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INTRODUCTION

Lozic has rarely been studied 1n India as &n indcpendent
«ubject as 1t has been 1n the Western countries The problems

dealt with in Tndian Logic are rather psychological, epistemo-
logical and metaphysical than purely logical The very nature
of these problems 1s such that opinions with regard to them
will wiadely differ, and 1t has been <o in India as elsewhere
Many schools of thought have ancen in the past with therr
own distinctive views with regard to the solution of these
problems These views were always determined by the general
philesophical points of view of the various «chools of thought
The most important of these «<chools of Indian thought are the
Nyaya founded by Gautama the | adestha by Ranada, the
Sankhya by Kapia, the Yoga Ly Patanjah, the 1fimamsa by
Jeimnm, the J edanta by Badarayana, the Bauddha by Buddha,
the Jaina by Msahavira and the Lokayata or Charweka by
Brihaspati  Fach of these schools has its own point of view
mn legic deterrmned by 1tz general philasopheal outlool

A complete and thorough «tudy of Indizn Logic requires,
therefore, hnowledge of the philosophy of these schoofs But
the Nyaya school of thought being primanly and particularly
concerned witl: logical problems here an attempt 1s made to
introduce to the beginner the elementary concepts of the logical
doctrines of 1his school  Here 2nd there 2 comparatne refer-
ence will be made to the distinetive poutions of other echools
el:0, so that the student may not 1ahe the Nyaya views as the
oply and the final on the <wbject dealt with

L
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To introduce the Nyiya logic to a beginner, it has been
a practice since long to teach him Tarkasangraka in the begin-
ping. It i3 an elementary textbook on the combined doctrines
of Nyiya and Vailesska It was composed by Annambhatta in
the Seventeenth century A.D. Since its inception, it has been
very popular, The author has alse offered a commentary on
his own text, which goes by the name Tattvedipika. In this
commentary the author elaborales and revises some of his
conceplions In our present book we include extracts from
the IEIt of this work dealing with Knouledge (Buddhi).



TRANSLATION OF THE TEXT OF
TARRASANGRAH A
DEALING WITH KNOWLEDGE

ANOWLEDGE

Knowledge 15 the cogmtion (a quality of the soul} whuch
12 the cavse of all our achivities {social intercourse) It 1s of
two kinds, Remembrances and Experience Remembrance 1s
the knowledge produced from mental mmpressions {of the
past expenience) alone Kpowledge other than remembrance 13
Expenence

EXPERIENCE

It {Experience) 1s of two kinds, valid and anvalid The
valid (expenence} 1s that which reveals the attnbutes possessed
by the object 1t 13 called Prema, the imvalid {false} one 1
that expenience of an object which reveals altrthutes not pos
sessed by the object e g, knowledge of silver i a conch shell

KINDS OF EAPERIENCE

Valid experience s of four Linds Percept (perceptual
knowledge}, Inference, knowledge acquirted through Compari
son and knowledge got through Verbal Testimony The in
di=pensable means {instruments} of the<e are also four, namely,
Perception, [nference, Companson and Languaze

THE INSTRUMENT

An instrument is a cause which 1s peculiar {to the effect].

ey
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(ikifa) and the quality 1s inherent in the qualified, ‘Inhe-
renice 1n the inherent’ 1s the conlact in perceiving the gepenc
nature of sound, as the genns of sound 19 inherent in the sound
which is inherent in the organ of hearing. “The relation of
the qualificahon with that which is qualified’ 15 the contact
in the perception of non-existence, as the non-existence of 2
jar is a quahfication of a place in contact with the eye when-
ever a place is devoid of a jar. The knowledge thus produced
{rom the sizxfold contact 13 perceplion. Iis pecubiar cause
is the sence-organ

INFERENCE

Inference 1s the pecnbar cause of Inferential knowledge.
Tnferential knowledge is the knowledge that anses from Con-
sideration (Parémaria). Consideration 1s the knowledge of
a Reason as qualified by an Iavariable Concomitance, as for
instance, the knowledge that this mountain has the smoke
whicth 13 imanably accompanied by fire is a Consideration,
while the knowledze born of it, that the mountain has fire, i
inferential knowledze., The Invariable Concomitance ia the
certainty of accompamment that wherever there is smoke there
1s fire The existence of an invanably concomutant thing on
an object Lke 2 mountain makes 3t 2 pakia (minor term).

TWO RINDS OF INFERENCE

Inference s of two kinds.—that ‘lor onesell” and that
‘{or andther’ O these, the former 13 the source of one’s own
inferential knowledge. E.g. When a man having himself
{ormed by repeated obsenation the generalisation that where
there js smoke there 1s fire, as in a kitchen, happens 1o go to
a mountaip, end seeing smoke on the mountain, snd suspect-
ing fire thereon, rememliwtrs the generalisation, wherever there
:s smoke there is fire.  Then the knowledge a8 produced that
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the mountamn has smoke accompamed by fire This 15 called
Consideration  Theoce arises the mlerence, namely, the
Lnowledge that the mountain has fire This 1 ‘the inference
for onesell’ When, however, after having inferred fire {iom
smoke oneself, one employs a five membered syllogism to
convince another person, 1s an “mference for another’ Eg,
“The mountain has fire, because 1t has smoke, wherever there
1s smoke, there 1 fire, as 1n a kitchen, such 15 the case here,
hence there 15 fire here’ By this means even another man
ccmes to hnow the existence of fire from a sign thus inter-
preted

THE FIVE MEMBERS OF INFERENCE

The five members are —Propoxition, Reason, Evample,
Application and Conclusion “The mountain has fire’,—this
13 2 Proposthion  ‘Becaunse it has smoke’—thia 15 the Reason
*Wherever there 15 smohe, there 1s fire, as 1 the kitchen’,——
this 1s an Example ‘Here it 1s Like this’,—this 1« Apphcation
“Therefore 1t 15 50" ,—this 1s the Conclusion

CONSIDERATION

Consideration of the sign (smoke in the example) 1s
alone the cause of both kinds of inference, namely, that for
oneself and that for another Hence cansideration 1s (really)
the inference

The Sign (the mark of the presence of the inferred object)
1s of three kunds 1 the Pomitive neganve, 2, the Purely Posi
tive, and 3 the Purely Negative That which pervades (the
thing to be proved) both positively and negatively 15 positive-
negative, as for example, the pre<ence of smoke when fire 1s
to be proved to be evisting 1t some place “Where there 1s
smoke, there 15 fire as 1 a katchen' 1s a positive concomat
ance “Where there 1s no fire, there 13 no smoke, as 1n 2 lake’
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is 2 pegative concomtance. A purely positive sign is that
which 1s connected with a poszihve concomitance only, €E»
‘a pot 1s nameahle because it is knowable like a cloth’ Here
there 13 no negative concomutance of nameability and hstowa-
bility possible, as all things are knowable and nameablés A
purely negative sagn 1s that which is connected with a negatve
cencomitance only, eg., ‘earth differs from other elements
becauze i1 has smell, that which does not 20 differ has o
smell, as water; this 1s not like it, and hence it 1s not so* Here
there is no positive instance (of any thing) that has smell
but differs from others, because earth {which is the only
element having smell) is the subject of the inference.

THE SUBIECT (MINOR TERM]

A subject (munar term} is that where the thias to be
proved (major term) 1s suspected, as ‘the mountan’ (1n the
example) when the presence of smoke 13 the sign (the middle
\erm)

THE SIMILAR INSTANCE

A sumular tnetance 13 that where the thing to be pfﬂ"ﬁd
i3 already ascertained to be present, as a ‘kitchen’ the
examryle,

THE CONTRARY INSTANCE

A contrary in<tance is that where the absence of the
thang to be proved s already ascenained, as ‘a lake' 1n the
example

FALLACIOUS REASONS

There are five Fallacious Reasons, namely, 1. the Discre-

pant, 2 the Contradictory, 3. the Counter-balanced, 4 the
Unproved, and 5. The Absuyrd.
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THE UNPROVED REASON

The uwnproved reason 13 of three kinds, namely, 1 one
having a non-existent subject, 2 one that is non-existent itself
and 3. one resting on an unestablished concomitance. An
example of the unproved reason having a non-existent subject
is: ‘A sky-lotus 1s fragrant, because it is a Jotus, Itke a Jotus
in a lake® MHere the *sky-lotus’ 1s the subject but it has ne
existence at all. An example of a non-existent reason is this
‘sound 13 a quality because 1t 13 visible’ Sourd is not at all
viaible; 1t ts avdible, An unestablished concomitance is one
which 13 conditional or hmited in its scope. A Condition or
Limutation 1s that which pervades the thing to be proved, but
is not pervaded by the reason. Pervasion of the thing to be
proved means not having its non-existence co-existent with
itself; while non-pervasion by the reason means having 1its
non-existence co-existing with the reason In the generalisation
‘the mountain has smoke because it has fire,” contact with wet
fuel 13 the ‘cordition or Dmitation  For instance, ‘wherever
there 13 smoke there 13 contact with wet fael’ “Wherever
there is fire, there 13 no contact with wet fuel, e g, there 1s

no contact of wet fuel with an 1ron ball’ Thus ‘wet fuel’ is
the condition because it pervades the thing to be proved and
it 13 not pervaded by the reason. The presence of fite n

the example 13 an unproved reazon owing to the condition

THE ABSURD REASQON

its negation is hotness which 1s cognised hy the touch percep-

tion. lience 1t 1s absurd o prove otherwise

it 1s a substance’, llere coldness 13 the thing to be preved, and
A reason 1s absyrd where the negation of the thing to be

proved is established by another proof, ez, ‘fire is cold »s
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COMPARISON

Companson 1s the pecubar cause of the knowledre born
of similanty This kind of knowledge has for its object the
conneclion of a name with the object denoted by it. hnow
ledze of symilanty 1s its immediate cause Remembrance of
the direction given by a rehable person 1s zl:e a necessary
artivity For example, A man has heard the name garvaya
hut does not Aknow the object called by that name He hears
from a foresier that a gareya s =imlar to a cow, and goes
to the forest, where he cees an amimal like a cow Then he
comes 1o know that the ammal 15 what 1s called gavaya This
Lnowledsze 1 the Lnowledse born of the perception of sim
larity

TiIE WORD

The Word 15 a sentence gpolen by an anthonty An
Authorty 13 a person who <peaks the truth A Sentence 1s
a group of words (having a meaning) A word s that which
has the power of expressing meaming The power 12 a con
vention made by God that certain words will have certain
sense,

CONDITIONS OF THE MEANNGFULMNESS OF
A SENTEMNCE

Expectancy, Compatitbility and Juxtaposition are the con
ditions of the knowledze of the meaming of a sentence. Ex
pectancy 18 the absence of the mability of a word to convey
the meaning of a <entence on account of the absence of <ome
other word Compatibility 13 the non-contradiction of the
eense, Juxtapo 1ion is consecutive ulterance of words, A
sentence deyvord of expectancy, elc., 13 upauthontative For
exarspie, (the collection of urconnected) words, horw, cow,

L
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man, elephant, are not anthoritative, beinz devoid of expec-
tancy; the sentence, ‘sprinkle with fire* is unanthoritative for -
vant of compatiblity; Word>—"Brirg’...... ) P

“cow’, pronounced at long intervals are not authoritalive owing
io want of jextaposilon.

THE SENTENCE

A sentence is of two Xinds, Senpiral and Serular; the
Scnptural sentence, being utiered by God, is always auther-
talive, while a secular sentence is authoritative only when

pranounced by a reliable person. Qlher sentences are not
sathoritative,

THE VERBAL KNOWLEDGE

Verbal knowledge means the knowiedge of the meaning

of a sentence; its pecuhar canse 13 the Word {senience of an
authorty}.

THE INVALID EXPERIENCE

The invalid expenence 1s of three kinds, namely, Donbit,
Error and False Assumption. Douobt is Lhe apprehension of
centrary atinbules in one and the same object, eg, ‘Is 1t 2
poct or a man?’ Error is false knowledze, as the experience
of uilver in 2 conchahell, Falte Awumption w the {wrong)
deduction of the major term by the {wrong) acsumption of

a ruddie term, as "l there b2 no fire, there would be no
smoke'.

REMEMBRAMCE

llemembrance 1s also of two kinds valid and invalid:

the one arinng from vzhid experience 1s valid, that arising
from invalid expenience s nvahd.



THE ELEMENTS OF INDIAN LOGIC
CHAPTER 1
KNOWLEDGE (Buddhs)

The logical portions of the Nyaja and Vawestka syslems
of philosophy deal with Buddh: (knowledge) and nts vanous
forms The term Buddhi has been used i various senses n
Indian philosophy (1} the act of knowing or understanding,
(2} the mmstrument with which we know, 1e, intellect, and
(3) the resuly or product of the hnowing process, 1¢, know
ledge The phlosophers of the Nyiya and Vaisesika schools
use the word in the la<t sense It 1s defined in Tarkasangraha
as “The Cognition on whick all our activihies (parhicularly
the social intercourse) are based’ Knowledge in fact 1s pre
supposed by all our achivities  All cognmition, howevet, 15 not
the basis or necessary condition of activities Indeterminate
perception {mirvikalpale pratyaksa} for example, cannot be
regarded such a cogrition on which our practical life or
toc1al immtercourse 13 based But we cannot deny that indeter
rinate perception 12 al=o a kind of knowledge It 13 admitied
by all systems of Indian philocdphy as a kind of knowledge
Hence the above defimtion of knowledge fbuddhi) 1s too
narrow Lhe author of Tarlasangrehe himeelf, therefore,
proposed another and a more general defimtion of knowledge
m s Tattvadiptha, namely, that “knowledge 13 awarene:s
which 12 expresced 1n the language I Anow”. In fact cogmntion
or awarenees 13 a sut generis fact of our nature and hence the
summum genus of its own kind, and so cannot be logically

defined It can only be felt introspectively And we 2] know
what knowledge 15 wathout being able to define 1.



J6

The Nyiya-Vaifesika thinkers regard knowledge as 2
quality of the soul (Atman) which is the real knower (jnati).

KINDS OF KNOWLEDGE

Knowledge 1s of two kinds, namely, (1) Remembrance
(smriti) and (2) Expenience (anubhave), Remembrance 13
the knowledge based on the impressions of the past expernence,
1e, on memory traces. Exapenence {anubliava} 13 all know-
ledge other than remembrance. It 1s a name given to all
knowledge that i1s newly acquired and 1s not merely due to

IMEMOIY

TWO KINDS OF EXPERIENCE

Expenence 13 of two kinds, namely, (1) Vahd {Ya-
tharthe) and (2) lnvahd f{ayathértha) A valid expenence
{yatharthanubhave), usually called Prama in logical hiterature,
is that 1 which an object 18 known as possessing attnibutes
which it really possesses, eg, to know an amimal as horse
when i reality 1t 13 a horse 13 to have vahd experience An
invalid expenience {ayathirthdnubkava) which 13 also called

apramd or bhrama, 15 that 1n which an object 1s known as
having those attributes which 1t does not have 1n reality For

example, to know an ammal 23 an ass, mule or cow when 1n
reality it 15 a horse 13 to have ayethirthinubhava In olher

words the contents of vahid knowledge correspond with the
attnbutes of the objects of Anowledpe, whereas those of the
invalid knowledze do not  This theory of the truth of know-
ledge 1s called the ‘copy theory™ or ‘correspondence theory'
in the Western philosophy

CONSCIOUSNESS OF THE VALIDITY OF KNOWLEDGE

The division of Experience into valid {prama) and invalid
faprami) ramses a very interecting and important problem
which has heen discuased ar ~ngth 1in Indian ptulosephy, and
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on which opimon has widely differed The problem 15 How
and when do we actually know whether a particular experience
15 valid or mnvalid? According to the Sankhya school of
thought, both the truth and falsity (vahdity and nvalidity)
o° an experence are known intuitively, according to the Narya
yikas hoth the truth and falsity of an experience are known
by independent evidence, and therefore, cannot be presumed
until proved This wiew 13 called the doctrine of paratah
pramanya (vahdity depending upon other grounds than merely
the expertence of knowledge}) Accordmg to the Buddhists
an expenence 1s prima jocte false, but may be regarded as
true only 1f proved to be 20 by independent enidence The
Mimamsakas and the V&danticts regard every experience as
such, as valid It may, however, be regarded as false when
later on 1t turns out to be so0, or when 1t 1= contradicted by
another subcequent experience This view 1s called the doc

irine of svateh preamanya {self validity of knowiedge)

The main contest he= between the doctrines of self vahidity
{svatah pramanya} and denved vahidny (peratah promenya)
of knowledge, held by the Mimimsakas and the Naiyaykas
respectively The Mimamsakas say that at the very moment
when some experience arises mn us, and by the rame causes
which give nse to the experience, consciousness of is bemng
vahd also anses It 1s exident from the fact that every expe-
rience prompls us to some activity A man who happens to
experience a snake where i reality there 13 only a rope, runs
cut of fear, and a man who perceyves silver where there 1s
anly a prece of shell, tries to pick 1t up  Sence of validity
thus accompanies even those experiences which are later on
reahised to be false Moreover, 1t 13 not objects or facts as
such that extablish the valididy or invalidity of knowledze, hut
the subcequent and repeated Lnowledse of these facts which
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maintamns or sublates the previous knowledge. F urthﬂ's ace
cording to the Mimimsakas, knowledge, as such, is never
invahd; it is always valid, yhen it 13 erronecus, i 12 partial
or is determmed by some unusual and extraneous imterference.
The Naiyayikas, on the other band, say that truth or falsity
is not an atirtbute of knowledgze as such. It does not accom-
pany knowledge. It arnses from other circumstances than
those which give rise to knowledge. If our activity based on
a parlicular experience is fruitful or =successful, them the
enpenience is regparded as valid, 1f it is otherwise, then the
expertence 18 rezarded as invalid For evample, the perception
of 2 river 11 a sandy stretch of lam:l by itself i~ neither true
cor fal-c untl 1t is tested by ﬂ[:u:aII_'f going to the place where
1t is being percenved Every experience, thus, 13 valid or
mvalid, not immediately when 1t occurs, bur after its pragmatic
verification.  Maoveaver, 1f the sell-validity of every expenence
13 accepted, there would be no illuzory knowledgze DBut we
ell know that some of our experiences turn out to be mere
ilusions, when tested pragmanecally The expenence of a

river on a sandy desert turns out to be a mirage only when
the thirsty treveller faila to find water theretn

An imparhial consideration of the problem based on
psychological evidence goes, it may be pointed out here, in
favour of thz Mimimsakas. Esery experience s ipso facto
believe? to be real. 1t 15 g0 tn cases of true experience, of
expetienices that turn out to be sllusery later on, and of
dreams  Dream-experiences and 1llucions are  believed as
true when they actnally oceur  Doult erecps into them only
when thev do not cohrre and apree with other mnore lasting
end more numcrous expenences As long 08 an etperience
13 not contradicted by another expernience, 113 validity 15 never
quesfroned It is fquestioned and overthrown conly hecause its
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rival has 1t in greater degree So, ultmately, the sense of
vahdity accompames every experience at the moment of its
oceurrence 'Lhe Buddhistic view that all expenience 15 prima-
facte false has no psychological {foundation Falsity of an
expenience 1s not felt at the time of 1its occurrence It 1s
realised later on when the expertence 1s contradicted by other
experiences

TWO LINDS OF KNOWLEDGCE BASED ON MEMORY

Remembrance {smriz}) may also be valid or invald
The former 1s that which 15 based on the impressions of vahd
experience and the latler anses from invalid experience The
truth or falsity of remembrance, thus, depends upon the
truth or falaty ol the experience remembered It 1s so be-
cause the test of truth of all knowledee according to the Nar
yayikas 1s objective correspondence

SUB DIVISIONS OF (VALID) EXPERIENCE

Yalid experience may be divided into two main kinds,
namely, Direct (Pratyakse} and Indirect (Parokfa) Direct
experience 13 the knowledge of an object got through the
direct apprehension of it with one’s own cen<es, while Indirect
expenience 15 the knowledgze of an object acquired through
other means than the actual perceplion of 1t

Direct expenience 13 of two lunds, namely, internal or
introspectine (amlara) and external (laiya) The internal
dircet expenence 13 the knowledee of the states of one’s own
pund ganed through the mind (manas) which 13 the internal
sense {wnfare mmdnya) For example, the knowledge of one’s
own pleamure pain, anger, fear, hunger and thiret ete The
external direct percep tonn 13 got through the apgency of the
external sense organs, namely, ears, nose, eyes, tongue =nd
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rkin. These give us the knowledge of sound, smell, form,

taste and tactile qualites (heat, cold, roughness, smoothness)
of objects.

