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The sitra 5.2.25 refers to fallacies which have been already
pointed out and says that in case they occur in the arggment, _tI-len
one may also be considered to have been defeated in addition
to all the situations that have been mentioned in 5.2.1.

Chapter 3

Some Further Reflections on the
Sutras after reading the
Commentaries on it, particularly
those of Vitsyayana, Uddyotakara,
Vécaspati Misra I and Udayana*

I

he siitra LLI centres not only around the enumeration
of the sixteen padirthas or topics but also about their
relation to tattvajfiana and nihsreyasa. The Nyaya Siitra
does not refer to these sixteen topics explicitly as
padarthas. It is only later commentators starting from Vatsyayana
who used the term and appear to refer specifically to them.

The closing part of the siitra says "... [REROIBIEIE RCEIEIN
ISR The siitra therefore, seems to say that by the
knowledge of these sixteen topics one shall get nihsreyasa, The
discussion on the term tattvajiidna occurs in N.S. 4.2.1 where it
seems to have been used as meaning true knowledge and not the
knowledge of that which is ultimately real or true.

The term tattvajfiana, .therefore, here means the true knowledge
of the sixteen padarthas mentioned in the sutra ILI and states
that the true knowledge of each and all of them will lead to
nihsreyasa. :

* The references to Vatsydyana, Uddoyotakara, Vacaspati Miéra 1 and

Udayana are from the texts edited by Pt. Ananta Lal Thakur and published
by Indian Council of Philosophical Research, New Delhi, 1996, 1997,
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The term nihsreyasa does not seem to have been defined
in the siitra text itself, but it is extensively elaborated in the
Varttika of Uddyotakara which takes off from the way it is
explicated by Vatsyayana. Vatsyayana has written “qfeg ded=i
frfgaer genfael Ifdaer” (Bhasya on satra LLI, p. 6
IR MTe). This means that each area of knowledge has its
own tattvajfiana and this tattvajfiana leads to a nihreyasa which
is specific to that knowledge and that knowledge alone. Elaborating
on this, Uddyotakara has specifically referred to the following
vidyas and their nihsreyasas: The nihsreyasa of Agnihotra etc. is
swarga, the nihsreyasa of varta is WWWW, the
nihéreyasa of dandaniti is "{Wﬁ'\?{ﬁ', the nihsreyasa of
adhyatmavidya is ‘g’ It is clear that at least according
to Uddyotakara and even Vatsydyana each vidya has its own
separate specific nihéreyasa and that it is only adhyatma or
dtmavidya whose nihsreyasa is apavarga or moksa. Thus the
general idea that the end of every knowledge is moksa, does not
seem to have been accepted by Naiydyika thinkers till
Uddyotakara’s time. Not only Uddyotakara but Vacaspati Misra
I also accepts this and writes “frm=a=ifor qEg aq acaETH
qdfx qeaareraTan & afgerad v S STgsaw
A (p. 59 EdT on sutra 1.1.1).

This, however, raises the problem as to what is the nihsreyasa
of the Nydya Vidya itself which is also called anviksiki to
distinguish it from other vidyas, including the atma vidya, whose
nihéreyasa is moksa. Vatsyayana is clearly aware of this as he
writes, "R gAY gerRRTIEY: Adfaer
LafRE aasmy FrsmafrEisTariuaRfal’ (p. 5-6 Bhasya
on sitra 1.1.1). It is clear that Vatsyayana self consciously
demarcates anviksiki from adhyatma vidya and considers only the
latter’s nihsreyasa as apavarga. But he does not seem to mention
any specific nihsreyasa of anviksiki itself except that it is g’

Fdferm™ Sura: |deAmEl” This does not really state what
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exactly is its own nihsreyasa apart from ‘serving’ the cause of
other vidyas in realizing their own nihsreyasa. Incidentally, this
would have also to be true of adhyatma-vidya and, if accepted,
shall entail that no adhyatma vidya can realize its nihsreyasa, that
is, apavarga, without the ‘services’ of anviksiki and hence, will
have to depend on it in a way which is not clearly recognised
in the tradition.

There is, in fact, another problem as to what exactly is to
be construed as a ‘vidya’. Is a vidya to have necessarily the form
of a $astra and, if so, what is the laksana of a $astra. This is

-important as there is a significant distinction between prayoga

sastras and others which are purely saiddhantika or theoretical in
character. The former are primarily oriented to the acquiring of
a skill such as is involved in dancing (nrtya) or singing (gana)
or building (vastu) or painting. (citrakald) etc. In all these areas
theoretical-reflection and theory-building is secondary to the
acquiring of the actual skill in their performance. Adhyatma-vidya
is usually considered to be similar in character as it involves
sadhana which is supposed’to result in the transformation of one’s
‘being’ in such a way that one ‘becomes’ what one ‘ought-to-be’,
or one ‘realizes’ what one really ‘is’.

The term vidya seems to have been used in the tradition for
both types of knowledge and though a distinction was made from
the very beginning between the Prayoga sistras and the other
§astras, both were called vidya as is evident in Narada’s enumeration
of the vidyas that he had learned and yet remained unfulfilled
or dissatisfied. “F7dd wIFAISAN  agd<amagHUd
aqeiAREgRT TS dar 39 femwRi 24 B

: g Ao o s o alt it
AUSIOAeAaE IS R (Brarg Sufyg, §H e,
UUH ©Us)

The distinction that is being made here is between para vidya
which is the same as adlzyétma-vidyé and all other vidyas which
are called apara vidya. Anviksiki, thus, will have to be included
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among apara vidyas, but it will have to be an apari vidya of a
strange kind as it will not only be foundational for all the other
vidyas including the para vidyd, if it wants to be a vidya, but
also determine whether they are to be counted as vidya at all.
It will, thus, have to be considered, in modern terminology, a
second-level vidyd or that which is foundational for all, as without
fulfilling its condition they.cannot successfully perform their own
function, that is, be a prama or valid knowledge of the field it
claims to be a knowledge about. '

But, then, what shall be the nihsreyasa of anviksiki itself ?
Prima facie, it can have no nihsreyasa of its own as, its nihsreyasa
can consist only in being helpful or instrumental in getting the
nihéreyasa of all other vidyas fulfilled. The self-consciousness of
‘rationality” could perhaps have been spelt in no better way. This
is the crucial break in the Indian intellectual tradition as the
pramana sastra proclaims itself to be “HEIU-GdfIemT SR
WTUHT{ This, it should be noted, includes both theoretical
and practical reason as it mentions both vidyi and karma
separately and, thus, includes all those areas of human seeking
which are primarily defined either in terms of knowledge or
action. ‘Action’ would, or should, include both dharma, or what
is called morality in the english language and art or realms where
performance predominates, or where the ‘world’ of ‘feeling’, gefs
creatively embodied in an objective symbolization which makes
it a permanent possibility for all human beings to recreate and,
thus, re-live in it for themselves, if they so desire.

At a deeper level still, perhaps, prayoga is an essential
element in all knowledge and the distinction between the
‘theoretical’ and the ‘practical’ is only a distinction in terms of
that which is important and central to a particular discipline.
Perhaps, the author of the N.S. wants to point this out by
mentioning vada, jalpa and yitanda, chala, jati and nighrasthina
as integral parts of the pramana vidya itself as these may be
considered as reason ‘applied’ in the act of ‘reasoning’ with others
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and establishing one’s own point of view effectively, at least at
that time.

The distinction between the nihsreyasas of different vidyas

_seems, however, to be a radical departure in the Nydya and

betokens not only the emergence of a powerful rational attitude
in the field of knowledge but also the awareness of a radical
distinction between the ‘ends’ or prayojanas or the desired fruits
or phala for which the different vidyas are sought by man and
whose correct knowledge is supposed to procure it for him. This
should be seen in the light of the generally prevalent contention
that the end of all vidyds is basically moksa or liberation. The

. segregation and isolation of adhyatma vidya from all other vidyas

is a step in this direction, a step which is already implicit in the
statement of Narada in the Chandogya upanisad quoted above.

1122

The second siitra is also called a prayojana siitra by Vacaspati
Miéra I and is included alongwith the siitra LLI in this category.
Thus the Nyaya Siitra, paradoxically, has not one single prayojana
as a $astra; instead, it has two which are spelt out in the first
two siitras and which are supposed respectively to consist of
nihsreyasa and apavarga. The first siitra, as already mentioned
above, is concerned with pramana vidya or as Vatsydyana called
it anviksiki, and its own nihsreyasa is supposed to lie in enabling
all other vidyds to attain their own nihéreyasa. The problem of
the nihsreyasa of anviksiki, apart from the nihsreyasas of all other
vidyas, does not seem to have been a subject of discussion in
the commentaries on the N.S., but one may think of it as the
fulfillment of the function of rationality or buddhi in a human
being. Buddhi is supposed to be a guna of the dtman and there
is a discussion in the N.S. about its nityatva, Interestingly, at least
according to Vatsyayana, the following are supposed to be
equivalent terms for buddhi and hence are said to be the gunas
of the purusa which stands for dtman for him. These terms are
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Jjfana, darsana, upalabdhi, bodha, pratyaya and adhyavasiya
(‘'goved: Wegd M <¥E . Sydeely: ydissgaEa shy
p. 176 Vatsydyana bhasya on siitra 3.2.3) and are supposed to
stand for the same thing ("Idad T g Uy Sverva
sADISTAY: same p. 176 9T on sitra 3.2.3). Pramana vyapara,
thus, should be the vyavartaka laksana of buddhi us it alone can
distinguish between what may be called tattvajfidna on the one
hand and mithyajfiana on the other and, thus, be essential for the
attainment of apavarga through the removal of mithyajfiana of the
particular prameyas mentioned in the sitra 1.1.9. However,
Vatsydyana in his upodghata does not appear to confine the
pramana vyapara to man alone, but extends it to cover all living
beings as they all not only show evidence of having knowledge,
but also of engaging in determining ‘what is true knowledge’ on
the basis of its pravriti simarthya. He writes ''®1S¥

THTOTRT ARG WO i IREgerd I (Introduction
Bhasya, p.1). This would imply that buddhi is characteristic of
all living beings and not that of man and man alone. But then
one will have to give the ' vyavartaka laksana of human beings
in this respect which would involve the contention that the
attainment of apavarga can belong to man only and that this is
radically different from the so-called attainment of pleasure and
avoidance of pain which is a characteristic of all living beings.

The concept of buddhi and its relation to the purusa or dtman,
on the whole, remains unclear in the siitras just as the answer
to the question whether it should be regarded as nitya or anitya.
There seems, however, an interesting discussion where the
relation of consciousness to knowledge is sought to be understood.
It is perhaps suggested that the so-called mtyatva of knowledge
arises from, or is a reflection of, the nityatva of consciousness,
an argument which anticipates Sankara’s argument given later in
this context, (see Vatsyayana’s discussion (bhisya) on siitra 3.2.3,
p- 177). The reference to pratyabhijiia along with the contention
that all cognition is essentially ‘recognition’ implies that ‘cognition’
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presupposes or involves some underlying permanent entity to
which consciousness belongs and which has ‘knowledge’. But,
as knowledge is supposed to be the result of an activity such as
that of ‘know-ing’, and as all activity implies an agent and an
immediate cause which is called karana in the Nyaya tradition,
the question arises whether buddhi which may be regarded as the
immediate cause of knowledge and hence itself involves
recognition, is to be regarded also as nitya on the same ground
as we consider consciousness to be nitya in this context. The
complicated discussion on this issue in the Varttika and the Tika
needs to be looked into as it provides interesting insights into
the nature of the issues that engaged the minds of the philosophers
of that time.

(The question whether the tattvajiiana which leads to nihsreyasa
is supposed to be that of nigrahasthana alone or of all the other
topics mentioned in the siitra L.LI is settled by Vatsyayana in his

remark “JAOTET deafAfa Rf¥PHT 1 that all of them have

to be taken into consideration and not just nigrahasthana.)
1.1.4

The term avyabhicari in the definition of the pratyaksa
pramana is meant to exclude perceptual illusions but neither the
author of the siitra nor his commentators seem to have discussed
the question as to how the ‘illusoriness’ of a perceptual experience
is to be proved except through another perception along with the
assumption that the two perceptions must not cohere, for opposed
properties can not belong to the same object. Perception by itself
can never provide the ground for the distinction between an
‘illusory’ and ‘veridical’ perceptual experience. The characteristic
of ‘avyabhicarti’, thus, can only be non-perceptual in character
and hence can not belong to perception-qua-perception.

