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In the elucidation of the very brief statement made by Gadadhar as the reply
to the above objection, Raghunatha Shastri is remarkably clear. His views may be
summed up as follows:

When we closely analyse the cognition ‘ghatatvena ghaia-patobhayam nasti’ we
may find that ghatatva is grasped here, twice. Once as a property of ghata wherein
dvitva also is grasped, and again independently. Thus, we can say that two kinds
of pratiyogitavacchedakatas are grasped here in ghatatva. One is that avacchedahati
which co-exists with dvitva and naturally, ghatatva has dvitvadharmatavacchedakaig
also. Another pratiyogitavacchedakata grasped in ghatatva is independent. The
independence, as Raghunatha Shastri puts it is—‘pmtzyogim'ggtha-vifegyatdnirﬂpitd—
prakaratvaprayojyatvam’, i.e. its presence is not due to the ghatatva being a quali-
fier of the qualificandum, which in the present case is the pratiyogin. This
avacchedaka is also vyadhikarana, i.e. it does not exist where the pratiyogita exists.
In the present case, ghata and pata are the pratiyogins and ghatatva does not exist
in pata which has pratiyogita. Between the two avacchedakatés mentioned above
the first one resides in three properties namely, ghatatva, patatva and dvitva—
which are the qualifiers of the pratiyogin—ghatapatobhaya. This avacchedakatd ac-
tually resides in them by the relation of paryapti—the number ‘titva’ being its
limitor. The other avacchedakata resides in ghatatva alone by paryapti relation and
its limitor, is the tadvyaktitva—the individuality of ghatatva.

Now, Raghunatha Shastri points out that we can satisfactorily explain why
‘ghata-patobhayabhava’ is not universally present while ‘ghatatvena ghata-
patobhayabhava’ is. In case of the ghatapatobhayibhava, the pratiyogitdvacchedakata
resides in the three properties namely ghatatva, patatva and the dvitva, by the
relation of paryapti. The limitor of this paryapti is the number #itva, Similarly,
since we have a valid cognition like ‘ghatapatobhayavad bhitalam’, in the same
‘tritv’ the limitorness is determined by the paryapti of the avacchedakatd of

' niriipakata, which in its turn, is determined by the adhikaranta residing in the
' bhutalam. 1t is this adhikaranatd with which the abhdva is opposed. Therefore, in
those instances where the above adhikaranata, is present, in other words, wher-
ever ghata and pata are present, the abhdgva cannot exist. On the other hand, the
absence, ‘ghatatvena ghata-patobhayam nasti’ can be a universally present abhdva,
for the pratiyogitavacchedakata of the absence, by the relation of paryapti, lies not
only in ghatatva, patatva and dvitva, but also in ghatatva again, independently.
Thus the limitorness of this paryapti resides in the tritva residing in ‘ghatatva-
| patatva and dvitva’, and also in the ‘tadvyaktitva’ residing in ghatatva. But, since
nobody has a valid cognition like ‘ghatatvena ghata-patobhayvad , the adhikaranati—
the nirﬂpakutdvacchedakaicipaw&pti of which could be in the above three proper-
ties and also in ghatatva and consequently the limitorness of this paryapti could
be in the ‘#ritva’ and ‘tadvyaktitva’ is a non-entity. As a result, the absence—
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‘ghatatvena gha_ta—pa;‘obhaydbhdva’, being un-opposed, can have the universal pres-
ence. This is the sum and substance of the following passage in the Nyayaratna:

ayambhavah—ghtatvena ghatapatobhyai nastityatra ghtatve dvividham avaccheda-
katvam, ekam dvitvadharmitavacchedakatvena, aparam ca vyadhikaranatvena | laira
prathamavacchedakatayah tad abhaviyapratiyogivisesanatapannatvavacchinna-
vacchedakatatvarupena gha_mtva;ba_tatva-dyitvaitatrritayaparydpmtd/md-
avacchedakai tat tritvarn/dvitiyavacchedakatvasya ghatatva-matra-paryaptataya tad
avacchedakam gha_tatva-ni,sgfha—tad-vyaktitvam/tatha’ ca pratiyogitavacchedakata-
pmyciptyavacchedakat&—vyripakdvacchedakaEdka—paryéptikévacchedakazdya
nirupakatakadhikaranatauaova anjavasya virodhat ghatapatobhayabhaviya-
pmtiyogz'zdvacckedakmd-pmy&ptyavacchedakatd—vydpikd ya ghatatvapatatvadvitvaitat-
tritvanistha ghatapatobhayavat bhutalamiti pratitisiddhaghataptobhayatva-
vacchinnadhikaranata-niripakatavacchedakataparyaptyavacchedakatd tat paryaptika
ya tadysa tritayanistha niripakatavacchedakata tatka ya tadrsobhayanstha
dheyatvaripa niriipakatd tannirupitadhikaranata ghatapatobhyadhi karane varlale
iti ma tadriobhayatvavacchinnabhavasya kevalanvayitvam/ghatatvena
ghataptobhayam nastiti pratitivisayabhava-pratiyogitavacchedakataparyaptya-
vacchedakatayah tadysa-tritva-ghatatvanistha tad vyaktitvayoh sattvena ghtatvena
ghatapatobhayavad iti pratitavirahena tadrsavacchedakata-vyapakavacchedakata-
paryaptikavacchedakataka-nirupakataya aprasiddhatvena virodhino’bhaval

tadriabhavasya kevalanvayitvam iti.
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The above elucidation of Navya Nyaya concepts by Raghunatha Shastri is an
example of his clarity and his marvellous presentation of the subtle issues in
which- he excelled. The critical analyses which we find in abundance in the
Nyayaraina have made the commentary a very valuable one.
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Giridhara Upadhyaya (1720)

Giridhara Upadhyaya Jha was one of the disciples of Gokulanatha Upadhyaya.
His only available work the Vibhaktyarthanirpaya, is indeed very useful for its
presentation of the Nyaya interpretation of the entire karaka prakarana. In this
work, Giridhara also refers to other interpretations such as that of the Grammar-
ians and Poeticians. He also refers to the views of his teacher Gokulanitha
Upadhyaya. His explanations are very critical and he often makes very novel and
interesting points.

To highlight this the following discussion serves as an example:

It is generally admitted by the Naiyayikas that a relation which is
vrityaniyamaka, i.e. that which is not an occurrence exacting, is not the limitor of
the pratiyogita of an absence. But as to why it should not be admitted to be so,
is the question raised. Gadadhar, in his Vyutpattivada discusses the problem briefly.
He only says that if such relations are accepted as the limitors of pratiyogita then
it leads to gaurava as innumerable pratiyogitas limited by such relations, will have
to be accepted. Though this reply contains some logic yet it does not seem to be
convincing. But, Giridhara offers an interesting and more satisfactory answer. He
points out that if a relation is not vrttinipamaka, it means that the cognition of a
thing as residing in a locus, with such relations, can never arise. If even such
relations are the limitors of abhavapratiyogita, then such absences will have to be
considered as universally present, since such absences are without any opposi-
tion. Therefore, he holds that a non-occurrence—exacting relation cannot be
considered as the limitor of an abhdva-pratiyogita.

It is obvious that this explanation is more satisfactory.

| This work was published by Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series in the year 1901.
|

11
. ANVITABHIDHANA VADA VS ABHIHITANVAYA VADA, AND,
PRAKARATA VADA VS SAMSARGATA VADA

Anvitabhidhana vada and Abhihitanvaya vada

I feel, some clarification is necessary regarding the theories mentioned above, as
is stated in the summary, anvitabhidhana vada and abhihitanvaya vada are gener-
ally known as the ‘sentence theory of meaning’ and the ‘word theory of mean-
ing’, respectively. But in my view, these English phrases do not convey what the
Sanskrit terms intend. Anvitabhidhana vada is the theory upheld by the Prabhikara
Mimamisakas and also supported later, by some Vedanta schools such as
Visistadvaita and Dvaita. The Bhatta Mimarmsakas took the opposite stand and
upheld the abhihitanvaya vada. The Nyaya school and also the Advaita school
supported this stand.
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The two theories opposed each other on the issue of how anvaya, i.e. the
relation between word-meaning is conveyed. The abhihitanvaya vada contends
that words in a sentence, convey just their meanings and the relation between
them is communicated by samabhivyahara, also called akanksa. Samabhivyahara is
the utterance of the word in a sequence. Since, this samabhivyahara can be de-
scribed as a property of sentence, the relation of word-meanings, conveyed by a
property of sentence such as samabhivyahara, is called vakyartha i.e. sentence
meaning.

The Prabhakaras and their allies, on the other hand, took a different view.
They strongly contended that a word in a sentence, cannot convey just an unre-
lated thing. In other words, the anvaya i.e. the relation which the
abhihitanvayavadins considered as vakyartha, is held by the anvitabhidhanavadins as
padartha—a meaning conveyed by word itself. This, in short, is the difference
between the two theories. This controversy, has existed right from the time of
Kumarila Bhatta, the founder of the Bhatta Mimarhsa school, and Jayanta Bhatta.
The latter celebrated Naiyayika of Nydyamafijari fame, vehemently upheld the
abhihitanvayavada, and Prabhakara and his followers along with some Vedanta
schools mentioned above, equally vehemently supported the anvitabhidhana vada.
It is also noteworthy here that even the Bhattas and the Naiyayikas though gen-
erally known as abhihitanvayavadins, have many differences in explaining the
theory. Similarly, the Prabhakara school and other Vedanta schools also differ in
presenting the anvitaibhidhana vada.

