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PREFACE

The history of Indian logic is roughly divided into three periods: old
Nyaya, Buddhist logic and new Nyaya. Each period is characterized by
the production of some outstanding Sanskrit text. The main texts of the
first and second period have been translated into, and explained in,
European languages. But the principal text of the third period, Gangesa’s
Tattvacintamani, is still not accessible through a Western language. The
present book is intended to fill up this gap to some extent.

The object of this study is to present both to sanskritists and to
logicians an essential part of Indian logic as laid down in the first two
sections of the Anumanakhanda of the Tattvacintimani. No attention
will be paid here to the doctrines of GangeSa’s predecessors and the
theories developed by his commentators. Though this study is not con-
cerned with comparative philosophy, Western logic will be employed for
the purpose of interpretation. Under Western logic I bring both traditional
logic and modern logic, which, in my opinion, form one discipline of
reasoning. This may account for my use of some Latin terms belonging
to scholastic thought.

Transliteration and translation have been made from the text of the
Anumitiniriipana and Vyaptivada in the Bibliotheca Indica edition of
Ganges$a’s Tattvacintamani (with Mathuranatha’s commentary), Part II
Anumaénakhanda from Anumiti to Badha, Calcutta, 1892. A photostatic
copy of that text precedes the transliteration, translation and commentary.

For those who are familiar with the symbols of mathematical logic a
symbolic interpretation is given at the end of the commentary of most of
the passages dealing with logical formulations. Knowledge of the symbol-
ism is not required for the understanding of the commentary. The use
of symbols is explained in the last paragraph of the Introduction.

I wish to express my deepest gratitude to Dr. J. F. Staal, Professor of
Philosophy at the University of Amsterdam, for his guidance of my work
and for his willingness to accept this study as an academic dissertation.
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In particular I must thank him for the generous care with which he has
read the manuscript and improved it by his corrections.

I am greatly indebted to Dr. A. Scharpé, Professor of Sanskrit at the
Universities of Gent and Amsterdam, for his interest in my work and for
his helpful suggestions.

I should like to thank Mr. H. Boegborn, candidate of English at the
University of Amsterdam, who has revised the English text, and Mrs.
G. H. Kingma-Gijsbertsen, who has typed the manuscript.

If my work has any scientific value, I owe this to the example of the
great scholars I have the privilege to call my teachers, of whom I wish to
remember here the late Professor Louis Renou and the late Professor
Evert W. Beth.

C. GOEKOOP

Aerdenhout, The Netherlands, March 1967.
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CHAPTER I

PRINCIPAL ELEMENTS OF NAVYA-NYAYA LOGIC

§ 1. Relations which are occurrence-exacting

Navya-nyaya, whose chief exponent is Gangesa, is the modern school of
Nyaya. The Nyaya figures among the six systems (sad-darsana)! of Indian
philosophy; its professed aim is thorough knowledge of dialectical con-
cepts and methods as a necessary condition for the annihilation of error,
sin and rebirth.

Navya-nyaya logic deals with relations. The relations it uses for logical
operations are dyadic relations between attributes and subjects, not in
the sense that an attribute is predicated of a subject, but in the sense that
one thing, the attribute, belongs in some way to another thing, the sub-
ject; in the sense in which both godhead and the conch are attributes of
Visnu, who is their subject. So there is always a pair of things involved:
the attribute (dharma), which may be called the superstratum (ddheya),
and the subject (dharmin), to which we give the name of locus (adhikarana,
dsraya, and often expressed by the suffix mat or vat, i.e. that which pos-
sesses (the attribute)). As terms of a relation they are called adjunct
(pratiyogin) and subjunct (anuyogin) respectively. Adjunct of a relation is
that which is related, the subject of the relation; subjunct of a relation is
that to which this subject is related, the term of the relation, in the strict
sense. 2

Relations (sambandha) are divided into occurrence-exacting (vytti-
-niydmaka) relations, which involve an occurrence of the attribute in or
on the locus, and non occurrence-exacting (vrtty-aniyamaka) relations,
which involve no such occurrence. The first group includes the relations
of contact, inherence and particular qualification; they need separate
consideration.

1 These are the orthodox systems: Samkhya, Yoga, Vedanta, Mimamsa, Nyaya,
Vaidesika. Heterodox systems are Buddhism, Jainism and Materialism (Carvaka).
2 Terms in the wider sense are both the subject and the term of a relation.
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Contact (samyoga) is a contingent relation of substances. Two indi-
vidual substances are related by contact, e.g., a pot and the ground, when
a pot is on the ground; fire and the mountain, where there is fire on the
mountain. To take the latter example, it is mountain fire that occurs by
contact on the mountain, not kitchen fire, which occurs only in the
kitchen. When we say ‘Fire occurs on the mountain’ or ‘The mountain
has fire’, we mean that there is an individual fire on the mountain; it is
an individual thing that has the general nature ‘fire’. Fire occurs not only
on a mountain, but also in a kitchen, in a red-hot iron etc.. So fire has for
its loci (we can also say fire has for its locus) mountain, kitchen, red-hot
iron etc.. These loci are treated as individuals, but are in fact collections
of individuals, because there are several mountains, kitchens, red-hot
irons etc. where fire occurs. Similarly, mountain fire, kitchen fire, red-hot
iron fire etc. are conceived as individuals, though there are many cases
of mountain fire, kitchen fire, red-hot iron fire etc.. Thus every instance of
fire has a specific locus; in other words, the class of fires and the class of
loci of fire (by contact) are equinumerous. We may illustrate this by the
following diagram:

fire
r_ A \l
mountain f,, kitchen f., red-hot ironf, .. .
occurrence
by contact in
locus: mountain kitchen red-hot iron, . ..

Inherence (samavdya) is a necessary relation of (a) a substance to its
parts, (b) a quality or action to substances, and (c) a generic character to
real things.

(a) A substance inheres in its parts, e.g. fire inheres in its particles
(atoms).

(b) A quality inheres in substances, e.g. a colour (red etc.) inheres in
substances of that colour (red etc. things). An action, too, inheres in sub-
stances, e.g. movement inheres in moving substances.

(¢) Generic characters (jati) are abstracts such as reality, substance-

4



PRINCIPAL ELEMENTS OF NAVYA-NYAYA LOGIC

ness, potness, which characterize real things. Reality (sattd or sattva) is
the widest of all generic characters; it inheres in all members of the first
three categories3, viz. substances, qualities and actions. Substanceness
inheres in all substances. Potness inheres in all pots. Inherence of a ge-
neric character corresponds to the predication or membership relation of
Western logic. We say, for instance, ‘It is a pot’, which means ‘It is a
member of the class of pots.” Navya-Nyaya uses the same expression ‘It
is a pot’ ((ayam) ghatah) in the sense of ‘It is a locus of potness’ (ghata-
tvavan). Any generic character is conceived as a unit class (eka-vyakti),
i.e. a class which contains a single member (individual). A class containing
several members (individuals) is called ndnd-vyakti; e.g. fire is ndnd-
-vyakti, since we have mountain fire, kitchen fire etc..

The names of particular qualification relation (viSesanatd-visesa-sam-
bandha) and peculiar relation (svaripa-sambandha) are given to an infinite
number of relations sui generis, of which the main types are:

(a) the relation by which a character peculiar to one individual resides
in the individual qualified by it, e.g. the relation of Devadattaness to
Devadatta;

(b) the relation by which a compound property (which is no generic
character) resides in the subject qualified by it, e.g. the relation of beast-
ness (whose parts are hairiness and tailedness) to beast;

(c) the relation by which an abstract of a generic character resides in
the generic character qualified by it, e.g. the relation of potness-ness to
potness;

(d) the relation by which a relational abstract resides in the subject
qualified by it, e.g. the relation of locusness to locus;

(e) the relation by which a universal-positive property resides in all
things; properties such as nameableness and knowableness are called
universal-positives (kevaldnvayin); they are attributes of the universe of
discourse, since everything is nameable, and is knowable;

(f) the relation of an absence to its locus.4

The particular qualification by certain abstracts corresponds, like the
inherence of generic characters, to the predication of Western logic. E.g.
‘It has knowableness’ means the same as ‘It is knowable’.

3 There are seven categories (padartha): substance, quality, action, generic character,
ultimate difference, inherence, absence. Cf. Ingalls, pp. 37-8.
4 This will be considered in § 3.
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§ 2. Relations which are non occurrence-exacting

Only those non occurrence-gxacting relations which are logically impor-
tant in Navya-Nyaya will be considered here. They are, with the exception
of the relation of identity, in a sense indirect relations, since they exist
between certain attributes because of the loci to which these attributes
are related.

If two attributes occur in the same locus, they are related to each other
by the relation of community of locus (samdnddhikaranya). Community
of locus is ambiguous since it may mean (a) that the two attributes have
exactly the same locus or loci, i.e. locus of the one attribute is coextensive
with locus of the other attribute, or (b) that all locus of one attribute falls
within the loci of the other attribute, or (c) that the two attributes have
at least one locus in common. (a) implies (b); (a) and (b) imply (c). (a)
is reciprocal pervasion, (b) is pervasion, and (c) is what is usually called
-samdnddhikaranya, which may be translated by ‘having a common locus
with-’, ‘having a locus in common with-’ or ‘sharing a locus with-". Com-
munity of locus in sense (c) is symmetric; it exists, for instance, between
smoke5 and fire or between fire and smoke, because there is smoke in a
locus of fire and fire in a locus of smoke, and between potness and sub-
stanceness or between substanceness and potness, because there is a pot
which is a substance and a substance which is a pot. This community of
locus is either (1) pervasion or (2) deviation, since either (1) every locus
of the first attribute is a locus of the second attribute or (2) not every
locus of the first attribute is a locus of the second attribute, which can
only mean that some locus of the first attribute is a locus of the second
attribute and some is not.

There is pervasion (vydpti) of A by B if and only if every locus of A is
a locus of B. ‘Every locus of A is a locus of B’ must be interpreted as
meaning ‘There is a locus of A, and if anything is a locus of A, it is a locus
of B.” Now this is the case when A is necessarily accompanied by B, i.e.
when B is an inseparable concomitant of A. Thus pervasion is invariable
concomitance. The subject of pervasion is the pervaded thing (vydapya),
denoted by A (hence the relation is also called vydpyatva, pervadedness);
the term of pervasion is the pervader (vydpaka), denoted by B (hence
invariable concomitance is strictly speaking vydpakatva (pervaderness),
5 We always name the subject of the relation first.
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the converse of pervasion or pervadedness). The relation of pervasion is
transitive, since if every locus of A is a locus of B and every locus of B is
a locus of C, every locus of A will be a locus of C. It is reflexive, because
every attribute can be said to have for its locus its own locus. The typical
example of pervasion is that of smoke and fire. Smoke is pervaded by
fire: wherever there is smoke there is fire, i.e. every locus of smoke is a
locus of fire. If the two attributes between which pervasion exists are
generic characters or similar abstracts, pervasion corresponds to the in-
clusion of classes. This is made clear by an example such as ‘Wherever
there is potness there is substanceness’, i.e. ‘Every locus of potness is a
locus of substanceness’, which expresses the same as ‘All pots are sub-
stances’, since the loci of potness are the pots and those of substanceness
the substances.

Deviation (vyabhicdra) is contrary to pervasion. There is deviation of
A from B if and only if some locus of A is a locus of B and some is not.
Fire deviates from smoke because fire occurs not only in mountain,
kitchen and other loci of smoke but also in red-hot iron, which is no locus
of smoke. The subject of deviation is the deviating thing (vyabhicdrin or
vyabhicarita). Thus fire is the subject of deviation from smoke.

Pervasion of smoke by fire and deviation of fire from smoke may be
illustrated by the following diagram:

smoke fire

mountain, kitchen,.. ., red-hot iron, .

v
loci of smoke

. Y .
loci of fire

A non occurrence-exacting relation whose terms are immediately related
as attribute to locus is the relation of identity (¢dddtmya). Both the attri-
bute and the locus are individuals (cf. p. 4). There is a locus of fire (e.g.
mountain) which is identical with a locus of smoke. Here a locus of fire
is related as attribute to a locus of smoke, which is, by the relation of
identity, a locus of a locus of fire. The relation of identity is considered to
be non occurrence-exacting because a thing does not occur in itself.
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§ 3. Absence and incomplete occurrence

Relations being the material of Navya-nyaya logic, negation is to apply
here to relations. What is capable of being negated is the existence of a
certain relation between certain things. In negating this one negates the
presence of a certain attribute, somewhere and by a certain relation.
Negation, then, amounts to stating an absence of a thing somewhere.
The absent thing is the adjunct (pratiyogin) of an absence (abhdva), for it
is related by an absence; we call it the counterpositive ¢ of an absence. The
locus of an absence is that from which the counterpositive is absent. Any
absence occurs in its locus by a particular qualification relation (or pe-
culiar relation, p. 5).

Navya-nyaya logic uses two types of absence: (I) mutual absence
(anyonydbhava) or difference (bheda), by which the relation of identity is
denied, and (IT) constant absence (atyantébhdva or simply abhdva), by
which a relation other than that of identity is denied.

Examples of (I) are: (1) ‘There is a mutual absence of mountain in a
kitchen’. This is usually expressed in the form ‘A kitchen possesses (=is
a locus of ) mutual absence of mountain’, or ‘[A] kitchen is different from
[a] mountain’?, i.e. ‘A kitchen is no mountain.” The counterpositive of
this absence is mountain, the locus kitchen. (2) ‘There is a mutual absence
of locus of fire in a lake’. This is also expressed in the form ‘A lake pos-
sesses (=is a locus of) a mutual absence of locus of fire’, or ‘[A] lake is
different from [a] locus of fire’, i.e. ‘A lake is no locus of fire.” The counter-
positive of this absence is locus of fire, the locus is lake. Instead of ‘differ-
ent from-’ (-bhinna) we often find ‘other than-’ (-anya).

Examples of (II) are: (1) ‘There is a constant absence of fire in a lake’.
This is usually expressed in the form ‘A lake possesses (=is a locus of) a
constant absence of fire.” We say “There is no fire in a lake.” The counter-
positive of this absence is fire, the locus lake. The relation denied is con-
tact. (2) ‘There is a constant absence of fire in particles of smoke.” Another
way of expressing this is: ‘Particles of smoke possess (=are loci of) con-
stant absence of fire.” We say “There is no fire in particles of smoke’. The
counterpositive of this absence is fire, its locus particles of smoke. The
relation denied is inherence. (3) ‘There is a constant absence of fire in a

6 This is another translation of pratiyogin.
7 Like Latin, Sanskrit has no article. English often uses the indefinite article here.
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locus of smoke’, i.e. ‘There is no fire in a locus of smoke’. This statement
is true if the relation denied is inherence and locus of smoke is a locus by
inherence or contact; it is false if the relation denied is contact and locus
of smoke is a locus by contact.

For every constant absence there is a corresponding mutual absence.
If there is no fire in a lake, then a lake is no locus of fire, and vice versa.

-The negation of a logical term may be formed in the usual way, viz.
by prefixing non (a(n)) to the noun. Examples: non-counterpositive
(apratiyogin), non-locus (anadhikarana), non-occurrence (avyttitva), non-
pervasion (avydpti).

Negation is contradictory to the thing negated, otherwise it would be
no negation. Accordingly an absence must contradict a presence in re-
spect of the same locus. Absence of fire in the kitchen is indeed contra-
dictory to presence of fire in the kitchen, for either there is fire in the
kitchen or there is not. Navya-Nyaya admits, however, one case in which
presence and absence of the same thing are not contradictories, but co-
exist in the same locus. This exceptional case is that of contact as inhering
in a substance. Contact, which gives rise to the relation of contact, is a
quality (guna); it occurs by inherence in all substances, for every sub-
stance is in contact with some other substance. The occurrence of contact
is incomplete, since it is always limited to a part of a substance. Thus
contact occurs in a part of its locus and does not occur in another part.
The typical example of it is the contact with a monkey, which occurs in
the tree. The branches of the tree are in contact with the monkey, but
the roots are not; the tree is both a locus of contact with a monkey and
a locus of absence of contact with a monkey. Contact, therefore, is of
incomplete occurrence (avydpya-vytti8), and so is its absence when occur-
ring in substances. Absence of contact, however, occurs in all things (it
is universal-positive, p. 5). In things other than substances (e.g. quali-
ties, actions) it is contradictory to presence of contact, for there it does
not share its locus with contact, which occurs only in substances. Then
it is of complete occurrence (vydpya-vrtti®). Is there really one absence of
contact occurring in all things, or are there two distinct absences of con-

8 = avyapya vartate (cf. N.S., p. 134, line 9). The first member of the compound is the
negative prefix a + a gerund in -ya. Vy-ap- is evidently not used here in the technical
sense of vyapti (relation of pervasion).

9 = yydpya vartate. Cf. preceding note.
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tact, the one occurring in things other than substance and excluding, as a
genuine absence does, its counterpositive from its locus, the other occur-
ring in all things and capable of sharing its locus with its counterpositive?
The answer to this question is given in Gangesa’s Theory of pervasion10.

§ 4. Definition1

By definition (laksana) Navya-nyaya means a characterization of a thing;
the thing may be a nature (species, genus) or a state of affairs. The given
characteristic (Jaksana) must be peculiar to what is characterized (laksya).
Thus a correct definition of cow is ‘having a dewlap’, because cattle have
a dewlap and it is only cattle that have it. If cow is characterized by ‘having
horns’ the definition will be too wide, for there are horned beasts which
are no cattle. Navya-nyaya expresses this by saying that the definition
suffers from the fault of overpervasion (ativydpti). On the other hand, the
definition will be too narrow if we use ‘having a black colour’ to charac-
terize cow; for some cattle are not black beasts. Then our definition is
said to suffer from the fault of nonpervasion (avydpti). Finally, if a defi-
nition does not apply to any individual of the definitum, Navya-nyaya
speaks of impossibility (asambhava) of the definition; this happens when
cow is characterized by ‘having an uncloven hoof’; for cattle are cloven-
hoofed. If the thing to be defined is the relation of pervasion (vyapti),
which expresses a state of affairs, the correctness of the definition depends
on its applicability to all cases of pervasion and on its inapplicability to
all cases where the state of affairs is not pervasion. Now pervasion essen-
tially belongs, as we shall see, to a true inference. It follows that a correct
definition of it will apply in all cases of true inference and will not apply
in any case of false inference. Thus a definition of pervasion which fails
to apply in a true inference suffers from the fault of nonpervasion, and a
definition of pervasion which also applies in a false inference suffers from
the fault of overpervasion.

A further requirement for a correct definition is that the definitum
should by no means be introduced into the definition; for it is necessary
that we avoid a circulus in definiendo, which is called drmdsraya
(foundation upon the thing itself).

10 T.C. 72.24.
11 Cf. Foucher, pp. 8-10, and Staal, The theory of definition in Indian logic.
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§ S. Inference

Logic can be characterized as a theory of inference. This is true not only
of Western logic but also of Indian logic if we consider its formal aspect;
it turns on inference and its parts. It is not surprising, therefore, that the
same word, nydya, is used as a technical name for logic and for syllogism.

Like ancient Greek logic Indian logic takes syllogism as the prototype
of inference. The Indian syllogism is expressed in two forms: an elaborate
form, which is the so-called five-membered syllogism, and a concise form,
which is a kind of enthymeme. We shall not concern ourselves with the
first form12, since in practice the second form is the usual one. Inference
(anumdna), then, is thus exemplified: The mountain has fire because of
smoke (parvato vahniman dhiimat). Le. the mountain has fire because it
has smoke; i.e. the mountain is a locus of fire because it is a locus of
smoke. The syllogistic form implied in it may be expressed as follows:
Every locus of smoke is a locus of fire, The mountain is a locus of smoke,
Therefore the mountain is a locus of fire. This falls under the schema:

Every locus of A is a locus of B
P is a locus of A

Pis a locus of B

P is called paksa, which we translate by subject (of the conclusion). B is
called sdadhya, which means probandum, i.e. the attribute to be proved of
P. A is called hetu, which means reason, i.e. the reason for B’s belonging
to P. A is also called sddhana, which means probans. P is usually un-
specified in the instances of inference. The common form of inference is,
e.g., (1) It has fire because it has smoke (vahniman dhiimat), or (2) It is a
substance because it has earthness (it is earth) (dravyam prthivitvat). In
(1) fire (vahni) is B, smoke (dhima) A ; in (2) substanceness (dravyatva, cf.
p. 5)is B, earthness (prthivitva) A. The truth of such inferences depends
on the truth of the major premiss, which expresses a pervasion (vyapti)
of A by B. The minor premiss expresses the possession of A by P; this is
called paksa-dharmatd, i.e. the fact that A is one of the attributes of P.
By combining P’s possessing A with B’s pervading A we naturally get the
conclusion (anumiti) ‘P possesses B.” Navya-nyadya expresses the conjunc-

12 For the five-membered syllogism (nydya) see Ingalls, p. 33, and Keith, pp. 123-5.

11
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tion of minor and major premiss, which is the cause of inference, by saying
‘P possesses A, which is pervaded by B.” E.g., the mountain possesses
smoke, which is pervaded by fire (vahni-vydpya-dhiimavan parvatah). This
is the verbal expression of what is called the consideration of a sign (lifiga-
-paramarsa). A is the sign of B; e.g. smoke is the sign of fire.

§ 6. Quantifiers and limitors

Navya-nyaya logic has a predominantly intensional character. This ex-
plains why little use is made of quantifiers. The words used as universal
quantifiers (existential or particular quantifiers do not occur) are: sakala
(all, every), yavat (as much as, all that is-, all) and yatkimcid (whatever,
no matter which). They indicate that the whole extent of the attribute or
locus to which they are attached must be taken into account. Sometimes
they seem to let in the ambiguity they are expected to remove. This is due
to the fact that they always occur in compounds the analysis of which
can easily lead to various, and often unnatural, interpretations. For in-
stance, the phrase sakala-sadhyavad-anydvyttitva (non-occurrence [of the
reason] in what is other than every locus of the probandum)13, which is
given as a definition of pervasion, might be interpreted to mean that it is
not true of every locus of the probandum that the reason occurs in some-
thing different from it. But on this interpretation the phrase does not
express a correct definition of pervasion, since we can say that in the case
of the pervasion of smoke by fire it is obviously true of every locus of fire
(probandum) that smoke (reason) occurs in something different from it
(smoke occurs on the mountain, which is different from the kitchen, the
first locus of fire; smoke occurs in the kitchen, which is different from the
mountain, the second locus of fire; etc.). The whole point is that in the
interpretation the sense of the phrase is vitiated by a wrong distribution
of the quantified term.

To indicate that a thing which appears as a relational element repre-
sents the nature of the class denoted by its name, Navya-nydya logic
adopts a special procedure which is as follows. The abstract of a relational
element (which may be called a relational abstract) is said to be limited
(avacchinna) by the abstract (i.e. the class character) of a thing, which

13 T.C.91.1.

12
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second abstract is said to be the limitor (avacchedaka) of the first ab-
stract, if and only if the general nature of the thing, i.e. the thing as the
universal present in the individuals, is that which appears as the relational
element. Relational elements are, e.g., locus and superstratum, absence
and counterpositive, probans and probandum. The corresponding re-
lational abstracts are locusness, superstratumness etc.. Take counter-
positiveness (pratiyogita). Counterpositiveness to an absence is limited by
the class character of a thing, and this class character is the limitor of the
counterpositiveness to that absence, if and only if the general nature of
the thing appears as the counterpositive of that absence. Now a general
nature A is absent only if all individual A’s are absent. It follows that if
the general nature of a thing functions as the counterpositive of an ab-
sence, the thing will be absent in its whole extent, i.e. the thing qua class
will be absent. Let the counterpositive be water. Waterness, the class
character of water, is the limitor of the counterpositiveness to absence of
water if and only if the class of waters is absent.

Limitors are also used in connexion with such abstracts as -samban-
dhita (being connected with-) and -sdmdnddhikaranya (having a common
locus with-, p. 6), and with sambandha (relation, connexion), which is
treated as identical with sambandhitd. These abstracts are properties be-
longing to the subject of a connexion. Now these properties are limited
by the class character of the subject if and only if the connexion belongs
to the subject by the very nature of the subject. Thus the connexion of
smoke with fire (which is a pervasion) is limited by the limitor smokeness,
because the connexion with fire belongs to smoke by the nature of smoke;
there is no smoke without fire. But the connexion of fire with smoke is
not limited by fireness, because it is not in virtue of the nature of fire that
fire is connected with smoke; there is fire without smoke.

The word avacchinna (limited, determined) is used not only of a re-
lational abstract which is limited by the class character of what appears
as the relational element or subject, but also of a thing’s nature which is
determined by the class character of the thing. In the latter case we shall
translate avacchinna by ‘determined’. The nature determined by the class
character of a thing is the forma cum subjecto represented by the
concrete concept of the thing; the class character is the forma sine
subjecto represented by the abstract concept of the thing. E.g., water,
the nature of all waters, which is determined by waterness, is the forma
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cum subjecto represented by the concrete concept ‘water’; waterness,
the class character of water, is the forma sine subjecto represented
by the abstract concept ‘waterness’. Both formae are denoted by the
neuter samdnya, which means ‘universality, universal nature.” The two
technical senses of avacchinna can be clearly distinguished in the following
expressions: (a) sddhyatdvacchedakdvacchinna-pratiyogitakdbhdval4,
which we translate ‘an absence the counterpositiveness to which is limited
by the limitor of the probandumness’, (b) atyantdbhava-pratiyogitivac-
chedakdvacchinna5, which we translate ‘what is determined by the limitor
of the counterpositiveness to a constant absence.’ In (a) we have a counter-
positiveness limited by the class character which limits the probandum-
ness, in (b) a general nature determined by the class character which limits
the counterpositiveness.

In a different and less technical sense we find avacchinna used in the
phrase sddhandvacchinna-sadhya (the probandum limited, i.e. restricted,
by the probans)16. The meaning of the phrase is: the probandum in so
far as it occurs in loci of the probans.

§ 7. Accident

All concomitance must have a cause. If an attribute B is an inseparable
concomitant of an attribute A, in other words, if A is pervaded by B, then
the cause of B’s being a concomitant of A will be the nature of A, because
A is universally connected with B. On the other hand, if B is a separable
concomitant of A, so that A can be without B, which means that A devi-
ates from B, then the cause of B’s being a concomitant of A will be some-
thing different from A, which brings about the connexion of A with B.
This thing, which is a necessary condition for B’s being a concomitant
of A, is called updadhil?. We give it the name of accident18, An example
of an accident is wet fuel in the inference ‘It has smoke because it has fire
(with wet fuel)’19. Wet fuel is a necessary condition if fire is to be accom-

14 T.C. 53.5-54.1.

15 T.C. 100.3.

16 T.C. 165.5.

17 This sense of upadhi differs from the sense in which it means ‘imposed property’
(Ingalls, pp. 40, 78).

18 Cf. Foucher, p. 32.

19 Fire is taken as probans. Without the bracketed part the inference will be false.
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panied by smoke; without wet fuel there is no fire with smoke. And wet
fuel is ‘accidental’ to fire, because fire occurs in places (e.g. red-hot iron)
where no wet fuel is found. Let fire be A, smoke B and wet fuel C. Then
we have the following state of affairs.

¢)) If A and C, then B.
@) If A and B, then C.

From (2) it follows that C is a necessary condition for B’s being a con-
comitant of A ; for (2) is equivalent to (3): If no C, then if A, no B. In his
Theory of accident20 Gangesa describes this situation correctly by de-
fining upddhi as follows: yad-vyabhicdritvena sadhanasya sadhya-vyabhi-
cdritvam sa upddhih, which means ‘accident is that from which the probans
deviates if and only if the probans deviates from the probandum’, i.e. A
deviates from C if and only if A deviates from B. Deviation of A from C
is the fact that we have A and no C; deviation of A from B the fact that
we have A and no B. Thus Gangesa’s formula is: (4) If A and no C, then
A and no B, and (5) If A and no B, then A and no C. (4) is equivalent to
(2), and (5) is equivalent to (1).

The above situation occurs also in the other cases which are given as
examples of an inference with an accident. One of these cases is: He is
black because he is a son of Mitra (who eats vegetables). Here the accident
is ‘eating vegetables’. Any son of a woman called Mitra is black if he has
been conceived at a time when she ate vegetables; but the sons that were
conceived while she ate no vegetables but drank milk are fair-com-
plexioned.

20 T.C. 336.2-3.
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CHAPTER II

GANGESA’S THEORY OF PERVASION

§ 8. Gangesa, the author of the Tattvacintamani

The Tattvacintdmani is Gangesa’s only important work.

Garngesa, whose full name is GangeSopadhyaya, lived in the fourteenth
centuryl. It is very likely that he was born in the province of Mithila.
Mithila remained for more than two centuries the centre of study of
Ganges$a’s work. Afterwards this centre was transferred to Navadvipa (in
Bengal), where large numbers of commentaries and subcommentaries
were written on the Tattvacintamani, in particular on the part dealing
with inference. Gradually Gange$a’s work became known throughout
India. Its influence can be traced in the works of almost all the branches
of Sanskrit learning of the last five centuries.

Ganges$a owes his success to the originality of his method, the simplicity
of his style, the scientific character of his terminology. His method results
in a systematic treatment of one subject, viz. the doctrine of knowledge.
His style does not suffer from the excess of terseness of aphorisms (stitras).
His terminology displays the development of a system of highly technical
expressions. So far his merits. A demerit is that in a discussion of a topic
he is not free from the habit, inherent in any eristic logic, of trying at all
costs to refute the opponent one is attacking. He sometimes uses against
an opponent an argument which he rejects afterwards when proving his
own point. In this respect he follows a general practice of the school,
where victory in debate plays a large part.

§ 9. The Anumitiniriipana and Vydptivdada as sections of the Book on inference
Gangesa’s anumiti-niriipana and vydpti-vada, in which he discusses infer-

ence and pervasion, form the first two sections of the second book of his

1 For the date of Gangesa and other biographical details cf. Bhattacharya, D., pp.
97-104, and Satischandra, pp. 405-7.
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Tattvacintamani. The tattva-cinta-mani (‘thought-gem of truth’) consists
of four books, each of which is concerned with a different means of know-
ledge. For Gangesa admits four means of valid knowledge (pramana):
perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumana), identification (upamadna),
and word or verbal testimony (Sabda). Perception includes pure sense-
perception and a kind of intuition which grasps general natures and
principles. Inference is the inferential process of syllogism and similar
reasoning. Identification is the identification of something unknown
through its similarity to something already known. Word or verbal testi-
mony produces verbal knowledge which derives its validity from the
authority of verbal testimony.

The second book, then, of the Tattvacintamani is the Book on inference
(anumana-khanda). Its first section, the anumiti-niripana2, consists of
general observations about inference and its validity, and starts with a
definition of conclusion. In this definition the term ‘pervasion’ is used.
So to understand what a conclusion is we must first know what ‘pervasion’
means. The next section, therefore, is a theory of pervasion (vydpti-vada);
it gives a full account of the definitions of pervasion.

§ 10. The Theory of pervasion

Garngesa’s object in the vydpti-vada is to give a correct definition of per-
vasion. In accordance with the procedure commonly adopted by Navya-
nyaya in the treatment of a topic, Ganges$a first passes under review the
definitions of pervasion which were current in his time, but which he
rejects for several reasons, and then proceeds to provide definitions of
pervasion which in his view are correct. The definitions he criticizes occur
in three chapters, of which only the last bears the technical name parva-
-paksa, i.e. the refutation of objections3 which precedes the conclusion
(siddhanta); but that name could also have been given to chapters I and
I1, all definitions of the three chapters being equally subject to refutation.
The reason why the use of purva-paksa is restricted to chapter IV might
well be that chapter I and II are separated from chapter IV by a chapter
dealing not with definitions of pervasion but with an epistemological

2 It means literally ‘consideration of conclusion.’

3 The objections are here in the form of definitions of pervasion put forward by
opponents.
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question raised on account of the definitions given in chapters I and II.
The definitions occurring in chapterI are five definitions of non-devi-
ation, with which pervasion may be identified. Chapter II contains two
definitions of the teachers ‘Lion’ and ‘Tiger’, being of the same logical
form as the first five. The seven definitions are rejected by Gange$a on the
ground that they fail to apply in the case of a universal-positive inference 4.
They suffer from the fault of unexampled term, because we cannot find
a locus of absence of the probandum when the probandum is universal-
positive. An absence without a locus is an absence which does not exist,
and a definition which must appeal to such an absence is useless. There
were nevertheless people who argued that an absence-of-the-probandum
with a locus is conceivable even in the case of universal-positives. Their
argument is refuted in chapter III. In chapter IV Gange$a passes to the
other definitions of pervasion. The first definition, definition (8)5, is a
refinement of definition (6). Definitions (9) and (10) present a new formu-
lation of the type ‘non-deviation’. Definition (11) is a more complicated
variety of the same form. Next follows a pair of definitions in which per-
vasion is formulated as a negation of the common definition of accident.
The last group are definitions which define pervasion positively as a con-
nexion between probans and probandum; the connexion is characterized
in different ways. An exception to this seems to be definition (19), which
is interpreted as a variant of definition (1). The last definition, definition
(21), is a combination of definitions (20) and (5). Apart from other con-
siderations which are different for each kind of definition and chiefly have
a ground in the ambiguity of some formulations, Gange$a condemns the
whole series of the definitions under criticism by noticing that they all
use, explicitly or implicitly, the terms ‘probans’ and ‘probandum’; the
use of these terms, he says, involves circularity, since the notions of
probans and probandum can be understood only with the help of the
notion of pervasion. Having pointed out the necessity of defining per-
vasion, he states, in chapter V, his own definition of pervasion, which is
the conclusive definition (siddhanta-laksana). This definition, which is
formally like definition (9), differs from the preceding definitions in two
respects: (a) the terms ‘probans’ and ‘probandum’ are replaced by relative
and demonstrative pronouns, which clearly function as variables, and (b)

4 An inference with a universal-positive probandum is called universal-positive.
5 I have numbered the definitions.
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the term ‘limitor’ is introduced to indicate that the thing referred to does
not stand for a particular instance, but for the class denoted by its name.
But since here the use of ‘limitor’, in reference to the counterpositive of
an absence, presupposes the admission of a universal absence ¢, Gangesa
proceeds in chapter VI to explain the purport of a universal absence. That
the assumption of such an absence is no precondition of the definition of
pervasion, he shows in chapter VII by giving first three correct definitions
of pervasion in which the terms are treated as sets of particulars. These
definitions are still of the same logical type as the conclusive definition.
He turns then to consider questions relative to all or some of his defini-
tions, inter alia the question how a constant absence should be qualified
in order to be contradictory and why a mutual absence does not need this
qualification. He next offers three definitions similar to definitions (12)
and (13), in which pervasion is defined as a relation without an accident.
Finally, he passes to the type of definition which describes pervasion as
a positive connexion between attributes. This connexion is characterized
by the fact that it is limited by the class character of its subject. The re-
mainder of the chapter contains three corollaries? about the nature of
accident, drawn from the statement that a connexion whose subject has
an accident is limited by the accident.