The term avyapadesya in the siitra seems to refer to the fact
that perceptual knowledge is primarily non-linguistic in character
and that its linguistic designation is only secondary in character.
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It does not mean that it can not be grasped in or through language,
though there will always remain an element in it which language
will never be able to get hold of as it is both non-linguistic and
trans-linguistic in character, The perceptual experience of animals
is an evidence of this.

There is, however, the problem which does not seem to have
been discussed in this connection. At the human level perception
is always of the form “This is this”, or “This is that” where a
distinctive predicate is asserted of something and hence both
‘recognition’ and ‘naming’ is involved, The problem of recognition
has already been discussed in connettion with knowledge and its
relation to buddhi. Thus, there will arise the issue of the relation
between perceptual knowledge and buddhi. In case buddhi is
considered as an essential instrument then it can not be
avyapadesya. On the other hand, if it is really avyapadesya, that
is, totally nirvikalpaka in character then it can not function as
a pramapa in the usual sense of the term. The author of the N.S.
does not seem to be clear whether the definition that he is giving
in sitra 1.1.4 is that of pratyaksa or of pratyaksa as a pramana,
as pratyaksa-qua-pratyaksa can not distinguish between what is
‘real” and what only ‘appears’ to be so. In the realm of the senses,
‘appearance’ is the reality. The distinction between ‘appearance’
and ‘reality” at the perceptual level can occur only because of non-
perceptual considerations.

There is another problem to which much attention has not
been paid in the Nyaya literature. This is that the ascription of
‘abhidheyatva’ as a necessary characteristic of all reality is
opposed to the avyapadesya character ascribed to perception or
perceptual reality. If reality is essentially ‘nameable’ or ‘in other
words, graspable by language, then perception can not be said
to give us a knowledge of reality if it is essentially avyapadesya,
as is mentioned in the siitra.

The characteristic mentioned as vyavasayatmaka raises
problems of another kind. First, as mentioned by Vacaspati Miéra
I, it applies to savikalpaka pratyaksa only while, according to
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him, the characteristic of avyapadesya applies to nirvikalpaka
pratyaksa. Ultimately, the question is, whether the term percep‘fion
is to be confined to that sense experience which clearly recognises
that “This is this”, or is treated as applicable to any sense-
apprehension which is of the form “There is something”. Perhaps,
the latter can not be considered as a pramana and hence the term
vyavasdyatmaka is added in the definition. But, then, the term
avyapadesya will normally not be applicable to sucl? a
vyavasdyatmka perception. This is the point that Vacaspati Misra
I is making in his discussion on the issue. The author of the N.S.
does not seem to be clear in his mind nor, for that matter, are
the commentators.

The complicated discussion on this subject raises other issues
such as the relation of the senses to the mind and of the mind
to the buddhi and of the buddhi to the dtman in the process of
perceptuai cognition. There is also the added problem o_f .the
relation between cognition, however determinate, to recognition,
or between vyavasaya or anuvyavasaya, an issue already discussed
in connection with the idea of pratyabhijfia and its role in
cognition. The detailed discussion of the problem of perceptua!
knowledge in the Bhasya, the Varttika, the Tika and the Pari$uddhi
will be rewarding to any student of the subject who has been
concerned with its philosophical importance in western philosophy.

1.1.6

The discussion on upamana in Vacaspati Misra’s Tika appears
to draw attention to the term prasiddha and suggests that it should
be the vacana of an apta person in order that it may be regarded
as prasiddha. But in case it is so, it will have to be subsumed
under sabda unless a distinction is made between those statements
of an apta purusa which are upadesa and those which are
primarily informative in character. Also, the term sadrsya, is

defined as “TI=THEFEHIGRI" (p. 165 tika on siitra 1.1.6)

meaning thereby that the term similarity can only be used in the
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context of two different universals between which the apprehension
of difference predominates. This is an interesting definition as it
draws attention to the fact that the concept of similarity is based
on ‘the apprehension’ of difference. Later, Udayana will g0
fu'rther and raise the question whether all samanyas give rise to
a jati and, if not, what are the criteria to distinguish between those
sélményas which give rise to a jati and those which do not. These
criteria need a detailed discussion as the problem of distinguishing
b.etween universals and pseudo-universals has plagued philosophy
since Plato focussed attention upon the reality of universals for
understanding reality -even at the perceptual level.

1.1.7-8

; T.he sutras dealing with Sabda pramana do not give any

criteria to determine who is an apta purusa and who is
not. Vatsyayana explicates these in the following “31Tw: ]
TR TEH JATgRE R i ww suwewr | (p.
14‘ .mm on sutra 1.1.7). But it is Samantabhadra, the great Jain
Fhmker, who in his /ipta Mimamsa not only discusses the issue
in detail, but also gives a different definition which states that
the apta purusa is one who is completely devoid of raga and dvesa
and is a sarvajia.
) In this context he discusses why none can be regarded as an
agta purusa except Mahavira. Interestingly in this context, he
discusses only two possible claimants for the title of being an
apta purusa; these are Kapila and Buddha and he discusses in
detail why they can not be regarded as fully apta.

It was perhaps Samantabhadra’s discussion which resulted
latel- in Vacaspati Migra’s and Udayana’s detailed discussion on
the issue suggesting that the dpta purusa must not only be devoid
of raga and dvesa and have relevant existential knowledge of what
he is advising one to do, but also be filled with compassion and
the desire for helpfulness towards those whom he is giving the
upadesa. The bringing in of the notion of karuna and of his being
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parama karunika is reminiscent of the Buddha. Udayana even
brings in the issue of the creation of the Nyaya Sastra for those
who were not entitled to study the $ruti or the Vedas according
to the orthodox Indian tradition. It was, thus, the siidras and the
women for whom the Nydya Sistra may be said to have been
created as they could attain the knowledge leading to the path
of liberation through its study. It may be remembered in this
connection that the same is said about the puranas, the Gita and
the other literature which makes available the truth of the sruti
to those who are not entitled to it in the strict sense of the term.
(It is not clear whether Udayana argues for this position or merely
discusses it as one of the positions offered by others for the
creation of the Nyaya Siitras by Gautama when Upanisads were
already available to attain moksa or apavarga which was agreed
to by all to be the supreme end of human life.)

Alternatively, one may argue that the N.S. was created for
those persons who were addicted to reason and obsessed by it
in order that they may be freed from their ‘doubts’ and pursue
the path to liberation without being troubled by the spurious or
pseudo-arguments of the Buddhists and the Jains and the
Samkhayanas and all other heretic thinkers.

1.1.9

The enumeration of the prameyas, as already pointed out,
raises many problems but perhaps what the author of the N.S.
wants to suggest is that among the innumerable prameyas the
most important for a human being is his own self and hence the
first question that is to be settled is whether there is anything
different from and beyond the body, the senses, the sense-objects,
the mind and the intellect, for unless there is something beyond
these, it will be difficult to accept that human life has any
meaning whatsoever. The establishment of the reality of atman
or that which is beyond these is the first and the foremost task
of any rational inquiry about the reality of man with which
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philosophy ought to be concerned. This is supported by the
evidence that the number of siitras devoted to the establishment
of the reality of dtman amount to about 114 (4.1 & 4.2). Besides
this, the most important prameya for man would be to determine
whether there is any meaning in the life that he lives and whether
there is any purusirtha whose attainment may be regarded as the
complete fulfillment of one’s being in an absolute sense as that
alone will provide a foundational meaning to his life. The term
apavarga refers to this prameya in the system. The atman and the
apavarga are, thus, the two prameyas which according to the
author of the N.S., need to be established through the pramanas
which the siitra 1.1.1 has already described in detail and as these
involve necessarily discussion and disputation amongst different
and conflicting views about these, the author has included the art
of disputation along with the strategies and deception involved
in it, in his consideration, There seems littlé reason for the
inclusion of $arira, indriya, artha, buddhi and manas, in the
prameyas as nobody entertains any doubt about them. As for the
Cartesian doubt, the same does not seem to be accepted by
Gautama as relevant in the human situation. The inclusion of
pravrtti, dosa, pretyabhava and phalaseem to be heavily influenced
by the wide-spread acceptance of the diagnostic analysis of the
human situation in India which involves the ideas of karma and
re-birth as essential parts of it. There is also the acceptance of
the almost axiomatic belief that pravrtti or involvement with the
world is the fundamental cause of suffering and is almost
analytically involved in it. It will be interesting to think if an
alternative diagnostic of human situation can be given without
the presuppositions involved in the usual Indian analysis. The
Buddhists gave up the idea of dtman but could not give up other
elements of the analysis. (It is perhaps time India gets liberated
from the unconscious bondage of this analysis.)

1.1.10

The grounds mentioned for the belief in atman include, as
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pointed out earlier in our comment on the sttra, duhkha which
was mentioned as a prameya in siitra 1.1.9. However, the term
pravriti may be said to include or imply iccha, dvesa, prayatna
in it while the phala which is mentioned as a §egarate prameya
may be said to include sukha-duhkha in it. Sn;nlarly the 'term
Jiiana may be treated as included in the buddhi or alternatively

may be regarded as its phala or result. i
The sttra mentions these as the ground for the belief in

the atman, but it does not make clear in what sense they have
to be regarded as ‘grounds’ for believing in it. Is it to T)e regarded
as the cause of these and, if so, the inference will be from
effect to cause. But, then, it will have to be argued that manas
can not be the cause of these and, as has been argued iecently
by Pt. Badari Nath Stukla in his lecture on dehatmavad'a one
need not postulate two different entities when the postulation of
one will suffice for the purpose. The Nyaya will have to argue
why the postulation of manas alone can not suffice for the

ose.
purpThe postulation of Iswara later in the system and .the
suggestion that it is included in the atman as a prameya raises
difficulties of its own as not only it can not be COI.'ICE?IVGd of
without the presence of the “creative power” within it in its ever-
liberated state in contrast to the 4tman which is not even suppos.ed
to have consciousness when it gets free from bondage and attains
apavarga according to Nyaya, but will have to~ be gr‘anted
consciousness as its intrinsic property which the dtman is not
supposed to have. -

1.1.12-14

The siitras 1.1.12-14 deal with the senses and their objects.
Two things have to be noted in this connection: One, the term
artha or object is defined in terms of the basic five elfax_nents t%lat
is, earth, air, fire, sky, water and not the specific ob!ects which
are grasped by the senses. Two, Vitsyayana in his Bhasya clearly
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maintains that because of the intrinsic diversity of the sensed
qualities, one can not postulate only one prakrti but has to accept
five different prakrtis, each with its own individual nature.

TGRS Aol Rvatias: YeusdEE i© (Bhasya on

sutra 1.1.12, p. 17). This is in contrast to the Samkhyan position
which postulates only one prakrti and makes qualitative distinctions
in it which constitute itin their totality. The sattva, rajas and
tamas are ‘qualities’ pervading all levels of prakrti, a possibility
that the siitras do not even seem to discuss. What is the relation
of the panca mahabutas and their sensed qualities to mind etc.
is not made clear. What are manas and buddhi constituted of?
Does the notion of “subtle matter” exist in Nydya? Are there
independent qualities belonging to manas and buddhi and even
the senses which can not be reduced to the qualities that belong
to the five different material elements that are supposed to
extensionally define them. An answer to these questions may help
in understanding the differences between the Nyaya analysis on
the one hand and Sarhkhya analysis of perceptual experience on
the other. (The position of the Vaisesika, the Buddhists, the Jains
and the different agamic traditions in India needs to be investigated
in this connection.)

1.1.15—It seems from the commentaries on the siitra that
what is being denied is the Sarhkhya view that knowledge is the
result of buddhi which, according to it, belongs to prakrti which
is unconscious. It is also being held by the commentators that
the siitra by identifying buddhi with jiidna also establishes the
reality of 4tman which alone is held to be conscious and hence
to which alone knowledge can belong as it can belong only to
something that is conscious. Such an interpretation will imply
that there is no such separate faculty as buddhi in Nyaya and that
the whole discussion about its being nitya or anitya is absurd.
The situation can only be saved if the discussion about the
eternity or non-eternity of buddhi is understood in terms of
eternity or non-eternity of knowledge. But if it is remembered
that according to Nyaya, knowledge is always to be ‘new’, then
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the idea of the eternity of knowledge will be a contradiction-in-
terms. On the other hand, if re-cognition is considered to be
necessary for cognition to take place, then ‘knowledge’ can never
be new. The Naiyayikas do not seem to have realized the
problems raised by the siitra 1.1.15 which identifies buddhi with
upalabdhi and jfiana.