Prakarata vada and Samsargata vada

The Nyaya school holds that the wvisayas, i.e. the contents of a cognition can be
broadly divided into three, namely-vifesya—qualificandum, prakara—qualifier, and
samsarga—relation. Accordingly, visayatG—contentness also is of three kinds: (i)
viSesyata—qualificandum-ness residing in qualificandum, (ii) prakarata—qualifier-
ness located in qualifier, and (iii) samsargata—residing in samsarga—relation. In
a verbal cognition, if anything is presented by a constituent of the sentence, be
it a nominal base, suffix, root or an indeclinable—all of which are regarded as
words by the Nyaya school, it is either viSesya or prakara and has either visesyata
or prakaratd in it. As against this, the relation between the padarthas, i.e. visesya
and prakara, which is also a content of a verbal cognition, is neither viSesya Nor
prakara, for according to the Nyaya school, it is conveyed only by samabhivyahara
and not by any word of the sentence. Thus, now it is clear that the contentness
called Prakarata resides only in such contents of a verbal cognition, which are
conveyed by the words of that sentence, to be precise—in padarthas. But, the
contentness called samsargatd can reside only in that which is presented in a
verbal cognition by samabhivyahara and not by any word. Thus, prakaratavada is
a theory which holds a particular content of a verbal cognition, as presented by
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a word and similarly, samsargatavada is that theory which holds that the particular
content referred to, is not presented by a word, but by samabhivyahira.

Now, this explanation, I feel, is sufficient to make it clear that neither
Gadadhara nor Jagadisa can exclusively be dubbed as either Prakiratavadin or
Samhsargatavadin. For, both of them, being abhihitanvayavadins, hold the view
that in a verbal cognition, there are three types of contents namely visesya, prakara
and samsarga, and whatever, in that cognition, is presented by a word, is prakara
or visesya and that presented through samabhivyahara is sarsarga. So, the question
as to whether Gadadhara or Jagadisa is Prakaratavadin or Sarhsargatavadin, can
be raised only in respect of a particular content of a particular instance. For
example, both of them concur that identity statements such as ‘nilah ghatal/’
convey identity between nila and ghafa which are presented in the verbal cogni-
tion produced by the above statement, by the words ‘nila’ and ‘ghata’. Therefore,
in respect of the contents such as ‘nile’ and ‘ghata’, in the above instance, both
Gadadhara and Jagadisa, are Prakaratavadins. But in respect of the identity, Jagadisa
contends that the identity here is conveyed by the suffix added to the word ‘nila’
and therefore, it is a padartha and hence a prakara. Thus, while Gadadhara is
Sarhsargatavadin in respect of identity, and Prakiratavadin in respect of the other
contents such as nilg and ghata of the verbal cognition, Jagadisa is Prakiratavadin
in respect of all the three namely—nila, ghata and identity. But, the point which
deserves our attention is that Jagadisa also has to admit that some other relation,
if not identity, ought to be conveyed by samabhivyahdra, even in case of the
identical statements. The following explanation will make the point more clear:

Nilah ghatah (‘:ﬁ?'f: ¥T:’) - this identical statement consists of four words nila
+ su- (T + ) and ghata + su (8 + ). (T is a nominative case affix which
is indicated by the symbol ). According to Gadadhara, both the case affixes
added to the two words are meaningless and yet are necessary for the sake of
grammatical correctness. Since, here, the identity is not conveyed by any word,
but only by samabhivyahara, Gadadhara is a Samsargatavadin in his approach. On
the other hand, Jagadisa holds that only the ‘su (§)' after ‘ghata (9<)’ is just for
the sake of grammatical purity, while the ‘su (§)' after ‘nila (f177)’ conveys iden-
tity. The following may explain Jagadisa’s position, more clearly:

‘Nila’ ‘su’ ‘ghata’ ‘su’
The thing having  Identity Jar  has no meaning used just of the
black colour\/ \/ shake of grammatical correction
Pratiyogikatva Arayatva

in the relation is the relation
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So, as per Jagadi$a pratiyogikatva (Hﬁ@fﬁ’lﬁ) and ASrayatva (3MFTE) are the
two relations that are conveyed by samabhivyahara, in the cognition produced by
the sentence nilah ghatah (e H<:). Thus, he has a Samsargatavadin approach
if these two relations are taken into account.

I hope that the above explanation is clear enough to convey the fact that no
Naiyayika is either Prakaratavadin or Sarmsargatavadin exclusively.

The next question as to what difference is made philosophically if one ac-
cepts one or the other of these two theories, is a bit difficult to answer. I shall
only point out one difference, among a few made by these two theories. If that
can be called a philosophical difference, it can also be regarded as the philo-
sophical significance of these theories.

If prakarata vada is accepted, as already explained, it means that a particular
thing is conveyed by a word in the sentence. This particular thing, being a
prakara—a qualifier, is to be related with another meaning conveyed by another
word of the sentence. Thus, the relation of these two things also will have to be
a content of the cognition. For instance, in the sentence ‘nilah ghatah (71eT: gc:)’,
if the identity between nila (A7) and ghata (9<) is considered as something
conveyed by the term ‘su (§)’ added to the word nila (1), then it becomes a
prakara. Then this identity is to be related with ghata (9%) conveyed by the other
word ghata (9<). Here, the relation is @rayatva (3T5703), for the ghata (9T) is the
asraya (351)—the locus of the identity. On the other hand, if this identity is not

considered as a thing conveyed by the ‘su (§)’ then it ceases to be a prakara, for
it is conveyed by samabhivyahara and hence is a samsarga. It is admitted by all the
Naiyayikas that a relation conveyed by samabhivyahdra does not need another
relation to be related. As a consequence, if a particular thing is regarded as
samsarga then the contents of the cognition are less in number. If the same thing
is a prakara, the contents of the cognition will be more, for the relation of the
prakara will be an additional content. This is one of the significant difference
made by these two theories. Thus, Gadidhara and Jagadisa are both
Prakaratavadins and Sarhsargatavidins. But, regarding a particular content of a
particular verbal cognition, they may take opposite stand and then, accordingly
may be called Prakaratavadin or Sarhsargatavadin as per the stand taken.

Definition of Vyapti and Vyadhikaranadharmavacchinnabhava

Concomitance, is one of the most seriously discussed topics in the Nyaya School.
Prior to Gangesopadhyiya, several Naiyayikas had attempted to offer a satisfac-
tory definition of Vyapti. Gangesa, in his Tattvacintamani, has criticised all those

definitions, as they contain in their body the absence of sadhyabhava (1EA9E). For
example, sadhyabhavavadavrtititvam (Wmﬁa’ﬁﬁlc_q’l{) is one of these definitions.
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It means—concomitance which is the essential characteristic of a reason, is “the
absence of the relation of the reason in the instances of sadhyabhava”. Gangesa
points out that this definition and also such other definitions which contain
sadhyabhava in their body, can be applied only to such inferences where sadhyabhava
is a possibility. But, there are some inferences, the sadhyas of which, are univer-
sally present. For example, in the inference “this is nameable as it is knowable”
(idarn vacyarh jiieyatvat [¥8 a4 UeIR(]) the sadhya, i.c. nameability (vicyatva),

is 2 universally present attribute and hence its absence is an impossibility. There-
fore, the definitions of wyapti consisting of sadhyabhava are not applicable to the
inferences as the above.

In order to avoid such a defect in the definition of vyapti, several Naiyayikas
brought in the concept of vyadhikaranadharmavacchinnabhava. According to them,
there are two types of abhavas: (i) samanadhikaranadharmavacchinnabhava (S.A)),
and (ii) vyadhikaranadharmavacchinnabhava (V.A.). S.A. is that absence of a thing
which is characterised by an attribute that actually exists in it. For instance, the
absence of a jar characterised by jar-ness ghatatven ghatabhdvah. This absence
does not exist there where a jar characterised by jar-ness, is present. Hence, it is
not universal. As against this, V.A. is such an absence of a thing which is
characterised by an attribute which does not exist in it. For example, the absence
of jar, as characterised by patatva. It is obvious that patatva is not an attribute of
a ghata and ghata does not exist anywhere being characterised by patatva. There-
fore, such an absence is universal. Thus, the main difference between S.A. and
V.A. is that while an S.A. can not be universally present, a V.A. can be universally
present. Some Naiyayikas suggested that though in some inference, the S.A. of
the sadhya (e.g. nameability), is not found anywhere since, the sadhya itself is
present everywhere, it is possible to show the application of the definition of
| vyapli in such inferences also by making use of V.A. of the sadhya, which is
' universally present. Raghunitha Siromani, in his commentary on Tattvacintamani
of Gangesa presents some such fourteen definitions which include two of his own
while the others were formulated by the earlier Naiyayikas. This portion of the
text is called ‘Caturdasa laksani’. Later Gangesa rejects even these definitions on
the ground that there cannot be an absence called V.A. According to him, ‘ghata
does not exist being characterised by patatva (patatvena ghato nasti) means that
there is no pafaiva in ghata. Thus, it is only the absence of patatva in ghata, and
| this absence is S.A. only.

