also recog­
nized, though its name does not occur, and sophistry is 
denounced in several passages. But the mention of 
N yaya here and in the Pural.utS r. is useless for purposes 
of dating; none of the references need be earlier than 
the appearance of the schools, though the omission of 
Kal,lada's name is worth noting. The Smrti of Yajiia­
valkya also, which menti.ons Nyaya with Mimansa as 
a science,7 is not earlier than the third century A. D. 

More interest attaches to the term Anvik~iki as a name 

1 Bodas, TS., IJP. 27-9. 'Iuferellco' occurs in TA. i. 2. 
2 Jacobi, SAB. 1911, p. 732. 
S GolUstiicker (Piit!ini, 1'. 157) holds otherwise of the two last, but 

without plausibility. 
, Hopkins, Great Epic oj Inclia, pp. 97 ff. ; SBH. VIII. xv. if. 
5 ii. 5.3-5 . 
. , MUll. i. 70. 42 ; xii. 210. 22; Matsya P., iii. 2, &c. 
7 i.3. 
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of a science which appears in the Gautarria Dha1'ma 
Batra I beside the Vedic science (trayi) as a just subject 
of study for a king, while he is enjoined to use reasoning 
(tarka) in arriving at conclusions in law ('I1yaya). By 
means of it Vyasaclaims to have arranged the Upani':lads 
as recorded in the Maltabha1'ata. 2 In the Riimaya'I}Ct:J 
.A.nvik!?iki is censured as leading men not to follow the 
prescriptions of the Dharmayii.stras. Manu, who excom­
municates 4 men who disregard the Vedas and Dharma 
Sfrtras on the strength of reasoning by logic (hettu;astra), 
admits Ii as legitimate for a king Anvlk~iki .A.tmavidya, 
'the science of the self based on investigation', and 
Vatsyayalla claims in his N,1Jayabhawa 0 that this is 
precisely the character of the Nyaya<;astm, that, while 
a doctrine of the self like the Upani:;;ads, it relies 011 

reasoning, defined as the investigation of that which 
perception and authority have already conveyed. Agaiu!:lt 
this may be set the fact that in the ]{autui!/aArtlwfastm 7 

.An vik:;;iki is declared to include only the Samkhya, the 
Yoga, and the Carvaka system, uuder its name of Loka­
yata. It has been deduced hence that at 300 H.C. the 
traditional date of the Adhar;aljtm the Nyaya and 
V aiye~ika were not known as such; the conclusion is, in 
view of the facts set out above, doubtless correct but not 
because of this piece of evidence, which necessitates the 
assumption 8 of an interpolation in the Gatf,tama Dharma 
fJaljtra, for the Artha9i1stra is probably a work of several 
centuries after the Chri!:ltian era.~ The evidence, such 
as it is, rather leads to the view that .A.nvik~iki was first 
applied to secular ends, such as those of justice, which 

1 xi. • Quoted by Vi9Vllnatha, NSV. i. 1. 1. 
s ii. 100. 86. 4 ii. 1 I. • vii. 4S. 6 p. 3. 
7 p.7 ; Jacobi, SAB. 1911, pp. 733 fr. 
s SAB. 1911, p. 740. 
" Koith, .J RAS. 1915, pp. 180-7; Jolly, ZDMU. lxviii. 855-9. 



OF 'l'HE SYSTEMS 13 

would account for its sharp opposition to the Vedic 
science, and that at an early period it was applied also 
to sacred things, and fusing with the Nyaya developed 
from the M'imansa pr.oduced the Nyaya as a logical 
school. This may account for the extent to which logic 
seems to have disengaged itself from the Mimansa. 

A final hint of the date of the schools is suggested by 
the fact that Caraka in his medical SamhitA 1 brives 
a sketch of some of the N yaya principles, not without 
variation in detail, and of the V ai<;e~ika categories, in 
such a way as to indicate that he regarded the systems 
as supplementin~L~a~h other. Unhappily, however, not 
only is Caraka's date uncertain, but his work has suffered 
refashioning, and the authenticity of the text cannot be 
admitted. Nor can any stress be laid on the variations 
from the Nyaya school; ~ an unscientific exposition of 
this kind need reflect nothing more than the lack of 
knowledge of its author, and sheds no light on the early 
history of the school. 

'1'he literature of Buddhism gives little aid; the Bud~l.tist 
doctrine of perception in its developed form has affinity 
with the N~ya, but no derivation suggests itself; either 
follows a line of thought already foreshadowed in the 
Upanililads.3 The old P~li texts 4 ignore the names Nyaya 
or V ai<;e~ika: in the Brahmojiilusuttu we hear in lieu of 
them only of takM" ' sophist' and vimai~si 'casuist' and 
in the Udana tok!d!cos appear as in the epic and PuraI.1as. 
The silence is of importance, still more so the fact that 
in the Katltavatthuppakura?w, which does not claim to 
a greater antiquity than A<;oka's alleged Council about 
255 B.C., we find no reference to either school, and nothing 
more significant thun the use of the terms p(ttiiiiia, 

1 iii. 8. 24- ff.; i. 1. 4-3 ff. 2 SAB. 1911, p. 736, n. 1. 
S Rhys Davids, Bttddh. Psych., pp. 68 ff. 
4 Vidyl\bhfllp~a, Med. Log., pp. 61 If. 



14 THE ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT 

'proposition', upanaya, 'application of a reason', and 
niggahl[, 'humiliation', which later in Gautama's logic 
are technical terms, but which at this period have their 
more general sense. It is in keeping with this that the 
N yaya, under the llame Niti and the Vaigeljika, first 
appear in the Milindapaiih!t, but unhappily the date of 
that text is wholly uncertain, as in its present form the 
work represents an elaborated version of a simpler 
original, and· references of, an incidental kind such as 
this could easily be added.1 Of more precision is the 
Buddhist tradition 2 which asserts that V aige~ika ad­
herents were alive at the time of the Buddhist Council 
of Kaniljka, which may be placed at the end of the first 
century A.D. But here again we have no assurance of 
the value of this tradition, for all regarding Kaniljka's 
Council, if it were held, is fabulous and confused. 

'l'he Jains texts yield a little more. Their tradition/1 

preserved in a late text the Ava~yalca, in a possibly 
interpolated passage, and in late prose versions, a.ttri­
butes the Vaigeljika system to a Jain schismatic 544 years 
after V ardhamana, Rohagutta, of the Chauhi family, 
whence the system is styled Chaluga. The summary of 
principles given is clearly Vaigeljika, of the Kal).ada 
type, nine substances, seventeen qualities, five forms of 
motion, particularity, and inherence with, however, three 
forms of generality somewhat obscurely phrased. Here 
again, however, the date of the AvafYaht, not to mention 
this passage, is unkuown, but doubtless late, and not the 
slightest faith can be put in the claim that the Vai<;eljikn. 
was an offshoot of J ainism, nor is any useful purpose 
served by endeavouring to find in Chnluga a corruption of 

I cr. Willternitz, Gesch. d. Ind. Lilt., II. i. 139 if. 
2 Journ. Buddlt. Text Soc. i. 1 ff.; Ui, V. P., pp. 38 If. 
a W{'bel', Ind. Stud., xvi. 351 ; Leummm, x.vii. 111;-21 ; SBE. XLV. 

xxxv If.; Ui, pp. 35 fl". , 66 fl'. 
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Auliikya. What is of importance is the question whether 
in the Jaina system there is evidence of anything which 
could give rise to the Nyaya or Vai~e~ika systems. 'J'he 
Jain system 1, in its view of knowledge, takes the peculiar 
view that direct knowleuge (pratya1c~a) is that which the 
soul acquires without external aiu, such as the senses; it 
takes the form of direct knowledge of things beyond 
our perception (avadld), of the minds of others (manal}­
pal'yaya), and complete knowledge (Icevala). Unuer in­
direct knowledge (parokEJa,) is included direct sense per­
ception (mati) and that which is obtained by reasoning 
(~ruti). In the Sthanaiiga Sii,tm we find mention made 
of the usual four means of proof, perception, inference, 
comparison, anu verbal testimony, anu there are given 
certain classes of inference, but in view of the uncertain 
date of this text it is idle to claim priority for the Jain 
logic, nor, as it appears in such authors as Umiisviiti 2 

anu Siddhasena Divakara,:I is there anything to suggest 
that logic was the original possession of the Jains. The 
more characteristic doctrine of knowledge 4 of that school 
is summed up in the doctrines of indefiniteness (syad­
vad{t) aild aspects (naya,). To the Jains everything is 
indefinite and changing in point of quality, permanent 
only in respect of substance, and tllUs to make any true 
statement about it demands a qualification: of anything we 
can say, ' In a sense it is, or is not, or is and is not, or is in­
expressible, or is or is not and is inexpressible, or both is 
and is not and is inexpressible.' Similarly the Nayas are 
modes of regarding reality from different points of view. 
In all this, which is of dubious date and still more dubious 
value, it would be vain to find a model for the Nyiiya. 

I Vidyiibhii~aI].a, Med. Log., pp. 3 If. 
2 Tattvarthadhigama S'-Ura, before sixth contury A. D.; ZDMG. Ix. 288 ft', 
3 NyayafJaWra, c, 533 A, D • 

• j II. L. Jhnvori, First Principles of Jain Fhilosophy, pp. 34 If. 
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The case is different with the atomic theory, for in 
this case we do find a definite similarity between the 
atoms of the V aige~ika and those of the Jain. In the 
Jain conception,l however, the atom }las taste, colour, 
smell, two kinds of touch, and is a cause of sound though 
soundless, and thus differs from the V ai<;e~ika atom, 
which has no connexion with sound, and has one, two, 
three, or four of the ordinary qualities according as it is 
air, fire, water, or earth. The Jain atoms are thus quali­
tatively alike, the Vaige~ika not. In both cases the 
atom is thus a relatively complex conception, as remarked 
by Qaiikara in his refutation of the atomic theory,2 and 
it is hy no means easy to say that the Vaige~ika COll­

ception must have been, or even probably was, derived 
from the Jain; the fact that the Jain school retained 
the theory without any substantial development iR 
merely one of many proof.~ of the metaphysical barren­
ness of the school. Nor is it difficult apart from Jain 
influence to believe in the development of the doctrine 
in the school from the natural aim to find something 
abiding in the flux of phenomena, which Buddhists 
asserted, while the Aupani~ada doctrine offered a per­
manent abiding reality in the absolute but only at tho 
cost of denying the reality of the finite multitude. 
'rhere was rOOlll, therefore, for a solution which wouLd 
attain a reality not transcendental as in the caso of the 
Upani~ads, but lying at the basis of the real, though 
momentary 01' temporary, phenomena of the world. 
That this was the line of reasoning which led to tho 
ItCceptance of the atomic theory appears from the 
earnestness with which the Nyaya Sutra attacks 
the Buddhist doctrine that there was no substance 
behind the qualities, no whole beside the parts. 'L'he 

1 J. L. Jaini, Outlines of Ja'inism, p. 90; SBE. xlv. 198, a09, 210. 
2 On BS. ii. 2. 15. 
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acceptance of such views led to the disappearance of all 
solidity in existence, and the atomic theory makes goon 
this lack by affording a real basiR for the substance we 
see. When it is invest~gated, it 'does not reduce itself as 
claimed by the Buddhists to its constituents or qualities, 
but is ultimately a congeries of atoms which are real, 
but in themselves imperceptible: 

There remains, however, the possibility of Greek 
influence 011 India in the case of this doctrine. It must 
he admittefl that it appeltl'A in India at a late date; 
certainly no proof of it exists until India had been in 
contact with the Greek kingdom of Bactl'ia and the 
Greek influenceR which came in with the occupation of 
territory on the north-west by princeR of Greek culture. 
In Greece the doctrine was not merely one of a small 
school; the adoption of it by the Epicureans raised it 
into a widespread belief, and it would be irrational to 
deny that it might easily have been conveyed to India, 
just as Greek astronomy and astrology unquestionably 
were. The nature of such borrowings is often misunder­
stood; the mere adoption without alteration of an 
opinion would be wholly un-Indian; though we know 
that Greek astronomy was borrowed, we find it was 
recast in an entirely un-Greek fashion,2 and 1'10 changed 
and developed were Greek Mathematics that the borrow­
ing has often been ignored.:! It is no argument against 
borrowing then that the Greek doctrine that the 
Recondary qualities were not inherent in the atoms was 
not accepted, and that the motion of the atoms was 

1 On the general appearance of Jain doctrine~ as influenced by 
Vai«;e~ika views cf. Bhandarkal', Report for 1888-4, pp. 101 if .. A primi­
tive view recognizing the self liS well as the five elements appears in 
t,he Sfttrakrdanga (SBE. XLV. xxiv), but this is very far from the 
Vaige~ika. The age of Buddhist Iltomism (Ui, pp, 26 fr.) is very dubious. 

~ Thibaut, Pancasiddhdntikt'l, pp. ciii fr. 
S Kaye, India'll Mathematics, pp. 8 fr. 

2nl B 
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ascribed, as early as Prac;astapiida at least, to a creator. 
On the other hand, the most peculiar part of the Indian 
doctrine, which finds that the smallest thing possessing 
magnitude must be made up of three double atoms, and 
which has, therefore, been claimed 1 as disproving Greek 
origin, is no original part of the system. The problem 
of origin, therefore, must remain open; for borrowing 
the chief evidence, apart from the obvious similarity of 
the doctrines in their conception of the unit atom and 
its imperceptibility, is the sudden appearance of the 
dogma in Indian thought at a perioel when Greek art 
had profoundly influenced the art of India, and India 
had long been in contact with the western world, in 
which the doctrine harl passed into a cOlllmon nwl 
popular, as opposed to an esoteric, doctrine. 

Of logical doctrine in. its early stages there is no 
reason whatever to suspect a Greek origin: the syllogism 
of Gautama and KaJ;lada alike is obviously of natural 
growth, but of stunted development. It is with Dignaga 
only that the full doctrine of invariable concomitance as 
the basis of inference in lieu of reasoning by analogy 
appears, and it is not unreasonable to hazard the sug­
gestion that in this case again Greek influence nmy have 
been at work. But the possibility of a natural develop­
ment is not excluded; ouly it must be remembered that, 
perhaps two centuries before Dignaga, Aryadeva, one of 
the great figures of Mahayana Buddhism, uses terms 
,lisplaying knowledge of Greek astrology, and that by 
A. D. 400, the probable date of Digniiga, spiritual inter­
course between east and west was obviously easy. Nor 
is. it without interest to note that some evillenee has 
been adduced of Ari~totelian influence on the dramatic 
theory of India as preserved in the Bhamta flastra. 1I 

1 Max Miiller, Si:/; Systems, p. 1;>84. 
2 M. Lindenau, Festschrift E. Windiscll, pp. 88-42. On Greek illfiu­

"nce on Indian thought cf. nlso S. Levi, Mahc7ylinaslltrlilalilkdra, ii.17, 18. 
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2. The Nyiiyu and Vai~e~ika SiUm/!!. 

The earliest exposition of the tenets of either school 
is contained in five .books of aphorisms on the Nyaya, 
Itnd ten books on the V ai<;e~ika, handed flown under the 
names of Ak~apada Gautama, or Gotama,l and Kat;lada 
respectively. In either case the aphorisms are largely 
unintelligible without a commentary, and it must be 
assumed that they represent the summing up in definite 
I"orm of d<'Ctrines long ,liscusRed in the schools, anrl that 
they were meant to do no more than serve aR mnemonics, 
on which to string a full exposition given in the oral 
method traditional in India, Doubtless the desire of 
secrecy told in favour of this style, while another result 
was the abRence of definite order, which was a minor 
consideration for those who were not compelled to mastel' 
the system from It mere written text. 

Of the two systems (dCtTfflnatl) the NyaYIl, is t1~e less 
hatHy arranged, Book I defines the sixteen categories 
of the system; Book II deals with douut, the four 
means of proof, and their validity, and proves that there 
are no other valid means of demonstration; Book III 
discusses the self, the body, the senses Rnd their objects, 
cognition and mind; Book IV disposes of volition, fault, 
transmigration, the good and evil fruits of human action, 
pain and final liberation ; then it passes to the theory of 
error and of the whole and its parts; Book V deals with 
unreal objections (jiiti), and occasions for relmke of an 
opponent (nigralut-sthii'na). The contents of the Vaife§ika 
Sutm are much le8.'1 intelligibly arranged. Book I dis­
cusses the five categories-substance, quality, motion, 
generality and particularity; Book II deals with the 

I The form varie8, but Gnutamn is the oldel'. 
B 2 
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substances, earth, water, fire, air, ether, space, and time; 
Book III treats of the objects of sense, Itnd establishes 
the existence of the self aU1Uluuuind, dcnling nlso with 
the theory of inference; Book IV contnins the atomic 
theory, and discusses the visibility of quality and the 
nature of body; Book V deals with motion; Book VI 
with the merit of receiving gifts and the duties of the 
fl)ur stages of life; Book VII mixes up quality, the 
atomic theory, the self, and inherence; Books VIII and 
IX are mainly concerned with perception and inference; 
and Book X deals with causality, among othel' topics. 

Of the personalities of Gautama and KaI,lada we know 
absolutely nothing. 'l'he personal name of the former 
Ak~apada has the appearance 1 of heing a nickname such 
as early India seems to have Joved, 'one whose eyes are 
directed at his feet', but it is variously interpreted ~ 
and embellished with idle legendH. KaI,lada,~ alias 
KaI,labhuj or KaI,lahhuk~a, denotes 'atom (of grain) 
eater', and would naturally be interpreted as a nickname 
due to his theory; Qridhara,· however, reports it as due 
to, his habit of living on grains fallen on the road like 
It pigeon. '1.'0 Pras-.astapada;' we owe the knowledge that 
his gentile name was Kii9yapa, and that Qiv~evealed 
in owl (uluka) shape the system to him as It reward for 
austerity, whence the name Auliikya which the Nyaya­
varttika Ii already applies to it. The worthless PuraI,la 
tradition proceeds to invent Ak~apada, KaI,lada and 
Uliika as sons of Vyasa, while ingenuity, ancient and 
modern, has invented equally worthless identifications 
with the Gautama of the Gautama Dharma (Jaf't1'a and 

I Garbe, Bei/,'{ige z. indo Kultm'gesch., p. 38. 
I SBB. VIII. ", vi; NL., pp. 8-10. 
3 That Kal.lida = crow-eater = owl (SBE. XLV. xxxviii) it. an idle 

fiction. 
• NK., p. 2. & pp. 200, 829. 
o p. 168; Kumirila, Tantra'Vtirttika, i,1. 4; d. A~vagho~a (Ui, p. 41). 
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other members of that great clan, based on nothing more 
secure than the identity of the family name. In truth 
we are left eutirely to intel'llal evidence and the history 
of the texts to discover their (late. 

The first point which may be trented as certain is that 
hoth texts were known to Vatsyayana, who, as will be 
seen, lived before Dignagu, probably in the second half 
of the fourth century A.V. He commented oldhe Nyaya 
~h"Ur((, and used the Vailte~ika categories, he quotes 
aphorisms found in Kat;tada'l,j Stltra,l and appears to 
have recogni7.ed it as in some degree a kindred school. 
This fact renders specially difficult the second question 
which presents itself, that. of the priority of one 01' other 
of the two texts. It must be recobl'llized at once that 
there is no possibility of treating the two systems as 
having grown up apart without mutual influence. In 
favour of the priority of Gautama's work SOllle evidence 
can be adduced; the V(t'ire~ika Sutra marks in treating 
of inference a defiuite attempt to enumerate the real 
relations which afiord the ground of, and justify, the 
inference, while no attempt of this sort is made in' 
Gautama; again, while the V ail(e~ika doctrine of fallacies 
is difiereut fro111, amI simpler than, Gautama's, Kal}Ma 
uses without explanation the terlll ullaih'tntika,,2 'inde­
terminate', as the description of a fallacy, while Gautama 
hus it iu a definition. Much more doubtful is a third 
piece of evidence; Gautalllu 3 in proving the self refers 
to mental phenomena alone ns signs of its existence, 
while the Vai<;.e~ika mentions also the physical signs of 
expiration, inspiration, winking, the vital processes, the 
movement of mind Itnd the activities of the other sense 

1 iii. 1. 16 in ComnJ. on NS. ii. 2. :.14; iv. 1. 6. ill Comm. on iii. I. 33. 
2 iii.i. 17; NS. i. 2. 46. 
3 i. 1 10; VS. iii. 2. 4. Ni\gi\J'julln, Devu, nUll Ha1'ivluman (Ui, 

pp. 43 If.) know a Vlli'fe~ika. 
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organs. The last case seems ra.ther to indicate that the 
Vail/e~ika is the older, standing as it does on a less 
philosophical standpoint. This conclusion} is supported 
by the fact that Gautama deals carefully with other 
poiuts which have less effective treatment in the Vail/e­
~ika, such as the eternity of sound, the nature of the 
self, the process of inference and fallacics generally, and 
the reference to a p,,«titamt1Yt-siddluinta must llc 
understood-though curiously enough in his comment 
on this passage Vatsyayana illustrates the relation hy 
the Samkhya and Yoga -as an allusion to the Vai<;eljika, 
which. Vatsyaymllt elsewhere accepts in this relation. 
Gautama~. ~fers also to the ([uestion of the actiQD. of 
n creMPl' (i:9vw'a), though he leaves the maiu question 
unsolved. It is difficult, therefore, to evalle the illlpre:-;­
sion that Kal)ada i:i the older of the two, and that the 
failure of the Nyiiya t.o accept hil-l classification of the 
groundR of inference was not line to its being It later 
product, but to its being a part of the Vai\leljika system 
which the Nyaya rejected. The great illlprovelilent ill 

. the order of the .LYyay(~ Hut·/'(/ is al:;o symptomntic of 
It later date for the redaction of that system. 

Further support for this view, as well as some vague 
indication of the period of redactioll of thc N yaya, lllay 
be derived from the 'Patent fact of the polemic carried 
on in the school against Buddhh;t_!1octl'ines. The mORL 
important point in this regard is whether the Buddhit;t 
views attacked are those of the nihilist Madhyamika 
school or the idealist Y ogaciira school, the former of 
which is connected with the name of Niigaljuna, who 
has been aSRigned to the third century .\. v., as his con­
temporary Aryadeva mentions the days of the week, an 

1 '1'lIe term category (p(((Uil'tltct) iti useu ill It lUuch moro natural 81'IISe 

ill the Vaige~ika; Deullsell, Allgem. Gesch., I. iii. 361, 362. 
2 iv. 1. 19-21. 
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innovation probably of that period, while the latter 
seems to have been developed in the middle of the fourth 
century by Asaiiga and Vasubandhu.1 Gautama 2 clearly 
refers to the view of N~giirjulla and Aryadeva that the 
effect before production is neither existent, non-existent, 
01' both; to the doctrine of the former that all things 
have no real existence, possessing merely an illusory 
interdependence; to the assertion that a substance has 
no reality independent of its qualities nor the whole 
apart from its parts; to the denial of the doctrine of 
atoms,3 and to the beHef that means of proof and their 
objects are no more than a dream or a mirage, as well 
as to less distincti ve Buddhist doctrines as the momentary 
character of existence, and the defilements (klefa). It 
is a much more doubtful theory that one passage of the 
Sutt'a is directed against the Y ogiiciira doctrine which 
accepted ideus alone tts real, for the contents on the 
whole better fit the Miidhyamikas, and the most striking 
evidence 4 in favour of the other view, the parallelism 
between the wording of one aphorism and a passage in 
the Laiikavatara SiUru, is not convincing, because the 
Sutra in its present form is not earlier than the sixth 
century A. D., as it prophesies thc Hun rule of that 
period,6 and because the doctrine enunciated there can 
be interpreted equally well as a Madhyamika principle, 
namely that on investigation of any object no substance 
iH found outside its parts 01' qualities.6 

• J Jacobi, JAOS. xxxi. 11f. ; Keith, JRAS. 11114, pp. 10901f. 
2 Cf. iv. 1. 48 with Mrtdhyamika Si1tra, vii. 20; Vrtti, p. 16; iv. 1. 40, 

Stitra, xv. 6; iv. 1. 84,85, Vrtti, pp. 64-71. 
~ iv. 2. 18-24; 81, 32 (Mlidh. Smra, vii. 84; Vrtti, p. 109); iii. 2. 11 ; 

iv. 1. (i4. That Nliglirjuna knew NS. (Ui, p. 85) is unlikely. 
• SBH. viii. 183; NS. iv. 2. 26. 
& Wintornitz, Gesch. d. indo Lilt., II. i. 248. 
B In this sense it appears in SDS., p. 12 (erroneously as Ala1ilkrtrd. 

fallira) i KKK. i. 40. 
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We reach, therefore, the conclusion that the Nyaya 
Sutra does not combat the Yogacara view despite 
Va('aspati. Miyra's opinion to the contrary, but the upper 
limit of date remains uncertain, for we cannot assert 
that the Madhyamika principles were first developed by 
Nagarjuna; the famous poet Aswagholl!a was also a 
philosopher, and seems clearly to have believed in 
nihilism. l On the other hand, Nagarjuna's works 
evidently were of much influence on the development 
of Indian philosophy, and his dialectic as sophistic wns 
too much in harmony with the taste of Gautama not to 
aUract his attention. It is, therefore, not improbable 
that we may asselt that the· Nyaya S'l.itra falls in the 
period after the appearance of Nagarjuna and before 
that of Asanga, and that the Vaife§ika 8utra wns 
probably somewhat earlier. Of the mutual relation of 
the systems as such prior to redaction we of course thus 
learn nothing; the obvious view is that there a1'01;e 
a school of dinlectic on the one hand and an atomic 
theory on the other, and that at an early periotl the two 
showed tendencies to fuse, the realism of the one 
blending well with the positive spirit of logical inlJuiry. 

'rhe precise relations of the two Sutras to those of the 
other schools permits of no definite answer, save in the 
ca1;O of the Yoga and San/,lcltya Sutras, the former of 
which is probably of the fifth century A. D., while the 
latter is a recent compilation.· In the caso of the 
B'l'almut and lIIimai!sa Sub'as l'edaction at a time of 
reciprocal influence is patent; Badarayal,la 3 refutes the 
atomic theory; Kal,lada 4 declares that the soul is not 
proved by scripture alone, that the body is not com­
pounded of three or five elements, and his use of avidya, 

1 JRAS. 1914, pp. 747,748. 
2 Keith, Samkltya System, pp. 91 fr. 
f iii. 2. 9; iv.2. 2, 3; Bodas, 'l'S., p. 19. 

a ii. 2. 11 fr. 
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'ignorance', and pmtyagatm(tn, 'individual self' is 
reminiscent of the BmJww S'iUra. Gantama is familiar 
with the terminology of the Bndt11Ht Sut,/,u} and also 
with that of the J,!imaii&i, which is probably not later 
than the Bmhm,a Sutrct. But to claim that the Nyay(t 
or Vaife~iht was redacted later than the othel' two 
Sutras is wholly impracticable. It is more intcresting 
to note that an early' exponent of the Mimansa seelUS to 
have been familiar with the Nyaya terminology.:': But 
his date ii:l wholly uncertaiu; though the fact is illl­
pot·tant as a sign that the Nyaya early influenced very 
powerfully the l\1imii.Jisa, and received stimulus from it 
in returll. 

3. P/'arwstctjJ(I'(ZU, ViUs!Jaya lUi" a /ttl Uddyotakd 1'(1. 

'l'he Bhit!;lya:j of Pl'ttr;ltstapada i~ undoubtedly the most 
important work of the Vai<;er:;ika school. It is no COIl1-
Illentary in the stricte8t SCllse of thc term; the aphorisms 
of Kal,litda are not cHetl ,in CJ'teIlS() 01' by catchword as 
norIllal ill cOlUmentaries; the order of the Suh'a is not 
followed, and careful research reveals at least forty 
aphori8IUs which havc no place ill the Bha~ya apart 
from the additions which it makes to the doctrinc. The 
arrangement of the material is that which is adopted 

I cr. NS. iii. ~. I j -16 with BS, ii. 1. 24 ; fUI' l\liJllflilsii see NS. ii. 1. 
til-7. 

~ Cf. r;fj/)(II'(lbl"l~ya. p. 10 ; the VrWkiim is usually idcntified with 
Upavat'~a, but scc JAOS. xxxi. 17, where Bodhayuna is suggested; 
KtJith, JRAS. 11l16, p. 870. Arguments in favour of Gautama's datc 
as the fourth century B. c. on thc score of Upaval'~a bcing a con­
tcmpomry of a N anda need not seriously be I'cfuted. SpeculatiulU! 
(e. g. Hhandal'k(ll' Comln. Vol., pp. 161 ft'. ; Deu~sen, Allgem. Oesch •• I. iii. 
388) as to nil originnl NyiLya Sfttm consibting of Book I, or less, lead to 
no de fin ito result, hut the suggestion that Yiitsyiiyana is responsible 
for remodelling the Sfltra is wholly unsupported by evidence. 

~ c(l.Vindhyc9varI Prasada Dvivedin, 'Benares, 1895, with ~rJdbaia'8 
corum. ; in pm·t only with Udayana's comm., BemIres, 1885-97. 
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throughout the period of syncretism; after a statement 
of the categories and an exposition of their points of 
Itgreement and disagreement, the six categories are dis­
cussed in detail, the topics under each being treated in 
order of enumeration. Thus the doctrine of knowledge 
appears under the treatment of cognition as'a quality 
of the self. Among the important developments of 
Prat;astapada may be noted his recognition in place of 
the seventeen qualities of KaJ.lada of twenty-four; his 
development of the doctrines of generality and par­
ticularity and inherence, which assume new shapes in his 
hands; the occurrence of a complete theory of creation 
in which the Supreme Lord appears Il:.s_.~~ator; and the 
elaboration of logical doctrine, which is particularly 
evident in the case of the doctrine of fallacies"in which 
either Prar;astapada or a predecessor went so far as to 
alter the text of tlV'l Siitra. Whether in other regards 
the Satra was refashioned 1 in his time must remam 
uncertain. 

Prar;astapada's cittte is unknown, Imt he is clearly 
referred to both in connexion with the atomic theory 
and logical doctrine by Uddyotakara,2 who is of the 
seventh century A.D., and it is probable that Qafikara 

'had his work before him in writing his attack on the 
atomic theory in the fJrJA"imkabh(t~ya, though he practi­
cally ignores his doctrine of creation. Udayana a and 
others treat the Bhii.~ya as if it were a part of the same 
treatise us the Siitra, so that omissions in the latter may 
properly he made good from the former, which shows 
that by his time Prar;astapadn was held to he of vener­
able age. The upper limit of date is suggested hy Prac;a-

1 Bodas, TS., pp. 30 if.; F,uldegQn, V,ti~. System, pp. 22 if. 
2 Jacobi, ERE. i. 201 ; NGWG.I901, p. 484. Kumiirila plainly uses 

him, e.g. QV., pp. 201, 898 if. Cf. PBh., p. 200; NV., p. 122. 
8 See Vindhyec;vari Prasll.da's ed. (1885), pp. 14 if. 
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stapiida's indebtedness to Dignaga, a Buddhist 10brician 
whose most probable date is about 400 A.n., and it would 
accord well enough with all probability, if PraSlastapiida 
were referred to the fifth century. Between him and 
Qaiikara appears to have intervened a Ra'Va).wblta~ya,1 
if we can trust an assertion of the commentator Qrica­
ral.1a on Qaiikara's Bha.~yu" but of this work, which may 
have been a comment on Kal,lada 01' on Pra<;astapada, we 
know no more than that in his comment on the Ki1'a'l.ta­
vuliprah'lfa Padmanabha asserts that it was used in 
Udayana's Kirlu.tavuli. 

Of Vatsyayana we know, if possible, less than of PraSlR­
stapada. His commentary, Ny(tyub~y(/,2 on the Nyaya 
l:HUm is not, like the Bha~ya of Prar;astapada, an epoch­
making text: it is based closely upon the Siitra ·itself, 
upon which it murks no decided advance. It is clear 
that Vatsyayana knew the categories of the Vair;e~ika, 
of which, indeed, he makes use, showing already the 
tendency of the systems to syncretislJl. But his logical 
ooctrine is still meagre: inference is a llIysterious thing, 
really argument from analogy, while Prar;a.~tapada has 
a fully developed theory ot' invariahle concomitance as 
the basis of inference. 1t is inconceivable that con­
IScrvatislll a would have induced any writer to ignore the 
new advance made by Pra«;astapada, and this normal 
conclusion receives ample confirmation from the fact 
that Viitsyayana was severely handled by the Buddhist 
logician Dignag-a, who in nIl probability was the source 

. 1 IbitI., p. 12 II. That I'ru<;atitupflda hml pred"cessors is ob~ious, antI 
It is from one of these doubtless that Digniiga horrows the passages, 
cited in Mlts,'on, v. 170, 171, from his Pralll/1,I.lasamllccaya. 

2 ed. Benare:<, 18\16; BI. 1864--5 ; Windisch, Uebel' rlas Kyl7y((bltfi~ya, 
J.cil'zig, 1888; tr~. GniigilnAtha Jhii, Indian 77101I{JM, iv.... There arc 
clear traces of aD earlier commentary; see trs. ii. 45 n. 1'lIe1'O is 110 

evidence of any corruption of his text. -
3 Jacobi, NGWG. 1901, p. 482. 
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of Pra9astapada's doctrine. It is reasonably safe, there­
fore, to assign Vatsyayana to a period before A.n. 400. 
Of his personality we know nothing save that his name 
was Pak~ilasva.min. 

The attacks of Dignaga were l'eplied to l,y U ddyo­
takara, 'the illustrator " whose falllily name was Bhii­
radvaja, but whose personal name we do not know. He 
himself is silent as to the name of the author agaimlt 
whom his polemic is directed, but the omission is sup­
plied by his commentator Viicaspati Mi9ra, and hili state­
ment is amply confirmed by what we know of the literary 
hi!:ltory of India. His tlate can l,e determined withiu 
fairly close limits; 1 he cites a Vi/davidlii and Vrulavi­
dhanafildi which can with certainty be identified with 
the ViJ,(J,anyiJ,yn and Vadanyayatil"a of the Buddhist 
logicians Dharmakirti (about A.D. 630) and Vinitadevlt 
respectively, and in turn is referred to in fairly clear 
t~rms by Dharmakirti in his Nyayabindu, in which 
a system of logic based on Dignaga is set out. The date 
thus suggested is confirmed by the fact that Subandhu 
in his Vasavadntla refers to his establishment of the 
Nyaya, evidently against the Buddhist doctrines, Itnt! 
Subandhu's work doubtless fell in the seventh century. 
A reference to Qrughna in his Nyayavartt-ikn 2 even lends 
colour to the view that he lived at Thanesar and possibly 
enjoyed t,he patronage of the great Hal'~a (608-48), 
though tradition places his birthplace at Padmavatl, now 
Narwar in Malwa, which a century later was certainly 
celebrated as a school of logic.:: 

1 VidYillolni'l'III.la, JRAS. 1914, pp. 601-(;; Keith, pp. 1102, BOa; 
cOlltra, Gaiigiinatha Jha, NS. i. 441, n. 

2 ed. BI., Calcutta, 1904-; trs. GaiigallAtba Jhli, op. cit. 
S About A,n. 600wa8 written Candra's Dafapadartliallii~tl'a, a Val~e\lika 

treatise, based on Pra'jllstaplida, preserved only in a Chinese version 
of A. D. 648, and without inftuence on the scbool ill India (ed. v. trails. 
H. Ui). 



CHAPTER II 

THE SYNCRETISM Oli' THE RCHOOL8 

1. l"iicas-pat-i, Miym, Bhasa?'vajiia, UdaYC(1W, and 
(JrUlltam. 

FOR practically two centuries after Uddyotakara there 
iR no trace of the literature of the Nyiiya until, about 
the middle of the ninth century, thero appears the NlJaya­
uii?,ttikatatpa?'Yati;'/ca 1 of Vacaspati Mi9ra, a commen­
tary on Uddyotakara's treatise, the NyayasUcinibanclha, 
an index to the Siitm of Oautama, and the NyayaS1'Urod­
dhara, a brief treatise similar in character. Vacas~i 
was a lIlan of remarkable versatility, for he composed 
commentaries of the first order on Samkhya, Yoga, 
Vedanta, and Mimalisii. texts. He lived under a king 
Nrga, and was a Brahman of Mithila; hiR Nyayas'/./'cini­
bandha was composed in the year 898, as he tells UR 
himself. The only doubt, therefore, can be as to the era 
to which this year refers. It would be necessary to 
refer it to the Qaka epoch and equate it with A.D. 976, 
if we were compelled to accept the tradition that the 
Rajava?'ttika to which he alludes in his Siimkhyatat­
tvakaitmudi was a work of, or dedicated to, Bhoja of 
Dhara (1018-60), though even then difficulties would 
arise. But the tradition of this authorship is extremely 
uncertain, and it is certain that the author of the 
Apohasiddhi, a Buddhist logical tract, freely uses Viea-

led. Gaiigadhal'a C(li.strl Tailafiga, Benares, 1898. 
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spati, while ignoring Udayana, of whom we have the date 
A.D. 984. The year 898 may therefore reasonably be re­
ferred to the Vikrama era and be equated with A.D. 841, 
in which case we must as!'lUme that Vacaspati wrote his 
commentary on Qaiikara'R Bha~ya on the Vedanta StitT(/, 
Rome years later, as Qaiikara prohably' flourished in the 
firRt quarter of the ninth century.l 

Possibly in the earlier part of the tenth century may 
he placed Bhiisarvll:jiia, whose Nyayasara 2, is II. brief 
compendium of the Nyaya in two chapters. It shows, 
however, while generally agreeing with Gautaum and 
his commentators, independence of view Ilnd Buddhist 
influence. 'l'huR the old division of sixteen categoriel'l 
which the Buddhists rejected, confining themselves to 
the topic8 of the means of proof and knowledge alone, 
is set aRide for a division of the whole subject into COH­

sideration of' perception, inference, and verbal testimony 
as means of proof, though the l,,1l'eater part of Gltutama's 
logical and dialectical categories are dealt with in con­
junction with the question of inference. More important 
is the rejectiOli of comparison as a separate means of 
proof; it is probable that here V ai<;e~ikn influence is 
visible, since the school rejected it in tolo,a amI Udayanit, 
who defends it, makes it clear that its part in know­
ledge iH reduced to ascertainment of the direct significa­
tion of words without regard to the realities signified. 
Agnin Bhasarvajiia Rhows a marked Qaiva influence; he 

I See Woods, Yoga liilira, pp. xxi-xxiii; Keith, JRAS.1908, liP: ()23 If. 
2 ed. BI., Calcutta, 1910, with JayasiIiha Sill'i's Nyiiyat(lfparya((ipika 

(fourteenth century). t:f. Hull, Bibliog. Index, p. 26. 
3 8SS. v. 33 recognizes a Vailie~ika school with three means of proof, 

and so also a Nyaya (vi. 5). Unhappily the attribution of this text to 
«ankara is not certain, indeed probably wrong. The 21·fold division 
"f pllin (pp. 34, 35) seems to be borrowed by SP. § 64, but cf. NV. p. 2 ; 
'fB., p. 91 ; the work is freely used in TR. and Kir" p. 48, cites a 
Rhil~lI~n who may be the Bhii~a~akara freely cited in TR. 
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goes so far as to style the system he expounds a Qaiva 
system, and promises the earnest student who practises 
concentration the vision of the god himself. His work, 
therefor~, may be assigne"d with some plausibility to 
Kashmir, where Qaiva belief waR always strong. The 
precise date is possibly indicated if we can believe that 
the Nyayabki"if}al,1,a, to which the Buddhist writer Ratna­
kirti,l in the tenth century, refers, is the commentary of 
that name on the Nyayasam, but the evidence is dis­
puted. The work is, however, the subject of a commen­
tary, probably .written in A.D. 1252; it is cited by 
M~dhava and it appears established as an authority in 
GUl,laratua's commentary on the 8a<lcla1'<;anaswYnllccaya ~ 
of Haribhadra, and iR, therefore, not later than the twelfth 
century. But it stands somewhat apart from the main 
stream of Nyaya, and it is certainly improbable that it 
could have been composed after Gaiige«;a's work. 

Of far greater importance both for the Nyaya and the 
Vai'ie~ika is Udayanlt, whose date, after many vicissi­
tudes of opinion, is definitely fixed at A.D 984 by his 
own statement in the Lakf}(l/.~a'vali. a He wrote a com­
mentary on Pra(:astapada's Bhaljya, the ]{ iml.u'ival'i, and 
one on Vacaspati Mi<;ra's commentary on Uddyotakara, 
the NyayuviiTttikaiatparyapnriyuddhi;" much more 
famous is hili i(ul:J'umaiijali/' which is the classic exposi­
tion of the proof of the existence of God, conducte(l 
from the point of view of the N yaya system but accepting 
so far as in accordance with that system the view of the 
Vaic;e~ika. The same theme is sustained in tt polemic 

1 SBN'f., p. 11 ; the editor (p. S) denies the reference. 
2 p.94. 
3 Keith, JRAS. 1908, pp. 523 ft'. ; Snali, Intr., pp. 61, 62. P"t·t of 

the K'iranallali and the Laksanat>all are included in the Benal'es ed. of 
Pt'R<)astaPAda, 1885-97. A Ldk~a'l}dmtilii (not the Lak~al'}a'Vali) is cited in 
TR., p. 179. 

• e(l. BI., Calcutta, 1911-. ~ ed. BI., Calcutta, 1864. 
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against the atheism of the Buddhists and the Jains in 
the .ltmatattvavivel~a 1 or Bc£uddhadkikka1'a, and to 
Udayana doubtless belongs the credit of making theism 
a principal tenet of the school, though we have no reason 
to suppose him the inventor of the doctrine. On the first 
three of these works we have, among others, commen­
taries by Vardhamana, son of the great logician Gafigec;a, 
and all his treatises and minor works were busily com­
mented on in the N uddea school. In him the tendency 
of the two schools to merge is strongly marked, but he 
does not attempt a formal synthesis and cannot be deemed 
strictly a syncretist author. 

There is much in common between him and Qridhara, 
who wrote, as he tells us, in A.D. 991 his commentary. 
NyayalCttnd(tli,2 on Prac;astapada's Bha~ya, and who 
appears to cite with disapproval an opinion of Udayana.~ 
Both recognize non-existence as a category by itself as 
opposed to the positi ve categories, both accept the existence 
of God, and both support it by arguments which have 
not It little in common. Yet a third commentator on 
Prac;astapiida may be ascribed to this period, if we trust 
the record of Rajac;ekhara' that Vyomac;iva's VyomavaN, 
came first in the order of comments, followed by the 
Nyayakandali, the Kiml.1iivali and the LilalJati of Qri­
vatsii.carya. It must be admitted that the order of the 
N yayakltndali and K ira'l,LavaU, seems wrongly stated, but 
that Vyom8.9iva preceded Udayana is stated by Vardha­
ma.na.5 It is much more doubtful if he is to be identified 
with Qiva.ditya, author of the syncretist SltptapadartM, 
especially as he recognized three means of proof as against 
Qivaditya's two. 

led. BI. 2 ed. Benares, 1895. 
3 CandrakAnta, KIl8flIllr2njaU, p. 19. 
4 Peterson, RefIOrt lor 1884-6, p. 272 ; cf. GUl].aratna, GSAI. xx. 64, 

where no order is given, and the name is Yyomamati. 
I Kir., p. 114, n. 8. 
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Of doubtful date is Jayanta Bhatta, author of an ex­
position of the Sutra, the Nyayamaiija1'i 1, and Nydya­
k((lilca, whom Gaiigel/a mentions as one of the old Nyaya 
Rehool; like Bhasarvajfia he appears to have been a native 
of KaRhmir. He eiteR Vacaspati and is cited by Deva 
Siiri (A. D. 1088-1169). 

2. GUiigefct an(l the Nuddea Schoul. 

Probably within two centuries from Udayana and 
Qivaditya thero flourished the famous Gaiigel/a or Gaii­
gel/vam, the author of the l'atl1.:acintdmay}-i,2 in whiCh 
the logic of the Nyaya attains its final shape. A native, 
according to tradition: of Eastern Bengal, he must have 
lived after Udayana, whose proof of the existence of 
God has plainly influenced his treatment of the inference 
of God, and after Qivaditya and Har~a, whom he cites. 
On the other hand one of his commentators, Jayadeva, is 
the author of a work, the Pmtyu/':jfiilokft, of which a manu­
script:: bears the apparent date of L'tk~nnat:lasena epoch 
159 or probably A.D. 1278. Jayadeva is also the author 
of the P'l'((s(fmw'ragluwa, a drama of no great merit, and 
it is improbable that his date is later than A.D. 1200, 80 

that, aR Jayadeva studied under an uncle of his, Hari­
mil/ra, it is not improbable that Gaiigel/a may be referred, 
without great riRk of error, to A.D. 1150-1200. His 
treatise follows the model, hitherto only seen in Bhiisar­
vn:jfia, of an independent treatise on the Nyaya, ill which 
the dialectical portion which forms the main part of the 

I ed. Bemires, 1895. See Keith, Kanna-M;miilisa, pp. 15, 16. 
2 ed. Er., Calcutta, 1808-1900; ('f. I. O. Carat., pp. 611-88. 
3 Mitro, Notices, v. 299, 300; Candmkanta, Kusumtinja7i, pp. 22/f. ; 

Vindhye9vari Prasada, TR., pp. 21--4, whose dating is probably wrong. 
r('sting on the assumption that Bhagirlltha 'fhakkura (alive in A. D. 

1556) was a direct pupil of JaYlldeva, which iR not necessarily the 
case. His dl'nma is hefore A. n. 1:363. 

2311 c 
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Siitra is made to yield the place of honour to the syste­
matic treatment in four books of the four means of proof, 
under inference being included a special treatise on the 
inference of God, Thus the doctrine of the theory of 
knowledge it! presented in a definitive form freed fr01l1 
intermixture with the miscellany of contents of the 
Siltra, and. placed in a pORition to confront the attacks 
of the Buddhists and the Jltins, So well done also if; 
the task that it proved· the last work of outstanding­
merit in the school; those who followed ubandoned the 
study of the Siitra and the commentaries to devote them­
selves to the minute discussion of the pointA which were 
early raiserl us to the interpretation of the views or 
Gaiigec;a and the correctness of his opinionR. 

The tradition of the Taftmcintiirna1.li was carriell on 
hy Vardhamana,l the son of Gangec;a, whom tradition 
ascribes to Mithila, and who wrote a commentary on hiA 
father's work as well as dissertations on other topics 
ILnd comments on Udayltnu's three main treatises, N 0(, 

much later, presumably, was Harimic;rn, whose nephew 
Jayadeva's Aloka is a comment on the Taftvrtctntama'l.ti. 
A pupil of Jayadeva was Rucidatta, the author of the 
K u8'U.lYltiJ,iijalip'i'(I,kii9nmnkrt1'(l.WZn, It commentary on Val'­
dhamiina's comment on the ]{ UflUmiiiijl/l i., and other 
works.2 

There:follows 'then a clear break in the tradition,:1 
which legend seeks to fill up hy assigning- J:tyltdeva ItH 

1 Lists of tbe works of the nll'mbers of tbe scbool al'o given ill 
Aufrecht's Catalogu8 CatalogOl'Um, i-iii. His comm., NyiiyalJrakafani­
handha, on Udayann's Nyaya1JarttikatatparyaparifMddlti freely gives hiR 
father's views as opposed to Udnyann's. He also wrote an independent 
comm. on the Siitra, India'll Thought, vii. 297, 298. 

2 The assumption to him of a commentary on n work of Raghudevn 
(Oatatogus, i. 528) is an error, if Jllyadeva's date is as taken above. 

• CandrllkAnta, Kusumunjali, pp. 2;l fr. ; Vindhye<;val'j PraSAda, PBh. 
(1885), pp. 30 fr. ;< BOORA, TS., lip . .J4 fr. ; Suali, intr., pp, 81-;l; Kflith, 
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a contemporary of Vasudeva Sarvabhauma, author of 
the Tattvacintarnal)-ivyCf/chya, an exposition of Gangelta, 
who may be regarded as the first of the Nuddea (Nava­
dvipa) school of lower Bengal. Vasudeva had four famous 
pupils, Caitanya, the Vai~l)aVll saint nnd reformer, 
Kr~l)ananda, a great authority on Tautric rites, Ragbu­
nltudana, the renowned lawyer, and Raghunatha, the 
greatest logician after Gaflge<;a. 'l'he commentary of 
the last on the TUtt1!(wi11tiil11a1.1';, covers the first two 
hooks only, tlms dealing with the really philosophical 
parts of the system. In Itfldition to the Didhiti Raghu-
11lltha was author of P(tdt''i;I·thaldu~1.1(.la'Jl(~,1 or criticism 
of t.he V ailte~ika tenets and other works. He had ItR 
pupil ~rltthuriiniitha, It commentator of prodigious 
('prtiIity both on his llUtster's work and on the Tattvru'i'n­
Ui,'mUl.1i itself. 'l'raditioll makes him a tel.tcher of Raghu­
deva, alll1 if so he was a contemporary of Harirama 
'I'arkiilarilkum, who was certainly the preceptor both of 
Raghudp.va ILnd of Gadiiclhara: to all t.hree authors the 
school was indehted for lllany workR, haRed Oil Gangelttt 
and Raghnnii.tha, exhibiting It VltRt mass of perverted 
ingenuity worthy of the mO!lt flonriRhing days of 
medineval RchoJasticisJIl. As Caitanya's (lates are 
known, we can AAfely assign the pcriol1 of Vasudeva's 
influence to the heginning of the sixteenth century, and 
with this lteCOrdfi the fact that Mathul'anatha iR held to 
have heen It contemporary of .Jagadilta, author of a 
commentary on the flulhiti, who certainly lived ahout 
A. D. l600. On thifl work of Jagadic;a a COlUment was 
composed by Qaiikara Miltra who was It pupil of Raghu-

Hodleian Catal. App., pp. 73, 74. Vindhye<}vari ProsAda (KIUll'}l/anoddlllim, 
pp. 4, 0) assel'ts thnt a :M.S. of the Khat!4anakha,nakhiidya!.kii. of Qnu­
karn Mi"l"a is aated smnvat 1529 (= A. D. 1472). This contradict!! the 
references in Cataloglls, i. 625, to t'ommelltnl'ies by him on .TlIgat!i<;n 
nnd GadAdhllra and pupilship of Rnghn<ie\'n, and is open to doubt. 

1 ed. as PadcZrthataitvanirlipal'}u, The Pandit, xxiv, xxv. 
C 2 
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deva, but who is much more famous as the author of 
the [Tpashim, a complete commentary on the V(lh;e~ilC(( 
Sut1'a,1 the first as yet available, for Pral}astapiida's 
Bhi1~ya is It restatement rather than commental·Y. The 
work is, however, far removed fl'om the originlLl, which 
it interprets often in It manner obviouRly impoRsihle of 
acceptance. 

The reversion to the Slltm as a source of guidlLnce 
Reen in Qankara Mil}rlt, who aSRerts his independence in 
hiR work, hits It cnriouR contemporary parallel in the 
action of Vil}vanatha, author of the Ryncretist work, the 
Blta~apal'icched(t, in writing a formal commentary to 
the Siitra of Gautal1la.2 The mass of comment hllll, at 
lnst, it seems, wearied the autho),R, and indnce(] thelll to 
retnrn to more original Rources- of knowledge. 

3. The Sy nCl'et-ist School. 

'rhe fullest (leveloplllent of the tendency to syncrct.i:-;m 
in the sehools is seen in the wo),k of Qivaditya, who 
must be reckoned the earliest of the authorities of the 
joint school, though it may safely be It.'lsUlue(1 that he 
was not the first thus to amalgamate the systems in 
exposition. '1'he 8apta])ctdartM,:1 is hased on the Vaic;e~ika 
system in its arrangement and treatment; following the 
order indicated in the fourth aphorism of Kal)8,(la's 
Sutt'a, he enumerates the categoJ'ies, and their I'll b­
divisionA, explains the purpose of the enumeration and 

led. BI., Calcutta, 1861, with a Vivrti by Jayanill'aym,la j a recent 
commental'Y is that of Candrakiinta, Calcutta, 1887. An edition by 
Oaiigadhara (1868) purports to be based on a BharadVlijrwr11i, bllt is 
clearly unauthontic; Faddegon, pp. 34-40. 

2 Another commentary, Bhii~yacandra on Vatsyiiyana and the Sntra, 
liaR been found j Indian Thought, vii. 379. It is by Raghuttama. 

3 I'd. Ramal)iistrl Taillliign, Benal'es, 1893 j V. S. GhatI', BomlulY, 
1909; trans. A. Winter, ZDMG. Wi. 
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the nature of f;lupreme felicity which constitutes the end, 
and then gives in detail the exposition of the matter set 
out in the enumeration. On the other hand, he intro­
duces the substance of the Nyaya logic which is included 
under the quality cognition, though he does not expressly 
set out the Nyaya categories. His date is uncertain; 
he is known to Gaiigeya,l and, unlike Udayana who 
treats nOll-existence as a category opposed in a sense to 
the six of existence, he makes it a seventh category. 
This points to a date after Udayault. On the other hand, 
if, as suggested by the colophon of one manuscript-not 
1L litrong piece of evidence, he is identical with Vyomac;iva, 
author of a COlument on Prayastapada he is probably 
anterior to Udayalla, who in one place cites a view of 
It teacher, whom Vardhn.mana identifies with Vyomac;iva, 
and Raja«;ekhara mentions Vyoma<;iva's commentary as 
prior to Qridham's and Utlnyalla's. But identification 
with Vyollllt<;i va rests on too slight a ba8is for serious 
argument. He wrote also the Luklju l.wmaltT,. On the 
SuptajJcu{cT,1·tMJ there are lllany commentaries, of which 
lUay be mentioned those of tTillavardhann Suri (c. A. D. 

1415), Miidhavn Sarasvati (before A. D. 1523), and Qe~ii.­
nanta (before A. D. 1608). 

Nor les:; uncertain is the date of Kec;ava Mic;ra, authol' 
of the Ta1·kttblu(,~a.2 His work follows the order of the 
Nyaya school, but he shows the full influence of the 
Vaiye{lika, enumerates its categories, and is influenced 
by its doctrine of causation and perception. l\Ioreover, 
his logic is on the same plane as that of Gaiige'ta, and 
he cites U dayuna. On the other hand, his commentator 
Cinna BhaHa wrotc under Harihara, brother of Bukka I of 
Vijay~nagara, in the first half of the fourteenth century, 

1 TO. i. 830; NSM., p. 9; above, p. 32. 
2 ed. S. M. Paranjape, Poona, 1894 (2nd eu., 1909); tmllS. Gaflga­

lliltha Jhii, Indian Thought, ii. 
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and therefore Ket;ava must fall not later than A. D. 1300, 
possibly earlier. Of commentaries there are those of 
Oovardhana, whose urother wrote in A. D. 1578, GaUl'i­
kanta, and Madhavadeva (before A. D. 1681). 

More recent, doubtless, is the l'm'!.:al,;u/unmd'/' 1 of 
Laugak~i BMskara, which is a clear and elegant exposi­
tion of the syncretist school, following the Bha~ya of 
Pra<;astapada. '1'1Ie author was son of Mudgala, and 
grandson of the poet Rudra, and the only hints we have 
of his place and time are the facts that he refers to 
Bcnares and to a philosopher, Qiilapal.li Micra, who COll­

ceivably may be identified with Qafikal'a Mi<;ra, the 
commentator on the Vaifeljika S~~{ra. 'rhe similarity of 
his style and manner of treatment to that of Annam 
Bhatta and Jagadiya render it reasonable to suppose 
that he was of approximately the same period. He 
wrote also Oil the V ai<;e~ika and on ~limansa. 

Jagadi<:.a is of more certain period; It pupil of his was 
alive in A. D. 1649, and he was pupil of Bhavananda, 
father of Vidyanivasa, alld grandfather of Vi<;vanatha 
who was alive in 1634, so that Jagadiya must have lived 
auout 1600. He was one of the most industrious of the 
Nuddea school, and his Ta1'kamrltt 2 is marked by an 
innovation in arrangement: while he mentionrl cognition 
as It quality of the self uuder the category of quality, 
he reserves its treatment at large for the end of his 
treatise, thus restoring the topic to a position more in 
keeping with its true importu,nce. Viyvallatha wal; 
It younger contemporary; his commentary on the N gaga 
S'fUrtt was composed in A. D. 1634. His syncreti8t 
treatise is the Bhaljaptwiccltetia,3 in which in 168 

1 ed. M. N. Dvivedi, Bombay, 1886 j trans. E. HultZl:lch, ZDMG. Ixi. 
768-802. 

2 ed. Calcutta, 1880 j trans. L. SuaH, Pavia, 1908. 
Bed. and trallS. E. R6er, Calcutta, 1850 j H. Shastri Bikre, Bombay, 

1908. For date see lIaraprasad Sha!,tri, JASB. 1910, pp. 311 ft'. 
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Ulemorial verses of the most prosaic kind he summarizes 
the topics of the system; the arrangement is an exposi­
tion of the categories and their subdivisions followed by 
an account of their analogies and differences, and then 
an elaborate description of substance and quality. Cog­
nition is treated of as a quality of substance, but also by 
way of supplement in So later part of the text. The 
verses are explained in the author's own commentary, 
the Sidcllul,ntamttldavulf,. Both works are distinguished 
by the comparative clearness of their exposition, which 
is based on Raghunatha Qiromal)i, and have formed the 
I-mbject of many comments. 

Last but not least is Annam Bhatta, whose name, like 
that of his father Tirumala, indicates his connexion with 
the 'relugu country. His date is uncertain; he seems 
to have used Raghunatha's Didhiti, and tradition 
attributes to him knowledge of Gadii.dhara, whence his 
date may fairly be placed not before A. D. 1600. He 
wrote also on grammar, on Vedallta, of which his father 
was a teacher, and on Mimailsa. His syncretist work 
is the short l'w'kasulitgrah(t,l which in eighty-one para­
graphs sums up the system in the same order as the 
work of Laugak~i Bhaskam. More important is his 
own commentary, the 'l'a1'!.xtSttd/,Y1·ahadipika, which 
discusses the definitiolls given in the text, amplifies the 
8tatemeut, and occasionally corrects it, a sign that it 
was composed after the issue of the text. Important 
commentaries are Goval'dhana's NyayabotlMni, whose 
author was apparently different from the commentator 
on the '1'tO'l~(tb1ta~a, Knn.la Dlllll'jati's Siddoo'ntacandro­
(laya, the Nilakal.t(lti of Nilalml)tha, who died A. D. 1840, 
and his son Lak~min!,8iidt(t'8 super-commentary, Bhas­
/carodctya.2 

1 cd. Y. V. Atha!yc, Bombay, 181li; tl'illl~. E. Hultzsch, AGWG., 
phil.-his!. Klaijl:lc, ix. 5, Berlin, H)Oi. 2 ed. Bombay, 1!)03. 
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Of greater extent and importance is the polemical 
treatise Tal'kil,;a.rakf}o, 1 of Varada A,carya, consisting of 
memorial verses with a prose commentary (Sa1'alSa1h­
gl'aha) in three books, in which the order of the Nyaya 
is followed. The date is after Vacaspati, Udayana, 
Jayanta, and BhiisaI,lakam, presumably the commentator' 
on the NyiiyaSo,1'(~, but before Madhava who uses the 
work in the Sarvadal·f({nasarhv?·aha. Nor is there any 
reference to Hart;\a (A.D. twelfth century), whose K'utl.~­
q,anakhal.uJ,aklu"ldytt 2 is an elahorate refutation from the 
point of view of sceptical Vedantism of the N yaya 
system, in the course of which much useful information 
of its details is given. A comparatively early date is 
also suggested by the fact that the COllllllentator Jiifma­
piirI,la gives as his teacher Vi~I,lusvamill who lllay be the 
predecessor of Nimbaditya, and if so falls in the eleventh 
century A. D. There is also a COlUll1ent by Mallinatlw. 
(fourteenth century). 

Of uncertain but not early date is the ..l.YyayasiddJuin­
tamaitjari a of Jiinaklnatha BhaHacarya Cii~alllat,li, 
which in four chapters deals with the means of proof of 
the Nyaya system, and has been commented 011 freely, 
a.mong others by Laugak~i Bhftskara mlll Yiidava. 
Other treatises both general and on particular point8 are 
numerous, but do not reveal original thought. 

From Gangeya and Jayanta onwltrd8 reference is 
frequently made in the texts to anciellt and llIodern 
schools. 4 The precise signification of these terms is 
often in doubt; in some cases the distinction is between 

J .ed. llennl'cs, 1903; for date ~cc A. Vcnis, pp. iii, iv; a MS. of thc 
commentary is dated S(lInt'at 1457. 

2 ed. The Pandit; trans. Gafiganatha Jhii, Indian Thought, i-vii; cf. 
Keith, JRAS. IVI6, pp. 377-81. 

sed. with Yfidava's commentary in The Pandi/. 
• Bodns, '1'8., p. 4V; NL., pp. 19, 20. 
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the Y ai'te~ikll and thc N yaya views, in others between 
Huch authorities as Viitsyayana and Pra'ifLstapada ill 
contrast with the N uddea school, 01' even mcrely between 
those of Gai'ige\'a, and of oRaghunatha Qiromat;\i and his 
followerso U ddyotakara already refers to many diverse 
views held in the school itself, and Jayanta alludes to 
Hlany opposing views of which traces here and there 
occur in the later literature, as in the SunaBitldhantct-
1M Ihgl'alw. 



PART II 

THE SYSTEM OF ~rHE NYAYA-VAIQE~IKA 

EPISTEMOLOGY 

CHAPTER I 

KNOWLEDGE AND ERHOR 

1. The Nat'wre an(l Forn~ uf Kn01,dedge. 

COGNITIO~ (bttddhi) in the Nya.ya-Vaige~ika is elSseu­
tially a property of the self, being described as a quality: 
it differs, therefore, from either the act of understanding, 
or the instrument, as which it ranks in the Sarilkhya 
school. '1'he function of instrument falls on mind, which 
also performs the function of percei ving cognition, though 
it itself is imperceptible. Cognition receives in the 
early texts no serious definition; Gautama 1 gives it as 
synonymous with knowledge_jjitan(t) and apprehension 
(upalabdhi), while PraCiastapada 2 merely adds another 
synonym, comprehension <l)ratyaya). Qiva.ditya's 3 con­
tribution is the definition as 'a light which abides in the 
self '. 

A nearer approach to reality is made by Ke9ava Mi9l'U,4 
who gives among other alternatives the suggestion that 
cognition is what makes things understood. Annam 

1 i. 1. 15. 
3 § 93. 