§ 11. The types of definition of pervasion

Pervasion is a community of locus (sdmdnddhikaranya, § 2). This com-
munity, when not explicitly mentioned in a definition of pervasion, must
be assumed as implied by the fact that the terms of pervasion are supposed
to be terms of inference. For inference is not conceivable without some
common locus connecting the terms. The question to be answered there-
fore is: what kind of community of locus is pervasion? Or, how to define
that community of locus which we call pervasion? We know community
of locus to be either pervasion or deviation. It follows that pervasion is
definable either as a form of community of locus or as non-deviation.
Since a deviation involves an accident, and vice versa (§ 7), non-deviation

6 A universal absence is an absence whose counterpositive is a ‘universal’ (§ 6).

7 In the T.C. (165.1) the final section of chapter VII is entitled ‘The four ata eva’s’
(ata eva catustayam), because the phrase ata eva (‘that is why’) occurs four times in it.
But the third ata eva does not introduce a new corollary ; we have only three corollaries.
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can be identified with community of locus without an accident. So we
have three manners of defining pervasion: (I) as non-deviation, (II) as the
negation of an accident and (1I1) as a special form of community of locus.

(I). Non-deviation is the negation of deviation. Deviation of A from
B is the fact that some locus of A is a locus of B and some is not (§ 2). The
component statement ‘some locus of A is a locus of B’ can be left out of
account since, as was explained above, such a community of locus is
always supposed to be the case. Deviation of A from B can therefore be
said to be the fact that some locus of A is not a locus of B, i.e. (1) there
is something which is a locus of A but not a locus of B. The same is
conveyed by saying: (2) there is something which is not a locus of B but
a locus of A.

(1) may be expressed as (a) ‘A (=probans) occurs in a locus of (con-
stant) absence of B (=probandum)’, or (using the corresponding mutual
absence) as (b) ‘A occurs in a locus other than locus of B, or as (c) ‘a
locus of A is a non-locus of B.” The negation of (a) is definition (1) of
pervasion, that of (b) is definition (5), and that of (c) is found in definitions
(6) and (7). Definition (2) is a refinement of definition (1), definition (3)
a verbal variant of definition (5), and definition (4) a logical variant of
definition (1). Definition (8) is a refinement of definition (6), and definition
(19) a verbal variant of definition (1).

(2) may be expressed as (a) ‘B is absent from a locus of A’, i.e. ‘B is
the counterpositive of a constant absence having a common locus with A’,
or (using the corresponding mutual absence) as (b) ‘locus of B is the
counterpositive of a mutual absence having a common locus with A
(residing in a locus of A). The negation of (a) is definition (9), and, with
a refinement, definition (23). The negation of (b) is both definition (10)
and definitions (24) and (25). The conclusive definition, definition (22),
is a variety of definition (23). All these definitions mention explicitly the
community-of-locus of A with B, and evidently do so because otherwise
A would not be stated as the subject of pervasion, B or locus of B being
the subject of the negation of deviation3,

(II). The negation of an accident is the negation of a definition of acci-

8 Here we have, strictly speaking, not the negation of deviation, but the negation of
the converse of deviation. Hence the definitions falling under (2) are not classed among
the definitions of non-deviation (avyabhicaritatva), though they are of the type ‘non-
deviation’.
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dent. There are several definitions of accident; the definition which is used
here is the common definition which describes accident incompletely as
an attribute pervading the probandum without pervading the probans.
If an attribute which pervades a probandum B does not pervade the corre-
sponding probans A, then B itself does not pervade A, i.e. A deviates
from B. And if A deviates from B, we can imagine an attribute (whose
locus may be coextensive with locus of B) from which A deviates, i.e.
which does not pervade A, and which pervades B. Thus deviation is equiv-
alent to the definition of accident, and pervasion is the negation of that
definition. This negation can be formulated in two ways: (a) No attribute
that pervades (is a pervader of) B does not pervade (is no pervader of) A,
i.e. Any attribute that pervades B pervades A ; (b) No attribute that does
not pervade (is no pervader of) A pervades (is a pervader of) B, i.e. Any
attribute that does not pervade A does not pervade B. Both the formu-
lations (a) and (b) are found in definition (12) of pervasion. Formulation
(a) is adopted by definitions (13) and (28), formulation (b) by definitions
(26) and (27). Since the formulations use ‘pervader of” or ‘pervading’, the
definitions would beg the question if they were not either defining per-
vaderness (definition (12)) or replacing ‘pervading’ and ‘not pervading’
by synonymous expressions (definitions (13), (26), (27) and (28)).

(III). The special form of community of locus is a relation which has
for its domain the subject (=probans) class. This characteristic of the
relation of pervasion is correctly expressed by definitions (14) and (29).
Definition (18) may be interpreted in the same way. Definitions (15) and
(16) add a wrong qualification to the connexion which consists in com-
munity of locus, and definition (20) gives no qualification at all.

There remain the definitions (11), (17) and (21). Definition (21) is a
combination of definitions (20) and (5). Definition (17) deals with a com-
munity of locus which connects the probandum indirectly with the whole
of the probans by connecting it with all the attributes that have a common
locus with the probans. Its parallel in the type ‘non-deviation’ is definition
(11). The number of definitions of pervasion amounts to twenty-nine.

§ 12. The formal character of Gangesa’s definitions of pervasion

The most interesting feature of Gangesa’s theory of pervasion is his dis-
approval of the terms ‘probans’ and ‘probandum’ as elements in a defi-
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nition of pervasion. He suppresses these terms or replaces them by relative
and demonstrative pronouns. In doing so he contributes to the formali-
zation of the logical language used to define pervasion. Pronouns denoting
variables are already found in the definition of pervaderness (vydpakatva),
which is part of definition (12) of pervasion. But a systematic use of them
begins only at Ganges$a’s own conclusive definition (definition (22)). This
definition and the subsequent definitions of pervasion have a formal
character inasmuch as they contain constants and variables. In particular
definitions (22-25), which formulate pervasion briefly and unambiguously
(which the remaining definitions do not do), may serve as examples of a
logical structure which embodies the correct application of well-known
constants to variables. For the sake of simplicity we shall confine our-
selves to definitions (23), (24) and (25).

Definition (23) defines vydpti as pratiyogi-vyadhikarana-sva-samanddhi-
karandtyantébhavdpratiyogind samanddhikaranyam?®. As constants we
may regard the following elements in the definition:

adhikarana, locus. ‘Being a locus of” is a relation. It is triadic, because
it holds between three elements (variables); for we have (1) a thing that
is a locus of (2) another thing (the superstratum) by means of (3) a relation
(contact or inherence etc.).

samdna in connexion with adhikarana. samanédhikarana, sharing a
locus with, expresses a conjunction of the form ‘there is a locus both of
the thing and of another thing, which are related to it by their respective
relations.’

vyadhikarana, differing in locus from. This is the negation of samanddhi-
karana.

atyantdbhava, constant absence. This is the negation of the presence of
a thing standing in a relation (contact, inherence etc.).

pratiyogin in connexion with atyantdbhdva qualified by pratiyogi-
-vyadhikarana . pratiyogin is a thing (a variable) that, standing in a relation
(a variable: contact, inherence etc.), is related as counterpositive to a
constant absence. This means that no locus to which this constant ab-
sence is related (by a particular qualification relation, § 3) is a locus of
that thing standing in that relation.

a- prefixed to pratiyogin. atyantdbhdavipratiyogin is a thing (a variable)

9 T.C. 130.2-3. Translation on p. 119.
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that standing in a relation (a variable: contact, inherence etc.) is not
related as counterpositive to a constant absence.

Definition (24) formulates vydpti as yat-samdnddhikarandnyonydbhava-
-pratiyogi yadvan na bhavati tena samam tasya samdanddhikaranyam19, The
constants it contains are: samdnddhikarana (see above under definition
(23)), anyomydbhdva (mutual absence, diversity), pratiyogin (counter-
positive), -vat in the sense of adhikarana (see under definition (23)), na
(not). The variables between which the relation of pervasion holds are
here clearly indicated by relative and demonstrative pronouns; in defi-
nition (23) they must be supplied in thought, and the reflexive sva refers
to one of them.

Definition (25) consists of one word: sva-samdnddhikaranényonyd-
bhavdpratiyogi-yadvatkatvamll, 1t is an abstract of a bahuvrihil? with the
samasdntal3 kg, meaning exactly the same as definition (24). Here we see
how Sanskrit language has the power of expressing complex thought most
accurately in a very concise form.

§ 13. The use of symbols for interpreting Gangesa’s logic

Gangesa’s logic of pervasion is substantially a formal logic. Its means of
expression may be called a technical Sanskrit; however, it is not an arti-
ficial language (as is found in Panini’s grammar), since it plainly reflects
the pure Sanskrit idiom. Our task is to find the idiomatic equivalents in
our language and to interpret the logical content in the light of Western
formal logic. In accordance with the tradition of Western logic, we shall
often give in addition to a verbal interpretation a symbolic representation
by means of the symbols of mathematical logic which are applicable to
our subject-matter. Before introducing our symbolism here, we shall,
confining ourselves to inference and pervasion, show, what attempts at
symbolization and formalization have already been made by scholars who,
familiar with Western logic, have worked in the field of Navya-nyaya logic.

Saileswar Sen in his Study on Mathurandtha’s Tattva-cintamani-rahasya
uses the letters A, B, to denote attributes appearing as probans and prob-

10 T.C. 130.3-131.2. Translation on pp. 119-20.
11 T.C. 131.2-132.1. Translation on p. 120.

12 Possessive adjective compound.

13 Suffix attached to the end of a compound.
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andum respectively, and the letters x, y, to indicate ‘abodes’ (loci). Ab-
sence (=constant absence) of A is symbolized by n A, reciprocal (mutual)
absence of A by mA. Sen distinguishes the fact of occurrence, which he
expresses by ‘x contains A’, symbolized by ‘x; A’, from the special relation
such as contact, inherence etc., symbolized by ‘r(x;A)’. The relation be-
tween absence of A and its locus x is represented by ‘r(x:nA)’, the
occurrence of the absence by ‘x:nA’. Pervasion of A by B is formulated
‘(x:A)/(x:B), i.e. if x contains A, then x contains B. Its negative formu-
lation is ‘y:nB/y:nA’, or ‘y:nB/n (y:A)’, ie. if y contains the absence of
B, y does not contain A. A universal quantifier is not used, but can easily
be supplied in thought14,

Ingalls, like Sen, has chosen his symbols in view of Mathuranitha’s
commentary on Gange$a’s Vyaptipaficaka. He takes the initial letters of
the terms: s for sddhya (probandum), h for hetu (reason), p for paksa
(subject), ¢ for counterpositive, 1 for locus. Relations are denoted by
capitals: e.g. C is contact, H is inherence; but (essential) identity is sym-
bolized by =. Constant absence and mutual absence are symbolized
respectively by — and ~. P denotes absential particular qualification,
i.e. the particular qualification relation between an absence and its locus.
Abstracts are indicated by adding numbers as subscripts (a use which
Ingalls has borrowed from Sen), e.g. counterpositiveness by c,, occurrent-
ness by o,, locusness-ness by 1,. Definition (1) of pervasion, then, is
symbolized thus:

—o;L1-s1P h,15

i.e. there is, by the relation of absential particular qualification, in the
hetu (reason) absence of occurrentness to (=absence of occurrence in) a
locus of absence of the sddhya (probandum). Elsewhere, in the intro-
ductory section II of his book, Ingalls uses symbols of mathematical logic
(taken from Quine) when he illustrates the same type of definition by the
example: ‘No body of smoke occurs in any locus in which no body of fire
is present.” This example is symbolized as follows:

(x) (xeclass of bodies of fire - = (y) (~(x occurs in y)>(z)
(zeclass of bodies of smoke - = ~(z occurs in y))))!6.

14 Sen, pp. 49-50.
15 Ingalls, p. 93.
16 Ingalls, p. 60.
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The symbolization does not appear to be correct. The correct formulation
should be:

(y) {(x) [(xeclass of bodies of fire) > ~(x occurs in y)]
o(x) [(xeclass of bodies of smoke)> ~(x occurs in y)]}.

This statement is equivalent to the true statement: ‘Every locus in which
a body of smoke occurs is a locus in which a body of fire occurs’ (i.e. all
bodies of smoke occur in a locus of fire), while Ingalls’ statement is equiv-
alent to the untrue statement: ‘Every locus in which a body of smoke
occurs is a locus in which all bodies of fire occur.’

Bochenski, who has incorporated Indian logic in his Formale Logik,
uses symbols of mathematical logic to interpret Gangesa’s first five defi-
nitions of pervasion in terms of the logic of relations1?. He distinguishes
six binary relations: occurrence in, absence of, difference from, residence
in, counterpositive of, locus of, to which he assigns the letters V, A, D, I,
G, O respectively18, The relation of pervasion is denoted by gCs (where
g represents the reason (‘Grund’), s the probandum (sddhya)) or simply
by C. Definition (1) of pervasion is formulated as follows:

gCs=g(=~V/O/A)s,

which may be rendered thus: the reason is related by the relation of per-
vasion to the probandum if, and only if, the reason does not occur in a
locus of absence of the probandum. The precise meaning must be: the
reason is related by the relation of pervasion to the probandum if, and
only if, the reason is subject of the relation of non-occurrence in whose
term is subject of the relation of locus of whose term is subject of the re-
lation of absence of whose term is the probandum. The following diagram
may serve to illustrate this.

Relations:

non-occurrence in locus of absence of

AWATA

reason=subject term =subject term = subject term = probandum

17 Bochenski, pp. 511-2.
18 These are the initial letters of the German expressions.
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Definition (2) of pervasion is a refinement of definition (1). We omit
it here because Bochenski, following Ingalls’ translation, adopts an inter-
pretation which does not seem to be natural.

Definition (3) of pervasion is represented by the formula:

gCs=g(0/D/G/0)s.

Here G should be replaced by D; for ‘having a different locus from that
of a mutual absence whose counterpositive is a locus of s’ (Ingalls’ trans-
lation) means ‘being the superstratum of (—rightly expressed by O, the
converse of O —) that which is different from that which is different from
alocus of s’, ‘being a locus of a mutual absence whose counterpositive is a
locus of s’ expressing just the same as ‘being different from a locus of s’
(cf. § 3). Definition (3) should therefore be written:

gCs = g(0/D/D/0)s.

This may be illustrated by the following diagram:
Relations:

superstratum of difference from difference from locus of

AWAYWAWA

reason=subject term=subject term=subject term=subject term=probandum

Definition (4) of pervasion, about which Bocheniski says that he is not
certain that he has understood it well, is formulated as follows:

gCs = g(G/A/I/O/A) s.

But here the first A must be left out. For A in connexion with I means
‘absence of what resides in’, while the meaning should be ‘absence which
resides in’. Further, the mention of absence after ‘counterpositive of” is
unnecessary, since the term of the relation ‘counterpositive of” can only
be an absence. For G must be taken to mean ‘absential counterpositive
of’, ‘absential’ referring to a constant absence. We can replace G by A
(the converse of A), since if X is the absence of Y, then Y is the absential
counterpositive of X, and vice versa. The letter I denoting ‘residence in’
can be replaced by O (the converse of O), which means ‘superstratum of”.
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For what resides in a thing is superstratum of that thing. Thus definition
(4) should take the form:

(@) gCs=g(G/I/O/A)s, or
(b gCs=g(A/0/O/A)s,

i.e. the reason is related by the relation of pervasion to the probandum if,
and only if, the reason is the absential counterpositive of what resides in
(is the superstratum of)) a locus of absence of the probandum. This may
be illustrated as follows:

Relations:

absential counterpositive of residence in locus of absence of
(superstratum of)

NN

reason=subject term=subject terms=subject term=subject term=probandum

The formulation remains deficient, because what the definition says, viz.
that the reason is the counterpositive of an absence which resides in all
loci of absence of the probandum, cannot be expressed here by the use
of a universal quantifier.

The last of the five definitions, definition (5) of pervasion, is represented
by the formula:

gCs =g(=V/D/O)s,

i.e. the reason is related by the relation of pervasion to the probandum if,
and only if, the reason does not occur in what is different from a locus
of the probandum. This may be illustrated as follows:

Relations:

non-occurrence in difference from locus of

[N N

reason= subject term=subject term=subject term=probandum

After having given the same formulae without the letters g and s, as
identities of abstracts, Bochenski proceeds to a simplification of his sym-
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bolism, which he applies to definition (1). The simplified formula of
definition (1) is of the form:

gCs=.(x)~(gx. ~sX).

The calculus proves the equivalence of (x)~(gx. ~sx) to an implication
of the form (x)(gx<sx)!®. This implication expresses an inclusion of
classes, i.e. the class g is included in the class s; however, these classes
cannot represent the pure reason and the pure probandum, but only the
reason and the probandum in so far as they stand in a certain relation.
The meaning of pervasion is not that the reason is included in the prob-
andum, but that the class of loci to which the reason is related is included
in the class of loci to which the probandum is related.

Staal gives an analysis of the first and the fifth definition of pervasion
in his articles Correlations between language and logic in Indian thought
and Formal structures in Indian logic. Staal adopts there the symbolism
of predicate calculus including equality (identity), with the use of re-
stricted-variables as is found in the expression « F(x) denoting the idea
‘x such that F(x)’. Two special relations are introduced: A (x, y) meaning:
‘x occurs in y’, ‘X is present in y’, and B(x, y) meaning: ‘X is a locus of y’,
‘x has y’. Definition (1) of pervasion, then, is formulated:

V(h, s)=4~A{h, ayB[y, ax(x#s)]}.

Here V is the relation of pervasion (vydpti), h and s are variables denoting
the reason (hetu) and the probandum (sadhya) respectively20. The meaning
of the definition can be expressed as follows: the reason is related by the
relation of pervasion to the probandum if, and only if, the reason is not
related by the relation of occurrence-in to something that is related by the
relation of locus-of to something different from the probandum, i.e. if,
and only if, the reason does not occur in a locus of what is different from
the probandum. The symbol of diversity, #, is used here for a relational
(constant) absence; in the following definition it is more properly used to
denote difference (mutual absence). Definition (5) of pervasion is formu-
lated:
V(h, s)=4~A{h, ay[y#axB(x,s)]},

19 St. Schayer uses a similar formula of implication in his explanation of Indian syllo-

gism.
20 Synthese, vol XII, No. 2/3, p. 281. Staal translates sadhya by ‘conclusion’.
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i.e. the reason is related by the relation of pervasion to the probandum if,
and only if, the reason does not occur in something different from a locus
of the probandum.

The three remaining definitions of the five are formulated by Staal in
an appendix to his article Correlations between language and logic in
Indian thought. Staal compares his formalization of the five definitions
with the formalization given by Bochenski, which we have described
above. The definiens of definition (2) of pervasion is represented by the
formula:

~A[h, auB(u, azA {z, ay [y #axB(x, 5)]})],

i.e. the reason does not occur in a locus of what occurs in something
different from a locus of the probandum. But this formula is out of keep-
ing with the natural meaning of definition (2), which says the same as
definition (1), except that it specifies the locus of absence of the probandum
as a locus which is different from locus of the probandum.

The definiens of definition (3) is formulated:

axB(x, h)#ay[y#axB(x, s)],

i.e. a locus of the reason is different from what is different from a locus
of the probandum. ‘A locus of the reason’ must be taken here in the sense
‘any locus of the reason’. Staal adopts Ingalls’ translation of -asamanadhi-
karanya ‘having a different locus from that of -’, which can here only
have the meaning of the more literal translation ‘having no common locus
with-.’ .

Finally, the definiens of definition (4) is formulated:

(2yB) (~A{h, ayB[y, ax(x #5)]}).

If (wyB) functions as universal quantifier, the meaning of the definiens
will be: Whatever locus of what is different from the probandum you may
select, the reason does not occur in it (is absent from it). This corresponds
to the translation: the reason’s being the counterpositive of an absence
which resides in all loci of absence of the probandum.

In his paper Contraposition in Indian Logic Staal passes to formulations
in terms of predicate calculus without restricted-variables. In dealing with
Navya-nyaya formalism as to inference he specifies the occurrences in an
inference by a formula which may serve as a definition of pervasion. He
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introduces this formula as follows: ‘The occurrence relation A(x, y) is
always an occurrence through a relation (sambandhena vrttitva), which
relation should be specified if certain ambiguities are to be avoided. The
various relations, such as samyoga, “contact” (c), samavdya, “‘inherence”
(i), etc., will be written as subscripts attached to A:A,, A;, etc.. For
instance we have A_ (smoke, hill), but on the other hand: A; (smoke,
particles of smoke). In general the occurrence in an inference may be
specified, for instance as follows:

(%) (Ap (b, )= Ap(s, X))

From this it is clear that his formula contains, besides the constant A
denoting occurrence, three kinds of variable: (1) x denoting loci in which
attributes occur, (2) h, s denoting attributes which serve as reason and
probandum respectively, and (3) the subscripts p, q denoting relations
between those attributes and their loci. h and s may be replaced by con-
stants such as smoke, fire, etc., p and q by constants such as contact,
inherence, etc.. By substituting constants for these variables we get true
or false statements, e.g. the true statement: Where there is smoke (through
contact), there is fire (through contact) 22, and the false statements: Where
there is fire (through contact), there is smoke (through contact), Where
there is smoke through inherence, there is fire through inherence. Thus
the relation of occurrence is seen to hold between three variables; it may
be said to be triadic. The same is true of the relation ‘locus of’, which is
generally used in Gangesa’s definitions of pervasion (cf. § 12). Assuming
that the relation of occurrence and the relation ‘superstratum of” coincide
we can say that the relation of occurrence is a converse of the relation
‘locus of”.

We shall use, without any modification, the first order predicate calcu-
lus (‘der engere Priddikaten kalkiil’ (Hilbert-Ackermann), ‘uitgebreide
propositielogica’ (Feys)), adopting a notation which closely resembles
those of Hilbert-Ackermann, Feys and Staal 23, The use of such a calculus
has two advantages. (1) It enables us to prove the logical equivalence or
divergence of the definitions of pervasion. (2) We can easily distinguish,
among the definitions of pervasion, the logical variants from the verbal

21 Proceedings of the 1960 International Congress (Stanford), p. 641.

22 In general, when we say ‘there is smoke’, we mean ‘there is smoke through contact’,
23 A list of symbols is given on p. 35.
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variants. So we shall better understand the relation between Sanskrit ex-
pressions and logical structures.
Our starting-point is the schema of inference (§ 5):

Every locus of A is a locus of B
Pis a locus of A

Pisalocusof B.

The validity of this schema is established by the following theorem of the
predicate calculus:

1) L (@){[(x) (Fx—Gx) A Fz]->Gz}.

‘Locus of A’ and ‘locus of B’ are values of the variables F and G respec-
tively, and P is a value of the variable z. We write La for ‘locus of A’, Lb
for ‘locus of B’ and p for P. Their substitution for the variables, respec-
tively F, G and z, leads to the formula:

2 L[(x)(Lax>Lbx)ALap]-Lbp.
Adding (Ex)La x to the first member of the antecedent we obtain
(3) L {[(x) (La x»Lb x) A(Ex) La x] ALa p}—>Lb p.

This means that if (a) every locus of A is a locus of B and P is a locus of
A, (b) P is a locus of B. Applying the modus ponens we infer from the
antecedent (a) the consequent (b).

The major premiss here is of the form:

()] (x) (La x—»Lb x) A (Ex) La x.

This expresses the pervasion of A by B: every locus of A is a locus of B.
Let A be replaced by smoke, B by fire. The result is the true statement
‘Every locus of smoke is a locus of fire.” In what sense is this statement
true? Not in the sense that every locus of smoke is a locus of fire, whatever
the relation of smoke and whatever the relation of fire. But it obviously
means that every locus to which smoke is related by contact is a locus to
which fire is related by contact. Otherwise the statement would be false;
smoke is related by inherence to particles of smoke (cf. p. 4); particles
of smoke are therefore loci of smoke (by inherence); but no particles of
smoke are loci of fire, whether fire is related by contact or by inherence.
That in the statement ‘Every locus of smoke is a locus of fire’ ‘locus of
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smoke’ means ‘locus of smoke through contact’, and similarly ‘locus of
fire’ ‘locus of fire through contact’, is clear from the context in which the
statement is used, viz. an inference whose subject (paksa) is assumed to
be for instance mountain. Thus ‘locus of A’ is in fact ‘locus of A through
R’, where R is a variable standing for a relation such as ‘contact with’,
‘inherence in’, etc.. The constant ‘locus of”’, then, turns out to be triadic;
for it holds between three variables: the individual (locus) x, the predicate
(class) A and the predicate (relation) R. This relationship may be ex-
pressed by Lo(x, A, R), where Lo denotes the relation ‘being locus of-
through’. What has been represented by La x is now represented by
Lo(x, A, R). But since we adopt the first order predicate calculus, we
replace Lo(x, A, R) by (Ey) (Ay A Ryx), to which we consider it equiva-
lent. In other words, Lo(x, A, R), i.e. ‘x is a locus of A through R’, is
taken to mean the same as Ey(Ay A Ryx), i.e. ‘an A is related by R to x’.
This implies that in (4) we can replace La x by (Ey) (Ay A Ryx), and Lb x
by (Ey) (By A Syx). We obtain as a formula of pervasion:

) (x)[Ey(Ay A Ryx)->(Ey) (By A Syx)] A (Ex) (Ey) (Ay A Ryx).

This expresses that every locus of A through R is a locus of B through S.
As a rule S=R, but this is not necessarily the case24. If we substitute the
constant ‘smoke’ for the variable A, the constant ‘fire’ for the variable B,
and the constant ‘contact’ for the variables R and S, we get a true state-
ment which expresses the pervasion of smoke by fire. It means: whatever
is in contact with a body of smoke is in contact with a body of fire (cf.
p. 4). The same sense is conveyed by saying: wherever there is smoke
there is fire, i.e. every locus of smoke is a locus of fire.

That pervasion has existential import is expressed in (5) by (Ex) (Ey)
(Ay A Ryx), which asserts the existence of a locus of A (cf. p. 6). If the
existential import is tacitly assumed pervasion can be formulated simply as

(6 (x)[(Ey) (Ay A Ryx)—(Ey) (By A Syx)].

Pervasion may be regarded as a relation between a pair of classes in the
sense that one class pervades the other, in the same way as inclusion is
regarded as a relation between a pair of classes in the sense that one class
includes the other. E.g., ‘fire pervades smoke’ may be interpreted as

24 True inferences where S is not R are found in Mathuranatha’s commentary, e.g.
M.36.16-37.1 (Ingalls, p. 112).
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meaning that the class of fires pervades the class of smokes. If we adopt
the symbolism of abstraction, we can define, in the second order predicate
calculus, the relation of pervasion, Per in Per (A, B)25, as follows:

@) Per=AB(ER) (ES) (x)[Ey(Ay A Ryx)—(Ey) (By A Syx)].

For the sake of completeness we shall give here our symbolic represen-
tation of the five definitions of pervasion (vydpti-paficaka)26, whose for-
malizations given by Bochenski and Staal have been previously discussed.

Definitions (1), (2), (3) and (5) are stated as negations: (1), (2) and (5)
as negations of occurrence in etc., (3) as a negation of community of locus
with etc.. Both occurrence and community of locus are symbolically ex-
pressed in the same way, e.g. A’s occurrence in a locus of B and A’s
community of locus with B by

(®  (Ex)[(Ey) (Ay ARyx)A(Ey) (By A Syx)].
A’s occurrence in a locus of absence of B then is expressed by
©®  (Ex)[(Ey) (Ay ARyx)A(y) (By— ~Syx)].

Its negation, which is the logical content of definitions (1) and (2), is ex-
pressed by

(10)  ~(Ex) [(Ey) (Ay ARyx) A(y) (By— ~Syx)]
or by
(11 (y) {Ay- ~(Ex) [(z) (Bz— ~Szx) A Ryx]}.

A’s occurrence in what is other than locus of B and A’s community of
locus with a mutual absence whose counterpositive is locus of B are ex-
pressed by

(12 (Ex){(Ey) (Ay ARyx)A(W) [(Ey) (By A Syw)—>(x#w)]}.

Its negation, which is the logical content of definitions (3) and (5), is ex-
pressed by

(13)  ~(Ex) {(Ey) (Ay ARyx) A (w) [(Ey) (By A Syw)—~(x #w)]}
or by
(149)  (v) {Ay— ~(Ex) [(w) (E2) (Bz A Szw)>(x #w)) A Ryx]}.

25 For this notation cf, Hilbert-Ackermann, p. 115.
26 P, 60.
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Definition (4), on the other hand, is not stated as a negation; it asserts
that the reason is absent from all loci of absence of the probandum. This
is expressed by

15 ) {Ay-) [@) (Bz—~Sz)— ~Ryx]}.

If we compare our symbolic expressions with those of Staal (pp. 28-9),
we see that our formulations of definitions (1), (2) and (5) (formulae (10)
and (13)) correspond to his formulations of definitions (1) and (5), which
he too formulates as negations, viz.

~A{h, ayB[y, ax(x#s)]},
~Afh, ay[y#axB(x, s)]}.

Staal’s formulation of (4), viz.

(eyB) (~Afh, ayB[y, ax(x#5)1})

corresponds to

(16)  (x)~[Ey(AyARyx)A(y) (By— ~Syx)],

which is a variant of our formulation of (4) (formula (15)). As for defi-
nition (3) Staal’s formulation does not correspond to ours, because it is
based on a different translation.

That the five definitions are logically equivalent to each other and to
formula (6) of pervasion can easily be proved by the calculus in which we
have formulated them.

34



LIST OF SYMBOLS

~p ‘notp’

pvq ‘porq

pAq ‘pand ¢’

p—q ‘p implies q’ (‘if p then q)

p<—q ‘p is equivalent to q’ (‘p if and only if q)
x=w ‘X is identical with w’

X#Ww ‘x is not identical with w’

(x) ‘forallx’

(Ex) ‘there is an x such that’

X ‘the class of all x such that’
1lp ‘pislogically true’ (‘p is a theorem’)

Variables

p.q..- propositions

Ay, Bz.... individual propositions in which a predicate (class: A, B,
...) has one individual (y, z,...)

Ryx, Szw,. .. individual propositions in which a predicate (relation:
R, S, ...) has two individuals (y, x; z, w; ...)

Logic of classes

A ‘the completement of A’ Def.: §~Ax

AUB  ‘the sum of A and B’ Def.: %(Ax v Bx)
AnB ‘the product of A and B* Def.: R(Ax A Bx)
AcB ‘Aisincluded in B’ Def.: (x) (Ax—Bx)
A=B ‘A is identical with B’ Def.: (x) (Ax—Bx)
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14

2.1

SECTION I

General observations about inference

§ 1. The place of inference in an account of the means of knowledge.
Definitions

Pratyaksdpajivakatvat pratyaksdnantaram bahu-vadi-sammatatvad upamd-
ndt prag anumadnam nirupyate.

Tatra vydpti-visista-paksa-dharmatd-jiidna-janyam jfidnam anumitis tat-
-karanam anumdnam tac ca linga-paramarso na tu paramrsyamdanam lingam
iti vaksyate.

1.4-5. Having considered perception we now turn to inference; for
inference depends on perception. Inference is most generally recognized
in the schools, and therefore is considered before identification.

2.1-3. A conclusion, then, is a knowledge which arises from the know-
ledge that [a thing’s] being an attribute of a subject is qualified by a per-
vasion; inference [i.e. inferential means] is its proximate cause; this is
the consideration of a sign, not the sign considered, as will be explained
later.

1.4. Pratyaksépajivakatvat. Both inference and identification depend
on perception. The former needs the perception of a concomitance (e.g.
the concomitance of fire and smoke in the kitchen), the latter the per-
ception of a similarity (e.g. the similarity of a rhinoceros to an elephant).
For the four means of valid knowledge (pramdna) see p. 17 and Ingalls,
p- 29.

1.4-5. pratyaksdnantaram ... niripyate. The present book on infer-
ence follows upon the book on perception and precedes the book on
identification.

1.4-5. bahu-vddi-sammatatvad. All orthodox schools treat inference as
a separate means of knowledge that is valid. But identification is not so
treated. The Samkhya and the Vaisesika reject it as a distinct means of
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knowledge. While the latter school regard it simply as a kind of inference,
the former analyse it into the three processes they admit as valid means
of knowledge: perception, inference and verbal knowledge.

2.1. vyapti-visista-paksa-dharmatd. 1 have adopted the most natural
interpretation of this compound by making visista adjectivally refer to
paksa-dharmatd. visista ‘qualified’ is often used in the sense of ‘accom-
panied by’ (Ingalls, p. 69, n. 137). Thus we can say that paksa-dharmatd
(corresponding to the minor premiss of a syllogism) combined with vydpti
(corresponding to the major premiss) adequately characterizes the ante-
cedent of an argumentation, anumiti as conclusion being the consequent
of it. Cf. p. 11.

2.1. vydpti. For the precise meaning of ‘pervasion’ see p. 6.

2.1. paksa-dharmatd, ‘being a subject’s attribute’, i.e. the fact that in
a valid (positive) inference the reason (hetu) is an attribute belonging to,
and occurring in, the subject (paksa), whose possession of another attri-
bute (sddhya, ‘probandum’) is to be inferred.

2.1-2. anumiti, ‘that which is inferred’, just as conclusio means ‘id
quod concluditur’. Cf. Ingalls p. 29, n. 5.

2.2. anumdna is used here in the strict sense of ‘inferential means’, but
may be translated by ‘inference’, since it usually indicates the whole infer-
ential process as expressed in the form of an argument like The mountain
has fire because it has smoke. The conclusion (@numiti) in this example is
The mountain has fire. Cf. p. 11.

2.2. karana is naturally used of the efficient or instrumental cause. In
a more technical sense, which occurs in the modern school, it designates
the proximate cause, i.e. that which immediately and necessarily pre-
cedes the effect. In this sense it is thought of as the function or activity
(vydpdra) through which the cause produces its result.

2.2. linga-paramarsa. As the proximate cause of a conclusion the infer-
ential process is said to be the consideration of a sign. A sign (linga) is a
symptom from which we infer; it functions as the reason (ketu) in an
inference. Thus in ‘The mountain has fire because it has smoke’ smoke is
a sign (of fire), and the consideration of the sign is expressed in the form
‘The mountain has smoke, which is pervaded by fire’ (vahni-vyapya-
-dhiimavan parvatah).

2.3. vaksyate, viz. in 530,4; but there the wider term kdrana (cause) is
used.
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21.1

*22.1

*23.1

*24.1

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS ABOUT INFERENCE

§ 2. Inference is a valid means of knowledge

Athénumdnam na pramdanam yogydpddhindm yogydnupalabdhydbhdva-
-niscaye ’py ayogydpddhi-Sankayad vyabhicdra-samsayat, Satasah sahacari-
tayor api vyabhicardpalabdhes ca, loke dhimadi-darsandnantaram vahny-
-ddi-vyavahdras ca sambha*vand-matrdt samvddena ca pramdnydbhimdnad
iti ndpratyaksam pramdnam iti,

na, apramdna-sadharmyendpramanya-siadhane dysta-sadharmyasydnu-
mdnatvat, etad-vakyasya samdigdha-*viparyastényataram praty artha-
vattvat tayos ca parakiyayor apratyaksatvdt, anumdnam apramdnam iti
vakyasya pramda*nydpramdnyayor vydaghdtac ca. Api cénumdndpramanye
pratyaksasydpy apramdnatvdpatteh pramdnyasydnumeyatvdt svatas ca
pramdnya-grahe tat-samsaydnupapatteh.

