











L S >

¢ e ; ’.T. 2 | S
“ Nyayambudhirdidhitikara yukttkalbolakolahala. ~
: . * durvigahah !
S

tasyapi patum na payah samasthah kini nama

dhimatpratibhambuvahah!!

‘Logic is real ocean whose watgr is salt and which
cannot be approached owing to the tumults and up-r
roars of the commentators. Is not then the water of
the ocean capable of being drunk? Why not ?
Intelligent people, like clouds, can easily approach
the ocean and drink its pure and sweet water.’
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. CHAPTER L =~ *

THE Sni SYSTEMS OF INDIAN PHILOSOEHY.

The "Vedas are the earliest documents of the
human mind that we have. There are four Vedas
namely Rigveda, . Yajurveda, Samaveda and
Adharvanayeda. Each Veda consists of Samhita
(Mantras), Brahmanas, Aranyakas and Upanishads.
But in the Vedas primitive religion is dominant and
here and there sre passages containing philo-
sophical lore. “It1s #he only in Upanishads that
philosophical: questions are discussed. They are
called generally as Vedanta (end of the Vedas),
‘They are not systematic treatises on philosophy
but shrewd guesses at the Absolute . (Brahman).
Early Upanishads might have been written between
1000 e.c. and 300 B.C. : 3

The essence of the Upanishadic teachingcan be
summed in the statement that Brahman is the ulti-
mate reality. The inmost being in ourselves and things
that we perceive is ,Brahman. The whole universe -
is only a manifestation of it. It is the spiritual spring
which breaks, blossoms and differentiates itself into
numberless finite centres. PR 3 :

: Subsequent to the Upanishadic age, there was
considerable philosophical speculation which fipally
culminated in the formulation of these ideas in the
form of Sutras. _(aphorisms).” These ideas were
systematised” into six systems® of philosophy or
shaddarsanas which wasthe pndeand,glo:yoﬁpgngient 3
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India. These six systems are called orthodox sys-
tems (astika darsanas) since they accept the authority
of the Vedas. The Buddhist, Jain and Charvaka sys-
tems are ge.neral‘ly branded as unozthodox (nastika
darsanas) since they repudjated the authority of the
Vedas.” It must®however be borne in gmind that
all the systems, irrespective of their acceptance of
the Vedic authority are not dogmatic but rational-in-
terpretations of the universe, The six systems ate
Samkhya, Yoga, Nyaya, Vaiseshika, Purva Mimamsa
and Uttaramimamsa (Vedanta): "These  systems are
called darsanas because they give us a glinipse of the

ultimate reality. &

Kapila is said to be the foupdgr of the Samkhya
system. The earlier work of the Samkhya system
is Iswarakrishna's Samkhya Karika. The Sankhya
thecrists explained the universe by means of two
principles prakriti and purusha. Souls dre many
and there are three gunas, satva, rajas and tamas.
Prakriti is in a state of unstable equilibrium owing to
the preponderance of the one or more gunas and thus

“leads to evolution. Why should there be evolution ?
They state that world process is for the salvation and
enjoyment of the purushas. Every purusha is en-
chained in the cycle of samsara, = Soul’s contact with
matter is the root cause of pain 4nd pleasure. Kapila
said that Tattvajnana (philosophical wisdom is the
means of salvation. If any one understands and

_ finds the distinction between prakriti and purusha
he gets release from rebirth. Samkhya denies the

existence of God and holds that prakriti and purusha
are the causes for cosghic evolution. >

_Yoga philosophy was founded by Phtanjali. On
metaphysical side there is no difference between

«
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Yoga and Samkhya. In addition to prakriti and
purusha Yoga bélieved in God. It a]so posited that
tattvajnana is not sufficient to get™release from the
contact of prakriti and laid down yogic practices as'
the only m_‘eans to moksha‘:n. :
+ Gautama is the promulgator of the Nyaya sys-
tent. Nyaya system is thelogical science par excel-
lence. Nyaya deals elgborately with pramanas and
prameyas. The Vaiseshikas believed ina multiplicity
of entitics like, dravya, guna, simanya.

The Vaiseshika system deals extensively with
padarthas. Kanada was the founder of this system.
The chief tenet of this school is- atomic theory
which states that the world is constituted by a
number of atoms. : o=

Purva rthimamasa is founded by Jaimini.
Mimamsa is a systematic code of principles.in accord-
ance with which the Vedictexts are to be interpret-
ed for purposes of sacrifice. The major portion of
the Mimamsa system is concerned with the discussion
of Vedic rituals and sacrifices. However there are
discussions of metaphysical nature in it. :

There are two echools in the Mimamsa system,
the Prabhakara and the ‘Bhatta. Mimamsa lze-
lieved in @purva (unseen force) that brings rewards in
the heaven to those who have performed Vedic sacri-

fices. The law of karma is the all important fgctbr'
in determining births and deaths. _They believed
in the eternity of the Vedas and banished God from
their system. ; . i o AX

Uttara mimamsa is usually ealled Vedanta.,"

Badanarayana- wrote the Vedanta Sutras and laid

2 ]
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the foundation for the greatest philosophical system
called Vedanta, Sivakanta Nilakatstacharya wrote
the first commentary on this work. His system is
called in later ages as Saivasiddhamta. Sankara also
wrote a commentary on #he Sutras, His system is
called’ Advaita which states that Brabfnah. is the
only reality and the world is an illusory appedr-
ance. Ramanuja has written a commentary on it.
His system Visistadvaita states that sat, asat and
Brahian are real. He believed jn sagupa Brahman.
Madhava wrote his Dvaita commentary on it which
states that God is svatantra and man is paratantra.

'3 ¢ %
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=T
. NYAYA-VAISESHIKA LITERATURE.

L3

e

We can distinguish three stages in the history
of Nyaya-Vaiseshika literature. In the first period
sutras were formulated ; in the second period com-
mentaries, were written upon the sutras. In the
third period syncretist works were written amalgama-
ting both Nvaya a‘pd.Va}isehika doctrines.

Hindu logic in its rudimentary form can be
found as early as the sixth century . before Christ.
The first regular work on Nyaya is Nydya-Sutras
formulated by Gautama in the Second ceptury A. D.
Vaiseshika sutras were written by Kanada before the
birth of Christ. Vatsyayana wrote acommentary
called Nyaya Bhasya on Gautama's Nyaya sutras, in
the fourth century A.D. Prasastapada wrote a
commentary on the Vaiseshika sutras. About
600 aA. . Chandra wrote Dasapathartha Sastra, a
Vaiseshika treatise®*based on Prasastapada Bhasya
only preserved in a Chinese version of 648 A.D.
without influencing the - Vaiseshika system in India.
H. Ui has now.translated it into English.

In 9th Century A.D. Vacaspati Misra wrote a
commentary called Nyayavarttika tatparyatika on
Uddyotakara's treatise called Nyaya-Sucinibandha.
About the tenth® century A.D. Udayana wrote a
commentary on Prasastapada’s Bhyasa called Kirana-~
vali and also a commentary called Nyayavdrtika



8

tatparya parisuddhi on Vacaspati's. commentary on
Uddyotakara’s treatise. His famous work is Kasu-
manjali wherein he states eight grguments for the
existence of God. Ganggsa's Tattvacintamani is the
most *famous ldgical treatise on whichy there are
thirty commentaries. :

The third phase in the history of Nydya-Vaise-
shika literature is marked by *syncretism. Now there
is a tendency to amalgamate both Nyaya and Vaise-
shika tenet. The most important syncretist works
are Laugakshi Bhaskara's Taraka kaumudi and
Annambhatta's Tarkasamgraha. Thirty-five com-
mentaries are written on the Jatter. According to
tradition Annambhatta was ¥ Telugu man who lived
in Chittore District. Dignaga was the famous Bud-
dhist logician who attacked virulently the Nyaya-
Vaiseshika tenets and the writers on Nyaya-
Vaiseshika took considerable pains tg refute his
criticisms. :
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. CHAPTER IIL -

-

. o
. BUDDHI (C(')GN ITION).

Nyaya-Vaiseshika® accepts seven categories
.dravya (substance) - guna (quality) karma (activity),
samanya .{generality) visesha (peculiarity) sama-
VAYaE (inl;e{:ence) ‘and abhava (non-existence). It
-enumeratestwenty four qualities of which buddhi is
the most importat, It is the cognitive faculty
which furnishes® knoWledge. According to = the
Nyaya-Vaiseshika system the knowledge of the cate-
gories (prameyas) dispels ignorance and purifies
the soul which finally culminates in salvation. :

Buddht is the property of the soul. Knowledge
{jnana) always inheres in the soul. Mind is an inner
sense which directly apprehends pleasure, pain and
cognition and perceptible qualities of the soul
Nyaya-Vaiseshika treats consciousness as a quality of
the soul generated under certain conditions. But
according to .the Wedantins and Sankhya philoso-
phers soul is pure chit (consciousness). -

Annambhatta defines buddhi as sarva vyava-
hara hetw jnaram. It is the cause of the uttterance of
" words intended to communicate ideas. Inshort it is
the cause of verbal expression. But this definition
is too narrow as it fails to include indeterminate per-
ception (nirvikalpaka) which .is equivalent to an
ineffable bare sensation. Being conscious of this-
defect; Annambhatta modifies the definition in his
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dipika as jnandam buddhi. Cognition gives know-
ledge and both arg identical. >

Cognition ‘is divided into two kinds smriti
(recollection) and anubhara (experience). Anubhava
is agdin divided into perception (pratysksha) in-
ference (anumana) analogical judgment (upamane)
and verbal knowledge (sabda). : :

Smriti is remembrance. ‘It is due to bhavana
or impressions left upon us by.past experiences. It
is different from recognition (pratyabijna). But the
Mimamsakas (Bhattas) and Advaitins explain recogni-
tion asdue to perception and recollection (smarana).
“ This is that person " is an_examfle of recognition.
Recollections originate if past impressions are revi-
ved under proper conditions.

Criticism :—

The division of knowledge into experience and
remembrance is not logical, since all experience is
a synthesis of past and present knowledge. Know-
ledge is the interpretation of the present in the

light of the past. It is a dynamic process and
result of apperception.

v
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: CHAPTER .IV |

NYAYA-VAISESHIKA* ERISTEMOLOGY. * '

Epistemology is othgrwise called theory of kaow- -
ledge. It deals with  the origin, conditions and
nature of kndwledge. . Logic deals with the correct-
ness of thought and various processes that regulate-
it. But epistemology deals with the relation of mind
and objects, thought and reality. In a word it deals
with the nature o?objegjs and the nature of truth and
error. In the west there are two important theories.
of knowledge Idealism and Realism. According to
Idealism all things in the world are ideas in our
mind ; they are mental. But Realism states that
objects are eutside our mind. '~ They exist in their
own right whether we perceive them or not.

In Indian philosopby, the theory of truth and
error is called khyati vada, Nyaya-Vaiseshika
states anyatha khydti vada, Mimamsa akhyati vada,
and Advaita anirvachamiya khyati vida. There
are also a number of other khyati vadas recognised
in Indian philosophy. ;

Nyaya-Vaigeshikas are realists ; they believe in .
_an external world independent of the knowing mind..
For them knowledge is an ext,eﬁ}al feature which
the mind -simply knows. Mind knows pain, pleasure-
and cognitions that inhere in” the soul. Know-
ledge does not “exist as ideas in our mind. This is-
the position of Idealism whichv Nyaya emphatically
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-disowns. Cognition must not be regarded as trans-
forming what it cognises ; to be known is no quality
of the object but} a relation sui generis (svaripa
-sambandhe). This is the view  ofe the Nyaya-Vai-
seshikas regarding the nature of knowledge and
-objects. They state ‘that samavaya,r samsarga
samanya, visesha, guna, karma, etc., exist outside
the mind as external relations. Tixis is like ‘the
~ Russell's theory of external relations.