The Indirect experience is of several kinds according
to the means through which 1t 1s acquired. FPhilo<ophers in
India have greatly differed with regard to the number of the
proper means through which indirect knowledge of objects 13
acquired  Hence there 13 also difference of opinton with re-
gard to the number of the kinds of indirect expenence The
Chirwikas (Indian Materialists) totally deny the possibility
of indirect knowledge. The only knowledge that 1s possible
according to them is the direct sense-knowledge (pratyakia).
The Buddhists and the Vailesikaa admit the indrrect kmow-
ledre through the process of inference (anumui), The
Sinkhyas and the Jainas admit in addition to these two
{protyelia and anumii) a third kind of knowledge, which
is indirect, namely, that which is got through the words of
some reliable authonty {(felda}. In addition to these three
kinds of knowledge (pratyelie, anumits and f3bda) the Na-
iyaytkas admit another kind of indirect knowledge, namely,
Upament which we have throuzh the recognition of sumilarity
or resemblance (Upamina) between two objects, one of which
was not known previously. Thus according to the Naiyiyikas
over and abose the two hinds of direct expertence, there sre
three kinds of indirect experience, viz , Avumtzty {1nferential),
Shabda iacquired from the words of a trustworthy autho-

rity) and Upamiz {which we have through the mimilarity of
the previousiy unkrown with some aiready known object}.

The Mimimsakas admut a fifth source of experience (new
krowledge), namely necessary presupposition (arthapatti)
By it they mean an assutnption of some unknown fact withont
which some known fact cannot be posmible It 1s very much
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similar to what the Inductive logictans of the West call hypo-
thesss The Mimamsakas, therefore, an additon to the four
kinds of indirect knowledre, admt also a Bith kind of i, name
ly, arthapatie, which 1s got by means of the necessary presup-
posihion (vald hypothesis)  Quver and abave theee five kinds of
indirect knowledze, the Vedantists and some Mimamsakas
admit al<o a mixth knd, namely, the knowledge of non-exis.
tence of objects (onupalabdhs) We shall deal with the na
ture of these kuinds of knowledze and the means through
which we acquire them in details 10 the subsequent chapters

It may, however, be noted here that modern Western
logic adnuts only two sources of knowledge, viz.,, Pereeplion
and Inference Verbal testimony has hitle value, 3f 1t 15 not
venfiable Upamana {Comparson) 1s a kind of inference,
ro ts arthapatlt {(hypothesis} The mesns of knowing the

non-existence of any object may be perception or inference,
as the case may be

According to the Jaina thinkers (See Umaswati’s Totf
rarthidhigamasatra) the division of knowledgze 1 as follows
I The Pratyakso (direct) Lnowledze 3o that which 35 acquired
hy the ool directly without the intervention of the xzen<es or
any other external agenciee [ The Parokia (indirect)
knowledee 1s that which 1s acquired through external agencies
e the sen<es  The Pratyakia knowledge includes three
Linds of knowledge aliained through yogic powers, namely,
Avadhs  {clainoyance), Manshparyiyn {(telepathy) ond
Aevala {ommecience)  Aradin (clainvoeyance) s the know
ledge of tlung< beyond the range of ordirary perception It
11 the knowledger of events or things at 2 distance and in dif
ferent times  Vanahparydya 1s the direct knowledze of the
thoughts and fechings al others The Aecala pnana 15 the
alsolute, uncondiional and unobstructed knowledze of the
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perfected soul which knows things 2s they are withont eny
fault or Iimitation. The Parokia (indirect) knowledge is of
two kinds- Man or the knowledge of the present objects ac-
guired through the agency of the mind and the senses: and
Sruti or the knowledze of the past, precent or future objects
through the proceas of reasonmg
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companson etc, Hence they are not particularly but generally,
necessary for perception, The only factor which is peculiar
to perception is the contact with senses Hence it is regarded
as the pramang of perceptual knowledge. In the same way
there is a couse peculiar 1o each kind of knowledge, which,
in additron to the caunses generally required for the produc-
tion of all kinds of knowledge, must operale before that parti-
cular kind of knowledge can arise in the knower.

TIIE NUMBER OF PRAMANAS

As already pommted out in the last chapter, Indian phile-
sophers have differed very much with regard to the number
of the kinds of knowledge, and so, with regards to the nom-
ber ot the means of knowledge {pramanas)

The number of the pramianas (indispensable causes of
pramd} recognised by thinkers of different schools of Indian
thought goes upto ten, out of which the six mentioned in the
last chapter, namely, Pratyak/a (Perception), Anumana (In-
ference), Salda {Verbal Tesumony of an avthonty), Upa-
mana {Companson), Arthapatnn (Necessary Assumplion) znd
Anuplabdhi (Nonapprehension) are the most jmportant, and
are recogniced by the most promment and infleential schools
of thought. The yeet four are Aithys (Tradition), Chesa
(Geeture), Panjesa {Elimination), and Sambhaia (Inclusion).

Of these Pramanas—

). The Chirwikas recogmise only one pramina, namely,
Pratyakia, as the source of nght hnowledce

2  The Vaijesikay, the Jainas and the Buddhists recog-
nice two, namely, Pratvakie, and Anumina

'3 The Sinkhya and Yoga echaold recognize only three,
namely, Protyalta, Anumina and Sabda
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4. The Nawyayikas recogmse only {four, namely, Pra
tyatsa, Anumana, Sabda and {/pmana

o Some Mumansalas {followers of Prabhikara) recog
mse hve, namely, Pratyaksa, Anumana, Upaniana, Sabda, and
Arthapate

0 Another group of Mimamsakas (foliowers of Kumanla
Bhatta) and the Vedantsts of Sinkara fAddvaite) school Tecog
nise six pramanas, namely, Pratvaksa, Anumana, Sabde, Upa
mana, Arthapeint and Anupolabdhs

{ The <cholars of the Puranas {(Historians} recognise
eight pramanas, namely, Protyaksa, Anumang, Sabda, Upa
mana, Arthapattt, Anupalebdhs, Avihya, and Sambhava

8+ The Tantrikas {students of the Tantras) recognize nine
Pramanas, namely, Praetyakie, Anumanae, Sabde, Upamana,
Arthapatty, Anupalabdh:, Atihya, Sambhara, and Chesta

O Some thinkers adrmt all the len Pramanas, namely,
Pratyakia Anumana Sabda, Upamans, Anupolabdhr, Arthe
pata, Airhya, Sambhava, Chesta and Pariiesa

Thinkers who recogmse a less number of indispensable
means of valid knowledge (Pramanas} try to bnng the rest
under one or the other of those which they admat

THE NATURE OF THE PRLAMANAS

Perception (Pratyaksa} ~—FPerception (Prafyakia}l as a
Pramana {means of valid knowledge} 1s the contact of a sense-
organ with its appropnate object resulting in its direct know
ledge For example the contact of the eyes with a tree, which
produces the direct apprehension of the tree  The term
comtact s used here not in the sense of close proximuty, as in
popular speech but in & technical sence It means the range
of the acuvity of a particular sense  The range of the activity
of each sense 13 different from that of another The skin, for
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ecample, reveals the tactile qualities only when the object
touches the skin. But the eyes and the ears do not require
their objects to come into so close proxmaty with them. All
the schools of Indian thought recognise perception as a
Pramina, but the Chirwikas recogmise it to be the only
Pramana. The Buddhists point out very emphatically that

sense perception reveals to us not objects but the sensible
gqualities merely which cannot be expressed in words

2, Anumine {Inference) -—Anumina iz the means of
knowimng some thmg which is not actually perceived by the
sen=e-, by virtue of some other thing bemg perceived, becanse
the latter 1s 50 connected with the former {perceived ome)
that wherever the former (percerved one) is present the lalter
(the unperceived one) must also be present. Every act of
inference thus mvolves two things, namely, (1)} percephion of
somethrs which 1§ a sign or mark of the presence of angther
Lhing and (2} remembrance of the general rule that wherever
the one 1s present the other 18 also present DBaoth combined
result 1n the Inference that the thing =igmfied by the sgn
exists where the sign exists  The general rule {F4aps), which
135 remembered on the perception of the sign {&inga), has been
learnt 1n the past throush repeated experience of the co-
presence {anpaya) and co absence (mvatirela) of the 8107
{linga) and the sigmfied object (ngr) For example, throngh
repeated experience of smoke and fire beinz seen togpether, and
1t also having been observed repeatedly Lhat whercver fire 1s
not present smoke 13 also not pre-ent, one comes to form a
conviction in his mund that wherever there 15 smoke there is
fire Smoke thus becomes a sign (finga) of the presence of
fire fthe kngi}  1f, row, smoke 19 perceived anywhere and it
1s remembered that wherever there 13 smoke there 1s fire, the
inference is urreai=tible that there 33 fire also there, although
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1t 15 not revealed by perception. The source of its revelation
13 1nference

Anumina 1s admitted as a source of new knowledge by
almost gll schaols of Indian philosophy The Charwakas alone
take exception to 1t They say that inference may give us
probable knowledge but not eure and valid knowledge There
remamns a doubt with regard to the existence of the inferred
object until 1t 13 verified by direct experience No generalisa
Yion, they say, 18 free from hmiting conditions, and there 1s po
guarantee that what has been true in the past will be so in the
future. Tt is really a very serions question whether snference
gives us any new hnowledge In all inferences we remain
within the field of our knowledge previously acquired through
percephion  This kind of inference, which we have illustrated
above, and which 1s the kind of inference admitted by the
Indian logicians, 35 at 1ts best, a kind of remembrance and
expectation If there 15 anything new and previously un
known it 1s thé presence of the sigmfied object in the place
{pak:a) where the sign 1 observed. Itis this knonledge which
15 newly produced and of which the peculiar cause has to be
sought for The peculiar cause of thus knowledge 13 1nference

{Anumana) Hence 1t 15 regarded as a sovrce of new know
ledze by Indian logicians

3 Upamana (Compancon) as a source of knowledge ad
mitted by Indian logicians 12 not the same as “Analogy® of the
Western logicians. It has a much restncted sense  An
example, which 1s the stock example of all Indian lomicians,
will illustrate the sen<e in which we have Companson as a
eource of new knowledge A man has heard the name ataya
but does not bnow which animal 1s denioted by this term  Ele
11 anxious to hnow the animal called garaya. A forester who
knows the animal tells hum that the gesoys 23 an animal hke
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gary pr::rsu:mptmn of some fact previously unknown, without
which 2 Lnown fact could not have been possmble. For
instance, when we get up from the bed 1n the moming and find
the whole ground and things on it wet, we presume that it
must have rained last mght Or, to take a more hackneyed
example, ‘Devadatta is stout, hut he eats nothing during the
day; 1t must therefore be presumed that ke eats at mght” To
take another example, ‘A 1s known to be Iiving, but ke 1s not
at home, 1t must therefore be assumed that he is gone out'.
Arthapatti 13 a kind of a necessary hypothesis without which
some kpown fact cannot be understood to be possible. The
Naiyayikas regard this kind of presupposit:ion as merely an
inference, for here we pass from a perceived thing to an inferred
one through a relation which 1s known to be invanable

6 Adaupalabdhe (Non Apprehension)—The Vedintists
and some JMimamsakas propose a sixth kind of Pramdgna.
namely, Adrupalabdh: Adnupalabdhi 13 the source through
which we apprehend the non.existence fabhara) of objects,
particularly, the ahgence or non exsstence of knowledee. For
example, the knowledge that there is no inkpot on the table or
that I do not know what I am. This kind of knowledge 15
taken as perceptual knowledge by the Nainviayikas, but the
Yedintins point out that 1t cannot be a case of perception be-
cause the object of knowledze, the absence or negation, 1s not
in contact with any sense.organ

So far we have dealt with the nature of the most important
Fromanas tecopnmsed by the most important schools of Indian
thought We shall zive below the nature of other sources of
knowledze al<o which the popular mund as well as some
thinkers admit as independent sources of new knowledge

7. Awhya (Tradsthion) —Aihve 13 a tradition that has
come from an onknown source and has been handed down from
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one generation lo another Many of our behels are based on
tradition It 1s a source of knowledge admitted by the histo
nans (Pauramias) According to the Naiyayikas 1t 15 a2 kind
of Sabda, but a Sebda which 15 not to be regarded as & pramane,
becau<e 1t 15 not certain whether the person from whom the
tradition onginated was an apta (speaker of the trulh) or not
It 15 only the words of a truthinl and hence rehahle persan
that are authoritative and are a source of a new knowledge

& Chesta (Gesture) —Chesta or gesture 18 alsp 3 <ouree
of new knowledge For example, we know that a dumb fellow
I> h[‘.‘[ﬂgl'j* I‘J}" the gesiires that he makes We EIE:} coitie o
know the thoughts and feelngs of other people by their gestures
and pestures 1e, by thetr bodily expressions  The Naiyayikas
do not regard it as an wmdependent source of knowledre It 1s
& Lind oF anforonce wv whick & sign {Lope) mves B g know
ledge of some thing else sigmihbed by t, therr relation of being

the «ign and the sigmfied having been discovereq through
repeated experience

0 Poruesa (Ehmmation) —Parisesa or Elimynation 1s

the process of hnowing some thing by elmmating from a
group of things those which 1t 1s not  For example 3t happens
scme nhme that we hnow a persen to be somebody by elimmna
ting others already known from the group where th per<oan
has been told to be present  The Naryayikas do not resard it
as an mdependent source of knowledge

10 Sambhara (Inclusion) ~—Sambhave as a sguree of
new knowled~e consists 1n the process of knowing ¢ome thing
on account of its being included 1n some other hnowm thing
For example, when you know a knife you know the Llade also
which 15 a part of the former The knowledge of a foot

involves also the knowledze of an inch  The Naiyayikas da
not admit as an independent pramara
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sary presumption of some fact previously unknown, without
which a Lnown fact could not have heen possible, For
in<tance, when we get up from the bed in the morning and find
the whale ground and things on 1t wet, we presume that it
must have rained last nisht. Or, to take a more hackneyed
example, ‘Devadatta 1s stout, hut he eats nothing duning the
day; 1t must therefore be presumed that he eats at mght” To
take another example, ‘A is known to be living, but he 15 not
at home, 1t must therefore be assumed that he 13 gone out’.
Arthipatt; is a kind of a necessary hypothesis without which
some known fact cannot be understood to be possible The
Naryiyikas regard this kind of presupposihion as merely an
inference, for here we pass from a percened thinz to an inferred
one through a relation which 1s known to be invanable.

O Aouapalabdh INnn*ﬁpprEhEnﬂlﬂnl'——The Vedinlists
end some Miumimsalas propoze a sixth kind of Pramina,
namely, Arnupalabdl:  Anapolabdhs 13 the source through
which we apprehend the non-existence falbhdial of objects,
pariicularly, the abeence or non-existence of knowledze. For
example, the knowledze that there 1 no inkpot on the table or
that I do not know what | am  This kind of knowledae 1s
taken as perceptual knowledgze by the Nardvikas, but the
VYedintins point out that it cannot be a case of perceplion be-
causr the object of knowledze, the almence or nezation, 19 not
in conlact with any schse orfan

“0 far we have dealt with the nature of the most impartant
Praminas recopmised by the most impaortant schools of Indian
thought  We shall give below the pature of othrr sousces of
knowledze ala whih the populsr mind as well ar pume
thinkery admut a3 independent sources of new bnowledzre.

i Aitidya (Tradition) —Aiafiva 1s a tradiion that has
come {rom an urknown sourre and hat Leen handesl down from
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one generation to ancther Many of our beliefs are based on
tradition 1t 15 a sonrce of knowledge admitied by the hito-
rtans (Pauramias) According to the Naiyayrkas it 1s a kund
of Sabda, but a Sabda which 1s not to be regarded as a pramana,
because it 13 not certmin whether the perzon from whom the
tradition onginated was an apra (<peaker of the truth) or not
It 15 only the words of 7 truthful and hence reliable person
that are authontative and are a source of a new knowledge

8. Chesta (Gesture) —Chesta or gesture 1s al<o a =ource
of new knowledge For example, we know that a dumb fellow
1s hungry by the gestures that he makes We alvo come to
know the thoughts and feelings of other people by their gestures
and postures, 1 e, by their bodily expressions The Nanyayikas
do not regard it as an independent <ource of knowledge It 13
a kind of mnference mn which a «1gn (hnga) gives us a know
ledge of some thing el e signified by 1t, their relation of being

the mign and the «igmified having been discovered through
repeated e<perience

9  Porisesa (Elimination} —Parisesa or Elimmation 1s
the process of knowing some tung by eliminating from a
group of things those which 1t 13 not  For example, 1t happens
=eme time that we know a person to be somebody by elimina
tirg others already known from the group where that percon
has been told to be present The Naiyayikas do not regard 1t
as an independent <onrce of knonledge.

10  Sambhara {Inclusion) —Sambhata as a source of
new knowledge consicts in the process of knowing <ome thing
on account of 1ts being included 1n some other known thing
For example when you know a kmife, you know the blade also

which 15 a2 part of the former The knonledge of s foot
tnvolves also the Lnowledge of an 1ach. The Nayavnikas do
ol adout as an independent pramana



CHAPTER I
KARANA {CAUSE)

It has been saud above that premana (instrument or means
of walid knowledgze} 1s the peculiar (asidhirana} cause
(kirana) of valid knowledge {prama). But what 13 meant by
a cause (kirana)? We shall now consider the nature of a
kirana {cause) and us vaneties according to Indian logicians

DEFINITION OF A CAUSE

A cause (Ldrana) 18 defined in Tarkasamgraha as that

circumstance which invanably (niyata) precedes (purvavritis)
the effect (kirya) Here the word invariably (niyvata) 19
used to exclude all accidentally preceding things or activities
which have no essential part to play in the production of the
effect and hence should not be included among the causes or
essentizl conditions of the effect  Nothing which accidentally
happens to precede the occurrence of an event can be 1ts cause.
For instance, the occasional presence of the weaser's children
when a cloth 13 beinr woven by him should not be regarded
as an essential condition of the production of the cloth, for,
the cloth would have come into existence even when the
children of the weaver were not by his side  In the same way
a potter’s 8>s which fetched the clay of which a pot 12 made,

cannot be regarded as one of the causes of the pot, for the
simple reason that it 13 not an 1nvarniable factor in the produe-

tion of the pot, because the clay can be brought by other
means as well, ep., a cart or a servant.

Neglect of this important condition of causality 1s greatly
recsporsible  for Lhe innumerable superstitions and  the
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yathasiddhattve sati” (ﬂﬂ:q’ﬂ'lfﬁ'g‘fﬂ' Eﬁr}lwhich may be ren-
dered as “provided the antecedent 15 not remotely or indirectly
{through another agency) connected with the effect”. A
Iiteral translation of the word “ananyathanddha™, which 13 a
very important quabfication of 2 cause, may be “proved to be
not otherwise connected”, te. directly and immediately con-
nected. Sowme schelars have rendered 1t as “not made out to

be otherwise than indispensable” or “not made out to be such
as one can do without™.

Thus, the cause must not only Invanably precede the effech,
it must also be in immediate or direct relation<hip with it and
should never be proved to be otherwise than indispensable
Thal 13, a cause 13 that circumstance which precedes the eflect
and has an immediate influence 1 the production of it. This
defimtion of a cause corre<ponds to a certain extent to the
dehinttion given by J 5. Ml the father of modern Inductne

Logic: the canse 15 the unconditional and 1m anable antecedent
of the effect.

FIVE TYPES OF ANYATHASIDDHI

In the above mentioned defimtion of cau<e, Wiz,
“ananyatha-siddhative satr kirya-myatapiriavritn kiranam”

(waanicess @i woivgagag™ saeony)
(Tarkasamgraha), which 15 the same as “vasya Airyst piana
bhato myatah ananyathasuddhaicha tat kiranam™ { TET T
TR AT ARSgUnEEY ag FIeur)
(Tarkabhicy), the word ananyathisiddha (not anyathdsufdha)
1s very important The modern Indian loxicians have, there-
fore, discusced in details all the possthle ways in which a
circutnstance can be enyathistddha (dispensable or remotely
connected) 1o relation to an £fect, althourh 11 may invariably
precede the latter.  Usually fise varieties of dispensable antece-
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dents are mentioned  Examples of the five kinds of dispensable
circumstances are (1) an a<s in relation to the produchion of
a pot, {2) the potter’s father with reference to the pot,
(3) zkusa (ether) in relation to the pot, ether being eternal
and all pervading, has nothing particular to do with the pot,
(4) the colour of the threads with reference to the cloth made
of them, and {5) the genenc characteristic of threads
-~tat an to the cloth made of them In general,

-. N thase 1.