Vyapti-grahdpadyas ca vaksyate.

21.1.-22.2. [Objection.] ‘Butinference is not a valid means of knowledge.
For even when we are sure of the absence of visible accidents because we
have not perceived a visible thing [supervening], there still remains our
doubt as to deviation since an invisible accident might be involved. Fur-
ther, we perceive deviation even among pairs of things that go a hundred
times together. That in daily life a man speaks of fire immediately after
the seeing of smoke is due to the fact that he merely supposes it [to be
present] and because of the correspondence [with the facts of experience]
thinks this to be valid knowledge. Consequently it is not true that some-
thing that is not perception is a valid means of knowledge.’

22.2.-24.3. [Answer.] We do not agree for the following reasons: (1)
If you want to prove the invalidity [of inference] by using [an example
expressing] homogeneity with what is not a valid means of knowledge,
the actual use of such a homogeneity amounts to an inference. (2) The
sentence ‘Inference is not a valid means of knowledge’ is meaningful only
if it says either (a) that the assertion [‘Inference is a valid means of know-
ledge’] is doubtful or (b) that the opposite [‘Inference is an invalid means
of knowledge’] is true. Both these manners [of rejecting an assertion] re-
late to another source [of knowledge] since they are not known by means
of perception. (3) The statement ‘Inference is an invalid means of know-
ledge’, whether true or untrue, involves a contradiction [of the assump-
tion that what is not perception is not a valid means of knowledge]. (4)
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Further, if inference were an invalid means of knowledge, perception
would be so too, since it is by an inference that the validity [of perception]
is established. If the validity [of perception] were grasped of itself, it
would be impossible for us to have any doubt about it.

24.3-4. We shall also discuss induction.

21.1-22.2. Athdnumdnam. . .pramdnam iti. The objection is made by
the Carvaka school who, heterodox and materialistic (Jokdyata), reduce
the means of knowledge to perception alone. They deny the validity of
inference because they think invariable concomitance impossible.

21.1-2. yogydpddhinam. . .ayogydpadhi-sarkayd. For upddhi (accident)
see p. 14. yogya and ayogya must be understood by reference to sense-
perception. Their meaning here is ‘visible’ and ‘invisible’ respectively.
This is made plain by the examples given by M. (20.7-15); a visible acci-
dent (yogydpadhi) is fuel (indhana), an invisible accident (ayogydpddhi) is
mind (manas) or air (vayu), the latter being invisible according to the view
that the possibility of perception implies manifest colour (udbhita-ripavat,
cf. Didh. 561: ‘udbhiita-ripavati yogye vahnau’). It may be added that in
the first chapter on Induction (200.3) there is a reference to people calling
some characteristics of pervasion yogya because these characteristics can
be grasped by sense-perception. As for other systems, we find yogya and
ayogya having the same special meaning in Samkhyasiitra V. 44.

21.2. vyabhicdra, ‘deviation’, see p. 7.

22.1.-2. ndpratyaksam pramanam. The Carvaka school reject for similar
reasons identification and verbal knowledge as separate means of know-
ledge. These means of knowledge have been condemned also by some of
the orthodox schools on the ground that they do not essentially differ
from inference. Cf. § 1, second note on 1.4-5.

22.3. sadharmya, ‘homogeneity’. If we want to prove a point in debate,
we must use the five-membered syllogism (nydya, p. 11). This implies the
use of an ‘example’ (uddharana) showing that the loci of the reason, be-
cause of their possession of the probandum, are ‘homogeneous with’ the
loci of the probandum. Thus if we want to prove The mountain has fire,
one of our assertions must be Where there is smoke there is fire, as in a
kitchen. This assertion (uddharana) is followed by the ‘application’
(upanaya), asserting that the mountain has smoke, and the conclusion
(nigamana) that the mountain has fire. Thus the use of an ‘example’ which
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deals with ‘homogeneity’, i.e. which is positive, involves the use of an
inference.

22.3-23.1. samdigdha-viparyasta-. I have adopted the interpretation of
M. (24.8-12). The assertion to be rejected, then, is: Inference is a valid
means of knowledge. One can reject this either (a) by way of doubt
(samsaya) or (b) by way of opposition (viparyaya). His denial is of the
form ‘Inference is not a valid means of knowledge’ (anumdanam na pra-
mdanam, 21.1). In case (a) his denial means: Inference is or is not a valid
means of knowledge (anumdnam pramdnam na vd); the assertion is con-
sidered to be doubtful (samdigdha). In case (b) the meaning of the denial
is: Inference is quite an invalid means of knowledge (anumdnam apra-
mdnam eva); the opposite (viparyasta) of the assertion is stated to be true.

But arguments (1) and (2) may equally well be taken in reference to the
invalidity, not only of inference, but of all means of knowledge other than
perception, as is stated in the final sentence of the objection (22.1-2). This
corresponds better with the object of argument (3).

23.2-24.1. anumdnam. . .vydghdtdc ca. Again 1 adopt M.’s interpre-
tation (24.12-18): If the statement ‘Inference is an invalid means of know-
ledge’ is true, then verbal testimony (sabda), which is the means of know-
ledge under which the statement falls, must be a valid means of know-
ledge. If the statement is untrue, it follows that the invalidity of inference
is an error (bhrama); otherwise the statement could not be untrue. This
implies that inference is a valid means of knowledge. Thus in either case
you are contradicting your assumption that anything that is not percep-
tion cannot be a valid means of knowledge.

24.2-3. svatas ca pramanya-grahe. This refers to the Mimamsa doctrine
of the self-evidence of knowledge (Dasgupta, pp. 372-5).

24.3-4. Vyapti-grahdpayas ca vaksyate. The theory of induction is
given after the theory of pervasion and starts at 174.2. vydpti-grahdpaya
is ‘means of grasping pervasion’, i.e. induction.
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SECTION II

Theory of pervasion

CHAPTER I

FIVE DEFINITIONS OF PERVASION
AS NON-DEVIATION

27.2  Nanv anumiti-hetu-vydpti-jfigne ka vydptih? Na tdavad avyabhicaritatvam,

*30.1

*31.1

tad dhi na sadhydbhdavavad-avyttitvam sadhya*vad-bhinna-sadhydbhdvavad-
-avyttitvam sadhyavat-pratiyogikdanyonydbhdvdsamanddhikaranyam sakala-
-sadhydbhdvavan-nisth@*bhava-pratiyogitvam sadhyavad-anydvyttitvam vd,
kevaldnvayiny abhdvat.

27.2-31.2. What is pervasion in that knowledge of a pervasion which
is the cause of a conclusion? It is not [the reason’s] non-deviation [from
the probandum]. For that cannot be (1) [the reason’s] non-occurrence in
the loci of absence of the probandum, (2) [the reason’s] non-occurrence
in the loci of absence of the probandum which are different from locus
of the probandum, (3) [the reason’s] having no common locus with a
mutual absence whose counterpositive is locus-of-the-probandum, (4)
[the reason’s] being the counterpositive of an absence resident in all loci
of absence of the probandum or (5) [the reason’s] non-occurrence in what
is other than locus of the probandum, since it would then fail to apply in
the case of universal-positives.

27.2. Nanv...vydptih? Le., what do we mean by pervasion when we
say that knowledge of a pervasion is the cause of a conclusion? Know-
ledge of a pervasion is, as we have seen in Section I § 1 (2.1), an essential
element in the knowledge that gives rise to a conclusion.

27.3-31.1. sadhydbhdvavad-...va. G. offers five definitions of non-
deviation (avyabhicaritatva). (For the meaning of ‘deviation’ see p. 7).
Inasmuch as pervasion is identified with non-deviation, these definitions
are used as definitions of pervasion. Of the definitions of pervasion found
in the Tattvacintamani, these five are the only ones which have been fully
explained by modern scholars. An exhaustive account of ‘the five defi-
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nitions of pervasion’ (vydpti-paficaka) with the commentaries of M. and
Raghunatha is given in Ingalls, sections III, IV and V.

21.3. -avttitva, ie. the fact that the reason does not occur in -. I
prefer the translation of avyttitva by ‘non-occurrence’ to the more literal
translation by ‘non-occurrentness’ (Ingalls, p. 86).

27.3-30.1. sadhyavad-bhinna-. . .avrttitvam. Unlike Ingalls I have
brought the translation of definition (2) into line with the interpretation
of the Old School (prdficah, M. 39.18-20, Ingalls, pp. 126-127), because
their analysis is the natural one. The definition, then, is a refinement of
definition (1), apparently made to point out that we must exclude from
the loci of absence of the probandum that which is at the same time locus
of the attribute and locus of absence of the attribute. This attribute can
only be contact, which is taken to be of incomplete occurrence (avydpya-
-yrtti, see p. 9).

30.1-2. sadhyavat-. . .-asamanddhikaranyam. Definition (3), if correctly
interpreted, is nothing but a verbal variant of definition (5) (cf. M.
42.7-8, 43.6-9).

30.2. sakala, ‘all’. The use of a universal quantifier (p.12) is correct.
While the other definitions deny that the reason occurs in a locus of
absence of the probandum, definition (4) asserts that the reason is absent
from all loci of absence of the probandum.

31.1-2. kevaldnvayiny abhavat, ‘since it would then fail to apply in the
case of universal-positives’, i.e. in the case of inferences with a universal-
positive probandum. If the probandum is universal-positive (kevaldnvayin,
p. 5), absence (=constant absence) of the probandum as well as mutual
absence of locus of the probandum will be unexampled (aprasiddha),
because there is no locus of them (cf. p. 18). The five definitions of non-
deviation, therefore, cannot be used in the case of true inferences with a
universal-positive probandum. Hence these definitions are too narrow
(avyapti, p. 10). The inferences referred to being of the type ‘It is name-
able because it is knowable’ (idam vdacyam jrieyatvat, cf. 53.2), in which
the reason is equally universal-positive, the phrase ‘kevaldnvayiny abhdvit’
can also be taken to mean ‘since it would then fail to apply to a universal-
positive reason (as its subject)’ (cf. 77.1 and p. 87).

The meaning of the five definitions can be best understood if we apply
them to two examples of inference, of which the second is a case of
universal-positives.
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Example I 1t has fire because it has smoke (vahniman dhimat).

Reason: smoke.

Loci of the reason: mountain, kitchen, ...

Loci of absence of the reason: lake, red-hot iron, ...
Probandum: fire.

Loci of the probandum: mountain, kitchen, red-hot iron, ...
Loci of absence of the probandum: lake, ...

Definition (1): the reason’s non-occurrence in the loci of absence of the
probandum.

Application to the example: Smoke does not occur in lake or any other
locus of absence of fire. — True.

Definition (2): the reason’s non-occurrence in the loci of absence of the
probandum which are different from locus of the probandum.

Application to the example: Smoke does not occur in lake or any other
locus of absence of fire which is different from locus of fire, i.e. which is
not locus of fire. - True. (Any locus of absence of fire is not locus of fire.)

Definition (3): the reason’s having no common locus with a mutual
absence whose counterpositive is locus-of-the-probandum.

Application to the example: Smoke does not have for its locus lake or
any other thing which is neither mountain nor kitchen nor red-hot iron
nor another locus of fire. — True. (For the meaning of ‘mutual absence’
and ‘counterpositive’ see p. 8.)

Definition (4): the reason’s being the counterpositive of an absence
resident in all loci of absence of the probandum.

Application to the example: Smoke is absent from lake and all other
loci of absence of fire. — True.

Definition (5): the reason’s non-occurrence in what is other than locus
of the probandum.

Application to the example: Smoke does not occur in lake or any other
thing other than mountain, kitchen, red-hot iron and the other loci of
fire. - True.

Example II: It is nameable because it is knowable (idam vdcyam
Jhieyatvat).

Reason: knowableness.

Loci of the reason: all things.

Loci of absence of the reason: none.
Probandum: nameableness (vdcyatva).
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Loci of the probandum: all things.
Loci of absence of the probandum: none.

Definition (1): the reason’s non-occurrence in the loci of absence of the
probandum.

Application to the example: The application is impossible because
there is no locus of absence of nameableness.

Definition (2): the reason’s non-occurrence in the loci of absence of the
probandum which are different from locus of the probandum.

Application to the example: Impossible. See under definition (1).

Definition (3): the reason’s having no common locus with a mutual
absence whose counterpositive is locus-of-the-probandum.

Application to the example: The application is impossible because that
which is not a locus of nameableness cannot be found, everything being
nameable.

Definition (4): the reason’s being the counterpositive of an absence
resident in all loci of absence of the probandum.

Application to the example: Impossible. See under definition (1).

Definition (5): the reason’s non-occurrence in what is other than locus
of the probandum.

Application to the example: Impossible. See under definition (3).

If we represent the logical content of the five definitions by the symbols
of mathematical logic (see p. 30), then the definitions correspond to the
following formulae:
definitions (1) and (2) to

@ () {Ay>~(Ex)[(2) (Bz—> ~Szx) ARyx]},

definitions (3) and (5) to

() () {Ay—~(Ex) [(W) ((E2) (Bz A Szw)-(x #W)) ARyx]},
definition (4) to

© () {Ay=(x)[(z) (Bz— ~Szx)-> ~Ryx]}.

(a), (b) and (c) are equivalent to

@  (x)[(Ey) (Ay A Ryx)—(Ey) (By A Syx)],

which is a formula of pervasion (p. 32). From a purely logical point of
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view the five definitions are correct because of the equivalence of (a), (b)
and (c) to (d). In the case of universal-positives the condition

(Ex) (y) (By— ~Syx)
is not fulfilled.

CHAPTER II

TWO DEFINITIONS OF PERVASION
CALLED LION-TIGER DEFINITION

Ndpi sadhydsamanaddhikaranydnadhikaranatvam sadhya-vaiyadhikaranyén-
adhikaranatvam vd, tad ubhayam api sadhydn*adhikaranénadhikarana-
tvam tac ca tatra yatkimcit-sadhydnadhikaranddhikarane dhiime cdsid-
dham.

49.2-50.2. Nor [can pervasion be] (6) [the reason’s] being no locus of
[the property of] having a locus not in common with the probandum or
(7) [the reason’s] being no locus of [the property of] differing in locus
from the probandum. Both [these definitions] mean ‘[the reason’s] not
having as locus a non-locus of the probandum’. This [formula] fails to
apply (a) in the aforesaid case [of universal-positives], and (b) to smoke
[when this is reason in the true inference It has fire because it has smoke],
for, whichever probandum [(fire)] you take, smoke does have as locus a
non-locus of it.

49,2-50.2. To determine the meaning of definition (6) we must take
account of the ambiguity of -asdmdanddhikaranya. This word has been
used in definition (3) (chapter I, 30.2) in the proper sense of ‘having no
common locus with-"; M. (42.1-2) interprets it there as vrttitvdbhdva ‘ab-
sence of occurrence’, the same as avyttitva in definitions (1), (2) and (5).
But in definition (6) it is used in the stricter sense ‘having a locus not in
common with-". This is clear from the explanatory formula that follows.
The meaning of sddhydsamdnddhikaranya then is ‘having a locus not in
common with the probandum’, i.e. ‘having a locus which is not a locus
of the probandum’. Now anything that is not a locus of an attribute can
be said to be a non-locus of that attribute. Therefore sadhydsamanddhi-
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karanya may be interpreted to mean ‘having a locus which is a non-locus
of the probandum’, i.e. ‘having as locus a non-locus of the probandum’
(sadhydnadhikaranddhikaranatva). The same sense may be ascribed to the
expression, used by definition (7), sddhya-vaiyadhikaranya (‘differing in
locus from the probandum’), since this means, strictly, ‘having a locus
that is different from any locus of the probandum’. If, then, the definitions
say that the reason is no locus of the property, i.e. does not possess the
property, now expressed by ‘having as locus a non-locus of the proban-
dum’, then their meaning must be that the reason does not have as locus
a non-locus of the probandum (sddhydnadhikarandnadhikaranatva). If
pervasion is thus correctly defined, what does it exactly mean? It means
that any instance of the reason does not have as locus what is a non-locus
of every instance of the probandum. This is clearly illustrated by the
example ‘It has fire because it has smoke’. Suppose there are two in-
stances of the reason (smoke): mountain smoke, kitchen smoke, and three
instances of the probandum (fire): mountain fire, kitchen fire, red-hot
iron fire. Any instance of smoke does not have for its locus what is a non-
locus of every instance of fire, for neither mountain smoke nor kitchen
smoke has as its locus, for instance, lake, which is a non-locus both of
mountain fire and of kitchen fire and of red-hot iron fire. Therefore smoke
does not have as locus a non-locus of fire. Thus definitions (6) and (7)
cover the pervasion in the true inference It has fire because it has smoke.
But the definitions can be interpreted differently. The probandum, fire,
is a class containing several members or individuals (ndnd-vyakti, see p.
5), so that any of the instances of fire may be said to be probandum.
Thus the probandum referred to may be an individual, not the class of
the attribute. Then instead of saying ‘fire’ we say ‘a fire’. Smoke has as
locus a non-locus of a fire, for smoke has a locus (mountain) which is not
the locus of kitchen fire. Similarly smoke has a locus (kitchen) which is
not the locus of mountain fire, etc.. Thus smoke has as locus a non-locus
of a fire, no matter what instance of fire it may be. The opposite of the
definitions applies in the true inference It has fire because it has smoke.
This impossible result due to not quantifying the probandum correctly
in the definitory formula forms the second reason why G. rejects defi-
nitions (6) and (7), the first reason being the fact that the definitions are
not suitable for the case of universal-positives.

49.3-50.1. sadhydnadhikarandnadhikarana, ‘not having as locus a non-
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locus of the probandum’, is a bahuvrihi (possessive compound), to be
taken as the contradictory of sddhydnadhikaranddhikarana (50.1-2),
‘having as locus a non-locus of the probandum’.

50.1. tatra: 31.1-2. A non-locus of the probandum cannot be found
in the case of universal-positives. Cf. my note on 31.1-2.

Symbolically we may represent ‘having a locus not in common with the
probandum’ (sddhydsamdnddhikaranya) and ‘differing in locus from the
probandum’ (sddhya-vaiyadhikaranya) (i.e. ‘having as locus a non-locus
of the probandum’) by

M (By) {AyA(Ex) [RyxA(z) (Bz— ~Szx)]}.

The formula of definitions (6) and (7), ‘the reason’s not having as locus
a non-locus of the probandum’ (sddhydnadhikarandnadhikaranatva), then
is expressed by the contradictory of (1):

@ () {Ay->~(Ex) [Ryx A(z) (Bz—> ~Szx)]}.
(2) is equivalent to the formula of pervasion:
(3  (®)[(Ey) (Ay ARyx)-(Ey) (By A Syx)].

The statement of the form ‘whichever fire (=B) you take, smoke (=A)
has as locus a non-locus of it’ corresponds to

€)) (y) {By—(Ez) [Az A (Ex) (Rzx A ~Syx)]}.
&) L(1)~()

CHAPTER III

ABSENCE LIMITED BY
A PROPERTY WHOSE LOCI ARE DIFFERENT FROM
ITS COUNTERPOSITIVE

Athédam vdacyam jiieyatvad ity atra samavayitayd vacyatvibhavo ghata eva
prasiddhah, vyadhikarana-dharmdvacchinna-pratiyogitdkdbhdvasya keval-
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dnvayitvat. Na cdivam ghata eva vyabhicarah, sddhyatdvacchedakivac-
chinna-pratiyogitakdbha* vavad-vrttitvam hi vyabhicdrah, na ca vdcyatvd-
bhdvas tadyso ghate, iti cet

tarhi tadySa-sadhyéabhdava-samanddhikaranydbhavo vydptih, tatha cdpra-
siddhih. Pratiyogy-avyttiS ca dharmo na pratiyogitdvacchedakah, tad-
-viSista- jiidnasydbhdva-*dhi-hetutvat, anyathd nirvikalpdd api ghato ndstiti
pratity-dpatteh, gavi $asa-Syngam ndstiti pratiter asiddheh. Sasa-Srngam
ndstiti ca Sase Syrgdbhdva ity arthah.

53.2-54.2. [Objection.] ‘But in the case of universal-positives such as
“It is nameable because it is knowable”” we do find an example: in pot
there is an absence of [that which is] nameableness conjoined with [the
property of] being a term of inherence, since an absence to which the
counterpositiveness is limited by a property whose loci are different [from
the counterpositive] is universal-positive. And there will be no deviation
in pot [as locus], for deviation should be “[the reason’s] occurrence in a
locus of that absence to which the counterpositiveness is limited by the
limitor of probandumness’; such an absence of nameableness does not
exist in pot.’

54.2-55.3. [Answer.] Then pervasion should be the absence of [the
property of] having a common locus with that kind of absence-of-the-
probandum [which you prescribe for deviation]. Thus we do not have an
example [in the case of universal-positives]. Further, a property which
does not occur in the counterpositive cannot be a limitor of the counter-
positiveness. For it is a knowledge qualified by this limitor that gives rise
to the notion of an absence (otherwise a clear conception of ‘There is no
pot’ would arise from an indeterminate knowledge as well). That is why
a clear conception of ‘On the cow there is no hare’s horn’ cannot be
reached. ‘There is no hare’s horn’ means ‘In a hare there is an absence of
horns’.

The subject of the chapter, as announced by the title, is vyadhikarana-
-dharmdvacchinndbhdva. This is an abbreviation of vyadhikarana-dharmd-
vacchinna-pratiyogitakdbhdva, which is used in the text.

53.2-4. Athédam. . .kevaldnvayitvat. In the preceding two chapters G.
has offered seven definitions of pervasion. He has pointed out that these
definitions must be rejected because they are unsuitable for the case of
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universal-positives. In such a case we cannot find a locus-of-absence-of-
the-probandum, whose existence is required by the definitions; the ab-
sence of the probandum is unexampled (aprasiddha). We have met with
this difficulty in our attempt to apply the definitions to the inference now
cited at the beginning of this chapter. The probandum in this inference is
‘nameableness’. Then absence of the probandum is ‘absence of nameable-
ness’. The counterpositive of this absence, nameableness, is naturally
taken in the sense in which it is used as probandum, i.e. in the unqualified
sense. In the technical language of Navya-nyaya we convey this sense by
speaking of ‘an absence the counterpositiveness to which is limited by the
limitor of probandum-ness’ (see p. 13). This limitor is here ‘nameable-
ness-ness’. It stands in a particular qualification relation (p. 5) to its
locus ‘nameableness’. Thus ‘nameableness’ is the term of a particular
qualification relation. Now any abstract, while admitting of being the
term of a particular qualification relation, is incapable of being a term of
inherence (samavdya), since inherence exists either (1) between generic
characters and the corresponding substances, qualities or actions or (2)
between qualities (or actions) and substances or (3) between substances
and their parts (p. 4). Thus nameableness cannot be a term of inher-
ence, i.e. it cannot have the property of being a term of inherence (sama-
vdyitd). This property, which occurs in loci different from it (vyadhi-
karana-dharma), may in this connexion be called a contradictory prop-
erty (Ingalls, pp. 81-82). Another example of a contradictory property is
clothness in connexion with pot, for a pot can never be a cloth. If we
qualify a thing by a property contradictory to it, as here the opponent
does, we obtain a self-contradictory complex which cannot exist; so that
its negation or absence, being universal-positive, is found in all things,
for instance, in a pot. So we do have a locus of absence of nameableness
(though in a qualified sense) and the fault of unexampled term will no
longer arise in the case of universal-positives. Then the limitor of the
counterpositiveness belonging to the absence of the probandum is, in
relation to pot, not nameableness-ness, but the contradictory property
‘being a term of inherence’. This use of self-contradictories is said to have
been allowed by Sondada (M. 53.7-8; Ingalls, p. 82, n. 186). He was
probably a follower of Prabhakara. The Prabhakara school of Mimamsa
held that every idea as such is true.

53.4-54.2. Na cdivam. . .ghate. If pot is a locus of absence of name-
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ableness, then the reason (knowableness) will occur in a locus of absence
of the probandum (nameableness), since pot is also a locus of knowable-
ness. So we get deviation (vyabhicara, p. 7), which is the contrary of
pervasion. In answer to this objection the opponent says: What deter-
mines deviation of knowableness is an absence of nameableness in the
strict sense, where the limitor of probandumness limits the counter-
positiveness; such an absence does not occur in pot. So we have no
deviation.

54.2. tadysa-sadhydbhava. l.e. an absence-of-the-probandum to which
the counterpositiveness is limited by the limitor of probandumness. It is
this absence that needs an example in the form of a locus. That this
example is not found in the case of universal-positives has been conceded
by the opponent.

54.4-55.2. tad-visista-jiianasya. . .pratity-apatteh. To express definitely
our notion of an absence, to say for instance “There is no pot’, we must
have a determinate (savikalpaka) knowledge of that absence. This implies
that we must know the distinguishing characteristic of its counterpositive.
This characteristic is the limitor of the counterpositiveness. Now every
knowledge is said to be qualified (visista) by its content. Thus determinate
knowledge of an absence must be qualified by this differentiating element
which is the limitor of the counterpositiveness. In the example ‘There is
no pot’ this limitor is potness, in the absence-of-the-probandum in ques-
tion nameableness-ness. This excludes the assumption of a contradictory
property as a limitor of the counterpositiveness.

For the distinction between determinate (savikalpaka) and indetermi-
nate (nirvikalpaka) knowledge I may refer to Ingalls (pp. 39—40) and
Foucher (pp. 108-109).

55.2. sasa-Srhga, ‘horn of a hare’, i.e. an impossibility. Horn of a hare
is commonly used in Indian philosophy as an example of ens rationis
sine fundamento in re.

55.2. The basic text has aprasiddheh, but M. (61.11) reads asiddheh,
which is also the reading of the Didhiti (132.1). I prefer M.’s reading.

55.3. Sasa-Srrigam. . .arthah. On this question I may be allowed to
quote from Ingalls (p. 61, n. 113): ‘In the same way those Western
logicians who object to “For all x, x is not a square triangle” as
meaningless have no objection to “For all x, if x is a square, x is not

b

a triangle”.
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CHAPTER IV

PRELIMINARY REFUTATION OF
A SERIES OF DEFINITIONS OF PERVASION

§ 1. Definition (8)

Atha sadhydsamanddhikaranydnadhikaranatve sati sadhikaranatvam vyap-
tih, kevaldnvayini sadhydsamanddhikaranyam niradhikarane dkasddau
prasiddham iti cet,

na. Sddhydsamanddhikaranyam hi na sadhydnadhikaranddhikaranatvam
sadhyddhikarandnadhikaranatvam va kevaldnvayini yatkimcit-sadhyddhi-
karandnanadhikarane dhime ca*vyapteh.

69.2-4. [Objection.] ‘But pervasion is (8), in addition to [the reason’s]
being no locus of [the property of] not having common locus with the
probandum, [the reason’s] having a locus. In the case of universal-posi-
tives [the property of ] not having common locus with the probandum is
known to exist in ether and other [eternal] things that have no locus [for
the relation of inherence].’

70.1-71.1. [Answer.] We do not agree, because ‘not having common
locus with the probandum’ cannot mean either (a) ‘having as locus a
non-locus of the probandum’ or (b) ‘not having as locus a locus of the
probandum’, since the definition would then be so narrow as not to apply
[respectively] (a) in the case of universal-positives, and (b) to smoke [when
this is reason in the true inference It has fire because it has smoke]; for,
whichever probandum [(fire)] you take, a smoke does not have as locus
the locus of it.

69.2-4. Atha...prasiddham. The objection has a close connexion with
chapter II: definition (8) is definition (6) to which sddhikaranatva (having
a locus) has been added. The addition of this new element seems to be
unnecessary since possession of a locus in common with the probandum
results here from the double negation which forms the main part of the
definition (cf. M. 69.8-10); yet it is to be explained by noticing that
sadhydsamadnddhikaranya is used here in the wider sense of ‘not having
common locus with the probandum’ because this sense is logically implied
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by ‘not having a locus at all’ and therefore is the meaning which can be
illustrated by the example used (an example of ‘not having a locus at all’
being also an example of ‘not having common locus with the probandum’).
The stricter sense of ‘having a locus not in common with the probandum’
which sddhydsamanddhikaranya bears in definition (6) cannot be applied
here because it necessarily involves possession of a locus. Pervasion, then,
is defined as the negation of sddhydsamandadhikaranya, for pervasion is
described as the reason’s being no locus (anadhikaranatva) of the property
of sadhydsamanddhikaranya, i.e. as the reason’s non-possession of that
property — which means that the property is denied of the reason. The
objector now points out that the negative of that property must be used
along with the property of having a locus, i.e. it must be used with the
implication of ‘having a locus’. Now if, and only if, one property implies
another, the negation of the latter implies the negation of the former.
Thus in defining pervasion the objector implicitly points out that sdadhy-
dsamanddhikaranya is implied in ‘not having a locus at all’, so that it must
have the wider sense of ‘not having common locus with the probandum’.
This sense permits of an example for the case of universal-positives. The
fault of unexampled term will no longer arise (cf. p. 61).

Another explanation of the use of sddhikaranatva might be that the
objector wishes to point out merely the necessity of the reason’s having
a locus, in contrast with the possibility of taking as examples of ‘not
having common locus with the probandum’ things that have no locus.
In fact, if pervasion is to be possible, the reason must stand in such a
relation as to really possess a locus by means of which it can be connected
with the probandum.

M. (69.14-70.8) following Raghunatha (Didh. 251) has a different
explanation with which we need not concern ourselves since his treatment
of sadhydsamanddhikaranya as a bahuvrihi is very unnatural.

69.4. niradhikarane akasidau. Ether (akdsa) like all eternal things can-
not inhere in anything and therefore cannot be related by the relation of
inherence; if it stands in this relation it will be without a locus (riradhi-
karana). Thus ether may serve, for every type of inference, to illustrate
the property ‘not having common locus with the probandum’, provided
that this property is expressed with no regard to the relation in which the
reason stands. The relation of the reason may be contact or a particular
qualification relation, but the property ‘not having a locus’ and therefore
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also the property ‘not having common locus with the probandum’ is, as
belonging to ether, true only if the relation attaching to the locus is inher-
ence. Ether too can be related by contact, for ether is in contact with a
pot etc.; then its locus (pot etc.) is a locus of nameableness (see p. 5),
and thus it has a locus in common with the probandum in the case of
universal-positives. It must be noted that the relation of inherence plays
a large part in the system of Nyaya-Vaisesika; it is the only relation that
forms a category of its own. That may be the reason why niradhikarana
without qualification is used with reference to inherence.

70.1-71.1. Sadhydsamanddhikaranyam. . .avydpteh. In the present par-
agraph G.’s interpretation of sddhydsamanadhikaranydnadhikaranatva
(69.2) is different from his interpretation in chapter II (49.3-50.1). There
he interprets it as meaning sddhydnadhikarandnadhikaranatva, which is
the contradictory of (a) sddhydnadhikaranddhikaranatva (having as locus
a non-locus of the probandum), while he here considers it to be the contra-
dictory either of (a) or of (b) sadhyddhikarandnadhikaranatva (not having
as locus a locus of the probandum). The difference in interpretation may
be justified by the fact that in chapter II sadhydsamandadhikaranya has to
be treated as synonymous with sddhya-vaiyadhikaranya, which can only
mean (a) (see p. 65); in the present paragraph there is no question of
substituting vaiyadhikaranya for asamanddhikaranya, both (a) and (b)
can be the meaning of sddhydsamanddhikaranya. We have translated this
word in definition (6) by (1) ‘having a locus not in common with the
probandum’ and in definition (8) by (2) ‘not having common locus with
the probandum’. These are the two possible meanings, in accordance with
M.’s interpretation of -asdmdnddhikaranya as meaning either tad-adhi-
karana-vyttitvabhdva (absence of occurrence-in-its-locus) or rad-anadhi-
karana-vyttitva (occurrence in its non-locus) (M. 69.6-8). (1) expresses
the same as (a) (having as locus a non-locus of the probandum). Since no
quantifier is used, (a) may mean either (c) ‘having as one of its loci a non-
locus of the probandum’ or (d) ‘having as all of its loci non-loci of the
probandum’. (2) expresses the same as (b) (not having as locus a locus
of the probandum). This may mean either (e) ‘not having as one of its
loci a locus of the probandum’ or (f) ‘not having as all of its loci loci of
the probandum’. (c) logically implies (f) and similarly (d) implies (e), but
not vice versa, since (¢) and (f) are implied by ‘not having a locus at all’,
but (c) and (d) are not.
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(I) If definition (8) expresses, as definition (6) does, the contradictory
of (c), pervasion will be correctly defined as the reason’s not having as
one of its loci a non-locus of the probandum; the reason is supposed to
have a locus. But the definition will suffer from the fault of unexampled
term (see p. 61), since a non-locus of the probandum cannot be found
in the case of universal-positives.

(I) If definition (8) expresses the contradictory of (f), pervasion will
be correctly defined as the reason’s not not having as all of its loci loci of
the probandum. There will be no unexampled term, since an example of
‘not having a locus at all’ can serve as an example of ‘not having as all of
its loci loci of the probandum’. But in G.’s view the definition is still
unsound, because ‘probandum’ may be taken to stand for ‘instance of
the probandum’. This confusion, as we saw in chapter II (note on 49.2-
50.2), takes place when the probandum is a class containing several mem-
bers or individuals (ndnd-vyakti, see p. 5). Then in the example of smoke
and fire we replace ‘fire’ by ‘a fire’ and ‘smoke’ by ‘a smoke’. A smoke
(mountain smoke) is not in the kitchen, the locus of a fire (kitchen fire);
a smoke (kitchen smoke) is not on the mountain, the locus of a fire (moun-
tain fire). Further, all smoke is not in red-hot iron, the locus of a fire
(red-hot iron fire). Thus whichever fire (probandum) I take, a smoke does
not have as its locus the locus of it. The opposite of the definition applies
in the true inference It has fire because it has smoke. The definition is too
narrow (avydpti, nonpervasion, see p. 10).

70.2-3. kevaldnvayini. G. omits here to mention the second reason why,
if we adopt (a), the definition fails — which he has mentioned in chapter II
(50.1-2). The omission is unimportant since one counter-instance suf-
fices to refute a definition.

In symbolic language ‘not having common locus with the probandum’
in the sense of ‘not having as locus a locus of the probandum’ (sadhyddhi-
karanénadhikaranatva) may be represented by

ey ~(Ex) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A (Ey) (By A Syx)] v
v ~{(x) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx)-(Ey) (By A Syx)] A
A (Ex) (Ey) (Ay ARyx)}.