Anubhava is divided into yathartha and ayathar-
tha. Before we study their theory of “truth and
error, we must understand their theory of:judgment.
They believe in subject-predicate Jelationship. This
theory is known as attributige theory of predication
in western logic. Every judgment contains viseshya
(subject) and wviseshana (attribute). Viseshana is
also called prakara. In the judgment; ‘ gold is
yellow’ “ gold’ is viseshya and * yellow’ is viseshana.

This relation is technically called as viseshaya-vise-
shana bhava,

Yatharthajnana (true knowledge) is called prama
and ayatharthajnana (false knowledge) is called
‘bhrama. 1If we perceive an attribute as belonging
to an object which really has it, it is truth. If we
cognise an attribute (prakara) as belonging to an
object which does not have it, it is error. As Annam-
bhatta defines tadvati tatprakarakah anubhava ya-
‘thartha, and tadabhavavati tatpra karakah anibhava
-ayathartha. To cognise a piece of silver as silver is
truth ; to cognise a mother-of-pearl as a piece of
silveris error (suktav rajatham). If silver is percei-
ved as it is, it is_ true knowledge ; if nacre is per-
- ceived as silver it is false knowledge. It is false
because prakara °‘silverness’ does not belong to the
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perceived thing in the external reality. If our
knowledge repgesents facts as they are, it is truth,
if aot, error. "In other wordsNf there is corres-
pondence between knowledge and reality, it is truth ;
if there is lack of correspondence betwveen know-

ledve and reality, it is errog. - . 3

& The Nyawa-Vaiseshika theory of truth is called

technically as anyatha khyati vada (theory of mis-_
-apprehension). . It cofsists in mis-apprehending or
misinterpreting of- one thing as another, In the
phrase anyatha-khyati, the term khydti means cog-
mition and @nyathd means * otherwise ‘han what it
is.’ As Naiyayikas say, one thing is ' mistaken for
.another (anyat amygthd grwhyate) This is called the
correspondence theory 8f truth in the west.

We can compare this theory with that of the
Prabhakara Mimamsakas. They state akhyati vada
(theory of non-apprehension). Suppose we mis-
interpret the mother-of-pearl as a piece  of 511ver,
mother-of-pear] suggests to us silverness which is
wrongly confused for the real thing mother-of-pearl.
As soon as we see nacre, we remember silver and the
.error consists in non-apprehending nacre and silver
which it suggests. The nature of false cognition lies
in the confusion of*what is perceived and’ what is
remembered. In other words, according to the
Mimamsakas, if we fail to dlscnmmate the per-
ceived thing from the remembcred we get false.

knowledge (bhrama).

The Nyaya-Vaiseshikas are teahsts and they be-
lieve in the correspondence thedry of truth. For them-
all relations are external. Bertrand Russell’s theory of

2
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external relations is similar to their theory of rela-
tions. The Nyaya-Vaiseshika theory of external re-
lations suffers the”same defects as Russell's theory.
Thus the theory of external relatjons reduces the
mind to a mere passive awareness of things. Modern
psychiology says‘that mirdis not a substance but an.
activity ; knowledge always exists in a series of
interpretations. . ;

The Nyaya-Vaiseshikas aré realists. Their realism
corresponds to the Neo-realism of Alexander. Ac-
cording to neo-realism when we perceive .an object,
we are aware of it. There is the compresence of
the object. Their theory of truth has a ‘number of
fatal defects. Truth according tp them iscorrespond -
ence between knowledge an® reality. But the perti--
nent question arises ; what guarantee is there that
my knowledge represents things as they really are..
Now if truth were exclusively and solely, correspond-
ence of mental known with the wholly unknown,
we should never have the slizhtest knowledge, that
our beliefs were true or false. Hence correspondence

only represents the nature of truth and not the test
of truth.

The Naiyayikas themselves have seen this
defect and have fallen back upon pragmatic test as
the only way of discovering the truth. Knowledge is-
true if it leads to fruitful activity if not false.

o
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- '‘GHAPTER V. -

L
. FaLse KNOWLEDGE,

True knowledges(yatharthajnina) is cognising "
what actually"ié apd false knowledge (ayathartha)
consists in the lack of correspondence between  the
cognition and what is cognised. True knowledge is
called prama ; false knowledge is called bhrama
or aptama. Bhrgma etymologically means ‘going
astray.’ False knowledge may be deliberately held
and believed in : a man may have certainty which is
yet untrue, and his position constitutes error proper.
False knowledge may be real and involuntary arising -
from causes which he is unable to control.

Annaéli)atta divides false knov;rledge bhrama)
into three kinds : samsaya (doubt), viparyaya (error),
and tarka (reductio ad absurdum). :

Doubt is that knowledge where there is the pre-
sence or absence of the contrary features in the same
object. - Annambhatta defines it as the knowledge of
contrary properties in one and the same object.
Doubt therefore has threé features: there must be:
knowledge of several qualities ; they must be irrecon-
cilable (viruddha) with one another ; and they must

" be apprehended in one and the same object.

- Doubt: is different from 'ind'ege;minate perception
and conjecture. A bare sensation is psychologically
more primitive and rudimentary than doubt. If we.
see at a distance an indeterminate object which
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we conclude must either be a'man or a pillar that
~ is doubt. (sthén%f'vc? purushovditi)!’s o
Error (viparyaya) is talse knowledge. It is mal-
observation. It is perceiving a thing differently
from what it actually is.. It is misapprehending one
thing for another. One thing is mistaken for an-
other (anyat anyatha grahyate). If we cognise a shell
- or nacre as a piece of silver, it 1s error (viparyaya).
That is also called by some Iddian logicians as (praz-
yakshabhisa). ‘ The rustic who‘takes ‘a tombstone
brightened by the rays of the moon for a ghost or
who interprets donkey’s bray as the voice of a departed
ancestor falls into this fallacy.’

There are certain errorg which are involuntary
and uncontrollable due to physical or external causes.
If an object is far away from us, it looks dim and
diminutive ; this case is also a special case of error.

Tarka is reductio ad absurdum or indirect
argument. Annambhatta defines thus ; vyapydropena
vydpakaropah tarkah(the hypothetical admission of
- vyapya which leads to the admission of vyapaka.)

The error involved in this case is the false as
sumption which forms the basis of the reasoning
Tarka is intended to show  that some thing must
exist in certain manner, or else Some absurd conse-
quence will follow. The stock example is to prove
the concomitance of smoke and fire. If any one
doubts the truth of the - above vyapti or generalisa-
tion, the logician resorts to a reductio ad absurdum.

The logician rejoins by saying that if there is no
- fire, then there is «wio smoke and challenges the

opponent te produce a case in which smoke is
* found in the absence of fire : this he cannot do, and
5 &Q&ere‘.must admit the truth of the proposition:
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. CHAPTER VL *+

»
PRAMANAS.

There are eight ptamanas recognised in Indian
philosophy. Pramanas are means of proof. They are
instruments (karana) ' cf valid experiences. The
pramanas are the following pratyaksha (perception) :
anumana ~ (inference), wpamana - (analogy), sabda
(scriptiiral testimomy), arthapatti (presumptive testi-
mony), anupalabdhi (nor#cognition) sambhava (inclu-
sion), and aitihya (hearsay).

The Indian materialists called Charvakas recog-
_nise only one pramana viz., perception, the Bud-
dhists  perception and “inference, the Samkhyas
perception, inference and scriptural testimony,
Prabhakaras  perception, inference, ' scriptural
testimony, the Bhattas recognise perception, infer-
ence, scriptural testimony and non-cognition, and the
Pauranikas recognise the above five pramanas as well
as sambhava, aitihya, and upamana. The Nyaya-
Vaiseshikas recognise only four pramanas perception,
inference, analogy and scriptural testimony, setting
aside all the other pramanas as invalid. .

Sambhava is inclusion.- If I say that a bag ,
contains one hundred rupees,s it ~is certain
that it ‘contains fifty rupeess This is sambhava.
Aitihya is hearsay. ° A spirit dwells in this banyan
tree ' is an example of aitihya. All the leading ex-."
ponents of Indian philosophy except the Pauranikas
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'dlscard them as means of proof Pratyalxsha

sense-perceptior agl anumana is inference. Findi ng
the hill smokys I énfer that it és also fiery. Upa-
mana is andlogical inference and sabda is® scriptural
testimony. Whateis stated, in the Vedas, we believe
them to be true. Arthapatti is presuming certain
things. It is a guess or conjecture. Chaitra is alive
~but he is not in his house. Naturally I presume that
he is somewhere else. Pi‘esumptlon is called
arthapatti. Anupalabdhi is non-cognition. It is
perceiving the non-existence (abhdva) of a thing

But the Naiyayikas reduce this to akind of prat-
yaksha.

Arthapatti is presumpmve knowledge The
Mimamsakas recognise it as a distinct pramana; but
the Naiyayikas state that it is a species of inference.
On hearing that * Devadatta, who is fat, does not
eat in the day,” we at once conclude that he eats in
the night. Gangesa includes this in the negative
inference which establishes the absence of the middle
term through the absence of the major term. This
kind of inference is similar to the disjunctive syllo-

gism in western logic. The above argument can be
represented dls]unctlvely

s

A person to be fat must take hlS food EIthEY'

in the day or the night

Devadatta who is fat does not‘.take h:s food
in the day

= Devadatm must take his fo'dd 1n the night.
Thus “e see the Nalyaylkab only beheve four

pr;x)rélanas viZ., pratyal\sha, anumana, upamana and
sabda. 5 :

«
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Mode:n'phi.lpsophy accepts only two means of
proof : sense-perception and inférence. Occasion-
- ally even our senges dupe us. When we see the sun
rising in the east and setting in the west, we are
prone to, think that the sun, actually moves bat in
reality this is not. 'We know that perception is very
often subjected o misinterpretation, error and hallu-
«cination. -~ Every belief and perception should stand
at thé bar of reason before they are pronounced to
be true. Nevertheless we cannot ignore knowledge
afforded by the senses. Philosophy is the systematic
reflection on the knowledge afforded by our senses.

Abkava (nonuey.(istence)

Abhava means non-gxisfence. According to the
Nyaya-Vaiseshikas it is a separate category which
gives us negative knowledge. Abhava is of four
kinds pragabhdva (antecedent-non-existence) anyonyd-
Dbhava-pradhgamsid abhdava (annihilative non-exis-
tence) and atyqnh?bhc?va (absolute non-existence.)

Before a pot is produced, it does not exist ; we
speak of the non-existence of a pot prior to its pro-
duction. Prativogi is the thing of which a negation
is predicated e.g., a pot is the pratiyogi of the
negation of the pow Pratiyogi is called counter-
correlative. Potis the pratiyogi (counter-correlative)
of its antecedent non-existence. Mutual non-exis-
tence between a, pot and a cloth is called anyonyd-
bhava. In other words, anyonyabhava means that
pot and cloth mutually exclude each other. Pradh-
vamsabhava is the non-existence of a thing after its
destruction. A pot is followed By its non-existence.
Atyantabhava is'the non-existence of a thing in the
past, present and future. The horn of ahare is a
case of atyantabhava. Hinvey o
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Defiamian (akshana) .

Definition {l&kskana) states.an essential feature
of an object. It is different from description which
merely gives a werbal picture of the object. Des-
cription gives only an outward nature of an ebject.
A lakshana is a specific feature (asadh@rana dharma).

A correct definition niyst be free from three
faults ativyapti (over-apblicability) @vyapte (partial
inapplicability) and asambhava (total in-applicability).
A definition must not be too wide (ativyapti) e. g.,
A cow is a horned animal. In this case ‘horned
amimal ’ includes also animals whjch are not COWS..
If we define a cow as an animil having uncloven
hoofs, this definition commits the defect of sam-
bhava (total inapplicability) because no cow possesses.
uncloven hoofs. . If we define, a vertebrate animal
as a quadruped, it commits the fallacy of avyapti.

5

Samavaya (inherence).

Samavaya is a peculiar relation recognised by
the Nyaya-Vaiseshikas. It is called in English as
inherence. If one thing inheres in another thing,

~ the relation between them is called samaviya.
There is an eternal relation ‘between the two:
which cannot exist separately (ayuta siddha).