¢ about

THE METHOD OF DISCOVERING CAUSES

Ipductive methods of antaya {agreement 1n presence} and
vyalireka {agreement 1n absence) repeatedly uced can be our
only puide in knowing what 1s indispensable or otherwnse.
QOur repeated expemence must show that whenever the cause
precedes, the effect follows {anveyesahackira—the invanable
sequence between the positive occurrence of two things} and
that wheneser the cause does not precede, the eflect does not
follow {swaonirelasahachara—the invanable econcemitance het
ween the abeence of two thingz)  Unless these two conditions
are fulfilled no circumstance can be regarded as a cause of an
effect. If this twofold principle of inducinnve discovery of
cau<es 15 stretly followed, manv of the <o-called causes of the

familiar eflects would be elummated. Three of J S AlLll's

“Inductise Methods®, namely, the Method of Agreement, the
Method of Dhfference, and the Jount Method of Agreement and
Difference are evidently denved from a stmular formula of
causality From Mill’s defimition of cause as “the invanable
and unconditional antecedent™ 1t follows, “Whatever antecedent
can be left out, witheut prejudice to the effect, can be no part

o~

+
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is the transformation of milk into curd. We may add the
transformation of 1ce into water and that of water into vapour.

This Simkhya doctnne of satkiryavida is accepted by the
Vedantists also The Advaita Vedinta, however, goes shll
deeper mnto the problem It holds that not only the effect 1s &
manifestation or appearance of what we call the matenal cause
of the effect, but the latter alsg 10 1ts turn 15 a mantestation
Or appearance, so that causes and effects are both appearances
connected by way of uncondiionally invanable antecedence
and consequence The Buddhists al o subscribe to such 3
view Cause and effect are phenomenal appearances, accord:
tng to Buddhizm, but the appearance called cause must totally
cease to €Xi=t or come to non being (asat) before the appear-
ance called effect jomps into & momentary ewstence Ascish
sat jdyate—it 13 from non being that beings come out The
Advaita Vedintists do not agree with the Buddhists on their
doctrine of non being (funyavada). They, on the other hand,
hold that the appearances are not the appearances of non bemng
(iunya) but of sorwe berng which underhes the appearances
Take the instance of vapour-waterace chain of appearances.
tere the underlying reality X appearing a- vapour 1s changed
into water on account of the inflluence of acecessory cauces on i,
and 80 aleo X appcanng as water 1s changed 1nto 1ce  Vapour,
water and ice are really the forma a which their underlying
essence X successively appears  The change 13 only a change
in the forms, X remains unchanged throughout  This view 18
called Virarta-vida, the doctrine of appearances. According to
the Advana Vedintins the phenomenal world conasts of the
names and forms of the underlving real Saebstance called
Brahman by them. Within the sphere of the phenomena the
doctrine of parirama (transformation) holds good, but when
we think of the relation of the appearances with the Subetance
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underlying them, which 13 their real matenal (upadana) cause,
e are led to the doctrine of 1ivartd {appearance]

The problem of causality 1s as alve today as It was ever
Lor O vraananding to the three VIEWS pointed out above,
1~ we have

nsiorma

tion and Manifestation ~An rmpaiie n of the
three views will bring us 1@ the conclusion that there 15 some
truth 1n every one of them They are all richt from different
points of view {nnekanrumdﬂ of Jmmism) [sery appearance
as such 18 unique and does come 1N10 existence anew It was
surely non-exactent Lefore 1t came into  existence Every
moment we sce NEW things coming ynto exasience There wad
no Denares Hindu University as such a few ycars 830 It 15
needless to gise other 1nsLances In fact all that we =€t around
43 has been produced reated or brought forth by efficacrou®
causes Collocation of causes generates TCw qualiies  new
{orms and new junction® And the intere<is of the common
man arc confined 1o qualitics and forms only The potter
cregtes @ mew jar and thereby earns s Living the cusdtomer
needs a new jar and £0 he pays for it The yar as such never
ex1sted Lelore it was created Dy the potter Hence the ™vaiya
ytkas are mght In hol ling the wraml raiuda (creationism of
emerpence of new qualities) The science of Chemisiry sup-
porta them 1f an) support in addition to the evidence of every
day experience 15 needed Vo aler 85 such never existed belore
the atoms of hydropen and oxygen cort 1ine 1 together 1n &
certain proportion The peculiar qualities of «alt are never
found m sta conshitoent causes, sodizm and chlorine when

they are kept apart

Tl e Samihya view parnnsmais la or satharyaiufa 1+ an
eut-come of a different spproach to the problem It Jdoes not
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look at the world from the point of view of 2ppearances, but
from the point of view of material realities capable of appear-
ing in those forms It starts from the epriors logical principle
that something cannot come out of nethig., Whatever appean
most have existed previously, although not in the present form.
Canses are only the effects in potentrality. The truth of this
view is also corroborated by experience and supported by
physical scrences. Scientific principles of “Indestructibility of
Matter”, “Conservation of Energy”, “Quanntative Idennty of
Cause and Effect” and “Uniformity of Nature” combined with
the Darwinian and Spencentan view of “Evoluhion™ lead us 0
a view of causality akin to that of Simkhiya.

The Vedanticts, accepting the Simkhya view so far as the
phenomenal world 1s concerned, lock at the problem from 2
deeper point of view, that of antology. There can be no mean-
ing 1n the statement that the canse has changed or transformed
ino the effect and that the eflect 12 the same as the cagse m
snother form, unless the essence of both the cause and the
effect 13 2 common substance X undelying unchanged both the
cause and the eflect. [t is that X which apuears now in the
form of the cauce and now in that of the effect. But {rom the

puint of view of X both the cauee end the efiect are appeatances
of X. Hence the doctnine of vivarza.

THREEE KINDS OF CALSES

Capses zre of three kinds according to the Naiyinkas,
namely, Samat ayt, Asamavdy: and Nimuta.

THE SAMAVAYI KARANA

(1) The samavan kirang (the material, constituent or
“inherent’ cause) 1s that in which the effect produced inheres,
i.e., 1s 8o 1ntimately connected or 1dentical with it thai it ranrot



be separated from the cause without losing 113 own cxistence
It 1s that commeon factor Letw een the cause and the effect which
15 1dentical or subatantially the samc 1N Loth of them For
instance, the clay n a }abs the wood 19 8 table, or the threads
tn a piece of cloth are the matenial or constituent €au:ts of the
jar, the table and the cloth respe:mely The eifects, the ja1,
the table, and the cloth inhere rﬂqpﬂﬂlwﬂy . the clay, the
wond and the threads of which they are made, and src B0
intimately related with them that they cannol exist if ﬁeparated
from their cause- Of course, there are many other things
that are requlred for the prnductmn of these cilects and are
thus indispensabie antecendents, and therefore, causes of the
effects, but the relation of clay etc 1o B jar ete 15 of a unique
Lind which 1s called semat Java {mhl:r:nﬂf:} i the Nyaya school

of thought.

SAMAVAIA

According to the Tvan ayrthas things may te related 1n two

waye, namely, amatdyo (inherence of (neeparable nature) and

samyoga {mere union of contact)

By samara}a 15 meant that relstion
virtue of which one thing must 1nhere 1o the other thing £0 long

a1 the {ormer 13 ot destroyed  Jts h~refore a pecuiiaf kind

of relation 1o be dretinguished from
yora) hetneen WO ‘hines e her of which can exst separately

The things related by the way ol samanuis are techmically
cal od avutasiddha {1 o, perer prod ed to be upar:tnl} Such
thngs, accarding 10

yovin and oraycta) 1he wul tapce and s aual e {drarys
and gu~a), mweresd and the TIOVITR thinz ot srtion 'RARE
gzrt (Arsd el Lravd wn}, e cormumty of U rents ardile
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individuals or the species (jdti and vyskfi) and the eternal
substances and their peculiarities (nifya drapvya and vifesa).
These are the only cases of objects related by the relation of
semardya Each of these pairs is such that one of the two
objects in the pair cannot be separated from the other

It 1s on the pround of the relation called samaraya that
the Nawyayikas say that a sub-tance 13 the samuvdyi faraas of
its attnbutes

THE ASAMAVAY] KARANA

(2} The Asamaieyr kzrane {non inherent, non-material
or non-constituent cau<e) 13 defined 1n Tarkasamgraha as '"'that
which contnibutes to the production of the effect while co-
inheering wilh the e¢ffect 1n 113 matenial cause™. For example,
the unmion of the threads 1s the asamardyr cause of the cloth,
and the colour of the threads i1z the asamvav: canze of the
eolour of the cloth The union of the threads which inheres
in the threads 13 an invanable and indispensable antecedent
of the cloth and hence a canse of it But it 15 not the inherent
cause of the cloth, threads beins its inherent cauce., Hence
it 1~ the pon-inherent (asemardyr) cause The union of the
threads 15 2n attnbute ¢of the threads, ard so, according to
MNydva it inheres iy them in the same wayv a3 cloth inherss in
them. The unron of the threads i1s not in samatdya relation
with the cloh, but with the threads, hence 1t i3 rerarded as a
non samarayr cause of the cloth. Smularly the colour of the
threads 13 an a-somardnn (non-inherent) cauvce ©f the colour
of the cloth, for although 1t contributes to the production of
the colour of the cloth and hence 19 a2 cause of it, 1t inheres
n the threads 2nd not in the colour of the cloth. Qualities
accordinz to Nyiya inhere 1n things and not in qualities.



6J

THE NIMITTA LARANA

(3) The Nimiila { Occasiomng, efficient, nstrumental
or general) larana 15 2 canse which 18 other than both the
samarayr and the asgmaray? causes As for mstance the
weaver, the loom and the <huttle, etc, aI€ the nrmuta cau<es

of the cloth

0Of thece kinds of cau<es the sarmavay: cause mv t always
be a substance (dravyal, as 1o other category (pad.rtha) 13
capable of being 2 ceat of nherence (samatdya ) according
to the Naiyayika. The gsamapays cause may either be 2
quality or an achon and nothing else, the mumitic cauce, NOW
ever, may be amything, & <pbstance, & quality or an acltion.

CRITICAL REMARK ON THE DIVISION

The term a sgmatay} harang 13 not very sccuraie in this
connection for, i Lterally means 2 cause which 1s not con
nected with the eflect by the relation of semaiaya (not sama-
tuyr) and thus chould include 1n 1z denotation \he numuiia
Laranas also Tor they too are not connected with the effect
by samaruya relation Moreover, according to the divizion
by dichotemy there cannot be anv other =peciesd (the ntmilic
cauces) ol cause than the two, the 1nherent and the non inhe
rent. The two must exhaust the umverse of diccourse. The
division given above can be frec [rom tbis tomcal difficulty
ﬂn}} whtn we gale 1t D2 Q Case of a tunhnu!:ti division 1n 1wo
steps. Thus, causes ma} he firct divided into those which are
reparable from the bod) of the cffect and thoee which ar= not
separable [rom the effect The ceparable ones are the mmuia
cauces The mneeparal le ones may further be divided into two
classes, the samatriys (1nherent} and the @ samarayr (non
tnherent)
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In other schools of thought, the asemvayi cause 1s not
recognised as distinct from the cause called samavayr by the
Nyiya-Yaiiesika thinkers Both the samavdyr and Lhe asama-
vay: causes of theirs are classed under one head, namely, the
upidina karano (the matertal or the constituent cause) by the
Samhhya and Vedinta Schools It 13 the cause which with its
qualities 18 present within the effect. The effect 13 made of 1k,
as we say All other causes that operate on the material out
of which the effect 1> made to produce the effect, are classed
under the other head, namely the mumilte causes, m the same
way as 1s done by the Nawyayikas.

THE KARANA

Of all the causes that bning about an effect some are
common to many efiects They are called the sadhdrono
causes. But some cause 13 peculiar to a parhicular efleet This
cause may be called the asédharana (peculiar or uncommon)
cause Yor example, the existence ol the Self, its contact with
the mind (1e, attention) and the reality of objects are comr-
mon causes of gli knowledge Duat there 1s an addihonal cause
which 13 necessary {or the productien of percepiton {prazyaltia),
namely, the contact of Lhe senses with the objects of percephion
This cause, sense-contact, 19 not common te other kinds of
knowledge, hke the inferential or that produced by verbsl
testimony, but 13 a cause peculiar to the perceptual knowledge
only. buch an urcommon or peculiar cause 1s called Aarand
in Tarkasamgraha  “0f these three kinds of causes, only that
is called an insirumental cause {karana) whlc‘ﬂ 13 peculzar”.

( TTATTFRICAACT TR IO ‘E["-'ET zrtﬂm:)
Kesavameira in his Tarkabhisi defines Lirara as “a cause
which 13 most effective (sudhalatamam ettfaywam sidhanam
or prakruisiam) an brnging about the ellect”. Apnambhatta
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probably means the same by the word asedharana {peculiar}.
The Nyayabodhini commentary on Tarfasamgraha puts an
additional guahification before the word asedharana, namely,
vyapartat (effectively active} Agrana according to this defi
mtion {vyaperarat asadharanam Karanam} would mean that
efficient peculiar cause which directly and 1mmediately bnngs
about the eflect by its own action That 15, 1t 1s that peculiar
factor among the causes which, other causes betng present
and operatne, smmediately bnngs about the resvlt by its own
activity, and for want of which the other causes will not be
sufliciently eflective 1n producing the desited effect  Such a
cause 33 different with diferent efiectc Hence 1t 15 a ‘pecubiar’
cause The Neo Naryayibas, therefore, define kurana as “z
cause which 13 most necessary for producing the effect and
without the activity of which the effect 13 not produced 1n
spite of other cauces being precent’ (phokiyogavya vachchhn
nam faranam Keranam) Th:s definilion 18 the bhest of alf the
presious definitiors.  According to it the Rarana corresponds
to what 13 called a provimale canse 1n the West
Thus, according to the older Naiyayihas a potier’s stick
(danda) 13 the karana of the pot produced by the potter,
because 12 1s a peenhiar thing which he vses 10 producing the
jar and without whoe rotating work on the wheel the pot
cannot be produced In the same way 3 sense-organ 13 the
kerna in the sense that by 313 contact with the ol ject 3t brings
about the percepiual knowledze of the ohject  Sense-orpans
are 11 contact with the object known only 1n percep tual know-
led~e Hence their pecuhanty 1o perceptual knowledze Dut
according 1o the defimtion of Rarana gaven by the NeoNaya
2L CHRT Iu‘cnmn. really difficult to say what the harana may
[e in & ¢ace  The polier s stick may be conntdered & Larana
1n the case of a2 pot, or the rotation of tte potter’s wheels or
the vnion of the component parts of the pol.
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probably means the same by the word asadharana (pecuhiar).
The Nyayabodhin: conumnentary on Tarkasamgraha puls an
additional qualification before the word asadharana, namely,

vyapartat (effectively active} Rarana according to this defa
nition (tyaparaval asedkaranam Laranam) would mean that

efficient peculiar cause which directly and ymmediately brings
abont the effect by 1ts oWLl achon Ehat 15, 11 18 that pecuhar
factor among the €AUsEs which, other causes bemng present
and operative, ,mmediately brings aLout the result by its own
activity, and for want of which the other causes will not be
sufficiently effective 1D producing the desired effect  Such a
cause 15 different with diflerent effects Hence 1t 1s a ‘peculiar’
cance The Neo-Naiyayihas, iherefore, define karana as “a
calse which 1s most necessary for producing the effect and
without the activity of which the effect 15 not pvroduced 1n
<pite of other causes being Fl'ﬂ"ﬂﬂt" (phalayogavya vachchhin
ram haranam karanaut} This defimtion 1s the best of all the
Previous defintiors According to 1t the karana corresponds
to what 13 called a proxumalte caiuse 1n the West
Thus, according io vhe older Nanyayihas a potter’s stick
(danda) 1s the Larana of the pot produced by the poter,
beeause 1t 15 a peculiar thing which he uses 1 producing the
jar and wathout whose totaing work on the wheel the pot
cannot be Pl'ﬂd“ﬂ"—‘d In the same way a <en<e organ 13 the
? orng 1o the sence that by 1> contact with the ehject 1t brings
about the perceptual lLnowledze of the object Sense-organs
are n contact with the object hknown only i perceptual know.
ledee Hence their pecuhanty to perceptual knowledee But
according to the defmuon of karana given by the Neo Naya
s lly BTl 0 53 what e ks may
be in a case Lhe poOiters <tick may be considered a Lgrana

1n the case of & pol, OF the rotation of the potter’s whesls or
the union oi the component paris ol the pot.

-



0%

CAUSES OF PRAMA

In case of prama (right knowledge), the samavay:
Airang is the Self, the asamavdy: karana is the contact between
the Self and mind and the sense-organ concerned (if it is
concerned at all). The nimitta Larana is the object of know-
tedpe, Of these causes the contact of the Seli, mind and organs
1S the karana of prams It 13 called the pramdra (prama-
karenam) Without the contact of the Self, the mind and the
sense-organs (if it be perception), there cannot be any know-
ledge even though the Self and the object hoth may be
present



CHAPTER 1V

PERCEITION (PRATYARSA)

Percep 1on (Pratyalsa} 13 & term used both for the direct
knowledze acqured through the ageney of the sense organs
{ jranendriyas) and for the special means (pramana} through
which this kind of knowledge 13 acquired

Perception {Pratyakia) as knowledce 18 defined 1n Tar
Lasamzraha as “that knowledge which 1s bora of the contact
of the senses with the objects

The term contact 18 not to be understood m the hteral
sense of close proximity but in the techmcal sense of the range
of activity of the vanous senses 2s has been pointed out
alrea 1y an Chapter 11

"Le contact of the sensea with the objects 1s the peculiar
cavse of perceprual knowledge becnuse olher causes, hike the
nresenee of the objects, actiuity of the Self and the mind and
aheence of «bstructing conditions are common to perceplion
and other forms of knowledge It 13 only the contact of the
senees with the objects that as pecubiar to this kind of know
ledze as distinguithed from other forms of knowledze

wilAT DOES PFRCFPTION REVEAL?

There has been a great deal of cortroverry as to what

corlente of our knowledge are given in perception, both i
India and the West

The Ccrmman senes, which 13 only a name for uncntical

gnd QAIVE VIEW of thinge hel ¢ that prreeplion reseals almost
all that we bnow aliout the ol jret When 2 chyld eres 2
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tineroa show he beheves that he is face to face with the real
hfe and perceives real objects and persons with all the varied
quzlities which they have in the real life

But if we cnitically analyse the perception, we shall find
that what the contact of our sense organs with the objects
present gives us 1s only white and black colours and sounds
(in casze 1t 13 a talkie), The rest of the things that we are
ea1d to be perceiving are contnbuted by the mind in the form
of memory tmagzes. My wisual percephion of 1ce gives me
only a patch of white eolour, but 1 know 1t to be ice and {eel
1t to be very cold This name and this feeling of cold are
not born of the present contact of eyes and the patch of white
colour. They are past impressions of the mind added to the
natch of white colour, So, what the mere contact which ope-
rates 1n the perception gives us are the sensible qualities
revealed by the senses which are 1n actuzl contact with the
objects If, therefore, we wish to keep memory and perception
apart, as the Naiydayikas do, we shall have to say that percep-
trorr givea us bare qualitres

The Western psychology has freed itself from this con-
fusion by keeping the word ‘sensation’ apart for the eognition
born of bare sense-contact and uszing the word perception for
the whole knowledze of an object in which sensation and
memory rmages of vanous kinds are andacsolubly mmxed and
synthesised Abeence of this distinction has given nse to the
divscsion of opimon as to what 13 revealed in pretyakia,

The Buddhwsts, for example, hold that in perception we-
are face to face with the mere objective form or quality given
at the moment of perception It 1s free from all the deseriba-
Lle determinations like name, class, relation, etc  There
cannot be any question with regard to its vahidity or invahidity
as the knowledee is free from all determinations.
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But, the Nyaya view 1s different from this view, as it
appears from the two divisions 1t makes of perception, namely,
the nirttbalpaka and the savikalpala, the former being gkin
to the Buddnstic view of perception or to that of “<ensahion™
of the modern psychology But some Naiyayikas seem to have
realised the point and therefore have defined perception as
“the sramediate awareness of an object, which 13 frec from
doubt, error, and name, brought about by the contact of a
sense with its object” This 13 what 1s considered 23 the
nirvikalpaha pratyakfa by the Naiyayikes in general

TWO KINDS OF PERCEPTUAL RNCOWLEDGE

According to the Naiyayikas, as pointed out above, there
are two kinds of Percephion {Pratyakfa Jnana}, namely, the
Ninvikelpala ond the Savikalpaka

The Nirvikalpala Pratyalia {(Indetermunate Perception} 1a
that which reveals merely the sensible object without any
further mlormation about 1t with regard to its genus {class)
name or qualities which are not actunlly sensed It 15 what
Wilham James calls “the mere acquaintance’, or Stont ralls
‘anoctic conciousness', or what 13 generally called ‘Sensation’
in modern Psycholory  We cannot say what 1the object that
we are percensing 1<, we can otuly say that we are perceiving
*tomething’ but what 1t 1s we do not yet know

The Savikalpaka PratyoFia (Determinate Perception}, on
the other hand, 13 that perception which reseals to us the
nualiaes, the penus a~d the name of the object percened [t
v what 1s called ‘Perception’ 1in modern peychology, *noctic
consroprnesy 1y Stout and ‘knowladse 2l ol by James It
i+ quile evilent that rmuch of the wnf rmation given 1n this
kird (detenminate) of perceplion comes {rom memory and
not from the contact of the senses with the object. [lenee

e

L b
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the Buddhists do not recognise this kind of knowledge 23
perceptual knowledge

Some Naiyiyikas do not regard the mwo {Nirwkalpake
ard Savikalpaka) perceptions as the two kinds of perception,
but only as two stages in the perceptual process. At the first
stage, the knowledge of the object in contact with the sense 1s
inarticulate and vague At the second stage, 1t becomes arti-
culate, defimite, and eapable of being described and named.