There is another problem which does not seem to have been
faced by the commentators. It relates to the conscious nature of
the atman. Nyaya, generally, is not supposed to accept
consciousness as the intrinsic and eternal property of the atman
or even as its essential nature or svariipa as the Vedanta does.
Ultimately, for it, it is an ‘emergent’ property which arises by
the conjunction of the senses, the objects and the mind. But this
is the Carvaka position. It may also be remembered that manas
is given an independent position alongwith the body, the senses
and the sense-objects.

There is, and can be, no such thing as buddhi in the Nyaya
system if it is to be held identical with jiana as is mentioned
in the siitra 1.1.15. It is a result or phala of a certain vyapara
which is, for it, ultimately a conjunction of the atman, manas,
$arira, indriyas and the panca mahabhiitas. If this is not acceptable
to Naiyayikas then they will have to accept a separate, independent
status for buddhi as an ontological entity on the analogy of one
that is accorded to manas in the system.

1.1.16—The contention that a number of ‘knowledges’ can
not arise at the same time and hence the existence of mind has
to be assumed in order to account for this is a strange argument
indeed. For, firstly, it assumes that knowledge is a temporal event
and that as time has necessarily a succession in it, “acts of
knowledge” have also to be successive in character. Secondly, it
is being assumed that but for the existence of mind, the atman
could have simultaneous knowledge of all things at once. Mind,
on this view, will be the temporal organ par excellence as without
it there will be no apprehension of succession of events and,
presumably, the distinction of past, present and future will vanish.




186 ® The Nyaya Sitras: A New Commentary ...

Not only this, the atman will lose all individuality as it will have
to be considered omniscient and, thus, being identical with God
or I$wara in the system. The Naiyayikas do not seem to have
faced the dilemma which Gautama’s definition of manas has
raised. Nor do they have noticed that as mind does not seem to
be the subject of iccha, dvesa, sukha, duhkha prayatna etc. and
as there is no buddhi, the poor atman is the only entity left which
has to be saddled with these unless they are transferred to the
body along with everything else in it. A reconsideration of the
notion of manas is required if nyaya thinking is to be freed from
this strange formulation of its founder in the Nyaya Siitras.
1.1.17—The siitra 1.1.17 tries to suggest that pravrtti is
caused by Sarira, V;I; and buddhi which can only mean that human
activity is a joint product of these three independent factors.
Unfortunately the commentators from Vatsyayana onwards
confused the matter by suggesting that buddhi should be understood
as manas, as if the siitrakara did not know the difference between
the two and had not already established the difference in their
meaning in the siitras immediately preceding this sttra (1.1.15-
16) (See bhasya on siitra 1.1.17, p. 19. “FaIsIgfERaammigg ).
Vacaspati Misra makes the situation even worse as, according to
him, instead of buddhi, it is the term vak which should be taken
to mean manas along with such other things as the senses, "o+
B LA 2 e M5 G Ao G | oS S R B (e
wafd | (Tika on Sitra 1.1.17, p. 197). Udayana complicates the
situation further by concentrating on the term arambha and
suggesting that pravrtti efects a change both in the object and in
the self simultaneously. Thus, it is both kriyahetu and jiidnahetu

at the same time, "ST=Teq: ReRTERRITGHS: g 3=y |
W od A e sg woRy a1 wEe S sy
(aRegf& on siitra 1.1.17, p. 260) o BRAR a1 YTt I9F
AR |

Interestingly pravrtti itself has been supposed to be ten-fold
in nature. Vatsyayana had only said, “@ISUIRR®]: IR0 qran
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AT I 9Ua: 9a¥e Yd gerfae:” (p- 19) which perhaps means
that pravrtti may be either bodily or mental or because of speech,
each of which is ten-fold in nature and as each of these can result
in papa or punya, the same may also be assumed to be tenfold
in nature. Thus if the phrase “I% TR is taken literally
then we will have thirty kinds of pravrtti resulting in thirty kinds
of papa and punya respectively. Uddyotakara on the other hand
seems to say in the Varttika that the term “"Ue® <9rfiy:” refers
only to the papa and punya and gives a detailed specific
description of it as follows: “Juar HRF uR=moi  gfewo
SHART ] 9 v R 7wy | T e 3R]
g1 A RAwidor g gfada | (p. 78). The term manas
here obviously is performing a function different from the one
mentioned in the siitra 1.1.16 and it is clear that, from the
beginning, the Nyaya is never able to decide the exact sense in
which the term manas is to be used in the system. The same,
to a certain extent, is also true of buddhj resulting from the fact
that it is defined as jidna or upalabdhi and not as reason or
intellect. It will be interesting to ask the Naiyayika that if buddhi
is defined in such a way, then the whole pramana vyapara,
including tarka, belongs to which faculty in a human being.

1.1.18—The necessary linkage between pravrtti and dosa is
sought to be established by the commentators through the
postulate that pravrtti can not occur without there being raga,
dvesa and moha and as these are essentially ‘defects’ they can
not but give rise to mithyajfiana which has to result in dosa. The
commentators forget that they had themselves suggested that
pravrtti can lead both to papa and punya and that if the necessary
linkage of pravrtti with dosa is accepted then the distinction
between papa and punya will collapse.

It will be difficult to accept that all the virtues mentioned by
Uddyotakara are the result of mithyajfidna which is caused by
raga, dvesa and moha. Not only this, nivrtti will become
impossible if this analysis is accepted, particularly if an individual
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is considered ‘unfree’ or ‘helpless’ to reverse the situation. In this
context Uddyotakara raises the interesting question that “@T
qARE i, g1 A yaad P (p. 78) but does not proceeg
to answer it. Vacaspati Miéra only explicates the word “avasa
used in the question and explicates it as “asvatantrah” but does
not pursue the problem further (p. 198). .
1.1.20—The term phala is taken to mean pleasure and pain
or sukha and duhkha. In Vatsyayana’s crisp definition

ﬁ@g@?ﬁ'cﬂ Haq |” (p. 21). Uddyotakara introduces the
notions of dharma and adharma and suggests that dharma is thef
cause of sukha and adharma the cause of duhkha. Vﬁcaspgtx
suggests that pravriti may directly cause phala withou.t neces_sarlly
producing dosa but, in a poetic mood, he suggests immediately

the reverse of what he said, "SYSTeTATARTGIR  WeaTeHYA!
gaferidiol oy o, AsEA (p 199).

Interestingly, he also seems to suggest that nirveda, though
opposed to pravrtti, may still be said to arise from it or even be

the result from it. "TEf TRFoTgfEgEg@uETmRiRG
[ et Ra ¥ = guran o afdrer, 9l " eu
¥ PRI, qenfi SRS S e
=y o9 BUv degw | (p. 198-199). _
1.1.26-31—Vatsyayana defines the notion of tantra in terms
of sastra and says ﬁﬁﬁ?ﬂ?ﬁﬂmﬁﬂm Eﬂ:\”ﬂﬁ |
(p. 27). Vitsyayana explicates the four type.s of ‘SJdc.ihanta as
given in the siitra. According to him, the term siddhanta is deﬁr'led
as sansthitih meaning that wherein one rests or where reasoning
reaches a conclusion. The process through which one reaches this
state is twofold. One is through what is called adhikaraqa -and
the other which is called abhyupagana. The first is again divided
into two different types: one, where what is known to b'e true
is also seen as implying something else which, therefore., is also
believed to be true. The second is the reverse of this, that is, whe.n
something that is already known to be true on some ground is
seen to imply what one is considering and hence the latter is
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accepted as true on the ground of the former. The two when seen
together, are both said to be adhikarana siddhinta. In modern
terminology, if p implies q and p is known to be true than qis
also known to be true. Conversely, if q is known to be true and
is seen as implied by p then p is also known to be true. The
stronger example of this is strict implication where we say that
p implies q and q implies p. Udayana gives the clearest formulation
of this when he states, “Tgs TUeTgASA Herar = ?b‘f?ilq faey
A AT Rere W @R W 9 gAY (p.282).

The abhyupagama siddhanta on the other hand does not start
with anything known but with a supposition or hypothesis which
‘demands’ to be proved or justified or established. The process
of proof or justification or establishment is detailed in the
commentaries and when this is completed, what was regarded as
a supposition or hypothesis becomes an established doctrine that
is called siddhanta. The difference between abhyupagama and
abhyupagama siddhanta is, that while the former is apariksita the
latter is pariksita. The discussion in the commentaries seems to
go in strange direction, one of which seems to be concerned with
acceptance or establishment of doctrines which are not mentioned
in sutras but are somehow implied in the system. There is also
a discussion how one should treat somebody who is less intelligent
than oneself. Uddyotakara clearly criticizes the view of Vatsyayana
in this regard. On the whole, the commentators do not seem to
have understood the notion of abhyupagama siddhanta Vacaspati
elaborates it thus, "“ATAT=IIGHHAE] FYYTHTT  YHTOTA!
faroiraaRemia:  dRefaReed: |* (p. 221) but does not
pursue the matter further.

The notions of sarvatantra and pratitantra siddhanta could
have been elaborated further. The discussion in the commentaries
does not seen to throw any light upon them as to how the
conclusion or the sansthiti is reached in them. As already stated
in the earlier comments neither the notion of ‘sarva’ nor the notion
of ‘prati’ seem to be clearly defined. The discussion about
sarvatantra siddhanta starts by giving concrete examples of such

T
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siddhantas. Vatsyayana’s examples (HTOTSIS~3107) are concrete
and empirical while Uddyotakara’s example (JATOMN  9HI—

WIYAT) appears to be analytic in nature, though he does not
seem to be aware of the difference between the two. He seems
to suggest in his discussion that commonly accepted empirical
propositions based on perception can not be regarded as sarvatantra
siddhanta. On the other hand, he seems to suggest that only that
should be regarded as sarvatantra siddhanta which is; based on
anumana and agama. He rejects the objection that these are
ultimately based on pratyaksa. The whole discussion is not very
clear and should be analysed for the presuppositions involved in
it.

The discussion in the commentaries on the sutra defining
what is meant by pratitantra concentrates on the term samana and
Vacaspati suggests that it should be taken to mean as one and
one only (WA ¥& Udh TAT: p.222), Udayana, agreeing withf
this writes, "dMfl  SMEHUFME THAN FHFI AT
Hafal | (p. 281). But this is to do violence to the siitra text and
‘super-impose one’s own meaning on it which it ostensibly cogld
not had have for the simple reason that the siitrakara could easily
have avoided the use of the term samana whose primary meaning
is ‘similar’ and involves an intrinsic plurality in it. The term can,
in an extended sense that is gauna, may also be used to denote
one or ekam, as one is similar to oneself. Interestingly, the Bhﬁ§ya
gives Samkhya and Yoga as examples of paratantra denothg
thereby that these were the main counter systems to Nyf?lya in
Vitsydyana’s time. Surprisingly, the absence of the mention (.)f
Buddhism as a ‘para tantra’ is perplexing as it was the main
opponent of Nyaya in this period. The mention of Yoga as a
separate philosophical system is both interesting and surprising
as generally the Yoga system is not regarded as a separate
independent system of philosophy by Indian thinkers.

1.1.32-39—The hard core of the Nyaya theory of anumana
is given in the siitras dealing with avayava and are mainly
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concerned with what may be called the Jjoint method of agreement
and difference to establish the relation between the ground and
that which is inferred on its basis. This, later, will be known as
vyapti in the system and give rise to innumerable problems as
the method of agreement and difference can not be applied in
cases where something is universally present or universally
absent which are known in the Nyéya tradition as kevalanvayi
and kevalavyatireki.

1.1.40—The discussion on tarka does not even raise the
question as to why it should be discussed at all, particularly when
the whole process of anumana has been discussed starting from
samsaya to avayava. It is to be clearly indicated why the
discussion on tarka and nirnaya has to be engaged in again and
how does it add to our understanding of the pramana vyapara with
which the text is concerned with. It should be noted that tarka
itself is defined in such a way as to involve samsaya as one of
its essential elements and the process by which it is removed
resulting in nirnaya.

One of the interesting statements in this connection is that
of Uddyotakara “TaR¥q aifismd wmmudisRd. af g
A AR W, 9 ga sfsmeas sy (p. 131)
which means that in order to have samsaya one should have some
kind of knowledge which needs determination in its speciflcity.

There is also a puzzling discussion in Uddyotakara of what
could be meant by the phrase “stfasiaesasl” as it involves
a samasa which can be interpreted differently (p. 131). Similarly,
Vatsyayana seems to suggest that Jijfidsa necessarily involves
undecidability between two opposed positions in respect of the
same object. In his own words, "“qST ST STqeqHef ST,

d awd R R @ s s
femsl: 1 (p. 36).