2 p. 171; VSU. viii. 1. 1. 
• p. 89; TH., I). 125; sec Lak~. p. 11. 
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Bha~t;a 1 describes cognition as the special cause of the 
utterance of words intended to communicate ideas, 
suggesting the view that cognition is a quality of the 
self, through which the 'latter has at once the idea to 
express and the word to give it utterance. This defini­
tion, however, fails to include the case of intleterminate 
perception, which is e(luivalent to hare sensation, and 
cannot be expressed in language. More complete and 
fundamental is the other definition given by the same 
author, which makes cognition the knowledge which 
forms the content of the consciousness expressed in the 
phrase 'I have this consciousness '. 'rhe essence of this 
a..~pect of cognition is the recognition of the reference to 
self, which is implicit in ordinary consciousness. From 
the contact of the external thing and the orgun of sense, 
mediated by mind, the self has the cognition "rhis is 
a jar '. This cognition of a jar (glt«tct-jiiClmt) is, there­
fore, a property of the self, a fact expressed in the 
judgement' I am possessed of the knowledge of a jar' 
or more simply 'I know a jar'. Cognition thus con­
ceived is styled U/L·t{vyctval:5((,y(t/ because it is consequent 
upon mere consciousness of an object, a point in which 

. the N yaya-V /ti<;e~ika departs from both the Samkhya a 

and the Vedanta/ who do not recognize that the simple 
consciousness is thus the content of u further conscious­
ness involving reference to the self, nnd give to a single 
consciousness the duty both of cognition of an object 
tLntl of cognition. In the Samkhya view all is mechnnical 
process without consciousness, until enlightenment 
takes plnee through the soul, which at the salllc time is 

1 § 34-. 
2 NVTP., pp. 48, 118-17, 178; TO. i. 784 ff. On the implication of 

so1f-consciouslles~ ill knowledge cf. W. Sorley, Moral Values, pp. 202-7. 
3 cr. SS. v. 51, Garbe's note; Vjjfliillabhik~u, i. 147. 
4 KKK. i. 2511'., 68, 200, 268; ii. 110. 
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revealed. 1 In tho Vedanta doctrine there is nothing 
ultimately !:!ave knowledge whieh reveals itself, and this 
also is the position of the Vijnanavada, or Idealist, school 
of Buddhism, though it differs fundamentally from the 
Vedanta in denying the existence of a single intelligent 
abiding principle, and admits only a series of impressions, 
which in some way or other must be conceived as giving 
self consciousness. To this view the logicians are entirely 
opposed; they insist on the distinction qLthe self which 
knows, the cognition, and the object c.Qgnized, and refuse 
to permit consciousness to play all three parts. 'rhus 
they differ from the Sautrantika and Vaibha~ika schools 
of Buddhists, which accept external reality, either as 
inferred 01' directly apprehended, but unite in one the 
agent and the cognition itself, and agree with the Pra­
bhakara school of lIimailsa, which, however, does not 
accept the principle that mental perception gives know­
ledge of the self as cognizing, but assigns this fUllction 
to tho form of inference classed as presumption, the 
existence of a cognizing self being essential to explain 
the fact ot' cogllition.2 '1'ho position of Kmnarila is less 
clear, but he seems to have more clOl:lCly approximated 
to the Nyaya view, while admitting the Vedantic doc­
trine of the self as consisting of pure conscious­
ness.;) 

Knowledge, thet'efore, is primarily directed to some­
thing not the knower himself, who is only apprehended 
either directly by mental perception as cognizing, feeling, 
or willing, or, !l.H the V aige~ika holds, inferred as the 
substrate of these mental acts which it admits, unlike 

J Keith, Salilkhya System, p 95. 
2 PSPM., pp. 25 If. ; cf. SSS. vii. 7, 8. Cognition i~ self cognized 

but as such, not as object; Keith, Karma-Mimiilisa, pp. 20-22, 68-71. 
3 PSPM., }lp. 27 if.; cf. Keith, JRAS. 1916, pp. 374 ; QV., pp. 383-

4,08. 
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PrabMkal'a, to be theo~jects of mental perception. l Know­
ledge. whether truc (yrttluJ,rtha) 2 or false «(tyathal'tha) , 
pr(wlli or aprama in the V ai<;e~ika terminology, is It 

represcntation of reality.' In each juelgement there is Itn 
ol~jcct of knowledge (vir;eF?ya.) , which possesses in reality 
certain attributes (1Jir;e~(M.ut) ; this attrihute is representee} 
in tJH~ judgement hy It ehllracteristic (In'akarlf) which, if 
the judgement is to be true, must correspond to the 
attribute ItS it really exists. 'rhe judgement "fhis is 
it flowcr' asserts that It portion of reality presented to 
us has certain attributes whieh are summed up in the 
characteristic of being n flower. / This flower is blue' 
does not differ :; in any eHsentiai trom such It judgement, 
hoth heing equally analytic and synthetic; in both reality 
presented is accorded a characteristic, which ought to 
correspond to the real attributes of the ol~ject. Correct 
apprehension may, therefore, briefly be described 4 aH 
that which attrilmtes to an ol~ect with a certain nttrihute 
the correspomling r, charaeteristic (t((dvati t(/tpr((kal'a'~(t), 
while raIse apprehension is onc which ascribes It charllc­
teriRtic to a thing which has not. the correRponclillg 
attribute (tadaUutva.vat-i tatpl'(tl.:a1Yl1.·ll1h jfutl/fl1n).G 

This is n perfectly definite if difficult theory of judge­
ment, ancl it is defended with energy Itgain"t opposing 
views. 1.'0 Prahhakara conscionsnel'll'l, not involving 
memory, alone gives true knowledge; 7 in the view of 

I Below, eh. ix, § 1. 
~ NBh., p. 2; SP. § 140; 'rH., p. 89; NVTP., p. 161'1. 
3 As sugg£'sted by Sunli, Iill,·., p. 278. 
• NSara, p. 1; Kus. iv. 1 ; TA., p. 12; TR., pp. 8-11 ; TR. § 35; 

NSM., pp. 5 ff. 
6 How correspondence exists is unan~wered, l'enliRm ignoring h£'r(' 

the problem; cr. Pringle.Pattison, The Idea of God. PI'. llO -30. 
GTe. i. 401 ff. ; PHh., p. 177. 
7 PSPM., PI'. 19-21, 28,29; PP., p. 42; RUR. iv. ) ff. ; TR, PI'. 19-

39; NVTP., pp. 151, 152; SF!. v. 53; llhandarlwr Comm. l'olutllf, 

Pl" 167-70. 
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Kumarila 1 It means of proof is that which determines as 
such a thing not previously experienced. To these views 
the Nyaya has the ohvious ohjection that in any judge­
ment which is al'ticulate there must he recognition which 
involves memory, hnt the Mimii.1isa answer is that cog­
nition essentiltHy consists in the proonction of a quality 
of cognizednesR (Jiiiitata) in t.he object which then be­
comes the o~icct of perception as e.g. "l'his jar is known', 
and that thiR (IUltlity is generatefl on each occasion. 1'0 
this the Nyaya reply is that cognition has no special 
form, but is rather a potency which receives in each ca,Re 
its special character from the attrihute ahiding in til<' 
ol~ject. Cognition must not he regarfle,l as tram~forming 
what it cognizeA; to be cognizefl iR no Iluality of till' 
o~ject but It relation 811 i yeneri.s (fwal",l.p(t-swIiJ,bamllut) 
existing hetween the ol\ject and cognition. The MimaJisii 
Iloctrine oUhe grOlmdR of val ifli ty of itleas iA also criticize(1. 
The most, advanced form of the floctrineA iR thnt. of Pra­
hhakara, who maintainR flatly t.he truth of every cognit.ion 
itA such, aA iA indicated l,y til<' filet that the wat.er we 
tt.etnally Aee and the water seen in a mirage prodnce 
Rimilar tenllencieA to action on the part of the percipient. 
All llirect apprchenAion iR valid, in(lirect ItpprehenRion 
dne to memory introduces invalidity. When a piece of 
shell is miRtaken for silver the procesA is .lue to memory 
which, through properties common to the shell and silver, 
produces recollection of silver, not dificl'entiatetl ns it 
shoulll he with the mark of its paRt character. Ho also 
mCl1l0ry accounts for the apparent seeing in dreams of 
non-existing t.hings. In other cases, where thcrc is 
apparent 'error, it does not lie in the cognition. 'fhe man 
whose vision is defective sees two moons, the images not 
heing fused in onc as usual j the man who Aces the white! 

1 PSPM., pp. 21-5, 29-31; <;lV., pp. 28 If. ; c;m" pp. 15, 35; TR., 
lip. 39-54 i SDS., pp. 106, 107 i BP. 135. 
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conch as yellow fuses the perception of the conch with the 
yellowness of the bile 'Which prevents his eyes seeing true. 
Kumarila is equally cle~r that the cognition is really true; 
what is in any case con'ected is not the cognition but what 
is cognized, giving the doctrine of the self evidence (8Vata~­
pdimill.tya) of cognitions Rul{ject to external invalidation. 
'rhe two forms of such invalidation are discovery by 
other means of the renl character of the object, and dis­
covery of defects in the instruments of cognition, such 
itS bile in the eyes. 'L'hough the older Nyaya 1 tradition 
is not so emphatic on the sul~iect as the later, it is 
claimed by hoth that the self evidence of cognitions is 
unsustainable.2 The truth of a cognition must be estab­
lished hy an inference, ultimately by an appeal to facts. 
It every cognition carried with it its validity, it. would 
he impossible for us to feel, as we unquestionably do, 
doubt. In point of fact, the real process iR that on the 
judgement. "I'his is a horRe' there ariseR the further 
judgOInent ' I see It horse " and itR validity is proved hy 
actually handling the oqject. Similarly a cognition of 
water is held valil} only hecamle we have been accustomed 
to verify it by drinking the water, and come to hold its 
truth without verification in each case, hut subject alwaYR 
to such verification. The true nature of false co~ition, 
theJ'eforc, does not lie in Itny confusion of what is pel'­
ceived and what is remembered; through some defectR 
of the organs of perception we apprehenll something 
incorrectly, and then ab extrn correct, not our cognition, 
which was as accurate as its mode of production per­
mitted, hut tho result of the cognition; the silver which 
we believed we saw is replaced by the shell we really had 

\ NM., p. 174-. 
2 TO. i. 198 ft'.; NM., I. c., 'I'A., p. 16; Tn., pp. 55 ft'.; TK., p. 18 ; 

'l'SD. § 68; BP. 1:\11; NV., pp. 3, "; NVT., pp. 3, 4; NVTP., pp. ,(7·· 
61,98-102. 
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before us. Error thus lies not as in the Mimalisa view 
in non-apprehension (a-lcltyati»,l whether of the thing 
or of difference he tween what is seen and what is re­
membered, but in miRapprehension (an,1jathit-khyiUi).2 
The r1i\'el'gence of view between the two schools as to 
the self evidence of cognition WAS of the greater interest 
to either, as the Mimi1i1.sa view allowed its supporters to 
maintain the self-evident truth of the unereated Veda, 

\ while the Nyaya maintained that the authority of the 
\ Veda must rest 'on its production hy nn omniscient 
creator. 

The Nyaya refuted also the Sftutrantika Buddhist view 
which, following Dharll1akirtV regards It means of proof 
as that which determines an o~ject. This, it is argued, 
cannot be Rense, for the eye giveH us diverse colourA, hut 
must he the form (iil.;{im) of the ohject which, cognizer], 
affects cognition with its specific character and thus 
determineR the o~ject. Similarity with the o~ieet iA 
thUA rleclared to be the llleanR of pl'Oof, Aince hy reason 
of it apprehension of anything takes plll,ce.~ '1'his view 
also iR r~jected; the forlll can he nothing hut the iuen, 
and the idea can neither produce, nor make known, nor 
determine itself; it cannot act on itself to create itRelf; 
it cannot make itself known in view of its very nature; 
nor can it give rise to It judgement 'I know thiA ILA 
hlack' based on itself as ''l'his is hlftck', for in a cogni­
tion which is self illuminating, like that assumed hy the 
Sautrantika, these two sides are inseparably cOllnectpd. 
At best the idea could only be deemed a means of proof 
by virtue of its pointing to the external reality whence 

1 NL., pp. 61-8; NVT., pp. 55 ff. ; NVTP., pp. 417 If. ; KKK. i. 244 ; 
NSM., comm., pp. 69 ff., 

2 TO. i. 480 If. ; NM., pp. 180-3; KKK. i. 141,145. 
S NB., p. 103, is repl'oduced NVTP., PI>. 152, lila; cf .. rRAR. 1 !JJ(), 

p. 135, n. 4; M(ulh. Vrtti, p. 71. 
4 NVT., p. 15; NVTP, pp. 152-.{, 1 ;7-80. 
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it is derived, and the use of language forbids us to regard 
as a proof a thing which does not produce, even if like tho 
supposed form it determ~nes in this sense, true know­
ledge. It is obvious, also, that in the Sautrantika view 
the Nyaya criterion of truth, conformity with external 
reality, disappears, and nothing is left but ideas, whence 
the mere existence of an outer reality is inferred as an 
explanation of their existence, but not of their Apecific 
forms.l 

Still less does the Nyaya accord with the purely 
idealist theory of Buddhism, which regaros ideas as the 
sole reality, and finds that there is identity between cog­
nizer, cognition, and its object i externality thus is due 
to an error which causes what is really part of an 
internal series of cognitionA to be regarded as something 
external (atma-lchyati).2 The Nyaya naturally objects 
strongly to a theory which deprives the external world' 
of all reality j they insist, moreover, that, if all is but 
idea, it would be impossible to have such judgements as 
'This is blue', since the judgement would necessarily 
take the form' I am blue', which is absurd. It is not 
denied that there may be confusion of what is external 
and what iM merely internal in individual cases, but that 
is simply a special instance of the general doctrine of 
error as misapprehension accepted by the N yaya. Still 
more objectionable, if possible, is the nihilist doctrine of 
the Madhyamikas, according to which all apprehension 
is of the non-existence (a8at-khyati),3 and is itself non­
existence, a view based on the allegation of the incom­
patibility of all notions. 

On the other hand the Buddhist schools have strong 
arguments to urge against the Nyaya doctrine of know-

I Below, ch. ii, § 1 ; ch. iii, § 2. 
~ NVT., p. 54; NVTP., pp. 4.09-12; VPS. i. 85 If. 
3 NVT., p. 58 ; NVTP., pp. 4,12, 4.l8; KKK. i. l4.1 ; ii. 189,240. 

"" D 
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ledge.! Perception plainly rests largely on recognition, 
which alone makes it articulate, but is recognition valid 1 
Sense is· sense, and impression impression; how can they 
fuse to produce a whole or give testimony to the continued 
existence of a substance in time 1 Assuming that there is 
a fusion, what is perceived can only be either a pure case 
of remembrance, if it refers to the past, or imagination if it 
refers to the future, or of present apprehension, for, as the 
previous cognition is past, it cannot be possible to appre­
hend a thing as qualified by a previous cognition. To this 
argumentation the N yaya reply is simple: the sense organ 
as affected by the impression is ample to produce the re­
suIt; when in eating fruits we come to our hundredth we 
recognize it as such by reason of those we have consumed 
already; the past is gone, but the relation with the past 
is real. Recognition gives us knowledge of present 
objects as qualified by the past or, if we prefer, as 
qualified by previous cognitions of themselves. 

In the .Nyaya Sutra 2 itself a determined effort is 
made to meet the Buddhist argument that correct know­
ledge was impossible of attainment by reason of the 
impossibility of any of the three possible time relations 
(traikalya) between means of proof and its object. Thus, 
if perception precedes colour, it cannot be, as held by the 
Siitra, due to the contact of sense organ and object; if it 
follows on colour, then you cannot say that perception 
as means of proof establishes colour; if simultaneous, 
then we would have at one moment two cognitions, 
which is impossible on the Nyaya view, and similar 
arguments can be applied to the other means of proof. 
The reply given is that, if there are no means of proof, 
you cannot prove that fact. The difficulty of time is 

1 NM., pp. 448ft: ; TO. i. 839 11'.; cf. VPS. i. 177-81. KKK. i. 166 ft·. 
demolishes all the proofs of Nyli.ya ; NSM., p. 12. 

2 ii. 1.8-19. Of. NSAra, pp. 20, 21 ; NAgArjuna, in Ui,~p. 81>. 
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not I'ellll; there are in fact diverse relations, thus a dl'um 
precedes its sound, illumination succeeds the sun, and 
smoke and fire are contemporaneous, and so with means 
of proof and what is pi·ovetl. Au object of proof iH 
weighed as it wcre in the balance of means of proof, and 
so with the means itself. If it is objected that, as each 
means of proof has to be established by another means, 
then the object will need a series of means of proof, and 
not one only, or, if means of proof establish themselves 
then why not the object of prooO the reply is that 
means of proof are established like the illumination of 
a lamp, an expression which suggests that to Gautama 
perception and other llleans of proof proved themselves. 

Another difficulty as to knowledge presents itself from 
the Nyaya view of its transitory character,l which is 
proved by the fact that recollection is only possible 
because knowledge does not last, but is a constant series 
of cognitions. If so, how can things be known dis­
tinctly, for there is no clear perception of colour in the 
lightning flash 1 'rhe example, it is replied, does illus­
trate the truth of the Nyaya proposition; we have only 
a hasty vision of the lightning and so an imperfect per­
ception, but a clear perception is attainable when there 
is continuity of momentary impressions as in the case 
of the rays of a lamp which themselves are transitory, 
hut of which by the continuity of the experience we 
obtain clear knowledge. The answer is ingenious, for 
the Nyaya doctrine of the transient character of cogni­
tion had obviously dangerous affinities to the Buddhist 
doctrine of the momentary character of cognitions and 
their falsity. 

On the other hand, the Nyiya 2 equally rejects the 
\ iii. 2.45-9. Cf. the difficulty as to the possibility of anuvym:as(iya 

di8Cl\ssed TO. i. 804 If.; below, eh. "ii, § 5. 
2 iii. 2.1-10; cf. Kllmarila, QV., pp. 1J82-408; SS. i. 145; NBh., 

NY., NVT., i. 1. 15. 
D 2 
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conception of knmyledge as a permanent abiding thing 
like the intellect (buddhi) of the Samkhya. The recog­
nition of objects does not mean the permanency of 
intellect, which on the Samkhya theory is not cOllscioUH, 
but of a conscious subject. It is impossible to aumit the 
view that the intellect is abiding, anu that appeltrance 
of difference arises in it as colours appeal' in It crystal,. 
through the reflection of objects on it by the senses. 
For this assertion of the unreality of the moueR of 
consciousness there iR no evidence whatever, the iuen 
being merely an invention of the Samkhya to meet 
a difficulty of its own creating. If knowleuge as It mode 
of the intellect is not different from it, it follows that 
knowledge would be permanent which it is not, and that 
we could receive various kinds of knowledge simul­
taneously which is not true, while when recognition 
ceased, as it in fact does, we would cease to have intel­
lect. The facts of successive apprehension and it,lability 
to attend to one thing when observing another are inex­
plicable on the Samkbya view, for a permanent intellect 
could not connect itself successively with difterent senses 
in order to receive impressions, as it would possess, 
unlike the mind in the Nyaya view, no power of motion. 

The Vedanta 2 doctrine of a single consciousness is 
cqually open to objection as it does not permit of any 
reasonable explanation of our cognition. In its theory 
of errol' moreover (anirvac£tniya-kkyiiti) it has to postu­
late three forms of existence, the absolutely real, the 
empirical which is illusory, and the apparent which is 
still more illusory, nescience operating through the 
internal organ to produce the false cognition. On the 
other hand, the Vedanta doctrine has the merit of in­
sisting on the distinction between cognizer and cognition, 
it admits an empirical if illusory external reality, and it 

, VPS. i. sa ft'. ; KKK. ii. 145; ..4.d"aitasiddhi, trans., Pl" 81 If. 
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permits of the apprehension by the internal organ of the 
self a.'! modified by that organ and empirically existent, 
thus in somc degree aiding the N yaya contention. The 
Jain 1 view again recognizes the distinction of cognizer. 
cognition, and cognized. but tends to accept the Mimi.i.Iisa 
view of the self evidence of cognitions. It is possible. 
as we have seen, that this was Gautama's own view, for 
his commentators II are driven to argue that the 1'egre88U8 
ad i /tjinitunI, of the proof of perception, &c., by other 
means of proof iR cvaded by thc fact when being proved 
It means of proof ccases to be such and becomes an 
object of proof. The morc fruitful conception of truth 
as a systcm was evidently impossible for them as rigid 
realiHts. Knowledge for them is rendercd possible ]'Y 
the reality of generality and particularity whose simul­
taneous preHcncc in perception:: lies at the root of nil 
judgement Itlld inference. 

:!. The P'Ul'ms of J( nvwledge flrut p/'uof 

Cognition is variously divided ill the texts of the 
scllOOIs. Pl"Itl,lastapa(la 4 adopts as the Lwincipi'ttm, 
cliou;iu/ti~ the distinction between true knowledge ancI 
false knowledge: the former iH subdivided into four 
categories: (1) perception. subdivided as omniscient. which 
is possessed only by a divine intelligence. and non-omni­
!;cicnt, which is appropriate to man. and manifests itself 
as indeterminate or deterlllinate; (2) inferred knowledge; 
(3) remembrance; and (4) the insight of seers (ar~a). 
which is a peculiar form of perception possessed by these 
auepts alone. In the accepted doctrine of the syncretist 
school,r. which follows the Nyaya tradition, cognition 18 

1 Siddhllsenll, NA. 0 with commentary. 
2 NBh., NV., NVT., ii. 1. 19 ; TC., i. 278 ft". 
S Criticized in Advaitasitltllti, trans., pp. 93 ft". 
4 pp. 172 ft". G Cf. NS. i. 1. 3 if. 
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divided into the two great heads of apprehension 
(o/~H~bhava) and remembrance (/J1nrti). The former is 
then divided into (1) perception (pl'atyak~a); (2) inferred 
knowledge (all/I.~)11,iti); (3) analogical judgement (upa-
1nit'i); and (4) verbal knowledge (fabda). The latter 
has no distinct species, though the question is raised, 
and decided in the negative, of the inclusion in it of, 
)'ecognition (pl'atyaUtijita). Of perception there are 
two distinct kinas, that of God whieh is omniAcient anti 
eternal, and that of man which is transient, and which 
may either be true 01' fabe. The other kinds of know­
ledge are propel' to 1I\all as opposed to GOll, and admit 
therefore of truth and falsity. In the caAC of perception 
there is recognized also for man un essential difterence 
hetween indeterminatc and determinate perception in 
the former of which U1all comes into direct contact wit,1t 
the world of reality without him, This division of 
forms of knowledge covers the whole field: axio1l1H ill 
so far as they receivc any recognition in the system faJI 
under transcendental perception, which is It Hpecial forll1 
of' determinate perception, amI llulief is includetl under 
verbal know ledge. 

'fhe four kinds of apprehension are ascribed to fOUl' 
kinds of means of proof (p1'ctmfil.Ht) by Annam BhaHa, 
aA by Gaiigec;a, making explicit u relationship which 
110es not so explicitly appear in Gautama. The term 
jJ1'Ctmal.w, however, is not without ambiguity. By 
Viitsyiiyana 1 it is defined merely as an instrument of 
knowledge. 'that by which the knowing subject knows 
the object '. The ambiguity left by this definition, which 
is applicable in a purely psychological sense, is cleared 
up in the definition of Qiviiditya,2 which ascribes to 
a p)'anuJ.l,ut aS8ociation with true knowledge (pm'l'l'lii) , 

1 NBb" p.l. 2 sp" § 144 ; TO. i. 401 fT, 
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It view which brings out at once the fact that a pramii1.la 
produces knowledge, and that, if it is to deserve its name, 
that knowledge must be true, i. e. in accord with reality. 
Annam Bhatta ] and Ker;fwa Mir;ra 2 recognize that the 
logical implication is as necessary as the psychological, 
and Madhava a gives a fuller definition which emphasizes 
this and other features necessary in a true prarttiilJ-a. 
Means of proof, in this view iii that which is always 
accompanied by true knowledge, and at the same time 
is not disjoined from the appropriate organs or from the 
seat of consciousness, i. e. the soul. The expression 
'accompanied' ('vyapt(t) , which here takes the place of 
cause (1.~ar(tl.l(t) in describing the relation of prarttii~la to 
IJlwnui, iii used to convey the fact that the means of 
proof does not merely produce knowledge but assures its 
correctness, while the addition to the definition makes 
it clear that means of proof is different from the self, the 
wind, 01' the organs of sense, t.hough all these have their 
parts to play in mental activity. The true sense of 
pl'(trnal.ut thus appears not as a mere instrument of 
proof, but the mode in which the instrument is used, the 
process by which the knowledge appropriate to each 
llleans of proof is arrived at. The definition of Madhava 
has in his view the further recommendation that it 
includes implicitly the doctrine of the Nyaya 4 that God 
is the fountainhead of all true knowledge, since God is 
the seat of all knowledge, and is ever conjoined with it. 

As all truth depends on agreement of knowledge and 
reality, each of the modes of proof must conform to this 
test in the mode appropriate to it. In the technical 
phraseology of the N yaya this doctrine takes the form 
that each cognition is true in virtue of a quality (gu'I}a), 

1 TS. § 84. Cf. NSara, p. 1 ; TR., p. 8. 2 pp. 8, 9. 
a SDS., p. 92. 
t NS. ii. 1. 69; KU8. iv. 6, 6; TR., PI)' 11, 12, 68; NVTP., p. 2. 
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which it possesses, and is false in virtue of a defect 
(do~a); or more simply a cognition is true or false as it 
fulfils or fails to fulfil some requisite. '!'hus a perception 
is true if the object really possesses the attributes which 
correspond to the notion expressed in the judgement of 
perception; an inference if the process of inferring is 
busied about a subject which really possesses the qualities 
which in the conclusion are inferred of it; a comparison 
if the similarity is rightly apprehended as existing; and 
verbal knowledge if the compatibility of the words 
heard is known. 'fhese conditions are defeated by such 
conditions as in the case of vision bile in the eye or 
excessive distance, or in the case of inference by logical 
errors of any kind. 

There is, however, a serious divergence of view 
between the Nyaya and the Vaiye~ika regarding the 
number of means of proof. The syncretist school, with 
the exception of Qivaditya, follow the Nyaya 1 and 
accept four; perception which incollveniently enough 
bears the same name as the resulting knowledge, though 
8ak~(Ul~ara is occasionally used for the latter; inference 
(anttmana as distinct from (l,nttm'iti), comparison (upa­
mana as opposed to 'tLpa?niti); and word or verbal 
testimony (fabcla as opposed to fabd(t). From the 
normal N yiiya list there is, however, It departure in the 
case of Bhasarvajiia by whom comparison is included 
under word, the means of proof thus being reduced to 
three, while the Vai<;et;lika refuses to accept the separate 
validity of comparison and word which they reduce tu 
inference. The Buddhists likewise accept in a sense 
perception and inference as proofs, while the Jains ill 
one school divided means of proof into direct and indirect 
and included perception under the first, inference and 

1 Te. i. 508 i iv. 2.860-6 i TR., pp. 55,56. Some Vai~e~ikas allowed 
vel'bal te~timony i SSS. v. 88; Vyoma~iva, GSAI. xx. 68. 
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word under the seconcl,1 The same three were adopted 
by. the Samkhya,2 the Yoga,3 and in part by the Vedanta, 
though in the strict sense .revealeu truth alone exists for 
the Vedanta. The Mimansii and the normal Vedanta 
view accept, in addition to the four of the Nyaya, intui. 
tion or presumption (artltapatt·i), and, save Prabhakara, 
also non-perception (anupalabdhi). '1'he latter in the 
Nyaya view in only an accessory condition of the 
direct perception of non-existence,4 while the former is 
reduced to a form of inference.r. The number was 
raised to eight by the Paural)ikas who included tradition 
(aitiltrJa) and equivalence or inclusion (8l~1hbluwa) among 
the means of proof: the former the N yaya naturally 
reduced to word, while the latter falls under inference.'; 
A ninth, gesture (ce~ta) added by the Tantrikas falls 
under word, and elimination (pal'ir;e§a), which some 
Mimansa authorities made a separate proof, is plainly 
part of inference. On the other hana, the Cal'vii.ka 
/:lchool reduced to perception alone, understood in the 
narrowest /:lense, the means of proof, a doctrine which 
they had to establish, unhappily for themselves by 
inference, while like the materialislll which it accom­
panied it was entirely opposed to the whole system of 
the Nyaya.7 

Remembmnce as a rule lies outside the field of the 

1 Vidyiiuhfl~al~a, Mtd. Lug., pp. 10 if., 86 ft·. ; NL., pp. 108,109. 
2 Keith, S",ilh'h!lu System, p. 72. 
"Deussell, Vediinta, ch. v; NL., I'P. 117, 118; 1'. Tuxen, Yog." 

pp. 106 If. 
t abltl'i:va is given in NS. ii. 2. 7 -12 nlj included in infel'AllCe; cr. Kut!. 

iii. 20 nnd commentary; PSPM .. I'p. 72, 73; cOlltm ~~V., pp. 245 ft·. 
NBh., NV. 1\11<1 NVT. do not dift'el' from N8., hut see NV., I). 38. 

5 NS. ii. 2. 1-6 ; PB., p. 223. 
6 NS. ii. 2.2; cf. for all these VSU. ix. 2. 5: NSlil'R, PI). 80, 82-4; 

'l'R., pp. 96-118; SS. i. 88; PEh., pp. 225, 280; in one version sambhava 
is probability, PadiMhammamiilii, pp. 19, 20. 

7 SDS., eh. i; ('ont'1'8, NM., pp. 36, 64. 
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operation of the means of proof; Laugak~i Bhaskara 1 

alone frames his definition of means of proof so as .to 
cover remembrance.~ The reason for the omission is 
clear: remembrance itself has no independent value, 
being based on previous experience, and the normal 
opinion is satisfied with referring its character as true 01' 

false to the original whence it is derived. There is the 
obvious flitliculty, mOJ.·eovel', that a remembmnce may be 
hard to verify as compared with the original impression, 
if time has elapse<l or the subject of the experience haH 
gone to another place. It iH obvioUH, however, that the 
mere reference for their truth or falsity of rememhrances 
to the sources whence they were derived is not COlll­

pletely satisfactory: if the original impression were 
correct there may be forgetfulness ill whole or part, hut 
the naturc and condition of such errors are not the 
sn1!ject of investigation. Hcmembrancc is traced to an 
impression (l3alhs/':itru, blulC(('nit), produced by experience, 
which lllU!lt be rcganlcd u.s in some manner a mental 
operation (vlI((p(im), which fUllctions until it results in 
remembrance when au idea is recalled by an appre­
hension which awakens it ('lulbudlwka) by relations of 
various kinds. a 

As the product of au abiding impression alone,4 remelll­
hrnnce differs from recognition (pmtyabkijli(t), which il-l 
also in l)art due to all impression but has as its imme­
diate cause the presence to perception of some object of 
previous experience, recognition thus being due to sense 
accompanied Ly an impression produced by It previous 
apprehension.... Or from another point of view the cause 

1 p. 7; contrast Kus. iv. 1, and cf. 1'R., pp. 19 if.; NVTP., 
pp.445, &c. 

2 NK., p. 257, already recalls the position of PBh., pp. 172,186. 
S NS. iii. 2. 4,8, 4,4; VS. ix. 2. 6; PBh., p. 256; below, cb. ix, § 1. 
e TS., § 84,. 
I 'fB., p. 109; cf. NBh., pp. 177, 178; NV., pp. 68 if.; NSAra, pp. 37, 



KNOWLEDO~~ AND ERROR 59 

uf recognition is the knowledge of the identity of the 
new and old experiences rather than an intermediate 
process of remembrance, or, as Qivaditya has it, recog­
nition is the perception of an object qualified hy the 
idea of being past. The importance of the part played 
by memory, however, is not denied, and in the developed 
doctrine of determinate perception some recognition is 
given to the part played IJY memory in our actuR1 
concrete perceptions. 

Apart from its character as knowlellge, cognition is of 
vital importance frolU the standpoint of the interests of 
man. Taking the traditional fourfold division I we have 
that which is to be avoided (heya), thjtt is pain anfl its 
::;ource8, ignorance, desire, merit, and demerit; that which 
destroys pain (hallA.l), the knowledge of truth; that 
which brings this ahout, the science; and the final end, 
the removal of pain; and of these the knowledge of 
truth, or the instruments which produce that knowledge, 
mnks highest. Knowledge, we lJIust remember, is not 
for its own sake alone; yiva.ditya 2 recognizes an 
essential feature of the system when he classifies it, at 
first sight irrationally, according to its nature as mere 
recognition, acceptance as attractive (upfult"ina), rejection 
as painful (lulna), or treatment as indifferent (upeA:§it). 

3. 1'/te Nal'U'i'e an(l J!'Ol'Ht8 of Bl'l·UI'. 

The essence of false knowledge (apnl'iJUI) or errol' 
results immediately from the conception of true know­
ledge: it consists in having the knowledge of an object 
as possessed ot' attributes, which are not in accord with 
the real nature of the.thing, and it is manifold in kind. 

266, 267; NM., pp. 458 n. ; TO. i. 839 n. ; TK., p. 6 ; SP., § 167; OV., 
pp. 478, 4, i4 ; PSPM., pp. 19,20 ; YS. i. 11 ; Raghuniltha, PTN., pp. 58, 
59; Padartharatnatlliila, p. 10. 

I NV., p. 4. 2 SP., § 87. 
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The mode of division of error, however, is much lesM 
matter of agreement than that of knowledge, though the 
principles on which a division can be attempted are 
simple enougl), and generally recognized. Thus fruse 
know1edge may be deliberately held and believed in: 
lUan may have a certainty which is yet untrue, and his 
position constitutes error proper (bltr(01Ut). 01' he may 
merely be lacking in certainty, in which case his con­
dition is that of doubt (salhfO'yct). Or again his ignor­
ance may be real and involuntary arising from causes 
which he is unable to control, or he may deliberately for 
his own purposes lllake a false assumption with a view 
to a 1'ed~tctio ad ab:,;unlum (tarktt). Or again there iM 
the peculiar form of error seen in dreams. 

In the classification of Pra9astapada 1 the division is 
fourfold, possibly not uninfluenced by It desire to make 
the subdivisions of C!'ror correspontI in number with 
those of true knowledge, which in his system are also 
Momewhat artificially reckoned aM four. They are doubt, 
errol', indeterminateness, and dream. This division, 
which is in essence found in KaI,lada,2 is retained aR it 
stands by Jagadilja:l; but the other members of the school 
endeavour to effect It reconciliation between the view of 
Pra9ltstapada and that of Gautama 4 with whom doubt 
and 1'ed1.wl'io ad abB'tw(lu'l1b form two distinct categories, 
The most interesting of the attempts to follow Pra9a­
stapada is that of Qivaditya 5 who reduces the subdivisions 
to two, but manages to find a place in them for the 
others. His classification assumes the two classos of 
doubt and error: in the former he includes conjecture 
(fiha) and indeterminateness,o as well as red1.wtio ad 
absul'd'll,m; in the second he includes dreams. Annam 

I pp. 172 ft'. 2 ix. 2. 1011'. 8 p. 12. 
4 i. 1. 23, 30. • SP., § 32; cf. CV., p. 29. 
o So NSAra, pp. 1, 2. 
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Bhatta 1 adopts a triple classification into doubt, error, 
und 'l'ed'udiu ad ubs'urd1),rYb, u view also taken by Kesmva 
l\Ii9ra.2 Laugi:ik~i Bha.skal'~,:; on the other haud, contents 
himself with the 1)are categories of uouut Itnu error, 
without subdivisiolls, while Vi<;vunatha 4 treats doubt 
and en'or as the classes of false knowledge, but gives 
It separate place by itself to the topic of 1'eductio ad 
abs1wd'u?l/,. The efforts to rearrange the views of the 
two schools to form a harmony thus show different 
aspects. On the one hand the N yaya category 1'8(b.wt·io 
tid abs'Iwdurn loses its place as of equal rank with doubt, 
while on another view it appears as a third claAs alongside 
(loubt and error, thus according it a higher rank than the 
Vai«;elllika was prepared to give. 

Doubt is essentially knowledge which has for its 
characteristic the absence or presence of contrary attri­
butes in the same object, as defined by Vi«;vanatha,1i or 
more simply, in the words of Annam Bhatta 6 is the 
knowledge of contrary properties in one and the same 
object. Doubt, therefore, has three characteristics: there 
must be knowledge of several qualities; they must be 
irreconcilable (viruddha) with one another; and they 
must be apprehended in one and the same object. The 
question of what is meant by irreconcilable is obviously 
difficult, but must be resolved, according to the principles 
of the system, by experience which alone Itffords Uli 

knowledge of what attributes may consistently be attri­
buted to one and the same object at the same time. 
1\Iore precisely still the nature of doubt is defined by 
Laugakllli Bhaskara 1 as knowledge consisting in an 
Itlternative between various contradictory attributes ill 
regard to one and the same o~iect (ekasm,in dharmi'f!-i 

1 TS., § 64. 
t BP. 127 fr. 
f TK" p. 7. 

R 1'B., pp. 89 If. 
a 8P.180. 

, TK., pp. 6, 7. 
6 TS., § 114. 
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'IJi?"Uddhanii/flilkotilc(t1i~ jiianarn}. This last definition 
makes it clear how doubt differs from indeterminate 
perception' which is ill reality mere sensation, and which 
therofore licH far Lchiml the stngo nt wl1ich doullt cau 
possibly arise. On the other hand, doubt in the precise 
sense of the wOl'(l difters from conjecture, which Qi vaditya 1 

classes under it: in the former case, if, for instance, we 
see at a distance an indeterminate object which we 
conclude must either be It man 01' It pole, that is doubt: 
if we advance to the stage at which we decide tentatively 
and without assurance in favour of it heing a man, con­
jecture is reached. Indeterminateness, which Qivaditya 
makes another suhdivision of doubt, is exemplified by 
the uncertainty which one may have regarding the 
precise species of a tree: it is therefore n modified and 
limited form of doubt. 

The various cause!:! which can give rise to doubt are 
Vat'iollsly given by l\Iiidhava,2 Vi9vanatha, and Ke9ava 
Mi9ra. 'l'he most obvious, and the stock case, is that 
where the object is seen to possess attributes which are 
generic in character, and therefore may belong to several 
different things, as ill the usual example of the o~ject 
which with outstretched arms or branches seen at a 
distance may be taken for It tree trunk or a motionless 
ascetic. '1'he alternatives here, it is pointed out, are really 
rOllr: the thing may be a man, or a tree trunk, or some-

1 SP., § 164; NSiira, pp. 1. 2. 
2 SDS., pp. 92, 93. Cf. NS. i. 1. 23, where perception an(l non­

perception make up live; 80 NSaru, I. e. ; the number is reductld to 
three in TR., pp. 165-8, refuting NSara, and explaining NS. Cf. also 
NS. ii. 1. 1-7 for a proof of the reality of doubt. NB. accepts fivo 
classes, NV. and NVT. three; NM., pp. 556-62, five; cpo PSPM., p. 32 ; 
KKK. ii. 187-96. Deussen (Allgem. Gesell. I. iii. 377) suggests that 
originally it referred to two opposing views only. PBh., pp. 174 If. 
(livides doubt as internal and external; criticized by RaghuuAtlia, 
PTN., pp. 67-91. 
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thing which is not a man yet not a tree, 01' something 
which is not a tree, yet not a man. Or two opinions 
may be before the subject which he hal:! no meanl:! to 
decide lJetween. Or the ol(ject may have qualities too 
ill defined to secure its recognition. 01' on another inter­
pretation even if the object has a specific quality as the 
earth has odour, yet one who knows that tile quality 
of odour is quite different from the quality of being 
eternal or the reverse, but does not know the position of 
the earth in this regard, mlty doubt whether or not the 
earth is eternal or not. 

While doubt shares falsity in virtue of the fact that it 
is the knowledge of an object, but only in an indetermi­
nate manner, error is absolutely false, as it consists of 
certainty of the opposite of the ti'uth, the object pre­
senting itself with attributes which are repugnant to 
those which it posseSRes in reality. Thus error is 
simply equivalent to false knowledge, consisting as it 
does in perceiving an object differently from what it 
actually is. Doubt, if the doubter decide' in favour of 
the wrong alternative, becomes error, but that is only 
when certainty, though in the wrong sense, has replaced 
the former doubt. Again, error to be such must, properly 
speaking, be involuntary, due to physical 01' external 
causes, apart from the will of him who commits the 
error. Such are the errors which occur in the case of 
perception through debilities of the organs or circum­
stances such as excessive distance or too diminutive size 
which preclude the due functioning of the means of 
perception.1 

From error of this type which is involuntary differs 
entirely the form of error which consists in the reductio 
ad absu?'dum, and which plays a great part in logic, 

1 Cf. VB. ix. 2.10; BP. 1S1. 
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being dignified by Gautama wi tIl the rank of It category.l 
'rIle error involved, of course, is the false assumption 
which forms the basis of the reasoning, Itnd which 
essentially diftim,; from real error by reason of its 
deliberate Il.ssumption for the purpose of proving some 
proposition, or of confirming a proof arrived at in some 
other way. From doubt it differs essentially also: in 
doubt there must be several alternatives available: the 
reductio ad abs1wdu?n iH intended to show that Rome­
thing must exist in Rome determined mode, 01' else some 
absurd result will be obtained. 

The utility and force of the process may be seen at its 
best in the stock example, which seeks to prove the 
truth of the conclusion that the mountain is fiery, 
because it has smoke.2 Where this inference is set out, 
when the propounder of the theory haR enunciated t.he 
proposition and the reason, he proceeds to give the 
general proposition, 'Wherever there is smoke, then 
there is fire '. At this point, however, he may find that 
his antagonist will not admit the truth of this proposi­
tion, and denies the universal concomitance of smoke 
with fire. He then resorts to a 1'edtwtio ad abou1·dum. 
He asks his adversary whether the mountain is fiery 01' 

not: if the reply is in the affirmative, obviously he need 
not proceed further as his conclusion is proved. If in 
the negative, he proceeds to the proposition, 'If the 
mountain is not fiery, then it cannot be smoky.' If the 
adversary will not admit this, then he is challenged to 
produce an instance in which smoke is found in the 
absence of fire: this he cannot do, and therefore must 
ttdmit the truth of the proposition, ' Where there is no 

1 i. 1. 40; NBh., pp. 65-7; NV., pp. 161-5. 
2 Jacobi, NGWG. 1901, pp.464, n. 2,469, n.1 ; see TC. ii. 219-42 j 

TH., pp. 185-204 j NVT., pp. 41, 42;' NVTP., pp. 825-88; KKK. ii. 
206-45. 
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fire, there is no smoke '. From this it follows tha.t, as 
there is no fire on the mountain, there can be no smoke, 
a conclusion which manifestly contradicts the truth, and 
drives the adversary to admit his error in opposing the 
original demonstration. In the technical jargon 1 of the 
schools the procedure of 1'eductio ad absu1'dum appears 
as the admission of the concomitant (vyiipaka), i. e. in 
the supposed case the non-existence of smoke, as a con­
Requence of having admitted that of which it is the 
concomitant (vya]Y!Ja), i. e. the non-existence of fire. The 
propriety of classing 1'educlio ad absurdum as error lies 
technically in the conclusion which is reached by the 
process, and which is palpably false. The account given 
by Guutama is simpler: 1'ed~tctio ad absurdum appears 
ItS an investigation regarding an object, whose nature is 
unknown, carried on for the purpose of ascertaining that 
nature, and based on the fact that there must be some 
cause involved. As Vatsyayana II explains the process, 
the knowing subject confronted by an object recognizes 
that it may possess one or other of two contradictory 
attributes, and finally reaches a conclusion based on 
causality, a view which represents the process as it 
presents itself to one who is seeking to find for himself 
the truth, while the later texts give t,he process as used 
in controversy in order to convict an opponent of error. 

The older Nya.ya-not Gautama or his exponents­
admits eleven divisions of the general class tarka: of 
these the modern school admit only five, the last of 
which pramaY}-U/;adkitarthapmsunga is reductio ad 
absurdum as just described: the other four are properly 
forms of logical error; they are reasoning in a circle 
(cakm); 1'eg1'essus ad i11jinit'um (anava6tha); dilemma 
(nnyo11yi1yraya) ; and ignomtio elenchi (a.tma.t;myn). 

1 TS" § M. 9 In NS. i. 1. ,W. 

ZSlI 
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These and other logical errors, whether due to sophistry 
or incapacity for correct argument, have no real affinity 
with the process of reduct'io ad absurdum, which in 
effect is a valuable means of proof. 

The dream state appears with Pra<;astapada as the 
fourth form of false knowledge, and Ke<;ava Mi<;ra 1 

makes the matter more precise by explaining that in the 
waking state memory may be true or false, but that the 
dream is always false, because we erroneously substitute 
the idea' this' for' that '. In remembrance in fact we 
recall an object as past: I remember that flower which 
I saw yesterday. In the dream state, which is really 
memory, I fall into the delusion that I actually see this 
flower, which in reality I merely remember before my 
eyes. 2 

The exact process of the dream is indicated by Pra<;a­
stapa.da 3 and Qaiikara Mi<;ra developing Kal)a.da's -\ 
doctrine that dream arises, like remembrance, from 
a previous impression and a special contact between 
mind and the self. Dream knowledge is the appre­
hension which arises when the senses have ceased to he 
active and the mimI is quiescent. It is of three kinds: 
it may he due to the vividness of the impression received 
in the waking state previouR to slumber; it mayariRe 
from It disorder of the humours, wind, bile, and phlegm; 
it may be caused as in the Vedanta view hy merit or 
demerit arousing pleasing or terrifying visions, quaint 
details of which the texts give, including among the 
ill-omened the spectacle of one's own marriage. From 
dream knowledge is distiuguished that which inheres in 
or lies near to sleep or dream (svapnantika).5 Prayu.-

1 TB., p.89. 
2 Cf. Kumal"iln, QV., p. 17::1; VPS. i. 97: QD., p. 39; PSPM., 

pp. :31, 82. 
B pp. 188, 184. 4 ix. 2. 7. 
5 b;. 2. 8; Chattel'ji, HindI! Realism, p. 161. 
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stapiida tells UR that this iR the cognition which springs 
up in a dream in the form of the recollection of some­
thing actually experienced in the dream state. Thus 
t,he visions of a dream are accorded power to leave 
impressions, though themselves nothing Rave impressions 
of experience, a snggestion which might have evoked 
the idea that the rlream W!loR really the expression of 
n, personality other than that dominant in waking life, 
lUll 1 not any form of panpsychism been abhorrent to the 
school. Other interpretations of the phrase were also 
cllrrent; in one view it denotes a prophetic dream, in 
another that dream experience which is felt as actual 
perception owing to its vivid character. 

The dream state iR pORsible only in that form of sleep 
(nidl'a) in which contact of mind and self is possible, 
t hough contact hctwecn Illind and the other sense orgltns 
haR ceased,l a condition which Yo~rins can artificially 
produce. Tn deep Rleep (s'wjHpfi) all contact of mind 
and seH ceases, and the self, as in Prabhiikara's view, 
ceases to have cOllsciollsneRs, for which mediation by 
mimI is requisite, while on the Vediinta view shared by 
Knmiirila it regains its condition of pure consciousnesR, 
in which of course no dream is possible.2 The physical 
posRibility of this severance of mind and self rests on 
the atomic Rize of the 1l1tter and on the view that in deep 
sleep mind retires to the pu,1'itat, apparently conceived 
as a fleshy bag near the heart, in which in some unex­
plain ell way it is Revered from the all pervading self.:: 
This gl'otes(lue speculation of the fo.!chool is due as in the 
Samkhya and Vedanta which have an analogous doctrine, 
to the influence of the B?'/tad(l,l'al."yaht Upanif}ad which 
tells us of the departure of something-the 80ul according 
to the Vedanta-into the pUl'rtat in sound sleep. 

1 8P., § 165 ; PBh., p. 258. 2 NS. iv. i. 68; PSPM., pp. 78, 79. 
S Athalye, TS., pp. 148, 149; Dellsst'n, Vedclll/ct, eh. xxviii j Garbl', 

i:l,i?ilklly«, pp. 274 If. 
E 2 



CHAPTER II 

PERCEPTION 

1. Nor-mal P81'reptioll. 

IN its widest sense perception includeR two things 
which differ in vital respects, the normal 01' human Pel" 
ception, which is transient, and the perception of God, 
which is immediate and eternal, and which possesRcs 
only so much in common with llormal perception that., 
like it, it does not depend on any prior knowledge. 
Man, however, is not totally devoid of It perception 
which has in it something analogouFi to that of the deity, 
though unlike that it iFi transient and conditioned, but 
his normal perception stands on an entirely difterent baRis, 
bringing him into immediate contact with the world of 
reality. Knowledge which arises from the contact of 
Flense and organ is given by Gautama 1 as the meaning 
of perception; when not subject to error, when not reo 
quiring further determination, and when definite it 
reaches the standard of correct knowledge. Vatsyayana 2 

renders more precise the process of perception; the self 
is united with the mind, the mind with the sense, the 
sense with the object, with the result that perception 
thus arises. In doing so he definitely brings mind into 
the position of a quasi-sense, though in that quality it 

1 i. 1. ,: alll/apadBfyam avyablticlil"i t yavasayatmakam i for the first 
epithet Ree Jacobi, JAOS. XKXi. 20, 11. 2. The fecnnd pxcludeR 
erroneous perception, e. g. of water in lieu of Bun rayl'l i the third l'aeeR 
of doubt. 

II NBh. I. 1.'; NS. ii. 1.21; NY., pp. 'OJr. 
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appears neither in Gautama 01' KaJ}.ii.da, and the former 
classes it among the category of objects of knowledge 
as opposed to instruments .of proof. Despite, however, 
its connexion with the' self and the mind in this manner, 
the proximate cause of perception is the sense, 01' more 
strictly its contact with the object, a distinction which 
permits the classification of the apprehension of pain or 
pleasure by the mind 8.."1 perception, while excluding from 
the category other mental processes, such as inference, 
ill which mind is active, hut not as the proximate cause. 

'rhe place of",.lllind in the proces'> of perception is 
established by It series of proofs. l 'fhe selt· is all-per­
vading consciousness, but experience shows that, despite 
the presence of oltiects of sense antI organs of sense, 
frequently perceptions do not result, a state of afiairs 
which can be explaineu only on the assumption that 
there is requisite something to establish a special contact 
between the self and the sense organs with their objects. 
Again, the fact that we experience things not all at once, 
but in rea1ity, as analysis shows, successively, proves 
the intervention of something between the self and the 
senses. Mind, however, has not merely this function of 
intervention: feelings like pleasure and pain are actually 
experienced just as much as sensations of colour and 
smell, and it is a fair argument from analogy to assume 
that there must be for their apprehension an instrument 
comparable with an organ of sense. 'fhe facts of re­
membrance 2 point in the same direction; if it is argued 
that feelings, thoughts, and volitions are directly pre­
sent in the self, it is impossible to explain why they are 
not always and iuvariably presented, which experience 
shows not to be the case. Mind, therefore, has~ .. ~ouble 

1 N!:l. i. l. 16; ii. 1. 24; iii. 2. 60-8; VB. ii!. 2. 1-8; vii. 1. 28; 
PHh., pp. 8\1-98; TO. i. 784. ft'. Of. Deussen, Phil. of up., pp. 278 ft'. 

2 NS. iii. 2. 22-31>; QV., p. 97. 
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function to perform; on the one hand it mediates be­
tween the senses and the self; on the other hand it plays 
the part of intel'llal sense, and has as its objects the 
working of the mind. It is interesting to note that 
feeling and volition are thus ranked on a par with 
cognitions as the oqject of internal perception. 

Further light is thrown on the definition by the dis­
cussion in the Siitra 1 of the argument that perception is 
really inference since, when we see a tree, we really per­
ceive only a part, the rest being supplied by inference, 
the part serving as mark of the whole. '1'his view i8 
rejected; it is pointed out that admittedly there is per­
ception of a part, and that all perception is not inference, 
but it is further maintained that perception of the whole 
is real and direct, and is verified by our ability to hold 
and pull the tree or other o~ject a8 a whole. The dis­
cussion is then linked to the dispute between Buddhism 
and the Nyaya on the relation of the whole to its parts, 
the Nyaya maintaining firmly the reality and distinct 
character of a whole. 'l'his passage makes it somewhat 
difficult to be assured of the correctness of the interpre­
tation of the epithet 'not requiring further determina­
tion' in the definition as meaning 'not expressible by 
words' which Vatsyayana and UdUyotakara give; other 
commentators, the latter tells us, interpreted the phrase 
a8 excluding inference, and indeed a perception, which is 
to be exempt from confusion of objects and to negative 
doubt, seems almost necessarily to involve expressibility 
in language. 

The interpretation of the Hiitl'a was early aflccted by 
the necessity of bringing it into relation with the 
important doctrine of Dignaga, who, from the stand­
point of a modified form of idealism, propounded the 

1 ii. 1. 80-6; below, eh. vii. § 2. 
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definition of perception as free from determination by 
imagination (kalapaniipoi!lta),l which Dharmakirti im­
proved by adding that· it must be correct (abhranta).2 
As will be seen in dealing with his doctrine of inference, 
as a logician at any rate, Dignaga, followed by Dharma­
kirti,3 recognizes a perfectly definite dist,inction between 
the parts of sensation and imagination or intellect in 
perception; the former gives us absolute reality in 
momentary contact but a perception giving name, sub­
stance, quality, action, or class 4 is essentially the product 
of imagination synthetizing momentary impressions, a 
view obviously very different from that of the N yaya 
with its realism, since all that is real in the full sense is 
t,he momentary sensation, which is absolutely inexpres­
sible, A perception as opposed to a sensation gives the 
form of the object, but that is derived from the intellect, 
not from sensation. 'fhe distinction thus drawn between 
sensation and perception, with the allocation to the latter 
of the work of intellect Wltli not accepted by U ddyo­
takara 5 or by Pra9astapada,6 the argument of the former, 
whose attack on Dignaga is vouched fo1' by Vacaspati,7 
being t.hat a consistent sensationalism should be speech­
less and therefore unable to give the definition suggested, 

1 NV., pp.44, 41>; Stchel'batskoi, lIIus,ioll, v. 162-4; below, ch. iii, 
§ 2. 

2 NV'!'., p. 102; '!'R., pp. 60,61 ; lIIadh. Vrlti, pp. 69-75; NB., p. 103; 
NET., pp. 4, 8, 15-20; SDS., p. 18; NSiiI'8, commentary, pp. 84, 8i'i ; 
!?DS., p. 39. 

8 In his Scuhtiill(intumsiddhi (Bib!. Budllh. xix) he appears RH an 
idealist saliS phrase, denying tho existence of cognizer 01' cognition; but 
tho use of his logicn\ view by Sautrlllltikns (NVTP., pp. 11>2-4) and 
Vaibha~ika!l (SDS. I. c.), who were both realists, shows that his logic 
wal:! compatible with rel1lism, even if ultimately he himself llIeant to 
assign the sensation to the alayavijiliina as its sourco. 

~ For the kinds of "alpalla cr. NV., p. 44 ; NSiira, commentary, l. c. ; 
'fR.; I. c. ; NM., p. 93. 

6 NV., pp. 44, 45. ~ p. 187 ; NK., p. 190 j t;lDS'l'., p. 6i. 
7 NY'!'., p. 102. 
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or to describe perception as imperman~nt or It source of 
pain. If the terms of the definition mean only that 
the specific individuality of all object is inexpressible, 
that is true, since all things have a general and a specific 
character, and are expressible in the former aspect only, 
but this gives no real definition of perception. 

With '!'rilocana, a predecessor of Vacaspati, of whom. 
we know little else,l there seems to have been introduced 
into the school interpretation of the Sutra the view that 
we must distinguish between two forlUs of perception, 
the first of which gives the bare knowledge of the class 
character of the object and is styled indeterminate (a­
or n-i1'- vikalpaka), while the second, in place of giving 
the bare qualification of the object (vive{!a1.w) gives the 
determinate (savikulpaht) relation of qualified (vu:~ya) 
and qualification, whether the latter be strictly so called, 
i. e. something essentially coexistent with the thing 
qualified or an accident (t~palalc§a1.w). 'fhe Sutra lUust, 
it is held, refer to both, the latter depending on the 
former, which is inexpressible in words, like the cognition 
of children or those who do not know the correct term 
for a new experience, and therefore the first is understood 
by avyapadefya, while the second by vyavClsayiUrnaka,. 
1.'his doctrine reappears in a classical form ill Gaiige~a,2 
who insists that the existence of this abstract or inde­
terminate perception is known by inference, since, unlcss 
it is postulated, there is an infinite regreHs, and we must 
therefore accept as final a direct perception of the class 
(substance, quality 01' action), which, however, always 
becomes concrete by application to the thing perceived, 
the two forms therefore not constituting distinct species; 

1 See VAcaspati on i. 1. 4. He is cited also, on other poiuts, in 
TR., pp. 887, 856 (before Vii.c8spati); cf. on the Siitr8, pp. 63, 64. 

2 TO., i. 809 If. ; so TH., p. 64; NM., p. 97 ff. j TK., p. 8; NSM., 
pp. 13, 14 ; cf. Pad(trlhal'atnanuila, }'p. 6, 7, 
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on the determinate perception follow!:! the reference to 
self in the a1VlJ,vyavasaya. At the same time the defini­
tion of perception is revis.ed to run' a cognition which 
is not brought about by another cognition', a definition 1 

intended to meet the objection that the old definition 
really covered every cognition since organ was inter­
pl:eted to include mind, that it omitted the divine cog­
nition, and introduced the term organ whose extent could 
he decided only by perception itself. The new definition 
excludes inference, which depends on the perception of 
the iuvariable concomitance of the middle and major, 
and of the presence of the middle in the minor; analogy 
which l'6.sts on cognition of similarity; and verLal testi­
mOllY resting on cognition of the meaning of words, a fact 
which also explains the primacy given to perce.ption ali 
a means of proof by the Stitra.1I 

Another point of view, however, appears in Kumarila,3 
t.he Nyliyasara;' and in recent Nyaya 5 doctrine. The 
Buddhist doctrine of the peculiarity (I1vtlluklja'l.w) of the 
object in illlietel'lllinate perception was met on the one 
hand hy the aSlSertioll of the QaLdikas G that it was the 
hare name which was thus apprehended, while others, 
the Vetlanta, held that it was existence in its abstract 
form (Kattt"i), views which Jayanta 7 rejectH. Kumarila 
held that sensation set up a condition due to the thing in 
itself (~'I.HldlHwa8tt~ja) of observation like that of a new 
b01'11 child on perceiving reality, in which generality and 

I Te., i. 552. l\Iathul'anatha (i. 559) explains this U~ not incon· 
sistent with Hod, being regarded as tho fiual cause of all knowledge. 

Z NBh., p. 8 ; NV., pp. 14 if. 
3 QV., pp. 87 if. ; v. 112 cited in TR., p. 64; NSii.ra, commentary 

p. 86; PSPlIl., pp. 37-9, agrees ratller with Te.; PBh. witl} QV. 
4 I}P. 8, 4. 84-6; the commentary takes the distinction of kinds itA 

applicable to Yogins' perception only. 
6 'fB., pp. 27, 28; TSD., § 42 ; SP., §§ 86, 11>6. 
6 TR., pp. 61, 62. T NM., pp. \17 Ir. 
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particularity are latent and which only later developed 
into determinate cognition, and the Nyayasam makes 
it clear that indeterminate perception gives only the 
mere existence (va8t'llAmart~pa-'YI1atm) of the object in 
the recognition that an undefined something exists on 
which determinate perception is built up. But, unlike 
GaiigeQa, the indeterminate form is no mere inference: 
unobserved in practice it can be seen in any case 
of the acquisition of new knowledge. The latest de­
velopment of this view definitely severs indeterminate 
perception from all other forms of apprehension at the 
root of which it lies, and thus approaches the psycho­
logical conception of sensation as opposed to perception. l 

The validity of determinate perception is natumlly 
assailed by the Buddhists, who deny that perception can 
give connexion of an object with a name, or that there 
is any genel'ltlity which cltn Le predicated of an indi­
vidual thing, which is momentary in character. '1'he 
Nyaya with Kumarila ~ refuses to accept these conten­
tions; generality is directly perceived when an individual 
is apprehended, and can therefore be predicated of the 
individual, as in Aristotle being is predicable of the imli­
vidual despite its unique character. '1'he giving of a 
name is certainly not derived from perception, and 
a perfectly clenr perception is possible, e.g. of musical 
notes, though we cannot name what we see whether 
from ignorance or forgetfulness. But the name can be 
supplied either on 01' after perception from memory or 
instruction; the giving of names is neccssary for com­
munication of knowledge and memory, but it is not in 
itself a source of error. Nor is perception merely due 

I Nilakawki on T8D. I. c; ; Athalyo, 1'8., pp. 21!J, 220. 
2 VSU. viii. 1. 2; /tV., pp. 97-11(j; 011 gl'llerality, pp. 201-17, 281-

95, 464-8; cf. below, ch. iii, § 8 ; N8M., pp. 12 if. 
3 cr. Al'ist., de II\/erpr., 16 a 19. 
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to the activity of memory; in our perception of any 
individual thing much is due to that source, but its dis­
tinct individuality and tit'ne relation are directly due to 
perception. 

:.!. The li'u1'ml:i of Perceptio/~ and their Ubjects. 

'rhe organs o~l'ception are six in number, fi\'e 
external, those of seeing, Ite_a:l'ing, tasting, smelling, and 
touching (a terlll which includes t~ temperature sense), 
and one internal, mi!ld, and t.here are various ways in 
which the contact between the organ and the object 
which is the prerequisite of perception can take place.1 

These are conjunction (surhyoga); inherence in that 
which is in conjunction (8a1ityuktu-slOnlwaya); inlwrence 
in that which inheres in that which is in conjunction 
(tlwhYllkta-l:ilww'Veta-8Wllw,vli!ya); inherence (s(£?nltvaya) ; 
inherence in that which inheres (swna'Veta-sumav(tya); 
and relation of predicute und subject (drel}al.ila-t'iveljyafit), 
and all that is the object of perception must fall within 
one or other of these modes of contact. The divergence 
of modes l'ests on ontological theories: the eye, for 
instance, as a substance can come into direct conjunction 
with allother substance, but only indirectly with e. g. 
colour which inheres in that substance, and at a further 
remove with the class concept which inheres in the 
colour which inheres in the object with which the eye is 
in conjunction. The ear, again, is a portion of the ethel', 
nnd sound inheres in it, and therefore is apprehended by 
the relation of inherence, while its class concept by the 
relation of inherence in tha.t which inheres. The la.st 
class is intended to meet the specin.l case of the perception 
of inherence and negation. 

I Cf. V8. viii. 1. 3-11; NV. i. 1. 4; '1'e. i. 572 if. ; 'fA., p. 1;); '1'B., 
pp. 28-80; 'fK., pp. 8, 9; '1'8., § 48 j BP., 59-61; NSill"l, Pl>. 2, 3, 
74 -80; ~D8'1'., p. 17 j NSld., pp. 26-84. 
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Among the objec~ of perception the qualities of the 
self, such as cognition, pleaAure, and pain are perceived 
by the mind, und the later Nyaya includes the self itself 
in that category, while the Vait;ef;lika accepts the doctrine 
that the self is only un object of inference. l Of the 
other objects, it is agreed that a substance having magni­
tude can be perceived by sight, provided, however, that 
it has a manifest colonr \I: the form of contact is literal 
conjunction, the object and the eye being deemed to 
come into actual effective contact. The modern school 
admits also the power of touch to perceive substance, 
provided that the substance has in it the lluality of 
touch, while Vi!ivaniLthu, by uu unhappy attempt at 
a compromise between the views, makes the power of 
touch to discern substance cOll!litional on the substance 
having manifest colour. Quality aUll motion 3 again 
are perceived by the organs by llleans of the second 
form of contact, inherence in that which is in conjunc­
tion. Generality, the fourth of the Vai!ief;!ika categories, 
is pel'Ceived by the second or the third of the forms of 
contact, according as the generality is that of substauce 
01' of u quulity 01' action. Particularity, which resides 
in the atoms is necessarily immune froUl normal 
perception. 

'1'here remain the categories of inherence and non­
existence, both of which the Nyaya holds to be percep­
tIble, while the Vait;e~ika restricts this power to 

J iii. 1. 2; 2. 18 ; viii. 1. 2; NSiLl'a, p. 36 ; TR., pp. 11 U, 120 j N Sh., 
p. 10, gives direct vision to Yogins only; below, eli. ix, § 1. • 

2 VS. iv. 1. 6 j below, ch. vii, § 2 j ch. viii, § 2. Light, therefore, 
is necessary for visual perception, but all affecting the object, not tho 
organ. 

a Praullakal'a denies pel'ceptioll, PP., pp. 78, 79; Kumiil'iIa accepts 
it, QD., p.60. Deussen's denial (Allgem. Oesch., I. iii. 309) that sub­
stance is perceived is an enol'; sight, touch, and milld see 8ubstance, 
NSM., pp. 22 ft·. }'or the modern doctrine of the sensation of move­
ment, cr. Wildon Ca1'1', hoc. Arist. Soc., 1915-16. 
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non-existence, and asserts that inherence is a matter of 
inference. In either case the ,contact of predicate and 
Ru~ject is held to apply, it .view based on the fact that 
inherence and non-existence having no autonomous 
existence can be perceived only as attrilmtes of some 
ot~icct in which they are found. In the case of inherence 
t.he conception, which is confined to the strict NyAya 
view,} is at least simple, but the case of non-existence 2 

presents obviouR difficultieA. As it is not a Aubstance, it 
cannot he known by conjunction; aA it is not a quality, 
activity, 01' class it cannot inhere in a substance, and 
therefore can be perceived only by its relation to that 
in which it does not exist. The perception of the non­
existence of a pot on the ground involves, accordingly, 
first 11 contact between the eye and the ground, and 
secondly, a peculiar contttct between the ground and the 
ahRence of the pot. '['his contact may be expressed in 
two forms, eit.her as 'The ground is possessed of the 
nbsenc(' of a pot' (glwfalJhavavwl hhiita{wm,), t.he ~>Tound 
Rerving a,s the subject and the ttbSellce of the pot as the 
qualitication, or as ' There is the absence of a pot on the 
g-rollnd' (bkii.tllle glwtabhal.'O 'sii), in which case the rela­
tions are reversed. Thus the sixth form of contact 
consists of two diRtinct kinds, correRponding to the 
/livergence in the form of proposition: in the first case, 
the negation forms the qualification of that which is in 
contact (S((.?ilyu"·ta-vire~(ll.wtii), namely the ground with 
the eye; in the second case the negation iR to be qualified 
by that which is in contact (8a1i1?J1tkta-vige~yaUt). In 

1 TB., p. 30; cf. 'fe. i. 640 If.; NSAra, pp. 3, 82; by inference only, 
TR., p. 162, but see NVT., p. 70; NV., p. 83; by both, PSrM., p. 89; 
cr. NSM., p. 80. 

2 VS. ix. 1. 1, 6-10 j TB., pp. 29, 30 ; TK., p. 9 ; TS., § 4(; NSi\ra, 
PI>. 3, 79, 80; TR., pp. 108-16; NVTP., pp. 464-80; NV., p. S8; that 
it is inferred is the view in NBh" pp.2, 101 ; NV., pp. 10, 279; PBII., 
p. 329 illl>ists that inherence if! inferable only. 
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the case of perception of a substance 1ike a pot, however, 
there can be no such duality of form of contact; a pot 
we sec in itself, but the non-existence of It pot can he 
perceived only in virtue of its relation to the ground, 
and it is in the double form of relation which is possible 
between the pot and the ground that there lies the 
reason for the double form of contact possible. 

Non-existence, however, is not applicable to substancc 
only 1: the last form of contact, though it primari1y 
rcfers to substance, is available to he brought into opera­
tion in cases where the positive clement is established 
hy any of the other modes of contact: thus the non­
existence of n tluality is eHtablishetl by It variety of the 
relation of Rul~ject and predicate applied to t.he second 
form of contact and so on. 

This peculiar mode of contact aRsml1el1 by the Nyaya 
is, not unnaturally rejected. by the Mimansa, which, 
however, agrees with the Nyaya in the view that non­
existence is the ohject of tlirect apprehension. Contact 
between an organ amI non-existence is impossible, it is 
argued, because contact must 4be either conjunction or 
inherence. Conjunction is possible only between two 
substances, and non-existence is not a substance. [n­
herence signifies im~eparable connexion, !tnll no one can 
assert that of an organ !tntl non-existence. Moreover, 
these conceptions lutve validity only for the world of 
existence, and should not be applied outside that sphere. 
They assert, therefore, non-perception (nl111palabdhi) as 
a special independent means of proof, a view which the 
Nyaya rejects.1I In doing so, however, it is compelled 

1 As Raghunatha (PTN., p. 48) holds. Ho also (pp. i6-8) claims that 
rai9i,ihya is a special category. Cf. also PadiirtTlaratnam<il<i, pp. 7, 8. 