There are some logictanz who point out that there 1 a
third staze alse 1n the full perceptnal knowledge of an objpect,
namely, the Hinopidano-pekigbuddhi—the sense of the object
being desirable, undesirable or indifferent This sense dawns
upon the mind of the percerver when the =econd’stage, the
savtlalpaka perception 1s over ‘This further cormtion refers
to the practical relation of the object to the Self

There 1s no doubt that according to the Common Sense,
and penerally epeaking, all these fzcts are revealed in percep-
tion, but the <nurce of their knowledge 13 not the precent
contact of the s#nse with the object, but the impressions of the
past expertence which get revived on account of association
with the quality eensed at the moment Hence the knowledge
of the quahities, attnbutes or relations that are not in direct
contact with the sense at the present moment, cannot be called
perceptunal knowlede, of perception 1= to be defined as the new
knowledge born of sen<econtact with the ohject. According
1o the Mhaiyiykes, we must not forget, 2l knowledee due 1o
the past impressions is remembrance, fsmrits), IHow can
therelore the knowledge of the qualibies, atinbutes or relations
which are in direct contact with the sense, he regarded a9

anubheva {experience), not o say anything of Pratyokie
{Perception) #
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ANOTHER DIVISION OF PERCEPTUAL KNOWLEDGE

Perception has been divided on another basis into twe
kinds namely, Nitya (eternal) and Anuiya (transitory) The
first kand of perception 1s that of God and the second that of
human and other beings.

Human or transitory percepltion 1s 88 we have seen above,
of two kinds, namely, the Savikalpaka {Determinate) and the *
Nervikalpaka (Indetermnate)

The Determinate perception 1s again of two kinds, namely,

\he Loukika {normal or usnal) and the Alaukike {abnormal

6T unusial)

The Lﬂrukmku Pratyakia 1s of six bkinds, namely, the
{ Y b Riugna (Gustatory), the Chaksusw
srautriya { Auditory) and
} L
The Ghranaya (olfactory} perception which reveals various
kinds of smells 1s got throngh the nose The Rasana (gusta
tors) percephion which reveals the tfastes 1s pot through the
tongue The Chokrusa (vi.nal) perception which reveals the
cafours and forms of objects 15 got through the eyes The
Srautriya (auditory) percephion which gives us knowledge of
sounds 15 had through the ears The Sparfana (tactile) per
ception wilnch gives us the knowledge of heal, cold, roughness
or stacothness of a surface 1> acquired through the shin  The

Manase (internal) percephion of pleasure, pain, desire, aversion

knowing and walling etc 1s got through the mind fmanasa}
which 1= the internal sense {antahkerana)

The abnormal or onusual kind of pereeption 1s further

divided into three clasces namely, the Sumonyalakfans, the
Jnanalaksena and the Yogojn
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The Samanya-lakiana pratyakia 1s the perception of the
jati or the genus of an object, When, for example, 1z seeing
2 particular cow, we are aware of the generic nature of cows,
the perception 1s called the simanya lakiane pratyokin.

The jnina-lalfans pratyakia 1s that perception in which
we are directly aware of a qualiy of an object, which i3 not
in contact with the sense operative 1n the percept, or when one
percept revives another percept at the =ame moment For
example, when we percenne a piece of ice from a distance we
somelimes feel 113 coolness also  Fhe coolness of the piece
of 1ce 13 not revealed through the sense of sight operative here.
ilence the perception 13 an extraordinary one

The Yogaja Pratyakia 1s the extracrdinary and supernmor-
mal perception of the yomns who can direetly know events of
different imes and objects at great distances which cannot be
tn contact with Lhe senses,

The gencral name given to all the extraordinary pescep-
bions 1s Fratyisatis

SIX KINDS OF CONTACT (SANNIRARSA)

The contact of an object with a sepse organ which gives
us the direct knowledge of the object 13 called sznniiarsa by
the Naiyavikas It 1s of six kinds according to them, namely,
Sanyoza, Sanyukle.semavdya, Saryufta-sgmieta-sematdiya,
Samaiiye, Semieta samavdya, and Fiiesana-tiiesya-bhara.

1 Sanyoga— Sanyoga (Conjunction) 1s the name of the
cantact between the tenze and the object when we are aware
of a concrete objert, Iike a jar, a man, 2 woman or a horse etc.
The pame 1s based on a relation, sanyoge, which means 2
temporary umion of two things whirh ean be separated, and
are separated mn course of time. The object of perception,
whatever 11 may be, 15 not In 8 permanenl contatt or union
with the sense that perceives it. The sense and the object sre
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separzble Hence they are <aid 1o be 1n the relation of sanyoga
to each other \

2 Sanyuhta mmam}'u—Sanyukm-summ.ayﬂ (Inherence 1n
that which s conjoined) 18 & Jdouble contact which operates 1n
the perceplion of some thing which 13 1n permanent union
{samavaya) with the object which 13 1 eeparable umon
(sanyoga)l with the sen<e orgaln Samavaya 13 the name given
to a permanent union or mherence of some thing with or in
came other thing as long as the former exists  The quahities
are said to inhere in the thimgs qualified, because as long a3
qllah'l'.IEE exist they must exast 1n the things quahﬁed h}r ithem.
They cannot exist apart from them In the same way the
senera mmhere 1n the individuals and effects mhere 1n their ma
terjal causes In perceiving the qualities and the genera of

objects we +hus have what may be called a double contact,
namely, senyuhta samaraya The object 1n which we perceive
11~ quahty por genus 13 in §anyoga {EEPEI'EHE uniaon) with the
cense of sight and 1ts quality or genus is 1i samveyd (1nsepar.
shle unjon} with the object For examples, 1n perceiving the
colour of a cloth there 1% the sanyuhla sameiaya sannikarsa

imvolved

- Sﬂﬂ}rukm sammﬂa—samuvﬂ]’ﬂ—*Sﬂnyukm ramavels
samavaya (Inherence in the inherent with that which 1s con
yoined) 1s @ triple contact involved 1n the perception of those
things which are 1n inseparable union with the things per
cerved bjr the precf:dmg contact, the sunyukm stmavaya I]};- or
example, when we 2Ie directly aware of colour ip general
(rupasamanya) when a coloured cloth 1s before us, the ¢

1act between our £YE3 and the genus of the colour EP;’JTEhenc?:d
by us 18 threefold, viz, (1)} sanyoga (ceparable union or con
junction) of the eyes with the cloth, (2) samasayg (inherence
or separable umon) of the particular colour of the :]nthrwnh
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the cloth which is in conjunction wiln the eyes, and {3) seme-
vdya of the partictlar colour of the cloth with the genus of
colour (colour mn general). The cloth is conjoint with the
eves (sanyukia}, the eolour of the cloth is samavera with the
cloth and the genus of colour is in semaviye with the colonr.
Hence the complex contact 1s called sanywukia samavets-
samaviya,

4. Samatdye—Samavdyas {(Inherence) is the contact 1n-

'.Fl.‘r J'I.-ll - = . T | 1 " - .

according to them 1s an inherent attnbute of Fkifa Hence
when sound 15 perceived by the ear, 1t 13 its own quality in
contact with the Fkiia of the ears The relation between
a substance and 1its quality being semaviye, the contact
tnvolved 1n the perception of a sound by the ears is called
samaviva. Sonund may have been produced at a distance, but
it is apprehended only when 1t 15 propagated to the organ,
and, when sound 1s percerved by the ear, 1t 18 115 own guality 1n
contact with the dlifa of the ears The relation belween 2
substance and 1ts quality beinz samaviya, the contact involved
in the perception of a sound by the ears 15 called samavaya.
sound may have been produced at a dictance, but it is appre-
bended only when it 1s propagated to the organ, and, whes
propagated, it ts apprehended as a quality of the orgas.
tidnee the contact samardya

5 Samaveta samariye—Samaveta-samaraya (1inherence in
that which is inherent) 15 a double contact involved in the
direct apprehension of the genenc nature of sound. The
generic nature of sound 13 in sameavdya relation with the par-
ticular sound heard Ly the ears and the particular sound heard
h‘,'il' the eary 13 in somavayi reiation {somaretd) with the ears &s
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yikas think that 1t
above 'The % edantists €X

tence of objects by a new pr
them

the sixfold contact 13 not mentioned 1n
f the Nyava <chool of thought, namely
It 15 alzo no! mentioned b;

on the Sutras It seems to be a fexz ure of tha



CHAPTER V
INFERERCE {ANDMANA)

Inference (anumdna) is defined in Tarkasangraha as the
korana (indispensable means) of anuymu {inferential Lnow-
ledge) Anumni (inferential knowledge) 1s said to be the
knowledrr born of Paramarfe (Consmderation) Parimeria
(Consideration) 1s the knowledge of Pakiadharmati with
Vyapti. Pakiadharmata {the quality of some thing beng &
pakia} 1s the fact that at some place or 1n some thing (pahia)
a thing is presemt whuch indicates the presence of some thing
elze which 1s not actually obsermved VPapt: (Invanable Con-
comitance) Is the constant association of one thmg with
another, s¢ that where the one 1s pre=ent the other must also
be present The thing, the presence of which 1s observed o1
a place and which 1ndicates the presence of another thing
which 12 not observed, 1s called hnga (sign}, sadhala i prover),
sidhana tthe means of prosing) and Vydpya (invanably ac-
compamed by), irom the fack Yhat t 1s a sign fimmga) or mark
of the existence of zome other thing, that 1t establishes the
existence of some other thingz, that ot 13 a means of proving
the existence ol some other thing, and that 1t 1s that which has
been found to be mvanably accompanied by some other thing.
The other thing, the presence of which 1s thua indicated, e
called by the corresponding names, hngi {(srgmificd), sidhys
(to be proved) and iyipala (that which pervades or accom-
panirs}), {rom the fact that its exasience 13 ndicazed or sngnified
by the thinz ob<erved, that its exisience there 1s to be estadlish-
td or promed by the thing obsened, and that n invanably
accompanies the thing observed.  The thing or place where the
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linga 13 observed and the existence of the lingi 15 established
18 called pafia

An example, which 1s the stock example of all Indian
logicians, wall llustrate what has been sard above From a
distance a man happens to see a colurun of smoke ansing
from a i)l Seeing smoke there on the hill, he remembers
that wherever there 15 smoke there 1z fire He, therefore,
thinks and concludes that although he does not actually see
fire there, there must be fire on the hill The Anowledge that
there 13 fire on the hill 1s anumin (inferential knowledge) Its
karana (peculiar cause} 1s the anzumana (inference) made here,
which consists 1 the Paramarsa that on the hill 1s present
smoke which 13 invanably accompanied by fire The Iull 15 a
paksa and the presence of smoke on the hill 15 paksadharmata
The geperalisation that wherever there 35 smoke there 25 fire
1s vyaptt  Smoke is hinga sedliana, sadhaka, or vyapya. Fire
= lir g1 sadhya or vyapaka

To put it 10 simpler language, Inference (anumana) 1s the
means by which we arrive at a knowledge of some thing which
1s not in direct contact with or range of our senses, by wirtue
of vome other thing being perceived which has been in the
past found to be mnvanably accompanied by thing not percerved,
It pives us an indirect (parofsa) knowiedge only It corres
ponds to that mediate inference which 1z called Syllomism 1n
Western Logic  The conclusion of a syllogism s the anumr
(1nferential knowledge} The major premise (of a syllogism
in the figure 1) corresponds to pyapn and the ming, premise
to palsedkarmaty The majer and the minor Premnises
sidered together are what 1s called FParamaria (Congg
The mddle term 153 the linga, sodhana, sidhols o
the major term 1s the ling:, sadiiya or vrapaka, \he py,

con
eration}
vyapya,
nor term
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is the pakia There is thus a great deal of sirmlarily between
the Indian Arumdina and the Western Svllogism.,

TWO KINDS OF INFERENCE

Inference 13 of two kinds according to Tarhasangrahe,
viz, {1} The inference for one’s self {Swirthdnumana) and (2)
The inference {or the gale of others (Pardrthanumina).

The Suirthinumdng consists of the following stepsi—

(a) The formulation of a vydpli by repeated observation
ol invarizble co-presence, or co-ab:ence, or both, of two things.
For example, by having repeatedly obsened that wherever
there 1s smoke there is fire, and wherever Lhere is no Are
there is no smoke, one comes to formulate & rule that smolkea is
siways accompanied by fire

{L} Thé perception of that which 1s always accompanied
Ly some other thanz, at some place  For gxample, the percep-
tion of smoke on a hull.

ic} The remembrance of the general rule that whereser
the thing perceived 18 pretent another thing 1s tnvanably
present. For example, the remembrance of the generalianon
that where there 1s smoke there 1s fire.

id)y The consideration that here we zre perceiving the
sarme thing that 1s invansbly arrompanied Ly some other
thing  For example, the consuderation that on the hull we gre
precemang the same hind ot smoke that 1 siways sccompanied

Ly fire,

ie} The conclusinn that the thing, the presence of whirh
it inedirate] by the srien (fiara) s present mhere the Linga iv
preernt  For exsmple, there is fire on the hill

Having oltaned an isferentisl knowledze in this way
" butrwrdl, il ore wants to convince snother perron of the fart,
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er to commumcate the knowledge to lm 1mn a convincing
manner, he has to put it 1n such a demonstrative manner as
will not leave any ray of doubt 1n the mind of the other person
This demonstrative presentation of an inference to convines

another person 1s called Parsrthanumsna (inference for the
sake of others)

The Svarthanumana may be regarded as the primary and
th> psychological process of inference while the Pgrorthanu
mana 1z the secondary and logical process. The latter pre

supposes and 1s based upon the former and 13 only a formal
expression of it

THE I'TYE PARTS OF A PARARTHANUMANA ,

The Parartfanumana consists of five parts, members or

propositions  (aveyavas] ‘They are (1} a proposition,
{Pratiyna}, (2} a reason {(Hetu}, (3) an example {Udaharana),

{4} an application {(Uparaya}, and (5) a conclusion (Niga
mang )

1 A Pratijne {(Enunciation or Propo<ition} 13 the state

ment of what 13 to be demonstrated {(sedhya nirdesa) Eg,
there 1s fire on the lall’

2 A Heru (Reason} 1s the statement of the presence of
the mark which enables us to establich the exictence of the
sadleye F g, DBecause there 1s smoke on the il ”

3 An Udakarana (Example} 1s the statement of the

generalisation {major premuse—ouydpt} on which the inference

¢ based with an example Eg * Wherever there s smoke
thers 1s fire, as 1n a kotchen’

4 Apn Upanaya {Application} 1s the statement in which
the gereral rule 1s applied to the particular case in hand Eg
‘ The smoke on the hill 13 the same kind of <moke as 33 accom
pamed by fire”
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5. A Nigamana (Conclusion) is the statement that the
existence of the lingi is established in the place {pakia}. E.g.
“There is, therefore, fire, on the hill.”

These five parts {erayavas) make up a cormplete demon-
strative inference (Pardrthinumdana) or syllogiem, according to
the Naiydyikas. There is no doubt that they make the process
very clear and leave no doubt in the mind of the person before
whom the arsument 1s placed Tt is in this form of a demon-
strative inference that all the theorems of Euchid are wrniten.

Some logicians, however, think and they geem to be right
in thinking, that the number of the propositions of the syllog-
ism can be reduced to three without deing any harm to the
clear demonstrativeness of the syllogism. There 15 hardly any
difference between the Prefynag (Enunciation) and the Nige-
mana {Conclusion). These are the statements of the same
fact, one, when the fact 1s only enunciated to be proved and
the other when it has been proved The Upanaya (statement
of application of the general rule to the particular case) elso
seemns to be onnecessary when the Reason (/fetu)} and the
Generalisation {(pydpti} have already been mentioned Thus
we are now lelt with only three propoutions or aiayaras (paris
of ryllogiem), namely, {1} either Pratyni (the statement of
what 1s to be proved) or Nigamana (the statement of what 19
inferred—Concluston}, 12) Hetu (the rea<on} or the statement
of the reason or ground of infernng the fact, and (3) the
Fyapti vakya or the statement of the generalisation with an
example, technically callrd the {!dakarana (Exemplification).
S, there 1a a tendency 1n the later Naiyiyikas to hold that only
three erayatay (propoutions or parts or members) gre suffics
cnt for a demonsirstive inference  These three are the

Pratiynd, the Hetu and the Udikarena
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These three proposiiohs corrsspond to the Conclusion,
the Minor Premise and the Major premi ¢ of the Western
Syllogism. There 1s only a difference 1n the order 1m which
they are placed in the Indian and the Western: syllogism,
aithough the lafter 13 not very parficular about the order In
the Indian Pardrthanumana we have first th  Pratiynag, then
the Hetu and then the Udaharana In the Western Syllogism
we generally have first the Major Premusze v hich corresponds to
the Udakarara then the Minor Premuse nhich corresponds to
the Hetm and then the Conclusion wlich 1s the same as the
Pratiyna with the addition of *therefore™

According te the Weeatern logicians all the three propos:
tions are not always =tated 1n practical thunking One of them
1s generally supresced It 1s stated only when we have =
complete syllogism for the sgke of examumng 1ts formal cor
rectuess  The suppressed proposiion may be any of the three
The syllopiam 19 then called an Enthvmeme  In India 100 the
Yedinting the Mimamankas, the Boddhists, and the Janas
think that in uszal thinking only twe aiayavar are suflicient
for an inlerence, namely, the Pratryne and the Hetw  The
Hetu they think, tmplies everything required by an inference

It directly sugzests the F yapt which may be stated f required
for the sale of greater clearneas

ANUMANA AND SYLLOGISM

The companison ol the Pararthonumana with the Ando
tehan »yllogr m should not Tead the student to believe that
t} ev are abeolutely 1dentical in pature There are marked
diflerences Letwren the two which must be carefully noted.
The Indizn Anurmana seems 1o be mote patural, practical and
convincirp than the Ars totehran Sylogram.  In actus! thenkine
we do no argue in the farm of the Andotelian syllogs m but

A
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in the form of Indian Anumina. The distinction between
the Svgrthanumang and the Paragrithanumana 1s a real distine-
tion that we find in actual thinking. Al our thinking, when

it is inferential and when we have not to convince others is In
the form of the sidrihinumaina. It is a mixtore of induction
and deduction. When we have to prove something before
others, either to convince them or to demonstrale our Own
convictions, Yhe most natural method is to cast our thinking in
the form of a pordrthinumana,

The order of the propositions in the perirthinuming 13
more natural and appropriate than 1n the Aristotelian s3llogism.
It 15 the conclusion of cur arguments that 15 uppermost 10 OUT
minds when we demonstrate to others any inference. Ulnless
we are clear abaut the point at wsue, we cannot be definite and
correct with rezard to onr reasons. There is much Likelthood
of committing the fallacy of Ignoratio Flenchi. It 1s why 1o
all debates and In legal judements the propositions are siated
firet. The most natural <econd step 1n all demonstransve and
formal thinking must be the Reason (Hetu). When a state-
ment 13 made, the truth of which 1s not vet e<tabliched and
about which there may be a doubt 1n the mind of the hearer,
it 15 but natoral and wise that it muost be ¢upported by a reason.
In cace the hearer is satisfied with the reason or he understands
the relation of the reason with the statement, the demonstrationl
ends. DBut if the hearer 15 not satisfied or the relation of the
reason with, the proposition stated 1a not clear to him, the
arguer further proceeds and pives a familiar illostration of
the relation, which 1s too clear to be queshioned. While g14ing
the example which 13 farmiliar also to the hearer, the arguer
alio states the relation between the ridheka and the sidhya in
gmtﬂl] terims, so that there may nol remasn any trace of Jﬂﬂl't
in the nund of the hearer with regard to the capability of the
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Reason to prove the Proposihon {Pratyna) In case the
hearer 15 satisfied, the argument stops there  Dut 1f he 13 not
satisfied, or in caze he 13 toe stubbom or too deficient to under

stand, the arguer proceeds further and makes the actuzl process
of inference {paremar.a) exphicit by stating 1t in the fonx of
the Upanaya (application} What was working mmplicitty m
thought becomes explicit now In the Upanayas it 1s made
clear that the general relation of concomitance of the sadhaka
and the szdhya, which 15 exemplified 1n the familiar and com

monly accepted example, holds good also 1n the present caee

It 13 some times very essential to make this fact exphicit, for it
13 really the eoul of the whole process, and the conelusion
follows from 1t without any hitch  Hence the <tatement of the
concluwon 1o the end to indicate that thﬁl’E 15 o more doubt
about the truth of the propo<ition

To show the difference between the’ two, let us put the

same argument in the two forms and leave 1t to the reader to
judge as to which 13 more demonstrative and natural of the
Iwo —-

Aristorelian 5yllozrym —
Ail men are mortal,
“ncrates 15 a man,
Hence Socrates 13 montal

Pararthaneming —
Socrates 13 morial,
Becanse of his being a2 man,
All men have been found ta be mortal in the pact as
Thales and Zeno elc.,
Socrates 15 a man of the rame type,
{lenee he 1a morial

In cawe the first two or three propouitions convnce the
hearer the rest of the aroyaras may be left out
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Take another example, from Indian Logie:

Pargrithanumsna:—

There 18 fire on the hall;
" For there is smoke seen there,
Wherever there is smoke there is fire, as 1n a kitchen;
The same kind of smoke as 1s accompamed invanably by
fire is seen here,

Hence there must be fire on the hill

Aristotelian Syllogrsm :—
All things having smoke are such that bhave fire;
The nll is such that has smoke:
flence the hill 13 such that has fire

PURVAVAT, SESAVAT AND SANMANYATODRISTA

From the point of view of the basis of inferring, 1nference
has been divided into three kinds, namely, Parvaiat, Sesoral
and Simanyaiodrista, The first two of them have been inter-
preted 1n two different ways.