L2

The second section of the first adhyaya is concerned with all
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the topics mentioned in the sttra 1.1.1 after the ones that have
been discussed in the first section. The topics are concerned with
the different ways in which persons try to win in an argument
which is not supposed to be fair according to the rules of debate
and discussion. One of the ways which is described as (1.2.13)
samanya chala needs .perhaps a more elaborate and intensive
discussion. All argument necessarily involves a movement between
universalization and instantiation, that is, seeing the particular as
an instance of the universal and conversely testing the universal
by the particular example in which it is supposed to be exemplified.
This double movement is the essence of thinking as it
simultaneously reveals the limitation of both the universalization
and the power of the particular to establish a point in a rational
discussion where it can not do so without being taken as an
instance of a universal. Similarly, the discussion of the topic

under jati (1.2.17-18) is also not clear and needs to be explained
further.

2:1

The second adhyaya begins with an examination of samsaya
and tries to answer the objections which might possibly be raised
against the definition given in the siitra 1.1.23. The discussion
seems to centre around the examples which may be confused with
the characteristics given of doubt in the earlier definition. One
may, for example, consider a discussion where conflicting positions
are held by the disputants and think that it is an example of doubt
as two opposed positions are being entertained by them. Similarly,
one may think that the discussion of piirva paksa in a sitra is
a sign of ‘doubt’ in it. But these can not obviously be considered
cases of doubt as ‘doubt’ has to be entertained by the same person
who is not sure or certain about either of the positions entertained.

The discussion on this in the commentaries is not clear and
in fact, Uddyotakara and Vacaspati Miéra seem to question both
the interpretation and contention of Vatsyayana in this regard.
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One of the issues raised is how the pariksa or examination of
the topics given in the stitra 1.1.1 starts with samsaya and not
pramana. The logic of the change in sequence is revealed in siitra
2.1.8 which questions the very possibility of there being any
pramana, as all praménas are themselves subject to essential
doubt. This obviously refers to Nagarjuna’s powerful attack on
the possibility of their being any pramana, including pratyaksa,
for the establishment of anything as, according to him, the very
notion of pramana is self-contradictory, for it assumes that the
ground of justification itself needs no justification. The process
of justification is as unending as any other process-and hence
nothing can ever be really ‘proved’, as that on the basis of which
something is proved itself needs a proof. The recourse to the idea
of ‘self-proved’ or svatah pramana can not help in the matter as
if something is accepted as ‘self-justified” then why should not
everything else be considered to be so? One would have to grant
this at least as a logical possibility and in case this is accepted
the very necessity of engaging in pramanpa vyapara will lose all
rational justification. Prabhdkara’s is perhaps the only position
which comes close to this, but it is more psychological than
epistemological in nature.

After the discussion on the possibility of pramana itself, the
text turns to the specific examination of each pramana from
2.1.21 onwards. The objection that in the definition of pratyaksa
pramana in 1.1.4 the contact of 4tman and mannas has not been
mentioned even though it is necessary for perceptual cognition
to arise is answered by pointing out that, firstly, such a contact
is required in all cognition and is not specific to perceptual
cognition only and secondly, that if this were to be mentioned
then the other eternal objects such as space, time etc. will have
to be mentioned also. The discussion on siitras 2.1.26-30 draws
attention to certain phenomena which may be characterized as
involuntary apprehension of sensory objects where the object
forces itself on our attention even when there is no voluntary
effort on our part, as in suddenly waking up on hearing some
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loud sound. In such a case the contact of dtman and mind for
the apprehension of the sensed object will only be ‘postulational’
in character and, in any case, will have to be given only a
secondary or marginal importance. Attention, however, is also
drawn to instances where even though mdriyartha sannikarsa
exists, but if mind is absent then no perception takes places. (The
discussion on the sitra 2.1.26 is not quite clear and the
commentaries need to be closely examined in this regard).
The discussion from siitras 2.1.31 to 36 raises the question
regarding the inevitable presence of inference in perceptual
cognition as what we actually perceive is only a part and never
the ‘whole’ that we are said to perceive. The discussion tries to
answer the objections at two levels. One, that even if the point
were to be conceded the conclusion will not fallow as at least
the ‘part’ will have to be perceived. The second point in respect
of the objection tries to distinguish between “wholes’ whose parts
themselves can be perceived if one wishes to do so and ‘wholes’
whose parts can not be perceived in principle, even if one tries
to do so. The example of the second is supposal to be provided
by such entities as ultimate atoms which are said to constitute
all physical objects that we perceive. These atoms are supposed
to be imperceptible, even though they constitute the ‘wholes’ that
we perceive. The parts of the ‘wholes’ of former type are said
to be such as those that constitute a forest or an army. The
discussion in the commentaries does not seem to distinguish
between ‘wholes’ that are perceptually apprehended and hence are
essentially perceptual in nature and those which are built out of
theoretically postulated entities and hence themselves have to be
thought of as theoretical in character, There is an interesting
discussion regarding the notion of identity and difference and it
is contended that the concept of a ‘perceptual whole’ involves
necessarily the notion of identity. The crucial discussion regarding
the notions of bheda and abheda is carried on in the context of
the debate between the advaitin and the non-advaitin, but it has
not generally been noticed that the concepts have been discussed

———ary
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earlier in the context of our perceptual knowledge of the parts
and the whole. The discussion in the commentaries may be
closely examined from this point of view. Uddyotakara, for

example, writes, "3RG ¥ W= SYARMN FwEHR | and
IFPRAGUTIATT  WERETARHeTd  Hafl”  (p. 230
aififd on 2.1.36). It may be noted that he already shows an
awareness of the idea of ultimate atoms as constituting physical
objects that are perceived by the senses, an idea which is generally
ascribed to Vaisesika as if it were their discovery.

The discussion of anumana .from sitra 2.1.37 onwards is
primarily based on the relation between cause and effect and not
on what is called upapatti in the Indian logical tradition. Also,
the objections raised are primarily empirical in character and are
based on what is called plurality of causes and intermixture of
effects in the western logical tradition. Furthermore, as the causal
relation necessarily involves a temporal relation, the discussion
of time is brought in and the usual problems in respect of the
distinction between present, past and future is raised in connection
with the problem of inference or anumana. An interesting point
is made that if ‘causality’ provides the basis for the inference
either in fespect of the past or of the future, then their reality has
to be accepted. Not only this, the idea of action is brought in
and it is argued that action necessarily involves the distinction
between the present and the future and hence the reality of the
distinction has to be accepted if action is to be regarded as real.

Besides this there is an interesting discussion of the
phenomenon of ‘falling” (2.1.39) which recalls to some extent the
paradoxes of motion as articulated by Zeno in the Western
tradition. The paradox is, however, formulated not in terms of
the infinite divisibility of space or time, but rather of the
impossibility of conceiving any state in the process of ‘falling’
as being ‘present’ which is essential to the concept of ‘time’
without which the phenomenon of ‘falling’ can not be understood
at all. The paradox may be presented as follows; “ ‘Falling’
necessarily involves the notion of time and the notion of time
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necessarily involves the distinction between the present, past and
the future. But in the state of ‘falling’ the ‘present’ can never be
conceived to be present at all and hence ‘falling’ can not be
regarded as being in time. But if it can not be so regarded, it
can not be real.”

The analysis of time and the problems relating to it need to
be understood further as they are articulated in the discussion
given later in the commentaries. (See the discussion in Virttika
on p. 239 and Tikd on p. 356.)

It appears that the problem regarding the phenomenon of
“falling” was raised by Nagarjuna and, if so, one will have to
assume that the problem was being generally discussed at that
time or alternatively, either Nigarjuna or Gautama borrowed the
example from the other.

The discussion on upamana becomes more sophisticated and
complex in the commentaries where its relation to pratyaksa on
the one hand and the $abda of an apta purusa on the other is
explored further and its distinction from them is articulated.
However, one of the basic problem with respect to both upamana
and Sabda does not seem to have been noticed and it is this that
the notions of ‘similarity’ and ‘reliability’ or ‘trustworthiness’ are
fundamental to all knowledge as it is inconceivable without them.
Even in pratyaksa there is said to be the essential element of
pratyabhijia which involves recognition and hence similarity of
the present with the past. As for $abda, one has to accept
reliability and trustworthiness of even one’s own memory, let
alone of that which is said by someone else. Knowledge is a
collective enterprise and, in case it is so, $abda pramana will have
to be regarded as the most foundational in its acquisition. At a
deeper level, language itself involves recognition and though
upamana can not be reduced completely to the recognition of
similarity, still it has to have it as an essential element without

which it can not even be conceived to be what it is.

In Sabda visesa pariksa Vacaspati Misra introduces the notion
of I$wara in the context of sabda pramana and in doing so
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destroys the notion of the “dpta purusa” in terms of which the
idea of $abda pramana was defined by the author of the N.S. If
T4wara alone can be an dpta purusa then obviously thert? can be
no other person or persons who can be given that appelation. The
explicit denial of the characterization to both the Buddha and_the
Mahavira supports this, for if they can not be regarded as ap?a
purusa, who can be regarded as such? Udayana also_ accepts this
introduction and calls him “parame$wara” but nei.the'r hg nor
Vicaspati Misra see the problem created by the bringing in ‘of
the notion of I§wara or Parame$wara to safeguard tPe authority
of the Vedas. The siitra 2.1.68 explicitly refer_s to Ayurve':da as
example to support the contention that there is such a thing as
éabda pramana but then Ayurveda will have to be regafded as
the word of Iéwara and hence final in respect fof _what it deals
with. This obviously will be difficult to maintaln. in face of. the
fact that the texts known as Ayurveda show unmistakable signs
of additions and alterations even at the time when Vacaspati and
Udayana were writing their commentaries.

There is another problem which does not seem to _have been
faced by either of the commentaries, that is, if :S."é‘lbda in order to
be regarded as pramanika has to be the Sabda of Iswara, Ehen h_ow
can it be anitya, a doctrine that the author of th'e Nyayat sutra
vigourously supports’ as against the theory of $abda nityatva
propounded by the Mimamsakas. . o ;

It may also be noted that while bot.h Yatsyayana an
Uddyotakara used the term “purusa ” Vacaspati Misra apd Udayana
used the terms I§éwara and Parmeswara, thus suggesting that. the
whole idea of $abda pramana had undergone a.sea-change since
the times it was propounded by Gautama in his N.S. and when

Vitsyayana had said: "FSIEIOMEl FAM TR (p.14)
22

The discussion regarding arthapatti raises two inter'estmg
issues which do not seem to have been distinguished in the
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commentaries on the siitra. The first relates to the question
whether arthapatti can be regarded as an instance of anumana and
hence need not be considered as an independent pramanain itself,
while the second concerns the question as to how can arthapatti
be regarded as a pramana at all when it is essentially infected
by anekantikata. In the former case, arthapatti is regarded as a
valid form of inference; what is questioned is only the acceptance
of it as an independent pramana which is irreducible to anumana,
or any of the other pramanas accepted by the Nyaya siitra. The
defect of anekantikata, however, is supposed to infect anumana
itself. Gautama’s reply to this in the siitra 2.1.6 is that in case
the objection is correct, it will infect the argument given by the
opponent and hence invalidate it also.

The various commentaries do not appear to have seen the
problem raised by Gautama’s rejoinder as no attempt is made to
find the distinguishing character of that type of anumana which
is not infected by anekantikati. Uddyotakara has tried to define

anekantikata as " ™ (p. 265 TIfd® on sitra
2.2.6) but the lead given by him does not seem to have been
followed further,

It is interesting to note that Vacaspati Misra uses the term
avacchedaka, perhaps for the first time in his Tika on siitra 2.2.6
when he writes “TgTafRe=eT Teue faegeg afiRer
(p. 392).

The discussion on abhiva seems to take a strange turn as the
reason for denying abhdva as an independent pramana is given
in terms of the non-existence or asiddha character of that which
it is supposed to establish. This, it should be noted, is the
complete opposite of what shall happen when abhava is accepted
as an independent padartha by the Vaisesikas after Sivéditya’s
specific formulation of it in his Saptapadarthi.