2 TC. i. 673-92; TB., pp. 52-5; TK., pp. 17, 18; TSD., § 43; KII~. 
iii. 20-2; NSAra, pp. 3:J, 34, 241-6; TR., pp. 102-16; PSPM., pp. 72, 
73; NSM., pp. 34-68; COlltm QV., pp. 243-62; QD., pp. 60-5. KKK. 
i. 355-64 ridicules the Nyaya view. 



PERCEPTION 79 

to make concessions, and to admit that non-perception is 
an accessory cause of the reF!ult. 'fhe mere vision of the 
ground does not suggest thE} absence of a pot: it can do 
so only when there was reason on other grounds to 
expect the presence there of It pot, and, when this 
expectation iR defeated by our failure to Ree the pot, the 
hasis is laid for the peculiar contact which in the Nyayn, 
view is the cause of the perception of non-existence. 
But the Nyiiya is careful to emphasize that non-percep­
tion, even as a subsidiary means, mURt be restricted to 
cases where perception is possible: thus the merit and 
demerit of good and evil actions is real in every sense, 
but it is not open to perception, and failure to perceive 
it is no bJ'l'ound for asserting that it does not exist. The 
controversy with the Mimansii thus reduces itRelf largely 
to a point of form, the Nyiiya admitting non-perception 
itS a subsidiary, while the l\Hmiinsa insists that it is the 
primary, cause of the perception of non-existence, and 
that it has the disti.nctive character of differing from 
perception, inference, or other proof. 

Other difficulties regarding perception are raised and 
solved in the Nyaya S'titra. An interesting suggestion 
of Digniiga that material contact ifol not the cause of 
vision is put forward, supported by the possibility of 
distant vision and of the eye seeing' things larger and 
smaller than itself. The reply iF! that contact iF! effecte(l 
by a ray from the eye, which, as possessing neither 
magnitude nor colour, is invisible; it iF! not merelyover­
powered by light, for it does not I:'Ihine in the dark, 
though the ray in the eyes of cats suggests its presence 
in ours also. The obstructions met by sense prove also 
materiality; if glass, mica, crystal do not prevent 
vision it is simply because they are transparent; a wall 
does prevent it. l If contact, however, is necessary, it is 

1 NS. iii. 1. 30-50; cf. Kir., pp. 74-6; NK., p. 23; NV., pp. 35-8. 
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natural to suggest that there is but one sense organ, the 
skin,! and that all other senses are mere modifications of 
it. This, however, is contrary to the fact that o~jects 
are not perceived simultaneously, which argues a differ­
ence in their apprehension. Or again, if from the f8{lt 
that all things perceived by sense have the common 
quality of being an o~ject, it is argued that sense also is 
one, this view can be met by pointing to the different 
character of cognition in each of the five cases, the 
different location of the organ, the different process of 
its action, the different form of the organ, and its 
divergent constitution from atoms. Eye, nose, tongue, 
and skin are composed of atoms of fire, earth, water, 
and ail', while the ear is a portion of the ether, and these 
elements have the characteristic qualitieR of colour, 
odour, savour, tangibility, and Round. It is true that 
all save air and ether posRess more than one quality, but 
one prerlominateR both in the atom and in the senRe 
composed of atoms,2 so that each sense apprehends one 
quality. On the other hand, no I1)01'e than fiye senses 
are needed, for a separate sense is not required for the 
apprehension of distinctions within a genus.!1 Though 
the senses thus possess qualities they themselves arc 
invisible, and their qua.lities must therefore exist in 
a latent state,4 as mllst be the case if they are to perform 
their allotted function, a conception which has a remote 
affinity with the Aristotelian doctrine of Rense as a 

Tho rapidity of the ray prevents tho observation of its slIccessivo 
aetion; its eonjunction with points of space explains our sense of dis­
tance; cf. KKK. i. Ill; SS. v. 104-8. Dignaga is quoted, Prl(7t1rfha­
!'a/namii/ii, pp. 21, 22. 

1 Cf. NK., p. 45; a Siimkhya view, acc. to Padtirflt. I. ('. 
2 NS. iii. 1. 51-8, 61-9; VS. viii. 2. 5, 6. 
3 NS. iii. 1. 59, 60; flV., p. 98. 
t NS. iii. 1. 70-5; SP., § 125; TB., p. 67; TK., p. 3; flV., p. 169 ; 

Lak~., p. 8. ct. Arist., de An., ii. 6 ff. 
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potentiality, just as the doctrine of mind may be com­
pared with that of the 8en/I'U8 communis. The organ is 
thus the place of contact b~tween mind and the self; its 
existence, unlike that of external things, is proved like 
thttt of mind by inference alone, every agent requiring 
to work by means of an instrument .. The ear, however, 
Rtands in a special position, as it actually is part of 
ether,l and possesses sound as It quality. Hence, in the 
perception of negation in the case of sound, what is 
perceived is not as, e. g. in the case of the negation of 
It jar, a qualification of an object, e. g. earth, but of the 
organ of sense itself.s 

Ket;3.va Mit;ra ~ is responsible for an effort to make 
precise the instrumentality of sense and the contact with 
Itn object in producing indeterminate and determinate 
perccption respectively. Sense as the proximate cause 
(J.:ural.w,) by its activity (vyapara) , contact, gives inde­
terminate perception; contact as cause with indeterminate 
perception as activity gives determinate perception; in­
determinate perception with determinate gives desire. 
But this refinement is not generally accepted. 

3. Transcendental Perception. 

Normal perception as described is essentially based 
on sensation, and there is therefore in it a substantia) 
hasis for the contention that the N ya.ya-Vait;et:!ika system 
is comparable to the sensationalism of Locke.· It is 
true, moreover, that in its origin the doctrine was frankly 
accepted in its fullest extent by both schools: the Nya.ya 
expressly lays down that inference depends on percep-

J This is denied by KumArila, QV., pp. 418-21 ; cf. TO., i. 617ft'. ; 
PBPM., pp. 60, 61; below, ell. viii, § 3. 

2 TC. i. 674 ft'.; NSM., p. 86. S p. 28. 
t Atlwlye, TS., pp. 231, 282; Jacobi, NGWG. 1901, p. 464. 
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tion, and the same conclusion obviously follows for such 
knowledge as is obtainable by comparison. But it must 
not be forgotten that verbal knowledge in the Nyaya 
conception extended beyond this limit, and Pra9astapada 
accords decisive weight to the tradition handed down in 
the works of his maRter, KaJ,1ada, neither view being in 
harmony with It pure sensationalism, and in perception 
we know generality as well as particularity. 

The growing care with which the mechanism of proof 
was studied resulted, ItS was inevitable, in the definite 
nttempt to provide It place for the ideal element which 
WitS plainly somewhat lacking in the older theory of 
perception. It was realized that to establish a universal 
proposition by mere empiric means WItS impossible: no 
summing of individual perceptions would give any 
assurance of legitimacy of reasoning. In the syncretist 
school, in Laugak~i Bhaskura 1 and in Vi9vanatha,2 we 
find fully developed the conception of a supernormltl or 
transcendental perception (alaulcika pratyak~a), which 
manifests itself in three different forms. ~'he first, whose 
characteristic is generality (samanya-l((1~~a1.~a), is the 
knowledge which we posRess from seeing an individual 
thing of the class to which it belongs, and of all the 
individuals of that class, not, however, as individuals, 
hut as making up the class. rl'his form of perception 
cannot be explained by any normal form of contact; it 
is to he interpreted ItS due to a connexion (pratyasatU) 
between the mind and generality sui gene1·is. A second 
form, whose characteristic is knowledge (jiiiina-la~a1.1,U), 
is exemplified in the action of the mind which, when 
we, for example, perceive a flower bringR before UR the 

I TK., p. 9; cf. VSV. ix. 1. 11 ; TSD., p. 45. 
2 BP. 62-6 ; for Gaiige98's view see TO. ii. 283 ff.; NSM., pp. 23 ff. 

Its place in inference j" fully recognized in KumaJ'i1a, ((V., pp. 201-7; 
NB., p. 103 •. 
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conception of frugrance a8 pertaining to it, though the 
flower itself is at such It distance that we have no possi­
bility of actually experiencing the ouour. The process 
demands, therefore, that we should ulready have framed 
for ourselves the connexion of the generic rela.tion of 
ollour and flower, which on the perception of the flower 
enables us to assert its odour, the process which lies at 
the root of inference. Under the same head fall the 
products of the creative imagination of the poet or 
thinker, nnd even such cognitions as deal with know­
letlge of the supersensible as 'I know an atom '} 

While these two forms of supernormal knowledge 
stand in close relation, and represent fundamental reali­
ties, the third, born of ascetic power ('!Juga-ja) 2 is peculiar 
to the system, and derives its pxistence from its accept­
Itnce of the power of seers to percei ve in an intuiti ve 
vision the whole of truth. '1'he exact cause of this 
power is asserted to be the contact of mind and the 
merit which the ascetic has acquired. In the complete 
ascetic the perception is ever present in its perfection; 
at a lower stage of merit it requires concentration of 
mind to achieve it. 

Of these three forms it is c1enr that the first has close 
affinities with the simpler early doctrine that every 
sensc can perceive directly generality by the use of the 
second and third forms of normal contact according as 
the generality is that of a substance, or quality, or 
activity. The modern school, however, has advanced 
IJeyond this doctrine by insisting on the peculiarity of 

1 NVTP., commentary pp. 466, 160, 161; cf. Padcirlharalnamiila, 
pp. 6-8, where God's perception a.ppears as one distinct class. 

2 VS. ix. 1. 11, 12. Hence NSara, pp. 2-4, with a division into 
determinate and indoterminate applicable to the lower form (ayuklii­
t'astiu'l), and the indeterminate only in the 1fI4klti/!astllii ; see ch. ix, § 2. 
Cf. SS. i. 90, 91 ; 'l'R., pp. 59, 60 with commentary; NBh., p. 10; QV., 
p. 72; l'Bh., p. 72, has ar~(/. Cf. KKK. i. 2\1; NK. l'. 19i. 

F 2 
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the form of contact and accentuating the part played by 
mind, which in the first form of supernormal knowledge 
frames the general concept, and in the second is respon­
sible for the association of ideas which constitutes it. 
There need be little hesitation to ascribe to the influence 
of Buddhist logic with its insistence on the part of 
imagination in the framing of ideas the growing apprecia­
tion in the N yaya-Vai<;e~ika of the active part played 
hy mind in the development of knowledge. 

The conception of the perception enjoyed by ascetics 
is also found in Dignaga and Dharmakirti,l who provides 
for four classes of perception-sense perception, mental 
perception, self consciousness, and the perception of 
ascetics. The second and third classes in his oi vision 
fall into the sphere of activity of mind in perception in 
the N yaya-V ai<;e~ika theory. Dharmottara 2 adds that 
the perception of ascetics is essentially indeterminate. 

I N B., p. 108. 2 NBT., pp. 7-16, 



CHAPTER III 

INFERENCE AND COMPARISON 

1. The Develop'ment of the Doctrine of Inference and 
Syllogi8m" 

-THOUGH Gautama stands at the head of the school of 
Nyaya, on the essential doctrine which is normally 
associated with logical inquiries he has extremely little 
to tell us, but his testimony is the more valuable in thut 
it shows the gradual development from mere dialecticH 
to logic. Vatsyayana stands 'on the same level as his 
master; in his exposition of the process of reasoning RH 
described by Gautama,l he asserts thnt the process of 
reasoning is extremely subtle, hard to understand, und 
only to be mastered by one of much learning and ability. 
The admission is important, as it makes it easy to 
realize how difficult were found the first steps to under­
stand the real nature of logical reasoning even when the 
formal procedure was well established as it was in 
Gautama's time. 

Gautama:l lays down that there nre five members 
(avayava) of a syllogism, namely the proposition 
(pratijiia), the reason (hetu), the example (udaharu'I.w,), 
the application (upanaya), and the conclusion (n-iga­
mana). But Vatsyayana reveals that others raised the 
number of members of the'syllogism to ten, and it is 
probable enough that this represents a view prevalent 
before Gautama, and that his contribution to the de-

I i. 1. 82. 
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velopment of the topic included the removal of these 
members which in the conclusion have, as his commen­
tator observes, no just place but pIa a part in the dis­
cussion of a topic. 'l'hese are the desire to know 
(jijiial;(i), the doubt (sariu;(x,ya) , the belief in the possi­
bility of a solution (~al"yaprapti), the purpose in view 
in attaining the conclusion (l'ruyojana), and the removal 
of doubt (sariu;aya-1J1Jutliisa). With its full ten members t 
we have before us in miniature the course of the kind 
of discussion which preceded the development of formal 
investigation of the logical process, and we can recognizc 
the substantial improvemcnt involved in omitting all 
that did not (lirect,ly lleal' on the attainment of thc 
conclusion. 

In the later logic of the schools the f'ehclllc of Guutmna 
is illustrated by the formal syllogism 

rrhe hill is fiery 
Because it has smoke 
Whatever is smoky is ficry, like It kitchcn 
So is this hill (smoky) 
Thereforc is the hill ficry. 
The argument, therefore, rests on It geneml assertiun 

of the concomitance (vyapti) which exists bctween smoke 
and fire. But can this generalization be attributed to 
Gautallla himself 1 The answer must assuredly be in 
the negative. The only principle laid down by Gautama 
is as follows 2: The reason proves what is to be estab­
lished through its similarity with the example, not 
through dissimilarity. The example has the charac­
teristics of the thing because of its similarity with it, 
or has not the characteristics, because of dissimilarity. 

1 cr. Bhn<1rahiihn's 10-Il1l'mbor IlrgulIlont for Juiuism; Metl. Lo!!., 
pp. 6 It" .. which, hOWOHlI', is vory lIifforont. 

2 i 1. 84-6; Athnlye, TS., p. 2i9; Jacobi, NGWG. 1901, 1'1). 469, 
477; Giiiigiiniith .Jhii, NS. i. 885n. ; NBh., pp. 42,48. 
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It is impossible to resist the conclusion that the third 
member of the syllogism is nothing more tl1an an 
example, and that the original process knew no fornm­
lation of a general rule. This conclusion is supported 
not _ merely by the fact that the term example is only 
with great difficulty to be reconciled with a real general 
proposition, but by the form of the syllogism in its 
fourth and fifth members, which run in the original: 
'Thus is this' (tatka cayam), 'Therefore thus (is it)' 
(tasmat tatka). The summing up in the application is 
expressly said by Gautama to be dependent on the 
example, and this is entirely borne out by the word 
'thus '-which can only be referred to the word' as' in 
the example' as a kitchen' (yatha 'YIwhanasaM as the 
example originally ran.1 Similarly the 'thus' in the 
fifth member of the syllogism is only to be explained as 
a reference to the 'as' of the third. In both cases, 
however, if the third member had the full form which 
it possesses in the later system, the reference would be 
unintelligible. With this conclusion accords perfectly 
the literary use of the syllogism: the last two members 
are not used, and the third appears merely in the reduced 
form of the example, while in Vatsyayana, where, if it 
had existed, the general proposition would have been 
expected to appear it is never found; although he frames 
many syllogisms especially in Ahnika I of Book V in 
his commentary, the most ~hat he does is to adopt the 
form: ,It is observed that the kitchen has smoke and 
also has fire '. The fact that reasoning can only be by 
means of a general proposition had thus not yet been 
appreciated in the school, for this reasoning still was 
from particular to particular by analogy in the manner 
approved by J. S. Mill. 'rhe origin of the Ryllogistic 

I Originally Pl'csulIlnbly tal/utI/am. 
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form can then be recognized as arising from the effort 
to expopnd a proposition to another: the proposition is 
stated; the reason for it is asked; the ground is given; 
its validity is called in question; an example familiar 
and therefore cogent is adduced, and the similarity of 
the subject to the example is emphasized, and the con­
clusion is finally drawn. It is characteristic of the 
conservatism of the schools that the scheme was retained 
long after it had ceased to be the real form of the 
reasoning employed. 

The other important contribution by Gautama to the 
theory of the syllogism is contained in the solitary 
aphorism 1 devoted to the conclusion, which thus fares 
badly compared with the members of the syllogism to 
which eight aphorisms are devoted, while fallacious 
reasons have six. ~rhere inference is declared to be 
dependent on perception (tat-pu'l'va/';(I?n), and to be of 
three kinds-p!'{''rl1avat, <;etJavat, and Ifitm,anyato (l!,lj~t'ln. 
These phrases are in themselves hopelessly obscure, awl 
Vatsyayana gives two explanations of fundamentally 
different character, a fact which may be interpreted 
either as indicating that even before Gautanm there 
were different views prevalent in the school, 01' that 
there intervened a considerable interval between Gautama 
and his follower, during which conflicting interpretations 
of his aphorisms had come into vogue. According to the 
first of these interpretations inference pUl'v(tvat, • as 
formerly', is inference from cause to effect: thus from 
the sight of clouds it is inferred that rain will fall. 
Inference f6f}avut is from effect to cause, as when from 
the swelling river it is infen'ed that rain has fallen. 

1 i. 1. o. Other views are given by Vacaspati and by Uddyotakara, 
1. c., who prefers the idea that it is inference from something com· 
monly seen, e. g. water from the presence of cranes; cf. SBH. viii. 8. 
The rending 'dr,!am is impossible. 
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Inference samanyato d?'~t(t is illustrated by such It case, 
differing from the two previous as that in which from 
ohserving the different positions assumed in the course 
of the day by the sun we conclude by analogy of 
ordinary motion that it moves, although such motion is 
not open to our perception. The second explanation 
offered by Vatsyayana makes lnf,1'Vavat an inference 
based on previous experience of the concomitance be­
tween two things, such as smoke and fire, which we still 
therefore accept later on when we no longer have the 
actual perception of the concomitance before our eyes. 
{Jetjavat is proof by elimination; thus sound can be 
proved to be a quality by showing that it must be either 
a substance, quality, or activity, and that it can be 
neither the first nor the last, and therefore must be the 
I:!econd. &tmany(~tu d?'l?ta il! an inference in which, the 
relation hetween the reason and the conselJuence not 
heing a mutter of perception, something which is not 
perceptihle il:! proved to exist by virtue of the abstract 
similarity with something else of the reason, a definition 
which is rendered more intelligible by the instance 
adduced which showl! that the self or soul is proved to 
exist by the fact that ,lesire, &c., are qualities, and that 
qualities must ahide in some substance, namely, the 
self. 

lt is doubtful whether either of these theories has any 
claim to represent the true state of affairs, for in an 
obscure aphorism in a later part of hiR work 1 Gautallla 
refers to objections to inference based on the fact that it 
sometimes misleads: thus to the argument that, if we 
see a river swollen, we infer that there has been min 
may be objected that the cause may be an embankment; 

1 ii. 1. 37,38; Jacobi, NGWG. 1901,p. 478; NUh., pp. 86,87; NV., 
pp. 233-5. The allswer insists on the specific character of the fncts 011 

which inference is bnscd. 
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to the argument that, if we see ants carrying off their 
eggs, we infer there will be rain, may be objected that 
the real cause is that some one has damaged their nest, 
while, if we infer froUl the scream of a peacock the 
coming of rain, we may really be hearing a human cry, 
from whkth no such inference can he drawn. It can 
scarcely be deBied that the three instances given must 
he deemed to correspOfld with the three forms of inference 
previously defined, and in that case it is cleltr that to 
Gautama inference pUl'vavat is from the later to the 
earlier, from the efiect to the cause, and that v'ice ver:,:a 
inference f(e~avat is from the earlier to the later, but the 
precise sense of Ijamanyatu dnsttt must remain obscure, 
perhaps denoting similarity as a basis of inference. It 
is difficult to doubt, however, especially in view of the 
tradition and the use of the phrase later, though in 
a different context, by Pra9astapada, that the term 
applied to some abstract form of reasoning in which 
perception could not directly be applied. 

This conclusion receives reinforcement from the 
further development given to the scheme at some later 
period, for which we have the solitary testimony of 
Vacaspati Mi9l'a in his exposition of the Sarhkhya 
system.1 The decisive advance made is that the three 
forms are reduced to two classes: the first of these 
styled direct (vila) comprises pfirvavat and samii,nyato 
d?'~ta; the second styled indirect (avUa) is comprised hy 
~~avat. The latter is a means of proof by elimination, 
and is used to establish, for example, the Sarilkhya 
doctrine of the pre-existence of the effect in the cause; 
the clay and the pot are one, because neither the relation 
of union 01' separation between them is possible; for, if 
they were different, then they must either be in a relation 

I Biirk, VO.T. xv. 251-64; cf. thc U80 of vita and arita in NV., p:126; 
Vij~iinabhikl,!U, S8. i. 103. 
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of union like the pot and its contents, or in one of 
separation, like two mountains; neither of these con­
ditions is the case; ther~fore cluy and pot are one.1 In 
the flallle way the existence of the soul is established by 
the argument that if it did not exist there would be no 
self consciousness, which is manifestly contrary to fact. 
Between the two forms of direct proof the difference 
consists in the nature of the knowledge whieh results, 
not in the process itself. In purvavat that knowledge 
is concerned with a general principle which is perceptible; 
in l!iZrnanyato d?'~ta the peculiar nature of the knowledge 
involved lies in the fact that the general relation exists, 
but is not open to perception «~d?,lJta,8'I,ala'Cljal.ta-sam,anya 
as opposed to d],f?tUlsvalaklial.~a-8amanya).2 'rhe form 
of inference pU1"Vavat is of minor importance to a system 
which is concerned with higher things than those of 
sense: the other forlU of direct proof is invaluable to 
establish such things as the existence of the soul. All 
that has the characteristics of joy, sorrow, and confusion, 
it is argued, is guided by another, like a chariot by the 
driver; all the world has these characteristics; therefore 
all the world has a ruler. Or, again, thus we can prove 
that the pcrception of colour requires sight; perception 
of colour requires an instrument, namely sight, for it is 
(tn activity; every activity re1luires an instrument, as 
felling trees requires an axe; perception of colour is an 
acti vity; therefore perception of colour requires an 
instrument. The skilled use made of the arguments is 
obvious, but it must remain doubtful to what school is 
to be ascribed the adaption to this end of the older 
division of the Nyiiya. It is plain that it existed 
before VacaRpl1ti Mic;rn, and it may he:l that it was 
devised by some member of the Nyitya hefore it waR 

I Cf. NV., p. 2:H, which fuvollrs the early lISC of the argument. 
2 cr. PI3PM., Pl'. 47, 48. 3 Contra ViicIIspnti on i. 1. 35. 



92 INFERENCE AND COMPARISON 

adopted by some adherent of the Sawkhya. The failure 
of the doctrine to become accepted in either school is 
clearly remarkable, fOl' it plainly offered a convenient 
means for giving effect to the traditional theory more 
explicitly than was done by the contending view of its 
significance. But, of course, it would be a mistake to 
seek to find in it the parallel of the distinction between 
induction and deduction in the terminology of formal 
logic 1: the character of the reasoning correspondR 
strictly neither to deduction or induction, and the dis­
tinction between these two forms, in itself of no ultimate 
importance, is not reproduced in any form of the Indian 
doctrine. '1.'0 Oautama it is clear thc distinction coultl 
not possibly have occurred, content as he was with 
reasoning by analogy from particular instances. 

The terminolob'Y of Gautarna and of Viitsyiiyana 
naturally reflects the stage of their researches: the 
normal terms of the litter logic, pak§a, p(t/'1(.ulha.rmata, 
vyitpti, anvaya, l)yati'I'elca, and pa'ramarfa, are unknown 
to the Sutra, and the term sadlty(t,2 which later denotes 
thc conclusion to be proved of the subject, has the 
not unnatural sense of the subject itself as that of 
which an nttrihute is to be established. 

If the early Nyiiya school had made little progress in 
the scientific examination of its suhject, it is not sur­
prising that KaJ,liida, whose interest was essentially in 
reality, has little to add to the doctrine of inference. 
1'he fact that he mentions in the chief passage in which 
he touches on the matter the teclmicttl term avayava,:" 
which denotes a member of the syllogism, and in the 

1 Jacobi, Gott. Gel. AM, 1895, p. 204; Garbe, Siirhkltya, pp. 153, 1M ; 
Biirk, VOJ. xv. 262, 263; Max MiilIer, Six Systems, pp. 496-500 i Suali, 
Intr., p. 414. 

2 cr. Guiiganathu JhA, NS. i. 483 i NBh., p. 41. 
I ix. 2. I, 2; cr. iii. 1. 7-14. 
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context has the meaning example, iA a clear indication 
that he contemplated logical doctrin~ much as it stands 
in Gautama. His own intereAt is devoted to a statement 
of the real relations which afford the basis of the logical 
relation between reason and consequent. They are 
enumerated as cause and effect, conjunction, opposition, 
and inherence: inference can be from the effect to the 
caUAe or 1Jice ve1'SU. 

2. P'r(t~ast(tl)iida Wlul Dignliga. 

In Prac;astapada's exposition 1 of KaI)ada's doctrine of 
inference an advance of first rate importance is made. 
The attempt at an exhaustive enumeration of real rela­
tions as a basis for inference is abandoned in favour of 
the wider conception of concomitance (saltacarya in his 
terminology, as opposed to the later vyapti) between the 
ground (sahaca'rita, avinabltuta, later vyapta or vyapya) 
a.nd the consequence. He does not, however, admit that 
this is an innovation; he claims that KaI)ii.da's list of 
real relations is not intended to be complete but illustra­
tive, every form of relation being meant to be included. 
His own doctrine is simple 2; if anything is indissolubly 
connected with another in time or space it is legitimate 
for us, finding ourselves confronted with one of the two, 
to conclude the existence of the other also. The affirma­
tive judgement is therefore analysed as follows: a man 
first takes cognizance of the connexion of fire and smoke 
expressed in the propositions, 'Where there is smoke, 
then there is fire; in the absence of fire there is no 
smoke', and when he sees smoke so a.s to have no doubt 
of its existence, he procee~s to conclude the presence of 

1 Jacobi, NGWG. 1901, pp. 479 fr. j Stcherbatskoi, Museon, v. 188 fr. 
• p. 205 j cf. Kumlrila, ~V., pp. 202 fr. j NSi\rtl, p. 5 : lIamyagavinli· 

bMt)tna parok,linubllavasii4harlam clnumrinam j PSPM., pp. 43 fr. 
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fire. There is no departure from the realism of KaQiida, 
but the precise list of real relations which he expounded 
has proved to be too limited to meet all needs, and 
a more general relationship has been propounded, which 
covers such cases as the appearance of one set of lunar 
mansions at the setting of the other, or the inference or 
the preRence of water from the sight of cranes. 

In close connexion wit,h the new conception stands 
the account given hy Prn.<;astapl1du. of the conditionR fo1' 
the validity of the reason 01' middle term as a means 
of proof. In his account he cites 1 as a view of Kii.<;yapu 
the rule that' that middle term is capable of producing 
11 correct conclusion which is connected with the major, 
present in similar cases, and absent in dissimilar cases', 
a classification on which a theory of fallacies is based. 
This theory goes, it is certain, far heyond KaQrtda who 
knows two kinds of fallacy only, but later tradition 
assumes that Ka<;yapa 2 is a reference to KaQada by hiA 
family name, and it may he regarded aR proved that 
Pra<;astapada intendA us to accept the view set out as 
KaQada's. What remains doubtful is whether in this he 
is deliberately attributing to the Sutra It view, which he 
desired to read into it, or whether the process of change 
dates from before his time. It is a point in favour of 
the latter theory that he himself puts forward foul' 
classes of fallacy, but this is not of decisive weight. It 
is of importance, however, that, concomitantly with the 
doctrine of defects of the middle, appears one of defects 
of thesis and conclusion, a treatment which is almost 
peculiar in the school to Pra<;astapada. 

A further important innovation is the appearance of 
the distinction, wholly unknown to Gautarna and 
KaQada, of the process of inference for one self (svwllif-

1 p.200. 2 cr. TR., p. rHo 
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citiirt1u~) and for another (lxo·iirthn). The distinction 
is one which is accepted by the syncretist school, though 
not adopted by commentators on the N yaya l~ke U ddyo­
takara and Vacaspati Mi<;ra, who remain faithful to the 
texts they explain. It is clear that for him the inference 
for oneself was the only true form of inference: after 
defining it, he proceeds to show that the other means of 
proof beside perception and inference allowed by the 
Nyaya and Mimansa schools have no claim to separate 
rank, and can be included in inference. This form of 
inference he divides into two classes,l in contradistinction 
from the three which the Nyaya set up, namely d?'~tn 
and 8arnii;nyato d]'lj{a. The former is the form of infer­
ence, when the middle term and conclusion 2 are not 
heterogeneous; the latter is the form when they are 
heterogeneous, and the result depenus on an idea common 
to the reason and the conclusion. The distinction, 
though far from clearly expressed, is evidently between 
matters of inference which fall under the sphere of sense 
pel'ception, and those which escape that test, and there­
fore must rest on abstract reasoning. The definite 
acceptance of this doctrine by the V ai<;e~ika stands in 
harmony with the acceptance in place of the crude 
realism of Kal).ada of the wider idea of logical connexion, 
with a more vaguely conceived physical counterpart. 

The inference for another is definitely identified with 
the five-member syllogism, which in Gautama forms 
a category, and is not classified formally as a means of 
proof, though inference itself is so classed. The names 

1 p. 205; so NSal"ll, pp. 5, 93 if. 
2 Jacobi (NGWG. 1901, p. (81) and Suali (Intr., p. (17) render 

prasiddhasii.dltyayol} as referring to the sub.iect and example, but this is 
contml'y to the analogy of siimunyato drf/a in the NyiLya: cf. apratyak~e 
liiigaliiiginol} sambandhe, NBh., p. 14; cf. QV., p. 195, VV. 92, 93; in 
pp. 201 if. tho double division is discussrd; TR., pp. 81, 82; PSPM., 
I'P. 47,48. 
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of the five membel'A, however, differ from those given in 
the Nyiiya school. They appear as pmtijita, apader;a, 
'fliidAt1'r;ana, upasarhdlutna, and pratyamnayn, the first 
alone therefore coinciding with the Nyiiya names. It is 
not probable that the new terms were the invention of 
Prac;astapii.da; the Recond, the name for the reason, is 
:.,>iven by Kal)ada 1 himself. The different terminology 
may he interpreted as denoting sonie measure of inde­
pendence of the Nyaya in the development of logic in 
the Vaic;e~ika school, but too much stresl'! cannot be laid 
on this conclusion; the influence of the Nyiiya is plain 
on Prac;astapiida; he divides the example into the two 
cases of similarity and dissimilarity,2 which precisely 
reproduces the older division of the Nyiiya and follows 
its precise terminology. But the treatment showR one 
great distinction which is the inevitable result of the 
new conception of invariable concomitance. In the third 
member of the syllogism the principle is expressly set 
out, and the example sinks to the level of an illustratioll, 
though not until the last days of the schools was the 
further step taken and the example omitted as super­
fluous. 

With these changes the whole system of the Nyiiya 
appears transformed; what was a lIlere technical discipline 
has been changed into a deliberate effort to formulate the 
principles involved in inference, and the result achieved 
is largely adhered to by the following authors of both 
schools. As yet, however, the terminology of Prac;asta­
piida differs largely from the later norm: nothing shows 
this more clearly than his avoidance 3 of the terlIlR 
vyapti, vyapalca, and vyapyn, or pak~a, vipalcfJa and 

I iii. 1. 14. 
2 This the Mimiiiuta reject.s, PSPM., p. 51; QD., p. 44. 
~ .Tacobi, NGWG. 1901, p. 482; Stcherbatskoi, Museon, v. 152, n. 3, 

155, n. 2. 
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sapu.lcf}a, though the ideas with which later these terms 
are connected are, as ·has been seen, familiar to him; 
a'nvaya and vyatirel~a· occur once 1 each only; the 
doctrine, later a commonplace, of kevalanvayin and 
1.evulaV'lJal'i1·elcin is not accepted, and sadhyu is still 
sometimes 2 used for the subject of the syllogism. 

What, it is natural to ask, were the causes which 
produced so grcat a development in the analysis of the 
logical pl'ocess ~ The assumption that the growth of logical 
doctrine took place without external influence within 
the school itself is pri1nCt fac·ie natural, and has been 
strongly maintained. But there are substantial argu­
ments which may be Itdduced to prove that the contrary 
WaR the case, and that the new development of Indian 
logic was direc~ly caused by the influence of the Yoga­
cam or idealist school of Buddhism, and in particular of 
the logical writings of Dignaga. That scholar directed 
against Vatsyayana a strong attack, to which It reply in 
due COUl'Re ClUne from Uddyotakara; to Uddyotakarll. an 
answer was given by Dharmakirti, whose NyayctbinchlJ 
expresses the views of Dignaga, and who was fortunate 
to find a commentator of capacity in Dharmottara whose 
NyiiYltbi1Ullt-t-fJi;li is happily extant along with the work. 
on which it comments. Dignaga's own works 3 are 
preserved, so far as they arc extant, in 'l'hibetan trans­
lations: amollg them were the P1'uma1.taSct1nUccaya with 
It commentary by the author himself; the Nyayct-
1)1'uver;u; 4 the lIetucftl~rahu1r/'uru r,; tho Alrtmbanrtpa-
1'j,kFja, with his own commentary, and the P1·umal.wfa­
strapravef(l., and enough is known of them to confirm 
the view that the Nyay(/b-ind1~ expreRses with adequate 

I p. 251. 2 NK., p. 203; so NB., }>. 104. 
3 Vidyfibhii~m.lfl, Metl. Eng., pp. 80 It'.; on Dhlll'lllllkil'ti. pp. 108 If. ; 

on Dh:mnott.arn, pp. 1301f. Cf. Pathak, JBRAS. xix. 47-57. 
4 .TASB. iii. tiOH 17; hut 'Nl Ui, p. 68, n. 2. 5 .r A!;B. iii. 627-32. 

ISII G 
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uccuracy his tenets. Some of his precise arguments nrc 
also given in Uddyotakara's commentary, the attribution 
to Dignaga being vouched for by Vacaspati Mi~ra, so 
that it is possible to form a definite view of his contri-
butions to logical theory. . 

The date of Dignaga is obviously of the greatest 
importance for this question, but it is involved in 
obscurity. The tradition of his life preserved in the 
Thibetan Lama Taraniithn,'s History of Buddhism 
ascribes his place of birth to Kaiici, now Conjeeveram 
in the Madras Presidency, and makes him the son of 
a Brahman. Taught by Nagadatta of the Vatsiputriya 
sect, he became expert in the doctrines of the Hinayalla 
school of Buddhism, hut later acquired from his teacher 
Vasubaudhu, the brother of Asaiiga, knowledge of tho 
doctrines of the Mahayana school and in special of tho 
idealism (Vijfianavada) of which Asaiiga and Vasuhandhu 
were the leading representatives. He defeated his 
opponents in disputes at Nalanua, travelled widely in 
Maharal;!tra and Orissa, and finally died in the latter 
country. If the record has any claim to truth, it enableH 
us to assign to Digniiga a date shortly after the jlO?"uit 
of his teachers, and in fact on the strength of arguments, 
which seem to make A. D. 480 a plausible date for Vasu-
1andhu, Dignaga has often been assigned to the early 
part of the sixth century A. D.l 'I'his view, however, can 
hardly now he maintained, for there are strong reasons 
to'suppose that Vasuhandhu can more safely be dated in 
the first half of the fourth century A.D.II so that Dignaga 
may have flourished hefore A. D. 400. A famous verse 
of the Meglwdutct 3 has been interpreted by the ingenuity 

1 Tilkakusu, JRAS. 1905, pp. 1 Jr. 
2 N. Peri, Bull. de l' Ecolejranraise d·E~·frfme·()rient, xi. 355 Jr. ; cf. Keit.h 

JRAS. lila, p. 1091. 
8 i, 14. 
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of commentators as It reference to the logician's heavy 
hand, and, if the tradition is accepted, it would tend to 
confirm the date suggested for Dignaga, since Kalidiisa 
is more probably to be dated at the end of the fourth 
than of the fifth century. But there is no cogent ground 
for accepting the trndition. It is, however, clear that, 
so far as chronological grounds go, there is nothing to 
prevent the supposition that PrILl(astapada was indebted 
for his system largely to Dignaga, whose fame is attested 
not merely hy the attacks of the Nyaya school, but by 
the onslaught of Kumiirila Bhatta, the famous Mimausist, 
and his commentator Parthasiirathi Mi<;ra, and the 
criticisms of Jain writers like Prahhftcandra and 
Vidyaniithn. 

The P1Yt1Jl(j'~w8am'Uc('(fy(( in his treatment of topic\ 
already presents a close similarity to Pral(astapiida. It 
is .livided into six chapters, the first dealing with per­
ception; the second with inference for oneself; the 
third with inference for another; the fourth with the 
three characteristics of the reason or middle term and 
the claim of comparison to be It separate means of proof, 
which is disallowed j in the fifth verhal testimony is 
similarly rejected; and in the last the parts of a syllogism 
are treated of. The Hetu('ukmhmnwru cont,ains an in­
tllresting examination of the different forms of syllogism 
with It view to (letermine which are valid, and the 
iYyiiyalwavelfft illustrates fully the different forms of 
fallacy. 

The essence of the doctrine of Dignaga is the exposi­
tion of It theory of logic, in modification of the established 
doctrine of the Nyaya, to harmonize with the fund a­
mentltl idealism of the school of Asaiiglt. The views of 
Asaiiga were historically a modification of the extreme 
scepticism and nihilism of the doctrine of vacuity 
(ril,nyavadu), which is associated with the name of 

G 2 
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Nagarjuna.1 While Nagib::juna deduced from the ut.ter 
incompatibility of our ideas that there was no reality 
either beyond them or in them, the new doctrine was 
compelled to admit that so radical a doctrine contra­
dicted experience too widely to be acceptable, and it £e1l 
back on the theory that, while there were no reltlitieA 
external to the mind, nevertheless thought itself was not 
unreal, though in accordance with the essential tenets of 
Buddhism they could not admit the existence of a soul 
or self. This thought for them assumed two forms: 
consciousness proper (alaya-v~iiiana), which lasts until 
the individual reaches Nirval).a, and which serves in lieu 
of the substantial soul, and the thoughts of the individual 
about things (1J1·av?,tti-v·ijiiana).2 It seems, however, 
that Dignaga's a logic went beyond this standpoint: his 
doctrine of perception manifests elements which nre 
not in harmony with the view that all reality is thought. 
AA hl1."1 been mentioned, he distinguished perception 
sharply and definitely from imagination, and declared 
that what it gltVe was what was without name, class, 
&c., an idea which recurs in the indeterminnte perception 
of the schools. Whereas on It strictly idealistic theory 
in the ultinmte issue perception should not have remaine(l 
distinct from other mental processes,4 he appears to have 
held the view that in it man came into contact with 
a reality which though lasting but an instant (l.:~WI.lII) 
was in truth real (1Jllstu, l)((rumal'tltasat) , but at the 
same time, hecause of its momentary character, was 

1 Miidhyamika Slitm (Bib!' Buddh. iv); M. WaJleR£'I', Die mittlere LeIwe 
(/es Nagiil'julla, Heidelberg, l\J11, 1912. 

2 Asaiiga,lffaMyul!a81'.Irala1ilkiira (ed. lind tr. S. Levi, Paris, 11l07, l!H 1 ), 
ii. 20 ; SBE. xxxiv. 403, 427; de la Vallee Ponssin, BoucldJljsm~, p 202. 

S Stcherbntskoi, Jl/l/slon, v. 162-4; NB'l'., PI>. 4, 14, 20; above, 
cll. ii, § 1. 

• SSS. iv. 2. 5-9; 9V., pp. 121 ft'., 11\9ft'.; Mahiiyan., xi. 1 ft'., 15 ft'. j 

i.18. 
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never knowable. For the actual formation of any idea, 
to the datum of perception 01' sensation there fell to be 
auded the working of itilagination (vikalpa), a conception 
which is, certainly not without justice, to be compared 
with the Kantian doctrine. In a similar strain Dharma­
kirti develops a doctrine of perception which he defineR, 
like Dignag-a, as distinct from imagination, but qualifies 
as without error (<tbh1·ant(~).1 In perception there is 
a two-fold object, that which is immediately apprehended, 
or contributed by the datum (grahya), and that which 
l'esults from the operation of thought (nu;caya) set to 
work by the force of the apprehension. The first corre­
sponds to the momentary element, the second to the 
series of momentary impressions (~a~!(~-.s(t1htana) as 
they are worked -up by thought into a unity, and this 
is what is known, not the momentary impression which 
lief! beyond knowledge.2 According to the proximity or 
remoteness of an object of perception the perception 
varies: this is its peculiar characteristic (svtt-laklj(o.ut), 
and proves it to be a reality (pttmmartlta8at), and it 
shows that it possesses practical efficiency. In this view 
there is further advance towards an assertion of the 
reality of something beyond thought, but the position is 
not inconsistent with that of Dignaga ; 3 and it is clearly 
nnalogous to the view of the Vaibhii.l;likns, who appear in 
the Sarvadnrf((tn<tS(ohg1'aha as adopting the terminology 
of Dharmaklrti. 

For Digniiga, therefore, t.he whole of knowledge, 
despite its contact at one point witl~ un unknowable 
reality, is made up of ideas involved in both perception 

1 NB., p. 103 i cf. on kalpan<ii NY., pp. 43-5 i TR., pp. 60, 61 i above, 
eh. ii, § 1 i SBNT., pp. 32-6 

2 NBT., p. 16. 
S Cf. Jacobi, J AOS. xxxi. fl. n. 1, whose view that the k,af}ll8amtuna 

is pm'amariltasut ~eems to be untenable i svalak,ul}(t is not thll samtuna, 
NBT., p. 17 i NY., p.44. 
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and inference: thmlC iueaH are thc product of our mental 
activity (pj'iiJXtI,utf<tkti, priipaka-vyiipara),1 and are not 
crcated by any extcl'11al cause. In tt pttssage httppily 
preserved for us by Vacaspati Mi91'112 he uenies emphati­
cally that there can be any real thing indissolubly C011-

nected which can be the logical brround of anything, 
since the relationship of logical reason and consequent 
does not depend on external reality, but on the relation­
ship of attribute and subject which is a creation of thc 
mind. l'he ideas thus obey laws of connexion not 
imposed by reality, but by the action of our own thought 
(buddhy-aruq,ha, 'nifcayiirii.ipu~ :J), and thus a priori in 
character. l'he nature of these laws is further made 
explicit by the division of the syllogism on the basis of 
the relations of identity, cause, and negation. It is 
impossible to ignore the principle underlying thiH 
division: it corresponds to a classification of judgement 
based on the relation of subject and attribute, first into 
positive (vidhi) and negative (tmv.p(clabdhi = pratilje(lI«~), 
while the positive judgement is then divided according as 
it is based on identity, i. e. is analytic (bvabltiiva-numiina), 
or is based on causality, empiric (kiil'Yanuma1ut). Re­
duced to a Kantian form we can recognize, without too 
much pressing, the ideas n prim';' of substance and 
attribute, being, non-being, identity, and cause, a list 
which has sufficient affinity with the Kantian categories 
to be more than a mere curiosity of speculation. All 

1 NB'f., p. 18; cf. !)'" 16: sam/ana eva ca prat!lak,asY11 pr{ipal{i!la~,. 
2 sart'O 'yam anUlMro<tllumeyabhavo bucltlhyiirutj,hena dharmadlial'mibhuvelul 

na bal!il)sattvam ape~ate, NVT., p. 127; with °nyayelUl in Ktifika on 9V. 
Niralambanaviicl-a, 167, 168 (JBRAS. xviii. 230): KumariIa's refel'ence 
is clear. For the Sautriintika and Vaibhii~ika views see SDS., pp. Ulr., 
18 j SSS. iv. 3. 1-7 ; 4.18, 19. The parallelism with the fOl'mer (de In 
Vallee Pou8sin, Museon, ii. 67) seems less than with the latter, who 
appropriate Dhal'makirti's definition ofpel'ception j cf. NBT., pp. 16-20. 

3 NB'l'., p. 30. Cf. Berkeley, Siris, § 305. 
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our ideas or the objects which we know are indissolubly 
linked with one another, since they are either inferable 
from them by means of' analysis, or related as cause and 
effect. The real relations between the unknown things 
which lie beneath our knowledge are indifferent to us, 
and have no part in forming our ideas.l 

The division of the syllogism in this way is not 
recorded of Dib>1laga and by Sure<;vara 2 is expressly 
attributed to Dharmakirti. This view is confirmed by 
a passage from Dharmakirti quoted by Qrldhara,3 where 
it is said: "1'he rule according to which there exists an 
indissoluble connexion between ideas or objects does not 
arise from observation or non-observation, but from the 
laws of causality and identity, which have a universal 
~tpplication.' 'L'he1'e is, of course, nothing inconsistent 
here with the view of Dignag~t, which mther acquires 
greater precision by the new matter thus added. 

'rhe theory of the ideal nature of the indissoluble C011-

nexion which lies at the base of reasoning thus presented 
Htands ill close relation to the idealist view of the world 
of the Y ogacu.m school, and therefore there is (t p1'·iori 
no ground for supposing that the idea was borrowed by 
Dignaga from Pra<;astapada or from one of his predeces­
sors. In truth it is obviously easier given an idealistic 
hypothesis to conceive an indissoluble connexion which 
it lies in the power of the mind to impose than to arrive 
at such a result from the standpoint of realism. How 
can it possibly be said on the basis of our imperfect 
cxpericnce that things are indissolubly connected ~ 

I Stchel'batskoi, Museon, v. IH. cr. SDS., p. 6; Kant, K"itik c/~r 
reiHen Vernltll/jl, pp. 80 if., 235 if. 

2 Brhadiiral}yakaviirltika, eh. vi; Pathak, JBRAS. xviii. 92; so 
Munisundarn, ibid. xix. 57. It is critieil.ed in TR., pp. 82-4. 

3 NK., p. 207; MUStiOIl, ii.56; TH., p.82; SDS., p. 5; Deussen'H 
rendering (AUgell!. Gesch. I. iii. 204) is impossible; cf. P(tdt"il·tltamtnalll(ild, 
p. 
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Pra9astapada does not attempt to answer this problem: 
the theory of a peculiar variety of perception (jiiana­
l(th}al.ut) is a later effort to meet the need of an explana­
tion of how a universal connexion can be assumed from 
experience. A 1n'lori, therefore, it is more reasonable 
to assume that Pra9astapada owes the principle to a 
school ill which it had a natural right to exist.1 The 
argument 2 against this view that, had the Buddhists 
invented for themselves the concept of indissoluble con­
nexion they woulrlnever have set up the real categories 
of identity, causality, and non-existence, which on the 
other hand are comparable with the older V aic;e~ika list 
of Kal].ii.da, loses all its force when the true nature of 
these divisions is realized; moreover, the argument iR 
based on ignorance of the fact that the doctrine as it 
first appears in Dignaga has not this addition. 

There is, however, positive evidence that the intro­
duction of the idea of indissoluble conncxioll was 
recognized in the N yiiya school as due to Diglliiga. 
Uddyotakara 3 carefully refutes a doctrine which attri­
butes the name of syllogism to the demonstration of 
something as indissolubly connected with something ell:le 
by one who has certain knowledge. Uddyotakara objects 
that, as in the Buddhist view everything is indissolubly 
related to everything else, the knowledge in question of 
a thing as indissolubly connected is no more than know­
ledge sans phrase, and not inference. Now not only 
have we the assurance of Vacaspati 4 that Uddyotalmra's 
criticisms are usually directed against Dignaga, but he 
actually assigns the doctrine impugned to that authority, 

1 Stchel'bal~koi, MltSeon, v. 134-45. 
2 Jacobi, NGWG. 1901, p. 483. 
B NV., p. 56. ct. the SAtilkhya definition, SS. i. 100; an older 

definition is given in NV., pp. 59, 60. 
• NVT., pp. 1,127; NVTP., p. 28. 
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and explains that it stands in close relation to his theory 
of knowledge, which admits as the basis of reasoning 
the power which the understanding has to create its 
own objects, distinguishing in them the aspcct of subject 
and attribute, while not dealing with real relations. It 
is significant that here and elsewhere Uddyotakara 1 

admits that therc are exceptions to the rule of indis­
soluble union even in the case of smoke and fire, since 
not only docs fire occur without smoke, as is generally 
admitted, but also smoke without fire, which contradicts 
the fundamentttl assumption of the stock syllogism of 
the schools. III yet another place U ddyotakara,' dealing 
with inference from efiect to cause, discusses and rejects 
the idea of indissoluble connexion, and Vacaspati a again 
attributes the doctrine to Dignaga, and emphasizes its 
ttCcordallce with the Bu«Ic.lhist theory of knowledge. 
'1'here . is also a significant verbal similarity in the 
account of indissoluble connexion given by Pras~astapada 4-

with that of Dignaga as reported by Uddyotakara. 
In Dignitga r, and in Dharmakirti G we find clearly 

expresHcd the three conditions which must be fulfilled 
by the middle tcrlU if the syllogism is to be correct, the 
conditiolls being furthcr used for the purpose of explain­
ing the clasl:lcs of detective middle term. We find the 
fact recognized clearly in Uddyotakara,7 who criticizes 
the doctrine evidently, as Vaeaspati 8 assures us, as he 
found it in Dignaga himself. The formula runs, 'The 
middle term must be present in the /Subject, also in 
similar cascs, anti be absent ill dissimilar cases.' 1'he 

1 NV., p. 53 ; cr. SUl'cc;vara in JBRAS. xviii. 92, v. 2. 
2 NV., pp. 52-4. S NVT., pp. 120-2. 
4 p. 205; prasid(lh(!.~am(lyasya (prasiddhiit'inabhiirosya, NK.) ... tadvid(l~' 

(i. e. nanlariyc(kavida{l, NV., p. 56). 
a Med. Log., pp. 91 If. 
T NV., pp. 58, 59. 

G NB., pp. III If. 
8 NV'!'., p. 127. 
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critic objects that the language should have made it 
clear that the middle term must be present in the whole 
extent of the subject, and not in pa,rt alone; that, while 
it must only appear in similar eases, it need not appear 
in each of them; mul that it must be absent from all 
dissimilar cases. The nuance indicated is expressed in 
Sanskrit by the word eva, and Vacttspati assures us, 
what would otherwise be plausible, that the formulation 
of the doctrine of the three conditions has been afiectell 
by the Buddhist doctrine of the llegati ve 01' rather 
relative signification (aLJUha.) 1 of words. On this view 
a word has not the power (Va/di) attributed to it by the 
.Mlmansa to COllllnullicate to objects the verbal form 
under which we conceive them, or to express the real 
nature of anything': it merely serves to distinguish it 
from other things, and in a proposition, in view of the 
necessity of making clear the precise implication of 
terms, it is usual to append e'Vtt to the word to which 
special significance attaches as a mode of reminding the 
hearer or reader of the need of attending to the implica­
cation. Now it is recorded that in thil:! special case 
Dharmaklrti criticized Dignaga, apparently because the 
latter held that one eV(t was sufficient to bring out the 
full implication of the rule regarding the three conditions 
of the middle term, while Dharmaklrti held that in each 
case the important term must be stressed in this marmer, 
and in face of this fact Uddyotakam's criticism reveals 
clearly its Buddhist origin, which is the less surprising 
since we now know that Dharll1akirti and thc U ddyota­
kara were contemporaries. 

Yet a further proof of the dependence of Pra9astapaua 
on Dignaga may he derived from the fact that the 

1 Ratllakirti, Apo/u!sirldhi, SBNT., pp. 1-1!); Stchel'batskoi, !Jflw'on, 
v. 1Ii5 -7 ; flV., pp. 2U5-32H; NK., pp. 317-20; AtmutatlIXl'Vivekl!, pp. 35, 
48,51; NVT., pp. 840lf., NBT., p. 74; NV., pp. 824ft'. 
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distinction of reasoning for oneself and reasoning for 
another, which gives syllogism, is present in Dignaga, 
!tntl is expressly stated by Dharmottara in his COlll­

mentary on Dharmakirti 1 to have heen introfluced by 
him, amI to stand in relation to his theory of the function 
of language ill knowledge. Denying as Dignaga did the 
authority of either the sacred scriptures or even of 
a mastel', he reduces the authority of verbal testimony 
to its true character. In the P1·amal.wsamuccaya, 2 the 
rejection of verbal testimony as It separate and inde­
pendent source of knowledge is based on the argument: 
docs erellible testimony mean that the person averring 
it is credible, or that the testimony is credible 1 If the 
former, it is mere case of inference from the credibility 
of the speaker: in the latter, it is a case of perception. 
In the work of Dharmottara 3 the same view of the 
credibility of testimony is emphasized in a new form; 
testimony is a product of the true external fact, with 
which it is immediately connected. Thus the syllogism, 
in so far as we draw fro111 it true knowledge, is not 
a source of knowledge by reason of its words, hut by 
reason of the facts on which these words rest: a syllo­
gism, therefore, is a source of knowledge only in tt 

metaphoric sense (aupac("lrik(~), for it is the facts, not 
the words, which are the source of knowledge. Prac;astlt­
pada's debt to Dignaga in this regard is clear, despite 
his slight change in terminology,4 which may legitimately 
he attributed to a desire to conceal his borrowing, for he 
retains in practice, if not in theory, verbal testimony as 
It separate means of proof, while adopting the principle 

) NBT., pp. 46, 47. 
2 Merl. Log., pp. 88, 81l; cl'iticized in NV., p. 63. Cf. NSal"ll, COlli. 

montary p. 94. 
3 NB'r., pp. 63-5: kiiryaliligajam mlllmdnam pmmiinatil rubdflm: cf. 

PBh., p. 213. 
, st'«nifciltirtha ill lieu of svcirtha ; NSilra, p. 3, lms Bl'iirIJ/U. 
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of distinction between reasoning for oneself and reason­
ing for another, which in tl'util rests on the fact that 
vel'bal testimony is no true means of proof l~t al.l. 

'l'he same dependence of PrttQastapooa on the Buddhist 
logic can be traced in detail in the doctrine of fallacies, 
and it is significant that he alone accepts the fa,llacies of 
the subject and of the example which play a marked 
part in the logic of Dignaga. Nor is it fanciful to 
ascribe to the same influence the adoption by Pra<;asta­
pada of the form of exposition which he uses, and which 
makes no effort in the manner of Vatsyayana to follow 
the order of the text of the origina.l Sutra. So deeply 
indebted was Pra<;astapada to Dignaga that to ascribe 
this point also to his influence is natural nnd convincing. 

'1'0 preserve the theory of the priority in invention of 
the conception of invariable cOllnexion to the Vai<;e~ikn 
school we should be compelled to postulate its nppear­
unce in that school at some pel'ioel before Dignaga, and 
nssume that the tradition of its discovery had been lost 
so early that Vacaspati l\li<;l"a found no trace of it in the 
works which he could use in compiling his treatise on 
the Nyayn. The conjecture, in the absence of any 
posit.ive evidence, would be unsatisfnctwry, nnd the 
originality of Dignaga is supported by the fact thnt we 
can tmce in his immediate predecessors an interest in 
the problem which suggests that it formed the subject 
of investigation to an extent likely to result in the 
precise formulation of the true doctrine. Thus from 
Cl1inese sources we know that Maitreya, who is stated 
to have been a teacher of Asaiiga, framed the syllogism 
as follows: 

Sound is non-eternal 
Because it is a product 
Like a pot, but not like ethel' 
A product like a pot is non-eternal 
Whereas nn eternal thing like ethel' is not n product. 
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Asaiiga himself framed the fourt,h and fifth of these 
clauses differently so as to run: 

Because a pot is a product, it is non-eternal; so i~ 
ROund because it is a product 

'1'herefore we know sound is non-eternaP 
'1'0 Maitreya, therefore, the argument waR 8imply from 

instance to instance: the form accepted hy Asaiiga, 
though it Rtill is baRed on the example, shows a clear 
effect to attain the general principle which alone is 
effective aR a reason. In Dignltga's 2 formulation the 
8yllogism runs: 

'rhe hill is fiery 
Because it haA 8moke 
All that has smoke is fiery, like a kitchen, and what-

ever is not fiery haR no Rmoke, like a lake. 
The retention hy Dignaga of the homogeneouR and 
hetel'ogeneouR examples is interesting: it recallR the 
rule of Gautama, nnd is re-echoell by Prn<;astapiida.:: 

A further step is taken hy Dhltrmakirti,~ whORe ex­
position in the N)Jayabind't/, is divided into three partH 
only in lieu of the six of the PI·(lmii.~/(IE!amu('cay(l, 

namely, perception, inference for oneself, and inference 
for another. He maintains that the example is no real 
part of the syllogiRlll, since it is implicit in the middle 
term. In the reasoning' 'rhe hill is fiery, hecause it i8 
RlllOky, like a kitchen " the term' smoky', which implies 
fire, includes a kitchen and other Rmoky things, and 
the example is all but unnecessary. Nevertheless the 
exam,ple has so far value in that it points out in t\ 

1 Med. [&g., pp. 74. Jr. ; SugiurII, Hindu Log., pp, 80 Jr. 
2 Med. Log., pp. !II), 96. The thing to be proyed in his view i8 the 

bill as posse~sed of fire, a view re,iected in NY., pp. 52-4, in favour of 
smoke flualified by fire; so PSPM., p. 45, as opposed to Kumilrila. 

3 How far Ya,mbandhu anticipated Digniiga's doct.rine of t>lj,ipti doeR 
not app(,lll' from 0111' scnnty informlltion; lIfer7. Log., p. 77. 

4 Med. Log., pp. 114. 115. 
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particular and therefore more impressive manner what 
is implied in the general proposition. 

With Dignaga find Dharmakirti the progress in logic 
made by the Buddhists appears to have come to a head: 
it was the logic of Digniiga which WaR carried to China 
hy the famous pilgrim, Hiuen-tRang, who acquired it in 
the course of his long stay (A.D. 630-45) in India, and 
introduced into Japan by a Japanese pupil of his, the 
monk Dohshoh.1 In India the Nyaya school was tlriven 
by the necessity of making headway againRt the new 
doctrine of the heretical school to revive the study of 
logic, the movement taking form in the elahomte com­
mentaryof Uddyotakara, in which he sought to refute 
Dignaga. The work, however, is not confined to this 
end: it takes into I1ccount, as waR inevitable, the views 
of Pra9astapada on logic, anll it marks a definite Rtnge 
in the process of amalgamation of the !>chools. Dhnr­
makirti answered Uddyotnkal'a, but after him no new 
element of vital importance appears to have been intro­
duced into the study. 2 The questions which have occupied 
the earlier writers were the sul~ject of minute examination: 
difficultics real and fancied were (leveloped and explain ell 
in abundance, and the Iloctrine received in Gangelfa's 
l'uttmcintiimal,l i its final form save in detail. It was 
in this shape that the doctrine passed into the syncretist 
school of Nyaya-Vaic;e~ika; all of whom save Qivallitya 
accepted the N yaya logic as the hasis of their system 
without substantial change. 

1 Sugiurn, lIindu Log., pp. 38 If. 
2 Digniiga lind Dhnrmllkil·ti were much cl'iticized in oth('}' ~('hoo)s, 

e. g. by Kumiirila and SUJ·e<;vllrtt. Tho Mrmansii school In logi" nnd 
metttphysicslllike shows nbllndllnt tl'llces ofNyiiYII.Vnil,'e~jkll infiul'ncl'. 
Pl'lIbhilkam's dnte is unfortunately uncertllin ; the tmdition (e.g, ASH. i. 
10; vii. \5) of his posteriority to Kumii l'iln is unplnusible; PSPM., 
Pl'. 11-17. Uddyotllkllra (e. g. NV., pp. 55,56) criticizes viewll like hi~ 
on inherenco (PSPM., pp. 80, 100) but 110t so liS to prove his priority. 
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3. l'ke Final Form Qf the Doctrine of Inference. 

Inference in the normal (lefinition of the modern school 1 

is the proximate cause of the inferential judgement or 
knowledge (an'Urtl,iti), and this knowledge is of a special 
character, distinct from that attained in perception. To 
Buddhist logic 2 the distinction lies in the fact that per­
ception gives, though inexpressible in words, the peculiar 
character (8va-lak~(L'I.La) of the momcntary object, while 
inference deals with the ideal generality (samii11,ya­
Za/';/jal.La), but this view is not, as has been suggested, 
that of t.he Ny[\yn. In t.he strict sense of the term, as 
Uddyotaknl'a 3 points out, the peculiarity of the object 
is inexpl'essihle, for all the terms denote at once gener­
ality, individuality, and form. Moreover,4 the doctrine 
of perception imdsts that in it we grasp at once generality 
and individuality in the determinate form, which is the 
only one known to us, and all moans of proof give us 
knowledge of generality, particularity, and that having 
it. '1'he distinction hetween the knowleclge we obtain 
by perception and that giyon by inference rests, thero­
fore, on the fact that in perception we know the indi­
vidual ill its concrete detail as well as its generality, &c., 
in inference we deal with generality, &c., ill an abstract 
form alone; wo have on the one hand before us the 
crackling fire; on the other hand we infer the exist~l1ce 
of fire past, present, 01' future as a generality connected 

1 'l'C. ii. I If.; SP., §§ 142-03; 'l'A., pp. 17 ·I!!; TU., pp. 31-42; 
TK., pp. 10-12; TS., §§ 44-01 j UP. 66-70, 142, 148; TH., pp. fm-;O. 

2 NB., p. 103; Madll. Vr'ti, pp.l\lI, 60, ~Gl; Jacobi, NG'VG. HI01, 
p. 462, n. 2. 

S NV., pp. 44, 45. 
4 NV, p. 5; NVT., pp. 12-14 j NVTP., pp. 139-50; PBh., p. 186 ; 

NK., pp. 180, HIO; F;lDST. 67; cr. €tv., pp. 282-0:1, 332-4; PRPM., 
p.95. 
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with smoke, and the precise detail of the fire wllich 
causes the smoke never appears to us. 

AB the nature of the knowledge obtained by inference 
diffel'R from that gainecl. in perception, so the inferential 
procesR differs from the process of perception. An in­
ferential judgement is defined as the knowledge which 
is due to reHection or consideration (pa'rltmarva), and 
consideration in its turn is defined as the knowledge that 
the reason is an attribute of the subject and is invariably 
connected with the conclusion which is to be proved of 
the subject. The definiti.on of consideration is of fil'Rt 
importance in the doctrine of inference, and this is 
emphasized in Itn early doctrine recorded in UIldyo­
takarn,l which defineR inferenee as consideration 01' re­
flection regarding the reason (liiiga-prwarnarl{(t). The 
process as explained by Ket(ltva l\Iit(m is as follows: the 
first stage in the operation leading to inferential jUllge­
ment is the perception of the invariable connexion 
between smoke and fire, a result due to frequent observa­
tion of the concurrence of the two in It kitchen or else­
where. '.L'hen smoke is observed arising on the mountain. 
'l'hirdly, through remembrance of the relation which 
perception has established between the smoke and the 
fire, there arises reHection in the form that there is on 
the mountain smoke, which is always accompanied by 
fire, upon which superveneR the inferential judgement., 
, The mountain is fiery'. 

The value of the conception of inference as a mental 
process iR obvious, and is enforced with minute detail by 
the school. Merely to set the two premiRseR, ' 'rhe mOUll­
tai.n is Rmoky; Smoke is always accompanied by fire', 
Ride by Ride, would amount only to the assertion of 

1 NV., p. 47; cf. Udnynnn in TR., p. 65; TB., pp. 31, :15, 36; 01' 

trti,llnliiigaO, Uw Ii rst nUfI secolld fltage~ being knowledge of smok!' in 
the distancI', t hen know ledge of the concomitance, NSM., 1)' 88. 
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a perception actually present and the result of paat per­
ception.I The second premiss again must be made an 
attribute inherent in tlie first, if there is to be any result, 
for the middle term or reason must be brought into 
direct connexion with the subject 2 to be proved, if there 
is to be any inference. It ill not cnough that the in­
vnriable concomitance should be made an attribute of the 
rea.<Jon, as in fact of course it is true thnt the reason and 
consequence are invariably connected, Imt the mere fact 
is not enough for inference. 'l'hero the know ledge of the 
concomitance must be simultaneous with the perception 
of the smoke on the mountain: in other terms, the con­
comitance must be an attribute of the perception of the 
smoke on the mountain and not of the smoke in itself. 
Similarly, from another point of view, strells is laid on 
the fact that the subject (pak~a in the new terminology) 
cannot be a thing pep se: it must be something regard­
ing which there is a. desire to establish something else 
(siljiidliayiija) , for only then does it come within the 
sphere of inference. The desire may of course be for 
one's own sake or for the sake of some one else, and it 
does not matter that we may have the same know ledge 
from some other source, as long as we haye the desire to 
establish it by inference. 

']'his recognition of the mental activity- of inferring:l 
as the decisive feature in inference leads to an important 
discussion between the older and later schools as to the 
precise factor which is to be deemed the proximate cause 
of inferred knowledge, or in other words what precisely 
is to be deemed the inference as a process. The answer 
obviously depends in part on the meaning RSsigned to 

1 ct. l'S., § j4, with Athalye's note. 
2 pak,adhartllat4; cf. TC. ii. 407-41; NSal'lt, p. G. The roason is 

styled liiiga, Mttl, or sildhana. 
S Cf. the modern doctrine, e. g. Bosanquet, Logic, Book II, ch. vii. 