‘Having a locus not in common with the probandum’ in the sense of
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‘having as locus a non-locus of the probandum’ (sddhydnadhikaranddhi-
karanatva) is

@  (Ex)[(Ey) (AyARyx)A(y) (By—>~Syx)]v
v{(x) [(Ey) (Ay ARyx)-(y) (By— ~Syx)] A
A (Ex) (Ey) (Ay ARyx)}.
‘Not having a locus at all’ is
€)) ~(Ex) (Ey) (Ay A Ryx).
(3) and (2) imply (1) since
@ LMD vB)]
This is clear from
) L(~(Ex)(pArg)={[(x) (P> ~a)A(Ex) p]v ~(Ex) p}) A
A (~[(x) (p—q) A(Ex) pJo[(Ex) (p A ~q) v ~(Ex) p)).
The contradictory of (1) is
(6)  (Ex)[(Ey) (Ay ARyx) A(Ey) (By ASyx)] A

~{(x) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx)—(Ey) (By A Syx)] A
A(Ex) (Ey) (Ay ARyx)}.

(6) is equivalent to the formula of pervasion (p. 32)
(M (x)[(Ey) (Ay ARyx)—>(Ey) (By A Syx)] A (Ex) (Ey) (Ay A Ryx).
The contradictory of (2) is

® (x) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx)—(Ey) (By A Syx)] A
A {(Ex) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A (Ey) (By A Syx)] v
v ~(Ex) (Ey) (Ay A Ryx)}.

(8) is equivalent to the formula of pervasion
®  (x) [(Ey) (Ay ARyx)~(Ey) (By A Syx)].

The statement of the form ‘Whichever fire (=B) you take, a smoke (=A)
does not have as locus the locus of it’ corresponds to

(10)  (v) {By—(Ez) [AzA ~(Ex) (Rzx A Syx)]} A(Ey) By.
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(10) is implied by
(11)  ~(Ex) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A (Ey) (By A Syx)] A (Ey) Ay A (Ey) By.

since

(12)  L{~(Ex)[(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A (Ey) (By ASyx)] A
A (Ey) Ay A (Ey) By}>((y) {By—(Ez)[AzA
A ~(Ex) (Rzx A Syx)]} A (Ey) By).

Proof.

(13)  L{~(Ex)[(Ey) (Ay ARyx) A (Ey) (By A Syx)] A
A (Ey) Ay A (Ey) By}>(~(Ey) {By A (Ez) [AzA
A (Ex) (Rzx A Syx)1} A (Ey) Ay A (Ey) By)

(14 ...o((y) {By~(2) [Az—> ~(Ex) (Rzx ASyx)]} A
A (Ey) Ay A(Ey) By)
(15) ...=((y) {By—(Ez) [Az A ~(Ex) (Rzx A Syx)]} A (Ey) By)

§ 2. Definition (9)

Napi sva-samanddhikarandtyantdbhdvdpratiyogi-sadhya-samandadhikara-

nyam parvatiya-vahner mahdnasiya-dhiima-samanddhikarandtyantébhava-
-pratiyogitvat, dravyatvdder avydapya-vrtty-avydpyatdpattes ca. Na ca prati-
yogi-viro*dhitvam vydpya-vrttitvam va abhdva-visesanam deyam sam-
yogddau sadhye sattvdder anaikantikatvdbhava-prasangat. Na hi pratiyogi-
-virodhi samyogdder aparo’tyantibhdvo’sti, adhikarana-bhedendbhdva-
-bheddibhavat.

71.1-72.4. Nor [can pervasion be] (9) [the reason’s] having a common
locus with the probandum which is not the counterpositive of a constant
absence which has a common locus with the reason. For (a) mountain
fire is the counterpositive of a constant absence which has a common
locus with kitchen smoke; [so the definition would not apply in the true
inference ‘It has fire because it has smoke’.] And (b) substanceness etc.
would not be pervaded by that which is of incomplete occurrence. [In
trying to avoid (b)] we must not attach to ‘absence’ the qualification ‘being
contradictory to its counterpositive’ or ‘being of complete occurrence’;
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for that would involve us in admitting that in a [false] inference with
contact as probandum [and reality as reason] reality is not casually [but
uniformly] associated with contact [so that the false inference would
appear true. We cannot avoid this overpervasion], for there is no other
absence of contact which would be contradictory to its counterpositive,
since absences do not differ as their loci differ.

71.1. atyantdbhdva, ‘constant absence’, p. 8.

71.2-3. parvatiya-vahner. . .-pratiyogitvat. If we consider the true infer-
ence ‘It has fire because it has smoke’, we find that some instance (moun-
tain fire) of the probandum (fire) is absent from the kitchen, which is the
locus of some instance (kitchen smoke) of the reason (smoke). This at
first sight conflicts with the statement of definition (9) that the probandum
is not absent from a locus of the reason. The definition is therefore un-
sound.

The statement that the probandum should not be absent from a locus
of the reason must be taken to be the negation either of (1) the fact just
considered, that the reason has a locus from which some instance of the
probandum is absent, or of (2) the fact that the reason has a locus from
which any instance of the probandum is absent. Since (2) implies (1), the
negation of (1) implies the negation of (2). Thus definition (9) may mean
that the reason has no locus from which any instance of the probandum
is absent. If, with M. (71.16-18), we interpret the definition in this way,
we shall have no difficulty in applying the definition to the true inference
‘It has fire because it has smoke’, for the kitchen is obviously not a place
from which all fire is absent; the definition will be logically correct, since
there is no locus of the reason from which any instance of the probandum
is absent. The difficulty just considered (a) will therefore no longer exist.
Thisis, according to M., the reason why G. passes to a second difficulty (b).

71.3-4. dravyatvdder. . .ca. G. points to an inference about incomplete
occurrence (avydpya-vytti), viz. the true inference ‘It has contact because
it is a substance’ (samyogi dravyatvat). The probandum (contact) is there
of incomplete occurrence (see p. 9), and so will be its absence. In every

substance, A, we find both contact (a quality), through A’s being some-
where in contact with another substance, B, and absence of contact,

through A’s being somewhere not in contact with B. The typical example
is the tree whose branches are in contact with a monkey, but whose roots
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are not; the tree is both a locus of contact with a monkey and a locus of
absence of contact with a monkey. In the above inference the reason
(substanceness) will therefore have a locus (substance) from which any
instance of the probandum (contact) is absent. This contradicts definition
(9), since, as we saw in the preceding note, the definition may mean that
the reason has no locus from which any instance of the probandum is
absent. The definition must then be rejected, because otherwise, the infer-
ence being false, substanceness would not be pervaded by that which is
of incomplete occurrence, viz. contact.

dravyatvddi, substanceness etc., i.e. substanceness and abstracts of
particular substances such as this-treeness, which is reason in the infer-
ence ‘It has contact with a monkey because it is this tree’ (kapi-samyogy
etad-vrksatvat). Similarly samyogddi (72.1), ‘contact etc.’, i.e. contact and
its specifications such as contact with a monkey. (When -adi is used in
this sense, we shall often not translate it.)

71.4-72.4. Na ca...4bhavat. In general the (constant) absence (atyant-
dbhava) of a thing A is thought of as the contradictory of the presence of
A or, to use the language of G., as being contradictory to its counter-
positive A in relation to the same locus, so that absence and presence of
A cannot occur in the same locus. But if A is contact, we are supposed
to have a locus, necessarily a substance, in which both presence and ab-
sence of A occur. Then absence of A does not exclude presence of A in
the same locus; absence of A occurs in the locus of its counterpositive A.
Thus the term atyantdbhdva (constant absence) lets in ambiguity and this
gives rise to the difficulty (b) explained in the previous note. In order to
avoid this difficulty one might require the absence used in the definition
to be qualified by the property of being contradictory to its counterposi-
tive (or, which means the same, of being of complete occurrence) with
regard to any locus. Such absence of contact cannot exist; the definition
then will be applicable to the true inference ‘It has contact because it is
a substance.” But now comes another difficulty. The definition will then
apply, not only in the true inference ‘It has contact because it is a sub-
stance’, but also in any false inference with contact as probandum like
‘It has contact because it has reality’ (samyogi sattvat), where the reason
(reality) has a common locus (substance) with the probandum; here too
the probandum is not the counterpositive of a constant absence supposed
to be contradictory to its counterpositive and having a common locus
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with the reason. Thus the definition will be too wide; in other words,
there will be overpervasion (ativydpti, see p. 10).

The overpervasion will, however, not take place if we assume a par-
ticular absence of contact contradictory to its counterpositive and occur-
ring in things other than substance. This particular absence should be
distinguished from the absence of contact just considered, which may
coexist with its counterpositive and occurs in both substances and other
things. Such a particular absence of contact whose characteristics are
‘being contradictory to its counterpositive’ and ‘being of complete occur-
rence’ occurs in loci of reality, viz. qualities and actions; so that definition
(9) using this absence will not be so wide as to apply in the false inference
‘It has contact because it has reality’. But G. does not recognize two types
of absence of contact. In his view an absence of a thing must be conceived
as a unit not admitting of varieties according to its loci. The theory that
absences differ as their loci differ is discussed by M. in his commentary
on definition (2) (40.3-41.10; Ingalls, pp. 127-133). M. finally accepts
this theory, but limits its application to absence of contact. A synopsis of
the two theories may be the following:
c.=counterpositive

A. G.s theory:

Absence 1: Absence in general, capable of occurring in any locus; contact
can beits c..
(a) If its c. is contact,

() in substance, I is not contradictory to its c;

(B) in loci other than substance, I is contradictory to its c.. (cf. 136.1)
(b) If its c. is not contact, I=1I.
Absence II: Absence contradictory to its c., capable of occurring in any
locus; contact cannot be its c. because of I (a) ().

I and II do not differ in locus.

B. Theory that absences differ as their loci differ

Absence I: as Absence I under A.

(a) Ifits c. is contact,
(«) in substance, I is not contradictory to its c.;
(B) in loci other than substance, I=III.

(b) If its c. is not contact, I=1II.
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Absence II: as Absence II under A.
Absence III: Absence contradictory to its c., capable of occurring only
in loci other than substance, contact can be its c..

I1I differs in locus from I and II.

72.2. anaikdntikatva, ‘being capable of being thus and of being not
thus.” M. identifies it with deviation (vyabhicaritatva, 73.3), i.e. the occur-
rence of the reason in loci other than those of the probandum (see p. 7).
Reality is only ‘casually’, i.e. in part of its loci (in so far as one of its loci
is substance), associated with contact, so that it may be accompanied by
contact and may not be accompanied by contact. If the inference ‘It has
contact because it has reality’ were true, reality would always be accom-
panied by contact, and conversely, if reality were always accompanied by
contact, the inference ‘It has contact because it has reality’ would be true.

In a symbolic representation of the logical structure, supposing the
absence of a thing to be truly opposed to its presence, definition (9) prima
facie appears as the following formula:

€)) (Ex) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A (Ey) (By A Syx)] A
A ~(Ex) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A (Ey) (By A ~Syx)].

In the inference ‘It has fire because it has smoke’ the contradictory of the
second part of (1)

()] (Ex) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A (Ey) (By A ~Syx)]

is true, because an instance (mountain fire) of fire (=B) is the counter-
positive of a constant absence which has a common locus (kitchen) with
an instance (kitchen smoke) of smoke (=A).
But definition (9) may also mean (M. 71.16-18)
() (Ex)[(Ey) (Ay ARyx) A (Ey) (By ASyx)] A
A ~(Ex) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A (y) (By— ~Syx)].

(3) is equivalent to the formula of pervasion (see p. 32):

) (x) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx)—(Ey) (By A Syx)] A (Ex) (Ey) (Ay A Ryx).
) 1(1)-(3)
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§ 3. Definition (10)

Népi sdadhanavan-nisthdnyonydbhdvipratiyogi-sadhyavatkatvam vydptih,
miile * vrksah kapi-samyogavan néty abadhita-pratiteh, tad-anyonydbhdva-
sydpi tatra sattvat (Na cdivam bheddbhedah, avacchedaka-bhedena *tat-
-sattvabhyupagamat.), sadhanavan-nisthdnyonydbhavapratiyogi sadhyavad
yasyéti sasthy-artha-vyapya-vydpaka-bhavéanirapandt, sadhya-sadhanayor
vydpti-nirdpyatvdt, vahnimat-parvatasya dhiimavan-mahdnasa-nisthényo-
nydbhdva-pratiyogitvdc ca *visesdbhdva-kitad evibhava-vyavahdrdpapattau
samdanydbhdve mandbhavat.

72.4-75.2. Nor [can pervasion be] (10) [the probans’] possession of a
locus-of-the-probandum which is not the counterpositive of a mutual
absence residing in a locus of the probans. For (1) [in the case of the true
inference It has contact with a monkey because it is this tree] there is
mutual absence of locus of the probandum in the tree, since no one can set
aside the distinct knowledge that in its roots the tree has no contact with
a monkey. (The objection that on this assumption difference would be
non-difference is unjustified, since difference and non-difference must be
understood as being determined by different limitors.) Further, (2) the
genitive [‘whose’] in [the analysis] ‘Whose locus of the probandum is not
the counterpositive of a mutual absence residing in a locus of the probans’
signifies the relation of pervader and pervaded, which has not yet been
examined [but is definiendum]. Besides, (3) [the terms] probans and pro-
bandum can only be described with the help of pervasion. Finally, (4)
[in the case of the true inference ‘It has fire because it has smoke’ we find
that] the mountain, which is a locus of fire, is the counterpositive of a
mutual absence residing in the kitchen, which is a locus of smoke. There
is no evidence that there is [apart from the particular absences]a universal
absence; the fact that we speak of absence is merely the result of [its
being] a product of particular absences.

72.4-75.2. According to G. definition (10) suffers from two faults:
(a) It offends against the rule that the definitum should not enter into
the definition. This fault is shown to occur twice (in (2) and in (3)).
(b) The definition is too narrow: G. mentions two types of case (in (1)
and in (4)) where the definition fails to apply. This is the fault of non-
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pervasion (avydpti, p. 10), due to ambiguity of the definitory formula.

72.4-5. sadhanavan-. . .vydptih. This definition differs from the pre-
ceding definitions in that it is formulated as an abstract of a bahuvrihi
(possessive compound) with the suffix ka. Its understood subject is the
same as that of the other definitions, viz. the reason, which is called pro-
bans (sddhana). But this subject is here, through the bahuvrihi with -ka,
related positively to locus of the probandum, whereas this locus is related
negatively to an absence residing in a locus of the probans. The positive
relation may be regarded as a kind of pervasion. That is one of the reasons
why G. rejects definition (10), since then the definition offends against the
rule that the definitum should not be introduced into the definitory for-
mula. Later (145.1-2), however, when he gives correct definitions of per-
vasion, he accepts the formulation by means of a bahuvrihi with -ka,
arguing that its meaning can be understood without knowing pervasion
as such.

72.4. sadhana, ‘probans’. In the theory of pervasion this word is syn-
onymous with hetu (reason).

72.5. anyonydbhdva, ‘mutual absence’, p. 8.

72.5-73.2. mile. . .sattvat. We have seen in the preceding paragraph
how contact and absence of contact coexist in the same substance and do
not exclude each other. The view adopted here (cf. ch. VII, § 2) is that in
its branches the tree is a locus of contact with a monkey, while in its roots
it is not. Thus we have the statement (a) ‘The tree is a locus of a mutual
absence whose counterpositive is locus of contact with a monkey’. This
prevents definition (10) from applying in the true inference ‘It has contact
with a monkey because it is this tree’ (kapi-samyogy etad-vrksatvat), where
‘contact with a monkey’ is probandum and this tree locus of the probans
‘this treeness’. For we can say, by substituting in the statement (a) ‘locus
of the probans’ for ‘tree’ and ‘probandum’ for ‘contact with a monkey’,
that the locus of the probans is a locus of a mutual absence whose counter-
positive is locus of the probandum. This is equivalent to saying that locus
of the probandum is the counterpositive of a mutual absence residing in
a locus of the probans. This is contradictory to definition (10). The defi-
nition is therefore too narrow.

73.2. bheddbheda, a karmadharaya (descriptive compound) in the sense
of ‘difference that is non-difference’. The objection is: If the tree which is
identical with a locus of contact with a monkey is different from such a
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locus, difference would be identity, i.e. non-difference — which would be
a breach of the law of contradiction.

73.2. avacchedaka (limitor) has here the meaning of simd-paricchedaka
(delimitor of the physical boundary). Limitors in this sense are branches
and roots. The branches of the tree are made limitor of locusness to con-
tact with a monkey, which locusness resides in the tree; the roots of the
tree are made limitor of locusness to mutual absence of locus of contact
with a monkey, which locusness resides in the tree. Thus, (a) the tree is a
locus of contact with a monkey, provided that the locusness is limited by
the branches; on the other hand, (b) the tree is a locus of mutual absence
of locus of contact with a monkey, provided that the locusness (to the
mutual absence) is limited by the roots. We say that (a) the tree is in its
branches a locus of contact with a monkey, and (b) the tree is in its roots
no locus of contact with a monkey. In (a) the tree is not different from
locus of contact with a monkey, in (b) the tree is. But since difference and
non-difference depend on the limitors, there is, on this interpretation, no
breach of the law of contradiction. Cf. Ingalls, pp. 73-74.

74.1-2. sdadhanavan-. . .yasyéti, ‘whose locus of the probandum is not
the counterpositive of a mutual absence residing in a locus of the probans.’
This is the analysis of the compound sddhanavan-nisthédnyonydbhdviprati-
yogi-sadhyavatka, which followed by -tva forms definition (10). The com-
pound is a bahuvrihi with the suffix ka as samasanta (suffix attached to
the end of a compound); it is analysed with the help of the genitive case
of the relative (yasya). The genitive expresses the same relation as the
suffix ka, which according to M. (73.21) has the meaning of the suffix mat,
which expresses possession (Panini 5.2.94). The subject, which is under-
stood as the antecedent of yasya, is the reason (probans). Thus the reason
is pronounced to be possessor of a locus-of-the-probandum which is not
the counterpositive of a mutual absence residing in a locus of the probans.
This seems to mean that locus-of-the-probandum thus qualified is predic-
able of the loci of the reason. M. (73.21-74.10) interprets it as meaning
either that the reason is pervaded directly by locus-of-the-probandum
thus qualified, or that it is pervaded by the probandum belonging to that
locus. Thus in order to understand the meaning of definition (10) we must
know beforehand what ‘being pervaded by’ is; this requires a knowledge
of the relation of pervader and pervaded; but this knowledge cannot be
supplied, since the nature of pervasion has not yet been determined, but
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is the very object of our present inquiry. The definition must therefore be
rejected.

74.3. sadhya-. . .-niripyatvat. sidhana means probans, i.e. proving some-
thing; it indicates a necessary connexion with an object, viz. the proban-
dum (sddhya). Now this connexion is the relation of pervasion. Thus the
use of the terms ‘probans’ and ‘probandum’ involves a knowledge of per-
vasion and is therefore not allowed. The same will be pointed out in 91.2
(§ 12), where G. calls the fault drmdsraya (‘foundation upon the thing
itself’, p. 10). (The same could of course be said when we use as names
reason (hetu) and probandum; but then the correlation of the terms is not
expressly assumed since their names are not derived from the same root.)

74.3-4. vahnimat-. . .-pratiyogitvdc ca. G. shows that definition (10)
does not cover the pervasion of smoke by fire. We have seen that the same
happened to some of the preceding definitions. The fault here arises from
not quantifying properly locus of the probandum. It is true that in any
locus of smoke (probans), kitchen etc., there is a mutual absence of some
locus of fire (probandum), viz. mountain etc., — i.e. that any locus of
smoke is not a particular locus of fire, e.g. that the kitchen is not a moun-
tain; but it is not true that in a locus of smoke there is a mutual absence
of every locus of fire - i.e. that a locus of smoke is not a locus of fire, e.g.
that the kitchen is not a locus of fire.

75.1-2. visesdbhava-. . .mandbhavat. If the mutual absence in definition
(10) is taken to be not a particular absence whose counterpositive is a
particular locus of the probandum, but a general absence whose counter-
positive is the set of all loci of the probandum, then the definition will be
applicable to the pervasion of smoke by fire. This has been shown in the
preceding note. Now the question arises: Which absence do we mean
when we speak of absence? We may mean by it a general absence, i.e. an
absence having for its counterpositive the class (in the present case locus-
of-the-probandum). Such an absence is formed by the product (kita,
‘heap’) of the particular absences each of which has for its counterpositive
a member of the class (in the present case a particular locus-of-the-pro-
bandum). Thus we do not need for its formation a distinct universal
absence (sdmdnydbhdva); it is enough that we conjoin all the particular
absences (visesdbhava), since their product will be identical with the gen-
eral absence. Consequently, there is no reason for treating the mutual
absence in the definition as being necessarily a universal absence to be
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distinguished from particular absences; the absence is always one whose
counterpositive consists of loci of the probandum, and these loci may be
taken either singly or collectively. Thus the definition lets in ambiguity.

The question whether we need a universal absence as distinct from
particular absences will be treated again in a special chapter on universal
absence (chapter VI), which follows upon the conclusive definition of
pervasion. G.’s view is there the opposite of what he maintains here. He
here adopts the opinion of those who reject a universal absence as un-
necessary. The whole matter will become clearer when he considers per-
vasion between particulars (chapter VII, § 1).

Definition (10) may be represented symbolically, if we take the mutual
absence to be a general absence, by the formula

) (Ex) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A(Ey) (By A Syx)] A
A ~(Ex) {(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A(w) [(Ey) (By A Syw)—(w#x)]}.

(1) is equivalent to the formula of pervasion:

@  (x)[(Ey) (Ay ARyx)—(Ey) (By A Syx)] A (Ex) (Ey) (Ay A Ryx).
That the product of all particular absences is identical with the corre-

sponding general absence is shown by the formula
?3) 1[(AuBUCuU...)=F]-»

~(x) {{(y) (Ay—> ~Ryx) A (y) (By—> ~Ryx) A

A(¥) (Cy—~Ryx) A ... ]o(y) (Fy— ~Ryx)}
where A, B, C. .. stand for the members (or sub-classes) of the class F,
which is the counterpositive of the general absence. R may be Identity,

so that the formula covers both constant absences and mutual absences.
In the case of mutual absence the formula takes the form

@ L[(AUBUCu...)=F]-[(AnBnCn...)=F].
§ 4. Definition (11)
Naépi sadhana-samanddhikarana-yavad-dharma-niripita-vaiyadhikaranyén-

adhikarana-sadhya-sama*nddhikaranyam  sddhana-samanddhikaranasya
prameyatvider vaiyadhikaranydprasiddheh, mahdnasidau samavayitaya
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vahni-vahnimator atyantdnyonydbhdvayoh sattvat, dhima*dav apy ukta-
-laksandbhdvac ca.

75.2-717.1. Nor [can pervasion be] (11) [the probans’] having a common
locus with the probandum which is no locus of [the property of ] differing
in locus [from so-and-so] if this [property] is described by all the attributes
that have a common locus with the probans. For (1) ‘differing in locus
[from so-and-so]’ is unexampled for [the case in which it is described by]
‘being object of knowledge’ or other [unnegatable] properties that have
a common locus with the probans. And (2) the characteristic given as
definition fails to apply even to smoke and other things [as subjects, which
are probans in a true inference like It has fire because it has smoke], since
there is in the kitchen etc. a constant absence of fire as well as a mutual
absence of locus of fire when the locus [of fire, fire being one of the attri-
butes which have a common locus with the probans,] is a term of inher-
ence.

75.2-3. sadhana-. . .sadhya-. This must mean that the probandum has
some locus identical with a locus of so-and-so, so-and-so being any of
the attributes that have a common locus with the probans.

75.2-3. sddhana-. . .-niripita-. The phrase ‘the probans’ having a com-
mon locus with the probandum which is no locus of the property of
differing in locus from so-and-so’ becomes a definition of pervasion if we
can replace ‘so-and-so’ by any of the attributes that have a common locus
with the probans. For the use of niripita (described by) in connexion with
abstract properties, see Ingalls, pp. 46-47.

75.3. dharma, ‘attribute’. By this the author of definition (11) seems to
mean primarily a generic or specific character inhering in a locus of the
probans (M. 76.9, 15). Such characters are, when the probans is smoke,
substanceness, mountainness, kitchenness. The last two reciprocate with
a locus of smoke, respectively mountain and kitchen, since mountain
smoke and kitchen smoke are, as individual cases of smoke, related each
to the corresponding specific locus (p. 4). An enumeration of all the
specific characters such as mountainness, kitchenness etc., which have
each a one-one correspondence to a different locus of smoke, will there-
fore be an implicit enumeration of all the loci of smoke. The definition
then implicitly says that the probandum (fire) must have among its loci all
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the loci of the probans (smoke) — which is the condition for the probans’
being pervaded by the probandum. Thus pervasion is correctly defined.
75.3. -vaiyadhikaranydnadhikarana, ‘which is no locus of the property
of differing in locus from so-and-so’, i.e. which does not have all of its
loci different from locus of so-and-so, i.e. which has some locus identical
with a locus of so-and-so. vaiyadhikaranya is used in the strict sense of
‘having the locus, i.e. all of its loci, different from locus of so-and-so’.
76.1-2. sddhana-. . .-aprasiddeh. We cannot find a locus different from
locus of so-and-so if ‘so-and-so’ is replaced by ‘being object of knowledge’
as one of the attributes that have a common locus with the probans.
‘Being object of knowledge’ (prameyatva) necessarily belongs to every-
thing, for everything is object of knowledge. The same applies to the other
‘unnegatable’ properties (universal-positives, kevaldnvayin, p. 5), such as
‘knowableness’ (jfieyatva) and ‘nameableness’ (vdcyatva). Thus definition
(11) suffers from the fault of unexampled term (aprasiddhi, p. 18).
76.2-77.1. mahdnasidau. . .ukta-laksandbhavdc ca. Fire is probandum
in the true inference It has fire because it has smoke. But fire is also among
the attributes which have a common locus with the probans (smoke) and
therefore are to replace ‘so-and-so’ in ‘differing in locus from so-and-so’.
As a value for ‘so-and-so’ fire may have any relation which it is capable
of standing in. Now fire can be related, not only by contact, which is the
relation of fire as probandum, but also by inherence; for fire inheres in
the particles of fire. Standing in the relation of inherence fire is absent
from the kitchen and other loci to which it is related by contact. Thus we
can either say that there is a constant absence of fire in the kitchen etc.
or say that there is a mutual absence of locus of fire in the kitchen etc..
Then the probandum ‘fire’, whose relation is contact, has no locus identi-
cal with a locus of so-and-so if so-and-so (1) stands in the relation of
inherence and (2) stands for fire, fire being an attribute that, by contact,
has a common locus with the probans ‘smoke’. Thus it is untrue to say
that fire has a locus identical with a locus of so-and-so, where ‘so-and-so’
can be replaced by any of the attributes that have a common locus with
smoke. The definition therefore fails to apply in the true inference It has
fire because it has smoke.
76.2. samavdyitayd, ‘with the property of being a term of inherence’,
i.e. when the locus (of fire) has the property of being a term of inherence,
i.e. when the attribute (fire) stands in the relation of inherence.
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76.3-77.1. dhiimddav apy ukta-laksandbhavdc. If the definition does not
cover the pervasion of smoke by fire, then smoke cannot be one of the
subjects of the characteristic that is given as definition (cf. p. 6).

A symbolic representation of definition (11) is the following formula:
(1) (Bx) [(Ey) (Ay ARyx) A (Ey) (By A Syx)] A
A (z) {(Ex) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A Tzx] -
- ~(x) (W) [((Ey) (By A Syx) A Tzw)—>(x#w)]}.
Pervasion (p. 32) is

(@  (Ex)[(Ey) (AyARyx)A(Ey) (By A Syx)] A
A (x) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx)—(Ey) (By A Syx)].
If the relation T is taken to be a one-one relation such as exists between
a thing and its own proper character, e.g. the relation between kitchen
and kitchenness (such a relation would be in Navya-nyaya a particular
qualification relation or a peculiar relation, cf. p. 5), then (1) is equiva-
lent to (2). This is proved as follows:
Data.
@) WE ) (TywATyx)->(x=w)]
@ (x) [(Ey) (Ay ARyx)—(Ez) Tzx]
Proof.
©) L(z) {(Ex) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A Tzx]->(Ex) [(Ey) (By A Syx) A
ATzx]}-(2) (x) {[(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A Tzx] -
—(Ew) [(Ey) (By A Syw) A Tzw A Tzx]}
From (5) and (3) we obtain
© () {(Ex) [(Ey) (Ay ARyx) A Tzx]—>
~(Ex) [(Ey) (By A Syx) A Tzx]} -
-(2) (x) {[(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A Tzx] >
—(Ew) [(Ey) (By A Syw) A (x=w)]}.
(M L@ ) {[(Ey) (Ay ARyx) A Tzx]~
—(Ew) [(Ey) (By ASyw) A (x=w)]} >
—(x) {(Ez) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A Tzx]—(Ey) (By A Syx)}
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® L)~ {(Ex) [(Ey) (Ay ARyx) A Tzx] -
—(Ex) [(Ey) (By A Syx) A Tzx]}

From (8), (6), (7) and (4) we obtain

©® (1)~ [(Ey) (Ay ARyx)>(Ey) (By A Syx)].
(10)  L(x)[(Ey) (Ay ARyx)—(Ey) (By A Syx)]>
—-(z) {(Ex) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A Tzx]—
—(Ex) [(Ey) (By A Syx) A Tzx]}
(11)  L(z) (Ex) [(Ey) (By A Syx) A Tzx]—
—(2)~(x) (w) {[(Ey) (By A Syx) A Tzw] >(x# W)}
From (9), (10) and (11) we infer that (1) is equivalent to (2).

§ 5. Pervasion defined as a connexion without an accident (definitions (12)
and (13))

Athdnaupadhikah sambandho vydptih, upadhis ca sadhya-vyapakatve sati
sadhandvyapakah, vyapakatvam tu tadvan-nisthdtyantdbhdvépratiyogitvam,
vyabhicare cdvasyam updadhih, pratiyogitvam na virodhitvam sahd*nava-
sthana-niyama-laksanam gotvdsvatvayor atathdtvat, anyonydbhdva-prati-
yoginy asattvac ca. Kim tu yathddhikarandbhavayoh svaripa-visesah sam-
bandhah, tathd pratiyogitvam {anu*yogitvam) api, abhdva-virahdtmatvam
Vvéti cet,

yatkimcit-sadhya-vydpaka-sadhandvydpaka-dharma-nisedho na dhimdé-
dau, prakyta-sadhya-vydpaka-sadhandvydpaka-dharmas ca siddhy-asiddhi-
bhyam na niseddhum Sakyah,
yavat-sadhya-vydapake prameyatvadau sadha*ndvydapakatvam ydvat-sadha-
ndvydpake ca ghatatviadau sadhya-vydpakatvam nisidhyata iti cet,

na. Vyadhikaranatvat.

Yavat-sadhandvyapakam avydpakam yat-sadhyasya, yavat-sadhya-vya-
pakam vyapakam va yasya tattvam tad iti cet,
na. Sopddher api *tathatvat, tatha hi sadhanasya vahner avydpakam yavad-
-ardréndhanam tat pratyekam avyapakam sadhya-dhiimasya, dvitiye sadhya-
-dhiimasya vydpakam drdréndhanam tat vydpakam mahanasiya-vahneh.
Ndpi sadhyam yavad-avyabhicari tad-avyabhicaritvam anaupddhikatvam,
sadhydvyabhicdritvasydiva gamakatva-sambhavat, tac ca disitam.
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77.1-79.1. [The opponent:] ‘Pervasion is rather (12) a connexion inde-
pendent of an accident. An accident is that which is a pervader of the
probandum without being a pervader of the probans; “being a pervader
[of a thing]”” means “not being the counterpositive of a constant absence
residing in a locus of that thing.”” And [that pervasion is a connexion
independent of an accident is confirmed by the fact that] an accident is
necessarily involved in deviation. Counterpositiveness is not opposition
in the sense of “impossibility [for two things] to reside together [in a third
thing]”’, for cowness and horseness [,which cannot reside together in the
same thing,] are not so treated [as if one were the counterpositive of the
other] and the counterpositive of a mutual absence is not a side of such
an opposition. But counterpositiveness is [here] a kind of peculiar relation
such as there is between an absence and its locus {and so is subjunctness);
or [one might define it as] “being what is lack of absence [of the thing]”.’

79.1-4. [Objection.] If the attribute [i.e. the accident] is that which
pervades no matter what probandum without pervading the [correspond-
ing] probans, then the negation of the attribute will be untrue for smoke
and other things [that are probans in a true inference like It has fire
because it has smoke]; whereas if it is meant that the attribute pervades
the probandum [of the inference] in question without pervading the pro-
bans [of that inference], then the attribute cannot be denied, whether it
exists or not.

79.4-80.2. [The opponent:] ‘(We mean this:] (a) [The property of]
being no pervader of the probans is denied of all things that pervade the
probandum (such a thing is for instance “being object of knowledge”),
and (b) [the property of ] being pervader of the probandum is denied of
all things that do not pervade the probans (such a thing is for instance
potness).’

80.2. [Objection.] We do not agree, because it does not attach to the
subject.

80.2-4. [The opponent:] ‘“Then it should run as follows: (1) [the pro-
bans’] being that whose [corresponding] probandum all non-pervader of
the probans does not pervade, or (2) [the probans’] being that which all
pervader of the probandum pervades.’

80.4-81.3. [Answer.] No, for this applies also to a probans with an
accident. E.g. let fire be probans and smoke probandum. (1) Wet fuel, all
of which does not pervade fire, is for each [instance] singly no pervader
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of smoke. As for (2), the wet fuel which pervades smoke is a pervader of
kitchen fire.

82.1-3. Nor can ‘being independent of an accident’ be defined as (13)‘
[the probans’] non-deviation from all things from which the probandum
does not deviate’, since the same is already conveyed by* [the probans’]
non-deviation from the probandum.” This [kind of definition], however,
has been condemned.

77.1-79.1. Athé. . .abhdva-virahdtmatvam véti. G. now turns to a new
type of definition, viz. that which describes pervasion as a connexion inde-
pendent of an accident, i.e. as a concomitance which exists independently
of an accident (upddhi, p. 14). M. calls it the Teacher’s definition (dcar-
yiya-laksana, 78.12); in his commentary on definition (1) (34.2; cf. Ingalls,
p. 104) he quotes from the Teacher’s work the definition of counter-
positiveness, here found at the end of the passage. The logician who is
usually referred to as the Teacher (dcdrya) is Udayana; he was one of the
last great teachers of Old Nyaya. Thus there is little doubt that the defi-
nition the opponent sets forth is Udayana’s. Varieties of the same type
of definition are given in chapter VII (definitions (26-28)), where G.
deals with correct definitions of pervasion different from his conclusive
definition.