1. The Pdirvavat Anumana, according to one inlerprets-
tion, is an inference from a cause to an effect. E.g., the infer-
ence that 1t will rain from the observation of dark clovds and
sultry weather. According to another interpretalion, it 1s an
inference on the ground of what has been obserned belore.
{The Lieral meaming of “pirverat”™ s “as before”). Eg, the
inference that there 1s fire on the hill, because there is amoke
there, based on the past expernience that wherever there is
smoke there 18 fire,

2. The Sesarat Anumana is, arcording to one interprets-
tion, an inference from a cause to an effect, Eg., the inference
that 1t muet have rained from the observation of flooded rivers.
According 1o another interprelation, 3t mreans an inference
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based on the “fesa”—tremamder or residue E g, sound 1s
either a substance, or a quality, or an action {t 13 neither a
suhstance, nor an action, therefore 1t 13 & quabty It appears
to be a kand of a Disjunctive Syllogism, 1n which one alternative
15 affirmed by the ehmnation {demal) of other possible ones.

3 The Samanyatodrista Anumana 15 an inference based
on the obsetrvation and recogmition of the genenc nature or
common aspect of things When an inference 13 made on the
hasis of some 1denthity 1n otherwiee different things, it 1s called
the semanyatodrisza anumana It clasely resembles the infer
ence by Analogy n the Western Inductive Logic E g, colour
15 a quality, 1t resides 1n a substance Buddh: {knowledge)
12 also a quality, hence 1t must al<o ressde 1n a substance
Hence there 13 a soul which is the substance in which buddhe
resides  Or, to take another example grasping 1s an action,
it requares an instrument, namely, the hand  Seeing 13 also an
action, therefore, it also requires the use of an instrument,
namely, the eye

This kind of inference 1s specially used with rerard to
supersensuous matters We reason about the supersensuous
matters on the analogy of what 1s found in the sphere of the
SENSIIQLS,

ANUMITI (INFERENTIAL KNOWLEDGE)

The knowledge we acquire through the process of
Anumana 1s called Anumun (inferential knowledpe) It as re
rarded by the Naiyavikas as a land of parokia (indirect)
knowledpe, as distinguished from the pratyal a (direct) know
lede In the direct knowledge the object known 15 1n contact
with the sense-organs (jnanendriyas} But the object of
mferential knowledge 1s not tn contact with the zense organs
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of the knower. What is in contact with the senses is another
object, which is a sign of the presence of the inferred object.
The perceived object is the sign of the unperceived one on the
basis of the past expertence

Our inferential knowledge will be valid only in so Iar 23
the perceived object guarantees the existence of the unper-
ceived one. And thi: depends on the correciness of the vyapt:
{rule of concomtance). If there 13 any Limitafion (upidhi)
under which the vyapti holds good, the neghgence of the condi-
tion or himtation {epadhi} will falsify the inference. For
example, if we have come to generalise that wherever there 13
fire with wet Iuel, there is smoke, and by ohserving fre only,
without taking care whether wet fuel 12 also present along
with it, we yjump to the conclusion that there raust be smoke
in the place where fire 13 present, we shall be commiiting a
mistake. { We have overlooked a very important condition or
Iimitation (upidhi} So, we should always try to see whether
our generalisations are absolute or condihional

The Chirwikas do not admit the vahdity of inferenhal
knowledze, becanze thev think that there 13 hardly any tydph
which 1s not conditional. Whale stating the vyaptis, we neglect
the conditions  Hence all inferences based on them are doubt
ful. They also say that all generalisations are only probable
and oncertain. For, however careful we may be in formulating
them, we cannot be abeolutely certain about them. Moreover,
there 15 no guarantee that what has been tree 1n the past will
also be true in the futnre.  Even if a vydpst 1 carefully arnved
at by freeing 1t from all known conditions or lirmitations, there
witl always be a difficolty in ascertaining whether the linga
observed 1s of the same nature that 13 nvariably sccompanied
by the sidhiya.  ldentity of the hnza, and not similanity to st
will ensure the existence of the sidhya. Identity is not easy
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to get. Similanty would not serve the purpose It 13 saud of
a Charwaka phdosopher that to convince his wilfe of the
funlity of inference as a <ource of vahd knowledge, he made
some marks on the ground in froat of his door at might,
which very closely resembled those of the feet of a wolf
The wife <eemns the matks next mormng, exclaimed that
there had been a wolf last mght at thewr door The hus
band laughed at her belief in the vakidity of inference, and
ustified Jus assertion that we can never be <ure that inferential
knowledge 1s correct. There 15 much truth 1n the criticrsm of

the Chirwakas All onr inferences muo<t be regarded as pro

bable until venified by actual expenience (perception} More-
over, the Charwakas forther point out, 1 case we are sure of
the identaty between the hinga of the generahsation and the
inga observed 1n the paksa at the ime of the inference, there 15
hardlv any new knowledge pamed. It 1s only a kind of re

membrance In the past where the linga ewsied, the ling: also
existed By the <ight of the linga here we are remunded of the
presence of the Lingt, because we have in the past often observed
them together A siular position has been taken by Hume m

modern thought.

The only satisfactory reply that the Naivayikas have Leen
able to give to such an attack of the Charwakas against thesr
posttion of admitting the validity of inferential hnowledpe, 1s
that a generalisation 15 not merely baced on enumeration of
instances or on repeated abservation of the ca<e in which 1t
holds good, but on a supersensible vision of an expert ohserver
who mntuinely apprehends the general principle {pyapiz) exist
ing embodied in particular mnstances. In this peculiar sision
called the Samanydlakiana protyysors {the <vpereps;ble know
ledge of the universal aspect of things}, the vyapf: 13 appre
hended directly 1n spite of its being found to be exrsting ra
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panticelar ca'es The universal is not separable, but surely
distinguishable from the individuals 1n which.it always exists.
In matheratics we always think in terms of the universals, but
theee universals neser exist except in the particular individusts.
The inferent;al knowledee is pot a mere remembrance, becaue
the presence of the sidhye in the pakia was not known belore.
What was known 1s that wherever the hnga is present the
sadkya 18 present.  But the knowledge that the ssdhya is pre-
sent here in this pakia is absolutely a new knowledge. And
it 33 this knowl~dge that matters and not the general principle,
If a man takes potassium cyamide he dies ts a general truth
which has been definitely ascertained. No body 1s startled by
ttus pizce of hnowledze  But when 1 know that a particular
man has taken potassrzm cyaaide and therefore he 19 certain o
dir, it is abaolulely a new piece of knowledze. Thus inference
does pive us new knowledge. It as not merely the reinstatement
of the past knowledge. Tt 1s not always & probable knowledge.
Yery often it 1« quite certam, and the eertainty of the knowledge
13 1 provortion to the unnversality and abeoluteness of the
vrap’t on which i is based.



CHAPTER VI

THE METHODS OF ARRIVING AT A VYAPT]

We have ceen that in an inference the existence of a
sadhys {major term) 3n a pakia {mmor term) 1s established
ealy on the ground of there bemng a relation of mvariable con
comtance {vyapit) between the sedhafa (middle term) and
the <edhys (major term) Ii there 12 no vyapti there can be
no wnference If the tyaptc 15 wrong the inference will be
wrong If the vyapt 1s conditional or limited 1n 1ts scope, the
inference will be valid only under the condiion or himitation
Hence we should bave vahd and unconditional vyeptis {genera
lisations) at our command in order that our inferences may be

val:d

Man 1 & generaliing a2mumal  He generalises at every
moment and at every step of his Iife  Bot mo=t of hus peneral;
tations are apt fo be invahd because he does not tale sufficient
precaution and care 1o generalise correctly  Popular know
ledge consists of countless generaheations which are fslee
Hence there 13 a need of an enquiry 1nto the most proper
method of generahisation  This enquiry has developed nto 2
science called Inductise Logic 10 the West, It 39 o ey 1m
partant branch of knowledgze because 1t inve<tigates ynts the
correct methods of saientific thinking which e nothipy more
than sroving at correct grarraliaations abont the N2 gre of
ebjects known by us  Correct methods of general,e
us to sienlific knowledze which 14 ¢f aractereed Ly
1y abjective validity and eapacyy 1o predict cory
wrong methods lead ur to suprratitions which hay
validity and which are not universally scerpted,

ation lead
Unisereal
ectly whereas
€ no chjective
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is arrived at throuzh this method. All knowable things are
found to haie been named. Only such positive in-tances—in
which the presence of both the hnga (knowability) and the
sddhya {pamealnhty) are available. There are no negative
instances m which the sidhya {pameability) and the linga
(knowability) are absent, avarlable 1n this case. No instance
can be found of the nezative 1yapti, “whatever is not nameable
1s not 2n object of knowledge”, as whatever instances would be
quoed would certainly be already objects of hnowledge and
stated in words {1 e. named). The hinga which owes 1ts lingaiva
(quality of betng a inga) to a vyapts arnved at by this method
is called kevaliniay:. For example, in the inference “the jar
ia nameable because 1t 13 knrowable, as whateter 1s an object of
knoweldze 11 nameable, as a tree”, the lingag, “heing an ohject
of knowledze {knowable)” 1s kevalinvayi, because 1t is based
on a tydpts arrived at through the positive mstances only. The
anumina based on the vydps discovered by this method 1s called

the kevalinvayr anumina  This method corresponds to Mill's
method of Apreement.

THE KEVALAYYATIREKT METHOD

The Kerolavyatireki is the method of establishing a vydptt
on the observalion of mere (heinla) co-absence {vyotireko!
of two thing . The imvanable concomitance hete 13 stated
only mn a negative way—wherever the sidhya 13 absent the
linga 15 aleo abrent-—as 1t 14 only the absence of Loth of them
that comes under our obeervalion. The method 15 called
kevalavyatireli, the linga based on the vyspn discovered by
this method 15 called the devala.wyanirel; hinga, and the ano-
mdr a baed on such a hinga is called the kevalavyatirek:s anu-
mana, To illustrate the kevalavyatireks anumana the following
exemple 13 guven in the Tarkesengrahs; “Fanrth difers from
other elements {water, gir, etc.) because it has smell: that which
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Of the above methﬂds the ﬁrf.s:t, viz, the anvayavyalireh,

W TR .
3 I . e
:- i i ' Il. . F & il ""J""I". ¥

arrived at b]i' the ﬂhserfailnﬂ of mErEI]F tht: pﬂﬂlhﬂs Instancéd.
No real dizcovery is made through the third method, the
kevalevyatireki. From the co-abzence of two things in a num-
ber of wnstances we can infer nothing abont their co-presence.
This method only seems to have been formulated for the pur-
pose of giving an air of demonstrative certainty to some uni-
versal propositions which cannot themselves be shown to be
proved by more unyversal ones ‘The vvipn and the pratijnd.
however differently from each other they may be stated, are
substantrally the same 1o the Levalavvalireky amumdnas quoted
above. This 15 quite apparent from the fact that the one is
the contrapositive of the other The progress of thought in
the inferences, quoted above, does not seem to be, as it normally
should, from the vyapt: to the prafyyni It is from the protind
to the vyapst, which s only comned m order to prove the jormer.
The proposition to be proved, mn the frst example, 13 that ‘earth
15 different from other substances’, and the hetz given is that
‘Wt has smell’. Now mn order to prove this, they state the same
proposition only in a different form, that “whateser has not
emell 13 not earth’, 1t 1s on account of this reason, that many
logicrans do not admit the kevalarvatirek: method.

THE YYAPAKA AND THE VYAPYA

When we dicover an invanable concomitance (vyaph},
we find that the extension of the haga and the sidhya is not
always the same. [t serv often happens that the sidhya 1s
more extensive of pervasive than the Linga, although 1t haa been
ohevened to be presemy whersver the hngﬂ Is presint, Our
observation does nog guarantee against the existence of the
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sadhya without the hinga  Eg It 1s true that wherever there
13 smoke, there 13 fire, but fire may be found to be present
where there 13 no smoke. This 13 the reason why the sedhya
i3 also called the vyupala {the pervader} and the hirnga 19 called
the »yapya (the pervaded) The major, middle, and mnor
terms of Western Logic are also called so on account of the
same reason

UPADHI

The Linga should be in 1nvanable concomitance with the
sadhya unconditionally In case there 13 any condition
{epedk:) under which alone the knge 15 1n concomitance with
the sadhye, the vyapnr should be stated with the condition
(upadhi) 1 not so stated, the inference based on the vyapte
will not be always valid An example of a condihional pyapts
15 that wherever there 13 fire tith wet fuel there 13 smole
Here being accompanred with wet fuel 1s the upadhi (condy
tion) It 15 under this condition or wathin thas limitation alone
that we can nfer the existence of smoke from the gbserved
existence of fire In this inference smoke 1s the sadfiya fire
15 the linga and wet fuel 13 the upadhs It 13 enident that n
such a case the upadht always accompames the sedhya but does
not always accompany the hinga  Hence some logicians have
defined upedht as ‘that which constantly accompames the
sadhya but does not always accompany the sadhaba {(hnpa)”
Wet fuel always accompanies smoke which 1s the sadhya here,
but does not always accompany fire, whnch 1s the sedkala or

Iinga in this vyapii—‘wherever there 15 fire with wet fuel there
13 amoke ’

The condition 13 of two kands namely, that of which we
are sure, and the other of which we are not sure but which we

suspect. Some tumes there 1z a3 condibon of which we are
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neither sure nor suspicious It 1s due to the last kind of condi-
tion that some of our generalhisations of which we are certain

happen to be falaified by subsequent experience.

SAPAKSA AND VIPAKSA INSTANCES

In the Anvaya-vyatireki method of establishing a vydpfh,
we find that there are two sets of cases observed One, 10
which the linga 1nd the sadhya are found to be present together,
and the other ir which both of them are found to be absent
together. The former are technically called the sapakis
(similar) instances, and the latter the vipakia (contrary) in-
stances, with reference to the vydpti. The sapakia instances
of the vyapt:, wherever there ts smoke there 12 fire, are a ktchen,
a railway engane, a factory, and an oven etc., where there are
smoke and fire, and the vepgkia instances are, a lake, a study-
TOUTN, 2 library, and & drawing room etc, where there iz neither
fire nor smoke



CHAPTER VII

THE ESSENTIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF A VALID LINGA

We have ceen that the inga 15 of three hands namely, the
antaya-vystirekt, the Levalaniayr and the keralavyatirels  Let
us now hote the essential characteristics that every lingg must
po<se=3 11 prder that 1t may be valid

The anvayavvanirek: linga must poscess the following five
characteristics in order that 1t may hecome capable of estab
lishing a sadhya —

(1) Paksadharmatiam-—presence in the paksea The hnga
must be found to be precent 1n the subject {palfa) about which
the mference 15 to be made 1e, 1 which the existence of the
sadhya 15 to be established As for example to infer that a
hill has fre, the lirge namely, smoke must be known to be
actually present 1 ihe Luill I not, the wnference would not

be possible

Violation of thus condiion gives ri-e 10 the defect called
agddhe (mmconclusiveness)

(2) Sapakse sattvam——presence 1 sapakia (sumlar) in
stances The linga must be already known tn be existing in
the cases where the sedhyq 15 present As for example, smoke
1s found to be present in a Litchen or an engine ete  If the
hnga 15 found absent from any of such siradar (sepafia} 1n
stances, the vyapts of the finga and the sudhiye would become
faulty

(3} Vipatisdryavriti—ahsence from the contrary
{vipafia} instances The linga must be already known to be

1
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non-existent in all the cases from where the sidhya is found
abzent. As for example, the abzence of smoke from a lake. If
this condition 1s not fulfilled, the vyipts would not be valid.

Violation of these two conditions gives rise to the defect
(dosa) called tyabhichéra {discrepancy).

(4) Abidkitavisayatiam—non-contradiction of what 1s to
be proved by another stronger proof or by facts, There
should be no ground more efficient and acceptable to deny the
presence of the sddhya which 1s alleged to be invariably accom-
panied by the hinga present an a pokin. That 15 te say, the
presence of the sadhye should 1n no case bt invalidated by any
other more authontative means of proof (perception or fabda).
Nor should the szdhys be apparently absurd. As for example,
any ground offered to establish coldness of fire would imole
this defictency Vielation of this conditton gives rize to a

defect called budha (absurdity)

[5) Asatpratipakiatiam—absence ol a counter-balancing
reazon. This charactenistic means that there should be nothing
¢lze present 1n the pakia along with the linga, which 15 mvan-
ably connected with the absence of the thing whose presence
we are gowng to establisk  Ag for example, the observation
of smoke on a hll, while it 13 raining there, cannot ensure the
presence of fire which might have been extingunished before the
colomn of smoke disappeared. Violation of this condition
gives ni<e to a defect called satpratipakiati (counter-balance)

In the case of the other two lingas, the kevalinioyi and
the keralavyatirel:, however, only four of these characterstics
should be found if the finga 15 to be valid. In the keralincayi
Iinga, the third charactenstie, namely s1pekiit vyivritti cannot
be found, because there are no vipakia instances in that ecase.
In the kerala vyonhirelki linga the second characteristic ,viz.,
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sapukie satpram cannot be had, for there are no sapaksa 1n
stances avaslahle,

With these two exceptions, all the above mentioned charac
tenctics are mecessary for a linge The deficiency of a hnga
mn any one of these five characlenstics gives nse to a fault 1n
inference which makes the hefu advanced a fanlty one {dusm
hetu) with only an appearance of a hefu (hetiabhasa )



CHAPTER VIl

HETV ABHASAH (FALLACIOUS REASONS)

The word hetr3bhdsa can be interpreted in two ways.
Firstly, as an invaltd hetn appearing as a vabd oue, iLe
something looking Lke a hetu, but lacking in some or all of
the charactenistics of a true one (helutat gbhasale). Secondly,
aq @ fault in the hefu, (hetatibhisa ar hetudase) which would
Literally mean a fallacy or a defect underlying a hegy and
making 1t 1invalid, The fivefold division of ketrabhisas given
in the Tarkagsangraha seems to be bazed on the second meamng
of the term, for it suggests the five mam defects that may spoil
8 hetuy inga. The five hetiabhisas, namely, Savyabhichara,
Firuddha, Satpratipekia, Asiddha and Bidhua mnvolve five
chief defects of a2 betwn, namely, Vyahbichira |1hscrepancy).
Viradha (Contradiction), Pranipeliatd  (Counterbalance)
Asiddh (Inconclusiveness) and Badha (Absurdity)

THE SAVYABRICHARA HETU

The Savyabhickira (Discrepant) keid hterally means that
hetw whick involves a discrepancy (vyablichira) in the con-
comtance of the linga and the sadhye The linga coexists with
the sidhya, not invariably, but only 1n some cases. The sgryo-
bhichira hetu coexisis sometimes with the sidhys, someumes

with abstence of the sidhya, but not glways with erther. It 33 de-
{ective owing to the lack of either or both of the second and the
third charactenctics of a valid hetu, namely, sapakie sgrtvam
and cipaliadvydrrittih; and thus makes the conclasion yncer-
tain and doubtlul. Such a kets may establish the s3dhys ne well
as 1ts opposite, for it 15 not invariably concomitant with ejther
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the presence or the absence of the sadhya exclusively As for
example, when 1t )s saxd that <bund 1s eternal because 1t cannot
be touched In this cace we no doubt And that the vyapir 1s
negatively true in the case of a table, ete, because we know
that a tahle, or a book etc, 13 such that can be touched and 1> not
eternal  And in the case of,atma (self) we find that 1t 15 pom
hvely true, becanse the self 15 nottouchable as well as eternal
But on the contrary, we also find that though knowledge 1s not
capable of being touched yet 1t 1s not eternal  So that the ketu
here advanced, namely, non touchableness 1s coexistent not only
with etermity but al o with its ahsence As the kein 1s coexis
tent with the presence as well as the ahsence ol the sadhya,
which are contradictories (anlgs or exiremes), the name
onatkantila 1s also given to 1, which Iiteraily means “not con
necling 1tself with one extreme exclusively ™

THREE KINDS OF SAVYABHICHARA HETU

The Savyabhichare hetu 1s of three kinds, namely, the
Sadharana, the Asadhgrana and the Anupasamhar;

(I} The Sadharane (too wide] hetu 13 that wnvahd fAefn
which 1¢ observed in both the sepekia and the vipaksa instances,
1 & which coexists both with the presence of the sadhya and with
its absence  As for example, *the mountamm has fire hecause 1t
13 knowahle” The reason given here, namely, knowahlity, 1s
found to be present in things having fire, as kitchen etc, as well
as in things that have no fire, as a lake There 1s no reason why
there should be inference of fire on the ground of hnowability
mn preference to that of its abeence. Hence the hetu 15 1nvahd,
betng too wide 1n extension

{2) The Asadhirane {too narrosw) hefit 35 just the opposite
of the sidaarane It 15 that invalid fetw wiuch 1z observed
neither in the sepakfa nor in the vipaksa instances  Qf course,
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the absence from the vipakia instances is an essential character-
1stic of a valid hetu, hut the fault of a savyabhichdra hetu con-
sists 1n being so widely absent as not to be found evea In the
sepakia instances, In other words there is no such instance
found which can be quoted as a sapakia one, for the hetu hap-
pens to be a peculiar characteristic of the pakia alone and exists
nowhere else. How can then a sapakéa dristinta be found? As
for example, ‘sound is eternal because 1t 13 audible’. In tlus
case audihility 15 a charactenstic peculiar to sound and can be
present no-where else but in it alone So all the sapakiz In-
stances, ether, self, etc., which are eternal, lack in audibility.
Hence, there 13 no ground for the establishment of a vydpis
between audibility and eternity.