The discussion takes an interesting turn from Vicaspati
onwards when he brings in the notion of pragabhava into the
picture and seems to suggest that pragabhava is something that

1s inferred from the perception of the object whose bhiva or
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existence is known through it (It may be noted in this connection .
that Vacaspati uses the more appropriate term for what he wants
to convey.) Udayana appears to go a step further an‘d su‘gges‘tS
that the object of pratyaksa should be seen as a_pranyog: of its
pragabhava. This is real introduction of navyanyaya ten-nmf)logy
which later becomes standard in the descrlpt.lon of abhava in the
navya nydya tradition (p. 393). The ex.tens'we use of the te}:;t-n
pratiyogi in connection with the discussion in Parisuddhi on this
topic may be specifically noted. ; .
The inclusion of aitihya under sabda raises a problem Whlc‘h
has not been seen either by the author of the N-.S. (_)r his
commentators. In case aitihya is considered to be parampara, then
it will have to be regarded as beginningless in character and hence
as apauruseya, thus, destroying the distinc‘:tio_n‘between pauruseya
and apauruseya as argued for by the mfmafnsakas'. .
Sabda anityatva—One of the interesting issues in connection
with the non-eternality of sound occurs in sutra 2_.2.31-, 32 and
33 where the problem of identity and differen‘ce- is I’MSF:d. "_["he
discussion in Vatsyayana, Uddyotakara and Vacaspati Mlsra
should. be closely examined for the issues that they raised.
Uddyotakara, for example, writes, “Ifeea=afeft 7= gea=uwrg
I A1 W, IS a1 T, uq q wWafa | zen
FrEvTel q SRR S| MY, durgeq | wafd,
I (p. 288) and Vacaspati Misra writes, avﬂwmfrﬁ
S STaENaa iGN’ (p. 412). Perhaps the contention is
that neither identity nor difference can be under§tood apart from
each other and hence every assertion of identity or d.lfference
implies the assertion of the other in the context of which alone
i se. '
) m’?‘izsd?:cnussion from siitras 2.2.39-57 deals with two different
problems. The first relates to the question whethe%' §0und can.be
treated as a quality in the same sense as other qualmes belonglng
to the different sense organs. The reason given folr a rad.ICE.ll
difference between sound and other sense qualities is that it is
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never the same and continuously varies in intensity which is not
the case with other qualities which are apprehended by different
sense organs. The other problem that is being raised depends
firstly on the distinction between dhvani and varna and secondly
on the fact that sound in the form of letters undergoes transformation
when combined with each ofher. The discussion in th commentaries
does not seem to see the importance of the issue raised in the
sutra (both Vicaspati and Udayana interpret the siitras in the
context of the Sarkhyan contention that the prakrti is nitya
parinami and do not see that the problem discussed is the
generalized issue of change and permanence in the context of
sound in the siitra concerned. Interestingly, Udayana makes a
contention that the change can occur only in dravya and not in
the gunas “TRHfIBRHTERN FemE=RVT@E” (p. 410). Also,
he distinguishes between Buddhist notion of change and the
Samkhyan notion of parinama which have not generally been
seen in this perspective, fdd™ & M 7 dg7gaq ydy
frrafgagme wgwte: wiere fafa:, % oo
affor. qhedfRIT emfroReawta: 1 (p. 410). Also, it is not
clear that the term varna used in the siitra should be translated
as indicating the ultimate units of meaning or as letters, a term
that does not clearly distinguish between what is denoted by the
terms svara and vyanjana in the Sanskrit language.

The sutras 2.2.57 onwards discuss the power of words to
convey meaning and through that to determine action and
feelings. In this connection Vatsyayana propounds the ‘use theory
of meaning’ which is associated with the name of Wittgenstein
in the modern times. He writes, for example, ‘IR TR
TTE:TQi'cIETR’UW (p. 129 Bhasya on siitra 2.2.59). Also, there is an
extended discussion in Uddyotakara regarding the issue whether
a word primarily indicates an individual, a form or a universal
or all of these together. There is an interesting statement which
states that if the universal is truly a universal it can have no
‘bheda’ or ‘difference’ within it. The exact statement is ““TaT

? — —_ —_—
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e | awan fagmumsiEs” (p. 300 Varttika on sitra 2.2.60).
The problem is complex as in case the universal itself is to be
differentiated from other universals, it is bound to have difference
within it as it will have to be defined in terms of that from which
it is different. In case it is truly universal in the sense that it is
universal of universals, then it will have no difference within it
as there will be no ‘other’ universal besides it. This is the problem
of defining Being qua Being, that is, ‘being’ that is exemplified
in everything. But, in that case one would have to deny completely
the intelligibility of the notion of “non-being”, a problem which
thought has not been able to solve for, if abhava, or non-being,
is treated as a padartha then there will be the related problem of
defining ‘being’ not in terms of that which ‘is’ but also that which
it ‘is not’. This, however, would once again bring in difference
within that which was supposed to have no difference within it.

3.1

The siitras 3.1.1-3 seem to be concerned with the unity of
the object that is perceived by different senses. The restriction
to the sense of touch and sight in the siitra 3.1.1 may perhaps
more appropriately be seen as concerned not with the unity, but
with the independent reality of the object as it is the sense of
touch which ensures that something is ‘really’ there. The problem
of the unification of different sensory objects into one complex
whole is not adequately raised at all nor is its importance seen,
particularly when one remembers the discussion on the subject
in Kant where this becomes the central point in understanding
what knowledge really involves.

The discussion from 3.1.4 onwards seems to be concerned
with the question why manas can not be regarded as performing
the function of the ‘knower’ and the answer seems to be that the
manas itself performs the same function as that of the senses as
it may be said to know pleasure and pain. There seems to be a
systematic ambiguity in the use of the terms manas and buddhi
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in the text as, on the one hand, they are supposed to be not
instruments of cognition like the, senses but as performing only
a restrictive function ensuring that only one knowledge arises at
one time (manas), while buddhi is supposed to be a synonym of
knowledge itself. This is supposed to be the formal ‘official’
position of Nyaya, but the discussion continuously interchanges
manas with antahkarana which is supposed to be the organ of
introspective cognition and not Just of pleasure and pain, while
buddhi is supposed to be the instrument of inferential cognition,
that is, anumana. The argument is that as these are instruments
of cognition, like the senses, the knowledge that is produced by
them can not belong to them and hence there is the need for the
postulation of an entity separate from them which can be said
to be the organiser or the knower to whom the knowledge may
be said to belong. A simpler argument would have been that as
these themselves are the objects of cognition, they can not be
treated as that to which the cognition belongs.

There is another problem which has not been paid sufficient
attention either by the author of the N.S. or by the other schools
of Indian philosophy. This relates to the question regarding the
relation between the objects known by the sense organs, the mind
and the intellect and the relation that obtains between these
instruments of cognition which are supposed to be different from
one another. The body along with the senses, it should remembered,
dies and one may assume that the objects which are known
through them cease to be known in case they are supposed to
be exclusively known by the sense alone. One would then have
to postulate that the mind and intellect which are supposed to
be independent instruments of knowledge will survive the death
of the body. In case one does not want to accept this, one will
have to accept that these are also located in the body in the same
sense as the senses are, or they are its functions as the so-called
sensory functions are supposed to be.

The notion of antahkarana is widely prevalent in Indian
philosophy but it is seldom made clear what exactly does it
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connote. Also, if it is regarded as jada or unconscious as in advaita
Vedanta on the analogy of buddhi in samkhya, then how can it
be said to ‘know’ and what will be the difference between it and
the senses which so obviously belong to the body which certainly
is not jada or inert as it is alive. The Upanisaic upasana of prana
or the principle of life has not been sufficiently explored in Indian
thought which, like its western counterpart, has been satisfied
with the distinction between ‘conscious’ and ‘unconscious’, or
between mind and matter, forgetting that the body is not material
as it is living, full of life and zest.

Interestingly, the discussion on the siitra is intrigued by the
fact that while we have two eyes there is supposed to be only
one act of ‘seeing’. But there are other senses like ears and nose
which are also dual in nature. As for touch it is spread all over
the body and is co-extensive with it. Taste seems to be the only
exception, though it is difficult to say whether tongue alone tastes,
or the other parts of.the mouth are also actively involved in it,
as they are supposed to be in the production of speech or sound.

The sutra 3.1.28 specifically cites the $ruti for the first time
in support of an argument. Vatsyayana in his bhisya specifies
the sruti vakya as belonging to the Rgveda 10.16.3. The mantra
seems to say that the eyes belong to the, sun while the body
belongs to the earth as they arise from these. It is strange to find
that the senses are supposed to be different from the body. Not
only this, normally smell or gandha is supposed to be apprehended
by the ghranendriya which is supposed to be located in the nose
Just as the sight is located in the eyes. There seems little reason,
therefore, to ascribe gandha to the $arira or the body as the bhasya
seems to say. The exact wording of the mantra is et
A IR & IRH | and the bhasya thereon reads as
follows "W PR faeryy wirfEa iy | (p. 153). This
seems a purely sdmkhyan position where the karya is the fd®R
of karana. Uddyotakara in his Varttika seems to be aware of this
and hence tries to modify the position by saying “WegvRT
P PRVMMNER, § G BRIV SR @ e | (.




=
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351).

Vicaspati has nothing new to say on the subject except that
the term sprati means utapatti (p. 478). Udayana tries to deal with
the question whether all the five mahabhiitas of which the five
senses are supposed to be subtle modifications are so, separately
from each of them or.from all of them together. As the Sarmkhya
position unifies them all ultimately in prakrti, Udayana seems to
try to distinguish the Nyaya position from that of Samkhya on
this issue. The discussion should be seen in detail in order to
understand Udayana’s position and his relation to the earlier
commentaries on the siitra (p. 447). All in all, the appeal to the
sruti only seems to have confused matters instead of clarifying
them. Not only this, the author of the N.S. as well as the
commentators on it seem to have forgotten that if the sruti were
to be treated as a sabda pramana, then the mantra quoted will
have to be treated as an upadesa of an dpta purusa which it
certainly is not as it deals with a factual matter.

The sutra 3.1.36 seems to propound a general view that the
perceptibility or non-perceptibility (aatx?rf@) of substances and
qualities depends on the difference in their properties (87). The
discussion in the Bhisya brings in the knowledge of physics and
optics of those times and suggests that the imperceptibility of the
substances is because of the size of the molecules contained
therein. Surprisingly, it suggests that it is the molecules of water
in the air that are supposed to be responsible for cold while it
is the molecules of light that are responsible for warm weather
(p. 155). The discussion provides an important clue to the physics
of those times and should be examined from this point of view.
Unfortunately, Uddyotakara does not seem to be interested in this
aspect of Vatsyayana’s discussion. Vicaspati does not carry the
discussion forward; Udayana avoids the discussion altogether,
showing that the philosophers had become far removed from the
empirical knowledge of their times.

There is another point which needs to be paid some attention.
This relates to the question whether the term ‘dharma’ in the siitra
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is to be applied to dravya only or to guna also. In case the latter
is permitted, it will imply that qualities or gunas can have their
own dharma, that is, properties. This will go against the accepted
orthodox position of Nyaya that a property can not have a
property of its own. This perhaps was a later development as the
N.S. shows little evidence of having propounded such a position.

The sutras 3.1.31-50 discuss in great detail the peculiar
problem raised by the sense of sight and, surprisingly, give a
picture of philosophical discussion which generally is neglected
when people talk about Indian philosophy. The wealth of empirical
detail mentioned in the siitras and the critical attitude displayed
in assessing them is worth noting,

The same thing is displayed in the discussion of the siitras
from 3.1.50 onwards where the discussion centres on the question
whether one need postulate five different senses or they all may
be regarded as modifications of one sense which may be identified
with the sense of touch. This reminds one of the theory generally
accepted in modern times that all the senses are differentiations
from one primal sense which life displays at all levels and this
is the sense of touch.

The argument in 3.1.58 not only suggests that there are
categories of perception but also that each of these categories has
a five-fold aspect into which it is necessarily differentiated. The
term used is strange and once again raises the problem as to how
the term ‘buddhi’ is to be understood in the context of the N.S.
in particular and the Nyaya tradition in general.

The siitras 3.1.60 onwards discuss the puzzling problem of
the relation between the senses and their objects and the qualities
they apprehend in them. There is also the problem whether senses
by themselves are capable of knowing the qualities along with
their object or they need co-operation from some other faculties
such as mind etc. for having the knowledge effectively. There is
the, even stranger, problem of the uniqueness of the auditory
faculty which is said to be radically different from all others. One
reason that has been given for this problem is that sound is

™




206 ® The Nyiya Siitras: A New Commentary ...

supposed to be the quality of akisa which is not known on any
other ground, or from any other source, whatsoever. One of the
strange conclusions is supposed to be reached in the statement
that the auditory organ itself may be regarded as identical with
akasa which is sought to be justified by Uddyotakara in his
statement "3BT TRITTT | (p: 375). Not only this, the Varttika

even raises the question regarding the identification of the’

auditory organ with space or time or dik and kila. Vicaspati gives
up the whole set of problems in desperation and argues that these
are not empirical matters at all and may be left to puranas for

decision about them. He writes g eyfaure ey ORI S |
ﬁ?ﬁqﬂﬂ'ﬁﬂmi’j: I” (p. 492). Perhaps what Vacaspati means

is that the question of origination and beginning can not be
decided by empirical observation and arguments. But, then, the
argument was not concerning either the origination or the
beginning of the senses or the knowledge of their objects.
Udayana, in his turn, ignores the issues altogether. There could
be no greater evidence of the decline of the empiricist tradition
in Indian philosophy than the one that occurs from Gautama to
Udayana as evidenced and documented in the Bhasya, Virttika
and Pari$uddhi during the first millenium A.D.