. It must be distinguished from contact. When two
subst.ances come into contact with each other, their
relation is called samyoga which is not intimate

- but -separable ; samavava is also different from

. sannikarasha which ' is a special type of relation
between the sense organs and objects. :

Samqw&ya is an intimate relation existing bet-
ween whole (avayavin) and part (avayava), qualities

-
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(guna) and substance (dravya), motion (kriva) and’
mqving subst#ices (dravya), generality (jati) and
particularity  (vyakti) and pafticular substance
(visesha) and et@rnal substance (m;tya drquya).

Supppse we see a red gloth therelation bgtween
redneds and thecloth is samavaya. The quality red-
ness inheres im the cloth. Suppose we see a wheel
moving. = Movement jnheres in the thing wheel and_
the relation between them is samavaya.

i
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NYAVA-VAISESHIKA VIEW OF CAUSALITY.

~ e 0
Annambhatta states that there are two kinds of
.causes sadharana and asadharana. - Sadharana

.

-dha sums up the essence of the cause.
Stddha means literally ‘not made out_to be other-

karana includes god, time and space which are
general and the common cause of all things.. Asa-
dharana cause is the cause wlzich.w% generally speak

of.

Annambhatta defines the cause as karya niyata
purvavriit: but the Nyaya theorists woild define a
cause as invariable, immediate and indispensable
antecedent of an effect. In Sanskrit the full defini-
tion -is stated thus: kdaryanivata vyavahita pur-
vritts ananyathasiddhamcha karanam.

The antecedent should immediately precede the
consequent. Mere co-existence is not causation ; pot
and threads may be found in a place ; but tithey are
not causally connected. The phrase ananyathasid-

Ananyatha-

wise than indispensable’ In a word it means
indispensable; without the cause the effect cannot
follow. Anyatha sMdka means * variable faetor. If
anass precedes the production of a pot, we cannot say
that ass is the cause of the pot. This will involve
the fallacy technically called in western logic as post
hoc ergo propter hoc. In finding out a cause, we
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must ignore all variable and dispensable antecedents
(anyathasiddhaPand fall back upon ananyatha sid-
dha (indispensable aptecedent) as the, true and ‘real
cause of a phendmenon. The cause must be dis-
covered, after finding the positive concomitance
(anvayasahachira) and negative concomitance {vyati-

rekg sahachara Wherever A precedes and B follows

is anvayasahchaara and wherever A does not pre-

.cede’and B does not fbllow is vyatireka sahachara. =

~ According to’ the Nyaya-Vaiseshika . system,
karva (effect) is invariably preceded by itsantecedent
non-existence. As Annambhatta says karyam pra-

gabhdva pratiyogi. An effect is the counter-correla-

tive of its antecedemt non-existence, To say that

.a pot is produced means that it is created for the

first time and that it never existed before. In this
case the effect is put which is pratiyogi of its antece-

«dent non-existence (pragabhava). In other words
‘before the pot was produced it - was non-existent.

In other words cause does: not contain the effect.
According to the Naiyayikas cause and effect are

{different things mechanically connected. This view
is called asatkaryavida. According to this theory
.effect is something new which comes out of the
.cause ; to use Llyod Morgan’s phrase, it is an emer-
gent product, like water which emerges newly from

the combination of two parts hydrogen with one
part of oxygen. But it does not mean that it comes
from nothing. " The Samkhyas believe in satkarya-

-wada which states that the _effect is only a modi-

fication of thecause. = = .7 '®

These two views emphasise the different aspects '

of causation; Modern view “of causation states.

that causal reiation is mechanical and continuous:

T
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Cause and effect are nothing but modifications or
manifestations of same energy. Cauase and effect
are quantitatively identical. Wherever a regular
sequence in events indicates a necessary connection,
the events in question are said to exhibit causal
relation. -But cause and éffect are energy transform-
ations. : : !

o

- According to the Nyaya-Vaiseshikas cause is of
three Kkinds: samavayi karana (inherent cause),
asamavayi karana (non-inherent cause) and nimitia
karana (occasioning cause). Samavayikarana is that
in which an effect inheres. It isthat which constitu-:
tes the effect ; in a word it is the material out of
which the effect is produced, e. g., threads are the
samavayi karana of the cloth. It is an inseparable
relation between the effect and cause. This relation:
also holds between substance and motion. If a

. thingismoved by the impact of some force, the thing
or substance is the samaviyi karana of-the motion.
Asamavayi karana is the non-inherent cause
which inheres in the same substance with the effect
or with the inherent cause. It is that which isfound
i.n the inherent cause. The conjunction of threads
13 the non-inherent cause of the cloth because it is.
found inhering in the threads. Cqlour of the threads
is also the non-inherent cause of the cloth because
colour is found in the threads which is found in the-

.Cloth. In a word the colour inheres in the threads
Whi(.:h inhere in the cloth. Nimitta tarana is occa-
sitoming cause which includes the agent and instru-

ments that produce the effect. Loom and weaver
-are mimitta karana. « P

.. Wemay now compare Nyaya view of causation
with that of Aristotle. He enumerates_four kinds of



causes—the material, the formal, the efficient and the
final. The material cause is literally the matter used
1in any construction ; marble or bromzeé is the material
cause of a statues The formal cause is the form, type
or pattern in the mind of the workman. The formal
cause of a building issthe archifect’s plan® The
efficient cause is the agent which produces the statue,
The workman 1s the efficient cause. The final cause
is the end, or motive ghat compelled the architect to*
produce the work in question. It may be the subsis-
tence, profit or pleasure of the artificer.

Though samavayi karana, (inherent cause) in-
cludes *Aristotle’s paterial cause or Vedantin's wpd-
dana karana, it is fotam exact parallel to it, because
inherent cause not only includes the material out of
which a thing is made but also the relation between
substance and motion. For example, in the motion of
.a ball, ball is the inherent cause of the motion. Now
it becomes evident that semavayi karana does not
actually correspond to Aristotle’s material cause.

Asamavayi karana also does not exactly
correspond to formal cause. Inso far as asama-
vayi karana deals with the nature of the component
parts of an object it is the formal cause of Aristotle.
But when it deals with the features of the component
parts like the colour of the threads, it is certainly
different from the formal cause. SR e

" Nimitta karana is both efficient and. instrumen-
tal. . Perhaps, nimitta may correspond to the efficient
cause of Aristotle; it must be remembered however
that nimitta kafana implies both theagent and instru-
ments that produce the effect. ..~ . ...

-
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Crittcism :—

The Nyaya-Vaiseshika analysis of causatior is
obviously taken from human indu:%try. It throws
no light upon causation in the order of nature ; such
a view is scientifically untenable. Nyaya view has
the same defects like that of Aristotle. According to
modern science, causal relation is continuous and

_mechanical. 'Wherever a regular sequence in events
indicates a necessary connectidn, the events in ques-
tion are said to exhibit causal relation. Causality
is mechanical and purposeless sequence of events.
This is the real meaning of cause in science.

&
- «©
THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN KARANA
AND Karana. ;

Karana literally means an instrument. He
felled the tree with an axe. Here axe is the karana.
Annambhatta defines karana as asadharana karana
which means the special factors that contribute to
the production of the effect. In the productian of a
pot, potsherd, potter’s stick etc., are called karana.

There are two views regarding the nature of
karana in Nyaya-Vaiseshika philosophy. The older
school states that a vyapdara is caused by karana

“and finally both contribute to the effect. In other
words, karana produces the effect by an activity
or function (vydparg). For example, a potter’s stick

.15 a karana in the sepse that it causes the rotation of
the wheel which results finally in the production of
a pot. A sense organ is a karana of the perception
in as much as it produces perceptual knowledge by
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its intermediate vydpara which is sannikarsa (con-
tact of the sensgs with the object).
-

. -
The modern school does not accept this. It
states that karana is the most indispensable “of
factors. for the productiog of an affect e. g.n Wheel
stick < etc,,  As Mill says ° the cause is the sum-
total of the sonditions, positive and negative taken
together; the whole contingencies of every descrip-.,
tion‘'which being realited, the consequent follows.'

Anumiti (inferential cognition) is produced by
the karana (efficient cause) anuwumana (inference).
Lingaparantrasa or pakshadharmatajnann is the
rarang of inferemtial knowledge, upamana (simila-
rity) is the karana of upamiti (analogical judgment)..






LCHAPTER VIIL

5 : PERCEPTION (PRATYAKSHA.)
L ]

t 3 )

‘Generally we obtain knowledge by means of
sense- perception When we see a tree standmg
before us, it i1s a percept. Perceptlon is the cogmtlon
‘which is produced through sense organ coming into
relation with the ebject. Sgnnikarsha is a kind of
relation between the mind and the object.

There are two kinds of perception viz., nirvi-
kalpake and savikalpaka. Nirvikalpaka jnana is
indeterminate knowledge. .In a judgment there are
subject and prédicate. In fndef&miﬂ&te knowledge we
-do not find the Subject-predicate relationship. It is
inexpressible in language. This may correspond to
the judgment of quality in western logic.

Nyaya-Vaiseshika also recognises supernormal or
transcendental perception (alaukika pratyaksha).
The supernormal ﬁercephon is of three kinds :
samanya lakshana, jnana lakshana and yogaja.
When we perceive a general term, manness we get:
samanya lakshaha, ; when we perceive a flower
-which brings to the mind the idea of fragrance as;
belonging to it, it is jnana lakshana ; 1nt.u1t10n of the
yogis is called yoga]a Sl : :

Ordinary perceptmn whlc'h is due to sense- -
relation (sanntkarsha) is of six kinds. They are the
g : : g : ; e
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following : contact (sampyoga), inherence in what has:
come into contact (samyukta samavéga), inherencg in.
what is inherent in a thing which has come in
contact (sgmyukia samaveta s&mawdya), inherence
(samavaya), inherence in an inlerent thing (samaveta
samavaya) and the relation of predicate and’ subject
(viseshana viseshya bhdava). When we perceivea jar
with our eyes, the sense-relation is contact (samyoga).
*When the colour of a jar is s¢en, the sense relation
is ‘inherence in a thing which has come in to coptact’
(samyukta samavaya) because colour inheres in the
jar which comes in contact with the eyes. When
colourness (rupatva) in the colour of jar is seen, the
sense relation is ‘inherence in a,thing which has
come into contact.” 1In this, colourness inheres in
a thing which has come in contact with the eyes.
When sound is perceived by the ears, it is inherence:
(samavaya), because the sound inheres in the ear
which is a portign of ether; when we perceive sound-
ness (sabdatva), tﬂr&i irth€fence in 2\ “thing which
inheres (samaveta samau?yfz) ;+ for soundness in-
heres in sound which inheres in the ears. According
to the Nyaya-Vaiseshikas, ear is made of ether which
is the cause of sound.” When we perceive the non-exis-
tence of a jar it is predicate-subject relation (visesha-
na viseshya bhava, The seat of the non-existence of
the jar is the floor and non-existence of a jar is a.
quality of the floor with which the eye has come:
. irito contact. !

<
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* SVARTHANUMANA AND PARARTHANUMANA

Ktk
e

3

Inferente is of two kinds svarthanumana and
pararthanumana. Svarthanumana means inference
for one self and pararthanumana means inference for
others. Inference for one self is the conclusion which
he himself has defiwed by paramarsa. A person by
repeated observation (huyodarsana) will find out
the invariable connection between smoke and fire
and arrive at_a vyapti (generalisation) : Wherever
there is smoke there is fire. He may see a mountain
and doubt the presence of firer in.it. On seeing the
smoke on it, he-remembers the ’genera]‘i"sation wher-
ever there is smoke, there is fire and consequently he
infers fire on the mountain thinking that it is
always associated with smoke, This kind of in-
ference is called inference for oneself. Inference
for others is a sy_l]ogistic expression. The argument
is put in five different steps which compels the
assent of another. We prove the conclusion by
stating all the logical steps involved in an argument.
This is called panchavayava vakya; in this case one ~
demonstrates his thesis to others. ) .