(3) The Anupasamhire (non-exclusive) hetu is that ynvalid
hety which cannot allow sapakia or tipakia istances to be
quoted by virtue of ita having “all things™ as uts pahéa (sub-
ject). The term “all things™ 1s so wide and inclusive that
nothing is left out to serve as a sgpakia or mipakia mstance and
hence the name, non-exclusive; ey “All things are transitory
because they are known’

THE VIRUDDHA HETU

The Viruddha (selfcontradicting) ket 1z that mvahd helis
which, though offered to establish a sidhya, actually provées
the non existence of the sédhya by virtue of its being invariably
connected with the negation of the sidhya. For instance, in an
inference, “sound 1s etermal because it 13 preduced’, the
ground offered, namely, “being produced”, ts in reality ip-
variably connected with non-eternity, but never with eternity.
For, the general rule 1s that the producible 1s destructible. This
kind of invalid ketu does not exsst 1n the sapakia instances
where it should, but exists, on the contrary, in the sipalfa in-
stanrea. where it should pot
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The Viruddha fictu 15 to be distinguished from the sadhd

rana sevyabhichira ety on the ground of s never being pre-
sent 1n sapakse instances which the latter always does, and
from the asedharana savyablichara ket by reazan of its exist
ting i vrpakia cases which the latter never does. The Viruddha
differs from the tavyvabhichera 1n general mamly in that in
the latter the vyapis 15 oaly mmperfect or defective whereas in
the former it )s acinally self contradictory ‘“Devadatta 13 a
scholar, because he 13 a man, would nvolve vyabhichara as

the vyaptt between man hood and scholarship 15 not perfectly
correct, but af we say that water 1s cool becanse 1t 13 put on fire,
1t 13 a case of virodha

THE SATPRATIPAKSA HETU

The Sarpranpaksa (counter balanced) hetw —If at the
fime of advancing a particular Aetu for the establishment of
the existence of a particular sadhyea, there happens to be pre
sent before us another pround {(hefr) which seeks to prove
the non existence of that very sadhye there being no over
whelmung strength on the sade of the first fetr to  establish
its sadhya, the former Aetu s called soiprafipafsa  As far
example ‘sound 15 etermmal because it 1s audible’, and "sound 1s
non eternal because 1t 15 produced In these two inferences
the conclusion of the one 1s contradicted by the conclusion of
the other, so the hern of the one 12 said to nentralise the foree
of that of the other Hence the first hefu 15 called a counter
balanced reason The mvalid ket 13 named satpratipekia
only so long as 1ts force 13 neutralised by the other hetu, but
when the other helu becomes stronger and more capable of

proving the contradictory fact, it ceases to be satpranipak.e and
becomes dadhita {(absurd}

The Satpratipaksa hety 13 to be disttngmshed from the
viruddha by the fact that in the case of the rwruddha the one

o =



104

and the same ketu proves the contradictory of what it ought to
prove, whereas in the case of the satpratipakfa it is another hein
{hetvintara) which proves the contradictory of the sidhya
That 12 the wureddha Fetu 15 1rmeconeilable with the sidhya 1n
the same arumdng while the satpratipalic kery is inconsistent
with the sidAva in a counter inference.

THE ASIDDMA HETU i

The Asiddha (inconclusive) hefx involves the fault
astddhi, which is a drawback in the pargmaria. Paramaria.
bas been defined as vydpuviiustapatiadharmatiyiinam, and thos
conatsts of shree factors, vamely, pakfatd, pokiadharmati and
vyaplr The unestablishment (asiddhi) of any of them will
give rize to one of the three forms of this fallacy, namely, the
Airayasiddha, the Sraripisiddha and the vyipyetvasiddha Retn.

(1} The Afrayasiddha (inconclusive on account of the un-
re2iity of the @irayas or pekia) hetu 1s that invahid Heiz which
seeks to establish a sidhye in a palic which stself 1 unreal or
imagmary. One of the charactensties of a valid kerny, as bas
been seen above, 18 pakiodharmecti which means that the heta
mu<t be known as actezlly existing in the pakie. Buot how can
it be known to be exxxting in a pekia whnch ntzell 15 1maginary
or unreal” Hence the unreality of a pgkia 1n any inference
would go arainst one of the chief characteristics of a vald helu,
and would make 1t 1nvalid and 1ncapable of miving nse lo any
valid concluston. As for example, *a ghost breathes because 1t
has life, whatever has life breathea, as & man’, There is no 2%-
reenent of apimion on the very exictence of a ghost, and so it 1s
quite absurd to asaizn any Aetu to the presence of Iife in i,

“which cannot be precent 1n 1t simply because jt itsell is unreal.
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cs'ed  The sly Jotus can be a flower only when 1t 1s 1n exis.
tence  Dut there 18 no exidence of a sly Jotus as such  Hence

the heta atinbuted to 1t 1s dfraydnddha,

{2) The Sverupisniddha J inconclusne on account of s
incompatibality with the pakfa) hetu occurs when the natere of
the ketu 1s such that it cannot alnde mn the pokie Thes land
of Fetie 1s 1nconclumine, because 1t cannot be found to exist in

the pakie not because the pakfa s unreal, as in the previous
case, but because 1t cannot by 1ts very nature belong to the
pal iz whick mav be real  This 1s also a delect 10 the lirst
charactenstic of & vahd Aetis, namely, paliadharmatiam, be-
cauee it demands that the ket must be found present iz the
palja, but 1f the nature of the ketu s incompstible with that
of the pakla 1t 15 impossible to be present there  As for inst
ance, ‘the lake 13 full of fire, heconce 1t 18 full of smoke,
whereser there 13 smoke there 39 fire, 2s 10 a otchen® Ip this
case it is quite evident that the Aefu («moke) will not guve
any conclusion, simply becavee st 13 atsell not present in the
palsa (lake), and <0 15 unreal The Aere may be real i atself,
as 1n the preeent example, yet what 13 required to male it
capable of proving the existence of the sadhya 1s its pakia
dharmatva 1e 1its actual presence in the pakia

(3} The } yapyatiusiddha {inconclusive on account of a
condittonal vyapte) —This kind of anddft occurs when, al
though the pakfa 13 real, and the hetu myven also 13 present in
the palia yet the vyept: to which 1t owes sts Aefusid 1s not unt
ver<ally true wioch 1t should necessanly be  So, an invalid
hetu 15 sa1d to be vyapyetvanddha whea the Isct of 1ts bewng
mvanably accompamed (vyipystra) by the sedhya has not
been sufficiently established, or, when the mvanability, bemg
only conditional or admutting of lmutations, 15 taken to be
quie vnconditional in its scope. As for example, in the 1n
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ference, “sound it perishable because it exists; whatever exists
is perishable, as a cloud,” the fank Yies in the fact that the re-
lation of the vyapti between existence and perishability, on
which the conclusion is based, has not already been sufficiently
established {asiddia). And in tHe inference, ‘the mountain has
smoke becausze it has fire; wherever there is fire there 1s smoke,’
the 133pti, *whereser there 1a fire there 13 smoke,” which iz the
ground of the inference here, is not umversally true, It is true
only In certain cases where a condiion (upidfi), namely,
‘fire being accompanied with wet fuel’, 13 present. To forgel
such conditions which alone mnake a »yipfi vahid, would be &
source of fallacy, just as in the case of a man residing at
Eenares, our inference that he 15 a great scholar would be a
rmistaken one, for a man hiving at Benares becomes a scholar
only when he studies dibgzently Such a vyaph 13 called
sopadhtka or condittonal

The condibon which gnzhbles 1the hesy 1o he mvariably
accompamed by the sidhya 15 technically called upidht  The
presence of wet fuel with fire and of dibgent study 1n the caze
of a man residing at Bevares are examples of upidhs  Upadhi
i3 defined in Tarkasangraha as sudhyavydpalatie sefi sadhani-
rydpaka upadhih, 1e., a condition 18 that which invariably
accompantes the thinz to be proved (sadhya) but does not
always sccompany the sidhane (finga) In the above exampyle,
fire 13 the Lnga and smolke 1s the sidhiya, wet fuel 13 the
upidhi., Wet fuel always accompantes emoke when the latter

i3 pre<ent in fire, but 1t 18 not invanably present with fire.
{See p 1291,

THE BADIITA HETU.

The Lidhia (absurd—Iiterally, cortradicted) hefu:—A
hetu becomes bidhita when we already dnow, on the gronnd
of ¢ither perception or any other more authoritative meang of
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knowledge, that the sddhya, which the ety 13 alleged to ests
blish, does not actuzally exa<t 1n the palfa In such cases, the
ketu advanced becomes really ab<urd, on account of its futile
attempt to establich the existence of things which are defimtely
known to be nonexistent. As for instance, any fAefu given o
prove coldness of fire, would be absurd, lar the poc=ession of
coldness by fire, 13 anainst perceptual esidence, which 15 of
course more authoritahse than any inference

The Budhua hetu differs from the Satpranpakia in the
fact that the sadfiye 1n 1t 13 actuzlly disproved by another
stronzer proof, while in the sarpraipalfa there 13 no <uch
badka {contradiction} of the sedhyu by a stronger proof, but
only counterbalancing of the Jorces of the two inferences, ner
ther of which prevails over the other Hut as soon as one of
them presals, the sarpratipalia hetu becomes badhrta

NB  The reader should remember that the term fetu
has often been uced by Indian logicians lor the hnga It has
not been excluenely ueed for the second of the five maayorns
{propociion) of a pararthanumana, as 1t should have been
done to avoud confuuon

OTHER FALLACIES

The ketvalbbisas {[2llascies of the Reatwon or fzllacious
Reasons) are not the only fallacies pointed out by Indran
lopicians  althoush thew alone are mentioned in Tarfasan
graha, Like the hettubhisas some logicizns point out the
obhasas of the other terms and parts (crayoras) of syllomem

Dicniza, a great I'uddhist Yorician, mentions several
binds of Pakwbhicas ({2'Tactes of the minor term) or fallacies
with regard to the theas to be proved (Prefiyjni} A prangni
s Iallacious mecotdirg 1o him {and sles accordinz to § ddha
sena Diwakars, a Jain lomirian) when st as (1) ircompatible
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with perception, {2) incompatible with other inferences, {3)
incompatible with the public opinion, (4) incompatible with
one’s own doctrine, (5} incompahible with one’s own state-
ment and (6) incapable of bemng proved, ete. Both these
logicians also mention several kinds of Dristaniabhdsas (falla-
cies of the Example). The main kinds of the Dristantabhasas
mentioned by them are two, namely, the Sidharmya dristanta-
bhisa and the Vardharmyadristiniabhisa, the former referring
to the sapakia and the latter to the yipaka instances

Gamama, the avthor of the Nydya Satray, mentions 8
number of other fallacies, most of which are committed in
debates, under the heads of Jat: (irrelevent arguments} and
Nigrakasthinas (weak-points 1 arguments). He pomnts oul
24 kinds of Jatrs most of which are arguments based on false
or far-fetched analogy and wrong disusctions, and 22 kinds
of weak points (Nigrahasthinas} of arguments where defeat
15 tnevitable. Some of the latter are the formal fallacies of
the Reason fhetvibhisas); otheras are various forms of what
15 called Ignoranio Elenchi by the Western logicians, Egs
FPratyniniara (shifting the propostion) and Arthantara
(changing the topic) correspond to “Shifting the Ground” of
the Western logicrans. Awvynatirtha roughly corresponds to
arpumentum ad ignorantium

Under the head of ChRale (nvexbal tnckery) Gautama
mentions three fallacies which correspond to Equtvoration,
Acardent and Frgure of speech (used 1w gomewhat different
sence from how it 13 explammed by Western logicians) with
«the difference that chhala 13 committed consciously to deceive
the other party. They are Fék-chhela—1srick of equivocation
of wards, Simanya Chhala—a trick based on confusion of the
particular or individual (specific) and the general {geperic)
reanmg of the terms, and the I/pachira chhala--a trick based
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on the confusion of figurative and hieral meamnpgs of the
terms

There are four other fallzcies which are oiten pointed
out by cniies i the arguments of their adversaries, namely,
Atmairaya, Anyonya raya Chakrala and Aravastha, wlich
respechvely correspond to Begging the Question, hysteron
proteron and ctreulus in demonstrando (reasoming 1a a circle}
~forms of Peutio Prinapn  Atmafraya 1s commtted when
the Aety 1s the same as pratijna 1n a different form, Adryonys
sraya 18 comoutied when 1 an argument the truth of the
Pratuyna (thesis} depends upon that of the Heinw (Reason),
and the truth of the Reason in turn depends upon that of the
Pratyra  That 13 the Proposition (thesisj and the Reason
mutually support each other Chafreka 13 commitled when
1n a chamn of inferences we establish a conelusion at the end,
which 1s already assumed as a hefu at the outset We return
in sich a8 case from where we start  Anavastha or argung
ad wnfirafum occurs when the hefu of an inference 13 such that
it itsell requires to he e<tablished by another kefw, and that
hetw by another, that by another, and so on ad wnfinitum, so
that the entire chamn of inferences rests on an unestablished or
not self evident foundation The hetz 1n every correct infe-
rence must be such as is acceptable to one before whom a
proposition 1s to be demonsirated

The Jain legicians point out seven other fallacies which
arise by unduly emphasicing 6t exclusively accepling a partr
cular point of wiew (See Chapter NI} They are —(1)
Netgamabhasa when one males a falce absiraction between »
the genenic and the specific nature of things, (2) Sangraha
Lhass, when one lays vndue emphasis on the penenc nature
of things and regards 1t a3 the essential sspect of them, neglect
ing the specific charactensties  (3) Vyarghorobhasa, when one
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lays undue emphasis on the specific characteristics of things
and identifies them with the things, neglecting altogether their
generic nature; (4) Rijusiatrabhdsa, when ope emphasizes too
much the momentary nature ol things and regards it as therr
essence, neclecting therr permanent and abiding characteristics.
(5) Sabdibhasa, when one lays undue emphasis on the gram-
matical aspects of terms (gender, number, etc.), neglecting
their mearngs; (6} Samabhirudhibhasa, when one lays too
much emphasia on the etymological meanings of terms, neg-
lecting the actually prevalent sense in which they are used, and
(7Y Evambhatibhasa, when one emphasizes too much the
functional aspect of things and regards the function as the
very essence of them.

Thus, to bring them all topether, the most important of
the fallacies pointed out by Indian logicians are:—

Pakiibhasas (fallaces of the Pakfa or Pratynal,
Hetvabhasas (fallacies of the Hern) ;
Dristintabhisas {iallacies of the Example);
Jates ([allacies of false Analogy and Iistinction),
Pratiynintera and Arthantarg (Shifting the Grounnd);
Arvignatartha (Argumentum od 1gnorantium),
Vak-Chhala (fallacy of Equivocation),
Sémanya Chhala (fallacy of Accadent);
Upachire-Chhala {fallacy of Figure of Speech, when
literal and fiznralive senzes are confused);

10. Atmdiraya (Bepmng the Questionj,

11  Anyenyiirays {Ilysteron Proleron};
*12. Chakrala tArgument 1n a cireled,

12 Anatesthd (Argumentum ad infinttum).

14 Aargamabhisa ({allacy of Abstraction)s

15 Sangrehibhasa (fallacy of undue emphasis on the Gene-
r¢ natnre):

S 0 =1 O 0 fn L3 hD
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16 }yaraharabhasa {fallacy of undue emphasis on tnc

Spectfic nature},

17 Riyusutrabhasa (fallacy of undue emphasis on the Mo
mentary nature),

18 Sabdabhasa (lallacy of undue emphasis on the Gramma
tical aspects of terms),

19 Samoabhirudhebhasa (iallacy of undue emphasis on the
Etymological meanming of terms),

20 Erambhutabhasa (fallacy of undue emphasis on the
Functional aspect)

REDLCTION OF OTHER FALLACIES TO HETVABHASAS

It 135 however curious that not only Taerkasangrahe but
also other works written by modern Indian logicians make
no mention of other fallacies than the Hetvabhasas (fallacies
of the het or fallacions Reasons) 'They mught have probahly
thought that all fallactes are ultimately reducible to the
Hetvabhasas M R Bodas, the author of the Cnihcal and
Lxplanatory Notes on Terkasangraha (publiched in the Bom
bay Sanskrit Senes 1918) has argued m faveur of thus
opinion  He says A htile consideration however wili show
that all the vaneties of abhasa ¢can be reduced to a hetvabhasa
A fallacy, in whatever part of the syllogicmn it may lie, can,
by <tating the syllogistm 1 a logical form, be reduced to some
improper use of the middle term 11 one or both of the prem
ses Jhe middle term being the link which connects the
subject and predicate of the conelusion, determnnes in fact the
character of the whole syliogism, and so 1f the latter 15 1nvahd
the invalidity must 1n one way or another arnise from some
defect 1n the connecting link, Not that other paris of the
syllogism may not be faalty, but the faults can by restating
the syllogism 1n a smtable form be referred to the middle
term  The chief thing required for a vahd anumin 1s
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a correct Pardmaria: and a Parcmarfa, which is composed of
three constituent elements, pakiatd, pakiadharmats and v)apii,
is correct only when jts three components are faultless. Hence
all the faults of syllogism must belong to some one of these
three things. When the fault hes 1n the pekizdharmatd or
hetuts, it 15 of course a ketvibhisa proper. The fault lies in
pakiatz only when the pakia or minor term is fotally unreal
thine, euch a3 geganiravinda (zky-lotus), or when it 13 a thing
on which the ketu does not reside. Etther way the hery or
the middle term cannot be predicated of the nunor, and the two
cases fall under Airavasiddhe and Sivarapisiddha respectively
. ..When a fault lies in the £yapn, 1t can always be traced
to a vyabhichariia or a sopadhika hetu.. The twentyJfour
jatis. can be eanly reduced to hetrcbhiisa There can be
no pakiebhisa or vyaptyabhisa or drusrantibhase apart from
the hennibhisa Pokizbhise or misleading munor falls mnder
dirayanddha Vyaptyibhasa or false generalization is nothing
bat 2 pyabhwhants or puddba ryaph apd iz isclnded n
anatkantiba or vyapyetrésiddha hefrabhasa  Dristantabhise
also falls under the same, as 1t 15 not a dosa in itself, but acts
by vthaung the vyépt  La-tly the complex fallactes kpown
as anyonyasrayd, engpasthi and chakreka are only series of
two or more 1nvalid syllogisms. In this way the five hetva-
bhi=as named in the Text can be shown to include all the
possible cases of {fallacious argument.” (Tarka-sangraha,

edited by Y V. Athalye, Bombay Sansknt Senes, LV p. 321 £.).