\ In my article on Krsnam Bhatta Arde, I have chosen a context in which

‘ Krsnam Bhatta and Raghunatha Shastri both of whom, are though commen-
tators of the same Gadadhari text yet, while answering an objection raised

‘ against Gadadhari, have shown originality in their approach by offering different
solutions.
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Vyasajyavrtti dharma and Paryapti relation

Among the innumerable attributes that we come across, some are Vyasajyavrtti
while the others are not so. Vyasajyavriti is such an attribute which can exist
sufficiently or fully in more than one locus. For instance, numbers such as dvitva,
tritva, etc. or other. When there are two jars;-it is obvious that they have the
number ‘two’—duvitva. That means each one of them possesses the attribute
dvitva. But what is significant is that none of them can be said to possess the
dvitva sufficiently or fully. If that were the case, then even when there is only one
jar on the ground, we should have been able to grasp it and say—'there are two
jars on the ground’. Since we do not have such a cognition, it is obvious that a
single jar does not have the duvitva, fully. At the same time, we can neither say that
there is no dvitva in a single jar. For, as already said, dvitva being a number and
hence a quality, should be residing in each of the group of two jars. Therefore,
the Naiyayikas hold the view that dvitva, etc., numbers are both present and not
present in each member of the group. They are present in each by mere samavaya
relation and at the same time, are not present in them by the relation of sufficiency
which is named as the relation paryapti. Since, each of the members does not
possess duvitva, tritva, etc., by the relation of paryapti, we do not, pointing out to
a single jar, say—‘this is two or three’. But, since each member has the number
dvitva, etc., by the relation of mere samavaya we can only say that each member
of the group, has the number dvitva or tritva.
Just as the numbers reside in their locus, by the relation of paryapii, there
are some other properties which also reside in their locus by the relation of
| paryapti. Pratiyogita, avacchedakatd, etc., are such properties. In the case of the
| absence of both ghata and pata, both of them are the pratiyogins of the absence
and hence have pratiyogita in them. Then, the question arises as to what is the
difference between the absence of mere ghata and the absence of both ghata and
pata, for both the absences have ghata as their pratiyogin. The answer given by the
Naiyayikas is that though both the absences have ghata as their pratiyogin the
former one is that absence the pratiyogita of which is related to mere ghata by the
relation of paryapti, while the latter one has its pratiyogita related to both ghata
and pata by the relation of paryapti.
Regarding the exposition of relation of paryapti and Vyasajyavrititva may be
said that as these two concepts are of significance in the discussion on the nature
I of certain abhavas, familiarity with them is essential. Further, regarding the issues
i ! discussed while commenting on the work of Krsnam Bhatta and Raghunatha
Shastri, I have to make it clear that those are not the central issues discussed
either by Gadadhara or by his commentators. Their main concern, in the text
called Caturdasa laksani, is the definition of wvyapti containing vyadhikarana-
dharmavacchinnabhava in its body. Since the understanding of the nature of such
an absence is required to formulate a definition of vyapti, these also are inciden-
tally discussed. Though these issues are thus not of primary concern, I have
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chosen them as they involve many interesting epistemological and philosophical
points and the commentators have demonstrated their originality in solving a
certain problem.

The distinctive nature of the several absences that are discussed in my article

may be summed up in conclusion. Accordingly, ghatatvena ghato nasti (937 921
:I'!ﬁ-*d) is a samanadhikaranadharmavacchinnabhava (S.A.), and is not universally
present, for it cannot exist wherever a ghata (92) being qualified with ghatatva

f (¥e<9) is present. But, the absence ghatatvena ghato nasti (92cdd 921 FTRT) which
is a vyadhikaranadharmavacchinnabhava (V.A.) is universally present, for a piece of
cloth can nowhere exist being qualified with ghatatva. Similarly, ghatapatobhayam

nasti (FCTEIHE AMR) which is S.A. is not universal, for it cannot exist in the
instances where both ghata and pata—the pratiyogin exist. But, the absence
ghatatvena ghatapatau na stah (”ﬂtﬁ:f gCuel A &) or ghatatvena ghatapatobhayam

nasti (A€ geqerHd TRG) which is a V.A. is universally present. For though
one of the pratiyogin namely ghata can exist being qualified with ghatatva the
other namely, pratiyogin can no where exist being qualified with ghatatva. In
other words, both ghata and pata, together have no existence anywhere in the
universe, being qualified with ghatatva and hence the absence of the both being
characterised by ghatatva, is universally present. Since the distinctive nature of
these absences can be clearly brought out by introducing the concepts of
vyasajyavrttitva of pratiyogita or pratiyogitavacchedakatd, they are discussed here.

Due to the ambiguity of the Nyaya technical terms which are profusely made
use of here, the persistence of further questions is quite natural. However, the
points discussed here regarding ghata-patobhayabhiva, etc., are purely epistemo-
logical, even ontological. The references that are made to some metaphysical
view points of the Nyaya school, are just incidental and are assumed as universally
admitted. For instance, the reference to the nature of véacyata as the will of God;
the later Naiydyikas as a matter of fact, explained vdcyatva as mere ‘will’ in the
form ‘let this thing be conveyed by this word’. Thus, they tried to include even
the modern conventions created by all, including laymen. Therefore, though
some metaphysical points may have been mentioned they may be ignored as they
do not have any bearing on the present discussion. Hence, the logical and epis-
temological points discussed here can be disengaged from both—the Nyaya meta-
physics and the Sanskrit language, and their logical worth can be seriously exam-
ined.

ITI
KRODAPATRAS

Among the voluminous works of Nyaya, written during the eighteenth and nine-

teenth centuries, we come across two types of works which have made a unique
contribution in the development of the Nydya School. These are the Vadas and
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Krodapatras. Between the two, the Vadas are generally small treatises which aim
at upholding a Nyaya view of a concept by means of a thorough discussion of the
same. In fact, the genesis of these Vada works can be traced to the eighteenth
century itself. It seems that Raghunatha Siromani started writing such Vadagranthas
as Akhyatavada, Nanavada, Krtisadhyatanumanavada, Vajapeyavada, etc. As the very
titles indicate, these were written to thoroughly discuss certain specific topics.
Later, Hariraima Tarkavagi$a, Gadadhara Bhattacarya and others continued to
write such treaties. Gadiadhara Bhattacarya’s Vyutpattivada, Visayatavada,
Pramanyavada etc. are works of the same type. During the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries such innumerable Vadas were written.

The Krodapatras are slightly different from the Vadas. They are not as lengthy
as the Vadas. Though these Krodapairas were written to explain certain sentences
that occur in the original text they cannot be considered as commentaries be-
cause they do not continue to explain each and every sentence within the text
but treat only selective points made in the original text while discussing them
thoroughly. Thus, they may be considered as independent works of the author,
because except at the beginning, nowhere does the author explain or comment
on any part of the text neither summarising the points which a commentator
generally does. Disregarding the text as an entity he concentrates on a particular
point by raising an objection on it. He proceeds by rejecting any modification or
clarification, pointing out the loopholes in it. When this exercise reaches a stage
beyond which no further justification is possible, he presents his own solution,
normally by suggesting an anugama, a technical device discovered by the Navya
Naiyayikas, by which the point under discussion is ultimately vindicated by plug-
ging all the loopholes. The ingenuity with which the author of a Krodapatra
imagines peculiar instances which nobody can ever think of and points out the
untenability of the arguments defending the point under discussion, is indeed
something remarkable. He can be compared to a very shrewd chess player who
while practising the game, plays the role of two players, one strongly defending
a position and the other savagely attacking the same.

The very title ‘Krodapatra’ suggests the purpose and scope of the small trea-
tises that are called Krodapatras. ‘ Kroda’ means ‘madhyad’ —middle. The term ‘patra’
which in common parlance means a letter, also means an article, analytical in
nature. Thus, a Krodapatra is an article or a collection of articles with a critical
perspective that aim at discussing a point which occurs midway in the content
being discussed in the original text. Another explanation given for the term is
that Krodapatra is a paper kept in between the pages. While copying the manu-
scripts, sometimes some sentences may be missed and in such cases, it becomes
necessary to offer some explanation for that portion. At times some scholar may
write something to express his own views on a certain point discussed in the text.
Krodapatra, by this explanation, is an article written with either of the intentions
mentioned above and kept in the middle of the pages. But in the Krodapatras, it
is seldom so, that the author is trying to fill in the gaps that were created by the
person who copied the manuscript. As a matter of fact, the authors of the
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Krodapatras generally commence their discussion with a point which the original
writer has stated as final.

The contribution of the Krodapatras to the development of the Navya Nyaya
tradition is illustrated by two Krodapatras—Kalisankariya and Candranarayaniya
named after the authors Kalisankara Bhattacharya and Chandranarayana
Bhattacharya who flourished during the A.D. eighteenth century. These two
Krodapatras are held in high esteem in the Nyiya circle and even today they are
studied as a part of the advanced study of Nyaya. These two Krodapatras are on
the Hetvabhasasamanya-nirukti of Gadadhara Bhattacarya, which in turn is a com-
mentary on Raghunatha Siromani’s Didhiti on the Hetvabhasa portion of Gangesa’s
Tattvacintamani.

Gangesa in the Hetvabhasaprakarana of his Tattvacintamani, suggests one after
the other, three definitions of the fallacies of reason. The second definition is:

yadvisayakatvena jhianasyanumiti-pratibandhakatvam tattvam

TlgsEcad IR Aager e qwad |

This means that a fallacy of reason is that by comprehending which a cog-
nition prevents an inferential cognition. Vanhyabhdavavadhrada is an instance of
this definition. It is called the fallacy of badha, while the inference is ‘hrado
vanhiman dhumat . The definition is applicable here because the cognition of this
fallacy, which arises in the form ‘hrado Vanhyabhavavan’ prevents the inferential
cognition.

Commenting on the definition, Raghunitha Siromani suggests a slight modi-
fication by replacing yadvisayakatvena into yadriavisisia-visayakatvena. Suppose this
modification is not made, the definition would not be applicable to any fallacy.
For, since mere ‘hrada’ is identical with the ‘hrada qualified by vanhyabhava’ the
cognition of mere ‘hrada’ also is the cognition vanhyabhavavadhrada. But, the
cognition of mere ‘hrada’ does not prevent the inferential cognition ‘hrado
vanhiman'. Therefore, the cognition of Vanhyabhavavadhrada cannot be said as
preventive of the inferential cognition. Thus, the definition suffers from the
defect of asambhava. If the term ‘yadvisayakatvena’, is replaced by the term
‘yadysavisistavisayakatvena’, this defect can be avoided. Apparently, this modifica-
tion suggested by Siromani, is meaningless. For, since a qualified object is iden-
tical with the ‘mere object’, the hrada qualified with ‘vanhybhava’ is the same as
the mere ‘Arada’ and hence the cognition of mere ‘hrada’ is also the cognition
of the visista—the hrada qualified with vanhyabhava. But, as Gadadhara suggests
here the term ‘Yadriavisistavisayakatvena’ should be taken in the sense of
‘Yadriupavacchinnavisayakatvena’. Now the definition is —

yadrupavacchinnavisayakatvena jhanasya anumitipratibandhakatvam
tadrupavacchinnatvam

JRuaSiaugshed W FAfdyiia-asHed aguEs-Tcad |
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It means—°A fallacy of reason is the possessing of that property, by compre-
hending the thing possessed of which property, the cognition prevents the infer-
ential cognition’.