The division of inference 'in.t:) two kinds is not
without significance. Knowledge is the result of
thinking which'is 2 living funttion of man. The,
development of knowledge is not a mechanical pro-

”



36

cess—not a mere addition of parts together like the
bricks in a building: As Creighton'$ays, “It is a
moving system « «of functions not a structure of fixed
mechanicaF parts.” Knowledge does not grow by

piecing together ‘,parts but it is something  that is
akm to life.

Svarthanumana reveals the true nature of in-
“tellectual growth ; knowledget is a personal factor.
Pararthanumana is inference for, others; it is a state-
ment of facts in a methodical way. Itis ah imper-
sonal representation of facts. Here the argument is
stated in an objective manner. It is torn off from
its living context and exhibited, as an argument
per se. For a Naiyayika logic c&n never lend itself
to a formal treatment. It is not a mere science of
consistency. But this fact has been very recently
appreciated in western logic.



GHAPTER X.° .

* NMyAvA-VaIsEsHTKA SYLLOGISM

:According to the Nyaya-Vaiseshikas, inference is
of two kinds sudrthdnumana (inference for oneself)
and pararthanumana {inference for others). Imper-
sonal representation of inference in a syllogistic form
is called inference for others. It is stated in a five-
membered syllogism. = By putting the argument in a
series of steps, we cln easily demonstrate its certainty.
The arguments that are generally made for oneself
are enthymatic. Inference involves mental transi-
tion and this-is depicted in a series of logical steps.

The five members of a syllogism are pratijna
(thesis), hetit(reason), uddharana (example) upanaya
(application) and nigamana (conclusion).

The mountain has fire (pratijna).
For it has smoke (hetu). <
Whichever has smoke has fire, as in a kitchen

(udaharand).
The mountain islike that i.e., it has smoke

(upanaya). i
Therefore the mountain has fire (nigamana).
The syllogism is usually stated in Sanskrit thus b

Parvato vanhiman
Dhumavattvat



Yoyo dhumavan savahniman yatk& mahda-
nasqh_ « e P
Tatha cha ayam et

Tasmdt‘ tatha itz

€ v

'Pmtijna is the thesis to be established. It cone

sists of paksha (minor term) e. g.‘mountain and

. eddhya (major term) e. g. fire., It is what we. are
going to prove. Hetu (reason) states why paksha is
associated with sddhya. It tells the reason which
establishes the pratijna. Generally the reason (hetu)
is stated in the ablative case. In the above example
smoke is reason. In the udaharana (example), a

vyapti with a sapaksha is statedtr In other words, -

the universal is stated with an example. Without
the universal (vy@pti) no inference can take place.
Upanaya is application. It states that the paksha
contains hetw. It is the application of: a general
principle to a particular instante. ~After: stating the
universal, we proceed to show further that the minor
term contains hetu which is in its turn associated with
sadhya (major term). This is variously called in
Sanskrit as linga paramarsa. or pakshadharmata.
Nigamana is the conclusion, It is nota mere reiter-
ation of pratijna (thesis). The conclusion is stated
in the last to show that it is not vitiated by any
fallacy during the process of reasoning. The aim of
the five avayavas (members) is to indicate respec-
tively what is to be proved, the reason on which the
thesis rests, the universal which is basis of inference,
the application of the universal to the particular and
the conclusion which is arrived at without being
vitiated by any fallacy. :

L

The Nyaya-Vaiseshikas of the syncretist school -

e
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-accept only the above-mentioned fiveavayavas. But
Vat'syayana enuwmerates ten avayavas viz., jijnasa
(thé desire of knowing the sadhya),» samsaya (doubt
xegarding sadhye), sukyapraptih (Belief ig the pro-
bability of sadhya), prayojana (the object of discus-
sion), samsuya vyudasa (removal of *doubt) and .the
other five avayavas. The first five, mentioned
-above, gre purely psychological and hence they can
be safely set aside as bgving no logical interest. The*
complete syllogism is called ny@yaprayoga or pancha-
VAYAVAVARYA. :

Many people have forced themselves into the
‘belief that some members of the syllogism are vesti-
gial in character. ~Phey also state that some parts of
it are superfluous and this superfluity has been inheri-
ted from the time when Nyaya was a method of
debate and not yeta syllogism. But such a view
seems groundless if we only understand the Nyaya
view of inference. For the Naiyayika, inference is
both deductive and inductive and for him all the
members are essential. Pratijna is stated first to
avoid misunderstanding. . Many people  confuse
or forget the issue when they argue. Generally per-
sons argue without knowing what it is that they .are
seeking to establish. So to aveid such intellectual

aberrations the Naiyayika states the thesis first.

The reason (fretu) is stated next !separately.
Without adducimg the reason nothing can be proved. *

- Itis evident that in every syllogism the reason should
be stated clearly. G i e
The citing of a udaharana is very fundamental *

to a syllogism. * Universal is stated with an example.
‘Without the universal no inference can take place.’

-~
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As Bosanquet says “ Inference cannot possibly take:
place except through the medium,oof an identity

or universal which acts as a bridge from one case’or

relation to another.” By stating' the example, the

Naiyayikas ‘make syllogism both deductiveand induc-

tive. For theme¢ syllogism is not purely a formal

process and for them the antithesis between ' dedua~

tion and induction does not exist, e.g. * S

2 Wherever there is smoke, there is fire as in
a kitchen. E e

In this case the real concomitance or connec-
tion between smoke and fire is found in a kijtchen.
Truth and non-contradiction are the vital elements
in a Nyaya Syllogism. Aristotelian logic is concern-
ed with the formal correctness and not with factual

correctness. It isa formal science par excellence,
e.g. : .

All crows are birds 5
All men are Crows

& All men are birds

~ Such fantastic conclusions are unthinkable to a.
Naiyayika. All the schools of Indian logic maintain
the importance of udaharana. ¢

_ Upanaya 1s an important feature in a syllogism.
- It is bringing a particular case under .a general law.
In the language of Nyaya system, it is finding out
the sadhya in the paksha through hetu which links
_both. This corresponds to the minor term inr western
logic. The necessity of the minor term in a syllo-
gism clearly reveals the necessity and ‘importance of
upanaya. i o

X

é{A
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Nigamana is the conclusion. The conclusion is
not a mere repatition of the pratijna. The statement
of the conclusion has a purpose to serve and the
purpose being t@ stdte that conclusion is the natural
outcorne of the premises unvmated by any fallacy

. Comﬁanson of the syllogism of the Nmyayz--

kas with that of the Mimamsakas.

:
“The Naiydyikas recognise five members, the

Mimamsakas three members, and the Buddhists only
two members. According to the Mimamsakas, the
syllogism which consists of three parts may either
begin wvith an example or end with same e. g,

-

Ali that is sm(;ky is fiery, as a kitchen
The hill is smoky
<« The hill is fiery
or
The hill is fiery
Because it is smoky
All that is smoky is fiery as in a kitchen.

The Buddhists maintain that a syllogism con-
sists of two parts. e.g.,

-

All tHat is smoky is fiery, as a kitchen
This hill is smoky e

i)

The Mlmamsaka s sylloglsm w:th udahara.na,
upanaya and nigainana is similar to the Anstotehan

syllogxsm of Barbara type.

P
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The Comparisor of the five-membered syllogism
of the Naiyayikas with the three membered syllogism

«of Artstotle..” = . *

: ! S

The Nyaya-Vaiseshika syllogism contains five
parts wiz,, pratijita, hetu, uwdaharana. upawaya and
nigamana. The Aristotelian syllogism contains only
three parts : major premise, minor preiise and coen-
alusion. Major premise corresponds to udaharana,
minor premise corresponds to wpanaya and ‘the
conclusion corresponds to nigamana. The Nyaya
syllogism can be stated in an Aristotelian form.

All that is smoky is fiery
The mountain is smokye ©
The mountain is fiery

The fundamental difference between the two is
the hypothetical statement of vyapti and the
example. In Nyaya syllogism, there is a2 harmoni-
ous blend of deduction and induction. By stating
the example, one is led to think that wvydapti is
arrived at after the investigation of the particular
instances. - In Aristotelian syllogism, the major pre-
mise is taken for granted; it needs extraneous
processes for its justification and truth. The truth
of the conclusion depends upon ‘the truth of the
premises. In short, given the premises the con-
clysion necessarily follows. Formal logician does
‘not care for the material validity of ‘the syllogism.
His main concern is to find out the formal 'correct-
mess of the syllogistic process. But in the Nyaya
Syllogism the case is ;:ligferent’. It is both déduction
and mgiuction, proof and discovery, analysis and
synthesis. It is wholé containing parts. In Aristote-
lian logic deduction depends upon ipduction and

b
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induction depends upon deduction. They are
antithetical ; otfe is deducing a particular from a
universal and the other is discoverihg, the universal
from the particular. Though deduction -and induc-
tion involve one another, yet they gre distinct and
separate processes of reasoning. But the Nyaya syllo-
glsm is a self-cpntained process. It is an argument
where the major premise and conclusion find their
justification in the same process. a2 >

Further the mere-formalism of the Aristotelian
logic is éschewed since the Naiyayika insists on
adducing an example to a vyapti.

All men ‘are crows
John is a man
~ John isa crow

In this example the conclusion is perfectly valid
and does not. commit any fallacy. But materially
the conclusion is absurd. And the Aristotelian logic
;s concerned with formal correctness and not with
factual correctness. But such absurd syllogisms are
unthinkable to a Naiyayika. If we make any vyapti
we have to give an example for it. In the above
no example can be cited illustrating the instance
" truth of the vyapts :° All men are crows and hence
there can be no inference from such a statement.
But this fact has been egregiously ignored by Aris
totelian logic. * However the tendency in modern
‘logic is to abandon such a formalistic procedure.

By stating the vyapti in g hypothetical form, -
the Naiyayikas place their syllogism on a more
rational basis. 'Thus they avoid the criticisms of .
Mill and Charvakas that are usually levelled

-

1
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against the syllogism. If the universal is a mere
summation of particulars, then logically there can be
‘no conclusion at ajl. By stating the universal in a
hypothetical = form, the Naiyayika justifies the
validity of syllogistic reasoning. :

Pratijna seems to be an excrescence and proba-
bly it would have been inherited from' the time when
Nyaya was a dialectical science. Hetu is stated for
clatity in reasoning. But the same ‘is reiterated in
the wpanaya. But the Naiyayika would centend
that upanaya is an application of a particular in-
stance to a universal (paksha dharmata). Strictly
speaking hetu is not an essential feature of a syllo-
- gism and Aristotelian logic rightly eschews it.

. Both the Naiyayikas and the formal logicians.
state that there are three terms in a syllogism viz.,
paksha (minor term), sidhya (major term) and hetu
(middle term) The middle term is important in:
both of them. The defect of middle term gives rise
to  sguyabhichara (undistributed middle) in both
Nyaya and Aristotelian syllogisms. o

- iLhe Ngi'yayikas can also draw' negative conclu--
sion by havmg vyatireka vyapti: (universal negative).
But the particular conclusion the Naiyayikas never

recognise. The Nyaya syllogism is always of
Barbara type. A o

‘The Aristotelian syllogism is certainly superior .
to that of the Nyaya. A syllogism containing three:
. members is more compact than one having five

members. Aristotelian ~syllogism contains figures
. and mood, whereas' the Indian Sylicgism contains
only one variety, It is an undeniable fact that we

G
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argue in a variety of ways. This fact the Naiyayikas
hayve'miserablybverlooked. The Aristotelian syllogism
has the characteristigs of comprehénsiveness, exhaus-
tiveness and préclslon which the Nyaya syllogism
~1nglor10usly lacks. But even three.membered syllo-
gism .is a limited form of inference. It cahnot
adequately represent all the modes of arguments.
Recently mathematical logic has sprung to fulﬁl the
inadequacy of fprmal'loglc of Aristotle.
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- 'CHAPTER XI. ,
s Hie S

NATURE OF ANUMANA.

¢
«

Inference is an intellectual ' process by whick
* from certain prermses we draw a conclision. To
infer is to arrive at a truth not directly through per-
ception, but as a consequence of some truth or truths
already known e.g.; when I see a‘circle of stones I
infer that they were arranged by human hands.