The discussion in adhyaya 3.1 raises certain issues regarding
visual and auditory perception which need to be paid attention
as they raise some problems which need serious consideration
even now. The following are some of the issues raised in the text:
(1) Light not-only reveals but also hides as in the case of sunlight
which makes it impossible to see stars in the light, (2) Darkness
does not necessarily entail that one can not see anything in it,
for animals see in the darkness. (3) Eyes must have a natural light
of their own as some of the animals’ eyes shine brightly and are
visible in the darkness. (4) Everything that intervenes between
the eyes and the object does not necessarily obstruct the vision
as is the case with transparent objects. (5) The ears have a cavity
or an empty space within them which seems to be necessary for
the appearance of sound therein. But sound is only produced
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when two different things are struck together. What is it then
which strikes the ear and how can an empty space be struck by
anything at all? (6) Why should not all the senses be regarded
as different examples of the universal sense?

3.2

The surprising mention of karma and dkasa in the context of
the question of eternity or non-eternity of buddhi is sought to be
explained by the Bhagya on the ground that buddhi seems to share
some properties with both of them and as karma is obviously
anitya and akasa is nitya, the doubt regarding the eternity or non-
eternity of buddhi arises. This, though plausible, is hardly
credible as one can always find such instances to create artificial
doubt in one’s mind.

The meaning of the term buddhi is not clear in the context
as, on the one hand, it is identified with knowledge or jidna which
itself is considered as something acquired or as something which
is the ‘result’ of an activity, that is, upalabdhi. But, if it is
understood in this sense then it obviously can not be nitya, a point
that is clearly formulated by Vacaspati “311 q ety
yfrEET 9 gfEfrERe, o 399 v oged T g
aefaRed gfgae R Reeafa 17 (p. 496, sitra 3.2.1).

The term ‘buddhi’ may also be understood in the sense of
a faculty or even as an instrument that results in knowledge and
it is in this sense that the discussion occurs in Vacaspati and
Udayana where it is articulated in the context of Samkhya notion
of buddhi and mahat. Buddhi in this discussion is seen as
involving kriya, karta and karana and as jfiana is supposed to
be upalabdhi of this kriya, its asraya can not be buddhi but
has to be the self or dtman. In Vacaspati Misra’s own words

"HETIP AT UC: | 37 TSTINT |1 Siad | @af 7 B |
qA F YAIWSTAEUaed] qeMR: dal onedl fueafy e
ArI:@xIAee: | (Tika on siitra 3.2.3, p. 497). As for the notion
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of karana Vacaspati gives the following interesting definition of
it; “HTERAEINR: IROE | (p. 497)

The fact that knowledge persists even when the object of
knowledge ceases to be there is given as an argument for the
contention that knowledge therefore has to be accepted as a
property of something else and this can only be the self or the
atman. Vitsydyana in his explication of the sitra adds that
knowledge can only be the property of the self as when the self
‘ceases’, there can be no knowledge. The argument is strange as
it presupposes both that the self is ‘independently’ known to exist
and that it is something that can ‘cease’ to be. Normally, the
Naiyayika treats the self as nitya and proves its existence on the
ground that knowledge has to belong to it as it can not belong
to anything else. The exact statement of Vatsyayana reads as
follows "7 @ w@R fae s wfaguaEdifi | (p. 185, sitra
3.2°1'8).

Uddyotakara also seems to accept the possibility of the
cessation of, or the non-existence of, the knower or the experiencer.

Uddyotakara writes, “J9q STARAIR 9 7 9dfq, LR CIERIN
T IFHATRARY FIRRRGRIRT" (p. 395 on siitra 3.2.18).

Udayana makes another astounding statement which normally
would not be acceptable to “orthodox” Naiyayikas of modern
times. He not only accepts the possibility of activity of the ‘self
but also seems to argue for the position that ‘knowledge’ involves
essentially an activity on the part of the 4tman or the self. Besides
this, he also makes the self the asraya of the sarsakara and
anubhava. In his own words, "G el HIergar gfe
U dfcdd  RRIRAERRERE SRRt
AT, (p. 478 on the same sutra). Udayana, thus, seems
to make a distinction between knowledge and experience or jina
and anubhava on the one hand and smrti and sarhskara on the
other. Uddyotakara had already mentioned anubhava in his
Varttika but' had not mentioned samskira. The distinctions,
however, do not’seem to have been developed further in the
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Nyaya tradition. Nor, as far as we know, attention has been drawn
to the use of the term kartrtva in connection with the knowing
activity of the self.

The discussion deals with the question as to how our
knowledge is confined and limited both in space and time when
the self is supposed to be omnipresent or vibhu. There is a lot
of interesting discussion regarding the problems raised by memory
in the understanding of knowledge and what is its relation to mind
on the one hand and self on the other. There is also the problem
as to whether mind or even self can be regarded as confined to
the body alone or be considered as independent of it. In this
connection some interesting notions such as those of antah Sarira
vrtti and karmasaya are brought in without however leading to
any clearer understanding of the problems raised. Nor for that
matter, is the vibhu character of the soul discussed, for how can
there, be plurality of selves if each soul is regarded as vibhu in
character. The discussion on these issues has to be closely looked
into and critically evaluated for its philosophical relevance in the
contemporary context of discussion.

The discussion seems to centre around two basic issues: (1)
whether the apprehension of change necessarily involves an
element of continuous changefulness in the ‘apprehension’ itself
and, if this be accepted, how can any unitary knowledge be
possible. (2) It relates to the question whether any relevant
distinction can be made between phenomena that are considered
as ‘living’ and the self or the atman on the other. Two important
distinctions are pointed out in the discussion; the one concerning
freedom from causality and the second relating to the idea of
moral responsibility. The former perhaps distinguishes, at least
relatively, between the ‘living’ and the ‘non-living’, while the
latter may be said to distinguish between man and all other living
beings as the former alone seems endowed with moral responsibility
whose essence is indicated in the Indian tradition by the theory
of karma.

One interesting point which has been made in this connection
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in the Bhasya and the Varttika relates to the question whether
the body, the senses and the mind can relevantly be ascribed the
property of freedom and moral responsibility and as this can not
be done, the soul alone is left to which these characteristics may
be said to belong. But this is a Samkhyan position which radically
distinguishes between purusa and prakrti and puts not only the
gross and subtle elements on the side of prakrti but also the
senses, the mind and even the buddhi which it considers as a
faculty separate from them. There is an interesting formulation
in the Bhagya in this connection which reads as follows;
“IREITOT ey TACTAEI e |
(p- 196 on siitra 3.2.38).

The bhasya in this connection makes another statement which
seems to imply that only one soul which is distinguished by
different bodies seems to constitute the world. The sentence reads
as follows, "THHAGHEAGFINRGT: TR SUqed | (.
197 on siitra 3.2.39).

The sitras 3.2.46-55 deal with the question whether buddhi
can be considered a property of the body and comes to the
conclusion that it can not be so attributed. Once again, it is not
clear what does the term ‘buddhi’ exactly mean? The Nyaya Siici
Nibandha mentipns the prakarana discussed in the siitra as
“buddhisariragunavyatireka prakarana” but the bhasya clearly
uses the term cetana in this context and the discussion also makes
sense if it is construed in that context as many of the examples
given such as those of hair and nails will not make sense
otherwise. Uddyotakara in his Varttika uses the same term again
and even Viacaspati Misra I uses the term in spite of the fact that
in the title of the prakarana he explicitly states that while earlier
consciousness has been denied as a property of the five elements,
the senses and the mind, now it is being explicitly denied of the

whole.body itself. He writes, “qd f& “affegwasl o=t HIeq
FRIgaIeT TR, Wl g TR e S e
0 ArUdRTRYETE T I (p. 539, siitra 3.2.47). (It is not clear
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whether the term bhiitendriya means only the five senses or the
five elements along with the five senses.) ;
The problem arising from the term ‘buddhi’ in the prakarana

and cetand in the bhasya may perhaps be resolved by seeing that

for the author of the N.S. there is an equivalence between
knowledge which is a synonym for buddhi, that is, jiana and
consciousness, that is, cetana. And as knowledge is supposed to
be a property of 4tman, so also is consciousness and as tht'a buddhi
is supposed to be anifya, the atman can not have consciousness
as a permanent intrinsic property of itself. .
The argument in the commentaries deals with the issue
whether consciousness can be considered as a property of body,
pafticularly as it is present when body is prese;nt and absent ‘wl.len
body is absent. The counter-objection to this is made by pointing
out that even if it is so, it does not prove what is sought to be
proved as conjunction and disjunction or samyoga and v;'bhe'iga
are present only when motion is present and absent when. motion
is absent and yet can not be ascribed as properties to motion. The
pirva paksin is then supposed to argue that after all a property
is ascribed to the ‘object’ in which it is apprehended and

consciousness is obviously apprehended as the property of the

body. The objection against this given in the siitra and elaborated
in the commentaries is that even when a property is apprehendc?d
as belonging to an object, it may not intrinsically belong to it.

The siitra reads "“GeARYTIRINTAE!: AL (3.2.46). The
Bhasya clarifies it further and says %‘mw e & ‘\’Tﬁ'\ﬂ”ﬁ%l’ﬁ’-:ﬂ
Hf IR YEIA, Y FARR YO SR (p. 203) and gives
the example of warmth as property of water even when it does
not essentially belong to it. But, while this would make
consciousness an accidental property of the body, it will not deny
its actual presence in it. The term “dravyantaram’ should be
specially noted as it implies that a substance may come to possess
a property which intrinsically belongs to some other substance.
The body in the context of the discussion is supposed to be the
substance or dravya to which the consciousness belongs even
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though it is not its essential property which it can only be of the
self or the atman. Also, it will make it an essential property of
the atman and thus will go against the orthodox nyaya position
which denies it absolutely. Not only this, if the identification of
buddhi with cetana or consciousness is accepted, then buddhi will
have to be treated as nitya and not as anitya the way in which
it is generally construed by Naiyayikas.

The discussion on mind from siitras 3.2.56-59 is puzzling in
the extreme as it concentrates on a dubious fact that one knows
only one thing at a time and that it has to be atomic in character
because of this. Normally, the term mind or ‘manas’ is postulated
to account for the fact of introspection or the phenomena that it
reveals such as wishing, desiring, willing, feeling etc. which are
usually designated as “mental” processes. The siitra text as well
as the commentaries on it have earlier talked of antahsariravrtti
and antahkarana which normally should have been ascribed to
manas but, strangely, the latter does not seem to have anything
to-do with them in the nyaya thinking on the subject. If it is
remembered that the only other faculty after mind which the
nyaya postulates is the atman, then one will have to ascribe all
the so-called mental processes revealed by introspection to it. The
N.S. does talk of icchi, dvesa, prayatna, sukha, duhkha etc. but
nowhere clarifies how they are known except in behavioural
terms. The basic problem seems to arise from the fact that the
term ‘buddhi’ does not mean anything except knowledge without
explaining what the term would then mean in this context.

The long discussion on the siitras 3.2.60-72 deals with the
problem posed by the birth and death of the living body and the
question whether one need postulate any radical distinction
between this and the formation and dissolution of material objects
which are essentially non-living in nature. The problem is not
clearly articulated and suffers from the unconscious hypothesis
that motion, even in material objects, can only come from a force
outside them. This has given rise to the notion of a nimitta karana
or an efficient cause without which no causality can ever operate,

S
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an idea that ultimately leads to the postulation of God as the
creator of the material universe. It took long for man to realize
that the idea was not necessary for understanding the physical
universe and that motion might be regarded as a natural property
of objects, and that what required explanation was rest and not
motion. In any case, the discussion does not seem either relevar_lt
or adequate. Also, if the problem of the birth of the b(_)dy is
supposed to create a problem, then so should the_ que_sl:lhon of
‘birth’ or ‘coming into being’ of mind and buddhi or jAiana or
knowledge.