71.2. upddhis. . .sadhandvydpakah. The opponent’s definition of acci-
dent has the same formula as the conclusive definition of accident given
by G. in his Theory of accident (Upadhivada, 336.3), except that in G.’s
formula the probandum, which the accident pervades, is confined to the
locus either of some attribute of the probans or of the probans itself. The
present definition of accident is applicable to the example G. uses (in 81.1)
to show the ambiguity of the opponent’s definition of pervasion. Accident
(upadhi) is defined here as something that (1) pervades the probandum,
but (2) does not pervade the probans. Thus it is stated explicitly (by (2))
that (a) the probans occurs somewhere without the accident, and implicitly
(by (1)) that (b) where the probans occurs without the accident there the
probandum is no concomitant of the probans; but (c) elsewhere the pro-
bans occurs with the accident, and (d) where the probans occurs with the
accident there the probandum is a concomitant of the probans. The
statements (c) and (d) are not implied by the definition, but are taken to
be involved in the meaning of the word upddhi (this will be explained in
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166.5). From the definition we can only deduce: (e) wherever the pro-
bandum is a concomitant of the probans there is the accident. Take the
example ‘It has smoke because it has fire with wet fuel’ and let A be the
probans (fire), B the probandum (smoke) and C the accident (wet fuel).
Then we may represent the above statements as follows: (a) Somewhere
there is A without C. (b) Wherever there is A without C there is A without
B. (c) Somewhere there is A with C. (d) Wherever there is A with C there
is A with B. (e) Wherever there is A with B there is C. (b) and (e) are
logically implied by (1): Wherever there is B there is C. Cf. p. 15.

717.3. vydpakatvam tu. . .dpratiyogitvam. Since the opponent uses in his
definition the term pervader (vydpaka), which presupposes a knowledge
of pervasion, he would be guilty of begging the question, if his definition
of accident were not followed by an explanation of what pervader is. Thus
he proceeds to define this. His definition is correct. ‘Being a pervader of
A’ (vyapakatva) is ‘not being the counterpositive of a constant absence
residing in a locus of A’, i.e. being the opposite of what does not occur in
some locus of A, i.e. being that which occurs in all loci of A.

It must be noted that the relation ‘being a pervader of” is the converse
of the relation ‘pervasion’. For ‘pervasion’ is ‘being pervaded by’ (vyap-
yatva), since the reason, the thing pervaded, is assumed to be the subject
of pervasion (p. 6).

71.3-4. vyabhicare. . .upadhih. That pervasion does not depend upon
an accident is confirmed by the fact that an accident is always involved
in deviation, the opposite of pervasion.

77.4-78.3. pratiyogitvam. . .tathd pratiyogitvam. ‘Counterpositiveness’
(pratiyogitva) was included in the definition of ‘being a pervader of’; this
in turn was an element in the definition of accident used to define per-
vasion. That may be the reason why the opponent proceeds to state
clearly what counterpositiveness means. For it might be taken to mean
something that involves pervasion; then the charge of circulus would
arise, since being a pervader and finally pervasion would be defined by
means of pervasion. To avoid this the opponent points out that counter-
positiveness is not concerned with an opposition such as we have between
two attributes that cannot occur together in the same subject; such an
opposition is in fact a situation in which one attribute is pervaded by the
absence of the other (tad-abhava-vyapyatva, M. 80,11). To take the op-
ponent’s example, cowness is pervaded by absence of horseness, since a
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cow cannot be a horse. ‘Being a cow’ and ‘being a horse’ are contraries;
they cannot be true of the same subject, but can be untrue of the same
subject, e.g. a dog. The counterpositive of an absence, however, standing
in the relation denied by the absence, is contradictory to that absence,
since in any locus a thing either is or is not. (Cf. however § 2, note on
71.4-72.4.) That a counterpositive is not simply a side of an opposition
in which one side excludes the other from an underlying subject (as cow-
ness excluded horseness from a cow) can be seen by looking at a mutual
absence. There we have not a distinct substratum, in which the absence
occurs and therefore its counterpositive cannot occur by the relation
which the absence denies, but a subject (locus) which is the absence and
therefore cannot be the counterpositive. So it is quite possible that a
mutual absence and its counterpositive occur together in the same subject.
An instance of this is given in a note of T.C. 81: substanceness and
quality, either of which is a locus of mutual absence of the other (sub-
stanceness is not quality), occur in substance. Mutual absences are indeed
denials of identity. Identity is a non occurrence-exacting (vrtty-aniyamaka)
relation. An occurrence-exacting relation is irreflexive, while identity is
reflexive. Cf. Ingalls, p. 73, and my introduction, p. 7.

78.2-3. yathddhikarandbhavayoh. . . pratiyogitvam. For the peculiar re-
lation (svaripa-sambandha) existing between an absence and its locus, as
well as for peculiar relation in general, see Ingalls, pp. 41, 58™°3, and my
introduction, p. 5.

78.3-79.1. {anuyogitvam} api, ‘and so is subjunctness’. The relation of
subjunctness is the converse of the relation of counterpositiveness (prati-
yogitva). In general pratiyogin is translated by ‘adjunct’, but in relation to
an absence we call it ‘counterpositive’ (see p. 8).

The structure of the whole sentence will be more natural if we omit
anuyogitvam and read as M. does (81.13) tathd pratiyogitvam api. I have
therefore put anuyogitvam in brackets.

79.1. abhdva-virahdtmatvam, i.e. being the negation of the absence.
M.’s paraphrase is as follows: yasydbhdvasydbhdavo yo bhavati sa tasy-
dbhavasya pratiyogi bhavati. We can translate this ‘A is the counterposi-
tive of absence of B if, and only if, the negation of absence of A is B.

79.1-4. yatkimcit-. . .$akyah. The opponent has defined pervasion as

a relation in which no accident is involved. To explain this he has offered
a separate definition of accident. In his definitions he speaks of an accident,
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a probandum the accident pervades and a probans the accident does not
pervade. Now one might ask: What accident, probandum and probans
are referred to? Either they are taken from any given inference or they
belong to the inference in question, viz. an inference by pervasion like
It has fire because it has smoke. G. first considers the first alternative.
Then the definition of pervasion will not hold; for it is easy to find some-
thing that is accident in some inference, and therefore pervades the pro-
bandum without pervading the probans of that inference, and accom-
panies smoke which is probans of the inference by pervasion ‘It has fire
because it has smoke’. The example M. gives (84.15-16) belongs to the
inference ‘It has a quality because it is an object of knowledge and a
substance’, where ‘having a quality’ (gunavattva) is probandum, ‘being
object of knowledge’ (prameyatva) probans and ‘substanceness’ (dravya-
tva) accident. Whatever has a quality is a substance; there are objects of
knowledge which are not substances; smoke is accompanied by sub-
stanceness, for its loci are substances. G. next considers the second alter-
native. Then we have the difficulty that we cannot find an attribute which
pervades the probandum without pervading the probans. And what does
not exist cannot be denied. And if such an attribute is supposed to exist,
then an inference by pervasion cannot be the inference in question. For
in an inference by pervasion every attribute that pervades the probandum
pervades the probans, since the probandum pervades the probans. The
relation of pervasion is transitive (p. 7), and so is its converse (see note
on 77.3).

79.3. siddhy-asiddhibhyam is an instrumentalis modi (cf. M. 304.11).
The expression is common in Navya-nyaya. Its meaning is: whether the
existence of the thing is known or not. We have the following dilemma:
(1) If the accident exists, then the relation of probans to probandum
cannot be pervasion; and pervasion is the relation in question; thus there
will be nothing of which the accident is deniable. (2) If the accident does
not exist, then it cannot be denied. For if a denial is to be valid, the thing
denied must be known to exist.

79.4-80.2. yavat-. . .nisidhyata iti. G. has argued that it is impossible
to define pervasion as a relation with a probans of which an accident is
denied. The opponent now intimates that what he has in view is not the
negation of the accident, but the negation of the fact stated in the defi-
nition of accident. The definition states that there is an attribute which
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pervades the probandum but does not pervade the probans. This state-
ment is contradicted by the following two statements: (a) No attribute
that pervades the probandum does not pervade the probans. — Here
‘being no pervader of the probans’ is denied of every attribute that per-
vades the probandum; such an attribute is for instance ‘being object of
knowledge’ (everything is object of knowledge). (b) No attribute that does
not pervade the probans pervades the probandum. — Here ‘being pervader
of the probandum’ is denied of every attribute that does not pervade the
probans; such an attribute is for instance ‘potness’ (some pots are not
loci of smoke, which is probans in It has fire because it has smoke). (a)
and (b) are universal negative, convertible into each other and therefore
equivalent. Both statements are expressed by the formula the opponent
here gives as his definition of pervasion.

80.2. na.Vyadhikaranatvat. G. rejects the opponent’s formula, on the
ground that it does not define pervasion as a property of the probans. It
is not the probans that figures in it as the subject of which something is
asserted or denied, but some attribute which pervades the probandum or
does not pervade the probans. So the formula does not define a relation
which has for its subject the probans. vyadhikaranatva has here the origi-
nal meaning ‘being related to a different subject (locus)’, i.e. ‘not attaching
to the subject in question’.

80.2-4. ydvat-. . .tattvam. The new formula given by the opponent
relates the statements (a) and (b) of the preceding formula as properties
to the probans, so that the definition will no longer be open to G.’s ob-
jection that it does not attach to the subject. What was (b) in the last
formula appears as (1) in the present one, and what was (a) appears as
(2). For we have the following statements: (1) No attribute that does not
pervade the probans pervades the probandum, and (2) Every attribute
that pervades the probandum pervades the probans. (1) and (2) are equiva-
lent, as (a) and (b) were. The definition, then, is logically correct; for
among the attributes pervading the probandum there is the probandum
itself, since it occurs in all loci of the probandum; then according to (2)
the probandum pervades the probans. We have already noticed that the
relation of pervasion is transitive (p. 93), so that if the probandum
pervades the probans, every attribute that pervades the probandum must
pervade the probans.

80.4-81.3. Sopadher. ..mahdnasiya-vahneh. G. now points out the am-
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biguity of the opponent’s formula, in the same way as he has pointed out
the ambiguity of other formulations used as definitions of pervasion. The
ambiguity is due to not quantifying the attributes explicitly in formulating
their relations. The effect of this is that the present definition becomes so
wide as to be applicable to that probans which is accompanied by an
accident and therefore not pervaded by the probandum. This G. illus-
trates by the example of fire (probans), smoke (probandum) and wet fuel
(accident) (see note on 77.2). He applies that example to the first definitory
statement in this way: Of the instances of wet fuel, of which the whole
set does not pervade fire, (a) that which occurs in the kitchen does not
pervade smoke (since it does not occur in some locus of smoke, e.g. moun-
tain), (b) that which occurs on the mountain does not pervade smoke
(since it does not occur in some locus of smoke, e.g. kitchen), etc.; thus
any instance of wet fuel does not pervade smoke, since it does not occur
in some locus of smoke. That is true. But a genuine non-pervasion of the
probandum by the accident means that any instance of the accident does
not occur in the same locus of the probandum, i.e. that no instance of the
accident occurs in a certain locus of the probandum, since the contra-
dictory of ‘All loci of A are loci of B’ is “There is a locus of A which is
not locus of B, i.e. which is one in which no B occurs.” The definitory
statement, however, is ambiguous, since it may express a non-pervasion
of the probandum by an instance of an attribute which does not pervade
the probans; here ‘all non-pervader of the probans’ (ydvat-sadhandvya-
paka) is taken to mean ‘all instances of a non-pervader of the probans’,
instead of ‘all things that do not pervade the probans’. Thus G. interprets
the statement as meaning that of the instances of an attribute, all of which
do not pervade the probans, each single does not pervade the probandum.
On this interpretation, as we have seen in the example, the definition is
too wide, and must therefore be rejected. To the second definitory state-
ment G. applies the same example in the following way: Wet fuel that
pervades smoke pervades kitchen fire, since kitchen is one of its loci. The
second definitory statement suffers from ambiguity since it may mean
that an attribute whose set of instances pervades the probandum pervades
an instance of the probans.

80.4. Sopddher. sopadhi (‘which has an accident’) is said of the probans.
The probans is or is not accompanied by an accident (Cf. M. 162.5).

82.1-3. Ndpi...gamakatva-sambhavat. The relation of avyabhicdritva
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(non-deviation) is identical with that of vydpyatva (=vydpti, pervasion;
cf. chapter I); its converse is the relation of vydpakatva (being a pervader
of, pervaderness; see note on 77.3). We have proved that if every attribute
that pervades the probandum pervades the probans, the probandum must
pervade the probans. We can equally well say that if the probans does not
deviate from every attribute from which the probandum does not deviate,
the probans does not deviate from the probandum. From this and from
the transitivity of the relation it follows that the formula here given of
anaupddhikatva (being independent of an accident) is logically equivalent
to the shorter ‘the probans’ non-deviation from the probandum’. Since
the shorter formula must be preferred, definition (13) is rejected by G..

82.3. disitam, ‘blamed’, viz. in chapter I. G. reminds the opponent of
the fact that also the shorter ‘the probans’ non-deviation from the pro-
bandum’ has been rejected.

The two statements which constitute definition (12) may be represented
in symbolic language (C stands for any given attribute) as follows:

¢y (Ex) [(v) (Cy— ~Tyx) A(Ey) (Ay ARyx)] -
-(Ex) [(y) (Cy~ ~Tyx) A(Ey) (By A Syx)]

() (%) [(Ey) (By A Syx)—(Ey) (Cy A Tyx)]>
-(x) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx)—(Ey) (Cy A Tyx)].

(1) and (2) are equivalent.
(1) and (2) are implied by the formula of pervasion:

(3)  (®)[(Ey) (Ay ARyx)—(Ey) (By A Syx)]
since
) 1(x) (Lx-»>Mx)-[(x) (Mx—Nx)-(x) (Lx>Nx)].
If there is a C such that
() (x)[(By) (CyATyx)->(Ey) (By ASyx)]A
A (x) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx)—(Ey) (Cy A Tyx)]
then (3) is true (i.e. we have pervasion), since
(6) L[(x) (Nx—>Mx) A (x) (Lx>Nx)]—(x) (Lx—Mx).
) L(5)-[(1)-G)]
®) L(5)-[(2=0)]
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§ 6. Definitions (14-16)

Népi kadrtsnyena sambandho vydptih, eka-vyaktike tad-abhdvat, nand-
-vyaktike 'pi sakala-dhtima-sambandhasya pratyeka-vahndv abhdvdt. Ata
eva na kartsnyena sadhyena sambandho vydptih, visama-vyadpte tad-abhdvdc
ca.

Na ca ydvat-sadhandsraydsrita-sadhya-sambandhah, sadhandsraye ma-
hanasddau sakale pratyeka-vahner dasritatvabhavat.

83.1-4. Nor can pervasion be (14) a connexion comprising the totality
[of the probans], since (a) when there is only one instance [of the probans],
there is no totality. And even (b) when there are several instances [of the
probans], [pervasion cannot be such a connexion], since a connexion
comprising [for instance] all smoke does not occur in each single fire.
For the same reason pervasion cannot be (15) a connexion which com-
prises the probandum in its totality; the further reason is that it would
fail in the case where the pervaded term is unequal [to the pervader term].

83.4-6. Nor [can pervasion be] (16) a connexion which comprises the
probandum in so far as it rests on the extent of locus of the probans, since
all the loci (kitchen etc.) of the probans are no locus of each single fire.

83.1. kdrtnsyena sambandho, ‘a connexion by way of totality.” Con-
nexion and totality have the same subject, viz. the probans. The meaning
of definition (14) is: a relation connecting all instances of the probans
with instances of the probandum by means of their loci. We say that the
relation of pervasion must have for its domain the probans class. G. will
return to this type of definition in 156.1.

83.1-2. eka-vyaktike tad-abhdvat. A totality implies that there are sev-
eral instances to form it. eka-vyaktika (having only one instance) is said
of a unit-class such as an abstract property like substanceness (see p. 5).

83.2-3. sakala-. . .-vahndv abhavat. If ‘fire’ (probandum) is used distri-
butively (pratyeka), the definition fails, because any instance of fire does
not have for its locus the loci of all instances of smoke (probans).

83.4. visama-vydpte tad-abhdvdc ca. In the case of smoke (probans) and
fire (probandum) there is a particular locus of fire, red-hot iron, which is
no locus of smoke. And because there are more loci of fire than loci of
smoke, there are more instances of fire than instances of smoke, since
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we have one instance of fire corresponding to one locus of fire, and simi-
larly one instance of smoke corresponding to one locus of smoke. Thus a
relation of smoke to fire through their common loci, though comprising
all instances of smoke, cannot comprise all instances of fire. visama-
-vydpta designates the pervaded term whose Jocus is unequal in extent to
locus of the pervader term. If locus of the one term is coextensive with
locus of the other term, we call the pervaded term sama-vydpta; then the
terms pervade each other.

83.4-6. Naca...dsritatvibhavat. Definition (16) corrects definition (15)
by excluding from the relation the instances of the probandum which do
not correspond to loci of the probans. Yet definition (16) is rejected for
the same reason for which definitions (14) and (15) have been rejected.

That the relation of pervasion comprises all instances of the probans,
but not necessarily all instances of the probandum, is clearly shown by
the prenex form of the formula of pervasion (p. 32):

1 (%) (¥) (Ez) [(Ay A Ryx)—(Bz A Szx)].

The variable ‘y’ denoting an instance of the probans is bound by a uni-
versal quantifier, and the variable ‘z’ denoting an instance of the pro-
bandum is bound by an existential quantifier.

§ 7. Definition (17)

Népi sadhana-samanddhikarana-yavad-dharma-samanddhikarana-sadhya-
-samdanddhikaranyam, yavad-dharma-samanddhikaranyam hi ydvat-tad-
-dharmddhikaranddhikaranatvam tac cdprasiddham sdadhana-samanddhi-
karana-sakala-mahdnasatvidy-adhikarandpratiteh.

84.1-5. Nor [can pervasion be] (17) ‘[the probans’] having a common
locus with the probandum which has a common locus with all the attri-
butes that have a common locus with the probans’. For ‘having a common
locus with all the attributes’ means ‘having as locus a locus of all the
attributes’ — which is unexampled, since we cannot form a clear concep-
tion of something that is locus of all the things, kitchenness etc., that have
a common locus with the probans.
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84.1-5. Definition (17) closely resembles definition (11). The only dif-
ference is that instead of the more complicated -ydvad-dharma-niripita-
-vaiyadhikaranydnadhikarana it uses -yavad-dharma-samanddhikarana as a
qualification of the probandum. In using the simpler form, however, it is
vitiated by an ambiguity which the method of double negation adopted
by definition (11) seems to avoid. For the simpler form is easily taken to
mean ‘having as a locus what is locus of the whole set of attributes’. Such
a locus is difficult to conceive; in the case of the true inference ‘It has fire
because it has smoke’ it would have to be something like the conjunction
‘kitchen and mountain etc.’, i.e. kitchen which is a mountain etc., since
kitchenness, mountainness etc. are the attributes in question. The defi-
nition must then be rejected because of unexampled term (aprasiddha,
p. 18). But if ydvad-dharma is used distributively, i.e. in the sense of ‘each
of the attributes’, then the definition is admissible in the same way as
definition (11) was. Cf. § 4 note on 75.3.

84.3. yavat-tad-dharmddhikaranddhikaranatvam, ‘having as locus a
locus of all the attributes that (have a common locus with the probans)’.
-tad- is correlative to ydvat-.

Definition (17) may be symbolically represented by

(1) (Ex)[(Ey) (Ay ARyx) A(Ey) (By A Syx)] A
A(z) {(Ex) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A Tzx]—>
—(Ex) [Tzx A (Ey) (By A Syx)]}.
(1) is equivalent to formula (1) of definition (11). See under § 4.
G.’s interpretation of definition (17), ‘the probans’ having a common
locus with the probandum which has as a locus what is locus of all the

attributes that have a common locus with the probans’, may be repre-
sented as follows:

2 (Ex)[(Ey) (Ay ARyx) A(Ey) (By A Syx)] A
A (W) {(z) [(Ex) ((Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A Tzx)—>Tzw]—
~(Ey) (By A Syw)}.

The inconceivability (or non-existence) of a locus common to all attri-
butes related by a one-one-relation (T) (see under § 4) is expressed by

(3) ~(Ew) (z) {(Ex) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A Tzx]—Tzw}.
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§ 8. Definition (18)

Nidpi svabhavikah sambandho vydptih, svabhdva-janyatve tad-dsritatviadau
vd avydpty-ativydpteh.

85.1-2. Nor can pervasion be (18) a connexion which is essential [to
the reason]. For ‘essential’ means ‘originating from the essence’ or ‘resting
on the essence’ etc.; so that there would be non-pervasion and over-per-
vasion respectively.

85.1. svabhdvikah sambandho, i.e. that connexion between the reason
and the probandum through the common loci which is essential to the
reason, in the sense that no accident is needed to establish it. svabhavika
(essential) is used here in opposition to aupddhika (accidental, M. 88.3).
The connexion of reason and probandum is said to be accidental when it
depends on the presence of an accident (upddhi, p. 14 and § 5, note on
71.2).

85.1-2. svabhava-janyatve. . .-ativyapteh. G. explains why svabhavika
(essential) cannot be used to define pervasion. svabhdvika means either
(1) svabhdva-janya (originating from the essence) or (2) svabhavdsrita
(resting on the essence, i.e. having for its subject (locus) the essence, cf.
83.5). (1) In the first sense it cannot be used of a connexion between attri-
butes related to their loci by the relation of inherence, since then, the
relation of the attributes to their loci being eternal (=necessary, p. 4),
the connexion of the attributes through their loci cannot originate from
anywhere, but must be of the same eternal character as the relation of
inherence (M. 88.6, note 1). An example of this is the connexion between
earthness (reason) and substanceness (probandum), stated in the true
inference ‘It is a substance because it possesses earthness’ (dravyam prthi-
vitvat). The definition fails to cover the pervasion in this inference and
therefore suffers from the fault of non-pervasion (avydpti, p. 10). (2) In
the second sense the word can be used also in the case of the false inference
‘It is a substance because it has reality’ (dravyam sattvat), since the con-
nexion between reality (reason) and substanceness (probandum) through
the common loci (substances) rests on the ‘essence’ of reality, i.e. com-
prises the whole of reality, reality being a unit class (p. 5). But since
reality has more loci than substanceness, there is no pervasion of reality
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by substanceness; the definition which now applies to a false inference
suffers from the fault of overpervasion (ativyapti, p. 10).

85.2. tad-asritatvidau. M. (88.11-13) brings under -adi (etc.) andropi-
tatva, i.e. the fact that a predicate is not falsely assigned to a subject. In
the false inference ‘It is a substance because it has reality’ a connexion
with substanceness (probandum) through common loci (substances) is
not falsely assigned to reality (reason). Thus the definition suffers from
the fault of over-pervasion.

85.2. avyapty-ativydapteh. The use of the neuter singular of this dvandva
(copulative compound) is quite regular (Panini 2, 4, 13. 17).

§ 9. Definition (19)

Ndépy avinabhavah, kevaldnvayiny abhavat.

85.3. Nor [can pervasion be] (19) inseparability [of the reason from the
probandum], since it would then fail to apply in the case of universal-
positives.

85.3. avindabhdva (inseparability) is a term especially used in Buddhist
and Jaina logic to denote invariable concomitance. M. (88.14-15) para-
phrases it by sadhydbhdavavad-vytti-bhinna, ‘what is different from occur-
rence in a locus of absence of the probandum’, which is a variant of
definition (1) (chapter I).

85.3. kevaldnvayiny abhdvat. See 31.1-2 (chapter I) and my note there-
upon.

§ 10. Definition (20)

Atha sambandha-matram vydptih, vyabhicari-sambandhasydpi kena cit saha
vyaptitvat, dhimddi-vyadptis tu visisydiva nirvaktavyéti,

tan na, linga-paramarsa-visaya-vydpti-svariipa-*niripana-prastave laksa-
ndbhidhanasydrthdntaratvat. Na ca sambandha-matram tathd, tad-bodhad
anumity-anutpatteh.

Ndpi vydpti-pada-pravytti-nimittam idam sambandha-jiiane ’pi vydpti-
-padéprayogat.
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86.1-3. [Opponent:] ‘But pervasion is (20) simply a connexion [of
reason and probandum], since even a connexion which involves deviation
[of the reason from the probandum] is turned into a pervasion by the
addition of something. The cases of pervasion like that of smoke [and
fire], however, must be stated by way of specification’.

86.3-87.2. [Answer.] You are wrong. For our task is to describe the
nature of pervasion in so far as it is object of the consideration of a sign;
then expressing your definition would be shifting the topic. A mere con-
nexion [through common loci] is not such [as to be object of the consid-
eration of a sign}, since no conclusion springs from its apprehension.

88.1-2. Nor can this [connexion] be that which gives rise to the applica-
tion of the word pervasion. For even when we have the knowledge of sucha
connexion, we do not use the word pervasion [to express this knowledge].

86.2. kena cit saha, ‘with something’, by the addition of something.
This phrase is most naturally interpreted by supposing the opponent to
mean by ‘something’ an accident (upddhi, p. 14) which in connexion
with the reason establishes a pervasion by the probandum. What is meant,
then, must be this: A connexion between reason and probandum con-
sists primarily in their possession of common loci; if, in addition, all loci
of the reason are loci of the probandum, then the connexion is in itself a
pervasion of the reason by the probandum; if, on the other hand, the
reason shares only some of its loci with the probandum, i.e. if the reason
deviates from the probandum through its having more loci, then a per-
vasion by the probandum can be reached when we restrict the extent of
locus of the reason by adding the appropriate accident; this addition will
transform the ‘connexion’ of reason and probandum into a pervasion of
the conjoint reason and accident by the probandum, to be regarded as a
pervasion of a qualified reason by a probandum. So we shall always have
a pervasion of the reason by the probandum. The close connexion be-
tween accident and deviation was pointed out in 77.3 (§ 5).

M. (90.4), following Raghunatha (Didh. 301.12), has a different inter-
pretation, with which we need not concern ourselves, since it is not in
accordance with the basic text (milasydrthdsamgateh, Didh. 302.11).

86.2. dhumddi-vydpti, i.e. the cases of genuine pervasion.

86.3-87.1. linga-paramarsa-. . .-arthdntaratvat. In his definition of in-
ference (2.2; section I, § 1) G. has treated the consideration of a sign
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(linga-paramarsa) as the proximate cause of an inference. Now the per-
vasion we grasp in that consideration is the connexion between reason
and probandum which we are to define here. This cannot be a connexion
which merely consists in having common loci, since a mere possession of
common loci is not a cause of inference. Thus the opponent deals with
something that is different from the thing to be defined.

87.1. arthéntara (another thing) is used in a technical sense; it means
‘ignoratio elenchi.’ It is one of the fallacies which in N.S. (5.2.7) are
included under the category of nigraha-sthana (occasion for reproof, i.e.
point of defeat in argument). It is defined there as a reasoning which has
no connexion with the subject-matter in hand (prakrtdad arthad aprati-
sambaddhdrtham).

87.2. tad-bodhdd anumity-anutpatteh. If we apprehend the possession
of two attributes by a certain locus (i.e. the occurrence of two attributes
in a certain locus), we cannot infer from this and the possession of one
of these attributes by the subject (paksa, p. 11) that the subject possesses
the other attribute, while if we apprehend the pervasion of one attribute
by another attribute, at the moment we come to know that the subject
has the first attribute we infer that it has the second.

88.1. pravrtti-nimitta, ‘the cause of application (of a word)’ (Renou,
p. 228). We find the term used by grammarians when they describe the
function of the abstract suffixes ¢4 and #va. These suffixes form abstract
nouns; they indicate the state of being the thing signified by the word to
which they are affixed. This ‘state of being’ (bhdva) is considered to be
the cause of our applying that word to the thing we have in view. Thus
cowness (gotva, gotd) is the cause of our applying the word ‘cow’ (go) to
an animal of a certain kind (cf. Kasika Vv, 1,119).

§ 11. Definition (21)

Kevaldnvayini kevaldnvayi-dharma-sambandho vyatirekini sadhyavad-any-
dvrttitvam vydptih, etayor anumiti-visesa-janakatvam, anumiti-mdtre paksa-
-dharmatdiva prayojikd. *Na cdtiprasangah, viSesa-samagri-sahitdyd eva
samanya-samagrydh kdarya-janakatva-niyamad iti ke cit,

tad api na, sadhyavad-anydvyttitvasya dhiime ’sattvat, vahnimat- parva-
ténya*smin dhima-sattvat. Na ca sakala-sadhyavad-anydvyttitvam vahni-
matam pratyekam tathdtvat.
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89.1-90.2. Some people say: ‘(21) In the case of universal-positives
pervasion is the connexion [of the reason] with the universal-positive
attribute [which is probandum], while in the case of negatives it is non-
occurrence in what is other than locus of the probandum. Either of these
[types of pervasion] produces a determinate kind of conclusion; what
effects conclusion simply is [the reason’s] being an attribute of the sub-
ject. This [theory] will not apply too widely [to an inference without per-
vasion], for it is based on the principle that the whole set of necessary
conditions for the generic nature produces its effect only when it is accom-
panied by the whole set of necessary conditions for the specific nature.’

90.2-91.2. [Answer.] That [definition] too is not correct; for there is
no non-occurrence of smoke in what is other than a locus of the pro-
bandum, since there is smoke in what is other than the mountain, which
is a locus of fire. Nor [can pervasion be defined as] non-occurrence in
what is other than every locus of the probandum, since the same [,viz.
that there is no non-occurrence of smoke in what is other than a locus of the
probandum,] is true for each locus of fire taken singly.

89.1-2. Kevaldnvayini. . .vyaptih. This is an attempt made by some
people to restrict the use of the preceding definition to the case of uni-
versal-positives and to adopt for the other cases the identification of per-
vasion with non-deviation, which G. has rejected only because of its
inapplicability to universal-positives (31.1-2). Non-deviation has been
defined in five ways (definitions (1-5), chapter I), of which the fifth is
chosen here, probably because this definition expresses the nature of per-
vasion most clearly and succinctly. According to those people, then, a
definition of pervasion as non-deviation may be regarded as correct except
for the case of universal-positives; but in this case, they say, we can, using
definition (20), define pervasion, without any risk of ambiguity, simply as
a connexion of the reason with the universal-positive probandum, since
such a connexion has evidently within its scope all loci of the reason,
the probandum being an attribute that belongs to everything. Thus the
pervasion of all cases of inference will be covered either by definition (5)
or by definition (20).

89.1-2. vyatirekini, i.e. in the case of inferences where the probandum
is not universal-positive. These inferences admit of a negative ‘example’
(udcharana, cf. p. 58). For the inference ‘It has fire because it has smoke’

104



PRELIMINARY REFUTATION

this ‘example’ is “Where there is no fire there is no smoke, as in a lake.’

89.2. sdadhyavad-anydvyttitvam. This is definition (5).

89.2-3. etayor. . .prayojika. To maintain that there are two alternative
definitions of pervasion involves the consequence that there are two dis-
tinct types of pervasion, one occurring in universal-positives and the other
in all remaining inferences. In his definition of inference (section I, § 1)
G. has pointed out that pervasion is the cause of a conclusion (anumiti).
This implies that a conclusion must be differentiated in the same way as
pervasion. Thus, there being two different types of pervasion, there should
be two different kinds of conclusion, the first kind containing a universal-
positive probandum, the second a probandum which is not universal-
positive. Yet these two types of conclusion must partake of a common
nature, the generic nature of being conclusion of an inference; otherwise
they would not be conclusions. Their generic nature presupposes the
existence of a general cause. In fact every conclusion is caused by an infer-
ence in so far as its production depends on two conditions: (1) pervasion
of the reason by the probandum and (2) the reason’s being an attribute
of the subject (paksa-dharmata, see p. 11). Now, according to the advo-
cates of definition (21), only the second condition is conceived indiffer-
ently in universal-positives and the other inferences. Thus only condition
(2) can function as the general cause of both kinds of conclusion, i.e. as
the cause of the generic nature common to all conclusions.

90.1. Na cdtiprasargah. The objection to be refuted by the opponent is
this: If the reason’s being an attribute of the subject (paksa-dharmatd) is
the necessary condition on which a conclusion really depends, then a
conclusion will be reached by merely stating that the reason belongs to
the subject. This is absurd. So your theory leads to impossibilities and
must be rejected.

90.1. viSesa-samagri, ‘the whole set of necessary conditions for the
specific nature’, in the present case either of two types of pervasion which
produce a specific nature of conclusion without which the generic nature
of conclusion cannot exist. The generic nature is the potentiality of which
the specific natures are the actualizations.

90.1-2. samdnya-samagri, ‘the whole set of necessary conditions for
the generic nature’, in the present case the reason’s being an attribute of
the subject, which is the property that produces the generic nature of
conclusion.
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90.3-91.1. tad api na...dhima-sattvat. G. does not argue against the
opponent’s distinction between two kinds of pervasion, but only criticizes
the formulation of the second kind. He points out the ambiguity of defi-
nition (5), which he had not pointed out before when dealing with the
first five definitions of pervasion (ch. I). These definitions were ruled out
by him on the ground that they fail to apply in the case of universal-
positives; this ground cannot be adduced here, since the universal-posi-
tives are now excluded from the cases to which definition (5) has to be
applied. G. points out that definition (5) is ambiguous because it might be
interpreted to mean ‘non-occurrence in what is other than some locus of
the probandum’. Now the opposite of this, ‘occurrence in what is other
than some locus of the probandum’, is true for true inferences such as ‘It
has fire because it has smoke’, since there is smoke in the kitchen, which
is different from the mountain, a locus of fire. It follows that definition
(5) must be rejected even if we exclude from it universal-positives.

91.1-2. Na ca...tathatvat. The reason (smoke) occurs in something
(kitchen) different from the first locus (mountain) of the probandum
(fire); the reason (smoke) occurs in something (mountain) different from
the second locus (kitchen) of the probandum (fire); and so on. Then the
occurrence of the reason in something different from a locus of the pro-
bandum is true, whatever locus of the probandum we select, i.e. it is true
for every locus of the probandum. Now this situation may be expressed
by sakala-sadhyavad-anya-vyttitva, which is the opposite of sakala-sadhya-
vad-anydvyttitva (non-occurrence in what is other than every locus of the
probandum), a new formulation of definition (5) with an explicit use of
a quantifier, which in G.’s view is as ambiguous as the original formula,
since it may mean that it is not true of every locus of the probandum that
the reason occurs in something different from it. Thus the opposite of the
definition will still apply in the case of a true inference such as ‘It has fire
because it has smoke.’ Definition (5) is therefore not improved if we prefix
sakala (all, every) to it. For the correct interpretation of definition (5) see
chapter I, last note.

We have seen in chapter I that definition (5), if correctly interpreted as
meaning ‘the reason’s non-occurrence in what is other than locus of the
probandum’, may be represented symbolically by

Q) (¥) {Ay— ~(Ex) [(w) ((E2) (Bz A Szw)—(x#W)) A Ryx]}.
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(1) is equivalent to

o)) ~(Ex) {(w) [(Ey) (By A Syw)—(x#w)] A (Ey) (Ay A Ryx)}.

The interpretation of definition (5) given by G. corresponds to

€)) ~(Ex) {(Ew) [(Ey) (By A Syw) A (x#w)] A(Ey) (Ay A Ryx)}.