In case of the instance, ‘hrado vanhiman dhumat, Gadadhara seems to hold
the view that the property by possessing of which the reason in the above infer-

: ence is considered as fallacious, is ‘vanhyabhdvavadhrdatva’—‘Lakeness qualified
[ with the absence of fire’. However, he does not specifically spell it out and moves
to the next topic. From this point, the Krodapatras commence their analysis.

Kalisankara Bhattacharya raises the question—‘atha yadrupapadena kim
dhartavyam?—What is signified by the term ‘yadrigpa’ (which property) in the
definition? The ready answer would be ‘vanhyabhavavadhradatvam’ in case of the
fallacious inferences—'hrado vanhiman dhimar. But, KaliSankara continues to

I question—vanhyabhavavadhradatva means the property called lakeness qualified
| with vanhyabhava and what is this relation with which hradatva is said to be
qualified with vanhyabhava? Of course, the relation cannot be the relation of
‘ svaripa by which an absence is normally expected to be present wherever its
} counterpositive does not exist. For, since, fire the counterpositive in the above
, case, can never be imagined to exist in ‘hradatvd’, its absence naturally always
' exists in it and the cognition ‘the lake has lake-ness that has no fire’ cannot
prevent the inferential cognition ‘hrado vanhiman’. Therefore, the possible rela-
tion with vanhyabhava here, should be the relation of samanadhikaranya or co-
existence. It may be held that one who knows hradatva and vanhyabhava existing
together, cannot have the cognition ‘Arado vanhiman’ and hence the cognition
‘ that ‘the lake has the property of lakeness which is qualified with vanhyabhava by
’ the relation of samanddhikaranya will definitely prevent the inferential cogni-
| tion—"* hrado vanhimar’. Kalisankara points out that this view is not tenable, be-
‘ \ cause there are some such cognitions which cannot prevent the inferential cog-
' nition but comprehend a thing which is possessed of the said property. For
l instance, the cognition—‘sdmdn&dhikamnyasambandhena vanhyabhavavad
hradatvavan’. The peculiarity of this cognition is that it has hrada as its
qualificandum and hradatva qualified with vanhyabhava by the relation of
samanadhikaranya as its qualifier. But it does not comprehend any limitor of the
qualificandumness. For the same reason it cannot prevent the inferential cogni-
tion ‘hrado vanhiman’, which has a limitor of qualificandumness, namely, hradatva.
Since these two cognitions mentioned above do not have the same limitor of
qualificandumness, they cannot be held as pratibadhya and pratibandhaka. But,
this cognition also comprehends hradatva as qualified with vanhyabhava by the
relation of samanadhikaranya. Therefore, ‘samandadhikaranya sambandhena
vanhyabhavavadhradatva’ cannot be the property signified by the term ‘yadripa’
in the definition.
The other alternative is to hold that vanhyabhava and hradatva—the two
properties as denoted by the term ‘yadriipa’. But as in the case of the first alter-
' native, here also it can be shown that even a cognition which is a non-preventor
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of the inferential cognition ‘krado vanhiman’, has as its content the thing pos-
sessed of the two properties—vanhyabhdva and hradatva. For instance, the cogni-
tion ‘vanhyabhavahradatvavan’ which comprehends both vanhyabhava and hradatva
together in hrada. As in the earlier case, even this cognition does not have
hradatva as the limitor of the qualificandumness, and hence cannot be the
preventor of the inferential cognition ‘hrado vanhiman’ which has hradatva as the
limitor of the qualificandumness. Thus, Kalisankara points out that it is not
possible to specifically state as to what could be the denotation of the term
‘yadripa’.

Kalisankara Bhattacharya then, refers to several attempts made to solve the
problem, including that of the ‘Navyas’ who could be his contemporary Naiyayikas.
He finds fault with some of them. He also refers to the other views without
criticising them, thereby indicating that they are acceptable. Only in the case of
one view, first, he finds fault with it and thereafter suggests an amendment and
accepts it. I shall try to explain here only that view which he concedes as admis-
sible with an amendment. The following are his words -

kecit tu-vanhidharmitavacchedakatapannabhavatvavacchinnadharmitavacchedakata-
pannahrdatvameva yadripapadena dhartavyamityapi vadanti/tanna/tathasati
vanhidhamit&vacchedakatdpanndbhdvatvdvacchinna—dhamz'ta'vacchedakatdpanna—
parvatatvamadaya bhramavisaye'tivyapteh/yadi ca tadrsadharmitavacchedakatapanna
yad vanhyabhavahradatvadikam tad eva yad ritpa padenocyate tada na dosa iti
dhyeyam/

The solution suggested by kecit (some)—in case of the fallacious inference—
‘hrado vanhiman dhiumat, the term yadriipa denotes the property which has the
limitorness in respect of the qualificandumness determined by an abhdva, the
property—abhdvaiva of which, has the limitorness in respect of the
* qualificandumness determined by vanki. The above solution will be easy to un-
derstand if we analyse the structure of the cognition—*hrado vanhyabhavavan’.
Here abhdva is comprehended as qualified with vanhi. Thus with reference to
vanhi, abhava is the qualificandum and the abhdvatva residing in it, is the limitor
of the qualificandumness that resides in the abhava. Hence, it can be said that
abhavatva has the limitorness in respect of the qualificandumness residing in the
abhava and this qualificandumness is determined by the vanhi. Similarly, with
reference to the abhdva, hrada has the qualificandumness and hradatva is its
limitor.
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In short, the term ‘yadripa’ in the definition, refers to that Aradatva which
has the limitorness in respect of the qualificandumness determined by the abhava;
abhavatva, the property of which also has the limitorness in respect of the
qualificandumness determined by vanhi. Only by comprehending a thing pos-
sessed of such a hradatva, the cognition could prevent the inferential cognition
‘ hrado vanhiman’' . Since the other cognitions such as ‘samanadhikaranya-sambandhena
vanhyabhavavisisiahradatvavan’, ‘vanhyabhavahrada-tvobhayavan’, etc. do not com-
prehend such a hAradatva, they cannot prevent the inferential cognition hrado
vanhiman.

The fault in this second explanation, according to Kalisankara Bhattacharya,
is that if such a property as shown above is denoted by the term ‘yadrigpa’, then
the definition of hetvabhasa will become too wide. For, the inference ‘parvato
vanhiman dhimat, which is a valid inference, can also be shown as having a

“fallacy. The point that is being made by him is this—just as the cognition *Arado

vanhyabhdvavan’ prevents the inferential cognition ‘hrado vanhiman’, the cogni-
tion ‘parvato vanhyabhavavan’ also, actually prevents the inferential cognition
‘parvato vanhyabhdvavan’. The only difference is that while the cognition *hrado
vanhyabhavavan’ is a valid cognition, the cognition ‘parvato vanhyabhavavan’ is an
erroneous one. Anyway, when it occurs, it prevents the inferential cognition
‘parvato vanhiman’. Now, just as the cognition ‘hrado vanhyabhavavan’ compre-
hends that which is possessed of hradatva which has dharmita-vacchhedakata deter-
mined by the abhdva, abhdvatva the property of which also has dharmita-
vacchhedakata determined by vanhi, the cognition ‘parvato vanhyabhavavan’ also
comprehends that which is possessed of parvatatva which has dharmita-vacchedakaia
determined by the abhava, abhavatva the property of which has dharmita-
vacchhedakata determined by vanhi. Therefore, if the inference ‘hrado vanhiman
dhivmat is fallacious, similarly, the inference, ‘parvato vanhiman dhumat’ also will
have to be considered as fallacious.

Kalisankara himself shows the way to overcome the above problem. He sug-
gests that in addition to all that is said, it must also be said that the hradatva
qualified with vanhyabhdva, is denoted by the term ‘yadriupa’. Since hradatva is
naturally qualified with vanhyabhava by the relation of samanadhikaranya such a
hradatva which also has dharmitavacchedakata as explained earlier, can be taken as
the meaning of the term ‘yadripa’. But in case of parvatatva it is not so. Parvatatva
might be having dharmitavacchedakata as shown earlier. But it is not qualified with
vanhyabhdva as the smoky hill has no vanhyabhdva. In other words, since such a
parvatatva does not exist it cannot be the meaning of the term ‘yadripa’ and it
is also not possible to claim that the inference ‘parvato vanhiman dhumat’ will
have to be considered as fallacious.

This is the amendment that Kalisankara suggests here and he is of the view
that with this modification the explanation of the meaning of the term ‘yadripa’
given by ‘kecit’ is acceptable. We do not know who are these ‘keci’ Naiyayikas.
There is also a custom among the §astric writers to float their own views by the
names of others. Kilisankara too might have followed that custom here.
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Candranarayana Bhattacarya’s work, which is a Krodapatra dealing with the
same text of Gadadhara, discusses more elaborately than the Kalisarikariya, the
meaning of the term ‘yadritpa’. In addition to the two possible alternatives that
KaliSanikara referred to at the beginning of his analysis, Candranarayana refers to
one more possible meaning of the term ‘yadrigpa’ and thoroughly explains all the
three alternatives. It is interesting to note that Candranarayana too, without
offering any solution to the problems, just criticises the explanations offered by
the others. While examining the third explanation of the term ‘yadrigpa’ and also
the explanation offered by some, what he ultimately points out is that if these
explanations along with the amendments suggested are accepted, then certain
viSesanas later included in the definition by Gadadhara would become redun-
dant. Thus he is candid enough to show the inadequacies in the process of
analysing the things connected with the definition of hetvabhdsa by Gadadhara
who first, blindly, introduced the term ‘yadriipa’ in the definition, without both-
ering to analyse its significance and later included some more visesanas which
would become redundant if the connotation of the term is properly analysed.