Annambhatta defines inference as due to para-
marsa (subsumptive reflection). Let us study some
of the technical terms before we take up inference
proper. There are three terms paksha (minor term),
sadhya (major term) and hetu or sadhana (rmddle
term). In the following example,

Wherever there is smoke, there 1s ﬁre, as
in the kitchen.

This hill has smoke.
. This hill has fire

(8

.

{

paksha (minor term) is hill and sa:dhycz (ma_;or term) ‘
_is fire and hetu is §moke The universal statement
like wherever there, is smoke, there is fire'is called
«vyuph (universal or major premise). The middle
.term in Indian logic* is vanously called as lmga,
hetu or sadhana ;vyapti is the univ erbal proposxtlon

.\’
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containing sddhya and hetu and without vy@pti no
inference is possible. . g :

" Inference %s *due to paramarsa. and this
is a complex cognition containing various factors.
Annambhatta defines pardmarsa as vydpti Vissshia
pakshadharmatajnana.  Paramarsa is a complex
mental process arising from a combination of the
knowledge of invarialile concomitance (vyaptijnana)
and that of the ‘presence of the reason (hefu) in the
subject (paksha). " The presence of the middle term:
in the mihor term is called technically as paksha-
dharmatajnana. In the inference that the hill has
fire because it pas smoke, the paramarsa takes the
form : the hill has® smoke which is invaribly con-
comitant with fire (vahnivyapya dhwmavan par-
vatah) ' i

Wherever there is smoke there is fire is the law
stating the , invariable concomitance (sahacharya
niyama vydapti). Subject adjunctness (pakshadhar-
mata) consists in the invariable concomitance(vydpya)
being present in things like a mountain (vyapasya
parvatadivritittvam pakshadharmata). o

Nature of Vyapti

What is a vyapti ? Annambatta defines vyapti
as consisting in hetu (middle term) being co-existent
(hetu vyapaka)with sadhya (major term). The'in-
variable concomitance of sadhya (major term) and -
hetu (middle term) is vyapti. Ggpgesa 'deﬁ-nes ‘-i‘t : 3_5',"
hetw vyapaka sadhya samdandhi Raranyan wyapich.

Annambhatta defines vyapti as sahacharyani-.
yama which means universal co-existence. It is 'ais'o .
= |
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-called avinabhav asambandha. Avinabhava samban-
dha means inyariable connection “between sddhya
(major term) and hetu (middle, term), without the
one other. cannot exist. Some Sther Naiyayikas
define vyapti ag anaupadhika sambandha or uncon-
ditronal and necessary connection between sadhya
and hetu. It is relation not brought by an accident-
al feature. The relation between the major and
‘middle terms is free from wupl@dhis_(accidental cir-
cumstances). In the following, example, wherever
there is-fire, there is smoke, 'the relation between
them is not unconditional and necessary but depends
upon the contact of fire with an adventitious
-condition wet fuel (@rdrendhana samyoga). To take
another example where there is a conditional con-
comitance or relation. A crystal (sphatika) be-
comes red in the vicinity of a China rose (japa). The
crystal being red is an accidental feature due to the
reflection of a China rose in it. Hence vy@pti is un-
conditional, necessary, universal and invariable
relation between sddhya and hetu. :



CHAPTER XIL * |
d ;

INFERENCE (Conttnuad). -

How. do we arrive at a vyapti ?

2

How do wq~arrive' at a vyapti (universal law)?
Annambhatta’ criticises the view which states that
vyapti is the result of bhuyodarsana (enumeration).
After finding a number of instances of smoke and
fire associated together, we make an assertion that
wherever there 1% ssmoke, there is fire. Bat this
theory the Naiyayikas do not accept. Even in
‘western logic induction by enumeration is begin-
‘ning rather than the end. As Bacon says pertinently
that one contrary instance may overthrow the whole
.conclusion. . : ;

The Naiyayikas say that the relation between
major and middle terms in a vydpti is one of avind-
bhava, anaupadhika and sahacharyaniyama. Avind-
baGva means invariable connection and invariable
relation between sadhya and hetw can be ascertained
by means of positive (@nvaya vyapti) and negative
(vyatireka vyapts) tests. This can be illustrated with
reference to a vyapti like, ¢ Wherever there is smoke,
there is fire. The positive test (anvaya vydpti) s
_the following : =~ Wherever there is smoke, there 19

fire, as in a kitchen (yatra dhumahtatra agnih yatha
mahanase). The negative fest- (hatireka vyapti) is
the following : Wherever there i$ no smoke, there is '
fire as in a lake (fatra vahnihnasts tatra dhumops
nasti), Mere invariable connection is not causal bug”
e 2 ; =S

7
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" it.must’also be necessary. In other words sadhya
cannot exist without hetu or vice ugrsa.

The phrase ‘anaupadhika sambandha brings out
the unconditional aspect between sadhya and hetu.
The connectionemust be free from upadhi (adventi-
tious factor). A crystal becomes red in the vicinity
of a China rose (japa). The crystal<being red is an
accidental feature due to the  reflection of a China |
rose in it. Sometimes the Naiyayikas may resort
to tarka to prove vydpti. Thus- according to them
vydaptijnana is the result of scientific analysis of
content and not of enumeration (bhuyodarsana).

«

The Bhétta View of ihfgnance

The Bhattas maintain that universal generalisa-
tion is not a necessary condition of inference. Ac-
cording to them inference is from- particular to
particular. After observing a number of instances of
smoke and fire to-gether, we come across another
instance of smoke and conclude that it will also be:
associated with fire. They also say that the universal
is a synthesis or an ‘aggregate of particulars’ The
Bhatta view of inference is similar to that of Mill.

~ The Bhatta theory of inference commits the
same defects as that of the Mill's. The same ecriti-
cisms that are usually levelled against Mill may
~ equally be applied with same force to the arguments
of the Bhattas. The Naiyayikas take particular
pains in criticising the view of the Bhattas. '

T he:Chatvak;. theory of inference

The Charvakasare the Indian materialists. They
accept perception (pratyaksha) as the only pramana
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and renounce all the rest. 'They 8
inference as a method of reasoniffg.
_state that if vyapti refers to the
particulars, it cah ndt have any
known particulars since they
the former'; or if vydpti represerk
taining all the observed and the
then nothing remains to be known
In other words, if the duniversal is D
cases, it cannot have universal validity, 8
based on the examination of all the cases, inference
becomes superfluous.

J.’S. Mill alsq voices forth the same opinion
when he says ‘ that th every syllogism cunsidered as
an argument to prove the conclusion, thereis a
petitio principit...... that no reasoning from general
to particular :can as such prove anything, Since
from a general principle we cannot infer any parti-
cular, but these which the principle itself assumes as
known...... The inference is finished when we have
asserted that all men are mortal, What remains to
be performed afterwards is mere deciphering our own
notes.’

“The same criti¢isms that are applied to Mill's.
view can be applied to the Charvaka's theory also..
The Charvaka's view fares no better than the Mill’s..

Different kinds of syllégism hav;;ng -dif--
ferent kinds of vyepti , o

According to Annambhatta .‘hfnga is of three .
kinds. Concomitance between major and middle term,
may be of three kinds. In other words, there may

b




f'be dxfferent kmds oﬁ universal generalisation leading
to different conclusions. The study ef different kinds
of linga throws' s@m_"' 'ght on Nyaya view of induc-
tion. { e € ‘

2 " iy
_The three kmds of linga are anvayavyatireki
:(concomltance in afﬁrmatlon and negation) keval—
anvayi (concomitance in affirmatien alone) and
kevwl(wyatfrekz (concormtance in negation alone)

The anvayavyatn eki has got .both posmve
and negative concomitance. Ina word, it possesses
both positive and negative tests..  This kind of uni-
versal concomitance is the result of the application of
the Joint Method of Agreement and Difference. We
cannot compare this to the Method of Difference
because nothing is eliminated by means of experi-
ment., In the Joint Method of Agreement and Dif-
ference, positive and negative instances are formu-
lated by means of observation. ‘ Wherever there is
smoke, there is fire as in a kitchen.' is the positive in-
stance (anvayavyapti) and ‘wherever there isno smoke,
there is no fire' is vyatireka vyapti (negative
instance.) The syllogism containing anvayavyati
reki gives both positive and negative conclusions.

Kevalanvayi has only  positive con-
comitance between sadhya and %etu. In a word,
there is only positive test. The sadhya and hetu
cannot be eliminated. They always exist in associ-
‘ation but never in separation.  The negative
instance is impossible. In the example, jar is
namahle, because it is Lnnwable, like a cloth, there
.is only positive concomitance between knowability
(prameyatva) and namability (@bhideyatva) ; for all
things are knowable and namable. In such a case
we cannot produce a negative instance (vipaksha).

N
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. Though we know that what cannot be named
carmot be known. yet the propgsition cannot be
established because *we cannot adduce an example
having negative concomitance. Such ' syllogisms
having thiskind of linga yield only® positive cenclu-
sipns. ° P ; o & :

- 5 . 5 3 : :

Western logic also recognises such cases where,
there is only positive *concomitance. To establish
the causal connéction it resorts to the Method of
Concomitant Variation. We know the connection
between gravitation and the falling of bodies ; but
we cannot eliminate gravitation completely and see
what will happen #n its absence. In such cases, we
simply vary the force of gravitation and find out the
concomitant result. Indian logic recognises such
cases where there are no negative instances, but do’

not apply the Method of Concomitant Variation to
_establish their causal connection.

The kevalavyatireki has negative concomit-
ance alone. In the example; * living organisms have
souls, since they possess animal functions,’ there can
be a negative concomitance only (kevalavyatireki)

_as in the case, what has no soul has no animal func-
tions like that of a pot. But the positive concomit-
amce cannot be found, because the law which has
animal functions has a soul cannot be illustrated
for the conclusion has precisely the same exten-
_sion as the subject and cannot therefore be found
anywhere outside it. IR L Tl
To take another example :— .

 Earth s different from the rest for it has -
gmell.. o 4 s G
E e

el S
: ey 748 Bpe :
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- Whichever is not e_arthvh%s no smell, as
o & Lo e s ‘
water;

In this case positive concomitance cannot be
illustrated. 'We, cannot give an example because
all varieties of the earth come under the paksha. The

~major term does not abide in anything else but in
‘the minor term. Lo e

Paksha is the minor term in which the presence
of sddhya is not yet known for certain and is yet to
be proved, as a mountain when smoke i$ relied as
proof. e -

Sapaksha is an example ix ‘(\’vhich sadhya 1is
known to exist, as in a kitchen in the above example.

Vipaksha is a counter-example in which sadhya
is known not to exist, as in a tank in the example.

According to the different types of vyapti, we
have different kinds of syllogisticconclusions. Kevala
vyatireki gives only negative conclusion and vyati-
reka vyapti also yields negative conclusion. _

The syllogism having kevalavyatircki is the
following :— et e
= ‘What is diﬁerent from the earth has ,ﬁq

smell, like water. =

~ Earth has smell (the absence of gandhd- "
' bhdva)s e e
~ <« Earth is not non-earth.

i G eIt g e‘xaiz;plefor anvaH .im}}i havi
SREks canpl - o e g
fopais ; Ay ,. :_
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. LT TS :
 FALLACIES (HETVABHASAS)

¢
%

Hetvabhasas are mistakes in’ reasoning. They

“are different from false perception (bhrama), They

are five in number sqvyabhichdra (undistributed

middle), viruddha (contradiction), satpratipak-

sha (counter-balanced reason), asiddha (false assump -

tion) and bddhita (absurdity). Hetvabhasa literally
means semblance of reason or show of proof. :

The fallacies are generally due to the incorrect-
ness of the middle term. A middle term to be valid
must be found in the minor (paksha) .and also be
found in a similar instance (sapaksha) as in a
kitchen-and be absent in a counter-example (vipakshay
as in a lake. The middle term should not be
contradicted (badhita) by the facts and not be coun-
ter-balanced by another proof (asatpratipaksha).
The fallacy (hetvabhasa) occurs if we violate any
one of the above rules. . o

 Savyabhichara is also called anaikantika.
- Literally it means ‘straying away’.. It is of three
~ kinds sadhdrana (common), asédharana (uncommon) -

and . anupasavahdri (non-conclusive). It must be
remembered always that fallacy generally occurs
- owing to a defect in the middle term.