4.1

The discussion in 4.1 starts with the consideration of pravﬁti
and dosa which are further specified in detail in the commentaries
where i)articular definitions are given for each of them. The’ three
dosas which are mentioned in the siitra 4.1.3 as riga, dvesa and
mc;ha are further divided by Vatsyayana into “$TH, HEY, g,
g, A’ which come under raga; “Shi¥, $S1, ST, ﬂ}ITi?:
34" come under dvesa and “‘fAearsiE, fafafde, A, gAE
come under moha (p. 220). Udayana adds maya and dambha
under raga, avamanana under dve_éa and bhaya and $oka um.ier
moha. The term mdyd means URd===d1 (p. 501). Interestlpg
definitions of these are offered by the successive commentaries
giving evidence of subtle phenomenological observation of men.tal
states which are ascribed and designated by these terms. To gn.ie
but a few examples, Uddyotakara gives the definition of dvesa
as IR U GO afy g1 (p. 42§ on siitra
4.1.3). This is a strange definition of dvesa. Vacaspati seems tlo
be aware of this and though accepting it reluctantly, modifies it
in an interesting way to suggest that the usuaHy‘ accepted
definition of dvesa is only a specific example of this general
definition. He writes, “+ad BTIHNE I1 AW AHY g
tyeE Ny goged, @Y 9 U@ EVHREgEd  §d
AME—IRYAT U ST YA I (p. 552 on same siitra).
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Udayana gives an even stranger definition of maya indicating
that he was not aware of the way tt\1e concept was used in advaita
vedanta or the Gita. This definition reads as follows T3 =
R | (p- 501, 4.1.3). There is also an interesting definition
of what has been called 4rya prajiia given by Vicaspati which

reads as follows, "HRI T AT it /et Y s ofy
AT I (p. 552, 4.1.4).

The discussion of raga, dvesa and moha, as is well known,
occurs not only in the N.S. but is a general feature of the Indian
tradition, Udayana shows an awareness of this and tries to suggest
the specific difference in the Nyaya discussion of the subject from
the one found in the samkhya-yoga tradition. He writes in this
context, "FfARERg® & Aw, gaEmEd wm, EREIGND
89 3 Wma (p. 502, sitra 4.1.6). Earlier he had mentioned
five different views about dosas amongst his contemporaries.
These are, (i) kima, krodha (ii) $oka, moha (iii) avidya, asmita,
raga, dvesa and abhinivesa (iv) avidya (v) mana, matsara etc. (p.
501, siitra 4.1.3). Interestingly, most probably the advaitins
thought that the basic cause of all dosas is avidya and avidya
alone as all the rest followed from it. The N.S. seems to suggest
this when it says that as the tattva jfiana is the antithesis of all
these three, that is, raga, dvesa and moha, and hence they all may
be considered as one. However, it counters this objection by
saying that even when there may be one common quality which
is opposed to a large number of qualities, they remain essentially
different from one another. The example given is that of black
which is opposed to all the other colours and thus shares the
common quality of ‘being different from them’; yet, they still
remain different from one another. The detailed discussion on all
these topics in the Bhasya, the Varttika, the Tika and the

Parisuddhi is rich and deserves to be studied in detail to taste
.the phenomenological flavour of nyaya writing on this

psychological-cum-spiritual topic.
The sitras 4.1.10-13 argue that the idea of rebirth can only
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be intelligible if the eternity of the soul is accepted. The argument,
in fact, rests on the acceptance of the doctrine of karma and pot
that of re-birth as what is being argued is that in case the ﬁioctrme
of karma is accepted and it has to be accepted if 1if"e is .to be
morally intelligible, then one has also to accept the identity of
the agent who does the action and the one who suffers pleasure
and pain because of the actions that one has done. Thus,‘the
identity between the doer of the actions and the one who enj,oys
its consequences leads, it is argued, to the ‘permanence’ or
nityatva of the self or the soul which is f_motl.ler n:ame for that
which is supposed to be the ‘doer” and the ‘enjoyer’ at the same
time. However, Nyaya does not believe that kartrtva and bhoktrtva
are essential properties of the self. There is also the anomaly that
for exercising both these functions, the self has to d{?,pend
essentially on the body and all the adjuncts that the exercise of
these functions requires. .
The siitras 4.1.14-24 discuss the issue concerning that which
may be regarded as the final or ultimate cause which is mentioned
as $iinya or non-being which is usually ascribed to Ehe sichoo_l of
Nagarjuna, but it was mentioned as early as t_he nasadiya siikta
in the Vedas. As for the hypothesis of God or I$wara, the reason
given for postulating it reminds one of Malebranche v?'ho-h.ad
argued that the hypothesis of God alone can ensure the obj ectx‘wty
and stability of causal connection, without which moral. actions
would be come impossible. But none of these alterflatlves are
exhaustively discussed in the siitras and the commentaries thereop.
The author of the siitras does not seem much interested in
God or Iéwara and treats the hypothesis as an upadana kér.?pa
almost on the same level as that of siinya, or that of pon-l_)el_ng
or chance and does not seem to accept it even as an upadana
karana. But, from Vatsydyana onwards, the hypothesis of God
assur.nes a different form and is taken seriously_to ac<.:ount -for
the existence of all that is. The detailed discussion on this subject
from Vatsyayana to Udayana has to be examined closely to
understand the development of philosophical thought about the




216 @ The Nyaya Siitras: A New Commentary ...

necessity for believing in the existence of God in order to
understand the world. The usual idea that Nyaya becomes
“theistic” only much later is, therefore, wrong and needs to be
corrected accordingly.

The discussion on the siitras 4.1.25-30 regarding the eternality
or non-eternality of the world is divided into two parts, the first
contending that everything is anitya, the second contending that
everything is nitya. As the author seems to deny both the positions
he may be taken to adopt the commonsensical position that some
things are nitya while others are anitya. But there seems to be
no discussion about what does it mean to say that something is
‘nitya’ or ‘anitya’. Vatsyayana seems to give a criterion of what
is to be regarded as anitya. He suggests that if something is born
or comes into being and is destroyed or disappears then that may
be said to be anitya. He writes, "I%0 Seafafaererimaaea—
ARSI | a1 Averae aigadiaq | (siitra 4.1.28, p.
231). There can be little doubt that in case one does observe
origination or destruction then the object or the phenomenon
concerned is anitya, but in case it is not so observed, then it does
not follow that the object is nitya, as there can be no guarantee
that its cessation or destruction shall never be observed in future.
This can be ensured only if the nature of the object itself is such
that temporal predicates such as origination and destruction can
not be applied to it in principle. But within the Nyaya framework
such a criterion is difficult to apply as it does not seem to make
any distinction between empirical and non-empirical objects or
objects that are essentially spatio-temporal in nature and those
to which spatial and temporal predicates can not be applied
because they are radically different in nature. The nyaya list of
eternal objects includes such things as parama sitkasama bhiitas,
akasa, kala, dik, atman, mauas and their qualities. No reason is
given as to why these entities should be regarded as nitya. In fact,
it is difficult, if not impossible, to give any reason or hetu for
such a sadhya as the laksana of the sadhya can not be given nor
the vyapti between the hetu and sidhya established. Strangely,
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Nyaya does not seem to know any relationship except that of
vyapti on the basis of which it can establish a valid inference.

The discussion from sitras 4.1.37-39 is concerned with the
issue of difference and identity in objects and concludes that one
has to accept both in order to understand phenomena as all that
we know consists of dravya and guna on the one hand and
avayava and avayavi on the other. In other words, everything that
exists consists of substance and qualities and of whole and parts.
Substances always give unity just as wholeness does, while
qualities and parts always give a differentiating character to that
which exists.

The Bhasya makes some interesting observations which,
however, do not seem to have been elaborated. These concern
the differentiating and unifying properties imposed by language
on that which is regarded as ‘given’ or ‘real’. Also, there is an
interesting formulation which may be translated as “to be” is to
be “differentiated” “HII UMY, I I F&Id WIE:
H HARATER:, T Ufavgen | (sitra 4.1.34, p. 234). This,
of course, is the piirva paksa whose answer is given in the sutra

4.1.35 "ATBASORGHETIRT: |, Vatsydyana’s own comment
on this states, "YoMARIRA & T&{" (p. 235).

The discussion on the sutras 4.1.40-42 is interesting in more
than one ways. Vatsyayana seems to suggest that the answer to
a question itself will generate a series of larger and larger number
of distinctions intended by the person concerned. For example,
in case one says that there is only one reality in the universe,
he will make a distinction between the one that is nitya or, in
other words, unchanging and eternal and all the rest which is
anitya, that is, changing and impermanent. But in case he makes
this distinction, he generates another distinction which consists
of at least three entities in the universe. These will consist of the
knower, the known and the knowledge, that is, jiata, jieya and
jiiana. But in case one accepts the notion of jfiana, that is,
something that is proved or established then one will have to
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accept the existence of at least four entities, pramata, prameya,
pramana and pramiti. The series can g0 on expanding and could
perhaps have been developed in a different way. The siitras
themselves provide this other direction by suggesting that the
contention that reality is one will have to be proved and a ground
or a hetu provided for it. This itself will increase the number of
entities in the universe as the hetu will have to be different from
sadhya, an argument that will be given later by Samantabhadra
to refute the advaitic position.

There is also another argument given in the sitras which
asks the question whether the so-called one reality is a whole
or not and in case it is an avayavi, it is bound to have parts,
and if it has parts the total number of entities can not be just
one.

The discussion is important as it leads to the question of
infinite divisibility on the one hand and indefinite proliferation
of entities through the very process of proof of statements on the
other. Russell’s generation of an infinite number of classes
because of the distinction between classes and classes of classes
and their indefinite enlargement in this way resulting in the theory
of types is well-known in modem times. So also is the distinction
between a statement and a statement about the statement resulting
in the distinction between object-language and meta-language and
the resulting proliferation if one so wishes, is equally well known.
It will be interesting to find if the paradoxes of self-reference were
encountered in the Indian discussion of the subject. Strangely,
later Nyaya discussion on the subject seems to have forgotten the
‘objective’ aspect of the discussion and centred more on the
paradox of self-conscious cognition or anuvyavasiya resulting in
the distinction between visayati and visayita and the indefinite
proliferation that this might possibly generate.

The discussion on siitras 44-51 centres around the problem
of causality in human actions and its relation to moral predicates.
It also concerns the relation between morality or dharma and
happiness which has been a central concern of philosophical

L |
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thought all over the world. But it raises the question as to whom
the moral predicates belong, specially as some of them necessarily
involve a reference to the body. There is also a reference to the
almost insoluble problem of the notion of “potentiality’ without
which the very idea of human action can not be understood as
it tries to conceive of causality in the context of its “utilization’
for bringing about an end or result which can be achieved through
it. There is, of course; an attempt to distinguish between causality
as it operates in the material realm and the way it operates in
the human realm, but there seems no clear formulation of the
issues which have been discussed in depth in philosophical
traditions elsewhere.

Uddyotakara and Vacaspati discuss the issue in detail and at
least Uddyotakara’s discussion suggests that the very notion of
human action entails the use of predicates which can not be
understood or translated completely in empirical observable
terms. He introduces the notion of dharma in this regard and
suggests thereby that such a non-empirical property can only
belong to something non-empirical in nature, that is, the dtman
or self. In other words, the human self to the extent it has to be
regarded as a moral agent can not be conceived of, in principle,
in empirical terms. Uddyotakara seems to suggest further that
such a non-empirical property, however, if it is real, must have
consequences which themselves will have to be essentially non-
empirical, even if they have an empirical dimension to them.
Thus, the consequences of moral action have to have a non-
empirical aspect even when they are treated as empirical in
character.

The discussion is interesting in more ways than one, as it tries
to bridge the obviously unbridgeable gap between the death of
one body and the rebirth of the other. Strangely, the discussion
brings in the notion of something which can neither be described
as sat, asat or sadasat, concepts which are supposed to be used
exclusively in the context of the description of the reality of the
world in advaita vedanta.
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The discussion on the siitras 4.1.55-56 does not raise the
fundamental question why janma or coming into being itself must
be regarded as the cause of suffering. It is true that without it
there can be neither suffering nor happiness, but it can not be
regarded as the ‘cause’ of either. Nor has it been even thought
that the thing that comes into being need not necessarily be
conscious in nature and hence capable of feeling pleasure or pain.

Material objects do come into being and also cease to exist, but
no one will consider them as undergoing suffering. Not only this,

no distinction seems to have been made between what may be
called ‘life’ and ‘consciousness’. Plants are considered to be
‘living’, but can they be regarded as possessing ‘consciousness’
or as feeling pleasure and pain, or ‘suffering’ because of the very
fact that they have come into being.