If sakala (all, every) is prefixed, definition (5) according to G.’s interpre-
tation will be expressed by

@ ~w){(Ey) (By ASyw)-(Ex) [(x#w) A(Ey) (Ay ARyx)]}.

§ 12. There is a circulus in all the definitions

91.2 Sarvatra laksane sadhyatva-sadhanatva-tad-abhimatatvandm vydpti-niri-
¥92.1 pyatvendtmdsrayah, *sadhyatvam hi na siddhi-karmatvam sisadhayisd-
-visayatvam va mahdnasiya-vahnau tad-abhdvat.

91.2-92.2. In all the definitions [of pervasion hitherto considered] there
is a circulus. This is due to the fact that the notions of probandum and
probans or what is regarded as one of these notions are determined by
means of pervasion. For ‘to be probandum’ cannot mean ‘to be object
of the result of proving’ or ‘to be what the desire to prove is concerned
with’, since kitchen fire [,which in the true inference ‘The mountain has
fire because it has smoke’ is included in the probandum,] cannot be such
an object.

91.2-3. Sarvatra...atmdsrayah. What G. has pointed out in dealing
with definition (10) (§ 3), he now points out with reference to all definitions
of pervasion hitherto discussed, viz. that the charge of circulus arises
from using in the definitory formula the terms ‘probandum’ (sddhya) and
‘probans’ (sddhana), whether the former term is explicitly used, the latter
implicitly referred to, or both terms are explicitly mentioned. These terms
are correlatives; there is between them, as we have explained under defi-
nition (10) (note on 74.3), a necessary connexion, and this connexion is
nothing but the relation of pervasion; consequentially they are definable
only by reference to pervasion. M. (96.5-7) offers the following pair of
definitions: To be probandum (sddhyatva) in respect of a certain con-
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clusion (fad-anumitau) is to be adjunct (pratiyogitva) of the pervasion
(vydpti) which limits (avacchedaka) the being object (visayata) of the con-
sideration (pardmarsa, see section I § 1, note 2.2) producing (janaki-bhita)
that conclusion (tad-anumiti); to be probans (sddhanatva) in respect of
that conclusion (fad-anumitau) is to be substratum (dsrayatva) of such a
pervasion (tadrsa-vydpti). We may reduce these definitions to a simpler
form as follows: Probandum of a conclusion is the adjunct of the
pervasion which is object of the consideration producing that conclusion;
probans of a conclusion is the substratum of such a pervasion. Since
pervasion is then included in the definition of probandum and probans,
we cannot, if we want to avoid a circle, use these terms as elements
in a definition of pervasion. All definition using these terms must there-
fore be rejected. — For the names given to the terms of a relation, cf.
Ingalls, pp. 43 and 44, and my introduction p. 3.

91.3. artmdsraya, ‘foundation upon the thing itself’, i.e. foundation
upon the thing to be defined, i.e. circulus in definiendo.

92.1-2. sadhyatvam hi. . .tad-abhdvat. People wanting to escape the
charge of circulus have tried to define ‘probandum’ and ‘probans’ with-
out reference to pervasion. ‘Probandum’ (sddhya) should then mean (a) ‘ob-
ject of the result of proving’ (siddhi-karma) or (b) ‘what the desire to prove
is concerned with’ (sisddhayisa-visaya, which can also be translated ‘ob-
ject of the desire to prove’). Both (a) and (b) designate the thing that in
the conclusion is stated to attach to the subject (paksa). But neither in
sense (a) nor in sense (b) can ‘probandum’ be used in the definitions of
pervasion. For (1) as attribute of the subject in a conclusion it stands for
a particular instance of the class it denotes (e.g. in ‘The mountain has
fire’, which is the conclusion of the true inference ‘The mountain has fire
because it has smoke’, ‘fire’ stands for mountain fire, and mountain fire,
not kitchen fire, is the thing signified by (a) or (b)), while (2) as term of a
pervasion it stands vaguely for some member of the class it denotes (e.g.
in ‘Wherever there is smoke there is fire’ ‘fire’ stands for what is either
mountain fire or kitchen fire or some other fire). In the terminology of
scholastic logic we should say that in (1) its supposition is determinate
(suppositio determinata), while in (2) its supposition is pure confused
(suppositio confusa tantum or suppositio disjuncta). From this
it is clear that ‘probandum’, if it were used in sense (a) or (b), could not
be a term of pervasion nor be an element in a definition of pervasion.
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§ 13. Examination of pervasion must precede discussion

Na ca samdnyato-vydpty-avagamo ’sty eva, parasya katham anyathd
diisanendsadha*katam sadhayed iti vacyam, svarthdnumdndpayogi-vydpti-
-svaripa-niripanam vind kathdyam apravesad iti.

92.2-93.2. The objection ‘We do possess knowledge of pervasion in
general; otherwise how are we to prove to another person the inconclu-
siveness [of a reasoning] because there is a fault [in it]? [So we need not
define pervasion.]’ should not be made. For we cannot enter into a dis-
cussion without having considered the nature of pervasion appropriate
to inferring for oneself.

92.3. disanena. disapa here means ‘fault’, a fault like non-pervasion
etc. (M. 99.1). diisana in the sense of refutation is unusual in Nyaya logic.

93.1. svdrthdnumana, ‘inferring for oneself’. This refers to the infer-
ential process, as stated in 2.1-3 (section I, § 1), whose final expression is
in the form of a true inference such as The mountain has fire because it
has smoke. Pervasion is an essential element in this process. So we must
examine the nature of pervasion, if we are to use syllogism, the form of
inference by which we prove a point in our discussion with a pupil or an
opponent (pardrthdnumdna, ‘inferring for the sake of others’).

CHAPTER V
THE CONCLUSIVE DEFINITION OF PERVASION

Atrécyate. Pratiyogy-asamanddhikarana-yat-samanddhikarandtyantd-
bhava-pratiyogitdvacchedakdvacchinnam yan na bhavati tena samam tasya
samanddhikaranyam vyaptih.

100.2-4. We state here [the following conclusion]: Pervasion is (22)
the fact that that which constant absence shares a locus with, without shar-
ing the locus with its counterpositive, shares a locus with that which is not
what is determined by a limitor of the counterpositiveness to that absence.
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100.2. Atrécyate, ‘It is stated here’, introduces the true logical con-
clusion (siddhanta) following on the refutation of the objections raised in
the preceding chapter (pirva-paksa). This conclusion is G.’s definition of
pervasion. G.’s definition is therefore called the siddhanta-laksana (con-
clusive definition).

100.2-4. Pratiyogy-. . .vydptih. G.’s definition of pervasion can be best
explained if we adopt a formulation more familiar to us, which runs as
follows: There is pervasion of A by B if, and only if, A shares a locus with
B in such a way that B is not a thing whose determining character is a
limitor of the counterpositiveness to a constant absence which shares
some locus with A without sharing it with its counterpositive. In this
formulation A and B, being the terms of pervasion, denote respectively
the relative yat- in yat-samdnddhikarana, with its correlative tasya, and
the relative yan in yan na bhavati, with its correlative fena. We analyse the
definition as follows.

(1) pratiyogy-asamanddhikarana, ‘not sharing the locus with its counter-
positive’. This is a qualification of atyantdbhdva (constant absence, men-
tioned below in (2)). We have to take it in apposition to yat-samdnddhi-
karana (which it (constant absence) shares a locus with); for the locus
referred to must be the locus which the constant absence shares with A.
Otherwise, if the meaning of (1) were ‘sharing no locus with the counter-
positive’, we should have difficulty in applying the definition to a true
inference with a probandum of incomplete occurrence, unless we assumed
that G. now accepts the theory which he rejected before, viz. that absences
differ as their loci differ (ch. IV, § 2, note on 71.4-72.4). The case of a
probandum of incomplete occurrence has been examined in chapter IV,
§ 2. It is because of this case that G. has introduced (1) as a qualification
of constant absence. He gives his explanation in chapter VII, § 2. We
express this qualification by saying that the absent thing (the counter-
positive) is completely absent from the locus.

(2) yat-samanddhikarandtyantibhdva, ‘which constant absence shares
a locus with’, i.e. a constant absence shares some locus with A. The
counterpositiveness to this absence is mentioned in (3).

(3) pratiyogitdvacchedakdvacchinnam, ‘what is determined by a limitor
of the counterpositiveness’, i.e. a thing whose determining character is a
limitor of the counterpositiveness. This is G.’s way of designating what
might be called the universal present in the individuals, and as such the
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counterpositive of a constant absence. Let the character be for instance
waterness. What is determined (avacchinna) by waterness, forma sinc
subjecto represented by the abstract concept ‘waterness’, is water, forma
cum subjecto represented by the concrete concept ‘water’. This water
when appearing as the counterpositive of an absence must be taken in
its full extent, i.e. as the class of waters; for a universal A is absent only
if all individual A’s are absent (p. 13). Thus (3) means ‘what qua class
(i.e. in its whole extent) is the counterpositive’; so that (1) +(2) + (3) comes
to mean ‘what qua class is the counterpositive of a constant absence
which shares some locus with A without sharing it with its counterposi-
tive’, i.e. ‘what qua class is completely absent from some locus of A’.

(4) yan na bhavati, ‘which is not. ..’,ie. Bisnot...;(D)+ )+ (3)+(4)
then gives the sense ‘B is none of the things that qua class, i.e. in their
whole extent, are completely absent from some locus of A.” The class of
things that in their whole extent are completely absent from some locus
of A is the complement of the class of things that are present in every
locus of A. This follows from the fact that for a thing to be present in
every locus of A it is enough that an instance (individual) of it is present
in every locus of A (the instance may be different for a different locus);
the presence of some instance of the thing in every locus of A is contra-
dicted by the absence of all of its instances (i.e. by the absence of the thing
in its whole extent) in some locus of A. Thus to say (1)+(2)+(3)+(4) is
to say ‘B is one of the things that are present in every locus of A’. The
definition, then, implicitly states that B occurs in every locus of A.

(5) tena samam tasya samanddhikaranyam, ‘the fact that that (which. . .)
shares a locus with that (which...)’, i.e. A shares a locus with B. tasya
is a possessive genitive in the sense of ‘belonging to that’; this indicates
that A is the subject of the relation of sdimdnddhikaranya (having a com-
mon locus, p. 6) and therefore also the subject of the relation of per-
vasion, since pervasion is defined as a special kind of that relation. B is
the term of the relation (term in the strict sense, as opposed to subject).

(6) vydptih ‘pervasion is...’, i.e. there is pervasion of A by B if, and
only if, ...

On the interpretation given in our analysis, definition (22) can be formu-
lated as follows: There is pervasion of A by B if, and only if, A has a
common locus with B in such a way that B is none of the things that qua
class are completely absent from some locus of A. We have shown that
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this is equivalent to saying that there is pervasion of A by B if, and only
if, A has a common locus with B in such a way that B occurs in every
locus of A. Thus definition (22) agrees with our conception of pervasion
(p. 6) and can therefore be regarded as logically correct.

We shall now exhibit the application of the definition to the various
examples of inference known as typical of Navya-nyaya. For illustrative
purposes we shall use diagrams. In these diagrams occurrence and its
negation, (complete) constant absence, will be represented respectively
by —, pointing to the locus in which an attribute A or B occurs, and by
+», pointing to the locus from which an attribute B is absent. We can
state the following rule: There is pervasion of A by B if, and only if, the
arrows representing occurrence of A and those representing constant ab-
sence of B do not meet. This rule is nothing but an illustration of the
definition as described in our analysis. It clearly shows the formal charac-
ter of the definition. We first take two examples of inference in which the
terms are classes containing several members or individuals (ndnd-vyakti,
p. 5).

(a) Example of a true inference: It has fire because it has smoke (vahni-
mdn dhiimat).

A B

smoke fire
(mountain s.or kitchen s.or...)(mountain f.or kitchen f.or red-hot iron f.or..)

loci: mountain, kitchen, ..., red-hot iron, ..., lake, . . .

Fire (mountain fire or kitchen fire or red-hot iron fire or any other in-
stance of fire) occurs in every locus of smoke; on the mountain there is
mountain fire, and this implies that there is mountain fire or kitchen fire
or red-hot iron fire or any other instance of fire; in the kitchen there is
kitchen fire, and this implies the same, etc.. Thus there is not constant
absence of fire (constant absence of mountain fire and constant absence of
kitchen fire and constant absence of red-hot iron fire and constant absence
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of any other instance of fire) in some locus of smoke, i.e. fire is none of
the things that qua class are absent from some locus of smoke. Accord-
ingly there must be pervasion of smoke by fire.

It is true that kitchen fire is absent from the mountain, but this absence
of a fire in a locus of smoke does not matter, since kitchen fire is not the
class of fires, but a member of this class.

(b) Example of a false inference: It has smoke because it has fire
(dhiimavan vahneh).

A B

fire smoke
(mountain f.or kitchen f.or red-hot iron f.or.) (mountain s. or kitchen s. or..)

p
loci: mountain, kitchen, ..., red-hotiron,..., lake,. ..

There is constant absence of smoke ( constant absence of mountain smoke
and constant absence of kitchen smoke and constant absence of any other
instance of smoke) in red-hot iron, a locus of fire. Thus smoke is one of
the things that qua class are absent from some locus of fire. There is no
pervasion of fire by smoke.

We next take two examples of inference which have as terms unit
classes (eka-vyakti, p. 5).

(c) Example of a true inference: It has reality because it is a substance
(sattavan dravyatvat).

A B
substanceness reality

loci: substances, qualities, actions, generic character,...

113



TRANSLITERATION, TRANSLATION AND COMMENTARY

Reality occurs in every locus of substanceness. Thus there is not con-
stant absence of reality in some locus of substanceness, i.e. reality is none
of the things that qua class are absent from some locus of substanceness.
Accordingly there must be pervasion of substanceness by reality.

(d) Example of a false inference: It is a substance because it has reality
(dravyam sattvat).

A B
reality substanceness

loci: substances, qualities, actions, generic character,.. .

There is constant absence of substanceness in qualities and actions,
which are loci of reality. Thus substanceness is one of the things that qua
class are absent from some locus of reality. There is no pervasion of
reality by substanceness.

The following example is an inference in which the terms are universal-
positive (p. 5).

(e) Example of a true inference: It is nameable because it is knowable
(idam vacyam jiieyatvat).

A B
knowableness nameableness

loci: all things

Nameableness occurs in every locus of knowableness. Thus there is not
constant absence of nameableness in some locus of knowableness, i.e.
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nameableness is none of the things that qua class are absent from some
locus of knowableness. Accordingly there must be pervasion of knowable-
ness by nameableness.

There is no unexampled term (aprasiddha, cf. ch. I, note on 31.1-2)
involved, for here the formula refers to things in general that qua class
are absent from some locus of nameableness, not to universal-positives
that are absent (which is impossible).

Finally we take two examples of inference in which the probandum is
of incomplete occurrence (avydpya-vrtti, p. 9).

(f) Example of a true inference: It has contact because it is a substance
(samyogi dravyatvat).

A B
substanceness contact

!

loci: substances, qualities, actions, . . .

Contact occurs in every locus of substanceness. Thus there is not com-
plete constant absence of contact in some locus of substanceness, i.e.
contact is none of the things that qua class are completely absent from
some locus of substanceness. Accordingly there must be pervasion of
substanceness by contact.

It is true that there is absence of contact in substances, but this absence
of contact in some locus of substanceness does not matter, since it is an
incomplete constant absence.

(g) Example of a false inference: It has contact because it has reality
(samyogi sattvat). (Diagram p. 116)

There is complete constant absence of contact in qualities and actions,
which are loci of reality. Thus contact is one of the things that qua class
are completely absent from some locus of reality. There is no pervasion
of reality by contact.
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A B
reality contact

loci: substances, qualities, actions, . .

Definition (22) may be represented symbolically by

() (Ex) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A(Ey) (By A Syx)] A
A ~(Ex) [(Ey) (Ay ARyx) A(y) (By—> ~Syx)].

(1) is equivalent to the formula of pervasion (p. 32):

@  (x) [(By) (Ay ARyx)—>(Ey) (By A Syx)] A
A(Ex) (Ey) (Ay ARyx).

The formulation of pervasion given by G. implies that pervasion is
conceived as a relation between two classes in the sense that one class
pervades the other (e.g. ‘fire pervades smoke’ means that the class of fires
pervades the class of smokes), in the same way as inclusion, or implication,
is thought of as a relation between two classes in the sense that the one
includes, or implies, the other. Just as implication, Imp (A, B) (cf. Hilbert-
Ackermann, p. 115), is defined by (x) (Ax— Bx), so pervasion, Per (A, B),
is defined by either of the preceding formulae (1) and (2), provided that
R and S are bound by existential quantifiers to be placed at the beginning
of the formulae. Cf. p. 33.

CHAPTER VI
UNIVERSAL ABSENCE

Anya-nistha-vahner  dhiimavat-parvata-vrtty-atyantibhdava-pratiyogitve’pi
tat-pratiyogitd na vahnitvendvacchidyate dhimavati vahnir ndstity apra-
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titeh, samdnydvacchinna-pratiyogitakdbhdvah prthag eva, anyathd sakala-
-prasiddha-riipdbhave prasiddha-ripavad-anyatve cdvagate vayau ripam na
va vayi rilpavdn na véti samsayo na sydt viSesdbhava-kiitasya niscitatvat.

124.2-7. Though the fire that resides in another locus is the counter-
positive of a constant absence that occurs in the mountain, a locus of
smoke, yet the counterpositiveness to that absence is not limited by fire-
ness, since we have no distinct knowledge that there is no fire in a locus
of smoke. There must be apart [from particular absences] an absence the
counterpositiveness to which is limited by a universal [character]; other-
wise (1) having knowledge of the absence [in air] of all the colours known
to us we should not doubt whether there is a colour in air or not, and (2)
having knowledge of the differing [of air] from locus of the colours known
to us we should not doubt whether air is a locus of colour or not, since
[both in case (1) and in case (2)] the product of the particular absences
would have decided [that air has no colour].

124.2-4. Anya-nistha-vahner. . .apratiteh. Kitchen fire is the counter-
positive of a constant absence occurring in the mountain, for kitchen fire
is absent from the mountain. The counterpositiveness to that absence is
limited by kitchen-fireness, not by fireness. Similarly the counterpositive-
ness to an absence occurring in the kitchen, another locus of smoke, is
limited by mountain-fireness, not by fireness. Thus there is in none of the
loci of smoke an absence the counterpositiveness to which is limited by
fireness; otherwise, if the counterpositiveness were limited by fireness,
fire would not occur in a locus of smoke — which would be contrary
to our experiences. Definition (22) therefore applies in the case of the
true inference It has fire because it has smoke. Cf. ch. V, note on 100.2-4.

124.3-4. dhiimavati. . .apratiteh. The T.C. (in accordance with M.’s
commentary) connects this clause with what follows, but I prefer to con-
nect it with what precedes by putting, as the Didhiti does, the comma
after apratiteh. Not only does this give a more idiomatic text, but it gives
a better sense since what follows is justified by a different example.

124.4-7. samanydvacchinna-. . .niscitatvat. G. has pointed out (124.2-4)
that any absence occurring in a locus of smoke cannot have for the
limitor of the counterpositiveness the class character ‘fireness’, i.e. it can-
not have for its counterpositive fire qua class. This means that it cannot
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be a universal absence (samdnydbhdva) of fire. He now turns to the ques-
tion whether a universal absence, the counterpositiveness to which is
limited by the class character (sdmdnya, for its meaning see p. 14), can
be produced by a conjunction of the particular absences (visesdbhdva),
each of which has for its counterpositive a member of the class. For
example, do we state the universal absence of fire by stating the absence
of mountain fire and the absence of kitchen fire etc., which are the ab-
sences of individual fires known to us? If the statement of a universal
absence is so achieved, knowledge of the particular absences will be suf-
ficient to reach knowledge of the universal absence (cf. 75.1). G. answers
here the question in the negative. He says that a universal absence is some-
thing existing apart from the particular absences which fall under it.
What he means, then, must be that a universal absence does not consist
in the (logical) product (kifa) of particular absences, but has a nature
independent of them. His argument is this: If knowledge of the particular
absences necessarily led to knowledge of the universal absence, — since a
universal absence would then be limited to the logical product of the
particular absences known to us (prasiddha) (thus to say ‘There is no col-
our’ would be equivalent to saying ‘There is no red and there is no blue
nor is there any of the other colours known to us’) — we should no longer
have our doubts about the occurrence of the universal absence as soon
as we know with certainty the occurrence of the particular absences. Yet
we sometimes doubt the occurrence of a universal absence, even when we
are sure that all the particular absences known to us occur. So we doubt
whether air (vayu) has no colour, even after we have ascertained that none
of the colours known to us occurs in it. The existence of this doubt indi-
cates that knowledge of the collection of particular absences, which are
absences of particular colours, is insufficient to reach knowledge of a
universal absence of colour, knowledge by which the universal ‘colour’
is known to be absent from the air. G. gives no reason why this doubt
exists; but we conform to his epistemology when we explain it by the fact
that a universal absence is established, not by a conjunction of particular
absences, but by an intuitive induction from particular facts by which it
is seen to be implied. This intuitive process does not require the exami-
nation of all the particular absences falling under the universal absence.
Such an examination is in fact impossible when we cannot observe all the
particular facts forming these particular absences or when we never are
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sure that we have observed them all, as in the case of absence of colour
in the air, where a colour unknown to us may occur; then we shall always
have our doubts about the universal absence, so long as we have not
grasped it by means of an induction from perceived facts.

Colour (riipa) is one of the twenty-four qualities that are assigned to all
or some of the nine substances. Air (vdyu) is one of these substances.
According to the orthodox view air has, besides the five general qualities
(number, dimension, individuality, contact and separation), remoteness
and nearness, velocity and tangibility, but no colour. Cf. section I, § 2,
note on 21.1-2.

124.6-7. vayau. . .na véti, ‘Is there a colour in air, or not? Is air a locus
of colour, or not? The same doubt is expressed in two ways, correspond-
ing to the two types of absence: constant absence and mutual absence.

CHAPTER VII

PERVASION BETWEEN PARTICULARS

§ 1. Definitions (23-25)

Yad va pratiyogi-vyadhikarana-sva-samanddhikarandtyantdbhdvépratiyo-
gind samanddhikaranyam, yat-samdanddhi*karandnyonydbhdva-pratiyogi
yadvan na bhavati tena samam tasya samdanddhikaranyam vd, sva-samand-
dhikarandnyonyd*bhdvdpratiyogi-yadvatkatvam vd. Anya-vyrtti-vahni-tad-
vator anya-vytti-dhiimavan-nisthdtyantébhdavanyonyébhdva-pratiyogi*tvad
vyadhikarana-vahni-dhiimayor na vydptih, kim tu tat-tad-dhimasya samd-
nddhikarana-tat-tad-vahning. Na cdivam dhama-mdtre na vydptir* iti
vdacyam, sarva-dhima-vyaktes tathdtvena dhiuma-mdtrasya vya*pyatvat.
Dhiima-sambandhi-vahnis tad-vydpya eva. Yugapad-utpanna-*vinastayos
ca vyaptir eva.

130.2-136.2. Or again, [pervasion is] (23) the fact that a thing shares
a locus with what is not the counterpositive of a constant absence which
shares a locus with that thing and differs in locus from its counterpositive ;
or (24) the fact that that which mutual absence shares a locus with shares
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a locus with that whose locus is not the counterpositive of that mutual
absence; or (25) the fact that a thing has an other thing’s locus which is
not the counterpositive of a mutual absence which shares a locus with the
first thing. There is, then, no pervasion between a fire and a smoke which
have a different locus, since the fire that occurs in one place and the locus
of that fire are the respective counterpositives of a constant absence and a
mutual absence which reside in the locus of the smoke that occurs in an-
other place; but there is pervasion of this or that smoke by this or that
fire having the same locus. One should not object that at that rate no
pervasion [by fire] would belong to the whole of smoke. For, every indi-
vidual smoke being thus [pervaded], the whole of smoke will be pervaded
[by fire]. The fire connected with smoke is that which is pervaded by it.
Pervasion is also between things that arise and disappear simultaneously.

130.2. Yad vd, ‘or again’, introduces a group of three definitions of per-
vasion which, in contrast with the preceding definition, do not require the
assumption of a universal absence such as was described in the previous
chapter, since they mention merely the counterpositive of an absence, and
not what is determined by a limitor of the counterpositiveness to an ab-
sence. G. shows that when we dismiss the universal absence he can give
us three correct definitions of pervasion similar to his conclusive definition;
but the terms of the pervasion thus defined will be different from those of
the pervasion that is object of the conclusive definition. The second defi-
nition (24) he offers plainly resembles the conclusive definition (22); only
it uses as the absence which shares a locus with the pervaded thing not
constant absence but mutual absence, which, as will be explained in § 2,
is not susceptible of incomplete occurrence and therefore does not need
the qualification of not sharing the locus with its counterpositive (defi-
nition (22)), or of differing in locus from its counterpositive (definition
(23)). A conclusive definition like (22), involving the admission of a uni-
versal absence, has not been framed with mutual absence, probably be-
cause the universal to be opposed to the thing determined by the limitor
of the counterpositiveness to a mutual absence would be locus of the
term of pervasion, not the term itself, which we must put as a universal
if we aim at defining a relation between universals.

130.2-3. pratiyogi-. . .samdnddhikaranyam. Definition (23) may be
formulated thus (cf. definition (22), ch. V, note on 100.2-4): There is per-
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vasion of A by B if, and only if, A shares a locus with B in such a way
that B is not the counterpositive of a constant absence which shares some
locus with A and differs in locus from its counterpositive ; in other words,
there is pervasion of A by B if, and only if, A has a common locus with
B in such a way that B is none of the things that are completely absent
from some locus of A. Anything that is completely absent from some locus
of A is either an individual that is completely absent from that locus or a
set of individuals which are completely absent from that locus. If B is no
such thing, then it must occur in every locus of A, i.e. an instance (indi-
vidual) of B must be present in every locus of A, since complete constant
absence (i.e. the very absence which is contradictory to presence or occur-
rence) of B in some locus of A is contradictory to occurrence of B in every
locus of A. Thus the definition implicitly states that there is pervasion of
A by B if, and only if, A has a common locus with B in such a way that
B occurs in every locus of A. Clearly, then, definition (23) is logically
correct, just as definition (22) was.

130.2. pratiyogi-vyadhikarana, ‘differing in locus from the counter-
positive’, ‘having the locus different from the locus of the counterpositive’,
to be taken in the sense of pratiyogy-asamanddhikarana of the conclusive
definition (ch. V, note on 100.2-4). An explanation of these qualifications
of a constant absence is given by G. in § 2.

130.2. sva naturally refers to the subject of samanddhikaranya (having
a common locus, sharing a locus with); this is the subject of pervasion,
which we indicate by the letter A (cf. ch. V, note on 100.2-4). B, denoting
the term of pervasion, is that which is -apratiyogin (what is not the
counterpositive etc.).

130.3-131.2. yat-samanddhikarana-. . .samdanddhikaranyam vd. Defi-
nition (24) may be formulated in the following way: There is pervasion
of A by B if, and only if, A shares a locus with B in such a way that locus
of B is not the counterpositive of a mutual absence which shares some
locus with A ; in other words, there is pervasion of A by B if, and only if,
A has a common locus with B in such a way that locus of B is not some-
thing different from some locus of A. Anything different from some locus
of A is either an individual different from that locus or a set of individuals
different from that locus. If locus of B is no such thing, then for any locus
of A there must be an instance (individual) of locus of B which is identical
with it, i.e. every locus of A must be identical with some locus of B. The
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definition then implicitly states that there is pervasion of A by B if, and
only if, A has a common locus with B in such a way that for any locus of
A there is a locus of B which is identical with it, i.e. wherever there is A
there is B. Thus the definition is logically correct. The structure of defi-
nition (24) is similar to that of definition (22) (ch. V).

131.2-132.1. sva-...-yadvatkatvam va. What definition (24) expresses
in a sentence is here conveyed by a single word, an abstract of a bahuvrihi
with the samasanta ka (cf. ch. IV, § 3, note on 74.1-2). The suffix ka
affixed to yadvat signifies the possession of a locus of an other thing, i.e.
the having a common locus with another thing; so it stands for the re-
lation of samanddhikaranya mentioned in the preceding definitions. The
use of a bahuvrihi with -ka will be justified in § 3 of this chapter. The
precise meaning of definition (25) is this: There is pervasion of A by B if,
and only if, A has a locus of B such that locus of B is not the counter-
positive of a mutual absence which shares some locus with A; in other
words, there is pervasion of A by B if, and only if, A has a locus of B
such that locus of B is not something different from some locus of A. For
the implied meaning see the preceding note. The definition is logically
correct.

sva refers, as in definition (23), to the subject of pervasion (=A); this
is the subject to which the abstract property expressed by the definition
belongs.

yad in yadvatkatva refers to the term of pervasion (=B, term in the
strict sense). M. (138.2-3) observes that the words to be supplied in
thought are yasya tasya tad-vydapyatvam, i.e. the thing to which it (the
abstract property expressed by the definition) belongs is that which is
pervaded by that other thing. tad (that other thing) in tad-vyapyatva refers
to yad in yadvatkatva.

132.1-136.1. Anya-vrtti-vahni-. . .vydptir eva. The object of this pas-
sage is to show the difference between the three definitions just described
and the conclusive definition in their application to the example of a true
inference ‘It has fire because it has smoke’ (vahnimdn dhiimat), where the
terms are classes containing several members (rndnd-vyakti, p. 5). Each
of the three definitions applies in that case of inference just as the con-
clusive definition does. Definition (23) applies, because fire (though not
all fire) is not something that is completely absent from some locus of
smoke. Definitions (24) and (25) apply, because locus of fire (though not
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of all fire) is not something different from some locus of smoke. Thus in
respect of applicability to true inferences (and in respect of inapplicability
to false inferences) these definitions and the conclusive definition are
alike, since they all are correct. But as regards the kinds of thing which
the terms of pervasion stand for, there is a difference between the present
definitions (23-25) and the conclusive definition (22). The difference is due
to the fact already noticed, that definition (22) deals with a universal
absence whose counterpositive represents a universal, while definitions
(23-25) are concerned with particular absences whose counterpositives
are individuals or sets of individuals. The term of pervasion which the
definitions oppose to the counterpositive of the absence they contain will
stand for the class denoted by the term or for certain members of that
class according as the counterpositive of the absence represents a uni-
versal or a mere aggregate of particulars. Definitions (23-25) are therefore
concerned with collections of particulars (individuals), and the pervasion
defined by them is rightly called pervasion between particulars (visesa-
-vyapti). To take the example, suppose there are three particular instances
of smoke: mountain smoke, kitchen smoke and hearth smoke, and four
particular instances of fire: mountain fire, kitchen fire, hearth fire and
red-hot iron fire. Now mountain smoke entails mountain fire, and vice
versa, kitchen smoke entails kitchen fire, and vice versa, hearth smoke
entails hearth fire, and vice versa, but red-hot iron fire does not entail,
nor is entailed by, a corresponding instance of smoke, for in red-hot iron
there is no smoke. Thus pervasion will be between mountain smoke,
kitchen smoke and hearth smoke on the one hand, and mountain fire,
kitchen fire and hearth fire on the other. This G. expresses by saying that
there is pervasion of this or that smoke by this or that fire which has the
same locus; here ‘this or that’ stands for particular things known to us,
to which we give the general name of smoke and fire respectively. Thus
when we maintain, on the basis of these definitions, that fire pervades
smoke, we do not mean that the class of fires pervades the class of smokes,
but merely that this or that fire pervades this or that smoke, i.e. a set of
particular fires pervades a set of particular smokes. We have supposed the
instances of smoke to be three in number. The set of these instances is
then the whole which we call smoke (dhiima-madtra). This whole is, as we
have seen, pervaded by fire. That is why we can say that fire pervades
smoke. But we cannot say that smoke pervades fire, for not all four of the
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supposed instances of fire entail an instance of smoke. Therefore we can
only say that this or that fire is pervaded by smoke, this or that fire being
the instances of fire that are connected with instances of smoke. The class
of particular fires and the class of smokes, which pervade each other, are
equinumerous. Cf. M. 130.16-131.17.

We shall now illustrate the application of definitions (23-25) to the
above example in the same way as we did for definition (22) (ch. V).

Example of a true inference: It has fire because it has smoke (vahniman
dhiimat).
Class of smokes: mountain smoke, kitchen smoke, ...
Class of fires: mountain fire, kitchen fire, . ..red-hot iron fire, ...

(a) Definition (23)

A B
smoke particular fire
(mountain s. or kitchen s.or..) (mountain f.or kitchen f.or.)
|
loci: mountain, kitchen,... red-hot iron,.. ., lake, . ..

A fire (mountain fire or kitchen fire or ... but not red-hot iron fire etc.)
occurs in every locus of smoke; on the mountain this fire is mountain
fire, in the kitchen this fire is kitchen fire, etc.. Thus there is not constant
absence of this or that fire (constant absence of mountain fire and constant
absence of kitchen fire and constant absence of . . .) in some locus of smoke,
i.e. this or that fire is not something that is absent from some locus of
smoke. Accordingly there must be pervasion of smoke by fire (=this or
that fire).

There is no pervasion of mountain smoke by kitchen fire, for kitchen
fire is something that is absent from the locus of mountain smoke.

(b) Definitions (24) and (25)

Identity and its denial, mutual absence, are represented in the diagram
by < and «» respectively.
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A B
smoke locus of particular fire
(mountain s. or kitchen s.or..XI. of mountain f.or I.of kitchen f.or |,0t..)

loci mountain, kitchen, ... red-hot iron, ...k lake,...

Whatever locus of smoke we may select, there is a locus of a fire (locus
of mountain fire or locus of kitchen fire or locus of ..., but not locus of
red-hot iron fire etc.) which is identical with it. Thus there is not mutual
absence of locus of this or that fire (mutual absence of locus of mountain
fire and mutual absence of locus of kitchen fire and mutual absence of locus
of ...) in some locus of smoke, i.e. locus of this or that fire is not some-
thing different from some locus of smoke. Accordingly there must be
pervasion of smoke by fire (=this or that fire).

There is no pervasion of mountain smoke by kitchen fire, for locus of
kitchen fire is something different from the locus of mountain smoke.

135.1-136.1. Yugapad-. . .vydptir eva. The set of instances of smoke and
the set of instances of fire which pervade each other have the same locus,
i.e. every instance of the one set has for its locus the locus of the corre-
sponding instance of the other set. Or rather, any instance of the one set
corresponds to an instance of the other set because their locus is the same.
Not only do these two sets possess the same locus in the sense that the
places in which they occur are the same (thus their pervasion is called
spatial reciprocal pervasion (daisika-sama-vydpti, M. 140.4, cf. p. 98)),
but they arise and disappear at the same time, i.e. every instance of the
one set arises and disappears simultaneously with the corresponding in-
stance of the other set (thus their pervasion is called temporal reciprocal
pervasion (kalika-sama-vydpti, M. 140.3)). Just as there is pervasion be-
tween things whose occurrence is limited to the same place, so there is
pervasion between things whose existence is limited to the same time. But
examples of an inference by means of temporal pervasion are rare in
Navya-nyaya.
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Definition (23) corresponds to the formula of definition (22), because
the difference between universals and sets of individuals cannot be ex-
pressed in our symbolic language.