The fgllapy of sadharana @azyabhwhdm occurs.
~ when hetu (middle term) is present in a place where
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major term (saghya) is not present. The following
argument commits the above Tallacy. The moun-
tain has flre because it is knowable: In this argu-
ment knowability is found in a tank where fire is not
present. . This animal is an ox betause it has.horns.
Thisis also another instance ‘committing the same
fallacy. .

* This .fal_lacy actually corresponds to ‘the
undistributed middle' of Aristotelian logic. The

above fallacy can be represented thus :—

All oxgn have horns
This animal has horns
& This animal is an ox

The conclusion is wrong because the middle
term ‘ horns’ is undistributed. The Naiyayikas call
this fallaceous because hef# (middle term) is present
in an animal other than ox. In other words, all
horned animals are not oxen. This fallacy is called
savyabhichara wich literally means that reason (hetu)
strays away; in a word, the middle term (hefw)
includes more than what is denoted by the major
term (s@dhya) 41, O Wiy

Asadharana savyabhichara is the reason which
is present only in the subject (paksha) and not pre-
sent in any similar example (sapaksha) or counter-
example (vipaksha). The following example commits
the above fallacy. In this case sabdatvd (soundnessy
is present only in sound, “and nowhere else, eternal
or non-eternal. Sound is eternal, because it i
aud}ible. . te e B2 S



58
Expressing this syllogistically we get :
Whatevet is eternal is apdible.
Sqund is audible,
_- <+ Sound it eternalc

Evidently this commits the fallacy of undistri-
buted middle. Indian logic is not purely a“ formal
process ; we have to append‘an example to the
major premise. In the above case, the sound alone
is an example of the major premise (what is eternal
is audible). Paksha is also sound and the rule of
syllogism is that paksha and an exampleshould not be
identical. In other words both showld not have the
same extension. If there is an identity between the
minor term (paksha) and example (vipaksha), as
in the above we will commit the fallacy techni-
cally called d@sddharana savyabhichara.

Anupasamhdari savyabhichara is' that hetu
(reason) which has neither positive nor negative
-example. The following argument is an example
of this fallacy. All things are non-eternal, because
they are knowable. In this instance no examiple can
be given since all things are treated as paksha
(minor term) ; this fallacy occurs when the vyapts is
destitute of an example, whether affirmative or nega-

tive. The above argument also commits the
falacy of undistributed middle. ;

©

Non-eternal things are knowable.
Al things %re knowable.
. All things are non-eternal.

- » - - = = :
+  The expression anupasamhari is very sugges-
tive. It means non-conclusive. Non-conclusive
s # X
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signifies that the argument has no real conclusion.
For a Naiyayila the universal is alwaysa connection
of attributes.  He,does not even recognise quasi
generic universal commencing with all.’ If the
umversal Js a mere summation of 4 particulars, then
really there is no inference. We can argue "with
Mill that infesence is finished when we assert such &
universal and the copclusion merely repeats what
is already contained in the universal. The following
is an exampie of this type of inference :— '

"All the books in my shelf are logic books.
. This is a book in my shelf.
2 This is%a Jogic book.

Here there is a show of proof and really there
is no infercnce at all because the so-called major
premise is a ‘collective statement. But this criticism
holds good only when there is a collective universal ;
but when there is a generic universal, there is real
inference, Syllogism is a strictly limited form of
inference, but within its own limits it is quite
valid. _- o -
Virudddha is a fallacy where hetu (middle
term)is invariably connected with the non-exis-
tence of sadhya (major term). In this fallacy there
is incompatibility between the two statements. The
following is an, example of the fallacy : =~ * »

Thishilkisfell of firel ! i G
. Because 1tzsf‘nﬂ‘of,w;der, wha

Annambh.att_av gives the ‘ folfow'ing ~ e:nmple,
‘Sound is eternal because it is produced. Here pros -
ductivity is the contradictory of eternity, for - -

/
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ever is produced is non-eternal. To say that an
animal is a horse because it has horns® is to commit
this fallacy becansé the horns ase never associated
with the horse.

Sutpratipaksha is ohe for which there exists
another reason which proves the coptrary of thé
consequence. Hetu can be counter-balanced by-another
feason which proves the non-existence of sadhya
(major term). e.g., sound is eterpal, - because it is
audible, like soundness. Here eternality of sound can
be counterbalanced or refuted by another plausible
argument like the following. Sound is non-eternal,
because it is producible. These two arguments mutu-

ally refute each other and there 1s no real conclu-
sion '

Asiddha is a fallacy of false assumption. It
takes things for granted which really never exist.
It is of three kinds dasrayasiddha, svarupasiddha
and vydpyatva sidda. Asrayasiddha is unproved
assumption regarding the place or abode of an ob-
ject, e. g., sky-lotus is fragrant, because it is a lotus.
like the lotus of a pond. Here sky-lotus is imagi-
nary and does not really exist. Svarupasiddha is-
the false assumption concerning_the nature of the-
object, e. g., sound is a quality, because it'is visible,.
like colour. In this case visibility cannot be predi-
cated of sound, which is only audible. Another
example of this falley is: The lake ‘is a substance
because it has smoke. Vyapyatvisiddha is the reason
(hetu) which is assokiated with a conditional factor
(upadhi) e.g., the hill is full of smoke because it is
full of fire nourished by wet fuel. In this case ‘con-
tact with wet fuel (Grdrendhana samyoga) is condi-
tion attached to hetu. . :

\
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Upadhi

A An upadhi is an adventitious condition which
is only invariably® connected with' sddhye (major
term) but not invariably connected with hetu
(middle term). It is a condition that is constantly
associated with the major term but not always associ-
ated with the ‘iddle term. Smoke is a sign of fire,
but fire is not a sign ¢f smoke unless it is in contact
with fuel. Its contact with wet fuel is an wpadhi.
“There are cases of ‘fire where there is no smoke as in

a red hot’ ball of iron. :

Upadhi is a conditional factor. Bhrama is false
knowledge due td aisinterpretation of one object
‘as another. It is mithyajnana. If we misapprehend
nacre as silver, it is bhrama. False perception due
to upadhi is also a species of error. Bhrama 15 due
to misinterpretation owing to a defect in the ' sense
organ ; whereas sopadhika bhirama is due to upadhs
or accidental feature. A crystal appearing red in the
vicinity of a China rose (japa) is an instance of
sopadhika bhrama. S L

Badhita is contradiction. It occurs when there
is the knowledge that the major term which is assign-
ed to the minor term, does not really abide in it
e. g., fire is cold, because it is a -substance. This
argument is wrong because ‘fire’ and cold’ negate
each other. Inethis fallacy hetu (reason) is contra-*
- dicted (badhita) by our actual experience. g

In Badhita there is c,oxfliradiqﬁ'on between minor
term (paksha) and major term (sadhya), But in
viruddha there is contradiction "between hetu (middle
term) and sadhya (major term). In svampi‘:szddha,

»
.
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hetu (middle term) cannot be a quality of paksha

(minor term). The .argument ‘soumd is inaudible
because it is a quality of ether’ is an example of
badhita. The argument ‘ sound is ettrnal because it
is produced’ is an instance of viruddha. The state-
men## sound is a ‘quality, ‘because it is wvisible, like
colour ’ is an example of svarupasiddha. .

« In European logic syllogistic fallacies are purely
formal and consequently do not refer to the content
of the argument. Accordingly faliacies ‘are divided
into two kinds formal (deductive) and material (in-
ductive). But in Indian logic the case is different.
Nyaya-Vaiseshika syllogism is both deductive and
inductive, both formal and matexial, a priori and @
posterivri, analytic and synthetic. Formal logic is
the science of consistency. The propositions must
be consistent with one another. In formal logic,
non-contradiction is made the high court judge.
Aristotelian syllogism is only concerned with the
formal validity of syllogism.

In Indian logic, a syllogism is concerned with
both formal and material validity. Since hetu (mid-
dle term) forms the connecting link, its detailed study
is necessary. Indian logic is dialectical in character
and hence a person can ascertain ¢ruth and achieve
victory by exposing the fallacies in the argument of
his opponent. To expose the opponent, one has to
‘bring to light false assumptions, «contradictions,
absurdities non-sequitors etc. And in this lies the
value of hetvabhasag recognised in Indian logic. .

.
b

L3
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VARrRIOUS EXERCISES WORKED OuUT

L 2 ; »
. e —— -
>

* - 3
1. A pot is all-pervasive because it is existent..
In this argument, theres is the Pallacy of badhita,
Recause pot and all-pervasiveness contradict each
other. Our sénse perception tells us that a pot is not.

all-pervasive (vibhu). » .

2. The golden hill (Meru) is full of fire because
it is full of smoke. This syllogism also commits
the fallacy of badhita because Meru (celestial moun-
tain) cannot be associated with fire. Meru, the abode
of gods, cannot contain fire in it.

3. Atoms are non-eternal because they are
corporeal. This argument commits the fallacy of
badhita because atoms cannot be non-eternal. Ac-
cording to Nyaya-Vaiseshika philosophy atoms are
eternal. ;

4. The soul isall-pervasive because it is per-
ceived everywhere. This commits the fallacy of
badhita because soul is atomic and cannot be all-
pervasive according to the Nyaya-Vaiseshikas. '

5. The hill is fiery because there is vapour.
The fallacy contained in it is viruddha because the
quality ‘vapour’ is not associated with fire. 6

6. There is primordia] matter because it evolves
into thé universe. This argument commits the
fallacy of asrayasiddha because _primordial matter
according to Nyaya-Vaiseshikas’does not exist. Only.
Samkhya believes in primordial matter. S N
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7. All is transitory, beéause they can be known.
This commits the fallacy of anupasgmhari because

no example can-be adduced since all tflings are tredt-
ed as paksha. - e

8. This animalis a horse because it has horns.
Thissyllogism Commits® the fallacy of “wiruddha
because ‘horns’ is always associated with the none
existence of horse. :

. 9. The lake is a substince because it ‘-has
smoke. This argument commits the fallacy of sva-
rupasi§dha because hetu ¢ smoke’ dces not . exist in
paksha (lake).

10. Sound is not eternal, because it is a pro-
duct. This commits the fallacy of Diruddah because
producibility is associated with non-eternality. If
there is contradiction between-sadhya (major term)
and hetu (middie term) it is wireuddha. If hetu

(middle term) cannot be a quality of paksha (minor
term) it is svarupasiddha. :

-~

11. The mountain is fiery, because it has
smoke. The mountain is not fiery because it is a
bare rock. The two opposing arguments neutralise
each other and hence there is no conclusion. In this

argument there is the fallacy called satpratipaksha.

12. This man is an Englishman because he is
white. This commits the fallacy of sadharana svya-
bhichara because hetu ‘ white’ is also found in
‘objects other than Englishmen, as in'a swan.

13. The mountain is full of fire, because it is
‘knowable. Here ‘ knowability’ is associated with
things other than " fire'. ‘ Knowablity ' is found in
tank where there is no fire. Hence this commits
the fallacy sadharana savyabhichara.
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I Point out the fallacies in the following argu-
ments. ;

1. Sound is ,momentary because it exists ;
sound is eternal because it is the quality of ether.

2. This mountain is - fiery b&cause it is. full
of water.

3.» *An atom has parts because it has shape. |

4. Sound, is audible because it is a quality
of ether. o

5. The skull of a deceased person is pure
because it is the limb of a being that had life, as a
conch shell. s

6. Ether isa substance because it has qualities

7. The hill is full of smoke because it is full
of fire nourished by wet fuel.

8. All* can be named because they can be
known.

g. All is eternal because they can be known.
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Nature of Upamana e

L{mmuna is the knowledge that is arnved at=
through the similarity of one thing with another.
1t does not exactly correspond to analoglcal reasoning.
in western logic. When we cognise a thing through
its 51m11ar1ty (sadrisva) with something already
known, it is wpamana. Upamang or similarity is
the karana of analogical judgment. The stock
example that is generally cited for upamdana is the:
following, A person after learning from a forester
that gavaya (bos-gavaeus) is like a cow, goes to the-
forest and finds a strange animal resembling a cow
and consequently concludes that the strange animal
is gavaya. DBy seeing a strange animal similar to
cow, he recollects the words of the forester i.e.,
gosadrisya gavayah (Gavaya is like a cow) and then
concludes. “* This is the animal denoted by the word
gavayah” (asaugavaya padavachyah). Thus we see:
that knowledge obtained by top‘xparmg one thing
with another is called wpamana.