2311 II 
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proximate cause <'cam'l.la). Its sense in the normal usc 
of language is instrument, and therefore one definition 
of ka1'al,W, makes it to be a cause possessing an activity 
(vyapikavat karal,~a1n), that is to say a cause which, by 
means of its function or activity, produces a result. 
Accepting this definition two interpretations of what il'l 
the real cause of inferential knowledge are possible. In 
the first place, the view, which is more or less clearly 
expressed by Kat;lada 1 and empha.sized in his commen~ 
tators, that the cause is the reason or middle term may 
be held, subject to 'the correction that the knowledge of 
the reason (linga-jiitma) must be substituted for the 
reason (linga). This view is, however, rejected for the 
obvious reason that mere knowledge of the reason pro­
duces no inference: it is only knowledge of the reason 
as existing in the subject and invariably concomitant 
with the consequence. In the stock example, mere 
knowledge of smoke as such or as existing on the moun~ 
tain yesterday is no ground for the inference of fire on 
the mountain to-day: the smoke is gone and cannot, 
therefore, since it ha.'~ ceased to be, become the instru­
mental cause of anything. The other alternative which 
is the view of the older Nyaya, followed by Vic;vanitha,2 
is to treat the knowledge of the inva.riable concomitance 
as the proximate caUAe, assigning to it as its function 
the reflection (pa'~'amart;a), which in that case must be 
regarded as consisting of the knowl~dge of the presence 
of the reason in the subject (palajadharmatajiiiina). The 
more recent theory is that adopted by Qivaditya,3 

1 iii. 1. U; ix. 2. 1; PBh., p. 201; TA., p. 17; cf. liiigadat"fflna as 
one view in NV., p. 47; conceivably a reference to PSPM., 
p.48. 

I BP. 66; cf. li7igalingiBambandliasmrti, or that aided by pel"Qeption of 
the concomitance, as vieWR in NV., p. 47. 

a § 146; see NV., pp. 47, 48. when this aided by. recollection of con­
comitance (liigali7igisambandha) is accepted. 
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Gaiigcc;a,l Annam BhaHa II and Laugaklji BhaRkara, who 
adopt the view that thc CntItlC is that which immediately 
and always precede!:! tile etfcct: the reflection therefore 
which regards the middle term as an attribute of the 
subject and invariably concomitant with the consequence 
is, therefore, the cause of inferential knowledge, a view 
which is supported by an appeal to the facts of language: 
the term instrument applies naturally to some material 
thing which can possess an activity, not to know­
ledge whether of the reason or of the invariable con­
comitance. 

'fhe view, however, which thus insisted on a mental 
activity as the essence of inference was not accepted 
universally: the Mimansa adopted a view more akin to 
the concept of formal 10f:,ric which sets the major and 
minor premisses side by side without insisting on the 
mental act of combination. But this view the Nyaya 
decidedly 3 objected to, and definitely rejected, on the 
simple, but conclusive, ground that the mere setting 
together of proposit.ions gave no result, and that equally 
the memory of the concomitance and the perception of 
the presence of the reason in the subject remained fruit­
less, unless they coalesced in a single mental act. 

'fhe essence of inference therefore rests on the invariable 
concomitance (vylipti) between the reason or middle term 
(vyap1Ja) and the consequence or major (vyil]Xlka), terms 
which, if perhaps in origin having a real inference;' are 
developed as logical, for the school abandons any idea of 
setting out in detail the real relations at the basis of 
inference. But reality 5 underlies inference, and we must 

1 TO. ii. 2: VlllipUvi(lI¥!apak,adlla'l'flJa/(ijn,illam. 
2 TS., § 47. ' NSM., pp. 86, 87. 
4 The tl'!/lJpaka need not be more extensive tban the tl'!/dpJ(Q; 50 is 

'l'!/4paka of 100. 
6 PHh., p. 201; Te. ii. 27 Jr. ; TH., 1). 65; TK., p. 11 ; TS., § 44. 

B 2 
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ask, how is the invariable concomitance known 1 In the 
first place we must admit thnt mere observation of C011-

comitance in a specinl case or It few cases is not enough 
for logical purposes: to attain certainty the knowledge 
of coexistence must be Itccompanied by the absence of 
knowledge of uny contrary case, i. e. we must use the 
method of positive and negative instances. If a dh;­
crepancy can be 11dduced or is suspected, then it must 
either be shown to be merely apparently an exception, 01' 

the doctrine of concomitance must he admitted to be 
conditional (aul'adhika) and therefore useless for logic. 
If, however, no concrete case is adduced, but it is argued 
on general grounds that not even all the cases which have 
been observed, though numerous, are enough to give 
certainty of universal concomitance, the only reply is to 
show that a contrary instance is really impossible. 'l'his 
may be done by careful examination of the concomi­
tance itself, which may prove to be irresistible, 01' it mlLy 
be shown by the use of the ?'eductio all ab8U?'dmn 
(ta'rkaY The man who denies that from smoke we can 
infer fire is confronted with the result that he must con­
tend that there are cases in which Rmoke is not connected 
with fire, but arises from some other caURe, which is con­
trary to all experience, and he is driven to admit that 
nfter all we are entitled to deduce fire from smoke. So 
for the moment we escape the danger of arguing in 
a circle, which is obvious if we try to show that it existR 
because it is found in so many cases, since for such an 
inference as for all others a concomitance is an essential 
prerequisite, and ex hypothesi no concomitance has yet 
been established. It is obvious, however, that the 
question is not yet solved, for the validity of our indirect 
proof in the ultimate issue rested upon concomitance, 

1 Above, Cll. i, t S. 
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in this case It negative one, so that the real character 
of concomitance is as far from solution as ever. 

'1'he definitive reply to the question of the ll10cJe ill 
which a concomitance it~ known is, therefore, based on 
the view expressed in GautaUla 1 that inference tlepemls on 
perception, but the crude idea which doubtless dominated 
the earlier view has made room for a more subtle doc­
,trine, in which supernormal or transcendental (tdaukika) 
perception takes the place of the simple contact of organs 
of sense awl object. When we sec any ohject we sec also 
its generality (Sit IIUi, nya), including all other possible 
members of the class: thus hy this peculiar mental con­
t.act (sc/,miinyalal':ljul!ii LJTatytts1ttti) we appreciate the 
generality of smoke amI of fire. Further by yet another 
contact, whORe characteristic is knowledge (Jiiana-l(tk­
Ijl( I.La),2 we I'ealize the universal concomitancc of the two, 
:mlOke awl fire, HO that the moment we see smoke we Itt 
once have knowledge of tire as connected with it. This 
is not a process of inference, for there iH no possibility 
of the operation of reflectioll ([Jm'ilnuo'l{(t) in its pro­
(Iuction, and it differs frolll ordinary perception, as there 
is not It connexion hetween the ohject and the senses in 
all the tillles and places in which the former exists. The 
nature of the 'l't!tl'Uctio (Itt abl>'U?'d'ttm now becomes plain: 
it does not serve to prove 01' create the knowledge of the 
llnivenial concomitance; it is only aCCeSEOl'y 01' contl'ihu­
tat·y to rcmove (loubts and to JIlake the knowledge of 
the concomitance free from uncertainty. Nor, again, is 

I i. 1. I); (!f. <tv., Pi'. G8fl'., 200 If.; ~DS'f., pp. GI, (\2. Pl'oof "y 
positive aIllI negative instanco is applied to every cOllceivuhle topic. 
cr. SS. v. 28 ft·. Cf. B. Soal, PositiVI: Sciences of Allcienillindlts. ell. vii. 

2 Ahov!.', Ill!. ii, § 3. Pnii('u~,jkh:\ is Ilroclitod in SS. v. 32-(~ with n 
view suggesting that cOllcomitllnee is a Ilwntal concl.'pt imllOSO<l 011 
thingR, not UII oxpt'essioll of a rC'ulit,y, but the value of so late cvidenee 
is minimal. The perception of gcncrulity is accept{'ll ill }limiil',." ; 
PSPll., p. U::i. cr. NSM., pp. 81 n·. 
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the generality which we perceive a mere mental figment 
in the view of the school of this period; it is an absolute 
rcality,l but it exists only in the individuals in which it 
appeal's •. and is not hypostatized as something apart from 
tIm individual substances or attributes or activities in 
which it resides. 

The concomitance,2 as we have seen, c~n be either 
positive or negative, and in the normal case in regard to 
It subject and an attrilmte it is possible to cstablish both 
relations. Thus in the judgement, ' Wherc there is smoke, 
there is fire', we have a positivc concomitance, to which 
there is the negative counterpart, 'Where there is no 
fire, there is no smoke '. 'rhe rulc of the school to appenll 
thc cxamples of both to the statemcnt of concomitancc 
is duly carried out in both cases; It similar case (salxt!.·~u) 
is a casc in which the conclusion, i. e. fire, is present, but, 
itS smoke need not he present with fire, a concomitancc 
m~Rt he illustrated by something lIlore, a tlcUlonstmtivl' 
example (d!'l;5tii'nia),a thnt is one in which not merely firc 
but smoke is prescnt, ItS in the kitchen. The counter­
case (cip(tl"~a) does not admit of such finality: it includes 
all that has no fire, Itllli thereforc aU that has no slIloke. 

In other cascs we 110 not fiIHI the possibility of posith'e 
nUtI negative concomitance. III thc propmlitioll, 'The 
pot can he namcd, sincc it is knowable " the concomitance 
Cttll bc positivc only (kevahi,n~~((yi"lt), since while it iH 

true that ' What can hc known C1111 IIC nmncd', the pro­
position, 'What cannot he named cannot be known' 
cannot hc cstablished, Hince no pl'ohntivc cxnlllpic can 
bc adduced for it, sceing that only of what can 1)c known 

I silmanyasya t'uslubltiitah'ut, TB., p. 81; 8v<ibfliivikcts ttl salilbulldllo 
vyupti/;, ibid., p. 86; below, eh. vii, § 8. (Jf. QV., p. 212. 

2 Not in NS., but in NV., p. 48; '1'0. ii. 730 ft'. 
3 Only this is recognized as valid for reasoning by PSPM., p. 51 ; 

QD., p. 48. 
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can anything, ex hypOtlie8i, be known. On the other 
hand, in the propositioJl, • Living ol'ganisms have souls, 
since they possess animal functions', there can be a 
negative concomitance only (kevala-vyal'i?'ekin), sipce the 
proposition, ' What has no soul has no animal functions' 
can he illustrated by the case of the pot, but tho positive 
proposition, 'That which has animal functions has a 
Roul', cannot be illustrated, since the conclusion has 
precisely the same extension as the subject, and cannot 
therefore ~ found anywhere outside it. In the case of 
negative concomitance only it is, therefore, impossible to 
adduce any example (l3<lpl!.:tja); in the positive concomi­
tance only it is impossible to adduce ltny counter example 
(vijJ{d.:/}{/ ). 

The relations thus stated lllay ue illustrated by the 
accompanying diab'l'am : 1 

The circle S represents the sul~ject, the circle 1\1 the 
reason, and the circle P the conclusion (sa(lIlya). 'l'~e 
space between the circumference of S and that of P 
represents the whole field of examples, part of which 
falls within, part without the circle M, the former alone 
giving the probative example (d?,{ltant(~). All the space 
outside P represents the counter-examples (vipak{la). In 

1 Jacobi, NOWG. 1901, p. 466. 
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the normal concomitance, which is at once positive and 
negative (anvaytt-'lJyatirelcin) we have the positive 
sphere, 'Where l\I, there P'; and the negative, , Where 
no P, there no M '. '1'0 represent the purely negative 
concomitance it is necessary to assume thnt S expands 
to the dimensions of P, in which case, of course M must 
expand likewise; there then remains no room for an 
example, and only a counter-example is possible. '1'0 
illustrate the purely positive concomitance it is necessary 
to assume thnt the circumference of P disappcnrs and 
the possibility of a counter-cxample is abolished. 

In place of basing the distinctions of positi ve-negati ve, 
positive only ana negat.ive ouly on the concomitance, it 
is also possible to classify the middle terms on the Rame 
principle,! a procedure which docs not differ in substance 
fL'OIll the more natural one here adopted, of treating the 
concomitance ItR the seat of the distinction. Applieo to 
the inference or thc middle terlll, howe vcr, the scheme 
tended to produce results, which were early criticized, 
and which, though ascribed by Qridham \I to Pm<;astapada 
would apparcntly not ha\'e been accepted by that 
author.s It is a less Hcrious matter that the positivc 
inference operateR with a COucluRion which is co-extensiyc 
with existencc, allli tIm'! departR widely from the normal 
form of conclusion.4 The objections, however, to the 
purely negative inferellce (lcevala-'lJ!J(lti1'ekin It nunu"ina) 
are ovcrwhelming. All the terlUS in it have the same 
extcnsion, awl thus the esscntial characteristic of in­
fercnce, the use of a general principle to demollstrate 
something, disappears as there is no particular case to 

1 TO. ii. 785-9. 
2 NK., pp. 203, 204; Mil.,tOn, v. 152, n. 3. 
3 At p. 239, however, he Reems to n<lmit n keralavyatirekin nrgument; 

nil nppear in NSiirn, 1'. 6; TR., pp. 70-80; below, eh. iv, § 2; NV., 
pp. 123-82 elaborately justifies all the cnses. 

4 NSM., pp. 67 If, rcplying to Mlmiinsaka and Buddhist views. 
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which the principle can be applied. Moreover, to arrive 
u,t a positive conclm;ion fi'om a negative is in itself ltn 
unusual procedure, and if Pralfltstapada denied that 
either forIll was H. correct syllogism, he had much reason 
to support his action. '1'he N yaya contends, indeed, that 
as every negation lw; a positivc opposed to it. there is 
sufficient positive clement availal)Ie to producc a reflec­
tion (pm'amm'9(t) and to induce a result, but the effort 
is plainly unsatisfactory and ullcollvincing. But the 
Iloctril1e 1 was held firmly against the contention of the 
Vedanta and the Mimaiu'a \I that, in such a casc there 
was to he recognized the mental process, constituting 
It separate means of proof, called presumption (wrt}utpatti). 
The stock example of this is the inference, ' DevadaUa, 
though he is fat, does not eat during the day, and there­
fore must eat at night.' '1'he N yaya formulateR the 
proposition ttR tt purely negative inference, • Devadatta 
cats at night, hecause he is fat without eating in the 
tlaytime.' The pmdtive concomitance, • He who is fat 
without eating ,lm'ing the day cats at night,' cannot be 
oblervell, hut the negat.ive proposition, • He who never 
eats is never fat' falls ut\flcr our immediate experience. 
Similarly t.he '/'eti'ttctio "et u()t;'I.t'j'(lt~rn in it.s formal aspect 
is defendell by the Nyaya as an examplc of the purely 
negative inference. 

'The validity of in'ference was assailed by the Car\'aka 
Hchool who llutilltaillefl the impossibility of legitimately 
establishing an invltriable connexioll; the Buddhist 
reply rests on an ideal construction as expressed in the 
concomitance, not 011 tt real relation. A somewhat 
similar view is attributed in one version of the Sarhkltya 

1 TO. ii. 1>82 ft'., (j.li) If. ; NSti.1'II, pp. 32, 33, 2:17 -42 ; TR., pp. !Hi-l01 ; 
Kit'. , p. 10'; Kua. iii. 19; N8M., pp. 87, />9; cf. KKK. i. 347-55. 

2 ltv., Pl>. 230-43; VP., p. 14; PSPM., pp. 70, 71, bl\8CS Pl'CSllulption 
on douLt, flV. on incollsistcllcy ; Keith, JRAS. 1916, I" 370. 
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Niib'a to Pafica~ikha, probably without regard to historic 
fact, as that author was probably anterior to the period 
of the discussion of concomitance. The Siitra itself 
assumes an innate power in the things which are con­
comitant, Qaiikara nlso admits the validity of inference, 
su~ject however to the /Superior authority of scripture 
which ttlol1e gives us absolute truth, while the Nyaya 
contends for the absolute value of inference as based on 
perception.1 

4. 'l'lw Final Fm'n1 of Ute Doct'I'ine of Syllouilj'/n. 

The syncretist sehoo12 follow without qnestion the 
410ctrille of Pral,'.astapada that there is It fundamental 
distinction between inference for oneself which is true 
inference, and inference for another which is styled 
inference therefore only by an analogy. Inference a for 
another is the exposition 1,y means of It proof consisting 
of five melllhenl of a thing which llttl!l already been al!lCer­
tained for oneself. Or, in ot.her words, us stated hy 
Dharmottam,4 the inference for oneself is notional 
(jlianiibna/';a), as opposed to that for another which is 
verbal (r;abdatllwlca), though, unlike the Buddhists, the 
logicians do not carry the concept to the natural result of 
recognizing that there is no place in their system for the 
concept of verbal testimony as a special kind of llleanl!l 
of proof. Syllogism, therefore, is inference in a modified 

1 $DS., ch. i; KKK. i. 181 ft'.; SDS .. ch. ii; SS. v. 27 ft'. witll 
Aniruddhu; HS. ii. 1. 11; Bltiimati, pp. 29:3, 561; NV., pp. 190, 192 ; 
NK., p. 255; Kus. iii. 6-8; NSM., pp. 76 If. ; JBRAS. xix. 54-6. 

2 'I'B., pp. 87, 88; TS., § 45; TO. ii. 689 If.; cf. QV., pp. 182-207 ; 
PSPM., p. 48. 

S PBh., p. 281; NSll,ra, p. 5. Max Muller's ascription of the dis­
tinction to rhetorical ends is erroneous (Six Systems, pp. 567 If.) ; cr. 
NSM., pp. 117,118. 

C NBT., P 21. 
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aud ~condal'y sense, since it is the cause which pl'oducetl 
in the miud of the heal'el~ '01' reader the knowledge of the 
universal concomitance, which is the true base of infer­
cnce. In the Nyaya view there is an essential distinction 
between the effect of verbal testimony and that of 
liylloghnll; in the first place the information imparted 
is accepted without any activity on the part of the 
hearer: in inference as communicated by the syllogism 
the hearer must pcrform the nccessary mental operation, 
which the teacher has already performed, amI which Ite 
now aids by syllogistic exposition the hearer to perform 
for himself. 'fhe1'c can, thereforc, be no vital distinction 
in principle between inference and syllogism: any in­
ference can bc thrown into syllogistic form for one's own 
Katisfaction if tlesired, alld it must he so treated if it is 
to llC communicated to IUlother. The difference therefore 
'l'etluccs itself to a difference of aspect, the one tlealR with 
Lhe process of inference, thc otlwi· with its formal expreR­
sion, or as yivaditya 1 luts it the OIlC is charactcrizctl hy 
liuhst.lLncc «((l'tlwl"/~p<tlva), the other hy soulltl or words 
( ro btla /"11, Xli t'Il ). 

:O;yllogislll, which heurK thc llame 'nyd,!/(/, thcn cOllsists 
ot' a collection of propoRitions arrangctl i1l tluc order, or 
in the formal definitioll of OaiigeyR II is nn exposition 
which produces It verlJal knowledge whence arises in the 
hearer the knowledge of the invariable concomitance 
awl of the presence of the characteristic ill the SUbject, 
kllowletlge whieh is the last cause of inferential know­
ledge. The number of members relllains fixed ut five as 
in Gautu,lUa, with the traditionnl names of proposition 
(prati}ita), which states the subject with the conclusion 
as an attribute; reason (het1t), which ascribes to the 
subject the middle term which serves as the means of 

1 SP., § 154. 
2 TO. ii. GI}1, 692, For Nllalla as l'el,sonillg gonerally cf. NV. iv. 1. U. 
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connecting it with the conclusion; example (tulah(trff,l.ut), 
in which the concomitance is given in full with an 
example, either positively or negatively; the application 
(upanaya) in which there is attributed to the subject 
the middle term characterized itS being It member of the 
concomitance; and the conclusion (wi!J(tnutn(~), in" which 
it iF! declared that the consequence is an attribute of the 
Rubject. 'fhe purpose of the five members is stated 
formally 1 to be to teach the knowledge of the subject; 
the syllogistic mark; the knowledge of the concomi­
tanee; the knowledge of the syllogistic mark as all 

attribute of the suhject; -and that there is nothing 
opposed to the final reRuit reached in the conclusion. 
In its typical form the syllO/"riSlll il:l thUR exemplified: 

The mountain is fiery 
Because of smoke 
Where there is sllloke there is fire, as in a kitchen, 01' 

'Vhere there iii no fire, there il:l no smoke, as in IL lake, 
Anfl so (i. e. provided with smoke which is invar~ably 

accompanied by fire) is this (mountain) 
Therefore is it 1:10 (1. e. provided with fire). 
In the example,2 now misnamed, the concomitance 

may be expressed ill two ways: either as given above or 
in the adjectival form,' Whatever has smoke, that also 
has fire " or ' Wluttever has the absence of fire that has 
also the absence of smoke '. The latter mode of expres­
sion is the more frequent in harmony with the tendency 
of the language to nominal expression. The application 
and conclusion in Sanskrit are framed ill the enigmatic 
tatha, ciiyam and tasma,t tat/t.a" the historic ground of 
which we havc already seCll. 'rhe scheme which is 
normallllust be mOllified slightly for the purely positive 
lLud the purely llegltt~ve inferences, since in these only 

I Cf. NHh., p. 40. 
2 '1'.C. i. UO If.; NSara, pp. 12. 130-8; 'fR., p. 180. 
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one form of concomitance can appear under the example, 
I1nd in the latter a negative ii'\ necessary in the second 
last member of the syllogism.! 

The characteristics of the syllogism are obviously not 
without relation to the nature of the Sanskrit language. 
The preference carried out to the full extent of a positive 
result is rendered easy hy the fact that every proposition 
can be thrown into a poi'\itive form by the simple ex­
pedient of using the 'luali6cation of non-existence 
(abhiiva), and saying that the mountain possesses ahsence 
of fire in place of saying that the mountain is not fiery. 
Similarly no hypothetical result is necessary; as we 
have seen, the concomitance can he expressed in the 
form of two correlative clauses, hut it can he easily, and 
is more frequently, expressed in adjectintl form. The 
subject is capable of wide extension thanks to the power 
of the language; where a thing is not It convenient 
subject, a place or time lIlay be converted into one. But 
the subject must either be individual,~ or a class denoted 
by a class llame and capable of being considere(l as n 
single object. If a number of things do not form It real 
class,3 there cannot be any single judgement about 
them; there call only be a series of judgements arising 
from It series of independent inferences regarding each 
indi vidual. 

An inference, again, as we have seen, must correspond 
to reality, anu there can be no formal correctness, as 
opposed to real representation of truth. This demand 
excludes partial or in the school terminology contingent 
(aupiUlhika) judgements, which would not correspond to 

1 Jacohi, NGWG. 1901, p.470, says in the fourth and fifth membors, 
but thi. would give a negative conclusion; cr. NSAra, pp. 7, 108, 110; 
TR., pp. 75-7. Tbe negative form is sometimes adopted, however; 
e. g. TB., p. 89; cf. NBh., p. 48; Colebrooke, i. :115, 316; Padarthiirat­
'IIamdld, p. 04. 

2 NS. ii. 2. 66. • Below, eh. vii, § 8. 



126 INFERENCE AND COMPARISON 

reality, for in the Nyaya view the knowledge that some 
S is P is not true kJlll\vlcdgc, which would rC(luirc 
a knowledge or exltctly whnt S were P. 

'l'he similarity of the syllogism of the Nyaya to that 
of formal"logic is as obvious itS the dissimilarity,l and 
the cause of the difference is plain. The Nyaya syllo­
gism represents the form developed in discussion. The 
proposition which heads it represents the starting-point: 
without something to represent the object of a desire 
(akariil~i'i) to obtain information no discussion .an begin. 
The reason is the answer to the question why the pro­
position is asserted: the example, or rather the statement 
of concomitance, replies to the question why the reason 
is sufficient to produce the conclusion, the general state­
ment being made clear by an example. It remains then 
only in the two last members of the syllogism to apply 
the gene.ral rule to the particular ca~, and then to 
expres:! the conclusion, which thus appears at the end of 
the syllogism not as a mere idle repetition, but as the 
assurance of a reasoned conclusion. \Vhat is remarkable, 
however, is the fact that the example remains almost to 
the last an essential part of the system, indeed in practice 
it is the example which is given mther than the formal 
statement of concomitance: it remained for Laugak~i 
Bhiiskara in his comment, the Nyayu8uldltt"int(t?}wnjari­
pmlcat;a 2 to say that the use of the example is conven­
tional and not essential. 

While in practice the Nyiiya syllogism is frequently 
reduced to the first three members, the third in the mere 
form of the example as in 'The mountain has fire, 
because it bas smoke, like a kitchen', the Mimildsa. 
formally reduces the number to three, namely the first 
set of three; another view accepted the second, third, 

1 Athalye, TS., pp. 286 ft., 265 ff. 2 Ibid. p. 281. 
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and fourth members as adequate, while the Vedanta was 
Hatisfied either with the first or the last three.l The 
later Buddhist view accepted as nec(Jt;t;ary only the third 
and the fourth (udaooral.ta and uptt'1lA.lyn). DhaI'ma­
kirti's 2 view, differing from that of Dignaga,a treats the 
proposition and the reason, in which the example is 
included, as sufficient for inference. The Vai((6I;1ika 
I\.greed with the Nyaya, though the tradition of the 
distinguishing names given by Pr&((astapada was 
preserved. 

5. Analogy 0)' Oompa1'i8on. 

The Nyaya school' and the authorities of the Nyaya­
Vaige~ika, with the exception of Qivaditya, treat analogy 
or comparison (upamiJ,na) as a third means of proof, the 
establishment of something unknown through its simi­
larity to Some~ing already known. The stock example 
of the process is already given by Vatsyayana; a man 
who has never seen a buffalo is told by a forester, who 
as an expert is worthy of credence, that it resembles 
a cow. On entering a woody region he sees a strange 
animal, whose shape reminds him of a cow, and there 
comes to his remembrance the name bufiaJo taught by 
the forester. 1'he essence of the process involveR both 
the knowledge imparted by the forester, and the percep­
tion of similarity in the object presented, and there iR 
a direct divergence of opinion between the ancient and 
modern schools 6 on the part played by these two factOl'R 

1 VP., p. 14; TO. ii. 689 n.; PSPM., p. 4U; QD., p.44. 
2 NB., p. 118; cf. NBT., p. 90. 
S His acceptance or\hese members iB criticized, NY., p. 141. 
4 NS. i. 1. 6; ii. 1. 44-8; TO. iii. 1-101; TA., p. 20; TB., p. (6; 

TK., p. 16; TS., § 58; BP., 79, 80; TR., pp. 8594; cf. /tV., pp. 
222-80 i !;IDS., p. 70. 

a NKo98, p. 147 i the tlrllt view in NBh., pp. 21, 22: the latter, 
NV., pp.60, 6] ; NSM., pp. 20-8 follows NBh. 
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in the production of the result. The older view holds 
that the immediate cause of the knowledge obtained by 
comparison is the verbal knowledge given by the forester, 
while the perception of resemblance is but an accessory 
cause of bhe result. The modern school inverts the 
relationship, thus laying greater emphasis on the simi­
larity which lies at the bottom of the process, but without 
fundamentally altering the view of the procesR. Simi­
larity, however, is not to be deemed the only cause of 
knowledge of this kind; disRimilarity or It peculiar 
property may Rerve the same end; thus a man may 
recognize a camel because, unlike :t horse, it possesseR 
It humped back and a long neck, or a rhinoceros by the 
single hom which adol'lls its nose. 

There is disagreement also between the ancient and 
model'll schools as to the precise nature of the judgement 
in which ~he process of comparison results. The ohler 
view, held also by Kec;ava l\Ji<;ra, J .. augak~i Bhaskara, 
and Annam Bhatta, gives the judgement as an assertion 
that the animal perceived bears the name buf£'tlo. The 
more recent opinion of Vi<;vanatha treats it as a recogni­
tion that the thing seen is an individual of the species 
huffalo, and this accords with the fact that the result of 
the experience is to enrich the subject of the experience 
with the recognition by its name of a new animlll 
Rpecies. 

The weakness of the N yaya concept was not ib,nored 
hy the l'ival school. Vacaspati Mic;ra,l in expounding 
the Samkhya doctrine, which does not admit comparison 
ItS a separate means of proof, analyses the process, and 
proves that there is nothing permitt1ng of the setting 
up of comparison as a special means of attaining know­
ledge. The instruction of the forester falls in the sphere 

1 Sii.1ilkllyat(IUt'akallmudi, 5 ; cf. PSPM., p. 69. 
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of verbal knowledge 1 as a means of proof; similarity is 
recognized by perceptioll. and inference accounts for the 
rest. Tho Vaige!;lika school include comparison in in­
ference 2: the syllogism runs: 'This o~ject is to be styled 
buffalo, since it is like It cow, and whatever is like a cow 
bears the name buffalo.' 'l'he reply of the Nyaya 3 is an 
appeal to experience which shows that in ordinary life 
jUdgements of comparison are formed without going 
through the process indicated, It reply which shows 
a complete inability to distinguish between a logical and 
::i psychological analysis, and to tho conservatism of the 
Nyaya rather than any other cause must in all likelihood 
be attributed the maintenance even in the latest state of 

, the school of a distinction between inference and com­
parison as fundamentally different modes of proof. The 
whole subject receives elahorate discussion by Udayana,~ 
who rejects the Vedanta and Mimansa defence which 
regards the instrument in comparison as the cognition 
that this animal is like a cow, und the conclusion as the 
judgement, 'The cow is like this Imffalo '. He defends 
comparison on the ground that it implies more than 
verbal testimony, which only teaches us that the term 
, huffalo ' is applicable where likeness to a cow is found; 
comparison, on the other hand, gives us the knowledge 
that the term' buffalo' applies to a species, which we 
comprehend from perceiving a specimen in quite a 
different manner from our previous knowledge bMed on 
verbal testimony .• Comparison, therefore, teaehes us the 
direct signification of a word; it does not teach anything 
ahout the existence or non-existence of anything; hence 

1 In NSiirtl, I'P. 30 -2, 222-37, it if< I'('duced to wrhnl te~timony. 
2 VSU. ix. 2. O. 3 Nil(lkll~I!'1i, p. 1 HI. 
t Kus. iii. 8-12; ~f. TO. iii. 40 If.; TR., pp. 92-4; the Mimiilisa 

(PSPM., p. 68) makes lik('n(,RR 1\ sl'pnl"atc ~ategorr, II Yiew r{'futl'd 
both in SS. v. 94-6 and hy Klllullrila. 

1111 1 
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if there is an attempt to prove the non-existence of 
tt creator by the comparison, 'Whatever is like the 
omniscient individual soul is not omnipotent, and this 
being which is like the individual soul is what is meant 
by the name God', the reply is that the use of comparison 
as means of proof in this wny is invalid. 

In the Nynyn Sutm .. 1 itself the case for comparison is 
defended against a difficulty made as to the possibility 
of argument from mere similarity hy the statement that 
the reasoning is based on recognized and patent simi­
larity. Against the argument that it, like inference, 
leads to the establishment of what is not perceived by 
means of whitt is perceived, it is urged that it is the 
perception of the Imffitlo which lealls to the result of the 
comparison, and that the verbal expre.'lsion of a com­
parison diverges from that of an inference, whencc the 
difference .of the thillgR follows. 

1 ii. 1. 44-8; NBh., pp. 90, 91; NV., pp. 258-60. Cf. KKK. i. 319-35. 



CHAPTER IV 

LOGICAL ERRORS 

1. The Origin alHl Development of the Doell'j,M of 
Fallacies. 

'rm: treatment of fallacies in both the Nyayn R1/'tl'n 
am} the Vai<;e~il.:a t:h"Um is 11rief and simple, standing in 
curious cont.rust to the elahoration of this topic hy the 
later texts. Fallacics rank as one of the categories of 
of Gantama,l but., in accordance with the lack of develop­
ment ot' any theory of the true nature of inference, there 
is no attempt to explain the reasons un(lerlying the 
classes of fallacies enumeratef\. Naturally enough, the 
commentators find in the list the prototype of the scheme 
which they recognized in the contemporary syncretist 
school, hut it is difficult to believe that this view hall 
any legitimacy. Of thc list of five given the first and 
second alone are named with familial' terms: the first is 
savyabldcal'(I, 'discrepant " which is Ilefined as a reason 
which leads to more conclusions than one (anai/.:iimt-ika), 
and this definition applies to the form of fallacy through­
out its history. l'he second is the contrary (vil'uddlw), 
which is marked by the fact that the reason leads to 
a result opposite to that which is established, and it 
also-though with change of sense-passes into the 
later terminology. The third, pmkfl/·wl.W8(1'})W, seems by 
its literal sense, • equal to the (luestion " to mean a reason 

1 i. 2. 4-9 ; cr. 'rR., pp. 2Hl ft'. 

I 2 
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which provokes the very question which it was intended 
to answer; the later view classes it as equivalent to the 
counterbalanced reason (sa,tpratijxlk/ia), but with doubtful 
propriety, for it may equally well he equated to the 
contradicted reason (b&lhita), or more probably lliffer 
from either.1 '1'he third form, styled' equal to the con­
elusion' (8adltyaswma), is explained as one in which the 
reason is as much in need of proof as the conclusion: 
later it is classed among the unreal reasons (asiddlw). 
The last is 'that for which the time has gone by' (1IiiJii­
fila): on one interpretation, which Vatsyayana rejects, 
it applies to a fault in the form of the syllogism, when 
the reason is adduced in the wrong place in the order of 
propositions. This interpretation, however, is open to 
the ohjection that mere formal order is not essential to 
the meaning of a Sanskrit sentence, and that the miR­
placement of any memher of the syllogism is described 
in the Nyaya as falling under a special form, 'the un­
timely' (apl'aplakala) of the category styled 'Occasions 
for Rebuke' (nigraha-stltiinrt). 2 The accepted explana­
tion,3 however, is hardly easy to believe. It is based on 
the view that an effort is made to argue the abiding 
character, and therefore eternity of sound from the fact 
that it is manifested by union (e.g. between a drum and 
the rod), jUf'lt as colour, whose existence is admitted, is 
manifested by union with light. The fallacy lies in the 
fact that the manifestation of sound is not due to the 
union, but takes place at a subsequent moment (kalatit(/) 
after the union has ceased. The later doctrine forces it 
into the category of contradicted reason, but manifestly 
without plausihility. Indeed, in no part of Gautama's 

I Cf. NBlI., 1'. 58; NV .. )Jp. 17o, 176. 
2 NS. v. 2. II. 
I NV., p. 177 j NBh., p. 64; NVT. gives the late!' view that it _ 

bddhita. 
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system i!:! there more clear proof of the lack of an 
authentic tradition of hi!:! meaning. unless perhaps in 
the confusion as to the significance of the three kinds of 
inference which he recognizes. 

1'he case with Gautama is very different from that 
with Kal)ada.1 The doctrine of Kal)ada as now restored 
to the text of the Sutra is perfectly plain: it stateR 
It definition of a fallacious reason or non-reason «(t'Ulpa~ 
<let;(t in his terminology, in which a}Jadera. replaces /teta) 
as that which is unproved (Itp/'<lsiddlta). that is which is 
not shoWl! to be in invariable concomitance with the 
conse<luence. Of the fnllacious reason two species arc 
mentioned, the unreal (tf.Sltt), and the doubtful (s(oh­
digdlw), which correspond accurately enough to the 
later ttsiddlttt and sav!labkiea/'((. The examples given 
nre for the unreal the argument, 'Since it has homs, it 
is a horse', for the insufficient 2 reason, 'Since it has 
horns, it is an ox '. A horse of course is not horned, but 
there are other animals besides an ox which are so 
adorned. As the traditional text stands, this clear out­
line has been brought into confusion by an interpretation 
which may probably enough be little if at all anterior 
to Pra9astapida himself.3 

2. Digniig(t (m(l P,·at;wJlapadu. 

'1'he evidence already adduced in the account of the 
development of inference gives ground to suppose that 
Dignaga can claim to have enunciated the principle of 
invariable concomitance as the fundamental principle 
of' the syllogism. The investigation of this question 

J iii. 1. 15-17. 
2 anaikantika evidently .. salildigdha. 
3 aprasiddho 'tlapadepa~; «san sa,il(Ugah(t~ ca is the ol'igillal text; 

l'ra<;asla palla (p. 20") reltll it a~ one Sutra. 
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inevitably led to the exposition of the conditions which 
must mark thc middle term if it were to serve the 
purpose for which it was destined, and the Nyayapl'a­
vefl( 1 lays uown thc thrcc cssential conditions in explicit 
terms. '1'hc wholc of the subject must bc connected 
with the middle tcrlU; nIl things dcnotcd by the middle 
terlll must be hOlllogeneous with things denoted by thc 
major terlll; 1l01le of the things heterogeneous from thc 
major term must be n thing denoted by the middle term. 
Dharmakirti in the Ny{t!}tluindu 2 reproduces the same 
rulcs for the thrce characteristics of the middlc terlll; it 
must exist in what i\..to be inferred (aIL·ltmeye sattv<wt 
eva); it must cxist in thingH only which are homogeneous 
with the major term (sapa/llja); and it must not exist in 
things heterogeneous with the ll1a:jor tcrm (V'ipakl}a). '1'he 
division of fallacies in both is based on the principlc 
that, if one 01' marc of these rules is violated, there 
arises a fallacious renson. Three classes of such fallacies 
arc rccogni;r,ed by Digniiga, thc unrenl (asid(llw), the 
iudeterminnte «(/naihtntiktt), nnd the contrary (vi/"tuldJt(~) 
as they are stylc(1 by Dharmakirti, who follows with 
lllOllificatiolls amI improvements the scheme set out by 
his predeccssor. Four subdivisions of the unreal reason 
are rccognized: when the unreality i!:l rccognized hy 
both partieR to the discussion; when it is conceded by 
one party only; when its reality is called ill qucstion; 
and when it is doubtful whethcr the middle terlll cnn be 
prcdicnted of the subject. Of the indeterminate there 
t1re six forUls: when the middlc terlU abides both in the 
major term and in the opposite, which is the too gcneml 
middlc term of later logic (sadhal'(I/.w); when the middle 
term abides neither in the major nor its opposite, the too 
restricted (asadha'i'(o.ur) form of later logic; when the 

1 Med. Luy., pp, 93 Jr. ; NY., I'P, 58, 59. 
2 Nll., pp. 114 fr.; ~DS'1'., PI). 44-6. 



LOGICAL ERRORS 135 

middle term abides in some of the things homogeneous 
with, and in all of the. things heterogeneous from, the 
major term; when the middle term abides in all the 
things homogeneous with, and some of the things hetero· 
geneons from, the modor term; when the middle terlIl 
abides in some things homogeneous with, and SOUle 
heterogeneous frolll, the major term; ancl lastly the 
contrary but not discrepant (vi I'uddlu]'vy(tbldcal'i n) 
midllle term, that is when a thesis and its contradictory 
are both supported by equally valid reasons. The stock 
example of the last is the argulIlent adduced by a Vl~if(e~­
ika to prove that sound is not eternal because it is 
1L pl'o(luct; while the l\Iimaitsa re/;ponds that it is etel'llal, 
because it is audible. Finally, there are foul' 1 sub­
!livisions of the contrary, according as the middle term 
contradi.cts the llllljor term, or the implied mnjor term, 
or the minor term, 01' the implied minor term. Of these 
the fallacy which is contrary to the i.mplied major term 
is akin to the contrary hut not discrepant, since it 
(lepends on the fact that it is contrary to a principle of 
the school by which it il'! used, ILnd it is therefore tel'l{led 
, that which cuts ncross one'lS principles (iljtaviy/uUalql) '. 
'1'he eXnIuple given by Dignagn. is the argument that the 
eye/;, &c., are of service to sOllie being, because they are 
made of particlcs, like a bed, scat, &c. Here the llul:jor 
term • of service to some being' is ambiguous: its 
apparent meaning is • of service to the body', but the 
implied meaning is 'of servicc to the soul'. But the 
SamkhYlt systclll holds that, though things made of 
particlcs ure of service to the body, they are not of 
service to the /;oul which hml no attributes. Hence the 
middle term contl'allicts thc implied term as understood 
by the Samkhya. 

1 Kumiil'ilu, QV., pp. 195-7, clellrly refers to this view, and the 
£~!Clrigh{itak!'t • 
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Dharlllakirti 1 presents us with the same classitication 
but with It diminution in the subdivisions, The four of 
the unreal reasons remain, but of the indeterminate only 
the first two are kept, the too general and the too res­
tricted, and the contrary, likewise, is reduced to two 
varieties, depending 011 the fact of the existence of the 
middle term in what is heterogeneous from the major, or 
its nOll-existence in what is homogeneous with the major. 
It is of interest that he recognizes and disallows the two 
varieties of contrary but not discrepant, and that which 
cuts across one's principles. The former he holds not to 
concern inference at all, as it urises fro111 the fact that 
the two different sides in such It case rest on the authority 
of scripture, and this i:; for him, ns in theory it WitS for 
DibTllaga, no true source of knowledge. I 'rhe latter he 
dismisses because it is included in the general conception 
of contrary., which indeed in the definition of Gautama 
is that whieh is contrary to the principles admitted by 
the reasoner,3 

In the case of Pra~tapaJa the 'luestion is compli­
cated by the existence of the 'L'61'/;U8 11wmm'iales which 
he cites as embodying the views of (KaI).ada) Ka«;yapa, 
and in which the division of fallacies is based on thc 
conditions for the correctness of the reason for inducing 
proof, 'rhey ~ run: ' '['hat mark is the means of inference 
which is counected with that which is to be inferred, is 
known to exist in that which is accompanied with tlutt 

J NB., pp. 111-1.3; ~o the MllIliin~ii, QV., p. 217. For tho unreal ~",o 
\)V., pp. 192, 193. 

2 :riB., p.l1i'i. It is rotained with the uther two ill QV., p. 193. 
3 NB., p. 118; NS. i. 2. 6. 
~ p. 2OQ: 

ctnumeYelict sambadd/talll prasiddltalil ea ladanvite 
ladabltiit'e ea nasty eca talliiigatn anumapakam 
Vijlal'Ualll ala yal aI/ad ekena d1!itaYllfla 114 
'riftlddh<isiddhasalildigdhatll alillgatil Kii~po 'bravit. 
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which is to be inferred, and does not cxist at all where 
that .loes not exist. That which departs therefrom in 
une or two points is (lec1ared hy Kayyapa to be no reason, 
as contrary, unreal, or doubtful '. The similarity of the 
statement of the three conditiont; (t·rai1"'1.bJlya) of the 
middle terlll to that in the Buddhist formulation is 
uLvious, but it is important to note that the parallelism 
is not complctc us rcgards the first csscntiul condition. 
In the casc of thc Buddhist forUlula this condition is 
stated as the cOllnexion of the llIi(ldlc term with the 
subject (a nu meya) , the sense of the latter term being 
made clear by its definition, in the N!Jaytlbindu, as tlw 
thing pOoSsessillg un attrihute (dha'l'rnin), whosc peculiarity 
is to be known (jijlit"UJita-vifel}n).l It iH natural to read 
the same meaning into the 1·m·/i·its memoriales, and this 
has he en repeatedly l1one,2 hut only at thc cost of cot1l­
plete disregard of the languuge. While that which is to 
be inferre(l «tnmneya) call, like 8ttcllty(t in its earlicr" 
sense, denote thc su~ject of the inference, it cqually easily 
and naturally like /:jajhyu is employed of the conclusion, 
/tnd that this is here the sense is proved by the expression 
, which is to be accompanied by that' for the' that' (t(uf­
<tIwite) can only refer to uwltmeytt which precedes it, anti 
it is of course C0l1111101l ground that the characteristic of 
the similar installce (sapttl'lju ill the Nyayabintl'tL, here 
lada nuile) is to present the major nnd middle terms, not 
the middle term and the subject. The apparent objection 
that thus the reference to the su~ject is omitted must be 
rccognizetl, but the remedy is not to read a into the verses 

I NH., p. 10J; this view I\~ ill Digllnga i~ controverted ill NV., 
Pl>. 02-1, wher~ (II. i22) PHil., p. 200, s~eJlls to ue referred to. Dig­
ungu's owu case is gh·ell ill Padiirtl&amtllutltiilii, p. 13. Cf. p. 109, n. 2. 

2 Jacobi, NGWG. 1901, p. 480; Stchcrbatskoi, Muswtl, v. U6 i Suuli, 
lnll"., p. 893 ; Faddegoll, Yai~. System, p. 30S. But cf. t:;!DST., p. U. 

8 Athalye, '1'5., p. 282; but cf. 8HH. vi. 285; Gal'be, tl"ans of S8., 
I). 58; Gaiigiillflthll Jbi\, NS. i. 346. 
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the qualitication.that the tirst condition, connexion with 
the conclusion, is to exist in the subject, which of course 
lll'~!:! the question. '1'he V'"ge"ikas deliberately adopted 
the view that the know ledge of the middle terlll was the 
proximate caUse of inference, and were criticizerl by their 
opponents precisely lJeeltusc thus they failed to cmphnsize 
the element of existence of the middle term in the subject. 
'1'11e explanation of their attitude is pcrfectly simple: 
the three conditions as set out represent It precise statc­
ment of the third mcmber of the syllogism, thc cxample 
(udti/ut'l'tti.Ht) whcn eOlllpletell as it was in Pmlftlstapadn'H 
time hy the enullciation of the ~l'ncml proposition. Of 
the tirst part of the example we haye a reflection ill the 
til'l:lt condition, thc inval'iahlc concomitance between the 
middlc term /Lml the major terlll, hetween smoke and fire, 
, Where there is smoke, therc is fire'; the second comii­
tion corresponds to the affirmative example of the con­
comitancc of smokc and tire as in It kitchen; the third 
with the Ile~atin' examplc of the absence of smoke when 
there is no tire, as ill a lake. The refcrencc to the subject 
is of course implicit: the conception of It middle terlll is 
essentially relative to 11 su~jeet on the onc hand awl 
a major term on the other. In the Buddhillt formulation 
in its turn thcre wouhl be inadequate refercnce to the iu­
variaLle concolllitancc as a principle if it werc not that 
thc middle term is essentially relative to the major amI 
is i'elated to it, ill the view of Dharmakirti, by way of 
identity, cause and effect, 01' non-existcnce. The diver­
gence of emphasis, however, is very far froUl diminishing 
the probaLility of borrowing on the part of the Vailfc­
l;Iika: it is ill entire accord with the natural wish of a 
school, whcn it has to appropriate fruitful ideas frolll 
another to disguise and adapt them in form if not in. 
substance. 

'1'he impression of borrowing is confirmed Ly the fact 
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that Pralfastapada. or SOUle predecessor, if we admit that 
the versttll menwrialeB WOl'e really composed before him, 
thought it necessary to remoJel the text of the Vwir~­
lkt~ Suint in order to uriug' the new doctrine into har­
mony with the accepted text. 'fhe correction wal; in­
genious: thc two aphorisms of the original text, which, 
as wc have seen, defined fallacy and set out two classel:l, 
wcre combined into a' single clause and read as giving 
the varied classes of fallacies. But the complication (Ud 
not end there, for it waS not sufficient to Pra~astapadlt 
to establish three classel; of fallacies: he had to aSSUUle 
that the enumeration gave room for the four classes 
which he himself accepted. 'i'he terms of the text as 
changed gave the old classes of unreal (all(d) , (loubtful 
(sa-riuUydha), and also (l})1'(tsiddlut, a new term, while the 
06i'8tU! memU1'tt/lel'! gave (t:.;itldlw, Oil·t~ddh(l" amI IICb1h­
diydlut, and Pralfastapiida adele() the (tIladl,yuu((sita. or 
void reason. '1'0 efiect It harlllouy between theHl' views 
and the :-illtm Pra<;astapada 1 declared the identity of 
(tprtlBiddlllt with virttdtlhCb aud his new addition, regard­
less of the utter violence he t.!tus did to the text. A 
later hand 2 endeavoured at least to avoill the incoherence 
thus created in the Slltra by the interpolation of a word 
at the end of the second of the two aphorisUls which 
Pra<;astapada read as oue: the text thus gave once more 
two clauses, uut in lieu of a definition of fallacy, fol­
lowed by an enumeration of two classes, we have first 
the statement that the ap1'llsiddlu£ is a fallacy, and then 
that the unreal and the doubtful are fallacieH, the 
ab!mrdity of w hic1.t is self evident. 

Pra9astapii.da a himself gives in prose practically the 
.1 pp. 238, 239. I Jacobi, NGWG. 1901, p. lSI, II. 2. 
3 p. 201: vall anumeyenafthena Ilef(lVift~- killavife~e ni b-ahacal'ifam 

anumeyadharmiinvite ciinyatra sarva.!lmitm elcadefl! 1)1' prasiddllam aHUm"­
yaviparUe at sal1X1slllin praln/II.lato 'sad eva tad apmsiddllllrihasyiinullliipakalil 
Uiigam. For my interpretatioll cf. NV., p. 122. 
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same account of the conditions atlccting the reason OJ' 

middle term : the llIark must be associated in respect of 
time or place with the thing to be infCl'l'ed, be found in all 
or one case where the attribute to be inferred is present, 
and be proved to be non-existent in everything opposite 
from what is to be inferred. 'fhe slight divergence of 
wortling brings out clearly tho ossential realislll of tho 
system, the reason is u reflex of reality. At the sume 
time the wording confirms the view that the first con­
dition refcrs to the rolation of middle term and major, 
not of lIli,ldle term a~ld subject: the thing to be inferred 
is the fire on the mountain, not the subject which is not 
a thing to be inferrell, but a thing whose attribute is to 
he inferred from the mark. In the second conditioll 
It new element appears, which forllls also the suqject of 
ubservation by Uddyotakarn, in his eXltmination of the 
forlllulatioQ of the su~iect of the three conditions of the 
reason by Digniiglt: it is expressly recognized that the 
extension of the middle is not equivalent to that of the 
lUajor: fire may exist without smoke. '['his point the 
earlier formulatioll ignored, for the simple reason that it 
was irrelcvant to the business in hand: the third member 
of the syllogism must 1-,rive an affirmative example, and 
it is irrelevant to note that the major llllLy exist without 
the middle term. 

On the basis of the threefold conditions of the reason 
Pra<;astapada bases his division of fallacies: ueparture 
in one or two points brings about the invalidation of the 
reason to attain the conclusion, just all in the Buddhist 
view. Moreover, the divisions of the uureal reason are 
I-limilar to those which were already given by Dignaga, 
from whom he doubtless borrowed them. l But in the 
other categories there is a significant variance which can 

1 ::)tchcrbatskoi, Museon, v. 168, 148-58; cUlitra, l!'addegoll, p. 322. 
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hardly he deemed due to anything save a deliberate 
effort to -improve on the BuddhiRt scheme which he 
really takes as the basis of his own. The antinomic 
reason, contrary hut not discrepant, which Digniga. had 
classed among the indeterminate reasons, would normally 
fall into the class of doubtful reltROnS, which takes the 
place of that category in Pral}astapada's scheme. But 
Pral}astapada divides the cases covered by it into two, 
assigning one part to the category of contrary reasonR, 
a!1d the other to the new class of void reasons, which is 
his own invention. The expllLnation of the reference of 
the antinomic reason to the category of contrary pure 
and simple is easy; to Dignaga,l jf a thesis were sup­
ported by one school on the strength of their scriptureR 
and a contrary thesis were set up hy another school on 
the st.rength of their scriptures, the result was that the 
middle term, being denied or asserted on equal authority, 
fell into the category of douhtful: more consistently 
still, Dhltrmakirti 2 ruled out the reason altogether M 

falling outside the subject-matter of inference j Pra<;as­
tapada,3 on his part, who accepted the binding force of 
the declarations of Ka~ada, treats a view which is 
contrary to the tenets of his school as downright contrary 
(iigrtrna.biiclkita). Similarly, of course, the variety il!ta­
vighiitak]'t, which Dharmakirti /tlso rejected as a distinct 
species of contrary falls under the general head. 

'fhe other part of the anti nomic reason as classed by 
Pra<;astapada under the new class of void reasons consists 
of cases in which two arguments cancel each other, and 
there being no means -of decision between them the 
reason which it is desired to set up is null and void. 
'rho rest of thiR class is made up by the too restricted 
form of the doubtful reason of U1e DuddhiRt Rystenl, in 

I NBT., p. 85. 2 NB., p. ur.. 
S p. 239; NV., p. 171. 
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which the middle term is present neither in the major 
term p.or in its opposite. l'he stock example is the 
reasoning, 'Sound is eternal, because it il'l audible '. 
Dhalmakirti, l however, classifies in the same count the 
argument which the Nyaya and Vai<;el3ikaaccept, , Living 
bodies have a soul, hecause they have animal functions', 
which the later theory makes an inference with purely 
negative concomitance (!'·eval(t-vyuti,·ekin).2 It is not 
certain how far Pm<;astapada would have acceptClI 
the classification of these two kinds under the !lame 
head, for, though he lloes not actually recognize the 
classes of purely positive and purely negative inference, 
he appears a to admit the truth of the argument, ' Sound 
is a quality, hecam:;e it is audible', or 'Sound (lifierl'l 
from other things, hecause it is audible '. The Ilistinction 

. between the two instances is plain: in the first the 
mlljor term 'eternal' is wider in extension than the 
subject and the milldle term, which are of equal exten­
I'lion, sound alone heing audible; in the second, the three 
terms are all of like extension, and in the later view at 
least the conclusion is legitilllat{~. Whether in any case 
the too restricted reason is deemed doubtful or void 
seems little more than variation of terminology designed 
to mark the independence of the new writer. The llis­
tinction is the more noteworthy in that Pra<;astapft.da 
himRclf records an ol~jection to this view in the fnct that 
Kal)iida 4 in treating of sound appears to have reckoned 
the too restricted reason as a source of douht, although 
Prac;astapada ,-, has not much difficulty in explaining 
away this seeming obstacle to his theory. It is in 
keeping with his detennination to avoid too close 

1 NB'I'., p. 79; NB., p. 114. 2 NV., p. 125. 
S p. 289. On the validity of this form cf. 'I'R., Pl'. 77, 'i8, 219; 

PSPM., p. 47, di~ll11dwR it. Cf.1l1so Faddegon, pp. 807,323, 
• ii. 2. 21-3. G p. 289; NK., Pl'. 245, 246. 
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adherence to his predecessor that he never mentions the 
name of the antinomie reason, despite his elaborate 
discllssion of its charactel'.l 

3. The Final FOr'Ylt of the ])octi'ine of Fallacies. 

In the syncretist school 2 the classes of fallacies ('lei'mi­
blutsa) depends on the correctncss of the middle term, 
but the number of conditions has been increased to five 
in lieu of three. A middle term to be vali(t mUf'lt be 
found in the su~ject ([l(('';~(l), that is the thing in which 
the existence of what is to he ascertained (8adhlJa) , 
e. g. fire, is doubtful; be found in the similar instances 
(s(tlX(k~((), in which the existence of the thing to he 
ascertained is already known, e. g. a kitchen; he absent 
from the contrary instances (1Jipa"'/ja), in which the 
nbsence of the thing to be ascertained is alreacly known, 
c. g. a lake; not be contl'l1(licted (badkit(t) by the facts; 
and not he counterbalanced by another proof (asatpl'o­
tipaklja). If any of these conditions is not complied with 
in the ordinary inference the reason is only apparently 
:1 reason (het't'abltas((), but in the purely positive inference 
the third condition, and in the purely negative inference 
the second condition are e:l: h!lpothe~fi cxcluded. An 
apparcnt rcason is a faulty reason (duljta-ltetu), and 
much subtlety is wasted in making precise the (lefinition 
of a fault in a reason (het1~-do~((). Annam Bhatta 
declares it to be that which is the object of a correct 
knowledge which prevents an inferential judgement; 

I The void reason in six vlll'ieties appears in NSiira, pp. 10, 11, 124-6. 
PSPM., pp. 46, 47, Il11s only the too gene\'ll], too restricted, unreal, 
1\1101 Mdhila in the sensc of viri/(Idha. 

2 SP., § 157 ; TK., p. 18; TB., 11.101 ; tho five conditionR in lien flf 
three appeal' to have been due to Udayana'R Atmataltrat'it'eka, TR .. I'p. 
177-9,217; NV., pp. 165ft·., has three only, but NVT. has flv!'. Thl' 
Bnddhist list is followed, not PBll. 
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Laugaklji Bhaskara more generally as that which is thc 
object of it. knowledge which rcmlcrs impossiblc thc in­
ferential judgement or the process which leads up to it, 
the latter phrase being wide enough to cover whn,t is 
held on any of the theories to be the proximate cause of 
inference, whether knowledgc of the middle term, know­
ledge of the concomitance, or the reflection (pai'iim(lI'~rt). 
Annam BhaHa 1 insists on requiring that the knowledge 
should be correct, since otherwise in the familiar reason­
ing, "rhe mountain has fire, hecause it haR smoke,' a fault 
might be Ruggested through the erroneous perception of 
the absence of fire on the mountain. 

'rhe classes of fallacies are also illcreltsed to five, all 
artificial symmetry designed doubtless to imitate the 
Buddhist system, which recognizeR three conclitiollR and 
three sets of fallacies. Presumably the increase in the 
number took place firRt in the claRsification of fal1acieR, 
and thence was extende(l to the number of conditions. 
'fhe five classes are in thc order of Gangc/fa 2 the dis­
crepant (s(wyoUdciil'll), which is also Rtyled indeterminate 
(nn(/il~iintil~a); the contrary (vil'uddllll); thc counter­
balanced (satpl'fltilxd';ljo); the unreal (asiddltn); aUfI 
the contradicted (biidh,ita), but they. may he examine(l 
in the order of the Buddhist list with the addition of the 
two new members of the series. 

I. The indeterminate or discrepant,~ which is styled in 
the Vai/feljika terminology the doubtful (Rmhdiglllllt) lieR 
in the fact that one or both of the second and third 
conditions is violated, whence the conclu!'!ion ceases to 

1 TS., i 52. 
2 T.C. i, 762 ff.; NStll':l, p. 7, keE'ps Gnlltnmn'R nameR, but, add!'! n 

!'Iixth; TR" 1. c., follows Gautnmn. KKK. i. 3M ff. rl'futes tlll'm all. 
sSP. § 160 ; TC. i. 784-841 ; TA., p. 19; TB., pp. 44, 107, 108; TK., 

I'p. 13, 14; TS., § 1)8 ; BP. 72-4. Kec;avB omitI'! the third form; 80 
alMo TR., pp. 217-20; NSilra, pp. 7,10,128-6, makeR pight YllrieticR: 
the first two are in NV., p. 173; PSPl'd., p. 46. 
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possess any certainty, and remains therefore an object 
of doubt. It falls into three species: 

(1) The too general reason (I:adltai'a~) is found not 
only in the similar instances, but also in the opposite 
instances: the possession of horns does not make an 
animal an ox, nor has the mountain fire because it can 
be known. 

(2) The too restricted reason (nsadM,'a1.w,) , on the 
other hand, offends against the second condition, for it 
O~CUl's nowhere outside the subject itself. Its absence 
from the opposite instances or counter examples tends 
to establish the validity of the conclusion, but its absence 
from the similar instances or examples tends to invalidate 
the result whioh remains therefore a matter of doUbt. 
, Sound is eternal, beca.use it is audible' is the standing 
example; as we have seen, the fallacy is distinguished 
in the modern school from the purely negative inference 
by reason that in the fallacy the major term has greater 
extension than the other terms, while in the inference 
which is valid all three terms have the like extension. 

(3) The reason which does not subsume (n/1upasarh­
hiJ/l'in) is that which is alleged of a subject which is so 
extensive as to permit neither of examples 01' counter 
examples, as in ' All is eternal, becanse it can be known '. 
The nature of 'all' forbids the possibility of any universal 
concomitance, and thus prevents either the second or the 
third of the conditions being complied with. Or equally 
well the opposite argument can be used, ' All is transitory, 
because it can be known '. The modern school 1 object 
that the individual things of this world might serve as 
examples, and therefore define the fallacy as one in 
which there exists only a positive connexion between 
reason a.nd ~onsequence, a definition which is open to the 

1 Athalye, TS., pp. 808, 804. 

sail K 
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retort that it covers the case of the purely positive 
inference which the modern school accepts as valid as 
does the older school, as in 'All can be named, because 
it can be known '. There exists, however, a clear differ­
ence between the last proposition aud those quoted to 
illustrate the fallacy: in the latter there is a real blTound 
of connexion between naming and knowledge, in the 
former it is not so, and the test of reasoning is always 
in the school correspondence with reality . 
• II. The contrary reason (vil'uddha) 1 iH one which 

serves to prove exactly the opposite of the thesis it is 
adduced to establish. It thus does not exist in exampleH, 
but does exist in counter-examples, and so violates the 
second and third conditions alike. Sound is not eternal, 
because it is a product, nor is an animal a horso because 
it has horns. 

III. The unreal reason (asiddlw) 2 fulls into throe 
species in accordunce with the three factors involved in 
the reflection (P«1'(t'nWl'fa) which brings about inferential 
knowledge; the suhject, the relation of the middle term 

1 SP., § 159; TO. i. 842-64 ; TA., p. 19; Tn., pp. 44,107,108; TK., 
p. 14; TS., § 54; BP. 74; NSara, pp. 7, 9, 119-23, gives eight 
varieties; TR., p. 224, gives the same definition as NSal'a and TB. 
In NB., NV. i. 2. 6, it Rtill iR really a biidhita; the new sense is in 
NVT. 

2 SP., § 158; TO. ii. 897-937; TA., pp. 19, 20; TB., pp. 42-4, 
102-6; '!'K., pp. 14, 15; TS., § 56; BP. 75-7. NSiira, pp. 7-9, 118-9, 
gives foul'teen divisions (hvelve in commentary) defining it as anifci­
tapak,avrtti; TR., pp. 228-8, follows Udayana's Lak~a'l'}amiila (according 
to the commentary) in the threefold division, but adds a fourth class 
of aj'iUlnlisiddha (in three varieties) and mentions five of Bhasarvajila's as 
Bubval'itlties. Both record the more general divisiolls of ubhay4siddhi and 
anyatar(J,siddhi. NV., p. 177, lIas a triple division with divergent names 
for (2) and (8) ; but NVTP. recognizes the new names, while NVT. has 
four classes (svClmpa, ekadefa, afraya, anl/atM); PBh., p. 288, has 
antlmeya, tadbhava, and two varieties of what is equivaMnt roughly to 
NB., p. 112, 11.2-7, where thl'ee varieties OCCIlI'; NB. has also clharmy­
and smildigdh<is-iddhll. 
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to the subject, and the relation of the middle and major 
terms. . 

(1) The subject may be unreal in either of two ways: 
it may be a wholly imaginary thing, as in the case of 
the reasoning, 'The sky lotus is fragrant, because it if'! 
a lotus " where the unreality of the suqject renders the 
conclusion, which else i8 necessary, impossible. Or the 
8uqject may be deprived of the essential characteristic 
which makes it fitted to be a subject of a syllogism, the 
desire to establish some proposition of it; if we have the 
inference, 'The cylinder is round, because it is round' 
we merely prove what is proved (siddha-sadlwnn). 'rhe 
modern school, however, decline to reckon this a fallacy, 
and include it instead under the category of Occasion8 
for Reproof (nigmha-sthana). In either case the reflec­
tion on the elements of the syllogism is impossible, since 
unreal things or things already known cannot be made 
the objects of such reflection. Hence this species rank8 
as ' unreal as regards the substratum' (afl'llyasiddha). 

(2) 'fhe unreal in itself (svariipasiddha) is that reason 
which does not exist in the subject, and therefore cannot 
afford the basis of any reasoning, as in the proposition, 
'The lake is a substance, because it has smoke '. With 
the usual needless love of subdivision this is again sub­
divided, six kinds befng given by Kec;ava Mi9ra. 

(3) The reason which is unreal in regard to the con­
comitance (vyapyatva8'iddha) is one in which the con­
comitance between the middle term and the consequence 
does not present itself as inevitable and inv8J:iable. The 
similarity of this case to the variety of indeterminate 
reason called too general (siU1hiira1.w) is obvious, but 
there is a real distinction of nature. In the former case 
there is a clear disturbance of the universal concomitance 
necessary for a conclusion i in the latter the concomitance 
iR absent, or at least is not known certainly to exist. 

K2 
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There are two forms of this class: in the 'first the con­
comitance simple does not exist; ill the second there is 
concomitance but only a conditional ((tupadhiku) one, 
which is of no value for inference. In the first case we 
}lave such inferences aR ' The mountain has fire, becauAe 
it ha.q golden smoke 'J for the addition of golden destroYA 
t.he concomitance, Aince golden smoke does not, in the 
Indian view, exist. Even if we substitute black for 
golden, the older school denies the validity of the infer­
ence, though the modern Achool admits it, apparently on 
the ground t.hat otherwise it might be thought that. the 
fiuality black formed a neceHHary part of the concomi­
tance which is between the Allloke and fire as Allch. 
More intereHting is a third example: the reasoning. 
• Sound is momentary, because it exists " which representH 
the Buddhist view is rejected because it involves the 
proposition that all which existH is momentary, and the 
N yaya-V aic;e~ika inHiHts that It Hound IaHtH for three 
moments, that of its production and that of its destruc­
tion with that intervening between them. 

The conditional concomitance 1 is illustrated by such 
It case as the argument, 'The mountain haH smoke, 
because it has fire '. The proposition iH conditioned 
by the fact that there is no universal concomitance 
between fire and smoke, but only between fire produced 
from wet fuel and smoke. Laugak~i Bhaskal'a and 
Annam BhaHa treat this as a fallacy, and indeed 
Annam Bhatta's definition of the third form of the 
unreal reason seems strictly speaking to cover the 
conditional concomitance only. On the other hand, 
there exists a view which declines to accept such a case 

I On upiidhi see TC. ii. 294-406; TB., pp. 43, ", 106; TK., pp. 15, 
16; TSD., § 56; BP. 188-40; VSU. iii. 2. 14; TR., pp. 65-70. Max 
MUller's view (Six Systems, pp. 670, 572) is clearly WI·ong. cr. NSM., 
pp.110-16. 
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as fallacious, since it does not fulfil the requirement of 
a fault in reasoning, namely that it should prevent the 
taking place of the reflection (pa/l,a;,nut/'fa). In truth if 
the condition is borne in mind, it is possible to reason 
accurately. Thus we can reason correctly, 'If the 
lightning were to fall on a heap of hay, it would give 
out smoke I, since in such a case the condition for the 
truth of the concomitance would actually be verified. 
'l'his is an interesting example of the effort to extend the 
process of inference beyond the bounds imposed upon it 
by the demand that nothing save an absolutely universal 
concomitance should be taken as a basis of reasoning. 