Definitions (24) and (25) may be represented by

(1 (Ex)[(Ey) (AyARyx)A(Ey) (By A Syx)] A
A ~(Ex) {(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A (w) [(Ey) (By A Syw)-(x#w)]}.
(1) is equivalent to the formula of pervasion (p. 32):

(@ (®) [(Ey) (Ay ARyx)>(Ey) (By A Syx)] A (Ex) (Ey) (Ay A Ryx).
Reciprocal pervasion is explained by
3) 1(x) (y) {[By A Syx A (Ez) (Az A Rzx)]<>(Cy A Syx)} -
—{(x) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx)—(Ey) (By A Syx)]
«(x) [(Ey) (Ay A Ryx)>(Ey) (Cy A Syx)]}.

If we replace (see example p. 123)

A by smoke,

B by fire,

C by mountain fire or kitchen fire or .. ., but not red-hot iron fire etc.,
R and S by contact,

then the antecedent of (3) is true,

so that pervasion of smoke by fire is both pervasion of smoke by this
or that fire and pervasion of this or that fire by smoke.

§ 2. The use of ‘not sharing the locus with the counterpositive’ or ‘differing
in locus from the counterpositive’ as a qualification of constant absence.
Why mutual absence does not need this qualification

Karmani ca samyogébhdvah pratiyogy-asamanddhikaranah.

Yad va pratiyogi-vaiyadhikaranydvacchedakdévacchinnatvam atyantibhava-
-vifesanam karmani ca samyogdbhdvasya pratiyogi-vaiyadhikaranydvac-
chedakdvacchinnatvam eva.

Na cényonyébhavasydvydpya-vrttitvam, abhedasydbadhita-praty*abhi-
Jhanat.

136.1-2. [Occurring] in an action, absence of contact does not share
the locus with its counterpositive.
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142.1-3. Or rather we use as a qualification of constant absence ‘being
what is determined by a limitor of [the relational property of] differing
in locus from the counterpositive.” [Occurring] in an action, absence of
contact is that which is determined by a limitor of [the relational property
of] differing in locus from the counterpositive.

142.3-145.1. Mutual absence, on the other hand, is not of incomplete
occurrence, for no one can object to the recognition of the non-difference
[of the tree from locus of contact with a monkey].

136.1-2. Karmani. . .-asamdnddhikaranah. The theory I have described
in my note on 71.4-72.4 (chapter IV, § 2) as G.’s is based on this passage,
where, as in 100.2, pratiyogy-asamanddhikarana is supposed to mean ‘not
sharing the locus with the counterpositive’. According to that theory
there is one constant absence of contact, which is either of incomplete
occurrence or of complete occurrence. Incomplete occurrence of some-
thing exists only in substances, complete occurrence in all things other
than substances (cf. p. 9). Any constant absence occurring in actions
will therefore be of complete occurrence, i.e. it will be an absence not
sharing these loci with its counterpositive. Contact can be this counter-
positive, for contact is absent from actions. Thus the same absence of
contact which incompletely occurs in substances completely occurs in
actions. Now actions are loci of reality. Contact is therefore one of the
things that are completely absent from some locus of reality. According
to the definitions containing pratiyogy-asamanddhikarana (def. 22) or
pratiyogi-vyadhikarana (def. 23) as a qualification of constant absence,
then, there will be no pervasion of reality by contact. Hence these definitions
will not be so wide as to apply in the case of a false inference such as It
has contact because it has reality (samyogi sattvat, cf. note on 71.4-72.4
and p. 115).

But pratiyogy-asamanddhikarana (100.2) and pratiyogi-vyadhikarana
(130.2) may also be taken to mean ‘sharing #o locus with the counter-
positive’. Then there will be, if we adopt G.’s theory, no such absence of
contact, for absence of contact incompletely occurs in substances, sharing
these loci with its counterpositive ‘contact’. Contact will therefore not be
one of the things that are completely absent; a complete absence of con-
tact will not exist at all. Definitions (22) and (23), then, will be so wide as
to apply in the false inference ‘It has contact because it has reality’, for
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contact cannot be one of the things that are completely absent from some
locus of reality. The overpervasion, mentioned in 71.4-72.2 (ch. IV, § 2),
will take place.

To avoid this overpervasion due to the ambiguity of the qualifications
of constant absence used in the definitions, G. proposes another way of
qualifying constant absence, which seems not to be open to the above
objection. We find it in the next passage.

142.1-3. pratiyogi-. . .-avacchinnatvam eva. Let A be a constant ab-
sence, B its counterpositive and X a locus in which B occurs. Then either
(1) A occurs in X or (2) A does not occur in X. In case (1) there is between
A as subject and B as term the relation of having a common locus with
the counterpositive (pratiyogi-samanddhikaranya); in case (2) there is be-
tween them the relation of differing in locus from the counterpositive
(pratiyogi-vaiyadhikaranya). The limitor of the relational property (see
p. 13) is in either case absenceness of B, since A is absence of B and the
class character of the subject (A) serves as a limitor of the relational prop-
erty. What is determined by this limitor is absence of B, to be taken as a
unit class. Now in case (1) we can replace B by contact when X is a sub-
stance; for absence of contact occurring in substances has a common
locus with contact. In case (2) we can replace B by contact when X is an
action; for absence of contact occurring in actions differs in locus from
contact. The limitor of the relational property is in either case the same
thing, viz. absenceness of contact, and what is determined by the limitor
is the same absence of contact. Definitions (22) and (23) are now taken
to contain as a qualification of constant absence ‘being what is determined
by a limitor of the relational property of differing in locus from the
counterpositive’. We have shown that an absence whose counterpositive
is contact, when occurring in an action, is so qualified. Thus contact is one
of the things that are absent from some locus of reality, and are absent
in the sense intended; so that the definitions cannot apply in the false
inference It has contact because it has reality.

142.3-145.1. Na cd. . .-pratyabhijfignat. Mutual absence is incapable
of being of incomplete occurrence (avydpya-vrttitva), and therefore need
not be qualified by ‘not sharing the locus with the counterpositive’ or
‘differing in locus from the counterpositive’. If, for instance, mutual ab-
sence of locus of contact with a monkey were of incomplete occurrence,
the tree would be both (a) different from locus of contact with a monkey
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and (b) identical with locus of contact with a monkey. (For the example
see p. 9). But (a) is contradictory to (b). Hence the product of (a) and
(b) cannot exist, and the tree must be either (a) or (b), instead of both (a)
and (b). The tree is (b), for contact with a monkey occurs in the tree. This
means that there is non-difference (abheda) of the tree from locus of con-
tact with a monkey. The tree not being (a), mutual absence of locus of
contact with a monkey cannot be of incomplete occurrence. The same
applies to mutual absence of locus of absence of contact with a monkey;
so that locus of mutual absence of locus of absence of contact with a
monkey is locus of mutual absence of locus of contact with a monkey;
this locus cannot be the tree.

The above argument rests on the assumption that locus of contact (or
locus of absence of contact) refers in (a) to the same thing as in (b); other-
wise (a) could not be contradictory to (b). The thing referred to is the
whole tree, not that part of it which is really in contact (or not in contact)
with the monkey (cf. p. 9). G.’s view is then the opposite of what he
maintains in his refutation of definition (10) (72.4-74.1, ch. IV, § 3), where
the limitors of the locusness are to be taken into account (cf. note on 73.2).
The view he here adopts is no doubt the natural one, since in speaking of
locus we definitely mean by this the thing itself, not a part of the thing.

If mutual absence were of incomplete occurrence, definitions (24) and
(25) would fail to apply in a true inference such as It has contact with a
monkey because it is this tree (kapi-samyogy etad-vrksatvat); for this tree
would be the locus of mutual absence of locus of contact with a monkey,
so that locus of contact with a monkey would be something different from
the locus of this-treeness; there would be no pervasion of this-treeness by
contact with a monkey.

§ 3. The genetive in the analysis of definition (25)

Vyapya-vyapaka-bhavdjiiane ’pi vastu-satas tathatvendjfidyamanasya sam-
bandhatvendiva bhdtasya sasthy-arthatvam.

145.1-2. [In the analysis of definition (25),] though we are unacquainted
with the relation of pervader and pervaded, [we use a genetive;] the gene-
tive signifies an actual entity which is not known in its real nature but
appears to us merely as a connexion.
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145.1-2. For the understanding of this passage we must return to defi-
nition (10) (ch. IV, § 3), whose analysis is considered in 74.1-3 (I quote
my translation): ‘Further, the genetive ‘““whose’ in the analysis “whose
locus of the probandum is not the counterpositive of a mutual absence
residing in a locus of the probans’ signifies the relation of pervader and
pervaded, which has not yet been examined but is definiendum’. The
verbal form of definition (25) is the same as that of definition (10), viz. a
bahuvrihi with the samasénta ka, which, as we have explained there (note
on 74.1-2), is analysed by means of the genetive case (sasthi). The genetive
naturally expresses the relation of possession. While in 74.1-3 G. considers
this relation to be a kind of pervasion (thus in using definition (10) we
should commit the error of defining pervasion by means of pervasion),
here, with regard to definition (25), he treats the same relation as being
not pervasion as such but merely a connexion whose specific nature re-
mains undetermined. So he justifies the defining of pervasion by the use
of a bahuvrihi with -ka, on the ground that such a definition does not
really include pervasion in the definitory formula which is got by the
analysis of the compound with the help of the genetive case. For def-
inition (25) this formula would be: ‘being a thing whose locus of
another thing is not the counterpositive of a mutual absence sharing a
locus with it.’

§ 4. Pervasionisadequately defined as something that is not a mere generality

Na cdivam ananugamo dosaya, kasya ka vydptir ity ananugatasydiva laks-
yatvat.

146.1-2. If pervasion is defined in the above manner, the lack of gener-
ality [from which the definition suffers] will not be a mistake, since the
question “Which pervasion of what?’ shows that the thing to be defined
is not a mere generality.

146.1-2. Suppose someone asks G. to define pervasion. He then says:
‘What is pervasion?” He may expect G. to answer that pervasion is ‘having
a locus which is not the counterpositive of a mutual absence’, just as we
say that pervasion is ‘invariable concomitance’. But G. answers: ‘Per-
vasion is the fact that a thing has another thing’s locus which is not the
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counterpositive of a mutual absence which shares a locus with the first
thing’ (definition (25), cf. M, 148.9). Superficially it looks as if G. defined
pervasion incorrectly, because the definition seems to be inadequate to
the definitum in respect of generality. The definitum is put forward as a
mere generality: pervasion, whereas the definition uses, besides constants
expressing generalities (locus, counterpositive, mutual absence), the pro-
nouns sva and ya (which we may translate by ‘a thing’, ‘another thing’,
‘the first thing’), which play the part of variables denoting particulars (see
p. 23). But in fact the definitum does not represent a generality which
may be expressed with no regard to the things to which it applies; on the
contrary, it is a relation which cannot be definitely expressed without
indicating that it attaches to certain pairs (smoke, fire; substanceness,
reality; ... etc.). The necessity of mentioning explicitly the terms of per-
vasion requires the use of ya, fa or sva; these pronouns function
then as variables which we can replace by the particular classes (sets
of particulars) between which pervasion exists. That pervasion is a
relation predicable only of particular pairs becomes clear if we inquire
about a given pervasion. We put then the question: ‘Which pervasion
of what?’, where the interrogative pronouns correspond exactly to the
demonstrative, relative or reflexive pronouns used in the definitions of
pervasion.

ananugama and ananugata are the negatives of anugama and anugata.
As logical terms anugama and anugata are difficult to translate. Their
meaning of ‘following’ must be applied to ‘one nature running through
the many individuals, to which all conform’ (Randle, p. 135 note 1). Thus
they indicate generality. In this sense anugama is used of potness, which
is the general nature of all pots (Nyayakosa). The Tarkasamgraha (Fou-
cher, p. 164) defines samanya (Ingalls: class character; Foucher: ‘genera-
1it€”) as nityam ekam anekdnugatam (Foucher: ‘T’éternelle, une, inhérente
a plusieurs’). ‘Generalization’ and ‘comprehensiveness’, which we find in
Satischandra as translations of anugama, express its meaning no more
precisely than ‘generality’ does.

146.1. kasya ka vyaptir iti, “‘Which pervasion of what?, i.e. ‘Pervasion
of what by what?. kasya refers to the pervaded thing, which is subject
term of the relation of pervasion. kd, which belongs adjectively to vydpti,
refers to the other term, the pervader, which is thought of as specifying
pervasion.
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§ 5. When a pair of things is absent the counterpositive of that absence is
both things taken together

Atha dhiimavati vahni-hradau na *stah, dhiimavan vahnimaddhradau na
bhavatiti-pratiter vydsajya-vytti-pratiyogikau vahni-vahnimator atyantiny-
onydbhavau*dhiumavati vidyete iti katham ete laksane iti cet,

na, tadpsibhdavinabhyupagamat, abhyupagame va tatra tad-ubhayam
pratiyogi na vahni-vahnimantau.

146.2-148.1. [Objection.] ‘Fire and lake are not together in a locus of
smoke, and no locus of smoke is a locus-of-fire and a lake together. These
facts are known by distinct knowledge. Thus there are in a locus of smoke
constant absence of fire and mutual absence of locus of fire; the counter-
positives of these absences are things that in their occurrence [in a locus]
adhere to each other. How then can pervasion be defined by those defi-
nitions [that negate either such a constant absence or such a mutual ab-
sence]?’

148.1-3. [Answer.] No; we do not admit such absences, or if we admit
them their counterpositives will be both the things [taken together], not
fire or locus of fire [without lake].

146.2-147.1. vahni-hradau, ‘fire and lake’, and vahnimaddhradau ‘locus-
of-fire and lake’, are dvandva compounds (copulative compounds). A
dvandva denotes concatenation. We express this notion by ‘together’.

147.1-2. vydsajya-vrtti, ‘whose occurrence takes places after adhering’,
is a bahuvrihi. It is used to signify things that in their occurrence in a locus
adhere to each other, i.e. that occur as a pair (or as a number of three
etc.) in their locus. The first member of the compound must be taken to
be a gerund in -ya (as vydpya in vydpya-vrtti, see p. 9). Abstracts such
as bothness (ubhayatva), which are properties of things that are vydsajya-
-yrtti, are called in the commentaries vydsajya-vytti-dharma (M. 148.12-14,
cf. Ingalls p. 77).

148.1. ete laksane, ‘those two definitions’, i.e. those two types of defi-
nition, the one being the negation of a constant absence (definitions (22)
and (23)), the other the negation of a mutual absence (definitions (24) and
(25)).

148.2-3. tadrsa. . .-vahnimantau. The opponent claims (147.1-148.1)
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that an absence of fire and lake has as its counterpositive both fire and
lake, so that we can say that there is a constant absence of fire in a locus
of smoke, just as we can say that there is a constant absence of lake in a
locus of smoke; and the same must be said, mutatis mutandis, of a
mutual absence of locus-of-fire and lake. G. refuses to admit these ab-
sences. The reason for his refusal must be that the two things which form
the counterpositive exclude each other by nature and therefore cannot be
coupled for an occurrence anywhere. If such absences are none the less
admitted, then their counterpositives must be treated as being both the
things together.

A constant absence of fire (=B) and lake (=C) in a locus of smoke
(=A) may be represented symbolically as follows:

(M (Ex){(Ey) (Ay ARyx) A ~[(Ey) (By ARyx) A (Ey) (Cy ARyx)]}.
A mutual absence of locus-of-fire and lake in a locus of smoke then is
represented by

@ (Ex) {(Ey) (Ay A Ryx) A
A ~[(Ew) (Ey) (By A Ryw A (w=x)) A (Ew) (Cw A (w=x))]}.

Wherever there is an absence of fire there is an absence of fire and lake,
but not vice versa. This we convey as follows:

©)) L(x) {~(Ey) (By ARyx)-
— ~[(Ey) (By A Ryx) A (Ey) (Cy A Ryx)]}.

§ 6. Pervasion defined as a relation without an accident

Athavdnaupddhikatvam vydptih tac ca ydvat-sva-samanddhikarandtyantd-
bhava-pratiyogitdvacchedakdvacchinnam yat *tat-pratiyogikdtyantébhdva-
-samanddhikaranam yat tena samam sdmdnddhikaranyam. Na hy evam
sopadhih, tatra *sadhana-samdnddhikarandtyantdbhdva-pratiyogini drdrén-
dhanavattvader upadher yo ’tyantdbhdvas tena samam sadhyasya *dhiim-
ddeh samanddhikaranydbhdavat, updadheh sadhya-vydpakatvat. Etad eva
yavat-sva-vyabhicdri-vyabhicari-sadhya-samdnadhikaranyam  anaupddhi-
katvam giyate.

Yad va yavat-samanddhikarandtyantdbhavipratiyogi-*pratiyogikdtyantd-
bhavisamanddhikaranyam yasya tasya tad evdnaupddhikatvam, sopddhau
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tu sadhyavan-nisthdtyantdbha-*vipratiyogina upddher yo ’tyantdbhdvas
tena samam hetoh samanddhikaranyam upddheh sadhandvydpakatvat.

149.1-152.3. Or rather pervasion is ‘being independent of an accident’.
This is (26) the fact that a thing shares a locus with what shares a locus
with a constant absence whose counterpositive is that which is deter-
mined by all limitors of counterpositiveness to constant absence sharing
a locus with that thing. This is not true of a probans with an accident,
since then, the accident being a pervader of the probandum, the pro-
bandum, say, smoke, does not share a locus with the constant absence of
the accident ‘being a locus of wet fuel’, which is the counterpositive of a
constant absence sharing a locus with the probans [(fire)]. This [definition]
expresses the same as the so-called ‘being independent of an accident’,
which is (27) ‘the probans’ sharing a locus with the probandum from
which deviate all things that deviate from the probans’.

153.1-155.2. Or ‘a thing’s being independent of an accident [in its con-
nexion with another thing]’ is the following property: (28) the thing’s not
sharing a locus with a constant absence whose counterpositive is all that
is no counterpositive of a constant absence sharing a locus [with the other
thing]. In the case of a probans with an accident, however, the accident
not being a pervader of the probans, the reason does share a locus with
the constant absence of the accident, which is not the counterpositive of
a constant absence residing in a locus of the probandum.

149.1. anaupddhikatva, ‘being independent of an accident’. This type
of definition which identifies pervasion with the negation of an accident
has been discussed in § 5 of chapter IV. Two formulations have been given
there, corresponding to the two ways in which the statement ‘There is an
attribute which pervades the probandum and does not pervade the pro-
bans’, which is definitory of accident, can be contradicted (see note on
79.4-80.2): (2) No attribute that pervades the probandum does not pervade
the probans, i.e. any attribute that pervades the probandum pervades the
probans (cf. note on 80.2-4); (b) No attribute that does not pervade the
probans pervades the probandum, i.e. any attribute that does not pervade
the probans does not pervade the probandum. But since instead of ‘pro-
bans’ and ‘probandum’ we are now using the variables A and B, formula
(a) must take the form ‘Any attribute that pervades B pervades A’, and
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formula (b) the form ‘Any attribute that does not pervade A does not
pervade B’. The fact that a thing does not pervade another thing is just
the fact that the other thing is absent from some locus of the first thing,
i.e. the first thing shares a locus with a constant absence whose counter-
positive is the second thing. Therefore (b) will be expressed by saying that
B shares a locus with a constant absence whose counterpositive may be
any attribute which is the counterpositive of a constant absence sharing
a locus with A. Similarly (a), whose converse per contrapositionem
is (b), will be expressed by saying that A does not share a locus with a
constant absence whose counterpositive may be any attribute which is not
the counterpositive of a constant absence sharing a locus with B. Of the
three definitions put forward by G. in the present paragraph, the first (26)
and second (27) are in the form of (b), and the third (28) in the form of (a).

149.1-150.2. yavat-. . .samandadhikaranyam. Definition (26) may be
rendered thus: There is pervasion of A by B if, and only if, A shares a
locus with B in such a way that B shares a locus with a constant absence
whose counterpositive is that which is determined by all limitors of coun-
terpositiveness to constant absence sharing a locus with A. If we simplify
this formulation by using our own terminology (cf. chapter V, note on
100.2-4), we get the following formula: There is pervasion of A by B if;
and only if, A has a common locus with B in such a way that anything
that is qua class absent from some locus of A is as such absent from some
locus of B. This formula consists of two statements. (1) If there is per-
vasion of A by B, then A has a common locus with B in such a way etc..
(2) If A has a common locus with B in such a way etc., then there is per-
vasion of A by B. (1) is evidently true; for if there is pervasion of A by B,
then every locus of A is a locus of B; so that anything that is qua class
absent from some locus of A is as such absent from some locus of B. That
(2) is true follows from the fact that B itself cannot qua class be absent
from some locus of B; by combining this with the sentence ‘Anything
that is qua class absent from some locus of A is as such absent from some
locus of B’ we infer, tollendo tollens, that B is not qua class absent
from some locus of A ; and what is not qua class absent from some locus
of A must be a pervader of A (cf. p. 111); therefore B must pervade A.
The definition, then, is correct.

149.1-2. ydvat-. . .yat. Definition (26) has affinities with definition (22)
in so far as it ascribes to the counterpositive of a constant absence the
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character of a universal. The use of avacchedakdvacchinna (determined
by a limitor) has been explained in my note on 100.2-4 and in p. 13.
yavad belongs to avacchedaka (M. 153.5-6). The thing determined by all
limitors of counterpositiveness to a constant absence sharing a locus with
A is the set of things that are universally, i.e. qua class, absent from some
locus of A.

150.1-2. tena samam samdanddhikaranyam. The pervaded thing must,
in any definition of pervasion, be represented as the subject of the relation
(see p. 6). This is achieved (as in definitions (22) and (23)) by using the
relational abstract ‘having a common locus (sdmdnddhikaranya) with that
(tena samam)’; ‘that’ (tena) refers to the ‘which’ (yat) that precedes it and
indicates the pervader, so that ‘having a common locus’ (samdnddhikara-
nya) must have for its understood subject the pervaded thing, which is
indicated by the reflexive pronoun sva- (149.1). Cf. note on 100.2-4, p. 111.

150.2-152.2. Na hy...sadhya-vyapakatvat. Take the false inference ‘It
has smoke because it has fire’. Its probandum is smoke, its probans fire,
and in loci of its probans, in so far as these are loci of the probandum,
there is an accident (upddhi, p. 14), which is usually described simply as
wet fuel (drdréndhana), but here — which amounts to the same - as the
property of being a locus of wet fuel (drdréndhanavattva). In using this
abstract property instead of the concrete thing G. points out that absence
of wet fuel must be a universal absence, i.e. an absence of the thing qua
class. Wherever there is constant absence of the property of being a locus
of wet fuel there is constant absence of wet fuel in the sense of absence of
wet fuel qua class, and vice versa. Now wet fuel is absent from a locus of
fire, viz. red-hot iron, but it is not absent from a locus of smoke, since it
pervades smoke. There is therefore something that is absent from some
locus of fire and is not absent from some locus of smoke. Then according
to definition (26) smoke cannot pervade fire. The definition is correct be-
cause its opposite applies in a false inference. The subject of pervasion
cannot be a probans with an accident (sopadhi).

152.2-3. Etad...giyate. We have shown (note on 149.1) that definition
(26) corresponds to the statement ‘Any attribute that does not pervade
the probans does not pervade the probandum’. Since non-pervasion is
here the same as deviation (vyabhicdra, p. 7), this statement is also ex-
pressed by saying ‘Any attribute that deviates from the probans deviates
from the probandum.” Thus definition (26) is said to express the same as
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the ‘being independent of an accident’ which contains the statement using
deviation (definition (27)). This ‘being independent of an accident’ is the
definition given by the Old School (pracingh, M. 156.8). Of course it is
not formulated in accordance with G.’s view of definition, which implies
that probans and probandum should not be used as terms in a definition
of pervasion (cf. ch. IV, § 12).

152.2. ydvat-sva-vyabhicdri-vyabhicdri is a bahuvrihi qualifying sddhya.
It means ‘having as things that deviate from it all things that deviate from
the subject (probans)’. Cf. note on 150.1-2,

153.1-154.2. yad va...anaupadhikatvam. Definition (28) may be ren-
dered thus: There is pervasion of A by B if, and only if, A does not share
a locus with a constant absence whose counterpositive is all that is no
counterpositive of a constant absence sharing a locus with B. This we can
formulate as follows: There is pervasion of A by B if, and only if, any-
thing that is not absent-from-some-locus-of-B is not absent-from-some-
locus-of-A. Now anything that is denied to be absent from some locus of
A must be present in every locus of A. (cf. p. 111). It does not matter
whether the absence denied is that of the thing qua class or of a particular
instance of the thing; in either case the thing will be present, since for a
thing to be present it is enough that a single instance of the thing is present
(cf. p. 111); this may be the reason why the limitors of counterpositiveness
to absence, which we found in definition (26), have not been introduced
here. Thus our formula of definition (28) consists of the following two
statements: (1) If there is pervasion of A by B, then anything that is
present in any locus of B is present in any locus of A ; (2) If anything that
is present in any locus of B is present in any locus of A, then there is per-
vasion of A by B. (1) is evidently true; for if there is pervasion of A by B,
then any locus of A is a locus of B. (2) is true, because B itself is one of
the things that are present in any locus of B and therefore present in any
locus of A; thus B must pervade A. The definition, then, is correct. The
corresponding form which uses non-deviation is not mentioned here, but
is found in chapter IV, § 5 (definition (13)).

154.2-155.2. sopddhau. . .sddhandvydipakatvat. A probans with an acci-
dent (sopadhi) belongs to a false inference like ‘It has smoke because it
has fire’ (see note on 150.2-152.2). The accident pervades the probandum
and does not pervade the probans (cf. note on 149.1). Therefore, (1) it is
not the counterpositive of a constant absence residing in a locus of the
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probandum, i.e. it is not absent from some locus of the probandum, and
(2) the reason (probans) shares a locus with its constant absence, i.e. the
accident is absent from some locus of the probans. Thus in the case of
a false inference there is something that is absent from some locus of the
probans, while it is not absent from some locus of the probandum. If there
is such a thing, then according to definition (28) the probandum cannot
pervade the probans, since the definition requires that if the probandum
is to pervade the probans, anything that is not absent from some locus of
the probandum should not be absent from some locus of the probans. We
cannot therefore say ‘definition (28) is too wide because it applies in a
false inference containing a probans with an accident’.

For the symbolic representation of definitions (26-28) I may refer to
the formulae corresponding to definition (12), which are given under
chapter IV, § 5.

§ 7. Definition (29)

Yad va yat-sambandhitdvacchedaka-ripavattvam yasya tasya sa vyaptih.
Tatha hi dhiimasya vahni-sambandhitve dhimatvam *avacchedakam dhiima-
mdtrasya vahni-sambandhitvat, vahnes tu dhima-sambandhe na vahnitvam
avacchedakam dhumdsambandhini gatatvat. *Na hy atiprasaktam avac-
chedakam, samyogddau tathatvidarsandat. Kim tu vahndv drdréndhana-
-prabhava-vahnitvam dhiima-sambandhitdvacchedakam tadysam ca vyapyam
eva. *Athavd yat-samanddhikaranydvacchedakdvacchinnam yasya *sva-
ripam tat tasya vyapyam, vahni-samdnddhikaranyam hi dhime dhiima-
tvendvacchidyate sopddhau tipadhing.

156.1-160.2. Or pervasion is (29) a thing’s being connected [with an-
other thing], which being connected has for its limitor the [class] character
of the [first] thing. Thus smokeness is limitor in the connexion of smoke
with fire, since the whole of smoke is connected with fire; but fireness is
no limitor in the connexion of fire with smoke, since it is contained in
things that are not connected with smoke. For what is too wide [because
of its extension beyond the subject of the connexion] cannot be a limitor
[in that connexion]. For instance, contact and similar properties are not
seen to be such [limitors]. But fireness peculiar to fire-arising-from-wet-
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fuel is for fire the limitor of its connexion with smoke; the thing of this
nature is just the thing thatis pervaded [by smoke]. Or rather, the thing per-
vaded by another thing is the thing whose own nature is determined by the
limitor of [the property of ] sharing the locus with that other thing. For [the
property of] sharing the locus with fire, which belongs to smoke, is limited
by smokeness ; but when the [subject-]term has an accident, then the [pro-
perty of ] sharing the locus [with the other term] is limited by the accident.

156.1-2. yat-sambandhitd...sd vydptih, ‘pervasion is the being-con-
nected-with-another-thing of that thing which has the property of posses-
sing a class character which is the limitor of that being connected with
another thing’, i.e. ‘pervasion is the being-connected-with-another-thing
of a thing whose class character is the limitor of its being connected with
that other thing’ or ‘pervasion is a thing’s being connected with another
thing, which being connected has for its limitor the class character of the
first thing.” yat-sambandhitd in yat-sambandhitdvacchedaka-ripavattvam
is the antecedent of sd, which stands for tat-sambandhita (M. 159.12).
Since ‘being connected’ can be specified by that other thing with which
its subject is connected (cf. § 4, note on 146.1), yat- in yat-sambandhitd
(and rar- in tat-sambandhitd) may be taken as belonging adjectivally to
sambandhitd. So we can translate yat-sambandhita by ‘which being con-
nected’; sd is ‘that being connected’. tasya refers to the immediately
preceding yasya, and indicates the subject of the connexion. On the use
of avacchedaka (limitor) see p. 13. riipa, ‘form’, signifies the class charac-
ter (forma sine subjecto, p. 13), e.g. smokeness, which is the class
character of all smokes. Definition (29), then, states the same as definition
(14) (cf. ch. 1V, § 6, note on 83.1), viz. that pervasion is a connexion of one
thing with another thing, which connexion comprises the whole of the
first thing. This is clear from the examples that follow. The question
whether pervasion is thus correctly defined cannot be answered till we
know the precise meaning of sambandhitd. This word is as ambiguous as
the word samdnddhikaranya, with which it is taken to be synonymous
(M. 159.12-13). In what sense then must the word be used if the definition
is to be applicable to all cases of true inference as well as inapplicable to
all cases of false inference? Not in the ordinary sense of ‘having a common
locus with’, since then the definition would apply in the false inference
It is a substance because it has reality (dravyam sattvat). For (1) reality
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(sattva) has a common locus with substanceness (dravyatva), since it oc-
curs in all substances, and (2) reality is as a whole connected with every-
thing with which it is connected, since it is assumed to be a unit class
(eka-vyakti, p. 5). So reality would be pervaded by substanceness, and
our definition would be too wide. But if we take sambandhitd to mean
‘sharing all its loci with,’ i.e. ‘sharing the whole of its locus with’, then the
definition will not be so wide as to apply in the above false inference; for
reality does not share the whole of its locus (substances, qualities, actions)
with substanceness. Nor will the definition apply in a false inference where
the terms are classes containing several members (ndnd-vyakti, p. 5).
Take the false inference It has smoke because it has fire (dhiimavan vahneh).
Mountain fire shares the whole of its locus (its locus is nothing but moun-
tain) with mountain smoke; kitchen fire shares the whole of its locus
(kitchen) with kitchen smoke. But red-hot iron fire does not share the
whole of its locus with an instance of smoke, for there is no smoke in a
red-hot iron. Thus fire is connected with smoke (i.e. there is fire which
shares the whole of its locus with smoke), but this connexion does not
comprise the whole of fire, red-hot iron fire being excluded from it. On
the other hand, our definition will apply in the true inference It has fire
because it has smoke (vahnimdan dhimat). Mountain smoke shares the
whole of its locus (mountain) with mountain fire; and so does kitchen
smoke with kitchen fire. There is no instance of smoke which does not
share the whole of its locus with an instance of fire. Thus smoke is con-
nected with fire (i.e. there is smoke which shares the whole of its locus
with fire), and this connexion comprises the whole of smoke; so that we
can truly say that smoke is pervaded by fire. Clearly, then, definition (29)
is correct, provided ‘being connected with another thing’ is understood
as meaning ‘sharing the whole of its locus with another thing.” The terms
of the pervasion thus defined are treated as sets of particulars. Thus defi-
nition (29) is in its proper place in the chapter on Pervasion between
particulars (cf. § 1, note on 132.1-136.1).

157.1. dhima-matrasya, ‘the whole of smoke’, cf. 133.2-135.1.

157.2. dhimdsambandhini, viz. red-hot iron fire. There is fire but no
smoke in a red-hot iron.

158.1. samyogddau, ‘contact etc.’. Contact is a quality which inheres
in all substances (p. 9). M. (161.13-14) brings under -ddi the most
general properties such as ‘being object of knowledge’ (prameyatva).
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158.3. tadysam, ‘the thing of this nature’, viz. fire arising from wet fuel.
This is mountain fire or kitchen fire etc..

158.3. vyapyam eva. Cf. 135.1.

159.1. Athavd, ‘or rather’, introduces a correction rather than a new
definition, since what will be defined is not pervasion (vydpti) but the
pervaded thing (vydpya), which has just been considered.

159.1-160.1. yat-samanddhikaranyd. . .vydpyam. yat- is the antecedent
of tasya, which belongs as agent to vyapyam. What is pervaded by another
thing can only be a thing whose own nature is determined (avacchinna,
p- 13) by the limitor (avacchedaka) of the property of sharing the locus
(samanddhikaranya) with that other thing. samanddhikaranya, which we
translate here by ‘sharing the locus with’, must be taken to mean the same
as sambandhitd in the stricter sense of ‘sharing all its loci with’, ‘sharing
the whole of its locus with’. Cf. note on 156.1-2.

160.1. svaripa, ‘own form, own nature’, signifies the nature of a class
(forma cum subjecto, p. 13), e.g. smoke, which is the nature of all
smokes, to be distinguished from the nature (riipa, 156.1) which is the
class character (forma sine subjecto), e.g. smokeness. The nature of
a class is determined by the corresponding class character.

160.1-2. vahni-. . .tipddhind. Smoke is pervaded by fire, because its
sharing the locus with fire is limited by smokeness, the class character
which determines the own nature of all smokes. On the other hand, fire
is not pervaded by smoke, because its sharing the locus with smoke is
limited not by fireness, the class character which determines the own
nature of all fires, but by the accident, viz. wet fuel or ‘being a locus of
wet fuel’ (151.1-2). The accident (upddhi) is now said to be the limitor of
the property of sharing the locus with the other term when the subject-
term is something with an accident (sopddhi). An explanation of this will
be given in the next paragraph.

Definition (29) may be represented symbolically, with sambandhita in
the sense of ‘sharing the whole of its locus with’, by the formula

) () {Ay—(x) [Ryx—(Ez) (Bz A Szx)]}.