We agree with the view quoted here in so far that all the
fallacres of inference or syllogisin, as it was understood in
India, have been included m the hetvibhasas mentioned in
Tarkasangraha, which have been dealt with above. But the
formal fallacies of inference are not the only fallacies which
are gomrmilted in acinal thinkine, There zre many other {al-
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lacies pointed out by the Western as well as the ancient and
medieval Indian thinkers, which are apt to be consciously or
unconsciously committed in every day thinking and discus
sions 'The hist of the fallacies pomted out by the ancient
and medieval Indian logicians was certamnly very large,
unsystematic and unwieldy But the modern attempt to confine
to the hetvabhiasas alone 18 not very desirable, for some of the
fallacies of which the students of logic should be aware are
left unmentioned m the text books of modern Indian logic

A new attempt at classtheation of all the possible fallacies that
may be commtted, 1s very much needed in Indian logic



CHAPTER IX

UPAMANA (COMPARISON).

Upamana is the technical name lor a pecuhar means of
knowledge admitted by the Nyiya, Mimimsa and Vedirts
schools of thonght Thinkers of the Vadesska, Simkhya,
Yoga, Bauddha and Jazina gchools do not admit the necessily
of reparding it as a separate and independent means of know-
ledge (pramdina). They reduce it to Anumdna, Pratyakia ot
Sabda, or to a combination of them.

DEFINITION OF LPAMANA

The Naiyayikas who admit it as a distinet and indepen-
dent means of knowledge define it as “the means of acquinng
the knowledge of 2 thing through its symilarity to another
thing previously well known” (Nydyasitras, 1.16). The
knowledge thus acquired 1s called upaminr  Upamun is defined
in Tarkasangraka as “the knowledge of the connection of a
name with the object denoted by the name The knowledge
of srmlarity 1s the proximate cause of Uparmniti”, The easence
of the pramina thus consists in recognising a new cobject ol
a pecuhiar kind, unseen before, not by perception alone, but
also by a comparison of the obyect with some other ohject
which has been previously heard to be mimilar to it. The new
object is brovght under a concept (name) which was formed
from a description of it, giver by way of 1ts comparison with
some well known object, by another person who knew both the
objects. The new knowledze is thus based wpon the direct
knowledze of stmilarity of the previously unknown object with
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the one already known. The 1dea of similarity was not got by
the pramita (knower) by actual perception of the twa objects
together or even at different places and times It was only
recetved from another person who knew them both and pointed
“out the attnbutes in which they were simular  This 1dea 1s
present 1n the rund of the persan who has not seen one of
the two things compared When the previously unseen cbject
13 percewved and its attnbutes, learnt by way of simlanty
pointed out by the other person, are noticed, the object 1a at

once brought under the name which was merely a name
hitherto

EXAMPLES OF UPAMANA

To illustrate the pramane, we may give an example A
man who has never seen a “mule’” but has only heard i1ts name,
1s told by another person that a mule resembles a horse 1n
many respecta, and those aspects in which the two animals
are similar are pointed out to him Now, some day he
actually happens to see a new amimal not seen by him hefore,
which resembles a horse in the aspects pointed out to him
by the other person He at once recollects that the animal
roust be a mule, because 1t has got the attnibutes common
between a horse and mule The stock example given mn all
books of Indian Logic 18 that of the knowledge of a garaya
(a species of ox} arsing through Upamane Thus we find
Tarkasengraka illustrating the pramana ‘A person happens
to be 1gnorant of the object denoted by the word garaye He
learns from a lorester that a gataya 13 stmlar to a cowwe  He
goes ta a forest, happens lo see the anunal called gavaya, which
15 similar to a cow, and recollects the iformation conveyed to
him by the forester Then the knowledge fupamuss, “this 1s
the ammal denoted by the name garaya” arses 1 him

|
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TIHE MIMAMSAKA VIEW OF UPAMITIL

The Munimsakas take Upaminag in diflerent sepze from
that of the Naiviyikas. Upamane is regarded by them
as cognising the similanty of the garays in the cow from the
percephion of the similanty of the cow 1n the gavaye. The
new knowledge acquired here 1s that “the cow 1s similar to this
animal called gareya” and the instrument (karana) of this
knowledze 1s the knowledge that “the animal called garays
13 similar to a cow,” which formerly was only heard and mow
is directly perceived. According to the Naiyiyikas, the resultant
knowledge 1s not the knowledgze of the sumilarity of the cow
with the gavaya now perceived, as the Mimimsakas say, but
the knowledge that the word gavaya denotes the animal per-
cetved. The latter view zeems to be more reasonable. Uther-
wise the pramidna loses 1ts value in giving us some pew infor-
matron. One can very easily say without perceiving a gavayo

that if a gataya resembles a cow, the cow must also resemble
the garaya.

UPAMANA AS AN INDEPENDENT PRAMANA.

In reply to those logicians who do not admit Upamana
as a distinet and independent means of knowledge, the Naiy3-
yikas, who regard 1t as a separate pramdna, urge the follow-
lﬂg —

The knowledge of the object beins a garavg does not
anise from merely the object cormng inte contact with the
gense-organs, as one would recognise the objects already known
to him. That the name goraja denotes the object before him
does not g0 much depend upon his perception of the animal
as upon hus perception of the resembiance 1t bears to the
known object, cow, and upon the recollection of the informa-



117

tion he has received that <uch an object was called a gataya
Now these factors do not form essential parts of a percephion
Hence Companson should be regarded as a distinet and inde

pendent means of knowledge

Companson (wpamana) cannot, according to the Naiyi
vikas, be taken as a kind of Inference (anumane}, simply
because 1t doea not involve the use of the essential factor of
an anumana, namely, a Pyapti {geperalisation of concom
tance} ‘The knowledge that the amimal 1s a gavaya because
1t 1s similar to a cow 1s not actually got on account of an
wnvariable connection between similanty with a cow and
govayafra {govayag ness), establiched by previons experience
What others miustake for a vyspic i an upamana 15 not really
a vyaptt but an information given by another person

Upamana 1s not even a kind of sabda for, sebda as a
pramana does not require that the object about which 1t pives
us information should be perceived 1n order to be known
Sabda mn fact becomes unnecessary when the object can be
perceived by the hearer of the fabda The imformation of an
object hearing some particular name, when 1t 15 sumilar to
some particular object, may be regarded a febdea knowledge
(knowledge produced by verbal testimony), but that alone 13
rot sufficient to produce the krowledge called upamiz by the
Naiyayikas It further stands in need of the object beipg
percelved

UPAMANA AS DIFFERENT FROM ‘ANALOGY®
Students who <tudy both the Indian and Western Logic

Lrbyween
" lern
Inductive Lozgic 1€ 1anus wene ment
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like this: S is like P; P has got a characteristic x; therefore,
S also must have x as its characteristie, although it is not
already known to ua, That 13, we expect certain qualities to
be present in some objects simply because those qualities are
{found to be present in other objects which resemble the former
in many other aspects. FEwvidently, this kand of thinking is
quite different from what has been called Upomana in Indian
Lopc,



CHAPTER X
SABDA (VERBAIL TESTIMONY)

DEFINITION OF SABDA.

Sabda as a Pramanc 1s defined in Tarkasangroha as “A
sentence spoken by a trustworthy person (Apta)” A trust
worthy or reliable per<on 1s ‘one who 1s 1m the habit of
speaking the truth (yatharthe vakia) It 13 evidently a very
comprehensive defimtion of Sabda and includes not only the
Scripture which 1s regarded as the Word of God, but also the
statements made by worldly persons who know the truth and
commumcate 1t correctly ‘The Vedas are considered as autho
ritative because they are regarded by the Natyayikas to be
the words of God (Ifiwara} who 15 ommscient and veliabie 1m
the highest degree In the same way the statements of any
worldly person (laukika Sabda) will be authoritative when
it 1s cerimin thay the percon 1s a trustworthy one

SABDA NOT A PRAMANA ACCORDING TO SOME
THINKERS

Sabda 13 not admitied to be an independent means of
knowledge by the Vaisesikas the Jainas and the Buddhists
Dignaga the great Buddhist logician, pownts out that Test
mony (Sabda) cannot be regarded as n separate source of
knowledge, sunply becanse our knowledge of the reliabiliy
of the person 15 denved either from our perception of the
fact astated by hum or from an inference of hig reliahlity
based upon our observation that his other statements have
praved true.
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THE VEDAS ALONE AS SABDA ACCORDING TO
SOME,

The Simkhya, Yoga, Mimimsi and Vedinta schools of
thought agree with the Nyiya in regarding Verbal Testimony
as an 1ndependent sonrce of valid knowledge, but they all
differ irom the Nyiya as to the denotation of Sabde By
Sabda they mean the Vedas and whatever else 13 based upon
and does not contradict them And the Vedas are authorita-
tive, not because they are words of a trustworthy Divine per-
son, but because they are not known to have been created by
anty person (dpauruseya) and are eternal The words of the
Vedas have come 1nto mamfestation or have been revealed
enly, but have not been created by any persen, human or
eavine, However rehiable a person may be, his statements
cannot be regarded by these schools of thought as a Sebda

(Word)

SABDA ACCORDING TO THE NAIYAYIKAS,

The Naivayikas, on the other hand, think that the Vedas,
being composed of words and sentepces, must have an author.
That author 18 God The validiy and reliability of the state-
menis 2nd 1njunciions of the Vedas 1s mnferred from the
reltability of God God 1s credible in the highest degree.
But that does not preclude men from being reliabte with
recard to what vabd knowledge they may have and may
convey to others, We often rely op the statements ol others
whom we regard as dpia (trustworthy) in cases where direct
perception or 1nference 13 mot posstble We get the vahd
knowledee as to whether a niver 1s fordable or not from the
person who knows 1t and who has no motive for telling us
a he, The Naiyiyikas, therefore, admit two kinds of Sabda
{Verbal Tesumony), one Vmdiha or Scriptural and the other
Laukika or worldly.
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SABDA, VARYA, PADA AND SARTI

The term Sabda as it must be evident from the above,
does not mean as i the popular speech, 2 word Here 1t 13
vsed 1n a technical sen<e  $abda as a pramuna means a state
ment {tufya) of a reltzble per<on (upta) A statement or
sentence (rakya} 1s composed of intelligible words (padah)
Words {padsh) are hnguistic symbols capable (fafta) of
denoting objects or relations eu<iing 1n the world This
capabtlity (sehir) of words to denote \bings has is ongin,
according to the Naiyayihas, in the command of God (luara
sanketa) aut the time of creation of the world that such and
such words shall mean such and such things

This theory of the ongin of language 1s called prescien
nfic by modern scholars It has sery few supporters now
when people know that the meaping of words has been chang
g from Lme to bme, and that there 13 no common and vn
chanming language of the entire humamty or creshon It

finds ltle support from the modern scientific stndy of the
problem,

THE VRTTI OF WORDS

The later lomeciana distinguich between two Junds of
trifs or relation betneen a word and the thing relerred to by
it, namely, sigmficahion fsanketn or abhidha) and smplication

{lak:ana)}

Signification {direct meaning of words} 1s of two kinds,
viz, the permanent and the occasional The permanent sig
mification 1s called jokes {(capability} It s that which was
willed by God “Let <uch and such things be understood by
such and such words™ The occasional signification (par:
bhiry} depends gpon the will of man—*"Let such and such
things be under<tood by such and such words™ There has
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been a grest deal of discussion ns to whether the fakti of
words refers to individual objects or to'the classes only. H it
refers to the former (the individuals), language shonld have
as many words as the individual objects in the umverse;
which is not the case, if, on the other hand, 1t refers oniy to
the classes, nothing c¢an be said ahout the individuals.
Gangeia, the author of Tattvackintimani, holds that the fakn
of words refers to individuals coming under a elass and
possessing the form of the class

When a word refers to a thing which is not direcily #ig-
nified by the word but which 1s related to the thing directly
signified, the writi is called lakiend (implication). When,
for example, a man says that X 1s the pillar of the state, ke
does not refer 10 what is directly meant by the word “pllar’,
but to something el<e related to pillar, namely, support. The
stock example of Indian logicrans is “a village of cowherds
on the Ganges”, where, “on the Ganges” does not really mean
on the Ganpes, but means ‘on the bank of the Ganges',

CONDITIONS OF INTELLIGIBILITY OF A YAKYA

Any combination of words (pada-samihas will not by
it=ell convey a8 meaning, although every word 1 1t may singly
mean or imply objects, In order that a2 collechion of words
may become an intelligble tikya (sentence), st has to fulfil
three condittonn, namely, akankfs, yogyati, and sannidhi.

1 Akinkfi (Espectancy) The worda making up 2
sentence should be such thay when one of them is heard and
has aroused in the mind of the hearer 2 desire to know some-
thinz more about the thing denoted by it, the other words,
or all the words together, should Le able 1o satisly the desire.
A want of this condition would make the whole combination
of words omntelligible. A collection of words like “corr,
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horse, ghost, God, action, love, went” would mean nothing
In other words, a collection of words, 1n order to be intellign
ble, must be such as contans a subject— about whom some-
thing 12 said, and & predicate—that which 1s said about the
subject

2 Yogyata (Compatility} —The words forming =
sentence must be compatible with or appropriate to each
other, or rather, we may <ay, the things sigmfied by them
must be mutually compahible The sentence 15 a whole must
give us a mearing which 13 consistent with reality Such
words are to be avoided from being put 1n the same sentence,
as denote things that cannot actually exist in the relation
meant by the <entence. For example, it 13 absurd to say,
*He sprinkles mountains on the roof” or ‘He quenches his
thirst with fire  The words and their relations expressed in
these sentences are not intelligible Fire can never quench
thiret, nor can mountainy be sprinkled, as long as the nature
of things 13 what 1t 1s  These sentences are umntellimble 1n

spite of the first condition fahdnksu-~the formal correctness)
being fulfilled

3 Sanmdhr or Asarn (Contiguty}) The words of a
statement mnet be contiguous {near) to each other That ;s,
they must be pronounced immediately one after the other
They should not be separated by m long interval of time het
ween thern A sentence hke ‘Bring me  waler” will
have no mesaning of the word ‘ bning™ 1s ullered 1n the more
irg, “water™ in the evening and “‘me™ in the noon Yo the
the cawe of wrilten sentences the continguily required 1s that
of space, that 14, the words of a «enfence thould not be sepa
rated by a long di<tance.

Of these conditions, the first fakinkil) appears to be »
subjective condilion, that ps, relerring to the state of the mind
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of the hearer, the second (yogyeta) an objective one, that is
referring to the nature of things, and the third (sannidhi)
verbal, that 1s, referring to the words themselves.

4 Some logictans have added a fourth condition also,
namely, Tatparyejnina—knowledze of the intention of the
¢gpeaker in the situatiop—which, they thank, is essential for
understanding the meaning of a septence, Without a Lnow-
ledge of the mtention of the speaker, one often fatls to make
out what a sentence means For evample, “Bring the paper”
would have various meamings according to the dufferent con-
texts, and the servant will be at a loss to understand what is
wanted, unless he knows the intention of the master. “Bring
seindhara” 13 the stock example of Indian logic in thig econ-
nection. The word sairdhava means a horse ag well ag salt.
Whether a man wants salt or a horse cannot be known ynless
some wnsnght mte biz intention 1s posseszed by the hearver.
Thus noe can know gasly fram the sitnaban ar cootezt

It should net be forgotten that the above menhioneq con-
ditions contribute only to the mtelligibility of a fentence.
They do not make it authortative It becomes authortative
anly when spoken hy a trustworthy person.

THE SABDA JNANA.

The statement made by a trustworthy person 15 called
Sabds, and the knowledge produced mn the mind of the hearer
19 called the Sabda jddna. Sabda 13 the indispensable cau=e
of the Sebda ynana (knowledge through verbal testimorny},



CHAPTER XI

AYATHARTHANUBHAVA (NON VALID
KRNOWLEDGE)

So far we have been dealing with the nature and
vaneties of valid knowledge (yathgrihanubhava) and the
means of arriving at 1t Let us now consider the vareties of
non valid knowledge (a yatharthanubhava} also  Non vahd
knowledge, as we have already seen, consists in all those forms
of expenience (other than memory) which give us such attn
butes or characteristics of things as they do not aclually posse<s

KRINDS OF NON VALID KNOWLEDGE

The division of non valhid knowledge {ayatharthanubharal,
given by Annambhatua i s Tarkasengraha, into three heads,
viz {1} Sansaya {Doubt), (2) Viparyaya (Illusion} and (3)
Torkla {Arguing on False Supposition), shows that the term
ayatharthenubhara 15 used 1 a very wide <ense, so as to
embrace not only wrong knowledge (aprama proper), but
also Doubt (sanfaya)——that stage of knowledge when we
have not yet arrived at any certawnty about either [alse or cor
rect attributes of thungs and Tarka (Reductio ad absurdum),
in which we dehiberately assume certain false premises in
arder to show therr absurdhity through what lollows from therr
acceptance  Some Naiyayikazs mcluded dreams also 1n the
category of non vahid knowledge

The nature of the three vanieties of non valid knowledge
mentioned ahove 1s the following accordmg to Tarlasan
graha —
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1.—SANSAYA.

Sanfaya {Doubt) is the consciousness of two or more
contrary attributes in one and the same object, without any
certtinty of erther. It lacks certainty, because there 19 a
feeling that the two attributes are irreconcilable (wiruddha)
with each other and that only one of them can be predicated
of the object, and not both. But which should be predicated
15 not yet dectded. For example, the doubt that the yonder

thing 1s a post or a man, when nothing deftnute can be said
about it.

In fact sanfaya should not be classed as a kind of
apramd, 1f the latter 13 to be transiated as wrong experience,
far it 15 1 fact no definite expenience yet, but only a midway
staze 1 the course of an expenence, which may. when cer-
tain, turn into either pramd or aprami The reason Why a
gtate of doubt 1s classed under ayaetharihanubhora seems that
here the term ayathirthanubharva 15 tzken not 1n the sense of
i ahd knowledre rayardirtha-anudfacas, but w the semse of
all cognition that 13 not valid knowledge (a-yatharthdnubhaval.
According to the division by dichotomy all knowledze will be
either ralid knowledge or non valid knowledge Doubt 15 not
the former., hence, 1@ must come under the category of the
iatter Dur ore may question whether doubt 13 knowledye at

all, unless all mental cognttive states are regarded as know-
ledge

2— VIPALLYAYA

Viparyaya—Error or lllusion—1s a form of expenence
in which we know with certainty 2 parlicular object as pos-
‘reseing altnbutes which it does not really possess. It is the
hnowledpe of an object as quite difterent from what it actu-
ally 13, A doubt turps mnto an error when s wrong alterna-
tive 1 predication 1s selected in preference to a nght one.
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The object 1s then regarded as what it 1s not 1n reality
{onyathakhyats}) An essential condition of the error or 1llu
sion 13 that ¥t 1s not dehberately adhered to 1t 15 due to un
known causes—some defects in the subjective or objechive
eonditions of knowledge—which obstruct the production of

right experience For instance, the perception of a snake
where there 1s only a piece of a rope

DIFFERENT VIEWS OF ILLUSION

The occurrence of illusion has been concerwved differently
by different schools of thought IMusion 15 a2 fact of expen

ence nobody questions 1t But what exactly happens when
we have an 1ilflucion 1s a point of dispute  Whence do the

attnnbutes directly apprehended ip the object come when we
ate having an illusion™

ASATKHYATIVADA

According to the Asathhyat: (appearance of that which
1s absolutely unreal} view of the Madhyamika school of Bud
dhism the objective contents of an 1llusion are absolutely
vnreal They do not at all exist 1o the object preceived as
suck There 1s far example no snake 1n existence i a piece
of rope when the illusion of perceiving a snake 1n place of
the piece ol rope occurs 1t 1s non-evastent (asat), but 1t 1s
experteniced as existent. So far they are right  But why
we should expenence a non existent object as exictent they do
not explain They would only say that 1t 1z the general cha

racter of all our hnowledge that we percerve what does not
exist

ATMARHYATIVADA

The Yogachara (ldealists} school of Buddhiem goes 2
hitle further into the problem and holds the Atmakhydrc doc
tine  According to this doctnne the contents of an 1llusion
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do not exist in reality or objective world. They are only
tdeas (kalpanz) of the self (dtman) or mnd. 'There is no
srake 1p world cutside the mund It is an idea of the mind
appearing as projected in the objective world The doctrine
15 satislactory so far as it goes; and there is an element of
truth in it. But 1t dees not explain at all why should an idea
of the mind be projected ont, or why 1t should be ceased to
be regarded as an 1dea merely. In an illusion the false attri-
butes predicated of the object percened are regarded as the
real characteristics present m it Moreover, according to the
Buddhist 1dealists even our correct preceptions are also ideal
in character, 1e, they are al-o projections of mind So the
pioblem of distinguishing between the real and the unreal
charactenstics of objects remains unsolved. Accordmmg to
them, the rope 1s 25 much an 1deal construction (Lalpani) as
the snake How to say then that the one 1s real and the
other unreal? Their cntenion that that which works success-
fully 1s real 1s not satisfactory, for even the dream hallucina-
tions work successfully in their own sphere

SATRKHYATIVADA

As opposed to these two views, we have the Satkhyin
docirine of Riaminujichirya, which 1s ultra realistic m 1ts
nature According to Riminujichirya there is nothing ideol
(kdlpamka) 1n illosion Whalever we perceive, whether in
a valid perceptien or in an 1illusion, 13 objectively real (sai)
It 13 something given or presented to the senses and not merely
imamined or created by the mund out of nothing 'The func-
tion of knowledge 13 not to create, but to reveal I we hap-
pen to see slver where others see only nacre, it 13 because
of the actual existence of the elements of sither, 1n however
small quantity they may be, 1n the object which has got the
elements of nacre in preponderance On asccount of some
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defect 1n our perceiving mechantsm or in the environment, or
due to our karmas, we do not perceive the elements of nacre
but perceive the elements of silver only Similarty 1s parhal
identity  And illusions are due to the latter Some atinibutes

of a snake are present in the prece of rope where an 1llusion
of a snake occurs Even the dream objects are not unreal
according to Ramannjacharya. They are real, although tem
porarily created for the suffering or enjoyment of the indivi

dual who dreams

There seems to be some truth in this view also, but not
much Every illusion has got some hLasis in reahity There
15, no doubt, parhal identity n all cases of stnmlanty Bot
no man of cemmon sense will ever hold that the object of
ltuston, as such and in 1ts entirety, 13 existent 1n the ohjective
world in the epvironment in winch 1t 13 percetved There 1a
so httle of snake ness 1n a piece of rope, and so httle of silver
ness i 2 piece of nacre, that 1t really looks absurd to hold

that the snale and the silver percened as such are actually
existent 1n the real world then and there

ANNYATHARHYATIVADA

The Nayiykas, who are also realists, therefore, hold a
view called Adnnyathakhyasr or Fipantakhyett (appearance of
a thing as another or otherwise than it 15} According to this
doctrine, we perceive, 1 an illusion, those attributes which
are not present actually 1n the object we are trying to percewve,
but which are actually present elsewhere The realistic posi
tton of Nyaya compels 1t to say that all that 1s perceived must
be presented to the <en<es and must be real ar exictent in the
objective world But they do not go to the extreme of Rama-
nujz 1n holding that all that 13 percened 13 present here and

now They say that the attnbutes perceived in an :llusion
J
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o1e real, and thouzh not present here and now, they are ens-
¥ent elsewhere and at other time,

So far the view may be nght, but the difficulty in this
theory of illusion is: How does one perceive with his senves
eperative here and now the attnbutes present elsewhere arpd
at other times? ‘There is hardly any satisfaclory reply other
than an absord one, that the sense-organs at stch times fone-
tion supernormally, and thus come 1ato contact with the
attributes existing elsewhere, no matter what the distance in
Lime or space may be between the object attempted to be per-
ceived and the object actually perceived. Nothuing can be
more absurd than thi¢, when it can be very easily held that
much of what we percene in an illusion 1s “tpplied by the
rond from its store of past umpressions of objects percerved

Lefore.