IV. The counter-balanced reason (8atl)ratilXlkl}ft) 1 is 
one for which there exists another reason which proves 
the contrary of the consequence. The later texts apply 
to it also the term pralcal'al.LU8(tmU taken from Gautama, 
equating the two ideas by interpreting the 1il'akur(~I.ta­
sa'Ymt as a reason which, though intended to give a certain 
proof, leaves us with the desire for an argument to 
establish the conclusion, and hence is called 'like an 
argument' (pmkniYlI.wsama). This form of reason differs 
from the contrary, because in the latter the reason ill 
itself proves the opposite of what was intended, while 
in this case the reason is simply rendel'ed inconclusive 
by the existence of an argument opposed to it of equal 
weight. In the contradictory reason (b<.Z£lhitu) again, 
the consequence is in flat contradiction with the truth, 
and this contradiction may be proved not merely by 
argument, but by direct perception or other recognized 

I gP., § HiS; TO. ii. 865-96 ; 'fA., p. 19; TH., pp. 44, 46, 108, 109; 
TK., p. 14: TS., § 65; BP. 77'; the view of NSara, pp. 7,12, is refuted 
in 'I'R., pp. 221-3; when the viruddkiiryal,/ticii,'in appeal'S as a variant 
of this form, while Bhisarvajila seems to reduce it to an anyatariisiddka 
(otherwise the commentary, pp. IS3-6). The identificatioll with 
pl'Clkara~allla is in NVT. i. 2. \I. 
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means of proof. Again, to make this case of fallacy, 
there must be equal weight in the two reasons which 
can be opposed: in the triple divil:!ion suggested by 
Ke-;ava Mi-;ra the first two cases where the Jil'st or the 
second is of prevailing weight cannot be properly 
reckoned here. If there is scriptural authority for 
either argument, it must prevail, and the reason wouhl 
become not counter-balanced, but contradicted. 

V. A reason is said to be contradicted (u(ulhitu) 1 ill 
the definition of Keyava Mi-;ra when by means of another 
proof, perception, or otherwise, it can be established that 
there is present in the subject the negation of the con­
sequence which the argumcnt is intenlled to estnblish. 
It can be illustrated, therefore, by such a proposition us 
, The fire is cold, because it is a substance, like water', 
while for the counter-balanced reason we mUl:lt have 
resort to such arguments as 'The mountain is fiery, 
because it has smoke' opposed to 'The mountain is not 
fiery, because it is bare rock '. With the contradicted 
reason the later school identifies the ',;aliitita fallacy of 
Gautama, on the ground that it is inopportune anll 
intempestive (kalalUa) to adduce a reason of this sort 
to prove a conclusion which other evidence has already 
established the contrary conclusion. 

From this general classification and description none 
of the syncretist writers departs in substance, though 
Keyava Mi9ra omits entirely the non-subsuming variety 
of the indeterminate reason. Qivii.ditya,2 however, in­
creases the number of classes to six by accepting as 
a separate class the void reason (a rtadhyuv((situ) of 
Pra-;astapada, which he defines much ILS in that writer, 

1 8P., § 162; Te. ii. !I3S-82; TA., p. 20; 'fB., .pp. 44, 45, 109, 110 ; 
TK., p. 16 ; '1'8., § 67; BP. 78; N8ira, pp. 7, 11 ; TR., pp. 229-31. 

2 8P., § 161. The NSAra, pp. 7-12, has the old five of Gautama and 
the void reason as a sixth; the last Tit., pp. 286, 286, rejects. 
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showing that at his early date the fusion of the V ai<;e~ 
ika views was not yet completely carried through. The 
earlier V aige~ika, too, had not recognized the classes of 
counterbalan~ed and contradictory reasons as such: 
Qaiikara Mi<;ra 1 tells us that they were interpreted into 
the text of the ~iitra by a V rttikara, or writer of a 
conimentary, but the identity of this author is wholly 
unknown. There is, of course, a rough distinction 
between the new classes and the old, but it can hardly 
be contended II that the V ai<;e~ika school acted on an 

. attempt to distinguish between formal and material 
fallacies in omitting them, for, as we have seen, there 
were approximations to the1ie classes in the classification 
of Prayastapada. Thus the contradicted reason figures 
in Pl'ayatitapada as part of the contrary (viruddha) in 
the shape of the reason contradicted by the text. of the 
school (agamabadhita) , and this can be traced further 
back to the antinomic reason (virucldhavyabhical'in) of 
the Buddhist logic. The counter-balanced reason (8at­
pratipakf}a) again figures with Prayastapada as part of 
the void reason (anadhyava8ita). and again can be traced 
to the antinomic head of the Buddhists. Nor in truth 
is it really possible to attempt a serious distinction of 
forma'! and material in fallacies, since the Indian logic is 
never formal but always realistic. 

It is characteristic that there should have been made 
It serious effort to induce the categories set up by 
Gautama to enter into the new division, nor is it at all 
unlikely that the fivefold classification was stereotyped 
precisely in order to suit the fivefold classification of 
the Nyaya SiU1'a. The effortR to equate ]J1'akco'wrytsama 
aml 8atpmtil')aki}a, kawtitn antI badhita have been men­
tioned; the compilers ignored the fact that Gautama's 

1 VSU. iii. 2. 17. 2 AUUllye, TS., p. 300. 
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contrary (vir1.tddha) is really equivalent to contr"adiction 
by scripture (agamabadltita) or Dignaga's 'ilitav-;,ghatakrt, 
and equated it with the later v'ir'l.tddlta. The siidhy(t­
sarwt was equated with the unreal reas~n; 1 but the 
divisions of that head may be traced in part through 
Prac;astapada to the Buddhist logic, though the details 
are dubious.2 . • 

4. Otlter LO!Jical Errul's. 

On the theory of the Buddhist logic It train of reason­
ing is fallacious, not only if the middle term is defective, 
but also if the subject-matter 01' thesis cannot be' sus­
tained, that is, if it is refuted in advance by the proof 
of the opposite, 01' if the examples which serve to show 
the correctness of the middle term are not valid, being 
badly chosen. On this basis are set up fallacies of the 
thesis (pakliiib/tiisa) and faJlacies of the example (drlitan­
tablutsa), details of which we have both from Dignaga ~ 
Itnd from Dharmakirti.4 It is significant that Pra9asta­
pada 5 accepts the whole theory, and follows closely thc 
Buddhist model even to the extent 6 of closely copying, 
but with characteristic variation of phraseology, the 
description given of the defective thesis. The doctrine, 

I NV., p. 177. 
2 Stch~rbatskoi'l:I views (lilt/SCUll, v" 16U, 170) lll'e open to doubt. 'rho 

decisive approach to the modern view is in NY., pp. 176, 177. 
a Mea. Log., pp. 90 ff., 96 ff. ; ~ugiura, Hindu Log., pp. 59 ft·., 68 ff. 
4 NB., pp. 111, 116 ff. G pp. 234 ff., 247 ff. 
o avirodhi (p. 231) replaces aniriikrta~I, NB., p. 110; Stchel'batskoi, 

Z,Iusfon, v. 158. Dignaga's definition (cf. NY., pp. 119, 120) was 
8iidhyatvenep8ita~' pak~a!}, viruddhiirtltiiniriikrta!}, the last half being con­
demned by NY. Subandhu (not Vasubandhu) seems to have defined 
it aspakfo ya!} siidhayilul1l if/a!} (NY'!'., pp.184, 186). Gaiiganatha Jba's 

.view (NS. i. 44 Ln., 454 n.) that he is the author of the VadavidMna 
(NY., pp. 120, 156) is improbable, in view of the posith'e evidence of 
the Thibetan trall~., JRAS. 1914, pp. 601,602. 
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however, is foreign to the Nyaya 1 or the Vaic;e~ika or 
to the combined school, and only the Jains 2 agree with 
'the Buddhists and Pra~astapada in recognizing it. The 
reason is clear: as U ddyotakara a and Vacaspati Mic;ra 4 

plainly say, if tl:e theses are to be deemed as in them­
selves true or false, there would be no purpose served in 
res:ourse to the middle term, and an examination of the 
fallacies adduced in the Buddhist school shows that the 
'division involves usele~s repetition. Vatsyayana;j and 
the ~chools after him accept clearly the doctrine that the 
thesis is lJ.either true 1'101' false in advance; it is a subject 
-or· doubt which is reHol ved by the use of the middle 
terJll, or, UH Annum BhaHtt 6 has it, the subject (pal':f}a) is 
that which possess the conclusion in a doubtful form 
(I:!a Ihiligl..llwsadhyavt"in). So little, indeed, did Praltasta­
pad~ impress thu doctrine he hnd borrowed on his school 

, that Vacaspatimi\\l'n 7 ascribes the fallacies of thesis and 
eXlLlUple to the Buddhists without hiuting that he knew 
that Pra\\aHtapiida himHelf had adopted the prilleiple. 
The possibility of borrowing 8 by Buddhism must there-

, fore be eptirely negntived.u 

Ou the other hand, the syncreti!lt school 10 treats errors 
. in the definition (lal':I:J{lI.ut) as being closely connected 

,o,cith errors in the reason or middle term. A definition 
lllay be too general (ativy(¥'pti), and include the charac­
teristics which arc found in other things than the 
subject of the definition, as in 'The cow is a horncd 
animal '. This form can be cOlllpared with the unreal 
reason in respect of concomitance (vyapyatvifAj'iddlw) or 

I Save Bhasal'vajillt, NSal'll, pp. 13, 14, 138-H; cr. PSPM., p. 50. 
2 Siddhasell&, NA. 21, 24 : Mii~iky&, PMS. vi. 12,40. 
3 NV., pp. 116-20. ' NVT., p. 32. 
5 NBh. i. 1. 1. r, TIS., § 49. 1 NVT., p. 239. 
8 Jacol>i, NGWG. 1901, p. 483. 
9 Stchel'batskoi, Muslim, v. 156-8. 

10 TH., pp. 110, 111 ; TK., p. 21 ; TSD., § 3. 
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the too general form of the indeterminate reason. Or 
It definition may be too narrow «(wyapti), as when a cow 
is defined itS tawny, and other coloured cows are ex­
cluded. Or the definition may be impossible «(ts(t'lhbhav(t) 
as when the cow is defined a.'J whole hooved, both this 
und the preceding being varieties of the unreal in respect, 
of the substratum. A correct definition is negatively 
defined as one which is free from any of these three 
faults, and more positiv~ly by Viitsyayana 1 as an attri­
bute which differentiates what iR defined from all thingR 
other than itself. rrhis characteristic results in the 
definition of the schools being largely reduced to the 
statement of the specific difference possessed by any 
thing, and in many cases definition takes place by nega­
tion of certain attributes within a wider conception.~ 

In addition to fallacies Gautama devotes three other 
categories to logical errors, but the later texts treat them 
with as scanty consideration as they deserve. The first 
is the fraud or cheating (chaln), which consists merely 
in the giving of false interpretations to the words of an 
adversary in discussion. The forms of this device are 
three; a word may be understood in the sense which 
appertains to another word of the same form, as for 
instance n(wa may be meant as 'new' and interpreted 
as' nine '. 01' the word may be given too wide a sense 
(~amanyachala), 01' a metaphorical expresRion may be 
in terpreted literally (1tlXwiimc}wla),3 

The second class consists of futile objections Cjiiti),· of 

1 NBh. i. l. 2. 
2 TR., pp. 75, 7(i, shows that a definition is really a purely negative 

infe,·enc('. 
3 NS. i. 2. 10-17 with commentary j NSiim, pp. 16, 17, lGl-6 j TB., 

p. 111; ~'SD., § 81 j GSAI. xix. 342 It ; NSiim, pp. 16, 17, 161-6 j 
TR., pp. 239-46. 

• NS. v. 1; NSiira, pp. 17-23, 167-91 j TB., pp. 111, 112 j TSD., 
§ 81; ~DST., pp. 81-7 j TR., pp.247-317. 
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which Gautama enumerates twenty-four, while the 
syncretist texts barely mention them. The examples 
given show clearly enough their nature: to serious 
arguments, the opponent replies by other reasons ana­
logous in character, but lacking the serious nature of 
true inference. Thus, if it is argued that the soul is 
inactive, because it is all-pervading like ether, it may be 
answered that it is active, because it is the seat of union 
like a pot. Or if it is said that sound is non-eternal, 
because like ether it is a product, the reply is that it i8 
eternal, because as an object of auditory perception it is 
dissimilar to a pot. It is chl).racteristic of the nature of 
Gautama's work that Chapter I of Book V of the Nyaya 
S-iUI'(t should be devoted to the detail of this topic. 

'fhe third class consists of Occasions for Reproof 
(nigralta-sthana) 1 of which Gautama enumerates and 
defines twenty-two in the next chapter of Book V. They 
represent occasions when a disputant exposes himself to 
rebuke and humiliation by committing some error of an 
obvious character, such as arises when a man allows 
himself to wander from the subject or be distracted from 
the matter under discussion. Thus a man may be guilty 
of giving away in the example his own proposition 
(pMtijiia-htini), of departing from it (pmtijiiantara), of 
opposing it (pratijiia-virodlut), of renouncing it (pl'atijfia­
s(ohnyaBa), of shifting the reason (het'J-cmtal'a) or of 
shifting the topic (artkantara). His remarks may be 
meaningless, unintelligible, incoherent, or inopportune; 
he may say too little or too much. Or he may repeat 
himself or be reduced to silence or to display il-{norance, 
when an arl-{ument hns thrice l,een repeated before him 
under the eyes of the aHsembly. Again, he lIlay show 
lack of ingenuity (npl'atibJuI,), or evnde discussion on 

1 NS. v. 2; NSA1'a, pp. 28-8, 191-8; TB., pp. 112, 118; 'fSD., § 81 ; 
IjIDST., pp. 87-98; TR., pp. 318-64. 
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plea of business, or admit a defect on his own side while 
criticizing one on the other, or fail to censure 'an errol' 
or censure what is correct, or depart from a tenet which 
forms the ba..,is of reasoning (apa~iddhant(t), while tho 
fallacies proper are naturally included as a specially 
appropriate occasion for rebuke. 

These miscellaneous classes have, it is cloar, for the 
most part but little direct connexion with logical errors, 
and fall rather within tho sphere of dialectic. Strictly 
10bricai are only such cases as those of inconsistency with 
the proposition in its various aspects or the shifting of 
the reason enunciated in the second member of the 
syllobrism by the use of a different reason in the third 
member. In cases such as the reyl'e81SU8 ad infinU'/Lm 
(a navwdhii) , the reasoning in a circle (cakraka), the 
ignomtio elendti (almafl'ayn), and others,! the errors 
which occur can be regarded as series of syllogisms 
partly invalid. Nor is it difficult, if it were worth while, 
to show that the varions sorts of logical errors can he 
reduced to the violation of one 01' other of the five 
conditions laid down for the correctness of the middle 
term. 

~"rom the Nyaya school it is at least probable that 
the other schools borrowed their criticism of invalid 
reasoning.. It is true that the claim has been made by 
competent authority 2 that the conception of thel'eYl'e~~'U~ 
(l(l infinitum as a means of argument is to he referred 
to the Sarhkhya school. But already in Gautama a the 
principle is adduced in the discussion of the indivisibility 
of atoms to which exception is taken on the ground that, 
if each atom is capable of division, the process will 
continue ad injinitul1t, ~hich involves a 're!J'resS'U8 ~l 

1 cr. KKK. ii. 218 If. 
~ Garbe, Samkhya. pp.157-60 (cf.ed.2, pp. 2161f.)j (On/ra, Suali, 

Intr. p. 117. 3 iv. 2. 25. 
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i1ifiniturn and, as such, is not permissible. The doctrine, 
. however, on which the conception is based is not ex­
pounded by Gautama: perhaps to him it seemed obvious 
that such a conception was not permissible, and the 
possibility that an explanation could only be found in 
a perfectly coherent system did not occur to him or his 

. successorR. 



CHAPTER V 

THE NATURE AND AUTHORITY OF SPEECH 

1. The N(/tu1'e of Speerh. 

THF. recognition by the Nyiiya and of the syncretiRt 
Hchoo], Rave Qivaditya, of verbal knowledge (f(abda) aR 
11 means of proof imposed upon them 11 careful RUl'vey of 
the nature and Ol"igin of language, in which, however, 
their freedom of thought was strictly limited by the 
presuppositions which they inherited. Each word haR, 
they hold,! It significance (raMi), which is the convention 
(sumo?/n) made by God that such and such a meaning 
should be understood from such and such a word. All 
language is, therefore, conventional, but the modern 
school varies the rigour of the ancient by admitting in 
the case of proper names the exception that the con­
vention is imposed by human instrumentality, while 
some supporters at least of the older view argued that, 
though the immediate instrument was man, yet in giving 
a proper name the father was obeying the command of 
scripture to assign a llame to his son, and therefore the 
action was ultimately divine, a subtlety which even 
Vi\lvanatha rejects. Of more value is the further defini­
tion of significance given by Annam Bhatta, which 
makes it that relation between word and object which 
serves to call the object to memory when the word is 
spoken. The nature of significance, as the power in 

1 TK., p. 16; TS., § 59 i RH. on BP. 81 ; NSAl'a, pp. 29, 209-19. 



THE NATURE AND AUTHORITY OF SPEECH 159 

words to convey the sense imposed upon them by con­
vention, human or divine, is not further elucidated in 
the Nyaya, which rejects, however,I the Mimansa. doc­
trine of the existence of a special category of power 
(rakti), taking just exception to the multiplication of 
entities which would result if every capacity of a sub­
Atance were thus given the rank of a category. 

Freed from the burden of a binding tradition the 
Nyaya was able to deal more effectively with the pro­
blem of the precise denotation of words. To the Mim8.Jisii. 
It word denotes the class (jati), and the notion of the 
individual ('I.''!}((kti) arose from necessary implication 
only, an opinion shared b~ the schools of grammar anfl 
rhetoric.2 The modern Nyaya, for its part, adopted the 
other extreme view: the word denoted the individual 
concret.e object, its attributes coming in by implication 
alone. The Vedanta sought to combine the opposing 
views by a distinction between the express and latent 
signification of the word, which was deemed primarily 
to refer to the class concept, but only to do so in virtue 
of its acknowledged connexion with the concrete objects 
included in the class. The Buddhist view was very 
different: faithful to the opinion that the true nature 
of anything cannot be known, but merely its differentia, 
they held that the signification of a word was merely 
expressive of distinction from other things (a]X)ha). To 
the ancient Nyii.ya,3 which Annam BhaHa and ViC(va­
nii.tha follow, the word, denotes at once the individual 
object, the class of which it is a member, and the dis­
tinctive property of the class (alc?'ti). 

I TO. iv. 1. 460 if. ; QV., pp. 847 if.; SS. v. \)7; TR., pp. 168, 164, 
4.lIoting the Prameyap(lriiyal}a; PSPM., p. 90; ibid., pp. 54-8, refutes 
t,he convention theory. 

2 TO. iv. 1. 556 if. i MUller, Six Systems, pp. 580 if.; Pa~inidar9ann, 
8DS., ch. xiii i PSPM., pp. 158-6; Qaiikllra, BS. i. 8. 28 

S NS. ii. 2.60-8; TO. iv. 1.589 If. i NBh., pp.121 if. ; NV., pp. 314 If. 
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While the meaning of language is conventional, the 
modes of acquiring it are various. The Vedanta lays 
stress on the use of gesture: objects are pointed out to 
the child and the names given. Other sources given by 
the Nyaya include the uf'!age of life, in which the chilli 
by hearing the same word used in different contexts 
gradually comes to learn its sense; grammar, which 
teaches the meaning of roots, terminations, and cases; 
Ilictionaries; instruction by experts; comparison; ex­
planation by synonyms; context and contiguity, the 
former applicable in the case of n. word of generic 
meaning whose precise sense is thus indicated, and the 
latter serving to make c1eltr the meaning of an unknown 
word by its proximity to others already familiar. 

The sense of the words thus acquired is the primary 
or direct sense as opposed to the secondary of implied 
signification (l(fk~(/,1:ui).l The primary sense, however, 
may bear various relations to the etymology of the 
term. It may remain true to its root meaning (y(mgilixl), 
as in 'cooker' from' cook'; it may have a cURtomary 
sense (1'i1,if,hi), as in glwta, 'pot', which, even if it is to 
he traced, as held by one school of Indian grammar to 
a root, still bears no obvious connexion with it; or it 
may without sacrificing its etymological sense be re­
stricted by custom to one only of the objects to which it 
might apply (yoga-ruif,ha), aA in the case of hastin, 
'elephant', where usage has confined the term' possessing 
a hand' to one only of the animals which might thus 
have been styled. More artificial is a fourth class 
(y(tugika-1'uq,ha) mentioned by Jagadil}a 2 and Vil}va­
nii.tha, which includes words whose sense might be 
explained equally well either ,as etymological or 
customary. 

1 TC. iv. 2. 660 If. ; cf. Pa<iiit'titaratnamalii, p. 16. 
~ TA., p. 21; cf. TC. iv. 2. 591. 
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The implied sense falls in the view of the ancient 
Nyaya into four subdivisions: in the first the original 
sense is merged in the implied meaning as in 'the 
tribunal applauds'; in the second the original sense 
remains, but something further is suggested, as in 
'Guard the ghce from the crows', where the command 
is understood to apply also to other birds; in the third, 
a part of the primary sense is left out, and a part 
retain'cd, l\S in the Vedanta doctrine 'That thou art', 
where 'that' denotes the unqualified absolute, and 
, thou' the rlualifieLl soul, which, divested of its qualities, 
is the absolute; fourthly, by a process of implication on 
implication, the term dvil'eplw, ' having two 1"8', origin­
ally applied to thc word bhl'll1Jwm, 'bee " is used of the 
hee itself. This last class is rejccted hy the modern 
school,l which attributes it to the Vc(lanta. The modern 
school (lifter also from their prcdecessors in their view 
of the canse which givel'l rise to implication; the latter 
assert that it arises from the inapplicability of the 
primary sense in the context, but the modern school 
with more justice claim that it dependl'l on the purpose 
of the speakcr, for in some cases there is no apparent 
incompatibility between the literal sense aUlI the context 
to give rise to implication. 

Uovardhana ~ gives a diffcrent division of the implied 
sense into primary (fuddha), and secondary (9((1(,1.t'1,), the 
former of which includes the first two of thc divisions 
ordinarily accepted. The secondary form of implication 
covers such a case as Gn'ii9aya1j~ UhOi}u?l, 'the cowherds' 
station on the Ganges', where the qualities of coolness 
and holiness which mark the current of the sllCl'ed river 
are attributed to its bank. The doctrine is important, 

I It ill given by Vi9vnllttthn only; cf. NKo<;n, p. 639; Jnyndevn on 
'1'0. iv. 2. 660. 

2 On TS., § /)9. 

ISH J, 
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for it is part of the reply of the Nyaya to the doctrine 
. of flug-gestion (vynli.iana) 011 which froUl the eighth 
century onwards an important school of poetics was 
founded.· Suggestion based on words (fiibdi) was 
classed by the Nyaya as secondary implication: RUg­
gestion based on thought was included under inference. 
Thus when the maiden says 

Go, if thou wilt, beloved; safe be thy journeying; 
rfhere may rebirth be mine, where thy journey endeth, 

the intimation that parting will cause hel' death 11'1 
attributed by the theory of poetics to suggestion, but 
by the Nyaya is regarded as merely inference. The 
theory which reduces suggestion to inference has itA 
classical exponent in Mahima Bhatta, and formed the 
Rubject of an elaborate refutation by Maml1lllta, but hiR 
arguments failed to persunde the Nyaya school of the 
untruth of their theory. 

Words, however, by themselves alone convey 110 

meaning; they derive their signification from their 
serving as members of sentences (viiJ.;y(/), It term which 
in the Nyaya view applies not merely to propositionA 
containing verbs, but to any collocation of words, such 
as a noun and adjective, which has a definite sense. In 
this view the Nyaya conflicts as often with the PrabM­
kara MimaIisa,2 which finds that words have significance 
only when constructed with It verb, which lends signifi­
cance to the subject, object, or other qualification of the 
action which it expresses. In the Nyaya view no such 
primacy belon~ to the verb or any other part of speech: 
the meaning is conveyed lIy the collective sense of all 

1 Jacobi, ZDMG. lvi. 896 if.; NOWG. 1908, pp. 1 If. ; VyaktMI1fku 
(Trivandrum S.S. 1909), pp. 2 If. 

2 PSPM., p. 68; KumiiriJa allowR of Higniflcanco in words; NV., 
p. 815, is directed, acc. to NVT., agaillRt t.1le Pl'ilbhiikara view; 
cf. NSM., pp. 161 ft. 
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the words taken together.1 But it is not every colloca­
tion of words that can give a meaning: there are three 
requisites which must be fulfilled to secure this result. 
The first is, as viewed from the standpoint of the listener, 
expectancy (akii,iUCf}a) 2: the word ghatam, accusative of 
'jar', by itself is unintelligible: it requires its comple­
ment in ii/lwyn 'bring', where the root a-ni is expressed 
in the second person imperative; from the point of view 
of the word it, and each element of it, demands supple­
menting by another word or words. Secondly, there 
must be compatibility (yogyata) :l between the meaning!'! 
of the words: 'water burn!'!' is syntactically possible, 
but contrary to reality and, therefore, meaningless. In 
the third place, the words must stand in proximity 
(sarhnidhi, asatti). A word itself consists of a number 
of sounds, each of which exists for three moments only, 
that of its production, of its perception, and of its passing 
away, so that the perception of a word hears a similarity 
to the process of recognition: the sense i!'! apprehended 
at the last moment when the final sound is heard, and 
the earlier sounds remain only in memory:' In a series 
of words if there intervenes too long an interval between 
any of them they cannot be apprehended as a single 
whole, and therefore reasonable proximity is necessary, 
whether the words be spoken 01' arrangefl in writing. 
It is not enough, however, thltt these condition!'! Rhoul,1 
he fulfilled for the meaning of a sentence to he appre-

1 TO. iv. 1. 4.60 ff. 
2 TO. iv. 1.. 185-244; 'l'A., 1'. 20; Tn., })p. 47-9; TK., Pl'. 16, 17; 

TS., S§ 60, 61 ; BP. 84. 
S TO. iv. I. 24.5-85 : TA., &" .. 1I •. q. ; BP.83. 
4 TB., Pl'. 4.9, 50; NBh" I). 121; NV" p. 314, negati\·o the spho!lI 

t.heol'y which <1uni£'l! to letters the POWtJI' of denoting things and 
invents an intel'mediatp entity, n Round, whencu knowledge of thing~ 
is derived; see SDS" eh. xiii; YB. i. 52; contra, SS. v. 57 i (faiikRl'n 
BS. i. 8. 2.8. 

L2 
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hended: their existence must be recognized by the 
hearer or reader, for, if he does not do so, he will mis­
understand the sense, while, on the other hand, even if 
they are absent, he may by conceiving them to exist 
read Il. possible sense into the words.1 

A further condition is, however, lnid down by GaiigeC;l1,,2 
Vi9vll.natha, and Jagadic;a, and implied in the view of 
Annam Bhatta. They require knowledge of the inten­
tion of the speaker (vaktr-taflJa1'1/a-jiuZna) by which means 
alone, for example, can one distinguish between the two 
senses of the words saindJuwa'ln a1W?/a, 'bring my 
horse' and 'bring salt '. But serious objections are 
urged against this view, on the ground that words which 
convey a definite sense may yet not be uttered with the 
purpose of conveying that sense. Thus 11 fool may utter 
words which he does not understand, or a pltrrot repeat 
a sentence without knowing its meaning, and it is not, 
Il. sufficient reply to argue that such sentenceA are 
apparent only, not real. A Vedic text must have a 
definite meaning, yet it may be recited by a man who 
does not understand 11 word of it, it may be wrongly 
expounded by a teacher, or it may be read in a book. 
In the last case there iA no speaker whose intention can 
he understood: in the two former the speaker does not 
intend to express what is really the meaning. If the 
orthodox view is adopted, which attrihutes to God t.he 
authorship of the text, so that the intention to be known 
is his, there is the fatal objection that the meaning of 
Vedic sentences may perfectly well be understood by 
those who reject the view that God is their author. 
A very different definition of intention is, therefore, 
given by the Vedanta,pariblt~a,3 which makes it conAist 

1 TC. iv.1. 286-318; TA., &c., 11. 8. 

I TC. iv. i. 319-74; TA., p. 20; BP. 84; TSD., § 5H. 
• p. 20, 
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in the fitness of words to express a particular meaning, 
there being no utterance with the intention to convey 
a different sense, the proviso being intended to cover the 
case of equivocal terms like l3aindluwunt, where the 
intention of the speaker is to convey one sense only. 

Propositions fall into three classes, command (vidki) , 
prohibition (niljeclha), amI explanation (ul'that:adaV A 
command is a sentence which conveys knowledge which 
forms a basc for action as in f Let him who desires the 
heavcn otier the Jyoti!j~01l1lt sacrifice '. It takes the two 
forms of a categorical imperative (niyu!Jtt), applicable to 
rules which must be obeyed in every case, or of a per­
mission (ant~jli{t), as in the casc of rites, the performance 
of which is optional. A prohibition affords knowledge 
of an act which as injurious is to be avoided, while an 
explanation covers thc rest of the field of propositions, 
and includes whatever serves to make clear the meaning 
of a text. These divisions primarily apply to Vedic 
texts, but arc tmn8ferrcd al80 to profane works. 

2. The Atttlt01'ity of Speech. 

The exact nature of vcrbal knowledge as a mean8 of 
proof i8 a matter of some difficulty, and there appears 
to have been a diversity of opinion between the older 
and the modern school. Annam Bhatta ~ defines verbal 
knowledge as the knowledge of the meaning conveyed 
by the whole sentence, and ascribes as its proximate 01' 

special cause the spoken word (fabdu) , by which the 
sense was conveyed. This view is consistent in taking 
the unit of understanding as the sentence, and it is 
unnecessary to suggest that Annam Bhatta may have 

1 TK., p. 17; NS. ii. 1. 63 divides into vidhi (,fe. iv. 21 ft'.), artha11iida 
(ibid. 460 ft'.), and alluviida. Cf. TSD., § 81 : PSPM., pp.1l0 ft'. 

2 TS., § 68; NVT. i. 1. 8 emphasizes that knowledge is of the things 
dOllotod by the ~ntellcc. 



166 THE NA1'URE AND AUTHORITY Oli' SPEECH 

been prepared to accept the theory as applicable to 
individual words. On the other hand, the definition, 
viewed' ill the light of the proximate canse assigned, 
leavcs no room for written works. The defects of this 
view are avoided in the dcfinition of Vi'1vanatha,1 who 
makes the knowledge of words (pada-jiiana), not words, 
the proximate causo, on which supervenes the compre­
hension of their signification, the final result being verbal 
knowledge. This viow, which is that of the modern 
school, is supported by a quaint argumont: if the word 
alone were the proximate cause of verbal knowledge, 
how could a verse written lly a dumh man be understood 
as it is in fact ~ ~ 

The Nyaya tJfUm a establishes the authority of verbal 
tCl?timony as the assertion of It trustworthy person 
against the claim that it is inference in a manner which 
seems largely to give away the case. It admits that, as 
ill inference something U11seen is inferred from what is 
seen, and as in inferencc we argue £1'0111 It sign, e. g. 
sllloke to a conclusion, e. g. fire, so in verbal testimony 
we draw an inference from a word to a thing, signified 
by it. But t.he answer is that there is reliance in the 
matter signified by It word because the word is used by 
a relialJle person (al'ltt). 'l'here is no perception of con­
nexion between a word and its sense I'lUch as we find at 
the basis of inference. There is indeed a conncxion, but 
it is conventional, as is seen in the actual facts of Hpeech, 
where divenle peoples use diverse words for the same 
thing. The further objections { to the authoritative 
character of the Veda baticd on its falsehood, contradic­
tion, and tautology are refuted by arguing that the 
alleged untruths are due to some defect in the rite, 

1 BP.81. 
2 NSiira, p. 210, give~ gesture lind writing as equivalent to speech. 
a ii. 1. 409-07. 4 ii. 1. 58-6\1. 
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performer, or instrument, through W'hich the hoped for 
result of sacrifice, e. g~ the attainment of a son, is un­
attained; that the contradictions are merely cases of 
alternatives permitted j and that the alleged tautology 
is really useful repetition. The Veda, therefore, is 
accorded authoritativeness like the spell and medicine 
because of the authority of their. authors; the Siitra 
leaving it uncertain whether it ascribed the Veda to God. 
The Vaife~ilC(t Sut/·Ct 1 stands in much the same position. 
It asserts the conventional character of language, and 
declares the composition of the Veda to have been due 
to intelligence. Moreover, it seems to assert that the 
assignment of names is a proof of the exis~nce of beings 
distinguished from ordinary men, a statement which, if 
it does not point to the recognition of God as the giver 
of names, does indicate the recognition of seers. ~ Further 
doubt is created by the twice 3 repeated assertion that 
scripture is authoritative, becauiSc it is proclaimed lly 
God or proclaims the duty of man, as the terms t(ulvu.­
(;nniU are variously, and not without a plausible ground 
in either case, explaine,l, the former version having t.he 
authority of Pr~stapada, though it suffers from the 
disadvantage that God is not directly referred to any­
where in the Siitm. The claim of verbal testimony to 
be a !;eparate proof is disposed of by the a,ssertion that 
it is explained by inference,4 which gives us either the 
argument that the conclusion is inferred froUl the fact 
that scripture is authoritative as proclaimed by God, or 
from the fact that it is authoritative as proclaiming the 
sacred law. In any case scripture is freely used by 
Kal.lada to confirm his arguments as it is used by 
Gautama. 

'1'11e view of the N yaya is followed by the syncretist 

Iii. 2. 14-:W; vi. 1. 1-1. 
3 i. 1. ;J; x. 2. 9. 

2 ii. 1. 18. 
4 ix. 2. 3. 
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school, which in this measure formally departs from the 
Vaic;el;'!ika proper, which rejected verbal knowledge as 
a separate means of proof just as it rejected comparison, 
including both under inference. When words are pro­
nounced, they argued, l and their meaning is recollected, 
there takes place an inference which may be formulated 
thus: the meanings of the words which are heard are 
connected with one another, because they are brought 
to my l'ecollection by the aid of words, which are con­
nected by relations of expectation, compatibility, and 
proximity. More simply the argument may be put thus: 
before a man can utter words he must appreciate the 
connexioll between the ideas which he is about to express 
in language, as is shown hy their p08sessing expectancy, 
&c., and it is not language which establishes this con­
nexion. The reply of the Nyaya-Vai<;c~ika, as given by 
Annam Bhatta,~ rests, as in the case of comparison, on 
a psychological ground: the consciou8nes8 resulting 
from verbal knowledge a!:! It means of proof is asserted, 
with truth, to be different from that obtained from the 
use of formal inference, but this reply does not llleet the 
real point at issue. U dayana;j attempts a more formal 
answer: taking the syllogistic form of the Vaic;e~ika 
argument, he seeks to demonstrate that the premisses do 
not warrant a certain conclusion, while anything else 
than a certain conclusion is of no value. 

In the Vaic;e~ika view, as presented by Prac;astapat1a,4 
it is probable that we must recognize the influence of 
the Buddhist logic which declined to accept verbal 
know ledge as a separate source of proof, on the ground 

I '1'c. iv. 1. 22 if.; PSPM., pp. 68-6, rejects human testimony as not 
ill itself valid, but only if we believe the speaker to be truthful. 

2 'l'SD., § 68; cf. NSM., pp. 186-44. 
3 Kus. iii. 13. Cf. NSiira commentary, p. 209; 9D., p. 61. The 

whole view is refuted, KKK. i. 336-46. 
4 p. 206 ft·.; above, ch. iii, § 2, pp. 106-8. 
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that it was itself merely an effect of the reality which it 
represented. Just as ,-vhen we Ilee smoke we deduce the 
presence of fire, so when we hear a true word we deduce 
the reality which it stands for: every word then is 
It causal conclusion, the thing it represents being the 
cau~e, and the worll the consequence of the cause which 
iH the real fact. 'rhe place of verbal knowledge, there­
fore, in the view of Dignaga is to be found only in the 
l:!yllogislll as reasoning for another, not as ttn independent 
means of proof. Pl'a!}/tstapada, however, departs from 
the spirit of the Buddhist theory by his acceptance of 
the authority of the master, Kal,1ada, as tlecisive, and in 
etiect the conception of authority nominally rejected by 
the Vai!}e::;ilm, thus reappears in full strength. It is 
easy, therefore, to understand how the syncretist school 
acceptcd the Nyaya 1 view without ,question, since in 
recognizing the valitlity of the dicta of Kal,1ilda Pra!}asta­
piida in effect rendered the refusal to accept verhal 
knowledge as a means of proof meaningless. Vyoma'tiva 2 

indeed accepted formally verbal testimony as a means of 
proof. 

Not all propol;itions of conrse are authoritative: that 
character applies only to V cllie texts, and to the utter­
ancm; or a U\an worthy of credence, and a man's credibility 
dcpends in the ultimate issue according to Annam 
BhaHa 3 on the fact that he speaks the truth, or according 
to Kec;ava Mic;ra 4 that he describes things as they really 

I llhiislll'vajihi (N::;ilra, 1'. 2U) holds that thc validity of verual lCbti­
mOllY is established uy expericncc of its trllth ill .. mctiee (e. g. tho 
result. of sacrifico) and the absence of ground for disbelief in one thus 
competent to declal'e unseen things, which are tho main sphol'e ot 
vOl'bal tostimony, 

2 ~DST, 67 ; cf. 8S::;. v. 33. 
3 'rSD" i 59. 
• TH., p. 46 ; TR., pp. 94, 95: yaUult'asthitiirthru/f(l"f;i yatluiclrfiarthaoodi 

c(ipta(l. The divine authority is dealt with, ibid. Pl" 12, 58. 
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!~re. In both cases the Nyaya view accepts the utter­
ances as correct on the ground t.hat it believes for 
-l'casons which it thinks sufficient that they do reveal 
the truth of the universe: there is here no question of 
faith in revelation contrary to the claims of reason: 
aedo qt~ia 'incred'ibile is not the attitude of any adherent­
of the N yaya; what is revealed forms a complete system 
of coherent truth. 

The Veda, however, is not all of equal authority: it is 
divided in the later Nyaya into the foul' classes of Qruti, 
Smrti, Itihasu, and PUriil,la in a desconding order of 
value. Qruti iH the primary fountain of knowledge: 
Smrti is availahle only whcn it does not contradict it, 
or when Qruti is silent on the point at is:;uc; the other 
two sources are of inferior importance. Qruti again 
includes the foul' Veda:;, each with its subdivisions of 
Samhita" BrahnHtl,la, and A!'al,lyaka, including Upani~all : 
Smrti is repl'elSented by the law hookH, and Itihiisa and 
Pural,la by the epic and the Pural,las. The yl'uti 
alone is treated as di vi ne in origin, and therefore uncon­
ditionally worthy of credence: the other authorities 
have human authors, anu therefore are liable to be 
erroneous. 1 

The claim, however, that the yl'uti is the wOl'k of God 
is assailed by the Mlmiiiu;8.,2 which urges the view that 
the Veda is J)ot the work either of man 01' of God, hut 
exists for ever in its own right. How, they ask, could 
God, who as incorporeal has no organH of speech, utter 
the words which make it up 1 If it be ar~'1.te(l that he 
assumed a human form for the purpose of revelation, the 

1 Athalye, '1'S., p. 300; PSPM., pp. 128 if. 
2 'IV., pp. 85 If., 858, 553-5; SDS., p. 104. Cf. tho Sillhkhyu viow, 

SS. v. 42, 45 if., where the authorship and eternality of the Veda aro 
deniod, bllt its self-proved authol'ity uphold; PSPM., p. 66. For God'~ 
authorship :;co Kus. ii and iv. 
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answer is that. by such assumption he would lose his 
power of revelation, being subjected to all the limitations 
of material existence. Moreover they deny that there 
is any tradition of either divine or human authorship: 
the sages mentioned apparently as authors' did no more 
than apprehend the hymll!i and hand them down in 
Mchools. Positively they adduce passages which assert 
that the Veda is etermll and uncreated. Against them 
the N yaya 1 urges that other passages assert the creation 
of the Vedn, Lut it also adduces more effective ar1:,>'Uments. 
All propositions which we know of have authors, as in 
the case of those we oUl'scl ves enunciatc 01' those of the 
llfa1iabltal'tda. To the l\Ii1l1iin~a retort that the argument. 
applies only to works whose authorship is known as in 
the case of the epic, the Nyaya replies that the author­
ship of God is w;sul'etl for the Veda by the testiIllony of 
Gautamn, in whose school it hns been handed dOWH • 

.Moreover if the Vedas were eternal, the sounds in thelll 
would coexist from eternity, and it would lJe impossible 
to arrange them in the deliberate order which alone per­
mits of their being a means of verbal knowledge. The 
Vedas, then, must have an author, and their tram,cen­
dental wisdom forbids our supposing that any man could 
have excogitated them, leaving UM no option but to ascribe 
them to God. 

1'he MimansiL, however, Juts no hesitation in asserting 
that sound is eternal: 2 it is a cluality of the ether, and 
like it eternal; the beating of a drum reveals it to our 
ears, but does not call it into being; when any letter is 

I Te. iv. I, 83 ft', j TSD., § 1;2, with NIlakm.lthll's ~Olllllleutlll'y j 

NSara, pp. 29, 214-16. 
2 MS. i. 1. 6-23; f)V., pp. 408-85 (words), 486-552 (Veda) j PSPM., 

pp. 56-61 ; cf. Qaiikara, BS. i, 3. 28. Milller's theory (Six Systems, 
pp. 196 ft'" 520ff.) of the word as II crentive power is clearly not in the 
texts. 



172 THE NATURE AND AUTHORITY OF SPEECH 

pronounced in our hearing we recognize it at once with 
absolute certainty, which would be impossible if its 
existence were momentary only as the ~ya.ya believes. 
The N yaya rejects tlw doctrine of the eternity of sound: 
Gautama 1 gives three reasons for this view; that sound 
has a beginning; that it is percei veel by an organ of . 
sense; and that like any other product it has attributes. 
If we recognize as we do a sound like g(t when pro­
nounced by diverse persons at diverse times, it is because 
of the identity of the specific character (jiJ,ti) of the 
80und whieh alwaY8 accompanies it whenever it i8 
uttered, or in a homely simile it is like the flame of 
It lamp which, relit after being extinguished, is never­
theless regarded by us as the same as the flame which 
originally stood in its plltce. 

The Veda, then, i8 for the Nyiiya It divine revelation 
of eternal truth, but it is supplemcnted by the state­
lIIents of· men whose knowledge of the truth confers 
upon thcm a right to our belief. 2 Such men are GautltnHL 
lind Kal)iitla, the founders, according to tradition, of the 
Nyaya and the Vai~e~ika systems, and it is in the light 
of this position that the importance of verbal knowledge 
becomes clearly revealed. The aim of philosophy is not 
to discover a theory of the universe: it has the more 
modest aim of enabling us to understand as a reasoned 
system those truths which arc revealed for us by scrip­
ture or discenled by seers with the superhuman power 
of direct perception which such men, as we have seen, 
command. It is not enough that man 8hould accept 
tradition alone, for his beliefs then would be blind and 
inaccurate: he must study the line8 of reasoning laid 
down in the systems which establish how the truth of 

1 NS. ii. 2. 14-59; '1'0. iv. 1. 375-464; NSiira, pp. 29, 216-19. 
~ Te. iv. 1. 88 ff. 



THE NATURE AND AUTHORITY OF SPEECH 173 

the revelation can be apprehended. But, if man were 
to attempt this study without the aid furnished by the 
declarations of the seers,·hi'l chance of success would he 
negligible: mere ordinary reaROning and perception do 
not avail in the doctrine of the HchoolR to Rei7.e the 
fnllllament,al truth of the nniverRc. 
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Of the four divisions of this category the first iR the 
8<trvatwnt'ra-siddhal&ta which Gautama defines as a 
principle which is not contrary to the views of any 
Rchool, ltnd iR accepted in one's own schools. ExampleR 
are the existence of the five senRes and their oldectR, aR 
:.,';'ven by Vatsyayana, or of Round; even if we doubt itR 
being eternal or non-eternal all admit that there is such 
a thing, to adopt Ke9ava Mi9m's instance. 'rhe modern 
RChool give it a special Rense as applicable to a principle 
which is conceded by two diRputants engaged in a dis­
cllsRion for the purpose of that argument. The second 
cIaRs conRists of the 1m/tit(/ Hira-siddllij,nta, which is 
clefined by Gautnma as that which iR ItCcepted hy ~imilal' 
schools hnt rejected by other schools. Vat.syayana illUR­
tmtes this from principles common to the Siimkhya and 
Yoga, while Ke9ava Mi~~ra chooseR inRtead the Nyiiya 
and Vaige~ika for his example, a difference probably 
significant of the fact that in Viitsyiiyanu's time the 
Rimilarity of the schoolR was not yet so far advn,ncell as 
later. The modern school,1 with Govn,rdhana, take a 
different and improhable view: they mean hy it a prin­
ciple proper to one school and rejected hy another, as 
the eternity of sound iR nsserted hy the MimiinRa and 
denied by the Nyaya nnd vice versa. 'l'he third clasR, 
ftdldkam?JA-t-sitldllant((" iR a principle which followR from 
the establishment of another principle, rather than a 
hypothetical principle 2 which, if accepted, leadR to the 
acceptance of some other, for it iR illustrated by the 
suggestion that, if we recognize God as the creator, we 
must recognize /1S a corollary his omnisClence. 

On the fourth class, the ab/tyupagwma-si<i(llutlltu, 
there is an acute divergence of opinion. Accorcling- to 

J Flo TR., p. 171, who gives the authoritativeness of 00<1 IlS n cllse. 
As taken in SBH. viii. 9. NBh. makes it a principle, the eRtab­

lishment of which involves establishing other pointR. 
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Ket;ava Mi~ra the obscure text of Gautama means that 
one admits a view of the opponent without examination 
of its validity in order to follow out its consequences, 
and thus refute another view of the opponent.1 Thus 
It Mimalisa disputant may aumit, in arguing with a fol­
lower of the N yaya on the nature of sound, that sound 
is a fluality: hence he deduces t.hat, as sound is in t.he 
Nyiiya view a qualit.y of the ethel' which is omnipresent, 
it mllst he without parts, and so cannot grow in size. 
ThiR confuteR the Nyaya argument for the non-eternit.y 
of sound based on the fact that it grows and diminishes 
in intensity. The moderns, again with Vi<;vaniitha an(l 
Govardhana, understand this form of principle to be one 
which, not explicitly stated in the text of a school, is 
implied in it, as in the case of mind in the Nyaya view, 
for, while it is not included by Gautama as a sense organ 
or means of proof but as an object of proof, it is inter­
preted by the school to be included in the ChLRS of sense 
organs. It is just possible to make either sense accord 
with the words of the definition. 

The ninth category, determination (H'i1'I.Htyn) 01' ascer­
tainment, is defined hy Gautama 2 as the ascertainment 
of Ii. thing after reflection on the arguments for and 
against it. It is clearly nothing more than the definite 
result of a controversy (katlia), the different kinds of 
which are specified in the tenth, eleventh, and twelfth 
categories.:! The discussion (v(tda) i8 a serious debate 
carried on by those who seek to establish truth by means 
of thesis (pak~a) and counter-thesis (p?"lttiJxtl'~(t). It 
must not contravene the principles of the school, must, 
whether in demonRtration or refutation, be based on the 

J So NBh. i. 1. 30 ; otherwise NV. and NVT. 
2 i. 1. 41; TB., p. 97 ; TSD., § 81 ; N:o!iira, pp. 15, 149. 
3 NS. i. 2. 1-8; TB., pp. 97-100; 'l'SD., § 81 ; !;IDST., pp. 77-9 ; 

GSA!. xix. 334-8; NSiira, pp. 15, 16, 151-61 ; TR., pp. 200-16. 

ill! M 
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rules of logic, and take place in syllogistic form. There 
are excluded, therefore, all the means which appertain 
to sophistry rather than to serious discourse: thus 
frauds (chala) , futile objections (jati) , and cavilling 
(vita'l,uj,a) , wrangling (jalpa), and occasions for reproof 
(nigra}ut-sthana) are all out of place. An exception is 
however, sometimes made of four kinds of occasions for 
reproof, namely fallacies, which in any case are to be 
attacked, and the three peculiar forms styled deficiency 
(nyuna), which means omitting a member of the syllo­
gism, redundancy (adhiku), which means adducing too 
many members, as by adducing more than one reason 
01' example, and deviating from a tenet (aJJCtsiddha nta). 
These are clear cases which invalidate argument, and 
therefore are suitable for challenge. Bnt the discussion 
must be conducted on the basis of the principles which 
the controversialist accepts: it is impossible to censure 
a Buddhist for not using the Nyaya syllogism, when his 
own school recognize two members only in lieu of five. 

Quite opposed to the dispassionate argument (vUara­
gakatha) is the passionate contest in which victory alone 
is the aim and in which frauds, futile objections, and 
occasions for reproof are the stock in trade. Such dis­
cussions are divided into two classes, the criterion being 
whether or not there are both thesis and antithesis. In 
the former case we hllNe wrangling, in thtJ latter mere 
cavilling. 



B. METAPHYSICS 

CHAPTER VII 

ONTOLOGY 

1. 1'J/e Categm'ies of Ka1.1Ji.da alld Gautam(t,. 

IN the syncretist school it is an accepted doctrine that 
all things that can be known and named, that is all 
thingswhich exist, fall under seven categories (paclii1·tJw, 
'object (corresponding to) a name '). '!,hese are sub­
stance (d?'avya) , quality (gU?w) , motion or activity 
(ka?'man), generality (samanya), particularity (vit;elja) 1 

and inherence (samavaya) , which may be regarded as 
positive categories, and one category of non-existence 
(abhava). It is, however, certain that this does not 
represent the ancient view of the Vaic;eF,lika. We have 
the express statement of PraC(astapada that the categories 
llumbered six, ~nd this tradition prevailed long afte.r 
other evidence shows that the last category ha.d been 
recognized. Madhava 2 thus expressly states· that the 
numbef' of categories in the system is six, as does Hari­
bhadra,3 though his commentator adds that others recog­
nize non-existence. The exact period when the new 
category was added is unknown. It was anterior to 
Qridhara, for in his exposition of Prac;astapada' he insists 

1 Hence the name of the Vai<;~ika system ill Pl'a<;1I5tapada. 
Z SDS., p. 86. 
a ~DS. 60; GSAI. xx. 84,85; so SSS. v. 19,20. 
• NK., p. 7. 

M2 
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that the category of non-existence is implied though 
unexpressed, explaining its omission as due to the 
relation in what it stands to existence generally, and in 
another work of the same century,l Udayana divideR 
the categories into existence (bhaua) and non-existence 
«((b/tava), and then Ruhdivides the former head into the 
usual Rix. Thus by this date the recognition of non­
existence aR a sepltmte category parallel in It sense to t.he 
six positive categories had come into heing. hut the full 
step of reckoning the categories at Reven had not yet 
been definitely accepted. We TIJ1(l this procm'ls complete 
in the work of Qivaditya, which is Rtyled &tplapw{c/'1·tki, 
the Revenfold character of the categorieR thus appearing 
as definitely establishell. 

It is less certain whether the six categories as such 
were recognized by KaI).iidn. '1'he text of the Stitra 2 ill 
one place expressly enumerates the six, and, though 
Pra9astapA.da's:J treatment of the topic may he invoked 
itS proof that the Stitra was not in this condition when 
he used it, this is not sufficient proof in view of the fact 
tlmt Pra<;astapada is not a commentat.or proper. What is 
milch more important is the fact that KaI).iida 4 evidently 
conceived the first three categories to stand apart from 
the others; he applies to them only the term ol~ect 
(a1,tha), and in treating of the contemplation attained by 
Yoga he deals with the vision thus acquired of t~e first 

1 Laklutylvali, p. 1; Kir., p. 6; so 'fR., pp. 130, 163, 164. 
2 i. 1. 4. 
8 pp. 6, 7; Rodas, TS., pp. 80-2. Vf\tsyiiyana's use of the categories 

(ND. i. 1. 5 and 9) is conclusive for their priority to Pra~·aRtapiidfl. 
The Mimihisi has the same set of four, or in Prabhiikam's case five, to 
wbich he added capacity, number, and similarity. TR., p. 163; Kir., 
p. 26; PSPM., pp. 88-91. Raghuniitha adds (lakti, sa7ilkhya, sllCl/va, 
vaicifikya. 

• viii. 2. 3. For the distinction of astitva in all six categories, 
salftlsambandha in the first three, svdtmasatroa ill the last three, spe 
PBh. translation, p. 49; cf. NV., pp. 828 fr. 
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three categories only.1 It iH still more important that 
Kal,lltda specifically tleQlares generality and particularity 
as relative to the intelligence,~ which at once gives them 
a diflerent place from that of the first three categories, 
while inherence appears only as the relation between 
cause and efloct.:! The conception of the categorieA as 
a complete division of the real uni verse is therefore to be 
ascribed either to Pra9astapacla or to some predecessor 
in tlte school. 

Gautmna'H categories, IV! we have seen, are rather 
divisions of It treatise on logic, and it iH the second o}~iect 
uf pruof (lJrttmey(t) which most nearly correRponcls to 
the categorieA of Pra9astapada. The heads of that 
category are the Roul or self, boJy, the senses, the objects 
of sense, cognition, mind, activity, error, transmigration, 
the effect of good and evil deeds, pain, and liberation. 
']'he list is completed by purpose (lJrftyojttnu), which 
appears as the fourth of his categories. The confusion 
involved in such a diviAioll iH obvious, and explains fully 
why the syncretist school, save Ke'tavl\ Mic;ra, follow the 
V ttiget:!ika ill their treatment of categories. 

2. Substance, Q'ualit!/, ltlMl Activity. 

Substallcc is a di8tillct genus, hut It positive definition 
can only ascribe to it either thc possesHion of llualitics 4 

and action;' or being' the intimate cause of a product. fi 

1 ix. l. 14. 
2 i. 2. 3; hence t.he mysterious bl!ddhilak~(!I.Il!m of the last thl'ee 

eategol'ies in PBh.; cf. Kir., 1'. 30. 
:J vii. 2. 26; hence it is not very closely pllrulIei to Plato's lIapo"uia 

(cf. Lutosinwski, Plato's Logic, p. 2M). 
4 TB., p. 69; 'l'K., p. 1 ; TK, § 3; Tn., p. 132. For tho Yoga view 

cf'. Wood'>! Yoy" System, pp. xv-xvii. 
~ VS. i. 1. 15 hilS nil three. I'Bh., p. 21, uses the criterion of 

indestructibility by caus,'J:j or effects; ct'. KiI·., pp. 32-4, 4:3, 44 ; VS. i. 
1. 12. 

G TH., p. 61l; BP. 23; 'rR., p. 1:l2. 
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'rhe first suggeetion, however, is contrary to the principle 
that at the moment of its coming into existence a sub­
stance has no quality, while the latter expresses a funda­
mental principle that only substance cttn give rise to 
a product. Quality again, as defined hy Kal)ada,1 hali 
Hubstance as its substratum, iii without quality, and is 
not a cause in conjullction and di~junction, a point which 
llifferelltiate:; it from activity or motion, which is defined 
all abiding in substance, devoid of quality, and the 
immediate cause of conjunction and di~junction.~ Motion 
again differs from ljuality in that the latter resideR 
permanently in suhstance, the former temporarily. Be­
yond this definition docs not go: the Vedanta recognize,{ 
the impossibility of defining it, and called it inexpreHsiblc 
(anil'vacaniya), while the Buddhitits flenied its existence 
in toto, a tenet which the Nyaya-Vaic;e~ika wholly 
rejected, ae well as the Buddhist doctrine of activity 01' 

causal efficiency:J as the one mark of reality. 
To the Buddhist argument that all is non-eternal, the 

Nylty(t I)'utl'a 4, replies that theu non-eternity iH eternal, 
nor can it be argued that what is non-eternal perishm; 
utterly like a fir.e when its fuel is burnt out. 'I'here is 
a distinct divergence in our perception; what we can sec 
produced and destroyed is non-eternal, the rest is eternal, 
/tnd the counter argument that, if the atoms are etel'llal, 
then their products should be so is opposed to facts of 

I VS. i. 1. 16; SP., § 68; 'rB •• p. 78; TK., p. 1; 'I'SD., § 4. 
2 VS. i. 1. 17; PHb., p. 290; SP., § 69; TB., p. 86; TK., p. 1 ; 

'rSD., § 5. 
~ NB., p. 103; NBT., pp. 4, 5, 9, 16, 17; SDS., p. 7; cf. SBE. xxxiv. 

410; SBNT., pp. 21 fr.; NK., p. 12; SDS., p. 20; NVT., pp. 887 fr. ; 
TR., pp. 13 fr. 

, iv. 1. 25-40. Cf. tbe Miminsa arguments, QV., pp. 119-82; 
Qaiikara on BS. ii. 2. 31; NK., pp. 41, 42; SSS. i. 34 fr. For the 
Buddhist view see MaMyanasiUrularnk(ira, xviii. 82-103; Ratnaklrti, 
SBNT., pp. 20-77; SDS., p. 12, SSS. iv. 2.9. 
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perception and the conception of time. Nor is it true to 
contend 1 that there is no substance apart from its quali­
ties, or whole apart from its parts. The substance is 
marked out by its possession of parts or qualities as one: 
we recognize the jar we saw yesterday which we could 
not do, if there were nothing llut sensatiom; of touch 
and colour. If it is argued that nothing is really exis­
tent, because it is non-existent a."l regards any other 
thing, 'A horse is not a cow', the reply is that each 
thing has Il. true existence which necessarily excludes. 
the other. If the same argument ~ is based on the 
llec~s8ary relativity of all things, the answer is that 
relations imply terms as much as terms relations. 

Elsewhere 3 the question of whole and part is defended 
against the argument. of unreality in connexion with the 
suggestion that perception is really inference, as we see 
only part of any object and not the whole. If there 
were no whole, it is pointed out there could be no per­
ception, for without a unit everything would be liable 
to resolution into its ultimate atoms, which are not per­
ceptihle. Yet another attempt is made to meet this 
issue.4 1'he Buddhist opponent asserts that the whole 
«(t~'nyavin) cannot exist, since the parts cannot reside in 
it either as a whole or partially, nor can it reside in them 
nor a.part from them, nor is it identical with them. 'rhe 
answer given is that the attempt to treat the conception 
of tt whole as a matter of spatial location is mistaken; 
a whole is something over and above the parts, which 
stand to it not in a spatial relation, but in a unique 

1 Madhyamaka Vrtti, pp. 64, 71; Aryadeva in M. Vrtti, p. 71. 
2 M. SiUm, xv. 1, 6; A1ya1'alnakara Siitm in Vrtti, p. 90. 
:: ii. 1. 80-6; NB., pp.80-6; NV., pp. 211l-52, insist on the argu­

ment thata whole is necessary to explain our conceptions of magnitude, 
conjunction, motion, and class; a cUl'iou!! argument as to weight as 
a criterion ofa whole is found, NV., pp. 287ft'. 

4 iy. 2. 4-a; Cf. QV., pp. 329-47; SS. i. 42; PSPM., pp. 95- 8 
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relation of inherence. '1'he question stands, of course, in 
immediate relation to the kindred one of cause and 
effect; the Buddhists 1 deny that an effect before its 
production can be described as existent, non-existent, or 
both; the N yaya ~ contends that a whole which is an 
effect is non-existent before its production from its 
causes, tlms keeping in harmony with their doctrine 
that a whole is something entirely other thun the parts 
from which it is made up. 

There are nine substances, the four atomic, earth, 
. water, fire, and ail'; ether; time and space; the self, or 

soul, and mind. The existence of yet another is postu­
lated by the Mimailsa of Kmuarila:l to explain darkness, 
whose claim to be a substance rests on its possession of 
blue colour amI motion. 'Thesc attributes are denied by 
Annam Bhatta,4 who declares darkness to be no more 
than the absence of large illuminating light in geneml, 
a view akin to that of Prabhakara, who held that it was 
the absence of knowledge of light, while Qridhara;' 
suggests that it the imposition on something else of blue 
colour. Darkness, therefore, is classed with nOll-existence 
pure and simple. as it is illegitimate to attempt to set 
up special categories of non-existence corresponding to 
each form of being. 

The qualities enumerated by Ka:t;lada G are seventeen: 
colour, taste, smell, and touch; numbers, dimensions, 
individuality, conjunction and disjunction, priority and 
posteriority, cognitions, pleasure and pain, desire and 
aversioll, and volitions. The list has obvious imperfec-

1 ],[. Salm, i. 6; vii. 20; Aryadova ill M. Vrtti, p. 16; cf. Vaiikara, 
BS. ii. 2. 26, 27. 

2 iv. 1. 48-54; below, § 4. 
• (lV., p. xliii; Alii. SS. i. 56; PSPM., p. 9;). 
4 'l'SD., § 3; BM. on BP. 3; see VB. v. 2, HJ, 20. 
B NK., p. II i cr. gP., §§ 55, 175; Kir., pp. 15-20. 6 i. 1. 6. 
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tions, and the commentators from Pra9astapada 1 down­
wards are unanimous in interpreting the word 'and' 
ulSe(l in conllexion with the last member as implying 
others. The orthodox list is made up to twenty-four by 
adding gravity, fluidity, aml viscidity; merit and de­
merit; sound and faculty; the last vague term Leing 
extended to cover velocity, elasticity, and 1lJ.ental illlpres­
Hion. But some reduce the number by three, omitting 
priority and posteriority as depending directly on time 
and space, and individuality as the special form of non­
existence styled mutual non-existence (a H//Onyii,b!ui,va). 
Others, however, increase the number by three or four, 
adding lightness, softnesH or hardness, and laziness, but 
these are rejected by Annam BhaHa 2 on the ground 
that lightness and laziness are the mere negatives of 
gravity und volition, while the other two depend on the 
degree of conjunction or disjunction. 

Of these Ilualities a flve belong to all substances­
numher, dimension, illllividuulity, conjunction and dis­
junction, und may therefore rallk alS general -1 (lualities. 
Time and space have no others; the ether has sound 
~tlso. The four atomic substances have the five general 
qualities and priority and posteriority; air has also 
tangibility or rather temperature, and velocity; fire hus 
temperature, colour, fluidity, and velocity; water has the 
'lualiticH of fire with the addition of taste, gravity, aIlll 
yiscidity; earth has the same llualities as water, lesH 
viscidity, and smell. Mind which is regarded as corporeal 
(m,u/·la) has the seven qualities of the atomic suustancCH 

I p. 10. 
2 TSD., § 4; cf. for others NK., PI). 10 If. 
3 BP. 25-34.; cla~ticity also hnlong~ to all tnngible things. 
, In the school terminology (PBh., p. !l6) this class includes pl"iority, 

postm·jority, gmvit.y, artificial lIuidity, and velocity. But only tllP 
five belong to nIl substances. Comparison with pl'iIll"ry qualities is 
mislending. Ail are real; NK., pp. 59, \)6. 



186 ONTOLOGY 

and velocity. 'l'he self has the five general qualities, 
and nine of its own, cognition, pleasure and pain, desire 
and aversion, volition, merit and demerit, and mental 
impression, while God has the five general qualities and 
cognition, desire and volition alone. While the qualities 
generally are attributes of one substratum only, con­
junction and disjunction, number beginning with two, 
and individuality, in so far as resulting from reciprocal 
exclusion between two or more things, must have_ a 
multiple substrate. l 

More impor(,ant for the distinction of substance than 
any of these divisions is that between all pervading 2 

(gcttatv(t) Bubstances which have extreme magnitude 
(para'fltam(tltatp1'(lmal.uwuttV(t) and those which are 
corporeal (mu1·ta) and have limited magnitUlle (pfwi­
cltinlutpa1·imal.u(V(tttva) or as is equivalent motion, since 
that implies the movcment of the parts or whole from 
place to placc, which IS possible only if the substance is 
limited in space. Corporeallmbstances include the four 
atomic substances and their products together with 
mind. The other substances are unlimited, and enter 
into conjunction with all corporeal objects; they are the 
self, time and space, and the ether. 'l'he la.':!t and the 
four atomic substances constitute the elemental sub­
stances (bhiUa-dravy(t), which singly or by combination 
alllong themselves become the material causes of all the 
products in the universe. Again, substances are divided 
as eternal and transient: the atoms, the ether, time and 
space, the self and mind are eternal; the products of 
aggregation are transient. 

The special qualities fall to be considered together 

1 PBh., p. 95; BP.86-8. 
2 'l'SD., § 14; NKol(a, pp. 705,706; PBh., p. 22; Kir., pp. 84,35; 

cf. Rnghunlltha, PTN., pp. 25-7, who claims that bll'llta and ml1rta are 
true classes. 
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with the subjects to which they appertain, but the 
general qualities belong to all substances alike, and, 
though they are real, they are not necesl:!arily so in the 
same way as the special qualities. 'l'his is most clearly 
seen in the caHe of number,! which is flefinefl as the 
cause, precisely the proximate inHtrulIlental caUHe, of the 
nse of the term'! one, two, three, &c. Of num Lers unity 
is eternal, anfl resides in the individual atolUH and the 
other substances which arc eternal: plumlity exists only 
in products which are tmuHiellt. But the Nyaya view 
is that duality, &c., arc real like unity, and are only 
revealed by cognition; the Vaige~iku insists that all 
numbers above one are the creation of a relating cogni­
tion (I/'pek~a-b'l.uldld), and not merely made known by it. 
The process is thus described: first, there is contact of 
the sense organ with each of two jarH; then the know­
ledge of the genus unity; then cognitioJl operates relating 
the objects, each recognized aH ''l'hiH is one'; then 
fluality iH created; thence the knowledge of the genns 
of duality; thence the recognition of duality as a quality 
in the two things; and finally there is left only thc 
impression of plurality, for, as the relating cognition is 
It form of consciousness, it can enlIure for no more than 
three moments: as soon aH it has produced the knowledge 
of the quality two in the objects it disappears, and with 
it as cause must go its effect. Other numbers arc 
arrived at 1n the same way, for, though !lome recognize 
indefinite multitude (bakntva) as distinct from definite 
numbers, this view is generally rejected. But, though 

1 First in PBb., pp. 111-13; SP., H 26, S7; 'L'B., pp. 79, SO; TK., 
p. 5; '1'S., § 24; BP. 106-9; VSU. iv. 1. 11. KaI;tiida's doctrine of 
unity is given, VS. vii. 2. 1, 2-S. Cf. 'rR., p. 152; ibid., p. 164, 
Prabbilkara's doctrine of a special category number is refuted. Cf. 
Cowell, SDS., pp. 151 If. Raghuniitha (p. 75) accepts it; cf. Padar­
tharatnamIJla, pp. 29, SO. 
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the Vaige"ika thus accept,s all numbers over one a!; a 
product of mental activity, it does not extend this view 
to unity itself. 