. Upamana or 51mxlar1ty is the cause of uiJam'tt
: (analog:cal judgment)., Annambatta’ defines it thus:
samjnd samjni sambandhajnanam upamitih. It is
the knowledge of the relation between a name and
. the object denoted by it ; knowledge of similarity
(sadnsya;mmam) is the eﬁicxent mstmment (karana)
- of such cognition. - This doctrine is" fundamentally
connected w:th thexr theory of denota.twe or s:gmﬁ-
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cative power of a word (saktigraha). According to
saktigraha, every word has sakti (potentiality) to
refer to a particular thing. The hearing of a word
produces the recbllettion of the object denpted by the
word. On hearing of a word pot, we are able to recol-
lect a think known as pot. > The potentiality of a
word is ascertained from various causes. Upamdana
is a’cayse which produces this sakti. In the sentence
‘A gavaya is like a coW' the potentiality of gavaya’
is found throughi comparison. .

All the schools of Indian philosophy except the
Nyaya-Vaiseshika reject upamana as a valid means
of knqwled.e (pramana), They generally bring
wpamana under i8fgrence, e.g.,

Whatever is like a cow bears the name

gavaya.

This is like a'cow. ~

2 This object is to be called gavaya.

But the Nyaya-Vaiseshika defends their inclu-
sion of upamana as a separate pramana by saying
that upamana involves an act of comparison. Their
defence is futile since they are confusing psychologi-
cal with logical. Inference as such involves the act
of comparison. In an inference, we compare the:
major and minor term with reference to the middle.
Hence we conclude that mere conservatism of the
Nyaya school is mainly responsible for fe'mlgmgg,
upamdna as a separaté pramana.
Comparison of upamana, with mlogy =

in western logic . .

In ordina languageanakgyts'cften used to
denote any kinl;i.yof resemblance between two things.

.
'
.



68 &

The Nyaya-Vaiseshikas have given the ordinary
meaning of analogy to upamana. Hence upamana
corresponds t&® analogy in its ordinary sense. We
identify * certain objects through «their similarity
with other objects. The identification through
sim#arity is updmana. - .

But analogy, as it is understood in western
Jogic has a distinct meanipg. It is a process of
inference from one instance %to.another. In other
words, analogy is a form of reasening in which, from
the resemblances of two or more things in certain
respects, their likeness in other respects is inferred.
The following is generally adduced as an example.
Mars and the earth resemble ®ne another in a
number of ways: they both revolve round the sun ;
they are both subjected to the law ‘of gravitation;
they both have only one moon: therefore we
infer that Mars also may be inhabited since it may
resemble the earth in that respect also. Analogy is
a generalisation based on mere likeness or resem-
blance. As a formal process, analogy commits the
fallacy of undistributed middle (savyabiedra). The
analogical reasoning as an inductive process, has
degrees of value. As Creighton says “ an argument
from analcgy may have any degree of value, from

zero almost up-to the limit of logical certainty.”

; The similarity between upamana and analogy is
only superficial and not fundamental. Both the
processes involve the act of comparison. In the case .
of upamana the act of comparison only helps the
identification of objects. This process is of imménse
value in identifying plants referred to in Ayurveda
literature. In the case of analogy, the act of com-
parison gives a generalisation. Upamdana is identifica-
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tion of objects through their similarity with others.
But analogy is*a generalisatiorr based on simila-
rity or resemblapce., Upamdana is merely a psycholo-
gical process whereas analogy is a logical one.

FurtHer upamana, as it is understood by- the
Nyaya Vaiseshjkas can safely be brought under the
inferential process. And all the schools in Indian
phllosophy other thdn the Nyaya-Vaiseshika are
right in repudiatmg upamana as a distinct pramana.
Upamana is only a species of inferential process. '
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" CHAPTER XVu .

AR G 2 e
LY . .

SABDA (SCRIPTURAL TESTIMONY).

-
o e .
©

All the orthodox systems (astika) in Indian phi-
losophy accept sabda as a separate pramana. It is
an undeniable fact that we acquire knowledge from
books which contain words conweying meaning,
Knowledge derived from a speech is called verbal
knowledge (sabda-bodha). But sabda pramana as it
is understood in Indian philosophy means the truth
of the Vedas i. e., the statements made in it can be
accepted as true.

The acceptance of the Vedic authority has led
many to pronounce Indian philosophy as dog-
matic. Such a radical view is only true of Mimamsa
which believes in the eternity of the Vedas. Of all
the schoois in Indian philosophy, Nyaya-Vaiseshika
has given the most rational justification for believing
the Vedas to be true. Sabda is based on extrinsic
validity of proposition (paratah pramana), and
bance it is immune from the charge of dogmatism.
However it must be remembered that all the ortho-
dox systems in Indian philosophy except the
Mimamsa, accept the Vedic authority only to give
sanctity to their system' And the same spirit of
sanctification is exhibited in the at‘empt of tracing
the origin of their system to the Vedas.
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The Nyaya-Vaiseshika insists that sabda should
'be considered as fhe words of a reliable person (@pfa
-vakyam sabda). An apta is one whoe #lways speaks
the truth and whos® veracity is undoubted. As
Annambatta defines a@ptastu yathartha vakta. Accord-
ing to them sabda is not »includéd in inference
begause we do not make use of /inga in the former.
Sabda pramana’must be accepted because it is the
, sword of a trustworthy person. The statements made
in the Vedas must be'accepted as true because they
are spoken by God Wwho is supremely trustworthy.
The following is generally adduced as an illustration
of sabda pramdana. If we want to cross a stream,
we ask a religble pgrson (@pta) on whose words we
.can have trust, whether the stream is fordable or not.
After having been told that the stream is only knee-
deep, we venture to cross it. This kind of knowledge
obtained from an apta is called sabda. J

The Baddhist's view oF ehde.

The Buddhists refuse to accept sabda as a
distinct pramana. They include it under inference.
Just as when we see smoke, we infer the presence of
fire, so also when we hear a true word we infer the
reality which it stands for. Thus every word or
sentence stands for an idea and they are related in a
causal way. The words, if uttered, convey ideas to
our minds. This theory explains the psychological =
.nature of language and it does not explain the vali-
dity of statements as such. We have to faHback on
extra-psychological principles to , discriminate the
true verbal knowledge from the false. In a wgrd,'_ﬁ
the truth of a statement can be found only by the
application of cdherence or pragramatic test. The
Naiyayikas rightly insist on paratah pramana to find
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the validity of verbal expressions. They also rightly-
insist on havi'ng expectancy, consisttncy, contiguity
and potentiality In a verbal statgment. S

- The Niimamsa view of sabda.

The Mimamsakas believe in the permanence «of
sound only to establish the eternity of the Veédas.
* According to the Mimamsa the Vedas are not thee
work of either man or god, but they. exist for ever
in their own right. They say-that god who is incor-
poreal cannot utter the words which are contained
in the Vedas. On the other hand, if we urge that
he assumed a human form for the purpose of revela-
tion, we are making him finite* being subjected to:
the limitation of material existence thus depriving
the Vedas of its supreme worth and authoritativeness.
They even went so far as te deny his ‘existence in
their zeal to establish the supreme authority of the
Vedas. They denied the existence of god on account

of the presence of moral and physical evil in the
world. : :

The Mimamsa says that sound is eternal : it is a
quality of the ether, and like it eternal. The beat-
ing of a drum raveals it to our ears, but does not
call it into being ; when any litter is pronounced,.
Wwe recognise it at once with absolute certainty, which

~=would be impossible if its existence were only

momentary. To believe in the etérnity of sound,

they formulated the intrinsic validity of propositions’
(svatah pramanya pada). ' ¥

The Mimamsakas seek to support their view

. that varna is eternal by stating that 'we recognise the

same varna though uttered several times. This

4
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s'oupd g which I now hear is the same as that g
which I heard %hany times befose (so'yam gakarah).

_ But the NAaiyayikas criticise the’ Mimamsakas by
saying that we recognise g in a number of utterances
because it has a jdti of whtcha particular sound is
o.nly a vyagkti (individual). To use their homely
sirhile; it is like the flame of a lamp which, relit after
being extinguished, i§ nevertheless regarded by us
as the same_like that of the one which originally had
in its place. S0 : T

Svatah pramanyavada of the Mimamsakas
and purata praméanya vada of the Naiyayikas.

The Mimamsakas state svatahpramdanya vada
(intrinsic validity of the cognitions). Every cogni-
tion is true in itself ; for the water we actually see
and the water seen in a mirage produce similar ten-
dencies to action on the part of the percipient, All
direct apprehension is valid. Cognition 1n itself
does not produce invalidity. It is memory that is
mainly responsible for the invalidity of our cogni-
tions.  When we see a piece of shell and mistake it
for silver in this cognition, memory intervenes in
the process and makes us confused of what is per-
ceived with what?is remembered. Cognitions are
valid in themselves ; but memory is the sole cause
which confuses our perceptions. G g

If there is an apparent error, it does not lie in
the cognition. The man whose vision is defective.
sees two moons, the images not’being fused in one as
usual ; the man who sees the white conch as yellow
fuses the pereeption of the cohch with the yellow-
ness of the bile which prevents his eyes seeing true

i

~
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The factor thatis corrected is not the cognition
but what is cognised. Cognitions are_ per se valid
but they become false‘owing to some external factor:

In other words cognitions are subject to external

invalidation. The two forms of such invalidation are
discovery by otheruneans qf the real character of the

- object, and discovery of defects in the instruments

of cognition, such as bile in the eyes. Fhis is called
self-validity of cognitions (svatah pramanya “vida).
The theory of eternity of the Vedas entirely depends
upon this. cigeg fo

The Naiyayikas repudiate this theory and state
the theory of iextrinsic validity of cognitions (paratah
pramanya vada). They declare that the truth of the
cognition must be established by an inference, ulti-
mately by an appeal to facts. If every cognition
is valid in itself it would be impossible for
us to feel doubt. Doubt makes us believe not in
the self-validity of cognitions. In the judgment ‘I
see a horse,’ the validity of their cognition is proved
by actually handling the object. Similarly a cogni-
iion of water is considered to be true when we verify
it by drinking. Every cognition depends upon veri-
fication for its validity. Cognitions in themselves
are neither true nor false ; but they attain the vali-
dity by a process of verification According to
the Naiyayikas, validity and invalidity of cognitions
are not intrinsically made out (svatograhya) or in-
trdfisically brought about (svatojanya).« The cogni-
tion becomes valid if it leads to fruitful activity, if
not, it becomes invalid. This is the doctrine of the
Naiyayikas called pdyatah pramanya wada 'which
means truth and falsity (depend on extrinsic consider-

ations. L

(-}
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The Characteristics of a valid statement
. " (sabda)- " . -

Words by.-themselves alone convey no meaning;
they derive sense by serving as members in a sen-
tende. , Mere collocation or grouping of words con-
vey no significance. There a¥e three requisites that’
every statement should statisfy to acquire meaning.
They are akanksha (expectancy), yogyata (consistency)
and sannidhi (contiguity). .

Every word In a sentence requires some other
word to give a complete meaning to the whole.
This is what is called @kanksha (verbal expectancy).
A word by itself cannot convey complete meaning
without its syntactical connection with others. For
example, cow, horse, man, elephant does not produce
-any judgment because there is no verbal expectancy.