Here I shall try to highlight briefly some of the interesting observations that
Candranarayana makes while discussing the significance of the term ‘yadripa’.

The first possible explanation of the term ‘yadriipa’ that Candraniriyana
refers to is ‘samanadhikaranyasambandhena vanhyabhavavisista-hradatva’ . Kalisankara
also refers to this explanation. The fault that Candranarayana finds here is this
that if this is the ‘yadriipa’ then it should have been comprehended by the cog-
nition hrado vanhyabhavavan which actually prevents the inferential' cognition
‘hrado vanhiman’. But it is obvious that the cognition ‘Arado vanhyabhdvavan’ does
not comprehend vanhyabhava in hradatva by the relation of samanadhikaranya. It
may be argued that since, in the said cognition, Aradatva is the limitor of the
qualificandumness through the qualificandum that is hrada, vanhyabhava is com-
prehended by the relation of samanadhikaranya in hradatva. But, Candranarayana
draws our attention to the subtle but significant point that though the cognition
thus comprehends vanhyabhava in hradatva by the samanadhikaranya relation, it
cannot be said that the cognition comprehends yadripavacchinna. To be more
precise, what is meant by the comprehension of the yadripavacchinna, is that the
cognition must be the determinant of the qualificandumness which has the yadriipa
as its limitor (yadrupavacchinna-visesyatakatva). But, while vanhyabhava is by an
indirect relation samanadhikaranya grasped in hradatva, the objecthood that is the
visayatd in hradatva, is not the limitorness determined by the qualificandumness
(viSesyatavacchedakatd). Hence, the cognition hrado vahnyabhavavan cannot be
yadrupavacchhinna-visayaka in the sense of ‘yadripanisthavacchedakatakavisesyataka .

Candranarayana also rejects the second explanation according to which -
vanhyabhava and hradatva—are denoted by the term yadriypa. In that case, the
cognition ‘hrado vanhyabhdvavan’ which prevents the inferential cognition *hrado
vahniman’, will have to be regarded as yadripavacchhinnavisayaka which means
yadripa has the limitorness (avacchedakat@) determined by the objecthood of the
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cognition. It further indicates that yadripa, that is, vanhyabhdava-hradatva together
have a limitorness determined by the objecthood of the cognition. But, if we
analyse the structure of the cognition ‘hrado vanhyabhdvavan’ it becomes clear
that it is not so. In this cognition, vanhyabhdva is the mode and its modeness is
limited by the property vanhyabhavatva and also by the relation called
videsanatavisesa. But, though hradatva also is a content of this cognition, it is not
a mode. It is the limitor of the qualificandumness residing in the hrada. Thus the
hradatva has the limitorness, which though is limited by the relation of samavaya,
is not limited by any property. Hence, it is clear that the objecthood residing in
the vahnnyabhdva is of the nature of modeness, whereas the objecthood residing
in hradatva is of the nature of the limitorness and thus are absolutely different.
This being the case, it is not correct to say that vanhyavbhava and hradatva are the
yadritpa and that both have the same limitorness determined by qualificandumness
of the cognition ‘hrado vahynabhavavar’. Thus, the second explanation also does
not hold good.

As per the third explanation, mere ‘vahnyabhdva with the relation of videsanata
qualified with hradatvavacchinnanuyogitakatva is the yadriipa. This explanation and
also the explanation offered by some, according to which hradatva-vahnyabhava—
these two are the yadriipa, are rejected by Candranarayana, pointing out that if
these explanations with all the amendments that will be suggested, are admitted,
then the viSesanas which Gadadhara will include later in the definition would
become redundant. I do not propose here to discuss these two explanations and
Candranariyana’s criticism thereon. I would only like to point out the frankness
and the unbiased attitude of the authors of the Krodapatras, who after a thorough
examination of a problem, are prepared even to reject the stand considered as
final by the earlier Naiyayikas.

Among the large number of Krodapatras that are known to us, only a few are
published while being rarely studied. Some of them were secretly guarded by
some scholars. Tritaldvacchedakatavada published by the Mithila Institute of
Darbhanga is an example. It is said that for generations, this Krodapatra was
secretly guarded by a tradition which would make use of the arguments and
pariskaras contained in the Krodapatra, in debates to baffle their opponents. During
the last century, as also in the earlier part of this century, Naiyayika’s studies the
Krodapatras with much enthusiasm and consequently criticism and justification of
the Krodapatras also emerged on. Mysore Rama Sastri’s Satakoti Krodapatras on the
Satpratipaksa of Gadadhara is an example. This contains one hundred arguments
that thoroughly examine the definition of the fallacy—Saipratipaksa, offered by
Gadadhara. Two Naiyayikas, namely Anantalvar and Krisnatatacharya wrote
Krodapatras called Satakotikhandana and attacked the arguments contained in the
Satakoti. Later, another Naiyayika authored a Krodapatra called
Satakotikhandanamandana to justify Rama Shastri’s Krodapatra. Thus, till the early -
part of this century, the Krodapatra tradition was a living force but today the
tradition flourishes no more.
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This article on the Krodapatras, will be incomplete if the structure of anugamas
which are frequently made use of in the Krodapatras is not explained. Hence, an
attempt is made here to explain the technique of anugama.

The anugamas that are suggested as a final solution to a problem are of a
wonderful structure. In the beginning they appear to be of a very simple nature.
Bug, soon they will develop into a complex and complicated structure with the
peculiar and the multiple relations involved. The structure of an anugama thus
created is so complex that an ordinary student will find it impossible to penetrate
into this fort containing innumerable inner circles.

Here an attempt is made to illustrate an anugama with its background.

Anugama

While discussing the meaning of singular case suffix, (ekavacana-pratyaya) the
Naiyayikas reject the contention that the number—being one, is the meaning of
the suffix. For, such a number is universally present and hence even when there
are several jars on the ground, the sentence ‘atra ghatost’—‘there is one jar on
the ground’—will have to be considered as valid. Therefore, they define ekatva—
the meaning of the singular suffix in a different manner. Accordingly, ekatva
means ‘sgjattyadvitiyarahitatva’ that is, being devoid of a second which is similar.
Now, when several jars are on the ground, the sentence ‘atra ghato’sti’ becomes
incorrect, because there is another jar similar to it. Here the similarity consists
in possessing the attribute:

svasamabhivyahrta-padartha-samsargitavisista-prakriyarthatavacchedaka-dharma.

AR AT T AT Yo e s aam e
that is the limitor of being the meaning of the nominal base
(prakriyarthatavacchedaka) that co-exists with the relation of the locus conveyed by
a word used in the same sentence. In the sentence—‘atra ghatosti’ the nominal
base of the singular number is the word—"‘ghata’. The limitor of being the meaning
of this word, is jarness. This jarness, co-existing with the relation of the locus
conveyed by the word ‘atra’ used in the same sentence, is to be regarded here
as the similarity and it is the absence of a similar object of that kind that is the
ekatva—the meaning of a singular case suffix. When there are several jars on the
ground, each jar has a jar similar to it. For, the other jar has not only the
prakriyartha-tavacchedaka or jarness, but also ‘the relation of the locus conveyed by
the word atra of the sentence. That is why in a situation when there are several
jars on the ground, the sentence—*atra ghato’sti becomes invalid.

Now an objection is raised against this explanation. Suppose there are two
jars on the ground, one is black and the other is yellow - the sentence ‘atra
nilaghato’sti’ cannot be said to be incorrect, because actually there is only one
black jar on the ground. But, as per the above explanation of the meaning of the
singular case suffix, even such sentences will have to be rejected as incorrect as
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in the given situation, the black jar has a similar jar with it. In other words, the
yellow jar is similar to the black jar, because it has both the
prakrtyarthatavacchedaka—jarness and also the ‘relation of the locus’ conveyed by
the term ‘atra’. Thus, as the black jar has another similar jar with it, and, if the
singular case suffix conveys the meaning as is described above, then the sentence
when there is a pitaghata also, will have to be rejected as incorrect.

The untenability of the explanation of the meaning of the singular case
suffix, is shown by another instance also. '

The sentence ‘brahmano brahmanaya dhenuh dadat’—‘one Brahman gives
away a cow to another Brahman’, conveys the ekatva of two Brahmans, of whom
one is the giver and other is the receiver. The singular case suffix added to the
two ‘Brahmana’ words here, conveys the ¢kalva of both of them. But, if the
meaning of the singular case suffix is as above then that cannot be explained in
either case. For, as per the explanation, each of them, should be
svasajatiyadvitiyarhahita, that is, must have possessed the absence of the second
similar to it. And the similarity as explained earlier consists in possesing the
prakytyarthatavacchedaka and also samabhivyahriasamsarga. Here the nominal base
for the eckavacana is the word ‘brahmana’ and hence ‘Brahmanhood’ is the
prakrtyarthatavacche-daka. This is present in both the giver and the receiver here.
Again both of them possess samabhivyahrtasarsarga—the relation of the object
conveyed by a word used in the sentence. Here, such an object is the action
‘giving away’ or ‘sampradanakriy@’ that is conveyed by the word ‘dadati. It is
obvious that the relation of this object is present in both the giver and the
receiver. Thus, both the Brihmanas denoted by the two ‘Brahmana’ terms of the
sentence have the samabhivyahrtasarsarga. Therefore, each of the two Brahmanas
here, has a sajatiya, a second person similar to him. Hence, none of them can be
said to possess the ekaiva denoted by the singular case suffix here.