On dimension (puri?1u/'I.La) 1 the school hitS little to say. 
It is the proximate instrumental cause of the use of 
measurement, and may bc divide<l into four kinds 
minuteness (n1.tult'(t) , largeness (mahattva), length (d'"i1'­
yltatva) and shortness (ltmsvufva), but this rough division 
between magnitudes or two or three dimensions, alid 
those of one only is often dropped, and as in the Sam­
khya only the first two recognized. Each class again 
may be subdivided as medium and extreme: the ether 
has extreme greatneHs, a product like a pot medium 
greatness; an atom extreme minuteness, a binltry medium 
minuteness. Dimension is eternltl in eternal substances, 
transient in others; in thc latter the dimension is de­
termined by the number, magnitude, and arrangement 
or aggregation of parts,2 but in the former, as' an essen­
tial part of the atomic theory, by number alone. But 
of the precise character of extension there is no invc/iti­
gation, though it is deemed to be absolutely real and not 
dependent on cognition. 

Individuality (prtlwld'Va):\ is the proximate instru­
mental cause of the practice of separating one thing 
from another. As against the conception of reciprocal 
non-existencc (anyonyab/u),'Vct), with which Rome seek tu 
identify it, it is real, not notional in character: 'The 
pot is not a piece of cloth' is essentially different from 
'The pot is separate from the cloth', which makes it 

1 PEll., pp. 1:30-2; SP., §§ 27, 88; TB., pp. 80, 81: TK., p. 5; 
TSD .• § 25; BP. IO!) -1:1; 'I'R •• p. 144 ; SS. v. !lO. 

2 VS. vii. 1. 8. n with cominentary. 
a PBh., p. 138; SP., §§ 28, 8!); 'rH., p. 81; 'rK., p. I); 'l'SD., § 26; 

EP., 113, 114. cr. VS. vii. 2. 2, 8; TR., pp. 144, 152. It is denied 
the rank of It quality, liS are priority and posteriority by Raghuniitha, 
PTN., pp. 28-30. 
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clear that the two things are positively distinguildlCd. 
Again, we can say that a pot is llot the quality of colour 
which resides in it, but not that the pot is separate from 
the colour. Individuality may be eternal or transient, 
according as the substance in which it resides, and by 
an adaptation of the theory of number a distinction, 
ohviously of no value, is made between the inclividuality 
of a single thing and that of two or more o~jectR, which 
is prollucell lly the opemtion of a relating cognition. 
But indivi(lllality itself is not due to cognition, but 
absolutely real, and its relation to number is not ex­
amined, save in the unfortunate hypothesis of two kinds 
of individuality. 

Conjunction and disjunction (8arhyoga and t'/NII/g(f) 1 

also appear as real, being caused by motion. 1.'hey are 
the proximate instrumental causes of our use of the 
expressions united alld separate, and are artificial and 
transient, as they apply only to the contact of things 
which have been apart, and the separation of things 
which have been united. Contact is primarily and 
properly due to motion (l~armaja) whether unilateral as 
of a bird to a tree, or bilateral as of two butting rams. 
Secondarily, it is due to another conjunction; thus the 
hody is united with the tree through the conjunction of 
the hand and the tree, and an effect on its production 
thus becomes united with something already connected 
with its cause. Direct conjunction may be produced by 
a violent motion like sound, or by a gentle motion. 
Every kind of conjunction affects a part of the thing 
only and may be destroyed by separation or by the 
destruction of the things connected. Disjunction for its 

1 VB. vii. 2. 9-11 wit,h commental'Y; PBh., pp. 189-41, 151-4; 
gP., § § 29, 80, 90, !ll, 187; TA., pp. 11, 12; TB., )I. 81 ; TK" pp. 5, ti ; 
TS., §§ 27, 28; BP. 115-20; 'l'R, , p. 144; PSPM., p. 93; Pad<7rtha1a­
tnamiilii, pp. 82, 8S. 
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part is distinct from the act of separation, which is 'due 
to motion, and denotes the state of separation existing 
between two things formerly in contact. It is subdivided 
as is conjunction, but the V ai<;e~ika alone accepts the 
doctrine of disjunction by disjunction as in the case of 
the disjunction of the body from the tree by disjunction 
of the hand. This denial that the motion of part is the 
motion of the whole is repudiated by the Nyaya school. 

The part played by the category motion 1 in the pro­
cess of conjunction and disjunction is simple: it is the 
cause by means of separation of the conjunction of an 
object with another point of space after there has taken 
place the breaking up of its conjunction with an 
anterior point of space. Motion thus takes place in five 
stages: an object is in contact with a definite point of 
space; by the effect of motion it separates itself thence; 
thus there arises the destruction of its connexion with 
its first position in space; then there is conjunction with 
a new point of space; then the motion ceases. Motion 
may be vertical, throwing up or down, horizontal, ex­
pansion and contractiotl; or of any other kind, summed 
up in the generic term' going '. The term used for it 
which signifies properly activity (ka1'ma'n, kl'iya) is 
significant: it suggests that it originally 2 had a wider 
conception in which it applied both to volition and 
motion as the two great aspects of activity, and has 
come to be restricted to the latter by the designation of 
volition as a quality of the self. Motion as defined is in 
all its varieties transient, and is destroyed either by 
a subsequent conjunction or the destruction of its sub­
strate, substance. 

1 VS. i. 1. 7, U, 17; ii. 1. 23; PBh., pp. 290 If.: TA., p. 14; TB., 
p. 86; TK., pp. 1, 20; TS., §§ 5, 76; BP. 6, 7 ; TR., p. 156; PSPM., 
p. 91; Padartharatnamala, pp. 40-2. 

2 So KumArila, QV., p. 895. There is no trace of recognition of 
chemical action in Kal,lAda; he recognizes t/lopa only, not .1>'>'ol_,s. 
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Unlike the other general qualities, priority and 
posteriority 1 are restricted to the four atomic substances 
and to mind, and in the latter which is eternal they are 
spatial only. They are the proximate instrumental 
causes of our conceptions of near and far in space and 
time alike. As such obviously their attributions as 
qualities to objects cannot be regarded as in any way 
ultimate: as we have seen this recognized by some 
members of the school who remove them from the list 
of qualities. An important admission as to their de­
pendence on thought is made by Prac;astapada, when he 
recognizes that the judgement by which one object is 
assigned a position in time or space relative to each 
other is due to the operation of the relating power of 
cognition (apek§iilJuddhi).2 

While the ultimate atoms, air, the ether, time and 
space, the self and the mind, are inferable only in the 
Vaige~ika view, though the Nyaya permits the direct 
perception by the mind of the self, the qualities are for 
the most part the ohjects of perception if present in 
objects possessing magnitude. Thus the five qualities 
of temperature or touch, colour, smell, and savour and 
Round are perceived by one sense organ only,a that appro­
priate in each case; the five general qualities together 
with the illegitimate qualities of priority and posteriority, 
and with fluidity and viscidity, are apprehended by the 
two senses of sight and touch; cognition, pleasure and 

1 VB. vii. 2. 2J -3 with commentllry; PBh., pp. 164-7; SP., §§ 81, 
\12, 188; TA, p. 10; TB., pp. 81,82; TK., p.6; TB., § 211; BP. 121-5. 

2 p. 99 ; TH., p. 152. 
3 PBh., pp. \16 If.; BP. 92, 98. VS. iv. 1. 6-12 requires colour for 

all visual perception which it alone recognize.s as perception proper 
(c"k~lt~a); so NBh. iii. 1. 67; NV., pp. 232, 283; NBM., pp. 28-6; but 
the later view is in NBsra, pp. 2, 3. Cf. Kir., pp. 82-6; NK., pp. 44, 
45. For magnitude see VS. iv. 1. 6; NS. iii. 1.67 Ivilh NBh. and NV. ; 
1'B., p. 7!l. 

! 



192 ONTOLOGY 

pain, desire and aversion by the mind; and merit and 
demerit, mental impression, and gravity are supersensible 
and must be inferred alone. Motion also is perceptible 
through that in which it inheres. 

Conjunction, dil'\junction, sound, awl the specific quali­
ties of the self agree in extending only to part of their 
Rubstratum, unlike other qualities; when a man touches 
It part of It tree, he is held to be in conjunction with the 
t.ree, not merely with the part touelH'(l, for, if the latter 
view were pressed, we shoul!l he 1'e(luce(l to uHRert con­
junction of the ultimate atom alone, and, as that. iR 
invisihle, so its conjunction would be unseen.1 SOU III I 
appears only in It part of the ethel', and the <lualities of 
the self are manifested only in connexion wit.h mind, 
which, unlike the self, is not all pervading. Sound anll 
the qun.Iities of the self agree further in heing' of 
momentary or more precisely very hrief Iluration, a view 
adapted from Buddhism hy the N yftyu school as well as 
the Vailfe~ika.2 Qualities,:! also, like suhstances, may be 
classified according to their causal potency in tIle various 
classes of cause: those of mind are efficient causes only, 
the others are non-inherent causes,4 or hoth,~ or neither. 

3. Gel!erality, P(//'Uc~d(frify, lIIHI IlIlle1'MlCe. 

From all that can be gathered from Km,ludl1 it Seel11R 
as if to him the conception of generality WitS It mental 
creation depending on the mode of cognition. From bis 
assertion that generality and particularity depend on 

1 PBh" p. 102. 2 Below, § 5. 
3 PBh., pp. 99 ft'. 
• Viz., coloul' savoul', O(\OUI', non-hot touch, number, dimen8ion, 

individuality, viscidity, sound. 
o Viz., conjunction, diRjllllction, hot. tOIl~1i, gravity, fluidity, and 

velocity, 
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cognition 1 it seems to follow that he conceived that if 
a property resides in many things, and if we use that 
property as means of grouping these things it becomes 
a general property (sarrui,nylt), and that if it is regarded 
as distinguishing these o~jects from other objects it is 
a particularity (vife~n). But on this substructure Pra-
9astapada 2 and the whole school have built a rigid 
realism which regards generality as eternal, one, and 
residing in many things, but only in the categories of 
substance, quality, and motion. As eternal it is distinct 
from such things as conjunction and duality which 
though residing in lllany are transient; aA one it J.1itters 
from the dimension of an atom, and it resides ill many 
by inherence (S(l1IHlVaJJn), thus differing from absolute 
non-existence, which is not so connected with thingA. 
Generality may be divided according to its degree into 
the major and the minOl} the former of which consists 
of existence alone, which is founel in the three categories 
of substance, quality, and motion, while these categories 
themselves are minor generalities. But from another 
point of view a threefold 4 division may be preferred, 
that of most extensive (vyc(,}Jaklt), which includes essence; 
that of intermediate (vyapya-vylipaka), which includes 
the three categories; and that of narrowest (vyapyll) 
which covers such generalities as the genus pot, where 
the term genus is to be understood as referring to the 
common characteristic and not to the individuals com­
prised under it.. TIl(' latter division' accentuates the fact 

1 i. 2. 3 If. Badly explained away in Kil·., p. 30, ami in NK. as 
meaning that their exibtonce is proved by intt'llect. 

2 pp. 11, 12, 311, 312; Kir., I'p. 22-4; 81'., §§ 7, 70, 111 ; TA., p. 14; 
'rB., pp. 86. 87; TIC, pp. 1, 20; TS., §§ 6, 77; BP. 8-10; TR., 
I'p. 158, 159; Padiirtharatllaln<ilii,Pl'. 42-4. 

3 PBh. I. c.: VB. treats the lower generalities nlso as species rela­
tively to being (bhiiva, satta). 

• TA., Z. c.; 8P., § 111. For the D«rapadiirlhi see Ui. pp. 35-7, 68-71. 

2311 N 
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that the general characteristic is deemed to be something 
which actually exists, and in harmony with thiR view it 
is made the object of pel'ception either by means of all 
the senses in each appropriate case, or of mind alone, in 
the latter case falling under the concept of extraordinary 
or supernormal perception,l The reality of genernJity 
lies also at the basis of all predication. 

Generality as true is immediately connected with its 
RubRtance, quality, or motion, and in this aRpect can lte 
Rtyled a true class concept (iiUi). On the other hl1nd, 
there are common characteristics whose connexion with 
a number of things is only mediate, and which therefore 
rank only as mere generality (1tpadld). 'I'he causes 
which prevent It common characteristic or mere generality 
becoming It true genemlity 01' clasR concept are given by 
Udayana 2 as six. If there is hut one object such as 
ether; there can be no clasR. If the same object haR 
llifi'erent names such as pot and pitcher, there are not 
two separate classes. If there is cross-division a class 
concept is excluded: thm'l the four atomic substnnces 
and ether constitute the products (bln"'ita-dmv!Ja), the 
Aame four with mind the corporeal things (1Wad'ta­
dravya), anll thus neither can be It true class. Nor can 
there be 11 class of a class, on pain of a 1'egl'esRuR wl 
iJlfinitum. Again, the notion of particull1rity ahsolutely 
refuses to allow of forming a clasR of it. Finally, aA 
every class concept resides by inherence in itR ol~jects, 

1 Cf. Plato, Sop/!. 254 c-255 a, for the categories of ovuia; O"TaU'S, 

Niv1}u,s; TavTov, 6a'Tfpov; Plotinos, vi. 1-3. Generality is not dependent 
on the individuals, bllt does not {'xist apart from them; it is at oncl' 
tv 1fapa 1foAAa and tv NaTa 1foAAwv. Cf. above, e!l. ii, §§ 1, :1; Arist. 
N. E. i. 6. Raghunlitha (PTN" pp. 4!1- SJ) denies n gellus to existPlICo 
(satta) and quality as n wholo (glllJalt'a). 

2 KiI·., p. SB. Cited in TA., p. 14; SM. on BP. 8; l;IDST. 1\5; accord­
ing to NS. ii. 2.71 a.iiiti is samiinapruslmitm'ikti and has a distinct f01'1ll 

(cikrti) as its sign. Cf. NM., pp. 297-810. 
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there cannot be a class of inherence, for else we would 
have the absurdity of inherence as a class residing by 
inherence in inherence. 'rhe (listinction, therefore, is 
clearly thut between real nutural classes corresponding­
to facts in nature and classifications based on onr thought 
only, and it is by no means unlikely that it was this 
f listinetion which made the younger school persist in, or 
even invent, the conception of generality as absolutely 
real. Such a conception afforded an answer to the 
apparent difficulty why we shoulrl frame such obviously 
conflicting ideas as those expressed in knowledge of true 
anrl arhitrary or Rhifting classes, and induced the school 
to adhere to their realism 1 despite the strong attacks 
directed against it by Buddhists and Jains alike.2 

To particularity KaT.litda refers only in its connexion 
with generality as depen(lent on cognition,:: while he 
elsewhere distinguishes it from the ultimate particulari­
ties residing in the ultimate atoms of llll\tter.~ On this 
Prar;astapitda ii and the rest of the school of the V Iti<;e~­
ikas foun(I their theory of particularity as an indepen­
dent reality residing in eternal substances, that is, the 
utoms and the other five substances, amI distinguishing 
them from one another. The necessity for such It diR­
t.inction is establishe(l thus. We can distinguish between 
any ordinary objects by enumerating their constituent 
parts, the empiric individual being that which has a 
bodily form aUf I special qualities,.: but when in the 

1 Flo Kumarila, QV., pp. 201-6, 216, 330-4-0, 4(;4-8; cr. FlS. v. 91-3, 
wlwre also (114-6) similarity is rojoctl'd tIS u sepumte cntegol"Y, us loy 
tile Nyiiyu; PSPM., pp. \)5 If. 

, A\'okll, S(lmi;nyadt1~a1J.ltpm .• iiritti, SBN'f., pp.!l4 102; Candruprabhn, 
PI',mteyaralnakora, ch. xix; NB., p. 115; NB'I'., p. 84; RDS., p. 10. 

s i. 2. 3 tl". • i. 2. Il. 
• pp. 13, :121, 322; 81'., §§ 8,71; TA., p. 14; 'fB., p. 87; 'l'K., pp.l, 

20; TB., §§ 7, 78; RP. 10; 'I'll., Jlp. liill, ltlO; Kil·., pp. 24, 2n. 
" NS. ii. 2. 6\1. 

N 2 
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ultimate analysis we reach simple substances like the 
atoms or selves we can find no parts to permit of dis­
tinction; yet, as we are assured of distinction, we must 
assume that there lies in each individual a quality 8ui 
gen~ris which makes it distinct from all others, and 
serves this function alone. To this view the objection 
was taken before Pr8.9ast&pada, and is adopted by the 
mooern school of N yaya, that there must be something 
to differentiate the particularities, and the reply is made 
that this is a function which they perform for themselves 
as well as differentiating the substances in which they 
inhere. It is hardly surprising that this expedient 
should have proved unconvincing, and that the retort 
should be Imide that there is no good ground for not 
attributing to the atoms themselves the inherent power of 
self-discrimination instead of multiplying entities. Nor 
has the doctrine any acceptance 1 in other schools, being' 
rejected by both the Prabhakara and Bhatta schools of 
Mimalisii, the Vedanta, Buddhism, &c. III any case it is 
admitted that particularity cannot he the object of per­
ception, but can only be inferred. 

Of inherence Kat;lada 2 tells us only that it is tha,t 
through which it is said of cause and effect that the one 
abides in the other (literally' that this is here '), but the 
principle is already developed in Pra9astapada 3 to the 
definition that it is a connexion which exists between 
things which cannot exist Reparately, and stand in the 

1 Species, of course, is accepted but not particularity; cf. TR., p. 163 ; 
PSPM., p. 90. The schools use vi98fu indiscriminately in both sens(,l<. 
Raghunatha (PTN., pp. 80-32) denies parUclllarity; cf. Pudiirthurat'l1a· 
milla, pp. 44-8. 

2 vii. 2. 26 ; cf. x. 2. 1 ft'. 
, PBh., pp. 14, 324.-9: SP., §§ 9, 72; TA., p. a; TB., pp. 16, 17; 

TK., pp. 1, 20; TS., if 8,79; BP. 11; cf.I;IDS. 66 with Gll.l,laratna; 
VSU. vii. 2. 26, 27; TR., pp. 160-3; Kil'., pp. 25, 26; NV., pp. 55, 56, 
226; KKK. ii. 82-4.. RaghunAtha (p. 76) denies its unity. 
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relation of substrate and that which exists in it, and 
which produces the concept expressed in the word 
, Here '. 'fhere is no substantial difference in the 
modern definition of inherence as one, and consisting in 
an eternal relation between things which cannot exist 
separately (ayuta-siddhn). The description 08 one and 
eternal is intended to refute the objections of the Pra­
bhakaras and the modern N yaya which reject both 
appellations. ']'he unity of inherence is proved ]ike the 
unity of existence by the fact that there is no difference 
in principle between the different cases in which we 
infer the relation of inherence. The eternity is proved 
by the simple argument that, since every cause is linked 
to the effect by inherence, assuming that inherence 
were an effect it would be based on itself, which would 
lead to areg1'e881.t8 (ul i1ifinitt~ln, and therefore be 
absurd. But the eternity is relative, not absolute, like 
that of the atoms i it denotes only that the relation Cltll 

only disappear with the disappearance of the things 
related. Such a relation differs entirely from conjunc­
tion, which call only exist between things normally 
separate, and it is confined to the five cases of the rela­
tion between the product and its parts, both of which 
mmit be substances i substance and quality; substance 
and motion; generality and the individual; !tnd particu­
larity and the eternal substances in whieh it resides. 
From the fact that it exists between things which are 
imperceptible such as sound and ether as well as between 
oLjects of sense the Vai~ef;!ika 1 deduces that inherence is 
an object of inference only, but the Nyaya insists that 
it can be perceived by a special process of perception. 

The difficulties of the doctrine have not failed to 
awake lively criticism, especially as the view of inherence 

1 l'Bh., pp. 328, 321); NKo'ill, p. 881 ; VI;U. vii. 2. 28. 
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stands lD indissoluble connexion with the doctrine of 
causation. The Bhatta .!\1imansa, Vedanta, Sarilkhya, 
and Buddhist alike decline to accept it, and Qallkara in 
particular destroys the conception in his expoRition of 
the Vedanta S't~tra.l He points out the impossihilityof 
the argument which seeks to distinguish conjullction and 
inherence; the forlller is eternal as wcll as the latter, 
for instance, in the c'nse of thc relation between ethel' 
and the ultimate atoms; it is useless to assert that in­
herence can exist without a third thing to unite it with 
the things in which it exists, while conjunction needs 
inherence to hold it to the things which are in conjunc­
tion, and the difficulty is not removed by the verbal 
expedient of calling one a category amI 011C a quality. 
Moreover, the argument that there must be thil:! relation 
hetween cause and effect cannot be acceptcd. If cause 
and effect are inseparably connected as the V aic;et;lika 
holds, then is it not far morc simple to assume that therc 
is identity of essence between the two 1 Moreover the 
conception of inscparable connexion contradicts point 
blank the idea that cause precedes effect, which il:! an 
essential part of the N yaya-Vaic;elilika lloctrine of 
causality. 

4,. ChulSe and E.ffect. 

The N yaya-V ai~e~ika doctrine of canse and effect 
stands in immediate relation to that of inherence, which 
as appears from Kat.lada was first concei vetI as the rela­
tion between these two. But the development of the 
examinatiun of cause did not adhere strictly to this 

J ii. 2. 18-17. Cf. A'foka, .4.vayavintrukaral}a, SBNT., pp. 78-86; 
8tiliJkhyu 8ft/ra, v. 99, 100 with commentary; QV., p. 94; PSPM., 
pp.89, 100, who l'egards it as many and both etel'l1al .and lloneternal, 
perceptible and imperceptible. 
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dictum: the concept includes much beside the cause, 
which ill the strict sense of the word is the inherent 
cause, though that always occupies an essential place in 
the theory. 

In the final furlIl 1 of the doctrine the cause is that 
which always precedes the effect, is necessary to it, 
and that not merely as an accessory cause (unyatlui,. 
8iddlt(~). 'fhe precise nature of accessory causes is not, 
however, very explicitly stated; they include matters 
which, though in relation of inherence with the cause 
proper, are not themselves directly instl"Umental in 
causation, like the colour of the threads in the production 
of a rug; those events prior to the cause which only 
remotely affect it, such as the father of tLe potter in 
relation to the pot; and generally all influences which, 
though in relation with the cause, are neither necessary 
nor sufficient to produce it, such as the ass who carries 
the clay for the fabrication of the plot. Vi9vanatha 
subdivides the first two classes into two each, but the 
last class clearly covers the whole field, and its vagueness 
is obvious. 

Causes are divided into three kinds.~ The first is the 
inherent cause, in which case the relationship is that of 
inseparable connexion. It is illustrated by the relation 
of the threads to the rug, as opposed to the shuttle 
which aidt; in the production of the fabric, and the same 
relation exists between all products and the substances 
of which they are made. It hold!:! also between sub-

I 'l'A, p.!; TB., p. 11; TK., p. 7; TSD., § 38; BP. 16, 1\)-22; 
cf. KKK. ii. 158-7\). Raghuniitha (PTN., pp. 71-4) claims for causa­
tion the rank of a category. 

2 The whole doctrine is implied in VS. x. 2. 1-7; i. 1. 18-H. 1. 2, 
where the causal character of the substances, qualities, and motion is 
given; PBh., pp. 21, :U, \)8-102; SP., §§ 62, 179; TA., p. 4; TB., 
pp. 15-25; 'rK., 1).8; TSD., § 40; BP. 17, 18; Tn., pp. 152-!, 156, 
157. 
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stance and quality and substance and motion: the rug 
is the inherent cause (samavayi-kamYJ-a) of its colour, 
and it is readily admitted t,hat, as the cause must precede 
the effect at the moment of its coming into being, the 
l'Ug must have no colour, and, since it can also have no 
dimension, cannot be perceptible at all, until these attri­
butes have come after an infinitesimal delay into being. 
Secondly, there is the non-inherent cause (ttsamavayi:­
karal.w,), which inheres in the same substratum with the 
effect or with the inherent cause. The first is the rela­
tion of the arrangement of the threadB of a rug to the 
rug; the arrangement 01' conjunction as a quality is 
inherent in the threads, which are the inherent cause of 
the rug. The relation may secondly be indirect: thus 
the colour of the threads of the rug stand in this relation 
to the colour of the rug; the colour of the threads in­
heres in them, they inhere in the rug, and the colour of 
the rug inheres in it. Thirdly, the category of instru­
mental cause (nimitta-M?'a~La) is the recepta.c1e for 
every sort of cause which cannot be brought under the 
two preceding heads, including the agent; in 'it again 
there may be drawn a distinction between special and 
general causes, of which there are eight: God, his 
knowledge, desire, and action, antecedent non-existence, 
space and time, merit and demerit, to which some add 
absence of counteracting influence. l But in this view 
of the third category it seems that ·the term cause is too 
widely applied, and includes what' is not necessary, and 
a better method is that followed by those who distinguish 
between primary (mulchyct) and subordinate causes and 

1 Cf. Athalye, TS., pp. 207, 208. The idea is applied to the case of 
perception ill NS. ii. 1. 22 as regards duration, space, time,. and ether; 
as regards space and time see PBh., p. 25; Kir., pp. 88,89; VS. vii. 
1. 25; v. 2. 25, 26; Faddegon, Va if. System, p. 219. 
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subdivide the former only into the three classes, rele­
gating the other matter to the inferior category. 

A further effort to clarify the conception of cause is 
containcd in the doctrine of efficient or proximate 
cause (karul.bft), which is explained as that cause which 
most materially contributes to attain the result,! in 
accordance with the grammatical definition of the term.~ 
As we have seen, the older school 3 define it as a specific 
cause which produces the effect by an acti vity or function 
(vyctpctm), which intervenes between it and the result, 
while the modern school describe the function itself as 
the proximate cause, defining it as that which is not 
disjoined froUl its appropriate effect.4 At the sa.me 
time, however, the older school were precluded by the 
use of language from accepting as an instrumental cause 
an agent of any sort. So, in the case of perception, the 
dispute between the two schools centred' itself in the 
question whether the organ with its functioning was to 
be deemed the cause, or whether the functioning in the 
contact of organ and object was the true cause, exprebH 
words being used in the former case to exclude the 
agent from being deemed to be intended. The newer 
theory is accepted in the main by Ke«;ava Mi~ra, 
Laugalqi Bhaskara, and Vi~vanatha, while Annam 
Bhatta shows a curious vacillation, especially obvious 
in his treatment of the allied questions of the proximate 
cause of perception and inference. Ii 

The effect may, of course, be defined in terms of cltu:o;e 
aH that which follows on that which is necessary and 
not accessory merely,G but a more pregnant definition is 

1 THo, pp. 10, 25; TS., §§ 37, 41 j NVT., p. 17 j NVTP., pp. 
187-95. 

• PiiY.lini, i. 4. 42. 
, NKo98, p. 175. 
6 TB., p. 18. 

3 C, g. 'fK., p. 7; TB., p. 27. 
& Athalyc, '1'8., pp.189-91. 
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that of Annam Bha~~a,1 who makes it the positive corre­
late of an anterior negation, thus emphasizing the funda­
mental feature of the doctrine of causality in the N yii.ya­
Vai~e!;!ika, itt; denial that the effect always exists pre­
figured in the causc (a,-snt-ka1'Ya-vada). The doctrine is 
already expressly insisted upon by Kal)ada: ~ without 
a cause thcre can be no effect, not, however, without an 
effect no cause. Thus the doctrine of the school is that 
the cause always precedes the effect, and the latter has 
no existencc until it is brought iuto being. It nas, 
therefore, Home affinity with the Buddhist doctrine of 
the gcneration of being out or not being, and it stands 
in absolute contradiction with the Sathkhya a aRsertion 
of the pre-existence of the effect in the cause (S(tt-ktt1'1J(t­
vada), or the Vedanta 4 view which preserved the identity 
of the cause, while holding that the effect was ultimately 
illusory. Thc'Saolkhya lays stress on such argumentR 
as the fact t.hat in experience we see that there can be 
no creation of anything- new; the blue colour can never 
be converted into red; the sesamum can be traced in the 
oil pressed from it; no effect is ever produced from any 
cause as would be possible on the Nyaya view, but only 
from a specific caUllC; if the suggestion is made that the 
cause possesscs some power to produce the effect, is this 
power connected with the effect'~ If HO, that is as much 
as to say the effect is prefigured in the cause; if not, 
there is the fatal difficulty as to the concurrence of 
definite effects with definite causes. I!~inally, as cause 
and effect are correlative ideas, it is impossiblc to assert 
the existence of cause without its producing at once the 
effect. The Nyaya reply is not uningeniout;: the same 

1 TS., § 39. 2 YS. i. 2. 1, 2. 
8 Gllrbe, Slhilkllya, pp. 2281f.; SS. i. 114-22; Keith, Sarilkltya System, 

pp. 78, 98. 
4 Deu~sell, Vedanta, ch. xix, xxi; 911iiklll'a on BR. ii. 1. H-20. 
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atoms make a pot or a saucer; on the identity theory 
the atoms, pot, and saucer should all be the samc which 
is not the case, an argument which the Vedanta meets 
by denying that things which are equal to the same 
thing are equal to onc another. The shape of a pot 
again is not to be traced in its constituents and must be 
new. Or, if it is argued that the eficct is latent but is 
made manifest, then the manifestation itself, being an 
effect, must have existed previously and so on indefinitely. 
This argument can only be met by resort to the Vedanta 
theory that the whole manifested work is but the play 
of illusion, and that one real alone remains. Hence 
Qaiikara's onslaught on the conception of inherence in 
its relation to causality escapes the difficulty of the 
Siirilkhya, which is compelled to ignore obvious facts by 
its insistence on the prefiguration of the real cause in 
a real effect. But it is difficult to hail Qaiikara as the 
predecessor of Kant I in his treatment of cause, when it 
is remembered that it is not this category merely but 
everything in the unh'erHe which is projecte(l hy the 
cosmic power of illusion. 

Apart, however, from the fundamental problem of 
causation, there are ubvious weaknel:!ses in the doctrine 
of the Nyaya-Vail/e~ika. 'rhe ignoring of the agent is 
obvious and inexplicable, for on their own view the 
agency of God is an important feature in creation, awl 
their doctrine of causality and non-existence adapts 
itself admirably to permit of the proof of the cl'eati vo 
puwer of God. The distinction between inherent !tIllI 

non-inherent causes is untenable and inaccurate, as the 
latter are in indirect relations of inherence, while nOll­

inherent applies properly to instrumental causes. Nor 
is there any recognition of the conjunction of inherent 

I .UlialYll, '1':)., I'. 201) j corl/reI, DCU~lj()ll, AliVet/!. Gesell., I. iii. 625. 
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causes to produce a result, despite the obvious problem 
presented in the familiar case of the pot in view of the 
presence of water in its materials,! and the argument 
ngainst the Samkhya theory which can be deduced thence 
is palpable. Needless to say, the more complex case of 
chemical compounds is ignored/a as arc also the plain 
facts of the same effect produced by apparently different 
causcs or the intermixture of effects. In no case does 
there more clearly appear the divorce of the system fro111 
practical scientific experience. 

5. Non-existence. 

In Ka~ii.da non-existence, as we have seen, uoes not 
appeal' as a category. His own doctrinc, misinterpreted 
hy his commentators, amounts to this.3 Absolute non­
existence or negation is not a predicable at all i ante­
cedent non-existence, the condition of' the causc q1Ut 

effect before it produces its result, subsequent non­
existence, the condition of the effect when resolved into 
its elements, and Illutual non-existence, the relation 
between things possessing identity of their own, all have 
definite relations to reality and do not form a special 
category. In t1le Nyaya 4 we find the germ of the idea 
of not-being as something knowable and existent in the 

I Vlo!. i. 1. 23 applieij ollly to ullion of similar substances; combina­
tion of motions i~ denied, i. 1. 24, and cauBution of'motion by llIotion, 
i. 1. 11. 

2 There i~ no trace of It "ccognition of chemical compounds 01' all 
organic whole, as tltlggebted by Chatterji, Hindu Realism, pp. 27, 56, 
whose authorities (NVT., p. 280 ; Kir., pp. 114, 115) do not bear out 
his contention in any way. 'rhe refusal (VS. iv. 2. 1-4) to allow of a 
combination of heterogeneous atoms to form the body shows the real 
view of the schools. Contrast Seal, PoBitiV6 Scienc6s, pp. 98-121. 

six. 1. 1ft'. 
• NS. ii. 2. 12 with NBh. and NV.; NBh., p. 2; NV., pp. 10, 33 ; 

NVT., p. :.13; above, cllap. ii, , 2. 
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same way as being, the knowledge being based in the 
Bh~ya on .inference, but later ascribed to direct per­
ception in a peculiar form. Two forms of negation are 
recognized in the Sfttra, explained in the Bha~ya. as non­
existence prior to being: brought into being and non­
existence after the destruction of the form of the thing 
brought into existence. Harmony between the V ai~e~ika 
and Nyiya was established before Jayanta and Vacas­
pati,1 the latter of whom gives the classical division 6f 
negation as based on identity or correlation, the latter 
comprising the three varieties of antecedent, consequent, 
and absolute non-existence.2 '],he older Nyaya tradition, 
however, retained the Sfttra standpoint by explaining 
that absolute non-existence was merely antecedent non­
existence without a determining limit, and negation of 
identity was similarly antecedent negation conceived 
of al'! in relation to a different thing which it never 
becomes. Antecedent negation explains also negation of 
requirement and of capacity not previously existing, 
while subsequent negation disposes of negation of prior 
capacity, if these further divisions of negation are 
adopted. 

The syncretist school, while adopting non-existence as 
a /leparate category, always recognize its correlation to 
being; negation is knowledge dependent on knowledge 
of the positive counterpart (pmt'iyog-in),:l an idea familiar 
in rhetoric, where in 'Thy face is like the moon' the 
latter is the counterpart of the relationship of similarity 
abiding in the face. The pot is the counterpart of its 

1 NL" pp. 126-8; NVT., p, 307; Kir., p. 6; Lak~, p. 18; NK., 
p. 280; NM., pp. 58-61. 

2 anyonyiib1li!'Va; prag-, II1'adllvansa-, alyanla-abhiitl/J; I'elation (sam­
I,andha) covers inherence and conjunction. 

sSP., §§ 10, 68,78,112-16; TA., p. 16; TB., p. 88; TK., pp. 1,21; 
TSD .. n 9,80; BP. 12, 18; TR., p. 169; NSll., pp. 84-68, 
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antecedent or 'subsequent non-existence; it is an' effect 
of the one, and a cause of the other; in absolute nega­
tion the counterpart is determined by a relation of 
negation with its substrate, e. g. the ground on which 
the pot, once seen, is no longer present. From absolute 
negation mutual negation differs by resting on denial of 
identity not of relation. Beyond these fOUl' classes some 
Vailfe~ikas 1 went by distinguishing from absolute nega­
tion temporary negation (samayikabhava) as in the 
preposition '1'he pot is not on the ground', while 
Annam BhaHa refutes this subdivision with the argu­
ment that the non-existence of the pot on the ground is 
permanent and only temporarily obscured by being 
coverell up with the pot when it is present. Yet another 
teacher, Saudal)Qa introduced the conception of the non­
existence on the ground of a pot because there is there 
instead a cloth, but this futility did not win much 
support. 

Needless to say this conception of non-existence all 
a reality received no support from the other'schools, and 
the Mimailsa in particular was ready to show that the 
position of the N yaya-Vailfe!}ika invol ved them in It fatal 
1'e[Jre8.~us ad 'infinitum inasmuch as, if non-existence 
were a reality, then the negation of non-existence must 
be Imother reality and so on indefinitely. To meet this 
ol~jection, the weight of which was of course decisive for 
the I'Ichool, the ancient Nyaya developed the view thut 
the negation of a negation was equivalent to the positive. 
The modern school, however, repudiate this view: It 

negation cannot, they hold, ever be equivalent to It posi­
tive, but they admit that the negation of the negation of 
the first negation is equivalent to the firRt negation.2 

1 NKo9a, pp. 7, 75; Athalye, TS., pp. 371, :172; 'fC. ii. 58, 575; 
Palllirillaratnamiilrl, pp. 24, 25. 

~ Cf. 'fSD., § 80, with Athnlye's noh, ; Rltghullitha, PTN., pp.55-7. 



ONTOLOGY 207 

It is more interesting to note the sympathy which 
exists between the doctrine of the school and the 
Buddhist view of the momentariness of existence, which 
finds expression in the doctrine of causation also. 
Cognition in the Buddhist doctrine of momentariness 
developed in the Sautrantika school I persists for a 
moment only: it is non-existent, existent, and gone, 
and in harmony with this we have the antecedent non­
existence, existence, and subsequent non-existence of 
cognitions in the Nyii.ya-Vaige~ika, where, however, with 
characteristic adaptation to meet the view of the school 2 

the length of existence of the cognition is conceived in 
three aspects, that of its corp.ing into being, that of its 
(lisappearance, and the intervening space. Sound also is 
suqjected to the same treatment possibly already in 
KaI,lii.da, and certainly in the work of Pra<;astapada.:l 

I SSS. iii. 8. 6, 7; SDS., p. 10; NB., p. 108; NBh. v. 1. 24; NVT., 
pp. 105, 380; NK., pp. 73, 74; l1flullt. Vrtti, pp. 116, n. 1, 281, n. 1, 
!}45, n.6. 

2 The origin of this doctrine can be seen in the three stages of 
a samqlC'!'fa, 'confection " in Aiig. Nikr1ya, i. 152; Katkav. i. 61; Madh. 

V?,Ui, p. 14-5, as !llplida, vyaya, sthityanyathatt'lt; the Vaibbi~ika8 bave 
four; cf. jiiti, jara, sthiti, anityatu (ibid. p. 54!}) in the Abhidlmrma, as 
occurring in Ir~m~a; the Abhidliarmakoravyiikliyii applies the division to 
the series, not the k,u'l}ft. cr. the Yoga view of time as a seril'S of 
k~a'IJa.s, YS. iii. 52 with commentary. 

3 p. 25; Kir., p. 38. cr. for cognition, N~. iii. 2. 1 If. To say thnt 
cognitions endure for three moments (Athalye, TS., p. 167: Sunli, 
Infr., p. 215, utpatti, stlli/i, ?!lifa) is the doctrine of the later text~, 
e. g. TK., p. IV; TB., pp. 88, 84, but it is It mere matter ofterminology 
aR the doctrine is in elfect in PBh., p. 287. But theexnct form of the 
doctrine is not proved for either Sutra. On tlw Ir~a~a cf. PTN., 
pp. 58-61; Padarthamtnamulii, p. 85. ContJ'a~t the view of dU1'lItion 
as real, .Tnme~, p.yrll. i. IlO!) If.; Pringle Patti~on, 77te Idea of God, 

pp. SI'iO If. 



CHAPTER VIn 

THE PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE 

1. The .Atomic The01'Y. 

THE doctrine of the existence of real things in the 
universe had to face when it WitS first expounded in 
definitive form the presence of the powerful influence of 
the doctrine of vacuity (funya-vada) or philosophic 
nihiliRm of the Madhyamika school of Buddhism which 
owes its establishment to Nagarjuna.1 The essential 
principle of this school, whose viewR may be compared 
usefully with the dialectic of Zeno, aSRerted thltt on 
analysis our ideas present such inconsistencies and 
incompatibilities that there can be nothing~ under­
lying them; they deny therefore not only the true 
existence of external reality, but they do not admit that 
thought itself is real, so incoherent and contmdictory is 
it. Thus, against the claim of realism that there is both 
truth and reality, it is argued that on investigation the 
true essence of things is not revealed: we form the 
notion of a cloth, but when we examine it we find only 
It mass of threads, whence it follows that our notion was 
an error. Again it is urged, just as the objectR seen in 
a dream, magic, lata Morganct, and mirage, are not real 
though we believe in them, so also neither is our know­
ledge nor its object rea1.B The respGnse of the Nyayct 

1 Miftlky"mika Sill,·", i. 1 If. ; iv. 8 ;. xiii. 2, 8; cf. SDS., p. 11 ; SSS. iii. 
1 ; above, ch. ii, § 2. 

II McJtlh. S. vii. 84; Yrtti, pp. 178, 445 i cf. Gau4apida, ii. 6 If. 
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Sutra 1 as expounded by Viitsyiiyana is effective. If 
there is proof, it is urged, that nothing exists, then this 
proof sublates its own existence. If there is no proof, 
how can it be established that nothing exists 1 If it is to 
be assumed withou£ proof, then the opposite contention 
is at least as legitimate. The fact of our ability to 
analyse our notions confutes the belief in their unreality 
and that of their objects; it cannot be expected that we 
should have a separate perception of the whole and .its 
parts, or of the cause and its effect. As rega.rds the 
argument from the dream state, it is pointed out that no 
argument is adduced by the nihilists to show that the 
knowledge we have is really comparable to that of 
a dream in place of that of our waking experience, nor 
again is it shown that our dream experience is of non­
existing things. To these retorts Vatsyiiyana adds the 
tel1ing argument that the only ground on which it can 
be taken that things seen in a dream do not really exist 
is that they are seen no more in the waking state, which 
implies that our waking experience is real. 

Probably at a time after the production of Vatsyiiyana's 
Bhiil}ya the need was felt in the school to combat the 
further development of the nihilism of Niigarjuna, which 
in the hands of Asanga 2 and Vasubandhu led to the 
doctrine of idealism (vijiiana-vada) which denied abso­
lutely the reality of external things, and accepted I!!i the 
only reality our ideas oLmental acts, including per­
ception; in their view therefore external things were 
merely products in our consciousness due to ideas 

I iv. 2. 26-87. cr. Qaiikara on BS. ii. 2. 18-27; Kumarila, QV., 
pp. 1'8-82; PSPM., pp. 21, 21i, 88; SS. i. IS If. 

2 MahciyliMsil.trlilaiikiira, i. 18; xi. 5!1 ft'. ; cr. SDS .. p. 12; SSS. iii. 2 ; 
Stcherbatllkoi, Musion, vi. lU ft'. Gau~apAda in his attitude to the 
Vaige,ika shows both MUhyamika and VijlianavAda influence j see 
JRAS. 1910, pp. 129-10; JAOS. Xltxiii. 51-I. 

2511 0 
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existing independently of objects, a modified form of 
which doctrine we have already seen in Dignaga. It 
was, therefore, found necessary to reinterpret the Slitra 1 

to make it cover a refutation of the denial by the new 
school of realism, and this was the more easy in that 
such a refutation was necessarily in part implicit in the 
refutation of a nihilism which denied reality to thought 
and extel'Dal being alike. 

The essence of the argument against pure idealism is, 
therefore, that it contradicts the nature of our dis­
tinction between waking and dream experience. We 
believe that dream objects have no existence apart from 
our experience, simply because when awake we do not 
perceive them as objects, and this is explicable only on 
the theory that an extel'Dal reality does exist. But if 
there were not a sensible world of experience the dreams 
themselves could not exist, for ultimately dreams are 
based 011 a real experience. Moreover, only on such 
a hypothesis as that of an external reality can we ex ... 
plain the distinction between truth and error as seen in 
hallucination or a mistake, and the cOllviction of such 
It reality is also forced upon us by the fact that we do 
not, as should be the case if the objects are only our 
ideas, have them continuously and at our pleasure before 
us, as is the case with our own ideas, while our per­
ceptions depend on things beyond our power to affect.2 

It 'remains, therefore, to discover what is the ultimate 
reality which is thus necessary to explain our experience. 
rfhings in the universe are made up of parts which are 
combined into wholes by the relation of inherence, and 
this conception serves to refute the objections directed 
against the conception of whole and part on the ground 

1 iv. 2. 26-80 as taken by VAcaspati. The rendering of iv. 2. 26 in 
SBH. viii. 138 is clearly etroneous, budrlhya being illstr. not abt 

2 Of. Qaiikara on BS. ii. 2. 28; Kumflrila, QV., pp. 119-'8. 
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that the whole cannot reside in the parts, since it is 
greater than anyone or more of them apart, nor can the 
parts reside in the whole since they are less than it, 
objections founde~ on a false application of spatial 
conceptions outside their sphere.1 Now the process of 
division of a-whole can be carried beyond the limits of 
perception, but not indefinitely; there must on pain 
of a 1'egl'e8S1M'1 ad illjinit'tJ.,1n, which is inconceivable 
(anavasthanupapatti), be a point at which division stops, 
and there remain9 a permanent substance, which is never 
destroyed and which cannot be subdivided. To this 
assumption there is obvious all immediate objection in 
shape of the existence of the all-pervading ether, which 
therefore must compel the atom to have parts. The 
reply is that the conception of within or without thus 
implied is inapplicable to an eternal thing w~ich is not 
a product; the omnipresence of ether is admitted, but it 
neither repels nor is obstructed, and therefore in no wise 
implies the existence of parts in the atom, for it has no 
form and is intan.gible. There are the further objections 
that anything which has magnitude must have form and 
therefore parts, and that the possibility of conjunction 
with another atom is only possible, if the atom ha.s 
parts, but these are rejected without detailed refutation 
on the strength of the overwhelming weight of the 
argument that there must be an end to divisibility. Nor 
does the Valf~ika Sut1'a 2 add any further argument of 
weight; it seems to conceive the grounds for accepting 
atoms to be the fact that there must be something 
uncaused, and that the existence of non-eternal things 
implies the existence of the opposed conception of eternal 
things, which can be found only in the atoms, though 

1 NS. iv. 2.4. If. Cf. Qaiikara on BS. ii. 1. 26-81. 
II vii. 1. 9, 10; PBh., p. 28; TB., pp. 73, 74; TK., pp. 8; 6; TSD., 

p. 10; BP. 86. 
o 2 
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these save in an aggregate CQ,nnot be an object of 
perception. Aggregates differ by reason of the number 
of the atoms which produce them and thus create 
magnitude (mahuttva), which is different from minute": 
ness (a'(lo'Utva). In the atoms which are infinite in 
number we can distinguish classes according to their 
possession of qualities, air atoms possessing tangibility, 
fire that and colonr, water these and savour, and earth 
these and odour. 

The conception thus presented is simple and intelli­
gible; it is possibly a development from the earlier 
position, which is represented in the Jain philosophy 
and which regards matter, understood as eternal and 
undifferentiated as the product of atoms each of which 
occupies a point in space, while they are all equal and 
not differentiated according to the four elements which 
are later evolved by a process of difi'erentiation.1 In 
the Siitra as in the form of atomism found in Buddhism 2 

the atoms are definitely brought into relation with the 
four elements by assigning to them specific qualities, 
and possibly also the element of peculiarity (vi~~a) 
which enables them to remain distinct despite what 
otherwise must be their entire identity. In the hands 
of Pra9astapada, however, there appears already a 
charR.Cteristie development of the theory, which renders 
it far less simple and easy. The magnitude of an aggre­
gate, which seemingly was in the view of Kal,lada due to 
the number of the atoms constituting it, is held to arise 
not from these causes alone, but also from the magni­
tude of the constituent parts and their aggregation,:: 

1 Above, Pt. I, ch. i. § 1. 
2 Cf. Qaiikara on BS. ii. 2. 18; SSS. iii. 4. 18-15; SDS., p. 18; NV., 

p.246. 
• mahatroapracaj/au being supplied in VB. vii. 1. 9, which refers to 

number of par til only. Cf. Kir., pp. ~Q-8,~68-6, 
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these terms being rcad into KaJ}ada's aphorism wholly 
without warrant, and with a remarkable tendency to 
ignore the plain fact that the two new factors are on 
the ultimate analysis, as they are explained, nothing 
more than the results of the number of parts. On the 
other hand, below the st.age at which magnitude is 
L'eached, number alone seems to act as a factor, a dis­
tinction wholly indefensible in theory, 'since if the atoms 
are really the source of all products there can be nothing 
save number to account for the diverse sizes of thing8. 
The impuhle to this view may have been given by the 
aphorism of Kal.lada, which makes the minute the 
reverse of the thing which has magnitude, and which 
!-leems to have been interpreted to set an impassable gulf 
between them, and to require that magnitude should be 
produced from magnitude only. If this were correct, it 
would follow that combination of minute with minute 
would produce !-ltill more minute results, but this con­
clusion would obviously have been contradicted by the 
fact that the atom was the ?lti/~ilm.Lln clivi/sible, and 
therefore the rule that number gave increase in size wa.o; 
admitted. 'l\vo primary atoms produce too binary (dvy­
(u.Htk(~), which still iI,; minute (tUptt) for it is without 
magnituLle in the technical semie; three binaries, how­
ever, produce the triad (t1"lJ(~IF!tl.·<l), which is Jater asserted 
to be the mote in the sunbeam and equat.ed with the 
l1'ttti, the phrase used by the N !Jii!J(t S'I."Um 1 in expressing 
the furthest length of division, and which there must be 
dcemed to denote a dimension not too small for appr~­
hension.2 Possibly a there lllay have also contributed to 

1 iv. 2. 17, Tho phrase, however, is uncel'tain in sense; it may 
mean only that there is an end to diviSion, NBb. I. c.; cf. NV., 
pp. 233ft'. 

2 SM. on BP. 15, 37 ; TB., pp. 73, 74; NK09a, p. 433. Some stopped 
hore us the ultimllte unit, Kir., p. 51 ; RaghuuAtba, n'N., p. 11. 

" JacolJi, ERE. i. 202. 
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this result the fact that there waa a division in things 
possessing magnitude between those which were eternal 
like space, and those which were non-eternal: the desit'e 
to emphasize this contrast also may have led to the 
setting up of the claas of the eternal atom and the 
perishing binary, but the excrescence on the theory is 
palpable, The insistence on number, however, gives 
rise to an effective al'gument for the impossibility of 
infinite division, since, if this were possible, it would be 
necessary to admit the equality of the size of the largeRt 
mountain and the smallest heap, on the ground of the 
equality of infinities,l A furthel' argument, which is 
probably Inte in origin, deduces that there must be 
II. definite limit to subdivision just as there is a definite 
limit to extension in the sky,2 

In Pra9astapada 3 appears also a clear statement of 
the mode in which the universe comes to rest, and is 
created again from time to time in an eternal cycle, 
When a hundred years, by the measure of Brahman, are 
at an end, there comes the time for the deliverance of 
the Brahman then existing, Then to secure rest for 
living beings wearied by their wanderings, the Supreme 
Lord desires to reabsorb all creation i simultaneously 
witl! this desire there arises a cessation of the operations 
of the unseen tendencies (adl'~ta) of all souls that arc 
the causes of, their bodies, sense organs, and gross 
ele.ments, Then out of the Lord's desire, and from the 
conjunction of the souls and the material atoms, there 
come about certa.in disruptions of the atoms constituting 
the bodies and sense organs, 'rhe combination of the 
atoms is thUR destroyed, and thUR brings about the 
destruction of all things down to the atoms. There 

1 TSD., § 10; Kir., p. 51 ; NVT. iv.2. 17. 
I SM. on BP. 87; cf. NV., p. 251. 
3 pp. 48 If.; Kir., pp. 89 If •• 
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ensues a successive disruption or reabsorption of the 
ultimate material substaaces-earth, water, tire, and air, 
one after the other. Thereafter the atoms remain 
isolated, and. with them the selves permeated with the 
potencies of their' past virtue and vices. Then, again, 
for the sake of the experience to be gained by living 
beings, there arises in the mind of the Supreme Lord 
a desire for creation, and there are produced in the 
atoms of air certain actions or motions, due to their 
conjunction under the influence of the unseen potential 
tendencies that begin to operate in all souls. These 
motions bring about the mutual contact of the. air 
atoms, and t~re appears through diad and triad, &c., 
finally the great air which exists vibrating in the sky j 
from this springs the great reservoir of water, in which 
appear the great earth and the great tire. By the 
thought of the Supreme Lord there is produced from 
earth and tire atoms the cosmic egg, in it the Lord pro­
duces the worlds and the creator Brahman, to whom he 
assigns the further work of creation. Brahman then, 
endowed with extreme degrees of knowledge, dispassion, 
and power, recognizing the ripeness for fruition of the 
tendencies of living beings, creatc~ his mind-born sons, 
the Prajapatis, the Manus, gods, fathers, and seers, and 
from his mouth, arms, thighs, and feet the four castes 
and all other living beings, all having their knowledge 
and experience in harmony with their previous deeds, 
and then endows them with knowledge, virtue, dis­
passion, and powers in accord with their respective 
impressional potencies. 

As to the exact mode of the process of destruction 
a difference exists between the old and the modem 
schools.1 In the former view the process is from cause 

I TSD., pp. 9, 10; TB., pp. 71-8. 
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to effect; the union of primary atoms in the binaries is 
broken, and with it the triads are destroyed and so on. 
The modern view is intended to meet the criticism made 
by the Vedanta,l which insists that the process of 
destruction must be the reverse of that of creation; if 
the cause is destroyed before the effect, there must be 
a period when the effect remains in the absence of its 
parts. It holds, therefore, that there is in every case 
one cause, the dissolution of the union which is the non­
intimate cause of the effect, which permits the adoption 
of the view that the destruction of the universe proceeds 
frol}l the final effect backwards to the dissolution of the 
union between the atoms. The conception of cosmic 
destruction also appears in the later school in two forms: 
in the one the intermediate dissolution (ava'ntm'a-p1'a­
Zaya) only tangible products are destroyed; in a universal 
destruction (mahapraZaya) all these things, material and 
immaterial, are dissolved in the atoms, and the repetition 
of creation is establlshed by the authority of scripture, 
, .As before, the Lord placed all in order '.2 

The whole theory is exposed to a v~l'y elaborate 
refutation by Qaiikara in his exposition of the Brahma 
S11tm.a The possibility of the beginning of motion in 
the state of dissolution (pralaya) is denied; it is then 
impossible to conceive human effort or impact as opera­
tive, since ex hypotheai they do not yet exist. If the 
unseen principle (ad?'~ta) is deemed to be the source, it 
must either inhere in the soul, in which case it cannot 
affect the atoms, or in the atoms, in which case as un­
intelligent it cannot set motion on foot. If, again, the 
soul is supposed to inhere in the atoms and the unseen 

J BS. ii. 8. 14, with Qaiikara. 
! Mahiiniiriiyu'f}a Upanifad, Y. 7. For a mahiipralaya cf. NV'fP., p.881. 
I ii. 2. 18-17. Cf. S8. i. 110ff. with commentary; v.87, 88; NV., 

1). 262. 
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'principle to be combined with it, there would be eternal 
activity, which contradicts the existence of the state of 
dissolution, Again the unseen principle operates to 
secure reward and punishment for souls, not to produce 
dissolution which is equally uncaused with the origin of 
the universe. How also can two atoms combine 1 If in 
whole. then, as there is complete interpenetration, there 
i~ no increase of bulk, and no production is possible; if 
in part, then the atom has parts. just as it must have if 
soul, internal organ. and atoms, are to combine. Again, 
either the atoms must be ever active, or ever inactive, or 
both or neither. If ever active, dissolution is impossible; 
if ever inactive, creation is impost!ible; they cannot be 

• both, as t.hat is self-contradictory; if neither. then 
activity and inactivity would require operative causes, 
and these causes, the unseen principle, &c" being in 
permanent connexion with the atoms. would create 
permanent activity, or, if not, permanent inactivity. 
The possibility of connexion (ljari11'le~a) between the 
ether or the binary atoms is denied. and the argument 
again adduced that. if an atom has form, it must have 
parts. The presence of qualities ill the atoms suggests 
that they are not 8imple entities, but compounds; more­
over, the idea that one atom. though of the same size HS 

another, has more qualities is untenable; yet it is a 
nece8sary part of the theory,l for, if the atoms all had 
one quality, there would be no variety of qualities; if 
they all had all, there would be 110 single qualities, The 
whole conception of inherence is prov~d. as we have 
seen, to involve a 1'egres8Us adin,Jinitum, as deadly as 
the infinite regress objected to by the school, while the. 
idea of cause as distinct from the effect is strongly dis-

1 In NS. iii. 1. 65-9 it is established by the argument that eal'th 
and water are visible. and thorefore must contain col.oUI', for. if mix­
turo ijutllcod, why is ail' invi~iblo? Soe NBb. iii. i. 67 
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approved. It is of importance to note that in this effec­
tive criticism there is no reference to the conception­
which Qaiikara knew-of the activity of the Lord as 
a source of motion of the atoms. The soul mentioned is 
that of the individual which in the dissolution is inactive, 
and therefore cannot prove the cause of motion. 

The criticism of Qaiikara is of special value by reason 
of its date and authoritativeness, for it shows that in his 
time the theory had assumed the form in which it 
appear& in Prac;astapada 1 though its theistic tinge was 
cvidently not regarded as a necessary part of it. The 
history of the development of the system is the more 
important in that it serves to dispose of the suggestion 
that in the atoms we are to recognize not material 
things, but real and self-subsisting stimuli without any 
magnitude whatever and non-spatial, not unlike the 
qualitative atoms of the Hel'bartian school.·~ This theory 
is supported 011 the assumption that the atoms being 
force-points, two, the binary atom, constitute a length, 
nnd three lines thus make up a solid body with magni­
tude. It is sufficient to observe that the binary atom is 
not a primitive concept in the school, and that thus the 
w hole basis of the theory is rcmoved. Nor are atoms 
abijolutely without magnitude; the minute is opposed 
to magnitude, but in the same genus; it is not true that 
the measures of the atoms being added cannot create 
any magnitude, for in fact three triads consisting of 
binary atoms makes up a thing with magnitude; the 
atoms are not non-spatial,3 but devoid of parts, and for 
the same reason, not because they are non-spatial, they 

1 Kumarila tentatively accepts the theory; cf. QV., p. 207; PSPM., 
p. 92. So the Yoga, YS. i. 40. 

~ J. C. Chatterji, Hindu Realism, pp. 19-84, 149-63, 164. 
a NV., P, 622 i Qsiikara on BS. ii. 2. 12; the correct rendering is 

given in SBE. xxxiv. 388. 
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have no within or without. It; is further entirely in­
consistent with the t,heory that the size of a binary is 
declared to be minute,l if it differs from a primary atom 
a8 a line from a P9int, and that the dimension of an 
atom is declared to be spherical, the atom evidently 
being conceived as a very minute sphere (parimaJl.uf..aly(~), 
a shape which is naturally denied 2 of a binary. Nor is 
it explicable how, if three lines can produce a visible 
magnitUde, two lines cannot produce a visible superficies. 
'rhe atoms are indeed 8uper-sensible;3 but that is 
admittedly due to their small size a8 is stated in the 
Nyaya Sut'Yt, which recognizes also, and seeks in its 
own way to solve, the question of their relation to the 
ether. 

2. The Atoms, thei1' Qualit'ies, }.;Jutio"" and Produds. 

The number of kinds of atoms is given at four: it 
represents the popular tradition of the different kinds of 
sense, sound being referred to ether, and therefore 
requiring no atomic substance to produce it. The quali­
ties of all products, like the products themselves, arise 
from the atoms of which they are composed, and the 
magnitude of the products depends on the manner, size, 
and aggregation of its constituents, the latter conditions 
heing ultimately reducible to the former. But there is 
no attempt at a development of the consideration of the 
material structure of the universe. The four classes of 
earth, water, and air may be roughly compared with the 
triple division of matter in the solid, fluid, and gaseous 
states, while fire is a quasi-embodiment of the energy of 
heat. It is characteristic of the quite elementary physics 
of the school that the connexion of heat and luminosity 

1 VSU. and VSV. vii. 1. 10" I PBh., p. 130. 
S NV., p. 288; NVT., p. 271. 



220 THg PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE 

is not suspected, and that luminosity is regarded as 
a particular variety of colour. 1 

As we have seen, all the atoms possess the five general 
qualities of all substances, and also the two of priority 
and posteriority. It has also the qualities of odour 
which is its special mark, savour, colour, amI touch or 
temperature, gravity, velocity, and fluidity. Water haR 
the special quality viscidity, and the other qualities. of 
earth save odour. Fire has the usual seven, temperature, 
colour, fluidity, and velocity, while air has besides the 
seven, only touch and velocity. The qualities are eternal 
in the atoms, but transient in the products. '1'he pro­
ducts again fall into three classes in each case, body, the 
sense organ, and o~ject which is a loosely used phrase 
intended to exclude the other two classes, of which the 
first is plainly an object of sense, though the second, 
while possessing the qualities of its substance, possesseH 
them in latent form. The atoms themselves are never 
objects of normal sense: they are only inferable by the 
process given above; the apparent inclusion of atollls in 
that category hy Annam BhaHa must he attributed to 
inadvertence.2 The qualities also of the atollls can be 
discerned only in aggregates. 1'here is an obvious diffi­
culty in the question of the relation of the further quali­
ties recognized by the texts with the primitive four 
attributed to the atoms in the theory of the atoms. 
Praltastapada and the Stitra stand close to the later view 
in their enumeration of qualities, but, while the addition 
of the seven qualities COlIllllon to all matter is natural, it 
is Jess easy to account for the relation of the spechtl 
qualities of gravity, fluidity, elasticity, and velocity, the 

1 Athalye, TS., p. 118. The reference of aUft}lIa, ' heat', to touch is 
explicable, as touch includes the temperature sense. 

2 Of., however, NV., p. 288, where an early view to this effect 
npptlilfs. 
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last two of which are cla88ed under the general head of 
impression (sarhskdm); the solution seems to rest in 
their being held to be intimately connected with the 
category of motion.~ 

'rhus already in the Vai~ka SUtra S gravity is 
defined as the non-inherent cause of the first movement 
of a falling body. The movement created by gravity 
produces velocity, which produces a second movement, 
of which the non-inherent cause is the first. Gravity iA 
possessed by earth and water, and is super-sensible, and 
thus mUAt be inferred. Fluidity 8 in its turn is the non­
inherent cause of the first movement in a thing which 
hecomes fluid, and it gives rise to velocity in the same 
manner as bYTavity. It is natural (Btlrhsiddhika) in 
o~jects which are liquid at a normal state of temperature, 
but artificial (nairniltika) in tho..qe which require heat to 
produce liquefaction, as in the case of butter among 
objects derived from earth, and of metal among objects 
connected with fire, and it resides, therefore, in water, 
earth, and fire. Unlike gravity, fluidity is assumed in 
the metals, the gravity in them being attributed to 
portions of earth mingled with them. The obvious sug­
gestion, that in the same way the fluidity of the metals 
should be attributed to the water element in them, is 
rebutted by the fact that in that. case the fluidity of 
metals would be natural, not, as it is, artificial; the 

1 All qualities, general and special, are equally real, the former 
depending on peculiarities of their substratum, the latter dUferen­
tiating substances, NK., p. 96. The attempt to distinguish primary 
qualities 1'evealed by touch from other qualities, found in the Dkamma­
sanga1}1 (Wa\1eser, Bwldh. Phil. i. 107; Rhys Davids, Buddh. PSflCla., 
p. 4,3) is philosophically unsound; cf. Bosanquet, Logici , ii. S08; 
Pringle Pattison, TM Idea ~ God, pp. 116 fl. 

i VS. v. 1. 7, 18; PRh., p. 268; SP., If 4,4" 99; TB., p. 82;, TK., 
p. 19; TS., § SO; BP. 153, 154; TR., p. 146. 

S VS. i. 1. 29; v. 2. 4,; PBb., pp. 26.,265; SP., §§ 45, 100; TB., 
p. 82; TK., p. 19; TS., , 81 ; BP. 154,-6 j TR., p. 146. 
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further suggestion that the fluidity of metals can be 
traced to the fluidity of their earth portions is rejected 
beca~se the fluidity of metals is indestructible, while 
that of earth is destructible by intense heat. No trace 
is to be seen of any recognition of the general similarity 
of gravity and fluidity, while the restriction of both to 
the production of the first movement has to be supple­
mented by assigning a new quality, velocity, which then 
comes into operation. Velocity 1 is found in the four 
atomic substances and mind, for there can be no motion 
save in things of limited dimension, and, therefore, these 
five make up the class of corporeal substances (murta­
dmvya), while together with ether the four atomic 
substances constitute the elemental substances (bhuta­
dravya). With velocity is included under the generic 
term 'impression' (samskam), the quality of elasticity,2 
which is the power possessed by a thing of reverting to 
its normal condition after tension; it is declared to 
reside in all the atomic substances. Like velocity it 
results from motion, and it ends by the effect of the 
motion which it produces. The term 'impression' 
applied to these two has obviously been derived from 
the more primitive use of that word to refer to mental 
impression, which in the later classification forms the 
first of the divisions of the class impression; the analogy 
is obvious, since velocity and elasticity manifest the 
motion which creates them, and so in a sense survives as 
ILn impression in the substratum. The classification i1! 
Ruggestive of the late development of the conception; in 
fact in the list of qualities attributed to the various 

I VS. i. 1. 29; v. 1. 17; PBh., pp. 266,267; SP., f§ '7, 102; TB., 
p. IS; TB., pp. 85,86; TK., pp. 19,20; TS., , 75 j BP. 158-61 ; TR., 
p.l'6. 

g Velocity on one view is a sepal'ate quality j cf, IlIDST, 6S; GSAI. 
xx. '9. 
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substances elasticity is passed tacitly over, when velocity 
is mentioned, and it may represent a still further advance 
on the primitive idea. 