Interestingly, Vitsydyana makes a distinction between four
grades of intensity of suffering and calls them utkrsta, madhyama,
hina and hinatara and suggests that all beings including gods and
those who are supposed to be vitariga have to suffer. This,
according to him, is because all of them possess bodies of some
sort or other. According to him, “fafden 7 sy &= wemw
Sl Af | Sl ARfEum, gt g #egwn, Agsron @
Al BaRT AIAREIOME A" (p. 245, stra 4.1.55). But, this

is to forget that suffering can be mental also and even beyond
that arises from causes that have nothing to do with either body
or mind. Not only this, incurable dissatisfactions may arise
because of the gap between the ‘is’ and the ‘ought’ or between
what man ‘is’ and what he ‘wants’ to be or what he thinks he
‘ought to be’. Still, one should see the discussion in the Bhasya
as well as in the PariSuddhi closely, particularly as the latter
brings in consideration of samkhya into the discussion.

The stitras 4.1.59-68 discuss the objections that may be raised
against the possitility of apavarga and should be taken seriously
as they raise fundamental objections and also try to give possible
replies to them within the tradition. One of the central issues
relates to the question whether ignorance and suffering belong
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to the very nature of the self or the self is essentially free of them.
The example of sleep is invoked to show that one can and actually
does get rid of suffering at least temporarily showing that it can
not be the intrinsic nature of self. There is also a reference to
the inherent conflict between the performance of dharma in the
form of agnihotra etc. and the pursuit of apavarga which is
supposed to involve the giving up of the obligation to perform
these sacrifices. The reference to the householder’s life wherein
these sacrifices are supposed to be necessary, once again reveals
the conflict between the householder’s life and the pursuit of
apavarga or moksa. There is also a reference to the renouncement
of the fruits of action, but it is both uncertain and unclear.

- There does not seem to be much discussion either in the
Bhasya or Varttika and the so-called reference to the brahmana
texts is not clearly indicated. The discussion in the Bhasya seems
to refer more to the Brhadaranyaka upanisad rather than to the
brahmana texts where in case it had occurred, it would have
gained an added ‘significance’.

4.2

The discussion in 4.2 seems very strange, particularly as it
occurs immediately after the discussion of prétyabhava and
apavarga in 4.1. The long discussion from 4.2.1 to 4.2.36
regarding the reality of whole and parts, atoms and akasa does
not seem to make much sense in the context of the attainment
of apavarga by the self after getting rid of all the dosas which
are said to be due to pravrtti or raga, dvesa and moha which
constituted it. Perhaps, the discussion may be given some
meaning if it is seen in the context of the dtman whose nature
is to be determined. Is the atman a whole consisting of parts or
is it like an atom which can not have parts at all and to which
the distinction of ‘outside’ and ‘inside’ can not be applied. If so,
what is its relation to akasa or to other selves, for if it can have
samyoga and viyoga or conjunction and disjunction, then one will
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have to assume the reality of dkasa in relation to it. In fact, the
conjunction of the self with the body, the indriyas and the manas
itself will have to be regarded as some sort of a conjunction whose
disjunction results in what may be called apavarga and if so raga,
dvesa and moha will have to be regarded as the three different
forms of relationships which connects the self to those. But the
problem of the relation of self with other 4tmans will still remain.

The problem has troubled thinkers in the western tradition
also and Leibnitz’s formulation of the concept of ‘monad’ as an
immaterial atom or centre of conscious force and activity may
be seen as a step in this direction.

In any case, the discussions in the commentaries do not seem
to throw any light on these questions and as far as the author
of the N.S. is concerned, he seems to be of the opinion that none
of these questions can be answered in any definitive way. Still
the relevance of the discussion and the level at which it occurs
do not seem to make much sense. Perhaps the obsession with
the Buddhists may explain to some extent the discussion as also
the postulation of the notion of atom to understand the world
around us.

The discussion from siitras 4.2.27-37 is concerned with the
nature of erroneous cognition or mithyajiana which is the theme
of the siitra 1.1.2 as its removal alone leads to tattvajiiana which
is supposed to lead to apavarga. The necessary relationship
between tfattvajidna and moksa or apavarga on the one hand and
mithyajfiana and bondage on the other, is the unquestioned
assumption of Indian philosophical thought in general and Nyaya
seems to be no exception to it. The Nyaya, however, is supposed
to deny the necessary relationship between apavarga or moksa
and bliss or dnanda, generally accepted by almost all schools of
Indian philosophy, even though it accepts the necessary relationship
between mithyajfiana, bondage and suffering. Ultimately, Indian
thought seems so much afraid of ‘suffering’ in any form whatsoever
that it has to postulate that in case one is suffering, it must be
because of some ‘falsity’ in one’s knowledge, even though the
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general belief is that it is due to some wrong that was committed
by one, either in the past life or this. The necessary relationships
between truth, morality and happiness seem to be analytically
postulated by Indian thinkers, even though there is no substantive
evidence or argument in support of this contention. It is this
postulate in its pristine purity which may be said to characterize
Indian civilization and differentiates it from all the other major
civilizations of the world.

The discussion from sitras 4.2.38-52 is a statement of the
standard Indian position on the subject and one is surprised to
find it stated in the N.S., as it completely contradicts what has
been said earlier in the text. Neither the process of yoga nor the
practice of samadhi has anything to do with the pramana prameya
vyapara with which the text had opened the discussion. Nor do
the sixteen padirthas mentioned in the siitra 1.1.1 have any
relevance to the real enterprise of gaining the knowledge of
‘reality’ or (attvajiidna which is mentioned here. It is true that the
sutras from 4.2.47 onwards do bring in argumentation, even in
the forms of jalpa and vitanda, back into the picture. But they
hardly seem relevant after one has already been advised to go
and meditate and find the knowledge of reality through it.

5.1

The fifth chapter deals with fallacies and the discussion,
specially as elaborated in commentaries, throws light on the way
in which the processes of thought in argumentation were
understood in the Indian tradition Vatsyayana suggests that all
argument is based on the apprehension of similarity or dissimilarity
and the inference of other associated qualities on their ground.
But similarity or dissimilarity can not only be of various kinds
but also stretch along the lines of what Wittgenstein called “family
resemblance’ and what in literary context, is known as simily and
metaphor. But these can be misleading in character and lead to
false conclusions. Vitsyayana’s pithy formulation summarizes
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this in a preeminent way. He writes, " STe=iaeraial Teaaea=s]

faearoaTTidagaiafd  Fauoieas” (p. 283, siitra 5.1.1). The
same is explained in detail as mentioned immediately after
“afgeor AR, The detailed explication classifies the types
of false conclusions which are reached on the basis of similarities
and dissimilarities and hence is interesting on its own account
and needs to be examined independently.

The discussion is primarily in terms of the notion of ‘jati’
as used in the sutra 1.1.1 where it is mentioned along with chala
as one of the padarthas and which in the context of a debate may
lead to nigrahsthana. But the issue is a far wider one and needs
to be disengaged from the specific context in which it has been
formulated in the Nyaya tradition. What needs to be explored is
the forms which argumentation takes place and the natural
mistakes which it makes when engaged in that process. Besides
the argument based on similarities and differences, the other
important basis for it is the relation between two entities or
properties which are of such a nature that whenever one is present
the other is present also. This has been called vyapti in the Indian
tradition and is generally based on the relation of causality. But
it need not necessarily be so as the standard example of the
relation between smoke and fire illustrates.

The ground provided by similarity or dissimilarity on the one
hand and causality on the other, are both empirical, that is, based
on sensory experience. But it need not necessarily be so and a
history of self-reflection of thought on its own thinking process
may be said to discover more and more of such bases which are
either purely non-empirical or only half-empirical in character.
The relation of material implication, for example, is an instance
of this in modern logic. The same may be said about the relation
of dpadyata in the Indian tradition. In any case, the detailed
discussion in chapter five needs to be looked into closely for the
light it may throw on the notion of fallacy and its different types
in the Indian tradition.
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The siitra 5.1.14 raises an interesting question, specially in
the context of the Nyaya position that universals or jati is
perceptually apprehended as much as the particular or individual.
And, hence, one apprehends simultaneously that which is nitya,
that is jati and that which is anitya, that is, particular or individual,
at the same time. The problem is posed in respect of language
which simultaneously apprehends or grasps both the universal
and the particular through that which itself is particular in its
aspect as ‘occurant’ or ‘event’ and universal in its semantic
function or aspect.

The siitras 5.1.15-20 deal with a situation where doubt occurs
either because of similarity or because of dissimilarity and
considers the situation where the appeal to dissimilarity or
similarity is not able to resolve the doubt for some reason or other.
It also brings in complex cases where multiple examples of
similarity or dissimilarity engender unresolvable doubt.

There seems to be an important distinction between the use
of similarity or dissimilarity in thinking about anything and their
giving rise to doubt which needs to be resolved in favour of one
or other alternatives. The significance of the issues raised does
not seem to hdve been grasped as neither the role of similarity
or dissimilarity has been grasped in the context of thinking in
general nor the part they play in engendering doubt in respect
of that which we encounter in experience.

At a deeper level the question of the importance of similarity
or dissimilarity does not seem to have been raised, nor has it been
seen that the relevance of the question or'its importance varies
with the context in which we are considering the issue or the
purpose for which we are trying to engage in the discussion.

The discussion in 5.1 seems to deal with dilemmas created
by arguments based on similarity and dissimilarity on the one
hand and the relation of cause and effect on the other. Perhaps,
the discussion is triggered by Nagarjuna’s dialectical presentation
of the dilemmas through which he tried to disestablish the
possibility of any pramana establishing anything at all. The
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argument, however, seems to be more general and seems to
present a counter-dilemma to all those who manufacture such
dilemmas and ask them as to how they can regard their own
refutation as valid or establishing anything. At another level, it
seems to suggest that all extreme positions are vitiated by the
same defect and that perhaps the structure of reason itself is such
that it pushes thought to logical extremes which, when reflected
upon, seem equally untenable.

The whole section needs to be carefully examined from the
view point of the structure of reason and the pure logic of
argumentation, an approach later developed by Kant in the
western tradition. The discussion also needs to be differentiated
from the way dilemmas have been treated in the western logical
tradition in order that a clearer picture may emerge of the way
Gautama has treated the subject.

5.2

The discussion on nigrahatana in 5.2 seems to be the most
puerile and useless discussion that one finds in the Nyadya sttra.
It also shows that the discussion and debate held during those
times were not concerned with exploring the truth or finding
answers to questions by engaging in a joint exploratory intellectual
activity. Instead, the whole thing seems to have centred around
‘winning’ an argument which seems to have become the centre
of intellectual life in those times. The inclusion of the topics from
vada onwards in the siitra 1.1.1 explains this aspect, as otherwise
the discussion about them will make no sense. The situation
seems to have vitiated even the Upanisads as is found by what
happened in the discussion at Janaka’s court.

Chapter 4

A Short Note on Jayanta and
Bhasarvajiia

ayanta’s Nyaya Mafijari is a strange work in the Indian

tradition. It is not a Bhésya or a Varttika or even a Tika

on the Nyaya Sutras. And, though it calls itself a Vrtti, it

is nothing of that kind. It is an independent work, related
only tangentially to the Nyaya Sutras and, in fact, falls outside
the interpretative tradition set up by Vatsyayana and followed by
Uddyotakara, Vicaspati Miéra I and Udayana. In this, it reminds
one of Bhasarvajiiya whose work entitled “Nyaya Bhiisana” is
also an independent work standing outside the main tradition
formed by the four thinkers mentioned above.

There seems, however, a difference between Jayanta’s work
and the work of Bhasarvajilya, as there seems to have been no
commentary on the former during the whole period of about 1200
years, if we believe Potter’s data mentioned in his Bibliography
of Indian Philosophy. Bhasarvajfiya, on the other hand, seems to
have found commentators on his work.

It is true that Jayanta seems to have mentioned Vicaspati
Misra I, though scholars differ regarding the identity of the exact
person referred to by the name of Vacaspati in Jayanta’s work.
Udayana, on the other hand, seems to have referred to him as
an ‘old’ Naiyayika; the term used is “jaraja” and as contrast, he
calls himself an adhunika.

Jayanta’s work discusses the 16 padarthas mentioned in the
Nyaya Sutra 1.1.1, ignoring details of the discussion in the Nyaya
Sutra, and though he refers to both Vatsyayana and Uddyotakara,