AKHYATIVADA.

More reasonable than all the preceding views, therefore,
seems to ke the ALkyanrida (doctrine of non-di erimination)
of the Saimkhva and the AMimamsi schools. According to this
niew, every illusion 13 due to non-dizerimination or non-differ-
entiation Letween two pieces of hnowledze; or between know-
ledge got through two sources. Sometimes the confurion takes
place between the actozl partial sense-perception and the me-
mory-umagzes aroused by the perception: at other times it
tzkes place between two sense-perceptions. In the casze of the
lu-ion of a snake, for example, the actnal illasory expenence,
“This 1s a snake”, i3 composed of two pieces of knowledge,
mamely, “This 157, which 1s actmal sense-perception. and “a
snake” which 15 2 memerysamaze The senses, on atcount
of some defect either in them or in the environment, come
into contact with only the bare existence of the object plos
the<e aspects of the object (rope) which are common to it and
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snake Man 13 not however satished with indeterminateness,
doubt and vagueness Hence the mind supplies a defimite pred
ention 1n the form of an 1mage We at once speak ount, “This
13 a snahe”, forgetting that much of “a snake” 1s the con
tabution of the mind and not the report of the sences. The
report of the senses 1s therefore blended with the ideas of the
mind, and no distinction or discnmination 1s made between
what 15 given by the <enses and what 1s contributed by the
mnd. Hepce an Muosion  In an )llusion of a white crystal
appeaning as red when a red roce-flower 15 1n its vicinity, we
have a non discrimunation or non di tinction between two
perceptions namely, the perception of the white cry<tal and
the perception of a flower There 15 a blending and confu

sion of the two pieces of perceplual knowledpe This wiew

agrees more than any of the previous ones with the view of
modern psychology on illusion

ANIRVACHANIYARHYATIVADA

The Vedantists of Shankaras school, however, do not
agree with thiz view  Their main objections are two Firstly,
that at the same moment there cannot be two acts of cogm
tion goieg on 1n the mind There 1s but one indivisible act of
cognition at are moment Secondly, that the attributes of the
illusory objects are not in the mind as images, but are felt
to be there in the objectne world Had they been merely
images 1 the mind, as the theory of ekAvyatr presupposes, they

could not have heen sensed 10 space outside the mind of the
perceiver, s 1t happens in all illusions  The 1llusory snake 1s
an objective reality perceited there in space acrording to the
Advaita Vedantins  They are realists so far as they hold that
the function of knowledge 13 not to create its objects but to

reveal them  Sense-knowledge presupposes sensible objects
We 3ll feel, as long as the perception on the lusory snake Tasts,

¥
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that the snake which we are percewving is there. We are actu-
ally afraid of it, and feel nervous as we do before a snake,
There 1s not the least difference 1n the nature of the real and
the illusory snake, so far a3 the atirtbutes revealed by our
knowledge are concerned. This objectivity is not explained by
the akhyan theory which holds that the snake is only a mental
image confused with the “this™ revealed through perception.
The illusory snake, according to the Vedantists, is not a mere
mental 1mage. It 13 an external object, there in space and
time. But it 15 a peculiar kind eof object, which can neither
be called real nor unreal (anirvachkaniya), The Real 1s that
which persists and the unreal i1s that which never appears.
The 1llusory snake 13 not real, because 1t vanishes. It 13 not
unreal, because 1t 13 perceived or because 1t appears. It 1s,
therefore, neither real nor unreal, but something indescribahle
(amirvachaniye} m these terms. This wview is called the

amrvachansyalhyativide. It lays as much emphasis on objec-
ti'i.l’lt'lr L= ]| *”'I.F erutr"l Ll L .J.-...-.- D . - & 1 r 1 L

o

porary appeerance created then and there on sccount of the
peculizr situation, just as in dreams temporary objects are
created by the wish of the individual

This view 1s crniticised by the Naiyiyikas on the ground
that there 1s no indescnbable object 1n the world. All objects
are descnibable, According to them there is no temporarily
created object Like the snake in the real world when we
have an illasion, What we can rightly say is that something
ia apprehended as otherwise than what 1t 15, This 14 what
the doctnine of aanyathikhyati or wiparitakhyiti holds, But
this does not explain how and why we apprehend a thing
23 oiherwise than what it is.
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be false, That is, it is false to say that there is no fire in
the hill. So the conclosion of the orixinal inference is coe-
rect. That is, there is fire on the hill?

The reason why rtarka is included under the head of
von-valid knowledre seers to be, thouzh guite farfe'ched,
that the assumed premize is false or that the assumed premise

feads o a corclusion which does not represent things s
they pie faradias teiprekiraka).



CHAPTER XII

ANEKANTAVADA AND SYADVADA

RELATIVITY OF OUR KNOWLEDGE

In dealing with the various views on the nature of the
Filect (korya} we pomted out {on page 77} that each of the
views 13 night from the pomnt of view from which the author
of the parhcular view approaches the problem In fact
much of the intellectual animosity will come to an end, when
it 13 fully realised that all of our opinions are expressgjons of
our knowledge of objects from same particular point of view
or about some particular aspect of them They may be true

only from that point of view or with reference to that aspect
slone from which or about which they have been formed

>

Every object has innumerable aspects fanskanta), 2nd
stands i innumerable relations with other objects of the
univerze, JIn all our thinkiny we always confine to those
aspects or relalions of objects with which we are at that time
concerned, or in which we are interested We neglect and
do not take nolice of the olher counless aspects or relations
in which we are not interested, or with which we are not
concerned  Very often, we remain ignorant of the fact that
the object has other aspects or relations alse than those with

which we are concerned, and so 1dentify it with those very
espects of which we are then aware It is a common ten

dency  And bresuse everybody 1a apt to do g0, diflerences

of opinion ate bound to anee  In fact they do anse, as the
interests and needs of different sndividuals, and so, their rela-
bon with the objerts are different It 1s 80 1a practical Lfe
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aa well as in religions, scienhfic and philosephical thinking.
There will never be a time, taking human nature to be 2s it
13, when differences of opmion will cease

However comprehensive our knowledge about any object
may be 1t 13 always parual, simply because we have aluways
to select some of the countless aspects and relaions of the
chiects of our knowledge. As Willkam James, a great psy-
chologist of modemn times, has pointed out, the mind “Is
always interested more in one part of i1ts object than in
another, and welcomes and rejects, or chooses, all the while
it thinks  We actually ignore most of the things beifore us

.. What are oer very senses themselves but orpans ‘of selec-
tton? ,. Attention, an the other hand, out of all the senaa-
tions yielded, picks out certain ones as worthy of 1is notice
and suppresses all the rest . The mind selects again. It
chooses certain of the sensations to represent the thing meost
truly, and considers the rest as its appearances, modifed by
the copditions of the momenmt . Reasoning is bur another
form of the zelective activity of the mmnd The mind, in
short, works on the data it receives very much as a sculpter
works on hrs block of stone The world 1we feel and lLive
in will be that which our ancestors and we, by slowly cumu-
lative strokes of choice, have extricated out of this (the
objectively given) hke sculptors, by simply rejecting certam
partions of the given stuff. Other eculptors, other statues
from the same stone! Other munds, other worlds from the
same monotonous and inexpressive chaos! My world is but
one 1n a million alike embedded, alike real to those who may
abstract them™. {Principles of Psychology, Vol 1, p. 284 1),
In Yogaudsistha, Vasistha has told Rama that “One does not

know anything other than of what alone onre is conscious
cneself” (III. 55 61)
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This fact 1s illustrated by the popular parable of the
six blhind men who went to see an elephant After each
having touched a particular part of the elephant, these blind
men returned home and hegan to tell one another as to what
the elephant was hike 'The first blind man who had touched
only the belly of the elephant said, * The elephant 13 very like
a wall ‘The <econd one, wha had felt only the tusk, dis
puted the assertion of the first and smd, “The elephant 1s
very hke a spear” The third, who had touched the trunk,
said, The elephan® 1s very Dhke a snake” The fourth, who
had touched the knee only, saxd, “The elephant 13 very hke
a tree’ The fifth who had only caught the ear, said, “The
elephant 15 very like a fan” And the sixth, who had seized

the swinging tail of the elephant, questioned them all, and
saud, ‘ The elephant 1s very like a rope™

“And so these men of Indostan
Dheputed loud and long,

Each in his own opmion
Exceeding stff and stromng,

Though each was parily in the mpht
And all were 1n the wrong”

All of us are hike these blind men m the sphere of know-
ledge Al our knowledge 19 hruted and relative We quar
re} becavse we do not realise this fact Indian philosophers,
parhicularly the Jamnas, were awsre of this nature of hnow

lrdge, They hme laid much emphasis on the doctrine of
" Stand pomts”

THE DOCTRINE OF STANDPOINTS (NAYA VADA)

As we have slready pomted out, there are infinite num-
ber of aspects and relations of objects [onelantovada) For

the purpose of treatment we haye o clasaafy them under
some prominent heads
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According to the great Buddhist philosopher, Nisirjuna,
there are two main aspects of Heality, namely, the Absolute
{Paramartha} and the Relative {Samuvritt), ie. the Realty as
it 1s 10 Iteelf and the forms in which it appears to us—*“Realty
and Appearance”, as the English thinler, Bradley, z2lso calls
them The former is the same for all times and in all places.
The 1atter 13 the name for all those other aspects in which the
Fusence of things appears to different individuals and in differ-
ent times ard places

Sankarichirya, the great exponent of the Vedinta philo-
sophy, makes a three fold division of all the aspects of objects,
namely, (1} the Piramarthuka (the Absolutel or the One,
Lrchanmng, and Eternal Lssence of all things, (2} the Fyita-
hirika (the Practical) or the usual aspects of things revealed
to all of us, and (3) the Pranbhasika (the 1llucory) or the
form in which the abyects of aur common world appear some-
times to some mdiniduals Take an example of a pillar stand-
ing 1n a solitary place We can look at it from three stand-
points, according to the aspect of the pillar we have in view,
namely, the essence, the name and form 1n which it is known
to most of ug, and the name and form 1n which 1t appears to
one who i+ under the sway of an llusion In the first aspect
the object 13 the same Substance (whatever 1t may be called
by different thinkers) of which other objects are also made
(Matter, according to some, Spint according to others):
in the second aspect, 3t 13 a pillar; and in the third aspect it
may be the ghost of a receptly dead man.,

The Jaina philosophers have pointed cut seven chiel
points of view (naya) or asperts (antas} under which we
know objects A statement made from one point ol view
{naya) should not be confused with the statement made from
another paint of view Erery stalement 13 true from ats own
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etandpoint. Ip a comprehensive knowledge about any objects
all points of view must be reprecented That 13, we should
know the object, 1n order to koow it fully from all the
pomts of view Unfo-tunately we rarelv do so The seven
points of view emptazed by the Jaina logicians are —

1 The Awgana nara s the stardpomnt in which the
generic and the particular characteniatics of objects are not

ah<tracted from ezch other We look at thinzs as concrete
wholes without crealiny a division between their peperal and
individaal aspects It 1s a2 <tandporn? 1r which the distinclion
has not yet arren. In fzct to abstract the two aspects from
each of them 2nd to thigk of them apart or 1o xdenniy the
ohject with either ol them 13 to comrut a iallacy ealled the
Maogamablzsa by Jana lomerans For example when we
perceIve 2 cow we pever queshon whether we are perceining
the genus ecow or the indmidpal cow  To think  that
the genus cow 1s separable from the parneular cow 15 2 fallacy
according to the Jamnas  Many philo ophers commit this kind
of false abetraction. Bot to lay too muoch and exclusive em

phasis npon thi= pomnt of view 13 also 1o commt the fallacy
of notgamabl a o

2. Sangraha naya 15 the point of view of the common
aspects of objects Often we have to confine ocurselies 1n
thought to the common or generic nature of thines neg
lecting their partirular or wndmidual charastenstics or differ
ences  For exampl we often <ay man 13 mortal, gold 1s
vellow and heavy metal, tron 1s kard, etc  When we talk Like

this we kave no thoogkt of particnler characterist cs of the
different men, of the vanons forms i which gold and rron

zre found. But to regard the common or genenc aspect as
the only aspect of things 2nd ta disregard the particular 1a

2Zan to commut a fallacy called, Sangrahabha «
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3. The Vyavahdra naya is the standpoint of the specific or
the mdividual charactenstics of objects, neglecting their gene-
nc or common aspects It 15 called vyarahire naya becanse
in our practical hiie thes is the most predominating standpomt
Our likes and dishkes are always for the particulars and not
for the genus, Eg.,, we always choose particular men or
women as our friends Qur choice of objects 1s always deter-
mined by their partrcular shape, colour, size, smell and form
elc  Bul to be so much obsessed by the particular as to forget
that 1t has much 1n common with other objects of the same
clas 15 to commit the fallacy called }Vyavaharibhasa

4 The Ruyusitra nayg 1s the standpoint of the present
moment. It 13 the view of objects as they are at the present
moment, not canng as to what they have been in the past or
what they may be in the foture Often 1t 15 necessary to take
this <tandpoint. For example, a judge does not care to know
what the murderer was in the past or what he rught be 1n
the future, 1n case he is let off, 1n awarding the punishment
He punishes him as a murderer. But to confine oneself to this
pomt of view 1n all affairs of Itfe and with regard to all things
wornld be commtung the fallacy called Reyusitrabhise Al
things have their past, present and future They change 1n
lime So to regard any object only such as it 15 1n the present
moment would be absurd If a child regards his mother as
a very cruel person because she 15 now heating him, he com-
mits the {allacy.

5. Sabdg naya i3 the Iteral point of view. It 1s the
standpoint of Grammar and confines 1tsed to the gendey, num-
ber and tense, etc. exclusively, neglecting the meaning of the

words From the pomnt of view of the correctness of language
1t 13 very nhecessary to confine oneself to its idiomatic use.

For example, 1n the Sansknt language there are words having
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masculine and neuter gender but meaning a wife, Darg mas
cuhne), kalatra (peuter) and patm  (feruninel, all mean
wife English language also has got 1nnumerable 1diomatic
exprescions which mean differently from what the words com
posing them would sigmfy Eg ‘Man of war’ means a war-.
ship  In the same way, m Sanskmt ‘detanam priye’ (Literally
meaning beloved of gods) means & fool But to lay too much
emphasis on the linguishic aspects of the terms, neglecting thear
real and prevalent meamng 18 to commut the fallacy of Sabda

bhasa

6 Samabhirudha naya 1s the standpoint of the etymo
logist who always tries to use the terms in their etymological
sense It 15 often necessary to understand the real meaning
of terms by referring to their etymological derivation Lk g
the term man or manusya comes from the roaot “man’ meaning
“to think.’ Hence man 12 the creature who 1s capable of think
Ing  But to be obsessed by thus point of view and always to
nsist on this aspect of words, neglecting thewr prevalent mean

ing 1s to cornmmt the fallacy of Samaebhirudhabhase

7 Evambhuta naya 1s the point of view of the actual
function that any object performs. From this standpont every
thing 15 defined in terms of what 1t actually does A potter

15 one who makes pots, a carpenter 1s one who makes wooden
furniture and a Brahmana 1 only one who knows Brahma.

To define and understand objects 10 terms of their functions
and utibty 13 certamnly a very ymportant thing, for every
object has some pecublar function in the economy of nature
But to exclusively confine oneself to this pomt of view 1s AgraIn
o commt a fallacy, called Evambhutabhasa by the Jamas
In the world of vyavehara (practical hfe) things and per
sons retain their names even when they do not perform the
function an account of which the names were ongmnally mven
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A potter continues to be called a potter even when he has
ceased 1o make pots. Hardly a few Brihmanas know Drahma,
Even a cruel man may be called ‘Dayanidhi’ (meaning, trea-
sureé of mercy) and quite an illiterate man may be called
*Vachaspats’ (meaning learned).

As we have already pointed out, the nayas {standpoints)
zre not only seven. They are infinite in number, The seven
peinted out by the Jaina logicians are the most prominent. In
fact thinzs are known as dufferent at different places, in differ-
ent times, 110 different situations, to  dufferent
persons 1n their different moods and attitudes. Qur
hnowledze of every object *1s confined to the limits of the
sense-organs, the tume, opportumity, and inchnmation for de-
tazled serutiny, habits of inference, the purpose of mind, the
store of knownledge about it, etc,” (Seashore). This 13 a truth
«0 plain that we hardly realise it. If we realize it well, we
shall cease to be dogmatic, to be fanatic, to be prejudiced, and
to be quarrelsome For, a necessary corollary from this seli-
evident truth will be that all cur judgments are relatively, and
ro, partially true From this it follows that about the same
thing other judgments, guite different from and even opposed
to our judgment may be made. Qurs is only one of the 1n-
numerable ones that are actually being made What is cold
under certain circumstances and to some 1s not cold to another.

What is beautiful to one 1s not beautiful or is even posttively
ugly to others. What 1s 2 valuable manusenpt to a scholar 1s
not at all so to a grocer. What is poison to one 13 = restorer
of Iife to another What 18 white to an average man 13 yellow
to the jaundiced. The doctrine that gives satisfaction to one
is regarded a3 absurd and repulsive by another What 1s
distant to one 13 near to another with a binocle. Such instances
can be multiplied by mllions
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describable as hot or ecld, for it 13 neither hot nor cold to
sOmMe pPerson.

5. “Syatr asti avaktovyam” (syidastyaraktavyam)—It
may be zo and alo may be indescnbable™. E g, this water
may be cold to some body; neither cold nor hot to another
body, 1.e, indescribable either as cold or as hot.

6 “Syat nastt quakiavyem” (syannistyavektavyam)—
“It may not be so and may also be indescribable™. E g. this

water may not be hot to some body and neither hot nor cold
to another body.

7. “Spat astr nasti avoktevyam [ Syidastinastyovakis.
vyam}—“It may be so, may not be so and also may be indes-
cribable”. E g. this water 1s hot to some, not hot to another,

neither hot ror cold to snll another; or all to the same person
at different times.