Motion itself as a category is analysed into the five 
kinds of throwing' up, throwing down, expansion, con­
traction, and going, which is intended to covel' any other 
form of motion.1 Motion resides in substance only, and 
perishes with it; it is essentially evanescent; it operates 
by conjunction and disjunction in as much as it is the 
cause of the separation of an o~ject from the place where 
it is, which destroys the conjunction between the object 
and the place on which it resides, and leads to the forma­
tion of a new conjunction which terminates the motion. 
Thus there can be no generation of motion by motion, 
for, each motion requiring a disjunction after the first 
disjunction, there must be a conjunction to permit of 
fJ'esh movement. It is for this reason that velocity is 
necessary to explain the subsequent movements of an 
arrow shot from a bow, but the later doctrine that 
gravity operates through generating velocity is contrary 
to the view of Kat;lada, who distinguishes between the 
velocity (samska1'a) in an arrow discharged, and the 
gravity which produces its fall when there is no counter­
acting impulse or velocity. Action, again, is also due 
either to volition (proyatna), which involves contact 
with the self, or without volition, as in the case of 
throwing a pestle into a mortar, which is due to volition, 
while its rebound is the re&ult of conjunction (samyoga), 
which is otherwise described as impulse or impact 
(1toda .. na, abhighata). The movements of the body in 
sleep are also without volition. The evaporation of 
water arises from the conjunction of the rays of the sun 
with air, and the c~mden~tion and dissolution of water 

1 VS. I. 1. 7; Bee also i. 1. 11, 14, 20-2, 24, 26, 29-81; ii. 1. 21, 28 ; 
2. 25; v. 1 and 2, and referencel above, ch. "ii, , 2. 
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are dne to conjunction with air, while fluidity causes the 
flowing of waters on the surface of the earth, and gravity 
the fall of rain. Other forms of action, however, exist 
which cannot be reduced to the opel'ation of volition or 
conjunction. They comprise in KaI)ada 1 a variegated 
list, including the initial upward flaring of fire, sideward 
blowing of wind, and actions of atoms and mind; the 
entry and egress from bodies by the self; the assimila­
tion of food and drink; the conjunction of other pro. 
(Iucts, apparently the production of the embryo; the 
circulation of water in trees; the occurrence of earth· 
quakes and similar telTestrial disturbances; the attrac­
tion of the magnet; and the motion of the jewel toWal'dR 
the thief. All are accounted for, not_~4.~tion of 
the Lord, in the Sutra, hut by the unseen.arinciple which 
represents the fruits of previous deeds. But it is clear 
that there is no serious effort to consider the question of 
the mode in which effort of t)le unseen principle can 
affect matter so as to produce motion. It is clear that, 
if volition involves the activity of the atomic sized mind, 
and therefore has some vague degree of mediation with 
the actual atoms, the unseen principle is conceived as 
operating directly both on the atoms and on mind. 

Apart from the qualities which are closely connected 
with motion and the general qualities of all material 
objects are the old four qualities, to which must be 
added viscidity,S which is apparently a development of 
fluidity from which it is distinguished on the ground 
that its peculiar capacity of agglutination (pi1!q,ibhava) 
is not resident in melted gold, tha.t is fluid. It resides 
in water only; the viscidity of oil, milk, &c., is due to 

1 VS. v.I. 15; 2. 2, 7, 18, 17. Candrakinta's elforl (v. 2. 2) to 
I'xplnin adr,la IIR I'oferring to unseen natural forces is unavailing. 

S PBh., p. 266; SP., §§ (6, 101; TB., p. 82; TK., p. 82 j TS., § 32 j 
BP. 167; TR., p. 1(7; see VS. ii. 1.2. 
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the presence in them of water, though no clear explana­
tion is offered of the reason why oil intlames fire while 
water extinguishes it, for the stock answer that it has 
more viscidity leaves the question unsolved. 

Of the traditional four qualities colour 1 is that special 
quality which is cognized by the eye alone, thus exchtding 
substances like light, qualities like number which are 
also perceived by touch, and retlected colour which does 
not reside directly in the oqject. The classification" of 
colours is not attempted by PrQ9astapada or Qridhara, 
and is Jate; they are enumerated either as six-white, 
blue, yellow, red, green, and brown, or with the addition 
of variegated (cit/'a) as seven. The addition of this last 
is due to the doctrine of the difference of the whole 
from its parts: acceptance of this forbids us to admit 
that a ca.rpet made up of pieces of different colour can 
be seen as having the colour of its parts, which would 
involve the theory that the parts can be discriminated 
in the result, a view which, of course, is contrary to the 
doctrine that the cause perishes in obtaining the effect. 
The carpet must, therefore, have no colour, .which would 
render it invisible, or it must have, as the school holds, 
a special variety of colour styled variegated. But it is 
in earth only that colour can appear in all these shades: 
in water it is transparent white alone, in fire resplendent 
white. " Savour 2 a~ain iR that specific quality perceptible 
only by the taste organ; it is of six kinds-sweet, sour, 
!'aline, pungent, aRtringent, and bitter; earth has all 
these varieties; water is sweet only, the dissolution in 
it of earthy matter accounting for itR sour or salt taste. 

1 VS. viii. 1. 1 fr.; PBb., p. 104; SP., §§ 22, 88; TB., p. 78; TK., 
p. 4; TS., § 19 j BP. 100, 101; TH., p. 142. 

!I VS., 1. c.; PBh., p. 105 j TB., p. 79; SP., §§ 281 84; TK., p. 4; 
TS., § 20 j BP. 101, 102; TH., p. 142. 

!lSll P 
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Odour 1 is the specific quality whose characteristic is 
perceptibility by the organ of smell alone; it is fragrant 
or the reverse, and resides in earth alone. Touch i 
(8parfu) is the specific quality whose characteristic is 
perceptibility by the skin only; it is cold in water, hot 
in fire, and temperate in earth and air, and therefore is 
really the temperature sense rather than touch in the 
wider connotation or in its specific sense. Another view, 
however, suggests the addition of a variegated sensation 
of touch analogous to the variegated colour in sight, and 
this accords better with the wider view, which' is not 
accepted, however, by the school, and in which touch is 
extended to include such qualities as roughness, hardness, 
smoothness, softnesA.:! On yet another view smoothness 
and hardness are ranked aA separate qualities apart from 
touch, but this is rejected by Annam Bhatta, who refers 
these qualities to degrees of conjunction. 

It would appear natural to assume that all these four 
qualities are eternal in the atoms and non-eternal in 
products, since they admittedly rest in the atoms. But 
by a peculiar doctrine 4 the principle is laid down that 
in earth even in the atoms the qualities are all non­
eternal and are produced by fire, although as regards 
the atoms this is plainly contradictory. The truth of 
the theory, so far as it has validity, must rest on the 
fact that the qualities of earth can be changed by the 

1 VB., I. c.; PBh., I. c.; SP., §§ 24, 85; TK., I. c.; T8., § 21; BP. 
102, ] 03. The ~ssignment of one quality only to each atom is rejected 
in NS. iii. 1. 64-9. 

2 VS., I. c.; PBh., p. 106; SP., §§ 25,86 i TB., p. 79; TK., p. 4; '1'8., 
§ 22; BP. 108, 104 i TR., p. 142; NBb. iii. 1.56, 57; NVT., p. 150. 

3 Atbalye, TS., p. 156 i cf. Ilindu Realism, p. 164. RaghunAtha 
(PTN., pp. 85, 86) holds that touch, odour, and llavoUi' adhere only to 
parts of SUbstance. 

• PBh .. , pp. 106, 107; 'fK., pp. 4, 5; T8., § 28 i BP. 105, 106; TH., 
pp. 155,156 i NSlra, pp. 11,181,182; NSM., pp. 154ft'.; NM., p. 488. 



THE PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE 227 

application of heat, while in the view of the school 
water, air, and fire are not so affected: when water or 
air is heated, the result is due to the presence in them 
of fire elements,' oot to change of their fundamental 
(lUalities. But the mode of operation of the heating 
process is the source of one of the profound differences 
hetween the V aige~ika and the N yaya in their later 
developments. When the black pot is burned, the 
V aige~ika hold, the pot is destroyed, its binaries even 
being dissolved; the action of fire produces in the 
individual atoms a red colour, and then joins the atoms 
to form a new compound which ultimately results in the 
new red pot. If this were not so, there would not be the 
possibility of baking the internal atoms of t·he pot, and 
the reason why we cannot see the process of dissolution 
and reassembling is its extreme rapidity, the whole 
occupying a time variously put at five, nine, ten, 01' 

eleven moments. This view of atom baking (puu-paka), 
which gives the Vaige~ika school a nickname, is clearly 
incompatible with original colour even in the atoms. 
The Nyaya view is the sensible one that the pot remains 
identical, as it seems to do, and as is shown by the fact 
that pots above it do not fall down, while the difficulty 
of the penetration of heat is answered by the common 
instance of the boiling of water in a pot. This view of 
pot baking (pitham-paka) is not inconsistent wit.h 
original odour in the atoms. 

All these four qualities are perceptible only under 
certain conditions as we have seen, and, while aggregates 
of earth, water, and fire are directly perceptible, air 
according to the older view of the schools is inferable 
only, though the modcrll Nyaya holds it to be perceived 
by touch, disagreeing with the view that perception 
implies Illani~est colour. The inference rests on the 
temperature of air as neither hot nor cold which 

p 2 
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differentiates it from fire or water, while lack of colour 
negatives its being earth. Nor is it all-pervading like 
the other four substances, and mind is excluded by its 
atomic size which would prevent any quality in it being 
known. Hence we infer a distinct substance, air.l 

Of the products of atoms the sense organs, the tip of 
the tongue, the extremity of the nose, that of the pupil 
of the eye, and the epidermis, composed of atoms of 
water, earth, fire, and air respectively, are imperceptible 
as a condition of their functioning; they all act by 
contact. 2 There are bodies 3 of earth, fire, water, and air 
in this world and in those of the deities of fire, water, 
and air respectively, an adaptation to popular mythology 
of the more primitive hylozoism of Jainism which 
:tscribes souls to the minute particles of the elementR. 
Body is the seat of the enjoyment of pleasure and pain 
by the self; it is a final compound as opposed to a C01ll­

pound which is part of a greater whole, and it possesscR 
motion. The Vedanta view of the human hody al'! 
compoRed of three or five elements, and Prabhakara'l'! 
preference for four ·are rejected; bodies in this world 
are of earth only, either womh-born, like viviparouR an(1 
oviparous animals, or not so born, including on one view 
plants,· as well as insects and such sages aR n.cquire by 
t.heir merit bodies without physical birth.r. 

I PBh., p. 46 j KiI·., pp. 82-6 j NBb., pp. 155,1511 j NV., p. 71 j TSD., 
p. 9; SM. on BP. 42 j PSPM., p. 92; SS. v. 89 allows perception j so 
t.he MimiJisi Rccording to N~M., p. 28; HnghunAtha, PTN., pp. 41··7. 

2 Above, ch. ii, § 2 j ch. vii. § 2; NSM., pp. 59, 60. 'fhe Siimkhyn 
derives th!' OJ'gans from egoism, SS. i. 61. 

• VS. iv. 21-8; PBh., p. 27; Kir., pp. 56 ft'.; Lnk!;l., pp. 1 ft'.; SP., 
§§ 122-4; TB., pp. 65-7; TK., p. 8; TSD., § 10; TH., p. 121; NS. 
iii. 1. 28. Cf. SS. iii. 17-19. 

• Plants 81'e denied bodies by PBh., p. 28 ; TK., p.2 ; Padartharat­
namcila:, p. 21. 

I VB. iv. 2. 5-10. 
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As object.s 1 (vi~aya) other than bodies, earth appears 
ILl:! the whole of inorganic nature; water as the sea, 
rivers, hail, &c. Fire products are terrestrial, the fuel 
being earthy in cbaracter; celestial, such as lightning i 
gastric, the fire of digestion; and mineral Gold cannot 
be earth because it remains fluid under extreme heat i 
nor water, for its fluidity is artificial; nor air, because it 
has colour. It must therefore be fire, earth particles 
accounting for its absence of light and heat. Another 
division 2 rests on the degree of manifestation of colour 
and temperature i both are fully present in the rays 
of the sun, colour in the moon beams, temperature in 
a red-hot potsherd, and neither in the lustre of Lhe 
eye. Aerial products include wind, and in the Nyaya 
view the vital air (p'l'al.u..t), which. the Vai~e~ika view 
illogically makes a separate division beside body, sense, 
and object. It covers the five pral.Ul, apanel., 811maU{(, 
t~clama, vyana, noted in the Upani~ds and in the 
Veda-nta, Qut made of little account by the other schools. 
One doctrine assignM the five in order to the lungs, 
rectulll, navel, throat, and the body generaUy.a 

3. Etltel' and t:Jo'wnd: 

Ethel' 4 has sound as its specific quality, and is the 
inherent cause of Mound. l'he two stand in a unique 
relation; the reference of sound to ether is established 

1 VS. ii. 1. 1--1 ; 2. 1-5; NS. iii. 1. M; PBIl., pp. 27, 28, 85, 36, 88, 
39, H; SP., §§ 11-14, 74-7 ; Kir., pp. J1-88; 'l'B., pp. 69-71; 'l'K., 
p. Ill; TS., §§ 10-18; BP. 85-44.; TR., pp. 184-7. One liIllIlliuli view 
lllako~ gold a separate ~ublltance, PSPM., p. 94. 

2 VSU. ii. 1. 8. 
a cr. Oltramare, i. 822-9 j Deussen, Allgetll. Gesch. I. ii. 248-52; 

Vedanta, eh. xxvii; Keith, 8iimkhya Syst8m, p. 80. 
• PBIl., PI). 58, 59; SP., §§ 15, 78; TB., pp. 7-1-6; TK., p. 8; 'I'S., 

§ 14 ; BP. 4.4, 45; NSiira, p. 80 ; 'I'R., p. 187; Kil·., PI', 105-14. 
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by a process of exhaustion which establishes that seund 
is not connected with any of the foul' atomic substances. 
But as a quality it must inhere in some substance, and 
experience shows it is not the self. It is necessary: 
therefore, to infer a substance ether (al.afl-t) to be the 
suhstratum of sound. The Sii.Ihkhya argument that 
ethel' serves as the place of the coming in and going out 
of product8, presumably as medium for the movement of 
I-lensible things, is decisively rejected by the Vttifelfikt( 
::h~lra! and the argument for its existence Loth there 
and in the Nyii.ya is Lased on its relation to sound alone. 
It is one, motionless, and omnipresent, the Nyaya ~ ex­
pressly arguing tlUtt this il:! not contrary to the existence 
of atoms, as the ether is unrepelled and does not obstruct . 

. It is eternal, and possesses the qualities also of numher, 
a::; a unity, and dimension as omnipresent, of indi­
viduality, conjunction, and diftiunction. Thesc are 
manifested in the propagation of sound. As the atollll:! 
constitute the sense organs for the apprehension of the 
qualities which are present in atomic products, 80 ether 
provides the I:!ense organ for the apprehension uf sound. 
The ether enclosed in the cavity of the cal' iu contact 
with the ether without affords the organ, but it differs 
from other sense organs in that it possesses its quality 
80nnd in normal, not in latent form.a 

Sound is divided into articulate and inarticulate 
according to its character, and according to its mode of 

1 ii. 1.20-31; NV. iii. 1. 72; the effort (Caudl'altilllta on ii. 1. 20; 
Cbattelji, Hindu Realism, pp. 165,166) to controvert the clear san .. e of 
the Siitra is needless; Gaiigildhltl'I\'s reading of ii. 1. ;; is clearly wrong, 
and PB., I. c.; NK., p. 22; Kir., p. 85, only refer to ethel' as alI­
pervading. One Mimil.lisil. view makes sound a substance, PSPM., p. 94. 
Etller is denied by Raghun1tha, PTN., pp. 3-10. Cf. Qankara, ii. 2. 24. 

2 iv. 2.21, 22; VS. vii. 1. 22 ; iv. 1. 6. 
a NS. iii. 1. 74, 76. For thll Jain, Siimkbya, mul Mrmali~a view lOll 

f,lV., pp. 420ft'.; NV., pp. 292ft'.; Padartharatn(l£miild, p. 26. 
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production into that produced by conjunction, as wh~n 
a drum is struck by the hand; that produced by dis­
junction, as when a reed is split, and that due to flOund. 
The last variety is r.equisite to account for the hearing 
by us of sound The organ of hearing is the et.her in 
the cavity of the ear; it cannot, without 10s8 of identity, 
go out to its object, and souwl thcrefore lUUst be propa­
gated from its original sonrce in a serics of souuds in 
a mauner likened either to wave motion (viciltuan­
ganyd.'!Jt~) I, or to the filaments of the Kadamba 2 which 
shoot out in all directions from the plant. When a drum 
is beaten by the hand, the inhercnt cam.m of the sound 
pro(luced is the ether; the non-inherent cause is the 
conjunction of the drum and the ether j the im~trumelltal 
cau!'!e the conjunction of the hand and the drum. When 
a recd is split the separation of the ether and the parts 
of the reed is the non-inherent, the separation of the 
parts the instrumental caUtle. The sound heard and 
tho!;e intervening between the first and last have the 
sound as the non-inherent and the wind as the instru­
mental cause.3 On the destruction of sound views 
diffin' 4; Vii,tsyii,yana attributes it to contact between 
sound and an obstructing substance, a view which 
conflicts with the V ai<;e~ika tenet that a quality like 
sound cannot have another quality like conjunction j 

Vacaspati, therefore, makes the contact one between 
ether and an obstacle, and Qri(~hara one between air as 
the instrumental cause and the obstacle. A later doctrine 
holds that the penultimate and the ultimate sounds 
mutually destroy each other, but this is rejected by 

1 VSV. ii. 2.37; flV., pp. 424,420. 
~ NV., p. 289; VSV., I. c. 
" VS. ii. 2. 81; PBlI., pp.287, 288; SP., H 49, 105; TA., p. 13; 

TB., pp. 82-5; TK., p. 13 ; '1'8., § 33; BP. 164-7. 
• ~Bh. ii. 2.34; NVT.llud NVTP., ad lvc. ; NK., p. 280; '1'13.,1" 84. 
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Ke'tava Mi'tra on the sound ground that they cannot be 
.contemporaneous at the last, and the destruction is, 
therefore, attributed to the destruction of the penulti­
mate, obviously an unconvincing result. 

These speculations, which are stoutly maintained 
against the SAmkhya view that the organ goes to the 
sound, or the Jain that sound travels bodily to the­
organ, or the Mimiinsii which holds that air vibrations 
affecting the ail' in the ear manifest the eternal sound, 
are not supported by any experimental evidence, a 
striking proof of the (~ pl'iol'i character of the specu­
lations of either school. They stand, however, ill 
essential relation to the doctrine of the momentary 
existence 1 of certain qualities and of motion which, as 
has been seen, the schools adapt from Buddhism; in 
the new form of the doctrine the lack of connexion 
between the moments is removed by the view that each 
sound comes into being in one moment, exists in the 
next during which period the second sound comes into 
being, and is destroyed in the third moment, a con­
ception which renders it possible to conceive of a real 
series of sounds and, applied to the qualities of the self 
and motion, renders continuity effectively possible. 

4. Time and Space. 

Time 2 is defined in the syncretist school as either the 
cause of our use of temporal expressions or of our know­
ledge of the ideas of priority and posteriority, simul­
taneity and non-simUltaneity, soon and late, &0. It is 
one in number, omnipresent in dimension, individual in 
character, and possesses the qualities of conjunction and 

1 Abo ch. vii, § 5, 
2 PBIl. pp. 68, 64, 164 iI.; SP., §§ 16, 79; 'l'A., p.5; TB., pp. 76. 77 ; 

'l'K., p. 3; rs., § 15; BP. 45, 46; Kit'., pp. 11£-21 ; TR., pp. 188, 1;1.9 ; 
KKK. ii. 179-86. RaghunAtha (PTN., pp. 1-3) refers both to God. 
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disjunction. The past of an individua.l is the time 
characterized by its destruction, the future that 
characterized by its precedent non-existence, the present 
is the time whose .future existence is destroyed and 
whose own destruction is about to come. 

In the Nyaya Satra 1 the question of the existence of 
the present time is discussed in answer to the objection 
that, when an object falls, we know only the time 
through which it has fallen and the time through which 
it still will fall. The reply is that without a present 
there can be no perception and no knowledge, and past 
and future would have no meaning or existence. In 
the Vwirel!ikn 8-iUr((,~ whence as usual the syncretistH 
borrow their definitions, there is further. the pregnant 
doctrine that time is a cause for transient things in 
which it exists, but not for eternal things in which it is 
not found. This is a clear recognition of the fact that 
the eternal substances do not exist in time, while their 
qualities and motions have only existence there with all 
the products. But the term cause must not be under­
stood in the sense that the V aic;e~ika adopted the popular 
view that time was a great cosmic power which caused 
movement of things 3; this is wholly contradictory to 
the view of the Sdtra, which never attributes the origin 
of motion to time, as well as to the harmonious tradition 
of the school. Time is a cause only in the loose sense of 
that term, which is afl'ected in the school, namely as one 
of the many conditions which are necessary to the 
existence of a thing; it belongs to the category of 
general instrumental cause,4 as opposed either to the 

1 ii 1. 39-4:1; NBh., pp. 87-90; NV., pp. 255-8; N!ll., p. 136. 
2 ii. 2. 6-9 ; v. 2. 26; vii. 1. 25 i 2. 22. ' 
," Chattol'ji, Hindu Realism, pp. 54-8,167; corti"Il, M. Wallesel', Buddlt. 

Phil., i. 128-88. 
• PBh" p. 25; KiI·., p. 38; above, ell. ,=ii, § 4. 
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specific instrumental cause (kwra~) or the inherent or 
non-inherent causes. 

The natw'e of the conjunction which results in the 
conceptions of priority and posteriority is made clear by 
the stock example of the school. If we say, 'Here now 
is It jar' we operate with a conjunction of a special 
character, that of the sun nnd the jar; this conjunction 
is not like that of material ohjects or their parts, and it 
is due to some reality which must be inferred, and is 
infen'ed as time. So, again, if we make a youth our 
starting-point, the cognition of priority is produced in 
the case of au old lIlan whose birth precedes that of the 
youth by lllany revolutions of the Run.1 These motions 
of the sun are the conditions which mark the divisions 
of time, such as moments, months, and days. It is these 
conditiolls which relluer time apparently manifold instead 
of one as it really is, and help to create the impression 
held by some of the N yaya school that time was, as 
claimed by the Buddhists, merely a Reries of moments, 
a view, which, as we have seen, the Nyaya and Vai-;e"ika 
repUdiated as a general principle, but adapted with 
modificatiollR in their theory of the character of all non­
eternal existence, ill the shape of the theory that every 
quality and action lasts for three moments only. There 
remains one obvious difficulty ill regarding time itself as 
eternal, when its presence ill eternal substances is denied. 
But in both cases the terlll 'eternal' denoteR that which 
has no cause save itself :tnd really exists, and which in 
the temporal terms which we cannot avoid in use can 

1 The proce~8 is a conjunction (pralyiisatti) through inherllnce of the 
lIlotion in the sun, wltie}) is conjoined witlt what is conjoined, viz. the 
youth; Kit'. , p. 115; VSU. ii. 2. 6; NK., p. 84, negates this, and (p. 65) 
uses bodily conditions as difterent to give infel'ence of time. The 
number of conjunctions with parts of space and time is given as tho 
basiij of proximity and distance, TB., p. 42 j PBh., p. J64 j NK., p. 168. 



THE PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE 235 

only be described as eternal, unlesa we frame the concept 
-though it can have no concrete meaning for us-of 
that which is not in time at all. 

1.'ime, therefore, is .regarued as a funuamental reality 
which is the hasis of our time knowledge with which 
all transient existence is bound up. Thus time ill 
absolutely (t j)rim'i, for the school as much as for Kant, 
but as consistent realiHtll they do not ascribe time to the 
product of mental activity in any fOl:lIJ, hut hold that it 
imposes its nature on mind. 

Space,! Kal.likla tells us, ill that which gives rise in 
respect to two coexisting objects of the recognition that 
one is distant from the other; in more technical language 
it is the proximate instrumental cause of our use of 
terms such as, or of our conceptiolll; of, fl\l' and near, 
according as we view the matter from the point of view 
of our speech or of the thoughts which it embodies. 
Like air, space is a substance which is independent and 
eternal in the sense in which all suh8tances POllseSS that 
characteristic; like existence, it is one and possesseR 
individuality. Like time, it is all pervading, and P08-

sesses conjunction and disjunction, and itl:> multiplicity is 
11.160 due not to its own nature, hut to the divergence of 
effects. Our conception of directioll as east is derived 
from the conjunction of the sun 8il past, future, and 
IJresent, and similarly with other directions j they are 
given their character by reference to the sun which thus 
plays with regard to space an analogous part to its 
actign in regard to time. Similarly, like time, spaee is 
inferred on the ground that without some such reality 
it would be impossible to explain our ideas and language. 
Space also is a cause, but only in the general sense of 

1 VS. ii. 2.10-16; PBh., pp.66, 67, 1641f.; SP., It 17, 80; TA., 
p. 6; 'fB., p. 77; TK., p. 3 j TSD., § 16 j BP. -i8, 44.; Kir., pp.121-6 j 

'fR., pp. 188, 189; L"k~., p. 7. 
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a part of the conditions necessary for any existence °as is 
time with which it therefore is classed as part of the 
eight or uine general causes.1 That space is a reality 2 

which holds things in their place, comparable to the 
power of gravitation, regarded as an independent reality 
and not merely as an attribute of things, is certainly 
not the conception of any period of the V aiSle~ika 
school. 

'fhe distinction between space and time is made cleM' 
in the texts which expressly counter the suggestion that 
priority and posteriority in time and space should be 
nttribut€d to one and the sume cause.3 The condition 
(uJXotdki) which diversifies time is production or action; 
that which tli versities space is contact with objects 
occupying .space (m,ul'ta). The old man may be near 
the young lUan in space but prior in time. 01', again, 
the relations of time have a certain degree of con!ltancy 
(ni!Jut£t), which is denied to those of space; the true 
explanation of this doctrine can be seen from one of the 
examples which illustrate it; when one thing is present 
in time with reference to another thing, the latter is also 
present in time with reference to the former, while a 
mountain which iR at one time to the east of us may 
later be to the west. The idea thul:! somewhat crudely 
expresl:!ed is clearly that there il:! a generic distinction 
between simultaneity in time and Ride hy I:!ide relations 
in space, though the example cannot be taken as happily 
framed or accurate. 

J.i~roll1 ether !lpace is clearly distinguished in the 

I Above, ell.' vii, § 4. 
2 Chatterji, Hindu Realism, pp. 67-tll, 167, 16~. 1'110 real view of the 

.. chool" ha" more affinity with the modem doctrine of space and time 
It .. principiI! indit'iduationis, Pringle Patti .. on, Tile ldea oj God, pp. 267, 
864. 

a V~U. ii. :I. 10. 
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system by the fact that the former has the specific 
quality of sound, while the latter has no specific quality 
at all; ether produces one effect only, sound, space is a' 
general cause; ether. has affinities to the atomic substances 
with which it forms' the class of elemental substanceR 
(bhuta-d1·avya). What, however, is the precise ground 
on which this distinction is set up? The anRwer iR not 
obvious, and it has been suggested 1 that in fact Kal)ii.da 
accepted only one reality variously called, according to 
the difference of its effects and conditions, ether, time, 
and space, a view supported by the fact that, though he 
cRtablishes the difference of ether from the atomic sub­
stances, self and mind, he does not explain the difference 
between ether, time, and space, nor differentiate the two 
from other RubstltnCeR. But this iR to ignore the clear 
meaning of the Sutra. It iR equally unavailing to aRRert 
that Rpace is really a force holding thingR in place in 
l,ther, which is i'eally Rpace, againRt the driving power 
of time. l'he true explanation of the distinction, clonht­
leRR lieR in the inherited differentiation of et.her as the 
RubRtratum of ROlmd, and the necesRity of expreRRing by 
a new term the illea of space,2 which ether waR not well 
fitted to convey in view of itR cQnnexion with the con­
crete quality sonnd, which hronght it into analogy with 
the atomic su bstanceR. 

J Candrakantn on VS. ii. 2. 12. This iR thp. SAmkhya vil'w, 1'18. 
ii. 12. 

2 In NS. ii. 1. 22 dikdefa I\re found with time and ('ther as gen('rni 
<'Rnsps. On thl' perceptibility or inforability of t,ime and Rpaoe 8f'E' 
NM., pp. 186-41. «;Jankara Mi9ra (v. 2. 25) ralls space a non·inherent 
causE', against PBh., p. 25. 



CHAPTER IX 

THE PHILOSOPHY OF SPIRIT 

1. Soul, Mind, and Body. 

'fHE arguments for the existence of the self or soul 
(at'flum) are presented in the Vaifel}ik(t SiUm 1 in a form 
t,o which nothing in substance is added later. The 
experience of the objects of sense, he argues, proves the 
existence of something other than the senses and their 
objects. and expiration, inspiration, the closing and 
opening of the eyelids, life, the movement of the mind, 

. the affection of the other senses-pleasure, pain, desire, 
aversion, and volition are the evidential signs of the 
self. The necessity of resort to proof by a sign is due 
to the fact that in the Vaic;e~ika view, as oppoRed to 
that of the-Nyaya, there is no possibility of direct per­
ception of the self, which must therefore be determined 
by inference in the form of exclusion of other possibili­
ties, such as the attribution of consciousness to the 
body, or the senses, or the vital spirit, or the mind, or 
even the objects themselves. 

The claim that consciousness is a mere function of the 
hody which was the Carvaka view, and must have been 

1 iii. 1. 1-(1. 18, 19; 2.4-21; vi. 1. 5; vii. 1. 22, with commentary; 
NS. i.!. 10; iii. 1. 1-27 ; 2. 1-78; NV., pp. 338 -49; cr. PB., pp. 69,70, 911, 
with NK.; 'rA., pp. 6,7; TB., pp. 62-5,77; TK., pp. 3, 4; TS., § 17; 
BP. 47-50; SP., §§ 19, 81, 184,135; NSilrn, pp. 36-8; 'l'R., pp.llll. 
120. cr. It Rl1mmnl'y of the Vnige~ika case in QV., pp. 3118-400, anll 
t.h .. MImAnsil CRIIe, pp. 401-7; Qaiiknra on BS. iii. 3. 54; commental·Y 
on SA. iii. 20-2; v. 129 (180). See also NM., pp. 429-78. 
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popular, to judge from the anxiety of the schools to 
refute it, is met in a variety of ways. Consciousness 
must exist then in the elements which make up the 
body, but this is contrary to fact; if each part has 
consciousness, the result would be confusion, for there 
could be no agreement among the several consciousnesses 
to produce a united effect such as is actually seen in our 
consciousness. Moreover, if body had consciousness, 
why not the water-pot since it is composed of the same 
elements as body, and should equally well be conscious 1 
If, again, consciousness were a property of matter, it, 
like colour, would endure, but we find none in a dead 
body even immediately after death, and even in life cases 
of unconsciousness occur. How, again, can a man on this 
supposition recollect in age what he saw in youth, for 
his body is completely changed 1 If it -be answered by 
the fact of causal continuity, it is replied that in that 
case the son should know the experiences of his father. 
Without memory too existing in something else than 
the body, how could a child perform such instinctive 
acts as that of sucking 1 Moreover, consciousness is 
essentially of an object which is not itself j 'the body is 
recognized as that which is used by, that which belongs 
to, something not itself. It would be absurd that it 
should be an object of its own property. Moreover, the 
whole moral order rests on the difference of the self 
from the body and its persistence through many different 
bodies, and the denial of it would be direct impulse to 
immoral deeds. 

The S8,me organs as little are adapted to be the seat 
of consciousness. Apart from the fact that they are in 
the ultimate issue matter and, therefore, open to the 
same o~jections as are raised to the bOdy, their essence 
is to be instruments, and an instrument implies an agent 
who uses it, a fact necessary to explain vision with two 
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eyes. Again, if a sense organ be destroyed, we still 
have the recollection of the thing experienced by its aid. 
We remember objects also, though contact between 
them and the organs has ceased. We have alsp co­
operation of Renses which em llypotheRi would be impos­
Rible, as when on seeing a fruit we remember itR flavour. 
Still less is the vital spirit the self, for it iR no more 
than the relation of the self to its material environment, 
the body. More generally, consciousness cannot belong 
to an object, else there would be no memory after con­
Rciousness had been destroyed by the destruction of the 
o~iect. Nor has an o~iect any sense of its own position 
or of the pleasure it causes, nor does it move with intel­
ligent purpose. Nor could there then be the consciouRnesR 
which is admittedly experienced,' I have seen the colour, 
perceived the taste, and am feeling the touch', which 
presumes a power of syntheRis impossihle in varie(l 
ol~iects or in the sense organs. 

But consciousness cannot reside in the mind, unleRR 
that term be used to mean some reality which has cog­
nition by using some inRtrument other than the Rcnses, 
in which caRe it amounts to what iR in the N yiiya­
Vaige~ika called the self, and the instrument iR what if! 
known in that system as the mind. The existence of 
an intermediary between self and the senses iR proved 
by the fact that, if there were direct relation, we should 
have simultaneous cognition of all kinds, and equally 
Rimultaneol1s memory, and further both would alwaYR 
he present, which is contrary to fact, and drives us to 
accept some atomic substance to mediate, and Aecure 
successive perception and recollection. Further, the 
objects of inner senAe, our cognitions, feelings, and 
volitions, must be perceived by the self by means of an 
instrument which is mind. 

Nor, again, ca.n there be accepted the doctrine that 
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cognition is a momentary self-cognizing existence as 
. held by the Buddhists 1; this is contradicted by memory, 
and the idea that of two ideas related as cause and effect 
each has the power, though unconnected, of conceiving 
itself as effect or cause as the case may be is purely 
absurd. 

Positi vely, then, we can infer from cognition as a 
property that it resides in the substance self. Moreover, 
as from the motion of th~ chariot we infer the existence 
of an intelligent agent, so we infer such an agent for the 
body from its activity and cessation of activity, which 
serve to attain the desirable and avoid the undesirable. 
Breathing and winking lead us to infer an agent; from 
the healing of bodily wounds we infer an agent like the 
master who repairs his house; from the action of the 
mind towards contact with sense organs apprehending 
desirable object8, an agent must also be inferred; the 
same result follows from combined perceptions and recol­
lections; the qualities of pleasure and pain, desire and 
aversion, and effort must belong to a subject; these 
(lualities cannot belong either to the body 01' the senSe 
organs, for the following reasons. They ·a1'e always 
experienced along with the feeling of the self: pleasure 
means nothing save for a self, and so with volition; they 
do not extend to the whole of the bpdy or the organs; 
pleasure or pain may be felt in one part only; they do 
not last as long as their substratum: all these states are 
evanescent; they are not perceptible by external senses 
like corporal qualities. The existence of the self as 
It distinct substance is also established by the fact that 
it iF! spoken of as 'I " which is quite different fro\ll any 

I NV., I. c., contaius an interesting "efutatiou of the Buddhist sug­
gestion of lIaMitmya, adducing against that view the 8iitrt\ of the 
burden bearer. Cf. Qaiikara, BS. ii. 2. 25, 28; 88. i. 27-(}; NVT., 
p. 55; NV'1'P., pp. /i98-(05. 

2811 Q 
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other object; one man's body another can see, but not 
his self. No scriptural proof' is therefore essential for 
the demonstration of the existence of the self. 

But there is not one self only which by differentiation 
becomes many as on the Vedanta theory where ignorance 

, causes the one Brahman to appear as many individuals.1 

This thebry is guilty of the paralogism that it ascribes 
ignora~ce to that which is pure intelligence, or alterna­
tively it assumes ignorance in the individual souls which 
come into being only through ignorance. The plurality 
of selves is proved by the variety of experience and 
condition; each self has its own series of experiences 
through which it remains one, while it has no knowledge 
of the experience of any other self. Nor is there any 
risk of the cessation of the world by the complete 
emancipation of all the selves, for their number is 
infinite. They possess also individuality as follows from 
their number, and they are in dimension all pervading, 
as is proved by the upward flaming of fire, and the 
horizontal blowing of ai;l'. These are contrary to the 
property of gravity, and can be explained only by 
the operation of the unseen principle (adr{!ta) inhering 
in the self, the latter being all pervading. Again, each 
self is unproduced and eternal; the argument that being 
so it can never be released is rejected on the ground that 
emancipation can be obtained through dispassion arising 
from recognition of the evils inseparable from the objects 
of enjoyment in one who recognizes the eternal self. 

. The self also has the properties of conjunction and dis­
junction, since pleasure and other properties arise from 
the conjunction of the self and the mind, and destruction 

• 
1 CandrakAnta on VB. iii. 2. 19-21 thus interprets the Biitra. COil' 

trast SS. i. 149-64; PSPM., pp. 80-S. SSS. viii. 88, 89 makes 
KumArila aocept the VedAnta view, one of many signs of its late 
date. 
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of such expel'iencefl must be brought about by disjunc­
tion. Accounts later than Pral(astapada add little to his 
outline; the all-pervading character 1 of the soul is also 
established by the ~ore empiric argument that, it atOmic, 
it could not feel pleasure or pain simultaneously in 
different parts of the body; if of intermediate size, it 
must either be larger or smaller than the body, in which 
case it will be unable to occupy the body exactly 8.8 it 
does and should do; if of the Rame size, it will be too 
small for the body as it grows from birth onwards, not 
to mention the difficulty of it changing in dimension 
from birth to hirth. The ohjection to its all-pervading 
cilliracter, that it should then have all experience, is 
answerefl by the fact that the self has experience only 
hy contact with mind. 

Mind.:. thu_~'p!ays a most important part; it is through 
it that are mediated all the sense impressions from outer 
sense, which else would all be in immediate and eternal 
conjunction with every self, and it explains the recollec­
tion of these impressions; moreover, it iF! the direct 
means of cognition of the self's own qualities of cognition, 
feeling, and volition, and. it explains our memory of 
them. It is the real ground of individuation, for, though 
each self like each mind is supposed to be distinguished 
by a peculiarity (vife{lu), it is impossible to see any dis­
tinction other than that based on mind.!! The mind 
must accompany the self in all its peregrinations through 
bodies as a condition of the identity of the latter, and of 
its power to exercise in a new body. such functions as 

1 'fSD., p. 18. Cf. Qaiikara, BS. ii. 2. 84-6. 
2 VS. iii. 2. 1-8; vii. 1. 28; viii. 1. 2; NS. i. 1. 16; iii. 2. 20, 22, 

26-84, 41, 60-8, with oommentary; PBh., p. 89; NK., pp. 90-6; 
SP., §§ 20; 82; TAo, p. 7; TB., pp. 77, 78; TK., p. 4; TSD., § 18; 
BP. 85; NSAra, p. 8; TR., pp.124, 125; PSPM.,.pp. 75-8; NM., p. '97. 

• Cowell, SDS., p. 14.8, n. 6, doubts if soul has "particularity. 
Q 2 
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sucking. 'l'here is but one mind to each self; only thUR 
ca~ we explain the fact that there are not many simul­
taneous cognitions and volitions; the apparent simul­
taneity in such cases is always due to l'apidity of motion 
of the mind,just as we see in the whirling of a firebrand 
a circle of light, not a series. of separate points. The 
sight and taste perceptions of treacle are not simulta­
neous, but in extremely rapid succession. A final argu­
ment against this primitive suggestion of panpsychism 
is given to meet the case of the movements of the 
parts of a snake on its being killed. These are due to 
the impact of the chopper, the rapid motion of its mind, 
or the entry into some part of it of a soul which has 
been liberated from its body. 

In dimension 1 mind must be all pervading according 
to one Mimansa view on the ground that it is a Rubstance, 
1ike time, and has no special quality. This must, how­
ever, be denied; if it were so, it would have all sensations 
simultaneously and permanently, so that cognition would 
never cease, and sleep would be impossible. Moreover, 
mind would then never be in contact with the self, since 
two all-pervading substances can never come into COll­

tact, for if they did they would produce a twice all­
pervading dimension which is absurd. There would, 
therefore, be 110 experience of cognition, feeling, and 
volition which depend on the contact of mind and self. 
If it is argued that contact between the self and the 
oqject would suffice, it must be pointed out that in this 
case the cognition would appear at the place of the object 
outside the body, while, if the contact were of the self 
and the organ8, sound would be impossible since the self 

1 Te. i. 762 If. Qaiikara makes mind al,'" only as subtle and limited 
in size, but is inconsistent; see Deuss~n, Vedanta, cb. xxv; so SS. iii. 
14; v. 69-71 ; Prabhlikara thinks it atomic, PSPM., p. 77. Cf. NSM., 
pp. r)9, 60; Raghunitha (PTN., pp. 10-15) deniell its atomic size. 
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can never have contact with ether which is also aU-per­
vading. Sleep also, it is argued, would be impossible if 
mind were all-pervading, but the reason given why it is. 
possible on the N yaya view is not convincing, since it 
involves tlie arbitrary assumption that mind can in sleep 
shut itself off from the self in the vein styled pu,riUat. 
If not pervading, the mind must be of intermediate 
magnitude, which would mean that it consisted of parts 
and was perishable, or of atomic size; it must also possess 
motion and extreme velocity, and the qualities of con­
junction and disjunction, which are seen in exercise at 
the leaving or entering a new body, and those of priority 
an:d posteriority comn~on to all atomic substances. It is 
of course individual, and, us ullproduced, eternal. 

rrhere are obvious (lifficulties in this strange atomic 
substance of corporeal (mt-utu) character which is 
invoked to explain the activity of mind in the modern 
Hense of the term. It is a minor point that Gautama 1 

did not cluss it as an organ of sense (iltdriJW), and that 
Vatsya.yana is compelled to read its inclusion in this 
claSt; into the Sutra, which in fact classes it only us an 
object of proof. 'l'he argument of Vatsyayana, that the 
mind was accepted as an organ in other systems and, not 
being expressly stated not to be an organ by Gautama, 
must be taken as one, is sufficiently refuted by the retort 
of Dignaga 2 that the other organs which Vatsyayana 
mentions should not have been referred to if that 
principle were valid, but the omission in Gautama is of 
no great importance for the conception of the mind, 
which, if an organ, is one of a. very peculiar kind. A more 

1 i. 1. 9. 
~ Med. Log., p. R7. According to NBh., II. 16, mind differs from the 

ol'gans as being concerned with all ohject~,:1~ witllOut specific quality, 
lIud illlnllltel'ial (lIbhlllltiku), but NV., p, 40, accopts the first differentia 
only. '1'0 call it attention (Six SI/sleIlt8, p. 548) i~ !'athol' misleading, 
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serious objection is suggested by the raising of the 
question whether an instrument is needed to perceive 
cognitions, feelings, and volitions, since they can be self­
conscious.l This is answered by insistence on the fact 
that the agent, the instrument, and the object are three 
essentially different things which cannot be combined in 
one. The agent is something which is not urged on by 
something else; the instrument is a thing employed by 
an agent; the action does not exist when the instrumerit 
is already in readiness, a view supportcd by.the doctrine 
of ~he posteriority of effect to cause. We must, there­
fore, have a self, an instrument, and the cognition, feeling, 
or volition, which is an action in one sense, in one scnse 
nn object. The Prabhakam view that on the occurrence 
of a cognition it becomeH I'elf-Iuminous like a lamp, antI 
the soul bL'ComeH manifested as the substratum of, and 
the notion of . I ' iu, the cognitiou, like the wick of the 
lamp, is rejected on the ground that in the visual cogni­
tion, 'This is a pot', there is no idea of cognizer or 
cognition, and that, when these do arise, there is a direct 
mental cognition of the object as qualified by the cogni­
tion and the cognizer, as 'I know the pot '. On the 
strength of this analysis, as it seems, is based the Nyaya:l 
view that the self is directly apprehended by': m_!~d in 
such a cognition as well as inferable, while the strict 
V aige~ika 3 view appears to be that in such a cognition 
we have no direct cognition of the self, but merely 
ground for an inference, though Qridhara 4 admits the -

1 NK., p. 96tf.; NV., pp. 66-71. 
2 NVT. i. 1. 10; Laklll' pp. 7, 8; NSira, p. 86, makes it inferable 

only; flee NV., pp. 844-7; in NBh., p. 10, it is not perceptible. 
8 See Candrakantll's exposition of NS. iii. 2. 6-18; TH., p. 119, 

refers to inference only; so PBh., -p. 70. 
4 NK., p. 91 ; pel'caption i~ IVSserted, pp. 2·1, Ill; ~o Kumttl"illl, 9D., 

p. 101, agaill~t PSPM., Pi" 78-80. <.Jf. the AnpaVI\I"~1I8, NM., p. 429. . 
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possibility of the Vedanta view ~f....i!1e self as knowing 
its~. and like Caiikara Mi<;ra 1 approximates to the 
Nyaya view. But both schools are agreed that mind is 
inferable only on the ground given above. 

This unhappy cotlception of a material atomic 2 sub­
stance as an instrument in perception appears thus to 
have been largely due to the false desire to secure an 
instrumental cause as well as to the wish to explain the 
succession of impressions and memory, and the imperfect 
character of both. Mind is thus active in the whole 
field of our perception including the extraordinary­
perception which recognizes invariable connexion 
(jiiana-la~al.w.), and in perfected sages it reaches still 
higher uses, for by contact with their merit it enables 
them to sec all reality, even the self, directly. It must 
Le understood to Le the instrument of thought, of the 
retiection (pal'aIlHt/'fu) of inference, but this side of its 
activity is subordinated if not ignored in the schools. 
On the other hand, it serves obviously as a mode of 
conllexion between matter and spirit, for it intervenes 
between the mateIial if imperceptible sense organs ILnd 
the self, and it may best Le appreciated when compared 
with theories of psychophysical interaction" which ascribe 
to the physical side much of the necessary conditions for 
remembrance. 

With the body the self stands in a temporary relation 
only, for, as will be seen, the body serves only a passing 
purpose, and arises from_merit or demerit of the 8el£.3 
Unlike the Vedanta ILnd Samkhya, the Nyaya and 
V aige~ika do not picture the self as ever accompanied 

1 vsu. iii. 2. 14,16. 
2 The argument that it hal.; no magnitude (Hindu Realism, p. 92) is 

untenable. 
3 Nt:!. iii. 2, 64-78 ; iv. 2. 44, 45; NBh., NV., iii. 1. 19; VSU., VSV., 

v. 2. 17; vi. 2. 15; PBII., pp. 2t!O, 2iH, SOt!, 8011. 
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by a microcosm of the body in the shape of the subtle 
body; 1 it passes from one frame to another with only the 
aid of ~ mind which as atomic is beyond perception, 
and therefore cannot be seen leaving the body on death. 

'rhe self again is wholly different from the self of the 
Vedanta or Kumarila, for cognition is merely a quality, 
manifesting itself through mind transiently, and feeling 
and volition, which on the Vedanta theory have no 
place, are equally qualities. Of the qualities 2 of the 
self cognition has already been examined; pleasure is 
defined as that which is felt as agreeable by all, a 
definition amended to apply to individual tastes in its 
relation to the individual. A more fundamental doctrine 
asserts that it is what is desired for its own sake, as an 
~ltimate aim, while pain is what is shunned for the 
same cause. Paiu is positive, not merely absence of 
pleasure, and can co-exist in the same subject with 
rega~d to different oqjects, though it would appeal' that 
co-existence must really be swift succession. Pleasure, 
however, is always closely accompanied by pain. Desire, 
according to Pra9astapatla, consists ill seeking to obtain 
a thing, not yet acquired, for one's own sake or that of 
another; it 3 lIlay be directed to the supreme good, 
freedOl'u fro}D pain 01' pleasure, or to some object as 
a means to something else; or it may aim at an action 
which can only be directed towards an object which is 
capable of attainment by human effort; no one desires 
an action if the end is unattainable by man. A version 

1 Rejected nIso by Kumarila, QV., p. 393. Cf. SS. v. 103. The 
Vindhyavasin of Kumiirila is clearly not I'lvarakr~~n, nor any true 
SAmkbya writer. 

2 See PBh., pp. 259-63; SP., §§ 89-43, 94-8; TA., p. 18 ; TB., pp. 85, 
91 ; 'fK., pp. 18, 19; '1'S., §§ 66-70 ; BP. 145-52; VS. x. 1.1-7 prove~ 
pleasure and pain not to be cognition in auy form; cf. NM., pp. 74-6. 

• SM. 011 BP. 146. 
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which includes anger and similar emotions is directed 
either to pain itself, or to an object whence it can spring. 
As desire and aversion spring from pleasure and p'ain, 80 

they find expression in volition (pmyat na), effort (ut8aha) 
or action IIqti) which is the disposition of the self 
towards carrying out an object. It is of two kinds; on 
thc one hand it is activity (prav?'tti) generated by the 
desire to obtain what is pleallant, on the other inactivity 
(niv?,Ui) generated by the desire to avoid the painful, 
but in a different sense it is the vital force (jivana-yoni), 
which is the cause of expiration and inspiration, but 
which, unlike volition, is not even perceived by mind.1 

'1'he classification as akin to volition ill instructive: it 
could not be admitted all physical without introducing 
an alien element into the self. '1'he cycle is completed 
by merit and demerit which are produced by actions 
good or lJad, and thelllsel ves generate pleasure and -pain; 
they form together the unseen principle «(ld?'~t(/) which 
mould man's body, but thl.ly are not luerely positive and 
negative; demerit is produced not merely by omissions 
but by positive evil deeds (papa).'). 

'1'he last quality of the self is impression (lSa1nskara),3 
which is the rp-sult of original perceptions of every kind, 
and is the explanation of memory. It is impossible to 
refer the latter to the original impression as the cause, 
since the impression is transient; nor can the absence of 
the impression produce the result: if this were the case, 
as absence is one and the same, we should not find the 
difference which we do observe between the power of 

1 'rK., I. c. ; BP. 149, 150. Cf. on Jivana and mind, NM., p. 499. 
2 VS. vi. 2. 1-16; PBh., pp. 272, 273, 280-2; SP., §§ 48, 103,104; 

TA., p. 18; '1'B., p. 85; 'rK., p. 19; 'I'S., §§ 71. 72; BP. 161-4; NSara, 
p. 35; 'l'H., p. 148. 

" PUh., I). 266; TA., 1'. 18; SP., §§ 4-7, 102; TB., p. 85; 'I'K., 1'.19; 
'I'S., § 75; UP. 158. See N~. iii. 1. 13 ff. ; VS. ix. 2. 6; NM., p. 377. 
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remembrance based on the number of times an im­
pression has taken place. If it be maintained that, 
despi~ its destruction, the cognition is sufficient to cause 
remembrance, it would follow that the performance of 
sacrifice would result in heaven without the intermediate 
working of merit which is not the case.l But the 
operation of the impression is not explained in principle: 
all that we learn 2 is that attention, context, repetition, 
marks, likeness, possession, the relation of substratum 
and contained, immediate subsequency, separation, similar 
employment, opposition, excess, receipt, intervention, 

. pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, fear, entreaty, action, 
affection and merit and demerit are sources of the 
awakening of memory .. The arrangement is not scien· 
tific; it expresses and illustrates in tletail the different 
kinds of association, but without an examination of the 
nature of association, still less any effort to explain how 
memory is related to the self and the mind, which il'l 
operative in preventing all memories being simultaneous, 
and securing the succession of perceptions whieh is the 
basis of memory. With merit and demerit impression is 
connected in a vital way since it is thus that our deeds 
persist to bear fruition in other lives. 

2. The Purpose and Dest'iny of tlte Individual. 

What then is the end of man, and how is it to be ob· 
tained 1 The NyaYlt Sutra 3 replies that supreme felicity 
is produced by the knowledge of the sixteen categories 
which it enunciates; on the disappearance of false 
knowledge there disappears fault (do§a), which consists 
of passion or desire, aversion, and confusion or error; 

1 On apurva sec PSPM., pp. 159tf. 2 NS. iii. 2. 44; PBh., p. 267. 
8 i. 1. 1, 2; NBh. i. 1. 2. Faddegou's view (p. 46) of dQfa a~ a PAIi 

wOl'll meauiug dve," is impo8sible. 
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with their disappearance action ends, and with it birth 
and the sorrow consequent thereon. In KaJ;lida 1 the 
system is less simple: the obtainment of supreme felicity 
is declared to be due to merit (d~lar'TIt.(t), but also to be 
due to the knowledge of the categories by means of 
similarity and dissimilarity, that knowledge being pro­
duced through special merit. Again 2 he declares final 

. release ('TIWklj£l) to lie in the separation of the self from 
the body without entering another body, in the absence 
of merit 01' demerit which would produce a subsequent 
embodiment. 'l'he process iR more fully expressed by 
Pra9astapada a; the desire to obtain the release leads one 
to acquire knowledge of the categori'es from a master; 
this knowledge terminates ignorance; hence love, hate, 
&c., correRpondillg' to the fault of the Nyaya, are ex­
tinguil:!hed: tlms 110 further mcrit 01' llCluerit can arise, 
the old. merit amI demerit arc extiDguished as they have 
produced their ctiects: the subject remainl:! free from. 
desire or attachment to the body,4 and finally his merit 
ceases having produced the joy of the contemplation of 
the self; he is done with the body and every result of 
past activity, and rebirth is impossible. The k.tw,wledge 
of the truth thus is the real cause, the merit only a con­
tributory, but KaJ;lada's words-- rather ascribe the origin 
of knowledge to merit, and serve to remind us that the 
process is one of great complexity, for a man is never 
free so long as he is not released from the effects of his 
deeds. 

Supreme felicity, however, is variously intel'pl'eted.6 

The Buddhist view finds it in the cessation of all know-

1 i. 1. 2, "; PBh. pp. 6, 7. 2 V. 2. 18. 
8 pp. 281, 282; NK., pp. 282, 288. 
4 Cf. VS. iii. 2. 68-6 011 disappearance of klefas, II term of the Yoga: 

'l'uxell, Yoya, pp. 109 it'. . 
ij VSU. i. 1. "; NK., l'l'.:I, -1; Kir., pp. 61t'.; NM., pp. 60; n. 
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ledge, feeling, and volition, but this cannot be as no man 
would seek to destroy the self which is the dearest 
of all things, and release means deHtruction of bondage, 
not destruction of existence. 'l'he Vedanta view, that it 
iR the appearance of pure consciousness free from all 
objective character, iR unsatisfactory, as it is impossible 
to explain the emergence of this consciousness without 
an extraneous causo. Nor iR the Sathkhya view correct 
which holds that, on the recognition of the distinction of 
spirit and matter, the latter ceases to function and spirit 
rests in its own nature, for matter as active and un­
intelligent cannot be credited with such powers.1 Nor is 
the Yoga view of release as everlasting and unsul'paRsed 
bliss more satisfactory. In truth release iR the absolute 
cessation of pain, for plensure is only obtained through 
pain, as Vatsyayana 2 snys; plealiUre leads to action 
which merely involves lUall ill the pain of birth, death, 
old age, sickness, the possession of what one does not 
wilih, and the desire for what one cannot have. 'l'here 
is thus the germ of a doctrine that pleasure iR elil.iCutially 
mere relief from pain, and has 110 positive value, or at 
least as much too little value, to counterbalance pain, 
but this is not systematically developed, even were it 
tenable. 

Why, however, is it that man is not released from 
misery at death, and why must he pursue a series of 
unhappy births 1 The answer is that he is compelled to 
transmigrate, and so accepted is the idea that it receives 
no formal proof. But considerations are adduced which 
point to proofs of varying weight.3 The self is eternal, 
as we have seen; it is also in fact known often to be 

1 NS. iii. 2. 73-8. 
~ NBh. iv. 1. 58. Cf. NS. iv. 1. 55-7; PBII., pp. 6, 7; Kir., p. 9; 

NSiira, p. 35 ; SS. vi. 7, 8; YS. ii. 15; iii. IH. 
3 at: Chattorji, Hindu Realism, l)P' 114-23. 
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embodied. It is inconceivable that this should be un­
caused/ for we realize the endless chain of cause and 
effect as in the series of seed and shoot; nor can there 
be a single cause whether the absolute Brahman as in 
the Vedanta or the nature of the Samkhya, for the 
effects are various, and so must be their causes. Nor 
can the cause be something visible, for men universally 
offer sacrifice to attain heaven, and this must presume 
an intervening stage of merit so acquired, since plainly 
the sacrifice cannot produce its distant effect without 
an intermediary N or does the desert reside in what is 
its fruit, for that is apportioned to each individual, and 
enjoyed by it. 'rhe body of man, therefore, must be the 
fruit of previous merit or demerit, and there is no 
ground on which we can conceive a break in the series 
of embodiments. Confirmation may be found for helief in 
previous embodiment from the fact of instinct as when 
It child sucks without teaching, or more generally from 
memory of past bhtlu'I,2 which seers enjoy, H,nd which 
exist in us as impulses u.nd potentialities lying hid 
beneath our normal selves, /tnd explaining the infinite 
possibilities of our nature. 

Our deeds, therefore, leave ever their impressions 
hehind, and merit and demorit, regartled as our actiolls 
when they are performed, and not in the more general 
sense in which they include impression,3 spring from 
impressions, and give birth to impressions, again in un­
ending series. Man does not necessarily remain in the 
human state; 4 he may descend into lower bodies, he 

1 NS. iv. 1.22 with commental·Y. 
s VSU. v. 2. 18; vi. 2. 16; cf. YS. ii. 39. 
S 'fhe distinction in Hindu Realism, pp.l08-9, between impressions 

and merit and demerit is ingenious but. out of harmony with tradi­
tion. 

• NBh. iv. 1. 65; cf. VS. iv. 2. 5 with commentary; NVT., p.441. 
On transmigration (prBlJ/abldioo) cf. NS. i.I.19 with NRh.; NV. iv.I. 10. 
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a denizen of hell, or rise to divine rank, for the whole 
pantheon exists in name, though the gods are now mere 
office holders whose posts last no longer than the duration 
of their merit. The sentient universe then may justly 
be styled a society of selves in hierarchical order, 
remembering always that there are worlds beyond our 
knowledge peopled by other selves of higher and lower 
range, creatures of heavens and hells, whose reality the 
school neither can nor will deny. There is a strict 
regime of justice in this univerRe, for each man reaps 
what he has sown. 

Can we carry the doctrine further, and claim that the 
environment of the selves is built up for the precise 
purpose of giving to each being its due meed of joy 01' 

suffering according to its deeds 1 There is no doubt as 
to the orthodox answer, for we have seen it given by 
Prac;astapada 1 in his theory of creation. '1'he virtue, 
knowledge, dispassion, and powers of beings of all kinds 
are allotted to them by the god Brahman in strict 
accordance with their impressional potencies, but he is 
not credited with actual cosmic creation of other than 
living beings, for the creation of the worlds is assigned 
to the Supreme Lord himself. It is impossible then to 
regard the universe as the creation of the merit of him 
who appears in it as Brahman, and similarly the destruc­
tion of the universe is not due to the exhaustion of his 
merit/A but is the work of the Supreme Lord from period 
to period for the deli verance of the Brahman of the 
epoch and other wearie(l living creatures. Did Kal)ada 
hold the vjew that the unseen principle alone produced 
the periodic creation and destruction of the world 1 The 
obscurity of his Sutra leaves the matter open: it may, 

1 pp.48, 49. 
2 Cbatterji, Hindu R6IIlism, pp. 125, 172. 
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however, be remembered that Qaiikara 1 attacks the 
doctrine of atoms on the basis !If their receiving their 
first motion from the unseen principle alone, but this 
may merely mean that he took advantage of the vague­
ness of the doctrine of the Vailfef.:lika. Nor, certainly, 
can it be deduced from the word Kalpa used of a cosmic 
age that it is an imagining 2 of Brahman. 

The ceaseless process of creation and destruction 
carries with it important results. It negatives once and 
for all the idea of progress; there is nothing new under 
the sun, and, though Round is not eternal, the teaching 
of the Veda is eternal, and has been handed down from 
age to age and from teacher to pupil. The importance 
of this .lies in the fact· that the teachers of the Veda, as 
Gautama assures us, were persons of authority, like those 
who laid down the science of medicine and spells-hardly 
reassuring society-and Ka~ada himself fully accepts 
the weight of the authoritativeness of the sacred tradi­
tion. Nor were the sages mere men of ability; they 
had a direct intuitive vision of the final truths, they 
desired to benefit men, they had the desire to communi­
cate their valuable knowledge.3 Thus all oUr knowledge 
is no more than the recognition of truths known long 
before us, and our conduct in like manner should accom­
modate itself to the rules which have been declared by 
the sages of old, the principles regulating castes and 
rules of life (vu.1·(ui~ra1}ut-dh(1rma). 

There can, therefore, be no real attempt to place 
morality on a reasoned basis; merit and demerit arise 
from observation of the rules laid down by sacred scrip­
ture, resting on the divine prompting according to 

I BS. ii. 2.11-17; on ii. 2. 87 in fact he admits that the Vai9llt'ikas 
have the idea of a, creator. 

2 Hindu Realism, p.172. It means 'arrangement'. 
a VSU., p. 2; VSV., p. 2; v. 2. 16. 
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Pra9astapa.da,1 and the later school, and possibly even 
in KaI)ad.a's view. A considerable part of meritorious 
actions is made up of ceremonial ritual such as ablutions 
in the Ganges and the offering of sacrifices, and KaI)ada's 2 

rules of ceremonial have been twisted by his commen­
ta.tors to sanction monstrous conduct, which doubtless 
never entered his mind.3 But the more serious defect 
in the whole scheme is its completely ~elf-regarding 

,character; 4 whatever value morality may have· for 
others and for society at large, its true end is the profit 
of the individual whose advance in the scale of existence 
towal'ds final liberation is thus furthered. But, more 
than this, morality in the sense of choice of any kind is 
imaginary; it is not open to a man to advance himself 
by seeking to follow the law even for selfish motives; 
his action is determined irrevocably by his former deeds, 
possibly in long anterior births, and his freedom, which 
is the requisite of morality is an irlle dream, no less 
unreal because with singular inconsistency the thinkers 
of India resolutely shut their eyes to this fatal difficulty 
in the path of the legitimacy for human life of the 
doctrine of retribution. To enunciate the due reward 
of actions as explaining man's lot in life asserts a moral 
principle only to lose it again by denying man's power 
to choose his path of action. 

Why, however, if the practice of good deeds raiseR Uf' 

ever in the scale of existence, does. not man by attaining 
the highest rank, that of Brahman, remain content in it 
for ever 1 Here, again, no obvious explanation can be 
given; how can he in the perfect wisdom he then has 
acquire demerit or lose his place 1 'rhe only reply must 
be that the sin of some former birth comes to deprive 

1 p.7. 2 vi. 1 and 2. 
• VSU. vi. 1.12-16. 4 Hindu ReaU.mJ, pp. 177-81. 
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him of his high place, so that all may realize that in 
earthly or heavenly pleasure there is no satisfaction. 
Apparently even Brahman must be on the watoh less 
others do better their work and win his place.1 

To escape this unending 2 process of troubled striving, 
in which not even a god can find abiding joy, it is neces­
sary to turn to the knowledge of the self, as enjoined in 
the scriptures which demand meditation and reflection 
on the self. It is eggism (lthnrhka?'a), which leads us to 
a false estimate of the things of life; we see the whole 
only in itR beauty, and are moved to eager desire and 
action,3 or we see its defects, and shrink from it; but, if 
we realized the parts which make up every whole, we 
would sec that they are compounds all of the same 
elements which arouse no emotion in us. We would 
realize also the absolute sameness of the selves and their 
independence of the bodies in ·which at present they 
continue to transmigrate, and our empirical existence 
would come to an end with all our woe. 

To attain this end we have the aid of the seers of old 
whORe lore is handed down in the schools of the day. 
A necessary propaedeutic as KaI,lada clearly lays down 
iR the performance of meritorious conduct. Then only 
are we ripe to take up the first part of the course of 
instruction, hearing (t;1·aVft1.1£/,) the enunciation of truths 
from teachers. From it we proceed to the examination 
in the light of reasons for and against of the truths 
thus accepted on authority. It iR at this stage that 
the philosophical expositionR of Gautama and KaI,lida 
and the systems based on them must be subjected to 

1 NK.; p. 6. .. 
2 An absolute first creation is assumed to be absurd; cf. NBh. i. 

1. 19; iii. 1. 21 ; PBh., p. 41l; for 1\ proof see BS. ii. 1. 34-6 with 
yniikRrn. 

" NS. iv. 2. 8. cr. NBh. iv. 2. 1. 
as11 R 
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examination. In an interesting passage Vatsyaynna 1 

asserts the characteristic of the Nyaya philosophy which 
gives it a claim to he more than a mere doctrine of the 
self, like the Upani!;!ads. It uses investigation (alhVi~a) 
to examine all things which are known to us, whether 
based on the senses or on the sacred tradition. It must 
not be thought that it is meant that philosophy. can 
override that tradition which Gautama and Ka~ada 
constantly refer to. Philosophy is rather the reasonecl 

-exposition and demonstration of that which is known 
already from a source of eternal truth, the Veda. If 
Kat:J.ii.da and his school deny a separate place to verbal 
testimony among the means of proof, that is only 
because it can be brought under inference, since we 
believe testimony either because of the worth of him 
who bears it or the truth of the facts it reveals. 