In order to avoid the above objections the following anugama is suggested:

ekavacana visistam ekatvam ekavacanarthah

TRt THeaH THad: |

This simply means that a singular case suffix means the ekatva, that is, ‘being one’
which is related with an ekavacana—singular case suffix. Thus, in the instance
‘atra ghato’sti’ the singular suffix that is added to the term ‘ghata’, means the
ckatva that is related with the ekavacana (the singular case suffix).

Now, naturally, the question arises as to what is the relation of ekavacana in
¢katva. In reply, the following relation is suggested :

sva-pmkrtyarthatdvacchedakatva-svaviéig;a-samsargat&m’rﬁpakawobhaya-
sambandhena yat svadhikaranam tannisthabheda-pratiyogitanavacchedakatvam.

S PCIRUNICEEL L Ie R Ea U S L AR R ISR
ARy MaTTasaeacad |
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In the second relation mentioned above, certain sarsargatd is to be related
with the ekavacana which is referred to by the term ‘sva’. The following is the
relation of ‘sva’ in the samsargatd:

sva-prayojya-Sabdabodha-visayatvasamanadhikaranya-svasamanadhikarana-

prayojya-sabdabodhavisayata/samanadhikaranyanyatara-sambandhena.

ek et bl Ee L DR e e b | DR s B oo ) B R DI e e S e

A T CE e |

The understanding of the above relations demands a familiarity with various
technicalities, used by the Navya Nyéya school. I shall take it for granted that the
reader is sufficiently familiar with those technicalities and will try to explain the
above relations as simply as possible.

Let us suppose that there is only one jar on the ground. Only in such a
situation the ¢katva—‘oneness’ the number residing in the ghata becomes related
with the ekavacana that is added to the nominal base ‘ghata’. This ekatva which
is in the ghata is related with the ekavacana by a relation which involves in it two
relations such as svaprakytyarthatavacchedakatva and svavisista-samsargataniripakatva.
Since this is the relation of ekavacana, here ‘sva’ refers to the ekavacana. Its prakrti
(the nominal base), is the word ‘ghata’. The prakriyarthatavacchedaka, that is the
limitor of ‘being the meaning’ of the prakrti is ghatatva. As a matter of fact, this
ghatatva is present even in a jar kept somewhere else. But, that jar does not have
the second relation of the ekavacana, namely, svaviSistasamsargataniripakatva. Here
the term sanmsargatd refers only to that sanmsargata which resides in the sarmsarga—
the relation between the ground and the jar that are before us. That relation is
the adheyata residing in the jar before and is determined by the ground. At
present, we have to assume that only this samsargatd is related with the sva and
not any other samsargata. This point will become clear when we try to analyse the
relation of sva in the samsargata. The relation is:

sva-prayojya-Sabdabodha-visayatva-samanadhikaranya-svasamandadhikarana-
pratyaya-prayojyatadrs-visayata-samanadhikaranya etad anyatarasambandha.

ST e SR T e {0 - AT e T e ST TG FT A S T T -

R gTa-aaEey |

The above relation, actually, contains two relations and the samsargata is
intended to be related with sva by either of the two relations. The two relations
are:

1. svaprayojya-sabdabodha-visayatva-samanadhikaranya

(TSGR S a AT 0T), and

i1. svasamanadhikarana-pratyaya-prayojyadrsa-visayati-simanadhikaranya.

(GEEIRIEERUE RS IR CH ERRIR I GlPE L))
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In the case of the instance ‘atra ghatah asti’, ‘sva’ as already said, refers to
the ekavacana suffix added to the word ‘ghata’. The ‘ghata’ mentioned here in
this sentence, is the ghata which is on the ground before us (aira). That ghata has
the samsarga, namely ekadesa-niripita adheyata. This adheyata being a samsarga has
a samsargata. This samsargata is svaviSista which is related with the ekavacana by
the second of the two relations mentioned above. This can be explained as
follows. The relation is:

svasamanadhikaranapratyayaprayojyasabdabodhavisayatva
(AT U e eas U iaoaed )

sva is the ekavacana that we hear after the word *ghata’. Sva-samanadhikaranapratyaya
means the suffix that co-exists with the ekavacana. In the sentence ‘atra ghatah
asti’ both the ekavacana and the suffix trala which is a part of the word atra, are
present. Here the trala suffix can be said as svasamanadhikaranapratyaya. The
meaning of the trala is ‘adheyata. By conveying that meaning the trala makes it
possible for this ddheyatva to become an object of the verbal cognition produced
by the sentence ‘atra ghatah asti’. Therefore, the ddheyata has the objectness. This
objectness, that is, wvisayata resides here as svasamanadhikarana-
pratyayaprayojyasabdabodha-visayata. Since this visayata resides in the samsarga—
ekadesaniripitadheyatd, it is now clear that samsargata of this samsarga, has the
coexistence of the above visayatd. Thus the sanmsargatd which is in the adheyata,
has svasamandadhikarana-pratyayaprayojya-sabdabodha-visayata—samanadhikaranya. In
other words, the sanmsargata is related with the sva, that is, svavisista by the above
relation. Since this samsargatd is determined by the ghata which actually has the
samsarga, that is, adheyatd, it is now clear that ghata is svavisista-samsargalanirispaka.
Thus, by the two relations, namely, svaprakriyartha-tavacchedakatva and
svaviSistasamsargataniripakatva, sva is related to the ghata or, in other words by
these two relations, the locus of the sva is the ghata before us. The ekalva with
which we are concerned now and which has to be shown by us as being related
with the ekavacana of the word ‘ghatal’, also belongs to the same ghata. The
difference which may be said to be present in the svadhikarana ghata, is the
difference of some other ghata, and is never that of the same ghata. Hence, the
counterpositive (pratiyogi) of the difference is another jar and the ekatva residing
in that ghata can be said to be the limitor of the counterpositiveness. But the
¢katva residing in the same ghata cannot be the limitor of the counterpositiveness.
Hence, when there is only one jar on the ground then only the sentence ‘atra
ghatah asti’ becomes valid. For, as already explained above, the jar which is there
alone on the ground, can be the possessor of the meaning of the singular case
suffix, the meaning being ‘ekavacanaviistam ekatvam’.

Suppose there are two jars on the ground, then the sentence ‘atra ghatah
asti becomes incorrect,-because none of the two jars, has the meaning of the
singular case suffix. This can be briefly explained as follows:

The meaning of the singular case suffix is ‘ekavacanavisistam ekatvam’. The
vaisistya or the relation of ekavacana in the ekatva is:
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Svaprakrtyarthatavacchedakatva—svavisista-samsargatanirupakatvobhaya
sambandhena yat svadhikaranam tannisthabhedapratiyogitanavacchedakatva. Since both
the jars are present on the same ground, both of them become svadhikarana, that
is the locus of ekavacana by the two relations, namely—svaprakriyarthatavacchedakatva
and svaviSistasamsargataniripakatva. Since the ekatva that is oneness of each jar
can be the pratiyogitavacchedaka.of the bheda residing in the other, none of the jars
does possess the ekatva which is not the limitor of the counter-positiveness of the
difference.

Similarly, when there are two jars on the ground—one being nila and the
other pita—the sentence ‘atra nilaghatah asti’ can be justified.

Here the singular case suffix, added to the word ghata, can be said to be
related with only the nilajar and not with the pitajar for the following reasons.
Between the two relations, namely, svaprakrtyarthatavacchedakatva and
svaviSistasamsargatanirupakatva, the pitaghata, as a matter of fact, is related with
the ekavacana in the word ‘ghatah’ by the first relation, because the
prakrtyarthatavacchedaka—the limitor of being the meaning of the nominal base
‘ghataly, that is, ‘ghatatva’ is very much present in the pitaghata also. But, the
pitaghaia is not related with the singular case suffix, by the relation—
svavisistasamsargatanirupakatva, for, the samsargata which is svavisista, that is, re-
lated with the ekavacana here, is the samsargatd residing in the adheyata that
belongs to nilaghata alone. This is because that samsargata alone has the relation
of sva, namely svasamandadhikarana-pratyayaprayojya-sabdabodhavisayata-
samanddhikaranya. A brief explanation of this is as follows: Sva is the singular case
suffix. The pratyaya co-existing with sva, is the trala in the word ‘atra’. The visayata,
that is, objectness determined by the verbal cognition, resides in the adheyata of
nilaghata only. Since the pitaghata is not an object of the verbal cognition pro-
duced by the sentence ‘atra nilaghatah ast’, the question of its adheyaia having the
objectness belonging to pitaghata and that too being caused by the fral, does not
arise. In short, the pitaghata though it exists on the same ground on which the
nilaghata exists, is not related with the ekavacana by the second of the two rela-
tions. What actually is thus related with the ekavacana here, is nilaghata. Since
nilaghata has the bheda with pitaghata, the ekatva of pitaghata becomes the
bhedapratiyogitavacchedaka. On the other hand, since nilaghata, cannot have the
bheda of itself, the ekatva of it, becomes the bhedapratiyogitavacchedaka. The mean-
ing of the ekavacana suffix, as pointed out earlier, is the ekavacanavisistaikatva.
Such an ¢katva is actually present in the nilaghata, in spite of the fact that pitaghata
also is present on the same ground. Thus, the sentence ‘alra nilaghatah asti—
when there are nilaghata and pitaghata on the ground, can be justified.