(1) is equivalent to the formula of pervasion:
(@ (®) [(Ey) (Ay ARyx)—(Ey) (By A Syx)].
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§ 8. Corollaries from the final sentence of the preceding paragraph

Ata eva sadhanatdvacchedaka-bhinnena yena sdadhanatibhimate sadhya-
-sambandho 'vacchidyate sa eva tatra sadhane visesanam upadhir iti vadanti.
Ata eva ca tatra sadhandvydpakatve sati sadhandvacchinna-sadhya-
-vyapakatvam laksanam dhruvam, vyabhicarini sadhane ekatra sadhya-tad-
-abhdvayor virodhendvacchedaka-bhedam vind tad-ubhaya-sambandhdbha-
vad avasyam *sadhya-sambandhitivacchedakam asti, tad eva ca sadhand-
vacchinna-sadhya-vydpakam sdadhandvydpakam tatrépadhih, ata eva
vyabhicdre cdvasyam upddhir iti samgacchate. Anyathd vyabhicardd eva
tatrdgamakatvena vyabhicaritvena na tad-anumanam aprayojakatvdt.
Ata eva ca tasya sdadhya-sambandhi*tdvacchedaka-ripa-laksana vyaptih
sdadhanatdbhimate cakdstiti sphatike java-kusumavad upddhir asdv ucyate.
Laksanam tu sadhya-sadhana-sambandha-vydpakatve sati sadhandvydpaka-
tvam, visama-vydptas tu ndpddhi-pada-vdacyah pravytti-nimittdbhdvat. Dis-
akatd ca tasya vyabhicaronndya*katayd. Na ca vyabhicdrénndyakatvam
eviopddhitvam aprayojaka-sadhya-vydpaka-vyabhicarinor apy upddhitvd-
patter iti.

165.2-4. [Where we have a term with an accident there the property
of sharing-the locus with the other term is limited by the accident.] That
is why (I) people say: ‘An accident is that which serves as a qualifier for
the probans; it is different from the limitor of probansness, and it limits
the connexion with the probandum in what is thought of as being a
probans.’

165.4-166.5. And that is why (II) the definition of accident ‘not being
a pervader of the probans and being a pervader of the probandum limited
by the probans’ is unassailable. Where the probans deviates [from the
probandum], the probandum and its absence being contradictories in
relation to one thing, a connexion with both the probandum and its ab-
sence would be impossible without different limitors; therefore the con-
nexion of that probans with the probandum must have some limitor, and
this limitor can only be something that (a) pervades the probandum
limited by the probans and (b) does not pervade the probans; such a
thing is the accident; hence it is true to say that an accident is necessarily
involved in deviation; otherwise, since then the deduction of it from
deviation alone would be unconvincing, we should be unable to infer it
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from the [probans’] deviation [from the probandum], for our inference
would be ineffective.

166.5-168.3. And that is why (III) this use of ‘accident’ is explained by
the fact that the pervasion which belongs to the accident, and which is
characterized by a nature which limits the connexion with the probandum,
shines [by reflexion] in what is thought of as being a probans, just as [the
redness of ] a Hibiscus flower [shines by reflexion] in a crystal [near which
the flower lies]. The definition of accident, however, is ‘(a) being a per-
vader of the connexion of probandum and probans and (b) not being a
pervader of the probans.” But a pervasion term which is unequal [to the
probandum] should not be signified by the word ‘accident,” since the
cause of application of the word is absent there. Such a term is indeed
destructive inasmuch as it demonstrates deviation. But to demonstrate
deviation is not the same as to be an accident; for if this were the case,
(1) an ineffective [inference] and (2) what [as probans] deviates from a
pervader of the probandum would as well be accidents.

We have seen in the preceding paragraph that pervasion is definable as
a connexion between two things, in the sense that one thing shares the
whole of its locus with another thing. The first thing, the subject of the
connexion, is the thing that is pervaded (vydpya). We call it the pervaded
term, as opposed to the other term, the pervader (vydpaka). If the per-
vaded term is a single class of things, then the corresponding class charac-
ter is said to limit the connexion. Thus smokeness limits the connexion
of smoke and fire, because smoke is connected with fire in virtue of its
own nature, i.e. all smoke is connected with fire (157.1). But the pervaded
term may also be a combination of two classes, of which one is regarded
as the subject of the connexion in so far as it is associated with the other
class, which is called the accident (upddhi). Then the accident is said to
limit the connexion (160.2). The presence of the accident restricts the
locus of the subject-term to such an extent that the whole of the restricted
locus is shared with the other term, i.e. falls within the locus of the other
term. Thus the accident originates a pervasion, which without the accident
would not exist, since then the locus of the subject-term would extend
beyond the locus of the other term. For instance, wet fuel limits the con-
nexion of fire and smoke, because it is only in the presence of wet fuel
that fire is connected with smoke; the common locus of fire and smoke is
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delimited by wet fuel; there is fire without wet fuel and smoke, because
locus of fire is wider in extension than locus of smoke. The fact that the
accident is responsible for the pervasion of the term it accompanies may
be taken as the starting-point of the three corollaries which form the last
paragraph of the last chapter of G.’s Theory of pervasion. In these corol-
laries we find again the words ‘probans’ (sddhana) and ‘probandum’
(sadhya) used as terms of pervasion. According to G. the use of these
words is allowed once pervasion has been defined.

165.2-3. sadhanatdvacchedaka-bhinnena. . .’vacchidyate. It is not the
limitor of probansness (fireness, if the probans is fire) which limits the
connexion with the probandum, as in the case of a genuine pervasion,
but something different from that limitor.

165.2-3. sadhanatdbhimate, ‘in what is thought of as being a probans’,
i.e. in what is not really a probans. For it is the accident that proves the
presence of the probandum.

165.3-4. tatra sdadhane visesanam, ‘a qualifier for that probans.” The
accident belongs as a qualifier (visesana) to the probans, since it qualifies
by way of restriction the locus of the probans.

165.4. vadanti, ‘people say’. The people referred to are the followers
of Prabhakara (M 165.10).

165.4-166.5. The second corollary justifies the definition of accident by
showing that such an accident must be associated with the probans which
deviates from the probandum.

165.5. sadhandvacchinna-sadhya-vyapakatvam, ‘being a pervader of the
probandum limited by the probans.” This is a refinement of the first part
of the common definition of accident ‘being a pervader of the proban-
dum.” The probandum is limited (avacchinna) by the probans inasmuch
as only that part of its locus is taken into account which is locus of
the probans. This means that the accident is defined as an attribute
which pervades the connected probans and probandum, i.e. which occurs
in all those loci of the probandum in which the probans occurs (cf. 167.3).
In defining thus an accident the definition covers all types of accident
(cf. p. 15).

165.6-166.2. vyabhicarini. . .tatropddhih. There are cases of inference
in which the probans deviates from the probandum. Then the probans
occurs in some locus of the probandum and does not occur in some other
locus of the probandum. This means that the probans is related both to
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the probandum and to absence of the probandum. How is this possible?
The probans is not connected with both the probandum and absence of
the probandum in virtue of its own nature, because the probandum and
its absence when related to the essence of the same thing exclude each
other, i.e. are contradictories (cf. p. 9). Therefore there must be some-
thing that is the cause of, or the condition for, the probans’ being con-
nected with the probandum; if this condition is absent, the probandum
will be absent from the locus of the probans, i.e. the probans will be
connected with absence of the probandum. This cause or condition is the
accident. The accident and its absence are therefore the limitors of the
connexion of the probans respectively with the probandum and with ab-
sence of the probandum. The probans with the accident is pervaded by
the probandum; the probans without the accident is pervaded by absence
of the probandum. The latter statement logically implies that the probans
with the probandum is pervaded by the accident. This is just what the
definition of accident says (see preceding note). And what the definition
further says, viz. that the accident does not pervade the probans, follows
from the occurrence of the probans without the accident, which occur-
rence is necessitated by the occurrence of the probans without the pro-
bandum. The definition, therefore, contains nothing assailable.

166.3. vyabhicdre cdvasyam upadhir iti. Cf. 77.3-4.

166.3-5. Anyathd. . .aprayojakatvat. From the mere fact that the pro-
bans deviates from the probandum G. deduces the presence of an acci-
dent, starting from what is assumed as self-evident, viz. that the proban-
dum and its absence in relation to the same thing are contradictories (see
preceding note). If his deduction were unconvincing (agamaka), we should
not be entitled to make an inference of the form (M. 170.5) ‘This reason
(=probans) has an accident because it deviates (ayam hetuh sopddhir
vyabhicaritvat)’; for such an inference would have no foundation, and
therefore would be ineffective (aprayojaka), since there would be no evi-
dence that a probans which deviates from the corresponding probandum
has an accident.

166.4-5. tad-anumdnam, i.e. the inferring of the accident.

166.5-168.3. The accident, in the presence of the probans, (1) is per-
vaded by the probandum and (2) pervades the probandum; (1) is implied
in the etymological meaning of the word upddhi; (2) is stated in the defi-
nition of accident. This is the theme of the third corollary, which is con-
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cerned with Udayana’s theory of accident (M. 170.12, cf. ch. IV, § 5, note
on 77.1-79.1).

166.5-167.2. tasya...ucyate. The use of upddhi to signify a concomi-
tant originating a pervasion agrees with the etymology of the word.
upddhi naturally means appositio (German: Beilegung), i.e. attribution.
Its etymology is properly expressed in the phrase upa samipa-sthe d-da-
dhati (M. 170.17), where upa samipa-sthe means ‘upa in the sense of being
near.” upddhi is that which places something upon what is near; i.e. it
attributes something of itself to the thing of which it is a concomitant.
This means that the thing attributed cannot attach to the essence of the
thing to which it is attributed. Thus the upddhi itself is accidentally con-
nected with the thing it accompanies; it is really an ‘accident’ for that
thing. That thing is here the probans. That which is attributed to it is a
pervasion by the probandum. The accident transfers to the probans a
pervasion by the probandum. This pervasion belongs primarily to the
accident, because the accident qua accident, i.e. the accident in so far it
is connected with the probans, is pervaded by the probandum. For in-
stance, wet fuel in connexion with fire is pervaded by smoke. But we can
equally well say that the probans in so far it is connected with the accident
is pervaded by the probandum. Fire in connexion with wet fuel is per-
vaded by smoke. Thus we have a transference (samkrdamakatva, M. 171.12,
Didh. 539) of a pervasion from the accident to the probans; the probans
is made subject of a pervasion whose original subject is the accident. This
transference may lead to the error of thinking that the probans is really
the subject of a pervasion by the probandum. There is only in appearance
(cakdsti, ‘shines’) a pervasion of the probans by the probandum. In re-
ality the so-called probans (sddhanatébhimata) is not pervaded by the
probandum, because it deviates from the probandum. The real subject of
the pervasion is the accident qua accident, because the accident qua
accident of the probans is pervaded by the probandum. This is expressed
in G.’s language by saying that the accident (or the nature of the accident)
limits the connexion with the probandum.

166.5-167.1. sddhya-sambandhitdvacchedaka-riipa-laksand vydptih,
‘pervasion whose characteristic is a nature which limits the connexion
with the probandum.” The nature which limits the connexion is the nature
of the subject of pervasion (cf. 156.1 (§ 7)).

167.1. sdadhanatébhimate, cf. 165.2-3.
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167.1-2. sphatike javi-kusumavad. The use of a comparison to suggest
the true meaning of upddhi is common in Indian philosophy. In the Ve-
danta (we confine ourselves to Samkara’s Commentary on the Brahma-
slitras) the name of upddhi is given to the limiting adjuncts (earth, body
etc.) which ignorance (avidyd) assigns to the supreme being (brahman or
dtman) in order to explain its (unreal) possession of wordly and individual
attributes; the purely accidental connexion with these adjuncts is illus-
trated in the following way: (3.2.11) ‘For it is not possible that a thing of
a certain nature should have a different nature because of its connexion
with accidents. The crystal, which is in itself clear, does not become dim
through its connexion with an accident such as red lac; for it is altogether
erroneous to believe that dimness can penetrate into it.” (Na hy upddhi-
-yogad apy anyaddrSasya vastuno’nyddpSah svabhdvah sambhavati. Na hi
svacchah san sphatiko’laktakddy-upadhi-yogad asvaccho bhavati bhrama-
-mdtratvad asvacchatébhinivesasya.)

In the Samkhya it is body, senses and intellect (buddhi) that in relation
to the soul (purusa) are called updadhi; what belongs to their sphere, e.g.
pain (dukha), does not really affect the soul, since it has only a reflexion
(pratibimba) in the soul. This reflexion is compared with the reflexion of
a Hibiscus flower in a crystal; the crystal looks as if it were red, and re-
mains unaffected by the reflexion. The comparison is stated in Samkhya-
siitra VI.28: ‘As in the case of the Hibiscus and the crystal, there is no
coloration (influence), but an erroneous assumption’. (Japd-sphatikayor
iva nopardagah, kim tv abhimdnah.) In the commentary of Vijianabhiksu
on Samkhyasiitra I. 19 the following passage is significant for the meaning
of upddhi: ‘As the colouring of an essentially pure crystal does not take
place without a Hibiscus being connected with the crystal, so the con-
nexion of the soul, which is essentially pure etc., with pain does not take
place without a connexion with some accident, since pain and other
feelings cannot arise of themselves.” (Yathd svabhava-suddhasya sphati-
kasya raga-yogo na japa-yogam vind ghatate, tathdiva nitya-Suddhddi-
-svabhavasya purusasydpdadhi-samyogam vind duhkha-samyogo na ghatate,
svato dukhddy-asambhavad (iti arthah).)

The Nyaya uses the same comparison with regard to accident as the
Samkhya does. In the first chapter of the Theory of accident (upddhi-vdda,
314.4-315.3) G. puts forward the following description of accident: ‘That
thing whose attribute is reflected elsewhere can surely be called accident,
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for it is like the Hibiscus flower, which is accident when redness appears
in the crystal. [As the redness which occurs in the Hibiscus flower shines
by reflexion in the crystal], so the pervasion which occurs in the accident
shines [by reflexion] in what is thought of as being a reason [(= probans)].
Therefore that thing is truly an accident.” (Naniipddhih sa ucyate yad-
-dharmo’nyatra pratibimbate yathd java-kusumam sphatika-lauhitya upd-
dhih, tatha cépadhi-vrtti-vyapyatvam hetutvibhimate cakdsti, tendsav upd-
dhih.) The same idea is expressed in the present paragraph (166.5-167.2).
But with G. we must remember that no comparison goes on all fours.
The Hibiscus flower, with which the ‘logical’ accident is compared, pos-
sesses its redness independently of its being connected with a crystal,
whereas, in general, the ‘logical’ accident is the subject of pervasion only in
connexion with the probans whose accident it is; i.e., the accident qua
accident of the probans is that which is pervaded by the probandum. For
we cannot say that all wet fuel is pervaded by smoke; there is wet fuel in
loci where there is no fire, and therefore no smoke.

167.2. javd-kusuma. java or japd, Hibiscus rosa sinensis (China rose),
is known for the redness of its flower, which in poetry serves to describe
the colour of dawn and twilight (samdhyd-rdago javi-varnah, Harivamsa
9703; aruno garuda-bhrata java-puspa-sama-prabhah, id. 12507 ; javépida-
-nibhas tamro bala-siryah, Ramayana 5.3.48).

167.3-4. Laksapam tu. ..sadhandvydpakatvam. The definition of acci-
dent is complementary to the meaning of the word upddhi. The meaning
of the word implies that, in the presence of the probans, the accident is
pervaded by the probandum. The definition of accident now adds that
the accident pervades the probandum, provided the probandum is con-
nected with the probans. Thus the accident comes to be rightly described
as an attribute which both pervades the probandum and is pervaded
by the probandum, not absolutely but only in the presence of the pro-
bans (i.e. it is in loci of the probans that the reciprocal pervasion takes
place).

167.3. sadhya-sadhana-sambandha-vydpaka, ‘pervading the connexion
of probandum and probans,’ i.e. occurring in all those loci of the pro-
bandum in which the probans occurs, i.e. pervading the probandum in
the presence of the probans. The same was expressed by sddhandvacchinna-
-sadhya-vydpaka (165.5, 166.1-2).

167.4. visama-vydptas, ‘a pervasion term which is unequal to the other
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term.” A term which both pervades another term and is pervaded by it is
called sama-vydpta (cf. ch. IV, § 6, note on 83.4). The opposite of this may
be expressed by visama-vydpta. Then visama-vydpta is either (1) a term
which pervades another term but is not pervaded by it, or (2) a term which
is pervaded by another term but does not pervade it. Case (1) is to be
preferred because of the context (cf. Didh. 540-541). It designates an
attribute which, in the presence of the probans, pervades the probandum
without being pervaded by it. Such an attribute is covered by the defini-
tion of accident.

167.4-5. pravrtti-nimittdbhdvat, ‘because of the absence of the cause of
application.” The cause of application (pravytti-nimitta, see ch. IV, § 10,
note on 88.1) of the word upddhi is upddhitva, the notion of what is signi-
fied by upddhi. This notion primarily contains what the etymological
meaning (yoga) of upddhi, as applied to a logical subject, implies, viz.
being an attribute which, in the presence of the probans, is pervaded by
the probandum (see note on 166.5-167.2). Now this notion is absent from
the definition of accident, because the definition speaks of an attribute
which, in the presence of the probans, pervades the probandum, without
mentioning whether it is pervaded by the probandum or not. Such an
attribute, which may be visama-vydpta, should not be called upddhi, since
it evidently does not answer to the notion of upddhi.

167.5-168.1. Diisakatd ca tasya vyabhicarénndyakatayd. tasya refers
to visama-vyapta (M. 173.9) or to accident (cf. tasya in 166.5). We have
seen that visama-vydpta denotes an attribute which, in the presence of the
probans, pervades the probandum without being pervaded by it. Such an
attribute, as well as an accident, is said to be destructive (dizsaka) inasmuch
as it demonstrates deviation of the probans from the probandum — which
means that it destroys pervasion of the probans by the probandum. That
it demonstrates such deviation becomes evident if we treat it as the term
which is defined in the definition of accident. Not only does the definition
say: (1) the accident, in the presence of the probans, pervades the pro-
bandum, but it also says: (2) the accident does not pervade the probans,
i.e. the probans deviates from the accident. Let the probans be A, the
probandum B and the accident C. Statement (1) of the definition is:
Wherever, in the presence of A, there is B there is C. Statement (2) is:
Somewhere there is A and non-C. (1) implies: (3) Wherever, in the pres-
ence of A, there is non-C there is non-B. From (3) and (2) it follows: (4)
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Somewhere there is A and non-B. (4) means that the probans deviates
from the probandum. Thus the definition of accident contains the prem-
isses which lead to the conclusion that the probans deviates from the
probandum.

168.1-3. Na ca. . .upddhitvdpatter iti. If to be an accident (upddhitva,
cf. note on 167.4-5) were the same as to demonstrate deviation of the
probans from the probandum, and if there were no possibility of demon-
strating such deviation except by the definition of accident, we could give
the name of accident to what is merely expressed by that definition, with-
out needing the additional assumption (implied by the etymological mean-
ing of the word) that the accident, in the presence of the probans, is per-
vaded by the probandum. But G. puts forward two other ways in which
such deviation may be demonstrated: (1) an ineffective inference, and (2)
a probans which deviates from a pervader of the probandum; so that, if
an accident were that which demonstrates deviation of the probans from
the probandum, these two sources of such deviation would have to be
called accidents; which is obviously absurd.

168.2. aprayojaka, ‘ineffective’, i.e. unsuitable for the drawing of the
conclusion (cf. 166.5), refers to an inference in which the connexion of
probans and probandum is not known to be a pervasion because its know-
ledge derives no support from a reductio ad impossibile. Reductio
ad impossibile (tarka) is used to remove doubts and to make knowledge
of pervasion certain. In the case of smoke and fire the reductio is as
follows. Suppose that the proposition (1) “Wherever there is smoke there
is fire’ is untrue. Then the proposition (2) “‘Wherever there is no fire there
is no smoke’ will be untrue, and it will be true to say (3) ‘Somewhere there
is no fire, but there is smoke.” The last proposition, however, cannot be
true, since we cannot conceive smoke without a cause and this cause, as
experience tells us, can only be fire. Therefore (2) and (1) must be true,
and the initial supposition is false.

But there are cases of inference in which our knowledge of the con-
nexion of probans and probandum remains doubtful because no certainty
is reached by means of a reductio ad impossibile. (G. gives an ex-
ample in his chapter on tarka, 241.5-242.3.) Then we have not grasped
a pervasion. And a connexion which has not been grasped as a pervasion
cannot be a pervasion, and therefore constitutes a deviation. So an in-
effective inference implies a demonstration of deviation.
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168.2. sadhya-vydapaka-vyabhicdrin, i.e. a probans which deviates from
a pervader of the probandum. What deviates from the pervader deviates
from the pervaded thing, since what is no locus of the pervader cannot be
a locus of the pervaded thing, locus of the pervaded thing being included
in locus of the pervader. Therefore a probans which deviates from a
pervader of the probandum deviates from the probandum itself.

An accident (=C), which is said to limit the connexion of the devia-
ting probans (=A) with the probandum (=B), may be symbolically des-
cribed as follows (A'x stands for (Ey) (Ay A Ryx), B'x for (Ey) (By A Syx),
etc.):

1) (Ex) (A’x AB'x) A (Ex) (A'Xx A ~B'X) A
A(X) [(A’xAC'x)->B'x] A(x) [(A'x A ~C'x)> ~B'x].
(1) is equivalent to
() (Ex) (A’x AB'x) A(Ex) (A'x A ~B'x) A
A(x) [(A'’x AB'x)=>C'x] A (x) [(A’xA ~B'x)> ~C'x]
and to
3) (Ex) (A’x AB'x) A(Ex) (A’x A ~B'x) A
A(x) [A'x>(C'x-B'x].
(3) expresses that an accident is sama-vydpta (note on 167.4). The defi-
nition (/aksana) of accident is
“) (x) [(A’x AB'x)>C'x] A (Ex) (A’x AB'x) A(Ex) (A'x A ~C'x).
G L1~

The transference of the pervasion-by-the-probandum, which transfer-
ence takes place from the accident to the probans, may be represented by:

(6) 1(x) [A’x=>(C'x->B'x)]-(x) [C'x—>(A'x>B'x)].

The definition of accident demonstrates the deviation of the probans
from the probandum. The proof is as follows:

) L (4)-{(x) [(A'’x A ~C'x)> ~B'x] A(Ex) (A’x A ~C'x)}
®) ...—~(Ex) (A’x A ~B'x).
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Reductio ad impossibile (tarka) uses the following theorems:
) L~(x) (A’x>B'x)->[~(x) (~Bx>~A'X)A
A(Ex) (~B'xAA'X)]
(10) L~(Ex) (~B'xAA'x)->[(x) (~B'x—>~A'X) A
A(x) (A'x->B'x)].

That the probans which deviates from a pervader (=D) of the pro-
bandum deviates from the probandum is shown by the formula

11 L{(x) (B'’x—>D'x) A(Ex) (A'’x A ~D'x)} >
—(Ex) (A’x A ~B'x).
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The English translation of a term is given in parentheses.

agamaka (unconvincing) 145

ativyapti (overpervasion) 10

atyantidbhava (constant absence) 8,
22,71

adhikarana (locus) 3, 22

ananugama (lack of generality) 131

andaropitatva (being not falsely
assigned to a subject) 101

anugama (generality) 131

anumana (inference) 11, 17, 56, 59

Anumana-khanda 17

anumiti (conclusion) 11, 56, 105

Anumiti-niriipana 16, 17

anuyogitva (subjunctness) 92

anuyogin (subjunct) 3

anaikantikatva (being capable of being
thus and of being not thus) 79

anaupadhikatva (being independent of
an accident) 96, 134

anya (other) 8

anyonyabhava (mutual absence) 8, 23

aprayojaka (ineffective) 145, 150

aprasiddha (unexampled) 61, 68, 99

aprasiddhi (fault of unexampled term)
86

abhava (absence) 8

abheda (non-difference) 81-82, 129

ayogya (invisible) 58

ayogyopadhi (invisible accident) 58

arthantara (ignoratio elenchi) 103

avacchinna (limited, determined)
12-14, 110-111, 141, 144

avacchedaka (limitor) 13-14, 82, 110,
139, 141, 146

avinabhava (inseparability) 101

avrttitva (non-occurrence) 61

avyabhicaritatva (non-deviation) 20, 60

avyabhicaritva (non-deviation) 95-96

avyapti (nonpervasion) 10

avyapya-vrtti (of incomplete occur-
rence) 9, 76, 115, 128

asambhava (impossibility) 10
asamanadhikaranya (having no
common locus) 64, 72

akasa (ether) 71

acariya-laksana (Teacher’s definition)
90

atmasraya (circulus in definiendo)
10, 107-108

adheya (superstratum) 3

asraya (substratum, locus) 3

asrayatva (substratumness) 108

Udayana 90, 146

udaharana (example) 58, 104-105

upanaya (application) 58

upamana (identification) 17, 55

upadhi (accident) 14-15, 58, 90, 102,
136, 141, 143-149

upadhitva (being an accident) 149, 150

ubhayatva (bothness) 132

eka-vyakti (having only one instance)
5, 113, 140

eka-vyaktika (class having a single
instance) 97

aupadhika (accidental) 100

-ka 23, 82, 122, 130

karana (proximate cause) 56

karmadharaya 81

karana (cause) 56

kartnsya (totality) 97

kalika-sama-vyapti (temporal
reciprocal pervasion) 125

kiita (product) 83, 118

kevalanvayin (universal-positive) 5,
61, 86, 104

Gangesa 16
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Gangesopadhyaya 16
Cirvaka 3, 58

java, japa (Hibiscus) 147, 148
jati (generic character) 4-5
jiiana (knowledge) 69

Tattva-cintd-mani 17
tarka (reductio ad impossibile) 150
tadatmya (identity) 7

diisaka (destructive) 149

disana (fault) 109

daisika-sama-vyapti (spatial reciprocal
pervasion) 125

dvandva 101, 132

dharma (attribute) 3, 85
dharmin (subject) 3

Navya-nyaya 3

nand-vyakti (having several instances)
5, 65, 73, 112, 122, 140

nigamana (conclusion) 58

nigraha-sthana (occasion for reproof)
103

niradhikarana (without a locus) 71-72

nir@ipita (described) 85

nirvikalpaka (indeterminate) 69

nyaya (syllogism) 11, 58

Nyaya 3, 147

paksa (subject) 11, 56

paksa-dharmata (being an attribute of
the subject) 11, 56, 105

padartha (category) 5

parirthAnumana (inferring for others)
109

piirva-paksa (refutation of objections)
17, 110

pratiyogita (counterpositiveness) 13,
110

pratiyogitva (counterpositiveness) 91,
92, 108

pratiyogin (adjunct; counterpositive)
3, 8,22, 23

pratiyogi-vaiyadhikaranya (differing in
locus from the counterpositive) 128
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pratiyogi-vyadhikarana (differing in
locus from the counterpositive) 121,
127

pratiyogi-saimanadhikaranya (having a
common locus with the counter-
positive) 128

pratiyogy-asamanadhikarana (not
sharing the locus with the counter-
positive) 110, 127

pratyaksa (perception) 17, 55

Prabhiakara 68, 144

pramana (means of knowledge) 17,
55, 58, 59

pravrtti-nimitta (cause of application
of a word) 103, 149

prasiddha (known) 118

pracina (plur.: Old School of Navya-
nyaya) 137

praiic (plur.: Old School of Navya-
nyaya) 61

bahuvrihi 23, 66, 82, 122, 130, 132

bhava (state of being) 103
bhinna (different) 8
bheda (difference) 8, 81-82

-mat 3, 82
manas (mind) 58
Mimamsa 3, 59, 68

yoga (etymological meaning) 149
yogya (visible )58
yogydpadhi (visible accident) 58

riipa (colour) 119, (form) 139, 141, 146

laksana (definition) 10

laksya (definitum) 10

liniga (sign) 56

linga-paramarsa (consideration of a
sign) 12, 56, 102-103

lokayata (materialistic) 58

-vat 3, 23

vayu (air) 58, 119
Vijiianabhiksu 147
viparyaya (opposition) 59
viraha (negation) 92
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viSista (qualified) 56, 69

visesana (qualifier) 144

viSesanata-visesa-sambandha
(particular qualification relation) 5

viSesa-vyapti (pervasion between
particulars) 123

visesa-samagri (the whole set of
necessary conditions for the specific
nature) 105

viSesdbhava (particular absence) 83,
118

visama-vyapta (pervasion term
unequal to the other term) 98, 149

vrtti-niyamaka (occurrence-exacting) 3

vrtty-aniyimaka (non occurrence-
exacting) 3, 92

Vedanta 3, 147

vaiyadhikaranya (differing in locus)
65, 86

Vaisesika 3, 55-56

vyatirekin (negative) 104

vyadhikarana (differing in locus) 22

vyadhikaranatva (being related to a
different subject) 94

vyadhikarana-dharma (contradictory
property) 68

vyabhicarita (deviating thing) 7

vyabhicaritatva (deviation) 79

vyabhicara (deviation) 7, 69, 91, 145

vyabhicarin (deviating thing) 7, 137,
144, 151

vyapaka (pervader) 6, 91, 143, 151

vyapakatva (pervaderness) 6-7, 91

vyapara (activity) 56

vyapti (pervasion) 6, 10, 11, 56

vyapti-grahdpaya (induction) 59

vyapti-paficaka (five definitions of
pervasion) 33, 61

Vyapti-vada 16, 17

vydpya (pervaded thing) 6, 141, 143

vyapyatva (pervadedness) 6, 91

vyapya-vrtti (of complete occurrence) 9

vyasajya-vrtti (adhering to each other
in the occurrence) 132

vyasajya-vrtti-dharma (property of
things adhering to each other in
their occurrence) 132

Samkara 147

$abda (verbal testimony) 17, 59
$asa-$riga (horn of a hare) 69

sad-darSana (six systems of philosophy)
3
sasthi (genitive) 130

samyoga (contact) 4

samsaya (doubt) 59

samkramakatva (transference) 146

satta (reality) 5

sattva (reality) 5

samavaya (inherence) 4, 68

samavayitd (being a term of inherence)
68, 86

sama-vyapta (pervasion term equal to
the other term) 98, 149

samanadhikarana (sharing a locus)
22,23

samasanta 23, 82

sambandha (relation, connexion) 3, 13

sambandhita (being connected) 13,
139-140

savikalpaka (determinate) 69

Samkhya 3, 55-56, 147

sadhana (probans) 11, 81, 83, 107,
144

siadhanatva (probansness) 108

sadharmya (homogeneity) 58

sidhya (probandum) 11, 56, 83, 107,
144

sadhyatva (probandumness) 107-108

samanadhikaranya (community of
locus) 6, 13, 111, 122, 136, 141

samanya (universal nature, class
character) 14, 118, 131

simanya-samagri (the whole set of
necessary conditions for the generic
nature) 105

samanyabhava (universal absence) 83,
118

siddhanta (conclusion) 17, 110

siddhanta-laksana (conclusive
definition) 18, 110

siddhi-karma (object of the result of
proving) 108

siddhy-asiddhi (instr.du.: whether the
existence of the thing is known or
not) 93
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sisadhayisa-visaya (what the desire to
prove is concerned with) 108

sima-paricchedaka (delimitor of the
physical boundary) 82

Sondada 68

sopadhi (term with an accident) 95,
136, 137, 141

svariipa (own nature) 141
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svariipa-sambandha (peculiar relation)
5,92

svabhavika (essential) 100

svarthinumana (inferring for oneself)
109

hetu (reason) 11, 56
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absence 8-9
- of contact 9, 76-78, 115, 127-129
constant — 8-9, 22, 77
mutual —, diversity 8-9, 23, 81, 82,
92, 128-129
particular — 83-84, 118
universal — 19, 83-84, 118
accident 14-15, 21, 58, 90, 91, 102,
136, 141, 143-149
adjunct of a relation 3, 8, 92, 108
antecedent of an argumentation 56
attribute 3

Bochenski, J. M. 25-28
bothness 132

calculus 28
first order predicate — 30
second order predicate — 33
category 5
cause 56
proximate — 56
circulus in definiendo 10, 107
class, 4, 13, 65, 73, 111, 116, 122-123,
135, 136, 140
— character 13-14, 131, 139, 141
unit - 5, 97, 113, 140
community of locus 6, 19, 33
conclusion 17, 110
~ of an inference 11, 56, 105
- of a syllogism 58
concomitance 14-15
invariable — 6
conjunction 22
consequent of an argumentation 56
constant 22, 23, 30, 32, 131
contact 4, 9, 76, 77
contradictory 9, 77-78
— property 68
counterpositive of an absence 8, 22,
23,92

definition 10

deviation 6, 7, 20, 69, 79, 150
difference 8, 81-82

diversity, see under absence
domain of a relation 21, 97
doubt 59

ensrationissinefundamentoinre
69
existential import 32

forma cum subjecto 13-14, 111,
141

forma sine subjecto 13-14, 111,
139, 141

generality 131
generic character 4-5
genitive 82, 130

identification 17, 55

identity 7, 92

ignoratio elenchi 103
implication 116

inclusion of classes 7, 32, 116
induction 59, 118

inference 11, 17, 19, 31, 55, 59, 109
Ingalls, D. H. H. 24

inherence 4-5, 68, 72, 100
inseparability 101

knowledge 69
determinate — 69
means of valid - 17, 59

limitor 13, 19, 68, 82, 110, 128, 136,
139, 141, 145

Lion (name of a logician) 18

locus 3, 8, 22, 30, 32

logic of relations 25
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major premiss 11, 56
minor premiss 11, 56

necessary condition 14-15, 105
negation, 8, 9

non-deviation 19-20, 60, 96, 104
non-difference 81-82, 129
non-occurrence 61

nonpervasion 10

occurrence 3, 30, 33
complete - 9, 77, 127
incomplete — 9, 76, 115, 127, 128
opposition 59
overpervasion 10

perception 17, 55, 58
pervasion 6-7, 10, 11, 19-21, 31-33,

— between particulars 123
reciprocal — 6, 125
predication 5
probandum 11, 56, 83, 107-108, 144
probans 11, 81, 83, 107-108, 144
product 83, 118

qualifier 144
quantifier 12, 106
universal — 12, 61

reality 5
reason, see probans
reductio ad impossibile 150
relation 3
membership - 5
non occurrence-exacting — 3, 6, 7
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occurrence-exacting — 3, 92
one-one — 87, 99
particular qualification - 5, 8, 68
peculiar - 5, 8, 92

relational abstract 5, 12

Schayer, St. 28
self-contradictory 68
Sen, S. 23-24
sense-perception 17, 58
sign 12, 56
subject 3
- of a conclusion 11, 56
- of a relation 3
subjunct of a relation 3
substratum 108
superstratum 3, 30
suppositio 108
—-confusa tantum, disjuncta 108
—determinata 108
Staal, J. F. 28-30, 34
syllogism 11, 58, 109

term of a relation 3
Tiger (name of a logician) 18

unexampled term 18, 61, 68, 86, 99, 115
universal 110

- nature, universality 14

— absence, see under absence

- quantifier, see under quantifier
universal-positive 5, 18, 61, 86, 104,

114

variable 22, 23, 28, 30, 31, 32, 131
verbal testimony 17, 59
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