But it is not enough ·thus to know the truths; they 
must be realized in experience,2 which is produced by 
concentration (:Lo[}a, s(l/Inadhi) of our mind on the object 
of knowledge.3 Such an experience must have been 
prepared for by merit of an earlier existence or period 
of our life, and it may be helped by restraint (yam(/,) 
and Qbservance of rules calculated to secure a due state 
of body and mind, and the choice of a forest, cave, or 
sand-bank for a place of meditation. But it presupposes 
the mental prepnration ensured by the study of the 
philosophy of the school and discllssion with preceptors 
and others bent on truth. The result of this mental 
effort is the attainment of the actual perception by the 
adept (yogin) of the self by a special conjunction of the 
self and the mind in the self:.4 He has also per:ceptioll 

1 NBh., p. 8. I Kir., p. 11. 
S NS. iv. 2. 88-50; cf., for details of Yoga, NSlrn, pp. 38,39. 
• VS. ix. 1. 11-15; NSlra, pp. 37, 271, 272; cf. VSV. v. 2.16; PBh., 

pp. 281, 282; NK., p. 282; NVT., p. 1)0; NVTP., pp. 379-82. 
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of the other HubstanceH-the atoms, space, time, the 
ether, and mind-and he perceives their motion and their 
qualities as well as the qualities of the soul by their 
inherence in their eubstrates. He will also have the 
power to withdraw the mind from the body, and thus 
separate himself from his mortal frame, like a snake 
from its worn-out skin. All his former lives will come 
to him, and he will realize how his sel f passed from 
hody to hOfly on· death and rebirth. He will realize 
also, it is later made clear, the merit and demerit 
accumulated by him through former deeds, and he will 
be able to construct hodies suitable for the embodiment 
of their experience. In this way, by actually experi­
encing the merit and uemerit, he will exhaust it and 
reach the stage of liheration in which there will he 
complete cessation of pain as a cessation of activity and 
rebirth. There are, however, two stages of the vil'lion 
of seers, one appertaining to those who are complete 
masters of concentration with whom vision is ever 
prescnt, and the other which belongs to the less perfect 
visionary who needs to attain such insight the application 
of a definite act of concentration. l 

And here we must leave the mystic, for the bounds of 
philosophy are clearly outpassed. It is a strange and 
incomprehem~ihle vision which the seer has before him, 
in which the eternal structure of the world lies before 
him intenningled with the memory of the infinite detail 
of endless lives.2 Its objective value, we may Rafely 

1 So VS. ix. 1. 13 may best be taken. Cf. PBh., p. 187; NK., 
I}. 198; ~DBT. 67 with VSU. and USV., I. c. NSiira, pp. 3, 4, 82-6, 
makes 1\ division of Yogins according to having .• amddhi 01' not. 

2 According to Chatterji, Hindi' Realistll, p. 176, the Yogin lIas 
intuition of general truths, or ideas,: as existing independently f!"Om 
concrete ideas. But this is not in the textR, and is only suggested in 
recent works like VSV. ix. 1. 14. NSAra, I. c., gives to Yogins in the 

R 2 
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deny, since other mystics of Indin. and (1i~tant lands 
have presented us with a very different picture of the 
beatific visions attained by them, when the mind has 
been divested of all its normal trappings, in the hope 
that thus there will enter it truths which are denied to 
the strivings of intellect. And one further criticism is 
inevitable; the problem how man is to counteract the 
effects of former deeds. which must. bear fruit proves 
intractable to a reasonable ~olution. We are compelled 
in the normal theory of retribution to admit that no one 
life represents the whole of the potential merit or demerit 
of man; were it not so, there would not be a long round 
of varied lives in animals, man, gods, and denizens or 
hell, but there would be definite progress in one way 
or another. It is impossible then to admit that 
the one life in which enlightenment is attained can 
extinguish all the prior merit and demerit, and it is 
necessary tq conjure up new lives of a magic sort in 
which the seer may experience in his proper Relf ere 
final, emancipation the merit and demerit of his past. 
Thus room is made for the introduction at a moment 
which should be sublime of an element of vulgar thau­
maturgy, which is in no wise excused by the fact that 
it can claim the august authority of the Upani~ads and 
of the Vedanta itself. 

When then life finally ceases, what is left 1 The 
schools reply, 'The utter annihilation of pain ',1 and the 
apswer is true, but at the cost of the complete annihila­
tion of all that we were or sought to be. What is the 
condition of a self which has ceased to be in relation 
with the transient, and therefore can have neither con­
sciousness, feeling, or volition, is a problem which the 

state of samiidhi an indeterminate perception of the wholo expanse of 
reality at one glance. Cf. NM., pp. 102-8. 

1 NS. i. 1. 22; NK., p. 6; TB., p. 91 ; Padlirtkai'alnamcilci, pp. 49-51. 
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~chool~ make no effort to solve, nor i~ their wisdom in 
~ilence doubtful,l 

The final severance of the self and the body if! the 
aim also of the Samkhya and Yoga schools, but there is 
a distinction in the conception which either school has 
regarding the severance of the self and the body. If, 
the Nya~& \l argues, the body is connected with soul 
merely in orilertlo·'enable the latter to realize its differ­
ence from matter, and then to obtain permanent separa­
tion from it, this end cannot be deemed to be accomplished, 
for the same relation might easily occur even after the 
release of the soul; mere knowledge of the distinction 
is ilOt enough to produce final severance; there must be 
a complete exhaustion of desert with which the possi­
hility of revival of the connexioll between self amI body 
for ever disappears. Nor can the Nyaya 3 permit any 
breach, through the intervention of God, in the series of 
fruition of mortal action. Ii we seem not to l:!ee the 
fruition of man's deeds, yet we cannot invoke the 
causality of God, for without action no fruition is ever 
possible, and we must assume that ultimately all fruition. 
results from man's action alone.4 

I NSara, pp. 39-41, pronounce~ in favour of real happinelSs ill 
!'elease, but see NBb., pp. 30-4; NV., pp. 88-91; PSPM., p. 81. The 
NYi'iya of SSS. vi. 41-8 protests against the Vai9t'!lika ideal (v. 36) of 
all existence without happiness, lille a stone, lind demands constant 
plealSUl'e without objectlS of sense perception; cf. NV1'., pp. 6, 7; 
NV'fP., pp. 84-8, where the reference is to SSS. vi. 41 rather thuu as 
taken in the ed. Cf. NM., pp. 507 tr. '0. 

2 NS. iii. 2. 73-8. The Salhkhya retorts by "ejecting the NyAya 
view, SS. v. 74, 75. 

_ 3 NS. iv. 1. 19-21; the rellderiug in SBH. viii. 112 is quite im­
possible, in aSlSerting God's intervention; cf. p. 266, D. I. 

t The m~ans towards merit in PBh., pp. 2i2, 278 are commonplaces 
of Indian asceticism and need not be referred with Faddegon (p. 851) 
to YS. ii. 80 01' the Buddhist dafafiila. 



CHAPTER X 

'rHE EXIS'l'ENCE AND NATURE OF GOD 

1. The 'l'heisnL of the Systetn. 

TH~} N yaya-Vaiye!i\ika in the syncretist texts 1 is frankly 
theistic; those which follow the tradition of the Vaiye!;!ika 
and adopt its order of exposition, find place for the con­
ception of God under the category of substance, as one 
bJ'l'eat subdivision of the self, with which on their theory 
God has eight qualities in common, the five common to 
all beings, number, as one, dimension, as all-pervading, 
individuality, conjunction and disjunction, which are 
necessary in creation, and cognition, desire amI action. 
But they admit that his cognition differs essentially frolJl 
that' of man in that it is eternal, universal, and absolute, 
while that of man is transient, particular, and relative. 
On the other hand, the N yaya tradition as seen in the 
TwrkablliUjii" not being!confined within the strict system 
of categories of the V niye!i\ika, is free to treat God as 
a being of quite exceptional character, not to be regarded 
as in any sense on a par with the human soul. 

It is of interest also~that .. there is clear evidence in the 
fOUl·te~nth cetitury of the very definitely religious tinge 
of the votaries who professed one or other of the systems. 
Rajayekhara, in his $ttifilc.m;a1t((samuccnya 2 expressly 
applies the term Yoga to t~~ N yaya and makes the 
followers of the V aige~ika also in their religious aspect 

J '1'K., p. 4 ; '1'8., § 17. 
2 VV. 94, 113, 129-31 ; 8uali, irllr., pp. Ul7 Jf. 
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. similar to those of the N yaya; the only difference be­
tween the two on his view is that the adherents of the 
N yaya are called, Qaivas, those of the Vaic;eF,lika Pac;u­
patas. He described the ascetic practices of these 
sectarians, which etluate them to the ordinary votaries 
of Qiva. His evidence is supported by that of Gur,taratna 
in his commentary on Haribhadra's $w/ilam;anasamttc­
cay(t 1 of slightly latcr date, though it is possible that he 
drnws from the same source as Rajac;ekhara; he gives 
foul' main divisions of the N yaya-V aic;et:lika sectaries, 
the Qaivas, Pac;upatas, Mahavratadharas, and Kalamuk­
has, with various subdivisions, including the Bhara~as, 
who are mentioned also by Rajac;ckhara, and whose 
characteristic trait was the fact that they accepted a 
Ulall of any caste, provided he was a devotee of Qiva. 
Jinatlatta in his Vivell:{wflti8((,9 about the middle of the 
thirteenth century, states that the texts of the Nyaya 
and Vaic;e!?ika were used ill the Qai va system, and that 
these systems had Qiva for their deity. It is impossiblc 
to discredit the value of this testimony, which is the 
more valuable in that the normal source whence to seek 
the inspiration of the Qaiva systems is the Samkhya 
which has admittedly close relations with the develop­
ment of Qaiva philosophy. The antiquity of the con­
nexion is attested by the tradi~io~ which is preserved by 
Pra<;astapada a that it was Qiva in the shape of an owl 
who revealed to Kar,tada the Vaic;et:lika system. Pra­
c;astapada 4 also in his exposition of creation uses as the 
nalIlC of the creator Maher;vara, a choice in which we 
can hardly fail to see a deliberate preference for the 
view that the true God is Qiva. Of Uddyotakara we 
have the express evidence of the Nyayava·rttika that he 

I PI>. 49 If. 
2 viii. 285-303. Cf. 888. vi. 13, III. 
a p. 329. '. Pl'. 48, 49 j at p. 7 i~vam h uli6d. 
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was a Payupata, and it is interesting to note that in his 
Nyayavarttika 1 he adopts theism and quotes a verse 
which is given by Madhava in the SwrV((da'1'~ana8((rh­
graha 2 as one in which the supporters of the 'Qaiva system 
maintain the existence of God. 'fheism in the Nyaya is 
shown to be recognized by Vatsyayana 3 not so much 
because he declares that the self sees all, feels all, knows 
all, and perceives all, a description which would h~rdly 
be true if he did not in the term self include God as the self 
l)(tr excellence as because of his defence of the activity of 
God in the fruiti911 of deeds. An express proof of the 
connexion of Nyaya with Qaivislll is seen in Bhii.sarvajfi.a's 
Nyayasam,4 which may date before Udayana and in which 
it is expressly said that final release is produced in the Qaiva 
system, and stress is laid on the necessity of the practice 
of the recognized kinds of mental concentration which at 
last will yield the direct vision of Maheyvara. Similarly 
Udayana,5 who is the classical exponent of the theism of 
the two systems treats the God whom he demonstrates 
as equivalent to Qiva. 

Can we therefore assert that the silence of Kanada - . and Gautama, unless in the latter case we believe that 
the self for him included God, means that the authors of 
the Nyaya a\ld v(li~e(lik(t /:1iUmB were noJ believers in 
God ~ It has been contended not only that this is the 
case,6 but that the atheislll of the schools was borrowed 
from the Sarhkhya, but for this theory there is 110 

positive evidence forthcoming,· and it must be judged 
merely on the probabilities of the case. On the whole 
there is so little sign of SaIhkhya affinity that it would 
be as easy to attribute the atheislll of the systems to the 

1 iv. 1. 21. 2 p, 117. 8 NBh. i. 1. 9 ; iv. 1. 21. 
4 p. 89. 6 KUB. ii. 4. 
o Garbe, Sifmkhya, p. 119; Phil. qf Ana. India, p.28. He ignores tho 

early evidence entiI·ely. 
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influence of the Piirva Mip:l~ilsa whose importance as 
discrediting the idea of God must not be underestimated. 
A different explanation is suggested by the later and 
modern Indian doc~rine 1 that the systems are not to be 
deemed as fundamentally Qpposed, but as aspects or 
standpoints whence so much of truth is revealed as may 

. btY adapted to the minds which are to receive it. In 
this sense the doctrine is pressed too far; it is the result 
of a philosophic mind reviewing from the standpoint of 
wide knowledge of the SYStClllS their points of community 
and seeking to tind 11 comprehen8ive formula to fuse 
them in one. This can be accolllplished by treating the 
Siiri:lkhya a!< 11 further advance in analysis on the 
N yaya-V aic;e~ika, and then finding ill the Vedanta the 
tinal truth. But to couvert 11 theory of reconciliation 
into sober history is unwise, Ilnd unconvincing. 

On .the other hand the actual condition of the two 
Sutras provides ground for the belief that they cannot 
be deemed to cover the whole field. Neither gives the 
impression of It well-thought-out and ordered whole; 
Prac;astapiitla, indeed, had to restate the Vair;ef(!ika before 
it could be deemed a systematic treati7.e in any sense, 
and the N yiiya is so predominantly dialectical in interest 
that its excursions into metaphysics have an air of 
divagation from the work in hand. which forbids us to 
assume that silence on any topic means its exclusion. 
One thing at least is certain; if we assume that Kal.lacla 2 

or Gautama intended the theory to stand by itself 
without the introduction of a creator we fall into the 
difficulties pressed relentlessly by Qankara who assumes 

I Max MiUler, Six Systems, p. xvii; Uhatterji, HinduRealism, pp. 5-17 ; 
Gaiigilniitlla JhI\, NL., pp. 6-8. MUller's denial (pp. 276-81) of 
J aimini's atheism is an error; PSPM., pp. 85-8. 

2 'fhe comm. find references to God in VS. i. 1. S (= x. 2. 9) ; 
vi. 1. 1-4; ii. 1. 18, 19 as author of the Veda, of names, &c.; above, 
ell. v, § 2. }'addvgoll (p. 354) favourlj, without proving, atheislll. 
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a V aige~ika without a Supreme .Lord, and establisheM 
beyond a peradventure that on thiM theory there never 
could be any creation or destruction of the world or 
beginning of activity. It may be that early criticisms of 
the system in the period between Ka~ada and Pra9asta­
pada resulted in Fhe recognition of this defect and that 
the creator ~aaau.m.ed.:.tojilUhe lacuna; it may equally 
well be that Kar.liida himself would have accepted. this 
doctrine as part of his syl'.ltem; what is clear is that, 
given the Vaigel;lika tenetM, a creator becomel:la necessity, 
as is assumed by Pra9astapada, demolU:ltrate(l by Qridhal'U, 
and expounded in classical form hy U dayana.1 

2. Tlte P1'00f oj tlte Existence of Gmt. 

Udayana~ divides his proof of the existence of God 
into five heads, but his exposition is far from simple; it 
is complicated by the desire to discuss more or less COIll~ 
pletely rival theories both of causation and knowledge 
whose inclusion in thiM place giveM a somewhat artificial 
trend to his reasoning. The first proof adduced is hased 
on the establishment of the unseen principle (ad!'~ta) as 
that which governs the fates of men in their various 
lives. This principle is unintelligent in itself, and it 
must therefore act under the direction of an intelligent 
power, who does not create it or alter its inevitable 
action, but renders possible its operation. 

The second proof rests on the fact that right knowledge 
requires an external source and thus the Veda ...E!e­
supposes a~eator. This conception is defended against 
objections to the doctrine of creation and destruction 

1 Ic;vara is denied to be a cause in fruition of action in NS. iv. 1. 
19-21, interpreted otherwise by the commentary liS implying theism; 
see Max MUller, S~ Sf/stems, p. 554. 

2 Kusumiiiijali j cf. his Atmatattvaviveka and Kira,avali, pp. 97 if. 



THE EXISTENOE AND NATURE OF GOD 267 

. based OIl the regular alternation of day and night; the 
impossibility of the birth of a Brahman at the outset of 
creation without one of that caste to be his father; the 
impossibility of the inauguration of language or tra­
ditional arts; and the impossibility of cessation in the 
process of the ripening of the fruits of action. Merit, 
he replies, may produce miraculous birth, God may teach 
language and the arts assuming both the preceptor's and 
the pupil's forms,l in deep sleep the fruition of acts is 
suspended, and still more so at the destruction of the 
world, a view which removes the difficulty of the process 
of time. Positively too the decay of customs, morals, 
and learning show how the Veda gradually dies out, to 
be revived at a new creation. 

Thirdly, it is shown that no means of proof yields 
results opposed to the reality of God. He is not per­
ceived, but ex hypothesi)w is not perceptible. He· iH 
inferred, and inference is trustworthy; its refutation 
always rests on inference, which shows that it cannot 
inherently be invalid. Comparison yields oQly know­
ledge of the significance of words, and tells nothing of 
existence, and thus cannot negate God. Verbal testimony 
declares his heing; when it seems to negate it, it merely 
denies him attributes. The argument from presumption. 
, If God were omniscient, would he not cause us to act 
without laying down injunctionl:l1' whence the useless­
ness of the Veda and the non-existence, therefore, of its 
author are deduced, is invalid, for we must have direc­
tions for our actions, and in any case presumption and 
non-apprehension are not valid means of proof. 

Fourthly, the Mimiirisii arguinent that, even if God 
exists, he cannot be the source. of right knowledge for 
us, since his own knowledge lacks the essential character­
istic of true knowledge, the apprehension of objects 

I NSM., Pl'. 160 ff. 
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hitherto unknown, is met by a denial of this definition 
of knowledge; right knowledge is an independent im­
pression in accord with reality, and its truth does not 
depend on novelty. 

Finally, with some repetition, direct proofs for the 
existence 'of God are adduced. 'l'hese are the nature of 
effects; the combinations of I),toms in creation; the 
support and destruction of the world j the existenc~ of 
traditional arts; the authoritativeness of the Veda which 
produces right knowledge in us amI presupposes a being 
who imparted this virtue; its existence, which implies 
a maker; its consisting of sentenceH like books made by 
man; and last the peculiar nature of number: duality 
and subsequent number:; as we have seen have no 
absolute existence but depend on the relating power of 
the intellect and thus at creation it must have been God 
whose concept of duality produced the binary atom, 
which ultimately starts the formation of the world. 
The first five of these arguments, however, may be inter­
preted of scripture as refen'ing to the purport of words, 
which is God; their explanation, due to God; their 
preservation through him: their significance in words 
denoting God; and the affix of the imperative which 
alludes in commands of scripture to the expression of 
the will of God. 

Leaving aside these needless exercises of ingenuity, 
the argument for the existence of God rests on the fact 
that creation needs.J!!! agent. The argument runs, 
, Every effect must have an intelligent agent; the uni­
verse is an effect; ther~fore it must have an intelligent 
agent.' This is the doctrine expressed by Qridhara 1 in 
commenting on PraQastapada's account of creation, in 

1 NK., pp. 54-7; cf. SDS., ch. xv; NSAra, pp. 35, 36, 254 fl.; SSS. 
vi. 61f. ; TO. ii. 2.11f. ; NBh., NV., NV'1'. 011 iv. 1. 21 ; !;IDS. 18; NM., 
pp.l90 If. i GSA!. xix. 11-15 i TR., pp. 171, 172; Kir., pp. \l7-10!. 
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which the activity 0~~~2!j~, .~f!sumed, but not ex­
pressly proved, and in the COUrRe of it he deals with 
some of the obvious objections to the theory. It is 
oqjected that God, having no unsatisfied desires, cannot 

'possess the necessary imp~tus to action, to which the 
reply is that he acts for the benefit of other selves, which 
is a sufficient if not a selfish motive. The further ob­
jection that in that case he should create pl(>asure alone 
in the world is met by the retort that in his action God 
is moved by the necessity of conforming to the tendencies 
of beings conditioned by their former actions, and that 
pain is no unmixed cvil Aince it leads beingR to realize 
the vanity of mundane existence. Nor is it It disproof of 
his independent divinity that in creation he should 
award beings lots according to their deserts, which is 
the due mode for a master to treat his servants. The 
minor objection to creation that the knowledge of words 
would be impossible is incidentally refuted by the quaint 
argument that it iR the pain of birth which causes 
ordinary beings to lose their memory while the mindborn 
sons of Brahman suffer no Rueh pain, and from their past 
memory are able to revive at once the conventions of 
language. 

More serious is the argument that the syllogism 
adduced does not prove the result. A jar is certainly 
produced by the potter, but in addition to the knowledge 
of his material, his desire, and action he must have a 
body in order to hring about the result, and therefore 
God mURt have a body, which is contrary to our observa­
tion. rfhe answer to this is that mere possession of 
It body cannot be the real point in question, for else 
It man while in sleep would be an agent; it must rather 
be the character of being an opemtor of instruments 
sufficient to bring about a result, and an unembodied 
heing can possess this power, as in the case of the soul 
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which ~oves by its volition the body. 'frue the body 
exists and belongs to the soul, but it is the soul which 
impels, and God has the atoms to impel in lieu of the 
body which the 80ul has as its object. Nor is there any 
real difficulty in understaQding how he can possess 
intelligence, desire, and volition as eternal, whence his 
power of creation may be derived. On the other hand, 
it is urged that the souls and the atoms together. can 
account for the whole of creation. 1'0 this Qridhara 
replies that this cannot be, since, until creation hits 
operated, the souls Itre not united with sense organs 
through which ILl0ne they can possess cognitions. If it 
is replied that the soul hILS an inherent intelligence 
which is all-pervading, the answer is that this is 
contrary to experience which shows that the soul on 
birth in a body finds all things new and that therefore 
it does not continuously function, so that we are com­
pelled to resort to illegitimate hypotheses if we depart 
from the sound view that a soul needs sense organs to 
be conscious. It follows, therefore, that creation requires 
the operation of an active intelligence which is that of 
God. The unity of God follows from the fact that there 
is no ground to accept a multiplicity of equally omniscient 
beings to perform the work of creation, and further such 
It multiplicity would by interference rather hinder than 
further the result. 

The qualities I of God follow from his complete know­
ledge; he cannot be ignorant, nor have attachment or 
aversion from objects; hence he cannot have any 
activity, or acquire merit or demerit, or their conse­
quences pleasure and pain. Nor can he have impressions, 
since all his knowledge is immediate and eternal. This 
enumeration, however, leaves one obvious difficulty; 

INK., p. 58; SSS. vi. 14. He is all pervading, and has individn­
ality, conjunction and disjun!ltion. 
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where Rhall we claRs the desire and nctivity which are 
manifested in creation 1 The point waR evaded by some 
authorities who denied desire and activity, asserting that 
his pure and unimpeded intelligence constituted his 
creative power, thus reducing to intelligence the only 
special quality of God. But the modern liyaya 1 on the 
other hand ascribe to God the possession of eternal 
happiness, thus bringing themselves into harmony with 
Rcripture and dou btleRs with popular belief. The same 
period is responsible for a determined effort to ascrihe to 
God a body for the purpose of creation despite the 
refusal of Qrldhara and Udayana to countenance thiR 
folly. II On one theory our merit may endow God with 
such a body 0.1'1 in an incarnation, jm'lt as a man's merit 
provi(les a body for his wife; another view makes the 
atoms, or the ether to be the body of God, the former 
heing a natural development of Qridhara's parallel 
hetween the body and the atoms, though Qridhara does 
not press the parallel; yet another conceives the creator 
to be formed of two bodies in creation, himself and the 
object to be created, while yet another holds that God 
obtains a body for himself in the same way as does 
a demon by possessing some human medium.s To such 
i. He follies was popular theology reduced. 

The obvious objections to the proofs of the existence 
of God were urged by rival schools.4 The assumption 

1 So also NSiira, p. 40; RaghunAtha:(PTN., PI'. 1-8) ascribes time 
and space to God, and (PI'. 15-22) denies him extension. 

2 Cf. SSS. vi. 13. 
S Athalye, TS., Pl'. 141, 142. 
f Cf. the Jain attacks, I;IDST., pp. 117 If. ; Syadvadamanjari, 1'1'.49 If. ; 

c;aiikara, BS. ii. 2. 37-41; VaibhA,ika views, SSS. iv. 4. 28-38; SS. i. 
92-9; the Mimiinsa agrees in denying God and creation 01' destruction; 
PSPM., pp. 85-8; c;V., pp. 356 If.; see also KKK. ii. 45 If., and for a 
modern restatement of the iS8ues Pringle Pattison, TIle Idea of God, 
pp. 298-821. See also Arist. Met. xii. 6 If. 
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that the universe is a product can be assailed; we can 
adduce only individual cases of products; to assert that 
the whole of which they are parts must be a product is 
a paralogism. Nor indeed can we prove that every 
thing is produced, even among ordinary things, for our 
sphere of knowledge is severely limited. Again the atoms, 
ether, time and space, souls and minds are admittedly 
eternal and uncreated; therefore the argument that the 
universe must have a creator is inconsistent and illogical. 
Nor indeed is it legitimate to call the world a product 
and argue thence to the cam;e, unless the cause can be 
proved independently. Moreover, God as possessing will 
must have desire and pleasure and pain, and so is no 
more than glorified man. In truth it is plain that a 
creator who is only powerful to create and destroy at 
intervals in strict accordance with merit and demerit and 
who exercises no influence at all on the fates of mankind 
is a strange anomaly. 

But, whatever the difficulties in the theory, it is plain 
that it was imposf'lible for the schools to remain without 
it, for they could not otherwise concei\'e the beginning 
and end of the world in which they believed as an estab­
lished traditional doctrine, an(l which, it mm;t be 
remembered, was especially connected with Qiva LtS the 
destroyer and the Brahmanical deity PU1' excellence. 
Moreover, even had they been willing to ignore th~s 
dogma, they would have been in no better case, for, on 
their theory of eternal independent substances, there is 
no ground of connexion between self and body, and an 
intermediary must be found. The Jain view of self­
moving atoms is more simple in' one sense, but it is less 
philosophical, reflecting as it does nothing but a primi­
tive animism. The intervention of God as the first, 
origin of 'motion was thus natural, and it obviously 
adapted itaelf well to the traditional cosmogony. But, 
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even so, one difficulty remains obvious; how CODles it 
that all the souls lose their activity at the time of 
dissolution, and regain it at the coming into being of 
the world 1 Such a precozreeived harmony is inexplicable 
unless a direct intervention of God is imagined, con­
sisting at least in postponing, while not diverting, the 
fruition of action-as in deep sleep, but, curiously enough 
Qridhara shrinks from drawing this obvious, and indeed 
necessary conclusion. While the Vedanta suppresses the 
reality of the individual in the absolute, and the Samkhya 
insists on the existence only of mutually unconnected 
individuals, in both cases denying any possibility of 
system in the universe, the Nyaya-Vaige!jika produces, 
but in a mechanical and external form, a certain measure 
of unity. All three, however, agree in denying any real 
value· to human experience and endeavour, and stand in 
fundamental contrast with the tendency of recent thought, 
whether theistic lor atheistic,2 to view the process of the 
universe as real and to insist on the fact, not of the 
independence and self-sufficiency of the individual, but 
of the necessity of the communion of selves as the basis 
of their reality.3 

On a lower plane of popular thought stands the con­
ception of the Nyayasara," reflected in the Baroosid­
dhantasamgraha,l> in which Qiva appears as the omni­
scient creator by whose grace, the reward of devotion, 

1 e. g. G. H. Howison, The Limits of Evolution, pp. 825 If.; Hastings 
Rashdall, Theory of Good and Evil, ii. 289 If. 

2 e. g. J. E. McTaggart, Slttdies in Hegelian Cosmology, pp. 87 If. 
a Contrast Pringle Pattison, Hegelianism and Personality, pp. 226 If., 

and The Idea of God, pp. 886 ft. In B. Bosanquet's Value and Destiny of 
the Indil1idual, 811 in F. H. Bradley's Appearance and Reality, the indi­
.vidual is overwhelmed in the absolute 811 in 9aiikara. 

• pp. 88, 40, 41. 
6 v. 10, 81-6 (Vaige,ika); vi. 10-21, 40-4 (NyAya). 

1111 S 
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the worshipper obtains release in the form of eternal 
pleasurable consciousness. This in the Nyaya and 
V aic;e~ika we find, as in the Vedanta of RAmanuja, an 
eftort to adapt philosophy to meet the cravings of 
popular theology. 
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Sages, see Y ogins. 
Siimkhya, views, 12, 22, 48, 52, 

57, 128, 185, 156, 163 n. 4, 
170 n. 2, 198, 202, 208, 228 n. 2, 
230 n. 8, 282, 237 n. 1, 252.261, 
268, 264, 265, 278. 

SautrAntika, 44, 48, 49, 71 n. S, 
102 n. 2,171 n.8, 207. 

Savour, 225, 226, and see Taste. 
Self, 21,22, 214, 215, 239-50,270 ; 

cognition of, 68, 64, 76, 238, 
246,247. 

Self consciou"ness, implication (If 
in knowledge, 43, 246, 247; 
as a class of perception, 84. 

Self-regarding character of Mok~a, 
256. 

Sensation, as opposed to percep­
tion, 71. 

Sensationalism, in Nyiiya-Vai<ie~­
ikn, 81, 82. 

Sense organs, 79-81, 228, 239, 
240; mind as a sense organ, 
245. 

Sense perception, necessity for 
colour and magnitude, 76, 191 
n.3. 

Senses, 79-81. 
Sensus communis, 81. • 
Siddhasena Diviikara, 15. 
Silver, confusion of with nacre, 

47. 
Similarity, 195 n. 1. 
Simultaneity, 234; in time and 

space contrasted, 236. 
Skin, conbtitution of, 80, 228; as 

sole organ of sensl', 80. 
Sleep, 67, 245. 
Smell, 184, lI)1, 220, 226. 
Smoothness, 226. 
Smrti,170. 
Society of sel ves, 254. 
Softness. 185, 226. 
Soul, see Self. 
Sound, 177, 185, 192, 200,229-32. 
Space, 184, 186,191, 235-7. 
SpeE'ch, naturo of, 158-65; 

authority of, 122, 123, 165-73. 
Spirit, see Self. 
Subandhu, rofors to logic, 28. 
Substllnce, 16, 23, 26, 181-92; 

perception of, 75, 76. 
Subtle body, 247, 248. 
Suggestion, doctrine of in poetics, 

162. 
Sun, part played by in regard to 

our eoneeptions of time and 
space, 234, 235. 

Supreme Lord, 214, 215, 254. 
Sure<;vara, 103. 
Syllogism, 85-93, 122-7. 
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Syncretism, of Indian philosophy, 
265. 

Synthesis, loul as source of, 240. 

Tantrikas, 57. 
'I'aste, 184, 191, 220,225,226. 
Temperature, 226, 227,'228, 229. 
Ten-member syllogism, 85,86. 
Three·member syllogism, 126, 

127. 
Time, 184, 186, 191, 232-5,237. 
Time I'elations, between means 

lind object of proof, 60. 
Tirumala, 39. 
Tongue, constitution of, 80, 228. 
Touch, 184,191, 220, 226. 
'I'radWon, as a means of proof, 67. 
Transcendental perception, 53, 

81-4,117. 
Transitory character of know­

ledge, 51 ; of existence, 23, 192, 
207, 284; of sound, 165, 172, 
232. 

Transmigration, grounds of,262-5. 
Tree, perception of, 70; touching 

of,192. 
Trilocana, an authority of the 

Nyaya school, 72. 
Truth, of cognitions, 44-63. 

Udayana, 26, 27, 30, 37,40,129, 
146 n. 2, 168, 180, 264, 266, 
271. 

Uddyotakara, 27,28, 71, 88 n,l, 
95, 97, 98, 104, 106, 106, 110, 
111, 112, 153, 263. 

Uliika, 20, 
Umiisvil.ti, 15. 
Universal concomitance, us basis 

of inference, 92, !l3, 105, 10Q , 

109 n. 3, 115. 
Upani~ads, 10,229,260. 
Upavar~a, 25 n. 2, and see Aupa­

varS8S. 
Upward flaming of fire, due to 

Adr¥la, 242. 

Vil.caspati M:i9ra, 28, 40, 71, 72, 
90, 91,95,98, 102,104, 105,106, 
108,128, 153, 205, 231. 

Vaibhil.~ika, H, 71 n. 3,101,102 
n.3, 2Q7 n. 2,271 n. 4. 

Val'l\da Acal'ya, 40. 

Vardhamana, 84, 37. 
Variegated colour, 225; sensation 

of touch, 226. 
Vasubandhu, 23, 98, 109 n.8, 

209. 
Vasudeva Sarvabhauma, 85. 
ViitsyayanR, 9, 21, 22,25, 27,28, 

54, 68, 70, 85, 87, 88, 39, 97, 
108, 131, 153, 154, 175, 176, 
180 n.3, 209, 231, 245, 252, 
258. 

Veda, relation to God, 167, 255, 
268; authority of, 169-73,266, 
267,268, 

Vedanta, views of, 52,57,66,121, 
127, 129, 159, 160, 182, 198,202, 
223,228247,248,252,260,265, 
273,274. 

Velocity, 185, 220, 221, 222, 223; 
of mind, 245. 

Verbal testimony, 30, 54,56, 106, 
107, 122, 128, 158-73. 

Vice, see Demerit. 
Vidyiiniitha, 99. 
Vijiianaviida, 44,49,98, 209. 
Vindhyaviisill, identity of, 248 

n. 1. 
Virtue, see Merit. 
Vi9vaniitha, 36, 38, 61, 62, 76,82, 

128, 168, 150, 160, 164, 166, 175, 
1 i7, 199, 201. 

Vi~J?usviimin, 40. 
Viscidity, 185, 191, 220,224. 
Vision, theory of, 76, 79, SO, 191 

n. 3,227. 
Visual perception, dependent on 

coloul',76, 191 n.3, 227. 
Vi tal airs, 229. 
Vital [orco, 249. 
Voiltion, 184-6, 223, 224; per­

ception of, 70, 240, 240, 246. 
Vrttikiira, on V(lifl!~ika Sutra, 

25 n. 2, 151. 
Vyoma9iva, 32, 87,56 n.l, 169. 

Water, 184, 185, 212, 219, 2211, 
226, 227 ; products, 229. 

Wave theory of sound, 231. 
Whole and Parts, relation of, 

16, 17, 28, 70, 188, 210, 211, 
225. 

Winking, as proof of the self, 
241. 
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Word, see Language and Verbal 
Testimony. 

Worlds of air, fire, water, 228. 
Wrangling, 175, 178. 

Yil.dava, 40. 
YAjiiavalkya, Smrti of, 11. 

Yoga, views, 12, 22, 48, 57, 168 
n.4, 207 n. 2, 218 n. 1, 252, 
261. 

Y ogliciira viewlI, 22, 28, 24, !l7, 
and see VijiiiinavAda. 

Yogins, 78, 76 n. 1, 88 n. 2, 258, 
259 j supernatural biJ·th of cer­
tain, 228. 
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A-khlliUi, non-apprehen,ion, 48. 
A~IU, as characteristic of mind, 

244. 
A'!u, Paramu'!u, atom, 16,17,182, 

188, 192, 208-23, 226, 227. 
A,!utva, 188. 
AtiV'lJiipti, in definition, 153. 
AtyantabhU'va, IIbsolute non·exist-

ence, 205 n. 2. 
Ad1?la, unsoen potency, 214, 216, 

228, 224,242,249,254,255,266. 
Adr~lasvalak~(I,!a-8iimiinya, 91. 
Adharma, demerit, 185, 186, 192, 

251,253. 
Adhika, redundancy (in statement 

of syllogism), 178. 
Adhikara'!a-siddhiinta, 176. 
Anadhyavasita, fallacy, 189, 150. 
Anapadepa, 138. 
A navasthii,regressus ael infinitum, 65, 

156. 
Anityatii, moment of destruction, 

207 n. 2. 
Anirvavaniya-khyiiti, 52. 
Anicpitapakfat'[lti, fallacy, 146 II. 2. 
Anujnii, permission, 165. 
Anupalabdili, non-apprehension, as 

a Pramri,!a, 57, 78, 79,102. 
Altupasmnlliirin, fallacy, 145, 146. 
Anumlina, inference, 85-122. 
Anumiti, inferential judgement, 

54,56. 
Anumeya, meaning of, 188. 
AnuViida, reiteration, 165 n. 1. 
Anuvyavasuya, referellce to self, 

48, 51 n.1, 78, 246. 
Anaikanfika, fallacy, 21, 181, 134, 

144. 
Anyatarasiddhi, class of fallacies, 

146 n. 2. 
Anyatllii.-khyati, misapprellension, 

48. 

Anyalha-siddha, in causation, 199. 
Anyatlliisiddha, fallacy, 146 n. 2. 
Anyonyabhiiva, mutual non-exist;. 

ence, 185, 188, 205 n. 2. 
Anyonyiipraya, dilemma, 65. 
Anvaya, 92, 97. 
Anvaya-vyatirekin, positive and 

negative concomitance, 120. 
Anvikfa, characteristic of Nyaya, 

258. 
Apadepa, second member of syl­

logism, 96, 188. 
Apamtva, posteriority, 184, 188 

n.4, I!)], 220, 282-7. 
Apasiddhanta, 156. 
Apiina, a viLal air, 229. 
Apurva, mysterious potency, super­

vening on sacrifice, 250, 258. 
Apekfa.buddlti, relating conscious­

n(>ss, 187, 191. 
Apoha, negativo character of as· 

sertion, 106. 
Apohasiddhi, by Ratnakirti, 29, 

106 n. 1. 
ApratibM, lack of ingenuity, 155. 
Aprama, false knowledge, 45. 
Aprasiddha, fallacy, 188, 189. 
Abhava, as means of pr90f, 67, and 

see Anupalabdhi; as non-exiat­
ellce, 185, 188, 204 -7. 

Abhighiita, impact, 223. 
Abhidharmakopavyakhya, 207, n.2. 
Abliautika, of mind, 245 II. 2. 
Abhyupagama-siddMnta, 176. 
Abhranta, correct, 71, 101. 
Ayathii.rtha, false (knowledge), 45. 
Ayuktavastha, 88 n. 2, 259. 
Ayuta-siddka, 197. 
AI'tfta, object, 180. 
Arthar'upatva, characteristic of in­

ference, 128. 
Arthawlla, 165. 
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A rtkafdstra, 12. 
Arthantara, shifting the topic,'155. 
Arthdpatti, presumption, 57, 121, 

267. 
Alaukika-pratyaqa, transcendental 

perception, 81-4, 117. 
Avadhi, supernatural knowledge, 

15. 
Avayat'a, members of a syllogism, 

85,92. 
Avayavin, whole, 183. 
Avayavinirdkara'Y}a, by A9oka, 198 

n.1. 
Aviinlara-pralaya, intermediate dis-

solution, 216. 
Amdyd, ignorance, 24. 
Avinabhuta, concomitant, !.I3. 
AVila, form of inference, 90-2. 
Avyapadefya, 68 n. J, 70, 72. 
Avydpti, in definition, 154. 
A -sat-kiiT'lJa-viida, 202. 
Asat-khyiUi, apprehension of non-

existence, 49. 
Asamav,lyi-kdra'Y}a, 200, 203. 
ASlldhiil'a'Y}a, fallacy, 134, 145. 
Asiddha, fallacy, 132, 133, 131), 

144, 166, 168. 
Astitva, 180 n. 4. 
Ahamkara, egoism, 257. 

.. lkaiikfd, in sentence, 163. 
AMra, 48. 
Akuf(£, 184, 185, 186,191,212,219, 

229-32.236, 237. 
.t!krti, form, 159. 
,Igama-biidhita, fallacy, 151. 
.{ tma-khyuti, 49. 
Atmatattvavi~eka, by Udayana, 32, 

266 n. 2. 
Atman, 21, 22, 63, 64,76, 214,215, 

239-50, 270. 
-{tma-vidya, 12, 258. 
Atmdfraya, ignoratio elenchi, 65, 

156. 
~nvikfiki Almavidyd, 12,258. 
Apa~ water, 184, 185, 212, 219, 
_ 225, 226, 227. 

Apta, reliable person, 166, 169 
n.4. 

-4"a, insight of seers, 53. 
-4lambanapa,ikfd, by Dignaga, 97. 
Alaya-vij7Iiina, consciousness, 71 

n.3, 100. 

Avawaka, legend as to Vaige~ika 
school, 14. 

Apraydsiddha, fallacy, 146 n. 2, 
147. 

Asatti, proximity (of words), 163. 

lcchd, desire, 184, 186, 191, 248, 
269,271. 

IUhasa, 170. 
lndriya, sense organs, 79-81, 228, 

239, 240; mind as a sense organ, 
245. 

I~!avighiitakrt, species of faUacy, 
135, 141. 

Utpatti, mOl11ent of production, 
207 n. 3. 

Utpdda, moment of production, 
207 n. 2. 

Utsiiha, effort. 249. 
Udiina, logic in the, 13. 
Uduna, a vital air, 229. 
Udahara'Y}a, example, 85, 109, 124, 

127. 
UdbodhaTca, reviving (memory), 58. 
Upaciirachala, species of fmud, 154. 
Upanaya, application, 14, 85, 124, 

127. 
Upamiina, comparison, 56, 127-30. 
Upamiti, knowledge due to COI11-

parison, 54, 56. 
Upalak§al}a, accident, 72. 
Upalubdhi, apprehension, 42. 
Upasamdhiina, fourth member of 

syllogism, 96. 
Upaskura, on tho Vaife,ika Siilra, 

by Qaiikara Mi9ra, 36. 
Upaddna, acceptance of percept as 

attractive, 59. 
Upek,a, treatment of percept as 

indifferent, 59. 
Ubhallusiddlti, class of fallacies, 

146 n. 2. 

Uha, conjecture, 60. 

Ekadefiisidclha, fallacy, 146 n. 2. 
Eva, force of, as limiting, 106. 

Aitihya, tradition, as a Pramii'Y}a, 
57. 

Aupacarika, metaphoric, 107. 
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.Aupiidllika (sambandha), no basis 
of inference, 116, 125, 148. 

AUf1'}ya, heat, 220 n. 1. 

Katl&a, controversy, 177. 
KatMvattlluppakara'f}tl, logic in the, 

18. . 
Karaf}a, efficient cause, 81, 114, 

201. 
Karman, 179, 190, and see Motion. 
Kalpa, arrangement, 255 n. 2. 
Kalpana, 71 n. S. 
KalpanapocJha, 70-2. 
Karal'}a, cause, 114, 198-204. 
Kiiryanumana, 102. 
Kala, time, 184, 186, 191, 233-5, 

287. 
Kalama, fallacy, 150. 
Kalalyapadi~!a, fallacy, 150. 
Kiral'}iivali, by Udayana, 81, 266 

n.2. 
KusumiinjaZi, by Udayana, 81,266 

n.2. 
Kusumllnjaliprakii(:amakaranda, by 

Rucidatta, 84. 
Krti, action, 249. 
Kevala, form of knowledge in Jain 

system, 15. 
Kevalanvayin, form of concomi-

tance,97, 118,119. 
Kau{iliya Artha(:astra, 12. 
Kriyii, action, 190. 
Klera, 28, 251 n.4. 
K~al'}a, moment, 207. 
Kfal'}a-samtana, series of moments, 

101. 

KhaIJr!-anakha'!cjaklladYa!:ih'ii, hy «;Jan­
kara Mic;ra, S5 n. 

Gailgayam gho~al}, 161. 
Galatva, all pervading (su bstance), 

186. 
Gandhu, odour, 184, 191, 220, 

226. 
Gu'f}tl, quality, 16, 28, 26, 75, 76, 

181-92. 
Gurutva, gravity, 185, 192, 220, 

221, 222, 228, 224. 
Gau,!i, signification, 161. 
Gautama Dharma 9c;stra, 12. 

Cakra, reasoning in a circle, 65. 

Cakraka, reasoning in a circle, 
156. 

Cak~s, eye, 80, 228. 
Gak,ufa, visual perception, 191 n. 8. 
Citra, species of colour, 225. 
ee,!a, gesture as a FTamiif}a, 57. 

Chala, fraud, 154, 174. 

Jala, see Apal}. 
Jat'a, moment of gl'owing old, 

207 n.2. 
Jltlpa, wrangling, 175, 178. 
Jati, class, 159, 172. 
Jali, futile objections, 154, 155, 

174,178. 
Jiiti, moment of birth, 207 n. 2. 
Jij'nilsa, desire to know, 86. 
Jijoosita-virefa, (an object) whose 

character is to be ascertained, 
187. 

,lihva, tongue, 80, 228. 
Jivana-y>ni, vital force, 249. 
Jniit(lta, 80rt of being an object of 

knowledge, 46. 
Jniina, knowledge, 42. 
Jnana·!akfa,!ii, special form of con­

tact, 82, 84, 247. ' 
Jnanatmaka, notional inference, 

122. 

Takk!, 7'akldka, sophist, 13. 
TattvacintlZma,!i, by Gaiige9a, 88, 

84. 
TaltmcintMna,!ivyakhya, 35. 
Ta/tl'iirthiidhigama Sutra, by Uma-

Bvati, 15. 
Tatpurvaka, of inference, 88. 
Tamas, darkness, 184. 
Tarka, reductio ad absurdum, 60, 63, 

64, 116, 174. 
Tarkakaumlll.li, by Laugak~i Bhas­

kara, 38, 
TarkabluJ,~a, by Keo;ava Mi/(ra, 87, 

38,262. 
Tarkasamg,.aha, and °dipikii, by 

Annam Bhatta, 39. 
Tarkiimrta, by Jagadic;a, 88._ 
Tiirkikamkfa, by Varada Acarya, 

40. 
Trtiyalinga-pal'iimarra, 112 n. 1. 
Tejas, light and fire, 184, 185,212, 

219, 225, 226, 227. 
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7'rnfi, minimum sll\8ibile, 218. 
7'raikiilya, true relation between 

proof and object, 50. 
7'rairupya, three conditions of 

middle, 187. 
Trl/af}uka, 218, 215, 216. 

DafapadiirthafdBtra, by Maticandra, 
28. 

Dll(lG9ila, Buddhist, supposed in-
1luenceonPra9astapAda.261n.4. 

Dif, space, 184, 186,191,285-7. 
Didkiti, by RaghunAtha, 85. 
lJirghattJa, length, 188. 
Du1t.kha, pain, 184, 186, 191, 248, 

252; pel'ception of, 6~, 76, 240, 
248, 246, 252. 

~!a·hetu, faulty reason, 143. 
Drf!a, one class of inference, 95. 
Drfla-svalakfa"ct-stimiinya, 91. 
Drflanta, probative example, 118, 

126,174. 
Drftantabhasa, fallacies of the ex­

ample, 152, 158. 
DofG, fault, 250, 251. 
DralJatva, lluidity, 185, 191, 192, 

220, 222, 224. 
Dt'afJya, substance, 16, 23, 26, 75, 

76, 181-92. 
Dvefa, aversion, 184, 186, 191, 

249. 
DVllaf}uka, 21B, 215, 216. 

Dharma, merit, 185, 186, 192, 250, 
258. 

Dharmin, object possessing attri· 
butes, 137. 

Dharmyasiddka, Tallacy, 146 n. 2. 

Naya, in Jain system, 15. 
Nantar'iyaka, essential connexion, 

105 n. 4. 
N~, moment of passing away, 

207 n. B. 
Nigamana, conclusion, 85, 124. 
Nig(Jaha, 14. 
NigrakastMna, occasions for re­

proof, 147, 155, 156, 174, 178. 
NidaYfana, third member of the 

Vaiget'ika syllogism, 96. 
Niara, /Sleep, 67. 
Nimilta-kura"a, 200, 203. 

Nil/ata, of temporal relations, 
286. 

Niyoga, injunction, 165. 
Ni~ya, determination, 175, 177. 
NiTfJikalpaka, indeterminate (per-

ception), 72. 
Nivrtti, inactivity, 249. 
Ni'(Caya, function of in perception, 

101. 
NifcayiirU4ha, 102. 
Nu,edlla, prohibition, 165. 
Nilaka"lki, by NilakaJ.l~hll, 89. 
Naimittika, artificial (fluidity), 221. 
Nairiilmya, refuted by Nyaya, 241 

n.l. 
Nodana, impulse, 223. 
Nyuya, syllogism, 122-7. 
Nyiiyakandali, by Qridhara, 82. 
NyayakaJ.iku, by Jayanta, 38. 
Nyayatatparyadipikii, by Jayasinba 

Surl, 80 n. 2. 
Nyayaprakufanibandha, by Val'dha­

mana, 34. 
Nyayaprav6fa, probably by «;Jan­

karasvamin (R. Ui, Vaif6fika 
Philosophy, p. 68 n. 2), 97, 99. 

Nyayabindu, by Dharmaklrti, 28, 
97, 109. 

Nytlyabindu-!ikii, by Dharmottara, 
97. 

NlIuyabodkini, by GovardhltDa, 89. 
Nyayabhtlfya, by VAtsyayana, 27, 

28. 
Nyayabhufa,,!-a, 81. 
Nyal/amanjari, by Jayanta BhaHa, 

88. 
Nyayumrttika, by Uddyotakal'lI, 

28, 268, 264. 
N I/ayavurllikatalparyafikii, by V iieas­

pati Mi9ra, 29. 
NYiiyavarttikatatparyapariruddhi, by 

Udayana, 81. 
Nyayasam, 30, 73, 74, 88 n.2, 273, 

and see Jayanta. 
Nyayasiddltflntamanjar'i, by Jflllaki­

natha, 40. 
Nyayasiddkantamarljar,prakufa, by 
Laugak~i Bhaskal'a, 126. 

Nyayasucinibandha, 29. 
Nyaya Sutm, contents and date of, 

19-25. 
.vyayasulrocldkara, by Viicaspati 

Mi<ira,29. 
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~yi!yavatara, by Siddhasena Divl\­
bra, 15. 

NIJilna, deficiency (in statement 
of syllogism), 178. 

Pak,a, sub.iect of syllogism, 92, 
96, 152, 158. • 

Pa~adharmata, condition of being 
an attribute of the subject, 92, 
118 n. 2. 

Pak,adharmataj7iana, 114. 
Pak,abMsa, fallacies of the thesis, 

152. 
Patini'ia, IS, and see Pratijna. 
Pada-jnana, knowledge of works, 

166. 
Pad{ll-tha, category, 22, 174-81. 
Padtlrthakll(},1)tjana, or Pat/arlha­

tattl!(lnirllpa1)a, by Raghunii.tha, 
S5. 

Pamtva, priority, 184, 188 n.4, 
191,220, 2S2-7. 

Paramamahatprama1)uvattva, BU b-
stances of extreme magnitude, 
186. 

Param41)u, see ..41)"" 
Param{lrtha'sat, absolute reality, 

100. 
Paratnarra, reller-tion as part of 

inferential process, 92, 112, 114, 
117,247. 

l'ariirtlla, inference, 95. 
ParicMnnaparima1)at>aitva, sub· 

stances of limited magnitude, 
186. 

P(lrim4~la, dimension, 184, 185, 
1136, 188, 220. 

Parifefa, eliminatIOn, 57. 
l'arok,a, form of knowledge, 15. 
Piipa, 249, and see Adharma. 
Piirimtl1)tjalya, sphedcal shape of 

atom, 219. 
Pithara-p4rca, pot-baking, 227. 
Pityp.bMw, agglutination, 224, 
PiZ,4-paka, atom-baking, 227. 
PUTft1)a, 170. 
Puritat, abode of mind in sleep, 

67,245. 
PU",avat, type of syllogism, 88-91. 
Prthaktva, individuality, 184, 185, 

188, 189. 
Prthiv'i, earth, 184, 185, 212, 219, 

225, 22G, 227. 

Prakara1)asatna, f4llMY, lSI. 
Prakara, form, 45. 
Pracaya, aggregation, 212 n. S. 
Pratii7la, proposition, 85,96,123, 

and see Patil'lna:. 
Pratij7lantara, departing from a 

proposition, 155. 
Prati;ntivirodha, opposing a pro­

position, 155. 
Pratiji'iasamnyiisa, renouncing a 

proposition, 155. 
Pratijnahani, giving away a pro­

position, 155. 
Pratitantra-siddhanta, 22, 176. 

. Pratipak,a, counter thesis, 177. 
Pratiyogin, counterpart, 205. 
Prati,edha, negative judgement, 

162. 
Pratyakfa, perception, SO, 68-80, 

100, 101. 
Pra!yak,aloka, by Jayadeva, SS. 
FratyagiUman, individual self, 25. 
Pratyabltij7ia, recognition, 58, 59. 
Pratyaya, comprehension, idea, 42. 
Praty4mnliya, conclusion of the 

Vaige~ika syllogism, 96. 
Pratyasatti, connexion in know­

ledge, 82, 117 ; conjunction re­
garding time, 2S4 n. 1. 

Pratlhoons4bhava, subsequent non-
existence, 205 n. 2. 

PramiZ, true knowledge, 45. 
Pram4"!'l, means of proof, 54-7. 
Prama1)abadhitarthaprasaiiga, "f'-

ductio ad absurdum, 65. 
Pram41)lJ.f4straprav6fa, 97. 
Pramli1)asamuccaya, by Digniiga, 

27 n.1, 99, 107, 109. . 
Pram6IJapar4,,(1)U (Keith, Karma 

Mimamsa, p. 16), 159 n. 1. 
Praya!na, volition, 70, ]84-6, 22S, 

224. 
Prayojana, purpose of attaining 

conclusion, 86. 
Pra/aya, dissolution, 216. 
Pravrtti-vijRana, 100. 
Praeannarlighaw, by Jayadeva, 

S8. 
Prasiddha-samaya, one who knows 

the established relation, 105 
n.4. 

PragabMva, antecedent non-E'xist­
ence, '205 D. 2. 
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PrQ,'I}a, a vital air, 229. 
PrQ,paka-'frIjQ,pllra, mental activity, 

102. 
PrQ,pa'l}a-fakti, mental activity, 102. 
Pretyabhara, transmigration, 253. 

BahutM, multitude, 18i. 
Biidhita, fallacy, 144, 149, 150. 
Buddhi, cognition, 42. 
Buddki-laksana, relative to the in-

telligence; 181. 
BuddhY',irutjltri, produced by ac­

tivity of cognition, 102. 
Brhadiira'l}yaka Upani~ad, doctrine 

of sleep, 67. 
BauddhatlhikkQ,ra, by U dayans, 32. I 

Brahmaja/asutta, logic in the, 13. 
Brahma Sutra, date of, 24, 25, and 

see Qaiikara. 
Brahmodya, l'itual riddle, 10. 

BIIo.'Va, existence, 180. 
Bh4vana, impression, 58. 
Bha~dpariccheda, by Vi«vllnatha, 

86,88. 
Rh~yacandra, 36 n. 2. 
BMskarodaya, by Lak~minrsiIiha, 

39. 
BhulaJ of substances,' 186, 222, 

287. 
Bht~a'l}a, 30, 81. 
Bhrama, error, 60. 

Mati, direct sense perception in 
Jain system, 15. 

Manas, mind, 68, 184, 185, 240, 
248-7. 

Mana1}pal'yiiya, form of cognition, 
15. 

Mallatwa, largeness, 188. 
Mahatt'Va-pracallau, lafg~ness and 

aggregation, 212 n. 8. 
Mahiipmlaya, universal destrue­

tion, 216. 
MahUbhUrata, Nyaya in the, 11, 

12; human authorship, 171. 
Mahdydnasillrlllamkdra, by Asaiiga, 

100, 182 n. 4. 
Mddhyamika Sutra, by Nil.gaf,iuna, 

100 n. 1. 
Milindapallha, Jogic in the, 14. 
MimllliBll Sutra, date of, 24, 25. 
Mukhya, primary (cause); 200. 

Murta, of substances, 185, 186,. 
222, 286, 245. 

Mrdut'Va, softness, 185, 226. 
Meghadula, by Kiilidasa, 98. 
Mok~a, final liberation, 251, 252, 

260,261. 

Yuktti'Vastha, 83 n. 2, 259 n. 2. 
Yoga, concentration, 258. 
Yoga.ja, cognition, 88, 84. 
Yoga-r,1tjha, form of Rignification, 

160. 
Yoga S'ii,tra, date of, 24. 
Yogyata,compatibiJity in sentence, 

163. 
Yaugika-rur!ha, form of significa­

tion, 160. 

Rasa, savour, 184, 191, 220, 225, 
226. 

Riijaviirttika, authorship of, 29. 
Riimdya'l}a, Nyaya in the, 12. 
Rava'l}abM~ya, 27. 
R.ttjhi, customary sense of wOI'ds, 

160. 

Lak~a'l}a, definition, 153, 154. 
Lak~a'l}amll!d, 87. 
Lak~a'l}ii, implied significntion, 

160. 
Lak~a'l}llt'alj, by Udnyana, 31. 
IAiiikavatdra Satra, allegod uso in 

Nydya Satra, 23. 
Llighava, lightness, 185. 
Lfiiga, sign 01' ground, 113 n. 2, 

114. 
Liiigaparamarpa, rt'fioction on the 

sign, ll2. 
Liiigaliiigisambandha, connexion of 

sign and signified, 114. 
Liliivati, by QrivatHiiriil'ya, S~. 

Var'l}a, colour, 184, 191, 220, 225, 
227. 

Var'l}dframa·dharma, 255. 
Va.~tu, real thing, 100. 
Vdda, discu~siol1, 177, 178. 
Vddanydya, and o~ikd, 28. 
Vddavidhiinaf1ka, 28. 
Vadavidhi,28. 
Vdyu, air or wind, 184, 185, 212, 

219, 225, 226, 227, 228. 
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Vnsavadatla, by Subandhu, refer-
enlle to logic in, 28. 

Vikalpa, imagination, 101. 
Vilaf}~ii, cavilling, 175, 178. 
Vidhi, positive judgement, 102. 
Vidhi, command, 165. 
Vipak,a, contrary instanctl, 92, 96, 

118, 11!l. 
Vibhaga,disjul1ction, 184,185,186, 

189, 190, 192 n. I, 223. 
Vihlttttva, IIll pervading character 

(of the soul), 243. 
Viruddha, fllllacy, 134, 135, 189, 

144,167. 
Viruddhiivyabhicurin, fallacy, 135, 

151. 
Vivekaviliisa, by Jinadatta, 263. 
Vife¥a, particularity, 75, 76, 111, 

179, 181, 192-6; of soul, 243. 
Vifefa'f,la, attribute, 45, 72. 
Vifefa'f,la-vif6¥yatu, relation of attri­

butc and subject, 75, 77-9. 
Vife,ya, subject of attributes, 45, 

72. 
Vi~aya, object, 229. 
Vicitaranganyaya, wave theory of 

sound, 231. 
Vita, form of proof, 90-2. 
Vitaragakatha, dispassionate dis­

course, 178. 
V'immisi, casuist, 15. 
Vega, velocity, 185, 220, 221, 222, 

223. 
Vediintaparibha,a, 164, 165. 
Vaifi,lhya, a category, 180 n. 3. 
Vai~ika S'utra, contents and date 

of, 19-25. 
VaifB,ikasutravivrti, by J ayanara­

ya~a, 36 n. 1. 
VaifB,ikasutropaskclra, by Qafikara 

Mi<;ra, 85, 86. 
Vyakti, individual thing, 159. 
Vyanjancl, ,mggesLion, 162. 
Vyatireka, 92, 97, 118, 119. 
Vllutirekin, kevala-, form of con-

comitance, 97, 118, 119. 
Vyaya, moment of disintegration, 

207 n. 2. 
V!lava~iiyiitmaka, 68 n. 1, 72. 
Vyana, a vital air, 229. 
Vyapaka, major, 96. 
Vyapclra, activity, 58, 81. 
Vyapta, concomitant, 98, 96, 115. 

VlIclpti, universal concomitance, 
92,93,105, 108,109n.3, 115,117. 

Vyclpya, concomitant, 98, 96, 115. 
Vyupyatvnsiddha, fallacy, 147. 
Vyomavatior Vyomamati, byVyoma-

<;iva, 32. 

{fakti, power, 159, 180 n. 3. 
y(tkya-pl'upti, belief in the possi­

bility of a solution, 86. 
{fabda, 56, 158-78, 229-32. 
{iabdaropatxa, characteristic of syl-

logism. 123. 
9abd(Umaka, inference, 122. 
{far/ra, body, 229, 247. 
9uba1'abhii~a, by Qabarasvamin, 

25 n. 2. 
yubda, verbal knowledge, 54, 107 

n.B. 
9urirakabhiifya, by Qaiikara, 26. 
f}uddM, signification, 161. 
f}unyavuda, doctrine of nihilism, 

99, 100, 208. 
96¥aval, type of sy llogism, 88-91. 
f}raval;la, hearing (truth from 

teachers),257. 
9ruti, knowledge in Jain system, 

15. 
9rotra, ear, 75,80, 81,228. 

.5a~darfanasamuccaya, by RAja<;e­
kbara, 262, 263. 

.f}a~daryanasamucGaya, by Hari­
bhadra, 31, 263. 

Samyukta-vif6¥al;lata, form of con­
tact in perception, 77. 

Samyukta-viye~atii, form of contact 
in perception, 77. 

Samyukta-samavaya, form of con­
tact in perception, 75. 

Samyulcta-samaveta-samavaya, form 
of contact in perception, 75. 

Samyoga, form of contact in per­
ception, 75. 

Samyoga, conjunction, 184, 185, 
186, 189, 190, 192 n. 1, 228. 

Samf/lya, doubt, 60, 62, 63, 174. 
Samyaya-vyudiisa, removal of doubt, 

86. 
Samfle~a, connexion, 217. 
Samskat'a, impression, 58, 221,222, 

249, 250, 253. 
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SOimkhya, number, 180 n. 8, 184, 
185, 187, 188. 

Satta, being, 198 n. 8. 
Sattllsambandha, applicable to the 

flrst three categories, 180 n. 4. 
Satpratipak,a, fallacy, 182, 14,4, 

14,9, 150. 
Samtafllintarasiddhi,71 n. 8. 
Samdigdha, fallacy, 188, 189. 
SamdigdMsiddha, fallacy. 14,6 n. 2. 
Samnidhi, proximity of words in 

sentence, 168. 
Sapakfa, similar instance, 97, 118, 

119. 
S,'ptapadarthi, by Qivilditya, and 

commentaries, 82, 87. 
Samaya, convention in regard to 

language, 158, 160; and see 
Prasiddha·samaya. 

Samavaya, inherence.76, 77, 196-8. 
Samavaya, relation of inhprence in 

perception, 75, 76. 
SamavBta-samavaya, form of con­

tact in perception, 75. 
Samavdyi-karaf}a, inherent cause, 

200,208. 
Samlidhi, concentration, 258, 259. 
Samano., a vital air, 229. 
Sambha"a, equivalence orinclusioll 

or probability. 57. 
SarvaianfJra-siddMnta, 176. 
Sarvadarfanasamgraha, by Miidh­

ava, 40, 101, 264. 
Sarvasiddhantasamgraha, attributed 

wl'ongly to Qaiikafa, 30 n. 8, 
242 n. 1, 278. 

Savikalpaka, determinate (percep-
tion),72. 

Sat'Yabhicara, fallacy, 181, 144. 
Sahacarita, concomitant, 98. 
Samsiddhika, natural (fluidity), 

221. 
Sakf{jtkara, perceptual knowledge, 

56. 
Samkhyatattvakaumud'i, by Vlicas-

pati Mi9ra, 29. 
Siimkhya Sutra, 24. 
Sadrfya, likeness, 129 n. 3, 180 n.4. 
Slidhana, ground of inference, 118 

n.2. 
Sadharaf}G, fallncy, 184, 145. 
SlJdhya, 'used of subject of syllo. 

gism, 97. 

SIJdhyasama, fallacy, 181,182. 
SamayikabhIJva, special form of 

non-existence, 206. 
SamIJnya, generality, 74, 75, 76, 

111, 117, 118, 181, 192-5. 
samanyachala, species of fraud, 154. 
Samanyato dr,!a, type of syllogism, 

88-91. 
Siimanyad~af}Gprasa''itd, by A90kR, 

195 n. 2. 
Samanya-lak,af}G, ideal generality, 

111. 
Samanyalak~af}il pratyiisatli, contact 

resulting in general idea, 82, 
84,117. 

Sahacarua, concomitance, 98. 
Siddha·sadhana, proving what Is 

proved, 14,7. 
Siddhiinfa, principles of discussion, 

174,176,177. 
Siddhiinfacandrodaya, by Krtll)R 

Dhiirjati, 39. 
Siddhdntamukf<ivan, by Vi9vaDlitha, 

89. 
Si,adhayi,n, desire to eRtablish 

something, 118. 
8ukha, pleasure, 184, 186, 191, 

248,252. 
Su,upti, deep sleep, 67. 
SiUralordanga, 17 11.1. 
8tJuinrJ:iiga S;i Ira, 15. 
Sthili, mOlllC'nt of l'el'sistence, 

207, nn. 2, 8. 
Sthiti .• lhapaka, elasticity, 185, 222, 

228. 
Sthityanyathatva, moment of dis­

appellrance, 207 n.2. 
.'lneha, viHcidity, 185,191,220,224. 
8pal'fa, touch and temperature, 

18~, 191, 220, 226. 
Spho!a, 168 n. 4. 
I'lmrti, memory, 53, 57, 58, 59, 69, 

249,250. 
S!lddviida, doctrine of indetermi­

nateness, 15. 
Svata~l·pramaf}ya, self evidence, 47. 
8vatva, category in Raghunatha's 

view, 180 n. 3. 
Svanifcitdrtha, of Anumana, 94, 95. 
SvapnaJndno., dream consciousness, 

66,67. 
Svapnantika, state of consciousness, 

66,67. 
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Sval,Mlanumiina, 102. 
Svanlpasambandha, special form of 

relationship, 46. 
Svarilp48iddha, faUacy, 146 n. 2, 

147. 
SMlakfat}a, peculiarity, 78,.101. 
Sv4tmasattva, in last three cate­

gories, 180 n. 4. 
S'I)(J,rlha, inference for oneself, 94, 

96. 

Hilma, rejection of percept as un-
attractive, 59. 

Hetu, ground, SIS, 118 n. 2, 128. 
Hetu-do,a, defective ground, 148. 
Hetucakf'altamarn, by Dignlga, 97, 

99. 
Hetvantara, shifting the reason, 155. 
Hetvabhlisa, fallacy, 26, 181-52. 
Heya, what is to be avoided, 59. 
lIrasatva, shortness, 188. 
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