The origin of this complicated structure of ekatva can be traced to the
simple statement ‘sajatiyadvitiyarthahitatvam ekatvam’ made by Gadadhara in his
Vyutpattivada, while discussing the meaning of ekavacana. To make the concept
more clear, Gadadhara himself elaborated it as svasajatiyanisthabhedapratiyogin-
avacchedakaikatva and further clarified by stating the sajatyam, that is, similarity,
contained in it, as—sajatyam ca svasamabhivyaharapadarthasamsargitvavisistaprakytyar-



P
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that@vacchedakatvaripena. The above anugamana suggested by Pt. Bachcha Jha, is
clear now that it is based only on these certain statements made by Gadadhara.
As a matter of fact, the anugama now shown is a simple one compared to the
still complicated structure which Pt. Bachcha Jha, suggested later in order to
avoid certain objections raised against the above anugama. I do not propose here
either to discuss or elaborately explain the objections raised and the structure of
anugama suggested to avoid the objections. But, just to show the mind-boggling
complications, which are the result of the various relations that are involved, 1
shall merely demonstrate the anugama with all the relations contained in it.

ckavacanavisistam ekatvam ekavacanarthah

(TeFaaTiafiTe TheaH, TehaTT: )

This just means that the meaning of a singular case suffix is the ekatva which is
related with the singular case suffix. Thus, in the sentence “atra nilaghatah asti',
the singular case suffix added to the word ‘nilaghata’ means the ¢katva of nilaghata,
denoted by the term ‘nilaghata’. The following is the relation of the singular case
suffix in the ekatva:

svapmkﬁipmyajya—vigayatd—w’s’i;;a-nirﬂpakatddhikamnat&tvdvacchinndnuyogizdka-
pa@dptikasambandhdvacchinnavadvﬁtibheda-pmtiyog“itdnavacchedakatvam.

[ 2N N [ O L O (o 2.9 L o N
(@HUEIGHW\FHIQBMGII [RTECT @-I“hdllﬂ'ih("[d|r¢1IQvaﬁl'qullJldlqﬂqull‘-dﬂh—

W&Eﬁib@ﬂaﬁg TeyRdiarTasaescad | [Here, ‘sva’ refers to the

ekavacanal)

In thé above relation, ‘nmiriipakald’ is stated as related with ‘svaprakrti-
prayojyavisayal@. The relation of the visayata in the niriipakata is one of the
following four relations:

Niriipaktayanm vaisistyam ca (Prevwamt dftwed =)

1. svabhinnamukhyavisesyatavattva (E’ﬁﬂﬂ@ﬁ?fﬁqﬁﬁﬁ)

9. suabhinnamukhyaprakaratavacchedakatavattva (& (BRI ARSI ICIS))

8. svabhinnamukhyaprakaratavattva (¥4 IREESEERRGIEI))

4. suabhinnatadyrsa viiegyat&vacchedakatdvattva-anyatamasambandhena

(TGRS TS e - S HEa i )

There are four possible, different instances in which a singular case suffix

can be found. They are:

1. Where the singular case suffix is added to a word that denotes the main
qualificandum (mukhyavisesya) for example, ‘atra ghatah asti’. Here the word ‘ghatd’
denotes the main qualificandum. The singular case suffix added to this is taken
care of by the first of the above four relations.

2. The second type of singular case suffix is that which is added to the word
that denotes the ‘limitor of the qualiﬁerness’ (pmkdmtd-vacchedaka). For example,
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‘purusoyam rajial’—"This is a king’s servant’. Here the sasth—ekavacana added to
the word ‘rgjan’ is being covered. In the cognition produced by this sentence,
‘servant’ is the qualifier and the king is the limitor of the qualifierness. To
explain the meaning of this ekavacana the second of the above four relations, is
mentioned.

3. Among the above four relations, the third one, namely ‘svabhinnamukhya-
prakaratavattva’ is included to cover the instance— ‘Ramadarah Janaky. Here the
word ‘Ramadard denotes the qualificandum and the word Janaki’ refers to the
qualifier. Since the word Ramadara is in plural number, that suffix cannot convey
the ekatva of ‘Ramadard—consort of Rama. As a matter of fact, the suffix is
considered here as meaningless, but added just for the sake of grammatical
correctness of the word. Here the ekatva of Ramadara, will have to be conveyed
by the singular case suffix which we hear after the word ‘Janak?. As told above,
this instance is covered by the third relation.

4. The fourth of the four relations being explained now, is svabhinna-
mukhyavisesyatavacchedakatavattva. This is included here to cover the instance ‘rajiiah
purusah atrasti’. Here there are two terms ending with a singular case suffix. One
is the term ‘rgjiak’ which is in sasthi - ekavacana. Again, the main qualificandum
of the cognition produced by this sentence is ‘purusa’. The ekatva of him is
conveyed by the singular case affix added to the word ‘purusa’. But, if the ekatva
of the ‘rgjan’ also is intended in the given sentence, to cover it, this fourth
relation becomes necessary.

Before we continue further with this anugama, it will be helpful, if we briefly
repeat what we have explained so far:

The meaning of a singular case affix is:

svaprakytiprayojya visayata (EEEIRERIRRIEEREIY)
visistta (fafémse)

m’rﬁpakatddhikamnatdtvdvacchinndnuyogitdkapawydptika—
sambandhavacchinnavadvritibhedapratiyogitanavacchedakatvam.
(FrevsaTitem s -

FeraTERTagg R sd s |)

The nirupakata underlined above is related with one of the four relations,
mentioned below:

1. svabhinna-mukhya-visesyatavattva GlUEEEERENEY!

2. svabhinna-mukhya-prakaratavacchedakatavattva (39 IR PERRIE R EEICEE! )

3. svabhinna-mukhya-prakaratavativam (T EIyhTLdTaT )
4. svabhinna-tadrsavisesyatavacchedakatavattva (wﬁﬂﬂ@ﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁwaﬁ)




—
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In all the above four relations, ‘sva’ refers to ‘svaprakrtiprayojyavisayal@ in
which ‘sva’ refers to the singular case suffix, the meaning of which is being
discussed now. It may be noticed here that each of the above involves relations.
Thus, the first relation involves relations of svabhinnamukhyavisesyata in the
nirupakata. The relations of the mukhyavisesyata in the niriipakata is either of the
following two relations:

1. svasdksanniriipakatavacchedakatattva (FEETRESAd=SahTd ),
2. svanirigpita mukhya prakaratattva (EHTEUTY TSRS | )

It is obvious that both the above relations which are the relations of
svabhinnamukhya-viSesyata in niripakatd, involve relations. The relations of sve
saksanmirupakatavacchedakatavattva in the nirigpakata, are four. They are:

1. svasamanadhikaranya (SRS TT)
. 2. svavacchedaka sambandhavacchinnatva (RaSThda-aa o )
. 8. svavacchedakanavacchinnatva (RETSGHTTAT~DAcE )

4. svavrttitva (@“ﬁﬁlﬁ)

So far, we have explained the first relation of svabhinnamukhyavisesyata. The
second relation of svabhinnamukhyavisesyata in the niripakata is svaniriupita-
mukhyaprakaratavattva. Mukhyaprakaratavattva means ‘being replaced with the
mukhyaprakarata’ . The relations of the mukhyaprakarata in the niriipakata, are two.
They are:

1. svavacchedakatitvavacchinnapratiyogitakaprayaptyanuyogitavacchedaka

i rispavrttitva (1= cdlq= il < <)

l 2. svavacchedakasambandhavacchinnatva (Fa=SehHa-YE=5wcd )

Here is a chain of the relations with which svaprakrtiprayojyavisayata is con-
nected with the first of the four relations, namely svabhinna-mukhyavisesyatavattva.

The second relation of svaprakrtiprayojya-visayata in the nirupakata, is
svabhinnamukhya-prakaratavacchedakatavattva. Since this is a relation of
svaprakytiprayojyavisayata, as before, here also ‘sva’ refers to svaprakytiprayojya-
visayala.

The relation svabhinnamukhyaprakaratavacchedakatqvativa means ‘being re-
lated with svabhinna-mukhyaprakaratavacchedakata. Now, we have to show as to how
this mukhyaprakaratavacchedakata has the relation in niriipakata. Either of the
following, is the relation of mukhyaprakaratavacchedakata in the nirupakata,

[N o

1. svavisistavacchedakatavattva (FRRETCEA=SHAET)
2. svasrayatva (ST |)

The first of the above two relations, namely, svavisistavacchedakatavativa in-
volves two relations. One is the relation of ‘sva’, that is, svabhinnamukhya-
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prakaratavacchedakatd, in a certain avacchedakata. We call this as ‘certain
avacchedakat@ as we are not, at this stage, familiar with this avacchedakata which
is briefly stated as ‘svavisistavacchedakata’. The other is the relation of this
avacchedakata in the nirupakata. The following two are the relations of
mukhyaprakaratavacchedakatd in the particular avacchedakaia.