Yogyata states that there must be consistency
or compatibility in a statement. The statement
should not be contrary to our experience, in a word,
it should not be absurd. A statement should neither
be inconsistent with other statements nor there be
any absurdity in a statement itself. Sprinkle with
gre. In this example there is no yogyata ; hence it
is invalid. =

Proximity (:‘mnn{dhi) consists in the utterance

' of words in a sentence without undue delay. . If the
words in-a sentence are utfered eat great intervals
they convey no meaning. Words'like * Bring a cow "
uttered at long intervals cannot produce a valid -
judgment, owing to the lack of proximity (sannidhi).

L






!'i

THE MADRAS UNIVERSITY B. A.
QUESTION PAPERS. '

. >

sl March 1931.
- : ——J = S :

1. What are. the different kinds of causes
mentioned in the Tarkasamgraha? Do they resemble
and if so, in what way, Aristotle’s classification of
causes into forrn‘a], material, efficient and final ?

II. Compare the five-membered syllogism
with the western three-membered one, bringing out
their relative merits.

. IIL. In what respects, if any, is wpamana
comparable to argument by analogy ?

1V. For what considerations is doubt (samsaya)
brought under erroneous knowledge ( aprama )7

SEPTE‘VIBER 1931.

I Explam, gwmg 111u=,trations, avyapts, at:- ;‘
 vyapti, and asembhava. =

II. Distinguish @ Indeterminate percept:on =
: ~ from determinate. : :

' () Karana from karana. . .

II1. Why,is the third member of the Indian
syllogxsm called example (Udaharana) ‘?1 =
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Brmg out its significance for the validity
of the syllogistic argument.

w

IV. Explam hnga———paramatrsa& paksadarmata,
kevalanvay1

L : L3

- . Mamen 1832 g -

«
i

1. Distinguish between an intimate cause-
(samavayikarana) and a non-intimate cause (asama:
vayikarana). Mention an ° instance where the
destruction of a substance (drcwyanzisa) is due to the
destruction of its intimate cause ; and also an ins-
tance where the destruction of a substance is due to
the destruction of its non-intimate cause.

2. Distinguish between ‘inference for oneself’
(svarthanumana) and ‘inference for others’ (parartha--
mmmna) and analyse the steps involved in each.

3 Ekptam the definitions of coriect knowledge-
(prama) and incorrect knowledge (apramda), as given
in the Tarkasamgraha.. How would you make sure

that a certain piece of knowledge conforms to the
definition of correct knowledge ? * : -

4. What are the condltlons which must be~
Tiilfilled by a collocation of words in order to convey
a meaning ? Illustrate your answer,

5. Examine the following inferences, .uammg
-the faliac:es if any, mvolved therein :—

L ay Sound 1§~ elernal, because ‘it 1s audible -
-‘gsabdo mtyafh sravanatfu?i) '

-
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) The.s.ky-lotus is ,fragrant,' because it is a
lotus (gaganaravindam surabill aravindatvat).
(¢} All isnont-eternal, because all sis knowable
(sarvam anityam prameyatvdt).
(@ " The body has hands, &c., because it is

apprehended, as having hands, &c. (sariram hastadi-
mat hastadimattayd gmtiyaqmnatrat). Sapar Y

-

S.EP'TEMBER 1932.

I. Distingpish between a common cause
(sadharana karand) and a special or peculiar cause
(asadharana kargna). 'What are the eight common
causes of all effects ?

II. Distinguish between indeterminate percep-
. tion (nirvikglpa pratyaksa) and determinate percep-
tion (svavikalpa pratyaksa). and explain the nature
of the sense-object relation (indriyartha sannikarsa),
out of which arises the perception of sound and of
sound-ness (sabdatva). e
[II. Construct a five-membered syllogism (pan-
cavayava nydya) to prove that ‘sound 1s non-eternal’
( sabdo ' nityah), #nd explain how this method of
proof combines induction with deduction. :
_ IV. What.is analogy (upamana) ? Dmtmguﬁh
it from perception and inference. Ferai e
V. Examine the following, inferences, naming
the fallicies, if any, involved therein:—
(@) There is fire on the mountain, because
there is blue smoke there (parvato vahniman milad-
humat). =~ ° =S )

. 3

\. :

-
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- (b) The hare’s horn is eternal, because it is
uncaused (sasa-visdmtm nitj)a:m ajanmtvcit). v
(¢) Thert is no smoke on 'thev mountain, be-
cause there is no ﬁre there (parvato dhumabhcwcwan
vahnyabhavdt). . :

(d) There is no fire on thé mountain beca.ns'e

there is no smoke thei;e (pawato valmyab‘h&vawn |
dhumdabhauvdat). ¥

.

Ca
«

MaRrCH 1933, . o

e

1. Compare the definition of ‘cause’ given in
the Tarkasangraha with any analogue known to you
in Western Logic ; and explain the threefold cla551ﬁ-

~ cation of causes with reference toa weaver produc-
ing a coloured cloth.

2. The Naiyayikas refuse to recognize
presumptive implication (arth@paiti) as an independ-
ent means of valid knowledge. Are they justified ?

3. ‘ Indeterminate perceptlpn is only a 10g1ca1
and not a psychological stage in the order of percep-
tion.. Explain the distinction between determinate
"and indeterminate perception, and examine the
correctness of the above statement. :

M Wlie the condnnons of a good * probans
" (saddhetu) ? Discuss their significance in the light of

_the conditions of a good hypethess,. as understood
‘in Western Loglc.
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5. Explain and discuss briefly the view that
the validity off®a cognition is extrinsic to the cogni-
tion. e e S =
: 6. Identify the fallacies in the followink argu-
‘ments :—=* - . : Ly
~* _ (@) Devadatta is wise, because he is a man,
like Socrates. 2o y ‘7 ,7
i) G1iag.yates are happy, because they have
taken their degrees! : -
(¢)  The Chimaera is. fierce because it is a
monster. e :
. (d) B‘élshev:sts are courteous, because :trhrey are
.of the ari_s%oc_raqy. : : :

= . SEPTEMBER 1933.

$

I. Compare the seven. ¢ padarthas’ with the
categories of Aristotle ? o “
" II. Explain the nature, functions and fallacies
of definitions as the’rstood in Indian Logic. How
“does the treatment qompare with that of Western
Logic 2. i s G
III. What i€ meant by super normal perception
' (alaukika pratyaksa) ? For what reasons does the
Naiyayika recognise it Protn e Sk
IV. Distinguish with examples the ‘three types
of inference {(Kevalanvayi etc.) What analogues .
have they in. Western Logic. . . - e
: 6 o : : -V : '. 5 L. : o

-

L
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ahe Explam analogy (Upamana) and examine
its claim to be a distinct means of vilid knowledge.

VI Identify the fallames in the‘followmg argu-

ments 1—

b « «

(@) The horse is fleet of foot because Jt
is equine. &

€

®) Graduateg. are happy because the\ are
unemployed.

(¢ Devadatta must have been fshot since
he suddenly fell down dead.

(d) A tiger iS a domegtie pet because it
belongs to the class of cats.

March 1934.

i

g

1. Describe the various modes of contact bet-
ween sense-organ and object. Explain in particular
the mode of contact whereby there is perception of
(@) sound-ness (sabdatva), and (b) non existence.

2. Construct a five-membered syllogism to
prove that ‘ Devadatta is mortal¢ and discuss how
far this may be said to satisfy the quest of truth
_more adequately than the Aristotelian syllogism.

e §

3. What do you understand by gban:marsa (sub-
sumptive reflection) ? Does it fulfil any function in
. inference ? Is it re&ogmzed in Western Logic ?

4% The I\alyayl}\a holds that wahdlty is extrin-

sic to the cognition. State his position briefly and
examine 1it. : 2
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5._ What does the Naiyayika underét.ﬁmd by
.upamana ? Digcuss if it can be reduced to a mode
-of*inference. : _ Sy ' ;

6. Dist.ing'uisll' between sakti and [laksana
{express and implied import), and explain the varie-
.ties of. Iakdana. >

s }deritffy the fallacies in the following argu-

aments :— = : % .

(a) F#fe is cool, because it is a substance, like
water. :

(») The barren woman’s son is dangerous,
because he is maljcious.
L

(¢) Indians are punctual, since they have no.
.conception of the value of time.

(d) Plato must have been a good philosopher?
_ﬁince he was omniscient.

MARCH 1935.

‘ 1. Distinguish be;tweén Karana and Karana’
‘and compare Annathbhatta’s view of Karana with
Mill's definition of bause. :

2. How does Annambbhatta define cognition |

. (buddhi),-and what, according to him, are the dif->
ferent forms of cognition 7. e

Describe the steps through which perc_ép’give}f
‘knowledge is supposed to pass aecording to the Naiyd-
,y"kas-/ . : : : 4 e e

=
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3. Give a clear account of the nature and
function of Vyapti in Indian Logjc, and consider
whether it is right, to speak of Vyaptz as a generair-_'
zation from simple enumeration of msstances.

4. What isthe grog.nd on which sylloglsms are
classified in Indmn Logic under the heads® Kevalan-
vayin, Kevalavyatirekin, and Anvayavyatzrekm »
Illustrate each of these forms of argument. -« .

5. Explain clearly the Nyaya view of, analogy
(upam@na), and examine whetheér there :are any
points of affinity at all between it and analogy in the‘
Western system of Loglc ,

6. Examine any Two of the efollowing argl}w
ments, and name and describe the fallacies you ma)
find invelved in them :—

(@) This man is an Englishman, because i is
white. : i
e e
- (b) The man in the moon is mortal, for he is,

like other men an animal.

(¢©) The earth is eternal, because it is created..

SEPTEMBER 1935.

4l

: £ Al ;
.« 1. “What is Annambhatta’s definition of effect
(Karya)? Point out how this view differs from the
Satkaryavada of the Sankhyas and colours the Nyay :
system of philosophy.

2. Describe and illustrate the different kinds of‘_
causes mentioned b§ Annambhatta .and compare:
them with those of Aristotle. ;

FnS, :
: \j[../.
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3. Explain what is meant by Nirvikalpaka-
~ jnana and Sawkal[)akajmmd and consider how far

< Afinambhatta is nght in regardidg the, second form
of jnana as pereeptual knowledge. ~ -

4. Whatdo you understand by Paramafrsa ?
What.are *the elements of° the Western syllogism,
which' it involyes, and how are they combined in it ? -
Illustrgte your answer.

"5. The processes of induction and deductlon.
blend together and- constitute a syllogism in the
Indian system of logic. Comment.

6. Mention the factors involved in cognition

according to the Maiyayikas, and show, with reference
to a concrete 1]lustrat10n, how these factors co-

-operate in giving us kncwledge.
7. Examine any TWO of the following argu-
ments, and name and describe the fallacnes mvolved

=t them :

(@) Man is not mortal, because he is rational-

.

(&) All things are transient, because they are
knowable. '

() Colour is a quality, bemu~e it
like sound g

is audible
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HETVABHASAS. i
Tatra—sadhyabhavavadvrttih sadharanah andi-
kantikah, yatha * parvqto vahmman, prameym'vat i

Sarvasapakshavi pakshavyavrtta?@akslmrmztm-
vrttih asadhdranah ; yatha * sabdo nityah, sabdatvat;
iti.

Anvayavyatirekadrstantarahitalt anupasamhari’
yatha * sarvam anityam, prameyatvat ’ iti.

Sadhyabhavavyapto hetuh viruddhah ; yatha,
** sabdah mtyah krtakatvat iti,

: Sadhyabhavasadhakam hetvantaram yasya S&.
satpratipakshah ; yatha * sabdo nityah, sravanatvat,
sabdatvavat, * sabdah anityah, karyatvat ghatavat. .

Asrayasiddhah yatha * gagandravindam surd-
bhi, aravindatvat, sarojaravindavat.

Svarupasiddho yatha ‘sabdo gunah chaksushat

vat, rupavat. Atra ohu-ksh.usatva{n sabde nasti, sab”
.n’aeya sravanatvat. :

hetuh vyapyatvasiddah. ° Parvato
tt"oat ! :tyatm ardrendhanasm-

.
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