1. svasaksannirupakata (WW%REWT )
2. svavacchedyaprakaratanirigpitavisesyatvanavacchinnatva

(Fmar FAE )

The relations of the particular avacchedakata in the nirupakata are the follow-
ing four:

. svasamanadhikaranya (FEHATEHT)

. svavacchedakasambandhdvacchinnatva (919 G I RS e )

. svanavacchedakanavacchinnatva (RFESSeHAA DA )

. svavrttitva (FIRIE)

So far, we have explained the first chain of the relations of mukhyaprakara-
tavacchedakata with the nirigpakata. Now, we have to explain the second relation,
namely svasrayatva. Here ‘sva’ is mukhyaprakaratavacchedakata. The nirupakata is
said to be the locus of mukhyaprakarata-vacchedakatda with the three relations. They
are:

w00 N =

1. svavacchedakasmbandhavacchinnasambandhitvasambandhavacchinnatva
IR L E i EIEI R UL R R R I E R )

2. svavacchedyaprakarata-nirupitaviSesyatvavacchedakavacchinnatva
(FE=SayHRa e a=saha e )

3. svavisista-visayatatva-vyapakatva ( cdc )

The last of the above relations again involves two more relations. One is the
relation of ‘sva’ in the visayata and the other is the relation with which vyapakatva,
that is pervasiveness of the niripakata, is limited. The relations of the ‘sva’ in the
visayata, are the following:

1. svavacchedya-visayata-nirupitavisayatvavacchinnatva

IR EIEE BN BRI RRICEREICl = )

9. svaniripitatva (FEFTENTE)

The vyapakatavacchedakasambandha, that is, the relation which is the limitor
of vyapakata is:

svaniripitavacchedakat@vnttitva (RITENTE=SGHAGRTA)

As per the above relation, the niriipakata is pervasive of visayatatva as it resides
in all the instances of visayatatva by the relation of svaniripitavacchedakatavyttitva.
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This relation holds good when the niriipakata resides in the svanirupitavacchedakata.
The relation with which the nirapakata is required to be present in the
svaniripitavacchedakata, is actually not one, but two. They are:

L. svavacchedakavacchinnatva (FTEwSTHERSE)
2. svaviSistaviSesyata-nirupitaprakaratavachhedasambandhavacchinnatva

(Sfafire ey et aEfo)

In the second of the above relations, certain viSesyata is required to be
svavisista—related with sva. The relations of sva in the visesyata, are three. They
are;

L. svasrayatva (TI1999)
2. svanavacchedakanavacchinnatva (FTTTSSIHT i)

8. svavrttitva (FAIRTCa)

Of the above three, as per the first, visesyala is supposed to be the locus of
sva. Here the relation is either of the following two:

L. svatadatmya (FATERHT)
2. svavacchedyatva (FTa=eeca)

So far, of the two relations with which niritpakala is required to be present
in the niripakatavacchedakatva, the second, namely svaviSistaviSesyatanirigpita, etc.
is explained. The other, that is, the first relation is svdvacchedakavacchinnatva.
This is described as svabhavavadavacchedakatvanirivpitatva. Here, svabhdva means
the absence of sva. The pratiyogitavacchedakasambandha of this absence, that is the
relation with which the sva is negated, is either of the following two:

1. svaniriipitavacchedakatavatva (STERAE=STEHEcE)
2. svavachedya-prakarata-nirispitavisesyatvavatva (FE=STIRRINTE

O

ERIEHICICHE))

Of the above two relations, the first one refers to the possession of
avacchedakatd and the second one to the possession of visesyata. The following are
the relations with which the possession of avacchedakata and viSesyala, is intended.

1. svasamanachikaranya (HHTATRGTTT)
2. svavacchedakasambandhavacchinnatva (RawSaHTs 'Eallqi;w':-qu)
3. svanavacchedakanavacchinnatva (RTeSTHHASE)

4. svavrttitva (FERTE)

Here ends the chain of relations connected with the second relation re-
ferred to in the original definition of ekatva, that is, svaprakytiprayojyavisayatavisista-
nirupakatakadhikaranatatvavacchinna, etc. The third relation with which svaprakrti-
prayojyavisayata is related with the niripakatd, is—svabhinnamukhyaprakaratavativa.
The relation of mukhyaprakarata in the nirapakatd, is either of the following two:
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1. svaniripitavacchedakatavatva (STENAEESEHEE)
2. svasrayatva (FIHAA)

The second relation svasrayatva means being the locus of sva, namely, the
mukhyaprakarata. The following two are the relations with which niriipakata is
intended to be the locus of mukhyaprakarata:

1. svavacchedakasambandhdvacchinnasambandhitvasambandhavacchinnatva
EIERELE R TR R R CEC R Gl el

9. svaniripitavisesyatavatva (FEFTEOTERITE )

Visesyatauattva in the second relation here means ‘possessing visesyatd’. Simi-
larly, in the first relation of the two mentioned a bit earlier as the relations of
mukhyaprakarata in the mnirupakata, avacchedakatavativa is included.
Avvacchedakatavativa means ‘possessing of avacchedakata’ . The relations with which
nirigpakata is intended to be possessed of this avacchedakatd and also the relations
of wisesyata which is mentioned above, are:

1. svasamanadhikaranya (FTHHATRHROY)
2. svavacchedakasambandhavacchinnatva (FF=SEFE-HEoHA )
3. svanavacchedakanavachinnatvam (RTATSGHATDwE )

4. svavrttitva (FFIRTA)

Here ends the chain of the relations of mukhyaprakarata in the niripakata.
The fourth and the final relation of svaprakrtiprayojyavisayata in the niripakata of
the original definition of ekatva, is svabhinnamukhyavisesyatavacchedakatavattva.
Either of the following can be called the relation of mukhyavisesyatavacchedakata
in nirupakala:

1. svavisistavacchedakatavativa (ﬁﬁﬁf@@?ﬁﬂ?ﬂﬁﬁ)
2. svasrayatva (FTHUE |)

The first of the above two relations, involves the relation of sva in the
avacchedakata and also the relation of avacchedakata in the niripakata. Those
relations are the following:

1. svasamanadhikaranya (CTRTATRESTOT)
2. svavacchedakasambandhavacchinnatva (@WWMH)

8. svanavacchedakanavacchinnatva (AT DCHAA DT )

The second relation, svdsrayatva, means that the niripakata is the locus of
visesyatavacche-dakata. The following are the relations with which the nirupakata is
intended to be the locus:

1. svavacchedakasambandhavacchinnasambandhitvasambandhavacchinnatva

. I L ~
(AEeSEEg S aE oA gcag g ewEcd )
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2. svam’r&pitdvacchedyapmkdmzénimlpitdvz'je;yatvdvacchedyavi;ayatdvacehedakdv_
acchinnatva (GTTERREESTFHRTTITTE [EEISEIE R IER P NI CAE R )
B svanir&pitamukhya«pmkdmtévad—avacchedakatdvatva

(P refag e RAmEET )
4. syavisistavisayatatvavyapakatva (cafafirse ReeaTcaeaTTET)

The last relation here involves the relations of sva in a visayata and also
vyapakatva, that is, pervasiveness. The relations of sva in the visayald are the
following:

1. svaniripitatva (et
9. svdvacchedya-visayata-niripitavisayatabhinnatva

(e crfve)

3. svaniri&pim-mukhyaﬁmk&mt&vad—anyatva (ﬂﬁ &l HEYehRAEa-4cd )

The vyapakatd mentioned earlier, is intended with either of the following
relations:

1. svavrttitva (FIRIA) ;
2. svaniriipitavacchedakatavrititva (ﬁ'@ﬁﬂ'ﬁ@ﬁﬁ@%ﬁ)

Though this chain of relations can be developed further, we may stop here
and can say that this explanation of ekatva, can cover all the instances of ekatva.
For a layman, why, even for a scholar who is able to follow the Navya Nyaya
terminology only up to an extent, all this exercise may seem to be absolutely
meaningless. It is also impossible to convince a layman of the necessity of con-
ceiving innumerable relations, each of which involves many other relations and
are mostly unintelligible. But when one notices the use of the singular case in
different contexts, it becomes clear that a simple explanation cannot cover all the
cases. For instance, take the sentence ‘purusoyam rajhaly’. Here the singular case
suffix is used more than once. The singular case that we hear after the term
‘purusa’ denotes the ekatva that belongs to the qualificandum, whereas the singu-
lar case suffix heard after the word ‘rajiiah’ denotes the ekatva that is related to
the qualifier, because as per the Sanskrit linguistic rules—purusa is the
qualificandum and rajan is the qualifier here. Any explanation of ekatva will have
to cover all these instances. There are also some peculiar instances wherein the
use of singular case affix poses a problem. Bachcha Jha refers to many such
instances. When a servant is carrying some money which actually belongs to two
kings, the use of a sentence—rajiiah dhanam grhitva jigamisati rajio dasah—"The
servant of the king desires to go, taking the money of the king” is not valid if the
ekatva of the rajan is intended in both cases - ‘rajiiah dhanam’ and ‘rajnah dasal’.
In one case, that is, ‘rajiiah dasalt’ the use of ekavacana is quite valid because the
person is a servant of only one king, but the same cannot be said in the case of
‘rajiah dhanam’, because the money actually does not belong to only one king.
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The various relations involved in this anugama takes care of this instance also, the
validity of which, otherwise cannot be established.

Similarly, there are sentences like ‘Ramadara Janaki’. Here, as per the desire
of the speaker, either the term ‘Ramadara’ can be taken as the term denoting the
qualificandum (viSesya) or the term ‘Janaki’. In either case, the plural number
used after the word Ramadara is not intended. Since the word darg, as per the
Sanskrit linguistic rules, for the sake of grammatical correctness has to be used
in plural number, it is so used. But, the singular number after the word Janaki,
denotes the ekatva. Certain relations introduced in the anugama are intended to
cover instances such as these also. Therefore, though it is very difficult even to
make an attempt to explain the utility of the seemingly meaningless relations
included in an anugama, it can only be said that an anugama is employed as a last
weapon by the Naiyayikas through which they can avoid many inconvenient ques-
tions and achieve precision to a maximum extent. The anugama mentioned above,
which satisfactorily explains the ekatva that the singular case suffixes used in
different situations denote, was designed by the great Naiyayikas of this century,
Bachcha Jha, in his Gadharthatattvaloka, a commentary on the Vyutpattivada of
Gadadhara. Though Gadadhara discusses the meaning of the singular case suffix
in his Vyutpaitivida and offers an explanation of ekatva which is, by and large,
accepted to all, Bachcha Jha continues the discussion further, pointing out the
problems that cannot be solved by the explanation of ¢katva offered by Gadiadhara.
The objections that he raises and the solutions, including the above anugama, are
entirely his own. This is only a small instance of the amazing ingenuity for which
Bachcha Jha is recognised as a legendary Naiyayika of this century.
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(iv)
(v)
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Muktivada—(Nyaya)
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